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PREFACE

This Thesis aims at investigating the development and theological
significance of the Burning Bu#h story.

As a narrative in its present biblical setting, Ex. 3 and 4
constitutesa pivotal point in the tradition of the deliverance

of Israel from Egypt. It serves as the basis for the subsequénf
miraculous works in Egypt, while it provides the clue for the
understanding.of the Mosaic involvement in the deliverance episode.
The importance which Israglite tradition later came to attach to

the Exodus Event, and its populafity‘among oppressed people of every
generation have been contributory to my desire to examine more clbsely
this 'Divine-human encounter' at the Burning Bush.

Therefore ﬁo begin with I have first summoned the various textual
evidences available on the subject for a thorough interrbgation to

see how the story has been reported ana used since its assuming
literary form. In this exercise which takes up Chapter 1, I discover
divergences and discrepances among the various texts, which point to
some sort of literary development of the story. On the'Easis of this
finding in Chapter 1, I then try to put the question whether it is
possible to trace and recover by any means what the form of the
ofiginal story was and how it ﬁas been developed to assume the form
we ﬁow have in the Massoretic Text. The answer to this question
consﬁitufes the thrust of Chapter 2.

In conducting tﬁis investigation in Chapter 2, to recover the

original form, I departed from the hitherto used.tools - J. E. Source
analysis, which have so far multiplied the problems of understanding
the Text rather than illuminate them. T have used, instead, the

Form-Critical and Traditio-historical analysis and have been able to

successfully/



successfully uncover the two basic underlying literary
structures of our Text. Having unveiled the basic forms

and demonstrated how they have beén brought together by our

author (s) to make up our present text, I then tried to see

which Biblical Literary Genre has influenced its composition.

This examination is carried out in Chapter 3, where 'Prophetic

Call Narrative' is found to be the Model for the Burning Bush

Story. Here the two basic forms discovered in Chapter 2 are
examined at greater depth. In thus giving a Prophetic Call
paradigm to our Text, it is found that our author(s) has used

one of the popular 'Motifs' of Yahﬁeh's appearance and inter-
véntion in the cosmos found in copious references throughout
Biblical Scripture.

The examination of this 'Motif' in our text and its use in
subsequent Biblical Literature and in Post—BiBlicaI Writings
constitutes the burden of Chapter 4. With the develqpment of

our Text thus traced to its limit in Chapter 4, I then turned to

the second half of the title of our investigation — The Theological
Significance and Interpretation of the Text.

It is to this enquiry that Chapter 5 is devoted. How is the
bringing together and the literary expansion of what constitutes

the basic elements of our Text to be interpreted? In addressing
ourself to this question, I first delineated whatI style the basic
theological strands in the text = before looking for the message of
the Text in the Textual exegesis - an exercise in which the results of
Literary analysis are married together with theological elucidation.
It is my hope that the method, used here to some degree of success,
if applied to some other relevant Biblical pericopes will yield

similar dividends!




. 3 .

© VW O N O BT B~ WNN R
[ ]

[

[y
Pt
.

=
w N
- .

14.
15,

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23,
24,
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32,

33.

MAIN ABBREVIATIONS IN THE TEXT AND NOTES

g

AJSL

ASTI
AV

BC/CE
BDB

BHK
BHS

BJRL
BZAW

CBQ
Deut.
DTR
E

ET
ExpT
HAT
HTR
HUCA
IDB
IDB Suppl.

1IEJ
Interp.
1018?

JAOS
JBL
JBR

. JJs

Codex Alexandrinus

Aquila

Australian Biblical Review

American Journal of Semitic Languages,\Chicago

Ancient Near East

Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute in Jerusalem
Authorised Version of the Bible

Codex Vaticanus

Biblical Archaeologist, New Haven

Before Christian Eraj/ Christian Era

F. Brown, S. R. Driver and C. A, Briggs, eds. A Hebrew and
English Lexicon of the 0ld Testament Oxford 1979.

R Kittel, Biblia Hebraica
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, edt. K Elliger and

W. Rudolph 1967-77.
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, Manchester.

Beihefte 2ur Zeitschrift fiir die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
Giessen, Berlin.

Catholic Biblical Quarterly, Washington D.C.
Deuteronomy

Deuteronomist (ic)

The Elohist Document

English Translation

Expository Times

Handbuch zum Alten Testament

Harvard Theological Review, Cambridge, Mass.

Hebrew Union College Annual, Cincinnati

The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, New York

The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible Supplementary Volume,
edt K, Crim, et all (Nashville 1976)

Israel Exploration Journal, Jerusalem

Interpretation

A Scroll of Isaiah from Cave I, Qumran exemplar a
Published in DSS I i.e. (M Burrows, John C Trever and W H
Brownlee eds. The Dead Sea Scrolls of St Marks Monastery
Vol. I (New Haven 1950)

Journal of American Oriental Society, New Haven
Journal of Biblical Literature, Philadelphia

Journal of Bible and Religion

Journal of Jewish Studies




34.
35.
36.
37.

38.

39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
4.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
52,
53,
54,
55,
56.
57.

JNES
JOR
JSOT
Jss

Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Chicago

Jewish Quarterly Review, London )
Journal for the Study of the 0ld Testament,Sheffield, England
Journal of Semitic Studies, Manchester

Journal of Theological Studies .

Septuagint edt. Alfred Rahlfs (Editio Septima) Stuttgart 1962.
Massoretic Text ‘

Manuscript

01d Greek

The Revised Standard Version of the Bible, London 1952

Codex Sinaiticus

Symmachus

Society of Biblical Literature

Samaritan Pentateuch

Theodotion

Targum

Theologisches Blatter, Leiptzig

Vulgate

Vetus Testamentum, Leiden

Vetus Testamentum Supplement, Leiden

Westminster Theological Journal, Philadelphia

Zeitschrift fir Assyriologie, Leipzig, Berlin

Zeitschrift fir die Alttestamentliche, Wissenschaft, Giessen, Berlin.

Zeitschrift flir Theologie und Kirche, TﬁbLngen



INTRODUCTION

Although some work has been done on isolated verses in our area

of invéstigatién bybcommentatqrs it is a general consensus of
scholars that the problem of its interpretation still remains
enigmatic.

This confusing state of the Text has been made worse by the

method hitherto used by scholars which is the J. E. Source Analysis,
a method which leads to a complete tangle whereby different levels have
to be sorted out within a source. That this practice of atomising
the Text by sharpening the source documents to a point of abstraction
has not helped the understanding of our Text but compounded its
problems is a well known fact.

Just as the source document hypothesis has not been very helpful in
the thorough grasp of the meaning(s) of our Text, so also has the
philological aﬁproach not only confused the situation further but has
diverted attention away from the given Text to Near Eastern languages
where cognates and parallels are sought on linguistic grounds for a
solution of the Text's problems. The result of the endeavour makes one
wonder whether the author(s) of our Text were so highly informed
linguistically to make the philologists' results appear applicable.
This approach makes people lose sight of the indubitable fact that
what we have in the Exodus Burning Bush Story, like most Biblical
narratives, is primarily a theological treatise which has got to be
approached with that understanding.

It is in view of this confusing state of the Text as a result of the
Methods used that this investigation takes a departure from the old
fashioned approaches to new methods which as will be shown lead to a

better/
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better understanding and interpretation of the Text. In tﬁis

I have not only delinea ted what should be seen as the scope and

unity of the Text, but have taken care of the various elements of

the Story, separating them into their component parts and demon-
strating how they had been brought together and theologised upon.

This penetration behind the Text into the study of the development

of the narrative strands in the ¢ontext of early Israelite

Literature and traditions I have founa very beneficial and a right
approach to the study of our Text.

In this undue attention has not been given to probing the historicity
of the events and figures contained in the narrative, but rather I
have treated it solely as a theological literature which tries to
present an interpreted understanding of Israel's past.

This is a reasonable and appropriate approach because thg concern of
the Biblical wfiters, we believe, was not primarily to write a history
book but rather to narrate what they believed God had done in their
life - an interpretation of history.

The result got from the traditio-historical analysis has helped to

- sharpen the already recognised but so far unprobed concept of 'Pfophetic
Call' of our Text. In our thesis, I have shown not only how the
Prophetic Call narratives are related to our Text which describe how
Yahweh conferred on Moses the requisite credentials to validate his
leadership role and oracles ascribed to him which came to have present
and futuristic interpretation, but have also shown how this concept
sheds light on the understanding, composition and theological interpre-
tation of the story.

And in the search for the theological significance of the story, I have

not put the result of traditio-historical analysis and theologisation

in/
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in two water-tight compartments, which appears to be the
practice of advocates of "holistic approach to Biblical
Literature'. This practice which I see as a bane in Biblical
theologisation is completely abstained from. Instead, I

have demonstrated in practise how the two approaches should

be made to complement each other and not be done in isolation.
This practice, I believe, is the better way by which a richer
theologisation can be done which builds bridges between
theologisation on 'Reconstructed Forms' at one extreme and
theologising on 'Raw Materials' of the Text without serious
critical analysis on the other.

