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OTtfes the Ethıopiıan andamta commentarıes enesI1is

On the 11C'  < edıtion of the Commenta: of (jenesIis

The present artıcle has been prompte Dy the publıcatıon of L  < edıtıon of the
andamta COoMMENTAY (jenesI1s: ersha ehegne, The Ethiopian ( ommen-
[ATIV the 0K of (JenesIiS: critical edıtıon and translation, Aethiopistische For-
schungen L3 Wiıesbaden, Aır XAX FT ersha ehegne’s (sıelum. MA)
lume, doctoral thesı1s, ollows earlhier publication’ of the COoMMEeENTarYy of (Ge-
nesIS: 29 f MNa 2 - 190)  : A OD< -4: AI HSC (HARF)
A C An A uwvx 5 U | Mäsahoftä baluyat
kal  ettu 9llıu IIMMUNLCU Orıt zä-foträt (zä-lodät) (Drit ZA-Sa “af andamta forg” ame
‘“'ZTWoO O00 Of. Fhe (OId / Testament/, they AL 'CeNESIS and Exodus wıth /theıir/
andamta commentary , 18aba, 1999 M2

volume makes Its Tan In the CONTLEXT of recent wıdespread edıtorıial
actıviısm 1G other ıtems includes the re-edıition and Tes publıcatıon of
INanYy andamta TIThe commentarIıes of the ole of the New lestament
cCcCommentarıes have been re-edıted IHNOTE than (HHGE and for the fırst time In
J1 agranna AS e1I* The ole of the canonıcal 00 of the (Ild Testament COM-

mentarıes have been publıshed. 111e the andamta fO NOC has been published“,
The amne of the edıtor 1S NOTt g1ven.
The er TeE 00 of the Pentateuch WETC publıshed In the Salllc YCAaL. 2r7\4 ‚“
-} A 0D+7-]. AF a ©7 Ar HOr A P AA HA D°

HAL - C237 An NnqQ | Mäsahoftä baluyat salästu allı ”„öMMMUNIUu
)rıt zä-Lewawoyan, )rt zä-h' 19q° )rıt Zzä-dag9m andamta t9rg” ame “TIhree O00 of the (OId
/ Testament/, theyv Leviıticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy/their/ andamta commentary”), Adı
d1ıs aba, 1999 er the “the andamta and eIlIr Current state f pl.l  1catıon”
099 provıdes 1st of publıshed and unpublıshed materı1al. The “Hıstorical o0ks  99
regıstered (numbers 6-13) unpublıshed, ave een indeed publıshed In the YCar 2000
Joshua, Judges and uth In volume, and In another ONEC Samuel and Kıngs, under the

(of the Septuagıint): four WOOKS Of the Kıngs. NOC (n 19) has een publıshed In 2003
Ben 1ra 00 of Sırak) Was re-publıshed Mäsahoftä Sälomon Wwä-Sırak ıIn 19585

M., 229-350) TIhe 1rs prıin ıth the SAaille title OC back 1917 The andamta of
Jeremıiuah appeare: in 199 /
For detaıls c1. Tedros Abraha, °“ \Jna versione Tıgrıina (popolare?) eglı ndamta SU1 quatiro Van-
gelı TO ne edizi0on1 deglı ndamta nell ultımo ventenn10”, Orientalia Chrıstiana Pe-
rodıica (2007) 61-96
MO E, A  2 “DAMPPOA ACAP7Z 0:CAA MARARN" RO PF A
DC£: MPA£ - U7 PA7L£:9° - ANAQ AFnr
| Mäshafä ECeNO. “ Wäliämäwa ayännı Ur el mäl7  ” kätan 2DDaFfOCCacan sSı!wärd SIWAarräd yä-

(2012)



184 lTedros Abraha

the Apocalypse of sdra, Maccabees and especılally Kufale “ Jubilees”. OMNC OF the
MOST ımportant 00 of the Ethıiopıan ATIC ST1 In the waıltıng lıst

work consısts of four introduction (pp 1-41); text-crıtical edıtıon of
the andamta of (JenesIıs ase f1ve manuscrı1pts copled In CONLTEMPOFATY times
(pp 43-382); “Englısh translatıon of the texTt wıth cCOomMMEentarıes made COIMN-

and termınologıes In the footnote” (pp 383-659); lıst of archaıc mS, of
manuscrıpts contamıng andomta, eneral bıblıography (pp 661-722). ere aATrc

everal Instances of Imprecı1siıon of Varlous 1n yasu reigned In the (sondärI1-
kıngdom Irom 1 /30 1755 and NOT from DALT (p 85 The metropolıtes

durıng the tenure of yasu I1 AL Kristodoulos ( and Yohannas 111 (&
thus the couplıng of CINPDCIOI yasu I1 wıth abunäa Margqos ( SIC, 9 1C WOU
be Mark (T be inaccurate. Ar an y rate, the definıtion of G:
tical dıscıplınes took place al the behest of yasu (1682-1706)°. MA’s work 1S
doctoral dıssertatıon IC WOU have been presentable ıf hıs team of promoters
had NCIude OT al least consulted eXperts of 1DMN6c SCIENCES and of Ethiopıian
tradıtiıonal exegesI1s. Unfortunately thıs Was not the CasSC, the detriment of the
Aethiopistische Forschungen ser1es. As result the part of the book 1C has
SOTINC relevance for scıentific 1S the COllate TexXT only”. 1S only it that
the present artıcle ıll focus®. The Englısh translatıons of the quoted In
thıs artıcle AIC INY OW.:

(tägäbbälnäw yä-andamta farg” ame book ot Henok. fOr days he showed the ange.
Irael“. The andamta COMMNECNLATV receıved IN the WAaV I WAaSs handed down from OUT fathers
from of old”), 1S aba, 2003

date 1S the SAamllec the OMNC dealıng ıth the ENIIYy yasu 11 In the S: ED
Yä-LItyoppoaya, 1T
Whıle decısıon ollate SOTINC varıants of the five wıtnesses has chosen IS V welcome,
andamta insıders NOW VC. ell that the 1sparı of wording between the manuscrIıpts 1S wıde
hat ıt 1S extremely dıfficult set ecritical apparatus that OSTS CVCIY varıant that WOU enable

TaACe back the ext of ach WItTNESS. The CONTtENTS of of manuscrIıpts Can be iıdentical but
the WdYy they ATC transmıtted, oralıty, divıdes them inexorably. 1S 1ıke askıng LWEeNTY pupıls
fer the EesSSONS they ave earl‘ durıng theır academıc classes. No doubt that ere ıll be LWENTLY
formulatıons of the SAalllec materıal. Through 1C crıtical apparatus 1S it possıble retrieve the
words f the master?
The rest f the book 1S ıddled ıth INaly (too many) shortcomıngs and the Englısh version has
lıttle do ıth the orıgınal (e chapter the Englısh versıfication and CONTENTS 1S otally C1f-
ferent from the (33:37) Takıng Into aCCOunNT the quantıty of the materıal had deal wıth, it
Can be conceded that spelling mistakes In the th10p1C part A NOT INanYy could ave hap-
pene:| Nonetheless it 1S true that ere dIC several orthographic CITOIS, such ds DA E,

NN ..  you chall not SCIVC Iıke” for DA T7E AT Ce,  you NOL SCIVC

wıthout DaYy  09 In 2015 (MA, 246); GT Mary for “sSorcerers” In A (p 361)
has produce: inadequate and en abhbusıve Englısh translatıon from finısh Wrıting
OWN full 1st of the mıiıstranslatıons WOU ICa rewrTIiting the work from cratch W1 o1ve only

couple f examples: In the of the 1rSs and of the 1T rıvers dIC M 6(177 and
HCN, In the text and In theır andamtas. They become inexplıcably Pıson and Assyrıa (p 406)
CÖ 18 NOL yrıa (p 406) but (Jreece (cf. KWKDict, 668) aCOo! of arug In the ([EXT

(p 196) becomes ° 13CcOD of Severus” In he translatıon (p 514); - 8 Ya (. +r MD ı9° 0
q° Ar A0 T: OD 7ZO “the waflter LOSC above hem ıfteen hundred” wrıtes:
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The (19'97 texXT of (jenesI1is In the andamtas

Generally, what have In the andamtas 1S the fexTuLSs TECEPDLUS, namely the (392'97
text 1C reflects In TOa Iınes the 1 tradition”. ere ATIC severa|]l elements
that ead thıs fundamental conclusıon, first of all, the classıfıcatıon of the (JIId
Testament 00OKks, 1G does not follow the Hebrew C: namely the collection
nto three scrolls. the fırst eıng the Pentateuch 1veC books), but the K (HIG

(more apud TAECOS), 9° (nred. AI “the e1g par of the TOtah..
mely ÖOctateuch, rangıng from (jenesI1is Judges. The addıtions and OM1SS10ONS,
mistranslatıons and misunderstandıng of the Hebrew featurıng In the XX that
have OWEe nto the Goa‘az  10 ATC other Casons that place the (J39°97 wıthın
the fold of the 1  X Judges S° 16 1S perhaps OC of the MOST impressive examples
of the kınshıp between the extual tradıtl1ons. reads: 1V 1 LOL KAÜNOoOaL
Q  Va LEGOV TOV WOOCOOAÜOLLL, rendered lıterally: AT° -} AT "r‚l  C
DAg ch do YOU sıt for NI1C in the mıdst of Mosopetäm?”. TIhe SaysS
DDn 173 -  — J  F  { ‘Wy AIC VOU sıttıng down the saddle Dags
(fıreplaces/ash heaps)?”. TIhe 1ssue al stake In thıs CasSc 1S the CNIIY D?MDWN,
COTIMLLLINON masculıne dual 1O0UNe OCCUTS in (JenNn 49:14 saddle bags,
ash eaps (the entry In subsequent O Dıllmann edıtıon ave

DW, IC 00 ıke “correction” of 07720 “lipsv.“lipS” correspondıng D“l
TIhe andamtas retirlieve the er version and read: DA A AC
] AT° 0 (10D @,
77 Ir (10D E, AL DF HC(LA .  anı why do YOU sıt yourself ınsıde
Mäsoafetäm In Oorder lısten that they wiıstle those wh take PDass nto what 1S

“the watlter [OSC IMNOTEC han LWENLY feet above the mountaıns”. Thıs 1S the SAaMe translatıon f the
:-00d New ©: popular versi1on, IC 1S notor10usly useless for scıentifıc research because of
ıts brazen ıinfıdelıty to the orıgınal versions. 2218 reads: DA D (r (LA° I”
VIC NT“ A JAr D Cl TD AT° AGAT

DÜ ch A72C ..  and aCo eached eIiom CIty of 5Säqgımon which 1S In the
and of Canaan er he returned Irom the rvers of Syrıa and eached In TON of the cıty” T’hıs
close KL Av IxKoOß E1C ZaAnu NOAÄLV ZIKLUOV SOTLWV EV XOQOVOOLV OTE NAdev SK
ING MEcortotAuLLAC ZupLAC Ka napeveBalev XT LDOGCWOTOV ING TOAEOC. MA\/’s Englısh “trans-
latıon ”: And aCO! Camle Shalom, CIty of Shechem, 1Cc 1S In the and f Canaan, when he
CAallec Irom Padan-aram, and pıtched hıs tent before the CIty (p 55) NoO (393°97 manuscrıipt has the
Hebrew LOpONym Padan-aram (cf. Boyd, The ()ctateuch INn EthIopIc. According the fexT of
Fhe Parıs OdeX, ıth Fhe Varıants of fıve erMAaNUSCTIPLS, arR (TJENESIS, Leyden 1909, 101);
49:13 H(HA®77} Ah-  C  2 C (107D O(* Ah7IC MA, p. 373) “let Zabulon dwell ın
DOVETITLY ıke haven for the boats  C VersS10OnN: Zebulon chall WwWe al the haven of 5SCAa, and he
chall be for l haven of shıps (p 651)
The CC though 15 far fIrom eing the exclusıive matrıx of the th10p1C (JId JTestament, at eas
durıng ıts hıstorıical evolution.
Passages of the Ga 97z that ave affınıtıes ıth the ave een registered In
Brooke and cLean S The (HId Testament INn rrteEe. accordıng fO Fhe fext of Codex Oa
I]  ' supplemented from er uncıal MAaNuUuSCTIPIS, ıth critical apparalus contamıng the VAarı-
InNESs chıef ancıent autfhorılıes for the fexTt Of the Septuagınt, vols.., Cambridge
The first volume of thıs monumental WwOrK, OSTS the (Ictateuch

147 ıllmann, ()ctateuchus aethiopIcus, 441
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In order Iısten that they wiıstle those who take Dass nto what 1S Ruben’s”.
The obscurıty of the (EXT 1S worsened Dy the interpreters, who resort I11a-

tOpOEIC “solution” Cut the (Jordıan knot NN F DA A0  —rF
DA OE AT°  _ 7 /D I] 7D A  Z MCMA 0M D-N MLAAGE
A R9° „ NO“ A< (L.7279: FA  S H7 AT“  w “Why do YOU STaYV
5 home 1ıke that SCWS Y al home all the day ONg When VICtOTIOUS
IHNCI DAaSS hrough the lot of en AS they return Andam Why dıd YOU STaYy back

lısten I1HNECN bellowıng and ragging ASs they returned after they kılled and
brought captıves wıth them  »12 Ba 9° has been unduly elated the verb MNA&Y
40 SCW  27 and Its substantıve O () “needie”.

