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PREFACE

This study presents the results of the project ‘Computer Assisted Linguistic
Analysis of the Peshitta’ (calap), for which funding was granted by the
Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO) from 1999 to 2004.
By implementing the computer in making a comparison of the Syriac and
Hebrew versions of the books of Kings contained in the Peshitta and the
Masoretic text, respectively, the aimof this projectwas to to gain insight into
the linguistic patterns encountered in both corpora in order to tackle the
question as to which degree the differences between the two texts are to be
ascribed to the language systems, to particular tendencies of the translator
of the Peshitta, to the transmission history, or to the use of Hebrew sources
other than the proto-Masoretic text.

ThePeshitta Institute of LeidenUniversity (pil) and theWerkgroep Infor-
matica of VUUniversity (wivu), Amsterdam, collaborated in creating a hier-
archically structured database of the Syriac version of the two books of
Kings, analogous to the already available database for the Hebrew text at
the wivu. The two initiators of the project, Konrad Jenner, head of the pil,
and Eep Talstra, founder and head of the wivu, had long discussed the pos-
sibility of combining the expertise of the two institutes. Themethodological
challenges involved in doing so have been described more thoroughly in a
volume on a calap seminar held in 2003.1

The text-historical and text-critical component in the project was carried
out by Percy vanKeulenwhohad already completed a volumeon the textual
history of the books of Kings.2 The linguistic analysis was the responsibility
of Janet Dyk, who had worked with the wivu on projects relating to the
Hebrew Old Testament text.3 Both fields of expertise come together in the
present monograph.

The results of the research presented in this study have been shaped and
defined to a large extent by the use and application of databases and pro-
grams developed especially for analysing ancient texts. The programmer
for the wivu, Constantijn Sikkel, developed the programs up to word and

1 Van Keulen and Van Peursen, Corpus Linguistics and Textual History.
2 Van Keulen, Two Versions.
3 Such as Dyk, Participles.
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phrase level. Talstra developed the programs to deal with the higher syntac-
tic levels of data and to create synopses of the texts.

We are indebted to NWO for financing the project during its initial years.
Because we first had to develop a research instrument before we could
apply it to the data, the completion of the project has takenmore time than
originally envisioned.

Finally, we express our thanks to the editors of the Monographs of the
Peshitta Insitute Leiden Series for accepting themanuscript for publication.

Janet Dyk
Percy van Keulen

The abbreviations used in this volumearebaseduponS.M. Schwertner (ed.),
TheologischeRealenzyklopaedie.Abkurzungsverzeichnis, 2. überarbeiteteund
erweiterte Auflage (Berlin, 1994), and where lacking, The SBL Handbook of
Style for Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (Peabody,
1999).
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chapter one

THE CASE AND THEMETHOD

1. The Puzzle

Languages use rawphoneticmaterial to conveymeaning. Theways inwhich
this is done are as diverse as the thousands of languages around the world.
An interesting question is: in all this diversity, are there points of similar-
ity, given the shared raw materials (sound) and end product (a message)?
Can languages be compared in a significant manner? One approach is to
compare the formal components of language: the phonetic material, the
phonological systemwhich filters this rawdata, the grammarwhich ascribes
specific systematic values to the smaller units, the syntax which organizes
these smaller units into phrases, clauses, and larger units. The phonetic raw
material employed and the strategies used to systematize this intomeaning-
ful expressions distinguish languages from one another; each aspect com-
pared provides insight into how the languages both resemble and diverge
from one another.

In thismonographwe compare theHebrew text of the books of Kings and
the Syriac text of these books in the Peshitta, the ancient Syriac translation.
The two languages involved are Northwest Semitic and are related both in
language typology and in vocabulary. Though there can be no doubt that
the Syriac text was translated from a Hebrew source text, both the source
text and the original translation have been lost. All we have are much later
manuscripts which bear themarks of a prolonged transmission history. The
earliest preserved completeHebrew text of Kings is theMasoretic text of the
codex Leningradensis. The earliest Syriac text is not preserved in a single
manuscript. Thus far, no attempt has been made to reconstruct such a text
from the available sources. Most early manuscripts, however, witness a text
whichmore or less matches that which in later centuries became the textus
receptus of the Peshitta. It is this text, printed in the Leiden edition, which
in the present study is taken as the standard text of the Peshitta of Kings.
Variant readings fromanothermanuscript, the sole surviving representative
of a different early text type, are taken into account, since theymay be prior
to the readings of the ‘average’1 text of the ancient manuscripts. Thus, in

1 See below, section 2.2.
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comparing the Hebrew and Syriac texts of Kings, there are two categories of
differences to be taken into account: (1) differences related to the translation
of the source text into the target text; and (2) differences related to the
transmission history of the Hebrew and Syriac texts used as a basis for the
comparison.

1. Fundamental differences between source text and translation arise
from the syntax, the vocabulary, and, in some cases, the script of the
language systems involved. Other factors include the style of trans-
lation, which in its diverse parameters may be ‘free’ or ‘literal’,2 and
the translator’s knowledge of the source language which affects both
formal and semantic differences. Some observed differences could be
described as relating to the general tendencies of translations towards
explicitation, simplification, normalization, and levelling.3 Others re-
late to exegetical liberties takenby the translator: changes affecting the
meaning of the text, sizeable additions, omissions, and transpositions.

2. The presence of many variant readings in the oldest manuscripts of
the Peshitta of Kings, as well as the text-historical analysis of the text
supported by all manuscripts, compel one to relegate many changes
to the transmission process. The oldest manuscripts attest to at least
two lines of textual development. Onemust also keep inmind that the
source text may not have been completely identical to the Masoretic
consonantal text.

In view of the number and the variety of the differences, the core question
in comparing theMasoretic text and the Peshitta of Kings can be formulated
as follows:

Which deviations between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta are related to
the requirements of the Syriac language, which are related to other aspects of
the translation process, and which are related to the transmission history of
the translated text?

The interpretation of the deviations noted requires the expertise of at least
two different disciplines: linguistics on the one hand and exegesis and tex-
tual history on the other. While linguistics is concerned with explaining dif-
ferences which result from the change of language system inherent to trans-
lations, and systematic formal aspects involved in other changes observed
in the translation, exegesis and textual history consider all intentional and

2 Barr, The Typology of Literalism, 279–325.
3 Lind, ‘Translation Universals’, 2–3.
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inadvertent changes of the text which affect its meaning. Though these dis-
ciplines deal with the same textual data, their approaches are radically dif-
ferent.

The task of the linguist is to analyse and compare the language systems
of the translation and of the (hypothetical) source text. In order to do so, a
large collection of data is necessary, or at least all data belonging to a certain
linguistic category within a given corpus. This means that ideally the full
scope of data relevant to a certain linguistic phenomenon should be taken
into account. Only within the framework of the whole can the individual
cases be seen in a proper perspective. The larger text corpus is also necessary
for bringing to light general tendencies apparent in translations which are
not necessarily to be ascribed to the requirements of either of the languages
involved.

Textual history and exegesis deal with the features of the received trans-
lation that defy explanation in terms of a difference in language system.
The two disciplines cannot be neatly separated, since it is not at first clear
whether a deviation from the Masoretic text was present in the source text
from which the translation was made, was introduced by the translator, or
arose in the course of textual transmission. Unlike linguistics, textual his-
tory and exegesis focus on what is incidental and specific. Deviations may
be recurrent in a translation and even form certain patterns, but they are
casuistic by nature, not caused by the requirements of a language system of
the corpus. Exegesis and textual history examine textual phenomena in the
widest possible perspective, but due to their disparate nature, the approach
toward them remains more casuistic than systematic.

Thus the following oppositions between the two approaches can be
noted:

Linguistics Textual History

Language used Composition
Systematic Incidental
Collections of data Details
Generic Specific
Thematic Casuistic

The difference in focus and strategy of each discipline colours the explana-
tions provided for the divergence between a transmitted translation and the
text believed to be the closest approximation to its source. Because linguis-
tics views textual data as linguistically meaningful signs, a purely linguis-
tic comparison of these entities runs the risk of ascribing to the language
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system that which actually is due to composition and transmission. Text-
historical data, such as variant readings between ancient manuscripts of
the Peshitta and affiliations with other ancient versions, fall outside the
scope of linguistics and are therefore not taken into account in explain-
ing the textual features of the translation. In this approach, all differences
between the Masoretic text, as a later form of the Hebrew text from which
the Peshitta was translated, and what is considered the Syriac standard text
will be explained, if possible, in terms of the requirements of the two lan-
guage systems evenwhen the exact forms of the source text and the original
translation are unknown, as is the case with the Peshitta and its Vorlage.

A text-historical approach, on the other hand, may be too hasty in ex-
plaining features of the translation in terms of exegetical alterations, a dif-
ferent source text, or textual corruption. It is especially susceptible to this
tendency when other ancient versions exhibit features which seem to par-
allel those of the translation under consideration.4 Though textual history
is aware of the fact that the overwhelming majority of formal differences
between source text and translation are due to a shift from one language to
another, a systematic analysis of linguistic data lies beyond its expertise. As a
consequence, the text-historical approach may overlook important linguis-
tic considerations, and even when it does not, it may assess the importance
of these linguistic arguments incorrectly.

This state of affairsmakes it imperative that studies comparing the text of
an ancient version to the Masoretic text apply both linguistics and textual
history. The main advantage of this approach is that all data required for
the assessment of the differences are brought into play. The combination of
linguistics and textual history can assume three forms:

– Supplementation: an explanation in terms of one discipline can be
more solidly based by demonstrating that the insights supplied by the
separate disciplines provide extra dimensions and ramifications.

– Exclusion: insights from one discipline can in some cases show that an
explanation in terms of the other approach is untenable.

– Confrontation: when taking all data pertaining to a certain instance
into account, alternative explanations in terms of linguistics and in
terms of textual history are conceivable.

4 From research on a corpus of translated Finnish, Mauranen (‘Corpora, universals and
interference’, 79) concluded that ‘on the whole, translations bore a closer affinity to each
other than to untranslated texts. …. The results suggest that the source language is influential
in shaping translations, but it cannot be the sole cause, because the translations resembled
each other.’ See also chapter 14, section 2.
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Thus far, few studies havepursued the combinationof the twodisciplines.
The present volume attempts to show that the study of the Peshitta as a
translation has much to gain from applying both disciplines.

An added dimension in the research underlying this study was the use
of a computer database. An initial electronic version of the Syriac text was
created using principles developed by theWerkgroep Informatica of the VU
University (wivu) in its work on the Masoretic text. This approach involves
an analysis fromgraphic elements up through thehigher levels of the textual
hierarchy.5Because elements function as part of a linguistic system, a proper
analysis of a word necessitates not only themorphological paradigmwithin
which it functions, but also the broader context of the phrase and clause
within which it occurs.

The advantage of computer implementation lies in the scope of the
treatable data and in the verifiability of the results. The drawback lies in the
initially disproportionate amount of time required to prepare the data and
to develop programs to deal with the data in the two languages concerned.

This volume is dedicated primarily to aspects of the functioning of words,
but these could only be established on the basis of a linguistic analysis
up to and including clause level.6 Programs designed for Hebrew had to
be modified and at times reconstructed to process the data in a language-
independent manner. New programs were developed to create synopses of
the texts in the two languages, and to break down the synopsis from parallel
clauses to parallel phrases, and from parallel phrases to parallel words. In
this manner a database was built up fromwhich data could be retrieved for
the analysis of specific questions.7

2. Textual Aspects

2.1. The Electronic Text

This monograph uses the text of The Old Testament in Syriac, in particular
the volume The Books of Kings, prepared by H. Gottlieb and E. Hammers-
haimb. The computer-assisted linguistic analysis of the Peshitta of Kings
is based on the electronic form of this text prepared by P.G. Borbone,

5 On this approach see Van Peursen, Language and Interpretation, 137–179. For the theo-
retical background, see Jenner—Van Peursen—Talstra, ‘calap: An Interdisciplinary Debate’,
13–44.

6 For the analysis on word level see Bosman—Sikkel, ‘A Discourse on Method’, 85–113.
7 On the construction of the database needed for the analysis of word function, see Dyk,

‘Data Preparation’, 133–153.
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available at the beginning of the calap project. The further processing of
the data brought various mistakes in the electronic text to light which then
could be rectified.

The transcription of Syriac letters in the electronic text follows the con-
ventions of thewivu for Hebrew. To the extent that transcription is required
in the context of linguistic argumentation, the present monograph makes
use of the same transcription. The two alphabets have corresponding letters
except for the Hebrew שׂ [F] which is lacking in Syriac (see table 1.1).

Table 1.1: Transcription of the Hebrew and Syriac alphabets

Hebrew Syriac

Letter Name Transcription Transcription Name Letter

א ʾaleph > > ʾalaph ܐ

ב beth B B beth ܒ

ג gimel G G gamal ܓ

ד daleth D D dalath ܕ

ה he H H he ܗ

ו waw W W waw ܘ

ז zayin Z Z zayin ܙ

ח heth X X heth ܚ

ט teth V V teth ܛ

י yod J J yudh ܝ

כ kaph K K kaph ܟ

ל lamed L L lamadh ܠ

מ mem M M mim ܡ

נ nun N N nun ܢ

ס samekh S S semkath ܣ

ע ʿayin < < ʿe ܥ

פ pe P P pe ܦ

צ tsade Y Y tsadhe ܨ

ק qoph Q Q qoph ܩ

ר reš R R reš ܪ

שׂ śin F
שׁ šin C C šin ܫ

ת taw T T taw ܬ

2.2. The Choice of the Syriac Text

The text of Kings in The Old Testament in Syriac follows manuscript 7a1,
but has been emended where it stands (nearly) alone vis-à-vis the rest
of the ancient manuscripts up to the 12th century.8 The Leiden edition

8 See the introduction of the Kings volume, vi.
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thus presents what may be considered the Basic Textus Receptus (btr), the
average text of the oldest manuscripts.9 This text is not the earliest text of
the Peshitta of Kings that could be reconstructed from the extant ancient
manuscripts. Such a reconstruction, resulting in a critical edition, would
require the introduction of selected variant readings from one manuscript
in particular, 9a1.

The significance of the text of 9a1 lies in its 400 unique readings in agree-
ment with the Masoretic text.10 The editors of the Kings volume relegated
all variant readings of 9a1 to the second apparatus and the indices, thereby
giving priority to a rendering of the received standard text of the Peshitta.
Their editorial policy was in linewith the then (in the 1960s) prevailing eval-
uation of 9a1 as a revision. Early in the 20th century, W.E. Barnes explained
the agreements between theMasoretic text and 9a1 inChronicles in terms of
a secondary assimilation to the Hebrew.11 In D. Walter’s 1964 dissertation on
the Peshitta of 2Kings, 9a1 was even left out of consideration.12 In 1985, how-
ever, M. Weitzman drastically reassessed the text-historical value of 9a1 by
advancing strong arguments for the view that ‘where the mss diverge, that
reading (if any)which agreeswithmt is likeliest to be original’.13 In a recently
published volume dealing with all the unique readings of 9a1 in Kings,
Walter arrives at the same conclusion.14 He also notes that 9a1 and the btr
‘have had independent histories of transmissionwhich cannot be explained
… by reference to revisions to the Hebrew since the Hebrew does not sup-
port one reading against the other’.15 Here it suffices to say that we share
Walter’s views that the btr and 9a1 each had their own history of transmis-
sion, and that the former (indicated by Walter as ed, edition) is the prod-
uct of a conscious revision rather than of a gradual development.16 We will
return to these issues in chapter 14.

The importance of 9a1 as a witness to the early Peshitta text renders it
necessary to consider its readings in the comparison of the Syriac and the
Hebrew texts. Thus, there are three entities involved in the comparison: 9a1,
the btr and the Masoretic text. Since the btr and 9a1 are representatives

9 Koster, Exodus, 2.
10 In spite of its siglum, ms 9a1 may be considerably earlier than the 9th century, possibly

dating from the 7th century (Konrad Jenner, personal communication).
11 Barnes, Chronicles.
12 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings.
13 Weitzman, ‘Unique readings in 9a1’, 254.
14 Walter, Studies, esp. 16–21, 124–125.
15 Walter, Studies, 56.
16 Walter, Studies, 125–127.
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of the same translation, all variation between them is indicative of a text-
historical development. By definition, readings which arose as a result of a
text-historical development do not convey linguistic information regarding
the original translation.17 Part of these readings can be detected by applying
Weitzman’s criterion mentioned above, namely, in cases where one read-
ing is more in agreement with the Masoretic text than the other. Where the
criterion fails because the distance to the Masoretic text is equal for both
readings (either in terms of agreement or disagreement), it may be possible
to identify the primary reading on the basis of intrinsic text-historical anal-
ysis or of a comparison with other ancient versions. The primary reading,
however, may still not represent the original reading. Though the compari-
son of 9a1 and the btr certainly helps us come closer to the original text, it
is inadequate for reconstructing the integral original translation. Each vari-
ant must be assessed separately to see whether or not either 9a1 or the btr
attests the original reading.

Unfortunately it was not possible to prepare a full electronic text of 9a1
alongside that of the btr. Thus, to the extent that the linguistic research
conductedwithin the framework of this studymakes use of large collections
of data, these are derived from the database built on the btr. The data,
however, are consistently corrected and supplemented for 9a1.

3. The Approach Taken

Whenmaking a comparison, it is essential to have unitswith a solid basis for
being compared with one another. Here two versions of the books of Kings
have been chosen—the Hebrew text and a Syriac rendering of it. In both
versions, the text is divided into two books. Each corresponding book con-
tains an equal number of chapters, and each corresponding chapter in the
two versions contains an equal number of verses with one exception: 1Kgs
3:23 is skipped in the Peshitta (the Syriac text jumps in its numbering from
v. 22 to v. 24). The units mentioned are assumed to be formally comparable
to one another.

Inorder tobeable to implement the computer inmaking the comparison,
methods areneededwhereby correspondingunits are linked toone another.

17 This is not to suggest that these variant readings are unimportant froma linguistic point
of view. One of two variant readings that do not entail a semantic differencemight have been
felt to be better Syriac at some time or place.
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Taking one chapter at a time, coding symbols were inserted into the linear
text to isolate themorphemes.With the aid of computer programs, patterns
of morphemes are recognized as yielding particular grammatical functions
within a word, patterns of words as forming phrases, and combinations of
phrases as forming clauses.

Strategies were developed whereby these isolated formal units could be
meaningfully compared with one another. A linear comparison of words or
even of lexical entries (to allow for the elements which are not written inde-
pendently but are attached to another form) soon runs aground because of
the differing number of items needed in the separate languages to represent
a corresponding unit. Consider the following verse:

2Kgs 23:8 (btr)

ܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܝܘܩܢܡܐܢܗ̈ܟܢܘܗܠܟܝܬܝܐܘ

ܘܠܥܐܡܛܘ
̈

ܥܒܫܪܒܠܐܡܕܥܘܢܕܢܡܐܡܣ̈ܒܐܢܗ̈ܟܢܝܗܒܘܡܣܕܐܬ

ܐܪܒܓܕܗܠܡܣܠܥܕܐܬܝܪܩܒܕܐܢܩܪܘܦܕܐܥܪܬܕܐܢܠܥܡܒܕܐܬܠܥܪܩܥܘ

‘And he brought all the priests from the cities of Judah, and he defiled the high
places inwhich the priests hadburned incense, fromDananduntoBeersheba
and he tore down the high place which was in the entrance of the Gate of
Salvation which is in the city on the left of a man’

תומבהתאאמטיוהדוהיירעמםינהכהלכתאאביו
םירעשׁהתומבתאץתנועבשׁראבדעעבגמםינהכההמשׁורטקרשׁא
ריעהרעשׁבשׁיאלואמשׂלערשׁאריעהרשׂעשׁוהירעשׁחתפרשׁא

‘And he brought all the priests from the cities of Judah, and he defiled the
high places where the priests had burned incense, from Geba to Beersheba,
and tore down the high places of the gates that were in the opening of the
Gate of Joshua, the governor of the city, which were on the left of aman at the
gate of the city’

The number of graphic words separated by blank spaces is 33 for the
Masoretic text and 25 for the btr. If we are to count separately the lexical
items which are written connected to a following word (prepositions and
conjunctions, as well as the definite article inHebrew), we arrive at 45 in the
Masoretic text and 40 in the btr. Were pronominal suffixes to be counted
separately, the count for the Peshitta would be raised by three. The differ-
ence in the number of lexical items is not too dramatic, but the count alone
says little about the differences involved.

Quite early in the course of this research it became apparent that though
vocabulary and internal phrase structure could vary considerably between
the two versions, at clause level it was possible to have units which could
be matched meaningfully to one another. To capture the correspondence
at clause level, specially developed computer programs were implemented
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to create a synopsis of the two versions in which corresponding clauses
were matched chapter by chapter. At clause level, the units which gave a
fairly dependable basis for comparison are phrases functioning as clause
constituents, that is, the units with a corresponding syntactic function in
relation to the predicate. Finally, the words occurring within the phrases
were matched to one another, using the part of speech as significant deter-
minant in the matching.

The units functioning as clause-level constituents in the example above
are as follows:

Masoretic text Peshitta (btr)

Translation Constituent Constituent Translation

‘and’ conjunction conjunction ‘and’
‘he brought’ predicate predicate ‘he brought’
‘all the priests’ object object ‘all the priests’
‘from the cities of Judah’ complement complement ‘from the cities of Judah’
‘and’ conjunction conjunction ‘and’
‘he defiled’ predicate predicate ‘he defiled’
‘the high places’ object object ‘the high places’
‘of which is true’ relative particle relative particle ‘of which is true’
‘they offered incense’ predicate predicate ‘they placed’
‘there’ location location ‘in them’
‘the priests’ subject subject ‘priests’
— — object ‘incense’
‘from Geba’ location location ‘from Dan’
— — conjunction ‘and’
‘unto Beersheba’ specification of

preceding
specification of

preceding
‘unto Beersheba’

‘and’ conjunction conjunction ‘and’
‘he tore down’ predicate predicate ‘he tore down’
‘the high places of the

gates’
object object ‘the high place’

‘of which is true’ relative particle relative particle ‘of which is true’
‘the opening of the

gate of Joshua, the
governor of the city’

attributive clause attributive clause ‘in the entrance of the
Gate of Salvation
which is in the city’

‘of which is true’ relative particle relative particle ‘of which is true’
‘upon the left of a man’ attributive clause attributive clause ‘upon the left of a man’
‘in the gate of the city’ location — —

Observing the centre columns, there are only a few differences between the
two versions at clause-constituent level. First, the btr has a verb with an
explicit direct object while theMasoretic text has a verb in which the object
is understood, ‘offer incense’. Second, the btr has an extra coordinating con-
junction between the second and third main clauses. Third, the Masoretic
text specifies a location at the end which is not rendered in the btr.
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When the phrases occurring as clause constituents and the words cor-
responding to each other within the phrases are compared, however, more
differences appear. The verse will be presented in three portions, dealing
with one main verb and its satellites at a time. Where the gloss is identical,
it will be presented but once.

←Masoretic text Peshitta (btr) →

Form Analysis Gloss Analysis Form

ו Cj ‘and’ Cj ܘ

אבי Verb
ipf c
3rd masc sg

‘he brought’ Verb
pf
3rd masc sg

ܝܬܝܐ

תא Object marker — — —

לכ Noun
const st sg

‘all of ’ ‘all of them’ Noun
const st sg
+ sfx 3rd masc
pl

ܢܘܗܠܟ

ה Def article ‘the’ — — —

םינהכ Noun
abs st pl

‘priests’ Noun
emph st pl

ܐܢܗ̈ܟ

־מ Preposition ‘from’ Preposition ܢܡ

ירע Noun
const st pl

‘cities of ’ ‘cities’ Noun
emph st pl

ܐܝܘܩ

— — — ‘of’ Rel particle ܕ

הדוהי Proper noun ‘Judah’ Proper noun ܐܕܘܗܝ

Within this portion alone, a number of differences become apparent. The
verbs have different tenses in the respective languages. The Hebrew object
marker תא is not rendered.Where Hebrew employs construct state forms to
connect the items within a phrase, Syriac uses pronominal suffixes and the
particle .ܕ The Hebrew definite article ה has no lexical equivalent in Syriac.

In the following portion, again the first verbs have different tenses in
the respective languages, the Hebrew object marker תא is not rendered,
and the definite article ה has no lexical equivalent in Syriac. Further, in
the relative clause the Syriac has a verb with an explicit direct object while
for the corresponding Hebrew verb the object is understood. Moreover, the
Syriac renders the Hebrew locative particle by a preposition ‘in’ plus a suffix
referring to the location. Of the two toponyms, the second is rendered by
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a cognate while the first is rendered by a totally different toponym. An
interesting question, not immediately obvious when comparing at word
level, is whether the phrase ‘from Geba / Dan to Beersheba’ should be
connected to the immediately preceding phrase, ‘the priests burned incense
from Geba / Dan to Beersheba’, or whether this should be connected much
further back to ‘and he brought them… from the cities of Judah, fromGeba /
Dan to Beersheba’. Would the answer to this question be the same for both
languages? Such questions cannot be answered at word level.

←Masoretic text Peshitta (btr) →

Form Analysis Gloss Analysis Form

ו Cj ‘and’ Cj ܘ

אמטי Verb
ipf c
3rd masc sg

‘he defiled’ Verb
pf
3rd masc sg

ܐܡܛ

תא Object marker — — —

ה Def article ‘the’ — — —

תומב N
abs st pl

‘high places’ N
emph st pl

ܘܠܥ
̈

ܐܬ

רשׁא Relative particle ‘of which is true’ Relative particle ܕ

ורטק Verb
pf
3rd masc pl

‘they
burned
incense’

‘they
placed’

Verb
pf
3rd masc pl

ܘܡܣ

המשׁ Locative
particle

‘there’ ‘in them’ Prep + sfx 3rd
fem pl

ܢܝܗܒ

ה Def article ‘the’ — — —

םינהכ N
abs st pl

‘priests’ N
emph st pl

ܐܢܗ̈ܟ

— — — ‘incense’ N
emph st pl

ܐܡܣ̈ܒ

־מ Prep ‘from’ Prep ܢܡ

עבג Prop noun ‘Geba’ ‘Dan’ Prop noun ܢܕ

— — — ‘and’ Cj ܘ

דע Prep ‘until’ Prep ܐܡܕܥ

— — — ‘to’ Prep ܠ

עבשׁראב Toponym
(2 words)

‘Beer Sheba’ ‘Beersheba’ Toponym
(1 word)

ܥܒܫܪܒ
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The third clause exhibits even more deviations between the two texts.

←Masoretic text Peshitta (btr) →

Form Analysis Gloss Analysis Form

ו Cj ‘and’ Cj ܘ

ץתנ Verb
pf
3rd masc sg

‘he defiled’ Verb
pf
3rd masc sg

ܪܩܥ

תא Obj marker — — —

תומב N
const st pl

‘high places
of ’

‘high place’ N
emph st sg

ܐܬܠܥ

ה Def article ‘the’ — — —

םירעשׁ N abs st pl ‘gates’ — — —

רשׁא Relative particle ‘of which is true’ Relative particle ܕ

— — — ‘in’ Prep ܒ

חתפ N
const st sg

‘opening of’ ‘entrance’ N
emph st sg

ܐܢܠܥܡ

— — — ‘of’ Relative particle ܕ

רעשׁ N
const st sg

‘gate of ’ ‘gate’ N
emph st sg

ܐܥܪܬ

— — — ‘of’ Relative particle ܕ

עשׁוהי Prop noun ‘Joshua’ ‘Salvation’ N emph st ܐܢܩܪܘܦ

רשׂ N
const st sg

‘chief of ’ — — —

— — — ‘of which is
true’

Relative particle ܕ

— — — ‘in’ Prep ܒ

ה Def article ‘the’ — — —

ריע N
abs st sg

‘city’ N
emph st sg

ܐܬܝܪܩ

רשׁא Relative particle ‘of which is true’ Relative particle ܕ

לע Prep ‘upon’ Prep ܠܥ

לואמשׂ N
const st sg

‘left of ’ ‘his left’ N
const st sg
+ sfx 3rd masc
sg

ܗܠܡܣ
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←Masoretic text Peshitta (btr) →

Form Analysis Gloss Analysis Form

— — — ‘of’ Relative particle ܕ

שׁיא N
abs st sg

‘man’ N
emph st sg

ܐܪܒܓ

ב Prep ‘in’ — — —

רעשׁ N
const st sg

‘gate of ’ — — —

ה Def article ‘the’ — — —

ריע N abs st sg ‘city’ — — —

Besides the types of differences already encountered in the earlier portions
of this verse, here the Syriac ܐܢܩܪܘܦ , ‘salvation’, entails a deviation from

עשׁוהי , ‘Joshua’. The following phrase in Hebrew, ‘governor of the city’, a
phrase appositional to ‘Joshua’, is rendered as ‘which was / is in the city’.
Twice a phrase mentioning the gates in Hebrew is skipped in Syriac. In
Hebrew the ‘high places’ which were defiled are plural, while in Syriac the
noun is singular.

Repeatedly the question arises: what is the nature of these differences?
Should they be accounted for on the basis of a shift from one language
system to another, are they to be explained in terms of general tendencies
inherent to the translation process itself, or should they be assigned to
text-historical factors? In this book we focus on differences of semantic
consequence and try to expose the rationale behind them where possible.

4. The Presentation

The presentation of the material in this monograph is structured by the
contribution of the two approaches and the results of combining them. Part
One presents the two approaches separately. In chapter 2, complete lists
of observed differences between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta are
presented for 1Kings 1–2, with indications as to which differences could be
ascribed to language system and which to transmission history. In chapter 3
the systematic treatment of the language data is presented, particularly
focussing on word level. In chapter 4 some aspects of the analysis of the
linguistic data are presented.
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In Part Two the two approaches are brought together. These often supple-
ment one another due to the difference in perspective, but at times the two
approaches produce conflicting interpretations of the phenomena under
consideration. The examples chosen are merely a limited selection of the
cases that require explanation, but they are illustrative of various types of
differences between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta and of the sorts of
interpretations which can be offered for these.

In our presentation the main emphasis is on phenomena which can be
explained atword level (Part Two, SectionOne). At this levelwe consider the
variation in the rendering of various more or less synonymous expressions
for ‘law’ and of different expressions for ‘killing’ and ‘destruction’ (chap-
ter 5), the rendering of proper nouns and the tendency to subsume vari-
ous terms within a single semantic field in Hebrew under a single Syriac
term (chapter 6), Hebrewhomographswhich are not distinguished in Syriac
(chapter 7), cases where the Syriac appears to preserve the word image of
the Hebrew but deviates from its significance (chapter 8), and complicated
word differences (chapter 9). The findings at word level are summarized
(chapter 10).

Words are to be viewed not only as isolated entities but also in relation to
the role they play in the larger units of the language: phrases, clauses, sen-
tences, and whole texts. Differences at word level—especially those involv-
ing a change in part of speech—sometimes give rise to drastic differences
on higher syntactic levels.

In Part Two, Section Two, we discuss a number of such items which are
apparent as differences at word level but which require an explanation
within the framework of a higher syntactic level—phrase level (chapter 11),
clause level (chapter 12), or beyond clause level (chapter 13). Our conclu-
sions are brought together in chapter 14.





PART ONE

THE TWO APPROACHES





chapter two

EXEGESIS AND TEXTUAL DEVELOPMENT IN 1 KINGS 1 AND 2

1. Introduction

The Syriac text of Kings contains numerous semantic differences to the
Masoretic text. Part of these arose inadvertently in the translation pro-
cess and reflect dependence on a source text different from the (proto-)
Masoretic text, or represent an interpretation of the Hebrew diverging from
the Masoretic interpretation as perceived by contemporary scholars. It is
conceivable that a deviation from the Hebrew is inherent to the constric-
tions of the Syriac language system. Furthermore, a considerable number
of differences represent corruptions due to faulty copying. Yet there are
alsomany differences, introduced either by the translator or a scribe, which
involve a deliberate departure from the primary source text.1

Due to their number and extent, these semantic differences have left
a clear mark on the Syriac text. Because to a certain degree the Peshitta
owes to them its particular character as a version, it is appropriate here to
discuss their nature anddiversity. Theydemonstrate thedifficulties involved
in determining the nature of the differences between the Peshitta and the
Masoretic text in general. Some can be explained both from an exegetical
perspective as well as from a linguistic perspective.

Within the scope of this study it is not feasible to discuss all allegedly
exegetical or text-historical differences in Kings. Therefore the first two
chapters of Kings are chosen as a sample text. These chapters contain trans-
lational and exegetical features that can be considered characteristic for the
entire Peshitta of Kings.

Most semantic differences discussed below are believed to represent
intentional changes introduced by the translator (non-obligatory transfor-
mations) or a later reviser. Inner-Syriac corruption or dependence on a

1 These deliberate changes comprise both exegetical changes and changes related to the
style of translation that has beenadopted. The former affect themeaningof the text, the latter
do not, yet they cannot be considered obligatory from the viewpoint of Syriac syntax. In this
contribution, differences to the Hebrew text as represented by proto-mt that are viewed as
intentional are all termed ‘exegetical’.
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Hebrew source text different from theMasoretic text, however, is taken into
consideration for a fair number of deviations. The classification adopted
here reflects the results of an analysis of the data:2 differences are grouped
according to motive (intentional differences reflecting intentional textual
change) or cause (unintentional differences resulting from inadvertent
change).

Intentional differences:

– Harmonization: alteration of detail a in text A in accordance with
detail b in text B. This can involve coordinationof question andanswer,
plan and execution, command and fulfilment, or agreement between
the narrator’s account and utterances by characters in the story. Har-
monization can also occur between texts that are not directly linked,
butwhich use similar expressions or formulas. This type of harmoniza-
tion is sometimes called ‘levelling’.3 Since the distinction is a gradual
one rather than one of principle, we have included all instances of lev-
elling under harmonization. In this chapter we distinguish between
– harmonization with passages in 1Kings 1–2
– harmonization with other passages in Kings
– harmonization with passages outside of Kings

– Exegetical change: the Peshitta exhibits a semantic difference vis-à-vis
the Masoretic text which is due to an exegetical decision. We distin-
guish between
– changes created by the translator or a reviser
– changes adopted from another version or an exegetical tradition

– Accommodation to the context
– Explicitation and clarification
– Simplification
– Changes in epithets, titles, and designations
– Contemporization

2 A classification of differences based solely on exegetical method and translational
technique, like that proposed by Smelik (‘Concordance and Consistency’, 290) and Van
Staalduine—Sulman (Targum of Samuel, 89–132), is unsuitable for p Kings because it is
inadequate for dealing with the sizeable text-historical component in this material.

3 It is possible that differences between corresponding texts in mt are not reflected in
p because the Syriac is not able to represent the lexical variation of the Hebrew text. We
speak of harmonization only if the agreement seems to have been consciously pursued, for
instance, if the deviation from mt is conspicuous, or if it occurs in only one text tradition.
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– Unexplained variation in translation
– Ambiguous Syriac: depending on its interpretation, the Syriac textmay

or may not involve a departure from the Hebrew text.

Text-historical differences:

– Inner-Syriac corruption
– Source different from theMasoretic text: theHebrew textwhich is trans-

lated into Syriac differs slightly from the later Masoretic text, so that
a semantic difference with the Masoretic text does not result from a
conscious choice.

In cases where more than one interpretation is possible, the differences are
classified according to the interpretation believed to be the most plausible.
Each item is provided with citations and glosses of the Hebrew and Syriac
texts involved. In a few cases where the Syriac manuscripts diverge, the
text is divided over two or three columns, representing 9a1, the btr, and,
if opportune, p (indicating the text portions shared by 9a1 and the btr).

2. Intentional Differences

2.1. Harmonization

2.1.1. Harmonization with Passages in 1Kings 1–2

2.1.1.1. 1Kgs 1:4 (btr)

9a1 ܒܛܐܪܝܦܫܐܬܡܝܠܥܘ

‘and the maiden was very beautiful’

btr ܒܛܗܘܙܚܒܬܘܗܐܪܝܦܫܐܬܡܝܠܥܘ

‘and the maiden was very beautiful in her appearance’

דאמדעהפיהרענהו
‘and the maiden was very beautiful’

In the btr ܗܘܙܚܒܬܘܗ is added in accordance with 1Kgs 1:6 which reports
concerning Adonijah:

ܒܛܗܘܙܚܒܐܘܗܪܝܦܫܘܗܦܐܘ

‘and moreover he was very handsome in his appearance’

דאמראתבוטאוהםג
‘and moreover he was of very handsome appearance’

Since these two verses are not directly linked but use similar expressions, we
typify the modification as levelling.
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2.1.1.2. 1Kgs 1:8a

ܐܝܢܘܕܐܪܬܒܘܘܗ ‘(…) were not behind Adonijah’
ההינדאםעויהאל ‘(…) were not with Adonijah’

lxx B οὐκ ἦσαν ὀπίσω Ἀδωνειού
‘(…) were not behind Adonijah’

Ant. οὐκ ἦσαν μετὰ Ὀρνιὰ
‘(…) were not with Ornia’

Compare 1Kgs 1:7
ܐܝܢܘܕܐܪܬܒܢܝܪܕܥܡܘ

‘and they assisted (lit.: helped behind) Adonijah’

הינדאירחאורזעיו
‘and they assisted (lit.: helped behind) Adonijah’

Vv. 7, 8 are complementary in contrasting those who are for Adonijah with
those who are not. In all likelihood, the translator rendered ההינדאםע as ܪܬܒ

ܐܝܢܘܕܐ under the influence of v. 7. It seems that the change of preposition in
v. 8wasnot required in Syriac, since in 1Kgs 1:37 the sameHebrewexpression

םעהיה is translated as ܡܥܐܘܗ :
1Kgs 1:37

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܡܥܦܐܐܘܗܢܐܢܟܗܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܡܥܐܝܪܡܐܘܗܕܟܝܐܘ

‘and as the Lord was with my lord, the king, so may he be also with Solomon’

המלשׁםעיהיןכךלמהינדאםעהוהיהיהרשׁאכ
‘as yhwh was with my lord, the king, so may he be also with Solomon’

Still, the possibility cannot be excluded that the wish to stay close to the
Hebrew source prompted the translator in v. 37 to use expressions that are
not natural Syriac. The issue can only be decided on the basis of further
research, which is beyond the scope of this chapter.

The agreement between the Peshitta and the Septuagint in v. 8 may
be due to convergence. There is no need to postulate a variant reading

ירחא in the Hebrew Vorlagen of the Peshitta and the Septuagint, though this
possibility cannot be excluded.

2.1.1.3. 1Kgs 1:8b

ܕܝܘܕܕܐܒܢܓܘܝܥܕܘܝܥܡܫܘܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܘܥܕܝܘܝܪܒܐܝܢܒܘܐܢܗܟܩܘܕܨܘ

‘but Zadok, the priest, and Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, and Nathan, the
prophet, and Shimei and Dei and the warriors of David (did not follow
Adonijah)’

In this verse the names of Adonijah’s opponents are listed, and in v. 10 the
names of thoseAdonijah did not invite to the festive slaughter. Naturally, the
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lists overlap to some extent. The Peshitta brings them into closer conformity
to each other by adding ‘son of Jehoiada’ and ‘of David’ to ‘warriors’ in v. 10:

1Kgs 1:10

ܝܗܘܚܐܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܘܕܝܘܕܕܐܒܢܓܠܘܥܕܝܘܝܪܒܐܝܢܒܠܘܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܠܘ

‘but Nathan, the prophet, and Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, and the warriors
of David, and Solomon, his brother, (he did not invite)’

2.1.1.4. 1Kgs 1:14, 22, 42
Various minor variations between similar phrases in 1Kgs 1:14, 22, and 42 of
the Masoretic text are not reflected in the Peshitta:

1Kgs 1:14

ܐܬܐܐܢܐܐܟܠܡܡܕܩܢܡܬܠܡܡܝܬܢܐܕܥܘ

‘and while you are speaking there in the king’s presence, I will come’

אובאינאוךלמהםעםשׁתרבדמךדועוהנה
‘behold, while you are speaking there with the king, I will come’

1Kgs 1:22

ܐܬܐܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܘܐܟܠܡܡܕܩܢܡܬܠܡܡܝܗܕܥܘ

‘and while she was speaking there in the king’s presence, then Nathan, the
prophet, came’

אבאיבנהןתנוךלמהםעתרבדמהנדועהנהו
‘and behold, while shewas speaking therewith the king, Nathan, the prophet,
came’

1Kgs 1:42

btr ܐܬܐܐܢܗܟܪܬܝܒܐܪܒܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܐܗܘܠܠܡܡܘܗܕܥܘ

‘and as hewas speaking, behold, Nathan, the prophet, the son of Abiathar, the
priest, came’

אבןהכהרתיבאןבןתנויהנהורבדמונדוע
‘as he was speaking, behold, Jonathan, the son of Abiathar, the priest, came’

By not rendering הנה in vv. 14, 22 and by prefixing the conjunction ܘ to
ܕܥ in v. 42, the Peshitta offers the same expression ܠܠܡܡܘܗܕܥܘ in all three
verses. Further evidence of harmonization can be found in v. 22, where the
Peshitta adds ܢܡܬ parallel to ܢܡܬ in v. 14. It remains to be seen whether the
other differences substantiate an explanation in terms of harmonization (or
levelling) as well. Williams claims that the presence of ܘ preceding ܕܥ in
these instances has to do with the fact that the following apodosis does not
begin with 4.ܘ It should be noted, however, that in vv. 22, 42 (btr minus

4 Williams, Studies, 94.
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6h18 8h4) the apodosis does begin with .ܘ On the other hand, the absence of
renderings of הנה in vv. 14, 22 fitsWilliams’s argument that the Peshitta tends
to leave הנה unrendered when the addressees cannot personally perceive
what is focused on by הנה .5 Thus, in v. 14 Bathsheba cannot personally see
that Nathan enters the room after her; in v. 22 the same holds true for
the reader. In contrast, in the apodosis of v. 42 the Peshitta duly renders
הנה because the addressees can see that Jonathan is entering the room. Still,

the possibility remains that all changes in vv. 14, 22, 42 are harmonizations.6

2.1.1.5. 1Kgs 1:15 (btr)

ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡܬܘܠܥܒܫܬܒܬܠܥܘ ‘then Bathsheba went in unto King David’

This passage reports the execution of Nathan’s command of v. 13:

1Kgs 1:13

ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡܬܘܠܝܠܘܥܘ ‘and go in unto King David’

By the addition of ܕܝܘܕ in the btr, v. 15 conforms exactly to v. 13.

2.1.1.6. 1Kgs 1:17
In this report of how Bathsheba carries out the instruction given by the
prophet Nathan in v. 13b, the Peshitta has levelled the form of address for
David:

1Kgs 1:17

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡ ‘my lord, the king’
ינדא ‘my lord’

1Kgs 1:13

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡ ‘my lord, the king’
ךלמהינדא ‘my lord, the king’

Possibly, without having a particular passage in mind, the translator merely
aligned the form of address in v. 17 with the form occurring in other portions
of direct speech addressed to David (1Kgs 1:2, 13, 17–20, 24–27, 36–37), that
is, ‘our / my lord, the king’.7

5 Williams, Studies, 180.
6 The difference between ‘Jonathan’ in mt and ‘Nathan, the prophet’ in p in v. 42 will be

treated in section 2.2.1.5.
7 ܐܟܠܡܢܪܡ , ‘our lord, the king’: 1Kgs 1:2 (2×), 11 (majority of mss); ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡ , ‘my lord, the

king’: 1Kgs 1:13, 18, 20 (2×), 24, 27 (2×), 37; also ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡܝܪܡ , ‘my lord, King David’: 1Kgs 1:37.
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In 1Kgs 1:11 the majority of Syriac manuscripts have also adapted the
reference to David to the regular designation ‘our / my lord, the king’:

ܕܝܘܕܢܪܡܘ ‘and our lord, David’ (6h18, 7a1, 8h4, 9a1)
ܐܟܠܡܢܪܡܘ ‘and our lord, the king’ (other manuscripts)

דודונינדאו ‘and our lord, David’

2.1.1.7. 1Kgs 1:17 (9a1)
In this verse, 9a1 contains a harmonization with v. 13, where Nathan tells
Bathsheba to ask David, ‘Have you not sworn …?’

1Kgs 1:17

9a1 ܬܝܡܝܐܬܢܐ ‘Have you not sworn …?’8
btr ܬܝܡܝܐܬܢܐ ‘You have sworn …’

תעבשׂנהתא ‘You have sworn …’

2.1.1.8. 1Kgs 1:19

ܐܪܩܟܕܒܥܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܘܥܕܝܘܝܪܒܐܝܢܒܠܘܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܠܘ

‘but Nathan, the prophet, and Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, and Solomon,
your servant, he has not invited’

The Peshitta adds ‘but Nathan, the prophet, and Benaiah, the son of
Jehoiada’ tobringBathsheba’s account ofAdonijah’s sacrifice in closer agree-
ment with the narrator’s account of the same event in vv. 9–10:

1Kgs 1:10

ܐܪܩܝܗܘܚܐܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܘܕܝܘܕܕܐܒܢܓܠܘܥܕܝܘܝܪܒܐܝܢܒܠܘܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܠܘ

‘but Nathan, the prophet, and Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, and the warriors
of David, and Solomon, his brother, he did not invite’

As can be seen, the Peshitta did not pursue complete agreement.

2.1.1.9. 1Kgs 1:30 (btr)

9a1 btr

ܝܪܬܒܟܠܡܢܝܟܪܒܢܘܡܝܠܫܕ ܝܪܬܒܟܠܡܢܝܟܪܒܢܘܡܝܠܫܕ

ܝܪܬܒܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܘܗܘ ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܘܗܘ

‘Solomon your son shall be king after me,
and he will sit upon my throne (9a1 + after me)’

8 For a discussion of the absence of the question marker in Syriac, see chapter 12, sec-
tion 2.



28 chapter two

יתחתיאסכלעבשׁיאוהוירחאךלמיךנבהמלשׁיכ
‘Solomon your son shall be king after me,
and he will sit upon my throne in my stead’

In the btr a rendering of יתחת , ‘inmy stead’, is lacking. 9a1 offers ܝܪܬܒ , which
is the usual translation of יתחת in Kings.9 The btr may have omitted ܝܪܬܒ in
order to have the phrase agree exactly with other quotations of David’s
declaration of Solomon’s kingship in vv. 13, 17:

ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܘܗܘܝܪܬܒܟܠܡܢܝܟܪܒܢܘܡܝܠܫܕ

יאסכלעבשׁיאוהוירחאךלמיךנבהמלשׁיכ

An alternative possibility is that in the transmission process ܝܪܬܒ was left
out to avoid repetition.

2.1.1.10. 1Kgs 1:33
David’s order to anoint Solomon king (vv. 33–34), the narrator’s report of its
execution (vv. 38–39), and Jonathan’s account of the same event (vv. 44–45)
are more in line with each other in the Peshitta than in the Masoretic text:

1Kgs 1:33

ܝܗܘܠܒܘܐܘ ‘and bring him …’
ותאםתדרוהו ‘and bring him down …’

1Kgs 1:38

ܝܗܘܠܒܘܐܘ ‘and they brought him …’
ותאוכליו ‘and they led him …’

In Kings, the Peshitta usually renders דרי Hiphil as ܬܚܢ Aphel.10 The unique
rendering with ܠܒܝ Aphel in 1Kgs 1:33 suggests harmonization with v. 38.

2.1.1.11. 1Kgs 1:39

ܐܚܫܡܕܐܢܪܩܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܘܐܢܗܟܩܘܕܨܒܣܢܘ

‘and Zadok, the priest, and Nathan, the prophet, took the horn of oil’

ןמשׁהןרקתאןהכהקודצחקיו
‘and Zadok, the priest, took the horn of oil’

The addition of ‘and Nathan, the prophet’ in the Peshitta brings v. 39 into
conformity to v. 34, where David orders both Zadok and Nathan to anoint
Solomon:

9 For instance, in 1Kgs 1:35; 16:28; 2Kgs 15:7; 21:18, 26.
10 1Kgs 2:6, 9; 5:23; 17:23; 18:40; 2Kgs 11:19; 16:17. The exception is 1Kgs 1:53, where ܐܬܐ

Aphel is found.



exegesis and textual development in 1 kings 1 and 2 29

ܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܘܐܢܗܟܩܘܕܨܢܡܬܗܢܘܚܫܡܢܘ

‘and they will anoint him there, Zadok, the priest, and Nathan, the prophet’

איבנהןתנוןהכהקודצםשׁותאחשׁמו
‘and he will anoint him there, Zadok, the priest, and Nathan, the prophet’

Further in v. 39, the number of the verb ܚܫܡ is adapted to the plural subject
‘Zadok, the priest, and Nathan, the prophet’:

9a1 ܘܚܫܡܘ ‘and they anointed’
btr ܝܗܘܚܫܡܘ ‘and they anointed him’

חשׁמיו ‘and he anointed’

A similar adaptation occurs in v. 34: ܗܢܘܚܫܡܢܘ for ותאחשׁמו (see also in v. 38,
7a1 ܘܬܚܢܘ for דריו ). In these instances the explicit subject is ܢܬܢܘܐܢܗܟܩܘܕܨ

ܐܝܒܢ .
In the first part of v. 39, however, the singular verb form ܒܣܢܘ is retained

in spite of the plural subject. The same is true in v. 38 (with the exception
of 7a1). In Syriac, as in Hebrew (see v. 34), a subject of the type ‘X and Y’
can occur with a singular verb form when the subject immediately follows
the verb.11 The question, then, arises why the Peshitta adapted the verb form
in the particular cases mentioned. As in 1Kings 1 the adaptation occurs
only in vv. 34, 39 in conjunction with the verb ܚܫܡ , its purpose may have
been harmonization with Jonathan’s report in v. 45, ܩܘܕܨܢܡܬܝܗܘܚܫܡܘ

ܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܘܐܢܗܟ , ‘and they have anointed him there, Zadok, the priest, and
Nathan, the prophet’. This explanation gains in probabilitywhenweobserve
that in v. 39 the Peshitta is oddly selective: it adapts only one of two verb
forms, though both occur with the same plural subject:

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܝܗܘܚܫܡܘ…ܐܢܪܩܐܝܒܢܢܬܢܘܐܢܗܟܩܘܕܨܒܣܢܘ
‘andZadok, thepriest, andNathan, theprophet, took thehorn…andanointed
Solomon.’

2.1.1.12. 1Kgs 1:44

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܝܗܘܒܟܪܐܘ ‘and they had Solomon ride …’
ותאובכריו ‘and they had him ride …’

The Peshitta makes the object explicit either for reasons of clarity or in
accordance with ܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܝܗܘܒܟܪܐܘ in v. 38.

2.1.1.13. 1Kgs 1:45

ܢܡܬܝܗܘܚܫܡܘ ‘and they anointed him there’

11 See Gesenius—Kautzsch, Hebrew Grammar, § 146f, g; Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §322.
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The Peshitta adds ܢܡܬ in accordance with ܢܡܬܗܢܘܚܫܡܢܘ in v. 34, despite
the fact that the specification ܐܚܘܠܝܫܒ , ‘in Shiloah’, in the sequel of v. 45
renders the addition redundant.

2.1.1.14. 1Kgs 1:49

ܗܚܪܘܪܒܓܘܠܙܐܘܘܡܩܘܐܝܢܘܕܘܘܗܢܝܢܡܙܡܕܐܒܓܢܘܗܠܘܟܘܠܚܕܘ

‘then all the men who were Adonijah’s guests were afraid, and they rose and
each went his way’

וכרדלשׁיאוכליווהינדאלרשׁאםיארקהלכומקיוודרחיו
‘and all invitees belonging to Adonijah trembled and rose, and each went his
way’

In the Peshitta, ܘܡܩܘ , ‘and they rose’, occurs in a position different than
ומקיו does in the Masoretic text. In all instances in Genesis through 2Kings

where in theMasoretic text the subject appears after a string of syndetically
connected finite verbs, the Syriac word order most often agrees with that of
theHebrew.12Only inGen21:2 and in 1Kgs 1:49 does thePeshitta deviate from
theMasoretic text by placing the subject after the first verb in a string.13 It is
thus plausible that Syriac syntax does not require the subject to be placed
after the first verb. Still, these two instances suggest that the placement of
the subject after the first verb of a string might have been felt to be better
Syriac.14

In our passage, the Peshitta might have juxtaposed ܘܡܩܘ and ܘܠܙܐܘ be-
cause these verbs often occur as a pair.15 The fact that the sequence ܡܩܘ

ܠܙܐ occurs in the following verse (v. 50) may be of relevance.

2.1.1.15. 1Kgs 1:51a

ܐܚܒܕܡܕܐܬܢܩܒܐܣܘܓܕܚܐܘ

‘and he grasped the horns of the altar’

12 Thus in Gen 25:8; Ex 12:28; Num 11:4; Josh 8:14; 10:5; 22:9; Judg 19:6; 1Sam 25:42; 2Sam 6:2;
1Kgs 10:29; 2Kgs 1:13; 13:21; 19:36. We thank Constantijn Sikkel for having extracted this list of
instances from the WIVU-database using the Emdros search engine.

13 Gen 21:2 הרשׂדלתורהתו , ‘and Sarah conceived and bore …’, is rendered in p as ܬܢܛܒܘ

ܬܕܠܝܘܐܪܣ .
14 In this respect, non-translated Syriac narrative texts could be indicative. We have

only searched for instances in the Book of the Law of the Countries, which, however, is
a philosophical treatise rather than a narrative text. There was one case of the subject
placed after the first finite verb, and no instances of the subject placed after the last finite
verb of a string. We thank Dirk Bakker and Constantijn Sikkel for helping us obtain these
data.

15 Thus in 2Sam 6:2; 1Kgs 1:50; 14:4, 12; 17:10; 19:3, 21; 2Kgs 4:30; 8:1; 10:12.
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חבזמהתונרקבזחאהנהו
‘and behold, he has taken hold of the horns of the altar’

1Kgs 1:50

ܐܚܒܕܡܕܐܬܢܩܒܐܣܘܓܕܚܐܘ

חבזמהתונרקבקזחיו
‘and he grasped the horns of the altar’

In v. 51 Solomon is informed of Adonijah’s seeking refuge at the altar in
exactly the same terms as used by the narrator in v. 50: ܐܬܢܩܒܐܣܘܓܕܚܐܘ

ܐܚܒܕܡܕ . It is tempting to assume that v. 51 was brought into conformitywith
the preceding verse. This would explain why in v. 51 הנהו is not rendered
in the Peshitta. Williams argues that the Peshitta did not render הנה here
because Solomon, who is the addressee, cannot actually see that Adonijah
has seized the horns of the altar.16 His argument, however, is flawed by the
fact that the Peshitta does represent הנה earlier in v. 51:

1Kgs 1:51

ܟܝܡܕܩܢܡܐܝܢܘܕܐܠܚܕܐܗܕ

‘behold, Adonijah is afraid because of you’

המלשׁךלמהתאאריוהינדאהנה
‘behold, Adonijah fears King Solomon’

Though Solomon cannot ‘see’ that Adonijah is afraid, the Peshitta does use
ܐܗ .17
Moreover, an argument in favour of the interpretion of v. 51 as harmo-

nization is the fact that the Peshitta employs exactly the same formula to
harmonize 1Kgs 2:29 with 2:28, so that in Kings the phrase ܐܣܘܓܕܚܐܘ

ܐܬܢܩܒ appears four times in all.18

2.1.1.16. 1Kgs 1:51b

… ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠܝܘܚܬܐܘ

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܐܢܡܘܝܝܠܐܡܐܢܪܡܐܘ

‘and it was reported to King Solomon …
and he said, Let King Solomon swear to me today …’

16 Williams, Studies, 180.
17 It is difficult to understand why Williams maintains that in 1Kgs 1:51a Solomon, who

has not met with Adonijah, can see that Adonijah was afraid (Williams, Studies, 180).
18 1Kgs 1:50, 51; 2:28, 29. The occurrence of ܕܚܐ to render קזחיו in v. 50 and זחא in v. 51

should not be explained in terms of harmonization, because elsewhere in Kings ܕܚܐ can be
found to render both Hebrew verbs ( זחא in 1Kgs 6:6, 10; קזח Piel in 1Kgs 9:9; 2Kgs 2:12; 4:8, 27;
15:19).
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… המלשׁלדגיו
המלשׁךלמהםויכילעבשׁירמאל

‘and it was reported to Solomon …
saying, Let King Solomon swear to me today …’

1Kgs 2:29

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠܘܝܘܚܘ

‘and they reported to King Solomon …’

המלשׁךלמלדגיו
‘and it was reported to King Solomon …’

1Kgs 1:51 contains the first reference to ‘King Solomon’ in the Peshitta of
Kings. In v. 50, both the Peshitta and the Masoretic text use ‘Solomon’,
though at that point in the narrative Solomon could already be designated
as ‘King Solomon’. This suggests that in v. 51 the addition of ‘King’ in the
Syriac text does not merely highlight the beginning of Solomon’s kingship,
but also brings the narrator’s designation of Solomon into alignment with
the designation used in the quotation of Adonijah’s words later in the verse.
An alternative explanation is that it is an anticipatory harmonization with
1Kgs 2:29, where a partial parallel to 1Kgs 1:51 occurs, though the Peshitta
does not harmonize other elements in these verses. Thus the verb דגיו in
theMasoretic text of 1Kgs 1:51 and 2:29 is rendered variously, as ܝܘܚܬܐܘ and

ܘܝܘܚܘ , respectively.

2.1.1.17. 1Kgs 2:5–6

1Kgs 2:5

9a1 ܥܕܝܬܢܐܦܐ ‘you also know’
btr ܥܕܝܬܢܐܐܫܗܘ ‘and now, you know’

תעדיהתאםגו ‘and you, too, know’

1Kgs 2:6

9a1 ܟܬܘܡܝܟܚܟܝܐܕܒܥܘ ‘and do according to your wisdom’
btr ܟܬܘܡܝܟܚܟܝܐܗܠܕܒܥܘ ‘and do to him according to your wisdom’

ךתמכחכתישׂעו ‘and do according to your wisdom’

1Kgs 2:5–9 contains David’s last wishes regarding the treatment of friend
and foe after his demise. David’s enemies, Joab and Shimei, are dealt with in
vv. 5–6 and vv. 8–9, respectively, and his friends, the sons of Barzillai, in v. 7.
The parts concerning Joab and Shimei share some turns of phrase:
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1Kgs 2:5–6, 9

mt btr

םגו 5 ܐܫܗܘ

תאתעדיהתא ܡܕܡܬܢܐܥܕܝܬܢܐ

באויילהשׂערשׁא ܒܐܘܝܝܠܕܒܥܕ

ךתמכחכתישׂעו 6 ܟܬܘܡܝܟܚܟܝܐܗܠܕܒܥܘ

לאשׁםלשׁבותבישׂדרותאלו ܠܘܝܫܠܐܡܠܫܒܗܬܘܒܝܣܬܚܬܘ

התעו 9 ܐܫܗ

והקנתלא ܝܗܘܝܟܙܬ

התאםכחשׁיאיכ ܐܡܝܟܚܬܢܐܐܪܒܓܕ

ולהשׂעתרשׁאתאתעדיו ܗܠܕܒܥܬܕܡܕܡܥܕܘ

לואשׁםדבותבישׂתאתדרוהו ܠܘܝܫܠܐܡܕܒܗܬܘܒܝܣܬܚܐܘ

‘And further, 5 ‘And now,
you know
what Joab (…) did to me (…).

you know well
what Joab (…) did to me (…).

And act in accordance with your
wisdom

6 And do to him in accordance with
your wisdom

and do not let his grey head go
down to Sheol in peace.

and do not let his grey head go down
to Sheol in peace.

And now, 9 Now,
do not consider him innocent you shall not acquit him
for you are a wise man for you are a wise man
and you know
what you must do to him

and know
what you will do to him

and bring his grey head with
blood down to Sheol.’

and bring his grey head with blood
down to Sheol.’

In vv. 5–6, the first part of the section, the btr exhibits two differences
vis-à-vis the Masoretic text that are not shared by 9a1:

1. In v. 6 it has the plus ܗܠ after ܕܒܥܘ .
2. V. 5 is introduced by the interjection ܐܫܗܘ . Here 9a1 offers ܦܐ , which

is closer to םגו of the Masoretic text.

These two btr-readings strengthen the correspondence between the two
parts: the phrase ܗܠܕܒܥܘ , ‘and do to him’, in v. 6 not only mirrors ܕܒܥܕ

ܒܐܘܝܝܠ in v. 5, but also corresponds to ܗܠܕܒܥܬܕ in v. 9; ܐܫܗܘ in v. 5
corresponds to the introductory ܐܫܗ (btr and 9a1) in v. 9, while there is
no such correspondence in the Masoretic text and 9a1.19

19 Williams (Studies, 95) suggests that in the renderings of התעו as ܐܫܗ in 1Kgs 1:12
and 2:9 the conjunction ו is omitted because we are dealing with sentence-initial particles.
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These readings peculiar to the btr may therefore be considered harmo-
nizations. It should be noted that by adding the prepositional phrase ܗܠ in
v. 6, the btr turns the intransitive verb ܕܒܥ into a transitive. Accordingly,
the meaning of the clause containing ܕܒܥ changes from ‘and act according
to your wisdom’ into ‘and do to him according to your wisdom’.

2.1.1.18. 1Kgs 2:8 (btr)

9a1 ܐܝܪܡܒܗܠܬܝܡܝܘ ‘and I swore to him by the Lord’
btr ܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܒܗܠܬܝܡܝܘ ‘and I swore to him by the Lord God’

הוהיבולעבשׁאו ‘and I swore to him by yhwh’

In the Peshitta of Kings a number of instances of ܐܗܠܐ (with or without
possessive suffix pronouns) after references to the Lord have no counterpart
in the Masoretic text and other versions. Common to all manuscripts of the
Peshitta are pluses in 1Kgs 8:54, 56; 15:14; 20:36, where ܐܗܠܐ follows ܐܝܪܡ .
Unique to the btr are the pluses in 1Kgs 1:47; 2:8; 15:5; 18:24, all after ܐܝܪܡ ,
and in 1Kgs 8:30; 2Kgs 19:15, after other references to the Lord. 9a1, on the
other hand, stands alone in offering the plus ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܗܠܐ after ܐܝܪܡ in
1Kgs 22:16.20

Part of these pluses may be explained as harmonizations:

– attested by the btr and 9a1. In 1Kgs 15:14 the Peshitta harmonizes
with v. 3, where the full expression appears in a context that exhibits
similar phraseology. In 1Kgs 8:56 the Peshitta adds ܐܗܠܐ to bring
the expression ܠܝܪܣܝܐܚܝܢܒܗܝܕܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܘܗܟܝܪܒ , ‘Blessed is
the Lord God who gave rest to Israel’, into line with ܐܝܪܡܘܗܟܝܪܒ

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܗܠܐ , ‘Blessed is the Lord God of Israel’, in v. 15 of that
chapter. The rendering of the unusual expression הוהיינדא in 1Kgs 8:53
as ܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ may be seen in conjunction with the expansion of v. 56
(compare 1Kgs 2:26, where the Peshitta has reduced הוהיינדא to ܐܝܪܡ ).

– attested by the btr only. The expansion ܟܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ in 1Kgs 1:47
occurs in the context of a free citation of the direct speech recorded
in the btr of 1Kgs 1:36, where God is addressed as ܟܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ . Thus,

However, in the free rendering of םגו as ܐܫܗܘ in 1Kgs 2:5 the conjunction ו is actually
represented. Though this undermines Williams’s explanation, his interpretation of ܐܫܗܘ as
a sentence-initial particle still makes good sense in 1Kgs 2:5.

20 With regard to references to God, p exhibits only one minus (in 1Kgs 8:23). Non-
quantitative differences in the designations used occur in p 1Kgs 3:11; 12:22 ( ܐܝܪܡ for םיהלא of
mt), and 1Kgs 8:53 ( ܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ for הוהיינדא ofmt);moreover, 9a1 alonehas ܐܗܠܐܕܗܚܘܪ , ‘the
spirit of God’, in accordance with הוהיחור in 1Kgs 18:12 (btr ܐܝܪܡܕܗܚܘܪ ) and ܐܗܠܐܕܗܟܡ ,
‘the messenger of God’, in accordance with הוהיךאלמ in 2Kgs 1:15 (btr ܐܝܪܡܕܗܟܡ ).
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it probably represents a harmonizationwith the latter passage. In 1Kgs
8:30 the btr expandswith ܢܗܠܐ , ‘ourGod’, probably after the example
of vv. 57, 61 (Peshitta ܢܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ ) because in v. 30 Solomon refers
to ‘your people’ for the first time in his prayer. In 1Kgs 15:5 the btr
harmonizes with the full expression ܗܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ / ܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ in vv. 3,
4. In 1Kgs 18:24 the btr adds ܝܗܠܐ in accordance with vv. 36, 37, or

ܝܗܠܐ reflects a different exemplar (p = Ant. vg codex Toletanus). In
1Kgs 19:15 the btr expands in accordance with the parallel passage in
the Peshitta of Isa 37:16.

– attested by 9a1 only. In 1Kgs 22:16, 9a1 expands in accordance with the
form of the messenger formula in the preceding verse.

1Kgs 2:8 makes reference to David’s oath to Shimei, which is recorded in
1Sam 19:23. Since the Samuel passage does not mention God, it cannot have
served as a model for the expansion in 1Kgs 2:8. Perhaps ܐܗܠܐ was added
under the influence of 1Kgs 1:30, where in a comparable reference to an oath
the full designation ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ is used (in accordance with the
Masoretic text).

The alternative possibility is that the expansion in the btr in 1Kgs 2:8 is
not to be understood as a harmonization with a specific parallel passage,
but rather as an expression of the solemn character of the oath.21

2.1.1.19. 1Kgs 2:9 (btr)

9a1 —
btr ܗܫܝܪܠܥܗܬܘܠܟܣܟܦܗܐܘ

‘and bring down his folly upon his head’
mt —

The btr adds the phrase under the influence of 1Kgs 2:45,22 where Solomon
tells Shimei ܟܫܝܪܒܟܬܫܝܒܐܝܪܡܟܦܗܐܘ , ‘the Lord has brought down your
wickedness on your head’.

2.1.1.20. 1Kgs 2:22 (9a1)

9a1 ܐܝܢܘܕܐܬܬܢܐܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫܓܫܝܒܝܬܠܐܫܐܢܡܠ

‘why have you asked for Abishag, the Shilommite, (to be) wife for Adonijah?’

והינדאלתימנשׁהגשׁיבאתאתלאשׁתאהמלו
‘why do you ask for Abishag, the Shunammite, for Adonijah?’

21 An analogous situation may be found in p 1Kgs 20:36, where the expansion ܟܗܠܐ oc-
curs in the context of a prophetic motivation preceding an announcement of doom.

22 Thus also Walter, Studies, section ⟨201⟩.
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The plus ܐܬܬܢܐ has the effect of bringing the wording of Solomon’s
question in line with Bathsheba’s request stated in the previous verse:

1Kgs 2:21

9a1 p btr

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫܓܫܝܒܐܒܗܝܬܬ

ܟܘܚܐܐܝܢܘܕܐܬܬܢܐ ܐܬܬܢܐܟܘܚܐܐܝܢܘܕ

השׁאלךיחאוהינדאלתימנשׁהגשׁיבאתאןתי
‘may Abishag (…) be given to Adonijah, your brother, as wife’

A comparable plus occurs in Antiochene text of v. 22:

Καὶ ἵνα τἱ σὺ αἰτῇ τὴν Ἀβεισὰκ τῷ Ὀρνεία εἰς γυναῖκα

The pluses in 9a1 and the Antiochene text of v. 22 are to be explained
as harmonizations. If the plus was already extant in the Vorlage of the
Peshitta, the question needs to be answered why it is lacking in the btr.
It is improbable that it was later omitted to bring the Syriac into closer
conformity to the Masoretic text, because such a tendency is not common
to the btr. In all likelihood, the harmonizations in 9a1 and Antiochene
represent inner-Syriac and inner-Greek developments, respectively. Either
they arose independently or 9a1 was influenced by the Antiochene text.

In v. 21, 9a1 and the btr exhibit a different word order. In 9a1, ܐܬܬܢܐ oc-
curs in a similar position in vv. 21, 22, that is, before the phrase ‘for Adonijah’.
The position of ܐܬܬܢܐ in the btr of v. 21 corresponds to that of השׁאל in the
Masoretic text. Perhaps the deviating word order in v. 21 of 9a1 represents
a later development. However this may be, the plus in v. 22 of 9a1 certainly
implies the word order of v. 21 according to 9a1, since it presents a harmo-
nization with the latter text only.

2.1.1.21. 1Kgs 2:25

ܗܠܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ ‘and he attacked him and killed him’
תמיוובעגפיו ‘and he attacked him and he died’

This case is treated elsewhere.23

2.1.1.22. 1Kgs 2:33 (btr)

9a1 ܡܠܥܠܐܡܕܥ ‘forever’
btr ܡܠܥܠ ‘forever’

םלועדע ‘forever’

23 See chapter 5, section 2.1.5.7.
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In the Peshitta of Kings, the distribution of the expressions ܡܠܥܠܐܡܕܥ

and ܡܠܥܠ tends to agree with the distribution of םלועדע and םלעל , respec-
tively.24 Only in 1Kgs 2:33 (2nd), does the btr have ܡܠܥܠ for םלועדע of the
Masoretic text. In all likelihood, the latter reading results from levelling
with the first occurrence of ܡܠܥܠ in 1Kgs 2:33 (corresponding to םלעל in the
Masoretic text).

2.1.1.23. 1Kgs 2:42a
In the Masoretic text, Solomon reminds Shimei of having warned him not
to leave Jerusalem. The text of the original warning is recorded in vv. 36–37.
Solomon’s words in v. 42 do not present an exact reproduction of his original
warning but they seem to merge two distinct announcements of vv. 36–37.
Below, the elements of vv. 36–37 that are resumed in v. 42 are underlined:

1Kgs 2:42

רמאל ךבדעאוהוהיבךיתעבשׁהאולה
הנאוהנאתכלהוךתאצםויב

תומתתומיכעדתעדי

‘Did I not have you swear by yhwh and warn you
“In the day you go out and go anywhere else
you shall certainly know that you will surely die”?’

1Kgs 2:36–37

םשׁתבשׁיוםלשׁוריבתיבךלהנב
הנאוהנאםשׁמאצתאלו

ןורדקלחנ־תאתרבעוךתאצםויבהיהו (37)
תומתתומיכעדתעדי

‘Build yourself a house in Jerusalem and live there
and do not go out from there anywhere else.
(37) It will happen that in the day you go out and cross the Kidron brook,
you shall certainly know that you will surely die.’

In v. 42 the Peshitta is markedly different from the Masoretic text:

1Kgs 2:42

ܢܘܪܕܩܕܚܢܪܒܥܬܘܡܠܫܪܘܐܢܡܩܘܦܬܕܐܢܡܘܝܒܕ

ܬܘܡܬܬܡܡܕܥܕܬܥܕܡ

‘In the day you go out of Jerusalem and cross the Kidron brook
you shall certainly know that you will indeed die.’

24 ܡܠܥܠܐܡܕܥ corresponds to םלועדע in 1Kgs 2:33, 45; 9:3; םלעל corresponds to ܡܠܥܠ in
1Kgs 1:31; 9:5; 10:9; 2Kgs 5:27; 21:7. Also in 1Kgs 8:13, where mt has םימלוע , p follows closely
with ܢܝܡܠܥܠ .
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תומתתומיכעדתעדיהנאוהנאתכלהוךתאצםויב
‘In the day you go out and go anywhere else
you shall certainly know that you will surely die.’

Compare 1Kgs 2:36–37:

ܐܟܠܘܐܟܠܢܡܬܢܡܩܘܦܬܘܢܡܬܒܬܘܡܠܫܪܘܐܒܐܬܝܒܟܠܝܢܒ

ܢܘܪܕܩܕܚܢܬܢܐܪܒܥܘܬܢܐܩܦܢܕܐܢܡܘܝܒܘ (37)
ܬܘܡܬܬܡܡܕܥܕܡܥܕ

‘Build yourself a house in Jerusalem and dwell there, but you shall not go out
from there in any direction,
(37) but in the day you go out and cross the Kidron brook,
know for a certainty that you will indeed die.’

In the Syriac of v. 42, the parallel to v. 36, הנאוהנאתכלהו , ‘and go anywhere
else’, is replaced by a parallel to v. 37, ܢܘܪܕܩܕܚܢܪܒܥܬܘ (= לחנתאתרבעו

ןורדק ), ‘and cross the Kidron brook’. The fact that the opening words of the
citation— ךתאצםויב —refer back to v. 37, probably caused the Peshitta to
bring the entire citation in agreement with v. 37.

The phrase ܡܠܫܪܘܐܢܡ , ‘from Jerusalem’, which in v. 42 is a plus vis-à-
vis the Masoretic text, does not derive from v. 37. The fact that the Syriac
phrase corresponds to ἐξ Ἰερουσαλὴμ in the Septuagint may suggest depen-
dence on a similar Hebrew source text. It cannot be ruled out, however, that
the pluses in the Peshitta and Septuagint represent independent exegeti-
cal developments. These pluses only make explicit what is implicit in the
Masoretic text. The Peshitta and Septuagint may have supplemented ‘from
Jerusalem’ on the basis of v. 41 ( םלשׁורימיעמשׁךלהיכהמלשׁלדגיו , ‘And it was
reported to Solomon that Shimei had gone from Jerusalem’), or on the basis
of vv. 36–37 ( םשׁמאצתאלוםשׁתבשׁיוםלשׁוריבתיבךלהנב , ‘Build yourself a
house in Jerusalem and live there and do not go out from there’).

2.1.1.24. 1Kgs 2:42b

9a1 p btr

ܬܪܡܐܘ

(+ 6h18 8a1 8h4 9c1) ܪܝܦܫܕ ܪܝܦܫ

ܐܡܓܬܦ

ܬܥܡܫܕ

ܕܒܥܐܐܢܟܗ

9a1 ‘and you said, “The word is good which I have heard. So I will do.” ’
btr ‘and you said, “The matter is fine. So I will do.” ’

יתעמשׁרבדהבוטילארמאתו
‘and you said to me, “The matter is fine. I have heard it.” ’
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lxx B lacking
Ant. καὶ εἰπάς μοι Ἀγαθὸν τὸ ῥῆμα ὃ ἤκουσα

‘and you said to me, “The word is good which I have heard.” ’

The addition of ܕܒܥܐܐܢܟܗ brings Solomon’s quotation of Shimei’s words
into closer conformity to the latter’s saying as recorded in 1Kgs 2:38:

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܬܪܡܐܕܐܡܓܬܦܪܝܦܫ

ܟܕܒܥܕܒܥܢܐܢܟܗ

‘The word is good which you have spoken, my lord, the king.
So your servant will do.’

ךלמהינדארבדרשׁאכרבדהבוט
ךדבעהשׂעיןכ

‘The matter is fine. As my lord, the king, has spoken,
so will your servant do.’

lxx B Ant. Ἀγαθὸν τὸ ῥῆμα ὃ ἐλάλησας κύριε βασιλεῦ. οὕτως (lxx B οὕτω) ποιήσει ὁ
δοῦλός σου
‘The word is good which you have spoken, my lord, the king. So your servant
will do.’

The absence of ܬܥܡܫܕ in the btr of 1Kgs 2:42 could be the result of fur-
ther inner-Syriac harmonization, involving removal of the element that
has no counterpart in v. 38. An alternative possibility is that in the tra-
dition represented by the btr ܬܥܡܫ was considered redundant alongside

ܕܒܥܐ ܐܢܟܗ and consequently removed.25
In 9a1, the majority text of the Septuagint, and the Antiochene text,
יתעמשׁ , ‘I have heard’, is rendered as an attributive clause dependent on

‘word’.26 In Hebrew, finite clauses can be used attributively and apparently
יתעמשׁ was interpreted in that sense. Interestingly, the presence of ܬܥܡܫܕ in

9a1 brings v. 42 into closer conformity to the Syriac of v. 38 since there is
a correspondence between ‘The word is good which I have heard’ in v. 42
and ‘The word is good which you have spoken’ in v. 38 (different from the
Masoretic text). Mutatis mutandis, this correspondence is also found in the
Greek text. A tendency to enhance the congruity between these verses may
underlie both the Syriac and Greek versions.27

25 Cf. Burney (Notes, 26), who notes regarding the Hebrew: ‘ “Good is the matter; I have
heard it,” i.e. I intend to obey it.’

26 See section 3.2.5.
27 For the text-historical relationship between p, lxx and Ant. in these verses, see sec-

tion 3.2.5.
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2.1.2. Harmonization with Other Passages in Kings

2.1.2.1. 1Kgs 1:9
This is the first occurrence of the expression ‘those of the house of Judah /
Israel’ which in the Peshitta of Kings is used to render various Hebrew
expressions:

1. ‘All men of Judah / Israel’: 1Kgs 1:9 הדוהיישׁנאלכ , ܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕܢܘܗܠܟܠ ;
8:2 לארשׂישׁיאלכ , ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕܢܘܗܠܟ ; 2Kgs 23:2 הדוהישׁיאלכ , 9a1 ܠܟ

ܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕ , btr ܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕܢܘܗܠܟܠ .
2. ‘Thehouse of Judah / Israel’: 1Kgs 12:21 הדוהיתיב , ܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕ , לארשׂיתיב ,

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ . In 1Kgs 12:23 and 2Kgs 19:30, ‘the house of Judah’ and ‘the
house of Israel’ are rendered unchanged in the Peshitta.

3. ‘Israel’: In 1Kgs 12:18, 19 and btr 2Kgs 17:21, plain לארשׂי is expanded to
ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ .

In these expressions, the Peshitta prefixed the relative ܕ where the narra-
tive focus is on the members of the ‘house’ or nation rather than on the
political entity as such (see, for instance, 1Kgs 12:18, 19). Similar modifica-
tions, involving references to Israel and other nations, occur elsewhere in
Kings.28

The apparent predilection for the expression ܐܕܘܗܝ / ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ may
have variousmotivations. In 1Kgs 12:18, 19 and thebtrof 2Kgs 17:21 לארשׂי was
probably expanded to ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ in conformity to הדוהיתיב in 1Kgs 12:21,
23.29 2Kgs 17:21 harks back to events recounted in 1Kings 12. This may have
prompted a later editor to replace ܠܝܪܣܝ , preserved in 9a1, by the desig-
nation of Israel that prevails in 1Kings 12, ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ . Similar contextual
adaptations of designations can be encountered elsewhere.30

In 1Kgs 1:9; 8:2; 12:18, 19, 21; 2Kgs 23:2 reference ismade to the people gath-
ered on a special occasion. The translatormay have extended the expression
‘house of Israel / Judah’, common in theMasoretic text of 1Kings 12, to other
texts mentioning the gathering of the people.

2.1.2.2. 1Kgs 1:48
Both 9a1 and the btr offer a plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic text:

28 See chapter 6, section 1.4.
29 In the same verse, ןימינבטבשׁ , ‘the tribe of Benjamin’, is similarly expanded into the

curious expression ܢܝܡܝܢܒܬܝܒܕܐܛܒܫ , ‘the tribe of the house of Benjamin’.
30 For instance, in the btr of 2Kgs 17:19 and 23, ܢܒ

̈
ܐܕܘܗܝܝ and ܢܒ

̈
ܠܝܪܣܝܐܝ were substituted

for ‘Judah’ and ‘Israel’, probably in agreement with the expression לארשׂיינב in 2Kgs 17:7, 9, 22.
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9a1 btr

ܐܪܒܐܢܡܘܝܝܠܒܗܝܕ ܐܢܡܘܝܐܪܒܝܠܒܗܝܕ

ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܕ ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܕ

9a1 ‘who has given me today a son who sits upon my throne’
btr ‘who has given me a son today who will sit upon my throne’

יאסכלעבשׁיםויהןתנרשׁא
‘who has given me today one who sits upon my throne’

Pluses similar to that of the Peshitta occur in Targum Jonathan and the
Septuagint:

tj יתוכלמיסרוכלעביתירבןידאמויבהיד
lxx B ὃς ἔδωκεν σήμερον ἐκ τοῦ σπέρματός μου καθήμενον ἐπί τοῦ θρόνου μου
lxx A x ὃς ἔδωκεν μοι σήμερον ἐκ τοῦ σπέρματός μου καθήμενον ἐπί τοῦ θρόνου μου

Although the Masoretic text is remarkably terse,31 we need not assume that
the ancient versions reflect a different Hebrew text. The various pluses in
the versions only make explicit what is implicit in the Masoretic text.32 The
variation between the expansions suggests that these were made indepen-
dently of each other.

The addition of ܐܪܒ in 1Kgs 1:48 brought this text into closer agreement
with 1Kgs 3:6:

ܗܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܕܐܪܒܗܠܬܒܗܝܘ

‘and you have given him a son who will sit on his throne’

ואסכלעבשׁיןבולןתתו
‘and you have given him a son sitting on his throne’

In 1Kgs 8:25 the translation of שׁיא as ܐܪܒ probably served the same purpose:

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܕܝܡܕܩܢܡܐܪܒܟܠܕܢܥܢܕ

‘a son shall not be wanting to you from beforemewho sits upon the throne of
Israel’

לארשׂיאסכלעבשׁיינפלמשׁיאךלתרכיאל
‘there shall not be cut off to you a man from before me who may sit on the
throne of Israel’

2.1.2.3. 1Kgs 2:4

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܕܐܪܒܓܟܠܕܢܥܢ

‘a man shall not be wanting to you who sits upon the throne of Israel’

31 Thus Thenius, Bücher der Könige, 11: ‘… darüber dass Jemand überhaupt auf seinem
Throne sass, konnte sich David nicht freuen.’; Berlinger, Könige, 11.

32 Similarly Stade—Schwally, Books of Kings, 64.
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לארשׂיאסכלעמשׁיאךלתרכיאל
‘there shall not cut be off to you a man from upon the throne of Israel’

1Kgs 8:25

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܕܝܡܕܩܢܡܐܪܒܟܠܕܢܥܢܕ

‘a son shall not be wanting to you from beforemewho sits upon the throne of
Israel’

לארשׂיאסכלעבשׁיינפלמשׁיאךלתרכיאל
‘there shall not be cut off to you a man from before me who may sit on the
throne of Israel’

1Kgs 9:5

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܝܣܪܘܟܢܡܐܪܒܓܟܠܕܢܥܢܕ

‘a man shall not be wanting to you on the throne of Israel’

לארשׂיאסכלעמשׁיאךלתרכיאל
‘there shall not cut off to you a man from upon the throne of Israel’

In 1Kgs 2:4, the Peshitta puts ܠܥܒܬܝܕ in place of a rendering of לעמ , thus
conforming to 1Kgs 8:25 in both Hebrew and Syriac. The Hebrew phrase of
1Kgs 2:4 recurs in 1Kgs 9:5, but there the Peshitta renders לעמ as ܢܡ . This
confirms that the rendering in 1Kgs 2:4 does not represent a transformation
that is obligatory.

In 1Kgs 2:4 the harmonization with 1Kgs 8:25 is only partial, since the
reading ܐܪܒ from 1Kgs 8:25 has not been adopted. The latter reading devi-
ates from the Masoretic text and is to be regarded as a harmonization with
1Kgs 3:6.33

A similar harmonization to the formulation of 1Kgs 3:6 appears in 1Kgs
1:48.34 The reason for the harmonizations in 1Kgs 1:48; 8:25 could be that
in the context of these passages ܐܪܒ , ‘son’, is a more accurate reference to
Solomon than ܐܪܒܓ , ‘man’. 1Kgs 2:4, then, was not altered in a similar
fashion because the mentioning of ‘your sons’ earlier in the verse made it
sufficiently clear that ܐܪܒܓ had to be understood as a reference to one of
David’s descendants. In 1Kgs 9:5 the Peshitta may have retained ܐܪܒܓ for
a similar reason: the context makes it abundantly clear that Solomon is the
man on the throne of Israel.

33 See section 2.1.2.2.
34 See section 2.1.2.2.
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2.1.3. Harmonization with Passages outside of Kings

2.1.3.1. 1Kgs 1:2 (btr)

9a1 btr

ܟܝܡܕܩܟܝ̈ܕܒܥܐܗ

ܐܟܠܡܢܪܡܠܢܘܥܒܢ ܐܟܠܡܢܪܡܠܢܘܥܒܢ

ܐܬܠܘܬܒܐܬܡܝܠܥ ܐܬܠܘܬܒܐܬܡܝܠܥ

9a1 ‘let them search for our lord, the king, a young virgin’
btr ‘behold, let your servants before you search for our lord, the king, a young

virgin’

הרענךלמהינדאלושׁקבי
‘let them search for my lord, the king, a young virgin’

The plus in the btr makes the subject of ܢܘܥܒܢ explicit. According to
Weitzman,35 this is a later addition, made because ‘unlike Hebrew and ear-
lier Aramaic dialects, classical Syriac does not use an indefinite third per-
son plural subject instead of the passive’. However, in 1Kgs 1:23; 2:39 the
Peshitta uses ܘܝܘܚܘ to render ודיגיו with an indefinite subject. Indeed, in 1Kgs
2:29, 41 ܘܝܘܚܘ can be found to correspond to the impersonal passive form

דגיו Hophal. This state of affairs raises questions as to Weitzman’s interpre-
tation of the plus in v. 2.

It ismore likely that the additionwasmeant to align this passagewith the
Peshitta (btr) of 1Sam 16:16, where Saul’s servants ask their lord to let them
search for someone who can play the harp:36

1Sam 16:16

btr ܐܪܒܕܢܘܥܒܢܟܝܡܕܩܟܝ̈ܕܒܥܐܗ

‘behold, let your servants before you search for a man’

שׁיאושׁקביךינפלךידבע
‘let your servants before you search for a man’

The expansion on the basis of 1Sam 16:16 highlights the dedication ofDavid’s
servants to their lord.

2.1.3.2. 1Kgs 1:23

9a1 btr

ܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܥܠܦܢܘ ܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܥܠܦܢܘ

ܐܥܪܐܠܥܕܓܣܘ ܕܓܣܘ

35 Weitzman, Introduction, 283.
36 Thus also Berlinger, Könige, 9.
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9a1 ‘and he fell on his face and prostrated himself on the ground’
btr ‘and he fell on his face upon the ground and prostrated himself ’

הצראויפאלעךלמלוחתשׁיו
‘and he prostrated himself to the king upon his face towards the ground’

The Syriac text of 9a1 breaks up the single action described in theMasoretic
text into twoactions: ‘he fell onhis face’ and ‘heprostratedhimself ’. A similar
bipartite structure occurs in vv. 16, 31:

1Kgs 1:16

ܐܟܠܡܠܬܕܓܣܘܥܒܫܬܒܬܟܪܒܘ

ךלמלוחתשׁתועבשׁתבדקתו
‘Bathsheba bowed and prostrated herself to the king’

1Kgs 1:31

ܐܟܠܡܠܬܕܓܣܘܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܥܥܒܫܬܒܬܟܪܒܘ

ךלמלוחתשׁתוץראםיפאעבשׁתבדקתו
‘Bathsheba bowed her face on the ground and prostrated herself to the king’

In theMasoretic text of v. 23, two complements depend on a single verb. It is
unlikely that the Peshitta intended to avoid this construction in Syriac, since
it is present in the btr of v. 23 as well as in v. 31. Also in Gen 19:1; 42:6; 48:12,
where phrases virtually identical to that of 1Kgs 1:23 appear, the Peshitta
follows the Hebrew closely.37

Neither 9a1 nor the btr can be explained in terms of harmonization with
v. 16 or v. 31, for both leave ךלמל of theMasoretic text unrendered and expand
the text by using the verb ܠܦܢ rather than ܟܪܒ .

Interestingly, in v. 23 both Syriac readings bear close resemblance to texts
in Samuel. Thus, the btr duplicates the following texts:

1Sam 20:41

ܕܓܣܘܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܥܠܦܢܘ

וחתשׁיוהצראויפאללפיו
‘and he fell on his face to the ground and prostrated himself ’

2Sam 14:4

ܬܕܓܣܘܐܥܪܐܠܥܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܥܬܠܦܢܘ

וחתשׁתוהצראהיפאלעלפתו
‘and she fell on her face to the ground and prostrated herself ’

37 Gen 19:1 הצראםיפאוחתשׁתו , ܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܥܕܓܣܘ ; 42:6 הצראםיפאולווחתשׁיו , ܘܕܓܣܘ

ܐܥܪܐܠܥܢܘܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܥܗܠ ; 48:12 הצראויפאלוחתשׁיו , ܐܥܪܐܠܥܢܘܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܥܝܗܘܡܕܩܘܕܓܣܘ .



exegesis and textual development in 1 kings 1 and 2 45

2Sam 14:22

ܕܓܣܘܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܥܒܐܘܝܠܦܢܘ

וחתשׁיוהצראויפאלבאוילפיו
‘and Joab fell on his face to the ground and prostrated himself ’

Like the btr in 1Kgs 1:23, the Peshitta of Judg 13:20 closely concurs with the
above texts owing to a difference vis-à-vis the Masoretic text:

Judg 13:20

ܘܕܓܣܘܐܥܪܐܠܥܢܘܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܥܘܠܦܢܘ

‘and they fell on their faces to the ground and prostrated themselves’

הצראםהינפלעולפיו
‘and they fell on their faces to the ground’

As regards 9a1 in 1Kgs 1:23, its phraseology parallels that of

1Sam 25:23

ܐܥܪܐܠܥܬܕܓܣܘܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܥܬܠܦܢܘ

ץראוחתשׁתוהינפלעלפתו
‘and she fell on her face and prostrated herself on the ground’

Furthermore, the sequence וחתשׁיולפיו is known from 2Sam 1:2; 9:6.
In summary, in 1Kgs 1:23 the deviations from the Masoretic text in the

btr and 9a1 bring these texts into closer conformity to related passages in
Samuel. It may be supposed, then, that the above texts of 9a1 and the btr
were each modelled after a different set of passages in Samuel. The agree-
mentwith the Samuel passagesmay have been pursued for its own sake, but
other considerations could have played a role. The bipartite structure may
havebeen introduced to structure v. 23 in amanner analogous to similar pas-
sages in vv. 16, 31. By using ܠܦܢ the Peshitta stresses the differences between
Nathan (v. 23) and Bathsheba (vv. 16, 31) regarding their doing obeisance to
Solomon. Perhaps the difference in terminology reflects a difference in rank
here. ܠܦܢ may express a higher degree of submission than ܟܪܒ , and hence
be more appropriate for a courtier like Nathan.38

It is impossible to tell whether the btr or 9a1 takes textual priority.

2.1.3.3. 1Kgs 2:34 (btr)

9a1 ܐܪܒܕܡܒܗܬܝܒܒܪܒܩܬܐܘ

‘and he was buried in his house in the wilderness’

38 A similar sensitivity to ceremony and protocol is manifest in lxx 3Kingdoms 2 (not
mirrored there by p; see Schenker, Septante, 60–62).
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btr ܐܪܒܕܡܒܗܒܪܩܒܪܒܩܬܐܘ

‘and he was buried in his grave in the wilderness’

רבדמבותיבברבקיו
‘and he was buried in his house in the wilderness’

Ant. καὶ ἔθαψεν αὐτὸν ἐν τῷ τάφῳ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ
‘and he buried him in his grave in the wilderness’
9a1 lxx tj vg = mt

1Sam 25:1

ܗܪܒܩܒܝܗܘܪܒܩܘ ‘and they buried him in his grave’
ותיבבוהרבקיו ‘and they buried him in his house’

1Sam 28:3

ܗܪܒܩܒܐܬܡܪܒܝܗܘܪܒܩܘ

‘and they buried him in Ramah in his grave’

וריעבוהמרבוהרבקיו
‘and they buried him in Ramah and in his town’

In 1Kgs 2:34 ܗܒܪܩܒ , ‘in his grave’, of the btr corresponds with ἐν τῷ τάφῳ
αὐτοῦ of the Antiochene text. Both here and in the Peshitta of 1Sam 25:1 the
reading ܗܪܒܩܒ deviates from ותיבב , ‘in his house’. There is good reason to
consider ‘in his grave’ secondary to ‘in his house’ since it is more natural
to be buried in a grave than in a house.39 However, if the grave is believed
to be situated in the house or on the estate, then ‘in his grave’ merely
specifies ‘in his house’.40 Conversely, it is possible that ‘in his grave’ was
intended to dissociate the grave from the house. The reading may represent
a dogmatic correction that was made because interment in the house was
prohibited.41

For the btr of 1Kgs 2:34, a connection with either the Antiochene text or
the Peshitta of 1Sam 25:1; 28:3 is probable. It cannot be established which
text the btr followed.

2.1.3.4. 1Kgs 2:3

ܪܫܟܬܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ

‘and wherever you go you may succeed’

םשׁהנפתרשׁאלכתאו
‘and wherever you turn’

39 Klostermann, Könige, 273.
40 Berlinger, Könige, 13; Thenius, Bücher der Könige, 21.
41 Stade—Schwally, Books of Kings, 70.
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Owing to a plus, the Peshitta, unlike theMasoretic text, exhibits a chiastic
structure in the final part of the verse:

mt p

ןעמל -ܕܠܛܡ
ליכשׂת a ܚܠܨܬ

השׂעתרשׁאלכתא b ܕܒܥܬܕܠܟܒ

םשׁהנפתרשׁאלכתאו b’ ܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ

a’ ܪܫܟܬ

Since the plus has no parallel in the other ancient versions, it is more likely
to represent an addition in the Peshitta than to reflect a Hebrew reading
lacking in the Masoretic text. Syriac syntax does not require the expan-
sion, and the sentence is perfectly intelligible without it. In all likelihood,
the plus is based on Josh 1:8, the only other place in the Peshitta where
ܚܠܨ and ܪܫܟ occur parallel to one another (being renderings of חלצ Qal and
לכשׂ Hiphil, respectively).
Provided there is a link with Josh 1:8, the rendering of הנפתרשׁאלכתאו

םשׁ as ܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ could be due to influence from Josh 1:7b, לכבליכשׂתןעמל

ךלתרשׁא , ‘in order that you may succeed wherever you go’. This assumption
is supported by the observation that other occurrences of הנפ Qal in Kings
are all rendered as ܐܢܦ (Pael and Ethpeel) in the Peshitta.42 ܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ in
1Kgs 2:3 is not borrowed directly from the Syriac of Josh 1:7b, for that passage
reads ܟܠܗܬܕܠܘܟܒܚܠܨܬܕܠܛܡ .

Josh 1:2–9 and 1Kgs 2:2–4 use similar deuteronomistic phraseology to
describe comparable scenes: Joshua exhorts the people to keep the law and
the commandments and David summons his son and successor, Solomon,
to do the same. The parallel may have prompted either the translator or a
later reviser to make the Syriac version of 1Kgs 2:3 conform to (the Hebrew
version of) Josh 1:7–8.

2.2. Exegetical Change

2.2.1. Exegetical Changes Deriving from the Translator or Reviser

2.2.1.1. 1Kgs 1:9a

ܐܬܒܪܐܦܐܟܠܥ ‘upon the big rock’
תלחזהןבאםע ‘by the stone Zoheleth’

42 ܐܢܦ Pael: 1Kgs 7:25 (4×); Ethpeel: 1Kgs 8:28; 10:13; 17:3; 2Kgs 2:24; 5:12; 13:23; 23:16. Had
p translated 1Kgs 2:3 without considering Josh 1:7–8, it might have rendered b’ as ܐܟܝܘ

ܐܢܦܬܬܕ .
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In the Hebrew text the rock Zoheleth indicates the place where Adonijah
slaughtered sheep and oxen. In the Peshitta, on the other hand, the rock
is presented as the altar used for the slaughtering. The difference is due to
the prepositions preceding ܐܦܐܟ and ןבא . The other ancient versions offer
prepositions whose meanings agree with םע . Unlike Targum Jonathan, the
Peshitta does not render םע with the cognate form ܡܥ , but with ܠܥ . The use
of ܠܥ could reflect an intentional change since it has no (indirect) textual
support from other ancient versions.

ܐܬܒܪܐܦܐܟ reflects הלדגהןבא .(ה) It could be that הלדגה was in the
source text,43 or the translator himself may have misread תלחזה as הלדגה ,
or rendered an obscure term by a familiar one that fitted the narrative. If
the source text actually read הלדגה ,44 that reading may be interpreted as an
inner-Hebrew corruption of תלחזה , since הלדגה constitutes the lectio facilior
and is not supported by other ancient versions.45

The phrase ܐܬܒܪܐܦܐܟܠܥ makes good sense in the context, because a
big rock is well suited as an altar to slaughter on. Since the phrase exhibits
two inter-related differences vis-à-vis theMasoretic text, it probably reflects
a change introducedby the translator, although a text-historical background
cannot be ruled out.

2.2.1.2. 1Kgs 1:9b

ܐܟܠܡܝܕܒ̈ܥܠܘܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕܢܘܗܠܟܠܘ … ܐܪܩܘ

‘and he invited … and all the house of Judah, and the king’s servants’

ךלמהידבעהדוהיישׁנאלכלו … ארקיו
‘and he invited … and all the men of Judah, the king’s servants’

In the Masoretic text, ךלמהידבע is asyndetically bound to הדוהיישׁנאלכלו ,
thus appearing to be in apposition.46 However, ‘the king’s servants’ are not
identical to ‘all the men of Judah’. The Peshitta seems to have solved this
problem by making ‘the king’s servants’ a distinct group alongside ‘all the
house of Judah’. The conjunction ܘ and the preposition ܠ in ܐܟܠܡܝܕܒ̈ܥܠܘ

mark the prepositional phrase ܐܟܠܡܝܕܒ̈ܥܠ as an object of ܐܪܩ and parallel
to ܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕܢܘܗܠܟܠܘ . The reading of lxx B, καὶ τοὺς ἁδροὺς Ἰούδα παῖδας

43 הלדגהןבא may have been interpreted either as הלָוֹדגְּהַןבאה , ‘the big rock’, or as הלָּדֻגְּהַןבא ,
‘the rock of largeness’.

44 Thus Berlinger, Könige, 9.
45 lxx, Ant., and vg offer transliterations, tj interprets. See Dray, Translation and Interpre-

tation, 55–56.
46 See chapter 11, section 3.3, for more examples.
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τοῦ βασιλέως, ‘and the prominent men of Judah, the servants of the king’,
may be another solution to the same problem, since it makes identification
of the two groups possible.47

2.2.1.3. 1Kgs 1:21 (btr)
Where the Masoretic text has ‘and when my lord, the king, lies down with
his fathers’, the btr adds ܐܡܠܫܒ , ‘in peace’, possibly to create a contrast with
1Kgs 2:6, where David urges Solomon not to let Joab go down to Sheol in
peace ( ܐܡܠܫܒ ). The connection with the latter verse is also suggested by
1Kgs 2:33, ‘Their blood will come back on the head of Joab and the head of
his seed forever, but upon David and his seed and his house and his throne
there will be peace forever from yhwh.’ An alternative possibility, though
far-fetched, is that the btr likens David to Josiah, whom in 2Kgs 22:20 is
promised to be gathered to his tomb ܐܡܠܫܒ , ‘in peace’.

2.2.1.4. 1Kgs 1:36

9a1 ܐܘܗܢܐܢܟܗܢܝܡܐ

‘amen, let it be so’

btr ܟܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܕܒܥܢܐܢܟܗܢܝܡܐ

‘amen, may the Lord, your God, do so’

ךלמהינדאיהלאהוהירמאיןכןמא
‘amen, may yhwh, the god of my lord, the king, say so’

3 mss ךלמהינדאיהלאהוהיהשׂעיןכןמא
‘amen, may yhwh, the god of my lord, the king, do so’

lxx B Γένοιτο οὕτως πιστώσαι ὁ θεὸς τοῦ κυρίου μου τοῦ βασιλέως
‘let it be, may the god of my lord, the king, thus confirm (it)’

Ant. Γένοιτο οὕτως πιστώσαι ὁ θεὸς τοῦς λογοῦς τοῦ κυρίου μου τοῦ βασιλέως οὕτως εἶπε
Κύριος ὁ θεὸς σου κύριε μου βασιλεῦ
‘let it be, may God thus confirm the words of my lord, the king, thus says the
Lord, your God, my lord, the king’

tj אכלמינורבדהיהלאיויםדקןמאועריהתןיכןמא
‘amen,may there be thus pleasure frombefore the Lord, the god ofmymaster,
the king’

vg = mt

47 Possibly this reading developed from ἄνδρας, which is offered by mss A b o c2 e2. It is
more likely, however, that ἁδροὺςwas changed to ἄνδρας because it fits the tendency, apparent
in the Ant. and Hexaplaric mss, to bring the Greek text into closer conformity to mt. See
Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Studien I–III, [525], [532].
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The difference between the Peshitta and the Masoretic text has to do
with Benaiah’s response to David’s order to anoint Solomon (vv. 33–35).
The interpretation of רמאי in v. 36 presents a difficulty. It does not make
sense to wish that yhwh states what David had already ordered. Thus,
proposals have been made to interpret רמאי as ‘may he order’ or ‘may he
confirm’. The ancient versions do not render רמאי literally, with the excep-
tion of the Vulgate and the Antiochene text which contain a rendering
of the proto-Masoretic text of v. 36 following the (modified) Greek of the
Septuagint.48 The deviations from the Masoretic text are either text-
historical (Septuagint?) or exegetical (Targum Jonathan) in nature. The
reading השׂעי of two Hebrew manuscripts of Kennicott and one of De Rossi
probably presents a lectio facilior based on a similar phrase in Jer 28:6 ( ןמא

הוהיהשׂעיןכ ). πιστώσαι of lxx B and the Antiochene text suggests ןמאי , which
may represent the original reading.

The Syriac renderings in the btr and 9a1 exhibit agreements with the
three manuscripts Kennicott / De Rossi and the Septuagint, respectively.
Though it cannot be excluded that the btr and the Hebrewmanuscripts are
somehow affiliated, the agreement is probably due to convergence, because
the reading ‘may he do’—that is, ‘may he make it happen’—is a predictable
correction, especially in light of Jer 28:6 ( ܐܝܪܡܕܒܥܢܐܢܟܗܢܝܡܐ = Masoretic
text). The equivalent renderings γένοιτο and ܐܘܗܢ of 9a1 need not point to
textual affinity. In the light of the Septuagint of Num 5:22 and Deuteronomy
27 passim, where γένοιτο corresponds to ןמא of the Masoretic text, it is
reasonable to suppose that in 1Kgs 1:36 Γένοιτο matches ܢܝܡܐ = ןמא .

Both 9a1 and the btr reflect attempts to solve the difficulty presented
by the Masoretic text. The btr is closer to the Masoretic text than 9a1.
Though it is not impossible that the latter developed from the former, it is
difficult to see why the Syriac as attested in the btr would have triggered
further change.49 It is more likely that both readings represent alternative
modifications of the same Syriac text (perhaps the original Peshitta) which
was in close agreement with the proto-Masoretic text, and perhaps read

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܕܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܪܡܐܢܐܢܟܗܢܝܡܐ . In the tradition represented by 9a1
ܐܘܗܢܐܢܟܗ was substituted for the entire phrase following ܢܝܡܐ .50 The text

48 See Mulder, 1Kings, 69–70.
49 PaceWalter (Studies, section ⟨265⟩), who considers 9a1 to represent a substantial trans-

formation versus mt and the btr.
50 The different references to God and the king in the btr are dealt with in section 2.5.1.
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of 9a1 also bears some resemblance to Targum Jonathan ( ܐܘܗܢ and יהת ).51
The fact that in the btr the phrase ܟܗܠܐܐܝܪܡ agrees with Κύριος ὁ θεὸς
σου in the Antiochene text could be due to the influence of the latter, but it
is conceivable that ܟܗܠܐ reflects the original Syriac.52

2.2.1.5. 1Kgs 1:42, 43
In these verses the Peshitta offers ܢܬܢ , ‘Nathan’, where the Masoretic text
has ןתנוי , ‘Jonathan’.53 Since the deviation occurs twice, it appears to be
intentional. The translator did not mean to identify Jonathan, the son of
Abiathar, with the prophet Nathan, because in v. 44 ‘Nathan, the son of
Abiathar’, refers to ‘Nathan, the prophet’, using the third person. The nature
of the deviation remains obscure.

2.2.1.6. 1Kgs 2:8

ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒܢܡ ‘from the House of Horim’
םירחבמ ‘from Bahurim’

This case is treated elsewhere.54

2.2.1.7. 1Kgs 2:15

ܐܬܘܟܠܡܬܘܗܐܩܕܙܝܠܕܝܬܢܐܐܥܕܝܝܬܢܐ

‘you know that rightly the kingship belonged to me’

הכולמההתיהיליכתעדיתא
‘you know that the kingship was to be mine’

1Kgs 2:15 (sequel)

9a1 p btr

ܬܒܣܢܬܐܘ

ܐܬܘܟܠܡܝܢܡ ܝܢܡܐܬܘܟܠܡ

ܝܚܐܕܬܘܗܘ

ܗܠܬܘܗܐܝܪܡܢܡܕܠܘܛܡ

‘and the kingship was taken from me and became my brother’s, for it was his
because of the Lord’

הלהתיההוהימיכיחאליהתוהכולמהבסתו
‘but the kingship turned away and became my brother’s, for it became his
because of yhwh’

51 Thus Mulder, 1Kings, 70.
52 See section 2.5.1.
53 See chapter 6, section 2.
54 See chapter 6, section 2, note 260.
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In v. 15, Adonijah recalls to Bathsheba recent events in order to persuade
her to speak to Solomon on his behalf. In the Peshitta, Adonijah expresses
his displeasurewith the course of affairs around the successionmore overtly
than in the Masoretic text. Two features are responsible for the difference
in tone: the presence of the participle ܐܩܕܙ , ‘it is right’, which has no formal
counterpart in the Hebrew text, and the rendering of the neutral expression

הכולמהבסתו , ‘and the kingship turned away’, as ܝܢܡܐܬܘܟܠܡܬܒܣܢܬܐܘ , ‘and
the kingship was taken from me’. The question arises to what extent the
difference in tone is due to exegetical intention.

In the Masoretic text of v. 15, the expression היה followed by the preposi-
tion ל + suffix occurs three times. Twice it seems to denote possession: ‘And
the kingship switched and became my brother’s for it was from yhwh that
it became his.’ However, it is not so clear whether the first occurrence of היה

ל in v. 15 also denotes possession. Does Adonijah mean to say that kingship
was actually his—since he had already proclaimed himself king (compare
1Kgs 1:18–19, 26)—before it turned to Solomon? Or does he merely say that
kingship belonged to him, because, as the eldest living son of David, he was
entitled to succeed his father?55 This ambiguity does not occur in the Syriac
text due to the presence of ܐܩܕܙ . The translator added this word ad sensum
to establish the meaning of the clause as: ‘I was entitled to kingship’.56 The
second and third occurrences of להיה were rendered as ܕܐܘܗ and ܠܐܘܗ ,
respectively, both expressions denoting possession.

The translation of הכולמהבסתו probably reflects exegetical intention
since it emphasizes that, in Adonijah’s perception, the (right to) kingship
was taken fromhim. The choice of the rendering couldhavebeen influenced
by the graphic form of בסתו .57

Because in v. 15 the PeshittamakesAdonijah’s dissatisfactionmore appar-
ent than does the Masoretic text, it also makes it more plausible that
Adonijah’s motives in asking for Abishag’s hand are to be distrusted. As a
consequence, the Peshitta anticipates Solomon’s vigorous reaction to
Adonijah’s request (1Kgs 2:22–25) better than the Masoretic text does.

2.2.1.8. 1Kgs 2:26

ܝܒܐܗܒܪܥܛܨܐܕܪܬܐܠܟܒܬܪܥܛܨܐܘ

‘and you were dishonored in every place where my father was dishonored’

55 See Mulder, 1Kings, 42.
56 See Thesaurus Syriacus, 1083:mihi iure pertinebat regnum.
57 See chapter 8, section 1.1.
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יבאהנעתהרשׁאלכבתינעתהיכו
‘and because you bore all the hardships that my father bore’

The Syriac rendering indicates that the translator interpreted the Hebrew
spatially as ‘and because you humbled yourself in every place where my
father humbled himself ’. Since הנע Hitpael is rare in the Old Testament, the
translator may have had difficulty in interpreting the correct relationship to
the phrase beginning with .ב

A similar spatial interpretation of a Hebrew phrase seems to be reflected
in the Syriac of 1Kgs 2:3:

1Kgs 2:3

ܪܫܟܬܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘܕܒܥܬܕܠܟܒܚܠܨܬܕܠܛܡ

‘that you may prosper in all that you do, and wherever you go you may
succeed’

םשׁהנפתרשׁאלכתאוהשׂעתרשׁאלכתאליכשׂתןעמל
‘in order that you may prosper in all that you do and all that you turn to’

The rendering of םשׁהנפתרשׁאלכתאו as ܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ is remarkable, since
elsewhere in Kings הנפ is rendered as ܐܢܦ Ethpeel.58 It has been argued that

םשׁהנפתרשׁאלכתאו should be understood figuratively as ‘in everything
to which you turn your attention’, rather than literally, ‘wherever you turn
to’.59 Regardless of the interpretation of the Hebrew, it is doubtful whether
the translator meant ܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ , ‘wherever you go’, to be understood
literally rather than figuratively.60 Possibly, the rendering in 1Kgs 2:3 was
chosen under influence of Josh 1:7–8 where the expression רשׁאלכבליכשׂת

ךלת (v. 7)may be interpreted figuratively (compare v. 8). Thus, it is debatable
whether ܠܙܐܬܕܐܟܝܘ in 1Kgs 2:3 reflects a spatial interpretation.

2.2.1.9. 1Kgs 2:31

ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ ‘and attack him and kill him’
ותרבקוובעגפו ‘and attack him and bury him’

58 1Kgs 8:28 ( ܠܥܝܢܦܬܐ for לאהנפ ); 10:13; 17:3; 2Kgs 2:24; 5:12; 13:23; 23:16.
59 According to Ehrlich (Randglossen, 217), םשׁ is to be taken in the sense of וילא , so that

wemust proceed from the expression לאהנפ , ‘turn one’s attention to’. Two phenomena argue
in favour of Ehrlich’s view: 1. The parallelismwith השׂעתרשׁאלכתא , whichmight suggest that

םשׁהנפתרשׁאלכתאו is to be understood materially rather than spatially; 2. The occurrence
of a similar phrase in Prov 17:8, ליכשׂיהנפירשׁאלכלא , ‘where he turns his attention to, he
succeeds’. Ehrlich’s view is accepted by Mulder (1Kings, 91).

60 Bynomeanswas this rendering chosenbecause the literal, spatial sensewouldnot have
been conveyed by ܐܢܦ Ethpeel. 1Sam 14:47 and the occurrences in Kings noted above prove
otherwise.
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This case is treated elsewhere.61

2.2.2. Exegetical Changes Adopted from an Ancient Version or Exegetical
Tradition

2.2.2.1. 1Kgs 1:9

ܐܪܨܩܢܝܥ ‘the fuller’s spring’
לגרןיע ‘the spring of Rogel’

tj ארצקןיע

Whereas the Septuagint and Vulgate transliterate לגר , the Peshitta and
Targum Jonathan translate it as ‘fuller’s spring’. The agreement may be ex-
plained fromdependenceon the same Jewish exegetical tradition. Theback-
ground of the rendering is unknown.62

2.2.2.2. 1Kgs 1:14, 22

ܐܟܠܡܡܕܩ … ܠܡܡ ‘speaking … before the king’
ךלמהםע … תרבדמ ‘talking … with the king’

tj אכלמםדק … אללממ ‘speaking … before the king’

Instead of rendering םע , ‘with’, as ܡܥ , the cognate preposition which is also
commonly used after ܠܠܡ Pael,63 the Peshitta renders םע as ܡܕܩ , ‘before’. In
all likelihood, ܡܕܩ is meant to express deference.64 The parallel rendering in
Targum Jonathan could be an autonomous translational feature, but there
is a possibility that ܡܕܩ and םדק reflect an exegetical tradition.

2.2.2.3. 1Kgs 1:33, 38, 45

ܐܚܘܠܝܫ ‘Shiloah’
ןוחג ‘Gihon’

tj אחולישׁ ‘Shiloah’

This case is treated elsewhere.65

61 See chapter 5, section 2.1.5.8.
62 For a review of possible explanations see Smolar—Aberbach, Studies, 112–113; Dray,

Translation and Interpretation, 56–58. See also the discussion on ‘Shiloah’ in section 2.7.2.
63 See CSD, 273b.
64 See Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 228–233.
65 See section 2.7.2.
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2.2.2.4. 1Kgs 1:38, 44

ܬܫܩ
̈

ܐܥܠܩ̈ܒܢܝܕܫܕܘܐ ‘the archers and shooters with slings’
יתלפהויתרכה ‘the Cherethites and Pelethites’

tj איעלקואיתשׁק ‘the archers and slingers’
lxx vg (use transliterations)

The renderings in Peshitta and Targum Jonathan are roughly similar. So
far, no linguistic connection between these renderings and the Hebrew has
been recognized. The expression ‘archers and slingers’ reflects the bipartite
structure of ‘Cherethites and Pelethites’, and may be linked with the inter-
pretation of the latter as bodyguards (on the basis of 2Sam 20:23).66

In the Peshitta ܬܫܩ
̈

ܐܥܠܩ̈ܒܢܝܕܫܕܘܐ recurs in 1Chr 18:17, but elsewhere
יתלפהויתרכה is rendered ܐܚ̈ܠܦܘܐܐܚ , ‘free men and labourers’.67 Probably

the Peshitta and Targum drew upon the same Jewish exegetical tradition.

2.2.2.5. 1Kgs 2:5a68

9a1 ܐܒܪܩܒܕܟܝܐܢܘܢܐܫܒܚܘ

‘and he beleaguered them as in battle’

btr ܐܒܪܩܒܕܟܝܐܢܘܢܐܒܫܚܘ

‘and he counted them as in battle’

םלשׁבהמחלמימדםשׂיו
‘and he placed the blood of war in time of peace’

tj אברקיריבתםדכיהולעןוהמדבישׁחתידימדו
‘and my blood ( ימִדְּו ) that was reckoned their blood is upon him as the blood
of those who had fallen in war (and he sat for them in an ambush of peace)’69
alternative translation: ‘and it seemed (reading ימדו as ימֵדָּו ) that their blood
was viewed by him as the blood of those who had fallen in war (idem)’70

lxx Rahlfs καὶ ἔταξεν τὰ αἵματα πολέμου ἐν εἰρήνῃ
‘and he put the blood of war in peace’

Ant. καὶ ἐξεδίκησεν αἷμα πολέμου ἐν εἰρήνῃ
‘and he avenged the blood of war in peace’

66 Thus Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 178–180.
67 In 2Sam 8:18; 15:18; 20:7, 23.Weitzman (Introduction, 165, n. 4) argues that the rendering
ܐܚ̈ܠܦܘ may arise from a misreading of the Hebrew as יחלפו , whence the guess that יתרכ was

a contrasting term.
68 The treatment presented here deviates in certain respects from the one given in Van

Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 212.
69 Similar translations in Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 177; The Aramaic Bible, 214.
70 Translation in Mulder, 1Kings, 94.
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Here the Masoretic text refers back to events reported in 2Samuel. When
Abner, Ishbosheth’s commander of the army, was negotiating with David
about defecting to him (2Sam 3:17–21), David let him go in peace (v. 21).
Amasawas appointed commander of the army in place of Joab (2Sam 19:13).
Both Abner and Amasa, however, were murdered by Joab (2Sam 3:26–27;
20:9–10). Although they were at peace with David, Joab, who was under
David’s command, shed their blood as though they were enemies at war,
and consequently brought bloodguilt uponDavid (as is explicit in the sequel
of the Antiochene text by καὶ ἔδωκεν αἷμα ἀθῷον ἐν τῇ ζωῇ μου, ‘and he put
innocent blood on my life’).71

The interpretative renderings of 1Kgs 2:5 in the btr and Targum Jonathan
are clearly related since they share a few features which deviate from the
Masoretic text, such as the absence of a reference to peace and the use
of the root בשׁח . The meaning of these renderings, however, is not entirely
clear. Targum Jonathan explains that Solomon must kill Joab to avenge the
bloodguilt that is on David, since he himself is accounted culpable for Joab’s
killing of Abner andAmasa.72 However, the comparison ‘my blood… is upon
himas thebloodof those fallen inwar’ is confusing, since it is not unlawful to
shed blood inwar. As regards the alternative translation, two interpretations
may be considered: either Joab regarded Abner and Amasa as enemies at
war whomhewas allowed to kill, or by killing the army commanders, Abner
and Amasa, Joab avenged David’s men who had fallen in the wars with Saul
and Absalom, in particular Joab’s brother Asahel, whom had been killed by
Abner. Interestingly, the latter interpretation is related to the rendering in
theAntiochene text.73The Syriac text of the btr is in linewith the alternative

71 For the exegetical problems caused by the Hebrew phrase see Mulder, 1Kings, 94–95;
Noth, 1 Könige, 30.

72 Thus Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 177.
73 According to Klostermann (Könige, 268) and Burney (Notes, 15), τὰ αἵματα πολέμου, ‘the

blood shed in war’, refers to the blood of Asahel, Joab’s brother, whom was killed by Abner
(2Sam 2:23). Since the killing occurred in time of war, Joab was not entitled to avenge his
brother’s death. Several exegetes hold καὶ ἐξεδίκησεν to be a translation of םקיו and emend

םשׂיו of mt as םקיו on the basis of Ant., whichmay represent the Old Greek here (for instance,
Burney, Notes, 15; Gray, I & IIKings, 95; Klostermann, Könige, 268; Stade—Schwally, Books of
Kings, 67). It has been objected that the verb םקנ is not to be expected in 1Kgs 2:5, because it
is lacking in 2Sam 3:27, 30, where Joab’s motives are explained. Moreover, םקנ would be inap-
propriate to qualify Joab’s action which involved illegitimate murder, incurring bloodguilt
(Barthélemy, Critique textuelle I, 332–333). Montgomery—Gehman notice that ‘the alleged
corruption of intelligible םקיו to םשׂיו is improbable’ (Kings, 98). Whatever the text-critical
assessment of םקיו , the btr and tj are best explained as interpretations of aHebrew text read-
ing םשׂיו .
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translation and allows for both interpretations suggested for the Aramaic.
Therefore, the alternative translation is preferred here, even though this
translation ignores the vocalization of the extant manuscripts.

As regards the Syriac, ܒܫܚܘ , ‘and he counted’, of the btr represents the
original Syriac reading and ܫܒܚܘ , ‘and he beleaguered’, of 9a1 a later corrup-
tion (interchange of letters). Three arguments can be adduced in favour of
the primacy of the btr-reading:74

1. While ܒܫܚܘ can be perfectly understood as an interpretation of the
Hebrew text, it is hard to link ܫܒܚܘ to the latter, either textually or
exegetically.

2. The same root בשׁח / ܒܫܚ is used in the btr and Targum Jonathan. It
is far-fetched to assume that this remarkable agreement resulted from
the interchange of two letters in the older Syriac text.

3. The reading of 9a1, ‘and he beleaguered’, is not in accordance with the
report of events in 2Sam 3:26–27; 20:9–10, whereas the interpretative
rendering of the btr is in harmony with it. It would be extremely felic-
itous if accordance with the Samuel account only affected the inter-
change of two letters. The simplest explanation of ‘andhe beleaguered’
of 9a1 is to consider this reading the result of inner-Syriac corruption.

In summary, the Peshitta, represented by the btr, Targum Jonathan, and
possibly the Antiochene text all offer comparable interpretations of a
Hebrew similar to that of the Masoretic text. The rendering of the Peshitta
appears to be in an abbreviated form of that of Targum Jonathan.75

2.2.2.6. 1Kgs 2:5b

9a1 p btr

ܕܚܐܘ ܕܫܐܘ

ܝܗܘܠܓܕܐܢܣ̈ܡܒܫܕܘܝܗܘܨ̈ܚܒܕܐܦܝܣܒܢܘܗܡܕ

9a1 ‘and he took their blood by the sword that was around his waist and he
trampled (on them) with the shoes on his feet’

btr ‘and he shed their blood by the sword that was around his waist and he
trampled (on them) with the shoes on his feet’

74 Pace Walter (Studies, section ⟨290⟩), who refrains from specifying which reading is an
inner-Syriac corruption of the other.

75 Thus Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 176.
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וילגרברשׁאולענבווינתמברשׁאותרגחבהמחלמימדןתיו
‘and he put the blood of war on the belt that was around his waist and on the
sandals that were on his feet’

tj יהולגרבדאתירלטבשׁדוהיצרצבדיקינפסאבןוהמדדשׁאו
‘andhe shed their bloodon thebelt thatwas aroundhiswaist andhe trampled
(on them) with the boots that were on his feet’

ant. καὶ ἔδωκεν αἷμα ἀθῷον ἐν τῇ ζωῇ μου καὶ ἐπὶ τῇ ζώνῃ τῆς ὀσφύος μου καὶ ἐν τῷ
ὑποδήματί μου τῷ ἐν τῷ ποδί μου
‘and he put innocent blood on my life and on the belt around my waist and
on my sandal that is on my foot’

lxx B ἐν τῇ ζώνῃ αὐτοῦ τῇ ἐν τῇ ὀσφύι αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν τῷ ὑποδήματι αὐτοῦ τῷ ἐν τῷ ποδὶ
αὐτοῦ
‘(and he put the blood of war) on his belt that was around his waist and on
his sandal that was on his foot’

In their renderings ܕܫܐܘ / דשׁאו , the Peshitta and Targum Jonathan agree in
specifying ןתיו in a similar way. Both versions, moreover, contain a plus over
against the Masoretic text and all other versions: ܫܕܘ / שׁדו , ‘he trampled’.
The plus may represent an exegetical expansion intended either to create
two parallel clauses or to amplify Joab’s guilt. In 2Kgs 7:17 the Peshitta and
Targum Jonathan use the same verbs to express the action of trampling
down a person.

Whereas the parallel use of ܕܫܐܘ / דשׁאו might be attributed to polygen-
esis, this is not possible for the parallel use of ܫܕܘ / שׁדו , since the context
does not adduce compelling arguments for the insertion of these verbs. The
latter parallel is probably due to dependence on a common exegetical tra-
dition. Seen in that light, the variant reading ܕܚܐܘ of 9a1 is best accounted
for as an inner-Syriac corruption.

2.2.2.7. 1Kgs 2:7

ܡܕܡܠܟܒܝܢܘܫܡܫܢܘܢܗܕܠܛܡ ‘for they served me with everything’
ילאוברקןכיכ ‘for they rallied to me’

tj יכרצוקיפוסןונאירא ‘for they supplied my needs’

lxx vg = mt
Ant. different from mt lxx vg p tj, not relevant here

The Peshitta and Targum Jonathan both paraphrase the Masoretic text: the
paraphrases are different in wording but similar in import. Possibly, the
Peshitta and Targum Jonathan—independently of each other—arrived at
a similar contextual exegesis on the basis of 2Sam 17:27–29; 19:32. On the
other hand, the occurrence of the thirdmasc pl pronoun in a corresponding
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position in the Peshitta and Targum Jonathanmight suggest dependence on
some exegetical tradition. If that be the case, at least one of the two versions
must have interpreted the exegetical tradition freely.76

2.3. Accommodation to the Context

2.3.1. 1Kgs 1:2 (2×)

ܐܟܠܡܢܪܡܠ ‘our lord, the king’
ךלמהינדא ‘my lord, the king’

In the Peshitta the suffix is adjusted because the reference to David is made
by ‘his servants’. The adjustment is also found in the Septuagint (codex b
excluded) and the Vulgate. As the correction is required by the context, its
occurrence in various versions may be due to polygenesis.

2.3.2. 1Kgs 1:35

ܐܟܠܡܐܘܗܢܕ ‘that he may be king’
דיגנתויהל ‘to be ruler’

ThePeshitta uses ܐܢܪܒܕܡ , ‘leader’, to translate דיגנ in 1Kgs 14:7; 16:2; 20:5. Only
in 1Kgs 1:35 is דיגנ rendered as ܐܟܠܡ . By contrast, Targum Jonathan renders

דיגנ consistently as אכלמ throughout Kings. Since the context of 1Kings 1
deals with the theme of royal succession, the translator either considered

ܐܟܠܡ to bemore fittinghere than ܐܢܪܒܕܡ , or hebrought v. 35 into conformity
with v. 45:

1Kgs 1:45

ܐܟܠܡܐܘܗܢܕ … ܝܗܘܚܫܡܘ ‘and anointed him … that he might be king’
ךלמל … ותאוחשׁמיו ‘and anointed him king’

2.3.3. 1Kgs 2:19

ܐܟܠܡܕܗܡܐܝܣܪܘܟܘܝܡܪܐܘ ‘and they set a throne for the king’s
mother’

ךלמהםאלאסכםשׂיו ‘and he set a throne for the king’s
mother’

lxx B, Ant. καὶ ἐτέθη θρόνος τῇ μητρὶ τοῦ βασιλέως
‘and a throne was set for the king’s mother’

76 This case is an example of dissimilar modification. See Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agree-
ment’, 222–223 (§2.2.2.2).
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The Peshitta and the Septuagint offer ad sensum renderings for אסכםשׂיו ,
reflecting their awareness that the phrase does notmean to say that the king
himself set a throne for hismother.77Whereas the Septuagint chose a passive
form, the Peshitta preferred a third masc pl verb, showing once more the
Peshitta’s preference for a third masc pl verb form to render the indefinite
subject.

2.4. Explicitation and Clarification

2.4.1. 1Kgs 1:16

The Peshitta specifies the addressee by adding a vocative, even though the
addressee’s identitity is obvious in the context:78

ܥܒܫܬܒܝܟܠܐܡ ‘What is the matter, Bathsheba?’
ךלהמ ‘What is the matter?’

2.4.2. 1Kgs 1:25

The Peshitta makes the subject explicit:

ܐܢܡܘܝܐܝܢܘܕܐܬܚܢܕ ‘for Adonijah has gone down today’
םויהדרייכ ‘for he has gone down today’

2.4.3. 1Kgs 1:47

ܗܒܟܫܡܠܥܐܟܠܡܕܓܣܘ ‘and the king bowed on his bed’
בכשׁמהלעךלמהוחתשׁיו ‘and the king bowed on the bed’

There are more places in Kings where the Peshitta adds the possessive pro-
noun suffix.79 In 1Kgs 1:47 the possessive pronoun is also found in the Septu-
agint (codex Vaticanus excluded, which agrees with theMasoretic text), the
Antiochene text, and the Vulgate. The agreement may be due to polygene-
sis.

2.4.4. 1Kgs 2:8a

ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒܢܡܢܝܡܝܢܒܕܐܛܒܫܢܡ

‘from the tribe of Benjamin, from the House of Horim’

77 If the Hebrew form םשׂיו were to be read as a Hiphil, which is paradigmatically possible
(though the one being caused to set is not mentioned), then the Syriac rendering could be
interpreted as an ad sensum rendering of the Hiphil.

78 For more examples of specification of participants, see chapter 13, section 1.3.
79 See chapter 11, section 3.2, and chapter 13, section 1.4.
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םירחבמינימיהןב
‘a Benjaminite from Bahurim’

tj תמלעמןימינבטבישׁרב , ‘a son of the tribe of Benjamin, from Almat (lit. ‘youth’)’

Whereas in Kings Targum Jonathan frequently has ‘tribe of Judah /
Benjamin’80 for ‘Judah / Benjamin’ of the Masoretic text, this is the only
instance of this in the Peshitta of Kings. The plus ܐܛܒܫ can hardly be con-
sidered an assimilation towards another passage, since the Peshitta retains
‘Benjamin’ of the Masoretic text in 1Kgs 4:18; 15:22, whereas it expands

ןמינבטבשׁתאו , ‘and the tribe of Benjamin’, to ܢܝܡܝܢܒܬܝܒܕܐܛܒܫܘ , ‘and the
tribe of the house of Benjamin’, in 1Kgs 12:21. Since the Peshitta and Tar-
gum Jonathan customarily render ‘Benjamin’ differently in Kings, this sole
instance of a parallel rendering in 1Kgs 2:8 is too slender a basis to suggest a
connection. The fact that the Targum translates םירחב , ‘youngmen’, as תמלע ,
‘youth’, while the Peshitta transliterates a portion of the word also argues
against a connection.81

Possibly, the Peshitta uses the full designation ‘tribe of Benjamin’ in 1Kgs
2:8 because this is the first reference to this tribe in Kings.82

2.4.5. 1Kgs 2:8b

9a1 ܐܒܪܚܒܟܠܛܩܐܕ ‘I will not kill you by the sword’
btr ܐܒܪܚܒܟܠܛܩܐܐܢܐܕ ‘I, I will not kill you by the sword’

ברחבךתימאםא lit.: ‘If I kill you by the sword …’

The personal pronoun ܐܢܐ in the btr is not present in 9a1 and has no
counterpart in the Masoretic text. Both its presence and its position before
the predicate lend emphasis to the subject: ‘I, I will not kill you by the sword.’
Thepronoun is contextually appropriate because it underscores thatDavid’s
oath applies to himself only: once Solomon has found a valid pretext to kill
Shimei, he is free to do so (compare 1Kgs 2:36–46).83

It is unlikely that ܐܢܐ was omitted during a later revision to bring the text
into closer alignment with the Masoretic text. Apart from the fact that the
general theory to this effect has been convincingly refuted byWeitzman and
Walter,84manuscript 9a1 does not tend towards a precise agreementwith the

80 tj 1Kgs 2:8; 4:16, 17; 12:32; 13:1, 12, 14, 21; 19:3.
81 See chapter 6, section 2, esp. note 260.
82 This case is an example of similar modification. See Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’,

219–222 (§2.2.2.1).
83 See also Dyk, ‘Some Results’, 309.
84 See Walter, ‘The Use of Sources’, 187–204; esp. 187; id., Studies, chapters 1 and 2;

Weitzman, ‘Originality of Unique Readings’, 225–258.
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Masoretic text that could account for the omission of ܐܢܐ . Conversely, the
secondary addition of ܐܢܐ is explicable.

2.4.6. 1Kgs 2:28

ܐܝܢܘܕܐܠܛܩܬܐܕܒܐܘܝܠܝܛܡܐܒܛܘ

‘and the news reached Joab that Adonijah had been killed’

באוידעהאבהעמשׁהו ‘and the news came to Joab’

1Kgs 2:25

ܗܠܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ ‘and he attacked him and killed him’
תמיוובעגפיו ‘and he attacked him, and he died’

Since theMasoretic text does not state the contents of thenews that reached
Joab, it is not exactly clear whether העמשׁה refers to Adonijah’s execution
(v. 25), Abiathar’s expulsion (vv. 26–27), or both. The Peshitta precludes
all uncertainty by making explicit that the news which came to Joab was
about Adonijah’s execution. The connection with events recorded in v. 25 is
underlined by the use of the same verb, ܠܛܩ .

2.5. Simplification

2.5.1. 1Kgs 1:27, 36, 51; 2:38

In a few passages of the Masoretic text the king is addressed in the third
person. In some cases, the Peshitta replaces this polite form of address by
the second person:

1Kgs 1:27

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܟܝܡܕܩܢܡ ‘by your will, my lord, the king’
ךלמהינדאתאמ ‘by order of my lord, the king’

1Kgs 1:36

btr ܟܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܕܒܥܢܐܢܟܗ

‘so may the Lord, your God, do’

ךלמהינדאיהלאהוהירמאיןכ
‘may yhwh, the God of my lord, the king, so order’

1Kgs 1:51

ܟܝܡܕܩܢܡܐܝܢܘܐܠܚܕܐܗܕ

‘behold, Adonijah is afraid of you’

המלשׁךלמהתאאריוהינדאהנה
‘behold, Adonijah fears King Solomon’
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1Kgs 2:38

ܐܟܠܡܐܝܪܡܬܪܡܐܕܐܡܓܬܦܪܝܦܫ

‘the word you have spoken is good, my lord, the king’

ךלמהינדארבדרשׁאכרבדהבוט
‘The matter is fine. As my lord, the king, has spoken …’

p = lxx B Ant. Ἀγαθὸν τὸ ῥῆμα ὃ ἐλάλησας κύριε βασιλεῦ

1Kgs 22:6

ܐܟܠܡܟܝܕܝܐ̈ܒܐܝܪܡܢܘܗܠܡܠܫܡܘ

‘and the Lord will deliver them into your hands, oh king’

ךלמהדיבינדאןתיו
‘and the Lord will deliver (it) into the hand of the king’

1Kgs 22:12

ܐܟܠܡܟܝܕܝܐ̈ܒܐܝܪܡܢܘܗܠܡܠܫܡܘ

‘and the Lord will deliver them into your hands, oh king’

ךלמהדיבהוהיןתנו
‘and yhwh will deliver (it) into the hand of the king’

lxx καὶ δώσει Κύριος εἰς χεῖράς σου
‘and the Lord will deliver (it) into your hands’

1Kgs 22:15

ܐܟܠܡܟܝܕܝܐܒ̈ܐܝܪܡܢܘܢܐܡܠܫܢܘ

‘and the Lord will deliver them into your hands, oh king’

ךלמהדיבהוהיןתנו
‘and yhwh will deliver (it) into the hand of the king’

Along with the change in person, third person references to the king in
the Masoretic text are rendered as vocatives in the Peshitta.85 In 1Kgs 2:38
the difference may be text-historical in nature, since in this phrase all the
deviations from the Masoretic text are shared by the Septuagint.

In 1Kgs 1:2 the Peshitta retains the third person reference in ܐܟܠܡܢܪܡܠ ,
‘our lord, the king’, but in the btr the insertion of ܟܝܡܕܩܟܝܕܒ̈ܥܐܗ , ‘see your
servants before you’, preceding the direct speech makes the second person
more prominent than in the Hebrew text.

85 Thus 1Kgs 1:27; 2:38; 22:6, 12, 15.
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2.5.2. 1Kgs 1:28

The Peshitta sometimes simplifies by replacing an explicit reference to a
character by an implicit one when the character’s identity is unambiguous,
as in 1Kgs 1:28:

9a1, 7a1 ܝܗܘܡܕܩܬܡܩܘܐܟܠܡܡܕܩܬܠܥܘ

‘and she entered before the king and stood before him’

btr (minus 7a1) ܐܟܠܡܡܕܩܬܡܩܘܝܗܘܡܕܩܬܠܥܘ

‘and she entered before him and stood before the king’

ךלמהינפלדמעתוךלמהינפלאבתו
‘and she came before the king and stood before the king’

lxx b καὶ εἰσῆλθεν ἐνώπιον τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ ἔστη ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ
Ant. καὶ εἰσῆλθεν καὶ ἔστη ἐνώπιον τοῦ βασιλέως
vg quae cum fuisset ingressa coram rege et stetisset ante eum
tj = mt

Of two similar explicit references to the king in the Masoretic text, the
former corresponds to an implicit reference in the btr, and the latter with
an implicit reference in 9a1 (and 7a1). The text of 9a1 and 7a1 corresponds
to that of the Septuagint and the Vulgate. The fact that the version of 9a1
is shared by several ancient witnesses need not imply that it goes back
to a Hebrew source different from the Masoretic text.86 Each translator
could have modified a source identical to the Masoretic text in a similar
way, since it seems a natural procedure to shorten the second one of two
successive identical references.87 Moreover, it is not to be ruled out that one
version influenced the other. Since there is no Hebrew text attested that
is in concord with the witnesses, an explanation in terms of convergent
translation or influence from other versions is preferable here.

9a1 and 7a1 probably do not represent alternative modifications of an
older Syriac text corresponding to the Masoretic text. The difference be-
tween 9a1 and the btr is in the order of elements. In v. 28, 9a1 is more
likely to represent the original Syriac because it is more logical for a transla-
tor to shorten the second reference to identical participants than the first
one. The version of the btr must result from further modification of an

86 As claimed by Burney, Notes, 8; Stade—Schwally, Books of Kings, 62.
87 The version of Ant. may represent a more drastic modification. Thus Rahlfs,

Septuaginta-Studien I–III, [534]: ‘L gibt M freier wieder, als die gewöhnliche griechische
Übersetzung.’
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already modified Syriac text. Possibly, the btr sought to bring about an
alternation of explicit and implicit references to King David in v. 28:

ܐܟܠܡܡܕܩܬܡܩܘܝܗܘܡܕܩܬܠܥܘ…ܪܡܐܘܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡܐܢܥܘ
‘then King David answered and said … and she entered before him and stood
before the king’

2.5.3. 1Kgs 1:41

ܗܠܘܘܗܢܝܢܡܙܡܕܠܟܘ ‘and all who had been invited to him’
ותארשׁאםיארקהלכו ‘and all those invited who were with him’

The Peshitta reduced two clauses in the Masoretic text to one without
changing the meaning. In v. 49 an almost identical Syriac text appears:

1Kgs 1:49

ܘܡܩܘܐܝܢܘܕܘܘܗܢܝܢܡܙܡܕܐܒܓܢܘܗܠܘܟܘܠܚܕܘ

‘then all the men who had been invited to Adonijah were afraid and rose’

והינדאלרשׁאםיארקהלכומקיוודרחיו
‘then all those invited to Adonijah trembled and rose’

The combination לרשׁא is not rendered in the usual manner.88 Unlike the
preposition ל in והינדאל , ܠ in ܐܝܢܘܕ functions as complement to the verb
ܢܡܙ . This suggests that in v. 49, as in v. 41, the Peshitta translated freely.89
The agreement in expression between vv. 41 and 49 may be acciden-

tal since both verses provide ad sensum renderings of a slightly different
Hebrew. Intentional levelling is unlikely because the Peshitta makes no
effort to make the first part of the verses correspond to one another (v. 41

ܢܝܢܡܙܡܕܠܟ ; v. 49 ܢܝܢܡܙܡܕܐܒܓܢܘܗܠܘܟ ).
That the addition of ܐܒܓ in v. 49 is not syntactically required can

be deduced from a comparable phrase in v. 41 which has not been thus
expanded. Possibly the additionof ܐܒܓ waspromptedby thephrase ܘܡܩܘ

ܗܚܪܘܪܒܓܘܠܙܐܘ , ‘and they arose and each went his way’, in the sequel of
v. 49.90

88 רשׁא is most commonly rendered as .ܕ In most instances where mt Kings uses לרשׁא to
express a genitive relationship, p offers a construction with :ܕ 1Kgs 1:8; 6:22; 10:28; 15:27; 16:15;
17:9 (various mss); 19:3; 2Kgs 7:2; 11:10; 14:11. Where לרשׁא is followed by a personal pronoun
suffix, p uses ܠܝܕ : 1Kgs 1:33; 4:2; 15:20; 22:31; 2Kgs 16:13. An alternative construction adds the
particle ܬܝܐ : ܠܬܝܐܕ in 1Kgs 20:4; 2Kgs 8:6.

89 Cf. the only other instances of ܢܡܙ in p Kings: 2Kgs 10:19, 20.
90 For other examples of reduction and discussion, see chapter 13, section 3.
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2.5.4. 1Kgs 2:2–3

ܐܪܒܓܝܘܗܘܠܝܚܬܐ

ܟܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܕܗܬܘܛܢܪܛܘ

ܗܬܚܘܐܒܟܠܗܘ

ܢܝܕܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܪܛܘ
̈
ܗܬܘܕܗܣ̈ܘܝܗܘ

(2) ‘be strong and be a man,
(3) and keep the observances of the Lord, your God,

and walk in his ways
and keep his statutes and his commandments and his judgments and his
testimonies’

שׁיאלתייהותקזחו
ךיהלאהוהיתרמשׁמתאתרמשׁו

ויכרדבתכלל
ויתודעוויטפשׁמוויתוצמויתקחרמשׁל

(2) ‘be strong and become a man,
(3) and keep the charge of yhwh, your God,

to walk in his ways,
to keep his statutes, his commandments and his judgments and his testi-
monies’

The two forms of the Hebrew infinitive construct in subordinate clauses in
1Kgs 2:3 are matched by two imperatives preceded by ܘ in the Peshitta. As a
result, in the Syriac text cited above there is a continuous string of five coor-
dinated clauses containing imperatives.91 These transformations involve a
change in meaning: whereas the Hebrew text explains how Solomon is to
keep the charge of yhwh, the Peshitta presents a list of exhortations.

