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TEXTUAL VARIANTS AND VERBAL ASPECT IN LXX JONAH: 

 

A BIRD’S EYE AND WORM’S EYE VIEW 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The book of Jonah in the LXX has been analyzed several times in terms of the LXX translation 

in comparison to the Hebrew text.1 In addition, there has also been some discussion of the LXX 

translators’ rendering of Hebrew verbs into Greek.2 However, there are a number of textual 

variants in LXX Jonah that have not been examined. While a number of verbs in LXX Jonah 

have textual variants such as differences of number, lexeme, or prepositional prefix, twenty-three 

times in LXX Jonah the difference in the textual variant is between verb forms that differ in 

terms of verbal aspect: imperfect versus aorist indicative, present versus aorist infinitive or 

imperative, etc. 

 This paper will examine the textual data on LXX Jonah with reference to the variants that 

differ in verbal aspect. It will examine the problem of these variants from two angles: first, it will 

                                                 
1 John A. Beck, Translators as Storytellers: A Study in Septuagint Translation Technique (New York: Peter 

Lang, 2000); Jacob N. Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis of the Masoretic and Septuagint Version of Jonah 

(Th.M. thesis; Wake Forest, NC: Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2015); Larry Perkins, “The Septuagint 

of Jonah: Aspects of Literary Analysis Applied to Biblical Translation,” BIOSCS 20 (Fall 1987): 43–53; Phyllis 

Trible, Studies in the Book of Jonah (Columbia University PhD Dissertation, 1963). 
2 Barr, James. “Translators’ Handling of Verb Tense in Semantically Ambiguous Contexts.” Pages 381–

403 in VI Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Jerusalem, 1986. (Edited 

by Claude E Cox; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987); T. V. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch: Natural 

Greek Usage and Hebrew Interference (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001); Benjamin Johnson, “Narrative 

Sensitivity and the Variation of Verb Tense in 1 Reigns 17:34–37 (Wevers Price Paper 2013),” The Journal for 

Septuagint and Cognate Studies 48 (2015): 54–71; Anssi Voitila, Présent at imperfait de l’indicatif dans le 

pentateuque grec: Une étude la syntaxe de traduction (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001); idem. “Some 

Remarks on the Perfect Indicative in the Septuagint.” BIOSCS 26 (Fall 1993): 11–16; idem, “What the Translation 

of Tenses Tells about the Septuagint Translators,” SJOT 10.2 (1996): 183–196. 
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look at the problem from a bird’s eye point of view and seek to determine if there is any cause or 

pattern to these variants when considered as a whole. Second. It will look at the problem from a 

worm’s eye view, and try to ascertain if an explanation can be found when examining a few 

variants up-close in Jonah 1:4–5. As part of this task, it will examine the effect that these variants 

have on the flow of discourse in Jonah 1:4–5. 

 

On Verbal Aspect in Koine Greek 

In order to appreciate the goal of this paper, it is necessary to address the debate over verbal 

aspect. The question of verbal aspect in New Testament Greek (and by extension, koine Greek 

more generally) has been prominent for several decades since Stanley Porter and Buist Fanning 

published their doctoral dissertations in the late 1980s.3 According to Robert E. Picirilli, “verbal 

aspect may be defined as the way the user of the verb subjectively views the action rather than as 

an objective indication of any certain kind or time of action.”4 Stephen H. Levinsohn says that it 

“is a way of portraying an event.”5 Daniel B. Wallace speaks of verbal aspect as “the portrayal 

of the action (or state) as to its progress, results, or simple occurrence.”6 In other words, it is the 

viewpoint of the author in terms of how he wishes to portray the action.  

 It is generally agreed that there are either two or three aspects in the NT Greek verb 

system. The present and imperfect tenses represent imperfective aspect, which views the action 

                                                 
3 Stanley E. Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament: With Reference to Tense and Mood 

(New York: Peter Lang, 1989); Buist M. Fanning, Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek (Oxford: Clarendon 

Press, 1990). For a brief overview of the debate over verbal aspect in the study of New Testament Greek, see 

Constantine R. Campbell, Advances in the Study of Greek: New Insights for Reading the New Testament (Grand 

Rapids: Zondervan, 2015), 105–133. 
4 Robert Picirilli, “The Meaning of the Tenses in New Testament Greek: Where Are We?” JETS 48.3 

(2005), 535. 
5 Stephen H. Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information 

Structure of New Testament Greek (2nd ed.; Dallas: SIL, 2000), 173. Italics original. 
6 Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament 

(Grand Rapids: Zondervan 1996), 499. Italics original. 



4 

 

as “not completed”7 or “in progress.”8 Though not without dispute, it is usually thought that the 

present tense communicates imperfective aspect and present time in the indicative mood, and 

only imperfective aspect in all other moods (and possibly relative time in the participle).9 The 

imperfect tense is usually held to communicate imperfective aspect in the past time. 

 Perfective aspect “is expressed by the aorist tense and views the action externally, simply 

or as a whole.”10 The aorist tense, then, is the tense used to speak of the action without 

considering its progress or details. It is often thought (though again, this is disputed) that in the 

indicative mood the aorist indicates perfective action in past time.11 

 The perfect tense is the most disputed because some believe it to be a third tense that 

indicates stative action.12 However, probably a better approach is to view the perfect tense as 

combining the perfective and imperfective aspects.13 Nicholas J. Ellis, Michael G. Aubrey, and 

Mark Dubis represent this view, and call the aspect of the perfect tense combinative, “reflecting 

the perfective nature of the completed verbal event and the imperfective nature of its ongoing 

relevance.”14 

                                                 
7 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 173. 
8 Picirilli, “The Meaning of the Tenses,” 535. 
9 Cf. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 623–627. Nicholas J. Ellis, Michael G. Aubrey, and Mark Dubis argue that 

though time is grammaticalized by the Greek verb in the indicative mood, the Greek is by nature “aspect 

prominent,” which means that aspect is more basic to the meaning of the tenses than time is (Nicholas J. Ellis, 

Michael G. Aubrey, and Mark Dubis, “The Greek Verbal System and Aspectual Prominence: Revising our 

Taxonomy and Nomenclature.” JETS 59.1 [March 2016]: 46–48). 
10 Picirilli, “The Meaning of the Tenses,” 535. 
11 Stanley Porter has been the most vocal opponent of the view that the Greek verb grammaticalizes time in 

the indicative. His point of view has been influential, but especially with regard to the timelessness of the Greek 

verb, his approach has not been not accepted by all. For a response to some of the concerns raised by Porter, see 

Wallace, Greek Grammar, 499–512, and Evans, Verbal Syntax, 40–50. Steven Runge has also addressed Porter’s 

Theory, specifically at the point of his methodology: whereas Porter claims that if the same tense-form can be found 

in different temporal contexts, then the tense-form cannot indicate time, Runge says that this does not prove that the 

verb does not grammaticalize time, but only that it is complex and multidimensional (Steven E. Runge, “Contrastive 

Substitution and the Greek Verb: Reassessing Porter’s Argument,” NovT 56 [2014]: 154–173). 
12 See the discussion in Evans, Verbal Syntax, 26–32. 
13 Ellis, Aubrey, and Dubis, “The Greek Verbal System,” 46–48. 
14 Ibid., 48. 
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 This paper will proceed under the understanding of verbal aspect described above. In 

summary, verbal aspect is understood here as follows: 

 Verbal aspect refers to the author’s viewpoint in terms of how the speaker chooses to 
portray the action. 

 There are three aspects: imperfective, perfective, and combinative. 

 Imperfective aspect portrays an action internally in terms of its ongoing nature or as a 
process. It is represented by the present and the imperfect tenses. 

 Perfective aspect portrays an action externally in terms of its simple occurrence or as a 
whole. It is represented by the aorist tense. 

 Combinative represents a combination of the two aspects in that it portrays “the 
perfective nature of the completed verbal event and the imperfective nature of its ongoing 

relevance.”15 It is represented by the perfect and pluperfect tenses. 

 The tense system grammaticalizes time in the indicative (though it is aspect-prominent in 

every mood). 

 

 The variants examined in LXX Jonah in this paper are those that differ in the matter of 

verbal aspect. That is, they are variants in which the only concern that the copyist would have is 

the question of aspect, such as the imperfect indicative versus aorist indicative, or the aorist 

versus the present in the imperative or infinitive. The paper will now proceed to examine these 

variants. 

 

A “Bird’s Eye View”:  

Textual Variants and Verbal Aspect in LXX Jonah 

The textual variants in LXX Jonah having to do with differences of verbal aspect are as 

follows:16 

 

 

 

                                                 
15 Ibid., 48. 
16 For a list of the variants by verse including full parsing and MSS evidence, see appendix 1. 
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Textual Variants having to do with Verbal Aspect in LXX Jonah 
 

Tense: Aorist versus present (x9): 

Mood and location: Imperative: 1:2; 3:2; 3:7 (x2) 

 

Infinitive: 1:3; 2:8; 3:4 (+ different lexeme) 

 

Aorist indicative versus present indicative: 3:2 

 

Aorist indicative versus present participle: 4:2  

 

Tense: Imperfect versus aorist (x9):  

Mood and location: 

 

Indicative: 1:4; 1:5; 1:5; 1:13; 1:14; 4:2; 4:5; 4:5; 4:8 

Tense: Aorist versus perfect (x4):  

Mood and location: 

 

Indicative: 1:10; 1:12; 2:5 (+ different lexeme); 3:2 

Tense: Imperfect versus perfect (x1):  

Mood and location: 

 

Indicative: 1:14 

 

The above chart shows that the dimension of verbal aspect is a significant dimension of textual 

variants. While in some cases, there is also the difference in lexeme or number, for the most part 

the variants above have to do strictly with verbal aspect. In light of the discussion above, it turns 

out that most of the variants differ in terms of perfective versus imperfective aspect. 

 Another interesting dimension is to examine the same textual variants in light of the 

Hebrew verb forms that the LXX is translating:17 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 For a full chart of all of the textual variants with the Hebrew verbs and full parsing, see Appendix 2. 
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Textual Variants according to the Original Hebrew Verb Form 

Hebrew verb use: Trans. acc. to Göttingen: Variant: 

Wayyiqtol (x7) 

1:5 (Qal) Imperfect Indicative Aorist Indicative 

1:5 (Hiphil) Aorist Indicative Imperfect Indicative 

1:13 (Qal) Imperfect Indicative Aorist Indicative 

4:2 (Qal) Aorist Indicative Present Participle 

4:5 (Qal) Aorist Indicative Imperfect Indicative 

4:5 (Qal) Imperfect Indicative Aorist Indicative 

4:8 (Hithpael) Aorist Indicative Imperfect Indicative 

Qatal (x4) 

1:4 (Piel) Imperfect Indicative Aorist Indicative 

1:10 (Qal) Aorist Indicative Perfect Indicative 

1:14 (Qal) Imperfect Indicative Perfect Indicative 

Aorist Indicative 

2:5 (Niphal) Perfect Indicative Aorist Indicative 

Yiqtol (x2) 

3:7 (Qal, 

imperatival 

meaning) 

Aorist imperative Present imperative 

3:7 (Qal, 

imperatival 

meaning) 

Aorist imperative Present imperative 

Imperative (x2) 

1:2 (Qal)  Aorist imperative Present imperative 

3:2 (Qal) Aorist imperative Present imperative 

Infinitive Construct (x3) 

1:3 (Qal +  ְל) Aorist Infinitive Present infinitive 

2:8 (Hithpael +  ְב) Present infinitive Aorist infinitive 

3:4 (Qal +  ְל) Aorist infinitive Present infinitive 

Participle (x2) 

1:12 (Qal) Perfect indicative Aorist indicative 

3:2 (Qal) Aorist indicative Perfect indicative 

Present indicative 

No Hebrew verb (x1) 

4:2  Aorist indicative 

Imperfect indicative 

 

The chart above reveals two generalizations that can be made about the textual variants in LXX 

Jonah: (1) among the variants, the verbs translating wayyiqtol and qatal forms are imperfect 

indicatives and aorist indicatives (with one exception at 2:5), and the variants generally differ in 
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terms of these two tenses;18 (2) there seems to be an interesting number of variants that differ in 

terms of present versus aorist in the imperative and infinitive. 

