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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a comparative analysis of three versions of the biblical story found in
2 Samuel 21:1-14. In spite of evidence for diverse versions of Samuel, commentators and
modern translations have assumed that the Hebrew and Greek versions are genetically
related and that textual problems can be solved by reconstructing earlier stages of the
copying process. While some textual difficulties have been solved using the reconstructive
method, other textual divergencies resist being explained as errors in the transmissional
process and appear instead to represent alternate versions. This dissertation argues that
Codex Coislinianus (M), Codex Vaticanus (B), and the Masoretic text (M) are three discrete
versions of 2Sam. 21:1-14 which reflect different theological and political interests.

The dissertation begins with a summary of the awareness of differences between
the Greek and Hebrew versions from the first century A.D. to the present and gives a
rationale for interpreting manuscripts independently and comparatively. Manuscripts M, I,
and B of 2Sam. 21:1-14 are translated, analyzed, and interpreted independently and then
compared.

The research shows that the three versions agree in their words and word order
throughout most of the story. Where the versions differ, some of the differences are the
result of transmissional errors, conflations, and stylistic improvements, while others point
to different Hebrew texts. The differences, far from haphazard, cluster around political and
theological issues: Saul’s kingship, David’s role in wiping out Saul’s descendants, God’s
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role, the role of outsiders in Israelite community. Each version addresses these theological
and political issues from different perspectives. The dissertation then explores ideological
contexts within which each version of the story is at home.

In the conclusion, the dissertation gives a brief analysis of the value and results of
the comparative method along with some implications of this study for textual criticism and
the literary approach to the Bible. The dissertation concludes that scholars should interpret
the actual versions and be careful about reconstructing a hypothetical oldest version where

the data does not support it.
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PREFACE

This study is a comparative analysis of three versions of 2 Samuel 21:1-14 as
presented in manuscripts M, M, and B. Although I will employ text-critical methods, my
primary focus is neither historical reconstructive nor the establishment of sequence of the
forms of this narrative in historical order. I have hermeneutic concerns that go beyond
textual and historical interests. The primary focus of this work is the interpretation of actual
texts and not the reconstruction of a hypothetical earliest text. This thesis seeks to identify,
interpret and compare the three versions of 2 Sam. 21:1-14. I hope to show that some of
the differences between these versions cannot be resolved as errors in the transmissional

process but rather as differences in ideology.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Awareness of Differences Between the Greek and Hebrew Texts
in the First Five Centuries A.D.

It is well known that there are many points in the Greek manuscript tradition of the
Old Testament that offer readings differing from the M. Such differences were probably
noticed very early, but two events of the first century A.D. brought them to the forefront:
the birth of the Christian Church, and the destruction of Jerusalem. These disagreements
were noted by the second-century Christian apologist Justin Martyr,! who describes
contemporary Jews questioning the veracity of the story about the origin of the Septuagint?
because the LXX had been preserved and transmitted primarily by Christians.3 Although
dated to a later time, the Talmud captures the negative attitude of late first and second
century rabbis: “It happened that five elders translated the Pentateuch into Greek for King
Ptolemy. That day was as hard for Israel as the day the calf was made, because the
Pentateuch could not be translated properly.”™* Justin Martyr and other early church fathers

argued that the Jews deliberately removed a number of passages which were favorable

L justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho, in Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. I , Alexander Roberts
and James Donaldson, eds. (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1994), 232-235, 241; H. B. Swete, Introduction to the
Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914; repr., Peabody. MA: Hendrickson
Publishers. 1989), 30.

2 will use the terms Septuagint (LXX) and Old Greek (OG) to refer generally to the
translation of all of the books of the Hebrew Bible into Greek and to the oldest reconstructed version of the
Greek Bible respectively.

3Emanuel Tov, “The Septuagint,” in Mikra, eds. Martin Jan Miilder and Harry Sysling
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), 163.

4Tov, “The Septuagint,” 163.



towards Christianity. Thus, though they differed in their explanations, Jews and
Christians in the second century A.D. agreed that there were differences between the Greek
manuscripts and M.

Jews and Christians used different approaches to try to resolve the differences.
Since the extant Greek texts during the second and third centuries A.D. were considered
corrupt by certain Jews, several attempts were made at revising the LXX based on the
received Hebrew Scripture. Three names are associated with these early improvements:
Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus.® Aquila, a Jewish proselyte from Pontus and
student of Rabbi Akiba, completed a slavishly literal translation of the received Hebrew text
in ca. A.D. 125.7 There were mixed reactions to o by Jews and Christians. Jews, on the
one hand, praised and trusted o using it widely until it was forbidden for use in the
Synagogue by the Code of Justinian (A.D. 555).8 Early Church Fathers Irenaeus and
Epiphanius, on the other hand, reacted negatively to Aquila’s anti-Christian bias.®
Symmachus, probably an Ebionite, provided a good Greek rendering of the received
Hebrew text (¢”) probably in the latter part of the second century A.D.!0 Theodotion,

probably a proselyte to Judaism from Ephesus, completed a free revision of the Greek

SSwete, Intro.. 479.

OI will refer to the works of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion as . ', 0 respectively.

"Tov, “The Septuagint,” 183-84; Swete, [ntro., 31-32.

8Harry M. Orlinsky, “Current Progress and Problems in Septuagint Research.” in The Study
of the Bible Today and Tomorrow, ed. H. R. Willoughby (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1947;

reprinted in Studies in the Septuagint: Origins. Recensions, and Interpretations, ed. Harry M. Orlinsky

(New York: KTAV, 1974), 11.

9Sidney Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968),

77.

10Tov, “The Septuagint,” 184.



Bible during the latter part of the second century A.D.!! Faithful to the standard Hebrew,
Theodotion’s revision was better Greek style than Aquila.12
Origen attempted to solve the problem of differences between the Greek and

Hebrew versions in a different way. In order to provide “a basis for discussions between
Jews and Christians who needed to know the exact differences between each other’s
Bibles,”!3 Origen created his Hexapla, six texts in parallel columns: Hebrew; a Greek
transliteration; o ; 6 ; Origen’s revised Greek text; and 0'. Using 6’as his primary text, he
restored Hebrew word order and corrected supposed corruptions. Where 6 had additions
he marked them with an obelus. He supplied omissions from o, 6', and 8" which he
marked by an asterisk. Where the LXX and the Hebrew seemed hopelessly at odds, he
included both versions which he marked appropriately. Origen’s revisions brought the
Greek text into conformity with the Hebrew text available to him, and also preserved the
variant Greek texts rather than destroying them. Contemporaries Eusebius and Pamphilus
published the fifth column of Origen’s Hexapla ca. A.D. 309 assuming he had restored the
Old Greek. Origen’s revision, however, did not resolve the problem of differences between
the Greek and Hebrew versions for Christians. Jerome wrote about the different Greek
texts in the latter part of the fourth century A.D.:

Alexandria and Egypt attribute the authorship of their Old Testament to Hesychius.

From Constantinople as far as Antioch the rendering of Lucian the Martyr holds the

field; while the Palestinian provinces in between these adopt those codices which,

themselves the production of Origen, were promulgated by Eusebius and
Pamphilus. And so the whole world is in conflict with itself over this threefold

variety of text.!4

lSwete, Intro.. 43.
21bid.
13Tov, “The Septuagint.” 185.

14Jellicoe, The Septuagint, 134.
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Because of differences between the Greek and Hebrew versions, Jerome (ca. A.D.
345-420) was commissioned to revise the Old Latin version (£) since it had been translated
from an old Greek version different from the received Hebrew text as early as the second
century A.D.15 Jerome’s revised Latin version, the Vulgate (D), was never able to

completely replace the £;!6 sacred texts are not easily replaced.

Awareness of Differences Between_the Hebrew and Greek Texts
Since the Sixteenth Century

From Jerome until the sixteenth century, not too much was made of the differences
between the Hebrew and Greek texts, probably because of the dependence on the Latin
versions in the western Christian church and because very few Christians were able to read
Hebrew. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the creation of the polyglot texts
highlighted once again the differences between the Hebrew and Greek texts. The
Complutensian Polyglot, the first printed text of the complete Greek Old Testament, begun
in A.D. 1502 by the Spanish Cardinal Francisco Ximenes and printed in A.D. 1514-1517,
contained the Hebrew in the first column, the Vulgate in the second column, and the Greek
in the third column.!7 Like the works of Origen and Jerome, the differences that emerged
in the Polyglots were frequently solved by correction toward the . without explanation or

interpretation of the Greek texts.18

15Swete. Intro.. 92.
161bid., 102-103.

171bid., 171; Eugene C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus, Harvard Semitic
Monographs 19 (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press. 1978), 19.

18Ulrich. Qumran, 19.



Divergent Readings in the Greek and Hebrew Texts of Samuel

Although Ludovicus Cappellus observed problems with the Hebrew text of Samuel
as early as A.D. 1634,!9 the differences between the Hebrew and Greek texts of Samuel
were first emphasized by Otto Thenius.20 In his commentary on Samuel (A.D. 1842), he
attempted to systematically revise the M based on the LXX. Since Thenius’s conclusions
were sometimes arbitrary and subjective,2! Julius Wellhausen (A.D. 1871) was the first to
successfully establish the text of Samuel in a way that would withstand subsequent
research and discovery.2? Thenius and Wellhausen both worked from the assumption that
the Hebrew and Greek versions were genetically related and that one could solve textual
problems by reconstructing earlier stages of the copying process.

While some transmissional problems were solved by the reconstructive approach, at
least two difficulties arose for those attempting to reconstruct the Hebrew of Samuel based
on the Greek manuscripts. First, the Greek witnesses are diverse. Second, the extant Greek
texts show evidence of early revisions.

Thackeray’s study is a good example of an attempt to explain the diversity of texts
and possible revisions found in the LXX texts of Samuel-Kings. He proposed that there are
three main text-types of the Greek versions of Samuel-Kings: those represented by Codex
Vaticanus (B), those represented by Codex Alexandrinus (A), and those represented by the

Lucianic recension (L).23 He argued that B is the best witness to the OG in 1Sam. 1:1-

19p, Kyle McCarter. | Samuel, AB 8 (Garden City: Doubleday & Company. Inc.. 1980), 5.

200110 Thenius, Die Biicher Samuels. Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten
Testament 4 (Leipzig: Weidmann’sche Buchhandlung, 1842).

2IMcCarter, ] Samuel, 5.

22Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis untersucht. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
und Ruprecht, 1871).

23H. st J. Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, a Study in Origins. Schweich



2Sam. 11:1, although L seems to reflect a more logical conclusion to Samuel.2¢ He
described sections 1Sam. 1:1ff, 2Sam. 1:1-11:1 and 1Kgs. 2:12-21:43, designated o, B,
and vy, as “homogeneous wholes, that is to say, they are the work of three different
translators.”25 In contrast, sections 2Sam. 11:2 - 1Kgs. 2:11 and 1Kgs. 22-2Kgs., which
he designated fy and vd, have a distinctly literal translation style.26 Noticing characteristic
similarities between By and yd and Theodotion, Thackeray concluded, “. . . the final
portions of the Greek books of Kingdoms were probably appended some time in the first
century B.C., and that the translator’s style has much in common with that afterwards
adopted by Theodotion.”27 The diversity and apparent revisions of the LXX texts of
Samuel-Kings resisted a simple explanation of their origin. Furthermore, it was uncertain
whether the various LXX texts represented alternate Hebrew texts or different Greek
translations of the Vorlage of M until the discovery of ancient manuscripts in the Judean
Desert.

In 1953, Frank Cross published a few fragments of an ancient Hebrew scroll of
Samuel found in Cave IV at Qumran (4QSam?) which dates about one hundred B.C.28 The
significance of that discovery can hardly be overstated. 4QSam? preserved a Hebrew text-

type distinctly different from M and closely related to the presumed Hebrew Vorlage of the

Lectures 1920 (London: Milford for the British Academy, 1923), 16.

24 St 1. Thackeray, “The Greek Translations of the Four Books of Kings,”” JITS 8 (1907):
264-266.

231bid.. 263.

z_f”l‘hackeray gave 10 characteristics of this “translator’: the use of ot &3pot for ‘the great
men (2772, °Y); Kepativn for BW; povolwvog for T1M2; the unique use of dndvwdev; kat ye for B;
KoL pdha for D2R: the use of " Hvika in only the 38 sections of Kingdoms; &y €iut followed by a finite
verb; absence of the historical perfect; Ibid., 267-274.

27Ibid., 277-78.

28F. M. Cross. "A New Qumran Biblical Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew
Underlying the Septuagint,” BASOR 132 (1953): 15-26.



7
LXX. With the publication of these fragments, scholars had proof that a Hebrew text existed
behind some of the variant Greek readings and that variant Hebrew versions existed in
Palestine as late as the first century A.D. Two years later, Cross published fragments of
another Samuel manuscript (4QSamP) from Qumran which antedated 4QSam? by
approximately two centuries.2 According to Cross, 4QSamP was much closer to the LXX
than to .30 Before these discoveries, scholars could only speculate about alternate
Hebrew texts based on tentative reconstructions from the differences in the LXX. Qumran
MSS, however, did not solve the problem of diverse texts in Samuel; they only verified that
a plurality of Hebrew texts existed in Palestine between the third century B.C. and the first
century A.D. and that the LXX was an excellent witness to an ancient Hebrew version at

varance with t.

The Significance of This Study

In spite of evidence for diverse Greek and Hebrew versions of Samuel, the
reconstructive method as proposed initially by Thenius and Wellhausen has continued to
dominate commentaries on Samuel to the present.3! The problem with the eclectic

reconstructive approach is that the diversity of the versions works against it. Furthermore,

29F. M. Cross, “The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumran.” JBL 74 (1955): 147-72, esp. 164.

3°4QSamb agrees with LXX against IlT thirteen times; 4QSamb agrees with Il against LXX
four times: Cross, “The Oldest Manuscripts,” 172.

31'Thenius, Die Biicher; Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis; August Klostermann,
Die Biicher Samuelis (SZ IIT. Nordlingen, 1887); H.P. Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Books of Samuel; ICC (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1899); Karl Budde, Die Biicher Samuel; Kurzer
Hand-Commentar VIII (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1902); Le P. Paul Dhorme, Les livres de Samuel; Etudes
Bibliques (Paris: J. Gabalda, 1910); S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1913); H. W. Hertzberg, | and II Samuel; OTL (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1964); Hans
Joachim Stoebe, Das erste Buch uelis; Kommentar zum Alten Testamentliche VIII (Giitersloch: Gerd
Mohn, 1973); P. Kyle McCarter, | Samuel; AB 8; Il Samuel; AB 9 (Garden City: Doubleday & Company,
Inc., 1980, 1984); Ralph Klein, I Samuel; WBC 10 (Waco: Word Biblical Commentary, 1983); A.A.
Anderson, 2 Samuel; WBC 11 (Dallas, TX: Word Books, 1989).




a fixation on reconstructing an earliest text has led scholars at times to make textual
decisions which were not based on plausible transmissional explanations.32 In a recent
study, Walters has shown that critical commentaries and modem translations obscure the
alternate versions of the story of Samuel's birth in 1Sam. | as represented in m and B.33
He concluded,

The texts of each, while not in perfect condition, can be given a reasonable and

internally consistent reading which shows them to be discrete narratives, each with

its own interests and design. Modifications of either under the pattern of the other

can only produce a hybrid text with no distinctive character at all.34

A clear explanation of how these divergent readings came to exist is still beyond

reach because of the indeterminate character of the evidence. The few MSS we have cover
hundreds of years of transmission and use and the lines of transmission are scanty at best.
Since there are textual divergencies which cannot be explained as errors in the
transmissional process, perhaps it is best to interpret the actual texts we have. If there are
alternate versions of a biblical story in 1 Samuel, then they are worth exploring elsewhere.

Preliminary studies by Walters indicate that divergent readings also exist in 2Sam.

21:1-14.35 To my knowledge no one has interpreted and compared the different versions of

32In 1Sam. 1 of the MM, in a discussion between Hannah and Elkanah regarding whether
Hannah would take Samuel to Shiloh, Hannah expressed her desire 1o wait until she had weaned him.
Elkanah agreed and then said, "Only, may Yahweh fulfill his word.” Because there is no unfulfilled word of
the Lord still remaining in this story, Thenius, the critical commentators, and modern translations (NEB,
NAB. JB). abandoned the difficult reading of the I1t. They opted for a reading said to be found in the LXX
and 4QSam?, “Only, may Yahweh fulfill your word." The LXX and 4QSam? actually read, "But may the
Lord fulfill what o of your mouth.” While the proposed emendation reads better, neither the Il

nor the LXX can be derived easily from it. Thus, attempts to create the "earliest” text, has led to the
creation of an eclectic text which exists neither in the Greek nor the Hebrew. The created eclectic text, in
turn, suppresses the actual texts which do exist; Stanley D. Walters. "Hannah and Anna: The Greek and
Hebrew Texts of I Samuel 1.” JBI. 107 (1988), 408.

331bid., 385-412.
341bid., 408.

35Stanley D. Walters, "Gibeon of Saul,” JSOT 52 (1991): 61-76; and, "Childless Michal,
Mother of Five,” In The Tablet and Scroll: Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William W. Hallo, eds. Mark



the story in 2Sam. 21:1-14. I intend to do that.

Interpretation of Three Versions of 2 Samuel 21:1-14

This study is a comparative analysis of three versions of the biblical story found in
2Sam. 21:1-14. The primary focus of this dissertation is interpretation and not textual
reconstruction. Although text-criticism will be employed herein, I have hermeneutic
concerns that go beyond textual and historical interests. I hope to show that M, I, and B
present three discrete versions of 2Sam. 21:1-14, which reflect different theological and
political interests. This thesis seeks to translate, interpret and compare the alternate forms of
this biblical story. I hope to show that some of the differences between these stories cannot
be resolved as transmissional errors or as stylistic differences but rather by ideological
interests.

In Chapters 2, 3, and 4, I will translate and interpret three actual texts of 2Sam.
21:1-14, namely M, It and B. I will start with M because it is the simplest text, having the
least number of textual problems. I will argue that M’s text, though similar in many ways to
B and I, represents a distinct version of the story with different emphases than either B or
m.

In Chapter 5, I will compare M, It, and B. My research will show that the versions
agree throughout most of the story in their words and word order. Where they differ, some
of the differences are the result of transmissional errors, conflations, and stylistic
improvements, and others are the result of different Hebrew text(s). The differences, far
from haphazard, cluster around political and theological issues: Saul’s kingship, David’s
role in wiping out Saul’s descendants, God’s role, the role of outsiders in Israelite
community. Each version addresses these theological and political issues from different

perspectives, pointing to different ideological contexts. M is harsh tcwards Saul and

E. Cohen, et al. (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 1993): 290-296.



10
distinctly sympathetic towards proselytes and outsiders. M emphasizes Saul as a prophetic
king and depreciates both the Davidic kingship and the role of outsiders. B is the harshest
towards Saul and depreciates the role of outsiders. Based on the data, I explore possible
settings within which each version of the story is at home.

In Chapter 6, I will summarize my conclusions and explore the implications that

this study might have for future scholarly research.

Defining Terms

For clarity, text, version, and story need to be defined. By text I always mean a
specific written form as found in the Greek and Hebrew manuscripts. By version I mean a
discrete narrative form as reconstructed from texts that are basically similar to one another.

By story I mean the basic set of events as differently reported in the various versions.



CHAPTER 2
INTERPRETATION OF UNCIAL MANUSCRIPT M’S
VERSION OF 2 SAMUEL 21:1-14
The Text of M2
Ko £EYEVeTo Apuog £V TG NUEPAIS AQLELS Tpia TN EVIGVTOS EXOUEVOS

EviowTto, ko E{ftnoev Acveld 10 npdécamov Kupiov kol eunev Kdprog "Emt
TaoVA Kal £TL TOV Otkov aTod 1) adikia ept oL EBAVATWGEV TOVS
Fafowveitog. 2) kol EKGAeoev 6 Baowehc Aaveld tovg Mafawveitag kol €iney
POg avTOVS Kal ot Fafawmveital ody viot TopunA gioty, GAA' 1} £K T00
diporog 100 "Apoppaiov, Kot ot viot TopanA dpocuv avtoig, kot £{iTnoev
SaovA Tatagal adToUg £V TR {nAdoo avTov Toug LIoLG TopanA kat Tovda:
3) Kot €umev ALELS mpdg Tovg MaPawveitog Ti motjom ViV KAl Ev Tivit
EELAdoopnat, KO EDAOYNGATE THV KAnpovoutav Kvptov; 4) kol €imovd abtd ot
Cofoaaveitar OVK €6TIV ULV APYUPLOV KOL YPLOIOV HETH TAOVA KO METY TOD
0iKOV avTOoD, KOl OVK E0TIV NIV GvNp BavaTdsul £K TovTog TopomA. kol
ginev, Tt DUELG Aéyete Kal momom VHiv; 5) Kol €1mav Tpog TOv Baowiéa O dviip
0g CLVETEAECEV NUAG, Kot eSLWEEY NUAG, KoL EAoyioato EEoAEBpEDOO NHAS
QOOVICWUEV ADTOV TOD un EoTAvVOL DTOV £V TTavTL 0ptw TopanA. 6) Adte fuiv
ENTO Gvdpag EK TAV LIAV aOTOD, KAl EENAdoopevy AUTONE T@ KLPilw EV TA

Bovvew ZaoLA EkAektovg Kupiov. kot €unev 6 Baoiwielg 'Eyd dwow. 7) Kol

aSee Appendix A for a facsimile of Codex Coislinianus.

bIn verse 4, thc'zd aorist indicative active 3d singular €lnev in the first hand of M has been
written over as the 3d plural etmov to agree with its third plural subject.

11
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£deloaro 60 Bacwelg ent Meudr1focsBe viov TovaBav viod ZaovA ik TOV GpKov
Kvpiov TOV Gvé pEcov aOT@V Kol dvo HEGOV AOLLELS Kol Avd pésov Tovadday
V100 ZatoVA. 8) kot EAafev 0 Bacthelg TovGg SO LIOVS Pecdds BuYaTPOg Al
TOAAOKTG TA0VA 0UG ETEKEV T@ TaoVA, TOV Epuover kot 1ov Meudrfocde, kai
TOUG TEVTE VIOVG THig Mepop Buyatpog TaovA olg Etekev T@® 'EcdpinA vid
BepleAAt 1@ MoovAiaBt, 9) kot €dwkev avToLg Ev (et TOV FuPamvitdv, kot
eEnAlacav adTolg Ev 1@ OpelL Evavtiov Kuplov, KOt ENECOV £KEL Ol ENTA KATA
0 o016 avToL 8E EBavaTWOnoaV Ev NuEéparg OepLtopoD £V TPWTOLS, EV apxi]
Oepiopnod kplOdv. 10) kol EAafev Pecdd BuyatTne Ald TOV GOKKOV KOl
S1EoTpwoEV OVTOV VT EML TV NETPOV EV aPpx D BepLopnod kprdv [Ewg]c
gotagov EN abTOVE LAUTA B0 EE 0VPOVOD, KL OVK ESMKEV TA METELVY TOD
0UPavVoD KOTanabooL £ DTOVG NUEPOS KOl T¢ Onpta ToD aypod VUKTOG.

11) Kol amnyyéAn 1@ AQLES tavia 6oa Enoincev Pecdd Buyamp Ala
TOAAGKT] TAOVA-  12) Kal ETOPEBON AcvELS Kot EAUBEV TG 0GTA TAOVA KAl TC
0ot 'Tovabdav Tob Lol avToD Tapd Tav avdpdv Tafelg FoAaad ol Ekieyav
o)TOVG Ao TOD TELXOLG BouBody, KPEHUoavImy aOTOVG EKEL TOV GAAOOLAGDV
Ev Nuépg N Endragav ol cAAdPuAoL TOV ZaovA &v I'eABole. 13) Kol AV VEYKEV
EKE10eV 1A 00T ZOOVA KOl T 06Td Iovafcy ToD V10D AUTOD, KOl GUVIYOLYEV
T 001G TOV EENAtaouévov. 14) kot éBayav T 00TE ZaOVA KO 10 06TA
TovaBdav to0 VoD dUTOD KAt T& 06T TV NALAGOEVIWV £V Y1) Beviapely Ev T
TAEVPE 100 Tadov Ketg Tob mutpdg atod, Kol EToincav navia 66a

EVETELAOTO O BaGIAEVS Kol EmKovoev 6 Be06 T Y1) META TODTO.

In verse 10, most MSS except Mns have Ewg here. Parablepsis probably caused €wg to drop
out in the uncial period due to the similarity of € WCECTAZANand €ECTAZAN
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Translation of M and Notes!

1) And there was a famine? in the time of David,P for three years, year after year, and
David sought the face of the Lord. The Lord said, "The guilt€ [rests] upon Saul and upon
his house because he killed the Gibeonites.”

a1, MSS have &v Tij Y7} (ocze2) and mtt TV v (b),“in/upon the land” after
Atudc, “famine.” It is impossible to know whether it is an interpolation or if it reflects a
different Hebrew text with 227 YR, In either case, it heightens the resonance with
2Sam. 24:13.

b Here, and in many other places, M shows word-for-word parallelism to the m.
That is, taking into account both common equivalents and word order, Codex Coislinianus
seems to go back to a Hebrew text similar in many ways to the m. The first part of verse 1
is a good example of what is found throughout; M has kot £yEveTo ALHOG EV TOAG
Nuépong AcVeLd following mM’s "I‘.'l ohi! =27 °7. I will highlight only the places
where M is different from m.

