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Julian C Chike (Baylor University) 
 IN 1 SAMUEL 21:14: “A MONSTROSITY וישנו את־טעמו 

OF MORPHOLOGY AND SYNTAX”?1 

ABSTRACT 
This article examines the textual oddity of Hebrew את־טעמו  preserved in the וישנו 
Masoretic Text (MT) of 1 Samuel 21:14. Scholars have long been perplexed by the 
peculiarity of this phrase for two interconnected reasons. First, is the verbal form  וישנו 
which appears incompatible with the morphology of ל׳׳ה verbs in the wayyiqtol 
construction. The second issue concerns how exactly וישנו relates to the direct object 
 as part of the verbal root, while others perceive וישנו in ו Some regard the final .טעמו
 Examining comparable constructions in the Hebrew Bible .וישנה as a corruption of וישנו
and incorporating new evidence from cuneiform sources, I propose that the final ו 
represents a proleptic pronominal suffix attached to the base form וַיְשַׁן. 

1. INTRODUCTION 
The Masoretic Text (MT) of 1-2 Samuel is replete with textual oddities vis-
à-vis Hebrew morphology, phonology, and syntax, so much so that some 
scholars question the quality of the transmitted text preserved in the MT. 
As Gordon put it: “For some reason the books of Samuel have suffered 
more in the process of transmission than perhaps any other part of the  
Old Testament” (1986:57).2 Over the past several decades, comparative 
analyses between the Greek translation of 1-2 Samuel in Codex Vaticanus 
(LXXB 1-2 Kingdoms), the ancient Latin translation of 1-2 Samuel (Vetus 
Latina), and the Hebrew manuscripts of 1-2 Samuel discovered in Cave 4 

 
1  Select abbreviations of extra-biblical sources: Mas1e = first manuscript of 

Psalms found in Cave 1 at Qumran; ABAW = Abhandlungen der Bayerischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften; AfO = Archiv für Orientforschung; BAM = Die 
babylonisch-assyrische Medizin in Texten und Untersuchungen; GBAO = 
Göttinger Beiträge Zum Alten Orient; CTN = Cuneiform Texts from Nimrud; 
Maqlû (Abusch 2015; Schwemer 2017); RINAP = Royal Inscriptions of the Neo-
Assyrian Period; SA.GIG = Diagnostic and Prognostic Handbook (Heeßel 2000; 
Scurlock 2014); ZA = Zeitschrift für Assyriologie und Vorderasiatische 
Archäologie. 

2  See also Driver (1890:xl); Johnson (1977); Barthélemy (1980); Howard, Jr. 
(1993:145). 
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Ludwig D Morenz (Universität Bonn) 
DIE ÄGYPTO-KANAANÄISCHE SPHINX (BM EA 41748 

= S 345) – NICHT BACALAT, SONDERN VIELMEHR 
DER GOTT EL? NEUES ZUM VERSTÄNDNIS DES 

MITTELBRONZEZEITLICHEN STATUENENSEMBLES 
DER KANAANÄER IM ÄGYPTISCHEN 

HATHORTEMPEL VON SERABIT EL CHADIM  
(SW-SINAI)1 

ABSTRACT 
The sphinx BM EA 41748 = S 345 from Serabit el Khadim, inscribed in Canaanite Alef-
Bet script, Egyptian hieroglyphs and an Egyptogram, is traditionally thought to be an 
image of the goddess Bacalat(-Hathor). However, the inscriptions make it clear that the 
epithet “beloved of Bacalat/Hathor” does not refer to the goddess herself, but rather to 
her partner – the god El. This new interpretation also has consequences for our 
understanding of the small ensemble of statues (sphinx, cuboid statue and 2 busts) with 
Alef-Betic inscriptions that were found in the Egyptian temple complex of the goddess 
Hathor. 

