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v ABSTRACT This paper serves to introduce a new critical edition
of Armenian Deuteronomy, forty years after the diplomatic edition
was prepared as a doctoral thesis at the University of Toronto. It
deals with the challenges involved, such as how to reconstruct the
underlying Greek source text and linguistic issues that are to be
taken into account in collation, notably certain preferences in word
order. The last half of the paper advances the rewards that repay
the preparation of such a critical edition, including the recovery of
an early form of the Greek source text, and, in the case of
Deuteronomy, an appreciation of the contribution of the translator
in shaping the theological message of the book.
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1. Introduction

If we were offered an early fifth century manuscript (MS) of the book of OG!
Deuteronomy, it would be an exciting day, even if bits of it were illegible for one

"'This essay was a paper given in a section of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies
(IOSCS) at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, in Denver, Nov. 19-22, 2022. As such itis a
contribution to Septuagint studies but clearly, as well, to Armenian studies. It retains some of its character as an
oral presentation.

I am aware that this paper contains terminology and abbreviations that may not be familiar. OG = Old Greek,
the earliest translation of the Old Testament into Greek. It is often used as a synonym for “Septuagint”, or
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reason or another. Something like this may help in envisioning the place of the
Armenian translation in the textual criticism of the OG text. This version, like other
secondary versions,” is not in Greek and, for that and for several other reasons,
there are bits of it whose source text cannot be precisely reconstructed. I say “recon-
structed” because, in collating a secondary version in the pursuit of the original OG, it
is not a question of collating the translation as it stands but of collating the source text
from which it has come. This is an important distinction. The analysis provided here
rests on the remaking of an edition of Armenian Deuteronomy (Arm Deut), of taking
a diplomatic edition and having it rise like a phoenix into an edition that presents
an eclectic text, a fully critical edition, after the space of forty years. This exploration
begins with the desideratum of critical editions of texts; continues into the challenges
of producing an eclectic text from which the source text can be reconstructed; finally,
it sets out the rewards of this entire enterprise.

2. The Desideratum: A Critically Established, Eclectic Text

The diplomatic edition of Armenian Deuteronomy was prepared as a doctoral thesis
(1979), under the tutelage of John W. Wevers, and was published in 1981, as The
Armenian Version of Deuteronomy (Cox 1981). Sample passages from some 100 MSS
were collated against Wevers’ edition of the OG; text groups were established, five,
and a MS chosen from MSS that preserve the “purest” form of text to serve as base
MS for collation. A stemma was prepared that showed three main groups (a b ¢) and
two groups descended from the third (ie., d ¢, from group c). Groups b ¢ (d ¢) are
all descended from the earliest form of text, a. Representative MSS were chosen from
the five groups and their variations from the base MS provided in an apparatus, two
MSS from groups a b and one each from ¢ d and e. An additional group a MS was cited
from time to time. The text was compared with the Peshitta to eliminate the Peshitta
as a possible source text or aid in the translation of the OG into Armenian. Collations
of the newly edited text were made against Wevers’ critically established text (Wevers
1977). It was determined that the Armenian version is related to OG groups bndt
and somewhat closer to groups b n than to d t. Agreement with hexaplaric® readings

LXX, which, when understood in its narrower sense, refers only to the translation of the Books of Moses, the
Pentateuch, which were translated from Hebrew to Greek by the Jewish community in Egypt in the early third
century BCE. M = Masoretic text, the Hebrew text. In reality, “Masoretic text” refers to the Hebrew text that the
Masoretes worked on in the late first millennium cE, but it is often used anachronistically of the form of text that
became the Masoretic text.

The Armenian version is a “secondary” version, because it is a translation of a translation. The “primary” versions
of the Hebrew Bible are the OG, the Syriac Peshitta, and the Latin Vulgate. The Old Latin, Coptic, Armenian,
Ethiopic, Georgian, and Arabic are secondary translations, all having the OG for the most part as their source
text.

Hexapla = third century multi-columned comparison of the OG against the Hebrew, prepared by Origen. The
OG stood in the fifth of its six columns. Origen used particular signs to indicate where the OG was longer than
the Hebrew; where the OG was shorter — by words, phrases or more — he added what was lacking from the
sixth column, which is attributed to one Theodotion, marking what he had added with an asterisk before and
ametobelus (:) after. This conflated text is called “hexaplaric”, and the entire enterprise “the Hexapla’, after
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was determined to be 30%. The conclusion was drawn that the source text of Arm
Deut was a Byzantine type of text that is a secondary witness to the Hexapla.*

In the lists of evidence for variant readings in the Gottingen editions, “Arm” and
other secondary versions stand at the end, after papyri, MSS, and patristic evidence,
because they are not in the original language and, by and large, their textual character
remains unclassified. “Unclassified” because of the lack of critical editions of their
texts (this remains true as well of the patristic evidence, which most often lacks
critical editions). In the case of the Armenian, it is the old edition of Zohrabean
that has served as its representative. This edition is “head and shoulders” above
many of the text editions of its day. Published in 180s, it incorporated the textual
evidence of all the MSS that were available to Zohrabean at the St Lazar monastery in
Venice (Zohrabean 1805). He chose as a base MS one that was complete and finely
copied but whose textual character was unknown at the time (Vis07, dated 1319).
It was an early day in the development of a scholarly approach to textual criticism.
Unfortunately, in Deuteronomy his base MS preserves a rather developed text: the
text belongs to a subgroup (cII) of group c. (As is the case with the LXX, MSS may
change their textual affiliations from book to book. So it is that Zohrabean’s base MS
preserves an excellent form of text for the book of Pss.) However, Zohrabean had at
his disposal eight other MSS, some of which attest a purer form of text (Zohrabean
1805, XII-XIV). Major variations among these MSS from his base MS are recorded in
an apparatus.