€ In classical Greek, adikia has the meanings “wrongdoing, unrighteousness” and
“punishment of wrongdoing.””? M seems to have a Hebrew different from I here since
adikia is commonly opposite 11 in the Hebrew Bible, especially in Samuel, but never
opposite @7 as the M has here. Twice in Samuel, ddikia is a calque for }I¥ (1Sam. 20:8;
25:24), taking on the meaning “guilt,” which it seems to have here but which it does not

have in classical Greek.

IThroughout, [ use lettered notes for text and translation explanations and I use numbered
footnotes for Scripture reference tabulations and secondary references.

218523

3 &dwxic occurs 12 times in Samuel, 8 of which are opposite 1&: 1Sam. 3:13, 14; 20:8;
25:24; 28:10; 2Sam. 3:8; 14:32.
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2) And David the king summoned the Gibeonites and spoke to them. Now2 the Gibeonites
are not Israelites but are from Amorite blood.P The Israelites swore an agreement with
them, but® Saul had sought to strike them in his zeal for the Israelites and Judahites.

2 Normally kad is not disjunctive but here it reflects the disjunctive Hebrew
construction waw + a non-verb.

b diiparog is difficult here. In context, it should mean something like “race” or
“blood descent.” It can mean “blood relationship” in both classical* and koine Greek (John
1:13), but the Hebrew equivalent @7 never has this sense. McCarter believes that olipottog
results from a primitive transmissional error in the Greek: the Hebrew 1 was correctly
rendered as AElUpaTOS, “remnant,” which was miscopied very early as oiipatog. A few
cursives actually have forms of Agipportoc.6

€ Normally xat is not adversative but here it follows the Hebrew which has waw.

3) And David said to the Gibeonites, “What shall I do for vou? And with what shall 1
atone, that you may bless? the inheritance of the Lord?”

a gvAoymoarte is the aorist imperative, “bless ye! (Israel’s inheritance).” The
Greek imperative corresponds exactly to M’s piel imperative with waw, “to express with

greater energy the intention signified by the preceding verb.”’

4LSJ 38b
SMcCarter, II Samuel, 437.
Gefkmwx

7S.R. Driver, A _Treatise on the Use of the Tenses in Hebrew. 3d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon,

1892), section 65.
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4) The Gibeonites said to him, “We do not have (in mind] silver or gold regarding? Saul
and regarding his house, nor do we have [in mind] a man to kill from all Israel.” And he
said, “What are you saying, that I might do it for you?”b

2 ueta // QY means “with, in connection with, regarding.”

b The sense of Ti DUEIG AEYETE KOl TOUGM VULV is clear enough but the syntax
is Hebraic and awkward. M follows word-for-word m's 829 MR SR ONR™FN
with one slight variation: M and most LXX MSS have kol before toucow and m has the
minor disjunctive accent (tiphha) on 8°72R instead of a waw on T@YN. All the Greek
MSS have attempted to smooth out the slight awkwardness of the Hebrew, “What are you
saying, I will do for you?” Taking mouo as a future indicative, Tt would be the object
of both verbs, thus, "What do you say and what shall I do for you?" N has 11 after M’s
xai and before oo to produce, “What are you saying, and what shall I do for you?”
Taking moiow as the aorist subjunctive 1st singular, the clearest English would be, “What
are you saying, that I might do it for you?" L z™Mg has 0¢Aete instead of A€yete, “What do

you want. . .”

5) And they said to the king, “The man who struck us2 and persecuted usb and plannedC to
utterly destroy us-- let us wipe him out from him having standingd in all the territory of

[srael.

4 guveTEAecev NUGS certainly reflects M’s 13928 When 193 is followed by an

accusative of person it usually means, “to destroy, kill, wipe out.”® This seems 00 strong

for the context, unless it means, “He killed [some of] us.” How can the Gibeonites speak

8Guveteréw occurs 14 times in Samuel, 13 times opposite m53: 1Sam. 10:13; 13:10;
15:18; 20:7; 20:9; 20:33; 24:17; 25:17; 2Sam. 6:18; 11:19; 13:36; 21:5; 22:38.

9Ex. 33:5; Ezek. 22:31; Zech. 5:4; Ps. 119:87; Lam. 2:22; 2Chr. 8:8
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with David if they had been killed? I have translated it here with a slightly attenuated
meaning, “he struck us,” as in Jer. 5:3 where cvuvteAgiv // 1195 does not imply death.

b ko ediwEev Nudg would normally be opposite 3BT 77110 but m does not have
it. SuKeLv means, “to pursue, chase,”!! similar to ®77 except F77 often includes the
sense of hostile intent and can also be translated “persecute.”!2

C Aoyilewv // DTM is a standard locution to express intention and purpose;
Aoyilew occurs 84 times in the LXX, usually opposite %11 (72 times), but never M7
which is m’s word. The difference is not easily explained as a transmissional error. See the
discussion below in the interpretation of the stories.

d ob uy) Eotva is the articular infinitive with the negative and is an acceptable
way to translate 23772, M’s infinitive construct with '[D.'3 The masculine accusative
singular personal pronoun ct)TOV points to a 3d singular suffix 1 which m does not have.

The pronoun emphasizes Saul as the subject of the “standing” infinitive.

6) Give us seven men from his sons, and we will make atonement? by means of them to
the Lord on the hillP of Saul, [men] chosen® of the Lord.” And the king said, “I will give.”
a For the verb EEnAdoouev, Brooke-McLean list ten additional variants, for a total
of eleven. I understood them to be variant forms of two verbs, eEEnAialewv and
eEllaokeoOay, in various spelling deviations, most of which involve the interchange of n
and 1 or of indicative and subjunctive moods. Six of these, having the syllable -At- and a

primary ending, are forms of eé£nALalelv: EENALGOWUEY B; EELACOUEV (el’w);

1081HxeLv stands opposite A7 58 of 75 times in the OT.
i lﬁl 440
12BpB 922

13Gen. 16:2; 20:6: Ex. 14:5; Jdg. 9:41; 1Sam. 7:8; 8:7; 15:26; 25:26; 2Sam. 18:16; 1Kgs.
2:27; 2Kgs. 5:20; 23:33, er al.
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€A o0oUEV (m[mg)); EENALWDOWUEY (44); EEQALACWUEV (a); EENAiacopon (x). Two
others, having the syllable -Ac- and a secondary ending, are clearly forms of
EELdokesHon: EEIAAGONED (M[mglb coe,); EEIAAOMOUED (b o). This leaves three forms
having the syllable -Ao- which I take to be forms of EE1AdokecBon but with primary
endings, something that happens in Hellenistic Greek: EELIAGOOUEV (gsvya,); EEVAGGONEV
(f*{uid]m[txt]qt); EENAccopev (M [xt]). The texts with forms of eEEnArdletv, “to hang in
the sun,” (BA ael2’m{mg]wx44 ) follow a Hebrew text like M which has a form of ¥*P1
(see also 2Sam. 21:9, 13). M and other MSS!4 which have forms of £1Aaokec8au and
the © seem to follow a Hebrew text with MDD, “to atone”’; EEnAlalelv stands opposite
TiD2 78 of 88 times and never opposite ¥*P. Thus, the difference between the verbs is
not easily explained as a transmissional error in either Greek or Hebrew. I will discuss the

force of this verb later in the interpretation of the story.

b v 1® Bovvw reflects the Hebrew NY32,15 the same consonants but different
vowel pointing as M’s FY213, “in Gibeah.”

€ M and all Greek MSS except Ax have the accusative plural adjective EKAEKTOVG,
indicating that “chosen” refers to the Seven. M has the singular bound form %°T12,

indicating that Saul is “chosen of the Lord.”

7) The king spared Memphibosthe son of Jonathan, son of Saul, because of the oath of the

Lord that was between them, between David and between Jonathan the son of Saul.

14M[mg] L gfifuid]m[txt]gstvya?

15 &v 1@ Bovvw occurs 8 times in the LXX, 7 of which are opposite forms of 12332
(ISam. 7:1; 22:6; 23:19; 26:1.3; 2Sam. 6:3; Hos. 10:9) and once P332 (1Sam. 13:3).
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8) The king took the two sons of Respha daughter of Aia, Saul’s concubine, whom she
bore to Saul, Ermonthi and Memphibosthe, and the five sons of Merom,b daughter of
Saul, whom she bore to Esdriel son of Berzellai, the Mooulathite.

4 The definite article before personal names is common in Greek.!6 Sometimes
they are anaphoristic but other times they are colloquial. They seem to be stylistic here.

b M and cursive mansucript g oddly write Mepop instead of Mepof3; the
interchange of u and B is a common cursive error, but not expected in the uncial hand.
Many Greek MSS (Niz!*t rell 246) have forms of Merab as the mother of the five sons, while
a number have forms of Michal (ABhvxasemqstymz™8) in apparent internal conflict with the

larger narrative. I discuss this issue below in the interpretation of m.

9) He handed them over to the Gibeonites, and they hung them in the sun2 on the mountain
before the Lord; the Seven fell there together.b They were killed in the first days of the
harvest, at the beginning of the barley harvest.€

a By etymology, the verb €éEnAiaewv appears to mean “to make/put (-C-) out(side)
(ek-) in the sun (1}A10¢).” LSJ give no other instances except the passive in the
lexicographer Hesychius. The rendering, “to hang in the sun as a form of torture,” is
plausible, although the idea of hanging probably comes from reading attributed to
Symmachus, Gvakpepdompuey “to hang up.” Aquila gives avamEmuev “impale.”
Verse 14 refers to the slain men as 1@V NAl0oOEVTWV, using the simple rather than the
compound form, a verb known to have the meanings “bake, bask, expose in the sun.”!7 It

is not clear whether death came by exposure or whether exposure followed death.

I6F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and Robert W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament

and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: The Univerity of Chicago Press, 1961), 135-136.

17155 768
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b o1 Emtce reflect M’s gere’ BNYIY. m’s 3d plural suffix is implied. B has the
more literal rendering of the gere’ with 01 £Entd ccdTOL

€ katd TO aVTO stands opposite M3? also in 1Sam. 11:11.

d M and some other MSS (ABN rell) have the v uEPOIC BEPLONOD v TPWTOLS, a
literal rendering of m’s Q*IUNRN2 T3P "1273. M(mg) and L have &v Ruéparg Ledv.
Brock argued persuasively that Cew®v represents a transliteration of the old Canaanite
month of Ziv.18 Ziv coincided with the second month of the later Jewish calender, late
April or early May, the time of the barley harvest. If Brock is correct, M’s margin probably

reflects an old Hebrew text with 17 "12°2.

10) And Respha daughter of Aia, took sackcloth and spread it out2 for herself upon the
rock, at the beginning of the barley harvest [until] the waters of God dropped? upon them
out of heaven. She did not let the birds of the sky€ settle upon them by day nor the beasts
of the field by night.

a M's dtEoTpwoev means “to spread (a bed)” 19 but M's margin has énnEev “fixed,

stretched (i.e. a tent)"20 agreeing with M’s M3, offering a different description of what

Rizpah did with the sackcloth. We take this up below.

b 5tdlerv means “to drop, let fall, fall in drops, drip, trickle”2! and refers to “rain”
three times: once opposite 7J13 (Ex. 9:33) and twice opposite T3 (Jdg. 5:4; Ps. 67:9). In
each case, rain, or lack thereof, is the result of divine intervention. Thus, M’s €TV

was probably opposite t’s “]i1 and the rain that came is understood to be an act of God.

185 P. Brock. “An Unrecognised Occurrence of the Month Name ZIW [2 Sam. XXI19].,” VT
23 [1973], 100-103.

1955 413

20155 1399

211,85 1632.
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€ 1& meTevé 10D obpavov and Té Onpia 10D dypod reflect m’s DAY nw
and @7 N respectively since the Hebrew construct noun never takes the definite

article. The same pattern occurs later in this verse and fifteen times in vv. 11-14.

11) And it was reported to David, all that Respha daughter of Aia, Saul’s concubine, had

done.

12) And David went and took the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son from the
men of Jabesh Gilead, who had stolen them from the wall of Baithsan after the Philistines
had hung them there at the time?3 the Philistines struck down Saul in Gilboa.

a The relative pronoun 1) which occurs in all Greek MSS except L after £v fjuépa is
stylistic; The relative pronoun occurs elsewhere in the LXX where it is absent in the

Hebrew.22

13) And he brought up from there the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son, and

he gathered up the bones of those who had been hanged in the sun.

14) They buried the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son, and the bones of
those having been exposed to the sun,? in the land of Benjamin, in the sideb of the tomb®
of Kish his father. They did all that the king commanded, and God hearkenedd to the land
after these things.

2 The M does not have a text opposite M's phrase KoL 10 06TE TOV

NAL0G0EvTwV. All LXX MSS except L have the rare verb nAlaw, “bake in the sun, bask

22Ezra 6:9; Psa. 17:1; Eccl. 12:3; Song 8:8; Jer. 7:22; 11:4; Ezck. 36:33: 38:18.
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in the sun, ferment.”23 L uses the aforementioned verb, EEnAlalw, “hang in the sun4 to
describe the bones. B does not mention Tt 06T, “the bones,” at all, probably for stylistic

reasons.

b All LxX MsSs misread the place name .’J?S?, “in Zela” as €v Ti) TAELPQ
(¢} ?33), “in the side.” This probably occured because the LXX translator was unaware of
the uncommon place name v53, mentioned only in Josh. 18:28, and because TAg0pa
stands opposite P93 elsewhere.2s

€ M probably improved the Greek style here by using the genitive case T00 Td¢ov,
instead of the dative case which is expected by 223 as in B’s &v 1@ TA0®.

d koo means “to listen to, obey, hear” and where it is opposite "Y1, as
here, it carries with it the sense of God responding to entreaty.26 It refers to God “listening

to the land” only here and in 2Sam. 24:25.

23155 768

2415 593

25Gen. 2:21, 22; Num. 16:13; 2Sam. 16:13; 1Kgs. 6:8, 15; 2Kgs. 7:3; Ezra 41:5, 7, 8,9
(2 times)

26Gen. 25:21; 1Chr. 5:20; 2Chr. 33:13, 19



Interpretation of M

The story opens by reporting a prolonged famine and David's devout prayer in
response to it. David does not request an oracle or seek a cause of the country's distress.2’
He “seeks the Lord's face,” exactly as 2Chr. 7:14 calls on God's people to do under
similar circumstances:

When I shut up the heavens so that there is no rain . . . if my people who

are called by my name humble themselves, pray, seek my face, and tum

from their wicked ways, then I wili hear from heaven, and will forgive their

sin and heal their land.28

The divine word that comes to David is specific and clear, “Guilt [rests] upon Saul
and upon his house because he killed the Gibeonites.” When did Saul kill the Gibeonites?
Neither this story nor the larger narrative have any such episode.

The divine word implies the biblical understanding that guilt for shedding innocent
blood affects all Israelites and must be atoned for (Dt. 19:11-13; 21:1-9). The divine word
also assumes that famine is a natural consequence for failing to atone for the slain, similar
to the curses for disobeying the Lord and his commands as described in Dt. 28:23-24, “The
sky over your head shall be bronze, and the earth under you iron. The Lord will change the
rain of your land into powder, and only dust shall come down upon you from the sky until
you are destroyed.”

In response to the divine word, David brings the Gibeonites in for talks. At this

point, the narrative breaks with two clauses of background information, referring to the

Gibeonites’ ethnic difference from Israel--they are related by blood to the old Amorite

271n L David seeks a prophetic word; Kot pijpc £Crjter AveW mopd Kupiov, “And David
sought a word from the Lord.” The difference between L and the rest of the Greek MSS is not the result of
an error in the transmissional process. L either follows a different Hebrew text with T11% 929 W'PD"W
TR or it was an intentional change for emphasis.

28 All biblical quotes will be from the NRSV unless otherwise stated.



23
stock--and to Israel's treaty with them. Josh. 9 describes how the Gibeonites resorted to a
ruse to acquire the treaty that spared them destruction at the time of the Israelite settlement.
Even after their trickery was discovered, the Israelites would not violate the treaty by
attacking the Gibeonites, because the wrath of God would come on those who did so
(Josh. 9:19-20).

The story then describes Saul’s motive in striking the Gibeonites, resulting in the
violation of the treaty; he did it &v 1@ {nA@oal avTOV TOLG VoL TopanA Ko
"Tovda, “in his zeal for the sons of Israel and Judah.” &v plus the articular infinitive
expresses Saul’s state of being zealous, just as ’s 2 followed by the piel infinitive
construct TINJP. &v t® {nAdoon occurs only in Num. 25:11 and 2Kgs. 10:16, both of
which are contexts where those zealous for the Lord kill Israelites who worshipped other
gods. Saul strikes the Gibeonites because of his zeal for the “Israelites and Judahites.”

David asks the Gibeonites what he might do for them and how he will “atone.” The
meaning of “atone” in the context is ambiguous. Normally atonement means “to expiate an
offense” against God. As such, it is almost exclusively the work of priests®? and is
associated with bloodshed, usually of animals but sometimes of humans (Num. 25:13;
35:33). Atonement, however, can also mean “to appease,” what Jacob attempted to do by
sending flocks and herds to his estranged brother Esau upon his return to the land of
Canaan (Gen. 32:21). The Gibeonites seem to be aware of the ambiguity of what David
means by “atone” as I will discuss below.

David goes on to command the Gibeonites to “bless the inheritance of the Lord.”

“To bless” means to articulate best wishes.30 The phrase “inheritance of the Lord” can be

29:ELGokopat /7 “iBD is almost exclusively used in reference to a priest making atonement
on behalf of another Israelite or the people as a whole. In Leviticus, the pair é§lAaokouat // IB2 is used
46 times, exclusively of priests making atonement, with one exception where Moses is asked to make
atonement (Lev. 8:15): and, Moses too is from a Levitical family.

30BDB 139b
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inferred from usage elsewhere. God’s “inheritance” in the Pentateuch is associated with
both the land (Ex. 15:17) and the people (Ex. 34:9). The expression kKAnpovouic
Kuptov / 7IA° 1191 occurs four other times in the Hebrew Bible, three of which are in
Samuel (1Sam. 26:19; 2Sam. 14:16; 20:19). In these passages, KA\povopila Kvuplov
refers to the entire way of life distinctive to a group of people who are linked by ties of
blood and common loyalty to the Lord. For example, in 1Sam. 26:19, David said to Saul
after sparing his life, ““They (men) have driven me out today from my share in the heritage
of the Lord, saying, ‘Go, serve other gods.’” The social linkage is very strong, and
religious trust in Israel’s God is an essential factor. Exclusion from the Lord’s heritage
brings isolation and vulnerability while inclusion in the Lord’s heritage brings social
cohesion and support. Thus, to “bless the Lord’s heritage,” means to accept Israel’s whole
culture, including the people, the land, and the God who creates it. By this language, David
invites the Gibeonites to affirm their commitment to Israelite tradition, not just to be a
people in a privileged treaty relationship. Thus, David offers them some form of restitution
for the wrongs Saul did against them, with the understanding that they will enter fully into
Israelite life, culture, and faith.

In the palaver that follows (vv. 4-6), David urges the Gibeonites to say what
restitution they want. Aware of the ambiguity of David’s word “atone,” they hint at either a
financial or a corporal settlement. Their reference to killing “a man from all Israel” attracts
attention in this context, since the Gibeonites subsequently kill Saul’s sons. Do the
Gibeonites consider Saul an Israelite? Perhaps M’s story hints at what the Chronicler subtly
alleges by Saul’s genealogy, that Saul was not from native Israelite but from Canaanite
stock. Saul is the only person in Chronicles whose ancestry does not go back to one of

Jacob’s twelve sons, but rather to the founders of a place, “Gibeon’-- a non-Israelite city at



25
that.3! Recall that, when the tribes of Israel approached David at Hebron to become king,
they included the appeal, “We are your own flesh and blood” (2Sam. 5:1). Thus Saul--an
ethnic outsider by some views--unjustly and unrighteously attempts to kill off other
outsiders, but instead receives the loss of his own posterity.

Whether David is expected to know the subtlety of the request by the Gibeonites or
not, he asks the Gibeonites, “What are you saying, that I might do it for you?” In response
the Gibeonites stack up charges against Saul without ever mentioning his name; he is the
man who struck them, pursued them, and planned to utterly destroy them. Saul is depicted
as an aggressive, persistent, and calculating destroyer of the Gibeonites. By specifically
using the word “pursued”, the Gibeonites expose Saul’s thoughts about the them;
elsewhere in Samuel, only enemies are “pursued.”32 And so, Saul “plans” to utterly
destroy the Gibeonites just as he does his perceived enemies elsewhere in the narrative
(1Sam. 18:25).

The Gibeonites state that they wish for the death of seven of Saul’s descendants.
Then, of first importance, as in all LXX MSS, the object of the withering verb “wipe out” is
Saul. Saul is long dead. Thus, the desire to “wipe him out” refers to the destructior of his
offspring, and to his disappearance from Israel's memory. The dischronological location of
this story within the larger narrative of Samuel also serves the same purpose, to suppress
Saul in Israel’s memory. Although this story may have once stood with the other conflict

stories between the houses of Saul and David (2Sam. 2-4, 9),33 its location in the final four

3lwalters, “Saul of Gibeon.” 75.
3228am. 18:16; 20:7. 10, 13; 22:38; 24:13

33The position of 2Sam. 21 afier ch. 20 is not sequential. Although 2Sam. 21:1 docs not
indicate at which point in David’s reign the famine occurred, the content of 2Sam. 21:1-14 best fits
chronologically before 2Sam. 9:1 and 16:7-8. 2Sam. 9:1 states, “'Is there anyone left in the house of
Saul...?” In 2Sam. 16:7-8 Shimei shouted while he cursed, “*Out! Out! Murderer! Scoundrel! The Lord has
avenged on all of you the blood of the house of Saul, in whose place you have reigned; and the Lord has
given the kingdom into the hand of your son Absalom. See, disaster has overtaken you; for you are 2 man
of blood™ (NRSV). Furthermore, its context near the end of 2 Samuel interrupts the so-called *“Succession
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chapters of Samuel, where David and Saui are contrasted and where David is viewed in
messianic terms (2Sam. 22:51; 23:1), serves effectively to obscure Saul in Israel’s
memory.

The phrase “in all the territory of Israel” is an expression distinctive of the Former
Prophets,34 occurring in contexts where thoroughness and inclusiveness are important.
Here the phrase emphasizes the thoroughness with which the Gibeonites wish to wipe out
Saul’s family.

And so, the Gibeonites command David and the Israelites to give them seven sons.
The directness of the Gibeonites is shocking. How are subservient non-Israelites able to
command an Israelite king and the Israelites? The manuscript tradition is mixed on this. In
MSS NA and 4QSam? (BI31) the Gibeonites address David directly (2d person), over
against most of the variants, which are passive or indefinite showing the Gibeonites more
cautious and discreet. L and TJ have the 3d plural passive 30TwWOnoav and 3307, “Let them
be given”; the gere’ (TEI:) and ketiv of (J1137) M are 3d singular passives, “Let there be
given.” BhX have the indefinite 3d singular active imperative 80Tw, “Let him (someone)
give.” [ will comment on this below. Nonetheless, in M the Gibeonites do command David
and the Israelites.

Perhaps their boldness is acceptable because of their expressed purpose, to “make
atonement by them to the Lord.” Atonement in the context certainly means “to expiate an

offense” against Israel’s God. This is shocking. Can non-Israelites atone? The Gibeonite

Narrative™ (Leonard Rost, The Succession to the Throne of David, tr. by Michael D. Rutter and David M.
Gunn; Sheffield: The Almond Press, 1982.) Far from a haphazard “appendix™, the six elements of the final
four chapters form an intentional chiastic structure at the end of Samuel (2Sam. 21:1-14 and 24:1-25;
21:15-22 and 23:8-39; 22:1-51 and 23:1-7); cf. R. A. Carlson, David th osen King (Uppsala: Almaquist
& Wiksell, 1964), 194-259; Brevard S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), 273-75; Gerald Sheppard, Wisdo a eutical Construct (New
York: Walter de Gruyter, 1980), 144-58; Walter Brueggemann, “An Appendix of Deconstruction?” CBQ 50
(1988): 383-397.

3“Jdg. 19:29; 1Sam. 11:3, 7; 27:1; 2Sam. 21:5; IKgs 1:3; 2Kgs 10:32; IChr. 21:12. The
phrase is a plus in IChr. 21:12 compared to its parallel in 2Sam. 24:13.
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request hints at what is stated explicitly in Num. 35:33, that land polluted by murder can be
expiated only by the killing of the murderer, “You shall not pollute the land in which you
live; for blood pollutes the land, and no expiation can be made for the land, for the blood
that is shed in it, except by the blood of the one who shed it (Num. 35:33). The death of
the sons can expiate the land because the guilt rests upon Saul and upon his house. The
Gibeonites can command Israelites, even King David, to give the Seven because their
executions are not a crude lex talionis retribution but an attempt to satisfy God so that the
land may be cleansed.

The location of the killing is to be &v T@ Bovvw ZaxovA, “on the hill of Saul,”
presumably the “hill” associated with Saul elsewhere in Samuel (1Sam. 10:10; 23:19;
26:1). The Hebrew consonants opposite v 7@ BovOvw, which m points differently,
associates this place with Gibeah. This association connects the executions both with
Saul’s initial charismatic introduction into the kingship, and with certain of his hostile
military operations. We return later to those texts that read “Gibeon™ here.

Far from acting on their own authority in selecting the Seven, the Gibeonites invoke
God’s agency; the sons are to be “chosen of the Lord.” The Gibeonites may demand the
sons, but it is the Lord who chooses. It is wise strategically for them to keep the burden of
these deaths off themselves, and they intimate the use of some form of selection involving
God’s direction (such as the lot).