 

The Question of Variant Tendencies in Manuscripts and Groups 

In light of the fact that this kind of variant appears a number of times in LXX Jonah, it raises the 

question about whether there is a systematic element to the variants. In other words, is there a 

pattern of use among the manuscripts and families that accounts for these variants? In fact, 

generally speaking a comparison of the sources and variants does not reveal evidence of a 

macro-scale revision of the text with reference to verbal aspect.19 However there are a few 

micro-scale tendencies worth mentioning. 

 

Syrohexapla and Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion 

There are a few noteworthy readings by the Syrohexapla and Aquila, Symmachus, and 

Theodotion. In 3:2, the Hebrew text according to BHS is as follows: ְה דֹוָלָ֑ ירְַהג  ִ֣ ֵ֖הְָהע  ו  ינ  ִֽ ְךְֶאל־נ  ֵ֥ ֛קּוםְל 

יָך׃ ֶלִֽ רְא  ֵ֥ יְדֹב  ֵ֖ רְָאֹנכ  הְֲאֶשֵ֥ יָאָ֔ ר  ְֶאת־ַהק  יָהָ֙ ֶלֶ֨ אְא  ָרָ֤ ק   Rise! Go to Nineveh, the great city, and proclaim to“) ּו 

it the message I am saying to you.”).20 For the clause יָך ֶלִֽ רְא  ֵ֥ יְדֹב  ֵ֖ רְָאֹנכ   the Göttingen has the ,ֲאֶשֵ֥

translation ὃ ἐγὼ ἐλάλησα πρὸς σέ (“which I spoke to you”). This seems to interpret the Hebrew 

                                                 
18 Interestingly, according to Evans, apart from εἰμί there are only 16 imperfect indicatives in the whole 

book, while there are 110 aorist indicatives (Evans, Verbal Syntax, 212). The translators have a clear preference for 

the aorist indicative. 
19 See Appendix 3 for a chart of the variants and their witnesses. The analysis of this section is based on the 

findings represented in that chart. 
20 The Hebrew text used for this paper is BHS. At every point in which there is a textual variant, the 

reading in BHS has been checked against BHQ to be sure that there is no known textual problem with the Hebrew 

text. Regarding the overall stability of the text of Jonah, Jacob Cerone writes, “An examination of the manuscript 

evidence of Jonah (MT, Mur.88, 8HevXIIgr, Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, Theodotion, Symmachus, and 

Aquila) reveals that the textual history of the book is one of overall stability” (Cerone, A Comparative Discourse 

Analysis, 7). There appears to be good reason to consider the parent text that underlies LXX Jonah to be basically 

the same as the MT that has been preserved (Ibid., 8). 
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to indicate that Jonah was supposed to proclaim the message that the LORD told him to proclaim 

the first time in chapter 1. Along the same interpretive lines is the variant proposed by several 

witnesses consisting of the perfect tense (λελαληκα). However the text of the Syrohexapla seems 

to witnesses to a slightly different translation which, according to the apparatus of the Göttingen 

edition, the editor proposes to be λαλω.21 Assuming this is correct, this appears to be an attempt 

to bring the LXX text back into conformity with the MT tradition, since λαλω seems harder to 

account for in this context (since there is no account of the LORD giving Jonah a message to 

proclaim in chapter 3). However, that it is an attempt to translate the pronoun and participle 

ר) ֵ֥ יְדֹב  ֵ֖  more closely in line with the Hebrew text seems to be a plausible explanation. This (ָאֹנכ 

seems to be an example of a revision of the Greek tense to bring it into conformity with the 

Hebrew text.22 

 Another example may be found in 2:5, where BHS reads, יֶנָ֑יָך ֶנִֶֶּ֣֣גדְע  יְמ  ת  ש  ַרֵ֖ ג   I have been“) נ 

driven out from before your eyes”). The LXX text according to the Göttingen has Ἀπῶσμαι ἐξ 

ὀφθαλμῶν σου (“I have been removed from your eyes”). Here, the niphal perfect י ת  ש  ַרֵ֖ ג   has נ 

been rendered by the perfect passive Ἀπῶσμαι. This seems to be a good contextual rendering of 

the Hebrew.23 However, according to the Syrohexapla, the Greek text of Aquila, Symmachus and 

Theodotion have the reading εξεβληθην απεναντι των οφθαλμων σου (“I was cast out in front of 

                                                 
21 This is a back-translation of the Syriac by the editor of the Göttingen edition of the Minor Prophets, 

Joseph Ziegler (Joseph Ziegler, ed., Septuaginta: XIII Duodecim Prophetae [Göttingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 

1967], 30). See apparatus note at 3:2. The Syrohexapla is a witness to the fifth column of Origen’s Hexapla (Jerome 

A. Lund, “Syntactical Features of the Syrohexapla of Ezekiel,” Aramaic Studies 4.1 [2006]: 67–68). 
22 See the note in the Göttingen apparatus that suggests the reader compare this reading to the MT. 
23 Note the similarity to the English translation I provided above. 
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your eyes”).24 The perfect text found in the Göttingen edition is a good translation of the Hebrew 

text, but the aorist found in Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion appears to be a more default 

tense that says less, and so raises the possibility that it is in fact an attempt to bring the tense 

closer in line with the Hebrew text.25 

 The two readings mentioned here are the only ones found in Jonah where the 

Syrohexapla and Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion have readings that have to do with 

differences of verbal aspect. In light of the character of these texts, as well as the nature of these 

readings themselves, it is conceivable that they were literally looking at the Hebrew text and 

revising the Greek translation according to their desire that it reflect the Hebrew text more 

closely.26 

 The remaining readings do not show any determinable evidence of having been revised 

systematically. The default understanding, therefore, is that the variants are accidental or 

intentional changes made by copyists who were dealing with the Greek text, not purposeful 

revisions toward the Hebrew text.27 

 

 

 

                                                 
24 Aquila appears to read εξεβην, but possibly should be read as εξεβληθην. See the note in the Göttingen 

apparatus. Either way, it is an aorist. 
25 On the rarity of the perfect tense in the translation of the Pentateuch, see Anssi Voitila, “Some Remarks 

on the Perfect Indicative in the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 26 (Fall 1993): 11–16. He says that, at least in LXX Genesis, 

the perfect tends to be used in direct discourse rather than narrative, and that it usually indicates a state resulting 

from a completed action in the past. This would fit perfectly with the prayer of Jonah here. 
26 On the character and context of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, see Karen H. Jobes and Moisés 

Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2015), 24–30. On Origen’s Hexapla, see 

pp. 39–46. 
27 While revision toward the Hebrew text is not impossible, in light of the fact that few copyists in the first 

thousand years of the church read Hebrew, it seems best to assume that the variants are not purposeful revisions 

toward the Hebrew text unless positive reasons are provided for considering them to be such. 
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Other Manuscript Tendencies 

In addition to the variants discussed above, there are a few other tendencies among the variants. 

One interesting tendency is found in manuscripts B, S, and sometimes W or V, in which the 

aorist is preferred over imperfective tenses (imperfect indicative in 1:5, present infinitives in 2:8 

and 3:4, and present imperative in 3:2). 

 In 1:5, the Hebrew text ( ישְֶאל־ֱאֹלָהיוְ  ִ֣ ְא  ֲעקּוּ֮ ז  ֶּ֣י   and each man cried out to his god”) has a“ ,ַוִֽ

qal wayyiqtol verb form, and is the second of three verbal clauses beginning with wayyiqtols as 

part of a narrative sequence.28 The Göttingen reading renders this καὶ ἀνεβόων ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν 

θεὸν αὐτῶν (“and they each were crying out to their own god”). The variant reading has the 

aorist (ανεβοησαν) in B, the original hand of S, and 147. (V also has the aorist, but with the 3rd 

person singular.)  

Hebrew verb 

form 

translated:29 

Göttingen 

reading: 

Variant: Witnesses for 

the variant 

Evaluation of Witnesses 

1:5 (Q.Way) Imperfect 

indicative 

Aorist 

indicative 

B-S*-V(-σεν)  

147 

Three independent30 MSS, and 

MS 147  

 

 In 2:8, the Hebrew text (י ש ָ֔ ְַנפ  ףְָעַליָ֙ ָ֤ ַעט  ת  ה   when my life grew faint”) has a hithpael“ ,ב 

infinitive construct with the  ְב preposition (which is temporal here). The Göttingen LXX reads ἐν 

τῷ ἐκλείπειν ἀπʼ ἐμοῦ τὴν ψυχήν μου (“when my life was ebbing away from me”), which 

                                                 
28 See Appendix 4 for a block diagram of Jonah in BHS and Rahlfs. 
29 The following short charts are from Appendix 3. 
30 I have called these MSS “independent MSS” in light of the Göttingen edition’s evaluation of these MSS. 

See the introduction to the Göttingen edition, where editor Joseph Ziegler discusses “die relative Selbständigkeit der 

Unzialen W B-S-V” (Ziegler, ed., Septuaginta: XIII Duodecim Prophetae, 30). They are “independent” in the sense 

that their readings do not strictly follow one of the other major families of MSS, such as the Alexandrian or 

Lucianic. 
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translates the above phrase with a present infinitive + the preposition ἐν. However, MSS W, B, 

S, papyrus fragment 965, and a few other witnesses have the aorist εκλιπειν. In this case, there is 

always the chance that this reading came about by scribal error (since the only difference is the 

loss of an iota). On the other hand, there is also the chance that the preference for the aorist is the 

reason for the change. 

Hebrew verb 

form translated: 

Göttingen 

reading: 

Variant: Witnesses for 

the variant 

Evaluation of Witnesses 

2:8 

(Hith.Inf.Con + 

 (בְ 

Present 

infinitive 

Aorist 

infinitive 

W  B-S  956 

alii 

Three independent MSS, one 

papyrus fragment not attributed to 

a group, and some others 

 

 In 3:2, there is a variant having to do with the aorist versus present imperative. The 

Hebrew text ה דֹוָלָ֑ ירְַהג  ִ֣ ֵ֖הְָהע  ו  ינ  ִֽ ְךְֶאל־נ  ֵ֥  is translated (”. . . Rise! Go to Nineveh, the great city“) ֛קּוםְל 

in the Göttingen edition as Ἀνάστηθι πορεύθητι εἰς Νινευη τὴν πόλιν τὴν μεγάλην (Rise! Go into 

Nineveh, the great city . . .”). The second aorist imperative (πορεύθητι) is supported by B, the 

original hand of S, a later corrector of S, and V (among other witnesses). This is preferred by the 

editor of the Göttingen edition to the present imperative πορευου, which has one MS and a 

father’s commentary supporting it. 

Hebrew verb 

form translated: 

Göttingen reading: Variant: Witnesses for 

the variant 

Evaluation of 

Witnesses 

3:2 (Q.Iv) Aorist Imperative 

 

[read by B-S*et c-V  

130΄  26410  

CoSyhArmp = MT] 

 

Present 

Imperative 

87΄  Thph.: cf. 

