SYMMACHUS IN ANTIOCH?
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE ANTIOCHIAN TEXT
AND SYMMACHUS IN 1 KINGS (3 KINGDOMS)

Timothy Michael Law

The impact of the Hexapla on the production of the Antiochian

recension (Ant) is evident, and in a number of studies appearing in

each of the past seven decades one meets the same conclusion again

and again: Whatever contacts he may have had with the Hexapla,

Lucian shows a preference for the translation of Symmachus (Sym).!

J. Ziegler commented on this preference for Sym in the Einleitungen
to several of his Gottingen editons in the 1940s and 50s.2 S.P. Brock’s
doctoral dissertation on the Greek recensions of 1 Samual made the

*

I am grateful to Prof. Anneli Aejmelaeus and her group (especially Marketta
Liljestrom) who hosted Dr. Reinhart Ceulemans and me in Helsinki where
I discussed this subject. I also wish to thank the British Academy for their support
of my research as a British Academy Postdoctoral Fellow.

In this article, I will refer to Lucian as the one responsible for the Antiochian text,
but only to simplify matters; I readily acknowledge the difficulties in the text
history of the Antiochian recension, and would point readers to the fine study by
T. Kauhanen, “Traces of the Proto-Lucianic Text”, BIOSCS 40 (2007), 75-88, where
some of the issues are discussed.

See, for example, ]. Ziegler, Duodecim Prophetae (Gottingen Septuaginta 13; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1943), 84: “Wie diese Beispiele Zeigen, hat Lukian
gewohnlich aus Symmachus seinen Text nach M verbessert”. Cf. idem, Ezechiel
(Gottingen Septuaginta 16.1; Gotingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1952; 2nd ed.
1978), 52: “Auch hier hat Lukian die jiingeren griech. Ubersetzer, namentlich
Symmachus, ausgebeutet und uns dadurch wertvolle Wiedergaben der ‘Drei’ iiber-

liefert, die eine nahere Untersuchung verdienen”.

[Textus 25 (2010), 29-47]
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same connection in 1966,> and two years later ].W. Wevers reinforced
the growing consensus.* E. Tov mentioned the issue in the 70s and in
1981 D.G. Deboys also confirmed the link in his unpublished thesis
on the Greek text of 2 Kings.> More recently, a series of studies pro-
duced by N. Fernandez Marcos has drawn the most attention to this
question. In 1990, Fernandez Marcos commented: “The relation of the
Antiochian text with the ‘“Three’ is another item that needs further
investigation, promising fruitful results”.® At Alison Salvesen’s Rich
Seminar in 1997 in Oxford, Fernandez Marcos probed further, this time
remarking on Ant’s preference for Sym, though not ignoring similar
ties to Aquila (Aq).” In 2005 a study on Sym and Ant in Ezekiel sup-
ported the findings of Wevers’ more recent study of 2003, and resulted
in a cautious conclusion: “Lucian manifests perhaps a slight preference

3 S.P. Brock, The Recensions of the Septuagint Version of 1 Samuel (Torino: Zamorani,
1995), 171, 297.

4 ].W. Wevers, “Septuaginta Forschungen seit 1954”, Theologische Rundschau 33 (1968),
73-74.

5 E. Tov, “Lucian and Proto-Lucian: Towards a New Solution to the Problem”, RB
79 (1972), 101-113, reprinted in F.M. Cross and S. Talmon (eds.), Qumran and the
History of the Biblical Text (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975),
293-305, and in E. Tov, The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint
(Leiden: Brill, 1999), 477-488; D.G. Deboys, The Greek Text of 2 Kings (M.Litt.
Dissertation, University of Oxford, 1981), 14, 124, 183.

6 N. Fernandez Marcos, “Some Reflections on the Antiochian Text of the Septuagint”,
in D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J.W. Wevers (eds.), Studien zur Septuaginta: Robert
Hanhart zu Ehren (MSU 20; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 228.

7 N. Fernandez Marcos, “The Textual Context of the Hexapla: Lucianic Texts and
Vetus Latina”, in A.G. Salvesen (ed.), Origen’s Hexapla and Fragments (TSAJ 58;
Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1998), 408-420.
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for Symmachus” (emphasis mine); “Some relationship between Sym-
machus and Lucian exists, but this should not be overemphasized...”