There are more cases in Kings where the Peshitta appears to have assim-
ilated the Hebrew infinitive construct to the tense of the preceding Syriac
verb (Waw-perfect, Waw-imperfect, and Waw-imperative).92 When consid-
ering passages in Kings containing deuteronomistic phraseology,93 it ap-
pears that the Peshitta renders the Hebrew infinitive as a finite verb only
when preceded by a sequence of finite verbs of the same tense.94 When pre-
ceded by a single finite verb, the Hebrew infinitive is rendered as an infini-
tive in Syriac as well.95 This seems to suggest that the motive for rendering

91 See the presentations of clause hierarchy of 1Kgs 2:1–12 in Talstra—Jenner—
Van Peursen, ‘Linguistic Data Types and Analytical Instruments’, 68–69.

92 Several of these instances are discussed in Williams, Studies, 136–139, 145. See also
chapter 13, section 1.1, on the relative distribution of tenses in mt and p.

93 On Kings’ passages with deuteronomistic phraseology, see chapter 5, section 1.
94 Thus 1Kgs 2:3; 6:12; 11:33, 38.
95 Thus 1Kgs 3:14; 8:25; 9:4.
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a Hebrew infinitive as a finite verb in Syriac was to simplify complicated
constructions, and that the change is related to the style of translation
adopted. The issue, however, requires more research.

2.6. Changes in Epithets, Titles, and Designations

2.6.1. Changes in the Designation of Narrative Characters in 1Kings 1

In the Masoretic text of 1Kings 1, epithets and titles linked to narrative
characters roughly follow three patterns:

1. A person’s identity is stated in full only when introduced by the narra-
tor or by a speaker. Thus:
– ‘Adonijah, the son of Haggith’ in vv. 5, 11; ‘Adonijah’ in vv. 8, 13, 18, 24,

41, 42, 43, 49, 50, 51. ‘King Adonijah’ in v. 25 is contextual.
– ‘Bathsheba, the mother of Solomon’ in v. 11; ‘Bathsheba’ in vv. 15, 16,

28, 31. In 1Kgs 2:13, when Bathsheba reenters the narrative after a
space of 35 verses, she is again introduced as ‘Bathsheba, Solomon’s
mother’.

– ‘Jonathan, the son of Abiathar’ in v. 42; ‘Jonathan’ in v. 43.
– ‘Joab, the son of Zeruiah’ in v. 7; ‘Joab, commander of the army’ in

v. 19; ‘Joab’ in v. 41.
2. The name appears consistently with a particular epithet in apposition:

– ‘Abishag, the Shunammite’ in vv. 3, 15; also in 1Kgs 2:17, 21, 22.
– ‘Abiathar, the priest’ in vv. 7, 19, 25, 42.
– ‘Zadok, the priest’ in vv. 8, 26, 32, 34, 38, 39, 44.
– ‘Nathan, the prophet’ in vv. 8, 9, 22, 23, 32, 34, 38, 44, 45. The excep-

tion is ‘Nathan’ in v. 11.
– ‘Benaiah, son of Jehoiada’ in vv. 8, 26, 32, 36, 38, 44. The exception is

‘Benaiah’ in v. 10.
3. Aperson is referred to in variousways, sometimes byname, sometimes

by title, and sometimes by name and title. The designation chosen
depends on the narrative context and on the family relationship or
social position of the speaker. This applies to David and Solomon:
– ‘King David’ in vv. 1, 13, 28, 32, 38; ‘the king’ in vv. 2, 3, 4 (2×), 15 (3×),

16 (2×), 22, 23 (2×), 28 (2×), 29, 31, 32, 33, 36, 44, 47, 48; ‘our lord,
David’ in v. 11; ‘David’ in v. 8; ‘my lord, the king’ in vv. 2 (2×), 13, 18, 20
(2×), 21, 24, 27 (2×), 36, 37; ‘my lord’ in v. 17; ‘my lord, King David’ in
vv. 31, 37; ‘our lord, King David’ in vv. 43, 47.

– ‘Solomon’ in vv. 11, 37, 38, 39, 43, 46, 47, 50, 51, 52, 53; ‘Solomon, his
brother’ in v. 10; ‘your son, Solomon’ in v. 12; ‘Solomon, your son’ in
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vv. 13, 17, 30; ‘Solomon, your servant’ in vv. 19, 26; ‘my son, Solomon’
in v. 21; ‘Solomon, my son’ in v. 33; ‘King Solomon’ in vv. 34, 51 (2×),
53 (2×).

For the patterns 1 and 2, the Peshitta most often follows the Masoretic text.
In a few instances, however, the Peshitta, or the btr, seems to observe the
patterns more strictly than the Masoretic text does. Thus, in v. 11, ܐܝܒܢ , ‘the
prophet’, is added to ‘Nathan’ in conformitywith vv. 10, 22, 23, 32, 34, 38, 44. In
v. 11, ܬܝܓܚܪܒ , ‘son of Haggith’, is lacking in the btr. The phrase was probably
omitted because in v. 5 the narrator’s reference to Adonijah already has the
apposition. Yet, the phrase is not inappropriate in v. 11 since there Nathan
refers to Adonijah for the first time. In v. 10 the Peshitta adds ܥܕܝܘܝܪܒ ,
‘son of Jehoiada’, to ‘Benaiah’ in accordance with the designation occurring
elsewhere in 1Kings 1–2.96 As the phrase is not added in 1Kgs 2:30 (2×), it
is more likely that the addition of ‘son of Jehoiada’ in v. 10 was meant as a
harmonization with v. 8.97

For pattern 3 as well the Peshitta usually follows the Masoretic text. The
sparse deviations from this are dealt with elsewhere in this chapter.98

2.6.2. Different Patterns in the Titles of Kings

In 1Kings 1–2, the titles of kings may vary between parallel passages of the
Masoretic text, the btr, and 9a1.99 These variations can only be evaluated
properly within the framework of an inquiry into the distribution of diverse
patterns of titles over 1 and 2Kings.

In the Masoretic text in 68 instances the designation ךלמה is followed by
thenameof the king (pattern x ךלמה ).100 In only two instances does thename
of the king precede ךלמה (pattern ךלמה x).101

96 1Kgs 1:19, 26, 32, 36, 44; 1Kgs 2:25, 29, 34, 35, 46.
97 See section 2 above.
98 In v. 2, ‘our lord, the king’, see section 2.3.1; v. 11, ‘our lord, the king’ in the majority of

mss, see section 2.1.1.6; v. 15, ‘King David’ in the btr, see sections 2.1.1.5 and 2.6.2; v. 32, ‘the
king’ in the majority of mss, see section 2.6.2; v. 51, ‘King Solomon’ (2×), see sections 2.1.16
and 2.6.2.

99 Thus in 1Kgs 1:15, 32, 51; 2:17, 29, 35, 41.
100 mt 1Kgs 1:13, 31, 32, 34, 37, 38, 39, 43, 51, 53 (2×); 2:19, 22, 23, 25, 29, 45; 4:1; 5:7 (2×), 27;

6:2; 7:13, 14, 40, 45, 51; 8:1, 2, 5; 9:15, 26, 28; 10:10, 13 (2×), 16, 21, 23; 11:1; 12:6, 18 (2×); 14:25, 27;
15:1, 18, 20, 22 (2×); 2Kgs 3:6; 12:7, 8; 16:10, 11 (2×), 15, 16, 17; 18:9, 13, 17; 19:1, 5; 20:14; 22:3; 23:23,
29.

101 mt 1Kgs 2:17; 2Kgs 9:15.
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In the Peshitta (btr and / or 9a1), pattern x ܐܟܠܡ occurs 82 times.102
Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x appears in 13 instances.103 It is shared by 9a1 and the btr only
three times.104 Ten times it occurs in only one text tradition: seven times in
9a1;105 three times in the btr;106 once it appears in two early manuscripts of
the btr only.107

In 62 instances the pattern x ܐܟܠܡ in the btr and / or 9a1 corresponds to
the Hebrew x ךלמה .108 Where the Masoretic text has ךלמה x, the Peshitta has
the corresponding pattern ܐܟܠܡ x.109

There is no concord between the Peshitta and the Masoretic text in the
following instances:

– Differences shared by the btr and 9a1:
– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of pattern ךלמה x: does not occur.
– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of one element in the Masoretic text (either

proper noun or ךלמה ): 1Kgs 1:15,110 51 (1st); 2:35, 41; 3:16; 9:14 (2×); 10:2,
12, 27.

– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of two unconnected elements in the
Masoretic text: 1Kgs 11:27.

– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of pattern x ךלמה : 2Kgs 18:17; 20:14.
– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of one element in the Masoretic text: does

not occur.
– One element instead of pattern x ךלמה in the Masoretic text:

102 p 1Kgs 1:13, 15, 31, 32 (6h18 7a1 8h4 9a1), 34, 37, 38, 39, 43, 51 (2×; 1st minus 6h18 8h4), 53
(2×); 2:19, 22, 23, 25, 29 (2×; 2nd btr only), 35, 41, 45; 3:16; 5:1 (btr minus 6h18 8a1), 7 (2×), 27;
7:13, 14, 40, 45, 48 (btr), 51; 8:1, 2, 5; 9:14 (2×), 15, 26, 27 (btr), 28; 10:2, 10 (2×; 1st btr; 2nd 6ph2
9a1), 12, 13 (1st), 16, 21, 23, 26 (btr), 27; 11:1, 27, 28; 12:6, 18 (2×; 1st p; 2nd btr only); 13:6 (9a1);
14:25, 27; 15:1, 18 (9a1), 22 (2×; 1st p; 2nd btr only); 2Kgs 3:6; 12:7, 8; 16:10, 11 (1st), 15, 16, 17; 18:9,
13; 19:1 (minus 6h18 8a1*), 5 (btr); 22:3; 23:13 (btr), 23, 29; 25:16 (btr).

103 p 1Kgs 2:17 (9a1); 6:2 (9a1); 9:27 (9a1); 10:26 (9a1); 15:20 (9a1); 17:1 (btr); 2Kgs 9:15; 16:11
(9a1 lacking), 12 (9a1 lacking); 17:1 (9a1); 18:17 (minus 6h18 6ph2); 19:1 (6h18 8a1), 5 (9a1); 20:14.

104 2Kgs 9:15; 18:17 (minus 6h18 6ph2); 20:14.
105 In 9a1 1Kgs 2:17; 6:2; 9:27; 10:26; 15:20; 2Kgs 17:1; 19:5.
106 btr 1Kgs 17:1; 2Kgs 16:11, 12.
107 6h18 8a1 2Kgs 19:1.
108 p 1Kgs 1:13, 31, 32 (6h16 8h4 9a1), 34, 37, 38, 39, 43, 51 (2nd), 53 (2×); 2:19, 22, 23, 25, 29

(1st), 45; 5:7 (2×), 27; 7:13, 14, 40, 45, 51; 8:1, 2, 5; 9:15, 26, 28; 10:10 (2nd 9a1), 13 (1st), 16, 21, 23; 11:1;
12:6, 18 (2×; 2nd btr); 14:25, 27; 15:1, 18 (9a1), 20 (9a1), 22 (2×; 2nd btr); 2Kgs 3:6; 12:7, 8; 16:10,
11 (1st), 15, 16, 17; 18:9, 13; 19:1 (minus 6h18, 8a1*), 5 (btr); 22:3; 23:23, 29.

109 1Kgs 2:17 (9a1); 2Kgs 9:15.
110 However, 9a1 and the btr use pattern x ܐܟܠܡ for different instances of ךלמה in mt 1Kgs

1:15. The expansionattestedby thebtr canbeexplainedasharmonization (see section 2.1.1.5).
9a1 may represent a subsequent erroneous transposition of this expansion.
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– ܐܟܠܡ only: 1Kgs 10:13 (2nd).
– Proper noun only: 1Kgs 4:1.

– Differences between theMasoretic text and the btr not shared by 9a1:
– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of pattern ךלמה x: 1Kgs 2:17.
– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of one element in the Masoretic text (either

proper noun or ךלמה ): 1Kgs 2:29 (2nd); 5:1; 7:48; 9:27; 10:10 (1st), 26;
11:28; 2Kgs 23:13; 25:16.

– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of one element in the Masoretic text: 1Kgs
17:1.

– One element instead of pattern x ךלמה :
– ܐܟܠܡ only: 1Kgs 1:32 (btr minus 6h18 7a1 8h4).
– Proper noun only: 1Kgs 6:2; 10:10 (2nd; minus 6ph2); 15:20.

– Differences between the Masoretic text and the btr where 9a1 is not
attested:
– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of pattern x ךלמה : 2Kgs 16:11 (2nd).
– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of one element in the Masoretic text: 2Kgs

16:12.
– Differences between theMasoretic text and 9a1 not shared by the btr:

– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of pattern ךלמה x: None.
– Pattern x ܐܟܠܡ instead of one element in the Masoretic text (either

proper noun or ךלמה ): 1Kgs 13:6.
– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of y ךלמה x (‘x king of y’): 2Kgs 17:1.
– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of pattern x ךלמה : 1Kgs 6:2; 15:20, 22 (2nd);

2Kgs 19:5.
– Pattern ܐܟܠܡ x instead of one element in the Masoretic text: 1Kgs

9:27; 10:26.
– One element instead of pattern x ךלמה :

– Proper noun only: 1Kgs 12:18 (2nd).

In most instances, the differences between the Masoretic text and the btr
and / or 9a1 havenoparallels in the ancient versions. This lack of textual sup-
port and the high number of instances involved suggest that the deviations
derive from the translator or some later scribe.

We may, therefore, conclude that where the btr and / or 9a1 have a des-
ignation consisting of two elements over against a single element (either

ךלמה or the proper noun) in the Masoretic text, we are dealing with an
expansion; cases where the Peshitta exhibits only one element of a bipar-
tite pattern in the Masoretic text are to be considered reductions; cases
where bipartite designations exhibit a different order in the Peshitta and
the Masoretic text are to be interpreted as modifications.
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Among the expansions, the sequence x ܐܟܠܡ predominates.111This is to be
expected, since the sequences x ךלמה and x ܐܟܠܡ are the standard patterns
in the Masoretic text and the Peshitta. It is surprising, therefore, to find in
the btr and 9a1 a few expansions of the pattern ܐܟܠܡ x as well.112

It is not less peculiar to find seven instances where theMasoretic text has
x ךלמה and the btr and / or 9a1 offer(s) the deviating pattern ܐܟܠܡ x.113 This
stands inmarked contrast to the sole instancewhere the btr renders ךלמה x
as x ܐܟܠܡ (1Kgs 2:17) in accordance with the majority pattern.

It appears that both 9a1 and the btr show a tendency to expand towards
a double designation. However, they diverge in the degree to which they
favour the pattern x ܐܟܠܡ .Whereas the btr shows a pronounced preference
for modification or expansion towards pattern x ܐܟܠܡ , 9a1 exhibits only a
slight preference for modification or expansion towards this pattern above
pattern ܐܟܠܡ x.114 When the instances common to both traditions are left
out of consideration, 9a1 even appears to have a clear preference for pattern

ܐܟܠܡ x.115 However, there is no clear-cut distinction between the btr and
9a1 as to the pattern favoured in instances unique to each tradition. Thus,
the btr of 1Kgs 17:1 has an expansion towards pattern ܐܟܠܡ x which is not
shared by 9a1,116 whereas in 1Kgs 13:6 9a1 has an expansion towards pattern
x ܐܟܠܡ that does not appear in the btr.

What may have prompted the translator or later scribes to alter some
of the references to the kings encountered in the Hebrew source or in the
original Peshitta, respectively? There are no signs that the Peshitta (btr
and / or 9a1) pursued uniformity of designation. Like the Masoretic text,
the Peshitta refers to kings in various ways: by the personal name (x), the
title ‘king’, or by designations of the type ‘x, the king’, ‘King x’, and ‘x, king
of y’. Though no strictly observed system in the modifications, expansions,
and abridgements exhibited by the Peshitta vis-à-vis the Masoretic text is
discernible, part of the deviations, allow for an explanation in terms of
stylistic devices:

111 p 1Kgs 1:15, 51 (1st; minus 6h18 8h4); 2:35, 41; 3:16; 5:1 (btr minus 6h18 8a1); 7:48 (btr);
9:14 (2×), 27 (btr); 10:2, 10 (1st btr), 12, 26 (btr), 27; 11:28 (btr); 13:6 (9a1); 2Kgs 23:13 (btr);
25:16 (btr).

112 1Kgs 9:27 (9a1); 10:26 (9a1); 17:1 (btr); 2Kgs 16:12 (btr).
113 1Kgs 6:2 (9a1); 15:20 (9a1), 22 (2nd, 9a1); 2Kgs 16:11 (2nd, btr); 18:17 (minus 6h18 6ph2);

19:1 (6h18 8a1), 5 (9a1); 20:14.
114 The total proportion for the btr is 18:5 (instances common to 9a1 and instances peculiar

to the btr combined). The total proportion for 9a1 is 11:9.
115 Proportion 1:7.
116 As to 2Kgs 16:11, 12, where the btr modifies and expands towards pattern ܐܟܠܡ x, one

cannot speak definitively, since for these verses 9a1 is not preserved.
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– Expansions that may be explained in terms of harmonization and
levelling occur in:
– btr 1Kgs 1:15 ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡ is harmonized with v. 13 (command—exe-

cution).
– 1Kgs 1:51 ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠ . ܐܟܠܡ is supplemented in accordancewith

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡ later in the same verse.
– 1Kgs 2:41 ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠ is harmonized with the parallel phrase in

v. 29.
– 1Kgs 9:14 ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠܡܪܝܚܐܟܠܡ shows levelling of dissimilar

designations.
– btr 1Kgs 9:27 ܡܪܝܚܐܟܠܡ (9a1 ܐܟܠܡܡܪܝܚ ). ܐܟܠܡ is supplemented in

accordance with ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡ in vv. 26 and 28.
– A few expansions, resulting in full references, appear where a new sec-

tion in the narrative opens, or where new subjectmatter is introduced:
1Kgs 2:35; 3:16; 7:48; 10:2, 26, 27; 17:1.

– Contextual adaptation occurs in the btr 2Kgs 23:13 ܐܝܫܘܝܐܟܠܡ . The
addition is meant to prevent confusion with ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܟܠܡܢܘܡܝܠܫ

earlier in the verse.
– Where two references to the same king follow one another closely, the

second one is sometimes shortened:
– 1Kgs 10:13 ܐܟܠܡܕ … ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡ instead of …המלשׁךלמה

המלשׁךלמה .
– btr (minus 6h19 8h4) 1Kgs 1:31–32 ܐܟܠܡ (32) … ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡ instead of

ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡ (32) … ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡ in 9a1 6h19 8h4 (= Masoretic text).117
– In the btr of 1Kgs 10:10 the first reference is expanded and the sec-

ond one is shortened (not in 6ph2 7a1): ܢܘܡܝܠܫ … ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠ .
Compare 9a1 ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠ … ܐܟܠܡܠ = המלשׁ ךלמל … ךלמל .

– btr 1Kgs 15:18–20 ܐܣܐ (20) … ܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡܐܣܐ .118 Compare ךלמה

אסאךלמה…אסא and 9a1 ܐܟܠܡܐܣܐ … ܐܣܐܐܟܠܡ .
– 1Kgs 12:18 9a1 ܡܥܒܚܪ … ܡܥܒܚܪܐܟܠܡ instead of ךלמה…םעבחרךלמה

םעבחר .
The second reference is left unshortened in the btr of 1Kgs 12:18 and in
15:22 ( ܐܣܐܐܟܠܡ … ܐܣܐܐܟܠܡ ).119 In the btr of 1Kgs 2:29 it is actually
expanded: ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡ … ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠ .

117 It is possible that the btr was influenced by Ant., which also lacks a reference to David,
the more so since the minus is not shared by all mss attesting the btr.

118 In the btr, ܐܕܘܗܝܕ is added in conformity to ܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡܐܣܐ in 1Kgs 15:17.
119 In 1Kgs 15:22 9a1 has ܐܟܠܡܐܣܐ … ܐܣܐܐܟܠܡ .
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The reasonwhy 9a1 and / or the btr in a few instances deviate from the stan-
dard pattern and use pattern ܐܟܠܡ x is unclear. Text-historical factors and
considerations of style could have played a part in the following instances:

– In 2Kgs 17:1 9a1 pattern ܐܟܠܡ x may result from shortening ܐܟܠܡܙܚܐ

ܐܕܘܗܝܕ (btr = Masoretic text) to ܐܟܠܡܙܚܐ .
– 2Kgs 19:5 9a1 and 2Kgs 20:14 mention ܐܟܠܡܐܝܩܙܚ along with ܐܝܥܫܐ

ܐܝܒܢ . The former designation, consisting of a name and a title, is an
adaptation to the internal structure of the latter.

– In 1Kgs 15:20, 22 (2nd), both in 9a1, and 2Kgs 16:11 (2nd), 12 (2nd),
both in the btr, instances of the pattern ܐܟܠܡ x occur that are not
reflected by ךלמה x in the Masoretic text. Due to these deviations,
throughout 1Kgs 15:18–22 9a1120 and 2Kgs 16:10–15,121 a lively alternation
of designations of the same king occurs. It is conceivable that the
variation was intentionally created for stylistic reasons. Moreover, in
2Kgs 16:12 (2nd) ‘Ahaz’ may have been expanded to ܐܟܠܡܙܚܐ in
accordance with ܐܟܠܡܙܚܐ in v. 11 (2nd).

The fact that both textual traditions include instances of ܐܟܠܡ x that do
not run parallel to ךלמה x suggests that the former pattern represented good
Syriac. The data do not allow for linking the deviations of patterns ܐܟܠܡ x
and x ܐܟܠܡ to different stages of Syriac. It suffices to say that already in the
Syriac text common to 9a1 and the btr alterations towards both patterns
appear.

Still, where text traditions differ from one another as to the bipartite
pattern chosen, the question of their relative chronology arises. This ques-
tion can be answered by means of textual comparison. A deviation from
the Masoretic text which is represented by one text tradition only may be
expected to be secondary to the reading that is in accordance with the
Masoretic text. As we have seen, both 9a1 and the btr contain deviations
from theMasoretic text that are not shared by the other tradition andwhich
are thus to be considered secondary, as in 1Kgs 2:17 where 9a1 follows the
Masoretic text and the btr modifies secondarily, thus ‘conforming to usage
elsewhere in Kings’.122 Text traditions exhibiting contrasting expansions, as
in 1Kgs 9:27; 10:26, are not likely to have arisen independently. It is tempting

120 1Kgs 15:18 ܐܣܐܐܟܠܡ , 20 ܐܟܠܡܐܣܐ , 22 (1st) ܐܣܐܐܟܠܡ , 22 (2nd) ܐܟܠܡܐܣܐ .
121 2Kgs 16:10 (2×) ܙܚܐܐܟܠܡ , 11 (1st) ܙܚܐܐܟܠܡ , (2nd) ܐܟܠܡ ܙܚܐ , 12 (1st) ܐܟܠܡ , (2nd)
ܐܟܠܡ ܙܚܐ , (3rd) ܐܟܠܡ , 15 ܙܚܐܐܟܠܡ . 9a1 is lacking in 2Kgs 16:10–15.

122 Walter, Studies, section ⟨227⟩.
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to assume that the primary expansion ܐܟܠܡ x, preserved in 9a1, was second-
arily changed in the btr towards the more common pattern x ܐܟܠܡ . Then,
however, it is strange to find that the btr left the pattern ܐܟܠܡ x unmodified
in 2Kgs 18:17; 20:14 (and in 2Kgs 16:11, 12, if the original translator had intro-
duced it there), while it even introduced the pattern in 1Kgs 17:1. Apparently,
in the transmission of the Peshitta of Kings the scribes did not pursue a rigid
consistency of expression.

2.6.3. 1Kgs 2:8

ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒܢܡܢܝܡܝܢܒܕܐܛܒܫܢܡ

‘from the tribe of Benjamin, from the House of Horim’

םירחבמינימיהןב
‘a Benjaminite from Bahurim’

In the Peshitta of Kings, gentilic names preceded by the article in Hebrew
are rendered in various ways:

A. as a substantivized adjective (for instance, in 1Kgs 1:3, 15; 2:7, 17, 21, 22;
9:20; 11:1, 5, 33; 2Kgs 3:21).

B. as ܢܡ + tribal name (1Kgs 2:8 only).
C. as ܢܡܕ + toponym (1Kgs 17:1; 21:17, 28; 2Kgs 1:3, 8; 9:36).

Construction C occurs moreover
a. as a literal rendering of ןמרשׁא + toponym (2Kgs 5:4; 14:25—Peshitta

and Targum Jonathan agree with the Masoretic text).
b. as a rendering of ןמ + toponym(1Kgs 19:16—Targum Jonathanagrees

with the Masoretic text).

Constructions B and C occur only after a personal name. Conversely, how-
ever, when in the Hebrew text a personal name is followed by a gentilic with
the article, the Peshitta may also use construction A, as in 1Kgs 2:7 ܝܠܙܪܒ

ܐܝܕܥܠܓ for ידעלגהילזרב , ‘Barzillai, the Gileadite’; 1Kgs 14:21 ܐܬܝܢܘܡܥܐܡܥܢ

for תינמעההמענ , ‘Naamah, the Ammonitess’.123
Targum Jonathan is more consistent than the Peshitta in the application

of these constructions. When a personal name is followed by a gentilic in
Hebrew, Targum Jonathan nearly always uses construction C, as in 1Kgs 1:3,
15; 2:17, 21, 22; 14:21 (Peshitta: construction A), as well as in 1Kgs 17:1; 21:17,

123 See also 1Kgs 11:29 ܐܝܢܘܠܝܫܐܝܒܢܐܝܚܐ , ‘Ahijah, the Shilonite prophet’, for ינלישׁההיחא
איבנה , ‘Ahijah, the Shilonite, the prophet’. In 1Kgs 12:15; 15:29 p offers the same expression

ܐܝܢܘܠܝܫܐܝܒܢܐܝܚܐ for ינלישׁההיחא of mt.
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28; 2Kgs 1:3, 8; 9:36 (Peshitta: construction C). The sole exception is 1Kgs 2:7
(Targum Jonathan: האדעלגיליזרב ).

In the Peshitta construction C involves a departure from the Hebrew text
only in connection with the prophets Elijah (1Kgs 17:1; 21:17, 28; 2Kgs 1:3, 8;
9:36) and Elisha (1Kgs 19:16).

As constructionB occurs only in 1Kgs 2:8, it is conceivable that its appear-
ance is related to the addition of ܐܛܒܫ .124

2.7. Contemporization

2.7.1. 1Kgs 1:3, 15; 2:17, 21, 22

In 1Kings 1–2, Abishag is called ‘the Shunammite’ in the Masoretic text,125
but ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , ‘the Shilommite’, in the Peshitta.

Compared with the spelling of the Hebrew gentilic, the Peshitta replaces
Waw by Yudh and Nun by Lamadh, and adds Waw. Other ancient ver-
sions126 have forms presupposing תימנושׁה . Though Lamadh replaces Nun
word medially in one instance in the Peshitta of Kings,127 in the case of

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ an explanation on the basis of similarity of letters is improba-
ble due to the combination of letter differences and the structure of the
resulting form. The deviation from the Hebrew, therefore, is likely to be
intentional.

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ also occurs in the Peshitta of Cant 7:1 (2×), where it corre-
sponds to תימלושׁה , ‘the Shulammite’. According to a Jewishmedieval exeget-
ical tradition, the Hebrew תימלושׁה in that passage is the feminine form of

המלשׁ , ‘Solomon’, and refers to Solomon’s bride.128 This raises the question
whether the form ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ in 1Kings 1–2 intentionally associates Abishag
with the Shulammite or Solomonite girl of Cant 7:1.129 However, Kings does
not even hint that Abishag became Solomon’s wife. More importantly, the
Peshitta renders תימנושׁה as ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ not only in the case of Abishag but
also in the case of Elisha’s hostess mentioned in 2Kgs 4:12, 25, 36.130 This

124 See section 2.4.4.
125 Spelled תימנושׁה in 1Kgs 1:3, 15; 2:17, and תימנשׁה in 1Kgs 2:21, 22.
126 lxx, Ant., tj, vg.
127 See chapter 6, section 1.1.6.6.
128 See Rowley, ‘The Meaning of “The Shulammite” ’, 84–91, esp. 84–85.
129 Thus Berlinger, Könige, 9.
130 Considering that in 2Kgs 4:8 pmentions Shiloh ( ܘܠܝܫ versus םנושׁ in mt) as thewoman’s

residence, it is surprising that in 2Kgs 4:12 she is referred to as ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , ‘Shilommite’.
Rather, one would expect p to have ܐܬܝܢܘܠܝܫ , which is the female counterpart of ܐܝܢܘܠܝܫ ,
‘the Shilonite man’, attested in 1Kgs 11:29; 12:15; 15:29. The simplest explanation is that in
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suggests that, rather than being peculiar to 1Kings 1–2, ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ is the
Peshitta’s usual rendering of תימנושׁה . The true basis for the consonantal dif-
ferences is clarified by Eusebius’s statement that in his days Shunem was
called Shulem.131 The identity of Shulem and Shunem is also supported by
the fact that in the text tradition of Cant 7:1 in the Septuagint, forms with
Lambda as well as with Nu are attested.132 It is quite possible, therefore, that

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ in 1Kings 1–2 represents a contemporization.

2.7.2. 1Kgs 1:33, 38, 45

ܐܚܘܠܝܫ ‘Shiloah’
ןוחג ‘Gihon’

lxx (Rahlfs) Γιών ‘Gihon’
tj אחולישׁ ‘Shiloah’

The Peshitta and Targum Jonathan identify the spring ןוחג , ‘Gihon’, with
חלשׁה , ‘the Shiloah’, of Isa 8:6. חַ�πשִׁ , literally ‘emission’, originally denoted

the conduit that ran from the source rather than the source itself.133 This is
also indicated by the fact that Isa 8:6 speaks of the gently flowing waters of
Shiloah. Later theword came to designate the pool towhich the springwater
was conducted.134 Thus, Peshitta and Targum Jonathanmay have contempo-
rized the name of the place.135

Alternatively, ‘Shiloah’ could be part of a reinterpretation which also
includes the rendering ‘fuller’s spring’ for ‘spring of Rogel’ in the Peshitta
and Targum Jonathan of 1Kgs 1:9. In light of 2Kgs 18:17 and Isa 7:3, where the
conduit is stated to be on the highway to the fuller’s field, the spring of Rogel
could have been renamed as the fuller’s spring. In the Peshitta of Kings there
are more places where influence from the book of Isaiah can be detected.136
The rendering ‘fuller’s spring’ for ‘spring of Rogel’ is also found in thePeshitta
of 2Sam 17:17.

2Kgs 4:8 p originally read ܡܘܠܝܫ , but that in the course of transmission the final Mem was
accidentally dropped. If this explanation applies, p was consistent in rendering םנושׁ and

תימנושׁ as ܡܘܠܝܫ and ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , respectively. For ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ instead of םולשׁ , ‘peace’, in mt
2Kgs 4:23, see chapter 8, section 1.21.

131 Eusebius, Onomasticon (ed. Klostermann), 158, 11 f.
132 lxx A [= Rahlfs] Σουλαμῖτις; lxx B Σουμανεῖτις.
133 Cf. one of the meanings of Akkadian šilihtu proposed in AHw 1235b: 3) Seitenkanal?
134 John 9:7 Σιλωάμ; cf. Neh 3:15 חלשׁהתכרב .
135 See also Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 58–60.
136 See Walter, ‘The Use of Sources’, 188–199, and the case of 1Kgs 14:10, discussed in

chapter 13, section 5.
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A third possibility is a linguistic connection between ןוחג and ܐܚܘܠܝܫ .
According to Ishodad, ܐܚܘܠܝܫ is a Hebrew name referring to the fact that
the water of the source spurts intermittently in the air.137 On comparable
grounds, he adds, the Nile is called Gihon. The name Gihon can be con-
nected to חיג , ‘break forth, bubble up’ (Syriac ܚܘܓ ). The fact that Ishodad
mentions Gihon when commenting on ܐܚܘܠܝܫ is interesting. Possibly, the
connection made by Ishodad actually underlies the rendering of ןוחג as

ܐܚܘܠܝܫ .
Since all other ancient versions transliterate ןוחג , the agreement between

Peshitta and Targum Jonathan is probably due to dependence on the same
exegetical tradition.138

2.8. Unexplained Variation in Translation

2.8.1. 1Kgs 2:4

ܢܘܗܫܦܢܗܠܘܟܢܡܘܢܘܗܒܠܗܠܟܢܡܐܬܫܘܩܒܝܡܕܩܘܟܠܗܡܠ

‘to walk before me in truth from all their heart and from all their soul’

םשׁפנלכבוםבבללכבתמאבינפלתכלל
‘to walk before me in truth with all their heart and with all their soul’

1Kgs 8:23

ܢܘܗܫܦܢܗܠܟܒܘܢܘܗܒܠܗܠܟܒܐܬܫܘܩܒܟܝܡܕܩܢܝܟܠܗܡܕ

‘who walk before you in truth with all their heart and with all their soul’

םבללכבךיּנפלםיכלהה
‘who walk before you with all their heart’

1Kgs 8:48

ܢܘܗܫܦܢܗܠܘܟܢܡܘܢܘܗܒܠܗܠܟܢܡܟܬܘܠܢܘܢܦܬܢܘ

‘and they turn to you from all their heart and from all their soul’

םשׁפנלכבוםבבללכבךלאובשׁו
‘and they turn to you with all their heart and all their soul’

1Kgs 14:8

ܗܒܠܗܠܟܒܝܪܬܒܟܠܗܘ

ובבללכבירחאךלהרשׁאו
‘and who walked after me with all his heart’

137 Van Den Eynde, Commentaire d’ Išodad deMerv, 117.
138 Dray (Translation and Interpretation, 58–60) apparently overlooks that the substitution

occurs not only in tj, but also in p. As yet another possibility for the substitution shementions
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2Kgs 10:31

ܗܒܠܗܠܟܢܡܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܗܠܐܐܝܪܡܕܗܣܘܡܢܒܘܟܠܗܡܠ

‘to walk in the law of the Lord, the God of Israel, from all his heart’

ובבללכבלארשׂייהלאהוהיתרותבתכלל
‘to walk in the law of yhwh, the God of Israel, with all his heart’

2Kgs 23:3

ܘܦܪܛܡܠܘ
̈
ܢܘܗܫܦܢܗܠܟܒܘܢܘܗܒܠܗܠܟܒܝܗܘܡܝܩ̈ܘܗܬܘܕܗܣ̈ܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ

‘and to keep his commandments and his testimonies and his statutes with all
their heart and with all their soul’

שׁפנלכבובללכבויתקחתאוויתודעתאוויתוצמרמשׁלו
‘and to keep his commandments and his testimonies and his statutes with all
the heart and with all the soul’

2Kgs 23:25

ܗܠܝܚܗܠܟܒܘܘܫܦܢܗܠܟܒܘܗܒܠܗܠܟܒܐܝܪܡܬܘܠܝܢܦܬܐܕ

‘who had turned to the Lord with all his heart and with all his soul and with
all his strength’

ודאמלכבוושׁפנלכבוובבללכבהוהילאבשׁרשׁא
‘who had turned to yhwh with all his heart and with all his soul and with all
his strength’

The expression בבללכב + third masc suffix, ‘with his / their whole heart’,
occurs in the Masoretic text in 1Kgs 2:4; 8:48; 2Kgs 10:31.139 In the Peshitta,
these instances are rendered as ܒܠܗܠܟܢܡ + third masc suffix, ‘from his /
their whole heart’. The same Hebrew expression is translated as ܒܠܗܠܟܒ +
suffix in 1Kgs 8:23; 14:8; 2Kgs 23:3, 25. The variation in preposition occurs
between passages containing identical verbs and complements preceding
the adverbial phrase.140 In all instances, 9a1 and the btr agree in the choice
of preposition, so that there is no hint of an inner-Syriac development.

Although 1Kgs 8:23 shows signs of harmonization with 1Kgs 2:4,141 it does
not conform to the latter passage in its use of preposition. Thismay indicate
that no difference in meaning was felt between ܒ and ܢܡ in the context of
the expression.

that the targumist (sic) was influenced by his esteem for Hezekiah, who according to 2Kgs
20:20 constructed the conduit.

139 For the syntactic construction used in 1Kgs 2:4 see Dyk, ‘Some Results’, passim.
140 Thus ܡܕܩܟܠܗ in 1Kgs 2:4; 8:23; ܬܘܠܝܢܦܬܐ in 1Kgs 8:48; 2Kgs 23:25.
141 Cf. the pluses ܐܬܫܘܩܒ and ܢܘܗܫܦܢܗܠܟܒܘ .
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The difference appears to reflect a fluctuation in the style of translation:
since the preposition ܢܡ , is not cognate to the Hebrew preposition ,ב it rep-
resents a deviation from the source text. This suggests that Syriac naturally
favoured the use of ܢܡ . Where the Peshitta rendered withܒ the wish to stay
close to the exemplar by representing its formal characteristics apparently
prevailed.

It is not impossible that the variation results from a change of transla-
tors. However, such a hypothesis can only be substantiated if the variation
appears to convergewith other translational variations in the direct context.
This issue deserves closer consideration but goes beyond the scope of this
chapter.

2.8.2. 1Kgs 1:13, 17, 20, 24, 27, 30, 35, 46, 48

1Kgs 1:13, 17, 30

9a1 ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܘܗܘ ‘and he sits (ptc) on my throne’
btr ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܘܗܘ ‘and he will sit (ipf) on my throne’

יאסכלעבשׁיאוהו ‘and he will sit (ipf) on my throne’

1Kgs 1:24

ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܘܗܘ ‘and he will sit (ipf) on my throne’
יאסכלעבשׁיאוהו ‘and he will sit (ipf) on my throne’

1Kgs 1:20

9a1 ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܕܗܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܢܡ

‘Who sits (ptc) upon the throne of my lord, the king?’

btr ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܕܗܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܢܡ

‘Who will sit (ipf) upon the throne of my lord, the king?’

ךלמהינדאאסכלעבשׁיימ
‘Who will sit (ipf) on the throne of my lord, the king?’

1Kgs 1:27

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܕܗܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܢܡ

ךלמהינדאאסכלעבשׁיימ
‘Who will sit (ipf) on the throne of my lord, the king?’

1Kgs 1:35

ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܘ

‘(that he may come) and will sit (ipf) on my throne’

יאסכלעבשׁיו
‘(and he is to come in) and will sit (pf cons) on my throne’
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1Kgs 1:46

ܐܬܘܟܠܡܕܗܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܢܘܡܝܠܫܒܬܝܦܐܘ

‘and also Solomon sits (ptc) on the throne of the kingdom’

הכולמהאסכלעהמלשׁבשׁיםגו
‘and also Solomon sits (pf) on the throne of the kingdom’

1Kgs 1:48

9a1 ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܕ ‘(a son) who sits (ptc) on my throne’
btr ܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܕ ‘(a son) who will sit (ipf) on my throne’

יאסכלעבשׁי ‘someone sitting (ptc) on my throne’

In 1Kings 1, the expression אסכלעבשׁי occurs nine times. In 1Kgs 1:13, 17,
20, 24, 27, 30, בשׁי is vocalized as an imperfect. These instances appear in
syntactic contexts that refer to a future state: ‘N will be king after me and
he will sit on my throne’ (1Kgs 1:13, 17, 24, 30); ‘Who will sit on the throne
of my lord, the king, after him?’ (1Kgs 1:20, 27). In 1Kgs 1:35 בשׁיו is pointed
as a perfect consecutive. This verbal form is dependent on the imperative
וחק in v. 33 whose imperative quality is continued by a string of perfect

consecutives: ‘Take with you the servants of your lord and have my son
Solomon ride on my own mule … (v. 35) … and he is to come in and sit
on my throne.’142 In 1Kgs 1:46, where בשׁיםגו indicates a present state, the
Masoretic text has vocalized a perfect, whereas in v. 48 בשׁי is pointed as a
participle.

With the exception of 1Kgs 1:46, the btr offers ܒܬܢ (Peal imperfect) for
בשׁי in the instances mentioned. Since in Syriac the imperfect may indi-

cate a future action or state and as such oftens carries a modal nuance,143
ܒܬܢ seems an appropriate rendering of the Hebrew in 1Kgs 1:13, 17, 20, 24, 27,

30, 35. In 1Kgs 1:46, the Peshitta uses a participle to indicate that Solomon is
sitting on the throne at the verymoment Jonathan is speaking (vv. 43–48 are
direct speech).144 In 1Kgs 1:48, where בשׁי must be taken as a participle ( בשֵׁי in
the Masoretic text), the imperfect ܒܬܢܕ of the btr seems to represent an ad
sensum rendering alongside the literal translation ܒܬܝܕ (necessarily partici-
ple) of 9a1. Remarkably, in the same expression in 1Kgs 3:6 בשֵׁי is rendered
as ܒܬܢܕ not only in the btr, but also in 9a1:

ܗܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܢܕ ‘(a son) who will sit on his throne’
ואסכלעבשֵׁי ‘(a son) sitting on his throne’

142 Mulder, 1Kings, 67.
143 Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §82; Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §266.
144 Cf. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §83.
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In 1Kgs 1:48 (btr) and 3:6, ܒܬܢܕ is attributive to ‘son’, which is the object
of the verb ܒܗܝ ; this produces an effect similar to the infinitive: ‘who has
given me this day a son to sit on my throne’.145

9a1 agrees with the btr in 1Kgs 1:24, 27, 35, 46, but differs from it in vv. 13,
17, 20, 30, 48 by reading ܒܬܝ (ܕ) instead of ܒܬܢ (ܕ) of the btr. In 1Kgs 1:13, 17,
20, 30, 48 the participle ܒܬܝ apparently serves to indicate the future state,
like the imperfect of which it is the continuation in vv. 13, 17, 30.146The future,
however, is also indicated by the imperfect ܒܬܢ in 1Kgs 1:24, 27, 35. Whereas
the participle ܒܬܝ indicates the future state in five instances, in 1Kgs 1:46 it
indicates the immediate present.

Thus, a comparison between the btr and 9a1 shows that, as far as the
expression ‘sitting on the throne’ is concerned, the use of tenses is more
systematic in relation to mode in the btr than in 9a1. It is worthy of note
that whereas the btr renders בשׁי identically in similar phrases (1Kgs 1:13, 17,
30, 24 / 1Kgs 1:20, 27 / 1Kgs 1:48; 3:6), 9a1 shows variation:

1Kgs 1:13, 17, 30 ܒܬܝ ; 24 ܒܬܢ

1Kgs 1:20 ܒܬܝ ; 27 ܒܬܢ

1Kgs 1:48 ܒܬܝܕ ; 3:6 ܒܬܢܕ

Apparently, in 9a1 the imperfect ܒܬܢ and the participle ܒܬܝ are used inter-
changeably to indicate the future. It is tempting to explain the more coher-
ent distribution of tenses in the btr as a secondary systematization of the
older situation reflected by 9a1. No definite conclusions, however, can be
drawn here, since that would require a systematic inquiry into the use of
tenses in the various text traditions of the Peshitta of Kings.

2.8.3. 1Kgs 1:34, 45; 2:15

ךלמל in the expression ךלמלחשׁמ is rendered as ܕ + imperfect ܟܠܡ (Aphel)
in 1Kgs 1:34 and as ܕ + imperfect ܐܘܗ + ܐܟܠܡ in 1Kgs 1:45:

1Kgs 1:34

btr ܟܠܡܢܕ … ܗܢܘܚܫܡܢܘ

‘and they shall anoint him … that he may reign’

ךלֶמֶל … ותאחשׁמו
‘and he shall anoint him … king’

145 Cf. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §98a, c; cf. Williams, Studies, 142–143.
146 Cf. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §83; Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §270.
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1Kgs 1:45

ܐܟܠܡܐܘܗܢܕ … ܝܗܘܚܫܡܘ

‘and anointed him … that he might be king’

ךלֶמֶל … ותאוחשׁמיו
‘and anointed him … king’

The construction with ܕ + imperfect ܟܠܡ (Aphel) appears six times in the
Peshitta of Kings.147 The alternative construction with ܕ + imperfect ܐܘܗ +

ܐܟܠܡ is found twice.148 The variation is hard to explain, the more so since
both constructions are found in similar phrases, as comparison of 1Kgs 1:34
(btr), 45; 2Kgs 9:3, 6, 12 reveals. The variation in rendering ךלמל also occurs
outside the context of the expression ‘to anoint king’:

1Kgs 2:15

ܐܟܠܡܐܘܗܐܕܢܘܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܝܪܣܝܐܗܠܟܘܡܣܝܠܥܘ

‘and upon me all Israel set their faces that I would be king’

ךלמלםהינפלארשׂילכומשׂילעו
‘to me all Israel set their faces to reign’

1Kgs 6:1

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܟܠܡܐܕ ‘(it was …), when Solomon had become king’
המלשׁ�π�πמְלִ ‘(it was … in) Solomon’s reign’

1Kgs 10:9

ܐܟܠܡܟܕܒܥ ‘he made you king’
ךלֶמֶלךמישׂיו ‘he made you king’

1Kgs 14:2

ܟܠܡܐܕܝܠܐܘܗܪܡܐܘܗܘ

‘it is he who has said to me that I shall be king’

ךלֶמֶלילערבדאוה
‘he said about me to (be) king’

147 Apart from 1Kgs 1:34, the construction occurs in 1Kgs 5:15 ܟܠܡܢܕܘܚܫܡܗܠܕ , ‘that him
they had anointed that he might reign’, for mt ךלֶמֶלוחשׁמותאיכ , ‘that him they had anointed
king’; 19:15 ܟܠܡܢܕܠܝܐܙܚܠܚܘܫܡ , ‘anoint Hazael that hemay reign’, for mt ךלֶמֶללאזחתאתחשׁמו ,
‘and anoint Hazael king’; 19:16 ܟܠܡܢܕܝܫܡܝܪܒܘܗܝܠܘ , ‘and (anoint) Jehu, the son of Jamshi, that
hemay reign’, for mt ךלֶמֶלחשׁמתישׁמנןבאוהיתאו , ‘and Jehu, the son of Nimshi, youwill anoint
king’; 2Kgs 9:6, 12 ܟܠܡܬܕܟܬܚܫܡ , ‘I have anointed you that you may reign’, for mt ךיתחשׁמ

ךלֶמֶל , ‘I anoint you king’.
148 Besides 1Kgs 1:45, this construction appears in 2Kgs 9:3 ܐܟܠܡܐܘܗܬܕܟܬܚܫܡ , ‘I have

anointed you that you may be king’, for mt ךלֶמֶלךיתחשׁמ , ‘I anoint you king’.
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The Peshitta commonly uses ܕ + imperfect to render the Hebrew infini-
tive.149 One possible explanation is that the translator construed ךלמל as a
preposition + infinitive in all instances where he used the constructionwith
ܕ + imperfect. In 1Kgs 10:9 the translator rendered ךלמל as a noun, proba-
bly because he interpreted ךלמל as preposition + noun, as the Masoretes
did.150 In 1Kgs 14:2 the Peshitta agrees with other ancient versions (Hexapla,
Targum Jonathan, Vulgate) in rendering ךלמל verbally, contrary to the point-
ing of the Masoretic text.

On the other hand, it is quite conceivable that the use of the construction
with ܕ + imperfect is idiomatic in all instances noted above151 and that it does
not necessarily imply that the translator interpreted ךלמל as a preposition +
infinitive.152 Strong support for this view is lent by:

1Kgs 19:16

ܐܝܒܢܐܘܗܢܕܚܘܫܡ … ܥܫܝܠܘ

‘and Elisha … anoint that he may be prophet’

איבנל … חשׁמתעשׁילאתאו
‘and Elisha you will anoint … to (be) prophet’

Though איבנ is unequivocally a noun, the Peshitta adds the imperfect of the
verb ‘be’, rendering ܐܝܒܢܐܘܗܢܕ .153 Similarly, the use of ܕ + imperfect in the
expression ‘to anoint king’ may be idiomatic in Syriac.

Furthermore, it is unlikely that the variation between ܕ + imperfect ܟܠܡ

(Aphel) and ܕ + ܐܘܗ imperfect + ܐܟܠܡ reflects a difference in meaning, or
a difference in interpretation of ךלמל . Evidence that both expressions can
be used interchangeably is supplied by 2Kgs 9:3, 6, where the command to
anoint Jehu king and the execution of that command are reported. In the
Masoretic text command and execution are identically phrased, but in the

149 According toWilliams, this happens when the subject of the secondmember is not the
same as the subject of the first member. This provides the motivation for the construction
with ܕ + imperfect being used after the verb ‘anoint’, rather than the infinitive (Williams,
Studies, 140, 143).

150 The verb םישׂ requires ךלמל to be construed as preposition + noun.
151 Thus, the use of ܕ + imperfect ܟܠܡ (Aphel) in the expression ‘to anoint king’ may be

idiomatic in Syriac, or ܚܫܡ could require a following ܕ -clause when the verb has a double
object.

152 Likewise, the fact that tj renders אכלמיוהמל , ‘to be king’, in all instances listed here
(as well as in 1Kgs 2:15; 10:9; 14:2; see below) need not imply that it interpreted ךלמל as an
infinitive. See Van Staalduine—Sulman, Targum of Samuel, 162, 163.

153 See chapter 12, section 3, for extra verbs occurring in Syriac to cover double-object
constructions in Hebrew, and chapter 12, section 4, for differences between Hebrew and
Syriac in the use of the copula.
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Peshitta there is variation in expression. Dissimilation here runs counter to
the tendency toward levelling that prevails in the Peshitta of Kings. Another
indication that both expressions can be used interchangeably is the parallel
use of ܟܠܡܢܕ and ܐܝܒܢܐܘܗܢܕܚܘܫܡ following ܚܘܫܡ in 1Kgs 19:16 (see cita-
tions above).

Though the above observations are relevant, more linguistic data are
required to investigate the variation. This task is beyond the scope of the
present study. Possibly there is no rationale at all behind the variation,
as random variation in rendering is a common phenomenon in transla-
tions.

2.8.4. 1Kgs 1:51; 2:29, 41

The Peshitta often renders a Hebrew third person indefinite subject as a
third masc pl verb form in cases where

1. the Masoretic text has a third masc pl verb form, as in 1Kgs 1:23; 2:39
( ܘܝܘܚܘ for ודיגיו , ‘and they reported’);

2. the Masoretic vocalization indicates a stem formation with passive
voice and an impersonal subject,

as in:

1Kgs 2:29, 41154

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠܘܝܘܚܘ ‘and they reported to King Solomon’
(v. 41 המלשׁל ) המלשׁךלמלדגיו ‘and it was reported to (King) Solomon’

Two possible explanations present themselves: either the translator inter-
preted the Hebrew verb forms as Hophals, as Targum Jonathan seems to
have done, but rendered them actively according to good Syriac,155 or the
translator took the Hebrew forms to be Hiphil imperfects in which the third
masc sg expresses the vague subject one.156

Relevant information occurs in the following passage where the
Masoretic text reads a Hophal ( דגַּיֻּוַ ) and the Peshitta renders an Ethpaal:

1Kgs 1:51

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܠܝܘܚܬܐܘ

‘and it was reported to King Solomon’

154 Also in 1Kgs 10:7 ܝܠܘܝܘܚ , ‘they had not told me’, for mt ילדגהאל , ‘it was not told me’;
2Kgs 6:13; 8:7 ܝܗܘܝܘܚܘ , ‘and they told him’, for mt ולדגיו , ‘and it was told him’.

155 ThusMorrison (First Bookof Samuel, 70)with respect to similar phenomena in 1Samuel.
156 Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, § 155d.
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המלשׁלדגיו
‘and it was reported to Solomon’

This case suggests that the translator did actually interpret דגיו as a Hophal
form. Thus, similar cases show variation: 1Kgs 1:51 offers a literal rendering
of the Hebrew, thus staying close to the source text; on the other hand, 1Kgs
2:29, 41; 2Kgs 6:13; 8:7; 10:7, are rendered more freely, perhaps in order to
produce good Syriac.157

Interestingly, a similar fluctuation occurs in the Septuagint (lxx B: ἀπ-
ηγγέλη in 3Kgdms 2:29, 39, 41, and ἀπήγγειλαν in 3Kgdms 10:7; ἀνηγγέλη in
3Kgdms 1:23, 51 and ἀνήγγειλαν in 4Kgdms 6:13; 8:7). As the switch in voice
does not correspond to that of the Peshitta, there is no reason to suppose
the latter being influenced by the Septuagint. The Antiochene text renders

דגיו with ἀπήγγειλαν in all passages mentioned. Whereas it mostly agrees
with the Peshitta in using the impersonal third masc pl subject, it deviates
from the latter in 3Kgdms 1:51. In light of this divergence, secondary influ-
ence of the Antiochene text regarding the usage of the impersonal third
masc pl subject in the Peshitta of Kings is improbable.

The Peshitta also renders passively in:

1Kgs 2:21

9a1 p btr

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫܓܫܝܒܐܒܗܝܬܬ

ܟܘܚܐܐܝܢܘܕܐܬܬܢܐ ܐܬܬܢܐܟܘܚܐܐܝܢܘܕ

9a1 ‘Let Abishag, the Shilommite, be given as wife to Adonijah, your brother’
btr ‘Let Abishag, the Shilommite, be given to Adonijah, your brother, as wife’

השׁאלךיחאוהינדאלתימנשׁהגשׁיבאתאןתי
‘may Abishag, the Shunammite, be given to Adonijah, your brother, as wife’

lxx B Δοθήτω δὴ Ἀβεισὰ ἡ Σωμανεῖτις τῷ Ἀδωνειὰ τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου εἰς γυναῖκα
Ant. Δοθήτω δὴ Ἀβεισὰκ ἡ Σωμανεῖτις Ὀρνεία τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου εἰς γυναῖκα
tj = mt

In the Masoretic text an impersonal passive verb form (Hophal imperfect)
is followed by an accusative of the affected object introduced by the object
marker תא :158 ‘that there be given Abishag the Shunammite …’. The Peshitta

157 Interestingly, a similar variation in rendering occurs in p 1Samuel: 1Samuel favours
ܘܝܘܚܘ as a rendering of דגַּיֻּו (19:19; 23:7; 27:4), but once it has ܝܘܚܬܐܘ (15:12). See Morrison,

First Book of Samuel, 70.
158 Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, § 128b.
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simplifies by rendering ‘Abishag’ as the subject (compare the Septuagint).
Here, too, apparently the translator construed ןתי as a Hophal.

An identical Hebrew construction is simplified differently in the Peshitta
in:

1Kgs 18:13

ܬܕܒܥܕܡܕܡܝܪܡܠܬܝܘܚܘ

‘And have I not told my lord what I did?’

יתישׂערשׁאתאינדאלדגהאלה
‘Has my lord not been told what I did?’

Septuagint, Antiochene text, and Targum Jonathan reflect דגַּהֻ of the
Masoretic text.

Beside the two categories distinguished at the beginning of this section,
the Peshitta uses the impersonal third masc pl verb form to render third
masc sg verb forms which seem to have a personal subject. The reason for
this may be exegetical.159

2.8.5. 1Kgs 2:4

ܬܦܐܝܪܡܡܝܩܢܕܠܛܡ
̈

ܝܠܥܪܡܐܕܝܗܘܡܓ

‘for the Lord will establish his words which he spoke concerning me’

ילערבדרשׁאורבדתאהוהיםיקיןעמל
‘so that yhwh will establish his word which he spoke concerning me’

tj Ant. vg = p ‘his words’
lxx = mt ‘his word’

1Kgs 12:15

ܬܦܐܝܪܡܡܝܩܢܕܠܛܡ
̈

ܠܠܡܕܝܗܘܡܓ

‘that the Lord might establish his words which he had spoken’

הוהירבדרשׁאורבדתאהוהיםיקהןעמל
‘that yhwhmight establish his word which yhwh had spoken’

In 1Kgs 2:4; 12:15 the Peshitta reads ‘his words’ instead of ‘his word’ as in
theMasoretic text. In the former passage the Peshitta shares the plural with
other versions, but in 1Kgs 12:15 it stands alone in this.

The expression ‘establish the word’, with yhwh as (implicit) subject, also
occurs in 1Kgs 6:12; 8:20. In the latter passage the Peshitta agrees with the
Masoretic text in reading the singular. In 1Kgs 6:12 the Peshitta has ‘my

159 Of the two cases in this category, 1Kgs 2:19; 2Kgs 5:4, the former is treated in section 2.3.3
of this chapter.
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words’ for ‘my word’ of the Masoretic text. Here, the number of the Hebrew
noun is not indicated by the consonantal text and the number of the Syriac
equivalent is only expressed by a secondary graphic device (the seyame).
Thus, the Syriac text of 1Kgs 6:12 can only be taken to indicate that at some
point during the textual transmission the plural was favoured.

In other references to ‘the word of the Lord’ in Kings, the Peshitta usually
agrees with theMasoretic text in reading a singular. Only within the context
of the expression ‘the Lord will establish his word’ does the Peshitta clearly
favour the plural (in three out of four instances, though 1Kgs 6:12 is of limited
significance, as explained). The nature of the variation with the Masoretic
text in 1Kgs 2:4; 12:15 is unclear. In viewof the agreementwith other versions,
the plural in 1Kgs 2:4 could have a text-historical background, either from a
source different from the Masoretic text or through the influence of other
versions (most probably the Antiochene text, which among the versions
mentioned above exhibits the highest proportion of agreements with the
Peshitta over against theMasoretic text). The fact that the plural in 1Kgs 12:15
(and in 1Kgs 6:12) is not supported by other versions, however, raises doubt
as to the text-historical interpretation of 1Kgs 2:4. It is not impossible that
the Peshitta made the former passage(s) conform to the latter in number.

Though the difference in number in 1Kgs 2:4; 12:15 is likely the result of
intentional change, the reason for the variation remains obscure.

2.9. Ambiguous Syriac

In the following text, the Syriac allows for two interpretations. One is in
accordance with the usual interpretation of the Hebrew text:160

1Kgs 2:18

ܟܝܠܥܪܡܐܐܢܐܪܝܦܫ ‘Very well. I will speak about you …’
ךילערבדאיכנאבוט ‘Very well. I will speak about you …’

The same interpretation is reflected by the Greek of the Septuagint.
The Peshitta of 1Kgs 18:24, however, presents the possibility of another

interpretation in 1Kgs 2:18:

1Kgs 18:24

ܬܪܡܐܪܝܦܫ ‘you have spoken well’
רבדהבוט ‘the matter is good’

160 For instance,Mulder, 1Kings, 108: ‘Very well … Imyself will speak to the king about you’;
Gray, I& IIKings, 103: ‘It is well, I shall speak on thy behalf to the king’; likewise Cogan, 1Kings,
6.
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Here ܪܝܦܫ qualifies ܬܪܡܐ . In 1Kgs 8:18 as well, ܪܝܦܫ qualifies a verb: ܪܝܦܫ

ܬܕܒܥ , ‘you didwell’. It seems that in 1Kgs 2:18 ܪܝܦܫ could be taken in a similar
sense: ‘I will speak favourably about you to the king.’ There is no way of
ascertaining how the translator wished ܪܝܦܫ to be understood here.

3. Text-Historical Differences

3.1. Inner-Syriac Corruption

3.1.1. 1Kgs 1:8

ܝܥܕܘ ‘and Dei’
יערו ‘and Rei’

The other ancient versions have forms that agree with יער . The Syriac form
probably entails corruption. The interchange of Resh andDalath (which are
graphically similar in both Hebrew and Syriac) could have occurred during
the transmission of the Hebrew text, during the translation, or during the
transmission of the Syriac text.161

3.1.2. 1Kgs 1:27

9a1 p btr

ܢܐ ܢܝܐ

ܬܝܘܚܘܐܢܗܐܡܓܬܦܐܘܗܐܟܠܡܐܝܪܡܟܝܡܕܩܢܡ

9a1 ‘If this matter has come about by your order, my lord, the king, you did not
inform (your servants …)’

btr ‘Indeed, this matter has come about by your order, my lord, the king, and you
did not inform (your servants …)’

תעדוהאלוהזהרבדההיהנךלמהינדאתאמםא
‘Has this matter come about by order of my lord, the king, and you have not
informed (your servant …)?’

Since the Peshitta generally translates םא with ܢܐ , 9a1 most likely repre-
sents the original Syriac, in which case ܢܝܐ , ‘yes, indeed’, of the btr is a
secondary development. TheMasoretic text of 1Kgs 1:27 is commonly held to
be one of the rare cases in which םא is used to introduce a single question.162
The translator seems not to have taken םא as an interrogative particle, since

161 For more examples of the interchange of these letters and discussion, see chapter 3,
section 1.2, and chapter 6, section 1.1.6.2.

162 Gesenius—Kautzsch, Hebrew Grammar, § 150f; Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, § 161d.
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he rendered םא in accordance with its usual function as the conjunction
ܢܐ which introduces a conditional clause. As a consequence, ܘ must be

taken as the beginning of the apodosis. In Syriac the apodosis is not usually
introduced by 163,ܘ but in v. 27 the Syriac text may simply reflect the Hebrew
source, due to a literal style of translation.

The reading ܢܝܐ of the btr suggests that the Syriac sentence is meant to
be understood as a reproach.

3.1.3. 1Kgs 1:34

9a1 ܠܝܪܣܝܐܠܥܟܠܡܢܘ ‘and he may reign over Israel’
btr ܠܝܪܣܝܐܠܥܟܠܡܢܕ ‘that he may reign over Israel’

לארשׂילעךלֶמֶלְ ‘as king over Israel’

ܟܠܡܢܕ of the btr is in line with the usual rendering of the expression חשׁמ

ךלמל in Kings (see section 2.8.3), and probably represents the original read-
ing. ܟܠܡܢܘ is likely tobedue to confusionof letters. Thepossibility cannot be
excluded that the change was intentional, as the reading highlights David’s
resolve that Solomon become king of Israel (‘They will anoint him… and he
will be king of Israel’).

3.1.4. 1Kgs 1:42a

9a1 ܠܠܡܡܘܗܕܟܘ ‘and when he was speaking …’
btr ܠܠܡܡܘܗܕܥܘ ‘and he was still speaking …’

רבדמונדוע ‘he was still speaking …’

In (nearly) identical clauses in 1Kgs 1:14, 22; 2Kgs 6:33, ܕܥ corresponds to
דוע .164 Whereas in 1Kgs 1:42 the btr reading ܕܥܘ is in line with the aforemen-

tioned texts, ܕܟܘ of 9a1 diverges. In 2Kgs 6:33, ܕܟܘ is a variant reading attested
by a few late manuscripts only (12a1fam, among others), and for that reason
it is unlikely that it preserves the original text. In 1Kgs 1:42, too, ܕܟܘ of 9a1
may be secondary. The change could have been triggered by the frequency
of clauses introduced by ܕܟ in Kings.165

163 Thus Nöldeke (Syriac Grammar, §339): ‘The conjunction ܘ does not serve the purpose
of introducing the apodosis (…). Where it seems to stand for this in the O.T., it is a literal
translation of the Hebrew ו (…).’

164 Other renderings for דוע in the btr include: ܒܘܛ (13×: 1Kgs 8:60; 10:5, 10; 22:8, 44; 2Kgs
2:12, 21; 4:6 (2×); 5:17; 6:23, 33; 24:7), ܠܝܟܕܥ (6×: 1Kgs 12:2; 20:32; 2Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 15:4, 35), and

ܐܟܡ (1×: 1Kgs 12:5). Once it is left unrendered (1Kgs 22:7).
165 156× in the btr.
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3.1.5. 1Kgs 1:42b

ܬܢܐܝܚܪܒܢܓܕܠܛܡܠܘܥ ‘come, for you are a mighty hero’
התאליחשׁיאיכאב ‘come, for you are a mighty man’

In 2Kgs 2:16, ܝܚܝܒܢܓ , ‘mighty heroes’, renders ליחינבםישׁנא , ‘mighty
men’, an expression related to ליחשׁיא . In 2Kgs 24:16, however, ליחהישׁנא is
rendered as ܐܢܬܠܝ̈ܚܐܒܓ , ‘mighty men’.166 The expression ܝܚܪܒܢܓ cor-
responds to ליח (ה) רובג , ‘mighty hero’, in 1Kgs 11:28 (1st); 2Kgs 5:1; 24:14 (pl).167
In view of 2Kgs 2:16, there is no need to suppose that the Peshitta of 1Kgs
1:42 originally read ܝܚܪܒܓ . It cannot be ruled out, however, that ܪܒܢܓ

ܝܚ in 1Kgs 1:42; 2Kgs 2:16 (pl) results from a secondary adaptation of ܪܒܓ

ܝܚ to the more common expression.168

3.2. Source Different from the Masoretic Text

3.2.1. 1Kgs 1:18

ܬܥܕܝܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܬܢܐ

‘you, my lord, the king, did not know’

תעדיאלךלמהינדאהתע
‘now, my lord, the king, you did not know’

The first word in both versions begins with a different letter, both belong-
ing to the velar-glottal area of the articulatory track, where fuzziness has
been documented.169 A linguist would suspect that the phonological com-
ponent has influenced the rendering, however, there is more to be said. The
Peshitta, Septuagint, Vulgate, andpart of themanuscript traditionofTargum
Jonathan have renderings implying התא , ‘you’, in the source text. The read-
ing is actually attested in many manuscripts of the Masoretic text. Burney
notices that ‘the pronoun is necessary tomark and emphasise the change of
subject in clause b, in contrast to the subject of clause a, הינדא [Adonijah]’.170
Presumably התעו of the Masoretic text arose under the influence of התעו at
the beginning of the previous clause, ךלמהינדאהנההתעו . This could be either

166 In Samuel, too, ܢܬܠܝܚܪܒܓ is the rendering of ליחשׁיא , namely, in 1Sam 31:12; 2Sam 11:16
(pl), but see note 168.

167 Likewise in 1Sam 9:1; 16:18 ( ܗܠܝܚܪܒܢܓ ).
168 See 2Sam 23:20; 24:9, where p has ܝܚܪܒܢܓܐܪܒܓ , ‘a man, amighty hero’, and ܐܒܓ

ܝܚܝܒܢܓ , ‘men, mighty heroes’, for ליחשׁיאןב (Qere), ‘the son of a mighty man’, and שׁיא
ליח , ‘a mighty man’, respectively. Possibly, the Syriac expressions result from the merging of

original ܢܬܠܝܚܪܒܓ and ܝܚܪܒܢܓ .
169 See chapter 3, section 1.1.2.
170 Burney, Notes, 7; see also Thenius, Bücher der Könige, 6; Mulder, 1Kings, 57.
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a scribal error or an aural error that arosewhen the proto-Masoretic textwas
dictated to a copyist.

3.2.2. 1Kgs 1:32

9a1 6h18 7a1 8h4 ܕܝܘܕܐܟܠܡܪܡܐܘ ‘and King David said’
btr (rest) ܐܟܠܡܪܡܐܘ ‘and the king said’

דודךלמהרמאיו ‘and King David said’
Ant. καὶ εἶπεν ὁ βασιλεὺς ‘and the king said’

As the agreement with the Antiochene text occurs in only a part of the btr
manuscripts, it is probably due to secondary influence from the former.

3.2.3. 1Kgs 1:52

ܗܫܝܪܕܐܪܥܣܢܡ ‘(not one) of the hairs of his head’
ותרעשׂמ ‘(not one) of his hairs’

tj הישיררעסמ ‘(not one) of the hairs of his head’
Ant. ἀπὸ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ θρὶξ ‘(no) hair of his head’
lxx vg = mt

The longer version of the saying in 1Kgs 1:52, as attested by the Peshitta,
Targum Jonathan, and the Antiochene text, is known from 1Sam 14:45
( ושׁארתרעשׂמ ), and, in a slightly different form, from Ps 40:13; 69:5 ( תירעשׂמ

ישׁאר ). The shorter version of the saying, represented by the Masoretic text,
Septuagint, and Vulgate of 1Kgs 1:52, appears in 2Sam 14:11 ( ךנבתרעשׂמ , ‘not
one of the hairs of your son’). Since the shorter version is firmly attested
among the ancient versions, it is probable that the longer version results
from a secondary expansion. In view of the textual affiliations between the
Peshitta of Kings and Targum Jonathan on the one hand, and the Peshitta of
Kings and the Antiochene text on the other, the variant is unlikely to have
arisen by polygenesis.

3.2.4. 1Kgs 1:53

ܗܝܬܝܐܘ ‘and he brought him’
והדריו ‘and they brought him down’

lxx B Ant. (minus b) vg = p
tj = mt

As the Peshitta does not avoid the indefinite third person plural subject
elsewhere,171 it is difficult to see why it would have changed the number of

171 For instance, it appears in 1Kgs 1:23; 2:29, 39, 41.
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the verb form in 1Kgs 1:53. There is a possibility that the singular form stood
in the source text, themore so since it is also attested by the codex Vaticanus
and the Antiochene text.

3.2.5. 1Kgs 2:38

ܐܟܠܡܝܪܡܬܪܡܐܕܐܡܓܬܦܪܝܦܫ

ܟܕܒܥܕܒܥܢܐܢܟܗ

‘The word is good which you have spoken, my lord, the king.
So will your servant do.’

ךלמהינדארבדרשׁאכרבדהבוט
ךדבעהשׂעיןכ

‘The matter is good. As my lord, the king, has spoken,
so will your servant do.’

lxx B Ant. Ἀγαθὸν τὸ ῥῆμα ὃ ἐλάλησας κύριε βασιλεῦ. οὕτως (lxx B οὕτω) ποιήσει ὁ
δοῦλός σου
‘The word is good which you have spoken, my lord, the king. So your servant
will do.’

TheSyriac andGreek translations of 1Kgs 2:38 share two remarkable features
vis-à-vis the Masoretic text:

1. Instead of a comparative clause introduced by רשׁאכ ,172 the Peshitta
and the Greek texts have an attributive clause, connected by a relative
particle with ܐܡܓܬܦ and ῥῆμα, respectively. Consequently, whereas
ןכ serves to introduce the apodosis of the preceding רשׁאכ clause, the
equivalents ܐܢܟܗ and οὕτως merely introduce an independent clause.
An almost identical situation occurs in 1Kgs 2:42, which refers back to
1Kgs 2:38.173

2. The Syriac andGreek renderings of the verb רבד contain secondperson
forms instead of third person as in the Masoretic text. Whereas the
phrase ‘my lord, the king’ is the subject of רבד in the Masoretic text, it
is a vocative in the Peshitta.

The concentration of agreements between the Peshitta and the Greek wit-
nesses, which also extends to v. 42, suggests a direct text-historical relation-
ship.174 The Peshitta may have followed the Septuagint rather than the other
way around. It is hard to tell whether, and to what extent, the Septuagint in
its turn reflects a Hebrew source different from the Masoretic text.

172 Gesenius—Kautzsch, Hebrew Grammar, § 161a; Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, § 174a.
173 See section 2.1.1.24.
174 See section 2.9.1.
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3.2.6. 1Kgs 2:22

9a1 p btr

ܐܢܗܟܪܬܝܒܐܗܠܘ

ܝܚܒܪܐܝܪܘܨܪܒܒܐܘܝܗܠܘ ܐܝܪܘܨܪܒܒܐܘܝܘ

‘(rather ask the kingship for him, for he ismy brother who is elder than I), and
for him is Abiathar, the priest, and (9a1 + for him is) Joab, the son of Zoriah
(6h18 9a1 + the commander of the army)’175

היורצןבבאוילוןהכהרתיבאלוולו
‘(and ask the kingship for him, for he is my elder brother), both for him, and
for Abiathar, the priest, and for Joab, the son of Zeruiah!’

lxx B Ant. καὶ αὐτῷ Ἀβιαθὰρ ὁ ἱερεὺς
καὶ αὐτῷ Ἰωὰβ ὁ υἱὸς Σαρουίας (Ant.: Σαρουία)
ὁ ἀρχιστράτηγος ἑταῖρος
‘and he has Abiathar, the priest,
and he has Joab, the son of Saruia, the commander in chief, as a companion’

syh ܐܢܗܟܪܬܝܒܐܗܠܘ

ܐܡܚܪܝܚܕܐܫܝܪܐܝܪܘܨܕܗܪܒܒܐܘܝܗܠܘ

‘and he has Abiathar, the priest,
and he has Joab, the son of Zoriah, the commander in chief, as a companion’

vg et habet Abiathar sacerdotem
et Ioab filium Sarviae
‘and he has Abiathar, the priest,
and Joab, the son of Sarvia’

tj ווהאדחאציעבאלה
היורצרבבאויואנהכרתיבאואוה

‘were they not in one plan,
he and Abiathar, the priest, and Joab, the son of Zeruiah?’

In 1Kgs 2:22 in the Masoretic text, Bathsheba’s request to Solomon to give
Abishag to Adonijah for a wife elicits an angry reply. Solomon hints at the
fact that Abiathar and Joab were accomplices when Adonijah attempted to
seize power (1Kgs 1:7, 19, 41, 42), and hence can be expected to benefit from
Adonijah’s kingship.

Since the conjunction ו and the preposition ל preceding רתיבא and the
preposition ל preceding באוי are not represented in the Syriac text, the
second part of Solomon’s reply in the Peshitta is markedly different from
that in the Masoretic text. In the btr there is one nominal clause: ‘and for
him (are) Abiathar the priest and Joab the son of Zoriah’. In 9a1 two nominal

175 Alternative, less literal translations are: ‘and he has Abiathar the priest and the son of
Zoriah’; ‘on his side are Abiathar the priest and Joab the son of Zoriah’ (Mulder, 1Kings, 110).
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clauses are created when the prepositional phrase ܗܠ , functioning as the
predicate of the verbless clause, is repeated: ‘and for him (is) Abiathar, the
priest, and for him (is) Joab the son of Zoriah, the commander of the army’.

The Septuagint (accurately mirrored by the Syrohexapla), Vulgate, and
Targum Jonathan all present renderings conveying a sense similar to the
Peshitta: Adonijah has Joab andAbiathar as companions. It has been argued
that this agreement between the versions is traceable to a Hebrew source
text which either read היורצןבבאויולוןהכהרתיבאולו 176 or באויוןהכהרתיבאולו

היורצןב .177 This text seems to make more sense than the Masoretic text in
the context of Solomon’s pronouncement because it adds a second argu-
ment to the one of Adonijah’s seniority: Adonijah has powerful allies.178 The
Masoretic text, then, would be corrupt.

Yet in its present shape it presents a meaningful text which exhibits two,
apparently related, differences with the Peshitta and the Septuagint rather
than one. Both the complexity of the variation and its internal consistency
argue against interpreting the Masoretic text in terms of a scribal error.179
Moreover, Targum Jonathan reflects the Hebrew of the Masoretic text as a
source rather than the hypothetical retroversion from the Septuagint and
the Peshitta.

Since the versions offer renderings of v. 22b that can be more easily
understood than the Masoretic text, it could be argued that these simplify
a proto-Masoretic source text. The agreement between the Peshitta, the
Septuagint, and the Vulgate might suggest a shared dependence on a
Hebrew text already containing the modification as proposed above.

The question arises: which Syriac text of v. 22b takes priority—the btr
or 9a1? Whereas the Vulgate, the Septuagint, and the Antiochene text all
reflect היורצןבבאוי ( ולו ) ןהכהרתיבאולו , the plus ‘the commander of the army’,
which specifies Joab’s office, is limited to 9a1, Septuagint (and Syrohexapla),
and the Antiochene text. No reason is apparent why the Vulgate and the
btr would have omitted ‘the commander of the army’ if it were present
in their source texts. Conversely, it is easy to conceive of a reason why it
was added, since the specification of Joab’s office improves the parallelism
between Joab and Abiathar in the verse.180 In this respect, then, the btr

176 ThusBurney,Notes, 20; Stade—Schwally,Books ofKings, 69; Thenius,BücherderKönige,
17.

177 Thus Montgomery—Gehman, Kings, 99.
178 Thus Thenius, Bücher der Könige, 17; Mulder, 1Kings, 111.
179 Contra Stade—Schwally, Books of Kings, 69.
180 See Walter, Studies, section ⟨305⟩.
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may represent a Syriac text that is anterior to that of 9a1. The Syriac of
9a1 and the Greek of the Septuagint correspond almost word for word.
Compared to the btr, 9a1 shows two more agreements with the Septuagint
(underscored):

ܝܚܒܪܐܝܪܘܨܪܒܒܐܘܝܗܠܘ

καὶ αὐτῷ Ἰωὰβ ὁ υἱὸς Σαρουίας ὁ ἀρχιστράτηγος ἑταῖρος

It is quite possible that 9a1 adopted these elements from the Septuagint
(6h18, lacking ܗܠ , representing an earlier stage). Why 9a1 did not represent
ἑταῖρος is obscure. This element is likely to have been in the Greek text
consulted by 9a1, because it is attested by all Greek manuscripts of the
Septuagint and the Antiochene text.

3.2.7. 1Kgs 2:26

ܟܠܩܚܠ ‘to your field’
ךידשׂלע ‘upon your fields’

Many manuscripts of the Masoretic text offer ךדשׂ , ‘your field’, a reading
presupposed by Peshitta, Septuagint, Antiochene text, and Vulgate.

3.2.8. 1Kgs 2:28

ܨܢܘܡܝܠܫܪܬܒܘܐܝܢܘܕܐܪܬܒܐܘܗܨܒܐܘܝܕܠܛܡ

‘since Joab had leaned after Adonijah, and after Solomon he had not leaned’

הטנאלםולשׁבאירחאוהינדאירחאהטנבאוייכ
‘for Joab had leaned after Adonijah but had not leaned after with Absalom’

lxx M N* Na e f g i j n p z rell.
καὶ ὀπίσω Σαλωμὼν οὐκ ἔκλινεν

lxx B A x a2 καὶ ὀπίσω Ἀβεσσαλὼμ οὐκ ἔκλινεν
Ant. καὶ ὀπίσω Σολομῶντος οὐκ ἔκλινε
vl et non declinasset post Solomonem
vg Am r et post Absalom non declinasset
vg C cet. et post Salomon(em) non declinasset
tj ינפתאאלםולשבארתבו
Ethiopian and Josephus (Antiquitates VIII, 13) attest ‘Solomon’

The reading ‘Solomon’ is contextually more appropriate than ‘Absalom’
because v. 28 refers to the fact that in the struggle for the succession of
David between Adonijah and Solomon Joab supported the former. At the
same time,within the narrative setting of 1Kings 1–2 the statement that Joab
had not leaned towards Solomon is redundant, being already implied by the
preceding remark that Joab had leaned towards Adonijah.
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The remark that Joab had not joined Absalom is historically correct,
though its relevance in the context of 1Kgs 2:28 is not clear. Therefore, the
reading ‘Solomon’ is better explained as a correction of ‘Absalom’ than vice
versa. The logical redundance of the former reading is an indication of its
secondary nature.

The reading ‘Solomon’ is widely attested in the ancient witnesses. It is
highly improbable that it is due to polygenesis. The distribution of ‘Solomon’
over the witnesses suggests that it originated in the Old Greek or its Hebrew
source—the Hexaplaric manuscripts being the only ones that attest
‘Absalom’181—and that it spread from the Septuagint to other witnesses such
as the Vetus Latina, Vulgate, and Peshitta. As ‘Solomon’ is common to all
ancient manuscripts of the Peshitta, the Syriac reading is certainly old and
probably original.

4. Conclusion

A comparison of the Peshitta and the Masoretic text of 1Kings 1–2 reveals
deviationswhich defy explanation as transformations required by the target
language. These are of a varied nature and are analysed as either exegeti-
callymotivated changes or corruptionswhich arose in the process of textual
transmission. The types of differences discerned, such as harmonization,
levelling, clarification, and exegetical deviation concurring with Targum
Jonathan, appear in the rest of Kings as well, although their distribution
fluctuates according to genre, content, textual affiliation, and other vari-
ables. The high rate of deviations shared by manuscripts attesting the btr
is another trait characteristic of Kings as a whole. This phenomenon shows
that the translation has undergone considerable textual evolution even in
the later stages of transmission.

For a number of differences an alternative explanation in terms of lin-
guistically motivated changes could not be ruled out. Since the linguistic
research required to deal with these instances would go beyond the scope
of this study, the questions must be left unsettled here. These issues show,
however, that the textual critic and exegete studying ancient versions can-
not do without linguistic expertise in order to substantiate the conclusions.
Thus, this chapter underscores the necessity to approach deviations from
theMasoretic text in the Peshitta fromboth a linguistic angle and an exeget-
ical / text-historical one.

181 The presence of the reading ‘Absalom’ in lxx B may be due to influence of the
Hexaplaric text. Thus see Wevers, ‘Study in the Textual History of Codex Vaticanus’, 178–189.
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LINGUISTIC OBSERVATIONS

The data to be treated can be divided into three main linguistic levels:
below word level (section 1), word level (section 2), and above word level
(section 3). Each level is distinguished by characteristics peculiar to that
level. In this chapter, the aspects which have been recognized are noted,
and explanation is given of how these are isolated and made available
for analysis. In chapter 4 some dimensions of what this approach makes
available for analysis will be discussed.

1. BelowWord Level

The first and most obvious difference between the Hebrew and Syriac texts
under investigation is the scripts in which they are recorded. While the
Hebrew text is recorded in the so-called square letter (ketab merubbaʿ) or
Assyrian character (ketab ʾashuri),1 the Syriac text used is recorded in one of
the cursive Syriac scripts, called Estrangelo. For processing in an electronic
database, the texts have been transcribed into characters of the Roman
alphabet. Because the programs available for Hebrew are built on the tran-
scription conventions of the wivu, the Syriac electronic text has been con-
verted automatically to concur with the transcription of the Hebrew data-
base.2

Within the electronic text, various sorts of graphic material have been
noted: the letters of the alphabet, diacritical marks which indicate con-
trastive information for lexical or morphological analysis, accents which
are not contrastive for the morphological analysis, and punctuation marks
which appear outside of the boundaries of words. The transcription of the
letters of the two alphabets is given in chapter 1, table 1.1. The two alphabets

1 ‘The name ʾashuri (Assyrian) is used then in the widest sense, including all countries
on the Mediterranean inhabited by Aramaeans’, Gesenius, Hebrew Grammar, §5a1.

2 For extensive documentation on the conventions used in the database of the wivu,
see Talstra—Sikkel, ‘Genese und Kategorienentwicklung’; Dyk, ‘Data Preparation’; Verheij,
Grammatica Digitalis.
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have corresponding letters except for the Hebrew שׂ [F] which is lacking in
Syriac.

The fact that corresponding letters are used in the two scripts is not
to suggest that the pronunciation of these letters was identical in the two
languages. When working with written texts, several factors must be taken
into consideration:

Most languages have existed and still exist as purely oral forms of communi-
cation. Writing is no more than a secondary, graphic and largely inadequate
representation of spoken language. … Granted the importance of writing, in
particular for the knowledge of ancient languages, a student of linguistics
must remember that writing is still only a secondary representation of lan-
guages, that it reflects a standard speech while true dialectal forms transpire
but rarely, and that spoken language provides the final clue for understand-
ing its written expressions, formulated in common types of script the rigid
conservatism of which helps concealing local pronunciations.3

… the analysis of speech sounds of ancient languages is basedmainly on their
written notation which is imperfect and often conservative. Thus, it does not
reveal all the phonetic richness of the language and does not follow its evolu-
tion in an adequate way. … Therefore, it is a matter of great methodological
importance to distinguish between orthography and phonology in consider-
ing written documents. … Particularly interesting and more revealing are the
lapses, as well as the transcription of one language in the alphabet of another
when this script is inherently unfitted to be the vehicle for an automatic tran-
scription. Suchmaterial, apart from a few scattered glosses, consists generally
in proper names. … Proper names change pronunciation along with the rest
of the language and … their transcription in other languages may provide
some help in following the evolution of speech sounds, often concealed by
the conservatism of scribal practices. Although this phonetic material is in
general limited and subject tomishearing, it cannot be neglected in the study
of ancient languages …4

As explained in the introduction, the electronic text contains only conso-
nants. Though often the two languages have entirely different vocabulary,
there are also many corresponding forms which are similar in their conso-
nant array. In some cases, the string of consonants forming the correspond-
ing words is identical, and sometimes there is variation which at a closer
look appears to be systematic. In order not to distinguish only two cate-
gories of similarity—identical and not identical—the spelling differences
have been analysed more closely.

3 Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 86.
4 Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 95.
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Before proceeding further, it is necessary to clarify what is meant here by
‘corresponding’. As explained in the introduction,5 lists of parallel lexemes
have been produced on the basis of a synopsis of parallel phrases function-
ing as constituents within parallel clauses. A ‘corresponding’ word is the
word which appears in the Syriac text for the Hebrew word at that point.6
This is not to say that it is always a translationof theHebrew item.Often such
lists can be instructive: not only do themost common renderings for a word
become apparent, but also synonyms, and at times, when there is a glaring
divergence from the norm, an exegetical or textual issue is brought to light.

Certain differences in the spelling of corresponding words can be ac-
counted for systematically. The ways in which the two forms are related
manifest various categories:

– systematic phonological shift
– interchanging of letters similar in form within each of the separate

alphabets
– variability in the recording ofmatres lectionis
– assimilation of the alveolar nasal [N]
– possible influence of grammar in the spelling of corresponding forms
– translation of components of a word
– words written as a unit or as more than one unit
– doubled consonants written as a single consonant
– metathesis

In comparing corresponding forms, we have allowed for those differences
which canbe accounted for in a systematicmanner, so that besides identical
and non-identical forms, there are also formswe label as ‘cognate’. Each type
of difference will be considered in turn.

1.1. Systematic Phonological Shift

1.1.1. Voiced / Voiceless Variation in Plosives

In some forms which are translation equivalents in Hebrew and Syriac, the
only difference is in the voicing of a plosive. Examples occur with voiced in
Hebrew corresponding to voiceless in Syriac and vice versa. This involves
the labial plosives ב [B] → ܦ [P] and פ [P] → ܒ [B],7 the alveolar plosives

5 See chapter 1, section 3.
6 Cf. Borbone’s definition of ‘corresponding word’ in his ‘Correspondances lexicales’,

esp. 2. Cf. also Borbone-Jenner, The Old Testament in Syriac. Part V Concordance, Vol. 1 The
Pentateuch, xii.

7 Cf. Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 110: ‘Interchanges between b and p are frequent in
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ד [D] → ܬ [T] and ת [T] → ܕ [D], and the velar plosives ג [G]→ ܟ [K] and
כ [K] 8.[G]ܓ→ This correspondence between voiced and voiceless plosives
is attested sporadically in the material treated:

ܦ [P] sometimes where Hebrew has ב [B]
ܠܙܪܦ [PRZL] for לזרב [BRZL], ‘iron’ (1Kgs 6:7)

ܒ [B] sometimes where Hebrew has פ [P]
ܗܒܝܨܒܚ [XBYJBH] for הביצפח [XPYJBH], ‘Hephzibah’ (2Kgs 21:1)

ܬ [T] sometimes where Hebrew has ד [D]
ܐܕܬ [TD>] for אשׁד [DC>], ‘tender grass’ (2Kgs 19:26)

ܕ [D] sometimes where Hebrew has ת [T]
ܪܣܠܕ [DLSR] for רשׂאלת [TL>FR], ‘Telassar’ (2Kgs 19:12)9

ܟ [K] sometimes where Hebrew has ג [G]
ܪܟܣ [SKR] for רגס [SGR], ‘close, shut’ (1Kgs 11:27)

[G]ܓ sometimes where Hebrew has כ [K]
ܕܪܓ [GRD], ‘scrape, strip’, for תרכ [KRT], ‘cut’ (1Kgs 18:5)10

1.1.2. Fuzziness in Velars, Glottals, and Pharyngeals

Certain Hebrew words are rendered in Syriac in a form in which the velar
or glottal sound is recorded by a different letter from the velar or glottal
area of the articulatory tract. This could testify to the possibility that the
two phonological systems made different distinctions in this area.11 We
find:12

Semitic languages and some of them go probably back to the time when the b/p was one
phoneme.’ For similar variation within Syriac material, cf. Bakker, The Book of the Laws of the
Countries, 46: ܣܘܛܦܓܐ [>GPVWS], ‘Egypt’, and 53: ܝܛܒܓܐ [>GBVJ], ‘Egyptians’. For similar
variation within Hebrewmaterial, cf. Murtonen,Hebrew in its West Semitic Setting, Part One,
Section A: Proper Names, 315, entry 1378: חפוצ [YWPX], transcribed in Greek sometimes with
a φ and sometimes with a β in the middle of the word.

8 Cf. the variation presented by Murtonen, Hebrew in its West Semitic Setting, Part One,
Section A: Proper Names, 271, entry 854: תרבכ [KBRT] (χαβραθά, χαφ-); 272, entry 866: /ו הנלכ
[KLNH/W] (χαλαννή, γαλαννή); 273, entry 871: תרנכ [KNRT]; 274, entry 884: דשׂכ [KFD].

9 See also sections 1.1.3 and 1.3.
10 For a discussion of this correspondence, see chapter 8, section 1.11.
11 Consider the difficulties of English speakers in distinguishing two back fricatives in

Dutch: [χ] and [h]. Though it is sometimes difficult to produce the desired phonetic quality,
there is also the challenge of dividing the mental vowel chart of the velar / glottal area into
more phonemes as required by Dutch in comparison to English.

12 Cf. Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 140, 141, on the ‘widespread reduction’ of Semitic laryn-
gals, pharyngeals, and velars. For similar variation within Hebrew material, cf. Murtonen,
Hebrew in its West Semitic Setting, Part One, Section A: Proper Names, 315, for example, entry
1371: ןועבצ [YB<WN], or 317, entry 1401: רעצ [Y<R], where the ע [<] is sometimes preserved,
sometimes transcribed in Greek with a γ, and sometimes skipped, testifying to weakening
and elision of the pharyngeal.
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ܓ [G] where Hebrew has ע [<]
ܘܕܓ [GDW]13 for ודע [<DW], ‘Iddo’ (1Kgs 4:14)
ܐܙܓ [GZ>] for אזע [<Z>], ‘Uzza’ (2Kgs 21:18, 26)14

ܥ [<]where the Hebrew has א [>]15
ܥܠܣ [SL<] for אלס [SL>], ‘Silla’ (2Kgs 12:21)

ܪܣܥܢܡܠܫ [CLMN<SR] for רסאנמלשׁ [CLMN>SR], ‘Shalmaneser’ (2Kgs 17:3)
ܥ [<]where the Hebrew has ח [X]

ܥܪܦ [PR<] for חרפ [PRX], ‘a bud, blossom’ (1Kgs 7:26)
ܥ [<] where the Hebrew has ק [Q]

ܪܛܥ [<VR] for רטק [QVR], ‘steam, smoke’ (2Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 16:4)

One of the correspondences found within the corpus suggests yet another
possible variation:

ܩ [Q] where the Hebrew has כ [K]16
ܩܝܠܡܥ [<MLJQ] for ךלמנע [<NMLK], ‘Anammelech’ (2Kgs 17:31)

Because the rules for spelling variation are only applied to pairs of words
which occupy a corresponding position within a clause-level synopsis of
the analysed texts, this is the only pair which has surfaced, and it has
other aspects which must be taken into consideration.17 We have therefore
no undisputed evidence that these two sounds were confused in practice.
That these two sounds could be clearly distinguished can be seen in the
consistent contrast maintained between the names of two late Israelite
kings:

ܡܝܩܝܘܝ [JWJQJM] for םיקיוהי [JHWJQJM], ‘Jehoiakim’, and
ܢܝܟܝܘܝ [JWJKJN] for ןיכיוהי [JHWJKJN], ‘Jehoiachin’ (2Kgs 24:6)

13 But see 7a1 17a4 ܘܕܥ for ܘܕܓ of the other manuscripts.
14 Cf. lxx Γάζα, Γάζης for הזע [<ZH], ‘Gaza’ (Gen 10:19; 1Kgdms 6:17; 4Kgdms 18:8 etc.), and

Γόμορρα for הרמע [<MRH], ‘Gamorrha’ (Gen 10:19; 14:2, 8, 10 etc.). However, in p הזע [<ZH],
‘Gaza’, is rendered ܐܙܐܥ [<>Z>] (1Kgs 5:4; 2Kgs 18:8; Gen 10:19; 1Sam 6:17, and elsewhere).
Likewise, p offers ܐܙܐܥ [<>Z>] for אזע [<Z>], ‘Uzza’ (2Sam6:3, 6, 7), and for הזע [<ZH], ‘Uzza’,
(2Sam 6:8); ܐܙܥ [<Z>] for אזע [<Z>], ‘Uzza’ (Ezr 2:49; 1Chr 13:7, 9, 11); ܐܪܘܡܥ [<MWR>] for

הרמע [<MRH], ‘Gamorrha’ (Gen 10:19; 14:2, 8, 10 etc.).
15 According toMurtonen,Hebrew in itsWest Semitic Setting, Parts Two and Three, 20, the

interchange of ע [<] and א [>] ‘may have phonetic origins, whether as a pharyngalization of
a more original glottal, or as a glottalization of a more original pharyngeal’.

16 Though most of the entries in Murtonen, Hebrew in its West Semitic Setting, Part One,
Section A: Proper Names, with כ [K] are written in Greek with χ, some are written with κ;
conversely, though most entries with ק [Q] are written in Greek with κ, some are written
with χ. There is thus some basis to assume an association between the two in actual language
data.

17 See chapter 6, section 2, note 311.



102 chapter three

1.1.3. Fluidity of Sibilants

The sibilants appear to be particularly variable in their representations in
correspondingwords. In some cases, a phonological rule canbededuced, for
example, when various alveolar sibilants shift to the corresponding plosives
while maintaining the same values for the phonetic features of voice, point
of articulation, and emphatic pronunciation, as listed in table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Systematic phonological shift from sibilant to plosive18

sibilant plosive

ז [Z] (voiced coronal alveolar) ܕ [D] (voiced coronal alveolar)
צ [Y] (voiceless emphatic alveolar) ܛ [V] (voiceless emphatic alveolar)
שׁ [C] (voiceless [palato-] alveolar) ܬ [T] (voiceless [coronal] alveolar)19

Thus, though this switch is not obligatory, we find:

ܕ [D] sometimes occurs where Hebrew has ז [Z]:20
ܐܒܗܕ [DHB>] for בהז [ZHB], ‘gold’
ܐܚܒܕܡ [MDBX>] for חבזמ [MZBX], ‘altar’

ܛ [V] sometimes occurs where Hebrew has a צ [Y]:21
ܐܝܒܛ [VBJ>] for יבצ [YBJ], ‘gazelle’ (1Kgs 5:3)
ܐܦܘܛ [VWP>] for ףוצ [YWP], ‘flow, float, swim’ (2Kgs 6:6)
ܠܛ [VLL>] for לצ [YL], ‘shade, shadow’22 (2Kgs 20:9, 10, 11)
ܪܛܢ [NVR] for רצנ [NYR], ‘guard, keep’

ܬ [T] sometimes occurs where Hebrew has a שׁ [C]:23
ܬܠܬ [TLT] for Hebrew שׁלשׁ [CLC], ‘three’
ܒܬܝ [JTB] for Hebrew בשׁי [JCB], ‘sit, remain, dwell’

In other cases, it would be difficult to deduce a phonological principle
behind the variation, particularly since we cannot be certain how the con-
sonants were pronounced. We find the following:

18 This phonological rule was presented previously in Dyk, ‘Linguistic Aspects’, 522.
19 An exception to this rule is the minimal pair ܫܘܟ [KWC] for שׁוכ [KWC], ‘Cush’ (2Kgs

19:9), and ܬܘܟ [KWT] for תוכ [KWT], ‘Cuth’, or ‘Cuthah’ (2Kgs 17:24, 30).
20 According to Gray, Introduction, 19, this occurs when it represents a Proto-Semitic

inter-dental voiced fricative [đ].
21 According to Gray, Introduction, 20, this occurs when it represents a Proto-Semitic

emphatic alveolar voiceless fricative.
22 See also section 1.8, below.
23 According to Gray, Introduction, 20, this occurs when it represents a Proto-Semitic

inter-dental voiceless fricative [θ]; cf. also Garr, Dialect Geography of Syria–Palestine, 28–30:
‘The correspondences of *t divide the first-millennium NWS dialects into two groups. Old
Aramaic preserved an independent phoneme *t, whereas *t had merged with *š in
Phoenician and Hebrew. It appears that the change *t > [š] gradually diffused through
Palestine’ (30).
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שׂ [F] disappears in all cases and is replaced in corresponding lexemes
usually by ܣ [S]:24

ܟܣܚ [XSK] for ךשׂח [XFK], ‘withhold, keep back’ (2Kgs 5:20)
ܪܣܥ [<SR] for רשׂע [<FR], ‘ten’
ܐܦܣ [SP>] for הפשׂ [FPH], ‘lip, brim, edge’25

but occasionally byܫ [C]26
ܐܝܫܥ [<CJ>] for הישׂע [<FJH], ‘Asahiah’ (2Kgs 22:12, 14)
ܐܝܪܫ [CRJ>] for הירשׂ [FRJH], ‘Seraiah’ (2Kgs 25:18)27

ܙ [Z] appears sometimes for צ [Y]
ܬܩܙܒ [BZQT] for תקצב [BYQT], ‘Boscath’ (2Kgs 22:1)
ܩܝܕܙ [ZDJQ] for קידצ [YDJQ], ‘upright, just, righteous’
ܩܥܙ [Z<Q] for קעצ [Y<Q], ‘call, shout, cry’ (1Kgs 20:39; 2Kgs 4:1)28

ܣ [S] appears sometimes for שׁ [C]29
ܬܘܪܬܣܥ [<STRWT] for תרתשׁע [<CTRT], ‘Ashtoreth’ (2Kgs 23:13)30

ܣ [S] appears sometimes for צ [Y]
ܩܚܣܝܐ [>JSXQ] for קחצי [JYXQ], ‘Isaac’ (1Kgs 18:36; 2Kgs 13:23)

ܨ [Y] appears sometimes for ס [S]
ܡܨܩ [QYM] for םסק [QSM], ‘practice divination’ (2Kgs 17:18)
ܐܚܨܦ [PYX>] for חספ [PSX], ‘Passover’ (2Kgs 23:23)

Furthermore, צ [Y] appears in some corresponding lexemes asܥ [<], where
it seems the fluidity of the sibilants and the fuzziness of the lower end of the
articulatory track intersect or overlap:31

24 According to Gray, Introduction, 11, 14, Hebrew is the only Semitic language to retain the
Proto-Semitic voiceless palatal sibilant [ś].

25 See also section 1.3, below.
26 Rendering שׂ [F] as שׁ [C] may lie behind שׂגנ [NGF], ‘exact (tribute)’, being rendered
ܒܪܩ [QRB], ‘draw near’, as though the Hebrew read שׁגנ [NGC], ‘approach’ (2Kgs 23:35). For

treatment of this case, see chapter 13, section 4.1. It should be remembered that the Syriac
translator worked from an unvocalized source text in which שׂ [F] and שׁ [C] were not
distinguished.

27 See also sections 1.3 and 1.6.
28 Hebrewhas both קעז [Z<Q] and קעצ [Y<Q]meaning ‘call, shout, cry’. Both are elsewhere

in p Kings rendered as ܠܠܝ [JLL]: קעז in 1Kgs 22:32; קעצ in 2Kgs 2:12; 6:5.
29 Cf. the difference in pronunciation between שׁ [C] and ס [S] used to distinguish friend

from foe (Judg 12:6).
30 See also chapter 6, section 2, note 311.
31 According toGray, Introduction, 11, 19, these cases goback to theProto-Semitic emphatic

alveolar voiced fricative. Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 131, comments that: ‘Early Aramaic
practice of indicating [this phoneme] by “q” and the later spelling “ʿ”, e.g. in ʾrq > ʾrʿ, “earth”,
confirm the independent phonemic status of [this phoneme] and its emphatic character,
expressed by the clear velarization of the sound symbolized by “ʿ”.’ For comparable variation
in the transcription of Hebrew material in Greek, cf. Murtonen, Hebrew in its West Semitic
Setting, Part One, Section A: Proper Names, 315, entry 1372: ‘ הדדצ [YDDH] where the צ [Y]
is sometimes preserved, sometimes transcribed as σ (testifying to its sibilant character),
sometimes as γ (the representation often chosen for the ע [<]), sometimes as κ (voiceless
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ܐܢܥ [<N>] for ןאצ [Y>N], ‘flock, (small) cattle’32
ܐܥܪܐ [>R<>] for ץרא [>RY], ‘land, country’
ܥܥܪ [R<<] for ץצר [RYY], ‘break to pieces, crush’33

Additionally,ܛ [V] can be found in cognate words for Hebrew ת [T]:

ܐܥܛ [V<>] for העת [T<H], ‘wander, err’ (2Kgs 21:9)34

1.2. Interchange of Letters Similarly Written

The [D] and [R] are sometimes interchangedwith each other in correspond-
ing lexemes. This has often been explained as a result of the similarity in the
shapes of the two letters in both alphabets. Yet there is also the possibility
of acoustic resemblance between the two:

The dental basis of articulation of these phonemes35 is supported by their
traditional and modern realizations. … the r was realized as a uvular non-
rolled [R] in one of the traditional European pronunciations of Hebrew …
This uvular articulation would explain … its systematic non-gemination in
theMasoretic vocalization of the Hebrew Bible. However, the Septuagint still
shows gemination of the Hebrew r … The variations in ancient and modern
articulations of r have no phonemic value …36

Plus-vocalic features of l and r are apparent also in Semitic. In classical
Semitic languages, a sequence of abutting consonants generally may not
belong to one syllable so as to form a “consonant cluster” … However … plus-
vocalic sonorants or liquids (l, r) …may be followed by another consonant at
the end of a word … or preceded by another consonant in the beginning of a
word …37

Thus the possibility should not be disregarded that the [R] might have
approximated the [D] in pronunciation, perhaps even as a voiced coronal
alveolar plosive versus voiced coronal alveolar flap. These lettersmight have
been confused not only by their shape, but also by their sound, provided
that the texts were recited in the process of translation or transmission.38

variation of the γ), and is sometimes skipped (indicating a weakening and eliding of the
pharyngeal / laryngeal)’.

32 See also section 1.9.
33 See also section 1.8.
34 See also section 1.3.
35 That is what Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 132, calls the ‘two dental liquids l and r, and

one dental nasal n’.
36 Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 132, 133.
37 Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 136, 137.
38 For similar variation within transcription of Hebrew material, see Murtonen, Hebrew

in its West Semitic Setting, Part One, Section A: Proper Names, 315, entry 1372: הדדצ [YDDH]
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Examples include:39
Word-initial position:

ܬܠܒܕ [DBLT] for הלבר [RBLH], ‘Riblah’ (2Kgs 25:21)40

Word-medial position:

ܨܘܕܚ [XDWY] for ץורח [XRWY], ‘Haruz’ (2Kgs 21:19)
ܣܚܕܚ [XDXS] for סחרח [XRXS], ‘Harhas’ (2Kgs 22:14)
ܟܠܡܕܪܐ [>RDMLK] for Hebrew ךלמרדא [>DRMLK], ‘Adrammelech’ (2Kgs

17:31)41

Word-final position:

ܪܘܒܙ [ZBWR] for דובז [ZBWD], ‘Zabud’ (1Kgs 4:5)

Table 3.2 presents the variation in the spelling of correspondingwords in the
Masoretic text and the Peshitta of Kings.

The chart is arranged according to the point of articulation from the
front to the back of the oral cavity, with the voiced variants listed before
the voiceless. In the arrangement, the manner of articulation of the conso-
nants has been distinguished, giving first the flap–plosive variation, then
the sibilant–plosive variations, and finally the remaining variation among
sibilants alone.Within the sibilant–plosive variations, the plosives are listed
first in the order of an approximation of the point of articulation.42 As can
be seen, except in the case of the Hebrew שׂ [F], a letter may also be written
as the corresponding letter in the other alphabet.43

with the first ד [D] sometimes being written in Greek transcription as ρ, perhaps motivated
by dissimilation. Cf. Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 191: ‘Dissimilation is … a differentiation of
two or more identical sounds in a word by substituting for one of them another sound of
similar type or position.’ Cf. Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 177, for dissimilation through r.

39 Formore examples of the interchange of [D] and [R], see chapter 8, sections 1.5, 1.7, 1.12,
and 2.4, and chapter 9, sections 2 and 4.

40 See also section 1.5.
41 See also section 1.9. For a discussion of this example, see chapter 6, section 4.2.
42 One should bear in mind that many of these consonants have a fricative pronuncia-

tion in certain environments. Cf. Gray, Introduction, 10–13, and Lipiński, Semitic Languages,
109–150, for differing descriptions of the articulatory nature of the consonants.

43 Muraoka (Classical Syriac for Hebraists, 5) in his chart of corresponding consonants
does not mention the following variation found in our material: ב [B]—ܦ [P], צ [Y]—ܙ [Z],
שׁ [C]—ܣ [S], שׂ [F]—ܫ [C], ג [G]—ܟ [K], כ [K]—ܩ [Q], ע ,[G]ܓ—[>] ק [Q]—ܥ [<],
ח [X]—ܥ [<], א ܥ—[<] [<], nor the interchange of [D] and [R]. The difference could lie in
the fact that Muraoka’s chart portrays systematic language development, while the present
chart captures variation encountered in the corpus.
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Table 3.2: Systematic spelling variation

front mid back

Hebrew Syriac Hebrew Syriac Hebrew Syriac

ר [R] ܪ [R]

ב [B] ܒ [B] ד [D] ܕ [D] ג [G] ܓ [G]

פ [P] ܦ [P] ת [T] ܬ [T] כ [K] ܟ [K]

ט [V] ܛ [V] ק [Q] ܩ [Q]

ז [Z] ܙ [Z] ע [<] ܥ [<]

צ [Y] ܨ [Y] ח [X] ܚ [X]

ס [S] ܣ [S] א [>] ܐ [>]

שׁ [C] ܫ [C]

שׂ [F]

So much variation, where few of the differences appear to be motivated
by systematic phonological rules, could point to acoustic or articulatory
variation. Certain letters appear to have been recorded by another letter
which sounded similar or was articulated in a similar fashion.44

The fact that at the front and back of the oral cavity, certain voiced plo-
sives correspond to the voiceless variant could point to a differentmanner of
articulation of a plosive in the two languages, for example, with or without
aspiration.45 If such anarticulatory distinction lies behind thedata observed,
then it could be the Syriac plosive whichwas articulatedwithout aspiration,
at least in non-final position. The fact that inword-final position theHebrew

44 A comment by Kaufman, ‘Reflections’, 146–147, seems to indicate a similar observation:
according to him the use of a different letter need not indicate a different phonetic corre-
spondence, but only a different graphic representation (as cited in Garr,Dialect Geography of
Syria–Palestine, 29). This would be evenmore plausible where the articulatory features were
distributed differently in the separate languages.

45 For an example from modern languages, Spanish voiced and voiceless plosives are
articulatedwithout aspiration. InEnglish, on the contrary, theplosives aredistinguishedboth
by voice and aspiration, that is, the voiceless plosives are aspirated while voiced plosives are
not. This can and does lead to a confusion of the voiceless Spanish plosives: because Spanish
plosives lack of aspiration, the English ear can take them to be the voiced plosive, which in
English is the one without aspiration.
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ך [K] is written sporadically as the emphatic ܩ [Q] in Syriac could point to
the presence of strong aspiration in the pronunciation of the Hebrew sound
word finally. More data is required to sharpen this analysis.

1.3. Variation in the Recording ofMatres Lectionis

In languages in general, the so-called ‘semi-vowels’ y and w present a chal-
lenge as to whether these should be analysed as consonants or vowels. Most
often it is their position in the syllable which determines their status as con-
sonant or vowel. In addition, the glottal stop andaspiration function in some
languages as separate consonants and in others as features of articulation
dependent on the position in the syllable or word. In Hebrew and Syriac
precisely these elements came to be used to indicate the presence of vow-
els, the so-calledmatres lectionis [>], [H], [W], and [J]. These seem to appear
almost at random in many corresponding lexemes and are at times inter-
changed with one another due to differences between the two languages in
spelling conventions and in vocalization. Thus:

ܐܬܚ [XT>] for תוחא [>XWT], ‘sister’ (1Kgs 11:19)
ܬܘܠܥܒ [B<LWT] for תולעב [B<LWT], ‘Baaloth’ (1Kgs 4:16), and תלעב [B<LT],

‘Baalath’ (1Kgs 9:18)
ܥܒܫܪܒ [BRCB<] for עבשׁראב [B>R CB<], ‘Beer Sheba’ (1Kgs 5:5)
ܐܪܡܚ [XMR>] for רומח [XMWR], ‘he-ass’ (1Kgs 2:40)

ܕܥܘ [W<D] for דעי [J<D], ‘appoint a time of meeting’ (1Kgs 8:5)
ܐܪܡܘܟ [KWMR>] for רמכ [KMR], ‘idolatrous priest’ (2Kgs 23:5)

ܡܝܟܚ [XKJM] for םכח [XKM], ‘wise’ (1Kgs 5:21)
ܪܨܢܕܟܘܒܢ [NBWKDNYR] for רצאנדכבנ [NBKDN>YR], ‘Nebuchadnezzar’ (2Kgs

24:1)
ܐܕܝܒܙ [ZBJD>] for הדובז [ZBWDH], ‘Zebidah’ / ‘Zebudah’ (2Kgs 23:36)46

ܐܘܥ [<W>] for אוע [<W>], ‘Ava’ (2Kgs 17:24), and הוע [<WH], ‘Ivah’ (2Kgs
18:34; 19:13)
ܐܢܒܫ [CBN>] for הנבשׁ [CBNH] (2Kgs 18:18, 26) and אנבשׁ [CBN>], ‘Shebna’
(2Kgs 18:37; 19:2)

Each of the languages separately has this variation: Hebrew manifests con-
siderable variation in the presence of these letters.47 Not infrequently, an
additional initalܐ [>] is encountered in the Syriac form:48

46 Ketib הדיבז [ZBJDH]; Qere הדובז [ZBWDH].
47 Examples involving proper nouns can be found in chapter 6, section 3.
48 Cf. Garr,Dialect Geography of Syria–Palestine, 48: ‘The prothetic aleph appears through-

out the NWS dialects’; see also Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 194. See also chapter 6, sec-
tion 1.1.1.1.
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ܪܬܝ [JTR] (btr) and ܪܬܝܐ [>JTR] (9a1) for רתי [JTR], ‘Jether’ (1Kgs 2:5)

The manuscripts of the Peshitta of Kings show a bewildering variation of
spelling for ‘Israel’ and ‘Jerusalem’; for the latter, the Masoretic text also
manifests variation:

ܠܝܐܪܣܝܐ [>JSR>JL], ܠܝܪܣܝܐ [>JSRJL], ܠܝܪܣܝ [JSRJL], ܠܝܐܪܣܝ

[JSR>JL]49 for לארשׂי [JFR>L], ‘Israel’
ܡܠܫܪܘܐ [>WRCLM], ܡܠܫܝܪܘܐ [>WRJCLM], ܡܝܠܫܪܘܐ [>WRCLJM], ܡܠܫܪܐ

[>RCLM]50 for םלשׁורי [JRWCLM] and םילשׁורי [JRWCLJM], ‘Jerusalem’

The theophoric element והי [JHW] occurring in Hebrew proper nouns con-
sists of three matres lectionis and is susceptible to considerable variation in
the rendering in Syriac.51

1.4. Assimilation of the Alveolar Nasal

Inmany languages nasals accommodate themselves to the following conso-
nant. In Hebrew and Syriac, the alveolar nasal assimilates completely to the
following consonant in certain environments.52 This phenomenon appears
to be playing a role in some corresponding words:

ܣܝܦܚܬ [TXPJS] for סינפחת [TXPNJS], ‘Tahpenes’ (1Kgs 11:19, 20 [1st])53
ܬܘܒܓ [GBWT] for תבנג [GNBT], ‘Genubath’ (1Kgs 11:20)54

1.5. Possible Influence of Grammar on the Spelling

Grammar appears to have affected the spelling in some corresponding
forms. The word-initial switch between [J] and [N] in related forms seems
to reflect the verbal grammar in which in Hebrew the imperfect third masc

49 Cf. Index Nominum, Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac: xcii– xciii.
50 Cf. Index Nominum, Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac: xcii.
51 See section 1.6.
52 Cf. Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 186: ‘The natural tendency of the speaker is to limit

effort in his speech and to avoid sharp shifts in the use of speech organs. This leads to a
chain of assimilations of one sound to another.’ Lipiński gives a long list of ‘main types of
Semitic consonantal assimilation’ (187). Many of these main types involve nasals. Cf. Garr,
Dialect Geography of Syria–Palestine, 43, 44: ‘All the dialects exhibit assimilation of the nun
to a following non-laryngeal consonant, when that consonant was part of the same word
as the nun. In Ammonite, Moabite, Edomite, and Hebrew, this assimilation extended to
laryngeals as well. … It is doubtful, however, that these instances of assimilation reflect a
shared innovation: nun assimilates to a following consonant in several Semitic languages.
The assimilation of nun, then, is most likely a case of independent development in the NWS
dialects.’

53 See chapter 6, sections 2 and 3.4.
54 See also section 1.3.
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begins with [J] and in Syriac with [N]. The letters in Syriac could have been
confused, thus indicating an inner-Syriac corruption. However, since the
switch occurs where it could be related to a form of the imperfect, it is likely
that grammar played a role:

ܡܥܠܒܢ [NBL<M] for םעלבי [JBL<M], ‘Ibleam’ (2Kgs 9:27)
ܡܥܡܩܢ [NQM<M] for םעמקי [JQM<M], ‘Jokmeam’ (1Kgs 4:12)
ܠܝܐܬܩܢ [NQT>JL] for לאתקי [JQT>L], ‘Joktheel’ (2Kgs 14:7)

ܪܝܐܝ [J>JR] (7a1) and ܪܝܐܢ [N>JR] (9a1) for ריאי [J>JR], ‘Jair’ (1Kgs 4:13)

It is theoretically possible that due to hypercorrection a reversal of the
grammatical elements took place, so that the Hebrew [N] is replaced by [J]
in:

ܢܬܝܠܐ [>LJTN] for ןתנלא [>LNTN], ‘Elnathan’ (2Kgs 24:8)
ܚܙܒܝ [JBZX] for זחבנ [NBXZ], ‘Nibhaz’ (2Kgs 17:31)
ܝܫܡܝ [JMCJ] for ישׁמנ [NMCJ], ‘Nimshi’ (1Kgs 19:16; 2Kgs 9:2, 14, 20)

Still, in these cases, the simplest explanation is that the Syriac letters were
confused by a copyist.55

The nominal masculine plural ending in Hebrew is [M] and in Syriac [N].
This switch appears also in the spelling of some forms:

ܢܝܪܨܡ [MYRJN] for םירצמ [MYRJM], ‘Egypt’

This switch may, however, not be related to the grammatical plural ending,
but to a broader phonological phenomenon affecting languages more gen-
erally.56 Thus see:

ܢܐ [>N] for םא [>M], ‘if ’

Finally, since the lexica allow for feminine words ending in [T] in both
languages and in ה [H] for Hebrew and ܐ [>] for Syriac, variation in these
nominal feminine endings has been taken into account:

ܐܬܡܐ [>MT>] for המא [>MH], ‘maid servant’

On thebasis of an inventory of thedata, thedifferences in table 3.3 havebeen
acceptedas systematic variationasdescribedabove. The variationoccurring
in all positions has been arranged alphabetically according to the Hebrew
letter involved.

55 See chapter 6, section 1.1.7.4.
56 For example, Spanish ‘Jerusalén’ for ‘Jerusalem’.
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Table 3.3: Spelling differences accepted as systematic variation

All positions Word-initially Word-medially Word-finally

א [>] – ܥ [<] ܐ [>] may be added א [>], ו [W], י [J], or
נ [N] may be omitted

א [>], י [J], or ת [T]
may be omitted

ב [B] – ܦ [P]

ג [G] – ܟ [K]

ד [D] – ܙ [Z],
ܪ [R],
ܬ [T]

ז [Z] – ܕ [D] א [>], ו [W], or י [J]
may be omitted

ܐ [>], ܘ [W], or ܝ [J]
may be inserted

ܐ [>], ܘ [W],ܢ[N],
or ܬ [T] may be
added word finally

ח [X] – [>]ܥ

ט [V] – ܬ [T]

כ [K] – ܓ [G],
ܩ [Q]

ס [S] –
ע [<] –

ܨ [Y]
ܓ [G]

ܐ [>], ܘ [W] or ܝ [J]
may be inserted after
an initial consonant

פ [P] – ܒ [B] י [J] ܐ– [>],
ܢ [N]

ה [H] ܐ– [>],
ܘ [W],
ܝ [J]

צ [Y] – ܙ [Z],
ܛ [V],
ܥ [<]

נ [N] – ܝ [J] ם [M] [N]ܢ–

ק [Q] – ܥ [<]

ר [R] – ܕ [D]

שׂ [F] – ܣ [S],
ܫ [C]

שׁ [C] – ܣ [S],
ܬ [T]

ת [T] – ܕ [D],
ܛ [V]
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1.6. Translation of Components of a Word

The renderings of several proper nouns are not to be explained by phonetic
variation, but by the translation of a component of the name.

The element ‘son of’ in proper nouns has been translated instead of
transcribed: ןב [BN] is rendered as ܪܒ [BR]:

ܪܘܚܪܒ [BRXWR] for רוחןב [BN XWR], ‘Ben Hur’ (1Kgs 4:8)57

This also can occur with the element ‘daughter of ’ in proper nouns:

ܥܒܫܬܪܒ [BRTCB<]58 but also ܥܒܫܬܒ [BTCB<]59 for עבשׁתב [BT CB<],
‘Bathsheba’60

The components [>X], ‘brother’, and [>B], ‘father’, are spelled identically in
both languages. In one name, the two are interchanged in a rendering:61

ܪܫܢܝܒܐ [>BJNCR] for רשׁיחא [>XJCR], ‘Ahishar’ (1Kgs 4:6)62

Within proper nouns we accept as systematic correspondence the transla-
tion of elements as shown in table 3.4.

Table 3.4: Translation of components of a name

Hebrew Syriac

ןב [BN] ܪܒ [BR]
תב [BT] ܬܪܒ [BRT]

בא [>B] ܒܐ [>B]

חא [>X] ܚܐ [>X]

1.7. Spelling of the theophoric element [JHW]

The theophoric element, spelled in full as [JHW], is spelled in variousways in
proper nouns. Though this in itself could be reduced to phonetic variation,
or variation in the writing of matres lectionis, the variation occurs within

57 See also section 1.7, below.
58 See Index Nominum, Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac: xciv.
59 8× in 1Kings 1–2.
60 See also chapter 6, section 1.3.2.
61 Cf. Murtonen, Hebrew in its West Semitic Setting, Part One, Section A: Proper Names,

210, entry 96: ךלמיחא [>XJMLK] also written Ἀβιμέλεχ. See for the confusion of חא [>X] and
בא [>B] in the Hebrew text, Ps 34:1 (cf. 1Samuel 21).

62 See also section 1.5 and chapter 6, section 2.
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both Hebrew and Syriac and is not the result of a systematic difference
between the languages:63

ܐܝܢܘܕܐ [>DWNJ>] for והינדא [>DNJHW], ‘Adonijah’ (1Kgs 1:8)64
ܐܕܝܘܝ [JWJD<] for עדיוהי [JHWJD<], ‘Jehoiada’ (1Kgs 4:4)
ܡܝܩܝܘܝ [JWJQJM] for םיקיוהי [JHWJQJM], ‘Jehoiakim’ (2Kgs 24:6)
ܥܘܫܝ [JCW<] for עושׁוהי [JHWCW<], ‘Joshua’ (1Kgs 16:34)

Within proper nouns we accept as systematic correspondence the various
spellings of the theophoric element [JHW] as in table 3.5.

Table 3.5 Spelling variation of the theophoric element [JHW]

Hebrew Syriac

והי [JHW] ܘܗܝ [JHW]
וה [JH] ܐܝ [J>]
וי [JW] ܘܝ [JW]

ܝ [J]
ܐ [>]

1.8. Conflation and Expansion of Words

Evenwithin a single language, certainwords, in particular proper nouns, are
written sometimes as a single word and sometimes as more than one word.
For example:

ܠܝܐܬܝܒ [BJT >JL] and ܠܝܐܬܝܒ [BJT>JL] for לאתיב [BJT >L], ‘Bethel’
(2Kgs 23:17, 19)
ܪܘܕܬܦܢ [NPTDWR]65 for ראדתפנ [NPT D>R], ‘the region of Dor’, but

evidently understood as a proper noun in Syriac (1Kgs 4:11)

In Hebrew, numbers above ten tend to be written as more than one word,
while Syriac runs these together:66

ܐܪܣܥܕܚ [XD<SR>] for הרשׂעתחא [>XT <FRH], ‘eleven (one-ten)’ (1Kgs
6:38)

ܐܐܡܥܒܫ [CB<M>>] for תואמעבשׁ [CB< M>WT], ‘seven hundred’ (1Kgs 11:3)

63 For more examples, see chapter 6, section 1.3.1. For the disambiguation in Syriac of two
kings which in Hebrew are both spelled in two different ways, see chapter 6, section 4.1.

64 See also section 1.3.
65 This also occurs in themanuscripts with variation of [D] and [R]: ܕܘܪܬܦܢ [NPTRWD] and
ܪܘܪܬܦܢ [NPTRWR], see Index Nominum in the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac:

xciv.
66 See also Van Keulen, ‘Lexicographical Troubles with the Numerals 1–20’.
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Because of the resemblance of the component parts, such a word break has
been ignored when comparing corresponding forms.

1.9. Single and Double Consonants

In a number of corresponding words in the corpus, it appears that Hebrew
consonants written twice have been rendered by a single consonant in
Syriac. The rest of the formwould fit into the spelling variation as described
above. Examples include:

ܪܟܣܝܐ [>JSKR] for רכששׂי [JFFKR] (Ketib), ‘Issachar’ (1Kgs 4:17)
ܐܒܠ [LB>] for בבל [LBB], ‘heart’, though Hebrew also has בל [LB]
ܐܘܟܠܡ [MLKW>] for הכלממ [MMLKH], ‘kingdom’
ܪܣܥܫܬ [TC<SR] for הרשׂעעשׁת [TC< <FRH], ‘nineteen’

1.10.Metathesis

According to Lipiński, there is evidence of metathesis in all Semitic lan-
guages. It can involve either contiguous consonants or consonants sepa-
rated by a vowel, as in שׂבכ [KBF], בשׂכ [KFB], ‘young ram, lamb’. Further:

… there are not enough examples of metathesis in the same language to
warrant a definite statement on the phonetic conditions in whichmetathesis
occurs. However, there is little doubt that one of the consonants involved
in many cases is either l or r, i.e. one of the two “liquids”. … Aramic tarʿa …
parallels … šʿr “gate”, “door” …67

The examples found in Kings are not limited to the occurrence of a liquid
[L] or [R], as mentioned by Lipiński. Metathesis can be observed in the
following forms, often in combinationwith other phonological rules already
mentioned:

ܐܝܨܠܐ [>LYJ>] for והילצא [>YLJHW], ‘Azaliah’ (2Kgs 22:3)
ܢܘܪܕܗ [HDRWN] for ןוזר [RZWN], ‘Rezon’ (1Kgs 11:23) (with added initial

ܗ [H])
ܚܙܒܝ [JBZX] for זחבנ [NBXZ], ‘Nibhaz’ (2Kgs 17:31)
ܡܝܢܚܡ [MXNJM] for םחנמ [MNXM], ‘Menahem’ (2Kgs 15:14)

ܪܒܣ [SBR] for רשׂב [BFR], ‘announce’ (1Kgs 1:42)
ܘܐܣ [S>W] for אוס [SW>], ‘So’ (2Kgs 17:4)
ܪܘܟܒܥ [<BKWR] for רובכע [<KBWR], ‘Achbor’ (2Kgs 22:12, 14)
ܐܥܪܬ [TR<>] for רעשׁ [C<R], ‘gate’ (2Kgs 25:4)
ܣܝܦܚܬ [TXPJS] for חספת [TPSX], ‘Tiphsah’ (1Kgs 5:4)

67 Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 193.



114 chapter three

Also the case of ܟܠܡܕܪܐ [>RDMLK] for ךלמרדא [>DRMLK], ‘Adrammelech’,
mentioned in section 1.2 as the confusing of [D] and [R] might actually be a
case of metathesis.68

1.11. The Computer Program

A computer program has been developed to compare corresponding lex-
emes and register whether these are identical in spelling, are the result of
one or more of the spelling variations described above, or are non-identi-
cal.69 All the data were submitted to the same program. It is thus possible to
compare theproportionof identical, related, andnon-identical formsoccur-
ring in texts.

All of the rules described above have been built into the program, with
the following adjustments.

– The possibility of variation between Hebrew א [>] and Syriac ܥ [<]
has been restricted to its occurrence in content words (adjectives,
nouns, proper nouns, pronouns, verbs, and adverbs), excluding its pos-
sible occurrence in relationalwords (prepositions, conjunctions, inter-
jections, negations, interrogatives). This prevents a number of short
words wrongly being identified as spelling variations, for example, the
Hebrew preposition לא [>L] and the Syriac preposition ܠܥ [<L], while
Hebrew also has a preposition לע [<L] towhich the Syriac ܠܥ [<L] cor-
responds in many cases.

– The same restriction of parts of speech is applied to the possibility
of ܐ [>] being inserted at the beginning of the word. This prevents
the Syriac preposition ܠ [L] from being registered as a spelling varia-
tion of the Hebrew preposition לא [>L], while the Hebrew also has a
preposition ל [L], or the Syriac negation [L>] being registered as a
spelling variation of the Hebrew negation לא [>L] (distinguished from
the Hebrew preposition by means of vocalization), while Hebrew also
has a negation אל [L>].

– Metathesis necessitates a separate treatment: it is not possible to build
this into the same programwhich processes the other rules in one run.
We have, therefore, chosen not to treat this phenomenon automati-
cally, but leave it pro memoria.

68 See also chapter 8, section 1.34, for a discussion of the possible influence of metathesis
in the rendering of ܫܚܕ [DXC], ‘guardsmen, attendants’, for שׁרח [XRC], ‘artisan’ (2Kgs 24:14,
16).

69 We thank Constantijn Sikkel for his meticulous programming of the spelling variation.
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The results are useful when comparing the use of vocabulary occurring
within the texts.

A category which would be interesting to add to the comparison involves
those cases where Syriac uses a word which is a cognate to a synonym of the
Hebrew word, such as

בבל [LBB], ‘heart’, rendered as ܐܒܠ [LB>]; compare Hebrew בל [LB]
להא [>HL], ‘tent’, rendered as ܐܢܟܫܡ [MCKN>]; compare Hebrew ןכשׁמ
[MCKN]

To avoid having to pick these out by hand, it is possible to have a program
search the electronic Hebrew lexicon for forms which could be taken to be
synonymous to the chosen Syriac rendering. This remains a desideratum.

2. Word Level

Except in cases of scriptio continua,70 a word in a written document is com-
monly understood to be the segment of text occurring between blank
spaces. More exactly, what occurs between blank spaces is a graphic word.
InHebrew and Syriac, graphicwords include language data of various gram-
matical categories and syntactic levels, and can be divided into minimal
units with meaning, called morphemes. The morphemes are of several
types: lexemes (here taken to refer to those forms listed as independent
entries in the lexicon), affixes (concatenative prefixes, infixes, suffixes, and
non-concatenative affixes), and clitics (elements with word and phrase
functions butwhich are not listed separately in the lexicon and are not capa-
ble of occurring in isolation). The characteristics of each of these elements
will be treated in the remainder of this chapter.

2.1. The Electronic Lexicon

Rather than redoing the lexicography, in constructing the database of the
wivu it has been the policy to follow an established lexicon. For Hebrew,
the Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti Libros by Koehler—Baumgartner has been
used. For Syriac, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary, edited by J. Payne Smith,
has been relied upon, supplemented where necessary with material from
Thesaurus Syriacus by R. Payne Smith, on which volume the former is
based.

70 Documents written in scriptio continua exhibit no blank spaces between words.
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The electronic lexicon supplies lexical information inherent to the entry
itself and not deducible from the morphology. This information is relevant
to the syntactic analytical programs, and includes elements as described
and illustrated below. The lexical entry, transcribed according to the con-
ventions of this project, is separated by a tab from the information on the
entry. The fields of lexical information concerning an entry are separated
by colons (:).71 The specific information being illustrated by an example
is given in bold. Not all entries have information for all of the possible
fields.

2.1.1. Lexical Entry

The entries in the electronic lexicon are listed alphabetically in transcrip-
tion. Homographs are distinguished from one another by means of one or
more equals signs (=).

<WL 16921:sp=adjv:gl=wicked
<WL= 4877:sp=subs:gn=m:de=<WL>:gl=iniquity, injustice
<WL== 9463:sp=subs:gn=m:gl=newborn babe
<WL=== 4447:sp=verb:gl=do iniquity

2.1.2. Numerical Code

Each entry is assigned an arbitrary and unique numerical code.

>XRJ 8563:sp=adjv:gl=latter, last
>XRJN 18059:sp=adjv:gl=other, next

2.1.3. Part of Speech

The discussion on what the parts of speech are and how many of these
should be posited boasts a long history:

The traditional theory of ‘the parts of speech’, and the standard definitions of
classical grammar, reflect … ancient and medieval attempts to force together
the categories of grammar, logic and metaphysics. Other commonly held
views about language derive not so much from philosophical speculation as
from the subordination of grammar to the task of interpreting written texts,
and especially to that of interpreting works written in Greek and Latin by the
classical authors.72

71 The abbreviations used for the information on an entry in order of appearance are as
follows: sp = part of speech; ls = lexical set; st = state; ps = person; gn = gender; nu = number;
de = dictionary entry; gl = gloss.

72 Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, 3.
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Chomsky classified the major lexical categories of English according to
nominal [N] and verbal [V] features, whereby nouns [+N, –V] and verbs
[–N, +V] are maximally distinct, adjectives [+N, +V] are presented as a
mixed category and prepositions [–N, –V] are undefined as to category.73
The database of Anderson and Forbes distinguishes as many as seventy-six
different parts of speech in order to accommodate the different ways in
which elements function in syntax.74

The approach of the wivu to parts of speech is perhaps more closely
reflected by the following description of syntactic categories:

Words belong to different syntactic categories, such as nouns, verbs, etc., and
the syntactic category to which a word belongs determines its distribution,
that is, inwhat contexts it can occur.…The grammar of English, and indeed of
any language, will have to have access to the categorial information attached
to lexical items since this information plays a part in the formation of sen-
tences.75

On the basis of distinctive functioning in syntactic structures, the electronic
lexicon distinguishes the following parts of speech (noted as: sp=), here
listed alphabetically:

adjv = adjective
advb = adverb
conj = conjunction
inrg = interrogative
intj = interjection
nega = negative
prep = preposition
pron = pronoun
subs = substantive (noun)
verb = verb

>JD> 4567:sp=inrg:gn=f:gl=who, which, what
>JKW 18049:sp=advb:gl=where is he, what is it (contr.

of >JK>+HW)
>JLN 1877:sp=subs:gl=tree, tree trunk

2.1.4. Lexical Set

The parts of speech are further divided into lexical sets (noted as: ls=) which
indicate subsets within a part of speech manifesting a particular syntactic
behaviour. These include:

73 Chomsky, ‘Remarks’.
74 Cf. Andersen—Forbes, Biblical Hebrew Grammar Visualized, 20–42.
75 Haegeman, Introduction, 28–29 (emphasis original).
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card = cardinal (numerals)
demo = demonstrative (pronoun)
gentl = gentilic (adjective)
inrg = interrogative (pronoun)
nmex = noun of existence
ordn = ordinal (adjective)
padj = possible adjective
pcon = possible conjunction
pint = possible interjection
pinr = possible interrogative
ppre = possible preposition
prop = proper (noun)
pers = personal (pronoun)
quot = quotation (verb)
vbex = verb of existence

>JK 7583:sp=prep:ls=pcon:gl=as, almost, about
>JKN 1877:sp=advb:ls=pint:gl=how, as, so that

2.1.5. State

Where the state of a form (noted as: st=) is lexically determined, as is the
case with proper nouns, this information is recorded:

abs = absolute

>BJCG 3371:sp=subs:ls=prop:st=abs:gn=f:gl=Abishag
>BJTR 12149:sp=subs:ls=prop:st=abs:gn=m:gl=Abiathar

2.1.6. Person

When the person (noted as: ps=) of an entry is lexically determined, as in
the case with personal pronouns, this is noted as follows:

first = first person
second = second person
third = third person

>N> 18583:sp=pron:ls=pers:ps=first:nu=sg:gl=I
>NWN 12263:sp=pron:ls=pers:ps=third:nu=pl:gl=they,

them

2.1.7. Gender

Gender (noted as: gn=) is specified within the lexicon only when thus en-
countered in the lexica on which the databank has been based, or when it
is clear from syntax what the gender of a lexeme is:
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m =masculine
f = feminine

>WMN 19051:sp=subs:gn=m:gl=workman, craftsman
>WMNW 10883:sp=subs:gn=f:gl=art, craft, skill

2.1.8. Number

Where the number of an entry (noted as: nu=) is lexically determined, this
is indicated as follows:

sg = singular
du = dual
pl = plural

>JLJN 8053:sp=inrg:nu=pl:gl=who, which, what
>NT 1601:sp=pron:ls=pers:ps=second:gn=m:nu=sg:gl=you

2.1.9. Dictionary Entry

Syriac lexica often provide a form with the emphatic state ending as lexical
entry. Since the syntactic analysing rules employed assume the absolute
state,wehaveprovided anabsolute state form for all items. In such cases, the
entry in the electronic lexicon deviates from the entry in the source lexicon.
These cases have been noted by the addition of the dictionary form (noted
as: de=).

>X 4973:sp=subs:de=>X>:gl=brother
>JL= 2609:sp=subs:de=>JL>:gl=stag, hart

2.1.10. Gloss

Finally, a gloss (noted as: gl=) has been added for the convenience of the
user and for the disambiguation of homographs. This is illustrated in all of
the examples above.

2.2. Coding Conventions

The database of the wivu takes as point of departure a single maximum
matrix in which the various types of grammatical information are isolated
and made available to the analytical programs. The maximum matrix for a
word in the Hebrew database contains the following fields of information
which are identified and isolated by the codes indicated:



120 chapter three

Table 3.6: Maximummatrix for Hebrew coding

pfm vbs lex vbe nme prs vpm

!! ]] [ / + :

Abbreviations:

pfm preformative vbe verbal ending prs pronominal suffix
vbs verbal stem nme nominal ending vpm vowel pattern
lex lexical entry

Themaximummatrix for a word in the Syriac database contains a fewmore
fields than for theHebrewdatabase. This expansion reflects bothdifferences
in the morphology of the two languages and the attempt to isolate more
morphological phenomena than has been done thus far in the Hebrew
database (see table 3.7).76

Preceding the information contained in this matrix, elements may occur
which are independent entries in lexica, but which are not written as sepa-
rate words, for example, certain prepositions, and for Hebrew the definite
article, the question marker ,ה- and the post-positioned .locative-ה Items
occurring as distinct lexical entries are separated from one another by a
hyphen (-).

Table 3.7: Maximummatrix for Syriac coding77

pfm pfx vbs lex vix frv vbe nme emph prs vpm

!! @@ ]] ^^ | [ / ~ + :

Additional abbreviations:

pfx passive stem formation prefix emph emphatic marker
vix verbal infix
frv final (reduplicated) verbal stem element

76 In the Hebrew database, any verbal form with some sort of doubling phenomenon in
the so-called ‘intensive’ stem formations has been coded as a variation of the Piel, Pual, or
Hitpael. The diversity of the forms thus coded leads to questioning whether it would not be
instructive to expand the possibility for differentiating amongst these. See Verheij,Bits, Bytes,
and Binyanim, esp. Appendix B.

77 It should be noted that the Turgama project has chosen not to incorporate this inno-
vation in their database, tagging all forms with any type of doubling or reduplication indis-
criminatelywith ‘:d’ added at the end of theword, and treating all infixes of the Pauel, Paupel,
Peauel, Payel, and such like, as added or deleted letters.
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When the particular form occurring in a text does not fully reflect the form
appearing in the lexicon, orwhen amorphemedoes not occur in its paradig-
matic form, the item can be traced to its lexical entry or paradigmatic form
as follows:

‘(’—the following letter belongs to the lexical entry or paradigmatic form of
a morpheme but does not appear in the surface text;

‘&’—the following letter appears in the surface text but does not belong to
the lexical entry or paradigmatic form of a morpheme.

Example:
ܬܝܡܝ [JMJT] (1Kgs 1:13) coded JM(>&J[T==

JM> is taken to be the lexical entry of the verb; in this occurrence of the
form, theܐ [>] does not appear in the surface text, but a ܝ [J] does.

The various Syriacmorphemes occurring under each of the code symbols
are given in table 3.8 in alphabetical order.

Table 3.8: Morphemes occurring in Syriac

pfm pfx vbs lex vix frv vbe nme emph prs vpm

!! @>T@ ]>] ^W^ | [ / ~> +H :p
!>! ]M] ^J^ |B [W /> +H=
!M! ]S] ^M^ |BS [WN /W +HWN
!N! ]C] ^R^ |J [J /WT +HJ
!N=! ]T] ^G^ |K [J= /J +HJN
!T! |L [JN /J= +J
!T=! |M [JN= /JN +K

|MR [N /N +KWN
|Y [N= /T +KJ
|Q [T /T= +N
|QL [T= /TJN +NJ
|R [T==
|RG [TWN
|RM [TJ

[TJN

A comment on the morpheme under ‘frv’ (final [reduplicated] verbal stem
element) is necessary. The elements listed here are not in themselves mor-
phemes, but are the actual letters occurring in the data as a result of the
reduplication of letters of the lexical entry. The list can be expanded to
include other forms encountered in the data. More sophisticated programs
could, for example, process a coded number (1st, 2nd, 3rd) of the letter of
the verbal root which is reduplicated. One would then have in the column
‘frv’ only combinations of the numbers ‘1’, ‘2’, and ‘3’, and the appropriate
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letters would be derived by the program from the lexical entry itself. For
example, ܪܪܥܒ , ‘he made fierce, made as brute beasts’, where the third letter
of the verbal root is repeated, would be coded as B<R|3[, and ܥܙܥܙ , ‘he
shook, trembled, drove away’, where the first and third letters of the lexical
entry are reduplicated,would be coded asZ(W<|13[. This approachwould
be helpful for further research into the patterns of reduplicated verbal stem
elements, but it was not possible to implement it within this project. Each of
the items mentioned above will be treated separately below in the sections
on nominal and verbal inflection.

2.2.1. Nominal Inflection

The grammatical and lexical properties of a nominal element are identified
by isolating the following items: the lexical entry, the nominal ending, the
optional presence of a pronominal suffix and of a vowel pattern indicating
a particular analysis, and additionally for Syriac also the possibility of the
presence of the emphatic marker.78

Table 3.9: Syriac nominal inflection

Nominal Ending Number

Gender State Undetermined Singular Dual Plural

Undetermined Absolute W
Construct WT

Masculine Absolute TJN JN
Construct J

Feminine Absolute > N
J=

Construct T T=

The presence of a nominal ending is obligatory for all substantives, adjec-
tives, and the non-finite verbal forms, infinitive and participle. The presence
of a nominal ending indicates, as default value, that the form has the follow-
ing characteristics: part of speech ‘substantive’, ‘number’ is singular, while
‘gender’ and ‘state’ are yet to be determined by the specific ending. The nom-
inal ending is introduced by the ‘/’ followed by one of the nominal endings,
which determine certain grammatical functions as given in table 3.9.