12 

One (?) catena group 

MS, one father’s 

commentary. 
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 Finally, in 3:4, the Hebrew text reads ד ֹוםְֶאָחָ֑ ְךְיִ֣ ירְַמֲהַלֵ֖ ֹואְָבע ָ֔ ְָלבִ֣  Then Jonah“) ַוָיֶָ֤חלְיֹוָנהָ֙

began to go through the city one day’s journey”), which has the qal infinitive construct with the 

preposition (ֹוא  The text of the Göttingen has the translation καὶ ἤρξατο Ιωνας τοῦ εἰσελθεῖν .(ָלבִ֣

εἰς τὴν πόλιν ὡσεὶ πορείαν ἡμέρας μιᾶς (“Then Jonah began to enter into the city about a journey 

of one day”), which has the aorist infinitive εἰσελθεῖν. The aorist is supported by W, 410, B, and 

the original hand of S. The alternate variant εισπορευεσθαι is a present infinitive and is 

supported by the rest of the MSS (534 has the present tense without the prefixed preposition). 

 It is interesting to note that in all four cases above, there is a general preference for the 

aorist over the imperfective forms in B, S (the original hand), W (in two out of three times) and 

V (two out of three times). It is possible that further investigation would show other similarities 

of preferences in other areas among these MSS. 

Hebrew verb 

form 

translated: 

Göttingen 

reading: 

Variant: Witnesses for 

the variant 

Evaluation of Witnesses 

3:4 

(Q.Inf.Con + 

 (לְ 

Aorist 

Infinitive 

 

[read by W’  

B-S*] 

Present 

Infinitive 

(πορ. 534) rel. 

(i.e. the 

remaining mss.) 

Interestingly, there is a similar 

reading for the aorist infinitive 

here as there is in 2:8, but 

Göttingen editors decided that 

in this case the aorist was more 

likely original. 

 

 There are a few other places in Jonah where a particular manuscript has similar variants. 

In MS A, there are two places where it is either the only witness, or one of two witnesses for a 

present imperative over an aorist imperative (1:2 and 3:7). In MS 49, there are two variants in 

3:7 in which it supports the present over the aorist imperative. In the first example, it is alone 

with A in preferring the present to the aorist. In the second example, there are other MSS that 

agree with it (S, along with the main Lucianic group, and Lucianic subgroup II). What is 
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interesting is that 49 is the only MS to have the present tense against the aorist in both cases in 

3:7. All other MSS either have two aorist imperatives, or one aorist and one present. 

 Finally, one last manuscript that has two similar variants is MS 534, which is an 11th 

century catena MS.31 In 1:13 and 1:14, MS 534 is the sole witness to an aorist indicative where 

the Göttingen edition has the imperfect indicative. As was mentioned above, this data shows that 

some MSS or groups may have had a preference for a particular tense, but nothing systematic. 

Hebrew verb 

form 

translated: 

Göttingen: Variant: Witnesses for 

the variant 

Evaluation of Witnesses 

1:13 (Q.Way) Imperfect 

indicative 

Aorist 

indicative 

534  One catena MS 

1:14 (Q.Perf) Imperfect 

indicative 

Perfect 

indicative 

S* The original hand of S 

Aorist 

indicative 

534  One catena MS 

1:2 (Q.Iv)  Aorist 

imperative 

Present 

imperative 

Α  One Alexandrian MS 

3:7 

(Q.Imperf, 

imperatival 

meaning) 

Aorist 

imperative 

Present 

imperative 

A-49 Two Alexandrian MSS 

3:7 

(Q.Imperf, 

imperatival 

meaning) 

Aorist 

imperative 

Present 

imperative 

S  L΄-49 An independent Uncial, an 

Alexandrian MS, and Lucian’s 

main group and subgroup II 

 

Conclusion to the “Bird’s Eye View” 

In conclusion, the evidence from the book of LXX Jonah as a whole, there is no apparent large-

scale causes for the variants that differ with regard to verbal aspect. The well-known tendency 

among the Syrohexapla, as well as Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion to revise toward the 

Hebrew text could account for a couple of cases. There is possibly a preference among some 

                                                 
31 Ziegler, ed., Septuaginta: XIII Duodecim Prophetae, insert. 
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MSS for aorists over against imperfective aspect choices such as present (non-indicative) or 

imperfect (MSS such as B, S, sometimes W or V, and catena MS 534). Similarly there seems to 

be a tendency in a couple MSS (A and 49) for present imperatives (over against the aorist 

imperative). Of course, the conclusions that can be drawn from such a “bird’s eye view” are 

limited. At best it suggests that verbal aspect may be one dimension that is subject to copyist 

preference, and it invites us to investigate further what other factors might be subject to copyist 

preference, as well as what factors related to specific texts would invite such a change in the text. 

While the former is beyond the scope of this paper, it is to the latter that we now turn. 

 

A “Worm’s Eye View”: 

 Textual Variants and Verbal Aspect in Jonah 1:4–5 

While it is impossible within the space of this paper to examine all of the textual variants in 

detail, it is appropriate to get down on our hands and knees and dig a little deeper on this subject. 

Jonah 1:4–5 is a useful test case because in these two verses there are three variants that have to 

do with the aorist and imperfect indicative. This passage will be examined exegetically according 

to a discourse analysis approach to determine what effect these variants have on the passage as a 

whole, and how they might have arisen. 

 

Discourse Analysis 

Discourse Analysis (DA) provides a potential benefit of enabling the study of a text according to 

both its parts and whole, and provides a methodology for examining the text at levels above the 

sentence. The approach taken toward the Hebrew text is influenced by the insights of Robert E. 

Longacre and Alviero Niccacci.32 The central insight of these authors is that different discourse 

                                                 
32 Robert E. Longacre, “Discourse Perspective on the Hebrew Verb: Affirmation and Restatement,” pages 

177–189 in Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew (Walter R. Bodine, ed.; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992); Alviero 
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genres have typical verbal forms that drive the discourse forward.33 With reference to the Greek 

translation, the approach here has been influenced by Levinsohn’s approach to NT DA, which he 

describes his as eclectic (working with the insights of various linguistic approaches) and 

functional (looking to determine the function behind the use of various linguistic structures).34  

 

Jonah 1:4–5 in the Macrostructure of the Book of Jonah 

According to W. Dennis Tucker, Jr., “The dominant discourse type in Jonah is narrative 

discourse.”35 Though there are numerous questions regarding the historicity of Jonah and its 

relation to genre, these can be set aside for the purposes of this paper.36 The macro-structure of 

Jonah is as follows:37 

                                                 
Niccacci, “On the Hebrew Verbal System,” pages 117–137 in Biblical Hebrew and Discourse Linguistics (Robert D. 

Bergen, ed.; Dallas: SIL, 1994). See also the application of Longacre’s approach by W. Dennis Tucker Jr., Jonah: A 

Handbook on the Hebrew Text (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 2–9. 
33 For example, Longacre says that the “backbone or storyline tense of Biblical Hebrew narrative discourse 

is the waw-consecutive with the imperfect” (Longacre, “Discourse Perspective,” 178). This insight seems to be 

substantially right. However, I am hesitant about a rigid application of this theory because it appears to subsume all 

discourse considerations to a mechanical application of a system of verb forms. While there is something to be said 

for considering typical discourse uses of the Hebrew verb forms, this needs to be balanced with a consideration for 

the semantics of the passage, including the various ways that word-order functions in Biblical Hebrew discourse. On 

the topic of word order, see Randall Buth, “Word Order in the Verbless Clause: A Generative-Functional 

Approach,” pages 79–108 in The Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Approaches (Cynthia L. Miller, 

ed.; Linguistic Studies in Ancient West Semitic; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999). Buth has a helpful discussion on 

the verbless clauses in Biblical Hebrew, in which clauses are evaluated in terms of pragmatics to determine topic 

and focus. See also Christo H. J. van der Merwe, Jackie A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, Biblical Hebrew Reference 

Grammar (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000). This volume has a helpful discussion on the semantic-

pragmatic functions of Biblical Hebrew word order. 
34 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, vii–x. 
35 Tucker, Jonah, 7. 
36 For a discussion of these issues, such as the question of whether Jonah is an allegory, a parable, or 

midrash, see Douglas K. Stuart, Hosea-Jonah (WBC; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 435–436. He calls Jonah a 

“didactic prophetic narrative,” which is an apt description (ibid., 435). Theoretically, these questions could be 

handled separately with regard to the Hebrew and Greek texts. However, in this case much of the introductory 

material remains the same. 
37 Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 35. He has a helpful discussion on the macrostructures of 

Jonah, including the parallelism between the two main halves of the book (pp. 33–51). For another helpful 

discussion on the macrostructure of Jonah, see also Robert E. Longacre and Shin Ja J. Hwang, “A Textlinguistic 

Approach to the Biblical Hebrew Narrative of Jonah,” pages 336–358 in Biblical Hebrew and Discourse Linguistics 

(Robert D. Bergen, ed.; Dallas: SIL, 1994). 
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I. Scene 1 (1:1–2:11) 

A. Episode 1 (1:1–16) 

B. Episode 2 (2:1–11) 

II. Scene 2 (3:1–4:11) 

A. Episode 1 (3:1–10) 

B. Episode 2 (4:1–11) 

Episode 1 seems to divide into two main parts: 1:1–3 (which sets the plot in motion by narrating 

the coming of the word of the LORD to Jonah, and Jonah’s response of disobedience), and 1:4–

16 (which narrates the incident with the storm).38 Cerone is undoubtedly right to say that with 

reference to v. 4, “confirmation of a new discourse unit comes from a switch in both subject 

matter and geography.”39 This, alongside of the change from wayyiqtol (in v. 3) to x-qatal (v. 4) 

forms the boundary between the units.40 Jonah 1:4–16 can be divided as follows:41 

1. 1:4–6: Emergence of an emergency: the storm  

2. 1:7–9: Jonah is discovered as the cause 

3. 1:10–13: Jonah’s advice and the sailor’s reluctance to take it 

4. 1:14–16: Resolution of crisis: the sailors toss Jonah into the sea, the sea clams, and the 

pagan sailors worship the LORD. 

In light of this structuring of the material, vv. 4–6 appear to set the stage for the main action to 

come in the following sections. 

 

The Hebrew Text 

In v. 4a, the LORD is introduced with an x-qatal construction, and he “hurls a great wind to the 

sea, and it became a great storm in the sea.” From the LORD’s providential actions, the next step 

in the creation of a catastrophe has to do with the boat, which is again introduced with an x-qatal 

construction: “and the boat was about to break up.” This is followed in v. 5 by the actions of the 

                                                 
38 Stuart, Hosea-Jonah, 453–455. Stuart says that “the narrative of 1:4–16 is unified and coherent” (p. 455). 
39 Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 69. 
40 Ibid., 70. 
41 Divisions are from ibid., 200–202. Section titles are mine. 
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sailors, who “feared,” “cried out to their gods,” and “hurled the vessels” out of the boat to save it. 

In each of these cases the action is carried along with the wayyiqtol form verb.  

