
52. 4QSamb

(PLATES XXIV–XXV)
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Honor of William Foxwell Albright, ed. by G. E. Wright (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1961) 133–202 (=
Epigrapher’s Notebook, 3–43 [slightly revised]); ‘The Papyri and Their Historical Implications’, Discoveries in the Wa[dı\
ed-Da[liyeh, ed. by P. W. Lapp and N. L. Lapp (AASOR 41; Cambridge, Mass.: ASOR, 1974) 17–29; ‘Palaeography
and the Dead Sea Scrolls’, The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fify Years: A Comprehensive Assessment, vol. 1, ed. by P. W.
Flint and J. C. VanderKam (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1998) 379–402; ‘An Ostracon in Literary Hebrew from Óorvat ÆUza’,
The Archaeology of Jordan and Beyond : Essays in Honor of James A. Sauer, ed. by L. E. Stager, J. A. Greene, and M.
D. Coogan (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2000) 111–13 (= Epigrapher’s Notebook, 135–7); ‘Some Problems in Old
Hebrew Orthography with Special Attention to the Third Person Masculine Singular Suffix on Plural Nouns [–âw]’,
ErIsr  27 [Hayim and Miriam Tadmor Volume], ed. by I. EphÆal, A. Ben-Tor, and P. Machinist (Jerusalem: Israel
Exploration Society, 2003) 18*–24* (= Epigrapher’s Notebook, 351–6); F. M. Cross and D. N. Freedman, Early
Hebrew Orthography: A Study of the Epigraphic Evidence  (AOS 36; New Haven, Conn.: American Oriental Society,
1952); ‘Some Observations on Early Hebrew’, Bib 53 (1972) 413–20; F. M. Cross and D. W. Parry, ‘A Preliminary
Edition of a Fragment of 4QSamb (4Q52 )’, BASOR 306 (1997) 63–74; F. M. Cross and S. Talmon (eds.), Qumran
and the History of the Biblical Text  (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975); D. N. Freedman, ‘The
Massoretic Text and the Qumran Scrolls: A Study in Orthography’, Textus 2 (1962) 87–102; P. K. McCarter, Jr., I
Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes & Commentary (AB 8; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1980); E.
Tov, ‘The Orthography and Language of the Hebrew Scrolls Found at Qumran and the Origin of These Scrolls’,
Textus  13 (1986) 31–57; ‘Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the Judaean Desert: Their Contribution to Textual
Criticism’, JJS 39 (1988) 5–37.

TWENTY-THREE identifiable fragments survive from the old manuscript of Samuel
from Qumran cave 4, that we signify by the sigla 4QSamb and 4Q52. In 1955, Cross
published seven fragments, all that he had acquired at that time (Cross, ‘Oldest
Manuscripts’). These are now renumbered as frgs. 4–5, 7–8, 13, 17, and 19; see TABLE

1 below.

TABLE 1: Contents of 4QSamb

Frg(s). 1 Samuel

1 12:3, 5-6

2 14:41-42

3 15:16-18

4 16:1-11

5 19:10-13, 15-17

6–7 20:26–21:3, 5-7

8 21:8-10

9 22:8-9

10–23 23:8-23
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Physical Description

The leather of the fragments varies from beige (no doubt the original colour of the
leather) to tan, with some darker places caused by decay or staining. In the better-
preserved portions, the leather is soft, well-prepared, but unpolished.

Frg. 6, containing 1 Sam 20:26–21:3, 5-6, is the largest of the fragments extant, and
was acquired by the Palestine Archaeological Museum among the last purchases of cave
4 remains. It measures approximately 15.9 cm and 10.4 cm at its greatest length and
breadth. Portions of nineteen lines of text survive. The original column width was
nearly twice the width of the preserved portion. Reconstructed, the lines average
between 95 and 100 letters and spaces. However, vertical alignment of letters and words
with those on lines above or below is more important than line length in reconstruction.
The freedom of the scribe to stop short of the left dry line marking the left margin, or to
run over several letters or spaces, makes line length somewhat flexible. The extreme
width of the column is a most unusual feature of this manuscript. The columns of
4QSama, for example, usually are approximately half as wide. The right margin of the
column is preserved revealing the stitching which joined it to the preceding column. The
width of the right margin from the stitching to the dry line (marked by the scribe from
which to begin penning his lines) averages 1 cm in frg. 6 and 0.7 cm in frg. 4. The
bottom margin of the column on frg. 7 measures 1.5 cm from the dry line drawn to
mark the final line to the bottom of the scroll. The scribe in this period was guided by a
ceiling line, not by a baseline. The horizontal ceiling lines are faintly visible in this text.

Palaeography

The hand of the scribe is formal, small, and exquisite. In 1961, Cross wrote concerning
the date of this manuscript: ‘[It] can be safely attributed to the last half of the third
century . . . ’ (Cross, ‘Development’, esp. 166). At that time, a date about 225 BCE was
preferred. With the discovery of the dated Wadi Daliyeh papyri of the late fourth
century (Cross, ‘Papyri’, 25–9 and DJD XXVIII [2001] 4) and, as well, the great mass
of Edomite ostraca from the vicinity of Maresha dated to the late fourth and early third
centuries (Cross, ‘Palaeography’, 383–4), the earlier end of the bracket, c.250 BCE, is
preferred.

Two words have been erased (1 Sam 20:28; 23:9), both involving lwaç. In 21:5, a
word was added above the line. These three corrections were made by the original scribe
of the manuscript. One correction by a later hand is found in 21:5 (supralinear ˚?a¿).
No other corrections are found.

Orthography

4QSamb is written in a surprisingly archaic orthography (see Cross, ‘Oldest
Manuscripts’, esp. 165; Freedman, ‘Massoretic’; Cross and Freedman, ‘Some
Observations’; Andersen and Freedman, ‘Another Look’. See also, generally, Tov,
‘Orthography’; ‘Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts’; Cook, ‘Peculiarities’; Cross, ‘Ostracon’;
‘Some Problems’). Only once (≈wr 20:36) is it written in a fuller orthography than ˜,
which itself in 1 Samuel tends to be on the ‘defective’, i.e. archaic, side. (The
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orthography of ˜ is unusual here, leaving u \ unmarked). At least in six instances,
4QSamb exhibits a less plene reading. Most noteworthy is the usual practice of the
scribe not to mark o \ (< a \) with a mater lectionis (see TABLE 2 , µ a b b , w t m q , ˆ l j h ,
ˆkt, ?y¿n ú úmla, and dpa). Exceptions occur with the feminine plural of nouns, for
example, twr[n (1 Sam 20:30); see also the reconstructed form twam (1 Sam 23:13).
Participles and Qal infinitives absolute are always written ‘defectively’. (At 23:10, we
find partially reconstructed [?m¿ç [mç; ˜ also has the ‘defective’ orthography). On
the other hand, the vowel o [ derived from the contraction of the diphthong aw is
regularly written with waw surviving as a mater lectionis.1 The same is true of the vowel
u \: ≈wr (20:36), rswmh (21:7), etc. The variants hry[h (4QSamb) and ry[h  (˜ ) in
21:1 must be reckoned as morphological variants, not orthographic. The so-called he
directive arises actually in the morpheme -ha as is now clear from Ugaritic. It is not a
case ending.

Perhaps the most interesting example of archaic orthography is the survival of he as
the mater lectionis for o \ derived from u2 in hml[, ‘his lad’ (20:38). This is the regular
orthography in pre-Exilic Hebrew, surviving very rarely in Biblical Hebrew.

TABLE 2: Orthographic Variants

Frg(s). and Line 4QSamb ˜ 1 Samuel

4 5 µ a b b µ a w b b 16:6

4 6 w t m q w t m w q 16:7

5 3 ˆ l j h ˆ w l j h 19:12

6–7 4 t d r ó m h t w d r m h 20:30

6–7 5 ˆ k t ˆ w k t 20:31

6–7 8 ≈ w r ≈ r 20:36

6–7 10 h m l [ ?r[ nh ¿ 20:38

6–7 16 ? y ¿ n ú m l a y n w m l a 21:3

8 3 d p a d w p a h 21:10

Textual Character

The following table and accompanying explanations present statistics that assist us in
describing the character of this old manuscript. On the citation of the versions in the
text-critical discussions, see the section under that heading in the introduction to

1 Thus ˆt n w y  from older yaw-natan reflected on archaic seals (spelled yw-) and transcriptions of Hebrew proper
names in the Marashu Tablets, and d[wm for Canaanite *mawÆ id  (from a root wÆ d). As Cross and Freedman have
observed (Early Hebrew Orthography , 53; and Freedman, ‘Massoretic’, 97–8), there are problems with the orthography
of µwy (20:34) and µwqm (20:27). In West Semitic, biforms ya\m and yawm are found; but in pre-Exilic Hebrew we
have only ym for ya \m. In the case of µwqm , only the base form maqa\m is extant in West Semitic, though as Freedman
has suggested, we could posit a biform *maqawm.

2  On this etymology, see Cross, ‘Some Problems’.
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4QSama.
TABLE 3: Relations of 4QSamb to the Old Greek Translation and to the Masoretic Text

(Reconstructed Readings in Square Brackets)

Superior
Readings

Inferior
Readings

Unclassified
Readings

Total
Readings

4QSamb = Old Greek

(1) 4QSamb = ÌB/ÌBL  ≠ ˜ 21 [35] 3 [4] 0 [0] 24 [39]

(2) 4QSamb  ÌL  ≠  ÌB  ˜ 0 [2] 0 [0] 1 [0] 1 [2]

(3) 4QSamb  ÌL  ≠  ÌB  ≠ ˜ 0 [4] 1 [2] 0 [1] 1 [7]

(4) 4QSamb  ÌB  ≠  ÌL   ˜ 1 [1] 0 [0] 0 [0] 1 [1]

Subtotal 22 [42] 4 [6] 1 [1] 27 [49]

4QSamb =  Masoretic Text

(5) 4QSamb ˜   ÌL  ≠ Ì B 2 [6] 0 [4] 2 [2] 4 [12]

(6) 4QSamb ˜  ÌB ≠ ÌL 7 [11] 0 [0] 2 [1] 9 [12]

(7) 4QSamb ˜  ≠ ÌB/ÌL /ÌBL 14 [23] 1 [1] 1 [1] 16 [25]

Subtotal 23 [40] 1 [5] 5 [4] 29 [49]

4QSamb = Unique Reading

(8) 4QSamb ≠ ˜  ≠
ÌB/ÌL /ÌBL

6 [9] 0 [0] 3 [2] 9 [11]

Total: All Categories 51 [91] 5 [11] 9 [7] 65 [109]

(1) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with either ÌB or ÌBL  against ˜ (4QSamb  =
ÌB/ÌBL  ≠ ˜): Sixty-three readings fall into this category, thirty-nine of them in
reconstructed contexts. We have argued that fifty-six are superior to ˜ and seven
inferior to ˜. The inferior readings are for the most part explicating pluses. The
agreement with Ì in seven secondary or inferior readings against ˜ is strong evidence
for a close genetic relationship between 4QSamb and the Old Greek. Agreement in
corrupt or inferior readings—a text’s bad genes—best characterizes a textual family.
However, the remarkably large number of superior readings in which 4QSamb agrees
with the Old Greek is not irrelevant to the question of the affiliation of the two texts.

(2) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ÌL  against ÌB and ˜ (4QSamb ÌL  ≠  ÌB˜ ) :
Three readings fall into this category where ÌB and ˜ agree with each other against
4QSambÌL . One of these is unclassified; the other two are both superior and
reconstructed.

(3) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ÌL  against ÌB and against ˜ (4QSamb ÌL  ≠
ÌB ≠ ˜; that is, there is a three-way split in the tradition, a different reading each in
4QSambÌL , ÌB, and ˜): Eight readings (seven reconstructed, one reading unclassified)
fall into this category, of which four are superior to both the reading of ÌB and the
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reading of ˜. In three instances, 4QSamb ÌL  is inferior. Readings in category (3) qualify
as Proto-Lucianic readings.
(4) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ÌB against ÌL  and ˜ (4QSamb ÌB ≠ ÌL ˜ ) :
Two readings fall into this category, one of them reconstructed. Both of these readings
are superior.

(5) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ˜ and ÌL  against ÌB (4QSamb ˜Ì L  ≠ ÌB):
There are sixteen readings in this category. The 4QSamb˜Ì L  readings appear to be
superior in eight cases, in four cases inferior. Four readings are unclassified. ÌL  here
appears to reflect the Old Greek, with ÌB often defective either owing to parablepsis, or
expansion with the addition of an explicating plus.

(6) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ˜ and ÌB against ÌL  (4QSamb˜Ì B ≠  Ì L ):
There are twenty-one instances in this category. Eighteen readings are reckoned
superior, of which eleven are reconstructed. None is inferior.

(7) Readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ˜ against ÌB and/or ÌL  (4QSamb˜  ≠
ÌB/ÌL /ÌBL ): Forty-one readings fall into this category. We have analyzed thirty-seven as
superior, twenty-three of these reconstructed. Only two we have labelled inferior (one
reconstructed), and two (one reconstructed) remain unclassified. There are only two
readings of 4QSamb in agreement with ˜ against the Old Greek in which ˜ is judged
to be in error. This is a stunning statistic.

