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Pedantic Timetabling in 3rd Book of Reigns

I

The yy section! of the Books of Reigns is, textually speaking, very obscure. In 1907 Thackeray

wrote;?

The three remaining portions (i.e. of the Books of Reigns), so far as my investigations have
gone, appear to be homogeneous wholes, that is to say, they are the work of three distinct
translators. Possibly an exception should be made in the case of yy, where two hands may have
been at work . . .. As to vy, it is impossible to speak very definitely. The text has been so much
interpolated that it is difficult to tell what the original version was like. It was probably
considerably shorter than our First Book of Kings, while, on the other hand, the translator was
not unwilling to paraphrase and to amplify the narrative (especially when dealing with the
story of Solomon in all his glory) by information derived from other sources. Such liberties
seem to indicate that the translation was made at a time when the Book had not yet been
universally recognised as canonical: the freedom of treatment offers a marked contrast to the

literalism of the portions By and yd.
Later® he says:

Of the style of yy it is difficult to speak. The B and A texts diverge so widely, the order of events
has so often been transposed in the two texts, while sometimes we get a duplicate record in the
same text (e.g. the double narrative of Solomon’s prosperity in the B text of 24 2 f and 41 ff), that
it is extremely doubtful what the original version was like. Probably it consisted of extracts

only, and it may be that two separate versions have been run together.

Barthélemy, in his new and brilliant book, Les Devanciers d’Aquila,* reports (p. 40) ‘On peut
donc conclure que la section yy n’a subi, du point de vue qui nous occupe,® aucune recension
d’ensemble approfondie comparable a celle qu’avait subie la section By.’

Later in the book (pp. 141-2), in a general summary, he says:

II semble qu’il y ait eu deux recensions palestiniennes successives des deux premiers Libres des
Regnes . ... Indiquons en complément que la section yy n’a été retouchée que par le second
recenseur palestinien; aussi les hexaples retrouvent-ils pour cette section I’allure qu’ils avaient

dans les sections a et BP.

! The section Yy extends from 3 (1) Reigns ii 12 to xxi 43.
2 JTS, 8, 1907, p. 267.

3 Op. cit., p. 276.

4 E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1963.

5 He is discussing the various translation of DA.
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Thackeray, then, felt that there may have been more than one translator; Barthélemy considers
that the original has suffered only one recension and that that recension was by no means so
thoroughgoing as that which affected the By section. The fact is that we do not yet know
enough about the yy section to be able to make many general statements of much positive
value; we are still at the stage where we must patiently observe and collect phenomena
without being too anxious to deduce wide generalisations from them. In that spirit I wish to
call attention to a feature of the Greek order of events that seems to betray a deliberate and
consistent hand. That the Old Greek has a markedly different order from the MT is obvious
almost at first sight, and most people would perhaps agree with Montgomery’s dictum:® ‘But
all presumption is against Greek rearrangements in general’. Yet in a number of places it is
possible to go further and observe and evaluate the considerations which have determined
not only large and obvious, but also quite small and detailed, differences of order. The leading
consideration has been a desire to put things in a strictly logical order of temporal sequence,
to denote which I propose, for convenience of frequent reference, to use the term ‘timetable’.
The reasoning behind this ‘timetable’” has, however, been at best pedantic and not seldom
perverse and mistaken; it is demonstrably the work of a literalistically minded reviser.

This article, then, will investigate a few, typical instances. It will be necessary to investigate
them in some detail, for their ramifications can be far-reaching.

11

Let us take an easy example first. The MT lists the plans of Solomon’s building operations in
the following order:

1. 6:1-10 Temple: structural plans.

2. 6:14-38 Temple: interior design, installations, decoration.

3. 7:1-12 The royal palace.

4. 7:13-51 Temple: pillars, lavers, interior furniture.

In the LXX the order is significantly different:” all the plans relating to the temple are grouped
together (1, 2 and 4, in that order) and placed before the plans of the royal palace. This order
is, of course, deliberate; it occurs again at 4:31 (MT 3:1) where for the MT’s “until he had
tinished building his own house and the house of the Lord . ..” the non-hexaplaric MSS have
‘... the house of the Lord and his own house . . .". Nor is one of the motives behind this order
difficult to detect: piety would suggest that it were improper for the palace-plans to be
inserted among the temple-plans, or for Solomon to start building his own house before
completing the Lord’s house. In fact, we have elsewhere explicit expression of this pious
feeling. In the strange miscellany of oddments which occurs in chapter 2, we read in verse 35,
‘... #wg ouviehéoal aUTOV TOV oikov aUTod Kai Tov oikov Kupiou €v mpwtols . ... Whoever is
responsible for this verse in its present form, clearly felt that the verse, as he first found it,
gave the impression from its order that Solomon built his own house before the Lord’s house.

