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TEDROS ABRAHA, La lettera ai Romani, Testo e commentari della
versione Etiopica = Aethiopistische Forschungen 57. Wiesbaden: Ot-
to Harrassowitz Verlag, 2001. 734 pages. Price: Eur 149,—. ISBN : 3—
447-04380-6.

A reliable edition of the earliest retrievable text of the Ge‘ez Version of the
complete New Testament has been a wish for a long time. Tedros Abraha’s
text-critical edition of Paul’s La lettera ai Romani is an important achieve-
ment, filling a considerable part of the still existing gap. The edition is based
on thirteen described manuscripts from a group of almost one hundred.
Their variant readings are placed in an extensive text-critical apparatus.

Apart from the edition of the text of the Epistle to the Romans this large
Volume (734 pages) includes a text-critical edition of the traditional
EtthplC commentary (‘Andemta’) on Romans. It is based on thirteen
manuscripts, all but one from EMML, the microfilm collection of the Hill
Monastic Microfilm Library at Collegeville, Minnesota. The commentary
contains the text of Romans but necessarily in a form slightly different from
the edition. The edition of the ‘Andemta’ comes with a full translation of
both text and commentary. Little research has so far been done in this field
and scholars will greatly welcome the edition of this text, its translation, and
helpful explanatory notes.

There is one serious drawback: all introductions to the edition and the
translation of the Andemta are in Italian. Although some Ethiopic scholars
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will be familiar with the basics of that language, it makes this valuable book
inaccessible to many.

Tedros Abraha distinguishes in the Epistle to the Romans two major
early types of text. ‘Family A’ is represented by three manuscripts: Paris
Bibliotheque Nationale Eth 46, the Pentaglot B 20 from the Biblioteca Am-
brosiana in Milan, both from the 14™ century, and Tanasee 110 from the 16™
century. The text of ‘family A’ is supposed to be as close as possible to the
original translation of the Greek. The usual argument in favor of a Greek
Vorlage is the spelling of proper names. The author provides a short list on
page 62, adding just one example of apparent mistranslation.!

‘Family B’ is represented by five manuscripts, three from the 14%/15%
and two from the 16" century. A third group, called ‘later manuscripts’,
comprises of five manuscripts from the 17%/18" century. Finally there is
one manuscript of the 167/17" century? considered the odd one out. This
three- or fourfold differentiation confirms what we know from the rest of
the New Testament and in some respects even the Old Testament’: the
Versio Antigua was translated from the Greek Bible, it has been remodeled
in an ongoing process which had started already in the 13 century and was
intensified from the 16" century onward with the help of Arabic Versions.

In the past the Editio Princeps (Roma 1548) and to a lesser extent the eclec-
tic Platt edition of 1830, frequently reprinted by the British and Foreign Bible
Society, have been generally accepted as authoritative. The text presented in
this edition of the Epistle to the Romans is by and large the text of the family
A manuscripts, among which, according to the editor, Paris Bibl. Nat. Eth 46
takes first place. That is a fundamental decision which, on the basis of the
material presented, looks acceptable. It results, however, in a text that shows
remarkably few differences from the Roman edition.* Nevertheless New
Testament scholars should be aware of the fact that since the appearance of

Romans 1:20 in the Paris manuscript interpreting &{dwog as doc. The quotations on
this page ought to have been printed lower by three lines.

Comboniani S 8. No reference exists as to where the manuscript is located [Osvaldo
Raineri informed the editor: the manuscript is located at the Biblioteca Vaticana and
catalogued by Codices Comboniani Aethiopici. Recensuit Osvaldus Raineri, In: Bib-
liotheca Vaticana MM, nr. 280, pp. 276-281].

See MICHAEL A. KN1BB, The Ethiopic Version of the Old Testament (Oxford: Univer-
sity Press, 1999). Even the phenomenon of an ‘odd one out’ manuscript is known in
the tradition of the Gospel (Daga Estifanos = Tana 113) as well as the Octateuch
(Cambridge, University Library Add. 1570).