(8) Unique readings in 4QSamb (4QSamb ≠ ˜ ≠ ÌB/ÌL /ÌBL ): There are twenty readings
of 4QSamb against ˜ and the Old Greek, eleven reconstructed. Of these we reckon
fifteen (nine reconstructed) to be superior, none inferior. Five (two reconstructed)
readings are unclassified.

In summary, 4QSamb exhibits 142 superior readings, of which ninety are in agreement
with the Old Greek represented either by ÌB or ÌL  or both. 4QSamb is in agreement
with ˜ seventy-eight times, of which sixty-three readings are superior (or original), nine
unclassified, and six considered inferior.

In short, in an overwhelmingly large number of cases, the readings of 4QSamb agree
with the Old Greek when it is superior, but agree with the Masoretic tradition when it is
superior. We must add in some fifteen unique readings that are superior to both the Old
Greek and ˜. These are marks of a remarkably pristine textual witness. It is a tragedy
that 4QSamb is so poorly preserved.

We should note too that 4QSamb has some ten inferior readings in agreement with the
Old Greek against the Masoretic Text—the bad genes of the Vorlage of the Old Greek.
Such readings are as crucial, perhaps even more crucial than the large number of
agreements of 4QSamb with the Old Greek in superior readings. Similarly, when
4QSamb is in disagreement with both the Greek witnesses (ÌB/ÌL /ÌBL ), but in agreement
with ˜ , in some thirty-seven instances ˜  is superior; only in two cases (one
reconstructed) are the readings reckoned inferior—bad genes. These data strongly
support the view that the Old Greek was translated, presumably in Alexandria, from a
Hebrew manuscript that was closely affiliated with the Old Palestinian text, such as that
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preserved in this old Samuel manuscript.
Such statistics do not indicate really the full value of this archaic text. Its affinity 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. Nevertheless, the most extraordinary characteristic of the text of
4QSamb is the high proportion of original readings which it preserves, whether it be in
agreement with the Old Greek, or in agreement with ˜, or against both in its several
unique readings.

Frg. 1     1 Sam 12:3, 5-6     (Pl. XXIV)

4 ¿  ¡ ¡ ? 3¿ 1

?

¿ µókób hwhy d[ó?   5 ¿ 2

?

¿  ¡ ¡  ¡ ¡ ? 6¿ 3

?

Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072*

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (12:3)  The traces of two letters may be discerned, but they cannot be identified.
L. 2  (12:5)   µókób.  The bottoms of kap and final mem are clear, and the reading is not in doubt.
L. 3  (12:6)   The very tops of four letters are visible, but their identity cannot be made out.

Frg. 2     1 Sam 14:41-42     (Pl. XXIV)

larçy yhla hwhy ˆw[h ynb ˆtnwy ¿b ‚ wa ?yb çy µa µwyh ˚db[ ta
tyn[ al hml41 ¿ 1

?larçy ˚m[b wnçy µaw µyra hbh

ynb ˆtnwy ˆybw y n yb wlyph lwaç ¿r ‚ma ‚ y w 4 2  w _a ‚ ?xy µ[hw lwaçw ˆtnwy
dklyw µymt hbh¿ 2

?
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bottom margin

Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072*

The Masoretic text has suffered a long haplography in v 41 caused by homoioteleuton,
triggered by the repetition of larçy; the text of 4Q52 has been reconstructed in v 41
basically from Ì and Ò. The vertical alignment of ?ˆtnwy¿b‚ wa in line 1 and r‚ma‚yw
w _a ‚ ?xy¿ in line 2  certifies the identification of the fragment as well as the existence in
4QSamb of the longer text. On the reconstruction, see Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 93–
5, and McCarter, I Samuel, 247–8. The longer text is original.

The bottom margin of this column is considerably longer than the bottom margin in
frg. 7.

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (14:41)   ?ˆtnwy¿b‚ wa.  The reading wa  is certain; the bet is damaged by the tear on the left side,
but is reasonably secure.

L. 2  (14:41-42)   r‚ma‚yw w_a‚?xy¿.  The ticked shaft near the edge of the leather conforms to waw; before
it are two dots of ink which can be the ends of the two legs of an æalep. The following r‚ma‚yw is fairly clear.
There is a trace of ink following the mem, no doubt a trace of res].

VARIANTS

14:41 (1) ? ˆtnwy ¿b ‚ wa Ì  Ò ]  > ˜ Ê Í ◊ .  See the manuscript note above. The longer text reflected
in Ì and Ò  is original.

14:41 (2) w _a ‚ ?xy µ[hw¿ ˜   Ì BO   Ê   ◊ ; cf. Ò  ]   µ[h waxyw Ì L  Í

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

14:41 (1) ?yb çy µa µwyh ˚db[ ta tyn[ al hml¿ Ì BLÒ; cf. Ì O ]  > ˜ Ê Í ◊

14:41 (1) ? ˆ w[h ynb¿  Ì (Ò ) ]   hzh ˆw[h  ynb (Ò ); >  ˜ Ê  Í  ◊

14:41 (1) ?µaw µyra hbh larçy yhla hwhy¿  Ì; cf. Ò ]  > ˜ Ê Í ◊

14:41 (1) ? w n ç y ¿ ; cf. Ò ]  tade eiph Ì B; cf. ÌLO.  Compare wnçy  in v 39 which the Greek
translator renders as apokriqh, apparently again at a loss as to the meaning of the
expression.

14:41 (1) ? ˚ m[b ¿  ÌA
 Ò ]  pr an hbh  Ì B; cf. Ì(O) ; µ[b Ì L

14:41 (1) ? larçy ¿  2° Ì BO ; cf. (Ò) ]  ˆ w[h  Ì L; cf. (Ò).  The long omission presumes the reading
l a r ç y .

14:41 (2) ? hbh ¿ ˜   Ì L  Ò  Í ◊ ]  + a n  Ì BO

Frg. 3     1 Sam 15:16-18     (Pl. XXIV)

hlylh yla hwhy rbd rça ta ˚l hdygaw ¿π ‚ ?rh lwaç la lawmç
r m a y w16 ¿ 1
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?                vacat             rbd wl rmayw

˚jçmyw hta larçy yfbç çar ˚yny[b¿ hta ˆ _ ?fq µa awlh lwaç la
lawmç rmayw 1 7 ¿ 2

?˚rdb hwhy ˚jlçyw 18 larçy l[ ˚lml hwhy

tmjlnw q¿l ‚ ?m[¿ t ‚a ‚ ? µyafjh ta htmrjhw ˚l rmayw¿ 3

?

Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072*

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (15:16)   π‚?rh¿.  There is the tail of a long letter, no doubt the final pe of πrh of v 16.
L. 1  At the end of  line 1, it is necessary to reconstruct a long spacing to indicate paragraphing. It

conforms to the paragraphing in ˜  marked with s .
L. 2  (15:17)   ˆ_?fq¿.  On the right edge of the fragment before the clear hta is a long stroke, somewhat

distorted by the wrinkling of the leather. It conforms best with final nun.
L. 3  (15:18)   ?q¿l‚?m[¿ t‚a‚.  The top of a taw can be discerned, and before it evidently the high left

arm of an æalep. Following after some space is a trace of ink, evidently the distorted top of a lamed.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

15:17 (2) ? lwaç la¿ ˜ pc mss Ì Ò Í ]  > ˜ Ê ◊.  Space requirements dictate the inclusion of this
phrase in  4QSamb. It echoes the same phrase at the beginning of v 16. The phrase
probably was lost owing to a haplography by homoioteleuton (laç la lamç in older
orthography). It is less likely that we are dealing with an explicating plus.

15:17 (2) ?larçy yfbç çar¿  ˜ ; cf. Í ◊  ]   larçy fbç fbç çar Ì BA; cf. ÌL(O)  Ò.  Ì BA

contain a simple dittography. The Greek readings of ÌL , Ì(O)  and Ò  are expansive,
presumably to make sense of the curious reading fbç f b ç, probably on the basis of 1
Sam 9:21, itself corrupt in Ì.

15:17 (2) ?hta ¿  ˜ ; cf. Í ◊  ]  > Ì Ò

15:17 (2) ?l[¿  ˜ ÌBO Ê Í ◊ ]  + lk  ÌL

15:18 (3) ?˚l ¿  ˜ Ê  Í  ◊ ]  +  ˚ l  Ì.  The Greek reading is dittographic or the Masoretic Text is
haplographic. ˚l and ˚l ˚l or ˚l hkl interchange frequently.

15:18 (3) ? h t m r j h w ¿  ˜ Ì  Ê  ◊  ]  htmrjh Í

15:18 (3) ? µ y a f j h ¿  ˜   ◊ ; cf. Ê Í  ]  + yl Ì .  The yl is erroneous and probably secondary.

Frg. 4     1 Sam 16:1-11     (Pl. XXIV)

[mçw ˚la ˚ya lawmç rmayw2 ˚lm yl wynbb ytyar yk µjl tyb yçy
la¿ ˚ ó ?jlça1 ¿ 1

?tlg[ hwhy rmayw yngrhw lwaç
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rça ta ˚[ydwa yknaw jbzl yçyl tarqw3 ytab hwhyl jbzl trmaw
˚dyb j¿q rqb 2

?rça ta yl tjçmw hç[t

ry[h ynqz wdrjyw µjl tyb abyw hwhy rbd rça ta lawmç ç[yw4¿
˚yla rma 3

?˚awb µlçh wrmayw wtarql

taw yçy ta çdqyw µw yh yta wjmçw wçdqth ytab hwhyl jbzl
µlç¿ rmayw 5 harh 4

?jbzl µhl arqyw wynb

la lawmç la hwhy rmayw7 wjyçm hwhy dgn ˚a rmayw bayl¿a ‚ ta
aryw µabb yhyw6

5

?hbg law wharm la fbt
µyny[l hary µdah yk µyhla hary ˆk µdah hary rçak al y¿k ó
w ytsam yk wtmq 6

? a r q y w 8 bbll hary hwhyw

 yçy rb[yw 9 µyhla rjb al hzb µg rmayw lawmç ynpl rb[yw ¿
bdnyba la yçy 7

?rjb al hzb µg rmayw a[mç

hlab hwhy rjb al lawmç rmayw lawmç ynpl w y nb t[bç y ¿ç ‚ y
r b [ y w10 hwhy 8

?la lawmç rmayw1 1    vacat

µyr[nh wm¿t ‚h ‚  yçy 9

?

Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072*

The right margin is preserved on the leather fragment.

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (16:1)   ˚ó?jlça¿ .  Calculation of space makes this reading probable, and the long tail of kap pre-
served on the leather certifies the reconstruction. No other letter with a long tail is near enough to fit the
count.

L. 8  It is necessary to reconstruct a paragraph spacing between vv 10 and 11. It is not found in BHS, ed.
de Boer; it is found, marked with s, in BH2, ed. Rudolph.

VARIANTS

16:2 (2) ? j ¿ q  Ì  Í  ]  jqt  ˜  Ê   ◊
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16:4 (4) harh Ì (o   blepwn) ]  > ˜ Ê Í ◊

16:7 (6) w y t s a m  ]   whytsam ˜ .  See the same phenomenon, the syncope of intervocalic he, in
v 1 ˜  (wytsam). It is not infrequent elsewhere in Biblical and epigraphic Hebrew
(Cross and Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography, 50 and n. 27).

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

16:1 (1) ?µjl tyb¿  Ì  ]   ymjlh tyb  ˜ ◊ ; cf. Ê   Í .  Ì  uses ew" (ei") before the place name.
However, the Hebrew idiom does not require a preposition here.

16:1 (1) ? w y n bb ¿  ˜   Ì BO   Í  ◊ ; cf. Ê  ]   yçy ynbb ÌL

16:3 (2) ? y ç y l ¿  ˜  ÌB A  Ê  Í  ◊ ]   +  w y nblw  ÌL(O)

16:3 (2) ? j b z l ¿  Ì Í  ◊ ]  jbzb ˜ ; cf. Ê .  After the verb arq, the preposition -l is desiderated.
The reading in ˜  evidently is influenced by the corrupt reading jbzb in v 5. For the
idiom, see the reading at the end of v 5 jbzl µhl arqyw .

16:3 (2) ? y k n a w ¿  ˜   Ê   Í   ◊  ]  > Ì .  Presumably the yknaw has been lost in Ì  owing to the
repetition of several letters in ˚[ydwa. yknaw as a casus pendens is a familiar literary
device in early Hebrew.

16:3 (2) ? yl¿ ˜ ÌL  Í ; cf. Ê ]  > Ì BO   ◊

16:4 (3) ? ta ¿  ˜ Ê ◊; cf. Í  ]  + lk  Ì

16:4 (3) ?rbd¿ ˜   Ì L Ê ]  + wl  Ì BA ◊; cf. Ì (O)  Í .  We take wl  as an explicating plus.

16:4 (3) ? w d r j y w ¿  ˜   Ì   Ò  ]   waxyw hdwhy  Í .  The reading of hdwhy in Í  may have arisen
from graphic confusion with wdrjyw .

16:4 (3) ? w r m a y w ¿  Ì  Ê  Í  ◊ ]   rma y w  ˜ .  ˜  is in error; context requires a plural verb.

