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Text-Sequence and Translation

I have in a former issue of this journal' suggested that the material which now stands at
3 Reigns 10:23-25 stands there as a result of a re-arrangement of the original text, and that the
motive for the re-arrangement was a desire to excuse Solomon’s accumulation of gold and
horses. The purpose of this present article is to call attention to two further pieces of evidence:
one confirming that the motive of the re-arrangement was as has been already suggested; the
other revealing at what level this revisory activity took place.?

I

If, as I have suggested, the passage which now stands at 10:23-25 once stood between 9:14 and
9:26, its removal to its present position will have brought about a different text-sequence, and

therefore a difference in thought-sequence, in three places:

1. 10:22 is now followed by the present 10:23 instead of being followed by what is
now 10:26; and 10:23 is now immediately preceded by 10:22 instead of, as
formerly, by 9:14.

2. 9:14 and 9:26, which once stood a paragraph apart, now run together.

3. 10:26 is now immediately preceded by the present 10:25, whereas formerly it was
immediately preceded by 10:22.

It will be interesting, therefore, to examine these new suture-points, as we may call them, to
see if there are any signs of awkwardness or editorial adaptations, and if so, what particular
slant, if any, the editorial adaptations give to the story.

1. The suture-point at the present 10:22/23 is the one already discussed in the earlier
article. We need say no more about it now, except to remind ourselves that at this
point the text is talking about one of Solomon’s ships and its cargo; that the ship’s
cargo in verse 22 seems to have been deliberately altered; and that the insertion
of verse 23 ff serves to justify the remaining items of the cargo, and so to excuse
Solomon’s import of gold, silver and stone.

2. 9:14 and 9:26-28, which arc now allowed to run together, likewise deal both of
them with gold; and one of them, 9:26-28, deals also with the theme of Solomon’s
ships. Perhaps this is not insignificant.

The first passage, 9:10-14, tells how Solomon gave Hiram of Tyre twenty cities in Galilee,
which, incidentally, did not please Hiram. The last sentence in the MT runs: And Hiran, sent

1 “The Septuagint’s Version of Solomon’s Misconduct’, VT XV (1965), pp. 325-35.
2 For the Greek text the verse-numbering used in this article is that of Brooke-McLean, which in some passages
cited will be found to differ from that used by Rahlfs.
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(M2W™) to the king 120 talents, of gold. The LXX has kai fjveykev Xetpap t6) ZaAwpov katdv kai
elkootl téAavta xpuvoiov. The difference—the king | t® Zolowpwv—is small enough. The
difference between MW" and #fveykev is much larger; its possible significance will appear
when we now turn to the end of the second passage: (v. 27) kal dnéoteldev Xepap €v Tfj i
TOV TS wv a0 ToU Gvdpag VaUTIKOUG EAAUVELY €I60TAG BAAaooav HETA TOV TS wV ZaAwpwv (V.
28) kol NABov eig Zwupa kai Elafov £kelev xpuoiov Ekatov elkoot Téavta kal fveykav 6
Bacrel Zadwpwv. Immediately we notice the fjveykav. Its counterpart in the MT is IX2? of
which fjveykav is a correct and obvious translation. But fjveykev in verse 14 is not a correct
translation of M7y, and the discrepancy in meaning is emphasised by the fact that in the next
verse but one, verse 27, where the MT has ﬂ?t;??‘l_ ameoterev is used. Is, then, fijveykev of verse
14 simply a mistaken translation; does it go back to different Hebrew; or is it a change,
deliberate or accidental, under the influence of the fjveykav of verse 28? While all three of these
explanations arc possible, there are indications that the fjveykev of verse 14 may well be a
deliberate assimilation to the fjveykav of verse 28.

In the first place is the consideration that according to the MT the gold which Hiram sent
to Solomon (v. 14) amounted to 120 talents, and the gold which the servants of Solomon and
Hiram brought to Solomon (v. 28) was 420 talents, obviously a different lot of gold; but
according to the LXX the amount which Hiram fjveykev was 120 talents, and the amount which
the servants of Solomon and Hiram fijveykav was likewise 120 talents. It looks as if this latter
figure of 120 is an assimilation to the former, and as if the LXX, in its present state, may intend
that the 120 talents of verse 14 be understood as the same 120 as verse 28 mentions; or, to put
it another way, it looks as if the story in verses 26-28, how Hiram’s servants went with
Solomon’s servants and brought Solomon 120 talents of gold, is intended to exploit what
verse 14 means when it says that Hiram brought Solomon 120 talents of gold. The MT, of
course, does not intend it so. Not only does it indicate that the amounts of gold differed, but
between verse 14 and verses 26-28, it has a long paragraph.