The endings ‘W’ and ‘WT’ require that a verbal ending be present, since
these are the nominal endings occurring with infinitives. They indicate only
state, not gender or number.

78 This includes the notation ‘:c’ for ‘construct state’ and ‘:a’ for ‘absolute state’, indicating
the presence of a state detectable only from the vowel pattern present.
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When a form ends in the emphatic marker ‘~>’, the state is ‘emphatic’.
This overrules the value for state derived from the nominal ending present.

2.2.2. Verbal Inflection

2.2.2.1. Verbal Ending
When a form has a verbal ending, introduced by ‘[’, the following default
values are assumed: part of speech is ‘verb’, the voice ‘active’, and the verbal
stem ‘Peal’. Under these circumstances, the following endings yield the
grammatical functions as indicated in table 3.10. The grammatical functions
of these endings are further specified when other parameters are more
exactly defined.

Table 3.10: Syriac verbal endings

Verbal Ending Number

Gender Undetermined Singular Plural

Undetermined T N
Masculine T= TWN

W
WN

Feminine J JN JN=
T== N=
TJ TJN

When a form occurs without ‘preformative’, with a ‘verbal ending’ and with-
out a ‘nominal ending’, the form is analysed as a perfect. Combined with
the information already noted above, the verbal endings yield grammatical
functions as indicated in table 3.11.

Table 3.11: Syriac verbal endings for perfect

Verbal Ending Perfect Number

Person Gender Singular Plural

First Undetermined T N
Second Masculine T= TWN

Feminine TJ TJN
Third Masculine [empty] W

WN
Feminine T== J

JN=
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2.2.2.2. Preformative
When a form has a ‘preformative’ and a ‘verbal ending’ and no ‘nominal
ending’, it is analysed as an imperfect. To the information presented above,
the values in table 3.12 are added.

Table 3.12: Syriac verbal preformatives

Preformative Number

Person Gender Singular Plural

First Undetermined > N=
Second Masculine T*

Feminine T=*
Third Undetermined N

Feminine T=

* Only when ‘verbal ending’ is empty. The plural values are derived on the basis of
the verbal endings as listed in section 2.2.2.1.

An empty ‘preformative’ (!!) on a formwith a ‘verbal ending’ andwithout a
‘nominal ending’ yields the analysis of imperative, having the grammatical
function of ‘second person’.79 In combination with the values listed above,
the grammatical functions are assigned as in table 3.13.

In these cases, the empty verbal ending yields the analysis: number =
singular; gender =masculine; the ‘verbal ending’ ‘J’, which at first was listed
as ‘undetermined’ for number, in the imperative is analysed as number =
singular.

Table 3.13: Syriac verbal endings with empty preformative

Empty Preformative
without nominal ending Number

Second Person Singular Plural

Gender Masculine W
WN

Feminine J JN=

When a form has both a ‘verbal ending’ and a ‘nominal ending’, we have a
non-finite verbal form—an infinitive or a participle. These are distinguished
as follows:

79 Coding the imperative as having an ‘empty preformative’ is not meant as a statement
concerning the primacy of one of these two forms over the other (see Joüon—Muraoka,
Grammar, §48a). The coding system at most recognizes the systematic resemblance of the
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– when both ‘verbal stem’ and ‘final (reduplicated) verbal stem element’
(see section 2.2.2.3) are absent:
– when there is no ‘preformative’: verbal tense = participle
– when there is a ‘preformative’ ‘M’: verbal tense = infinitive; having

no number and no gender
– when there is either a ‘verbal stem’ or a ‘final (reduplicated) verbal

stem element’ and there is a ‘preformative’ ‘M’: verbal tense = participle
– when there is a ‘nominal ending’ ‘W’ or ‘WT’: verbal tense = infinitive.

2.2.2.3. Verbal Stem
Consistent with the decision to take CSD as the lexical basis, the verbal
stem formations given in this lexicon are encoded in the database. Doing
so provides a basis for a reevaluation of the treatment of stem formations in
lexica.80As indicated above (section 2.2.2.1), when a verbal ending is present,
the default value for the verbal stem formation is Peal. The presence of other
elements overrules this value as discussed below.

Preceding the lexical entry, various letters can occur which indicate a
particular stem formation. These are isolated in the coding system by two
closing square brackets (]]).

Preceding the verbal stem is the slot for the passive stem formation prefix
ܬܐ [>T], isolated by@ @. This can occur in combinationwith all other stem

formations.
Certain letters indicative of a particular stem formation occur in the

middle of the lexical entry itself. These are here called the ‘verbal infix’ and
are isolated by ^ ^. The verbal infix occurs, for example, in the passive
participle Peal, in the Pauel, Paulel, Paupel, Payel, Parel, Pamel, and the
passive stem formations related to these (the ܬܐ Eth- formations).

The ‘voice’ is taken to be ‘passive’ in the following cases: when the ‘vowel
pattern’ is indicated to be passive (noted ‘:p’) and when there is a ‘verbal
infix’ ‘J’ (noted ‘^J^’) in a Peal. The presence of the ‘passive stem formation
prefix’, ܬܐ [>T], isolated in the coding system by @ @, does not automat-
ically yield a passive voice. It is necessary to combine the presence of the
‘passive stem formation prefix’, ܬܐ [>T], with the lexical properties of the
verbal root involved. For examples, see table 3.15.

formation of the imperative and imperfect forms without attaching further significance to
the observation as to derivation.

80 In the notes accompanying the examples in tables 3.14 and 3.15, the treatment of
Sokoloff will be provided for comparison. For a discussion of the stem formations, see
chapter 4, section 2.1.1.
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Stem formations which traditionally are related to some sort of doubling
phenomenon (the intensive stem formations) are indicated in the coding
systemby a ‘|’ following the lexical entry. After this sign, reduplicated letters
and the [J] of the Pali are recorded.When there is a ‘final (reduplicated) ver-
bal stem element’, the default value of the verbal stem is ‘Pael’. This is over-
ruled by the presence of elements indicating a particular stem formation.

Thus the information needed to specify the stem formation comes from
various positions. Table 3.14 gives a survey of some of the possible stem
formations.

Table 3.14: Syriac possible non-passive verbal stem formations

Stem Verbal Verbal Final
formation stem infix element81 Examples (third masc sg perfect)

Peal ܫܒܝ JBC[, ‘be dried up, arid’
Pael | ܪܕܫ CDR|[, ‘send, dismiss’
Palel |L ܒܒܝ JB|B[, ‘make a joyful sound, shout’82
Palal |L ܪܪܥܒ B<R|R[, ‘make fierce, make as brute

beasts’83
Palpel |PL ܣܒܣܒ BS|BS[, ‘tear in pieces (as wild

beasts)’84
Palpal |PL ܥܙܥܙ Z(W<|Z<[, ‘shake, tremble, drive

away’85

81 The letters P and L in this list refer to the letters of the verbal root concerned: P = first
letter, L = final letter. The other letters indicate the actual letters themselves.

82 Listed in CSD as a Pael of ܒܝ . If the root is ܒܝ , then this form has a doubling of the final
consonant and should be called the Palel. Sokoloff lists this as the Pael of ܒܒܝ , which would
be coded as JBB|[.

83 Sokoloff recognizes two roots: 1. ܪܥܒ meaning ‘seek, examine, glean’; 2. a quadriliteral
demonstrative verb ܪܪܥܒ Peal meaning ‘be wild, uncultivated’.

84 Listed in CSD under ܣܒܣܒ , but called the Palpel of ܣܒ . Cf. the treatment in CSD of ܩܕ ,
which occurs more often and is listed as a biliteral root; the verb is recognized as occurring
in the stem formations: ‘Pe., Ethpe., Pa., Ethpa., Aph., Palpel and Ethpalpal’. The infrequency
of ܣܒ has apparently given rise to a less consistent treatment of this verb in comparison to
the more frequently occurring ܩܕ . Sokoloff lists the verb under ܣܒܣܒ ‘(Pal. ܣܣܒ …) Quad’,
which would be coded BS(S|BS[. This means that Sokoloff lists quadriliteral entries both
for derived stem formations of triliteral roots as well as for quadriliteral roots themselves (cf.
Sokoloff ’s listing for ܪܪܥܒ , previous note, and for ܥܙܥܙ , next note).

85 Note that the Palpel and the Palpal are not distinguished in the coding system. Sokoloff
lists this under ܥܙܥܙ ‘(Pal. ܥܘܙ …) Quad’, thus concurring with CSD in the analysis but not in
the lexical entry.
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Stem Verbal Verbal Final
formation stem infix element Examples (third masc sg perfect)

Pali |J ܝܕܪܓ GRD|J[, ‘be lacking, fail, be left
without’86

Paulel ^W^ |L ܪܪܘܩ Q^W^R|R[, ‘cool, become cool’87
Pauel ^W^ | ܦܬܘܫ C^W^TP|[, ‘communicate,

associate’88
Paupel ^W^ |P ܒܪܘܪ R^W^(B=|RB[, ‘magnify oneself,

talk big’89
Peauel ^W^ | (see table 3.15: Ethpeauel of ܐܙܚ XZ>[)
Payel ^J^ | ܢܡܝܗ (>&H^J^MN|[, ‘believe in, put faith

in’90
Pagel ^G^ | ܝܢܓܫ C^G^N(>&J=|[, ‘remove, alter,

translate’91
Pamel ^M^ | ܢܣܡܚ X^M^SN|[, ‘grasp firmly, hold fast’92
Parel ^R^ | ܝܣܪܦ P^R^S(>&J|[, ‘strip, expose,

unmask’93
Aphel ]>] ܬܗܒܐ ]>]BHT[, ‘put to shame,

dishonour’94

86 Sokoloff list this as a quadriliteral verb ܝܕܪܓ , separate from ܕܪܓ .
87 Listed in CSD as a separate entry ܪܪܘܩ ‘Pauel conj. of ܪܩ ’. The latter verb is listed as

meaning ‘grow cold, cool’. Sokoloff lists both ܪܪܩ , ‘be cold, frosty’, and ܪܪܘܩ , ‘cool’, as separate
verbal roots, but not ܪܘ .

88 Listed in CSD under the verb ܦܬܘܫ , but since the passive participle form given begins
with a ,ܡ the listed form is not a simple Peal. The entry lists the passive stem formation
called the ‘Ethpaual’. No verb ܦܬܫ is listed. Sokoloff lists this as the quadriliteral ܦܬܘܫ with
a ‘QuadRef’ form for those forms with the ܬܐ prefix. The unexplained ‘QuadRef’ most likely
indicates ‘quadriliteral reflexive’.

89 Listed in CSD as Palpel of ܒܪ ; this denotation does not account for the Waw in the
middle of the form. CSD lists an Ethpaual for this verb: see table 3.15. Sokoloff lists this verb
as the quadrilateral ܒܪܘܪ .

90 Listed in CSD as Paiel of ܢܡܐ . Sokoloff lists this verb as the quadrilateral ܢܡܝܗ .
91 Listed inCSDunder ܝܢܓܫ with comment ‘Pahli conj. from ܝܢܫ see verb ܐܢܫ ’. Sokoloff lists

this form as the quadriliteral ܝܢܓܫ , noting that it is a Shaphel of ‘√2# ܝܢܓ ’, listed as meaning
‘be concealed, conceal’, ‘contaminated by ܝܢܫ pa.’, listed in the Pael as meaning ‘take away,
remove’.

92 Listed in CSD under ܢܣܡܚ with comment ‘Pamel conj. of ܢܣܚ , has same meanings as
the Pael but intensified’. Sokoloff lists this form as the quadriliteral ܢܣܡܚ , noting ‘dissim. < √
ܢܣܚ ’. The abbreviation ‘dissim.’ is not explained; ‘<’ stands for ‘loanword from’; ‘√’ indicates

‘verbal root’.
93 Listed in CSD under ܝܣܪܦ and called a ‘Parel conj.’; its passive stem formation ܝܣܪܦܬܐ is

called an ‘Ethpali’. If it is a ‘Parel’, then the root should not contain the [R]. There is no listing
of a related verbal root without the [R] ( ܐܣܦ ). Sokoloff lists this form as the quadriliteral

ܝܣܪܦ . See also CSD listing of ܦܥܪܣ as ‘Parel conj. of root ܦܥܣ not used in Syriac’; see also
Ethparal in table 3.15. Sokoloff lists ܦܥܪܣ as a quadriliteral verbal root.

94 Listed in both CSD and Sokoloff as Aphel under verbal root ܬܗܒ .
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Stem Verbal Verbal Final
formation stem infix element Examples (third masc sg perfect)

Maphel ]M] ܢܟܣܡ ]M]SKN[, ‘make poor, pretend to be
poor’95

Saphel ]S] ܒܗܪܣ ]S]RHB[, ‘hasten, impel, urge on’96
Shaphel ]C] ܦܠܚܫ ]C]XLP[, ‘alter, convert, translate’97
Taphel ]T] ܝܪܩܬ ]T]QR(>&J[, ‘read’98

The coding system allows for a number of stem formations not listed. The-
oretically, any of these could occur with the passive stem formation prefix
ܬܐ [>T], yielding a doubling of the above possibilities. As mentioned, the

presence of the passive stem formation prefix does not automatically yield
passive voice, as can be observed in the examples in table 3.15. The list is not
exhaustive, but illustrative.

Table 3.15: Syriac verbal stem formations with ܬܐ [>T]

Stem
formation pfx vbs vix frv Examples (third masc sg perfect)

Ethpeel @>T@ ܩܒܕܬܐ @>T@DBQ[, ‘adhere to, be joined
to’99

Ethpaal @>T@ | ܫܬܟܬܐ @>T@KTC|[, ‘resist, fight
against’100

Ethpayal @>T@ ^J^ | ܢܡܝܗܬܐ @>T@(>&H^J^MN|[, ‘be to be
believed’101

Ethpaual @>T@ ^W^ | ܩܘܪܬܣܐ @>(T@S&TR^W^Q|[, ‘be
overclouded’102

95 Listed in CSD under ܢܟܣ with comment: ‘probable root of following. Maphel ܢܟܣܡ ’.
Sokoloff lists this form as the quadriliteral ܢܟܣܡ .

96 Listed in CSD as the Saphel of ܒܗܪ . Sokoloff lists this form as quadriliteral ܒܗܪܣ with
the annotation that it is the Saphel of ܒܗܪ ; under ܒܗܪ there is no mention of a Saphel.

97 Listed in CSD as the Shaphel of ܦܠܚ . Sokoloff lists this as the quadriliteral ܦܠܚܫ with
the annotation that it is the Shaphel of ܦܠܚ ; under ܦܠܚ there is no mention of a Shaphel.

98 Listed inCSD as theTaphel of ܐܪܩ .We sought in vain for a listing of this form in Sokoloff.
99 Listed in both CSD and Sokoloff as Ethpeel under verbal root ܩܒܕ .

100 Listed in both CSD and Sokoloff as Ethpaal under verbal root ܫܬܟ .
101 Listed in CSD as the ‘Ethpaial’ of ܢܡܐ . Sokoloff lists this form as ‘QuadRef’ under ܢܡܝܗ .

The unexplained ‘QuadRef’ probably indicates ‘quadriliteral reflexive’.
102 Listed in CSD as the ‘Ethpaual’ of ܩܪܣ , with annotation: ‘denom. Verb from ܐܩܘܪܣ ’,

meaning ‘a particle of mist, a cloudy day’. Although under the noun ܐܩܘܪܣ , meaning ‘wisp of
cloud, cloudy day’, Sokoloff refers to the entry ‘√ #2 ܩܪܣ ’, there is nomention under that verb
(‘lacerate with combs’) to the meaning ‘be overclouded’ as in CSD. Note that the Ethpaual
and the following listed Ethpaual, which differ in the placement of the infixed ܘ in relation
to the middle letter of the root, are not distinguished in the coding system.
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Stem
formation pfx vbs vix frv Examples (third masc sg perfect)

Ethpaual @>T@ ^W^ | ܦܬܘܬܫܐ @>(T@C&T^W^TP|[, ‘be made
partaker’103

Ethpaupal @>T@ ^W^ |RB ܒܪܘܪܬܐ @>T@R^W^(B=|RB[, ‘be
magnified, magnify oneself ’104

Ethpeauel @>T@ ^W^ | ܝܙܘܙܚܬܐ @>T@XZ^W^(>|Z(>&J[,
‘obtain honour, distinguish oneself ’105

Ethpagel @>T@ ^G^ | ܝܢܓܬܫܐ @>(T@C&T^G^N(>&J=|[, ‘be
removed, displaced’106

Ethparal @>T@ ^R^ | ܦܥܪܬܣܐ @>(T@S&T^R^<P|[, ‘put forth
branches, subdivide’107

Etaphal @>T@ ]>] ܪܫܐܬܐ @>T@]>]CR(R[, ‘make oneself
be believed, assert oneself ’108

Ethmaphal @>T@ ]M] ܢܟܣܡܬܐ @>T@]M]SKN[, ‘grow poor or
weak, be impoverished’109

Estaphel @>T@ ]S] ܒܗܪܬܣܐ @>(T@]S&T]RHB[, ‘make
haste’110

Eshtaphel @>T@ ]C] ܪܚܘܬܫܐ @>(T@]C&T](>&WXR[, ‘delay,
linger’111

Ettaphel @>T@ ]T] ܥܝܙܬܬܐ @>T@]T]Z(W&J<[, ‘be moved,
agitated’112

103 Listed in CSD as the ‘Ethpaual’ under the verb ܦܬܘܫ (see note 83). Sokoloff lists this
under the quadriliteral ܦܬܘܫ as a ‘QuadRef’.

104 Listed in CSD as the ‘Ethpaual’ of ܒܪ , although the stem formation without the passive
stem formation prefix is called, more appropriately, the ‘Palpel’. Sokoloff lists this form as a
‘QuadRef’ under the qudriliteral root ܒܪܘܪ .

105 Listed in CSD as a ‘Ethpeaual’ of ܐܙܚ . Although Sokoloff mentions the verbal root
ܝܙܘܙܚ under the verb ܝܙܚ , the former root is not separately listed in the dictionary. Presumably

the form we are looking at would be derived from ܝܙܘܙܚ in his lexicon.
106 Listed in CSD as a Ethpahli. under ܝܢܓܫ : ‘Pahli conj. from ܝܢܫ see verb ܐܢܫ ’. Sokoloff lists

this as the ‘QuadRef’ of ܝܢܓܫ which is a contamination of two verbs, see note 86.
107 Listed in CSD as ‘Ethparal’ of ܦܥܪܣ , which is noted to be a ‘Parel conj. of root ܦܥܣ not

used in Syriac’; see note 93. Sokoloff lists the form as a ‘QuadRef’ of the quadriliteral ܦܥܪܣ .
108 Listed in CSD as ‘Ettaph.’ of ܪܫ . Sokoloff lists the form as a ‘Ettaf.’ of ܪܪܫ .
109 Listed in CSD as ‘Ethtaph.’ under ܢܟܣ ; see note 90. Sokoloff lists this form as a ‘QuadRef’

of the quadriliteral ܢܟܣܡ .
110 Listed in CSD as the ‘Estaph.’ of ܒܗܪ . Sokoloff lists this form as a ‘QuadRef’ of the

quadriliteral ܒܗܪܣ ; see note 91.
111 Listed in CSD as the ‘Eshtaph.’ of ܪܚܐ . Sokoloff lists this form as a ‘QuadRef’ of the

quadriliteral ܪܚܘܫ , which noted to be the Shaphel of ܪܚܐ . Under ܪܚܐ there is no mention
of a Shaphel as a derived stem formation, though the verb ܪܚܘܫ is mentioned in the list of
related forms.

112 Listed in CSD as an ‘Ethpe.’ of ܥܘܙ . Sokoloff lists this form as a ‘Ettaf.’ of ܥܘܙ .
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In tables 3.14 and 3.15 and their notes a number of differences in the
recording of verbal roots and stem formations present themselves:

– notation of the final letter of final weak verbs as an Alaph (CSD) versus
a Yudh (Sokoloff)

– biliteral (CSD) versus geminate (Sokoloff) listing of certain roots
– listing of a broad variety of derived stem formations under the verbal

root (CSD) versus lexicalization as separate entries for verbal forms of
derived stem formations except for Pael, Aphel, Ethpeel, Ethpaal, and
Ettaphal (Sokoloff)

– inconsistency in naming the derived stem formation (CSD)—some-
times the given pattern is reflected in the name and sometimes the
name diverges from this.

Within this project, we follow CSD in the notation of the final weak letter
as Alaph instead of as Yudh, in spite of the frequency of the Yudh in this
paradigm. One of the motivations for this choice is phonological: an Alaph
has stronger consonantal qualities than a Yudh and can be replaced by a
Yudh in certain phonologically defined contexts which apply also outside of
the verbal paradigm. The phonological reasoning for the opposite, however,
in which the less consonantal Yudh would be replaced by Alaph is less
convincing and would not apply outside of the verbal paradigm.

Contrary to CSD and in concurrence with Sokoloff, we list the geminate
form of what CSD lists as biliteral roots. The reason for this lies in the sys-
tematic appearance of the geminate letters throughout the paradigm. These
doubled letterswould otherwise have to be coded either as arbitrarily added
letters or as part of the final reduplicated verbal stem element. The latter
element would, then, co-occur with prefixed verbal stem formation mor-
phemes, which have not been recognized as occurring together in unprob-
lematic forms.113

Following CSD, we list a broad variety of stem formations under the root
instead of selecting some to present under the root and some to present as
separate lexicalized entries, as Sokoloff does.

Where CSD does not follow the elements present in a form and lists a
stem formation inconsistent with the form being dealt with we adjust the
name to conform to the elements present.

113 See Falla, A Key to the Peshitta Gospels I, xxi–xxii; Dyk, ‘Data Preparation’, 141.
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2.2.3. Pronominal Suffixes

Personal pronoun suffixes can occur with both verbal and nominal forms,
but are never written in isolation. They have word grammar values of per-
son, number, and gender. The suffixes are introduced by a ‘+’; the various
elements yield the analysis as given in table 3.16. Examples:

2Kgs 3:25

ܗܘܟܪܟܬܐܘ W-@>T@KRK|[W+H= ‘and they surrounded her’

2Kgs 5:27

ܟܥܪܙܒܘ W-B-ZR</+K ‘and with your (masc sg) seed’

Table 3.16: Syriac pronominal suffixes

Number

Person Gender Singular Plural

First Undetermined J N
NJ

Second Masculine K KWN
Feminine KJ KJN

Third Masculine H HWN
HJ

Feminine H= HJN

2.2.4. Reject Rules

Because the grammar of the language allows certain combinations of ele-
ments but not others, it is possible to compose ‘reject rules’ by which the
computer program will reject ungrammatical combinations of elements,
which usually reflect coding errors. A few examplesare given as illustration:

– if there is an ‘emphatic marker’ and no ‘nominal ending’: reject
– if there is a ‘final (reduplicated) verbal stem element’ and no ‘verbal

ending’: reject
– if there is a ‘nominal ending’ ‘W’ or ‘WT’ and no ‘verbal ending’: reject
– if there is no ‘preformative’ and there is a ‘verbal ending’ and no

‘nominal ending’ and the ‘verbal ending’ is ‘JN’ or ‘N=’: reject114

114 The configuration ‘if there is no “preformative” and there is a “verbal ending” and no
“nominal ending” ’ is indicative of the perfect; the verbal endings ‘JN’ and ‘N=’ belong to the
imperfect inflection.
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3. AboveWord Level

Although this volume focuses on word level, all the data has been prepared
up to and including a synopsis of the two versions of Kings at clause level.
The observations of corresponding words are based on words that have
been matched within phrase structures functioning as corresponding con-
stituents within corresponding clauses.

The treatment of the data at levels above the word is explained in the
following sections: phrase level (section 3.1), clause level (section 3.2), and
above clause level (section 3.3).

3.1. Phrase Level

Although it is common to refer to all syntactic constructions by their head,
for example, noun phrase (NP), preposition phrase (PP), verb phrase (VP),
in the method applied here, those structures in which there is a relation
of predication between the members will be treated at clause level. This
includes both those containing a verb and those lacking a verbal form.
Structures without a predicative relationship between the members are
treated at phrase level.115

In implementing computers for research language, formal characteristics
of thedata are recordedandpatterns recognized. Fromthepatterns, an anal-
ysis emerges. We propose an approach which is consistent and repeatable
in dealing with the various structures.

The inherent lexical characteristics of an item determine with which
other elements it may or must co-occur in order to create well-formed
language utterances. However, no one has ever seen the inherent lexical
properties of a form; rather, they are revealed in the combinations within
which a form occurs in actual language use.

The idiosyncratic characteristics of a form are projected onto the con-
structions in which it appears, that is, ‘Lexical information is syntactically
represented’.116 This direct connection between a form and its role in syntax
means that the configurations in which a form appears provide clues as to
its inherent lexical characteristics. Given sufficient occurrences of a form, it
is possible to accumulate information as to its nature and behaviour, and it
thusbecomes apparentwhat canbeexpected tooccur in the environmentof

115 An earlier version of the material on phrase structure was presented at the aibi confer-
ence in El Escorial, Spain, June 2008. SeeDyk, ‘The Computer and Complex Phrase Structure’.

116 For the ‘Projection Principle’, see Haegeman, Introduction, 63.
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a particular item. As the patterns become clear, uses of a formwhich deviate
from the customary pattern also come to light. It is essential that the inher-
ent lexical characteristics of a form not be prescribed on the basis of what
one assumes to be true of that form, but that these be deduced from how
the formmanifests itself within its context.

3.1.1. Basic Units

In Hebrew and Syriac there are two ways of ordering components within a
structure: linear and core-oriented. The linear structures are those in which
the head is followed first by an obligatory extension, when present, and
thereafter by optional expansions. Although both the obligatory extensions
and the optional expansions may in themselves be complex, the internal
order of the elements in relation to the head is strictly linear at any given
level of the structure. Examples of such structures are noun phrases and
prepositional phrases.

Core-orientated structures are those in which satellites arrange them-
selves around a central element, but the order of the constituents is not
necessarily linear. This occurs in structures where predication plays a role.
Though there is a preferred, statistically more prevalent order of the ele-
ments, factors of text composition, such as emphasis, focus, and foreground-
ing, can affect this. Structures with predicationwill be treated at clause level
(section 3.2) and above clause level (section 3.3).

The lexicon provides the part of speech of an entry. This information
determineshowanelement behaveswithin a structure. Thepossible syntac-
tic connections are given in the formal characteristics of the part of speech
itself. Constructions can be broken down into simple units and combina-
tions of simple units. We consider first the simple units per part of speech
separately.

3.1.1.1. Nouns and Adjectives
In Hebrew and Syriac, nouns and adjectives take nominal endings which
determine the type of connections the item has to that which follows. The
simple unit has an absolute state ending which marks the boundary of the
unit. InHebrew this unit canbeprecededby the definite article, which some
would then prefer to call the Determiner Phrase.117 The simple unit for a
Hebrew noun phrase is thus:

117 For two identical surface forms with distinct analyses using the Determiner Phrase, see
Dyk, ‘Who Shepherds Whom?’.
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NP = [± definite article] N absolute state

and for Syriac:

NP = N absolute state / emphatic state

In both Hebrew and Syriac, proper nouns behave syntactically as deter-
mined nouns, that is, they act as though they are in absolute state and they
normally do not take a preceding definite article. The same holds true for
pronouns and pronominal suffixes in both languages.

3.1.1.2. Other Parts of Speech
Prepositions, as the name suggests, occur in a position before another ele-
ment, that is, always with an obligatory extension (see section 3.1.2.2). Con-
junctions by nature connect elements, and are therefore always followed by
anobligatory extension (see section 3.1.2.3). Due to its lexical characteristics,
the verb functions at clause level (see section 3.2).

3.1.2. Obligatory Extensions

The basic units can be expanded by other structures. Sometimes the expan-
sion is necessary for grammaticality, and sometimes it is optional (see sec-
tion 3.1.3). Certain parts of speech are discussed separately in the following
sections.

3.1.2.1. Nouns and Adjectives
In bothHebrew and Syriac when a noun occurs in construct state it requires
a following element to complete the phrase. The unit which follows is
syntactically a complete phrase with its own internal structure. Though the
following phrase is often a NP, other types of phrases can also be governed
by a N in construct state:

N construct state + XP

The nominal ending indicates the syntactic connection: a noun in construct
state governs a following phrase (for a noun in absolute state, see section
3.1.3.1). The order is strictly linear within a single level within the construc-
tion.

3.1.2.2. Prepositions
Prepositions behave like nouns in construct state, that is, they require that
a full phrase follows; the preposition syntactically governs the following
phrase. The preposition connects the phrase it governs to the larger context
in which it occurs.
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3.1.2.3. Conjunctions
Aconjunction is syntactically incompletewithout the elementwhich it con-
nects to the preceding context. Though the extension by means of coor-
dination is optional, the conjunction itself is obligatorily extended by the
phrase which it introduces. A coordinating conjunction connects elements
at an equal level and can occur between words within a phrase, between
phrases within a clause, between clauses, and between larger textual units.
All elements joined by a coordinating conjunction function at an equal
level. Subordinating conjunctions require that the following structure is a
full phrase. Much like prepositions, subordinating conjunctions relate the
following phrase to the larger context.

3.1.3. Optional Expansions

Besides obligatory extensions, structures can have optional expansions.
These expansions are themselves whole phrases. The syntactic relation-
ships are again determined by the parts of speech both of the form being
expanded and of the expansion itself.

3.1.3.1. Nouns and Adjectives
Noun phrases can be expanded by phrases which are attributive or apposi-
tional, or whichmore precisely specify the noun they refer to. These types of
relationships are determined generally by the part of speech of the expan-
sion: adjectives are attributive, noun phrases appositional, and preposi-
tional phrases provide extra specification.

3.1.3.2. Prepositions
Prepositional phrases as a whole can be expanded by another prepositional
phrase as apposition or specification.

3.1.3.3. Conjunctions
A phrase can be optionally expanded by another phrase introduced by a
conjunction. A connecting element can also be expandedby another phrase
of the same type in apposition. Coordinating conjunctions can continue in
a long series of coordinated expansions.

3.1.3.4. Other Parts of Speech
Without giving them the attention they rightly deserve, let it suffice here to
say that adverbs, interjections, interrogatives, negatives, and other particles,
assume their place within the non-obligatory expansions of phrases and
clauses. When composed of more than one element, the internal structure
of the phrase is determined by the part of speech, and can be obligatorily
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and optionally extended by other units as already described for other parts
of speech.

3.1.4. Summary

Syntactic relationships of phrases in which the members do not have a
relation of predication can be summarized in the following tables:

Obligatory
Head extensions Optional expansions

N absolute / emphatic state — Apposition (same phrase type)
N construct state XP Attribution (AdjP—for NPs)
Preposition XP Specification (PP / VP)
Conjunction XP Coordination (conjunction + XP)

Within a single level the order of the components in these structures is
strictly linear. Nesting can occur, creating multiple levels. A strict linear
order is maintained within each level: first obligatory extensions, where
present, followed by optional expansions.

The state of a nominal form determines its relation to the following ele-
ment. Nouns in absolute state mark the boundary of a potentially indepen-
dent phrase. Proper nouns and suffixes function syntactically as determined
nouns in absolute state. Nouns in construct state must be taken to be the
head of a new phrase which governs a whole phrase with its own possibili-
ties of obligatory and non-obligatory expansions.

By recursive applicationof the same simple rules anda limited list of units
and expansions the most complex structures can become transparent. The
part of speech determines in what type of syntactic connections a form can
partake. The number of basic units and the types of extensions of these units
are limited, although the patterns of combinations are potentially infinite.

This approach to the syntax of Semitic languages has another advantage:
through comparative research we have found that when making compar-
isons between languages, it is often at the boundaries of the units and their
expansions that different syntactic strategies occur. These reflect the sys-
tem of the language itself. In this way differences between individual styles
and genres within a single language can also be detected. Thus a consistent
application of a simple set of rules provides insights both into how complex
phrases are built up within a language as well as into how languages differ
in forming syntactically complex structures.
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3.2. Clause Level

When a relationship of predication is present between elements in a struc-
ture, we are dealing with a clause. Hebrew and Syriac both have clauses
containing a verbal form and clauses without it. Again the part of speech
determines the syntactic possibilities within a construction. Theword order
in structures with predication is not strictly linear but is affected by var-
ious strategies of text composition, such as topic, focus, and foreground-
ing.

3.2.1. Verbal Clauses

When the part of speech is ‘verb’, the inherent ability of a verb to connect
to items to form a constellation with a particular meaning is present. The
head of the construction is the verbal form and around this are gathered
the elements required for grammaticality (called: ‘complements’) and non-
obligatory satellites providing extra information (called: ‘adjuncts’), to be
dealt with below.

In a manner somewhat similar to the possibility of having a definite
article attached to a noun, the verb can be accompanied by an explicit
subject.

The verb is the core of a constellation created by the verb’s powers of gov-
ernment. The satellites required by a verb to make a grammatical sentence
are obligatory expansions of the verb. These include noun phrases, prepo-
sitional phrases, and other structures functioning as, for example, direct
objects or as some other element required by the verb to create a grammati-
cal sentence. The obligatory expansions of a verb can be simple or complex
phrases.

Although there is a preferred or more frequently occurring order of ele-
ments in verbal clauses within a particular specimen of the language, this
order is not mandatory, but can be affected by aspects of text composition
and text hierarchy. It is the flexibility in word order within verbal phrases
which has allowed the preference for a certain word order in main clauses
to shift through time and to manifest variation between dialects and gen-
res.

Verb phrases can be expanded by optional phrases indicating manner,
time, justification, or location of the action of the verb.

The parsing labels used in this project are listed in table 3.17 in alphabet-
ical order.
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Table 3.17: Parsing labels

Label Full term Level

<..> Unknown Unparsed texts
<Aj> Adjunct Clause
<Cj> Conjunction Clause
<Co> Complement Clause
<Ep> Enclitic personal pronoun Clause
<Fa> Fronted element resumed as adjunct Clause
<Fc> Fronted element resumed as complement Clause
<Fo> Fronted element resumed as object Clause
<Fr> Fronted element Clause
<Fs> Fronted element resumed as subject Clause
<Ij> Interjection Clause
<Is> Interjection with subject suffix Clause
<Lo> Locative Clause
<Mo> Modifier Clause
<Ms> Modifier with subject suffix Clause
<Ng> Negation Clause
<Ns> Negation with subject suffix Clause
<Ob> Object Clause
<PC> Predicate complement Clause
<PO> Predicate with object suffix Clause
<Pr> Predicate Clause
<Ps> Predicate with subject suffix Clause
<Qc> Interrogative pronoun as complement Clause
<Qo> Interrogative pronoun as object Clause
<Qp> Interrogative pronoun as predicate Clause
<Qs> Interrogative pronoun as subject Clause
<Qu> Question Clause
<Re> Relative Clause
<Su> Subject Clause
<Ti> Time reference Clause
<Vo> Vocative Clause
<Xs> Existence with subject suffix Clause
<ap> Apposition Phrase
<cj> Link within phrase by coordinate conjunction Phrase
<eX> Existence Clause
<nX> Existence with negation Clause
<pa> Parallel Phrase
<po> Participle with object suffix Clause
<ps> Participle with non-object suffix Clause
<sO> Specification of object suffix to verb Clause
<sc> Supplementary constituent Clause
<sp> Specification Phrase
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Aword of explanation is needed for the fact that there are separate labels for
‘object’ and ‘complement’, while an object, being an obligatory element in a
clause, is itself a complement. The term ‘object’ has been reserved for those
complements which are either unmarked noun phrases or noun phrases
preceded by the object marker תא in Hebrew. This allows for registering
more distinct patterns which is useful in analysing the complex valence
patterns of some Hebrew verbs.118

Similarly, while time phrases and locatives by nature usually fall under
the category of adjuncts, they are given separate labels. Both time phrases
and locatives function within the composition of texts as indicators of
paragraph or episode boundaries.119 Although within the clause they are
indeed adjuncts, it is convenient to have them labelled separately because
of their role in text hierarchy. An exception to this labelling is formed by a
locative occurringwith a verb ofmovement: the locative provides obligatory
information required by the verb of movement and is therefore labelled as
the complement of the verb.

3.2.2. Clauses Lacking a Verb

Independent clauses in Hebrew and Syriac need not contain a verbal form.
The assignment of the function of subject and predicate to the constituents
in such a clause is done on the basis of part of speech and deictic proper-
ties of the elements involved. The parts of speech determine the parsing of
the element in the sentence on the basis of a relative scale. In decreasing
order of potential to be subject, the following order of elements is applied in
our research: pronominal suffix, demonstrative pronoun, personal pronoun,
determined noun phrase, proper noun, indefinite noun phrase, interroga-
tive pronoun, adjective, prepositional phrase, locative phrase.120

A non-verbal clause can also have but a single member. If this is a pred-
icate, the subject is assumed from the context. If this single member is the
subject, then the clause is making a statement about the existence of the
subject.121

Once the subject and the predicate complement have been assigned
parsing labels, the other elements in the clause are assigned appropriate
labels.

118 See chapter 12, section 3.
119 Cf. Longacre, TheGrammar of Discourse, 119; Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew,

86.
120 See Dyk—Talstra, ‘Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Features’, 152.
121 See Dyk—Talstra, ‘Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Features’, 159–161.
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3.2.3. Summary

Verbal clauses have a verbal form as the head of the construction. The
verb can have obligatory extensions (complements, including objects) and
optional expansions (adjuncts, including time phrases and locatives).

The construction with a verb as its head and with its satellites can occur
within a nominal environment; at a higher syntactic level the constellation
as a whole can still be part of a single phrase.

For clauses lacking a verb, the non-verbal phrases relate to one another
as subject and predicate, the roles being determined by the part of speech
and deictic properties of the elements in the construction.

An independent clause,which involves predication,manifests a degree of
diversity in the word order. Through there is a statistically preferred order
of elements, this order is affected by aspects of text composition, such as
focus, topic, and foregrounding. The preferred word order is different for
verbal clauses and non-verbal clauses.

3.3. Above Clause Level

Within this project, the data has not been processed at the level of text
hierarchy, but only through clause level. The clause-level analysis was used
as input for making a synopsis of the Hebrew and Syriac texts.

Even without constructing a text hierarchy for the two texts, it is clear
that some differences apparent at word, phrase, and clause level cannot be
explained satisfactorily at those levels. A number of these are discussed in
chapter 13.
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THE ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

In order to describe language data properly, an overall view of a particular
language is needed, as well as insights into how languages work in general.
Within this broader picture the significance of the systematic or idiosyn-
cratic functioning of elements of a certain language becomes clear.1

Since its founding in 1978, the wivu has aimed at registering language
data in such a way that it would be useful to scholars from different theo-
retical orientations and with diverse research goals. With the start of calap,
the inclusion of Syriac data within the database has led the wivu towards a
less Hebrew-oriented approach. The components of the two languages are
treated in such a way that both similarities and differences come to light.

The treatment of the data as described in chapter 3 aims to make the
formal characteristics of the language available for analysis and comparison,
so as to understand better the inner coherence of the Hebrew and Syriac
language systems. In this manner idiosyncrasies are disclosed as well, and
at least some of the characteristics of the Peshitta as a translated text are
revealed.

The phenomena encountered in the data are treated within the context
of the text corpus as a whole, which provides the background for working
out a selection of topics in detail in chapters 5–13. In these chapters expla-
nations based on a text-historical approach and those based on a linguistic
analytical approach both challenge and supplement one another.

In the present chapter, attention will be drawn to the potential for re-
search generated by this approach. It is not possible within the confines of
this volume to explore all of the possible research topics, but we invite other
scholars to make use of the databank and to exploit its potential.

This chapter follows the structure of the presentation in chapter 3: below
word level (section 1), word level (section 2), and above word level (sec-
tion 3).

1 Cf. Toury, ‘Probabilistic explanations’, 16, speaking of those who value differences over
similarities: ‘… I cannot but wonder how… they are even going to knowwhat is truly unique
… unless they have at least some idea of what their immediate object of study shares with
other possible objects’ (italics original).
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1. BelowWord Level

As explained in chapter 3, elements in the two versions of Kings are taken to
correspond to one another on the basis of a synopsis at clause level. The
clause constituents within corresponding clauses have been matched on
the basis of corresponding syntactic functions. Words within phrases are
matched on the basis of part of speech. The resultingword correspondences
are compared as to their spelling.2

Registering the spelling shifts which have a systematic basis in phonetic
or graphic features allows for three categories in the comparison:

– forms with identical spelling as to consonants involved
– forms which are the result of a systematic spelling changes
– forms non-identical and unsystematic in their spelling differences

The parts of speech score differently in the proportional distribution among
these categories.

In comparing the lexical content of the Hebrew and Syriac versions of
Kings, we take several parameters into consideration:

– Texts: all texts or a selection thereof
– Scope: the union, that is, all items occurring in either of the two texts

(Hebrew ∪ Syriac), or the intersection, that is, only those items occur-
ring in both texts (Hebrew ∩ Syriac)

– Items: each occurrence of each item to be counted (tokens) or each
unique item counted only once (types)

– Parts of speech: all parts of speech taken together, each part of speech
separately, or certain parts of speech grouped together

Table 4.1: Possible parameters of comparison

texts scope items parts of speech

all (1 & 2Kings) all (H ∪ S) all (tokens) all
1Kings overlap (H ∩ S) types parts of speech separately
2Kings selected parts of speech together
single chapters
selected chapters

2 The data here presented is from the electronic translation concordance based on
mt and the running text of the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac. See Dyk,
‘A Synopsis-Based Translation Concordance’. Statistics by part of speech are presented in
chapter 13, section 1.
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The comparison to be made is multi-dimensional and can provide insights
only when selecting a limited number of parameters at a time. Table 4.1
gives a survey of these possibilities; the columns present the alternative
possibilities, while the items in the rows are not related to one another.

We begin by comparing the statistics of all occurrences of an item sep-
arately (tokens) with that of counting each unique item only once (types)
for the two books of Kings, for the union of all forms occurring in either of
the two texts (H ∪ S), and for all parts of speech together (see figure 4.1).
In the following tables, the lower band indicates corresponding lexemes
with identical consonant strings, the upper band indicates forms which are
non-identical, and the middle band are the forms related according to the
spelling rules presented in chapter 3, table 3.3. Each vertical line represents
a chapter boundary.

4.1a: Tokens 4.1b: Types

Figure 4.1: Union of spelling differences for all parts of speech

The difference between figures 4.1a and 4.1b indicates that a number of
vocabulary items with identical spelling occur frequently in the two texts.

When an item has no corresponding element in the other version, the
case is registered as ‘non-identical’. By taking the intersection instead of
the union, we exclude such cases from the comparison. The shift in the
proportions is shown in figure 4.2. Removing the empty correspondences
makes more of a difference in the proportions of the tokens (figures 4.1a
and 4.2a) than in the proportions of the types (figures 4.1b and 4.2b). This
indicates that a significant number of items have no corresponding element
in the other version.
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4.2a: Tokens 4.2b: Types

Figure 4.2: Intersection of spelling differences for all parts of speech

To see whether these proportions are equally represented throughout the
various parts of speech, we isolate the parts of speech, first in the three
main groups: verbs, forms with nominal inflection and noun-like functions
in syntax (adjectives, nouns, pronouns, and proper nouns), and others,
often called ‘particles’ (adverbs, conjunctions, definite article, interjections,
interrogatives, negatives, and prepositions).

Verbs score somewhat lower in identically spelled forms than the average
of all forms together (figure 4.1a). This indicates that corresponding verbal
forms are less frequently cognate or identical in spelling than is the case
with the overall average. The difference between tokens and types is less
pronounced for verbs than for all parts of speech taken together.

4.3a: Tokens 4.3b: Types

Figure 4.3: Union of spelling differences in verbs

When the forms with no correspondence are taken out of the compari-
son, the proportions emerge as given in figure 4.4. There is less difference
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between the proportions in figure 4.3a and 4.4a (for verbs) than between
figures 4.1a and 4.2a (for the overall average). This indicates that, in relation
to the overall averages, there are relatively fewer verbs which have no cor-
respondence in the other version. This would indicate that verbs tend to be
rendered in the translation.

4.4a: Tokens 4.4b: Types

Figure 4.4: Intersection of spelling differences in verbs

For forms with nominal inflection and noun-like functions in syntax the
proportions are found as given in figure 4.5.

4.5a: Tokens 4.5b: Types

Figure 4.5: Union of spelling differences in nominal forms

In comparison to verbs, the nominal forms manifest more identically
spelled and cognate forms, coming closer to the overall average. The differ-
ence between tokens and types points to a number of frequently occurring
items with identical spelling. When the forms with no correspondence are
taken out of the comparison, the distribution is as given in figure 4.6. The
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difference between figures 4.5a and 4.6a indicates that the nominal forms
do have a noticeable number of items without correspondence in the ren-
dering. This contrasts to the behaviour of the verbs (figures 4.3a and 4.4a).

4.6a: Tokens 4.6b: Types

Figure 4.6: Intersection of spelling differences in nominal forms

The other parts of speech, often called ‘particles’, are grouped together
in figure 4.7. The particles appear to have fewer cognate forms than do
verbs or nominal forms. However, there seem to be a significant number
of identically spelled forms which occur frequently in the two texts.

4.7a: Tokens 4.7b: Types

Figure 4.7: Union of spelling differences in particles

When the forms without correspondence are excluded from the compari-
son, the proportions shift, as shown in figure 4.8. A comparison of
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figures 4.7a and 4.8a shows that a considerable number of particles are
rendered in only one of the two versions.

4.8a: Tokens 4.8b: Types

Figure 4.8: Intersection of spelling differences in particles

Theparts of speechwhichhavebeen grouped together canalsobe examined
separately. Among the nominal forms we select only pronouns and proper
nouns to illustrate the differences within the nominal forms.

4.9a: Tokens 4.9b: Types

Figure 4.9: Union of spelling differences in pronouns

Pronouns rate considerably higher in identical forms than nominal forms
as a group.3 Again the difference between tokens and types (figures 4.9a

3 Pronouns include personal pronouns, demonstratives, and interrogatives, as well as
the non-independent forms written as suffixes. The latter are matched by person, number,
and gender, rather than by the consonants with which they are written. Thus third masc sg
corresponds to third masc sg as identical, but to all other forms as non-identical.



148 chapter four

and 4.9b) shows that a small number of identically spelled forms occur
frequently in the texts. When only the forms rendered in both versions are
compared, the distribution of spelling differences as shown in figure 4.10
emerges. It is clear from figures 4.9a and4.10a that pronounsmanifest a fairly
high proportion of forms rendered in only one of the versions.

4.10a: Tokens 4.10b: Types

Figure 4.10: Intersection of spelling differences in pronouns

The proportions for proper nouns reflect the specific characteristics of this
part of speech (see figure 4.11):

4.11a: Tokens 4.11b: Types

Figure 4.11: Union of total spelling differences in proper nouns

Of all of the parts of speech, proper nouns have the most corresponding
forms related to one another by means of systematic spelling variation,
resulting from the tendency to transliterate names when translating into
another language. This raises the question why there are so many non-
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identical forms among the proper nouns.4 A few of the non-identical proper
nouns are those which appear in only one of the two versions. These can be
filtered out by comparing the intersection of the data (see figure 4.12).

4.12a: Tokens 4.12b: Types

Figure 4.12: Intersection of spelling differences in proper nouns

As with the verbs, the small difference between figures 4.11 and 4.12 make it
clear that most proper nouns are rendered in both versions.5

Though all of the particles deserve further research, we present here only
the prepositions and conjunctions separately to illustrate the contrast.

Prepositions manifest relatively few cognate forms and apparently a few
frequently occurring forms with identical spelling in the two languages.6
By charting only forms with a corresponding form in both versions, the
proportions as depicted in figure 4.14 emerge. Like pronouns, prepositions
have a fairly large number of forms which have no corresponding item in
the other version (see figures 4.13a and 4.14.a).

4 Of the total number of occurrences of proper nouns inKings (mt 3,492; p 3,613), approx-
imately one-seventh of the non-identical renderings is accounted for by the tetragrammaton

הוהי (527×), which is rendered 519× as ܐܝܪܡ , 3× as ܐܗܠܐ , and 5× as some combination of
these two. These corresponding forms are not spelling variations, but non-cognate transla-
tions.

5 Proper nouns are treated in detail in chapter 6.
6 This can be traced in part to frequently occurring items as [B], ‘in’ (935×), [L], ‘to’

(879×), [MN], ‘from’ (362×), [<L], ‘upon’ (347×), and [<M], ‘with’ (82×), which are spelled
identically in Hebrew and Syriac and correspond to one another in the frequencies given.
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4.13a: Tokens 4.13b: Types

Figure 4.13: Union of spelling differences in prepositions

4.14a: Tokens 4.14b: Types

Figure 4.14: Intersection of spelling differences in prepositions

In comparison to prepositions, the distribution of spelling differences
among the conjunctions presents radically different proportions.

4.15a: Tokens 4.15b: Types

Figure 4.15: Union of spelling differences in conjunctions
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The high proportion of identically spelled conjunctions when counted as
tokens is most likely largely to be ascribed to the coordinating conjunction
[W], ‘and’, occurring 4420× in corresponding positions in the texts.

When the forms lacking a correspondence in the other version are omit-
ted, the proportions as given in figure 4.16 are found. Apparently, conjunc-
tions have a significant proportion of cases lacking a correspondence in the
other version (compare figures 4.15 and 4.16).

4.16a: Tokens 4.16b: Types

Figure 4.16: Intersection of spelling differences in conjunctions

Summary

From the proportionate distribution of the identical, non-identical, and
cognate spelling of corresponding items, certain characteristics of these
versions of Kings have come to light:

– In theoverall statistics, there are anumber of identically spelled vocab-
ulary items which occur frequently in the two texts (figures 4.1a, 4.1b),
and a significant number of items which lack a correspondence in the
other version (figures 4.1a, 4.2a).

– In comparison to the overall average, verbs have relatively fewer forms
which are identical in spelling or which manifest systematic spelling
differences and relatively few such forms which tend to occur fre-
quently (figures 4.3a, 4.3b). Furthermore, there are relatively few verbs
which have no correspondence, that is, verbs tend to be rendered in
the translation (figures 4.3a, 4.4a).

– In comparison to verbs, the nominal forms manifest more identically
spelled forms and forms with systematic spelling differences, some-
what closer to the overall average (figures 4.3a, 4.5a). The difference
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between tokens and types points to a higher number of frequently
occurring, identically spelled items (figures 4.5a, 4.5b). In contrast to
verbs, the nominal forms do have a fair number of items without
correspondence in the other version (figures 4.5a, 4.6a).

– Particles have fewer cognate forms than do verbs or nominal forms
(figure 4.7a); however, a number of identically spelled forms occur
frequently in the two texts (figures 4.7a, 4.7b). A significant number
of particles are rendered in only one of the versions (figures 4.7a, 4.8a).

– Pronouns rate considerably higher in identically spelled forms than
the nominal forms as a group (figures 4.5a, 4.9a). There appear to be
a small number of identically spelled forms which occur frequently in
the texts (figures 4.9a, 4.9b). Pronouns manifest a fairly high propor-
tion of forms rendered in only one of the versions (figures 4.9a, 4.10a).

– Of all of the parts of speech, proper nouns have themost forms related
to one another bymeans of systematic spelling variation (figure 4.11a);
like verbs, proper nouns tend to be rendered in translation (figures
4.11a, 4.12a).

– Prepositions manifest relatively few cognate forms (figure 4.13a), but
there are a few identically spelled forms which occur frequently in
the two texts (4.13a, 4.13b). Like pronouns, prepositions have a fairly
large number of forms which have no corresponding item in the other
version (figures 4.13a, 4.14a).

– The high proportion of identically spelled conjunctions is due to a
small number frequently occurring items (figures 4.15a, 4.15b); con-
junctions have a significant proportion of forms lacking a correspon-
dence in the other version (figures 4.15a, 4.16a).

There appears to be a core of frequently occurring cognate or identically
spelled vocabulary items, most pronounced among the conjunctions,
prepositions, and pronouns, less so among the verbs and nominal forms.
Names tend either to be transliterated or manifest systematic spelling ad-
justment. Among the parts of speech selected for attention here, verbs
and proper nouns tend to be rendered more frequently in the transla-
tion than the other parts of speech. The observed proportional distribu-
tion is reflected in many of the phenomena discussed in chapters 5–
13.

The comparisons could be continued, looking at each part of speech sep-
arately or comparing selected chapters with one another, but the preceding
observations suffice as an indication ofwhat can be harvested from the data.
A complete set of the possible combinations of parameters would include
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union versus intersection, token versus type, applied to the various parts of
speech, both in the combination and separately and for various selections of
texts. The proportions thereby exhibited would provide additional insights
into these texts.

2. Word Level

Though many research questions could be formulated concerning word
level, and indeed the bulk of this book deals with phenomena at word level
(chapters 5–10), in this sectionwediscuss only some aspects of the use of the
verbal system in the two languages (section 2.1), the relative distribution of
the parts of speech (section 2.2), and translation correspondences (section
2.3).

2.1. Use of the Verbal System

Verbs appear in various stem formations in the two languages and in a
variety of ‘tenses’.

2.1.1. Relative Distribution of Verbal Stem Formations

The choice for the use of a particular stem formation is related to the lexical
characteristics of the verb itself and to the demands of the context, most
importantly at clause level. In the wivu Hebrew database, the standard
seven stem formations are recognized—Qal, Niphal, Piel, Pual, Hitpael,
Hiphil, andHophal—aswell as a few less commonones (see table 4.2). Thus
far the rest of the stray forms with more eccentric characteristics have been
subsumed under one of the seven standard stem formations.7 For Syriac we
have followed the stem formations identified in CSD, in order to be able to
research these further (see table 4.3).8

7 Verheij provides a list of twenty-four of what he calls ‘small binyanim’ occurring in
the mt, including such exotic forms as Peʿalʿal, Pulpal, and Hutpaʿʿal. According to Verheij,
the following ‘small binyanim’ occur in Kings: Poʿal ררג (1Kgs 7:9); Pilpel לוכ (1Kgs 4:7 [2×],
5:7; 8:27; 17:4, 9; 18:4, 13), Pulpal לוכ (1Kgs 20:27); Tifʿal ןישׁ (1Kgs 14:10; 16:11; 21:21; 2Kgs 9:8);
Hutpaʿel דקפ (1Kgs 20:27); Hitpoʿel דדג (1Kgs 18:28); דדמ (1Kgs 17:21). See Verheij, Bits, Bytes,
and Binyanim, Appendix A, 137–139.

8 Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, § 180–182, speaks of ‘Quadriliterals’ and ‘Quinqueliterals’,
even in cases which can ‘readily be traced back to shorter stems’ (§180). These include those
treated in CSD as Shaphel and Saphel as well as those with various types of reduplication
phenomena. Asmentioned in chapter 3, section 2.2.2.3, Sokoloff treats all verbal forms except
those occurring in the stem formations Peal, Pael, Aphel, Ethpeel, Ethpaal, and Ettaphel as



154 chapter four

Table 4.2: Distribution of the Hebrew stem formations in Kings

Basic Doubling Causative Prefix

Simple Qal 4573 Piel 435 Hiphil 772
Passive Niphal 209 Pual 21 Hophal 36
Reflexive Hitpael 68 Hishtaphel9 23

Hotpaal 1

Table 4.3: Distribution of the Syriac stem formations in Kings

Basic Doubling Consonant Prefix Passive Prefix ܬܐ

Peal 464310 Pael 56111 Aphel 67412 Ethpeel 174
Paiel 13 Taphel 9 Ethpaal 117
Pali 1 Shaphel 8 Eshtaphel 23
Palpel 1 Ethpagli 5

Ettaphel 3
Ethpaiel 1

The three major groups of stem formations in Syriac are: Peal, the group
with some sort of doubling in the stem including Pael, Pauel, Payel, and
others, and the group which takes a consonantal prefix such as Aphel,
Saphel, Shapel, and Taphel. All stem formations potentially can occur with
the so-called passive stem formation prefix ܬܐ [>T].

The distribution of the major stem formations in Syriac is parallel to
that in Hebrew: where Hebrew most frequently uses the Qal, Hiphil, and
Piel, Syriac uses Peal, Aphel, and Pael. This, however, is not to suggest that

quadriliteral andquinqueliteral verbal roots. Cf. Verheij,Bits, Bytes, andBinyanim, 1–7, 129, for
a discussion of two opposing views on stem formations, namely, that ‘themeaning of the verb
is connected with the binyan to which it belongs, in a systematic, or transparent, way’, versus
that ‘there is no such thing as a functional system of binyanim, and therefore no systematic
connection between a verb’smeaning and its binyan…and [themeaning] has to be specified
in the lexicon’ (129).

9 Hishtaphel forms are all from the verb הוח . This analysis agrees with that of Lambdin,
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew, 254–255; Davies, ‘A Note’; Kreuzer, ‘Zur Bedeutung’, and with
an earlier analysis of the form within the wivu database. Gesenius—Kautzsch, Hebrew
Grammar, §75kk; BDB; KBL analyse the form as a Hitpalel of החשׁ . Whether it is a Hishtaphel
of הוח or a Hitpalel of החשׁ , a separate stem formation pattern is added to the list for this
verb alone. In Stuttgart Electronic Study Bible the form is analysed as a Hitpael of החשׁ , in
conformity to the tendency to subsume verbal forms under one of the seven standard stem
formations.

10 This includes 211 Peal passive forms.
11 This includes twenty Pael passive forms.
12 This includes one Aphel passive form.
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there is an automatic correspondence of stem formations between the two
languages.13

Following the stem formations given in CSD, we isolated the morphemes
contributing to a particular stem formation. Thoughwithin the limits of this
project we were not able to exploit these possibilities, the morphemes thus
isolated provide an instrument whereby research can be done on the stem
formation patterns involved as well as on the types of verbs occurring in
a particular stem formation pattern, on the specific function of a particu-
lar stem formation in relation to the others, and even on the validity of the
multiple stem formations listed in the lexicon.14 The study of Syriac stem-
formation patterns could be expanded to a treatment of stem formations in
other Semitic languages as well.

2.1.2. Relative Distribution of Verbal ‘Tenses’

Both Hebrew and Syriac manifest the following inflectional forms of the
verb: perfect, imperfect, imperative, infinitive absolute, infinite construct,
activeparticiple, andpassiveparticiple.Additionally,Hebrewhas the imper-
fect consecutive,most oftenused as a narrative tense,which is distinguished
by a preceding coordinate conjunctionwith distinctive vocalization and the
doubling of the first letter of the imperfect prefix.

The choice of inflectional form is influenced by factors related to the
compositionof the text, and is therefore a text-level decision.While innarra-
tive texts generally the imperfect consecutive form carries the storyline, in
poetry this verbal form occurs less frequently. The switch between tenses
provides relief to the activities described.15 The use of the verbal tenses
shifted through time so that, as compared to biblical texts, post-biblical
Hebrew texts exhibit a different relative distribution of the use of the verbal
tenses, particularly noticeable in the frequency and function of the partici-
ple16 and in the progressively less frequent use of the imperfect consecutive
and its eventual disappearance. A discussion of the relative distribution of
the verbal tenses in theMasoretic text and the Peshitta of Kings is presented
in chapter 13, section 1.1.

13 See chapter 5, section 2, for an analysis of correspondences for expressions for killing,
extermination, and destroying.

14 Questions arise in particular when a stem formation occurs only with a single verb or
when the frequency of a named stem formation is limited. More extensive data from Syriac
as well as from other Semitic languages would provide a broader basis for analysis.

15 See Talstra, ‘Hebrew Syntax’.
16 See Gordon, The Development of the Participle; Dyk—Talstra, ‘Computer-assisted Study

of Syntactical Change’.
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2.2. Relative Distribution of the Parts of Speech

Because the relative distribution of the parts of speech in a text is a part of its
defining characteristics, we present this data on the texts we are studying.
Many factors contributing to the distribution of the parts of speech and the
differences between the two texts can be explained by factors at phrase,
clause, or above clause level (see chapters 11, 12, 13).

In figure 4.17, the ‘Others’ category (adverbs, conjunctions, definite arti-
cle, interjections, interrogatives, negatives, prepositions) is fairly stable
throughout the Masoretic text of Kings, but the proportional distribution
of verbs and nominal forms (nouns, pronouns, proper nouns, adjectives)
is more irregular. The verbs have a somewhat steady average around the
18% mark, with some chapters scoring higher, some lower (within a range
of approximately 16%–20%of the total), with a few noteworthy exceptions:

– 1Kings 4, 6, 7, 10 show noticeably fewer verbs and proportionally more
nominal forms

– 2Kings 11, 12, 14–16 show a dip in the proportion of verbs and a higher
proportion of nominal forms

– 2Kings 23, 24, 25 show progressively fewer verbs and proportionately
progressively more nominal forms

4.17a: Verbs 4.17b: Nominal forms 4.17c: Other

Figure 4.17: Proportionate frequency of parts of speech in theMasoretic text of Kings

To explain the first, we look at the content of the texts themselves. The
chapters with fewer verbs all contain extensive listings: 1Kings 4 lists King
Solomon’s princes and their functions, his officers, and the territories for
which theywere responsible; 1Kings 6 describes thematerials andmeasure-
ments of the temple; 1Kings 7 describes the building of Solomon’s palaces
with their various attributes, and the workmanship of Hiram, the artisan,
for the temple; the second half of 1Kings 10 relates details of Solomon’s trea-
sures. The deviation in these chapters from the average distribution of verbs
and nominal forms within theMasoretic text of Kings can thus be related to
the nature of their contents.
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The dip in the proportion of verbs in 2Kings 11, 12, 14–16 and the progres-
sively fewer verbs in 2Kings 23, 24, 25, however, cannot be clarified by the
presence of extensive lists, for these chapters are narrative. The answermust
be sought elsewhere.

In tracing the differences between what he sees as an oral substratum a
written substratum in biblical texts, Polak compares texts on the basis of
a number of criteria.17 According to Polak, texts with an oral tradition as
background are detectable by their short clauses containing relatively few
explicit syntactic constituents, where hypotaxis and long noun strings are
relatively rare, and where there is frequent reference by means of pronouns
and deictic particles. It is his thesis that the oral and written strata within
the texts are distinguishable by syntactic criteria.18

The characteristics used by Polak in his research belong to diverse lev-
els in the syntactic hierarchy, but at word level the difference between the
‘oral’ and ‘written’ traditions behind the texts as described by Polak is visible
in the relative proportion of the occurrences of the parts of speech. A style
using shorter clauses with fewer explicit syntactic constituents will con-
tain relatively more verbs than a style using longer noun strings and more
explicit clause constituents. To this ‘oral’ substratum Polak also couples a
more extensive use of pronouns and deictic particles.

It could be that the progressively fewer verbs and proportionately more
nominal forms in the finals chapters of Kings points to a shift in style to one
more influenced by the written substratum. This tentative assumption on
the basis of proportionate distribution of parts of speech needs to be sub-
stantiated by the syntactic parameters mentioned by Polak, namely, the use
of subordinate clauses, the length and complexity of noun phrases, and the
number of explicit constituents within a clause. Because not only the final
chapters of 2Kings, but also chapters 11, 12, 14–16 contain proportionately

17 Polak mentions ‘(a) the number of subordinate clauses (hypotaxis), (b) the length of
the noun string, (c) the number of explicit syntactic constituents in the clause, and (d) the
frequency of reference by means of pronouns and deictic particles.’ See Polak, ‘The Oral and
the Written Syntax’, esp. 59; idem, ‘Style is More than the Person’.

18 Polak, ‘The Oral and the Written Syntax’, 59, specifies: ‘Differences are rooted in syn-
tactic preferences, which reflect different social and historical conditions. In view of soci-
olinguistic research, it seems likely that the more complicated style emerged in the scribal
chancellery. … the more a text is rooted in the scribal context, the more complicated its lan-
guage, in terms of hypotaxis, length of the noun string, and the number of explicit sentence
constituents. In contrast, the closer a text is to spoken language and oral literature, the sim-
pler it is, in terms of syntactic structure, reference, and clause length. Narratives composed
in such a style seem, then, to reflect a substratum of oral literature.’
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fewer verbal forms, these chapters also need to be researched further to dis-
cover the reason for the difference.

This general characterization of language use in the Masoretic text of
Kings can be compared to other books.19 A first impression is that the
distribution of parts of speech in Kings shows more congruence with that
in Genesis, Joshua, Judges and the books of Samuel than with that in Esther,
Nehemiah, and the books of Chronicles. This confirms Polak’s comments on
thematerial, though using only the parameter of the relative distribution of
the parts of speech.

In many of the books, an abrupt drop in the relative proportion of verbs
can be observed in a particular stretch of text. In all these cases, a list of
some sort is present.20 This characteristic of lists is thus independent of
the broader nature of the texts in which they occur. Nonetheless, on the
whole Nehemiah, Esther, and Chronicles show a relatively lower proportion
of verbs and a higher proportion of substantives than do Genesis, Joshua,
Judges, Samuel, and Kings (see the Appendix at the end of this chapter).

The Peshitta of Kings shows a proportionate distribution of the parts of
speech in as given in figure 4.18.

4.18a: Verbs 4.18b: Nominal forms 4.18c: Other

Figure 4.18: Proportionate frequency of parts of speech in the Peshitta of Kings

The similarity in the overall picture of the relative distribution of parts of
speech in the Masoretic text and in the Peshitta of Kings is striking. The
same profile of dips and jumps is observable in the ratio of the occurrences
of verbs in both versions, even in the final chapters of the Masoretic text of

19 For the graphs of the relative distribution of the parts of speech in Genesis, Joshua,
Judges, 1 and 2Samuel, Esther, Nehemiah, and 1and 2Chronicles see Appendix at end of this
chapter.

20 Genesis 10 (generations of Noah); 36 (generations of Esau); Joshua 12 (kings conquered
byMoses and Joshua); 13 (allocation of the territories); 15 (boundaries of Judah); 19 (portions
of the tribes); 21 (cities of the Levites); Nehemiah 7 (genealogy); 10–12 (lists of names);
1Chronicles 1–9 (genealogies); 23–27 (various lists).
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2Kings, where the Hebrew possibly reveals a tendency to shift towards the
distribution found in the later books of the Masoretic text, such as Esther,
Nehemiah, and Chronicles. Though the shift in proportions in the final
chapters of Masoretic text of Kings could be due to language shift through
time, it would seem rather less logical to assume the same for the translated
text. A more adequate explanation would be that this reflects the tendency
of the Peshitta to follow the Hebrew closely.

Several systematic differences between the two languages can be ob-
served:

– the definite article in Hebrew and its absence in Syriac (third element
from bottom in figure 4.17c)

– the greater proportion of prepositions in Syriac as compared to
Hebrew (lowest element in figures 4.17c, 4.18c)

– the greater proportion of pronouns in Syriac as compared to Hebrew
(second element from bottom in figures 4.17b, 4.18b)21

These three differences are syntactically related: while Syriac lacks the def-
inite article and the emphatic state has become the unmarked form of the
noun,22 the particle ܕ [D],23 pronominal suffixes, and enclitic and demonstra-
tive pronouns24 are used extensively where the Hebrewwould use construct
state binding and the definite article.25

The slightly higher proportion of nominal forms in Syriac is related to
the more extensive use of pronouns. That the ‘Others’ category in Syriac is
somewhat less than that inHebrewhas todowith the absenceof thedefinite
article which is partially compensated for by the construction involving the
particle ܕ [D] and partially by the more extensive use of pronouns which, as
already noted, fall under the category of nominal forms.

In research into the nature of translations in general, it has been observed
that due to the tendency tomake explicit thatwhich is implicit in the source
text,26 translated texts tend to have a higher ratio of functionwords to lexical
items:

21 In these statistics, the personal pronouns have all been taken together, both in their
independent and in their enclitic forms (personal pronominal suffixes).

22 Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 18.
23 Here this particle is assigned ‘preposition’ as its basic part of speech. For a defence of

this approach, see Dyk, ‘Desiderata’, 144–148.
24 Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §72.
25 See comments on internal phrase structure in chapter 11, section 3.
26 Blum—Kulka, ‘Shifts of cohesion and coherence’; Toury, ‘Experimentation in transla-

tion studies’.
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The lexical density of a text tries to measure the proportion of the content
(lexical) words over the total words. Textswith a lower density aremore easily
understood because function words make grammatical relations explicit …27

Function words belong to a closed class of words and have little lexical
meaning but serve primarily to express grammatical relationships, or
nuances of mood or attitude. Their use tends to be described in detail in
grammars, while dictionaries often only describe their general use. Con-
tent words primarily express lexical meaning and belong to an open class
of words, to which new members can be readily added. Dictionaries define
the specific meanings of content words, while grammars treat these only in
general terms.

The combination of parts of speech into ‘verbs’, ‘nominal forms’, and ‘oth-
ers’, based on syntactic functions is useful for measuring the lexical density,
with one exception. The pronouns have been grouped with the nominal
forms due to their ‘pro-nominal’ function in syntax. These, however, are
not content words, but are forms without their own specific lexical content
which refer to participants in the text.

By combining the statistics for verbs and nominal forms, minus the pro-
nouns, the proportions emerge as in table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Lexical density of Masoretic text and Peshitta

Masoretic text Peshitta

Content words 19,109 19,132
Total words 38,266 38,843
Lexical density .4994 .4925

In table 4.4, the Peshitta manifests only a slightly lower lexical density,
having more function words in comparison to the Masoretic text. It should
be kept in mind, however, that the Hebrew definite article, a function word,
occurs 2,923 times in theMasoretic text of Kings, andon its ownaccounts for
13%of theHebrew functionwords in the text. Though sometimes the Syriac
text contains a function word to render the definite article, the majority of
cases are not rendered.28 Were this difference in language system be taken
into account, the lexical density of the Syriac text would be proportionately
lower than that of the Hebrew text, as shown in table 4.5.

27 Lind, ‘Translation Universals’, 2.
28 See also comments in section 2.3.2, below.



the analysis of the data 161

Furthermore, in making explicit what is implicit in the Hebrew text,
the Peshitta often adds not only function words, but also content words.29
Like other translations,30 the Peshitta also manifests a tendency to avoid
repetition,31 in which both content words and function words are skipped
in the translation. These different tendencies have an opposite effect on the
statistics and tend to neutralize somewhat the comparison of the lexical
density.32

Table 4.5: Lexical density without the Hebrew definite article

Masoretic text Peshitta

Content words 19,109 19,132
Total words 35,343 38,843
Lexical density .5406 .4925

2.3. Translation Correspondences

As already mentioned, in the electronic translation concordance elements
in corresponding positions are matched not only when the items derive
from related semantic domains, but alsowhen they do not.33 Anunexpected
rendering in corresponding position appears at times to have been triggered
by formal characteristics of the form occurring in the Hebrew text.34

2.3.1. Variation in the Renderings

The lists of correspondences are instructive, providing instances of:

– the most frequently occurring translation equivalents of a form in a
particular text, that is, the preferred rendering

29 Some of the instances are discussed in chapter 13, sections 1, 2.
30 See Jääskeläinen, ‘The fate of “The Families of Medellín” ’, esp. 205: ‘Avoiding repetition

is one of the assumed translation universals, which professional translators (as good writers)
tend to engage in almost automatically.’

31 See chapter 13, section 3.
32 More details on the frequencies of the various parts of speech in the two versions with

discussion of someof the factors affecting these statistics canbe found in chapter 13, section 1.
33 This definition of ‘corresponding’ elements is also implemented in the concordance

being prepared by the Peshitta Institute Leiden. Compare Borbone’s definition of ‘corre-
sponding word’ in his ‘Correspondances lexicales’, esp. 2. Cf. also Borbone–Jenner, The Old
Testament in Syriac, Part V Concordance, Vol. 1 The Pentateuch, xii.

34 A note of caution: not infrequently an unexpected corresponding word reflects an
inner-Syriac development which bears no direct relationship to the Hebrew source text.
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– synonyms of a form and their distribution
– glaring exceptions to the two possibilities above

Particularly the third possibility often turns out to be of special interest to
text-critical scholars.35

In chapters 5–10 examples of translation correspondences are discussed,
including variation in the rendering of synonyms for the semantic fields
of law and of extermination and destruction (chapter 5), the rendering of
proper nouns (chapter 6), divergent interpretations of homographs (chap-
ter 7), similarities in consonants with a difference in meaning (chapter 8),
and more complicated word differences reflecting several stages in their
development (chapter 9).

It is impossible to discuss all the cases brought to light by the translation
concordance. We hope that other scholars will be able to delve into the
richness of the material and carry the analysis and discussion of the data
further.36

2.3.2. Cases with No Correspondence

The distribution of elements without a corresponding item in the other
version present is first presented according to the groupings given above.

Table 4.6: Items without correspondence

Masoretic text Peshitta

Total Total

Verbs 210 (3.4%) 6,115 317 (5.1%) 6,233
Nominal forms 545 (3.3%) 16,681 2,173 (12.0%) 18,072
Others 3,801 (24.6%) 15,463 2,828 (19.2%) 14,716

Totals37 4,556 (11.9%) 38,259 5,318 (13.6%) 39,021

35 Unfortunately, thus far the data from 9a1 has not been electronically processed.
36 Syriac renderings forHebrew ךלה , ‘go’, in pKings are discussed inDyk, ‘A Synopsis-Based

Translation Concordance’. See also in this volume chapter 12, section 3, for the Syriac render-
ings ofHebrew אשׂנ and for a discussion of the renderings of the cognate verbs םישׂ and ܡܘܣ in
Kings.

37 The totals in tables 4.6 and 4.7 diverge from the totals in table 4.4 for lexical density, and
from those in chapter 13, table 13.2. This is due to the fact that in the electronic translation
concordance, from which the data for tables 4.5 and 4.6 are taken, some lexical entries are
combined in order in increase the number of translation equivalents within the translation
concordance, as explained below.
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While the total number of items in the two texts is fairly close, each text
has a substantial number of itemswithout a corresponding item in the other
version. The greatest divergence is in the category ‘others’.

Presenting the parts of speech separately provides more insight into the
role each has in the divergences observed (see table 4.7). Various aspects are
involved: elements which have no formal equivalent in the other language,
elements which are single units in one language and more than one unit in
another, and elements located in portions of text which are lacking in the
other text.

Table 4.7: Items without correspondence by part of speech

Masoretic text Peshitta

Total Total

Verbs 210 (3.4%) 6,115 317 (5.1%) 6,233
Nouns 211 (2.3%) 9,068 382 (4.3%) 8,812
Proper nouns 40 (1.1%) 3,492 131 (3.6%) 3,613
Pronouns38 285 (7.9%) 3,608 1,633 (32.8%) 4,975
Adjectives 9 (1.8%) 513 27 (4.0%) 672
Adverbs 20 (5.2%) 387 29 (8.7%) 334
Conjunctions 366 (6.7%) 5,484 478 (9.3%) 5,131
Definite article 2,384 (81.6%) 2,923 – –
Interjections 70 (38.9%) 180 7 (5.6%) 125
Interrogatives 45 (34.4%) 131 3 (16.7%) 18
Negatives 5 (1.4%) 347 23 (5.4%) 428
Prepositions 911 (15.2%) 6,011 2,288 (26.4%) 8,680

Totals 4,556 (11.9%) 38,259 5,318 (13.6%) 39,021

2.3.2.1. Elements with No Formal Equivalent in the Other Language
Asmentioned above, an example of an elementwithout a formal equivalent
in the other language is the definite article, which in Hebrew is a separate
lexical entry but not in Syriac. A number of times the definite article is
rendered by some other lexical item in the Peshitta (about 18% of the
occurrences). How Syriac deals with the definite article in the Hebrew text
has not been examined systematically in this volume, but could be explored
by comparing the structure of corresponding phrases.39

38 The pronouns include personal pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, interrogative pro-
nouns, and pronominal suffixes.

39 Comments on the rendering of the definite article occurring in proper nouns can be
found in chapter 6, section 1.1.7.1.
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Another example is the Hebrew interrogative marker ה [H] which has
no formal equivalent in Syriac. How the Peshitta deals with this element
when encountered in the Masoretic text of Kings is explored in chapter 12,
section 2.

Within the Hebrew verbal system, the imperfect consecutive form often
functions as a narrative tense. This form as such has no formal equivalent
within the Syriac verbal system. In the discussion of the proportionate
distribution of the verbal forms in chapter 13, section 1, some observations
are made as to the representation of this form in the Syriac translation.

A discussion of some of the lacks of correspondence to be explained on
the basis of systematic linguistic characteristics can be found in chapter 13,
section 1; some of those which reveal more compositional preferences and
translation style are presented in chapter 13, sections 2 and 3.

2.3.2.2. Single versus Multiple Units
Not infrequently where one language has a single word, the other has more
than one. In order to increase the number of equivalents within the trans-
lation concordance, some strings of elements have been accepted as corre-
sponding to a single item in the other text. A few examples (with word-for-
word rendering of the prepositions) include:

ריבד , ‘backroom of the temple, ܫܕܩܡܬܝܒ , ‘holy place’ 1Kgs 6:21, 22, 23, 31
oracle’

ןמרבט , ‘Tabrimmon’ ܢܘܡܐܪܒܛ , ‘Tabar Amon’ 1Kgs 15:1840

תחתמ , ‘from beneath’ ܬܚܬܠܢܡ , ‘from to beneath’ 1Kgs 8:23
ܬܚܬܢܡ , ‘from beneath’ 2Kgs 8:20, 22; 14:27

לתחתמ , ‘from beneath to’ ܢܡܬܚܬܠ , ‘to beneath from’ 1Kgs 7:24, 30
ܬܚܬܠܢܡ , ‘from to beneath’ 1Kgs 7:29

הזיא , ‘where then?’ ܐܕܝܐ , ‘which? what?’ 1Kgs 13:12; 2Kgs 3:8

It is to be admitted that in combining lexical elements, the choices have
been rather intuitive and dependent on adjacency in the text. No doubt
further attention to this issue would bring refinements to the decisions
taken.

The discussion concerning which elements should be treated as units
could be carried further to include patterns of verbs with their accom-
panying complements which together carry a particular significance. This

40 More instances of proper nouns spelled as one word in one version and as two in the
other can be found in chapter 6, section 1.5.
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last option has not been followed for two reasons: first, it is necessary
to complete valence research on the verbs before being able to execute
this properly, and second, since a verb and its complements often do not
occur adjacent to one another in the text, gathering the scattered elements
would present significant complications in processing them for the elec-
tronic translation concordance.

2.3.2.3. Omissions and Additions
When an item lacks a corresponding element in the other text, it is not
always the case that the element is absent in the structure of the other lan-
guage, or that several elements together correspond to a single element in
the other text. At times there is an addition or an omission in the transla-
tion, with the effects going much beyond word level. Some of these cases
are discussed in chapter 13, sections 2 and 3.

2.3.3. The Translation Concordance as a Hermeneutic Key

The words matched in the electronic translation concordance are those
which correspond in the translation, though they need not be a translation
of each other. Let us consider a few examples.

In the list of translation correspondenceswe find that םולשׁבא [>BCLWM],
‘Absalom’, corresponds in 1Kgs 1:6; 2:7 to ܡܘܠܫܒܐ [>BCLWM], but in 1Kgs 2:28
to ܢܘܡܝܠܫ [CLJMWN], ‘Solomon’. In the latter text, the two names are not
equivalent. An explanation of a text-historical nature is needed.41

In 2Kgs 23:20, where םשׁ [CM], ‘there’, occurs, the Syriac has a form of
the verb ܡܘܣ [SWM], ‘place’, in this case ‘place incense’, in the dependent
clause ‘which offered incense upon the altars’. Thus a whole relative clause
occurs where Hebrew only has ‘which were there’. Yet, keeping in mind the
fluidity of the sibilants,42 it is worth considering the possibility that םשׁ [CM],
‘there’, might have been read as a form of םישׂ [FJM], ‘place’, which was then
constructed into a more complete sentence.43

The rendering of the pronominal suffixes also manifests variation. Re-
stricting ourselves to the first person singular suffix, we note that it is usually
rendered by the same suffix in Syriac.44 However, in 1Kgs 1:2, twice King

41 See chapter 2, section 3.2.8, and chapter 6, section 3.4.
42 See chapter 3, section 1.1.3.
43 For discussion of this case, see chapter 8, section 1.33.
44 In 339× of the 443 occurrences of this suffix in Kings. Of the remaining instances, there

are 29 instances where the Hebrew suffix in not rendered in Syriac.
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David is spoken of as ‘my lord, the king’ in Hebrewwhile Syriac has ‘our lord,
the king’.45 Similarly, in 2Kgs 2:19 Elisha is addressed as ‘my lord’ in Hebrew
and in Syriac as ‘our lord’, and in 2Kgs 5:13 Naaman, the Syrian, is addressed
as ‘my father’ inHebrewandas ‘our lord’ in Syriac. This small adjustment can
hardly be explained adequately on the basis of grammatical argumentation,
but could be indicative of a different sociolinguistic perspective. Could it be
that Syriac shows more deference when addressing those of a higher social
standing, and thus avoids the more direct first person singular pronominal
suffixes in the address? Nonetheless, it remains true that in most instances
both texts use the same pronominal reference.46

The coordinating conjunction is frequently rendered by its equivalent,
spelled identically in both languages. When this is not the case, it is inter-
esting to note what occurs. In 2Kgs 24:3, the Hebrew כ [K], ‘as, according
to’, is rendered in Syriac by the coordinating conjunction ܘ [W], ‘and’, with
an entirely different effect on the connection between the clauses involved.
The Hebrew could be rendered as ‘to remove them from before him, for the
sins of Manasseh according to all that he did’, while Syriac reads ‘to remove
them from before him because of the sins of Manasseh and all that he did’.
The Hebrew connects the final clause beginning with ‘according to’ back to
the clause stating that God removed Judah, thus giving the rationale for the
severity of God’s punishment. In contrast, by using the coordinating con-
junction, the Syriac text makes the connection at a shorter range so that the
final clause ismerely a further extension of the previous phrase.47 Thus a dif-
ference visible at word level can have consequences reaching far beyond the
word.

In summary, the lists of corresponding words based on a synopsis at
clause level can be used as an instrument for tracking down cases of peculiar
interest which need further explanation at various levels.48

45 See also chapter 2, section 2.3.1.
46 In 1Kings 1 alone David is frequently addressed as ‘my lord’ (1Kgs 1:17) or as ‘my lord, the

king’ (1Kgs 1:13, 18, 20, 24) in both texts. Similarly, when addressing God or speaking of God,
both languages use the same pronouns in the second and third person. For the first person,
twice a first sg pronoun inHebrew is rendered by the emphatic state in Syriac (1Kgs 3:7; 17:20)
and once a first pl pronoun inHebrew is rendered by the emphatic state in Syriac (1Kgs 8:59).

47 For this case see also chapter 13, section 4.2. The tendency of Syriac to have a shorter
range in syntactic connections is visible a phrase level (see chapter 11, section 3) and clause
level (see chapter 12, sections 3 and 4).

48 See also Dyk, ‘A Synopsis-Based Translation Concordance’.
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3. AboveWord Level

In some cases, the explanation for the rendering of awordmust be sought at
the level of phrase structure, clause structure, or above clause level. Though
concentrating on the word level, a limited number of observations above
that level have been noted in chapters 11–13.

Complex phrases in both Hebrew and Syriac are built up of smaller
units which can be expanded by various syntactic means, including con-
struct state binding, attribution, apposition, specification, and coordina-
tion. Although these structural components are available in both Hebrew
and Syriac, the two languages make different use of these possibilities. Par-
ticularly at the boundaries between units and expansions, different syntac-
tic strategies can be observed. Individual styles and genres within a single
languagemayalso exhibit variety in their useof the syntactic strategies avail-
able within the language system. A selected number of cases having to do
with phrase-level structures are treated in chapter 11.

Clauses—where elements are grouped around a predication—are
parsed in the database according to the valence of the verb involved, or
according to deictic properties and part of speech of the elements within
verbless clauses. The parsing provides a basis for comparing the two texts
and is a key to discovering both differences and congruencies between the
two versions. In chapter 12 a number of issues at clause level are discussed.

Some differences between the texts can only be explained by factors of
text composition and other strategies above clause level. A few topics at this
level have been touched upon in chapter 13.
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PARTS OF SPEECH IN OTHER BOOKS OF THEMASORETIC TEXT

Genesis:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech

Joshua:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech

Judges:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech
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1 & 2Samuel:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech

Esther:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech

Nehemiah:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech

1 & 2Chronicles:

Verbs Nominal forms Other parts of speech
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VARIATION IN THE RENDERING OF SYNONYMS

In translation, there is rarely a one-to-one equivalence. Two opposite ten-
dencies can be observed. On the one hand, an item can be rendered in
the target language by a term related to the general concept involved. The
opposite also occurs: a more specific term with a narrower semantic field is
chosen in the target language to render a more generic term in the source
language.

In our treatment of the data, the point of departure is the list of corre-
spondences produced on the basis of a synopsis of the text in which clauses
are matched, which are then segmented into corresponding phrases, out of
which corresponding lexemes are deduced. This so-called ‘electronic trans-
lation concordance’ presents data on the basis of forms encountered in the
corpus itself, in each casewith the reference towhere it occurs.We thushave
a survey of:

– Various synonyms used to render a form and the frequencies of their
occurrences

– Cases where an item is not rendered
– Unexpected renderings which fall outside of the generally expected

semantic range

All of this information is helpful in attempting to capture themeaning of an
item and to trace its interpretation during the process of translation. Unex-
pected renderings are of particular interest to the text-historical scholarwho
focuses primarily on the exceptional.

The nouns referring to the ‘law’ (section 1) and the expressions for killing,
exterminating, and destroying (section 2) provide interesting material as
illustration of the variation in the rendering of synonyms. These form only a
limited and arbitrary selection from the list of translation correspondences.

1. Terms Referring to ‘Law’

BothHebrew and Syriac have numerous terms to refer to ‘law’, ‘statute’, ‘ordi-
nance’, ‘prescription’, and ‘regulation’. TheHebrew itemswithmore than ten
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occurrences within Kings include: תירב , ‘covenant’, ךרד , ‘way, custom’, הקח ,
‘prescription, statute’, הוצמ , ‘commandment’, טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’, and

הרות , ‘direction, instruction, law’.
The Syriac items with more than ten occurrences within Kings include:
ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way, custom’, ܐܢܝܕ , ‘judgment, sentence’, ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’,
ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘commandment, decree’, and ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’. In spite of

what the given glosses might suggest, there is no one-to-one equivalence
for the renderings of the Hebrew terms in Syriac.

The relative frequency of these terms within Kings and the distribution
of the various renderings can be seen in table 5.1, presented alphabeti-
cally according to the Hebrew item. To cover all renderings of the main
items mentioned above, some less frequently occurring lexemes have been
included. Because not all renderings are relevant to the present research, the
latter have been omitted from the discussion. This same information can be
sorted by the Syriac entries, as in table 5.2.

Table 5.1: Terms referring to law sorted by Hebrew entry

ץרא , ‘land, country’ 1× ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way, custom’

תירב , ‘covenant’ 1× ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘commandment, decree’
25× ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’

ךרד , ‘way, custom’ 66× ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way, custom’
2× ܐܕܪܡ , ‘journey, march’

קח , ‘prescription’ 1× ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way, custom’
5× ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’

הקח , ‘prescription, statute’ 2× ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’
2× ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘commandment, decree’
9× ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’

דמעמ , ‘attendance (of servants)’ 1× ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’

הוצמ , ‘commandment’ 19× ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘commandment, decree’
1× ܕܩܦ (verb), ‘command, decree’

טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’ 21× ܐܢܝܕ , ‘judgment, sentence’
1× ܐܩܕܙ , ‘righteous act, due allowance’
1× ܐܘܙܚ , ‘appearance, likeness’
5× ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’
1× ܐܕܒܥ , ‘work’

הבעות , ‘abomination’ 1× ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’
2× ܐܕܒܥ , ‘work’

הרות , ‘direction, instruction, law’ 3× ܐܬܝܪܘܐ , ‘law’
8× ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’
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Table 5.2: Terms referring to law sorted by Syriac entry

ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way, custom’ 1× ץרא , ‘land, country’
66× ךרד , ‘way, custom’
1× קח , ‘prescription’

ܐܬܝܪܘܐ , ‘law’ 3× הרות , ‘instruction, law’

ܐܢܝܕ , ‘judgment, sentence’ 21× טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’
2× no correspondence

ܐܩܕܙ , ‘righteous act’ 1× טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’

ܐܘܙܚ , ‘appearance, likeness’ 1× טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’

ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’ 2× הקח , ‘prescription, statute’
5× טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’
1× הבעות , ‘abomination’
8× הרות , ‘instruction, law’
3× no correspondence

ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘commandment, decree’ 1× תירב , ‘covenant’
2× הקח , ‘prescription, statute’
19× הוצמ , ‘commandment’

ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’ 25× תירב , ‘covenant’
5× קח , ‘prescription’
9× הקח , ‘prescription, statute’
1× דמעמ , ‘attendance (of servants)’
2× no correspondence

When a term has a preferred rendering, there is some basis for assuming
congruence between themeaning of the original and that of the translation.
Of particular interest, however, are the exceptions to this as well as those
cases which manifest a broader distribution in the choice of renderings.
In our discussion, the most frequently occurring correspondences will be
treated first. For the sake of the argumentation, the main terms will be
presented in the following order: ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ܐܡܝܩ , ܐܣܘܡܢ , ܐܬܝܪܘܐ , ܐܚܪܘܐ ,
and ܐܢܝܕ . The forms ܐܩܕܙ , ܐܘܙܚ , and ܐܕܒܥ , which sometimes render טפשׁמ ,
are not treated separately.1 The Hebrew correspondences are listed in the
tables in alphabetical order, but in the discussion they are usually treated in
order of frequency of occurrence.

1 See section 1.3.2 and note 32 there.
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1.1. ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘Commandment, Decree’

ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , ‘commandment, decree’ 1× תירב , ‘covenant’2
2× הקח , ‘prescription, statute’3
19× הוצמ , ‘commandment’4

1.1.1. ܐܢܕܩܘܦ Corresponds to הוצמ , ‘Commandment’

In 19 out of its 22 occurrences in the Peshitta of Kings, ܐܢܕܩܘܦ corresponds to
הוצמ in the Masoretic text, and may be regarded as the standard translation

equivalent of הוצמ . The exceptions require separate treatment.

1.1.2. ܐܢܕܩܘܦ Corresponds to הקח , ‘Prescription, Statute’

1Kgs 3:3

ܕܝܘܕܕܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܒܘܟܠܗܡܐܝܪܡܠܢܘܡܝܠܫܡܚܪܘ

דודתוקחבתכללהוהיתאהמלשׁבהאי
‘and Solomon loved yhwh, walking in the statutes of David’

Rather than what appears to be the normal equivalent of הקח , namely,
ܐܡܝܩ ,5 the Peshitta here offers ܐܢܕܩܘܦ . Neither the Syriac manuscripts nor

the other versions give reason to suspect that the source text deviated from
the Masoretic text here. It may be surmised that the choice of ܐܢܕܩܘܦ was
influenced by 1Kgs 2:1 where David’s last instructions to Solomon to remain
faithful to yhwh are introduced as follows:

1Kgs 2:1

ܗܪܒܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܕܩܦܘ

ונבהמלשׁתאוציו
‘and he charged Solomon, his son’

It is conceivable that the translator took דודתוקח in 1Kgs 3:3 as a reference to
David’s instructions to Solomon in 1Kgs 2:2–9, and for that reason chose the
noun ܐܢܕܩܘܦ , which shares the stem PQD with the verb ܕܩܦ that introduces
David’s last will in 1Kgs 2:1.

It seems that in the following text ܐܢܕܩܘܦ also corresponds to הקח :

2 2Kgs 17:15.
3 1Kgs 3:3; 11:11.
4 1Kgs 2:3, 43; 3:14; 6:12; 8:58, 61; 9:6; 11:34, 38; 13:21; 14:8; 18:8; 2Kgs 17:13, 16, 19, 34, 37; 18:6;

23:3.
5 See section 1.2.
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1Kgs 11:11

ܢܝܕܘܝܡܝ̈ܩܬܪܛܢܘ
̈
ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝ

‘and youdidnot keepmy statutes andmy judgments andmy commandments’

יתקחויתירבתרמשׁאלו
‘and you did not keep my covenant and my statutes’

However, the connection between the Syriac and the Hebrew items may be
interpreted differently here (see the following section).

1.1.3. ܐܢܕܩܘܦ Corresponds to תריב , ‘Covenant’

2Kgs 17:15

9a1 ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ ‘my commandments and my statutes’
btr ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝܡܝ̈ܩ ‘my statutes and my commandments’

ותירבתאוויקחתא ‘his statutes and his covenant’

The Peshitta usually renders תירב , ‘covenant’, as ܐܡܝܩ ,6 which is also fre-
quently used to render קח / הקח , ‘statute’.7Theoccurrence of the twoHebrew
words in adjacent position in 1Kgs 11:11; 2Kgs 17:15 may have prompted the
translator to depart from his standard renderings so as not to use the same
Syriac word twice in succession.

One possibility is that the translator left יתירב , ‘my covenant’, unrendered
in both passages and added ܢܝܕܘ

̈
ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝ in 1Kgs 11:11 and ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ in 2Kgs

17:15 (with a change in the suffix pronoun) in accordance with stereotypical
deuteronomistic phrases in Kings.8 This would imply that in 2Kgs 17:15 the
reading of the btr takes priority over that of 9a1.

6 See section 1.2 and note 12 there.
7 See section 1.2 and notes 13 and 14 there.
8 For 2Kgs 17:15, cf. 17:13 ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܪܛܘ = mt יתקחיתוצמורמשׁו , ‘and keep my com-

mandments andmy statutes’; 1Kgs 8:61 btr ܝܗܘܣܘܡ̈ܢܘܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܪܛܡܠܘ , ‘and
to keep his commandments and his statutes and his judgments and his laws’; 11:34 ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܪܛܢܕ

ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘ = mt יתקחויתוצמרמשׁרשׁא , ‘who kept my commandments and my statutes’. 1Kgs 11:11
ܢܝܕܘܝܡܝ̈ܩܬܪܛܢܘ

̈
ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝ , ‘and you did not keep my statutes and my judgments and my

commandments’, reflects the rendering of stereotypical deuteronomistic phraseology as it
appears in 1Kgs 8:58 ܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܪܛܡܠ = mt ויטפשׁמוויקחוויתוצמרמשׁלו , ‘(and)
to keep his commandments and his statutes and his judgments’; 9:4 ܪܛܬܝܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܡܝ̈ܩܘ = mt יקח

רמשׁתיטפשׁמו , ‘(and) my statutes and my judgments you shall keep’; 9:6 ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܢܘܪܛܬܘ

ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘ = mt יתקחיתוצמורמשׁתאלו , ‘and (if) you do not keep my commandments and my
statutes’; 11:33 ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܡܝ̈ܩܪܛܢܘ = mt יטפשׁמויתקחו , ‘(p + and he has not kept) my
statutes and judgments (p + and my commandments)’ (the addition ܪܛܢܘ is an harmo-
nization with 11:11 and 11:34); 2Kgs 17:37, esp. 9a1 ܘܡܢܘܐܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܐܢܝ̈ܕܘܐܡܝ̈ܩܘ

̈
ܐܣ , ‘and the

statutes and judgments and commandments and laws (…keep)’, cf. btr ܘܡܢܘܐܢܝ̈ܕܘܐܡܝ̈ܩܘ
̈

ܐܣ

ܐܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘ , ‘and the statutes and judgments and laws and commandments (… keep)’, which is
closer to mt הוצמהוהרותהוםיטפשׁמהתאוםיקחהתאו , ‘and the statutes and judgments and the
laws and the commandment (… keep)’.
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Alternatively, in both passages the Peshitta may have substituted ܝܡܝ̈ܩ ,
‘my statutes’, for יתירב / ותירב , ‘my / his covenant’, and used ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ as an
alternative rendering of יתקח / ויקח , thus making these passages conform
to deuteronomistic phraseology. For 2Kgs 17:15, this interpretation assigns
priority to the reading of 9a1, which is consistent with the overall picture of
9a1 as reflecting a more original stage of the Peshitta than the btr.9

It is interesting to note that in 1Kgs 11:11; 2Kgs 17:15 Targum Jonathan was
facedwith the sameproblemas thePeshitta, because inKings it uses אמייק to
render both תירב 10 and קח / הקח .11 Targum Jonathan solved the problem in a
similar fashion as the Peshitta:

1Kgs 11:11

tj ימיקוידוקפ
‘(and you did not keep) my commandments and my statutes’

2Kgs 17:15

tj היתרזגבויהומיקב
‘(and they loathed) his statutes and his decrees’

1.2. ܐܡܝܩ , ‘Statute, Covenant’

Of the 42 occurrences of ܐܡܝܩ in Kings, 25 correspond to תירב , ‘covenant’,
nine to הקח , ‘statute’, and five to קח , ‘prescription’. In only five instances the
Peshitta employs a word other than ܐܡܝܩ to render קח / הקח .12 ܐܡܝܩ may be
considered the standard equivalent of both תירב and קח / הקח .

ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’ 25× תירב , ‘covenant’13
5× קח , ‘prescription’14

9 The order presented by btr 2Kgs 17:15 is found in 1Kgs 11:38 ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝܡܝ̈ܩܪܛܬܘ , ‘and
you will keepmy statutes and commandments’ = mt יתוצמויתקחרמשׁל , but the usual order in
deuteronomistic phraseology is ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ (see previous note). For that reason, the btr of
2Kgs 17:15 cannot be satisfactorily explained in terms of harmonization.

10 1Kgs 3:15; 5:26; 6:19; 8:1, 6, 21, 23; 15:19 (2×); 19:10, 14; 20:34; 2Kgs 11:4, 17; 13:23; 17:35, 38;
18:12; 23:2, 3 (3×), 21.

11 1Kgs 2:3; 3:14; 6:12; 8:58, 61; 9:4, 6; 11:33, 34, 38; 2Kgs 17:13, 37; 23:3.
12 ܐܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ = תוקח in 1Kgs 3:3; 11:11; ܐܣܘܡܢ = תוקח in 2Kgs 17:8, 19; ܐܚܘܐ = םיקח in 1Kgs 8:61

(btr minus 6h18 7h10). These divergent renderings are explained below.
13 1Kgs 3:15; 5:26; 6:19; 8:1, 6, 21, 23; 11:11; 15:19 (2×); 19:10, 14; 20:34 (2×); 2Kgs 11:4, 17; 13:23;

17:35, 38 (correspondence doubtful on account of the seyame in 7a1); 18:12; 23:2, 3 (3×), 21.
תירב moreover appears in 1Kgs 11:11; 2Kgs 17:15, but the correspondence to ܐܡܝ̈ܩ is uncertain

there (see sections 1.1.2, 1.1.3).
14 ܐܡܝ̈ܩ : קח (pl) in 1Kgs 3:14; 8:58; 9:4; 2Kgs 17:15, 37. In 1Kgs 8:61 this correspondence is

found only in 6h18 7h10 9a1.
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9× הקח , ‘prescription, statute’15
1× דמעמ , ‘attendance (of servants)’16
2× no correspondence17

In 1Kgs 11:11; 2Kgs 17:15 ܐܡܝܩ matches either קח / הקח or תירב .18 Twice
ܐܡܝܩ occurs as a plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic text: the meaning that is

apparently intended is ‘covenant’ in 1Kgs 8:9 and ‘statutes’ ( ܐܡܝ̈ܩ ) in 1Kgs
8:61 (minus 6h18 7h10 9a1).19 In 1Kgs 10:5 ܐܡܝܩ matches דמעמ , ‘attendance
(of servants)’, of the Masoretic text.20

1.3. ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘Law, Ordinance’

Out of 19 occurrences of ܐܣܘܡܢ in Kings (btr), eight correspond to הרות in
theMasoretic text, five to טפשׁמ , two to הקח , one to הבעות , while the remain-
ing three represent pluses.

ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’ 2× הקח , ‘prescription, statute’21
5× טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’22
1× הבעות , ‘abomination’23
8× הרות , ‘instruction, law’24
3× no correspondence25

15 ܐܡܝ̈ܩ : הקח (pl) in 1Kgs 2:3; 6:12; 9:6; 11:33, 34, 38; 2Kgs 17:13; 23:3. In 2Kgs 17:34 ܐܡܝܩ (sg)
corresponds to הקח (pl).

16 1Kgs 10:5.
17 1Kgs 8:9, 61.
18 See discussion in sections 1.1.2, 1.1.3.
19 In 1Kgs 8:9 p adds the necessary term ܐܡܝܩ : ܢܒܡܥܐܡܝܩܐܝܪܡܡܝܩܐܕܟ

̈
ܠܝܪܣܝܐܝ , ‘(the

two tablets of stone that Moses placed there at Horeb) when the Lord made a covenant
with the Israelites’; mt לארשׂיינבםעהוהיתרכרשׁא , ‘when yhwh made (a covenant) with the
Israelites’. A comparable addition, though awkwardly placed, occurs in lxx (B): δύο πλάκες
λίθιναι πλάκες τῆς διαθήκης … ἂ διέθετο Κύριος μετὰ τῶν υἱῶν Ἰσραήλ, ‘the two tablets of stone,
the tablets of the covenant (that Moses placed there at Horeb), which the Lord made with
the Israelites’. For 1Kgs 8:61, see section 1.5.

20 ܝܗܘܢܫܡ̈ܫܡܡܝܩܘ , ‘the order of his ministers’, closely follows ויתרשׁמדמעמו (Qere), ‘the
attendance of his servants’, inmt. Cf. 1Kgs 1:2, where p renders the expression ךלמהינפלהדמעו ,
‘she will attend the king’, as ܐܟܠܡܡܕܩܡܘܩܬܘ .

21 2Kgs 17:8, 19.
22 1Kgs 18:28; 2Kgs 11:14; 17:33, 34 (1st), 40.
23 2Kgs 16:3.
24 1Kgs 2:3; 2Kgs 10:31; 14:6; 17:13, 34, 37; 21:8; 22:8.
25 1Kgs 8:61; 2Kgs 22:8, 10.
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1.3.1. ܐܣܘܡܢ Corresponds to הרות , ‘Instruction, Law’

In Kings up through 2Kgs 22:8, הרות is rendered as ܐܣܘܡܢ ; after 2Kgs 22:10,26
the law is exclusively referred to as ܐܬܝܪܘܐ .27 This switch in vocabulary
between vv. 10 and 11 in 2Kings 22 could indicate a change of translators
at this point. The watershed is observable also for the Syriac pluses over
against the Masoretic text.28 In all probability, the switch in vocabulary has
an exegetical rather than a text-historical background. The Jewish-Aramaic
term ܐܬܝܪܘܐ refers to the written book of the law.29 In the conceptual
scheme of Kings, the written Torah was lost in Israel until rediscovered by
Hilkiah. At the point that the narrative relates that the law was read to King
Josiah, the Torah takes on a concrete shape, and the vocabulary changes
accordingly (2Kgs 22:11). Earlier references to the Torah within Kings are
mostly in comments made in retrospect or in pronouncements of yhwh,
in which the material form of the law is not the issue.

1.3.2. ܐܣܘܡܢ Corresponds to טפשׁמ , ‘Decision, Judgment’

טפשׁמ occurs 29 times in the Masoretic text of Kings. In the Peshitta it is
matchedby ܐܢܝܕ in 21 instances.30 In five instances it corresponds to ܐܣܘܡܢ .31
Thenouns ܐܩܕܙ , ܐܕܒܥ , and ܐܘܙܚ eachappear only once as a correspondence
of טפשׁמ .32

The distribution of the terms in the Peshitta suggests that ܐܢܝܕ is the
regular translation equivalent of טפשׁמ to denote ‘judgment, right’. Where

טפשׁמ is used in a different sense, the Peshitta uses a term other than ܐܢܝܕ to
capture the sense of טפשׁמ as perceived for that particular context.

In cases where the Peshitta has rendered with ܐܣܘܡܢ , טפשׁמ seems to
mean ‘custom’:

26 2Kgs 22:10 is the last occurrence of ܐܣܘܡܢ in p Kings (btr only); it constitutes a plus in
relation to mt there.

27 2Kgs 22:11; 23:24, 25.
28 In 1Kgs 8:58 (pl; btr except 7a1 7h10 9l3 10l2), 61 (pl); 2Kgs 22:8, 10 ܐܣܘܡܢ , in 2Kgs 23:24

ܐܬܝܪܘܐ . In 2Kgs 23:24 ܐܬܝܪܘܐ is part of amore extensive plus vis-à-vismt: a secondary addi-
tion identifies ‘the book Hilkiah had found in the temple’ as the ܐܬܝܪܘܐܕܐܪܦܣ mentioned
in 2Kgs 22:11; 23:25.

29 Thus see Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 167; Weitzman, Introduction, 177.
30 For references see section 1.6, note 45.
31 For references see note 22.
32 ܐܩܕܙ in 1Kgs 5:8; ܐܕܒܥ in 1Kgs 6:38; ܐܘܙܚ in 2Kgs 1:7.
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1Kgs 18:28

ܐܚܡܘܒܘܐܒܪܚܒܢܘܗܣܘܡܢܟܝܐܘܫܬܟܬܐܘ

‘and they strove according to their custom with knives and lancets’

םיחמרבותוברחבםטפשׁמכודדגתיו
‘and they cut themselves after their custom with knives and with lancets’

2Kgs 11:14

ܐܟܠܡ̈ܕܐܣܘܡܢܟܝܐܐܕܘܡܥܠܥܡܐܩ (9a1+ ܕܟ ) ܐܟܠܡܬܙܚܘ

‘and she saw the king (9a1 + while) standing upon the pillar according to the
custom of the kings’

טפשׁמכדומעהלעדמעךלמההנהוארתו
‘and she looked, and see, the king stood by a pillar, as the custom was’

2Kgs 17:33

ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢܟܝܐܘܘܗܢܝܚܠܦܢܘܗܝܗܠ�̈�ܘ

‘and their gods they were serving according to the custom of the nations’

םיוגהטפשׁמכםידבעויהםהיהלאתאו
‘and they were serving their gods according to the custom of the nations’

2Kgs 17:34

9a1 ܘܡܢܟܝܐܢܝܕܒܥܘ
̈

ܐܝܡܕܩ̈ܢܘܗܝܣ

‘and were acting according to their former customs’

btr ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢܟܝܐܢܝܕܒܥܘ

‘and were acting according to the custom of the nations’

םינשׁארהםיטפשׁמכםישׂעםה
‘they were acting according to the former customs’

2Kgs 17:40

(btr + ܘܘܗ ) ܢܝܕܒܥܐܝܡܕܩܢܘܗܣܘܡܢܟܝܐ

םישׂעםהםינשׁארהםיטפשׁמכ
‘according to the former custom(s) they were acting’

1.3.3. ܐܣܘܡܢ Corresponds to הקח , ‘Prescription, Statute’

2Kgs 17:8

ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢܒܘܟܠܗܘ ‘and walked in the custom of the nations’
םיוגהתוקחבוכליו ‘and walked in the statutes of the nations’

2Kgs 17:19

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܗܣܘܡܢܒܘܟܠܗܘ ‘and they walked in the custom of Israel’
לארשׂיתוקחבוכליו ‘and they walked in the statutes of Israel’
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In the Masoretic text the only exact equivalent of ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢ is טפשׁמ

םיוגה in 2Kgs 17:33. As stated above, ܐܣܘܡܢ is used there to render טפשׁמ in
the sense of ‘custom’. We may assume that ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢ in 2Kgs 17:8 is
likewise meant to be understood in the sense of ‘the custom of the nations’.
It could be argued that in 2Kgs 17:8, 19 we have ad sensum renderings of

לארשׂי / םיוגהתוקח , ‘the statutes of the nations / Israel’, respectively. However,
in two other instances of the expression (2Kgs 16:3; 17:34 [btr; see above]),
there is little semantic overlap between ܐܣܘܡܢ and the Hebrew term in the
corresponding position:

2Kgs 16:3

ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢܟܝܐܐܪܘܢܒܪܒܥܐܗܪܒܦܐ

‘also his son he made to pass through the fire like the custom of the nations’

םיוגהתובעתכשׁאבריבעהונבתאםגו
‘and also his son he made to pass through fire like the abominations of the
nations’

2Kgs 17:34

btr ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢܟܝܐܢܝܕܒܥܘ

‘they were doing like the custom of the nations’

םינשׁארהםיטפשׁמכםישׂעםה
‘they were doing like their former customs’

These renderings manifest intentional, exegetical deviations. According to
Walter, the rendering in 2Kgs 16:3 avoids the contempt the Hebrew text
expresses for the practices of foreign nations.33 Yet in 1Kgs 14:24; 2Kgs 21:2,
where the same expressions occur in the Masoretic text, the Peshitta does
not shrink back from translating literally.34

In 2Kgs 17:34 the btr deviates considerably from the Masoretic text: the
Masoretic text states that the new settlers of Samaria still acted according
to their former regulations; the btr says that the Israelites acted according
to the customs of the nations. The statement in the btr strongly resembles

33 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 148. Walter also mentions Deut 18:9 ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܢܘܗܝ̈ܕܒܥܟܝܐ

ܢܘܢܗ , ‘like the works of those nations’, for םההםיוגהתבעתכ , ‘like the abominations of those
nations’, and 2Chr 36:14 ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܕ̈ܒܥܢܘܗܠܟܟܝܐ , ‘like all the works of the nations’, for לככ

םיוגהתובעת , ‘like all the abominations of the nations’.
34 1Kgs 14:24 ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܬܘܦܢܛܗܠܟܟܝܐ , ‘according to all the defilement of the nations’, for

םיוגהתבעתהלככ , ‘according to all the abominations of the nations’; 2Kgs 21:2 ܢܛܟܝܐ
̈
ܐܬܘܦ

ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕ , ‘according to the defilements of the nations’, for םיוגהתבעותכ , ‘according to the
abominations of the nations’.
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the Syriac text of 2Kgs 17:8 and appears to form part of a drastic exegetical
reinterpretation.

Thus, in the occurrences of ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢ , the reasons for the deviation
from the Hebrew source text may have varied. Yet it is difficult to imagine
that the frequency of the expression throughout 2Kings 16 and 17 did not
serve a particular exegetical purpose. The expression may have been bor-
rowed from2Kgs 17:33—theonly textwhere it accordswith theHebrew—in
order to describe Israel’s unfaithfulness to yhwh (2Kgs 16:3; 17:8; btr 17:34;
compare 17:19). It may have been intended as a catchword for the sins of the
northern kingdom so as to underscore the relationship between the various
passages.

In this connection, it is noteworthy that elsewhere in thePeshitta ofKings
the expression ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܗܠܐ̈ , ‘the gods of the nations’, sometimes appears
where the Masoretic text has םירחאםיהלא , ‘other gods’.35 Since in Kings the
context of references to other gods is always negative, ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܗܠܐ̈ like-
wise has a negative connotation in the Peshitta. Since ܐܡܡ̈ܥ occurs in the
Peshitta more frequently than םיוג does in the Masoretic text, the use of the
term may to some extent reveal the translator’s own theological views. The
Peshitta seems to contrast the religion of ‘the nations’ and the proper wor-
ship of yhwh even more emphatically than the Masoretic text does.

1.3.4. ܐܣܘܡܢ Corresponds to הבעות , ‘Abomination’

See the treatment of 2Kgs 16:3 in section 1.3.3.

1.3.5. ܐܣܘܡܢ as a Plus

In 2Kgs 22:10 and in 22:8 (2nd; btr only), ܐܪܦܣ , ‘book’, is followed by the
phrase ܐܣܘܡܢܕ , ‘of the law’, which involves a plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic

35 Thus in 1Kgs 11:10; 2Kgs 17:38. Cf. 1Kgs 9:9 ܐܢܚܐܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܗܠܐ̈ , ‘the gods of other
nations’, which looks like a conflation. In 1Kgs 9:6; 11:4; 2Kgs 5:17 (9a1); 17:7, 35, 37; 22:17
p translates literally: ܐܢܚܐܐܗܠܐ̈ . In the btr of 2Kgs 5:17 the expression ܢܝܪܚܐܗܠܐ , ‘a
different god’, occurs. The phrase תוכסמםירחאםיהלא , ‘other gods, molten images’, in 1Kgs 14:9
is rendered as ܐܟܝ̈ܣܢܐܗܠܐ̈ , ‘molten gods’. Whereas p’s renderings of םירחאםיהלא in Kings
vary, tj consistently renders with the more explicitly negative expression איממעתועט , ‘the
idols of the nations’ (1Kgs 9:6, 9; 11:4, 10; 14:9; 2Kgs 5:17; 17:7, 35, 37, 38; 22:17). Thus in tj, too,
‘the nations’ have a negative connotation. However, in the cases where ܐܡܡ̈ܥܕܐܣܘܡܢ in p
has no literal counterpart in mt, tj offers renderings that are in exact agreement with mt.
The extended use of the term ‘nations’ may be assigned to influence from Jewish exegesis.
Given their differing use of ‘nations’ where the term has no counterpart in mt, p and tj seem
to have undergone this influence independently of one another.
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text. Bothpluses are to be interpreted as harmonizationswith ܐܣܘܡܢܕܐܪܦܣ

(1st) in 2Kgs 22:8, so as to leave no doubt as to the identity of the book.36

1.4. ܐܬܝܪܘܐ , ‘Law’

See section 1.3.1 and note 27.

1.5. ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘Way, Custom’

ܐܚܪܘܐ occurs 68 times in the Peshitta of Kings (btr). Since it matches
ךרד , ‘way’, of the Masoretic text in 66 instances, ܐܚܪܘܐ can be considered

the standard equivalent of ךרד , both in its literal and figurative senses.
Where ךרד / ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way’, is used as a metaphor, the term often refers to
divine commandments and instructions and a person’s attitude towards
them.37

ܐܚܪܘܐ , ‘way, custom’ 1× ץרא , ‘land, country’38
66× ךרד , ‘way, custom’39
1× קח , ‘prescription’40

In one instance where ܐܚܪܘܐ is found in a figurative sense in the Peshitta
(btr), the Masoretic text does not have ךרד but קח , ‘prescription’, in the
corresponding position:

1Kgs 8:61

9a1 p btr

ܘܟܠܗܡܠ

ܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܒ ܐܬܚܘܐܒ

ܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܪܛܡܠܘ

ܝܗܘܣܘܡ̈ܢܘܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܘ

ܐܢܡܘܝܕܟܝܐ

9a1 ‘to walk in his statutes and to keep his commandments as today’
btr ‘to walk in his ways and to keep his commandments and his statutes and his

judgments and his laws as today’

36 See also the treatment of ܐܣܘܡܢ in 1Kgs 8:61 in section 1.5.
37 In 1Kgs 2:3,4; 3:14; 8:25, 32, 36, 39, 58; 11:33, 38; 13:33; 15:26, 34; 16:2, 19, 26; 22:43, 53; 2Kgs

8:18, 27; 16:3; 17:13; 21:21, 22; 22:2.
38 1Kgs 18:6.
39 1Kgs 1:49; 2:2, 3, 4; 3:14; 8:25, 32, 36, 39, 44 (2×), 48, 58; 11:29, 33, 38; 13:9, 10 (2×), 12 (2×),

17, 24 (2×), 25, 26, 28, 33; 15:26, 34; 16:2, 19, 26; 18:6 (3×), 7, 27, 43; 19:7, 15; 20:38; 22:43, 53 (3×);
2Kgs 2:23; 3:8 (2×), 20; 6:19; 7:15; 8:18, 27; 9:27; 10:12; 11:16, 19; 16:3; 17:13; 19:28, 33; 21:21, 22; 22:2;
25:4 (2×).

40 1Kgs 8:61 (btr only).
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הזהםויכויתוצמרמשׁלוויקחבתכלל
‘to walk in his statutes, and to keep his commandments, as this day’

Manuscripts 6h18, 7h10, and 9a1 have ܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩ , whichmay be regarded as the
regular translation of ויקח in the Peshitta,41 whereas the remaining manu-
scripts offer ܐܬܚܘܐ . The latter reading appears in conjunction with an
extensive plus later in the verse that is absent from 9a1. Manuscripts 6h18
and 7h10 exhibit the plus, but lack ܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩ .

Most likely, the divergences from theMasoretic text (and from 9a1) in the
btr of 1Kgs 8:61 are harmonizations with the text of 1Kgs 8:58:

1Kgs 8:58

9a1 p btr

ܐܬܚܘܐܒܘܟܠܗܡܠ

ܪܛܡܠܘ ܪܛܡܠ

ܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ
ܝܗܘܣܘܡ̈ܢܘ42

ܢܝܗܒ�̈�ܕܩܦܕ

9a1 ‘to walk in his ways, and to keep his commandments and his statutes and his
judgments which he commanded our fathers’

btr ‘to walk in his ways to keep his commandments and his statutes and his
judgments and his laws which he commanded our fathers’

וניתבאתאהוצרשׁאויטפשׁמוויקחוויתוצמרמשׁלוויכרדלכבתכלל
‘to walk in all his ways, and to keep his commandments and his statutes and
his judgments which he commanded our fathers’

The harmonization may have occurred in two stages. In the first stage,
attested by manuscripts 6h18 and 7h10, the phrase ܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘ was added in
accordance with the sequence ܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ of v. 58. As the

ܐܡ̈ܝܩ were already mentioned in the phrase ܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܒܘܟܠܗܡܠ , the addi-
tion did not include a reference to them. In a second stage, attested by
the remaining manuscripts of the btr, 1Kgs 8:61 was made to conform
more closely to v. 58: ܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܒ was replaced by ܐܬܚܘܐܒ and the phrase(s)

ܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܘ and ܝܗܘܣܘܡ̈ܢܘ were added to the sequence.
In the btr of both 1Kgs 8:58 (minus 7a1 7h10 9l3 10l2) and 8:61, ܝܗܘܣܘܡ̈ܢܘ

appears as a plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic text and 9a1. The source of the
plus could be 1Kgs 2:3, where we find deuteronomistic phraseology closely
resembling that of 1Kgs 8:58, 61:

41 See section 1.2.
42 Not in 7a1 7h10 9l3 10l2.
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1Kgs 2:3

ܗܬܘܕܗܣ̈ܘܝܗܘܢܝ̈ܕܘܝܗܘܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝܗܘܡܝ̈ܩܪܛܘܗܬܚܘܐܒܟܠܗܘ

ܐܫܘܡܕܐܣܘܡܢܒܒܝܬܟܕܟܝܐ

‘and walk in his ways, and keep his statutes and his commandments and his
judgments and his testimonies, as it is written in the law of Moses’

ויתודעוויטפשׁמוויתצמויתקחרמשׁליכרדבתכלל
השׁמתרותבבותככ

‘to walk in his ways, to keep his statutes, his commandments and his judg-
ments, and his testimonies, as it is written in the law of Moses’

Possibly, ܝܗܘܣܘܡ̈ܢܘ in 1Kgs 8:58 is an allusion to השׁמתרות in 1Kgs 2:3,
adapted to the plural of the adjacent terms. As to content, 1Kgs 8:58, 61 are
related to 1Kgs 2:3: Solomon urges the people to remain faithful to yhwh
and his commandments, as David previously had urged his son to do.

Another passage that may have influenced the form of the btr in 1Kgs
8:58, 61 is the following:

2Kgs 17:37

ܢܘܟܠܒܬܟܕܐܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܐܣ̈ܘܡܢܘܐܢܝ̈ܕܘܐܡܝ̈ܩܘ

ܐܬܡ̈ܘܝܢܘܗܠܟܘܕܒܥܘܘܪܛ

‘and the statues and judgments and laws and commandmentswhich hewrote
for you, guard and do always’

םכלבתכרשׁאהוצמהוהרותהוםיטפשׁמהתאוםיקחהתאו
םימיהלכתושׂעלןורמשׁת

‘and the statutes and the ordinances and the law and the commandment
which he wrote for you, you shall observe to do always’

Here the same items are enumerated as in 1Kgs 8:58, 61, though in a different
order.

The other instance in the Peshitta where ܐܚܪܘܐ corresponds to a word
other than ךרד is 1Kgs 18:6 (1st), where ܐܚܪܘܐ matches ץרא , ‘land’. The
background of this case may be text-historical, since ܐܚܪܘܐ in the Peshitta
agrees with τὴν ὁδὸν in the Septuagint and the Antiochene text. It could
be that the reading ‘way’ represents a readjustment precipitated by what
follows:43 ‘Then they divided the way (mt: the land) between them to pass
through it; Ahab went by one way alone, and Obadiah went by another way
alone.’ Either the Peshitta’s reading is due to influence of the Septuagint or
the Peshitta and the Septuagint each depended on source textswhich at this
point differed from the Masoretic text.44

43 See also Stade—Schwally, Books of Kings, 152.
44 There are only two instances where ךרד corresponds to a word other than ܐܚܪܘܐ in p:

in 1Kgs 19:4; 2Kgs 3:9 ܐܕܪܡ , ‘journey’, is an ad sensum rendering of ךרד .
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1.6. ܐܢܝܕ , ‘Judgment, Sentence’

ܐܢܝܕ , ‘judgment, sentence’ 21× טפשׁמ , ‘decision, judgment’45
2× no correspondence46

In the Peshitta of Kings ܐܢܝܕ corresponds to טפשׁמ in 21 instances. In the two
other instances, ܐܢܝܕ appears as a plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic text. These
pluses bring the passages in which they are found into closer conformity
to deuteronomistic phraseology elsewhere in Kings;47 the meaning of these
pluses does not differ from the instances where ܐܢܝܕ matches טפשׁמ in the
Masoretic text.

1.7. Summary

From the comparison of the Syriac terms belonging to the realm of law and
regulation with their correlates in the Masoretic text it becomes apparent
that the Peshitta did notmake use of fixed, word-for-word translation equiv-
alents. Renderings were not chosen on the basis of a rigid system, but on
what appeared to fit in the context. One Syriac termmay render two ormore
Hebrew terms if these belong to the semantic field of the Syriac word. This
applies to the many terms rendered as ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’, and those
rendered as ܐܡܝܩ , ‘statute, covenant’, the latter being the Peshitta’s usual
rendering of both תירב , ‘covenant’, and קח / הקח , ‘prescription, statute’. On
the other hand, although the Peshitta does not exhibit unnecessary lexical
variation, a Hebrew word may be rendered by various Syriac words. Usually
there is a preference for one equivalent, which may be called the standard
equivalent, from which is deviated only in specific situations:

– When the standard equivalent does not cover all semantic aspects of
a Hebrew word, the translator uses additional renderings that fit the
particular context. An example is the Peshitta’s treatment of טפשׁמ ,
‘decision, judgment’.

– When twoHebrewwords that are usually rendered by the same Syriac
term appear in juxtaposition, the translator either offers an alternative
rendering for one of these or leaves one of the two untranslated. This
can be seen in 1Kgs 11:11; 2Kgs 17:15, where תירב , ‘covenant’, and קח ,
‘prescription’, הקח , ‘prescription, statute’, appear side by side.

45 1Kgs 2:3; 3:11, 28 (2×); 6:12; 7:7; 8:45, 49, 58, 59 (2×); 9:4; 10:9; 11:33; 20:40; 2Kgs 17:26 (2×),
27, 34 (2nd), 37; 25:6.

46 1Kgs 11:11; btr 1Kgs 8:61.
47 See discussion of 1Kgs 2:3; 8:58, 61; 2Kgs 17:37 in section 1.5.
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– Passages related to one another by similar phraseology or by inter-
nal reference in the Masoretic text exhibit even closer terminological
agreement in the Syriac text. This can be observed in deuteronomistic
texts that stress the importance of obedience to the law. The trans-
lator’s apparent attempt to bring these texts into conformity to each
other may have led him to deviate from his usual rendering, as in 1Kgs
8:58, 61.

– Given the Peshitta’s disinclination to unnecessary variation, a sudden,
permanent switch in lexical choice is likely to have an exegetical back-
ground. The change from ܐܣܘܡܢ , ‘law, ordinance’, to ܐܬܝܪܘܐ , ‘law’, as
the standard equivalent of הרות , ‘instruction, law’, precisely between
vv. 10 and 11 in 2Kings 22 is a case in point.

2. Expressions for Killing, Exterminating, and Destroying

Both Hebrew and Syriac use a number of different expressions to indicate
‘killing’, ‘destroying’, ‘exterminating’. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 present an overview
of thewords usedwithin Kings to express these concepts. Thewords in each
language are arranged alphabetically: the entries occurring across from one
another do not indicate translation equivalents.

There are considerably more Hebrew than Syriac verbs to express the
concepts of destruction and extermination, but several more Syriac nouns
than Hebrew nouns.

Table 5.3: Verbs for ‘killing’ and ‘destruction’ in Kings

דבא [>BD] ‘perish’; Hiphil, ‘destroy’ ܕܒܐ [>BD] ‘perish’; Aphel, ‘destroy’
זזב [BZZ] ‘spoil, plunder, take as spoil’ ܙܒ [BZ] ‘spoil, take spoil, plunder’
רזג [GZR] ‘cut’ ܓ [GL>] Pael, ‘lead or go into
הלג [GLH] ‘go into exile’ captivity’
גרה [HRG] ‘kill’ ܠܒܚ [XBL] ‘twist, write’; Pael, ‘destroy’
סרה [HRS] ‘throw down, tear down’ ܒܪܚ [XRB] ‘lay waste’
ברח [XRB] I ‘dry up, be desolate’; Hiphil, ܕܩܝ [JQD] Aphel, ‘consume with fire’
‘dry up, make desolate, lay waste’ ܬܘܡ [MWT] ‘die’; Aphel, ‘cause to die’
ברח [XRB] II ‘smite down, slaughter’ ܐܚܡ [MX>] ‘strike, wound’
םרח [XRM] Hiphil, ‘banish’ ܣܟܢ [NKS] ‘slay, kill’
ץרח [XRY] ‘determine destruction, pass ܦܚܣ [SXP] ‘overturn, demolish, defeat’
judgment’ ܕܢܥ [<ND] ‘depart, be taken away’
שׁרי [JRC] ‘subdue’; Hiphil, ‘drive away’ ܩܣܦ [PSQ] ‘cut, cut off, pass sentence’
הבכ [KBH] ‘be extinguished’ ܕܩܦ [PQD] ‘give charge, depart, die’
תרכ [KRT] ‘cut, exterminate’ ܠܛܩ [QVL] ‘kill, slay’
תתכ [KTT] Piel, ‘crush to pieces’
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תומ [MWT] ‘die’; Hiphil, ‘kill’
החמ [MXH] ‘wipe, destroy’
הכנ [NKH] Hiphil, ‘strike’
בצק [QYB] ‘cut off ’
ץצק [QYY] Piel, ‘cut to bits’
חצר [RYX] ‘kill’
תבשׁ [CBT] Hiphil, ‘cause to cease’
טחשׁ [CXV] ‘slaughter’
תחשׁ [CXT] ‘ruin, spoil’
דמשׁ [CMD] ‘exterminate’
הסשׁ [CSH] ‘spoil, plunder’
שׂפת [TPF] ‘seize, capture’

Table 5.4: Nouns for ‘killing’ and ‘destruction’ in Kings

זב [BZ] ‘(act of) spoiling, booty, ܙܐܘܙܒ [BZWZ>] ‘spoiler, destroyer’
spoil’ ܐܬܙܒ [BZT>] ‘prey, spoil, robbery, spoiling’
ללח [XLL] ‘pierced, slain one’ ܐܬܘܡ [MWT>] ‘death’
תומ [MWT] ‘death’ ܐܢܬܘܡ [MWTN>] ‘plague, mortality, slaughter’

תיחשׁמ [MCXJT] ‘destroyer, ܐܢܠܒܚܡ [MXBLN>] ‘destroying, plundering’
destruction’ ܘܛܩ [QVWL>] ‘slayer, nurderer’
ןופדשׁ [CDPWN] ‘scorching’ ܐܦܩܘܫ [CWQP>] ‘beating, slaughter, blow’

In the following paragraphs first we treat caseswhere one Syriac term covers
more than one Hebrew term (section 2.1). Second, we look at cases where
a single Hebrew root has more than one Syriac correspondence (section
2.2). Finally, a list is provided of correspondences which—probably due
to their infrequency—manifest no variation (section 2.3). Summary and
conclusions are presented at the end (section 2.4).

2.1. One Syriac Term Covers More Than One Hebrew Term

In the process of translation, several more or less synonymous terms in the
source language can be rendered by a single term in the target language.
Frequently a single Syriac term corresponds to a variety of Hebrew terms,
thus providing some indication of the range of meaning covered by the
Syriac term.

Inother cases, the corresponding clauses in the twoversions each contain
a verb which syntactically corresponds to the verb occurring in the other
version, while the two verbs themselves are not related semantically. Such
cases where the overlap in semantic fields is questionable often have an
exegetical or text-historical background. These are of particular interest and
will be included in the discussion.
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In the lists below verbs and nouns corresponding to a particular Syriac
item are arranged alphabetically. However, in the discussion of the individ-
ual terms we will follow a logical order, as follows:

– consistent parallelism, no semantic shift involved
→ Syriac offers a standard translation equivalent

– no semantic shift involved but Hebrew normally translated differently
→ explanation (literary-exegetical)

– consistent parallelism but semantic shift involved
→ Syriac offers a standard translation equivalent

– semantic shift involved and Hebrew normally translated differently
→ explanation (literary-exegetical)

One Syriac item will be treated at a time.

2.1.1. Hebrew Terms Corresponding to ܕܒܐ Aphel

דבא [>BD] 1× Qal, ‘perish’;48 2× Piel, ܕܒܐ [>BD] Aphel, ‘destroy’
‘destroy’;49 2× Hiphil, ‘destroy’50

1× הלג [GLH] Hiphil, ‘go into exile’51
1× םרח [XRM] Hiphil, ‘banish’52
5× שׁרי [JRC] Hiphil, ‘drive away’53
1× הבכ [KBH] Qal, ‘be extinguished’54
5× תרכ [KRT] Hiphil, ‘cut off, exterminate’55
1× החמ [MXH] Qal, ‘wipe, blot out’56
6× דמשׁ [CMD] Hiphil, ‘exterminate’57

48 2Kgs 9:8 (1st).
49 2Kgs 11:1; 13:7.
50 2Kgs 10:19; 24:2.
51 2Kgs 17:11.
52 1Kgs 9:21.
53 1Kgs 14:24; 21:26; 2Kgs 16:3; 17:8; 21:2.
54 2Kgs 22:17.
55 1Kgs 9:7; 14:10, 14; 21:21; 2Kgs 9:8.
56 2Kgs 21:13. Whether in this verse ܕܒܐ is to be seen as formally corresponding to החמ is

a matter of discussion, see section 2.1.3.2.
57 1Kgs 13:34; 15:29; 16:12; 2Kgs 10:17, 28; 21:9.
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2.1.1.1. ܕܒܐ Aphel Matches All Occurrences of שׁרי Hiphil58 and דמשׁ Hiphil59

2.1.1.2. ܕܒܐ Aphel Matches Most Occurrences of דבא Piel and Hiphil,60 and of
תרכ Hiphil61

The Peshitta offers ܕܒܐ Aphel where תרכ Hiphil refers to exterminating
(members of) a dynasty62 or a nation.63 In the remaining instances of תרכ ,
when the object is animate, the Peshitta has ܠܛܩ .64

The high frequency of correspondence and the overlap in semantic fields
argue for considering ܕܒܐ to be a standard translation equivalent of the
Hebrew verbs mentioned.

There are two exceptional renderings of דבא which seem to be stylistic
and exegetical in nature:

– In 2Kgs 19:18 the Peshitta offers ܕܩܝ Aphel for דבא Piel. The divergence
is probably best explained as a levelling with the first occurrence of
ܕܩܝ in the same verse ( ܐܪܘܢܒܘܕܩܘܐ for שׁאבונתנ ).65

– In 2Kgs 21:3 the phrase והיקזחדבַּאִרשׁאתומבהתא is rendered as ܐܬܘܠܥ̈

ܐܝܩܙܚܪܩܥܕ . In the Peshitta ܪܩܥ occurs as a standard equivalent of
ץתנ , ‘break, pull down’, which in the Masoretic text of Kings is used

particularly to denote the destruction of cultic objects and edifices.66
In 2Kgs 23:8, 12, 15 ܐܬܘܠܥ̈ / ܐܬܘܠܥܪܩܥ , ‘break down the high place(s)’,
renders תומב / המבץתנ . The rendering of the expression תומבדבַּאִ in
2Kgs 21:3 fits in with the idiom frequently occurring in 2Kings 23.67

In the remaining instances, the rendering with ܕܒܐ Aphel invites discus-
sion either because the corresponding Hebrew verb is usually translated
differently or because the rendering entails a remarkable semantic shift in
relation to the Hebrew.

58 Objects: ‘the nations’ in 1Kgs 14:24; 2Kgs 16:3; 17:8; 21:2; ‘the Amorites’ in 1Kgs 21:26.
59 Objects: ‘house of Jeroboam’ in 1Kgs 13:34; 15:29; ‘house of Baasha’ in 1Kgs 16:12; ‘all who

were left of Ahab’ in 2Kgs 10:17; ‘Baal’ in 2Kgs 10:28; ‘the nations’ in 2Kgs 21:9.
60 Objects: ‘Baal’s servants’ in 2Kgs 10:19; ‘the seed royal’ in 2Kgs 11:1; the suffix refers to

troops in 2Kgs 13:7; ‘Judah’ in 2Kgs 24:2.
61 For the objects involved, see the following two notes.
62 Objects: ‘every male belonging to Jeroboam’ in 1Kgs 14:10; ‘the house of Jeroboam’ in

1Kgs 14:14; ‘every male belonging to Ahab’ in 1Kgs 21:21; 2Kgs 9:8.
63 Object: ‘Israel’ 1Kgs 9:7.
64 1Kgs 11:16; 18:4.
65 See section 2.2.
66 In 2Kgs 10:27 (2×); 11:18; 23:7, 8, 12, 15.
67 Note that in 2Kgs 23:10, 13 p uses ܪܩܥ where mt has אמט Piel in corresponding position.

Here, too, p preferred the more specific verb ܪܩܥ to a more literal rendering of the Hebrew.
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2.1.1.3. ܕܒܐ Aphel Corresponds to דבא Qal

2Kgs 9:8

ܐܬܣܐܒܢܐܬܕܒܚܕܒܘܐܘܒܚܐܕܗܬܝܒܗܠܟܕܒܘܐܘ

‘and I will destroy all the house of Ahab, and I will destroy for Ahab those who
piss against the wall’

ריקבןיתשׁמבאחאליתרכהובאחאתיבלכדבאו
‘and the whole house of Ahab shall perish: and I will cut off for Ahab him that
pisses against the wall’

The first ܕܒܐ Aphel in this text matches דבא Qal. In vv. 7–10, yhwh an-
nounces that he is about to destroy Ahab’s dynasty. Apparently, the Peshitta
construed דבא as a Hiphil first person singular דבִאֹ . This interpretation is
quite understandable in view of the use of first person in the immedi-
ate context, and therefore it is not surprising that it is also reflected in
Targum Jonathan and Vulgate. There is no reason to assume interdepen-
dence between the versions here.68 The parallelism between the first and
second ܕܒܘܐ in 2Kgs 9:8 is a matter of coincidence, because elsewhere in
the Peshitta ܕܒܐ Aphel is employed as an equivalent of both דבא Hiphil and

תרכ Hiphil.

2.1.1.4. ܕܒܐ Aphel Corresponds to הלג Hiphil

2Kgs 17:11

btr ܕܒܘܐܕܐܡܡ̈ܥܟܝܐܢܘܗܝܡܕܩܢܡܐܝܪܡ

‘as the peoples whom the Lord destroyed from before them’

9a1 ܢܘܗܝܡܕܩܢܡܐܝܪܡܝܠܓܕܐܡܡ̈ܥܟܝܐ

‘as the peoples whom the Lord exiled from before them’

םהינפמהוהיהלגהרשׁאםיוגכ
‘as the nations whom yhwh carried away before them’

In 9a1 of our verse, and also elsewhere in Kings, the Peshitta renders הלג

Hiphil as ܝܠܓ Pael.69 The divergent rendering in the btr can be explained
as a harmonization with v. 8 of the same chapter where ܕܒܘܐ renders שׁירוה ,
in accordance with the normal practice in the Peshitta of Kings.70

68 lxx (B) is irrelevant here because καὶ ἐκ χειρὸς, ‘at the hand of (the whole house of
Ahab)’, indicates that דימו was read instead of דבאו of mt.

69 2Kgs 15:29; 16:9; 17:6, 26, 27, 28, 33; 18:11; 24:14, 15; 25:11.
70 See section 2.1.1.5.
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2.1.1.5. ܕܒܐ Aphel Corresponds to הבכ Qal
In the following text, the form ܢܘܟܕܒܘܐܘ , ‘and I will destroy you’, parallels

הבכתאלו , ‘and it (my wrath) will not be extinguished’:

2Kgs 22:17

p btr
ܐܢܗܐܪܬܐܒܝܙܓܘܪܦܣܢ

ܐܝܪܡܪܡܐ

ܢܘܟܕܒܘܐܘ

‘my wrath will burn against this place (btr + says the Lord) and I will destroy
you’

הבכתאלוהזהםוקמביתמחהתצנו
‘and my wrath shall be kindled against this place, and shall not be quenched’

These phrases comprise the conclusion of yhwh’s pronouncement of doom
upon Jerusalem and its inhabitants in vv. 16–17. Syriac ܢܘܟܕܒܘܐܘ is a free
rendering of the phrase הבכתאלו that aptly captures its purport: that yhwh’s
wrath against Jerusalem and its inhabitants will not be extinguishedmeans
that he will destroy the city. The second masc pl suffix ܢܘܟ is surprising,
for in the pronouncement of doom in vv. 16–17 yhwh refers to Jerusalem
and its habitants in the third person.71 As the verb הבכ does not appear else-
where in Kings, we do not know whether the Peshitta would have provided
different, more literal renderings in other instances. In fact, Syriac has an
appropriate equivalent at its disposal, namely, the verb ܟܥܕ Peal, which
covers the same semantic field as הבכ , ‘be extinguished’. In other biblical
books ܟܥܕ Peal is frequently employed to render הבכ .72 Though improb-
able, it cannot be ruled out that the translator of Kings was not familiar
with הבכ and resorted to inferring the meaning of הבכתאלו from the con-
text.

Unlike 2Kgs 22:17, the parallel passage in 2Chr 34:25 offers a literal trans-
lation, ܟܥܕܬܘ . In literature originally written in Syriac, instances of

ܟܥܕ accompanied by subjects such as ܐܚܘܪ , ‘spirit, wind’, and ܐܪܒܣ , ‘hope’,

71 Though not present in the Hebrew text at this point, person, number, and gender shifts
occur frequently in mt in cases where the referent remains unchanged. See Glanz, Who is
Speaking? Who is Addressed? In chapter 5, section 1.2.2.3.1.2, Glanz discusses the following
shifts in person: third masc pl to secondmasc pl (Jer 11:18; 12:13; 17:1; 44:27–29 ), third masc sg
to second masc sg (Jer 22:24), third fem sg to second fem sg (Jer 50:23–24). A shift from sg to
pl when referring to a collective, such as a people, nation, or country occurs frequently (for
example, Jer 2:20; 6:23; 7:28; 24:5–6; 49:23, 31; 51:64). Because Glanz’s work is on Jeremiah, all
examples provided are from that book, but such shifts are not limited to Jeremiah.

72 For instance, in Lev 6:5, 6; 1Sam 3:3; Isa 34:10; 2Chr 34:25 (|| 2Kgs 22:17).
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testify to a similar metaphorical use as in 2Kgs 22:17.73 In view of this, it is
unlikely that the translator refrained from rendering the metaphor literally
because that would result in unintelligible Syriac.

