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INTRODUCTION

The story of David and Goliath is among the most loved of all Bible stories. It is
ubiquitous in our culture, from being a staple of children's Sunday school curricula to
being employed as a popular and poignant metaphor for the struggle of the disadvantaged
against a seemingly invincible foe. It is a prime example of a passage which is valued
much more for its affective qualities than for its scholarly nuances.

Yet very few readers are aware that there is a fascinating textual situation
underlying this beloved story which defies any easy explanation. The Old Greek' (OG)
text of the David and Goliath pericope, which is comprised of 1 Samuel 17-182 is
dramatically shorter than the version found in the Hebrew Masoretic Text (MT), which is
the basis for most translations of the Hebrew scriptures. The most noteworthy instance is
the absence of any Greek text corresponding to the Hebrew of verses 12-31 of the
seventeenth chapter. The differences in this section are not a consequence of translation
style or occasional, accidental omissions. Rather, significant portions of the story are
missing in the OG.

The missing text contains nothing which most readers would consider central to

1. The term "Old Greek" is used in lieu of "Septuagint” or "LXX" throughout this work. This will
help avoid confusion in the meaning of the term "Septuagint,” which can mean anything from "any Hebrew
scriptures in Greek" to only "the Pentateuch in Greek."” Here "Old Greek" includes all of the Hebrew
scriptures which were produced in Alexandria and excludes later efforts such as the recensions of Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotian.

2. 1 Kingdoms in the OG. The Hebrew titles of books of scripture are utilized in this work.



the story. Two different readers could approach the text, one in Hebrew and one in Greek,
and still come away with the same basic impression of the story. Yet there are quite a few
details which are lost in the Greek version.

Beyond the purely inquisitive desire to know how these texts came to be so
different, this case has text critical implications. Typically, when a translation is strikingly
different than its Vorlage, the variation was written off as the result of poor translation
practices and is not given much (if any) weight in textual criticism. However, as with the
whole of textual criticism of the Hebrew scriptures, the oldest extant copies of the OG are
centuries older than the oldest extant copies of the MT. Additionally, thanks to historical
sources, we can ascertain the general time period in which the books of the OG were
translated. All of them were apparently finished before the birth of Jesus of Nazareth.
Therefore we know that the OG represents a much older direct textual witness to the
Hebrew text than does the MT. So textual differences in the OG are quite important for
the textual criticism of the Hebrew scriptures.

The implications for Hebrew textual criticism are interesting, because it is likely
that the MT of 1 Samuel 17-18 is longer than the Hebrew Vorlage from which the OG
was translated. If that were the case, it could be that the MT represents some editorial
addition to the David and Goliath story, or perhaps a conflation of two (or more) different
versions of the pericope, only one of which is represented in the OG. Conversely, it could
be that the Vorlage was shortened by an editor prior to the translation of the OG. So a
solution to this problem must be found if the earliest text of the story is sought.

Another important aspect of this problem is that the dramatic differences between



the OG and MT are localized in only two chapters of the books of 1 and 2 Samuel. In
other books of the OG, there are significant divergences from extant Hebrew copies.
However, these tend to be pervasive throughout an entire book (e.g. Jeremiah) rather than
localized in a single pericope. So it is not clear why 1 Samuel has such a stark, sudden
variance while the rest of the book follows the Hebrew closely enough.

The issue of the differences between 1 Samuel 17-18 is both multifaceted and
significant in several regards. The purpose of this inquiry is to pursue the answer to the
following question: Why is the OG of 1 Samuel 17-18 forty-three percent shorter than the
MT and which reading is prior, the longer or the shorter? A several-step process is
employed to find the answer to that question.

First of all, the differences between the two texts in those three chapters are fully
cataloged. This includes a four-column chart with the text of the OG, the MT, and English
translations of each (Appendix A). The chart will facilitate an easy analysis of the
differences for all readers. The parallel visual representation will also demonstrate how
significant the variance is.

The Greek text is compared to the Hebrew in three different categories: minuses,
pluses, and differences (both lexical and grammatical). The first category is concerned
primarily with the rather large portions of text which are present in the MT but absent in
the OG. However any other smaller minuses at the verse, phrase, or word level will also
be noted. It is also important to catalog anything which may be found in the Greek but
not in the Hebrew. And finally, any pronounced differences in grammar or word-choice

are noted.



After the data has been thoroughly collected, it is analyzed. Each textual
difference is reckoned as a variant (a difference between the Vorlage of the OG and the
MT) or a non-variant. Particular attention is paid to finding any patterns of minus,
addition, or difference which may assist in providing an overall explanation for the
variance. In particular, the differences are examined to see if it is more likely that they
came from textual corruption, translation, interpretation, editorializing, a difference in
Vorlage, or some combination thereof. This data chapter will comprise a large portion of
the inquiry and is preeminently important with respect to evaluating various proposed
solutions to the problem at hand.

The next chapter will examine the books of the Kingdoms (1-2 Samuel, 1-2
Kings) in general. These are examined for similar patterns of variance (namely lengthy
minuses resulting from editorial activity). Such similar patterns can affirm or contradict
proposed solutions to the problem. Also, translation style is evaluated. The literal style
indicates that the Vorlage of the OG was as short as the resulting translation, since a
translator employing a formal style would not be expected to make large editorial
omissions like those in 1 Samuel 17-18. This narrows the possible explanations for the
textual problem in the story of David and Goliath.

The inquiry will then turn to the evidence of other ancient manuscripts, versions,
and external citations. This is limited to versions of which there are extant copies which
predate the MT. The purpose of this is twofold. First, it is seen if other versions of
antiquity match the OG's shorter version of 1 Samuel 17-18. Second, it may facilitate the

establishment of a date for the longer version which predates the MT. With this



information, the textual history of the passage can be more clearly understood, which
assists in understanding the reason for the textual problem in these chapters.

The first group of texts to be examined is the Qumran documents. There are four
scrolls which contain 1 Samuel from Qumran. These are examined to see if any text in
chapters 17-18 is attested and how that text compares with the OG and MT. These are
among the earliest known witnesses to the Hebrew scriptures in Hebrew, so their
testimony may be quite influential in this inquiry.

Next the later Greek recensions and translations of the Hebrew scriptures are
examined. In particular this will include Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotian. These are
quite valuable in establishing a date of the longer version and understanding how ancient
scholars understood this textual problem. With respect to their relationship to the OG,
there is a variety of options, ranging from revision to all-new translation.

Finally, early versions in languages other than Hebrew and Greek are examined,
along with citations in other sources. These versions, including the Vulgate and the
Peshitta, are evaluated with respect to their textual antecedents (namely Greek or
Hebrew) and their dates. If one of these versions is generally considered to be aligned
with one of the two traditions (MT or OG), but has a reading which agrees with the other
in 1 Samuel 17-18 (e.g. translated from the OG but has the longer Masoretic version of
the David and Goliath story), that will be quite significant for understanding the nature of
the problem.

Lastly, in light of all the collected data, various proposed solutions are evaluated.

These possible solutions can be broken down into two basic categories. First, it could be



that the MT is the result of the conflation of the account found in the OG with another
parallel but slightly different account. Second, it could be that the Vorlage of the OG had
been redacted to shorten the inherited text. This thesis will demonstrate that the OG had a
different Vorlage than the MT as the result of a prior redaction of the Hebrew. This stands
as an affirmation of the Bible versions which include the lengthier text found in the MT,

but indicates that the Hebrew text has a rather complicated history.

A Note on the Texts

Before the details of the text are examined, there are a few points about the texts
themselves. The OG text used is Alfred Rahlfs' Septuaginta.® This text was chosen
because it reflects the OG tradition (as opposed to later revisions). The oldest available
attested text is preferable in this study because it gives the earliest possible insight into
the Hebrew text of 1 Samuel. Also, an eclectic text was selected since it spares the task of
the textual criticism of the OG itself from this inquiry.

The MT is that of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia.* This work is considered by
many to be the standard critical representation of the MT. An explanation is in order for
why the MT was chosen for comparison to the OG as opposed to any other. For the
purposes of this inquiry, it should not be regarded as the "original” text which the OG
deviated from. Indeed, the MT is different from the Vorlage of the OG of 1 Samuel at
least in so far as there were certainly no vowel points in the latter. Also, even if there

were a direct descent of the MT from the Vorlage of the OG, there would have been

3. Albert Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979).

4. K. Elliger, W. Rudolph, et al., eds., Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1984).



numerous transcriptions made in the intervening time, which allow both for textual
corruption and emendation.

Rather, the MT is ultimately the most practical choice as a point of comparison
with the OG. As noted above, it is indeed considered the standard Hebrew text upon
which most translations are based. It is a point of comparison which gives us an insight
into how translation, copying, and both geographical and chronological distance affect a
text. The text itself is the most consistent Hebrew textual tradition.” Therefore a
comparison to the MT is the most beneficial for the task of textual criticism.

English translations of the MT are taken from the New Revised Standard Version®,
except where noted. For English translations of the OG, the New English Translation of
the Septuagint’ is utilized. The latter aims to follow the former as far as possible, so this

allows for synoptic comparison between the two versions in English.

5. As opposed, for example, to the fragmentary texts of 1 Samuel found at Qumran.

6. Copyright 1989, 1995 by the Division of Christian Education of the National Council of the
Churches in Christ in the United States of America. Used by permission. All rights reserved.

7. Copyright 2007 by the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Inc. Used
by permission of Oxford University Press. All rights reserved.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE OLD GREEK COMPARED TO THE MASORETIC TEXT

The David and Goliath pericope is noted for the lengthy minuses in the text of the
OG, but there are also a number of other differences from the MT, including smaller
minuses within verses, pluses, and some readings which are the same length but have a
different meaning. Such differences are here cataloged so the textual history of this
passage can be understood as clearly as possible. Once the differences are noted, they are
analyzed for any patterns which might indicate the reason(s) for the differences between
the texts.

For the convenience of the reader, a four-column chart has been prepared to assist
in this task. The columns contain the OG, the MT, and English translations of each. This
will aid the reader in having an easy visual reference to the material discussed here. The
chart is found in Appendix A, and it includes a key which explains the various

annotations the author has added.

Minuses
For this inquiry, "minus” should simply be understood to mean text which is
present in the MT but is not present in the OG. The use of the term is merely descriptive

and does not imply that the translator or redactor purposefully omitted any text, nor does



it necessarily imply that the text was absent from the Vorlage. The use of a neutral term
like "minus” is intentional to help avoid bias in the treatment of this topic.?

The MT of 1 Samuel 17-18 has been divided into a total of 87 verses. The OG,
however, attests only 50 of those verse divisions, with 37 verses being totally absent. The
result is that the Greek text is approximately 43% shorter than the Hebrew text by verse
count. There are also a number of minuses which comprise only part of a verse (a word,
prepositional phrase, or clause). This makes for a stark distinction between the two texts -
one that is certainly not expected when the former is a translation of the latter.

Surprisingly, the minuses do not greatly interrupt the flow of the story. That is, in
the Greek the story is just as coherent as the Hebrew, though lacking some details. For
example, in the first and longest minus, the text of 17:12-31 is missing in the Greek.
However, the missing text, containing mostly background information about David's
family and his travels, is not critical to the plot of the story. Just after Saul and all Israel
despair in verse 11, David immediately chimes in with his exhortation in verse 32,
making for a smooth transition. The same can be said about the other minuses as well.

This provides an important clue to the nature of the textual situation in 1 Samuel.
The fact that the story reads coherently in spite of a 43% reduction indicates that the
differences between the two texts are most likely not the result of random textual
corruption. Indeed, the verse-length minuses never truncate a sentence. This indicates that
the discrepancy is the result of editorial changes. Since the translator used a formal style

and would not be expected to make such editorial changes, either the Greek translator

8. Emanuel Tov is due credit for the application of these terms to such inquiries. See The Text-
Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 130.
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was working from a correspondingly short Hebrew Vorlage or that the text was redacted
after translation. However, an analysis of translation style in the minus sections of later
OG manuscripts show that they are most likely not translated by the original OG
translator.” Therefore it can be concluded that the OG had the shorter reading at the time
of translation, so it is certain that the translator was working from a correspondingly short
Vorlage.

The minuses are divided into two groups for this examination. First are the short
minuses, which account for less than an entire verse in Hebrew and are generally
disconnected from other minuses. Second are the long minuses', which range in length
from one to twenty verses. This distinction is helpful because the short minuses are more
likely to be the natural result of translation or scribal error, whereas the long minuses

cannot be the result of either. The observed minuses for 1 Samuel 17-18 are cataloged in

Table 1.1.
Table 1.1. Old Greek Minuses from the Masoretic Text
Short minuses Ch. 17:2; 7; 37; 38; 48; 51;
Ch. 18:8; 12; 21; 26; 27a,c;
Long minuses Ch. 17:12-31; 41; 50; 17:55-18:6a";
Ch. 18:10-11; 17-19; 29b-30"

9. See Chapter Two.

10. Tov uses the term "recurring minuses."” C.f. The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical
Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem: Simor, 1997),130.

11. This minus continues into what would become verse 6. However, since it is contiguous with
the previous lengthy minus, it is still to be counted among the long minuses.

12. This minus begins as the second half of verse 29 in Hebrew. However, since it is contiguous
with the following whole-verse minus, it is still to be counted among the long minuses.

10



Short Minuses

There are at least twelve instances in 1 Samuel 17-18 where the Hebrew text is
longer than the Greek in a verse which is attested in both. Emanuel Tov writes regarding
these short minuses (which he calls "occasional minuses") that

the decision as to whether an element lacking in the translation was absent in the

Vorlage or was omitted by the translator is based on an analysis of the translator's

technique. There can only be certainty when external evidence . . . supports the

assumption of a shorter Vorlage, or when MT is conflated . . ."*
In the case of 1 Samuel 17-18, translation technique is quite formal, so it is unlikely that
any short minuses are the result of the translator volitionally changing the text. The most
pertinent external evidence comes in the form of Hebrew manuscripts outside the
Masoretic tradition, but it can also be found in quotations from various sources.'
However, since such external support in these chapters is sparsely present, there can be
little hope that a short minus could be verified as an instance of a shorter Vorlage, since
the translator, a scribe, or commentator may have occasionally omitted portions by
accident. Therefore, in this section, the short minuses are divided into two groups: those
which are likely the result of typical translation processes and those which are more
likely the result of an editorial process.

The first example of an short minus in 1 Samuel 17-18 which is the incidental
result of the translation process is found in 17:7 where the Hebrew reads "the blade of his

spear”’® while the OG reads merely "his spear.” The minus does not recreate the

13. Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem:
Simor, 1997), 130-131.

14. Ibid., 78-81.

15. Contra NRSYV, "the head of his spear.”

11



juxtaposition between the description of the shaft of the spear (37 X817) as opposed to

the head of the spear (31217 Z'DTI‘?), which is manifest in the parallel construct chains in

Hebrew. The Greek translator took a different approach and used two different terms for

spear (00pV v. AoyyM), whereas the Hebrew only used one (N*7) with different nouns in

construct. Indeed, Aoyyn is understood to mean "spear-point” in other attestations.'
There is also no external evidence that this divergence represents a place where the
Vorlage of the OG differed from that of the MT. Therefore this minus is to be regarded as
incidental to the translation process and not a variant in the translator's Vorlage.

The same could be said in the case of 17:51a, where the OG uses a pronoun while
the Hebrew reads "the Philistine.” The evidence indicates the translator most likely opted
for the pronoun since the object of the phrase is unambiguous in the context and "the
Philistine" is therefore redundant. Another instance of an incidental minus comes in
17:37, where the OG omits "David said,"” because David is the speaker both before and
after that remark.

