














Ravasco — Readings in the First Book of Samuel
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LXX xo Ematagey €v TT) Huéoa Exeivn
LXX" | ematatev av o Laog (gv) TN NUEQE TAUTT
Translation.

4QSam*: And he smote [the Philistines that] day
MT: And they smote (the Philistines) that day
LXX: And he smote (the Philistines) that day
LXX": The people smote (the Philistines) that day

The verb is in the plural in the Targum and the Vulgate, which is in ac-
cordance with the Masoretic Text. This raises the question what the subject
of the verb is. [s the subject of the verb the people, Jonathan or the Lord (see
verse 23)? “The people” could be the subject either with a singular or a plural
verb: the expression “all the people” usually governs the plural verb, but “the
people” takes normally the singular one.

In this context the Lucianic text is very exemplifying how a gloss can

clarify the text.
It is difficult to determine whether the variant is stylistic or whether it is

an error.

3. 40Sam" variants in agreement with Lucianic Recension against the
Masoretic Text and LXX#0

1Sam 6:20 - DID col. VII, I 1, p. 56

4QSam* M erpn mm b
MT M wmpn avionn mm e
LXX® | evemov Tov ayov tovtou
LXX® | evamriov xuglov Beov tov aytov Toutou
LXX* | evarmiov xuglov Tou Bgov Tov aylon TouTou
LXX" | evamiov xuglov Tov aylov TouTtou
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LXX"? névte £800g xoLots 8Tt tratopa v DUTV %Al TO1g
GOYXOLOLY DUV ol TG Aod

Lxx: | TouooTE mevte £800G YQUOOG OHOLWHN TV ESQMY LUOV
OTL TITOUGHOL EV VULV X0 TOLG 0OYOVUGLY LMV X0l EV TG A0®

LXXA0 | TEVTE £800,G XQUGEG X0 TTEVTE PLOLG YQUOOUG OTL TTTOUCHA
VULV £V TOIG 0QYOVGLY UMV 0L EV TO AG®

Translation:

4QSam*: (They answered: according to the number of the lords of the
Phitistines) [five] golden boils, because one plague (was) on [you, and on
your lords]

MT: (They answered: according to the number of the lords of the Philis-
tines) five golden boils and five golden mice, because one plague (was) on
(you) all, and on your lords

LXXP®: (They answered: according to the number of the lords of the Phi-
listines) five golden boils, because one plague (was) on you and on your
lords and on the people

LXX": (They answered: according to the number of the lords of the Phi-
listines) make you five golden boils, image of your boils, because one
plague (was) on you and on your lords and on the people

LXX*?: (They answered: according to the number of the lords of the Phi-
listines) five golden boils and five golden mice, because one plague (was)
on (you) all, and on your lords and on the people

The editors of DJD wonder if this is a dittography in the Masoretic Text
and the Codex Alexandrinus, or an haplography in 4QSam® and the Codex
Vaticanus with the omission of the five golden mice. They write: “The omis-
sion is most significant in view of verses 17-19 which presume five images
of plague boils, but images of mice in great number™.%

The editors of DID quoted Thenius® and they argued that this seems to
have been the original form of the story, five boils and many mice; “Moreo-
ver, 4QSam? does not share the secondary Septuagint pluses in 6:1 and 5:10
LXX" which refer to mice. (...) On the other hand, LXX®" do not mention
o'oY in 6:5 opposite to 4QSam? and the Masoretic Text™.*

271D XVIL p. 52.
% Thenius 1864, p. 26.
¥ DID XVIL, p. 52.
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MT DISP) B0 BNYoR WP
LXX TOUG 1EQETC ol TOUG HOAVTEIG XKoL TOVG £T00180UG QOTOY
Translation:

4QSam?: [And the Philistines called for] the magicians
MT: And the Philistines called for the priests and the diviners

LXX: And the Phitistines called for the priests and the diviners and their
magicians

The term “magicians™ is present only in 4QSam?; the editors of DJD wrote
that etacodog renders BB more frequently than "7, and that “The short
text of the Masoretic Text is probably superior to both the expansive text of
the Septuagint and the doubly expansive text of 4QSam®”.%

It seems an acceptable affirmation; in the Masoretic Text the term D’?JQP,
which occurs only three times (Dt 18:10.14; 2Ki 17:17), is never linked to
the other terms.

1Sam 9.7—-DJD col. VIII, 1. 3, p. 59

4QSam* I DI N
MT MM WS SWY Ry
LXX" %0l £1ey Zo0LA T@ TondaQ{m abTod TG HET” COTOD Xol
1800
Translation:

4QSam*: [And Said Slaul: behold (we’ll go, what shall we bring the
man?)

MT: And Said Saul to his servant: behold (we’ll go, what shall we bring
the man?)

LXX"™*!: And Said Saul to his servant who were with him: behold (we’ll
go, what shall we bring the man?)