Next we should notice that the present suture—point in the LXX between verse 14 and
verse 26 labours under some syntactical difficulty. As Brooke-McLean punctuate them the
verses run as follows: verse 14 kai fjveykev Xelpap 1@ ZoAwUwVY £KaToOv Kal elkootl TaAavta
xpuoiov. verse 26 kai vadv UmEp oV émoinoev Tadwpwy O Baciievg év Epasosiwv (B; Taciwv
plures) T'aBep, THv odoav éxopévnv Akad émi tod xeidoug T\g éoxdtng Boddoong £v yij ESw. It
is at once clear that the clause kai vadv vmép ol émoinoev Zoadwpwv is very difficult, if not
impossible, Greek, that is, if it is intended to mean ‘for the sake of which Solomon also built a
ship’; one would not normally expect the object of the verb in the relative clause to stand
before the relative pronoun.

On the other hand the LXX'’s order kai vadv ... émoinoev X. 0 BaciAevg, i.e. object, verb,
subject, agrees with the MT’s order "¢ 77217 7Y *IR), which is the more remarkable, since the

MT’s order here gives an unexpected emphasis.®> Because, then, the LXX seems in this respect

3 See M. Noth, Konige, Biblischer Kommentar A.T. IX, 3, p. 221.
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to be following a Hebrew text closely, it has been suggested that Umép oU is a corruption of a
translation of some Hebrew word which in the LXX’s vorlage stood between 1% and V.
Klosterman* proposed an original translation Qgepa for 79X, This may be the right
explanation, though in verse 28 the translation given of 79X is Zw@npa.

But even if Umtép oV is a corruption of some sort, we should still ask if in its present form it
is in any way connected with the removal of verses 15-25. In other words, has what began as
a corruption been adapted in an effort to make verses 26-28 follow smoothly on verse 14 after
the removal of verses 15-25? Rahlf’s text removes the full stop which Brooke-McLean put at
the end of verse 14, and so makes verse 14 and verse 26 run together as one continuous whole.
Though this does not show definitely that Rahlf’s intended the xai vadv of verse 26 to be
construed as a second object of the verb fjveykev verse 14—and Hiram sent to Solomon 120
talents of gold and a ship—it seems to suggestit. And the suggestion is interesting. Construing
the Greek thus would mean that according to verses 14 and 26-28, as they now stand, it was
not Solomon, but Hiram, who built the ship that went to Ophir to get gold; and when
Chronicles tells this same story, it gives the same impression (2 Chr 8:17-18). Instead of saying,
as the MT of I Kings does, that Solomon built a navy in Ezion-Geber, and Hiram sent some of
his sailors in it with Solomon’s servants, both the MT and the LXX of 2 Chronicles say simply
that “Solomon went to Ezion-Geber —and Huram (sic) sent him by the hands of his servant ships and
servants that had knowledge of the sea’. In other words, whether Solomon built any ships
Chronicles does not say: all the ships it here mentions were those sent by Hiram.

Moreover, in the next chapter of 3 Reigns, at 10:11, we are told kai 1} vadg Xipap 1) aipovoa
TO Xpuoiov €k Zov@ip 1jveykev EUAa ameAeknTa TOAAQ o@OSpa kat AtBov Tipov. (Rahlf’s text).
Noteworthy is the article with xpvoiov—and Hiram’s ship which brought the gold from Ophir.
What gold this was is not altogether certain: the remark follows immediately upon verse 10
which tells how the Queen of Sheba gave Solomon 120 talents of gold. Then follows this verse
about Hiram’s ship, and another, verse 12, about what Solomon made out of the wood which
Hirams ship brought. After that, verse 13 reverts to the Queen of Sheba. So three explanations
seem possible of this gold brought by Hiram’s ship:

1. It could refer to the 120 talents of verse 10, implying that the Queen of Sheba
made Solomon a present of this gold, but Hiram’s ship had to fetch it.

2. It could be that verses 11-12 are a parenthetic insertion, and that the gold of verse
11 has nothing to do with the gold of verse 10, but refers to the gold which
Hiram’s ship brought from time to time over the years.

3. Or it could refer to the 120 talents of our chapter 9:28. In this case, 10:11 would
further emphasize that in 9:28 the ship which brought the gold was one of

4 Cited by Montgomery, ICC Kings, p. 215.
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Hiram’s ships. Why anyone should be concerned to make 9:14 and 26-28 say this,
we will consider later.