The new edition of the Hexaplaric remains for 1 and 2 Kings (3 and
4 Kingdoms) for the Hexapla Project is now in progress, and at this
stage I have collected and analyzed all of the readings that are
uniquely attributed to Sym for 1 Kings; thus, I am now able to conduct
a similar study of the relationship between Sym and Ant in 1 Kings.
However, I will only compare with Ant the readings that are uniquely
Symmachian, leaving aside such readings that possess double or triple
attributions in the witnesses (e.g. a’'c’, a’c’0’, 0i 1’, etc.).

The difficulties should be apparent. Not only do I restrict my
survey to a very limited number of readings, since they must be
unique Sym readings, but the number is reduced even further
because I only consider those Sym readings that coincide with Ant.
That the Hexaplaric remains are fragmentary in nature does not help
the situation, but instead prevents one from making more thorough
syntactical comparisons between the translator and Lucian that
might otherwise be fruitful. Finally, as Wevers and Ferndandez Marcos
have already noted, Ant often takes readings that belong to Sym and
places them in new constructions that are better suited to the new
context, thus obscuring Sym’s original reading.® Nonetheless, even
with such challenges a study of Symmachus and the Antiochian text

8 N. Fernandez Marcos, “On Symmachus and Lucian in Ezekiel”, in F. Garcia Martinez
and M. Vervenne (eds.), with the collaboration of Brian Doyle, Interpreting Trans-
lation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel in Honour of Johan Lust (Leuven: Peeters,
2005), 151-161. Cf. ].W. Wevers and D. Fraenkel, Studies in the Text Histories of
Deuteronomy and Ezekiel (MSU 26; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003),
115-116.

9 Cf. Wevers, Studies in the Text Histories of Deuteronomy and Ezekiel, 115. See also
Fernandez Marcos, “The Textual Context of the Hexapla”, 409-410.
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of 1 Kings is still necessary as we continue to learn more about this
second century Caesarean Jewish translator and his Christian adopters.

There are 117 readings in 1 Kings that are uniquely attributed to
Sym. Some of these are single words, others small clauses, and fewer
longer sentences. Of these 117 readings, only 20 show a possible
connection to Ant, about 17% of the total stock of unique Sym readings
in 1 Kings. This percentage is thus not much higher than the 10%
Fernandez Marcos found in Ezekiel.'? In this study I will only invest-
tigate the 13 readings that have the most probable connection."

The presentation of the evidence below will follow Hebrew verse
numbering, and will involve (1) the Hebrew text (MT); (2) the text of
Codex Vaticanus (B);? (3) the text of the Hexaplaric recension (O),
represented in 1 Kings by Codex Alexandrinus (A) and 247 (Brooke
and McLean: x); (4) the text of Ant established by Fernandez Marcos
and Busto Saiz'3; (5) the fragments of Symmachus (Sym, ¢”) based on

10 Fernandez Marcos’ study produced 15 cases out of 150 unique Sym readings
where contact between Ant and Sym could be proven. See his “On Symmachus
and Lucian in Ezekiel”, 160. Ezekiel is, however, a much larger book.

11 There are another seven readings which are more uncertain, though still
possible. These will be shown in a future study.

12 The assumption that B, for the most part, represents the Old Greek (OG) is not
accepted here. Every reading must be analyzed on a case by case basis. Theories
regarding the relationship between katye, Ant, and the OG should be considered
tentative for the moment, until the Gottingen editors for these books finish their
work and allow us to know more about the textual history. The editions being
prepared by A. Aejmeleaus (1 Kingdoms), P. Hugo (2 Kingdoms), and J. Trebolle
Barrera and P. Torijano Morales (3—4 Kingdoms) are already proving many of
these long cherished theories are too simplistic to be useful.

13 N. Fernandez Marcos and J.R. Busto Saiz (eds.), El Texto Antioqueno de la Biblia
Griega, II: 1-2 Reyes, (TECC 53; Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
Cientificas, 1992).
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the critical edition now in preparation for the Hexapla Project; and
(6) where necessary for the argument, the texts of the Syrohexapla
(Syh), the Armenian version (Arm), and the Vetus Latina (VL).

Finally, each example will be discussed. The readings have been
divided between those that show agreements with the text of Ant
and those which show agreements between Sym and some member
of the Antiochian group.