After this David says, “I will give.” It is the King’s only word or act of assent in
the whole proposal leading to the deaths of the Seven. The Gibeonites command David to
give, the sons will be chosen by the Lord, and David promises to give. Thus, the decision
to wipe out Saul’s clan was clearly the Gibeonites’ and not David’s. In this way, David
remains at some slight distance from the violence and is able to keep his oath with Saul not

to cut off Saul’s descendants or wipe out Saul’s name (1Sam. 24:22-23).



In selecting the seven men to be executed, David also keeps his sacred oath to
Jonathan (1Sam. 20:14-17) by sparing the royal son Mephibosheth; he delivers to the
Gibeonites seven other male offspring of Saul. The mother of the first two sons is Rizpah,
specifically described here as the concubine of Saul. Rizpah'’s sons are named: Ermonthi
and Mephibosthe. The name of the second mother is Merab, Saul’s daughter and the wife
of Esdriel son of Barzillai of Meholah (1Sam. 18:19), and her sons are left anonymous.
Listing Rizpah first gives her unexpected prominence in the story. As a concubine, Rizpah
is a woman of lesser social status than Merab. Furthermore, she has a politicized sexual
history, having been accused of sleeping with Saul’s general, Abner, after Saul’s death
(2Sam. 3:7). Merab, on the other hand, is one of Saul’s daughters who was once promised
to David for a wife (I1Sam. 18:17) but was given to Adriel the Meholathite (1Sam.
18:19).35 And yet her sons are not named.

David fulfills his promise to give and the Gibeonites execute the Seven by hanging
them in the sun “before the Lord™, that is, as offerings intended to expiate Saul's sin that
has brought on the famine. The executions are "on the hill"; again, the story is vague about
the topography, but the expression is syntactically definite, and the presumption is that it
refers to the “hill of Saul” / “Gibeah of Saul” as in 2Sam. 21:6.

A chronological note places the executions at the beginning of the barley harvest but

is interrupted by an account of Rizpah'’s response to the executions. She expresses her grief

35M has a lacuna from 1Sam. 14:27-25:32. The MSS are split about Merab's history. B
does not have 1Sam. 18:17-19 whereas A L. many cursive MSS and Il describe Saul promising to give
Merab to David. B, having escaped the systematic hexaplaric revisions, is usually considered the best
representative of the OG in 1Sam. 1-2Sam. 11[10] where it is not corrupt. Where B is defective, MN+ are
often of great value for establishing it; (Sebastian Brock, The Recensions of the Septuagint Version of |
Samue] [Torino: Silvio Zamorani, 1996, 306]). Because of M’s lacuna, the value of B is difficult to
establish here. The minus in B might be the result of an attempt to remove apparent contradictions
(Stephen Pisano, S.J. Additions or Omissions in the Books of Samuel [Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1984}, 78-86) and therefore less original (Wellhausen, Die Text der Biicher Samuelis, 104ff;
McCarter, | Samuel, 308-309; NAB, NRSV) or it might be more original (Thenius, Die Biicher, 68:
Driver, Notes, 150; RSV; NEB; Il). Furthermore, because of the lacuna, it is impossible to know whether
M’s “Merom” is internally congruent with its narrative.
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by her use of sackcloth.36 M’s text states that Rizpah “spread’37 sackcloth (as a bed) for
herself upon the rock. M’s margin agrees with B and M which describe Rizpah as
“stretching” sackcloth (as a tent) to the rock. Lying on sackcloth, although unusual, is an
extravagant act of mourning.38

By repetition of the words “in the beginning of the harvest,” the story returns to the
passage of time. Rizpah’s vigil begins with the barley harvest and lasts until “the waters of
God poured down upon them out of heaven;” the famine ended when Rizpah's action
moved God to send rain. By the time the barley is ripe, rainfall is not expect nor wanted;
the weather is normally dry from the barley harvest until the early rains come in the
autumn. The expression, “God’s waters,” seems to imply unusual and divine rainfall.
Thus, the story links the end of the drought and famine with Rizpah’s maternal piety and
her heroic vigil.

Rizpah did not allow the bodies to be exposed to birds and beasts of prey. Her
actions have two effects on the story. First, exposure of bodies to birds and beasts of prey
is a biblical curse upon apostates.3? Rizpah prevents this curse from being carried out on
Saul's descendants. Saul may have disobeyed the prophet Samuel and been rejected as
king, but he was not an apostate. Second, the report of her actions has a direct effect upon
David, propelling him into action. The narrative recalls that the Philistines, after they had

kiiled Saul and his sons on Mt. Gilboa, dishonored their bodies by impaling them on the

36sackcloth is a rough cloth worn by mourners on the occasion of someone’s death (Gen.
37:34; 42:25; 2Sam. 3:31) and for personal or other social disasters (Joel 1:8, 18; Is. 15:3; Jer. 4:8; 6:26;
48:37; 49:3; Est. 4:1-4). Sometimes sackcloth was worn to express contrition for disasters predicted by the
prophetic word (1Kgs. 21:27; Jon. 3:5-6, 8) and may also have penitential associations (Dan. 9:3; Neh.

9:1).
37185 4134

38Lying on sackcloth occurs also in Est. 4:3 during a time of the threat of national disaster.

39Du. 28:26; Jer. 7:33; 15:3; 16:4; 19:7; 34:20
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wall of Bethshan (1Sam. 31:10-12). In a nighttime raid, the residents of Jabesh-Gilead—
who owed the well-being of their city to Saul (1Sam. 11:1-11)-—captured the bodies for
their own city, where they burned the bodies, interred the bones, and fasted for seven days
(1Sam. 31:13). David was prompted by Rizpah’s actions to take those bones from the
Jabesh-Gileadites.

The opening lines of this story located the cause of the famine in guilt over Saul’s
zealous Israelite chauvinism. Saul and Jonathan did not receive proper burial at the time of
their deaths. For a king to remain unburied or to remain outside his expected resting place
was a particular dishonor, noted in Chronicles for Jehoram (2Chr. 21:20), Joash (2Chr.
24:25), and Ahaz (2Chr. 28:27). Jason was later similarly dishonored (2Macc. 5:10). The
narrative is concerned that this not be true of Saul.40

David brought the bones of Saul and Jonathan back across the Jordan for burial in
the tomb of Kish, Saul’s father. He also gathered up the bones of the Seven, and had them
buried also in the ancestral tomb.

Furthermore, David’s burial of the bones is full of symbolic importance, both
because burials were not ordinarily to be disturbed, and because burial in a proper location
is a form of honor (Gen. 49:29-50:14; Josh. 24:32); on the other hand, not being properly
buried was considered punishment from God (1Kgs. 13:21-22). The only other instance of
moving bones in the Bible is the transport of Joseph’s bones when Israel went out of
Egypt. Thus, David’s action is rich in the overtones of hope and restoration.

The story closes by asserting that God hearkened to the cry of the land after they
had done everything the king had commanded. It is clear from this that the famine--

associated somehow with divine displeasure--was due to more than Saul's violence but

40walters, “Childless Michal.” 293.
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also arose from David's neglect of the bones of Saul and Jonathan. The completion of the

burnial brings hope and potential restoration for the people and the land.



CHAPTER 3
INTERPRETATION OF THE MASORETIC TEXT'S
VERSION OF 2 SAMUEL 21:1-14
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4 See Appendix B for a facsimile of Leningrad Codex B 194,

b The keriv (’5,) allows the statement to be made by one man, where the gere’ (’13?) requires
it to be made on behalf of all of them. Bastrom writes, “Qfere’] has the plur. to correspond with the latter
part of the verse, where we read 13‘? 1’8). The whole speech of the Gibeonites could have been put either
in the sing. or plur. with propriety. The sing. would then have been considered as representing the
statement of an individual voicing the sentiment of the mass. It is probable that in this verse some
authorities had ‘5 1R in both places. and others 135 1°X. In order to preserve both these readings ore "R

’5 and |35 18 were kept in the text;” Otto Bostrom, Alternative Readings in the Hebrew of the Books of

Samuel (Rock [sland, Ill: Augustana, 1918), 56.

€ The gere’ 111 shows that 13?7 is a mixture of two forms of J13: the niphal imperfect 3d
masculine singular }33° and the qal passive 3d masculine singular 107. Both the keriv and gere’ are
translated virtually the same, "Let there be given.” 4QSam? has the plural BPN3%, "You shall give”.

32
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d The gere’ BIIP2Y. “seven of them™ was probably an explanatory gloss for the ketiv,
L NP2 “seven times.” to make better sense in the context.

€ The initial consonant is absent in the keriv of Il whereas the gere’ has the initial consonant
=. Loss of 2 is probably the result of a transmissional error, although H. P. Smith argues that nornis
perfectly intelligible as the accusative of circumstance, without the preposition; (Henry Preserved Smith, A

Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Samuel [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1899]. 376.)

f The gere’ ST MY, “And these died™ preserves a different division of the same letters and
hence an alternative reading for the keriv AR RT7, “And they were put to death.”

& The gere’ D"ﬁ@"B TRT preserves a different division of the same letters but the meaning
is the same.
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Translation and Notes of
1) And there was a famine in the days of David for three years, year after year, and David
sought the face of the Lord. The Lord said, “To Saul and to the house of blood,2 because
he killed the Gibeonites.”

aAlthough the expression 8177 I*3 does not occur elsewhere, similar
expressions do: @137 @°R! and @RI 7Y .2 Judging from these similar expressions,

the phrase “house of blood” would mean something like “murderous house.”

2) And the king summoned the Gibeonites and he spoke to them.2 Now the Gibeonites are
not Israelites but from the remainderP of the Amorites.C The Israelites had sworn an
agreementd with them, but Saul sought to strike€ them in his zeal for the Israelites and
Judahites.

a The phrase QQ"??S “1aN?3, normally followed by direct discourse, is interrupted
by two disjunctive clauses providing parenthetical information about the Gibeonites.

b MY can imply “inferiority in number or quality.”3

€ The term *“Amorites” is used both specifically of one tribe among others which
inhabited Canaan,* and generally for the inhabitants of Canaan prior to the Israelites.> The

latter seems to be implied here.

12Sam. 16:7, 8; Ps. 5:6; 26:9; 55:23; 59:2; 139:19; Prov. 29:10
ZJer. 19:4; Ezek. 22:2; 24:6, 9; Nah. 3:1

3BDB 451b

4Gen. 10:16; Ex. 33:2

5Gen. 48:22; Josh. 24:15
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d The nifal W33 followed by ? plus a person, without a specific referent to
what one is swearing, means “to swear allegiance t0.”¢

€ M211 can mean either “to strike, beat” or “to strike, to kill.”” The context seems to

demand the latter meaning.

3) And David said to the Gibeonites, “What can I do for you? And with what will I atone,
that you may bless the inheritanceP of the Lord?”

4327133, the piel imperative with a waw preformative is unusual in a narrative
sequence to express result. The only other place the specific form 12521 occurs, it is in
sequence with another imperative, “Lift up your hands... and bless the Lord” (Ps. 134:2).
[t occurs similarly in Neh. 9:5 without the waw, “Stand up and bless the Lord your God”
(TITTON 9272 YP). The converted perfect QN27% (Ex. 12:32) or the imperfect

32712 (Num. 6:23) would be smoother; thus, B’s kol evAoyrioete. GK §110i cites
parallels where imperatives with a waw in an interrogative sentence express “a consequence
which is to be expected with certainty.” Everywhere else the plural piel imperative 1252
occurs, “God™, “the Lord™ or “His name” is the object.” I will return to this in the
interpretation.

b Elsewhere when H?L'j_l “inheritance” occurs as a bound form with “Lord” or

synonyms for *“‘the Lord”, it refers either to the people of Israel® or to the land of promise.?

As already mentioned, the phrase, “inheritance of the Lord™ refers to the entire way of life

6Josh. 9:15, 18. 19, 20; 2Kgs. 25:24; Is. 19:18: Jer. 40:9; Ezek. 16:8: 2Chr. [5:14

7Jdg. 5:2.9; 2Sam. 21:3; Ps. 66:8, 27; 96:2; 100:4; 103:20, 21, 22; 134:1, 2; 135:19, 20;
Neh. 9:5; 1Chr. 29:20

81Sam. 10:1; 2Sam. 14:16; IKgs. 8:51, 53; 2Kgs. 21:14; Jer. 10:16; 28:19

91Sam. 26:19; 2Sam. 20:19



36
distinctive to the Israelites which includes not only the land but also a common loyalty to

God and God’s people.

4) The Gibeonites said to him, “We do not have [in mind]2 silver or gold regarding Saul
and regarding his house, nor do we have [in mind] to kill a man in Israel.” And he said,
“What are you saying? I will do [it] for you.”

4 1°N followed by ‘7 probably expresses obligation.

5) And they said to the king, “The man who assaulted us2 b and who devised against us®
[so that] we were wiped outd from having standing® in all the territory of Israel.

4 As already mentioned, the basic meaning of m53 is “to complete, finish.”t0 This
sense, however, is too strong for the context. McCarter has called it “impossible and
obviously defective.”!! Anderson translates it, “who (nearly) annihilated us.”!2 The
Gibeonites clearly were not wiped out since they speak with David. It seems best to give it
an attenuated meaning here, as in Jer. 5:3: N2 23NN EU"?E ‘1‘7“’8‘7‘: onN nan
S0, “You have struck them, but they sensed no pain; You have consumed them, but
they would accept no discipline.”

b All LxX Mss have forms of kot eStwEev Nudg reflecting a Hebrew 1IBT0"
but M does not have it. Although haplography due to either homoioteleuton or
homoioarchton might explain the loss since W8% 7Y is after 33‘?3 and before N, the
cumulative affect of this minus with other differences between the m and the LXX versions,

points to ideological and theological interests rather than transmissional error.

10S¢e page 15.

McCarter. I Samuel, 438.

12 Anderson, 2 Samuel, 246-247.
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€ The piel form of 3™ means “to liken, compare™ or “to think, intend.” The
translation takes up the latter meaning, although = followed by 5 plus the substantive
does not occur elsewhere. Judges 20:5 is not a parallel, as argued by Driver and Budde,
since 7 introduces an infinitive, not a pronoun or a noun.!3 The atnach on ’nJ? and the
apodosis of the sentence seem to expect an infinitive like WIS, Wellhausen proposed
stages in the texts decay -- NGNS became WNTID, which later became 139
YITINW34 - but he does not explain how scribal lapses can account for the changes. As is,
’:J?‘ﬂfgﬁ_ is awkward but readable. It should be translated something like, “the one who
devised against us.”

d m’s vocalization of the consonants 13=1%3, as a nif‘al perfect Ist common plural
3372, required a translation “we were wiped out.” According to 1, the subject of the
verb is clearly the Gibeonites but the parataxis is so sharp that the meaning of the sentence
is awkward, “The man who assaulted us, and who planned against us--we were wiped out
from having standing anywhere in Israel--let seven sons be given to us.” If =TI were
instead vocalized as the hif*il imperfect 1st common plural with a 3d plural suffix T3],
the sentence would read more smoothly, “The man who assaulted us, and who planned
against us, let us wipe him out from having standing . . .” Also, the atnach that stands on
the previous word ’tJ?, ‘“against us”, would be exactly right, since the words that follow in
the second half of the sentence are the natural apodosis of the first half. This is exactly the
meaning of the LXX’s a¢avicwuev. Thus, m provides an awkward and different way of
reading the story than the LXX. We will pick this up below in the interpretation.

€ 23" occurs only in the hithpa’el and means “to station oneself, to take one’s

stand.” BDB 426b suggests “having a place or position.”

B3Driver. Notes. 350; Budde. Die Biicher Samuel, 307.
l4wellhausen. Die Text der Biicher Samuelis, 209.
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6) Let seven men2 from his sons be given to us and we will hang themP to the Lord€ in
Gibeahd of Saul, chosen€ of the Lord. And the king said, “I will give.”

aW*YIN, “men,” excludes children and may have in view descendents of Saul who
have attained a particular age or status in the community. In Josh. 9:14, it was “the men”
(D’@J}j) who believed the deceptive tale of the Gibeonites who seemed to have a quasi-
legal status.

b The meaning of @Y7 is uncertain. The hif‘il of ¥>* occurs only in Num.
25:4 where it refers to a type of execution which involves exposure in the sun (533
wng).1s

C Although the NRSV translates ﬂ]ﬂ"‘? “before the Lord” echoing v. 9 where the
hangings are reported ﬂiﬁ’: ’}55 a locative sense of ® would be unusual and not well
attested. ﬂ:ﬂ’b and 1@ Kvpilw probably imply a verb of offering or bringing “‘to/for the
Lord.”16 As such, the request of the Gibeonites was cultic and agrees with the story's
emphasis on God's involvement in the needs of the land.

d Gibeah was the location where Saul was seized by the Spirit (1Sam. 10:5-13), the
place of Saul’s home (1Sam. 10:26), and occurs elsewhere as “Gibeah of Saul.”!7

€ T2 “chosen” is a singular bound form modifying ““Saul.” Although it is
syntacticaily possible that 913 refers to the singular place name, “Gibeah,” T*113 in the
Hebrew Scripture always refers to people and never a place.!8 Thus, in M, Saul is “chosen

of the Lord” and not the Seven as in the LXX.

I5McCarter and Driver provide a full discussion of the possible definitions and conclude that
the meaning is uncertain; McCarter, 11 Samuel, 442; Driver, Notes, 351.

16BpB 510d
17)Sam. 11:4; 15:34; Is. 10:29

182Sam. 21:6; Is. 42:1; 43:20; 45:4; 65:9, 15, 22; Ps. 89:4; 105:6, 43; Ps. 106:5. 23;
I[Chr. 16:13
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7) The king spared? Mephibosheth, son of Jonathan, son of Saul, because of the oath of
the Lord which was between them, between David and between Jonathan, son of Saul.
a5y 5131 means “to have compassion on” and “to spare.” A passage like Dt.
13:6-10 adds support to a specific association of 513 with covenant obligation:
If anyone secretly entices you ...saying, “Let us go worship other gods,”
...you must not yield to or heed any such persons. Show them no pity or
compassion and do not shield them. But you shall surely kill them; your

own hand shall be first against them to execute them, and afterwards the
hand of all the people.

8) The king took the two sons of Rizpah, the daughter of Aia, whom she bore to Saul,
Ammoni and Mephibosheth and the five sons of Michal, daughter of Saul, whom she bore

to Adriel son of Barzillai, the Meholathite.

9) He handed them over to the Gibeonites, and they hung them on the mountain before the
Lord: and they fell seven-fold® together. TheyP were killed in the first days of the harvest,

at the beginning of the barley harvest.

4 The ketiv G’NSJ;W “seven-fold™!9 is different from the LXX texts which reflect
Mm’s gere’, QNYIW, “seven of them.” BNP2Y makes more sense in the context but
m"m::m resonates with Lev. 26 which describes God’s judgment upon covenant

breakers, as I will take up below.

b 117 of the m’s gere’ is the demonstrative pronoun but functions like an adjective

and means “these very seven. ..”

10) And Rizpah, the daughter of Aia, took sackcloth and she stretched it12 for herself tob the

rock from the beginning€ of the harvest until water poured forth upon them from the

198DB 988
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heavens.d She did not let the birds of the heavens settle upon them by day and the beasts of

the field by night.€

4 1192 normally means “to stretch out, extend,” often in reference to pitching a
tent,20 but never to the spreading out of a cloth. The hiphil of ¥3° is the normal verb used
for “spreading out” sackcloth?! and @™ for spreading out garments.22

b Although 53 is sometimes used where DY is expected in Samuel,23 a notation in
the margin of M alerts the reader to two other occurrences ofﬁﬁ&?_f‘?& Is. 30:29 and
51:1, the significance of which I will explore in s interpretation.

¢ ﬁ?ﬂﬁ does not occur elsewhere with the preposition J13. ]73 here emphasizes the
beginning of the time in which Rizpah began to shoo away the birds and the beasts.2*

d The time when the famine ended is ambi guous. The phrase B¥275 03 Y
DH"?ﬁ , “until water poured out upon them” may indicate that the famine lasted until the
fall rains came (Sept./Oct.). This would be a long time for Rizpah's vigil, through the
year's hottest season. If the rain fell earlier, it would be understood as a divine action.

CExposure of corpses, to be eaten by the birds and wild animals, is associated with

public humiliation25 and divine punishment.26

20Ex. 33:7; Josh. 18:1; 2Sam. 16:22
21Egt. 4:3; Is. 58:5
22Dt 22:17; Jdgs. 8:25: 2Sam. 17:19; [s. 19:8

231Sam. 2:34; 3:12; 5:4.6; 6:15; 14:34; 16:13, 23; 17:3, 51; 18:10; 19:9, 16, 20. 25:;
22:13; 27:10; 2Sam. 2:9; 6:3; 8:7; 20:23; 24:4; Driver, Notes, 101.

24Ronald J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Quiline, 2d ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1976), §316.

251Sam. 14:44, 46; Ps. 79:2

26Dy, 28:26:; 1Kgs. 16:4; 21:24; Jer. 7:33; 16:4; 19:7; 34:20; Ezek. 29:5; 32:40
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11) And it was reported to David what Rizpah, daughter of Aia, concubine of Saul, had

done.

12) And David went and took the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son from the
citizens of Jabesh-Gilead, who had stolen them from the city square at Bethshan where the

Philistines hung them on the day the Philistines struck down Saul in Gilboa.

13) And he brought back from there the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son,

and they gathered up the bones of those who had been hung.

14) They buried the bones of Saul and of Jonathan his son in the land of Benjamin, in
Zela? in the tomb of Kish his father. They did all that the king commanded, and God

hearkened to the land after these things.b
4 The place name 91?3, *Zela” occurs elsewhere only in Josh. 18:28.

b ];""ﬂ:l?_t, “after these things,” is unusual at the end of the story since these
words normally open a narrative.2? This is one of the story's links with 2 Samuel 24,

which also ends in the same way.
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Interpretation of |

The story opens just as does M by reporting the prolonged famine and David's
“seeking the Lord’s face.” The D at the end of this phrase separates David’s seeking from
the oracle that follows, confirming that for the Masoretes “‘seeking the Lord’s face” was not
associated with “seeking an oracle” as McCarter assumes.28 “Seeking the Lord’s face” is a
general expression of piety associated with prayer, humility, and repentance,?? and is
expected of God’s people during times of danger or distress.30

The divine word that comes to David points to Saul, but is laconic and oracular: “It
has to do with Saul and (his) house of blood, because he killed the Gibeonites.” Although
the oracle mentions only the violence against the Gibeonites, otherwise unknown, the
expression ‘“‘house of blood™ tacitly draws in not only all we know of Saul's violent
behavior but also of his family and cohorts. Saul attempted twice to pin David to the wall
with his spear (1Sam. 18:11; 19:10); he told his son Jonathan to kill David (1Sam. 19:1);
he instructed his aide Doeg to kill the priests of Nob who fed David when he was fleeing
from Saul (1Sam. 22:18); he pursued David to kill him (ISam. 23-24, 26).

Responding to the divine word, David brings the Gibeonites in for talks. At this
point, the narrative breaks by two clauses of background information, referring to the
Gibeonites’ ethnic difference from Israel--they are what “remains” of the old Amorite
stock--and to Israel's treaty with them (Josh. 9), which Saul's zealous patriotism had

violated. David says that he wishes to “atone” for that old wrong, using a verb-form that

28McCarter. 11 Samuel, 440.
292Chr. 7:14

30¢.g. Hos. 5:15; Ps. 27:8; 105:4=1Chr. 16:11
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occurs elsewhere only in Ex. 32:30; if we may suppose a cross-reference, David is a
mediator like Moses.

David commands the Gibeonites to “bless the inheritance of the Lord.” The piel
imperative 2d person plural with the waw preformative 1272%, “bless,” is unusual in a
narrative sequence. The converted perfect QRN273Y (Ex. 12:32) or the imperfect 12727
(Num. 6:23) would be more normal. As well, where the imperative form has a waw
preformative, it is in sequence with another imperative. Furthermore, the plural imperative
7272 always has the “Lord”, “God” or “His name” as its object,3! and, as such, has cultic
associations. For example, in Ps. 134: 2 the psalmist elicits worship, “Lift up your holy
hands and bless the Lord” (F}Y"TIY 1273 @7p Q277 INY). Similarly, worship is
evoked in Neh. 9:5, “Stand up and bless the Lord” (T3 1IN 1272 M%P). Thus,
David’s command evokes worship from the Gibeonites. That is, David offers some form
of expiation in exchange for which the outsiders will worship and embrace Israelite culture
(land and people).

In vv. 4-6, David forces the Gibeonites to say what they want, although in the end
he promises to give it to them. They hint at both a financial and a corporal settlement, but
David does not propose anything. He is not involved in formulating the final solution, and,
thus, remains at some slight distance from its violent implementation.

The Gibeonite charge against Saul is difficult in all texts, and M shows evidence of
having been revised from an alternative Hebrew version. See the critical and explanatory
notes for details. It says that Saul *““assaulted” and “devised against” the Gibeonites. When

did Saul assault the Gibeonites? What did Saul devise against the Gibeonites? The Hebrew

3’lldg. 5:2,9; Ps. 66:8, 27; 96:2; 100:4; 103:20, 21, 22; 134:1, 2; 135:19, 20; Neh. 9:5;
IChr. 29:20.
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story does not tell.32 m’s story simply states it to be fact. Thus, the Gibeonite accusation in
m focuses primarily on Saul’s plans and intent rather than his actions.

m’s ’nJ'jQQ} , “we were wiped out,” ia syntactically awkward and differs from all
Greek forms of the text which have, “let us wipe him out.” M’s key action, *“wipe out,”
refers to the Gibeonites who claim that Saul sought their misfortune and plotted against
themn, to keep them from having standing anywhere in Israel. Perhaps IU’s story was
created out of a text that read the way M reads, but the tradent refused to accept that the
Gibeonites should have asked to wipe out Saul. By altering only the vocalization of the
consonants, this tradent reversed the direction of the action “wipe out.” At the very least, R
provides a double reading, putting the more unusual reading in the text so that it will not be
lost. In the final analysis, the Gibeonites never request to “wipe out” Saul and his family,
they merely state that they were “wiped out.” As such, the M here is more favorable to
Saul in that it depicts the Gibeonites being less violent toward him.