16:4 (3) ? µlçh ¿  Ì B  ]  µlç ˜ ÌLO  Ê Í ◊.  The reading of Ì B makes better sense in the context we
have reconstructed.

16:5 (4) ?µwyh yta wjmçw¿ Ì BO ; cf. Ò  ]   jbzb yta µtabw ˜ ; cf. Ê Í ◊. The reading found
in the Greek and Old Latin is clearly superior to the Masoretic reading as first
demonstrated by Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 101.

16:7 (6) ? r ç a k ¿  Ì Ê Í  ◊ ]   rça ˜

16:7 (6) ?µyhla hary ˆk¿  ÌL ; cf. ÌBO  ]  > ˜ Ê Í .  The reading of ˜  is impossible as it stands,
as is generally recognized. The fuller text of ÌL  must be read in 4QSamb to fill out the
line. The phrase µyhlah hary ˆk appears to have fallen out of ˜  by haplography
owing to homoiarkton.

16:8 (7) ? r b[ y w ¿  Ì   Ò  ]   whrb[yw ˜ Ê Í ◊.  The reading of ˜  (and its faithful congeners) is
influenced by the HipÆil readings in vv 9 and 10.

16:8 (7) ? µ y h l a ¿  Ì B(O) ]   hwhy ˜   Ì LAÍ ◊ ; cf. Ê.  The variant in Ì B(O) arises perhaps as a
reminiscence of µyhla in v 7. We cannot be absolutely certain of this reading in
4QSamb; however, it helps to fill out a short line.

16:9 (7) ? a [ m ç ¿  ÌL(O) (samaa) Ò  ]  hmç ˜   Ì A  Ê  ◊ ; cf. ÌB (sama) Í .  See a[mç 1 Chr 2:13;
20:7; 2 Sam 21:21 ˜ q; and h[mç 2 Sam 13:3, 32. In 4QSama at 2 Sam 13:3, the
same name is written hy[mç , the full or non-hypocoristic, form of the name. The
common element of personal names [mç plus the hypocoristic suffix a-, is the most
likely choice here.

16:10 (8) ? rma y w ¿  Ì B  ]  +  yçy la ˜   Ì LO  Ê  Í  ◊.  The words yçy la  are an example of the type
of expli-cating plus usually absent from 4QSamb. However, owing to the paragraph
break, we cannot be certain of the reconstruction here.
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Frg. 5     1 Sam 19:10-13, 15-17     (Pl. XXIV)

10 ¿ 1

y n p m ?

µ ykalm l waç jlç y w1 1  awhh hlylb yh y w  flmy w  s n  d wd w  r yqb
tynjh ta ˚yw lwaç¿ 2

wtymh?l wrmçl dwd tyb la

tmwt rjm hlylh ˚çpn ta flmm ˚nya µa rmal wtça lkym dwdl
dgtw rqbb¿ 3

ˆljh d[b dw _ ?d ta lkym drwtw 12

hmç µyz[h rybk taw hfmh l[ µçtw µyprth ta lkym jqtw13 flmyw
jrby w  ˚l y w ¿ 4

dgbb s ‚k ‚ ?tw w ytçarm

µykalmh ta lwaç jlçyw15 awh hlj wrmayw dwd ta tjql µykalm
lwaç jlçy w 1 4 ¿ 5

wl[h rmal d‚w _ ?d ta tarl

hfmh l[ µyprth hnhw µykalmh wabyw16         v a c a t       wtmhl yla
hfmb wta ¿ 6

r m a y w1 7  wyt?çarm µyz[h rybkw
Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072*

The left margin of the column is visible on the leather fragment, and as well, stitching
with linen thread where the sheet of leather on which this column is inscribed was sewn
to the next piece of leather.

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 4  (19:13)   s‚k‚?tw¿.  Before dgbb , the leather is badly split and distorted by shrinkage. Some traces
of letters, presumably kap and samek, are preserved on the border twisted down from the split.

L. 6   We must posit a paragraph spacing at the end of v 15. ˜ has a paragraph break at the end of v 13
and v 14.

VARIANTS

19:12 (3) ˆ l j h  ]   ˆwljh ˜ .  This is a noteworthy orthographic variant in which the vowel o\ < a\

is written without the matres lectionis waw.

19:16 (6) w y t ? ç a r m ¿  ˜ ÌBO  Ê   ◊  ]   +  lwaçl wdygyw Ì L Í.  In view of the intriguing agreement
of the Luci-anic Greek and the Syriac, it may be that we are dealing with a Proto-
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Lucianic plus. In any case, the reading is to explicate an elliptical text.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

19:10 (2) ?yhyw¿ Ì ]  > ˜ Ê Í ◊.  There is ample room for the introduction of yhyw  in the line
before
a w h h h l y l b  with Ì , clearly the original reading (so, Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis,
112).

19:10 (2) ? a w h h ¿  Ì ◊  ]   awh ˜ .  The letter he has been lost by haplography.

19:11 (2) w t y m h ? l ¿  Ì  ]   w t y m h l w  ˜   Ê   Í ; cf. ◊.  The initial waw stems from dittography (cf.
McCarter, I Samuel, 325).

19:11 (3) ? h l y l h ¿  ˜ Ê  ]  +  awhh Ì  ◊ ; > Í

19:11 (3) ? tm wt ¿  Ì BO  ◊; cf. Ì L ]   tmwm hta ˜   Ê ; cf. Í.  The variant is between the finite verb
and the participle with pronoun; the requirements of space favour the shorter reading.

19:13 (4) ?l[¿  Ì  Ê   ◊ ; cf. Ò Í  ]  la ˜ .  As we have seen, this confusion of l[ and l a , the two
falling together in popular pronunciation, is not  infrequent in the text of Samuel. See
the fuller discussion at 20:27 (2) , VARIANTS, below.

19:14 (5) ? w r m a y w ¿  ÌBO ; cf. ◊ ]  rmatw  ˜ Ê  Í ; lkym rmatw Ì L.  The lectio difficilior wrmayw
fits the space well. Moreover, Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 113 is justified in arguing
that Michal says nothing, later showing the messengers the faked body of David, while
it is said that David is ill. Here Jerome may be reflecting a correct Old Latin
understanding (et responsum est). On the indefinite use of the third masculine plural, see
Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax §4.4.2, 70–71.

19:15 (5) ? l w a ç ¿  ˜ ÌL  Ê  Í  ◊; cf. Ì (O) ]  > ÌBA.  The shorter reading of ÌBA is to be preferred. ˜
and its allies here are influenced by the beginning of v 14.

19:15 (5) ? tarl  µ y k a l m h  ta ¿  ˜  Ì L Ê Í ◊ ]  > Ì B; cf. ÌO .  The omission by ÌB is a transparent
haplography by homoiarkton (ta . . . ta) in the Vorlage of Ì B. Calculation of the
spatial requirements in line 5 makes certain that 4QSamb follows the full (and superior)
reading.

19:16 (6) ?l[¿  Ì Ê ◊ ]  l a  ˜ .  See the RECONSTRUCTED VARIANT at 19:13.

Frgs. 6–7     1 Sam 20:26–21:3, 5-7     (Pl. XXIV)

wnb ˆtnwy la lwaç rmayw dwd¿ µwq óm dqpyw yn _ç ‚h çdj ‚h ‚  tr ‚j óm óm ‚
y _ h ó y w 2 7  rhfó al yk2 6

1 f.6

?lmt µg yçy ˆb ab al [wdm

tyb d[ ydm[m laçn rma¿y _w lwaç ta ˆtnwy { ta lwaç }  ˆ[yw2 8  ˆjlçh
l[ µwyh µg 2

?jbz yk an ynjlç rmayw2 9  wry[ µjl

an hflma ˚yny[b ˆj¿ ytaxm an µa ht[w yja yl wwx ynaw ry[b wnl
h j p ç m l 3

?ˆjlç l[ ab al ˆk l[ yja ta haraw
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rbj yk yt[dy alh¿ tdrómh twr[n ˆb wl rmayw da óm ˆtnwyb lwaç πa
r j y w30 ˚ l m h 4

?˚ma twr[ tçblw ˚tçbl yçy ˆbl hta

jqw jlç¿ h ‚t[w ˚tklmm ta ˆkt al hmdah l[ yj yçy ˆb rça
µymyh lk yk3 1

5

?ta ˆtnwy ˆ[yw3 2   awh twm ˆb yk rjbh ta

yk ˆtnwy [dyw w¿t ‚khl wyl[ ty njh ta lwaç lfy w3 3   hç[ hm tmwy
hml rmayw wyba 6

?dwd ta tymhl wyba µ[m h[rh htlk

l[ bx[n yk¿ µjl ynçh çdjh µwyb lka alw πa yrjb ˆjl ‚çh l [ m
ˆt n w y  z jp y w34

7

?axyw rqbb yhyw3 5   wyba wyl[ hlk yk dwd

 ykna rça ≈j¿h‚ tóa j ‚q ‚ ≈wr r[nl rmayw3 6  wm[ ˆfq r[nw dwd d[wml
hdçh ˆt n w y 8

?wryb[hl ≈jh hry awhw ≈r r[nhw hrwm

 hnh rmayw µl[h rja arq¿yw ˆtnwy hry rça ≈jh µwqm d[ r[nh
a b y w37 hry[h 9

? ˆ t n w y  arqy w 3 8 halhw ˚mm ≈jh

r [ n h w39 wynda la abyw ≈jh t¿a ó ˆtnwy r[n fqlyw dm[t la hçwj
hrhm hml[ rja 10

?w[dy dwdw ˆtnwy ˚a hmwam [dy al

r [ n h41 hry[h ab hkl wl rma¿yw wl rça r[nh l[ wylk ta ˆtnwy
ˆ t y w 4 0  rbdh ta 11

?wypal lpyw bgrah lxam µq dwdw ab

ldbh d[ wh[r ta çya wkbyw wh[r¿ ta çya wqçy w  µ ym[p çlç
wjtç y w  hxra 12

? wnjna wn[bçn rça µlçl ˚l ˆtnwy rmayw 4 2

µlw[ d[ ˚[rz ˆybw y[rz ˆybw¿  ˚nybw ynyb hyhy hwhy rmal hwhy
µçb w n y nç 13

? vacat

 drjyw ˆhkh ˚lmyba¿ la hbn dwd abyw 2 hry[h ab ˆtnwyw ˚lyw dwd
µ q y w21:1

14
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?˚dbl hta [wdm wl rmayw wtarql ˚lmyba
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ta hmwam [dy la çya yla rmay¿w _ rbd ynwx ˚lmh ˆhkl dwd rmayw 3

˚m[ ˆya çyaw 15 f.7

?˚tywx rçaw¿ ˚ ‚ ?jlç ykna rça rbdh

 hnt µjl hçmj ˚dy tjt çy µa ht[w 4 y ¿ n úmla ynlp µwqm la ytd[y
µyr[nh taw 16

?dwd¿ tóa ˆhkh ˆ[?y¿w _ 5 ?axmnh ta ydyb

wrmçn µa          v a c a t       çy çdq µjl µa yk y¿d‚y tjt lj µjl ˆya
r m a y w 17

?dwd ˆ[yw6 ¿ w _n úmm µtlk a w
˚ ? a ¿

 hçamó? µyr[nh

lók wyh? ˚rdb ytaxb µçlç lmtam wnl hrx[ hça µa yk wl rm¿ayw
ˆhkh ta 18

?πaw lj ˚r¿d awhw çdq µyr[nh

µyn _ ?ph µjl µa yk µjl µç hyh al yk çdq ˆhkh wl ˆtyw 7  ylkb
µwyh çdqy ¿y _k ó 19

?µjl µwçl h¿why ynplm rswmh

bottom margin

Mus. Inv. 206 (frg. 6 could not be located in the museum)
PAM 42.277, 43.072* (frgs. 6–7)

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (20:26)   rhfó.  While the top of t>et in rhfó is damaged, the reading is certain.
L. 1  (20:27)   çdj‚h‚ tr‚jómóm‚ y_hóyw.  The tear along the top of the line has badly damaged a series of

letters, but the traces of letters make the reading more or less secure. A trace of the bottom of the second yod
in y _ h ó y w  is preserved. The two mems of tr‚jómóm‚ are not in doubt; hÛet is virtually completely preserved, and
taw has left traces that cannot be confused with any other letter. Res] is preserved (if at all) only in a trace of
ink. The lower parts of the downstrokes of the he in çdj‚h‚ are visible.

L. 2  (20:28)   { ta l w a ç }  ˆ [ y w .  Following ˆ[yw  is an erasure. Infrared photography reveals clearly
the reading ta l w a ç , an error caught by the scribe himself, who after erasing, went on to undamaged
leather to write correctly ta ˆ t n w y .

L. 2  (20:28)   ?rma¿y_w.  At the end of the preserved portion of the line there is a clear waw, and the
lower remnant of a letter, no doubt yod.

L. 3  (20:29)  The reading of the line is certain; a split in the leather has separated parts of letters toward
the end of the line, but in no case is a letter doubtful.

L. 4  (20:30)   tdrómh twr[n.  The reading tdrómh twr[n is problematic in 4QSamb. The waw of
twr[n has a defective head, and without context could be read as zayin. However, parallel forms of waw
do appear sporadically in this script. The top of the head of res] in tdrómh has been rubbed bare, but the res]
is not in doubt. The dalet may also be read as res ]; indeed, dalet, res ], and waw are on occasion
indistinguishable in this scribe’s hand, though when he is careful, the distinction between them is clear.