Meanwhile we must return to the task of trying to make sense of the suture-point between
verse 14 and verse 26. And the next difficulty lies in determining in what sense Um&p o0 would
have been intended.

Naturally one would take it without hesitation to mean ‘for the sake of which’ or ‘concerning
which’, but from Hatch-Redpath it would seem that the phrase is in the LXX confined to the
books of Reigns and Paralipomena, and four® out of its five occurrences represent W=7y
and quite clearly mean ‘because’ On only one occasion® does it represent plain WX and mean
‘“about’, or “concerning which’. On the other hand, if VTép oV in our passage arises from a
corruption, or is, as it could be, an editorial addition, we should not be obliged to look for any
Hebrew behind it, but we could take it in its natural sense. Now, in point of fact, the meaning
“because” is ruled out because it makes no sense in this context, but the meaning ‘for the sake of
which’ would yield quite good sense: “And Hiram brought to Solomon 120 talents of gold and
a ship, for the sake of which (gold) Solomon wrought in Ezion-geber . . ./

The one difficulty remaining is that if kai vadv is taken as the object of fjveykev of verse 14
and not émoinoev of verse 26, émoinoev is left without an object and must, be understood
intransitively. moléw, of course, is not commonly used in this way in the LXX. On the other
hand it is occasionally so used, and one of those occasions is 2 Paralipomena 20:35-36, a
passage which curiously enough, deals with shipping and Ezion-Geber, only not Solomon’s
shipping but Jehoshaphat’s. The Greek reads kai peta tadta ékowwvnoev lwoagat Tpog
Oxolewav Bacéa Iopan?, kai oUTog Hvéunoey év T¢ Totfjoat kai Topevdijval Tpdg aiTdv ToD
motfjoatl mAola oD mopevbijval eig Oapoels. kai émoinoe mAola év F'acwwv 'afep. The phrase
nvounocev év t@® motfjoat kal topevdijvat seems to spring from a misconstruing of the Hebrew,”
but the point of interest for us is that as a result this motfjoat can make sense only if it is
understood intransitively.

It is, then, possible that 3 Reigns 9:14, 2628 is, as it now stands, meant to be understood
thus:

And Hiram brought to Solomon 120 talents of gold and a ship, for the sake of which (gold)
Solomon the king wrought in Ezion-Geber which is near Elath on the shore of the Last Sea in
the land of Edom. And Hiram sent in the ship (some) of his servants, mariners, men skilled in
sailing over the sea, along with the servants of Solomon. And they came Sophera and took

thence 120 talents of gold and brought it to king Solomon.

5 2 Reigns 6:8, 8:10; (3 Reigns 9:26 is our passage, and it is doubtful what Hebrew, if any, lies behind f)T[ép 017)) ;4
Reigns 22:13; 1 Paralipomena 18:10.

¢ 1 Reigns 21:2 (MT 21:3).

7 Actually in the MT the words Nivy? ¥°%13 X3 refer to Ahaziah, king of Israel, and not to Jehoshaphat.



Text-Sequence and Translation Page | 7

Translated thus, the Greek is saying that Solomon’s works in Ezion-Geber were undertaken
for the sake of the gold which Hiram brought. In other words, since Hiram was bringing such
a large quantity of gold by sea, Solomon built a port to accommodate the vessel. And this
again makes it appear very likely that the 120 talents of gold of verse 14 for the sake of which
Solomon built this port, are intended by the Greek to be the 120 talents of gold which verse 28
says were actually brought to the king.

Now if this is indeed the intention of the Greek, it would seem that we have here another
deliberate attempt to excuse Solomon’s amassing of gold. According to the MT of 9:26-28
Solomon went to great pains to get gold: he built a fleet, secured the help of expert seamen
from Hiram and fetched no less than 420 talents of gold from Ophir; and the whole enterprise
was initiated and carried through by Solomon himself. But according to the LXX it was Hiram
who brought the gold, and Hiram who provided the ship; as far as we are told, Solomon did
not seek the gold, he simply made arrangements to collect and receive what Hiram brought.

3. Next we must investigate the third suture-point, 10:26, where the text takes up after the
great insertion. The MT’s counterpart of this verse is 10:23, which reads ‘And the king Solomon
exceeded all the kings of the earth in riches and in wisdom’. The LXX translates it straightforwardly
(v. 26). The difference is that, had it not been for the insertion, this verse would have followed
immediately on verse 22 (LXX) as it does in the MT (verse 22), and the sequence of thought

would have been:

All the vessel . . . were of gold . . . there was no silver, for it was not accounted of in the days of
Solomon. Does the king had a ship of Tarshish in the sea . . . one ship came to the king every
three years from Tarshish laden with gold and silver . .. And Solomon exceeded all the kings

of the earth in riches . . .