The Gibeonites ask that seven of Saul's descendants “be given.” This is different
from M’s reading where the Gibeonites command David and the Israelites (2d plural) to
“give.” Compared to M, the Gibeonites are less demanding of David’s involvement in the
giving. This allows David to distance himself from the giving should he so choose.

The Gibeonites say they will execute “the Seven” ﬂiﬂ"f? *“to the Lord.” This
implies that the executions have cultic and expiatory significance and, as such, would have
a propitiatory effect on the Lord.

One of the distinguishing features of M’s story occurs in vs. 6, as the Gibeonites
specify “Gibeah of Saul” as the location for the executions. No Greek MS reads the place

name Coffoc, “Gibeah™ here, although some MSS have forms of év F'ofaav, “in

32No(ing a similar argument by Anthony Campbell (*"The Reported Story: Midway Between
Oral Performance and Literary Art,” Semeia 46 [1989], 77-85), Walters suggested that ﬂl'? might have been
an abbreviation 1!--‘? “to [--] us,” which allowed the story-teller to supply his own verb. Walters, “The
Gibeonite Charge,” 12.
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Gibeon™ and others have &v 1@ Bovv®, “on the hill,” assuming a Hebrew NP3, Saul
is associated closely with Gibeah in Samuel; it is not only the place of Saul’s empowerment
by the Spirit of the Lord and his subsequent prophesying (1Sam. 10:10-11) but also the
location of Saul’s home (1Sam. 11:4; 15:34). The location of the sacrifice in Gibeah may
have served to remind M’s hearers that Saul was associated with the prophetic movement
and, as such, was an ideal king before his disobedience.

Finally, the Gibeonites refer to Saul as “chosen of the Lord.” The expression has
long attracted the attention of scholars since it seems unlikely the Gibeonites would refer in
this favorable way to their bitter enemy.33 The conventional emendation to 12, “on the
mountain,”34 has no manuscript support whatever, and moreover weakens the overall pro-
Saul tenor of the story. The narrative incongruity may be granted, but the story shows the
Gibeonites as already conciliatory and accepting, even as they ask for retributive justice.
The description of Saul as “chosen’ establishes him as part of God's people. Though in
some ways a failure as a king, he was Israel’s first king. Saul still deserves to be described
as “"chosen of the Lord.”

As in M, David spares the royal son Mephibosheth, showing himself respectful of
his sacred oath to Jonathan (1Sam. 20:14-17), and he delivers seven other male offspring
of Saul to the Gibeonites. The mother of the two named sons, Armoni and Mephibosheth,
is Rizpah. t and B agree against other Greek MSS that the mother of the five anonymous
grandsons of Saul is Saul’s daughter Michal and not Merab. According to the intemal
cvidence Michal is the wrong name for the mother of the five. In 1Sam. 18:19, it is Merab

and not Michal who married Adriel of Meholah. Furthermore, 2Sam. 6:23 refers to Michal

33Thenius, Die Bicher Samuels, 230.

34Thenius. Die Biicher Samuels. 230; Wellhausen, Die Text der Biicher Samuelis, 209;
Driver, Notes, 351-352; McCarter, [1 Samuel, 438; Anderson, 2 Samuel, 247.
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dying childless. Although the dissonance has been heard and solved in different ways,33
the fact remains that I and B agree that Michal is the mother. How can the story have
meaning with Michal as the mother? Walters suggests that Michal replaced Merab as the
mother of the five early in the Hebrew tradition to explain why a Jewish mother could be so
neglectful in her grief. Walters summarizes his conclusions:

If Saul had a daughter capable of this kind of neglect, it was Michal. She is

the daughter who was never a mother. She had not had children, because,

from her window she despised the king in his moment of religious ecstasy,

and then went out to meet and shrill against him. If Merab had been there,

we know that she would have grieved. But if it were Michal ...well, from
her we wouldn’t expect any better.36

The Gibeonites execute the Seven “before the Lord” (713° ’}5‘7) that is, as
offerings intended to expiate Saul's sin that has brought on the famine. The executions are
“on the mountain™: the story is vague about the topography, but the expression is

syntactically definite.

m alone states “they fell seven-fold together” (T1? R NY3W). What does it mean
that the sons fell “seven-fold”? Although the gere’ reads BRIV 23W, “the seven of them”, the
written text with “seven-fold” resonates with Lev. 26 where the Lord warns the Israelites
that he will punish them “‘seven-fold” if they break his covenant and are disobedient.3?

Other similarities between 2Sam. 21 and Lev. 26 are striking. For the disobedient, God

35T reads, “five sons of Merab, whom Michal Saul's daughter raised.” The Babylonian
Talmud (Sanhedrin §19b) elaborates, “*Was it then Michal who bore them? Surely it was rather Merab who
bore them! But Merab bore and Michal brought them up: therefore they were called by her name. This
teaches thee that whoever brings up an orphan in his home, Scriptures ascribes it to him as though he had
begotten him.” Modern critical commentators have ali agreed that Michal is a copying mistake; Walters,
*Childless Michal™, 291 n. 8.

36walters, “Childless Michal”, 294.

37iev. 26:18, 21, 24, 28. Although the exact word R’ QP2 is not used in Lev. 26, the
meaning is similar. 26:18 reads, “And I will continue to punish you sevenfold for your sins™ (*TI20
D?‘ER'!SU"?!; 9.‘,@' QOnNR -‘nj@f?). 26:21 reads, “I will continue to plague you sevenfoid for your
sins” (DD'“/SJ DO DO NNRVAD YT NAN); 26:24 reads, ** [ myself will strike you sevenfold for
your sins" (E?’UR’BG"?!} Y27 IR0 BINR "NDM): 26:28 reads, “I in turn will punish you myself
sevenfold for your sins”™ (QD_,’S_'_INEU"’&_? DIT NIRTAR QONR MIRN).
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says the “skies will be like bronze” (Lev. 26:19), but, for those who confess their sins and
the sins of their fathers, God will remember the land (Lev. 26:40, 42). If such a connection
can be made, the Seven play a typical or figural role in the . That is, they become the
embodiment of the disobedient and covenant law breakers. As such, they reap the
punishment which God said would come upon such.

A chronological note places the executions at the beginning of barley harvest, but is
interrupted by an account of Rizpah's response to the executions. She expresses her grief
by her use of sackcloth. m’s verb M3, agrees with B and M’s margin which have érn&ev
here, and describes Rizpah “stretching’ the sackcloth, that is, “pitching a tent.” M’s
reading is different from M’s text which describes Rizpah “spreading a bed” (8lEcTp®GEV)
with the sackcloth. Considered literally, I’s “sackcloth tent” reading provides shelter for
Rizpah from the summer sun and anticipates perhaps a long waiting period.

The N narrative describes Rizpah pitching a tent “to the rock” (“n’r'-‘_x"‘?$),
undoubtedly a reference to God. Elsewhere in Samuel, all references to “rock” (MI)
except one refer to God.38 [n 1Sam. 2:2, Hannah says, “There is no Holy One like the
Lord, no one besides you; there is no rock like our God.” In 2Sam. 22, God is referred to
as “rock” four times. In 2Sam. 22:2-3, David states, “The Lord is my rock (D‘?O), my
fortress, and my deliverer, my God, my rock (R%3). . .” In 2Sam. 22:32, David says,
“For who is God, but the LORD? And who is a rock, except our God?” And again in
2Sam. 22:47, “The LORD lives! Blessed be my rock, and exalted be my God, the rock of
my salvation. . .” Finally, in 2Sam. 23:3, David refers to God as “rock” in his oracle, “The
God of Israel has spoken, the rock of Israel has said to me. . .” Thus, in her heroic vigil,

Rizpah also takes her grief to God, the rock of Israel.

38fn 1Sam. 24:2, the plural form of M3 is part of a place name.
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Furthermore, the use of the preposition ‘7& before MI85T is not expected; ‘7&7
“upon” would be more usual (see the critical note on ‘7{5/‘79_). M has glossed the words
‘n’;’.i{'s“?!}‘ with the notation that they occur three times. For the following reasons, I argue
that the gloss is hermeneutical in nature. The other two passages in which 'HS?T‘??__{
occurs are Isaiah 30:29 and 51:1. In the context of Is. 30, Israel is reminded that the
appropriate response to divine judgment because of disobedience (v. 12) is repentance (v.
15). The passage describes the Lord longing to be gracious and compassionate to his
people (v. 18). He will restore His people: “Truly, O people in Zion, inhabitants of
Jerusalem, you shall weep no more. He will surely be gracious to you at the sound of your
cry; when he hears it, he will answer you.” Part of restoration will include the sending of
rain (v. 23) and the establishment of a new world order in which God’s people will sing
and rejoice as on the night of the holy festival, as when people go up to the mountain of the
Lord, to the rock of Israel (v. 29). In Isaiah 51, those who would pursue righteousness
and seek the Lord are commanded to *“look 7o the rock from which you were hewn. . . look
to Abraham, your father, and Sarah, who gave you birth” (v. 1). The Lord promises to
bring comfort and to have compassion (vv. 3, 12) and to make deserts like Eden. Again,
salvation and deliverance come from the Lord (v. 6). Furthermore, it is the Lord who visits
wrath on His people (v. 17), an evidence of which is famine (v. 19). There is hope,
however, because the Lord will at some point also stay His wrath (v. 22). The marginal
cross reference associates these oracles with the Rizpah story, bringing alongside it the
prophetic emphases on disobedience, penitence, and restoration. As such, Rizpah is no
longer a sad but a heroic figure in the story, cast in the role of an intercessor for Israel who
looks to God “the rock” for deliverance and restoration. Furthermore, the connection with
Isaiah 30 and 51 clearly draws the story out into a figural reading. I will take this up below

in the comparative chapter.
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By repetition of the words “from the beginning of harvest,” the story retumns to the
passage of time. I’s story is unclear about the length of time before the coming of the rain;
it simply states that Rizpah's vigil lasts from the beginning of the barley harvest “until
water poured upon them from the sky.” If no supernatural intervention is implied, it refers
to the early rains of autumn, some five or six months later. If so, it is unpleasant to imagine
Rizpah’s vigil continuing through the summer, during which decomposition would
certainly have reduced the corpses to mere bones, but the story shortly refers to “the bones
of those who had been hung” (v. 13).

As mentioned already in M’s interpretation, Rizpah's vigil has another effect, in that
exposure of bodies to birds and beasts of prey is a biblical curse upon apostates.3? Rizpah
prevents this curse from being carried out on Saul's descendants. In this way, the story
gently prompts its readers to entertain positibe thoughts about Saul; Saul may have been
disobedient to Samuel's orders, but he was not an apostate.

The story takes a new departure when Rizpah's actions were reported to David. M
describes Rizpah as Saul’s “concubine” for the first time, heightening the social disparity
between David and Rizpah. Rizpah is a social outsider, yet her actions remind David, the
king, of his neglect of the bodies of Saul and Jonathan, which still lie across the Jordan in
Jabesh-Gilead. The description of Rizpah as “concubine™ has two effects on the story.
First, it emphasizes that an outsider is capable of proper actions during a time of divine
judgment and hope for restoration. Second, it may cast a slightly negative light on David; it
took the righteous actions of a concubine to prompt King David to provide proper burial for
Saul in the land of Israel.

David acts immediately to get the bones of Saul and Jonathan from the citizens of
Jabesh Gilead who had them because they had buried them after Saul’s death (1Sam.

30:11-14; 2Sam. 2:4). m and M differ here about the location from which the men of

39D1. 28:26; Jer. 7:33; 15:3: 16:4; 19:7; 34:20
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Jabesh-Gilead stole the bones; I and some LXX MSS (BA) describe the men of Jabesh
stealing the bones “from the public square” (3M172) of Beth Shan, whereas M and other
MSS (NL TJ) and the story as told in 1Sam. 31:12 describe them stealing the bones “from
the wall” ($W25MM) of the same town.

David brought up the bones of Saul and Jonathan and placed them in Saul's
ancestral burial location. The bones of those who had been hung were gathered up at the
same time, but M's story does not report their actual burial. Perhaps 0U’s text sees Saul and
the Seven differently. The deaths of Saul and Jonathan were noble, taking place on the field
of battle against Israel’s enemies the Philistines. The Seven were victims of judgment
because of Saul’s murderous house. As such, exposure would serve as part of the penalty.

The story closes by asserting God hearkened to the cry of the land when--and only
when--they had done everything the king had commanded. The famine--associated
somehow with divine displeasure—was due to more than Saul's violence, but also arose

from David's neglect of the bones of Saul and Jonathan.



CHAPTER 4
INTERPRETATION OF UNCIAL MANUSCRIPT B’S
VERSION OF 2 SAMUEL 21:1-14
The Text of B2
Kot EYEVETO Atpnog &V Taig NUEPOIG AQVELS Tpia ETN, EVICVLTOG EYOUEVOS

Evicautod, kol ECTNOEV Aaeld 1O pdownov tod Kupiov: kol €inev Kvprog
'Emt SoovA KO EML TOV Okov aTod adikia Sit 10 avtov Bavdrtw[oot
Bavdtw]P dipdtmv, Tept oV EBavdtacev tovg Fafoawveitog. 2) Kol EKGAESEV 6
Baohevg Acveld toug Mafamveitag Kol e1mey mpog adtos Kl ot
CaBawveitanl ovy viot IepaufA gioty, 60TL GAN 1 EK TOD alpdtog 10D
"Apoppoiov, Kol 0t viot TopanA duocav aToils: Kol E{NTNOEV ZaovA
TUTAEoL GUTOVG EV TO {NAdGOL avTOV TOLS L10VS TopaiA kal Tovda 3) kal
gmev AaLELd npog toug MoPowveitag Ti Moow VUiV kol Ev Tivi EEIAdompa,
Kol EVAOYGETE TRV KANpovopiav Kuplov; 4) kot einav av1td ol Fafanveiton
OUK €0Tv NUIV AypOPLOV KUl YPUGLOV UETO TOOVA KOl METH TOD OLKOL OUTOD,
Kdl oUK 0TIV v dvip Bavoar@cal &v TopanA. kol €urev Tl DUEIC AéyeTe Kol
Tomom VEiv; 5) Kl Etav pog TOv BaciAéa & Gvip GUVETEAESEV &0 UGS KOL
£dlwEev Nudag, 0g mapeloyiooro eEoredpeboot NUGS UOOVICHREV ADTOV TOD U
£0TAVOL AUTOV EV TTAVTL Oplo lopoanA. 6) A0Tm NIV ENTA AVEPUS EK TOV LIAV

a0TOV, KOl EENALACOUEV AOTOVS TM KLupiw &v Fafowv TaoLA EKAEKTOVG

3 See Appendix C for a facsimile of Codex Vaticanus.

b We may postulate a haplography of the underlined letters: 81t 10 aOTOV Bavdtmo
Bovétw audImV TEPL OV EBAVETWOEV.
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Kvupiov. kol eutev 6 Bacsuhevg Eyd Svow. 7) Kal é¢eicato 6 Bachedg émt
Meuo1fooe viov Tovadav viod TaovA Sid Tov Opkov Kuvpiov 1oV dva puésov
AUTOV KOl VA HECOV AXVELS KO v pEcov TovaBdy LoD TaovA. 8) Kol
EAafev 0 BactAeng TOUg V0 LIOVG PeGHE BLYATPOS Ald OUG ETEKEV T ZatoVA,
Tov 'Eppavoel Kot Tov Mepuodifdce, katl toug nEVTe vIOLG MiYXOA Buyatpog
TaovA obg Etexev 1@ Zepel VIO BepleArel T® MwoLAXOEL, 9) Kol EdwKEV
oToUg Ev xEpt Tv Fofawveltdv, Kal EEnAiacav atodg £V @ OPEL EVOVTL
Kupiov, kol Enecav ol €Nt aTol EML 10 aTO: KoL aOTol St €0avaTwOnoay £v
nuépong BepLopnod Ev mPOTOLG, Ev apxl) Bepropod kpB@vV. 10) xat EAafev
Pecdc Buydtnp Ald TOV GAKKOV Kol ErnEev aOTh) TPOg TNV TETPaV €V dpx i
Beplopod KPODV Ewg EcTakev £’ qOTOVS BLSWP EK TOD OVPAVOD, KU OVK
ESWKEV TA METELVA TOD OLPAVOD KATOMADSOL EN ADTOVS NUEPOS KO TA Bnpla
10D C&ypol VUKTOG. 11) Kol anmyyéAn 1@ Acveld doa Emotoev Pecod Buyamp
Ald THAAGKT) ZO0VA" Kol €EEEAVBNOaY, KAl KOTEAUBEY aUTOVS Adv V10G Tod
EK TV GROYOVOV T@OV YIYAvVTov. 12) Kol Eropevdn Aaveld kol EAafev ta 60ta
SaoVA KOt T& 0614 'lovadav tod LoD avTod Tapd TOV AvdpdV VIOV Tufelg
Fodadd, ot EkAeyov adTovg €K The TAateiag Baif(oav],c o1t EsTmoav avtovg
EKEL 01 GAAGOLAOL EV NuépY 1) ERGTaEay Ol GAAGGLAOL TOV ZOVA Ev [eAfole.
13) Kol AV VEYKEV EKEIBEV T 06TA TOLA KOl TA 06Td Twvaddav Tod VoD
a0TOD, KOl CUVIHYOYEV TG 00TA TV EENAlacpuéveov. 14) Kol EBayav Ta 00Td

TaoLA ko Ta 00T TwvaBav 10D LVIOD aVTOD KOl TAV NALOGOEVTOV T@VE EV Yi)

€ Only B reads Bai0 while the rest of the LXX MSS have forms of Baifcayv following Ul's
1E€ T1°2. The apocopated form suggests that B copied from an exemplar that had a lacuna or another defect
here, and the scribe did not know the correct speiling. I have adopted the spelling BatBcav which is
reflected in M rell.

d 1@dv after AA1aaOEVIOV which occurs only in B is probably the result of dittography.



Beviauewv v i) TAELPQ Ev T@ TGdw Kelg 100 matpog avtod, Kol Enoinoay

AvTo 660 EVETEIAQTO 0 BaoweVg Kot EMKOUCEV 0 Be0g Ti) Yij METC TADTOL.
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Translation of B
1) And there was a famine in the time of David for three years, year after year, and David
sought the face of the Lord.2 The Lord said, “Guilt [rests] upon Saul and upon his house
because he [killed with bloody violence],b because he killed the Gibeonites.”

a B prefers the definite article before Kupilov as it does elsewhere when it is
opposite the anarthrous tetragrammaton i1} in construct relationship.!

b p’stextis garbled. If it is correct to assume the above mentioned haplography,
then B’s text reads 81 10 artOV Bavdtwoal BaAvGETw Cipdtwy TEPL 0D
£E8avGTwoev. As such it was triply conflate. S1& T0 ohTOV Bavdtwoon and mept 00
EOvAaTWOEV are two different ways of expressing “because he killed.” aludtwv surely
derives from Q727]. Although McCarter is probably correct to see behind Bcvdtw
otV a misreading of BT M°2,2 B’s text can still be translated. There are other
parallels for aipudtmv as a plural genitive. Gvip oipdtwv means something like
“murderer” or “bloodthirsty’3 and TOA1g cliuctwv means something like “city of
bloodshed” or “bloody city.™ It is reasonable, therefore, to translate 6vaTw CtHATOV as

“bloody death” or “bloody violence.”

HSam. 6:11, 12, 15, 17; 13:12; 21:1; 22:17, 21

2McCarter, II Samuel, 437.

32Sam. 16:7, 8: Ps. 5:7; 54:24: 58:3; 138:19; Prov. 29:10

4Nah. 3:1; Ezek. 22:2; 24:6
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2) And David the king summoned the Gibeonites and spoke to them. Now the Gibeonites
are not Israelites but2 are from Amorite blood. The Israelites swore an agreement with
them, but Saul had sought to strike them in his zeal for the Israelites and Judahites.

a Although M’s GAA’ 1j is the normal way to translate the strong adversative,5 B’s
OTL GAA’ 1j is also opposite @R 3.6 About the latter, Conybeare comments, “The range
of literature, within which this combination of particles is found, is very limited, being
almost confined to the four books of Kingdoms. It looks therefore as if we had here a mere

device of translation, not any recognized usage of later Greek.””7

3) And David said to the Gibeonites, “What shall I do for you? And how might I atone,2
so that you will blessP the inheritance of the Lord?”

a4 8 is the only Greek MS which has the aorist subjunctive EtAdcopar. All other
LXX MSS have the future indicative E§tAdcopat. Both forms are acceptable opposite M'’s
‘ué;s.s The preceding 1st person singular verb toiow can either be a future indicative
or an aorist subjunctive. The scribe probably wrote the second verb E£lAdomuat in line
with how he understood mowcw. As such, eElIAdomuat is here formal and elegant and
may indicate less certainty that David will do anything once the Gibeonites answer his

question.

5Gen. 28:17; Ex. 12:9; Lev. 21:2, 14; Num. 14:30; 26:37; Dt. 10:12; 12:5. 14. 18; 16:6;
Josh. 14:4; [7:3; 1Sam. 8:19; 2Sam. 12:3; 19:29; [Kgs. 17:12; 22:8, 31, et al.

61Sam. 21:5, 7; 30:17, 22; 2Sam. 13:33; 1Kgs. 18:18; 2Kgs. 4:2; 5:15; 10:23; 14:6;
17:36, 39; 23:23; 2Chr. 2:5; Eccl. 5:10

7F. C. Conybeare and St. George Stock, Selections from the Septuagint (Boston: Ginn and

Company, 1905; repr. A Grammar of Septuagint Greek (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House,
1980). 109.

:SThc future EEWAGoouat is opposite ‘-é:{; in Gen. 32:20 and the subjunctive EEIAdcwpAl
is opposite V22N in Ex. 32:30.
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b [f B’s future indicative active 2d plural eDAoy1oeTe implies a different Hebrew
than m's imperative 3273% it was probably QF272%.9 It is also possible that B preferred

the future indicative because the imperative seemed awkward in the context.

4) And the Gibeonites said to him “We do not have [in mind] silver or gold regarding Saul
and regarding his house; nor do we have [in mind] a man to kill in Israel. And he said,

“What are you saying, that I might do it for you?”

5) And they said to the king, “The man made up his mind against us? and persecuted us--
the one who deceived? to utterly destroy us--let us wipe him out from having standing in
all the territory of Israel.

4 guvteAgiy in classical Greek usually means “to bring to an end, complete.”
Where it stands opposite M3, it can also mean “to kill, destroy.”10 Both meanings seem
too strong here, and in the interpretion of both M and m I adopt the somewhat attenuated
meaning “strike.” The Hebrew ﬂ173 can also mean, “to decide, determine,” as an
intransitive!! and transitive.!2 Now, only in B, the verb is construed with &€, a rare
construction paralleled (only in B) in | Samuel 20:34, where Jonathan is described as
grieving for David because Saul “resolved himself against him.”!3 [ adopt a similar

translation for B here.

9McCarter. I Samuel, 438.

101Sam. 15:18; 2Sam. 22:38; 1Kgs 22:11; 2Chr. 18:10; 20:23; Ps. 118:87; Hos. 13:2; Is.
[:28; Jer. 14:12, 15; Ezek. 5:12; 6:12; 7:15; 13:14

Il1Sam. 20:7. 9, 33; 25:17; Est. 7:7
12prov. 16:29-30

I3McCarter, I Samuel, 340.
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b naperoyifouar usually stands opposite M12™ and means “to deceive.”!4

6) Let someone give@ us seven men from his sons so that we might hang them in the sunP

to the Lord in Gibeon of Saul, [men] chosen of the Lord.” And the king said, “T will give.”

a The 3d person singular imperative 30Tw can be read as an imperative of
permission or a command, “Let him give.” I have used the indefinite pronoun *“‘someone”
because the subject is unclear.

b B’s rendering of EEnAidompev adTovg as “so that we might hang them in the

sun,” is plausible, given the verb's components, “out” and “sun.”

7) The king spared Memphibosthe son of Jonathan, son of Saul, because of the oath of the

Lord which was between them, between David and between Jonathan, son of Saul.

8) And the king took the two sons of Rizpah daughter of Aia, whom she bore to Saul,
Ermonoi and Memphibosthe, and the five sons of Michal,2 daughter of Saul, whom she

bore to Serei son of Berzelli, the Mooulathite.

4 B has MuyoA, imitating I’s ‘7?_’?;, rather than the LXX's usual form of the name
of Saul’s daughter, MeAxo0A. Also, B does not have the definite article before the proper
name as MSS MN rell do. This shows that B follows closely the !l or to the tradition that has

informed M’s distinctive telling of the story.!5

Hraperoyilopat occurs 10 times in the LXX. 6 times opposite 2% (Gen. 29:25; Josh.
9:22; ISam. 19:17; 28:12; 2Sam. 19:27; Lam. 1:19), once opposite ‘j‘?ﬁ (Gen. 29:25), and three times
opposite 29 in MS A (Jdg. 16:10, 13, 15)

I5McCarter, I Samuel, 439.
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9) He handed them over to the Gibeonites, and they hung them in the sun on the mountain
before the Lord; the seven themselves2 fell together.P And they€ were killed in the first
days of the harvest, at the beginning of the barley harvest.
2 qiytou is translated as the intensive pronoun and stands opposite the 3d plural
suffix on m’s gere’ BNYIY.
b g1 70 @016 is a standard locution for <IM*.16

€ The identical pronoun avTol here reflects i’s gere’ T and means “these

very.