 However, Jonah is described as going down into the boat and falling asleep. Jonah is 

introduced with the x-qatal form again, which highlights him and likely contrasts him with the 

sailors, who are fearing and attempting to save the boat.42 Cerone calls this “the third micro-

division of the paragraph.”43 Actually the frequency of x-qatal forms here is the highest out of 

any other narrative paragraph in Jonah. One gets the impression that the author is setting the 

stage for the action that will take place, and is carefully drawing the reader’s attention to 

important persons and things: the LORD, who hurls the storm; the boat that is breaking up and 

threatening the sailors; the disobedient prophet who is sleeping at the bottom of the boat. Jonah 

1:6 concludes the paragraph with the captain, who comes down and rouses Jonah and exhorts 

him to call on his God. The following chart shows a comparison between a block outline of the 

Hebrew text of Jonah 1:4–6 and that of LXX Jonah:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
42 Tucker, Jonah, 21–22. Cerone surveys the two main options regarding whether Jonah had gone down 

into the boat before the storm hit, or whether his going down into the boat was a resigned response to the storm after 

it had hit (Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 81–82). 
43 Ibid., 81. 



19 

 

Chart: Block Outline of Jonah 1:4–644 
 

ם ְֶאל־ַהָיָ֔ דֹוָלהָ֙ ּוַח־ג  ילְרִֽ ָ֤ ט  הְה  יהָוָ֗  καὶ κύριος ἐξήγειρεν πνεῦμα εἰς τὴν 1:4 ַוִֽ

θάλασσαν, 

ֹולְַבָיָ֑םְ ַער־ָגדֵ֖ יְַסִֽ ֵ֥ ה   καὶ ἐγένετο κλύδων μέγας ἐν τῇ  ַוי 

θαλάσσῃ, 

   

ר׃ ִֽ ָשב  ה  הְל  ָבֵ֖ ש  הְח  ָיָ֔ ֳאנ  ָהִ֣  .καὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἐκινδύνευε συντριβῆναι  ו 

יםְ ּוְַהַמָלח ָ֗ אִ֣ יר  ִֽ  καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ναυτικοὶ 1:5 ַוי 

ישְֶאל־ֱאֹלָהיו ְ ִ֣ ְא  ֲעקּוְּ֮ ז  ֶּ֣י   καὶ ἀνεβόων ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν θεὸν  ַוִֽ

αὐτῶν  

יםְ ל ִ֜ לּוְֶאת־ַהכ    καὶ ἐκβολὴν ἐποιήσαντο τῶν σκευῶν  ַוָיט ֶ֨

םְ ְֶאל־ַהָיָ֔ ָיהָ֙ ֳאנ  רְָבִֽ  τῶν ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν    ֲאֶשָ֤

םְ יֶהָ֑ ֲעל  ִֽ לְמ  ֵ֖ ָהָק    ,τοῦ κουφισθῆναι ἀπʼ αὐτῶν    ל 

   

הְ יָנָ֔ פ  יְַהס  ִ֣ ת  כ  ְֶאל־ַיר  הְָיַרדָ֙ יֹוָנָ֗  Ιωνας δὲ κατέβη εἰς τὴν κοίλην τοῦ  ו 

πλοίου 

בְ ַכֵ֖ ש   καὶ ἐκάθευδεν  ַוי 

ם׃ ָרַדִֽ  καὶ ἔρρεγχεν  ַוי 

לְ בְַהחֹב ָ֔ ְַרִ֣ ָליוָ֙ בְא  ַרָ֤ ק   καὶ προσῆλθεν πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ πρωρεὺς 1:6 ַוי 

ְ אֶמרְלֹוֵ֖ ֵֹ֥  καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ  ַוי

םְ ָדָ֑ ר  ְנ  ָךִ֣  ;Τί σὺ ῥέγχεις    ַמה־ל 

 ἀνάστα    ֚קּוםְ

יָךְ אְֶאל־ֱאֹלֶהָ֔ ָרִ֣  ,καὶ ἐπικαλοῦ τὸν θεόν σου    ק 

נּוְ יםְָלֵ֖ ֛ תְָהֱאֹלה  ֵּׁ֧ ַעש  ת  יְי   ὅπως διασώσῃ ὁ θεὸς ἡμᾶς     אּוַלַ֞

ד׃ ִֽ אְנֹאב  ֵֹ֥ ל  καὶ μὴ ἀπολώμεθα     ו 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
44 Highlighted words indicate words that have a variant that has to do with verbal aspect. Appendix 4 

consists of the chart for all of Jonah. 
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The Greek Text 

 

General Characteristics 

The Greek text of Jonah 1:4–6 shows several interesting characteristics. In line with the whole of 

LXX Jonah, there is a tendency for the translator to use similar word ordering. In 1:4, where the 

MT has the x-qatal form יל ָ֤ ט  הְה  יהָוָ֗  the Greek version has a similar word ,(and the LORD hurled) ַוִֽ

order: καὶ κύριος ἐξήγειρεν (and the LORD caused). This happens also in 1:4 where the x-qatal 

form ר ִֽ ָשב  ה  הְל  ָבֵ֖ ש  הְח  ָיָ֔ ֳאנ  ָהִ֣  is rendered by καὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἐκινδύνευεν συντριβῆναι. An interesting ו 

variation is 1:5, ְָ֙הְָיַרד יֹוָנָ֗ -which is rendered with Ιωνας δὲ κατέβη. The δέ is normally post ,ו 

positive, and here the “translator makes this interpretive decision for his readers” by translating 

the x-qatal with δέ, which appears to indicate contrast between Jonah and the sailors in the 

previous clause.45  

 In addition to a similar word ordering in the case of the x-qatal construction, the 

translator also tended to render the wayyiqtol forms with the Greek form καὶ + verb. For 

example, note the following: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
45 Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 82. See his helpful discussion on the use of καί and δέ in 

LXX Jonah (pp. 26–29). 
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Comparison of Verbal Clauses in Hebrew and Greek of Jonah 1:4–6 

Verse BHS Rahlfs 

יְ 1:4 ֵ֥ ה  ֹולַוי  ַער־ָגדֵ֖ ַסִֽ  καὶ ἐγένετο κλύδων μέγας 

ים  ּוְַהַמָלח ָ֗ אִ֣ יר  ִֽ  καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ναυτικοὶ ַוי 

יש 1:5 ִ֣ ְא  ֲעקּוּ֮ ז  ֶּ֣י   καὶ ἀνεβόων ἕκαστος ַוִֽ

בְ  ַכֵ֖ ש   καὶ ἐκάθευδεν ַוי 

ם׃  ָרַדִֽ  καὶ ἔρρεγχεν ַוי 

1:6 ְ ָליוָ֙ בְא  ַרָ֤ ק    καὶ προσῆλθεν πρὸς αὐτὸν ַוי 

 ְ אֶמרְלֹוֵ֖ ֵֹ֥  καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ ַוי

 

This seems to be the usual way that the translator renders the wayyiqtol. Finally it is helpful to 

note that the translator appears to have been striving for an overall readability rather than a strict 

literalism.46 

 

Significance of Verbal Aspect in Greek Discourse Analysis 

While verbal aspect is not the only dimension of the text used to indicate prominence, 

foregrounding, and backgrounding, it is one way that the Greek language indicates such things.47 

Because imperfective aspect can tend to be used to describe actions, the imperfect tense in the 

Greek language can often be used to narrate background information.48 On the other hand, the 

                                                 
46 Ibid., 91–92. Cerone says, “Throughout 1:4-6 the LXX translator strives for intelligibility in his 

translation instead of pure isomorphism and stereotypical renderings of lexical items” (p. 91). He notes several 

examples in Jon 1:4–6 where the translator varies from the original. He finds some examples are detrimental to the 

literary art of the Hebrew original, while others are neutral or even helpful to make connections within the text of 

Jonah. 
47 Levinsohn suggests that along with verbal aspect, the semantic class of the verb also helps determine 

discourse foregrounding and backgrounding (Discourse Features, 172–173). 
48 Ibid., 174. So Levinsohn says that “for example, the imperfect is used in Greek to encode habitual 

actions, since habits are not viewed as completed, and such actions are typically viewed as events of secondary 

importance in narrative” (ibid., italics original). 
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perfective aspect can often be found forming the foreground of narrative because it presents the 

events in their entirety, and therefore can be used to indicate sequence of events.49 

 However, while there is a tendency to use imperfective aspect for background and 

perfective for foreground, this ought not to lead to the conclusion that imperfective aspect means 

background information and perfective aspect means foreground information. Levinsohn 

helpfully clarifies that  

the presence of the imperfect in a narrative in Greek is not a signal that the information 

concerned is necessarily of a background nature. . . . [T]he primary function of the 

imperfect is not to mark background but to portray events as incomplete. The tendency 

for habitual actions and other events of secondary importance in narrative to lend 

themselves to being portrayed as incomplete results in the correlation between the 

imperfect and background information.50 

 

So while imperfective aspect (and by extension the imperfect tense) does not inherently mean 

background and perfective aspect (and by extension the aorist tense) does not inherently mean 

foreground information in narrative, these are potential uses of the tenses in context. 

 

The Aspectual Significance of the Tenses Used in the Göttingen Text51  

Jonah 1:4 begins with mild discontinuity. While the Greek καί + noun + verb doesn’t seem to be 

as strong of a discontinuity as x-qatal, it is a marked use in comparison to the “average” καί + 

verb clause in LXX Jonah.52 This may indicate a boundary that is not sharply drawn between 1:3 

and 1:4. One way to translate this mild discontinuity would be by the use of asyndeton in 

                                                 
49 Ibid. 
50 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 174–175. 
51 I am taking the Göttingen edition of Jonah as the hypothetical “original translation” unless there is 

sufficient evidence that a reading chosen by the editor is not original. The readings found in the apparatus are 

likewise considered secondary unless evidence is found showing them to be original. 
52 Interestingly, the translator did not use the noun + δέ construction here, even though he uses it to 

translate ה יֹוָנָ֗  .below in v. 5. See also the similar use of δέ in 3:3 and 4:11 ו 
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English. The narrative continues with καὶ ἐγένετο κλύδων μέγας in a way that is very similar to 

the Hebrew text version. Interestingly, both clauses use an aorist tense verb and seem to carry the 

action of the paragraph forward. 

 At the end of 1:4, the translator uses another clause that imitates the word order of the 

Hebrew text: καὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἐκινδύνευε συντριβῆναι (and the boat was in danger of coming 

apart). Cerone says that “the fronted subject, ‘the ship,’ in both the MT and LXX signals a shift 

in topic.”53 Here the imperfect ἐκινδύνευε shows its aspectual force in suggesting that the danger 

of breaking up was in progress, possibly in this context indicating an ingressive action that began 

to happen (and is assumed to have continued).54 This does seem to be a case where the 

imperfective aspect has the pragmatic function of presenting the event as part of the background, 

with the result that the translator is indicating that this is the situation that was going on when the 

action of the rest of chapter 1 took place. 

 The next clause has an aorist verb (returning to the unmarked καί + verb combination) 

indicating the next step in the narrative (καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ναυτικοὶ). This is followed by 

another καί + verb clause with an imperfect (καὶ ἀνεβόων ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν). The 

semantic relationship here is likely that of a result from the fear of the sailors: “Then the sailors 

became frightened, and as a result, each of them began calling to his god.” It seems to present the 

fear of the sailors as a step in the narrative, but the cries resulting from the fear become a part of 

the overall situation. Again the imperfect may indicate ingressive action in this context: they 

began crying out (and continued to do so). 