The impression this would have given would be that Solomon’s excess of riches was the result
of his shipping expeditions; but, of course, the great insertion effectively breaks this damaging
sequence of thought. Not only does it justify the shipping expeditions, but by the time it
concludes it has introduced other topics —forced-labour gangs, warriors, captains of chariots,
horsemen—so that one naturally takes verse 26 as beginning a new paragraph, and would
tend to understand its remark about Solomon exceeding all other kings in riches and wisdom
in the light of what follows, namely that they came to hear his wisdom, and when they came,
they all brought him presents of gold . . . a rate year by year.

With this, all possible ground of complaint against Solomon in the matter of gold is
removed from the whole section LXX 9:10-10:33. The mention in 10:22 of a ship of Solomon’s
that came once every three years with a cargo of gold and other valuables is, as we earlier saw,
followed now by a passage suitably tailored and inserted in order to excuse these imports.
Next the passage, 9:14, 26-28 has been trimmed so as no longer to say that Solomon built a
navy on purpose to go after gold himself; but rather that it was Hiram who brought the gold
and the ship. And all the other references to gold are those which tell what other people
brought him: 10:10 the Queen of Sheba gave him 120 talents; 10:11 Hiram brought him gold;
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10:14-15 gold simply ‘came’ to him, in addition to taxes, duties and tribute; 10:26-28, all the
kings of the earth came to heat Solomon’s wisdom and, when they came, they brought
presents of gold. And, quite dearly, Solomon could not be blamed for receiving what other
people brought! It was only those passages which seemed to imply that Solomon ‘greatly
multiplied gold to himself’ that worried the rabbis.

11

The piece of evidence which seems to show at what level this revisory activity took place
concerns Solomon’s ‘questionable” activities in gathering large numbers of horses. According
to the MT the kings who came to hear Solomon’s wisdom (v. 25) brought every man his present
... horses and mules, a rate year by year, (v. 26) And Solomon gathered together chariots and horsemen:
and he had 1,400 chariots and 12,000 horsemen .. .. The LXX® says (v. 28) épepov £ékaotog Td SBpa
aToD . . . IMToLG Kai NULEVOUS, TO KaT EviauTov. (V. 29) kal foav T6) ZoAwpwy Técoapes XIMASES
BnAeian itrrot eig dppoata kat Swdeka xAddeg inméwv .. ." Here the biggest difference is that the
LXX has no equivalent of the clause ‘And Solomon gathered together chariots and horsemen’. This
could be an accidental scribal omission, or it could be that the LXX is based on a Hebrew
vorlage that had no such phrase; but the interesting thing is that the absence of the clause
allows the sequence of thought: verse 28 the several kings brought Solomon horses and mules
every year, so, verse 29, Solomon naturally had a lot of horses. And seeing the LXX has female
horses in verse 29, whereas the counterpart in the MT is chariots, this sequence of thought
between verse 28 and verse 29 is the more facilitated, and the impression is created that
Solomon’s possession of large numbers of horses was due, not to his own efforts to get them,
but to the gifts of the kings.

We could, therefore, easily jump to the conclusion that the absence of the clause, ‘And
Solomon gathered together chariots and horsemen’, might be another deliberate alteration in order
to excuse Solomon.

But here a further consideration enters the picture. Verses 29 and 31 in the LXX are
matched by the MT’s verses 26 and 27 respectively; but verse 30 in the LXX has no counterpart
here in the MT. It reads kai fjv fjyoUpevog mavtwmv TdV Pacttéwv dmd tol motapod kal Ewg yijg
dAAoUAwY kal £wg opiwv Atyvmtou. However, when we look at a similar passage in 2
Paralipomena 9, not only does this sentence occur here in the LXX, but it has a counterpart in
the MT. It will be helpful, then, to compare the LXX of 3 Reigns at this point with the LXX of

2 Paralipomena 9.

3 Reigns 10:28-33 2 Paralipomena 9:24-28

Kal avtol épepov €KaoTog Kal avtol épepov £EKaoTOG

T S®dpa avTod T S®dpa avToD, oKeELT ApyLPA
oKeUN XpUod Kal LLATIoUOV, Kol oKevT xpuod Kal ipatioudy,

OTAKTNV Kal Névopata OoTAKTNV Kal évopata,

8 Rahlf’s text, BM's verse-numbering.
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Kal (mmovug kat uévoug,

TO KT EVIAUTOV EVIOUTOV.

kol foav 1@ ZoAwpwy
TEOOAPES XIALASEG BNAeLan (TTTTOL
elg dppata kot

Swdeka YIALGSeg ITMEWY,

Kal €0eT0 aOTAG €V TATG TOAEDL
TOV APUATWY Kol HETX TOD
Bacéwg €v IepovoaAnt.