He likewise felt that this impression had to be corrected; only, on this occasion, piety did not

¢ ICC Kings, p. 319.
7 The hexaplaric MSS have their order restored to agree with the MT.
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change the offending order, but contented itself with adding an explanatory ‘év npwtolq” to
‘the Lord’s house’.

It is easy to see, then, in passing, that compared with the MT’s order of the plans (Temple,
Temple, Palace, Temple) the LXX’s order (Temple, Temple, Temple, Palace) is secondary. If
the LXX’s ‘reverent” order had been original, no-one would have altered it to the MT’s order,
open as is the latter to a charge of seeming irreverence.

But piety was not the only motive behind the change: ‘timetable’ too has been at work.
The MT informs us that Solomon was seven years building the Lord’s house (6:38) and
thirteen years building his own house (7:1). At 9:10 it adds these two periods together: “And
it came to pass at the end of twenty years, wherein Solomon had built the two houses, the
house of the Lord and the king’s house . . .". It thus indicates that these two buildings were not
built concurrently but consecutively; and since it reports that the temple was begun in
Solomon’s fourth year and completed in his eleventh (6:1, 37, 38), it makes it evident that the
palace was built after the temple. Montgomery thinks® that the MT’s arithmetic in 9:10 is the
work of an editor, but if it is, it was done before the LXX version, for the LXX has the phrase.’
And so it may well be that a strict sense of ‘timetable’, as well as piety, is responsible for the
LXX’s order, in which the palace-plans came after the temple-plans.

But now an interesting thing comes to light. At the end of its fourth set of plans, which
concerns the temple, the MT immediately records the ceremony of the bringing up of the ark
and the dedication of the temple. The passage from the one subject to the other, easy enough
in itself, is further helped by the closing words of the plans: 7:51:

Thus all the work that king Solomon wrought in the house of the Lord was finished. And
Solomon brought in the things which David his father had dedicated, the silver, and the gold,
and the vessels, and put them in the treasuries of the house of the Lord, (viii 1) Then Solomon

assembled the elders of Israel . . ..

For the LXX things have not been so easy. In the order which it has followed, the fourth set of
plans relates not to the temple but to the royal palace and ends with the words!® (7:50): kai
ouvetéheoev Zalwpwv Shov Tov otkov avtod. This is then followed by the dedication ceremonies
as in the MT, with the Greek’s tote é§ekkAnoiaoev corresponding closely with the MT’s X
27p>. But the Greek (or the Hebrew text it was following) has felt the need to explain the time
to which ™} and tote refer. The explanation as it stands in the Greek! is: kai €yéveto év @
ouvteléoal TaAwHWY Tod oikoSopficat TOV oikov Kupiou Kal TOV oikov éautod HETd eikoot £Tn, (TOTe
é¢ekkAnoiaoev kth.). This, of course, is a most unlikely story. It is impossible to think that
Solomon finished the temple, put in it all the treasures which David had dedicated and then
delayed the bringing up of the ark and the dedication of the temple for thirteen years, while
he got on with the building of his own house. In spite, however, of the gross unlikelihood of

8 ICC Kings, p. 161.

? Inix 10 it has omitted the words N¥j7N '"N!l at the beginning and construed the sentence differently in relation
to its context; but for the rest its v. 10 agrees word for word with the MT.

10 The positioning of these words here disagrees with the MT which has them in the first verse of the palace-
plans (7:1). We shall discuss this difference in a moment.

