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Was the lad lad?
On the interpretation of Sam.

erge Frolov, Vladımır (9rel

aken at ıts face value, the end of In Sam. has logıcal connection wıth the

preceding narratıve describing annah‘s return Shiıloh wıth her infant, Cal  - flour and WINEe.
The texXxi informs that the Wwas brought the house of Yhwh, and then, unexpectedly,
adds: w hanna“ar NA’aT.  C

1 wo major approaches thiıs mySster10us tatement WCE]  z developed: OMNC founded the

presumption of the ntegrity ascrıbed the Massoretic {CXT, the other, I1NOIC recen(T, aselı
emendatıons followıing from eptuagınt.

FOor Driver}, the 1ite) meanıng of the sentence, the lad wWwWas “the lad
Wäas hat he Wäas there 15 OCCasıon Sa Yy IMNOTEC oOu hım'  .. does noft SCECIN credıble
enough, and h1is olution 15 conjecture of w hanna‘ar “ ımmam OI, OT, of a hannal‘ar
ımma instead.?

Another approach, represented Dy modern commentaries?, “the unintelligıble
expression“ “remnant of long haplography due homoioteleuton“ and 00 for the

origıinal Hebrew text in the reconstruction based Septuagınt and correspondıing (but heavıly
damaged) DaSsdsCc of 4QSam’.“ 15 NOL surpr1sıng, however, that cCarter 0€S nOL ShOW the

WaYy in which thiıs orıgınal text Was presumably NCal Since such texXt MaYy restorel
from Septuagınt the Qumran Tagments. The Dest possiıble reduction of Septuagınt translated
Dback into Hebrew by cCarter would be 7D,  E hn“r which 15 totally different thing.
Moreover, the TeEe| version sounds suspic10usly ratiıonalızed and turn Ouf

miıdrash rather than faıthful translatıon of the ost Hebrew orıgın

See DRIVER otes the Hebrew Text and the Topography of the O0O0KS of
Samuel, ()xford 1913, 21

Naturally, ese conjectures aIcC, certaıin extent, ase! Jn much INOTIC

engthy PasSagc from Septuagint.
See Samuel, New ork 1980, 56-57 Hıs 16 W 15 generally shared

by KLEIN Samuel, Waco 1983,
loc. CIL.



Ihus, remaın wıthout consıstent explanatıon far the teXti of deptuagınt 15
derived from the dark PasSsSarc of the Massoretic (eXL. It however, that nOL all internal

of OUT phrase ave Deen sed in order unders 1ts meanıng.
In Driver's interpretatıon, fınd ONC baseless presumtion: that the fırst hanna“ar 18

etymologıic  y entic: wıth the second a’ar In 1fs predicatıve eanwhıle, ther
of 5 Ra a ""tO De. functioning erb noOot atteste: in the TI  S, VECN though
theoretically such 15 fairly possible. In the ther hand, ere dIC al eas [WO ther

homonyms of A°ar that CGur In the bıblıcal text and mMust be taken into ACCOUNLT. If OIlC of
them fits OUT ontext semantıcally, it 15 thıs erb and NnOL A°ar “t0 that cshould
consıder part of the mySter10us PasSSagc.

One of ese verbs INaYy rejected al NC 15 atteste: for example, ın Is.
Oer kapaw mıt‘ mok bassohad “shakes h1is anı from holdıng bribes””:; and In Neh

gam-has’nı na‘artı "°also 00 Out lap  .. Thıs transıtıve Aa°ar ""tO shake‘“ WOU. ead
ven POOTECI readıng than ave already. Another erb be. much 1NOIC

attractıve optıon. It 18 usually belıeved be atteste\| only nce> ın Jer. 51 yahdaw
kak’pırım yIS ”ag NAATU k'gure ”"rayot “ They 1041 together lıke hons: they grow/|
lıke l10ns‘ whelps‘”. Obviously, in thıs ontext meet nother erb Ad°ar enoting sound
emiıtted Dy hons. Quite plausıbly, al eas ONC 99(0)8% OntfexXt in the contaıins thıs
verb, erroneously connected ıth a’ ar  &. ""tO chake*“ Dy lexicographers®, h1s OCCUTITENCE 18
OUunNn!| in Jud. WayYYıLIGaAS mı$ nnNaAto wayyo” mer CIE k'pa‘am 'pa°am w ””inndter.
hıs describing Samson when warned Ou the approaching Phiılıstines 1s usually
understood in unexpected of h1s go1ing Out and “shakıng hımself””, 1.€. wakıng But
Samson has succeeded wake in the beginning of thıs VC) An alternatıve (and I10OIC

IF interpretation accordıng 1C he Was shakıng, 15 ‚VE less sens1ıble he had nothıing
shake of Apparently, 0Se who vocalızed hıs nOL identify 1ts predicate ıth the

LAalt  € ord for growlıng and, ın order CSCADEC the confusion of actıve form wıthout object,
turned the orıgınal *?on ar A} shall growl” Into ınna er 3 chake (mysel{)  ..

If aCCEeDL the interpretation of H in Jud. dentical ıth WE of Jer. T 38,
gel INOIC consistent 16W of Samson’‘s behavior®. Moreover, confront situation iın

which [WO OC of SIOWe Ouf of ree AIic connected ıth Nazirites?. oth

VEN-SHOSHAN A., Qonqgordansıya h“ dasa _-Törd, N bP’im u-K‘tubim, Jerusalem 1988, 766
Ihbid
( COHEN A., Joshua Judges, London 950, 283
Takıng into aACCOuntTL the following (“And he NC W NOL that hwh WwWas

eparte from him“) INay aASSuUumle that Samson‘s gT0W eıther Was ndowed ıth
supernatural of stopping enemi1es OI hat it COU. be sed in oredr TAaW
the attention of God, OI that it Was SIgn of Yhwh‘'s spiırıt cComıing Own upOnN hım

On Samuel azırıte SCC O; G: 56; ÖE ORE V., Men of (z0d
and Men O; War, Jerusalem 1994 (manuscript).



amue. and Samson WeTiIC dedicated God ore bırth and accordıng ONEC and the sSamme

rtu: DIOV Dy the. strıkıng intertextual cCoincıdence in the descriptions of their dedication:

Jud. 17 MOTA 1695  Cala Cal-ro0?$i hi-n zir ”Iohim Ja  nı miıbbeten “ımm.ı
”[ here has NOL ‚OMNIC upDOonN head; for ave Deen Nazıirıte
TOomM mother‘s womb‘“.

Sam. 11 au “ nNAatatta la’” mat ka era ”” n asım un tattaw la- Yıhzwh kol-y'me hayyaw
UMOYTA lo°-ya““ le Cal Yro7”SO

ilt gıve thy handmaıd chıld, then wıll gıve hım hwh the
days of h1s lıfe, and IazOor ‚OINC upDOonNn hıs hea w

heıir growlıng sımılar that of lıons‘ whelps must ave Deen divıne sıgn gıven
them theır early childhood. thıs lıght, Samson growlıng and nNnOoL knowing that he has been
left one TeEDTESCNIS the last tragıc Step of azırıte road which the growlıng lad of Sam.

15 only entering.