L. 15  (21:3)   ‚̊?jlç¿.  The tail of a letter seen on the top of frg. 7 belongs to kap.
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L. 16  (21:3)   ?y¿númla.  The top of the nun is visible.
L. 17  The line is very short. We must posit a paragraph break or an addition without witness.
L. 17  (21:5)   ˚?a¿ .  Most of a final kap, written in above the ceiling line, is visible, and we must

reconstruct ˚?a¿ .
L. 19  (21:6)   y_kó.  The final letters on the large fragment (frg. 6) against the right margin are y_kó .

Earlier we had misread them as he, but under magnification they prove to be a kap followed by the head of
a yod.

VARIANTS

20:26 (1) rhf ó  Ì ; cf. Í ◊  ]   rwhf  ˜ .  The Greek rendering presumes rhf, a PuÆal, and as Driver,
Notes, 169 has remarked, ‘relieves the tautology of MT’. The preceding rwhf may have
influenced ˜  (reminiscence), and, of course, the original text read rhf, capable of more
than one vocalization. The assumption of Talmon, ‘Double Readings’, 173–4 that Ì
paraphrases ˜  is without warrant; evidently the translator had a text like that of
4QSamb.

20:27 (1) y n _ ç ‚ h  çdj ‚h ‚  tr ‚j ó m ó m ‚ ˜ ; cf. Ì A   Ê  ]   y nçh µw yb çdjh trjmm Ì BL

(th epaurion tou mhno" th hmera th deutera); cf. Ì (O)   ◊  Josephus, A n t .
6.235.  Probably we have the remnant of a double reading here: çdjh t r j m m and
y nçh çdjh µwyb . Cf. 20:34 ynçh ç d j h  µ w y b .

20:27 (2) ˆjlçh l[ Ì (epi thn trapezan) ]  µjlh la  ˜  Ê  Í  ◊.  In 1 Sam 20:24, ˜ k reads
µ j l h  l[ (Ì  epi  thn  trapezan); in 1 Sam 20:29 ˜  has ˆ j lç  l a  (Ì  epi [= l [ ]
thn  trapezan) and in 1 Sam 20:34 ˜  has ˆ j l ç h µ[m. We are inclined to follow
4QSamb and Ì throughout. The graphic similarity of ˆjlçh  l [  and µjlh  l[ is
obvious, especially in the Old Hebrew script, where mem and nun are easily confused
(especially in the seventh-century cursive script). Confusion between la and l[  is
frequent in ˜  (and 4QSama) of Samuel; it is a late confusion originating in auditory
error when Æayin was being lost and the vowel shifted. Transcriptions in Greek
frequently show the shift h>a > e.

20:28 (2) ˆ t n w y  Í  ]   ˆ t n w h y  ˜   Ê.  The pre-Exilic yhwntn / yahu [-natan was replaced by
ywntn / yawnatan > yo [na \ta \n, and by secondary archaizing yhwntn / ye ¨ho [na \ta \n.
4QSamb regularly has ˆtnwy.

20:28 (2) ? rma ¿ y _ w  Ì     Ò ; cf. Í  ]  > ˜  Ê   ◊.   For further discussion, see below under RECONSTRUCTED

VARIANTS.

20:29 (3) h j p ç m l  ]   hjpçm  ˜ .  See 1 Sam 20:6 ˜  h j p ç m h lkl which may have influenced
the 4QSamb reading.

20:29 (3) y j a  y l  w w x  y n a w ; cf. Ì BL  (kai   eneteilanto  pro"  me   oi   adelfoi   mou)
]   yja y l h w x a w h w  ˜ Ê ; cf. Ì O   Í  ◊ .  The text of 4QSamb with ynaw  as a casus
pendens is original, clearly, and is a text providing a basis for later variant, corrupt
readings. y na w  and ahw (in older orthography) are easily confused (assuming
metathesis); nun-yod in the Archaic Jewish character is often ligatured and resembles he
closely. Grammatical revision to make sense of the reading ensued as often in corrupt
passages of Samuel. ÌBL  may have had yja y l w w x y n a w  or simply y j a  yl w wxy w ,
but probably the former.

20:29 (3) an µa ]   µ a ˜ Ì  Ê  Í  ◊

20:30 (4) d a ó m  Ì   Ò  ]  > ˜  Ê  Í  ◊.  The reading of 4QSamb    Ì   Ò  is expanded with dam , an
intensifying adverb which is not infrequently added in transmission. Compare 1 Sam
18:8 where ˜  is expanded similarly.

20:30 (4) t w r [ n  Ì  (korasiwn) Ò; cf. ◊  ]   t w[ n  ˜ ; cf. Ê .  The reading of ˜  arises from the
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frequent confusion of waw and res] especially in the third century BCE, e.g. in the script
of 4QSamb. The original reading was evidently tr[n . The orthography of 4QSamb is
surprising given the prevailing practice of this manuscript to leave the vowel o \ (< a \)
unmarked by a mater lectionis.  See the following variant.

20:30 (4) t d r ó m h ]  twdrmh  ˜ Ê ; cf. Í ; automolountwn ÌBO ; automolouswn  gunaikotrafh ÌL ;
cf. Ò Josephus, Ant. 6.237 (automolwn). The reading of Ì  is presumably translating
t w d r w m , t w d r m, or tdrm as a plural participle of drm. However, the Vorlage of Ì
may have had t(w )r m , mo \ro \t from hrm . The reading twdrmh tw[n, as Driver,
Notes, 170 has observed, excites suspicion; it is redundant: ‘the perverse (woman) of
rebelliousness’. Generally, since Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 119, the original reading
has been assumed to be twdrmh t r [ n . The article, however, is not expected and
apparently was not in the Vorlage of Ì. We are inclined to think the difficulty arose
with the defective (i.e. old) orthography, and that the original reading was nÆrt mrdt, ‘a
rebelling (slave) girl’. The ÌL  doublet of gunaikotrafh (‘brought up by a woman’) may
hint at yet another Hebrew Vorlage in antiquity, i.e. t(w )brm t ( w)r [ n ˆb, ‘son of
rearing women’, the t(w )brm being understood as a PiÆ el feminine plural participle
from hbr (compare the Aramaic cognate nouns atyybrm, ‘foster-mother’, atybrm,
‘training’, etc.).

20:31 (5) ˚tklmm ta ˆkt  Ì BO ]   ˚twklmw hta ˆwkt  ˜   ÌL   Ê    Í    ◊ .  The 4QSamb text is
superior; a misreading of ta as æatta\ rather than æet with passive (as suggested by Cook,
‘According to 4QSamb’, 445–6; cf. GK § 121a–b) gave rise to ˜  in the process of
modernizing the orthography, and the subsequent revision of mmlktk to wmlktk and
finally wmlkwtk. The text of 4QSamb is also capable of being read ta \kı \n for which,
however, tkyn is expected. The writing ˆkt for tikko \n, however, is expected, for the
introduction of waw for o \ (< a \) is late, as we have remarked above, and not used
normally in 4QSamb. Note, on the other hand, the marginal reading katorqwsei" in
Ìb (= tkyn). See McCarter, I Samuel, 339.

20:32 (6) rmay w  w yba ÌL ; cf. ◊  ]   +  w yla  ˜  ÌO    Ê; > Ì B.  The short reading of ÌB is probably
original. 4QSamb with noteworthy agreement with ÌL  is a first explicating expansion;
the w y la in ˜ Ì O   Ê is a second.

20:33 (6) w y l [  ˜   Ê    Í   ]   ˆtnwy l[  Ì (epi  Iwnaqan) Ò ; > ◊.  The Greek and Old Latin reading of
ˆtnwy is an explicating plus.

20:33 (6) ? w ¿ t ‚ k hl  ˜     Ê     Í   ◊    ]   w t y m h l  Ì BL(O) .  wtymhl apparently arose in anticipation of
t y m h l  near the end of the verse, as well as from graphic confusion.

20:34 (7) z j p y w  Ì  (kai  anephdhsen/apephdhsen) ]  µqyw ˜  Ê  Í ; cf. ◊.  The reading of 4QSamb

is original and is a textbook example of lectio difficilior: ‘and Jonathan sprang up
excitedly from the table’. The text of ˜  has for zjpyw a bland µqy w , ‘and he rose up’.
˜  has been modernized, with the difficult, rare word replaced by the innocuous µqyw .
Modernization is, perhaps, too neutral a term to apply; in late Hebrew, middle Hebrew,
and Aramaic, the root zjp developed the primary meaning ‘to be concupiscent, lewd,
lascivious’.3 The early meaning, ‘to be excited’, ‘act in excitement’, was forgotten or
obsolescent. Hence the older reading was more than obscure; it was grotesque, and
suppressed. The reading of Ì ‘and he started up’, reflects zjpyw . Elsewhere, the Greek
verb is used to translate the corrupt wjwnyw  of ˜ , a transparent graphic confusion of

3 J. C. Greenfield, ‘The Meaning of zjp’, Studies in Bible and the Ancient Near East: Presented to Samuel E.
Loewenstamm on His Seventieth Birthday, ed. by Y. Avishur and J. Blau (Jerusalem: E. Rubinstein’s Publishing
House, 1978) 35–40.
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zjpyw (1 Sam 25:9). In early scripts, the waw and zayin are easily confused, to a lesser
degree nun and pe. See also 1 Kgs 1:49, where ˜  has wmqyw, Josephus, Ant. 7.360, has
anaphdhsante", and ÌL  reads kai  exanesthsan  kai  anephdhsan, a Lucianic doublet
combining the newer term with the older term.

20:34 (7) l[m  Ì  ]  µ[m ˜ ; cf. Ê ◊ .  As suggested by E. Tov (oral communication), µ[m may be a
reminiscence of µ[m in v 33.

20:35 (8) d w d  d [ w m l  ˜     Í     ◊  ]   d w d  d [ w m l  d [ y  r ç a k Ì B

(kaqw"  etaxato  ei"  to  marturion  Daueid);
dwdl d[y rçak d[wml Ì L (ei"  to  marturion  kaqw"  etaxato  tw  Daueid); dwd d[y
r ç a k
d [ w m l Ì A (kaqw"   etaxato   Daueid   ei"   to   marturion); dwd wl rma rça d[wml Ê
( a n m z l
dywd hyl rmad).  The expansive Greek readings have been influenced by parallel
passages (1 Sam 13:8, 11; 2 Sam 20:5). The Targum levels three of these passages (1
Sam 13:8; 20:35; 2 Sam 20:5) to rma rça d[wm(h /l ); in the other passage (1 Sam
13:11) Ê follows the reading of ˜  which lacks both d[y and rma. The short reading
of 4QSamb is to be preferred here.

20:36 (8) rma y w  ˜     ÌB O   Ê    Í    ◊  ]   ˆtnwy rmayw Ì L.  The addition of the name is an explicating
plus in ÌL .

20:36 (8) r [ n l Ì  Í  ]  wr[nl ˜  Ê  ◊.  ˜ adds the explicating pronominal suffix.

20:36 (8) ≈ wr  ˜   Ì BO  Ê Í ◊ ]  + hta  ÌL

20:36 (8) j ‚ q ‚ Ê  (a t y a ) ]  axm ˜ ÌB O  (eure); axm w  ÌL  (kai    eure); fql  Í (Fql); abhw ◊  (et
adfer).  In 20:21, one finds the following: atya Ê  (=  j q ); axm  ˜ ; eure ÌB O  

(=
axm); anelou Ì L (= jq); Fql Í  (=  fql); et adfer ◊  (=  abhw). Except for ÌL , the
same term is used in v 36 by a witness as in v 21, clearly evidence of levelling within
traditions. The evidence of ˜ , ÌBO , ÌL , Ê, and 4QSamb suggests that the original had
axm in one of the verses and jq in the other. The (wn)jq in all extant witnesses in
20:21b (alongside axm in ˜ ÌBO  in 20:21a) further suggests that axm was original in
20:21, and jq  in 20:36.

20:36 (8) t ó a Í ]  pr an  ˜   Ê ; pr yl Ì ◊

20:36 (9) hry[h ]   >  ˜  Ì   Ê    Í    ◊ .  hry[h is an original reading lost by homoioteleuton. In fact, in
archaic script and in archaic orthography (with he as mater lectionis for final ô), the two
words hry[h ?wryb[hl¿  had five letters in common: lhÆ__ byrh___ hÆ yrh_____. The text now
becomes intelligible. The occasion is Jonathan and David’s rendezvous outside the city
when Jonathan is to signal to David with arrows, telling him to flee or return to Saul’s
court. The signal is: (1) ‘fetch it and come’—‘come’ is addressed overtly to the lad,
covertly to David—or (2) ‘the arrow is beyond you (toward the city away from David’s
hiding place), go!’ Similarly, this applies to both dispatching the lad to the city and
David into flight. Jonathan then shoots toward the city (away from David).

20:37 (9) ≈ j h  ]   y x j h  ˜ .  The morphological variant yxj is peculiar to ˜  in these verses (20:36,
37 [bis] and 20:38 [ketib]), and in 2 Kgs 9:24. On the confusion concerning the number
of arrows involved in the episode, see below in the RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS for 20:36.

