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Abstract: The value of Old Latin witnesses in the textual criticism of Septuagint has been
lately noted by a growing number of scholars. As a daughter version of the Septuagint,
the Old Latin is an important witness to the textual history of the Septuagint, as well as
to the Hebrew Vorlage behind it. This article seeks to elucidate and ascertain the text-his-
torical position of the fifth century Old Latin manuscript Palimpsestus Vindobonensis
(La™) in 2 Kings. This task is carried out by first mapping all the characteristic readings
of the manuscript (248 cases in total) and then by studying fourteen most illuminat-
ing readings. In 2 Kings, the manuscript seems to be free of Hexaplaric and Vulgate
influence and most probably also of kaige readings. There are few, if any, recensional
Lucianic readings. For the most part, the text of La™ belongs to the proto-Lucianic layer
and therefore mostly seems to preserve the Old Greek text—sometimes even when all
preserved Greek witnesses have lost these Old Greek readings. La™ is thus argued to be
an exceedingly important witness to the textual evolution of 2 Kings.

The value of Old Latin (OL) witnesses in the textual criticism of Septuagint (LXX) has been
lately noted by a growing number of scholars." As a daughter version of the Septuagint—that
is, its antique translation—OL is an exceedingly important witness to the textual history of
the Septuagint, as well as the Hebrew Vorlage behind it. However, a systematic study of these
witnesses and their textual affiliations has until recently been scarce and quite wanting.> In
this article the challenge is taken up to chart the possible (proto-)Lucianic, Old Greek (OG),
and kaige readings in 2 Kings with the help of the fifth century OL manuscript Palimpsestus
Vindobonensis (La™5).> Especially when the readings of La"s agree with the Antiochian text (L)
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I would like to thank Tuukka Kauhanen for his kind remarks when writing this paper and Pablo
Torijano Morales and Julio Trebolle Barrera, the editors of the Gottingen Septuagint of 1-2 Kings,
for an access to their preliminary apparatus.

See especially Tuukka Kauhanen, The Text of Kings and Lucifer of Cagliari, SCS 68 (Atlanta: SBL
Press, 2018); Julio Trebolle Barrera, “Readings of the Old Latin (Beuron 91-95) Reflecting ‘Ad-
ditions’ of the Antiochene Text in 3—4 Kingdoms,” in The Legacy of Barthélemy: Fifty Years after
the Les Devanciers d’Aquila, ed. Tuukka Kauhanen and Anneli Aejmelaeus, DSI 9 (Géttingen,
Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht, 2017), 120-45; Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of
the Bible (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 233-89

See Bonifatius Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis: A Revised Edition of Li15 for Samuel-
Kings,” BIOSCS 16 (1983), 13-87, for the edition of the manuscript. The term proto-Lucianic reading
is often used as a synonym for an OG reading, especially in the context of 2 Kings. However, in
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2 The Position of Old Latin Manuscript La™ in the Textual History of 2 Kings

against the majority text, the reading is of great interest, since these readings have the most
potential for shedding light on the character of the Lucianic text (L) of 2 Kings as well.

In earlier studies of La, which retains a fragmentary OL translation of 1 Samuel-2 Kings,
it has been generally concluded that its Greek base text was old and of good quality.* The
translation technique of this manuscript is mostly literal, albeit not slavish, as the translator
has aspired to translate his base text word for word by using set translation equivalents.’ There
seems to be no Hexaplaric influence in the manuscript. The same is likely the case for Vulgate
influence as well. The question of Hebraizing kaige influence in the manuscript has so far not
been much discussed, since no systematical studies on its text in the so-called kaige sections
have been conducted prior to this paper.® However, those studies that have discussed the is-
sue generally conclude that the kaige influence is either nonexistent or, at most, very limited.”
This makes the manuscript an extremely interesting—and potentially valuable—witness to the
study of the OG of 2 Kings. Because of its old age, it is likely that La"s has—at least for the most
part—avoided also Lucianic influence.?

In addition to these considerations, some unique textual characteristics of La™ in 2 Kings
should be briefly noted. Unlike any other witness, La™ has some notable transpositions of
materials in its chapters 10 and 17, and the whole chapter 16 is missing from between verses

this article, this term simply denotes a reading that was extant in the base text of the Lucianic
reviser(s), whether OG or not. Not all readings in this text form could have been original OG
readings—at least some corruption (accidental mistakes, pluses/minuses of varying length, etc.)
must have taken place. Proto-Lucianic readings could therefore be divided in two groups: the
original OG readings and proto-Lucianic secondary readings.

4 See Tuukka Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West: The Significance of the Post-Lucianic Latin Wit-
nesses for the Textual History of Kings,” in Die Septuaginta—Orte und Intentionen, ed. Siegfried
Kreuzer, Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund, WUNT 1/361 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016),
309-325; Tekoniemi, “Is There a (Proto-)Lucianic Stratum the text of 1 Kings of the Old Latin
manuscript La115?,” in On Hexaplaric and Lucianic Readings and Recensions, ed. Kristin De Troy-
er, DSI 14 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2020), 115-34.

> It is likely that La evidences an OL translation of Samuel-Kings known from no other source.

Indeed, all known OL translations/manuscripts of Samuel-Kings are likely (mostly) independent

from each other; see Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West,” 309-25, and Timo Tekoniemi, The Tex-

tual History of 2 Kings 17, BZAW 536 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2021), 17.

The kaige revision was a Hebraizing revision of the Septuagint made in the first centuries BCE

and CE. The aim of kaige revision was to harmonize the Greek texts towards the (proto-)MT text

using a very literal, word-for-word translation technique. The name of the revision comes from

the idiomatic translation equivalent xat ye for the Hebrew D33 see for further studies James K.

Aitken, “The Origins of KAI I'E;” in Biblical Greek in Context: Essays in Honour of John A. L. Lee,

ed. James K. Aitken and T. V. Evans, Biblical Tools and Studies 22 (Leuven: Peeters, 2015), 21-40;

and the articles in Aejmelaeus and Kauhanen, Legacy of Barthélemy.

7 To my knowledge only Julio Trebolle Barrera, “Textos ‘Kaige’ en la Vetus Latina de Reyes (2 Re

10, 25-28), RBib 89 (1982): 198-209, has argued that there might be some (albeit very limited)

kaige influence in the manuscript. On the methodology of finding kaige readings, see Kauhanen,

“Lucifer of Cagliari and the Kaige Revision,” in Kauhanen and Aejmelaeus, Legacy of Barthélemy,

146-68.

The question whether (or to which extent) La™ has been influenced by the Lucianic revision

is still up to debate, since both Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 163-64, and Tekoniemi, “Is

There a (Proto-)Lucianic Stratum,” 132-33, maintain that there may be some (very) sporadic Lu-

cianic influence in the manuscript. Thus an agreement between L and La' does not by itself yet

guarantee an OG reading (see also footnote 3 above).