                                                 
53 Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 74. 
54 For the ingressive imperfect, see Wallace, Greek Grammar, 544–545. 
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 The following clause in the LXX is “a peculiar rendering of the Hebrew clause.”55 The 

translator evidently has translated the hiphil לּו  with a combination καί + object + verb (καὶ ַוָיט ֶ֨

ἐκβολὴν ἐποιήσαντο), which “maintains the causative aspect of the hiphil” by the use of the 

ποιέω + the noun.56 This clause also contains an aorist verb, so that the throwing out of the 

vessels is presented as another response to the situation by the sailors. The significance of the 

perfective aspect at this point seems to be simply to indicate that this also happened as part of the 

sailors’ response to the storm, in addition to their fear. From this point on, the narrative takes a 

slight turn as Jonah is contrasted with the sailors by use of the subject + δέ construction and to 

the end of v. 5, Jonah is the subject of the verbs. 

Paraphrase of Jonah 1:4–5a according to the Göttingen Edition:57 

 

The LORD brought about a wind in the sea, and the waves became incredibly rough in the sea. 

As a result, the boat began to be in danger of breaking apart. Then the sailors became 

frightened, and as a result, each of them began calling to his god. Then they tossed the cargo 

which was in the boat into the sea to lighten the boat from its load. 

 

 

Significance of Textual Variants 

The question now arises about what difference the variants examined in LXX Jonah make in the 

analysis of this passage. First, it is noteworthy that each of the variants represent a distinct 

variant. In other words, none of the MSS have a combination of more than one of these three 

variants, but rather, each variant occurs individually in a MS or set of MSS. The three variant 

readings are as follows: 

                                                 
55 Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 79. 
56 Ibid. 
57 For the following paraphrases, the bold text indicates the translation of a variant verb, the underlined text 

indicates a portion of text semantically affected by the variant, and the colored text indicates the particular variant 

under discussion. 
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Göttingen 
reading 

Parsing Variant(s) Parsing ms(s) Difference 

(1:4): 

ἐκινδύνευε 

IAI-3s 

κινδυνεύω, “be 

in danger” 

εκινδυνευσε(ν) AAI-3s 

κινδυνεύω, “be 

in danger” 

Q*-544 Imperfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 

(1:5): 

ἀνεβόων 

IAI-3p 

ἀναβοάω, “cry 

out” 

ανεβοησαν AAI-3p 

ἀναβοάω, “cry 

out” 

B-S*-

V(-σεν)  

147 

Imperfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 

(1:5): 

ἐποιήσαντο 

AMI-3p ποιέω, 

“to do, make” 

εποιουντο IMI-3p ποιέω, 

“to do, make” 

lII(86c) 

233΄ 

Aorist vs 

imperfect 

indicative 

 

Variant 1: ἐκινδύνευε versus εκινδυνευσε 

The first variant is an aorist (εκινδυνευσε) in place of the imperfect ἐκινδύνευε. This reading is 

found in the original hand of Q in agreement with MS 544, which are both MSS of the 

Alexandrian group.58 The significance of the change in verbal aspect from the imperfective to the 

perfective is to change the action from a descriptive action that functions as the background for 

the following events (the idea that the boat was constantly in danger of breaking apart the whole 

time the other events were taking place) to the bare mention that it occurred (the idea that the 

ship simply became in danger of breaking up) as part of a series of events. Certainly the 

vividness of the original seems to be lost for a more or less bare telling of the events. 

 What would motivate this change? While we cannot be certain, there are a few 

possibilities. First, it is possible that it was an intentional change, and that the copyist simply 

preferred a simpler telling of the narrative. The weakness of this hypothesis is that there are no 

obvious interpretive advantages to the aorist in this context. While the preference for the aorist 

could be explained as intentional on the basis of translators’ preference for the aorist, there is less 

                                                 
58 Ziegler, ed., Septuaginta: XIII Duodecim Prophetae, insert. 
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reason to suppose this is the case with the copyists, who were likely not looking at the Hebrew 

text.59 

 The more likely possibility is that this is an accidental error on behalf of the copyist. It 

may be that the copyist was carried away by the repetitive nature of the series of aorists in this 

passage. This clause is preceded by no fewer than eight aorists in the preceding narrative.60 In 

fact, in the narrative text preceding this one, every main verb has been an aorist. Apart from the 

imperfect ἀνεβόων in 1:5, the majority of following main verbs are also aorists. This may simply 

have been the default choice of the copyist, who simply unthinkingly wrote the verb as an aorist.  

 This hypothesis (that it was an accidental change) is strengthened by two facts. First, the 

difference between the imperfect and aorist is simply the addition of a sigma as the penultimate 

letter. The following word also begins with a sigma, so the copyist’s eye could have inverted the 

two letters momentarily so that he read ΕΚΙΝΔΥΝΕΥΕΣΥΝΤΡΙΒΗΝΑΙ as 

ΕΚΙΝΔΥΝΕΥΣΕΣΥΝΤΡΙΒΗΝΑΙ. 

 Second, it appears to be the case that during this time period, the aorist was statistically 

dominant in koine Greek generally, and much more so in the translation Greek of the 

Pentateuch.61 T. V. Evans concludes his discussion on the use of the imperfect versus the aorist 

in the Greek Pentateuch with following:  

Available statistics for extra-Biblical Greek appear to demonstrate a decline in the 

frequency of the imperfect relative to the aorist indicative during the post-Classical 

period, especially in the vernacular language. The actual function of the imperfect 

remains unchanged. The evidence of translation Greek in the LXX is similar, but here the 

low frequencies of the imperfect are, with isolated exceptions, extreme. This is especially 

true of the Greek Pentateuch. The abnormality is clearly shown by comparison with 

                                                 
59 On the preference for the aorist on the part of the translators in the Greek Pentateuch, see Evans, Verbal 

Syntax, 214–215. Evans suggests that the preference for the aorist over the imperfect in translation can be explained 

on the basis of the preference for aorists as a way to represent the simple parataxis of the Hebrew clause structure. 
60 Besides the direct speech from the LORD to Jonah in v. 2. 
61 Evans, Verbal Syntax, 198–219 
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analogous texts, such as historical writings, past narrative passages from oratory, and NT 

books (excepting Matthew and Revelation, where bilingual interference may also be a 

factor).”62 

 

While I am positing that the variant here was not translational, but accidental on the part of a 

copyist, the fact that the aorist was the unmarked and possibly expected narrative tense might 

help to explain why a copyist made this mistake. 

Paraphrase of Jonah 1:4–5a 

Göttingen Edition Variant 1 

 

The LORD brought about a wind in the sea, 

and the waves became incredibly rough in the 

sea. As a result, the boat began to be in 

danger of breaking apart. Then the sailors 

became frightened, and as a result, each of 

them began calling to his god. Then they 

tossed the cargo which was in the boat into 

the sea to lighten the boat from its load. 

 

 

The LORD brought about a wind in the sea, 

and the waves became incredibly rough in the 

sea, and the boat was in danger of breaking 

apart. Then the sailors became frightened, and 

as a result, each of them began calling to his 

god. Then they tossed the cargo which was in 

the boat into the sea to lighten the boat from 

its load. 

 

Variant 2: ἀνεβόων versus ανεβοησαν 

The second variant in Jonah 1:4–5 is the aorist ανεβοησαν in place of the imperfect ἀνεβόων. 

This variant is found in B (Vaticanus), the original hand of S (Sinaiticus), V (with the 3rd sg. 

ending -σεν) and MS 147. This variant is interesting particularly because it is not likely to be an 

unintentional change (due to the distinctive endings), and because of the propensity that 

Vaticanus and Sinaiticus may have (sometimes in agreement W and V) to prefer the aorist over 

the imperfect.63 

 The significance of this variant for the discourse of LXX Jonah is that the imperfective 

aspect is reduced down to the simpler perfective aspect of the aorist. Whereas it was suggested in 

                                                 
62 Ibid., 218–219. 
63 See the discussion in part 1 under “Other Manuscript Tendencies.” 
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the explanation of the LXX text above that the imperfect clause καὶ ἀνεβόων ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν 

θεὸν αὐτῶν semantically indicated the result of the sailors’ fear, one of the results of reducing 

the imperfect down to an aorist is that it seems to make the clause semantically coordinate with 

the preceding and following clauses. Instead of the sailors calling on their gods as a result of 

their fear, the sailors are presented as having three responses to the threat of the destruction of 

the ship: (1) fear, (2) calling to their gods, and (3) throwing out the cargo. 

 Cerone says that the MSS with the aorist reading “support the Hebrew reading, keeping 

the action portrayed in both verbs in the foreground by translating the Hebrew wayyiqtol with καί 

+ aorist, καὶ ἀνεβόησαν (and they cried out).”64 While it is true to that the aorists parallel more 

closely the parallelism of the Hebrew text and allow the clauses to be interpreted more readily as 

foreground material, the less marked use of the aorist here actually seems to draw less attention 

to the idolatry of the pagan sailors, and might actually mute (to a small degree) the theme of 

pagan conversion that runs through Jonah. 

 As mentioned above, there is not much of an argument to be made for an accidental 

change in this case. It seems more likely that this is an intentional change from a more marked 

form to a less marked form. In light of a possible propensity for the aorist tense in these MSS, it 

appears to be simply part of the copyist’s pattern under certain circumstances. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
64 Cerone, A Comparative Discourse Analysis, 77, n. 63. 
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Paraphrase of Jonah 1:4–5a 

Göttingen Edition Variant 1 Variant 2 

 

The LORD brought about a 

wind in the sea, and the waves 

became incredibly rough in 

the sea. As a result, the boat 

began to be in danger of 

breaking apart. Then the 

sailors became frightened, 

and as a result, each of them 

began calling to his god. 

Then they tossed the cargo 

which was in the boat into the 

sea to lighten the boat from its 

load. 

 

 

The LORD brought about a 

wind in the sea, and the 

waves became incredibly 

rough in the sea, and the boat 

was in danger of breaking 

apart. Then the sailors 

became frightened, and as a 

result, each of them began 

calling to his god. Then they 

tossed the cargo which was 

in the boat into the sea to 

lighten the boat from its load. 

 

The LORD brought about a 

wind in the sea, and the waves 

became incredibly rough in 

the sea. As a result, the boat 

began to be in danger of 

breaking apart. Then the 

sailors became frightened, 

and each of them called to his 

god, and they tossed the 

cargo which was in the boat 

into the sea to lighten the boat 

from its load. 

 

Variant 3: ἐποιήσαντο versus εποιουντο 

The third variant in Jonah 1:4–5 is a change from the aorist ἐποιήσαντο to the imperfect 

εποιουντο. This variant is found in Lucianic subgroup II (MSS 46, 711, and 86 [where a later 

hand has added it as a correction]), as well as Alexandrian MSS 233 and 710. The aorist 

ἐποιήσαντο represents the tossing of the cargo as semantically similar to the aorist clause καὶ 

ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ναυτικοὶ (and the sailors feared). In light of the context, the sailors feared, which 

resulted in their continual crying out to their gods. In addition to their response of fear, they also 

tossed the cargo overboard.  

 The significance of the change to the imperfect εποιουντο is that it portrays the tossing of 

the cargo overboard as on ongoing action (again, in this context ingressive). In light of the 

broader context, this would indicate that the sailors feared, and as a result kept crying out and 

tossing the cargo overboard. Semantically this would seem to connect the two imperfects closer 

together and contribute to the growing portrayal of the whole series of events that functions as 
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the background for the discovery that Jonah is the guilty party that is the cause of this 

predicament.  

 The suitableness of the verb tense to this context suggests that the verb may have been 

changed intentionally because it made better sense to a copyist. On the other hand, there is no 

obvious explanation for an accidental error here. The reading likely commended itself on the 

basis of the fact that it created a more descriptive telling of the story. In fact it is interesting that 

both this variant and the previous one would harmonize the verb tense to the adjoining clause.  