The | XX
ere dIC PTrOPDCI In (JjenesI1is translated lıterally In imıtatıon of the XC
i translated Hebrew instead of transcrıbıng them The followıng AL

token examples.
4:16 E q , L: HMIR .4 ..  1n the and of Fayd, opposıte dom  22

Thıs matches almost perfectly wıth the IX  X EV YN Na1ıö KOTEVOVTL Edel ..  1n the
and of aıd opposıte Edem: rather than HN ADNa ..  In the and of
Nod, east of 227 Among wıtnesses, there IS alternatıve .6  ba IC
1S v lıkely representation of the eek Na1u0 The etters and have een
misread Dy COPYIStS changed purposely.

415 reads DELK identical wıth L o1000, whereas the Hebrew hass
2a1 DA 20CY Yıoc OÖvLVNCG c  Son of II1LY paın”.
46:1 AHP-F 00 h OPECP TOV OPKOV “the ell of swearıng”. In the Hebrew

ıt 1S IW N “£hH2 well of the seven”. Manuscrıpt In (p 352) AS ell As

translatıons into spoken Janguages read
46:28 Ka Hpowov, fOor Hebrew TWA
46:34 q Q-/ 719° Al O 7{} EV yYN EGEMU Apaßıa c  In the and of Gesem, that

1S, Arabıa
4A87 HAT0N2.MT® € HACS SV ME£couotAauiac TINC ZupLac, for Hebrew 119
5{):11 HAI ITevÜoc ALYOTTOV “mourning of Egypt  27 for 7an

11 Hebrew varıants In the andamta (jJenesı1ıs
zDAIA} ACZ TONA AILU: ‚EnA DA C117 109 ©

CAA “the Hebrew varıant 5SayS "But Laba wıth HIS brothers pıtched hIis tent In
(Ja (MA, 261 Thıs readıng corresponds the Hebrew texT only

partıally.

2h 1 ıv AN-Ek hA.t TDOU46.77% An AMNQ
ay) 2000 | Mäsahoftä baluyat sälästu gllu IMMUNLCU [Vvyasu 'asalan Rut “ZThree O00

Old  Testamen theV AT Joshua, Judges, Kut’ 1 18 aba, ane (June| 2000 M.,
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202 e° R1 ÖN& LAm © W { P T9A -} 7 (D“ “the Hebrew SaVy>S
Mäkänayın IC [WO armıes” (manuscrıpt C In 266) The LOPO-
NY. D7 3Ea has been transcribed nto (J92'97 almost perfectly and the Hebrew
dual has rendered correctly.

2n Ü& LAn A-N7 - Z (b-t  > AA PAT°AN KGr AT°AN MNA’
M” OD AA “the Hebrew varıant SaysS B7eie He named ıt the welling place
of God, (manuscrıpts B  9 In 2605) (LEA reproduces faıthfully
RM 1S worth mentioning that thıs varıant does a(011 feature CVENn ın Boyd’s
apparatus.

An 1 ] AT A D Ar} AM.A NC ADb n  > A° “1in
the Hebrew varıant: } A the Lord holder of the ole world’ (manuscrıpt S& In

285) The Hebrew TfexTt reads IW 7N N 977N“I (G0d °the almıghty' C
The SaD between the readıngs 1S plaın SC  ® In thıs GASse nOot EVECNHN the Septua-
gıint 1S of help back the or1g1n of the (G393°97Z reads: EY® ÜEOC “I YOUI

AT DG 7D M \ P ÖN LAm n]' v QA 124
(D °) 7D (lu O h (D 0A® Ad-FEA AHA c  and he slep and repeated
dreamıng. Nevertheless the Hebrew varıant, after sayıng ‘he woke up , wrıtes COI -

rectly c  and agaın he slep and dreamt’ (manuscrıpts C In 316) The
Hebrew texti reads: M7 O29 .  and he slep and dreamt for the second
time  27 The Hebrew 1S the Same AS the K  X Ka EVOTLVLAGÜN TO ÖEVTEPOV CC  and
he dreamt TOor the second time”.

111 Complexıty of the (39°97 texT
Ihe composite natfure of the (39°97 texT 1S displayed In the of Hebrew
and TCce readıngs, eıther sıde Dy sıde In the Ssalmllle PAassagcl, In manuscrıpt atte-

stat1ons of the Salllc PASSasc 11 report eıther Vversio0n. Occasıonally, the (3 97
has 16 CannotTt be referred eıther vers10ons.

4 /:31 (D AA A0OA CAh anIsrael bowed upON the head
of hıs (MA, 363), identical mMOM Wn Y 7RAW? 17MW?1 c  and Israel
OWEe: down uDON the head of h1s ctait” The K reads: Ka NNOGEKUVNOEV
lopanA EL TO OKDOV TNG D@XBö00 XDTOD .  and Israel worshiped OVCI the LOPMOSL
of hIs staif”, 1C the (3 '97 has taken OVCI almost unanımousliy: DA .

A0O0A - 77 1< ..  and Israel OWEe uUuDON the head of h1s staff” !
49:72 D D: (DOD A Arı 24 ArOSM MD P,(LA° MD-

AA NOD- c  and the chıladren of aCOo Camle and he old them ‘Listen, lısten YOUTI
father”. T hıs readıng, 17 TUNS throughout the Ole f the (39'97 extual tradı-
tıon  14 ıffers irom the Hebrew 7NRAW?"7 7R W A0 7a W 13227

1:3 C: ıllmann, Octateuchus aethiopIicus,
14 Wıth slıght dıfferences, lıke D DA (DOAD A fr + ArOP-l MD £,(LA°TD-

AA NOD-, Dıllmann, Octateuchus aethiopicus,
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“come together and lısten SOIMS f aCO and hear Israel YOUT father”. The E  X
ÜÜ polocÜNTE KL XKOVOOTE 101 IoxKOß XKOVOOTE lopanA TOVUV NOTPOC DUOV
*Come together and lısten SONS of aCo and hear Israel yYyOUI father”.

S{):) R9° 0 ] D 1D '1] 9 Q-k:07 AN77I9I° - D (F TI A ‚] 7 (D“  «  ws M7 L: 9°
m P,  Mr Ah’zım Ah’7M: 4  a“  u C370 A Q

(MA, 378) °th perfumed, leaned hım, ıt that they composed
harmon10usly the perfumes and anoıiınted hım NM varıant 5SayS .  those who
embalm., those who mummıify'. Its meanıng 1S iıdentical”. The FrOOT Ah7ım hänätä‘“to
mummıf[fy”, 1S cCognalte of OM The Hebrew reads: VAASN 70° 1560
VPaNzAN I7 DINRDAMTTNN Joseph commanded the physıclans In hıs SEIVICE

embalm hıs father”. The U  X Kl NPOGETASEEV ONO TOLC NOGLV OVDTOD TOLC
EVTAOLOTOTAIC O1EVTAQLAOAL TOV NOTEPC. XVTOD Ka EVETUOLOAGOOLV
EVTOAOLAOTAL TOV lopanAı Joseph ommanded HIS ervants the embalmers to
embalm HIS father: and the embalmers embaime: Israel”. TIhe verb EVTAQLÄCO

"tO PICDaAaIC for burı1al, bury  07 (Mt
S():10 ANA HAT “floor of food threshıing of Atata” for ONM Ta

“threshing OOT of Haatad”; X O AODV Atao “threshing OOT of Atad“ The
form of the place alllec does NOTt match wıth eıther the XX the

Conclusıon
As the examples above ShOw, andamta COMMEeNtTaTtOTS do make appeal Tee.
Hebrew, SyriaCc and IC as possıble OUTCECS (of varıants), of referen-
Cce  16 1S unlıkely that those Ethiopian interpreters ave had Ca Y ACCECSS all the-

languages””. The cCommentarıes (JenesıI1ıs do mention the Samarıtan Penta-

Identical In ıllmann, Octateuchus aethiopicus, 94
16 The COMMENT 14 5SayS hat m {ob, COrresponds Hebrew 140 “g00d” (MA, 49); 1:8

ANZ transcrıption of Arabıc 3 3} “Dilue” (MA, 39Z) 11:29 5SdayS TI A IFA + 3 pf“
Ar  <} A9A -} 7 (D“ “Melka n empress” (MA, 130) 1S COrrect representatiıon of

Ihe word Ac.  d Hh9rm, foreign CNITY, 1S assocı1ated phılosopher who ul bıg barns.
refers apparently harm pyramıd, CT, apparatus of 41:49 (p 323)

ı The eve of the commentators’ famılıarıty ıth foreıgn languages IS perceptible from SOTINC of the
random interpretations, such ASs the ainlc 05 In 38:3 1C accordıng the interpreter 18
ate' ıne tree (MA, 301); whereas the Hebrew 1IIN “VI1gOTOUS”. T’hıs 1S obvıously
nalve, ONOMatopoe1C explanatıon. I ıkewıise the halä andam CONNECTS In 3085°4 1C. In Hebrew
( “protector”, IN Fx lght” [ A TI A +} FA  Z TI A -} 7 (D“ (MA 249), “Judah

trustworthy”. In realıty r} from m O praise; 2865 7 09° TI A H7940 IA -
7 (D (MA, CT 231) “Noftalem palm  w The FrOOLT ün indicates .o;  twıstıng, eıng OrtUuOUS,
Su. The (5393'97 ending IS dıfferent Irom the Hebrew 7799 and from the TrTee NeqüaAı.
(0A°°2 T9A -“ MC TIA -} 7 (D“ (MA, CT 232) Z abhalon love engenderıng
wıtchcraft  22 Ihe FrOOL yn "fO exalt  20 The COMMENT 3: 3) 5SaYy>S HC: TOAN 19°
TI A +} 7 (D“ Ho O0} MAN 19° HU H71C (MA,
306) “Sära Oday ıf Trab begets beautıiful 5SayS ‘Zähara., äharoaya
The interpretation 1S$ inaccurate, al eas COUNTS. First of all, searchıng for meanıng Irom
1C for Hebrew texTt IS NOT the 1IrSs AVENUC through. In realıty the Hebrew Aalle T

“dawnıng, shinıng”. econdly the Arabıc term öA ) “flower” and NOLT “pretty” The
ast example of (scıentifically) prepOosterous eXEDESIS 1$ drawn Irom the long COMMEeNnT
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teuch (introduced AS Orıta Samrawo9yan), the Septuagınt (Orıtä Liqgawont) and
the Hebrew text  18 however, ıt has still be ascertaıned how far the ancıent 1blı-
cal vers10ns, namely the Hebrew, Tee and Syriac WTG known In theır OTI1-
ginal languages tO the andamta COMMENTLaATtOrS Perhaps It 1S ITE realıstic LO ASs-