The Position of Old Latin Manuscript La™ in the Textual History of 2 Kings 3

15:38 and 17:1.° In chapter 10, La™ also has a curious double narrative of Jehu destroying the
temple of Baal, which is partly resounded also by L. Why these phenomena appear is not yet
completely clear, but it has been argued, quite persuasively in my opinion, that many of these
deviations from rest of the Greek evidence may in fact be due to the OG nature of La"’s text.”
According to my calculations there are altogether 248 cases in 2 Kings in which an agree-
ment pattern can be observed. The distribution according to different patterns is as follows:"

Pattern Number of cases | Percentage of cases Percentages in 1 Kings*
La5=B =L 35 14% 27% (51 cases)

La"=L =B 87 35% 26% (50 cases)
La*=BL#A 1% 9% (16 cases)
La"=A#BL 1% 2% (4 cases)

La'"s = other MSS#A BL |28 11% 11% (21 cases)

Unique readings 92 38% 25% (48 cases)

TOTAL 248 100% 100% (190 cases)

When compared with the data from 1 Kings (all of which comes from the nonkaige section),
the picture is quite clear: as would be expected from potential OG witnesses in the kaige sec-
tions, the amount of agreements between La™ and L increases while the agreements between
B and La™ decrease. It is interesting, however, that at the same time also the amount of unique
readings increases in La"s. While in 1 Kings most of the unique readings can easily be attribut-
ed to small independent changes or translation technique (explications of subjects, additions
of conjunctions, etc.), in 2 Kings the differences are often much more substantial. Whether or
not this is due to the influence of kaige in every other witness (even L) or even some putative
revision on the part of La itself, this article may help us define more clearly the general tex-
tual affiliations of La" in 2 Kings.

9 It is likely that chapter 16 was originally situated after chapter 17 in La', since verse 15:38 men-
tions Ahaz as the son of Jotham as in the rest of the tradition. Why this chapter was transposed
is not clear, but it may have something to do with the peculiar chronological situation of 2 Kgs
15-18. See Tekoniemi, Textual History of 2 Kings 17, 39-52, for further discussion.

For the transposition of Elisha’s death narrative, see Matthieu Richelle, Le Testament d’Elisée: Tex-
te Masoretique et Septante en 2 Rois 13.10-14.16, CahRB 76 (Pendé: J. Garabalda, 2010), 11-87; for
the Jehu double narrative, see Adrian Schenker, Alteste Textgeschichte der Konigsbiicher: Die he-
brdische Vorlage der urspriinglichen Septuaginta als dlteste Textform der Konigsbiicher (Fribourg:
Academic Press, 2004), 149-67; and for the textual situation of chapter 2 Kgs 17, see Julio Trebolle
Barrera, “Textual Pluralism and Composition of the Books of Kings: 2 Kings 17,2-23 in After
Qumran: Old and Modern Editions of the Biblical Texts: The Historical Books, ed. Hans Ausloos,
Benedicte Lemmelijn, and Julio Trebolle Barrera, BETL 246 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 213-26, and
Tekoniemi, Textual History of 2 Kings 17. In most of these cases, even L would have arguably been
subjected to the Hebraizing kaige revision.

As the space does not permit the enumeration of all the cases in this article, the collected cases
(of both 1 and 2 Kings) may be found in Timo Tekoniemi, “Identifying kaige and (Proto)Lucianic
Readings in 2 Kings with the Help of Old Latin Manuscript La"*” (Collected Cases) (Dataset
presented at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, Boston, 19 November 2017,
and updated since), available for free download at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4234627.

The numbers are from Tekoniemi, “Is There a (Proto-)Lucianic Stratum.”
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4 The Position of Old Latin Manuscript La™ in the Textual History of 2 Kings

Analyses of Cases La>=L # B

Of all the eighty-seven cases of pattern La™> = L # B, only a handful (fourteen cases in nine
verses) of the most significant and/or challenging cases can be analyzed here.” These cases can
help our understanding of the textual affiliations of La"s with kaige, (proto-)Lucianic text and
other text forms.

6:8 el Tov TémoV Tévde TIve elpwvt TapepPfedn ("NINA MR 1Y DipR=HR MT)
La': in locum phelmunim insidia faciamus et fecerunt
Tévde TIva] > TéVOE 247 488; > Oe T 158; > TIva 82 489 71 342; om L2 246 158 LaM; illo et illo
Vulg
eApwVL] pr TV 71 342; beApwvt/-pouvel 247 488 98 158; Tév (Tol 19') dbedpouvel L2 246 460;
phelmunim La" LaM
mapeuPard] momjowuey Evedpov 127*; momowuey Evedpov xal émoinoav L8277 246 4605 insidia
faciamus et fecerunt La"; obsessionem faciamus La™M; ponamus insidias Vulg; "ninm MT

The story of Elisha thwarting the Aramean attack with his prophecy starts with 6:8. In this
verse there is a curious transcription eApwvt, which has not been discussed very much in the
research. It seems probable that the OG translator did not know the meaning of the Hebrew
expression 7R 119, “such and such,” since also in 1 Sam 21:3 the words are simply transcribed
as ®eMavt Adepwvt.s In L2, La™, and La™ only the first word ¢elpovver, which seems like
some sort of mixed form of both Hebrew words, is here transcribed with the second one miss-
ing, while the majority text has both a working translation of the construct (tévde T “this
certain”) and a transcription eApwvt for the latter Hebrew word.

The amalgam ¢delpovvel may be an accidental one (either in the Hebrew Vorlage or, not as
likely, in Greek) but is already known in Hebrew; compare Dan 8:13 (’;1'73'?5).16 Therefore the
difference could simply go back to differing copying practices in Hebrew, with one copyist
writing the longer (MT) and the other the shorter (L OL) form of the same expression.”” Espe-
cially when the OL witnesses are taken into account, the reading seems proto-Lucianic, as the
Lucianic reviser would have almost certainly preferred the good Greek form tévde Tivé of the
majority text had he known it. Peshitta (la i%rs) lacks the mention of ub'?r_z as well.

The question remains which reading is the OG. The witness of Aquila and Symmachus
would seem to indicate that the better Greek variant T6voe Tiva of majority text is in fact here
likely later.”® Indeed, Theodotion is attributed in 1 Sam 21:3 with precisely the same wording
TéVOe T elpwyt as in the case under discussion. The attestation of the Ethiopic in regione
Felmon gives further proof for the antiquity of the reading of L and OL.

3 The large and substantial agreements between La' and L in 10:23-28 and partly in 17:7-19 have to

be skipped here, as they would require a study of their own. It may be here said that many of the
agreements between L and La'™ in both chapters are for the most part certainly proto-Lucianic
and very probably go back to OG.

4 MS 158 has this plus erroneously in verse 12.

> However, this transcription in 1 Samuel could be a later Hebraizing addition, since it is lacking in
the majority text.

6 Thus Charles Fox Burney, Kings Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1903), 285: “this form appears to be presupposed by Luc”

7 T.R. Hobbs, 2 Kings, WBC (Waco, TX: Word, 1985), 71, proposes that L simply takes the reading

from Daniel, but this does not seem likely, since this verse and Dan 8:13 have nothing else in

common.

' TPOg TOV TOTOV ToV OElVL TOVOE TIVAL 0 XQTL TOTTOY TOVOE.