However, since no single investigation can ever lay claim to
perfection, we believe that subsequent work, along the line of
our approach will in future lead to a better understanding and

interpretation of given Biblical pericopes.
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CHAPTER I

TEXTS AND VERSIONS OF EXODUS 3 & 4

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS ABOUT TEXTUAL CRITICISM

Biblical Textual Criticism has as its aim the recovering of the
Original Text of the Biblical Literature by comparing the available
manuscripts. As a discipline one would normally expect it to have

a well defined method of procedure in its scientific pursuit. But
‘it has to be said, with regret, that Biblical Textual Criticism has
no specifically well defined method of approach, though it offers
some suggestions to guard the researcher against excessive #rbitrar—
iness and subjectivity. This situation arises, because of the nature
of 'the tradition' which is so varied that an effective procedure for
one problem may not be found appropriate for another. The problem
thus createdvis compounded by the fact that almost all the early
Manuscripts of our Hebrew Bible, which constitute the only source of
information in the exercise of retrieving the Original @utographs of
the Biblical Literature have disappeared in whole. What we now have
printed as our text in the 'Biblia Hebraica' is merely an unchanged
reproduction of Codex Leningradensis which dates from the eleventh
Century A.D. 1

From the assumed date of the writing of the Pentateuch - aboﬁt

400 B.C. - to the date of Codex Leningradensis we have a transmission
period of about ome thousand four hundred years. What happened ﬁo |
the Scriptures during this long period of transmission is the guess
of any scholar! The absence of a surviving manuscript of this long
period is usually ascribed to either the Jewish regulations which
required that worn-out or defective manuséripts should be destroyed,
or to the fact that when scholars had finally established the Text of

the/
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the Bible in the 10th bentury, all older manuscripts which
represented earlier stages of its development were naturally

considered defective and in course of time disappeared.

Whether such disapﬁé@%ﬁce was intentional to protect the

'established' Text or unintentional, we now have no means of
knowing. (2)

So whatever reasons may be adduced for the disappearance of the

early witnesses to the Text, the simple fact remains that, for

our Hebrew Bible, the Original manuscripts are already extinct

and the extant ones are heavily infested with Scribal errors,
corruptions or deliberate alterations for theological or ideological
purposes. While some of the corruptions could have occurred accident—
ally during the process of copying, others could have been deliberately
made in the Text for purposes of exegesis, restoration of the true Text
ér to prevent misunderstanding., Prior to the establishment or
normalisation of the 0l1d Testament Text, such practice would normally
not have aroused any serious objection. (3)

The corollary to this is that it was only much later, after the

process of Canonization was complete, that a mechanical attitude was
adopted toward the Text and a sort of absolute Literal accuracy was
expected or ascribed to the Scribes. But since the aim of the Textual
Critic is the recovery of the Original Tekt, and since all earlier
forms of the Hebrew Text manuscripts have perished, 6cholars have tried
to penetraté the Textual vacuum by reversing the customarily earliest
known version of the 0ld Testament i.e. the LXX, into Hebrew for compar-
ison with our present Hebrew Text. The belief is that, this process
could offer an indirect evidence for reconstructing the Hebrew Text

of pre-Christian times. Good or laudablé_as this project seems, it

is fraught with grave difficulties.

This/
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This is because, after the comparison is made and the differences
discovered, could the divergences be regarded due to the

differences in the Hebrew Text used by the translator(s), or as
reflecting the Original proto-LXX and proto-MT, which were based

on the Ur-Hebrew Text? It is becoming increasingly apparent

today that the present LXX is by no means exactly the original

Greek Version of the 0ld Testament i.e, Proto-LXX/0G, just as well

as the MT with which scholars are comparing it, is not the same as

the Parent Hebrew Vorlage presupposed by the LXX.

On the other hand, although the MT is not a translation like the LXX,
yet both cannot, from the textual evidence, be regarded as the
finished product of one man. This being the case, it seems a sort

of general statement about the two Texts is prone to be very far

from the truth, except if confined to a particular 'Book' and within

a given pericope. This point is important in the sense that it has
been discovered through a close study of the LXX, that it was the work
of different translators who probably had different paraphrastic style
and theological bents.(4) The individual characteristic tendency of the
translators to amplify the Text, omit minor expressions or interpret
archaic or esoteric words can not but be given cognizance.

Swete has noted an example of this where instead of, "I am uncircumcised
of 1lips", one translator has given a non-literal approximation, "I am
speechless" (5) OR for an example of some theological scruples, one
could compare LXX rendering of Ex.24:10 with the MT, where the former
renders the latter's "They saw the God of Israel", as "They saw the
place where the God of Israel was standing'.

Whether the differences that surface on a closer study of the Texts
reflect a series of individual variants in circulation or are to be

ascribed/
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ascribed to faulty Hebrew manuscripts used by the translators

or to misreading and misﬁnderstanding of the Text due tec iﬁadequate
knowledge of thé Hebrew language, we do not know.

Even if we assume some degree of ineptitude in the LXX translators,

in this issue of reversing the Greek Text into Hebrew, we still have
to give some consideration to the point that one Hebrew word could
mean several things in Greek. Similarly too, when the Hebrew thought
puts on the 'Greek garb', it receives a new shade of meaning and
reversing it into Hebrew will attract a very different Hebrew

vocabulary. (6)

In view of the above, it seems that the recovering and reconstruction
of the Original Hebrew Text via rgversion of the LXX is bound to yield
little or no meaningful results. The 'Dead Sea Scrolls' which hawve
proved a profitable source of information in the recovering of the
'Originals’, regretfully havenothing to offer in our present invest-
igation as what is found in Cave four refers only to Chapter 32 of
Exodus.

This means that on the whole we are still very much dependent on the
Codex Leningradensis and whatever conclusions are therefore passed on
it, have to be reached on the basis of the evidence from comparison

of extant manuscripts.

USING THE EVIDENCE OF THE MT AND THE MAJOR VERSIONS

It is now zlmost traditionally accepted and a basic working principle

that the MT furnishes us with the best witness to the Original Hebrew

Biblical Text. This assumption is based on the fact that it is not

a translation but a direct transmission in the 6riginal language. On

this point, it is claimed to have an edge over the LXX, whose

popularity /
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popularity in the last half Century - now on the wane (7)- nearly

led to the undervaluing of the MT. This emerging popularity of

the MT amongst scholars, does hot however rule out the indubitable

fact that the Hebrew Text as we have it today has been altered

from its original form by many circumstances and consequently contains
many corruptions.

In a bid to trace these alterations and corruptions the Text is usually
jxtaposed with other Ancient Texts i.e. LXX, Samaritan Pentateuch (SP)
and Vulgate, and a thorough scrutiny by way of comparison carried

out.  But even these Ancient Versions whose help is called in, in

the attempt to reconstruct the supposedly older Text (MT) and ébrrect
its errors, have their own peculiar range of problems which even cast
doubt on their witness.

Probably, this is why Lagarde had insisted on establishing a consistent
'Original Text' of the Septuagint before using it as a version for
Textual Criticism. Although the advice sounds good, its practical
realisation looks very remote. And even granted that it were possible,
the question would still have to be put, whether it should be preferred
over the MT purely'becaﬁse of its age. Some scholars have even tended
to undervalue its worth because of its agreement with the SP against
the MT. They claim that this is a pointer to it that both the LXX and
SP have as their underlying Hebrew Text, one of’the popularising Texts.
This is a conclusion which I think cannot be sustained. It appears
purely based on the erroneous sectarianism which is associated with the
SP and so any other version which agrees with it is deemed to be of

the same group with it. It is almost lost sight of that the SP was
the Hebrew Bible prior to the Separation which did not take place

until very early in the History of the Saﬁaritans (probably during the

destruction/



destruction of the Sanctuary on Mount Gerizium and Sechem by John
Hyrcénnus 134-104 B.C,). IF this point is noted, then it means for
a.vefy long time, the SP was the Jewish Scriptures in its original
form and so if the later sectarian tendencies are pruned, it could

offer a valid test to the originality of the MT.

Secondly its agreement with the LXX - both being of different locale -
against the MT would then have to be seen in a different light. 1In
view of this, I think Nyberg was entirely wrong in his apparent hasty
conclusion when he said "The Septuagint and the Samaritan Pentateuch
are derived ffom early popular reéensions in use among the Jews of the
Diaspora. Whereas Massoretic Text offers a careful recension which
is related to the Diaspora Texts much as the Classical texts of the
great Alexandrian Philologists are related to the popular texts of the

Classical authors which are now available to us from the Egyptian

papyri'. (8)

Rather I think, Nyberg's conclusion should be reversed. What we now
have in the MT is the agreed Text of the Christian era, while the SP

has lived an independent life for a long period unimproved for generalv
acceptance, It is in view of this that I think, after taking care of
the theological stance of the LXX and eliminating the probable sectarian
elements in the SP, any deviation of the MT from them - particularly in
our Text, should be seen as the improvement of a later age to meet the

'set standard of acceptability' at the time of Normalisation of the Text.

So in the absence of any better witness to the Original Hebrew Text,
the LXX, SP, and MT can still be compared to locate differences and

help/
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help in a possible Textual reconstruction. The importance of the
role of the Vulgate or Old Latin which is in bits and pieces, is
questionable since it is nothing other than the MT in 'Latin

Uniform'.

OUR TEXT IN THE MT, LXX, SP AND V

A, EXODUS CHAPTER 3

(1) Ex. 3:1
MT n17M maexa T bn
LXX $ls 7o 0poS XewpnfB
sp/ NINIT BTAPND Ym bx

\Y Ad montem Dei Horeb

Out of the four Texts, it is only LXX which does not mention Horeb

as the Mountain of God. The MT and SP as well as the Vulgate agree
that the spot of the revelation is the Mountain of God. Here the LXX
difference can be attributed to some sort of theological scruple for
which it is well known. The translators might have thought of a
possible misunderstanding of the Biblical God, if he is given a partic-
ular locale i.e. mountain., So its leaving it out in the translation is

understandable,

(2) Ex. 3:2
M wre T nabl
LXX SV Cf’\oa“ TUpes
SP Wi N1nbL

v in flamma ignis

The difference located here is in spelling and it is between the MT
and the SP. An investigation into other Biblical occurrences of the

word/



word, 'Flame' shows that the SP pattern is the popular one and

MT form is rare. 1In fact it is scarcely used anywhere else.