20:38 (10) r j a  ]   y r j a ˜

20:38 (10) hml[ ; cf. Ì BAL (paidariou     autou) ]  r[nh ˜ Ì(O)  Ê Í ◊.  4QSamb, with its archaic
suffixal form, the he representing third masculine singular Æalmo \, ‘his lad’ (cf. Cross
and Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography, 56–7; Cross, ‘Some Problems’, 18*–19*),
is the preferred reading. Apparently, ˜  has been attracted to r[nh in v 37, a
modernizing substitute for the rare term µl[, or has been revised in anticipation of
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ˆtnwy r[n later in v 38.

20:38 (10) hrhm  ˜   Ê   ◊  ]  pr rmal Ì; cf. Í .  rmal here is an obvious explicating plus.

20:38 (10) h ç w j  ˜   Ì BO
 Ê  Í  ◊ ]   ˚ l  (?) ÌL  (poreuou).  The reading of ÌL  is puzzling. Did his

Vorlage really have ˚l or was the translator not sure of the meaning of hçwj and so
used a ‘blur word’? We are inclined to the latter view.

20:38 (10) l a  ˜ ◊ 4QSama; cf. Ê ]  law  Ì Í

20:39 (10–11) rbdh  t a ? w [d y ¿  ˜     Ì L(O)    Ê  Í  ◊  ]   >  Ì B ; ?w[dy¿ 4QSama. Does ÌB  reflect a
h a p l o g r a p h y  w [ d y d w dw
r bdh  t a , or is the reading an explicating expansion? The omission of rbdh ta in
4QSama is necessary to fulfill the requirements of vertical alignment and line length.
We suspect that the reading of ÌB is superior, and that the addition of w[dy  is a first
explicating expansion, and rbdh ta a second explicating plus.

20:40 (11) l [  ÌB  L(O) (epi) Ò ]  la  ˜   Ê    Í    ◊

20:41 (12) h x r a ˜  ÌL A  Ê Í ; cf. ◊ ]  > Ì B

20:41 (12) w j t ç y w  ˜   Ê   Í   ◊  ]  + wl Ì .  This is plainly an explicating plus in Ì.

20:42 (13) h y h y ˜ Í ◊]  + d[  Ì Ê

21:1 (14) d w d  Ì  ]  > ˜  Ê  ◊.  We take the reading of Ì to be original.

21:1 (14) hr y[h  ]   r y [ h ˜
21:2 (15) ˚m[  ]   ˚ta  ˜

21:3 (15) ˆ h k l  Ì B  ]   ˆhkh ˚lmyjal  ˜ ÌA  Ê Í ◊; cf. Ì L.  ˜  represents an explicating plus.

21:3 (15) rbd  ˜   Ê    Í    ◊  ]  +  µwyh Ì BLO; cf. ÌA.  The shorter reading is to be preferred.

21:3 (16) y t d [ y  ◊  ]   yt[dw y  ˜ ; cf. Í ; y t d y [ h  Ì  (diamemarturhmai).  The reading of 4QSamb

is original. Already Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 121 had recognized that the original
Hebrew text had some form of the root d[y. Ì  reads diamemarturhmai, the verb
regularly used to render the HipÆil of dw[ in Ì . The reading of ◊, condixi, would
appear to represent ytd[y (cf. Jer 47:7; Job 2:11). ˜  has the anomalous yt[dwy , a
putative PoÆel of [dy, which is clearly a corruption and may now be safely dropped.

21:5 (17) t j t  Ì Ò  Í ]   tjt la  ˜  Ê.  la is evidently a corruption of lj ; ˜ is conflate.

21:5 (17) hçam ó  Ì BL(O)  Ò ◊ ; cf. Í ]  hçam ˚a  ˜ ÌA  Ê 4QSamb corrector (  ?̊a¿  hçamó).  Presumably,
the supralinear addition of ˚a  by a corrector is to be placed before hçamó with ˜ ÌA Ê.
The expression ˚a may be a torso of the original reading wnmm µtlkaw found in
4QSamb or the like. See the next entry.

21:5 (17) w _ n ú mm µtlkaw  ]  wlkaw Ì ; cf. Ò ; > ˜  Ê  Í  ◊.  The Greek witnesses are divided between
kai fagetai (ÌB O ), kai   fagontai (ÌL ), and kai   fagete (Syro-Hexapla apud
Barhebraeus, Eusebius). Without the phrase, the conditional sentence stands awkwardly
without an apodosis; the protasis cannot be construed gracefully with the preceding
phrase. Evidently a parablepsis, wnmm . . . hçam , accounts for the corrupt text with
the Greek text partially revised and corrupted; or Ì may be interpretive, having been
added to make sense. In any case, 4QSamb is preferred.

21:6 (18) w y h  Ì  ]   w yh y w  ˜   Ê   ◊ ; cf. Í .

21:6 (18) l ó k ÌBO  ]   y lk  ˜ Ê   Í   ◊ ; >  Ì L.  4QSamb presents the preferable reading as ‘all of the
young men’. The reading of ylk, ‘vessels’, perhaps arising secondarily in anticipation
of y l k b  at the end of the verse, presents many difficulties, as noted by Driver, Notes,
174–5 and Thenius, Bücher Samuels, 99; see also Freedman’s remarks on this variant
(Andersen and Freedman, ‘Another Look’, 15–16).

21:6 (18) a w h w  ˜  ÌB O  Ê  Í  ]   µa ykw  Ì L .  Presumably the reading of ÌL  is ultimately a
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r e m i n i s c e n c e  o f  y k
µ a  earlier in v 6 and/or v 5. The reading would have to reflect a Vorlage in agreement
with the Hebrew witnesses; ÌL  goes its separate way in much of this passage.

21:6 (18) ?lj ˚r¿d  ˜ ÌBO
 Í; cf. Ê  ]   hzh ˚rdh lj Ì L (bebhlo"   h   odo"   auth); cf. ◊.

21:6 (19) y _ k ó  ˜ ÌBO  ]  > ÌL   Í  ◊

21:7 (19) r s w m h ]   µ y r s w m h ˜   Ê   Í ; cf. ÌBAL  ◊.  The ungrammatical reading of ˜  may have
been created by attraction to the preceding µynph.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

20:28 (2) ? rma ¿ y _ w  Ì L  Ò  ]   wl rmayw  ÌBO ; > ˜   Ê   ◊.  The rmay w of Ì  must be considered an
addition, expanded to conform to the frequent sequence rmayw . . . ˆ [ y w . Note, too,
the reading trmaw in 1 Sam 20:6, the parallel passage, which may be the basis for the
expansion. The wl in ÌBO  must be considered a second expansion.

20:28 (2) ? l a ç n ¿  ÌL  ]   dwd laçn laçn ˜   Ê ; cf. Í ; dwd laçn  ÌBO ; laçn laçn  ◊.  The
reading of 1 Sam 20:6 has been conflated with the reading here in ˜ . Spacing requires
that neither the second laçn of ˜  nor d w d  be reconstructed in 4QSamb if wry[ is to
be read at the end of the verse (see below). Note that ÌBO  in 1 Sam 20:6 read
paraitoumeno"   parhthsato for laç n  laçn as opposed to parhthtai here. To be
sure, laçn in 1 Sam 20:28 could have been lost by haplography in the Vorlage of Ì,
but more likely it is an addition in ˜, by attraction to the parallel reading in 1 Sam
20:6. The shorter reading of ÌL  that omits dwd is to be preferred, because its
introduction into ˜ and Ì BO is again explained by its appearance in the parallel
passage. This set of readings seems to furnish a good example of where the principle
lectio brevior is to be applied. It will be noted also that the reconstructed reading is in
line with what appears to be a Proto-Lucianic reading in ÌL  (omission of dwd).

20:28 (2) ?d[¿  ˜ ÌB O  Í ]  pr ≈wrl  Ì L; cf. Ò Ê ◊.  Ì L is conflate, introducing dramein (= ≈wrl)
from 1 Sam 20:6.

20:28 (2) ? w r y[ ¿  Ì L ]   +  tkll  Ì BO ; > ˜ Ê Í ◊.  The text of 4QSamb, if correctly reconstructed,
follows Ì in adding wry[ , presumably under the influence of wry[ in 1 Sam 20:6. The
tkll  in Ì BO must be reckoned an addition ad sensum.

20:29 (2) ? r ma y w ¿  ˜   Ì BO   Ê   Í   ◊  ]   yl rmayw  ÌL .  The explicating plus reflected in ÌL  may have
been in 4QSamb; considerations of space cannot control so short a reading.

20:29 (3) ? h f l m a ¿  ˜ ÌBO   Ê   ◊  ]   hkla Ì L  Í

20:29 (3) ? ˆjlç l[¿  Ì (epi   thn   trapezan) Ê  ]   ˆjlç la  ˜ Í  ◊ .  See above VARIANTS, 20:27 (2) .

20:30 (4) ?alh¿ ˜ Ê Í  ◊ ]  pr y k  Ì  Ò

20:30 (4) ?rbj¿ Ì  ]  rjb ˜  ◊; cf. Ê   Í.  The reading metoco" in Ì  clearly reflects h>a \be\r, ‘partner’
as the commentators have recognized (Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 120; Thenius,
Bücher Samuels, 96; Driver, Notes, 171). In Hebrew, bh>r takes b with its object. On the
other hand, as Driver observes, h >br l- is proper (Prov 28:24). Josephus, Ant. 6.237 has
koinwnon   tou   Dauidou   kai  sunergon, supporting the reading of Ì .

20:31 (5) ?rjbh ta¿  Ì  ]   yla wta  ˜   Ê    Í    ◊.  y l a  in ˜ , not reflected in Ì, is probably an
explicating plus. Similarly, rjbh t a  may be an expansion with wta being original.
One is given pause, however, by the appearance of rjb for rbj in v 30, which may
have been corrupted in anticipation of rjb in a text anterior to ˜ .

20:32 (5) ? ta ¿  ÌL   Ò ]   +  l w a ç  ˜ ÌB O   Ê   ◊ ; cf. Í.  The shorter reading is evidently found in
4QSamb, because the line is full even with the omission of lwaç. Note that this
qualifies as a Proto-Lucianic reading and is, indeed, the preferred reading, with lwaç
being an explicating plus.
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20:33 (6) ?h[rh htlk¿  ]   ayhh h[rh h t l k  Ì (suntetelestai   h   kakia   auth); ayh h l k
˜ Ê; cf. Í  ◊ .  Based in part upon Ì , the 4QSamb reconstruction is evidently original;
compare 1 Sam 20:7, 9. The text reflected by Ì, an expanded text, stands behind the
corruption in ˜ , a y h h  h[rh htlk, a parablepsis owing to the sequence of hes and
wrong division.

20:34 (7) ?dwd l[ bx[n yk¿  Ì L O   Ê   Í  ◊ ]   dwd la bx[n yk  ˜ ; > ÌB.  The omission in ÌB is
most easily explained as a parablepsis owing to homoiarkton either in its Hebrew
Vorlage, yk . . . yk, or within the Greek, oti . . . oti. For the variants la and l [ ,
see above VARIANTS 20:27 (2) .

20:34 (7) ?wyba wyl[ hlk¿ Ì BO ; cf. Í ]   wyba wmlkh  ˜   Ò   Ê ; cf. ◊ ; wtwlkl wyba ≈[wn  ÌL

( e b o u l e u s a t o     o  p a t h r     a u t o u     s u n t e l e s a i     a u t o n ) .   Ì B O

(sunetelesen  ep  auton  o  pathr  autou) and Í  (Yhwl; Yhwb' hmrg) appear to read wyba
w y l [ hlk. Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 120 correctly takes the Greek to reflect killa\h
Æ ala \w æa \bîw. Í confirms this understanding. McCarter, I Samuel, 340 chooses to read
simply wyba wmlkh yk , omitting dwd l[ bx[n yk with Ì B as secondary, taking
the object as ‘Jonathan’—‘for his father had humiliated him’ (Jonathan). The
alternative is to view the omission of ÌB as caused by parablepsis and to take David as
the object, in which case the Greek rendering of wyba w y l[  hlk y k  is to be preferred.
We are inclined to think that w m l k h is a corruption of w yl[ hlk .
Unfortunately, the line length cannot aid in selecting the reading. The first verb in the
ÌL  doublet may be a corruption of the bx[n  in the preceding clause, or it may be a
reminiscence of the parallel passage of 20:3; cf. Brock, Recensions, 266; and McCarter, I
Samuel, 335 (for 20:3).

20:36 (8) ? ≈j ¿h ‚  ]   µ y x j h  ˜  Ì  Ê   Í   ◊ .  The singular reading ≈jh (or less likely yxjh) is to be
read throughout, as recognized by Wellhausen, Bücher Samuelis, 118. The difficulty
began in 20:20, where ˜  reads hrwa . . . tçlç ynaw, corrupt for hr wa . . . ç l ç a
y n a w , ‘I shall shoot on the third day’. See Ì  (trisseusw) and especially Ò (post tertium
diem scizan mittam); see also tçlç in v 19. In 20:21, wnjq  presumes the singular.
‘Three arrows’ never existed in the original text, and one arrow only was shot. The
shorter reading ?≈j¿h‚ fits slightly better in the reconstruction.