10) And Rizpah the daughter of Aiah, took sackcloth and she stretched [it] for herself to the
rock at the beginning of the barley harvest until water fell upon them from the heavens. She

did not let the birds of the sky settle upon them by day nor the beasts of the field by night.

11) And it was reported to David what Rizpah daughter of Aia, concubine of Saul, had
done. @ And they were unloosed and Dan, son of [oa, of the descendants of the giants,
took them.2

a-2 At this point, B alone has a plus of thirteen words: kot E€eAvBncav, Kol
KaTEAUBeEV avTOLG Adv LIOG Twd EK TV AMOYOVEV TAV Yrydvtwv. McCarter
cxplains the words--which, in the Lucianic story stand earlier in the narrative--as a marginal
gloss misplaced from 2Sam. 21:15 ff..17 a passage that describes David's wars and

heroes.

162Sam. 10:15; Ezra 4:3; Ps. 2:2; 4:9; 48:3, 11; 61:10; 73:6. 8; 97:8; 132:1; Mic. 2:12

YMcCarter suggested the clause may have derived from a marginal correction of the corrupt
text of vv. 15-16 which found its way into the text at this point because the tradent had F)13, “birds™ in
mind; McCarter, Il Samuel. 440, 448.
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12) And David went and took the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son from the
men of the Jabesh Gileadites who had stolen them from the city square at Baithsan, for the

Philistines placed them there at the time the Philistines struck Saul in Gilboa.

13) He brought back from there the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son, and

he gathered the bones of those who had beea hanged in the sun.

14) And they buried the bones of Saul and the bones of Jonathan his son, and of those
having been hanged in the sun,? in the land of Benjamin, in the side, in the tombb of Kish
his father. They did all that the king commanded, and God hearkened to land after these
things.

4 M and most LXX MSS have Kol T& 06Td TGV NAlacOEvtmv, “and the bones of
those having been exposed to the sun,” and B has kol TV NALXoOEVTOV without Td
007T@. B's meaning is essentially the same as M’s although M is more explicit about the
bones. As already mentioned, M does not mention the burial of the Seven at all.

b B’s &v i) MAELPE EV T TEP®, “in the side, in the tomb” is a literal but
awkward rendering of M’s consonants 92P2 Y533 8’s reading is awkward because it
has two prepositional phrases with locative datives together. As already mentioned, this

occurred when the LXX translator misread the place name “Zela” as “in the side.”
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Interpretation of B

Because B’s story is quite similar to M and I, I will comment here primarily on the
places where it is different from one or both. The story opens identically to the stories in Il
and M, by reporting the prolonged famine and David’s “seeking the Lord’s face.” The
divine word that comes in B is conflate, with the clause “because he killed the Gibeonites”
being given in two different forms, neither being a satisfactory rendering of the Hebrew
attested in M. The main clause of the oracle specifically uses the language of liability for
sin, naming as the cause of the guilt Saul’s campaign against the Gibeonites. B portrays
Saul as excessively violent. Between the two references to Saul’s killing the Gibeonites,
stands the statement, because he killed “with bloody violence.™

David summons the Gibeonites for talks and proposes some form of propitiation.
The aorist subjunctive EElAdowpan indicates that David was uncertain of his ability to
atone. EElAdompal occurs elsewhere only in Ex. 32:30 where Moses proposes to make
propitiation for the people of Israel after they made the golden calf. In the context, Moses
functions like a priest, and if we can assume a connection, David may be cast in the priestly
function here similar to Moses.

David’s desire to atone is followed by the future indicative 2d plural eDAOYNOETE,
“{so that] you will bless™ the inheritance of the Lord. eDAOYNGETE occurs elsewhere in the
LXX only in Num. 6:23 where the Lord through Moses gave Aaron a blessing for the
[sraelites. He said, “This is how vou will bless them” and the Aaronic blessing follows. If
we might see a connection, the Gibeonites are called upon by David to function like the
priests who “bless™ the Lord’s people. Here they are called to bless “the Lord’s

inheritance,” which means to accept Israel’s whole culture, including their God who creates

it.18

I18See comments on the interpretation of M, pp. 23-24.
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Negotiations ensue between David and the Gibeonites. The Gibeonites bring three
charges against Saul in v. 5: he “made up his mind against us”; “he persecuted us”; “he
deceived to utterly destroy us.” The charge, Saul “made up his mind against us,” uses
vocabulary found elsewhere only in 1Sam. 20:33-34, in which Saul even took up his spear
against Jonathan, proving to Jonathan that Saul had “settled upon” evil against David,
having “made up his mind” to kill him. The parallel draws into the story Saul's readiness to
kill both David and Jonathan. Thus, the charge that Saul “persecuted” them, reiterates
Saul’s intent to destroy.!?

The Gibeonites’ description of Saul as one “who deceived” (0 TapEAOYIOUTO),
sets up strong ironic resonances between this and other biblical stories. First, when the
Israelites entered the land of Canaan, it was the ancestors of the Gibeonites who deceived
the Israelites into making an agreement with them; Joshua said, “Why did you deceive
me/us?”; Tl ToPEAOYLOOOOE ne / NN BNNT HTJ? (Josh. 9:22). Those whose
ancestors deceived the Israelites to avoid being utterly destroyed are hardly in a position to
complain about Saul’s deception. Second, Saul’s own daughter, Michal, deceived him by
helping David flee when Saul’s men were attempting to kill him. Saul demanded of Michal.
“Why have you deceived me?”; Tl oUT@C TapeAoyiow pe / PINRT M2 HD‘? (1Sam.
19:17). Like father, like daughter. Third, Saul himself deceived the necromancer at Endor;
She cried out, “Why have you deceived me?”; Tt mopeAoyiow pe / *IN2T m;"g (1Sam.
28:12). Saul, who was upset with his daughter Michal for deceiving him about David, feels
frce also to deceive. Thus, the mention of Saul’s alleged deception is ironic and draws in
what we know of Saul’s deception elsewhere.

The Gibeonites demand that “someone give” them seven sons of Saul so that they

might impale them in the sun to the Lord. The Gibeonites, though speaking to David, do

[98iwEev usually stands opposite B77. As such, it carries with it the intent to destroy
(2Sam. 18:16; 20:7, 10, 13; 22:38; 24:13).



not demand that David do the giving, only that someone give. By implication, the
Gibeonites allow David to be somewhat distanced from the giving if he so desires.

Furthermore, the Gibeonites propose that the Seven be executed “in Gibeon of
Saul.” While the Hebrew book of Samuel makes no connection between Saul and Gibeon,
Chronicles mentions twice that Saul’s ancestors were from Gibeon.20 If Walters is correct,
that the Chronicler links Saul to the ancient Canaanite city of Gibeon rather than one of
Jacob’s twelve sons,2! then the reference to Saul “of Gibeon” is perhaps an inference of
the illegitimacy of Saul’s kingship (Dt. 17:15).22

As in M, the Gibeonites invoke God’s agency in selecting the Seven: the sons are to
be “chosen of the Lord.” Though the Gibeonites are demanding the death of the sons, the
Lord will make the final decision as to who will die.

The story continues with the sparing of Mephibosheth, the selection of the Seven
victims, their execution, Rizpah's vigil, and the report of her actions reaching David. We
may accept the presumption that the large plus at verse 11 in B is misplaced, although an
attempt to read the story intelligibly with the plus present might be attempted. David heard
what Rizpah had done, but, in the meantime, the Seven expired, or fell from their place of
execution, and Dan, the son of Ioa, removed the bones. This could have been thought to
explain where the bones were when David finally got around to having them gathered up
(v. 13). In any case, David retrieved the bones of Saul and Jonathan, and had them buried.

As the story moves to its close, the story reports that the bones of those who had

been hung were placed in the tomb of Saul's family, along with the bones of Saul and

20| Chr. 8:29-33 and 9:35-39 mention Saul’s great-grandfather was Jeiel, “the father of
Gibeon.”

21Stanley D. Walters, “Saul of Gibeon,” JSOT 52 (1991): 61-76, esp. 71.

22Whether Saul ever made his headquarters in Gibeon, as hypothesized by Blenkinsopp, is
irrelevant to the theological force of the narrative; Joseph Blenkensopp, “Did Saul Make Gibeon His
Capital,” VT 24 (1974): 1-7.



63
Jonathan. The completion of the burial brings hope and potential restoration for the people
and the land; God hearkened to the cry of the land after they had done everything the king
had commanded. As in the other stories, it is clear that the famine--associated somehow
with divine displeasure--was due to more than Saul's violence, but also arose from David's

neglect of the bones of Saul and Jonathan and the burial of the Seven.



CHAPTER 5

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THEM, I, AND B
VERSIONS OF 2 SAMUEL 21:1-14
Introduction

Having translated and interpreted M, M, and B independently, I will now compare
each version of the story, describing the theological and political interests which can be
inferred from each. A comparison of these versions will show there is a story common to
all three. A contrast of the three versions will show that the differences can be explained as
transmissional errors, stylistic differences and improvements, and as different Hebrew
texts. Some of the Hebrew differences have to do with pointing and others are consonantal.
Having analyzed the similarities and differences, I will show that the significant differences
cluster around certain theological and political issues. I hope to show that the three texts
represent three specific versions of the general story that address the theological and
political issues from somewhat different perspectives. Having explored the theological and
political emphases of each of the three versions, I will speculate about ideological contexts

within which each story was embraced.

I_A Summary of the Similarities Among M, I, and B

MSS M, I, and B agree throughout most of the story: M’s and B’s words agree
with s words 93% and 94% respectively; M and B agree together with U's words 88%
of the time. Where M and B agree with ’s words, they always follows ’s word order

except for a simple transposition in verse 10 in B.

64
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II. The Story Common to M, I, and B

The story common to M, I, and B is summarized as follows. A prolonged famine
leads David to seek the Lord’s face. A divine word associates the famine with Saul’s
partisan violence against the Gibeonites, and David seeks their reconciliation with Israel.
When the Gibeonites ask for the death of seven of Saul’s descendants, David gives two
sons by Rizpah and five of Saul’s grandsons, and they are killed. After the deaths, one of
the mothers, Rizpah, Saul’s concubine, keeps vigil over the dead bodies to prevent their
violation until rain falls. David, hearing of Rizpah’s actions, brings back from Transjordan
the bones of Saul and Jonathan and has them buried in Saul’s family grave. After this, God

listens to the land.

HI. A Summary of the Differences between M, I, and B

There are four types of differences between the three versions: (1) transmissional
errors and conflations, (2) stylistic differences, (3) those which reflect different Hebrew
pointing, and (4) those which reflect different Hebrew consonants. These differences are
summarized qualitatively below. I will refer to each variant by the verse number and line

letter from the Comparison of Manuscripts Chart. !

A. Transmissional Errors, Conflations and Glosses

le.-1g. B’s Bovate aipdrtov reflects B ', a possible misreading for m’s '3
oMm=n.

l1g.-th. Haplography has caused the underlined letters to drop out in B; dict T0 aVTOV
fovatmoal 8avatw CipdTmv Tept oV EBavdtmoey. If Bavdtw cipdTwv

implies B9 112, “death of bloods,” B is triply conflate.

ISec Appendix D.
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2d. Most LXX MSS misread AIMATOZX for AIMATOZ.

4a. In the first hand, M has the 3d singular €intev which has been written over as the 3d
plural €utov to agree with its third plural subject.

9f. In m, the initial consonant is absent in the ketiv, whereas the gere’ has the initial
consonant 3. Loss of 3 is probably the result of a transmissional error.

10e. M’s &' adTOUG VOaTa B0 may reflect a conflation of two Hebrew texts: one with
2m*©R and the other with 2°T15N.

10e. €wg has dropped out in M in the uncial period due to homoioarchton; EQEESTAZAN
became EXTAZAN.

lic. B and the hexaplaric MSS have the large displacement kot E£eAVON GO, Ko
KatéAoPev aTog Adv V100G Twdg EK TRV ANOYOVMWV TAGV YiYdvmv probably
reflecting the Hebrew Q*RETT Y191 ©/R° 12 17 02T BYM.

12e. B alone reads BaiO while the rest of the LXX MSS have forms of Baifcav following
m's m“r'.':. B probably copied from an exemplar that had a lacuna or other defect
here, and the scribe did not know the correct spelling.

14c. Simple dittography caused the plus T@v after NALaGOEvVTOV in B.

B. Stylistic Differences and Improvements

lc. B’s definite article before Kvpiou is a stylistic preference of B when it is opposite
713N in construct relationship.

2a. LXX MSS except L have the plus Aaveld after 6 Baoievg which it does not have,
clarifying the subject of the sentence as David and not Saul.

2d. M’s GAA' 1j and B’s OTL GAA’ 1j are both ways to translate ’s BN 2.

3c. B has the formal and elegant aorist subjunctive EEIA GGt opposite M's DN,

whereas the rest of the LXX MSS have the future indicative EEtAdoopart.
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3d. B’s future indicative active 2d plural eDAoyceTe was probably an attempt to smooth
out the awkwardness of the imperative forms ebDAoyjcate and 12723 which
occur in M N rell and M.

4e. M B and most LXX MSS have kai before mtoifyom and t has the minor disjunctive
accent (tiphha), calling for a slight pause, instead of a waw. All the Greek MSS
have attempted to smooth out the slight awkwardness of the Hebrew, “What are
you saying, I will do for you?” M and B's Vorlage probably added xat to
subordinate the verb Totow to the question, making Tt the object of both verbs.

5b. The absence of the relative pronoun 0g after 0 Gvnp in B, where it occurs in M N rell
and m, is probably stylistic.

5b. B’s ouveTéAeceV £¢ NUGS and M's CLVETEAESEV NIUGS both seem to reflect M's
’131?3. B’s £¢' may have been added to create stylistic resonance with 1Sam. 20:34.

8c-8f. The addition of definite articles before the proper names Saul, Ermonthi,
Mephibosthe, Merom, and Esdriel is commeon Greek style.

9c. B’s €71 T0 oOTO and M’s KOTCt TO T are both standard locutions for m’s 7.

9d. M's avTot &€ and L’s kot orvTO are common Greek expressions opposite 7217 or
B33, B’s kot avTol & could be a stylistic improvement or conflation.

12g. The relative pronoun 1) which occurs in all Greek MSS except L is a stylistic plus.

14b. m’s minus of NAXY ™R before Jonathan is probably an attempt to avoid
monotonous repetition.

l4c. B does not have 1 0GTa.

14d. As already mentioned, all LXX MSS misread the place name ”‘732 “in Zela™ as &v T
TAELPQ (!J‘?SZ_‘.), *“in the side.” This makes for an awkward rendering of m’s
WDPZ B takes both as datives, v Tfj TAEVPQ £V TO TAP®, “in the side, in the

tomb.” M and other LXX MSS have improved the Greek style by using the genitive
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case for the second phrase, £v i) TAEVP& T0D TAPOL, “in the side of the tomb

of.”

C. The Same Hebrew Consonants with Different Vowel Pointing

5f. The LXX has adpavicwpev adtdv reflecting 337T73T1, “let us wipe him out” rather
than m’s 315, “we were destroyed.”

6d. m’s NP3, “in Gibeah” reflects the same Hebrew consonants as M N rell which have
&v 1@ Povve (NPI13), “on the mountain.”

9c. M’s 01 EnTd and B's O ENT& 0TOL reflect M’s gere’ ANV AW, “the seven of them,”
but In’s ketiv has Q'NYIY, “seven-fold.”

12g. LXX MSS have &v ['eABoie, without the definite article reflecting !2:‘722 whereas M
has ¥2933.

14d. LXX MSS have &v t1) tAevpad reflecting 2‘?32_, while I has the place name 9‘?3;,

“in Zela.”

D. Different Hebrew Consonants

If. LXX MSS have adikia, “wrongdoing” reflecting a Hebrew with 1%, “iniquity, guilt”,
which it does not have.

5c. All LXX MSS have forms of ko ediwEev Nuag reflecting a Hebrew 51277177 which m
does not have.

5d. M has EAoyicaTo, “planned,” reflecting 2. B has mapEAoyioaro, “deceived,”
reflecting 7727 and m has MR, “devised.”

Se. LXX MSS have EEoAeBpedoat Nuag, “to utterly destroy us™, reflecting the Hebrew
U272 or WM and not m’s verbless 1.

5g. All LXX MSS, except L, have the personal pronoun acOTOV after the articular infinitive,

whereas, the M does not have a pronoun.
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6d. B and some LXX MSS have év Cafawv reflecting }I0333, “in Gibeon,” instead of
m’s NP1, “in Gibeah.” M’s &v 1® fovve reflects ’s consonants NP3 but
different vowel pointing.

6e. All Greek MSS except the hexaplaric have EékAekTovg Kupilov, “(men) chosen of the
Lord,” reflecting i)} *7°M2 whereas m has MI7° 5°M3, “(Saul) chosen of the
Lord.”

10d. M N B A x rell have &v &pxTj, “in the beginning” and L TJ reflect s n?rmr: “from
the beginning.”

14b. All LXX MSS except L have kol 1& 6618 Tova@av reflecting 0337 NINIYTINY,
“and the bones of Jonathan.” L. and TJ reflect m’s ]l:lljs"n’?, “and Jonathan.”

14c. All LXX MSS describe the burial of the bones of the Seven but It never does. M and
most LXX MSS have Kol Tt 06t@& TV NALacBEVTWYV, “and the bones of those
having been exposed to the sun.” B describes their burial but not their bones, kot

TV NAooOEVTOV.

IV. Theological and Political Issues Raised By the Differences in M, I, and B

I will summarize below the theological and political issues raised by the differences
in the versions. The summary will show that the differences cluster around the roles and
responsibilities of key persons of the story: Saul, David, the Lord, and the outsiders (the

Gibeonites, Rizpah, the mother of five, and the seven sons).

A. Differences Regarding Saul in the Versions
Saul and Guilt

The LXX texts all agree that “guilt” rests squarely on Saul and on his house because
Saul killed the Gibeonites. The conflated words of B are the strongest words against Saul;

Saul killed with “bloody violence.” It by comparison, is less negative. M never describes
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Saul in terms of “guilt.” Instead, M has a broader focus for the reason of the famine; it has
to do with Saul and his violent house. That is, Saul is not alone in the indictment; it has to

do also with his violent family.

The Gibeonite Charge

When David calls the Gibeonites in for talks, the Gibeonites charge Saul with
wrongdoing. The charge is different in all three versions. M's version is straightforward:
the Gibeonites say, “The man who struck us and pursued us and planned to utterly destroy
us...” In B, the Gibeonites say, ‘““The man made up his mind against us and pursued us—the
one who deceived to utterly destroy us...” l’s version is less negative, describing Saul as
“The man who struck us and who devised against us...” As such, M and B want Saul to be

wiped out but M does not allow it.

The Location of the Killings

The location of the killing of the Seven also presents different views of Saul. M's
location is neutral toward Saul; the Seven are killed "on the hiil of Saul.” Which hill is this?
Presumably the hill of Saul's home in Gibeah but the reader is not told. The m indicates the
killings took place in Gibeah of Saul. Saul’s connection with Gibeah is positive. Gibeah is
Saul's home, the location of his Spirit empowerment and his subsequent prophesying. It
reminds the reader that the beginning of Saul’s kingship was quite positive. In contrast, B
states the location of the killings was in “Gibeon of Saul.” Saul’s connection with Gibeon
is negative. If we are correct to assume a connection with Saul’s genealogy in Chronicles,?
Saul's ancestors were not Israelite but Canaanite. As such, B’s description “Gibeon of
Saul” raises questions about the legitimacy of Saul's kingship since the Torah states that an

Israclite king must be an Israelite.

2Walters. "Gibeon of Saul,” 61-76.
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Saul is Chosen of the Lord in
In m, the Gibeonites refers to Saul as “chosen of the Lord,” whereas, the LXX texts
describe the sons as “‘chosen of the Lord.” Put in the negative, Saul is not chosen of the

Lord in the LXX and the sons are not chosen of the Lord in the m.

B. Differences Regarding David in the Versions
David’s Initiative

All three versions describe David seeking the Lord's face at the beginning of the
story. After the Lord tells David of Saul's wrong against the Gibeonites, all versions
describe David asking the Gibeonites how he might atone for the deaths. The three versions
differ in the Gibeonite verbs of request. In M, the Gibeonites command David and the
Israelites (2d plural) to give seven sons of Saul, calling for his direct action. I and B have
impersonal expressions, “let someone give us seven sons" and "let be given to us seven
sons,” aliowing David the opportunity of being distanced from the giving of the sons; but
he chooses otherwise. Thus, in M’s story David is obedient and cooperative, whereas, in It
and B, David takes initiative in the killings.

As part of their request, the Gibeonites ask to kill seven of Saul’s sons. In M and B,
the Gibeonites describe the Seven as “chosen of the Lord”, whereas, @ describes Saul as
“chosen of the Lord.” The subject of the “chosen” has a direct effect on how God, David,
Saul, and the Gibeonites are portrayed in the story. As it relates to David, It describes Saul
as “‘chosen of the Lord,” and thus infers that David chose the Seven. M and B, on the other
hand, present the Seven as chosen of the Lord, and portray David as cooperative and
passive in choosing the Seven.

All versions agree that David spared Jonathan's son Mephibosheth because of his

oath with Jonathan and that the name of the mother of the two sons was Rizpah. In M the
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name of the mother of the five is Merom (Merab), whereas I and B agree her name is
Michal. M’s Merab is consistent with the larger Samuel narrative which describes Merab
being married to Adriel the Meholathite (1Sam. 18:19). it and B are incongruent with the
rest of the Samuel narrative since Michal, David’s wife (1Sam. 25:27) was given to Paltiel
(1Sam. 25:44; 2Sam. 3:15) and not Adriel, and since Michal was supposed to have died
childless (2Sam. 6:23). M and B do not resolve these tensions. Furthermore, by this time in
the narrative, Michal has again become David's wife. Thus, in m and B, David gave his
wife’s sons to be killed. David takes more initiative in M by choosing the sons, whereas in
B the sons are chosen of the Lord.

After the death of the sons, the mother of the two sons, Rizpah, keeps vigil over the
bodies, making sure they are not eaten by the birds and the beasts. All versions agree the
report of Rizpah's actions influenced David to bury the bones of Saul and Jonathan in their
ancestral tomb. M had already described Rizpah as a concubine in verse 8 but it and B do
not mention it until verse 11. The appearance of her social status for the first time in verse
LI has a slight surprise effect in M and B, emphasizing the social disparity between Rizpah
and David. In all versions, the actions of a concubine inspired, perhaps shamed, King
David to action. Compared to David, Rizpah’s actions are more commendable.

All versions agree David went down and took the bones of Saul and Jonathan from
the Jabesh Gileadites and brought them up from there. The LXX states that “he (David)
gathered the bones of those who had been hung in the sun,” making David solely
responsible for the gathering of the bones of the Seven. The In states “they” gathered the
bones of the seven, not necessarily implying David’s involvement in the gathering.
Furthermore, the LXX also indicates they buried the bones of Saul, Jonathan and the Seven
in the land of Benjamin while it does not mention the burial of the bones of the Seven. The
absence of David’s gathering the bones of the Seven and the lack of burial of the Seven

reveals an emphasis of : Saul’s bones need burial but the burial of the others is not
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important. The LXX, on the other hand, emphasizes the importance of both sets of bones
being buried. What happens to the bones of the Seven is an important part of the LXX
stories.

M also emphasizes the importance of David’s action regarding Saul’s bones; God
did not listen to the land until David made sure Saul’s bones were properly buried. By
implication, Saul’s actions against the Gibeonites necessitated the offering up of his seven
sons, but David was equally wrong in his failure to bury God’s chosen king in the land.
The LXX, on the other hand, emphasizes the equal treatment of both sets of the deceased: all
the bones are buried in Saul’s patriarchal tomb in Benjamin. Thus, the LXX emphasizes the

need for proper burial of the deceased.

C. The Differences Regarding God in the Versions
Does God Declare Saul Guilty?

As mentioned, all versions begin with David seeking the Lord’s face. The Lord
speaks only once in the story, to David, in answer to his seeking. The Lord tells David that
the reason for the famine has to do with Saul’s killing the Gibeonites. The LXX and the
differ in the Lord’s description of Saul. In the LXX MSS, the Lord pronounces guilt upon
Saul and upon his house, whereas in T, the Lord’s pronouncement is broader; “it has to do
with Saul and his house of blood.” The LXX statement about Saul’s guilt in the mouth of
the Lord is direct and implies a response is necessary to right Saul’s wrong. The broader

statemment in M does not indicate directly the Lord’s opposition to Saul and his house.
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Who is the Lord’s Chosen?

In all versions, David calls in the Gibeonites and expresses his desire to expiate the
wrong. The theological assumption is that the deaths need to be atoned. The Gibeonites
appear to be aware of this problem and ask for seven sons of Saul that they might hang
them up, “to the Lord.” In their request, the Gibeonites ask to kill the sons, the location of
which is different in the three versions: ““on the hill of Saul”” (M), “in Gibeah of Saul” (),
and “in Gibeon of Saul.” The phrase “chosen of the Lord” that follows refers to the Seven
in the LXX, whereas, in the W it refers to Saul. This difference has direct bearing on the
theology of each story. In the LXX, the Gibeonites say the Lord chooses the Seven,
whereas, in the M the Lord chooses Saul. Thus, the Lord is involved in the killings in the

LXX but in the M he is not.