FIn such places like Psalm 29:7; Judges 13:20; Isaiah 29:6, 66:15;
and 5:24 which 'IQIsa Secundum' represents as 3717T7§, the form 1is
either 71J_n% or TI1Nh . 1In all these cases‘the intervening 7]
between b and 1 is present. Its omission in our Text has been
ascribed to the Theory of Contraction by some like B, S, Childs
(Exodus Commentéry) following 'BDB', while some may like to see here

the archaic and popular/modern forms of the spelling.

From our observation it seems that the difference is purely the

mistake of the Scribe whose eyes rushed from P2 to F11 thus omitting
the intervening word 1] - a sort of Homoeoarchton. Therefore though
the difference in this instance may be of some importance in Rabbinical
exegesis, it seems it does not aid us in the work of reconstructing the

Original Text.

(3) Ex. 3:4

MT 0InY- - - --.O nbx
LXX klﬂp;OS«-— -—l<uplos
s OTTMLbN----.O PN
\Y DominuSessss.???

All the Texts apparently have different renderings. While the V.drops
the second '"Dominus', both LXX and SP aré consistent that it is the God
who saw Moses turning to have a look at the burning bush that also
spoke to him from the midst of the Bush. The only problem with them

is that while the LXX uses KUPIOS, the SP uses [J' T b'D(.

But in the case of the MT, while it is 7)77)' who saw Moses, it

is/
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is 177775 who called to him. Although deciding which of them
possibly represent the Original Text is difficult, one thing is
clear. It is that SP Vorlage probably had the same God seeing
and calling Moses just like LXX.  Whether the Vorlage contains
710 or I’ Nbw is difficult to say because LXX is
not consistent in its Greek reprsentation of Hebrew 111 71°

and O nhbxn.

So the MT version looks very much like a theologically informed
Text. Either in the story form or early Literary Stage, saying
170" saw Moses and [0 11973 called out to him would have
appeared a little absurd. What we have in the MT is a later
development of identifying Yahweh as Elohim and so the story is
sandwiched with the Divine Name for theological purpose. 1In all
likelihood, the Original Text must have read the same God seeing

and calling on Moses.

(4) Ex. 3:5

MT ')’pk7 7P~

LXX 7o &7057ﬂﬂ-~"%K Twv  TobeV
SP 7pX7] 7P

v Calciamentum pedibus tuis

A close scrutiny of the Texts shows a sort of gradual development

or improvement. In the SP what we have is 'Your shoe' from 'Your
foot' which is siﬁgular. The construction would make one think
Moses had just a foot not feeton which he fastened the single shoe -

a poor grammar indeed.

But the Septuagint went a step further in its rendering to say

'Your/
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'Your shoe' (singular) from 'Your feet' (plural). Here we can
feel the translator using his common sense to make the statement
intelligible. Then we have the MT rendering it in very good
grammatical construction, "Put off the shoes from your feet" and
the V copied it., Thus in the MT we see the climax of the process
of grammatical development of the Text. It would be absurd for
anybody to think that the reverse is the case! So our present MT

shows here marks of a later development of the Text.

(5) Ex. 3:6
1V A= '
LXX Tov TWAXTPOS
SP TNAN
\Y patris tui

The rendering of the different texts is difficult to understand.
Although it appears that the LXX agrees with the MT, we may note
that some of LXX manuscripts like, 'MSS 58:72' read 'Fathers'.

And in the case of the SP the very word ~77I]:l?i is absent in
the Original Text. It is only in such MSS as the DBEGlIX2 that

we find 7'7ﬂ7:7.7‘( instead of 7’ TN . And even as we now
find it in the Text 77 AN , it is difficult to determine its
meaning. This is because while it has a masculine singulaf suffix,
it is a masculine noun with a feminine plural term. This makes it

different from the better form in MT, which is a masculine singular

noun with a masculine singular suffix,

This problem of reading is compounded by the result of a comparison

of/



of the verse with other exemplers of our text in other parts of

the Pentateuch. Here in Ex., 3:6 it is Father (assuming that

is what lies behind SP) like in Ex.15:2; 18:4; but in Ex.3:15-16;

4:5; 6:25 it is Fathers. 1In these references IXX always agrees

with MT in reading Father or Fathers. And in the early Church

the passage is cited as saying Fathers, Acts 7:32 says TwV 7ﬂXT@PMA/

and so Justin Martyr cited it.

If we compare Genesis 47:9 (®3113X ) with what we have in the SP

of Ex. 3:6, it is very unlikely that it should be understood as
singular. This coupled with its absence in the Original shows

that the Text has in a way been tampered with in view of the later
understanding of the 'Fathers' as either referring to the immediate
forebears or to the Distant Patriarchs - after the Fathers of the
Exile had discredited themselves through disobedience to be styled
Fathers of Faith. Probably at this later date, the use of Father(s)

became scrupulously guarded to avoid any misunderstanding of it.

In view of this, we may think that here in Ex. 3:6, MT and LXX preserve
the 'Original' and the singular would be very appropriate and reasonable

in 'Moses dialogue with Yahweh'.

(6) Ex. 3:6

vt RT3 YTIPN

xx | kot Bcos oo

sp RT3 MIE'S

v Deus Isaak
The problem with the Texts here is the addition or deletion of the
conjunction - ot o 7. The MT and V have no conjunction, but SP

and LXX have, just as it is repeated in Ex. 3:15 too. In all

probability/



~15-

probability it seems that the vorlage used by the LXX and SP

has it and is therefore retained in their versions. But ils
absence in the MT might have been due to the tendency or desire
to interpret the construction along a particular line. Apart
from the fact that the deletion of the conjunction makes the
Text more idiomatic and a better construction - an improvement,
its removal might have been theologically motivated i.e. to avoid
misunderstanding the Patriarchal Deity as Three instead of One -

problem of interpretation!

On the basis of this, one would think MT rendering is a later

improvement on the Text.

(7) Ex. 3:7
MT AN IN
LXX 7ﬁv OSUVVV a&TuN
SP 1A DM

Y propter duritiam eorum

Although all the versions look alike in their rendering of this
text or verse, it is noteworthy that it is only the MT which uses
the plural form of the Hebrew word for suffering. Both LXX and
SP agree that it is singular - suffering or sorrow. The;plural
form of the MT may be due to iater tendency to make the passage
speak to the Israelites in their captivity in view of the varied
experiences of sorrow they were passing through. So MT's plural
form may represént later development accruing from the use made of

the text.
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(8) Ex. 3:8
MI T3
XX ket | KxTegnv
SP NI

A descendi

In the Samaritan Pentateuch there is conflict of witness.

While in MSS. A, we have |]J)XJ, in MSS. B, we have T 7.
The variance may point to later adaptation of the text to suit
theologisation. This can be inferred from the form of thg verb

used. Like MSS. B, of the SP, the MT has the 'Kal future' form

‘of the verb, J)' which probably points to Yahweh's continual
coming down to save His people when in a state of stresss while
" the SP and its MSS. A have the indicative fdrm of the verb with a
paragogic j] just 1ike’the 1LXX with its 'Second Aorist indicative

form' of the verb <o Tex S O4vI) ~‘.9ha\/e come down'.,

Thus the LXX and SP, reflect the Original with the form of the verb
suitable in the Moses Context, while MT poiﬁts to later understanding
and use made of the one time revelation to Moses to mean an all time

descent of Yahweh to save his people from their suffering.

(9) Ex. 3:9

VMT IO AR T TR

LXX kot XETToutwV----Kat r‘sloa/sdouwv
S TWXIAM RN

v et Hetthei .....?7?

Both MT and V have the form "And the Hittites", while omitting the
tribe 'Girgashites'.  The LXX has, "And the Hittites and Girgashites'

while/
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while SP has the Hittites and the Girgashites. It is also
only the LXX and SP who retain Girgashites in Ex. 3:17, while
both MT and V omit it. And if we set it out thus:
MT The Canaanites and the HittiteS.......
LXX The Canaanites and Hittites and Girgashites....
SP The Canaanites, the Hittites and the Girgashites...
we would see that while LXX and SP reflect the more rhetorical
use of the nomenclature without actually putting too much thought
into what they mean - just the nations Yahweh dispossessed for
the sake of his beloved people, MT presents a better form of naming

or construction which is less rhetorical.

Secondly the omission of Girgashites by MT may point to its meaniﬁgless-
ness much later when the tribe and the land they supposedly possessed
had lost any trace in history. To still include the name may make

the story look like fiction (9). Thus we could say that MT is here

again improved upon.

(10) Ex. 3:10
MT 22 27 NSO
XX Boceihgx  AlyumTou Egcx‘gsas
SP 27 22 ISV

A ?7? 77 educas (10)

The addition of 'King of Egypt' by the LXX may be regarded as

the work of the translator to make the original unambiguous in his
rendition. And for the verb %7, while the MT uses the imperative,
the SP uses the preterite form which could be represented as, "And
thou shalt bring out (my people) — cf. Num. 20:837?(3ﬁ777> = "And

you/



you shall bring (water) out”. If this our interpretation is
accepted then it would mean that in the SP as shown here, we have
the form of the verb which suits the story of Moses more than the
MT's own rendering which is copied by the V. The SP and LXX -
excluding the addition - would therefore from my point of view point

more to the original Text than the improved Massoretic Text.

(11) Ex. 3:12
MT IYOnN )
XX ¢ilwmsv St 0 Hres Mwuoct kza'wv

SP AN

The simple phrase, '"And he said" of MT and the SP, is rendered by
the Septuagint translators in its redundant form "And God said to
Moses saying." Even in some LXX Minuscules, KUPIOS is used to replace
Otos while in the Codex Alexandrinus, the word‘kianuv is missing.,
The LXX rendering is an amplificafionbof the MT and SP which represent

the Original.