It is more plausible to assume that the Syriac rendering ܢܘܟܕܒܘܐܘ refers
back to 2Kgs 21:13.74 Like 2Kgs 22:17, this verse makes up part of yhwh’s pro-
nouncement of doom upon Jerusalem and Judah through the mouth of his
prophets (vv. 11–15). The Masoretic text reads: ‘I will wipe out Jerusalem as
one wipes out a dish; one wipes it out and turns it upside down.’ In the ren-
dering of the Peshitta, the simile is replaced by plain language: ‘I will strike
Jerusalem and destroy her’ ( ܗܝܕܒܘܐܘ ).75 It is conceivable that in 2Kgs 22:17
the Peshitta chose to render הבכתאלו with ܢܘܟܕܒܘܐܘ to establish a link
with the rendering of the kindred passage in 2Kgs 21:3, where ܗܝܕܒܘܐܘ is
found.

2.1.1.6. ܕܒܐ Aphel Corresponds to םרח Hiphil

1Kgs 9:21

ܢܒܘܚܟܫܐܘ
̈
ܢܘܢܐܘܕܒܘܡܠܠܝܪܣܝܐܝ

‘and the Israelites could not destroy them’

םמירחהללארשׂיינבולכיאלרשׁא
‘on whom [that is, the children of the original inhabitants of Canaan] the
Israelites could not enforce the curse of destruction’76

The ad sensum translation of the Peshitta amounts to a simplification. In
2Kgs 19:11 the other instance of םרח Hiphil inKings is renderedby ܒܪܚ Aphel,
‘destroy, lay waste’.

2.1.2. Hebrew Terms Corresponding to ܒܪܚ

1× היה [HJH] Qal, ‘be’77 ܒܪܚ [XRB] Peal, Aphel, ‘lay waste,
destroy’; Ethpeel, ‘be slain, be cut
down, be brought to destruction’

1× ברח [XRB] I Hiphil, ‘dry up, make
desolate, lay waste’78

2× ברח [XRB] II Niphal, ‘be
slaughtered’79

1× םרח [XRM] Hiphil, ‘banish’80

73 Thesaurus Syriacus, 931.
74 See section 2.1.3.2 for a full treatment of this text.
75 For a discussion of the first part of the pronouncement, see chapter 8, section 1.32.
76 Translation Mulder, 1Kings, 489–490. Cf. THAT I, 636 (C. Brekelmans).
77 1Kgs 11:15.
78 2Kgs 19:17.
79 Both in 2Kgs 3:23.
80 2Kgs 19:11.
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15× הכנ [NKH] Hiphil, ‘strike’81
1× תחשׁ [CXT] Piel, ‘ruin, destroy’82
2× Hiphil, ‘ruin, destroy’83
1× שׂפת [TPF] Qal, ‘seize, capture’84

Except for the initial and final Hebrew verbs listed above, the verb ܒܪܚ (Peal,
Ethpeel, Aphel) has some semantic overlap with the Hebrew verb in a cor-
responding position in the Masoretic text. We first discuss the correspon-
dences with semantic overlap.

2.1.2.1. ܒܪܚ Corresponds to ברח I and ברח II
In 2Kgs 19:17 the Peshitta renders ברח I Hiphil, ‘dry up, make desolate, lay
waste’, by its Syriac cognate ܒܪܚ Aphel. From a semantic point of view these
verbs roughlymatch: both refer to the destruction of nations and their lands
by the kings of Assyria. In 2Kgs 19:24, the only other occurrence of ברח I
Hiphil inKings, the Peshitta renders ܫܒܝ Aphel, ‘dry up, shrivel’. Thenature of
the object, that is, rivers, may have led the Peshitta to choose amore specific
rendering here.

The interpretation of the phrase םיכלמהוברחנברחה in 2Kgs 3:23 is a
moot point. In the Masoretic text ברחה is vocalized as ברֵחֳהָ , a Hophal
infinitive absolute of ברח I. When וברחנ is understood as a Niphal perfect
of the same verb,85 this verb form, the Hophal infinitive absolute ברֵחֳהָ ,
and the subject םיכלמה together do not make sense: ‘and the kings were
made utterly desolate’. Therefore, it has been proposed86 to point ברחה as a
Niphal infinitive absolute ( ברֵחֳהֵ ) and toderive both this formand וברחנ from

ברח II, ‘slaughter’, which is a denominative of ברֶחֶ , ‘sword’. In that case,
the phrase may be translated as ‘the kings were utterly slaughtered’. In
rendering this phrase the Peshitta employed ܒܪܚ Ethpeel, ‘be slain, cut
down’: ܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܒܪܚܬܐܘܒܪܚܬܡ , ‘the kings have indeed been cut down’. The
adequate translationmay result from the translator’s acquaintancewith the
fact that the Hebrew root ברח can also denote ‘slaughter’ (= ברח II). The
alternative is that the translator derived the forms וברחנ and ברחה from ברח I,
‘lay waste’, and rendered these ad sensum.

81 1Kgs 15:20; 20:21; 2Kgs 3:19, 24 (2×), 25; 8:21; 10:11, 17, 25 (2×); 14:7, 10 (2×); 15:16.
82 2Kgs 19:12.
83 Both in 2Kgs 18:25.
84 2Kgs 14:7.
85 For the difference in conjugationbetween the inf abs and themain verb seeGesenius—

Kautzsch, Hebrew Grammar, § 113w; Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, § 123p.
86 Thus KBL 329b; HALAT 335b; Burney, Notes, 271; Gray, I & IIKings, 433, n. b.
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2.1.2.2. ܒܪܚ Corresponds to םרח Hiphil
Of the two occurrences of םרח Hiphil in Kings, the one in 2Kgs 19:11 is ren-
dered by ܒܪܚ Aphel. The semantic fields of these verbs partially overlap. The
other occurrence of םרח Hiphil, in 1Kgs 9:21,87 is rendered as ܕܒܐ Aphel. This
does not permit us to tell whether the Syriac rendering ܢܝܢܐ̈ܘܒܪܚܐܘ (btr;
9a1 ܢܝܢܐ̈ܘܒܪܚܐܕ ) in 2Kgs 19:11 represents a text-historical or exegetical
departure from םמירחהל of the Masoretic text. In 2Kgs 19:17 and in other
biblical books ܒܪܚ Peal corresponds to ברח I Hiphil.88 This might suggest
that in 2Kgs 19:11 the translator read םבירחהל instead of םמירחהל . On the
other hand, outside of Kings there are instances where ܒܪܚ Peal corre-
sponds to םרח Hiphil in the Masoretic text.89 Even though a few of these
might reflect a variant reading in the Hebrew Vorlage of the Peshitta vis-
à-vis the Masoretic text (interchange of Beth and Mem), it is unlikely that
they all do. It is more probable, therefore, that in 2Kgs 19:11 ܒܪܚ Aphel,
‘destroy, lay waste’, was chosen in view of the object being destroyed, that
is, lands.

2.1.2.3. ܒܪܚ Aphel Corresponds to תחשׁ Hiphil
In 2Kgs 18:25 (2×) ܒܪܚ Aphel matches תחשׁ Hiphil, ‘ruin, spoil’, and in 2Kgs
19:12 ܒܪܚ Pealmatches תחשׁ Piel, ‘ruin, spoil’. The two remaining occurrences
of תחשׁ , both of them Hiphil and occurring in nearly identical phrases, are
rendered in the Peshitta by ܠܒܚ Pael, ‘destroy’.90 In 2Kgs 23:13 the same
root is recognizable in the rendering ܐܢܠܒܚܡܐܪܘܛ for תיחשׁמהרה , ‘Mount
of the Destroyer’. The fact that in 2Kings 18–19 ܒܪܚ Aphel is favoured as
an equivalent of תחשׁ Hiphil is significant in view of the recurrent use of
the verb in these chapters. Thus ܒܪܚ can be seen to correspond to various
Hebrew verbs in the Masoretic text:

– תחשׁ Hiphil in 2Kgs 18:25 [2×]; Piel in 2Kgs 19:12
– םרח Hiphil in 2Kgs 19:11
– ברח I Hiphil in 2Kgs19:17

In these instances, the objects governed by ܒܪܚ (Peal, Aphel) refer to lands
and / or nations (the manuscripts exhibit variation in 2Kgs 19:12, 17). Possi-
bly, then, the Peshitta chose ܒܪܚ as an equivalent to have a greater unifor-
mity of expression or to create a thematic connection. However, the Peshitta

87 See section 2.1.1.6.
88 Isa 51:10; Jer 51:36; Ezek 19:7; Zeph 3:6.
89 Thus 5× in Deuteronomy (3:6 [2×]; 13:16; 20:17 [2×]); also in Josh 2:10; Isa 11:15.
90 2Kgs 8:19; 13:23.
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does not show a tendency towards uniformity in the verbal stem formations
used in these instances of ܒܪܚ .91

2.1.2.4. ܒܪܚ Corresponds to הכנ Hiphil
In the Peshitta of Kings הכנ Hiphil is matched primarily by three different
verbs: ܒܪܚ , ܐܚܡ , and ܠܛܩ .92 Where the Peshitta offers ܒܪܚ for הכנ Hiphil,
the Hebrew verb is used in the following, mainly figurative, senses: ‘strike
dead’,93 ‘attack, defeat, inflict loss’,94 and ‘destroy’.95

2.1.2.5. ܒܪܚ Lacks Semantic Overlap with the CorrespondingWord
In two instances there is no semantic overlap between ܒܪܚ Peal and the
Hebrew verb appearing in the Masoretic text in corresponding position.

In the following text, ܒܪܚ Peal corresponds to היה , ‘be’:

1Kgs 11:15

ܡܘܕܕܝܘܕܒܪܚܕܟܘ ‘and when David had laid waste to Edom’
םודאתאדודתויהביהיו ‘and when David was in Edom’

lxx B καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι Δαυεὶδ τὸν Ἐδὼμ
Ant. καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἐξολοθρεύειν Δαυὶδ τον Ἐδὼμ

‘and it happened when David destroyed Edom’
tj vg = mt

As already mentioned, elsewhere in the Peshitta of Kings instances of ܒܪܚ

Peal and הכנ Hiphil correspond frequently.96 As the difference between
תויהב and תוכהב is one letter only, it is likely that the latter verb form was

read by the translator in his Hebrew exemplar. There are good reasons to
assume that תויהב of the Masoretic text does not represent the original
Hebrew here. The Hebrew expression תאהיה , ‘be with, stand by’, which
occurs several times in the Masoretic text,97 does not fit well in the context.
If the clause means to say that David was in Edom, one would expect to
find the preposition ,ב which often occurs with היה to indicate location.98
Moreover, important witnesses as the Septuagint and the Peshitta may

91 Peal 2Kgs 19:12 (except 6h18 8a1), 17; Aphel 2Kgs 18:25 (2×); 19:11, 12 (only 6h18 8a1). The
semantic difference between these patterns is unclear.

92 For an extensive treatment of verbs corresponding to הכנ , see section 2.2.2.
93 2Kgs 10:11, 17; 25 (2×).
94 2Kgs 3:24 (2×); 8:21; 14:7 (‘he smote Edom in the Valley of Salt, ten thousand’).
95 1Kgs 15:20; 20:21; 2Kgs 3:19, 25; 15:16 (2nd).
96 See section 2.2.2.
97 For instance, in Gen 21:20; 39:2, 21; Josh 6:27; Judg 1:19.
98 Mulder, 1Kings, 567.
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reflect another Hebrew text. The Vorlage of the Septuagint probably read
תירכהב . Taken as a nota obiecti, תא fits in smoothly with the forms תוכהב and
תירכהב alike.

The Hebrew presupposed by the Peshitta agrees with the wording of
2Sam 8:13, where in all likelihood reference is made to the same events:

םראתאותוכהמ in that verse is probably to be emended to םודאתאותוכהמ .99
In light of the above, either the Septuagint or the Peshitta may reflect the

original Hebrew in 1Kgs 11:15. TheHebrewpresupposed by the Syriac of 1Kgs
11:15 looks suspiciously like a harmonization with 2Sam 8:13. Therefore, the
Septuagint reading is more likely to reflect the original Hebrew. תירכהב also
gains in probability as the original reading in light of a close parallel in 1Kgs
18:4:

1Kgs 11:15 (reconstruction)

םודאתאדודתירכהביהיו
‘and it happened, when David smote Edom’

1Kgs 18:4

הוהייאיבנלבזיאתירכהביהיו
‘and it happened, when Jezebel smote the prophets of yhwh’

Note that the Peshitta did not hesitate to render הכנ in two different ways
within a single verse: a few words later in 1Kgs 11:15, it offers ܐܪܟܕܠܟܠܛܩܘ

ܡܘܕܐܒ , ‘he killed every male in Edom’, for םודאברכזלכךיו , ‘and he smote
every male in Edom’.

The second text where the corresponding verbs lack semantic overlap is
the following:

2Kgs 14:7

ܥܠܣܠܗܒܪܚܘ

‘and he (that is, Amaziah) destroyed Sela’

עלסהתאשׂפתו
‘and he captured Sela’

All other occurrences of שׂפת Qal in Kings are rendered by the verb ܕܚܐ

Peal,100 including instances where the object refers to a town,101 as is the

99 The reading ‘Edom’ is supported by lxx in 2Kgdms 8:13: ἐπάταξεν τὴν Ἰδουμαίαν. p, too,
offers ‘Edom’: ܡܘܕܐܘܗܐܚܡܕܪܬܒܢܡ , but since in p ‘Aram’ is usually replaced by ‘Edom’,
the Syriac is of little text-critical value here.

100 1Kgs 11:30; 13:4; 18:40 (2×); 20:18 (2×); 2Kgs 7:12; 10:14 (2×); 14:13; 16:9; 18:13; 25:6.
101 2Kgs 16:9 ‘Damascus’; 18:13 ‘all of Judah’s fortified cities’.
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case in the verse under consideration. As ܒܪܚ Peal and שׂפת Qal belong to
different semantic fields, the rendering in 2Kgs 14:7 is to be interpreted as
an intentional deviation from theHebrew. Earlier in the verse, the same verb
ܒܪܚ Peal is used to render הכנ Hiphil:

2Kgs 14:7

ܐܒܪܩܒܥܠܣܠܗܒܪܚܘܢܝܦܠܐ̈ܢܝܣܥܚܠܡܓܒܡܘܕܒܪܚܘܗܘ

‘and he destroyed Edom in Gamlah, twenty thousand, and destroyed Sela in
battle’

המחלמבעלסהתאשׂפתוםיפלאתרשׂעחלמהאיגבםודאתאהכהאוה
‘he slew Edom in the valley of salt, ten thousand, and took Sela in battle’

The Peshitta apparently adjusted the rendering of שׂפתו to that of הכה . In
Kings ܒܪܚ Peal occurs frequently as a translation equivalent of הכנ Hiphil.102
In the Peshitta, the equivalent chosen and the duplication of the number of
Edomites killed amplify the extent of Edom’s defeat.103

2.1.3. Hebrew Terms Corresponding to ܐܚܡ

1× החמ [MXH] Qal, ‘wipe, blot out ܐܚܡ [MX>] Peal, ‘strike, beat, wound’
(name, memory)’104

1× עגנ [NG<] Piel, ‘touch, injure, hurt’105
40× הכנ [NKH] Hiphil, ‘strike’106
1× no correspondence107

2.1.3.1. ܐܚܡ Corresponds to הכנ Hiphil
Of the 43 occurrences of the verb ܐܚܡ in Kings, 40 are matched by הכנ

Hiphil.108 The two instances where ܐܚܡ corresponds to verbs other than
הכנ are treated below.

102 See further section 2.2.2.
103 See also Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 139.
104 2Kgs 21:13.
105 2Kgs 15:5.
106 1Kgs 14:15; 15:29; 16:10, 11; 20:21, 35 (2×), 37 (2×); 22:24, 34; 2Kgs 2:8, 14; 6:18 (2×), 21 (2×),

22 (2×); 8:28, 29; 9:7, 15, 24; 10:32; 12:22; 13:17, 18 (2×), 19 (3×), 25; 15:10, 14, 16, 30; 18:8; 25:21, 25.
107 2Kgs 23:29 btr only: the verb occurs in a longer stretch of additional material in p. See

chapter 13, section 2.
108 See further section 2.2.2.
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2.1.3.2. ܐܚܡ Corresponds to החמ Qal

2Kgs 21:13

9a1 p btr

ܐܚܡܐܘ ܗܝܚܡܐܘ

ܗܠܟܠܛܡܗܝܕܒܘܐܘܡܠܫܪܘ

ܐܬܫܝܒ ܐܬܘܦܢܛ

ܐܕܘܗܝܒܐܫܢܡܕܒܥܕ

9a1 ‘and I will strike Jerusalem and destroy her because of all the evil that Man-
asseh did in Judah’

btr ‘and I will strike her—Jerusalem—and destroy her because of all the abomi-
nation that Manasseh did in Judah’

הינפלעךפהוהחמתחלצהתאהחמירשׁאכםלשׁוריתאיתיחמו
‘and I will wipe out Jerusalem as one wipes out a dish; one wipes it out and
turns it upside down.’

The Hebrew text uses the image of wiping a dish clean and turning it
upside down to express the measure of destruction yhwh will bring upon
Jerusalem. In the Peshitta, the image of the dish is not employed, but its
tenor is conveyed: ‘I will strike Jerusalem and destroy her.’ The root ܐܚܡ

underlying the form ܐܚܡܐܘ (btr ܗܝܚܡܐܘ ) graphically resembles the
Hebrew verb החמ , ‘wipe’, appearing in corresponding position. Where the
Masoretic text continues with a second occurrence of the verb החמ , ‘wipe’,
the Peshitta uses a different verb for destruction, ܕܒܐ : ܗܝܕܒܘܐܘ , ‘and I will
destroy her’. Since the images used in the two versions diverge from one
another with the choice of rendering of the first verb, one cannot say with
any certainty that the second verb in Syriac ܕܒܐ , ‘destroy’, was intended
to render the second occurrence of החמ , ‘wipe’. Due to the graphic resem-
blance, however, the first pair corresponds formally. In 2Kgs 14:27, the only
other text in Kings where the root החמ occurs, the verb is translated using
a root with semantic overlap with החמ , namely, ܐܛܥ , ‘blot out, efface’. Pre-
sumably, in 2Kgs 21:13 the translator consciously omitted the simile fromhis
translation, either because hehimself did not perceive it109or for fear that his
audience might not understand it. A similar tendency to forestall potential
unclarities is also noticeable elsewhere in the Peshitta of Kings. 2Kgs 21:13 is
also an example of the tendency to preserve the word image of the Hebrew
while deviating from the literal sense.110

109 Thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 203.
110 See chapter 8, section 1.32.
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2.1.3.3. ܐܚܡ Corresponds to עגנ Piel
In the Masoretic text of 2Kgs 15:5 yhwh is reported to have smitten King
Azariah with leprosy: ‘yhwh struck the king so that he was a leper’. The
verb expressing the act of striking is עגנ Piel, ‘touch’. In the other two places
where עגנ Piel is found (Gen 12:17; 2Chr 26:20), it is likewise used to indicate
yhwh’s striking someone with illness. In all three instances the Peshitta
has ܐܚܡ . In Kings there are several occurrences of ܐܚܡ being used in the
sense of inflicting injury to mind or body.111 Therefore it may be considered
a semantically adequate equivalent of עגנ Piel.

2.1.4. Hebrew Terms Corresponding to ܩܣܦ

3× רזג [GZR] Qal, ‘cut’112 ܩܣܦ [PSQ] Peal, ‘cut, cut off, pass sentence’
1× ץרח [XRY] Qal, ‘pass judgment’113
6× תרכ [KRT] Qal, ‘cut, exterminate’114
1× תתכ [KTT] Piel, ‘crush to pieces’115
1× חקל [LQX] Qal, ‘take’116
1× בצק [QYB] Qal, ‘cut off ’117
2× ץצק [QYY] Piel, ‘cut to bits’118

2.1.4.1. ܩܣܦ Corresponds to a Verb Meaning ‘Cutting’
Five of the sevenHebrew verbsmatching occurrences of ܩܣܦ in the Peshitta
of Kings denote the physical act of cutting something. The verbs are con-
strued with various objects: a child,119 trees,120 wooden images,121 and metal
objects.122 Similar objects can be found to occur with different verbs.123 The
semantic fields of these Hebrew verbs seem to overlap, at least partially. As
the basic meaning of ܩܣܦ , ‘cut’, absorbs the semantic range of each of these
verbs, there is no reason to assume that theVorlage of the Peshitta contained

111 Physical injury: 1Kgs 16:10; 2Kgs 8:29; 9:15; 12:22; 15:10, 14, 30; 25:21, 25; phantoms 2Kgs
6:18 (2×). The Hebrew verb matching these instances of ܐܚܡ is mostly הכנ Hiphil.

112 1Kgs 3:25, 26; 2Kgs 6:4.
113 1Kgs 20:40.
114 6×: 1Kgs 5:20 (2×); 15:13; 2Kgs 18:4; 19:23; 23:14.
115 2Kgs 18:4.
116 2Kgs 6:2.
117 2Kgs 6:6.
118 2Kgs 16:17; 24:13.
119 1Kgs 3:25, 26 ( דלי ).
120 1Kgs 5:20 (2×; 1st םיזרא ; 2nd םיצע ); 2Kgs 6:4 ( םיצע ), 6 ( ץע ); 19:23 ( ויזרא , וישׁרב ).
121 1Kgs 15:13 ( הרשׁאלתצלפמ ); 2Kgs 18:4 ( הרשׁאה ); 23:14 ( םירשׁאה ).
122 2Kgs 16:17 ( תורגסמה ); 18:4 ( תשׁחנהשׁחנ ); 24:13 ( בהזהילכ ).
123 Trees: with רזג 2Kgs 6:4; with תרכ 1Kgs 5:20 (2×); 2Kgs 19:23; with בצק 2Kgs 6:6; metal

objects: with תתכ 2Kgs 18:4; with ץצק Piel 2Kgs 16:17; 24:13.
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readings different from those in theMasoretic text. The translator’s motives
for rendering various Hebrew verbs by a single Syriac equivalent may have
been purely lexical.124 Even where cognates were available in Syriac, their
semantic ranges may have made them unsuitable equivalents. Thus, Syriac
ܪܙܓ has the specific meaning ‘circumcise’, rendering it unfit as a translation

of the Hebrew cognate רזג .125

2.1.4.2. ܩܣܦ Corresponds to ץרח Qal
In 1Kgs 20:40 the meaning ‘decide, decree’, another aspect of the semantic
field of ܩܣܦ , is manifest in the rendering of the expression טשׁפמץרח , ‘pass
judgment’, as ܐܢܝܕܩܣܦ . Two other occurrences where ץרח has the meaning
‘decide’ are likewise translated by ܩܣܦ .126

2.1.4.3. ܩܣܦ Corresponds to חקל Qal
In 2Kgs 6:2 החקנו , ‘let us take (each a beam from there)’, is rendered in Syriac
by ܩܘܣܦܢܘ , ‘let us cut down (each a beam from there)’, thus making the
actionmore specific andharmonizing itwith v. 4: ܘܩܣܦܘ , ‘and they cut down
(trees)’, for ורזגו , ‘and they cut down (trees)’.

2.1.4.4. ܩܣܦ Corresponds to ץצק Piel
Because the Peshitta employs ܩܣܦ to render a variety a Hebrew verbs for
cutting, the instances where Syriac uses another verb are the more conspic-
uous. In 2Kgs 18:16 the Syriac verb corresponding to ץצק is ܦܠܩ rather than

ܩܣܦ , which is used to render the two other instances of ץצק in Kings. The
passage mentions the stripping of the doors and posts of the temple hall
by Hezekiah, who had plated ( הפצ Piel) them himself. The opposition to

הפצ Piel makes it clear that ץצק is to be understood in the sense of stripping.
The Peshitta, like Targum Jonathan ( ףילק Pael), employed a verb expressing
the more specific meaning ‘scrape off, strip’.127 In the other occurrences of

ץצק in Kings, the context does not require that the verb be understood in
the same sense. Here the Peshitta and Targum Jonathan employed ܩܣܦ and

ץיצק Pael, respectively.

124 In the Pentateuch the situation is comparable: ܩܣܦ , occurring 18 times, matches six
different Hebrew verbs, including בטח , תרכ , and ץצק .

125 ܪܙܓ occurs 24 times in the Pentateuch. There, it matches Hebrew לומ , ‘circumcise’, in
22 instances.

126 Isa 10:22; Job 14:5.
127 Thus also Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 169.
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2.1.5. Hebrew Terms Corresponding to ܠܛܩ

16× גרה [HRG] Qal, ‘kill’128 ܠܛܩ [QVL] Peal, ‘kill, slay’
1× ללח [XLL] (noun), ‘pierced, slain one’129
2× תרכ [KRT] Hiphil, ‘exterminate’130
35× תומ [MWT] 1× Qal, ‘die’;131 34× Hiphil, ‘kill’132
18× הכנ [NKH] Hiphil, ‘strike’133
1× רבק [QBR] Qal, ‘bury’134
1× חצר [RYX] Qal, ‘kill’135
2× תבשׁ [CBT] Hiphil, ‘cause to cease’136
2× no correspondence137

In Kings ܠܛܩ occurs frequently (78×). Whereas the Masoretic text of Kings
offers various verbs to denote manslaughter, the Peshitta offers only ܠܛܩ .
Syriac may have had fewer verbs than Hebrew to cover this semantic field.
At the same time, the Peshitta also uses ܠܛܩ to render Hebrew verbs of
a broader semantic range than ‘kill’ alone. In various instances where the
translator encountered a verb denoting destruction construed with an ani-
mate object, he apparently concluded that ‘killing’ was implied, and ren-
dered accordingly (instances of תרכ Hiphil,138 הכנ Hiphil,139 תבשׁ Hiphil140).
Thus, ܠܛܩ Peal can be considered to be the standard lexical choice for vari-
ous Hebrew verbs denoting killing. Though Syriacmay have had fewer verbs
for ‘manslaughter’, it could also be that in the process of translation the
diverse shades of meaning contained in the source text were reduced to the
core significance.

Where ܠܛܩ Peal corresponds to תומ Qal, ‘die’, and רבק Qal, ‘bury’, the
Peshitta is not in line with the Masoretic text. These cases will be treated
separately below.

128 1Kgs 2:5, 32; 9:16; 11:24; 12:27; 18:12, 13, 14; 19:1, 10, 14; 2Kgs 8:12; 9:31; 10:9; 11:18; 17:25.
129 1Kgs 11:15.
130 1Kgs 11:16; 18:4.
131 1Kgs 2:25.
132 1Kgs 1:51; 2:8, 24, 26, 34; 3:26 (2×), 27 (2×); 11:40; 13:24, 26; 15:28; 16:10; 17:18, 20; 18:9; 19:17

(2×); 2Kgs 11:2, 15 (2×), 20; 14:6, 19; 15:10, 14, 25, 30; 16:9; 17:26; 21:23; 23:29; 25:21.
133 1Kgs 11:15; 15:27; 16:7, 16; 20:20, 29, 36 (2×); 2Kgs 3:23; 9:27; 10:9; 12:21; 14:5 (2×); 15:25; 19:35,

37; 21:24.
134 1Kgs 2:31.
135 1Kgs 21:19. Note that also the participle Piel חצרמ of the same verb corresponds once to

the noun ܠܘܛܩ , ‘slayer, murderer’ (2Kgs 6:32).
136 2Kgs 23:5, 11.
137 1Kgs 2:28; 2Kgs 9:27. See chapter 13, section 2.
138 See also section 2.2.1.
139 See also sections 2.1.5.4, 2.2.2.3.
140 See also section 2.1.5.5.
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2.1.5.1. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to All Occurrences of גרה Qal and חצר Qal

2.1.5.2. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to Most Occurrences of תומ Hiphil
Most often, ܬܘܡ Peal, ‘die’, corresponds to תומ Qal in the Masoretic text.
However, where the Hebrew uses the causative stem, Syriac usually has

ܠܛܩ Peal rather than the causative stem of the cognate form of תומ . A survey
of the proportionate distribution of the correspondences, both verbal, ‘die,
cause to die’, and nominal, ‘death’, can be found in table 5.5.

Table 5.5: Occurrences of תומ (verb and noun),
ܬܘܡ (verb and noun), and ܠܛܩ (verb) in Kings

Hebrew

תומ (verb) תומ (noun)

Syriac Qal Hiphil Hophal Total

ܬܘܡ (verb) Peal 72141 6142 78 2143

Aphel 2144 2

ܬܘܡ (noun) 1145 1 2146

ܠܛܩ (verb) Peal 1147 27148 28
Ethpeel 2149 1150 3

Pael 3151 3
Ethpaal 1152 1

No
correspondence

2153 2

Total 76 34 8 118 4

141 1Kgs 1:52; 2:1, 30, 37 (2×), 42 (2×), 46; 3:19, 20, 21, 22 (2×); 11:21, 40; 12:18; 13:31; 14:11 (2×),
12, 17; 16:4 (2×), 18, 22; 17:12; 21:10, 13, 14, 15 (2×), 16, 24 (2×); 22:35, 37; 2Kgs 1:1, 4 (2×), 6 (2×), 16
(2×), 17; 3:5; 4:1, 20, 32; 7:3, 4 (3×), 17, 20; 8:5, 10 (2×), 15; 9:27; 11:1; 12:22; 13:14, 20, 24; 14:17; 18:32;
19:35; 20:1 (2×); 23:30, 34; 25:25.

142 2Kgs 11:2, 8, 16; 14:6 (3×).
143 2Kgs 2:21; 15:5.
144 2Kgs 5:7; 7:4.
145 1Kgs 19:4.
146 1Kgs 2:26; 2Kgs 4:40.
147 1Kgs 2:25.
148 1Kgs 1:51; 2:8, 26, 34; 3:26 (2×), 27 (2×); 11:40; 13:24, 26; 15:28; 16:10; 17:18, 20; 18:9; 19:17 (2×);

2Kgs 11:20; 14:19; 15:10, 14, 25, 30; 16:9; 21:23; 23:29.
149 1Kgs 2:24; 2Kgs 11:15.
150 2Kgs 11:15.
151 2Kgs 14:6; 17:26; 25:21. However, only in 2Kgs 17:26 the Pael is unambiguously indicated

by the consonants.
152 2Kgs 11:2.
153 1Kgs 3:23 (2×). This verse is skipped in p, see in chapter 13, section 3.4.
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In two exceptional cases (2Kgs 5:7; 7:4), תומ Hiphil corresponds to ܬܘܡ

Aphel,which is irregular considering the observations above concerning the
use of ܠܛܩ Peal in such cases. Literary-exegetical motives led the translator
to deviate from his usual lexical choice.

2Kgs 5:7

ܐܚܡܘܬܝܡܡܕܐܢܐܐܗܠܐܐܢܐ ‘Am I God, to kill and to make alive?’
תויחהלותימהלינאםיהלאה ‘Am I God, to kill and to make alive?’

tj האחאלולטקמליויםדקןמיבתיאךורצה
‘Is there need for me from before the Lord to kill and to make alive?’

In the Masoretic text of 2Kgs 5:7, the king of Israel, in response to the king
of Aram’s presumptuous demand to cure Naaman of his leprosy, exclaims,
‘Am I God to cause to die and to cause to live, that this fellow sends to me
to cure a man of leprosy?’ The Peshitta maintains the contrast between the
causative of תומ and the causative of היח by rendering the former verb by the
causative (Aphel) of ܬܘܡ .

This contrast between ‘let die’ and ‘let live’ and the special meaning
acquired by תומ Hiphil in the context of this verse would have been lost if
the Peshitta had rendered תומ Hiphil with the more customary ܠܛܩ Peal.
Though Targum Jonathan generally agrees with the Peshitta in rendering
the causative of תומ as ܠܛܩ ,154 it here maintains its usual rendering.

2Kgs 7:4

ܬܘܡܢܢܢܘܬܝܡܢܢܐܘܐܚܢܢܢܘܚܢܢܐ

‘if they keep us alive, we shall live; and if they cause us to die, we shall die’

ונתמוונתימיםאוהיחנוניחיםא
‘if they let us live, we shall live; and if they cause us to die, we shall die’

tj ליטקתנואננלטקיםאויחינאננויחיםא
‘if they let us live, we shall live; and if they kill us, we will be killed’

In 2Kgs 7:4, a comparable contrast occurs between the causative of היח and
the causative of תומ . The causative forms are followed by forms of the same
verbs in the Qal. By rendering the Hiphil of תומ by the Aphel of ܬܘܡ , the
Peshitta is able to mirror this structure: ‘If they keep us alive, we will live,
and if they put us to death,wewill die.’ Unlike the Peshitta, Targum Jonathan

154 tj: 1Kgs 1:51; 2:8, 34; 3:26 (2×), 27 (2×); 11:40; 13:24, 26; 15:28; 16:10; 17:18; 18:9; 19:17 (2×);
2Kgs 11:20; 14:19; 15:10, 14, 25, 30; 16:9; 21:23; 23:29.
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again maintains its usual translation of תימה using לטק . However, it appears
that Targum Jonathan, too, wished to imitate the repetitive structure of the
Hebrew text in Aramaic, for ונתמו is rendered as the passive of לטק : ‘And if
they kill us, we will be killed.’155

2.1.5.3. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to ללח (Noun)
Once, in 1Kgs 11:15, a semantic shift is caused by simplification: ܝܛܩ̈ ,
(Peal passive participle), ‘those who were killed’, parallels םיללחה , ‘the slain’
(literally ‘the pierced ones’). In the Peshitta ܝܛܩ is the usual translation
for instances where ללח means ‘slain, fatally wounded’.156 The translator
apparently knew that ללח is used to refer to those killed in battle and
accordingly rendered ad sensum by ܝܛܩ .

2.1.5.4. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to הכנ Hiphil
The choice for a specific rendering is apparent where ܠܛܩ corresponds to

הכנ Hiphil, ‘strike’, which can be taken to mean ‘kill, murder’.157

2.1.5.5. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to תבשׁ Hiphil
In addition to הכנ , תבשׁ Hiphil and תרכ Hiphil when construed with a per-
sonal or animate object were interpreted to mean killing someone. These,
too, are rendered by ܠܛܩ in the cases discussed below.

According to the Masoretic text of 2Kgs 23:5, 11, Josiah put an end to
( תבשׁ Hiphil, ‘cause to cease, put away’) pagan priests and horses, respec-
tively.

2Kgs 23:5

ܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܡܝܩܐܕܢܝܠܝܐܐܡܘܟܠܛܩܘ

‘and he killed the priests whom the kings of Judah had established’

הדוהייכלמונתנרשׁאםירמכהתאתיבשׁהו
‘and he caused to cease (did awaywith) the idolatrous priests whom the kings
of Judah had ordained’

155 tj appears here less inclined than p to depart from its standard rendering of תימה as
לטק . However, in 1Kgs 17:20 tj mitigates Elijah’s challenging question ‘yhwh, my God, will

you bring harm even to the widowwith whom I am sojourning by killing ( תימהל ) her son?’ as
‘O Lord, my God, surely, upon the widow with whom I am dwelling do not bring evil and let
her son not die ( ךרבתומיאלו ).’ Here p renders with ܠܛܩܡܠ .

156 In the Pentateuch occurrences of ללח meaning ‘slain, fatally wounded’ are rendered by
ܠܝܛܩ in Gen 34:27; Num 19:16, 18; 23:24; 31:8, 19; Deut 21:1, 2, 3, 6; 32:42.

157 See further section 2.2.2.3.
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2Kgs 23:11

ܐܫܡܫܠܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܒܗܝܕܐܫܟܘܠܛܩܘ

‘and they killed the horses which the kings of Judah had given to the sun’

שׁמשׁלהדוהייכלמונתנרשׁאםיסוסהתאתבשׁיו
‘and he caused to cease (did away with) the horses which the kings of Judah
had given to the sun’

The translator interpreted Josiah’s action against the priests and horses in
terms of their physical annihilation. However, תבשׁ Hiphil does not neces-
sarily imply physical destruction. Either the translator took the Hebrew to
entail eradication or the statement was deliberately made more specific.

It is clear that the translator took the horses dedicated to the sun to be
living animals andnothandmade cultic objects. There is noneed to consider
the alternative possibility of an inner-Syriac corruption (ܘ) ܠܛܒܘ → (ܘ) ܠܛܩܘ ,
which has been suggested by Walter,158 since both occurrences are in line
with the Peshitta’s tendency to use ܠܛܩ where the context allows for an
interpretation in the sense of killing.

2.1.5.6. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to תרכ Hiphil
Where תרכ Hiphil denotes ‘exterminate’, the Peshitta uses either ܕܒܐ Aphel
or ܠܛܩ Peal. ܕܒܐ Aphel is used where תרכ Hiphil refers to exterminating
(members of) a dynasty or a nation.159 In remaining instances, when the
object is animate, the Peshitta uses ܠܛܩ .160 In one of these, 1Kgs 11:16, the
rendering may involve a case of harmonization with the previous verse:

1Kgs 11:16

ܡܘܕܐܒܐܪܟܕܠܟܠܛܩܕܐܡܕܥ ‘until he had killed every male in Edom’
םודאברכזלכתירכהדע ‘until he had cut off every male in Edom’

Compare 1Kgs 11:15:

ܡܘܕܐܒܐܪܟܕܠܟܠܛܩܘ ‘and he had killed every male in Edom’
םודאברכזלכךיו ‘and he struck down every male in Edom’

2.1.5.7. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to תומ Qal
A semantic shift of a literary-exegetical character not entailing specification
occurs in the following instance where ܗܠܛܩܘ , ‘and he killed him’, parallels

תמיו , ‘and he died’:

158 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 210–211, 215.
159 See section 2.1.1.2.
160 1Kgs 11:16; 18:4.
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1Kgs 2:25

ܗܠܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ ‘and he attacked him and killed him’
תמיוובעגפיו ‘and he attacked him and he died’

tj הילטקוהיבטילשׁו ‘and he overpowered him and killed him’

1Kgs 2:34

ܗܠܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ ‘and he attacked him and killed him’
והתמיוובעגפיו ‘and he attacked him and caused him to die’

tj הילטקוהיבטילשׁו ‘and he overpowered him and killed him’

1Kgs 2:46

ܬܝܡܘܗܒܥܓܦ ‘he attacked him, and he died’
תמיוובעגפיו ‘and he attacked him and he died’

tj הילטקוהיבטילשׁו ‘and he overpowered him and killed him’

There is reason to believe that in v. 25 the Peshitta deliberately deviated
from the Vorlage. The versemay have been brought in linewith the phrasing
of Solomon’s announcement ܐܝܢܘܕܐܠܛܩܬܢܐܢܡܘܝ , ‘today Adonijah will be
killed’, in the preceding verse.

Another possibility is that in v. 25 the Peshitta chose to render ܗܠܛܩܘ to
make the report of Adonijah’s execution conform to the report of Joab’s exe-
cution in v. 34. However, in v. 46 the description of Shimei’s execution lacks
a similar adjustment in the Peshitta: ܬܝܡܘܗܒܥܓܦ presents a straightfor-
ward rendering of תמיוובעגפיו . Either the Peshitta is inconsistent in leaving
v. 46 unharmonized or v. 25 is not an anticipatory harmonization with v. 34.

Perhaps the Syriac text in v. 25 is to be explained text-historically rather
than literary-exegetically. Indeed, Targum Jonathan’s reading הילטקו agrees
with ܗܠܛܩܘ of the Peshitta. Possibly both the Peshitta and Targum Jonathan
read והתמיו in their Vorlagen of v. 25. The text of Targum Jonathan in v. 46 is
instructive: הילטקו deviates from the Masoretic text, whereas the Peshitta’s
reading ܬܝܡܘ agrees with it. Targum Jonathan’s reading of v. 46 brings about
exact agreement with the similar phrases in vv. 25, 34. It is less probable that
in v. 46 Targum Jonathan stands alone as an indirect witness to a Hebrew
text different from the Masoretic text. In view of the identical phrasing
of vv. 25, 34, 46, הילטקו in v. 25 and הילטקו in v. 46 are best explained as
harmonizations. Thus, Targum Jonathanwould not support a text-historical
interpretation of v. 25. If Targum Jonathan’s reading in v. 25 represents a
harmonizationwith v. 34, itmay be argued that the Peshitta’s corresponding



variation in the rendering of synonyms 211

reading in v. 25 is to be understood similarly, in spite of the fact that the
Peshitta omitted a comparable harmonization in v. 46.

There is perhaps another factor involved. V. 25 in the Masoretic text has
a switch in subject between the two verbs while the Peshitta maintains the
same subject for both verbs, thus producing smoother syntax. This choice of
the Peshitta could be seen as being confirmed by the fact that theMasoretic
text does not have subject switch in v. 34. However, v. 46 in the Peshitta
would then be deviant in that it follows the subject switch of the Masoretic
text. It is not uncommon for a translator to be influenced unconsciously by
the source text and to accommodate his product to it. Thus, while in v. 25 the
subject switch was avoided, in v. 46 the Hebrew subject switch was followed
instead of simplifying the syntax by adapting the verb.161

It is also possible that the unvocalized Hebrew form was read as a Hiphil
defectivelywritten.162 In that case, the Peshitta read theHebrew as having no
changeof subject and rendered the causative of תומ in theusualway, namely,
as the Peal of ܠܛܩ . The lack of an object with the Hiphil can be accounted
for by the fact that in Hebrew narrative texts, objects once mentioned are
often presumed to be present and are not always reiterated.

2.1.5.8. ܠܛܩ Peal Corresponds to רבק Qal
Semantic overlap is lacking between the Hebrew text and the Syriac render-
ing in the following case where ܠܛܩ corresponds to רבק , ‘bury’:163

1Kgs 2:31

ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ ‘and attack him and kill him’
ותרבקוובעגפו ‘and attack him and bury him’

Compare:

1Kgs 2:34

ܪܒܩܬܐܘܗܠܛܩܘܗܒܥܓܦܘ

‘and he attacked him and killed him, and he was buried’

רבקיווהתמיוובעגפיו
‘and he attacked him and killed him and he was buried’

161 However, in the remaining part of vs. 34 the Masoretic pointing indicates a subject
switch and this is followed in p, thoughnot in lxx andAnt. (see section 2.1.5.8). TheMasoretic
pointing as a Niphal with switch of subject in mt is necessary to compensate for the lack of
a verbal object.

162 To be found in Gen 38:10; 1Sam 22:18; 2Sam 14:6; Jer 41:2; Ps 105:29.
163 p renders the remaining 36 instances of רבק , using its Syriac cognate ܪܒܩ , ‘bury’.
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3Kgdms 2:31 (lxx B, Ant)

καὶ ἄνελε αὐτὸν καὶ θάψεις (Ant. θάψον) αὐτόν
‘and kill him, and you shall bury (Ant. bury) him’

3Kgdms 2:34 (lxx Rahlfs)

καὶ ἀπήντησεν Βαναιοὺ υἱὸς Ἰωδᾶε τῷ Ἰωὰβ καὶ ἐθανάτωσεν αὐτὸν καὶ ἔθαψεν
αὐτὸν
‘and Benaiah son of Jehoiada attacked Joab and killed him and buried him’

In theMasoretic text of v. 31, ‘and attack him and bury him’, Solomon’s order
to kill Joab is implicit. In the report of Joab’s execution in v. 34, however, it
is explicitly stated that Benaiah killed Joab: ‘and he attacked him and killed
him and he was buried …’.

In the Peshitta of 1Kgs 2:31, Solomon’s order to kill Joab is made explicit
by ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘ . Thus, the Peshitta brings the wording of Solomon’s order to
kill Joab in v. 31 in conformity with the report of Joab’s execution in v. 34.
There is no reason to assume that the Peshitta added ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘ because

ܗܒܥܓܦܘ alone would have been ambiguous. In vv. 25, 34, 46, forms of
ܥܓܦ are followed by verb forms indicating dying in both the Peshitta and

the Masoretic text, but in vv. 29, 32 the Peshitta has only ܗܒܥܓܦ .164
In v. 31 the Peshitta lacks a rendering for ותרבקו of theMasoretic text, and

as a consequence ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘ stands inplace of ותרבקו . Thismeans that in 1Kgs
2:31 the Peshitta and theMasoretic text each have two different elements in
common with v. 34 of the Masoretic text:

1Kgs 2:31 p attack kill
mt attack bury

1Kgs 2:34 mt attack kill bury

Despite this quantitative balance, v. 31 in the Peshitta is in closer harmony
with v. 34 of the Masoretic text than with v. 31. Verse 34 of the Hebrew text
reports that Benaiah attacked and killed Joab, but it does not state explicitly
that it was Benaiah who buried him—the Niphal רבקיו merely says ‘and he
(that is, Joab) was buried’. Though רבקיו may also be pointed as a Qal, ‘and
he buried’, the absence of a verbal object could imply the Niphal here, and it
appears that the translator interpreted it so. The shift of an active voice to a

164 The ambiguity of עגפ caused lxx to use different translation equivalents throughout
3Kingdoms2: ἀναιρεῖν (vv. 25, 29, 31, 46) andἀπαντᾶν (v. 32; cf. v. 34).Where the context implies
that עגפ is to be taken as ‘strike down’, lxx renders with a form of ἀναιρεῖν; where עגפ can be
taken in the neutral sense ‘meet’, lxx uses a form of ἀπαντᾶν (in v. 34 to render the Hebrew
phrase ובעגפיו … לעיו ).
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passive one in v. 34may have led the translator or a scribe to conclude that it
was not Benaiah himself who buried Joab. In an effort to attain conformity
between Solomon’s order in v. 31 and the report of its fulfilment in v. 34, not
only was ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘ added, but ותרבקו was left unrendered as well. It is of
interest to note that in the Septuagint the incongruity between ותרבקו in
v. 31 and the Niphal רבקיו in v. 34 has also been removed, though in another
manner than in the Peshitta: the translator rendered רבקיו actively as καὶ
ἔθαψεν αὐτὸν, ‘and he buried him’, thereby harmonizing Solomon’s order to
bury Joab in v. 31 and the execution of that order by Benaiah in v. 34.

Alternative explanations for the Peshitta of v. 31 are not convincing. Thus,
the assumption that ܝܗܝܠܘܛܩܘ was added to make explicit what is implied
by ܗܒܥܓܦܘ or simply to coordinate v. 31 with the Syriac of vv. 25, 34 ( ܥܓܦܘ

ܗܠܛܩܘܗܒ ), still leaves unanswered the question of why ותרבקו has not been
rendered. Sinceminuses of this kind areunusual in thePeshitta, they require
a text-historical or exegetical explanation.

2.2. One Hebrew Root, More Than One Syriac Correspondence

Contrasting to the tendency mentioned above, some Hebrew terms (roots)
in this semantic field are matched bymore than one term in the Peshitta, as
shown in table 5.6.

Table 5.6: Hebrew roots with more than one Syriac correspondence

דבא [>BD] Qal, ‘perish’;
Hiphil, ‘destroy’

3× ܕܒܐ [>BD] Aphel, ‘destroy’165

Piel, ‘destroy’ 2× ܕܒܐ [>BD] Aphel, ‘destroy’166
1× ܕܩܝ [JQD] Aphel, ‘kindle, consume’167
1× ܪܩܥ [<QR] Peal, ‘uproot, break down’168

ברח [XRB] I Hiphil, ‘dry up, make 1× ܒܪܚ [XRB] Aphel, ‘lay waste’169
desolate, lay waste’ 1× ܫܒܝ [JBC] Aphel, ‘dry up, shrivel’170

םרח [XRM] Hiphil, ‘banish’ 1× ܕܒܐ [>BD] Aphel, ‘destroy’171
1× ܒܪܚ [XRB] Aphel, ‘destroy’172

165 2Kgs 9:8 (1st); 10:19; 24:2. See section 2.1.1.2.
166 2Kgs 11:1; 13:7. See section 2.1.1.2.
167 2Kgs 19:18. See section 2.1.1.2.
168 2Kgs 21:3. See section 2.1.1.2.
169 2Kgs 19:17.
170 2Kgs 19:24.
171 1Kgs 9:21. See section 2.1.1.6.
172 2Kgs 19:11. See section 2.1.2.1.
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תרכ [KRT] 6× ܩܣܦ [PSQ] Peal, ‘cut, cut off, pass sentence’
Qal, ‘cut, exterminate’173 1× ܕܩܦ [PQD] Peal, ‘give charge’

9× ܡܘܩ [QWM] Aphel, ‘erect’

Niphal, ‘be cut off ’ 3× ܕܢܥ [<ND] Peal, ‘depart, be taken away, fail’

Hiphil, ‘cut off, exterminate’ 5× ܕܒܐ [>BD] Aphel, ‘destroy’
2× ܠܛܩ [QVL] Peal, ‘kill, slay’
1× ܕܪܓ [GRD] Pali, ‘be lacking’

הכנ [NKH] Hiphil, ‘strike’174 15× ܒܪܚ [XRB] Peal, ‘lay waste, destroy’
40× ܐܚܡ [MX>] Peal, ‘strike, wound’
1× ܫܩܢ [NQC] Peal, ‘knock, strike, clap’
1× ܠܘܛܩ [QVWL] (n.), ‘slayer; murderer’
18× ܠܛܩ [QVL] Peal, ‘kill, slay’

תחשׁ [CXT] Hiphil, ‘ruin, destroy’ 2× ܠܒܚ [XBL] Pael, ‘spoil, destroy, ravage’175
2× ܒܪܚ [XRB] Aphel, ‘destroy’176

Piel, ‘ruin, destroy’ 1× ܒܪܚ [XRB] Peal, ‘lay waste, destroy’177

A Hebrew term is matched by various Syriac terms in the Peshitta when:

– various terms in Syriac are equally suitable to cover the semantic
domain of a Hebrew term and Syriac does not favour a particular term
as translation equivalent. This may be the case with the renderings of

םרח .178
– the broad range of meanings of a Hebrew term is not captured by a

single Syriac term. The Peshitta employs various equivalents, each of
which covers aparticular aspect of the semantic domainof theHebrew
term. Inmost cases the Syriac appears to be an ad sensum rendering of
theHebrew text, as illustratedby the lexical choices for rendering הכנ 179

and תרכ .180The root תרכ , ‘cut’, is used in a variety of situations including:
cutting in its literal sense, sealing an arrangement or covenant, exter-
minating (‘cutting off ’), and perishing (‘be cut off ’). In order to convey
these aspects, the Peshitta uses various Syriac verbs depending on the

173 For discussion and references see section 2.2.1.
174 For discussion and references see section 2.2.2.
175 2Kgs 8:19; 13:23.
176 Both in 2Kgs 18:25.
177 2Kgs 19:12.
178 The distribution of Syriac equivalents of םרח in the Pentateuch points in the same

direction: םרח is matched 6× by ܡܪܚ , 5× by ܒܪܚ , and 2× by ܕܒܐ . See further sections 2.1.1.6,
2.1.2.1.

179 See sections 2.1.2.4, 2.1.3.1, 2.1.5.4, and 2.2.2.
180 See sections 2.1.1.2, 2.1.4.1, 2.1.5, and 2.2.1.
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context. The Peshitta does not vary its choice of contextually appro-
priate renderings at will, but fixed equivalents are used to deal with
particular semantic situations, for instance, the idiomatic expression

תירבתרכ is always rendered ܐܡܝܩܡܝܩܐ .181
– though Syriac has an equivalent suited to capture the broad range of

meanings of the Hebrew term, the Peshitta prefers to use renderings
that specify particular semantic situations. In our materials, examples
of this are found among the renderings of הכנ .

– in some instances the Peshitta departs from a usual rendering for
reasons of translation strategy or exegesis. This is the case where the
Peshitta offers ܕܩܝ Aphel for דבא ,182 ܪܩܥ Peal for דבא Piel,183 ܕܩܦ Peal for

תרכ ,184 and ܒܪܚ Aphel for תחשׁ .185

Many correspondences have already been discussed in section 2.1; however,
Syriac terms corresponding to תרכ and הכנ require separate treatment due
to the interrelatedness of the distribution of their renderings.

2.2.1. Syriac Terms Corresponding to תרכ

תרכ [KRT] 6× ܩܣܦ [PSQ] Peal, ‘cut, cut off, pass sentence’186
Qal, ‘cut, exterminate’ 1× ܕܩܦ [PQD] Peal, ‘give charge’187

9× ܡܘܩ [QWM] Aphel, ‘erect’188

Niphal, ‘be cut off ’ 3× ܕܢܥ [<ND] Peal, ‘depart, be taken away, fail’189

Hiphil, ‘cut off, exterminate’ 5× ܕܒܐ [>BD] Aphel, ‘destroy’190
2× ܠܛܩ [QVL] Peal, ‘kill, slay’191
1× ܕܪܓ [GRD] Pali, ‘be lacking’192

2.2.1.1. תרכ Corresponds to ܩܣܦ

See treatment in section 2.1.4.

181 See section 2.2.1.3.
182 See section 2.1.1.2.
183 See section 2.1.1.2.
184 See section 2.1.1.2.
185 See section 2.1.2.3.
186 1Kgs 5:20 (2×); 15:13; 2Kgs 18:4; 19:23; 23:14.
187 2Kgs 17:15.
188 1Kgs 5:26; 8:9 ( תירב implicit in mt), 21; 20:34; 2Kgs 11:4, 17; 17:35, 38; 23:3. In 2Kgs 17:15 p

deviates from mt which has תירבתרכ (see section 2.2.1.2).
189 1Kgs 2:4; 8:25; 9:5.
190 1Kgs 9:7; 14:10, 14; 21:21; 2Kgs 9:8.
191 1Kgs 11:16; 18:4.
192 1Kgs 18:5.



216 chapter five

2.2.1.2. תרכ Corresponds to ܕܩܦ

There is only one instance where the Syriac verb matching תרכ Qal is not to
be considered a rendering of the Hebrew verb.

2Kgs 17:15

9a1 p btr

ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ ܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦܘܝܡܝ̈ܩ

ܢܘܗܝܗܒ̈ܬܕܩܦܕ

9a1 ‘my commandments and my statutes which I charged their fathers’
btr ‘my statutes and my commandments which I charged their fathers’

םתובאתאתרכרשׁאותירבתאוויקחתא
‘his statutes and his covenant that he made with their fathers’

Since the Peshitta refers to ‘commandments and statutes’ instead of to
‘statutes and covenant’, the verb used in rendering the idiomatic expression
‘make a covenant’ in Syriac, that is, ܡܝܩܐ , does not appear here. Instead, we
find ܕܩܦ , which entails an adjustment to the new lexical context, consisting
of the objects ܝܡܝ̈ܩܘܝܢܕܩ̈ܘܦ , ‘my commandments and my statutes’.193

2.2.1.3. תרכ Corresponds to ܡܘܩ Aphel
Where תרכ Qal is construed with the object תירב to form the expression תרכ

תירב , ‘make (literally: “cut”) a covenant’, the Peshitta consistently employs
the equivalent idiomatic expression ܐܡܝܩܡܝܩܐ , ‘set up a covenant’, except
for in 2Kgs 17:15, discussed above.

2.2.1.4. תרכ Niphal Corresponds to ܕܢܥ

In theMasoretic text of Kings תרכ Niphal is found exclusively in the context
of the formulaic expression as found in the following text:

1Kgs 2:4

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܒܬܝܕܐܪܒܓܟܠܕܢܥܢ

‘Not will there fail you a man sitting on the throne of Israel’

לארשׂיאסכלעמשׁיאךלתרכיאל
‘Not will be cut off one of you from the throne of Israel’

Minor variations occur in 1Kgs 8:25; 9:5. The Peshitta chose a specific ad
sensum rendering, using an equivalent that is not employed anywhere else
in Kings.

193 See also discussion in section 1.1.3. The change to first sg possessive pronouns in p has to
do with maintaining the first person sg discourse from v. 13, and belongs to aspects of syntax
above clause level (see further chapter 13).
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2.2.1.5. תרכ Hiphil Corresponds to ܕܒܐ Aphel
See section 2.1.1.

2.2.1.6. תרכ Hiphil Corresponds to ܠܛܩ

See section 2.1.5.

2.2.1.7. תרכ Niphal Corresponds to ܕܪܓ Pali
See chapter 8, section 1.11.

2.2.2. Syriac Terms Corresponding to הכנ Hiphil

הכנ [NKH] Hiphil, ‘strike’ 15× ܒܪܚ [XRB] Peal, ‘lay waste, destroy’194
40× ܐܚܡ [MX>] Peal, ‘strike, wound’195
1× ܫܩܢ [NQC] Peal, ‘knock, strike, clap’196
1× ܠܥ [<L] Peal, ‘enter’197
1× ܠܘܛܩ [QVWL] (n.), ‘slayer; murderer’198
18× ܠܛܩ [QVL] Peal, ‘kill, slay’199
1× ܐܪܩ [QR>] Peal, ‘call’200
1× not translated201

The verb הכנ in the Masoretic text is matched primarily by ܐܚܡ , ܒܪܚ , and
ܠܛܩ . The variation in renderings in the Peshitta does not reflect the use of

a Vorlage different from the Masoretic text, but is due to the tendency to
choose an equivalent fitting to the presumed meaning of each individual
occurrence of הכנ . In this we observe that often the direct object influences
the choice of verb in the translation. However, the question arises whether
the translator employed ܐܚܡ as a standard equivalent and ܒܪܚ and ܠܛܩ as
more specific renderings. In order to answer this question, the situations
in which these verbs appear are examined first, starting with the three
most frequent verbs, in alphabetical order. The less frequent renderings are
treated thereafter.

194 1Kgs 15:20; 20:21; 2Kgs 3:19, 24 (2×), 25; 8:21; 10:11, 17, 25 (2×); 14:7, 10 (2×); 15:16.
195 1Kgs 14:15; 15:29; 16:10, 11; 20:21, 35 (2×), 37 (2×); 22:24, 34; 2Kgs 2:8, 14; 6:18 (2×), 21 (2×),

22 (2×); 8:28, 29; 9:7, 15, 24; 10:32; 12:22; 13:17, 18 (2×), 19 (3×), 25; 15:10, 14, 16, 30; 18:8; 25:21, 25.
196 2Kgs 11:12.
197 2Kgs 3:24.
198 2Kgs 14:6.
199 1Kgs 11:15; 15:27; 16:7, 16; 20:20, 29, 36 (2×); 2Kgs 3:23; 9:27; 10:9; 12:21; 14:5 (2×); 15:25; 19:35,

37; 21:24.
200 2Kgs 2:14.
201 1Kgs 20:37.
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2.2.2.1. הכנ Hiphil Corresponds to ܒܪܚ

ܒܪܚ is found as a rendering of הכנ Hiphil when the Hebrew verb is used
in the figurative senses of ‘strike dead’,202 ‘attack, defeat, inflict loss’,203 and
‘destroy’.204 In these instances, the objects of ܒܪܚ can be both animate and
inanimate and include nations,205 cities and built-up areas,206 and persons.207
Once ‘horses and chariots’ appear as the object.208

2.2.2.2. הכנ Hiphil Corresponds to ܐܚܡ

Where הכנ Hiphil designates the physical act of striking or hitting someone
or something, the Peshitta renders it as ܐܚܡ ,209 also when an arrow is said
to hit a person.210

Where הכנ Hiphil is used in a figurative sense, the Peshitta may also use
ܐܚܡ , thus when הכנ Hiphil takes on the sense of ‘afflict’,211 ‘defeat, inflict

loss’,212 and ‘destroy’.213 The destruction of a royal dynasty is also expressed
by ܐܚܡ .214

The expression הכמהכה , ‘inflict a blow’, followed by an object denoting a
people or a nation, is rendered literally as ܐܬܘܚܡܐܚܡ .215

2.2.2.3. הכנ Hiphil Corresponds to ܠܛܩ

The Peshitta shows a strong tendency to translate with ܠܛܩ when הכנ Hiphil
allows the interpretation ‘kill’.216 Where the translator encountered the

202 2Kgs 10:11, 17; 10:25 (2×).
203 2Kgs 3:24 (2×); 8:21; 14:7 ‘he smote Edom in the Valley of Salt, ten thousand’, 10 (2×).
204 1Kgs 15:20; 20:21; 2Kgs 3:19, 25 ‘Moab’, referred to as if it were a town; 15:16 (2nd).
205 2Kgs 3:24 ‘Moab’; 14:7, 10 (2×) ‘Edom’.
206 1Kgs 15:20 towns; 2Kgs 3:19 ‘all the fortified cities andall the choice cities’, 25 the territory

of Moab; 15:16 (2nd) the city of Tiphsah.
207 2Kgs 3:24 ‘the Moabites’; 8:21 ‘the Edomites’; 10:11, 17 (9a1) ‘all who were found of the

house of Ahab’, 25 (2×) worshippers of Baal.
208 1Kgs 20:21.
209 Someone: 1Kgs 16:10; 20:35 (2×), 37 (2×); 22:24; 2Kgs 6:21 (2×), 22 (2×); 8:28; 12:22; 15:10,

14, 30; 25:21, 25; something: 2Kgs 2:8, 14 ‘waters’; 13:18 (2×), 19 ‘ground’.
210 1Kgs 22:34; 2Kgs 9:24.
211 2Kgs 6:18 (2×) ‘phantoms’.
212 1Kgs 14:15; 2Kgs 10:32 ‘Israel’; 13:17, 19 ‘the Edomites’, 19 ‘Edom’, 25 Barhadad; 18:8 ‘the

Philistines’.
213 2Kgs 15:16 (1st) ‘Tiphsah and all who were in it and its territories’.
214 1Kgs 15:29 ‘all the house of Jeroboam’; 16:11 ‘all the house of Baasha’; 2Kgs 9:7 ‘those of

the house of Ahab’.
215 1Kgs 20:21 ‘Edom’; 2Kgs 8:29 ‘the Edomite’; 9:15 ‘the Edomites’ (9a1: ‘the Edomite’).
216 A similar tendency can be observed in tj. Comparison between tj and p shows that this

tendency is even stronger in p. Both versions agree in rendering הכנ Hiphil as לטק / ܠܛܩ in
1Kgs 11:15; 15:27; 16:7, 16; 20:20, 36 (2×); 2Kgs 3:23; 10:9; 14:5 (2×); 19:35, 37; 21:24. However, in
1Kgs 20:29; 2Kgs 9:27; 12:21; 15:25, p renders הכנ Hiphil as ܠܛܩ whereas tj renders as אחמ .
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sequence ‘he / they struck him and killed him / and he died’ in the Vor-
lage, he was forced to translate הכנ Hiphil as ܐܚܡ , since rendering ܠܛܩ here
would result either in mere repetition of information given or in a tautol-
ogy with the second verb.217 However, הכנ Hiphil is not always rendered as

ܠܛܩ where it would be appropriate contextually. In 2Kgs 6:21 (2×), 22 (2×)
the Peshitta sticks to ܐܚܡ , even though killing is obviously implied. The
sameholds true of 2Kgs 3:24 (1st); 10:11, 17, 25 (2×)where the Peshitta renders
ܒܪܚ .

2.2.2.4. Distribution of ܒܪܚ , ܐܚܡ , and ܠܛܩ , as Renderings of הכנ Hiphil
The distribution of ܐܚܡ and ܒܪܚ as renderings of הכנ Hiphil shows that
these verbs have different, though partially overlapping, semantic domains.
Unlike ܐܚܡ , ܒܪܚ is not employed to denote the physical act of hitting some-
thing. Furthermore, there are four instances of ܒܪܚ where the object refers
to a townover against only one such instance of ܐܚܡ . The Peshittamayhave
preferred ܒܪܚ because of the specific meaning ‘lay waste’. A possible motive
for choosing ܐܚܡ in 2Kgs 15:16 is the alliteration ܡܝܢܚܡܐܚܡ :

2Kgs 15:16

ܚܣܦܬܠܡܝܢܚܡܐܚܡܢܝܕܝܗ ‘then Mahnem struck Tiphsah’
חצפתתאםחנמהכיזא ‘then Menahem smote Tiphzah’

This explanation is the more plausible since in the sequel of the verse the
Peshitta returns to ܒܪܚ to refer to the destruction of Tiphzah ( ܗܒܪܚܘ , ‘and
he laid it waste’, for ךיו , ‘and he smote’).

Thus it seems that the Peshitta, rather than striving for strict consistency,
departed from using ܐܚܡ as an equivalent of הכנ Hiphil where the context
allowed an equivalent with a more specific meaning (‘kill, lay waste’). The
fact that out of 43 occurrences of ܐܚܡ in Kings, 40 correspond to הכנ Hiphil,
argues for viewing ܐܚܡ as the standard equivalent for הכנ Hiphil.

On the other hand, where the object refers to a nation or a people, and
defeat and partial destruction are implied, the Peshitta shows no clear pref-
erence for ܐܚܡ over ܒܪܚ .218 Similarly, when the object refers to (members
of) a royal dynasty, either ܐܚܡ or ܒܪܚ occurs.219 If ܐܚܡ were the standard

217 ‘He struck him / them and killed him / them’: 1Kgs 16:10; 2Kgs 15:10, 14, 30; 25:21. ‘They
struck him and he died’: 2Kgs 12:22; 25:25.

218 ܐܚܡ : 1Kgs 14:15 ‘Israel’; 2Kgs 10:32 ‘Israel’; 13:17 ‘the Edomites’, 19 (2×) ‘the Edomites’,
‘Edom’, 25 Barhadad; 18:8 ‘the Philistines’. ܒܪܚ : 2Kgs 3:24 (2×) ‘the Moabites’, ‘Moab’; 8:21 ‘the
Edomites’; 14:7, 10 (2×) ‘Edom’.

219 ܐܚܡ : 1Kgs 15:29 ‘all the house of Jeroboam’; 16:11 ‘all the house of Baasha’; 2Kgs 9:7 ‘those
of the house of Ahab’. ܒܪܚ : 2Kgs 10:11, 17 (9a1) ‘all who were found of the house of Ahab’.
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equivalent, the preference for ܒܪܚ above ܐܚܡ in these instances is not clar-
ified.

The use of ܒܪܚ in 2Kgs 10:25 (2×) may offer a clue. In this text worship-
pers of Baal are the object. Either ܠܛܩ or ܐܚܡ (compare אחמ in Targum
Jonathan) would have been fitting here. The context of 2Kgs 10:25 makes it
clear that total eradication of Baal’s cult and his worshippers is implied. It
is conceivable that the Peshitta chose ܒܪܚ because this verb expresses utter
destruction more poignantly than ܐܚܡ . In the other instances mentioned
above, the Peshitta may also have chosen ܒܪܚ as an equivalent of הכנ Hiphil
in order to amplify its meaning in the sense of ‘destroy utterly, exterminate’.

Our conclusions regarding the distribution of ܒܪܚ , ܐܚܡ , and ܠܛܩ as
primary forms corresponding to הכנ Hiphil can be summarized as follows:

– ܐܚܡ is the standard equivalent; moreover, the use of ܐܚܡ is some-
times connected to specific lexical situations.

– The Peshitta uses ܠܛܩ and ܒܪܚ where it intends to specify הכנ Hiphil as
‘kill’ (in case of persons) or ‘lay waste’ (in case of towns), respectively;
however, the Peshitta is not consistent in this respect.

– The Peshittamoreover uses ܒܪܚ where it intends to amplify הכנ Hiphil,
‘strike’, as ‘destroy utterly, eradicate’.

2.2.2.5. הכנ Hiphil Corresponds to ܫܩܢ

In 2Kgs 11:12 the expression ףכהכה , ‘clap palm of hand’, is rendered idiomat-
ically as ܐܦܟܫܩܢ , ‘strike palm of hand’. In Kings the occurrence of ܫܩܢ is
confined to this expression. The rendering has a least somedegree of seman-
tic overlap with the Hebrew verb.

2.2.2.6. הכנ Hiphil (Qere) Corresponds to ܠܠܥ (withܒ)

2Kgs 3:24

ܢܘܗܒܘܠܥܘ ‘and they attacked them (namely, the Moabites)’
Ketib הבוביו ‘and they entered it (namely, the land of Moab)’
Qere הבוכיו ‘and they smote it’

The translator probably read הבוביו or םבוביו 220 in the Vorlage and rendered
both the verb and preposition literally. The literal rendering works out well
in the Syriac context, because ܒܠܠܥ can assume the meaning ‘invade,
attack’.221

220 p agreeswith tj in providing the prepositionwith a third personmasc pl suffix (p ܢܘܗܒ ;
tj ןוהב [ וחמו ]). The agreement suggests that םב was in the Hebrew sources of both versions.

221 See CSD, 412b.
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2.2.2.7. הכנ Hiphil Corresponds to ܘܛܩ

The noun used is closely related to one of the main verbal renderings of the
Hebrew form.

2Kgs 14:6

ܢܒܠܘ
̈
ܘܛܩ̈ܝ ‘and the sons of the killers’

םיכמהינבתאו ‘and the sons of the assassins’

The translator took the plural participle of הכנ Hiphil to mean ‘assassin’ and
translated it by a noun related to the verb ܠܛܩ . In Kings ܠܛܩ frequently
renders הכנ Hiphil where the Hebrew verb refers to killing someone.222

2.2.2.8. הכנ Hiphil Corresponds to ܐܪܩ (btr Only)
This correspondence is merely the result of inner-Syriac editing.223

2Kgs 2:14

btr ܐܝܪܡܠܐܪܩܘ ‘and he cried to the Lord’
9a1 ܐܝܡ̈ܠܐܚܡܘ (…) ‘and he struck the waters’

םימהתאהכיו (…) ‘and he struck the waters’

Theolder text, representedby 9a1, runs entirely parallel to theMasoretic text
(‘and he took the mantle of Elijah which had fallen from him and he struck
the waters’). Later on, this text was replaced by ‘and he cried to the Lord’,
attested by the btr.224 It may be clear that ܐܪܩܘ , ‘and he cried’, in the btr is
not a rendering of הכיו , since it does not derive from the translator himself,
but from a scribe. As such, this case is irrelevant for the study of translation
strategy.

2.3. Correspondences within a Single Semantic Field

Most probably because of their infrequency, some items manifest no varia-
tion in their correspondences. These are listed in table 5.7.

Table 5.7: Terms with correspondences in a single semantic field

זב [BZ] (n.), ‘(act of) spoiling, booty,
spoil’

1× ܐܬܙܒ [BZT>] (n.), ‘prey, spoil,
robbery, spoiling’225

זזב [BZZ], ‘spoil, plunder’ 1× ܙܒ [BZ], ‘spoil, take spoil, plunder’226

222 See section 2.1.5.4.
223 See also chapter 13, section 3.3.
224 See also Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 45–46.
225 2Kgs 21:14.
226 2Kgs 7:16.
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רבד [DBR] (n.), ‘plague’ 1× ܐܢܬܘܡ [MWTN>] (n.), ‘plague,
mortality, slaughter’227

סרה [HRS], ‘throw down, tear down’ 4× ܦܚܣ [SXP], ‘overturn, demolish,
defeat’228

תיחשׁמ [MCXJT] (n.), ‘destroyer,
destruction’

1× ܐܢܠܒܚܡ [MXBLN>] (n.), ‘destroying,
plundering’229

ןופדשׁ [CDPWN] (n.), ‘scorching’ 1× ܐܦܩܘܫ [CWQP>] (n.), ‘beating,
slaughter, blow’230

טחשׁ [CXV], ‘slaughter’ 4× ܣܟܢ [NKS], ‘slay, kill’231

הסשׁ [CSH], ‘spoil, plunder’ 1× ܐܙܘܙܒ [BZWZ>] (n.), ‘spoiler,
destroyer’232

2.4. Summary and Conclusions

In the previous section all lexemes denoting killing, exterminating, and
destroying found in the Peshitta and theMasoretic text of Kings were listed.
Our aim was to discover which factors influenced the distribution of Syriac
terms in relation to the distribution of Hebrew terms. A cursory glance at
the tables included in this chapter suffices to see that there is no simple,
exclusive correspondence between one Syriac and oneHebrew term.On the
contrary, a single Syriac term often matches various Hebrew ones, and, to a
lesser degree, the opposite situation is also encountered. Our examination
shows that the current distribution of Syriac terms has been influenced by
the following factors:

– the Hebrew term the translator identified in his Vorlage
– the meaning of this Hebrew term in its grammatical and literary con-

text as the translator perceived it
– the Syriac lexical equivalents known to the translator
– stylistic, literary, or theological considerations of the translator

Various factors can simultaneously influence the choice of a single Syriac
term. In most instances, the first three factors played a crucial part. First

227 1Kgs 8:27.
228 1Kgs 18:30; 19:10, 14; 2Kgs 8:25.
229 2Kgs 23:13.
230 1Kgs 8:37.
231 1Kgs 18:40; 2Kgs 10:7, 14; 25:7.
232 2Kgs 17:20.
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and foremost, the translator endeavoured to convey the sense of theHebrew
term in his exemplar. Thus different stem formations of the same Hebrew
verb are rendered in Syriac by different roots (see, for instance, תרכ ), show-
ing that the translator was less concerned with maintaining formal agree-
ment by using fixed equivalents than with conveying the sense of the
Hebrew into good Syriac.

In several cases, however, the lexical choice reveals that one factor took
precedenceover others. To a certaindegree, thiswould explain the complex-
ity of the pattern of correspondences encountered. These special factors are
discussed below.

2.4.1. The HebrewWord in the Vorlage

2.4.1.1. Vorlage Different from the (Proto-)Masoretic Text
In one or two instances there is good reason to suppose that the translator
rendered a different Hebrew word from what occurs in the Masoretic text.
In 1Kgs 11:15 ܒܪܚܕܟܘ probably reflects תוכהב instead of תויהב of theMasoretic
text. In 2Kgs 19:11 ܒܪܚ Hiphilmight goback to aHebrew text slightly different
from the Masoretic text. In 2Kgs 3:24 the translator based himself on a text
reflected in the Ketib of the Masoretic text.

2.4.1.2. Cognates
The presence of cognates is a strong indication of the influence of the
Vorlage on the lexical choices made by the translator. However, the verbs
denoting killing and destruction offer no unambiguous examples that the
translator favoured one cognate above an alternative form. Though it is
noteworthy that nearly all occurrences of the verb דבא are rendered by
the cognate ܕܒܐ , one may doubt whether other Syriac verbs (for instance,
ܒܪܚ Aphel) within the same semantic domain presented truly equivalent

lexical alternatives.

2.4.1.3. Standard Translational Equivalence
The Vorlage could also exert influence regarding the lexical choice of non-
cognate lexemes. If the majority of instances of a Hebrew lexeme are
matched by a Syriac lexeme within that particular semantic field, the Syr-
iac term may be called a standard translation equivalent. In the materials
discussed above, various standard equivalents were observed. Here it is the
lack of variation in equivalents that may be ascribed to the influence of the
Vorlage. Thus, we saw that שׁרי Hiphil and דמשׁ Hiphil are each consistently
rendered as ܕܒܐ Aphel. On the other hand, this kind of standard equiv-
alents could be due to a lack of lexical alternatives in Syriac (see section
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2.4.2).233Examinationof lexical correspondences inother biblical booksmay
provide more material for comparison.

A negative form of standard translation equivalence occurs where a
Syriac term chosen in a particular semantic context is avoided in a similar
context because it was reserved for rendering a particular Hebrew term.Our
materials present examples of this, such as הכנ Hiphil which is frequently
rendered as ܒܪܚ Aphel but never as ܕܒܐ Aphel, although the Syriac verbs
are related semantically and have similar types of objects.234

2.4.2. The Availability of Lexical Equivalents in Syriac

Within a semantic domain, languages do not have identical sets of terms at
their disposal. This may be the reason why verbs for ‘killing’, like גרה Qal,
תומ Hiphil, and חצר Qal are all rendered in Syriac as ܠܛܩ . Where the Hebrew

verbs express different shades of meaning, these are levelled in Syriac.
Another example is ܩܣܦ , which renders Hebrew verbs expressing different
aspects of cutting: רזג Qal, תרכ Qal, תתכ Piel, בצק Qal, ץצק Piel.

This also works the other way around: within a particular semantic
domain Syriac may have had more verbs at its disposal than Hebrew did.
Thus the Peshitta uses ܫܩܢ to describe a specific action that in Hebrew is
expressed by the generic הכנ Hiphil. However, the fact that various
Syriac verbs correspond to one Hebrew verb does not necessarily imply
that Hebrew had fewer verbs within that semantic domain. Syriac may
have specified certain aspects of meaning which in Hebrew could also be
expressed by different verbs. This is probably the case with some of the
Syriac equivalents of תרכ Hiphil and הכנ Hiphil.

2.4.3.Modification for Stylistic, Literary, and Theological Reasons

If the meaning of a Syriac verb shifts away from that of the corresponding
Hebrew term, or if an unusual, though semantically adequate, rendering
comes in place of the usual Syriac rendering, stylistic, literary, or theological

233 According to Weitzman, in semantic fields where there is a relative lack of synonyms
the translator could stretch out two Syriac synonyms ‘by treating one as the “A-word” and one
as the “B-word”. If any of the Hebrew synonyms occurs alone, P tends to use the “A-word” for
the first and the “B-word” for the second’ (Weitzman, Introduction, 30–31). We have not been
able to confirmWeitzman’s observations within the Kings data.

234 Similar objects involve a nation ( ܕܒܐ Aphel in 2Kgs 24:2with ‘Judah’; ܒܪܚ Aphel in 2Kgs
14:7, 10 [2×] with ‘Edom’; in 3:24, 25 with ‘Moab’) and ‘Baal’s servants’ ( ܕܒܐ Aphel 2Kgs 10:19;
ܒܪܚ Aphel 2Kgs 10:25 [2×; implicit]).
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motivationsmayhave been atwork. Considerations of style probably led the
translator in 2Kgs 5:7; 7:4 to employ ܬܘܡ Aphel instead of ܠܛܩ Peal to render
תומ Hiphil, and in 2Kgs 15:15 to use ܐܚܡ instead of ܒܪܚ to render הכנ Hiphil.

Harmonization of narratively interrelated texts and levelling of kindred pas-
sages is probably present in the choice of ܠܛܩ in 1Kgs 2:25, ܩܣܦ in 2Kgs 6:2,
and ܕܒܐ Aphel in 2Kgs 17:11. In some instances, an unusual rendering seems
to reflect the influence of a thematically related passage elsewhere in Kings
( ܪܩܥ in 2Kgs 21:3; ܕܒܐ Aphel in 2Kgs 22:17). The exegetical effect points to
the probable motive for the unusual rendering. In 2Kings 18–19, the appar-
ent preference for ܒܪܚ as a rendering of various Hebrew verbs has the effect
of improving the literary cohesion of the Hezekiah narrative. Here, too, the
effectmay have been deliberate. Exegeticalmotivesmay havemotivated the
choice of ܒܪܚ to render הכנ Hiphil in 2Kgs 10:25. Simplification is present
in the use of ܕܒܐ Aphel in 1Kgs 9:21 and ܠܛܩ in 1Kgs 11:15. The opposite—
specification—ismanifest in the tendency to render הכנ Hiphil as ܠܛܩ when
the object is animate.
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THE RENDERING OF PROPER NOUNS

In comparing theMasoretic text of Kings with the Peshitta, we find that 746
occurrences of proper nouns are spelled identically in both versions. This
involves 158 different names—approximately half of the total number of
unique items. The rest of the proper nouns in the two versions manifest
a variety of differences which may involve a single letter or several letters,
such as when metathesis is present or when parts of composite names are
translated.

Some differences can be explained on the basis of phonology, the influ-
ence of the grammars of the respective languages, or of the translation of
components of a word; other differences are to be attributed to confusion
of letters written or pronounced in a similar way.1 In a few instances, names
seem tohave beenmodernized, translated rather than transliterated, or sub-
stituted for reasons of narrative logic. A few names betray influence of other
versions, such as the Septuagint and the Antiochene text.2 The majority of
differences canbe assigned to the translator, but a sizeable portionundoubt-
edly arose during the transmission of the Syriac text. Prominent among
these are corruptions reflecting aural and visual errors by scribes.

The occurrences of proper nouns are counted and listed on the basis
of the main text of the Leiden edition (= btr), but variant readings of
manuscript 9a1, if extant, are taken into account. However, no separate
count of instances in 9a1 is given because the manuscript does not cover
the full text of Kings (2Kgs 13:13b–16:19a is lacking).

The various types of systematic spelling differenceswill be presented first
(section 1). While grouping similar cases together under the appropriate
phenomenon, within each section examples are presented in alphabetical
order. The spelling differences relate to single letters (section 1.1),metathesis
(section 1.2), composite proper nouns (section 1.3), gentilics and proper
nouns (section 1.4), conflation of two words and expansion into two words

1 See chapter 3, section 1.1.
2 In this chapter the ancient versions are taken into account only when they are consid-

ered relevant for the interpretation of differences.
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(section 1.5). Within section 1, only names revealing a single difference are
discussed; names withmore than one difference are listed, but their discus-
sion is postponed to section 2, where they are presented alphabetically.

In section 3 names are treated which in the Masoretic text have different
spellings and sometimes different referents, but in the Peshitta are rendered
without differentiation. In section 4 the opposite tendency is discussed:
the Peshitta differentiates where the Masoretic text does not. Section 5
treats a number of cases where a proper noun in the one version does not
correspond to a proper noun in the other and cases which appear either to
be anomalous or to reflect a complex formative process.

1. Systematic Differences in the Spelling of Proper Nouns

1.1. Single Letters

The letters rendered differently in the two versions can be grouped into
three main categories as to the motivation: phonological, graphical, and
grammatical. Thosewhich can be explained on a phonological basis include
semi-vowels, ormatres lectionis (section 1.1.1), nasals (section 1.1.2), sibilants
(section 1.1.3), velars and gutterals (section 1.1.4), and the voicing of plosives
(section 1.1.5). Those which can be explained on a graphical basis include
the letters which are similar in script (section 1.1.6). Those which can be
explained on the basis of grammar reflect differences between the language
systems involved (section 1.1.7).

1.1.1.Matres Lectionis

In many languages the so-called ‘semi-vowels’ present a challenge as to
whether they should be analysed as consonants or vowels. Often it is their
position in the syllable which determines their status. The letters used to
indicate the presence of vowels inHebrewand Syriac are traditionally called
matres lectionis; these account for much of the variation in the spelling of
forms evenwithin a single language. The letterswill be presented separately,
in alphabetical order, with the proper nouns affected. Under each Syriac
letter, first the addition of a particular mater lectionis will be treated, and
then the replacement of onemater lectionisby another. Finally, the omission
of Hebrewmatres lectioniswill be presented.
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1.1.1.1. Alaph

Alaph added initially. When Alaph is added before Yudh, the latter letter
becomes amater lectionis:3

ܝܫܝܐ [>JCJ] for ישׁי [JCJ]4

This also occurs in ܠܝܥܪܙܝܐ for לאערזי , ܐܝܠܥܪܙܝܐ for ילאערזי , ܩܚܣܝܐ for קחצי ,
ܪܟܣܝܐ for רכשׂשׁי , ܠܝܪܣܝܐ for לארשׂי , ܘܚܝܪܝܐ for החירי , and ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ for
לאעמשׁי , all of which contain more than one spelling difference.

Alaph is also added initially in:

ܟܠܡܐ [>MLK] for ךלמ [MLK]5

Alaph addedmedially.Alaphmay have been added as a vowel letter for a in:6

ܐܪܐܓ [G>R>] for ארג [GR>]7
ܐܙܐܥ [<>Z>] for הזע [<Z>]8
ܢܬܐܡ [M>TN] for ןתמ [MTN]9
ܢܬܪܐܬ [T>RTN] for ןתרת [TRTN]10

This can also be observed in ܢܘܡܐܪܒܛ for ןמרבט , which also contains other
spelling differences.

Alaph instead of He finally. Where in the Masoretic text He appears in final
position as amater lectionis for a it is transliterated as Alaph in the Peshitta:

ܐ [>L>] for הלא [>LH]11
ܐܕܝܕܝ [JDJD>] for הדידי [JDJDH]12
ܐܕܘܗܝ [JHWD>] for הדוהי [JHWDH]13
ܡܝ [JML>] for הלמי [JMLH]14

3 See chapter 3, section 1.3.
4 1Kgs 12:16.
5 In 2Kgs 23:10 ܟܠܡ exhibits an additional Alaph in comparison to ךלמל , ‘to Molech’,

in mt. Grammatically, the form ܟܠܡ can only be understood as a preposition ܠ followed
by a proper noun. The presence of the Alaph, however, points in the direction of the verb

ܟܠܡܐ ( ܟܠܡ Aphel), which in p Kings is the usual rendering of the Hebrew verb ךלמ Qal,
‘reign’. Possibly ܟܠܡܐ represents a translation error, triggered by the common translation
equivalence ܟܠܡܐ — ךלמ .

6 See Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §4b.
7 1Kgs 2:8. Mosul, however, points ee, in agreement with mt. Thus pointed, the name is

homonymous with ܐܪܐܓ , ‘arrow, dart’ (CSD, 58a).
8 2×: 1Kgs 5:4; 18:8.
9 2Kgs 11:18 (vid; only 9a1).

10 2Kgs 18:17.
11 8×: 1Kgs 16:6, 8, 13, 14; 2Kgs 15:30; 17:1; 18:1, 9. In 1Kgs 4:18 ܐ corresponds to אלא .
12 2Kgs 22:1.
13 137×.
14 2×: 1Kgs 22:8, 9.
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ܐܢܒܠ [LBN>] for הנבל [LBNH]15
ܐܫܢܡ [MNC>] for השׁנמ [MNCH]16
ܐܟܥܡ [M<K>] for הכעמ [M<KH]17
ܐܘܢܝܢ [NJNW>] for הונינ [NJNWH]18

ܐܘܥ [<W>] for הוע [<WH]19
ܐܒܪܥ [<RB>] for הברע [<RBH]20
ܐܪܝܥܨ [Y<JR>] for הריעצ [Y<JRH]21
ܐܢܒܫ [CBN>] for הנבשׁ [CBNH]22

This occurs also in ܝܠܓ for הלילגה , ܐܫܘܡ for השׁמ , ܐܙܐܥ for הזע , ܐܒܘܪܥ for
הבוזע , and ܐܒܘܨ for היבצ , which also contain other spelling differences.

A special category within this group is formed by those in which the
spelling of theophoric element systematically uses different letters— ܐܝ for
הי . These will be treated separately.23
Final Aleph as a mater lectionis for a remains Alaph in the Peshitta of

Kings, as in the unaltered spelling of ܐܬܫܚܢ [NXCT>] for אתשׁחנ [NXCT>]24
and in the final Aleph / Alaph of ܐܙܓܬܢܓ [GNT GZ>] for אזעןג [GN
<Z>].25

Alaph instead of Yod initially. Alaph appears where the Hebrew names have
Yod initially in ܡܠܫܪܘܐ for םלשׁורי , ܐܝܡܪܐ for והימרי , and ܐܝܥܫܐ for והיעשׁי ,
all of which have more than one spelling difference. The difference may be
the result of a two-step process: first the addition of prothetic Alaph, and
then the reduction of the two word-initialmatres lectionis.

This also appears to occur in composite names containing the theophoric
element לא / ܠܝ in non-initial position; however, these instances are better
explained by the elision of Alaph in this position.26

15 4×: 2Kgs 8:22; 19:8; 23:31; 24:18.
16 12×: 1Kgs 4:13; 2Kgs 20:21; 21:1, 9, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20; 23:12, 26; 24:3. Twice ܐܫܢܡ occurs as a

plus: 2Kgs 21:13; 23:32 (only btr).
17 5×: 1Kgs 2:39 (masculine proper noun); 1Kgs 15:2, 10, 13 (feminine proper noun); 2Kgs

15:29 (part of composite toponym).
18 2Kgs 19:36.
19 2×: 2Kgs 18:34; 19:13. In 2Kgs 17:24 ܐܘܥ corresponds to אוע .
20 2Kgs 14:25. In 2Kgs 25:4, 5 הברע is translated twice as ܐܬܥܩܦ , ‘plain, valley’.
21 2Kgs 8:21.
22 2×: 2Kgs 18:18, 26. The spelling אנבשׁ occurs in 2Kgs 18:37; 19:2, see section 3.3.
23 See section 1.3.1.2.
24 2Kgs 24:8.
25 2×: 2Kgs 21:18, 26. See also section 5.2.
26 See section 1.3.1.1.
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1.1.1.2. He

He added initially. The addition of He in initial position in ܢܘܪܕܗ [HDRWN]
for ןוזר [RZWN] occurs in combination with other changes.

He added medially.He is added in medial position in:

ܢܘܝܗܨ [YHJWN] for ןויצ [YJWN]27

He instead of Aleph. The following case probably involves an instance of
harmonization:

ܕܕܗ [HDD] for דדא [>DD]28

1.1.1.3.Waw

Waw added medially. Waw is added in medial position as a vowel letter to
indicate o or u:

ܐܝܡܘܕܐ [>DWMJ>] for ימדא [>DMJ]29
ܐܬܝܡܘܕܐ̈ [>"DWMJT>] for תימדא [>DMJT]30

ܡܪܝܢܘܕܐ [>DWNJRM] for םרינדא [>DNJRM]31
ܝܪܘܐ [>WRJ] for ירא [>RJ]32
ܢܘܡܐ [>MWN] for ןמא [>MN]33
ܐܝܘܡܐ [>MWR"J>] for ירמא [>MRJ]34
ܒܘܓܪܐ [>RGWB] for בגרא [>RGB]35
ܢܪܘܚܬܝܒ [BJT XWRN] for ןרחתיב [BJT XRN]36

ܬܘܠܥܒ [B<LWT] for תלָעב [B<LT]37
ܢܬܘܕ [DWTN] for ןתד [DTN]38
ܪܘܨܚ [XYWR] for רצח [XYR]39

27 3×: 1Kgs 8:1; 2Kgs 19:21, 31. According to Weitzman, Introduction, 50, ܢܘܝܗܨ reflects
partial etymologization (‘cf. ܐܝܗܨ “thirst” as from היצ “dryness” ’).

28 1Kgs 11:17 (1st). Provided דדא occurred in the Vorlage, the translator rendered the
exceptional form with the regular equivalent for דדה (5×: 1Kgs 11:14, 17 [2nd], 19, 21 [2×]).

29 2×: 1Kgs 11:14, 17.
30 1Kgs 11:1.
31 2×: 1Kgs 4:6; 5:28. ܡܪܝܢܘܕܐ also corresponds to םרודא , ‘Adoram’, in 1Kgs 12:18. See sec-

tion 3.4.
32 1Kgs 4:19.
33 1Kgs 22:26.
34 4×: 1Kgs 4:19; 9:20; 21:26; 2Kgs 21:11.
35 1Kgs 4:13. בגרא is also rendered ܒܘܐܓܪ , see sections 2 and 4.2.
36 1Kgs 9:17.
37 1Kgs 9:18. The other occurrence of ܬܘܠܥܒ in pKings is 1Kgs 4:16,where it is in conformity

with תולעב [B<LWT]. Apparently, the translator identified תלעב in 1Kgs 9:18with תולעב in 4:16.
38 2Kgs 6:13.
39 1Kgs 9:15. In 2Kgs 15:29 ܪܘܨܚ corresponds to רוצח , see section 3.3.
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ܡܥܒܪܘܝ [JWRB<M] for םעברי [JRB<M]40
ܒܘܩܥܝ [J<QWB] for בקעי [J<QB]41
ܡܘܟܠܡ [MLKWM] for םכלמ [MLKM]42
ܐܬܝܢܘܡܥ [<MWNJT>] for תינמע [<MNJT]43

ܚܪܘܩ [QWRX] for חַרֵקָ [QRX]44
ܢܘܡܪ [RMWN] for ןמר [RMN]45
ܡܘܠܫ [CLWM] for םלשׁ [CLM]46
ܪܘܕܡܬ [TMDWR] for רמדת [TDMR]47

This can also be observed in ܐܝܢܘܕܐ for הינדא and והינדא , ܟܕܘܪܡܠܘܐ for
ךדרמליוא , ܐܝܨܘܡܐ for היצמא and והיצמא , ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒ for םירחב , ܡܘܢܗܪܒ for ןב

םנה Qere, םנהינב Ketib, ܬܘܒܓ for תבנג , ܩܘܣܡܪܕ for קשׂמד and קשׂמוד , ܝܕܠܘܚ for
הדלח , ܒܝܪܘܚ for ברח , ܢܘܡܐܪܒܛ for ןמרבט , ܢܢܕܪܘܝ for ןדריה , ܥܘܫܝ for עשׁוהי ,
ܐܫܘܡ for השׁמ , ܪܨܢܕܟܘܒܢ for רצאנדכבנ , ܡܘܕܚܪܣ for ןדחרסא , ܪܝܥܘܕܥ for רערע ,
ܐܝܕܒܘܥ for והידבע , ܐܝܙܘܥ for היזע and והיזע , ܬܘܪܬܣܥ for תרתשׁע , ܐܒܘܨ for

היבצ , ܒܘܐܓܪ for בגרא , ܐܝܠܡܘܪ for והילמר , and ܐܝܢܘܠܝܫ for ינלישׁ , all of which
contain more than one spelling difference.

There are also cases where Waw has not been added to indicate o or u,
thus resulting in identical spellings in the two languages:

ܢܬܫܚܢ [NXCTN] for ןתשׁחנ [NXCTN]48
ܟܪܣܢ [NSRK] for ךרסנ [NSRK]49
ܬܡܚܢܬ [TNXMT] for תמחנת [TNXMT]50

Waw instead of Aleph. SyriacWaw asmater lectionis for o has replaced Aleph
in:

ܐܝܫܘܝ [JWCJ>] for והישׁאי [J>CJHW]51
ܘܠܡ [MLW] for אלמ [ML>]52

40 77×. In 1Kgs 15:7 םעברי is only rendered by 9a1; the same holds for 1Kgs 13:4, where the
btr has ܐܟܠܡ ; ܡܥܒܪܘܝ occurs a plus in 1Kgs 14:20 (2nd; only btr).

41 3×: 1Kgs 18:31; 2Kgs 13:23; 17:34.
42 3×: 1Kgs 11:5, 33; 2Kgs 23:13. In 1Kgs 11:7 ܡܘܟܠܡ corresponds to ךלמ , ‘Molech’.
43 2×: 1Kgs 11:1; 14:21. In 1Kgs 11:1 both p and mt have plural forms.
44 2Kgs 25:23.
45 3× in 2Kgs 5:18.
46 2×: 2Kgs 15:10; 22:14. ܡܘܠܫ corresponds to םולשׁ three times: 2Kgs 15:13, 14, 15.
47 1Kgs 9:18.
48 2Kgs 18:4.
49 2Kgs 19:37.
50 2Kgs 25:23.
51 14×: 1Kgs 13:2; 2Kgs 21:24, 26; 22:1, 3; 23:16, 19, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 34 (2×). ܐܝܫܘܝ occurs as

a plus twice: 2Kgs 23:13 (only btr), 29 (2nd).
52 2Kgs 12:21.
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This occurs also in ܘܕܓ for אדע and ܢܕܠܒܟܕܘܪܡ for ןדאלבךדארב , which also
contain other spelling differences.

Waw instead of He. Hebrew He as a mater lectionis for o53 is replaced with
Waw, because in Syriac only Waw can be mater lectionis for o (and u), as in

ܘܚܝܪܝܐ for החירי , ܢܘܥܪܦ for הערפ , ܘܠܝܫ for הלשׁ , and ܢܘܡܝܠܫ for המלשׁ , which
all contain more than one spelling difference.

1.1.1.4. Yudh

Yudh added initially. Yudh is added word-initially in the composite proper
noun ܢܫܝܬܝܒ for ןאשׁ תיב , which also contains other spelling differences.

Yudh added medially. Yudh added as a vowel letter to indicate i or ee occurs
medially in names formed with the theophoric element ܠܝܐ [>JL] for
לא [>L] in second position (see section 1.3.1.1), but is not limited to these

formations:

ܪܝܢܒܐ [>BNJR] for רנבא [>BNR]54
ܠܥܒܬܝܐ [>JTB<L] for לעבתא [>TB<L]55

ܕܝܘܕ [DWJD] for דוד [DWD]56
ܫܝܒܝ [JBJC] for שׁבי [JBC]57

ܪܝܢ [NJR] for רנ [NR]58
ܒܝܪܚܢܣ [SNXRJB] for ברחנס [SNXRB]59

ܝܢܕܝܨ [YJDNJ] for ינדצ [YDNJ]60
ܡܝܟܫ [CKJM] for םכשׁ [CKM]61
ܪܝܡܫ [CMJR] for רמֶשֶׁ [CMR], ‘Shemer’62
ܪܝܡܫ [CMJR] for רמֵֹשׁ [CMR], ‘Shomer’63
ܬܝܥܡܫ [CM<JT] for תעמשׁ [CM<T]64

This can also be observed in ܢܫܝܒ for ןשׁבה , ܒܝܪܘܚ for ברח , ܡܝܢܚܡ for םחנמ ,
ܠܝܐܬܩܢ for לאתקי , ܒܝܪܚܢܣ for ברחנס , ܪܝܥܘܕܥ for רערע , ܩܝܠܡܥ for ךלמנע , ܘܠܝܫ

53 See Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, §7b.
54 2×: 1Kgs 2:5, 32.
55 1Kgs 16:31.
56 96× (in btr). Twice ܕܝܘܕ occurs as a plus: 1Kgs 1:10, 15.
57 3×: 2Kgs 15:10, 13, 14.
58 2×: 1Kgs 2:5, 32.
59 2Kgs 19:20. ܒܝܪܚܢܣ also corresponds to בירחנס three times, see section 3.3.
60 Various inflected forms of the Hebrew gentilic (Aramaic in 1Kgs 11:33) are written

defectively (1Kgs 5:20; 11:1, 5, 33) and fully (1Kgs 16:31; 2Kgs 23:13). Syriac maintains the plene
spelling.

61 3×: 1Kgs 12:1 (2×), 25.
62 1Kgs 16:24 (2×).
63 2Kgs 12:22.
64 2Kgs 12:22.
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for הלשׁ , ܢܘܡܝܠܫ for המלש , and ܣܝܦܚܬ for סנפחת , all of which contain more
than one spelling difference.

Yudh added finally. Final Yudh is added in:

ܝܠܘܒܟ [KBWLJ] for לובכ [KBWL]65

Yudh instead of Aleph. As Syriac tends to use Yudh as a mater lectionis for i
or ee, it appears that Yudh replaced Aleph in

ܠܘܝܫ [CJWL] for לואשׁ [C>WL]66

In ܠܝܥܪܙܝܐ for לאערזי , ܠܝܪܣܝܐ for לארשׂי , and ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ for לאעמשׁי , which all
contain more than one spelling difference, the theophoric element לא [>L]
is rendered as ܠܝ [JL]. It ismost likely that the Alaph of ܠܝܐ [>JL] has been
elided in this position.

Yudh insteadofHe.Yudh can replaceHe in final position, as in ܝܕܠܘܚ for הדלח ,
which contains more than one spelling difference.

Yudh instead of Waw.Waw is replaced by Yudh in:

ܢܝܪܡܫ [CMRJN] for ןורמשׁ [CMRWN]67

This also occurs in ܚܝܢ for חוני , which has more than one spelling differ-
ence.

Yudh instead of Nun. For Yudh instead of Nun see section 1.1.7.4.

1.1.1.5. Omissions of Hebrewmatres lectionis

Aleph Omitted. Initial Aleph omitted:

ܝܬܡ [MTJ] for יתמא [>MTJ]68
ܕܦܪ [RPD] for דפרא [>RPD]69

This also occurs in ܡܘܕܚܪܣ for ןדחרסא , which contains other spelling differ-
ences as well. The aphaeresis of Alaph, which is not unusual in Syriac,70 may
have occurred during the translation process.

65 1Kgs 9:13.
66 2×: 1Kgs 2:6, 9.
67 68×. ܢܝܪܡܫ occurs as a plus in 2Kgs 17:41. In 2Kgs 17:29 ܢܝܪܡܫ corresponds to םינרמשׁה .
68 2Kgs 14:25.
69 2×: 2Kgs 18:34; 19:13.
70 Muraoka, Classical Syriac, §6J.
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Medial Aleph omitted. There are several instances where Aleph as mater
lectionis in proper nouns is not rendered in Syriac. These all involve the
so-called etymological Aleph in Hebrew:71

ܒܚܐ [>XB] for באחא [>X>B]72
ܢܕܠܒ [BLDN] for ןדאלב [BL>DN]73

ܢܕܪܙܘܒܢ [NBWZRDN] for ןדארזובנ [NBWZR>DN]74
ܪܨܢܕܟܘܒܢ [NBWKDNYR] for רצאנדכבנ [NBKDN>YR]75

ܢܪܦ [PRN] for ןראפ [P>RN]76

This also occurs in ܐܝܠܥܪܙܝܐ for ילאערזי , ܢܫܝܬܝܒ for ןאשׁתיב , ܥܒܫܪܒ for ראב

עבשׁ , ܪܣܠܕ for רשׂאלת , ܐܝܢܙܝ for והינזאי , and ܪܣܠܦܬܠܓܬ for רסאלפתלגת , all of
which have more than one spelling difference.

Where Aleph in combination with a vowel is quiescent in Hebrew, it is
not rendered in Syriac:

ܘܗܝ [JHW] for אוהי [JHW>]77
ܘܠܡ [MLW] for אולמ [MLW>]78

This also occurs in ܠܝܒܘܪ , ‘Reuben’, for ינבוארה , ‘the Reubenite’, which also
contains other spelling differences.

He Omitted.Hebrew He is omitted medially in:

ܠܝܐܙܚ [XZ>JL] for לאהזח [XZH>L]79

Hebrew final He is omitted in:

ܬܘܟ [KWT] for התוכ [KWTH]80
ܩܗܪܬ [TRHQ] for הקהרת [TRHQH]81

71 See Joüon—Muraoka, Grammar, §7b.
72 75×. ܒܚܐ occurs 6× as a plus: 1Kgs 18:16 (2nd); 20:22, 28; 22:2; 2Kgs 8:29 (only btr); 9:16

(only btr). ܒܚܐ corresponds to לאיח in 1Kgs 16:34 (see section 3.4). In 1Kgs 18:17, באחא (2nd)
is not rendered by p.

73 2× in 2Kgs 20:12.
74 3×: 2Kgs 25:8, 11, 20. ܢܕܪܙܘܒܢ occurs as a plus in 2Kgs 25:12 (only btr).
75 3×: 2Kgs 24:1, 10; 25:8. Twice ܪܨܢܕܟܘܒܢ corresponds to רצאנדכובנ : 2Kgs 24:11; 25:22, see

section 3.3.
76 2×: 1Kgs 11:18.
77 47×. ܘܗܝ occurs 4× as a plus: 2Kgs 9:22 (3rd; only btr), 25; 10:23 (2nd; only btr); 13:10

(only btr).
78 3×: 1Kgs 9:15, 24; 11:27. In 2Kgs 12:21 ܘܠܡ corresponds to the same name spelled defec-

tively as אלמ .
79 5×: 2Kgs 8:8, 13, 15, 28, 29. The Hebrew name is also spelled לאזח , see section 3.3.
80 2Kgs 17:24. The Syriac form recurs in 2Kgs 17:30, where itmatches תוכ inmt. Apparently

the translator was aware that התוכ in v. 24 refers to the city תוכ mentioned in v. 30. The names
are also equated in tj and Ant., but not in lxx.

81 2Kgs 19:9.
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WawOmitted.Waw in the Masoretic text is omitted in:

ܢܕܝܨ [YJDN] for ןודיצ [YJDWN]82
ܪܒܚ [XBR] for רובח [XBWR]83

This can be observed as well in ܩܘܣܡܪܕ for קשׂמוד , and ܢܢܒܠ for ןונבלה , which
have more than one spelling difference.

Yod Omitted. Hebrew Yod in initial position is omitted in ܚܝܢ [NJX] for
חוני [JNWX], which also contains other spelling differences.84

Yod in medial position is omitted in:

ܢܬܐ [>TN] for ןתיא [>JTN]85
ܢܡܗ [HMN] for ןמיה [HJMN]86
ܢܨܪ [RYN] for ןיצר [RYJN]87

This phenomenon can also be observed in ܟܕܘܪܡܠܘܐ for ךדרמליוא and
ܐܒܘܨ for היבצ , which also contain other spelling differences.

Yod in final position is omitted in:

ܢܢܚ [XNN] for יננח [XNNJ]88
ܚܠܫ [CLX] for יחלשׁ [CLXJ]89

This can also be observed in ܬܟܥܡ for יתכעמה , where the differences are
related to a Hebrew gentilic with definite article being rendered as a proper
noun (see section 1.4).

1.1.2. Nasals

Wepresent the Nun first due to the predominate amount ofmaterial involv-
ing this letter and because some cases with Mim can be more easily ex-
plained on the basis of the material on the Nun.

82 1Kgs 17:9.
83 2×: 2Kgs 17:6; 18:11.
84 A possible explanation is that word-initial י became .cf)ܢ section 1.1.7.4), and that

subsequently reduplicated [N] was assimilated.
85 1Kgs 5:11.
86 1Kgs 5:11.
87 4×: 2Kgs 15:37; 16:5, 6, 9.
88 2×: 1Kgs 16:1, 7.
89 1Kgs 22:42.
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1.1.2.1. Nun

Nun added medially. Nun is added in medial position in a composite name
such as ܪܫܢܝܒܐ for רשׁיחא , which also contains other spelling differences.

Nun added finally. Nun is added in final position in ܢܢܕܪܘܝ for ןדריה , ܢܝܢܬܡ for
ןשׁב , ܢܘܥܪܦ for הערפ , and ܢܘܡܝܠܫ for המלשׁ , all of which involve more

spelling differences. Appending Nun to names is also attested in Aramaic
and Greek.90

Nun instead of initial Yod.Nun appears in a number of names in the Peshitta
in a position where the Masoretic text has a Yod. This phenomenon can
be explained either by the graphic similarity of the two letters in non-final
position,91 or by the influence of the differing imperfect prefix in the two
languages.92

Nun insteadof finalHe.Nunappearsword-finallywhere theHebrewhas final
He following Nun, resulting in the duplication of final Nun in Syriac, as in:

ܢܢܡܐ [>MNN] for הנמא [>MNH] (Qere)93
ܢܢܘܝ [JWNN] for הנוי [JWNH]94

Duplicated final Nun (not separated by a vowel letter) is also found in
ܢܢܕܪܘܝ for ןדריה and ܢܢܒܠ for ןונבלה , all ofwhich containmore than one spelling

difference, and in ܢܢܚ for יננח .95 In these cases reduplicated final Nun appears
where in Hebrew Nun occurs in a final or penultimate position.

Nun instead of final Mem. The sole instance is ܢܝܪܨܡ for םירצמ . Influence of
Syriac grammar cannot be ignored.96

Nun omitted. The Nun appears to have been assimilated in the Syriac ren-
dering in ܬܘܒܓ for תבנג , ܩܝܠܡܥ for ךלמנע , and ܣܝܦܚܬ for סנפחת and סינפחת ,
all of which involve multiple spelling differences.

90 Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 34; Weitzman, Introduction, 50.
91 See section 1.1.6.3.
92 See section 1.1.7.4.
93 2Kgs 5:12. Since the Syriac form is closer to Qere הנמא than to Ketib הנבא , the translator

probably read Qere. Walter (Peshitta of IIKings, 33) leaves room for the possibility that the
translator still read הנבא but rendered it by what may have been the customary Syriac name
of the river Abanah, ܢܢܡܐ .

94 2Kgs 14:25.
95 See section 1.1.1.5.
96 See section 1.1.7.3, as well as chapter 3, section 1.5.
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1.1.2.2.Mim

Mim insteadofBeth initially.The two letters involveddiffer only inmanner of
pronunciation—both are voiced and labial, but the one is a nasal continu-
ant and the other a non-nasal plosive. This phenomenon can be observed in

ܢܕܠܒܟܕܘܪܡ for ןדאלבךדארב and ܢܝܢܬܡ for ןשׁבה , which containother spelling
differences.

Mim instead of Nun finally. Mim is substituted for final Nun in ܡܘܕܚܪܣ for
ןדחרסא , which manifests more than one spelling difference.

1.1.3. Hebrew Sibilants

Except for the fact that Syriac does not have a separate letter for the Hebrew
Sin, the two languages have corresponding letters to indicate the sibilants.
Yet the phonetic quality represented by a cognate letter need not have been
identical. The great variety in the rendering of the sibilants seems to point
in this direction.97

1.1.3.1. Hebrew Tsade

Zayin instead of Tsade. This occurs in:

ܬܩܙܒ [BZQT] for תקצב [BYQT]98

Semkath instead of Tsade. The example, ܩܚܣܝܐ for קחצי , involvesmore than
one spelling difference.

1.1.3.2. Hebrew Sin

Lamadh instead of Sin. The fricative-lateral Sin became Lamadh in Syriac
and Aramaic. The example, ܐܝܕܠܟ̈ for םידשׂכ , manifests more than one
spelling difference.

Semkath instead of Sin. This substitution can be found in ܠܝܪܣܝܐ for לארשׂי ,
ܪܣܠܕ for רשׂאלת , ܩܘܣܡܪܕ for קשׂמד and קשׂמוד , and ܬܘܟܣ for הכושׂ , all of which

manifest more than one spelling difference.

Shin instead of Sin. In some cases, the translator apparently took Sin of the
Masoretic text for Shin and rendered accordingly, as in

ܪܨܐܪܫ [CR>YR] for רצארשׂ [FR>YR]99

97 For more examples, see chapter 3, section 1.1.3.
98 2Kgs 22:1.
99 2Kgs 19:37.
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This can also be found in ܐܝܫܥ for הישׂע and ܐܝܪܫ for הירשׂ , which involve
more than one spelling difference.

1.1.3.3. Hebrew Shin

Semkath instead of Shin. The example, ܬܘܪܬܣܥ for תרתשׁע , involves more
than one spelling difference.

Taw instead of Shin. Taw occurs for Shin in:

ܪܘܬܐ [>TWR] for רושׁא [>CWR]100

This occurs also in the rendering ܢܝܢܬܡ for ןשׁב , which contains more than
one spelling difference.

1.1.4. Velars and Gutterals

As was proposed for the sibilants, it is possible that the phonetic quality
represented by the cognate letters differed in Hebrew and Syriac. This could
explain some of the switches in the spelling of proper nouns.

1.1.4.1. Gamal Instead of Ayin
The Gamal appears where the Hebrew has an Ayin in:

ܐܙܓ [GZ>], ‘(the garden of) the treasury’, for אזע [<Z>], ‘(the garden of)
Uzza’101

This can also be observed in ܘܕܓ for אדע , which contains more than one
spelling difference.

Besides the phonological proximity, another explanation is possible: as
Syriac ܥ and ܓ are more easily confused than Hebrew ע and ,ג the dif-
ference could result from corruption. Support for this assumption may
be found in 6h18 which offers ܪܒܥ instead of ܪܒܓ 102 in the other ancient
manuscripts (= רבג ).

The switch from Ayin to Gamal does not occur in ܐܙܐܥ [<>Z>] for
הזע [<Z>], ‘Gaza’.103

100 47×: 2Kgs 15:19, 20 (2×), 29 (2×); 16:7, 8, 9 (2×), 10, 18; 17:3, 4 (3×; 3rd only btr), 5, 6 (2×),
23, 24, 26, 27; 18:7, 9, 11 (2×), 13, 14 (2×), 16, 17, 19, 28, 30, 31, 33; 19:4 (only 9a1; the btr offers

ܐܝܪܘܬܐ [>TWRJ>]), 6, 8, 10, 11, 17, 20, 32, 35 (only 9a1; the btr offers ܐܝܪܘܬܐ [>TWRJ>]), 36;
20:6.

101 2×: 2Kgs 21:18, 26. See section 5.2.1.
102 2×: 1Kgs 4:13, 19.
103 2×: 1Kgs 5:4; 18:8. See also section 1.1.1.1.
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1.1.4.2. Qoph Instead of Kaph
This occurs in ܩܝܠܡܥ [<MLJQ] for ךלמנע [<NMLK],which involvesmore than
one spelling difference.

1.1.4.3. ʿE Instead of Aleph
This difference could be due to confusion of soundwhen the Syriac text was
dictated to a copyist:

ܥܠܣ [SL<] for אלס [SL>]104
ܪܣܥܢܡܠܫ [CLMN<SR] for רסאנמלשׁ [CLMN>SR]105

Though the switch of letters occurs as well in ܡܘܠܫܕܒܥ for םולשׁיבא , this is
better explained as a substitution of a different substantive in a composite
proper noun.106

1.1.5. Voicing in Plosives

The spelling difference in some cases involves only the added feature of
voicing, while other articulatory aspects remain unchanged. This may have
resulted from a confusion of sounds when the Syriac was read to a copyist.

1.1.5.1. Labials—Beth for Pe
This difference is encountered in ܗܒܝܨܒܚ for הביצפח which involves more
than one spelling difference.

1.1.5.2. Alveolars—Dalath for Taw
The voicing of the alveolar plosive occurs in ܪܦܚܕܓ for רפחהתג and ܪܣܠܕ for

רשׂאלת , both of which involve more than one spelling difference.

1.1.6. Letters Similarly Written

In some cases, the difference in spelling could be attributed to the confu-
sion of letters written in a similar way. Such visual errors arose during the
transmission of the Syriac text.

1.1.6.1. Beth Instead of ʿE
The original ʿE appears to have been confusedwith Beth in ܐܒܘܪܨ for העורצ ,
which also contains other spelling differences.

104 2Kgs 12:21. In p Kings there is another place named ܥܠܣ in 2Kgs 14:7. See further
section 3.4.

105 2×: 2Kgs 17:3; 18:9.
106 See section 1.3.2.
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1.1.6.2. Daleth / Dalath and Resh
In most instances, the change may be ascribed to a confusion of letters,
although it is not excluded that the two were pronounced similarly.107

Dalath instead of Resh. Dalath appears where the Hebrew has Resh in:

ܛܕܪܐ [>RDV] for טררא [>RRV]108
ܕܘܓ [GWD] for רוג [GWR]109
ܝܥܕ [D<J] for יער [R<J]110
ܨܘܕܚ [XDWY] for ץורח [XRWY]111
ܣܚܕܚ [XDXS] for סחרח [XRXS]112
ܐܕܕܨ [YDD>] for הדרצ [YRD>]113

This phenomenon can also be observed in ܬܠܒܕ for הלבר , ܪܝܥܘܕܥ for רערע ,
and ܐܕܘܪܦ for םירורפ , all of which contain more than one spelling differ-
ence.

Resh instead of Daleth. Resh appears where Hebrew has a Daleth in:

ܪܩܥܬܝܒ [BJT <QR] for דקעתיב [BJT <QD]114
ܪܙܥܪܕܗ [HDR<ZR] for רזעדדה [HDD<ZR]115
ܪܘܒܙ [ZBWR] for דובז [ZBWD]116

This occurs also in ܪܒܙܘܝ for דבזוהי , ܪܟܙܘܝ for דבזוי , and ܐܝܪܦ for הידפ , which all
contain more than one spelling difference.

Reduplication versus dissimilation. In ܛܕܪܐ for טררא , mentioned above
under ‘Dalath instead of Resh’, and in ܪܙܥܪܕܗ for רזעדדה , mentioned under
‘Resh instead of Daleth’, Hebrew has a doubled letter, while in Syriac the
second of the pair is changed, resulting in dissimilation. In ܐܕܕܨ for הדרצ ,
mentioned above under ‘Dalath instead of Resh’, the opposite occurs: dis-
similar letters דר in Hebrew are rendered as reduplicated ܕܕ in Syriac.117

107 See chapter 3, section 1.2.
108 2Kgs 19:37.
109 2Kgs 9:27.
110 1Kgs 1:8. See also chapter 2, section 3.1.1.
111 2Kgs 21:19.
112 2Kgs 22:14.
113 1Kgs 11:26. Cf. Σαρειρά in lxx B .
114 2Kgs 10:14 (only 9a1).
115 1Kgs 11:23.
116 1Kgs 4:5.
117 Note, however, the identical spelling of [QDRWN] in both languages: 1Kgs 2:37; 15:13;

2Kgs 23:4, 6 (2×), 23.
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In a few cases where Hebrew has a single [D] or [R], Syriac appears
to reduplicate and dissimilate these letters, as in ܪܩܕܪܒ for רקדב 118 and in

ܩܘܣܡܪܕ for קשׂמד and קשׂמוד , which contain more than one spelling differ-
ence.

1.1.6.3. Yod / Yudh and Nun
Among the ancient versions the Peshitta is alone in exhibiting the Yod–Nun
interchange. For discussion, see section 1.1.7.4.

1.1.6.4. Kaph Instead of Beth
Due to the similarity in formof these two letters in eachof the twoalphabets,
the two could be easily confused:

ܝܟܐ [>KJ] for יבא [>BJ]119

This occurs also in ܪܟܙܘܝ for דבזוי , which contains other spelling differences
as well.

The switch appears to go only in one direction: no cases have been found
of Syriac Beth being written instead of Hebrew Kaph.

1.1.6.5. Lamadh
The similarity in the form of the Syriac letters involved makes the inter-
changeof letters during theprocess of transmissionplausible, thus involving
inner-Syriac corruption.

Lamadh instead ofNun.120 Lamadh replacesNun in ܠܝܒܘܪ , ‘Reuben’, for ינבואר ,
‘Reubenite’, and in ܐܝܢܟܝ for והילכי , which contain other spelling differences.

Lamadh instead of Ayin. Lamadh replaces Ayin in ܐܟܠܡ [MLK>], ‘king’, for
הכעמ [M<K>], ‘Maachah’ (part of a toponym).121

1.1.6.6. Nun Instead of LamedMedially
In medial position Syriac Nun and Lamadh resemble each other closely. It
is possible that the spelling difference in ܐܝܢܟܝ for והילכי is thus caused by
an inner-Syriac corruption. The example contains more than one spelling
difference.

118 See section 1.5.2.
119 2Kgs 18:2. As the name יבא is attested, either directly or indirectly, by all ancient

witnesses except by p, ܝܟܐ may have resulted either from the translator’s misreading יבא as
יכא , or, more likely, from inner-Syriac corruption.
120 For examples outside p Kings, see Walter, Studies, section ⟨919⟩.
121 1Kgs 15:20 (only 9a1); 2Kgs 15:29 (only 12a1).
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1.1.6.7. Resh Instead of Zayin
In ܐܒܘܪܥ for הבוזע the deviation is due to confusion of original Zayin with
Resh, probably during the transmission of the Syriac text. The example
contains more than one spelling difference.

1.1.6.8. Taw Instead of He Finally
Taw sometimes occurs instead of final He.122

1.1.7. Possible Interference from Grammar

In a number of cases, the difference in spelling in proper nouns is diffi-
cult to explain on the basis of phonetic or graphic similarity, but appears
rather to reflect aspects of the grammatical systems of the respective lan-
guages.

1.1.7.1. Rendering of the Hebrew Article and Emphatic State Ending
In contrast to Hebrew, Syriac has no separate definite article. When the
Hebrew definite article appears as part of a proper noun, Syriac deals with it
in variousmanners. Syriac does not express the determination of the article
in:

ܕܥܠܓ [GL<D] for דעלגה [HGL<D], ‘Gilead’123

This also applies to ܝܢܐ for היראה , ܢܫܝܒ for ןשׁבה , ܪܦܚܕܓ for רפחהתג , ܚܠܡܓ for
חלמהאיג , ܢܝܡܝܪܒܕ for םימיהירבד , ܢܢܕܪܘܝ for ןדריה , ܢܢܒܠ for ןונבלה , ܢܝܢܬܡ for ןשׁבה ,

and ܐܕܕܨ for הדרצה , all of which containmore than one spelling difference.
In one case, it appears that the Peshitta incorrectly interpreted an initial

He as an article and left it unrendered:

ܥܢ [N<] for ענה [HN<], ‘Hena’124

The determination expressed by the article is conveyed by the emphatic
state ending in:

ܥܒ [B<L>] for לעבה [HB<L], ‘Baal’125
ܓܠܓ [GLGL>] for לגלגה [HGLGL], ‘Gilgal’126

122 See section 1.1.7.2.
123 2Kgs 10:33 ( ܕܥܠܓܕܐܥܪܐ ); 2Kgs 15:29. In 1Kgs 4:13 ( דעלגּבַּ ) the article is indicated by the

Masoretic vocalization.
124 2×: 2Kgs 18:34; 19:13; // Isa 37:13. The vocalization ענַהֵ indicates that the Masoretes, like

lxx (4Kgdms 18:34BΑἱμὰθ), considered initialHepart of the proper noun. See alsoThesaurus
Syriacus, 2403.

125 37×. In 1Kgs 19:1 ܥܒ occurs as a plus. In 2Kgs 10:22 לעבה is not rendered.
126 2×: 2Kgs 2:1; 4:38.
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ܝܠܓ [GLJL>] for לילגה [HGLJL]127 and הלילגה [HGLJLH],128 ‘Galilee’
ܡܪܟ [KRML>] for למרכה [HKRML], ‘Carmel’129

This is also present in ܐܬܡܪ for המרה and, perhaps, in ܐܝܦܨܡ for הפצמה ,
which contain more than one spelling difference.

1.1.7.2. Feminine Singular Endings
In Syriac, a Taw sometimes occurs instead of a final He in Hebrew. Although
the two letters involved are somewhat similar in form, the fact that this
switchonly occurs at the endofwordmakes it conceivable that there is some
influence of the feminine endings in this spelling difference:

ܬܒܛܝ [JVBT] for הבטי [JVBH]130
ܐܬܡܪ [RMT>] for המר [RMH]131 and המור [RWMH]132

This can also be observed in ܬܠܒܕ for הלבר and ܬܘܟܣ for הכושׂ , which contain
more than one spelling difference.

1.1.7.3. Plural Endings
The two letters involved here do not resemble one another, but since the
nominal masc pl inflection in Hebrew uses the Mem and in Syriac the Nun,
the possibility of the influence of the grammar cannot be ignored:

ܢܝܪܨܡ [MYRJN] for םירצמ [MYRJM]133

This can also be observed in ܢܝܡܝܪܒܕ [DBRJMJN] for םימיהירבד [DBRJ
HJMJN], which has more than one spelling difference.

1.1.7.4. Prefix to the Imperfect?
Among the ancient versions the Peshitta alone exhibits the Yod–Nun inter-
change. According to Weitzman,134 Syriac translators adapted names con-
taining the imperfect prefix Yod to the Syriac conjugation by replacing Yod
with Nun. However, the alteration is not confined to names derived from
imperfect verb forms.Moreover, the change goes bothways. Since theYudh–

127 1Kgs 9:11, see section 3.3.
128 2Kgs 15:29.
129 5×: 1Kgs 18:19, 20, 42; 2Kgs 2:25; 4:25. ܡܪܟ occurs as a plus in 2Kgs 4:27 (minus 6h18

7h10 9a1). In 2Kgs 19:23 ܡܪܟ corresponds to ולמרכ , ‘his orchard’. See section 5.4.1.
130 2Kgs 21:19.
131 4×: 1Kgs 15:17, 21, 22; 2Kgs 8:29.
132 2Kgs 23:36, see section 3.4.
133 36×. In 2Kgs 23:33 ܢܝܪܨܡ occurs as a plus. In 1Kgs 5:10; 2Kgs 7:6; 18:21, 24 ܐܝܪܨܡ ,

‘Egyptians’, corresponds to םירצמ . The dual ending in Hebrew is rendered as the absolute
state plural ending in Syriac. See also chapter 3, section 1.5.

134 Weitzman, Introduction, 50.
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Nun interchange is attested in the ancient manuscripts of the Peshitta of
Kings, at least part of the occurrences are to be attributed to inner-Syriac
corruption.135 In non-final position the letters are quite similar in shape and
could have been confused.

Yudh instead of Nun

ܢܬܝܠܐ [>LJTN] for ןתנלא [>LNTN]136
ܚܙܒܝ [JBZX] for זחבנ [NBXZ]137
ܝܫܡܝ [JMCJ] for ישׁמנ [NMCJ]138

Nun instead of Yod

ܡܥܠܒܢ [NBL>M] for םעלבי [JBL>M]139
ܩܥܡܩܢ [NQM<M] for םעמקי [JQM<M]140

This occurs also in ܠܝܐܬܩܢ for לאתקי , which containsmore than one spelling
difference.141

1.2.Metathesis

More than one letter is involved when letters are switched in the rendering.
This occurs frequently in proper nouns:

ܬܝܢܓ [GNJT] for תניג [GJNT]142
ܠܘܛܡܚ [XMVWL] for לטומח [XMWVL]143

ܘܐܣ [S>W] for אוס [SW>]144
ܪܘܟܒܥ [<BKWR] for רובכע [<KBWR]145

This also occurs in ܐܝܨܠܐ for והילצא , ܢܘܪܕܗ for ןוזר , ܚܙܒܝ for זחבנ , ܡܝܢܚܡ for
םחנמ , ܡܘܕܚܪܣ for ןדח־רסא , ܪܒܓܘܢܝܨܥ for רבג־ןויצע , ܒܘܐܓܪ for בגרא , and
ܣܝܦܚܬ for חספת , which have more than one spelling difference.

135 1Kgs 4:13 9a1 has ܪܝܐܢ for ܪܝܐܝ in the other ancientmss (=mt ריאי ). In 2Chr 26:3 7a1 offers
ܐܝܢܟܝ in conformity with p 2Kgs 15:2, but 9a1 has ܐܝܢܟܢ (thus Walter, Studies, section ⟨919⟩).

136 2Kgs 24:8. For occurrences of ܢܬܝܠܐ outside of Kings, seeWalter, Studies, section ⟨918⟩.
137 2Kgs 17:31.
138 4×: 1Kgs 19:16; 2Kgs 9:2, 14, 20.
139 2Kgs 9:27. Also in Josh 17:11 (see Walter, Studies, section ⟨918e⟩).
140 1Kgs 4:12.
141 Examples of conversion of word-initial Yod into Nun in Syriac can also be found in p

1Samuel (see Morrison, First Book of Samuel, 52–53).
142 1Kgs 16:21.
143 2×: 2Kgs 23:32; 24:18 (Qere).
144 2Kgs 17:4.
145 2Kgs 22:12. This is more likely to be a case of metathesis than a twofold confusion of

letters in Hebrew or Syriac. In 2Kgs 22:14 ܪܘܟܒܥ occurs as a plus. For occurrences of ܪܘܟܒܥ for
רובכע outside Kings see Walter, Studies, section ⟨916c⟩.
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An interesting case ofmetathesis occurs with ܪܘ [WR] in Syriac for ור [RW]
in Hebrew in ܡܠܫܪܘܐ for םלשׁורי and ܐܝܪܘܨ for היורצ , both of which have
more than one spelling difference. That this switch is not obligatory can be
seen in the proper nouns whose spelling is identical in both languages, such
as [HBRWN], [JRWC>], [<QRWN], [PRWX], and [QDRWN].

Instances of metathesis also occur as inner-Syriac variants in the ancient
manuscripts, such as ܟܠܡܕܪܐ instead of ܟܠܡܪܕܐ (= ךלמרדא ),146 ܪܣܠܦܬܓܠܬ

instead of ܪܣܠܦܬܠܓܬ (= רסאלפתלגת )147 and ܪܘܕܡܬ instead of ܪܘܡܕܬ (=
רמדת ).148These variants show thatmetathesis, amorewidespread phenome-

non in Semitic languages, could also occur as an exclusively inner-Syriac
development.

The factors which might have been conducive to metathesis have not
been investigated here.

1.3. Treatment of Composite Proper Nouns

Proper nouns can be formed by the combination of a theophoric element
or a substantive with a verb, noun, or proper noun. The rendering of the
theophoric elements will be treated in section 1.3.1 and the rendering of
combinations with a substantive in section 1.3.2.

1.3.1. Spelling of Theophoric Elements

1.3.1.1. The Rendering of לא

The theophoric element לא [>L] in proper nouns can be rendered un-
changed, as in:

ܥܫܝܠܐ [>LJC<] for עשׁילא [>LJC<]149

This occurs also in ܐܝܠܐ for הילא and והילא 150 and in ܢܬܝܠܐ for ןתנלא , which
contain more than one spelling difference.151

More commonly לא is translated as ܠܝܐ , as in:152

146 2Kgs 17:31 ܟܠܡܪܕܐ (= ךלמרדא ); ܟܠܡܕܪܐ all mss minus 9a1 9c1 12a1.
147 3×: 2Kgs 15:29; 16:7, 10 ܪܣܠܦܬܠܓܬ (= רסאלפתלגת ); ܪܣܠܦܬܓܠܬ 6h18.
148 1Kgs 9:18: ܪܘܡܕܬ (= רמדת ); ܪܘܕܡܬ 8h4.
149 58× as the rendering of עשׁילא ; 1× as the rendering of the thirdmasc sg pronominal suffix

(2Kgs 2:6); 4× the name is a plus in the Syriac text (2Kgs 4:43; 5:16, 26; 8:12).
150 See section 1.3.1.2 for the renderings of the theophoric elements הי and והי .
151 2Kgs 24:8. See section 3.1.
152 See also section 1.1.1.4.



246 chapter six

ܠܝܐܬܝܒ [BJT >JL] for לאתיב [BJT >L]153
ܠܝܐܙܚ [XZ>JL]154 for לאזח [XZ>L]155 and לאהזח [XZH>L]156
ܠܝܐܘܢܦ [PNW>JL] for לאונפ [PNW>L]157

When the theophoric element occurs at the end of the word, it is often
reduced by the elision of Alaph, as in ܠܝܥܪܙܝܐ for לאערזי , ܠܝܪܣܝܐ for לארשׂי ,
and ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ for לאעמשׁי , all of which involve more than one spelling differ-
ence. In ܐܝܠܥܪܙܝܐ for ילאערזי both the Alaph and the Yudh have disappeared
in the spelling of ܠܝܐ . This item involves more than one spelling difference.

The theophoric element לא has moved from initial to final position in
ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ for עמשׁילא , which also containsmore than one spelling difference.

1.3.1.2. The Rendering of הי and והי

In initial position. In a few cases והי [JHW] in initial position retains the
spelling ܘܗܝ [JHW]:

ܙܚܐܘܗܝ [JHW>XZ] for זחאוהי [JHW>XZ]158
ܫܐܘܗܝ [JHW>C] for שׁאוהי [JHW>C]159
ܢܕܥܘܗܝ [JHW<DN] for ןדעוהי [JHW<DN]160

והי in initial position is often rendered as ܘܝ [JW]:

ܫܐܘܝ [JW>C] for שׁאוהי [JHW>C]161
ܥܕܝܘܝ [JWJD<] for עדיוהי [JHWJD<]162
ܢܝܟܝܘܝ [JWJKJN] for ןיכיוהי [JHWJKJN]163

153 19×: 1Kgs 12:29, 32 (2×), 33; 13:1, 4, 10, 11 (2×), 32; 2Kgs 2:2 (2×), 3, 23; 10:29; 17:28; 23:4, 15,
17, 19. However, in 2Kgs 23:19 לאתיב is rendered as a single word: ܠܝܐܬܝܒ , see section 1.5.1.

154 Twice ܠܝܐܙܚ occurs as a plus: 2Kgs 8:14, 15 (only btr). In 1Kgs 19:17 ܠܝܐܙܚ is only
represented in the btr.

155 15×: 1Kgs 19:15, 17; 2Kgs 8:9, 12; 9:14, 15; 10:32; 12:18 (2×), 19; 13:3 (2×), 22, 24, 25.
156 5×: 2Kgs 8:8, 13, 15, 28, 29. See also sections 2 and 3.3.
157 1Kgs 12:25.
158 15×: 2Kgs 10:35; 13:1, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 22, 25 (2×); 14:8, 17; 23:30, 31, 34. ܙܚܐܘܗܝ occurs twice as

a plus: 2Kgs 14:23, 27. It is surprising to find that the translator chose ܙܚܐܘܗܝ rather than
ܙܚܐܘܝ as a standard equivalent. The standard equivalent is even used to render the sole

instance with a deviating spelling ( זחאוי in 2Kgs 14:1), probably for the sake of uniformity.
159 9×: 2Kgs 13:10 (2nd), 25 (1st); 14:8, 9, 11, 13 (2nd), 15, 16, 17 (2nd). The translator distin-

guished consistently between King Joash of Judah and King Joash of Israel. The short spelling
ܫܐܘܝ is reserved for Joash of Judah and the long spelling ܫܐܘܗܝ for Joash of Israel. See sec-

tion 4.1.
160 2Kgs 14:2 (Qere).
161 7×: 2Kgs 12:1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 19. See note 159.
162 20×: 1Kgs 1:8, 26, 32, 36, 38, 44; 2:25, 29, 34, 35, 46; 4:4; 2Kgs 11:4, 9 (2×), 15, 17; 12:3, 8, 10.

Twice ܐܕܝܘܝ occurs as a plus: 1Kgs 1:10, 19.
163 6×: 2Kgs 24:6, 8, 12, 15; 25:27 (2×).
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ܡܝܩܝܘܝ [JWJQJM] for םקיוהי [JHWJQJM]164
ܒܕܢܘܝ [JWNDB] for בדנוהי [JHWNDB]165
ܡܪܘܝ [JWRM] for םרוהי [JHWRM]166
ܥܒܫܘܝ [JWCB<] for עבשׁוהי [JHWCB<]167
ܛܦܫܘܝ [JWCPV] for טפשׁוהי [JHWCPV]168

This occurs also in ܪܒܙܘܝ for דבזוהי ,169 which contains more than one spelling
difference. In ܥܘܫܝ for עשׁוהי , which also contains other spelling differences,
the rendering of the theophoric element is Syriac is reduced to .ܝ

In cases where the Hebrew has וי [JW] in initial position, this remains
ܘܝ [JW]:

ܚܐܘܝ [JW>X] for חאוי [JW>X]170
ܫܐܘܝ [JW>C] for שׁאוי [JW>C]171
ܢܢܚܘܝ [JWXNN] for ןנחוי [JWXNN]172
ܡܪܘܝ [JWRM] for םרוי [JWRM]173
ܡܬܘܝ [JWTM] for םתוי [JWTM]174

This occurs also in ܪܟܙܘܝ for דבזוי ,175 which contains more than one spelling
difference.

In final position. The theophoric element והי in final position is often ren-
dered as ܐܝ [J>]:

ܐܝܢܒ [BNJ>] for והינב [BNJHW]176
ܐܝܠܕܓ [GDLJ>] for והילדג [GDLJHW]177
ܐܝܪܙܥ [<ZRJ>] for והירזע [<ZRJHW]178

164 7×: 2Kgs 23:34, 35, 36; 24:1, 5, 6, 19.
165 3×: 2Kgs 10:15 (2×), 23.
166 16×: 1Kgs 22:51; 2Kgs 1:17 (2×); 3:1, 6; 8:16 (2nd), 25 (2nd), 29 (2nd; only 9a1); 9:15, 17, 21

(2×), 22, 23, 24; 12:19. ܡܪܘܝ corresponds to םרוי 15×: see section 1.7.1.
167 2Kgs 11:2.
168 34×: 1Kgs 4:3, 17; 15:24; 22:2, 4 (2×), 5, 7, 8 (2×), 10, 18, 29, 30, 32 (2×), 41, 42, 45, 46, 49, 50

(2×), 51, 52; 2Kgs 1:17; 3:1, 7 (1st), 11, 12 (2×; 2nd only 9a1), 14; 8:16 (2nd); 12:19. ܛܦܫܘܝ occurs as
a plus in 2Kgs 3:7 (2nd; only btr). In 2Kgs 8:16 (1st); 9:2, 14 טפשׁוהי is not rendered in p Kings.

169 See also section 4.4.
170 3×: 2Kgs 18:18, 26, 37.
171 10×: 1Kgs 22:26; 2Kgs 11:2; 12:20, 21; 13:1, 10 (1st); 14:1 (2nd), 3, 17 (1st), 23 (1st). See note 159.
172 2Kgs 25:23.
173 15×: 2Kgs 8:16 (1st), 21, 23, 24, 25 (1st), 28 (2×), 29 (1st, 3rd); 9:14 (2×), 16 (2×), 29; 11:2.
174 7×: 2Kgs 15:5, 7, 30, 32, 36, 38; 16:1.
175 See also section 4.4.
176 15×: 1Kgs 1:8, 10, 26, 32, 36, 38, 44; 2:25, 29, 30 (2×), 34, 35, 46; 4:4. ܐܝܢܒ occurs as a plus

in 1Kgs 1:19.
177 5×: 2Kgs 25:22, 23 (2×), 24, 25.
178 2×: 1Kgs 4:2, 5. ܐܝܪܙܥ corresponds to הידע in 2Kgs 22:1, see section 2. For והירזע rendered

as ܐܝܙܘܥ , see section 2.
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ܐܝܢܦܨ [YPNJ>] for והינפצ [YPNJHW]179
ܐܝܠܡܘܪ [RWMLJ>] for והימר [RMLJHW]180

This also occurs in ܐܝܡܪܐ for והימרי , ܐܝܥܫܐ for והיעשׁי , ܐܝܫܘܝ for והישׁאי ,
ܐܝܢܙܝ for והינזאי , ܐܝܢܟܝ for והילכי , and ܐܝܕܒܘܥ for והידבע , which contain other

spelling differences as well.
The theophoric element הי [JH] in final position is likewise rendered as
ܐܝ [J>], as in:

ܐܝܒܐ [>BJ>] for היבא [>BJH]181
ܐܝܪܘܐ [>WRJ>] for הירוא [>WRJH]182
ܐܝܢܬܡ [MTNJ>] for הינתמ [MTNJH]183
ܐܝܢܬܢ [NTNJ>] for הינתנ [NTNJH]184
ܐܝܚܩܦ [PQXJ>] for היחקפ [PQXJH]185
ܐܝܥܡܫ [CM<J>] for היעמשׁ [CM<JH]186

A number of additional names containing this rendering in final position
involve Hebrew names with variation in the spelling of the theophoric
element.187

1.3.2. Substantives as Part of a Proper Noun

Certain names are formed by combining a proper noun with an expression
indicating a relationship. The components often express family relation-
ships, such as, בא [>B], ‘father’, יבא [>BJ], ‘my father’, and יחא [>XJ], ‘my
brother’, which in Syriac and Hebrew are spelled identically:

ܒܕܢܝܒܐ [>BJNDB] for בדניבא [>BJNDB], ‘Abinadab’188
ܕܘܠܝܚܐ [>XJLWD] for דוליחא [>XJLWD], ‘Ahilud’189
ܒܕܢܝܚܐ [>XJNDB] for בדניחא [>XJNDB], ‘Ahinadab’190
ܨܥܡܝܚܐ [>XJM<Y] for ץעמיחא [>XJM<Y], ‘Ahimaaz’191

179 2Kgs 25:18.
180 7×: 2Kgs 15:25, 27, 30, 32, 37; 16:1, 5.
181 1Kgs 14:1. ܐܝܒܐ occurs as a plus in 1Kgs 15:6 and is the rendering for םיבא in 1Kgs 14:31;

15:1, 7, 8, see section 3.4.
182 6×: 1Kgs 15:5; 2Kgs 16:10, 11 (2×), 15, 16.
183 2Kgs 24:17.
184 2×: 2Kgs 25:23, 25.
185 3×: 2Kgs 15:22, 23, 26.
186 1Kgs 12:22.
187 See section 3.1.
188 1Kgs 4:11.
189 2×: 1Kgs 4:3, 12.
190 1Kgs 4:14.
191 1Kgs 4:15.
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This occurs also in combination with a theophoric element in ܐܝܒܐ for
היבא and in ܐܝܚܐ for היחא and והיחא .192
The component ןב [BN], ‘son of’, is always translated as ܪܒ [BR]. The com-

ponent תב [BT], ‘daughter of ’, is transliterated in the btr in ܥܒܫܬܒ [BTCB<]
for עבשׁתב [BT CB<], ‘Bathsheba’, but translated in 9a1.193 Place names are
frequently constructed with [BJT], ‘house of’, in both languages.194 Certain
names of officials contain the element [RB], ‘chief ’, in both languages: ܒܪ

ܩܣܝܣ for סירסבר 195 and ܐܩܫ̈ܒܪ for הקשׁבר .196
Some names contain curious changes. It appears that the substantive

denoting the relationship has been substituted for another in ܪܫܢܝܒܐ for
רשׁיחא , which has more than one spelling difference, and, possibly, in

ܡܘܠܫܕܒܥ [<BDCLWM] for םולשׁיבא [>BJCLWM]197

However, the latter Syriac name could also be the outcome of a gradual
inner-Syriac development.198

1.4. Gentilics and Proper Nouns

The Peshitta sometimes renders the name of a nation as a gentilic when the
reference is taken to be to a people rather than to a territory.199 In addition,
the Peshitta sometimes harmonizes a proper noun with a gentilic in the
immediate context. In the occurrences below the exact motive behind the
change cannot always be determined:

ܐܝܡܘܕܐ̈ , ‘Edomites’, for םודא , ‘Edom’200
ܐܝܡܘܕܐ̈ , ‘Edomites’, for םרא , ‘Aram’201

192 See section 3.1.
193 8×: 1Kgs 1:11, 15, 16 (1st), 28, 31; 2:13, 18, 19. ܥܒܫܬܒ occurs as a plus in 1Kgs 1:16 (2nd). In 9a1

and 12a1 theHebrewname is translated as ܥܒܫܬܪܒ . Translation and transliteration represent
two alternative strategies. The translated form may be secondary. It could have replaced the
transliterated form in order to bring it into conformity with the usual Syriac translation of
ןב as ܪܒ . In that case, the scribe responsible for the changewill have been aware that תב means
‘daughter’.