A very similar case is found in 18:27a, where "David" is once again omitted for
redundancy's sake, and again in 18:27c where the same is done for Saul. There is no
ambiguity about the subject of those clauses, so the Greek translator likely felt
comfortable in leaving out the proper nouns.

These cases of incidental minuses are fairly easy to identify among those which
were likely caused by other factors. In all the the aforementioned cases, there is no

semantic change brought about by the translator's omissions. Furthermore, they can be

16. Walter Bauer, et al., eds., A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature, 3™ ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000).
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explained easily in terms of typical translator behavior. The instances of short minuses
which are likely incidental to the translation process and therefore non-variants are listed
separately in Table 1.4.

These incidental short minuses are the exception and not the rule in 1 Samuel 17-
18. A majority defy explanation in terms of the translation process (and none can be
explained by any common form of haplography'”). The first such minus in the text occurs
in 17:2, where the OG omits "of Elah,"” the name of the valley where the Israelites were
encamped. It could be that the Vorlage of the OG lacked the name of the valley, or that a
translator (or scribe) accidentally omitted this detail, or even that a redactor regarded the
name of the valley as unimportant or inaccurate. However, the latter option would require
more supporting evidence, which is lacking here. Also, the second option seems unlikely,
since the translator took great care transliterating several names of geographical features
which are found in the previous verse (e.g. Sokchoth of Judea and Azeka in Ephermem).
Therefore this instance appears to be a variant from the MT.

In 17:38, the OG lacks "and clothed him with a coat of mail.” There is a low
probability for an accidental omission in this case. At the onset of fighting between David
and Goliath, there is another minus in the Greek. In Hebrew, 17:48 includes '"David ran
quickly towards the battle line to meet the Philistine.” This makes David seem more
brave and proactive than in the Greek, which simply has Goliath rising up to meet David.
The transition from 48 to 49 in the Greek does not show any signs of missing

information, since both are complete sentences starting with ko, which is typical in the

17. Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem:
Simor, 1997), 132-133.
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translation of 1 Samuel. Once again, it does not seem likely that this is an accidental
omission, but rather a variant.

After the women ascribe mere thousands of kills to Saul, in the Hebrew of 18:8 he
inquires "what more can he have but the kingdom?" This is absent in the OG and it is not
a likely candidate for haplography. Shortly following, there is another instance in 18:12
where "because the Lord was with him but had departed from Saul” is included in the MT
as an explanation for why Saul feared David. An interesting feature of this minus is that it
has a second function as an editorial comment about the men's standing with God. Once
again, it seems unlikely that this was an accidental omission.

The minus in 18:21 serves an interesting purpose, as it relates directly the overall
problem of minuses in these two chapters. The OG lacks "therefore Saul said to David a
second time, "You shall now be my son-in-law."" In a sense this is a necessary minus from
the Hebrew, since in the Greek, Saul had not yet asked David to be his son in law, and
therefore it could not have been the "second time." The story of Saul's elder daughter
being pledged to David is absent in the Greek, so the episode with Michal (the context of
this present minus) is the first place that Saul could have offered that David be his son-in-
law. Also interesting is that the Hebrew text of the minus has Saul speaking directly to
David, while both the Greek and Hebrew of the subsequent verse have Saul commanding
his servants to deliver the exact same message to David, a seeming repetition in the
Hebrew but not in the OG. This case clearly cannot be explained in terms of an accidental
omission. Therefore it is likely that these words were absent from the OG translator's

Vorlage.

14



A minus at the end of 18:26 implies there was some time limit to David's quest to

bring one-hundred foreskins to Saul: "Before time had expired . . ." (227 Wwon N‘?ﬂ).

There is nothing implied of a time limit in either Hebrew or Greek prior to this point.
Based on the surrounding text, this is not likely an instance of accidental omission. Also,
in the following verse, the Greek omits the detail that the foreskins "were given in full
number” to Saul. Once again, this single Hebrew word was not likely omitted as a result
of haplography.

The occurrence of short minuses in 1 Samuel 17-18 is fairly uniform. A handful
can be understood as incidental to the translation process, but that makes them less
important in the context of this inquiry, since such minuses occur regularly in translation
in spite of any related textual problems such as the one found here. None of the short
minuses can be understood as an accidental omission due to haplography. The majority
therefore are variants which indicate a shorter Vorlage. This indicates that the short
minuses in these chapters are consistent with the larger phenomenon of lengthier minuses

which characterize this pericope.

Long Minuses

The following minuses were selected for the "long" group by virtue of them
comprising one or more verses in Hebrew. It is an arbitrary distinction, especially given
that most of the shorter minuses are indeed of the same nature of these long minuses.
However, by virtue of their length, it is certain that these are not the result of translation
technique nor of accidental omission. These must be the result of a shorter Vorlage and

therefore all represent variants. Each long minus is analyzed for patterns.
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The first long minus comprises 1 Samuel 17:12-31 in the Hebrew text. At twenty
verses, it is the longest and contains some of the more memorable details about David's
family life and how he came to be present for the battle. In the Hebrew text, David is
splitting time between his services to Saul and his duties at home. There is also included
in this section the account of David's strife with his brother and the reward which Saul is
offering. However the OG has David speaking to Saul concerning Goliath as though he
had never left since entering the king's service at the end of the previous chapter.

The next whole-verse minus comprises a single verse (17:41) and describes
Goliath approaching David with his shield bearer preceding him. The subsequent minus
is another single verse (17:50). It reiterates that David killed Goliath without a sword in
his hand. This is an interesting verse, because it is more a commentary than part of the
narrative proper because it essentially repeats the circumstances of David's triumph. It
also removes the ambiguity of the pronouns describing whose sword was used to sever
Goliath's head in the following verse ("he grasped his sword" in both Hebrew and Greek)
— this verse makes it clear that it was Goliath's sword while in Greek it could have been
David's sword as well.

After David returns triumphant from Jerusalem comes the next lengthy minus
(17:55-18:6a). In this section, Saul inquires about David's identity in spite of David
having been recruited into Saul's service in chapter sixteen. The beginnings of David's
relationship with Jonathan are detailed here, as are the rewards which Saul granted to
David, including a military command. This minus concludes when the dancers come out

to extol the "tens of thousands" killed by David, much to the chagrin of Saul. The

16



Hebrew version includes more details, including that the dancers were women, and that
they came out while the army was returning from the conquest. There are several curious
features of this minus which is examined below.

The subsequent minus (18:10-11) describes Saul's rage and attempted murder of
David. Next there is the account of Saul offering his daughter Merab to David (18:17-19).
Saul apparently has a last second change of heart and offers her to someone else instead.'®
This is followed immediately in the Hebrew and OG by the story of another of Saul's
daughters (Michal) being infatuated with David. The second time is a charm for David,
who ends up receiving Michal as a reward for his campaigns against the Philistines. The
final minus (18:29b-30) describes David's success as one of Saul's generals as well as the

enmity between the two men.

Analysis of Minuses

Now that the minuses have been cataloged and categorized, it is necessary to
analyze them in order to find clues which can help explain the fact that 1 Samuel 17-18 is
so much shorter in the OG. First of all, the David-centric nature of the minuses is
commented on. Next, it is noted that many omitted verses are characterized by
redundancy, out-of-context details, and chronological shifts. Then the infamous
forgetfulness of Saul is examined. Finally, the entire episode of Saul offering a daughter
to David is compared in the OG and Hebrew. These phenomena are described here and

will inform subsequent sections of this inquiry.

18. "But at the time when Saul's daughter Merab should have been given to David, she was given
to Adriel the Meholathite as a wife."” Since the passive voice is used, the agent is unclear. Nonetheless, Saul
is the only plausible reason for her being given to Adriel.

17



That David should be mentioned frequently in the context of the David and
Goliath story is not surprising. However, the Hebrew sections which are absent from the
OG can be noted for their particular focus on David. Thirty-one of thirty-seven missing
verses deal directly with David or his family. The very large minus in the seventeenth
chapter provides a great amount of detail concerning David's family and their connection
to the story. For example, if one reads the OG text, one would not find any mention of
David's brothers at the battle with the Philistines. Also, in the MT David is not attending
Saul's court full-time, but rather commuting between his responsibilities there and his
shepherding duties in Bethlehem. The non-Davidic verses which are absent from the OG
deal primarily with the circumstances of the battle. The minuses can be broadly
characterized as Davidic, as opposed to the surrounding material, which does not focus so
closely on David.

There is in these minuses a fair amount of repetitious and redundant material.
While this does not assist in determining the authenticity of a reading directly (since
authors may or may not be repetitious themselves), it does help in understanding how the
texts came to be different. Namely, it could be that a redactor omitted repetitious material
for editorial purposes or because he doubted its authenticity. Or it could be that the
Hebrew represents a conflation of two separate but overlapping stories, which could
explain the repetition. At any rate, the minuses are characterized by repetition much more
than the portions which are attested in both Greek and Hebrew.

For example, in 17:12, the first verse missing in the OG, there are some details

recounted about David which have already been stated in the previous chapter. Namely,
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the information concerning his father's name (Jesse), city (Bethlehem), and number of
sons (eight) can be found in 16:1 and 10-11. In the next verse (17:13), the names and
birth order of David's three oldest brothers are repeated from 16:6-9. The fact that David
was the youngest son is restated in the next verse, as first attested in 16:11.

There is also quite a bit of information about the Philistine engagement and
Goliath which is repeated. Such repetitions occur in 17:19, 21, 23, and 24. Also, there is
the interesting case in 18:21-22 where Saul first directly offers David a marriage into his
family (only attested in the MT), and immediately following Saul sends his servants to
convey the same message to David (attested in both). Overall there are eight instances
within minuses where there is a repetition of material which appears in a section which is
attested in both Greek and Hebrew.

In the minuses there are also some instances of contextual confusion. These are
cases where a verse or group of verses are seemingly unrelated to the surrounding
material and would perhaps benefit (at least in the mind of a modern critic) from
reorganization. The OG lacks such interruptions of flow. To brand a verse as "out of
context” is ultimately a subjective decision, but there are some good candidates. For
example, 17:16 reads "for forty days the Philistine came forward and took his stand,
morning and evening.” This verse is found in the midst of the background story about
how David came to be present at the battle. It is preceded and followed by verses about
David, and it is not clear how this verse relates to this particular part of the story.

Another instance comes in the account of the beginning of the friendship between

David and Jonathan. It comprises verses 18:1, 3, and 4. However, 18:2 and 5 are given to
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describe Saul's commissioning David into military service. The flow might seem more
natural if these verses were not split. Once again, it is a subjective judgment.

Non-linear chronology is a prominent feature of the minuses. The OG reads in a
chronological manner, but the MT has a major instance where the narrative backs up to
make a point, and then zooms forward to tell about generic future events. Saul's inquiry
to Abner concerning David's identity backs up to "when Saul saw David go out" to fight
Goliath, even though David had returned to Jerusalem in the previous verse (17:54). This
example coincides with the beginning of the lengthy minus which begins in 17:55 and
extends through 18:6a. That passage describes Saul's inquiry into David's identity during
the battle, the meeting between David and Saul immediately after the battle, and the
formation of the friendship between David and Jonathan, all of which chronologically
come before the return of David to Jerusalem described in 17:54.

This portion in Hebrew continues with some insight on the future as well, where it
comments on David's successes in Saul's service (18:5), which chronologically happen
after the events of 18:6. However, in the next verse where the OG picks up again (18:6b),
the time frame shifts back to when David was being greeted by the dancers, presumably
on his return to Jerusalem. The first part of 18:6 in the MT includes additional narrative
which notes that David and Saul were returning home, which is necessary to bridge the
gap of the extended story which was just told. No such narrative is needed in the OG,
however, since in its previous verse it was noted that David had returned to Jerusalem.
This is significant since, as noted above, the major chronological shifts occur within a

long minus whereas the OG reads linearly.
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The incident of Saul's forgetfulness is found in 17:55-58. Once again, this is a
long minus, so there is no such problem in the OG. In the MT version, Saul must have
forgotten who David was or never really took his identity to heart in spite of David
entering the king's service as bard and armor-bearer in 16:21. Indeed, Saul is said to have
"loved him greatly.” Therefore it seems odd that when David went out to face Goliath,
Saul had to inquire to Abner about the youth's identity.

However, also in the Hebrew version is the account of David's transient lifestyle,
shifting between the king's court and his responsibilities at home. There is no indication
as to how much time has passed. Given these factors, it is not unreasonable that Saul
could have forgotten David's identity. It is also possible that these events are not being
presented chronologically by the author.

Still, this unusual episode is taken as evidence by some' that the king's
forgetfulness is really evidence of conflation in the MT. In this scenario, the long minus
represents a version of the David and Goliath story where David had never entered into
the king's service as a musician, but was one of Saul's armor-bearers when he volunteered
to take on the giant. This can be supported by the fact that Saul asked Jesse to "let David
remain in my service." It seems odd that in spite of a request by the king that David
would still be splitting time between court and his father's household. What is interesting
here is the capacity of David's service to Saul is not explicitly mentioned in this minus. It
could be that he was playing harp and bearing the king's armor, or that he was following

the king in the same capacity as his brothers. Therefore this detail could match either

19. Emanuel Tov, "The David and Goliath Saga. How a Biblical Editor Combined Two Versions,"
Bible Review 2 (Winter 1986): 41.
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scenario, either a conflation or Saul simply being forgetful.

This episode in the MT is unusual or problematic for sure. However, the nature of
the text in this minus does not necessarily indicate whether or not it was initially present
in the original written form of the story. It could be that a redactor had some of the same
observations about the passage as modern critics and therefore felt it best to omit. The
overall tendencies of translation in the Kingdoms books of the OG are examined in
Chapter Two to determine if editorial activity occurs elsewhere in the surrounding literary
context or if it is limited to this pericope.

Another unusual episode occurs in the long minus found in 18:17-19. In it, Saul
offers his eldest daughter Merab to David as a reward for fighting against the Philistines
(and risking his life in doing so). The offer is abruptly rescinded, however, and Merab is
married off to another man. Immediately following the minus the story of Michal's love
for David is told. Unlike Saul's forgetfulness, there are no reasons to suspect that the
offerings of Saul's daughters might conflict with one another. The version in the MT is
consistent both with the names and ages of Saul's daughters (1 Samuel 14:49) and with
the fate of Merab (2 Samuel 21:8). While some® argue this might be the same story told
twice, there is nothing about the story in and of itself which indicates inauthenticity.

The minuses in the OG of 1 Samuel 17-18 can be distinguished from the rest of
text in terms of David-centrism, repetition, flow, and chronology. There are also the
curious cases of Saul's forgetfulness and the offering of Merab. At the very least, these
differences indicate that the text which is missing from the OG but present in the MT is

of a different sort from the text which is present in both. This does not mean that it differs

20. Ibid., 40-41.
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in source or authenticity. Rather it means that the cause of the textual problem in these
chapters is likely connected to the aforementioned types of content. There are at least two
possible explanations for this: a redactor of the Hebrew Vorlage or of the Greek
translation selected certain types of material for omission (for whatever reason); or, the
MT represents a conflation of the Vorlage of the OG and some parallel (and somewhat
contradictory) David narrative. With the minuses being fully cataloged and commented

upon, this inquiry will shift to a similar treatment of the pluses.

Pluses

In this section "plus” should simply be understood to mean text which is present
in the OG but is not present in the MT. The use of the term is merely descriptive and does
not imply that a translator or redactor purposefully emended the text, nor does it imply
that the text was present in his Vorlage.*!