The Géttingen editions of the OG employ Zohrabean’s text, there being none
other more suitable; that is true of Deuteronomy as well. Wevers, the editor, collated
Zohrabean’s text and apparatus, as Arm™ and Arm*® when they differ. The fact
that Zohrabean’s apparatus records many variants means that they are then recorded
by Wevers for the sake of completeness. Some of these relate to inner-Armenian
corruptions, so, in order to evaluate their worth, an understanding of the Armenian
textual tradition is required. Few have that training. Unique Armenian readings are
rendered into Latin by Wevers.

Gottingen editors were expected to handle the secondary versions; few had
experience with the non-translation literatures of these languages. And there were
fewer tools than are available now. In 1979 the personal computer and the internet
— so taken for granted now — did not exist. The Matenadaran had no website. For
undertaking a critical edition of the Armenian, there are now the following important

its supposed six columns. Its LXX/OG column became widely copied and affected much of the OG textual
tradition, including the Armenian version. The Armenian version and manuscripts of it, by way of signs in the
text itself and marginal readings, is an excellent witness to Origen’s work, so important for understanding the
developing Greek textual tradition.

4 For details, see Cox 1981, 298-99. In the explanation of signs and symbols employed in his edition, Wevers
places Arm (i.e., the Armenian version) with group oIl (MSS 29, 58, 72, and 707). The translation has some sort
of relationship with MS 72, but the relationship with individual MSS was not worked out for this paper. The
siglum O and ol et al. denote Origen’s recension, the former the main group of witnesses and the latter other
witnesses with significant hexaplaric content. The complete list of text groups is as follows: O and it sub-groups ol
and olI; C and its sub-groups cI and cII, catena MSS; groups bd fn s t y z; “mixed” or “unclassified” MSS, of which
there are ten in total.
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resources. First, the Gottingen edition and Wevers’ collations (1977), albeit of
Zohrabean, are in hand and immensely useful. Second, the text and apparatus of
Armenian Deuteronomy (Cox 1981), where there is a base MS better than Zohrabean’s
and an apparatus with evidence presented on the basis of the textual groupings of
Armenian MSS. Third, there is the edition of the Armenian text prepared by Andranik
Zeytunyan (2002). In spite of its title, it is not an eclectic text but, rather, largely
reproduces the text of Zohrabean. However, his apparatus has been most helpful
in the light of the limited collations of the entire text in Armenian Deuteronomy.
Zeytunyan collated some 41 MSS, including five used in Armenian Deuteronomy. He
does not say on what basis he selected these MSS and, since he does not determine
what text groups they belong to, the support for variant readings is simply a list.
Zeytunyan used a cut-off date of 1700, unfortunate because sometimes late MSS
preserve an early text form. MS BFBS (British and Foreign Bible Society) is an
example, dated 1667. Further, he uses an idiosyncratic method of assigning sigla for
the MSS, consisting of a capital letter (i.e., A, etc.) and a subscript number (so, A,
et al.). There are occasional mistakes but, since more evidence is always better than
less, I have found his edition to be a real advantage. Further, he provides quotations
of Arm Deut from several Armenian historical works and commentaries, helpful to
have. Fourth, in the go-year interval several crucial digital resources have become
available. Accordance and programs like it have put powerful concordancing resources
at one’s fingertips where the Greek text is concerned. The large Greek-English
lexicon, Liddell-Scott-Jones (LSJ), has been supplemented now by GE (Montanari
2015).% On the Armenian side, Armenian E-Bible was announced in 2017.° It presents
the Bible in classical Armenian according to the 1895 Constantinople edition, with
an English translation (the KJV) in parallel columns, and offers click-on-the-word
parsing and concordancing. The site also provides various Armenian dictionaries
online. None of these resources was available forty years ago.

3. The Challenges of Reconstructing the Greek Source Text of
Armenian Deuteronomy

There has long been a supposition that the Armenian Bible was first translated from
Syriac and then revised to a Greek text, based on some ambiguity in the historical
record. For Deuteronomy that was already excluded at the diplomatic edition stage.
Then, there is evidence among the texts and manuscripts of some books of an earlier
stage of translation, designated Arm 1 (perhaps some Syriac input), and a later
stage, Arm 2, each with its own translation strategies, the latter being much more
word-for-word, literal to the point of reproducing syntax. This too is a complex issue.
The translation of Deuteronomy evinces characteristics of Arm 1, so that question

5 This lexicon does not replace LS] but, for one thing, it employs newer editions of texts. For the LXX it uses not
the critical editions published in Gottingen but the diplomatic edition Rahlfs 1935.
6 https://arak29.org (.) As for dictionaries on the site, I mention Ghazaryan 2000.
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can be set aside too.” The challenges that remain in reconstructing the Greek source
text are created by the need to deal with the differences between the source text
language and target text language as languages and the identification of elements that
belong to the translator (tr.), for example, stylistic improvements. These are not
mutually exclusive, because sometimes stylistic improvement may represent positive
interference upon the text from the standpoint of preferences in the target language.

3.1. Linguistic Differences between Greek and Armenian, Manifested in Armenian
Deuteronomy

The list that follows grows out of trying to meet the challenges of determining read-
ings in the source language while taking into account the way the two languages “do
things”. This is a randomized list of differences frequently encountered in collating
Armenian Deuteronomy against the OG.®

« Armenian does not mark for gender, or rarely does so. For example, the same word
can represent adtog, adTh, adTO.