Paraphrase of Jonah 1:4–5a 

Göttingen Edition Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 3 

 

The LORD brought 

about a wind in the 

sea, and the waves 

became incredibly 

rough in the sea. As a 

result, the boat began 

to be in danger of 

breaking apart. Then 

the sailors became 

frightened, and as a 

result, each of them 

began calling to his 

god. Then they 

tossed the cargo 

which was in the boat 

into the sea to lighten 

the boat from its load. 

 

 

The LORD brought 

about a wind in the 

sea, and the waves 

became incredibly 

rough in the sea, and 

the boat was in 

danger of breaking 

apart. Then the 

sailors became 

frightened, and as a 

result, each of them 

began calling to his 

god. Then they 

tossed the cargo 

which was in the boat 

into the sea to lighten 

the boat from its load. 

 

The LORD brought 

about a wind in the 

sea, and the waves 

became incredibly 

rough in the sea. As a 

result, the boat began 

to be in danger of 

breaking apart. Then 

the sailors became 

frightened, and each 

of them called to his 

god, and they tossed 

the cargo which was 

in the boat into the 

sea to lighten the boat 

from its load. 

 

The LORD brought 

about a wind in the 

sea, and the waves 

became incredibly 

rough in the sea. As a 

result, the boat began 

to be in danger of 

breaking apart. Then 

the sailors became 

frightened, and as a 

result, each of them 

began calling to his 

god, and began 

tossing the cargo 

which was in the boat 

into the sea to lighten 

the boat from its load. 

 

The reading as it stands in the Göttingen edition appears to explain why the second and third 

variants arose in the first place—because they both represented a harmonization to the tense 

found in the adjoining clause. 
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CONCLUSION 

This paper has really just scanned the tip of the iceberg. The “bird’s eye view” has shown that 

there are numerous times when textual variants differ solely on the issue of verbal aspect. There 

is a pattern of variants that differ in terms of imperfect indicative versus aorist indicative. 

Similarly, there is an interesting tendency for variants to differ in terms of present versus aorist 

in the imperative and infinitive. It has furthermore shown that in some cases, there may have 

been a tendency to prefer a particular tense in some MSS or groups of MSS; however, there is no 

evidence for a large-scale revision of the text.  

 The “worm’s eye view” attempted to examine Jonah 1:4–5 as a translation of the Hebrew 

text, and then examined the variants to determine what the possible cause might be for their 

occurrence, as well as their significance in the narrative in which they were found. Variant 1 was 

likely the result of accidental error, while variants 2 and 3 may have been harmonizations to the 

context, or simply preferred for a narrative tense. While they did not affect the overall discourse 

in light of their location, they did introduce subtle changes in the semantic relationships between 

the clauses, as well as the flow of the narrative. One could imagine that in another place, such a 

variant could indeed change the flow of discourse. While there is much more that could be done 

to explore this topic further, this paper has shown the importance of verbal aspect in the Greek of 

the original translation, as well as the subsequent work of the copyists who transmitted these 

documents. 
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Appendix 1: Variants Regarding Verbal Aspect in LXX Jonah 

 

Göttingen 

reading 

Parsing Variant(s) Parsing ms(s) Difference 

(1:2): 

πορεύθητι 

APIv-2s 

πορεύομαι, “to 

go” 

πορευου PM/PIv-2s 

πορεύομαι, “to 

go” 

Α Aorist vs 

present 

imperative, 

see 3:2 

πορευθυτητι Misspelling of 

APIv-2s 

πορεύομαι? 

B*  

(1:3): πλεῦσαι AAInf πλέω, 

“to sail” 

πλεειν PAInf πλέω, 

“to sail” 

86* Aorist vs 

present 

infinitive 

(1:4): 

ἐκινδύνευε 

IAI-3s 

κινδυνεύω, “be 

in danger” 

εκινδυνευσε(ν) AAI-3s 

κινδυνεύω, “be 

in danger” 

Q*-544 Imperfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 

(1:5): 

ἀνεβόων 

IAI-3p 

ἀναβοάω, “cry 

out” 

ανεβοησαν AAI-3p 

ἀναβοάω, “cry 

out” 

B-S*-V(-

σεν)  147 

Imperfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 

εβοων IAI-3s “βοάω, 

“cry out” 

A Prepositional 

prefix 

ανεβοουν IAI-3p? 86  

(1:5): 

ἐποιήσαντο 

AMI-3p ποιέω, 

“to do, make” 

εποιουντο IMI-3p ποιέω, 

“to do, make” 

lII(86c) 

233΄ 

Aorist vs 

imperfect 

indicative 

(1:10): 

ἐποίησας 

AAI-2s πεποιηκας RAI-2s Tht.  Aorist vs 

perfect 

indicative 

(1:12): 

ἔγνωκα [ἐγὼ] 

RAI-1s εγνων καγω AAI-1s Thph. Perfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 

(1:13): 

παρεβιάζοντο 

IM/PI-3p 

παραβιάζομαι. 

“endeavor, 

strive, persist” 

παρεβιασαντο AMI-3p 534 Imperfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 

(1:14): 

ἐβούλου 

IM/PI-2s ηβουλου  lII-764  

Tht. 

Different 

spelling 

βεβουλου RMI-2s S* Imperfect vs 

perfect 

indicative 

εβουλευσου AMI-2s 534 Imperfect vs 

aorist 

indicative 
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(2:5): 
ἀπῶσμαι 

RM/PI-1s 
ἀπωθέω, 

“reject, 

remove” 

εξεβληθην API-1s 
ἐκβάλλω, “cast 

out” 

σ΄θ΄: Syh Perfect vs 
Aorist 

indicative; 

different 

lexeme 
εξεβην (leg. 

εξεβληθην s. 

εξεβρασθην) 

 α΄: Syh 

(2:8): 

ἐκλείπειν 

PAInf ἐκλείπω, 

“leave, 

forsake” 

εκλιπειν AAInf 

ἐκλείπω, 

“leave, 

forsake” 

W  B-S  

956 alii 

Present vs 

aorist 

infinitive; the 

difference is 

one letter 

(3:2): 

πορεύθητι 

 

APIv-2s 

πορεύομαι, “to 

go” 

πορευου PM/PIv-2s 

πορεύομαι, “to 

go” 

87΄  

Thph.: cf. 

12 

Aorist vs 

present 

imperative, 

see 1:2 Witnesses: B-

S*et c-V  130΄  

26410  

CoSyhArmp = 

MT 

(3:2): [ἐγὼ] 

ἐλάλησα 

AAI-1s λαλέω, 

“to speak” 

λελαληκα RAI-1s λαλέω, 

“to speak” 

C  

Cyr.FThp

h. 

Aorist vs 

perfect 

indicative 

λαλω PAI-1s λαλέω, 

“to speak” 

Syhtxt: cf. 

MT 

Aorist vs 

present 

indicative 

(3:4): 

εἰσελθεῖν 

 

AAInf εισπορευεσθαι PM/PInf (πορ. 

534) rel. 

(i.e. the 

remainin

g mss.) 

Aorist vs 

present 

infinitive + 

change of 

lexeme 
Witnesses: 

W’  B-S* 

Note65 

(3:7): 

γευσάσθωσαν 

AMIv-3p 

γεύω, “to 

taste” 

γευεσθωσαν PM/PIv-3p A-49 Aorist vs 

Present 

imperative 

γευσεσθωσαν  S* misspelling? 

(3:7): 

πιέτωσαν 

AMIv-3p πίνω, 

“to drink” 

πινετωσαν PM/PIv-3p S  L΄-49 Aorist vs 

Present 

imperative 

(4:2): καὶ 

εἶπεν 

AAI-3s λεγων PAP-NSM 410  Sa  

Lucif. 

Aorist 

indicative vs 

present 

participle 

                                                 
65 The editors of Göttingen place a symbol here that says that an argument may be made from silence on the 

basis of all of the rest of the mss. 
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(4:2): μου1o]  + ους ελαλησα AAI-1s A  Arab. The variants 
differ on 

aorist vs 

imperfect 

indicative + 

different 

lexeme 

+ ους ελεγον IAI-1s Chr.  

+ ησαν IAI-3p L΄–36  

Th.Tht. 

? εἰμί 

(4:5): 

ἐκάθισεν 

AAI-3s 

καθίζω, “seat 

oneself, reside” 

-θητο IM/PI-3s 

κάθημαι, to be 

seated, remain” 

456 Aorist vs 

imperfect 

indicative + 

different 

lexeme 

(4:5): ἐκάθητο IM/PI-3s 

κάθημαι, to be 

seated, remain” 

-θισεν AAI-3s 

καθίζω, “seat 

oneself, reside” 

Bas.N Aorist vs 

imperfect 

indicative + 

different 

lexeme 

(4:8): 

ὠλιγοψύχησε 

AAI-3s 

ὀλιγοψυχέω, 

“become 

disheartened” 

ωλιγοψυχει IAI-3s 

ὀλιγοψυχέω, 

“become 

disheartened” 

V  L΄-49’  

C΄–538-68-

239  

956(ολ.)  

Cyr.FTh.

Thph. 

Aorist vs 

imperfect 

indicative 
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Appendix 2: Göttingen Text, Hebrew Verb, and LXX Variant 

 

Vs. Parsing Göttingen 

reading 

Hebrew 

text 

(BHS) 

parsing Variant(s) Parsing 

1:2 AAI-2s 

ἀνίστημι, 

“rise, raise 

up” 

APIv-2s 

πορεύομαι, 

“to go” 

Ἀνάστηθι καὶ 

πορεύθητι 
ְך ֵּׁ֧ -Q.Perf.Iv ֠קּוםְל 

2ms קום 

“stand, get 

up, 

establish” 

Q.Perf.Iv-

2ms הלך 

“go, walk” 

πορευου PM/PIv-

2s 

πορεύομ

αι, “to 

go” 

πορευθυτητι Misspelli

ng of 

APIv-2s 

πορεύομ

αι? 

1:3 AAInf πλέω, 

“to sail” 

πλεῦσαι ֹוא  + לְ  ָלבָ֤

Q.Inf.Cons 

 ,come“ בוא

go” 

πλεειν PAInf 

πλέω, “to 

sail” 

1:4 IAI-3s 

κινδυνεύω, 

“be in danger” 

ἐκινδύνευε ה ָבֵ֖ ש   Pi.Perf-3fs ח 

 חשב

“determine 

value, 

consider, 

begin” 

εκινδυνευσε(ν) AAI-3s 

κινδυνεύ

ω, “be in 

danger” 

1:5 IAI-3p 

ἀναβοάω, 

“cry out” 

καὶ ἀνεβόων ְֲּ֮עקּו ז  ֶּ֣י   Q.Way-3mp ַוִֽ

 cry“ זעק

out, 

summon” 

ανεβοησαν AAI-3p 

ἀναβοάω, 

“cry out” 

εβοων IAI-3s 

“βοάω, 

“cry out” 

ανεβοουν IAI-3p? 

1:5 AMI-3p 

ποιέω, “to do, 

make” 

ἐκβολή, 

“throwing 

out” 

καὶ ἐκβολὴν 

ἐποιήσαντο 

τῶν σκευῶν 

τῶν ἐν τῷ 

πλοίῳ 

לּוְ ַוָיט ֶ֨

ֶאת־

ים ל ִ֜ ְַהכ 

רְ ֲאֶשָ֤

ָיהְָ֙ ֳאנ   ָבִֽ

Hif.Way-

3mp טול 

“throw, 

hurl, 

remove” 

εποιουντο IMI-3p 

ποιέω, 

“to do, 

make” 

1:10 AAI-2s ἐποίησας ְיָת ָ֑  Q.Perf-2ms ָעש 

 ,do“ עשה

make” 

πεποιηκας RAI-2s 



36 

 

1:12 RAI-1s ἔγνωκα [ἐγὼ] ְַע ִ֣ -Q.Act.Part יֹוד 

ms ידע 
“know” 

εγνων καγω AAI-1s 

1:13 IM/PI-3p 

παραβιάζομαι. 