SUTINEC that the UG close alse varıants evoked and the reference fore1gn 1dı-
OI1l  N and theır UuUsSC has eached the masters together wıth the Syro-Arabic
commentarIıes.

ermeneutıical princıiples of the the andamta COomMMentarıes

Especılally in the CASe of the andamta of GenesıI1s, W.  IC ıke Matthew and John
for the New JTestament, aAaDPCAaIs O be the MOST scrutinızed [EXT of the (OIld 1lesta-
men(tT, the A NOT Just paraphrases of the texXT 11OT sımply homiletic iın
character. mong other aSpeCIS, the dısplay een phılologıical interest
IC Often yıelds ell ounded results. For instance., OMNC of the manuscrıpts (C)
5Says that Caln NOT only 66  wealth, belonging” but alsoO “weapon” (MA, ö1)
In Tact In 2Sam 2116 the Hebrew term for “Speal”” 15 (aln. The varıant of S (1n
manuscrıpts DE) SayS that the Aallle dam Irom the Hebrew cClay, DOLTETY,
red earth, red dQuSt. interpretation which 1S perfectly In tune wıth the Hebrew
tEexT of (Jen AT

Ireatment of the TexT
IThe andamtas follow sound and consıistent exegetical method They first o1ve the
(393°97 texTt be commented eıther UuNY, ÖT In INanYy manuscrIıpts only partıally,
CVECI though the remamınıng bıts Can be retrieved later wıthın the COMMENT The
TeXxT 1S Ollowe Dy aft least (MMIE Amhbharıc translatıon, but VC often there 1S INOTEC

than ONEC renderıing. The varıety of Amharıc translatıons, 1C al first oglance
INaYy o1ve the Impression of eing vaın tautology, In realıty indıicates that the In-
terpreters WeIC öl the dıfficulty of representing all the possıble 1UaNnCcesSs of
the texTt In sıngle translatıon only After the Amharıc translatıon Occasıonally,
there dIC of extual criticısm. The fexXTILS INAaYy be accompanıed Dy
another texTi emend ıt Ihe varıants AIC introduced either Dy the technı-
cal ormula s7/ NAaw “1t 7  Say Dy the word abannät — Amharıc word
meanıng “model, pattern”. 1S important remember that GV texT perceived
as hable of ımprovement 1S dumped. 15 token of the respect and attach-

NMAC£ ” AMAOdC TI A ] A  e  7 AI GFr A P TI A -} 7 (D : ”In
the language of Syrı1a, (30d the 1 ord that has reated the (wenty Creatiures and rules
them  2 (MA, 50) NO eed that 5yriac ere otally misplaced. ere A1C eXcept10ons
1ke aläga WÄäldä-Ab (AVUI entury), towering Shoan andamta master, who apparently NECW
Arabıc language and Arabıc Christian lıterature, ct. Tedros Abraha, -EX6BeSIS 2 Wıesbaden
2005, 4773

18 (T the varıant In 131
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ment CVCIY word treasured Dy tradıtion. Havıng saıd thıs. ıt MuSst be admıtted
that for Ethıopıan scholars, sound interpretation 1S INOTC ımportant than the 1112-

ter1j1al Storage (integrity) of the Text Thıs 1S rehearsed time and agaın in ell
known aX10M: T da m. nmı H7R H e.(h hEMıPPIC “the Book
does GATe about the MYySLeErY but nOot about the text  „19. TIThe CONCETN about theolo-
g1ca Orthodoxy AS ell AS Justiıfication Of that 07208| throw A embarrassıng
cshadow people (T words, quıte often Can prompt “remedies” such AS ypercor-
rect1o0ons. (jen w 1S ONC of such The ECXTUS reCepPLUS reads: DAT°XA H:
A0OA P-MN,9: @- ©-{ AT x A0 7D c  and they brought
theır tather Israel evıl calumny agaınst Jos ere AL manuscrI1pts
BC) though wıth a dıfferent text DA° ‚ @D ©-“ AT
.  and Joseph brought hıs father evıl calumny” (MA, 294)

Interpreters AlC absolutely of the dıfficulties inherent In the text They
ddress 1ISSUES elated contradıctions In the TexTt In (jen Z6, the inter-

preter (attested Dy manuscrI1ıpts and 1S that the SLTOTY 15 doublet of
(Gen Ü

11 Interpretative pattern of andamta cCommentarıes
The overall profie of the interpreter that CINCILSCS Iirom the andamtaa-
r1es 1S that of sharp and relentless Inquısıtor. No 1S eft unturned, startıng
rıghtly from philological querI1es. The interpreter 1S V keen know the Or1g1n
of words and to explaın syntactic constructions IC In hIs judgment eed be
addressed and sorted Out Obvıiously, the endeavor 1S NOT always successful. Some
of the ANSWETS the phılological investigatiıon AIC PUTIC Lantasy Just example:
148 ( 72; T9A +} J “7L, T9 A ]“ (MA, S4 “ sämay |heaven| ‘design of
water’ 27 Thıs “explanatıon” 1s wondertful rhetorıical exercise but A4Sse‘: sımply
the ASSONANCEC between sämay and eä maj’2o_

21Besıde Hebrew, rc®e. Syriac and abıc, 0Ca languages such a4s (jäfatanna
and T9grsfifia22 AL called or Pertinent questi1ons A1iC put fo the 1DI1Ca data,

19 Tedros, Romanı, 267371 The andamta 2Cor ifırms that the text alone Can VE harm,
Mäharı 5rie 1gä liqa ’ ont) ed., P N Sa A°N MO 3 A 7011 17F C371 s:  es

äq9addus Pawlos mäshaf. '2Da kännätarg” amew “The Book of aın Paul Text and ıts C
SS  V Addıs 19458 316

M) ere 1$ sımılar explanatıon In the rabbıinıc interpretation of ODW According the rabbıs,
07W .6.  1$ plural form of ere, indıcatıng dıstance irom ()UT pDOo1nN of perspective”,
Bereı1ishıs/ eNESIS TIG translatıon ıth COMMECNLATV anthologized from almudiıc, Midrashıc
anı Rabbinıc SOUTCCS, TIranslatıon and Commentary by Meiır /iotowiıtz, egorah Publıca-
t10NS, New ork 1977,

24 Thıs language W as formerly spoken In the district of Wäbärma, south-wes of Goggam. For S()IIIC

1LNOTIC informatıon, O1gt, * (jafa language”, Z 650 Unfortunately neıther 01g 1N1OT the
uthors the end of hıs ENLIY do o1ve An Y 1nfs OUuU the andamta f (Jäfatanna.  Sn R
The COMMENT 3():23 5SayS. P 76 f 10 An AHA I° 1019 A’A (MA, 253)
*lıke PCISON irom a1a! who Says gäbgäbanı when he tastes TES foodstuff” The meanıng of
1014 18 unknown
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1ıke ° hOW dıd oah MC A4ASUTLE the eve of the waters‘?” (720, 106) °“ HhOW
dıd Joseph’s brothers make SUTIC that he WAas iındeed theır brother?”
349) In the u for ANSWETIS, ExXxITra 1DI1CcCa and apocrypha references AdICcC

often the startıng pomnts o0k after ANSWETIS LO enlıghten the TexXxTt Quotations
from Church Fathers, especlally from Cyrul of Alexandrıa, John hrysostom and
Irom the Haymanotä Dbäw “ Faıth of the Fathers”, AIC first hand TESOUTCECS The
interpreters make profitable uUusSsec of StOr1es of the holy (Ioreıgn and local) monks
drawn from hagıographical Iıterature as well ASs from the Synaxarıon. In treatıng
the LEXT: the interpreter behaves ıke seasoned midwife“. The passıonate COM-

mıtment ExTracCt the eCcrefs hıdden In the DooOok 1$ clearly matter of ell esStTa-
lıshed princıples. ere 1S unmıiıstakable hermeneutic template runnıng
throughout the andamta (jenes1I1s. TIThe ole ot the (Ild Jlestament 1S amsal

fıgure” of the New Testament.
Whenever possıble, the interpreters explaın the 1DI1Ca data wıth 10-

plan “analogıies”. The results of thıs procedure demonstrate 1ts efficacy In CONVCY-
ng the INCSSaLC interlocutors who 1ve miıles AWdY irom the geographica and
historical settings of the 1DI1Ca Ethiopians AIC also that OMMNIS
analogıa claudıcalt “EeverYy analogy 1mps  27 and thus declare n T° A,
“everYy sımılarıty 1S defective”.

111 Ancestry of the andamta pattern of interpretatıon
The

The termıinology and the eXEZESIS of the arly Church and of the Fathers of the
C’hurch that wanted lay brıdge between the ineffable dıyıne lıfe and Its a_
t10NS ViS-A-VIS human capacıty of understandıng and explaınıng them, though dıs-
Cretely, 1S present In the ıtself. The 1DI1Ca authors ave recurred Varıo0us

In theır effort fıgure Ouft the dialectics In the interactiıon between dıyıne
revelatıon and 1ts reception Dy humans. In the (Jld Testament, the N SCS

TOTOC In X 2540 the Israelıtes WEIC Suppose ul anCctuary accordıng
the TUOTOC c  model” that Moses has SGT In the mountaın. The term TOTOC 16
Paul later took OarT' (e Rom 514 1Cor 1L:10.11): has A wıde of
meanıngs: mark, image, statue, form, Mgure, pattern, mold, LYpe, pattern, model,
design. The New Testament (IP4 3:21) makes usc of the term OAVTLTUTOC ASs ell
INCAan: serving AS counterpart LO, corresponding to peakıng about the eavenly
SaNCLUaTY, Hebrews 0:24 qualifies it AS OAVTITDTO. TOV AANULVOV .. COUuNter-CoOp
of the iIrue ONne  PE In the Bible the renowned technıcal term “ allegory” 15 hapaX
legomenon, ıt aPPCaIs only In (al AA and for that atfter NOT ASs substantıve
but ın verbal form: AAAÄNYOPOULEVA, present partıcıple, passıve, nomınatıve

19agranna 1S language spoken In northern reg10ns of thıopla and Erıtrea
273 Thıs 15 Wwhy ıkened the Ethiopian exegetes’ procedure Socrates’ maieutics, ct. Tedros,

Romanı. 660
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neuter plural, from OXAANYOPEM® “t0 SaYy somethıng and INCcAan otherwıse,
spea allegorically”.