A. Agreements between Symmachus and the Antiochian Text

The following examples are readings shared by both Sym and Ant,
which may have been passed from the former to the latter, but are in
any case possible indications of a shared textual history.

1 Kgs 3:10

MT TR "IV 270 20™M

B xal fipeaev évamiov Kuplov

O, Ant xal 7jpedev 6 Adyos évwmiov Kuplov
Syh i oo Sl oF hiara

o' 6 Adyos

The addition is a minor one, but the text of Syh attributes the
asterisked addition to Sym, and O and Ant incorporate the new
reading. The addition could have been introduced into the Hexaplaric
stream by any of the ‘Three’, and in cases like these it is less likely
that Ant is specifically concerned that the reading comes from Sym
than that the aim is simply representing the Hexaplaric addition.™

14 T, Kauhanen was correct to stress this to me in Helsinki. N. Fernandez Marcos
suggests the possibility that Syh could have had a preference for Sym, but in
preparing the critical edition of Hexaplaric fragments for 1 Kings, I found a nearly

identical number of readings for Aq. A rough count produced 178 readings for
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1 Kgs 6:5

MT TR 1N

B (6:10) xal E0wxey €M adTOV Tolyov
O (6:10) xal E0wxev Eml TOV Toiyov
Ant (6:10) xal émolnaey €ml TOV Tolyov
VL fecitque

o' xal émoincey T EmiPAnua

Ant is supported by VL, agreeing with Sym’s motéw, while B and O
have odidwut. The Ant reading may be a result of direct dependence
upon Sym, but Ant could have changed the verb to harmonize with
the motéw at vv. 4 (Ant 9) and 16 (Ant 17). In v. 4, motéw is Ant’s verb
for 7wy and in vv. 5 and 16 it is a translation for n33,'°> but because
Ant was not likely to have had contact with the Hebrew text'® these
uses of motéw must have been chosen as stylistic harmonizations
within Ant itself. Lucian could have changed the OG verb of v. 5 to
agree with the uses of moiéw that were surrounding it, but since moiéw
only occurs in v. 5 in Sym and Ant and at no other place in the Greek
tradition, it might suggest that Ant made the harmonization after
having been influenced by Sym.

1 Kgs 18:46
MT IHROR Ao M
B xal xetp Kvplou émt Tov "'HAetod

Sym, and 177 for Aq. See N. Fernandez Marcos, “On Symmachus and Lucian in
Ezekiel”, 154; and earlier in his “The Textual Context of the Hexapla”, 11-12 n. 9.
15 There are also VL readings at vv. 9, 15, and 16 (aedifico) that are closer to the OG
oixodopéw than to the moiéw of Ant.
16 See Ferndndez Marcos, “On Symmachus and Lucian in Ezekiel”, 156; Wevers,
Studies in the Text Histories of Deuteronomy and Ezekiel, 115.
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O, Ant xal xetp Kvplou éyéveto émt Tov "'HAetov
Syh &\ Ls Mham oF s Kua

Arm Ew jern Teain etew i veray Eliayi

o’ EYEVETO

The testimony from Syh only provides the addition of éyéveto,
which is followed by O (=Arm Syh) and Ant (=Luc XVII, 68)."”
Moreover, with the sole exception of B, the addition is found
throughout the entire Greek textual history. Syh attributes the
reading to Sym, though this is a simple addition that might have
come from any of the ‘Three’. As we saw in example 1, that Syh has
preserved the attribution to Sym does not mean that Sym was the
only Hexaplaric version to introduce this change, but his is the only
reading preserved.!®

1 Kgs 19:20

MT T2 WY *3

B, O 6Tt memolnxd oot
Ant Tl memolnxd oot
Arm zinc¢’ arari k’ez

o’ Tl yap memolnxad oot

B and O have ¢mt for "3, but Ant (=158 Arm) changes the conjunction
to the interrogative ti. If Ant has borrowed again from Sym, it has left
out the ydp; it was noted above, however, that Ant’s use of Sym often

17" Luc = Lucifer of Cagliari, a Latin writer whose text is often helpful for VL
readings because long, continuous portions are preserved. The most up to date
edition is G.F. Diercks (ed.), Luciferi Calaritani Opera quae supersunt (CCSL §;
Turnholt: Brepols, 1978), 32.

18 Ms 127, from the Ant group, places éyéveto sub —.
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involves the former modifying the latter’s readings for their new

context.!”