20:36 (8) ? r[ nh w ¿  Ì  ]   r[nh ˜ Ê  Í

20:36 (8) ? w r y b [ h l ¿  ˜ Ê Í  ]   w h r y b [ y w Ì (kai   parhgagen   auton Ì L; kai  parhgagen  authn
ÌBO ); cf. ◊.  Ì BO read authn, i.e. ‘to make the arrow go beyond’, presuming a singular
arrow as antecedent. ÌL  corrects to auton (the boy).

20:37 (9) ? a rq ¿ y w  ]   +  ˆ t n w y  ˜ ÌB(O)  Ê Í ◊.  There is no room in this line for the longer reading.
Moreover, despite the lack of witnesses to the shorter text, ˆtnwy appears to be an expli-
cating plus. ÌL  and ÌA have suffered haplographies here.

20:37 (9) ? rja ¿  ]   y r j a  ˜ .  In reconstructing rja we have followed the form used in 20:38 (10);
cf. VARIANTS.

20:37 (9) ? µ l [h ¿  ÌBA (neaniou); Ì(O)  (neaniskou) ]  r[nh ˜ .  In v 22, ÌBO  render µl[l by
neaniskw, while ÌL  renders it with neania. In v 38, 4QSamb has hml[, ˜  has r[nh ,
and Ì has paidariou  autou (= wr[n ).

20:37 (9) ?h nh ¿  Í ; cf. ◊  ]   a wlh  ˜   Ê ; h a l h  ÌBO  (ekei).  The word halh, which comes later at
the end of the verse, has been the occasion for the corruption of the Vorlage of ÌBO , and
the reading of ˜ , a w l h  (alh in earlier orthography), is a further corruption by a
scribe trying to correct the awkward or nonsensical reading halh. Cf. hnh in 20:22.

20:38 (10) ? ≈ j h ¿  ]   y x j h  ˜ k; µ y x j h  ˜ q  Ì Ê Í ◊.  See above, VARIANTS 20:37 (9) , and
RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS 20:36 (8) .
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20:38 (10) ?abyw¿ (HipÆil) ÌL(O) (kai  hnegke) Í  (Yty'w) ◊  ]   a b y w (Qal ) ˜  Ê ; µ y xjh  a b y w  Ì A

(kai hnegken ta" sciza"); > ÌB*.  There is no room for the plus in 4QSamb. We prefer
the HipÆil interpretation of ÌLO Í ◊ .

20:40 (11) ? wl ¿ ˜ ÌL   Ê  Í  ◊ ]   wr[ nl  Ì BA (tw paidariw autou); > Ì(O) .  The ÌBA reading is an
explicating plus.

20:40 (11) ?ab hkl¿ Ì B; cf. ÌO  ]   aybh ˚l ˜ Í  ◊; cf. Ê ; hkl  Ì L .  ÌL  omits a b , perhaps a
parablepsis in Greek: eiselqe ei". The reading of ˜  probably originates in a wrong
division of words at an early time when medial and final kap were not distinguished
and orthography was defective: ab hkl  > a b h  k l >  a y b h ˚l .

20:40 (11) ? hr y[h ¿  ]   r y [h  ˜ .  We prefer the older form with the so-called directional he.

20:41 (11) ?ab r[nh¿ ˜   Ê   Í ; cf. Ì A  ]   r[nh abyw Ì L(O); kai  w"  eishlqen  to  paidarion ÌB; cf. ◊.
The readings of ÌB and ◊ may be interpretive, ‘when the lad had gone in, then David
rose up . . . ’. We have hesitated to retrovert their Hebrew Vorlagen. The reading of the
verb of ˜  indicates a disjunction which is appropriate here.

20:41 (11) ? d w d w ¿  ˜ ÌBO  Ê  Í ◊ ]  pr hry[h Ì L.  See above on 20:40.

20:41 (11) ?bgrah¿ ÌBL(O) (argab/argob/ergab) ]  bgnh  ˜ ◊.  The name of the place is corrupt in
˜  in both 20:19 (lzah ˆbah) and here (bgnh). Í  and Ê  in 20:41 have conflate
readings. In 20:19, ÌB(O)  have to  (tw)  ergab  ekeino  (ekeinw), which reflects probably
zalh bgrah, as generally recognized. The demonstrative is also reflected in Í .



4Q 52 241

20:41 (12) ?ldbh d[¿ ; cf. Josephus, Ant . 6.241 (diacwrismon) ]   lydgh dwd d[ ˜     Ê    Í  ◊ ;
sunteleia" megalh" Ì; cf. Ò .   Reconstructing ldbh d [ , ‘until separating’ (positing
an infinitive absolute) is a most precarious proposal, but does explain Josephus’ reading.
One could also read lwdg y k b  d[; cf. Judg 21:2; 2 Sam 13:36, etc. The line is full
without dwd (or ykb) and without dwdl  (see next entry); moreover, whatever Ì is
reading, it does not read dwd.

20:42 (12) ? ˆ t n w y ¿  ÌB ]  + dwdl  ˜ ÌLO Ê Í ◊.  4QSamb has no space for this explicating plus.

20:42 (12–13) w n y nç ? w nj na ¿  Ì BL  ]   wnjna wnynç ˜   Ì O  Ê

20:42 (13) ? ˆ ybw y[rz ¿  ˜ ÌLO  Í  ◊ ; cf. Ê ]  > Ì B.  The reading in ÌB arises from homoioteleuton.

21:2 (14) ? ˚ l m y b a  . . . ˚ l m y b a ¿  Ì B(O) Josephus,  A n t . 6.242; cf. Ì A   Ò
]   ˚lmyja  . . . ˚ l m y j a  ˜     ÌL    Ê   Í  ◊.  The erroneous reading ˚lmyba  is also in
ÌB in 1 Sam 22:9, 11, 16, 20; 23:6; 26:6; Ps 51:2 (52:2 ˜ ). In 1 Chr 18:16 ˜ , we find
˚lmyba incorrectly for ˚lmyja, which is not surprising in a Palestinian text. Hence,
reconstructing ˚lmyba in 4QSamb is probable. In 1 Sam 30:7 and 2 Sam 8:17, ÌB

has ˚lmyja correctly.

21:2 (14) ? w tarql ¿  Ì BO ]   dwd tarql ˜ ÌL  Ò Ê Í; cf. ◊ .  ˜  has replaced the pronoun with the
explicit personal name.

21:2 (14) ?wl¿ ˜ ÌBA  Ò Ê Í ◊ ]  > Ì L(O)

21:3 (15) ?hmwam¿ ˜ ÌL Ê    Í  ◊  ]  > ÌBO .  Space requires that 4QSamb read hmwam . The plus is
probably a reminiscence of hmwam in 20:39.

21:4 (16) ?çy µa¿ Ì LA; cf. Ò ]  çy hm  ˜   Ê   Í; cf. Ì B.  ˜  is corrupt. ÌB has suffered haplography:
ei eisin > eisin.

21:4 (16) ?axmnh ta¿  ÌBO  ]   axmnh wa ˜ ; cf. Ê Í .  The reading in ÌL  ◊ seems to presume rça
t a  w a
axmt. However, it is doubtful that such a reading was found in a Hebrew Vorlage.
Probably these translators were trying to make sense of a difficult passage.

21:6 (18) ?wnl hrx[ hça µa yk¿  ˜   Ê  ]   wnrx[ hçam yk Ì B A ; wnrx[ hçam ˚a yk
ÌL .  ÌBA appear to have suffered two haplographies: hç a  µ a  yk >  hça m  yk  and
w nl hr x [ > wnrx[. The word ˚ a in ÌL  probably arises from reminiscence of ˚a
found in Hexaplaric witnesses in v 5 and in the supralinear correction in 4QSamb.

21:6 (18) ?µçlç lmtam¿  ÌL   Í  ◊  ]   µçlç lwmtk  ˜ ; cf. Ê ; µçlç lwmta  ÌBO .  There is
little basis to choose between these variants. Medial kap and mem are easily confused in
the script of this period. We have chosen a longer reading to lengthen slightly a short
line. If our choice is correct, it qualifies as a Proto-Lucianic reading. Note the unusual
agreement of ÌL   Í  ◊  against ˜  and against ÌBO .

21:6 (18) ? ytaxb¿ ˜ ÌB O  Ê Í ◊ ]  pr yk  ÌL .  The reading of ÌL  is an explicating addition.

21:6 (18) ?˚rdb¿ Ì  ]  > ˜   Ê   Í  ◊.  This appears to be an explicating plus. Space requirements
suggest that ˚rdb was in 4QSamb.

21:6 (18) ? πa w ¿  ˜   Í   ◊  ]  > Ì

21:6 (19) ?µ w yh çdqy ¿  Ì B A  ]   çdqy µwyh  ˜ ÌL   Í  ◊ .  In the case of small changes in word
order, one cannot always be sure that a real variant existed in our texts.

21:7 (19) ? ˆ h k h ¿  ˜ Ê  Í  ◊ ]  pr ˚lmyba Ì BO ; pr ˚lmyja  Ì L.  See above, 21:2.

21:7 (19) ? ç dq ¿  ˜   Ê   Í  ]  tou"  artou"  th"  proqesew" ÌBO ; µy nph µjl  ÌL  (arton  proswpou);
çdq µjl  ◊ (sanctificatum panem).  We suspect that the original reading here was
çdq µjl , the expression used in v 5. In the Old Hebrew script of the seventh-sixth
centuries, mem and nun were easily confused, creating a homoioteleuton (as suggested to
us by J. Jumper). The sole witness to this reading is ◊ which may be preserving, as not
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infrequently, an Old Latin reading. Or Jerome may be echoing freely the reading of v 5
or the elliptical reading of ˜ Ê Í . The reading of ÌBO  is problematical; tou"  artou"  th"
proqesew" usually reflects tkr[mh µjl in late texts (P and Chr), rather than
Deuteronomistic usage. ÌL  may preserve the Old Greek translation.

21:7 (19) ?µjl¿ 1º ˜ ÌBA
  Í  ◊ ]   +  rja  ÌL ; +  l j  Ê.  The readings of Ì L and Ê are explicating

pluses.

Frg. 8     1 Sam 21:8-10     (Pl. XXV)

8¿ 1

rça µ‚?

ybrj µg yk brj wa tynj ˚dy tjt hp çy µa har ˚lmybal dwd
r m a y w9 lwaçl¿ 2

hyh yk y _ ?dyb ytjql al ylk µgw

hlah qm[b tykh rça ytçlph tylg brj ˆhkh rmayw 10    vacat    ≈wjn
˚lmh rbd¿ 3

dpa rja ó ? hlmçb hfwl ayhw

Mus. Inv. 195
PAM 42.277, 43.076*

The left margin is preserved on the fragment. In view of the fact that frg. 8 follows
immediately after frg. 7, a fragment showing the bottom margin of the column, frg. 8
must be placed near the top of a new column.

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (21:8)   µ‚?   ¿ .  Only the top left shoulder of the final mem remains.
L. 2  (21:9)   y_?dyb¿.  A trace of ink remains of the yod.
L. 3   A paragraph break must be reconstructed between the end of v 9 and the beginning of v 10. This

corresponds to the s of ˜ .

VARIANTS

21:10 (3) dpa rja ó ]   dwpah yrja ˜ ÌLO  Í; cf.   ◊ ; > ÌB.  Wellhausen argues, correctly we
believe, that the ÌB omission of dwpah  y r j a  (or d p a  rja, an older reading) is
tendentious, and that the longer reading is to be preferred. (Wellhausen, Bücher
Samuelis, 123; cf. McCarter, I Samuel, 348; de Boer’s note in BHS is in error).

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

21:8 (1–2) ? l waçl ¿  rça µ ‚ ?     ¿  ]   l waçl  rça  µ y[rh  r yba ˜   Ê   Í   ◊ ;
nemwn   ta"   hmionou"  Saoul Ì Ò ; cf. Josephus, Ant. 6.244.  We are unable to reconstruct
the beginning of the reading here in 4QSamb. Neither the Hebrew nor Greek traditions
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provide plausible readings. We suspect that the text once read lwaçl rça µydb[h
r y b a . ryba is an animal name used of military nobility and cannot be easily
construed with either shepherds (˜ ) or mules (Ì Ò ). It may be that graphic confusion
has altered µydb[h to µy[rh. In any case, we have not reconstructed this line in
4QSamb. Cf. 1 Sam 22:9.

21:9 (2) ? ˚ l m y b a l ¿  Ì B ( O )  ]   ˚ l m y j a l  ˜   Ì LA Ê Í ◊.  See above 21:2, RECONSTRUCTED

VARIANTS.

21:9 (2) ?çy µa har¿  Ì BAL; cf. ◊  ]   çy ˆyaw  ˜ ; cf. Ê ; çy har  Ì(O) ; ˆ y a  Í  (tyl).  The
reading of ˜ , the anomalous ˆya (æªn), is probably an Aramaism replacing µa in
Hebrew, the error of a sleepy scribe. In any case, çy µa har best fills out the space
required in the line. On the crux, see Driver, Notes, 176.

21:9 (3) ? ≈ w j n ¿  ˜ Ì Ê  Í  ◊ ]   The term is a hapax legomenon and problematic. See the
commentaries.