(12) Ex. 3:14
MI T AN Ywr T ON
LR Tyw Ty O v

S ’nx WN N an

There is évidence that the 'phrase' in the Vorlage before all the 3
versions is cryptic, and as a result of which, none of the versions is
absolutely clear as to what meaning lies behind the phrase. Instead
of a name as fhe passage suggests, the phrase smacks of an explanation
of the significance of the 'Name' rather  than the name itself. It

shows that behind the phrase is an ineffable name which can only be

known/
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known by the coming into being, or becoming in action what

it is in essence. Therefore all the 3 versions look like a
theologisation on the meaning of the name which is absent,

So none of the three could bé regarded as representing the
Original, if in fact they are not all later tﬁeologumena of the

essence of the Divine Name of the God of Israel.

(13) Ex. 3:15

MT T 75

LXX szsﬁuv yevesis (literally - of
generations to
generations)

sp T Th

Of the many possible ways of rendering the phrase - 'from
generation to generation or for ever', i.e. \)7 “r7$ ‘777 "77#,
77-) 77 TY5 77 770 SP chooses one and MT another.
Since whichever form is chosen does not affect the sense of the
Text, we should see the difference as reflecting the desire to
present a better grammatical construction. And since of the two,
MT looks more idiomatic than the fairly awkward SP, then we are to
see the MT as representing a later better grammar and the SP, the

original archaic form. In this regard the LXX is of no help!

(14) Ex. 3:16

M bYW CIRY

LXX  Tqv yipovew  Twv >[5—P‘>(7A

P baOw?  T1] TIRY
If it is understood that the SP represenés the version of the
Scriptures in use by the Samaritans prior to their separation, and

also /



also that it is a transcription rather than a translation, then
one should normally expect it to be closer to the MT with which

it was related before the separation than the LXX. But contrari-
wise, in the above rendering SP and LXX agree against the MT. IF
as it is usually claimed, thé SP and LXX represent later popular
Texts, and the MT the Original, one should expect the MT construction
to be more archaic than the SP and LXX. But instead the reverse
is the case. SP and LXX's "...The Elders of the sons of Israel',
is put in a more laconic and less wooden construction, "...The
Elders of Israel". The conclusion from this is obvious, which is
that MT is a refinement of the old form presented in the SP and

the LXX.

(15) Ex. 3:17

M OV

LXX zlnrov (in the Original Ms it is in the
3rd pers. Singular = And he said)

Sp 17X

Here the form of the verb )N used by the MT is more emphatic
than that of the SP. What we have in the SP looks very much like
a wish or a plan being ruminated upon, cf. Lamentations 3:24 WD 7]
TN , and Genesis 46:31 77PN WIDn. And LXX puts it in
the reported speech. What we have therefore in the SP and LXX is
purely the sense of the story of what happened to Moses in the
wilderness and nothing more. But in the MT it appears that with
the - I have said, or have promised - idea of the version, more is
being read into the original story to make it a present reality, -
Yahweh has promised to bring his people out as he did of old. The

simple /



simple Moses Yahweh encounter thus becomes no longer an ordinary

story but an ongoing present reality.

(16) Ex. 3:18
MT O
LXX iFiLS

Sp onnNNT

It is difficult to reconstruct what the Original is in this
context. While the’MT and SP use tﬁe second person plural,
the LXX uses the second person singular. As we know later

in the contest with Pharaoh (Ex.5:1ff), the elders definitely
did not accompany Moses to Pharaoh. It is either that LXX

is amending its vorlage on the basis of this later knowledge

of the story, or the MT and SP are putting it in the second
person plural to reflect the later 'commuﬁity leadership' in
Israel rather than the individual)sovereignty. So the Text is

in a confused state and not much can be made out of it.

(17) Ex. 3:18

MT S
LXX 277
SP 299

As we have been maintaining all along, here again we find the
'MT amplifying its source by putting in words which will make

the story more lively and arresting - "And Now'". There is no
doubt that it was absent in the original or vorlage used by the
LXX and SP, and even probébly in the Original MT version used

by Jerome as the V itself does not have it. In all probability

it/
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it is a much later improvement of the Text.

(18) Ex. 3:19
MT ™ b))
LXX XV fen

SP el

While SP and LXX look at Pharaoh's stubbornness from one angle,
the MT sees it from another. MT sees that Pharaoh will not let
the people go even by a mighty hand. But LXX says, 'except by

a mighty hand', while SP says, 'not, except by a mighty hand’.
The latter i.e. SP and LXX see that Pharaoh will eventually allow
the people to go aftgr Yahweh's demonstration of His might. But
MT says this demonstration may not even convince Pharaoh - a
pointer to his ultimate destruction at the Red Sea. Such an.
extended implication savours of é much later interpretation than

the original simple story construction.

(19) Ex. 3:22
MT NTIJWUN  NWr NEPANWT
Lxx QLT noil yOvy TxpX  YLLTOVOS

sp TINIYY TIRND quna Y INn W P

In the rendering of this passage, the LXX agrees with the MT

against the Samaritan Pentateuch. They both have it that only

women should ask ornaments from their neighbours. But SP says

it is both men and women. Ye;‘when we compare with Ex.11:2 we

see that all thfee versions agree,

MT. 7117 DD YN INYT DIxn U 1 hau’)

'LXX I<xt 0(27)7&3(710 %K*XO’TOS 7/5(/7<X Tov WAva‘(OV IRxL J/UV;} '777-1'/& 775 7/7\75

sp Ny D MUY ITY iy Wi )bw W)

And/.
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And this fact ig}ggrroborated in Ex. 33:5-6 where it is again
evident that it was not only women and chilaren who left Egypt
with ornaments but also men as well, though they all disposed
of the ornaments in a discreditable way - those of women and

children in making the 'Golden Calf' (Ex. 32 ff) and those of

‘men as a result of Yahweh's Anger (Ex. 33:6).

So it is not unlikely that thg Original Text consistently had
'men and women' as represented by the SP, but was for one reason
or the other amended to read only women and children by MT and
LXX at least in the 'Revelation Episode'. Even LXX adds the
personal note that the jewellery was to be requested 'Secfétly',

which is neither in the MT nor in the SP,

B. CHAPTER 4:1-17

(1) Ex. 4:1

@) MT 7R Thr ANIITNP (B) 222 | |
LXX Ot}k L«?)'WTM 6ot 595;05 'ﬁ’ifow Wfos XUTOUS

se M’ 7Tex NI e 227

(A) As we have said earlier it is not very easy determining the
pattern LXX follows in rendering the Hebrew Divine Names, 71177’ and
Cf’?}%jw . In all probability it appears that it is the sense

of the context rather than the form of the Némes which is followed
as guide. Hére one would have expected the word 'KUPIOS' but
1J€0ST s used instead. Probably it may be that when the Deity

is referred to in His impersonal Status as here — 'A God has not
appeared to you', the word 505 is used, but when the reference is

to/
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to the personal God of Israel 'KUPIOS' is used. This formula
appears to be followed at least in our Text though may be difficult

to sustain elsewhere,

So we are to see all the Texts or versions as representing the
Original apart from the special case of LXX translation.

(b) It may be mentioned too that it is only the LXX which has,
”....What:shall I say to them", (cf Ex. 3:13 where it appears

to have been borrowed).

(2) Ex. 4:2
MT 77’1 7
LXX  T¢ Tovro FoTIiv To €V T XEpt cou
s 7772wy an

v quid est hoc quod tenes in manu tua

IF the various versions are rendered literally we would have
something like this : :
MI  'What is in your hand?'
LXX 'What this is which is in your hand?'
SP  'What is this in your hand?'

v 'What is this which is in your hand?'

Virtuélly it seems all the versions excepf MT agree on the form

of the question even including the V. The contracted form of

the question in the MT might have been due to the desire to make
the question look less of a 'person to person' type of dialogue

i.e. physical contact, and more of a command probably from 'heaven'.
The fact that the V does not agree with the MT supports the point

that/



that the development was much later in the MT.

(3) Ex. 4:5
MT 710’

LXX KUPIOS - missing in both the Original Text
and in Codex Vaticanus.

sp 117

The absence of any representation by LXX of the Hebrew

here is surprising. This is because in other places like Ex.3:16,
it is fully represented. But when one recalls the fact that the
verse itself is a disputed one as a later 1insertion into the Text,
one beginé to wonder whether it was even in the original Hebrew
vorlage used by the LXX., The assumption that it was absent, may
therefore explain why it is represented in one place and is absent
in the other, Thus the verse itself may be seen as a later

interpolation,

(4) Ex. 4:6
MT I
LXx K=t é;,?vi;‘}fkiv Tr]v X'il/?O( alUTov K KozTrou 0(’()/'7'04/

gp IR NI

In this passage there appears to be a sort of progressive pruning

of detail deemed unnecessary.

LXX says, 'he took his hand out of his place or bosom’'.

SP. prunes it to 'he took it - (hand) out of his bosom', and

MT, the climax of the pruning exercise presents a more idiomatic
form, 'he took it out'. Here the unnecessary pedantic expressions
of LXX and SP are refined to read the better Hebrew expression of

the/



the MT. Thus we may have cause to believe that the old
expression in the Original Hebrew vorlage represented by the

LXX is gradually refined until it reached its climax in MT.
Except on grounds of good expression, it would seem uﬁreasonable
to delete the words cut out by MT. Even in Ex. 4:7 we see MT
going back to the form in the SP, 7727U?3\71ﬂ957’7k - 'And he
took it out of his bosom', a form which is consistently retained

by SP.

Thus within a short space we see MT exercising a freedom of
removing or retaining words which it finds in the Original,
according to his wish, while LXX and SP appear to betray a slavish

attitude to the original construction.