194 Examples and references can be found under section 1.5.1.
195 See sections 1.5.1 and 5.4.3.
196 See sections 1.5.1 and 5.2.3.
197 2×: 1Kgs 15:2, 10.
198 See section 5.5.
199 This motivation may also underly the addition of the proclitic particle ܕ- to the name

of a nation or group (‘those of …’). These instances in p have not been listed.
200 2Kgs 8:21.
201 9×: 1Kgs 20:27, 28; 22:11; 2Kgs 5:2; 6:9; 7:12, 15; 13:17, 19. For the change from ‘Aram’ to

‘Edom’ see section 3.4.
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ܐܝܪܘܬܐ , ‘(the camp of) the Assyrian’, for רושׁא , ‘(the camp of) Assyria’202
ܠܝܪܣܝܐܝܢܒ̈ , ‘sons of Israel’, for לארשׂי , ‘Israel’203
ܐܕܘܗܝܝܢܒ̈ , ‘sons of Judah’, for הדוהי , ‘Judah’204
ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ , ‘those of the house of Israel’, for לארשׂי , ‘Israel’205

ܐܝܒܐܘܡ̈ , ‘Moabites’, for באומ , ‘Moab’206
ܐܝܨܡ , ‘Egyptians’, for םירצמ , ‘Egypt’207

A personal name is rendered as a gentilic:
ܐܬܝܢܥܢܟ , ‘(son of) a Canaanite woman’, for הנענכ , ‘(son of) Chenaanah’208

The Peshitta translates a proper noun as an adjective:
ܐܝܪܘܬܐܐܟܠܡ , ‘the Assyrian king’, for רושׁאךלמ , ‘the king of Assyria’209

The Peshitta renders a gentilic with the definite article as a proper noun:
ܐܝܒܘܛ , ‘Tobia’, for יתפטנה , ‘the Netophathite’210
ܬܟܥܡ , ‘Maachat’, for יתכעמה , ‘the Maachathite’211

Three successive occurrences in 2Kgs 10:33 are interrelated:
ܕܓ , ‘Gad’, for ידגה , ‘the Gadite’

ܠܝܒܘܪ , ‘Reuben’, for ינבוארה , ‘the Reubenite’
ܐܫܢܡ , ‘Manasseh’, for ישׁנמה , ‘the Manassite’

202 2Kgs 19:35 (only btr) // p Isa 37:36.
203 6×: 1Kgs 8:16 (only btr; 9a1 ܠܝܪܣܝܐ ); 11:25 (only btr; 9a1 ܠܝܪܣܝܐ ); 12:16; 2Kgs 3:24; 17:6

(only btr; 9a1 ܠܝܪܣܝܐ ), 23 (only btr; 9a1 ܠܝܐܪܣܝܐ ).
204 2Kgs 17:19 (only btr; 9a1 ܐܕܘܗܝ ).
205 3×: 1Kgs 12:18, 19; 2Kgs 17:21 (only btr; 9a1 ܠܝܐܪܣܝܐ ). p may have chosen this rendering

under the influence of the frequently occurring expressions construed asBJT X throughout
1Kgs 12:19–23: דודתיב (p ܕܝܘܕܬܝܒܕ ) in vv. 19, 20; הדוהיתיב (p ܐܕܘܗܝܬܝܒܕ ) in vv. 21, 23; לארשׂיתיב (p

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܬܝܒܕ ) in v. 21. See also 1Kgs 12:21: ܢܝܡܝܢܒܬܝܒܕ , ‘(the tribe of) the house of Benjamin’,
for ןימינב , ‘(the tribe of) Benjamin’. The occurrence in 2Kgs 17:21, which has a parallel in the
Aramaic of tj, can likewise be explained from 1Kgs 12:19–23, since the verse refers back to
that passage.

206 5×: 1Kgs 11:33; 2Kgs 3:18, 21, 22, 24.
207 4×: 1Kgs 5:10; 2Kgs 7:6; 18:21, 24.
208 2×: 1Kgs 22:11, 24. The difference may be explained as follows: p took הנענכ to be a

feminine personal name because of its ending ה־ . For exegetical reasons the translator then
rendered הנענכ as the feminine gentilic name ܐܬܝܢܥܢܟ . The false prophet Zedekiah is thus
described as the son of a Canaanite woman, possibly with derogatory connotations.

209 2×: 2Kgs 18:23; 19:4 (only btr). These renderings run parallel to p Isa 36:8; 37:4, respec-
tively. With the exception of the occurrences mentioned, רושׁאךלמ is consistently rendered
as ܪܘܬܐܕܐܟܠܡ in both p Kings and p Isaiah. The only other occurrence of ܐܝܪܘܬܐ is in 2Kgs
19:35 (only btr), where it again corresponds to p Isaiah (Isa 37:36). Since all three occurrences
of ܐܝܪܘܬܐ inKings correspond to theusage in theparallel passage in Isaiah,Walter concludes
that ‘the case for dependence looks very strong’ (Walter, ‘Use of Sources’, 191; also Peshitta of
IIKings, 175).

210 2Kgs 25:23. See section 5.5.
211 2Kgs 25:23.
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In its translation of ישׁנמהוינבוארהוידגהדעלגהץראלכתא , ‘all the land
of Gilead—the Gadite and the Reubenite and the Manassite’, the Peshitta
aligns the gentilics of the Hebrew text with the proper noun ‘Gilead’: ܗܠܟܘ

ܐܫܢܡܕܘܠܝܒܘܪܕܘܕܓܕܘܕܥܠܓܕܐܥܪܐ , ‘and all the land of Gilead, and of Gad,
and of Reuben, and ofManasseh’. The Peshitta thus extends the government
of ‘land’ in construct state beyond ‘Gilead’ so as to include ‘Gad’, ‘Reuben’,
and ‘Manasseh’. The appositional phrase beginning in Hebrew with ‘the
Gadite’ is interpreted as an asyndetic connection within a series of forms
governed by ץרא in construct state.212

In the following case, a gentilic as apposition is replaced by a geographic
designation:

ܐܝܚܢܕܡ , ‘the easterner’, for יחרזאה , ‘the Ezrahite’213

Agentilic is rendered by an expression containing the corresponding proper
noun in:

ܝܒܫܬܢܡܕ , ‘(Elijah) who is from Tishbi’, for יבשׁתה , ‘(Elijah) the Tishbite’214

The unusual designation םידעלגינב , ‘sons of the Gileadites’, is standardized
as ܢܒ

̈
ܕܥܠܓܝ , ‘sons of Gilead’.215

1.5. Conflation and Expansion of Words

1.5.1. Two HebrewWords Written as One in the Peshitta

Two elements of a name in the Masoretic text are often written as a single
word in the Peshitta. This occurs particularly when a personal name is
construed from the components ‘son / daughter of x’. In the Masoretic text
the two parts are most often connected by amaqqeph:

212 See chapter 11, section 3, for more examples of variety in the renderings of phrase
structures in the two versions.

213 1Kgs 5:11. Here the mt states that Solomon ‘was wiser than any man, more than Ethan
the Ezrahite …’. The Syriac rendering is linked to the Hebrew through the stem חרז , which
corresponds to ܚܢܕ in Syriac. The semantic shift in v. 11 is to be seen in light of the previous
verse, 1Kgs 5:10, where it is said that Solomon’swisdom ‘was greater than thewisdomof any of
the people of the east ( ܐܚܢܕܡ ) and than all the wisdom of the Egyptians’ (p). The apposition

יחרזאה in v. 11 offered the translator the opportunity to exemplify the point that Solomon’s
wisdom exceeded that of the wisemen from the east, bymerely reading יחרזאה as יחרזמה and
translating it accordingly as ܐܝܚܢܕܡ , ‘the easterner’. The change presents an example of al
tiqre.

214 6×: 1Kgs 17:1; 21:17, 28; 2Kgs 1:3, 8; 9:36. Note that in 1Kgs 19:16 Elisha is designated in
a manner analogous to ܘܚܡܠܒܐܢܡܕ , ‘who is from Abel Meholah’ (mt הלוחמלבאמ , ‘from
Abel Meholah’).

215 2Kgs 15:25.
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ܪܩܕܪܒ [BRDQR] for רקדןב [BN DQR]216
ܕܕܗܪܒ [BRHDD] for דדהןב [BN HDD]217
ܪܘܚܪܒ [BRXWR] for רוחןב [BN XWR]218
ܕܣܚܪܒ [BRXSD] for דסחןב [BN XSD]219
ܥܒܫܬܒ [BTCB<] for עבשׁתב [BT CB<]220

This also occurs in ܡܘܢܗܪܒ for םנהןב , which containsmore than one spelling
difference.

The following names are also written as a single word in Syriac:

ܒܘܒܙܠܥܒ [B<LZBWB] for בובזלעב [B<L ZBWB]221

as well as ܡܘܕܚܪܣ for ןדחרסא and ܪܣܠܦܬܠܓܬ for רסאלפתלגת , which contain
more than one spelling difference.

In place names as well the component parts are sometimes written as a
single word, such as in ܥܒܫܪܒ for עבשׁראב , ܪܦܚܕܓ for רפחהתג , ܚܠܡܓ for

חלמאיג , and ܪܒܓܘܢܝܨܥ for רבגןויצע ; these examples containmore than one
spelling difference.

In contrast to the tendency noted above, where ‘BN x’ is in apposition
to a personal name, thus describing a relationship instead of using the
relationship as an appellative, the Peshitta of Kings as a rule writes two
words, in cases such as:

ܕܘܠܝܚܐܪܒ [BR >XJLWD] for דוליחאןב [BN >XJLWD]222
ܢܘܢܪܒ [BR NWN] for ןונןב [BN NWN]223
ܒܟܪܪܒ [BR RKB] for בכרןב [BN RKB]224

In the light of the preceding, one could argue that where the Peshitta of
Kings agrees with the Masoretic text, the translator interpreted ‘BN x’ as
a description of the relationship:

ܒܕܢܝܒܐܪܒ [BR >BJNDB] for בדניבאןב [BN >BJNDB]225
ܪܒܓܪܒ [BR GBR] for רבגןב [BN GBR]226

216 1Kgs 4:9.
217 21×: 1Kgs 15:18, 20; 20:1, 3, 5, 9, 10, 16, 17, 20, 26, 30, 32, 33 (2×); 2Kgs 6:24; 8:7, 9; 13:3, 24,

25. ܕܕܗܪܒ occurs as a plus in 1Kgs 20:33 (1st; only btr).
218 1Kgs 4:8.
219 1Kgs 4:10.
220 Only the occurrences in the btr. See note 193.
221 4×: 2Kgs 1:2, 3, 6, 16.
222 2×: 1Kgs 4:3, 12.
223 1Kgs 16:34.
224 2×: 2Kgs 10:15, 23.
225 1Kgs 4:11.
226 2×: 1Kgs 4:13, 19.
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Other personal names rendered as two words include:

ܬܘܢܒܬܘܟܣ [SKWT BNWT] for תונבתוכס [SKWT BNWT]227

as well to the personal name ܢܕܠܒܟܕܘܪܡ for ןדאלבךדארב , which contains
more than one spelling difference.

Composite names with the element [RB] are also written as two words:
ܩܣܝܣܒܪ for סירסבר 228 and ܐܩܫ̈ܒܪ for הקשׁבר .229

Place names construed as BJT x, ‘house of x’, most commonly are ren-
dered as two words:

ܠܝܐܬܝܒ [BJT >JL] for לאתיב [BJT >L]230
ܢܢܚܬܝܒ [BJT XNN] for ןנחתיב [BJT XNN]231
ܫܡܫܬܝܒ [BJT CMC] for שׁמשׁתיב [BJT CMC]232
ܢܪܘܚܬܝܒ [BJT XWRN] for ןרחתיב [BJT XRN]233

ܪܩܥܬܝܒ [BJT <QR] for דקעתיב [BJT <QD]234

One place name is alternately rendered as a single word and as two words:

ܕܥܠܓܬܡܪ [RMT GL<D]235 and ܕܥܠܓܬܡܪ [RMTGL<D]236 for דעלגתמר [RMT
GL<D]

1.5.2. One HebrewWordWritten as Two in the Peshitta

A single proper noun in Hebrew is rendered as two words in:

ܪܩܕܪܒ [BR DQR] for רקדב [BDQR], ‘Bidkar’237

as well as in ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒ for םירחב and ܢܘܡܐܪܒܛ for ןמרבט , both of which
contain more than one spelling difference.

227 2Kgs 17:30.
228 See sections 1.3.2 and 5.4.3.
229 See sections 1.3.2 and 5.2.3.
230 19×: 1Kgs 12:29, 32 (2×), 33; 13:1, 4, 10, 11 (2×), 32; 2Kgs 2:2 (2×), 3, 23; 10:29; 17:28; 23:4, 15,

17, 19. However, in 2Kgs 23:19 לאתיב is rendered as a single word: ܠܝܐܬܝܒ .
231 1Kgs 4:9.
232 3×: 1Kgs 4:9; 2Kgs 14:11, 13.
233 1Kgs 9:17.
234 2Kgs 10:14 (only 9a1).
235 8×: 1Kgs 4:13; 22:6, 12, 15, 20; 2Kgs 8:28; 9:1, 4.
236 4×: 1Kgs 22:3, 4, 29; 2Kgs 9:14.
237 2Kgs 9:25. The background of the deviation from the Hebrew is unclear. The following

possibilities present themselves: 1. the translator considered the name רקדב to be an error for
רקדןב , a nameoccurring in 1Kgs 4:9, and soused a Syriac renderingof the latter name ( ܪܩܕܪܒ in

1Kgs 4:9); 2. ܪܩܕܪܒ results from combining different readings in earlier Syriac manuscripts,
ܪܩܕܒ and ܪܩܪܒ ; 3. the transliteration Βαδεκάρ (cf. vg Baddacer), appearing in lxx B (as a later

correction), in Ant. (ms o), and in several otherminusculi, led the translator to render רקדב as
ܪܩܕܪܒ .
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2. Names with More Than a Single Systematic Difference

The differences presented in section 1 also occur in combination within a
single name. There seem to be no systematic limitations on which differ-
ences can occur together. Since the types of differences have already been
described in the preceding sections, we present the names here in alphabet-
ical order with a listing of the phenomena to be observed in each case.

ܪܫܢܝܒܐ [>BJNCR] for רשׁיחא [>XJCR]238 ܝܒܐ instead of יחא in composite name;
addedܢ medially

ܐܝܢܘܕܐ [>DWNJ>]239 for
הינדא [>DNJH]240 and
והינדא [>DNJHW]241

ܘ added medially; spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for הי and והי

ܟܕܘܪܡܠܘܐ [>WL MRWDK] for ליוא
ךדרמ [>WJL MRDK]242

י omitted medially; ܘ added medially

ܡܠܫܪܘܐ [>WRCLM] for
םלשׁורי [JRWCLM]243

ܐ added initially; metathesis— ור to ܪܘ ;
reduction of adjacentmatres lectionis
י) deleted)

ܠܝܥܪܙܝܐ [>JZR<JL] for
לאערזי [JZR<>L]244

ܐ added initially; לא written as ܠܝܐ ;
elision of medialܐ

238 1Kgs 4:6. The Syriac name means ‘my father will be strong’ ( ܪܫܢ : Peal third masc sg
imperfect of ܪܫ , ‘be strong, get well’, CSD, 595a). The Hebrew name is taken to mean ‘my
brother is just’ ( רשׁי , ‘just, fair’, KBL, 414ab). Possibly, the translator interpreted the Yod in

רשׁי as prefix to an imperfect which he rendered as the thirdmasc sg prefix of the imperfect in
Syriac, thereby arriving at ܪܫܢ (cf. section 1.1.7.4). The elements ‘brother’ and ‘father’ in names
are sometimes switched in Hebrew (cf. 2Sam 8:17 ‘Ahimelech’ // 1Chr 18:16 ‘Abimelech’).
The shift from ‘my brother’ ( יחא ) to ‘my father’ ( ܝܒܐ ) is difficult to explain in terms of
conscious substitution, however. A few verses later in the same chapter, the element ‘my
brother’ is duly rendered in other names: v. 12 ܕܘܠܝܚܐ [>XJLWD] for דוליחא [>XJLWD],
‘Ahilud’; v. 14 ܒܕܢܝܚܐ [>XJNDB] for בדניחא [>XJNDB], ‘Ahinadab’; v. 15 ܨܥܡܝܚܐ [>XJM<Y]
for ץעמיחא [>XJM<Y], ‘Ahimaaz’. Therefore the deviations from רשׁיחא may all result from
inner-Syriac corruption of the original form ܪܫܝܚܐ .Whatmayhave happened is that a copyist
took the right bended stroke of theHeth as a Beth and the left stroke as a Yudh. Subsequently,
the following Yudh was read as a Nun (cf. section 1.1.7.4).

239 Twice ܐܝܢܘܕܐ occurs as a plus: 1Kgs 1:25 (1st); 2:28 (1st).
240 4×: 1Kgs 1:5, 7, 18; 2:28 (2nd).
241 18×: 1Kgs 1:8, 9, 11, 13, 24, 25 (2nd), 41, 42, 43, 49, 50, 51; 2:13, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24.
242 2Kgs 25:27.
243 91×. ܡܠܫܪܘܐ moreover occurs as a plus four times: 1Kgs 2:42; 2Kgs 18:17 (2×); 24:1 (only

btr). This form is almost consistently used throughout 7a1 and 9a1, and it is most frequently
found in the ancient mss. The form ܡܠܫܝܪܘܐ is used throughout 9l2 9l3 9l6 11c1 12a1, whereas
6h18 7h10 8a1* occasionally offer ܡܠܫܪܐ .

244 18×: 1Kgs 4:12; 18:45, 46; 21:1, 23; 2Kgs 8:29 (2×); 9:10, 15 (2×), 17, 30, 36, 37; 10:1 (only 9a1),
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ܐܝܠܥܪܙܝܐ [>JZR<LJ>] for
ילאערזי [JZR<>LJ]245

ܐ added initially; לא written as ܠܝܐ ;
elision of medialܐ and medial ܝ

ܩܚܣܝܐ [>JSXQ] for קחצי [JYXQ]246 ܐ added initially; ܣ instead of צ

ܪܟܣܝܐ [>JSKR] for רכשׂשׁי [JCFKR]
Ketib247

ܐ added initially; ܣ instead of שׂ [F]

ܠܝܪܣܝܐ [>JSRJL] for
לארשׂי [JFR>L]248

ܐ added initially; ܣ instead of שׂ [F];
לא written as ܠܝܐ ; assimilation of

medialܐ

ܘܚܝܪܝܐ [>JRJXW] for החירי [JRJXH]249 ܐ added initially; final ܘ instead of ה

ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ [>JCM<JL] for
עמשׁילא [>LJCM<]250 and
לאעמשׁי [JCM<>L]251

ܐ added initially; לא written as ܠܝܐ ;
ܠܝܐ moved from initial to final position

in first case; assimilation of medialܐ

ܐܝܨܠܐ [>LYJ>] for
והילצא [>YLJHW]252

metathesis— ܨܠ for לצ ; spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܝܨܘܡܐ [>MWYJ>]253
for היצמא [>MYJH]254 and

והיצמא [>MYJHW]255

ܘ added medially; spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for הי and והי

6, 7, 11. ܠܝܥܪܙܝܐ is found as a plus in 2Kgs 9:16 (only btr). Earlier in the same verse, הלאערזי of
mt is rendered differently in p.

245 8×: 1Kgs 21:1, 4, 6, 7, 15, 16; 2Kgs 9:21, 25. Twice ܐܝܠܥܪܙܝܐ occurs as a plus: 1Kgs 21:18; 2Kgs
9:26 (only btr).

246 2×: 1Kgs 18:36; 2Kgs 13:23.
247 2×: 1Kgs 4:17; 15:27. The Ketib is believed to be רכשׂשׁי [JCFKR] (thus KBL, 408a). In all

likelihood the form read in the Vorlage was רכשׂי [JFKR], a Qere perpetuum in mt.
248 355×: ܠܝܪܣܝܐ renders םע in 1Kgs 12:12; it is also found as a plus eight times: 1Kgs 8:4;

11:25 (only 9a1); 12:18, 28 (only btr); 14:20 (only btr); 20:31; 2Kgs 15:37; 16:1; 17:33 (only btr);
2Kgs 22:16 (9a1 and 6ph2). Four times לארשׂי in mt is not rendered in 9a1: 1Kgs 8:14, 25 (2nd);
20:7; 22:45. In the ancient mss four different spellings are found: ܠܝܐܪܣܝܐ , ܠܝܪܣܝܐ , ܠܝܐܪܣܝ ,

ܠܝܪܣܝ (see the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac, Index Nominum, xcii–xciv).
Several mss, like 7a1 and 9a1, attest two or three forms, though they can be seen to favour
a particular form. ܠܝܪܣܝܐ is the rendering most frequently found in mss (in 8a1 exclusively),
and is the standard spelling in the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac.

249 7×: 1Kgs 16:34; 2Kgs 2:4 (2×), 5, 15, 18; 25:5. ܘܚܝܪܝܐ occurs as a plus in 1Kgs 7:46.
250 2Kgs 25:25 (2nd). ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ corresponds to לאעמשׁי , ‘Ishmael’, twice: 2Kgs 25:23, 25 (1st).

The Hebrew names עמשׁילא and לאעמשׁי each contain the element ‘God’ and the verb ‘hear’,
but in reversed order; this may have prompted the translator to render them as the same
name. It could also be that in 2Kgs 25:25 p wished to give the grandfather the same name as
the grandson (thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 36). See also section 3.4.

251 2×: 2Kgs 25:23, 25 (1st).
252 2Kgs 22:3.
253 16×: ܐܝܨܘܡܐ occurs as a plus in 2Kgs 14:11.
254 4×: 2Kgs 12:22; 13:12; 14:8; 15:1.
255 11×: 2Kgs 14:1, 9, 11 (2×), 13, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23; 15:3.
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ܐܝܡܪܐ [>RMJ>] for והימרי [JRMJHW]256 initialܐ instead of ;י spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܝܥܫܐ [>C<J>] for והיעשׁי [JC<JHW]257 initialܐ instead of ;י spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for והי

ܢܫܝܒ [BJCN] for ןשׁבה [HBCN]258 ה (definite article) omitted; ܝ added
medially

ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒ [BJT XWRJM] for
םירחב [BXRJM]259

ܬܝܒ instead ב initially; ܘ added medially;
one Hebrew word rendered as two

ܢܫܝܬܝܒ [BJT JCN] for ןאשׁתיב [BJT
C>N]260

ܝ added initially (in second part of
composite name); א omitted medially

ܡܘܢܗܪܒ [BRHNWM] for Qere םנהןב [BN
HNM], Ketib םנהינב [BNJ HNM]261

ןב translated as ܪܒ ; ܘ added medially;
two Hebrew words rendered as one

ܥܒܫܪܒ [BRCB<] for עבשׁראב [B>R
CB<]262

א omitted medially; two Hebrew words
rendered as one

ܬܘܒܓ [GBWT] for תבנג [GNBT]263 נ assimilated; ܘ added medially

ܘܕܓ [GDW] for אדע [<D>]264 ܓ instead of ;ע final ܘ instead of final א

ܪܦܚܕܓ [GDXPR] for רפחהתג [GT
HXPR]265

ܕ instead of ;ת ה (definite article)
omitted; two Hebrew words rendered as
one

256 2×: 2Kgs 23:31; 24:18.
257 13×: 2Kgs 19:2, 5, 6, 20; 20:1, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 19.
258 2×: 1Kgs 4:13, 19. In 1Kgs 4:13 the article is indicatedby theMasoretic vocalization ( ןשׁבּבַּ ).

For ןשׁב rendered as ܢܝܢܬܡ see section 4.2.
259 1Kgs 2:8. Wherever the toponym םירחב occurs in the Hebrew Bible, p (btr as well

as 9a1) renders ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒ (2Sam 3:16; 16:5; 17:18; 19:17; 1Kgs 2:8). The word ܡܝܪܘܚ cannot
be derived from a recognizable lexeme. According to Thesaurus Syriacus, 478, whenever
Syrians wrote in Arabic, Syriac ܬܝܒ turned into Arabic b. This would explain why םירחב was
reconstructed as ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒ . Alternatively, inner-Syriac tendencies towards the merging of
ܬܝܒ and the following word, as still occur in contemporary Syriac dialects, could also have

prompted this kind of hypercorrection (thus Dyk, ‘Lexical Correspondences’, 318). In view of
these diachronic interpretations, the originality of the reading ܡܝܪܘܚܬܝܒ in p may be called
into question. Quite possibly, the Syriac text originally read ܡܝܪܘܚܒ .

260 1Kgs 4:12 (2×). Apparently ܢܫܝܬܝܒ is standard, for it also appears in Josh 17:11, 16; 1Sam
31:10, 12; 2Sam 21:12 (corresponding to ןשׁתיב in the Samuel passages).

261 2Kgs 23:10.
262 4×: 1Kgs 5:5; 19:3; 2Kgs 12:2; 23:8.
263 2×: 1Kgs 11:20 (2nd only btr).
264 1Kgs 4:14.
265 2Kgs 14:25. Cf. lxx B Γεθχόβερ. The similarity to the Greek rendering, which also agrees

with p in leaving the Hebrew article unrepresented, may suggest influence from lxx.
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ܝܠܓ [GLJL>] for לילגה [HGLJL]266
and הלילגה [HGLJLH]267

ה (definite article) rendered as
emphatic state; in the second case this
emphatic state endingܐ also renders
the final ה

ܚܠܡܓ [GMLX] for Qere חלמאיג [GJ>
MLX], Ketib חלמהאיג [GJ> HMLX]268

א and י both omitted medially;
transcription instead of translation; two
Hebrew words rendered as one

ܬܠܒܕ [DBLT] for הלבר [RBLH]269 ܕ instead of ;ר ܬ instead of ה finally

ܢܝܡܝܪܒܕ [DBRJMJN] for ירבד
םימיה [DBRJ HJMJM]270

ה (definite article) omitted; reduction of
resulting adjacent Yods; transcription
instead of translation;ܢinstead of
ם finally

ܪܣܠܕ [DLSR] for רשׂאלת [TL>FR]271 ܕ instead of ;ת א omitted medially;
ܣ instead of שׂ [F]

ܩܘܣܡܪܕ [DRMSWQ] for קשׂמד [DMFQ]272
and קשׂמוד [DWMFQ]273

ܪ added medially; ܣ instead of שׂ [F];
ܘ added medially; medial ו omitted in
one case

ܢܘܪܕܗ [HDRWN] for ןוזר [RZWN]274 ܗ added initially;
metathesis— ܪܕ instead of זר ; ܕ instead
of ז

ܗܒܝܨܒܚ [XBYJBH] for הביצפח [XPYJ
BH]275

ܒ instead of ;פ two words written as one

ܝܕܠܘܚ [XWLDJ] for הדלח [XLDH]276 ܘ added medially; final ܝ instead of ה

266 1Kgs 9:11, see section 3.3.
267 2Kgs 15:29.
268 2Kgs 14:7. p probably follows Qere חלמאיג . See section 3.2.
269 4×: 2Kgs 23:33; 25:6, 20, 21. The Syriac form is similar to Δεβλαθά in lxx and Ant.

and may have been chosen under the influence of the Greek versions. The alternative
possibility—that the consonant changes in the name arose independently in the Greek and
Syriac versions—cannot be ruled out, since the two changes involved are each attested in
other names (cf. ܬܒܛܝ for הבטי ).

270 33×. lxx Ant. tj vg translate םימיהירבד .
271 2Kgs 19:12 // Isa 37:12.
272 14×: 1Kgs 11:24 (2×); 15:18; 19:15; 20:34; 2Kgs 5:12; 8:7, 9; 14:28; 16:9, 10 (2nd), 11 (2×), 12. In

2Kgs 16:10 (1st) ܩܘܣܡܪܕ corresponds to קשׂמוד .
273 2Kgs 16:10 (1st).
274 1Kgs 11:23, see section 5.5.
275 2Kgs 21:1. In constrast towhat is usually done, finalHe is not rendered asAlaph, perhaps

because the translatorwas aware that in this caseHe is not amater lectionisbut a third person
fem sg suffix that is pronounced audibly.

276 2Kgs 22:14.
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ܒܝܪܘܚ [XWRJB] for ברח [XRB]277 both ܘ and ܝ added medially

ܠܝܐܙܚ [XZ>JL]278 for לאהזח [XZH>L]279 medial ה omitted; לא written as ܠܝܐ

ܐܝܩܙܚ [XZQJ>] for
והיקזחי [JXZQJHW]280

י omitted initially; spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for והי

ܢܘܡܐܪܒܛ [VBR >MWN] for
ןמרבט [VBRMN]281

ܐ added initially to second word in
Syriac; ܘ for vowel o or u medially; one
Hebrew word rendered as two

ܚܙܒܝ [JBZX] for זחבנ [NBXZ]282 ܝ instead of נ initially;
metathesis— ܚܙ instead of זח

ܪܒܙܘܝ [JWZBR] for דבזוהי [JHWZBD]283 spelling of theophoric element— ܘܝ for
והי ; ܪ instead of ד finally

ܪܟܙܘܝ [JWZKR] for דבזוי [JWZBD]284 ܟ instead of ;ב ܪ instead of ד finally

ܢܢܕܪܘܝ [JWRDNN] for ןדריה [HJRDN]285 ה (definite article) omitted; ܘ added
medially; final [N] reduplicated

ܐܝܫܘܝ [JWCJ>] for והישׁאי [J>CJHW]286 ܘ for ;mediallyא spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܝܢܙܝ [JZNJ>] for והינזאי [J>ZNJHW]287 א omitted medially; spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܝܢܟܝ [JKNJ>] for והילכי [JKLJHW]288 medialܢinstead of ;ל spelling of
theophoric element— ܘܝ for והי

277 2×: 1Kgs 8:9; 19:8.
278 See sections 1.3.1.1 and 3.3.
279 5×: 2Kgs 8:8, 13, 15, 28, 29. The Hebrew name is also spelled לאזח , see section 3.3.
280 2Kgs 20:10. ܐܝܩܙܚ is also the rendering for היקזח and והיקזח , see section 3.1.
281 1Kgs 15:18. The Syriac name has no particular meaning, as ܪܒܛ is not a Syriac noun.
ܢܘܡܐ , ‘Amon’, occurs as a separate name in 1Kgs 22:26; 2Kgs 21:19, 23, 24, 25. Among the

ancient versions, p is unique in splitting up the name, and the division does not concord
with the etymology of the name, which is ןמרבט , ‘Ramman is good’. The Syriac form is
best explained as being influenced by the transliteration Ταβερεμμάν in lxx (Ant.; lxx B
Ταβερεμά), because the division in Syriac concurs with the structure of the Greek name
( ܪܒܛ —Ταβερ, ܢܘܡܐ —εμμαν). TheWaw in ܢܘܡܐ represents amater lectionis in theHebrew
source (cf. tj ןומירבט ), reflects a reading tradition (cf. 1Kgs 22:26 ܢܘܡܐ for ןמֹאָ ), or goes back
to (editorial) association with the name ܢܘܡܐ elsewhere in p Kings.

282 2Kgs 17:31.
283 2Kgs 12:22, see also section 4.4.
284 2Kgs 12:22, see also section 4.4.
285 13×: 1Kgs 2:8; 7:46; 17:3, 5; 2Kgs 2:6, 7, 13; 5:10, 14; 6:2, 4; 7:15; 10:33. Twice ܢܢܕܪܘܝ occurs as

a plus: 2Kgs 2:8 (all mss except 9l2), 14 (only btr).
286 14×: 1Kgs 13:2; 2Kgs 21:24, 26; 22:1, 3; 23:16, 19, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 34 (2×). Twice ܐܝܫܘܝ

occurs as a plus: 2Kgs 23:13 (only btr), 29 (2nd).
287 2Kgs 25:23.
288 2Kgs 15:2.
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ܥܘܫܝ [JCW<] for עשׁוהי [JHWC<]289 spelling of theophoric element— ܘܝ for
והי reduced to ;ܝ ܘ for vowel o or u

medially

ܐܝܕܠܟ [KLDJ>] for םידשׂכ [KFDJM]290 ܠ instead of fricative-lateral שׂ [F];
plural ending differs per language

ܢܢܒܠ [LBNN] for ןונבלה [HLBNWN]291 ה (definite article) omitted; ו omitted
medially

ܐܫܘܡ [MWC>] for השׁמ [MCH]292 ܘ added medially; finalܐ instead of ה

ܡܝܢܚܡ [MXNJM] for םחנמ [MNXM]293 metathesis— ܢܚ for חנ ; ܝ added medially

ܐܝܦܨܡ [MYPJ>] for הפצמה [HMYPH]294 ה (definite article) omitted; ܝ added
medially;ܐ instead of ה finally (definite
article rendered as emphatic state?)

ܢܕܠܒܟܕܘܪܡ [MRWDK BLDN] for ךדארב
ןדאלב [BR>DK BL>DN]295

initial ܡ instead of ;ב ܘ instead of
;mediallyא א omitted medially

ܢܝܢܬܡ [MTNJN] for ןשׁב [HBCN]296 initial ܡ instead of ;ב medial ܬ for ;שׁ
ܝ added medially;ܢadded finally

ܪܨܢܕܟܘܒܢ [NBWKDNYR] for
רצאנדכבנ [NBKDN>YR]297 and
רצאנדכובנ [NBWKDN>YR]298

ܘ added medially (in one case); medial
א omitted; Hebrew spelling variation
reduced

ܚܝܢ [NJX] for חוני [JNWX]299 initial י omitted; ܝ instead of mediallyו

ܪܘܕܬܦܢ [NPTDWR] for ראדתפנ [NPT
D>R]300

ܘ instead of ;mediallyא two words
written as one

289 2×: 1Kgs 16:34; 2Kgs 23:8 (only 9a1).
290 8×: 2Kgs 24:2; 25:4, 5, 10, 13, 24, 25, 26.
291 13×: 1Kgs 5:13, 20, 23, 28 (2×); 7:2; 9:19; 10:17, 21; 2Kgs 14:9 (3×); 19:23.
292 10×: 1Kgs 2:3; 8:9, 53, 56; 2Kgs 14:6; 18:4, 6, 12; 21:8; 23:25.
293 8×: 2Kgs 15:14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23. There is a possibility that the occurrence of an iden-

tical place name ܡܝܢܚܡ (mt םינחמ , ‘Mahanaim’) in 1Kgs 2:8; 4:14 provoked the interchange of
Heth and Nun.

294 3×: 1Kgs 15:22; 2Kgs 25:23, 25. The Syriac is in conformity with the Aramaic rendering
איָפְּצְמִ in tj (thus Sperber). The Syriac rendering is also found in 1Samuel (see Morrison, First

Book of Samuel, 50).
295 2Kgs 20:12. The Syriac name may have been borrowed from p Isa 39:1, where it corre-

sponds to mt ןדאלבךדרמ . p has inserted Waw as amater lectionis to indicate o.
296 2Kgs 10:33, see section 4.2.
297 3×: 2Kgs 24:1, 10; 25:8.
298 2×: 2Kgs 24:11; 25:22.
299 2Kgs 15:29.
300 1Kgs 4:11.
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ܠܝܐܬܩܢ [NQT>JL] for לאתקי [JQT>L]301 initialܢinstead of initial ;י spelling of
theophoric element— ܠܝܐ for לא

ܬܘܟܣ [SKWT] for הכושׂ [FWKH]302 ܣ instead of שׂ [F];
metathesis— ܘܟ instead of כו ; ܬ instead
of ה finally

ܡܘܕܚܪܣ [SRXDWM] for ןדחרסא [>SR
XDN]303

initial א omitted; ܘ added medially;
ܡ instead of ן finally; two words written
as one

ܐܙܐܥ [<>Z>] for הזע [<ZH]304 ܐ added medially; finalܐ instead of ה

ܪܝܥܘܕܥ [<DW<JR] for רערע [<R<R]305 ܕ instead of first ;ר both ܘ and ܝ added
medially

ܐܝܕܒܘܥ [<WBDJ>] for
והידבע [<BDJHW]306

ܘ added medially; spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܝܙܘܥ [<WZJ>]307 for היזע [<ZJH]308
and והיזע [<ZJHW]309

ܘ added medially; spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for והי and הי

ܩܝܠܡܥ [<MLJQ] for ךלמנע [<NMLK]310 נ assimilated medially; ܝ added medially;
ܩ instead of ך finally

ܐܒܘܪܥ [<RWB>] for הבוזע [<ZWBH]311 ܪ for ܐ;ז instead of ה finally

301 2Kgs 14:7.
302 1Kgs 4:10. See further section 3.4.
303 2Kgs 19:37.
304 2×: 1Kgs 5:4; 18:8.
305 2Kgs 10:33. Nearly all occurrences of the place name רערע in mt (Num 32:34; Deut 2:36;

3:12; 4:48; 1Sam 30:28; 2Kgs 10:33; 1Chr 5:8; plene spelling רעורע in Josh 12:2; 13:9, 16; 2Sam 24:5;
Jer 48:19) are rendered as ܪܝܥܘܕܥ , ‘Adoer’, in p. Apparently, the Kings passage uses a standard
form of the name reflecting the plene spelling רעורע but with substitution of Dalath for the
first Resh.

306 7×: 1Kgs 18:3 (2×), 4, 5, 6, 7, 16. ܐܝܕܒܘܥ occurs as a plus in 1Kgs 18:9 (btr).
307 ܐܝܙܘܥ also renders הירזע and והירזע , see section 3.4.
308 2×: 2Kgs 15:13, 30.
309 2×: 2Kgs 15:32, 24.
310 2Kgs 17:31. In p ܩܝܠܡܥ is commonly used as the equivalent of קלמע , ‘Amalek’. Maybe

original ܟܠܡܢܥ was mistaken for ܩܝܠܡܥ in the course of transmission. Exegetical intention
on the translator’s part seems to be unlikely, as the reference in 2Kgs 17:31 is clearly to a deity,
whereas ‘Amalek’ never refers to a deity in the Old Testament. There is a possibility that the
form ܩܝܠܡܥ arose as a result of phonological shifts. It is also conceivable that both factors play
a role: phonological changes may have produced a form (possibly ܟܝܠܡܥ [<MLJK]) which
in the course of transmission was interpreted as a reference to Amalek and adapted to the
standard form ܩܝܠܡܥ .

311 1Kgs 22:42.
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ܬܘܪܬܣܥ [<STRWT] for
תרתשׁע [<CTRT]312

ܣ for שׁ [C]; ܘ added medially

ܪܒܓܘܢܝܨܥ [<YJNWGBR] for ןויצע
רבג [<YJWN GBR]313

metathesis— ܘܢ for ןו ; two Hebrew
words rendered as one

ܐܝܫܥ [<CJ>] for הישׂע [<FJH]314 ܫ instead of שׂ [F]; spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for הי

ܐܕܘܪܦ [PRWD>] for םירורפ [PRWRJM]315 ܕ instead of second ܐ;ר instead of
םי finally

ܐܝܪܦ [PRJ>] for הידפ [PDJH]316 ܪ instead of ;ד spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for הי

ܢܘܥܪܦ [PR<WN] for הערפ [PR<H]317 ܘ for addedܢ;mediallyה finally

ܐܕܕܨ [YDD>] for הדרצה [HYRDH]318 ה (definite article) omitted; ܕ instead of
first ܐ;ר instead of ה finally

ܐܒܘܨ [YWB>] for היבצ [YBJH]319 ܘ inserted medially; י omitted medially;
ܐ instead of ה finally

ܐܝܪܘܨ [YWRJ>] for היורצ [YRWJH]320 metathesis— ור to ܪܘ ; spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܒܘܪܨ [YRWB>] for העורצ [YRW<H]321 ܒ instead of ܐ;ע instead of ה finally

312 3×: 1Kgs 11:5, 33; 2Kgs 23:13. p uses the name which in Gen 14:5; Deut 1:4; Josh 9:10; 12:4;
13:12, 31 corresponds to the Masoretic spelling תוֹרתָּשְׁעַ / תֹרתָּשְׁעַ . This spelling is also found
in Judg 2:13; 10:6; 1Sam 7:3; 12:10; 31:10, where p renders differently. תוֹרתָּשְׁעַ is considered the
plural of תרֶתֹּשְׁעַ , a spelling confined to Kings. It seems that the translator of the Kings pas-
sages based his rendering on the common form תורתשׁע . In Walter’s view, ‘the standardized
equivalent ܬܘܪܬܣܥ may result from a transliteration of ασταρωθ rather than a treatment of a
שׁ as a ’שׂ (Walter, Studies, section ⟨914⟩).

313 2×: 1Kgs 9:26; 22:49.
314 2×: 2Kgs 22:12, 14.
315 2Kgs 23:11, see section 5.4.2.
316 2Kgs 23:36.
317 21×: 1Kgs 3:1 (2×); 7:8; 9:16, 24; 11:1, 18, 19, 20 (3×; 2nd only btr), 21, 22; 2Kgs 17:7, 18:21;

23:29, 33, 34, 35 (3×). ܢܘܥܪܦ occurs as a plus twice in 2Kgs 23:29.
318 1Kgs 11:26. Cf. Σαρειρά in lxx B.
319 2Kgs 12:2. The Syriac formmay result from inner-Syriac corruption. In 1Kgs 11:23 ܐܒܘܨ

corresponds to הבוצ .
320 3×: 1Kgs 1:7; 2:5, 22. Also in Samuel, see 1Sam 26:6; 2Sam 2:18; 8:16.
321 1Kgs 11:26.
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ܒܘܐܓܪ [RG>WB] for בגרא [>RGB]322 metathesis— ܐܓܪ for גרא ; ܘ added
medially

ܠܝܒܘܪ [RWBJL] for
ינבוארה [HR>WBNJ]323

medial א omitted; ܝ added medially;
ܠ instead of ;נ proper noun instead of
gentilic with definite article

ܐܝܠܡܘܪ [RWMLJ>] for
והילמר [RMLJHW]324

ܘ added medially; spelling of theophoric
element— ܐܝ for והי

ܐܬܡܪ [RMT>] for תמרה [HRMT]325 and
המור [RWMH]326

ܐܬ instead of ה and ת finally (feminine
ending); in the first case ה (definite
article) omitted; in second case
ו omitted medially; variation in Hebrew
spelling reduced

ܘܠܝܫ [CJLW] for הלשׁ [CLH]327 ܝ added medially; ܘ instead of ה finally

ܐܝܢܘܠܝܫ [CJLWNJ>] for
ינלישׁה [HCJLNJ]328

ܘ added medially; ה (definite article)
rendered as emphatic state

ܢܘܡܝܠܫ [CLJMWN] for המלשׁ [CLMH]329 ܝ added medially; ܘ instead of
addedܢ;mediallyה finally

ܐܝܪܫ [CRJ>] for הירשׂ [FRJH]330 ܫ instead of שׂ [F]; spelling of
theophoric element— ܐܝ for הי

ܪܣܠܦܬܠܓܬ [TGLTPLSR] for תלגת
רסאלפ [TGLT PL>SR]331

omission of etymological ;א two Hebrew
words written as one

322 2Kgs 15:25. בגרא is also rendered ܒܘܓܪܐ , see sections 1.1.1.3 and 4.2.
323 2Kgs 10:33. The form ܠܝܒܘܪ is the standard rendering of ןבואר , ‘Reuben’, in p. According to

Weitzman, the first occurrence of this form inGen 29:32 ‘seems due to attraction to the name
“Rachel” mentioned in the previous verse’ (Weitzman, Introduction, 51). In an early revision,
a conscious attempt at uniformity would have replaced all other forms by this apparently
corrupt form. Morrison, however, proposes that there was a writing tradition for certain
names on which later translators relied (Morrison, First Book of Samuel, 52).

324 7×: 2Kgs 15:25, 27, 30, 32, 37; 16:1, 5.
325 4×: 1Kgs 15:17, 21, 22; 2Kgs 8:29. ܐܬܡܪ , ‘height’ (CSD, 544a), is a translation.
326 2Kgs 23:36.
327 3×: 1Kgs 2:27; 14:2, 4. In 2Kgs 4:8 ܘܠܝܫ corresponds to םנושׁ of mt. See section 3.4.
328 3×: 1Kgs 11:29; 12:15; 15:29. In these instances, the substantivized adjective ‘the Shilonite’

of mt is rendered as ‘the Shilonite prophet’ in p.
329 159×. The name may be compared to Σαλωμών of lxx and Σολομών of Ant. ܢܘܡܝܠܫ

occurs as a plus 14×: 1Kgs 1:44; 2:35; 3:11 (only btr), 16; 5:15; 6:16; 8:62; 9:14, 24; 10:10 (1st; only
btr), 12, 27; 11:26; 12:17 (only btr). Three times המלשׁ is not rendered in p: 1Kgs 1:51 (2nd); 10:13
(2nd); 12:6. ܢܘܡܝܠܫ matches םולשׁבא in 1Kgs 2:28. See section 3.4.

330 2×: 2Kgs 25:18, 23.
331 3×: 2Kgs 15:29; 16:7, 10.
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ܣܝܦܚܬ [TXPJS]332 for
סנפחת [TXPNS],333 סינפחת [TXPNJS],334

and חספת [TPSX]335

נ assimilated medially in first
two; ܝ added medially in first two;
metathesis— ܣܦܚ for חספ in third one;
Hebrew spelling variation reduced;
different Hebrew names rendered by
one Syriac name

3. Variation in the Masoretic Text Reduced in the Peshitta

In many cases variation present in the Masoretic text is reduced in the
Peshitta. In section 3.1 we look at how the Peshitta deals with the variation
in spelling of theophoric elements in theMasoretic text. In section 3.2 cases
are treated where the Hebrew text has provided Ketib–Qere annotations.
Section 3.3 presents other instances of variation in Hebrew spelling. Section
3.4 discusses caseswhere different names in theMasoretic text are rendered
as a single name in the Peshitta.

3.1. Variation in the Hebrew Spelling of Theophoric Elements

Since initial והי and וי are rendered ܘܝ , and final והי and הי are rendered ܐܝ , the
Peshitta of Kings does not reflect the variation in spelling that is frequent in
Hebrew names with a theophoric element.336 Only in regard to ܙܚܐܘܗܝ and

ܫܐܘܗܝ does the Peshitta of Kings use initial ܘܗܝ to render forms both with
והי and with וי .337 Those names with more than one spelling difference have

already appeared in the list in section 2.

ܐܝܙܚܐ [>XZJ>]338 for היזחא [>XZJH]339 and והיזחא [>XZJHW]340
ܐܝܚܐ [>XJ>]341 for היחא [>XJH]342 and והיחא [>XJHW]343

332 9a1 ܣܦܚܬ .
333 1Kgs 11:20 (2nd).
334 2×: 1Kgs 11:19, 20 (1st).
335 1Kgs 5:4, see section 3.4.
336 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 23–24.
337 See section 4.1.
338 24×: in 2Kgs 1:5 ܐܝܙܚܐ appears once as a plus (2nd only btr) and once it corresponds

to the third masc sg pronoun suffix in mt.
339 6×: 2Kgs 1:2; 9:16, 23 (2nd), 27, 29; 11:2 (2nd).
340 16×: 1Kgs 22:40, 50, 52; 2Kgs 1:18; 8:24, 25, 26, 29; 9:21, 23 (1st); 10:13 (2×); 11:1, 2 (1st); 12:19;

13:1. In 2Kgs 14:13 והיזחא is not rendered in p.
341 16×. In the btr of 1Kgs 11:29 the second occurrence of ܐܝܚܐ corresponds to the third

masc sg personal pronoun in mt, which is rendered as such in 9a1.
342 11×: 1Kgs 4:3; 11:29, 30; 12:15; 14:2, 4; 15:27, 29, 33; 21:22; 2Kgs 9:9.
343 4×: 1Kgs 14:4, 5, 6, 18.
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ܐܝܠܐ [>LJ>]344 for הילא [>LJH]345 and והילא [>LJHW]346
ܐܝܪܟܙ [ZKRJ>]347 for הירכז [ZKRJH]348 and והירכז [ZKRJHW]349
ܐܝܩܙܚ [XZQJ>]350 for היקזח [XZQJH],351 והיקזח [XZQJHW],352 and והיקזחי

[JXZQJHW]353
ܐܝܩܠܚ [XLQJ>]354 for היקלח [XLQJH]355 and והיקלח [XLQJHW]356
ܙܚܐܘܗܝ [JHW>XZ]357 for זחאוי [JW>XZ]358 and זחאוהי [JHW>XZ]359
ܫܐܘܗܝ [JHW>C]360 for שׁאוהי [JHW>C]361 and שׁאוי [JW>C]362

ܫܐܘܝ [JW>C]363 for שׁאוהי [JHW>C]364 and שׁאוי [JW>C]365
ܡܪܘܝ [JWRM]366 for םרוהי [JHWRM]367 and םרוי [JWRM]368
ܐܟܝܡ [MJK>]369 for היכימ [MJKJH]370 and והיכימ [MJKJHW]371

344 69×: ܐܝܠܐ occurs as a plus 5×: 1Kgs 17:19; 18:17 (only 9a1), 18, 29; 19:3.
345 4×: 2Kgs 1:3, 4, 8, 12.
346 60×: in 1Kgs 17:24 והילא is not rendered in p.
347 4×.
348 3×: 2Kgs 14:29; 15:11, 18:2.
349 2Kgs 15:8.
350 47×: ܐܝܩܙܚ occurs as a plus 3× (2Kgs 18:32; 20:2; 21:11).
351 8×: 2Kgs 18:1, 10, 13, 14 (2×), 15, 16 (2×).
352 35×.
353 2Kgs 20:10, see section 2.
354 11×.
355 4×: 2Kgs 18:37; 22:8 (2nd), 10, 12.
356 7×: 2Kgs 18:18, 26; 22:4, 8 (1st), 14; 23:4, 24.
357 18×: ܙܚܐܘܗܝ occurs as a plus twice: 2Kgs 14:23, 27. According to the Index Nominum

in the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac, 9a1 offers ܙܚܐܘܝ in 2Kgs 13:1, 4, 8, and
ܙܚܐܘܗܝ in all other instances (including 2Kgs 14:1).

358 2Kgs 14:1.
359 15×: 2Kgs 10:35; 13:1, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 22, 25 (2×); 14:8, 17; 23:30, 31, 34. Note that the translator

chose ܙܚܐܘܗܝ rather than ܙܚܐܘܝ as a standard equivalent, even using it to render the sole
instance with a deviant spelling in mt— זחאוי in 2Kgs 14:1—probably to standardize the
spelling of this name in p Kings. See section 4.1.

360 18×.
361 9×: 2Kgs 13:10 (2nd), 25 (1st); 14:8, 9, 11, 13 (2nd), 15, 16, 17 (2nd). In 2Kgs 14:13 the first

occurrence of the Hebrew name is not rendered in p.
362 9×: 2Kgs 13:9, 12, 13 (2×), 14, 25; 14:1, 23, 27. p distinguishes between Joash of Judah and

Joash of Israel by means of consistency in spelling. See section 4.1.
363 19×. This name occurs as a plus twice: 2Kgs 12:21 (1st); 14:5.
364 7×: 2Kgs 12:1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 19.
365 10×: 1Kgs 22:26; 2Kgs 11:2; 12:20, 21 (2nd); 13:1, 10 (1st); 14:1 (2nd), 3, 17 (1st), 23 (1st).
366 31×. The two Hebrew names involved refer to two different persons, but for both

persons the two spellings are used interchangeably in mt.
367 16×: 1Kgs 22:51; 2Kgs 1:17 (2×); 3:1, 6; 8:16 (2nd), 25 (2nd), 29 (2nd; only 9a1); 9:15, 17, 21

(2×), 22, 23, 24; 12:19.
368 15×: 2Kgs 8:16 (1st), 21, 23, 24, 25 (1st), 28 (2×), 29 (1st, 3rd); 9:14 (2×), 16 (2×), 29; 11:2.
369 12×: ܐܟܝܡ occurs as a plus twice: 1Kgs 22:17 (only btr), 19.
370 2Kgs 22:12.
371 9×: 1Kgs 22:8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 24, 25, 26, 28.
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ܐܝܠܬܥ [<TLJ>]372 for הילתע [<TLJH]373 and והילתע [<TLJHW]374
ܐܝܩܕܨ [YDQJ>]375 for היקדצ [YDQJH]376 and והיקדצ [YDQJHW]377

This variation in spelling is also present in ܐܝܢܘܕܐ for הינדא and והינדא ,
ܐܝܨܘܡܐ for היצמא and והיצמא , ܐܝܙܘܥ for היזע and והיזע , which containmore

than one spelling difference.378

3.2. K etib–Qere in Proper Nouns

The following Syriac renderings of Hebrew proper nouns are noted as in-
stances of Ketib–Qere in the Masoretic text.

ܪܟܣܝܐ [>JSKR] רכשׂשׁי [JCFKR] Ketib
רכשׁי [JCKR] Qere, ‘Issachar’379

ܢܢܡܐ [>MNN] הנבא [>BNH] Ketib, ‘Abanah’
הנמא [>MNH] Qere, ‘Amanah’380

ܐܝܡܐ [>RMJ>] םימרא [>RMJM] Ketib, ‘Arameans’
םימדא [>DMJM] Qere, ‘Edomites’381

ܚܠܡܓ [GMLX] חלמהאיג [GJ> HMLX] Ketib
חלמאיג [GJ> MLX] Qere, ‘Valley of Salt’382

ܐܕܝܒܙ [ZBJD>] הדובז [ZBWD>] Ketib
הדיבז [ZBJD>] Qere, ‘Zebidah’383

372 7×.
373 4×: 2Kgs 11:1, 3, 13, 14.
374 3×: 2Kgs 8:26; 11:2, 20.
375 9×: ܐܝܩܕܨ occurs as a plus in 2Kgs 25:3 (only btr).
376 1Kgs 22:11.
377 7×: 1Kgs 22:24; 2Kgs 24:17, 18, 20; 25:2, 7 (2×).
378 These cases are treated in section 2.
379 1Kgs 4:17; 15:27. Not in lxx. Ant. Ἰσσαχάρ (only in 3Kgdms 15:27) and vg Isachar agree

with Qere, tj רכששי agrees with Ketib.
380 2Kgs 5:12. lxxBἈβανά, Αντ.Ἀβρανά, vgAbana reflectKetib. tj הנמא corresponds toQere.
381 2Kgs 16:6. lxx Ant. Ἰδουμαῖοι, vg Idumei reflect Qere. Regarding tj, the readings שׁנא
םודא of ms p (= Sperber’s running text) and יאמודא of mss a c d f o both agree with Qere, but
יאמרא of mss b y is in line with Ketib.

382 2Kgs 14:7. Both forms are attested in the consonantal text elsewhere in mt: חלמהאיג
occurs in the parallel text in 2Chr 25:11 and 1Chr 18:12. חלמאיג appears in 2Sam 8:13. In 2Kgs
14:7, lxx B Ῥεμέλε, Ant. Γαιμέλεχ, vg valle Salinarum, tj חלמיג all reflect Qere. Like lxx and
Ant., p offers a transliteration rather than a translation. In 2Kgs 23:10, on the other hand, p
offers a translationof םנהןביג , as lxxandAnt. do. The similar choicesmade in these instances,
in addition to the similarity of ܚܠܡܓ to Γαιμέλεχ, suggest that p was influenced by Ant.

383 2Kgs 23:36. lxx and Ant. read a different name. vg Zebida reflects Qere. tj הדובז agrees
with Ketib.
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ܠܘܛܡܚ [XMVWL] לטימח [XMJVL] Ketib
לטומח [XMWVL] Qere, ‘Hamutal’384

ܢܕܥܘܗܝ [JHW<DN] ןידעוהי [JHW<DJN] Ketib
ןדעוהי [JHW<DN] Qere, ‘Jehoaddan’385

ܐܝܪܡ [MRJ>] הוהי [JHWH] Ketib
ינדא [>DNJ] Qere perpetuum, ‘Lord’386

ܡܘܢܗܪܒܕܚܢ

[NXL> DBRHNWM]
םנהינביג [GJ BNJ HNM] Ketib
םנהןביג [GJ BN HNM] Qere, ‘Valley of Ben Hinnom’387

ܡܝܘܪܦܣ [SPRWJM] םירפס [SPRJM] Ketib
םיורפס [SPRWJM] Qere, ‘Sepharvaim’388

ܩܫܝܫ [CJCQ] קשׁושׁ [CWCQ] Ketib
קשׁישׁ [CJCQ] Qere, ‘Shishak’389

ܒܘܟܫ [CKWB] ביגשׂ [FGJB] Ketib
בוגשׂ [FGWB] Qere, ‘Segub’390

ܪܘܡܕܬ [TDMWR] רמת [TMR] Ketib
רמדת [TDMR] Qere, ‘Tamar’391

In all instances except one, the Syriac renderings are closer to the Qere than
to the Ketib. Indeed, among the ancient versions, none agrees more consis-
tently with Qere than the Peshitta. Possibly, the Hebrew Vorlage had Qere

384 2Kgs 24:18. Ant. Ἀμιτάλ, vgAmithal reflect Ketib. tj לטומח agreeswithQere. לטימח is also
found in Jer 52:1.

385 2Kgs 14:2. lxx B Ant. Ἰωαδείμ, vg Ioaden reflect Ketib. tj ןדעוהי corresponds to Qere. The
parallel passage in 2Chr 25:1 also attests ןדעוהי .

386 519×. In six occurrences ܐܝܪܡ actually matches ינדא as a reference to the deity: 1Kgs
3:10, 15; 8:53; 22:6; 2Kgs 7:6; 19:23. ܐܝܪܡ corresponds three times to םיהלא :(ה) 1Kgs 3:11; 11:23;
12:22. In 1Kgs 2:26 it corresponds to הוהי ינדא . Here the translator apparently left one name
unrendered to avoid duplication of ܐܝܪܡ . ܐܝܪܡ occurs as a plus 19×: 1Kgs 1:47 (only btr); 7:48
(only btr); 8:3 (only btr), 26; 12:15 (2nd); 13:2 (2nd, only btr); 16:2 (only btr); 2Kgs 1:6 (only
btr); 6:17 (1st); 13:23 (2nd); 16:18; 17:19 (2nd), 23 (2nd, only btr), 34 (1st); 21:7 (1st); 22:5 (2nd), 6,
17 (only btr); 23:19. p’s rendering of theTetragrammaton as ܐܝܪܡ bears resemblance to theuse
of Κύριος in lxx, and stands in contrast to the transliteration יוי that is used in tj. According
to Weitzman, this may show some knowledge of a reading tradition on the translator’s part
(Weitzman, Introduction, 50, 53).

387 2Kgs 23:10. lxx B Ant. υἱοῦ Ἑννόμ, vg filii Ennom, tj םונהרב all reflect Qere.
388 2Kgs 17:31. vg Sepharvaim, tj םיורפס all reflectQere. Ant. Σεπφαρείμ andlxxBΣεπφαρούν

could reflect Ketib. םיורפס is also found in 2Kgs 17:24 (lxx B Σεπφαρουάιν); 18:34 (// Isa 36:19);
19:13 (// Isa 37:13).

389 1Kgs 14:25. lxx BAnt. Σουσακείμ seem to reflect Ketib. vg Sesac (but Susac in 1Kgs 11:40),
tj קשׁישׁ and the parallel in mt 2Chr 12:2 attest Qere. קשׁישׁ also appears in mt 1Kgs 11:40.

390 1Kgs 16:34. lxx B Σεγούβ, vg Segub, tj בוגשׂ all reflect Qere. The verse is lacking in Ant.
391 1Kgs 9:18. 3Kgdms 10:22a (= mt 1Kgs 9:18) lxx B Ἰεθερμάθ, Ant. Θοδμόρ, vg Palmyram, tj

רומדת all reflect Qere.
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readings in the running text. Only for ܐܝܡܪܐ in 2Kgs 16:6, the situation is
reversed:whereas the Peshitta agreeswithKetib, the other ancientwitnesses
presuppose Qere.392

3.3. Other Variation in Hebrew Spelling

There are a few cases not involving a theophoric element and not singled
out for a Ketib–Qere annotation where the spelling of a proper noun in
the Masoretic text manifests variation. Here again the Peshitta maintains a
single spelling. In a few cases, like ‘Galilee’, ‘Damascus’, ‘Hadad’, and ‘Hazael’,
the spelling variations of the Masoretic text seem to be consciously ignored
by the translator; in other instances, like ‘Amon’, ‘Sennacherib’, and ‘Shebna’,
uniformity in Syriac spelling is merely an effect of applying phonological
rules. Some of these examples appear as well in other lists where the nature
of the spelling difference is highlighted, while here the variation in Hebrew
spelling is in focus.

ܢܘܡܐ [>MWN] ןמא [>MN]393 and ןומא [>MWN],394 ‘Amon’

ܝܠܓ [GLJL>] לילגה [HGLJL]395 and הלילגה [HGLJLH],396 ‘Galilee’

ܩܘܣܡܪܕ [DRMSWQ] קשׂמוד [DWMFQ]397 and קשׂמד [DMFQ],398 ‘Damascus’

ܕܕܗ [HDD] דדא [>DD]399 and דדה [HDD],400 ‘Hadad’

ܠܝܐܙܚ [XZ>JL] לאזח [XZ>L]401 and לאהזח [XZH>L],402 ‘Hazael’

ܪܘܨܚ [XYWR] רצח [XYR]403 and רוצח [XYWR],404 ‘Hazor’

392 p Kings may have followed Ketib ‘Aramean’ here in conformity with the statement
earlier in 2Kgs 16:6 that King Rezin of Aram restored Elath to Aram. However, since Elath lies
in or near Edomite territory (1Kgs 9:26; 2Kgs 14:22), one would expect to find a reference to
Edomites rather than toArameans in 2Kgs 16:6. Thismay explain theQere and the agreement
with it among the other ancient versions.

393 1Kgs 22:26.
394 5×: 2Kgs 21:18, 19, 23, 24, 25.
395 1Kgs 9:11.
396 2Kgs 15:29.
397 2Kgs 16:10 (1st).
398 14×: 1Kgs 11:24 (2×); 15:18; 19:15; 20:34; 2Kgs 5:12; 8:7, 9; 14:28; 16:9, 10 (2nd), 11 (2×), 12.
399 1Kgs 11:17 (1st).
400 6×: 1Kgs 11:14, 17 (2nd), 19, 21 (2×), 25.
401 15×: 1Kgs 19:15, 17; 2Kgs 8:9, 12; 9:14, 15; 10:32; 12:18 (2×), 19; 13:3 (2×), 22, 24, 25.
402 5×: 2Kgs 8:8, 13, 15, 28, 29.
403 1Kgs 9:15.
404 2Kgs 15:29.
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ܘܠܡ [MLW] אולמ [MLW>]405 and אלמ [ML>],406 ‘Millo’

ܪܨܢܕܟܘܒܢ [NBWKDNYR] רצאנדכבנ [NBKDN>YR]407 and
רצאנדכובנ [NBWKDN>YR],408 ‘Nebuchadnezzar’

ܒܝܪܚܢܣ [SNXRJB] ברחנס [SNXRB]409 and בירחנס [SNXRJB],410
‘Sennacherib’

ܝܢܕܝܨ [YJDNJ] ינדצ [YDNJ]411 and ינדיצ [YJDNJ],412 ‘Sidonians’

ܐܢܒܫ [CBN>] אנבשׁ [CBN>]413 and הנבשׁ [CBNH],414 ‘Shebna’

ܡܘܠܫ [CLWM] םלשׁ [CLM]415 and םולשׁ [CLWM],416 ‘Shallum’

ܣܝܦܚܬ [TXPJS]417 סינפחת [TXPNJS],418 סנפחת [TXPNS],419 ‘Tahpenes’

3.4. Different Hebrew Names, a Single Syriac Name

There are numerous instances where one name in the Peshitta of Kings
matches two different ones in the Masoretic text. In most instances the
Peshitta removes the difference in identity suggested in the Masoretic text
by the use of different names (an exception are the names והיזע , היזע , and

הירזע , which all refer to the same person). In the case of ܐܝܒܐ , ܡܝܢܚܡ , and
ܣܝܦܚܬ the Peshitta uses one name for clearly different entities. Not only

phonological, grammatical, and lexical aspects, but also text-historical and
exegetical factors play a role. Comments are provided in the notes. For some
phenomena more than one explanation is possible.

ܐܝܒܐ [>BJ>] היבא [>BJH], ‘Abijah’420
םיבא [>BJM], ‘Abijam’421

405 3×: 1Kgs 9:15, 24; 11:27.
406 2Kgs 12:21.
407 3×: 2Kgs 24:1, 10; 25:8.
408 2×: 2Kgs 24:11; 25:22.
409 2Kgs 19:20.
410 3×: 2Kgs 18:13; 19:16, 36.
411 Various inflected forms of the Hebrew gentilic are written defectively in 1Kgs 5:20; 11:1,

5, 33. Syriac maintains the plene spelling.
412 Various inflected forms of the Hebrew gentilic are written fully in 1Kgs 16:31; 2Kgs 23:13.

Syriac maintains the plene spelling.
413 2×: 2Kgs 18:37; 19:2.
414 2×: 2Kgs 18:18, 26.
415 2×: 2Kgs 15:10; 22:14.
416 3×: 2Kgs 15:13, 14, 15.
417 ܣܦܚܬ in 9a1.
418 2×: 1Kgs 11:19, 20 (only btr).
419 1Kgs 11:19. In 1Kgs 5:4 ܣܝܦܚܬ corresponds to חספת , ‘Tiphsah’.
420 1Kgs 14:1.
421 5×: 1Kgs 14:31; 15:1, 7 (2×; 2nd only 6h18 7h10 9a1), 8. It is possible that ܐܝܒܐ , ‘Abijah’, goes
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ܡܘܕܐ [>DWM] םודא [>DWM], ‘Edom’422
םרא [>RM], ‘Aram’423

ܡܪܝܢܘܕܐ [>DWNJRM] םרודא [>DWRM], ‘Adoram’424
םרינדא [>DNJRM], ‘Adoniram’425

ܒܚܐ [>XB] בחא [>XB], ‘Ahab’426
לאיח [XJ>L], ‘Hiel’427

ܠܝܥܡܫܝܐ [>JCM<JL] לאעמשׁי [JCM<>L], ‘Ishmael’428
עמשׁילא [>LJCM<], ‘Elishama’429

ܐ [>L>]430 אלא [>L>], ‘Elah’431
הלא [>LH], ‘Elah’432

back to היבא in the Vorlage, because that form of the name is also suggested by lxx B (Ἀβιού),
and especially by Ant. (Ἀβιά). An alternative explanation is that p (secondarily) adopted the
name Ἀβιά from Ant. (occurring in 3Kgdms 14:31; 15:1, 7 [2×], 8). In lxx and Ant. this Abijah,
king of Judah, cannot be confusedwith Abijah, son of Jeroboam, because in theseGreek texts
1Kgs 14:1 is lacking, whereas in the material parallel to 1Kgs 14:1 at 3Kgdms 12:24g Jeroboam’s
son is nameless. Thus p is the only ancient witness using the name to refer to two different
persons.

422 14×.
423 46×. Scholars agree that the change from ‘Aram’ to ‘Edom’ was deliberate. For an

extensive discussion of the difference see Van der Kooij, Textzeugen, 293–294;Walter, Studies,
section ⟨915a⟩; esp.Weitzman, Introduction, 62–67. םרא is rendered as ܡܪܐ only in 2Kgs 15:37;
16:5, 6.

424 1Kgs 12:18. The instability of Nun is involved. Cf. section 1.1.2.1.
425 2×: 1Kgs 4:6; 5:28. Both Adoram and Adoniram are stated to be in charge of the levy ( לע
סמה ) in 1Kgs 4:6; 5:28; 12:18. The translator may have concluded that both names referred to

the same person and accordingly replaced ‘Adoram’ with ‘Adoniram’.
426 75×.
427 1Kgs 16:34. The difference is peculiar to p. Ant. omits v. 34 altogether. Possibly, the Syriac

translator took לאיח (or לאיחא ? suggested by lxx B Ἀχειήλ) to be a corruption of באחא . More
probably, he altered the name for exegetical reasons. In the Hebrew text, the report on Hiel’s
sacrifice when laying the foundation of Jericho interrupts the Ahab narrative. Through the
substitution of ‘Ahab’ for ‘Hiel’ the continuity and cohesion with the surrounding verses
is improved. The deviation must also be viewed in conjunction with another difference
from mt. In v. 34a, the Syriac reads ܘܚܝܪܝܠܐܬܛܘܠܬܝܒܒܚܐܐܢܒܝܗܘܡܘܝ̈ܒܘ , ‘and in his days
Ahab built the House of the Curse, Jericho’ (9a1 ܘܚܝܪܝܕ , ‘of Jericho’). ܐܬܛܘܠܬܝܒ reflects תיב

הלָאָה instead of ילאהתיב , ‘(Hiel) the Bethelite’, of mt. The same reading underlies ימומתיב of
tj. The reference to ‘the House of the Curse’ involves an allusion to Josh 6:26: ‘Cursed before
yhwh is the man who arises to build this city, Jericho’. Thus, Ahab is portrayed as a cursed
man in p. See also Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 214–215.

428 2×: 2Kgs 25:23, 25.
429 2Kgs 25:25. Grammatical or syntactic aspects may be involved. See section 2.
430 According to the Index Nominum in the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac,

9a1 offers ܐܐ in 1Kgs 16:6, 8, and ܐܐ in 1Kgs 16:13, 14. In the remaining instances 9a1
has ܐ .

431 1Kgs 4:18.
432 8×. Variation in the spelling ofmatres lectionis is involved. See section 1.1.1.1.



270 chapter six

ܬܘܠܥܒ [B<LWT]433 תולעב [B<LWT], ‘Baaloth’434
תלעב [B<LT], ‘Baalath’435

ܬܓ [GT] תג [GT], ‘Gath’436
ןותבג [GBTWN], ‘Gibbethon’437

ܢܕ [DN] ןד [DN], ‘Dan’438
עבג [GB<], ‘Geba’439

ܡܝܢܚܡ [MXNJM] םינחמ [MXNJM], ‘Mahanaim’ (toponym)440
םחנמ [MNXM], ‘Menahem’ (male person)441

ܐܟܝܡ [MJK>]442 והיכימ [MJKJHW], ‘Micaiah’443
היכימ [MJKJH], ‘Michaiah’444

ܡܘܟܠܡ [MLKWM] םכלמ [MLKM], ‘Milcom’445
ךלמ [MLK], ‘Molech’446

ܐܟܥܡ [M<K>] הכעמ [M<KH], ‘Maachah’ (male person);447 (female
person);448 (part of toponym)449

433 6ph2 has ܝܬܘܠܥܒ in 1Kgs 4:16.
434 1Kgs 4:16.
435 1Kgs 9:18. Variation in the spelling ofmatres lectionis is involved. See section 1.1.1.3.
436 6×: 1Kgs 2:39 (2×), 40 (2×), 41; 2Kgs 12:18.
437 4×: 1Kgs 15:27 (2×); 16:15, 17. p is the only ancient version that renders Gibbethon of

mt as Gath. The background of the identification is obscure. In Josh 19:44; 21:23, p renders
‘Gibbethon’ in conformity with mt.

438 5×: 1Kgs 5:5; 12:29, 30; 15:20; 2Kgs 10:29.
439 2Kgs 23:8. See Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 213: ‘P and lxx N + pl. mss substitute the

common phrase “from Dan to Beer Sheba” (so Judg 20:1; 1Sam 3:20; 2Sam 3:10; 17:11; 24:2, 15;
1Kgs 5:5; compare 1Chr 21:2; 2Chr 30:5) for “fromGeba toBeer Sheba”which is only used here.’

440 2×: 1Kgs 2:8; 4:14.
441 8× in 2Kings 15. Metathesis of the letters is involved. See section 1.2.
442 In Thesaurus Syriacus, 2087, ܐܟܝܡ is presented as the rendering of a single name in

Hebrew with three different spellings: הכימ , היכימ , והיכימ , the latter having two different
vocalization patterns. In 2Kgs 22:12. 6ph2 and 8a1* read ܐܝܟܠܡ for ܐܟܝܡ .

443 9× in 1Kings 22.
444 2Kgs 22:12.
445 3×: 1Kgs 11:5, 33; 2Kgs 23:13.
446 1Kgs 11:7. Text-historical aspects are involved. p’s reading agrees with Μελχόμ of Ant.

(3Kgdms 11:5). p, Ant., and lxx may go back to the form םכלמ in 1Kgs 11:7, which in lxx
(= 3Kgdms 11:5) was interpreted as ךלמ + third person suffix masc pl = τῷ βασιλεῖ αὐτῶν.
Alternatively, p harmonizes towards ܡܘܟܠܡ / םכלמ in 1Kgs 11:5.

447 1Kgs 2:39.
448 3×: 1Kgs 15:2, 10, 13.
449 2Kgs 15:29.
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ܢܬܢ [NTN] ןתנ [NTN], ‘Nathan’450
ןתנוי [JWNTN], ‘Jonathan’451

ךלמנתנ [NTNMLK], ‘Nathanmelech’452

ܬܘܟܣ [SKWT] תוכס [SKWT], ‘Succoth’453
הכושׂ [FWKH], ‘Sochoh’454

ܥܠܣ [SL<]455 אלס [SL>], ‘Silla’456
עלס [SL<], ‘Selah’457

ܐܘܥ [<W>] אוע [<W>], ‘Ava’458
הוע [<WH], ‘Ivah’459

ܐܝܙܘܥ [<WZJ>] היזע [<ZJH]460 and והיזע [<ZJHW],461 ‘Uzziah’
הירזע [<ZRJH]462 and והירזע [<ZRJHW],463 ‘Azariah’464

ܐܝܪܙܥ [<ZRJ>] והירזע [<ZRJHW], ‘Azariah’465
הידע [<DJH], ‘Adaiah’466

450 13×.
451 2×: 1Kgs 1:42, 43, see chapter 2, section 2.2.1.5.
452 2Kgs 23:11, see section 5.2.2.
453 1Kgs 7:46.
454 1Kgs 4:10.Here p seems to identify ‘Sochoh’with ‘Succoth’. This assumption is supported

by the fact that elsewhere in p הכושׂ is rendereddifferently (seeMorrison, First Bookof Samuel,
54). Yet a combination of phonological shifts, involving the fluidity of the sibilants, cannot be
excluded. This identification is not found in other ancient versions.

455 The single Syriac name does not imply that the different Hebrew names were taken to
refer to the same place. Rather the translator, when the Hebrew was read to him, may have
mistaken אלס for the better known עלס , ‘rock’, which is mentioned as a place name several
times in mt (see DCH VI, 165b). Perhaps עלס in 2Kgs 14:7; 2Chr 25:12 is to be identified with
the later Idumean city of Petra.

456 2Kgs 12:21. Fuzziness in the velar-glottal area of articulation is involved.
457 2Kgs 14:7.
458 2Kgs 17:24.
459 2×: 2Kgs 18:34; 19:13. Variation in the spelling ofmatres lectionis is involved.
460 2×: 2Kgs 15:13, 30.
461 2×: 2Kgs 15:32, 34.
462 6×: 2Kgs 14:21; 15:1, 7, 17, 23, 27.
463 2×: 2Kgs 15:6, 8.
464 p identifies Azariah as Uzziah, which is in accordance with modern understanding.
465 2×: 1Kgs 4:2, 5.
466 2Kgs 22:1. This rendering in p may have arisen as a correction of what was considered

to be an error. Possibly, a scribe regarded ܐܝܪܥ (instead of ܐܝܕܥ ) as a corruption of ܐܝܪܙܥ ,
‘Azariah’, and supplemented the Zayin. Alternatively, the possible influence of the regular
rendering of Hebrew [D] as Syriac [Z] may be involved. A third possibility is that the familiar
Syriac noun ܐܝܕܥ , ‘distance’ (CSD, 400b), corresponding to the spelling of the Hebrew name,
prompted the translator to look for an alternative rendering.
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ܐܒܘܨ [YWB>] אבוז [YWB>], ‘Zobah’ (toponym)467
היבצ [YBJH], ‘Zibiah’ (female person)468

ܐܬܡܪ [RMT>] המרה [HRMH], ‘Ramah’469
המ ור [RWMH], ‘Rumah’470

ܘܠܝܫ [CJLW] הלשׁ [CLH], ‘Shiloh’471
םנושׁ [CWNM], ‘Shunem’472

ܢܘܡܝܠܫ [CLJMWN] המלשׁ [CLMH], ‘Solomon’473
םולשׁבא [>BCLWM], ‘Absalom’474

ܪܝܡܫ [CMJR] רמשׁ [CMR], ‘Shemer’475
רמשׁ [CMR], ‘Shomer’476

ܣܝܦܚܬ [TXPJS]477 סנפחת [TXPNS]478 and סינפחת [TXPNJS],479 ‘Tahpenes’
(female person)

חספת [TPSX], ‘Tiphsah’ (toponym)480

4. Differentiation in the Peshitta Rendering

4.1. Evidence of Differentiation

In spite of the clear tendency noted in the previous section, it is not the
case that the Peshitta merely sweeps differences under the carpet and uses

467 1Kgs 11:23.
468 2Kgs 12:2.
469 4×: 1Kgs 15:17, 21, 22; 2Kgs 8:29.
470 2Kgs 23:36. p makes the spelling uniform, without necessarily implying identity.
471 3×: 1Kgs 2:27; 14:2, 4.
472 2Kgs 4:8, see chapter 8, section 1.19.
473 159×.
474 1Kgs 2:28. Text-historical aspects are involved. See chapter 2, section 3.2.8.
475 1Kgs 16:24 (2×).
476 2Kgs 12:22.
477 ܣܦܚܬ in 9a1.
478 1Kgs 11:20 (2nd). The instability of the Nun is involved. See section 1.1.2.1.
479 2×: 1Kgs 11:19, 20 (1st). The instability of the Nun is involved. See section 1.1.2.1.
480 1Kgs 5:4. In this verse themt reads ‘for he ruled over all (the land) beyond the river, from

Tiphsah to Gaza …’. In 1Kgs 5:1, mt and p state: ‘And Solomon ruled over all the kingdoms
from the river of the land of the Philistines to the border of Egypt …’. In light of v. 1, the
translator may have interpreted v. 4 as a reference to Solomon’s territories between the land
of the Philistines and the border of Egypt, and accordingly changed the name of Tiphsah, a
town located on the bank of the Euphrates, into a reference to Tahpenes / Tahpanhes which
is situated on the border of Egypt. ܣܝܦܚܬ occurs as the Syriac name for this town in Jer 2:16;
43:7; 44:1; Ezek 30:18. Since in 2Kgs 15:16 חספת , ‘Tiphsah’, of mt is matched in p by the same
sequence of consonants in Syriac, ܚܣܦܬ , there is reason to suppose that the metathesis in
the Syriac version of 1Kgs 5:4 is indeed intentional.
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a name which approximates the Hebrew name and which seems to fit.
There are cases where differentiation between similarly written names is
carefully maintained, such as ܝܪܘܐ [>WRJ] for ירא [>RJ], ‘Uri’,481 along-
side ܐܝܪܘܐ [>WRJ>] for הירוא [>WRJH], ‘Uriah’,482 and ܝܥܡܫ [CM<J] for

יעמשׁ [CM<J], ‘Shimei’,483 alongside ܐܝܥܡܫ [CM<J>] for היעמשׁ [CM<JH],
‘Shemaiah’,484 even though these names contain only minor spelling varia-
tions.

The Peshitta offers an interesting case of differentiation where the
Masoretic text uses two spellings interchangeably to denote different per-
sons carrying the same name. The names ܫܐܘܝ [JW>C], ‘Joash’, and ܫܐܘܗܝ

[JHW>C], ‘Jehoash’, contain variation in spelling of the theophoric element.
Both thenorthern kingdomof Israel and the southern kingdomof Judahhad
a king called ‘Joash’ or ‘Jehoash’, whose reigns overlapped. Interestingly the
Peshitta differentiates between the two kings, consistently calling Judah’s
king ܫܐܘܝ , ‘Joash’, and Israel’s king ܫܐܘܗܝ , ‘Jehoash’,485 while theMasoretic
text spells the king of Judah seven times as שׁאוהי and ten times as שׁאוי and
the king of Israel nine times as שׁאוהי and nine times as שׁאוי .486

There is one more occurrence of ‘Joash’, namely, in 1Kgs 22:26, where
reference ismade to ‘Joash, the son of the king’. From the context, this would
seem to refer to the son of the king of Israel. Here both the Masoretic text
and the Peshitta use the shorter spelling, which is otherwise reserved in the
Peshitta for the king of Judah. According to the later chapters, the Peshitta
should have spelled this name using the longer form. However, in Kings
no identity between Prince Joash and King Joash, son of Jehoahaz (2Kgs
13:10), is implied, since the former is presented as Ahab’s son (compare 1Kgs
22:20). For this reason, the Peshitta may have left the occurrence in 1Kgs
22:26 outside the differentiation scheme applied to Joash of Israel and Joash
of Judah.

481 1Kgs 4:19.
482 6×: 1Kgs 15:5; 2Kgs 16:10, 11 (2×), 15, 16.
483 13×: 1Kgs 1:8; 2:8, 36, 38 (2×), 39 (2×), 40 (2×), 41, 42, 44; 4:18.
484 1Kgs 12:22.
485 The same degree of differentiation is not represented by all mss: the king of Judah is

spelled ܫܐܘܗܝ [JHW>C] in 9a1 2Kgs 13:10; the king of Israel is spelled ܫܐܘܝ [JW>C] in 11 cl*
2Kgs 14:11. These variants may be due to confusion on the part of copyists. Variants in later
mss are not considered here.

486 The king of Judah: 2Kgs 11:2; 12:1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 19, 20, 21; 13:10; 14:1, 3, 17, 23; the king of
Israel: 2Kgs 13:9, 10, 12, 13 (2×), 14, 25 (2×); 14:1, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, 23, 27. The two kings are
mentioned together in the same verse in 2Kgs 13:10; 14:1, 17, 23. ܫܐܘܝ occurs twice as a plus
(2Kgs 12:21; 14:5); שׁאוהי is not rendered in 2Kgs 14:13.
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4.2. A Single Hebrew Name Has Two Different Syriac Forms

Metathesis is involved in the following cases:

ܟܠܡܪܕܐ [>DRMLK]487 and ܟܠܡܕܪܐ [>RDMLK]488 for ךלמרדא [>DRMLK],
‘Adrammelech’489

ܒܘܓܪܐ [>RGWB]490 and ܒܘܐܓܪ [RG>WB]491 for בגרא [>RGB], ‘Argob’

In the following case, the variationmay result from inconsistent contempo-
rization of the name:

ܢܫܝܒ [BJCN]492 and ܢܝܢܬܡ [MTNJN]493 for ןשׁבה [HBCN], ‘Bashan’

4.3. A Single Hebrew Name, Two Successive Syriac Names

The deviation from the Masoretic text in the following case is probably of
text-historical origin:

2Kgs 15:29

ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒܠܟܠܘܘܚܡܠܒܘ

‘and Abel Mehola, and all Beth Maachah’

הכעמתיבלבאתאו
‘and Abel Beth Maachah’

The Syriac of 2Kgs 15:29 reads ‘he took Ijon, and Abel Meholah and all Beth
Maachah …’. Abel Meholah is not one of cities conquered by Tiglath-pileser
in the north of Israel, as it is located far more to the south. Furthermore, the
nameBethMaachah is unexpected, as the town is commonly knownasAbel
Beth Maachah. In the Peshitta of 1Kgs 15:20 (btr) as well, the town is called

ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒܠܒܐ .494 In 2Kgs 15:29, the Syriac text shows affinitywith theGreek
of the Antiochene text and codex Vaticanus of the Septuagint: καὶ τὴν Ἀβὲλ
καὶ τὴν Βαιθμααχὰ (B: Θαμααχὰ). The Antiochene text is likely to represent

487 2Kgs 19:37.
488 2Kgs 17:31. mss minus 9a1 9c1 12a1.
489 The corruption is likely to have occurred during the process of transmission of p, since

the forms of the name found in the other ancient versions agree with mt.
490 1Kgs 4:13.
491 2Kgs 15:25. The metathesis could be the result of textual corruption, as it is not found

in 1Kgs 4:13.
492 2×: 1Kgs 4:13, 19. In 1Kgs 4:13 the article is indicatedby theMasoretic vocalization ( ןשׁבּבַּ ).
493 2Kgs 10:33. ܢܝܢܬܡ , ‘Mathnin’, is akin to ןנתמ , ‘Mathnan’, the Aramaic rendering of ןשׁבה in

tj 1Kgs 4:13, 19; 2Kgs 10:33 (see Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 34).
494 In 1Kgs 15:20 9a1 reads ܐܟܠܡ for ܐܟܥܡ . This reading combines with the preceding word
ܬܝܒ to produce the meaning ‘the king’s house’.
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the Old Greek. It is conceivable that in some earlier stage of its transmission
the Syriac text agreed with the Greek of the Antiochene text and codex
Vaticanus. It may have read ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒܠܘܠܒܘ . This Syriac text was either
directly translated from aHebrew exemplar similar to that of the Old Greek,
or it arose under the influence of the Antiochene text. Subsequently ܠܟ was
added before ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒ and ܠܒܐ was completed with ܘܚܡ since it was
taken to refer to Abel Meholah, Elisha’s home town (1Kgs 4:12; 19:16).

Another possibility is that the Syriac text represents a double reading. The
one reading, corresponding to הכעמתיבלבאתאו of theMasoretic text, might
havebeen ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒܠܒܘ , and theother ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒܠܟܠܘ . The latter reading
was not recognized as a corrupt doublet of the former, and both readings
were combined into ܐܟܥܡܬܝܒܠܟܠܘܠܒܘ . ܠܒܐ was then taken to refer
to Abel Meholah. A flaw in this reconstruction is that it does not take into
account the significant agreement with the Greek of the Antiochene text.

4.4. Phonetically Similar Hebrew Names,
Different Phonetically Similar Syriac Names

In 2Kgs 12:22 the following names occur in the two versions:

ܪܟܙܘܝ [JWZKR], ‘Jozakar’ דבזוי [JWZBD] ‘Jozabad’
ܪܒܙܘܝ [JWZBR], ‘Jozabar’ דבזוהי [JHWZBD] ‘Jehozabad’

In addition to offeringResh forDaleth in both cases, the Peshitta differs from
theMasoretic text by offering Kaph instead of Beth in the first name, and by
rendering the theophoric element והי [JHW] as ܘܝ [JW] in the second name.

The first name, ܪܟܙܘܝ , entails a deviation from the Masoretic text
(Leningradensis, Aleppo) which may well go back to the Hebrew source,
because the consonantal sequence [JWZKR] is attested by many Hebrew
manuscripts and (indirectly) by all ancient versions.495

As to the second name, the form דבזוי for דבזוהי is not attested in Hebrew
manuscripts, nor is it reflected in the transliterations of other ancient ver-
sions.496 In this particular instance, however, the short form of the theo-
phoric element and the final letter Resh combine to establish a phonetic

495 lxx B Ἰεζειχάρ, Ant. Ἰωζαχάρ, tj רכזוי , vg Iosachar. The reading דבזוי of mt may still be
early, because it is reflected by דבז in 2Chr 24:26.

496 דבזוהי of tj agreeswithmt; lxxAnt. and vg are of no relevance because their renderings
of the theophoric elementdonot reflect thedifferencebetween והי and וי . The same rendering
of דבזוהי as ܪܒܙܘܝ appears in p Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles (for references, see Walter,
Studies, section ⟨915i⟩). The translators of these books might have borrowed the name from
p Kings.
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parallel with ܪܟܙܘܝ earlier in the verse, so that it is quite possible that the
translator consciously shortened והי to ܘܝ 497 and rendered Daleth as Resh.
This final letter Resh is a feature unique to the Syriac version.

4.5. Identical Sequences of Consonants in Hebrew
Rendered Once as a Name and Once as a Substantive in Syriac

While once transliterating the name, twice the translator apparently estab-
lished how the Hebrew word was meant to be understood on the basis of
contextual exegesis, and translated accordingly:

ܬܘܟܣ [SKWT], ‘Succoth’,498 and ܠܛܡ̈ܒ , ‘in tents’,499 for תוכס [SKWT],
‘Succoth’500

5. Other Differences

5.1. A Composite Hebrew Name Transliterated in Syriac

In the following cases, theHebrewname is composed of two substantives or
a substantive and a name. The Peshitta does not translate the substantives
into Syriac, but instead transliterates them:

ܥܒܫܬܒ [BTCB<] for עבשׁתב [BT CB<], ‘Bathsheba’ (lit. ‘daughter of
Sheba’)501
ܚܠܡܓ [GMLX] for חלמאיג [GJ> MLX] Qere, ‘Valley of Salt’502
ܢܝܡܝܪܒܕ [DBRJMJN] for םימיהירבד [DBRJ HJMJM], ‘(Book of) the Annals’503

ܢܘܪܕܩܬܝܐܘܡܕܫ [CDMW>JT QDRWN], ‘Shadmoʾith Kedron’, for תומדשׁ
ןורדק [CDMWT QDRWN], ‘Terraces of Kidron’504

Concerning the last item, it should be noted that ܢܘܪܕܩ is not preceded by
the relativeparticle ܕ as it is in ܢܘܪܕܩܕܚܢ .505The final Taw seems to indicate

497 See section 1.3.1.2.
498 1Kgs 7:46.
499 2×: 1Kgs 20:12, 16.
500 In 1Kgs 7:46 תוכס is unambiguously a toponym. In 1Kgs 20:12, 16, it could likewise be

taken as a reference to Succoth; however, since the narrative context is the siege of Samaria
by the Aramean king, תוכסב is more likely to refer to tents than to the city of Succoth as the
placewhereKingBenhadadwas drinkingwinewithhis vassals. The vocalization תוכסבַּ shows
that the Masoretes interpreted the word similarly.

501 See section 1.5.1.
502 See section 1.5.1 and section 2.
503 33×. lxx Ant. tj vg translate םימיהירבד .
504 2Kgs 23:4.
505 1Kgs 2:37; 15:13; 2Kgs 23:6 (2×).
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a construct state form, but as a feminine noun ܐܬܝܐܘܡܕܫ is not attested in
Syriac, ܢܘܪܕܩܬܝܐܘܡܕܫ must be a transliteration. It is conceivable that the
translator transliterated תומדשׁ because of unfamiliaritywith themeaning of
the Hebrew word המדשׁ , ‘terrace’. The other occurrences of המדשׁ 506 are each
translated differently in the Peshitta. The origins of the Alaph and the Yudh,
which are not matched by תומדשׁ , are unknown. Possibly they result from
inner-Syriac corruption.

5.2. A Hebrew Name and a Syriac Nominal or Verbal Form

5.2.1. A Hebrew Name or Gentilic Corresponds to a Noun

The following instances illustrate a Hebrew name or gentilic corresponding
to one ormore nouns in Syriac. In 1Kgs 16:9 the followingwords correspond:

ܐܥܪܐ [>R<>] ‘(the house of) the land’
אצרא [>RY>] ‘(the house of) Arza’

This case is treated elsewhere.507
In 2Kgs 21:18, 26 the following rendering occurs:

ܐܙܓ [GZ>] ‘(the garden of) the treasury’
אזע [<Z>] ‘(the garden of) Uzza’508

Since elsewhere in Kings ܐܙܓ is a noun, ‘treasure’, rendering תורצוא (pl),509
ܐܙܓ in 2Kings 21 may be interpreted as the same noun.510 Originally, how-

ever, due to the phonetic and graphic similarity, ܐܙܓ mayhave beenmerely
the transcription of the name אזע .511

In 1Kgs 1:9 a name in the Hebrew text is not rendered as such in the
Peshitta:

ܐܬܒܪܐܦܐܟ [K>P> RBT>] ‘a big rock’
תלחזהןבא [>BN HZXLT] ‘the stone Zoheleth’

(‘the rock of the Crawler’)

506 Deut 32:32; Isa 16:6; 37:27; Hab 3:17.
507 See chapter 8, section 1.10.
508 2×: 2Kgs 21:18, 26.
509 8×: 1Kgs 7:51; 14:26 (2×); 15:18; 2Kgs 20:13 (only 9a1: ܝܗܘܙܓܒ̈ ), 15; 24:13 (2×). Moreover,
תו רצוא corresponds to ܐܙܓܬܝܒ in 2Kgs 12:19; 14:14; 16:8; 18:15; 20:13 (only btr: ܘܙܓܬܝܒ

̈
ܝܗ ). In

1Kgs 9:19 ܐܙܓܬܝܒ is the rendering of תונכסמה , ‘storehouses’; ܐܙܓ also occurs as a plus in
2Kgs 20:17.

510 In fact, ܐܙܓܬܢܓܒ , ‘in the garden of Uzza’, of 2Kgs 21:18, 26 has become ܐܙܓܬܝܒ ,
‘treasure house’, in 6h18.

511 See section 1.1.4.1.
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The Hebrew name consists of a substantive in construct state and a par-
ticiple; this is rendered as a substantive with an adjective in the Peshitta.512
In the Hebrew text, the rock is located near ‘the spring of Rogel’. The name
‘Rogel’ is rendered as the noun ܐܪܨܩ :513

ܐܪܨܩܢܝܥ [<JN QYR>] ‘the fuller’s spring’
לגרןיע [<JN RGL] ‘the spring of Rogel’

In 1Kgs 1:38, 44 the Peshitta offers a functional interpretation of the obscure
gentilics ‘the Cherethites and Pelethites’:514

ܬܫܩ
̈

ܐܥܠܩ̈ܒܢܝܕܫܕܘܐ [QCT"> WDCDJN BQ"L<>]
‘the archers and shooters with slings’

יתלפהויתרכה [HKRTJ WHPLTJ]
‘the Cherethites and Pelethites’

Of a text-historically complexnature are the following instances.Oneoccurs
in 2Kgs 11:6:

ܐܣܪܩ [QRS>], ‘(gate of) the Chariot’
רוס [SWR], ‘Sur (gate)’

The other is found in the btr of 2Kgs 23:8:

ܐܢܩܪܘܦ [PWRQN>], ‘salvation’
עשׁוהי [JHWC<], ‘Joshua’

Both cases are treated elsewhere.515

5.2.2. A Single Name in the Masoretic Text Corresponds to a Name and a
Substantive (btr) or a Verb and a Substantive (9a1)

In 2Kgs 23:11 the Masoretic text reads:

םירורפברשׁאסירסהךלמןתנתכשׁללא
‘towards the chamber of Nathan Melech, the chamberlain, which was in the
suburbs (?)’

The ancient manuscripts of the Peshitta attest two alternative renderings of
this phrase in Syriac. The reading in 9a1 reflects the translator’s failure to
understand the Hebrew text, while the deviation from the Masoretic text
attested in the btr is of a text-historical nature. Manuscript 9a1 reads:

512 For background of this choice, see chapter 2, section 2.2.1.1.
513 For background of this choice, see chapter 2, section 2.2.2.1.
514 For background, see chapter 2, section 2.2.2.4.
515 In chapter 9, section 6 and 7, respectively.
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ܐܢܡܝܗܡܐܟܠܡܡܝܩܐܘܐܕܘܪܦܒܕܐܬܘܢܚܒ

‘… in the chamber which was in the peruda, and the king appointed eunuchs’

Apparently the translator did not recognize ךלמןתנ as a proper noun, other-
wise he would not have rearranged the word order. He connected םירורפב to

תכשׁל , and understood ןתנ as a verb form (thirdmasc sg perfect) in the sense
of ‘he appointed’ (also in 1Kgs 2:35; 2Kgs 23:5, where ןתנ is likewise ren-
dered as ܡܝܩܐ ), with ךלמ , ‘king’, as subject and סירס , ‘eunuch’, as object. In
the translation the conjunction ܘ before ܡܝܩܐ was added ad sensum as the
beginning of a new clause. Undoubtedly the interpretation of ךלמןתנ was
influenced by 2Kgs 23:5, where הדוהייכלמונתנרשׁאםירמכהתא , ‘(he put an
end to) the priests whom the kings of Judah had appointed’, is translated
appropriately as ܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܡܝܩܐܕܢܝܠܝܐܐܪܡܘܟ .

A very different Syriac rendering of the Hebrew phrase in 2Kgs 23:11 is
found in the btr:

ܐܕܘܪܦܒܕܐܟܠܡܕܐܢܡܝܗܡܢܬܢܕܐܙܓܬܝܒ

‘the treasure house of Nathan the king’s eunuch which was in the peruda’

The btr closely corresponds to the Greek of the Antiochene text, πρὸς τὸ
γαζοφυλάκιον Ναθὰν εὐνούχου τοῦ βασιλέως τοῦ ἐν φαρουρείμ. In all likelihood
the btr results from the adaptation of an earlier Syriac text (possibly the text
represented by 9a1) towards the Antiochene text.516

5.2.3. (Part of ) a Composite Hebrew Name Corresponds to a Participle

In a number of cases, part of a composite proper noun in Hebrew is trans-
lated as a participle:

2Kgs 3:25

ܢܦܚܣܡܕܟܐܬܣܐܒ

‘in the wall when they were destroyed’

תשׂרחריקב
‘in Qir Hareseth’ (lit. ‘Wall of Potsherds’)

TheMasoretic text תשׂרחריקבהינבאריאשׁהדע , ‘until one left its stones in Qir
Hareseth’, is grammatically difficult:

516 Ant. in turn may have preserved the text of the Old Greek version here. It appears that
lxx, too, failed to recognize ךלמןתנ as a proper noun. The kaige-recension (witnessed by lxx
B) seems to have brought the Old Greek in line with the word order of the (proto-)mt: εἰς τὸ
γαζοφυλάκιον Ναθὰν βασιλέως τοῦ εὐνούχου ἐν φαρουρείμ.
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– The identity of the subject of the third personmasc sg perfect ריאשׁה is
unclear, and ריאשׁה may be interpreted (and repointed) as an infini-
tive.517

– It is unclear what the third person fem sg suffix in הינבא refers to. It
might refer back to the Moabite cities ( םירעה ) which the Israelites are
reported to have demolished at the beginning of v. 25. This is, however,
rather implausible in view of the fact that several clauses dealing with
different topics separate the suffix from its alleged antecedent. On the
other hand, if הינבא is meant to refer to Qir Hareseth the question
arises of why the complex construction ריקבהינבא is used instead of
the construct state תשרחריקינבא . Moreover, the purport of the text as
it stands is unclear. The passage may allude to the destruction of Qir
Hareseth. In that case the text means to say either that only the stones
were left of it or that the stones of the cities previously demolished
were left in Qir Hareseth tomake the land inhabitable. The alternative
possibility is that the passage refers to Qir Hareseth being temporarily
saved from destruction: the stones were left in Qir Hareseth because
the city defended itself.518

The grammatical and semantic difficulties have led several scholars to con-
sider the text corrupt and to propose various emendations.519 Like mod-
ern scholars, the ancient translators wrestled with the sense of the pas-
sage. Their renderings can all be explained in terms of literary exegesis of
a Hebrew consonantal text basically similar to that of the Masoretic text.
Common to the ancient versions is that their renderings are more or less
ad sensum translations of תשׂרחריק rather than transliterations. Moreover,
the Septuagint, Targum Jonathan, and Peshitta all agree in reading תשׂרח as
being derived from the root סרה , ‘tear down’, which occurs at the beginning
of v. 25 in the clause וסרהי םירעהו , ‘they tore down the cities’. Thus, these
versions offer renderings in which תשׂרח is represented by the same verb
as וסרהי :

Septuagint (lxx B)

καὶ τὰς πόλεις καθεῖλον… ἕως τοῦ καταλιπεῖν τοὺς λίθους τοῦ τοίχου καθηρῃμένους
‘and they cast down the cities…until they left the stones of thewall cast down’

517 Thus Burney, Notes, 272.
518 Thus Barthélemy, Critique textuelle I, 383–384.
519 Thus Burney, Notes, 272–273; Gray, I & IIKings, 433, note b; Montgomery—Gehman,

Kings, 366.
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Peshitta

ܢܦܚ̈ܣܡܕܟܐܬܣܐܒܐܦܐ̈ܟܩܒܬܫܐܕܐܡܕܥ … ܘܦܚܣܐܝܘܩܘ

‘and the cities they overthrew … until the stones in the wall were left when
they had been overthrown’

Both Septuagint and Peshitta seem to have read תשׂרח as תסֹרֻהֲ (Qal fem
pl passive participle)520 which they linked to םינבא , ‘stones’, which is also
feminine.

Targum Jonathan

אהורגפאלדאלתוכבאנבאתראתשׁאאלדדע … ורגפ איורקו
‘and they destroyed the cities … until there was not left a stone in the wall
which they did not destroy’

The similarities between the ancient versions suggest that the translators
drew upon a similar exegetical tradition concerning this passage. Since the
version of the Peshitta is particularly close to that of the Septuagint, the
former may also have been influenced by the latter.

The Antiochene text and the Vulgate offer renderings of תשׂרח that agree
more closely with the Masoretic text than with the renderings in the other
versions:

Antiochene text

καὶ τὰς πόλεις Μωὰβ καθεῖλον … ἕως τοῦ μὴ καταλιπεῖν λίθον ἐν τοίχῳ τεκτονικῆς
‘and they cast down the cities of Moab … until they did not leave a stone in
the wall of craftmanship’

This rendering probably reflects the reading תשֶׁרחֲריקב 521 ( תשֶׁרחֲ , ‘carved
stone’522).

Vulgate

ita ut muri tantum fictiles remanerent
‘until only the sherds of the wall were left’

In 2Kings 23, a participle is used in the Peshitta to render the name of
Pharaoh Necho.523 It appears that הכנ , ‘Necho’, has been taken in the sense
of םילגר הכֵנְ , ‘lame’,524 and then rendered as ܐܪܝܓܚ , ‘the Lame’.525 Targum

520 Thus Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Studien III, 110–111.
521 Cf. lxx Ex 31:5; see Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Studien III, 111, 244.
522 KBL, 338b.
523 4×: 2Kgs 23:29, 33, 34, 35.
524 2Sam 4:4; 9:3.
525 Burney, Notes, 363; Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 178; Walter, Peshitta of IIKings,

32.
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Jonathan renders similarly as אריגח . This rendering is also found elsewhere
in the Peshitta and in Targum Jonathan.526 The parallel use in Targum
Jonathan and the Peshitta is best explained by assuming that each version
drew upon the same Jewish exegetical tradition.527

A third instance involves הקשׁבר [RB CQH], ‘Rab Shaqeh’, rendered as
ܐܩܫ̈ܒܪ [RB C"Q>], ‘chief of cupbearers’.528 ܐܩܫ̈ is the plural of ܐܩܫ , ‘cup-

bearer, butler’, which is qua form a Peal participle of the verb ܐܩܫ .529 The
Hebrew הקשׁבר is a transcription of the Assyrian title rab šāqê, ‘chief cup-
bearer’.530 Since הקשׁבר has no obvious meaning in Hebrew (and is not pre-
ceded by the article), it functions as a name. The Syriac transliteration of the
Hebrew restores the original meaning of the title.

5.2.4. A Hebrew Name Corresponds to a Perfect Form

The case in 2Kgs 10:12 where דקעתיב , ‘Beth Eqed’, is rendered as ܪܩܥ , ‘break
down’, is treated elsewhere.531

5.3. A Hebrew Name Corresponds to a Different Syriac Name

In contrast to the tendency to render different Hebrew names as a single
name in Syriac, as observed in section 3.4, the Peshitta at times provides a
different name than the one in the Masoretic text. In the cases where there
is also a regular rendering for the Hebrew name, this is listed as well after
the irregular form.

5.3.1. ‘Arwad’ for ‘Edom’

In 1Kgs 9:26, םודא , ‘Edom’, corresponds to ܕܘܪܐ , ‘Arwad’. The other ancient
versions are in conformity with the Masoretic text. In the Peshitta of Ezek
27:8, 11, ܕܘܪܐ renders דורא , ‘Arwad’, the name of a Phoenician town. In the
Kings passage, ܕܘܪܐ is certainly meant to refer to the same town. Though
ܕܘܪܐ is graphically somewhat similar to ܡܘܕܐ , it is unlikely that the name is

a corruption of ܡܘܕܐ . In 1Kgs 9:26, םודאץראב , ‘in the land of Edom’, specifies
the location of Ezion Geber where Solomon is reported to have built a

526 Jer 46:2; 2Chr 35:20, 22; 36:4. Note that in 2Sam 4:4; 9:3 neither p nor tj use ܐܪܝܓܚ /
אריגח to render the expression םילגר הכֵנְ , ‘crippled’.

527 See Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 205–235, esp. 233–235.
528 8×: 2Kgs 18:17, 19, 26, 27, 28, 37; 19:4, 8. See also section 1.5.1.
529 CSD, 593a.
530 AHw, 1182a.
531 See chapter 8, section 1.26.
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fleet. Though the Syriac rendering ‘in the land of Arwad’, is geographically
incorrect, it may be deliberate, because in v. 27 Hiram of Tyre is stated
to have sent his servants in the fleet. To the translator the information
in v. 27 could imply a location close to Tyre, which led him to change
‘Edom’ to ‘Arwad’, a procedure related to al tiqre. An additional argument
against interpreting ܕܘܪܐ as a mere corruption of ܡܘܕܐ is the fact that
the rendering ܕܘܪܐ occurs only here where it can be explained by the
context.532

5.3.2. ‘Mabbog’ for ‘The King of Assyria’

In 2Kgs 23:29, the Peshitta offers the place name ܓܘܒܡ , ‘Mabbog’, in a posi-
tion corresponding to that of רושׁאךלמ , ‘the king of Assyria’, in theMasoretic
text. Much of 2Chr 35:20, the text parallel to 2Kgs 23:29, is adopted in the
Syriac rendering of the latter verse. The substitution under consideration,
too, is based on 2Chr 35:20, where the king of Assyria is not mentioned, and
Necho’s objective on the river Euphrates is specified as שׁימכרכ , ‘Carchemish’.
In the Peshitta of Chronicles and Kings alike, the ancient city Carchemish is
modernized as Mabbog.533

5.3.3. ‘The City of the Heroes’ for ‘Baal Shalisha’

In 2Kgs 4:42 השָׁלִשָׁלעב , ‘Baal Shalisha’, is rendered as ܐܪܒܢܓܬܢܝܕܡ , ‘City of
the Hero’. Walter convincingly links ܐܪܒܢܓܬܢܝܕܡ to ܐܒܢܓܬܝܪܘܩ , ‘Town
of the Heroes’, the name the Peshitta uses for עברא [ה] תירק , ‘Kiriath Arba’.534
The Syriac name alludes to the fact that עברא [ה] תירק , the former name
of Hebron, is the place where the three legendary Enakim, in the Peshitta
usually designated as ܐܒܢܓ , ‘heroes’, lived.535 In 2Kgs 4:42 the translator
read השׁלשׁ as השָׁלשְׁ , ‘three’, which he took as a reference to the Enakim.
The alternative interpretation, also put forward by Walter, is that the trans-
lator connected השׁלשׁ with the noun שׁילשׁ , ‘officer’, which he rendered as

ܐܒܢܓ .536 This view is less attractive, since it leaves the rendering of לעב as

532 םודא is rendered as ܡܘܕܐ 14× (1Kgs 11:14, 15 [2×], 16; 22:48; 2Kgs 3:8, 9, 12, 20, 26; 8:20, 22;
14:7, 10), and once as ܝܡܘܕܐ (2Kgs 8:21, see section 1.4).

533 רושׁאךלמ is rendered 43× as ܪܘܬܐܕܐܟܠܡ , ‘the king of Assyria’, and twice as ܐܟܠܡ

ܐܝܪܘܬܐ (2Kgs 18:23; 19:4).
534 Gen 23:2; 35:27. See Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 64; Studies, section ⟨923b⟩.
535 Josh 14:15; 15:13, 14; 21:11; Judg 1:10, 20.
536 8×: 1Kgs 9:22; 2Kgs 7:2, 17, 19; 9:25; 10:25 (2×); 15:25.
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ܬܢܝܕܡ unexplained. It is striking that among the ancient versions (Peshitta,
Septuagint, the Antiochene text, Targum Jonathan) none translates לעב .537

5.3.4. ‘Shiloah’ for ‘Gihon’

In 1Kgs 1:33, 38, 45 ܐܚܘܠܝܫ , ‘Shiloah’, corresponds to ןוחג , ‘Gihon’, in the
Masoretic text. This case is treated elsewhere.538

5.3.5. Names of Months

In three cases involving the name of a month the Peshitta does not translit-
erate but supplies the Syriac name or a characterization of the month con-
sidered to be appropriate:

ܪܝܐ , ‘(the month of) Ijar’, for וז , ‘(the month of) Ziv’539

Themonth Ijar is April–May.540 The Peshitta substitutes the Syriac name for
the Hebrew one, possibly on the basis of the specification ‘Ziv, that is the
second month’ in the Masoretic text.

ܐܬܠܠܥ , ‘(the month of) harvests’, for םינתיא , ‘(the month of) Ethanim’541

In this case, the Peshitta does not substitute the Syriac name of the month
for theHebrewone but offers a characterization instead. From the specifica-
tion ‘Ethanim—at the Festival—that is, the seventh month’, the translator
may have inferred that the festival involved a harvest festival, which led him
to designate the month as ‘month of harvests’.542

ܝܪܚܐܢܝܪܫܬ , ‘Later Teshrin’, for לוב , ‘(the month of) Bul’543

Later Teshrin is November.544 The Peshitta substitutes the Syriac name for
the Hebrew one, possibly on the basis of the specification ‘Bul, that is the
eighth month’ in the Masoretic text.

537 tj אמורדערא , ‘land of the South’, lxx B Βαιθσαρεῖσα, Ant. Βηθλεεμμάς, ‘Bethlehem’ (sic),
vg Balsalisa.

538 See chapter 2, section 2.7.2.
539 2×: 1Kgs 6:1, 37.
540 Thesaurus Syriacus, 167.
541 1Kgs 8:2.
542 See also Weitzman, Introduction, 52.
543 1Kgs 6:38.
544 CSD, 623.
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5.3.6. ‘Abijah, Son of Rehoboam’ for ‘Rehoboam’

In 1Kgs 15:6 ܡܥܒܚܪܪܒܐܝܒܐ , ‘Abijah, son of Rehoboam’, corresponds to
םעבחר , ‘Rehoboam’. In the immediate context of the verse, ܐܝܒܐ renders

םיבא , ‘Abijam’. Within the account of Abijam’s reign (1Kgs 15:1–8) in the
Masoretic text, the statement in v. 6—that there was war between
Rehoboam and Jeroboam—is out of place. The report in 1Kgs 15:6 has a
nearly exact parallel in 1Kgs 14:30, where it fits well within the framework
of the account of Rehoboam’s reign. The text of v. 6may originally have read
‘Abijam’ (or ‘Abijah’) for ‘Rehoboam’, in conformity with the statement in
v. 7b that therewaswarbetweenAbijamand Jeroboam. It is conceivable that
the similarity between 1Kgs 14:30 and 1Kgs 15:6 (and 7b) contributed to the
scribal error.545 1Kgs 15:6 is not represented in the Septuagint and the Anti-
ochene text, perhaps because theGreek translator recognized that it did not
fit in the context. The Syriac text of v. 6 as it stands does not cause problems,
since it states that therewaswar betweenAbijah, son of Rehoboam, and Jer-
oboam. It is rather implausible that among the ancient versions the Peshitta
would be the only one to reflect the original Hebrew text in v. 6. Rather, the
translator recognized the problem in the Hebrew source and solved it by
expanding ‘Rehoboam’ to ‘Abijah, son of Rehoboam’. The duplication of v. 6
and v. 7b due to this textual intervention led some later scribe to remove
v. 7b from the Syriac text. V. 7b is only preserved in 6h18, 7h10, and 9a1.

5.4. A Hebrew Noun and a Syriac Name or a Gentilic

In contrast to the cases described in section 5.2, in the following cases the
Peshitta has a proper noun or gentilic where the Masoretic text has a noun.

5.4.1. ‘Carmel’ for ‘His Orchard’

The case in 2Kgs 19:23where thePeshitta has ܡܪܟ , ‘Carmel’, vis-à-vis ולמרכ ,
‘his orchard’, in the Masoretic text is treated elsewhere.546

5.4.2. ‘Peruda’ for ‘Suburbs(?)’

In 2Kgs 23:11 ܐܕܘܪܦܒܕ , ‘who is in the peruda’, corresponds to םירורפברשׁא ,
‘who is in the suburbs(?)’. The meaning of םירורפ is a moot point.547 The

545 See for instance Cogan, 1Kings, 393.
546 See chapter 7, section 5.
547 See Runnals, ‘The parwār’.
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original Syriac rendering may have been ܐܘܪܦ , in which the (plural)
emphatic state ending represents the definite article indicated in the
Masoretic vocalization of םירורפב .548 ܐܕܘܪܦ , then, would be an inner-Syriac
corruption.549 Whether the alleged original form ܐܪܘܪܦ represents a translit-
eration or a translation of the Hebrew is difficult to tell. In Syriac, neither

ܐܕܘܪܦ nor ܐܪܘܪܦ are attested outside of 2Kgs 23:11. In Babylonian Aramaic,
however, ארוורפ , אראורפ occur as loanwords from Middle Persian meaning
‘environs (of a city)’.550 TheMiddle Persian word itself seems tomean ‘court’.
It is not to be excluded that in Syriac, as in Babylonian Aramaic, a cognate
word existed. The Septuaginta transliterates with φαρουρείμ.

5.4.3. ‘Rab Sisak’ for ‘Chief Court Official’

In 2Kgs 18:17 the Peshitta offers ܩܣܝܣܒܪ , ‘Rab Sisak’, for סירסבר , ‘chief court
official’, in the Masoretic text. The term is preceded by ܐܩܫ̈ܒܪ , but unlike

ܐܩܫ̈ , ܩܣܝܣ is not a recognizable verbal or nominal form in Syriac, and by
consequence ܩܣܝܣܒܪ is to be construed as a proper noun rather than as
a construct state phrase. The two Semkaths in ܩܣܝܣ suggest a connection
with סירס . The transformations required to get from [SRJS] to [SJSQ]
indicate intentional change: ܩܣܝܣ resembles ܩܫܝܫ , ‘Shishak’, and Semkath
can be substituted for Shin;551 yet in Kings the name of Pharaoh Shishak
is spelled ܩܫܝܫ .552 Possibly ܩܣܝܣܒܪ involves a transformation, partially
inadvertent and partially intentional, of the original Syriac transliteration
of סירסבר .

5.4.4. ‘Shamash’ for ‘The Sun’

2Kgs 23:11

שׁאבףרשׂשׁמשׁהתובכרמתאו
‘and the chariots of the sun he burned with fire’

The presence of the definite article in שׁמשׁה , ‘the sun’, indicates that the
form is a noun. In the Peshitta the corresponding word is in absolute state,
indicating a proper noun, ‘Shamosh’ (?):

ܐܪܘܢܒܕܩܘܐܫܡܫܕܐܬܒܟܪܡܘ

‘and the chariots of Shamosh he burned with fire’

548 Thus mt םירורפּבַּ . Note that tj אירורפ also renders the article.
549 ‘Peruda’ is indicated by the vocalization in the Mosul edition.
550 Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, 929b.
551 See section 1.1.3.2, and chapter 3, section 1.1.3.
552 1Kgs 11:40; 14:25 (Qere).
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ܫܡܫ occurs ten times in the Peshitta of Kings, six timeswith the emphatic
ending553 and four times without.554 The six occurrences with the emphatic
endings are nouns referring to ‘the sun’. Besides the case at hand, the occur-
rences without the emphatic ending involve the toponym ‘Beth Shemesh’.555
Only in 2Kgs 23:11 (2nd) does the term occur without the emphatic ending
and without being in combination with ‘Beth-’.

The other ancient versions all agree with the Masoretic text and as a
consequence do not support the assumption that the Syriac translator used
a Vorlage with a different consonantal text. Nevertheless, there can be no
doubt that the reading ܫܡܫܕ goes back to an early stage in the transmission
of the Peshitta, since it is attested by all ancientmanuscripts (7a1, 9a1 etc.).556

‘Shamash / Shamosh’ is the name of a Mesopotamian solar deity, and
‘the chariots of Shamosh’ may designate some cultic object devoted to the
sun god. Archeological and epigraphic data bear witness to the inclusion of
Shamosh in the Pantheon of the Syrian towns of Emesa, Carrrhae / Haran,
Edessa, and Palmyra during the first centuries ce. The translators and early
copyists of the Peshitta, who worked somewhere in Syria, may have been
familiar with aspects of their pagan religious environment. The possibility
cannot be ruled out that ܫܡܫܕܐܬܒܟܪܡܘ represents an adaptation to the
environment in which the Peshitta was used.557

Curiously enough, the first occurrence of שׁמשׁ in 2Kgs 23:11 is rendered
with the emphatic state ending: ܐܫܡܫܠܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܒܗܝܕܐܫܟܘܠܛܩܘ ,
‘and they killed the horses which the kings of Judah had given to the sun’.
The Syriac manuscripts are unanimous in reading the emphatic state form

ܐܫܡܫ . Thus, although שׁמשׁ in the phrase שׁמשׁל allows interpretation as a
personal name, the translator chose to interpret it as the Masoretes did
( שמשּׁלַ ), that is, as the noun ‘sun’. This circumstance casts doubt on the orig-
inality of the reading ܫܡܫܕ later in the same verse. Since ܫܡܫܕ is followed
by a word beginning with Alaph, ܫܡܫܕ may have resulted from haplography.
However, such a corruption could have been provoked by a scribe’s familiar-
ity with the solar deity Shamosh.

553 1Kgs 22:36; 2Kgs 3:22; 10:33; 20:11; 23:5; 23:11 (1st).
554 1Kgs 4:9; 2Kgs 14:11, 13; 23:11 (2nd).
555 Outside of Kings, a comparable parallel occurs in Josh 15:7, where שׁמשׁןיאימ , ‘thewaters

of En Shemesh’, is rendered as ܫܡܫܕܐܥܘܒܡ .
556 Lee’s edition and theMosul edition, however, offer ܐܫܡܫܕ . That reading possibly entails

a correction on the basis of mt.
557 A comparable adaptation occurs in 1Samuel, where תורתשׁעה , ‘the Ashtorets’, is ren-

dered as ܐܬܝ̈ܢܓ , a name of deities known from Palmyra (see Morrison, First Book of Samuel,
56–57).
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5.4.5. ‘The Shulammite’ for ‘Peace’ (Greeting)

The rendering of םולשׁ , ‘peace’, as ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , ‘the Shulammite’, in 2Kgs 4:23
is treated elsewhere.558

5.5. Names Reflecting Multiple Stages of Development

In the following case, the first elements in the composite names are different
in the two versions:

ܡܘܠܫܕܒܥ [<BDCLWM] for םולשׁיבא [>BCLWM]559

It is possible that the Dalath and Yudh were confused, a phenomenon
attested in the ancient manuscripts of the Peshitta of Kings.560 Because no
comparable variant is attested among the other ancient versions, the con-
fusion is probably due to an inner-Syriac corruption. Subsequently, when
the text was dictated and the copyist wrote ܕܒܐ as ܕܒܥ by association with

ܐܕܒܥ , ‘servant’, ܡܘܠܫܕܒܐ may have become ܡܘܠܫܕܒܥ , ‘servant of peace’.
Various differences can be noticed in:

ܝܢܐ [>NJ], ‘Ani’, for היראה [H>RJH],561 ‘Arieh’, lit. ‘the lion’

The definite article and the final He of theHebrewname are not rendered in
the Syriac name, and the Resh has been replaced by the Nun. The latter dif-
ferencemaybedue to a reading error that occurredduring transmission.562 It
is not uncommon for the Peshitta to leave determination in Hebrew names
unexpressed.563 The fact that final He is unrepresented in the Syriac is more
difficult to explain. Perhaps both the final He and the Yod preceding it were
taken to be matres lectionis and the second one was therefore omitted. The
letter could have been lacking in the translator’s source text (compare the
rendering in the Vulgate Ari).

In the following case, the fact that Syriac sometimes has Dalath where
Hebrew has Zayin could have played a role:

ܢܘܪܕܗ [HDRWN], ‘Hedron’, for ןוזר [RZWN], ‘Rezon’564

558 See chapter 8, section 1.21.
559 2×: 1Kgs 15:2, 10.
560 For example, in 1Kgs 5:11 9a1 has ܥܝܪܕ for ܥܕܪܕ in the other mss (= mt עדרד ).
561 2Kgs 15:25.
562 Thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 31.
563 See section 1.1.7.1.
564 1Kgs 11:23.
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The phonological shifts may have occurred in steps during the course of
textual transmission: first Dalath instead of Zayin ( ܢܘܕܪ [RDWN]), then He
added initially ( ܢܘܕܪܗ [HRDWN]), and finally metathesis of Dalath and Resh
( ܢܘܪܕܗ [HDRWN]).

In spite of a number of shared letters, the Syriac involves a major devia-
tion from the name in the Masoretic text in:

ܐܝܒܘܛ [VWBJ>], ‘Tobia’, for יתפטנה [HNVPTJ], ‘the Netophathite’565

The other ancient versions concurwith theMasoretic text. The Syriac name,
‘Tobia’, corresponds to היבוט in Ezra (1×), Nehemiah (14×), and Zechariah
(2×). It is possible that the original rendering was closer to the Hebrew and
subsequently underwent corruption. The acoustic similarity of [P] and [B]
could have precipitated confusion of the two when the text was dictated.566
During the process of transmission, the obscure name may have been rein-
terpreted as the more familiar name ܐܝܒܘܛ .

In one final case, the reading of 9a1 in 1Kgs 5:32 is an example of a
secondary development:

ܐܝܠܒܘܓܐ [>R"GWBLJ>], ‘the Argublites’, for [HGBLJM], ‘the Giblites’

This case is treated elsewhere.567

6. Summary

In the books of Kings when counting each name only once, we find that
approximately half of the unique proper nouns are spelled identically in the
Masoretic text and in the Peshitta.Whennot using the letters corresponding
to those in theMasoretic text, or a systematic adaptation of the spelling, the
Peshitta shows a tendency to render different spellings of names, and even
separate names, by a single item, so that the Peshitta contains fewer unique
names than does the Masoretic text.568

Differences between Syriac and Hebrew names in corresponding posi-
tions range from spelling issues to the substitution of entire names. Most
deviations from the Hebrew go back to the stage of translation, but a small
portion of themmust have arisen during textual transmission. Many names

565 2Kgs 25:23. See also section 1.4.
566 See chapter 3, section 1.1.1.
567 See chapter 8, section 1.4.
568 See chapter 13, section 1.3.
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involve deliberate changes: phonological shifts, changes that in other
respects pertain to the Syriac language, and substitutions of names. Other
differences arose inadvertently, resulting from inner-Syriac corruption or
from the translator’s failure to recognize a proper noun. Only once or twice
does the form in the Peshitta possibly reflect Hebrew consonants differ-
ent from those in the Masoretic text. Frequently Syriac manuscripts differ
among themselves in the spelling of a name,569 illustrating the impact of cor-
ruption and phonological shift. This results in names deviating from their
Hebrew basis during the process of transmission.

In a number of instances, the differences can be explained both on
the basis of linguistics and on the basis of text-historical considerations.570
Multiple letter differences in names result from changes that took place
either over subsequent stages or simultaneously during one stage. It is
not always easy to establish the relative proportion of text-historical and
phonological factors involved in these complex differences.571

In view of the range of factors involved, the comparison ofHebrewnames
with their Syriac renderings is a complex undertaking indeed. On the basis
of the materials presented in this chapter, six types of differences in proper
nouns can be distinghuished.

6.1. Phonological Shifts

Adaptations to Syriac phonologyweremade either directly by the translator
or by scribes during the transmission of the Syriac text.

6.1.1. Vowel Letters

The vowel notation by means of vowel letters is less ambiguous in Syriac
than in Hebrew. The Peshitta of Kings makes effective use of this system to
indicate the desired pronunciation of names in Syriac. Hence, vowel letters
are often added (Alaph to indicate a, Waw to indicate u / o, and Yudh to
indicate i) or altered (He to Alaph or Waw, Aleph to Waw). Strict consis-
tency in adding vowel letters was not maintained, however. There are even
several cases of Hebrew matres lectionis not being represented in Syriac,

569 A selection of these inner-Syriac differences is listed in the IndexNominumof theKings
volume of The Old Testament in Syriac.

570 For example, ܩܝܠܡܥ [<MLJQ] for ךלמנע [<NMLK]. See section 2.
571 Some names with complex changes are believed to have evolved gradually. See sec-

tion 5.5.
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among these the so-called etymological Aleph.572 Moreover, phonological
rules seem to have been applied with some discrimination, as the transcrip-
tion ܗܒܝܨܒܚ for הביצפח with audible ה suggests.573 A few phenomenamerit
special attention.

– Alaph is sometimes prefixed to Yudh in initial position; as a result
the Yudh turns into a vowel letter.574 The combination Alaph–Yudh in
Syriacmoreover appears where the theophoric element לא is rendered
as ܠܝܐ ,575 though this is reduced to ܠܝ in word-medial position.

– In some words where the Waw and the Resh occur adjacent to one
another, the two switch places in the corresponding name in the other
version.576

– Names exhibiting spelling variation in the Masoretic text are gener-
ally rendered uniformly in the Peshitta. Thus names that occur both
with plene and defective spelling in the Masoretic text are all written
plene.577

6.1.2. Consonants

Differences in consonants are frequent. Many of these reflect phonological
changes, like

– addition of Nun in final position
– omission of Nun (possibly due to assimilation)578
– addition of Alaph as initial consonant before Yudh (which in that case

turns into a vowel letter)579
– omission of initial Aleph before a consonant580
– omission of Alephwhere it is quiescent in combinationwith a vowel581
– addition of He
– addition of Resh

572 For example, ܢܕܪܙܘܒܢ [NBWZRDN] for ןדארזובנ [NBWZR>DN] and ܪܣܠܦܬܠܓܬ

[TGLTPLSR] for רסאלפתלגת [TGLT PL>SR]. See section 1.1.1.5.
573 See section 1.1.1.1 and section 2.
574 See section 1.1.1.1.
575 For example, in ܠܝܐܬܝܒ [BJT >JL] and ܠܝܐܙܚ [XZ>JL]. See section 1.3.1.1.
576 See section 1.2.
577 See sections 3.1 and 3.3.
578 See Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §28.
579 Cf. section 1.1.1.
580 See Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §32.
581 See Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §33.
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– substitution of Beth for Pe582

– substitution of Dalath for Taw
– substitution of Zayin for Tsadhe
– substitution of Semkath for Tsadhe
– substitution of Lamadh for Sin
– substitution of Semkath for Sin
– substitution of Taw for Shin

Differences between letters that are similar in pronunciation—Aleph and
E, possibly Beth and Pe, Dalath and Taw, Mim and Nun—could also be
explained as the result of aural errors committed by copyists to whom the
Syriac text was dictated.583

Some Syriac names exhibit metathesis in comparison with their Hebrew
correspondences.584 The phenomenon of metathesis is widely attested in
languages of the Ancient Near East. Manuscripts of the Peshitta of Kings
exhibitmetathesis as an inner-Syriac development,whichmakes it probable
that phonological factors inherent to Syriac played a role.

Anumber of Syriac names displaymultiple differenceswith theirHebrew
correspondences. There seems to be little systematic restriction on which
differences can co-occur within a word.585

6.2. Graphic Similarity

A considerable number of differences between Hebrew and Syriac names
arose during the transmission process (inner-Syriac corruption) as a result
of the confusion of graphically similar Syriac letters.586

6.3. Aspects of the Syriac Language

Features pertaining to the character of the Syriac languagemay have had an
affect on the translation.

The Peshitta of Kings tends to render a name consisting of two compo-
nents as a single word. However, this is not always the case and even the
opposite may occur.587

582 See Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §27; see also chapter 3, section 1.1.1.
583 For example, ܪܣܠܕ [DLSR] for רשׂאלת [TL>FR] and ܪܣܥܢܡܠܫ [CLMN<SR] for רסאנמלשׁ

[CLMN>SR].
584 See section 1.2, and chapter 3, section 1.10.
585 Interrelated changesmay have occurred in ܡܠܫܪܘܐ , ܢܫܝܬܝܒ , ܢܘܪܕܗ , ܚܝܢ , ܡܘܕܪܚܣ , ܐܝܪܙܥ ,
ܐܒܘܨ , ܒܘܐܓܪ . See section 2.

586 See section 1.1.6.
587 See sections 1.3.2, 1.5.1, and 1.5.2.
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The theophoric element הי , וי , and והי are often rendered as ܘܝ in initial
position or as ܐܝ in final position.588

The article before aHebrewname is sometimes left unrendered in Syriac;
this includes names consisting of two components in genitive relationship.
In other names, the Hebrew article is rendered as an emphatic state end-
ing.589 The influence of Syriac grammar is probably also present in the Taw
for the He in word-final position,590 and the interchange of Yudh and Nun in
some forms.591

Acombination of nounswhich serve as a proper noun inHebrew is some-
times transcribed in Syriac. As thewords involved aremostly common ones,
it is improbable that the translator transcribed them because he did not
know their meaning. Rather, they functioned as fixed names and designa-
tions.592 Apparently, the translator could safely assume that his audience
was familiar with the Hebrew terms. This would suggest that the Peshitta
of Kings arose in Jewish circles.

6.4. Different Vorlage

There are two situations in which spelling differences could be attributed
to the use of a Hebrew Vorlage with consonants other than those present in
the Masoretic text:

– Of the thirteen instances of Ketib / Qere in Hebrew names, twelve
renderings in Syriac are closer toQere than to Ketib. Themost plausible
explanation for this is that the Qere forms were in the running text of
the Hebrew exemplar used by the translator.593

– Where names in the Peshitta and one or more ancient versions share
consonantal deviations from the Masoretic text, they could reflect
a different Hebrew text. Kings, however, does not contain any such
examples.594

588 See section 1.3.1.2 and chapter 3, section 1.7.
589 See section 1.1.7.1.
590 See section 1.1.7.2.
591 See section 1.1.7.4.
592 For example, ܢܝܡܝܪܒܕ [DBRJMJN] for םימיהירבד [DBRJ HJMJM]. See section 2.
593 See section 3.2.
594 See section 3.4.
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6.5. Names not Recognized as Such by the Translator

In a few instances, a composite name was interpreted as a sequence of
nouns and / or verbs and rendered accordingly. It is debatable whether this
deviation from the Masoretic understanding was deliberate.595

6.6. Exegetical Factors

Differences of an exegetical nature, here taken to comprise all differences
that result from intentional changes except language-oriented ones, are
more prominent in the Peshitta of Kings than in the Targum.

6.6.1. Substitution of One Name for Another

Where the Syriac name fits the literary context better than the Hebrew cor-
respondence, the motive for the substitution probably was to create agree-
ment between similar or related names (‘levelling’),596 to improve narrative
logic,597 to correct what was presumed to be incorrect,598 to contemporize
a place name599 or the name of a month,600 or to capture an exegetical tra-
dition.601 Where the Peshitta rendered two graphically similar yet different
names in the Masoretic text in the same manner, it may have taken the
Hebrew names to refer to the same entity.602 Furthermore, in one case the
Peshitta replaced one form of a name in the Masoretic text with another to
distinguish between two kings that are not differentiated in the Masoretic
text,603 thus manifesting the Peshitta’s commitment to narrative clarity and
consistency.

6.6.2. Name of a Nation versus the People of That Nation

Where the Masoretic text uses the name of a nation to indicate the people
belonging to that nation, the Peshitta often renders this as a gentilic. On the

595 See section 5.2.
596 Instances of this are included in section 3.4.
597 Examples involve the substitution of ‘Abijah son of Rehoboam’ for ‘Rehoboam’ in 1Kgs

15:6 and the substitution of ‘Ahab’ for ‘Hiel’ in 1Kgs 16:34. See section 3.4.
598 For example, the substitution of ‘Arwad’ for ‘Edom’ in 1Kgs 9:26. See section 5.3.1.
599 Examples include the substitution of ‘Bashan’ for ‘Mathnin’ (see section 4.2) and of

‘Mabbog’ for ‘Carchemish’ (see section 5.3.2).
600 See section 5.3.4.
601 See sections 5.2.3 and 5.3.3.
602 See section 3.4.
603 See section 4.1.
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other hand, in one instance the Peshitta substitutes three proper nouns for
gentilics, probably for syntactic reasons.604

6.6.3. Composite Names in Hebrew Not Rendered as Names

A few composite names in the Masoretic text containing nouns and / or
verbs are not taken as names in the Peshitta. Where the interpretation in
the Peshitta is similar to those found in other versions, translators probably
drew upon Jewish exegetical traditions. Where the Peshitta closely agrees
with other versions, in particular with the Septuagint and the Antiochene
text, it may have undergone direct influence from the latter. In that case a
translator or scribe chose to adopt readings from the Greek text into the
Syriac text. Where an interpretation is also attested in the Targum of Kings,
the rendering may have its roots in the Jewish exegetical tradition.605

6.6.4. Tradition of Syriac Names

Several Syriac names differing conspicuously from their counterparts in the
Masoretic text, such as ܢܬܝܠܐ for ןתנלא ,606 ܢܫܝܬܝܒ for ןאשׁתיב ,607 ܪܝܥܘܕܥ for

רערע ,608 and ܠܝܒܘܪ for ןבואר ,609 are also found in other books in the Peshitta.
With regard to the same phenomenon in 1Samuel Morrison remarks: ‘The
uniform spelling of these names suggests that the S translator relied on a tra-
dition for the writing of certain names even though the Syriac spelling may
have emerged from a translation error.’610 The translator of Kings may also
have drawn from such a tradition. Possibly the first occurrence of a name,
whether corrupt or not, was considered to be the standard form (examples
could be ܢܫܝܬܝܒ , ‘Beth Jashan’, ܠܝܒܘܪ , ‘Rubel’, ܬܘܪܬܣܥ , ‘Astaroth’). Weitz-
man, however, attributes the uniformity in spelling to revisional activity. In
favour of his view one might argue that a translator would be less prone
to introduce a form deviating strongly from his source than a reviser, who
worked without reference to a Hebrew source. An inquiry into the distribu-
tion of such forms throughout the Peshitta may be an effective tool to trace
translational or scribal affiliations between individual books, and thus to
reconstruct the formative history of the Syriac version.

604 See section 1.4.
605 See section 5.2.3.
606 See section 1.1.7.4.
607 See section 2.
608 See section 2.
609 See section 2.
610 Morrison, First Book of Samuel, 52.



chapter seven

THE TREATMENT OF HEBREWHOMOGRAPHS

Occasionally, the translator of the Peshitta of Kings and theMasoretes iden-
tified different lexemes in what appears to have been identical sequences of
consonants in their Vorlagen. In addition, in a few cases theMasoretic vocal-
ization leaves room for more than one lexical interpretation, whereas the
Syriac rendering indicateswhich interpretationwas chosen. In the following
paragraphs, several cases fromboth categories are presented in alphabetical
order.1

1. רוא , ‘Light’, and רוא , ‘Light Up’

In the Hebrew expression cited below רוא is ambiguous:

2Kgs 7:9

ܐܪܦܨܪܗܢܢܕܐܡܕܥ

‘until the dawn becomes light’

רקבהרואדע
‘until the morning becomes light’ or ‘until morning light’

tj ארפצרהימדע
‘until the morning becomes light’

lxx Ant. ἕως φωτὸς τοῦ πρωί
‘until morning light’

vl ad lucemmane
‘until morning light’

vg differently

רוא could be taken as a Qal infinitive construct of the verb רוא . In that
instance רקבה is the subject and רוא the predicate of the clause רקבהרואדע ,

1 Not included in this chapter are cases where the Syriac rendering suggests that a
Hebrew verb form was interpreted differently than indicated by the vocalization of mt. For
instance, in 2Kgs 17:23 p renders as though it read לגֶיֶּוַ (Hiphil), while mt has לגֶיִּוַ (Qal); in
2Kgs 9:8 p renders as though it read דבַאֹוְ (first sg imperfect), while mt has דבַאָוְ (third masc
sg perfect).



the treatment of hebrew homographs 297

‘until the morning becomes light’. Alternatively, רוא could be considered a
noun in the construct state inside the prepositional phrase רקבהרואדע ,
‘until the light of the morning’. Lexicons mention both possibilities.2

Provided that the ancient versions have not rendered freely, it seems that
the Peshitta and Targum interpreted רוא as a verb, whereas the Septuagint
and (indirectly?) the Vetus Latina understood it as a noun.

2. רפֶאֵ , ‘Dust, Ashes’, and רפֵאֲ , ‘Headband’

In 1Kgs 20:38, 41, רפֵאֲ , ‘(head) band’ of the Masoretic text is rendered as
ܐܡܛܩ , ‘ashes’. Apparently רפֵאֲ was read as רפֶאֵ , ‘dust’,3 a term also used for

‘ashes’,4 and translated according to the latter sense:5

1Kgs 20:38

ܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܐܡܛܩܒܝܦܚܘ

‘and he covered his face with ashes’

ויניעלערפֵאֲבָּשׂפחתיו
‘and he disguised himself with a headband over his eyes’

The renderings of Septuagint and Targum Jonathan indicate that רפא was
read as רפֵאֲ , ‘(head)band’, and therefore cannot have served as the basis for
the Syriac rendering.

Having read ‘ashes’ instead of ‘headband’, the translator apparently chose
the smoother rendering of ‘covered his face’ instead of ‘changed his appear-
ance’.6 As part of the adjustments involved in this rendering, ‘over the eyes’
in the Masoretic text became the direct object ‘face’ in the Peshitta.7

3. רעב Piel I, ‘Kindle, Burn Down’,
and Piel II, ‘Sweep Clean, Remove’

The Piel of רעב is used to designate two distinctive semantic domains: ‘burn’
and ‘pluck, graze, clean’. Whereas Koehler—Baumgartner Lexicon regards

2 See KBL, 22b; HALAT I, 24a; BDB, 21, Nestle, ‘Miscellen’, 338.
3 Thus also in Aquila, Symmachus, vg, Arab.
4 Compare mt Num 10:9, 10: ‘dust (ashes) of the heifer’.
5 ܐܡܛܩ is used to render ןשׁד , ‘(fatty) ashes’, in 1Kgs 13:3, 5. These are the only other

occurrences of the Syriac term in p Kings.
6 The choice of the verb ܐܦܚ Pael, ‘veil, cover, hide’, to render שׂפח Hitpael, ‘disguise

oneself ’, in this verse is dealt with in chapter 8, section 1.13.
7 Within Kings, only in 1Kgs 20:38, 41 is mt ‘eyes’ rendered in p as ‘face’.
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the latter domain as having developed from the former, other dictionaries
assign it to a different verb, רעב II.8 Syriac seems to justify that decision, for
the cognate ܪܥܒ covers only the semantic domain ‘pluck, graze, clean’, as in
the following text:

2Kgs 23:24

ܐܝܫܘܝܪܥܒ … ܘܕܝܘܐܘܟܙܦܐܘ
̈

ܐܥ

והישאירעב … םינעדיהתאותובאהתאםגו
‘and moreover the necromancers and soothsayers … Josiah rooted out’

The translator apparently interpreted רעב as רעב II. Targum Jonathan,
Septuagint, Antiochene text and Vulgate also offer renderings of רעב II. The
remaining occurrences of רעב in the Masoretic text of Kings are semanti-
cally less ambiguous, because they involve instances of the expression רעב

רחא ,9 ‘sweep behind’, which are rendered with ܪܥܒ as may be expected. It
remains unclear whether the word image of the Hebrew played a part in the
translator’s choice to render רעב as ܪܥܒ .