1 Kgs 20:5

MT hRY T8 AN7Y3

B (21:5) gyw améotpeda Aéywy

O ¢yw améatpeya (améaTelda mpos ot Aéywy 247)

Ant (21:5) Eyw QMETTAAXA TPOG TE AEYwY
o’ 6 amooTeidag TPOS OE, Aéywy

The "2 introduces the speech of the messengers of Ben-Hadad,
a discourse function that is understood by B O Ant. However, Sym
does not translate the verse in this way, but makes the entire clause
part of the identification of Ben-Hadad: “Thus says Ben-Hadad, the
one who sent to you, saying...”

A Arm Syh agree with B using damootpédw, which in this case is the
OG. The only Hexaplaric witness to differ is 247 which must have
been influenced by the remainder of the Greek tradition which has
gmootéMw. Aq has dmootéMw for NHw in 6 readings in 1 Kings,? but
here it is Sym whose reading is shared by Ant.

1 Kgs 22:16

MT TVIVD IR DDYD NPTV
B mevtaxig eyw e5opxilw oe
@) &r1 dlg eyw opxilw oe
Ant mooaxig €yw 6pxilw oe
o’ mogaxig €yw opxiocw oe

19 Cf. Wevers, Studies in the Text Histories of Deuteronomy and Ezekiel, 115. See also,
Fernandez Marcos, “The Textual Context of the Hexapla”, 409-410.
201 Kings 5:15; 9:14; 12:3; and 21(20):7, 9, 10.
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The original text of B has mevtaxts, which the first corrector changed
to 1t dig causing agreement with O (also = Arm Sah Syh), only for the
second corrector to make a further change to mocaxis, bringing it into
alignment with Sym and Ant. Other than 55 121 245 246 247, all
other minuscules follows the readings of Sym and Ant. Thus, the
witnesses for Sym’s mogdxig: B> Ant LXX-rel (-55 121 245 246 247)
Aeth Thdt (190, 12; but with TToodxis pxilw o€ éyw).

The interrogative méoog asks “how many?”, and the ending -dxis
changes the nuance only slightly, resulting in “how many times?”.
B’s original reading is not read as an interrogative, but merely as
a statement meaning “five times”, and O entails the meaning “twice”.
Sym, however, preserves the sense of the Hebrew onya nn3-7p, and
is followed again by Ant (cf. 2 Chron. 18:15).

That the ¢opxilw for the Hiphil participle Tpawn is found in a kaiye
section (here, y8) of 1 Kings may suggest the OG verb was the épxi{w
of the majority Greek tradition.?? This reading is further supported
by O Ant and Sym, and B is the lone witness to ¢opxi{w. Sym’s verb
is a future indicative, as the translator probably read the Hebrew
participle in an immediate future sense. Even with the emphasis on
style throughout his translation, Sym is also compelled to communicate
accurately the meaning of his Hebrew text, a fidelity which can be seen
also with the superfluous éyw. The pronoun was in MT because the
participle does not indicate person, but in the Greek, the additional
use of éyw is solely for the representation of the Hebrew.??

21121 245 246 agree with O. B?, Arm, and Syh also agree with O.

22 Though due caution should be exercised here. It is inappropriate to assume that
all readings in a katye section are recensional without investigating all of the
evidence. See n. 12 above.

23 The context does not support the emphatic use of the pronoun.
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The extent of Sym’s relationship to the OG remains unclear.? If Ant
is a possible witness to the OG in the kaiye sections of Kings,? and
both Ant and Sym share the same verb form, it is possible that Sym
and Ant both preserve the OG. Nonetheless, it is also possible that
both the OG and Sym rendered the Hebrew with the simple verb
form independently of one another, and only the kaiye revision
substituted the more complex form.

B. Symmachus Preserved in some Witnesses to the Antiochian Text

The following seven Symmachian readings are adopted by some
member(s) of the Antiochian group. While these were not considered
by Fernandez Marcos and Busto Saiz to have been the original Ant
readings, one or more of the members of the Ant group can be
credited with preserving a reading of Sym.?¢ In the following examples,
the three Antiochian witnesses are MS 127 and Theodoret (Thdt),
which often agree with one another, and John Chrysostom.?”