« Armenian does not have a future indicative tense per se but, rather, employs the
subjunctive mood to express the future. This becomes a challenge when variant
readings in the OG involve the subjunctive versus the future indicative.

o Greek has two demonstrative pronouns and adjectives, “this” and “that”, whereas
Armenian has three, “this” (uw), “that” (nu), and “that over there” (uu). The
translator often uses the farther demonstrative where the OG has the “near” one.

« Greek may employ a verb in the singular number when the subject is a neuter
plural; not so Armenian.

« Armenian has many words that are morphologically plural but have a meaning
that is singular. For example, jttip shenk” “building”, where -k is the marker of
plurality, nominative. The issue becomes confusing in the accusative case, where -s
is the marker of plurality but is also the shortest form of the nearer demonstrative
adjective. For example, {tiphl lerins can be either “mountains” (acc. pl.) or “of/to
this mountain” (gen./dat. sing.).

« In Armenian a form of the subjunctive may be used to express the imperative.
Which is that form in a particular context?

« Armenian does not have an equivalent for the emphatic negation ov p#.

« Many Greek verbs involve a simple verb to which is affixed a preposition, as in
dxodw “I hear”, but then sicaxkodw, émaxodw. This is not so true of Armenian. The
Armenian translation may employ the same equivalent for all three. Which stood
in the source text? Consider also the verb mpomopevopar, whose mpo6- element is
often represented by a preposition following the verb, but, where not, the trans-

7 See now, succinctly, “1.4.7 Armenian Translations: Secondary Translations’, in Lange and Tov 2016, 370-75.

8 See “The Use of the Armenian Version for the Textual Criticism of the Septuagint”, in Ferndndez Marcos
1985, 25-35. The list that follows draws together observations made specifically from comparing Armenian
Deuteronomy with the OG in Wevers’ edition.
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4.

lator adds an equivalent (wnwgh araji “before” + pronoun [20.4]; junwewqn)
yarajagoyn “before” [31.6]). They have no expressed source text.

Armenian participles may be used as finite verbs.

Armenian has no equivalent for the slight adversative, 8¢. There are stronger
adversatives, but most often the Armenian translator uses ti ew (= xai).

Armenian may employ an undeclined pronoun at the head of a relative clause, np
or — compare Hebrew ‘aser — which greatly simplifies syntax: doot &v, otg, oig
can all be represented by simple np (or zor, with z-, the accusative marker). But
what stood in the source text?

Armenian has a “participle of necessity”, formed with the infin. + an -ots’ ending,
and used with a copula verb to express what must take place or is expected to
take place. It is often used in Deut, but does not exist in the Greek version. Its
appearance is a matter of style and nuance.

Greek has a range of synonyms. For example, évavti, évavtiov, and évomov all
mean “before”. More generally, it may be difficult to differentiate among syn-
onyms in the OG, because the Armenian translator used the same equivalent for
both, or all three, in the example just given.

In Deuteronomy, the OG may employ an additional pronoun to express reflexiv-
ity, e.g., fueic avtoi “we ourselves”. Armenian has a separate reflexive pronoun,
but collocations like fjueig avtoi are rendered simply with, for example, tp
mek’ (= fpeig). It might be supposed that, in this situation, avtoi was lacking
in the source text, but that is not likely so. Example: 4.16.

Whereas Greek may feature a preposition that has a series of nouns dependent
upon it, in that case Armenian may repeat the preposition before each item. This
does not mean that the source text had those prepositions.

Armenian may have two verbs, even three, together, asyndetically. For its part, the
OG may attest a circumstantial ptcp. + finite verb, the Armenian two finite verbs
(e.g., 11.28, 31); the source text did not have two finite verbs.

In a list of two items (or three?) that have possessive pronouns, whereas the OG
has a pronoun with each noun, Armenian may employ only one, which suffices
for both. In such a case, the lack of a possessive pronoun does not mean that the
source text was lacking one. See 11.25; 12.6, 17; 12.31; 13.6; 33.19.

Linguistic Preference? Matters of Style?

The single most significant issue to emerge in the preparation of a critical edition
of Armenian Deuteronomy and its re-collation against the OG is that of preferred
word order in Armenian. This manifests itself primarily in two situations. The first
involves a group of verbs (aitéw, §iSwp, einov, eiodyw, &viéXopa, dyw, neplatpéw,
and Omepopdw), where the following word order obtains: verb + expressed subject +
indirect pronominal object (or, rarely, a dir. obj.), rendered into Armenian with the
object transposed to a position immediately after the verb.



O

11

A NEW, CRITICAL EDITION OF ARMENIAN DEUTERONOMY

The second collocation involves the clause iva €b oot yévnrar (or fj) “(that) it
may be well with you”, rendered as qh pwph |hgh ptiq zi bari litsi k'ez, again with the
pronoun transposed to a position after the verb or, put differently, with the predicate
adjective and verb together. The consequence of these transpositions is that the result
sometimes sees Arm convene with the main Hexaplaric witnesses (O Syh?), so that,
if the transpositions were not already in the source text of Arm, an understanding of
its textual affiliations is skewed if they are so regarded. In fact, it seems more likely
that they are often attributable to Armenian style and preference and belong to the
translator.