»DID XVIL p. 53.









68 Articles / Articoli
The text of QSam* is not the Hebrew Vorlage of the Lucianic Recension

We started that at first the text of 4QSam® was considered very close to
the Lucianic Recension, and that both the works of reconstruction of the text
(Fincke and DJD) aim to fill the gaps with an Hebrew back version of the
Lucianic Recension; in particular Fincke is connected to this idea, but curi-
ously he sometimes reconstructs the text difterently from DJD and from the
Lucianic Recension: e.g. 1Sam 4:3; 8:16; 10:9.

Anyway we can reshape the remark about the similarity between 4QSam*
and the Lucianic text, even if we cannot deny their closeness.

As above mentioned, many times 4QSam* and the Lucianic Recension
have a different text, in particular when 4QSam® is closer to other witnesses
of the Septuagint: the study of the variants shows us a great fluctuation of
the Greek text of Samuel; ten times 4QSam® is closer to the other Greek wit-
nesses versus the Lucianic text and only five times it shows unique readings
with the Lucianic text.

It is difficult to soive the problem of the Proto-Lucianic text, but it is to be
considered that the Books of Samuel had a troubled textual history: Lucianic
manuscripts copied or translated a Jorlage very close to the textual fam-
ily of 4QSam¢, that had variants (sometimes primary, sometimes secondary
as above argued). At that moment of the manuscript tradition, as far as we
know, they were typical of 4QSam?, and obviously they were received by
the surroundings of the Lucianic manuscript tradition; sometimes Lucianic
manuscripts glossed the text (e.g. 1Sam 6:5; 10:10; 11:8; 15:29; 2Sam 3:24).

4QSam:* is not the Hebrew Vorlage of the Lucianic text, and the fragments
reconstruction attempts to a Hebrew witness back version is only a conjec-
ture, as far as we know.

By quoting S. Brock’s* Septuagintical stemma, the Lucianic Recension
derives directly from the “fifth column™ of Origen’s Hexapla as other Greek
text-types; he argued that “This text contains many early variants lost to the
rest of the Septuagint tradition, and — most important — a number of original
readings, again otherwise lost” although two recensional elements: a desire
to improve on the Septuagint text stylistically and the adaption of the text to
the requirements of public reading.*

The original text of Samuel is not directly represented by any surviving
witness

Through a reconsideration of these data, we could state that at present the

original text of Samuel is represented by no witnesses.

% Brock 1996, p. 307.
% Ibi, p. 306.
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The study of the variants showed us that the readings must be weighed
depending on the case, considering the whole context of the Bible or scribes’
aims: the scribes could modify the text under the language or theology influ-
ences; 1Sam 1:11 or 1:24-25 could be used as examples, although Qumran
fragments do not show “sectarian” influence and there are not obvious read-
ings influenced by socio-religious background.”’

Every witness can present primary or secondary variants, and no one rep-
resents the text of Samuel: every reading can be original, even if it is often
very difficult choosing the original one, because it is thought that there was a
textual unity soon dismembered.*

This theory is opposite to Kahle’s and “local text™ theories, according to
which the texts that we know developed from a textual plurality.®

“Local Texts " do not exist: the text of Samuel is one, which suffered corruptions,
and it witnessed different readings and some textual families in the history of
textual transmission

Following these studies, we could argue that the witnesses do not have
such relationships to describe clear textual families.

4QSam® is undeniably very close to the Septuagint and in particular to the
Lucianic Recension; but the study of the variants does not show the same tex-
tual family for these witnesses, that derived independently from the archetype.

The editors of DJD suggested that 1Sam 20:39 witnesses a different vari-
ant in the same Qumran tradition:* it is very difficult to make remarks be-
cause of the fragment conditions, but it is very interesting to notice that the
Qumran tradition is to be considered as other textual traditions, with copying'
mistakes, scribes’ corrections, and perhaps with manuscripts that derlved in-
dependently from the archetype.

As above: if a variant of any witness can be original, and if the contamina-
tions that we studied in the variants show a great complexity in their relation-
ships, we have then a text (the text of Samuel) that was hardly established
during the years and gave origin to manuscript traditions that influenced
themselves each other.

According to Ulrich the biblical books are the result of a long composi-
tional process that grew and developed dynamically over centuries, and the
scrolls from Qumran provide manuscript evidence for the latter stages of the
lengthy compositional process.*!

¥ Parry 2002, p. 215.

® Tov 2001, p. 189.

*Tov 2001. pp. 183-184: Kahle talked about intermediary sources named Vulgdrtexte, that
is, texts created to facilitate the reading; among P. Kahle's works I quote only Die hebrdischen
Handschriften aus der Hole, Stuttgart 1951.

40 See the different scrolls reconstructions in 4QSam? (p. §1) and 4QSam® (p. 230).

41 Ulrich 2002, p. 99.



