Does God Answer the Prayer of Outsiders?

The Gibeonites kill the Seven “before the Lord™ but the famine does not end,
implying the expiation is not fully complete. In response, Rizpah grieves and, in M, makes
a sackcloth bed upon the rock. B and m describe Rizpah stretching sackcloth for herself “to
the rock.” As already mentioned, -l’l"l_-l—bs:, "to the rock,” is undoubtedly a reference to
God. m has glossed these words with the notation they occur three times; the other two
occurrences are Isaiah 30:29 and 51:1. The marginal cross reference brings alongside this
story the prophetic emphases of disobedience, penitence, and restoration. The phrase “to
the rock” reminds the reader of the hope for God's people during times of national crisis
when they, like Rizpah, turn to God. The connection with the prophetic passages moves
the story toward a figural reading; Rizpah is not only a grieving mother but a heroic figure,
cast in the role of an intercessor for Israel who looks to God “the rock” for deliverance and
restoration. As well, M and B remind the reader of the Lord's grace and compassion for

those who repent.
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In all stories, Rizpah refused to let the wild animals and the birds feast on the dead
bodies for a season of time. M implies divine intervention, describing her staying there until
“the waters of God dropped upon them out of heaven.” B and m do not imply divine
intervention and are ambiguous about the length of time before the rain came; Rizpah
defends the bodies until “water dropped upon them out of the heavens.” Thus, B and m
leave open the possibility that Rizpah waited until the autumn rains which came six months

later. If this is the case, the Lord did not answer Rizpah’s prayer for a long time.

D. The Differences Regarding the Social Outsiders in the Versions

The Gibeonites
All versions agree that the Lord said the famine came upon Israel because Saul
killed the Gibeonites. The reader is reminded that Gibeonites were not Israelites. M

describes them as Y7fRT N7, “from the remains of the Amorites,” and M and B

describe them €k 100 dipatog 100 "Apoppaiov, “from Amorite blood.”

What Do the Gibeonites Say About Saul?

Following the Gibeonite charge, the LXX and m differ in who was wiped out. In the
LXX, the Gibeonites request to “wipe out Saul,” whereas, in the It they say, “We were
wiped out.”” As a result, the antecedent of the following phrase, “from having standing in
all the territory of Israel,” is Saul in the LXX and the Gibeonites in . In the LXX, the
Gibeonites desire to wipe out Saul from having standing in Israel and in the M the
Gibeonites say they were wiped out from having standing. The comparison heightens the
empbhasis of each story. By comparison, in the LXX, the Gibeonites are victims who seek
retribution for the wrong committed against them and in the M the Gibeonites are only the

victims and they never request to wipe out Saul.
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How Do the Gibeonites Request the Seven Sons From David?

The Gibeonites request seven of Saul’s sons so they might kill them to the Lord.
The verb of request is different in all three versions. M has the 2d plural command, 8Gte,
“Give.” M has }23° , a mixture of two forms of 113: the nif*al imperfect 3d masculine
singular ]7337 and the qal passive 3d masculine singular ]137. Both of these forms are
translated virtually the same, “Let there be given.” B has the 3d person singular imperative
80Tw, “Let someone give.” In M, the social outsiders are powerful; they command a king
to give and he gives. In it and B, the Gibeonites neither command nor require David’s

involvement in the giving of the sons but in both versions David gives them anyway.

Do the Gibeonites Wish to Atone?

Perhaps the Gibeonites are able to command David in M because of their declared
purpose. They say, “we will atone by them to the Lord.” This request implies that it is
possible for the Gibeonites to atone and that the Lord will accept the deaths for such. The
Gibeonites have a different purpose in I and B. They never ask to atone but to kill. While
“to the Lord™” may imply a verb of offering or bringing, their purpose is less overtly cultic;
they desire to kill the sons for retribution. By comparison, the Gibeonites are pious in M’s

description and vindictive in Il and B.

Wihen is Rizpah's Social Status Revealed?

The social outsider Rizpah is mentioned first in verse 8 as the mother of five sons
who were to be killed. M indicates her social status at that point; she is “the concubine of
Saul.” m and B, however, do not mention her status until verse 1 1. Mentioning her social
status for the first time in verse 11 has a surprise effect on the story. The juxtaposition of

the concubine with the king heightens the social disparity, enhancing the force of Rizpah’s
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role; it was a concubine that prompted David to provide proper burial for Saul and

Jonathan.

Rizpah: Grieving Mother or Pious Heroic Figure?

After the Gibeonites kill the Seven, the famine does not end. In M, Rizpah makes a
sackcloth bed upon the rock upon which to lie and grieve. In B and ot, Rizpah stretches
something like a sackcloth tent for herself to the rock. As already mentioned, ’s words
";’:’.is‘_x"){f. "to the rock," are undoubtedly a reference to God. Thus, in M and B, Rizpah,
the concubine, is more than a grieving mother; she is a pious and heroic figure who seeks

the Lord in a time of crisis.

How Long Does Rizpah Wait?

Rizpah fends off the wild animals and the birds for a season of time. In M, she
stays until God intervenes and drops water out of heaven, whereas, in B and M she stays
until water dropped on them out of heaven. In M, Rizpah gets a response from God; God
sends water from heaven. [n Il and B, however, there is no clear indication that God is
involved. As a result, Rizpah appears differently in the versions. In M, God responds by
sending His water on the land as a result of the actions of a grieving mother. In B and I,
Rizpabh is a pious, enduring, grieving mother who seeks the Lord. Although rain eventually

comes to the land, the Lord does not answer her prayer directly and promptly.

Do the Seven Fai! Together or Sevenfold?

All three versions agree the seven sons from Saul’s family were killed. M, B, and
M’s gere’ agree “the Seven fell there together.” M’s keriv states the Seven fell “sevenfold.”
The former makes sense in the context but the latter attracts the attention of the reader. What

does it mean they fell “seven-fold?” As already mentioned, this reading resonates with



78
other places in Hebrew Scripture where God’s judgment comes upon covenant breakers. If
such a connection can be made, the Seven play a typical or figural role, the embodiment of

the cursed. As such, they reap divine punishment.

From Whom and From Where Did David Retrieve the Bones?

After the Seven were killed, they were left exposed for a season of time. After
hearing about Rizpah’s actions, David acquired the bones of Saul and Jonathan from the
Jabesh Gileadites. The three versions differ on the persons from whom David took the
bones and the location from which the Jabesh Gileadites stole the bones. M describes David
taking the bones from the “men of Jabesh Gilead from the wall of Baithsan after the
Philistines had hung them there.” In B he takes them from the “men of the sons of Jabesh
Gilead who stole them from the city square at Baith[san], for the Philistines placed them
there.” In M he takes them from the *‘rulers of Jabesh Gilead who stole them from the city
square at Bethshan where the Philistines hung them.” M agrees with the story as told in
ISam. 31 but  disagrees with it. B allows for another alicrnative; the Philistines first hung
them on the wall and then later placed them in the city square. The significance of this is yet

to be determined.

Were the Bones of the Seven Buried?

The three versions agree David brought up the bones of Saul and Jonathan from
Baithsan but they differ on who gathered the bones of the Seven. The LXX describes David
doing it and the M indicates that more than one person did it. All three stories agree “they
buried” the bones of Saul and Jonathan in Saul’s family tomb, but the LXX and the m differ
about the burial of the Seven. The LXX describes the Seven being buried with the bones of
Saul and Jonathan in the family tomb. M states that “the bones” of the Seven were buried,

implying a length of time after the deaths in which the bodies would decay leaving only the
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bones. Perhaps Rizpah no longer fended off the birds and the beasts from the bodies after
God sent rain. Perhaps God’s rain did not fall for a long time. M does not tell. The reader
is only told that “the bones” of the Seven are buried with Saul’s. Although B does not
mention the bones of the Seven in verse 14, it does mention the gathering of them in verse
13. Thus, B agrees with M’s burial of the bones with Saul’s. . on the other hand, never
mentions the burial of the Seven. Thus, the bunial of Saul's and Jonathan's bones are

important for M but the burial of the Seven is not.

Was the Mother of the Five Sons Merab or Michal?

The stories disagree about the name of the mother of the five sons. M calls her
“Merom” a form of “Merab” and m and B cail her “Michal.” M's Merab is congruent with
what is known about her elsewhere; Merab was the wife of Esdriel son of Barzillai, the
Meholathite (1Sam. 18:19). Also, since Michal is supposed to have died childless (2Sam.
6:23), how can she be the mother of five? In all stories, Rizpah fended off the wild animals
and birds of prey from the bodies, while the mother of five, Merab or Michal, did not. This
does not reflect positively on the mother of five. How can a mother who loses five sons
care less than one who loses two? The disparity in the social status of Rizpah and the
mother of five, heightens the actions of Rizpah and the lack thereof by Merab or Michal. A
concubine is a pious hero and a king’s daughter is apathetic! The emphasis on social
disparity is even greater in M and B where Michal is the mother since by this time in the
narrative she is also the wife of King David. By inference, the story with Michal may also
reflect negatively on David. In political terms, David allowed his step sons to be killed. In
ut, David is aggressive; he chooses them to be killed. David eliminates any possibility of
Michal'’s children becoming heirs to his throne. Thus, by contrasting Rizpah with Merab,

M portrayed Merab as a neglectful mother. B portrays Michal, King David’s wife, as the
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neglectful mother. M portrays both Michal and David negatively since David chose

Michal’s sons for the killings.

V. Theological and Political Interests of M. M. _and B

Having compared the three versions of the story and highlighted the theological and
political interests raised by the stories, I will now summarize the theological and political

interests of each story.

A. The Theological and Political Interests of M
God is an Active Participant in the Story

God is actively involved in M's version of the story. When David seeks the Lord’s
face, the Lord tells him that guilt for the famine rests upon Saul; Ged answers when people
seek His face during times of crisis. Saul’s guilt requires atonement which comes by killing
seven of Saul’s descendants. In M, God chooses the Seven and the Gibeonites kill them on
the mountain before the Lord. The concubine Rizpah makes a bed of sackcloth on a rock
and defends the bodies from the wild beasts and birds of prey until God intervenes: “‘waters
of God fell upon them out of heaven.” When David sees all that Rizpah did he buries the
bones of Saul and Jonathan and the bones of the Seven in the patriarchal tomb and the

reader is told, “God listened to the land after these things.”

Saul is a Guilty Aggressive King

In M, Saul incurred “guilt” upon himself and his family because he killed the
Gibeonites. The Gibeonites describe Saul’s wrong specifically; Saul assaulited them,
pursued them, and planned to wipe them out. By doing this, Saul broke an old covenant

which the Israelites had made with the Gibeonites, thus bringing the curse for such on the
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Israelites. This wrong caused a famine in the land and the killing of seven of his

descendants.

David is a Pious, Innocent and Cooperative King

David’s piety shows forth throughout the story. He seeks the Lord’s face during
this time of national crisis. He calls the Gibeonites in and expresses his desire to atone and
commands the Gibeonites to bless the inheritance of the Lord. Later David is described as
keeping his oath with Jonathan when he spared Jonathan’s son Mephibosheth.

Throughout, David is cooperative but politically distant from the deaths of the sons.
He cooperates by expressing his willingness to give the Gibeonites that which they are
demanding. The Gibeonites command David and the Israelites to give them seven of Saul’s
sons so they might kill them. David gives the sons but it is the Lord who chooses the sons.

David acts again when he hears all Rizpah did in protecting the bodies from the
birds and the beasts. He responds by gathering and bringing up the bones of Saul and
Jonathan from Bethshan along with those of the Seven. Then, he has the bones of them all
buried in Saul’s patriarchal tomb. After the burials the story ends with God hearkening to

the land.

Outsiders Can Be Pious

M portrays social outsiders as pious in several ways. Although the Gibeonites were
clearly wronged by Saul, their stated purpose for killing the Seven is “to atone.” Also, the
Gibeonites’ role in the death of the Seven is ancillary since the Seven are “chosen of the
Lord.” Furthermore, the social outsider Rizpah mourns, prompting God to action; she
makes a bed of sackcloth and defends the bodies until the “waters of God dropped from

heaven.”



Outsiders Can Have Power Over the Israelites as God's Instruments of Judgment

The Gibeonites appear quite powerful in their dialogue with King David. Though
their stated request is to atone, in their charge against Saul, they seek retribution, “He
reasoned to wipe us out. Let us wipe him (Saul) out from having standing in all Israel.”
They even command King David and the Israelites to give them seven sons so they can kill
them, and David gives. It is as though the Gibeonites have all the power and David is at

their beck.

B. The Theological and Political Interests of M

God is Distant From the Executions

The theological emphasis of IR can be seen as much in what is not stated as in what
is stated. After David seeks the Lord’s face, the Lord gives a broad and cryptic statement
about the reason for the famine, “It has to do with Saul and his house of blood.” Unlike the
LXX, M does not describe Saul as guilty. Furthermore, the Gibeonites request that seven
sons be given to them, but It never describes them as “chosen of the Lord.” It is Saul who
is “chosen of the Lord.” Thus, by inference, it is David who chooses the Seven and the
Lord is distant from the executions.

When Rizpah makes a sackcloth tent “to the rock,” that is, to the Lord, 2 is
ambiguous about God’s response. The rain that falls is not “the waters of God out of
heaven” but “water from the heavens.” Furthermore, the reader is not told how long
Rizpah waited for the rain. It leaves open the possibility that she stayed until the seasonal
rain fell five or six months later. The Lord listens to the land only after David buries the

fallen King Saul while the burial of the Seven is not important in 1.
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Saul is the Lord’s Chosen and an Ideal King

By comparison with the LXX, I ts much more positive about Saul. Again, the view
of Saul espoused by m is seen as much in what is not stated as in what is stated. For
instance, Saul is never described as guilty. Furthermore, the Gibeonites never say Saul
pursued/persecuted them. Saul only “‘devised” against them. The Gibeonites never say,
“Let us wipe out Saul” but rather describe themselves as the ones who were wiped out.

m'’s positive reflection on Saul can also be seen in the location of the killings. The
Gibeonites ask for seven sons of Saul so that they might kill them “in Gibeah of Saul,
chosen of the Lord.” Gibeah was the location of Saul’s home, the place where the Spirit
empowered him, changed heart and subsequent prophesying. Though shocking in the
mouths of the Gibeonites, this location reminds the reader that Saul was the Lord’s chosen,
a king anointed by a prophet, and as such associated with the prophetic movement.

The way m distinguishes between the bones of the Seven and those of Saul and
Jonathan also reflects positively on Saul. M’s ketiv describes the Seven falling “seven-fold™
probably associating them with the accursed. As already mentioned, a description of the
Seven falling “seven-fold” resonates with Lev. 26 where the Lord wams he will punish
covenant breakers “seven-fold” (vs. 18). For the covenant breakers, the Lord will make the
skies to be like bronze, (vs. 19) multiply their afflictions “seven times” (vs. 21), and afflict
them for their sins *‘seven times” over (vs. 24). If such a connection can be made, the
Seven are associated with the accursed falling ““seven-fold.” This explains why the bones
of the Seven are never buried and the bones of Saul are. Saul is not like the accursed. In
fact, the sole reason for the Lord’s hearkening to the land is David’s burial of Saul’s and
Jonathan’s bones. Saul is the Lord’s chosen, a prophetically anointed king, who deserved

proper burial.
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David Takes Initiative in the Death of the Seven Which is Not Required and is Neglectful
for Not Burying Saul

By comparison, David is viewed less positively in m than in the LXX. Although
David is described in some positive ways (he prays, wishes to atone), I portrays him as an
active and willful participant in the killing of the Seven. He is involved in the choosing of
the Seven when it is not required. They said, “Let seven of his sons be given to us.”
Anyone could have given them but David said, “I will give.” That is, David had the
opportunity to distance himself from the killings but he chose the opposite.

m’s singular construct T°I13, making Saul the antecedent of “chosen” in verse 6,
also points to an emphasis in I on David’s involvement in the killings. Since Saul is the
“chosen,” M implies that David chose the Seven. Which of Saul’s sons did David choose?
He chose two sons from the concubine Rizpah and five sons from Michal. By this time in
the narrative, Michal is David’s wife. According to the Samuel narrative, Michal was
married to David, given to Paltiel by Saul, and then given back to David. The details of the
narrative in Samuel resist Michal as the mother, since she does not bear children, at least by
David. Read as is, although incongruent with the larger narrative, David chose the sons of
his estranged wife to die. This can hardly be positive toward David, especially when he is
an active participant in the choosing.

Afterwards, it was reported to David how Rizpah, the mother of the two, kept the
the birds and the beasts from eating the corpses. This report prompted David to provide
proper burial for Saul in his patriarchal tomb. Rizpah’s social status, a concubine of Saul,
is mentioned for the first time in the story. The contrast is shocking; a concubine prompts a
king to action. Why did he not bury Saul’s bones earlier? Why does a concubine need to
inspire a king? This is shameful to David. Is a king a great leader who has to be shamed by
a concubine to do what the law requires?

The end of the story drives home the less positive commentary about David. The

bones of Saul and Jonathan are buried in Saul’s ancestral tomb but the Il never mentions
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the burial of the Seven. Thus, the sole reason for God’s hearkening to the land is David’s
action to bury the bones of Saul, and it has nothing to do with the burial of the Seven. Put
differently, David’s neglect of burying Saul's and Jonathan's bones kept God from
listening to the land. By implication, David was as complicious as Saul for the divine curse

on Israel’s land.

Outsiders Can Serve as Pious Heroic Figures in Israel

After the death of the Seven, Rizpah stretches her sackcloth “to the rock”, that is, to
God. As such, she exemplifies what Israel should do during times of crisis. It notes the
words “to the rock’ occur three times, and it is possible to regard the phrase as
hermeneutic. The contexts of the other two references (Isaiah 30:29; 51:1) remind the
reader that God longs to be gracious and compassionate to his people, to restore them if
they will repent when divine judgment comes. Rizpah’s stretching her sackcloth “to the
rock,” pushes the reader to look beyond the story to view her as a figure of hope. Rizpah
embodies what Israel should do during times of divine judgment. And, her social status as
a concubine reminds the reader that even those with low social status can inspire recalcitrant
[sraelites, even kings, to make decisions that will lead to the restoration of God’s people

and their land. As such, Rizpah is a figure of hope in lU’s story.

Ouwusiders Do Not Atone

The Gibeonites’ stated purpose for the Seven in Il is retribution; they seek “to
impale them to the Lord.” Although there are cultic implications in that request, they do not
say they wish to atone as in M and other LXX texts. Atonement by outsiders is not possible

in ut.



86

Outsiders Are Not Aggressive Towards Kings Even When They Are Functioning as
Instruments of Divine Judgment

In contrast to the LXX, the Gibeonites in It are less aggressive and more positive
about Saul in their interaction with David. Again, more is seen by what the Gibeonites do
not say than by what they say. Inm, the Gibeonites never say, “‘Let us wipe out Saul.”
Instead, they say, “We were wiped out.” The Gibeonites never command David to “give”
seven sons of Saul. They use the third person passive, “Let seven sons be given.” They
call Saul and not the Seven “chosen of the Lord.” These differences provide a cumulative
effect on the story. The Gibeonites, though instruments of divine judgment, are not

aggressive in their request for retribution against Saul.

C. The Theological and Political Interests of B

Saul’s Kingship Was Quite Negative and lllegitimate

Of the three versions, B is the most negative toward Saul and his family. Like all
LXX MSS, B describes Saul as guilty because he killed the Gibeonites. B’s triple conflation
includes a harsh statement: Saul “killed with bloody violence.” Later in the story, the
Gibeonites describe Saul as the man who *“made up his mind against them.” The same
words are used only in 1Sam. 20:34 where Jonathan grieves because Saul had made up his
mind to try to kill David. As such, it reminds the reader of Saul’s pattern to attempt to
destroy his perceived foes, even persons who are part of God’s people--David and the
Gibeonites. In that way, Saul shows himself to be an enemy of God and God’s people.

Like the other LXX MSS, B describes Saul pursuing the Gibeonites, but B alone
describes Saul as one who “deceived.” As already mentioned, this sets up ironic resonance
with other biblical stories: the Gibeonite deception in Joshua 9; Michal’s deception when
she helped David flee from Saul in 1Sam. 19; Saul’s deception of the necromancer at Endor

in 1Sam. 28. To be called a deceiver is negative for Saul.
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As a result, the Gibeonites request that someone give seven sons of Saul so they
can kill them “in Gibeon of Saul.” Saul’s connection with Gibeon may connote that Saul’s
kingship was illegitimate. According to the Chronicler, Saul’s genealogy is not linked to
one of the twelve tribes of Israel. Saul’s great-grandfather was “the father of Gibeon™ and
not from one of Jacob’s twelve sons. As such, the Gibeonites were from the same town as
Saul’s ancestors. Whether Saul ever made his headquarters in Gibeon, as hypothesized by
Blenkinsopp, is irrelevant to the theological force of the narrative.3 If Saul’s ancestry was
Canaanite and not Israelite, he did not fit the criteria for an Israelite king as prescribed in
Dt. 17:15, “Do not place a foreigner over you, one who is not a brother Israelite.” As such,
“Saul of Gibeon” probably hints at Saul’s illegitimacy as a king. By contrast, the tribes of
Israel could say of David that he was their own flesh and blood (2Sam. 5:1).

If the above mentioned assumptions are correct, B’s version presents Saul as a
violent killer, an enemy at times of God and God’s people, a deceiver, and a illegitimate
king. B’s version ends like the rest of the LXX versions, with Saul's and Jonathan's bones
being buried in Saul’s father’s tomb. Though Saul, his family, and his kingship are quite

negative, he still deserves to receive proper burial in his ancestral tomb.

David is a Pious, Innocent and Cooperative King

B’s description of David is almost the same as M’s. He is pious. He seeks the Lord
during a time of national crisis. The Lord tells David that Saul’s guilt is the reason for the
famine. He expresses his desire to atone. He keeps his oath by sparing Jonathan’s son
Mephibosheth. Throughout, David is a king who seeks the Lord.

As in M, David cooperates with the Gibeonite request to kill the sons by giving the
Seven. Though the Gibeonites did not require David’s involvement in the giving—-they

said, “Let someone give”--David steps forward to give the sons. David’s giving indicates

3Blenkensopp, “Did Saul Make Gibeon His Capital,” 1-7.
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cooperation and is not a breach of David’s oath not to wipe out Saul’s sons since the sons
are “‘chosen of the Lord.” David responds when he hears about Rizpah’s heroic acts by
gathering and bringing up the bones of Saul and Jonathan and those of the Seven. David
has all of them buried in Saul’s patriarchal tomb and the story ends with God hearkening to

the land.

God was Actively Involved in the Killing of the Seven

B’s portrayal of God is similar to M’s. God answers David when he seeks the Lord.
God's pronouncement of guilt upon Saul and his murderous house is more negative to Saul
than any other version. As in the rest of the LXX, David gives the Seven sons but the Lord

chooses them. As such, the Lord is actively involved in the killing of the Seven.

God Does not Respond Promptly to Rizpah’s Grief

The Lord does not respond to Rizpah'’s grief by sending the “waters of God out of
heaven™ as in M. The rain that falls upon them is only “water from the sky” and that only
after a length of time. The story is silent about God’s involvement in sending the rain.
Also, in all MSS, the “bones” were gathered (vs. 13). This assumes enough time lapsed for
the bodies to decompose. Furthermore, God hearkens to the land only after David has all
the bones of Saul and Jonathan and the Seven brought up and buried in their ancestral

tomb. Thus, in B the Lord responds to David’s action but not to Rizpah’s grief.

God Chose to Wipe Out Michal's Sons (An Outsider’s Sons)

As in I, the name of the mother of five is Michal. As already mentioned, according
to the Samuel narrative, Michal is the wrong mother; Michal did not have children and
Merab was the wife of Adriel the Meholathite. Interpreted as is, the story is quite negative

toward Michal. It was God and not David who chooses Michal’s sons to be killed.
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Social Qutsiders Can Prompt God's People to Action

Like the m, B portrays Rizpah crying out to the Lord after the death of her sons but
the Lord does not answer her for a long time. She stretches her sackcloth “to the rock,” but
the rain that eventually comes is only water from the sky and not the “water of God.”
Nonetheless, Rizpah’s pious acts do have their effect. David hears of Rizpah’s actions and
he is prompted to bury all the bones. B and M mention for the first time that Rizpah is a
concubine of Saul. This detail draws attention to the social disparity between Rizpah and
David; a concubine prompts a king to take action. Thus, the piety of social outsiders may
not cause God to act, but it can prompt God’s people, even a king, to act which in turn can

bring about God’s blessing.

Outsiders Can Be Vindictive As Instruments of Divine Judgment
After the Gibeonites described Saul’s wrongdoing, they ask for seven sons of Saul
so they might hang them out in the sun to the Lord. Their request seems to be a desire for

retribution. They want revenge and they get it.

VI. Ideological Contexts of M, I, and B

We turn our attention now to the ideological contexts of each version of the story.
By ideology I mean the “representation of reality, that through which reality is experienced
and mediated.”™ I will look for the cluster of ideas, beliefs, social needs, and aspirations
within which each story is at home. I hope to show that M’s ideological context was
sympathetic towards proselytes and outsiders, that ’s emphasized the prophetic
movement and depreciated Davidic kingship and the role of outsiders, and that B shares an

ideological context similar to the Chronicler.