The Alexandrıan schoo124
NO ou that the matrıx of the andamta’s hermeneutic method, dısplayed wıth
staunch confiıdence, al times CVENnN wıth disconcerting certainty 1S the Alexandrı-

school The consıstent interpretatıve ine Of the andamtas reflects the herme-
neutic platform of (lement of Alexandrıa and the princıples of Urıgen who elle-

425ved Lırmly that “the ole Scripture 1S the word of Chriıst Accordıing UOrıgen
the (Jld Testament and the New Testament whom he ca respectively “the Law
and the rophets” and “the Gospels and the Apostles” only “the postles” dIC

both the Revelatıon of Chrıst In such perspective, UOrıgen identifies the
hıdden In the e wıthout dıstınction, eıther wıth (Hhrıst wıth the Scriptures“®.
In tact, Orıgen and the Alexandrıan School dıd NOT invent anythıng HE  S 1 CON-

sıder that readıng the Chriıst In the 1g of the Old JTestament 1S explıcıtly
adopted by Jesus In 242717414 and 1S wıdely used in Varlıous WaYys in the ole of
the New Testament. Orıigen ecalls the superlor1ty of the New Testament SCVC-

ral OCCaS1ONS, for instance., comparıng the Economies the time of SOWIN£
and Oof harvest; Moses AS the pedagogue eadıng Christ“”. Urıgen, together wıth
the ole of the Alexandrıan tradıtıon (Phılo, emen underscores repeatedly
the dıfficulty of seepıng Into the mysterIı1es of Scripture. He 1S cCONvınced that CT1pP-
ture has intentionally SNroude ıtself wıth obscurıty that the interpreter INaYy
CaITrYy Ouft hIıs hermeneutic duty wıth utmost CaTirec and In order avO1d that the
OQNIECN of Scripture, it OO easıly accessıble, INAYy fall nto ontempt. °“ Pearls
cshould nOot be thrown before 1g  27 (Mt /O) 15 the guldelıne. The incessant catch-
phrase In andamtas cCommentarıes 1S VDY” AILO LCAA D T° AAN, 7 (D
“tThı1S WAas done for that tiıme, [but| 1t WAas Lgure for afterwards” (MA, 240)
along wıth the palr AT°AA TO( _9 amsal märgäf “Iıkeness”. The underlyıng
CONCECDL of all of these formulatıons 1S that the relatıonshıp between the (JIId and
New Testament 1s that between inception and tulfıllment, promıse and tulfıllment,
imperfection and perfection. 110 of Alexandrıa alongside allegory uUusSCcs also the
term VRTOVOLO. 1le In allegory the wording pomnts meanıng dıfferent
from the letter of the LEXT, In the 1VPODNOLA the NiIiCcH of STtatement does nNnOTt

For SOTINC introductory works the Alexandrıan school and Urıigen In partıcular, Cf.
Danıelou, Origene. ıl (JeN1IO0 del CTIShanesSımo, Roma 1991; De ubac, Esegesi medieVvale.
Qualiro SCNSI Scrittura, ılano 1986; Sımonetti, Lettera e/0 allegor18. Un contributo

alla SLOrIA dell’esegesi patrıstica, Studıa ephemer1idis augZustuanum 2 5 Roma 1985; iıdem, (TE
esegECELA /a SAa ftradızıone, Brescia 2004

25 De Principus 1 ”TAC) CT Origene, Traite des Princıpes, Introduction, critique de la VCI-

S10N de ufın, traduction pDar Henrı1 ('rouzel ei anlıo Sımonetti, SOUrCEes Chretiennes 252. Parıs
197685,
( COMMEeNT M{t 13:44 In Patrolog1a (1raeca 1: col 815
( Heıne (trans.), Origen. Commentary the Gospel accordıng John. Books 1 3-3Z, Wash-
ington 1954, here, book /-3 132-133; book 137-138
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only dıffer from Ifs ıteral meanıng but the wording 1S purposely formulated in
myster10us hazy WANY. In antıquity, wıdeuof TmM Was produce
mediate between knowledge and 1ignorance Of the dıyine: Lype, symbol, parable,
MYSTEeTY, tropology, ANaAaSOLY, 5  enigma“  . Clement and Orıgen OVE: the notion that
rel1g10us language should formulated covertly. Behıind such posıtion there Was

the behef that the sacred concealed [WO overlappıng and opposing layers f
meanıng: materı1al and spırıtual OIC and that the latter Was Incomparably 1MNOTEC

important“”. Thıs dıd 1IMpIY outright rejection of “ +*he letter”
but the CONvıctlion that In Scripture there 1S and tulfıllmen The allegorı1-
cal readıng of the Scriptures Was resented Dy the Antıochene school, startıng from
Dıiodore of Tarsus (# 392) fO John hrysostom who In hıs COmMMEeNnT Isa1ı-
ah observes that ATC NOT firee allegorize as much as iıke but only those

In 1C Scripture symbol and then ıts explanation“”. eır
prımary COI GETT Was safeguard the hıstoricıty of the 1Ca records and
perhaps theır dıislıke for the allegorica eXegESIS stemmed Iirom theır AWAaTENECSS

that ıt Was of Or1g1n.
Applıcatiıon of the allegorıca interpretatiıon In the andamta of (jenes1is

(h'PC‚P'7‘ 140 FF D 1702 7 RAT U7 AT°AA ( _')9G AL RC (MA, 44)
“the Apostles do nNnOt allegorıze anythıng that they dıd nOoTt tınd |already allegorı1-
zed| In theır athers the prophets”. 1S Statement that 00 1ıke search for
apostolıc and prophetic legıtimacy of the method that they knew Was susceptible

eritieism?*. T’he andamta masters claım that they AIC rıng of the long enealo-
g1Ca chaın of mediators of the Word of (J0d and of 1ts interpreters. In the
andamta of Genes!I1s, synchronic readıng of the fexTi Irom finısh CVCIY
player 1S interpreted first lıterally (hıstorically) and then always ocated In New
lTestament perspective. Thus, the Trınity, the sacrıfice of the CTOSS, arıology AIC

introduced SINCE the first VGLSEN of (Jjenesı1ıs. People, anımate and inanımate CT Ca-

ur events, Sayıngs and objects of the (IId Testament ATIC taken AS amsal INAar-
gäl/mossale {VDOI of the New Testament. Thıs 1S such persistent and pervasıve
structural paradızma al times aDPCAaIS fo be embarrassıngly eXCESSIVE. Aft le-
aSsT In ONC instance (comment 9 the eXegete qualifies the superıimposıtıon
of interpretation ASs Pg°AA, T° AN, .. 11  OTY In the JNlegory  27  D namely, escalatıon

C urt], Gribomont GE alıa), La fermınolo21a eseget1Ca nell’antichita: attı del prımo 'EeIMI-
NAarIO dı antıchita cristiane, Barı, Ottobre 19854, OQuadernı dı “ Vetera TSLANOTU.  Z Barı
1987 (In the notion of c6,  mystery  997 In Ethiopian tradıtion, cf. Tedros, Romanı, 674-679

Heıne (trans.), Origen. Gospel of John, book 10:18-20, 259-260
(T Jean Chrysostome, Commentaire S0r /Ssale, Introduction, critique ei NnOTtESs Dumortier,
traduction Da Liefooghe, SOUTrCEeSs Chretiennes 304, Parıs 1983, ÜT KZE

31 The relatiıonshıp of Ethioplans ıth exegetes and scholars In general ambıvalent mn
(IHS NAS: — AT° A ND G1 rCA7 “the obacco plan' aC verdure,
110OT A heretic hıs interpretation”. Who Can Compete In tree clımbıng ıth the TOO! of monkey
and In speakıng ıth the TOO: of heretic?”, abtämaryam ärgqanä 1Qqä Seltanat), TE ntawı
Yä’Ityoppe ya Temhert ‚ Ancıen eachıing of Ethiopila], 1S aba, 1963 218
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of the allegory. The PASSasc reads: V A-t Pg T° AN, ee A AT A
T AAAl PO-EACA-Le”77 (MA, 306) “the second \ ınterpretation| 1S Ql
egOrYy of the allegory. T19a’amar 1S allegory of the 5Synagogue and the 5Synagogue
of the CAllegorıca. interpretatıon 1S everywhere. Vırtually CVEIV STOTY 1S
interpreted al least In Christological WaAYyY en Mary and the Church LOO
the iray Joseph eavıng the Jal be conducted the Pharach after the shavıng
of hıs haır and changıng HIS lothes In 41214 1S read Chrıistologically. Pharacoh 1S I1
ene Pılate: Joseph Jesus:; the prıson thıs WOT Joseph 1S taken AS S1IM1-
le of the flesh before the unıty \ of body and soul In the Son]|]. At the ALC of 1ır
Joseph chaved hıs haır, took A bath, changed hıs Jlothes and sStO0d before the Pha-
rach. He 1S the [VDOS of the Lord who, though DUIC of natfure GT ITr sStood In
Iront of Pılate (MA, 318) The analogy between Joseph and Jesus 1S pushed
urther Both WECIC narrated ASs dead Joseph by hıs brethren In Canaan: Jesus by
the Jews whereas WLG alıve and rulıng (MA, 5200

45:8 “It 1S NOT YVOU that ave sent but (30d has sent me  22 Manuscrıpt 5SayS
that thıs 1S {vpos indıcatıng that the er f the Son Of (30d Was NnOTt mposed
hım by the Jews 1S rather [VDOS of the ea of the Son of (G0d Dy hıs OW 111
and by the 11l of hıs Father 1S [VDOS of hıs words: “Nobody snatches my lıfe
from but er It myself of INLY W, aCCOrd” (Jn 10:17b48a)

It 1S COTILNNON practice In the andamtas expand the ıteral meanıng and weıght
of the tEXLT, wıthout repudıatıng the ıteral meanıng. Havıng saı1d thıs though, it
Must be alsSO recognized that there 15 influence of the “theology f
substitution“” comıing down from the Evistle ot Pseudo-Barnaba second century),
often alıred In antı-Judalic polemics, eature In andamta cCommenta
tradıtıon and beyond. The trap along the path f the allegorıca hermeneutic DIO=
cedure 1S the rısk oTf subtracting the texTt Irom Its orıginal setting and of emptyıng It
of the PUIDOSC for 1c it Was CONCelIVved. f inıtıally ONC INaYy be mesmerızed Dy
the intuıtion and audacıty of the interpreters In theır effort perform Chrıistian
transposıtion of (IId Jlestament words and u  « 1C 1S legıtımate operatı-

(cf. 20020 Gal 4:24), the unbrıdled insıstence applyıng thıs method
CVEIYV OOLAGT of the (JId lestament Caln CADOSC rıdicule the ole operatıon. For
instance, the days of mournıng for AaCc0 AIC interpreted A the [VDOS of the
foathat “ahsolution” al the seventh day after err (MA, 350) No Oou that
thıs tfar-fetched readıng DOCS far beyond the intention of the orıgınal wriıter (or
dactor) and the comprehensıon of hıs addressees of (Jen 5010 1mılar objections
Can be raısed the vast Of interpretations applıed °“ Jacob’s ladde In
(Jen 28172 (MA, 240-241). 1S worth mentionıing that Cowley, In the ast
book he Wl”0t€33 before HIS premature er espoused the COTY that “the
andamta COomMMeNTarYy tradıtiıon stands In fundamental continulty wıth earlher

(p 34 / In the apparatus) refers wrongly In mDn
Cowley, Hermeneutics, 475
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commentarıes, especially” those of the ‘Anthiochene’ tradıtion. Thıs statement 1S
ollowe Dy arguments that owngrade ıf NnOoTt xclude the chare of the alle-
orıcal interpretatıion. Cowley’s latest posıtıon represents A inexplicable reireat
from hIis PreviOus evaluations”. Thıs assessment and “the question of the dırect

36UsSC of Jewısh OLE In Ethiopian cCcCommentarıes treated wıth much emphasıs
only COMNC the conclusıon that hıs COmparısons “d0 nNnOtT ıterary contact,
and urther consıderation of it MUuUStT alsSO recognIıze the ManYy real dıfferences bet-

37WCECN the tradıtions represent SOINC of the Tew weaknesses of Cowley’s
otherwıse superb Job

IThe role of (Nestorlan) Syro-Arabic commentarıes In the andamıta of Genesis”®
1-:h18 paragraph Wwan tO draw the attention the INa Yy simılarıties both In her-
meneutIic outlook and In between the andamta and the CommentTtary
(jenesI1ıs of Isu‘dad of MerTv (IX GCENL:), bıshop of Hedatta and prolıfic wriıter In the
Syriac language”. Followıing In the footsteps of eOdore of Mopsuestıia, “the
Interpreter” of the Nestorlans, he sticks the hıstorical ıteral hermeneutics. He
Ocates the people mentioned In the Old Testament In theır immediate and atu-
ral hıstorical CONTEexT On the other hand he Can be SCCH aAs InnOovator In the

that he wiıllıngly ascrıbes the prophecıes of the (Ild Testament mess1anıc
meanıng and INOTEC than that, hıs hıstorıical explanatıons of hıs he adds
allegorıca readıng. The (Ild JTestament 1S consıdered A foreshadowiıing of the