=
oo



The Position of Old Latin Manuscript La™ in the Textual History of 2 Kings 5

For the third case, the awkward MT reading *ninn is often translated as “my encampment.”
This Hebrew reading has been customarily thought to be corrupted which is undeniably the
case.” The Greek majority text seems to take this as a first person verbal form of min, “to en-
camp,” with the usual translation equivalent mapepfaMw, while L and the OL witnesses—and
even Vulgate—read differently motjowuey évedpov, “we make ambush”>° Of these, the majority
text is closer to the Masoretic wording and is probably due to the kaige reviser at the same
time Hebraizing the reading and making the text a bit more readable. The reading of L, OL,
and Vulgate is partly in line with verse 6:9, where all Greek and OL witnesses have either
wéxpumTal, asin the majority text, or évedpevouaty, as in L.>* The LXX witnesses possibly trans-
late 0"an3* against MT’s strange form 0'ANJ. Some commentators emend the MT wording to
the LXX’s reading.> However, the L and OL reading moowyev gvedpov of 6:8, while probably
closer to the OG, seems somewhat paraphrasing (or, alternatively, this was a somewhat free
rendering already in the OG), and does not seem to come straight from Hebrew.> The use of
the word &vedpov in both verses 8 and 9 in L is suspicious due to its harmonizing flavor and
likely recensional, at least in 6:9. As both OL witnesses seem to follow a text very similar to L
here, this appears like a recensional Lucianic reading in them, though the exact base text of the
OL witnesses is hard to discern—it is not certain that they follow exactly the wording of L, for
instance.>* The original Hebrew possibly had in verse 6:9 the form *1ann.»

On the other hand, the plus of L*2 and La™, “and they made,” at the end of the verse is quite
clearly a secondary, explicative addition,*® which was hardly made in both independently. In
kaige sections, the differentiation between recensional Lucianic and proto-Lucianic readings is
difficult, but taking into account the other phenomena in the verse, this plus should probably
be seen as proto-Lucianic and ultimately as the OG reading (the secondary plus being extant
already in the Vorlage), kaige having deleted the unnecessary explicative addition not found
in MT.>7

9 Bernhard Stade, The Books of Kings (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1904), 205.

20 La' translates the verb mapeufaMw four times: 1 Sam 4:1 castra posuerunt, 11:1 castra posuit; 2

Sam 11:11 requiescent (contextual harmonization?), 17:26 castra constituit. As there seems to be

some contextual variation in the translations of this expression, also here the insidia faciamus

could, to some extent, even be argued to be such a free rendering.

La" usually translates xpUmtw with abscondo; cf. 1 Sam 3:17 (abscondere, absconderis), 3:18 (cel-

avit), 20:22 (absconsus est), 14:22 (absconsi erant); 2 Kgs 6:9 (absconsa est). The verb évedpetw is

also used in 1 Sam 15:5 (398) and 2 Sam 3:27 (*9W3), showing that already the OG translator was
indeed familiar with it. The verb is used especially in Judges, where it consistently translates 37R.

See Stade, Book of Kings, 205. Peshitta seems to also have in 6:8 a similar double reading: “in such

and such place you shall set an ambush and hide” (ad\ h¢a cama Ja iheeo).

»  Similarly, Stade, Book of Kings, 205.

24 The base text of La™ in the case of insidia may have been &vedpov, but as this is quite a rare word in
LXX, this becomes suspect. In 2 Kgs 17:4 insidia seems to translate émBouAny (against the ddixiav
of majority text), found again only in Lucianic witnesses. The base text of La™ is therefore not
completely certain.

5 Otto Thenius, Die Biicher der Konige, Kurzgetasstes exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testament

9 (Leipzig: Hirzel, 1873), 300.

Thusly already Alfred Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension der Konigsbiicher, Septuaginta-Studien 2 (Got-

tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1911), 274-75. On the other hand, Burney, Kings, 285, prefers

this reading as “a suitable introduction to v. 9.

*7 Ttis also possible that this plus was dropped at a very early point because of a homoioteleuton xat
... xal, and the proto-Lucianic tradition was the only one to preserve the plus. There would be
therefore no need to suppose kaige influence here. See somewhat similarly also Siegfried Kreuzer,
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6 The Position of Old Latin Manuscript La™ in the Textual History of 2 Kings

10:8 xal eimev Béte avTég Pouvods dlo mapd Ty Bpav Tis mUAN els mpwi
La': et dixit ieu ponite ea et illa e duobus ordinibus in porta civitatis usque mane
B0pav THjc Ty scripsit Rahlfs]*® 80pav T miAng mélews B midny Tiic mélews L-700 460;
b0pav T moAews rel; in porta civitatis La"; introitum portae Vulg; 2w nna MT
Cf. 10:9 €00 A B 56 245 Arm Syr| xatéoty év 7§ TUAY THs méAews L-700 460; + &V TG
TUAGVL TTig TOAews rel; stetit in porta civitatis La™; Thpm MT

The next three cases in 10:8-11 form a part of the story of Jehu’s rise to power and the massacre
of King Ahab’s relatives. While the first two cases deal with simpler kaige-type phenomena, the
third one may also have some broader literary critical repercussions.

There are two interesting textual phenomena in verse 10:8. First, the equivalent of 8dpa
for the Hebrew term nna seems to be a kaige feature, as can be seen by both the distribution
between kaige/non-kaige sections and by the manuscript attestation.” The OG equivalent of
nna seems to have been muA&v/Bupwpa. Interestingly the OG equivalent 60pa for the Hebrew
n97 keeps the same throughout Samuel-Kings and does not change as with many other kaige
readings.’°

Second, the whole phrase 2wwin nny, “the doorway of the gate” (= 00pa Tjg TUAS) seems to
be in Samuel-Kings more characteristic to MT/kaige edition than to OG.>* In OG, as here in
2 Kgs 10:8-9, the usual word combination is “the gate of the city” (most probably from Hebrew
7'w7 Nn2). It seems that for some reason in the MT or in the Vorlage of OG the phrase was
quite systematically changed. Indeed, in 1 Kgs 17:10 both LXX (muA&va Tijs moAews) and MT
(7°v1 nna) have the phrase, “the gate of the city;” which may hint at the change to have hap-
pened in the edition of MT—though the reason for such a change is not very clear.®

Bible in Greek: Translation, Transmission and Theology of the Septuagint, SCS 63 (Atlanta: SBL

Press, 2015), 287-88.

No manuscript gives the reading found in Rahlfs’s edition, as also indicated by his apparatus.