4.1. OG Verb + Subject + Indir. Obj. > Arm Verb + Indir. Obj. + Subj.

The cases of the transposition involving the verb eimov are instructive; imov occurs
102x in Deut. The formulation einev x0prog mpdg pe occurs 13%; in all instances the
prep. phrase mpog pe > ghu — ts'is, a single syllable — is transposed, to produce wuwg
ghu Stp asats” ts‘is Tér (“said to me the Lord”; so 1.42). In all cases the transposition
is unique to Arm. Wevers does not cite the first 8x (1.42; 2.2, 9, 31; 3.2, 26; 4.10;
5.28) but does cite the last sx (9.12, 13; 10.1, 11; 18.17). In no case is there any
Greek textual evidence; this suggests that the translator made all these changes in
conformance with Armenian style.'” At issue here is the fact that these single-syllable
personal pronouns are enclitics, a consideration that may have escaped those collating
the Armenian against the OG. Armenian word order is sometimes preferential, even
if it is flexible. Hans Jensen’s remarks are most helpful, though when, in his examples,
the Armenian is mirroring the Greek source text, less compelling. He does cite this
example from the Gospel of John: érowdlw téTOV VUiV > Wunnpuuwnbd dkq wbnh
patrastem dzez teghi “I am preparing for you a place”, where the translator has moved
the (indir.) object to a position immediately after the verb.!' The translator of Deut
acts on this preference. In the light of the example provided by einev kbprog wpog pe,
each such transposition must raise the question: Does it have an equivalence in the
source text, or is it attributable to the translator’s intervention in the interest of good
style?

In some cases the transposition is already attested in Greek witnesses. To take the
case of the verb 8iSwy, there are six examples of the OG word order in Deut, e.g., fjv
E8wkev xOplog abdToig > qnp ki Gngw Sktp “which gave to them the Lord” (2.12). All
six attest the transposition in the Armenian, and in five cases there is evidence for the

The Syro-Hexapla (Syh) is a translation of the hexaplaric text into Syriac and a major resource.

There are two instances that stand apart from these thirteen, where the two-word subject (x0ptog 6 8¢6) in the
Greek is modified by an articulated genitive, itself with a pronominal possessive pronoun; there then follows an
indirect object. This is more easily visualized than described: 8v tpdmov elmev kbplog 6 Oedg T@V TATEPWY NUWY DTV
“as said the Lord God of our fathers to us” (1.21; the same formulation occurs at 27.3). The Armenian translation
retains this word order: npytu wuwg wkp Uunniwd hwpgh dipng aliq. (Greek is unaccented when a reading
is a variant to the original OG).

Jensen 1959, § §417-20, esp. § 418.

1
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transposition among Greek witnesses, if little (8.18; 10.4) and mixed (9.10, 11). The
six passages in question are:'?

2.12 W. does not cite Arm; no Greek witnesses attest the transposition.

8.18 (871 adtdg) oot §idwowv] tr 626 529 118'—-537 318 Arm Syh =M

9.10 (88wxev) xbprog épot] pot xvplog A F M 376-0I 422 d f. 458 t.(76 inc) y 18-83—
630" 55 59 "*cod 104 Arm Bo

9.11 (#8wkev) KOpLOg éy.oi] oL KvplLog (+ 00e0¢ 527) AFEM 15 "_oII¢-72) 422 £, 55 59
Arm = Compl*?

10.4 (88wxev adTag) kbplog dpoi] pot kuplog 44 Arm

11.17 Kk0ptog 2°14] ad fin tr b n **cod 100 Arm.

In 2.12 Arm is alone in attesting the transposition; W. does not cite it and it is unlikely
to reflect a source text. In the case of 8.18, a few scattered Greek witnesses attest the
transposition, but the list includes MSS 118°-537, group b MSS. At 9.10 the support
for the transposition includes groups d t, also the hexaplaric group ol. In the next
verse (9.11), group ol is of interest as a congener for Arm, but there is no MS from
b dnt At 10.4, only one Greek MS attests the change of word order, a group d MS,
44. (We note that in 10.4, there remains the direct object adtég between the verb
and the indirect object; it is an option for it to remain there after the verb). At 11.17
groups b n attest the transposition. That Arm alone has the transposition at 2.12, casts
doubt at 10.4, where this one Greek MS attests it. The agreement is collated, but one
is aware that the support is weak. Generally speaking, in Deuteronomy, Arm seems
most closely related to groups b d n t and that knowledge comes to bear in situations
like this: if the transposition in the Armenian is attested by Greek witnesses with
which it usually convenes, this increases the likelihood that it existed in its source text.
A “likely” reconstruction is possible.

4.2. Transposition in the Translation of the Expression: iva €0 oot yévntau (or f) >
qh puph jhgh plq (zi bari lits'i k'ez)

4-2.1. The collocation b yivopat occurs six times in Deut with the 2™ pers. personal
pron. in the dat., oot, occupying a position between the predicate adv. and the verb.
sx the expression is ed oot yévnrat and Arm renders it with the oot > pliq in a position
after the verb, so pwph hgh / |htihgh ptig. The five instances are, together with evidence
for the transposition, as cited by W.:

4.40 426 Arm =M
5.16 Latcod 100 PsHi Ep XI 1 Ruf Or princ IV 3.4 Arm = M
12.2§ OArm Syh=M

12 For a delineation of the MS groups and abbreviations, see Wevers 1977, 44—49.
13 ie., the Complutensian Polyglot, whose Greek text is of importance.
14 The little circle means the first occurrence of such-and-such — in this list, kbptog.
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12.28 07376 Arm Syh=M
22.7 07376 Arm Syh =M
6.18 Arm.

In the sixth case of €0 oot yévntai, Arm places oot before €0, perhaps for emphasis; €0
YévnTar are again not separated: (qh) ptiq pwph thgh / |htihgh. Here is the support for
that transposition in W.: only Arm.