(5) 4:6
MT SIMYIEY

[ ) ¢
LXX 292 n X?,a/o XUTOou WOLL Xwav

sp SIMYIIN0

MT agd SP agree that the 'hand' was or became leprous bdt LXX omits
the word leprous and says as white as snow. The LXX translator(s)
might have omitted the word leprous as an over emphasis or unnecessary
embellishment of the story. This might have been called for by the
type of audience he had in mind to whom being 'white' would not have
been synonymous with leprosy. But of course to the Jews this is
understandable since leprosy could even be found on a garﬁent cf Lev.

13:38 ff 47ff,

(6) Ex. 4:9
MT 7T
LXX i’:G’T‘XL
se 1l

Here/



Here both SP and LXX carry the futuristic sense of the act of
Nile water turning into blood. But MT has the sense of either
the action was being performed at the spot or had already taken
place. He mixes together the later event which happened in
Egypt with the prediction of it here, that it will happen,

So LXX and SP here have the record as it was related in its

story form probably as it was in the Original.

(7) Ex. 4:11
MT l1a’ Y1
A ) . .
Lxx Ty O BLos; o0 Qsos o Ikuptos O Bios

SP nEhE 'J13x

Here again LXX and its manuscripts are inconsistent in their

¢
rendering of the Divine Names in Hebrew. While some say, ' ThoS'.

. [ ¢ p )
others say, " gyto o 950S  or kupeos O Bros,

(8) Ex. 4:14
MT 1152 nYow?

c
. T v y
LXX xaP?c—aTxa P ?/XUTDLQ

s 1211%1  arwy

The only difference here is in the spelling of MT's 11b1 gnd

SP's 71151 . MT looks like an abbreviation of SP.  But the use
of the two forms does not help us to locate which form antedates
the other, though 71#’first appears in Isaiah while :l} is found
constantly in use in the earlier poetry, (see B.D.B pp 523 ff).
Even the change in spelling brings little or no significant change

of meaning to the sense of the passage. So any distinction that

may/



—LO™

may be made about it will be purely psychological or conjectural.

Having thus looked at the various divergences between the MT and
the Major Versions, we may now push our investigation a little
further by comparing what we have in the present MT with another

Ancient witness to the Biblical Text, the Targum.

THE WITNESS OF THE MT COMPARED WITH THE TARGUM

Before juxtaposing the two Texts, we need to say sométhing about
the general néture of the T we are using. As history has it, the

T evolved as a necessity iﬁ v post—exilic Judaism. This was when
Hebrew ceased to be spoken‘as the common language and was replaced
by Aramaic which by then had become the official written language

of the Western Persian Empire. Although Hebrew had not then, as a
language, completely died out of use, it was becoming less and less

spoken and used only within the larger part of the Jewish Community.

It was at this point the need arose, for.Liturgical purposes, to get
the Hebrew Scriptures still in Hebrew characters interpreted in
Aramaic for the benefit and understanding of the worshipping community.
Thus the practice arose to combine the usual Scripture lessons read

in Hebrew in the synagogue with a translation into Aramaic. But

when exactly the practice began, no one knows'(though Neh. 8:8

might be correct.in associating it with Ezra), neither do we know for
how long the translation was done orally before it assumed written
form. And even when it assumed written form, we know not what the
relationship was between the two now literary documents — the Torah

and the Targums.

But/
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But however, after €enturies of oral and written transmission,
these Ts were eventually reworked in the fifth centry A.D. in
Babylon to agree with the received Text, having for centuries
served the worshiﬁping community as a .renowned interpretative
document of the message of the Torah. Out of all the then float-
ing Ts, two became the best known and authoritative for Judaism,
viz., Onkelos for the Pentdateuch which had greater authority

and was supplied with a Massora and Jonathan for the Prophets.
These two documents then became distinguished from the ndmerous
Palestinian Ts which were never edited officially and consequently

had no single authoritative form or Text.

As ancient witnesses to the Hebrew Biblical Text, the Ts have
their own special characteristics which Sperber has called, '"The
Style of the Targum'" (11). A closer study of the T has revealed
that, whenever the context demands it, it either adds the necessary
particles and prepositions or even bmits them altogether; while
for the verbal forms, it completely disregards the grammatical form
of the Hebrew Text and uses the tense which the context demands.

In a bid to promote a better understanding of the Scriptures by the
people, the T exercises a very free hand in its Aramaic rendering
of the Hebrew Original. It is probably this approach to the Text,
which occasionally ignores the meaning of the Hebrew Original, that
reduces its value as Textual witness except only as an important

document for the history of 0ld Testament exegesis.

Thus, we find that the T often gives a rendition of what the Hebrew

Original Text meant to say, rather than what it actually or literally

says.

For/
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For instance, instead of MT's i Sam, 12:15 " (10’71 1a1) 001" =
(Against you and your Fathers), T gives, "77;}1 M7 peninn Pt =
(Against you like your Fathers), or as in Jeremiah 13:17,

w7 ITY " = (The flock of Yahweh), T gives, " "y vy "=

(The people of Yahweh) etc.

In addition to this, tﬁe BibliéallDivine Name Yahweh is rendered
in different forms as,' ' ;)7 ; or ’ﬁ’ ; while the tendency
to eliminate all phrases which are reminiscent of anthropomorphism
and anthropopathism and substitute instead expressions which are

better suited for the more refined ideas concerning Yahweh of a

later generation is very pronounced. (12)

To achieve this seemingly set objective, the T changes verbs froh
the active - ascribing actﬁal action to God, to the passive, making
God involved only indirectly. Thus affirmative statements in the
Hebrew Original are found changed into question forms while negative
statements are changed into affirmations, i.e. if the original
wording of the Hebrew vorlage seems to allow for doubts regarding
the omniscience or omnipotence of Yahweh. The following examples

may be given,

(1) Joshua 4:24 MT D117 77 De Hand of Yahweh
| T 7 NNN1AX 51 = Might of Yahweh

[4 -
cf LXX Y) %uvay4t5 Tev Kgpwu = Power of the Lord

(2) Ex. 16:3 MT i’ 7' In the hand of Yahweh

T ) 7R Before Yahweh

[4
cf LXX U7Toe IKupiov

]

By the Lord or Under his
influence.

(3) /



(3) Joshua 10:11 MT [T°]]%n [Jh’:zﬁ/ Vbwin Ml = Statement

T 72% pravey armama vopr et PO AT
question form.

cf LXX Kext ’{%P(GS %7TZﬁPL}J£V CZ&TULS M GUS
)f*xﬁjbs K Tou OUpxVov = The stones are
\ qualified
(4) And in I Samuel 17:26 the Armies of the living God of the

MT is made the armies of the people of the living God

vt 27T BTabx DDy
T ONHNRTR VT NWY M7

After having éaid all this, a critical scrutiny may pose the question
whether all these apparently obvious deviations of the T in its
translation.of the Hebrew Text can actually be ascribed to 'its Style',
or are we rather to see in them evidences of an actual variant Text

of the Hebrew vorlage used by the T in contrast to the MT. Or on ﬁhe
other hand, could the terms and expressions it is regarded és having
altered be regarded at that early stage as the Standardised Biblical

expressions and phrases?

It is generally claimed that the T writing for a later generation was
out to remove anthropomorphisms and unworthy statements about God
which no longer fitted or suited its age. This may be understandable
in the case of the LXX writing for a different audienée. I¥ the
anthropomorphic language was no longer suitable at the time of the T,
how did they survive in the MT till the Christiaﬁ era, or were they
later reintroduced since both the Hebrew Original and the T were
written and used by the Jewish community. IF¥ the T were written for
Jewish audience for whom anthropopathisms and anthropomorphisms were
very much at home, should we then see the T as merely putting the LXX

into/



into Aramaic Language? From the examples cited above, the T
appears nearer the LXX than the MT and so could either be a
translation of the LXX or its recension. To support this, the
impression tﬁe T gives is not that of a piecemeal translation
work, but rather that of a Commission. Probably this is why
some have seen in the two Names Onkelos and Jonéthan, the names
of the revisers of the LXX, viz., Aquila and Theodotion. Any
attempt at investigating deeper the above puzzles will take us
beyond the scope of our present quest, so we may now stop to
compare the MT Exodus 3 and 4 with Onkelos Targum translation

of it to see the differences.

As one of the aims of the T is to make the Hebrew Scriptures more
intelligible to its community in the daily spoken Aramaic language,
we find it making additions necessary for a better understanding of

its vorlage.

(1) 1In Ex. 4:7 where the MT says, "like his (other) flesh )I¥W2J ",
the T, like the Peshitta, qualifies the leprous flesh as, "The
corrupt/rotten flesh 7’731 J) ", to distinguish it from the healthy

flesh.

(2) In Ex. 4:13 MT says,'f]§b77'7il , but the T puts in an adjective

to qualify hand,77ﬁu/K)5 O 7*3‘f3.— a more suitable hand.

Added to this amplification of the Original is the tendency to render

the words in the Original according to their meaning in the Context.

(1) In Ex. 4:16 MT has, 'be to him as God Djf]ij 'y but T puts it -
'be to him as Master/Lord or governorjl?% 's while MT's /10 ,'as a

mouth'/
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mouth', is rendered in a clearer way -'7YD>?7737T#>= his

interpreter. (13)

(2) Also MT's Ex. 3:3 12 (not) burnt is given in a more

explanatory way as 7R 731N = was still moist/fresh.