Pluses can be difficult to analyze, since they can be the result of a variant in the
translator's Vorlage (possibly the result of a scribal error in Hebrew or a redacted
manuscript), a later editorial addition in Greek, or a change incidental to the translation
process. Therefore careful attention must be paid to each instance in order to properly
categorize it. As opposed to the previous section, there are no long pluses. The pluses
present in these chapters never exceed a verse length, and are as small as a single word. A

list of the observed pluses in 1 Samuel 17-18 is found in Table 1.2.

21. Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem:
Simor, 1997), 130.
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Table 1.2. Old Greek Pluses to the Masoretic Text

Short pluses Ch. 17:5; 8; 36; 37; 43; 45; 46; 49
Ch. 18:21

The first plus comes in 17:5, where Goliath's armor is being described. The
weight of Goliath's coat is recorded in Hebrew as "shekels of bronze,"” while the OG adds

"and iron" (koL 0LONPOV). A retroversion into Hebrew would read:
51927 Pwrm 252w, The beginning of the next verse in Hebrew is D37, which
I

leaves a low probability of the phrase "and iron" being eliminated from the MT via
parablepsis.*

Another option in this case would be a translation doublet,” wherein two terms
are used in the target language to represent a single word in the source language. In this
case "copper and iron" (yoAkov kot oLONEOV) would be two ways of rendering the same
Hebrew word into Greek. Still another option is that the two terms comprise a hendiadys
for "bronze." This is a particularly intriguing possibility since bronze is in fact an alloy, of
which one of the components is copper (though the other is not iron). On the converse
side, there is no evidence that the mention of iron is an editorial addition. Indeed, it
would be senseless to employ two metals in the description of the weight of Goliath's

coat, since a shekel was a standard weight** and the type of metal does not affect the

22. 1bid., 128.
23. Ibid., 129.

24. Francis Brown, S.R. Driver and Charles Briggs, eds., A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the
Old Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975).
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weight.”” Therefore it seems this plus is best described as a hendiadys and is, as such, not
a variant.

The next plus comes in 17:8, when Goliath is taunting Israel. The phrase
"opposite us" (¢§ evavtiag nuwv) is appended to Goliath's question "why have you
come out to draw up for battle?" The task of retroverting the Hebrew is difficult here,
since the phrase €§ evavtiog is used to translate several different Hebrew words in 1
Samuel and in the OG in general. However, the phrase appears in nearly the same form
above in 17:2 (e1g TOAEUOV €€ evavTLag aALo@UA®V). Given the similarity of phrasing
(c.f. Tohepw €€ evavtiog nuwv), it could be that the translator or scribe interpolated the
previous prepositional phrase into this verse from memory. At any rate, given the paucity
of evidence and the relatively low importance of this plus to this inquiry, it seems best to
count it as a non-variant.

When David is pleading his case to Saul, there is a rather lengthy plus in 17:36:
"Shall I not go and smite him and take away today a reproach from Israel? For who is this
uncircumcised one who . . . ." In the OG, the last sentence is a question, while it is a
statement in the MT. Nonetheless, they have the same verbal elements. In their current
form, both readings form complete thoughts, so it is likely that one or the other had to be
adjusted in the process of a change.

The plus here shares some verbal elements in common with the surrounding

"o

verse, including "smite,” "reproach,” and "uncircumcised.” However, it has just as many

25. For example, five kilograms of feathers weighs the same as five kilograms of gold. Even if
shekel is not used as a standard weight but as a relative weight (e.g. based on size), using two types of
metal would only confuse the situation, since a shekel of copper would not weigh the same as a shekel of
iron.
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unique elements, which make this plus impossible to explain in terms of a duplicate
translation. Also, the addition of this material does not serve a clear editorial purpose,
since it is essentially a re-iteration of David's point. Therefore an addition in the Old
Greek seems unlikely. It is most likely that this verse can be explained by an omission in
the transmission process of the Hebrew some time after the Vorlage of the OG was
copied but before the time of the MT, meaning the longer reading is prior. Consequently,
this plus should be considered a variant, but not one which was part of any editorial
process.

In the following verse (17:37) there is another plus which is similar to the case in
17:8. Here the adjective "uncircumcised” is added to "Philistine.” However, in 17:36,
"uncircumcised Philistine” appears in both Hebrew and in Greek, and in Greek it has the
same adjectival position, albeit with a different grammatical case (17:36: 0 0ALOQUAOG O
artePLTNUTOS; 17:37: Tov aAAOQUAOV TOV aTtePLTNTUOV). There is a low probability of
omission by parablepsis in Hebrew transcription. Therefore, it is most likely this plus
resulted from an interpolation via memory during translation or transmission and is
therefore not to be considered a variant.

David's confrontation with Goliath is the location of the next plus (17:43), where
Goliath's comment about David's armament includes the mention of "stones"” (KoL
MBoLg), which is absent in the MT. Then, the OG also includes David's reply to the taunt:
"And Dauid said, '"No, but worse than a dog."” This plus extends one sentence and creates
a new one. Given the formal tendencies of this translator, this is almost certainly

represents a variant, though the plus does not have a particularly high probability of
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accidental omission by parablepsis in the transmission of the Hebrew. Also, the Greek
term here translated "worse"” (€Lpw) is a hapax legomenon in the books of the Kingdoms
in the OG.* This might indicate that this plus is the result of a later addition in Greek. At
any rate, this plus, variant or not, came about after the translation of the OG of 1 Samuel,
either by textual corruption in the Hebrew or by textual emendation in the Greek. It is
therefore not a part of the larger editorial phenomenon in these chapters.

A brief plus occurs at the end of 17:45, where "today" is appended. The beginning

of the very next sentence in Hebrew is Q1"7. It seems most probable that "today"” was

read by the translator twice and consequently translated twice, once mistakenly at the end
of 17:45, and once in the proper context of 17:46. It could also be an instance of
dittography. Either way, this plus is not a variant in the Vorlage of the OG, and is not
likely part of the editorial process in these chapters.

When David continues his reply in the next verse (17:46), the phrase "your limbs
and” (ta. kwAo 0oV Ka) is prefixed to the threat to give the limbs of the Philistine army
to the birds and animals.” This is a likely candidate for an omission in Hebrew due to
parablepsis because of the repetitive nature of the phrase. A duplication in Greek due to
homoiarchon is unlikely because of the distinct genitive modifiers (cov vs.
tapeUPoing). The best explanation in this case is that the plus arises because of a later
omission in the Hebrew transmission process and is therefore a variant.

In the climax of the fight sequence in 17:49 there is another plus, which describes

26. The word is also quite unusual in the rest of the Septuagint, appearing only one other time in
Hebrew translation (Esther 3:13) and only a handful of times in the deuterocanonical books.

27. The term "limbs" as opposed to "dead bodies" is itself a difference which is considered in the
next section.
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David's perfect shot with his sling. After the stone strikes Goliath, the OG adds that it
penetrated "through the helmet” (0t Tng mepikepalarag). This makes for a more vivid

picture, and might increase the esteem of the reader for David's strength. The description

of Goliath's head gear in 17:5 does not give an indication as to whether his helmet (¥332)

would cover his forehead.”® However, the forehead being protected by a helmet is
probably a fair assumption. So we can presume that the OG is not adding to the story so
much as offering an exegetical comment. Consequently, this plus should not be
considered a variant in the translator's Vorlage.

In 18:21, there is the final plus where the OG makes explicit that the hand of the
Philistines was against "Saul” as opposed to simple "him" as in the MT. A scribe, editor,
or the translator probably added "Saul" to relieve confusion in the context which arose
from his decision to count that phrase as narration and not a continuation of Saul's dialog
(as it reads in the MT and English translations thereof, where the "hand" is implicitly
against David). Therefore this is not a variant.

The occurrence of pluses in these chapters is not as dramatic as the occurrence of
minuses, but it is still significant. In addition to the relative frequency thereof, there are
some other important differences between minuses and pluses in this passage. First, the
majority of minuses can be counted confidently as variants, whereas the opposite is true
for pluses. Second, all of the examples of variant pluses can with a high degree of
certainty be attributed to textual corruption in the Hebrew after the translation of the OG

but before the MT. Therefore it can be concluded that pluses are not a major piece of the

28. BDB simply offers the gloss "helmet."”
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explanation for the divergence between the MT and the OG in 1 Samuel 17-18. Having
examined both pluses and minuses, this inquiry turns to an examination of lexical and

grammatical differences.

Differences

In this section "difference” should simply be understood to mean text which is
present in both the OG and the MT, but has a difference in meaning which cannot be
understood in terms of typical translation processes. The use of the term is merely
descriptive and does not imply that a translator or redactor purposefully changed the text,
nor does it imply that the text was different in the Vorlage. A list of the differences in 1
Samuel 17-18 is found in Table 1.3.

Variants in these cases are difficult to detect since differences can also be the
result of a mistaken translation or subsequent corruption in transmission. Therefore it is
best to rely on external sources when classifying a difference as a variant.”® Those
differences which are likely the result of translation are treated briefly while possible
variants are examined more carefully.

Table 1.3. Old Greek Differences from the Masoretic Text
Differences Ch. 17:4; 6; 8; 32; 39a,b; 40; 42a,b; 45; 52
Ch. 18:6; 7; 28

The first of the less significant differences comes in 17:39b, where there is a
change in who removes the armor from David. In the OG it is Saul and David (as implied

by the subject-less plural verb) while in the MT it is David himself. It seems the translator

29. Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem:
Simor, 1997), 134.
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likely understood the verb as plural, while others understood it as singular, with the result
that the proper noun "David"” was inserted as the subject in Hebrew to remove the
ambiguity. It ought to be counted as a variant.®

The description of David's sack in 17:40 is another difference. The OG reads

"which he had with him for collecting" while the MT reads "in the pouch." It seems in

this case that the translator understood mp‘v*:n as a verb (DP‘? - "to collect”)* and

translated it as such. This is a non-variant.

In 17:42a, the name Goliath is given in the OG, but "Philistine" is the reading in
the MT. There are a number of possibilities here, but since there is no semantic change, it
will not be regarded as important to the question at hand.

In 17:52, there is a third-person plural pronoun in OG while the Hebrew reads the
more explicit "Philistines." This can be understood as incidental to translation and
therefore will not be considered a variant.

The first significant difference is found in 17:4 where Goliath's height is recorded.
The MT reads "six cubits and a span," whereas the OG reads "four cubits and a span,"
making for a shorter Goliath. This is an interesting difference in that the greater height
leaves the reader with a greater awe of David's victory. Some would take this as evidence
that the MT contains an exaggerated recording, meant to increase the readers' esteem for
David. Others understand the lesser height of the OG to be a redaction by a skeptic who

doubted the incredible height of Goliath and sought to make it more "realistic."

30. S.R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Typography of the Book of Samuel (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1960), 146.

31. BDB.
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Both of these tracks are speculative, so it is best to look first for textual evidence.
J. Daniel Hays makes a convincing argument that this is a text-criticism problem as
opposed to a "literary development" problem. He presents the textual evidence and argues
convincingly that the MT reading of six cubits is the result of a textual corruption.®
Therefore this difference should indeed be regarded as a variant, but not the sort resulting
from an editor.

The next difference is found in 17:6 where Goliath's armament is described. This

same difference is found again in 17:45. The MT reads that Goliath carried on his back a

"javelin of bronze" (M1 11727 while the OG reads "shield of bronze" (comig

yalkn). At first glance this appears to be a variant or a careless translation mistake, as a
shield is quite different from a javelin. However, 0071 can also mean "asp" or
"serpent."* It could be that the translator was employing the term metaphorically in
description of a javelin. At any rate, this should not be considered a variant, due to the
ambiguity of the situation.

Goliath's taunt is the location of the next difference in 17:8. It has become

something of a textbook example* of difference caused by the confusion of letters within

a Hebrew word. Here the noun "servants" (2*73Y) is read in the MT while "Hebrews"

(EBpatot from B¥M2Y) is the reading in the OG. The reading of servants makes more

32.J. Daniel Hays, "Reconsidering the Height of Goliath," Journal of the Evangelical Theological
Society 48 (December 2005): 703-707.

33. BDAG.

34. C.f. Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed.
(Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 59, 89, 93, 136.
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sense in context, because they are said to be "servants of Saul." Moreover, the phrase
"servants of Saul" is attested frequently in the surrounding chapters. Therefore it is best to
regard the reading in the MT as primary. As such, we can conclude that the difference
here was a variant in the OG translator's Vorlage.

Another difference is found in 17:32 when David promises to go out and defeat

Goliath. The Hebrew reads "let no one's heart fail" (D:l?ﬁ':‘_? ‘7',57"78) while the OG

reads "let not the heart of my lord collapse" (un 0N ovwteoeT® N KOEOLA TOV KupLov

uov). Here it seems a scribe or translator read "37IX in place of 7R, which results in the

difference. The OG is without external support in this reading, so it should be counted as
a secondary reading, though not a particularly significant one.

When David is trying on Saul's armor in 17:39a, the OG reads that David "grew
tired walking once and twice," while in the MT he "tried in vain to walk, for he was not
used to them." There are no high probability scenarios for this difference resulting from
transcription error. Moreover, the two renderings do not substantively change the
understanding of the story, so it is doubtful that this is the result of a redactor. It seems
then that this difference is a non-variant which arose in the translation process and is
therefore not part of the larger editorial phenomenon.

There is a difference of several words in 17:42b, where the Hebrew describes
David as "handsome in appearance," but the Greek uses the phrase "with beauty of eyes."
Both are preceded by David being "ruddy." These three are all components of the
description of David in 16:12. In the OG, both terms are the exact same as found in the

prior verse (Tuppakng peta KaAhovg opBaipwv), but in Hebrew the phrase for
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"handsome" is different ("8 2707 in 16:12 v. TN 71270V in 17:42). Also, the
Hebrew phrase for "beauty of eyes" in 16:12 (273*Y HQT_DS_J) is structurally similar to

"handsome" in 17:42 (FI¥7)7 772770Y). Therefore it seems that "beauty of eyes" was

most likely interpolated from memory by a scribe or translator due to the familiarity of
the phrasing. As such, it should not be considered part of the editorial process.

There is a difference in 18:6 which is difficult to evaluate, since it coincides with
the end of a long minus (17:55-18:6a). Here in the OG the dancers are said to come out to
meet David, but in the MT, it is Saul who is met. The previous verse in the OG context
has David returning to Jerusalem with Goliath's head, so the progression to the dancers
celebrating his conquest is natural. However, in the MT Saul and David are returning
together (in something of a flashback) and the dancers meet Saul. This is certainly a
variant, and it seems to be directly caused by the change in context which accompanies
the preceding minus, meaning it is an editorial change.

The same can be said about the following difference, which comes in 18:7.

Women "began and were saying" (kal £Efjoyov ai yvvolkeg kol éheyov) in the OG, but

"sang to one another as they made merry" (NP0 QW3 73°3Y0Y) in the MT. That
the women are "making merry" or "mocking" matches the previous verse in the MT,
where they are addressing Saul. So this is also the result of the same editorial process
which brought about the preceding extended minus.