Kol 7V 1YoV HEVOG TTAVTWV

TOV BacAéwv Gmo Tol motapod
Kot £wG YT|§ GAAAO@UAWV

Kal Ewe oplwv AlyvmTou.

Kal £8wkev 0 BaciAes

T0 xpuoiov kxal To dpyvplov

¢v Iepovoainu wg AiBoug,

Kal TaG kESpoug ESwKeEV

WG CLUKANIVOUG TAG £V T
e elg AT O0g.

kal 1 €€0806 TGV (Mmwv
Zodwpwy € AlyOmtou

Kol €K OEKOVE,

umopol Tod BacAéwg
EAaupavov £k Oekove

£v GAAGypatL?

Page | 9

(mmovug kal pdvoug
TO KT €VIAUTOV EVIOUTOV.
kol foav 1@ ZoAwpwy
TEOOUPES YIALASES BNAeLan (TTTTOL
elg Gppata kot
Swdeka YIALGSeg IMTEwY,
Kal £0eTo aTOUG €V TOAEOLY
TOV APUATWY Kol HETA TOU
Bacéwg €v Iepovoain.
Kol 7V 1YOUHEVOG TTAVTWV
TV BacAéwv o tol motapod
Kol £wG YT|G GALO@VUAWV
Kal Ewg oplov Alyumtov.
Kol £8wkev 0 BaciAes
TO xpuoiov kal To dpyvplov
¢v IepovoaAnu w¢ AiBoug
Kal T&G KESpoug
WG CUKANIVOUG TAG €V T
medwvij elg AT O0g.
kal 1 €€080¢6 TGV (Mmwv
€€ Alyvmtou @ ZoAwpwv
Kal €k Taon g THs yiis.

The differences between these two translations are so small, and the agreements so
overwhelming (at least down to &ig mAfj0og), that one must conclude that they go back to
Hebrew texts that were virtually identical. Three things are particularly striking:

1. the Paralipomena passage, just like Reigns passage, has no clause “And Solomon
gathered together chariots and horsemen’. Since, then, MT text of the Chronicles
passage agrees with the LXX of the Paralipomena passage in not having this
clause, we can now see that the absence of this clause from the LXX of the Reigns
passage comes about because the LXX of Reigns is here following a Hebrew text
that differed from the MT of Reigns. The surmise, expressed earlier, that the
absence of this clause might be part of a deliberate scheme to rescue Solomon
from the charge of multiplying horses to himself, seems therefore, unjustified; the
LXX s simply following a different Hebrew, without any ulterior motive —
maybe.

9 Rahlfs’ text.
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2. The LXX of both passages has the sentence beginning xai fjv fjyo0pevos. . . in
exactly the same contextual position and in almost exactly the same translation.
Here too, therefore, it would seem quite unnecessary to suppose that the LXX of
Reigns has some tendentious motive in introducing this clause, when it is absent
from the MT of Reigns; the LXX is simply following a different Hebrew text.

3. Most remarkable is that both translations have the rendering 6MAeio {nmot. The
MT of the Chronicles passage has 2°910 N1 IR and NN properly means
‘stalls’ 10 It is reasonable then to suppose that the 61jAeiat immot of the Reigns
passage goes back to a similar Hebrew, which differed from the MT of Reigns, for
the latter has 227 chariots. But that both LXX Reigns x and LXX 2 Paralipomena
ix should have understood NN in this sense, and that both should have used
the same translation, is remarkable indeed, especially when we notice that tucked
away at the end of the 2nd Miscellany in 3 Reigns is another completely different
translation of what must have been virtually the same Hebrew. Here are the two
versions for comparison.

LXX 3 Reigns 2:46 LCC 3 Reigns 10:29 and 2 Paralipomena 9:25
Kol Aoav T® ZoAwpwy Kol Aoav T® ZoAwpwY

TECOEPAKOVTA YIALASEG TECOAPES XIALABEG

TOKASEG (ol OnAelat (ot

elg dpuata kai Swdeka elg dpuata kai Swdeka

XIALASEG ITTTEWV. XIALASEG ITTTEWV.