2 See ]. Gonzalez Luis, La version de Simaco en los Profetas mayores (Ph.D. Dissertation,
Universidad Complutense, Madrid, 1981), 363: “Sin embargo, la influencia de la
Septuaginta en la version simaquiana resulta patente, como era de esperar, pero
probablemente nuestro traductor no conocio6 sino la Setenta recensionada”. See
also A.G. Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch (]SS Monographs 15; Manchester:
University of Manchester, 1991), 259-260.

% Though, see n. 12 above and the cautions of N. Fernandez Marcos, “The Lucianic
Text in the Books of Kingdoms: From Lagarde to the Textual Pluralism”, in
A. Pietersma and C.E. Cox (eds.), De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William
Wevers on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (Missassauga, Ontario: Benben, 1984), 161-174,
esp. 172-174; contra E. Tov, “Lucian and Proto-Lucian”.

26 The possibility that a Sym reading is preserved in these witnesses as an anonymous
Hexaplaric reading remains.

27" The edition used for Thdt is N. Fernandez Marcos and J.R. Busto Saiz (eds.),
Theodoreti Cyrensis Quaestiones in Reges et Paralipomena: Editio critica (TECC 32;
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1 Kgs 6:27

MT D20 1

B (6:26) xal dudotepa yepouPein

O (6:26) xal €0nxev audbrepa Ta xepoufip
Ant (6:26) xal dudoTepa T yepouBip

Syh a0ia N L oonin\+ Vnma oF

o’ xal €0nxev

The xal was probably not asterisked in the Hexapla, but when the
preserved reading is found in Syh, it is often included sub asterisk
because of the attachment of the o to the following word in Syriac.
The other Greek texts have this xai, so the £xev is the only element
that should be asterisked. Sym’s tifnut is followed in the Greek
tradition by O, as well as 52 123 236 and 242. Although Ant did not
as a whole follow Sym, the addition of &iwxev is preserved in 127.

1 Kgs 7:20
MT DRI W NAnM
B, O, Ant (7:9) xal uéAalpov ém’ qudoTépwy TGV oTOAWY

’

o %ol EmMOTUAOY TAAY €AV TGY TTUAWY

Unfortunately, there is no Syh reading for this section, the presence
of which would have been very useful, since at 6:5 and 7:4 Syh uses
a Greek loan word equivalent to Sym’s ématiAiov (=la\,me) and there
are probably readings of Sym in the text of Syh for which there is no
longer an attribution. In this verse, Thdt (141, 13-14) bears witness to

Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1984). Thdt's text is usually
aligned with the 82-93-127 group of Antiochian Mss, against 19-108. See J.R. Busto
Saiz, “On the Lucianic Manuscripts of 1-2 Kings”, in C.E. Cox (ed.), VI Congress
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies: Jerusalem 1986
(Atlanta: Scholars, 1987), 305-310.
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the reading, even though he does not attribute it to Sym: Mé\abpov o¢
xEXAYXE TO VUV Tapd TIVwWY ETICTUAOY TTPOTayopeEVGUEVOY. 2

1Kgs 7:27

MT Yy Mo

B, Ant (7:14) 0éxa puexwval

O (7:14) Tag pexwvwd (nexovwd 247) déxa
o’ Bacelg

Transliterations of obscure Hebrew words are common to all of the
Greek versions. All three major Greek witnesses, B O Ant, trans-
literate, and there is a change of word order in O. The change in
word order might have been done by one of the ‘Three’, but one
cannot be sure since the witnesses only preserve one word. MT’s
nnon is a “fixed resting-place, base”, which in this case was a stand
that held the laver. The Sym reading is preserved in M and 245, but
also in 127 and Thdt (141, 25-142, 2). Thdt's text reads: Tag 0¢ ueywvabd
v Tapadeimopévwy 1 BifAog Aoutiipag wvépacey: 6 0t Twonmos Tas uexwvwd
Bdoeig eime, Tg Ot yuTpoyadlous, Aoutiipas émixeiuévous Tals Pdoeow.” In
Thdt’s text there is not only additional testimony to this reading of
Sym, but also the attestation of the same reading to Josephus. While
studies have confirmed Josephus’s use of a proto-Lucianic text, an
alignment to the text of Sym has also been detected;* but the existence

28 “_..and what has been called uélabpov is that which is now called émigTtudov by
some.”

2 “And the book of Chronicles names the “baths” peywvwd. And Josephus calls the
uexwvid “bases”, and the “basins”, “baths that lie upon the bases.”