Tedros Abraha decided against recording the readings of that edition (page 36, note 1).
It is obvious that the editor of the Editio Princeps used a manuscript with a text that,
although not identical, was akin with Tedros Abraha’s basic manuscript.
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this new edition references to the Ethiopic Version in the current editions
of the Greek New Testament are in principle out-of-date.”

The text-critical apparatus registers variant readings with numbers refer-
ring to a footnote attached to a word in the text. Since the number of vari-
ant readings is huge, footnotes, often consisting of two or three entries,
occur virtually at every word. As a consequence of this system notation of
large variant readings must be spread over many footnotes, which often
makes it difficult to reconstruct the text of a particular manuscript. It is also
a source of mistakes in the notation of variant readings. One wonders
whether in a case like this, with many and large variant readings, it would
not have been more suitable to publish the two or three main types of text
separately. The chosen lay-out of the Andemta part of the book does not
always make it easy to find quickly the exact place of Romans to which the
text or the translation refers.

Anyone who has worked on editions like this knows that small inaccura-
cies are very difficult to avoid. Ethiopic manuscripts often differ immensely
in matters of spelling and we should not make it hard for an editor when he
or she, like Tedros Abraha, does not always succeed in harmonizing these
variations. Mistakes in the printed text are a more serious matter. Checking
the apparatus of chapters one, six and twelve in manuscripts C (EMML
6462) and F (EMML 2198), I found the number of mistakes in the first
chapter unacceptably high.® It may not always affect the final conclusions
very much, but a cavear regarding the reliability of the details of the appa-
ratus in that part of the edition seems appropriate. A frequent error in
spelling, all through the edition in both text and apparatus, is confusion of
Ge‘ez "1 and 1, e.g. spelling the preposition -1 £ as 0.’

A number of desiderata remains. The edition is very much geared to
Ethiopisants and much less to those who would use it for the purpose of tex-
tual criticism of the Greek New Testament and its ancient versions. In the
Introduction the editor confines himself to mentioning the indisputable fact

Since the present text of Ethiopic Romans does not differ very much from the Editio
Princeps the references to “eth” in the Greek text of the United Bible Societies (4t re-
vised edition, Stuttgart 1994) can mostly remain in place, although the interpretation
in a number of cases should be reconsidered.

I did not count orthographical or small grammatical variant readings. More than 75
times in the samples the apparatus notes ‘er’ (i.e. erasure) whereas in the majority of
cases the text, although stained, is nevertheless legible on microfilm or easily restored.
Excluding all these I still found in Chapter 1 (from verse 10) at least 25 mistakes, but
in Chapter 6 no more than 13 and in Chapter 12 no more than 3 real textual errors
among the variant readings of manuscripts C and F.

In some early mss. the -7 sometimes looks like a .
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that the original translation from the Greek is concise and sometimes difficult
to follow. The translation of the Andemta includes a translation of the text of
Romans, in the Andemta version, with notes comparing it with a translation
of the Greek. Why not the actual Greek? The Introduction (p. 471) states that
significant Greek variant readings have been considered, but one finds little
evidence of that.®* Which kind of Greek manuscript might underlie the Versio
Antigua has not been considered. On the other hand the translated and an-
notated Commentary may shed valuable light on the reasoning of those who
translated the text from the Greek or took part in later revisions.

The sections discussing the relation of the Ge‘ez Version with the Syriac,
Coptic and Arabic Versions are very brief indeed. Admittedly this is a
complicated matter, but there are many cases where direct or indirect de-
pendence on these versions is obvious. An occasional note to that effect
would have been helpful for the interpretation of the Ethiopic text.

Apart from a few lines stating that most existing Ge‘ez editions of the
Epistle to the Romans are very much akin, little attention has been given to
these editions. One or two have been mentioned occasionally, but a list, as
complete as possible, including editions printed in Ethiopia that are not
always easy to find, together with a short characterization of the text,
would have been useful.

Rochus Zuurmond

8 1 did not find a reference to a variant reading at any of the 85 places discussed in the
edition of the Greek text by the United Bible Societies (above, note 5), not even where
we have a clear and relevant case, such as in 3:7, 6:4, 7:18, 8:2, 9:4, 10:1, 10:17 etc.
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