The final difference in 18:28 has "all Israel" loving David in the OG while it is

"Saul's daughter Michal" in the MT. The following verse notes Saul's fearfulness.
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Therefore it seems more likely that the OG reading is original, since all Israel loving
David seemingly would make Saul more fearful than his daughter loving David. Still, this
variant is not likely the result of later redaction or conflation, since it does nothing to
harmonize the account with the longer version found in the MT. Therefore it is best to
regard this difference as accidental, probably the result of an echo of 18:20, where almost
the same phrase is found.*

The phenomenon of differences in 1 Samuel 17-18 is fairly extensive. Seven of
the fourteen noted instances should be considered as variants between MT and the
Vorlage of the OG. These variants are the result of transmission problems after the
translation of the OG or they are connected directly to the phenomenon of long minuses
in these chapters. Now the textual observations from these chapters will be considered as

a whole.

Summary of Textual Observations

The minuses, pluses, and differences between the OG and the MT are listed in
Table 1.4.%° There they are divided between variants and non-variants. As a result of the
this study, it is possible to induce the probable Vorlage for the OG in these chapters. This
is necessary in order to discern the nature of the textual problems in these chapters.

As stated above, the long minuses which are the most prominent feature of these

35. S.R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Typography of the Book of Samuel (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1960), 155.

36. As with any subjective classification, there is some variance among authors as to which verses
are to be considered pluses, minuses, or differences. For another take on these chapters, see Emanuel Tov,
"Composition of 1 Samuel 16-18," in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 125-130. In spite of this, the examples dealt with in this study are a good
representation of the overall phenomenon and the conclusions drawn from them are not put in doubt by
differences among scholars in how variants are counted.
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chapters are necessarily variants. However, the nature of the variants in the other
categories (plus and difference) will further illuminate for us the reason for the OG being

so much shorter.

Table 1.4. Summary of Differences Between Old Greek and Masoretic Text

Variants Non-variants

Minuses Ch. 17:2,12-31; 38; 41; 48; 50; |Ch. 17:7; 37; 51a

17:55-18:6a

Ch. 18:8; 10-11; 12; 17-19; 21; |Ch. 18:27a,c

26; 29b-30
Pluses Ch. 17:36; 43; 46 Ch. 17:5; 8; 37; 45; 49

Ch. 18:21

Differences |Ch. 17:4; 8; 32; 39b Ch. 17:6; 39a; 40; 42a,b; 45; 52b

Ch. 18:6; 7; 28

Of the pluses, there are only three variants. Each of these variants can be
explained in terms of a later transmission problem in the Hebrew text, likely an
accidental omission in transcription after the translation of the OG but before the MT.
The problem in 1 Samuel 17-18 is clearly the result of editorial changes, so we can
conclude that these variant pluses are isolated phenomena and not a part of the larger

trend.

Differences account for seven variants. Of those, five can be attributed to
transmission problems. Only two (18:6, 7) are likely the result of an editorial process.
However, these are both located right at the end of a long minus. Those differences
apparently result from a harmonization between the longer and the shorter account. Apart

from these two which are directly connected to a minus, the differences in 1 Samuel 17-
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18 are inconsequential to the major problem in these chapters.

Since variant pluses are isolated and variant differences are isolated or directly
related to minuses, the textual problem in 1 Samuel 17-18 is distinctly characterized by
minuses. Whatever editorial changes were made, they are manifested as minuses in spite
of the relatively large number of pluses and differences in these chapters. This means that
the changes were either a redaction of the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG or a conflation of
the Vorlage of the MT with additional material. Moreover, the "Analysis of Minuses"
section above offers great insight in to the type of content which was affected by the
editorial activity. Understanding the type of content helps in understanding the cause of

problem.

In order to distinguish between these two major options, an examination of the
other versions and manuscripts of 1 Samuel 17-18 is necessary. The dates, lineage, and
geographic locations of these versions will assist in narrowing down the origin of the
minuses in these chapters. But first an examination of the rest of the books of the
Kingdoms in the OG will be undertaken. Similar patterns of editorial activity, if found,

can assist in understanding the problem in 1 Samuel 17-18.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE OLD GREEK OF 1-4 KINGDOMS

The story of David and Goliath does not exist in a literary vacuum. Therefore it is
important to consider the surrounding context, including the rest of 1 Samuel, 2 Samuel,
and 1-2 Kings (which make up 1-4 Kingdoms in the OG). By examining these works
broadly, conclusions can be reached which assist in understanding the nature of the
problem in 1 Samuel 17-18.

For instance, the translation style of the work can be broadly established to
determine if the translator himself would be likely to editorialize his text. Then the
possibility of redaction after the translation of the OG must be examined. Also the
surrounding works are examined for similar patterns of variance, most significantly
minuses but other changes as well. This will assist in determining if the David and
Goliath story is an isolated phenomenon, or if it is part of a larger pattern of editorial
alteration. It will also assist in establishing the source of the editorial activity, whether a
redactor of the Vorlage in Hebrew, by the translator, or a redactor in Greek after the
translation.

There is a general consensus that the translator of 1 Samuel used a formal, literal

style, as demonstrated by Emanuel Tov.” This is evidenced by the general one-to-one

37. Emanuel Tov, "Composition of 1 Samuel 16-18," in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 106-115.
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correspondence between the Hebrew Vorlage and the Greek result. Also, the translator is
careful to transliterate place names and individuals' names. Tov explains the significance
of literal translation style for this inquiry:
[the] data show that the translator remained, as a rule, loyal to his parent text, and
it is therefore not likely that he would have omitted 44 percent of the text. As in
all arguments, this is subjective reasoning, but under the circumstances we
consider this the most feasible argument, since it is based on the internal
consistency of the translator's approach to his text. We therefore assume that the
translator worked from a text which was much shorter that the Masoretic Text.*
Given a formal style, the only possible explanations for a translator omitting text are
accidental omissions (via parablepsis), a correspondingly short Vorlage, or later redaction
in Greek. In Chapter One, it was demonstrated that the minuses could not have been the
result of accidental omission by the translator. Therefore Tov is correct in his assertion
that the translator is not responsible for the shorter form of the story.
Just as the translator has been ruled out as the source of the problem in 1 Samuel
17-18, a later redactor in Greek can also be ruled out. A study of the longer account in
Alexandrinus and later Greek manuscripts shows that the Greek in those passages was

1.% Since

likely translated by a different individual than the surrounding OG of 1 Samue
Alexandrinus was based on the same OG tradition as Vaticanus, it means that the longer

account was never part of the original OG translation and must have been translated later.
Therefore it can be concluded that any editorial activity which affected the OG must have

happened before the translation, not after.

The nature of the minuses in 1 Samuel 17-18 is interesting in that the problem is

38. Ibid., 115.

39. A. Graeme Auld, "The Story of David and Goliath: A Testcase for Synchrony plus Diachrony,"
in David und Saul im Wiederstreit (Fribourg: Academic Press, 2004), 118-128.
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localized in a relatively small passage. Other books in the OG have textual issues which
characterize entire books (e.g. Jeremiah). Therefore it is somewhat odd to find so stark a
change seemingly in the middle of nowhere. However, there are some other notable
textual issues, chiefly the kaige recension an the second account of Jeroboam's rise to
power. Both are briefly examined to see how (if at all) they relate to the problem at hand.

Parts of 1-4 Kingdoms are apparently the product of a later revision. This
phenomenon is typically called the "kaige" recension, since it is marked (among other
things) by the Greek words ko ye prefixing most sentences. The affected portions are 2
Kingdoms 11:2 through 3 Kingdoms 2:11 and 3 Kingdoms 22:1 through 4 Kingdoms
25:30. It seems this revision dates to the "latter part of the first century BCE."* Given the
date and evidence that this passage is the result of revision, it does not provide any
insight into the problem in the David and Goliath story.

There is a pertinent portion of 1 Kings which describes the rise of Jeroboam. In
the OG (as attested in Codex Vaticanus), there is a significant plus where an alternative
form of the account is given (1 Kings 12:24a-z). It is also found in the Old Latin and
some other later Greek documents.*' However, this account is not present in Greek in
Codex Alexandrinus nor in the other versions. Since Alexandrinus was apparently based
on the same tradition of Vaticanus, it seems this addition was removed as a correction to
the Hebrew text. In this regard it is similar to the situation in 1 Samuel 17-18, where the

minuses are chiefly attested by Vaticanus in the OG but no other versions.

40. Albert Pietersma, and Benjamin G. Wright, eds. A New English Translation of the Septuagint
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 271.

41. James Montgomery, A critical and exegetical commentary on the Books of Kings (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1951), 251.
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There is much debate over the nature of this addition* which is not germane to
this present inquiry. What is significant in this case is that the Greek of the plus in 1
Kings 12:24a-z is apparently translated from Hebrew.* Since the source material was in
Hebrew, that means that it was likely present in the Hebrew Vorlage of the translator of 1
Kings. So here is an instance of editorial action in one branch of the Hebrew tradition
which came to be translated into the OG but was absent from, ignored by, or removed
from later manuscripts. Except for the fact that this passage has a plus while 1 Samuel
17-18 has minuses, it is a remarkably parallel situation. Generically stated, an editor of
the Vorlage of the OG made various changes which were corrected by later editors and
translators referencing the Hebrew text.

Based on this evidence, there is a precedent for editorial activity in the Vorlage of
the OG in the same literary context as 1 Samuel. In one case there is a plus and in another
minuses, but these two can be seen as parts of the same phenomenon (if not necessarily at
the hands of the same redactor). This observation lends its support to the longer text of 1
Samuel 17-18 being primary, since that longer reading would have been shortened by a
redactor in the Hebrew, just as the Jeroboam account was expanded. This realization will
factor in support of the "abridgment theory" as explained in Chapter Four.

The wider literary context of the OG of 1-4 Kingdoms provides clues to the nature
of the problem, namely that the problem could not have been the result of the translator
or a later redactor, and that similar editorial activity is found in the same literary context.

Now the focus will move to those witnesses which are outside of the OG.

42. Ibid., 252.

43. Mordechai Cogan, 1 Kings: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (New York:
Doubleday, 2001), 356.
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CHAPTER THREE

OTHER MANUSCRIPTS AND VERSIONS

The OG is the first and most prominent of ancient versions of the Hebrew Bible,
but it is not alone. Later recensions and new translations in Greek are also significant, and
other translations are important as well, including the Vulgate and Peshitta. However, the
ancient witness which can offer the most direct insight into the present inquiry is the
documents found at Qumran, since they are by far the oldest Hebrew manuscripts which
contain 1 Samuel 17-18.

Each version is compared to the OG and the MT to see if it followed the shorter or
longer account. Then the date and other pertinent features of each version are examined
in order to give context to the readings which are found therein. Readings which are
earlier will offer the greatest insight. If a version is typically regarded as being based on
the OG but follows the MT (or vice versa) for these chapters, it will also offer
clarification. Also, there are some characteristic readings (like the height of Goliath)
which can indicate whether each version follows the OG or MT outside of the context of

the long minuses.

Qumran

Of the cataloged documents from Qumran, only four are known to contain

portions of the books of Samuel. Only two of those actually contain verifiable portions
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from 1 Samuel 17-18: 4QSam*® (17:3-8, 40-41; 18:4-5) and 1QSam (18:17-18). Also,
these witnesses are quite fragmentary, barely consisting of more than a few consecutive
consonants or words in most cases.

This fragmentary nature means that they are not as useful for textual criticism,
though there have been some notable applications.* However, given the long minuses
which characterize these chapters, short fragments may be all that is necessary to
demonstrate if each Qumran document contains the longer or shorter account. That is, if
there is a short fragment which can only be identified with one of the verses which is
absent from the OG, then it stands to reason that the document had the longer reading of
the MT when it was transcribed.

The Qumran documents tend to agree with the OG in matters of textual criticism.
For example, 4QSam*® agrees with the OG against the MT concerning the height of
Goliath. Eugene Charles Ulrich's work on the subject provides in-depth analysis of the
relationship between 4QSam?, the OG, and the MT.* Given the lower degree of textual
variance between the OG (as represented in Codex Vaticanus) and 4QSam’, it is
presumed that they share a common ancestor which is relatively close (in terms of
transcription) to each. This would not be the case for the OG and the MT, whose common
ancestor is necessarily much more remote, especially on the Hebrew side. Emanuel Tov

concurs with the general characterization of 4QSam® agreeing with the OG.*°

44. J. Daniel Hays, "Reconsidering the Height of Goliath," Journal of the Evangelical Theological
Society 48 (December 2005): 703-707.

45. Eugene Charles Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (Missoula: Scholars Press,
1978).

46. Emanuel Tov, "The Textual Affiliations of 4QSam?," Journal for the Study of the Old
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Due to this affinity between Qumran and the OG in matters of textual criticism, it
is assumed that the two would share the same affinity in terms of the long minuses (or
"literary development" for short). However, recently identified fragments have made it
clear that a text-critical affinity is not the same as literary development affinity in this
passage. Each Qumran document is introduced below and the pertinent evidence is
examined.

4QSam® has been dated in "the first half of the first century B.C."* This places it
in the same general time-frame as the translation of the OG of the books of Samuel, if not
just after. It is noted by Ulrich, however, that 4QSam?® has an affinity with the readings of
Chronicles (5th or 6th century B.C.). So it seems that its text type predates the translation
of the OG.

Of the cataloged portions of 4QSam?, two are of particular interest to this inquiry.
The first is in 17:41 where Goliath is approaching David with his shield-bearer in front.
This entire verse is missing in the OG. The next important portion of 4QSam® comes in
18:4-5, which describes the aftermath of the battle with Goliath. These verses are also
part of a long minus (17:55-18:6a). Given that 4QSam® includes fragments of multiple
minuses, it is probable that it included the lengthier reading found in the MT, since there
are no examples of manuscripts including some verses but omitting others of the minuses.

The pertinent verses in 1QSam are 18:17-18, where the betrothal of David to
Merab is described. These verses are also part of a minus. Unfortunately, 1QSam has not

had any other fragments identified in the context, particularly in the context of the

47. Eugene Charles Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (Missoula: Scholars Press,
1978), 10.
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betrothal to Michal. So it is impossible to verify that 1QSam contains accounts of both
betrothals. Still, the presence of these two verses is another indication of the presence of
the longer account of the MT at Qumran.

The longer reading of the MT is attested in two Qumran documents, both of
which are older than our oldest extant OG manuscript. This conclusion can be reached
only in light of fairly recent fragmentary identification, so it supersedes previous
scholarly opinions that the longer reading was absent from Qumran. It is also noteworthy
that of all extant Hebrew manuscripts which include 1 Samuel 17-18, every single one
includes the longer account. In other words, there is no evidence of the shorter account in
Hebrew.

J. Daniel Hays proposed a helpful guideline for evaluating textual problems in
these chapters, namely that "we should remove our study of the variations in the height of
Goliath from the larger, more complicated but probably unrelated literary development
issue . . . ."* Indeed, this works for all text-critical problems, not just Goliath's height.
Hays' methodology has proved quite useful, since it has been demonstrated that the
Qumran texts are indeed closer to the OG in text-critical matters but share the longer
account of the MT.*

The witness of the Qumran documents (particularly 4QSam®) is of utmost
importance in understanding this problem. It provides an important insight into the family

tree of this passage. What it shows is that 4QSam? is likely a close descendant of a

48. J. Daniel Hays, "Reconsidering the Height of Goliath," Journal of the Evangelical Theological
Society 48 (December 2005): 703.

49. Tronically, Hays misidentifies 4QSam® as having the shorter reading in concord with the OG
(probably due to older evidence).

44



common ancestor of the OG (by virtue of text-critical agreement) and the MT (by virtue
of the longer reading). Since the Vorlage of the OG probably had an ancestor which
contains the longer reading, the minuses in OG should be understood as an editorial
omission in that particular "branch" of the family tree. That is, the longer reading has
priority. This hypothesis is visualized in Appendix B. In geographical and temporal
context, it seems that the OG was translated from a line of manuscripts which had been
redacted somewhere in the process of transmission between Palestine and Alexandria.
Conversely, if the minuses were indeed the result of a conflation, that conflation would
have to have occurred before the first century BC and in such a way that all versions

(including MT and Qumran) were affected without the Vorlage of the OG being affected.

