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07X 77K (ed A) M ] 11°7198* (ed B) G (0edv odtdv) (exeg)
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Text-Critical Commentary

The divergences between the Septuagint on the one hand, the MT and the other versions
on the other hand, point to the existence of two distinct Hebrew editions of 1 Kings. It is
not easy to determine which edition precedes the other. On the whole, M reflects an older
stage than G, but there are many details where the relation seems to be the reverse. After
the two editions branched off from one another, each one of them continued to be altered
by scribes.
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1 Kgs 11:1 278 (ed A) M ] 27%* (ed B) G (¢thoytdvouog) cf T™ (27117) (equal?)

While M states that Solomon loved many foreign women, G says he was a “lover
of women”. Each reading fits its own context well, M proceeding to enumerate the
foreign nations among which Solomon took wives, and G leading on to the information
that S. had many wives.

The vocalization of the form as a participle in edition B is uncertain. One
manuscript of Targum Jonathan vocalizes the form 219, corresponding to 27X, as a
participle (all other manuscripts vocalize as a perfect, in accord with M). The possible
agreement of G with a T manuscript may be due to polygenesis.

oW1 ]+ oW PN MING wHY DwID MIRR YW MW 15 1M (ed B) G (ko Roow a0td
ApYOVCUL ENTOKOCION KO TOALXKOL TPLOKOCION KOl EABEV Yuvoikog) (transp v. 3 and
exeg)

Edition B separates the issue of having many wives from that of marrying foreign
women, by introducing into verse 1 the information on the high number of Solomon’s
wives and concubines. In edition A, this information comes in verse 3, suggesting that all
Solomon’s wives were foreign. Edition A does not separate the issues of many wives and
foreign wives. Edition B is more rational than edition A on this point. Nevertheless, the
Wiederaufnahme by means of the words 2°W2 12", which are lacking in edition A,
suggests that edition B is secondary. Edition A is a mess, edition B an unsuccessful
attempt to clean it up.

M2 (ed A)M ] > (ed B) G?

The absence of the adjective iM127, “many”, in G may reflect the earliest stage of
the text. It is easier to imagine that the word was added by a later scribe to edition A than
to explain why it was omitted in edition B. Possibly, however, G’s ¢thoyvvaiog reflects
D29 oW1 27X (Talshir).



DR (ed A) M | +prennaR* (ed B) G (Zvpac) (dittog)
The addition of “Aramaic (women)” in G probably reflects a duplication of the
word D7R, “Edomite (women).”

0778 (ed A) M ] > (ed B) G (harm Deut 7:1)
D ]+ naRY* (ed B) G (ko Apoppoiac) (harm Deut 7:1)

With the omission of the Phoenicians and the addition of the Amorites, the list of
forbidden nations is to some extent realigned with the prescription in the Torah (Deut
7:1). In Ezra 9:1 and Neh 13:1-3, 23 the interdiction of intermarriage is extended from
the seven Canaanite nations to include other foreigners.

11:212* (ed B) G (un) S (=\a) T (X127 ] 19X (ed A) MV (certissimo enim) (mod?)
The use of 19X in M, confirmed only by V (certissimo enim), is suspect, since the
particle elsewhere invariably introduces statements that are contrary to expectation. If G,
S and T do indeed reflect a Hebrew text reading 12, this may be the original. Note that ]2
appears to have been edited out also in 2 Kgs 18:32, as a comparison with the parallel in
Isa 36:17-18 will show. The reason for these changes may perhaps be found in the
history of the Hebrew language. In Late Biblical Hebrew, ]2 is practically unattested

(exception: 1 Chr 10:4, taken over from 1 Sam 31:4). InQumran and Ben Sira, |9 is used,
as a classicism, in specific text types only.

In this verse the masculine suffixes of M are rendered by feminine pronouns in
some of the versions (Antiochene Septuagint, Peshitta, Vulgate). This is not a matter of
text, but of exegesis.