In addition to the above, T also supplies words by way of

interpreting the Original,

(1) In Ex. 3:10 The MT gives us —~ (sons of Israel) 'out of
Egypt'[1°9x%7nry; but T interprets it as 'out of the land of

Egypt —lj‘75737 NYIX M yhich when retroverted would read like

this in Hebrew - (17 o x),/jan

(2) Also in Ex. 3:15 MT has‘TT# for " To or for generations",
but T reads )Y ﬁ]ﬁthe equivalent of the Hebrew )7 Pp, "for

all generations",

While the T does this, it also tries to omit what to it seems or
appears to be unnecessary. Thus MT's Ex. 4:6 $X3 - 'now', is

omitted as well as Ex. 4:14 1117 = 'behold'. (14)

In the T we also.find specific indications of 'Time' and 'Direction',

which appear missing in the MT.

For instance in Ex. 4:9 MT's JI@/2'1l is rendered by T as NP

while also MT's Ex 3:17)17Y appears in the T as ff“ﬁl‘lh)% (15)

In one instance in our Text, the T exhibits a 'doublet' tendency.
This is in Ex. 3:1 where MT's 'wildermess' -)1TMN7J], is qualified

as a beautiful pasture (to the) wilderness, SNLTRP N IDW.

Along with the above may be mentioned the addition by T of the

Aramaic/
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Aramaic "7 ' to Ex. 4:2 and which in Hebrew is the equivalent
of WX = which/what etc.
Thus while MT has 77’1 ‘'in thy hand'

T has 77’17 = 'which is in thy hand' (16)

It has also been found to be one of the characteristics of the T
to use Aramaic synonyms in interpreting the Hebrew words in its

Original. Within our Text, we have the following examples:

(1) Ex. 3:5 MT []?}7 (come near) hither

T 72bn (lit. to go to and fro) Advance

(2) Ex. 3:7 MT WX1 taskmaster/exactor
T 77;7’ 77hﬂﬁf>attendant, overseer, taskmaster
- (one T.MS. N has 77ﬂ737l9§21= to make to rule over with
power or force).
(3) Ex. 3:12 MT ") That

T TN That

(4) Ex. 4:10 MT 717 heavy

T TR heavy, difficulty, hard, ponderous.

Apart from the variant readings in the MT and T as discussed above,
there are two or three cases where, in the use of tense, both seem
to agree. In Ex. 4:11 both MT and T have the (177 1in the perfect
with the participle, while in Ex., 3:13 both agree to use the perfect

with the WdaW consecutive.

(1) Ex. 4311 MT 37w’
T Y

(2) Ex. 3:13 MT T1Y2ICN
T 7'\’3’7\('7

Our/
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Our observation from this comparison between the MT and T is

that in the process of use, it seems that our Text had been
subjected to some series of developments by way of amplifications
or embelli;hments as the T has shown. IF we take the T approach
as an index to later attitude to the Text, then we may begin to
see how, probably, the Text has been reworked over the centuries
with many scribal interpretations or additions finding their way

into the Text (cf Ex. 3:9; 3:13-14; 4:5, 8-9). (17)

Secondly in some places it raises the doubt whetﬁer the T was
using our present MT or merely revisiné the LXX or its vorlage.
The general opinion that T translated the Hebrew MT is a view
which appears, to me, very difficult to sustain in view of the

evidence.

However, having said this, let us now examine the MT and SP in

some greater details,

THE SAMARITAN PENTATEUCH

When the Samaritan Pentateuch first came to the notice of scholars

in 1616 in the discovery of a manuscript in Damascus, much was
expected from its witness to the Original Hebrew Text, but, unfortun-
ately its prestige suddenly waned as a result of the blow dealt it

by Gesenius' Verdict in 1815 that the SP'is practically worthless

for purposes of Textual Criticism.

Gesenius does not see the SP as an independent witness to the Text,
but rather as a revision of the MT adapted in both language and

subject /
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subject matter to the views of the Samaritans. This stance
ofAGesenius which has the flavour of an inadequate appreciation
of the SP was not however left uncontested. Thus in the 19th
Century it was protested by A. Geiger and in the 20th Century by
P, Kahle, while recently Jellicoe has said, "The Samaritan
Pentateuch, though itself properly speaking is ﬁot a version so
much as a transcription, can not Be ignored in any comprehensive

account of the transmission - history of the 0ld Testament'". (18)

What has largely been responsible for the undervaluing of the SP as
a Textual witness, is the alleged revisions and corruptions which
stem.from its sectarian interest and the old wrong assumption that
the final break of tﬁe Samaritans from the Judeans took place very
early after the Babylonian Exile, an assumption wﬁich is now largely

being corrected to early first or second century A.D.

This is due to the light thrown on the matter by the wriﬁings at
Qumran and of the Chronicler. IF for instance the break between

the Palestianian Jews and the Samaritans’had been total, as alleged,
at the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, then one wonders why the Chronicler
( 400 B.C.) a partisan of Jerusalem and a rabidly orthodox writer of
Jubilees as well as the Essene Monks at Qumran should cite the’
Pentateuch according to the Text of the Separatist and Sectarian

Community at Shechem.

Another point raised against the SP is that in about 6,000 piaces,
it is found to be at odds with the MT; 1,600 of these in agreement
with LXX against MT, while in 4,400 instances it maintains a variant

reading from the MT. But the fact remains that most of these readings

are/
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are not only on trivial matters, but many of them are purely
orthographical differenceé. Apart from the few sectarian

readings in Deut. 11:30 and nineteen other places, it seems that
the SP is less susceptible to corruption since as a small community
not widely scattered, dangers of Textﬁal corruption and recensional

developments would normally be few,

Also the almost a priori judgment that the MT is 'the Text', has

made it possible to see any deviation from it as representing the
popular or popularising Texts which once floated about in Palestine.(19)
It seems not taken into account, the fact that the locale of each

Text, MT - Babylon?, LXX - Egypt, and SP - Palestine might have
contributed to the differences. The almost separate history of the

MT might be ;esponsible for the differences rather than the alleged
’sectarian interest of the SP. However as an ancient Textual witness,
we find the following Aifferenées between the SP and the MT which have

not been mentioned in our study of the MT and the Major Versions.

COMPARISON OF THE JEWISH AND SAMARITAN VERSION

(1) Ex. 3:1 S, 11171177 MT., 110

The difference betwen the two versions in this verse is in SP's
spelling. As we shall see all through this comparison MT is very
inconsistent in its spelliné, an indication of probably the work of
many hands. But the SP maintains its spelling pattern, cf. Ex. 17:6;
33:6; Deut 1:6 and 4:10 where SP's spelling of Horeb is the same

while MT uses one form now and then another.

2 /
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(2) Ex. 3:2 SP MINEL 730 JePH THMT DAL e 1 TN

There is a rearrangement in MT which makes it look a better
construction while its spelling of 'inflame' is different.

It is worth noting that in the Original SP, 'flame éf fire'

is absent, while some MSS. like VCQﬁEsimply have 'in fire' .
When however we compare this with LXX witness, it becomes

evident that 'in a flame of fire' in all probability came in as

part of the development of the Text. It might have read

originally - 'A Mal'ak met Moses'.

(3) Ex. 3:3 SPAI VDN TIwM INNXTIMT w1 TN Twi IneC)

Here again the difference is in the MT and it is orthographical.

(4) Ex. 3:5 SP Ty MT 711y

Different tenses are employed by the versions. While SP uses
the perfect, MT chooses the participle; 'You stand', 'You are

standing'.

(5) Ex. 3:7 SP OIXND NI OINNY OMT INI MTHNT

' used.

Both versions here agree on the tense of the verb 'see
But though they both use the infinitive absolute, MT's spelling

is different from SP.

(6) Ex. 3:13 SP O 7PN NN MT O T A v

Apparently the interpretation of the Text remains the same in
spite of MT's difference in spelling. - Here as in Ex. 3:16 the
MT omits (the yod ) in D}7#]{ but in Deut 28:32 and elsewhere it

is retained.

a7/
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(7) Ex. 3:14 SP PAcw’ 11 bx yonm MT Axaw’ 125 hown

The construction of SP seems to be more suitable in the context
as it implies Moses' movement 'unto' the sons of Israel (hx )

rather than MT's Tllﬁ 'to the sons of Israel'.

(8) Ex. 3:15 SP MO hyrwp MT o hyb

Difference is in the spelling which does not however affect the

sense of the passage as both mean - 'for ever'.

(9) Ex. 3:17 SP 711NN MI DYoo

Here is one of the many instances where SP gives feminine endings
to its verbs while the MT would like to give the masculine form.
Why the change is not too obvious from the context.,  But it seems

MT is correcting the old verbal form in the vorlage used by SP

rather than vice versa.

(10) Ex.3:18  SP v 3R 3] | MT 7113

While SP has, 'God of the Hebrews has called us', MT says 'God of
the Hebrews has met with us'. In the Original story SP's version
would probably have been more appropriéte than MT. But in the
Worship context of the community, MT would have been a liturgical

‘expression of Yahweh's meeting with His people.

(11) Ex. 3:20 SP "N PI ] MT ‘?771'533

Here again we note an insignificant .gpelling difference in SP.

(12) Ex. 3:21 SP 7137 MI 17277

Here SP uses the word empty as an adjective qualifying the sons
of Israel while MT uses it as an adverb modifying the verb 'go'.

So it seems MT is here improving on SP's vorlage which has this

wooden/
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wooden Hebrew construct ion.

(13) Ex. 3:22 SP HIxmn W' Abywn MT RIDWD Tiww--'?ﬁz
NI~ AR> NUXT 1757 O3 N312-T1P0ur--F12n
TPV WIY---TIRPY NI I
o NNl
Apart from the omissions in the MT of what is in the SP already
discussed (p.17 above) we see here again the MT in the usual
form of its peculiar spelling habit Qbich is virtually insignifi-

cant in the interpretation of the Text.

(14) Ex. 4:1  SP "AIRp-— 1107 nb  MropR1 IVIN nh

The construction of SP rendered literally is awkward compared with
the MT. MT's "They will not believe in my voice'", is more refined
than SP's "They will not believe to my voice'". MT may here represent

later construction than SP's archaic form.