Other Greek Versions

Greek editions of the Hebrew Bible can generally be divided into two groups: the
OG and later recensions. The most important manuscript of the OG text as it pertains to
this problem is Codex Vaticanus. It is the primary basis for Rahfls' eclectic text, and it is
the oldest extant manuscript of the 1 Samuel in Greek. Vaticanus was transcribed in the
fourth century A.D., though the location is unclear. The shorter version of the story is
attested in it.

The next most significant manuscript is Codex Alexandrinus, which was
transcribed in the fifth century A.D. Unlike Vaticanus, Alexandrinus has the complete text
of the longer reading. In all likelihood this codex was corrected against a longer Hebrew
text. This is significant, because the OG is not a unified witness on this matter. Codex

Vaticanus may be earlier, but the fact that Codex Alexandrinus had within one hundred
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years "reverted" to the longer reading means that the shorter reading was probably
viewed dubiously by the scholars of the time.

Among the three primary Greek recensions (Aquila, Theodotion, and
Symmachus), all include the longer reading.® Origen's translation includes the longer
reading as well.”" Also, the later Lucianic recension includes the longer reading. All of
these were based either fully or in part on a Hebrew Vorlage, so it is possible that their
OG manuscript contained the shorter reading and that the longer reading came from the
Hebrew text. Alternatively, an OG manuscript with the longer reading (similar to Codex
Alexandrinus) could have been the source of the reading. In either case, it is significant
that all of the recensions viewed the longer text as authoritative over and against the
shorter Greek text.

Simply stated, the only Greek manuscript which bears witness to the shorter
reading is Codex Vaticanus. All the rest have the longer reading. This puts the textual
problems in these chapters in a new light, since instead of the monolithic "Old Greek"
having the shorter text, it could be simply said that only Codex Vaticanus (though quite

important) has the shorter text.

Other Versions and Citations

The David and Goliath story is attested in other ancient translations as well as in

citations from other sources. Neither the books of Chronicles nor any other biblical texts

50. Frederick Field, ed., Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt, Vol. 2 (Hildesheim: G. Olms,
1964).

51. Ibid.

46



bear directly on this problem. The evidence of other versions is silent on this matter or
supports the longer reading of the MT. The Latin Vulgate, Syriac Peshitta, and Targums
all include the longer reading.>* All are considered to be based on the Hebrew text type,
so this is not particularly surprising. Still, the shorter reading as attested in the OG was
available for comparison at the time of each translation (particularly in the case of the
Vulgate), and in each case the editors and translators thought the longer version to be
authentic.

Josephus has several references to and citations from 1 Samuel in the sixth book
of his Antiquities. These provide an interesting insight, since he was not merely
transcribing the OG nor translating the Hebrew. Rather, as is demonstrated below, he
apparently had both available for consultation in addition to offering his own
commentary and exegetical notes. The story of David and Goliath is found in Antiquities
6:170-195.

The longer reading of the story was certainly available to Josephus. His
paraphrase includes many details which are present only in minuses. For example, he
records that Goliath taunted the Hebrew army daily for forty days (6:174), which is only
found in the Hebrew in 17:16. That David was sent by his father with provisions for his
brothers (17:17) is also recorded by Josephus (6:176). It is noteworthy here that Josephus
has apparently sought to smooth out the rough transition between David being in service
in Saul's court in 16:23 and his renewed responsibility for his father's flocks in 17:20:

"Now, on the outbreak of war between the Hebrews and the Philistines, Saul had sent

52. Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 2nd ed (Jerusalem:
Simor, 1997), 250-252.
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David away to his father Jesse, being content with the latter's three sons . . . David then
returned at first to his flocks . . . ."*® That Josephus felt the need to add these contextual
details indicates that he was aware of the tension in the longer version of the story.
Nonetheless, this indicates that the longer version was available to him when Antiquities
was composed.

There is also evidence of Josephus' exposure to the OG. This can be seen when a
plus (present in OG, absent in MT) is referenced. Some pluses are not represented, like
the plus in 17:36 is not represented in his account in 6:183. On the other hand, the plus in
17:33 is indeed represented in 6:186: ovyL TOLOVTOV GAAO KOL XELOW KVVOS ("not
such, but worse than a dog"). The wording here has great affinity with OG but is not a
direct quote.> Still, it seems that Josephus had the OG text available to him, because this
phrase is absent from the Hebrew.*

In another instance, Josephus chose to omit the betrothal of David to Merab,
agreeing with the OG. This was another interesting editorial decision, since we know that
he had both accounts available to him. For whatever reason, it is omitted, though we
cannot be sure if this is due to a desire to follow the OG, some skepticism of the passage
in Hebrew, or for the sake of brevity.

Josephus makes a complex contribution to this problem. On the one hand, he had

access to the longer reading and included it in his account in some cases. On the other

53. Josephus Antiquities 6:175. Translation from J. Thackeray and Ralph Marcus, trans., Josephus
Volume 5 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1966).
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hand, the longer reading is not followed in every case, and sometimes pluses from the
OG are included. Added with the inclusion of additional materials which smooth out the
rough parts of these chapters, and it becomes clear that Josephus too viewed this passage
as problematic.
At the very least we can conclude that the longer reading was available at the time
of his writing (first century A.D.). Ulrich considers Josephus' Vorlage:
the present study intends to demonstrate anew that the Bible which lay before
Josephus as he compiled the Samuel portion of his Jewish Antiquities was Greek
bible of an Old Greek/proto-Lucianic nature. . . . One can never rule out the
possibility that Josephus had two or more Bibles (Greek, Hebrew, Aramaic) and
that as a historian he used all at his disposal to check, correct, and amplify his
narrative.
Tov concurs with this conclusion of Ulrich's.”” Since Josephus worked primarily from an
OG text in these chapters, it is particularly telling that details of the longer version are
included. Josephus corrected the OG, his primary text (which he must have viewed as
defective), in light of the Hebrew. Even if he did not exclusively base his paraphrase on

the OG, he certainly had its shorter reading available for consideration, and chose the

longer reading nonetheless. So he viewed the longer reading as legitimate.

Summary of Observations from Other Versions

The textual evidence of other ancient manuscripts and versions is overwhelmingly
in favor of the primacy of the longer version of 1 Samuel 17-18. Outside of the OG, the

shorter reading is not attested at all. Even within Greek, the majority of manuscripts

56. Eugene Charles Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (Missoula: Scholars Press,
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include the longer reading. And in those Greek recensions and the case of Josephus,
editors even corrected Greek texts to include the longer reading. This puts the shorter
reading in a rather lonely place, textually speaking.

This poses a problem for proponents of the conflation theory: how did a
conflation come to have such a wide influence that the "original" shorter form of the story
is only attested in one prominent manuscript? That problem can be understood both in
terms of the replication of texts and in terms of editorial activity. If the shorter version is
primary, why would the longer version receive so many confirmations in the form of
transcription, translation, and editorial alteration? The challenges and strengths of the
conflation theory are examined in the following chapter, along with an account of the

abridgment theory.
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CHAPTER FOUR

EVALUATION OF PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

There are many possible solutions to a textual problem where a large portion of
text is omitted. One is the textual corruption of the manuscripts themselves, where
various natural processes create a gap in the text. This is illustrated by the fragments at
Qumran. In other cases, a portion of text may be omitted due to a mistake by a scribe or
translator. However, given the textual data gathered in Chapter One of this inquiry, these
two possibilities cannot explain the phenomena of 1 Samuel 17-18. It was editorial
activity and not incidental omissions which brought about the problem.

Another possible solution is that the translator took liberty to omit portions of the
text for whatever reason. This solution is problematic as well, since such editorial activity
is incongruous with the task of translation. Moreover, as shown in Chapter Two, the
translator's style is noted to be quite literal, so it would be all-the-more unexpected for the
translator to be the cause of such a stark minus.>® Rather, it can be concluded that the
translator of the OG of 1 Samuel had a Vorlage which was just as short as the resulting
translation.

Given that the Vorlage of the OG was short, there are two basic possibilities

remaining. First, it could be that the shorter reading came first and that the longer reading
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found in the MT (and elsewhere) is the result of a conflation of the original text with

1.> This will hereafter be referred to as the "conflation

additional narrative materia
theory." Second, it could be that an ancestor of the OG's Vorlage was shortened by a
redactor, meaning that the longer reading came first. This is called the "abridgment
theory." Both theories have had several champions in scholarly circles.

Each theory is examined in terms of its proponents' presentation. The strengths

and weaknesses of each are evaluated in light of the current evidence. Then a

determination about which theory best explains the data is made.

Conflation

For the sake of this inquiry, the primary argument for the conflation position is
supplied by Emanuel Tov. Along with J. Lust, Tov has put forth his position in a number
of publications. The version followed here is his article "The David and Goliath Saga" in
Bible Review.® To begin, Tov makes an excellent point about the uncertainty of the
inquiry: "We cannot tell a priori which version is earlier, because both the MT and the
LXX may be based on traditions much earlier than their actual date."® Indeed, the date of
a manuscript is not the ultimate factor, though it can provide important clues to the
understanding of the problem.

Tov's argument has the following basic features, each of which is expanded

59. It should be noted that some scholars like P. Kyle McCarter would actually argue in favor of an
expansion of the Hebrew text and not a conflation per se. For the sake of simplicity in this chapter, only
"conflation" is directly assessed, since it has the same material implications as expansion, namely that the
shorter text is prior.
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below: 1) All variants should be considered, not just minuses; 2) it is unlikely that an
editor would abridge the David and Goliath story while leaving other troubled passages
intact; 3) The OG version reads as its own account; 4) We can see the evidence of
conflation in various ways. This is not an exhaustive list, but it serves to guide the
discussion.

The minuses are indeed the most striking feature of 1 Samuel 17-18, but there are
many variants in other categories. Tov decries as defective those explanations which
"focus only on the large minuses in the LXX, neglecting the shorter minuses, the variant
readings, and the pluses in the LXX compared to the MT."® The total variants in these
chapters are cataloged in Table 1.4. Tov argues that an examination of these other types of
variants is crucial to understanding the problem, though he does not make explicit how
such details are useful.

Next, Tov makes an important point about the abridgment theory. That theory
generally relies on an editor deleting what he considers to be dubious portions of the
Hebrew text at some time prior to the translation of the OG. The problem is one of
motive and consistency: "literally scores of contradictory passages have been left in the
LXX translation, including many in the Book of Samuel. . . . in other chapters in Samuel
containing contradictions and inconsistencies, we find nothing like the alleged
abridgment said to have occurred in the David and Goliath story."® It is true that the
patterns of variance in 1 Samuel 17-18 are unique to those chapters. P. Kyle McCarter

argues that the editor's abridgment for the purpose of harmonization would not explain

62. Ibid., 36.

63. Ibid., 39.

53



why David's covenant with Jonathan in 18:1-4 was also omitted.* McCarter also argues
that some inconsistencies remain nonetheless in the resultant text. So, if one is going to
posit that an editor made extensive changes in only one passage of a large work, and that
those changes were not even internally consistent, a reasonable explanation for the
inconsistent behavior should be included.

Tov then argues that "the episode as related in the LXX was an independent,
cohesive version of the David-Goliath incident."® As noted in the Introduction and the
"Analysis of Minuses" section of Chapter One, this is a valid observation. The OG as it
stands is a complete narrative. Moreover, the sections which are missing are characterized
by some problematic features like duplication and chronological shifts. In other words, it
may be said that the shorter account actually reads smoother than the longer account.

McCarter argues that the converse is also true, namely that "most damaging to the
'shortening' hypothesis, however, is the fact that the materials missing from LXX", when
collected . . . can be seen to form a more or less complete narrative on their own."® This
is illustrated by McCarter treating each version separately in his translation and
commentary.” This, in McCarter's estimation, is the best evidence that the longer account
is the result of conflation.

In addition to the OG forming its own unit, Tov argues that the MT shows several

64. P. Kyle McCarter, I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and Commentary
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features of conflation, chiefly duplicate accounts among other inconsistencies.®® In the
area of duplications, he cites the two times Saul learns about David's identity and when
two of Saul's daughters are offered to David on different occasions. Additionally, the
incident of Saul trying to kill David is cited here, though its duplicate is actually outside
of the context of this inquiry (1 Samuel 19:9-10), making it of questionable relevance.
Still, Tov and others have identified many possible contradictions. The argument goes
that such purported contradictions would not have been present at the initial composition
of the story. Therefore, they must be the result of a later conflation with a similar yet
contradictory alternative account.

The basics of this line of argument can be augmented with many supporting
details. Tov's observations of the textual tensions in this passage are keen. Indeed, the
problems prompted Josephus to include clarifying comments in his account. Still, the
approach taken by Tov and others has some problems which are enumerated below. These
criticisms will also stand in support of the abridgment theory, to be presented thereafter.

First up for review is Tov's contention that all variants in the passage should be
considered, not just minuses. Indeed, all variants are significant to the task of textual
criticism, but not all variants are necessarily resultant from the same process. As a careful
inspection of all the variants found, all of the non-minus variants can be understood in
terms of non-editorial processes.” So when it comes to understanding the editorial

process which shaped 1 Samuel 17-18, the minuses are indeed the only pertinent variants.

68. Emanuel Tov, "The David and Goliath Saga. How a Biblical Editor Combined Two Versions,"
Bible Review 2 (Winter 1986): 40.

69. This is with the exception of the two differences in 18:6-7, which seem to be the direct result
of the preceding minus.
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Therefore Tov's theory is undermined where it relies on non-minus variants in these
chapters.

Tov objects to the idea of a redactor abridging the account for perceived
inconsistencies when other inconsistencies elsewhere in the book have been preserved in
the OG translation. However, there is no need to assume that such an editorial process
must be systematic or consistent. A redactor could have deleted portions of the text for
many reasons, not all of which would require the redactor to apply the same process to
the rest of the book or to the entire Vorlage of the OG.

Moreover, the converse objection could be made against the conflation theory, as
Tov himself acknowledges: "Why the editor or redactor created this conflate version,
despite its inconsistencies, is a matter of conjecture."” The very inconsistencies which
Tov points out make it difficult to understand why such an awkward conflation would be
attempted. At the very least, it can be agreed that the "why" behind the editorial process
which shaped these chapters is unknowable and perhaps moot. That is, it might be faulty
to assume that an editor would act in a way which a present scholar would regard as
"rational."”

Along the same lines, it should be noted that the conflation of multiple accounts is
not restricted to later editorial action. The original author of 1 Samuel may have been the
one whose task it was to combine several varied accounts. Later literary development is
not the only plausible explanation for the problematic features of the text which Josephus,

Tov, and others have noted. Therefore even if the problematic features of the longer

70. Emanuel Tov, "The David and Goliath Saga. How a Biblical Editor Combined Two Versions,"
Bible Review 2 (Winter 1986): 41.
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narrative are the result of a conflation, that does not mean that the conflation is
necessarily the reason for the OG being shorter.