11" A N v Arv omit this explanation in accordance with the MT.
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this interpretation and the bad light it would throw on Solomon, the author of it has insisted
on making explicit the ‘timetable” implications that he (so mistakenly) felt were involved in
the simple fact that chapter viii 1 follows chapter 7:50.1>13

If this interpretation of his motives seems too severe, we may consider what he has done
with the dating material attached to the palace-plans. The MT says (7:1) “And Solomon was
building his own house thirteen years, and he finished all his house’; and these words stand
as the introduction to the plans which fill the next eleven verses. The LXX, however, has the
first half of the MT’s verse, at the beginning of the palace-plans: (LXX 7:38) kai tov otkov aitod
wkodopnoev JaAwpwv tplokaideka éteotv; but it puts the second half of the verse right at the
end of the plans: (LXX 7:50) kai cuveté\ecev Zalwpuwv d\ov tdv oikov aitod. The motive behind
this order is clearly ‘timetable’: how can one say ‘Solomon finished” at the beginning of the
plans? Since this reasoning is just as clearly pedantic, the order, compared with the MT’s, is
also secondary.

I11

Another passage where an overscrupulous sense of ‘timetable” has determined the LXX's
order is to be found at the end of chapter v and the beginning of chapter vi. The texts are set
out below; the LXX-text is Rahlfs’, the numeration that of BM.

MT. LXX

D'AX YOI MmN 1¥'1 v31
IMRP' DX NI
N'T2 12X D'2N 07 =Ixx 6:2, 3: see below
Pt. 1 NN 1117091 32a
D'72201 0NN Al
D'IANDI O'XYN 12'9'1 32b  v17 kol ftoipocav Toug Aiboug kal
NN NMY @ E0Aa Tpia £Tn.

MY DMWY ' vil. vl Kol éyevion év TR TE0oAPAKOOTRH

NIY NINN Y2NXI Kal TETPAKOCLOOTR ETEL
7NWITa NRYY ¢ ¢€660u LGV IopanA
Nn'ynn Myl DNXNTYIRN €€ Alyumtou, T® £TeL TO) TETAPTW
YN UTNN NIN IT WUTNA €v Unvi @ Seutépw
nn7v 1'mY Baothevovtog To0 Bacéwg
JaAwpwy
vy gmt lopanA,

NN nan Al

12 Tt is noticeable that the Greek with its év t® + Infin. and its construing of cuvteAéw with ToU + Infin. instead of
with a participle seems to be a literalistic translation of 11722 'N'|- Only B* reads wg cuveTéAeoe.

13 Josephus, Ant. VIII 99, has the dedication immediately following the completion of the temple, and removes
the palace-plans to come after the dedication and God’s second appearance to Solomon.
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pPt. 1I

Notice:

2. Kal éveteidato 6 BaotAelg kal
aipouaotv AiBouc peydAoucg Tipioug
MT. 5:31, 32a = €i¢ tovV BepéAlov Tol oikou Kal
AlBouc ameAeknTouc:
see above 3. Kal £émeAéknoav ol viol ZaAw WY
Kal ot viol Xipay kat EBalav
avtouc.
4, év T@ Etel TO TeTAPTW £BepeAiwoey
TOV OlKov Kupiou €v pnvi Niow
@ 6eVTEPW UNvi:
MT. 6:37, 38a = 5. €v EvOeKATW EVIauT® v punvi Baal
(o0T0C 6 AV 6 BySooc)
OUVETEAEOON

0 olkog €ig mavta Adyov avtod Kal

elc mdoav dataév avtol

"NILIWUXK NN 2. 6. Kal O OLKOG OV WKOSOUNCEV . . .

Both the MT and Greek passages consist of two main parts: the first part deals
with the preparatory work that had to be done before the actual building of the
Temple could start (Pt. I); the second part describes the beginning of the actual
building (Pt. II).

The MT has far more material in Pt. I than the Greek has, the Greek has far more
material in Pt. II than the MT has.

But the material which the MT has, and the LXX lacks, in Pt. I (5:31, 32a), is the
almost word for word equivalent of material which the LXX has in Pt. II (6:2, 3)
and which in that position is missing from the MT. This means that the MT and
the LXX as far as content goes are following a basically similar text, while,
nevertheless, disagreeing in order. But this matter of order involves the question
of when certain activities took place: were they part of the preparatory work, or
were they done at and after the beginning of the actual building? In other words
the difference is one of ‘timetable’; let us label it Diff. I.

Similarly the summary of dates which the LXX puts in Pt. II at 6:4, 5 proves in
fact to be an almost word for word equivalent of material which the MT puts
later in chapter 6 at verses 37, 38a. The difference in the positioning of this
material involves no difference in chronology; yet it remains true that the verses
are concerned with chronology, and chronology properly so called. We may call
it Diff. II.