It is quite clear that behind tokd8eg and OnAeian lies the same idea, yet the difference in
expression- raises the possibility that the two renderings come from different translators. And
the possibility is further increased when we discover that the next verse in the Miscellany,
ii 46%, also offers another different translation of a sentence which 3 Reigns 10 and

2 Paralipomena 9 have in common:

2:46k LCC 3 Reigns 10:30 and 2 Paralipomena 9:26
Kol MV &pxwv Kol 7V 1yoUHEVOG

év oL Toig BacAebowy TAVTWY TGOV BAcAEwV

amo tod motopod Ao tod motopod

Kal £wg yijc dAAo@UAWY Kol £wg yijG dAAo@UAWY

Kal Ewg oplwv AtyvmTou. Kal Ewg oplwv AlydmTou

(oplov: Paralip.).

What we have, then, is a translation in 3 Reigns 10:29 and 30 that agrees so closely with the
translation in 2 Paralipomena 9:25 and 26 that one suspects some kind of interdependence;

10 For a possible explanation of the origin of the meaning ‘brood mares’, see J. Gray, I and II Kings, S.C.M. Press,
1964, p. 245. n.e.
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and in 3 Reigns 2:46! "4k a translation of virtually the same Hebrew that seems to come from
the hand of a different translator. This, of course, is interesting in itself, because it raises the
question of the relation of the Miscellanies to the main text. I have elsewhere suggested" that
what may have happened is this: some reviser of the Greek text took exception to the
translation of certain verses. He therefore removed these verses and substituted a (better)
translation; but instead of discarding the removed translations altogether, he assembled them
in some sort of order in what we now call the Miscellanies at 2:35*° -and 46*'. And certainly
this explanation would fit the present situation, for between ii 46' and 3 Reigns 10:29, 2
Paralipomena 9:25 there is one notable difference: ii 46' says that Solomon had 40,000 Toxddeg
(ntot, while the other two passages say that he had 4,000 61jAetau inot. Now this discrepancy
between 40,000 and 4,000 is one which the ancient rabbis felt needed some explanation. For
instance, in the Babylonian Talmud,'? Sanhedrin 21b, we read

Rab Judah raised a point of contradiction [in the following passages:] It is written, And Solomon
had forty thousand stalls of horses for his chariots. But elsewhere we read, And Solomon had four
thousand stalls for horses and chariots. How are these [to be reconciled]? —Thus: if he had forty
thousand stables, each of them must have contained four thousand horsestalls; and if he bad

four thousand stables, each of them must have contained forty thousand stalls.

The learned Rabbi was, of course, commenting not on Greek, but on Hebrew, texts, and unlike
the Greek translators he takes N1"X as ‘stalls’, not ‘brood mares’. But the fact that he felt the
difficulty posed by the discrepant numbers and tried to solve it in his own way, lends colour
to the idea that some earlier reviser of the Greek translation might well have felt the same
difficulty, but overcame it in a different way; and not content simply to correct the number,
40,000, substituted a different translation of the verse and its context.

But at this stage the mystery, instead of being solved, deepens. Rab Judah, as we have
already observed, was commenting on Hebrew texts, and in the MT the two texts in question

are 2 Chronicles 9:25 and, not 1 Kings 10:26 (= 3 Reigns 10:29), but 1 Kings 5: 6, as will be seen
quite clearly if we put the MT of these three passages side by side:

2 Chronicles 9:25 1 Kings 5:6 1 Kings 10:26

oYY ) Y 72m

D978 NY2IN 7N DOV NiRR™Y2IN] 798

o910 m"j_zg [aRlote] m"j_?f 227
niaTm 1227

7% Wy 78 WY 7R WY-Don

agvgl> ayvgl> ayrgl>

Second Chronicles 9:25 has 4,000 stalls, 1 Kings 5:6 has 40,000 stalls—here is the rabbi’s
discrepancy —but 1 Kings 10:26 has neither 4,000 nor 40,000, but 1,400, and it is talking not

11 In an article entitled “The Shimei Duplicate and its Satellite Miscellanies in 3 reigns II’, ]SS Vol. 13, (1968), pp.
91-2.
12 Translated by ]. Shachter, Soncino Press, London, 1935 p 117.
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about stalls but about chariots. From this it is quite evident that the translation given in

3 Reigns 2:46' goes back to the MT of 1 Kings 5:6: there is a word for word equivalence:

MT 1 Kings 5:6

LXX 3 Reigns 2:46!

