52. 4QSamP

(PLATES XXIV-XXV)

Previous discussion: F. I. Andersen and D. N. Freedman, ‘Another Look at 4QSam®’, RevQ 14 (1989) 7-29; D.
Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de I’Ancien Testament, vol. 1: Josué, Juges, Ruth, Samuel, Rois, Chroniques, Esdras,
Néhémie, Esther (OBO 50/1; Fribourg Suisse and Goéttingen: Editions universitaires and Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1982); E. M. Cook, ‘1 Samuel XX 26-XXI 5 According to 4QSam®, VT 44 (1994) 442-54; J. Cook, ‘Orthographical
Peculiarities in the Dead Sea Scrolls’, RevQ 14 (1989) 293-305; F. M. Cross, “The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumran’,
FBL 74 (1955) 147-72; “The Development of the Jewish Scripts’, The Bible and the Ancient Near East: Essays in
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]); “T'he Papyri and Their Historical Implications’, Discoveries in the Wadi
ed-Daliyeh, ed. by P. W. Lapp and N. L. Lapp (AASOR 41; Cambridge, Mass.: ASOR, 1974) 17-29; ‘Palaecography
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 Oorvat <Uza’,
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 [-aw]’,
Erlsr 27 [Hayim and Miriam Tadmor Volume], ed. by I. Eph‘al, 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 4QSam® (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., 1
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’, ¥¥S 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 4QSamP 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 4Q0Sam®

Frg(s). 1 Samuel

1 12:3, 5-6
14:41-42
15:16-18
16:1-11
19:10-13, 15-17

-7 20:26-21:3, 5-7
21:8-10

O 0 O w1 B~ LN

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
4QSam?, 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 D¥D 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, ¢.250 BCE, is
preferred.

Two words have been erased (1 Sam 20:28; 23:9), both involving 2ww. 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 7&]).
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 (17 20:36) 1s it written in a fuller orthography than m,
which itself in 1 Samuel tends to be on the ‘defective’, i.e. archaic, side. (The
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orthography of m is unusual here, leaving ¥ unmarked). At least in six instances,
4QSamP exhibits a less plene reading. Most noteworthy is the usual practice of the
scribe not to mark ¢ (< @) with a mater lectionis (see TABLE 2, ON22, nnp, 1201,
100, [Jin%8, and 798). Exceptions occur with the feminine plural of nouns, for
example, M1 (1 Sam 20:30); see also the reconstructed form mxn (1 Sam 23:13).
Participles and Qal infinitives absolute are always written ‘defectively’. (At 23:10, we
find partially reconstructed [l vaw; m also has the ‘defective’ orthography). On
the other hand, the vowel ¢ derived from the contraction of the diphthong aw is
regularly written with waw surviving as a mater lectionis.! The same is true of the vowel
w: 11 (20:36), "oma (21:7), etc. The variants 77°00 (4QSamP) and ='»7 (m) in
21:1 must be reckoned as morphological variants, not orthographic. The so-called ke
directive arises actually in the morpheme -Za as is now clear from Ugaritic. It is not a
case ending.

Perhaps the most interesting example of archaic orthography is the survival of ke as
the mater lectionis for o derived from u? in by, ‘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 4QSam® m 1 Samuel
45 oON22 oON122 16:6
4 mnnp mnnp 16:7
53 1onn oni 19:12
67 4 nIann niTann 20:30
67 s 10N 1100 20:31
6-7 s ak 7 20:36
6-7 10 Tnoy [ 20:38
67 16 ["]inb5N *1InbN 21:3
83 TDN TIDNRT 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

Thus 1017 from older yaw-natan reflected on archaic seals (spelled yw-) and transcriptions of Hebrew proper
names in the Marashu Tablets, and 701 for Canaanite *maw<id (from a root wd). As Cross and Freedman have
observed (Early Hebrew Orthography, 53; and Freedman, ‘Massoretic’, 97-8), there are problems with the orthography
of OV (20:34) and Dpn (20:27). In West Semitic, biforms yam and yawm are found; but in pre-Exilic Hebrew we
have only ym for yam. In the case of 0P, only the base form magam is extant in West Semitic, though as Freedman
has suggested, we could posit a biform *magazwm.

2 On this etymology, see Cross, ‘Some Problems’.
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4QSam?.
TABLE 3: Relations of 40Sam® to the Old Greek Translation and to the Masoretic Text
(Reconstructed Readings in Square Brackets)

Superior Inferior Unclassified Total
Readings Readings Readings Readings
408am’ = Old Greek
(1) 4QSam® = ¢%/6"" = m 21 [35] 3 [4] 0 [0] 24 [39]
(2) 4QSamPe’ = 6 m 0 [2] 0 [0] 1 [0] 1 [2]
(3) 4QSamPe’ = 6° = m 0 [4] 1 [2] 0 [1] 1 [7]
@ 4QSam’e? = ol m 1 [1] 0 [0] 0 [0] 1 [1]
Subtotal 22 [42] 4 [6] 1 [1] 27 [49]
4QSam® = Masoretic Text
(5) 4QSamPm o' =6 % 2 [6] 0 [4] 2 2] 4 [12]
(6) 4QSam’m 6” = e’ 7 [11] 0 [0] 2 [1] 9 [12]
(7) 4QSam’m =e6”/e" |68 14 [23] 1 [1] 1 [1] 16 [25]
Subtotal 23 [40] 1 [5] 5 [4] 29 [49]
4QSam® = Unique Reading
(8) 4QSam’=m = 6 [9] 0 [0] 3 (2] 9 [11]
®B/®L /®BL
Total: All Categories 51 [91] 5 [11] 9 [7] 65 [109]

(1) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with either 6% or 2% against m (4QSamP =
6862 = m): Sixty-three readings fall into this category, thirty-nine of them in
reconstructed contexts. We have argued that fifty-six are superior to M and seven
inferior to M. The inferior readings are for the most part explicating pluses. The
agreement with ® in seven secondary or inferior readings against W is strong evidence
for a close genetic relationship between 4QSamP 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 4QSamP agrees
with the Old Greek is not irrelevant to the question of the affiliation of the two texts.

(2) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with 6 against 6% and m (4QSamP ¢” = &2m):
Three readings fall into this category where ” and m agree with each other against
4QSamPe”. One of these is unclassified; the other two are both superior and
reconstructed.

(3) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with ©* against % and against m (4QSamP % =
®% = m; that is, there is a three-way split in the tradition, a different reading each in
4QSamPe’ |, 67, and m): Eight readings (seven reconstructed, one reading unclassified)
fall into this category, of which four are superior to both the reading of &? and the
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reading of m. In three instances, 4QSamP 6” is inferior. Readings in category (3) qualify
as Proto-Lucianic readings.

(4) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with ©° against 6~ and m (4QSamPe? = 6L m):
T'wo readings fall into this category, one of them reconstructed. Both of these readings
are superior.

(5) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with m and & against 6% (4QSamPme’ = 6?8):
There are sixteen readings in this category. The 4QSamPme” readings appear to be
superior in eight cases, in four cases inferior. Four readings are unclassified. 6 here
appears to reflect the Old Greek, with ® often defective either owing to parablepsis, or
expansion with the addition of an explicating plus.

(6) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with m and ©® against 6 (4QSamPme? = 6~ ):
There are twenty-one instances in this category. Eighteen readings are reckoned
superior, of which eleven are reconstructed. None is inferior.

(7) Readings of 40Sam® in agreement with m against 6® and|or = (4QSamPm =
ef/el |8PL): 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 4QSamP in agreement with m against the Old Greek in which m is judged
to be in error. This is a stunning statistic.

(8) Unique readings in 40Sam® (4QSamP = m = ©%/e’ |65 ): There are twenty readings
of 4QSamP against m 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, 4QSamP exhibits 142 superior readings, of which ninety are in agreement
with the Old Greek represented either by 6% or - or both. 4QSamP is in agreement
with m 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 4QSamP 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 m. These are marks of a remarkably pristine textual witness. It is a tragedy
that 4QSamP is so poorly preserved.

We should note too that 4QSamP 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 4QSamP with the Old Greek in superior readings. Similarly, when
4QSamP is in disagreement with both the Greek witnesses (6%/6- /62 ), but in agreement
with m, in some thirty-seven instances W 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
4QSamP is the high proportion of original readings which it preserves, whether it be in
agreement with the Old Greek, or in agreement with M, or against both in its several
unique readings.