Thıs “especılally” ll be dropped Dy Cowley’s 1scıple Pedersen and che 111 claım hat the
Ethiopian tradıtional hermeneutics descends from the “ Antıochene” eXegesISs. Introducing her
work che States: .  K the present studyNotes on the Ethiopian andoamta commentaries on Genesis  195  commentaries, especially”* those of the ‘Anthiochene’ tradition. This statement is  followed by arguments that try to downgrade if not exclude the share of the alle-  gorical interpretation. Cowley’s latest position represents an inexplicable retreat  from his previous evaluations”. This assessment and “the question of the direct  236  use of Jewish sources in Ethiopian commentaries  treated with much emphasis  only to come to the conclusion that his comparisons “do not prove literary contact,  and further consideration of it must also recognize the many real differences bet-  »37  ween the two traditions  represent some of the few weaknesses of Cowley’s  otherwise superb job.  d. The role of (Nestorian) Syro-Arabic commentaries in the andamta of Genesis”®  This paragraph wants to draw the attention to the many similarities both in her-  meneutic outlook and in contents between the andoamta and the commentary on  Genesis of ISu‘dad of Merv (IX cent.), bishop of Hedatta and prolific writer in the  Syriac language”. Following in the footsteps of Theodore of Mopsuestia, “the  Interpreter” of the Nestorians, he sticks to the historical literal hermeneutics. He  locates the people mentioned in the Old Testament in their immediate and natu-  ral historical context. On the other hand he can be seen as an innovator in the  sense that he willingly ascribes to the prophecies of the Old Testament a messianic  meaning and more than that, to his historical explanations of his texts he adds an  allegorical reading. The Old Testament is considered as a foreshadowing of the  34 This “especially” will be dropped by Cowley’s disciple K. S. Pedersen and she will claim that the  Ethiopian traditional hermeneutics descends from the “Antiochene” exegesis. Introducing her  work she states: “... the present study ... has confirmed most of Cowley’s findings. In the matter of  the Antiochene connection, it has proven beyond any doubt that he was right in seeing the Antio-  chene exegesis as fundamental to traditional Ethiopian Bible clarification”. Cf. Traditional Ethio-  pian Exegesis of the Book of Psalms, AF 36, Wiesbaden, 1995, p. 293. This emphasis on the An-  tiochene track at the expense of the Alexandrian influence has been balanced by a good number  of subsequent studies.  35  Cf. Cowley, Apocalypse, pp. 49-50.  36  Cowley, Hermeneutics, pp. 65-93.  37  Ibidem, pp. 75-76. The association of the andomtas with rabbinic exegesis cannot be suggested  unless historically proven. In the case of Genesis there is one explicit, even though generic refer-  ence to a presumed (but clearly unlikely) Jewish interpretation. It reads: A& -& 4A7& 17X  HI& HI AA 0700 PA07 Pr FAr PAM.C 87400 00 AF  EPa MC 2007 AMANhC AN o 7MC 7LA Man SO NAo-  &r # (MA, p. 171) “The Jews, to hold to one face and person and to unsettle the mys-  tery of the Trinity and unity they interpret that the God who said: ‘Let us make’ is the Father and  the addressees of: ‘Let us make’ are the angels”.  38  R. Cowley has carried out an extensive comparative study between Go‘az, Amharic commentaries  with several other ancient Christian and Jewish commentaries of Genesis including texts in Greek,  Syriac, Arabic. Cowley, Hermeneutics, dedicates a well documented chapter (pp. 113-140) on the  issue of the sources of the theme of creation in Ethiopian literature, followed by an annotated  translation of the andomta of Gen 1:1-2:4a (pp. 144-227). Go‘az texts of Gen 1:1-2:4a, are also  commented upon (pp. 228-234). Cowley concludes his with a reflection on a few selected exegeti-  cal motifs (pp. 235-263).  39  Cf. A. Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur mit Ausschluß der christlich-  palästinensischen Texte, Bonn, 1922 (reprinted in 1968), p. 234.has confirmed MOST of Cowley’s indıngs. In the matter of
the Antıochene conneCcHOnN, ıt has PIOÖOVCO beyond anYy OUuU: that he WAas ng In see1ıng the NT0-
chene eXCZESIS fundamental tradıtional Ethiopian Bıble clarıfıcatiıon”. U Tradıtional Ethio-
DIaNn EXEQESIS Of the O0k alms, 36, Wıesbaden, 1995, 293 T’hıs emphasıs the An
tiochene TAC| al the CADCNSC of the Alexandrıan influence has een alance: Dy g00d number
of subsequent tudıes.

35 (T Cowley, Apocalypse, 49-5()
Cowley, Hermeneutics, 65-973
!bıdem, 876 Ihe assoc1ı1atıon of the andamtas ıth rabbıinıc eXeZESIS CAaNnnOT be suggested
unless hıstorically PIOVCN., In the Casec of -eNnesIis ere 1S ONC explıcıt, VeN though generI1C refer-
HCS presumed (but clearly unlıkely) Jewısh interpretatıion. reads: A © A R
A  &ı A e ANA A7IA F P P -r TP’am.G (1P7-t
Pr 27 °MUIC (D AA Anf 7 (D“ Z °UIC P AT O CD AA
RIO (MA, 17/1) Jews, hold ON face and PCISON and unsettlie the INYS-
LETYy f the Irmity and unıty they interpret that the (J0d who sald: make’ 1S the Father and
the addressees Of: °Let make AIC the angels”.

Cowley has carrıed Out extensive comparatıve study between (59:9Z; Amhbharıc commentarıes
ıth severa|l er ancıent Christian and Jewısh commentarıes of enesIis includıng In TGCO
Syriac, Arabıc Cowley, Hermeneutics, dedicates ell documented chapter (pp 113-140) the
1SSuUE of the SUOUTCES of the eme f creation In Ethıopian lıterature, Ollowe: Dy an annotated
ranslatıon of the andamta of Gen 1E (pPp 144-227). (1923'97 of (‚jen 1-2  A, A also
commented (pp. 228-234). Cowley concludes h1s ıth A reflection few seleCcte:| xeget1-
cal motifs (pp. 235-263).
r Baumstark, (reschichte der syrıschen Literatur mıt Ausschluß der chrıstlıch-
palästinensıischen exte, Bonn, 1927 (reprinted In 234
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New Economy. TOmM hıs Commenta: Genes!1Is, ıt 1S clear that Isu‘dad 1S Aa
compiler wh assembles hıs mater1ı1al Iirom Syrian (S Ephrem, Narsaıl, al “the
Persian”) and Tree authors such ASs Orıgen, quoted three tımes., Lucıan of Antı-
OCH. ası the of 1ne homıilıes the Hexameron. Isu‘dad quotes
Theologıan”, that 1S, GTregory of Nazıanz. Apollınarıs 1S quoted OMNCE ın the COM-

MECNTLATY (JenesI1ıs refute hıs trıchotomist anthropology. TIhe Commentary
(jenesıIıs of eoOodore of Mopsuestia, “the Interpreter” 15 quoted seventeen times.
Homer. Hes1od, Arıstotle, Dıiodore OT SICHY, osephus (Jewısh Antıquities and
Jewısh War), arclıon, Manı AIC SOTNC of the non-Chriıstian authors Isu‘dad has
used. Isu‘dad kNnOws uDbılees and the Hexapla ASs wel140

As there 1S CONSCHNSUS scholars of Ethıopıian studies that there 1S hard
evidence of direct translatıon from Syriac nto G5 al least In the Casec of Gene-
SIS, the mediator 1S Abu-Il-Farag "Abdalla ibn at- Taıyı wh 1ve': In Baghdad
der the Calıphs al-Qadır (991-1031) and al-Qaım (1081-:1075) . ere 1S COM-

meNTaTY (jenesı1ıs under hıs Name 1G corresponds e1g percent su‘dad’s
cCommenta Genesis* The Lollowıng Tew Irom sSu‘dad’s Commenta:
AIC token examples IC iıllustrate SOTINEC of the simılarıties and dıfferences bet-
WECIMN the andamta COomMmMmentarıes and the yro-Arabic materI1al.

Isu‘dad’s COMMENTATLY Andamta cCcommentarıes
17 1S the Blessed ası | Hexameron As TOor that 1C he Ca “wınd of
IL (41C-44B)| and others who ave 22 cholar called äsafgan inter-
interpreted these words ASs “the Holy preted it Sayıng “1t 1S the wınd,i
SPIt whereas “the Blessed Interpre- 15 the 1fe of the waters and 1C pur1-
ter and Mar Ephrem appIy it Hes the waters”. The I argwame Oritf“
wind.” has saı1d that ıt 1S the [VDOS of the riches

Holy Spiırıt that ATIC oıven the ei1le-
VCIS in baptısm ası explaiıned it SdY-
ıng that 1t 1S the [VDOS of the Holy Spiırıt
16 1S g1ven the believers 1ke Je-
remı1ah In the bosom. Severus” though

For ese data., CT. ISu‘dad, (JeENESIS, X VEX V
Ihe ates of hIs 1r and of h1Is (1 AdIiIC unknown.
The ınformatıon the percentage 1S 1{1 of the volume ıth the TrTanslatıon f Ibn at- Ta1yıb,
EeNESIS.
ISu‘dad, (JeENESIS, Ibn at- Ta1yı repOTTS thıs ([EXT word for WwOrTd, Ihbn at- La1yıb, (JENESIS.

1S (1997 COMMEeENTAaTY of enesIs (still unpublished) whose introduction corresponds perfectly
Ihbn at- Tayyıb's COomMMeNntTary of enesı1s. The author 1S Mahaoarka Doangoal who 1Vve!| In the enN-

teenth GCENT.: cf. Cowley, Hermeneutics, 112145
45 The manuscrı1pts Collate!ı Dy do NnOTt specıfy which SEeVvVerus 1S ere In the L[EXT refers the

quotatiıon SEeVerus f Antıoch and quoO(tLes the Haymanotä Däw *Faıth Fathers” sectiıon
(MA, 49) Hıs Englısh Version reads: SEeVverus |of Esmunaın|196  Tedros Abraha  New Economy. From his commentary to Genesis, it is clear that ISu‘dad is a great  compiler who assembles his material from Syrian (e.g. Ephrem, Narsai, Babai “the  Persian”) and Greek authors such as Origen, quoted three times, Lucian of Anti-  och, Basil the composer of nine homilies on the Hexameron. ISu‘dad quotes “The  Theologian”, that is, Gregory of Nazianz. Apollinaris is quoted once in the com-  mentary to Genesis to refute his trichotomist anthropology. The commentary on  Genesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia, “the Interpreter” is quoted seventeen times.  Homer, Hesiod, Aristotle, Diodore of Sicily, Josephus (Jewish Antiquities and  Jewish War), Marcion, Mani are some of the non-Christian authors ISu‘dad has  used. ISu‘dad knows Jubilees and the Hexapla as wel  .  As there is consensus among scholars of Ethiopian studies that there is no hard  evidence of direct translation from Syriac into Go‘az, at least in the case of Gene-  sis, the mediator is Abu-l-Farag ‘Abdallah ibn at-Taiyib who lived in Baghdad un-  der the Caliphs al-Qadir (991-1031) and al-Qaim (1031-1075)*'. There is a com-  mentary on Genesis under his name which corresponds eighty percent to ISu‘dad’s  commentary to Genesis“”, The following few passages from ISu‘dad’s commentary  are token examples which illustrate some of the similarities and differences bet-  ween the andomtfta commentaries and the Syro-Arabic material.  ISu‘dad’s commentary  Andoamta commentaries  1:2 It is the Blessed Basil [Hexameron  As for that which he calls “wind of  IL, 6 (41C-44B)] and others who have  God”, a scholar called MäSafgan inter-  interpreted these words as “the Holy  preted it saying: “it is the wind, which  Spirit”, whereas “the Blessed Interpre-  is the life of the waters and which puri-  2  ter  and Mar Ephrem apply. ıt to  fies the waters”. The Torgwame Orit”  wind. ®  has said that it is the /ypos of the riches  Holy Spirit that are given to the belie-  vers in baptism. Basil explained it say-  ing that it is the $ypos of the Holy Spirit  which is given to the believers like Je-  remiah in the bosom. Severus” though  40  For these data, cf. ISu‘dad, Genes/s, pp. XV-XVII.  41  The dates of his birth and of his death are unknown.  42  The information on the percentage is on p. II of the volume with the translation of Ibn at-Taiyib,  Genesis.  43  ISu‘dad, Genesis, p. 19. Ibn at-Taiyib reports this text word for word, Ibn at-Taiyib, Genesis, p. 7.  44  It is a Go‘3z commentary of Genesis (still unpublished) whose introduction corresponds perfectly  to Ibn at-Tayyib’s commentary of Genesis. The author is Moahorka Doangol who lived in the seven-  teenth cent., cf. Cowley, Hermeneutics, pp. 114-115.  45  The manuscripts collated by MA do not specify which Severus is here. MA in the text refers the  quotation to Severus of Antioch and quotes the Haymanotä Abäw “Faith of the Fathers” section  9 (MA, p. 49). His English version reads: Severus [of Esmunain] ... (MA, p. 389). In reality the  formula belongs to Severus of ASsmünayn. It is very commonly used in the Go‘az (unfortunately,  still unpublished) version of the second and third treatises of his K7tab al-Idäh “the book of the  exposition”.(MA, 389) In realıty the

ormula belongs Severus of Asmünayn. 18 VC commonly sed In the (19 97 (unfortunately,
st11] unpublished) version OT the second and ITr treatises of hıis Kıtiab al-Idah “the book of the
exposıt1ion”.
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has interpreted ıt as the [VDOS of the