ThPYY T kal fioav T Zadwpwy
NP DVIIR  tecoepdrovTa XIAASES
°010 NI tokadeg (ot
2917 el Gppata
n9R WYY kol SmdSeka xALGSES
QWD imméwv.

The translation given in 3 Reigns 10:29, on the other hand, goes back neither to the MT of
1 Kings 5:6, nor to the MT of 1 Kings 10:26, but to a Hebrew text almost the same as the MT of

2 Chronicles 9:25:
MT 2 Chronicles 9:25 LXX 3 Reigns 10:29
TRPYY T kal fioav T Zadwpwy
DOYR NVAIR  téooapeg YIAL&Seg
QW NI OAean inmot
N2 eig dppata
n9R WYY kol SmdSeka xAASES
QWD imméwv.

To complete our observations from this particular vantage point, we should notice that while
MT 1 Kings 5:6 is represented in 3 Reigns by a verse in the Miscellany at 2:461, at the point in
the LXX main text that would correspond to MT 5:6, the LXX has nothing similar at all. If it
had anything, it would appear immediately before 4:20 (BM’s numeration); but this whole
context in 3 Reigns has been drastically re-arranged in the LXX (and perhaps in the Hebrew
texts also). What, therefore, stands now at 2:461 may well have been removed thither from
somewhere in the context of 4:20.

MT 1 Kings 10:26, on the other hand, has no equivalent in 3 Reigns anywhere at all.
Nowhere does 3 Reigns quote the figure 1,400 chariots.

To see the significance of all this we should perhaps now change our point of observation
slightly. Forgetting the Greek texts for the moment, we may observe that as far as the Hebrew
texts are concerned, both the Kings passages have counterparts in Chronicles. Thus, as we

have already seen, MT 1 Kings 5:6 has its counterpart in MT 2 Chronicles 9:25, the only major
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difference being the discrepancy in the numerals.’® Similarly MT I Kings 10:26 has its
counterpart in MT 2 Chronicles 1:14:

MT 1 Kings x 26 MT 2 Chronicles i 14
7Y 0N oY A0
0091 177 0091 177
2% 127 2% T2

207 m'N?;'V:ﬂ?ﬂ
28 WY
a7k

bl Falfvaliiinighy
Qi lvapalalizg
Ral>

Nor only do MT I Kings x and MT 2 Chronicles 1 agree over this part of this verse, but from
here onwards to the end of the paragraph (I Kings 10:29, 2 Chronicles 1:17) they proceed in
complete agreement except for minor differences such as arise even in closely related

manuscripts.

So then, in the MT we have two sets of twins: 1 Kings 5:6 and 2 Chronicles 9:25, which we
will call A and A’ respectively; and 1 Kings 10:26 and 2 Chronicles 1:14, which we will call B
and B’ respectively. Using this notation we may now sum up what we have found about the
translation of these passages in the LXX. MT 1 Kings 5:6, i.e. A, is translated by LXX 3 Reigns
2:46 (see p. 459); let us label 3 Reigns ii 46 as A too. MT 2 Chronicles 9:25, i.e. A’, is translated
by LXX 2 Paralipomena 9:25 (see p. 455-459); let us label LXX 2 Paralipomena 9:25 as A’ also.
MT 1 Kings 10:26, i.e. B, is not represented in 3 Reigns at all. What we get in the LXX at 3
Reigns 10:29 is a translation, not of a B passage, but of an A passage; and in its wording it
agrees exactly with translation A’, which is quite different from translation A’ (see p. 455-459).
So we must label LXX 3 Reigns 10:29 as A'. Finally MT 2 Chronicles 1:14, i.e. B/, is translated
by LXX 2 Paralipomena 1:14 thus:

MT 2 Chronicles 1:14
el

W91 297

i Srahl

227 NIRDTY2IN)
Qrital i ey
apilo

So we will call LXX 2; Paralipomena 1:14 B’ too.

LXX 2 Paralipomena 1:14
Kal ouvnyayev ZaAwpwyv

appata Kol Ummelg

Kat £yévovto avtd xiAlx
Kol TETPAKOCLO APUATOL
kol Swdeka XIALGSeg

ITTTé V.