(15) Ex. 4:10 SP DIwbwm CMT Owbw

Here while MT uses the popular form of the spelling SP uses the

form which is less often found cf BDB pp 1026 ff,

(16) Ex. 4:11  SP 7\(’7,5{7——~—-D”uﬁ MT »Nb7---myw?

Here too although N1pP77 and rY#T? are both adverbs of negation

with the prefix i1; MT applies the form that is more frequently used.

(17) Ex. 4:17  SP MININT MT T INT

MI's habit of spelling so far is very inconsistent as if it is a
series of developments. In Ex. 4:9 it has DITIND for 'signs',
while here in Ex. 4:17 it has {J§I3v7) . But the SP consistently

has/
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has 710 - Within the SP however we have differences;

while MSS IQW3X2 ADEW has N9 wan , C - FHINPQW3X2Y1 has

NIV . It even appears that the MT form V)77 which we

have here in Ex. 4:17 is a defective for J11N W71 which we find in
)

Ex. 4:9, Apart from this surprising habit of spelling of MT

‘here, the difference contributes nothing to the interpretation.

With the differences between the MT and SP thus explored we may
now move on to examine the rendering of our Text within the LXX

'fold' of Primary Manuscripts.

THE RENDERING OF THE SEPTUAGINT AND ITS PRIMARY MSS.

Over the Centuries the Septuagint has enjoyed an unsteady
reputation amongst scholars of Textual Criticism. Its prestige,
which depends on the credibility of the legendary Letter of
Aristeas, is now under question for many reasons; while the
general characteristic traits ascribed to it as a version are
now found to belong, in varying degrees, to the individual books

constituting its component parts. (20)

Altbough in its early years, it was praised by such Jewish scholars
like Philo (died ©50 C.E.) and Josephus (died 100 C.E.) as the
work of 'inspired Prophets', while in the early Church it was
accepted as the Standard form of the 0ld Testament, it seems that
these praises are based on the external rather than the internal

evidence of the Text. (21)

What/



What we have today as the Septuagint appears very much like a
Synthesis or collection of different versions with no impression
of an overall unity. The implication of this is that the
Septuagint is evidence of the Standéra Text used in the Church,
which was only gradually established and did not of itself stand

at the beginning of the Tradition.

It is probably the revision and normalisation of a Siﬁgle Text
from the floating Greek translations of the Hebrew Scriptures
which Aristeas'letter is praising rather than the supposed

proto-Septuagint,

This looks very much the case because as history tells us, the
translation of the Hebrew Scripture was done piecemeal according
to Liturgical needs in different centres - in Egypt into Greek
and in Palestine into Aramaic Targums. So it is very unlikely,
as Aristeas; letter states, that the Jewish Law was translated to
satisfy the curiosity of a royal 'Heathen Patron' of the Arts.
The legendary letter is even faulty in claiming that the trans-
lation was done by Palestinian Jews, who were non-Greek speaking,
instead of the Greek speaking members of the Alexandrian Diaspora.
Even the letter mentions earlier unreliable tfénslations which
means that there were>a1ready Greek renderings of the Hebrew
Scriptures in existence. (22) So Aristeas' letter may therefore
be speaking of a Standard Greek Text from the floating piecemeal

translations commissioned by the Alexandrian Jewish Community.

In all probability this Standard Text might have continued in
existence side by side with the other translations though efforts
might have been made to bring them into line with the accepted

Text./
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Text. This may explain the divergences in the 0ld Testament

quotations we find in Philo, Josephus and the New Testament which

are at variance with the LXX (cf Mtt. 12:18-20; Is. 42:1-4).

These and many other evidences contribute to Jellicoe's étatement
)

that, "Aristeas' letter is a polemic against incipient rival

translations and an apology for Jerusalem and its Temple'. (23)

What emerges from the above is ﬁhat; the search for a proto-
Septuagint text should definitely look beyond our present LXX
and also that it is not easy to say whether what we have in our
LXX is a’recension of the work based on the supposed Original
Hebrew Text or is itself based on the Ur-Hebrew Text. As this
cloud of uncertainty hangs over the worth of the Septuagint

for Textual Criticism in addition to its baffling rendering of
the Hebrew Original, its complete reassessment becomes necessary

in the field of Biblical Criticism.

These few remarks not withstanding, we may now look at how our
Text is rendered by it and its primary manuscripts, viz: Codexes
B, A, and S. Origen's work may be called to witness only if it

becomes necessary.

( A) CHAPTER 3

(1) Ex. 3:1

LXX rnfaygv
B !

]

A MYyEev

In/
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In the Original LXX. MSS, the verb is absent but as the Text

is now, it means, 'led' in contrast to A ﬁs’ﬁV - 'brought'.

(2) Ex. 3:2
LXX CS'//\ Oyt 771,)/905
B Tupt @XoxOS
A

S

This phrase is not found in the Original LXX Text just like the

SP. This may mean that it was also absent in the Hebrew Original
used by them. And if as we ha?e shown above, MT, contains evidence
of later development, this phrase might have been one of those things
that later found their way into the Text, Its inclusion might there-

fore have been motivated by the desire to legitimise the call.

But apart from this, the phrase is found variously expressed in the
LXX manuscripts; Septuaginta agrees with the MT, while BHQRU and A

agree against MT and LXX,

Rahlfs has thought that the Original and normal reading is ' év (p>~0y05
7TUfu;', but Peter Walters regards this as a mistaken view ‘which

leads to relapsing behind the Sixtine and the Cambridge Editions.(24)
From the evidences available, there appears to be no one definite
pattern of rendering this seemingly Biblical hendiadys . For
instance in Isaiah 66:15 we have <¢v (PXCXL'Wst, in Sirach 8:10

45:19 TV 7fqﬁt ?AOXO& while in Psalms of Solomon 15:4 and Sirach

21:9 it is @kcg Wu/’)os .

In the New Testament we have it in two places differently rendered,

I1 /
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II Thess. 1:8 has Zv Mupi ¢ﬁﬂmx, while Acts 7:30 has ¢V (¢>0KL‘ﬁqPO&
The respective writers' choice on how to represent the

text may be attributed to:

i) How the Hebrew Original is written and the

presence of the preposition T,

ii ) Which of the two elements, fire and flame is being
emphasised for which the other is to serve as an

‘adjective to heighten its meaning.

(3) Ex. 3:5

LXX j<x L 5 U
B 0 9¢
A 177

Here the LXX is made to adhere to what is contained in the MT, j<ai
not originally in the Text is brought in, while sv which is already
contained in the verb éO'quﬁS is brought to translate MT's {1 T17¢ .
But MSS. A omits it and it does not affect the sense of the passage.
This and many other instances may pointito it that there was a time
when effort was made to bring the LXX into line with the accepted and

recognised Text i.e. MT.

(4) Ex. 3:6

B 77
R
S
Origen —-—

Here /




Here we have a much later addition to the Text by way of making it

more explicit. But even then the sense of 'who' is speaking and to

who' is not lost without it. It only shows how our Text has grown

over the years by bits of additions

(5) Ex. 3:8
LXX < i)LJ.’)(X?;{}/{\\/ auTees(B) Xim/zdouw\/--. ‘iuxu.u\/
(@) B | |
A 727 ' {:uoctw‘v a/g/ofzcmuwv
S

(A) The addition by LXX of 'what A omits is only an explanation.

LXX " And lead them out of that land and bring them

into a good....."

A " And lead them out of that land

into a good....."

From this it may be assumed LXX is here explaining its vorlage which it

thinks is not explicit enough.

(B) Girgashites and HiYites is missing in the Original LXX while it
is found in SP though in the MT only Girgashites is absent. Its later

addition may be due to harmonization. And of course A reverses the order.

(6) Ex. 3:11

LXX EZ%FL‘

B ész %Z/,u,
A

S

Origen *

) .
LXX's i7u¢, is a later addition to the Text as Origen notes. The
omission in the Original might have been caused by the desire to

differentiate/
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differentiate the 'I am' of Moses represented oﬁly by ' 7¢ ', from
the é{u) iéxc of Yahweh. But later the theological point that the
Revelation did not rob Moses of his individuality or personality, as
it was with later Prophets, might have led to its inclusion in the
Text, Thus the point is made that Moses was quite conscious of the

'T' or 'Self' when he was before Yahweh.

(7) Ex. 3:12

LXX ZE; XNTOSTENN LI

B i‘g\ ToE TE NI
A

? - ;
S i,% (missing)

The fact that tﬁis word is not in the LXX Original may be an indica-
tion that in its vorlage\the 'sign' was not for the sending of Moées
but for Yahweh's promise of 'beiqg with him'. Even its inclusion
does not resolve the conflict. The form in which we find it in B is
different, while in S the 'é; ' is missing showing that the emphasis
is not on the 'going out', but in the authority of the message sent.

All these differences show that the passage must have been differently

" interpreted in its early years prior to harmonisation.

(8) Ex. 3:12

LXX TOV AXoV frev
B

A

S 777

The inclusion of the possessive 'f‘OU' is peculiar to LXX. It is
neither in the MT nor in the SP. It is also absent in the S. It
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is to be regarded as one of the peculiar additions the translator(s)

have made to their vorlage. Probably it would have been appropriate

for the Alexandrian Community in Dispersion.

(9) Ex. 3:13

(A LXX %X$u€ngL 'hw 7mT%mN &ﬂmw
\ B 7{31’,\(&()50/wa (B) Toov T TLpeV r;/,LL\)V
A
S

( A) The different forms of thé verb used here may be a pointer to
how the Mosaic Story was understood and interpreted. While the MT
says, 'Behold I come....", LXX says, "I shall come...",

while B has, "I shall coﬁe out". .The futuristic sense in the LXX
fits the Story, while the addition of 'out' in B is mere embeilishment

giving a more realistic mental picture to the incident of the Revelation.