Holy Spi{it wh separated the 00 of
VIL 11011 from OQur Lad

Blessed Interpreter” In (3 3Z. MG ”7 mäsafagan irom the Aras
17€e form AA mafsagan of the S5yriac NISIAO MPASGONO,

‚146meanıng anterpreter MD G7 instead ofW in the (39'97 version 1S
metathesıs sımılar that between the wıdespread DA for E DAn AS
eodore of Mopsuestlia 50-428 Was later perceived ASs the harbınger of Nesto-
r1US, INn y scholars chose nOoTt u hım Dy Namme but “the interpreter‚45

sSu‘dad’s COMMENTATY Andamta cCOommentarıes
1:26 But only 111a 1S called “image”, (In Frıday, al dawn, the LoOord Ssald:
because only In hım there 1S C- Le Create Ial In (r lıkeness and
sentatıon of the Persons of the Trıinity In OUT appearance”. “T _ et us make  27 1InN-
and the unıty of natfure As the Father dicates the unıty 1of God]: c  In OUT d
1S nNOT born, dam LOO wh constitutes pearance” the trinity.”“

image, 1S not born;: ASs the Son 1S
born, Net who constıitutes image, 1S
DOorn; and ASs the Holy Spirıt proceeds,
ENe. who constitutes image, PIO-
ceeds. Such 1S the leverage of the trıple
resemblance 10 1S attached that
of those three 1s the SAadINE wıth
gard the soul: OT, Its substance 1S
the image and representatıion of the
Father: for the Word (menta IC
begets continuousliy wıthout aln, IN

46 G’raf, Verzeichnis arabıscher Kırchlicher Termini, S 14 7, Subsıdıa S, Louvaın 1954, O2
Sokoloff, SVTIAC lexıcon franslatıon from the Latın correction, EXDANSION, anı update Of

Brockelmann/[’s/ Lexicon SVIIACUM, Wınona Lake, Ind 2009,
(F OD 7LA N C237 ängel qoaddus nabab-anna targamew | “The Holy
Gospel: eXxXt and commentary ” ], Addıs aba, 1966 In 401 read: Ya
MDA N} TI A -} 7D “ Ta’‘020lo0smeans the OIMC speakıng about| the dıvinıty”. ana WÄäld
Kaofle, regıisters ‚; DA N and explaıns ıt: MDA - e< AA° AT ‚; DAn A

C“ D:  &— QAH TG QAh 204 n } ‚E DA°n 1E AT
A0 70057 ONEC speakıng ‚ about| the dıvinıty. Ta Ol0205 and teWwOlogZ0s AIC ONEC word.
Hymn and New Testament CXDEeTTS though 5SaYy that feWoOolog0s long testicles it 1S wrong”,
K WKDict, 8973
From Syriac lıterature Can mentıion the following WwI1tness: “Rabbulas montraıt aupravant
beaucoupe d’amitie celebhre Interprete el etudiait SCS oOuvrages”. The edıtor In O0OTINOTeEe ob-

“Theodore de Mopsueste, auquel les Nestoriens donnent le tiıtres d’Interprete des lıvres
saınts par excellence”. Mar Barhadbsabba aya, EVEque de Halwan (VIe siecle). ( auUSse de Ia
fondatıon des ecoles, Syrı1aque publie ei traduılt par Mgr Patrologıa Orilenta-
11s 4/4, Parıs 1907, 38() 166] Among the rab wriıters: Al-Safı Ihbn al-Assäl, Kıtab al-Saha ı3 fr
gawab al-nasa I3 ı T’he book of Iruths In the Adviıces]|!, arqus Girsis (ed:) Ca1ro,
1926//7, 116
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the generation of the Son; and because
of ıts spırıtualı that ıt POSSCSSCS by
LUFfe; the Holy Spirıt 1S represented Dy
Lıgure.
Moreover the Aalllec Adam, In IC 1S
wrıtten In four etters, thus designatıng
the four extremities of 1Cc 111all 1S
made 49  up

su‘dad’s COomMMeNTarYy Andamta commentarıes
222 / The woman| Was taken irom rıb198  Tedros Abraha  the generation of the Son; and because  of its spirituality that it possesses by na-  ture, the Holy Spirit is represented by  figure.  Moreover the name Adam, in Greek is  written in four letters, thus designating  the four extremities of which man is  made up.“”  ISu‘dad’s commentary  Andoamta commentaries  2:22 [The woman] was taken from a rib  ... be that as it may, why didn’t he raise  and not from anything else, neither  up to his [Adam’s] forehead nor lower  from ihe earth nör fröm any Other  himself up to his [feet] and create her  thing, [and that] was convenient. Of  [from either top or bottom]? Since  nothing else, neither from the earth so  women are proud from of old, had  that those who have lost their way may  [God] created her from his [Adam’s]  not say that the one who molded Adam  forehead they would have become  is different from he who [formed] Eve,  completely proud. Had he lowered  or that it may not be believed that she  himself up to his [Adam’s] feet they  differs from Adam by nature; not  would have been completely despised.  mainly from the lower part [of Adam],  Saying that she should live above the  so that she may not be held by him as  family and under her husband he crea-  contemptible and a subject; not from  ted her from the middle of his side.”  the anterior part [of Adam], so that it  may not be thought that [God] has gi-  ven him an equal power; nor from the  head [of Adam], so that [the woman]  would not stand up and want to lord  over man. But [God] has taken a rib  from the right side so that it may be  manifest that [the woman] is half of a  living being, fully alive because they  are girdled by two sides, with the aim  of showing two things: the equality of  nature and the need of man’s help that  the woman has. For the side is united  and attached by two ribs, and as the  right covers the ribs, thus the woman  49  Isu‘dad, Genesis, p. 50-51. For a similar Trinitarian interpretation of the passage, cf. Ibn at-  Tayyib, Genesis, p. 17-18.  50  A passage from a much longer but somehow repetitive comment on 1:26, MA, p. 60. The com-  parison shows the common Trinitarian reading of Gen 1:26.be that AS it INaY, why dıdn t he ralse
and NOTt Irom anythıng else, neıther hıs |Adam’S| orenea 11OT lower
irom the earth 1OI from an Y other hımself hıs TECT]| and create her
1ng, ‚ and a Was cConvenılent. (34 Ifrom eıther LOp bottom|? Since
nothıng else, neıther from the earth AdIC prou irom of old, had
that those wh. have lost theır WaY INaYy od| created her from hıs |Adam’S|
NOT 5SaYy that the ONC who molded dam orenea they WOU ave become
1S dıfferent iIrom he who formed Eve, completely prou Had he owered

that it INaYy NOT be ei1eve: that she hımself hıis Adam’s feet they
dıffers irom dam Dy nature; NOT WOU ave been completely espised.
maınly from the lower part |of Adam!]|;, Sayıng that che should Iıve above the

that she MaYy nNnOT be held by hım AS Lamıly and under her husband he CA'CGaA-

contemptible and subject; NnOoTt Irom ted her irom the mıddle of hıs S1ide.“
the anterlior part \ of Adam!];, that it
INAaYy NOT be hought that |God| has 91-
V hım equa. W  » LLOT from the
head 1 of Adam!], that Ithe woman|
WOU NOT stand and want ord
(QVCI I1la  a But |God| has taken rıb
Iirom the ng sıde that It INaYy be
manıfest that |the woman!| 1s haltf of
lıving eing, UuNy qlıve because they
dIC ırdled DYy sıdes, wıth the a1m
of showıng thıngs: the equalıty of
natfure and the need of man’s help that
the has FOr the sıde 1S unıted
and attached Dy rDS, and aASs the
rıght COVEOIS the rDS, thus the

ISu‘dad, (JEeNESIS, 5()=:51 For sımılar Irmıitarıan interpretation of the PassapC, ct. Ibn aL-
ayyıb, GeneSsIiS, 1748

DASSsdarıc from much longer but somehow repetitıve COMMEeNT 1ZO: M Ihe COI-

parıson cShOWS the COINMMLON Irınıtarıan readıng oTf (Jen 1:26
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leans| the protection that
from the INa  - For thıs ICasSson INan has
been ordered love hıs wiıfe hIs
OW. body Liıkewıse, Ithe woman | Was

NnOT taken| from anythıng, that ıt
INAaYy not be hought that perhaps |God|
had repudıated hıs former
‚She WasS| the other hand taken|
fIrom rb, that Ithe Ian and the
woman| WOU love ONC another. It 1S
clear that wıth thıs rıb there Was flesh,
00 andNotes on the Ethiopian andomta commentaries on Genesis  199  [leans] on the protection that comes  from the man. For this reason man has  been ordered to love his wife as his  own body. Likewise, [the woman] was  not [taken] from anything, so that it  may not be thought that perhaps [God]  had repudiated his former creature.  [She was] on the other hand [taken]  from a rib, so that [the man and the  woman] would love one another. It is  clear that with this rib there was flesh,  blood and nerves ... The one that was  now conducted to me, was not conduc-  ted like the animals [were conducted to  me] who are under my dominion, but  in order' to _ become ’one: flesh only  through the union with me.“  32:28 “a man has seen God”. In the  From now on your name will not be Ja-  margin of the manuscripts there is an  cob but Israel.*  addition: Henana said: “Israel is mighty  because of God”®  It is surprising that none of MA’s witnesses elaborates on the meaning of the  noun Israel in this key passage. In the andamfa it is common knowledge that Israel  “means”: people of God, heart/conscience that contemplates God, he who percei-  ves, and the one who is mighty because of his God°”. Most of these interpretations  of the noun Israel derive from Philo of Alexandria”®.  It would be totally misleading to conclude that the Ethiopian interpreters have  uncritically reproduced the above texts. They have learnt them and then made  their own adjustments and brought in original contributions.  e. Anti-judaic rhetoric  In the andomtas in general, and in those on Genesis, religious polemics is almost  absent. This is an important aspect that distinguishes them from most of Ethiopi-  S%  ISu‘dad, Genesis, pp. 75-76. Ibn at-Tayyib, Genesis, p. 27.  52  Partial comment of 2:22, cf. MA, p. 71.  53  ISu‘dad, Geneszs, p. 210. Ibn at-Tayyib, Geneszs, p. 82.  54  MA, p. 271.  55  Tedros Abraha, Romanz, pp. 337.579.  56  Filone [d’Alessandria], 7utt 7 Trattati del Commentario Allegorico alla Bibbia, R. Radice (ed.),  Milano 1984, pp. 1026.1271; M. Sheridan, “Jakob and Israel: A contribution to the History of an  Interpretation”, in M. Löhrer und E. Salmann (heraus.), Symbol, Gegenwart und theologische  Bedeutung. Festschrift für Basıl Studer, (Studia Anselmiana 116, 1995), pp. 219-241.The (E that Was

10  S conducted Was NOT conduc-
ted ıke the anımals |were conducted O
me | who ATIC under I11Yy domınıo0n, but
In order become OHE flesh only
throu the unıon wıth me  51

3078 111a has SGCCN 22 In the TOom I9(0) YOUI 1Name 111 NnOoTt be Ja
margın of the manuscrıpts there 1S cob but Israel 54

addıtion: Henana Ssald: “ Israel 1S m1g
because of (30d”°

1S surprıisıng that NONC of WwItnNesses elaborates the meanıng of the
Israel In thıs key PaASSapc. In the andamta ıt 1S COTININON knowledge that Israel

“means”: people of God, heart/conscıence that contemplates God, he who percel-
VCS, and the ONC who 1S m1g because of hIs God> Most of these interpretations
of the OUunNn Israel derıve from 110 of Alexandria”®.