% This feature has also been discussed by Takamitsu Muraoka, “Greek Texts of Samuel-Kings: In-

complete Translations or Recensional Activity?,” AbrN 21 (1982-8193): 44, who nevertheless does

not deem this as an outright kaige feature. Cf. npg in 1 Sam 2:22 (>OG; 80pag in Hexaplaric wit-

nesses); 2 Sam 10:8 (00pa/0pav A BM O a7 b 64' 55158 244 245 460 707] mudwva rel), 11:9 (60pa]

mudwvt L = portam La'™), 11:23 (8Upag in all witnesses); 1 Kgs 6:8[13] (TuAav), 6:31[30] (Bupwpartt),

6:33[31] (TUAGVL), 7:5(42] (Bupwpata), 14:6 (avorypatt A 247 127 CIT38 121 d™37° s754' 554 =Hex.),

14:27 (MUA&va), 17:10 (TUAGVQ), 19:13 (> OG; the translator/ Vorlage mistakenly read nna as nnn),

22:10 (moAatg); 2 Kgs 4:15 (BUpav in all witnesses), 5:9 (00pa(t)s in all witnesses), 7:3 (B0pav] moAny

246 71 55; TOAY 460), 23:8 (B0pa[v] in all witnesses).

In 1 Sam 3:15, 21:14, 23:7; 2 Sam 13:17, 18; 1 Kgs 6:31, 32, 34 (3%), 7:50 (2X), 16:34; 2 Kgs 4:4, 5, 33, 6:32

(2x), 9:3, 10, 18:16. Only in 2 Kgs 12:10 is the translation different, but this variant seems to be due

to contextual matters.

3 In 2 Sam 10:8 (TOAng A B¥P'™ M O a™5*7 121 64’ 55 244 245 460 707] molews rel), 11:23 (TOAxg]
mulwvog L™97; mohewg 93-127 CIT 4933 488 71 245 372); 1 Kgs 22:10 (OG: év Tais midais Sapapeias);
2 Kgs 7:3 (B0pav g mérews), 23:8 (Bdpav Tiig mUAYS). In 1 Sam 21:14, LXX has an interesting double
reading émi tals B0paig THs méAews ... émi Tag BUpag THg mUANG. Because of the prevalence of the
phenomenon, it seems unlikely that the changes are simply due to accidental graphical/phonetic
confusion (ITYAH ~ ITOAIZ). A graphical confusion in Hebrew (7w ~ 7°pi) could be more
probable but, again, unlikely due to the quite systematic nature of the change.

3> This change may a “kaige-like precursor” at the stage of Hebrew, i.e., a (semi-)systematic change
made already on the level of the Hebrew tradition. See for a similar phenomenon of MT favoring
certain (“proto-rabbinic”) cultic terms over others in Andrés Piquer and Pablo Torijano, “Be-
tween the Search in the Word and the Asking to God: Two Mantic Verbs in the Textual History of
Samuel-Kings,” in the Footsteps of Sherlock Holmes: Studies in the Biblical Text in Honour of Anneli
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The Position of Old Latin Manuscript La™ in the Textual History of 2 Kings 7

10:10 10eTe addw 611 00 meoeiTal amd ToU pYuaTog xupiov eig THY Yy
La': scitote et videte quia non cadent verba domini in terram
{dete addw] > addw L-700 246 460; scitote et videte La"™s; ut sciant cuncti La™;
NiaR w7 MT

The simple transcription of the rare Hebrew conjunction XiaR, “then,” is missing from L and
La"s, possibly telling of kaige influence in the majority text. Similar Greek transcription adpdw
is found only once elsewhere in 2 Kgs 2:14, where it is shared by all manuscripts, save for the
Lucianic MS 82. It is hard to say whether the transcription goes back to the OG translator
in 2:14, since the textual situation of this verse is quite problematic already in itself.* If Julio
Trebolle Barrera is right in asserting that the transcription addw is due to kaige in 2:14, the
coinciding minus of L and La™ here in verse 10:10 would likely go back to OG, as well.3* On
the other hand, it would also suit the style of the OG translator to simply transcribe such a rare
word if he was unsure of its translation. In such a case, the minus of L and La"s could be due to
recensional stylizing (omission of an unnecessary and incomprehensible word). An accidental
omission in either tradition does not seem likely. The translation technique of La™ is usually
quite literal, and it often gives transliterations of Greek words (or rather, Greek transliterations
of Hebrew) it did not understand (such as nasibus for vaci in 1 Kgs 16:28e). The coinciding
minus of L and La™s would seem to warrant the label proto-Lucianic.

However, it needs to be noted that La™ has here also a double reading “know and perceive,”
which is missing from other witnesses.* This is a somewhat frequent pair also in Hebrew.3* The
first verb scitote is also found in LaM (ut sciant). The Latin witnesses may be thus somehow
related, although the semantic fields of the two verbs might be close enough to be even consid-
ered as two differing translations of the same underlying Greek verb.”” According to Bonifatius
Fischer, scitote corresponds to yvéte, which is found also in Aquila, and ultimately to the 17
of MT.3® Either the reading of La™ is thus a double translation of {dete, a conflated reading of
OG and Aquila, a (kaige type?) harmonization to the Hebrew idiom (independently or already
in its Greek base text), or, very unlikely, it still preserves here the original Hebrew idiom 17
187, which later became corrupted (because of graphical confusion?) to the simple 17 of MT
and 187 ({0ete) of LXX.3

Aejmelaeus, ed. Kristin De Troyer, T. Michael Law, and Marketta Liljestrom, CBET 72 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2014), 299-330.
3 See Timo Tekoniemi, “Enhancing the Depiction of a Prophet: The Repercussions of Textual Crit-
icism for the Study of the Elisha Cycle,” BN 186 (2020): 77-82. The Vorlage of the majority text of
2 Kgs 2:14 likely had not the peculiar 837798 construct of MT but, as in 10:10, RiaR.
3% Trebolle, “Readings of the Old Latin,” 130-31.
% It is unlikely this double reading has anything to do with the case above (addw). Even though
either scitote or videte could be simply a guess made by the Latin translator, it is much more likely
he would have simply transcribed the Greek instead of making a (quite bad) translational guess.
Cf. 387 W7 (= yviTe xal 10eTe) in 1 Sam 12:17, 14:38; 1 Kgs 20:7; 2 Kgs 5:7. In 1 Sam 23:23 and Jer 5:1
the verbs are in reversed order.
7 Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West,” 309-10, has indeed proposed that La™ and La™ likely go
back not to one single OL translation but at least two separate translations. 2 Kgs 10:10 could then
be another case supporting his theory, unless scitote is here seen as the original translation, which
was only later supplemented with the second translation videte, which is also closer to the Greek
text.
Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 83. Cf. a” yvwTe xaimep ot ov megeltal.
3 Interestingly also Symmachus (¢’ 10eTe ouv vuv o1t ou TeceiTat) seems to render with LXX only 187
instead of 7. Kauhanen (personal correspondence) suggested me that it would not be impossi-
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Although the decision is not an easy one, the simplest solution would be to see this as a
double translation in La™, which possibly even supplanted the Greek transcription addw.