Frg. 1 1 Sam 12:3, 5-6 (P1. XXIV)

! ] oof ’] i
[

] @22 mm T ] 2
[

] oo oo[ 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) ©22. 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 (P1. XXIV)

oROWY CTON MM NPT 1 )3 w2 wr oo oY 7TaY oM

Dy 8D noY |
(589w JRra w0 oMY DR 737

2 Y ra Wwer e [aNnmt? IR[xY ovm Swer o

o5 o'an 1am] >
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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 "870"; the text of 4Q52 has been reconstructed in v 41
basically from ® and t. The vertical alignment of [[71"]2 W in line 1 and 8"
IR[¥°] in line 2 certifies the identification of the fragment as well as the existence in
4QSamP of the longer text. On the reconstruction, see Wellhausen, Biicher 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) [)2 wW. The reading 18 is certain; the bet is damaged by the tear on the left side,
but is reasonably secure.

L.2 (14:41-42) =8 W[¥’]. 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 ’alep. The following 8" is fairly clear.
There is a trace of ink following the mem, no doubt a trace of res.

VARIANTS

14:41 ) (P2 W e « ] > mecsv . See the manuscript note above. The longer text reflected
in ® and ¢ is original.

14:41 @ Ny ovmlme o of v ] oy wsne Ls

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

14:41 (1) 2w ooy ova o 77ar ooy o 8D Sl e B ef.e 9] > meso

1441 () o7 23] e(x) ] ma poaa (g); > meso

14:41 () [o% N a7 58w o Ml e of. v ] > masy

1441 ) [v1w°] ; of. ¢ ] Tade €LTN 6 B; of. 60, Compare 12" in v 39 which the Greek
translator renders as amokpLn, apparently again at a loss as to the meaning of the
expression.

14:41 () [qnval et ] pr w1 mat e cf. 6% ; ova o

14:41 () (bxRwe] 2° 6 P95 of. (v) ] bAl 6L cf. (t). The long omission presumes the reading
oNTwe.

14:41 @ [farml me feso ] + w1 6

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

7200 DR MM 72T TN ON T TNy [ Dww 5R 0 DRINY
TaN ] 1
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[ vacat il B LB Fa TR

TTORT AAN 9RTYT Cwaw wNY Trra] nn Jbp oy w1 9w ON
SNy '] 2
(7772 M grbwn Bk Sy Thab mm

aron pISMnp] A8[ DNLDAT NN om0 Rk 3

[

Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072%

NOTES ON READINGS

L.1 (15:16) #[n]. There is the tail of a long letter, no doubt the final pe of 777 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 it marked with o.

L.2 (15:17) jpl. On the right edge of the fragment before the clear TN is a long stroke, somewhat
distorted by the wrinkling of the leather. It conforms best with final nun.

L.3 (15:18) [PHDSJ] 8. The top of a taw can be discerned, and before it evidently the high left
arm of an ’alep. Following after some space is a trace of ink, evidently the distorted top of a lamed.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

15:17 @ [9180 D8] m P MS@gs ] > mey. Space requirements dictate the inclusion of this
phrase in 4QSamP. It echoes the same phrase at the beginning of v 16. The phrase
probably was lost owing to a haplography by homoioteleuton (P80 78 D80 in older
orthography). It is less likely that we are dealing with an explicating plus.

15:17 @ (58700 *paw  wR1] m;of. so ] SN waw paw  wNa e BA of. 64(Pe. 6 BA
contain a simple dittography. The Greek readings of 6*, 6/’ and t are expansive,
presumably to make sense of the curious reading D2W WM 2 ¥, probably on the basis of 1
Sam 9:21, itself corrupt in 6.

15:17 @ o8] m 5 cf.so ] >ex

15:17 @ 5] mePCcsv ] + 5o "

15:18 @) [75] meso ] + 7% 6. The Greek reading is dittographic or the Masoretic Text is
haplographic. '[‘? and '['7 '['7 or '['7 705 interchange frequently.

15:18 @3 [MnnamY] meay ] isielninin -]

15:18 ) [oowwna] m v ;cf es ] + "5 6. The "7 is erroneous and probably secondary.

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

vAWY TR TN DRI RNt Thn S 1122 oo D onh o na we
ZN I el R |
[M220 MM AR MmN
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WK DR VTN D mah e anprt owa oMb 0t Do
772 nalp P2 2
Qo on 09 anw moYn

UTOCPT 1T Ont 2 N2 M 02T R AR SN o]
TOR NN 3
(T8 oo nnn nRapo

ONYOWT AN wIPTY OV RN Ry wTIpnT awna o mimb o 2’
05w R RO 4
[ma1D &% wIp 1

SN DNIMR BN mm o onanY amwn M7 T TN ORRT RTINS 0N

891 o822 5
(722 581 I8 D8 pan

DP9 TN DTINT D DR N 1D DTN N TwND KD 0D

TROND D WMnp 6
[¥9p"1® 2255 vy M

wr o oMavn? bR M2 KDY M2 o) MR SRR b "au]
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PR M T2 RDOBRINY MR DR Cw% 112 nvaw oo
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B8 58w R vacat
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Mus. Inv. 206
PAM 42.277, 43.072%

The right margin is preserved on the leather fragment.

NOTES ON READINGS

L.1 (16:1) 7lmown] . 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 o, in BH?, ed. Rudolph.

VARIANTS
16:2 (Mlp es ] PR meD
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16:4
16:7

)
(6)
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T 6 (0 Bremwr) | > maso

1PNORNA ] ITNORND m . See the same phenomenon, the syncope of intervocalic ke, in
v 1 m (nown). It is not infrequent elsewhere in Biblical and epigraphic Hebrew
(Cross and Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography, 50 and n. 27).

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

16:1

16:1

16:3
16:3

16:3

16:3
16:4
16:4
16:4

16:4

16:4

16:5

16:7
16:7

16:8

16:8

16:9

16:10

(1)

(1)

2
@)

@)

@
3)
©)
3)

3)

3)

)

(6)
(0)

(7)

(7)

(7)

®)

[ans ma] e ] mabm o2 mo; of. €5 . 6 uses €ws (ets) before the place name.
However, the Hebrew idiom does not require a preposition here.

(2] me Msv; of. ¢ ] v 22 eF

w5 melreso |+ a5y MY

(Mm215] esv ]| mam m ;cf.c. After the verb 8P, the preposition -7 is desiderated.
The reading in m evidently is influenced by the corrupt reading M212 in v 5. For the
idiom, see the reading at the end of v 512 o712 NP,

"oy meso ] > . Presumably the °2IX) has been lost in & owing to the
repetition of several letters in TV TIN. DI\ as a casus pendens is a familiar literary
device in early Hebrew.

5l mel s;cf.c] 60

(O8] mep; cf.s ] +50 6

[Ma1]me Lc] +1% 68%; cf. 6 (©s. We take 12 as an explicating plus.

(Y7 me ] WX 771 5. The reading of 7T in 5 may have arisen
from graphic confusion with 1777,

[172a8°1] ecso ] 9m81 m. wm is in error; context requires a plural verb.

[obwr] 6 B ] 05w me““csp. The reading of & B makes better sense in the context we
have reconstructed.

@y on el e PO of. ¢ ] 7312 NN OnRDY  m; cf. @sv. The reading found
in the Greek and Old Latin is clearly superior to the Masoretic reading as first
demonstrated by Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 101.

["wND] ecsv ] TR m

[958 8 7o) e’ ; cf. e5¢ ] > mes . The reading of m is impossible as it stands,
as is generally recognized. The fuller text of 6 must be read in 4QSam® to fill out the
line. The phrase D71987 787" 1D appears to have fallen out of m by haplography
owing to homoiarkton.

[Mav] ¢ ] 77297 meso. The reading of m  (and its faithful congeners) is
influenced by the Hip<l readings in vv 9 and 10.

[moabn] o B9 ] mm m eXsv; cf. «. The variant in 6 /©) arises perhaps as a
reminiscence of 0’798 in v 7. We cannot be absolutely certain of this reading in
4QSamP; however, it helps to fill out a short line.