In 6:1 the MT says that the building began in the 480th year . . . . In the LXX's
counterpart (also 6:1) the date is given as the 440th year: plainly, a difference in
chronology, and that in the true sense of the word; we list it Diff. III.
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6. Diff. IV likewise concerns chronology, but it is not perhaps of the same
importance as the other differences. In 6:1 the MT says that the building began
‘... in the month Ziv, which is the second month’; the LXX omits ‘in the month
Ziv’'. This omission may, or may not, be connected with the fact that in 6:4 (= MT
6:37) the LXX reads Nisan where the MT has Ziv. There is no doubt that the LXX
is wrong, for the month referred to both in the LXX and the MT is explicitly said
to be the second month, and while Ziv is the older name for the second month,
Nisan is the later name for the first month. To read as the LXX does év pnvi Niow
T Seutépw pnvi is palpably wrong. The only doubt is over the question how this
reading arose. Montgomery (p. 147) thinks that it is a scribal corruption. Rahlfs’
text, which I have cited, is the reading of Eth. La. The majority text is év pnvi
Netow kai t@ deutépw pnvi, which is the equivalent of saying “in the first month
and in the second month’; and it looks more as if the kat is a later addition made
in order to rescue the text from its otherwise factual error, than as if the pnvi
Newow kai were an addition by someone who thought that the first month of the
year was a more appropriate time to start than the second. If so, the universal
omission of in the month Ziv in verse 1 could be explained as an attempt to
harmonise verse 1 and verse 4, before the kai in verse 4 was added as a second
attempt to heal the trouble.

7. The MT at verse 32b says ‘they prepared the timber and the stones to build the
house’; the LXX has Atoipacav toug AiBoug kai ta §0Aa tpia £tn. The important
difference here is that the LXX has omitted the purpose of the preparations, to
build the house, but has added the duration of the preparations, three years. Diff. V,
then, is patently one of ‘timetable’.

8. Diff. VI is that whereas the LXX 6:1 agrees with the MT 6:1 almost word for word,
the LXX has nothing to represent the last phrase in the MT ‘that he built the
house of the Lord’.** In the MT this phrase completes the initial “And it came to
passinthe... second month...that...’ Its omission by the LXX means that in
the LXX the initial phrase is completed by verse 2, and, as we shall presently see,
this gives a considerably different picture of what happened in the second
month. Once more it is a question of the temporal succession of events.

We have then within these few verses a number of major differences which all concern
‘timetable’. Our next step is to observe that not only is the LXX’s ‘timetable’ pedantic and over-

14 AMNZ, the majority of the minuscules, Arm and Syr have the phrase thus: Kotl WKOSOUEL TOV OlKOV ™

KW (Zbycee2 read WKOSOUNCEV). A, Arm, and Syr are strongly Origenic and reasons will be given later which

suggest that the others, too, are here secondary. But the imperfect tense of AMN etc., as distinct from the aorist of
Z etc., is interesting in that it shows that others felt the same difficulty in the aorist as the LXX did. The
minuscules i n o also have the phrase, standing out of place as an apparent doublet at the of (LXX) v. 5, which
itself represents a verse which in the MT stands at the end of the chapter (v. 38), thus : Kol WKko&06uNoev alTOV
(+ v 0) &mtdt £Te0L KAl WKOBOHEL (-UNoE i) ToV OKOV TG Kw . The first phrase belongs properly to v. 5 (MT

v. 38), the second is the phrase missing from the end of v. 1.
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scrupulous, but the keystone of its system is formed out of what is either a mistranslation or,
even worse, a textual corruption.

We may start with Diff. VI. The MT, 6:1, says that in the fourth year of Solomon’s reign in
the second month NIN"? N'AN |2'l. The meaning is quite clear: |27 is intended in an
inchoative sense, he began to build; later verses (37, 38) in fact give the starting and finishing
dates and point out that the building took seven years. But if |2'l were taken to mean built in
the sense built and completed, an over-scrupulous mind could protest that Solomon did not
build the house in the second month of the fourth year of his reign, he only began to build
then. Now we have already found the LXX indulging in this kind of reasoning (p. 8), so that
it is possible that here, too, the omission of the offending phrase in the LXX has been made
from a similar motive, though of course we cannot rule out the possibility that the omission
was accidental.