WOU be otally misleadıng conclude that the Ethiıopıian interpreters ave
uncritically reproduced the above Ihey have learnt them and then made
theır OW adıustments and brought In orıginal contrıbutlons.

Antı-jJudaic rhetoric
In the andamtas In general, and In those GenestI1s, rel1210uUs polemi1cs 1S almost
absent. T’hıs 1S important aspect that dıstinguıishes them from MOST of Ethiop1-

A ISu‘dad, (JeENESIS, TIG Ihn at- Layyıb, (JENESIS,
Partıal COMMENT ofZ CT Fl
ISu‘dad, (TEeENESIS, 210 Ibn at- Layyıb, (JeENESIS,

Z
lTedros Abraha, Komanı, 337.579
Fiılone |d’Alessandria], TEn ralttatı del OMMENLATIO Allegorico alla Bıbbia, Radıce (ed.)
ılano 1984, 9 Sheridan, °“ Jakob and Israel contrıbution the Hıstory of
Interpretation”, In LÖöhrer und Salmann (heraus.), SyımDol, Gegenwart Un theologische
Bedeutung. Festschrift fürAST Studer, (Studia Anselmıjana 176; 2190241
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Chrıstian rel1g10us works 1C ATIC routinely engaged In ıghting agalnst old
and INOIC recent heres1es. In the andamta (jenesI1ıs heretics AIC Occasıonally
mentioned (MA, 60) the retrieval of the dentity of AdNONYINOUS heret1ics WOU
perhaps contrıibute put the commentarıes In theır historical CONTtEXT The p-
tion the absence of theologıca and rel1g10uUs CONntroversies 1S udaısm C 1S
apparently privileged targel of the andamta COMMEeNntators As atter of fact,
antı-Judalc polemi1cs 1S permanent aSpecCtL of arge part of Ethiopıan Chrıistian
rel1g10us lıterature and NOTt Just of andamta commentarı1es. AsS already mentioned
the negatıve and ıf nNnOT ostıle attıtude towards udaısm prıngs irom the underly-
Ing CONvıctIi1on that the (JId Testament Was only preparatıon the New Econo-
IMY and that the latter has ırretrievably superseded the Mosaıc LAW Such Out-
o0k Was NOT invented Dy the andamta teachers: it 1S already present INn Varlous

of the New Testament ıtself and In early Chrıistian wrıtings. The already
mentioned Epistie of RKeudo-Barnabas 1S oft-evoked expression of the
called eology of Substitution. TE have been adıcal posıtions 1C rejected
Out of hand the (Jid Jestament AS the (30d that it projected. 1S the Marcıioniıte
heresy. Ihe COMMEeENT 358300 declares that c  S 1Tamar remaıned wıthout getting
the amb Ithe gıft sent Dy udah|, 1kewılise the house of en confined

hope 1amar 1S the [VDOS of the synagogue  27 (MA, 306) The paralle to Ja
cob’s agaınst Simon and LevI In 49:"7 accordıng tO the interpreters 1S the
clusıon of the Falasa and the ayla, the Ethiıopıan Jews, from the Mg of inher1-
ting and (MA, 371) Book CLr ASLUTE 1S mentioned 4S OILC the Jewısh malpracti-
CcCes  SE According fOo such accusatıon Jews WOU aV been responsiıble of
manıpulatıng the W.  1C for instance referred the Holy Trınıity, Je-
SUuLS Chrıst “the or  on of tO Mary “the other of GO 22

The ıtz-ım-Leben, the Janguage and the style of the andamta of (JjenesıIıs

The background of the andamta 1S the rural, feudal AICAa of the central and 1L1O1-

thern reg10Ns of thıopıla. CTE 1S pecı1al focus Gondär, the capıtal of the
Ethiopian kıngdom established Dy Emperor ası (1632-1667)” around 1635 The
lamour of the (Gondärıne and the (delıberate) AW! inspırıng impression It
made 1ts subjects 1S described In the COomMMentT In manuscrıipt @& 333 c  and
\ Jacob| tell the ground times untiıl he arrıved 11CcCal hıs brother Esau  22 The
AT of mınd and attıtude of aCcCo subjugated Dy apprehensıon because of hıs 1N-
comıng eNCOuUNTter wıth hıs enemy) brother Esau 1s compared that of lıttle

( 123 apparatus 177 apparatus 13 In virtually CVEIY (393°97 manuscrıpt
ere 18 the threat of excommunıcatıon AaNyONC who WOU steal, deface, cance] ıt 18

indıcatıon that the practice of book mıshandlıng Was NOT of Jewısh makıng only
558 Fasıl’s father and predecessor In the throne, SUSINYyOS (1607-1632) 1S (OMNC the historical fgures

that the commentarıes mention exphicıtly (MA, 296)
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known PCISONASC who WAas about SC the kıng Here 1S the cCOomMMent “[Jacob’s
prostration| 1S ıke the prostration of alaw TIhe CIHMDCIOI of (GGondär appeare
hım wearıng frıghtening and shockıng lothes of silk and gold thread, sıttıng hIs
throne, reclhnıng silk cushıon, stretchıing hıs vgolden Scepiter, makıng hıs dıgnita-
r1es lıne hıs Mg and left, makıng fıre burn In front of hım an lıon be
haıned Bäläw| WOU fall down and MNsSe. prostrate and hlıe down completely 1ıke

10W rankıng palace Ificer After recelving orders, lad WOU M and ell hım
“[Hıs Majesty| has old yOUu Stan up!‘ 7 Proceeding ea! lıttle äläw| WOU
repeat the S\a’dmMıle |gestures]. er receIving orders, lad WOU Z and ell hım
° Hıs MaJjesty| has old yYOu Stand up!’ d He gets close the kıng In thıs WdYy
t1il he sıt al the ng 1S In thıs WaYy that Jacob| prostrated repeatedly, for
times  29597 The DaASSaLC 1C ave been dıctated the SDUur of the
men(t, 1s replete wıth Amharıc 1C dAdIC 10  < obsolete. Another meanıngful
example IC mirrors the (GJondarıne SCCHCIY 1S the COMMEeNntT Gen 2201 -Dina:
aughter OT L1a born aCcCOo went Out watch the gIirls of that country”. Manus-
cr1pts 5SaYy a Dına went out]: 2C nl  , (14A A AD A72. 7UC
ık: (jondarıne cıty-slıcker who sed S Out watch feast celebrations”. As

asıde, it 1S noteworthy that the COMMEeNntTtaAatOo 1s far from eıng tender wıth DI-
GMC 1S Dy definıtion dissolute OINan (dıvorced widowe who 11-

VECS alone, who se her LavoOrs, dances, SINES works In establıshment where
alcoholıc drıinks AL sold:Notes on the Ethiopian andomta commentaries on Genesis  201  known personage who was about to see the king. Here is the comment: “[Jacob’s  prostration] is like the prostration of Bäläw. The emperor of Gondär appeared to  him wearing frightening and shocking clothes of silk and gold thread, sitting on his  throne, reclining on silk cushion, stretching his golden scepter, making his dignita-  ries line up to his right and left, making fire burn in front of him and a lion to be  chained. [Bäläw] would fall down and rise, prostrate and lie down completely like  a low ranking palace officer. After receiving orders, a lad would go and tell him:  “[His Majesty] has told you: ‘Stand up!’ ”. Proceeding ahead a little [Bäläw] would  repeat the same [gestures]. After receiving orders, a lad would go and tell him:  “[His Majesty] has told you: ‘Stand up!’ ”. He gets close to the king in this way un-  til he sit at the right. It is in this way that [Jacob] prostrated repeatedly, for seven  times”””. The passage which seems to have been dictated on the spur of the mo-  ment, is replete with Amharic terms which are now obsolete. Another meaningful  example which mirrors the Gondarine scenery is the comment to Gen 34:1 “Dina,  daughter of Lia born to Jacob went out to watch the girls of that country”. Manus-  cripts BC say [that Dina went out]: P772&C P& Ar N4IA AL ON AT OC#  “Jike a Gondarine city-slicker who used to go out to watch feast celebrations”. As  an aside, it is noteworthy that the commentator is far from being tender with Di-  na. A *& gore is by definition “a dissolute woman (divorced or widowed) who li-  ves alone, who sells her favors, dances, sings or works in an establishment where  alcoholic drinks are sold; ... a badly brought up child, scamp, rogue, rascal, knave,  2260  city slicker  . One can see the cultural prejudice with regard to rape. Women are  never seen as victims of male sexual violence: when it takes place it is the woman  who provoked it. Thus, according to the mind of the andomta interpreter Dina  was to bear the blame for her predicament. Manuscript C adds that she went out:  D4 07PA NLA EAN AAA GEM AALT APPIOE r AYA AT AT.0OM:  U-A  « s  s CC  like the Galla, the Sangella, the Kayla, the Folasa, the pagan Arabs who  g0 out to watch the celebrations of the Epiphany”®. The comment is interesting in  the sense that, beside highlighting again the guilt of the girl for associating “with  the impure”, it indicates the ethnological and religious landscape of the Gondari-  ne period. It is a microcosm made up of the Oromo population” which at that  time followed their own traditional religions, Islam and some became Christians.  The Sanqella were mainly non-Christians. The terms Kayla and Folasa denote the  Ethiopians who adhered to Judaism, whereas the fänbalat (pagan) Arabs are the  Muslims. The andomta are an eyewitness that the long and colourful celebration  of the Christian feast of the Epiphany attracted and united the whole of the Gon-  59  The text is in MA, p. 273. In his English version MA, p. 573, gives a footnote which states: “Ms C  riod”. That is all.  liken (sic) this with that of the bow made by Bäläw, an unknown rebel during the Gonderine pe-  60  TIK p 7I9:  61  The texts are in MA, p. 277. They have been left out from the English translation.  62  Galla is perceived as derogatory name by Ethiopian Oromos.a brought © IN  99 rascal, knave,

760cıty lıcker One Can SCS the cultural prejudıce wıth regard LaDC. Women ATC

SCCH 4S victims of male sexual violence: when it takes place It 1S the
who provoke ıt Thus, accordıng the mınd of the andamta interpreter Dına
Was bear the ame fOor her predicament. Manuscrıpt adds that che went Ouft

Q”7 pA 1.@,4 .49 Q4 -r AAAl A 2 -} APR g° -} NAA A7IP - ADn
VA ıke the alla, the Sangqolla, the ayla, the Folasa, the Tra who
Z Out watch the celebrations of the Epiphany  „61‘ The COMMEeENT 1S interesting In
the that, beside hıghlıghting agaın the gul of the gır] for assoclatıng “wıth
the impure , it indıcates the ethnologica and rel1g10us landscape OTf the (sondarı-

per10d. 1S m1icrocosm made of the Oromo population““ 1C A that
time Ollowe theır IW tradıtıional relıg10ns, siam and SOTINC became Christians.
The Sanqella WCIC maınly non-Chriıstlans. Ihe ayla and Foalasa denote the
Ethıoplans who dhered Judaısm, whereas the tänbalat pagan) Arabs ALC the
Muslıms The andamta ATIC eyewıtness that the long and colourful celebratıon
of the Chrıstian feast of the pıphany attracted and unıted the ole of the (J0OnNn-

The texTt IS In Z In hıs Englısh version M. AL o1VveSs O0O0inote 16 STAates “Ms

rMod”. [ hat 1S all
en SIC thıs ıth that of the DOW made by Aläw, unknown rebel durıng the (Gonderine DC-

11L e
61 The ATC In M DE They ave een efit Out from the Englısh Translatıon.