4.2.2. In Deut there are six occurrences of this same expression but with the verb eiyi,
as ¢0 oot fj (#otat 19.13), or as tva 0 fjuiv. Arm places the oot (|uiv) after the verb
thus: pwiph |hgh / |htthgh ptiq (tiq). The location and support for the transpositions in
these cases are:

5.33 Arm(faciat tibi) Syh
6.3 AFVs8-72C" fs3% 5285559319 407 646 Arm = Compl M
6.24 (eD) AUy / 17]] tr BF 15'-426 44-106"~107" 56 =75 74—134™8-799° 71'—318 128—

630" 509 Arm Syh = Compl Ra'®
10.13 O Or 11l 551 ™cod 100 Hil PsII 15 CXVIII daleth Arm Syh Vulg=M
19.13 O Arm Syh =M.

In the case of the sixth occurrence of the expression using eipt (at 15.16), the indir.
obj. (avt®) follows the verb, so it is already “transposed”, and Arm follows that word
order: (811) £d 20Tty avT® mapd ooi > (qh) pwph hgt Giw wn ptq. A number of Greek
witnesses rearrange the word order to reflect the common one:

¢oTY avT@ | avtov 0Tt 458; tr B 178 = Ra.

4.2.3. Finally, in two instances €0 is used as a predicate adv. with the verb moiéw
and the dir. obj. ot positioned between the adv. and the verb, so € o¢ momon (OG:
notfjoat) “that he might do you good” (Brenton 1851—; cf. NETS 2007) (8.16) and &b
oe moujoet “he will treat you well” (30.5). The collocation &b motéw Tvé (acc.) means
“treat someone well” in classical Greek; less frequent is €0 motéw Twi (dat. of person):
so LSJ s.v. motéw AIIL, B.2, and 3, with examples. In both instances Arm places the
obj. after the verb, a word order attested by the following witnesses.

8.16 O Arm Syh: cf. M
30.5 O d t Arm(erit tibi) Syh=M

Arm at 8.16 is ti puph wpwugk pliq. The pronoun ptiq may be either acc. or dat. Here
it is most likely dative, “and that he might do good to you”. Greek moiéw can take a
double acc., but is that true of wnttui? See further, 8.16. For our purposes, it is enough

15 i.e. Rahlfs 1935.

43
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to record the transposition. Of even more interest is 30.5, where the OG is kai €0
oe motfjoet “and he will treat you well”, and Arm is tw pwph tnhgh pliq “and it will
be good for you” (W.: erit tibi). The transposition = M, but not the translation. In
this instance the translator has adapted the translation of the phrase to its common
form with tinhgh, the aorist subjunctive or second subjunctive of |htthu. The translator
may be indicating with this unique rendering a stylistic intervention in the translation,
namely, variation.

4.2.4. The question is: Are these transpositions part of the source text of Arm, or
were they brought about by the preference in Armenian to have the copula verb
and pred. adv./adj. together? The pronoun in the posterior position? A glance at
the list of examples might lead one to conclude that Arm is a first rate witness to
the hexaplaric text. This proves not to be so. In the 12 instances of transposition,
Arm joins O and Syh some 6x = M (in order, from first item until last through
the three lists: 12.25, 28; 22.7; 10.13; 19.13; 30.5). In the remaining six cases: once
Arm = M is attested by one O group MS (4.40); another Arm = M is otherwise only
attested by patristic citations (5.16), weak co-attestation. In the four last examples:
once Arm transposes the indir. obj. before £b yévntar, uniquely = M (6.18); once the
transposition is widely attested, = M, but, among O group MSS, has the support of
only two (6.3); twice Arm is supported by the Syro-Hexapla for a transposition, but
has a different translation (5.33; 30.5); twice Arm does not have the support of any
Greek witnesses (6.8; 8.16 [W.: “cf. M”]). In Deut generally, the congeners of Arm
are groups b d n t. These appear only once — and then only d t — in support of
the transposition (30.5). The conclusion I draw is that the agreements with the main
hexaplaric witnesses O Syh = M may be coincidental and derive from there being a
preferred order of words in representing the Greek €0 oot yévntat. This conclusion
is consistent with the translation of &b + indir. obj. + yévntau outside of Deut.'® For
example, the transpositions occur in the Armenian translation of Judith, where there
is no hexaplaric text. It seems to me that the only instance of transposition among the
twelve that should be cited with respect to the OG in Deuteronomy is that at 30.5,
where OG groups d t attest it.

5. Differences between the OG and Its Translation into Armenian
that are the Result of the Translator’s Flexible Strategy

It is a paradox that the less literal a translation is, less word-for-word, but more flexible
or fluid, “better”, the more difficult it is to reconstruct the source text. In this respect,
the translation of Deuteronomy is highly literate and features a multitude of interven-
tions by the translator in order to enliven the text, make its message clear, have its
syntax conform with that of non-translation Armenian, provide variety of expression,

16 These data are provided in an excursus at 12.25, in the Notes that accompany the critical edition of the Armenian

text of Deuteronomy.
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improve its style, and interpret its content. The following list itemizes characteristics
of the translator’s interventions to produce such a translation. Differences between
the Armenian and the OG and the apparatus in Wevers are not evidence of a different
source text. Aspects of the translator’s approach to translation include the following.

The translation adds many small words of different types: personal pronouns,
numerous times (15x cited, e.g, in chapter 4, namely, 4.4 [“you” pL.], 30 [“you”
sg.], 38 [“you” sg.]); various particles, adverbs, and conjunctions such as wpn
“now” (1.28; 26.15; 31.28), whw “look!” (1.8; 2.4); wy “but” (2.36; 14.20; 15.10,
14); qh “for” (1.8; 14.1; 17.16; 18.2); whnh “from there” (6.23; 7.19); wlnnth
“to there” (24.19); nip “where” (5.22); demonstratives, i “that one, he” (33.29),
“that” (15.22; 25.8); huy “really”, a flexible little particle that has no real equivalent
in English, but lends a certain emphasis (e.g., 1.19; 3.21).