30 See A. Mez, Die Bibel des Josephus untersucht fiir Buch V-VII der Archiologie (Basel:
Jaeger & Kober, 1895); H.St.]. Thackeray, Josephus: The Man and the Historian (New
York: Jewish Institute of Religion, 1929), 85-86; E.C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of

Samuel and Josephus (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars, 1978); V. Spottorno Diaz-Caro,
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of Symmachian readings prior to the historical Symmachus, and the
relationship of these readings to the proto-Lucianic text, is a question
that still needs answering.?!

1 Kgs 11:36
MT 197 DRIN702 MTWTTIT? Ny wn?
B S 7 Béag TG JoVAw pov Aaveld mdoag TS Huépas

gvwmiov éuol
O, Ant (11:34 Ant)  8mwg 7 Bdyots 76 Sollw pouv Aauld (Aavid T6 GovAw
nov 247) macag Tag NuEpag EVWMIOV LoV
Syh 0 hords Lomlaa L ans ol e Koo masu
Arm vasn mnaloy ¢ragi catayi imowm Dawt’i zamenayn
awowrs araji im
o Omep Tol Olapévey Abyvov Aauld T6 0ovAw wou (maoag
Tag Nuépag) Eumpoatéy wov
In MT, the subordinate clause is introduced by a preposition indi-
cating purpose, and is followed by an infinitive construct of nn,
a construction which only occurs here and at Jer 44:8. In 1 Kgs 11:36,
the purpose of David’s son receiving one tribe is so that David will
always have a lamp in Jerusalem. The metaphorical language empha-
sizes the continued existence of the line of David (cf. 1 Kgs 15:4; 2 Kgs
8:19 and the parallel 2 Chr 21:7).32 The main Greek texts translate the
preposition with an adverb dnws + subjunctive since the Greek trans-

“Some Remarks on Josephus’ Biblical Text for 1-2 Kings”, in Cox (ed.), VI Congress,
277-285; E.C. Ulrich, “Josephus’ Biblical Text for the Books of Samuel,” in L.H.
Feldman and G. Hata (eds.), Josephus, the Bible, and History (Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1989), 81-96.

31 For a discussion of this problem see N. Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context,
trans. W.G.E. Watson (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 133-139.

32 (f. also Ps 132:17; Prov 13:9; and Job 18:6.
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lators understand this is a metaphor. B uses 0ot (“position”); the 6éAyaig
(here, “goodwill, favor”) of O and Ant might be from a corruption of
Béaig,® but might also be by attraction to the same metaphor in 2 Kgs
8:19.3* Nonetheless, Sym translates the meaning of the Hebrew, as he
does again at 1 Kgs 15:4. MT’s copula is rendered with the infinitive
of dapévw (cf. also Eccl 3:14), which is then incorporated into Arm as
the infinitive mnam. Finally, with respect to Aavid ¢ doVAw wov, the
word order of Sym, matched by 247 Aeth Syh Thdt (155, 1-2), might
be dismissed as minor, and could possibly be explained by the
translation technique of Thdt, but since Thdt often shows knowledge
of the Hexapla and of Sym’s translation, there may be justification
for seeing a point of contact here.®

1 Kgs 12:10
MT 70p
B, O, Ant 7 kixpdtng pov (om pov 247)
o’ TO TUIXPOTATOV oU WUEAOS

The clause in MT reads: “My little (finger?) is thicker than my
father’s loins”. The main Greek witnesses render the phrase literally
with “my smallness.” Sym clarifies what he believes to be the
meaning of the metonymic jop with “my smallest limb”, which is also
a rare instance where Sym reverts to an Attic form.’ In Hellenistic

3 So J.A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Books of Kings
(ICG; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1967), 247.

3 At 2 Kgs 8:19, Ayvos has made it into the three major Greek texts, but the B text
there is katye. Thus, we may see Hexaplaric influence on the Greek tradition.

%5 Thdtis only different in the genitive rather than the dative case: Aavid Tol dodAou wov.