Tov does not greatly take into account the textual evidence for this problem. The
presence of the longer reading at Qumran is acknowledged: "this version actually goes
back to a much earlier period and is already attested in a few verses of the pericope found
in the manuscripts from the Dead Sea Scroll cave . . . ."” Unlike some other works, Tov
here apparently has the benefit of the latest fragmentary identifications which place the
longer reading at Qumran. What is missing from this acknowledgment is an evaluation of
its implications, which are stated in Chapter Three. It seems that the Vorlage of the OG
possesses an ancestor which contained the longer reading. If not, it puts the conflation
scenario in the position of having to explain how the original text came to be represented
in only one extant manuscript. The empirical textual evidence cannot be counted in favor
of Tov's conflation theory.

Given the questions raised above, particularly in the area of the perceived
inconsistencies, the only facet of Tov's argument which stands strong is that the OG reads
as "an independent, cohesive" account. This argument does not stand well on its own,
however, since a redactor could nonetheless create a coherent account by deleting
portions of a longer text. Also, McCarter's assertion that the unique material of the longer
reading forms its own, cohesive account "may, however, be doubted," to borrow a phrase
from Henry Smith's evaluation of an earlier version of the same argument.”> Whether or

not a portion of text forms a cohesive unit is ultimately a subjective judgment. In

71. Ibid., 35.

72. Henry P. Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Samuel (Edinburgh: T.
& T. Clark, 1951), 151.
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addition, Tov and McCarter have not convincingly demonstrated that a cohesive reading
necessarily indicates an original reading.

Finally, it should be noted that the very same features which Tov and others cite in
favor of conflation may have been the same which prompted an editor to abridge the text.
The seeming contradictions,” chronological shifts, and duplicate events can make the
same impression on an ancient editor as on modern scholars. That may provide some of
the motive for editorial action which is so hard to discern in either case.

Tov's argument is primarily based on source and form criticism, which are
subjective disciplines. The conflation theory does not properly weigh the textual
witnesses, which is a more objective discipline, at least in so far as it deals with empirical
evidence. Moreover, Tov's source and form critical arguments have their own
weaknesses, as noted above. In light of all of these objections, it is best to consider

another possibility: that the Vorlage was abridged before translation.

Abridgment

Here the present author's own argument in favor of abridgment is set forward. The
essence of the abridgment theory is that a redactor of the Vorlage of the OG (or one of its
ancestors) shortened the original longer account. It is also clear that this editorial action
was, with few exceptions, carried out by removing portions of the longer text. Therefore
this abridgment is independent of the other text-critical issues which are present in 1

Samuel 17-18.

73. The classification of certain elements of these chapters as "inconsistent” or "duplicate" also
requires further analysis. This task of literary criticism unfortunately falls outside of the scope of this
inquiry.
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We can hypothesize that this abridgment took place before translation as opposed
to after since an analysis of the longer section in Alexandrinus and other later Greek
manuscripts shows that it was probably translated by someone other than the original
translator of the OG.” Later Greek manuscripts had to be supplemented by a new
translation of the Hebrew, since the received OG was defective.

The motive for the redactor is not known. At this point the abridgment theory has
a common feature with the conflation theory. It seems the most likely cause for such
editorial effort was that the editor doubted the authenticity of the deleted portions or
wanted to harmonize the narrative. We can find clues in the sort of material which was
omitted. The Analysis of Minuses section of Chapter One provides a good overview of
the nature of these omissions. In summary, they were characterized by David-centrism,
redundancy, chronological shifts, and duplicates. These are the most likely characteristics
which lead to the text being shortened.

Tov's objection that it is unlikely that a redactor would take such action only in
one passage can be answered by the singular nature of this passage. The importance of
the David and Goliath story within 1 Samuel probably brought it greater scrutiny than
other portions of the book. Consequently it could be that this was the only passage
wherein the editor perceived problematic features. McCarter's objection that some non-
problematic text was removed can be answered in two ways. First, we have no certain
way of knowing the entirety of what would or would not have been problematic in the

eyes of the redactor. Second, it could be that the redactor felt it necessary to remove some

74. A. Graeme Auld, "The Story of David and Goliath: A Testcase for Synchrony plus Diachrony,"
in David und Saul im Wiederstreit (Fribourg: Academic Press, 2004), 118-128.
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"neutral" material in order to create a smoother resulting narrative. To be more specific,
David and Jonathan's covenant was probably omitted because it was in the midst of a
major chronological shift.

An important point in favor of the abridgment theory is the textual witness. That
Codex Vaticanus represents the best witness of the OG is not in doubt - it is clear that the
shorter account was in front of the translator. However, the fact that it is the only extant
manuscript which has the shorter reading makes it difficult to argue for the priority of the
shorter reading. It is not the oldest manuscript which bears witness to the chapters. That
mantle is worn most likely by 4QSam®, which might even predate the translation of 1
Samuel. Furthermore, the shorter reading seems to have been understood as defective by
the editors of subsequent versions and other witnesses. Josephus is the paragon of this,
because though he worked primarily from the Greek text, he integrated the longer reading
into his paraphrase, even though the OG was probably considered more authoritative than
the Hebrew is his context.

There is also the matter of the addition in 3 Kingdoms, which is discussed in
Chapter Two. It seems that pre-translation editorial activity (in the form of an addition in
this case) is not limited to 1 Samuel 17-18. The circumstances of these two problems are
remarkably similar. Consequently, the situation in 3 Kingdoms serves as a confirmation
of abridgment theory by demonstrating that similar editorial activity occurred in the
surrounding context of the David and Goliath story.

Based on all of the available evidence, the abridgment theory best explains the

textual situation in 1 Samuel 17-18. It can even accommodate a large portion of the
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conflation theory, since a conflation did not necessarily come after the initial

composition. The longer reading as attested in the MT and other witnesses is primary.
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CONCLUSION

The problem in the story of David and Goliath is certainly complex. Many
brilliant minds have come down on different sides of the issue. The background to this
variance is ambiguous because it was the result of editorial activity, not the result of
easily categorized and predictable scribal habits and translation practices. Moreover, the
motive behind the change remains problematic no matter what approach is taken. Still,
given all of the internal evidence, the contextual evidence, and the external evidence of
other manuscripts and versions, the abridgment theory describes the most probable
solution to the problem of why the Old Greek is so much shorter than the Masoretic Text
in these chapters.

Consequently, the longer reading of the story as found in vernacular Bibles has
been vindicated. There is no need to revise children's curricula, except perhaps to reduce
Goliath's height by about a meter. That is, in spite of containing a defective reading, it
seems that the OG does indeed serve a valuable role in textual criticism in these chapters.
Further insight into this problem might come in the form of additional fragments at
Qumran being discovered or new manuscript finds. Until then, the matter of the short

Goliath will continue to be debated.
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APPENDIX A

Brackets [ ] enclose text which is present in one version but absent from another (pluses and minuses). Differences between the

versions are underlined.

Table A.1. Four Column Chart of 1 Samuel 17-18

NG TAPATOEEWS TWV

from the ranks of the allophyles;

camp of the Philistines a

oG NETS Verse NRSV MT
Ko ovvoryovowv ahhog@uior | And the allophyles gathered 17:1 |Now the Philistines gathered DTN PN DO 1D08M
T0C TaPEUPONOC cvTwy €g | their armies for battle, and they their armies for battle; they g mimihy AP AtY = i
TTOAEUOV KOl ovvayovtol €1 | were gathered at Sokchoth of were gathered at Socoh, which o ’-D D ID0N T i:l‘??J L"
00KY®O NS LOVOULAC KL Judea, and they encamped belongs to Judah, and encamped | 77737 1273 07 ﬂ'ﬁﬂ‘b
Topeufailovowy avo uecov | between Sokchoth and between between Socoh and Azekah, in 0T DERD SIOTY
00k w0 kaL ova ueoov alnko. | Azeka, in Ephermem. Ephes-dammim. G O T
eV EQEPUEN
KOLL GROVA KOL OL 0vOPES And Saoul and the men of Israel | 17:2 |Saul and the Israelites gathered IDONRT DROLTRT DING
LOPOMA CUVOYOVTOL KL were gathered and encamped in and encamped in the valley [of e vy g v aara s
TAPEUPOAAOVOLY EV TN the valley; they formed ranks for Elah], and formed ranks against 12 7;”-.] n‘;xg PD Y2
KOLACOL OUTOL battle opposite the allophyles. the Philistines. D’ZﬁWBB ﬂ&j‘?‘? HTTJT:IIWJ
TOPOTACCOVTOL €LG TTOLEUOV
€€ EVAVTLOS OAMOGPUAWV
Ko aArog@uiol totavtol et | And the allophyles stood on the | 17:3 | The Philistines stood on the = 9mOR o oneee)
TOV 0POVE evTowOa KoL mountain here, and Israel stood mountain on one side, and Israel | _.,. 2 __{ s iy Lnaaemisen
LOPOMA LOTOTAL ETTL TOV on the mountain there, and the stood on the mountain on the ’-” 1 WDD i?& o -”:35‘7 ‘7&?271
opovg evrowba kol 0 owiwv | valley was between them. other side, with a valley Q77" RO
ovVQo LECOV QVTMV between them.
ko €ENABev avnp duvartog ek | And a mighty man came out 17:4 | And there came out from the

DTN DN2TTUN N3N
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oG NETS Verse NRSV MT
(xkkocpvk(mé YoALaO ovoua GOI}ilatE Wﬁs hig, narnef from ) charﬁlpiciln nar}rlled }(1}oliath, of 123 Dan Y n:‘p; Dwg_qw'ba
aUTW €K Y€ vPog autov Geth; his height was four cubits Gath, whose height was six ’ ) s S
TECOQQWV TINYEWV KOLL and a span. cubits and a span. DT DN Uw
omBoung
KOl Icfpmscpotkm(x 8Ieu ™g ?n((ijhe ljjaﬂ a helmet og hish 17:5 ge Eadda he}jrr;let of bronze ond ]1"727'1. ngj-‘jg mp'm ;;;j:j.
KEMPAANG QVTOV KAl Bwpaka ead, and he was armed with a is head, and he was armoure . i . i '_,.. -
QAVOLOWTOV CVTOG coat of chain mail, and the with a coat of mail; the weight 5;?(27?31 wn:‘; &?ﬂ = WPW‘?
eVOEAVKMGS KOL O 0TOOUOG weight of his coat was five of the coat was five thousand D‘bEW D*a‘?g'ng;rgg D
TOV BWEAKOG AVTOV TTEVTE thousand shekels of bronze [and shekels of bronze. A
YLALOOES OLKAWV Xohkov Kot | iron]. R
oLdMEOV
KoL KvnuLdeg yoAkol eove | And there were bronze greaves | 17:6 |He had greaves of bronze on his 111‘:1 1“?;1“73} DY DoRm
TWV OKEAWV AdVTOV KoL 0oTtLg | on his legs and a bronze shield legs and a javelin of bronze ' T T’Bﬁﬁ ;3 nrz}'h:
YOAKY OVOL UECOV TV UV | between his shoulders. slung between his shoulders. TPRDP T2 DU
QUTOV
KOL O KOVTOG TOU (;opotrog ﬁild tt];e shaftfof his spear v(\izell]s 17:7 | The shaft ];)f his spza}rl.was like a [11;;33 1;—153;1 (P ?m) [; })m
QUTOV WOEL UECOKAOV ike a beam of weavers, and his weaver’s beam, and his spear’s . .
VPOLVOVTMWV KOL 1 AOYYM spear weighed six hundred [head] weighed six hundred DINRTEY I Eln) ﬂ:'lb'l o 37&
oUTOV EEQKOCLMV GLKAMV shekels of iron, and the one who shekels of iron; and his shield- '|i7'f maxsa &Wﬂ 5773 n*‘vaw
OLONPOV KOL O OLPWV TA carried his armor would go bearer went before him. 1..3517
omh0. WTOV TTPoeopeveto | before him. O
QUTOV
koL €0t koL avefonoev e | And he stood and shouted to the | 17:8 | He stood and shouted to the

NV TOPOTOELY LOPANA KO
ELTTEV QUTOLG TL EKTTOPEVECDE
TOPATAENCDL TTOAEUW €E
EVAVTLOG UMWV OVK EY® ELUL

ranks of Israel [and said to
them], "Why do you come out to
draw up for battle [opposite us]?
Am I not an allophyle, and are

ranks of Israel, “‘Why have you
come out to draw up for battle?
Am I not a Philistine, and are
you not servants of Saul?
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oG NETS Verse NRSV MT
oALOQUAOG KaL VuELS €RpatoL | you not Hebrews of Saoul? Choose a man for yourselves, SBR T TN 0o
TOV 000VA ekheEaobe Choose a man for yourselves, and let him come down to me. S :
eoToLS avopo Kal kotafnte |and let him come down to me,
TPOG UE
KO €0V duVNON TTPOS epe and if he is able to fight against | 17:9 |If he is able to fight with me 19 DR oSS SoroN
JoheunooL kot gav wato€n | me and if he strike me, then we and kill me, then we will be S R .
UE KL e0OUEDN VULV €L will be to you for slaves, but if I your servants; but if I prevail RO 07130 ‘-7 D: i? ol
dovhovg gav de eyw duvnOw |am able and kill him, then you against him and kill him, then 33‘? onMm 1MN2m 1‘7'5;%'4
KOl TTATOE® OUTOV £0E00E shall be to us for slaves and be you shall be our servants and SR ORETE D”'[:SJ‘?
MUV €15 G0VAOUS Kol subject to us." serve us.’ " oETTT TS
OOVAEVOETE MULV
Kol eutev 0 0ALO@UAOG 0oV | And the allophyle said, "Behold, | 17:10 | And the Philistine said, ‘Today I

EYM WVELOLOO TNV TTUPOTOELY
LOPOMA OTIUEOPOV EV TN NUEO.
TOUTN O0TE UOL VOO KL
ULOVOUOLYMOOUEV OUPOTEPOL

today on this very day I have
chided the ranks of Israel. Give
me a man, and we both will fight
in single combat."

defy the ranks of Israel! Give
me a man, that we may fight
together.’

TET M THET N
37 09t DR niomen oy
I, TP U DT

KoL MKOVOEV COOVA KL TTOG
LOPONA TA. PNUATO TOV
QALOGPUAOV TOUTO KL
EEEOTNOAV KOL EofnOnoav
GPOOPU.

And Saoul and all Israel heard
these words of the allophyle, and
they were dismayed and greatly
afraid.

17:11

When Saul and all Israel heard
these words of the Philistine,
they were dismayed and greatly
afraid.
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17:12

Now David was the son of an
Ephrathite of Bethlehem in
Judah, named Jesse, who had
eight sons. In the days of Saul
the man was already old and
advanced in years.
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17:13

The three eldest sons of Jesse
had followed Saul to the battle;
the names of his three sons who
went to the battle were Eliab the
firstborn, and next to him
Abinadab, and the third
Shammabh.
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17:14

David was the youngest; the
three eldest followed Saul,
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17:15

but David went back and forth
from Saul to feed his father’s
sheep at Bethlehem.
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17:16

For forty days the Philistine
came forward and took his
stand, morning and evening.