11:3 W0 ] +prewi M (> G) (explic)

The absence of the word “wives” in G may again reflect the earlier stage of the
text, as it is easier to explain its later addition in edition A than its omission in edition B
(or in the process of translation).

125 X 11 WM (ed A) M 1> (ed B) G (exeg)
Edition A is very repetitive, with the formula M + 2%/22% + suffix reiterated

three times (verses 2, 3 and 4). The alleviation of this threefold repetition by the omission
of the phrase in verse 3 (verse 1 in edition B) in G may go back to edition B.

11:4 2MX...101 and 1"2X...X?1 (ed A) M ] transp G (ed B)

It is not impossible that edition B originally omitted the clause “and his heart was
not perfect withYhwh his God, as was the heart of David his father” from this verse,
relocating it, as a proper conclusion to the section on Solomon’s sins, after verse 10 (see
there). The clause may then have been restored to the present verse under the influence of
edition A, while ending up in a slightly different position within the verse. There is,
however, no manuscript evidence for this scenario.



W M2 (ed A) M ] 9177027 (@) 1701 wM* (ed B) G (ko €€€kAvay ol YLUVOIKES ol
AALOTPLON) (eXeg)

The addition of the word “foreign” in edition B coheres with the distinction of the
two issues in verse 1 discussed above. It shows the attention of the editor to the logical
flow of the text. It also reveals the secondary nature of edition B. If the word 91°7217 was
present in the original text it is hard to explain why edition A omitted it.

11:5 The entire verse is omitted in edition B, probably because it was felt to add nothing
to what was told in verses 7-8.

TOX (ed A) M ] 7pw*? G™ (Bdelbynortog ) (theol)

A theological correction is here reflected in the Antiochene Greek, which
supplements the text of verse 5 on the basis of a Hebrew text. The variant in the
Antiochene text is typologically later than the text of edition A (dysphemism). See below
on a similar variation between M and S in this same verse.

D78 (ed A) M ]+ 272X P0 WD MIMR* 8™ (oo hlan wama idoa) (harm

XM TPY WD v 7)

The majority text of the Peshitta adds a third divinity, harmonizing with verse 7.
The secondary nature of the addition is demonstrated by its absence in ms 9al. Where
this manuscript is closer to M than the other Peshitta manuscripts it usually reflects the
original Syriac text (see M. Weitzman, “The Originality of Unique Readings in Peshitta
MS. 9al,” in The Peshitta: Its Early Text and History, eds. P. B. Dirksen and M. J.
Mulder [Leiden: Brill, 1988], 225-258).

YPW (ed A) M ] 198* S (i) (equal)

M is typologically later than the text reflected in S (dysphemism). Whether this
means S preserves the older text is a different question, however. Once the equivalence
between the terms “abomination” and “god”, when applied to gods of other nations, was
established, scribes may have been led to change the text either way. From the point of
view of textual history, the readings are equally valid (equal).

11:6 In edition B the verse follows verses 7 and 8 of edition A.

11:7 2811 ]+ 25017 2 52 0K 772 M (explic + harm 250177 "2 B "wx 2 Kgs
23:13)
The absence of these words from edition B are hard to explain if they formed part

of the original text. It is better, therefore, to suppose they were added in the M tradition
(including S T V) on the basis of 2Kgs 23:13.

‘[5?3 (ed A) M ] 22551 (ed B) G (Antiochene text: peAyoh, pekyo; others: 1@ Paciiel
oOTOV) S (wasl=) (equal?)

Apart from this verse, the god of the Ammonites is always called Milkom in the
Bible. The absence of mimation in the present verse may be due to a mistake or it may
reflect an early variant form of this divine name.



11:8 man "vpR* (ed B) G (€0vpio kol £6ve) 1 MM MIDPR (ed A) M ] (exeg)
On purely internal grounds one should have to say the Antiochene Text here
represents the Old Greek, and the Old Greek the original text of the passage. One
understands that a text accusing King Solomon of active idolatry should have been
attenuated by later scribes, but the reverse development is hard to envisage. The
Antiochene text is a narrow basis, however, for constructing the correct Hebrew text.
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