(xpnw] 69 (capaa) £ ] 0 me 2av;cf. 6° (capa)s. See xvnw 1 Chr 2:13;
20:7; 2 Sam 21:21m 9; and 79w 2 Sam 13:3, 32. In 4QSam?® at 2 Sam 13:3, the
same name is written 7YY, the full or non-hypocoristic, form of the name. The
common element of personal names Y20 plus the hypocoristic suffix 8-, is the most
likely choice here.

[Annn] e P ] + v 9% m 6 Pesv. The words "W S8 are an example of the type
of expli-cating plus usually absent from 4QSam". 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 (P1. XXIV)

10 ]
19|

0°oOR5n 5180 aowy't N 952 ey bty D1 MM piiele!
ahbinfy BN o1 S AR R N Vo) 2
wmaah et T 2 BN

nlakie B Tu e TS behlvin B (D B o S e ala M A S ol S o B o171 S bo b B b
Tam 2p2a3] 3
1ot Tva T[T oaw Som T P

AW DMYT "AD NwY uaT by owm D91 AN B pmt nhnn
pini=AR I (PAR] 4

T122 0 OO[M ThUKRON

ORI R Pww  moun® i abm R MT AR nnpo 07oROn
Sww nhwn' 5
Wom MRS T[T Ny nRab

anAnT Sy DRnT T DOoRSDAn Attt vacat blaTals P EIRISIN
nna NN 6

ANy rposTn ouPT A
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.+ (19:13) 92[m]. Before 7222 | 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. m has a paragraph break at the end of v 13
and v 14.

VARIANTS

19:12 ¥ ]'77'[1'[ ] ]1'77'[7[ m . This is a noteworthy orthographic variant in which the vowel 6 < a
is written without the matres lectionis waw.

19:16 (6 rolonan] mef%ean ] o+ 9wwS 170 e Fs. 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 [71m] ® ] > mecsp. There is ample room for the introduction of *7"  in the line
before
N177 7992 with 6, clearly the original reading (so, Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis,
112).

19:10 @ [817777] e ]| 837 m . The letter /e has been lost by haplography.

19:11 menal?] e ] 10°n191 ma s ; cf. v. The initial waw stems from dittography (cf.
McCarter, I Samuel, 325).

19:11 @ (M557] me | + w7 ev;>s

19:11 @) (Onn] 6 BOD; cf. & - ] ORI AR m € cf. 5. The variant is between the finite verb
and the participle with pronoun; the requirements of space favour the shorter reading.

19:13 & [bp] ®TD ; cf. 5 ] 5% m . As we have seen, this confusion of ¥ and 98, 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 [1ann] 6%9; cf. v ] nsm mes ; 520 nsm 6 L. The lectio difficilior 178"
fits the space well. Moreover, Wellhausen, Biicher 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 ¢ [5i8w] mel cs v; cf. ® (0) ] > %4, The shorter reading of 654 is to be preferred. m
and its allies here are influenced by the beginning of v 14.

19:15 5 [R5 o'onbna o8] m eleso ] > 6 B cf. °. The omission by 6% is a transparent
haplography by homoiarkton ("% . . . 8) in the Vorlage of ® Z. Calculation of the
spatial requirements in line 5 makes certain that 4QSam?® follows the full (and superior)
reading.

19:16 () [Bv] eav ] 58 m . See the RECONSTRUCTED VARIANT at 19:13.

Frgs. 67 1 Sam 20:26-21:3, 5-7  (Pl. XXIV)
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[Pan o1 w12 82 KD 0N
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(M50 59 N2 8D 1D DY TN DR NOND
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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) 2. While the top of tet in 7 is damaged, the reading is certain.

L. 1 (20:27) w73 03md 7. 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 71" is preserved. The two mems of MM are not in doubt; ket 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 /e in 7177 are visible.

L.2 (20:28) {mzx 918w} 72°71. Following ]¥" is an erasure. Infrared photography reveals clearly
the reading N8 21N U, an error caught by the scribe himself, who after erasing, went on to undamaged
leather to write correctly I8 1n11°.

L.2 (20:28) [Ww[1. 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.+ (20:30) 0791 v, The reading 7927 MO is problematic in 4QSamP. The waw of
MY 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 N7 has been rubbed bare, but the re§
is not in doubt. The dalet may also be read as res$; indeed, dalet, re§, 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) =[n%w]. The tail of a letter seen on the top of frg. 7 belongs to kap.
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L.16 (21:3)
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[]:5%. 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) 78 . Most of a final kap, written in above the ceiling line, is visible, and we must

reconstruct '[[N]

L.19 (21:6) *>. The final letters on the large fragment (frg. 6) against the right margin are .
Earlier we had misread them as /e, but under magnification they prove to be a kap followed by the head of

a yod.

VARIANTS
20:26 (1)

20:27 ()

20:27 @

20:28

20:28 ()

20:29 @3y

20:29 @3

20:29 @3)
20:30 )

20:30 @)

a8 6; cf. sp ] 770 m. The Greek rendering presumes 7, a Pual, and as Driver,
Notes, 169 has remarked, ‘relieves the tautology of M'T’. The preceding 7 may have
influenced m (reminiscence), and, of course, the original text read 77, capable of more
than one vocalization. The assumption of Talmon, ‘Double Readings’, 173—4 that &
paraphrases Wt is without warrant; evidently the translator had a text like that of
4QSam”.

HHn wIA nAARd mo; of. e e ] cwm ova wInn nanRn e
(TN eTavpLov Tou unros TN nuepa TN devtepa); cf. 6%/ v Josephus, Ant.
6.235. Probably we have the remnant of a double reading here: ©IM7 N M MAMN and
Rl wana ova. Cf. 20:34 "0 w300 oy 2.

mhwn by e (em v Tpamelav) ] oo Sy mesv. In 1 Sam 20:24, m ¥ reads
onoi S (6 em v Tpamelav); in 1 Sam 20:29 m has (750 98 (6 em [= D]
v Tpamelav) and in 1 Sam 20:34 m  has (75w oun. We are inclined to follow
4QSam® and 6 throughout. The graphic similarity of mowT By oand onSa SY s
obvious, especially in the Old Hebrew script, where mem and nun are easily confused

BL

k

(especially in the seventh-century cursive script). Confusion between P8 and 99 is
frequent in M (and 4QSam?) of Samuel; it is a late confusion originating in auditory
error when ‘ayin was being lost and the vowel shifted. Transcriptions in Greek
frequently show the shift sa > e.

N1 s ] 102117 m . The pre-Exilic yhwntn | yahii-natan was replaced by
ywntn | yawnatan > yonatan, and by secondary archaizing yhwnin | yéhonatan.
4QSam” regularly has .

[MnR]"1 6 ¢ ;cf. s ] > mc . For further discussion, see below under RECONSTRUCTED
VARIANTS.

anawnb ] amawn m . See 1 Sam 20:6m 1A2wWAT 959 which may have influenced
the 4QSam® reading.

TN "5 Nx 181, of. e B (kal eveTethavTo mpos e ol adeldol pov)
] MR CH 71N MITY me; of. 6 Osyp . The text of 4QSam® with "IN1 as a casus
pendens is original, clearly, and is a text providing a basis for later variant, corrupt
readings. "IN and RT (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. 6°F may have had "M% 5 113 181 or simply "R 5 1¥",
but probably the former.

81 oN ] oxmecsy

IND 6 ¢ ] >mesv. The reading of 4QSam® &t is expanded with TNP, an
intensifying adverb which is not infrequently added in transmission. Compare 1 Sam

18:8 where mt is expanded similarly.
NP1 6 (kopaoiwy) £; cf. v ] MYl m ; cf. €. The reading of m arises from the
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20:31 )

20:32 (6)

20:33 (o)

20:33 (o)

20:34 )
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frequent confusion of waw and re§ especially in the third century BCE, e.g. in the script
of 4QSamP. The original reading was evidently 71m92. The orthography of 4QSam” is
surprising given the prevailing practice of this manuscript to leave the vowel 0 (< @)
unmarked by a mater lectionis. See the following variant.

nIann ] M0 me; cf. 5 ; avTopolovwTwY @BO; AUTOILONOUT WV YUVALKOTpadN @L;
cf. © Josephus, Ant. 6.237 (avTopohwv). The reading of & is presumably translating
D77, N1T9R, or NN as a plural participle of 7M. However, the Vorlage of @
may have had N(1)7n, morot from 7M. The reading MTINAT MY, as Driver,
Notes, 170 has observed, excites suspicion; it is redundant: ‘the perverse (woman) of
rebelliousness’. Generally, since Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 119, the original reading
has been assumed to be MTAT NI Y1, The article, however, is not expected and
apparently was not in the Vorlage of 8. We are inclined to think the difficulty arose
with the defective (i.e. old) orthography, and that the original reading was n%t mrdt, ‘a
rebelling (slave) girl’. The 6* doublet of yuvatkoTpadn (‘brought up by a woman’) may
hint at yet another Hebrew Vorlage in antiquity, i.e. N(1)270 N (1)1 12, ‘son of
rearing women’, the N(1)27M being understood as a Pi‘el feminine plural participle
from 727 (compare the Aramaic cognate nouns 812772, ‘foster-mother’, R0°270,
‘training’, etc.).