10:11 xal émdtaey lov ... mdvtag Tols ddpols adTol xal Tovs yvwoTols adTol xal Tovg iepeis abTol
La': et percussit ... proximos eius et notos eius et sacerdotes idolorum eius
mavtag 2°] om 125 La™
&dpolg] dyyioTedovtag L-700 460; &vdpag 527; proximos La'™s; cognatos eius et propinquos LaM;
optimates Vulg; 7573 MT
adTod 3°] + xai Tobg adpovs adTol L 460

The equivalent &3pdg, “thick, large, strong,” for 5173 (w°X) “a mighty one,” has previously been
suspected to be a kaige reading, but the conventional evidence has not been sufficient to defi-
nitely label it as such.*’ Instead of Tobg adpots adTod, Las proximos coincides with the L-text’s
ayxlotevovtas, “the nearest (ones), the next of kin.” This reading is further backed up by La™’s
double reading/translation cognatos eius et propinquos eius, “his kinsmen and relatives.” Inter-
estingly enough, L also gives the majority text’s reading xal Tobg @dpols adTol at the end of its
own list, indicating that it might indeed be a misplaced kaige reading that was taken over by
L.# La™ does not have this reading in either place, likely going back to a Greek text which had
no mention of @dpovs.

The reading dyytotedovtag of L and La'™ seems to go back to the Hebrew word 1983, “kins-
men,” which is graphically quite similar to the MT’s 1%73. There may have thus happened a
graphical confusion in the copying process of either tradition. Overall, &yx1oTedw is one of the
most common equivalents for the Hebrew root &3 in the Septuagint. It is remotely possible
that ayytotedovtas is, in fact, a Hexaplaric reading, as the same equivalent is known to have
been used by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion.*> However, in 2 Sam 14:11, although in the
kaige section, the cognate Y83 is translated as dyytotéa/ayyiotevovtes in all LXX witnesses.*
There are no meaningful variants for the cognate reading, and thus our only option is to take
the reading as the OG in 2 Sam 14:11. This is probable evidence of OG translator (also) using

ble either that the double translation has been borne of an erroneous itacistic conflation of 19ete
and oidare.

4 See Leonard J. Greenspoon, Textual Studies the Book of Joshua, HSM 28 (Chico, CA: Scholars
Press, 1983), 337-38. In 2 Kings, the term is also found in verse 10:6: xal of viol To¥ Bagidéws foav
€PBdownxovta dvdpes obTot &dpol (dvdpes ol of &dpol L-700 f158 245) Tijc mohews ééétpedov adtols,
which La'™ translates as et fili regis erant LXX et omnes maiores civitates nutriebant eos. Thus, in-
stead of “men who were mighty,” La' reads “all the mighty (ones)” The textual situation of La'®
is not completely certain, however, since Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 83, proposes an
emendation of omnes maiores to homines (et) maiores, which would bring the text to an agree-
ment with the majority text. While La™ usually uses magnus to translate the Greek péyas or its
cognates, the current text of La™ could nevertheless work even with adpol (a kaige reading?) as
its Vorlage. Should we then emend a working Latin text, possibly farther from MT than any other
manuscript, to a suggested kaige reading? In any case, the now confused textual situation of verse
10:6 is due to some textual corruption, since even the MT construct D23TR™32 "WIR "W (“the
heads of the men of the sons of your master”) is unnaturally long and does not work in the logic
of the narrative, since in 10:7-8 the sons themselves are killed.

4 See Trebolle, “Readings of the Old Latin,” 120-45, for many similar cases of slightly misplaced
double readings.

4 Joseph Reider and Nigel Turner, An Index to Aquila (Leiden: Brill, 1966), 4. The Hexaplaric usage
likely stems from the OG translation.

# Cf. 2 Sam 14:11 (&yytoTéa] ot ayxtoTevovTes L 318 554™8).
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this translation equivalent, and it is thus likely that he used the same root also here in the case
of 2 Kgs 10:11.4

Interestingly enough, the reading of L La"s La™ would also seem to suit the context better,
since the context is about the destruction of the whole seed of Ahab (given in OG in a logical
order “his kinsmen, his friends, his priests”), part of which the “mighty ones” exactly were not.
Furthermore, the MT reading 1773 could be a deliberate harmonization towards verse 10:6,
where the “mighty ones” are also found.* This harmonization of MT may also be literary crit-
ically interesting, since in MT “the mighty ones” now seem to first kill the sons of Ahab (10:6)
and then, unlike in OG, Jehu in turn kills not only the relatives of Ahab, but also the “mighty
ones” who were raising the sons (10:10). His picture is therefore enhanced toward a somewhat
more ruthless image.*

It seems in any case quite clear that at least here in 10:11 the word @dpés is indeed due to
kaige influence and, on the other hand, that the reading “the nearest ones” is proto-Lucianic,
and most probably OG.# The kaige reviser likely saw the problematic translation of (later cor-
rected) MT 573 as dyytotedovtag, and corrected it to the more suitable &dpés, since the root
ayytoT- no longer semantically represents the MT. The “Lagardean principle” is thus on the
side of L La™. It may thus be concluded that &3pés as an equivalent for the Hebrew 9173 ww is
indeed a certain kaige reading at least in one of the two cases in Kings. 4

10:29% ANV apapTidv Iepofoapt ... oUx améaty lov amd 8mabey adtdv ai daudAels ai ypuoal év
BatnA xal év Aav
La': set a peccatis hieroboam ... non discessit ieu rex set abit post vaccas peccati quae erant in
bethel et in dan
al daparels ai xpuoai] Tév dapaiewy Tis apaptias T@Y xpuoiv L-700; uaccas peccati La";
vaccarum peccati... LaM; 210 "930 MT

4 In1Kgs16:11 manuscript A alone gives the reading dyytoteis, but this is quite clearly a Hexaplaric
reading since OG lacks the end of the verse. Both OG and the Hexaplaric witnesses using the
same translation equivalents is by no means impossible or unheard of, and thus both phenomena
can (and often do) coexist—indeed, also in this case dyxtotedw is the customary equivalent on
the level of whole Septuagint. One of the trickiest current challenges pertaining to detecting the
kaige revision is indeed the fact that for the most part the kaige reviser(s) used the same trans-
lation equivalents as OG. Thus, when in the kaige sections we find all LXX witnesses agreeing
verbatim with the MT, but in the customary OG style, it is practically impossible to know wheth-
er the readings are OG or actually due to later Hebraizations.

# Tt is likely that 10:6b, or at least the passage DRix D970 D7 "9 T3 NK, was originally an explicat-
ing gloss, bringing the “Ahab’s mighty” and Ahab’s seventy sons (cf. 10:7) only secondarily to the
text. The mention of 6b is grammatically very awkwardly connected to the preceding text. If this
is indeed the case, L and La" would likely have the most original reading in 10:11, which was later
harmonized in MT toward the later gloss of 6b.

46 Politically speaking, this course of action would only make sense to Jehu: the “mighty ones,” who
were previously supposed to stay loyal to their king, now turn against their master by killing all
his sons. How loyal would Jehu, a recent usurper, then expect them to be toward him?

4 Thus also Stade, Book of Kings, 228.

48 Besides 2 Kgs 10:6 and here, ¢0pds is also found a third time in 1 Kgs 1:9, but this case may be
simply corruption from &vopag (as given by A L 106 107 71 244 245 318 460 707 Arm Syr; om 509),
unless this reading is due to Hexaplaric harmonization towards the MT 7737 *WiR. Even if this
is not the case, this equivalent being found in a kaige section is still suspicious nonetheless. The
word is once more encountered in 2 Sam 15:18 in a lengthy LXX plus not found in MT.