1. ZUR SPHINX ALS TYPISCH ÄGYPTISCHE BILDNISFORM UND 
SPHINGEN IN SERABIT 

Sphingen waren eine charakteristische ägyptische Bildnisform mit einer 
Mischung von Löwenkörper und Menschenhaupt. 2  Rein hieroglyphisch 
beschriftete kennen wir auch aus dem Bereich des ägyptischen Hathor-
tempels von Serabit el Chadim (Valbelle und Bonnet 1996), wenn auch erst 
aus dem Neuen Reich. Dem aufmerksamen Auge David Sabels ist die 
Zusammengehörigkeit zweier Fragmente einer Sphinx mit dem Namen von 
Pharao Thutmosis III. (XVIII. Dynastie) aufgefallen (Fig. 1).3 Hier wird 

 
1  Mein Dank für die genauen epigraphischen Aufnahmen geht an David Sabel, für 

weitergehende Diskussionen an Yannick Wiechmann. 
2  Dabei kam es im Laufe der Zeit auch zu visuellen Abwandlungen wie den sog. 

Widdersphingen (vgl. als eindrückliches monumentales Beispiel die Allee der 
Widdersphingen vor dem Amun-Tempel von Karnak) und ähnlichen Misch-
wesen: Überblick Coche Zivie (1984). 

3  Während unserer Bonner Kampagne in Serabit el Chadim im November und 
Dezember 2022. 
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Godwin Mushayabasa (North-West University) 
ANTHROPOMORPHISMS IN THE PESHITTA PSALMS 

IN LIGHT OF A MADRASHA BY EPHREM 

ABSTRACT 
The Peshitta Old Testament is understood to have been translated from a Hebrew 
manuscript in a manner that produced an idiomatic Syriac rendering. Within this broad 
characterisation, specific strategies used to translate certain linguistic features warrant 
closer examination. One such feature in the Peshitta Psalms is the use of 
anthropomorphisms and identificatory metaphors in reference to God. Employing 
comparative literature analysis, this paper investigates how the Peshitta translators 
dealt with such linguistic elements, shedding light on their apparent response to the 
metaphors found in the Hebrew source text. The study observes that divine identifying 
metaphors and anthropomorphic actions were not translated literally or even 
idiomatically, as one might expect. Rather, the Peshitta Psalms exhibits an aversion to 
certain expressions that may have been considered inappropriate for describing the 
deity. This aversion to some metaphors and anthropomorphic language can also be 
detected in the theological works of Ephrem, whose writings were produced not long 
after the translation of the Peshitta of Psalms, reinforcing the possibility of theological 
motives behind these aversions. 

1.  INTRODUCTION 
Recent studies have shown that the Peshitta of the Old Testament (OT) 
reflects an idiomatic translation, one that took into account the 
correspondence of semantic frames evoked by lexical units in the source 
Hebrew text and their equivalents in the target Peshitta text. In the case of 
the first 24 chapters of the Peshitta to Ezekiel, it is evident that the translator 
generally made the translation at the level of semantic frames 
(Mushayabasa 2014). This approach closely aligns with what is known as 
an idiomatic translation – one that strives to remain faithful to the source 
text while prioritising natural expression in the target language. Although 
this characterisation applies specifically to the Peshitta of Ezekiel, similar 
findings have emerged from analyses of other Peshitta books. While 
Carbajosa’s (2008:381) characterisation of the Peshitta to Psalms 90-150 
spans multiple statements, it can be summarised as indicating an idiomatic 
translation or one carried out at the level of idiomatic language (Greenberg 
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Nicholas J Webb & Andreas Hauw (Southeast Asia Bible Seminary) 
POSSIBLY MIRATIVE HINNEH (הִנֵּה) MORE LIKELY 
MARKS THETIC COMMUNICATION PERSPECTIVE 

ABSTRACT 
Recent scholarly work considers hinneh (הִנֵּה) to sometimes function as a marker of 
mirativity, in certain instances being best translated as an indicator of surprise. This 
article suggests a different interpretation. The examples of hinneh which have been 
interpreted as mirative should be interpreted as marking thetic communication 
perspective. For these examples we argue that hinneh is as usual pointing out something 
(e.g., an object or scene) that may produce a cognitive effect (e.g., surprise), rather than 
directly indicating a cognitive effect (the mirative interpretation). Given that a thetic 
interpretation of these examples is both exegetically sound and also consistent with the 
most widely-attested functions of hinneh in the literature, this article suggests that a 
thetic interpretation of hinneh is preferable to a mirative one. 