T0o5mn oy PN e ] gniobmr any pon mel csv . The 4QSam® text is
superior; a misreading of N\ as “atta rather than et with passive (as suggested by Cook,
‘According to 4QSam®, 445-6; cf. GK § 121a-b) gave rise to m in the process of
modernizing the orthography, and the subsequent revision of mmlktk to wmlktk and
finally wmlkwtk. The text of 4QSam® is also capable of being read takin for which,
however, tkyn is expected. The writing 120 for tikkon, however, i1s expected, for the
introduction of waw for é (< a) is late, as we have remarked above, and not used
normally in 4QSam®. Note, on the other hand, the marginal reading kaTopfuoets in
6" (= thyn). See McCarter, I Samuel, 339.

RN 1"an 6f; of. o ] + 158 m6? ¢; > 6 . The short reading of 6” is probably
original. 4QSam® with noteworthy agreement with 6” is a first explicating expansion;
the 1"5% in me “c is a second.

Tovmes ] o S e (em lovadav) © ; > . The Greek and Old Latin reading of
J71 is an explicating plus.

Masrb meso ] wmona% e 8409 spmab  apparently arose in anticipation of
N 2119 near the end of the verse, as well as from graphic confusion.

TMD™ 6 (KAl avemndnoer/amemnONTEeY) ] opimes ; cf. b. The reading of 4QSam®
is original and is a textbook example of lectio difficilior: ‘and Jonathan sprang up
excitedly from the table’. The text of m has for M®™ a bland 291, ‘and he rose up’.
m has been modernized, with the difficult, rare word replaced by the innocuous op™1.
Modernization is, perhaps, too neutral a term to apply; in late Hebrew, middle Hebrew,
and Aramaic, the root M9 developed the primary meaning ‘to be concupiscent, lewd,
lascivious’.? 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 & ‘and he started up’, reflects 19" . Elsewhere, the Greek
verb is used to translate the corrupt M1 of m , a transparent graphic confusion of

3 J. C. Greenfield, “The Meaning of 19’, 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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20:38 (10)
20:38 (10
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DM (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 m has %p", Josephus, Ant. 7.360, has
avamdnoavTes, and 6~ reads kal eEaveoTnoav kat avemdnoav, a Lucianic doublet
combining the newer term with the older term.

bun e ] ovn m; cf. @v . As suggested by E. Tov (oral communication), QY may be a

reminiscence of OV in v 33.

17 TavIinbh m s v ] 17 TrIinb Yo UKD 6B

(kabuws eTakaTo €Ls To papTupLor Advetd);

T 7Y wRD Tvnb 6 L o(eis To papTtuptov kabws eTaEaTto Tw Aavetd); M T
TURKRD

0105 6* (kabws eTafaTo Aaveld els To papTuptov); TT 1D AR TR TYnD
(R1n1H

97 "2 nNT). 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 AR WX TYN(7/7); in the other passage (1 Sam
13:11) € follows the reading of m which lacks both 72 and 8. The short reading

of 4QSamP is to be preferred here.

BO gsp ] DN MR 6 L The addition of the name is an explicating

plus in 6~ .

Avih es ] 17015 mev. m adds the explicating pronominal suffix.
v me Peso ] + o ek
TP ¢ (wn'n) ] sxnmef? (cvpe); nxnt ol (kal evpe); BpS s (Fql); N v (et

adfer). In 20:21, one finds the following: N'R € (= Tp); N¥2 W ; €vpe 6?0 (=
NZn); avelov 6 F (= mp); Fal s (= bp?); et adfer » (= 82m). Except for 6" | the
same term is used in v 36 by a witness as in v 21, clearly evidence of levelling within
traditions. The evidence of m, 629 | 6", ¢, and 4QSam® suggests that the original had
NX¥72 in one of the verses and Mp in the other. The ()P in all extant witnesses in
20:21b (alongside ¥¥n in me®? in 20:21a) further suggests that 82 was original in
20:21, and 1P in 20:36.

ins] pr® mc; prooev
kil ] >mM®e®T Sy . 7Y is an original reading lost by homoioteleuton. In fact, in

archaic script and in archaic orthography (with he as mater lectionis for final 4), the two
words 1707 [11°2vi9]  had five letters in common: [hbyrh h<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).

[k ] %177 m . The morphological variant XM is peculiar to M 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.

anx ] s m
by of. ¢ P (matdapiov avtov) | it me(©/) csv. 4QSamP, with its archaic

suffixal form, the ke representing third masculine singular ‘almao, ‘his lad’ (cf. Cross
and Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography, 56—7; Cross, ‘Some Problems’, 18%—19%),
is the preferred reading. Apparently, m has been attracted to Y37 in v 37, a
modernizing substitute for the rare term 092, or has been revised in anticipation of
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1 ) later in v 38,

TaTm meD ] pr nRD 6; cf. 5. KD here is an obvious explicating plus.

nwin m e Pcsv ] 75 (?) oF (mopevov). The reading of 6 is puzzling. Did his
Vorlage really have 72 or was the translator not sure of the meaning of 07 and so
used a ‘blur word’? We are inclined to the latter view.

58 mo 4QSam?¥; cf. € | H%1 es

T2 AN w7 om e @esp ] > % [wT] 4QSam?®. Does 6% reflect a
haplography Ty T i ) M
7277 NN, or is the reading an explicating expansion? The omission of 7277 D& in

4QSam? is necessary to fulfill the requirements of vertical alignment and line length.
We suspect that the reading of 6% is superior, and that the addition of W7 is a first
explicating expansion, and 7277 DR a second explicating plus.

Sy el O (em)r ] PR maso

nxanmel Aes;ef o] >6f

IMPY Y maCso ] + 1% © . This is plainly an explicating plus in 6.

7om msv] + 7Y ec

M7 6 ] > mav. We take the reading of & to be original.

men ] vam

Tny ] s m

ik ol ] =l lsh e meresy; of. L. m represents an explicating plus.

NATmMeECsD ] + 011 6 B, of. . The shorter reading is to be preferred.

NIYT D ] YT m o of. 55 070 6 (Srapepaptupnual). The reading of 4QSam®
is original. Already Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 121 had recognized that the original
Hebrew text had some form of the root 7¥. & reads StapepapTupnpat, the verb
regularly used to render the Hip%l of 7Y in . The reading of v, condixi, would
appear to represent NIV (cf. Jer 47:7; Job 2:11). m has the anomalous NY717, a
putative Po%l of ¥7°, which is clearly a corruption and may now be safely dropped.

nnnets | nmn 5% me. D8 s evidently a corruption of 5MT; m is conflate.

mosd 6 B4 wp; of. s ] monn I8 metc 4QSam® oot (N munp). Presumably,
the supralinear addition of N by a corrector is to be placed before TOND with me’c.
The expression T8 may be a torso of the original reading 1 OnPOK81 found in
4QSam® or the like. See the next entry.

Tinn  onbom ] 1Ho8Y 6; cf. £ ; >maesy. The Greek witnesses are divided between
kat payetal ©29), kat payovtar (6%), and kat dayeTe (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, 13301 . . . TWRNA, accounts for the corrupt text with
the Greek text partially revised and corrupted; or 8 may be interpretive, having been
added to make sense. In any case, 4QSamP is preferred.

"8 ] oM mey ;e s,

55 ¢80 ] oo mesy; > 6 . 4QSamP presents the preferable reading as ‘all of the
young men’. The reading of *72, ‘vessels’, perhaps arising secondarily in anticipation
of *5>2 at the end of the verse, presents many difficulties, as noted by Driver, Notes,
174-5 and Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 99; see also Freedman’s remarks on this variant
(Andersen and Freedman, ‘Another Look’, 15-16).