4 This verse is full of small textual problems between MT and the different witnesses of LXX. Be-
cause of the lack of space, only the most illuminating agreement between L and La* will be here
analyzed.
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In this verse we are told that Jehu, despite being a pious king, nevertheless did not stray from
the cultic crime and main sin of Jeroboam, that is, his golden calves. Among the many textual
problems of this verse, the most interesting case is the adjectival plus “of sin,” T¥j¢ apaptias,
to the calves in L, which is also rendered by both OL witnesses La"s and La™. However, the
OL witnesses completely lack the adjective “golden,” Tév xpuaév. LaM is in its partiality hard
to assess (though when disagreeing with L and Hexaplaric witnesses it likely preserves an old
tradition), but La™ does give enough hints to evaluate L’s reading. The lack of the description
TV ypuodv indicates that La™ (and LaM) did not know of the fuller text form of L and even
more so B—if it did, it would have certainly given the second description as well. Accidental
omission does not appear probable. This reading seems thus like a proto-Lucianic reading, L
likely having been harmonized toward the B-reading. It does also have considerable proba-
bilities for OG reading, as the “calves of sin” are nowhere else described as such—unlike the
well-known “golden calves” of 1 Kgs 12:28, 32.° A change from the usual “golden” to otherwise
unknown calves “of sin” at the proto-Lucianic stage does not seem very likely. OL thus likely
alone preserves the sole OG reading dapdlewv Tfic duaptias (*NRON "93p), to which L conflates
the kaige correction ai xpuoai/Tév xpuadv (= 2010 MT).

13:17 ...xal eimev EMoaie téeuaov xal étéEeuaey xal eimev EAoate
La': et dixit helisseus sagittare et sagittauit et dixit helisseus
Eloate 1°... EAioate 2°] om B
TéEeuoov... Eloate 2°] om CII d737° 246 s764' 488
EMoate 2°] om A L-700 460 LaM (=MT)
Té&evoov xal étééeuaev] poilnaov 245; potlyoov xat epoilyoey A Arm Syr (* a'); sagittare et
sagittauit La™ LaM

Verses 13:14-21 recount the Elisha’s death narrative and his last prophecy to the king of Israel.
La™ has multiple important (likely OG) textual variants in this narrative, and, even more in-
terestingly, it transposes the whole textual unit after 10:30.

It is quite clear that the lone minus of B is due to some accident in the transmission. This
omission is easily explained if it is assumed that B had as its base text a text similar to that of
(kaige/Hexaplaric?) A L-700 460, where the second mention of EAioate is now missing, as
also in MT.5 In such a case a simple homoioteleuton mistake eimev ... eimev could have taken
place in B. Alexandrinus then supplies the text from Aquila (pot{yoov xat epotlyoev), probably
because it had in its exemplar the short B-text that needed emendation.>* The majority text is
hardly in any way dependent on this Hexaplaric reading.>*

The majority text could in fact be argued to stem from kaige, as the verb To£ebw, albeit rare-
ly, only starts to appear in the kaige sections of Samuel-Kings.> The equivalent used for the
Hebrew 7177 in 1 Sam 20:20, 36, 37, 31:3 is dxovti{w, “to throw a javelin,” while T65ov is used in

5% Also in 2 Chr 13:8 (and, of course, Exod 32).

' See note 10 above for further reading on La™’s text and transposition of this narrative.

5> The rest of the tradition has the second EAtgate, which is not found in the MT (77 yw*‘m IINM
a8 7). It seems likely it was omitted secondarily by A L-700 460 LaM due to Hexaplaric in-
fluence and by kaige in the exemplar of B.

53 The verb poiléw is used by Aquila to translate the Hebrew 7. The word té&ov, on the other hand,
is used by Aquila to translate NWp; see Reider and Turner, Index to Aquila, 211.

>4+ Contra Pablo Torijano Morales, “How Much Hexaplaric Material Entered into the Antiochene
Textual Tradition?,” in Kauhanen and Aejmelaeus, Legacy of Barthélemy, 114.

% The equivalent is also mentioned by Tim McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” Textus 19
(1998): 133 (#55), as a (disputed) kaige-variant. Elsewhere in 2 Sam 11:20 (Toedgovatv] mnynoeade
L% 318; mAyynoeabar B8 82 158), 11:24 (ét6€euaav] xatePapuvdy L | oi Tofebovres] T BeAn L);
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Samuel-Kings to translate NWp, “bow.”s While the kaige origins of To{edw could be argued for,
it is nevertheless more likely that this translation of the quite rare Hebrew verb 17" comes al-
ready from the OG translator. The translator may have been simply influenced in this passage
by the nearby nWp in the previous verse to use an equivalent semantically closer to T65ov, since
at least “throwing a javelin” clearly was not a fitting translation of the Hebrew in this context.
La"s sagitto, “shoot arrows,” likely attests the majority—and OG—reading here, while L gives a
slightly Hebraized form of the text.

13:20 xal povélwvor Mwaf #X0ov év Tij yij EABdvtos Toli éviauTod.
La': et piratae moab venerunt in terram illam.
wovélwvol] piratae La's; praedones LaM
Cf. 13:21 povélwvov] metpathplov L 460; pirate La*'s
€MB6vTog ToD éviauTol] > Tol 46 246; om La'™; post annum La™; myw 83 MT

There are two phenomena to be assessed here. First, it should be noted that povéwvos as a
translation of 737} is a well-known kaige feature.” Multiple differing renderings for 717} are
used in Samuel-Kings, but in the kaige-section povélwvos (“lightly armed soldier”) becomes
the only one.”® Here La" again confirms that this is indeed a kaige reading. Matthieu Richelle
notes accordingly that the OG most probably read melpatyipia, a term used also by L in the
next verse.® LaM seems to similarly translate a Greek text with weipatipia, reading praedones,
“plunderer, robber” It is interesting to note that L gives in this same verse first and alone an OG
historical present 8amtovaty against the kaige aorist 8aav, and right after this a kaige reading
novélwvog—and in the next verse it has furthermore clearly gone through recensional Lucianic
stylizing. This showcases well the mixed text type of L and how these three characteristics (as
well as Hexaplaric readings) often go hand in hand in L.

In the second case the peculiar formulation of MT 73w K2 (possibly “year having gone”)
has challenged scholars for over a century, and some Medieval Hebrew manuscripts even give
a slightly differing text (71w n3; cf. Vulg, in ipso anno).®® It is then interesting to note that in
La™ this problematic chronological note is lacking completely. The lack does not seem to be
due to any kind of apparent copying mistake, and the respective Greek reading should have
been quite easy for the Latin translator to handle. Most probably thus already the exemplar
of La™ lacked this reading. Taking into account that in the following narrative 13:20-21 La"
seems to give a very old text (most probably the OG text, which should in turn be seen as the

2 Kgs 19:32. These attestations of L could similarly point to an interest on the part of kaige to use

Tobedw.