1.  INTRODUCTION 
Two recent scholarly books on Biblical Hebrew occasionally translate הִנֵּה 
as a marker of surprise: 
Gen 
1:31 

ר  אֱ�הִים֙   וַיַּ֤ רְא ה  אֶת־כָּל־אֲשֶׁ֣ וְהִנֵּה־   עָשָׂ֔
ד  ט֖וֹב מְאֹ֑  

God saw everything he made, and 
astonishingly, it was exceedingly 
good. (Hardy 2019:194) 

Gen 
6:12 

ים  וַיַּ֧ רְא רֶץ  אֱ�הִ֛ תָה   וְהִנֵּה֣ אֶת־הָאָ֖ נִשְׁחָ֑  God saw the earth, and 
astonishingly, it was ruined. (Hardy 
2019:195) 

Gen 
8:11 

א ֹ֨ יו  וַתָּב ת  הַיּוֹנָה֙   אֵלָ֤ רֶב  לְעֵ֣ עֲלֵה־  וְהִנֵּ֥ה  עֶ֔
 יִת ף  זַ֖ יהָ   טָרָ֣ בְּפִ֑  

The dove returned to him at sunset, 
and incredibly, a fresh-picked olive 
branch was in its mouth! (Hardy 
2019:194) 

Gen 
8:13 

ַ�֙   וַיָּ֤סַר ֹ֨ ה  נ ה אֶת־מִכְסֵ֣ רְא  הַתֵּבָ֔  וְהִנֵּ֥ה  וַיַּ֕
רְב֖וּ י  חָֽ ה׃   פְּנֵ֥ אֲדָמָֽ הָֽ  

And Noah removed the covering of 
the ark, and saw, to his surprise, the 
surface of the ground was dry! (Van 
der Merwe, Naudé and Kroeze 
2017:412) 

 



Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 52/1 (2026), pp. 107-123 

Elisabeth J Wouters (University of Oxford) 
A CRITICAL TEXTUAL-COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF 

THE INCEST LAWS IN LEVITICUS 18:6-18 

ABSTRACT 
This essay investigates the conceptualization of incest in Lev 18:6-18, and in particular 
its Greek rendering of the Hebrew Vorlage. By applying Lemmelijn’s methodology of 
registering, describing and evaluating variants (MT – LXX – 4QLev-Numª), this essay 
aims to contribute to the field of textual and literary criticism of the LXX towards a more 
accurate understanding of particular morphological, stylistic and lexical choices of the 
translator. Through an ethical and philological discussion of the rendering from עֶרְוָה 
(“nakedness”) to ἀσχημοσύνη (“shame/indecency”), for instance, a certain 
intentionality is shown from the part of the LXX translator. This can thus lead towards 
a better understanding of the LXX’s translator’s profile, as well as their creativity and 
autonomy within the translation process.  

1. INTRODUCTION 
Voitila points out that “in rendering of Hebrew parataxis, Leviticus appears 
to be one of the most literal (…) of the Pentateuchal books” (2015:48). This 
essay investigates to what extent the LXX version of Lev 18:6-18 is to be 
considered “consistent” with regard to its Hebrew Vorlage. 1  For the 
evaluation of the characterization of the translation technique of Leviticus, 
the methodology of Lemmelijn’s book A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical 
Study of the So-Called Plagues Narrative in Exodus 7:14-11:10 (2009) is 
used, consisting out of three distinct steps; the registration, description and 
evaluation of the variants. A concise status quaestionis precedes these three 

 
1  When talking about textual translations, an accurate use of terminology is 

crucial. In this essay, the verb “rendering” is preferred over “translating”. 
Additionally, instead of speaking of a “free” or “literal” rendering, this essay 
prefers the usage of the terms “mechanical” or “wooden”, as used by Wright, 
and “consistent representation” or “formal equivalence”, as used by Treat; see 
Wright (1988:35-36) and Treat (1996:374). Moreover, concerning the discussion 
of the Vorlage and/or Urtext, see chapter 2 of Najman (2025) for an accurate 
problematizing of an all too rigid search for one single Vorlage and/or Urtext as 
well as the conviction that the older a certain text dates from, the more 
“authentic” it is. 
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