4. ברח I, ‘Be Dried Up, Be Desolate’, and II, ‘Slaughter’

In theMasoretic text of 2Kgs 3:23, וברחנברחה is derived from ברח I, ‘be dried
up, be desolate’, which produces a meaning that does not fit the context:

2Kgs 3:23

ܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܒܪܚܬܐܘܒܪܚܬܡ

‘the kings have indeed been cut down’

םיכלמהוברחנברחה
‘the kings are utterly desolate’

In the Peshitta the phrase is rendered by the Ethpeel of ܒܪܚ . This gives
some reason to suppose that the translator derived וברחנברחה from ברח II,
‘slaughter’. See the extensive treatment in chapter 5, section 2.1.2.1.

8 KBL, 139–140; HALAT I, 139–140.
9 1Kgs 14:10 (1st); 16:3; 21:21. The second occurrence of רעב in 1Kgs 14:10 is not followed by
רחא , but for contextual reasons interpretation as רעב II is warranted. For a discussion of 1Kgs

14:10, see chapter 13, section 5.
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5. למרכ I, ‘Orchard’, and II, ‘Carmel’

Both the reference to an orchard and the reference to the place name
‘Carmel’10 are rendered in the Peshitta as ܡܪܟ , ‘Carmel’. The reference to
‘orchard’ occurs in Masoretic text of 2Kgs 19:23:

2Kgs 19:23

ܡܪܟܕܐܒܥܕܗܟܣܕܐܡܘܪܠܠܘܥܐܘ

‘and I shall enter the height of the border of the forest of Carmel’

ולמרכרעיהצקןולמהאובאו
‘and I will enter into the lodging of his borders, the forest of his orchard’

In spite of the thirdmasc sg suffix, which renders interpretation of ו למרכ as a
proper nounproblematic, the Peshitta takes theHebrewword as a reference
to Carmel.11 It is not to be ruled out that the Peshitta reflects (secondary)
influence from the Antiochene text, which offers δρυμοῦ τοῦ Καρμήλου, ‘for-
est of Carmel’.

6. ךלמל , ‘As King’, and ‘To Be King’

1Kgs 14:2

ܟܠܡܐܕܝܠܐܘܗܪܡܐܘܗܘ

‘he has said to me that I shall be king’

ךלֶמֶלילערבדאוה
‘he said about me to (be) king’

The Peshitta agreeswith other ancient versions (Hexapla, Targum Jonathan,
Vulgate)12 in rendering ךלמל verbally, contrary to ךלֶמֶל of the Masoretic
text.13

10 1Kgs 18:19, 20, 42; 2Kgs 2:25; 4:25. In 2Kgs 4:27 ܡܪܟ occurs as a plus in p. This is a case
of harmonization with v. 25.

11 ולמרכרעי , which is an apposition to הצקןולמ , is rendered in p as though רעיהצק were in
construct state binding. For more cases where Hebrew construct state is rendered in other
ways in Syriac, see chapter 11, section 3.1.

12 The passage is not represented in lxx.
13 For a treatment of this case, see chapter 2, section 2.8.3.
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7. הנע I, ‘Answer’, and II, ‘Be Oppressed’; Piel, Hiphil, ‘Oppress’

TheMasoretic vocalization םנֵעֲתַ in 1Kgs 8:35 allows for three interpretations
of the verbal form: as either a Qal or a Hiphil of הנע I, Qal, ‘answer’, Hiphil,
‘heed’, or a Hiphil of הנע II, ‘oppress, afflict’ (the object suffix on the form
excludes the possibility of Qal II):

1Kgs 8:35

ܢܘܢܐܐܢܥܬܕܟ ‘when you answer them’
םנעתיכ ‘because you heed / afflict them’

Septuagint and Vulgate took the verbal form to be either the Hiphil or Piel
of הנע II (Piel, ‘oppress, humble’, to be pointed as םנֵּעַתְ ; Hiphil, ‘oppress,
afflict’, to be pointed as םנֵעֲתַ ). Many modern exegetes and translations tend
to follow this interpretation because then ‘when you answer them’ would
precede the invocation of yhwh to pardon which follows in v. 36.14 Both
the Peshitta and Targum Jonathan, however, offer renderings of הנע I, Qal
‘answer’. The word image of the Hebrewmay have prompted the Peshitta to
choose a cognate verb as a rendering, though this is not the case in Targum
Jonathan, where לבק Pael, ‘receive, take, accept’, is used. The remaining
instances of הנע I and II in the Masoretic text of Kings are contextually
unambiguous.15

8. האר , ‘See’, and ארי , ‘Fear’

In 1Kgs 19:3 the verb form אריו is pointed ארְיַּוַ in theMasoretic text. The Syriac
rendering ܠܚܕܘ , however, indicates that the translator interpreted אריו as

ארָיִּוַ :

1Kgs 19:3

ܐܝܠܐܠܚܕܘ ‘and Elijah was afraid’
אריו ‘and he saw’

In v. 2 it is reported that Jezebel sends a messenger to Elijah conveying the
message that she will have him tracked down and killed as soon as possible.
Elijah’s reaction to this threat, ‘and Elijah was afraid’, which is found in
the Peshitta, fits better in the context than ‘and he saw’ of the Masoretic

14 Cogan, 1Kings, 285. Differently Talstra, Solomon’s Prayer, 116, and note 36.
15 1Kgs 11:39; 2Kgs 17:20.
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text. Septuagint, Antiochene text, and Vulgate agree with the Peshitta in
interpreting אריו as ארָיִּו .

9. בכֶרֶ , ‘Chariot, Chariotry’, and בכָּרַ , ‘Charioteer, Horseman’

There are 35 occurrences of the term בכֶרֶ , ‘chariot, group of chariots’, in
Kings. In 25 instances ܐܬܒܟܪܡ , ‘chariot, carriage’, corresponds to בכֶרֶ in
the Masoretic text.16 In ten instances בכֶרֶ is matched by ܐܒܟܪ ,17 either to be
interpreted as ܪ

ܳ
ܐܒܳܟ , ‘rider, horseman’, or as ܪ

ܰ
ܐܒܳܟܳ , ‘horseman, warrior in a

chariot’.18 Nine of these instances are in the plural, ܐܒܟ .19 This variation in
rendering entails a semantic difference.Whydid the translator render בכֶרֶ at
times as ܐܬܒܟܪܡ and at times as ܐܒܟܪ ? The following considerations must
be taken into account.

In seven instances where ܐܒܟ corresponds to בכֶרֶ , it is accompanied
by ܐܫܟ , ‘horses’, corresponding to סוס in the Masoretic text.20 In 2Kgs 9:17

ܐܒܟ corresponds to בכָּרַ , ‘horseman, charioteer’, suggesting the possibility
that in the seven instances where the translator encountered בכֶרֶ together
with סוס , he interpreted בכֶרֶ as בכָּרַ .21However, בכָּרַ occurs only three times in
the Masoretic text, two of them in Kings.22 Therefore it is doubtful whether
the translator had this infrequentword inmindwhen encountering the con-
sonantal sequence בכר in the source text.23 Another possibility is that he
construed בכר as בכֵֹר , the Qal active participle of בכר , ‘ride’.24 The interpre-
tation of בכר as ‘horseman’ may have been triggered by the collocation with
horses, as the horse does not go without the horseman. Though the Peshitta
normally uses ܐܫܪܦ as a term for ‘horseman’ where the Hebrew has שׁרפ , it

16 1Kgs 1:5; 9:19, 22; 10:26 (3×); 20:1, 21; 22:31, 32, 33, 35 (2nd), 38; 2Kgs 2:11; 5:9; 8:21 (2nd);
9:21 (2×), 24; 10:2, 16; 13:7, 14; 18:24; 19:23. In 19 instances the plural ܐܬܒܟܡ is used.Where the
context shows that בכֶרֶ refers to a single chariot, p has a singular form: 1Kgs 22:35 (2nd), 38;
2Kgs 2:11; 9:21 (2nd), 24; 10:16.

17 1Kgs 16:9; 20:25 (2×); 2Kgs 2:12; 6:14, 15, 17; 7:6 (thebtroffers this equivalent in adifferent
position than 9a1 does), 14; 8:21.

18 Cf. CSD 541b.
19 Only in 2Kgs 2:12 does the Leiden Edition have a singular.
20 1Kgs 20:25 (2×); 2Kgs 6:14, 15, 17; 7:6, 14.
21 Cf. Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 45.
22 1Kgs 22:34 // 2Chr 18:33; 2Kgs 9:17.
23 However, the translator may have recognized it in 1Kgs 22:34, since there it is rendered

as ܐܢܒܟܪܡ , ‘charioteer’.
24 See also Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 45. The form בכֵֹר occurs in the mt of 2Kgs 9:18, 19,

25; 18:23; in 2Kgs 9:18 this participle is rendered as ܒܟܪ , the construct state of ܪ
ܳ
ܐܒܳܟ , ‘rider,

horseman’ (CSD 541b).
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may have preferred the cognate term ܐܒܟܪ where בכר was taken to mean
‘horseman’ ( בכֵֹר ).

In three instances where בכר is not accompanied by סוס , the Peshitta
renders this term as ܐܒܟܪ all the same.25 In 2Kgs 2:12 this lexical choice
has theological overtones. When Elijah ascends to heaven, Elisha exclaims

וישׁרפולארשׂיבכריבאיבא , ‘my father, my father, the chariot of Israel and the
horsemen thereof’. The Peshitta renders ܝܗܘܫܦܘܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܗܒܟܪܝܒܐܝܒܐ ,
‘my father,my father, the rider of Israel and his horsemen’, apparently taking

בכר as a reference toElijah. In 2Kgs 13:14 the samephrase is translated as ܝܒܐ

ܝܗܘܫܦܘܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܗܬܒܟܡܝܒܐ , ‘my father, my father, the chariots of Israel
and its horsemen’. This time the one referred to by ‘my father’ is Elisha. The
difference could indicate that the Peshitta wished to reserve the title ‘the
rider of Israel’ for Elijah.

10. Summary

Where the Masoretic vocalization is ambiguous due to homography, the
Peshitta is unequivocal in presenting one particular rendering. This was
found to be the case with רוא , ברח , and הנע , and perhaps also with רעב .

In a few instances, comparison of the Masoretic vocalization and the
Syriac rendering reveals that different identifications of lexemes in identical
sequences of Hebrew consonants were made. This applies to רפא , אריו ,
and בכר . These may derive from a different perception of the contextual
information. Thus, the interpretation of רפא as ‘ashes’ in the Peshitta of 1Kgs
20:38 is probably based on the translator’s understanding of this verse as a
description of a mourning rite.

In the case of ולמרכ in 2Kgs 19:23, the translator ignored the grammatical
signs indicating that this form is a substantive and translated it as the
proper noun, ‘Carmel’, possibly under the influence of the Septuagint or the
Antiochene text.

25 1Kgs 16:9 (pl); 2Kgs 2:12 (sg); 8:21.
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SIMILARITY IN CONSONANTS, DIFFERENCE INMEANING:
WORD IMAGE AND SEMANTIC DOMAIN

A considerable number of differences between the Masoretic text and the
Peshitta are difficult to trace back to systematic linguistic or exegetical
motivations. In some of these the Syriac words share at least partially the
sequence of consonants of their Hebrew correspondences while differing in
meaning. In some cases the general sense of the context is preserved, but in
others it is profoundly changed. Some of these originated in the translation
phase, while others developed during the transmission of the text. Within
these broader divisions, we discuss a number of cases, following their order
of occurrence in the text.

1. Cases Introduced by the Translator

1.1. 1Kgs 2:15 בסתו , ‘It Turned’, and ܬܒܣܢܬܐܘ , ‘It Was Taken’

Where Adonijah complains to Bathsheba about having lost the kingdom to
his younger brother Solomon, the Peshitta renders:

1Kgs 2:15

ܝܢܡܐܬܘܟܠܡܬܒܣܢܬܐܘ

‘the kingdom was taken fromme’

הכולמהבסתו
‘the kingdom turned’

The verb in theMasoretic text is in theQal and the subject of this active verb
is ‘the kingdom’: the kingdom itself turned and became Solomon’s. The verb
in the Peshitta is in the Ethpeel, a passive stem formation, so that the subject
‘the kingdom’ undergoes the action: the kingdom was taken, to which is
added ‘fromme’ in order to complete the sense.

The actual consonants of the conjugated form occurring in the two ver-
sions produceword images that partially concur. The initial conjunction [W]
is present in both forms.What is left of the verbal root is the two letters [SB].
This couldhavepredisposed the translator to choose a verb containing these
consonants, whereby he picked onewith an initial nasal consonant—which
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is frequently assimilated in certain positions in the syllable1—instead of one
more in line with the sense of the Hebrew term. It could be that the various
Syriac verbs meaning ‘turn’ would not have covered the specific meaning
intended here, though the verbs are numerous enough.2

It is also quite possible that the Syriac involves a conscious deviation from
the sense of the Hebrew. In the Syriac rendering, Adonijah presents himself
as a victim who seeks compensation.3 It remains to be seen to what extent
linguistic motivations played a part in the choice of the rendering.

1.2. 1Kgs 4:19 דחא , ‘One’, and ܕܚܐ , ‘Grasp, Seize’

The list of prefects in the Masoretic text of 1Kgs 4:8–19 presents a discrep-
ancy. According to v. 7, there were twelve prefects ( םיבצנ ) for all Israel. In the
subsequent verses, however, thirteen are listed. Twelve of these are listed by
name with their districts. In v. 19, a thirteenth prefect goes without name
and district: ‘one prefect who was in the land’. The inconsistency in num-
bers with v. 7 and the difference in formal characteristics of this entry with
the preceding ones pose a literary-critical problem.

1Kgs 4:19

ܐܥܪܐܒܘܕܚܐܐܡܘܝ̈ܩܘ

‘and the prefects held the land’

ץראברשׁאדחאביצנו
‘and one prefect who is in the land’

In contrast to the Hebrew text, the Peshitta offers a version of v. 19 which
makes good sense: ‘and the prefects held (that is, controlled) the land’. This
statement provides a fitting conclusion to the list of twelve prefects ( ܐܡܘܝ̈ܩ )
introduced in v. 7.

The translator apparently recognized the difficulty posed by v. 19 in the
Hebrew text and tried to solve it by resorting to an alternative interpretation
of the Hebrew letters. This involved reading the cardinal numeral דחא ,
‘one’, as as the Syriac verb ܕܚܐ , ‘hold’, which is pronounced similarly. By
skipping רשׁא , the preposition ב in ץראב , ‘in the land’, was linked directly

1 See chapter 3, section 1.4.
2 These include (with their frequency of occurrence within p Kings): ܟܦܗ , ‘turn, change,

move’ (94×); ܐܛܣ , ‘turn aside, depart (from)’ (25×); ܐܢܦ , ‘turn, return, turn back’ (27×); ܒܘܬ ,
‘return, come again, repent’ (9×).

3 See chapter 2, section 2.2.1.7.
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to the verb, thus rendering the pattern ܒܕܚܐ , ‘take hold of’.4 Finally the
number of the subject and of the predicate were made congruent. While
maintaining the sound of the original, the translator produced ameaningful
and contextually fitting phrase.

1.3. 1Kgs 5:21 בר , ‘Numerous’, and ܒܪ , ‘Great’

The Peshitta most frequently renders לודג , ‘great’, as ܒܪ , ‘great’, and בר ,
‘numerous’, as ܝܓܣ , ‘much, many’.5 In 1Kgs 5:21, however, ܒܪ [RB] appears
to render Hebrew בר [RB].

1Kgs 5:21

ܐܒܪܐܢܗܐܡܥܠܥ ‘over this great people’
הזהברהםעהלע ‘over this numerous people’

Only here in Kings is בר rendered by its Syriac cognate. In the Pentateuch, 58
instances of ܒܪ match לודג and only five match בר . Four of the latter seem to
be a rendering ad sensum,6 asmay also be the case in 1Kgs 5:21. Nonetheless,
it is possible that the sound or spelling of the Hebrew form influenced the
choice of the equivalent.

1.4. 1Kgs 5:32 םילבגה , ‘The Giblites’,
and ܒܘܓܐ , ‘The Stone Masons’

The Hebrew text of 1Kgs 5:32 mentions three groups engaged in preparing
building stones: ‘the builders of Solomon’, ‘the builders of Hiram’, and ‘the
Giblites’. The Peshitta (btr) renders the difficult and unique term םילבגה as

ܒܘܓܐ , ‘stone masons’, and ינב , ‘builders’, as ܢܒ
̈
ܐܝ , ‘builders’. To some

extent, the word image of the Hebrew terms is reflected in the Syriac ren-
derings.

4 Thus Thesaurus Syriacus, 114, rem sibi cepit. The Syriac phrase in 1Kgs 4:19 is accordingly
translated as praefecti terram sibi administrandam ceperunt.

5 Of the 51 occurrences of לודג in Kings, 35 are rendered as ܒܪ ; of the 15 occurrences of
בר in Kings, 13 are rendered as ܝܓܣ .

6 In Gen 7:11; Num 11:33 בר must be taken in the sense of ‘great’. In Gen 25:23 the oppo-
sition בר — ריעצ , ‘elder’—‘younger’, is rendered in Syriac with ܐܒܪ — ܐܪܘܥܙ , ‘great’—‘small’.
In Gen 45:28 the rendering of the expression בר , ‘(it is) enough’ (lit. ‘great’), as ܐܕܗܝܗܐܒܪ ,
‘this is a great thing’ (lit. ‘great is this’), could also be ad sensum. Only in Num 32:1 is the cor-
respondence בר — ܒܪ not satisfactorily explained in terms of an ad sensum rendering: here
the translation of ברהנקמ , ‘much cattle’, as ܐܒܪܐܢܝܢܩ , ‘great substance’, may be due to the
influence of the form of the Hebrew word.
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1Kgs 5:32

9a1 p btr

ܢܒܘܠܣܦܘ
̈
ܡܪܝܚܕܐܝܢܒ̈ܘܢܘܡܝܠܫܕܐܝ

ܐܝܠܒܘܓܐܘ ܒܘܓܐܘ

‘and they hewed—Solomon’s builders and Hiram’s builders’
btr ‘and the master masons’
9a1 ‘and the Argublites[?]’

םילבגהוםוריחינבוהמלשׁינבולספיו
‘and they hewed—Solomon’s builders and Hiram’s builders and the Giblites’

tj אילבוגראוםוריחילכידראוהמלשׁילכידראולספו
‘and Solomon’s stonesetters and Hiram’s stonesetters and the master masons
hewed’

lxx B (3Kgdms 6:1b)

καὶ ἐπελέκησαν οἱ υἱοὶ Σαλωμὼν καὶ οἱ υἱοὶ Χειράμ καὶ ἔβαλαν αὐτούς
‘and Solomon’s sons and Hiram’s sons hewed and laid them’

There is reason to assume that in 1Kgs 5:32 the Syriac renderings were influ-
enced by the word image of the Hebrew. Elsewhere in Kings ܒܘܓܐ is
used to render םינב (see the list below). In 1Kgs 5:32, however, it is employed
to render םילבגה , thereby reflecting the consonantal sequence [GBL] of

םילבגה . As a consequence, the Syriac term was not available for rendering
םינב in the same verse, and this may have prompted the translator to resort

to the cognate ܢܒ
̈
ܐܝ .

In 1Kgs 5:32 Targum Jonathan renders םילבגה with the Aramaic cog-
nate of ܒܘܓܐ , אילבוגרא . 1Kgs 5:32 is the only instance in Kings where

ܒܘܓܐ and אילבוגרא correspond. In 2Kgs 12:13; 22:6 Targum Jonathan
uses אילבוגרא to render Hebrew םירדג , ‘masons’, while the Peshitta offers

ܟܕܐ , ‘keystone setters, architects’. The divergences argue against a direct
influence from one version on the other. In 1Kgs 5:32, the Peshitta and
Targum Jonathanmay have drawnupon the same exegetical or translational
tradition to render םילבגה .

p mt tj

1Kgs 5:32 ܒܘܓܐ םילבגה אילבוגרא
2Kgs 12:12 ܒܘܓܐ םינב אילכודרא
2Kgs 22:6 ܒܘܓܐ םינב אילכדרא
2Kgs 12:13 ܟܕܐ םירדג אילבוגרא
2Kgs 22:6 ܟܕܐ םירדג אילבוגרא
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The reading ܐܝܠܒܘܓܐ of 9a1 exhibits the ending ܐܝ , suggesting a gentilic,
‘Argublites’ (?). As a gentilic, it stands closer to םילבגה than ܒܘܓܐ of
the btr. Yet the initial letters ܪܐ have no correspondence in Hebrew. Their
presence in ܐܝܠܒܘܓܐ could have been borrowed from ܒܘܓܐ , the
reading preserved in the btr. ܐܝܠܒܘܓܐ of 9a1might be a conflation of that
reading and another one, ܒܘܓ = םילבגה , which derived from a different
text tradition.

The rendering offered by the Septuagint, καὶ ἔβαλαν αὐτούς, also reflects
part of the consonants of םילבגה , namely, the sequence [BL]. Thus it appears
that the Septuagint, the Peshitta, and the Targum all preserved part of the
consonantal sequence of םילבגה , possibly because of the obscurity of the
Hebrew term.

1.5. 1Kgs 6:21 רבע , ‘Cross Over, Pass By’, and ܕܒܥ , ‘Do, Make’

In the following, the relationship between the Hebrew and Syriac texts is
obscure.

1Kgs 6:21

ܐܕܬܣܘܪܦܕܒܥܘ ‘and he made a doorpost’
בהזתוקיתרברבעיו ‘and he drew chains (?) of gold’

The translatormay have read דבעיו instead of רבעיו .7 As to theword following
the verb in Syriac, in 1Kgs 6:31, 33, ܐܕܬܣܘܪܦ corresponds to תוזוזמ , ‘door-
post’.8 In v. 21 there is no semantic relationship to the Hebrew, and only a
limited graphic or phonetic connection: the first two letters of ܐܕܬܣܘܪܦ and

תוקיתרב correspond phonetically.9

1.6. 1Kgs 6:34 םילילג , ‘Pivoted’, and ܦܝܠܓ
̈
ܢܝ , ‘Carved’

In the Masoretic text of Kings the word לילג , ‘pivoted, hinge’, appears only
here. In the Peshitta it ismatched by ܦܝܠܓ

̈
ܢܝ , which is the Peal plural passive

participle of ܦܠܓ , ‘carve’.
1Kgs 6:34

ܢܝܦܝ̈ܠܓܐܥܪܬܕܚܕܝܗܘܛܣܢܝܬ

ܦܝܠܓܐܢܪܚܐܐܥܪܬܕܝܗܘܛܣܢܝܬܘ
̈
ܢܝ

‘the two leaves of the one door were carved,
and the two leaves of the other door were carved’

7 For other differences between the roots [<BD] and [<BR], see sections 1.8 and 1.13, and
chapter 9, section 4.

8 See also Mulder, 1Kings, 274.
9 See chapter 3, section 1.1.1, and chapter 6, section 1.1.5.1.
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םילילגתחאהתלדהםיעלצינשׁ
םילילגתינשהתלדהםיעלקינשׁו

‘two leaves of one door were folding
and two carvings of the other door were folding’

The verb ܦܠܓ is used elsewhere in the account of the building of the temple
(1Kgs 6:18, 29, 32, 35). Moreover, the noun ܐܦܠܓ , ‘carving’, occurs in vv. 32,
35. The frequency of the root in the building report and the resemblance in
word imagemay have led the translator to render the possibly obscure term

םילילג as ܦܝܠܓ
̈
ܢܝ . The occurrence of םיעלק , ‘carvings’, in v. 34 may also have

played a role, for ܦܠܓ appears as the rendering of the verb עלק in vv. 29, 32,
35.10 In choosing ܦܝܠܓ

̈
ܢܝ the translator not only partially preserved the word

image of the Hebrew, but also offered a rendering that made sense.

1.7. 1Kgs 7:30 רבע , ‘Opposite, Beyond’, and ܐܕܒܥ , ‘Deed, Work’ 11

1Kgs 7:30

ܐܪܝܦܫܐܕܒܥܐܬܟܣܢܕܐܬܦܬܟ

‘shoulderings which had been cast, beautiful work’

תוילשׁיארבעמתוקציתפתכה
‘shoulderings cast over against each of the wreaths’

From a semantic point of view, ܐܪܝܦܫܐܕܒܥ , ‘beautiful work’, has nothing
in common with תוילשׁיארבעמ , ‘over against each of the wreaths’, occurring
in the corresponding position in the Masoretic text. A similar phrase, ܐܘܙܚ

ܐܪܝܦܫܐܕܒܥ , ‘the appearance of the work was splendid’, occurs at the end
of v. 29, where it matches דרומהשׂעמתויל , ‘wreaths of hammered(?) work’.12
It seems that in v. 29 the translator resorted to a free, unspecific rendering,
perhaps because the meaning of the Hebrew phrase was unclear to him. In
particular the word תויל may have caused difficulties, for remarkably it is
also not translated in v. 30.13 Probably, the recurrence of תויל at the end of
v. 30 prompted the translator to repeat part of the Syriac corresponding to

תויל in v. 29, namely, ܐܪܝܦܫܐܕܒܥ . In this manner, he supplied a rendering
of תוילשׁיארבעמ which preserved part of the word image of the Hebrew
( ܐܕܒܥ — רבעמ , perhaps read as דבעמ ).

10 However, since the ancient versions agree in rendering םיעלק similar to םיעלצ in the first
part of v. 34, it is doubtful whether p’s exemplar actually read םיעלק .

11 See also sections 1.6, 1.12, and chapter 9, section 4.
12 For the Hebrew, see Mulder, 1Kings, 335–336.
13 The third occurrence of תויל is in 1Kgs 7:36. There it belongs to a sequence of five words

which are not rendered in p and which may involve a later, corrupt gloss: תוילושׁיארעמכ , ‘as
the nakedness of a man (?), with wreaths (on all sides)’ (see Mulder, 1Kings, 338, 347–348).
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1.8. 1Kgs 11:14 אוה , ‘He’, and ܐܘܗ , ‘He Was’

In 1Kgs 11:14 the position of ܐܘܗ within the Syriac clause roughly parallels
that of אוה in the Hebrew clause. The words, however, represent different
parts of speech, אוה being a pronoun and ܐܘܗ the third masc sg perfect
form of the verb ܐܘܗ , ‘be’.

1Kgs 11:14

ܡܘܕܐܒܐܟ̈ܠܡܕܪܝܓܐܘܗܐܥܪܙܢܡ

םודאבאוהךלמהערזמ
‘for he was of the royal seed in Edom’

It is possible that the appearance of ܐܘܗ is connected with the identically
spelled אוה .

There are other texts in Kings where a correlation between the personal
pronoun אוה and the verb form ܐܘܗ may be considered.14 However, where
these words hold quite different positions within the clause, a connection
is less likely. Thus it is questionable whether such a connection can be
assumed in 1Kgs 8:41, where a clause with negation is found:15

1Kgs 8:41

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܟܡܥܢܡܐܘܗܕ

אוהלארשׂיךמעמאלרשׁא
‘who is not of your people Israel’

In 2Kgs 19:37 אוה plus the participle in the Masoretic text is rendered by the
participle plus ܐܘܗ . Here a connection is plausible, as the difference entails
merely a reversal in word order:

2Kgs 19:37

ܗܗܠܐܟܪܣܢܬܝܒܐܘܗܕܓܣ

ויהלאךרסנתיבהוחתשׁמאוה
‘he was kneeling in the house of Nisrok his god’

In the last two examples there is a switch in word order of the pronoun
(Hebrew) or the copular verb (Syriac) and the predicate complement (1Kgs
8:41) or the participle (2Kgs 19:27). In the first case, this switch in word
order needs to be explained on the basis of the scope of the negative. In
the second case, the explanation lies in the regular word order in participial
clauses with pronominal subjects in the Masoretic text, where the pronoun

14 For instance, 1Kgs 3:3; 8:41; 17:19; 19:19; 20:12, 16, 28; 22:33; 2Kgs 8:27; 19:37.
15 See also 1Kgs 20:28; 22:33; 2Kgs 8:27.
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precedes the participle, and the word order of the copular verb with a
participle in the Peshitta, where the copular verb follows the participle.16
This touches on levels beyond the word. If we are to go further and observe
that there are also comparable clauses to be found with plural pronouns in
theMasoretic text rendered by the plural of the copular verb in the Peshitta,
reasonable doubt arises whether this is to be explained at word level, for
the plural personal pronouns המה and םה do not resemble the thirdmasc pl
perfect form ܘܘܗ , ‘they were’.17

Thus, in spite of the possible influence of the consonantal sequence in
the singular constructions, comparison with the plural constructions forces
the admission of the possibility that other factors besides the consonantal
sequence could be playing a role in these constructions.18

1.9. 1Kgs 11:27 רגס , ‘Close, Shut’, and ܪܟܣ , ‘Shut, Stop, Block’

The verb ܕܚܐ Peal appears as an equivalent of רגס Qal, ‘shut, close’, in 2Kgs
4:4, 5, 21, 33; 6:32, with as object, ‘door’ (implied in 2Kgs 4:21).19 Only in 1Kgs
11:27 is רגס rendered as ܪܟܣ .20

1Kgs 11:27

ܕܝܘܕܕܐܬܝܪܩܕܐܬܥܘܬܪܟܣܘ

‘(when he …) had blocked up the breaches of the City of David’

דודריעץרפתארגס
‘he closed the breach in the City of David’

The lexical choice heremay be due to there being a different object, namely,
ܐܬܥܘܬ , ‘breaches’.21 Influence from the formal characteristics of the

Hebrew verb, however, cannot be excluded.

16 See also 1Kgs 3:3; 19:19.
17 For negated nominal clauses, see 1Kgs 9:20; 2Kgs 19:18; for non-negated participial

clauses, see 2Kgs 17:40; 22:7.
18 For observations on aspects going beyond word level, see chapter 12, section 4.
19 Occurrences of the passive participle Qal רוגס (1Kgs 6:20, 21; 7:49, 50) are not taken into

account here.
20 Regarding the instances mentioned, tj shows a distribution of דחא Peal which is quite

different from that of ܕܚܐ Peal in p: דחא Peal is used in 1Kgs 11:27; 2Kgs 6:32; in 2Kgs 4:4, 5, 21,
33 the verb is ףוג , ‘close’.

21 Thesaurus Syriacus does not mention any attestations of ܐܬܥܘܬܪܟܣ outside 1Kgs
11:27.
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1.10. 1Kgs 16:9 אצרא , ‘Arza’, and ܐܥܪܐ , ‘Earth, Land’

In the following verse the translator probably read a Hebrew noun as a
proper noun:

1Kgs 16:9

ܐܨܪܬܒܐܢܒܕܐܥܪܐܬܝܒ

‘(and he was drinking old wine in Tirzah) in the house of the land which he
had built in Tirzah’

הצרתבתיבהלערשׁאאצראתיב
‘(and hewas in Tirzah, drinking himself drunk) in the house of Arza, whowas
over the household in Tirzah’

The rendering ܐܥܪܐ suggests that the translator treated the proper noun
אצרא as the noun ץרא , ‘land’, followed by the emphatic state ending.22 Since

this interpretation strips הצרתבתיבהלערשׁא , ‘who was over the household
in Tirzah’, of an antecedent, the translator had to adapt the relative clause
to ܐܨܪܬܒܐܢܒܕ , ‘which he had built in Tirzah’, which refers to the location
of ܐܥܪܐܬܝܒ , ‘house of the land’.

1.11. 1Kgs 18:5 תרכ Niphal, ‘Be Exterminated, Be Cut Off ’,
and ܕܪܓ Pali, ‘Be Wanting, Be Absent, Fail’

The ancient versions diverge in their renderings of the final clause of:
1Kgs 18:5

ܐܪܝܥܒܢܡܐܕܪܓܢܘ

‘that we may not be deprived of the animals’

המהבהמתירכנאולו
‘that we not have to destroy (any) of the animals’

tj אריעבמקוספנאלו
‘that we will not be cut off from the animals’

lxx Rahlfs
καὶ οὐκ ἐξολοθρευθήσονται ἀπὸ τῶν κτηνῶν
‘and (that) they will not be destroyed from among the animals’

Ant. καὶ οὐκ ἐξολοθρευθήσεται ἀφ’ ἡμῶν κτήνη
‘and the animals will not be destroyed from among us’

vg et non penitus iumenta intereant
‘and the animals will not utterly perish’

22 This interpretation is not found in tj. The Aramaic translation אתיבבדאתועטהצראתיב
הצרתב , ‘in the house of Arza, the idol, who was in the house in Tirzah’, shows that אצרא was

treated as a personal name.
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The variation is mainly due to the way the Hebrew verb was read and
understood. The Masoretic pointing has תירכנ as a Hiphil (imperfect first
person pl), but the ancient versions seem to have read a Niphal: Targum
Jonathan תרֵכָּנִ or תירֵכָּנִ (imperfect first person pl),23 the Septuagint, and pos-
sibly the Vulgate, וּתרֵֽכָּיִ , perhaps due to confusion of Yod and Nun. Burney
and Wellhausen used the Antiochene text to reconstruct the original
Hebrewas המהבונממתרֵכָּתִאלו .24However, theAntiochene text itself appears
to be an adjustment of the older Septuagint text. Moreover, the proposed
reconstruction deviates too much from the Masoretic text to be plausible.

The Peshitta suggests that the translator read תרֵכָּנִ like Targum Jonathan.
ܪܕܓ Pali (+ ܢܡ ), ‘be deprived of, be left without’, is found neither in the

Pentateuch nor elsewhere in the historical books. The three instances of
תרכ Niphal in theMasoretic text ofKings all occur in the context of a particu-

lar formulaic expression and are rendered as ܕܢܥ .25The rendering in 1Kgs 18:5
might reflect an attempt to imitate the soundof theHebrew ( ܐܕܪܓܢ — תרֵכָּנִ ).
Irrespective of this formal resemblance, however, ܐܕܪܓܢ constitutes an
appropriate equivalent of תירֵכָּנִ . Hence it can be ruled out that the Peshitta
resorted to formal imitation of the Hebrew because the translator did not
understand the clause המהבהמתירֵכָּנאולו , although the sound of theHebrew
text may have influenced his choice.

1.12. 1Kgs 19:11 רבע , ‘Cross over, Pass by’, and ܕܒܥ , ‘Do, Make’26

The interchange of [R] and [D] could play a role in:

1Kgs 19:11

ܐܪܘܛܐܩܪܦܡܐܬܦܝܩܬܘܐܬܒܪܐܚܘܪܕܒܥܐܝܪܡܐܗܘ

‘and behold the Lord made a great and strong wind rending mountains’

םיּרהקרפמקזחוהלודגחורורבעהוהיהנהו
‘and behold yhwh passed by and a great and strongwind rent themountains’

Semantically the Peshitta differs from the Masoretic text in offering ܕܒܥ ,
‘do, make’, for רבע , ‘pass by’, and in omitting the coordinating conjunction
preceding ‘wind’. The absence of a conjunction before ܐܚܘܪ enables that
word, togetherwith its sequel, to serve as an object of the transitive verb ܕܒܥ ,

23 This may be assumed because קספ Peal also appears in tj 1Kgs 2:4; 8:29; 9:5, where it
matches תרכ Niphal of mt.

24 Burney, Notes, 221.
25 1Kgs 2:4; 8:25; 9:5. See chapter 5, section 2.2.1.
26 See also in this chapter, sections 1.5, 1.7, and chapter 9, section 4.
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‘do, make’. As a consequence, the Peshitta does not represent קזחוהלודגחורו

םיּרהקרפמ , ‘and a great and strong wind rent the mountains’, as a separate
clause, but as the object of the preceding verb. As the Syriac fits well into
the narrative context, the two deviations from the Masoretic text seem to
be related.

The ancient versions are either in agreement with the Masoretic text
(Septuagint, Antiochene text, Vulgate) or deviate from it in a manner
entirely different from the Peshitta (Targum Jonathan). It is improbable that
the Peshitta alone reflects a Hebrew exemplar different from the Masoretic
text. Rather, an inner-Syriac corruption of ܪܒܥ (the usual rendering of
Hebrew רבע ) into ܕܒܥ may have induced the omission of the conjunction
before ܐܚܘܪ .

An alternative possibility is to viewbothdifferences in terms of an exeget-
ical change in the Peshitta aimed at removing the anthropomorphic image
of yhwh passing by. This option gains in probability in light of Targum
Jonathan where the same passage has been replaced by one stating that the
Lord revealed himself.

If the latter explanation applies, the Peshitta may have chosen ܕܒܥ as a
formal counterpart of רבע in order to preserve theword image of theHebrew
as much as possible.

1.13. 1Kgs 20:38 שׂפח Hitpael, ‘He Disguised Himself ’,
and ܝܦܚ Pael, ‘He Covered’

In other occurrences of the Hebrew verb שׂ פח within Kings, the Piel, ‘search
through’, is rendered by ܐܨܒ , Peal and Pael, ‘search into, inquire into’,27 and
the Hitpael of the Hebrew verb, ‘disguise oneself (let oneself be searched
for)’, by the Ethpaal of ܐܢܫ , ‘be changed, be troubled’.28 In our text, the
Peshitta offers ܐܡܛܩ , ‘ashes’, where theMasoretic text has רפֵאֲ , ‘headband’:29

1Kgs 20:38

ܝܗܘܦܐܐܡܛܩܒܝܦܚܘ

‘and he covered his face with ashes’

ויניעלערפֵאֲבָּשׂפחתיו
‘and he disguised himself with a headband over his eyes’

27 1Kgs 20:6; 2Kgs 10:23.
28 1Kgs 22:30 (2×).
29 See chapter 7, section 2.



314 chapter eight

Having read ‘ashes’ instead of ‘headband’, the translator chose the
smoother rendering of ‘covered his face’ instead of ‘changed his appearance’.
This an example of verbal satellites or expansions influencing the choice
of verb in the Peshitta. However, as the first two letters of the roots in the
two languages concur, the translator, in choosing ܝܦܚܘ as a rendering, may
have, either consciously or unconsciously, been influenced by the form of
the Hebrew שׂפחתיו .30

1.14. 1Kgs 21:19 ה (Question Marker) and ܐܗ , ‘Behold’

Since Syriac lacks a question marker comparable to the Hebrew ,ה some-
times this difference is compensated syntactically, as in the following text:31

1Kgs 21:19

ܬܬܪܝܐܗܘܬܠܛܩܐܗ

‘behold, you have killed and, behold, you have taken possession’

תשׁריםגותחצרה
‘have you killed and have you also taken possession?’

By rendering the Hebrew question marker as the particle ܐܗ , ‘behold’, the
Peshitta diverges significantly from the Masoretic text. Furthermore, the
Syriac repeats the particle before each of the verbs involved. The phonetic
similarity between the Hebrew question marker and the Syriac particle
could have played a role in this rendering; nonetheless, it remains so that
in the Hebrew text the prophet was not requesting information by posing
a question, but was questioning the validity of the deeds already done.
The Syriac affirmative particle both preserves the phonetic and graphic
characteristics of the Hebrew text and renders the sense of the passage.

1.15. 1Kgs 22:10 ןרגב , ‘At the Threshing Floor’, and ܐܕܪܒ , ‘Spotted’

In this text ܐܕܪܒ , ‘spotted’, stands in a position corresponding to ןרגב , ‘at the
threshing floor’:

1Kgs 22:10

ܐܕܪܒܐܫܘܒܠܢܝܫܝܒܠܘ ‘and dressed in spotted robes’
ןרגבםידגבםישׁבלמ ‘dressed in robes at the threshing floor’

30 vg suggests that the translator reading ‘ashes’ for ‘headband’ had alternative possibil-
ities for adapting the verb than with ‘cover’ alone: et mutavit aspersione pulveris os et oculos
suos, ‘and by sprinkling dust he changed his mouth and eyes’.

31 For a detailed treatment of the rendering of the Hebrew question marker in p Kings,
see chapter 12, section 2.
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The adjective ܐܕܪܒ appears four other times in the Peshitta: Gen 31:10, 12;
Zech 6:3, 6. In Gen 31:10, 12 it corresponds to its Hebrew cognate דֹרבָּ , ‘speck-
led’. In view of this correspondence, it is conceivable that in 1Kgs 22:10 the
Peshitta rendered םידִּרֻבְּ instead of ןרֶגֹבְּ . In that case, the Peshitta rendered
the Hebrew adjective by its Syriac cognate and adapted the number to the
singular noun ܐܫܘܒܠ . Since among the ancient versions the Peshitta stands
alone in reading ‘spotted’ instead of ‘at the threshing floor’, there is no rea-
son to question the primacy of ןרגב .32 The Syriac readingmay reflect either a
corruption in the exemplar or a reading error, since it is difficult to see why
the Peshitta deliberately would deviate from the reading ןרגב .33 Still, the pos-
sibility cannot be excluded that the translator, while consciously departing
from the sense of ןרגב , sought to preserve a portion of the word image of the
Hebrew.

1.16. 1Kgs 22:38 תונזה , ‘The Whores’, and ܗܢܝܙ , ‘His Armour’

In the following text most versions show a curious deviation from the
Masoretic text:

1Kgs 22:38

ܘܓܝܫܐܗܢܝܙܘ ‘and they washed his armour’
וצחרתונזהו ‘and the whores washed themselves’

tj ופטשׁאניזינמו ‘and they washed the implements of war’
vg et habenas laverunt ‘and they washed the reins’
lxx Ant = mt

The correspondences of תונזה in the Peshitta, Targum Jonathan, and the
Vulgate all go back to the reading תוניזה 34 from ןיז , ‘weapon, armament’,
known from Aramaic and Rabbinic Hebrew. The fem pl is attested in the
latter dialect only. The renderings in the Peshitta, Targum Jonathan, and the
Vulgate represent various contextual adaptations. There is reason to doubt
whether the reading was actually present in the Vorlage of each version.
More probably, we are dealing here with an exegetical tradition prescribing
that תוניזה be read for תונזה .35Onnoaccount do the renderings of thePeshitta

32 Thus see Gray, I and IIKings, 400.
33 The other instance of ןרג in Kings (2Kgs 6:27) is duly translated in p as ܐܪܕܐ , ‘threshing

floor’.
34 See for a similar explanation Berlinger, 1 Könige, 46; Burney, Notes, 258; Thenius, Kö-

ninge, 257.
35 See also Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 215–216.
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and Targum Jonathan reflect a reading that is more original than תונזהו , for
the Hebrew verb חצר is never used with inanimate objects.36

1.17. 1Kgs 22:47 רעב II, ‘Sweep Clean, Remove’,
and ܪܒܥ Aphel, ‘Cause to Pass, Remove’

While רעב is usually rendered as the cognate Syriac verb, in this single case
it is rendered as ܪܒܥ :

1Kgs 22:47

ܐܥܪܐܢܡܪܒܥܐ … ܐܬܘܝܢܙܕܐܟܪܫܘ

‘and the rest of the fornication (which remained in the days of Asa his father)
he removed from the land’

ץראהןמרעב … שׁדקהרתיו
‘and the remnant of the temple prostitutes (which remained in the days of
Asa his father) he removed from the land’

The rendering is themore striking since in a passage with similar content in
2Kgs 23:24 the verb רעב is translated with ܪܥܒ :

2Kgs 23:24

ܐܝܫܘܝܪܥܒ … ܘܕܝܘܐܘܟܙܦܐܘ
̈

ܐܥ

והישׁאירעב … םינעדיהתאותובאהתאםגו
‘and moreover the necromancers and soothsayers … Josiah rooted out’

The other occurrences of רעב in Kings involve instances of the expression
רחארעב ,37 ‘sweep behind’, rendered as ܪܬܒܪܥܒ in the Peshitta.

The reason for the unusual rendering in 1Kgs 22:47 may be the fact that
the passage echoes events described in 1Kgs 15:12:

1Kgs 15:12

ܢܙܪܒܥܐܘ
̈
ܐܥܪܐܢܡܐܝ

‘and he removed the male prostitutes from the land’

ץראהןמםישׁדקהרבעיו
‘and he expelled the male prostitutes from the land’

In 1Kgs 22:47 the translator may have chosen ܪܒܥܐ as a rendering of רעב in
conformity with ܪܒܥܐܘ in 1Kgs 15:12. What also may have influenced the

36 See especially Burney,Notes, 259. It should be noted that earlier in the same verse in the
statement about washing the chariot, a different verb is used in mt, namely, ףטשׁ . In p both
verbs are rendered as ܓܘܫ Aphel, ‘wash, purify’.

37 1Kgs 14:10 (1st); 16:3; 21:21. The second occurrence of רעב in 1Kgs 14:10 is not followed by
רחא , but for contextual reasons interpretation as רעב II is warranted.
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translator’s lexical choice here is the frequency of the expression ܪܒܥܐ

(Aphel), ‘he removed’, to designate that a particular king did or did not
remove the high places or other idolatrous objects.38

We must conclude that the word image of the Hebrew does not seem to
have played a marked role in the translator’s preference for ܪܒܥܐ in 1Kgs
22:47, otherwise he would have employed the cognate of רעב .

1.18. 2Kgs 3:10, 13 יכ (Adversative Particle) and ܝܟ (Adverbial)

The Hebrew particle יכ can function both as a conjunction (‘for, when’)
and as an adverb (‘now, verily’). In 2Kgs 3:10, 13 יכ is often translated as a
conjunction (thus in the Septuagint and Targum Jonathan). The Peshitta
interpreted יכ as an adverb, for the particle ܝܟ that renders יכ in this text
functions only as an adverb (‘indeed, verily, truly’) in Syriac.

2Kgs 3:10

ܢܝܠܗܢܝܟܠܡ̈ܐܬܠܬܠܐܝܪܡܐܪܩܝܟܐܕܗܠܥܗܘܐ

‘Alas! For this has the Lord indeed called these three kings (that he might
deliver them into the hand of Moab)’

הלאהםיכלמהתשׁלשׁלהוהיארקיכההא
‘Alas! For yhwh has called these three kings (to give them into the hand of
Moab)’

It appears that the Peshitta rendered the Hebrew conjunction twice—once
as ܐܕܗܠܥ , ‘for this’,39 and once as ܝܟ , ‘indeed’. As the interpretation of
יכ as an adverb in 2Kgs 3:10, 13 is grammatically possible, it is not certain
that the Peshitta deviates from the sense of the Hebrew as intended by the
original author.However, because these are the only twooccurrences of ܝܟ in
Kings, the possible influence of the similarity in form of the Hebrew and
Syriac particles cannot be entirely ignored. Whether the double rendering
derives fromthe translator himself or results fromconflationof twodifferent
translations cannot be determined here.

38 Thus in 1Kgs 15:14; 22:44; 2Kgs 3:2; 14:4; 15:4, 35; 18:4, 22; 23:19. Moreover, the expression
is more frequent than its counterpart ריסה in mt: in 1Kgs 15:14; 22:44; 2Kgs 14:4; 15:4, 35,
the corresponding Hebrew text has ורסאל , ‘(the high places) did not go away’. p shares this
deviation from mt with lxx and vg.

39 See also 1Kgs 8:35; 11:9; 21:6; 2Kgs 15:16 where יכ is rendered ܕܠܥ .
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1.19. 2Kgs 4:8 ידמ , ‘As Often as’, and ܕܐܡ , ‘That Which’

2Kgs 4:8

ܢܡܬܠܐܛܣܪܒܥܕܐܡܘ

‘and when he passed, he turned aside there’

המשׁרסיורבעידמיהיו
‘and whenever he passed, he turned aside there’

In Kings the only other occurrence of ידמ , ‘as often as’, is in:

1Kgs 14:28

ܐܝܪܡܕܗܬܝܒܠܐܟܠܡܠܐܥܕܐܢܒܙܒܘ

‘and at the time that the king would enter the house of the Lord’

הוהיתיבךלמהאבידמיהיו
‘and whenever the king entered the house of yhwh’

The iterative aspect of ידמ , ‘as often as’, is rendered as ܕܐܢܒܙܒ , ‘at the time
that’, in 1Kgs 14:28, while in 2Kgs 4:8 this is expressed by ܕܐܡܘ .40 Targum
Jonathan renders דןמזב , ‘at the time that’, in both passages. Since ܕܐܡ is
not specifically used to express an iterative in the Peshitta of Kings,41 and
the only other occurrence of ידמ is rendered ܕܐܢܒܙܒ , there certainly was
no particular semantic reason for the translator to render ידמ as ܕܐܡ in
2Kgs 4:8. Against this background, it is possible that the word image of
ידמ prompted the translator to render this expression as the graphically and

phonetically similar ܕܐܡ .

1.20. 2Kgs 4:16 תע , ‘Time’, and ܝܬܢܐ , ‘You’

2Kgs 4:16

ܐܪܒܝܬܢܐܐܩܦܥܐܝܚܝܬܢܐܕܟܐܢܗܐܢܒܙܠ

‘at this time, when you are living, you (will be) embracing a son’

ןבתקבחיתאהיחתעכהזהדעומל
‘at this appointed time, according to the time of life, you will embrace a son’

The phrases היחתעכ , ‘according to the time of life’, and ܐܝܚܝܬܢܐܕܟ , ‘when
you are living’, could be explained as a contextually idiomatic equivalents.
Support for such a position can be found in the rendering of the same
expression, but then in the third person, in 2Kgs 4:17:

40 The meaning ‘as often as’ is given in CSD, 246a.
41 ܕܐܡ corresponds to ב in five instances: 1Kgs 13:31; 14:12; 2Kgs 4:10; 5:18 (2×); to כ in three

instances: 1Kgs 1:21; 14:5; 2Kgs 6:32; to יכ in 2Kgs 7:12; to ידמ in 2Kgs 4:8; to דע in 1Kgs 14:10.
Only in 2Kgs 4:8, and perhaps in 2Kgs 5:18 (2×), does ܕܐܡ have an iterative aspect.
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2Kgs 4:17

ܐܝܚܝܗܕܟܐܢܗܐܢܒܙܠܐܪܒܬܕܠܝܘ

‘and she bore a son at this time, when she was living’

היחתעכהזהדעומלןבדלתו
‘she bore a son at this appointed time, according to the time of life’

Keeping inmind themanifest fuzziness in the distinction of the pharyngeal
/ velar consonants,42 it is not impossible that תע was understood as תא , ‘you’
(fem sg). The accompanying היח in fem sg form would then be rendered as
referring to the fem sg pronoun: ܐܝܚܝܬܢܐܕܟ , ‘when you are living’. In view
of the idiomatic expression in 2Kgs 4:17 this possibility becomes less likely.

A more convincing instance of the possible effect of the confusion of the
pharyngeal / velar consonants is to be found in 1Kgs 1:18 where the adverbial
interjection התע , ‘now’, is rendered as the second person pronoun תא , ‘you’
(masc sg), as though the Hebrew text read התא at this point.

1.21. 2Kgs 4:23 םולשׁ , ‘Peace’ (Greeting), and ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , ‘Shilommite’

In 2Kgs 4:22–23 the Shunammite woman asks her husband to send a youth
and an ass so that she could go to the man of God. When her husband asks
why she wants to visit Elisha that day when it was neither the first of the
month nor a Sabbath, she replies, ‘all is well’, and saddles her ass.

2Kgs 4:23–24

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫܬܪܡܐܘ (23) ‘and the Shilommite spoke,’
ܐܢܬܐܠܥܗܠܘܝܡܪܐܘ (24) ‘and they set her upon the ass’

םולשׁרמאתו (23) ‘and she said, “All is well”,’
ןותאהשׁבחתו (24) ‘and she saddled the ass’

In aposition corresponding to םולשׁ , ‘all iswell’, the Peshitta offers ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ ,
‘the Shilommite’. These words have completely different grammatical func-
tions in the text. Whereas םולשׁ is a one-membered nominal clause in direct
speech, ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ can only be understood as the subject of a verbal clause
within the narrative portion. As a result, contrary to the cognate רמאתו , the
verb ܬܪܡܐܘ does not introduce direct speech, and must be taken to mean:
‘(the Shilommite) spoke’.

V. 24 of the Peshitta contains another important deviation from the
Masoretic text: the Qal third fem sg perfect שׁבחתו , ‘and she saddled’, is ren-
dered as an Aphel third masc pl perfect ܘܝܡܪܐܘ , ‘and they set her’. Thus,

42 See chapter 3, section 1.1.2, and chapter 6, section 1.1.4.
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whereas the Masoretic text relates that the woman saddled her ass herself,
thePeshittahas it that ‘they’ set her upon the ass. The fact that in thePeshitta
‘and the Shilommite woman spoke’ is followed by ‘and they set her upon the
ass’ suggests that ܬܪܡܐܘ was meant to be understood as ‘she ordered’. Two
explanations are conceivable:

– It was considered improper for the Shunammite woman to saddle her
ass herself, for she is described in v. 8 as a הלודגהשׁא , ‘a wealthywoman’.
Thus the Peshitta presents the woman as ordering her servants to
saddle the ass. The salient graphic resemblance between םולשׁ and

ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , as well the equal number of words used in the final clause
of v. 23, shows that the translatorwas keen topreserve formal aspects of
the source text. The interpretation of םולשׁ as a reference to thewoman
was facilitated by the fact that she is designated as ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ in v. 12.43

– The translator simply did not understand the meaning of םולשׁ in the
narrative context. To help out the sense, he read םולשׁ as a reference to
the ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ of v. 12, and then adapted v. 24a to his rendering of the
final part of v. 23 (‘the Shilommite spoke [= ordered]’).

The former explanation is more tempting because the argumentation
relates to the narrative context. The other ancient versions basically agree
with the Masoretic text in vv. 23–24, thus lending support to the view that
the Peshitta version of this portion is exegetically inspired.

1.22. 2Kgs 5:11 הנה , ‘Behold’, and ܐܢܐ , ‘I’

In the Peshitta, הנה , ‘behold’, is usually translated as ܐܗ . In the following
text, however, it is left unrendered,while in the corresponding position ܐܢܐ ,
‘I’, occurs:

2Kgs 5:11

ܬܪܡܐܐܢܐ ‘I said (that)’
ילאיתרמאהנה ‘Behold, I said to myself (that)’

The Peshitta may have added the personal pronoun ܐܢܐ to compensate for
not rendering ילא , ‘to myself ’. In itself, the presence of an explicit subject
pronoun in this sentence is not remarkable, nor is the position of ܐܢܐ before

43 In p Kings ܐܬܝܡܘܠܝܫ , ‘Shilommite’, is consistently used as a rendering of תימנשׁ / תימנושׁ ,
‘Shunammite’ (8×: 1Kgs 1:3, 15; 2:17, 21, 22; 2Kgs 4:12, 25, 36). Cf. 2Kgs 4:8 ܘܠܝܫ ; probably
originally ܡܘܠܝܫ for םנושׁ of mt. See chapter 2, section 2.7.1.
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the predicate.44 It is conceivable that originally הנה , ‘behold’, was rendered as
ܐܗ , ‘behold’, as is customary, and that in theprocess of transmission ܐܗ was

dropped, perhaps due to the sequence of similar sounding syllables in ܐܗ

ܐܢܐ . What remained in corresponding positions in these clauses are two
words which resemble each other in word image.

1.23. 2Kgs 7:3 רעשׁ , ‘Gate’, and ܐܪܘܫ , ‘Wall’

In the following passage the text of the Peshitta is not supported by any of
the ancient versions:

2Kgs 7:3

ܐܪܘܫܢܡܪܒܠ

‘outside of the city wall’

רעשׁהחתפ
‘at the gate’s entrance’

The location of the four lepers appears to be adapted towhatwas customary
at the time of the Peshitta. The fact that the deviation from the Masoretic
text extends over more than one word shows that it is exegetical in nature.
Nonetheless, it could be that the word image of רעשׁ exerted influence on
the choice of the Peshitta for ܐܪܘܫ as a formal correspondence.

1.24. 2Kgs 7:9 אצמ , ‘Find’, and ܐܛܡ , ‘Befall’

In some cases it appears that both the attempt to render idiomatically and
the tendency to preserve the phonological properties of the item in the
Masoretic text have influenced the choice of words in the Peshitta:

2Kgs 7:9

btr ܐܗܛܚܢܝܛܡܢܘ ‘and sin will befall us’
9a1 ܐܗܛܚܢܝܛܡܢܕ ‘that sin might befall us’

ןוועונאצמו ‘and sin will find us’

This is the only place in Kings where אצמ , ‘find’, is rendered by ܐܛܡ , ‘befall’.
The usual translation for אצמ is ܚܟܫ ,45 which seems to cover the more
literal significance of ‘finding’. Within the Hebrew narrative, the expression

44 See Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §324: ‘… if a new subject of importance appears, or if the
subject has to be brought emphatically into notice, it is more usual to place the subject first’.
In 2Kgs 5:11, where Naaman addresses himself, the direct speech is opened by ܬܪܡܐܐܢܐ .

45 אצמ is rendered 2× as ܪܚܐ (2Kgs 19:4; 25:19); 38× as ܚܟܫ .
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involves connotations of accountability—‘we will be held responsible’—in
which ןווע has the transferred meaning of ‘guilt, punishment’. If the Syriac
verb ܚܟܫ could not be used for the non-literal connotations of אצמ , the
translator had to resort to other verbs to translate ‘sin will find us’. In other
texts where אצמ occurs with subjects as ‘accident’ or ‘evil’, the Syriac uses
verbs other than ܚܟܫ to render אצמ .46 Among these texts, Deut 31:17 and
Ps 119:143 agree with 2Kgs 7:9 in using ܐܛܡ . On the other hand, Gen 44:34
and Job 31:29 have other words to render אצמ . The choice for ܐܛܡ appar-
ently wasmotivated by two factors: the limitations of themore literal signif-
icance of ܚܟܫ and the phonological properties of the two verbs.47

In this text the reading of the btr is prior to that of 9a1, because it agrees
with the Masoretic text in the opening conjunction.

1.25. 2Kgs 7:17 ךלמ , ‘King’, and ܐܕܓܙܝܐ , ‘Messenger’

2Kgs 7:17

ܝܗܘܠܥܐܕܓܙܝܐܬܚܢܕܟ ‘when the messenger came down to him’
וילאךלמהתדרב ‘when the king came down to him’

lxx B Ant. ἐν τῷ καταβῆναι τὸν ἄγγελον πρὸς αὐτόν
‘when the messenger came down to him’

The passage refers back to 2Kgs 6:33, where it is reported that a ךאלמ , ‘mes-
senger’, camedown toElisha. In 2Kgs 7:17, ךלמה , ‘the king’, does not tallywith
the report of 2Kgs 6:33, unless it is assumed that ךאלמה in the latter verse
should be emended as ךלמה .48 By contrast, in the Peshitta ܐܕܓܙܝܐ , ‘mes-
senger’, of 2Kgs 7:17 is in agreement with 2Kgs 6:33. Interestingly, ܐܕܓܙܝܐ

corresponds to τὸν ἄγγελον, ‘the messenger’, in the Septuagint and the
Antiochene text. In view of the similarity inword image between ךאלמה and

ךלמה , the Greek reading is likely to be based on the Hebrew. The Vorlage of
the Peshitta may also have read ךאלמה , or the Peshitta was influenced here
by the Septuagint or the Antiochene text.

46 In Gen 44:34 ܫܕܓ , ‘happen’; in Deut 31:17 and Ps 119:143 ܐܛܡ , ‘befall, come’; in Job 31:29
ܠܐܘܗ , ‘be (happen) to’.

47 For the interchange of ,צ Tsade, andܛ, Teth, see chapter 3, section 1.1.3.
48 The emendation is accepted by various exegetes (for instance, Cogan, 1Kings, 50; Gray,

I & IIKings, 468; Montgomery—Gehman, Kings, 386; also the critical apparatus of BHS)
because it fits the narrative context.
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1.26. 2Kgs 10:12 דקע , ‘Eqed’, in םיערהדקעתיב ,
‘Beth Eqed of the Shepherds’, and ܪܩܥ , ‘Break Down’

A first impression could be that theremight been some prompting from the
form דקע , ‘Eqed’, in the rendering ܪܩܥ , ‘break down’, due to the frequently
occurring interchange or confusion of [D] and [R].

2Kgs 10:12

ܐܚܪܘܐܒܕܐܬܘܠܥ̈ܐܘܗܪܩܥܘܗܘ

‘and he was breaking down the high places that were by the road’

ךרדבםיערהדקעתיבאוה
‘he was at Beth Eqed of the Shepherds by the road’

Further observation, however, reveals that the Syriac text manifests two
more deviations from the Masoretic text:

– a rendering of תיב (construct state), ‘house of’, is lacking
– ܠܥ

̈
ܐܬܘ , ‘thehighplaces’, occurs in theposition corresponding to םיערה ,

‘the shepherds’.

In itself, the Syriac text makes good sense and fits within the report of Jehu’s
measures against pagan cults and their adherents. In v. 27 Jehu is said to
have broken down the statue of Baal ( ܥܒܕܐܬܡܝܩܪܩܥܘ ). A similar action
by Jehu is related in v. 12, using the same verb as in v. 27. Throughout the
Peshitta the verb ܪܩܥ is markedly associated with cultic reform, rendering
various Hebrew verbs denoting the destruction of idolatrous objects.49 The
formulation of v. 12 thus underscores Jehu’s role as a cult reformer.

Theother ancient versions all agreewith theMasoretic text. It is improba-
ble that the Peshitta alonewould reflect a deviantHebrew source.Moreover,
the Syriac text of v. 12 could be reduced to the consonants of the Masoretic
text: ܪܩܥ , ‘break down’, corresponds to דקע , ‘Eqed’, and ܐܬܘܠܥ̈ , ‘high places’,
is probably a contextual interpretation of םיערה , pointed as םיעִרָהָ , ‘the evil
things’, rather than as םיעִֹרהָ , ‘the shepherds’, of theMasoretic text.50 The fact
that the deviations from the Masoretic text observable in the Peshitta ver-
sion of v. 12 combine to produce a meaningful text that fits well into the
narrative context suggests that they are interrelated.

49 Designating the destruction of idolatrous objects, ܪܩܥ corresponds to דבא Piel, ‘destroy’
(2Kgs 21:3); to ץתנ , ‘break down’ (2Kgs 10:27 [2×]; 11:18; 23:7, 8, 12, 15); to אמט Piel, ‘defile’ (2Kgs
23:10, 13).

50 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 112.
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It is improbable that the translator did not recognize דקעתיב in his
Vorlage as a place name and therefore resorted to a fanciful rendering of
the Hebrew text,51 for in v. 14 he duly renders דקעתיברובלא , ‘by the pit
of Beth Eqed’, as ܪܩܥܬܝܒܕܐܒܘܓܒ , ‘into the pit of Beth Aqar’.52 Rather it
seems that he deliberately associated דקע (or רקע due to the confusion of
[D] and [R]) with ܪܩܥ , ‘break down’, a verb occurring in v. 27 to describe an
action characteristic of Jehu as a champion of yhwh. This association, then,
may have led the translator to interpret םיערה as an adjective referring to
the high places. Attempting to keep close to the Hebrew while creating a
Syriac text that served his exegetical purposes, the translator had little use
for תיב (construct state), ‘house of’, which he simply ignored. The exegetical
procedure followed here brings to mind the al tiqre.

1.27. 2Kgs 11:6 חסמ , ‘Alternately (?)’, and ܐܢܚܪܘܣܢܡ , ‘Due to Harm’

2Kgs 11:6

ܐܢܚܪܘܣܢܡܐܬܝܒܕܐܬܪܛܡܘܪܛܘ

‘and guard the watch of the house from harm’

חסמתיבהתרמשׁמתאםתרמשׁו
‘and you shall keep guard of the house by turns (?)’

tj ילתשׁידמאתיבתרטמתיןורטתו
‘and you shall keep guard of the house, that it is not abandoned’

syh ܐܬܥܪܘܫܢܡܐܬܝܒܕܐܬܪܛܡܘܪܛܘ

‘and guard the watch of the house from fault’

חסמ is not rendered in the Septuagint. The Antiochene text offers a tran-
scription. Targum Jonathan either interpreted חסמ as the preposition ןמ fol-
lowed by a noun derived from the Hebrew verb חסנ , ‘tear down’,53 or read a
Niphal infinitive construct plus ןמ , חסנהמ , ‘from being torn down’, which it
rephrased as ‘that it is not abandoned’.54

The rendering in the Peshitta is remarkable in that the consonants of
חסמ [MSX] recur in an identical order in ܐܢܚܪܘܣܢܡ [MN SWRXN>]. This

51 Thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 112–113. At the time Walter wrote his dissertation,
however, he did not have the opportunity of consulting 9a1. In v. 14 this manuscript confirms
that the translator did in fact recognize דקעתיב as a place name.

52 9a1 alone has preserved the original Syriac here. In the other mss ܪܩܥܬܝܒܕ has been
dropped.

53 Thus Montgomery—Gehman, Kings, 424.
54 Some connectionwith חסנ is plausible in light of Prov 15:25 הוהיחסיםיאגתיב , ‘yhwhwill

tear down the house of the proud’.
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suggests that a translation technique reminiscent of the later notariconwas
applied here,55 according to which the consonants of a word are taken as
abbreviations of the words intended.56 The translator resorted to this either
because he did not know the Hebrew term, or because he understood it
in a sense similar to Targum Jonathan but wished to preserve the Hebrew
consonants in the rendering.

The Syrohexapla is very close to the Peshitta. Since in 2Kgs 11:6 the
Hexapla offers no Greek word corresponding to חסמ , the Syrohexapla may
directly depend on the Peshitta, to which it is almost identical in this verse.

ܐܬܥܪܘܫܢܡ , ‘from fault’, may go back to ܐܢܚܪܘܣܢܡ , ‘from harm’.

1.28. 2Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 16:4 רטק Piel, ‘Send Sacrifice
up in Smoke’, and ܪܛܥ Aphel, ‘Produce Fumes’

The standard rendering of רטק , both Piel and Hiphil, in the Peshitta is
ܐܡܣ̈ܒ ܡܘܣ , ‘place incense’.57 In the following texts, however, the Peshitta

translates with ܪܛܥ Aphel, ‘make fumes’.

2Kgs 12:4; 14:4

ܐܬܘܠܥ̈ܠܥܢܝܪܛܥܡܘܘܘܗܢܚܒܕܡܐܡܥܠܝܟܕܥܘ

‘and the people were still sacrificing andmaking fumes upon the high places’

תומבבםירטקמוםיחבזמםעהדוע
‘the people were still sacrificing and burning offerings at the high places’

2Kgs 16:4

ܐܬܘܠܥ̈ܠܥܪܛܥܐܘܚܒܕܘ

‘and he sacrificed and made fumes upon the high places’

תומבברטקיוחבזיו
‘and he sacrificed and burned offerings at the high places’

55 Midda 30 of Rabbi Eliezer, see Strack, Einleitung, 107.
56 Weitzman, Introduction, 37,mentions 2Kgs 11:6 as an exampleof associative translation.

However, in view of the formal differences between ܐܢܚܪܘܣܢܡ and חסמ it is unlikely that the
Syriac rendering was chosen on the basis of mere association.

57 ܐܡܣ̈ܒ ܡܘܣ renders רטק Piel (1Kgs 22:44; 2Kgs 15:4, 35; 17:11; 18:4; 22:17; 23:5 [2×], 8); and
רטק Hiphil (1Kgs 3:3; 9:25; 11:8; 12:33; 13:1, 2). However, in 2Kgs 16:13 ותחנמתאוותלעתארטקיו ,

‘and he offered his burnt offering and his meal offering’, is rendered as ܐܬܘܠܥ̈ܝܗܘܠܥܩܣܐܘ

ܐܢܒܘܩܘ , ‘and he offered on it burnt offerings and oblations’. A similar Hebrew text and
corresponding Syriac translation occurs in 2Kgs 16:15. Since in 2Kgs 16:13, 15 רטק Hiphil is
construed with objects, p was forced to deviate from the standard rendering ܐܡ̈ܣܒ ܡܘܣ ,
which already includes an object, and to resort to ܩܣܐ ( ܩܠܣ Aphel), which allows for the
addition of objects.
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In the Masoretic text, 2Kgs 12:4; 14:4 belong to a series of five identically
phrased deuteronomistic formulas that express reservations about a posi-
tive judgment concerning a Judean king.58 2Kgs 16:4 is part of an enumera-
tion of cultic sins committed by Ahaz and is terminologically clearly related
to the restrictive formulas. It is unclear why the Peshitta used ܪܛܥ Aphel in
the three mentioned texts, whereas it employed the standard rendering in
1Kgs 22:44; 2Kgs 15:4, 35. The cognate rendering preserves formal charac-
teristics of the Hebrew word not reflected in the free idiomatic rendering

ܐܡܣ̈ܒ ܡܘܣ . This observation, however, does not answer the question con-
cerning the variation within a sequence of identical formulas.59

1.29. 2Kgs 12:19 לעיו , ‘He Went up’, and
ܝܠܥܬܐ , ‘He Was Lifted, Withdrew’

In the Peshitta of Kings, the root הלע is rendered by the cognate root ܥ

only in the following verse:

2Kgs 12:19

ܡܠܫܪܘܐܢܡܝܠܥܬܘ

םלשׁורילעמלעיו
‘and he withdrew from Jerusalem’

The equivalent for הלע Qal commonly found in the Peshitta is ܩܠܣ , ‘ascend’.
Where the expression לעמהלע appears in Kings, the Peshitta has rendered
the verb variously: as ܠܩܫ Peal in 1Kgs 15:19 ( ܝܢܡܠܘܩܫܢܘ , ‘he will move away
from me’) and as ܥ Ethpaal in 2Kgs 12:19. The latter expression is also
used in the Chronicles parallel to 1Kgs 15:19 (2Chr 16:3: ܝܢܡ ܥܬܡ for הלעיו

ילעמ ). Possibly ܥ Ethpaal + ܢܡ is an idiomatic expression used when a
siege is lifted or a military confrontation is broken off. The translator may
have recognized the special meaning of לעמהלע in 1Kgs 15:19; 2Chr 16:3 and
rendered it by an equivalent Syriac expression.60 Though the reason for the
variation in rendering between 1Kgs 15:19 and 2Kgs 12:19 is obscure, in the
latter text theword image of לעיו mayhave influenced the translator’s choice
for ܥ .

58 1Kgs 22:44; 2Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 15:4, 35.
59 It noteworthy that a comparable situation obtains with regard to the expression לכב
בבל , ‘with whole heart’, which in p is translated once as ܒܠܗܠܟܒ and the other time as ܗܠܟܢܡ

ܒܠ (see chapter 2, section 2.8.1).
60 See Thesaurus Syriacus, 2884, se recepit, recessit, abiit c. ܢܡ . For a study of these prepo-

sitions in combination with various Hebrew verbs, see Dyk, ‘Lack of Space and Loneliness’.
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1.30. 2Kgs 14:20 ותא (Object Marker with Suffix ,(ו
‘Him’, and ܘܬܐ , ‘They Came’

In the following text, the Peshitta seems to render an element in theHebrew
text twice:

2Kgs 14:20

ܐܫܟܠܥܘܬܐܘܝܗܘܠܩܫܘ

‘and they carried him, and they came upon horses’

םיסוסהלעותאואשׂיו
‘and they carried him upon horses’

The object marker plus third masc sg suffix ותא is rendered twice:

– as the pronominal suffix ܝܗ in ܝܗܘܠܩܫܘ

– as the Peal perfect third masc pl form of א תא / ܐܬܐ , ‘come’

Semantically, ܘܬܐܘ entails a plus vis-à-vis the Hebrew text. The double rep-
resentation of ותא may have a linguistic explanation related to the shorter
range of government characteristic of Syriac verbs.61 It cannot be ruled out,
however, that it results from a conflation of two different Syriac transla-
tions: ܝܗܘܠܩܫܘ , ‘and they carried him’, and ܘܬܐܘܠܩܫܘ , ‘and they carried
[him] [and] came’. The translator responsible for ܘܬܐ mayerroneously have
understood ותא in a Syriac / Aramaic sense.62 This view would imply that at
some stage in the formation of the Peshitta alternative Syriac translations
circulated.

1.31. 2Kgs 15:10 םעלבק (Uncertain), and ܠܒܩܘܠ , ‘Against, Before’

The Hebrew םעלבק in the following verse is enigmatic:

2Kgs 15:10

ܐܡܥܠܒܩܘܠܝܗܝܚܡܘ ‘and he struck him in front of the people’
םעלבקוהכיו ‘and he struck him […?]’

tj אמעםדקיהחמו
‘and he struck him in front of the people’

61 See chapter 12, section 3.1.1.
62 The error may have occurred either visually if the translator worked from a written

source, or aurally if the source text was read aloud. In the latter case the translator could have
mistaken ותא for the Aramaic Peal third person masc pl perfect וֹ תאֲ , which is pronounced
similarly. In Syriac, the third person masc pl ending is not pronounced.
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lxx B καὶ ἐπάταξεν αὐτὸν Κεβλαὰμ
‘and Keblaam struck him’

b o e2 καὶ ἐπάταξεν αὐτὸν ἐν Ἰεβλαάμ
‘and he struck him in Ibleam’

c2 καὶ ἐπάταξεν αὐτὸν κατέναντι τοῦ λαοῦ … ἐν Ἰεβλαάμ
‘and he struck him in front of the people … in Ibleam’

A x y καὶ Κεβλαὰμ καὶ ἐπάταξεν αὐτὸν κατέναντι τοῦ λαοῦ
‘and Keblaam, and he struck him in front of the people’

The preposition ܠܒܩܘܠ , which holds a position in the text corresponding
to that of לבק , occurs ten times in the Peshitta of Kings.63 The renderings
of the Peshitta and Targum Jonathan imply that these versions interpreted

לבק in 2Kgs 15:10 in the sense of the Aramaic preposition לבק , ‘opposite,
in front of ’.64 However, rather than rendering לבק as ܡܕܩ , as the Targum
did, the Peshitta used the less frequently occurring preposition ܠܒܩܘܠ . In
this, the translator may have been influenced by the word image of the
Hebrew.

In the Antiochene manuscript c2 κατέναντι τοῦ λαοῦ reflects the same
interpretation as the Peshitta and the Targum. The reading is also preserved
in Hexaplaric manuscripts. Both in c2 and A x y it appears in the context of
a double rendering.

It is improbable that the phrase םעלבק with the assumed meaning ‘in
front of (the) people’ represents the original Hebrew text. A preposition

לבק is not attested in Biblical Hebrew.65 םעלבק may represent a corruption
which arose in the proto-Masoretic text type from which Targum Jonathan
and Peshitta were translated, and after which the kaige-recension, which
is widely represented in the Septuagint manuscripts of 4Kingdoms, was
revised.66

63 ܠܒܩܘܠ renders תמעל (1Kgs 7:20); רבעל (1Kgs 7:20); לוממ (1Kgs 7:39); דגנ (1Kgs 8:22; 20:27);
חכנ (1Kgs 20:29; 22:35); ינפלע (1Kgs 6:3 [2×]); לבק (2Kgs 15:10); and occurs as plus (1Kgs 22:34).

The form occurs 2× with metathesis ܠܒܘܩܠ (1Kgs 21:10, 13).
64 Thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 145.
65 Thus Gray, I & IIKings, 561, note c.
66 The Ant. mss b o e2 offer ἐν Ἰεβλαάμ, which corresponds to םעלביב in Hebrew. A city

called Ibleam is mentioned in 2Kgs 9:27. In 4Kingdoms the Ant. text is generally held to
be closest to the Old Greek, because it alone seems to have escaped the kaige and / or
Hexaplaric revisions represented by the majority of manuscripts. Thus it is conceivable that

םעלביב constitutes an old, and indeed, the original Hebrew reading in 2Kgs 15:10 (thus already
Burney,Notes, 321–322). In themajority of lxxmanuscripts, including B, םעלבק is transcribed
as Κεβλαὰμ and treated either as a personal name or as a place name.
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Apparently the translators of Peshitta and Targum Jonathan interpreted
לבק in the sense that was most obvious to them, whether or not they were

aware of the fact that לבק is not a preposition in Hebrew.

1.32. 2Kgs 21:13 החמ , ‘Wipe’, and ܐܚܡ , ‘Strike, Wound’

A simile in the Hebrew text of 2Kgs 21:13 is turned into a plain statement in
the Peshitta:

2Kgs 21:13

9a1 p btr

ܐܚܡܐܘ ܗܝܚܡܐܘ

ܡܠܫܪܘ

‘and I will strike (btr + ‘her,’) Jerusalem’

םלשׁוריתאיתיחמו
‘and I will wipe Jerusalem’

It is not inconceivable that the Peshitta tried to preserve the word image of
the Hebrew root החמ .67

1.33. 2Kgs 23:20 םשׁ , ‘There’, and ܡܘܣ , ‘Place’

In 2Kgs 23:20, the phrases ܘܡܣܕ and םשׁרשׁא , introduced by the so-called
relative particles, diverge in the two versions:

2Kgs 23:20

ܐܚ̈ܒܕܡܠܥܐܡ̈ܣܒܘܡܣܕܐܬܘܠܥ̈ܕܐܡܘܟܢܘܗܠܟܚܒܕܘ

‘and he slaughtered all the priests of the high placeswhooffered incense upon
the altars’

תוחבזמהלעםשׁרשׁאתומבהינהכלכתאחבזיו
‘and he slaughtered all the priests of the high places whowere there upon the
altars’

This difference also affects the syntactic dependence of the final phrase,
‘upon the altars’. The similarity in word image between ܘܡܣ and םשׁ brings
with it considerable semantic and syntactic differences. One possible expla-
nation for this deviation from theMasoretic text canbedismissed forthwith:
since the other ancient translations all offer renderings that agree with the
Masoretic text, an explanation in terms of a different Vorlage is improbable.
Two alternative explanations are possible:

67 This text is extensively treated in chapter 5, section 2.1.3.2.
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1. The text in the Peshitta in v. 20 is due to an error.
2. The text in the Peshitta entails a deliberate modification.

Ad 1. Within Kings, םשׁ , ‘there’, occurs 100×, 95 of which are rendered by
some sort of locative expression.68 Only in 2Kgs 23:20 does it correspond
to a form of the verb ܡܘܣ , ‘place’. When the final plural verbal ending
of this verb is disregarded, what is left is a sibilant and a labial nasal. As
shown in chapter 3, section 1.1.3, the sibilants exhibit a wide range of vari-
ation between the two languages in words related to one another in pho-
netic quality. It could be that the translator took this םשׁ , ‘there’, to be
םשׂ , ‘he placed’. This ‘mistake’ could have been motivated by the similar-

ity either in the form of the two Hebrew letters, or in the sound of the
sibilants, if an auditory factor were involved in the translation process.
If the Hebrew were to be understood in this manner, the singular verb
would refer back to Josiah, the king who slaughtered the priests ‘which
he placed upon the altars’. In Syriac the text was adjusted in accordance
with 2Kgs 23:8 where it says that the priests burned incense (see Ad. 2
below). In this manner, the verb referred not to Josiah but to the priests, by
which it acquired the third personplural verbal ending. The object, ‘incense’,
was assumed from 2Kgs 23:8, thus becoming ‘who placed incense upon
the altars’. The usual expression for offering or burning incense is ‘place
incense’.

The rendering of elements in the preceding verse argues in favour of
the view that the translator interpreted Hebrew grammatical elements in
a Syriac manner:69

2Kgs 23:19

ܠܝܐܬܝܒܒܕܒܥܕܐܕܒܥܟܝܐܢܘܢܐܕܒܥܘ

‘and he made them like the work which he had done in Bethel’

לאתיבבהשׂערשׁאםישעמהלככםהלשׂעיו
‘and he did to them according to all the things which he had done in Bethel’

68 82×: ܢܡܬ , ‘there’; ܐܟܝܐ , ‘whither’, 1Kgs 2:3; ܐܥܪܐ , ‘land’, 2Kgs 17:33 (btr, probably
representing a secondary development; 9a1 ܢܡܬ ); ܐܟܪܗ , ‘here’, 2Kgs 6:1; ܪܟ , ‘where’, 2Kgs 17:29
(btr; 9a1 ܕܟ , which is probably a secondary development); ,ܒ ‘in’ (+ suffix), 2Kgs 2:20; 12:6;
23:8 (the last one rendering םשׁ followed by ה locative); ,ܠ ‘to, for’ (+ suffix) 2Kgs 1:4, 6, 16;

םשׁמ rendered as ܢܡ , ‘from’ (+ suffix) 2Kgs 7:2, 19; לעםשׁ , ‘there upon’, rendered as ܒܓܠܥ ,
‘upon the side, beside’, 1Kgs 10:20. In four instances םשׁ is not translated: 1Kgs 8:21; 17:13, 19;
2Kgs 6:2.

69 See also 2Kgs 23:18 discussed in chapter 11, section 1.2.
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In all likelihood, the Peshitta understood the Hebrew preposition ל in
םהל in the sense of the Syriac object marker ,ܠ and thus rendered as the

Syriac object pronoun.70

Ad 2. It could well be that the context of offering and altars prompted
the association of the unpunctuated Hebrew םש with Syriac ܐܡ̈ܣܒܡܘܣ .71
Earlier in the story in a comparable context, similar phrasing explicitly
combines the elements found in this instance:

2Kgs 23:8

ܘܠܥܐܡܛܘ
̈

ܐܡܣ̈ܒܐܢܗ̈ܟܢܝܗܒܘܡܣܕܐܬ

םינהכההמשׁורטקרשׁאתומבהתאאמטיו
‘and he defiled the high places where the priests had burned incense’

Here the Peshitta did not read the Hebrew as though it were Syriac: the
Syriac preposition + suffix ܢܝܗܒ , ‘in them’, represents the translation of the
Hebrew המשׁ , ‘there’. All the same, the collocation of רטק and םשׁ in v. 8 in
conjunction with the expression ܐܡ̈ܣܒܡܣ in the Syriac text of this verse
may have led the translator to associate םשׁ in v. 20 with ܐܡ̈ܣܒܡܣ .

1.34. 2Kgs 24:14, 16 שׁרח , ‘Craftsmen’, and ܐܫܚ̈ܕ , ‘Guardsmen’72

In the following verse, ܐܫܚ̈ܕ , ‘guardsmen’, and ܐܛܗ , ‘couriers’, parallel the
collectively used terms שׁרח , ‘craftsman’, and רגסמ , ‘smith’:73

70 For the interpretation of ל in םהל as though it were the the Syriac object marker ,ܠ see
chapter 11, section 1.2.

71 Walter argues that the translator derived םש from the root םושׂ (or םישׂ ), ‘set, place’, thus
within the context suggesting theHebrew idiom for burning incense to be הרוטקםישׂ (Peshitta
of IIKings, 220). However, since הרוטקםישׂ occurs in mt only in Deut 33:10, it seems unlikely
that the translator associated םש with this Hebrew expression.

72 The material of this section appeared previously in Dyk—Van Keulen, ‘Of Words and
Phrases’.

73 The Greek συγκλείων, ‘one who locks up’, is a literal rendering of רגסמ , ‘smith’, read
as a participle of רגס Hiphil, ‘shut up, confine’. The renderings of vg and tj, clusor and

איערת , respectively, reflect a similar understanding of the Hebrew. Whether the versions are
correct in connecting רגסמ with רגס may be questioned (see Montgomery—Gehman, Kings,
542; Thenius, Könige, 451). In mt רגסמ occurs seven times. Four times it forms part of the
expression רגסמהושׁרחה (2Kgs 24:14, 16; Jer 24:1; 29:2). For the latter instances of רגסמ , KBL
(541a) gives: ‘builder of bulwarks and trenches’, adding an honest question mark between
brackets. A homograph (KBL, 540b), or perhaps another meaning of the same word (cf. BDB,
689b), is ‘dungeon’ (Isa 24:22; 42:7; Ps 142:8).
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2Kgs 24:16

ܘܐܛܗܘܐܫܚ̈ܕ ‘guardsmen and couriers’
רגסמהושׁרחהו ‘craftsmen and smiths’

The Syriac terms denote military functions whereas the Hebrew terms refer
to artisans. All other versions concur with the Masoretic text in referring to
craftsmen.What could lie behind this divergence from the semantic field of
the Hebrew terms?

One approach would be to focus on the first terms, where we see שׁרח

[XRC] rendered as ܐܫܚ̈ܕ [D"XC>]. In Semitic languages metathesis is well
attested.74Furthermore, the interchange of [D] and [R] is frequently encoun-
tered in Hebrew and Syriac material. These two letters not only resemble
one another in the two scripts—ד and ר in Hebrew, ܕ and ܪ in Syriac—but
they could also have been articulated in a similar fashion.75 It could be that
in the rendering of the first term, phonetic, acoustic, or transcriptional fac-
tors played a role so that ‘craftsman’ became ‘guardsmen’, not so much as
a translation but as a word which preserved aspects of the Hebrew word
image. Once this choice was made, the second term could have been sup-
plied from within the same field of meaning.

A different explanation is offered by Walter:

The substitution of military for commercial classes is probably motivated by
24:16a where the רגסמהושׁרחהו are listed in an enumeration ofmilitary forces.
[…] s presumably assigned רגסמה [ו] the meaning of ‘those who shut up’,
therefore ‘guards’, and accordingly identified רגסמה [ו] with the well-known
military corps, the [ םיצר ] (‘the runners’; apparently the royal bodyguard in
1Sam22:17; 1Kgs 14:27,28 = 2Chr 12:10,11, 2Kgs 10:25, 11:4,6,11,19)which s renders
with ܐܛܗ .76

Walter’s explanation of ܐܛܗ , ‘couriers’, is attractive because it brings the
Peshitta in line with the other ancient translations which all provide ren-
derings based on a grammatical exegesis of רגסמה , ‘the smith’.

It is noteworthy thatWalter’s explanation takes ܐܛܗ , ‘couriers’, as point
of departure, but does not specify why the Peshitta chose ܐܫܚ̈ܕ , ‘guardsmen’.
The assumption seems to be that ܐܛܗ , ‘couriers’, was simply chosen as a

74 See Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 192–193.
75 Lipiński, Semitic Languages, 132–133, presents evidence for the dental basis of articula-

tion of the [r], [l], and [n]; cf. also: ‘variations in ancient and modern articulations of r have
no phonemic value’. The two might have approximated one another in pronunciation—a
voiced coronal alveolar plosive [D] versus a voiced coronal alveolar flap [R].

76 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 228.
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parallel suited to ܐܫܚ̈ܕ , ‘guardsmen’. On the other hand, the first explanation
mentioned above focuses on ܐܫܚܕ , ‘guardsmen’, and views the choice of

ܐܛܗ , ‘couriers’, to render רגסמה , ‘the smith’, as being dependent on the
first choice. Thus, the two explanations are not mutually exclusive, but
supplement one another: while the rendering of רגסמה , ‘the smith’, as ܐܛܗ ,
‘couriers’, is seen as beingmotivated by v. 16a, the choice of ܐܫܚ̈ܕ could have
been motivated by a desire to preserve as much of the Hebrew word image
as possible.

1.35. 2Kgs 25:15 ףסכ , ‘Silver’, and ܐܣ̈ܟ , ‘Cups’

To the list of utensils taken from Jerusalem and carried off to Babylon, the
Peshitta makes an interesting addition:

2Kgs 25:15

9a1 p btr

ܐܒܗܕܕܐܩܘܛܩܘܐܡܝܦܘ

ܐܦܣܟܘ ܐܡܐܣܕܘ

ܐܣ̈ܟܘ

‘and the censers and the braziers of gold and (btr + ‘of ’) silver and the cups’

ףסכףסכרשׁאובהזבהזרשׁאתוקרזמהתאותותחמהתאו
‘and the fire pans and the sprinkling basins of pure gold and of pure silver’

Among the ancient versions the Peshitta alone offers ‘and the cups’ as a plus.
Since cups are not mentioned among the utensils listed in 1Kgs 7:50 and
2Kgs 12:14, this plus cannot be explained in terms of harmonization.

A striking feature of the Hebrew text is the repetition of בהז and ףסכ ,
which probably is meant to express the fine quality of these metals.77 The
Peshitta agrees with the Septuagint and the Antiochene text, over against
Targum Jonathan and the Vulgate, in not rendering the repetition. Possibly,
thePeshittawas influencedby the Septuagint in this respect.78The translator
seems to have attempted to preserve some of theword image aswell asmore
closely approximating the number of Hebrew words by representing the
second ףסכ , ‘silver’, as ܐܣ̈ܟ , ‘the cups’.

77 Thus Gesenius—Kautzsch, Grammar, § 123e.
78 It may not be mere coincidence that in 2Kgs 3:16 a similar repetition of Hebrew nouns

has been rendered exactly alike in p, Ant., and lxx.
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2. Cases Developing during the Transmission Phase

Some homographs do not appear to represent the original rendering. In
this section homographs are listed which are likely to represent secondary,
inner-Syriac developments.

2.1. 1Kgs 12:15 ךלמ , ‘King’, and ܐܟܠܡ , ‘Counsel’

In the btr of 1Kgs 12:15 a diacritical dot below ܐܟܠܡ indicates that the
sequence of consonants is to be read as ܐܟܳܠܡܶ , ‘counsel’. In 9a1 and 12a1fam,
however, the diacritical dot appears above ܐܟܠܡ , thus indicating that in
these manuscripts the sequence of consonants is to be read as ܐܟܳܠܡܰ , ‘king’.
The latter reading agrees with the Masoretic text.

1Kgs 12:15

btr minus 12a1fam ܐܡܥܢܡܐܟܠܼܡܥܡܫܘ

‘and he did not heed the counsel of the people’

9a1 12a1fam ܠܡܥܡܫܘ
ܿ

ܐܡܥܢܡܐܟ

םעהלאךלמהעמשׁאלו
‘and the king did not listen to the people’

In all likelihood, the btr-reading in v. 15 is evokedby the occurrence of ܐܟܠܼܡ ,
‘counsel’, in previous verses (vv. 8, 13, 14). According to these verses, the king
rejected the advice of the elders to treat the people kindly. In a way, then,
the king ignored the advice of the people themselves.

If the reading of 9a1 is indeed original in v. 15, the question arises why
ܐܟܠܡ , ‘king’, which in Kings is usually not supplied with a diacritical dot, is

supplied with one in 9a1. This phenomenon, too, is to be explained from the
occurrence of ܐܟܠܼܡ , ‘counsel’, in previous verses. As Syriac syntax allows for
both interpretations of ܐܟܠܡ in v. 15, the diacritical dot above ܐܟܠܡ prevents
the word from being confused with ܐܟܠܼܡ , ‘counsel’.

2.2. 2Kgs 6:1 אנהנה , ‘Behold, Now’, and ܐܢܗ , ‘That’

At the onset of this text we find variation between the Syriac versions:

2Kgs 6:1

9a1 p btr

ܐܪܬܐܐܗ ܐܪܬܐܐܢܗ

ܐܟܪܗܗܒܢܢܚܢܝܒܬܝܕ

9a1 ‘behold, the place where we are dwelling now’
btr ‘this place where we are dwelling now’
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םשׁםיבשׁיונחנארשׁאםוקמהאנהנה
‘behold, the place where we are dwelling’

ܐܗ , ‘behold’, of 9a1 agrees with הנה of the Masoretic text and probably sup-
plies the original reading here. אנ is usually left untranslated in the Peshitta
of Kings.79 ܐܢܗ , ‘this’, of the btr lendsmore emphasis to the reference to the
location. Within the setting of v. 1 ܐܗ may have easily developed into ܐܢܗ .
In this view, the graphic resemblance between אנהנה and ܐܢܗ would be
coincidental. There is no evidence of the btr having undergone secondary
influence from the (proto-)Masoretic text.

2.3. 2Kgs 9:33 לא , ‘To, Towards’, and ܠܥ , ‘Go Up’

In the following example, Syriac ܘܠܥܘ and Hebrew לאו occur in correspond-
ing positions within the text and are phonetically similar, though the gram-
matical functions of these words are quite different. The Hebrew לא is a
preposition that marks an extension of the preceding prepositional phrase

ריקהלא . The Peshitta has here the verb form ܘܠܥ opening a new clause in
which the verbal form is an added element:

2Kgs 9:33

ܗܘܫܕܘܐܫܟܘܠܥܘܐܬܣܐܠܥܗܡܕܢܡܘܣܪܘ

‘and they sprinkled of her blood upon the wall, and the horses went up and
trampled her’

הנסמריוםיסוסהלאוריקהלאהמדמזיו
‘and he sprinkled of her blood towards the wall and towards the horses, and
he trampled her’

From a linguistic perspective, several aspects could be involved: the ten-
dency of Syriac verbs to have a more limited range of government80 so that
‘sprinkle’ is less likely to extend its government over the following two coor-
dinated phrases as it does in the Hebrew, and the rendering of לא in the
first part of the phrase by ܠܥ (preposition). In this both the gradual loss of
distinction between the prepositions לא and לע inHebrewaswell as the sim-
ilarity in their forms could have played a role.81

79 אנ occurs 53× in Kings; only once is it rendered by a cognate particle in Syriac, ‘I beg, I
pray thee’ (1Kgs 22:5). The rest are left unrendered.

80 See chapter 12, section 3.
81 Of the 580 occurrences of לא in Kings, 322× are rendered as ,ܠ 102× as ܬܘܠ , and 74× as
ܠܥ ; these three prepositions account for the majority of the renderings.
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The other occurrences of the verb ܣܪ , ‘sprinkle’, in Kings involve the
sprinkling of blood upon an altar,82 where the verb occurs in combination
with the preposition ܠܥ . The choice for ܠܥ in 2Kgs 9:33 could thus have
been motivated by the verb present.83

From a text-historical point of view, a few additional comments can be
made. The simplest explanation of the Syriac is to consider ܘܠܥ as an inner-
Syriac corruption of ܠܥ . Manuscript 7h10 may have preserved the original
reading ܐܫܟܠܥܘܐܬܣܐܠܥ , ‘upon the wall and upon the horses’.84 It is
conceivable that a copyist interpreted original ܠܥܘ as ܘܠܥܘ when the Syriac
text was dictated to him, an error easily committed since the third masc
pl ending is not pronounced. Similar aural errors can be argued to underly
other variants in the Peshitta of Kings.85 Whatmay have facilitated the error
is the occurrence of the third masc pl verb form ܗܘܫܕܘ in the sequel. The
Peshitta, the Septuagint, the Antiochene text, Targum Jonathan, and the
Vulgate agree in having third masc pl verb forms where the Masoretic text
has הנסמריו , ‘and he trampled her’. This makes it likely that Vorlagen of
ancient versions read הוסמריו , ‘and they trampled her’. The thirdmasc pl ver-
bal form ܗܘܫܕܘ , therefore, is more likely to be due to dependence on either
the Vorlage or the Septuagint than to a conscious adaptation to the new sub-
ject ܐܫܟ .

2.4. 2Kgs 19:32 םדק Piel, ‘Meet with’, and ܡܪܩ , ‘Overlay’86

Both the possibility of a different Vorlage and of inner-Syriac corruption are
present in the following case:

2Kgs 19:32

ܐܪܟܣܒܗܝܡܪܩܢܘ

‘and he will not overspread it (namely, the city) with bucklers’

ןגמהנמדקיאלו ‘and he shall not advance shields against it’
tj ןיסירתבהנמדקיאלו ‘he will not come before it with shields’

82 2Kgs 16:13, 15.
83 The Hebrew verb הזנ , ‘spatter, sprinkle’, occurs with both לא and לע , as well as with
ינפל and the object marker תא .
84 See Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 106.
85 An identical case of confusion of the preposition ܠܥ and the verb form ܘܠܥ is attested as

a textual variant in the Syriac mss. In 2Kgs 18:17 ms 9a1 offers ܡܠܫܪܘܘܠܥܘܘܩܠܣܘ , ‘and they
went up and came to Jerusalem’, which agrees with םלשׁוריואביוולעיו . ܡܠܫܪܘܐܠܥܘܩܠܣܘ , ‘and
they went up against Jerusalem’, of the btr probably results from an aural error of a copyist
who misinterpreted ܡܠܫܪܘܘܠܥ (ܘ) as ܡܠܫܪܘܐܠܥ .

86 See also chapter 9, section 1.
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Either the translator read the verb הנמרקי , ‘he will overspread it’ ( םרק Qal),
in the Vorlage,87 which he translated using the Syriac cognate, or the Syriac
form represents an inner-Syriac corruption of ܗܝܡܕܩܢ . The addition of the
prepositionܒ, ‘with’, is in keeping with the valence pattern of ܡܪܩ (see 1Kgs
6:15, 20, 21). On the other hand, the preposition ב also occurs in Targum
Jonathan despite the fact that in having הנמדקי Pael the latter version con-
curswith theMasoretic text. In theAramaic translation, thepreposition ren-
ders the double accusative occurring with םדק Piel, ‘come to meet a person
with something’. The samemay hold true of the Syriac translation, provided
it originally had ܗܝܡܕܩܢ .

In light of the text of Targum Jonathan, an inner-Syriac corruption is
more likely than that the translator read הנמרקי in his source. The fact that

םרק rarely occurs in the Masoretic text and when it does occur it is not
rendered by ܡܪܩ in the Peshitta, supports this position.

3. Summary

In the Peshitta of Kings a limited but significant number of Syriac words
manifest striking graphic or phonetic similarity to their Hebrew correlates
while having different semantic ranges. Strictly speaking, only words that
share all consonants with their Hebrew counterparts may be called homo-
graphs. For the sake of convenience we have used the term to include words
with a partial graphic or phonetic correspondence. In the Peshitta of Kings
diverse forms of homography can be discerned. Variation is manifest in the
following aspects:

– Extent. Whereas some Syriac words, especially shorter ones, represent
the full sequence of consonants of their Hebrew correlates (for exam-
ple, ܒܪ in 1Kgs 5:21; ܝܟ in 2Kgs 3:10, 13; ܕܚܐ in 1Kgs 4:19; ܐܘܗ in 1Kgs
11:15), most reflect only part of the consonantal sequence (for exam-
ple, ܐܣܟܘ in 2Kgs 25:15). In 2Kgs 11:6, where חסמ seems to have been
treated as an abbreviation of a phrase in Syriac (a procedure reminis-
cent of the so-called notaricon), a special kind of variation in extent
occurs.

– Part of speech. While most homographs have the same part of speech,
some differ from their source in this regard (for example, ܕܚܐ in 1Kgs
4:19; ܘܠܥܘ in 2Kgs 9:33; ܪܩܥ in 2Kgs 10:12). Where the Peshitta offers a

87 The only other occurrences of this verb in mt are Ezek 37:6, 8.
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homograph with a part of speech different from the Hebrew, words
within the direct syntactic context have been adjusted to maintain
syntactic coherence (thus in 2Kgs 9:33; 10:12).

– Nature of the similarity. A few homographs exhibit phonetic rather
than graphic resemblance (for example, ܬܢܐܘ / התעו in 1Kgs 1:18; ܕܪܓ /

תרכ in 1Kgs 18:5). More often, however, the similarity is both graphic
and phonetic.

– Syriac versus Aramaic. In a few instances, the Syriac homograph pre-
supposes an interpretation of the Hebrew, not in a Syriac sense, but an
Aramaic sense, thus ܠܒܩ in 2Kgs 15:10 and, possibly, ܘܬܐ in 2Kgs 14:20.

The formative history of the homographs is as diverse as the aspects men-
tioned.

As we saw, a few homographs do not appear to represent the original
Syriac rendering. In 2Kgs 9:33 ( ܘܠܥܘ ) and 19:32 ( ܗܝܡܪܩܢ ) inner-Syriac devel-
opment can be plausibly argued, whereas in 2Kgs 6:1 ( ܐܢܗ ) inner-Syriac
development is actually attested in the manuscript evidence.

Other homographs give ground for the suspicion that the Vorlage was
read differently from the Masoretic text (for instance, ܬܢܐܘ in 1Kgs 1:18;
ܕܒܥ in 1Kgs 6:21; ܐܕܪܒ in 1Kgs 22:10).
Where the homograph seems to represent the original Syriac, the transla-

tormay have applied it either consciously or unconsciously. It is conceivable
that in employing a homographic rendering he was unconsciously influ-
enced by the word image of the Hebrew. The alternative possibility is that
the translator strived to preserve part of theword image of theHebrew in the
Syriac rendering, perhaps thus to compensate for not rendering the sense of
the source text. It is not always clear which factors have been at work in a
particular case.Onemight argue thatwhere the homograph is accompanied
by obligatory transformations, as in 1Kgs 2:15 ( ܝܢܡ alongside ܬܒܣܢܬܐܘ ) and
2Kgs 23:20 (object added to ܘܡܣ ), intention is manifest.

Where exegetical motives can be suspected, homography seems to have
been intentionally applied. These motives include

– avoidance of rude language, as in 1Kgs 22:38 ( ܗܢܝܙܘ )
– improvement of textual cohesion, as, possibly, in 2Kgs 23:20
– textual clarification by replacing metaphors / similes with plain lan-

guage, as in 2Kgs 21:13
– theological reasons, as in 1Kgs 19:11 ( ܕܒܥ )

Moreover, the translator may have resorted to homography in cases where
he did not understand the Hebrew, as in 2Kgs 11:6 and 2Kgs 15:10 ( ܠܒܩ ).
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COMPLICATEDWORD DIFFERENCES

In the preceding chapters, various types and categories of word differences
have been examined. Among these, several resulted from complicated for-
mative processes (see especially chapters 6 and 8). Similar interesting dif-
ferences, however, are also found outside of the categories distinguished in
chapters 5–8. As these provide information concerning the translation and
transmission processes in the Peshitta, a small selection is presented below.

1. 1Kgs 6:20 ינפל , ‘Before, In Front Of’, and ܡܪܩ , ‘Overlay’

As it stands, the first part of theMasoretic text of 1Kgs 6:20 is an ellipsis that
does not produce a meaningful clause. By contrast, the text of the Peshitta
does make sense:

1Kgs 6:20

ܐܫܕܘܩܬܝܒܡܪܩܘ

‘and he overlaid the sanctuary (—twenty cubits its length …)’

ריבדהינפלו
‘and in front of the shrine (—twenty cubits its length …)’

The difference is best explained by assuming an inner-Syriac alteration of
original ܡܕܩܘ , which is a literal rendering of ינפלו , into ܡܪܩܘ . The implica-
tion is that the original Syriac text was a faithful rendering of the problem-
atic Hebrew text, comparable to the Aramaic rendering of the same text in
Targum Jonathan. The current Syriac text could have resulted from an unin-
tentional correction by a later scribe.

2. 1Kgs 16:33 השׂע , ‘Do, Make’, and ܚܠܦ , ‘Serve’

A case involving the Hebrew verb השׂע , ‘do, make’, can be found in:

1Kgs 16:33

ܐܬܠܚ̈ܕܠܒܚܐܚܠܦܘ

‘and Ahab served the dreaded deities’
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הרשׁאהתאבאחאשׂעיו
‘and Ahab made the Asherah’

2Kgs 17:29

ܗܗܠܐܡܥܡܥܢܝܚܠܦܘܘܗܘ

‘and they were serving each nation its god’

ויהלאיוגיוגםישׂעויהיו
‘and they were making each nation its own god’

In theMasoretic text of 1Kgs 16:33 (2×); 2Kgs 17:29, 30 (3×), 31, themanufac-
turing of idols is expressed by the verb השׂע followed by an object involving a
reference to a deity.1 In these instances, as well as in 2Kgs 17:32, the Peshitta
offers ܚܠܦ , ‘serve’, for השׂע , ‘make’. There is no reason to assume that the trans-
lator had a Hebrew source before him that differed from theMasoretic con-
sonantal text. Though the choice of the Peshitta for ܚܠܦ entails a semantic
deviation from theHebrew text, there is a connection between ܚܠܦ and השׂע .
Probably, the translator arrived at his rendering by associating השׂע with דבע ,
‘serve’, a verb displaying the same sequence of consonants as ܕܒܥ , ‘do, make’.

In other instanceswhere השׂע is used for themaking of objects ofworship,
the Peshitta retains ܕܒܥ : thus in 1Kgs 12:32 (‘calves’); 14:15 (‘dreaded deities’
for ‘their Asheras’ in the Masoretic text); 2Kgs 17:16 (‘calves’); 21:3 (‘dreaded
deities’ for ‘Ashera’ in the Masoretic text, with reference to 1Kgs 16:33 where
the Peshitta has ܚܠܦ ).

The varied treatment of seemingly similar instances could be explained
partly on the basis of the translator’s concern for internal consistency. In
1Kgs 16:33 the reference to the manufacture of ‘dreaded deities’ may have
been changed because in 1Kgs 14:15 it was already reported that Israel ‘made
dreaded deities for themselves’ ( ܐܬܠܚ̈ܕܢܘܗܠܘܕܒܥܕ ). A similar ‘contextual’
alteration occurs in 2Kgs 17:16: ‘they made an Asherah’ of the Hebrew text
is changed to ܐܬܠܚ̈ܕܠܐܚ̈ܒܕܘܕܒܥܘ , ‘and they made sacrifices to the dreaded
deities’, following shortly after 2Kgs 17:12, ܐܬܠܚ̈ܕܠܘܚܠܦܘ , ‘and they served the
dreaded deities’. Conversely, the reference in 2Kgs 21:3, ‘he made dreaded
deities’, may have been maintained because 2Kgs 18:4 reports the removal
of earlier ܐܬܠܚ̈ܕ .2

1 In 2Kgs 17:30, Succoth Benoth, Nergal, Ashima; in v. 31, Nibhaz and Tartaq.
2 In 2Kgs 17:32 p’s modification of תומבהתיבבםהלםישׂעויהיו , ‘they were officiating for

them in the house of the high places’, as ‘they were serving for them in the house of the high
places’, may also be considered contextual, since the clause is preceded by ‘they made for
themselves from among them priests of the high places’.
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No similar contextual reason can be adduced, however, for the other
deviations noted in 2Kings 17. It is improbable that the translator simply
confused השׂע / ܕܒܥ with דבע , since the overall account in the Peshittamakes
good sense. Still, some clue may be found in the repeated occurrence of

דבע and השׂע alongside each other with similar objects from the realm of
idolatry: דבע in vv. 12, 16, 33, 41; השׂע in vv. 16 (2×), 29, 30 (3×), 31, 32. The
alternation of these verbs at least strengthened the association of השׂע /
ܕܒܥ and דבע , and may have encouraged the translator to align references

to the manufacture of idols with references to idolatry.

3. 2Kgs 2:25 בשׁ , ‘He Returned’, and ܒܘܛ , ‘Again’

A Hebrew verb appears to be rendered by an adverb in Syriac in:

2Kgs 2:25

ܢܝܪܡܫܠܒܘܛܢܡܬܢܡܘܡܪܟܕܐܪܘܛܠܢܡܬܢܡܠܙܐܘ

‘and he went from there to Mount Carmel, and from there again to Samaria’

ןורמשׁבשׁםשׁמולמרכהרהלאםשׁמךליו
‘and he went from there to Mount Carmel, and from there he returned to
Samaria’

In this example, the second part of the Syriac clause assumes a continua-
tion of the range of government of the verb ܠܙܐ from the first part. This goes
counter to the tendency—encountered oftenwithin the Peshitta of Kings—
of inserting an additional verb in Syriac to cover the more extended range
of government found in Hebrew.3

The verb ܒܘܛ , ‘return, flow back, repent’, occurs nine times4 as the trans-
lation of the verb בושׁ , but if the form present in the Syriac text were to be
taken as a verbal form, it could only be the imperative of ܒܘܛ , which does
not fit the narrative at this point.

Due to the tendency noted concerning the range of government of Syriac
verbs within Kings, we suggest that it is not improbable that originally a
perfect form of the Syriac verb ܒܘܛ did occur in this verse and that the
substitution of the adverb at this point reflects a later development within
the Syriac language.

3 See in chapter 12, section 3.
4 1Kgs 8:33, 47; 12:6, 16; 20:9; 2Kgs 5:10; 17:13; 22:9, 20.
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4. 2Kgs 6:16 השׂע , ‘Do, Make’, and ܪܒܥ , ‘Pass Over’

Another case involving the Hebrew verb השׂע , ‘make’, occurs in 2Kgs 6:15
where theHebrewverb has the unexpected correspondence ܪܒܥ , ‘pass over’:

2Kgs 6:15

9a1 btr

ܕܒܥܢܐܢܟܝܐ ܪܒܥܢܐܢܟܝܐ

9a1 ‘What shall we do?’
btr ‘How shall we pass over?’

השׂענהכיא ‘What shall we do?’

While 9a1 has preserved the original Syriac rendering of השׂענ , in the textual
transmission leading up to the btr, ܕܒܥܢ , ‘we shall do’, became ܪܒܥܢ , ‘we
shall pass over’, probably due to the confusion of Dalath and Resh. Since
the reading ܪܒܥܢ , ‘we shall pass over’, fits the context—Elisha’s servant asks
himhow to pass by the army besieging the city—subsequent scribes did not
recognize it as a corruption.

5. 2Kgs 7:8 םיערצמה , ‘The Lepers’, ܐܒ̈ܪܓ , ‘Lepers’, ܐܒܓ , ‘Men’

Because the rendering fits so well into the narrative, the following case has
a chance of not being noticed:

2Kgs 7:8

ܢܘܢܗܐܒܓܘܬܐܘ ‘and those men came’
הלאהםיערצמהואביו ‘and those lepers came’

All ancient versions but the Peshitta agreewith theMasoretic text. Probably
ܐܒܓ is an inner-Syriac corruption of ܐܒ̈ܪܓ , ‘lepers’.5 The fact that in 2Kgs

7:3 both terms occur side by side ( ܢܝܒܓܢܝܒܓ ) may have facilitated the
confusion.

6. 2Kgs 11:6 רוס , ‘Sur’, ריס , ‘Cooking Pot’,
ܐܣܕܩ , ‘Cauldron’, and ܐܣܪܩ , ‘Chariot’

An interesting string of semantically diverse elements seem to be involved
in the following instance:

5 Thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 85.
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2Kgs 11:6

ܐܣܪܩܕܐܥܪܬܒܐܬܠܘܬܘ

‘and a third at the gate of the Chariot’

רוסרעשׂבתישׁלשׁהו
‘and a third at the Sur gate’

lxx Ant.

καὶ τὸ τρίτον ἐν τῇ πύλῃ τῶν ὁδῶν
‘and a third at the gate of the Roads’

tj readings in manuscripts
אירוטנ / ארביג / אירביג / אינג / איניגערתבאתלתו

‘and a third at the gate of the Protectors / Gardens / Warriors / the Warrior /
Guards’

vg tertia autem pars sit ad portam Sir
‘and a third at the Sir gate’

2Chr 23:5

דוסיהרעשׁבתישׁלשׁהו
‘and a third at the gate of the Foundation’

Given the variation among the ancient versions, it is uncertain whether
רוס of the Masoretic text represents the earliest reading. Like Jerome, the

Syriac translator may have read ריס , ‘cooking pot’, which he rendered as
ܐܣܕܩ , ‘cauldron’. In the course of textual transmission ܐܣܕܩ became ܐܣܪܩ .6

If ܐܣܪܩ is meant to be understood as ‘chariot’,7 it may reflect a correction
towards what was felt to be contextually more appropriate. Alternatively,
the form results from mere confusion of Dalath and Resh. The parallel in
the Peshitta of 2Chr 23:5 has ܐܚܒܛܕܐܥܪܬܒ , ‘at the gate of the Cooks’, which
may have been inspired by the original reading ܐܣܕܩܕܐܥܪܬܒ in the Peshitta
of Kings. The Syriac rendering is not related to the renderings in the Targum
manuscripts.8

7. 2Kgs 23:8 עשׁוהי , ‘Joshua’, and ܐܢܩܪܘܦ , ‘Salvation’

The name of a gate is also involved in 2Kgs 23:8:

6 Thus Weitzman, Introduction, 295–296.
7 CSD, 520b.
8 On these see Dray, Translation and Interpretation, 43.
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9a1 ܥܘܫܝܕܐܥܪܬܕ ‘… of the gate of Joshua’
btr ܐܢܩܪܘܦܕܐܥܪܬܕ ‘… of the gate of the Salvation’

עשׁוהירעשׁ ‘… of the gate of Joshua’

ܥܘܫܝ in 9a1 agrees with עשׁוהי , ‘Joshua’, of the Masoretic text. According
to Weitzman’s criterion9 it must represent the original reading. Weitzman
thinks that ܐܢܩܪܘܦ of the btr results from interpretation of ܥܘܫܝ , which is
also the name of Jesus, in the light of Matt 1:21 and Acts 4:12.10 However, such
a theologically inspired allusion to Jesus would not makemuch sense in the
context of our verse.

It is worthy of note that ܐܢܩܪܘܦ represents העושׁי , ‘help, salvation’, a noun
exhibiting the letters of עשׁוהי in a different order. Possibly, the btr depends
on an alternative Hebrew reading, or it reflects an understanding of ܥܘܫܝ as
the phonetically similar Hebrew העושׁי . It is implied in both explanations
that scribes engaged in the transmission of the Syriac text still knewHebrew
and were in touch with Hebrew texts. Though not impossible, this assump-
tion is not corroborated by evidence.

8. Summary

In comparison to the Hebrew text, the word differences dealt with in this
section all result from multiple steps in the formative processes. Most in-
volve an inner-Syriac corruption of the original Syriac translation: ܡܪܩ in
1Kgs 6:20, ܒܘܛ in 2Kgs 2:25, ܪܒܥ in the btr of 2Kgs 6:16, ܐܒܓ in 2Kgs 7:8,
and ܐܣܪܩ in 2Kgs 11:6 (here even the Hebrew source may have been differ-
ent from the Masoretic consonants). One item, ܚܠܦ in 1Kgs 16:33 and other
places, involves an associative rendering that reflects three stages: (1) trans-
lation ( השׂע – ܕܒܥ ); (2) translinguistic association ( ܕܒܥ – דבע ); (3) translation
( דבע – ܚܠܦ ). The nature of ܐܢܩܪܘܦ in the btr of 2Kgs 23:8 is unclear.

The selection presented in this chapter mirrors the fact that complicated
word differences are predominately due to inner-Syriac corruption.

9 See chapter 1, section 2.2.
10 Weitzman, ‘Unique Readings in 9a1’, 238.
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CONCLUSIONS ON THE FINDINGS ATWORD LEVEL

Up to this point attentionhas been focused onwords. Betweenphonetic raw
material and significance, words form an intermediate level in language—
usually the smallest element isolated by blank spaces in manuscripts and
printed volumes, having their own accent, their ownpart of speech and lexi-
calmeaning, andat the same timebeingbuilt upof anumberof components
belowword level. Contributing to a word are sounds (both the phonetic raw
material and the phonemic systemwithin a language),morphemes, and lex-
ical information including the inherent part of speech and meaning. For
written texts, there is the added factor of the shape and value of the letters
with which a word is written.

Both of the languages of the texts being compared in this study are
Northwest Semitic and share characteristics of vocabulary, grammar, and
syntax. The languages are, however, sufficiently divergent to have necessi-
tated a translation of the one into the other.

The Syriac translation basically follows the word order of the Hebrew,
though generally respecting the grammatical constraints of Syriac. This
means that at the level of clauses and phrases Hebrew and Syriac roughly
correspond, but less so on the lower levels of words or lexemes. For instance,
though the phrases ךלמהתיב and ܐܟܠܡܕܐܬܝܒ , ‘the house of the king’, cor-
respond, not all the individual Hebrew lexemes are represented by cor-
responding items in Syriac, since the determination of [MLK], which in
Hebrew is indicated by the article [H], is expressed in Syriac by an emphatic
state ending. Nevertheless, corresponding lexemes can be identified fairly
easily on the basis of a synopsis of parallel clauses and phrases. Using this
basis, the translation concordance has been built up.

1. Identical, Cognate, and Non-Identical Spelling

In the preceding chapters we focused on verbs, nouns, and proper nouns,
the elements which account for much of the content of a text. Counting
as ‘identical’ only those items which match both in spelling and in part of
speech and as ‘cognate’ those forms whose differences can be explained on
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the basis of systematically applied spelling rules, we register the proportions
for the two books of Kings as given in table 10.1.

Table 10.1: Totals of identical, cognate, and non-identical items

Identical Cognate Non-identical Total

Names 746 (22.15%) 1,989 (59.06%) 633 (18.79%) 3,368
Nouns 2,967 (26.40%) 1,553 (19.06%) 3,630 (44.54%) 8,150
Verbs 1,680 (29.26%) 665 (11.58%) 3,397 (59.16%) 5,742
Other 9,833 (37.36%) 686 (2.61%) 15,798 (60.03%) 26,317

Total 15,226 (34.94%) 4,893 (11.23%) 23,458 (53.83%) 43,577

Of the three parts of speech focused on, the proper nounsmanifest themost
congruence in graphic characteristics with the source item. A little less than
a quarter of the proper nouns are spelled identically in the two versions and
more than half manifest systematic spelling differences. Less than one fifth
of the proper nouns remain in the category ‘non-identical’.1 The proportion
of identical and cognate forms is considerably lower for regular nouns, but
nouns rankhigher thanverbs and theotherparts of speech in their similarity
in form in Hebrew and Syriac.

The proportions of related and unrelated translation correspondences
are more pronounced when the ‘identical’ and ‘cognate’ entries are com-
bined (see table 10.2).

Table 10.2: Totals of identical and cognate versus non-identical items

Identical & Cognate Non-identical Total

Names 2,735 (81.21%) 633 (18.79%) 3,368
Nouns 4,520 (55.46%) 3,630 (44.54%) 8,150
Verbs 2,345 (40.84%) 3,397 (59.16%) 5,742
Other 10,519 (39.97%) 15,798 (60.03%) 26,317

Total 20,119 (46.17%) 23,458 (53.83%) 43,577

The statistics presented need to be relativized somewhat because of the
presence of a few high-frequency items which are spelled identically and
which often correspond to one another, for example, the conjunction [W],
‘and’ (4220×), the verbs [>MR], ‘say’ (612×), and [MLK], ‘reign, rule, be king’

1 Among these is the tetragrammaton הוהי , which in 522 of its 531 occurrences is rendered
by a translation (with non-identical spelling) of the traditional reading of the divine name—

ܐܝܪܡ , ‘Lord’, thus accounting for the majority of the non-identical cases. See also chapter 13,
section 1.3.
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(148×), the nouns [MLK], ‘king’ (640×), and [>B], ‘father’ (159×), and the
prepositions [B], ‘in’ (935×), and [L], ‘to, for’ (879×). Counting each unique
lexical entry but once yields the proportions of ‘identical’, ‘cognate’, and
‘non-identical’ as found in table 10.3.

Table 10.3: Identical, cognate, and non-identical
proportions for unique lexical items

Identical Cognate Non-identical Total

Names 158 (38.26%) 199 (48.18%) 56 (13.56%) 413
Nouns 114 (11.40%) 175 (17.50%) 711 (71.10%) 1,000
Verbs 78 (10.13%) 65 (8.44%) 627 (81.43%) 770
Other 40 (2.65%) 135 (8.95%) 1,334 (88.40%) 1,509

Total 390 (10.56%) 574 (15.55%) 2,728 (73.89%) 3,692

Again the proportions of related and unrelated translation correspondences
are more pronounced when the ‘identical’ and ‘cognate’ entries are com-
bined (see table 10.4).

Table 10.4: Identical and cognate versus
non-identical for unique lexical items

Identical & Cognate Non-identical Total

Names 357 (86.44%) 56 (13.56%) 413
Nouns 289 (28.90%) 711 (71.10%) 1,000
Verbs 143 (18.57%) 627 (81.43%) 770
Other 175 (11.60%) 1,334 (88.40%) 1,509

Total 964 (26.11%) 2,728 (73.89%) 3,692

It can thus be said that in the vocabulary of the two books of Kings, the two
languages differ considerably, having only about a quarter of their unique
items which can be counted as identical or cognate. However, within the
whole text corpus, the identical and cognate forms include items which
appear frequently enough to raise the proportion of related forms to nearly
half of the volume of the text.

2. Formal Correspondence and Semantic Correspondence

In addition to the formal relationship between corresponding items, the
preceding chapters focused on the relation of formal and semantic aspects
of Syriac verbs, nouns, and proper nouns compared to the Hebrew items
occurring in corresponding position. Four different configurations are pos-
sible:
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formal correspondence—semantic correspondence
formal correspondence—no semantic correspondence
no formal correspondence—semantic correspondence
no formal correspondence—no semantic correspondence

As the tables above show, frequently the translator could use identical or
cognate itemshaving the same semantic content (formal correspondence—
semantic correspondence). In the equivalents chosen, however, semantic
correspondence needs to prevail over formal correspondence if the signif-
icance of the source text is to be captured in the translation (no formal
correspondence—semantic correspondence). That this is indeed predom-
inately the case is aptly demonstrated in chapter 5. In the distribution of
nouns and verbs belonging to the realms of law and destruction, no fixed
correspondence between Syriac term A and Hebrew term B could be dis-
cerned.2 The translator’s basic procedure was to use the Syriac term deemed
most appropriate to render the meaning of the Hebrew term as inferred
from the context. In cases where themeaning of a Syriac term is less aligned
with the correspondingHebrew term, exegeticalmotives can be seen to play
a role (no formal correspondence—no semantic correspondence).

Chapters 7–9 presented many instances of words in corresponding posi-
tions that semantically diverge despite ameasure of formal correspondence
between them (tending towards formal correspondence—no semantic cor-
respondence). Chapter 7 dealt with cases where the translator identified a
different lexeme than the Masoretes did. Chapter 8 focused on terms com-
bining similar consonants and a different semantic range. These included
both inadvertent and intentional differences. Chapter 9 treated word differ-
ences attributable to secondary, inner-Syriac developments.

Various explanations for the combination of different semantic domains
and a similarity in word image were considered. In several cases the trans-
lator reproduced certain formal—graphic or aural—characteristics of the
Hebrew word in Syriac and thus maintained a connection with his exem-
plar. Chapter 8 supplied various examples of this translational device. Inad-
vertent textual developments also proved to be responsible for quite a few
instances.

The issue of formal correspondence also dominated in chapter 6, which
involves a review and analysis of Syriac names that are not identical to
their Hebrew counterparts. The overwhelming majority of names in the

2 Moreover we found no evidence of a systematic alternating of Syriac terms to compen-
sate for amore extensive set of terms occurring in theHebrew text as suggested byWeitzman,
Introduction, 30–31. See also chapter 5, section 2.4.1.3.
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Peshitta of Kings, both identical and non-identical, are transcriptions. Most
non-identical names exhibitmore or less systematic adaptations in spelling.
There appeared to be a tendency in the Peshitta to conflate names and
render different spellings and even separate names by a single item, so
that the Peshitta contains 7.7% fewer unique names than the Masoretic
text does.3 Fewnames are translations, although identifiable lexemeswithin
names are sometimes translated, like the words for ‘son’, ןב and ܪܒ . More
drastic differences in the representation of names between the two versions
were found to be due to a different construal of the Hebrew, to exegetical
intervention, or to text-historical factors.

Among the items dealt with in chapters 6–9, several exhibited not only
a different semantic range, but also an altogether different part of speech.
This phenomenon has implications for phrase and even clause structure,
thus showing that the analyses at word, phrase, and clause levels are closely
linked. Chapters 11–13 will supply more examples of different phrase and
clause divisions in conjunction with formal similarity and different parts of
speech of corresponding words.

3 See Chapter 13, section 1.
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CASES REQUIRING AN EXPLANATION AT PHRASE LEVEL

In this chapter, examples will be presented where Hebrew seems to have
been interpreted as though it were Syriac (section 1), where a Hebrew
expression referring to a timephrase is reformulated to conform to the usual
Syriac formulation (section 2), and where differences in internal phrase
structure between Hebrew and Syriac account for a number of observed
divergences (section 3).

1. Hebrew Appears to Be Interpreted
as though It Were Syriac

During the process of translation certain elements of the source language
appear to have been understood as having the value they would have in the
target language. A number of such examples are discussed below.

1.1. Hebrew Feminine Singular Ending Acquires a Possessive Pronoun

Having been alerted to the possibility of the effect of the graphic or phonetic
qualities of the source text on the rendering, we present some examples
which seem to exhibit this characteristic. In 1Kgs 15:13 twonounswith femsg
nominal endingה inHebreware renderedbyanounwith a femsgpossessive
suffixܗ in Syriac:

1Kgs 15:13

ܗܬܘܒܪܢܡܗܪܒܥܐܗܡܐܐܟܥܡܠܦܐܘ

ܗܬܠܚܕܠܐܕܐܥܬܘܗܐܕܒܥܕܠܥ

‘and also Maachah, his mother, he removed from her dignity,
because she used to make a festival to her dreaded one’

הריבגמהרסיוומאהכעמתאםגו
הרשׁאלתצלפמהתשׂערשׁא

‘(v. 12 and he removed…) and evenMaachah, hismother, and he removed her
from (being) principal lady
because she made a horrible object for Asherah’

The (fem) pronominal suffixes attached to ܗܬܘܒܪ and ܗܬܠܚܕ occur in posi-
tions corresponding to thenominal femendings on הריבג and הרשׁא . The fem
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suffixes are additional elements. As the Hebrew fem sg ending ה resembles
the Syriac third person fem sg suffix ,ܗ the translator could have mistaken
the former for the latter and translated accordingly. However, nowhere else
does the Peshitta mistake the term הרשׁא , which occurs frequently in Kings,
for a noun followed by a suffix.

An alternative explanation may be considered. In 1Kgs 11:19 הריבג was
rendered as ܐܬܒܪ , ‘queen mother, lady’. In 1Kgs 15:13, however, the corre-
sponding Syriac term denoting the office, ܬܘܒܪ , was chosen since it is more
appropriate in the context of the verse.1 The suffix may have been added in
order to link ‘Maachah’ to the office. Parallel to ܗܬܘܒܪ , ܐܬܠܚܕ was also pro-
vided with a suffix.

There are more examples where the Peshitta specifies the possessor
where the Masoretic text does not, as is illustrated in the following exam-
ple referring to Jezebel:

2Kgs 9:35

ܗܝܕܝܐ̈ܕܐܣ̈ܦܘܗܝܠܓܘܗܫܝ̈ܪܢܐܐܗܒܘܚܟܫܐܘ

‘(and they went to bury her) and they found nothing of her except her head,
and her feet, and the palms of her hands’

םידיהתופכוםילגרהותלגלגהםאיכהבואצמאלו
‘(and they went to bury her) and they found nothing of her except the skull,
and the feet, and the palms of the hands’

See also:

2Kgs 11:2

ܢܝܒܢܡܗܬܒܢܓܘ
̈

ܢܒܬ
̈
ܗܒܟܫܡܕܐܢܘܛܝܩܒܗܬܩܢܝܡܠܘܗܠܗܬܝܫܛܘܢܝܠܛܩܬܡܕܐܟܠܡܝ

‘and stole him from the midst of the king’s sons who were killed and hid him,
him and his wet-nurse, in her (own) bedchamber’

תוטמהרדחבותקנימתאוותאםיתתוממהךלמהינבךותמותאבנגתו
‘and stole him from among the king’s sons which were to be slain—him and
his nurse—in the bedchamber’

There is a significant difference in the total amount of suffixes occurring
in the two texts: the Masoretic text has 218 pronominal suffixes not ren-
dered in the Peshitta, while the Peshitta has 1,369 pronominal suffixes with
no corresponding form in the Masoretic text. For this divergence various

1 Other renderings of הריבג in p Kings include ܐܪܡ , ‘lady’ (2Kgs 5:3), and ܐܟܠܡ , ‘queen’
(2Kgs 10:13).
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explanations can be offered involving internal phrase structure,2 clause
structure,3 and the mentioned tendency to make the possessor explicit.

Thus, the suffix ܗ on the forms ܗܬܘܒܪ and ܗܬܠܚܕ is most likely a reflec-
tion of the Syriac tendency to specify the possessor, though the femnominal
ending ה on הריבג and הרשׁא may have provided an incentive.

1.2. Confusion of תא , ,ל and ܠ

The particle תא can mark the object of the verb, but can also function as a
preposition, ‘with’. Only when occurring with pronominal suffixes are these
functions distinguishable by means of the Masoretic pointing. In Syriac the
preposition ܠ can function as an object marker as well as the preposition
‘to, for’. In the latter significance it corresponds in form and meaning to
the Hebrew preposition .ל There is evidence that in some instances these
functions were confused during the translation process. A few examples are
discussed below.

In 2Kgs 23:18 the Syriac text suggests that the translator understood
תא differently than indicated in the Masoretic text:

2Kgs 23:18

ܢܝܪܡܫܢܡܐܬܐܕܐܝܒܢܕܐܡܓܠܝܗܘܡܓܘܛܠܦܘ

‘they rescued his bones, (namely) the bones of the prophet who came from
Samaria’

or:

‘and his bones (namely, of the prophet of the Lord who came from Judah)
made the bones of the prophet who came from Samaria escape’

ןורמשׁמאברשׁאאיבנהתומצעתאויתמצעוטלמיו
‘and they spared his bones (namely, of theman of Godwho came from Judah)
along with the bones of the prophet who came from Samaria’

tj ןורמושמאתאדארקשיבנימרגתייהומרגוביזישו
‘andhis bones (namely, of the prophetwho came from Judah) saved the bones
of the prophet of falsehood who came from Samaria’

The verb לטמ , ‘rescue, let escape’, has ‘his bones’ as an object. As this verb
does not occur with a double object construction, the particle תא in the
same clause must mean ‘with, by’. It appears that the translator took the
particle תא to be the objectmarker, either to introduce the object of a clause

2 See section 3 below.
3 See chapter 13, section 1.3.
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whichhas as its subject ‘his bones’, or as a further specificationof the original
object. In contrast to Hebrew, Syriac has few double object constructions.4

Like the Peshitta, Targum Jonathan appears to have taken תא as an object
marker. However, in Targum Jonathan the subject is unambiguous due to
the exegetical expansion ארקשׁיבנ , ‘the prophet of falsehood’. Since this is
a different prophet than the one from Judah to whom ‘his bones’ refers
(cf. v. 17), the possibility that in Targum Jonathan the object marker תי is
a specification of the previous object is to be excluded. In view of the fact
that Targum Jonathan interpreted the Hebrew preposition תא in the same
sense as the Peshitta did, the Aramaic rendering may be indicative of how
thePeshitta ismeant tobeunderstood in v. 18: ‘andhis bonesmade thebones
of the prophet who came from Samaria escape’.

One verse later there is yet another instance where it appears that the
particles under discussion have been confused:

2Kgs 23:19

ܠܝܐܬܝܒܒܕܒܥܕܐܕܒܥܟܝܐܢܘܢܐܕܒܥܘ

‘and he made them like the work which he had done in Bethel’

לאתיבבהשׂערשׁאםישׂעמהלככםהלשׂעיו
‘and he did to them according to all the deeds which he had done in Bethel’

In all likelihood, the Peshitta understood theHebrew preposition ל in םהל as
the object marker ,ܠ and thus rendered it as the Syriac object pronoun.
Something similar may have occurred in:

1Kgs 8:21

ܐܢܘܪܐܢܡܬܬܡܣܘ

‘and I have placed there the ark’

ןוראלםקומםשׁםשׂאו
‘and I have appointed there a place for the ark’

The Peshitta simplifies the clause by not rendering םקומ and by rendering
ןורא as the direct object. The simplification may have been provoked by ל in
ןוראל , which was taken as the Syriac object marker.5
Some cases manifest the confusion of particles mentioned above, but

involve other aspects as well, so that an alternative explanation is possible
or even preferable.

4 See chapter 12, section 3.
5 For other aspects involved in this example, see chapter 12, section 3.2, and chapter 13,

section 3.2.1.2.
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1Kgs 10:1

ܐܝܪܡܕܗܡܫܘܢܘܡܝܠܫܕܗܥܡܫܬܥܡܫܐܒܫܬܟܠܡܘ

‘and the queen of Sheba heard the report of Solomon and the name of the
Lord’

הוחיםשׁלהמלשׁעמשׁתאתעמשׁאבשׁתכלמו
‘and the queen of Sheba heard the report of Solomon concerning the name of
yhwh’

lxx B Καὶ βασίλισσα Σαβὰ ἦκουσεν τὸ ὄνομα Σαλωμὼν καὶ τὸ ὄνομα Κυρίου
‘and the queen of Sheba heard about the name of Solomon and the name of
the Lord’

The last two phrases in the Syriac are coordinated and both function as the
object of ܬܥܡܫ , while in the Masoretic text the final phrase הוחיםשׁל spec-
ifies the preceding phrase, ‘the report of Solomon’, which is the object of

תעמשׁ . The possibility presents itself that the translator understood ל as
though it were an object marker, and the phrase הוחיםשׁל as being asyn-
detically connected to the previous one. On the other hand, in view of the
presence of the object marker תא earlier in the clause and the lack of a
conjunction before םשׁל , it is improbable that the translatorwould havemis-
understood the Hebrew in this way.

The text of the Septuagint points to another possibility. Over against
the other ancient versions,6 the Septuagint, the Peshitta, and the Arabic
version have in common that the verb ‘hear’ governs an object coordinated
by a conjunction. Possibly, the Vorlagen of both versions agreed in reading

םשׁו for םשׁל of theMasoretic text.7That thePeshitta is not directly dependent
on the Septuagint is shown by the fact that the Peshitta does not share the
latter’s reading ‘the name of Solomon’ (= המלשׁםשׁ ).

In another case, slightly different issues are present:

2Kgs 11:4

ܐܠܒܛܠܘܐܛܗܠܘܐܬܘܐ̈ܡܝܒܠܪܒܕܘ

‘and he took the captains of hundreds, and the guards, and the runners’

םיצרלוירכלתויאמהירשׂתאחקיו
‘and he took the captains of hundreds of the Karites and of the runners’

6 The final phrase is lacking in tj and the parallel text in mt 2Chr 9:1. As there is no
obvious reason why הוחיםשׁל would be left untranslated in tj, presumably the phrase was
lacking in the Vorlage. The combined evidence of tj and 2Chr 9:1 makes it plausible that the
phrase is a later gloss in proto-mt. The lectio facilior הוחיםשׁו , which in our view is reflected
by lxx and p, represents a secondary development.

7 Thus already Thenius, Könige, 154.
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TheMasoretic text contains an object phrase תויאמהירשׂתא , ‘the captains of
hundreds’, which is followed by the specification םיצרלוירכל , ‘for the Karites
and for the runners’. The Peshitta, on the other hand, offers three coordi-
nated object phrases. The translator seems to have read the prepositions
ל as object markers and the phrases introduced by them as parallel to the
תא phrase. That this explanation is plausible is indicated by the Greek of

the Septuagint (lxx B) in this verse:

καὶ ἔλαβεν τοὺς ἑκατοντάρχους τὸν Χορρεὶ καὶ τὸν Ῥασείν
‘and he took the captains of hundreds, the Chorri and the Rasim’

The asyndetic connection of τὸν Χορρεὶ with the previous word suggests
that the translator’s source text did not deviate from the consonants of the
Masoretic text, but that he interpreted the prepositions ל in an Aramaic
sense, namely, as object markers.

However, a simpler and for that reason preferable explanation is that in
the Peshitta v. 4 is harmonized with v. 19, where the same Syriac text occurs
as a rendering of:

2Kgs 11:19

םיצרהתאוירכהתאותואמהירשׂתאחקיו
‘and he took the captains of hundreds and the Karites and the runners’

Coordinated object phrases in Hebrew are followed by a ל phrase in:

2Kgs 16:10

ܗܕܒܥܗܠܟܘܗܢܝܢܒܘܐܚܒܕܡܕܗܬܘܡܕܐܢܗܟܐܝܪܘܙܚܐܐܟܠܡܪܕܫܘ

‘and King Ahaz sent to Urijah, the priest, the fashion of the altar, and its
construction, and all its work’

והשׂעמלכלותינבתתאוחבזמהתומדתאןהכההירואלאזחאךלמהחלשׁיו
‘and King Ahaz sent to Urijah, the priest, the fashion of the altar, and its
construction, according to all the workmanship thereof’

In the Masoretic text the final phrase is a specification of the preceding
phrase which is part of the coordinated object. The Peshitta offers a string
of three coordinated object phrases. The other ancient versions reflect the
Masoretic text. The simplest explanation here is that the Peshitta read the
conjunction ו instead of the preposition ל and translated accordingly.

2. A Hebrew Expression for Time Reformulated

Both Hebrew and Syriac have time phrases containing words like ‘day’,
‘month’, or ‘year’, specified by ordinal or cardinal numbers. In expressions for
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time, when a specific day within the span of a particularmonth is indicated,
the Masoretic text uses the following mode of expression:

,ב] ‘in’, + specific day] [ שׁדחל , ‘(belonging) to the month’]8

The expression encountered in the Peshitta9 in these instances is:

,ܒ] ‘in’, + specific day] ,ܒ] ‘in’, + suffix third masc sg] [ ܐܚܪܝܒ , ‘in the month’]

The suffix in the intervening phrase functions as anticipatory pronominal
agreement,10 referring to and being congruent with ‘month’ in the next
phrase. When years are specified as belonging to a particular era, like to
the reign of a certain king, to the period of exile, or to the number of years
since the departure from Egypt, Syriac uses either the same expression as
the Hebrew or uses ܕ instead of :ܠ

,ܒ] ‘in’, + specific year] ܠ] / ,ܕ ‘(belonging) to’, + description of era]11

A specific month within a particular year is indicated similarly, but with ,ܒ
‘in’, in the second part:

,ܒ] ‘in’, + specific year] ,ܒ] ‘in’, + particular month]12

In one text a contamination of these two expressions seems to have
occurred:

2Kgs 13:20

ܝܗܐܬܢܫܒܗܒܐܥܪܐܠܥܘܬܐܒܐܘܡܕܐܣ̈ܝܓܘ

‘and the robber bands of Moab came over the land in that year’

הנשׁאבץראבואביבאומידודגו
‘and the bands of the Moabites invaded the land at the coming in of the year’

A first consideration is that the Syriac expression occurring in this text is
used elsewhere in Kings to specify a particular day within a month, rather
than a year. Furthermore, the expression in the Masoretic text at the end of
2Kgs 13:20 is somewhat out of the ordinary. In the Syriac phrase, the prepo-
sition has a third fem sg suffix, agreeing in number and gender with ‘year’

8 This can be found, for example, in 1Kgs 12:32; 2Kgs 25:3, 8, 27. In 1Kgs 12:33 the second
phrase is introduced by ב instead of by .ל

9 However, 2Kgs 25:3, 27 not in 9a1.
10 See Van Peursen, Language and Interpretation, 323–329, though time expressions are

not mentioned in the examples treated there.
11 This can be found, for example, in 1Kgs 6:1 (2×); 14:25; 15:1, 9; 2Kgs 12:7; 15:8; 23:23 (with
ܗܠܝܕ , ‘of him’, added between the two phrases); 25:1.
12 This can be found, for example, in 1Kgs 6:1, 38.
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which follows. This would produce an exact phonetic equivalent to the
participle of ‘come’ in Hebrew. It could be that the translator perceived the
Hebrew as though it were Syriac and thus rendered an expression for a year
by an expression which elsewhere in Kings he reserves for specifying a day
belonging to a particular month.