8171 me?9 s ] o8 21 61 . Presumably the reading of ®’ is ultimately a
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reminiscenc e o f ’ o]
O N earlier in v 6 and/or v 5. The reading would have to reflect a VVorlage in agreement
with the Hebrew witnesses; 6 goes its separate way in much of this passage.

21:6  (s) or 777 mefO s cf.c 1 ma 777 5m e L BeBnhos 1 odos avtn); cf. v.
21:6 (19 3 mel? ] >efsp
21:7 a9 010 ] 00T mes ; cf. eBAL p. The ungrammatical reading of m may have

been created by attraction to the preceding 0917.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

20:28 [nR]"y 6 Le ] w6892 > m v, The MR of & must be considered an
addition, expanded to conform to the frequent sequence 7N . . . ] ¥ 1. Note, too,
the reading N7ARY in 1 Sam 20:6, the parallel passage, which may be the basis for the
expansion. The 17 in 6®° must be considered a second expansion.

20:28 @ [Sxwa] of ] 77 Snwr Sawim oo of. s; T oD 679; Dxwr Snwiv. The
reading of 1 Sam 20:6 has been conflated with the reading here in t . Spacing requires
that neither the second 9801 of m nor 717 be reconstructed in 4QSamP if 179 is to
be read at the end of the verse (see below). Note that 62Y in 1 Sam 20:6 read
TAPALTOUEVOS TapnTnoaTo for DRWI D8WI as opposed to mapnTnTal here. To be
sure, P01 in 1 Sam 20:28 could have been lost by haplography in the Vorlage of &,
but more likely it is an addition in M, by attraction to the parallel reading in 1 Sam
20:6. The shorter reading of 6 that omits 1717 is to be preferred, because its
introduction into m and & ?° 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 6 (omission of 717).

20:28 (2 [v] meP? s ] pr 7179 6 Lo of. tav. 6 T is conflate, introducing Spapely (= ‘(‘ﬁ'?)
from 1 Sam 20:6.
20:28 ] e X ] + 0955 6 %9; > mesv. The text of 4QSamP, if correctly reconstructed,

follows ® in adding 7', presumably under the influence of 17°Y in 1 Sam 20:6. The
155% in 6 P must be reckoned an addition ad sensum.

20:29 [Aan ) m e PPcso ] 5 anR"y . The explicating plus reflected in 6 may have
been in 4QSam®; considerations of space cannot control so short a reading.

20:29 @) [mu5nn] me®? co | moon e ls

20:29 3 (now  5u] e (em v Tpamelav) © ] M50 98 msv . See above VARIANTS, 20:27 2).

20:30 @ (8o mesv ] pr o> ex

20:30 @ [Man]l ® ] om2 mo; of. © 5. The reading petoxos in 6 clearly reflects haber, ‘partner’

as the commentators have recognized (Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 120; Thenius,
Biicher Samuels, 96; Driver, Notes, 171). In Hebrew, bhr takes b with its object. On the
other hand, as Driver observes, hbr [- is proper (Prov 28:24). Josephus, Ant. 6.237 has
KOLVWYOVY TOu Aauldou Kat ouvepyov, supporting the reading of 6 .

20:31 ) [Amam nN] e ] 5% N m € 5D, "N in m , not reflected in &, is probably an
explicating plus. Similarly, 9727 1 8 may be an expansion with & being original.
One is given pause, however, by the appearance of 712 for 727 in v 30, which may
have been corrupted in anticipation of M2 in a text anterior to t.

20:32 (5 8] el ¢ ] + 9180 meP? cv; cf. 5. The shorter reading is evidently found in
4QSamP, because the line is full even with the omission of 9. Note that this
qualifies as a Proto-Lucianic reading and is, indeed, the preferred reading, with D180
being an explicating plus.
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[rpam anba] ] wam Avan A0S e (CuvTeTeleoTal T Kakla auTn); R 9D
mc; cf. sv . Based in part upon 6, the 4QSam® reconstruction is evidently original;
compare 1 Sam 20:7, 9. The text reflected by 6, an expanded text, stands behind the
corruption in m, 77 7Y 1092, a parablepsis owing to the sequence of hes and
wrong division.

[77 Sy 23wy 0] 6X%csp ] T 98 28p1 D m; > 6%, The omission in 7 is
most easily explained as a parablepsis owing to homoiarkton either in its Hebrew
Vorlage, > . . . D, or within the Greek, oTL . .. oTtL. For the variants 8 and S,
see above VARIANTS 20:27 (2).

[rax 1y A9o] e PO cef.s ] van mbom mic; of. v; Hoh  ran yuu ef
(eBovAevoaTo o TATNP dAVUTOU CUVTeENeoal avTov). 62 ©
(ovveTeleoev emavtov o matnp avtov) and 5 (Yhwl; Yhwb' hmrg) appear to read 72N
1°5 v 2. Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 120 correctly takes the Greek to reflect killah
‘alaw abiw. s confirms this understanding. McCarter, I Samuel, 340 chooses to read
simply a8 937 °D, omitting M7 S 2xv1 > with 6 £ as secondary, taking
the object as ‘Jonathan’—‘for his father had humiliated him’ (Jonathan). The
alternative is to view the omission of 6 as caused by parablepsis and to take David as
the object, in which case the Greek rendering of Y28 1’9 792 ° D is to be preferred.
We are inclined to think that 9>7 is a corruption of 19y 152,
Unfortunately, the line length cannot aid in selecting the reading. The first verb in the
6" doublet may be a corruption of the 2x¥b1 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).

[yl ] 0°¥n7 mecsy . The singular reading 717 (or less likely "¥miT) is to be
read throughout, as recognized by Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 118. The difficulty
began in 20:20, where m reads 778 . . . NWYY "INY, corrupt for 77N ... DOUN
> 181, ‘I shall shoot on the third day’. See & (Tpiooevow) and especially & (post tertium
diem scizan mittam); see also NWOY in v 19. In 20:21, WP presumes the singular.
“Three arrows’ never existed in the original text, and one arrow only was shot. The
shorter reading [yr)i7  fits slightly better in the reconstruction.

[Ayvam] e ] wimmes

[17hapnh] mes ] 1777201 6 (kAL Tapnyadyev avTov & L; KaL Tapnyayey avtny
659); cf. v. ® P° read autny, i.e. ‘to make the arrow go beyond’, presuming a singular
arrow as antecedent. 6 corrects to avtov (the boy).

(NP ] + 01 me?(?) gsp. There is no room in this line for the longer reading.
Moreover, despite the lack of witnesses to the shorter text, J0I appears to be an expli-
cating plus. 6° and 6 have suffered haplographies here.

[Ar8] ] "2m% m . In reconstructing 7MY we have followed the form used in 20:38 (10);
cf. VARIANTS.

[ehwr] 684 weaviov); 69 (eaviokov) | it m . In v 22, %° render 0915 by
veaviokw, while 6° renders it with veavia. In v 38, 4QSam® has 752, m has 017,
and 6 has maidapLov avTouv (=17V2).

(i1l s ;cf.o | w90 ma; a857 659 (ekel). The word 8%, which comes later at
the end of the verse, has been the occasion for the corruption of the Vorlage of 679 | and
the reading of m, 8197 (X977 in earlier orthography), is a further corruption by a
scribe trying to correct the awkward or nonsensical reading 8?7, Cf. 717 in 20:22.

[yral ] "xmn m % ooxnmom 9ecsy. See above, variaxTs 20:37 (o), and
RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS 20:36 (8).
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20:40
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20:40
20:41

20:41
20:41

(10

(11)

(11)

(11)
(11)

(11)
(11)
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zan]  (HipSil) o9 (kaimveyke) s (Yty'w)o | 82°1 (Qal) mc; 27807 82°16 24
(katL nveykev Tas oxtlas); > 5. There is no room for the plus in 4QSamP. We prefer
the Hip<il interpretation of 6-Csp .

(5] mel csv ] 1w e BA (to madapiw avrtov); > 6%/ . The 6%* reading is an
explicating plus.

