SOME TEXT-CRITICAL REMARKS ON THE GREEK TEXT OF THE PENTATEUCH

Anssi Voitila

While working on a dissertation on the use of tenses in parts of the narrative sections
of the Greek Pentateuch, I encountered a few instances of text critical interest that I
shall discuss in this article. In these cases the reading of the original text is not, in my
opinion at least, so clear. The evidence relating to translation technique that I will use
in this study is based upon the material analyzed for my dissertation and most of it is
not yet published.

The cases under consideration concern verb forms only. We will discuss the
originality of certain Greek verb forms in the MSS of the Pentateuch, which are an
inner-Greek problem. First, I will present various instances from the Book of Exodus in
which it will be decided whether the aor.ind. or aor.part. is the original reading. After
that I shall examine a case in Numbers in which the Ms-tradition is divided between
the aorind. and impf.ind. Finally, I will present examples from Exodus and
Deuteronomy, in which it will be decided whether aor.subj. or futind. were the
original readings.

I

A dialogue between God and Jacob occurs in Gen 46:2-3 where the wayyiqtol form of
the verb 12X appears four times. In the LXX (Gottingen edition), these cases are treated
slightly differently by the translator than other examples in the Pentateuch. It is very
odd that the fourth X" is translated by Aéycov, since it has no main verb. It also
occurs without a main verb in Gen 22:7 in a context with the same kind of pattern:

address of a person by name, answer, then the participle Aeywv with the actual

[Textus 20 (2000) 31-38]
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speech.! Some MSS contain the reading eimev and Aéyet, which are both much more
common as an equivalent of I1MX”, Aéyet especially in dialogue. The second 9»%*1 has
the equivalent aor.part. eimas, which is unattested anywhere else in the Pentateuch
besides Gen 22:7 and it is rather unusual, as well, that the aor.part. follows its main
verb.2 There are some MSS that read Aéycv here, which is much more common in
these contexts. Other variants are also found in the tradition. The translator of Genesis
seems to have used some exceptional forms, which are good Greek, and are rarely, if at
all, employed in other books of the Pentateuch. The lemma text of the Gottingen
edition is the lectio difficilior and thus seems to represent the original text.

Papyrus no. 962, however, lacks the text after the word vukTos until the participle
Aéywv 3 If the reading of the Gottingen edition represents the original text, it is difficult
to understand how the shorter reading represented by P 962 has come into existence. If
we consider the possibility of parablepsis arising from repeated verbs occurring in
direct discourse introductions, then this must have already occurred in the Hebrew
Vorlage of the translator. In the Greek, as we have already noted, the introductory
verbs are all in different forms: eimev, eimas and Aéycov. There is, of course, a slight
possibility that in an earlier stage of MSS tradition of the shorter reading there was,
instead of eimas, the participle Aéycov, which afterwards caused the parablepsis, but
this explanation is highly hypothetical and questionable. This solution leaves
unanswered the question of the isolated Aéycov without the main verb, a translation of
the fourth 92X. But if we might consider the shorter reading as the original LXX
reading, the longer one could be considered as a correction towards the MT, although
it is rather difficult to regard the equivalent of the second X", aor.part. eiTas, as a
later correction; the aor.ind. would be expected.

! Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint (AASF 31; Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1982) 92

2 Aejmelaeus, Parataxis, 101.

3 See Albert Pietersma, Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri IV and V (ASP 16; Toronto: Samuel Stevens
Hakkert and Company, 1977) 133.
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It is not very unusual for Hebrew parataxis to be rendered by a participium
coniunctum construction. In LXX, this construction is usually built in such a way that
the logical subject of the construction is the subject of the main clause. In Text History of
the Greek Exodus, five text critically difficult occurrences are given where the indicative
is preferred to the participium coniunctum forms (Exod 12:30, 37; 14:7; 15:20 and 16:18).4
In all these cases the form functions as a translation equivalent of the Hebrew
wayyiqtol. If the participial construction is original in these cases, it would be incorrect
from the point of view of Greek grammar; the subject of the main clause and the
logical subject of the construction do not agree. Wevers uses the term ‘anacoluthic’ for
these constructions.

The reading of the participle as the original text is supported in all five cases by MS
B, in four cases by minuscule 527, and in three of them by the other MSS belonging to
the group x. Other witnesses support only one or two of these cases. Wevers lists 73
instances in which MS B seems to have influenced the x-tradition.> This may not be
taken to mean that it would always be so in every case, but occasionally it may be
concluded that both traditions have individually preserved the original reading. Let us
look at each of the cases more closely:

VUKTOS ... Kol Eyewnfn kpouyn upeyoAn év maon yfi AlyumTou. The subject of the
part.coni. is Pharaoh, while that of the main verb is kpauyn).

ot viot lopanA ek Papeoon eis Sokxcdbor, ...38 kai EmipikTos TOAUs ouvavéBn auTols.
The participle has Israel as its subject, whereas the main verb has emiuikTos, a
collective noun.