In 1 Sam 2:4, 31:3; 2 Sam 1:22, 22:35; 1 Kgs 22:35; 2 Kgs 6:22, 9:24, 13:15 (2Xx), 16.

57 McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 131 (#11).

58 The translator (or the scribe of the Vorlage) misread 7173 instead of 7173 and therefore was forced
to simply transcribe yedoup in 1 Sam 30:8, 15 (2x), 23. The word is translated in 2 Sam 3:22 (£§0d05);
and in 2 Sam 4:2 and 1 Kgs 11:24 (cUoTpeppua). The kaige reading pové{wvog can be elsewhere
found in 2 Sam 22:30; 2 Kgs 5:2 (novélwvol] + mewpatiptov V CI CII a d™%% 37° 7 55 244 318 554),
6:23 (metpatai[s] L Syr), 13:21 (Telpatyptov L-700), 24:2 (4%, no variants, though some manuscripts
lack some instances of the word).

59 Richelle, Le Testament d’Elisée, 76. See for the evidence the note above.

60 Cf. Stade, Books of Kings, 245; Rudolf Kittel, Der Biicher der Kinige, HKAT (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1900), 259; and August Klostermann, Die Biicher Samuelis und der Konige,
Kurzgefasster Kommentar zu den heiligen Schriften (Nordlingen: Beck, 1887), 439. Giovanni de
Rossi, Variae Lectiones Veteris Testamenti, 4 vols. (Parma: Bodoni, 1784-1785), 2:243, lists two
medieval Masoretic manuscripts in favor of 71w 1.

56
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oldest preserved version of the narrative),” the possibility should be given thought that the
lacking grammatically hard construct is, in fact, also the oldest reading attainable.

On this line of argument, Adrian Schenker suggests that the chronological note may have
been later added to make the happening more miraculous: even after a full year the remains of
Elisha were able of miracles.® However, it could also be that this mention was added so that the
reader would not be confused about the mention of bones of the next verse: while in the OL
version the body could have still been fully intact without the bones yet showing, after a year
this definitely would not have been the case. As this story follows directly the death and burial
of Elisha, the reader does indeed get the impression that the actions should be temporally quite
close to each other. Richelle also remarks that when taking into account the generality of the
overall story, the quite precise indication of time of MT is somewhat unexpected.®

While debatable, I would suggest that La" alone preserves here the OG—and thus the
oldest text attainable. This seems to be the case overall in the burial narrative 2 Kgs 13:20-21.

17:6 xal xat@xioey adtols &v Adae xal év ABwp motapois Twlay xai Opy Mndwy
La': et conlocavit eos in civitatem mediorum in emath et ad flumen abyro usque in hunc diem
év Adae xal &v ABwp motapols Twlav] in civitatem® mediorum in emath et ad flumen abyro
La"%; in Ala et in Habor iuxta fluvium Gozan Vulg; 11i3 973 912021 nona MT
Opn Mnodwv] Epet Mnowv 328 527; év oplotg Mndwv Ews Tiis Ruépas Tadtng L-700 460; + Ewg
T Nuépas TadTyns CI 328 158 244 342; + usque in hunc diem La"; in civitatibus Medorum
Vulg; *77 w1 MT

This verse deals with the exile of the Israelites into certain cities and regions in the Assyrian
Empire.® While most of the locations remain the same vis-a-vis MT, LXX, and La"s, the place
name “Gozan” is missing from La", and the mention of “cities of Medes” is transposed to the
very beginning of the list. The strange LXX rendering of the simple *1n 7, “the cities of Me-
des,” with a transcription Op»n®® M»ndwv has incited surprisingly few comments in the research.

6 Similarly Richelle, Le Testament d’Elisée, 73-87. See, for analysis of the narrative of 2 Kgs 13:20-21,

Julio Trebolle Barrera, “Dos Textos para un relato de resurreccion: 2 RE 13.20-21 TM LXX® /
LXX VL, Sefarad 43 (1983): 8-16,” 8-16; and Tekoniemi, “Enhancing the Depiction,” 93-99.
Schenker, Alteste Textgeschichte der Konigsbiicher, 145.

% Richelle, Le Testament d’Elisée, 75.

%4 The editor, Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 87, suggests that the singular civitatem medio-
rum of La' is simply an “error for in civitates medorum.” This could well be the case.

For the cases 17:6 and 17:17, see also the fuller analyses in Tekoniemi, Textual History of 2 Kings 17,
61-86, 136—40.

While it is possible that this is simply a translation/misreading of 971, “hill, mountain,” instead of
MT’s ", this does not seem likely, since in any case one would expect here a dative case (cor-
rected to dat.sg. 8pet in 328 527). Taking Opy as accusative plural here does not seem likely (or
at least original) due to the syntax of the context (xal xat@xioev adTols év), as dative would be
expected—accusative plural Opy as the second object of xatwxicey seems very unlikely. L is easily
explainable as contextual facilitation. Taking Opy as a (mistaken) transcription, similar to NETS’
“Ore of Medes,” seems therefore like the best option. Similarly, Pablo Torijano Morales, “Textual
Criticism and the Text-Critical Edition of IV Regnorum: The Case of 17,2-6,” in After Qumran:
Old and Modern Editions of the Biblical Texts; The Historical Books, ed. Hans Ausloos, Bénédicte
Lemmelijn, and Julio Trebolle, BETL 246 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 210: “the reading Op» seems to
lie at the origin of the rest of the Greek variants” The Vorlage may also have been some kind of
mixed form, such as *1*. The translator would have apparently made the same mistake twice,
as also in 2 Kgs 18:11 the same peculiar rendering is found. Furthermore, had he found Op in his
base text, the translator of La"® would have easily been able to translate it correctly as mons, as he
does in 1 Sam 14:22, 23; 2 Sam 13:34; 1 Kgs 11:43, 12:24, 16:24.
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Interestingly enough, this transcription is missing in La™, and a proper translation “the city of
Medians” is actually found in it, although in a differing position from MT/LXX.” The kaige re-
visers often used transcriptions, and from time to time they incorrectly transcribed common
nouns as proper nouns.®® This phenomenon seems to have taken place here as well, as the Op»
M dwv now finishes the long list of different place names of Israelites’ exile. Since La"s hardly
has any connection to the L reading,* it has probably here as the lone witness preserved the
OG translation (*év [Tais] méAeay Mnowv).

Another OG reading to be found in La™ and also in L is the verse-ending plus £ws T
nuépag TavTng, “until this day” This term is recurrent in the chapter and probably works here
as an original literary/compositional marker.”® There are also other proto-Lucianic and kaige
readings to be found with the help of La™ in verses 17:3-6, analyzed in-depth by Pablo Torija-
no Morales.”