%2 5] o Bicf.e® ] w27 75 msp; of. @ ; 195 of . 6F omits 83, perhaps a
parablepsis in Greek: eLoeN0e €Ls. The reading of m probably originates in a wrong
division of words at an early time when medial and final kap were not distinguished
and orthography was defective: N1 727 > 8277 25 > §°271 5.

[m7°wa] ] 2'va m . We prefer the older form with the so-called directional Ae.

é2 "wmmes ;cf.e® ] w831 6“9 kat ws elondev To Tatdaptov 6%; cf. v.
The readings of 6 and » may be interpretive, ‘when the lad had gone in, then David
rose up . . . . We have hesitated to retrovert their Hebrew lVorlagen. The reading of the
verb of m indicates a disjunction which is appropriate here.

[7771] me®9 csp ] pr 17197 6 L. See above on 20:40.

(23] 6859 (apyaBlapyoBlepyaB) ] 2317 mo. The name of the place is corrupt in
m in both 20:19 (987 1287) and here (2117). 5 and € in 20:41 have conflate
readings. In 20:19, 6®9/ have To (Tw) epyaP ekelvo (ekelvw), which reflects probably
DT 227N, as generally recognized. The demonstrative is also reflected in s.
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[5727  Tv] ; of. Josephus, Ant. 6.241 (Sraxwptoporv) | 273 77 Ty m € sv;
owTeleLds pLeyalns 6; cf. £ . Reconstructing 97277 79, ‘until separating’ (positing
an infinitive absolute) is a most precarious proposal, but does explain Josephus’ reading.
One could also read 2171 * 22 7; cf. Judg 21:2; 2 Sam 13:36, etc. The line is full
without 717 (or °22) and without 7179 (see next entry); moreover, whatever 6 is
reading, it does not read 7.

[1n21°] o8 ] + 7175 me’Pcsn. 4QSam® has no space for this explicating plus.

ww il e ] umy wwmef c

127 p1] m 6"%sp ;cf. ¢ ] > 6 2. The reading in 6 arises from homoioteleuton.

['[5?3‘3& ...'[5?3'3&] e B0 Josephus, Ant. 6.242; cf. 2 ¢
] TontN L L L TP N m 6l ©sv. The erroneous reading 912N is also in
o” in 1 Sam 22:9, 11, 16, 20; 23:6; 26:6; Ps 51:2 (52:2m ). In 1 Chr 18:16m , we find
‘['7(3’:& incorrectly for ‘['7(3'?'[&, which is not surprising in a Palestinian text. Hence,
reconstructing T2"aN in 4QSam® is probable. In 1 Sam 30:7 and 2 Sam 8:17, ¢”
has '['7?3'7'[& correctly.

[(InRp°] © BO ] T aNIpo me’ tecs; of. » . m has replaced the pronoun with the
explicit personal name.

(5] mePieesv ] > L

[TnI8n] mel € sv ] > 689 . Space requires that 4QSam” read TnWn. The plus is
probably a reminiscence of TN in 20:39.

[ ol e A cf. v ] » m mas; cf. 6 m is corrupt. 6° has suffered haplography:

L €ELOLY > €LOLV.

[wun17 nn] 680 ] NZ2IT W m; of. €5 . The reading in 6° D seems to presume WK
0 R TN
830, 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.

[135 maxy mws ox o] me ] wxy mosn > e BA; uoxy mosn 8 0D
o" . ©°* appear to have suffered two haplographies: T8 O8N > > 708R D and
125 71 xY > Uy, The word TN in ol probably arises from reminiscence of N
found in Hexaplaric witnesses in v 5 and in the supralinear correction in 4QSamP.

[owbe  Sansnl el so ] mwbw  Smno m; of. «; oSy Swnn 69, 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 6° 50 against m and against °© .

rgxa] me®C csp ] pr '> ®". The reading of 6" is an explicating addition.

[7772] e ] > m € sv. This appears to be an explicating plus. Space requirements
suggest that 7772 was in 4QSam".

(A1) mso ] > 6

[orm wIp’] e BA ] wIPT O om 6" sv. In the case of small changes in word
order, one cannot always be sure that a real variant existed in our texts.

[1757] meso ] pr 7oman e 95 pr 7onmN o Lo See above, 21:2.

[wipl mes ] Tous apTous Ts mpobeoews 659 ; i onb ek (apTov mpoowmov);
WP On° v (sanctificatum panem). We suspect that the original reading here was
WP Ono, 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 b 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 mes . The reading of 6%© is problematical; Tous apTovs Ts
mpobecews usually reflects N2>7vnaT oMY in late texts (P and Chr), rather than
Deuteronomistic usage. 8 may preserve the Old Greek translation.

21:7 (9 [omy] 1° meB? sp ] + 8 el; + 51 c. The readings of 6 © and € are explicating
pluses.

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

TR of

27T D1 D 27 W DNN T NN 72w DR N ThRanh T
TaNTY DRy 2

T Y[ra nmpS 8% 9> on

ORI pRYa O N nwbam n91 27m 3o RN s yIm
TR 2T 3

TR N[ Thnawa T R

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) o | . Only the top left shoulder of the final mem remains.
L.2 (21:9) 972]. 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 © of um .

VARIANTS

21:10 @) Ta8 NN ] TR s me’Ps; of. v ; > 6P, Wellhausen argues, correctly we
believe, that the 6° omission of TBXT 718 (or TR M8, an older reading) is
tendentious, and that the longer reading is to be preferred. (Wellhausen, Biicher
Samuelis, 123; cf. McCarter, I Samuel, 348; de Boer’s note in BHS is in error).

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS
21:8 (-2 [Daww5]  wn Ol ] SwmwS  qws v an m e s v

= )

VEPLWV TAS MULovous Zaoul &1 ; cf. Josephus, Ant. 6.244. We are unable to reconstruct
the beginning of the reading here in 4QSam®. Neither the Hebrew nor Greek traditions
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provide plausible readings. We suspect that the text once read 2WuH "W\ D°72u7
772N, 72N is an animal name used of military nobility and cannot be easily
construed with either shepherds (m) or mules (6% ). It may be that graphic confusion
has altered 072277 to 'Y, In any case, we have not reconstructed this line in

4QSamP. Cf. 1 Sam 22:9.

219 [75n7a85] 689/ ] T5n°nnb m e ““csv. See above 21:2, RECONSTRUCTED
VARIANTS.
21:9 @ > on 8] e AL of. v ] v opw m; of ;v Aw e/97; 1N s (tyl). The

reading of m, the anomalous "X (*“n), is probably an Aramaism replacing OX in
Hebrew, the error of a sleepy scribe. In any case, &> O8 TR best fills out the space
required in the line. On the crux, see Driver, Notes, 176.

219 @) [yamz] m@ESD] The term is a hapax legomenon and problematic. See the
commentaries.

21:10 @) [17271] meso ] + 7 6

21:10 @) (v e ] &7 mame; 7 s

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

5y cTmaly oon 1 oopil

DN OTPNT RN DWW CTay By axa nTINT aRT W e
T Or> 2D 2
[75%nan 2% M w2 w2

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) Dpi1. The he of T'PiT consists only of a trace of ink from the left shoulder of the letter.
L.2 4QSam has a paragraph break between vv 8 and 9, corresponding to the © of m .

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

22:8 @ [2°8D] ePAL ] 2985 m; of. @sp ;28D 619/ . Here vod 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.

2219 @ a8l mel csv ] nasn e PO (oupos) Josephus, Ant. 6.254. This is another
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example of the confusion of re§ and dalet.

22:9 [2x277] 6; cf. D ] 281 NN maes . For a parallel construction, see Ruth 2:6.

22:9 @ [*72p] mesy ] nuLovovs & Josephus, Ant. 6.254. See above 21:8, RECONSTRUCTED
VARIANTS.

22:9 @ ['['7?3‘3&] e BO) Josephus, Ant. 6.254; cf. oA ] '['WJTI& mel €sp. See above 21:2,

RECON -STRUCTED VARIANTS .