4 John William Wevers, Text History of the Greek Exodus (MSU 21; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1992) 219.

5 Wevers, Text History of the Greek Exodus, 93.
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appoTo EKAEKTA ... Kol EOKATIpUVEY KUptos TNy kapdiav Qapac). If we did not look at the
context, we might take this text to mean that the Lord, the subject of the main verb,
had also ridden in the chariot. However, the logical subject of the participial
construction has to be Pharaoh.

:n7rn31 —AaBoloa 8t Mapiap 0 mpodnTis N adeAdn Aapwv TO TUTAVOV &V T Xeipl
auThs, kal eEANBov Taoot ol yuvaikes OTiow GUTRAS METG TUUTOVGV ko xopcdv. The
subject of the participle is Miriam and that of the main verb the women. Naturally,
Miriam is one of the women intended.

HETPTIOOVTES TG YOHOP, OUK ETAEOVAOEY O TO TOAU, kai & TO EAATTOV OUK AGTTOVNCEY:
EKOOTOS €ls ToUs kobBrkovtas mop’ eoute) ouvéAeEav. Here the Israelites serve as the
subject of the participle, however the main verb has 6 T0 oMU as its subject.

Thus the preference for the indicative as the original reading is concluded from the
following fact: the translator of Exodus did not use the participial constructions in an
anacoluthic fashion. Only two cases are mentioned (Exod 8:15 and 9:7) in which this
happens. For anacoluthic constructions the translator used the genitive absolute
construction.®

This solution raises a few questions. First, the indicative being the original reading, it
follows that in some MSS, one of them highly regarded (B), the copyist must have
changed the correct indicative to the incorrect participle. How can we explain such an
action?

Secondly, the genitive absolute construction is very rarely found and it is hardly ever
used as a rendering of the Hebrew verbal clauses in the LXX version of the

¢ Wevers, Text History of the Greek Exodus, 219.
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Pentateuch.” Furthermore, the gen.abs. is used in constructions in LXX, as well as in
the contemporary koiné, in which the logical subject of the participial construction is
identical with the subject of the main verb.® Thus it seems that the use of the gen.abs.
does not necessarily demand a change of the subject in paratactic constructions in the
text to be translated, whereas the part.coni. construction is relatively common as a
translation of the verbal clauses, especially as an equivalent for the wayyiqtol form.

Thirdly, almost all the verbs concerned are the most usual ones translated by
part.coni. structures (Mp% ,03p ,¥03; loTnul, aipw, AduPavw). It is therefore possible that
the translator did not look at the context after the verb in question, but, assuming that
the suitable main verb would follow, used a participial form as an equivalent in these
cases simply out of habit. The possibility of error was compounded by the fact that the
space between the verb rendered by the participle and the main verb was
considerable. It is a well known fact that the translator of Exodus was capable of free
translations in his work and sometfmes, it seems, he may have been so bold as to
resort to a free rendering without examining its suitability to the following context. In
the other books of the Pentateuch, anacoluthic participles are found as well.

This conclusion is further supported by the fact that anacoluthic part.coni.
constructions are found in contemporary Greek. It seems, however, that these
so-called nominative absolute® constructions were used in classical Greek when the
correct subject could be easily discovered from the context (such as formal subject
cases like Sokel pot in which the first person is the “real subject”). This is a stylistic
device that stresses the logical subject of the main verb in the text, and thus we are not
dealing here with a real nom.abs. construction. The examples cited from the LXX,

7 Aejmelaeus, Parataxis, 111.

8 Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit mit Einschluf3 der
gleichzeitigen Ostraka und der in Agypten verfassten Inschriften (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de
Gruyter & Co., 1926-1934) 1I:3, § 157 II B II; Aejmelaeus, Parataxis, 111-112.

9 See Raphael Kiithner-Bernhard Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache (I1:1-2
Satzlehre; Dritte Auflage; Hannover and Leipzig: Hahnsche Buchhandlung, 1898-1904) II:2, §
493.
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however, may not be convincingly explained as logical subject cases—with the
possible exception of Exod 15:20.

Anacoluthic participial constructions are also found in the papyri and NT. We may
assume!0 that these writers used the participle following the classical usage. According
to the Moulton-Turner NT grammar the nominative absolute construction was also
used instead of the indicative in the papyri and in the NT, and thus incorrect Greek
was not created. Nevertheless, Mayser demonstrated that the examples quoted in the
Moulton-Turner NT grammar are hasty and dubious and considered them to
represent incorrect expressions in these texts. In my opinion, we may explain this
incorrectness in the same way we did regarding the incorrect participles in LXX. The
writer started the construction with a participle and then changed his mind about the
continuation of the sentence, or simply did not think about the necessity of agreement
with the main verb.

Thus we may conclude that there are no nominative absolute constructions in LXX
Exod, but that these part.coni. structures represent incorrect use of the Greek language
on the part of the translator. The competence of the translator of Exod may not be used
as a criterion for deciding between the aor.ind. and the aor.part. —it is too general a
criterion. Competent translators might also have had their off-days.