The possibility that the LXX has deliberately omitted the phrase, however, becomes a
strong probability, when we examine Diff. VI along with Diff. I. The MT must have some such
phrase as N'AN [!I at the end of 6:1, because without it its verse 1 would structurally connect
with verse 2 and result in the following nonsense: And it came to pass in . . . the fourth year of
Solomon’s reign . . . that the house which king Solomon built for the Lord, the length thereof was sixty
cubits ... . But the LXX can happily omit the last phrase of its verse 1 and connect verse 1
structurally with verse 2, because the LXX's verse 2 is different from the MT’s verse 2. And so
according to the LXX what happened in the second month of the fourth year of Solomon’s
reign was that éveteidato 6 Baciebg—the king gave the word of command —«ai aipouowv
AiBoug peydahoug tpioug gig tov Bepéhtov 1ol oikou kat AlBoug aneAekritoug—and (workmen) haul
up (notice the vivid historic present) massive precious stones for the foundation and unhewn
stones —kat €neAéknoav OL uiol ZaAwpwy kal ol utot Xipap and Solomon’s sons and Hiram’s sons
chiselled them into shape— kai £BaAav avtoug—and laid them down as the foundation. This
is all very dramatic. Instead of the simple, and to the pedantically-minded misleading,
statement that in the second month Solomon built the temple, we are told that the second
month saw the vivid ceremony of the laying of the foundation stones, a ceremony attended
and performed by the princes of both royal houses.

Now it was noticed above (p. 7) that the LXX verses 2 and 3 of chapter 6 are clearly a
translation of a Hebrew text that was materially the same as the MT’s verses 31 and 32a of
chapter 5. Beyond a doubt those verses in the MT refer to the preparatory work of quarrying
and trimming stone and hewing timber and not to the foundation-laying ceremonies. Is it then
an exaggeration to claim that the LXX has changed not only the position of these verses but
also their intent? A number of considerations show that it is not.

First Diff. V (see p. 7). The LXX’s peculiarity here is to tell us explicitly that the preparatory
work took three years. We cannot, of course, be sure how this figure was arrived at, but it
looks as if someone first noticed that 6:1 says that Solomon laid the foundations in his fourth
year; and then he argued that since Solomon must, like a good king, have started the
preparatory work in the first year of his reign, the preparatory work must have lasted three
years. But however this may be, when the LXX says that the preparatory work lasted three
years and then in the fourth year something was done, it is virtually certain that that
something is not intended as merely a continuation of the preparatory work.
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Secondly the position of MT verse 32b (which = LXX verse 17) relative to the position of
the other material common to both MT and LXX is very instructive.

MT LXX
5:31 —
32a —
32b = 517
6:1 = 61
— 2

— 3

We must remind ourselves again that MT verses 31, 32a and LXX 6:2, 3 are clearly following
virtually the same Hebrew text; then we must observe that MT verse 32b is (almost: see Diff.
V above) the same as LXX verse 17; then we must see that MT verses 31, 32a and 32b form one
connected whole describing the preparatory work. We may then ask why in the LXX this
material is split up so that verse 17 is left opposite MT verse 32b and does not stand after 6:3.
The answer is obvious: if the LXX intended 6:2, 3 as further preparatory work, or even if its
positioning of these verses were simply accidental and not deliberate, then verse 17 could
stand after 6:3. But if 6:2, 3 are deliberately placed in their present position because they are
intended to describe the foundation ceremonies, it is quite impossible to follow such a
description with a verse which reads kai ftoipacav toUgAiBoug kai td §UAa Tpia €Tn.15

15 These considerations render untenable the theory advanced by Wellhausen and Burney to account for the
LXX’s order. That theory, in Burney’s words (Notes on the Hebrew text of the Books of Kings, Oxford, 1903, pp. 58—
59), ran thus: ‘6,1. As has been noticed above, LXX inserts this verse before vv. 31, 322 of ch. 5. In its place we now
have ch. 6 vv. 37, 38 which give the dates of laying the foundation of the Temple and its completion. Wellh. (C.
267) remarks that these latter verses in MT break the continuity between 6, 36 and 7, 1-12, while in the position
which they occupy in LXX they completely supersede v. 1 MT, which holds the “very unfortunate position”
above mentioned. Hence he concludes that v. 1 is the work of a later editor who relegated vv. 37, 382 to their
present place in MT to make room for his addition, and that LXX represents the original text. This will account
for the position of v. 1 in LXX, the late addition having been first written in the margin of a MS., and afterwards
incorporated in the text as best as could be.” According to this theory the LXX took over an original order thus:

Original Hebrew LXX
5:31 6:2
5:32a 6:3
6:37 6:4
6:38 6:5

Then later the equivalent of the MT’s 6:1 was added to the LXX and placed before LXX 6:2. But the theory omits
to tell us where the MT’s 5:32b was originally, and that in spite of the fact that Burney (p. 58) regards this part of
the verse as original. Where could it have been in the original Hebrew except following immediately after 5:32a?
If then the LXX followed the order of the original Hebrew and merely added MT’s 6:1 later, to become its own
6:1, the LXX’s 6:3 would now contain the equivalent of the Hebrew’s 5:322 and 32P, and so present the nonsensical
order: . .. kKai #Bahav avtoug (laid the foundation stones) kal nTolpacav AiBoug Toug kai ta VA tpia £Tn.
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Thirdly, the LXX actually says of the stones (6:3) kai éneAéknoav ol viot ZaAwpwv Kat ot viot
Xipop kai €Barav avtovg. How it comes by this rendering, which is so different from its
counterpart 0'72a01 of the MT, we will consider later on. For the moment we need only
observe that €BaAav altoug must be intended in the sense laid them down as a foundation.
Admittedly BaMw in this sense is not very common in the LXX, but there is another,
indisputable example in Jb. xxxviii 6 tig 8¢ éotwv 6 BaAwv AiBov ywviaiov én” adtfig. Moreover no
other meaning of BdMw would make sense in the context: kai aipouowv AiBoug . .. eig tov
Bepéov . . . kai EBaiav avtovs. And so this difference in meaning between the LXX &BaAav
avtolg and the MT D"?;AD! tits in exactly with the intention of all the other differences so far
discussed; we shall presently see that it was this difference that in fact determined the others.

Fourthly, Diff. II (see p. 7) shows quite plainly the same underlying motive. The position
of these verses in the MT (6:37, 38a) is natural enough: coming at the end of the first two sets
of plans which describe the temple-structure, they summarise the time it took to build the
structure and also serve as a slight break between the temple-plans and the palace-plans. But
in the LXX the order of plans is, as we have seen above, different (p. 4): the two sets of temple-
structural plans are followed immediately by the plans of the temple-pillars, lavers and
furniture. Here it was not so natural to have a dating summary between the second and third
set of plans, and possibly it was partly for that reason that this dating summary was moved.
But its present position secures two significant things: it brings together all the dating material
into 6:1-5 and it allows the crucial words of verse 3 kai £Balav altouc to be followed
immediately by the phrase, év 1@ &tel Q) teTapt® £BepeAiwoev TOv oikov kupiou. The resultant
emphasis on the foundation and its timing is surely not accidental: it emphasises that verses
1-4 of LXX chapter 6 refer to the foundation ceremonies and are for that reason placed in this
particular position.

We now arrive at the crux of the whole matter. The words which are crucial to the LXX’s
‘timetable’” scheme, kat €Baiav avtoug, are undoubtedly mistaken. They do not represent the
original Hebrew tradition; possibly they do not represent any Hebrew textual tradition at all;
they could quite easily be a mistake in the reading and translation of a Hebrew text, or they
could simply be a corruption of an originally correct translation. Clearly a great deal depends
on what we decide; for not only are these words the keystone of the LXX’s ordering of its
material here, but many such pedantic “timetable” arrangements are to be found throughout
the whole of 3 Reigns. If, therefore, it were to emerge that the LXX's ‘timetable” scheme in 6:1-
5 is built on an inner-Greek textual corruption, the implication would be that the LXX’s
differences in the order of the text generally are likely to be a late and secondary feature of the
text tradition.

What, then, are the considerations that suggest first that the LXX does not represent the
original Hebrew here as well as the MT does? Older scholars, indeed, felt that 0'72201, and
the Giblites, concealed a corruption, for it was unlikely that the Giblites should have received
such special notice.”® Montgomery, however, has convincingly remarked:"”

This is not, and could not be, the LXX’s order; plainly Burney’s simple explanation neither observes the facts
fully nor accounts for them.