The translator sometimes omits recapitulative pronouns or adverbs (e.g., Tod7o in
14.8).

The translator may not repeat possessive pronouns in parallel collocations (e.g.,
2.25 | 11.25).

The translation employs varied equivalents for Greek words: e.g., dpiotnut occurs
6x, and has three equivalents (quiighutignigwity, dtipdty, and wwumudpty, see
1.28; 4.9; 7.4; 13.10, 13; 32.15 ); the little adv. éxei “there” is rendered with h Jtpuy
inpw “upon it” (14.22 1°); why “there” (14.22 2°; 16.6 2°); and h tw “in it” (16.6
10).

The translator simplifies the text by simplifying the syntax. So, e.g., ¢v maow Toig
gpyots oov, oig cav'” motfig “in all your works, whatsoever you do” > juitiiuy@ gnpdu
pn qnp wn@ihgtiu “in all your works that'® you may do” (14.28).

Prepositions are repeated before parallel items governed by one preposition in
the OG: there are numerous examples (1.17; 2.37; 3.21, 27; 6.8, 14; 7.18; 11.6,
19; 13.12; 28.37; 31.9; 34.11). This is also a characteristic of style in some
non-translation Armenian literature.'” On the other hand, the tr. may omit several
prepositions after the first of a series of parallel prepositional phrases in the OG
(14.25).

The translator introduces slight abbreviations of the text. In the following two
examples, an attributive modifier involving a prepositional phrase is reduced to
an adjective: tag moAewg Tag év Tfj dpewvij “the cities that are in the hill country” >
punupul inhwlwiu “the mountain cities” (2.37); 680v tv eig Baodv “the road
that (is) to Basan” > 6wlwuywph Rwuwbni “the road of Basan” (3.1).

The tr. changes a post-positive attributive adj. to its cognate abstract noun: i
TA¢ YAig TAg ayadijs “on the good land” > h Jupuy tpyphtt pupniptiwb “on the land

17 The unaccented Greek, as already noted, indicates a variant reading. In this case, the critically established text is

av.

18 This is accusative, so the attraction of cases of the Greek is not reflected.

19 For example, in the history of the fifth-century writer P‘awstos Buzand, as reproduced in Thomson 1989, 163:
Judkibug b h 2thu b h glinu, Judbbuyh jnniwbu <ugng we hwuwpuly (“in all inhabited places and in
villages, in all the areas of Armenia, throughout”).
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of goodness” (8.10; similarly, 11.17); Tov Onoavpdv avtod tov dyadév “his good
treasury” > qquiidu pupniptiwh hipny “the treasury of his goodness™® (28.12); see
also, M\ipetg mavtwv dyaddv “full of all sorts of goods” > |h unikiuyh pupnipbunipp
“full of all goodnesses” (6.11).*!

« The tr. makes many small changes of various kinds (some of which can be
considered as explanatory), slight abbreviations, exegetically motivated, or as an
unexpected equivalent. None derives from a source text different than that of
the source text more generally. Here are diverse samples, occasionally with an
annotation. The Greek text is to the left, before the square bracket if there is one;
the Armenian variation to the right. “Arm” attests each reading uniquely, unless
otherwise noted. If there is a translation into Latin, that is from Wevers’ edition.

1.41 Katd Tévta doa “in accordance with all that”] npujtu sicut “as”.

2.9 KAnpovopeiv “to inherit”] h dwnwiqmphit “for an inheritance” in hereditatem
Latcod 100 Arm Bo = M. Also 4.36.

2.34 katedimopev] + avtwv Or Cels IV 58.
2.36 o0 (mpoor\Bopev)] jnp in quam. Explanatory.

3.18 évomhiodpevol mpomopedeobe mpd “arming yourselves, go before” > Jwntigwpnip
wigkp wnwgh “arm yourselves, pass before”. Slightly different, visually.

3.20 Kkal kataxAnpovoprcovov] gh dwnwhqtiughtl ut possideant “so that they may take
possession of”.

3.28 100 Aaod ] dnnnupnbiwl hiny “of my people” populi mei Aeth. Adds emphasis.
4.22 ¢y® ydp] b wpn bu wrwuhy “and now, look, I” et nunc ego ecce. More dramatic.

5.10 elg xA\ddag] h hwquip wqqu “to a thousand generations”; W.: generationes Aeth
Arm Co = Targum.

5.25 81t avadwoel “for (this great fire) will consume”] qh th uwnwljtiugt “for (this
great fire) will not consume (us)” enim (Aeth: et) ne consumat Aeth Arm. Exeget-
ical clarification.

8.5 wg &l g mauSevoel dvBpwmog “as a certain person might discipline” (NETS)]
npwtu wyp np np fupwnk “just as some man who teaches”; W.: quemadmodum
homo (vir aliquis Arm) qui docet **cod 100 Arm.

11.2 & mawSia dp@v “your children”] ywul nping png “on account of your sons”
propter filios tuos Arm.

11.29  éxei] iordanem Aeth pln 8npnwbwb Arm.

—A clarification; no source text. As for Ethiopic, it, in fact, transposes the adv. to
a position after adTjv. See W.

12.22  #8etan] Ytiphghii “they shall eat” edent Arm.

—Change of number of the verb to accommodate compound subject.