Frgs. 10-23 1 Sam 23:8-23 (P1. XXV)
top margin

™oy o ThT opTy T ovdln 5w T by b abwp nTd nnnbhnb
Dﬂ]ﬁ 5> pN® 1£.10,11,12

. DINY
[N ap]An wann {oo)

10

772y pnl o v SRIB[ by MT MT O AN TDRT AwaT oM
mlishi={ YRR 2
[827] 2w wpan D

ON M 7Tay vpw o Jwnd Pww T an’ mapa Jeb
ﬁﬂiﬁ?[b ﬂ’?’SJP ‘?&] 3 £13,14
TT1ap5  aTan SN

SiAzw 2w o®Y cnw a9wp hra o MT NM? saear T

T laRn 4 15
op 1® o M nRn

ShawS T 2% AJuNd [Pn ODEpRn WY W DIND

YIRS vy T 5 116,17
molepld M7 wdAly 03]

14

9> Dww wmwpan AT 29pa A2 2w NTER2 72T T 2N
nRxo] 5N 6
172 Ml e 8, gl
12 op1® o awana A NalTea (Mmoo wor nn wplab Dww
RY D M7 N 7 fs
[T 58 72 Dww

Sww 7 oINsn KD 03[ vacar NVD DN 1TOR ARy’ ahma T ooN
Py wAan] 8§ 11
[Sp %0 w1 caN
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95 A2 olmw wnom P »Toan e on mwnb 75 1N
DINY ONTY°] 9

[ va] cat [mﬂ’

SAR[D mnpaaT Dmw S8 oot Yvvnt? b Io0 N awana M
20M vacat | 10 £20

o o
»

A% nnon 17

717% ol weoy B anxy Y mwem Pt dww T9ona nwalia
To[anma nTxnal 121
[72 ol wdy T

W MY wan N [ P2 vy opban o M ola8[ o'o1na

2w st Thn] 12 022,23
[Qwx mpnl o8 [N

23

oW NI N DR[ATAT Don o) bR AR o ow
A0 WA ] 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 D¥D 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 4QSamP.

5180
AR IYAT WM {oeo} YHY D MT LTI YLIR SR MT S8 b na%wpp 0o
aanonb  ova Do NN 1
825 DL wpan D TRV YRR YRR DNORY CTIDR MM MT RN TORT wan
ai=l Sl shi= P 5

TTAYS aTIT SN DR M 772y pnb JBRD . DR 77T AneY apa
o nnwS oo ep BN 3
Op*Y 17707 MY RN DY T2 Cwan nNY o iR ahpp Hpa o M
MR wacar TV MY RN 4

I%upn T ophny D DINWD T 05N TwR2 WHIN aDYpn IREM wON
IR PAIRD vRINY TIT 5
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T2 M M KDY D DD %INw Wwpay AT 29p2 M2 2w NTEnd
N2Tna TIT AWt NNy DM 6

TTOOR IR Tw 2 i op oRana AT 72T M wBl N8 wpab Sww
R D T ORIM 7

v Tbnn oMY AR DWY T INERN 8D D wvacar RO 98 DR AR M

NN P mwan 8
vacat M b M2 oI WMDY 1D YT AN Dww on mwnd 7 TN
DI DR 9

WAL MNON T MRS mnpaaT Yww 58 oer 1Bvn wab  Thn anm awana
b 20" vacat 10

T2 vion Wby 7 aTh o wor 505 Ny e Rt R a9 onn
nva1a OwOna DTXNa 11

TUNMPR AN IR T T2 WA N1 D% Sy onbanm > Mt onk 0'>102
WY MmN 7onn 12

DW NN WR DORAART DOn WY DY CBR MR D ow o At W TR

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 gf fragments from this column. The fragment is badly wrinkled and worn but legible.
N

L.1 (23:9) {oo}. 9w 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 87, a mistaken reading found in the Greek versions. See VARIANTS. The script of the
correction is archaic, making use of the ‘final lamed’. The §in is small, but breaks slightly through at the
base, normally not a trait of the scribe of 4QSam®. However, the correction is almost certainly made by the
scribe of 4QSam®.

L.2 (23:9) [QP*3[R] 8. The reading [1[72[8] 58 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 ?8). However, the reading is not in doubt.

L.2 4QSam® has no paragraph spacing corresponding to the o of m between vv 9 and 10.

L.3 (23:11) 58w 78, On frg. 11, the third line of script is almost wholly torn off before the
THN
587w of the large frg. 12. A few dots of ink are visible, but no clear letters.
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L. 46 (23:11-13) Frg. 15 preserves the right margin of the column, beginning lines 4, 5, and 6. Only
5 9 rf "1, beginning line 6, is at all difficult to read.

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

L.4 4QSam® has no interval between vv 12 and 13 where BHS has an © interval.

L.7 4QSam" has no interval between vv 15 and 16 where BH.S has an © interval.

L.s It is necessary to reconstruct a short interval between [N711] and *S  in order to achieve vertical
alignment between the two lines of frg. 19.

L.9 (23:18) ["2 clmw]. We can read the traces of final mem and of res, and a clear bet
between them.

L. 910 There is an interval in the midst of v 18, an interval partly preserved on the leather of line 9.
m , on the other hand, has the paragraph break (0) between vv 18 and 19.

L. 12 (23:22) 2[%]. 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) 8. Along the bottom edge of frg. 20, we can see the fairly clear top of an alep and less
clearly the head of a taw.

L. 13 (23:23) [@82mA). 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) 1YIN] m @53"@—_0 ] won qws oownt efs. Cf 2 Sam 1:11; 17:12.
IRD
23:9 (@ [(Au]87 w0} ¥op [Dlme of.sp | ompan vhy Dww wnn 8RS D

6% (0TL ov TapaocLwTA ZAOUN TepL avTouv TNV kakitav); cf. &2

OTL ZAOUN TEPL AUTOV YLVETAL KAL OV TAPETLOTA O LAOUN TepL duTou TN Kaktay ef . eF
is clearly conflate with the latter part of the reading equalling 6®. The confusion
leading to the corruption of the passage is @M. There are two roots (@7 I and
w2 1 II), one meaning ‘to devise (evil)’, correctly understood by the Masoretic tradition
though rarely occurring in the Hip<l, and the other ‘to be silent’, a more frequently
occurring root regularly in the Hip<%l, taken by the Greek translator, but making little
sense here. The result was the introduction of 85 in & %, and possibly in the
uncorrected manuscript of 4QSamP. See above, NOTES ON READINGS. The scrambled
order reflects the tendency for corruption to spread once it occurs in a text.

23:11 @ SMav5 " e v ] 77avS w1 A me. These readings are difficult to choose
between. The translator regularly indicates 81 by dn (rarely ow), so that it is safe to
assume that it was not in the text before him, and is a witness to the 4QSamP reading.
Perhaps 4QSam®, the shorter reading, is superior. Note that s is haplographic.

23:12 @ 1M1l me Op; of. ¢ ] amokhetobnoeTar of; rn g p N 0 5. On
the reading of 6, see below RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS for 23:11-12.

23:13 (5 vt me@eco ] owmn own owwm e PAs. Cf. 2 Sam 1:11; 17:12.

23:13 (77 »5Aa0 o] Dhwws TIn] e Loef. o ] ™7 wbmr o> o Hwe™
meB0 ¢ > D 59805 17030

T 05n1 5. 4QSam® follows the reading of 6° against me?? . It is interesting that
the Ethiopic, usually a witness of 67, here stands with 6" .

23:14 () 29v2 a2 ] "2 ma ana me MAas; of. v; M2 72702 6f. 4QSam® follows the
word order of it and its congeners, but replaces the 92732 of m with 2792 which is
probably to be preferred since 712712 is found immediately following in v 15. On the
principle that variation is to be preferred to repetition, the 4QSam" reading may be taken
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23:14
23:14
23:15
23:15

23:16
23:19

23:19

23:20
23:20
23:21
23:22

23:22

(6)
(0)
(7)
(7)

®)
(10

(10-11)

(1)
(11)
(12)

13)

(13)
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as superior to that of m and its congeners.
gihnnlme ®esv ] + e b
[m]7° ec ] 058 mso
wor ny wpAbmsvo jef.c ] T ons wpab e B wpab ol

[Mwam2 =1 92)7m2 mg; of. so ] €V To 0peL T AVXPOSEL eV TN kawvn Zetd 6 5; cf.
67 ; ev T epnpw ™ avxpwdel ev T Kawwn ¢ . The Greek recensions are a curious
mixture of conflations of elements of vv 14 and 15, and are of little textual value.
Avxpwdel would seem to be a rendering of A"t (cf. 1 Sam 23:19; 26:1, though the
etymology is not clear), in which case ® has a doublet, avxpwdel and Zeid, a
translation and a transliteration. The reading kawvn translates 777, with the scribe
confusing re$§ and dalet. 70O is obviously the correct reading.

abmal e ] o2 mso

M7 o] ] M o®hA o anRsS mco; M b NO(T) NS
(ANeyov TES 0V K Ldowv Aadvetrd) 66 ; 17718
717 1137 19 5. The confusion of the readings of the m and 6 traditions is most
easily explained as follows: ™7 985 > 717 1% AAKRD > 717 819 A8 > 7117
X197 9285, The addition of the explicating plus 17 (cf. 5) was secondarily turned
into the negative 817, and then sense was rescued by turning the negative into a
question, R1977. 4QSam® alone preserves a pristine text.