16 Burney, op cit p. 58.

17 JCC Kings, p. 138
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There is no reason to doubt this novel datum; later editors of the tradition and the text would
not have introduced the Gentile Giblites as co-operators in the building of the Temple, in 713
pains are taken to note that the Tynan artist Hiram had an Israelite mother. The Giblites were
employed by Solomon in the same way as Solomon used Phoenician naval experts to build and
man his ships in the Red Sea (92f) . . . .

Secondly, if the original Hebrew had read the equivalent of the LXX’s kai €Balav altoug
standing in its present LXX-position, and the MT had later become corrupted into 0223,
there was no reason why this corrupt reading should have been moved along with its
immediate context to stand where it now does at 5:32a. It would have still made good sense
standing at 6:3. On the other hand, if the original Hebrew read 0°72331 and had it in the same
position as the MT now has it, and this became changed in the LXX to kai €BaAav abtoug, there
was then a compelling reason why kai £BaAav adtoug had to be removed to 6:3: left as 5:17a
and followed by 5:17b it would have made nonsense (see p. 10). Compared, then, with the
MT, the LXX’s reading and its position are secondary.

To decide next at what stage in the transmission this secondary reading arose is more
difficult; there are so many possibilities and the change of order did not necessarily follow
immediately upon the misreading or mistranslation of the original 0'72a0|. The misreading
could have existed in the LXX’s Hebrew vorlage; it could be a genuine mistake in the Greek
translation; it could be a deliberate alteration on the part of an ‘interpreter-translator” in order
to eliminate unsuitable Gentiles from the building of the temple. Margolis’® thought it was a
corruption of an original (Greek) transliteration:

Dergleichen durfte III Reg. 6, 3 (5,32) €BaAav avToUlG . . . aus eBaAnv = Tefatewy (a0TOUG ist
dann spiter dazugekommen) = D'"722 verderbt sein; anstatt € kann auch Fai—geschrieben
worden sein (vgl. Qms in Hes) ; nach kau fiel yot—aus; was blieb, wurde als Verbum aufgefasst,

und so erhielt es Augment und Objekt.

But if kat €Balav avtoUg is the result of an accidental corruption, its present position in the
temporal succession of events in the LXX’s story is not accidental; nor are all the other
surrounding differences to which we have called attention and which are all dictated by the
same motive. These are the results of a deliberate recension. Perhaps, in the present state of
our knowledge it would be wiser not to press decision further, but to be content to notice how
valueless are the principles that guided the recension.

It remains just to notice the various reactions to all this alteration, as we find them in the
different text-traditions of the Greek. A n x, Arm, Syr simply follow Origen’s corrections
according to the MT. The group MN and supporting minuscules have an attempted
restoration; but instead of removing simply 6:2 and 6:3 to stand before verse 17, where they
would agree with the MT’s order, they have removed 6:2, 6:3, 6:4 and 6:5 to stand before verse
17, with the absurd result that the summary of the dates of the foundation and completion of
the temple stands before verse 17 kat ftoipacav toug AiBoug kat t& §UAa tpia €tn They have also

8 ZAW, 1911, p. 313.
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changed the viot of Solomon and Hiram into §odAot, but not in accordance with the MT which
reads neither 'TQVY nor even ') but ')A builders.

The group Z b cze2 retain the typically Greek order, but they have several “improvements’
to help the sense. They explain, 6:2, who they were whom the king commanded to haul the
stones: kal éveteilato O Baoclhelg toig Gpxouaoty évéykelv; and their Greek is better than the
éveteilato 6 Baothelg kai aipouotv of i o a2 Eth? Or-gr and more explicit (‘carry’, i.e. on to the
site, rather than ‘lift’). The éveteidato 6 PBaocwhelq va aipwowv of B*® Eth, though boasting
subordination instead of typically Hebraic parataxis, rests content with aipw. Similarly, when
the command is carried out (vi 3), the sons of Solomon (who now declines like any good Greek
noun should: Zohopwvog Z: ZoAopwvtog b ¢z e2 instead of indeclinable ZaAwpwv) do not chisel
(17091 énehéknoav) the stones; the time and place for that are past. They simply fiveykav the
stones and put them in their place: and with this the corrupt kai £BaAav adtoug becomes kai
évéBalov avtoug and assumes the respectability of an Attic, rather than a Hellenistic, verb-
ending. Z b c2e2, while not hexaplaric, are still not so early a form of text as the B-group.
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