27w D2 YR U
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17:17

Jesse said to his son David,
“Take for your brothers an
ephah of this parched grain and
these ten loaves, and carry them
quickly to the camp to your
brothers;
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17:18

also take these ten cheeses to
the commander of their
thousand. See how your
brothers fare, and bring some
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token from them.’
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17:19 | Now Saul, and they, and all the
men of Israel, were in the valley
of Elah, fighting with the
Philistines.
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17:20 | David rose early in the morning,
left someone in charge of the
sheep, took the provisions, and
went as Jesse had commanded
him. He came to the
encampment as the army was
going forth to the battle line,
shouting the war cry.
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17:21 |Israel and the Philistines drew
up for battle, army against
army.
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17:22 | David left the things in charge
of the keeper of the baggage,
ran to the ranks, and went and
greeted his brothers.
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17:23 | As he talked with them, the
champion, the Philistine of
Gath, Goliath by name, came up
out of the ranks of the
Philistines, and spoke the same
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words as before. And David
heard him.
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17:24 | All the Israelites, when they
saw the man, fled from him and
were very much afraid.
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17:25 | The Israelites said, ‘Have you
seen this man who has come
up? Surely he has come up to
defy Israel. The king will
greatly enrich the man who kills
him, and will give him his
daughter and make his family
free in Israel.’
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17:26 | David said to the men who
stood by him, ‘What shall be
done for the man who kills this
Philistine, and takes away the
reproach from Israel? For who
is this uncircumcised Philistine
that he should defy the armies
of the living God?’
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17:27 | The people answered him in the
same way, ‘So shall it be done
for the man who kills him.’
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17:28 | His eldest brother Eliab heard
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him talking to the men; and
Eliab’s anger was kindled
against David. He said, ‘Why
have you come down? With
whom have you left those few
sheep in the wilderness? I know
your presumption and the evil
of your heart; for you have
come down just to see the
battle.’
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17:29 | David said, ‘What have I done

now? It was only a question.’

NP NWY IR T RN
;NI 27 NiPo

17:30 | He turned away from him
towards another and spoke in
the same way; and the people

answered him again as before.
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17:31 | When the words that David
spoke were heard, they repeated
them before Saul; and he sent

for him.
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KoL ELTTEV O0WLO TTPOS GUOVA
un M CVUTECETW M KOEOLOL
TOV KUPLOV WOV €T OLUTOV O
OO0VAOS OOV TTOPEVOETAL KOl
TTOALEUNOEL UETO TOV
0ALO@UAOV TOVUTOV

And Dauid said to Saoul, "On no
account let the heart of my lord
collapse upon him; your slave
will go and will fight with this
allophyle.”

17:32 | David said to Saul, ‘Let no
one’s heart fail because of him;
your servant will go and fight

with this Philistine.’
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oG NETS Verse NRSV MT
KoL ELTTEV 00OVA TPOg 0owLd | And Saoul said to Dauid, "You | 17:33 |Saul said to David, ‘You are not Spqn xL,v -[1.-.;-53 quw' RN
OV un dVVNOTM TOPEVON VL will definitely not be able to go able to go against this Philistine o n T I R :
TPOG TOV ALMOGPUAOV TOV against the allophyle to fight to fight with him; for you are i NWBBH ‘7& NDEI?
TTOLEUELV UET OLUTOV OTL with him, for you are a boy, and just a boy, and he has been a NI DR 07D MY DU'?U‘?
ToLdOPLOV €L 0V koL owtog | he has been a warrior from his warrior from his youth.’ O PP TSN N
OVNE TTOAEULOTNG €K VeoTNnTOG | youth.” e T i
oUTOV
KoL €LTTEV 00WLd TTPOg 00.oVA | And Dauid said to Saoul, "Your | 17:34 | But David said to Saul, ‘Your

TTOLUOLVOV MV 0 SOVAOG GOV
T JTOTEL QVTOV €V TW
TTOLUVL® KL OTOV NOYETO O
AEWV KOL M 0OKOG KOLL
EAOUPAVEV TTOOPATOV €K TNG

AYEANS

slave was tending the flock for
his father, and when the lion and
the bear would come and take a
sheep from the herd,

servant used to keep sheep for
his father; and whenever a lion
or a bear came, and took a lamb
from the flock,
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KOl EEETTOPEVOUNYV OTTLOW
QUTOV KO ETATOEN QUTOV
KoL €EE0TTOON. €K TOV
OTOUOTOS CUTOU KOL €L
ETOVLOTOTO €T EUE KL
EKQUTNON TOV (POOVYYOS
QUTOV KOl ETTOTAEN KL
ebavaTwoo avTov

and I would go after it, then I
struck it and pulled from its
mouth, and if it turned against
me, then I caught it by its throat
and struck it down and put it to
death.

17:35

I went after it and struck it
down, rescuing the lamb from
its mouth; and if it turned
against me, I would catch it by
the jaw, strike it down, and kill
it.
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KOL TNV 00KOV ETUTTTEV O
OOVAOS OOV KOL TOV AEOVTO.
KoL €0TAL O GAMOQUAOG O
OTTEPLTUNTOG G €V TOUTWV
OVYL TTOPEVOOUAL KOL
TTOTOEW CUTOV KOL APEAW

And your slave would smite
both the bear and the lion, and
the uncircumcised allophyle
shall be like one of these. [Shall
I not go and smite him and take
away today a reproach from

17:36

Your servant has killed both
lions and bears; and this
uncircumcised Philistine shall
be like one of them, since he
has defied the armies of the
living God.’
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oG NETS Verse NRSV MT
onuepov oveldog €€ Lopomh | Israel? For who is this
OLOTL TLS O OITEPLTUNTOS uncircumcised one] who
OVUTOS 0G WVELOLOEV reproached the ranks of the
TapaTaELy Beov Twvtog living God?
KVOLOG OG EEELAATO UIE €K The Lord who delivered me 17:37 |[David said], ‘“The Lord, who s;‘-)g-[ 1;;;';{ T M 1;3;{51

YELPOG TOV AEOVTOG KL €K
YELOOG TNG APKOV QUTOG
EEENELTAL UE EK YELOPOG TOV
OALOQPUAOV TOV QUTEQLTUNTOV
TOUTOV KOl ELTTEV OCLOVA
PO dAVLO TTOPEVOV KL
€0TAL KUPLOG UETA OOV

from the paw of the lion and
from the paw of the bear, he
himself will rescue me from the
hand of this [uncircumcised]
allophyle.” And Saoul said to
Dauid, "Go, and the Lord will be
with you!"”

saved me from the paw of the
lion and from the paw of the
bear, will save me from the
hand of this Philistine.” So Saul
said to David, ‘Go, and may the
Lord be with you!’

RIT 2T T T TR
o T e *:5*3*
™ 7[‘; miue ‘7}5 DINY NN
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KOl EVEOVOEV COOVA TOV
O0ULO LOVOLAY KL
TTEQLKEPUALAY YOAKNV TTEQL
TNV KEQOANV QUTOV

And Saoul put a woolen cloak
on Dauid, and a bronze helmet
around his head,

17:38

Saul clothed David with his
armour; he put a bronze helmet
on his head [and clothed him
with a coat of mail].

03] TR TN DINY wabn
w3bm wNnby neiny vaip
7 IR

ko eCwoeV TOV 00ULd TNV
POWUPOLOYV QUTOV ETTONVW TOV
UOVOVOU QUTOV KoL
EKOTTLOOEV TTEPLITATNO0G
oo kot OLg Kal ELTTEV d0ULO
TOOS GAOVA OV Un SUVMUOL
TTOPEVON VAL EV TOVUTOLS OTL
OV JTETTELOAUOL KO
0QPOLOOVOLY CUTO OIT CLUTOV

and he girded Dauid with his
sword over his woolen cloak,
and he grew tired walking once
and twice. And Dauid said to
Saoul, "T shall definitely not be
able to go in these, for I am not
experienced.” And they removed
them from him.

17:39

David strapped Saul’s sword

over the armour, and he tried in

vain to walk, for he was not
used to them. Then David said
to Saul, ‘I cannot walk with
these; for I am not used to
them.” So David removed them.

Sy 13Ty 1T DA
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KoL eAaEV TNV PaKTnoLoV
OVTOV €V TN XELPL AUTOV KOl

And he took his staff in his hand
and chose for himself five

17:40

Then he took his staff in his
hand, and chose five smooth

157man 12 Hpn mpn
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eEeleEaTo eqUTM TTEVTE smooth stones from the wadi stones from the wadi, and put 5!‘[:'{‘ ol D‘JD&"D‘?H aljely)
MBovg AeLovg €K TOV and put them in his shepherd's them in his shepherd’s bag, in_ _
YELLOPEOV Kat €0eTo avtovg | bag, which he had with him for the pouch; his sling was in his ij ijj “7: 2 an DW‘1
£V T KadLw Tw oluevikw | collecting, and his sling in his hand, and he drew near to the i 1'[‘: 19‘7;71 mv‘v‘m 1‘7
T® OVTL AVt €15 oVALoynv | hand, and he advanced against Philistine. . ‘ﬂW‘?D'[ bx
Ko ogevdovny owtov ev tn | the man, the allophyle. e
YELOL QUTOV KOl TTPOoOoNnADeY
TEOS TOV AVOPO TOV
aALOGQUAOV
17:41 | The Philistine came on and “7}{ jﬁ‘jj ‘[5,‘[ *nw’bgn ':[551
drew near to David, with his T T
shield-bearer in front of him. 1‘;@5 T35 KW WRT T
koL €w0ev Yohad tov daud | And Goliad saw Dauid, and he | 17:42 |When the Philistine looked and | =197 7R Hmw“?ag naM

KOLL NTLUWOOEV QUTOV OTL
OUTOS MV TOLOUPLOV KL
OUTOG TTUPPOKNG UETA,
koAAovg opBaluwy

disdained him, for he was a boy,
and he was ruddy with beauty of
eyes.

saw David, he disdained him,
for he was only a youth, ruddy

and handsome in appearance.

"oy 3TN P TR TR
IR TR

KOLL ELTTEV O AAAOQUAOG TTPOG
O0ULO WOEL KVMWV EYW ELUL
OTL OV €0YM €T EUE €V PULPOW
ko ABoLG KaL eLTtev dauLd
oYL OAN M YELOW KVVOS KOl
KOTNEOOATO O OANOGPUAOG
TOV 00WLd €V TOLS BeoLg
QUTOV

And the allophyle said to Dauid,
"Am I like a dog, that you come
upon me with a rod [and
stones]?" [And Dauid said, "No,
but worse than a dog."] And the
allophyle cursed Dauid by his
gods.

17:43 | The Philistine said to David,
‘Am I a dog, that you come to
me with sticks?’ And the
Philistine cursed David by his

gods.

2527 TN "IYRDT N
m‘m: ~‘7x N2 TR TD "IN
177 “Pen Shpn
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KOLL ELTTEV O AAAOQPUAOG TTPOG
O0ULO JEVPO TTPOC UE KOl

And the allophyle said to Dauid,
"Come to me, and I will give

17:44 | The Philistine said to David,

‘Come to me, and I will give

725 MO8 e N
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OWOW TOG COPKOS GOV TOLG
TETELVOLS TOV OVPOVOU KL
TOLG KTNVEOLV TNG YNG

your flesh to the birds of the air
and to the animals of the earth."”

your flesh to the birds of the air
and to the wild animals of the
field.’

© ;1T RS DY

KoL ELTTEV O0ULO TTOOS TOV
OALOQPUAOV OV EQYN TTOOS UE
€V POULPOLO KOL €V OOPOATL
KOL €V QOTTLOL KOY®
TOPEVOUOL TTPOG OF €V
OVOULOTL KVPLOV 0o
Beov mapoTaEewe Lopanh Nv
WVELOLOOG ONUEPOV

And Dauid said to the allophyle,
""You come to me with sword
and with spear and with shield,
and I am coming to you in the
name of the Lord Sabaoth, the
God of the ranks of Israel, which
you have reproached [today].

17:45

But David said to the Philistine,
‘You come to me with sword
and spear and javelin; but I
come to you in the name of the
Lord of hosts, the God of the
armies of Israel, whom you
have defied.

R IwhenToy 71T
1177527 MMT2Y 2703 o8 N3
YT DY TONTRY "D
BRI NISE TN NN
DI N

KOl OTTOKAELOEL O€ KUPLOG
OMNUEPOV ELS TNV YELOO. OV
KOLL OTTOKTEV® O€ KL APEND
TNV KEQAANV GOV 0TTO OOV
KOl dWom T KWAO GOV KL
TO KWAO TAPEUSOANG
OALOGPUAV EV TOUTN TN
NUEPO TOLG TTETELVOLS TOV
OVPOVOV KOl TOLG ONpLoLg
™S YNG KOL YVWOETOL TACA 1|
YN OTL €0TLY BE0C €V LOPOMA

And today the Lord will shut
you up into my hand, and I will
kill you and remove your head
from you, and I will give [your
limbs and] the limbs of the camp
of the allophyles on this day to
the birds of the air and to the
wild animals of the earth, and all
the earth will know that there is
a God in Israel,

17:46

This very day the Lord will
deliver you into my hand, and I
will strike you down and cut off
your head; and I will give the
dead bodies of the Philistine
army this very day to the birds
of the air and to the wild
animals of the earth, so that all
the earth may know that there is
a God in Israel,

T2 T O T i
TR R Ty o
nivS My O owoD
WM YINT MDY O
TN D TN 03
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KOLL YVOETOAL TTO.OM M
EKKANOLOL OVTN OTL OVK €V
QOWUPOLY KOl O0PATL OWLEL
KVPLOG OTL TOV KVPLOV O
TTOAEUOG KOl TTOP0OMOEL

KVUPLOG VIO ELS YELOOS NUMWV

and all this assembly will know
that the Lord does not save by
sword and spear, for the battle is
the Lord's, and the Lord will
give you into our hands."

17:47

and that all this assembly may
know that the Lord does not
save by sword and spear; for the
battle is the Lord’s and he will
give you into our hand.’
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KOLL AVEOTN O GAAOQPUAOG KOLL
ETOPEVON ELS OCLVAVTNOLY
OaVLd

And the allophyle arose and
came to meet Dauid,

17:48

When the Philistine drew nearer
to meet David, [David ran
quickly towards the battle line
to meet the Philistine].

720 YR 0P M
TIT N T NIE5 37PN
PR 27T 1
A=

KoL €EETELVEV OOULO TNV
YELOO. UTOV ELS TO KOOLOV
ko ehofev ekelbev ABov eva
KoL E0QEVOOVNOEV KO
EMOTOEEV TOV GAAOGPUAOV ETTL
TO UETMITOV OUTOV KOl OLESV
0 ALBog dLa Tng
TTEOLKEQPAAOLOG ELG TO
UETWITOV OUTOV KOl ETTECEV
€TTL TTPOOWITOV CUTOV ETTL TNV

Ynv

and Dauid stretched out his hand
into the bag and took out from
there one stone and slung it and
struck the allophyle on his
forehead, and the stone
penetrated [through the helmet]
into his forehead, and he fell on
his face on the ground.

17:49

David put his hand in his bag,
took out a stone, slung it, and
struck the Philistine on his
forehead; the stone sank into his
forehead, and he fell face down
on the ground.

"ooI7hR TR T MY
TN TN xz‘ww 128 DY MEn
Pinlaighlinhia ‘7& *nw‘vm
13250 HaEn s 18T
TEON

17:50

So David prevailed over the
Philistine with a sling and a
stone, striking down the
Philistine and killing him; there
was no sword in David’s hand.

¥op3 mehemn M P
PYODT TN T 128D
AT T 37 0NN

KoL €OPOUEV OOULO KL
EIEOTT €T QVTOV KOL EAQPEV
TNV POUPALOY OVTOV KL
e0avoTmOoeV QUTOV KL
QPELAEV TNV KEQPUANV QUTOV
KoL €L00V oL AAAOQUAOL OTL

And Dauid ran and stood over
him and took his sword and put
him to death and cut off his
head.