36 See Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch, 263-264. Similarly, J.R. Busto Saiz, La
traduccién de Simaco en el libro de los Salmos (TECC 22; Madrid: Consejo Superior
de Investigaciones Cientificas, Instituto Arias Montano, 1985), 282-283; T.M. Law,
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Greek, the adjective was always wxpés, and the superlative in -tatog
was becoming extinct. Even still, one might discern the influence of
Sym on two Ant witnesses with this older Attic form: 127 and Thdt
(155, 16-17) have auuxpotns.y”

1 Kgs 15:4

MT TINR 122708 0P 0HWIa 1 i bR M i3 M wnh

B 67t O Aaveld €0wxev adt@d Kiplog xatdietpua, va atioy
Téxva avTol HeT avToV

O 6Tt o1 Acveld €0wxev adtd Kiplog 6 Beds xatadeiupa év
TopanA, va ooy Ta Téxvae adTol pet adTov (avTol 247)

Ant 67t 76 Aavld Edwxev adtd Kiplog xatadeiuua, iva ooy ta

Téxva alTol UET alTOV
Syh Salriads h @ F Minie Kol i ol oon tor N A
®ido ,nain A hF mian L
o GAda o Aavld E€wxe xUptog 6 Bedg avtol Adxvov év
‘Tepovoadyy, &ate atijoal ToV viov adTol ueT alTéy
The Greek witnesses are straightforward rendering *> with détt, but
by using éA\Ad, Sym shows his awareness of the discourse function of
the conjunction. The clause that follows, and indeed the whole of
v. 4, highlights the faithfulness of YHWH to David, even in the light
of the sins of Jeroboam (v. 3). Only Ant does not render 1y with did.
After the verb, the Greek witnesses have a dative pronoun adté for
the Hebrew 15, but Sym omits a0té altogether. Perhaps he saw the

“The Translation of Symmachus in 1 Kings (3 Reigns)”, in Melvin H.K. Peters (ed.),
XIIT Congress of the International Organization of Septuagint and Cognate Studies
(Atlanta: SBL, 2008), 277-292. But cf. Gonzalez Luis, La versién de Simaco en los
Profetas mayors, 284-286.

% This form also occurs in Ant 1 Kgs 13:24. Also, it is possible that an Atticizing

tendency, independent of Sym, is at work here.
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resumptive pronoun as a redundant element, or made the change on
the basis that YHWH did not give this lamp to David directly, but that
the lamp was set up on David’s behalf. Still, he could have omitted
the adt@ because of its nearness to avtol, which was left out of the
other Greek witnesses; keeping both would have exactly reproduced
MT, but would have made the Greek more awkward. B and Ant
agree with Kipiog xataAeipupa, while O Syh Thdt agree with Sym by
inserting ¢ fedg after Kipios. The remainder of the verse is straight-
forward in all of the Greek witnesses, with the exception of Téxva
receiving the article in O and Ant. While this article is indeed in Sym’s
text, it could have also come from Theodotion as the attribution in

Syh shows.

1 Kgs 20:37

MT DRy

B, O, Ant (21:37) xal cUVETpUeY

Syh [ T-XXE Xa)

o’ xal ETpaupaTIioey aOTY

The Greek translators read the unvocalized infinitive as a perfect
and translate with the aorist. Sym does the same, but adds a pronoun
to clarify the object of the verb. The syntax of MT (pra1 nan WK 1127)
eliminates the need for the pronoun since the last two words are
infinitive absolutes and the object is marked by the suffix attached to
the finite verb. Nonetheless, for clarity in the Greek translation, Sym
must have thought it made more sense to add the accusative pronoun
anyway.

The reading for Sym comes from the margin of Syh. Here, it is
worth noting that the main text of Syh has the object pronoun in
place, even though the Syriac translator has chosen a different verb.
In the Greek tradition, the pronoun is only found in N, with a possible
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ascription to Sym. The Antiochian father John Chrysostom supplies
the pronoun (thus, xal cuvétpipey avtov) in his Adversus Iudaeos,*® and
is therefore Sym’s only link with Antioch.

Conclusion

I have now evaluated the 13 readings in which Ant appears to have
some form of contact with Sym. Six of these Symmachian readings
were shown to be related to Ant, while seven others were preserved
in some member of the Antiochian group. That there should be any
agreement at all is not entirely surprising when one remembers that
the stylistic concerns of both the recension and the Caesarean Jewish
translator were the same: To produce a smoother, more readable text
than that of the heavily Semitic OG.** Nonetheless, to return to the
original question, the dependence of Ant upon Sym cannot be estab-
lished with even the same certainty as, say, the dependence of
Jerome upon Sym.* With the available evidence for 1 Kings, the most
one can say at this point is that there was some form of the trans-
lation of Sym known in Antioch. Whether this was a full version,
a partial version, or simply fragments in the margins of Greek manu-
scripts is impossible to know for sure, though the latter is the most
plausible. In that, I would agree with Wevers’ conclusion at the end

% As no updated edition of Adversus Iudaeos exists, the text here is from PG 48:873.