20 This is a typical stylistic feature of classical Armenian described in works on grammar as tipugwljuip
pPwidpwgwljuih thnfuwptil (“the abstract instead of the concrete”).

21 This example is different from the previous ones, because &yaB@v is a substantivised adjective, so the translation
by a noun is normal. However, had the translator wanted, he could have used the adj. puph, which can also be
substantivized.
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] + Yht mulier Arm. Clarification.

7pdg TV Bdpav em Tov otabpov “against the door upon the doorpost”] h ytipuy
utidng npwlil “against the doorpost of the door”. W.: tijv 80pav] postes ianuae
Arm. The translator collapses two prepositional phrases into one, which makes
for an economy of words.

p@pog Tovnpds “serious defect”] + qhliy tir qnigk “whatever at all”.

od Svvnoy (Bdoat) “you shall not be able (to offer)” > th dwtiugtu qtliny “you
shall not dare to offer”.

—The translation makes it clear that the admonition is to be taken seriously.

ioyvet “(according as your hand) is strong” > Jupny hgt “(as much as your hand)
will be able”.

—An interpretation: strength is understood to be ability.

6 &vBpwmog “the man” > dwpn np “any man/a man”.
—Clarification: the admonition applies to absolutely everyone.
axovoovrat “listen to” > whuwh “obey, give ear to, yield”.

—Interpretation: “listen to” means more than simple listening; it means obey,
yield to.

(xata mdoav) aSuciav “injustice” > (puwn wikibyl) wwyhpunni ptiwb “wickedness”
—Interpretation: “injustice” is “wickedness”.

0 §év8pa avtiig “its trees” > qdwnwnni il npw “its cultivated trees”
—Clarification: by “trees”, cultivated trees is meant.

¢€ehevoeTar (gig Tov méhepov) “will go out to war” > gt (h wunbipuqi) “will
enter (into a war)”. W.: ingredietur Arm.

—The translator employs a different verb.

gker avtiy “shall have her” > hwilihgk h pth “shall take her away from you”. W.:
adTv] + a te Arm.

—Clarification; more dramatic statement.
deSopévar “given” > Twnbtiwp “handed over”
—Clarification: not just “given to” but “handed over to”, better contextually.

&v émaywyfj / ol Tapewpévovg] i dwnbtwu h glipniphit “and handed over into
captivity”; W.: et traditos in captivitatem Arm.

—An exegetical interpretation that introduces the Exile. The transposition is
rooted in style, the desire to have all three participles modified by the preposi-
tional phrase: €i8ev yap mapalelvpévovg avrovg kai ékAelomdtag v émaywyi
kol Tapetpévovg “For he saw them paralysed, both failed under attack and enfee-
bled”. (NETS) “Paralyzed”, “failed”, and “enfeebled” are participles in the Greek.
The prepositional phrase év énaywyfj stands between the second and third
participle. In the Armenian version, the Greek becomes 2h tntiu qiinuw [nLdtwu
U phwpu b Swwnbbwgu h glipniphid “For he saw them enfeebled, and discouraged
and delivered up to captivity”. The prepositional phrase ¢v énaywyf), rendered
“under attack” in NETS, has been translated as h qtipmiphi “to captivity”,
and transposed, so that it modifies all three participles, which now follow one
another, uninterrupted by the prepositional phrase. It stands at the end.
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These samples of the Armenian translator’s strategy show that it is unwarranted
to think a different source text is involved than the witnesses we see more generally
across the OG text and apparatus in Wevers’ edition. Rather, the flexibility of this
strategy is responsible for some of the challenges that arise in collating the Armenian
for the purpose of recovering the original text of the OG.

6. The Rewards that Repay the Effort in Undertaking the
Preparation of a Critical Edition of Armenian Deuteronomy

6.1. The Recovery of an Early Form of Text

The first and ultimate aim of preparing a critical edition of a text is to recover its
earliest form, whatever the purpose for which that text is to be used. In this case,
the text is to be employed in the recovery of the earliest form of OG Deuteronomy.
Since the translation was made in the early fifth century — the same period as the
significant and well-known MS Alexandrinus, the Greek source text is relatively early,
if it can be recovered. I was surprised to find that occasionally whole verses or more
of the Armenian translation went by without the register of a variant reading from the
critical edition of the OG: yes, the Armenian text is worthwhile recovering; it is early
and a witness to a relatively pure form of the Greek text.

6.2. A Critical Edition of the Armenian Reveals that Readings Preserved in Medieval
Greek MSS Derive from an Early Date

Most of the MSS of Greek Deuteronomy are medieval. When their textual variants are
also found in the Armenian translation, the antiquity of those readings is confirmed.
They are given not only a time, but also a place of currency. The other side of the coin
is that, though MSS of OG Deuteronomy may be late, variant readings may well have
emerged much earlier. Of course, we know that “late” MSS can preserve an early form
of a text.

6.3. A Critical Edition of the Armenian Confirms that the Collation of a Diplomatic
Edition of the Text was Worthwhile

The conclusion arrived at in Wevers” work with respect to the Armenian — on the
basis of Zohrabean — finds basic confirmation in a critically established form of the
same text. In part this is because Zohrabean not only reproduced a MS, but also
provided a generous apparatus where he recorded readings from other MSS that
differed from his base MS (i.e., the text he reproduced). The conclusion set forth
in the 1981 diplomatic edition of the Armenian was that its source was a Byzantine
form of text, as preserved in (Greek) groups b d n t, and somewhat influenced by the
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Hexapla.”* The following is a comparison of the results of collations in 1981 — first
line begins with “91”, and now — the second begins with “61”.?* The latter figures are
provisional, and will likely find some adjustment as the new edition and its collation
take final shape, but there is a basis for general comparison. The figures are located
below sigla for the various Greek text groups and subgroups (oI and olI are subgroups

of 0).*

(0] B D N T s C z F ol Y oll
91 87 78 65 52 52 51 46 33 32 30 14
61 102 107 91 92 39 53 41 36 17 23 7

Some observations. Armenian Deuteronomy’s closest congeners remain b d n t,
but now d has replaced b by a slight margin as its closest text form among the four.
Most dramatically, the relationship with the main O group is diminished, and this fact
may serve to underline the impression that hexaplaric content in Arm Deut comes
largely through hexaplaric elements that are part of the b d n t text groups.