17:17 xal guavtevovto wavtelag xal olwvilovto xal émpabnoay
La': et divinabant divinationes et fecerunt ephud et theraphin et augurabantur et auspicaban-
tur
xal olwvilovto] + olwviopois xal émoinoav bovd xal Bepadein L-700; + et fecerunt ephud et
teraphin La'

In this verse, the northern Israelites are denounced for taking part in certain prohibited mantic
practices, due to which they were exiled to Assyria. In the middle of the list, L has a longer text
vis-a-vis MT and the B-text, reading “they divined by divinations, and auspiced by auspices,
and made ephod and teraphim?” This plus found in L has been often deemed a late (Lucianic)
addition,” and the addition of oiwviopols, “by auspices,” is certainly due to Lucianic stylistic
harmonization. However, the witness of La™ helps us see that xal émoinoayv ébovd xai fepadein
might, in fact, be an OG reading or at the very least proto-Lucianic. If indeed OG, this plus
may even reflect a Hebrew text 0'a7n1 7aR 1WwPn*, older than even MT, as it alludes to an
ephod, a vestment of the Yahwistic high priest, in Samaria. The idea of a legitimate Yahwistic
(high) priesthood in Samaria would have been highly problematic for the later revisers of
(proto-)MT, and this may have prompted the omission of the phrase here.”> La thus again
helps us to find the oldest attainable text in this verse.

67 Torijano, “Textual Criticism,” 210, takes this reading as a possible sporadic influence from the
Vulgate reading in civitatibus Medorum. While this is possible (though not exceedingly likely), it
does not properly explain the lack of Opy M»dwv in La™.

Emanuel Tov, “Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions of the Old Testament: A

Further Characteristic of the kaige-TH. Revision?,” Textus 8 (1973): 81-82, 88-89.

% If La™ had the L reading épiow, “boundaries,” as its base text, the translator would have likely
been able to translate it correctly, as seen in 1 Sam 6:9 (orbitae), 12 (fines), 10:2 (finibus), 11:3, 7
(regionem).

7° See Timo Tekoniemi, “On the Verge of Textual, Literary, and Redaction Criticism: The Case of
2 Kings 17:7, in On Hexaplaric and Lucianic Readings and Recensions, ed. Kristin De Troyer, DSI
14 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2020), 135-60; Trebolle, “Textual Pluralism and Com-
position,” 223.

7t Torijano, “Textual Criticism,” 195-211. See also Tekoniemi, Textual History of 2 Kings 17, 61-86.

7> Mordechai Cogan and Hayim Tadmor, II Kings: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AB 11 (New York: Doubleday, 1988), 205-6 (Lucianic); Stade, Book of Kings, 264
(marginal gloss).

73 See Timo Tekoniemi, “Between Two Differing Editions: Some Notable Text-Critical Variants in
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The Gegenprobe: Lucianic Readings Confirmed by La as Re-
censional in 2 Kings

In addition to the discussion on the putative OG readings of La"s, a list of the twenty-five most
clear recensional Lucianic readings lacking from La™ will be provided below, showing that
La™ is indeed not a recensional Lucianic witness proper. Most of the cases are found with the
pattern La™ = B # L, thus showing that the B-text/majority text is still quite valuable a witness
when discerning the OG textual layer of 2 Kings. While the readings enumerated below show
quite clear and well-known signs of the Lucianic recension (explications of the subjects and
actions, better Greek style, small additions and lexical changes, etc.), one should nevertheless
bear in mind that in the kaige section there is always a slight chance that even the seemingly
clearest Lucianic readings could, in fact, originate from the OG layer of the text. In these cases,
however, at least the witness of La"> would seem to speak against such judgment.

6:6 g0Mov] pr Ehiooate L 460

6:7 twoov gautd] uetewptoov xal Adfe oeavtd L™ 246 460; leua tibi La™

6:9 dOAagar w) mapeldeiv] mpdoexe Tol wy SteAbeiv L 460; observa ne transeas La'; cave ne
transeas Vulg

6:9 &v 6 Témw ToUTw] TOV Témov TolTov L 460; om 1075 in locum hunc La"; in loco illo Vulg

6:9 éxel Tupla wéxpuntal B 247 a 44 56 642 488 318 372] éxel Z0pot évedpevovaty L% éxel post

115

Xvpla tr rel; ibi Syria absconsa est La

6:13 elmev] + 6 Bactheds (+Zuplag 246) L2 246 460

6:14 éxel] + (019 460) Bagireds Zuplag L2 246 460

10012 | xal émopely] pr xal #A0ev A Arm Syr (sub * &'); + Iou L-700; et abit La™

10:12 adtog év] xal adTds §v L-700 460; > abTOS 46’ 44-125; ipse La'™s

10:29 odx qméatn] + am’ adTdv L-700; non discessit La™™

13:14 mpog adTov] et Iwag Paatreds Iopanh tr L-700 460

1315 BéAn 1°] BoAidag L-700 4605 sagittas La™

1315 Eafev] + Iwag L 460

115

13:16 eimev] + Edooate L 460; + Iwag 700; + at ieu La

115

13:19 Tpls] TpiTov L-700 460; post Zuplav tr La

13:20 amébavev] et EAloate tr L-700 460

10:31 Tou] post ébudagev tr L-700 460; om 342

15:32 Touda] + émi (év 93) ‘Tepovoarnu L-700 328 460

15:33 ] + lwabap L-700

175 é&v mdoy t§ Yl éml méoav T YAy (+ adtiic 19') L-700 460; > mdoy V CII 38 370 5764 488
707; om La'™

17:5 Zapdpetav] + xal eig méoav ™Y Yy adTiis L'-700 460

17:6 Baaikels *Agoupiwv] et T Zapapeiay tr L-700 460

2 Kings 17, in The Last Days of the Kingdom of Israel, ed. Shuichi Hasegawa, Christoph Levin,
and Karen Radner, BZAW 511 (Berlin: De Gruyter: 2018), 223-26, for further discussion. See
Juha Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted: Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew Bible (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht, 2013), 183-247, for the phenomenon of similar theological omissions
in the Hebrew Bible.
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17:7 xal éyéveto] + opy) xuplou éml Tov TopanA L-700 158; om La'™s
17:15 dmiow T@v €0vév] xat omow Twy Bewy Twy eBvwy L9-700 460; + Twv Bewv 158; post gentes
La'™
17:19 xal ye lovdag] xal ye xal (>82) Toudag xai (>700) avtés L-700 460; et iudas La™
Conclusions

In this article, fourteen textual cases in nine verses were studied. Of these cases, seven were
OG agreements with L or other Greek witnesses (10:8, 11, 29, 13:17, 20, 17:6, 17), while in two
cases La™ seems to have alone preserved the OG reading against all other witnesses (13:20,
17:6); three cases are best attributed to proto-Lucianic layer without yet deciding their exact
provenance (6:8, 10:10); one case seems like Lucianic recensional influence on La™ (6:8); and
one reading is a purely unique reading of La™ (10:10).

Most of the time, the text of La" seems to therefore be a proto-Lucianic (~OG) witness,
and sometimes it alone appears to preserve OG readings. There may be some very sporadic
contamination from other sources like the Lucianic text and possibly even kaige. The Vulgate
could be argued to have influenced La™’s text only once (17:6), and even then the similarities
are not striking enough to see this as very probable.

As a conclusion, La™ preserves in the studied portions of 2 Kings, as in 1 Kings, a very old
and most of the time a highly reliable text.
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