Having recognized the possibility of this pattern, we are alerted to a
deviation from it in the following text:

2Kgs 25:1 (9a1)

ܐܝܪܝܣܥܐܚܪܝܒܐܬܪܣܥܒܗܬܘܟܠܡܕܐܬܝܥܝܫܬܐܬܫܒܘ

‘and in the ninth year of his reign in the ten[th day] in the tenth month’

שׁדחלרושׂעבירישׂעהשׁדחבוכלמלתיעישׁתהתנשׁביהיו
‘and it came to pass in the ninth year of his reign in the tenth month in the
tenth of the month’

Since this is the only occurrence in Kings of an alternative Syriac structure
for the Hebrew expressions ‘(specific day) of a month’, it is not possible to
evaluate whether this is an unusual Syriac construction or not.

3. Internal Phrase Structure

Complex phrases are composed of simpler units connected by means of
construct state binding, attribution, apposition, specification, and coordi-
nation.13 In this section we consider a number of examples in which the
differences between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta bring to light sys-
tematic differences between Hebrew and Syriac.

3.1. Structures with Construct State Binding

A grammatical construction found both in Hebrew and Syriac is the con-
struct state, by means of which a nominal form governs a full nominal
phrase immediately following it.14 However, the two languages differ sig-
nificantly in their use of this syntactic possibility. While Hebrew regularly

13 For discussion of the approach to phrase structure applied here, see Dyk, ‘Data Prepa-
ration:What areWeDoing andWhy ShouldWe?’, 146–149; Dyk, ‘The Computer and Complex
Phrase Structure’.

14 Although enclitic in form, pronominal suffixes behave syntactically as full NPs, having
their own number, gender, and definiteness independently of the form they are connected
to. Furthermore, they are able to function as objects and subjects (appended to the infinitive
construct) of clauses.
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allows for strings of nominal elements in construct state, Syriac most often
uses smaller units inwhich the particle ,ܕ ‘of ’, and pronominal suffixesmain-
tain the syntactic binding between the nominal elements. Nonetheless,
there are certain Syriac itemswhich seem tohave a lexically determinedpre-
disposition to occur in construct state: words such as ܪܒ , ‘son’, ܬܝܒ , ‘house’,
and ܠܟ , ‘all’, are found to occurmore frequently in construct state than other
words do.15

An example of the most frequent Syriac construction for that which in
Hebrew is effected by the construct state alone is:16

2Kgs 18:16 (9a1)

ܐܝܪܡܕܗܠܟܝܗܕܐܥܬ

lit.: ‘the doors of his temple (that is) of the Lord’

הוהילכיהתותלדתא
‘obj mark the doors(-of) the temple(-of) yhwh’17

It is not our intention to present a full analysis of Syriac phrase structure,18
but merely to point out syntactic principles behind the numerous occur-
rences of the particle ܕ and of pronominal suffixeswhich have no correspon-
dences atword level in theMasoretic text. These items arenot tobe regarded
as pluses in the Peshitta, but constitute the Syriac structure which renders
the Hebrew construct string chain.

Due to the prevailing tendency to use the particle ܕ and pronominal
suffixes in this way, in cases where the Peshitta reproduces the construct
state strings in the Hebrew text, the question arises whether the syntactic
range of government of the Hebrew elements in construct state is preserved
in the translation. There are a number of cases where the Peshitta is careful
to express the necessary syntactic connection, such as in:

15 Cf. Williams, Studies, 15–25. One comment on Williams’ approach: Williams speaks of
the ‘genitive noun’ to refer to a noun in construct state with a pronominal suffix. Considering
the fact that the number of participants referred to in a construction is used as one of
Williams’ points of comparison, it appears that the fact that a ‘genitive noun’ refers to
two different participants was not taken into account. We propose that Williams’ so-called
‘genitive noun’ should be treated along with constructions having two elements at this point
rather than just one.

16 For more examples, see 1Kgs 8:30, 39; 10:15, 21, 29; 11:28; 15:3; 16:13; 18:31, 36; 19:1; 22:43;
22:46; 2Kgs 5:1; 6:32; 9:7; 10:6, 13, 19, 33; 12:14; 14:25; 16:15.

17 The construct state binding will be rendered as ‘(-of)’ following the nominal form in
construct state. Though possessive pronouns occur as suffixes following the nominal form
they belong to, these will be rendered in the usual English word order.

18 For the treatment of Syriac phrase structure in a non-translational Syriac text, see
Bakker, Bardaisan’s Book of the Laws of the Countries, chapter 3.
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2Kgs 23:1

ܡܠܫܪܘܐܕܘܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܒ̈ܣܢܘܗܠܟ

‘all(-of)-them the elders of Judah and of Jerusalem’

םלשׁוריוהדוהיינקזלכ
‘all(-of) the elders(-of) Judah and (of) Jerusalem’

There are other cases, however, where the connecting element is lacking in
thePeshitta. In the following text in the initial part of thephrase, thePeshitta
supplies the particle ܕ to provide the syntactic binding effectuated by the
construct state in Hebrew. In the second part, following the coordinating
conjunction, the particle has not been supplied:

2Kgs 23:22

ܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܕܐܬܡ̈ܘܝܢܘܗܠܟ

‘all(-of)-them (that is) the days of the kings of Israel, and the kings of Judah’

הדוהייכלמולארשׂייכלמימילכו
‘all(-of) the days(-of) the kings(-of) Israel and (of) the kings(-of) Judah’

The effect is possibly that in Syriac the part following the conjunction is no
longer syntactically subordinate to ‘all the days of ’, but is parallel to it, thus
rather dangling as an appendage: ‘all of the days of the kings of Israel, and
the kings of Judah’.

In Hebrew the governing range of the element ‘all of ’ can be maintained
at quite a distance as in:

2Kgs 25:26

םיליחהירשׂולודגדעוןטקמםעהלכ
‘all(-of) thepeople fromsmall unto great and (all-of) the chiefs(-of) the forces’

In the btr, a second ‘all-of-them’ was added secondarily (it is lacking in 9a1,
which represents the more ancient Syriac text in 2Kgs 25:26):

btr

ܝ̈ܚܝܒܢܘܗܠܟܘܐܒܪܠܐܡܕܥܘܐܪܘܥܙܢܡܐܥܪܐܕܐܡܥܗܠܘܟ

‘all(-of)-him people of land from small and unto to great and all(-of) them
great(-of) forces’

This seems to indicate that Syriac felt the need to restate the syntactic
connection, because of a more limited range of government of ‘all’.19

19 For a discussion of the range of government of the word ‘all’, see Dyk—Van Keulen, ‘Of
Words and Phrases’, 53–55.
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The range of government of a construct state form inHebrewcanbe quite
extensive, even extending over an intervening attributive clause to continue
thereafter. A particularly complicated example occurs in:

2Kgs 17:8

םיוגהתוקחבוכליו
לארשׂיינבינפמהוהישׁירוהרשׁא

ושׂערשׁאלארשׂייכלמו
‘and walked in the statutes(-of) the heathen,
whom the Lord cast out from before the children(-of) Israel,
and [of the] kings(-of) Israel, which they did / instituted’

This text states that they walked ‘in the statutes of the heathen … and of the
kings of Israel’, in which the construct state of ‘statutes’ and the preceding
preposition ‘in’ syntactically govern the rest of the verse.

The Peshitta translator reproduced neither this extensive range of gov-
ernment nor the complexity of the total structure, but simplified the text by
leaving off the extension of the phrase occurring after the first attributive
clause:20

2Kgs 17:8

ܐܡܡܥܕܣܘܡܢܒܘܟܠܗܘ

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܝܢܒܡܕܩܢܡܐܝܪܡܕܒܘܐܕ

‘and walked in the law of the peoples
whom the Lord had destroyed before the children of Israel’

Since construct state chains are usually broken up in Syriac by the particle
ܕ and pronominal suffixes, it is themore surprising that in six cases in Kings,
the Peshitta renders three construct states in a string, thus reproducing the
Hebrew structure. Five of the six cases involve an identical phrase:

1Kgs 15:521

ܘܝܠܟ
̈

ܝܗܘܝܚ̈ܝܡ ‘all(-of) days(-of) his life’
וייחימילכ ‘all(-of) days(-of) his life’

Three construct state forms in succession is extremely unusual in the
Peshitta of Kings.22 One wonders what characteristics of this phrase might

20 Cf. Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 155: “p om. this awkward phrase.”
21 This identical phrase occurs in 1Kgs 5:1; 11:34 (not in 9a1); 15:5. Additionally, in 1Kgs 15:6

the same phrase occurs but ‘all’ is written plene in p, and in 2Kgs 25:29 in the same phrase p
has ‘their lives’ instead of ‘his life’.

22 Besides this phrase, only one other phrase in p Kings has three construct state forms
in succession. In 1Kgs 5:10 ܢܒܠܟܬܡܟܚܢܡ

̈
ܐܚܢܕܡܝ , ‘from wisdom(-of) all(-of) sons(-of) the
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have precipitated the close reflection of the syntax of the source language.
The same phrase is renderedwithout the succession of three construct state
forms—thus following the more prevalent Syriac structure—in 2Kgs 25:30,
which occurs immediately after a verse containing the same phrase using
three construct state forms in succession:

2Kgs 25:30

ܘܝܢܘܗܠܟ
̈

ܝܗܘܝ̈ܚܝܡ ‘all(-of)-them (that is) days(-of) his life’
וייחימילכ ‘all(-of) days(-of) his life’

Interestingly, of the six cases with three construct state forms in the Peshitta
of Kings, three occur in 1Kings 5 and two in 1Kings 15, which raises the ques-
tion whether there is a tendency for exceptional renderings to be clustered
together, thus exposing perhaps the idiosyncracies of a particular translator.

In another case the Masoretic text has two phrases in apposition to one
another. Each of the phrases has a noun in construct state governing a
following noun in absolute state. The translator evidently read the whole
series as being in construct state binding and rendered accordingly, using
ܕ three times to make the syntactic connections:

2Kgs 19:2323

ܡܪܟܕܐܒܥܕܗܟܣܕܐܡܘܪܠܠܘܥܐܘ

‘and I shall enter the height of the border of the forest of Carmel’

ולמרכרעיהצקןולמהאובאו
‘and I will enter into the lodging(-of) his borders, the forest(-of) his orchard’

The same appears to have happened in the following text:

2Kgs 11:1624

ܐܟܠܡܕܐܫܟܪܕܐܢܠܥܡܕܐܚܪܘܐܒܬܠܥܘ

‘and she went up by the way of the entrance of the horses of the king’

ךלמהתיבםיסוסהאובמךרדאובתו
‘and she came by the way(-of) the horses’ entrance (to) the house(-of) the
king’

east’, parallels the mt construct state chain at this point. Two of the items involved in this
string— ܠܟ , ‘all’, and ܪܒ , ‘son’—belong to those lexical items predisposed to occur in construct
state in Syriac. In contrast to the limited use of construct state strings in Syriac, the mt has
other series of three consecutive construct state forms in 1Kgs 2:5; 3:15; 5:4; 8:39; 9:19; 10:2 (2×);
15:3, 23; 18:31; 20:6; 22:10, 22, 23; 2Kgs 5:1; 6:32, 9:7; 12:5; 16:15; 17:23, 39; 20:13; 21:5; 22:17; 23:2, 12,
22; 24:13; 25:30 (treated in themain text); four consecutive construct state forms in 2Kgs 10:6;
17:13; and five consecutive construct state forms in 2Kgs 18:24.

23 For further discussion of this text, see chapter 7, section 5.
24 For further discussion of this text, see chapter 12, section 3.2.2.
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Following the verb ‘come’, the Hebrew text contains two phrases with con-
struct state strings. The boundary between the two is marked by the abso-
lute state ending on םיסוסה , ‘horses’. All formal elements in this structure
are accounted for by taking the second phrase, ‘the king’s house’, as where
Athaliahwas headed, and the first as her route to this location. Probably due
to the intervening phrase, translations often miss the connection between
‘come’ and ‘the king’s house’, and instead join ‘the king’s house’ to אובמ ,
‘entrance’, thus having the text refer to the horses’ entrance to the king’s
house. This solution ignores the fact that םיסוסה is in absolute state and
leaves the verb ‘come’ without an indication of where the movement was
headed.

Syriac appears to have read the two Hebrew phrases as a single construct
state string, connecting all of the phrases by means of the particle .ܕ From
other examples, it has become clear that it would be unlikely for Syriac to
maintain the connection between the main verb and the final phrase over
an intervening phrase, so that the final phrase, ‘the house of the king’, would
not have been understood as being related to the verb.25 Since ‘house’ was
not no longer necessary to indicate direction, the Peshitta simplified ‘the
horses of the house of the king’ as ‘the horses of the king’.26

3.2. Extra Elements in Syriac Due to
aMore Limited Scope of Government

In spite of their affinity as Northwest Semitic languages and in spite of their
cognate lexical items, Hebrew and Syriac use prepositions differently. It is
often through the use of prepositions that a language manifests particular
characteristics related to verbal valence or to the range of government
within the syntax. The electronic concordance gives 6,011 occurrences of
prepositions in the Masoretic text, 911 (15.2%) of which have no rendering
in the Peshitta (btr), while of the 8,680 occurrences of prepositions in
the Peshitta, 2,288 (26.4%) have no correspondence at word level in the
Masoretic text.

A few of the high scores in the statistics involve elements which reflect
specific aspects of the languages involved. For example, the object marker
תא in Hebrew has no direct equivalent in Syriac. Objects often have no

25 See chapter 12, sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.
26 Walter thinks that p either rendered freely or that ܬܝܒܠ or ܬܝܒܕ was accidentally omitted

during the transmission of the Syriac text (Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 126).
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particularmarker in Syriac,27 or are preceded by the prepositionܠ ( תא is ren-
dered 470× as ܠ in the Peshitta). So the fact that, of the 1,199 occurrences of
תא in Kings, 632 (52%) are not rendered in the Peshitta reflects a system-

atic difference between the two languages: this element alone accounts for
more than two-thirds of the prepositions in the Masoretic text with no cor-
respondence in the Peshitta.

Similarly the particle ܕ occurs a total of 2,880 times in the Peshitta (btr);
1,597 (55%) of these have no corresponding element in the Masoretic text.
This phenomenon can be largely accounted for by the function of this
particle in rendering Hebrew construct state constructions (see section 3.1).
ܕ alone accounts formore than two-thirds of the prepositions in the Peshitta
lacking a correspondence in the Masoretic text.

Besides the prevalent ,ܕ the proportionately higher number of occur-
rences of prepositions in the Peshitta is partially due to what appears to be
a more limited scope in the range of government of the Syriac prepositions,
whereby a preposition needs to be repeated in order to continue the range
of government within the construction:

2Kgs 13:23

ܒܘܩܥܝܡܥܘܩܚܣܝܐܡܥܘܡܗܪܒܐܡܥܕܗܡܝܩܠܛܡ

‘because of his covenant with Abraham and with Isaac and with Jacob’

בקעיוקחציםהרבאתאותירבןעמל
‘because of his covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob’

Nonetheless, Hebrew also can repeat the particle in a series, as in:

2Kgs 24:14 (btr)

ܝܚܝܒܢܓܢܘܗܠܟܠܘܐܢܒܪܘܢܘܗܠܟܠܘܡܠܫܪܘܐܗܠܟܠ

ליחהירובגלכתאוםירשׁהלכתאוםלורשׁילכתא
‘obj mark all Jerusalem, and obj mark all the princes, and obj mark all the
mighty men of valour’

In the earlier parts of Kings, Hebrew omits a preposition after having re-
peated it a number of times in a series. In 1Kgs 1:44 a list is given of whom
the king sent. In theMasoretic text the first two are introduced by the object
marker תא and the rest following thereafter are unmarked. In the Peshitta
each of those sent—five in total—are all introduced by the preposition .ܠ
An evenmore remarkable example of this is in 1Kgs 4:8–19where the names

27 For examples of series with repeated objectmarkers in Hebrewwith nomarking on the
object in Syriac, see 1Kgs 9:15; 2Kgs 16:15; 23:3.



cases requiring an explanation at phrase level 367

of Solomon’s officers are givenwith the regionwhere they came from. Prepo-
sitions are skipped in Hebrew within a list as mentioned above:

1Kgs 4:9

ܢܢܚܬܝܒܕܢܘܠܝܐܒܘܫܡܫܬܝܒܒܘܡܝܒܠܥܫܒܘܨܩܡܒܪܩܕܪܒ

‘Bardaqar inMakats and in Shaalbim and in Beth Shamash and in Ilon of Beth
Hanan’

ןנחתיבןוליאושׁמשׁתיבוםיבלעשׁבוץקמברקדןב
‘Ben Dekar in Makats and in Shaalbim, and Beth Shemesh, and Elon Beth
Hanan’

As the list continues, the Hebrew text often even skips the first preposition
indicating where an officer was located, and presents merely the officers
name and the name of the location. The btr (but not 9a1 which represents
the more ancient text) has consistently supplied the implicit preposition:28

1Kgs 4:12 (btr)

ܢܫܝܬܝܒܠܟܒܘܘܕܓܡܒܘܟܢܥܬܒܕܘܠܝܚܐܪܒܐܢܥܒ

‘Baana, the son of Ahilud, in Taanach and in Megiddo and in all Beth Jashan’

ןאשׁתיבלכוודגמוךנעתדוליחאןבאנעב
‘Baana, the son of Ahilud, Taanach and Megiddo, and all Beth Shan’

The Syriac tendency to repeat the items within phrase structure accounts
for many of the ‘extra’ words appearing in the Peshitta of Kings.

In cases where there is extended government in the Hebrew text and the
Peshitta follows this closely, the question arises whether the significance
of the Hebrew was preserved or whether the resulting structure in Syriac
means somethingdifferent. Compare the following two structureswhichare
divergent in Hebrew but rendered identically in Syriac:

1Kgs 10:15

ܐܥܪܐܕܐܢܛܝܠܫ̈ܘܐܝܒܥܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܢܘܗܠܟܘ

‘and all(-of)-them (that is) the kings of the Arabs and the rulers of the land’

ץראהתוחפוברעהיכלמלכו
‘and all(-of) the kings(-of) the Arabs and (all-of) the governors of the land’

1Kgs 10:29

ܡܘܕܐܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܘܐܝܬܚ̈ܕܐܟܠܡ̈ܢܘܗܠܟ

‘all(-of)-them, (that is) the kings of the Hittites and the kings of Edom’

28 For a discussion of the range of government of prepositions, see Dyk—Van Keulen, ‘Of
Words and Phrases’.
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םראיכלמלוםיתחהיכלמלכל
‘for all(-of) the kings(-of) the Hittites and for the kings(-of) Aram’

The range of government of לכ , ‘all’, in construct state in the Masoretic text
is clearly limited in 1Kgs 10:29 by the repeated preposition .ל In 1Kgs 10:15,
however, it is possible that לכ , ‘all’, governs both of the following coordi-
nated phrases.29 The two structures are rendered identically in the Peshitta.
Observing the more limited range of government within Syriac construc-
tions, we would posit that in 1Kgs 10:15 ‘all’ in Syriac governs only the first
phrase and that the second phrase is parallel to the phrase beginning with
‘all’ but not falling under the syntactic government of ‘all’.30 Thus, while
reproducing the forms of the Hebrew literally, and thereby appearing to
approximate the Hebrew closely, the Peshitta could have failed to render
the scope of the syntactic construction so that the Peshitta reads ‘all of the
kings of the Arabs, and the rulers of the land’, instead of ‘all of the kings of
the Arabs and (all of) the rulers of the land’, as in the Masoretic text.

In the following text, where the preposition ܢܡ in Syriac occurs only once
as in the Hebrew text, it can be questioned whether the four coordinated
phrases all fall under the government of the single preposition, as they do in
Hebrew:

1Kgs 5:11

ܢܒܥܕܪܕܘܠܟܠܟܘܢܡܗܘܐܝܚܢܕܡܢܬܐܢܡܫܢܐܠܟܢܡܡܝܟܚܐܘܗܘ
̈
ܠܘܚܡܝ

לוחמינבעדרדולכלכוןמיהויחרזאהןתיאמםדאהלכמםכחיו
‘and he was wiser than all men: than Ethan the Ezrahite, and Heman, and
Chalcol, and Darda, the sons of Mahol’

In simpler constructions without embedded appositional phrases, it seems
more likely that a greater number of coordinated elements do fall under the
government of a single preposition, as in:31

1Kgs 9:20

ܐܝܣܘܒ̈ܝܘܐܝܘܚ̈ܘܐܝܙܦܘܐܝܬܚ̈ܘܐܝܘܡܐܢܡܘܪܚܬܫܐܕܐܡܥܗܠܟܘ

‘and all the people thatwere left from theAmorites andHittites and Perizzites
and Hivites and Jebusites’

יסוביהויוחהיזרפהיתחהירמאהןמרתונהםעהלכ
‘all the people left of the Amorites, Hittites, Perizzites, Hivites, and Jebusites’

29 Comparable constructions with a noun in construct state governing coordinated
phrases occur in Gen 46:15; Ex 14:9; Lev 13:59; Deut 5:23; 1Kgs 12:23; Jer 11:17.

30 For adiscussionof the rangeof governmentof prepositions andof ܠܟ , ‘all’, seeDyk—Van
Keulen, ‘Of Words and Phrases’.

31 For discussion of the additional conjunctions, see comments in section 3.3.
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3.3. Coordination in Syriac Instead of an Asyndetic
Connection, Apposition, or Specification in Hebrew

Kings has 5,484 occurrences of conjunctions in the Masoretic text, and
5,131 in the Peshitta. By far the majority of these involve the coordinating
conjunction. Table 11.1 gives a survey of the renderings of this element:

Table 11.1: The coordinating conjunction in Kings

Hebrew ו Syriac ܘ

Cognate rendering 4,220 4,220
Other renderings 44 12832

No correspondence 318 403

Totals of ‘and’ 4,582 4,751

Many of theHebrew coordinating conjunctions not rendered are those used
to connect clauses.33 On the other hand, many of the Syriac coordinating
conjunctionswithout correspondence in theMasoretic text occur inphrase-
level constructions. In this section we look at examples of phrase-internal
coordination.

In strings of coordinated elements, Hebrew often leaves out the conjunc-
tion between the first elements in a string, while Syriac most often supplies
the conjunction, as in 1Kgs 9:20 given at the end of the previous section.34

The tendency of Syriac to insert the conjunction to breakup asyndetically
coordinated elements in the Hebrew spills over in some cases into phrases
not asyndetically coordinated, but syntactically subordinate to one another
in the Masoretic text. In 1Kgs 20:15, an appositional phrase is rendered as a
coordinated phrase in the Peshitta:

1Kgs 20:1535

ܢܒܢܘܗܠܟܠܘܐܡܥܗܠܟܠ
̈
ܠܝܐܪܣܝܐܝ

‘to all of the people and to all of the sons of Israel’

32 Of these, 102 instances involve the rendering of the Hebrew .ל This high proportion is
related to the Hebrew infinitive construct with ל being rendering by a finite form in Syriac
preceded by the coordinating conjunction. See chapter 13, section 1.1.

33 The ipf consec, frequently occurring in Hebrew narrative texts, with its built-in coor-
dinating conjunction is rendered by appropriate Syriac verbal forms, but not always with an
accompanying coordinating conjunction. See chapter 13, section 1.1.

34 Further examples can be found in 2Kgs 7:6; 10:19; 11:4 (not 9a1); 18:34; 25:16 (not 9a1). For
a treatment of other aspects of 2Kgs 11:4, see section 1 of this chapter.

35 More examples can be found in 2Kgs 10:1, 33; 15:29; 17:13; 24:16; 25:19.
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לארשׂיינבלכםעהלכתא
‘obj mark all the people, (that is) all of the sons of Israel’

In the Peshitta rendering, two groups are summed up: ‘all the people’ and
‘all the sons of Israel’, while in theMasoretic text a single group is referred to
and the phrase ‘all the sons of Israel’ is an apposition further specifying ‘all
the people’.

The same can be found in a non-appositional phrase specifying a preced-
ing phrase:

2Kgs 24:3

ܕܒܥܕܡܕܡܠܟܘܐܫܢܡܕܝܗܘܗܛܚ̈ܠܛܡ

‘because of the sins of Manasseh and all things that he did’

השׂערשׁאלככהשׁנמתאטחב
‘in the sins of Manasseh, according to all that he did’

Here the Peshitta appears to simplify the syntactic structure, but it could
be that the translator simply read the first Kaph of לככ as a Waw. The
Septuagint, Antiochene, Targum Jonathan, and Vulgate all support the
Masoretic reading.

The tendency to break up longer structures by means of coordinating
conjunctions is found even in cases of construct state chain binding. The
effect of this in 1Kgs 20:19 is that the Peshitta speaks of two groups, ‘youths’
and ‘chiefs’, while the Masoretic texts refers to a single group:

1Kgs 20:19 (compare v. 15)

ܐܬܢܝܕܡܕܐܢܒܪܘܘܐܡܝܠܥ̈

‘youths and chiefs of the provinces’

תונידמהירשׂירענ
‘young men(-of) the princes(-of) the provinces’

There is one instance in which the coordinating conjunction in the
Masoretic text is not rendered, thus producing an asyndetic connection or
an apposition:

2Kgs 17:6; 18:1136

ܝܕܡܕܐܝܘܩܢܙܘܓܪܗܢܪܒܚܒܘܚܠܚܒ

‘in Halah and in Habor, river of Gozan, cities of Media’

ידמירעוןזוגרהנרובחבוחלחב
‘in Halah and in Habor, river of Gozan, and (in) the cities of Media’

36 In 2Kgs 18:11 9a1 reads ܐܝܘܩܘ .
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In Hebrew the initial preposition can govern the rest of the phrase, so that
‘in’ can be understood preceding ‘the cities of Media’. Since prepositions in
Syriac have a more limited range of government, and since asyndetic con-
nections are rare, the final phrase in the Peshitta rendering should probably
be read as an apposition. In both texts, the phrase ‘river of Gozan’ is prob-
lematic, breaking up phrases which otherwise are more closely related to
one another. Without this phrase the Masoretic text would read: ‘in Halah
and in Habor, and in the cities of Media’, and the Peshitta would read: ‘in
Halah and in Habor, cities of Media’. Why the Syriac goes against the preva-
lent tendency to add conjunctions rather than remove them, andwhat effect
is hereby achieved is not clear.

4. Summary

The explanation of certain differences between the two versions observable
at word level sometimes needs to be sought within the context of the whole
phrase. A number of diverse cases are discussed.

In certain instances the Hebrew text was interpreted as though it were
Syriac. These include the rendering of the Hebrew fem sg nominal ending
as fempossessive pronoun in Syriac; the confusion of תא (objectmarker and
preposition ‘with’), ל (preposition ‘to, for’), and ܠ (preposition ‘to, for’, also
used as object marker); and the reformulation of a Hebrew expression for
time, probably under the influenceof the soundof theHebrewconstruction.

The systematic differences between Hebrew and Syriac phrase structure
account for many of the elements which at word level have no correspon-
dence in the other version. The rendering of Hebrew construct state strings
in Syriac often involves the addition of particles and pronominal elements.
The limited scope of syntactic government in Syriac accounts for the addi-
tion of nouns and verbs within more extensive structures. Syriac tends to
make the coordinationbetweenphrases explicit, adding a coordinating con-
junction where Hebrew has an asyndetic connection. This tendency leads,
however, to the additionof conjunctions also in caseswhere theHebrew text
has apposition or specification, thus modifying the syntactic relationships
between the elements.

Due to the differences in phrase structure between the two languages,
in cases where Hebrew syntax is exactly reproduced in the Peshitta, it
is possible that the resulting Syriac phrase diverges in meaning from the
Hebrew.
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CASES REQUIRING AN EXPLANATION AT CLAUSE LEVEL

Some of the data found in corresponding positions in the texts can only be
explained satisfactorily at levels beyond theword or phrase—at clause level
or perhaps evenbeyond that. In this chapter, a number of aspects illustrative
of what can be found on the books of Kings will be discussed. The selection
includes the difference in range of government of negative particles (sec-
tion 1), the renderings of the Hebrew question marker (section 2), Syriac
renderings of complex Hebrew verbal valence patterns (section 3), differ-
ences in the occurrences of the copular verb ‘be’ (section 4), and examples
of correspondence at word level within the framework of a different syntac-
tic structure (section 5), all of which extend beyond word and phrase level
in scope.

1. Difference in the Range of
Government of Negative Particles

Expressions for negation in Syriac all contain the element , at times
combined with or incorporated into other particles, for example, ܦܐ ,

ܦܐ , ܬܝܠ , while Hebrew has three negative particles ( ןיא , לא , אל ), occurring
439× in Kings. The Syriac , either alone or in combination with other
particles, occurs 448×. The proximity of the two statistics masks a greater
divergence in usage of these particles, as shown in table 12.1.

Table 12.1: Rendering of negative particles

Rendering by Rendering without
Negatives a negative particle a negative particle No correspondence Total

mt 400 32 7 439
p 396 28 24 448

1.1. Cases Rendered without a Negative Particle

All but one of the Hebrew negatives rendered in Syriac without a negative
particle involve the rendering of the Hebrew question marker ה followed
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by אל .1 The single other case occurs in 2Kgs 3:13 where the Peshitta pre-
serves part of the word image, but creates a difference in sentence bound-
aries.2

Somewhat less than half of the Syriac negatives which correspond to
Hebrew expressions without a negative particle are renderings of particles
with a connotation involving negation, such as יכףא , ‘howmuch less’ (after
a negation),3 ספא , ‘not any, nothing’,4 יתלב , ‘except, without’,5 לבה , ‘vanity,
vapour’,6 and אלול , ‘if not, unless’.7 The rest of the cases involve various and
sundry ad sensum renderings.

1.2. Cases without Correspondence

The seven cases where the Hebrew negative particle is not rendered in the
Peshitta fall into the following categories:

– the text involved is skipped in the Peshitta8

– the Hebrew question marker followed by אל is not rendered9

– the text involved is an ad sensum rendering of theHebrew expression10

– the text involved is an exegetical adjustment11

There are three times as many cases where a negative in the Peshitta has
no correspondence in the Masoretic text as the opposite situation. Some
of the explanations offered for the unrendered Hebrew negative may also
apply to cases where the Syriac negative does not correspond to a negative
in the Hebrew text: idiomatic rendering12 and probably exegetic adjustment

1 For an exhaustive treatment of the rendering of theHebrewquestionmarker in pKings,
see section 2 of this chapter.

2 See chapter 13, section 4.1.
3 1Kgs 8:27.
4 2×: 2Kgs 14:26.
5 6×: 1Kgs 11:10; 15:17; 2Kgs 10:11; 12:9 (2×); 17:15.
6 2Kgs 17:15.
7 2Kgs 3:14.
8 With ןיא : 1Kgs 10:21; with אל : 1Kgs 3:23; 18:25. See chapter 13, section 3.
9 2Kgs 5:12. See section 2 below for treatment of the Hebrew question marker.

10 With אל : 2Kgs 5:26 (the understood rhetorical question: ‘Did notmy heart gowith you?’
becomes: ‘My heart has shown me’); 22:17 (‘[God’s wrath] will not be quenched’ becomes: ‘I
will destroy you’).

11 With לא : 2Kgs 6:27 (‘The Lord will not save you’ becomes: ‘The Lord will save you’).
12 For example, ןאמ , ‘refuse’, is rendered as ܐܒܨ , ‘not want to’, in 1Kgs 20:35; 21:15; 2Kgs

5:16. Comparable idiomatic renderings with an ‘added’ negative in p can be found as well in
1Kgs 3:1; 2Kgs 16:11; 17:15.
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or harmonization.13 A few cases involve texts where the Peshitta provides
additional explanation.14

Besides these, a number of cases can be explained by a difference
between Hebrew and Syriac in the range of government of the negative par-
ticles. In the Masoretic text it is possible for the negative to occur once and
yet to affect a number of items listed thereafter. In the Peshitta, the negative
is repeated with each of the items affected:

2Kgs 12:14 (btr)

ܐܩܘܛܩܘܚܫ̈ܘܐܦܣܟܕܐܢܩ̈ܠܐܝܪܡܕܗܬܝܒܒܕܒܥܬܐܘ

ܐܦܣܟܕܐܢܐ̈ܡܘܐܐܒܗܕܕܢܐܡܠܟܘܐܬܢܩܘ

‘and there were not made in the house of the Lord no basins of silver and no
sprinklers, and no braziers, and no horns, and not any vessel of gold or vessels
of silver’

ףסכילכובהזילכלכתורצצחתוקרזמתורמזמףסכתופסהוהיתיבהשׂעיאלךא
‘Howbeit there were notmade for the house of yhwh bowls of silver, snuffers,
basins, trumpets, any vessels of gold, or vessels of silver’

By means of the repeated particles the negation extends over the entire
clause.15 The ‘extra’ negatives in these cases appear to have been supplied
to compensate for the shorter range of government of the Syriac negative.
This is similar to the difference in range of government encountered with
construct state forms and prepositions.16

2. Renderings of the Hebrew Question Marker

The Hebrew question marker ה occurs 96 times in Kings in both verbal and
nominal clauses, with and without negation.

The usual position for the question marker is immediately preceding the
element being questioned. That which is being questioned is often the core
of the sentence, that is, the verbal action itself or the subject of the verb,with
or without a preceding negation. In such cases the question marker occurs
at the beginning of the sentence immediately followed by the verb or by the
explicit subject of the verb when present, as in:17

13 2Kgs 18:27, 32.
14 2Kgs 9:37; 23:18, 29 (2×). See chapter 13, section 2.
15 Other examples of the negative particle being repeated in pwith each item affected can

be found in 1Kgs 11:33 (2×); 22:31 (2×); 2Kgs 5:25 (2×); 18:5.
16 See chapter 11, section 3.
17 Other references where this can be found include 1Kgs 16:31; 20:13; 21:19, 29; 22:3, 4, 6,

15; 2Kgs 2:3, 5; 3:7; 4:28; 6:21, 32; 7:2, 19; 8:8, 9; 18:33; 19:12.
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1Kgs 21:20

יביאינתאצמה
‘[quest mark] Have you found me, my enemy?’

When another element is being questioned, this element can occur at the
beginning of the sentence with the question marker preceding it, as in:18

2Kgs 18:25

ותחהשׁלהזהםוקמהלעיתילעהוהיידעלבמה
‘[quest mark] Is it without yhwh (that) I have come up against this place to
destroy it?’

When the element being questioned occurs later on in the sentence, the
question marker precedes it in that position, as in:19

2Kgs 6:27

בקיהןמואןרגהןמהךעישׁואןיאמ
‘Whence shall I help you—[questmark] from the threshing floor or from the
winepress?’

In the absence of an overt question marker in Syriac, it is interesting to
observe how theHebrew sentences containing the questionmarker are ren-
dered. In more than half of the cases (50×), the Hebrew text is rendered
closely, and the question marker is merely omitted. In other cases, the syn-
tax is adjusted in some way to compensate for the absence of the question
marker. A large proportion of those cases which manifest syntactic adjust-
ment involves source citations. We make a diversion to introduce these
structures.

Source citations in the Masoretic text of Kings follow two different for-
mulas:20

1. a rhetorical question:21

Y רפסלעםיבותככהמה / םהאלה […] X ירבדרתיו
‘and the rest of the acts of X […] [quest mark] are they not written on the
book Y?’

18 Other references where this can be found include 1Kgs 2:13; 8:27; 13:14; 17:20; 18:7, 17;
20:32; 2Kgs 5:7, 26; 6:22; 9:11, 17, 18, 22, 31; 10:15; 18:27.

19 Another example can be found in 1Kgs 20:33.
20 Thus Nelson, Double Redaction, 34–35, 136.
21 This form occurs 29×: 1Kgs 11:41; 14:29; 15:7, 23, 31; 16:5, 14, 20, 27; 22:39, 46; 2Kgs 1:18; 8:23;

10:34; 12:20; 13:8, 12; 14:15, 18, 28; 15:6, 21, 36; 16:19; 20:20; 21:17, 25; 23:28; 24:5.
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2. a statement:22

Y רפסלעםיבותככםנה […] X ירבדרתיו
‘and the rest of the acts of X […] see they are written on the book Y’

In the source citations of the Peshitta of Kings we encounter a single type of
citation formula:

Y ܪܦܣܒܢܝܒܝܬܟܐܗ […] X ܕ ܘܡܓܬܦܕ
̈

ܝܗ ܐܩܪܫܘ

‘and the rest of the deeds of X, see they are written in book of Y’

The phrase ܢܝܒܝܬܟܐܗ corresponds to םיבותככםנה in the statement type of
formula in the Masoretic text. The third person pronominal suffix attached
to הנה , representing an impersonal subject, is always left untranslated in
Syriac.23 However, in the majority of instances, ܢܝܒܝܬܟܐܗ , ‘see, they are
written’, in Kings corresponds to the question-type formula in theMasoretic
text. Regarding this curious state of affairs Williams remarks:

The change from “are they not” to “behold they are” is necessitated by the fact
that the Syriac had no other way of representing the sense of the expression,
since it has no ready equivalent of the interrogative hé.24

However, in the Syriac renderings of other rhetorical questions in Kings
introduced by [ו]א לה ,25 the Peshitta duly renders the negation אל without
representing the interrogative particle. Since Syriac questions are not char-
acterized by a different word order,26 such cases provide no syntactic clues
as to whether we are dealing with a rhetorical question or a statement.
Sometimes the narrative context in which a phrase is embedded provides
indications that the Syriac phrase should be interpreted as a question, but
syntactically the phrase is ambiguous. Therefore, it is conceivable that the
translator, fearing that in translation the rhetorical question could be easily
mistaken for a negation, decided to rephrase the citation formula as a plain
positive statement. The question remains whether the translator had no
other choice but to use a formula construed with ܐܗ , ‘behold’, as Williams
claims in the quote above.

22 This form occurs 5×: 1Kgs 14:19; 2Kgs 15:11, 15, 26, 31.
23 Contrary to the Hebrew particle הנה , ‘see, behold’, the Syriac particle ܐܗ , ‘see, behold’,

takesnopronominal suffixes; rather, thepronominal element is expressedby an independent
pronoun (cf. 1Kgs 11:22), though Syriac leaves the impersonal third person subject unex-
pressed (cf. 2Kgs 17:34). Thus in the source-citation formulas the absence of the pronominal
element is paradigmatic. Cf. also Williams, Studies, 179.

24 Williams, Studies, 179, note 2.
25 1Kgs 1:11, 13; 2:42; 18:13; 22:18; 2Kgs 2:18; 4:28; 5:12; 6:11; 18:22; 19:25.
26 Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §331 A.
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2.1. Inventory of the Data

Of the 96 occurrences of the Hebrew question marker in the two books
of Kings, approximately one third occurs in 1Kings (34×) and two thirds
in 2Kings (62×). As remarked in the previous section, in 50 of these the
questionmarker ismerely skipped in the Syriac rendering,while in the other
cases the absence of the question marker is compensated for in some way,
often by the use of some particle in Syriac. The source-citation formula,
which exhibits compensation, occurs a total of 29×—11× in 1Kings and 18×
in 2Kings.

This would mean that, apart form the source citations, there is syntactic
adjustment for the Hebrew question marker in 17 cases (see table 12.2).

Table 12.2: Distribution of presence of syntactic adjustment

Text No syntactic Syntactic Adjustment Total
adjustment Source citations Other

1Kgs 21 (61.8%) 11 (32.4%) 2 (5.8%) 34
2Kgs 29 (46.8%) 18 (29.0%) 15 (24.2%) 62

Total 50 (52.1%) 29 (30.2%) 17 (17.7%) 96

Leaving the source-citation formula aside for the moment, it is noteworthy
that there are only two cases in 1Kings where there is syntactic adjustment
for the absenceof theHebrewquestionmarker.27Theother 15 caseswith syn-
tactic adjustment all occur in 2Kings. Thus in 1Kings of the 23 non-source-
citation cases, 21 merely skip the question marker, while in 2Kings of the 44
cases, a much lower proportion (29) skip the questionmarker, while 15 have
some sort of syntactic adjustment (see table 12.3).

Table 12.3: Source citations versus other environments

Text Non source citations Total Source citations Total
No adjustment Adjustment (adjustment)

1Kgs 21 (91.2%) 2 (8.8%) 23 11 (100%) 11
2Kgs 29 (65.9%) 15 (34.1%) 44 18 (100%) 18

Total 50 (74.6%) 17 (25.4%) 67 29 (100%) 29

In summary, while source citations exhibit a standard syntactic adjust-
ment in all cases in both 1 and 2Kings, the other renderings of the Hebrew

27 1Kgs 16:31; 21:19.
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question marker exhibit much more variety, with a significant shift to more
syntactic adjustment in 2Kings.

2.2. Cases with Observable Syntactic Adjustment

In cases which are not source citations, various adjustments are made to
compensate for the absence of the questionmarker. Some of these explicitly
maintain an interrogative construction, but the majority of instances seem
to work around the question. The following adjustments are observed:

– Explicitly interrogative constructions with ܐܡܠܕ , ‘why?, is it not?’28
– Constructions which seem to work around the question

– Particles giving an explicative / causal connection:
– A positive question turned into a causal connection with ܕܢܡ ,

‘due to’29
– A negative (rhetorical) question turned into a causal connection

ܕܠܛܡ , ‘because’30
– Theparticle ܐܗ , ‘see’, turning a positive question into an affirmative

statement31
– The particles ܘܠܐ , ‘if ’, or ܢܐ , ‘if, oh that’, added in the preceding

clause provide the condition for the ensuing clause32

– The particle ܢܐ , ‘if, oh that’, appears instead of question marker,
thus turning a question into wish33

– A negative interrogative (rhetorical question with אלה ) rendered by
ܐ , ‘if not, unless, except’; this rendering approximates the source

text both in significance and in graphic form34

– A negative interrogative (rhetorical question with אלה ) plus םא , ‘if ’,
rendered by ܢܝܕܦܘܬܫܐ , ‘but oh that’35

– A negative interrogative (rhetorical question with אלה ) turned into
a negative declarative statement36

28 3×: 2Kgs 18:25, 33; 19:12.
29 1Kgs 16:31.
30 2Kgs 6:32.
31 1Kgs 21:19; see also discussion in chapter 8, section 1.14.
32 3×: 2Kgs 5:13; 7:2, 19.
33 2×: 2Kgs 8:8, 9.
34 2Kgs 18:27.
35 2Kgs 20:19.
36 2Kgs 5:12.
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– An interrogative turned into positive statement made emphatic by
the use of deictic ܐܢܗ , ‘this’37

– An interrogative turned into an explicit negative statement, adding
a negation in the rendering.38

2.3. Cases without Observable Syntactic Adjustment

When the question marker in the Hebrew text has not been rendered or
compensated for,39 the Syriac syntax corresponds to renderings of Hebrew
sentences inwhich the questionmarker does not play a role. In other words,
the syntax itself is ambiguous. If it is to be argued that the Syriac sentence
can be read as a question when there is no syntactic indication for this, this
applies to other sentences as well. Thus, if one is to argue that in 1Kgs 18:13
the Syriac rendering is to be understood as a question, what arguments are
there for not applying the same to 1Kgs 3:7?

1Kgs 18:13

ܬܕܒܥܕܡܕܡܝܪܡܠܬܝܘܚܘ

and-not I-have-told to-lord-my thing that-I-have-done
[as statement] ‘I have not told my lord what I have done’
[as question] ‘Have I not told my lord what I have done?’

יתישׂערשׁאתאינדאלדגהאלה
[quest mark]-not was-told to-lord-my [obj mark] that I-have-done
‘Was it not told to my lord what I did …?’

1Kgs 3:7

ܠܥܡܠܘܩܦܡܠܐܢܐܥܕܝܘ

and-not knowing I to-exit and-to-enter
[as statement] ‘I do not know to go out and to come in’
[as question] ‘Do I not know to go out and to come in?’

אבותאצעדאאל
not I-know to-exit and-to-enter
‘I know not to go out or come in’

In fact, only non-syntactic, contextual arguments argue against reading 1Kgs
3:7 as a question.

37 2Kgs 5:26.
38 2Kgs 2:3; 14:10; 18:27.
39 With negation: 1Kgs 1:11, 13; 2:42; 18:13; 22:7,18; 2Kgs 1:3, 6, 16; 2:18; 3:11; 4:28; 6:11; 18:22;

without negation: 1Kgs 2:13; 8:27; 13:14; 17:20; 18:7, 17; 20:13, 32, 33; 21:20, 29; 22:3, 4, 6; 15; 2Kgs
2:5; 3:7; 4:13, 26 (3×), 28; 5:7, 21; 6:21, 22, 27, 32; 9:11, 17, 18, 22, 31; 10:15; 19:25.
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To this category belong also questions regarding םולשׁ , ‘well being’. With-
out the question marker, the םולשׁ -question would be turned into an state-
ment or a greeting as a wish concerning the ‘well being’ of another.40

According to Gesenius,41 it is possible in Hebrew to have questions with-
out the presence of a special interrogative indicator: ‘Frequently the nat-
ural emphasis upon the word is of itself sufficient to indicate an interrog-
ative sentence as such’. Gesenius cites an article by Mitchell42 in which 39
instances are given where the sentence is to be read as though the interrog-
ative particle were present. A number of these are attributed by Mitchell
to corruption of the text, that is, he assumes the interrogative particle is
erroneously omitted.43 In spite of our reservations in a number of instances,
there remain cases in Hebrew where a question could be understood to be
present without any overt marking. This would provide argumentation for
reading Syriac sentences which lack the question marker as though a ques-
tion were intended.

40 1Kgs 2:13; 2Kgs 4:26 (3×); 5:21; 9:11, 17, 18, 22, 31.
41 Gesenius—Kautzsch, Hebrew Grammar, § 150.
42 Mitchell, ‘Omission of the Interrogative Particle’.
43 Although within the more limited scope of a single clause, this would seem to be true,

if the broader syntax is taken into consideration in a number of cases it can be argued that
theHebrew text should not be emended, and that it is not necessary to read the interrogative
particle where it is not present. The foregoing standpoint can be substantiated by two cases
cited by Gesenius as statements which should be read as interrogatives. Gen 27:24 ינבהזהתא
ושׂע , ‘art thou my very son Esau?’ (KJV). The Hebrew text as it stands reads: ‘you are my son

Esau’. Mitchell would read here with the Samaritan התאה , ‘are you?’, as in v. 21. Though this
is understandable, if one is to follow the progression of the story closely, it will be noted that
from the moment that Isaac first heard Jacob’s voice, in a series of questions he inquires as
to the identity of this son who has presented himself as his firstborn, Esau: ‘who are you, my
son?’ (v. 18); ‘what is this that you have hastened …?’ (v. 19); ‘draw near and I shall touch you:
are you this, my son Esau?’ (v. 21). All of these are clearly marked as questions. The statement
in v. 24 is not thusmarked andneednot necessarily be read as a continuationof thequestions,
but indeed as a statement of a confirmation of identitymade after Isaac had felt Jacob’s hairy
hands covered with kid’s skin. Jacob also affirms this by saying, ‘I am.’ As a second example,
we take 1Sam 30:8: ‘and David inquired of yhwh, saying, “Shall I pursue after this troop? Shall
I overtake them?” And he answered him, “Pursue: for thou shalt surely overtake them” ’ (KJV).
Although the sentence begins with ‘David inquired’, the question marker only occurs on the
second part: ‘Shall I overtake them?’. Taking the Hebrew text as it is, this would mean that
the first part: ‘I will pursue them’, is not the question, but provides the circumstance in which
the question is being posed. A partial confirmation of this interpretation can be read in the
answer: ‘Go ahead and pursue, for you shall overtake them’. David was inquiring as to the
success of the pursuit, and God confirmed that the pursuit would be successful. That the
decision to pursue or not to pursue would depend on the answer to the question about the
success of the pursuit does not imply that the first part necessarily should be understood as
a question, nor that the text is corrupt, as is Mitchell’s position.
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Nöldeke44 is quite concise of the matter:

In Syriac there is no special syntactical or formal method of indicating direct
questions, as to “whether” thePredicate applies to the Subject. Such interroga-
tive sentences can only be distinguished from sentences of affirmation by the
emphasis. ܐܗܠܐܘܗܒܪ maymean ‘God is great’, quite aswell as ‘IsGodgreat?’.

It seems that the reader is left todecidewhether a certain case is tobe readas
a question or not. We would recommend that the sentence be read simply
as it stands, that is, as a negative or positive statement, unless the context
provides clues indicating that a question shouldbe read, including ironically
or sarcastically intended questions.

The consequences of this approach are that a sentence in the Syriac text
may be interpreted differently from its counterpart in the Hebrew source
text. Thus in the following text, there is no compelling reason to interpret
the Syriac as a question, although it remains possible to translate ‘Is this you,
disturber of Israel?’45

1Kgs 18:17

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܗܚܘܠܕܐܢܗܘܗܬܢܐ

‘you are that one, disturber of Israel’

לארשׂירכעהזהתאה
‘is that you, you troubler of Israel?’ (NIV)

The reader must be alert to clues in the context to interpret the sentence
other than at its face value. Compare the following examples:

1Kgs 1:11

… ܕܝܬܥܡܫ

[as statement] ‘You have not heard that …’
[as question] ‘Have you not heard that …?’

… יכתעמשׁאולה
‘[quest mark] Have you not heard that …?’

1Kgs 1:13

ܬܝܡܝܐܟܠܡܝܐܪܡܬܢܐ

[as statement] ‘You have not, my lord the king, sworn …’
[as question] ‘Have you, my lord the king, not sworn …?’

תעבשׁנךלמהינדאהתאאלה
[quest mark] ‘Have not you, my lord the king, sworn …?’

44 Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §331 A.
45 For the marked construction used in this Syriac clause, see chapter 13, section 1.4.2.
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2.4. Summary on the Question Marker

In the absence of a question mark like the Hebrew ,ה Syriac could compen-
sate syntactically for the question marker in the source text or merely skip
it. Where the particle was skipped, it appears that it is left to the reader to
decidewhether to read an interrogative or not. There is thus at least the pos-
sibility of ambiguity. In the majority of cases which are not source-citation
formulas, the question marker is skipped. In 1Kings this is true of 91.2%
of the cases. The more literal rendering of the text in 1Kings was achieved
at the price of a higher possibility of ambiguity. The tendency to compen-
sate syntactically in one way or another for the Hebrew question marker is
more strongly present in 2Kings: the proportion of cases where it is merely
skipped is significantly lower than in 1Kings (65.9%), thus manifesting a
freer style of translation.

Returning to the source-citation formulas, it seems likely that the trans-
lator bypassed the problem of ambiguity caused in Syriac by the citation
formulas couched as negative rhetorical questions by rendering all of them
as a positive statement. As both formulas are synonymous in Hebrew,46 this
translation strategy did not involve a semantic deviation. Interestingly, the
Septuagint, as the Peshitta, has reduced the difference between the two for-
mulas with the aid of the element ‘behold’.47

This consistency in the adjustment of the syntax in source-citation for-
mulas, which in Hebrew contain a questionmarker, contrasts to the render-
ings of the Hebrew questionmarker in other contexts where in themajority
of the cases the question marker is merely skipped.

46 Gesenius—Kautzsch, Hebrew Grammar, § 150 e.
47 However, unlike p, lxx maintains the distinction between the two citation formulas:
καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν λόγων X… οὐκ ἰδοὺ / οὐχὶ ταῦτα γεγραμμένα …
‘and the rest of the acts of X … (behold) are not these written …’
καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν λόγων X… ἰδού ἐστιν γεγραμμένα …
‘and the rest of the acts of X … behold, they are written …’

Probably the element ‘behold’ was added in order to achieve maximum formal concord
between the question type and the statement type. The alternative explanation—that the
translator read םה as םנה —is rather improbable. In the formulas of the statement type,
nowhere does lxx use ταῦτα to render the third masc pl suffix in םנה . As this word is a fixed
element of the formulas of the question type, it is more likely to correspond to םה than to
םנה in the source. Thus, by reducing the differences between the two types, lxx and p exhibit

comparable translational approaches towards the citation formulas.
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3. Syriac Renderings of Complex
Hebrew Verbal Valence Patterns

Valence refers to a verb’s capacity to combine with other sentence con-
stituents48 to express particularmeanings. This notion is closely alignedwith
the traditional idea of transitivity.49 Verbs can be divided into classes based
on the number of arguments required. In some languages, these classes have
distinctive morpho-syntactic characteristics, such as unique casemarkings,
or restrictions on tense, aspect, or modality markings.50

Inmany languages, the bond between constituents of a sentence is deter-
mined by the verb. The relationship can be obligatory, whereby certain ele-
ments are required to produce a grammatically satisfactory sentence, or
non-obligatory, whereby elements add extra information to the sentence,
often indicating location, time, or manner.

The distinction between those elaborators required by the verb, often
called ‘complements’, and those elements occurring freely in a sentence,
often called ‘adjuncts’, is not easily drawn. Tests designed to distinguish the
two on the basis of semantic, morpho-syntactic, or functional criteria have
proven to be less than watertight.51 There seems to be ‘no formal or oper-
ational criteria for the distinction’ and no types of constituents that are by
nature a complement or an adjunct.52 For example, a phrase indicating loca-
tion can be merely extra information, but with verbs of movement locative
phrases tell where to or where from themovement takes place, and are con-
sistently a part of the pattern occurring with such verbs. In longer stretches
of texts, elements which are commonly viewed as obligatory for a partic-
ular verb could be omitted in a sentence because the context supplies the
information. On the other hand, even when an element can be omitted in a
sentence without creating ungrammaticality, the meaning of the sentence
may be altered by the presence or absence of such an optional element, so
that it is not the case that the sentence with the extra element entails the
sentence without it.53

In data-oriented research, particularly when dealing with languages for
which no mother-tongue speakers are available, one is well advised to base
conclusions concerning the valence pattern(s) of a verb on a broad compi-
lation of data.

48 Allerton, Valency and the English Verb, 1, 2.
49 Payne, Describing Morphosyntax, 171.
50 See http://www.sil.org/linguistics/GlossaryOfLinguisticTerms/WhatIsValency.htm.
51 See Vater, ‘Distinguishing between Complements and Adjuncts’, 21–45.
52 Vater, ‘Distinguishing between Complements and Adjuncts’, 39.
53 Cf. Günter, ‘Valence in Categorial Syntax’, 131.

http://www.sil.org/linguistics/GlossaryOfLinguisticTerms/WhatIsValency.htm
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Of particular interest to the present research is the question of how the
valence pattern(s) of one verb in the source text is / are transmitted in the
target text. As illustration wewill look at the verbs אשׂנ and םישׂ , with special
attention given to the more complex patterns in which they occur.

3.1. The Verb אשׂנ

The Koehler—Baumgartner lexicon assigns to אשׂנ in the Qal meanings
ranging from ‘lift up’ to ‘discriminate’, from ‘receive kindly’ to ‘be willing’,
and from ‘bear guilt’ to ‘forgive’. The patterns of interest for a comparison
with the data from the Peshitta of Kings are given in table 12.4.

The basic significance of אשׂנ is something like: ‘pick up and carry’. This
verb combines with many different objects, some of which would never co-
occur with such a core meaning in other languages. One wonders whether
in the syntactic environment of the verb there are indications as to which
significance is intended, and, if so, whether the observed patterns are used
consistently to indicate a particularmeaning. The elementwhich affects the
meaning of אשׂנ most strongly is the direct object.

The significance of אשׂנ with an object can be literal or more figurative,
as in the combination with שׁאר , ‘head’, where the difference between the
literal and the figurativemeaning allowed for themerciless play onwords in
Gen 40:13–20 in which the dreams of the Pharaoh’s servants are explained
and fulfilled. It is noteworthy as well that the meaning of the combination
is often dependent on what can be termed ‘participant tracking’, that is,
whether or not the object refers to the same entity as the subject of the
sentence. For instance, again with שׁאר , ‘head’, in the figurative meaning,
‘raise one’s own head’ means ‘rebel against’, while ‘raise another’s head’
means ‘restore reputation’ or ‘single out for attention’.

Table 12.4: Direct objects occurring with אשׂנ in the Masoretic text

Direct object Literal meaning Non-literal meaning

Basic meaning:

with object54
ןמ , ‘from’
(non-locative)55

‘lift up and carry’

Speech:

לשׁמ , ‘proverb’56 ‘take up a proverb’

54 mt 1Kgs 2:26; 8:3; 18:12.
55 mt Deut 33:3.
56 mt Num 23:7, 18; 24:3.
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Direct object Literal meaning Non-literal meaning

אשׂמ , ‘burden’
(message)57

‘take up a message’

הלפת , ‘prayer’58 ‘lift up a prayer’

Body parts:59

ןיע , ‘eye’ … (+
האר , ‘see’)

‘lift up / raise eyes (and see)’ ‘lift eyes on high (exalt
oneself) against (+ לע )’60

שׁאר , ‘head’ (another’s):
(+ וילכ ) ‘carry away head and
armour’61
(+ לעמ , ‘from upon’) ‘lift up
someone’s head from upon
him’62

(own): ‘rebel against’63
(another’s): ‘restore reputation;
single out for attention’64
(another’s): (+ תיבמ , ‘from
house’) ‘restore from prison’65
(+ countable mass): ‘take sum
of; count’66

םינפ , ‘face’ (own): (+ לא , ‘towards’) ‘raise
one’s face towards’67

(own): (+ לא , ‘towards’) ‘dare to
show one’s face’;68 (+ לע , ‘over’)
‘look with favour on’69
(another’s): ‘grant request’;70
‘respect presence of’71
(no one’s in particular): ‘show
favourtism’;72 ‘command
respect’73

57 mt 1Kgs 9:25.
58 mt 2Kgs 19:4.
59 Other body parts occurring with אשׂנ : לוק , ‘voice’ (Isa 52:8; Ps 93:3); לגר , ‘feet’ (Gen 29:1);

די , ‘hand’ (in various patterns with distinct meanings: Num 14:30; Lev 9:22; Deut 32:40; 2Sam
18:28); שׁפנ , ‘soul’ (Deut 24:15; 2Sam 14:14).

60 mt 2Kgs 19:22.
61 mt 1Chr 10:9.
62 mt Gen 40:19.
63 mt Judg 8:28. Syriac: ܢܘܗܫܝܪܢܘܡܝܪܢܕܘܦܣܘܐܒܘܬܘ .
64 mt Gen 40:13, 20.
65 mt 2Kgs 25:27.
66 mt Ex 30:12.
67 mt 2Kgs 9:32.
68 mt 2Sam 2:22.
69 mt Num 6:26.
70 mt Gen 19:21; 32:21.
71 mt 2Kgs 3:14.
72 mt Lev 19:15.
73 mt 2Kgs 5:1.
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In Kings the verb אשׂנ occurs in a number of valence patterns,74 which will
be treated in the order presented in table 12.4.

3.1.1. Basic Pattern

The verb אשׂנ means simultaneously both ‘lift up’ and ‘carry’, though in some
contexts it appears that only one of the two meanings is required. In the
renderings in the Peshitta this combination of meanings results in various
patterns even without non-literal meanings being involved.

Themost frequent renderingof אשׂנ is ܠܩܫ , occurring as given in table 12.5.
Some of the Hebrew texts have the verb merely with an object and are
rendered in similar fashion in Syriac. When the Hebrew also includes a
locative as an indication of where an object is being carried to, Syriac uses a
second verb to express this movement, that is, ܠܩܫ seems to cover only one
of the two simultaneously present significances of אשׂנ .

Table 12.5: Most frequent renderings of אשׂנ

Hebrew Syriac

אשׂנ + object ܠܩܫ + object75
אשׂנ + object + locative ܠܩܫ + object + 2nd verb + locative76

אשׂנ + object + 2nd verb + locative ܠܩܫ + object + 2nd verb + locative77

In two cases where the Masoretic has an object and a locative expression,
the Peshitta follows the Hebrew text closely:

2Kgs 23:4

ܠܝܐܬܝܒܠܢܘܗܪܦܥܠܗܠܩܫܘ

לאתיבםרפעתאאשׂנו
‘and he carried their ashes unto Bethel’

In this text the Peshitta uses the verb ܠܩܫ as though it can take the valence
pattern of both an object being carried and the locative where the object is
being carried to. This pattern is not attested elsewhere in Kings. It could be

74 Other valence patterns of this verb in mt include expressions for taking a wife, taking
a sum (counting), receiving favour, carrying guilt or punishment for oneself or for another,
the latter case being an expression for forgiveness. In each case the combination of elements
indicate the intended idiom. Because these combinations do not occur in Kings, they are not
dealt with here.

75 1Kgs 2:26; 8:3; 13:29; 15:22; 18:12; 2Kgs 4:36, 37; 5:23 (in both mt and p the object is
understood from the context); 18:14.

76 1Kgs 18:12; 2Kgs 4:19 (p has the object after the second verb); 20:17; 25:13.
77 1Kgs 14:28; 2Kgs 2:16; 4:20; 7:8; 9:25 (bothmt and p place the object on the second verb).
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a case of contamination, in which the translator let himself be influenced
by the patteren in the source text.

In 2Kgs 14:20 we find the Hebrew surface text reflected in an unusual
manner:

2Kgs 14:20

ܡܠܫܪܘܐܒܪܒܩܬܐܘܐܫܟܪܠܥܘܬܐܘܝܗܘܠܩܫܘ

‘and they carried him, and they came upon horses and he was buried in
Jerusalem’

םלשׁוריברבקיוםיסוסהלעותאואשׂיו
‘and they carried him upon horses and he was buried in Jerusalem’

Although the double action of the Hebrew verb upon the object (‘lifting up’
and ‘carrying’) is often expressed by two verbs in Syriac, here there is a single
expression for the action, plus an inserted verb ‘they came’ accompanied
by a different subject. In the Syriac rendering, it is not the object ‘him’
who was carried upon the horses, but ‘they came upon horses’, a rather
usual expression for which Syriac has other vocabulary ( ܒܟܪ , ‘ride’; Aphel
‘cause to ride’). Noting carefully the letters of the Masoretic text, we see
that the spelling of the direct object marker plus the third masc suffix
attached to it ( ותא [>TW]) is exactly reflected in the Syriac spelling of ‘they
came’ ( ܘܬܐ [>TW]).78 The preceding ‘and’ in Syriac makes the sentence run
more smoothly. Here again the translator seems to have been guided by the
Hebrew text, but this time not by its content, but by its form.79

The literalmeaning of אשׂנ is also expressed by othermore or less synony-
mous verbs in Syriac, such as ܒܣܢ , ‘take’, and ܠܒܣ , ‘bear, carry’. In some cases
the direction in which something is being carried is made explicit, as in:

2Kgs 7:8

ܐܫܘܒܠܘܐܒܗܕܘܦܣܟܢܡܬܢܡܘܒܣܢܘ

םידגבובהזוףסכםשׁמואשׂיו
‘and they carried away from there silver, and gold, and raiment’

In 2Kgs 9:26, both the source text and the translation wait until the second
verb to express the object, but by using ܒܣܢ , ‘take away’, Syriac appears to
be more explicit concerning the direction of the movement, namely, away
from the speaker, while Hebrew is neutral in this regard.

78 The double representation of Hebrew ותא in p is labelled by Walter as ‘double trans-
lation’ (Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 142). Since the Syriac verb form ܘܬܐ does not involve a
translation, this case could be more appropriately designated as graphic representation.

79 See discussion of this text in chapter 8, section 1.30.
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2Kgs 9:26

ܐܕܗܐܬܘܬܪܝܒܝܗܘܝܕܫܒܣܐܫܗܘ

‘and now, take away! Throw him in this lot’

הקלחבוהכלשׁהאשׂהתעו
‘and now, pick up! Throw him in this lot’

In the somewhat curt instructions of Hiram concerning the floats of cedars,
the Syriac fills out the statements, making them easier to understand:

1Kgs 5:23

ܢܡܬܢܡܢܘܢܐܠܒܣܬܬܢܐܘܢܡܬܢܘܢܐܐܡܪܐܘ

‘and I will cast them down there, and you will carry them away from there’

אשׂתהתאוםשׁםיתצפנו
‘and I will shatter them (that is, demount the floats) there and you will carry
(them) / pick (them) up’

When אשׂנ is used reflexively or in the intensive stem formation, it is ren-
dered by other Syriac verbs not related to its rendering for the Qal. The
reflexive meaning, ‘raising (exalting) oneself ’ (Qal with ‘your heart’ as sub-
ject and ‘you’ as object), is rendered by the Aphel of ܡܘܪ ;80 one occurrence in
the Hitpael is rendered by the Ethpaal of ܒܪ .81 The Hebrew verb in the Piel
means ‘support, aid, assist’; this is rendered by the Taphel of ܐܣܪ .82 When
camels or ships are the ones carrying the burdens, Syriac uses the verb ܢܥܛ .83

In one final case having the basic meaning of ‘carrying’, the Masoretic
text has a double expression ‘carrying carrier’.84 The Peshitta reduces this
to ܐܝܦܘܩ̈ , ‘porters’, probably to avoid redundancy.85

3.1.2.Meanings with Expressions for Speech

In two texts in Kings, אשׂנ is used in combination with an expression of
speech: in 2Kgs 9:25 with אשׂמ , ‘burden’ (message), and in 2Kgs 19:4 with

הלפת , ‘prayer’. In both cases Syriac translates idiomatically: ܐܡܓܬܦܪܡܐ ,
‘speak aword’, and ܨ , ‘pray’, respectively. In these instances the translator
appears to be guided in his choice of rendering by the object involved.

80 2Kgs 14:10.
81 1Kgs 1:5.
82 1Kgs 9:11.
83 1Kgs 10:2, 11, 22.
84 1Kgs 5:29. According to BDB, 688a, ‘1Kgs 529 is certainly wrong’ and suggests it should

be ‘carrying burdens’. The p text is an ad sensum rendering either of mt, or of the correction
as suggested in BDB.

85 Cf. chapter 13, section 3.
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3.1.3.Meanings with Body Parts

3.1.3.1.With ‘Eye’
אשׂנ can be used in combination with ‘eye’ in both a more literal meaning,

‘raise one’s eyes (and look)’, and in a less literal meaning, such as encoun-
tered in the following text in combination with [<L], ‘against’:

2Kgs 19:22

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܫܝܕܩܠܥܐܡܘܪܡܠܟܝ̈ܢܝܥܬܡܝܪܐ

לארשׂישׁודקלעךיניעםורמאשׂתו
‘and you raised your eyes on high against the Holy One of Israel’

Syriac renders the expression of ‘raising eyes upwards against’ idiomatically,
employing theAphel of ܡܘܪ . One can assume that this expressionwith [<L],
‘against’, in Syriac aswell as inHebrew indicates exalting oneself in rebellion
against another.

3.1.3.2.With ‘Head’
אשׂנ can be used in combination with ‘head’ with a literal meaning and

in several figurative senses (see table 12.4, above). One of the non-literal
significances occurs in 2Kgs 25:27 where Evil Merodach, king of Babylon,
brought Jehoiachin, king of Judah, out of prison.

2Kgs 25:27

ܐܝܣܐܬܝܒܢܡܗܩܦܐܘ … ܢܝܟܝܘܝܕܗܫܝܪܒ … ܟܕܘܪܡܠܘܐܡܝܪܐ

‘and Evil Merodach raised … with the head of Jehoiachin … and caused him
to go out of prison’

אלכתיבמ … ןיכיוהישׁארתא … ךדרמליואאשׂנ
‘and Evil Merodach did lift up … the head of Jehoiachin … out of prison’

Twoaspects of the rendering of אשׂנ in Syriacwhichwehave already encoun-
tered can be observed in this example: Syriac employs the Aphel of ܡܘܪ to
express ‘raising’, and a second verb (Aphel ܩܦܢ ) with an accompanying loca-
tive to express where someone was brought to. In the Masoretic text, the
object is separated from the verb by an intervening appositional phrase and
a time phrase. The range of government of the verb in Hebrew appears to
be able to span the distance; the direct object is introduced by the object
marker תא . In Syriac, the distance appears to be too great to maintain the
syntactic government. As a result, the object marker in Hebrew is read as
the homographic preposition ‘with’ and is rendered by the preposition ,ܒ
‘in, with’, in Syriac.86 This, however, leaves the Syriac verb without an object

86 For themore limited scope of government of prepositions and construct state in Syriac,
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which is unusual for an Aphel. Thus, by following the Masoretic text slav-
ishly the translator failed to render the intention of the source text, and the
text endsupwith a causative verbwithout adirect object,whichwould seem
to be an ungrammatical contruction. The question then arises whether the
idiomatic expression ‘raise someone’s head out of prison’ meaning ‘release
someone fromprison’ with the added implication of restoring him to amore
comfortable position, was understood in Syriac.87

3.1.3.3.With ‘Face’
In Hebrew and Syriac ‘raise one’s face’ can be used in the literal sense of
looking upwards, as in:

2Kgs 9:32

ܐܬܘܟܠܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܡܝܪܐܘ

ןולחהלאוינפאשׂיו
‘and he (Jehu) raised his face towards the window’

For this sense again Syriac uses the Aphel of ܡܘܪ .
The idiomatic expressions involving ‘raise’ and ‘face’ are subtle in the

distinctions between whether one raises one’s own face or that of another
(see table 12.4, above). The two non-literal uses of this combination in Kings
will be dealt with separately.

2Kgs 3:14

ܐܢܐܨܡܚܬܡܐܕܘܗܝܕܐܟܠܡܛܦܫܘܝܕܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܢܡܘܠܐ

‘if it were not that I blush / am ashamed from (due to) the face (presence) of
Jehoshaphat, king of Judah’

אשׂנינאהדוהיךלמטפשׁוהיינפילוליכ
‘were it not that I respect Jehoshaphat, king of Judah’
(lit.: … I lift up the face of …)

In this the ‘face’ referred to is not that of the subject of the verb, but someone
else’s face. At least two possibilities present themselves. It could be that the
Syriac translation is intended tomean: ‘if Iwere to refuse the request, Iwould
be ashamed before King Jehoshaphat’. In that case, it would be an ad sensum

see chapter 11, section 3. In Syriac, the expression ܗܫܝܪܒܡܝܪܐ is attested only in p 2Kgs
25:27, the parallel in Jer 52:31, and in Bar Hebraeus’s scholion on the Kings passage. This
strongly suggests that it is closely linked to the Hebrew. In 2Kgs 25:27, the translator may
have depended on the Syriac of Jeremiah (see Walter, ‘Use of Sources’, 198).

87 In Gen 40:13, 20, אשׂנ is used with ‘head’ in a play on words with both the literal and
the less literal meaning. In both of these texts, p employs the Ethpeel of ܪܟܕ , ‘call to mind,
remember’,whichwould argue against theHebrew idiombeing a regular expression in Syriac.
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translation of the Masoretic text which expresses that Elisha consented to
grant the request due to his respect for Jehoshaphat.

On the other hand, in Hebrew, when the ‘face’ refers to the same person
as the subject of אשׂנ , the expressionmeans ‘being ashamed’, in combination
with לא , ‘towards’, indicating before whom one feels shame. In 2Sam 2:22
Abner states that if he were to kill Asahel, who was pursuing him, he would
not be able to ‘lift up his face’ to Joab, Asahel’s brother:

2Sam 2:22

ךיחאבאוילאינפאשׂאךיאו
‘and how shall I lift up my face to Joab, your brother?’

The difference between the twomeanings has to dowith whose face is to be
lifted up: is it the face of the subject of the verb or someone else’s face? The
Peshitta renders 2Sam 2:22 as follows:

ܟܘܚܐܒܐܘܝܒܪܘܚܐܘܝܦܐ̈ܡܝܪܐܐܢܟܝܐܘ

‘and how shall I lift up my face and look at Joab, your brother?’

In this rendering we observe again that while the Hebrew verb takes both
an object (‘face’) and a complement (‘to Joab’), Syriac has an extra verb to
relate to the second verbally governed element: ‘lift up face’ and ‘look at
Joab’. In doing so, the meaning has reverted to the more literal meaning
of the combination ‘lift up’ with ‘face’, and it would only be the expression
as a whole (‘lift up face and look at someone’) which could function as a
metaphor for feeling ashamed.

As regards the rendering in 2Kgs 3:14, it is possible that the translator
was primarily aware of the connection between the verb and the object
involved (‘lift’ and ‘face’) and that this connection was understood as sig-
nifying embarrassment or shame. In this he failed to distinguish between
the various participants which in Hebrew make a difference in the mean-
ing, whereby ‘lifting up one’s own face’ is an expression of embarrassment
or shame, and ‘lifting up the face of another’ is an expression of respect or
diffidence towards another.

One final Hebrew text with this combination is to be found in the story
of Naaman, the Syrian:

2Kgs 5:1

ܐܦܐ̈ܒܚܝܒܫܘ

‘(Naaman … was a great man …) and glorious in face’

םינפאשׂנו
‘(Naaman … was a great man …) and honourable’
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The sense of the Hebrew idiom is well captured in the Syriac Peal passive
participle of ܚܒܫ , ‘glorious, illustrious, celebrated, splendid’. It is, however,
the combination of the two words ‘raise’ and ‘face’ in Hebrew which creates
this idiom. Syriac has an idiomatic expression using the passive participle
of ܚܒܫ followed by the preposition ܒ and the object referred to.88 The ren-
dering retains much of the formal characteristics of the Hebrew expression
anduses a Syriac idiom, but in doing so the translationmakes use of the item
‘face’ twice and the significance is altered.

3.2. The Cognate Verbs םישׂ and ܡܘܣ 89

In Kings םישׂ occurs 51× in the Masoretic text and ܡܘܣ occurs 56× in the
Peshitta. In 25 cases—only about half of the occurrences—the two are
paired as corresponding in the translation. In table 12.6, the Syriac verbs
occurring as a translation of םישׂ are presented in alphabetical order.

Table 12.6: Syriac correspondences of םישׂ in Kings

םישׂ 1× ܪܣܐ , ‘bind’
1× ܒܫܚ , ‘reckon, regard’
1× ܒܬܝ Aphel, ‘make dwell, appoint, set (cause to sit)’
1× ܐܣܟ Ethpaal, ‘be covered with, be clothed with’
1× ܐܫܟ , ‘pile up, heap’
1× ܒܣܢ , ‘take, receive, assume’
25× ܡܘܣ

7× ܕܒܥ , ‘do, make’
3× ܡܘܩ Aphel, ‘raise, set, place, rouse’
6× ܐܡܪ Aphel, ‘throw, cast, set, place’
1× ܗܡܫ , ‘name, denominate, assume a name’
1× ܢܩܬ Pael, ‘fashion, furnish, arrange, get ready’
2× not translated

In spite of their overlap in sound, syntax, and semantics, the fact that these
two verbs correspond in the translation in less than half of the occurrences
points to considerable differences between them. To gain insight into how
these verbs relate to one another, we look first at texts in which the Hebrew
verb is used, considering first occurrences with a single object, and then
occurences with other patterns.

88 Cf. ܗܬܡܘܩܒܚܝܒܫ , ‘of goodly stature’, CSD, 555b. Our thanks to Terry Falla for pointing
out this idiom during a valence seminar in Melbourne in March 2010.

89 The contents of this section have been published in Dyk, ‘The Cognate Verbs םישׂ and
ܡܘܣ in the Books of Kings’.
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3.2.1. םישׂ with a Single Object

3.2.1.1. Basic Pattern
The basic meaning of םישׂ , ‘locate, place, or position something somewhere’,
is clearly present when there is a concrete object which can be placed and
a location where this is placed. In such cases the meaning is literal, as when
Elisha addresses his servant and tells him:

2Kgs 4:29

רענהינפלעיתנעשׁמתמשׂו
‘and put my staff upon the face of the lad’

In some contexts, the location is not mentioned, and the action is simply
‘setting’ a concrete object, in the sense of ‘preparing, getting ready’, as in:

Gen 43:31, 32

םדבלםהלוודבלולומישׂיוםחלומישׂ
‘ “Set bread”. And they set for him alone and for them alone’

In these patterns when a phrase beginning with ,ל ‘to, for’, occurs, this
indicates location only in combinationwith the expressions ינפל , ‘before the
face of’,90 יניעל , ‘before the eyes of ’,91 יפל / יפומל , ‘upon the mouth’,92 and דגנל ,
‘over against’.93 In other cases, a phrase beginning with ל introduces the one
affected by the action, as in the example just cited. The effect often benefits
the one involved, but in a few cases the effect can be negative, as in Ex 15:2,
where we read that ‘(Amalek) who placed (himself) against (ל) him (Israel)
in the way when he came up from Egypt’, thus barring Israel’s way.94

Depending on the combination of lexical elements involved, the expres-
sion is used in Hebrew in a wide range of contexts and can be literal or
figurative. When the object involved is not something which is to be physi-
cally placed somewhere, the expression has a less literal sense, for instance,
‘place rulers over’, ‘place statutes before’, ‘place usury upon’ (‘demand usury
from’95), ‘placewonders in’ (‘performwonders among’96), ‘set oneself against’
(lit.: ‘place face in’97), ‘look expectantly to’ (lit.: ‘place face upon’98).

90 mt Ex 21:1; 1Sam 9:24; 2Kgs 6:22.
91 mt Gen 30:41.
92 mt Job 29:9; 40:4.
93 mt Ps 54:5; 86:14.
94 See also Deut 22:14, ‘and give (put) occasions of speech against (ל) her’.
95 mt Ex 22:24.
96 mt Ex 10:2.
97 mt Lev 20:5.
98 mt 1Kgs 2:15.
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In many contexts this pattern of the Hebrew verb is rendered by ܡܘܣ ,
both in a literal sense,99 when the object involved can be placed in the
mentioned location, and in a figurative sense, when the relation is more
abstract, as in:

1Kgs 9:3

ܡܠܥܠܐܡܕܥܢܡܬܝܡܫܡܣܡܠܬܝܢܒܕܐܢܗܐܬܝܒܠܝܠܬܫܕܩܘ

םלועדעםשׁימשׁםושׂלהתנברשׁאהזהתיבהתאיתשׁדקה
‘I have hallowed this house which you have built to place my name there
forever’

In the example above, placing one’s own name involves singling out or
appointing for a special bond.100

The verb can have the sense of ‘preparing, getting ready’, as in 1Kgs 20:12,
where it is not accompanied by an object (2×):

1Kgs 20:12

ܐܬܝܪܩܠܥܡܣܡܘܡܝܣ

lit.: ‘set to set against the city’ (that is, ‘prepare for battle, set battle in array’)

ריעהלעומישׂיוומישׂ
‘ “Set!” And they set against the city’

Particularly when body parts are involved, a specific nuance is present, as in
the combination with ‘face’:101

1Kgs 2:15

ܐܟܠܡܐܘܗܐܕܢܘܗܝܦܐ̈ܠܝܪܣܝܐܗܠܟܘܡܣܝܠܥܘ

ךלמלםהינפלארשׂילכומשׂילעו
‘and upon me has all Israel set their faces to reign / that I will be king’
(that is, all Israel looked expectantly)

2Kgs 12:18

ܡܠܫܪܘܐܠܥܩܣܡܠܝܗܘܦܐ̈ܠܝܐܙܚܡܣܘ

םלשׁורילעתולעלוינפלאזחםשׂיו
‘Hazael set his face to go up against Jerusalem’
(that is, he was determined / prepared to go up against Jerusalem)

99 15×: 1Kgs 12:29; 18:23 (3×), 33, 42; 2Kgs 4:29, 31, 34; 6:22; 9:13; 10:7; 13:16; 20:7; 21:7 (1st
occurrence).

100 Also in 1Kgs 11:36; 14:21; 2Kgs 21:4, 7 (2nd occurrence).
101 See also mt Isa 41:22; Hag 2:15 with ‘place heart’, that is, ‘pay heed to, consider, take to

heart’.
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3.2.1.2. Other Hebrew Correspondences of ܡܘܣ

Within the range of placing an object somewhere, the Syriac verb is also
found in Kings as the translation for the following verbs:

Table 12.7: Hebrew correspondences of ܡܘܣ in Kings

4× חונ Hiphil I, ‘cause to settle down, give rest’; II, ‘lay, deposit, leave behind’102
11× ןתנ Qal, ‘give, grant, put, set, make, constitute’103
15× רטק Piel and Hiphil, ‘make sacrifices smoke, send up in smoke’104
25× םישׂ
1× םשׁ , ‘there’105

When occurring with an object which gets placed and a location where the
object is placed, the Hebrew verbs חונ Hiphil and ןתנ have largely the same
meaning as םישׂ .106 The rendering ܡܘܣ is not surprising. The parallel use of
these verbs in Hebrew can be illustrated by the following example where
in the Masoretic text first םישׂ occurs and then ןתנ , and the Peshitta renders
both as ܡܘܣ :

1Kgs 12:29

ܢܕܒܡܣܕܚܘܠܝܐܬܝܒܒܕܚܡܣܘ

ןדבןתנדחאהתאולאתיבבדחאהתאםשׂיו
‘he put the one Bethel, and the other he set ( ןתנ ) in Dan’

Also rendered by ܡܘܣ is the Hebrew verb רטק , ‘send up in smoke, make
sacrifices smoke’. For this Syriac uses its own idiomatic expression: ܡܘܣ

ܐܡܣܒ , ‘place incense’.
This covers the range of correspondences of ܡܘܣ in the Peshitta of Kings,

except an unusual renderingwhere the formof theHebrew ( םשׁ , ‘there’)may
have influenced the choice for ܡܘܣ .107

102 All Hiphil: 1Kgs 8:9; 13:29, 30, 31. In p Kings this verb is also rendered as ܚܘܢ (1Kgs 5:18),
ܕܒܥ (1Kgs 7:47), ܩܒܫ (1Kgs 19:3; 2Kgs 17:29; 23:18), and ܐܪܫ (2Kgs 2:15).
103 1Kgs 7:16; 10:17; 12:4, 9, 29; 18:23; 2Kgs 4:44; 11:12; 12:10; 16:14. In p Kings this verb is also

rendered as ܕܫܐ (1Kgs 2:5), ܢܒܙ (1Kgs 21:15), ܒܗܝ (80×), ܕܩܝ (2Kgs 19:18), ܒܬܝ (1Kgs 10:9),
ܠܬܢ (31×), ܩܠܣ (1Kgs 6:19), ܕܒܥ (10×), ܠܥ (1Kgs 7:51), ܡܘܩ (1Kgs 2:35 [2×]; 5:19; 2Kgs 23:5),
ܐܪܩ (2Kgs 8:6), ܐܡܪ (2Kgs 12:10; 18:14; 23:33; 25:28), ܩܒܫ (1Kgs 15:17), ܡܠܫ (19×), and not

translated (2Kgs 18:23; 22:5; 23:35 [2×]).
104 1Kgs 3:3; 9:25; 11:8; 12:33; 13:1, 2; 22:44; 2Kgs 15:4, 35; 17:11; 18:4; 22:17; 23:5 (2×), 8. In p Kings

this verb is also rendered as ܩܠܣ (2Kgs 16:13, 15), ܪܛܥ (2Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 16:4).
105 2Kgs 23:20.
106 Interestingly, in 1Kgs 22:23, where ןתנ occurs with this valence pattern, p renders with

the usual translation of ןתנ , namely, ܒܗܝ , ‘give’. The particular valence pattern in mt appears
to have been missed in p in this case: mt has ‘behold, the Lord hath put a lying spirit in the
mouth of all these thy prophets’ (KJV), while p renders ‘see, the Lord has given a spirit of lying
in the mouths of all these your prophets’.

107 In 2Kgs 23:20: the case has been discussed in chapter 8, section 1.33.
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TheHebrew verb םישׂ with an object which is not concrete plus a ל phrase
‘for the benefit of ’ has the sense of ‘appoint, institute’:108

2Sam 23:5

ילםשׂםלועתירביכ
‘for an everlasting covenant has he established for me’

The sense of ‘appointing’ can also be understood in the following example,
where theword-for-word translationwould be ‘I will place a place for (ל) the
ark’:

1Kgs 8:21

ןוראלםוקמםשׁםשׂאו
‘and I have appointed there a place for the ark’

The Peshitta skipped one word ( םוקמ , ‘place’) in the rendering of this verse,
perhaps finding the two locative expressions ‘there’ and ‘place’ to be redun-
dant,109 thus reverting to the simpler patternof literally placing the ark some-
where:

ܐܢܘܪܐܢܡܬܬܡܣܘ

‘and I have placed there the ark’

In this, it appears that the ל in ‘for the ark’ has been read as though it were
the cognate Syriac prepositionwhich functions as the objectmarker, so that
‘for the ark’ has been rendered as the direct object, ‘the ark’.110

3.2.1.3. Other Syriac Correspondences of םישׂ with a Single Object
TheHebrew verb םישׂ with a single object is rendered in the Peshitta of Kings
by verbs other than ܡܘܣ , as listed in table 12.8. In these more idiomatic
renderings the choice of the translator seems to be influenced primarily by
the object involved.

108 For example, mt Ex 4:11: ‘who appointed amouth for a man?’ (lit.: ‘who placed amouth
for man?’); 15:25: ‘he appointed for them a statute and an ordinance’; 1Sam 8:5: ‘appoint for
us a king’; Job 18:2: ‘appoint an end to your words’; 28:3: ‘appoint an end to darkness’.

109 See chapter 13, section 3.
110 See also chapter 11, section 1.2.
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Table 12.8: Other Syriac correspondences of םישׂ with a single object

ܪܣܐ , ‘bind’111
ܒܫܚ , ‘reckon, regard’112
ܒܬܝ , Aphel, ‘make dwell, appoint, set (cause to sit)’113
ܐܣܟ , Ethpaal, ‘be covered with, be clothed with’114
ܒܣܢ , ‘take, receive, assume’115
ܐܡܪ , Aphel, ‘throw, cast, set, place’116
ܡܘܩ , Aphel, ‘raise, set, place, establish, appoint’117

3.2.2. םישׂ with Other Valence Patterns

םישׂ with other combinations of elements occurs with accompanying differ-
ences in meaning. One pattern involves either two objects or an object and
a phrase beginning with ,כ ‘like’, and signifies:

make someone or something into something118

cause someone or something to become (like) something119

As with the pattern involving a single object, these patterns can have an
additional ל phrase indicating for whom the action is undertaken, or who
is affected by the action. These combinations may also contain a locative

111 1Kgs 20:31: mt ‘we will put sacks on our loins and ropes on our heads’; p ‘we will bind
sacks on heads and cord on loins’. Note the switch in the elements being bound.

112 1Kgs 2:5: mt ‘he put the blood of war in (a time of) peace and put ( ןתנ ) the blood of war
on his girdle’; p ‘he regarded them as though in war and shed their blood with a sword’. Again
this less literal significance borders on themeaning ‘institute’, ‘appoint’, ‘make one thing into
another’, for Joab introduced an act of war during a time of peace. However, p’s rendering is
probably based on an exegetical tradition, for the root בשׁח is also used in tj’s rendering of
this passage. See chapter 2, section 2.2.2.6, and Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 212.

113 2Kgs 10:3: mt ‘put upon his father’s throne’; p ‘set upon his father’s throne’.
114 1Kgs 21:27: mt ‘he put sackcloth upon his flesh’; p ‘he was covered with sackcloth upon

his flesh’.
115 1Kgs 20:6: mt ‘each thing pleasing to you they shall put in their hand and take (it)’; p

‘each desirable thing they shall take in their hand and come’. The first verb in the Syriac ( ܒܣܢ )
is themost freqent rendering of the secondHebrewverb ( חקל )—65of its 110 occurrences. The
second Syriac verb ( ܐܬܐ ) occurs 9× as a rendering of חקל , but all cases except this one are
Aphel. Here the Syriac simplifies the more awkward Hebrew syntax.

116 6×: used for placing furniture (1Kgs 2:19; 2Kgs 4:10), casting into prison (1Kgs 22:27),
casting salt into a cruse (2Kgs 2:20), imposing tribute (2Kgs 18:14), and placing a hook in the
nose (2Kgs 19:28). Though the sense is fitting to the context,wehavenot investigatedwhether
this verb, rather than ܡܘܣ , is usually used in such contexts.

117 3×: 1Kgs 20:34; 2Kgs 10:24; 11:18. These all involve putting guards or captains in position.
118 Josh 8:28: ‘hemade it (a city) a heap of ruins’; 1Sam8:1: ‘hemade his sons judges’; Ps 39:9:

‘make me not the reproach of fools’.
119 Gen 13:16: ‘make your seed as the dust of the earth’; Josh 6:18: ‘make the camp of Israel

a curse’; 1Sam 30:25: ‘he made it a statute and an ordinance for Israel’.
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expression but this does not make the expression revert to the more basic
meaning ‘place something somewhere’; rather the locative merely provides
extra information.

That the translators of Kings understood well the significance of this
valence pattern of םישׂ with a double object is particularly clear when the
verb is rendered by ܕܒܥ , ‘do, effect, make’,120 as in:

1Kgs. 5:23

ܐܡܝܒܐܦܘܛܢܘܢܐܕܒܥܐܐܢܐܘ

‘and I will make them floats by the sea’

םיבתורבדםמישׂאינאו
‘and I will make them into floats by the sea’121

In one of the references rendered by ܕܒܥ the Masoretic text contains but a
single object:

1Kgs 20:34

ܢܝܪܡܫܒܝܒܐܕܒܥܕܟܝܐܩܘܣܡܪܕܒܟܠܕܒܥܐܐܩܘܫܘ

‘and a quarter I shall make for you inDamascus asmy fathermade in Samaria’

ןורמשׁביבאםשׂרשׁאכקשׂמדבךלםישׂתתוצוחו
‘and streets you shall appoint for yourself inDamascus asmy father appointed
in Samaria’

Since streets are not an object which can readily be placed somewhere, the
use of םישׂ in this verse can be taken to concur with the patterns indicating
‘institute, appoint’. Probably prompted by the tangible object ‘streets’, the
Peshitta chose to translate with ܕܒܥ , the same the verb which is used to
render םישׂ with double object. This necessitated changing the person of the
first verb from ‘you’ to ‘I’.

In a few cases of םישׂ with double object, the translator chose not to use
ܕܒܥ , but a verb which was suited to the object involved.
In the Hebrew text of 2Kgs 10:8, םישׂ has two objects—‘them’ (that is, the

headsof the king’s sons) and ‘heaps’. ThePeshitta renders ܐܫܟ , ‘pile up, heap’,
which fits well with the object:

120 7×: 1Kgs 5:23: ‘make (cedars) into floats’; 10:9 ‘make you king’; 19:2: ‘make your soul as
the soul of one of them (the prophets Elijah had slaughtered)’; 20:34 (2×): ‘make for … streets
in …’; 2Kgs 10:27: ‘made it (house of Baal) a dung heap’; 13:7: ‘make them like dust’.

121 Some translations, like the KJV, have missed the specific significance of the valence
pattern and translate: ‘and I will convey them by sea in floats’. Hiram was not proposing to
convey the large cedars by floats, but tomake them into floats. The valence pattern indicates
precisely how one transports large trees—one makes them into floats.
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2Kgs 10:8

ܐܪܦܨܠܐܡܕܥܐܥܪܬܕܐܢܠܥܡܒܢܝܫ̈ܟܢܝܬܬܢܘܢܐܘܫܟ

‘Heap them up two heaps at the entrance of the gate until the morning’

רקבהדערעשׁהחתפםירבצינשׁםתאומישׂ
‘Make them into two heaps at the opening of the gate until the morning’

This ad sensum construction does capture the fact that the heads are to end
up in two heaps, and uses the verb related to ‘heaps’ to do so. As mentioned
above, indouble object constructions a locative (‘at the entranceof the gate’)
merely adds extra information, as does the timephrase (‘until themorning’).

In 2Kgs 17:34 םישׂ with the object ‘name’ is rendered as ܗܡܫ Pael, ‘name,
call, give a name, denominate, assume a name’:

2Kgs 17:34

ܢܒܠܐܝܪܡܕܩܦܕ
̈
ܠܝܐܪܣܝܐܗܡܫܝܡܫܕܒܘܩܥܝܝ

‘which the Lord commissioned to the sons of Jacob whose name he named
Israel’

לארשׂיומשׁםשׂרשׁאבקעיינבתאהוהיהוצרשׁא
‘which yhwh commanded the children of Jacob, whomhe named Israel’ (KJV,
RSV, NIV)

In double-object constructions with םישׂ , one object is ‘made into’ or
‘changed into’ the second object. In the text above, it is not so much that
Jacob was ‘named’ Israel, but that his already existent name was ‘made into’
or ‘changed to’ Israel.122

In the historical books, the verb ܗܡܫ occurs only in Judg 8:31 and 2Kgs
17:34 as a translation of םשׁםישׂ , and in 2Kgs 23:34 // 2Chr 36:4 and 2Kgs
24:17 for םשׁבבס Hiphil (lit.: ‘turn aside his name’). Thus it could well be
that the infrequently occurring verb ܗܡܫ does indeed render the special
significance of םשׁםישׂ .

In 2Kgs 11:16, םישׂ is rendered as ܢܩܬ Pael, ‘fashion, arrange, get ready’, in
which negative effect of the phrase-ל must be understood:

122 Similarly, in mt Neh 9:7: ‘you gave him the name of Abraham’ (KJV) is actually a case
where his name was changed to Abraham. In Dan 1:7 םישׂ with an object (names) and a
phrase-ל is used when Daniel and his friends received new names in Babylon. One exception
to this pattern occurs in Judg 8:31 where םישׂ is used for giving a name to a newborn. It could
be that someone else had thought of a different name which was changed, but there also
could be contamination with the pattern involving the changing of names. Alternatively,
the use of םישׂ here may have to do with the significance of םישׂ , ‘institute’, that is, making
a statement—‘my father is king’, which would also fit well in the story.
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2Kgs 11:16

ܐܟܠܡܕܐܫܟܪܕܐܢܠܥܡܕܐܚܪܘܐܒܬܠܥܘܐܬܟܘܕܗܠܢܩܬܘ

‘and he prepared a place for her, and she went up by the way of the entrance
of the horses of the king’

ךלמהתיבםיסוסהאובמךרדאובתוםידיהלומשׂיו
lit. ‘theyput for / to her hands and she cameby thewayof thehorses’ entrance,
the house of the king’

In view of other texts where a negative sense of the phrase-ל is involved, it
could be that 2Kgs 11:16 indicates that Athaliah’s way was barred (‘placed
hands, affecting her negatively’) so that she ‘came’, that is, only made it to
the horses’ entrance before being killed.

In the first clause, ܐܬܟܘܕܗܠܢܩܬܘ , thePeshitta deviates considerably from
theMasoretic text. Here the Syriac text runs roughly parallel to the Aramaic
text of Targum Jonathan: רתאהלוניקתאו , ‘and they prepared a place for
her’. Both versions seem to allude to the Hebrew of Ex 21:13, which reads:

המשׁ סוני רשׁא םוקמ ךל יתמשׂו , ‘and I will appoint for you a place to which
he may flee’ (RSV).123 In the light of Ex 21:13, it seems that the Peshitta and
Targum of 2Kgs 11:15 refer to a place of asylum. However, what this would
mean in the context of 2Kgs 11:15 cannot easily be determined. Does the
expression ‘he / they prepared a place for her’ mean that Athaliah was
offered an alternative place of asylum after the priest had forbidden to kill
her in the temple (v. 15), and that on the way to this place she was killed
anyway (v. 16)? Or does the place prepared for her refer to a place appointed
where she would be killed?124

In two remaining cases, the verb םישׂ is not rendered.125

3.3. Summary on Verbal Valence

At least two different types of observations can be made concerning the
renderings in the Peshitta of Kings of the two chosen Hebrew verbs:

123 The wording of Ex 21:13 in Targum Onkelos ( רתאךליושׁאו , using the verb הושׁ Pael, ‘set,
appoint, place’) and in p ( ܐܪܬܐܟܠܕܒܥ ) shows that the alleged exegetical tradition does not
depend on either translation. Again p uses ܕܒܥ to render םישׂ .

124 For the rendering of the final phrase in this example, see chapter 11, section 3.1.
125 1Kgs 18:25 involves repetition of a previous statement in the narrative (see chapter 13,

section 3). In 2Kgs 8:11 the somewhat awkward first sentence in mt: ‘he stiffened (lit.: caused
to stand) his countenance and set ( םישׂ ) it, until hewas ashamed’ (KJV), is skipped in p, where
thenarrative continueswith the following sentenceof themt, ‘and themanofGodwept’, thus
smoothing out an apparently awkward text.
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– Observations concerning the language systems involved
– Observations concerning the choices made by the translator

Seldom does an item in one language correspond fully to an item in another
language. Though on the basis of these two verbs alone far-reaching conclu-
sions would be unwarranted, the observations made here fit into what has
been observed in other cases in this study.

Both אשׂנ and םישׂ manifest a more extensive set of valence patterns than
do their Syriac counterparts. Sometimes in the Peshitta more than one verb
is used to express the various valence patterns of the Hebrew verb. At times,
the translator employs an unrelated verb suited to the context, orienting the
translation to the object involved, particularly in cases where a less literal
significance is present. In doing so, on occasion the particular significance
of the construction in theHebrew text appears to have beenmissed. In other
instances the translator reverted to the more basic valence pattern of the
verb instead of taking the more specific pattern into account.

In a number of cases, Syriac verbs seem to have a more limited scope
of syntactic government than do their Hebrew counterparts. This concurs
with what we have observed with prepositions, nouns in construct state,
and negative particles, which in Syriac are repeated in order to maintain
the scope of syntactic government.

Besides the differences in language systems involved, the translation
shows a number of choices of the translator, such as the tendency to skip
redundancies and to smooth out complexities in a text, which fit in with
tendencies observed in translations in general.126 This goes along with the
tendency to offer an ad sensum rendering, sometimes thereby circumvent-
ing difficulties in the Hebrew text. The shape or sound of the Hebrewwords
may have exerted influence as well in the choice of a few renderings.

4. Differences in the Occurrences of the Copula127

Besides the cognate forms םישׂ and ܡܘܣ discussed above, another illustra-
tion of how apparently similar elements can differ in their use in the two
languages can to be found in the functioning of the copular verbs היה and

ܐܘܗ . The two verbs are cognates, similar both in spelling and meaning, yet

126 See Lind, ‘Translation Universals’, 1–3.
127 The material in this section also appears in Dyk, ‘The Hebrew and Syriac Copula in

Kings’.
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they do not always correspond to one another in the two texts, as can be
seen in table 12.9.

Of particular interest is the fact that in both texts a significant number of
occurrences of these verbs have no corresponding form in the other version.
Yet the reasons for verbsnot being rendereddiffer per language.Weconsider
a limited number of aspects which account for themajority of caseswithout
equivalents.

As interesting as the examples belonging to the category ‘other transla-
tions’ may be,128 we leave those aside and focus on the category ‘no corre-
spondence’.

Table 12.9: Occurrences of the copular verbs in Kings (mt–btr)

Hebrew היה Syriac ܐܘܗ

Cognate rendering 222 222
Other translations 9 17
No correspondence 86 149

Total 317 388

4.1.Macro-Syntactic Narrative יהיו , ‘and it came to pass’

The element יהיו , ‘and it came to pass’ (KJV), often marks the beginning of a
new paragraph, and is frequently accompanied by a temporal expression.129
In later phases of Hebrew, both the imperfect consecutive form of verbs in
general and themacro-syntactic function of this formof the copula dropped
out of use. Cases of יהיו are unevenly distributed in Kings: 1Kings has 78
occurrences of clause-initial יהיו , 2Kings has 55, a difference of nearly one
third. Though 2Kings is somewhat shorter than 1Kings,130 the difference in
length is not sufficient to explain the reduction in the use of clause-initial

יהיו .

128 In the category ‘other translations’, the Hebrew copula corresponds to other Syriac
verbs: ܕܚܐ (1Kgs 4:7); ܪܚܐ (1Kgs 10:5); ܢܒܙ (2Kgs 6:25; 7:18); ܒܪܚ (1Kgs 11:15); ܬܚܢ (1Kgs 17:7);
ܕܒܥ (1Kgs 7:8); ܩܒܫ (2Kgs 20:13, 15). In contrast, the Syriac copula corresponds 15× to a masc

sg or pl pronoun (1Kgs 3:3; 8:41; 9:20; 11:14; 17:19, 40; 19:18, 19; 20:12, 28; 22:33; 2Kgs 8:27, 29; 19:37;
22:7), and 2× to the interjection הנה . This lack of symmetry is another confirmation that the
two languages employ distinctive strategies in the use of the copula.

129 See Gesenius—Kautzsch,HebrewGrammar, § 111f, g; Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical
Hebrew, 63.

130 In the electronic database of the WIVU, 1Kings comprises 13,092 words, and 2Kings
12,235, a difference of approximately 6.5%.
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While the overall frequency of יהיו is less in 2Kings, there aremore cases of
יהיו with a time expression in comparison to 1Kings, as shown in table 12.10.

Table 12.10: Distribution of יהיו in Kings

יהיו 1Kings 2Kings

With time expressions 43 (55%) 36 (65%)
With other structures 35 (45%) 19 (35%)

Total 78 55

In considering the rendering of יהיו in the Peshitta, the distinctions made
above prove to be significant.

4.1.1.With Expressions for Time

The expressions for time following the narrative element יהיו in Hebrew
can be either a phrase containing a word expressing time, such as ‘day’,
‘month’, ‘year’, ‘morning’, the phrase ‘after these things’, or a preposition plus
an infinitiveclause describing the circumstances under which the ensuing
action takes place.

Syriac has neither the imperfect consecutive as narrative tense, nor this
special function of the copula verb as narrative discourse marker; nonethe-
less, at times יהיו is rendered quite literally by a form of ܐܘܗ , ‘be’:131

1Kgs 11:29

ܘܗܐܢܒܙܒܐܘܗܘ ‘and it was at that time’
איההתעביהיו ‘and it came to pass at that time’

Moreoften, however,whetherwith a timephraseorwith adependent clause
expressing time, the introductory element יהיו is skipped; Syriac renders the
time expression and continues with the following clause:132

131 18×: a time expression introduced by ,ב rendered asܒ in 1Kgs 6:1; 11:29; 14:25; 20:29; 22:2;
2Kgs 3:20; 19:35, and rendered as ܕܟܕ in 2Kgs 2:1; introduced by הצקןמ , rendered as ܪܬܒܢܡ in
1Kgs 9:10; introduced by רחא , rendered as ܪܬܒܢܡ in 1Kgs 21:1; introduced by תעל , rendered
as ܐܢܒܙܠ in 1Kgs 11:4; an unmarked time phrase rendered as a phrase introduced by ܠ in 1Kgs
18:1, rendered as a phrase introduced by ܪܬܒܢܡ in 2Kgs 4:8, and rendered as an unmarked
time phrase in 2Kgs 4:11, 18; introduced by ,ל rendered as ܠ in 1Kgs 20:26. In 1Kgs 18:27 a time
phrase preceded by ביהיו is rendered as a time phrase preceded by ܐܘܗܕܟܘ . In 2Kgs 7:18 an
infinitive of speaking preceded by כיהיו is rendered as ܐܘܗܘ followed by the noun ܐܡܓܬܦ ,
‘word’.

132 61×, for example, a time expression introduced by ,ב rendered asܒ in 1Kgs 18:44; 2Kgs
25:1, 15, rendered as ܪܬܒܢܡ in 1Kgs 3:18, and rendered as ܕܟܐܬܝܫܪܢܡ in 2Kgs 17:25; introduced
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1Kgs 9:1

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܡܠܫܕܟܘ ‘and when Solomon completed’
המלשׁתולככיהיו ‘and it came to pass when Solomon had finished’

When יהיו is left unexpressed in Syriac, the time expression can bemoved to
a later position in the following clause to which it has been incorporated:

2Kgs 10:9

ܐܪܦܨܒܩܦܢܘ ‘and he went out in the morning’
אציורקבביהיו ‘and it came to pass in the morning, and he went out’

Thedistributionof theuse of ܐܘܗ to render יהיו plus timeexpression is given
in table 12.11.

Table 12.11: Use of ܐܘܗ to render יהיו plus time expression in Kings

יהיו plus time expression 1 & 2Kings

Rendered using ܐܘܗ 18 (23%)
Rendered without ܐܘܗ 61 (77%)

Total 79

The tendency not to use ܐܘܗ in rendering יהיו plus time is considerably
stronger in 2Kings than in 1Kings, as shown in table 12.12. There is thus a
strong tendency not to render יהיו when it introduces a time expression in
the narrative and this tendency is more marked in 2Kings than in 1Kings.

Table 12.12: Use of ܐܘܗ to render יהיו plus
time expression in 1 and 2Kings separately

יהיו plus time expression 1Kings 2Kings

Rendered using ܐܘܗ 11 (26%) 7 (19%)
Rendered without ܐܘܗ 32 (74%) 29 (81%)

Total 43 36

That this phenomenon is not limited to the imperfect consecutive form
יהיו alone can be seen, for example, in:133

by ץקןמ , rendered as ܪܬܒܢܡ in 1Kgs 2:39; introduced by רחא , rendered as ܪܬܒܢܡ in 1Kgs
13:23; 17:17. The combination of יהיו with an infinitive introduced by ב or כ is most commonly
rendered as ܕܟ alone: with ב in 1Kgs 8:10; 11:15; 16:11; with כ in 1Kgs 9:1; 14:6; 18:17; 22:33; 2Kgs
2:9; 4:6; 5:8; 12:11; 19:1. However, see the last two examples in the previous note for other
possibilities.

133 Other examples with pf consec are 1Kgs 1:21; 2Kgs 4:10; with ipf 1Kgs 14:5.
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1Kgs 2:37

ܬܢܐܩܦܢܕܐܡܘܝܒܘ

‘and in the day that you go out’

ךתאצםויבהיהו
‘and it shall be (pf consec) in the day you go out’

This tendency alone accounts for the nearly three-fourths (61 out of 86; see
table 12.9) of the occurrences of היה not rendered in the Peshitta.

4.1.2.With Other Structures

In contrast to the tendency discussed in the previous section, when the
imperfect consecutive of היה occurswith other structures, the Peshitta tends
to render the copula:134

1Kgs 18:7

ܐܚܪܘܐܒܐܝܕܒܘܥܐܘܗܘ

‘and Obadiah was on the road’

ךרדבוהידבעיהיו
‘and it came to pass, Obadiah [was] on the road’

2Kgs 15:5

ܬܝܡܕܐܡܘܝܠܐܡܕܥܐܒܪܓܐܘܗܘ

ותמםוידעערצמיהיו
‘and he was a leper until the day of his death’

Because Hebrew nominal clauses do not require a copula, it is possible that
in 1Kgs 18:17 the imperfect consecutive of היה in these examples functions
as a macro-syntactic element outside of the nominal clause, comparable
to its functioning with time expressions. This option, however, does not
work in 2Kgs 15:5 since the ensuing clause in Hebrew needs the subject
present in the form יהיו . This testifies to the shift in function of יהיו from a
macro-syntactic element to a regular expression for being. In contrast, the
Peshitta in both cases renders the copula as part of the following clause.135
This interpretation of the data is substantiated by examples where the
Peshitta accommodates the form of the copula to the subject of the follow-
ing clause:

134 43×, for example, 1Kgs 4:1; 5:27; 10:14; 12:22; 2Kgs 3:27; 7:20; 17:3; 24:1.
135 On the use of ܐܘܗ to render Hebrew verbless clauses, see section 4.2.2.
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1Kgs 5:29

ܐܝܦܘܩ̈ܢܝܦܠܐ̈ܢܝܥܒܫܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܘܘܗܘ

‘and Solomon had (lit.: to Solomon were) seventy thousand carriers’

לבסאשׂנףלאםיעבשׁהמלשׁליהיו
‘and it was so, Solomon had (lit.: to Solomon) seventy thousand bearers of
burdens’

Thus although the rendering corresponds closely at word level, there is a
significant structural difference: Hebrew frequently employs יהיו as amacro-
syntactic narrative element followed by a verbless clause, while Syriac has a
‘to be’ clause with an explicit copula.

The distribution of the use of ܐܘܗ to render יהיו with structures other
than time expressions is presented in table 12.13.

Table 12.13: Use of ܐܘܗ to render יהיו without time expressions in Kings

יהיו with other structures 1 & 2Kings

Rendered using ܐܘܗ 43 (80%)
Rendered without ܐܘܗ 11 (20%)

Total 54

The distribution of this data for the two books of Kings separately is pre-
sented in table 12.14. Again the tendency not to render יהיו is stronger in
2Kings than in 1Kings.

Table 12.14: Use of ܐܘܗ to render יהיו without
time expressions in 1 and 2Kings separately

יהיו with other structures 1Kings 2Kings

Rendered using ܐܘܗ 31 (89%) 12 (63%)
Rendered without ܐܘܗ 4 (11%) 7 (27%)

Total 35 19

The cases rendered without ܐܘܗ attract attention due to their infrequency.
In 1Kings, three of the four involve a participial clause following יהיו , appar-
ently understood as descriptive of the circumstances in which the following
clause took place. In these, the Peshitta did not render יהיו , but added parti-
cles to make the connection explicit:136

136 See also 1Kgs 20:39 with ܐܗ ; 20:40 with ܕܥ . In 1Kgs 18:45, דע is apparently understood
in this manner and rendered as ܕܥ , leaving יהיו unrendered.
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1Kgs 13:20

ܐܪܘܬܦܠܥܢܝܒܬܝܢܘܢܗܕܟܘ

‘and when they were sitting at the table’

ןחלשׁהלאםיבשׁיםהיהיו
‘and it came to pass, they were sitting at the table’

In 2Kings all but one of the seven cases rendered without ܐܘܗ involve the
translation of a participial clause following יהיו . In four of these, the Peshitta
adds the particle ܕܟ .137

There are also cases of the perfect consecutive of היהו functioning within
speech in amanner similar to the imperfect consecutive יהיו withinnarrative
texts, namely, introducing the circumstances under which the following
clause occurs:

1Kgs 11:38

ܟܬܕܩܦܕܠܘܟܥܡܫܬܢܐܘ

‘and if you will harken to all that I command you’

ךוצארשׁאלכתאעמשׁתםאהיהו
‘and it shall be, if you harken to all that I command you’

Nonetheless there are cases where the Peshitta both adds the particle and
renders יהיו , as in:138

2Kgs 2:11

ܐܪܘܢܕܐܫܟܪܘܐܪܘܢܕܐܬܒܟܪܡܐܗܘܢܝܟܠܗܡܘܢܝܠܠܡܡܢܘܢܗܕܟܕܐܘܗܘ

‘and it was that while they were talking and walking, and see, a chariot of fire
and a horse of fire’

שׁאיסוסושׁאבכרהנהורבדוךולהםיכלההמהיהיו
‘and it came to pass, they went on walking and talking, and see, a chariot of
fire and horses of fire’

Rendering both יהיו and a circumstantial particle remains exceptional to the
general pattern andperhaps occurredunder the influence of the source text.
Thus the cases of היה not rendered in the translation reveal a systematic
difference in the functioning of the copula in the two languages.

137 Without a particle: 2Kgs 6:5; 8:5; 13:21; 19:37; with a particle: 2Kgs 6:26; 8:21; 20:4 (with
pf in the mt).

138 This occurs also in 2Kgs 17:7.
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4.2. Syriac ܐܘܗ without Correspondence in the Masoretic Text

In contrast to the instances in the preceding section, there are more occur-
rences of the copula in the Peshitta without a correspondence in the
Masoretic text than vice versa (see table 12.9). In this section we will look
at two factors which play a role in this and which together account for the
majority of the cases.

4.2.1. ܐܘܗ as Auxiliary Verb

A difference in the use of the verbal system lies behindmany of the cases of
the verb ܐܘܗ which have no correspondence in theMasoretic text. In Syriac
the copular verb frequently occurs together with other verbal forms—often
the participle—to form the main predication within a clause:

1Kgs 1:1

ܐܫ̈ܘܒܠܒܗܠܘܘܗܢܝܣܟܡܘ

‘and they were covering (ptc + ‘be’ [pf]) him with clothes’

םידגבבוהסכיו
‘and they covered (ipf consec) him with clothes’

The use of the participle in this manner, did develop in later Hebrew, but
was not common in Kings, though a number of examples can be found:139

1Kgs 12:6

ܝܗܘܒܐܡܕܩܘܘܗܢܝܡܝܩܕ

‘which were standing (ptc + ‘be’ [pf]) before his father’

ויבאהמלשׁינפתאםידמעויהרשׁא
‘which were standing (‘be’ [pf] + ptc) before Solomon his father’

In a few cases a combination of the tendency to skip over יהיו in its macro-
syntactic narrative function and the possibility of the participle function-
ing with the copular verb to form a single verbal predication results in a

139 1Kgs 2:45; 5:1, 15; 18:3; 22:35; 2Kgs 4:1; 6:8; 9:14; 17:25, 28, 29, 32 (2×), 33, 41 (2×); 18:4; 21:15.
The shift in the Hebrew use of the verbal system can be seen within this range of examples:
those in 1Kgs 5:1, 15; 18:3 could be debated as being the copula with a nominal or adjectival
predicate complement instead of with a verbally functioning participle. The example in 1Kgs
12:6, cited in the main text, involves a dependent clause, an environment more conducive to
the verbal functioning of the participle. Though the list is not exhaustive, the references given
occur predominantly in the later part of Kings and could be indicative of a shift in the use
of the Hebrew verbal system within Kings itself. For the possibility of the reanalysis of the
participle as the main verb, see Dyk, Participles in Context, esp. 136–140, 212.
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contamination of the two, so that two separate clauses with distinct narra-
tive functions in Hebrew result in a single combined clause in Syriac:140

1Kgs 17:4

ܐܬܫܬܝܘܗܚܢܢܡܘ

‘and from the brook you were drinking (‘be’ [pf] + ptc)’

התשׁתלחנהמהיהו
‘and it shall be (ipf consec), from the brook you shall drink (ipf)’

4.2.2. Rendering of Hebrew Verbless Clauses

Nominal clauses present another construction inwhich Syriac ܐܘܗ appears
without a correspondence at word level in the Hebrew text. Although both
Syriac and Hebrew have verbless clauses, the Peshitta frequently inserts the
copular verbwhere theHebrewhas none. In the following example, the first
clause seems to be an ellipsis in both languages; Syriac adds the copula in
the second clause:141

1Kgs 19:12

ܐܝܪܡܐܪܘܢܒܐܘܗܐܪܘܢܐܥܘܙܪܬܒܘ

‘and after the earthquake, fire; the Lord was not in the fire’

הוהישׁאבאלשׁאשׁערהרחאו
‘and after the earthquake, fire; yhwh not in the fire’

Syriac often also employs an elliptic pronoun in such clauses.142 TheHebrew
pronoun can function as a copula in nominal sentences. This sometimes
leads to agreement in the sequence of letters where the Syriac copula
appears to represent the third masc sg pronoun:143

1Kgs 20:28

ܐܩܡܘܥܕܐܗܠܐܐܘܗܘ

‘and he is (‘be’ [pf third masc sg]) not a god of the valley’

140 See also 1Kgs 5:24; 2Kgs 6:26; possibly also 1Kgs 18:27.
141 Other examples can be found in 1Kgs 1:4; 5:28; 6:18; 7:38; 9:20; 20:22; 11:17, 28, 29; 12:2;

16:25; 30; 19:4, 9, 11 (2×), 13, 19; 20:28; 21:15; 22:1, 42; 2Kgs 4:8; 5:12; 6:19 (2×); 8:26; 12:1; 14:21;
16:2; 18:22; 19:18; 21:1; 22:1; 23:31, 36; 24:8, 18. Not only does mt 2Kings have fewer examples
of the zero-copula constructions, but with the exception of 2Kgs 18:22; 19:19, from 12:1 on all
examples involve the age formula: ‘so-and-so was so old (when he began to reign)’. For the
shift within Hebrew to making the copula explicit, see Dyk, ‘ “To Be” in Hebrew’.

142 For a discussion of the ‘tripartite nominal clause’ in Syriac, see Van Peursen, ‘Three
Approaches to the Tripartite Nominal Clause in Syriac’, and its responses.

143 For a discussion of such examples, see chapter 8, section 1.8.
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אוהםיקמעיהלאאלו
‘and not god of the valleys he (pronoun third masc sg)’

Compare also the sequence of letters in:

2Kgs 18:22

… ܕܘܗܐܘܗ

‘was (‘be’ [pf third masc sg]) it not he who (Hezekiah took away his altars)’144

… רשׁאאוהאולה
‘is it not he (pronoun third masc sg), whose (altars Hezekiah took away)’

In spite of the similarities in spelling, it is improbable that the form of the
Hebrew pronoun alone influenced the rendering as the Syriac copula, since
syntactic aspects are also at work in these constructions.

In some cases an apparently superfluous existential particle ܬܝܐ appears
alongside the verb ܐܘܗ in the rendering of some of the Hebrew expressions
for ‘be’, both with and without the copular verb:145

1Kgs 10:22

ܐܡܝܒܐܟܠܡܠܝܘܗ̈ܬܝܐܫܝܫܪܬܕܐܢܝܦܣ̈ܕܠܛܡ

lit.: ‘for ships of Tarshish there-being they were for the king in the sea’
‘for the king had ships of Tarshish in the sea’

םיבךלמלשׁישׁרתינאיכ
‘for the king had a Tarshish fleet in the sea’

When the copula is lacking in Hebrew nominal clauses it can be unclear
where the boundary is between the subject and the predicate in more com-
plex nominal structures. Making the copula explicit in combination with
the interpretation of the participle as the main verb has resulted in three
forms of the copula being present in the Peshitta version of the following
verse where the Masoretic text has none at all:

2Kgs 10:6146

ܢܒܘ
̈
ܢܘܗܠܘܘܗܢܝܒܪܡܐܬܝܪܩܕܐܢܒܪܘܘܢܝܒܓܢܝܥܒܫܘܘܗܢܝܘܗܐܟܠܡܝ

lit.: ‘and the sons of the king were being ( ܐܘܗ ptc and pf) seventy men and
the captains of the city were ( ܐܘܗ ptc) raising them’

144 See section 2.3 above on the interpretation of the Syriac rendering in the absence of the
question marker.

145 Such examples corresponding to the copular verb in Hebrew can be found in 1Kgs
10:2; 2Kgs 3:9 (with negation); 10:1; 24:7; 25:3 (with negation). The functioning of this particle
within p is a separate topic of research. In the electronic translation concordance, ܬܝܐ cor-
responds 11× to the existential particle שׁי in Hebrew, and 30× it has no correspondence at
word level in the Hebrew text.

146 For the difference in clause boundaries, see chapter 13, section 4.
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םתואםילדגמריעהילדגתאשׁיאםיעבשׁךלמהינבו
‘and the sons of the king, seventy men, (were) with the great ones of the city,
(who were) raising them’

4.3. Summary of the Occurrences of the Copula

The lack of correspondence between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta
in the occurrences of the copula reveals systematic differences between
Hebrew and Syriac in the use of the copular verb. The macro-syntactic nar-
rative marker יהיו is often not rendered, particularly when it introduces the
circumstances in which a following action takes place. On the other hand,
Syriac frequently adds the copula where the corresponding Hebrew clauses
are verbless. Furthermore, ܐܘܗ occurs more frequently as an auxiliary verb
in the Peshitta than it does in the Masoretic text.

Repeatedly it has been observed that the two books of Kings differ in
the proportions in which a particular rendering or lack of rendering occurs.
In studies on copyists and translators, it has been observed that the gen-
eral tendency is to stick closely to the original at the beginning.147 However,
as the copyist or translator becomes more accustomed to the manuscript,
unconsciously he becomes freer from the original and his own language
asserts itself more. The differences between 1 and 2Kings could point to a
gradual shift towards a more Syriac type of language use as the translation
progressed. Thoughnone of the separate syntactic structures is ungrammat-
ical in the other language, Hebrew and Syriac exhibit a different proportion
in the use of these possibilities. This wouldmean that as far as the use of the
copula is concerned the following differences between the languages can be
deduced:

More Hebrew-like characteristics More Syriac-like characteristics

Copula as a macro-syntactic particle Copula not a macro-syntactic particle
– introducing time expressions – time expression without copula
– introducing other circumstances – copula unexpressed or incorporated

into a ‘to be’ clause
Copula infrequent as auxiliary verb Copula frequent as auxiliary verb
Nominal clauses (without verb) Copula expressed in ‘to be’ clauses

As we have noted in a few examples, since the copula is used systematically
differently in the two languages, even where the Hebrew copula is rendered

147 Cf. Benskin andLaing, ‘Translations andMischsprachen inMiddleEnglishManuscripts’.
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by the cognate Syriac copula, in many cases it is more than likely that the
form has a different syntactic function in the translated text than it did in
the source text.

5. Correspondence atWord Level, Difference in
Syntactic Boundaries and Clause-Constituent Functions

Besides the cases of homography treated in chapter 8, there are passages
with a close resemblance between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta at
word level, but a difference in syntactic structure and in the clause-constitu-
ent functions of the elements. The limited selection is merely indicative of
what can be found.148

5.1. Different Phrase Boundaries

A phrase boundary in the Peshitta has been drawn at a different point than
in the Masoretic text, thus resulting in different clause boundaries, in:

1Kgs 11:27

ܘܠܡܠܐܢܒܕܟܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܒܐܕܝܐܡܝܪܐܕ

‘(And this was the matter) that he (Jeroboam) raised the hand against King
Solomon, when he (Solomon) built Millo’

אולמהתאהנבהמלשׁךלמבדיםירהרשׁא
‘(And this was the matter) that he (Jeroboam) raised the hand against the
king. Solomon built the Millo’

According to the Masoretic punctuation, ךלמב , ‘against the king’, marks the
end of the first clause. As a consequence, המלשׁ , ‘Solomon’, is the explicit
subject of the second clause. The word order subject—perfect verb is not
uncommon in Hebrew. In the Peshitta, however, ܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܟܠܡܒ , ‘against
King Solomon’, constitutes one phrase, as is clear from the following con-
junction ܕܟ , whichmarks a new clause. Apparently, the translator construed
the Hebrew differently than the Masoretes did.149

148 Similar cases involving clauses can be found in 1Kgs 11:18; 19:11 (see chapter 8, sec-
tion 1.12); 2Kgs 23:11 (see chapter 6, section 5.2.2). For cases above clause level, see chapter 13,
section 4.

149 Another example occurs in 2Kgs 17:33–34; see chapter 13, section 5.
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5.2. Demonstrative Pronoun Rendered as Object Instead of Subject

A rearrangement in the word order results in a reanalysis of the function of
the constituents within a clause in the following text:

2Kgs 5:7

ܗܒܪܓܢܡܐܪܒܓܐܣܐܐܢܗܝܠܚܠܫܕ

‘… that he sent to me this (man). Can I heal a man from his leprosy?’

ותערצמשׁיאףסאלילאחלשׁהז־יכ
‘… that this (man) has sent to me to recover a man from his leprosy?’

The king of Israel is distraught at the request of the king of Edom to heal
Naaman of his leprosy. In the rendering, all corresponding parts of speech
are present, but by a change ofword order the demonstrative pronoun—the
subject in the Masoretic text—becomes the direct object in the Peshitta.
In the Hebrew, the object of the verb חלשׁ , ‘send’, is the following infi-
nite clause: ‘send (with the purpose of) to recover’. The Syriac, however,
already has the demonstrative pronoun as the object and continues the
quote with the verb in the first person: ‘Can I heal …?’ It could be that
in Syriac the verb ܚܠܫ , ‘send’, is used preferably with a concrete object
that gets sent rather than with an infinitive clause stating the purpose of
sending. This would have prompted reading the demonstrative pronoun
as the object, which in turn led to changing the infinitive into an imper-
fect. These assumptions, however, can only be substantiated by further
research.

6. Summary

The limited selection of phenomena presented here illustrates how differ-
ences between the Peshitta and the Masoretic text can be related to clause-
level syntax. The Peshitta appears to follow the Hebrew text rather closely.
Divergences are frequently related to differences between the two language
systems.

The most noteworthy difference in the occurrence of negatives is prob-
ably the need to repeat a negative in a series in Syriac, while in Hebrew a
single negative suffices. This seems to indicate a shorter range of govern-
ment of the negative particle in Syriac.

In the absence of a Syriac question marker, in the majority of cases the
Hebrew question marker is merely skipped in the rendering. In 1Kings this
is true of 91% of the cases. The tendency to compensate syntactically in one
way or another for the Hebrew question marker is more strongly present in
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2Kings, where the proportion of cases merely skipping the questionmarker
is significantly lower.

As to the valence patterns of the verbs chosen, the Hebrew verbs םישׂ and
אשׂנ manifest more different valence patterns and amore extensive scope of

syntactic government than do their Syriac counterparts. These factors are
compensated for in the Peshitta by using various verbs to render a single
Hebrew verb and by the repetition of verbs to extend the scope of verbal
government.

The lack of correspondence between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta
in the occurrences of the copula reveals systematic differences between
Hebrew and Syriac. The macro-syntactic narrative marker יהיו is often not
rendered, particularly when it introduces the circumstances in which a fol-
lowing action takes place. On the other hand, Syriac employs the copula
frequently to render verbless nominal clauses in Hebrew. Furthermore, the
participle and the copula occur together much more often in Syriac narra-
tives to render other tenses in Hebrew.

In general, the differences between the two languages systems cause
observable compensation in the syntax.Where the differences are not com-
pensated but the source text is followed closely, it is legitimate to question
whether the translation faithfully renders the original. By adhering closely
to certain formal elements of the source text, the effect achieved in the trans-
lation can diverge from the significance in the source text.
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CASES REQUIRING AN EXPLANATION ABOVE CLAUSE LEVEL

Many correspondences in the electronic translation concordance cannot be
explained satisfactorily at word or phrase level, but require the perspective
of a level higher in the syntactic hierarchy. Since the database has been built
up on the basis of a clause-level synopsis of the texts, wemention a number
of aspects which have caught our attention. The topics chosen include
the proportionate distribution of the various parts of speech (section 1),
the presence of additional material (section 2), the avoidance of repetition
(section 3), cases where the word image is preserved but the sentence
boundaries aredifferent (section4), andcaseswhere sentences are rendered
differently but thenarrative as awhole is compatiblewith theMasoretic text
(section 5).

1. Proportionate Distribution of the Parts of Speech

Counting a word as a unit separated by blank spaces, the electronic text of
the Peshitta of Kings1 contains 24,908 words, being slightly shorter text than
the Masoretic text, with 25,327 words. The distribution in 1 and 2Kings is
given in table 13.1.

Table 13.1: Word count in Kings

Words mt p Difference

1Kings 13,092 12,883 –209 (–1.6%)
2Kings 12,235 12,025 –210 (–1.7%)

In both Hebrew and Syriac, what occurs between blank spaces can involve
more than one lexical entry, since prepositions and pronominal suffixes
can be attached to a form. Comparing the numbers of lexemes per part of
speech shows up some interesting differences and similarities between the

1 That is, the running text in the Kings volume of The Old Testament in Syriac, which
basically represents the btr.
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two versions. Although containing slightly fewer words, the Peshitta has a
slightly higher total number of lexical items as registered in the electronic
translation concordance. The relative distribution between the parts of
speech shows much variation, as can be seen in table 13.2.2

Table 13.2: Frequency of lexemes per part of speech

Part of Speech mt p Difference

Definite article 2,923 0 –2,923 (–100%)
Verb 6,081 6,035 –46 (–0.8%)
Noun 9,023 8,812 –211 (–2.3%)
Proper noun 3,492 3,613 +121 (+3.5%)
Adverb 387 334 –53 (–13.7%)
Preposition 6,007 8,680 +2,673 (+44.5%)
Conjunction 5,484 5,131 –353 (–6.4%)
Pronoun 3,608 4,975 +1,367 (+37.9%)
Interjection 180 125 –55 (–30.6%)
Negative 437 448 +11 (+2.5%)
Interrogative 131 18 –113 (–86.3%)
Adjective 513 672 +159 (+31.0%)

Total 38,266 38,843 +577 (+1.5%)

When a unique lexical item is counted only once, the Peshitta attests fewer
unique items. Though containing about 1.5% more total lexical items, the
Peshitta has approximately 9.8% fewer unique lexical items, a reduction by
nearly one tenth. The distribution of the unique lexical items among the
parts of speech is given in table 13.3.

2 In order to facilitate the comparison between the two versions, a single entry in the
translation concordance is sometimes made up of a combination of several lexical elements
in the other version. In such combinations, thepart of speechof the initial element is noted as
the part of speech of the whole entry. This part of speech has been registered in the statistics
of tables 13.2 and 13.3, with the following exceptions. When in the electronic translation
concordance in a single entry a negative occurs preceded by another part of speech, the
negative particle has been counted separately (see chapter 12, section 1). Also, the Hebrew
negative particle ןיא is counted as a negative and not as a noun as it appears in the electronic
translation concordance (due to the part of speech assignment in KBL). Furthermore, where
the nominal element ‘son of’ is combined with a proper noun in order to correspond to a
single proper noun in the other version, the combination is registered as a proper noun. The
part of speech ‘pronoun’ includes personal pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, interrogative
pronouns, and pronominal suffixes.
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Table 13.3: Number of unique entries per part of speech

Part of Speech mt p Difference

Definite article 1 0 –1 (–100%)
Verb 463 384 –79 (–17.1%)
Noun 823 752 –71 (–8.6%)
Proper noun 414 382 –32 (–7.7%)
Adverb 23 39 +16 (+69.6%)
Preposition 86 77 –9 (–10.5%)
Conjunction 15 18 +3 (+20%)
Pronoun 26 35 +9 (+34.6%)
Interjection 14 6 –8 (–57.1%)
Negative 3 1 –2 (–66.7%)
Interrogative 13 5 –8 (–61.5%)
Adjective 101 89 –12 (–11.9%)

Total 1,982 1,788 –194 (–9.8%)

The parts of speech with three digits show significant reductions in unique
items in the Peshitta: 17.1% fewer verbs, 8.6% fewer nouns, and 7.7% fewer
proper nouns. These three sets of content words will be commented on
below. The most dramatic decrease—100% for the category ‘definite arti-
cle’—points to a difference in language system: the definite article in
Hebrew is a separate lexical item, while Syriac does not have a lexicalized
definite article. The second most dramatic decrease—66.7% for the cat-
egory ‘negative’—is to be discounted because of the low frequency of the
items involved.3

Prepositions show a decrease in unique items (–10.5%), but in actual
occurrence a considerable increase (+44.5%, see table 13.2). Some of the
factors contributing to this difference have to do with internal phrase struc-
ture.4

Only adverbs, conjunctions, and pronouns show an increase in the num-
ber of unique lexical entries occurring in the Peshitta of Kings. The 69.6%
increase in lexical entries for the category ‘adverb’ can be explained by the
tendency in Hebrew to use adjectives adverbially, while Syriac has a wider
range of lexicalized adverbs. Though there are more lexical items for the
category ‘adverb’, on the whole this part of speech occurs less frequently

3 While Hebrew has three different lexical negatives— אל , לא , ןיא —Syriac consistently
uses the single negative particle. See chapter 12, section 1.

4 See chapter 11, section 3.2.
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throughout the text (see table 13.2). The Peshitta contains slightly more lex-
ically unique conjunctions, but conjunctions occur on a whole less often
in the Peshitta than in the Masoretic text (see table 13.2). There are basi-
cally two reasons for this. First, the frequently occurring Hebrew imperfect
consecutive form includes a conjunction which is not always rendered in
the Peshitta.5 Second, where Syriac differs from Hebrew in internal phrase
structure, the conjunction in the Hebrew text may not be represented in
Syriac.6

Separate attention will be given to verbs (section 1.1), nouns (section 1.2),
proper nouns (section 1.3), and pronominal elements (section 1.4).

1.1. Verbs

The Peshitta of Kings has only a slightly lower total number of verbs, but
contains significantly fewer unique lexical items. See the following excerpt
from tables 13.2 and 13.3:

Verb mt p Difference

Total occurrences 6,081 6,035 –46 (–0.8%)
Unique items 463 384 –79 (–17.1%)

This reduction in unique lexical items is one of the highest of all parts of
speech.Discounting thedefinite articlewhich is lacking in Syriac, only inter-
jections, negatives, and interrogatives show a larger reduction in unique
lexical items. For these groups, however, the totals are so low, that even a
small difference would shift the proportions considerably. The significant
reduction in unique verbal lexical items merits further attention in future
research.7

Though containing nearly the same number of verbal forms, the two
texts show a vast divergence in the proportionate distribution of the various
forms of the verbal system, as given in table 13.4.8

5 See below section 1.1.
6 See chapter 11, section 3.3.
7 See below section 3.1 for remarks on the reduction in the rendering of verbs.
8 In the database, Hebrew a-e verbs are recognized as having participial verbal forms;

some lexica provide no participial forms for these verbs, but only a cognate adjective. The
verbs involved are חשׁמ (1Kgs 1:45; 4:20; 8:66; 2Kgs 11:14), דבכ (1Kgs 3:9; 10:2; 12:4, 11; 2Kgs
6:14; 18:17), ןשׁי (1Kgs 3:20; 18:27), רסח (1Kgs 11:22), ץפח (1Kgs 13:33; 21:6), and אלמ (2Kgs 4:4).
Further, some passive participial forms, which some lexica treat as separate nominal entries,
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Table 13.4: Proportionate occurrences of verbal forms

Form mt p Difference

Perfect9 1,602 (26.3%) 3,791 (62.8%) +2,189 (+136.7%)
Imperfect 650 (10.7%) 785 (13.0%) +135 (+20.8%)
Ipf consec 2,254 (37.1%) – (0.0%) –2,254 (–100.0%)
Imperative 349 (5.8%) 435 (7.2%) +86 (+24.6%)
Infinitive 640 (10.5%) 240 (4.0%) –400 (–62.5%)
Participles 586 (9.6%) 784 (13.0%) +198 (+33.8%)

Total 6,081 (100.0%) 6,035 (100.0%) –46 (–.8%)

Thedifference in distribution can rarely be explained atwordor clause level,
but is related to the use of the verbal system within each of the languages.
Some insight into this use is provided by a survey of how the various tenses
in the Masoretc text are rendered in the Peshitta.

In his study on 1Kings, Williams devotes a chapter to the use of the
verbal forms. He comments on the fact that since both languages have the
same verbal forms—with the exception of the imperfect consecutive which
is exclusive to Hebrew—certain tenses tend to be seen as equivalents of
each other in the other language. He proceeds to show that this conception
is inadequate. Williams does this by commenting on those forms which
deviate from the simple equation of correspondence.10

In ourpresentationwewill includenotes onWilliams’ observations, but it
is somewhat difficult to compare his statistics with ours for various reasons.
Williams focuses on determining the tense value of a form, which is not
a topic in our treatment; he treats the verbal forms occurring with the
coordinating conjunction separately from those asyndetically connected;

are taken to be verbal forms in the present data. This involves רוגס (1Kgs 6:20, 21; 7:49, 50) and
רוצב (2Kgs 18:13; 19:25). Finally, the infinitive of תומ is treated as a verb instead of as a noun

as in some lexica (1Kgs 11:40; 13:31; 2Kgs 3:5; 14:17). For Syriac the occurrences of ‘Rab Shaqeh’
(2Kgs 18:17, 19, 26, 27, 28, 37; 19:4, 8) are analysed as a proper noun and not as a noun followed
by a participle (see chapter 6, section 5.2.3).

9 In the consonantal text, which is the basis of the analysis, many instances of masc sg
participle and third masc sg perfect are graphically indistinguishable from each other. Their
identification is based on contextual (syntactic) information, and in ambiguous cases, on the
interpretation offered by the vowel signs in the Mosul edition.

10 Williams, Studies, 101. He lists as forms taken to be equivalents in the two languages:
‘imperative, participle, perfect, and imperfect, while … the “conversive”-waw in Hebrew …
makes Hebrew wayyiqtōl correspond to Syriac waqtal, and both Hebrew weqātal and weyiqtōl
to correspond to Syriac wneqtol’.
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he comments only on the cases which deviate from the simple equation;
and his study is limited to 1Kings.

1.1.1. Hebrew Imperfect Consecutive

One notable example of a difference in the verbal system is that Hebrew
uses the imperfect consecutive as the main narrative tense, a form which
does not occur in Syriac. The Hebrew imperfect consecutives are rendered
in the Peshitta of Kings as presented in table 13.5 (in descending order of
frequency).

The relatively high frequency of this form with its accompanying coordi-
nating conjunction also explains a number of the coordinated conjunctions
in theHebrew text not rendered in the Peshitta of Kings.11Themost frequent
corresponding form is the perfect, which indeed does function as the main
narrative tense in Syriac, as in:

2Kgs 25:6

ܐܢܝܕܗܡܥܠܠܡܘ … ܝܗܘܩܣܐܘܐܟܠܡܠܝܗܘܕܚܐܘ

‘and they seized (pf) him, the king, and caused (pf) him to go up… and spoke
(pf) judgment with him’

טפשׁמותאורבדיו … ותאולעיו ךלמהתאושׂפתיו
‘and they seized (ipf cons) the king and caused (ipf cons) him to go up … and
spoke (ipf cons) judgment with him’

A number of the imperfect consecutive forms which are not rendered can
be accounted for by the macro-syntactic introductory, ‘and it came to pass’
(KJV), which is not always rendered in Syriac, as in:12

2Kgs 8:5

ܐܬܝܡܝܚܐܕܐܟܠܡܠܐܥܬܫܡܕܟܘ

‘and while relating to the king that he made alive one who had died’

תמהתאהיחהרשׁאתאךלמלרפסמאוהיהיו
‘and it came to pass, he was telling the king how he had restored a dead one
to life’

11 Cf. Williams, Studies, 100: ‘If wayyiqtōl appears after a verb of motion it may be trans-
lated asyndetically simply by the perfect without waw.’ See table 13.2 above and chapter 4,
section 2.2.

12 See also chapter 12, section 4.1.
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Table 13.5: Syriac correspondences of the Hebrew imperfect consecutive

Hebrew Ipf Consecutive Syriac

2053 Perfect
73 Participle13

6 Infinitive14

4 Participle plus perfect15
3 Imperfect
3 Perfect plus Participle16

2 Perfect plus Perfect
2 Imperative

Not rendered
100

Ipf Cons plus participle
8 Perfect plus Participle

1.1.2. Hebrew Perfect

The Hebrew perfect corresponds to verbal forms in the Peshitta of Kings as
listed in table 13.6. The fact that a number of Hebrew perfects are rendered
by imperfects and imperatives in Syriac can be explained partially by the
fact that the perfect consecutive can follow an imperfect or an imperative
and be used as a continuation of that form.

Table 13.6: Syriac correspondences of the Hebrew perfect

Hebrew Perfect Syriac

1187 Perfect17
158 Imperfect18

13 Cf. Williams, Studies, 111: ‘qātel hwā occurs as the translation of a wayyiqtōl form …
where … [the action] is represented a something durative … [in 1Kgs] 18:27’. Cf. also, 114: ‘…
five examples where wqātel translates wayyiqtōl’.

14 Cf.Williams, Studies, 109: ‘In once caseHebrew hwātōl is translated by a Syriac infinitive
preceded by “and he began to” ’, citing 1Kgs 6:1. The perfect form ‘and he began to’ is recorded
in our data as a perfect not rendered.

15 Cf. Williams, Studies, 114: ‘On five occasions wayyiqtōl is translated by wqātel hwā ’.
16 Cf. Williams, Studies, 113: ‘Syriac uses wahwā qātel for Hebrew wayyiqtōl, e.g. 18:26’.
17 Williams, Studies, 104, mentions for 1Kings that ‘Syriac waqtal is used eight times to

represent the Hebrew weqātal’.
18 Williams, Studies, 105–106, treats the cases occurring with a coordinating conjuncttion

separately, observing: ‘Syriac neqtol renders Hebrew weqātal in an apodosis (14:12) or follow-
ing a verb of motion (17:12).’ Further, 106, ‘Syriac wneqtol may express purpose, but does so
less than Hebrew weyiqtō l.’
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Hebrew Perfect Syriac

123 Participle21

56 Imperative22

14 Participle plus Perfect23
8 Perfect plus Perfect24
1 Imperfect plus Participle
1 Infinitive plus Perfect

Not rendered
36

Perfect plus Participle
9 Participle plus Perfect
1 Perfect
1 Participle

1.1.3. Hebrew Imperfect

The rendering of the Hebrew imperfect forms in the Peshitta of Kings are
presented in table 13.7.