4A. D. H. Mayes. “Deuteronomistic Ideology and the Theology of the Old Testament,”
JSOT 82, (1999): 61.



A. The Ideological Context of M

Sympathetic Toward Proselytes and Outsiders

The core story and many of the distinct features of M point to an ideological context
sympathetic toward proselytes. Proselytes are secure in their position in Israel because their
agreement to become part of God’s people is binding for all generations. Three such
agreements are mentioned in 2Sam. 21:1-14; two are explicit and one is implied: the
Israelite treaty with the Gibeonites (2Sam. 21:2; Josh. 9); David’s covenant with
Jonathan’s family (2Sam. 21:7; 1Sam. 20:14-17); and David’s oath to Saul not to wipe out
Saul’s name (1Sam. 24:22-23). Saul broke an old agreement between the Israelites and the
Gibeonites and as a result incurred divine punishment on his family and Israel. A famine
ravaged the land of Israel and the Gibeonites are allowed to kill seven of Saul’s sons whom
the Lord chooses. Thus, proselytes have God on their side when they become part of
God’s people.

Proselytes can seek retribution from those who attempt to destroy their position
within Israel. When David calls in the Gibeonites to discuss how he might atone for Saul’s
wrong, the Gibeonites describe Saul's wrong. Then, they seek retribution and are allowed
to have it. They say Saul wiped them out and because of that wish to wipe him out. They
can even command King David and the Israelites to give (2d plural) them seven sons.

Proselytes can also share in the atoning process like others within Israel. The
Gibeonites, like David, express their desire to atone; David wants to atone (2Sam. 21:3) as
do the Gibeonites. They are also able to command a king and the Israelites to give what is
necessary--seven sons--to bring about the atonement. Furthermore, the Gibeonites invoke
God’s involvement and express their cooperation in the atoning process by saying the
Seven would be “chosen of the Lord.” In this way, atonement comes when all of God’s

people--David, the Gibeonites, Rizpah--cooperate with God in the atoning process.
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Outsiders in the community, even those rightfully executed, are protected by Jewish
law against improper treatment. Although God sends rain after Rizpah mourns on
sackcloth, He does not listen to the land until David buries all the bones--the bones of Saul,
Jonathan and the Seven--in their ancestral tomb. This assumes an awareness of Dt. 21:22-
23 which explicitly states that unburied bones defile the land:

When someone is convicted of a crime punishable by death and is executed,

and you hang him on a tree, his corpse must not remain all night upon the

tree; you shall bury him that same day, for anyone hung on a tree is under

God’s curse. You must not defile the land that the Lord your God is giving

you for possession.

The land is defiled, not because of the killings, but because the bodies are left unburied
after the day they expired. Israel cannot enjoy God’s blessing on the land if they mistreat
outsiders.

Thus, M’s version is sympathetic to proselytes and outsiders in that it illustrates the
security of their position in the community, their power to seek retribution against those

who try to destroy them, equal participation in the atonement process, and equal protection

under the law.

B. The Ideological Context of it

Interest in Saul’s Connection with the Prophetic Movement

One of the distinctive characteristics of I is the connection between Saul and the
prophetic movement; It is the only version that connects Saul with Gibeah. As already
mentioned, Gibeah was the location of Saul’s empowering by God's Spint, his subsequent
prophesying, and his changed heart. As already indicated, it has a much more positive
view of Saul than the LXX versions: Saul is r.ever described as guilty; he never pursues the
Gibeonites; the Gibeonites never ask to wipe Saul out but instead call Saul the Lord’s

chosen; the burial of Saul’s bones at the end of the story was the sole reason for the Lord
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listening to the land. M’s positive portrayal of Saul coupled with Saul’s connection with the
prophetic movement, provides a window into ’s ideological context. m’s ideological
context probably looked to the prophetic movement for its ideals and as such saw Saul as
an ideal Israelite king.

The interest in the prophetic movement is also seen in the marginal gloss regarding
Rizpah’s use of sackcloth; she stretched the sackcloth to herself “to the rock.” I have
already argued that m’s note, which indicates the words “to the rock™ occur three times, is
hermeneutic. “To the rock™ occurs twice in Isaiah (30:29; 51:1) where God is described
longing to restore his people if they will repent. The passages read alongside 2Sam. 21:1-
14, present a vision of hope for God’s people through the prophetic message.

From these connections with the prophetic, it can be inferred that prophetic
kingship and the prophetic movement were important to I’s ideological context. Saul was
probably seen as an ideal king because of his connections with the prophetic movement and
Rizpah was an ideal Israelite woman who embodied the essence of what Israel should do

during times of national crisis according to the prophetic word in Isaiah.

Davidic Kingship was Depreciated

I portrays David in a less positive way than the LXX. In t, David is intentionally
involved in Killing the Seven; David gives the Seven when he could have distanced himself
from the killings and he chooses five sons from his estranged wife Michal to die. Though
Rizpah grieves and seeks the Lord, the narrative does not describe God answering her. 1t
emphasizes the length of time of her vigil, “from the beginning of the harvest until water
dropped upon them from the sky.” Her vigil can be understood as having no effect on the
Lord, but it did have an effect on David. Rizpah’s actions shamed David into burying the
bones of Saul and Jonathan. God hearkened because David buried Saul's and Jonathan's

bones. One of the distinct characteristics of ’s ideology is the absence of the burial of the
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Seven at the end of the story. This is positive for Saul but negative for David. Saul’s bones
are distinguished from those of the Seven. Saul, the Lord’s chosen, a king associated with
the prophetic movement, deserves to be buried, whereas, the Seven who were killed
because of Saul’s wrong against the Gibeonites are not buried. David’s neglect in burying
Saul and Jonathan emphasizes David’s failure. The sole reason for God’s not hearkening to
the land had to do with David and had nothing to do with Rizpah’s vigil or the burial of the
Seven. It can be inferred from this that Saul’s kingship was important to M’s ideological

context and that David’s was depreciated.

Violence Against Saul’s Sons By the Gibeonites is Not Allowed

m is different from the LXX regarding the responsibility for the killing of the Seven.
The LXX is clear that Saul is responsible for the famine because of his killing the
Gibeonites. The Gibeonites describe Saul’s violence against them and then ask to wipe out
Saul from having standing in Israel. Their request for the seven sons involves the Lord’s
choosing and therefore implies that God condones their deaths. The It tells a different story
in this regard. 0U’s ideological context does not aliow the Gibeonites to seek retribution
against Saul’s family. As well, the Gibeonite charge against Saul is less violent in ; Saul
struck them and devised against them but he did not wipe them out. Furthermore, t’s
awkward 33T%3 in verse S does not allow the Gibeonites to request to wipe out Saul.
Also, s singular bound form 12 modifies Saul and not the Seven indicating the
Lord’s choosing Saul and not the Seven. Thus, in o, the Lord is distant from the killings
and at no point is violence (verbal or physical) condoned against Saul by the Gibeonites. It
may be inferred from this that the ideological context of it did not allow violence by non-

Jews against Jews even for retribution.
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Depreciation of the Role of Outsiders

After the Seven were killed, M describes Rizpah taking sackcloth and stretching it to
the rock--to God. m implies a long time for Rizpah’s vigil, from the beginning of the barley
harvest until water dropped from the sky. As already mentioned, if the rain that came was
the autumn rains, then Rizpah watched over the bodies for five or six months and the only
rain which came was probably the seasonal rains. Thus, M reflects an ideological context
in which social outsiders may influence Israelites to action but they cannot move God’s

heart.

The Importance of Congruity with the Torah

Compared to the LXX, m’s statement about the reason for the famine is broad and
vague: “It has to do with Saul and his murderous house because he killed the Gibeonites.”
1U's “murderous house™ evokes more than Saul's own violence; it also extends the
responsibility to include those around him, such as Doeg's killing the priests of Nob
(1Sam. 22:18) or even beyond his death to his general Abner's murder of Asahel (2Sam.
2:23). Why does it matter that Saul’s sons are implicated along with Saul for the reason for
the famine? Perhaps it has to do with a perceived contradiction with Dt. 24:16 which
specifically states, “Parents shall not be put to death for their children, nor shall children be
put to death for their parents; only for their own crimes may persons be put to death.” As
reads, Saul’s sons do not die for Saul’s crime; they die for their own. Whether it can be
proved that ’s Vorlage changed the text to comply with the law in Deuteronomy or not is
inconsequential for our purposes. ’s version does comply with the law and can be read
without an apparent contradiction. Thus, it may be inferred from this reading that congruity

with the Torah was important in iit’s ideological context.
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C. The Ideological Context of B

Biblical Stories Can Inform Other Biblical Stories

B’s version has several verbal connections with other biblical stories. Some of these
connections portray Saul as a violent and illegitimate king who brought disaster on Israel.
Another portrays David potentially as a Moses-type figure. The cumulative effect of these
verbal connections pushes the reader to interpret the story within the larger context of
Hebrew Scripture. It may be inferred that B’s ideological context valued this type of

interpretation. I will explore these connections below.

Illegitimate Kingship Brings Violence and Disaster On Israel

Of the three versions, B alone describes the Gibeonites requesting to kill the Seven
in “Gibeon of Saul.” As already noted, Saul’s association with Gibeon reminds the reader
that Saul’s genealogy is not Israelite but Canaanite (1Chr. 8:29-33; 9:35-39). As such, and
if we can assume an awareness of the qualifications of an Israelite king from Dt. 17:14-15,
this connection with Gibeon suggests that Saul is an illegitimate king:

When you have come into the land that the Lord your God is giving you, and have
taken possession of it and settled in it, and you say, “I will set a king over me, like
all the nations that are around me,” you may indeed set over you a king whom the
Lord your God will choose. One of your own community you may set as king over
you; you are not permitted to put a foreigner over you, who is not of your own
community.

In verse 5, the Gibeonites charge that “Saul made up his mind against us,” using a
phrase that is found elsewhere only in 1Sam. 20:33-34. The parallel draws into the story
Saul’s violence and readiness to kill. In 1Sam. 20, David had fled from Saul after Saul
attempted to kill him. In a clandestine meeting, David and Jonathan discuss David's safety.
Together they pledge themselves to protect David and Jonathan’s family. Jonathan commits
to discover Saul’s intent regarding David and to communicate that to David. In Jonathan's

discussion with Saul, Saul’s anger flares up at Jonathan and he throws his spear at

Jonathan. Then, Jonathan knows that his father has “made up his mind against’” David.
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Saul’s violence is unpredictable, even to the extent that, in a sudden outburst, he tries to kill
his son. Thus, it is possible to see B’s phrase *‘made up his mind against” as hermeneutic, a
commentary on Saul’s violent kingship.

In B alone, the Gibeonites describe Saul as one who “deceived them.” As already
mentioned, this charge sets up ironic resonances between this and other biblical stories of
deception. In Josh. 9, the ancestors of the Gibeonites won their place in Israel by a ruse.
They whose descendants were deceptive now complain about Saul’s deception. In 1Sam.
19, Saul’s daughter Michat deceived Saul by helping David escape when Saul’s men were
trying to kill David. Like father, like daughter. Finally, in 1Sam. 28, Saul deceived the
witch at Endor to call up Samuel from the grave. Saul’s duplicity reveals his character the
night before his death. Saul was a deceiver and as such was a pitiful example for an
Israelite king.

The cumulative affect of B’s connections to other biblical stories as mentioned
above, presents a quite negative portrait of Saul: Saul is guilty; he killed with “bloody
violence™; he pursued; he deceived to utterly destroy the Gibeonites. It may be inferred
from this that B’s ideological context perceived Saul as an example of what happens when
an illegitimate king comes to power in I[srael; his kingship is characterized by violence and

deception.

Legitimate Kings Serve Like Moses

Seeing the verbal connections that B’s version has with other biblical stories raises
the possibility that B's elegant 1st person singular aorist subjunctive £éEtAdcmpon, “I might
atone,” is another such connection. EElAdowuat occurs only in Ex. 32:30 where Moses
proposes to make propitiation for the people of Israel after they made the golden calf. In the

context, Moses functions as a priest, interceding for God’s people who are about to be
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destroyed because of their idolatry. If we can assume a connection, David may be cast in

the priestly function here similar to Moses.

VII. Proposed Settings for M, I, and B

This study has attempted to show that the MSS M Il and B present different versions
of the biblical story found in 2 Samuel 21:1-14, which reflect different theological and
political interests. These distinct versions have been shrouded in the last one hundred and
fifty years primarily because critical scholars and translators have fixated on recreating a
hypothetical oldest text. However, these different versions are available to the modem
reader because group(s) of people preserved them as sacred Scripture. Unfortunately, there
is not enough data independent of these narratives, to locate the different versions of the
story within particular historical and religious settings. If a linear relationship between the
three versions can be assumed, a chronological sequence which makes sense of the data is
M, B, and 0, as [ will explain below. Whether M and B correspond to the OG and the kaige
recension is beyond the scope of this work. Since the discovery of the manuscripts in the
Judean Desert proved that more than one type of Hebrew text of Samuel existed in
Palestine during the first century B.C., a linear relationship among the three versions is not
required. At the least, M, B and I are three different versions of the same story which
reflect different theological and political interests. I will summarize what is known about
the three MSS traditions, propose a chronological sequence which makes sense of the data,

and from that, propose settings for each version.

A. The Dating and a Brief Description of MSS M, I, and B

As already mentioned, the manuscripts discovered at Qumran verified that a
plurality of Hebrew texts existed in Palestine between the third century B.C. and the first

century A.D. After the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in A.D. 70 and the conflicts
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between Jews and Christians about the variances between the Hebrew and LXX texts in the
first and second centuries A.D., the Jews retranslated the Hebrew Bible into Greek to
reflect the received Hebrew text, and the old LXX versions became the Bible for many
Christians. It is no surprise thus that the MSS M and B were discovered among Christians
and the M among Jews.

Manuscript B, Codex Vaticanus, is the oldest manuscript of the three. It probably
dates to the fourth century A.D.5 and has been housed in the Vatican Library, Rome, since
at least the late fifteenth century except for a brief trip to Paris during the Napoleonic wars.
B’s 759 leaves include every book of the Greek Old Testament6 except 1-4 Maccabees.”

Manuscript M, Codex Coislinianus, dates to the sixth or seventh century A.D. 8
consists of 227 leaves and covers with lacuna the Old Testament books Genesis 1:1-
1Kings 8:40.9 It was acquired in the East in the middle of the 17th century and still resides
at Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris.

m is represented in the Leningrad Codex B 194 which was written in A.D. 1008,
and is the oldest manuscript of the complete Hebrew Bible. Although M’s vocalization,

accentuation, and the apparatus of the Masoretic notes were added during the Middle Ages,

SSwete. Introduction, 128; Jellicoe, Septuagint, 179, note 3.
6B lacks Gen.1:1-46:28. 2Sam. 2:5-7, 10-13 and Ps. 105:27-137:6.

7Jellicoe points out that Rahlfs was the first to definitely associate B with Athanasius “on
the ground that the number and order of the books in both the Old and New Testaments of this manuscript
correspond exactly to the Canon of Scripture as given in his 39th Festal Letter of A.D. 367..." Jellicoe,
Septuagint, 178-79, citing A. Rahlfs, “Alter und Heimat der vatikanischen Bibelhandschrift”, NKGW,
Phil.-hist. LL. i (1899), 72-79.

8B. Montfaucon, Bibliotheca Coisliniana, from Swete, Intro., 140.

9Gen. 1:1-34:2; 38:24-Num. 29:23; 31:4-Josh.10:6; 22:34-Ruth 4:19; 1Sam. 1:1-4:19:
10:19-14:26; 25:33 - 1Kgs. 8:40.
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its consonantal framework reflects an ancient tradition that was in existence more than a

thousand years earlier.10

B. The Chronological Sequence of M, ., and B

Dependency and development are required for establishing a chronological
sequence of the MSS. Although a great deal of the verbal dependency is apparent (88%),
certainty about dependency among the three versions is still out of reach. Development,

however, does seem apparent in two of the versions as I will discuss below.

B Appears to be a Developed Text

In B, the Gibeonites express their desire to kill the seven sons of Saul in “Gibeon of
Saul,” whereas, M and the It, reflecting the same Hebrew consonants, have “‘on the hill of
Saul” and “in Gibeah of Saul” respectively. Since the great majority of Greek MSS read “on
the hill” and since the MSS which have “in Gibeon” are from the late recensions only,
“Gibeon” is probably a late alteration of an earlier Greek text with *“‘on the hill.” The affect
of the “Gibeon” reading on the story is to enhance the already negative description of Saul
in the LXX, reminding the reader of Saul’s genealogy in Chronicles, and probably hinting at
Saul’s illegitimacy as king of Israel. According to 1Chr. 9:35-39, Saul is the son of Kish,
son of Ner, son of Jeiel, the father of Gibeon. The Hebrew book of Samuel, on the other
hand, does not connect Saul with Gibeon. According to 1Sam. 9:1, Saul is the son of
Kish, son of Abiel, son of Zeror, son of Becorath, son of Aphiah, a Benjaminite.
Chronicles, on the other hand, links Saul’s ancestors twice with Gibeon.!! If Walters is

correct, that the Chronicler links Saul to the ancient Canaanite city of Gibeon rather than to

10Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minncapolis: Fortress Press, 1992),

1 Chr. 8:29-33 and 9:35-39
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one of Jacob’s twelve sons,12 B’s version is quite negative toward Saul since Israelite
kings are supposed to be selected only from among the Israelites (Dt. 17:15). As such, B’s
version presents Saul’s kingship as illegitimate and explains ultimately why he was
rejected.

Two other developments in B present Saul also in a negative light. B’s Greek phrase
in 2Sam. 21:5, Saul “made up his mind against us,” is found elsewhere only in 1Sam.
20:33-34. The parallel draws into the story Saul’s readiness to kill both David and
Jonathan. In 2Sam. 21:5, B also refers to Saul as one “who deceived.” As already noted,
this reference sets up strong ironic resonances between this and other biblical stories about
deceptiveness.!3 Since these differences occur only in what are considered the late
recensions, B appears to be a developed text and later than M in a chronological sequence.

B also shows what is probably a development with the formal and elegant future
subjunctive form of “bless” in vs. 3 where the rest of the LXX MSS have the future
indicative. B's form occurs elsewhere only in Ex. 32:30 where Moses functions like a
priest, proposing to make propitiation for the people of Israel after they made the golden
calf. The fact that such a connection can be made in the Greek text, suggests that B is a
developed text. If a connection was intended, David is cast into the priestly function here

similar to Moses.

M Appears to be a Developed Text
There are four minuses in the Hebrew which point to intentional development in
s version. In 2Sam. 21:1 of I, God does not say that “guilt’” rests upon Saul like all

Greek versions. Furthermore, the Gibeonites do not say that Saul “pursued/persecuted”

2walters. “Saul and Gibeon,” 61-76.

josh. 9:22; 1Sam. 19:17; 28:12
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them, or planned “to utterly destroy” them in vs. 5. As already explained, the awkwardness
of M’s reading, especially with the absence of the *to utterly destroy” verb, may show
evidence of revision from an alternative Hebrew version. Also, in vs. 14, T has a minus
where all LXX versions mention the burial of the bones of the Seven. The cumulative effect
of these minuses points to intentionality and the development in the story toward a less
negative description of Saul.

Three other readings that occur only in I point also to development in M. In 2Sam.
21:5, m’s vocalization of the “destroy” verb is different from that of the LXX. As a result,
the Gibeonites say, “we were destroyed” rather than “let us destroy him.” M’s verb is
awkward in the larger context and reverses the direction of the action “wipe out” so that the
Gibeonites are not able to say “let us wipe him out.” M is probably a developed text here.

In 2Sam. 21:6, m also has a different vocalization of the Hebrew consonants
expected by M for the location of the execution of the Seven. M describes the Gibeonites
requesting to kill the sons *“‘on the hill” while M describes them requesting to kill them “in
Gibeah.” The “Gibeah” reading allows the story to resonate with other Samuel passages
about Saul and Gibeah, reminding the reader that Gibeah is positive for Saul. As well, ’s
“in Gibeah” does not occur in any LXX MSS, and in conjunction with ’s other pro-Saulide
readings, it points to a developed text.

Similarly, in 2Sam. 21:6, Mt has the singular construct “‘chosen” while all LXX MSS
except the hexaplaric, expect the plural. The singular form identifies Saul rather than the
Seven as the chosen of the Lord. The singular “chosen” reading can be added to the other

pro-Saul readings of M which point to development.

Material Shared by B and 1t Point to Development
In 2Sam. 21:6, B and It have the 3d person singular form of “give”, whereas, M

has the 2d person plural imperative, “you give.” B and Il appear to be developed texts here



since M’s 2d plural form is supported by a similar form in 4QSam?. As such, B and
present the Gibeonites as less demanding of David.

In 2Sam. 21:10, B and It describe Rizpah pitching a sackcloth tent “to the rock”,
whereas, M and other LXX MSS describe her making a bed *““‘upon the rock.” As already
mentioned, M has glossed the words “to the rock™ with the notation that they occur three
times. The other passages in which “to the rock’ occur are in Is. 30:29 and 51:1 and it is
possible to regard the notation as hermeneutic. The marginal reference associates the
Samuel passage with prophetic oracles which emphasize disobedience, penitence, and
restoration. As such, it and B appear to be developed versions of the story enriched by

their verbal connection with another Scripture.

M as an Earlier Version in the Chronological Sequence

Since much of the three versions of 2 Samuel 21:1-14 is exactly the same (88%),
and since M is the least developed of the three versions, it is plausible to assume that M is
the earliest of the three versions in chronological sequence. According to current theories of
the history of Greek text, the OG is potentially found in readings different from the m,
where the differences cannot be explained as transmissional errors and where the
differences are not hexaplaric.14 According to such a theory, M’s would be closest to the

OG. Certainty about M’s connection with a supposed OG, however, is out of reach since M

14 Although M is hexaplaric in the Pentateuch (Swete, [ntroduction, 140 Jellicoe,
Septuagint. 196-197). it rarely, if at all, is influenced by the Hexapla in I Samuel (Sebastian P. Brock, The
Recensions of the Septuagint Version of I Samuel {Torino: Silvio Zamorani, 1996}, 305-306), and not at
all in 2Sam. 21:1-14. MSS Acx are the best witnesses to the hexaplaric text in 2Sam. 11-24; Dominique
Barthélemy, Les Devanciers D" Aquila (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1963), 138-139. M differs from the hexaplaric
MSS Ax 36 times in 2Sam. 21:1-14. Of these, A agrees with B 23 times and the two times M agrees with
Ax against B they are not hexaplaric. In 2.21:3, AXMN rell Thdt have éEldAdoopar where only Bg have
eEldaowuat. In 2.21:6, AMN rell 86te where Bhx have 86tw. In the latter, the hexaplaric MSS are split.
In the former, the other MSS associated with the non-hexaplaric in Samuel, yazEth, have €€llacouat.
Brock's conclusions about 1| Samuel may be the case with 2 Samuel, that MN+ are of greatest importance
and have frequently been overlooked as an excetlent source for the original LXX; Brock, Recensions, 306.
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has readings where such judgments cannot be made. Furthermore, it is not important to

establish M as the OG for this thesis.

C. M’s Setting
As already mentioned, M’s theological and political interests include the following:

Saul as a guilty aggressive king; David as a pious, innocent and cooperative king; God as
an active participant; outsiders as pious, powerful instruments of God’s judgment, and
people who can prompt God to act. Although there is not enough independent data to
establish a historical setting for M, M reflects a similar political and theological milieu to that
of the Chronicler. All the major emphases of M’s version of 2Sam. 21:1-14 are emphases
of Chronicles.

According to Chronicles, Saul was a failure as a king. IChr. 10:13-14 clearly states
that Sauvl’s kingdom was taken from him and given to David:

So Saul died for his unfaithfulness; he was unfaithful to the Lord in that he

did not keep the command of the Lord; moreover, he had consulted a

medium, seeking guidance, and did not seek guidance from the Lord.

Therefore the Lord put him to death and tumed the kingdom over to David

son of Jesse.

A comparison of the description of Saul’s death in 1Chr. 10:6 with its parallel
passage in 1Sam. 31:6, indicates that the Chroniclers’ negative view of Saul extends also to
his descendants. In 1Chr. 10:6, Saul, his three sons and “all his house died together,”
whereas, 1Sam. 31:6 does not mention Saul’s house dying. It was Saul’s “armor-bearer
and all his men” who died with Saul. Furthermore, after the description of Saul’s rejection
in 1Chr. 10:13-14, Saul’s descendants are never mentioned again in Chronicles. By
contrast, 2Sam. 1-4 describes Saul’s son Ishbosheth as a rival king over Israel who wars
against David for seven years and six months. Furthermore, Saul has seven descendants

left who can die in 2Sam. 21. Thus, for the Chronicler, everything that happened to Saul’s

descendants after his death was insignificant for his purpose since he was a rejected King.
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Chronicles, like M’s version of 2Sam. 21:1-14, describes David in positive
terms.!3 Although much of 1 Chronicles parallels 1 and 2 Samuel, the selective omissions
and additions project the positive aspects about David and ignore the negative. For
example, most of the story of David’s decline is missing (2Sam. 9-20; 1 Kgs.1- 2),
including the story of his sin with Bathsheba. As well, the largest addition of new material
in Chronicles presents David as the progenitor of the cultic traditions of Israel.

Chronicles, like M’s version, presents God as an active participant: God puts
people to death (1Chr. 10:14); He strikes people with diseases (2Chr. 26:20). God even
uses outsiders to bring about destruction on the unfaithful Israelites (2Chr. 21:16; 22:7;
33:9,11).