21:10 (3) ? ˆ h k h ¿  ˜ Ê Í  ◊ ]   +  hnh Ì

21:10 (3) ? a y h w ¿  Ì  ]   ayh hnh ˜   Ê ; h nh w  Í

Frg. 9     1 Sam 22:8-9     (Pl. XXV)

8¿ 1

?yl[ ydb¿[ ta ynb µyqh‚?

ta ytyar rmayw lwaç ydb[ l[ bxnh ymdah gad ˆ[yw9        vacat    
hzh µwyk byal¿ 2

? ˚ l m y b a  ¿la hbn? ab yçy ˆb

Mus. Inv. 195
PAM 42.277, 43.076*

The placement of the fragment is uncertain, but judging from the position of frg. 8
above on the left-hand margin of the column, we expect the pattern of destruction to
place frg. 9 similarly near the left edge.

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (22:8)   µyqh‚ .  The he of µyqh‚ consists only of a trace of ink from the left shoulder of the letter.
L. 2   4QSamb has a paragraph break between vv 8 and 9, corresponding to the s of ˜ .

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

22:8 (2) ? b y a l ¿  ÌBAL  ]  bral ˜ ; cf. Ê Í ◊ ; ybyal Ì ( O ) .  Here yod and res] evidently have been
confused, a rare phenomenon both in Old Hebrew and in the Jewish scripts, early and
late. While it has been argued that the Masoretic reading is the lectio difficilior, and
therefore to be preferred, it is not felicitous. A corrupt reading too is often the lectio
difficilior, at best a slippery rule of thumb, and not to be preferred.

22:9 (2) ? y m dah ¿  ˜   Ì L   Ê   Í  ◊ ]   y m r a h  Ì BO (suro") Josephus, Ant. 6.254.  This is another
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example of the confusion of res] and dalet.

22:9 (2) ? b x n h ¿  Ì; cf. ◊  ]   bxn awhw  ˜ Ê  Í .  For a parallel construction, see Ruth 2:6.

22:9 (2) ? y d b [ ¿  ˜ Ê Í ◊ ]  hmionou" Ì Josephus, Ant. 6.254.  See above 21:8, RECONSTRUCTED

VARIANTS.

22:9 (2) ? ˚ l m y b a ¿  Ì B(O) Josephus, Ant. 6.254; cf. ÌA ]  ˚lmyja ˜ ÌL  Ê Í ◊.  See above 21:2,
RECON-STRUCTED VARIANTS.

Frgs. 10–23     1 Sam 23:8-23     (Pl. XXV)

top margin

wyl[ ?yk d¿wd ‚ [dyw 9 wyç‚?na law dwd la rwxl hly[q tdrl h m j l m l
µ[¿h‚ lk tóaó8 1f.10,11,12

l w a ç
?rmayw h[¿r ‚h çyrjm {  ¡ ¡ }

˚db[ [?m¿ç [mç larç‚?y yhla hwhy dwd  r m a y w10 dpah hçygh ˆhkh
r¿t ‚y _b ‚ ?a¿ l ‚a 2

?abl¿ lwaç çqbm yk

yhla ‚ ?hwhy ˚db[ [mç rçak lwaç dryh ht[w1 1  yrwb[b ry¿[ ‚l
tjçó ?l hly[q la¿ 3 f.13,14

˚ ‚ ?d ¿b[l hdygh larçy

lw?aç dyb yçna taw yta hly[q yl[b wry gsyh dwd rmay w 12  vacat  dry
hwhy r ¿m ‚a y w 4 f.15

µ q y w13 wr?yg ¿sy hwhy rmayw

l? waçl dgy w wklhty r ¿ç ‚ab wk ?lhty w  hly[qm waxy w  çya twam
[brak¿ w yçnaw dwd 5 f.16,17

hl‚?y[q¿m ‚ ?dw¿d flm‚?n yk¿

lk lwaç whçqbyw π¿yz br[b rhb b?çyw tdxmb rbdmb dwd bçyw 14

taxl¿ l ‚d ‚j ‚ y w 6

? wdyb hw¿hy wntn alw µ ‚ ? ymyh

ˆb ˆtnwy µ q y w16 hçrjb πyz rb¿dmb ?dw¿dw wçpn ta çq?bl lwaç
axy yk dwd aryw1 5 ¿ 7 f.18

?dwd¿ laó ˚óly _ ?w lwaç

lwaç dy ˚ax¿mt al yk‚?   vaca t     aryt l¿a w yla rmay w1 7  h?whyb wdy ta

qzj y w  hçrj ¿ 8 f.19

?l[ ˚lmt htaw yba



4Q 52 245

y npl ty ¿r ‚b µ ‚ ?hynç wtrkyw 18 ˆk [dy yba lwaç µgw hnçml ˚l hyha
yk na w  larçy ¿ 9

?          va ¿ cat  ?hwhy

rma ‚ ?l ht[bgh lwaç la µypz wl[yw 1 9  wtybl ˚lh ˆtnwyw hçrjb dwd
bçyw      vacat     ¿ 10 f.20

? wn ¿m ‚[ ‚ rttsm dwd

hdrl ˚l?mh çpn lkl ht[w 2 0  ˆmyçyh ˆymym rça hlykjh t[b¿ g _ b
hç ‚ ?rjb tdxmb¿ 11 f.21

?dyb wrygs¿h wnyl[ dry

w[dw dw[ wnybh an ¿ wk ó ?l 22 yl[ µtlmj yk hwhyl µ¿t ‚a ‚ ?  µykwrb
¿lwaç? rmayw 2 1  ˚lmh¿ 12 f.22,23

?rça wmqm¿ t‚a ?warw

µç abjty rça µya¿b ‚jm ‚ ?h lkm warw 2 3  µr[¿y _ yla r ‚m?a yk µç
hrhmh wlgr hyht¿ 13

?

Mus. Inv. 195
PAM 42.277, 43.076* (frgs. 10–23)

In order to make clearer and easier the determination of the vertical alignment of letters
and words in the lines of the text, we offer the following reconstruction. Vertical
alignment is often obscured by the need to break up long lines following the format of
the DJD edition, as well as by the added symbols, verse numbers, and brackets
introduced into the text, thereby distorting it. Moreover, we have printed the lines in
12-point type, a size nearer to that of the actual script of 4QSamb.

l w a ç
rmayw h[rh çyrjm {   ¡ ¡ } wyl[ yk dwd [dyw wyçna law dwd la rwxl hly[q tdrl
hmjlml µ[h lk ta 1

abl lwaç çqbm yk ˚db[ [mç [mç larçy yhla hwhy dwd rmayw dpah hçygh

ˆhkh rtyba la 2

˚db[l hdygh larçy yhla hwhy ˚db[ [mç rçak lwaç dryh ht[w yrwb[b

ry[l tjçl hly[q la 3

µqyw wrygsy hwhy rmayw lwaç dyb yçna taw yta hly[q yl[b wrygsyh dwd

rmayw  vacat   dry hwhy rmayw 4

hly[qm dwd flmn yk lwaçl dgyw wklhty rçab wklhtyw hly[qm waxyw çya

twam [brak wyçnaw dwd 5



246 DISCOVERIES IN T HE JUDAEAN DESERT XVII

wdyb hwhy w ntn alw µymyh lk lwaç whçqbyw πyz br[b rhb bçyw tdxmb

rbdmb dwd bçyw taxl ldjyw 6

dwd la ˚lyw lwaç ˆb ˆtnwy µqyw hçrjb πyz rbdmb dwdw wçpn ta çqbl lwaç

axy yk dwd aryw 7

l[ ˚lmt htaw yba lwaç dy ˚axmt al yk  v a c a t   aryt la wyla rmayw hwhyb

wdy ta qzjyw hçrj 8

v a c a t     hwhy ynpl tyrb µhynç wtrkyw ˆk [dy yba lwaç µgw hnçml ˚l hyha

yk na w  larç y 9

wnm[ rttsm dwd rmal ht[bgh lwaç la µypz wl[yw wtybl ˚lh ˆtnwyw hçrjb

dwd bçy w     vacat 10

dyb wrygsh wnyl[ dry hdrl ˚lmh çpn lkl ht[w ˆmyçyh ˆymym rça hlykjh

t[bgb hçrjb tdxmb 11

rça wmqm ta warw w[dw dw[ wnybh an wkl yl[ µtlmj yk hwhyl µta µykwrb

lwaç rmayw ˚lmh 12

µç abjty rça µyabjmh lkm warw µr[y yla rma yk µç hrhmh wlgr hyht 13

NOTES ON READINGS

L. 1  (23:8)  Frg. 10 shows both the top and right margins allowing us to reconstruct its place on the
complex pattern of fragments from this column. The fragment is badly wrinkled and worn but legible.

l w a ç
L. 1  (23:9)   {  ¡ ¡ }.  lwaç is written slightly above the ceiling line of the first line of frg. 12. It is a

correction, above a word that has been erased. The erased word requires only the space of two letters and
probably was al , a mistaken reading found in the Greek versions. See VARIANTS. The script of the
correction is archaic, making use of the ‘final lamed’. The s]in is small, but breaks slightly through at the
base, normally not a trait of the scribe of 4QSamb. However, the correction is almost certainly made by the
scribe of 4QSamb.

L. 2  (23:9)   ?r¿t‚y_b‚?a¿ l‚a.  The reading ?r¿t‚y_b‚?a¿ l‚a  at the beginning of line 2, along the lower
edge of frg. 10, is very difficult to read. All the letters have been cut off at the bottom, and abraded,
sometimes almost rubbed off (e.g. the lamed of l‚a). However, the reading is not in doubt.

L. 2   4QSamb has no paragraph spacing corresponding to the s of ˜  between vv 9 and 10.
L. 3  (23:11)   larçy yhla‚.  On frg. 11, the third line of script is almost wholly torn off before the

y h l a ‚
l a r ç y of the large frg. 12. A few dots of ink are visible, but no clear letters.
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L. 4–6  (23:11-13)  Frg. 15 preserves the right margin of the column, beginning lines 4, 5, and 6. Only
l ‚ d ‚ j ‚ y w , beginning line 6, is at all difficult to read.

L. 4   4QSamb has a short interval between vv 11 and 12 as determined by vertical alignment. ˜ , on
the other hand, has an s  interval in the midst of v 11 in the best Masoretic manuscripts including BHS
(Codex L), but many omit it.

L. 4   4QSamb has no interval between vv 12 and 13 where BHS has an s interval.
L. 7   4QSamb has no interval between vv 15 and 16 where BHS has an s interval.
L. 8   It is necessary to reconstruct a short interval between ?aryt¿ and yk‚  in order to achieve vertical

alignment between the two lines of frg. 19.
L. 9  (23:18)   ?ty¿r‚b µ‚?hynç¿.  We can read the traces of final mem and of res ], and a clear bet

between them.
L. 9–10   There is an interval in the midst of v 18, an interval partly preserved on the leather of line 9.

˜ , on the other hand, has the paragraph break (s) between vv 18 and 19.
L. 12  (23:22)   wkó?l¿.  The kap is ligatured to the waw. A blot of ink is found to the left side of the

waw, no doubt a meaningless slip of the scribe.
L. 12  (23:22)   t‚a.  Along the bottom edge of frg. 20, we can see the fairly clear top of an æ alep and less

clearly the head of a taw.
L. 13  (23:23)   ?µya¿b‚jm‚?h¿.  The first mem is preserved with part of the upper initial tick downward

visible, and the lower left end of the long letter is also preserved. Only the right top shoulder of bet is visible
on the edge of the leather.

VARIANTS

23:8 (1) w yç ‚ ? n a ¿  ˜   Ì BO   Ê   ◊  ]   wta rça µyçnah ÌL  Í .  Cf. 2 Sam 1:11; 17:12.
l w a ç

23:9 (1) ?h[¿r‚h çyrjm {  ¡ ¡ } wyl[ ?yk¿ ˜   Ê ; cf. Í ◊  ]   h[rh wyl[ lwaç çyrjm al yk
Ì B  (o t i     o u     p a r a s i w p a  S a o u l     p e r i     a u t o u     t h n     k a k i a n ); cf. Ì A ;
oti  Saoul  peri  auton  ginetai  kai  ou  paresiwpa  o Saoul  peri  autou  thn  kakian ÌL . ÌL

is clearly conflate with the latter part of the reading equalling ÌB.  The confusion
leading to the corruption of the passage is çyrjm . There are two roots (çrj I and
ç r j II), one meaning ‘to devise (evil)’, correctly understood by the Masoretic tradition
though rarely occurring in the HipÆil, and the other ‘to be silent’, a more frequently
occurring root regularly in the HipÆil, taken by the Greek translator, but making little
sense here. The result was the introduction of al in Ì BL , and possibly in the
uncorrected manuscript of 4QSamb. See above, NOTES ON READINGS. The scrambled
order reflects the tendency for corruption to spread once it occurs in a text.

23:11 (3) ˚‚?d¿b[l hdygh Ì   ◊  ]   ˚db[l an dgh ˜  Ê.  These readings are difficult to choose
between. The translator regularly indicates an by dh (rarely oun), so that it is safe to
assume that it was not in the text before him, and is a witness to the 4QSamb reading.
Perhaps 4QSamb, the shorter reading, is superior. Note that Í  is haplographic.