13 The other difference is 12377 in 1 Kings v 6 and M2 in 2 Chronicles 9:25. 3 Reigns 2:46/, 10:29 and
2 Paralipomena 9:25 all have &ig dpupata, which seems to favour the reading in 1 Kings 5:6.
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Put now in tabular form the situation looks like this:

MT 1 Kings 5:6 A LXX 3 Reigns 2:46! A
1 Kings 10:26 B’ 3 Reigns 10:29 A’ identical
1 Chronicles 9:25 A’ 2 Paralipomena 9:25 A’ } translations
1 Chronicles 1:14 B’ 2 Paralipomena B’

Simply by its lack of a B-passage and its repetitiousness in having two A’-passages, the LXX
creates the impression immediately that it is less likely to represent the original Hebrew as
well as the MT does. And this impression is strengthened when we observe how well the MT’s
A and B passages not into their contexts, while the LXX’s A passage is most curiously placed,
and its A’ passage in 3 Reigns 10:29 is not particularly apt.

MT passage A, in 1 Kings 5:6 (EVV. 4:26) is talking of ‘stalls of horses for chariots and
horsemen’. It is followed by two verses: verse 7 about victuals for Solomon and his guests, verse
8 reading ‘And the barley and the chopped straw for the horses and the chariot steeds they used to
bring to the place where each (prefect) was according to his established office’.’* Quite obviously stalls
of horses and horse food are items that go closely together.

MT passage B, in 1 Kings 10:26, on the other band, does not talk of “stalls of horses for chariots
and horsemen’ but simply of ‘chariots and horsemen’. The reason is clear to see: the context is
concerned with the problem not of feeding large numbers of horses, but of importing horses
and chariots. Verses 25 and 28 tell us where Solomon got his horses from; verse 29 tells us
where he got his chariots from, and the price of both chariots and horses.

The LXX, however, at 3 Reigns 10:29 has an A’-passage, and instead of talking about
chariots and horsemen, talks of mares for chariots and horsemen. It still makes sense, of course,
because doubtless the mares were included in the import of horses. But it does not fit the
context so well as the MT which mentions both items—chariots and horses—the import of
which the subsequent verses describe.

As for the LXX’s A-passage, 3 Reigns 2:46/, nothing more need be said about it; the position
of the whole Miscellany in which it is found, is obviously secondary, and its own place therein
is artificially contrived.

But if the LXX in these several passages does not represent the original Hebrew as well as
the MT does, it does seem also that the present State of the LXX is not the simple result of the
original translator(s) working straightforwardly on what Hebrew text(s) lay before him
(them). Rather what we now have is a revision of the LXX. This is particularly clear from a
comparison of the translations in 3 Reigns 2:46! and 3 Reigns 10:29, which are based on almost
identical Hebrew texts. We have no reason to suppose that the original translator would have

necessarily used exactly the same translation for both passages; he may well have allowed

14 ]. Gray’s translation, I and II Kings, p. 138.
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himself some variety. What is most unlikely, however, is that on the second occasion he
should have used exactly word for word the same translation as that used by the translator of
2 Paralipomena 9:25; and the same goes for the translation of 3 Reigns 10:30 which agrees
exactly with the rendering in 2 Paralipomena 9:26, but differs widely from the earlier
translation of the same Hebrew in 3 Reigns 2:46 (see p. 357). What is much more likely is that
some reviser, concerned, as later Rab Judah was, about the discrepant numerals in the LXX’s
equivalents of MT 1 Kings 5:6 and 2 Chronicles 9:25, banished the original translator’s
rendering of 1 Kings 5:6 to the Miscellany, and finding no place in his reordering of the context
of this 5:6 for a “correct” version of the numeral, put the ‘correct’ version in 10:29, borrowing
he rendering of 2 Paralipomena 9:25 for the purpose. That both contexts, 3 Reigns 4:20-21 (=
1 Kgs 5:7-8) and 10:28-33 were talking about horses in very similar terms would make it easy
for him to do this. Whether he was also concerned to whitewash Solomon’s character over the
question of his equestrian activities, as he was over Solomon’s gold-collecting we cannot say
for certain. It is the fact that, as we observed at the beginning of section II of this article (p. 454),
the absence of the clause “And Solomon gathered together chariots and horsemen’ from the
beginning of verse 29 does allow a sequence of thought: between verse 28 and verse 29 that
suggests that Solomon’s brood mares were presents given by neighbouring kings. On the
other hand verses 32-33, however crudely they translate the Hebrew still speak about
Solomon’s import of horses from Egypt. But then we have no need to suppose that the reviser
obsessively whitewashed every single mention of Solomon’s horses, any more than we need

imagine that only one intention lay behind his many alterations.
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