The conclusion drawn from M’s similarities with Chronicles is that M is at home in
the same ideological environment as that of the Chronicler. Chronicles was written during
the Persian period (ca. 538-333 B.C.), possibly ca. 400 B.C.16 This does not mean that
M'’s translation was completed during the time of the Chronicler. M could represent a
Vorlage much older than the Chronicler, and M’s translation could have occurred much
later. It does, however, verify that M’s ideological emphases are at home among some

Jews before the third century B.C.

I5Most scholars agree that a central focus of the books of Chronicles is David and the
Davidic dynasty. Representatives of this positive view of David in Chronicles include the following: A.C.

Welch, The Work of the Chronicler, Its Purpose and Its Date (London: Oxford, 1939); D. N. Freedman,

*The Chronicler’s Purpose,” CBQ 23 (1961), 436-442; R. North, “Theology of the Chronicler.” JBL. 82

(1963), 369-381; P. R. Ackroyd. “The Theology of the Chronicler,” Lexington Theological Quarterly 8
(1973). 101-116; Jacob M. Myers, 1 Chronicles;: AB 12 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1973); H. G. M.

Williamson. ] _and 2 Chronigles; NCBC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982).

16Myecrs, I Chronicles, LXXXVII-LXXXIX.
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D. nt’s Setting

It is not surprising that M’s version of 2Sam. 21:1-14 is reflected in rabbinic
literature.!” The discovery of the MSS in the Judean Desert provided evidence that there
was more than one form of many biblical books in Palestine between the third century B.C.
and the first century A.D. At some point near the end of the first century A.D. or during the
first part of the second century A.D., the proto-Masoretic text seems to have became fixed
or at least much less fluid. There is no evidence that the solidification of the Hebrew text
took place because of the work of an official council at Jamnia as many have assumed. 18
The situation was probably as Tov argues:

There was no stabilization . . . or standardization bringing about what is

often called the ‘victory of the proto-Masoretic family.” The situation was

probably an outcome of political and socio-religious factors. . . It is not that

M triumphed over the other texts, but rather, that those who fostered it

probably constituted the only organized group which survived the

destruction of the Second Temple.
The proto-ilt was sustained by this group and was accepted as authoritative by all Jewish

communities from the 2d century onward. It was out of this group that rabbinic Judaism

came. U’s similarities with rabbinic literature are summarized below.

Saul is Appreciated

Like the m, the rabbinic literature presents Saul in a less negative manner than the
LXX. M’s broader focus for the reason for the famine than only Saul’s guilt is similarly
expressed in the rabbinic literature. The statement, “It has to do with Saul and his bloody

house, because he killed the Gibeonites,” is both a statement for and against Saul. “For

I7A critical analysis of rabbinic interpretation is beyond the scope of this thesis. [ have used
as my source a simplified form of the rabbinic literature as found in Louis Ginzberg's, Legends of the Jews
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1942) and the English transiation of the Babylonian
Talmud, edited by Rabbi Dr. I. Epstein (New York: Traditional Press).

18Tov, Textual Criticism, 195.
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Saul” means because Saul was not mourned for in a proper manner.!? This statement
broadens the reason for the famine to include David and the Israelites for not providing
proper burial for Saul. “Because he killed the Gibeonites™ refers to Saul’s killing the
inhabitants of Nob, the city of the priests, whereby he indirectly killed the Gibeonites since
the priests supplied them with water and food.20 Although justice for Saul’s wrong against
the Gibeonites still needed to be served, rabbinic literature describes Saul as forgiven for
this wrong since Samuel said, “‘Tomorrow shalt thou and thy sons be with me,’” and Rabbi
Johanan said: ‘With me means, in my compartment [in Paradise].’”"2! Saul’s innocence is
further substantiated by a divine affirmation. When the Gibeonites say, “We will hang them
unto the Lord in Gibeah of Saul, the chosen of the Lord,” it was a divine voice and not the

Gibeonites that proclaims Saul “the chosen of the Lord.”22

David is Perceived Negatively

According to the rabbinic literature, David was in the wrong because he did not
provide proper burial for Saul, because he gave his gifts to only one priest and because he
did not use his wealth to relieve people’s suffering during the famine. As mentioned above,
rabbinic literature indicts David and the Israelites for not mourning properly for Saul.
According to rabbinic literature, David searched three years for the reason for the famine

and finally concluded that the matter “‘depends entirely upon me [David].”23 David

19Yebamoth 78b

20Baba Kamma 119a; Yebamoth 78b
21Berekoth 12b

22bid.

23Yebamoth 78b
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concludes it is too late to arrange for Saul’s moumning since a year has passed.24 Another
Talmudic reference indicates David inquired of the Lord about the reason for the famine and
God replied, “Was not Saul a king anointed with holy oil, did he not abolish idolatry, is he
not the companion of Samuel in Paradise? yet, while you all dwell in the land of Israel, his
is ‘outside of the land.””"?5 David and the Israelite leaders respond by bringing the remains
of Saul and Jonathan back to the land and in solemn procession bearing them through the
whole land of Israel, finally burying them in Benjamin. As a result, “The tributes of
affection paid by the people of Israel to its dead king aroused the compassion of God, and
the famine came to an end.”"26

David is also indicted for the famine because he gave his gifts to only one priest:

R. Abba B. Zabda stated: Whoever gives his priestly gifts to one priest

[only] brings famine into the world. For it is said in Scripture, Ira the Jairite

was priest to David. Now was he priest to David alone and not to all the

world? But the meaning is that David sent to him his priestly gifts; and this

is followed by the text, And there was a famine in the days of David.?

David is also wrong because he did not use his private wealth to ameliorate the
people’s suffering during the three year famine. Instead, he saved his wealth for the
temple. As a result, “God said, ‘Thou didst refrain from rescuing human beings from

death, in order to save the money for the Temple. Verily, the Temple shall not be built by

thee, but by Solomon.’”"28

24yebamoth 79a

25Ginzburg, Legends, vol. IV, 110.
261bid.

27*Erubin 63a

28Ginzburg,. Legends, vol. IV, [11.
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The Gibeonites are Described Negatively

Rabbinic literature presents the Gibeonites also in a negative light for demanding the
death of the Seven. While justice for Saul’s wrong to them needed to be exacted, the
Gibeonites’ insistence on killing seven sons resulted in their exclusion from the community
of Israel. David’s statement, “Now the Gibeonites were not of the children of Israel”
(2Sam. 21:2) is taken as a decree of prohibition against the Gibeonites.2? David issued this
decree because he tried to pacify them but they would not be pacified:

Thereupon he said to them: This nation is distinguished by three

characteristics: They are merciful, bashful and benevolent. ‘Merciful’, for it

is written, And shew thee mercy, and have compassion upon thee, and

multiply thee. ‘Bashful’, for it is written, That His fear may be before you.

‘Benevolent’, for it is written, That he may command his children and his
household etc. Only he who cultivates these three characteristics is fit to join

this nation.30
By implication, the Gibeonites’ vengeful and vindictive response excluded them from the
people of Israel. Stated directly, “In the course of events it became obvious that the
Gibeonites were by no means worthy of being received into the Jewish communion, and
David, following Joshua's example, excluded them forever, a sentence that will remain in

force even in the Messianic time."3!

Miscellaneous Incongruities between I with other Scriptures are Solved

The incongruity regarding the mother of the five in 2Sam. 21:8 is solved in rabbinic
literature by describing Merab as the mother but Michal as the one who raised the five. The
Talmud presents Rabbi Joshua ben Korha’s answer to the problem:

Was it then Michal who bore them? Surely it was rather Merab who bore
them! But Merab bore and Michal brought them up; therefore they were

29Yebamoth 78b
301bid.

31Ginzburg, Legends, 10.
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called by her name. This teaches thee that whoever brings up an orphan in
his home, Scripture ascribes it to him as though he had begotten him.32

Similarly, TJ solves the problem right in the text, “And the five sons of Merab, whom
Michal the daughter of Saul raised, whom she bore to Adriel the son of Barzillai who was
from Meholath.”

The rabbis also solved the problem of the extended exposure of the bodies and Dt.
21:23 which states that “bodies should not remain all night on the tree™:

Rabbi Johanan replied in the name of Rabbi Simeon ben Jehozadak: It is

proper that a letter be rooted out of the Torah so that thereby the heavenly

name shall be publically hallowed. For passers-by were inquiring, ‘What

kind of men are these?’-- ‘These are royal princes’. ‘And what have they

done?” --‘They laid their hands upon unattached strangers’. Then they

exclaimed: ‘There is no nation in existence which one ought to join as much

as this one. If [the punishment of] royal princes was so great, how much

more that of common people; and if such [was the justice done for]

unattached proselytes, how much more so for Israelites.”33
The result of their exposure was that a hundred and fifty thousand men immediately joined
Israel.34

Concerning the problem of sons being put to death for their father (Dt. 24:16), “R.
Hiyya b. Abba replied in the name of R. Johanan: It is better that a letter be rooted out of

the Torah than that the Divine name shall be publically profaned.”33

Conclusions

It is significant that all of s particular readings and none from the narrative
tradition attributed only to M can be found in rabbinic literature. Whether a linear

connection between the LXX versions can be established or not, there is no question that

32Sanhedrin 19b
33vebamoth 79a
34bid.

3S1bid.
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m'’s version, even difficult readings, were accepted as the authoritative Hebrew text by

Judaism after the second century A.D.

E.B’s Setting

If a linear relationship is assumed regarding the three versions, then B probably
represents an intermediary revision of M’s kemel story toward the proto-Masoretic text.
Like M, B has a negative view of Saul’s kingship. It also describes David as a pious,
innocent and cooperative king and God as actively involved in the story. B agrees with M
and disagrees with M regarding the role of outsiders: it and B have the 3d person rather
than 2d person request for David to give seven sons (vs. 6); the request to hang up the
Seven rather than to atone by them (vs. 6); Rizpah's vigil did not bring about divine rain
but only water out of sky (vs. 10).

Where B is different from m, the differences fall into two categories: those where
B’s version represents developments in Greek and those which represent developments in
m’s version. As already noted, most of B's developments create resonance with other
biblical passages presenting Saul in a more negative way than even M. iIt’s developments
present Saul in a less negative and even a positive way. It can be argued that B is an
intermediary revision of the proto-t since some of M’s developments are found in B.
However, since some of ’s developments are not represented in any of the LXX versions,
M could possibly represent a later revision than B’s Hebrew. In other words, if B's version
followed a Vorlage exactly like I, then why does B not have all of I’s characteristics. As
well, if M’s pro-Saul readings were represented in the Vorlage used by the LXX translators,
then why would no Greek text have at least some of ’s pro-Saul readings. The answer
that makes sense of all the data is that B represents an intermediary revision and that M’s

Hebrew is later than that represented by the LXX versions.



111

If B is an intermediary revision, itsVorlage dates to somewhere between the time of
M’s kemnel story, after 250 B.C., and before the final acceptance of I by Jews in the latter
part of the first century A.D.

Based on its similarities and differences between M and I, it is possible to
speculate about the setting which embraced B’s version. First, those who embraced B’s
version had a very negative view of Saul’s kingship. Although M was already negative
about Saul, B was even more negative. Saul’s association with Gibeon reminds the reader
of his genealogy in IChr. 8 and 9 where his ancestors are described as Canaanites rather
than from one of the twelve tribes (see above). As such, B hints that Saul’s kingship is
illegitimate since Dt. 17:15 requires that Israelite kings not be foreigners. Second, B’s
agreements with M where they differ from M, suggest B’s community may have been
uncomfortable with the powerful and pious role outsiders played in M’s version. Third,
since B’s developments create resonance with other Scriptures, it is likely that B’s audience
was strongly affected by the consciousness of a body of authoritative writings. The group
who held a more negative view of Saul, a less positive view of outsiders and a heightened

awareness of authoritative writings is still out of reach.

Conclusions

Based on the developments in both B and It and assuming a linear relationship
among M, M and B, it is possible to argue that M is the earliest of the three versions of
2Sam. 21:1-14. As such, M shares a similar ideological milieu with Chronicles and a third
century B.C. date for its Vorlage is plausible. B may represent an early proto-l revision
since it shares some but not all of s distinct characteristics. The reason and date for such
a revision is beyond the scope of this study. ’s version is probably the latest version of
the three versions since its pro-Saul readings are not found in any of the LXX MSS. s

version is reflected in and embraced by later Judaism.
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VIII. Conclusions

I have attempted to show that MSS M, It and B represent three specific versions of
the story in 2 Samuel 21:1-14. Although there are many similarities among M, M and B,
there are distinct differences. Some of the differences are transmissional and stylistic while
others point to different Hebrew texts. Far from haphazard, these differences cluster
around certain theological and political issues: Saul’s kingship, David’s involvement in the
killings, God’s involvement, and the role of outsiders in Israelite community. M, IR, and B
address the theological and political issues from different perspectives and point to different
ideological contexts which nurtured them. M’s context embraced a story that was negative
about Saul and sympathetic towards proselytes and social outsiders. i’s context embraced
a story that emphasized Saul’s connection with the prophetic movement and the importance
of his burial in the land. ’s context also embraced a story that had a depreciated view of
the Davidic kingship and outsiders. B’s context embraced a version that hints at Saul’s
kingship as illegitimate, depreciates the role of outsiders, and emphasizes the interpretive
potential this story has when read with other biblical stories in view. B also hints that David
1s a Moses type figure who can bring hope in the midst of disaster. Whether a linear
relationship among the three versions can be established is still yet to be determined.
Having discovered three distinct versions of 2Sam. 21:1-14 in MSS M, I, and B, and
having explored the theological and political emphases of each, I will now examine the

implications of this study for future biblical and theological research.



CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

I. The Comparative Method: Its Value and Resuits
Using the comparative method in 2Sam. 21:1-14, I have shown that MSS M, m,

and B represent three discrete versions of the biblical story which have different theological
and political interests. These versions are similar at many points, sharing the same words
88% of the time and always following the sume word order. The differences can be
explained sometimes as transmissional errors and stylistic improvements but others times
as different Hebrew texts. Far from haphazard, the significant differences cluster around
theological and political issues which each version addresses from a different perspective.
The comparative method does not solve the problem of diverse texts. The value of
the comparative method is that it insists that readers interpret the diverse actual texts that do
exist rather than creating a hypothetical reconstructed one that one may wish existed. It
lakes seriously the fact that each text served as someone’s Bible, and, as such, deserves a

hearing.

II. Implications for Textual Criticism
The different versions of 2Sam. 21:1-14 described in this study were not clearly
identified or heard for at least a century because modemn critical scholars fixated on
reconstructing a hypothetical “oldest™ text. Since all manuscripts are defective, it was
assumed that only an eclectic text can come closest to the “original.” Kyle McCarter

summarizes this prospective:

113
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Only an eclectic reconstruction can bypass the haplographic defectiveness of the
received Hebrew text on the one hand and the expansionistic conflatedness of the Old
Palestinian tradition on the other, and arrive at an approximation, however rough, of
the primitive text of Samuel.!

Unfortunately, instead of admitting there is insufficient data to reconstruct
confidently an oldest text, however, critical scholars at times have made textual
emendations that were not based on plausible transmissional solutions. Two such
examples in 2Sam. 21:1-14 can be highlighted. Critical commentators? and recent English
versions, including the NRSV, have accepted Wellhausen’s reconstruction of 2Sam. 21:6
which read, “in Gibeon on the mountain of the Lord.”3 Wellhausen does explain the
transmissional process. He simply states that ©°M13 “chosen” deteriorated into Tl
“mountain” and that }7Y2322 “in Gibeon™ came to be understood as DING NP2 “in
Gibeah of Saul.” 4+ While it is orthographically possible to confuse M for i1, no Hebrew or
Greek manuscript attests T e . Furthermore, if Cross’s theory of recensional development
is correct, the textual evidence for the place name is split between older and later versions;
“in Gibeon” occurs in the later recensions> and “on the hill / in Gibeah” in the earlier
version. It is unusual for text critics to choose readings attested only by the late witnesses
especially when they conflict with both the “oldest” Greek and the Hebrew. As well,
nowhere does the Greek offer “Gibeon” as an alternative to M’s “Gibeah,” or vice versa.

Also, every MS includes the name of “Saul” which the emendations all drop. Thus,

Wellhausen’s proposed reading “in Gibeon on the mountain of the Lord” is a hypothetical

'McCarter. | Samuel, 8.

2Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis, 209; Driver, Notes, 351-352; McCarter. II
Samuel, 438; Anderson, 2 Samuel, 247.

3Thenius. Die Bicher Samuels, 230.
4Wetilhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 209.

SMSS B and A



115
reading for which there is no textual evidence. Rather, there are at least two and possibly
three versions of the story, one with “hill/Gibeah” and another with “Gibeon,” and all
versions include the reference to “Saul.”

The emendation of the name of the mother of the five from “Michal” to “Merab”
(2Sam. 21:8) was also not based on a plausible transmissional solution. M apparently has
an incorrect name of the mother “Michal” since the larger context describes Michal as
childless to her death (2Sam. 6:23). Critical commentators and most English translations®
have adopted “Merab” as a better reading. In support of this emendation, M N rell and two
Hebrew MSS have forms of “Merab.” According to the reconstructive theory “Merab” is
preferred because it is the “oldest” text. This emendation, however, was not based on a
plausible transmissional explanation. How did the M and B become the more difficult
Michal reading? Thenius's solution, that “Merab” was mistakenly written as “Michal,” is
problematic because the names are not similar enough.” A better explanation is that alternate
versions of the story exists, one with “Merab” and another with “Michal.”

In the examples mentioned above, critical scholars emend the text where there is
insufficient data to do so. By doing this, commentators reconstruct an eclectic story that
probably never existed in any MS. Such dubious reconstructions are “not textual criticism,
but textual improvement, with the commentator’s literary sense the standard.”® And, the
actual versions of the story that do exist lay submerged in a sea of text critical notes.

Based on the conclusions of this study, the following recommendations for textual

criticism can be made:

6¢.g.. RSV, NEB, JB, TEV, NIV.

TThenius, Die Biicher Samuels, 230.

8Smnley Walters, review of | Samuel, by P. Kyle McCarter, in JBL 101 (1982): 437.
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1. Text critical scholars should be cautious about emendations. Text criticism can help
explain transmissional errors or stylistic improvements but it has not been able to solve the
problem of multiple versions. Where differences in the MSS cannot be explained by
plausible transmissional solutions, the texts should not be emended. To do otherwise is to

risk creating a hypothetical text which never existed and destroying the real texts that do.

2. Text critical scholars should rethink the criteria for emendations. Emendations should
not be done based on external evidence alone. This study has shown that it’s dissonance
gives it its distinctive shape. For example, the Gibeonites never ask to wipe out Saul but
David gives the Seven anyway. The Gibeonites, Saul’s enemy, also call Saul “chosen of
the Lord.” According to the larger narrative, Michal could not have been the mother of the
five. Finally, the lack of burial of the bones of the Seven shows that M’s story emphasizes
David’s negligence and Saul’s positive status. All of these aspects of M’s distinctive

readings are lost if M is emended based on external evidence.

3. Scholars should rethink the assumption that a reconstructed earliest text is necessarily a
better text. This study has shown that B and I are developed texts. M, on the other hand, is
less developed and probably earlier. To adopt what appears to be an earlier version of
2Sam. 21:1-14 would miss the distinct character and richness of B and i1t’s homiletical
readings. If we adopt W’s gere’ based on the LXX, we would miss that Saul’s descendents
can fall “seven-fold” and be associated with the disobedient and punishment like in Lev.
26. We would also miss the intrabiblical connection created by Rizpah’s stretching
sackcloth “to the rock.” The reading is unusual enough to invite the alert reader to associate
God with “rock” and to read this story alongside Isaiah 30 and 51 where “to the rock” is
also used in contexts which remind Israel they must repent during times of divine judgment

to find deliverence.
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4. Scholars should explain the extant versions. Currently the extant MSS provide
insufficient data for confidently reconstructing an earliest text of Samuel. As well, the
extant MSS resist being interpreted as a single story with a synchronic story base. In some
cases, the different versions provide instead a cacophony rather than a symphony. Text
criticism as part of the comparative process, can help explain the actual versions we do
have.

This study argues that the diversity of texts in 2Sam. 21:1-14 works against the
two main emphases of textual criticism—to reconstruct the earliest text and to establish the
history of transmission. While text critics have made great strides in explaining some
difficult readings, to reconstruct a single eclectic text from the extant MSS is to skew the
data. Though text criticism is important, this study suggests its role will be limited until
there is more data. The value of traditional text criticism in the future will be its ability to

explain how diverse versions of a text came to exist.

III. Implications for the Literary Approach to the Bible

This work shares some of the same concerns as Robert Alter’s work, namely, to
provide a close reading of the actual biblical story.? Alter describes his literary approach to
the text as “the manifold varieties of minutely discriminating attention to the artful use of
language, to the shifting play of ideas, conventions, tone, sound, imagery, syntax,
narrative viewpoint, compositional units, and much else.”!0 Alter’s work provides a good
corrective to modem biblical criticism which he says focuses on the “excavative” at the

expense of the final literary form. Although he does not deny the historical nature of the

9Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, Inc.. Publishers,

1981).

101bid., 12.
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text, his central approach to the narratives is literary and not historical. In this way, he
challenges the presupposition of historical-criticism that the meaning of the text lies in its
historical origins. He approaches the text as a unified literary art piece, “ . . . a coherent
unfolding story in which the meaning of earlier data is progressively, even systematically,
revealed or enriched by the addition of subsequent data.”!!

The strength of Alter’s literary approach is its emphasis on interpreting an actual
biblical narrative. The weakness of the literary approach is the insistence that these
narratives are a unity and always coherent. This study has shown there are at least three
versions of of 2Sam. 21:1-14 that resist being reduced to a synchronic story base. m’s
version, for example, resists being read as a coherent unfolding story: Michal is the wrong
mother of the five; the Gibeonites call Saul “chosen of the Lord” immediately after asking
to kill his seven sons; David gathers up the bones of Saul and Jonathan and those of the
Seven but it never mentions the burial of the Seven.

J. P. Fokkelman’s work on 2Sam. 21:1-14 illustrates the problem with assuming
coherence.!2 Fokkelman argues, against McCarter, that 2Sam. 21:1-14 is an integrated
unit. He proceeds to demonstrate acute attention to the details of the It where many modem
commentaries adopt readings from the LXX: “bloodguilt” and not “iniquity” (vs. 1);
“devised” and not “deceived” or “planned” (vs. 5); “we were exterminated” not “let us
exterminate” (vs. 5); “Gibeah of Saul” and not “Gibeon of Saul” (vs. 6); Saul and not the
men are “chosen of the Lord” (vs. 6); “from the beginning of the harvest” and not “in the
beginning of the harvest” (vs. 10).

Where Fokkelman describes MS I, his analysis is similar to the conclusions of this

study. Because his approach presupposes coherency, however, he cannot resist replacing

Hibid., 11.

12y P. Fokkelman, Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel, vol. III, Throne and

City; II Sam. 2-8 & 2]1-24 (Assen, Netherlands: Van Gorcum, 1990), 271-292.
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Michal with Merab and he insists that the bones of the Seven were buried. To his credit,
Fokkelman acknowledges he has broken with the text, but, nonetheless, he changes m’s
story to fit his expectation of a coherent story. Regarding the change of Michal, he writes,
“Like so many others I too see myself forced to restore the name Merab at the place where
the MT has Michal.”!3 Regarding the burial of the bones of the Seven he writes, “I am of
the opinion. . . that the remains of the seven hanged are placed next to the bones of the king
and his son, even though the text of 14a on this is elliptic.”!4 By burying the Seven,
Fokkelman misses one of the distinguishing features of t, namely, the importance of
Saul’s bunial in the land and the positive affects this has on the image of Saul; M is not
concerned about the burial of the Seven. Fokkelman’s analysis of 2Sam. 21:1-14 illustrates
one of the hazards of the literary approach; it assumes coherency when the diverse MSS
resist it.

The implications of this study for the literary approach are as follows:

1. Those who use a literary approach should at least interpret the extant MSS. This study
has shown there are at least three versions of 2Sam. 21:1-14 and that the diverse MSS resist

being reduced to a synchronic story base.

2. Coherence should not be forced on the narratives. Sometimes their dissonance creates

tension, emphasizing the distinct shape of a story.

IV. Suggestions for Further Research

Careful comparative research needs to be done on other biblical narratives to see if

there are other places where multiple forms of narratives exist. If there are, instead of

13Fokkelman, Narrative Art in Samuel. 282 n. 11.

14bid., 289.
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dismantling the stories to reconstruct a hypothetical version, commentaries should describe
the similarities and differences of the multiple versions. Modern translations would need to
declare the particular version they are following. A pluriform Bible, perhaps like Origen’s
Hexapla, with parallel columns of I and LXX, might be in order.15

Scholars also need to continue to wrestle with the question, “What makes a text
authoritative?” Is it the oldest available version of a narrative? Is it the M? It is incumbent
upon us to come to grips with the fact that the various versions served as authoritative texts
for their respective communities. The Jews accepted the M as authoritative for almost two
millennia. Christians used various versions as authoritative texts from the beginning. The
question still begs to be asked of Christians, “Is there a single authoritative version of
2Sam. 21:1-147”

Regardless of the answer to these questions, the fact remains the extant Greek and
Hebrew manuscripts present multiple forms of the biblical story found in 2Sam. 21:1-14
which reflect different theological and political interests. This study attempted to compare

and contrast these versions in order to hear each of their messages more clearly.

15]. A. Sanders suggests this possibility in his recent article “The Hebrew University Bible
and Biblia Hebraica Quinta,” JBL 118 (1999): 525.
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