% Brock, The Recensions of the Septuagint Version of 1 Samuel, 298; Gonzalez Luis, La
version de Simaco en los Profetas mayores, 277-282, 288-300; Busto Saiz, La traduccion
de Simaco en el libro de los Salmos, 279, 280, 286; Salvesen, Symmachus in the
Pentateuch, 263-264; Fernandez Marcos, The Septuagint in Context, 130; idem, “On
Symmachus and Lucian in Ezekiel”, 155.

40 See Busto Saiz, La traduccion de Simaco en el libro de los Salmos, 326-328; Salvesen,
Symmachus in the Pentateuch, 265-281.
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of his own study of Ezekiel, that the Antiochian recensor “did not
have the text of Sym before him” .4

In this study, I was unable to examine the relationship between Ant
and the other Hexaplaric versions, though this too would be a worth-
while study. In Fernandez Marcos’s study of Ezekiel, he had already
begun to locate links between this recension and Theodotion,* just as
I briefly noted similar connections between Ant and the Hexaplaric
versions. A similar study on 2 Kings will also have to be conducted so
that the examples from that book, which in Codex Vaticanus is entirely
kalye, may be compared with these from the non-katye portions.

While these studies will doubtless further our knowledge of this
issue, the largest and most important ground for discovery in future
inquiries will no longer be in locating the agreements between the
extant attributed readings of Sym and Ant. With the critical edition
of Ant established, and with the publication of the Greek-Hebrew
indices of the historical books of Ant,%® the most fruitful area of
investigation for the legacy of the Hexapla in Antioch lies in the text
of Ant itself. Rummaging through the text of Ant on the hunt for
readings that were integrated into this recension from the Three, but
have otherwise been lost in the history of the transmission of the
Hexapla, may indeed be the sort of study that will shed the most
light on this fascinating relationship.*

41 Wevers, Studies in the Text Histories of Deuteronomy and Ezekiel, 114. Cf. Fernandez
Marcos, “On Symmachus and Lucian in Ezekiel”, 161, n. 29.

4 Fernandez Marcos, “On Symmachus and Lucian in Ezekiel”, 157.

4 N. Fernandez Marcos, M.V.S. Diaz-Caro, and J.M. Cafias-Reillo (eds.), Indice Griego-
Hebreo del Texto Antioqueno en los Libros Histéricos (2 vols.; TECC 75; Madrid:
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 2006).

4 See similar comments by Ferndndez Marcos in “On Symmachus and Lucian in
Ezekiel”, 157.
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71710182 DIIND
(> NM”9%1) R D2YN 79902 DIINMDY 1YIPVIR NON P2 NN

19 Hprn M

DN PP ,DYIAVN DVIN YV 0PN DITIVYN P AP NHYRYA T INIRNAN
JPIVOVIR 1279893 TIYN ,0NRPIY NDN 121,00 12 0TI TAYN ,01IMD NoN 71
WINN AT IRNI NN ,DIIMDN YAVIN DURPIYY ,IpNnND MI90a nmn ,nnann
1710 DNIPNA 10 ,N%20PNN YYON NIIDN DN DITIDYN ITIY HI IR IR
MYAIN NMINTYA AT INRNA 7T 92000 .(MNINIR ,1P10Y N'110) 01HIN Mnwha n
MROBN 9I72nY) DI SW NITINYD MRDWL TPRNM ,( NM”IYN) R DN 905
mamwn (17%) 7a%a1 20 ,A%ROW MIRDA 117 Pan (HvYw'n Y39 manwnn
YR DMIPN WYNIVIYY .0OVAN GINVA MNP 1NN 1371 P L,IVVIR NONY
MRTNI MTYINN MAMYN MRDII VY P2 H7an 3annnY Pn 017191 0
JTYN PYMA P MTYINNN MAINR MAmYn MR YIY P2 7I1PVIR NONA
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