1S perceived AS derogatory AamMIne Dy Ethıopıian (I)romos.
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darıne socletyi Was otherwıse used 1ve splı accordıng ethnıc and reli-
S10US lınes.

Thus, the andamta masters ATIC un1ıque interpreters nNOT only of Sacred Scripture
but also of theır rel1210uUs and soclo-polıtical setting wıth 1ts rgl classıfiıcatıon.
Through anecdotes, proverbs and aphorısms, they masterIully pOrtraYy M
other thıngs, Ethıopıan anthropological, psychological makeup and value SyStems.
The followıng 16© few iıllustratıve examples of the interpreters WOT. VIEW.

30-:13-14 (manuscrIıpts BD) (1 C ‚€ (L D DCOAA AT°Q  e q° AN K
AT MD 07 Brn An HA (MA, 309) Potifar’s wife  63 vented her TagCc
al Joseph’s efusal please her In barrage of insults: “When OTINCOIIC Duys
slave he makes SUIC that hIs haır 1S kınky, hıs speech 1S stutter1ıng, hıs LONZUE 1S
te, hI1s foot 1S distorted and hIs face wrinkled”

16:4 (manuscrıpt AANAC Ar& A0 AF Af-F D, ! AAA
HN A mr (MA, 152) c  she topped obeyıng her miıstress Dy refusıng
Sa y “ Here I„ when che called here, and “Where should g0?]  27 when che
WOU Wwan 1spatc! her The ATIC eloquent 1ICONS depıicting slave-
aster relatiıonshıp In feudal thıopıa.

15:6 (manuscrıpt A”72. C A7BC:- 2A0 A7BC 163) ‘“ ıt 1S thın
1ke the pancake of the Tigreans”. The an inhabıted by 1 9agranna speakers
(present day State of Erıtrea and the northern Ethıopıan reg1o0n of Togray) aAIc

generally dry and NOT as ertıile ASs INanıYy ara The presumed and SCHNCIA-
1Ze perception of the thınness of J oagray Tea derıves irom the DOVEeTITY of the
envıronment.

vn  un 23824 ( -f:  E D7n TI OT D eAHA 07 L1HA
17 E: RA mM F D: EMP+C A AA BA PA 20 O
AA (MA, 305) The QUCIY and the elated AaNSWeET 1S how Tamar’s P C:
NANCY Was discovered. The COM  tOr 5SaySs “When get p  > theır
womb wıdens and theır WOU push forward that tiıme, theır lıps ll
be SCOrIcChed, theır breast becomes aC. they ıll be inchined sleep and theır
chest becomes jght”

44+17) (manuscrıpt B) A6.C P77Z CD (D ON Na L. AA IC
A AA O a H4E (MA, 341) “A PCISON who Organızes afärsata
begıns irom hıs irıend that the others WOU NnOT Out-sm hım. lıkewıse, he be-
SUun irom the SeN1O0T that the others INAYy NnOT know hıs mınd” Afärsata Was COIN-

munal inquest mposed CommunIty fOor the PUTDOSC of identifyıng and C-
hendıing the perpetrators of crıme such d€ murder®“. The practice
Was a1sSO known ASs 2W93CAaCan. The folk of rural village AICa dIiICcC kept SEqUESLra-

65 On the elaboratıon of the Joseph STOTY, cf. Ephraım 1saac, thıopı1c Hıstory of Joseph.
Translatıon ıth Introduction and Notes”, Journal fOor the UudV of Pseudepigrapha (1990) S
125
TL 1355
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ted In 16 AWAY from theır homes untiıl informer forward identify
the gul person“”. The andamtas COMMENTLATOTS had A g00d nsıght In makıng UsSCcC

of the afärsata to illustrate the search procedure retrieve Joseph’s CUD
A0 19 W PAPAMD: PANd.a TT P ALn (MA, 314)

“Nobody burlies OINCOMNNC that the kıng hung JE who Was torn ap by 107  22 The

images dIiIC employe COMMEeNntT the hangıng of aracoch Sr
Sometimes the commentarıes crude language and imagery 1G

perhaps ın the mouth of and shepherds and LO the CF of theır lısteners
WOU sound innocent. couple of examples 111 be sufficıent have dea of
ıt The COMMENT 1 5SayS ..  and God| made Pharach suffer wıth and
evıl paın, hım and hıs househo (30d brought SE VGTE disease Pharach H

they ask “What kınd of disease?”, ıthe ANSWECTI IS} hıs genitals became 1ıke lea-

nıng place, pıllow and swelled, and brought SITONZ disease hıs COuntirymen.
(30d caused throughout the nıg men’s genitals SWE 1ıke pıllow and the DIG-
gnan who WEeTIC nOoTt about oIve IT be overtaken Dy 1r and
those who WFE se1zed Dy He NnOT delıver the (MA, 155) The
andam 45°15 5SayS Joseph’s brethren made SULG that he WAas theır brother be-

of HIS CIrCUMCIS1ION; he let them SC hıs (MA, 349)
11 Oralıty. In tradıtional Ethiopıian educatıon, clence 1S communicated orally

firom Andamta tramıng 1S exception: the interpretation of rel1210uUs
IS imparted orally and has be earned Dy heart The andamtas have been

committed wrıting In manuscrı1pts Hrst. then they egun be publiıshed al the

beginnıng of the twentieth CENTUTY. As the number of students has been steadıly
dwıindlıng, theır publicatiıon ıll SAaVC them irom extinction. However, In s_

crıpt In book, there 1S WdYy of representing the intonation®, 16 1S 1N-

tegral part of the SFTHNCIUTE of thıs Iıterature and ımportant KEeYy, for instance,
mark the PAaUSCS. The andamtas were born be kept alıve In lıving IM and

be handed down orally. Ihey WEIC NnOT suppose be naıled down wrıting
1C 11l inevıtably kall the VEIVC of the As matter of fLact, the Oft-
intrıcate language of the andamtas has better chance of getting hrough when it
1S declaımed by rather than when It 1S read In book®” In the COMMEeNtT

Gen A0 read ME G VU, wrıtten aASs ıt 1S normally pronounced, In the COIMN-

tracted form instead of M (MA, 259) In Ö: 11, there 15 VC CONncIse
COMMEeNT wıthout subject. reads: (D 7D“ Zı 099 u (r“ Ar
(MA, 109) “Sayıng: “The has TE up! 00d news’ 7: The subject 1S the
dove wıth olıve branch IC announced oah the end of the deluge. The
COMMEeNntT 35°1 (manuscrıpt reads: AM.A N HAMT MAÄAAN MAHRN

65 HK 1276
In SOTINC 5A1 instances the scrıbes supply indıcatıons such annab “read ogether  09  , referring
[WO LNOTC entries that ave be pronounced al ONC

For MLE HIR aspectT, c1. Tedros, Romanı, 659-661
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HAM-T AM.ANdE HLEA LI”T AA (MA, 283) “where there 1S (30d

Ithere 18 ]} angel, Irom a place| where there 1S ange (30d does NOT

|himsel{], thus (30d told hım ihis The GCOTG 1ISsue here 1S identifyıng the meanıng
of NnANM-F homography, whose signifiıcance Call be decıded Dy oublıng loosen-
ing the

111 The style of the andamtas. The interpretation of rel1210uUSs Text 1S the ADCA OTf
tradıtional Ethiopıian educatıon. PT'  S absolute command of CVCIY
aspect the G3a 97 Janguage, namely, morphology, V and especılally
ere 1S explicıt quotatıiıon of 65  gane 1S ITONIC COMMEeNtT 42:13 qV-
N: A’1PU 71C P AF OS AAA QA P} (MA, 326) ..  as the GMIC

Sald: the ea of Joseph, hIis brothers old Jo The VAaSt maJOr1-
of andamta masters represented the MOST qualified intellectual elıte In the ira-

dıtiıonal Ethiopıan academıc The WI1 f theır knowledge’s horızon 1S pal-
pa In everal of the andamta (jenesI1is AS ell In the COmMMEenNntT 1:4
In clear dismissal of the Manıchean Weltanschaung LVG P, NCYW727
(LA4.PC A0 2 AI°AN mA AMNCE “lf the good god created 1g the evıl god
created darkness” (MA, 50)

The style of the andamtas 1S chiefly colloquıial, rhapsodic, esiıgne instruct
AI entertamıng. (J9'97 classes ATIC offered In Amharıc, thus the student catches

1Tr wıth ONC The language of the andamtas 1S In Its OW

ng 1C tar has NnOT attracted sufficıent attention of studies of
Ambharıc language and lIıterature. For people famılıar wıth Amharıc there 1S plen

en]OYy 111e readıng: passıonate attention sıngle words and eNsumNg labora-
t102, IrONY, PUNS, rhymed (close Arabıc A) subtle syllogısms, touchıng
examples firom aıly ıfe draw analogıies, AL E of the stylıstıc features that
fascınate the reader. Among the proverbs popular sayıngs), Can remember the

followıng: Z 232): CC.  whıiıle cravıng after the
mäkfält”, they gor destruction”.

1Ihe Ambharıc of WItNESSES 00 ıke c  an updated” language. Iraces Oof
er Amharıc AT In ıts wrıtten attestations (manuscrI1pts) ONC of the MOST

COTMNINONMN orthographic phenomena 1S abbrevıatıon. The scarcıty of wrıiting materI1-
q] COU be plausıble L1CAaSOI fOor the tachygraphıies such 4S the ell known A HA

OQoane ATC pıIece of composed DEDy tradıtional erudıtes known AS “däbtara”, especılally
durıng lıturgical celebrations. Their maın pecuharıty 18 polysemy contaıned In term CXPDICS-
S1ON, In PCISON In even ending them Varıo0Ous interpretations IC In the technıcal Jar-
SNn ATC described AS O  WaxX and gold” The Ä6,  WAaX  .. 18 the immediıately perceptible meanıng ıle the
gold” 1S the deeper, hıdden
The mäkftaält 1S the fraternal 1g meal IC es place wıthın the church compound er the
Eucharıistic CeleDration A nare: food and drınk the faıthful rIng the priests In the däggä-sälam
durıng ftäzkar-memorı1al SErVICES, funerals christenings”, D 1461
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for “Iiera@gl . The 1DI1Ca be commented uDON dIC gıven In full only sel-
dom, CVCIl ıf the mI1ssıng pa Cal be retrieved later In the om

Among the VarıoOus devıces employe (among other ICasSONSs, help memorTYy)
In the andamtas Genes!I1s, there AdIC everal “echo words” constructilons. Some
intrıguing examples 111 be gıiven hereafter. 1S impossıble translate them Into

Englısh wıthout tarnıshıng theır ecau thus have chosen present only the
LOXT,

12  > NN © D:J p<
(D P-I mD: (D°P-I"MD-
(1C.@: (10.mD: (MA, 58)
A CO £. D X27 (7 A0OA - \ww| Hc Qn

U < T D  » ! AP-A U  > 076 E SPMA an (C PPC
. APTDNAT D: MCO mm (MA, p 86)

34:29 (manuscrıpts BC) 2N,  — 0 ”P@: 07 DA p D 707 (MA,
281)

Conclusıon
TOmM the consıderations above ıt Call be concluded that the interprefer 1S NnOoTt

cholar dissociated irom real ıfe the CONLTrAaTY, he 1S In 1alogue wıth
wıde Spe  u of interlocutors, from the farmer the roya household
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