[DT78P2 Ry ma; of. o ] mapnuwv ev Neooapa/Meaapa ev Tots oTevors 629
ev Meooepajl Tap Ly Tols aTevols ©; MITxna 1Ry 5. 4QSamP agrees with the
word order of m6Z? esp. See 23:14 in RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS for the double
readings in ® for N8P . As in v 14, vertical alignment is better served without the
mater lectionis in N¥M1, though we cannot be certain of its absence.

T a1 e ] T ATS mev ;s

WwHy; of. s ] 1% mof.o; WOR 6 (mpos npas)

Sinw[ ] mev ] Sww oab w6 PAs

Ay 0] m;oof. o ] ooonn o 689 RNt D s DY MR D ORRN
w8 6 “. Note the double reading in 6" .

[Ean]f 58 689 (un mote mavovpyevonTar) | w1 oo ow 098 m; of. 6h sy . 6
is reading *ON as “ilay, probably correctly. The text of 4QSam® and 6%¢ is best
explained as haplographic. 877 may be an explicating plus; without it, the haplography

is an easier error for the scribe to make.

RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS

23:9
23:9

23:10

(1)
2

©)

23:10-11 3

23:11

©)

[N mas ;cf.v ] + M7 6

[7DR877] mecso ] M 798 6. The reading of ® has suffered expansion; the shorter
reading of m&sy is to be preferred.

(58] meso | Sy 6%9; S Hy eF

[mava] ] + 2 A%pp vSpa 1o m; cf. @o; + el amokhelofnoeTal
6. The entire phrase 172 72°Dp "5p2  "170°7  in m is absent from 4QSamPs.
Since Wellhausen it has been taken as a dittography from v 12. &, as Wellhausen,
Biicher Samuelis, 128 observed, has the long omission to which has been added a
secondary gloss: €L amokAeltoOnoeTal. S omits the whole of v 11 in a haplography
which, however, presumes the Masoretic tradition. 4QSam® alone preserves the original
text.

Moy e ] > mey . We are required by considerations of space and vertical alignment



23:11-12 &%

23:13

23:14
23:14

23:14

23:14
23:14

23:16
23:16
23:18
23:19

23:19
23:20

23:20

()
()

(0)

()
()

®)
®)
(10)

(10)

(11)
(11)

(1t)
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to read T in 4QSamP. Its originality was recognized already by Budde, and by
many scholars subsequently (cf. McCarter, I Samuel, 370).

T Rt DARY T2 LI AN AN 9P CHpa 1o M7 RN
vacat 7 M1 BRI M s ef. 6L%csv] M e 8. In vy 11b-12a, 6 £ has
suffered haplography due to homoiarkton: KaL €LTEV KUPLOS KATABNOETAL . . . LAOUN
kal elmev kvplos. (The haplography left but two words of v 12 in 6%, to which
amok\eloOnoeTal was later added in an attempt to provide sense). 4QSam® here
presents the fuller, uncorrupted text. Thus in v 11, where m has suffered dittography
and subsequent further corruption, 4QSam” stands with the Old Greek in preserving
the more original reading; also here, where 6 ? has suffered haplography, 4QSam® with
m preserves the more original reading.

[ mxn pa8d] ] ;omn pa8D e of. © Josephus, Ani. 6.274; WR N
YYD wmes; cf. v . The agreement of 8¢ and Josephus as to the number is interesting.
The number four hundred may arise from a reminiscence of 1 Sam 22:2.

[T7] me Osp; of. ¢ ] >6”

[n7xna] mao ] ev Maoepep [Meooepap /Maoeped ev Tols otevols 6525 niaxn
s . The absence of the mater lectionis waw in NTXA] is not certain but improves
vertical alignment in line 6; cf. 23:19 above in VARIANTS. The Greek versions present a
doublet; oTevos here as elsewhere in 1 Samuel can translate the root ¥R, The variants
vividly illustrate the familiar confusion of re§ and dalet.

[A]7 mesv ] + ev T yn ™ avxpodel 67; + ev ™ Kawwn els To opos To avxpwndes 6 ;
+ €LS 0p0S TO AUXHWOES €V YN advyxpwdel 6*. There is extensive conflation and
corruption in the ® witnesses, not only here, but in v 15 as well. It is of note that
4QSamP, which often contains readings agreeing with & witnesses against m , contains
none of the corruptions here. The reading in 4QSam?® is certified by vertical alignment.
Cf. 23:15 in VARIANTS above.

[mwpany] mefCeso ] M7 .. wpa ek

[17°2] mes ] 1°7°2 6 0. 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 /e). This accounts for the frequent confusion of the plural and singular
suffixes in the witnesses; cf. Cross, ‘Some Problems’.

[moan] ma ;cf. so | mwIm 682l of. 6/, Cf. vy 15, 18, 19.

[17°] mc ] 17 ©sD. See 23:14, RECONSTRUCTED VARIANTS, above for comment.

[mwara]l me of.o | mwaIna e . Cf w15, 16, 19.

[2'21] msv ] o Zewpatol ek Tns avxpwdovs 652 of. 65 A ww @ . Cf. 23:15 in
VARIANTS above.

av[anal m; of. cso | awana e, Cf vy 15, 16, 18.

Tolan w1 9% 5 of. onT wE® wn DD 6PAL (mav To Tpos Yuxm Tou BaoLAEwS )
Do N 555

'['7(3.‘[ JuBl mg; YRl DN 555 s; cf. . The line is quite full, but the presence
on the leather of the last two letters of 7717 precludes the short reading of 5 and v .
The best option in light of the following third person form 77" in 4QSam?® is to adopt

BAL © condensing w91 TWN 9> (if this is the correct retroversion of the

the reading of ®
Greek) to the equivalent @21 939, A parallel to the rare construction of & may be
found in 1 Chr 17:2. The combination 0Bl MY in MC is evidently a conflation of

variants (so, McCarter, I Samuel, 377).
[7°2] mes ] 7' 8D
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23:22

23:22

23:22

23:23

23:23

12)

12)

13)

(13)

(13)

DISCOVERIES IN THE JUDAEAN DESERT XVII

BAL - (kat eTowpacaTe); of. (% v, 117071

[11°27] mPem™s ] 9rom me; om 6
does not make good sense in this context. However, we cannot be certain that 4QSam®
read 1227 rather than 12°27. The graphic confusion of bet and kap is easy in most
periods of the Jewish Script. The text-critical integrity of 5 is too uncertain to use it as
support for 2277 (pace de Boer, BHS; and McCarter, I Samuel, 377).

a8 [ wT] mefcsv ] o8 w6 £ The reading of 6% probably arises from
haplography. The reading of v 23 (W81 1wM m ™36 5; cf. v ) evidently arises from

reminiscence of v 22 (WM wT me’ %csp).

[Famnm] 5 of. ® (ev Taxel) | 787 M m e s v . The Masoretic Text is corrupt, as
generally recognized since Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 110 and Wellhausen, Biicher
Samuelis, 129. Vertical alignment required by frg. 23 makes the slightly shorter reading
highly likely in 4QSam®. We are reading ham-méhirah, an adjectival form written
defectively, which in 4QSam® is not surprising. A. B. Ehrlich, Randglossen, 249
proposed this reading already in 1910.

1] ] wm w1 m e e W wh m ™e%s; of. . The requirements of
vertical alignment impose on us a reconstruction in which either W7 or 127 fills out
the line before [@'R]aMA[M 9on] . We prefer W11 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 W1 M or IR W7 is owing to
reminiscence of the expression in the preceding verse.

[ow wamm "os owEmdn Sonlme? s cf.efv ] >e6