23:12 (4) w r ? y g ¿ s y  ˜ ÌLO  ◊; cf. Ê  ]   apokleisqhsetai  Ì B ; ry[m ax µwq ˚ta wrygsy  Í .  On
the reading of ÌB, see below RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS for 23:11-12.

23:13 (5) w y ç n a w  ˜ ÌL(O)  Ò  Ê ◊  ]   wta rça µyçnahw Ì BA Í.  Cf. 2 Sam 1:11; 17:12.

23:13 (5) ?dw ¿d flm ‚ ? n yk¿ l?waçl dgyw ¿ Ì L; cf. ◊  ]   dwd flmn yk dgh lwaçlw
˜  ÌBO   Ê ;  y k  l w a ç l  w d y g y w
dwd flmn Í .  4QSamb follows the reading of ÌL  against ˜ ÌBO . It is interesting that
the Ethiopic, usually a witness of ÌB, here stands with ÌL .

23:14 (6) br[b rhb ]   rbdmb rhb ˜ Ì LA  Ê Í ; cf. ◊ ; rhb rbdmb  ÌB.  4QSamb follows the
word order of ˜  and its congeners, but replaces the rbdmb of ˜  with br[b which is
probably to be preferred since rbdmb is found immediately following in v 15. On the
principle that variation is to be preferred to repetition, the 4QSamb reading may be taken
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as superior to that of ˜  and its congeners.

23:14 (6) µ ‚ ? y m yh ¿  ˜   Ì BO  Ê  Í ◊ ]  +  dwd Ì L

23:14 (6) ? h w ¿ h y  Ì Ê  ]   µ y h l a  ˜ Í  ◊

23:15 (7) wçpn ta çq?bl¿ ˜   Í   ◊ ; cf. Ê ]   dwd ta çqbl Ì B A ; w ç q b l  ÌL(O)

23:15 (7) ?hçrjb πyz rb¿dmb ˜ Ê; cf. Í ◊  ]   en   tw  orei  tw   aucmwdei  en   th   kainh  Zeif Ì B; cf.
ÌO ; en  th erhmw  th  aucmwdei  en  th  Kainh ÌL .  The Greek recensions are a curious
mixture of conflations of elements of vv 14 and 15, and are of little textual value.
Aucmwdei would seem to be a rendering of πyz (cf. 1 Sam 23:19; 26:1, though the
etymology is not clear), in which case ÌB has a doublet, aucmwdei and Zeif, a
translation and a transliteration. The reading kainh translates hçdj, with the scribe
confusing res ] and dalet. hçrj is obviously the correct reading.

23:16 (8) h?whyb¿ Ì  ]   µyhlab ˜   Í     ◊

23:19 (10) d wd rma ‚ ? l ¿  ]   dwd a w l h r m a l  ˜   Ê   ◊ ; d w d  h n h  a l( h )  rmal
( l e g o n t e "     o u k     i d o u     D a u e i d ) Ì ; w r m a y w
d w d  h n h  w l Í .  The confusion of the readings of the ˜  and Ì traditions is most
easily explained as follows: dwd r m a l  >  d w d w l r m a l  >  d w d  a w l  r m a l  >  d w d
a w l h r m a l . The addition of the explicating plus wl (cf. Í) was secondarily turned
into the negative awl, and then sense was rescued by turning the negative into a
question, awlh . 4QSamb alone preserves a pristine text.

23:19 (10–11) ?tdxmb wn ¿m ‚[ ‚  ˜   Ê ; cf. ◊  ]  par  hmin  en  Nessara/Mesara  en  toi"  stenoi" ÌBO ;
en  Messeram par   hmin   toi"   stenoi" ÌL ; twrxmb w nm[ Í .  4QSamb agrees with the
word order of ˜ ÌBO  Ê Í ◊. See 23:14 in RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS for the double
readings in Ì for tdxmb . As in v 14, vertical alignment is better served without the
mater lectionis in tdxmb , though we cannot be certain of its absence.

23:20 (11) dry hdrl Ì  ]  dr tdrl  ˜  Ê   ◊ ; d r Í

23:20 (11) w n yl[ ; cf. Í  ]   w nl w ˜ ; cf. ◊ ;  wnyla Ì  (pro"   hma")

23:21 (12) l w a ç ?  r m a y w ¿  ˜   Ê   ◊  ]   lwaç µhl rmayw  Ì BAL   Í

23:22 (13) r‚m?a yk¿  ˜ ; cf. ◊  ]   µtrma rça  ÌBO ; wrmay yk Ê   Í ; lwaç rma yk µtrma
rça  Ì L.  Note the double reading in ÌL .

23:22 (13) ?µr[¿y _ yla  Ì BO (mh  pote   panourgeushtai) ]  awh µr[y µwr[ y l a  ˜ ; cf. ÌL   Í  ◊ .  Ì
is reading yla as æûlay, probably correctly. The text of 4QSamb and ÌBO  is best
explained as haplographic. awh may be an explicating plus; without it, the haplography
is an easier error for the scribe to make.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

23:9 (1) ? rma y w ¿  ˜   Ê   Í ; cf. ◊  ]  + dwd Ì

23:9 (2) ? d p a h ¿  ˜ Ê Í ◊ ]  hwhy dpa Ì.  The reading of Ì  has suffered expansion; the shorter
reading of ˜ Ê Í ◊ is to be preferred.

23:10 (3) ? la ¿  ˜ Ê Í  ◊ ]  l [  ÌBO ; la yl[  ÌL

23:10-11  (3) ? yrwb[b¿ ]   +  wdyb hly[q yl[b y nrgsyh ˜ ; cf. Ê ◊; +  ei apokleisqhsetai
Ì.  The entire phrase wdyb hly[q  yl[b ynrgsyh in ˜  is absent from 4QSamb Ì.
Since Wellhausen it has been taken as a dittography from v 12. Ì, as Wellhausen,
Bücher Samuelis, 128 observed, has the long omission to which has been added a
secondary gloss: ei apokleisqhsetai. Í omits the whole of v 11 in a haplography
which, however, presumes the Masoretic tradition. 4QSamb alone preserves the original
text.

23:11 (3) ? h t [ w ¿  Ì ]  > ˜ Ê ◊ .  We are required by considerations of space and vertical alignment
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to read ht[w in 4QSamb. Its originality was recognized already by Budde, and by
many scholars subsequently (cf. McCarter, I Samuel, 370).

23:11-12  (4) hwhy rmayw lw?aç dyb yçna taw yta hly[q yl[b  wrygsyh dwd r m a y w
vacat dry hwhy r¿m‚ayw ˜ ; cf. Ì L O   Ê   Í   ◊]   hwhy rmayw  ÌB.  In vv 11b-12a, Ì B has
suffered haplography due to homoiarkton: kai eipen kurio" katabhsetai . . . Saoul
kai eipen kurio". (The haplography left but two words of v 12 in ÌB, to which
apokleisqhsetai was later added in an attempt to provide sense). 4QSamb here
presents the fuller, uncorrupted text. Thus in v 11, where ˜  has suffered dittography
and subsequent further corruption, 4QSamb stands with the Old Greek in preserving
the more original reading; also here, where Ì B has suffered haplography, 4QSamb with
˜  preserves the more original reading.

23:13 (5) ?çya twam [brak¿  ]   twam [brak Ì ; cf. Ò Josephus, Ant . 6.274; çya twam
ççk ˜ Ê Í; cf. ◊ .  The agreement of Ì Ò  and Josephus as to the number is interesting.
The number four hundred may arise from a reminiscence of 1 Sam 22:2.

23:14 (6) ? d wd ¿  ˜   Ì LOÊ Í ◊; cf. Ò  ]  > ÌB

23:14 (6) ? t d x mb ¿  ˜   Ê   ◊  ]  en Maserem/Messeram/Masereq   en   toi"   stenoi" ÌBAL ; t w r x m
Í .  The absence of the mater lectionis waw in tdxmb is not certain but improves
vertical alignment in line 6; cf. 23:19 above in VARIANTS. The Greek versions present a
doublet; steno" here as elsewhere in 1 Samuel can translate the root dxm. The variants
vividly illustrate the familiar confusion of res] and dalet.

23:14 (6) ? π ¿ y z  ˜ Ê Í ◊ ]  + en   th   gh   th   aucmwdei ÌB; + en  th  Kainh  ei"  to  oro"  to  aucmwde" ÌL ;
+ ei" oro"  to   aucmwde"  en   gh   aucmwdei ÌA.  There is extensive conflation and
corruption in the Ì witnesses, not only here, but in v 15 as well. It is of note that
4QSamb, which often contains readings agreeing with Ì witnesses against ˜ , contains
none of the corruptions here. The reading in 4QSamb is certified by vertical alignment.
Cf. 23:15 in VARIANTS above.

23:14 (6) ? w h ç q b y w ¿  ˜ ÌBO  Ê  Í  ◊ ]   dwd  . . . çqb y w  Ì L

23:14 (6) ? w d y b ¿  ˜ Ê  Í  ]   w yd yb  Ì   ◊ .  In early Hebrew orthography, the third masculine singular
suffix on plural forms was written simply as waw (the suffix on singular nouns being
written with he). This accounts for the frequent confusion of the plural and singular
suffixes in the witnesses; cf. Cross, ‘Some Problems’.

23:16 (8) ? hçrj ¿  ˜   Ê ; cf. Í ◊  ]  hçdj ÌBAL ; cf. Ì(O).  Cf. vv 15, 18, 19.

23:16 (8) ? w d y ¿  ˜   Ê  ]   w y d y  Ì Í ◊.  See 23:14, RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS, above for comment.

23:18 (10) ? h ç r j b ¿  ˜ Ê; cf. ◊ ]   hçdjb  Ì .  Cf. vv 15, 16, 19.

23:19 (10) ? µ y p z ¿  ˜ Í  ◊  ]  oi  Zeifaioi  ek  th"  aucmwdou" ÌBAL ; cf. Ì(O) ; πyz çya Ê .  Cf. 23:15 in
VARIANTS above.

23:19 (11) hç ‚ ? r j b ¿  ˜ ; cf. Ê Í  ◊ ]   hçdjb  Ì.  Cf. vv 15, 16, 18.

23:20 (11) ˚l?mh çpn lkl¿ ; cf. ˚lmh çpnl rça lk ÌBAL  (pan  to  pro"  yuch  tou  basilew")
]   t w a  l k l
˚lmh ˚çpn ˜   Ê ; ˚çpn twa lkl  Í; cf. ◊ .  The line is quite full, but the presence
on the leather of the last two letters of ˚lmh precludes the short reading of Í  and ◊ .
The best option in light of the following third person form dry in 4QSamb is to adopt
the reading of ÌBAL , condensing çpnl rça lk (if this is the correct retroversion of the
Greek) to the equivalent çpn lkl . A parallel to the rare construction of Ì may be
found in 1 Chr 17:2. The combination ˚çpn twa in ˜ Ê is evidently a conflation of
variants (so, McCarter, I Samuel, 377).

23:20 (11) ? d yb ¿  ˜ Ê Í ]   y d y b  Ì ◊
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23:22 (12) ? w n y b h ¿  ˜ pc mss ]   w n y k h  ˜   Ê ; w n y k h w  ÌBAL  (kai   etoimasate); cf. Ì(O)   ◊ .   w n y k h
does not make good sense in this context. However, we cannot be certain that 4QSamb

read wnybh rather than wnykh. The graphic confusion of bet and kap is easy in most
periods of the Jewish Script. The text-critical integrity of Í  is too uncertain to use it as
support for wnybh (pace de Boer, BHS; and McCarter, I Samuel, 377).

23:22 (12) t‚a ?warw w[dw¿  ˜  ÌL O  Ê  Í  ◊ ]   ta w[dw Ì B.  The reading of ÌB probably arises from
haplography. The reading of v 23 (warw w[dw ˜ mss ÌO  Í ; cf. ◊ ) evidently arises from
reminiscence of v 22 (warw w[dw ˜ ÌLO  Ê Í ◊) .

23:22 (13) ? h r h mh ¿ ; cf. Ì (en   tacei) ]   whar ym ˜   Ê     Í    ◊ .  The Masoretic Text is corrupt, as
generally recognized since Thenius, Bücher Samuels, 110 and Wellhausen, Bücher
Samuelis, 129. Vertical alignment required by frg. 23 makes the slightly shorter reading
highly likely in 4QSamb. We are reading ham-me ¨hîra \h, an adjectival form written
defectively, which in 4QSamb is not surprising. A. B. Ehrlich, Randglossen, 249
proposed this reading already in 1910.

23:23 (13) ? w a r w ¿  ]   w[dw warw ˜   Ì BL  Ò   Ê ; warw w[dw ˜ mss ÌO  Í ; cf. ◊.  The requirements of
vertical alignment impose on us a reconstruction in which either warw or w [d w  fills out
the line before ?µya¿b‚jm‚?h lkm¿ . We prefer warw and translate the clause to read,
‘Seek out from all the hiding places (the place) where he hides’. On the usage, compare 2
Kgs 10:3. The expansion of the text to w[dw warw or warw w[dw is owing to
reminiscence of the expression in the preceding verse.

23:23 (13) ?µç abjty rça µya¿b ‚jm‚?h lkm¿ ˜   Ì O  Ê  Í ; cf. ÌL  ◊ ]  > Ì B  Ò