(B) Again in the LXX, we have, "God of 'Your' Fathers" which undoubtedly
is what is contained in the Oriéinal, but in B, we have, "God of 'Our'
Fathers', 'Your Fathers' of LXX is now 'Our Fathers', in B, showing a
sense of appropriation of the Text to meet specific needs of the

'worshipping community'.

(10) Ex. 3:14
Lxx Mwuony
B Muou e MV Xﬁyuw
A

S

In the LXX, 'Moses' is a later addition probably to bring it into line
with the MT, although its absence does no damage to the sense of the

passage./
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passage. B in its further development adds ' ALYWV' to Moses, to

make the reading of the passage a little more dramatic!

(11) Ex. 3:16

LXX QOUuV
B

A 777
S

Septuagint's OUV . - therefore is neither in the MT nor in the SP.
And wherever he introduces it probably to add or give more force to
the passage, it is found consistently absent in the A MSS; cf.Ex.1:10;

4:1. B. also omits it 1in 4:1.

(12) Ex. 3:17

>

LXX S LTev

B TLITLN
A z Z?To<
S

Here in the LXX, tZWov which originally did not belong to the Text

is found in a different form, from how it is in thé MT. In the latter
it is in the perfect tense and is a continuation of Yahweh's speech,
but here in the LXX, it is in the imperativé and it is a qommand to
Moses to relay what Yahweh will do for the Peoble i.e. bring them out

of Egypt etc.

When we compare this with what we have in B and A above, we see they
do not agree. While A. appears closer to MT - "And I say I will...",
B. is further from them all. He puts the verb in the 3rd person

singular/



"

singular in the reported speech, - "And he said ....

This is a further witness to the way the Text has been handled or
interpreted during the period of its transmission. The problem
appéars to have beén that of either interpreting it as a story of
what happered in the past or as what Yahweh is continuously doing in

'History'.

(B) CHAPTER 4:1-17

(1) Ex. 4:1
LXX C LLos
B
A KUPIOS

S

Here MT's Yahweh is differently represented (see above p.23 ).

LxxX's 0 G505 is not attested in the Original Text which means that

it originally circulated without it. If it was absent in its vorlage,
then it sheds a.different light on the interpretation of the passage.
It would mean that the question Moses was anticipating was not whether
a 'Particular God' appeared to him, but that he had had a revelation,
against which he seeks some palpable proof. The series of miracles
which followed were therefore meant to authenticate his having had a
revelation. He was seeking to legitimate his having had a call, and
not his having been called by a particular God. A;s 'KUPIOS' is no

doubt an approximation to the MT's 771717 .

(2)
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(2) Ex. 4:6
LXX %‘j’Lo’z:v 5% kg v xu/ﬂ-x X TOU
B SlozvEyKov |
A - ILLL\JUJ'SL«JS

S

'8lc;zv2y*$' as well as '/XDT0U', are not found in the Original

LXX just as in Ex. 4:7 the second)(igOX.is missing as well as ”XQTUUf.
All these omissions and their later inclusion leave no doubt that a
series of reworking or improvements had taken place. B's Original,
‘izcrgvgxkov' may point to his usual tendency to revise LXX and bring
it in line with MT (for evidence.of this cf. Judges 1:22-24 in the
renderings of LXX, MT, B and S.). The addition of vAu¢w61w9 by A

is without doubt an embellishment of the story.

(3) Ex. 4:11
LXX Tpos Mwue nV o B10%
B
A Tuo Mwuaei Kupios
S

It appears here that the hand which later added, 'To Moses' into the

LXX Original betrays his poor knowledge of the Hebrew Original. The
Hebrew '7’??( = unto him', is here rendered with '7pos MwuenV ', which
literally would mean 'towards Moses'. The 'Dative Case' would be better
instead of the, 'TpOS ' with Accusative — motion towards. The A MSS has
a better rendering of the Hebrew vorlage. This and the absence of

10 Bross in the Original LXX shows our Text has been tampered with or

developed.

(4) Ex. 4:16 /



(4) Ex. 4:16
B >\°(>\V76"%L
A

S

The difference between LXX and B is a question of emphasis. The
addition of 7pos to )mx%vgzb by LXX does not introduce any change

in meaning to the Text.

From these exemplars, we can see that.our Text has been variously
understood and intepreted in the course of its transmission within
;he LXX family of manuscripts. We have also seen how efforts had
been made much later to approximate the different readings to the

Hebrew Text — MT.

Now we may try to conclude this investigation by comparing how the
Septuagint/0G, in its different recensions rendered our Text. But
first, let us give some points on the LXX and its recension by &, X, O

and Origen.

THE WITNESS OF THE SEPTUAGINT RECENSIONS

One of the things to be noted in thé discussion of the Septuagint/0G

and its recensions, is that it has not yet been established what exactly
was the nature of the Greek Text used by the revisers. That all the
revisers tried to bring their Greek version nearer the MT is the only
point on which there is an apparent consensus. But this point is

often so exaggerated that one wonders how such a Text so far from the

MT /
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MT, was acceptable to the Jewish communities who first used it, and
on which efforts had to be so strenuously expended to make it agree
with the MT. And even, from our experience or observation, what we

have as the remains of these revisions still show signs of diver gences.

Was the Old Greek therefore a 'free composition' or a translation of
the Hebrew Original, or was it the MT that was a later 'free'
rendering of the Original Hebrew vorlage, This is a question for

which an easy answer cannot be found.

However, early in the Christian era, the need arose to solve the problem
of the presence of discrepancies between the Greek and the Hebrew Texts

of the Jewish Scripture. To meet this need, the revisions by ,&,X
and(j) were carried out at different times and places. In carrying

out their work, éach revisor adopted his own method of approach which

has now come to characterise the individual works. While © is Qell known
for his transliteration instead of translation, which he even extends to
well-known and frequent words,X has a reputation for being anti—Christian
in his translations as he was indifferent in the renderings where the

LXX shows pro—Christian tendency, (e.g. IS. 7:14, Dan.9:26). In fact

he appears to have set for himself the task of expunging from the LXX

Text all ﬁhe readings which the Christians were using for their apologetic

purposes. (26)

But (J on his own is known for his elegant Greek style and idiomatic
renderings of wooden Hebrew constructions. History has it that Jerome
favoured this version and used it in his preparation of the V.

Although it is populérly said that they were all 'revisors?' of the

0ld Greek to bring it into line with the MT, their real relation with

the /
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the 01d Greek is clouded in obscurity just as what constituted

the 01d Greek version is difficult to decide.

|

Elements in & version have been found to antedate Theodotion of
the Second Century, C.E., while it is now being commonly accepted
that Aquila used £ in his effort to bring the Greek version nearer
the MT. (27) This would make 1+ version a member of the Kaige
recension ménuscripts, though the frequent agreement between X and

01d Greek would call this stanceinto question.

Apart from these problems of relationship among the versions, is the
issue of the representation in Greek letters of the Hebrew Tetra-

grammaton. (28)

While Baudissis has vehemently'maintained that right from its origins,
the LXX had rendered the Tetragrammaton by 'KUPIOS' and was in no where
a later substitution for an earlier ASwvatL(29) Origen (30) in his
comment on Psalm 2:2 as well as Jerome in his own later testimony had
maintained that in the more accurate manuscripts, the Di&ine Name was

written in the Ancient palaee - Hebrew Scripts.

Although some light has been shed on the matter by the discovery of the
Fouad Papyrus as well as the Qumran Fragment of Leviticus II-IV in
which the Divine Name is written in a hand closely akin to Fouad 266
where the Tetragrammaton is rendered ble\Sfa , one would like to say
that the matter still remains an open question in view of other problems
which it raisesgk Poor though the situation is, it would not prevent

us from using the versions to examine Exodus 3 and 4.

te '
But it needsﬁbe said from the outset that because of the aim of the

revisors /
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revisors i.e. to bring the 0ld Greek nearer the MT, the few variant
readings in them which are different from the present MT are very

minor if not negligible.

(1) Ex. 3:4
LXX  T¢ e T v
X (Sou 5’,‘_3/4,\)
"Q ‘LSou ;'3/“)
MT ca10)
LXX's "What is it?' is rendered, 'Behold me, or Here I am', like

the MT.

(2) Ex. 3:6
LXX CI[,J [ % L’ Ny
X ';‘.'dfu) by t)/—ALL
1} éylu XZfLL
M CDIn )

Here all the versions agree in rendering the Hebrew ’)jp.  But in

Ex. 3:11 there is difference.

(3) Ex. 3:11

LXX Tis o ;/L "
D< T( S Vi i)/,u,
&L .

. L >
Les gy Tlate

®T - oa)
There is great confusion here as to what was the Original rendering
of the Hebrew’)i17¢. The explanation that K. G. O'Connel (31) tries

to give as the differentiation between the Hebrew')j;n¢ and *Jnc I

- think/
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think is not appropriate because even in our Text, 3:6 and 3:11
are both™JlrTvand yet we find differences (cf. also Gen., 45:4; 28:13;

17:1; 26:24 etc.). The two issues at stake I belieye are simply
these:

(i) The revisors want to bring the 01ld Greek closer

to the MT who uses " JIN indiscriminately for man

and God.

(ii) While fuifilling their objective, they also want to
make sure they differentiate for theological purpose -
between the human 'I am' and the "Divine I am'.

Thus one could see why the problem arises here where
the Hebrew uses the‘same 'I am' for Moses as he used
for Yahweh in 3:6,

So the issue at stake is theological!

(4) Ex. 3:9
LXX kexyu ?ilu/axkx Tov ‘QAL/LL/MV 