“endeavor, 

strive, persist” 

καὶ 

παρεβιάζοντο 

οἱ ἄνδρες τοῦ 

ἐπιστρέψαι 

ּוְ רִ֣ ת  ַוַיח 

יםְ ָהֲאָנש ָ֗

יב ֛ ָהש   ל 

Q.Way-3mp 

 ,dig“ חתר

row” 

παρεβιασαντο AMI-3p 

1:14 IM/PI-2s ἐβούλου ְָת צ   Q.Perf-2ms ָחַפֵ֖

 to“ חפץ

desire, 

delight, 

will” 

ηβουλου  

βεβουλου RMI-2s 

εβουλευσου AMI-2s 

2:5 RM/PI-1s 

ἀπωθέω, 

“reject, 

remove” 

ἀπῶσμαι י ת  ש  ַרֵ֖ ג   Nif.perf-1cs נ 

 driven“ גרש

out” 

εξεβληθην API-1s 

ἐκβάλλω, 

“cast out” 

εξεβην (leg. 

εξεβληθην s. 

εξεβρασθην) 

 

2:8 PAInf 

ἐκλείπω, 

“leave, 

forsake” 

ἐκλείπειν ף ָ֤ ַעט  ת  ה   + בְ  ב 

Hith.Inf. 

Cons עטף 

“grow faint” 

εκλιπειν AAInf 

ἐκλείπω, 

“leave, 

forsake” 

3:2 APIv-2s 

πορεύομαι, 

“to go” 

πορεύθητι ְך ֵ֥ -Q.Perf.Iv ל 

2ms הלך 

“go, walk” 

πορευου PM/PIv-

2s 

πορεύομ

αι, “to 

go” 

3:2 AAI-1s 

λαλέω, “to 

speak” 

ἐγὼ ἐλάλησα 

πρὸς σέ 
יְ ֵ֖ ָאֹנכ 

רְ ֵ֥ דֹב 

יָך ֶלִֽ  א 

Q.Act.Part-

ms דבר 

“speak” 

λελαληκα RAI-1s 

λαλέω, 

“to 
speak” 

λαλω PAI-1s 

λαλέω, 

“to 

speak” 

3:4 AAInf τοῦ εἰσελθεῖν ֹוא  + לְ  ָלבִ֣

Q.Inf.Cons 

 ,come“ בוא

go” 

εισπορευεσθαι PM/PInf 

3:7 μὴ 

γευσάσθωσαν 

γευεσθωσαν PM/PIv-

3p 
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AMIv-3p 
γεύω, “to 

taste”  

ל־ ַאִֽ

ֲעמּוְָ֙ ט   י 

Q.Imperf-

3mp טעם 

“to taste, 

(fig.) 

perceive” 

(imperatival 

meaning) 

γευσεσθωσαν  

3:7 AMIv-3p 

πίνω, “to 

drink” 

μηδὲ ὕδωρ 

πιέτωσαν 
םְַאל־ י  ּוַמֵ֖

ּו׃ תִֽ ש   י 
 

Q.Imperf-

3mp שתה 

“drink” 

(imperatival 

meaning) 

πινετωσαν PM/PIv-

3p 

4:2 AAI-3s καὶ εἶπεν ְר  Q.Way-3ms ַויֹאַמָ֗

 ”say“ אמר

λεγων PAP-

NSM 

4:2  μου1o]  

x 

 

x 

 

x 

+ ους ελαλησα AAI-1s 

+ ους ελεγον IAI-1s 

+ ησαν IAI-3p 

4:5 AAI-3s 

καθίζω, “seat 

oneself, 

reside” 

ἐκάθισεν ֵֶ֖שב  Q.Way-3ms ַוי 

 ,sit“ ישב

dwell” 

-θητο IM/PI-3s 

κάθημαι, 

to be 

seated, 

remain” 

4:5 IM/PI-3s 

κάθημαι, to be 

seated, 

remain” 

ἐκάθητο ֶָ֤שב  Q.Way-3ms ַוי 

 ,sit“ ישב

dwell” 

-θισεν AAI-3s 

καθίζω, 

“seat 

oneself, 

reside” 

4:8 AAI-3s 

ὀλιγοψυχέω, 

“become 

disheartened” 

καὶ 

ὠλιγοψύχησε 
ף ַעָלָ֑ ת  -Hith.Way ַוי 

3ms עלף 

“grow faint” 

ωλιγοψυχει IAI-3s 

ὀλιγοψυχ

έω, 

“become 

dishearte

ned” 
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Appendix 3: Variant Tenses Categorized by Göttingen Reading and Witnesses66 

 

 

Hebrew verb 

form 

translated: 

Göttingen: Variant: Witnesses for 

the variant 

Evaluation of Witnesses 

Imperfect Indicative in Göttingen  

1:4 (Pi.Perf) Imperfect Aorist Q*-544 Two Alexandrian MSS 

1:5 (Q.Way) Imperfect Aorist B-S*-V(-σεν)  

147 

Three independent MSS + 147  

1:13 (Q.Way) Imperfect Aorist 534 One catena MS 

1:14 (Q.Perf) Imperfect Perfect S* The original hand of S 

Aorist 534 One catena MS 

4:5 (Q.Way) Imperfect Aorist Bas.N One father’s commentary 

Aorist Indicative in Göttingen 

1:5 (Hif.Way) Aorist Imperfect lII(86c) 233΄ Lucianic subgroup II + 2 

Alexandrian MSS 

1:10 (Q.Perf) Aorist Perfect Tht. One church father’s 

commentary 

3:2 (Q.Ptcp.) Aorist  Perfect C  Cyr.FThph. The main group of catena MSS, 

two church fathers’ 

commentaries. 

Present  Syhtxt: cf. MT The text of the Syrohexapla 

4:2 (Q.Way) Aorist  Present 

Participle 

410  Sa  Lucif. An Alexandrian witness, 

Sahidic translation, a citation 

from a father. 

4:2 (No 

Hebrew 

verb)67 

 Aorist  A  Arab. One Alexandrian MS + Arabic 

translation 

Imperfect  Chr. A citation in Chrysostom  

4:5 (Q.Way) Aorist Imperfect 456 One MS 

4:8 

(Hith.Way) 

Aorist Imperfect V  L΄-49’  C΄–

538-68-239  

956(ολ.)  

Cyr.FTh.Thph. 

One independent MS, the main 

Lucianic group and subgroup II, 

an Alexandrian MS (group?), 

the catena group minus MS 

538, several fathers’ 

commentaries. 

Perfect Indicative in Göttingen 

1:12 (Q.Ptcp) Perfect  Aorist  Thph. One church father’s 

commentary 

2:5 (Nif.Perf) Perfect Aorist α΄σ΄θ΄: Syh According to the Syrohexapla, 

α΄σ΄θ΄ 

                                                 
66 Light read highlighting indicates a text that witnesses to other variants on this chart. 
67 There is no verb here in the Hebrew text. The variants differ in terms of both tense and lexeme. Added to 

that is the fact that they are sparsely attested. It is hard to determine the relationship between the readings. 
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Imperative in Göttingen 

1:2 (Q.Iv)  Aorist  Present  Α  One Alexandrian MS 

3:2 (Q.Iv) Aorist  

[read by B-

S*et c-V  

130΄  26410  

CoSyhArmp 

= MT] 

Present  87΄  Thph.: cf. 

12 

One (?) catena group MS, one 

father’s commentary. 

3:7 (Q.Imperf, 

imperatival 

meaning) 

Aorist  Present  A-49 Two Alexandrian MSS 

3:7 (Q.Imperf, 

imperatival 

meaning) 

Aorist  Present  S  L΄-49 An independent Uncial, an 

Alexandrian MS, and Lucian’s 

main group and subgroup II 

Infinitive in Göttingen 

1:3 

(Q.Inf.Con + 

 (לְ 

Aorist  Present  86* One Lucianic MS 

2:8 

(Hith.Inf.Con 

 (בְ  +

Present  Aorist  W  B-S  956 alii Three independent MSS, on 

papyrus fragment not attributed 

to a group, and some others 

3:4 

(Q.Inf.Con + 

 (לְ 

Aorist  

[read by W’  

B-S*] 

Present  (πορ. 534) rel. 

(i.e. the 

remaining mss.) 

Interestingly, there is a similar 

reading for the aorist infinitive 

here as there is in 2:8, but 

Göttingen editors decided that 

in this case the aorist was more 

likely original. 
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Appendix 4: Jonah BHS/Rahlfs Block Outline68 

 

ר׃ אֹמִֽ יְל  ַתֵ֖ הְֶבן־ֲאמ  הְֶאל־יֹוָנֵ֥ הָוָ֔ ַבר־י  ְד  יָ֙ ה  ֶּ֣י   Καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος κυρίου πρὸς Ιωναν τὸν 1:1 ַוִֽ

τοῦ Αμαθι λέγων 

 Ἀνάστηθι  1:2  ֠קּום

ה דֹוָלֵ֖ ירְַהג  ֵ֥ ֛הְָהע  ו  ינ  ִֽ ְךְֶאל־נ  ֵּׁ֧  καὶ πορεύθητι εἰς Νινευη τὴν πόλιν    ל 

τὴν μεγάλην 

יָהְ אְָעֶלָ֑ ָרִ֣  ,καὶ κήρυξον ἐν αὐτῇ    ּוק 

י׃ְ ָפָנִֽ םְל  הְָרָעָתֵ֖ ָתֵ֥ י־ָעל  ִֽ  ὅτι ἀνέβη ἡ κραυγὴ τῆς κακίας      כ 

αὐτῆς πρός με. 

הָוָ֑ה ֵ֖יְי  נ  פ  ל  יָשהְמ  ש ָ֔ ַחְַתר  רִֹ֣ ב  ְל   καὶ ἀνέστη Ιωνας τοῦ φυγεῖν εἰς Θαρσις 1:3 ַוָיֶָָּ֤֣קםְיֹוָנהָ֙

ἐκ προσώπου κυρίου 

ֹוְ ֶרדְָיפִ֜  καὶ κατέβη εἰς Ιοππην  ַוי ֶ֨

יש ש ָ֗ הְַתר  ָיִ֣ה׀ְָבָאִ֣ אְָאנ  ָצֵ֥ מ   καὶ εὗρεν πλοῖον βαδίζον εἰς Θαρσις  ַוי 

ּהְ ָכָרִ֜ ןְש  ת ֶ֨  καὶ ἔδωκεν τὸ ναῦλον αὐτοῦ  ַוי 

ֵ֖יְ נ  פ  ל  יָשהְמ  ש ָ֔ ְַתר  ָמֶהםָ֙ ֹואְע  ְָלבָ֤ ֶֶָּ֤֣רדְָבּהָ֙ ַוי 

ה׃ הָוִֽ  י 

 καὶ ἐνέβη εἰς αὐτὸ τοῦ πλεῦσαι μετʼ 

αὐτῶν εἰς Θαρσις ἐκ προσώπου κυρίου. 