II

"M NWMIn—kal eémoinoev Mawuotis dbiv xoAkolv, kai E0TNoeV aUTOV £ onpEiou, Kol
gyEveTO OTOW ESakev Odis Gvbpcatrov, kat EMERAedey e TOV Sdiv TOV XoAkoUv kai £0n.
(eSokvev B 0I15-29 537 d 0767 t 71’ 392 Cyr II 637 Arm Sa Syh = Ra)

10 Contra James Hope Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek (Vol. I, Prolegomena; 2nd
ed.; Edinburgh, 1906) 222-225 and Mayser 1I:1, § 51.3. See also Basil G. Mandilaras, The Verb in
the Greek Non-Literary Papyri (Athens: Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sciences, 1973) § 920;
Gilles Dorival, Les Nombres, Traduction du texte grec de la Septante, Introduction et Notes (La Bible
d’Alexandrie 1V; Paris: Cerf, 1994) 186.
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The qatal form is beyond doubt most frequently translated by the aor.ind. Thus in
Num 21:9 it is not at all surprising to find the aor.ind. in the lemma text: éSoxev as an
equivalent for qatal Jw). The matter is not, however, that simple. The qatal appears in
a clause beginning with ox M that is rendered by the temporal clause kol €yéveTo
oTav. A clause containing the particle Gv and a secondary tense normally expresses
iterative or habitual action;!! thus in fact, this example is by no means a normal case of
qatal rendered with the aor.ind. In several MSS the impf.ind. form appears. It is
argued in Text History that the aorist is to be preferred since the action of a snake bite is
“punctiliar”.12 But is it not also true that the verb “to bite” is already “punctiliar” in its
lexical meaning (Aktionsart), and thus the LXX translator did not need to put the verb
in the aorist to make the action “punctiliar”? Furthermore, as it may be maintained
that the clause is nevertheless iterative—“always when” —notwithstanding the
secondary tense used; both the imperfect and the aorist with the particle av give an
iterative meaning for the sentence, the only difference being that with the aorist the
iterativeness is limited only to one situation, in this. case the particular incident of
snakes sent by God to punish Israel. The imperfect denotes every possible situation
where snakes will bite somebody. The determination of which one of the secondary
tenses was originally used in this case may not be solved by referring to the meaning
that a certain verbal aspect carries in itself. Both secondary tenses, the aorist as well as
the imperfect, can be understood as iterative in this context.

One also finds the imperfect in a similar clause in Num 21:6. Should the aorist ¢éSokev
be regarded as the original reading? Why, we have to ask then, would anybody have
changed the perfectly correct 6Tov + aor.ind. to the unnecessary imperfect? Is this
possibly a case simply of an orthographic mistake made by a copyist, the difference
being in any case only one letter?

' See Albert Debrunner, “Das hellenistische Nebensatziterativprateritum mit av,” Glotta 11
(1921) 1-28.

12 John William Wevers, Text History of the Greek Numbers (MSU 16; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1982) 124.
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III

Finally, I shall deal with two occasions where the futind. is to be preferred to the
aor.subj., Exod 3:18 and Deut 1:41.

In the LXX—at least in the material I have analyzed—the so-called adhortative
subjunctive in the plural is only used when the person who is the object of the speech
is included in the general concept of the subject of the adhortative subjunctive. When
the brothers of Joseph are encouraging themselves to kill Joseph “amokTeiveouey”, all
the brothers are included in that “we” (Gen 37:20). In neither of the verses under

discussion is this the case.

1) Exod 3:18: MY 11211 727103 072° nWHW 7717 X1 7993 nv1 DY A9p1 092w tavR mim
W7R— "0 Beos tav EPpaicov mpookékAnTon nuds: mopsuodusba olv 680V Tpidv
NUEPQV els TNV Epnpov, Tva BUccopey T Becd MUV (Topevoopeba Be F 376-0I'708 C'-126
44’ £628 s 84 1527 7 55 59 76’ 130 799; mopeuowpeba A B M G 58 etc. = Ra).

The originality of the subjunctive is further complicated by the fact that the form
mopeuowpeba is not found before the Roman period. Thus it is a late form or more
likely an orthographic variant caused by the copyist’s inability to distinguish between
long and short vowels. In parallel verses (Exod 5:3 and 8:27) the fut.ind. appears.

2) Deut 1:41: M1 M3 WK 35 1m0Y3 751 MR 737 10N~ HudpTousy évavTt Kupiou
ToU Beol NUV" Nuels avaBavTes TOAEUTIOOHEV KOTA TAVTA, S0a EVETEIAATO KUPIOS
(ToAeunoouev B F V 963 O'-64-72 52-57-77-414-528' b314 53 127 130-321"-343-730 76’ 318
128-630" 646 =Ra).

Were the subjunctive the original reading, it would be the only instance in
Deuteronomy where the weqatal form is rendered in this way.

I would therefore argue that in these cases we have good reasons relating to
translation technique for believing that the original translation read fut.ind. in both
these verses.