And the allophyles saw that their

17:51

Then David ran and stood over
the Philistine; he grasped his
sword, [drew it out of its
sheath], and killed him; then he
cut off his head with it.
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Te0VNKEV 0 OUVOTOG OWwTwV | mighty one was dead, and they When the Philistines saw that $103M 0723 DD
KOLL EQUYOV fled. their champion was dead, they T
fled.
KOLL OVLOTAVTOL OVOPES And the men of Israel and 17:52 | The troops of Israel and Judah I Sgﬁfw WaR MR

LOPOMA KOL LOUOOL KOLL
NAGAAEQY KoL KOTEOLWEOY
OTLOW QUTMV EMS ELOOOOV
Y€ KoL WS TNS TTUANG
0O0KAAMVOG KOL ETTECOLV
TEOVUOTLOL TWV AAAOPUAWV
EV TN 00 TWV JTVAWV KL
EWG YED KAl EWG AKKAOWV

Ioudas rose up and shouted and
pursued after them, as far as the
entrance to Geth and as far as
the gate of Ascalon, and the
wounded of the allophyles fell
on the way of the gates, even as
far as Geth and as far as
Akkaron.

rose up with a shout and
pursued the Philistines as far as
Gath* and the gates of Ekron,
so that the wounded Philistines
fell on the way from Shaaraim
as far as Gath and Ekron.

DnYPEI TN 127771 W
TPY DY TR XY NI
77732 n*nw‘va *5‘7:1 1527
RYTIV T DY

KOL OVEOTPEPOV OVOPES
LOPOMA EKKALVOVTES OTTLOW
TOV 0ALMOPUAWV KOl
KOTETATOVV TOS TTOOEUPOAAS
QUTWV

And the men of Israel came back
from turning aside after the
allophyles, and they trampled
their camps.

17:53 | The Israelites came back from
chasing the Philistines, and they

plundered their camp.

=8 P9 DRI 1 12un
: ORI 08N n*nwba

kot ehofev dauld TNV
KEQPOANV TOV OAAOQPUAOV KoL
NVEYKEV QUTNV ELG
LEQOVOOANL KOL TOL OKELT
QUTOV €ONKEV €V T
OKNVOUOATL QUTOV

And Dauid took the head of the
allophyle and brought it into
Ierousalem, and he put his armor
in his covert.

17:54 | David took the head of the
Philistine and brought it to
Jerusalem; but he put his

armour in his tent.

TSR YNNI RN
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17:55 | When Saul saw David go out
against the Philistine, he said to
Abner, the commander of the

army, ‘Abner, whose son is this

RZ° TITIN DINY DN
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young man?’ Abner said, ‘As
your soul lives, O king, I do not
know.’

T 32K NN 1IN T
POPTON 2RI YR

17:56

The king said, ‘Inquire whose
son the stripling is.’

RT3 IS ORY PRI eNn
©:0opm

17:57

On David’s return from killing
the Philistine, Abner took him
and brought him before Saul,
with the head of the Philistine in
his hand.

PN i T 2w
=338 0K Mp AYoEn
WNTY DINY 325 TRD

372 mwoen

17:58

Saul said to him, “Whose son
are you, young man?’ And
David answered, ‘I am the son
of your servant Jesse the
Bethlehemite.’

IR T2 DINY 1OR N
W TR T KT T
DRTPI N3

18:1 | When David had finished SRE-OR =25 0o M
speaking to Saul, the soul of ot N
Jonathan was bound to the soul 'H"Tl WDJZ ﬂjWPJ ]D;'ln'l" WEN
of David, and Jonathan loved (P 17278™) [2 32787
him as his own soul. wmD ]ﬂ!'iﬂ’

18:2 | Saul took him that day and N5% R 09 SRy TIIEN
would not let him return to his : ) . N IR
father’s house. :1525 nh3 :ﬂw‘? 1!1:1;

18:3 | Then Jonathan made a covenant

with David, because he loved

™3 T IR AN

76




oG

NETS

Verse

NRSV

MT

him as his own soul.

23D K INDTND

18:4 | Jonathan stripped himself of the Sy PR ]ﬂﬁﬂ‘ NnEBR™
robe that he was wearing, and ey seraimnn walate ma
gave it to David, and his Diel '[1:[?%'[;337:1_ 15‘?? Oy
armour, and even his sword and 9 1N§7‘?_'IS_J'! 127077
his bow and his belt. 53

18:5 | David went out and was WO =R 593 T RYM
successful wherever Saul sent e AP T
him; as a result, Saul set him 5:-'7 i?mg; WHDWTJ 5‘3@72 51&@7
over the army. And all the Y3 2D ﬂfQUi?f;JU W
people, even the servants of Y YD an DSJTI"?D
Saul, approved. R ET gméz'

kot €EnABov aL yopevovoal | And the dancers came to meet 18:6 |[As they were coming home, DI T 22 aRiaD
ELG OUVOVTNOLY SO €K Dauid out of all the towns of when David returned from O SN,
TTAOWV TTOLEWV LOPONA €V Israel, with drums and with killing the Philistine, the Qo T‘;N&m ‘NWBDU Y
TUUITOVOLG KOL €V X0ouoovvn | rejoicing and with cymbals. women came out of all the [D 1327‘;] ENjW’ ”T.STJ_i?TDD
KoL €V Kupoholg towns of Israel, singing and] ﬂ&ﬁ?‘? m“vhmm (j 7‘271'))
dancing, to meet King Saul, "f ) e T
with tambourines, with songs of minielel D‘Dﬁ: -[5?33 ‘7”&@7
joy, and with musical . D‘W‘?W:ﬂ
instruments. toTe
koL €EENExoV ol yuvalkes kot | And the women began and were | 18:7 | And the women sang to one

ELEYOV ETTATAEEV OOOVA €V
YKLALOOLY CUTOU KoL O0WLO €V
UVPLOOLY QVTOV

saying,

"Saoul killed amongst his
thousands, and Dauid amongst
his ten thousands.”

another as they made merry,
‘Saul has killed his thousands,
and David his tens of
thousands.’

NIPIYRT OWIT T
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KL JTTOVNOOV EQOAVT TO PO
€V 0POAAULOLG OUOVA TTEPL
TOV AOYOU TOUTOU KOl ELTTEV
TW O0ULO EOWKOV TOG
UVPELOOOS KAl ELOL EQKAY
TOG KLALOOOG

And the matter appeared evil in
the eyes of Saoul concerning this
word, and he said, "They
ascribed to Dauid the ten
thousands, and to me they
ascribed the thousands."

18:8

Saul was very angry, for this
saying displeased him. He said,
“They have ascribed to David
tens of thousands, and to me
they have ascribed thousands;
[what more can he have but the
kingdom?]’

™Y DN 'r'xr; Smwb oM
TIT? 03 NN T 2T
Tivy 025N 10 "1 NiaaT

Samiiet iy i (b

KOL IV OO0V And Saoul was eyeing Dauid 18:9 | So Saul eyed David from that (P ]sjy) [: ﬁy] 51&27 STy
VITOBAETOUEVOS TOV SAVLO [with suspicion] from that day day on. ) . N N
OITO TNG NUEPNS ekeLvNg koL | and beyond. "'?5‘75‘1 NI QR O
ETTEKELVOL ®
18:10 | The next day an evil spirit from I TSN PEED T
God rushed upon Saul, and he TN EP U IO
raved within his house, while 51&@7 bx ! m{’ j | D‘U‘?;ﬁ
David was playing the lyre, as 133 71T MN2T7IN3 R220M
he did day by day. Saul had his —=va P 05 | oSt S
spear in his hand; ik e : : T
WY
18:11 |and Saul threw the spear, for he =N PATMETTR DIRY Snm
thought, ‘I will pin David to the R S TN
wall.” But David eluded him 7 297 ﬁ‘P;q 73 728
twice. :QMYD 1"EN
Kal €pofnon 6aovA 0o And Saoul was afraid from 18:12 | Saul was afraid of David, =D T M1E5D DIRY KM
TPOOMWITOV dUVLO before Dauid, because the Lord was with him R "’ TR ¥ o RN
but had departed from Saul. ) ‘71&@7 QI MY M

KOL QTTEOTNOEV QUTOV OTT and he removed him from him | 18:13 | So [Saul] removed him from his

OVTOV KAl KATEOTNOEV AVTOV

and made him an officer of a

presence, and made him a
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E0VTM YLALOOYOV KO
EEETTOPEVETO KO
ELOETTOPEVETO EUTTPOODEV TOV
Aaov

thousand [for himself], and he
was going out and coming in
before the people.

commander of a thousand; and

David marched out and came in,

leading the army.

10T D7 NI RSN PR

2

KoL MV O0ULO €V TTOLOOLS TOLG
000LG CLUTOV CUVVLMV KL
KVUPLOG UET QLUTOV

And Dauid was prudent in all his
ways, and the Lord was with
him.

18:14

David had success in all his
undertakings; for the Lord was
with him.

231292777037 T M)
iRy mm

KoL €LOEV OOLOVA 1S CUTOG
OUVLEL 0QOOPA Kl EVAOSELTO
0ITO TTPOOWITOV CLUTOV

And Saoul saw how he acted
very prudently, and he was
afraid from before him.

18:15

When Saul saw that he had
great success, he stood in awe
of him.

5ot RN DINY N
$TIEM 737 TR

KOLL TTO.S LOPOMA KOl LOVOOG
NYOITO TOV O0VLO OTL QVTOG
EEETTOPEVETO KO
ELOEITOPEVETO TTPO TTEOOMITOV
TOV ACLOV

And all Israel and Ioudas loved
Dauid, for he was going out and
coming in from before the
people.

18:16

But all Israel and Judah loved
David; for it was he who
marched out and came in
leading them.

N 2R T SR
:omae’ K31 RSP XD T
B

18:17

Then Saul said to David, ‘Here
is my elder daughter Merab; |
will give her to you as a wife;
only be valiant for me and fight
the Lord’s battles.” For Saul
thought, ‘I will not raise a hand
against him; let the Philistines
deal with him.’

T2 I TN DINY NN
70" mx FOR 271 -r"m:-r
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18:18

David said to Saul, “Who am I
and who are my kinsfolk, my
father’s family in Israel, that I
should be son-in-law to the

"IN 1 DINYOR TIT N
szm "IN NIEY M
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king? 7282 100 TR
18:19 | But at the time when Saul’s gy-R=hlNeh Faighsialiy s

daughter Merab should have
been given to David, she was
given to Adriel the Meholathite
as a wife.

Tan3 N TR ‘mw
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KOLL TYOTTNOEV WEAXOA M
Buyatnp caovh Tov doULd
KOLL OTTNYYEAN OO.OVUA KOlL
Nnuovvon ev opOaiuoLg
oVTOU

And Saoul's daughter Melchol
loved Dauid, and Saoul was told,
and it was right in his eyes.

18:20

Now Saul’s daughter Michal
loved David. Saul was told, and
the thing pleased him.

8 DINEN3 o amwm
1277 W D 1m T
LPIYD

KOLL ELTTEV OOLOVA dWOoW VTNV
QUTM KOL EOTOL OUTW ELG
OKOVOOAOV KOl MV ETTL OOOVA
YELO OAAOPUAWY

And Saoul said, "I will give her
to him, and she will be a snare to
him."” And the hand of the
allophyles was against Saoul,

18:21

Saul thought, ‘Let me give her
to him that she may be a snare
for him and that the hand of the
Philistines may be against him.’
[Therefore Saul said to David a
second time,* “You shall now
be my son-in-law.’]

970 1P TR DY KT
oRYSR~T 127 wpinb
oY TN ‘mw piel )
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KOL EVETELAOTO OUOVA TOLG
TTOLOLY QUTOU AEYWV
AoAnoate vuelg Aabpa T
OaULd AEYOVTES LOOV O
Paoilhevg Behel €v ool KOl
TTAVTES OL TTOLOES OLUTOV
OYOTTWOLV O€ KOl OV
EMLYAUPOEVOOV T BOOLAEL

and Saoul commanded his
servants, saying, "Speak to
Dauid secretly, saying, 'Behold,
the king wants you, and all his
servants love you, and as for
you, become the king's son-in-
law"."

18:22

Saul commanded his servants,
‘Speak to David in private and
say, "See, the king is delighted
with you, and all his servants
love you; now then, become the
king’s son-in-law."’

“BN 17327 172N DINY 137
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KoL EAOANOAY OL TTALOES
OO0OVA €LS T WTO OOV TO
PNUOTA TOUTO KOL ELTTEV
A0ULO EL KOVQPOV €V
o@OoAUOLS VUWV
emLyauppevoal BOoLAeL Koyw
OVNO TOTTELVOS KL OUXL
€VOOEOG

And Saoul's servants spoke these
words in the hearing of Dauid.
And Dauid said, "Does it seem
light in your eyes to become the
king's son-in-law? And as for
me, I am a humble man and of
no repute.”

18:23

So Saul’s servants reported
these words to David in private.
And David said, ‘Does it seem
to you a little thing to become
the king’s son-in-law, seeing
that I am a poor man and of no
repute?’

T AN3 NG TI2E 13T
TIT N RN DRI
723 1B0AT DFPS TP
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KOLL OTTNYYELAOY OL TTOLOES
O0OVA CUTM KOTO TO PNUATO
TOUTO O EAOANOEV UL

And the servants of Saoul
reported to him according to
these things that Dauid said.

18:24

The servants of Saul told him,
‘This is what David said.’

iR’ 15 Dy 1ap 1mn
21717 727 TN 012

KOl ELTTEV OOLOUA TOOE EQELTE
T O0ULO OV FOVAETOL O
Paolievg ev douotL AN M €V
EKOTOV OLKPOPBVOTLOLG
OALOPUAWY EKOLKNOAL ELG
eX0POVC TOV PACLAEWS KO
GOOVA EAOYLONTO QUTOV
EUPAAELY ELG YELPAS TWV
AALOGPUAWYV

And Saoul said, "This is what
you shall say to Dauid, 'The king
does not desire to avenge for the
king's enemies with a present,
except with a hundred foreskins
of the allophyles'.” And Saoul
counted on casting him into the
hands of the allophyles.

18:25

Then Saul said, ‘Thus shall you
say to David, "The king desires
no marriage present except a
hundred foreskins of the
Philistines, that he may be
avenged on the king’s
enemies.” Now Saul planned to
make David fall by the hand of
the Philistines.
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And the servants of Saoul told
Dauid these words, and the
matter was right in the eyes of
Dauid to be the king's son-in-
law.

18:26

When his servants told David
these words, David was well
pleased to be the king’s son-in-
law. [Before the time had
expired, ]
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And Dauid rose and went, he
and his men, and smote one

18:27

David rose and went, along with
his men, and killed one hundred
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hundred men among the
allophyles and brought their
foreskins to the king, and he
became the king's son-in-law,
and he gave him his daughter
Melchol for him as a wife.

of the Philistines; and [David]
brought their foreskins, [which
were given in full number] to
the king, that he might become
the king’s son-in-law. [Saul]
gave him his daughter Michal
as a wife.
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And Saoul saw that the Lord
was with Dauid and that [all
Israel] loved him,

18:28

But when Saul realized that the
Lord was with David, and that

[Saul’s daughter Michal] loved
him,

oy T 0D YT WY XM

N2IN DN Do T

koL Tpo0ebeTo evAaeLoOal
0IT0 dOLO €TL

and he continued to be afraid of
Dauid even more.

18:29

Saul was still more afraid of
David. [So Saul was David’s
enemy from that time forward.]
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18:30

Then the commanders of the
Philistines came out to battle;
and as often as they came out,
David had more success than all
the servants of Saul, so that his
fame became very great.
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APPENDIX B

[lustration B.1. The Textual Development of 1 Samuel 17-18.
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