6.4. A Critical Edition of the Armenian Permits the Identification and Elimination of
Extraneous Readings from the Géttingen Edition Apparatus

There are two types of variants from the lemma (i.e., the printed text) in the Géttin-
gen edition of Deuteronomy that can be set aside when a critical edition of the
Armenian is brought to bear. First, because of the nature of Zohrabean’s edition
— a relatively “poor” base MS, textually, and citations of the Armenian denoted as
Arm™ and Arm*®, of which there are many, the apparatus in the edition of the OG
records a great number of differences that are now recognized as inner-Armenian
corruptions of one kind or another. Second, there are many variant readings unique
to the Armenian. These are of two types, those that are a reflexion of the difference

Again, summarily, Cox 1981, 298—99. For information on the “Byzantine” type of text, see Wevers’ text histories
that accompany his editions of the Greek text of the five books of Moses. The volume on Genesis has separate
chapters on the groups b d n t, and those on Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers have chapters on the Byzantine
text. The volume on Deuteronomy (Wevers 1978) contains a chapter devoted to the n group. Arm Deut has a
relationship with MS 72 of the oII subgroup, and that seems to be the basis for Wevers’ placement of Arm Deut
with that group in his “Key to signs and symbols”

The newer collations did not take into account +/- kai and ¢; divergent spellings of proper names or
vocabulary; transpositions with respect to the two types of transposition treated in detail in this essay; + /

— the definite article. The collation count was extended to five text groups, because b n d t are four in themselves;
attestation by a “group” was counted when half or more MSS of a text group attested that variant reading.

The tabulation sets out the number of agreements between the Armenian and its source text — identified

by the various text groups in the Greek, the top line of the three — in descending order of number of
agreements, from left to right. The text groups begin with O, main Hexaplaric or Origenian text group. It has two
sub-groups ol and oII. C identifies the Catena group of MSS. The other sigla, b d n, etc., are text groups, that, in
the list of sigla in Wevers, appear in alphabetical order, b through z. The line that begins with 91 presents the
agreements of Arm with the text groups in 1981; the line that begins with 61 presents the agreements based on
the critical edition of the Armenian. The letters b d n t are in italics, calling attention to the largest numbers of
agreement. These four manuscript groups are related and attest a form of the Byzantine type of text.
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between Greek and Armenian style (e.g., the addition of personal pronouns) and
various types of clarifications and exegetical intrusions that the translator has made. In
the reconstruction of the source text beneath the Armenian translation, a great many
of these may be set aside as belonging to the exegetical analysis of an Armenian text
that has been adapted for a reading audience, and contributing to an understanding
of how the OG was read — fascinating (!), but not part of the textual criticism of the
OG.

In the course of collating the new critically established text against the Gottingen
text, a list of more than ss50 such items was drawn up for removal from Wevers’
apparatus, often designated “not in critical text”, i.e., the Armenian critical text. That’s
quite a “spring cleaning”.

7. Conclusion

The translation is far from a word-for-word translation. This was a surprise. It is far
less such than the Armenian translation of Job, whose OG source text could hardly
be less such in relation to its Hebrew source text, but is, rather, extremely flexible
in its translation strategy. Armenian Job follows its Greek source text closely. The
translator of Armenian Deuteronomy is highly skillful in making the text come alive,
with the addition of many particles, the simplification of the syntax, variations in
vocabulary, some striking non-equivalents, small clarifications and the like. There
is also an exegetical perspective. For example, the phrase “the land that the Lord
our God is giving (8i8wowv) to you” occurs many times, many, and the translator
always renders it with the future tense, because the event lies in the future from
the standpoint of the participants; it has not yet been given to them. In addition,
Armenian has a way of expressing what really should take place in the future, a verbal
consisting of a participle with a special ending and a copula verb.* The phrase already
occurs in 1.20: & 6 kbplog & 0edg NV Si8wory div. Its translation (v.20) employs
the common future, formed with the aorist subjunctive, qnp Stp Wumniwd dhp wwgk
atiq (zor Ter Astuats mer tats'é dzez) “that the Lord our God will give to you”. A few
verses later, the translator uses the other form, qnp Stp Wunniwd wwyng & dtiq “that the
Lord God will surely give us” (1.25). This nuance really doesn’t have an equivalent
in English; it is exaggerated in the English translation just provided. Now, throughout
Deuteronomy this adjustment is made and often cited, if there are other witnesses,
secondary witnesses, that also employ a future tense. However, it never existed in the
source text. The knowledgeable user may know that, but maybe not.

The Armenian translation of Deuteronomy turns out to be a most interesting text
with, on the one hand, its embedded Hebraisms inherited from the Greek source text
and, on the other hand, the positive interference exerted upon the translation to make
it more accessible and attractive to its target audience.

25 Sometimes called a “participle of necessity”. See Jensen 1959, § 266; Cox 1984 and cf. Thomson 1989, 77.
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