Table 13.7: Syriac correspondences of the Hebrew imperfect

Hebrew Imperfect Syriac

453 Imperfect
94 Participle23

41 Perfect24

19 Williams, Studies, 109: ‘Syriac qātel may translation Hebrew qātal in some predictable
circumstances. For instance, the verb עדי [‘know’] in the second person perfect … is trans-
lated by the participle in Syriac. … But neither the Hebrew nor Syriac is bound to use this
construction’. Cf. also 113: ‘wqātel may also translate weqātal’; 114: ‘wqātel / pronoun may also
translate weqātaltā forms’.

20 Williams, Studies, 106: ‘Syriac qtol may render Hebrew weqātaltāwhen the latter repre-
sents a command’; ‘Syriac qtol may also render Hebrew weqātaltā without needing to be the
second of two imperatives.’ For cases with the conjunction, cf. Williams, Studies, 107: ‘Often
waqtol may render Hebrew second person forms, i.e. weqātaltā etc.’

21 Cf. Williams, Studies, 111: ‘Twice Syriac qātel hwā translates Hebrew qātal. qātel hwā
seems to represent continuous action in the past.’ Cf. also 116: ‘Once (9:25)wqātel hwā is used
to translate weqātal’.

22 Cf. Williams, Studies, 102, for 1Kings: ‘In up to five cases, qtal hwā may be representing
Hebrew qātal’.

23 Cf. Williams, Studies, 110: ‘Syriac qātel may also render the Hebrew form yiqtōl (in past,
present, or future time reference) with or without a pronoun following the participle.’

24 Cf. Williams, Studies, 100–101, for 1Kings: ‘probably nine cases where the Syriac perfect
translates the Hebrew imperfect’.
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Hebrew Perfect Syriac

17 Imperative25

10 Participle plus Perfect26
5 Infinitive
2 Perfect plus Participle27

1 Imperfect plus Participle

Not Rendered
11

Imperfect plus Infinitive
1 Infinitive plus Imperfect

Imperfect plus Participle
2 Imperfect plus Participle

1.1.4. Hebrew Imperative

The more frequent occurrence of imperatives in the Peshitta points to an-
other systematic difference between the two languages. As already men-
tioned, inHebrew the perfect consecutive can be used to continue the tense
of a preceding verbal form. Thus the perfect is frequently employed to con-
tinue a series of imperatives, as in:

1Kgs 17:3

ܬܝܪܟܕܚܢܒܐܫܛܬܐܘܐܚܢܕܡܠܟܠܝܢܦܬܐܘܐܟܡܠܙ

‘go (imp) from here and turn (imp) for yourself eastwards and hide yourself
(imp) by the brook of Cherith’

תירכלהנבתרתסנוהמדקךלתינפוהזמךל
‘go (imp) from here and turn (pf consec) for yourself eastwards and hide
yourself (pf cons) by the brook Cherith’

Table 13.8 presents how Hebrew imperatives are rendered in the Peshitta.

25 Cf. Williams, Studies, 107, for 1Kings: ‘Hebrew second person forms that express com-
mand or obligation, i.e., tiqtōl, etc., may be translated by Syriac imperatives’; ‘Of course, tiqtōl
may also be translated by Syriac teqtol’.

26 Cf. Williams, Studies, 112: ‘qātel hwā may also translate Hebrew yiqtōl’.
27 Cf. Williams, Studies, 112: ‘Twice hwā qātel translates tiqtōl’.
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Table 13.8: Syriac correspondences of the Hebrew imperative

Hebrew Imperative Syriac

336 Imperative
4 Participle
1 Perfect
1 Imperfect

Not Rendered
7

1.1.5. Hebrew Infinitive

The Syriac version of Kings has less than half of the number of infinitive
forms as compared to the Masoretic text. The Hebrew infinitives are ren-
dered in the Peshitta as presented in table 13.9.

The compound tenses consisting of the infinitive plus another verbal
form are mostly those in which the same verbal lexeme is used twice, the
emphatic use of the infinitive, as in:

2Kgs 14:20

ܡܘܕܬܒܪܚܒܪܚܡ

םודאתאתיכההכה
‘you have indeed destroyed Edom’

Inmost cases the Peshitta uses the infinitive in the sameway as the Hebrew
does,28 the single exception being two renderings by an imperfect plus
participle (1Kgs 8:29, 52).

Table 13.9: Syriac correspondences of the Hebrew infinitive

Hebrew Infinitive Syriac

201 Infinitive
180 Perfect
104 Imperfect
36 Participle
5 Imperative
1 Imperfect plus Participle
1 Perfect plus Participle

Not Rendered
90

28 See also the case listed in table 13.7 where the order of the verbal forms is reversed.
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Hebrew Perfect Syriac

Infinitive plus Imperfect
11 Infinitive plus Imperfect
1 Infinitve plus Imperative
1 Infinitive plus Participle

Infinitive plus Perfect
6 Infinitive plus Perfect

Infinitive plus participle
2 Imperfect plus Participle

1.1.6. Hebrew Participle

ThePeshitta ofKings containsnearly twice thenumberof participles as does
the Masoretic text, again pointing to a specific use of this form within the
verbal system. In the Peshitta the participle functionsmore frequently as the
main verb of a clause, with or without an accompanying form of the copula.
The Hebrew participles in Kings are rendered as presented in table 13.10.

Table 13.10: Syriac correspondences of the Hebrew participle

Hebrew Participle Syriac

338 Participle
49 Perfect
44 Participle plus Perfect29
13 Imperfect
2 Imperfect plus Participle
1 Infinitive

Not Rendered
115

Participle plus Perfect
1 Perfect plus Perfect

1.1.7. Compound Verbal Elements

In the tables above cases involving more than one verbal element within a
single clause have been listed. The data are brought together in table 13.11 in
which all cases are listed where a compound verbal form occurs in at least
one of the texts.

29 Cf. Williams, Studies, 111: ‘Syriac qātel hwā may translate Hebrew pronoun / participle’.
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Table 13.11: Occurrences of compound verbal forms

Hebrew Syriac

Ipf Consecutive 4 Participle plus Perfect
3 Perfect plus Participle
2 Perfect plus Perfect

Ipf Cons plus Participle 8 Perfect plus Participle

Perfect 14 Participle plus Perfect
8 Perfect plus Perfect
1 Imperfect plus Participle
1 Infinitive plus Perfect

Perfect plus Participle 9 Participle plus Perfect
1 Perfect
1 Participle

Imperfect 10 Participle plus Perfect
2 Perfect plus Participle
1 Imperfect plus Participle

Imperfect plus Infinitive 1 Infinitive plus Imperfect

Imperfect plus Participle 2 Imperfect plus Participle

Infinitive 1 Imperfect plus Participle
1 Perfect plus Participle

Infinitive plus Imperfect 11 Infinitive plus Imperfect
1 Infinitve plus Imperative
1 Infinitive plus Participle

Infinitive plus Perfect 6 Infinitive plus Perfect

Infinitive plus participle 2 Imperfect plus Participle

Participle 44 Participle plus Perfect
2 Imperfect plus Participle

Participle plus Perfect 1 Perfect plus Perfect

The Peshitta attests farmore instances of compound verbal forms than does
the Masoretic text: 136 in Syriac over against 44 cases in Hebrew. All com-
pound verbal elements in Hebrew have been rendered by compound verbs
in Syriac except for two cases where a perfect plus participle is rendered
once by a perfect (1Kgs 10:3) and once by a participle (2Kgs 6:8). Except for
the cases with the infinitive, the compound use involves the presence of the
copular verb, as in:
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1Kgs 5:15

ܘܝܢܘܗܠܘܟܕܝܘܕܠܡܪܝܚܐܘܗܡܚܪܕܠܛܡ
̈

ܐܬܡ

םימיהלכדודלםריחהיהבהאיכ
‘for Hiram was loving David always’

This more extensive use of the copular verb in combination with other
verbal forms is not absent from theHebrew text, but theproportion inwhich
it is used in the two texts points to a systematic difference between the two
language systems.

1.1.8. Verbal Forms rendered Identically in the Two Versions

Extracting from these figures, table 13.12 presents the proportion of forms
rendered identically in the two versions.30

Table 13.12: Verbal forms rendered identically

Total in mt % of mt Count—Form % of p Total in p

1602 74.1% 1187—Perfect 31.3% 3791
637 71.1% 453—Imperfect 59.2% 765

2 100.0% 2—Ipf plus Ptc 22.2% 9
349 96.3% 336—Imperative 77.2% 435
629 32.0% 201—Infinitive 87.8% 229
13 84.6% 11—Inf plus Ipf 91.7% 12

584 57.9% 338—Participle 38.2% 885

1.1.9. Verbal Forms without Verbal Correspondence

The distribution of forms which have no equivalent in the other version
provides yet another angle from which to view the use of the verbal sys-
tem in the two languages. In table 13.13 the total number of occurrences of a
category is given, as well as the percentage of this total which has no corre-
spondence. Some of the cases lacking correspondence in the other version
involve verbs within segments of texts which are pluses or minuses.31 The
percentages in the double digits all involve the participle and the infinitive,
either alone or in combination with another verbal form. It is particularly
the double character of these forms, being both verbal and nominal, which
accounts for the fact that an infinitive or a participle in one language could

30 To be counted as identical, when two verbal forms occur together, the order of the
formshas been taken to be significant. Thus identical includes an identical order of the verbal
forms.

31 See below sections 2 and 3.
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correspond to an adjective or a noun in the other language. An example of
a verbal form in one language corresponding to a nominal form in the other
is:

2Kgs 17:9

ܐܬܢܝܫܥܐܬܝܪܩܠܐܡܕܥܘܐܘܛܢܠܕܓܡܢܡܢܘܗܝܘܩܠܟܒ

רצבמריעדעםירצונלדגממםהירעלכב
‘in all their cities, from the tower of the watchmen to the fenced city’

The word for ‘watchmen’ in Hebrew is a participle, while in the Syriac it is a
noun; on the other hand, the word for ‘fenced’ in Syriac is a participle, while
in Hebrew it is a noun.

Table 13.13: Verbal forms without verbal correspondence

Total in mt32 %of mt mt—Form—p % of p Total in p

1,591 2.3% 36—Perfect—145 3.8% 3,791
11 0.0% 0—Pf plus Ptc—1 16.7% 15

650 1.7% 11—Imperfect—32 4.2% 765
2,254 4.4% 100—Ipf Cons—0 0.0% 0
349 2.0% 7—Imperative—18 4.1% 435
640 14.1% 90—Infinitive—6 2.5% 240
584 19.7% 115—Participle—103 11.6% 885

1 0.0% 0—Ptc plus Pf—9 10.0% 90

Some of the cases lacking correspondence in the other version involve verbs
within segments of texts which are pluses or minuses.33

Singling out the copula, the verb ‘to say’, and the verbs of movement,
table 13.14 presents the distribution of the forms having no correspondence
in the other version. Clearly, the copular verbs show the greatest amount of
divergence.34Various aspects of theuse of these verbshavebeen commented
on in chapter 12, section 4. The skipped forms of רמא are treated below
in section 3.1. The ‘extra’ verbs of movement in the Masoretic text which
have not been rendered in the Peshitta are commented on in section 3.1.

32 The totals in table 13.11 and 13.12 differ because some of the forms are represented in
verbal combinations, since the verbal combinations are not the same for those rendered
identically and those having no correspondence.

33 See below sections 2 and 3.
34 Williams, Studies, 108, mentions three forms of the copula occurring with the coordi-

nating conjunction (perfect and imperfect forms with the conjunction, and the imperfect
consecutive), ‘which may be used to mark sections in the narrative or discourse. … In most
cases where they are simply narrativemarkers they are ignored by Syriac and aremerely rep-
resented by waw.’
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The verbs in the Peshitta without correspondence in theMasoretic text can
partially be explained by the less extensive range of government of Syriac
verbs discussed in chapter 12, section 3.

The differences noted point to an interesting divergence in the use of the
forms of the verbal system. As the observations of Williams amply show,
similar verbal forms are not simply equivalent to one another in the two
languages. Research into how the two language systems make use of the
verbal forms can only be conducted within the framework of a full analysis
of the use of the verbal systems in corpora in the two languages.

Table 13.14: Frequency of verbs without correspondence

mt p

No correspondence Total No correspondence Total

היה and ܐܘܗ 85 (26.8%) 317 145 (37.4%) 388
רמא and ܪܡܐ 53 (7.9%) 671 15 (2.1%) 725

Verbs of movement35 22 (2.3%) 957 43 (4.3%) 994
Other verbs 50 (1.2%) 4,136 115 (2.9%) 3,928

Totals 210 (3.5%) 6,081 318 (5.3%) 6,035

1.2. Nouns

While there are slightly fewer nouns in the Peshitta than in the Masoretic
text, the number of unique lexical entries for nouns in the Peshitta is con-
siderably lower. Excerpts from tables 13.2 and 13.3 show the following pro-
portions of nouns:

Nouns mt p Difference

Total occurrences 9,023 8,812 –211 (–2.3%)
Unique items 823 752 –71 (–8.6%)

The reduction in unique items reflects the fact that, where the Hebrew text
provides different vocabulary items, the Syriac renders these with a single
word. To illustrate this, we choose those Syriac nouns beginning with the
first letter of the alphabet (see table 13.15).

35 The following verbs of movement have been counted (total occurrences are given in
parenthesis) forHebrew: אוב (266), ךלה (221), ךפה (4), אצי (94), לפנ (24), הלע (112), בושׁ (117), and

חלשׁ (119); for Syriac: ܠܙܐ (174), ܐܬܐ (179), ܟܠܗ (56), ܟܦܗ (94), ܩܦܢ (92), ܩܠܣ (110), ܠܠܥ (89),
ܡܘܩ (144), ܒܪܩ (31), and ܚܠܫ (25).
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Table 13.15: Single Syriac renderings for multiple Hebrew entries

p mt

ܐܢܓܐ , ‘large bowl, crater (of a
volcano), capital (of a pillar)’

הלג , ‘horizontal projections on pillars’ (3×)
תרתכ , ‘capital (of pillar)’ (4×)
הנוכמ , ‘base, wheeled cart’ (15×)

ܐܪܓܐ , ‘wage, fee’ הוקמ , ‘collected mass’ (1Kgs 10:28)
רכשׂ , ‘hire, wages’ (1Kgs 5:20)

ܐܢܨܠܘܐ , ‘strait, distress’ ץחל , ‘oppression’ (2Kgs 13:4)
רוצמ , ‘siege’ (2Kgs 14:20; 25:2)
הרצ , ‘distress’ (2Kgs 19:2)

ܐܟܪܘܐ , ‘length’ ךרא , ‘length’ (6×)
המוק , ‘height’ (1Kgs 6:23)

ܐܕܓܙܝܐ , ‘ambassador, envoy,
messenger’

ךאלמ , ‘messenger’ (20×)
ךלמ , ‘king’ (2Kgs 7:17)36
רענ , ‘youth’ (2Kgs 19:6)

ܐܬܡܐ , ‘maidservant, handmaid’ המא , ‘handmaid’ (3×)
החפשׁ , ‘maidservant’ (3×)

ܐܘܛܣܐ , ‘porch, portico’ םליא , ‘porch’ (8×)
בע , ‘canopy (?), projecting roof (?)’ (1Kgs 7:6)

ܐܝܪܐ , ‘lion’ ירא , ‘lion’ (1Kgs 10:19, 20)
הירא , ‘lion’ (8×)

ܐܥܪܐ , ‘earth, land, country, soil,
floor of house’

המדא , ‘arable soil’ (10 ×)
המדא , ‘Adamah’ (1Kgs 7:46)

ץרא , ‘earth, territory, country’ (121×)
אצרא , ‘Arza’ (1Kgs 16:9)37

יוג , ‘people, nation’ (2Kgs 19:17)
ליח , ‘army’ (2Kgs 15:20)
םוקמ , ‘place’ (2Kgs 18:25)

ריע , ‘city’ (2Kgs 24:11)
הדשׂ , ‘field’ (2Kgs 9:37)

םשׁ , ‘there’ (2Kgs 17:33)

ܐܬܐ , ‘sign, mark, pledge, token’ תוא , ‘sign, omen’ (3×)
תפומ , ‘sign, token’ (3×)

ܐܪܬܐ , ‘place, region, district,
country’

ץרא , ‘earth, territory, country’ (2Kgs 3:27)
תיב , ‘house’ (1Kgs 8:33)
םוקמ , ‘place’ (22×)

36 See chapter 8, section 1.25.
37 See chapter 8, section 1.10.
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Whether systematic factors are involved in this reduction has not been
investigatedhere.A reduction inunique vocabulary itemsoccursmoreoften
in translated works. Whether the Peshitta is an average example of this
tendency in translations has not been investigated.

1.3. Proper Nouns

There aremore occurrences of proper nouns in the Peshitta, but the number
of unique items is considerably less. The data from tables 13.2 and 13.3 bring
these facts together:

Proper nouns mt p Difference

Total occurrences 3,492 3,613 +121 (+3.5%)
Unique items 414 382 –32 (–7.7%)

The reduction in the number of unique proper nouns reflects the tendency
observedabovewithnouns: diverseHebrewnames are renderedas the same
name in Syriac.38

On the other hand, the increase in the total number of proper nouns
could be affected by various factors. In additional material in the Peshitta,
both the subject and the verb are pluses as compared to the Masoretic text,
as in:

1Kgs 2:2839

ܐܝܢܘܕܐܠܛܩܬܐܕܒܐܘܝܠܝܛܡܐܒܛܘ

‘and the news reached Joab that Adonijah had been killed’

באוידעהאבהעמשׁהו
‘and the news came to Joab’

Another factor affecting the number of proper nouns is the fact that the
Syriac text tends to fill out the valence pattern of a verb, thusmaking explicit
that which is taken to be implicit in the Hebrew text, as in:40

1Kgs 12:18

ܡܪܝܢܘܕܠܝܪܤܝܐܗܠܟܬܘܠܡܥܒܚܪܐܟܠܡܪܕܫܘ

‘and King Rehoboam sent Adoniram to all Israel’

םרדאתאםעחברךלמהחלשׁיו
‘and King Rehoboam sent Adoram’

38 See chapter 6, section 3.
39 See also chapter 2, section 2.4.6. Other examples can be found in 1Kgs 5:15; 18:29; 2Kgs

9:16 (not in 9a1); 25:11; see also section 2 below.
40 See also 1Kgs 2:42 (see also chapter 2, section 2.1.1.23); 14:20 (not in 9a1).
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Furthermore, the Peshitta often names the character explicitly where the
Masoretic text omits the repetition of a name already introduced:

1Kgs 18:1841

ܐܝܠܐܗܠܪܡܐܘ ‘and Elijah said to him’
רמאיו ‘and he said’

Additionally, the Peshitta more often supplies the name of a king where
the Masoretic text has only ‘the king’, and more frequently repeats specific
information about a character such as ‘son of so-and-so’ or ‘king of …’, which
in the Masoretic text is repeated less often with a new mention of the
character involved:42

2Kgs 14:543

ܝܗܘܒܐܐܟܠܡܫܐܘܝܠܘܠܛܩܕ

‘who had killed Joash, the king, his father’

ויבאךלמהתאםיכמה
‘who killed the king, his father’

The higher frequency of proper nouns in the Peshitta thus has partially to
do with the tendency to name participants more explicitly than is done in
the Masoretic text.

1.4. Pronominal Elements

The distribution of the pronominal elements in the electronic translation
concordance is as given in table 13.16.

Table 13.16: Occurrences of pronominal elements

mt p Difference

Personal pronoun 339 611 +272 (80.2%)
Demonstrative pronoun 186 228 +42 (22.6%)
Interrogative pronoun 54 78 +24 (44.4%)
Pronominal suffix 3,028 4,057 +1,029 (34.0%)

Total 3,607 4,974 +1,367 (37.9%)

41 Other examples can be found in 1Kgs 1:25 (see also chapter 2, section 2.4.2); 11:24; 17:19
(first clause); 18:16, 18 (first clause); 19:3; 2Kgs 4:43; 5:16, 26 (not in 9a1); 8:12, 14, 15 (not in 9a1);
18:32; 20:2; 25:7 (not in 9a1).

42 See chapter 2, section 2.6.
43 See also 1Kgs 1:10 (see also chapter 2, section 2.1.1.3), 15 (in the btr and 9a1 in different

positions; see also chapter 2, section 2.1.1.5); 8:62; 15:4; 20:22; 22:2; 2Kgs 1:5; 9:16; 15:37; 16:1, 12;
21:11; 25:30.
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Proportions which diverge in this magnitude point to systematic differ-
ences between the languages.44 Mention has already been made of the use
of pronominal suffixes to maintain the chain of government within phrases
in Syriac.45 The higher proportions of personal, demonstrative, and inter-
rogative pronouns in the Peshitta are related to a large extent to systematic
differences in the structure of verbal and nominal clauses. Here we explore
a number of systematic differences, and thereby provide the background for
a couple of cases which deserve extra attention.

1.4.1. In Verbal Clauses

Within verbal clauses, Syriac uses pronominal elements more extensively
than Hebrew does. In comparison to the Hebrew text, additional pronouns
occur in the Syriac text accompanying finite verbal forms, as in:46

1Kgs 14:7

ܐܡܥܢܡܟܬܡܝܪܐܐܢܐ

‘I (pron) I have raised (pf) you from the people’

םעהךותמךיתמירהרשׁאןעי
‘since I have raised (pf) you from among the people’

2Kgs 5:547

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܐܟܠܡܠܐܬܪܓܝܐܪܕܫܐܐܢܐ

‘I (pron) I will send (ipf) a letter to the king of Israel’

לארשׂיךלמלארפסהחלשׁאו
‘I will send (ipf) a letter to the king of Israel’

Making the subject explicit by means of a pronoun is related to narrative
strategies and participant tracking within a text. Syriac tends to refer to
participiants in a more explicit manner than does Hebrew.

44 The total number of registered items for Hebrew is 38,305, and for Syriac 39,040. These
totals being so close, the difference in the proportion of pronouns begs explanation.

45 See in chapter 11, section 3.
46 Pronouns ‘conjoined with the finite verb’ can occur ‘with no special emphasis’, cf.

Nöldeke, Syriac Grammar, §220 A&B. In Syriac additional subject pronouns occur with a
perfect in 1Kgs 2:7; 2Kgs 4:13; 5:11. In 1Kgs 8:13 this happens also with an infinitive absolute
preceding the perfect. In 1Kgs 1:41; 22:32; 2Kgs 22:13 the opposite occurs: a Hebrew subject
pronoun plus perfect is rendered by a perfect without the pronoun.

47 Additional subject pronouns occur accompanying an imperfect form in Syriac in 1Kgs
2:8; 22:22; 2Kgs 3:37. In 1Kgs 14:9; 2Kgs 2:14 the same occurs, though the Hebrew imperfect is
rendered in Syriac as a perfect in these cases.
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Some of the additional pronominal elements involve participial con-
structions. In contrast to finite verbal forms, the participle is inflected only
for number and gender. In bothHebrew and Syriac, when functioning as the
main verb, the participle needs an explicit subject; however, since partici-
ples occurmore often in Syriac (see table 13.4), the accompanying pronouns
aremore prevalent as well. In Syriac the participle is most often followed by
an enclitic pronominal element, as in:48

2Kgs 8:12

ܢܒܠܬܢܐܕܒܥܕܐܬܫܝܒܐܢܐܥܕܝ
̈
ܐܪܘܢܒܬܢܐܕܩܘܡܢܘܗܝܟܟܠܝܪܣܝܐܝ

‘I know (ptc + pron) the evil that you do (ptc + pron) to the children of Israel,
their fortified places you burn (ptc + pron) with fire’49

שׁאבחלשׁתםהירצבמהערלארשׂיינבלהשׂעתרשׁאתאיתעדייכ
‘for I know (pf) that you will do (ipf) to the children of Israel evil, their
strongholds you will set (ipf) on fire’

The enclitic pronominal element following the participle is also present in
cases where the clause contains an explicit subject pronoun:50

1Kgs 2:44

ܐܬܫܝܒܗܠܟܬܢܐܥܕܝܬܢܐ

‘you (pron) know (ptc + pron) all the evil’

48 Cf. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, on clause structure, 59–65, esp. 60–61: ‘… the enclitic
personal pronoun … may represent the subject of the clause nucleus … or it may be an
enclitic whose basic function is to extrapose or underline the immediately preceding clause
component …. This latter type of extraposing enclitic may follow any part of speech, even an
adverb or a verb. It usually takes the formof the third personmasc sg ܘܗ , which howevermay
be varied by attraction or analogy.’

49 The verse continues in Syriac with three more participle-plus-pronoun constructions
rendering Hebrew imperfects. Other cases where the Hebrew imperfect without accompa-
nying pronoun is rendered in Syriac by a participle plus pronominal element include: 1Kgs
1:42; 2:20, 23; 3:7; 5:20; 13:16; 20:9, 22; 21:4, 6; 22:4, 22 (2×); 2Kgs 1:2; 6:12, 19 (2×); 8:1, 8, 9; 10:5
(2×); 18:14 (2×), 24; 20:1, 18; 23:27. Besides the case in 2Kgs 8:12, the Hebrew perfect with-
out accompanying pronoun is rendered in Syriac by a participle plus pronominal element
in: 1Kgs 1:6; 2:37; 3:21; 8:46 (2×); 12:20; 20:13; 22:3; 2Kgs 2:3, 5; 4:9; 5:12; 7:4 (2×); 19:27; 20:8, 10.
See also 1Kgs 22:12; 2Kgs 5:23; 6:3; 9:25; 19:29 where the Hebrew imperative is rendered by
a participle plus pronoun, and 1Kgs 5:19; 2Kgs 19:10 where a Hebrew infinitive construct is
rendered by a participle plus pronoun. In 1Kgs 2:22; 6:12; 2Kgs 1:6; 8:21 the opposite occurs:
the Hebrew pronoun plus participle is rendered in Syriac as a perfect without accompanying
pronoun.

50 Other caseswhere theHebrewexplicit pronounplus a verbal formother thanparticiple
is rendered by a pronoun plus participle with extra pronominal element can be found for
Hebrew perfect in: 1Kgs 2:5, 15; 3:39; 5:17, 20; 2Kgs 2:3, 5; 4:1 (all cases with the verb [JD<],
‘know’); 2Kgs 8:18; for Hebrew imperfect: 1Kgs 3:9; 22:21; 2Kgs 19:11.
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הערהלכתאתעדיהתא
‘you (pron) know (pf) all the evil’

Hebrew participial constructions with an explicit nominal or pronominal
subject are rendered in Syriac with the elements contained in Hebrew plus
an additional pronominal element, as in:51

1Kgs 2:2

ܐܥܪܐܗܠܟܕܐܚܘܪܐܒܐܢܐܠܙܐܐܢܐ

‘I (pron) am going (ptc + pron) in the way of all the earth’

ץראהלכךרדבךלהיכנא
‘I (pron) am going (ptc) in the way of all the earth’

A noteworthy exception to this tendency involves structures in which an
impersonal subject is expressed by the plural participle. In these, Hebrew
has a third personal plural pronoun accompanying the participle and Syriac
renders it without the accompanying pronoun.52

The more frequent use of pronominal elements in Syriac accompanying
both finite and, in particular, participial verbal forms accounts for a number
of the extra pronominal elements recorded in table 13.16. The fact that the
participle occurs in Syriac proportionately more frequently than in Hebrew
augments the difference in the number of pronominal elements.

Another structure inwhich Syriac employs an ‘extra’ pronominal element
involves the verbal object. Frequently where Hebrew has a verb with an
object, this is rendered in Syriac as a verb with an object pronoun plus an
object phrase, with or without the introductory preposition ,ܠ as in:53

1Kgs 6:28

ܐܢܝܢܣܐܒܗܕܐܒܘܟܠܢܘܢܐܡܪܩܘ

‘and he overlaid them, the cherubim, with pure gold’

בהזםיבורכהתאףציו
‘and he overlaid the cherubim with gold’

51 Another example with a pronominal subject is in 1Kgs 14:6; for cases with a nominal
subject, see 1Kgs 1:48; 5:21; 8:15, 56. In 1Kgs 8:23; 2Kgs 2:10 theHebrew has a participle without
accompanying pronoun and the Syriac has a participle followed by a pronominal element;
in 2Kgs 1:9, where the Hebrew has only a participle, the Syriac has a pronoun followed by a
participle.

52 Examples occur in 1Kgs 10:25; 12:16; 2Kgs 8:5; 17:34, 40. This construction is prevalent in
the citation formula ‘they are written’, see chapter 12, section 2.

53 Also to be found with ܠ in: 1Kgs 7:37, 39; 8:34, 36; 18:20, 32, 40; 19:1; 22:11, 20; 2Kgs 2:8;
5:24; 10:7; and without ܠ in: 2Kgs 10:25; 13:25; 20:13.
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The described function of pronominal elements in Syriac syntax alerts us
to deviance from normal usage in the following text where the Peshitta by
following theword sequence of theHebrewclosely, differs significantly from
the source text:

2Kgs 3:7

ܟܡܥܟܝܐܝܡܥܘܟܬܘܟܐܐܢܐܩܠܣ

‘I am going up (ptc + pron) as you, and my people are as your people’

ךמעכימעכךומכינומכהלעא
‘I will go up (ipf); I am as you; my people are as your people’

In the Peshitta, the first pronoun, ‘I’, occurs immediately after the verb, a
participle. The pronoun thus logically is read as belonging to the preceding
participle: ‘I am going up as you’, instead of ‘I will go up; I am as you are’, as
in the Masoretic text.

In summary, we can only conclude that the additional pronominal ele-
ments in the Peshitta are related to various aspects of Syriac language struc-
ture as a whole, all of which deserve a thorough treatment.

1.4.2. In Verbless Clauses

In the Masoretic text of Kings, verbless clauses most frequently have a
subject, which can be a pronoun, and a predicate complement, without an
overt copular element. The Peshitta renders such structuresmost oftenwith
an additional pronominal element, as in:54

1Kgs 19:7

ܐܚܪܘܐܟܢܡܝܗܐܐܝܓܣܕܠܛܡ

‘because greater (is) she than you, the journey’

ךרדהךממבריכ
‘for greater than you (is) the journey’

Both of these are unmarked structures in the languages concerned. Hebrew
has another structure, attested in other languages as well,55 in which a

54 Other examples of the unmarked nominal clause construction in both languages,
in which Hebrew has a subject plus predicate construction and Syriac has an additional
pronominal element, can be found with noun phrase subjects in: 1Kgs 1:20, 29, 41; 2:24; 3:22
(2×); 12:28; 17:1, 12; 18:10, 15, 21 (2×); 19:7; 20:23, 28; 22:3, 14; 2Kgs 2:2 (2×), 4 (2×), 6 (2×); 3:12, 14,
23; 4:30 (2×); 5:16, 20; 9:37; 18:21; 19:3; 22:13; with pronominal subjects in: 1Kgs 3:4, 7, 18; 6:1, 38;
8:1, 2; 9:22, 23; 13:14, 18; 14:2; 18:7, 17, 36, 37; 20:13, 28; 2Kgs 5:7; 8:5 (2×); 18:9, 10; 19:19; 25:8; and
in interrogative nominal clauses in: 1Kgs 1:41; 9:13; 2Kgs 1:7; 5:26; 9:22; 18:19; 19:13; 20:8; 23:17.

55 In the following treatment insights are applied from Li—Thompson, ‘A Mechanism
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constituent occurs at the beginning of a clause without its own predication,
and is repeated later in the clause by a resumptive pronoun.56 This construc-
tionwith pausal intonation is amarked structure with emphasis or focus on
the constituent occurring in fronted position. Often a pronoun occurs as the
resumptive element:

1Kgs 8:60

םיהלאהאוההוהייכ
‘for yhwh, he (is) God’

This marked structure with ‘pronominal support’ occurs in Hebrew in con-
trast to the unmarked structure with merely a subject and a predicate. The
construction with the resumptive element is also used to express mean-
ings which are pragmatically not marked, but which would be syntactically
ambiguous without the extra pronoun, for example, clauses with a long
complex subject, such as in:

1Kgs 5:19

ימשׁלתיבההנביאוהךאסכלעךיתחתןתארשׁאךנב
‘your son whom I place in your stead upon your throne, he shall build the
house for my name’

1Kgs 18:24

םיהלאהאוהשׁאבהנעירשׁאםיהלאה
‘the god who shall answer with fire, he (is) the god’

One could argue that the first example in itself is a marked structure due
to the explicit subject being placed at the beginning, and certainly there
is emphasis involved in the second example where the context is that of
the titanic confrontation between the prophets of Baal and Elijah over who
was the true God. Be that as it may, the resumptive pronoun in these cases
bridges the syntactic distance between the onset of the subject and the
actual predicate.

The resumptive pronoun could also be used in clauses where, without
the pronoun, the whole could appear as one term instead of a complete
sentence, such as:

for the Development of Copula Morphemes’, 419–444, and Junger, ‘Copula Constructions in
Modern Hebrew’, 117–134, as explained in Dyk, Participles in Context, 120–122.

56 This construction is variously called ‘casus pendens construction’ (Gesenius—
Kautzsch,Hebrew Grammar, §§116 w, 143, 159 i), ‘dislocated construction’ (Van der Merwe—
Naudé—Kroeze, A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar, 247, 249, 339), ‘nominative abso-
lute construction’ (Waltke—O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §§4.7, 8.4,
16.3.3), to mention a few.
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2Kgs 4:9

ܘܗܫܝܕܩܐܗܠܐܕܗܝܒܢܕ

‘that the prophet of God is holy’

אוהשׁודקםיהלאשׁיאיכ
‘for the man of God is holy’

Without the added pronoun, the Hebrew text could read either ‘a holy man
of god’ or ‘a man of a holy god’.

Due to frequent usage, a marked structure can become unmarked. It has
been observed that during the process of language change the construc-
tion with the resumptive pronoun (subject—pronoun—predicate) gradu-
ally becomes less marked, so that two unmarked structures are available:
one without the pronoun and one with the pronoun, but without pausal
intonation.

Once the construction with the pronoun has lost its marked character, a
new marked construction is needed. This then develops by using an addi-
tional pronominal element, this time with an demonstrative pronoun in
addition to the resumptive pronoun.57

In the Peshitta of Kings such use of the demonstrative pronoun can be
found in:

1Kgs 3:27

ܗܡܐܝܗܝܗ ‘she is his mother’
(lit.: ‘that [deictic—fem sg]58 she his mother’)

ומאאיה ‘she is his mother’

1Kgs 18:24

ܐܗܠܐܘܗܘܗܐܪܘܢܒܐܢܥܕܐܗܠܐܐܢܝܐܘ

‘and whichever god that answers with fire, he is god’
(lit.: ‘and whichever …, that [deictic—masc sg]59 he god’)

םיהלאהאוהשׁאבהנעירשׁאםיהלאה
‘the god who shall answer with fire, he (is) the god’

The Hebrew structure in 1Kgs 3:27 is not syntactically marked, but the
narrative context provides sufficient basis for the emphatic rendering in

57 The process described has been documented for Chinese by Li—Thompson, ‘A Mech-
anism for the Development of Copula Morphemes’, and for Hebrew by Junger, ‘Copula Con-
structions inModernHebrew’. An example given by Junger forModernHebrew is: הלאןדוףסוי

יחאםה , ‘Joseph and Dan they are my brothers’ (lit.: ‘Joseph and Dan these they my brothers’).
58 Thus pointed in the Mosul edition.
59 Thus pointed in the Mosul edition.
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Syriac, namely, the context of Solomon’s well-known verdict as to who was
the mother of the living child.60 In 1Kgs 18:24 Hebrew uses the marked
structure.

In another case, the Masoretic text has the marked construction and the
Peshitta matches the Hebrew by using the demonstrative pronoun to catch
this markedness:

1Kgs 18:17

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܕܗܚܘܠܕܐܢܗܘܗܬܢܐ

‘you are (or: are you?61) the disturber of Israel’
(lit.: ‘you he this, Israel’s disturber’)

לארשׂירכעהזהתאה
‘art thou he that troubleth Israel’ (lit.: ‘you this, Israel’s taboo?’)

One could argue that deictic elements are in themselves emphatic, drawing
special attention to a participant in the narrative. However, other occur-
rences of the demonstrative pronouns within verbless clauses are not dis-
tinctively marked: Syriac adds the additional pronominal element, as is
common in verbless clauses, but otherwise renders the Hebrew without
additional syntactic emphasis:62

2Kgs 3:23

ܐܢܗܘܗܐܡܕ ‘this is blood’ (lit.: ‘blood he this’)
הזםד ‘this is blood’ (lit.: ‘blood this’)

With these considerations in mind, we draw attention to a number of cases
where the Masoretic text uses the marked construction and the Peshitta
renders it literally, thereby employing an unmarked syntactic construc-
tion in Syriac. We return the example with which we began this discus-
sion:63

1Kgs 8:60

ܐܗܠܐܘܗܐܝܪܡܕ ‘that the Lord is God’
םיהלאאוההוהייכ ‘that yhwh, he is God’

60 See also 1Kgs 1:45; 2:22. In other comparable contexts in 1Kgs 18:36, 37; 20:13, 28 (not in
9a1), p does not use an extra demonstrative pronoun to create a marked construction, but
renders the Hebrew unmarked construction (without resumptive pronoun) by an unmarked
Syriac construction using the additional pronominal element.

61 For the difference caused by the lack of a question marker in Syriac, see chapter 12,
section 2.

62 See also 1Kgs 9:23; 2Kgs 6:33; 8:5 (2×); 9:37.
63 For other examples, see also 1Kgs 18:7, 39 (2×); 20:3 (2×); 2Kgs 4:9; 7:9; 19:15.
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Because it uses the syntax most commonly used for a nominal clause, the
Peshitta here appears not to have rendered the emphasis present in the
marked Hebrew construction.

There are also other occurrences of a marked construction in the
Masoretic text which are rendered as an unmarked construction in the
Peshitta, such as:64

1Kgs 15:13

ܗܬܘܒܪܢܡܗܪܒܥܐܗܡܐܐܟܥܡܠܦܐܘ

‘and also the queen, his mother, he removed her from her grandeur’

הריבגמהרסיוומאהכעמתאםגו
‘and even Maachah, his mother, and he removed her from being lady’

1Kgs 5:19

ܝܡܫܠܬܝܒܐܢܒܢܘܗܟܝܣܪܘܟܠܥܟܝܦܠܚܬܡܝܩܐܕܟܪܒܕ

‘that your son whom I have raised up in your stead upon your throne, he shall
build a house for my name’

ימשׁלתיבההנביאוהךאסכלעךיתחתןתארשׁאךנב
‘your son whom I place in your stead upon your throne, he shall build the
house for my name’

In the absence of intonation, one can never be certain whether a construc-
tionwas spokenwith pausal intonation or not; however, the proportionately
higher frequency of pronominal elements in the Syriac version of Kings
within such constructions points to a systematic difference in the use of
the pronoun between Hebrew and Syriac. This suggests that the structure
with pronominal support was a fairly common, unmarked construction.
There is also evidence of the use of an extra demonstrative pronoun to
create a marked syntactic structure. The lower frequency of pronominal
elements in theMasoretic text points to adifferent use of thepronoun some-
what closer to the stage in which the original marked structure was in use,
while the Peshitta appears to be closer to the other end of the scale, where
the subject—pronoun—predicate construction is the usual and unmarked
form. Since the process of losing markedness is gradual, the construction
could be ambiguous as to markedness at a certain stage.65

64 Other examples include 1Kgs 12:17; 20:31; 2Kgs 6:5; 17:36; 25:22.
65 For a discussion of various views on the function of the additional pronominal element

as copula (Khan), pronoun (Goldenberg), or emphatic particle (Muraoka), see Van Peursen,
‘Three Approaches to the Tripartite Nominal Clause in Syriac’, 157–173, and the discussions
following the article in the same volume, 175–204.
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From the overall distribution of the two possibilities described, we can
assume that the Hebrew represented in Kings was at a different stage in this
process of syntactic shift than was the Syriac as reflected in the rendering.
Therefore, it is highly possible that in a number of cases, by rendering the
Hebrewword for word, the Syriac translatormissed the emphasis present in
the Hebrew construction.

1.5. Summary

When it comes to the larger classes of content words (verbs, nouns, and
proper nouns), the Peshitta employs a more limited vocabulary than the
Masoretic text does. This conclusion is in keeping with our findings in
chapter 5, where we focused on the use of words within particular semantic
fields.

The number of verbal forms and proper nouns in the Peshitta can be
ascribed to various factors involving syntax and text composition. Though
most verbal forms have a morphological correspondence in the two lan-
guages, it is clear that Syriac and Hebrew make a different use of the verbal
system. The higher number of pronominal elements is related to systematic
differences between Hebrew and Syriac in the use of pronouns, in both ver-
bal andverbless clauses. There are several exampleswhere the Syriac follows
the words of the Hebrew closely, but in doing so reflects ameaning different
from the Hebrew.

2. Presence of Additional Material

Though there is not a significant amount of deviation in the total number of
lexical items recorded in the electronic translation concordance (Masoretic
text: 38,305; Peshitta: 39,040), the gap between the two texts becomes more
pronounced when it is realized that in the Masoretic text there are 2,923
occurrences of the definite article for which Syriac has no separate lexical
entry. The difference is further augmented by the tendency of the Peshitta
to skip over some of the apparently repetitive information in the Masoretic
text (see section 3, below). Theremust, therefore, be a substantial amount of
additional material in the Peshitta to result in the relatively small difference
between the total number of lexical items recorded in the two texts.

In the Peshitta pluses vary from single words to whole sentences. They
can be exegetical and explanatory in nature, such as the word ܐܩܕܙ , ‘rightly’,
in:
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1Kgs 2:1566

ܐܬܘܟܠܡܬܘܗܐܩܕܙܝܠܕ

‘for the kingdom rightly belonged to me’

הכולמההתיהיליכ
‘for the kingdom belonged to me’

Some additions harmonize the text with other passages which need not be
in the immediate vicinity:67

1Kgs 8:34

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܟܡܥܕܘܟܝܕܒ̈ܥܕܐܗܛܚ̈ܠܩܘܒܫܬܘ

‘and forgive the sins of your servants and of your people Israel’

לארשׂיךמעתאטחלתחלסו
‘and forgive the sin of your people Israel’

1Kgs 8:36

ܠܝܪܣܝܐܟܡܥܕܘܟܝܕܒ̈ܥܕܐܗܛܚ̈ܠܩܘܒܫܬܘ

‘and forgive the sins of your servants and of your people Israel’

לארשׂיךמעוךידבעתאטחלתחלסו
‘and forgive the sin of your servants and of your people Israel’

The additional material can be a repetition of material already mentioned.
The tendency to harmonize may involve an expansion of the text, thus neu-
tralizing or even outweighing the tendency to avoid repetition as discussed
below in section 3.

In some cases, the extra material in the Peshitta seems to have a differ-
ent source than the presumed Hebrew Vorlage. In 1Kgs 18:29 the Peshitta
runs parallel to the Masoretic text in the first part of the verse, whereas it
deviates from the Septuagint here; however, the second part of the verse in
the Peshitta involves an extensive plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic text, a plus
which it shares with the Septuagint. The form of v. 29 in the Peshitta is
unique among the ancient versions. The inclusion of the passage from the
Septuaginta probably derives from a later redactor.68

In 2Kgs 23:29 the Peshitta has a plus vis-à-vis the Masoretic text which
is a paraphrase of elements from 2Chr 35:20–22. Influences from Isaiah and
Jeremiah, occasionally involvingminor additions, occur in sections of Kings

66 See chapter 2, section 2.2.1.7.
67 For other examples see 1Kgs 13:24, 25, 28; 16:5, 27; 19:7, 8; 21:8, 11; 2Kgs 1:18.
68 For a more detailed argumentation, see Van Keulen, ‘Nature et contexte’, 280–281, 285.
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for which these books offer parallel material. Their influence is especially
strong in the btr.69

Due to additional material, the Syriac text can appear to be more logical,
or to run more smoothly than does the Masoretic text:

2Kgs 18:25

9a1 . ܗܬܘܒܪܚܡܠܐܕܗܐܥܪܐܠܥܬܩܠܣܐܝܪܡܢܡܕܥܠܒܐܡܠܐܫܗܘ

ܗܝܒܪܚܐܘܐܕܗܐܥܪܐܠܥܩܣܝܠܪܡܐܘܗܐܝܪܡ

‘And now, have I come up without the Lord against this land to destroy it?
The Lord, he told me, “Come up to this land and destroy it.” ’

btr . ܗܬܘܒܪܚܡܠܐܕܗܐܥܪܐܠܥܬܩܠܣܐܝܪܡܢܡܕܥܠܒܕܬܢܐܪܒܣܐܡܠܕܐܫܗܘ

ܗܝܒܪܚܐܘܐܕܗܐܥܪܐܠܥܩܣܝܠܪܡܐܘܗܐܝܪܡ

‘And now, lest you suppose that I came up to this land without the Lord to
destroy it—the Lord, he told me, “Come up to this land and destroy it.” ’

ותחשׁהלהזהםוקמהלעיתילעהוהיידעלבמההתע
התיחשׁהותאזהץראלעהלעילארמאהוהי

‘Now, have I come up without yhwh against this place to destroy it? yhwh
told me, “Come up to this land and destroy it.” ’

The Hebrew question is rhetorical.70 The answer, however, is given by Rab
Shaqeh himself. Whereas the original Syriac rendering, as attested by 9a1,
follows the Hebrew text, the btr alters the rhetorical question into an
explanation of Rab Shaqeh’smotive for declaring that he is acting on yhwh’s
orders. Thus, by expanding the text, the btrhasmade the logical connection
between the two sentences more explicit.

In another instance, the Peshitta articulates certain steps in the narrative
progress that are implicit in the Hebrew text:

2Kgs 6:8

ܘܫܛܬܐܘܘܢܡܟܢܠܦܪܬܐܒ

‘in a certain place, lie in wait and conceal yourselves’

יתנחתינמלאינלפםוקמלא
‘in such and such a place is my camp’

ThePeshittamakes explicitwhat is suggested by the subsequent verse.71This
type of adjustment in the rendering can involve single words, phrases, or
even larger portions of text.72

69 See Walter, ‘The Use of Sources’, passim.
70 For a treatment of the rendering of the Hebrew question marker, see chapter 12, sec-

tion 2.
71 Thus also Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 76.
72 Other examplesmay be found in 2Kgs 9:26 (btr), 27, and throughout 1Kings 1 and 2 (cf.

chapter 2).
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ThoughHebrew narrative seems to assume an alternation of participants
as the story progresses, it is not always clear who is doing or saying what. In
such cases, the Peshitta may add material to disambiguate what is ambigu-
ous in the Hebrew text:73

2Kgs 8:12

ܥܫܝܠܐܗܠܪܡܐܘ ‘and Elisha said to him’
רמאיו ‘and he said’

The statement םחללכאךניאו , ‘and you are not eating bread’, in 1Kgs 21:5
is augmented to the smoother ܐܡܚܠܠܟܐܡܠܬܢܐܐܒܨ , ‘you are not
wanting to eat bread’.74

As in all translations, the idiomatic rendering of certain expressions
sometimes requires more words, as when the standard rendering for רטק ,
‘burn incense’, is ܐܡܣ̈ܒܡܘܣ , ‘place incense’ (15×).

In the story of the fall of Jerusalem, theMasoretic text is rather in telegram
style, while the Peshitta fills it out somewhat, deriving the additions from
parallel texts in Jer 39:4 or 52:7:75

2Kgs 25:4

9a1 ܘܩܪܥܐܢܬܒܩܐܒܓܢܘܗܠܟܘ

ܐܘܫܬܝܒܕܐܥܪܬܒܐܚܪܘܐܒܐܝܠܠܒܘܩܦܢܘ

btr ܘܩܪܥܐܢܬܒܩܐܒܓܢܘܗܠܟܘ

ܐܘܫܬܝܒܕܐܥܪܬܕܐܚܪܘܐܒܐܝܠܠܒܐܬܝܪܩܢܡܘܩܦܢܘ

‘and all the warlike men fled and went out (btr + of town) by night, by way of
the gate which is between the walls’

םיתמחהןיברעשׁךרדהלילההמחלמהישׁנאלכו
‘and all the men of war by night by way of the gate between two walls’

Though some of the additionalmaterial ismotivated by linguistic issues, the
majority of it has to do with translational and literary-exegetical principles,
such as harmonization, exegetical adjustment, explanatory addition, and
possibly the use of additional sources.

73 This tendency has beenmentioned in section 1.3, above. See also 1Kgs 18:9 (Obadiah), 18
(Elijah); 19:3 (Elijah); 22:17, 19 (Micaiah); 2Kgs 3:7 (Jehoshaphat); 4:6 (her son), 43 (Elisha); 5:16
(Elisha); 8:14 (Hazael; his master), 15 (Hazael); 9:17 (watchman), 20 (messenger), 22 (Jehu),
25 (Jehu); 11:14 (queen); 13:23 (the Lord); 17:23 (the Lord); 18:23 (Hezekiah); 20:2 (Hezekiah),
11 (sun); 23:17 (king); 25:7 (king of Babylon). The opposite tendency is also observed; see
section 3, below.

74 See 2Kgs 9:15 for a comparable use of the verb ܐܒܨ to render an existential particle in
Hebrew.

75 Walter, ‘Use of Sources’, 198–199.
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3. Avoidance of Repetition

Quite contrary to the tendency described in the previous section, material
present in the Masoretic text is not infrequently left unrendered. At least
twomotivations canbe given for this: structural differences between the two
languages, and the avoidance of repetition. Where the Hebrew text repeats
information within a relatively short span, the Peshitta sometimes reduces
this. Single words, but also phrases, clauses, or even more can be left out.

3.1. Single Words

When repeated within a relatively short range, single words are sometimes
skipped, as in:

1Kgs 8:30

ܩܘܒܫܬܘ … ܥܡܫܬ … ܥܡܫܘ

‘and hear (imp) … you shall hear (ipf) … and forgive (ipf)’

תחלסותעמשׁו … עמשׁת … תעמשׁו
‘and hear (pf consec) … you shall hear (ipf) … and you shall hear (pf consec)
and forgive (pf consec)’

The Peshitta reproduces only two of the three forms of עמשׁ in theMasoretic
text. It leaves תעמשׁו unrendered, maybe to bring the text into line with v. 34
where a similar entreaty occurs.

In 2Kgs 15:3, the verb השׂע is repeatedwhile the Peshitta conveys the same
information with a single ܕܒܥ . In v. 34 of the same chapter, there are three
occurrences of השׂע , of which two are rendered as ܕܒܥ .

In narratives,Hebrewcanuse a series of different verbs to express actions.
In many such cases, Syriac employs fewer verbs without omitting crucial
information:76

2Kgs 1:13

ܩܠܣܘ ‘and he went up’
אביולעיו ‘and he went up and came’

As presented in table 13.14, this tendency is more pronounced with verbs
of movement than with other verbs except the copula, ‘be’, and רמא / ܪܡܐ ,
‘say’. Where Hebrew employs more than one verb to describe a single act of

76 Similarly, 1Kgs 20:27 (where four verbs in mt are rendered by two in p); 2Kgs 2:11; 9:19;
10:30.
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movement by the same participant, Syriac frequently reduces the number
(see table 13.17).77

Table 13.17: Reduction in the rendering of verbs of movement

mt p

1Kgs 10:29 אצי … הלע ܩܠܣ

1Kgs 13:1778 ךלה … ךלה … בושׁ ܐܬܐ … ܟܦܗ

1Kgs 13:29 אוב … בושׁ Hiphil ܐܬܐ Aphel
1Kgs 19:4 בשׁי … אוב … ךלה ܒܬܝ … ܟܠܗ

2Kgs 1:13 חלשׁ … בושׁ ܪܕܫ

2Kgs 1:13 אוב … הלע ܩܠܣ

2Kgs 3:779 חלשׁ … ךלה ܪܕܫ

2Kgs 4:25 אוב … ךלה ܠܙܐ

2Kgs 4:37 לפנ … אוב ܠܦܢ

2Kgs 9:19 אוב … חלשׁ ܪܕܫ

In these series the order of the presentation of the verbs does not appear
to influence which verb gets rendered and which skipped, rather it seems
that the least specific type ofmovement is skipped: אוב loses out in all cases;
ךלה is skipped except when together with אוב ; in the rendering of 1Kgs 10:29
הלע takes precedence over אצי . Considering the fact that there are construc-

tions where the Peshitta adds an extra verb,80 it would be worthwhile to
research whether other factors are involved in the rendering of a series of
verbs. In one case, themotivation for the omission of the second verb is less
obvious, since both verbs represent separate directions of movement:

2Kgs 4:22

ܐܗܠܐܕܗܝܒܢܠܐܡܕܥܐܛܡܐ

‘I would arrive at the prophet of God’

הבושׁאוםיהלאהשׁיאדעהצוראו
‘I shall hasten to the man of God and I shall return’

InWalter’s opinion, הבושׁאו , ‘and I shall return’, was left unrendered because
the translator considered it superfluous;81 nonetheless, ‘arrive at’ seems to
be quite a deviation from ‘hasten to … and return’.

77 Because the semantics of the verb is in focus and not its verbal form, the verb is
presented in the table in the form of its lexical entry.

78 Only btr. ms 9a1 agrees with mt.
79 Only btr. ms 9a1 agrees with mt.
80 See chapter 12, section 3.1.1, especially table 12.5.
81 Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 59.
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When introducing speech, the Hebrew text tends to repeat the verbs רבד ,
דגנ , and רמא . In many cases the Peshitta reduces the series:82

1Kgs 20:28

ܐܝܪܡܪܡܐܐܢܟܗܗܠܪܡܐܘ

‘and he said to him: thus says the Lord’

הוהירמאהכרמאיולארשׂיךלמלארמאיו
‘and he said to the king of Israel, and said: thus says yhwh’

Although the Hebrew the infinitive of רמא introducing direct speech is
sometimes rendered in Syriac as the infinitive or as the perfect, ‘he said’, it
is frequently omitted.83

In stretches of narration the subject and complement of a verb can be
understood without being explicitly stated. Where the Hebrew text repeats
this information within a short space, the Peshitta sometimes leaves it out,
as in:84

1Kgs 18:17 (btr)

ܗܠܪܡܐܐܝܠܒܚܐܝܗܝܙܚܕܟܘ

‘and when Ahab saw him, Elijah, he said to him’

וילאבאחארמאיווהילאתאבאחאתוארכיהיו
‘and it came to pass when Ahab saw Elijah, Ahab said to him’

It should be noted, however, that in 9a1 this statement is evenmore explicit
than in the Masoretic text:

ܐܝܠܒܚܐܗܠܪܡܐܐܝܠܒܚܐܝܗܝܙܚܕܟܘ

‘and when Ahab saw him, Elijah, Ahab said to him, Elijah’

Here, and in some examples mentioned in table 13.17, 9a1 has retained
material omitted in the btr. Thus at least part of the omissions were made
by scribes during the stage of textual transmission, rather than by translator.

Words can also be skipped due to parablepsis during the transmission
of the text. Thus in 1Kgs 14:26, where the Masoretic text contains the verb

חקל three times, the second occurrence ܒܣܢ was omitted in the btr (but

82 See also 1Kgs 20:14; 21:4, 6, 19 (where in total 2× רבד plus 4× רמא are rendered by 3×
ܪܡܐ in p); 2Kgs 1:6; 3:16; 4:13; 5:13; 7:17 (where רבד occurs twice, rendered by one ܪܡܐ ); 18:28.
83 Of the 130 occurrences of the inf of רמא in mt Kings, only 15 are rendered by an inf

of ܪܡܐ in p: 61 are rendered by the pf, 4 by the ipf, 11 by a ptc (including one pass ptc of
ܒܬܟ instead of a form of ܪܡܐ —an ad sensum rendering since in 2Kgs 5:6 the contents of a

letter are being quoted), and 39 are not rendered in p.
84 See also 1Kgs 17:24; 18:22; 22:4. The opposite tendency was noted in section 2, above.
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not in 9a1) probably due to homoioteleuton with subsequent ܒܣܢܘ , which
also caused the omission of a repetition of the object ܡܕܡܠܟܘ , ‘all things,
everything’.

When the verb האר , ‘see’, occurs in the Masoretic text in close proximity
to the interjection הנה , ‘behold’, the Peshitta sometimes translates the verb
and omits the interjection, as in:85

2Kgs 13:21

ܐܣܝܓܘܙܚ ‘they saw a band’
דודגהתאוארהנהו ‘and see, they saw the band’

The interjection ‘behold!’ is usedmore extensively in Hebrew than in Syriac,
not only in combination with the verb ‘see’.86 Nonetheless, the two elements
can occur together in Syriac. There are even cases where the Masoretic text
has only הנה , and the Peshitta has ܐܗܘܐܙܚ , ‘he saw and behold’.87 In some
cases where the interjection has a subject suffix followed by the participle
of האר , the Peshitta renders all elements.88

Twice where the introductory interjections התע and הנה occur together,
the Peshitta reproduces the second particle—in 2Kgs 5:22, התעהנה is ren-
dered ܐܫܗ and in 2Kgs 18:21, הנההתע is rendered ܐܗ . In 2Kgs 6:33 where
דוע is followed by הנה , but separated by intervening material syntactically

dependent on דוע , the Peshitta renders the first particle by ܕܥ , but not the
second particle. Similarly, in 1Kgs 1:14, 22 where הנה is immediately followed
by דוע , only the second is rendered in the Peshitta ( ܕܥ ).89 On the contrary,

הנההתע can be rendered fully as ܐܗܐܫܗ (1Kgs 1:18; 22:23). We draw atten-
tion to the fact that the more literal renderings more often occur in 1Kings
and the adaptations in 2Kings.

85 See also 2Kgs 6:30; 11:14.
86 In 18 cases, the interjection הנה in mt Kings has no correspondence at word level in p.

It is rendered 77× by the particle ܐܗ , 8× by the verb ܐܙܚ , and 7× by other elements.
87 1Kgs 18:44; 2Kgs 4:32. According to Williams (Studies, 179–182, esp. 180), p tends to

restrict the use of ܐܗ to situations where it is appropriate to the addressee’s perception.
Williams argues that since in 1Kgs 18:44 only the subject, and not the addressee, is able to
see, p carefully related the ‘behold’ only to the subject’s experience by adding ܬܝܙܚ , ‘I saw’. A
similar explanation may be proposed for 2Kgs 4:32 where the subject is the only one seeing.
Williams’ hypothesis also holds in 2Kgs 6:30; 11:14; 13:21 (see above), where p may not have
rendered הנה for want of an addressee.

88 1Kgs 22:25; 2Kgs 7:2, 19.
89 See also chapter 2, section 2.1.1.4.
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3.2. Phrases

Phrases which repeat information are at times omitted in the Peshitta.
Thus in 1Kgs 4:13 the Masoretic text contains the phrase ‘in Gilead’ twice,
while the btr, but not 9a1, leaves out one occurrence. In 1Kgs 7:28, 29, the
Masoretic text repeats a phrase about ‘the borders between the ledges’, with
a slight expansion in the second occurrence: ‘and on the borders that were
between the ledges’. ThePeshitta reproduces thephrase only in v. 29. In 2Kgs
9:4 in the Masoretic text, the subject of the sentence is: ‘the young man, the
young man, the prophet’. This is reduced in the Peshitta to ‘the young man,
the prophet’.

Repetition is sometimes used as a literary device to achieve a certain
effect in the narrative. By omitting redundant phrases, in some cases the
Peshitta misses this effect:

2Kgs 9:12

ܝܠܪܡܐܐܢܟܗ ‘thus he said to me’
ילארמאתאזכותאזכ ‘like thus and like so he said to me’

In this text, the Hebrew is not merely repetitive: Jehu’s reply at first did
not divulge anything at all. The particle ܐܢܟܗ , ‘thus’, in the Peshitta has
considerable declarative force. By avoiding the repetition, the Peshitta fails
to render the evasiveness of Jehu’s reply.

Further on in the same chapter, during the dramatic confrontation be-
tween Jehu and Jezebel, Jehu cries out:

2Kgs 9:32

ܝܡܥܢܡ ‘Who is with me?’
ימיתאימ ‘Who is with me? Who?’

The Peshitta skips the repetition, but by doing so fails to render the urgency
of Jehu’s request.

In the following case the repeated adverb in the Hebrew text is not
rendered in Syriac. Though this does not cause a loss of information, the
emphasis contained in the repeated adverb is lost in the rendering:

2Kgs 10:4 (9a1)

ܒܛܘܠܚܕܘ ‘and they were very afraid’
דאמדאמואריו ‘and they feared exceedingly greatly’

Thus, while skipping some repetitious phrases makes the rendering of the
Peshitta smoother and sometimes even more logical, the narrative effect of
some of the functional repetitions in the Hebrew text is lost in the Peshitta
when these apparently were judged to be merely redundant.
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3.3. Clauses

Clauses with repeated information are sometimes skipped in the Peshitta.
In 1Kgs 8:37 in the summation of the various plagues which could befall
the country, the Masoretic text uses the clause ‘when it shall be’ thrice;
the Peshitta reduces this to twice. In 1Kgs 16:27, at the end of Omri’s life a
summary of his deeds is given: theMasoretic text contains the subordinated
clause ‘which he did’ twice; this is presented but once in the Peshitta.90 That
reduction is not obligatory can be seen in 1Kgs 12:32, 33, where the same
subordinated clause occurs three times in both the Masoretic text and the
Peshitta.

In the Masoretic text the clause giving the name of Rehoboam’s mother
occurs in 1Kgs 14:21, 31. The Peshitta presents this information only in v. 21.
In 1Kgs 15:6 theMasoretic text states that therewaswar between Rehoboam
and Jeroboam, and in v. 7 it states that there was war between Abijam (the
son of Rehoboam) and Jeroboam. Since the death of Rehoboamwas already
reported in the previous chapter, the Peshitta corrects the first mention to
read ‘between Abijam, the son of Rehoboam, and Jeroboam’. In the btr the
second mention of this fact in v. 7 is skipped, probably in order to avoid
repetition.91 In this we observe a combination of the tendency to make the
rendering more logical and the tendency to avoid repetition.

In 1Kgs 21:14, 15 in the report to Jezebel of Naboth’s stoning and death
and in her response to this report, the Masoretic text repeats the cause
and the result: ‘Naboth is stoned and he is dead … when Jezebel heard that
Naboth was stoned andwas dead’. In the btr, but not in 9a1, the second part
is reduced to ‘when Jezebel heard that Naboth was dead’. In 2Kgs 7:13 the
clause ‘they are as thewholemultitude of Israel’ is repeated in theMasoretic
text; the Peshitta renders it only the second time, and reformulates it so that
the problematic Hebrew text is simplified.92

In some narratives, the Masoretic text quotes a command being given
and repeats the information in the report of the execution of the command.
In such cases, the Peshitta may skip the repetition, presenting either the
command or its execution.93

90 See also 1Kgs 16:19, 27.
91 For an extensive treatment of this passage, see chapter 6, section 5.3.1.
92 Thus also Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 87.
93 See 2Kgs 7:14 (only btr; 9a1 agrees with mt in fully presenting the command); 10:22

(6h18 6ph2 7h10 8a1* 9a1 agree with mt in presenting the execution); 20:7. In 2Kgs 9:26, the
btr deviates from mt and 9a1 in offering an addition which reports the execution of the
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In 1Kgs 10:21, after emphasizing that all of Solomon’s vessels were of gold,
the text reads:

1Kgs 10:21

ܡܕܡܢܘܡܝܠܫܕܝܗܘܡܘܝ̈ܒܐܘܗܒܝܫܚܐܦܣܟܘ

‘and silver was not reckoned anything in the days of Solomon’

המואמלהמלשׁימיבבשׁחנאלףסכןיא
‘there was no silver; it was not considered anything in the days of Solomon’

The Peshitta smooths out the syntax by omitting the first negative in the
Masoretic text, which in combination with the following word forms the
clause ‘there was no silver’.

More than one consecutive clause can be skipped. In the Hebrew text
of 1Kgs 18:25, Elijah repeats the instructions of v. 23; in the Peshitta part of
the instructions are not reproduced in v. 25. The btr of 2Kgs 7:13, 14, where
various phrases with repetitive content are skipped, can also be mentioned
here since several consecutive clauses are involved in which six Hebrew
verbs are reduced to two verbs in the Peshitta. In 2Kgs 8:11 (‘and he settled
his countenance and set [it] until he was ashamed, and the man of God
wept’), the Peshitta skips the first three clauses of the Masoretic text and
renders only the last one (‘and the man of God wept’), thus smoothing out
an awkward text.

In the Masoretic text of 2Kgs 2:13, 14, several events are stated twice:

2Kgs 2:14

9a1 p btr

ܗܢܡܠܦܢܕܐܝܠܐܕܗܪܦܥܡܠܗܒܣܢܘ

‘and he took the mantle of Elijah
which had fallen from him’

ܐܝܡ̈ܠܐܚܡܘ ܐܝܪܡܠܐܪܩܘ

‘and he struck the waters’ ‘and he cried to the Lord’
ܪܡܐܘ

‘and said’

רמאיוםימהתאהכיווילעמהלפנרשׁאוהילאתרדאתאחקיו
‘and he took themantle of Elijah which had fallen from him and he smote the
waters and said’

The text of 9a1 is in complete agreement with the Masoretic text. Perhaps
to improve the narrative progress, in v. 14 the btr replaced the material

command. In 2Kgs 9:27, however, another additionwhich states the execution of a command
is represented by 9a1 and the btr alike.
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repeated from v. 13 with: ‘And he cried to the Lord’. The form of the final
word, ܐܝܪܡܠ , resembles ܐܝܡ̈ܠ in the original Syriac text, but this may be
coincidental.94

In 2Kgs 22:5 the repetitive Hebrew text, ‘and let them deliver it into the
hand of the workmen, that have the oversight of the house of yhwh: and let
them give it to the workmen in the house of yhwh’, is reduced in the btr,
but not in 9a1, to ‘and let them deliver it to those who do the work who are
in the house of the Lord’.

The longest stretch of text skipped within the Peshitta of Kings occurs in
1Kings 3 in the story of King Solomon and the two women quarrelling over
whose child was alive and whose was dead. In v. 23 of the Masoretic text
Solomon recapitulates the case of the two women standing before him, and
in doing so repeats most of the content of the previous verse. The Peshitta
skips v. 23 entirely. Though it could be argued that the information in v. 23 is
already known and, therefore, redundant, in a court setting it is not uncom-
mon to have a case recapitulated so as to confirm its details. By skipping this
recapitulation, the Peshitta treats the verse merely as information already
known from the narrative, and fails to transmit the function of repetition
within the context of a court scene.95

4. Word Image Preserved but
Different Syntactic Boundaries

The tendency of the Syriac translator to retain the graphic formof the source
text has been dealt with in chapter 8 and mentioned in other contexts
where appropriate. In a number of cases this tendency leads to defining
different syntactic boundaries, sometimes even different verse boundaries.
As a result, themeaning of the Syriac text can deviate significantly from that
of the Masoretic text. Differences contained within a verse are presented
first, followed by cases which cross over verse boundaries.

94 ‘And he cried to the Lord’ may be an allusion to 1Kgs 17:20, 21, where Elijah’s prayers to
yhwh are introduced by the formula ‘and he cried to the Lord and said’. In the btr of 2Kgs
2:14, Elisha’s first recorded prayer to God is introduced by the same formula as were Elijah’s
prayers. The addition in v. 14 could have been intended to make Elisha follow in Elijah’s
footsteps (see also Van Keulen, ‘Distinctive Features’, forthcoming).

95 The possibility cannot be ruled out that the omission occurred inadvertently, due to
homoioarctonwith v. 24. See Van Keulen, ‘Nature et contexte’, 266–267.
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4.1. Contained within Verse Boundaries

In the following verse, by rendering the interjection הנה , ‘behold!’, as the
verb ܐܙܚ , ‘see’, the Peshitta changes the syntactic functions of the elements
within the clause:

1Kgs 17:10

ܐܬܠܡܪܐܐܬܬܢܐܢܡܬܐܙܚܘ ‘and he saw there a widow woman’
הנמלאהשׁאםשׁהנהו ‘and see, there was a widow woman’

Though the words match and the narrative appears to be preserved, the
syntactic functions shift significantly. Such a shift might have far-reaching
consequences for the narrative which are not visible at first sight in this
clause alone. In 1Kings 17, the protagonists are Elijah, the word of yhwh,
and the woman, all introduced and continuing to occur as explicit subjects
within the story. The verse above is the first mention of the widow as a
character in the narrative. TheHebrew text gives due attention to the fact by
using the interjection, ‘Behold’, and introducing the woman as the explicit
subjectwith an extra expansion, ‘awidow’. This narrative strategy inHebrew
is lost in the Syriac rendering where the new, significant character enters
the story merely as the direct object of ‘see’. In this case, where הנהו refers
to the protagonist’s perception, the translation with ܐܙܚܘ goes contrary to
thenarrative strategyof theHebrew text.96What appears tobe anacceptable
rendering atword level results in a significant disruption of the presentation
of the participants in the narrative.

There are some cases in which the Peshitta appears to adjust themanner
of address when speaking to the king to a more direct form than what is
found in the Masoretic text: Hebrew often maintains a third person form
of address, while Syriac uses the second person. Beside the difference in
person, there may be other syntactic adjustments, as in:97

1Kgs 22:15

ܐܟܠܡܟܝܕܝܐܒ̈ܐܝܪܡܢܘܢܐܡܠܫܢܘ

‘and the Lord will deliver them into your hand, oh King’

ךלמהדיבהוהיןתנו
‘and yhwh will deliver into the hand of the king’

Thedeference reflected in theHebrewuse of the third personwhen address-
ing one of high estate could reflect cultural attitudes towards those in high

96 Williams, Studies, 179–180.
97 See also 1Kgs 1:17, 36, 51; 2:38; 22:6, 12. In 1Kgs 8:44 the same can be foundwith reference

to ‘the Lord’.
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places. While Hebrew tends to avoid direct address, Syriac has no difficulty
with it. This matter could be researched further by a comparison with other
texts where high-placed individuals are addressed.98

The very opposite appears to be truewhen the Lord is being addressed. In
the following Hebrew text, Elisha, having lost his mentor Elijah, challenges
the Lord directly to prove His presence to him. This is toned down in the
Peshitta:99

2Kgs 2:14

9a1 ܐܝܡ̈ܠܐܚܡܘܗܦܐܐܝܠܐܝܪܡܕܗܗܠܐܢܘܐ

‘ “Oh, Lord God of my master Elijah!”.
He, too, smote the waters’

btr ܐܝܡ̈ܠܐܚܡܘܗܦܐܘܐܝܠܐܝܪܡܕܗܗܠܐܢܘܐ

‘ “Oh, Lord God of my master Elijah!”.
And he, too, smote the waters’

םימהתאהכיואוהףאוהילאיהלאהוהיהיא
‘ “Where is yhwh, the God of Elijah, even He?”
And he smote the waters’

Atword level the differences areminimal, and even in the adaptation of היא ,
‘where’, to the exclamatory imploring ܢܘܐ , ‘oh’, the word image is partially
preserved. By ignoring the clause boundary indicated by the conjunction
in the Hebrew (‘and he smote’), the phrase ‘even he’ or ‘he, too’ in Syriac
is joined to the following clause instead of to the preceding one. The btr
strengthens this readingbyplacing ‘and’ before ‘he, too’. The seemingly small
shifts take the sting out of the challenging cry of Elisha.

In the following example, Elisha tells the king of Israel to go to the gods
of his father and hismother. The king’s answer in theMasoretic text fits well
into the narrative:

2Kgs 3:13

ܢܝܠܗܢܝܟܠܡ̈ܐܬܠܬܠܐܝܪܡܐܪܩܝܟܐܕܗܠܥ

‘Because of this verily the Lord called these three kings (that he might deliver
them into the hand of Moab)’

הלאהםיכלמהתשׁלשׁלהוהיארקיכלא
‘No! For yhwh has called these three kings (to give them into the hand of
Moab)’

98 See chapter 2, section 2.5.1.
99 This toning down of a direct confrontation with the deity can also been observed in

2Kgs 18:25. See also 2Kgs 24:2, 3, treated in section 4.2, below, and Van Keulen, ‘Points of
Agreement’, 228–233.
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In the Peshitta, instead of the emphatic, ‘No!’, the king complains to the
prophet that the Lord called the three kings only to deliver them into the
hand of Moab. A nearly identical complaint occurs in v. 10:

2Kgs 3:10

ܢܝܠܗܢܝܟܠܡ̈ܐܬܠܬܠܐܝܪܡܐܪܩܝܟܐܕܗܠܥܗܘܐ

‘Alas! For this indeed the Lord called these three kings (that he might deliver
them into the hand of Moab)’

הלאהםיכלמהתשׁלשׁלהוהיארקיכההא
‘Alas! For yhwh called these three kings (to give them into the hand ofMoab)’

It is remarkable that the translator of 2Kgs 3:13 did not render the Hebrew
לא , ‘no’. Did he skip this element because hewished to bring the exclamation

in v. 13 into conformity with that of v. 10? Or did he consider לא graphically
represented by ܠܥ ? The initial Hebrew ‘no’ and the Syriac ‘upon’ (in ‘upon
this’, that is, ‘because’) differ only in the initial Aleph being rendered as ʿE,
an adjustment which can be observedmore often.100 Whatever the casemay
be, the Peshitta has adjusted the syntactic structure of the Hebrew.101

In 2Kgs 23:35 the Peshitta combines a variety of devices to attain a sim-
pler, more transparant presentation of narrative materials.

2Kgs 23:35

ܢܘܥܪܦܠܡܝܩܝܘܝܒܗܝܐܒܗܕܘܐܦܣܟܘ

ܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܡܪܐܐܒܗܕܘܐܦܣܟܡܪܒ

ܢܘܥܪܦܕܗܡܘܦܬܠܡܠܥ

ܐܥܪܐܕܐܡܥܢܡܐܒܗܕܘܐܦܣܟܐܘܗܒܪܩܡܗܩܕܙܟܝܐܫܢܐ

ܐܪܝܓܚܢܘܥܪܦܕܗܡܘܦܬܠܡܠܥ

‘And silver and gold Jehoiakim gave to Pharaoh;
however, the silver and the gold he placed upon the land
on account of the word of the mouth of Pharaoh.
Each according to his portion would bring silver and gold, from the people of
the land,
on account of the word of the mouth of Pharaoh the Lame.’

הערפלםיקיוהיןתנבהזהוףסכהו
הערפיפלעףסכהתאתתלץראהתאךירעהךא

הכנהערפלתתלץראהםעתאבהזהתאוףסכהתאשׂגנוכרעכשׁיא
‘And the silver and the gold Jehoiakim gave to Pharaoh,
but he taxed the land to give the silver according to the command of Pharaoh.
He exacted the silver and the gold of the people of the land, from everyone
according to his assessment, to give it to Pharaoh Neco.’

100 See chapter 3, section 1.1.2, and chapter 6, section 1.1.4.3.
101 For discussion of ܝܟ , ‘verily, indeed’, as rendering of יכ , ‘that, for’, see chapter 8, sec-

tion 1.18.
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ThePeshitta translates ‘but he taxed the land to give the silver’ freely as ‘how-
ever the silver and the goldheplacedupon the land’, leaving תתל unrendered
(here as well as in the second half of the verse) and supplementing ‘and
the gold’ in accordance with the previous statement that Jehoiakim gave
to Pharaoh silver and gold. The expression ܐܥܪܐܠܥܝܡܪܐܐܒܗܕܘܐܦܣܟ is
related to ܐܥܪܐܠܥܐܬܐܕܡܝܡܪܐ , ‘he placed a tribute on the land’, which
in 2Kgs 23:33 is used to render ץראהלעשׁנעןתיו . ܬܠܡ , ‘word’, was added ad
sensum to render הערפיפלע as ܢܘܥܪܦܕܗܡܘܦܬܠܡܠܥ .

Whereas the Masoretes interpreted שגנ as the verb שׂגנ , ‘oppress, exact’,
the Syriac rendering ܐܘܗܒܪܩܡ suggests that the translator derived the verb
form from שׁגנ , ‘approach’. It shouldbe remembered that the Syriac translator
worked from an unvocalized source text in which שׂ [F] and שׁ [C] were not
distinguished. However, the Syriac text does not reflect an exact rendering
of the Hebrew verb identified as שׁגנ , since the Aphel participle ܒܪܩܡ , ‘make
approach, bring’, corresponds to שׁיגה (Hiphil). The interpretation of שגנ as

שׁגנ Qal is patently impossible within the syntactic context of the clause. It
is unclear whether the translator resorted to this interpretation because he
was not familiar with the verb שׂגנ , or whether he consciously departed from
the Hebrew text. It is in any case clear that the deviation from the Hebrew
is related to other changes within the clause, which together produce a
coherent text that fits well into the narrative:

– The implied subject of ܐܘܗܒܪܩܡ is no longer Jehoiakim, as in the
Masoretic text, but ܫܢܐ , ‘each’.

– ܗܩܕܙܟܝܐ , ‘according to his portion’, is a contextual adjustment to the
changed subject. Whereas in וכרעכ , ‘according to his assessment’, the
suffix refers to Jehoiakim, in ܗܩܕܙܟܝܐ it refers to ‘each’.

– the preposition ܢܡ in ܐܥܪܐܕܐܡܥܢܡ , involving a deviation from the
object marker תא in ץראהםעתא , is employed to connect ‘each’ to ‘the
people of the land’.

– הכנהערפלתתל is not rendered but rather replaced by ܗܡܘܦܬܠܡܠܥ

ܐܪܝܓܚܢܘܥܪܦܕ .

Due to the aforementioned changes, the Peshitta achieves correspondence
between the report of Jehoiakim’s action (imposing taxes), and the report
of the people’s reaction (paying taxes). Both reports are concluded by the
same phrase: ‘on account of the word of the mouth of Pharaoh’.

In sum, the Peshitta appears to have rearranged the verse in order to
improve the narrative presentation.
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4.2. Extending over Verse Boundaries

The type of adaptation described above sometimes involves making differ-
ent syntactic connections over verse boundaries. In 1Kgs 3:4, 5 the Peshitta
takes a locative phrase from the beginning of v. 5 and attaches it instead to
the phrase at the end of v. 4:

1Kgs 3:4, 5

btr ܢܘܥܒܓܒܕܘܗܐܚܒܕܡܠܥܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܘܗܚܒܕܡܢܘܠܥ̈ܦܠܐ

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܥܐܝܪܡܝܠܓܬܐܢܝܕܝܗ܀

‘A thousand burnt offerings Solomon sacrificed upon this altar (5) which was
in Gibeon. Then the Lord revealed himself to Solomon’

9a1 ܢܘܥܒܓܒܕܘܗܐܚܒܕܡܠܥܢܘܡܝܠܫܐܘܗܩܣܡܢܘܠܥ̈ܦܠܐ

ܢܘܡܝܠܫܠܥܐܝܪܡܝܠܓܬܐܘ

‘A thousand burnt offerings Solomon raised up upon this altar (5) which was
in Gibeon. And the Lord revealed himself to Solomon’

lxx χιλίαν ὁλοκαύτωσιν ἀνήνεγκεν Σαλωμὼν ἐπὶ τὸ θυσιαστήριον (Ant. + τὸ) ἐν Γαβα-
ών.
καὶ ὤφθη Κύριος τῷ Σαλωμὼν
‘A thousand burnt offerings Solomon raised up upon the altar in Gibeon. (5)
And the Lord revealed himself to Solomon’

אוההחבזמהלעהמלשׁהלעיתולעףלא
המלשׁלאהוהיהארנןועבגב

‘A thousand burnt offerings Solomon offered upon that altar.
(5) In Gibeon yhwh appeared to Solomon’

vg tj = mt

While preserving the words, the connections between the words and be-
tween the phrases have been altered, resulting in a significant difference
in the translation. The motive for the syntactic shift in the Peshitta does
not seem to lie in the locative phrase at the beginning of the sentence.102
A text-historical background is more likely in this case. It should be noted
that the Syriac text—in particular that of 9a1 which is anterior to the btr
here—closely agrees with the Greek of the Septuagint, and even more so
with that of Antiochene text. It is probable that the Peshitta adopted the
clause division of the Greek versions here. Direct influence from these wit-
nesses on the Peshitta is also detectable elsewhere in Kings.103

102 Though locative phrases most often occur towards the end of a clause, in both Hebrew
and Syriac they can occur at the beginning (see 1Kgs 2:11; 7:46; 21:19; 2Kgs 21:7) and pre-
verbally following a conjunction (see 2Kgs 6:9; 9:36).

103 Thus see Van Keulen, ‘Nature et contexte’, 279–281, 285.
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A verse boundary is shifted in the following case as well:

1Kgs 13:23, 24

v. 23 ܐܗܠܐܕܗܝܒܢܠܐܪܡܚܠܥܗܠܘܝܡܪܐ

‘they placed him, the prophet of God, upon the ass’

v. 24 ܠܙܐܘܟܦܗܘ

‘and he turned and went’

v. 23 ובישׁהרשׁאאיבנלרומחהולשׁבחיו
‘and he saddled for him the ass, for the prophet whom he had brought back’

v. 24 ךליו
‘and he went’

While the word order and content are closely followed, by rendering a
subordinating conjunction רשׁא , ‘whom’, at the end of v. 23 as a coordinating
conjunction,104 the Peshitta changes a relative clause specifying the old
prophet to a main clause with as subject the prophet from Judah. Thus,
in the Syriac rendering two verbs of motion follow upon each other at the
beginning of v. 24: ‘and he returned and went’.

In the following example, the syntactic connections in the Syriac text do
not coincide with the verse boundaries, as they do in the Masoretic text:

2Kgs 24:2, 3

v. 2 ܐܝܒ̈ܢܝܗܘܕܒ̈ܥܕܐܕܝܐܒܠܠܡܕܐܝܪܡܕܗܡܓܬܦܟܝܐ

‘according to the word of the Lord which he had spoken by the hand of his
servants, the prophets’

v. 3 ܐܕܘܗܝܠܥ (btr + ܐܒܪ ) ܐܙܓܘܪܐܘܗܘ (v. 3b) ܐܝܪܡܕܗܡܘܦܢܡ

‘from the mouth of the Lord, (v. 3b) and (btr + great) wrath was upon Judah’

v. 2 םיאיבנהוידבעדיברבדרשׁאהוהירבדכ
‘according to the word of yhwh, which he spoke by the hand of his servants
the prophets.’

v. 3 הדוהיבהתיההוהייפלעךא
‘Only upon the mouth of yhwh it was in Judah.’

The Hebrew text in v. 3 is crystal clear as to the source of what befell Judah:
God’s direct command brought it about. The Peshitta circumvents this by
making ‘the mouth of the Lord’ a further expansion of the preceding phrase
in v. 2 referring to the prophets by whom God’s message was transmit-
ted.

104 Of the 699 occurrences of רשׁא in Kings, only nine are rendered by the coordinating
conjunction in p.
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In this text, the translator used his source text rather freely. The particle
ךא in v. 3was left untranslated and הוהייפלע was rendered as ܐܝܪܡܕܗܡܘܦܢܡ .

The Syriac of v. 3b reflects הדוהיבהתיה of theMasoretic text; the reference to
wrath in this verse could have been derived from thematically similar verses
in 2Kgs 23:26; 24:20. In particular, v. 3b approximates the Syriac text of 2Kgs
24:20: ܡܠܫܪܘܐܠܥܘܐܕܘܗܝܠܥܐܝܪܡܕܗܙܓܘܪܐܘܗܘ , ‘And the wrath of the
Lord came upon Judah and upon Jerusalem’.105 Possibly, the Syriac text of v. 3
also reflects influence from the Antiochene text: πλὴν θυμὸς Κυρίου ἦν ἐπὶ
τὸν Ἰούδαν, ‘Moreover the wrath of the Lord came upon Judah’ (implying ףא

הוהי instead of הוהייפ of the Masoretic text).106 ܐܒܪ in the btr represents a
secondary addition based on 2Kgs 23:26: ‘Nevertheless the great wrath of
the Lord ( ܐܒܪܐܝܪܡܕܗܙܓܘܪ ) with which he was angry against Judah … was
not turned aside’.

There are more such examples of seemingly small adjustments in the
Peshitta of Kings which have far-reaching effects and for which there could
be various possible motivations.

5. Different Narrative Presentation

In several instances where the Syriac text strongly deviates from the
Masoretic text, the (proto-)Masoretic text can still be recognized as the
translator’s source text.

In 1Kgs 14:10, a simile in the Masoretic text is replaced by a different one
which, however, has the same purport:

1Kgs 14:10

9a1 ܘܓܢܥܒܬܡܕܟܝܐ
̈

ܪܡܓܕܐܡܪܟܝܢܦ

‘(and I will glean after the house of Jeroboam) as the vines of the vineyard
which is finished are gleaned’

btr ܘܓܢܥܒܬܡܕܟܝܐ
̈

ܐܦܛܩܪܡܓܕܐܡܐܡܪܟܝܢܦ

‘(and I will glean after the house of Jeroboam) as the vines of the vineyard are
gleaned when the ingathering is finished’

ומתדעללגהרעבירשׁאכ
‘(and I will sweep away the house of Jeroboam) as one clears away dung until
it be finished’

105 Thus Walter, Peshitta of IIKings, 225–226.
106 It seems unwarranted to suppose that the Syriac rendering in v. 3 involves a conflation

of twoHebrew readings: הוהייפלע of mt and הוהיףאלע , reflected by the Greek of lxx andAnt.
(cf. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle I, 422).
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The Peshitta follows the Masoretic text in resuming in the simile the main
verb of the preceding clause, that is, רעב / ܪܥܒ .107 Moreover, it reproduces
roughly the syntactic structure of the simile in which the main clause is fol-
lowed by a relative clause. As to semantics, the relative clause ܪܡܓܕ (which
in btr was expanded to ܐܦܛܩܪܡܓܕܐܡ )108 corresponds to ומתדע . The sim-
ilarities do not alter the fact that the imagery of the Syriac simile is quite
different from that of the Hebrew. We can only guess at why the translator
substituted one simile for another. TheHebrew imagery is clear enough, nor
is it likely that the simile was considered imprudent, for the unshrouded
designation of males earlier in the verse (‘who pisses against the wall’) is
retained in the Peshitta.

In 2Kgs 21:13 the Peshitta replaces a simile with plain language, possibly
for fear that the Syriac audiencemight not understand it. There, too, the link
between the Syriac text and its Hebrew basis is firm.109

Marked differences in content or purport between the Peshitta and the
Masoretic text may also occur where the translator interpreted the same
consonantal text in his Vorlage differently, or made intentional changes to
the text. One example of the latter category will be presented here.110

In the Peshitta, more particularly in the btr, of 2Kgs 17:24–41, certain
modifications cause the structure and import of the entire section to be
markedly different from that in the Masoretic text.111

Masoretic text BTR 9a1

24–31 Samaria resettled;
the religion of the new
inhabitants

24–31 Samaria resettled;
the religion of the new
inhabitants

24–31 Samaria resettled;
the religion of the new
inhabitants

32 They feared the Lord
and they made themselves
from their number
priests of the high places
and they officiated for them
in the house of the high
places.

32 They feared the Lord
and they made themselves
from among them
priests of the high places
and they served for them
in the house of the high
places.

32 They feared the Lord
and they made themselves
from among them
priests of the high places
and they served for them
in the house of the high
places.

107 For a discussion of these two verbs, see chapter 7, section 3.
108 In all probability the expansion is modelled after p Isa 24:13, where an identical Syriac

text occurs as a faithful translation of mt. Thus Berlinger, Könige, 34.
109 See chapter 5, section 2.1.3.2.
110 Other examples are 1Kgs 11:26–27 (see chapter 12, section 5.1); 16:34 (see chapter 6,

section 3.4; Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 214–215); 2Kgs 2:13–14; 5:13–14.
111 This case is also discussed in Van Keulen, ‘Nature et contexte’, 275–278, 284. Unfortu-

nately, the text of 9a1 is not presented correctly in that publication.
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Masoretic text BTR 9a1

33 They feared the Lord
and they served their gods
after the regulation of the
nations
from among whom they
had taken them
into exile.

33a They feared the Lord
and they served their gods
after the law of the
nations.
33b And they
took the Israelites
into exile from their land

33 They feared the Lord
and they served their gods
after the law of the
nations
from among whom they
took them
into exile

34 Until this day

they do according to
the former regulations:
they do not fear the Lord

and they do not act
according to their statutes
and according to their
regulation
and according to the law
and according to the
commandment
which yhwh commanded
the sons of Jacob
whom he named Israel

34 until this day,
because they forsook the
Lord
and they did according to
the law of the nations
and they did not fear the
Lord
and they did not act
according to the covenant
and according to the
regulation
and according to the law
and according to the
commandment
which the Lord commanded
the sons of Jacob
whom he named Israel.

34 until this day

and they did according to
their former laws.
They did not fear the Lord

and they did not act
according to the covenant
and according to the
regulation
and according to the law
and according to the
commandment
which the Lord commanded
the sons of Jacob
whom he named Israel.

35–39 retrospective of
yhwh’s covenant with Israel

35–39 retrospective of the
Lord’s covenant with Israel

35–39 retrospective of the
Lord’s covenant with Israel

40 But they would not listen;
rather they do according to
their former regulation.

40 But they would not listen;
rather they did according to
their former law.

40 But they would not listen;
rather they did according to
their former law.

41 So these nations

feared yhwh
and served their graven
images,
also their sons
and the sons of their sons;
as their fathers did,
so do they,
unto this day.

41 Also these nations
who lived in Samaria
feared the Lord
and served their idols,

also their sons;
also the sons of their sons;
as their fathers did
so did they, they too,
unto this day.

41 Also these nations
who lived in Samaria
feared the Lord
and served their idols,

also their sons;
also the sons of their sons.
And as their fathers did
so did they,
unto this day.

In the Masoretic text, 2Kgs 17:24–41 recounts the origin of the Samaritans
and their religion. This is preceded in vv. 7–23 by a theological reflection
on the causes of the fall of the northern kingdom. The redactional history of
thewhole chapter is extremely complex andwidely disputed among literary
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critics. As regards the section in vv. 24–41, two phenomena in particular sug-
gest that it does not comprise an original literary unity in the Hebrew text.

First, v. 33 states that the peoples who resettled in the territory of the
former northern Kingdom ‘feared yhwh’. V. 34, however, continues: ‘Until
this day they do according to the former regulations: they do not fear yhwh’.
Though these verses differentiate between two generations, they refer to
the same group of Samaritans; both the expression ‘until this day’ and
the unspecified third masc pl subject indicate continuity. Thus, the above
statements are in direct conflict with one another.

A second indication that the section does not make up a literary unity
is the unclarity regarding the identity of the subject ‘they’ in v. 40. V. 34
says that the Samaritans did not follow the commandment which yhwh
commanded ‘the sons of Jacob’, that is, the people of Israel. Vv. 35–39,
which elaborate on this commandment to Israel, are followed in v. 40 by
the statement ‘they would not listen’. Since v. 40 does not specify a new
subject, the verse seems to refer to Israel. However, when v. 41 is considered,
a different conclusion may present itself. V. 41 speaks of ‘these nations’
who feared yhwh and at the same time served their graven images. The
natural conclusion is that ‘these nations’ refer back to the third masc pl
subject in v. 40. Thus, viewed from the perspective of v. 41, v. 40 seems to
identify the foreign nations as the (later) Samaritans. The presence of the
expression ‘their former regulation’ in v. 40 lends support to this assumption,
because a similar expression, that is, ‘the former regulations’, in v. 34 is
clearly associated with the foreign nations. Thus, the Masoretic text seems
to offer conflicting indications as to the identity of the subject of v. 40.

The ambiguities and incongruities mentioned above indicate that the
Hebrew text of 2Kings 17 is the result of a complex redactional history. It is
the more significant, then, that such difficulties do not arise in the version
of the btr. This is due to the introduction of various modifications in the
verses which caused problems in theMasoretic text, vv. 33–34 and vv. 40–41.

Vv. 33–34. The btr completely rephrases v. 33, turning the relative clause
‘(the nations) from among whom they had taken them into exile’ into the
independent clause ‘and they took the Israelites into exile from their land’
(v. 33b). But to whom does the indefinite subject ‘they’ refer? By no means
can it refer to the resettlers that are the subject of the preceding passage,
because it does not make sense to say that these settlers, who had been
brought to Samaria by the Assyrians, took the Israelites into exile. The
context indicates that the subject of v. 33b refers to theAssyrians themselves
who took the Israelites into exile. Thus, in v. 33b quite abruptly the focus is
shifted from the foreign settlers of Samaria to the Israelites. In v. 34, the btr
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has an addition: ‘because they forsook the Lord’, which causes the Syriac
sentence structure to be markedly different from the Hebrew. Whereas in
the Hebrew text ‘until this day’ introduces a new sentence, in the btr this
time indication links up with the preceding clause in v. 33b. Against the
background of v. 33b, the subject in ‘because they forsook the Lord’ can only
refer to the Israelites. As a consequence, the subject of the rest of v. 34 also
refers to the Israelites. This is in contrast to the Masoretic text, where v. 33b
and v. 34 speak about the foreign settlers. It is to be noted that onewitness of
the btr, manuscript 7a1, has a paragraph sign (܀) at the end of v. 33a where
a shift in the identity of the implicit subject ‘they’ is supposed. As a result of
the different sentence structure in the btr, there is no discrepancy between
the statements ‘they feared the Lord’ in v. 33a and ‘they do not fear the Lord’
in v. 34a: the former statement refers to the foreign settlers, and the latter
refers to the Israelites.

Vv. 40–41. In v. 41, the btr (here joined by 9a1) has the addition ‘who lived
in Samaria’, by which ‘these nations’ are specified as the immigrants living
in Samaria. The addition precludes that ‘these nations’ be taken to refer
back to the third masc pl subject of v. 40 and previous verses. The subject
of v. 40, then, probably is meant to be understood as the Israelites who were
addressed in vv. 35–39. In v. 40 they are accused of not listening to yhwh’s
admonition to keep the covenant (vv. 35–39), and of following their former
law. In the context of 2Kings 17, this accusation parallels v. 14 and following
verses; in spite of yhwh’swarnings, Israel adhered to its idolatrous practices,
that is, ‘their former law’.

As a result of the modifications in vv. 33–34 and v. 41, vv. 33b–39 form a
continuous section devoted to Israel. The btr is free from the inconsisten-
cies and ambiguities that characterize vv. 33–34 and v. 40 in the Masoretic
text. Though the modifications reflect a certain measure of creativity, they
can hardly be termed free inventions. V. 33b in the btr is clearly modelled
on v. 23, which says: ‘And He (the Lord) took Israel into exile from its land
to Ashur until this day’ (cf. also v. 6). It is noteworthy that the expression
‘until this day’ in v. 34 has the same position at the end of the sentence
as in v. 23. The addition ‘because they forsook the Lord’ ( ܐܝܪܡܠܘܩܒܫܕܠܥ )
in v. 34 repeats a typically deuteronomistic expression found in 1Kgs 9:9,
‘because they (the Israelites) forsook the Lord their God’ ( ܐܝܪܡܠܘܩܒܫܕܠܥ

ܢܘܗܗܠܐ ), 11:33, ‘because he (Solomon) forsook me (the Lord)’ ( ܝܢܩܒܫܕܠܥ ),
and 2Kgs 22:17, ‘because they (the Jerusalemites) forsookme (the Lord)’ ( ܠܥ

ܝܢܘܩܒܫܕ ). Moreover, the verb ܩܒܫ occurs in 2Kgs 17:16, ‘they abandoned all
the commandments of the Lord their God’. Thus, the scribes responsible for
the addition took care to use a phrase known from similar deuteronomistic
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contexts elsewhere in Kings.
The modifications in vv. 33–34 and v. 41 were not made simultaneously,

however. Manuscript 9a1 differs from the btr in lacking the modification
in v. 33 and the addition in v. 34. As a consequence, 9a1 is closer to the
Masoretic text, and for that reason probably represents a textual stage prior
to that of the btr. Thismeans that the incongruities of theHebrew textwere
not at once solved in the Syriac translation, but that the text was gradually
improved in one or two stages.

The modifications in vv. 33–34 of the btr, however, did more than just
solve the inconsistencies in the earlier Syriac text. As it is now, vv. 33b–39 of
the btr constitute a reflection on Israel’s fall that parallels an earlier reflec-
tion in 2Kgs 17:7–23. It ismainly the rephrasing of v. 33b (in conjunctionwith
the addition of ‘the Israelites’ as a subject) that has brought about the paral-
lel with vv. 7–23. Therefore, it may be assumed that the scribes responsible
for the btr version alsomeant to reshape vv. 33–39 roughly into a parallel to
the treatise on Israel’s fall in vv. 7–23.

Where multiple textual differences of diverse nature are responsible for
the disposition and presentation of the narrative in the Peshitta, it is a chal-
lenge to reconstruct exactly how the Syriac text came about, as is illustrated
by the following case:

1Kgs 20:33

9a1 btr

ܖܖܗܪܒܐܘܗܐܫܚܢܐܪܒܓܘ

ܘܒܗܪܬܣܐܘܘܫܚܪܐܒܓܘ ܘܒܗܪܬܣܐܘܘܫܚܪܐܒܓܘ

ܗܢܡܝܗܘܛܠܦܘ ܗܢܡܝܗܘܛܠܦܘ

btr ‘Now Barhadad was a man of divination.
And the men moved slowly and hastened and they delivered him from him.’

9a1 ‘And the men moved slowly and hastened and delivered him from him.’

ונממהוטלחיוורהמיוושׁחניםישׁנאהו
‘And themenwere looking for an omen, and they hastened and delivered that
which was before him.’112

In the Hebrew text, the Israelite king is pursuing the king of Aram, who has
fled to the city of Aphek. When driven into a corner, Barhadad’s servants
approach the king of Israel and beg him to have mercy on Barhadad. The

112 Translation adopted from Williams, Studies, 101. Redivision of ונממהוטלחיו as הוטלחיו
ונממ is indicated by Qere in western lists and reflected in p. It is not clear, however, what the

3 fem sg suffix in הוטלחיו refers to. lxx and vg paraphrase.
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Israelite king replies: ‘Is he yet alive? He is my brother’ (v. 32b). The men,
who were looking for an omen ( ושׁחני ),113 are eager to take the words of the
king of Israel as a good sign. Though themeaning of thephrase ונממהוטלחיו is
obscure,114 its import is roughly clear from the context, since Barhadad ser-
vants bring him out of his hiding place (v. 33).

In the Syriac text represented by 9a1, the reference to divination is gone.
In the position corresponding to ושׁחני the Syriac offers ܘܫܚܪ , ‘they moved
slowly’. Given the graphic similarity between ܫܚܪ and ܫܚܢ (which is the
equivalent of שׁחנ in 2Kgs 17:17; 21:6), ܘܫܚܪ is likely the result of a scribal error.
The subsequent phrase, they ‘hastened and delivered him fromhim’, may be
taken to mean that Barhadad’s servants saved him from being killed by the
king of Israel. The translator seems to have interpreted טלח in the sense of
the Syriac-Aramaic טלפ , ‘rescue’.

At the beginning of v. 33, the btr presents additional text: ‘NowBarhadad
was a man of divination’. This addition seems to imply that Barhadad prac-
tised divination to find out whether the words of the Israelite king (v. 32b)
were favourable to him. According to Ishodad of Merw the men crept in
order not to disturb Barhadad until he informed them of his will.115 This
might be a correct interpretation of what is implied in the btr of v. 33.

Both in the btr and 9a1, the narrative in v. 33 is far from transparent
and raises several questions. Except for the plus in the btr, which raises as
many questions as it solves, textual adjustments and expansions to achieve
narrative clarity are notably lacking.

The text-historical analysis of the deviations from theMasoretic text is as
follows: ܘܫܚܪܐܒܓܘ , ‘and the men moved slowly’, and ܝܗܘܛܠܦܘ , ‘and they
delivered him’, are deviations found in all ancient manuscripts. The former
reading is an inner-Syriac corruption of ܘܫܚܢܐܒܓܘ , ‘and themen divined’.
Since the corruption is witnessed both by the btr and 9a1, it certainly dates
back to an early stage in the transmission of the Peshitta of Kings. The

113 We concur with Williams, Studies, 101, that the temporal reference of the ipf ושׁחני is
different from that of the subsequent ipf consec הוטלחיוורהמיו . ושׁחני indicates what the men
had been doing so for some time.

114 Cf. Cogan, 1Kings, 468; Gray, I & IIKings, 379, 382; Montgomery—Gehman, Kings, 329;
Thenius, Könige, 239–240.

115 See Van Den Eynde, Commentaire d’ Išoʿdad de Merv, 147: ‘Les mots: Les hommes ram-
pèrent, savoir: Ils marchèrent doucement comme le reptile don’t on ne perçoit pas le bruit
que fait sa marche, et ils évitèrent de lui (faire entendre) le (bruit de leurs pas), jusqu’à ce
qu’ ils fussent informés de la volonté du roi.’
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original reading, however, must have survived in at least one manuscript,
possibly as a marginal gloss, for it underlies the plus ܐܘܗܐܫܚܢܐܪܒܓܘ

ܖܖܗܪܒ , ‘and Barhadad was a man of divination’, in the btr. It is conceivable
that a scribe, coming across the ‘original reading’ in onemanuscript, decided
to enter it into the text immediately preceding ܘܫܚܪܐܒܓܘ . This procedure
resulted in the somewhat peculiar sequence ܘܫܚܢܐܒܓܘܘܫܚܪܐܒܓܘ ,
‘and the men divined and the men moved slowly’. Subsequently, ܐܒܓܘ

ܘܫܚܢ was altered to ܖܖܗܪܒܐܘܗܐܫܚܢܐܪܒܓܘ , ‘and Barhadad was a man of
divination’, to make better sense. In doing so, btr’s version of v. 33 presents
a double reading.

6. Summary

The number of unique lexical items occurring in the versions under con-
sideration shows that a diminished vocabulary was implemented in the
Peshitta as compared to theMasoretic text. Thus various names, nouns, and
verbs were rendered by fewer items in the Peshitta.

The differences in the use of the verbal forms indicates that, though
morphologically similar, the various forms in the two languages cannot be
taken to correspond to one another in tense or aspect.

The Peshitta persists in following the Hebrew text closely at word level.
This results in some cases in the rendering diverging significantly from the
original due to a difference in the two language systems.

Both the tendency to add explanatory comments and the tendency to do
away with repetition are present in the Peshitta. These serve to smooth out
the text and to make it more understandable to the reader.

When omitting material, the Peshitta sometimes obliterates functional
repetitionpresent in theMasoretic text, thusmissingnuances in theHebrew
narrative.

These types of adjustments can affect the phrase, the clause, or even the
verse boundaries.
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SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

This study deals with a selection of the differences between the Syriac trans-
lation of the books of Kings and the earliest fully preserved Hebrew version
of these books, the Masoretic text. The majority of these can be categorized
as obligatory changesmade during the translation tomeet the requirements
of the target language. Besides these, the translated text diverges from the
source text in having explicitation, simplification, normalization, and level-
ling out—all of which are documented in the research on translations in
general. Other differences, however, cannot be explained satisfactorily as
part of the translation process. The present study gives special attention to
those differences whose nature is not clear at first glance. For this group,
explanations in terms of exegesis or textual history as well as in terms of lin-
guistic characteristics have been considered. The creation and implemen-
tation of an electronic database proved to be essential in examining those
differenceswhich surface in unusual correspondences between theHebrew
andSyriac texts atword level and in incompleteorunusual correspondences
at phrase and clause level.

Although the linguistic and text-historical approaches differ in method
and focus, research into ancient Bible translations must take both into
account. The text-historian and exegete could mistake obligatory transfor-
mations or general tendencies in translated texts for exegetical or text-
historical particularities, while the linguist could assume that a shift is lin-
guistically motivated in cases where text-historical or exegetical aspects are
involved. From the perspective of a linguist, many text-historical or exegeti-
cal differences could be considered to be ‘static’ which hampers and clouds
the comparison of the source text and the translation; however, the linguist
canonly be certain that a difference is linguisticallymotivated after explana-
tions in terms of exegetic intervention or textual provenance are excluded.
Actually, each of the two approaches would be benefitted were the results
of the other already available so that one could work with a ‘clean’ set of
cases. This, however, is not possible, for the nature of each item must be
established by the interaction of the two approaches. We have found again
andagain that the twoapproaches complement and supplement eachother,
and that the two-fold analysis provides a broader perspective for viewing
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textual phenomena in translations. This, however, does not mean that we
could establish the nature of each difference. In the end, a number of
differences remained ambiguous: alternative explanations on the basis of
the two approaches could not be excluded.

The focus of this study is on differences at word level, but in the prepa-
ration of the data, higher levels in the linguistic hierarchy have also been
examined. In Part One we introduced the text-historical and the linguistic
approaches to the data. The problemof how to determine the nature of a dif-
ference, as articulated in chapter 1, section 1, is demonstrated in chapter 2
by an overview of semantic differences in 1Kings 1–2 analysed from a text-
historical and exegetical perspective. While dealing with textual phenom-
ena that can be considered exemplary for all of the Peshitta of Kings, this
chapter demonstrates that independent linguistic analysis cannot be dis-
pensedwithwhen it comes to a proper assessment of (potentially) semantic
differences. Chapter 3 presents the linguistic treatment of the data, indicat-
ingwhich categories play a role at the various levels—below theword,word,
phrase, clause, and above the clause. Chapter 4 presents Hebrew and Syriac
linguistic data at various levels using statistical information to achieve an
overall view of how the Masoretic text and the Peshitta compare in their
use of linguistic categories. In Part Two, comprising chapters 5 through 13,
the two approaches are combined to determine the nature of selected dif-
ferences at the various syntactic levels.

As mentioned above, arriving at a decision as to the most suitable expla-
nation for a difference involves interaction between the two approaches.
Nonetheless, it is necessary to present the results in some order. Here we
choose to begin with the more general principles and progress to more spe-
cific explanationsbasedonparticular cases.We thus first present a summary
of those characteristics of the Peshitta of Kings which can be explained on
the basis of a shift from one language system to another (section 1). Second,
an overview of differences for which an explanation in terms of obligatory
transformations is deemed unlikely (section 2). Such differences include
those which reflect the tendencies observed in translations in general.

1. Linguistic Observations

Hebrew and Syriac are both Northwest Semitic languages and share a num-
ber of features of language system and vocabulary. The similarities and dif-
ferences between the two languages are apparent at all linguistic levels.
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1.1. BelowWord Level

The phonetic characteristics of sound correspondences between cognate
words have been analysed and implemented in a computer program. This
was applied to the lists of translation correspondences in the electronic
translation concordance to discover the proportional distribution of forms
identical, cognate, or non-identical in their spelling. The various parts of
speech score differently in the proportion of similarity in spelling between
corresponding words: proper nouns, which tend to be transliterated, score
the highest, and particles the lowest. Interestingly, the correspondence in
phonetic or graphic characteristics plays a role in a number of unusual
renderings.

These two Northwest Semitic languages showed the following tenden-
cies relating to similarities in spelling in corresponding forms per part of
speech.

– In comparison to the overall average, verbs have relatively fewer forms
which are identical in spelling or which manifest systematic spelling
differences and relatively few such forms which tend to occur fre-
quently. There are also relatively few forms without correspondence
in the other version. In other words, verbs tend to be translated.

– Nominal forms (nouns, proper nouns, pronouns, and adjectives) man-
ifestmore identically spelled forms and formswith systematic spelling
differences than verbs do, somewhat closer to the overall average.
There is a higher number of frequently occurring, identically spelled
items. In contrast to verbs, the nominal forms do have a fair number of
items without correspondence in the other version.

– Pronouns rate considerably higher in identically spelled forms than
the nominal forms as a group. A small number of identically spelled
forms occur frequently in the texts. Pronouns manifest a fairly high
proportion of forms rendered in only one of the versions. This reflects
different strategies of the two languages when it comes to pronominal
reference.

– Of all of the parts of speech, proper nouns have themost forms related
to one another by means of systematic spelling variation, a logical
result of the tendency to transliterate proper nouns. There are also
relatively few forms without correspondence in the other version. In
other words, proper nouns tend to be translated.

– Prepositions manifest relatively few cognate forms, but there are a
few identically spelled forms which occur frequently in the two texts.
Like pronouns, prepositions have a fairly large number of forms which
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have no corresponding item in the other version, reflecting the more
language-specific function of prepositions in the syntax.

– The high proportion of identically spelled conjunctions is due to a
small number frequently occurring items. A significant proportion of
conjunctions lack a corresponding item in the other version, reflecting
the more language-specific function of conjunctions in connecting
various levels in the syntactic hierarchy.

It would be interesting to have information on the comparison of other
translations between related languages to see whether the parts of speech
generally tend to behave in the manner described above for these two
Northwest Semitic languages. Possibly, the phenomena noted above reflect
a more universal tendency in translated texts involving related languages.

1.2.Word Level

The electronic translation concordance provides a survey of how individual
words have been rendered. Because it can be sorted either by the Hebrew or
by the Syriac entry, it allows the user to trace the most preferred correspon-
dences in both directions, the distribution of synonyms. The concordance
also reveals which renderings stand out in their uniqueness and thus may
involve exegetical or text-historical issues. Numerous examples are treated
in chapters 5–9.1

1.3. Phrase Level

The systematic differences between Hebrew and Syriac phrase structure
account for many of the elements which at word level have no correspon-
dence in the other version. Hebrew syntaxmanifests amore extensive range
of government both for nominal forms in construct state and for prepo-
sitions. In the Syriac rendering the range of government is maintained by
means of repeated conjunctions, prepositions, and personal suffixes. In
cases where Hebrew syntax is followed slavishly in the Peshitta without the
extra particles, it is possible that the resulting phrase in Syriac diverges in
meaning from the Hebrew original (see chapter 11, section 3).

In a few cases it appears that there may have been some confusion
between particles with more than one function, such as the Hebrew תא

1 The electronic translation concordance is freely available for scholarly consultation.
For more information contact the authors at j.w.dyk@vu.nl or psfvankeulen@gmail.com

mailto:j.w.dyk@vu.nl
mailto:psfvankeulen@gmail.com
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(objectmarker andpreposition ‘with’), ל (preposition ‘to, for’), andܠ (prepo-
sition ‘to, for’, also used as object marker) (see chapter 11, section 1.2).

1.4. Clause Level

A limited selection of phenomena is discussed to illustrate how differences
between the Peshitta and the Masoretic text at times are related to clause-
level syntax. These include the range of government of negative particles,
the rendering of the Hebrew question marker, the rendering of complex
Hebrew verbal valence patterns, differences in the use of the copula, and
selected cases involving correspondence at word level but difference in syn-
tactic boundaries and constituent functions within the clause.

The most noteworthy difference in the occurrence of negatives is that
Syriac needs to repeat a negative in a series more often than Hebrew does.
This indicates a shorter range of government of the negative particle in
Syriac (see chapter 12, section 1).

Since Syriac lacks a separate question marker, it interesting to observe
what occurs in the Syriac text where the corresponding text contains the
Hebrew question marker. In the majority of cases, it is merely skipped in
the rendering. In 1Kings this is true of 91% of the cases. The tendency to
compensate syntactically in one way or another for the Hebrew question
marker is more strongly present in 2Kings where the proportion of cases in
which the question marker is merely skipped is significantly lower (65%)
(see chapter 12, section 2).

Regarding the valence patterns of the Hebrew verbs םישׂ and אשׂנ , it
appears that both exhibit more patterns and have a more extensive range
of syntactic government than do their Syriac counterparts. The translation
compensates for the more extensive set of valence patterns by employing
various verbs to render a single Hebrew item. The more extensive range of
government of Hebrew verbs is often compensated for by the use of several
verbs in Syriac (see chapter 12, section 3).

The lack of correspondence between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta
in the occurrences of the copula reveals systematic differences between
these languages. The macro-syntactic narrative marker יהיו , ‘and it came
to pass’, is often not rendered in the Peshitta, particularly when it intro-
duces the circumstances in which a following action takes place. On the
otherhand, Syriac employs the copula frequently in renderingHebrewnom-
inal (verbless) clauses. Furthermore, the copula occurs together with other
verbal forms—particularly the participle—as the main predication much
more prevalently in Syriac than in Hebrew (see chapter 12, section 4).
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In our study we observed cases with a close resemblance between the
Masoretic text and the Peshitta at word level, but with a difference in
syntactic structure and in clause-constituent functions of the elements (see
chapter 12, section 5).

In general, the differences between the two language systems compel the
Syriac to compensate for certain syntactic features of the Hebrew. Where
compensation is absent the question arises whether the translation is a
faithful rendering of the original. Where the translator adheres closely to
formal elements of the source text, the Syriac and Hebrew texts sometimes
appear to have divergent meanings.

1.5. Above Clause Level

Since the database was built up on the basis of a clause-level synopsis of
the texts, a number of aspects affecting clause level have been discussed
in chapter 13. These include the proportionate distribution of the various
parts of speech (section 1), the presence of additional material (section
2), the avoidance of repetition (section 3), cases where the word image
is preserved but the sentence boundaries are different (section 4), cases
where the sentences are rendered differently but the narrative as a whole
is compatible with the Masoretic text (section 5).

Generally speaking, the number of unique lexical items occurring in
the two versions under consideration shows that a diminished vocabu-
lary was implemented in the Peshitta as compared to the Masoretic text.
Diverse names, nouns, and verbs were rendered by fewer unique items in
the Peshitta.

Though the Peshitta persists in following the Hebrew text closely at word
level, in some cases the rendering diverges significantly from the original
due to a difference in the two language systems.

Both the tendency to add explanatory comments and the tendency to do
awaywith repetition are present in the Peshitta. These both serve to smooth
out the text and make it more understandable to the reader.

1.6. Translation Universals

1.6.1. Tendencies of Translations in General

Studies on the universal nature of translations provide a broader context in
whichobservationson translations canbeplaced. InoneFinnish study, texts
translated from two different languages—Russian and English—were com-
pared both with non-translated source-language texts and with each other:
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The findings based on such comparable corpora indicated that translated
texts deviated clearly from the original, untranslated texts, and on the whole,
translations bore a closer affinity to each other than to untranslated texts.
At the same time, different source languages … showed individual profiles
of deviation. The results suggest that the source language is influential in
shaping translations, but it cannot be the sole cause, because the translations
resembled each other.2

The fact that translated texts resemble each other more than they resemble
their source texts appears to us to reflect general tendencies of the human
brain when simultaneously dealing with two encoding systems.

In comparison to the source text, translations tend to share a number of
characteristics: they tend to increase the overall length, to add explicitation,
to reduce the lexical density, to simplify and to level out.3

– Translated texts tend to be longer than the source text due to the
tendency towards explicitation.

– Explicitation involves adding material in the translated text that is
taken to be implicit in the source text. This may assume the form of
lexical, syntactic, or semantic additions, expansions, or substitutions,
and results in a lower lexical density.

– Lexical density is the proportion of content words to function words
which have little lexicalmeaning but which serve to express grammat-
ical relationships. The rationale behind this is that translations tend
to add material to disambiguate elements in the source text, to make
explicit syntactic and grammatical relationships which are taken to be
implied in the source text, and to supply elided material. Much of this
is done by the addition of function words. In spite of the fact that the
added material also contains content words, translated texts still tend
to have a lower lexical density.

– Simplification may have an effect opposite to that of explicitation:
more general terms can replace specific ones, various short sentences
can replace a long one, andmodifying phrases andwords can be omit-
ted. Other types of simplification include the reduction or omission of
repetition, a narrower range of vocabulary (lower type/token ratio).4
The latter issues are related to the tendency in translated texts ‘to

2 Mauranen, ‘Corpora, universals and interference’, 79.
3 See Lind, ‘Translation Universals?’, 2–4.
4 That is, the number of unique lexical items in translated texts is lower in relation to the

total number of words.
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gravitate toward the centre of the continuum’.5 There is a ‘relatively
higher level of homogeneity of translated texts with regard to their
own scores on given measures of universal features’ in contrast to
non-translated texts which are more idiosyncratic with a higher level
of variance.6

– Furthermore, it has been noted that a translation may attempt to
retain formal aspects of the source text; this tendency tends to be
present in particular in translations of holy texts.7

Much ofwhat can be observed in the Syriac translation reflects the so-called
translation universals. It is, however, important to realize that the Syriac text
shared by the oldest manuscripts, that is, the text common to the btr and
9a1, is still several centuries younger than the original translation. Not only
the translators, but also the scribes could have felt the need to simplify and
clarify the received text. We must therefore allow for the possibility that at
least part of the changes characteristic of translation universals arose dur-
ing the extensive period of textual transmission. A considerable number
of the deviations peculiar to the btr exhibit the characteristics of transla-
tion universals. Since the btr represents a later inner-Syriac development,
these ‘translation universals’ could actually be secondary modifications. It
is, therefore, not to be ruled out that part of the translation universals shared
by 9a1 and the btr likewise do not derive from the original translator, but
from a later editor.

We cannot but conclude from our observations that the tendencies ob-
served between translations in general have to do with the mental strate-
gies involved in processing two encoding systems and that these are also
observable during the transmission process involving texts within a single
language.

1.6.2. Examples of Translation Universals in the Peshitta of Kings

Examples of the translation universals are provided in the following sec-
tions, or reference ismadewhere the illustration is discussed in this volume.

5 Baker, ‘Corpus-based Translation Studies: The Challenges That Lie Ahead’, 184.
6 Laviosa, Corpus-based Translation Studies: Theory, Findings, Applications, 73.
7 Cf. Jerome, De optimo genere interpretandi, 395: ‘Translations of sacred texts must be

literal, word-for word (because even the word order of the original is a holy mystery and the
translator cannot risk heresy)’, as quoted in A. Chesterman, ‘Beyond the particular’, 35; see
also S. Lind, ‘Translation Universals?’, 5: ‘… translators … will allow the interference of the
source text (through literal translation, for example) when that is where the rewards lie (in
the case of a high status source text such as the Bible, for example).’
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1.6.2.1. Overall Length
When those lexical itemswhich are notwritten in isolation (certain preposi-
tions and pronominal elements) are counted as separate items, the Peshitta
of Kings is 1.5% longer than the Masoretic text. Particularly adjectives,
prepositions, and pronouns occur significantly more frequently in the
Peshitta. The disproportionate frequencies of occurrence of various parts
of speech in the two versions and a discussion of a selection of these can be
found in chapter 13, section 1.

1.6.2.2. Explicitation
Due to additional material in the translation which makes explicit that
which is assumed to be implicit in the source text, the Syriac text at times
appears to be more logical or to run more smoothly than the Masoretic
text—ambiguous cases are disambiguated, the progression of the narrative
is clarified, and information is provided to fill in information gaps in the
source text. In chapter 13, section 2, selected examples of additionalmaterial
are discussed.

1.6.2.3. Lexical Density
The proportion of the total number of verbs and nominal forms (nouns,
proper nouns, and adjectives) as compared to the rest of the forms gives the
lexical density of a particular text. As is true of translations in general, in the
Peshitta of Kings the proportion of content words to functionwords is lower
in the translation in comparison to the source text. The lexical density of the
two texts is compared and discussed in chapter 4, section 2.2.

1.6.2.4. Simplification and Levelling Out
The Peshitta of Kings reduces some of the repetition present in the
Masoretic text and employs fewer unique lexical items. The avoidance of
repetition—even when the repetition has a special function in the source
text—can involve singlewords, but also phrases or clauses, and in one case a
whole verse. This has been dealt with in chapter 13, section 3. The reduction
in the number of unique vocabulary items in the translated text has been
treated in chapter 13, section 1, where verbs, nouns, proper nouns, and pro-
nouns have been discussed separately. Also included in this category are the
tendencies to reduce spelling variation in names (chapter 6, section 3.3) and
to render different names by a single item (chapter 6, section 3.4).

1.6.2.5. Preservation of Formal Characteristics of the Source Text
Some correspondences between the two versions of Kings compared in this
study can only be explained by an attempt to preserve formal characteristics
of the source text in the translation. At word level, this has been amply
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demonstrated in chapters 8 and 9. In chapters 11 through 13 examples are
given of Syriac renderings which deviate from themore common Syriac use
of syntactic patterns to follow the Hebrew text closely. In such cases it can
be questionedwhether the resulting translation is a faithful rendering of the
Hebrew.

1.6.3. A Tendencies Found in the Peshitta of Kings but Not Mentioned
Elsewhere as a Translation Universal

In chapter four, a comparison of the ratio of tokens and types per part of
speech revealed that proper nouns and verbs have the highest rate of being
rendered in the translation. It would seem logical that this tendency might
be found to be generally true in translations, but we have not encountered
this as yet in the literature.

Although it might seem too obvious to mention, proper nouns have the
highest chance of being transliterated or transcribed. Only certain parts of
composite names are translated in names, usually elements like reference
to functions (‘chief of ’, ‘servant of ’) or relationships (‘son of’, ‘sister of ’).

2. Intentional Change and Textual Development

In the course of this study, it has become clear that the semantic deviations
from the Masoretic text in the Peshitta of Kings were in part consciously
introduced, and in part arose inadvertently in the course of translation and
textual development. In this sectionwe review the various types of semantic
differences we have encountered and put these in a historical framework.

Intentional semantic differences, which by nature are exegetical, can be
divided into two categories: differences recognizable as ‘translation univer-
sals’ (treated in section 1.6.2) and differences going beyond that category
(section 2.1). Unintentional differences include those reflecting divergent
interpretations of theHebrew by translator andMasoretes, and those due to
faulty copying during the transmission process. Because to a certain degree
the nature of a particular semantic difference indicates the textual stage at
which it arose, these differences provide important text-historical informa-
tion, which allows sketching a schematic history of the early text.

2.1. Other Intentional Differences

Many of the differences between the Peshitta of Kings and the Masoretic
text can be plausibly analysed as deliberate deviations from the source text.
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These deviations, of which examples have been discussed in the previous
chapters, include:

– forms of harmonization to a biblical text outside of Kings
– semantic deviations from the Hebrew which maintain some sort of

connection to the source language by reproducing (part of) its word
image or by translinguistic association

– replacement of imagery by plain language
– substitution of one name by another referring to a different person or

entity
– deviations similar to readings in Targum Jonathan, apparently reflect-

ing a common exegetical tradition
– adoption of variant readings extant in ancient versions
– content-related changes brought about by a combination of minor

deviations

2.2. Unintentional Differences

There are other differences between the Masoretic text and the Peshitta of
Kings which are hard to explain as conscious deviations from the Vorlage by
either translator or scribe. These differences may have arisen inadvertently,
provided a simple explanation of their origin and development is possible.
The nature of an unintentional difference is indicative of the textual stage
in which it arose: the transmission of the Hebrew text; the translation; the
transmission of the Syriac text.

1. Where the Peshitta and other ancient versions agree in offering a
reading which does not match the Masoretic consonantal text, they
may have had a different Hebrew source. In our materials, this proved
to be a real option for only a few instances.8

2. The translator construed the same Hebrew consonants differently
than the later Masoretes did. Since the Masoretic interpretation came
much later, deviations as reflected in the Syriac rendering are bynature
unintentional. The differences not only involve the identification of
lexemes (chapter 7), but also the interpretation of Hebrew syntax
(chapter 8 and elsewhere). In a few cases where the syntactic interpre-
tation reflected in the Syriac text does not exactly fit the consonants
of the Masoretic text, the translator might have overlooked certain
elements in the Hebrew source, but he might also have consciously

8 See chapter 2, section 3.2.1; chapter 5, sections 2.1.2.5 and 2.2.2.6; chapter 9, section 6.
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ignored these elements in order to impose his own interpretation onto
the text.9 In the latter case, the difference is intentional.

3. Scribes committed errors while copying the Syriac text.
– Corruptions shared by all manuscripts are identifiable on intrinsic

grounds: the Syriac resembles but is not identical to that what may
be expected on the basis of the Masoretic text. A few of these cor-
ruptions are more plausibly explained in terms of aural errors than
in terms of visual or writing errors. This suggests that somewhere
during the process of transmission, the Syriac text was dictated to a
copyist.10

– Corruptions attested in one tradition only (btr or 9a1) can be rec-
ognized by comparing variant readings. The reading in agreement
with theMasoretic text is taken to represent the original translation.
Both 9a1 and the btr contain a number of these unique corrup-
tions.11

2.3. The Text-Historical Setting of Differences

By their nature and provenance, deviations from the Masoretic text can be
linked to a certain degree to a particular stage in the formative history of
the Syriac text, and are thus a source of information on the development of
the Peshitta. In this section we present the most significant findings of the
preceding chapterswithin thehistorical framework of themain stages in the
development of the early Syriac text: source text, translation, transmission.
The transmission stage falls into two phases, a later phase for which variant
readings are attested and an earlier phase lacking variant readings. Our
review starts with the former phase, as it is the only one which supplies
direct evidence for textual development.

2.3.1. The Identity of the Source Text

Since both the original source text and the original Syriac translation have
been lost, we are unsure what they were like. Still we can be fairly certain
that the translator used a Hebrew source and that this source was almost
identical to the consonantal framework of the later Masoretic text, the
so-called proto-Masoretic text.

9 An example of this can be found in 1Kgs 19:11 (chapter 8, section 1.12).
10 See, for example, chapter 6, sections 1.1.4.3 and 5.5; chapter 8, section 2.3.
11 See, for example, chapter 2, section 3.1.
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There are strong indications that the translationwasmade fromaHebrew
source rather than from a Greek or Aramaic one. In the Septuagint, 3 and
4Kingdoms exhibit major differences to the Masoretic text in sequence.
Where these versions diverge, the Peshitta appears to agree with the
Masoretic text in the overwhelming majority of instances. Thus it is clear
that the Septuagint, the only truly alternative text type of Kings in circu-
lation in the second century ce, was not the basis used by the translator.
Though the Targum of Kings exhibits an order that is much more in agree-
ment with the Masoretic text, it is improbable that the translator worked
from an Aramaic ancestor of the Targum text. One indication is provided
by the homographs treated in chapter 8, several of which show an exclusive
relation to the Hebrew.

After 70 ad, the received text of the Hebrew Bible became stabilized
in a way that precluded significant changes.12 This stabilized text was the
proto-Masoretic text. In the second century, it was accepted bymost Jewish
communities as being authoritative; the Peshitta of Kings does not lead us
to assume that the translation was made from a non-Masoretic text type.
Only occasionally does the translator seem to have read slightly different
consonants than those of the Masoretic text.13

In view of this state of affairs, theMasoretic text may be confidently used
as an Archimedian point for the linguistic and text-historical assessment of
the Peshitta.

2.3.2. Changes Attested by Variants Unique to the btr or 9a1

The use of the Masoretic text as a model of the Hebrew source provides a
criterion for the assessment of the Syriac variant readings. As was explained
in chapter 1 (section 2.2), the reading that is in keeping with the consonants
of the Masoretic text is likely to represent the original translation. The two
major text forms attested in the Syriac manuscripts, the btr and the text
of manuscript 9a1, each share unique readings in relation to the Masoretic
text, though the rate of agreement is much higher for the latter than for
the former. The deviations from the Masoretic text that are not shared by
both the btr and 9a1 arose after the text tradition had split into separate
branches. Part of these deviations are due to corruption, especially in 9a1,
but another part results from deliberate textual intervention. The btr in

12 Williamson, ‘DoWe Need a New Bible?’, 158.
13 Instances discussed in this study occur in 1Kgs 1:9 (chapter 2, section 2.2.1.1.), 18 (chap-

ter 2, section 3.2.1); 2Kgs 11:6 (chapter 9, section 6).
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particular contains many of these exegetical modifications. Their high fre-
quency in comparison to 9a1 raises the question of their origin. Were they
gradually added to the text leading up to the btr or were they all intro-
duced in the context of a single revision? The latter view is taken byWalter,
who claims that ‘the non-9a1 text shared by other manuscripts represents a
conscious intentional revision [indicated as ed] contemporary with some
pre-sixth century source of 9a1’.14

Since variations had developed among edmss by the sixth century (compare
6h18 with 6ph2), this consensusmust have been achieved earlier and in some
way enforced, i.e. made universal (except for 9a1).15

Walter’s view essentially draws on two arguments:

1. Many readings involve a considerable reworking of the text, which for
that reason cannot have been made by a mere copyist.16

2. The number of variants which all ed manuscripts share, but which
9a1 lacks (ca. 550), indicates that a standardization of the text had
occurred.

Walter believes that ed was prepared at a prominent monastery with suffi-
cient prestige to enforce the spread and use of the copiesmade fromed. The
high number of new readings in ed would suggest that at least two or three
manuscripts were consulted and that deviations found useful for recitation
and storytelling (explicitation, harmonization) were adopted into it.

This hypothesis invites comment. First, the notion that the btr is the
product of conscious edition fits inwith the view, advanced byKarel van der
Toorn regarding the Hebrew Bible, that scribes were averse to textual inter-
ventions while copying from a mother text.17 Expansions and adaptations
like those in the btr were probably not introduced gradually during textual
transmission, but simultaneously in the context of a planned revision.

Seen in this light, the assumption that new readings from two or three
manuscripts were brought together in ed may be questioned. If these new
readings did not evolve in a process of gradual textual growth, they must
be products of editorial activity. The ancient manuscripts, however, do not
support the notion ofmultiple editions by individual scribes. The stability of
the textual fund shared by the manuscripts attesting the btr and 9a1 rather
suggests that editorial activities were strictly controlled. The revisionary

14 Walter, Studies, 125.
15 Walter, Studies, 126.
16 Walter, Studies, 125.
17 Van der Toorn, Scribal Culture, 124–125.
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activity resulting in ed, then, probably did not involve the collection of
‘various storytelling expansions found now in this ms and now in that’,18 but
rather the very creation of these storytelling elements.

Second, it is tempting to assume that the ed was made with a view to
creating and distributing a standard text of the Syriac Bible, perhaps in
an attempt to stop the proliferation of slightly variant texts. For the new
ed to be accepted as authoritative among religious communities, it would
have had to be promulgated from a leading religious centre, probably a
prestigious monastery, as Walter argues.

In contrast to the btr, 9a1 contains fewunique readings thatmaybe inter-
preted as exegetical changes. If the text tradition leading up to 9a1 went
through a separate stage of revision, that was modest in comparison to the
btr.19 On the other hand, themanuscript containsmore unique, unambigu-
ous corruptions than the btr.20 Here one should, however, not overlook the
fact that this comparison is between the text of a single manuscript and
the average text of several manuscripts, in which corruptions of individual
manuscripts are not taken into account.

Walter proposes that the corruptions unique to 9a1 were made when the
text was copied from a badly worn manuscript, or from a manuscript using
a script that was easily misinterpreted.21 Whatever the cause, the text of 9a1
reflects an eventful transmission history.

2.3.3. Changes Attested by Both 9a1 and the btr

By comparing attested variants with one another and with the Masoretic
text one can determine the readings that are likely to represent the origi-
nal translation. Yet, the text resulting from this procedure may still be far
removed from the original translation. At the very least, the text represented
by all ancient manuscripts still exhibits a considerable number of differ-
ences to the Masoretic text. Since the Hebrew source is thought to have
contained similar consonants as those of the Masoretic text, these differ-
ences were created either by the translator or by one or more later scribes.

18 Walter, Studies, 126.
19 A probable case of revision occurs in 1Kgs 2:22 (treated in chapter 2, section 3.2.6).
20 Examples of corruptions in 9a1 discussed in this study occur in: 1Kgs 1:34 (chapter 2,

section 3.1.3), 42 (chapter 2, section 3.1.4); 2:5 (chapter 2, sections 2.2.2.5 and 2.2.2.6). Other
examples occur in 1Kgs 8:39, 44; 9:9; 12:33; 15:20; 18:5; 22:39; 2Kgs 18:8. Examples of corruptions
in the btr discussed in this study occur in: 1Kgs 1:27 (chapter 2, section 3.1.2); 2Kgs 6:15
(chapter 9, section 4). Further examples may be found in 2Kgs 6:1; 20:13.

21 Walter, Studies, 127–128.
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2.3.3.1. Changes Deriving from the Translator or a Reviser
There can be no doubt that many semantic and content-related differences
are the translator’s work. Where he construed or interpreted the Hebrew
source text differently than the later Masoretes did, such differences arose
inadvertently. The translator, however, also deviated deliberately from his
source. The Peshitta of Kings contains several complex semantic and syn-
tactic differences which produce a meaningful text while preserving part
of the word image of the Hebrew. These cannot but derive from the trans-
lator.22 Where the Syriac rendering suggests that the Hebrew was inter-
preted in an Aramaic sense,23 the connection with the Hebrew is obvious
as well.

Exegetical changes having a parallel in the Targum were probably also
introduced by the translator. In all likelihood, the Peshitta and the Targum
drew directly but independently from a fund of pre-existing exegetical tra-
ditions.24 A Jewish translator may have had easier access to these traditions
than a later, probably Christian, scribe would have.25

Since the aforementioned changes clearly show that the translator did
not abstain from exegetical intervention, other types of intentional change
maybeattributed tohimaswell. Being a learned scribe, the Jewish translator
may be expected to have engaged in various types of exegesis while prepar-
ing his translation.26 The question, however, arises how far the translator’s
exegetical interference with the biblical text actually extended.

Many cases of intentional change attested by the btr and 9a1 alike do not
provide clear indications as to their origin. They could have been introduced
to the text by the translator himself as well as by later scribes. It would be
wrong to conclude that they derive from the translator on the grounds that
there is no evidence to the contrary, for instance, by the presence of variant

22 The possibility that these deviations were introduced by a later scribe is remote. As
they do not represent translations of the Hebrew, they were not introduced during a revision
meant to bring the Syriac text into closer agreement with the Hebrew. Nor are they likely
to represent secondary exegetical modifications inspired by the Hebrew text, since a Syriac
scribe has no obvious reason to alter the Syriac text on the basis of the graphic or phonetic
shape of Hebrewwords only. In this respect, the position of the scribe differs from that of the
original translator: the latter has an interest in expressing the relationship with the Hebrew
even where he consciously departs from its meaning.

23 For instance, in 2Kgs 15:10 (chapter 8, section 1.31).
24 Weitzman, Introduction, 101–102; Van Keulen, ‘Points of Agreement’, 233–234.
25 Weitzman (Introduction, 237–258) has persuasively argued that the Peshitta originated

in the second half of the second century ce in circles of non-Pharisaic Jews who converted
to Christianity soon after the translation was completed.

26 On this see Van der Kooij, ‘Zur Frage der Exegese’.
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readings. It is significant that the alterations observable in the text shared
by the btr and 9a1 are not dissimilar to alterations exclusively attested by
the btr. The latter only appears to continue the use of forms of textual
intervention already applied in an earlier textual stage, like harmonization,
clarification, agreement with the Greek and with parallel texts in other
biblical books.27 Similar motives and causes may have been at work during
more than one stage. If differences unique to the btr are attributed to
revision, comparable differences in the text shared by the btr and 9a1 may
result from revision as well. Considering the fact that translation universals
are among the latter, we must reckon with the possibility that even the
translation universals shared by 9a1 and the btr do not originate with
the translation, but with a later revision. As posited above, the general
tendencies documented in translations are also apparent as a result of the
process of transmission.

Actually, there are a few intentional changes which are more likely to
derive from a reviser than from the original translator. In 1Kgs 18:29 the
Peshitta has a plus deriving from the Septuagint, which is poorly integrated
into the context and which exhibits unusual vocabulary, suggesting that it
is not original to the translation.28

Where the Syriac text deviates from the Masoretic text but exclusively
agrees with the Greek of the Antiochene text, revision may be consid-
ered.29 Influences from the Antiochene text on the Peshitta indicate revi-
sion, since the original Syriac translation is earlier than the formation of the
Antiochene text.

The presence of double renderings also hints at the activity of revising,
since these are likely to result from a conflation of two Syriac readings.30

In view of the above, we are bound to conclude that the question of the
provenance of most of the intentional changes shared by 9a1 and the btr
cannot be solved.

27 On the tendency to bring the Syriac text of Kings into closer conformity to parallels in
other biblical books, notably Isaiah and Jeremiah, see Walter, ‘Use of Sources’.

28 See chapter 13, section 2; Van Keulen, ‘Nature et Contexte’, 280–281, 285; idem, ‘Distinc-
tive Features’ (forthcoming).

29 Examples can be found in 1Kgs 12:15; 22:2; 2Kgs 5:18, 20; 6:8, 9; 8:12, 14; 16:14; 17:29.
30 Double renderings were detected in 2Kgs 3:10, 13 (chapter 8, section 1.18); 2Kgs 14:20

(chapter 8, section 1.30); 1Kgs 20:33 (chapter 13, section 5).
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2.3.3.2. Corruptions
Few differences in the text represented by both 9a1 and the btr can be
unambiguously interpreted as corruptions.31 Among the differences which
are probably due to corruption, names figure prominently.32 Particularly
interesting are a few cases which seem to reflect an error in hearing,33
suggesting cooperation of a reader and a copyist, perhaps within the setting
of a scriptorium.

3. The Two Approaches

We began this project with the question:

Which deviations from the Masoretic text in the Peshitta are related to the
requirements of the Syriac language, which are related to the translation
process, and which are related to the transmission history of the translated
text?

Concentrating ondifferences involving semantic or content-related aspects,
we found that analysing them from two different viewpoints, a linguistic
and a ‘philological’ one, helped us arrive at a more balanced assessment
of the nature and provenance of the deviations considered. Though these
disciplines work with the same textual data, their approaches are radically
different.

The difference in focus and strategy of each discipline colours the expla-
nation provided for the divergence between a translation and the text be-
lieved to be the closest approximation to its source, both of which show
traces of age-long transmission processes.

Linguistic argumentation bases its explanation on the distribution of
patterns within larger amounts of data and is concerned with explaining
differences which result from the change of language system during the
translation process. Exegesis and textual history consider all changes of
the text which affect its meaning. In chapter 2 we concluded that a final
assessment of such deviations in 1Kings 1 and 2 is impossible without a
linguistic analysis of the relevant data.

31 Instances discussed in this study include 1Kgs 1:8; 2Kgs 7:8 (chapter 9, section 5); 19:32
(chapter 8, section 2.4).

32 See chapter 6.
33 For instance 2Kgs 9:33 (chapter 8, section 2.3). A corruption in the btr of 2Kgs 18:17 also

appears to be due to an aural error (chapter 8, note 85).
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In collecting all relevant linguistic data within a corpus, the computer
played an essential role. Being able to collect data comparable to a particular
case from the complete corpus provided a broader basis for observations
on a specific instance, as demonstrated in the sections on the use of the
question marker, the range of prepositional government, the use of the
copula in the two versions, and the occurrence of verbal valence patterns.

Interestingly, the linguist is able to placemany of our findings concerning
the differences between the Peshitta and theMasoretic text within the con-
text of what has been observed in translations in general. The text-historical
scholar, however, points out that some of these characteristics are demon-
strably not present in the earlier Syriac versions, and thus not a product of
the initial translation process, but of a later transmission phase. In other
words, the processes at work in translating a text also affect the copyist and
scribe who transmits the text.

This is an example of how the double approach toward the deviations
worked as supplementation: the data provided by each discipline combined
into an unambiguous appraisal of the case at hand.

Occasionally, the data supplied by one discipline precluded an explana-
tion of a deviation in terms of the other discipline.

Therewere also caseswherebothdisciplines claimed tobe able to explain
a particular case. In the end our conclusion is that where text-historical
or exegetical data are not able to preclude a linguistic explanation, the
latter is to be preferred. However, where alternative, or mutually exclusive
explanations are possible, it is not always possible, or even desirable, to
determine which explanation is to have precedence over the other: both
could in their own way provide a rationale for the observed deviation.

The implementation of the computer to develop a linguistically analysed
database from morpheme up through clause level has made a vast amount
of data available. As repeatedly mentioned in this volume, only a limited
selection of topics has been addressed. Even at word level, which received
the most attention, we have dealt with only a limited number of cases.
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