   

ם ְֶאל־ַהָיָ֔ דֹוָלהָ֙ ּוַח־ג  ילְרִֽ ָ֤ ט  הְה  יהָוָ֗  καὶ κύριος ἐξήγειρεν πνεῦμα εἰς τὴν 1:4 ַוִֽ

θάλασσαν, 

ֹולְַבָיָ֑םְ ַער־ָגדֵ֖ יְַסִֽ ֵ֥ ה   ,καὶ ἐγένετο κλύδων μέγας ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ  ַוי 

   

ר׃ ִֽ ָשב  ה  הְל  ָבֵ֖ ש  הְח  ָיָ֔ ֳאנ  ָהִ֣  .καὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἐκινδύνευε συντριβῆναι  ו 

יםְ ּוְַהַמָלח ָ֗ אִ֣ יר  ִֽ  καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ναυτικοὶ 1:5 ַוי 

ישְֶאל־ֱאֹלָהיו ְ ִ֣ ְא  ֲעקּוְּ֮ ז  ֶּ֣י   καὶ ἀνεβόων ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν θεὸν  ַוִֽ

αὐτῶν  

יםְ ל ִ֜ לּוְֶאת־ַהכ    καὶ ἐκβολὴν ἐποιήσαντο τῶν σκευῶν  ַוָיט ֶ֨

םְ ְֶאל־ַהָיָ֔ ָיהָ֙ ֳאנ  רְָבִֽ  τῶν ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν    ֲאֶשָ֤

םְ יֶהָ֑ ֲעל  ִֽ לְמ  ֵ֖ ָהָק    ,τοῦ κουφισθῆναι ἀπʼ αὐτῶν    ל 

   

הְ יָנָ֔ פ  יְַהס  ִ֣ ת  כ  ְֶאל־ַיר  הְָיַרדָ֙ יֹוָנָ֗  Ιωνας δὲ κατέβη εἰς τὴν κοίλην τοῦ  ו 

πλοίου 

                                                 
68 This block outline primarily shows coordination and subordination. Coordinate clauses are placed on the 

same level of indentation, while subordinate clauses (and dialogue) are indented. Highlighted material represents the 

places where the LXX has textual variants that are being examined in this paper. 
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בְ ַכֵ֖ ש   καὶ ἐκάθευδεν  ַוי 

ם׃ ָרַדִֽ  καὶ ἔρρεγχεν  ַוי 

לְ בְַהחֹב ָ֔ ְַרִ֣ ָליוָ֙ בְא  ַרָ֤ ק   καὶ προσῆλθεν πρὸς αὐτὸν ὁ πρωρεὺς 1:6 ַוי 

ְ אֶמרְלֹוֵ֖ ֵֹ֥  καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ  ַוי

םְ ָדָ֑ ר  ְנ  ָךִ֣  ;Τί σὺ ῥέγχεις    ַמה־ל 

 ἀνάστα    ֚קּוםְ

יָךְ אְֶאל־ֱאֹלֶהָ֔ ָרִ֣  ,καὶ ἐπικαλοῦ τὸν θεόν σου    ק 

נּוְ יםְָלֵ֖ ֛ תְָהֱאֹלה  ֵּׁ֧ ַעש  ת  יְי   ὅπως διασώσῃ ὁ θεὸς ἡμᾶς     אּוַלַ֞

ד׃ ִֽ אְנֹאב  ֵֹ֥ ל  καὶ μὴ ἀπολώμεθα     ו 

הּוְ ע ָ֗ ישְֶאל־ר  ִ֣ ּוְא  רַ֞  καὶ εἶπεν ἕκαστος πρὸς τὸν πλησίον αὐτοῦ 1:7 ַויֹאמ 

ְ כּוָ֙  Δεῦτε    ל 

ֹותְ ֹוָרלָ֔ יָלהְגִֽ ִ֣ ַנפ   βάλωμεν κλήρους    ו 

נּוְ אתְָלָ֑ ֵֹ֖ הְַהז יְָהָרָעֵ֥ ֛ מ  ֶשל  הְב  ָעָ֔ ִֶּ֣֣ד  נ   καὶ ἐπιγνῶμεν τίνος ἕνεκεν ἡ κακία    ו 

αὕτη ἐστὶν ἐν ἡμῖν. 

ֹותְ ֹוָרלָ֔ ְגִֽ לּוָ֙  ,καὶ ἔβαλον κλήρους  ַוַיפ ֶ֨

ה׃ לְַעל־יֹוָנִֽ לְַהגֹוָרֵ֖ ֹפֵ֥  .καὶ ἔπεσεν ὁ κλῆρος ἐπὶ Ιωναν  ַוי 

יוְ ָלָ֔ ּוְא  רִ֣  καὶ εἶπον πρὸς αὐτόν 1:8 ַויֹאמ 

נּוְ יָדה־ָנִ֣אְָלָ֔  Ἀπάγγειλον ἡμῖν    ַהג 

נּוְ אתְָלָ֑ ֵֹ֖ הְַהז י־ָהָרָעֵ֥ מ  רְל   τίνος ἕνεκεν ἡ κακία αὕτη      ַבֲאֶש֛

ἐστὶν ἐν ἡμῖν. 

ְ ָךָ֙ ת  ַלאכ   ;τίς σου ἡ ἐργασία ἐστίν    ַמה־מ 

ֹואְ ןְָתבָ֔ י  ַאִ֣  ,καὶ πόθεν ἔρχῃ    ּומ 

ָךְ ֶצָ֔ הְַאר   καὶ ἐκ ποίας χώρας    ָמִ֣

ָתה׃ םְָאִֽ הְַעֵ֖ ֶזֵ֥ י־מ  ִֽ א   ;καὶ ἐκ ποίου λαοῦ εἶ σύ    ו 

םְ יֶהֵ֖ אֶמרְֲאל  ֵֹ֥  καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς 1:9 ַוי

יְ כ  יְָאֹנָ֑ ִ֣ ר  ב   Δοῦλος κυρίου ἐγώ εἰμι    ע 

אְ ָ֔ יְָיר  ִ֣ ְֲאנ  םָ֙ י  יְַהָשַמֶ֨ ָ֤ הְֱאֹלה  הָוַ֞ ֶאת־י   καὶ τὸν κύριον θεὸν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ    ו 

ἐγὼ σέβομαι, 

ֶאת־ הְֶאת־ַהָיֵ֖םְו  ֲאֶשר־ָעָשֵ֥

ה׃  ַהַיָבָשִֽ

     ὃς ἐποίησεν τὴν θάλασσαν 

καὶ τὴν ξηράν. 
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הְ דֹוָלָ֔ הְג  ָאִ֣ ר  ְי  יםָ֙ ֲאָנש  ּוְָהִֽ אָ֤ יר  ִֽ  καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ἄνδρες φόβον μέγαν 1:10 ַוי 

יוְ ָלֵ֖ ּוְא  רֵ֥  καὶ εἶπαν πρὸς αὐτόν  ַויֹאמ 

יָתְְ ָ֑ אתְָעש  ִֹ֣  ;Τί τοῦτο ἐποίησας    ַמה־ז

יםְ ּוְָהֲאָנש ָ֗ עִ֣ י־ָיד  ִֽ  διότι ἔγνωσαν οἱ ἄνδρες    כ 

ַחְ ָ֔ ּואְבֹר  ְהִ֣ הָוהָ֙ ָ֤יְי  נ  פ  ל  י־מ  ִֽ  ὅτι ἐκ προσώπου κυρίου ἦν      כ 

φεύγων, 

ם׃ ידְָלֶהִֽ ֵ֖ ג  יְה  ֵ֥  .ὅτι ἀπήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς      כ 

ְ ָליוָ֙ ּוְא  רָ֤    καὶ εἶπαν πρὸς αὐτόν 1:11 ַויֹאמ 

ְךְ  Τί σοι ποιήσωμεν    ַמה־ַנֲִ֣עֶשהְָלָ֔

ינּוְ ָ֑ ָעל  ִֽ קְַהָיֵ֖םְמ  ֹתֵ֥ ש  י   ;καὶ κοπάσει ἡ θάλασσα ἀφʼ ἡμῶν    ו 

ר׃ ִֽ סֹע  ְךְו  ֵ֥ יְַהָיֵ֖םְהֹול  ֵ֥  ὅτι ἡ θάλασσα ἐπορεύετο    כ 

    καὶ ἐξήγειρεν μᾶλλον κλύδωνα. 

םְ יֶהָ֗ אֶמרְֲאל  ִֹ֣  καὶ εἶπεν Ιωνας πρὸς αὐτούς 1:12 ַוי

ְ יָ֙ ּונ   Ἄρατέ με    ָשאֶ֨

םְ יְֶאל־ַהָיָ֔ נ  ִ֣ יל   ,καὶ ἐμβάλετέ με εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν    ַוֲהט 

םְ יֶכָ֑ ֲעל  ִֽ קְַהָיֵ֖םְמ  ֹתֵ֥ ש  י   ,καὶ κοπάσει ἡ θάλασσα ἀφʼ ὑμῶν    ו 

יְ נ  ַעְְָאָ֔ ִ֣ יְיֹוד  ֚  διότι ἔγνωκα ἐγὼ      כ 

ַערְַהָג֛דֹולְ יְַהַסֵּׁ֧ ֶשל ָ֔ יְב  ִ֣ כ 

ם׃ יֶכִֽ  ַהֶזֵ֖הְֲעל 

       ὅτι διʼ ἐμὲ ὁ κλύδων ὁ 

μέγας οὗτος ἐφʼ ὑμᾶς 

ἐστιν. 

הְ יבְֶאל־ַהַיָבָשֵ֖ ֛ ָהש  יםְל  ּוְָהֲאָנש ָ֗ רִ֣ ת   καὶ παρεβιάζοντο οἱ ἄνδρες τοῦ 1:13 ַוַיח 

ἐπιστρέψαι πρὸς τὴν γῆν 

לּוְ אְָיכָֹ֑ ִֹ֣ ל  ,καὶ οὐκ ἠδύναντο  ו 

ם׃ יֶהִֽ רְֲעל  ֵ֖ סֹע  ְךְו  ֵ֥ םְהֹול  יְַהָיָ֔ ִ֣  ὅτι ἡ θάλασσα ἐπορεύετο    כ 

    καὶ ἐξηγείρετο μᾶλλον ἐπʼ αὐτούς. 

הְ הָוִ֜ ּוְֶאל־י  אֶ֨ ר  ק   καὶ ἀνεβόησαν πρὸς κύριον 1:14 ַוי 

ּוְ רָ֗  καὶ εἶπαν  ַויֹאמ 

ְ ֶפשָ֙ ֶנֶ֨ הְב  ָדָ֗ ְַאל־ָנִ֣אְנֹאב  הָוהָ֙ ָאָנָ֤הְי 

הְ ישְַהֶזָ֔ ִ֣  ָהא 

   Μηδαμῶς, κύριε, μὴ ἀπολώμεθα 

ἕνεκεν τῆς ψυχῆς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

τούτου, 

יאְ ָ֑ םְָנָק  ינּוְָדִ֣ ֵ֖ ןְָעל  ֵ֥ ת  ַאל־ת   ,καὶ μὴ δῷς ἐφʼ ἡμᾶς αἷμα δίκαιον    ו 
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ָתְְ צ  רְָחַפֵ֖ הְַכֲאֶשֵ֥ הָוָ֔ הְי  י־ַאָתִ֣ ִֽ כ 

יָת׃ ִֽ  ָעש 

     ὅτι σύ, κύριε, ὃν τρόπον 
ἐβούλου πεποίηκας.  

 

הְ ְֶאת־יֹוָנָ֔ אּוָ֙ ש     καὶ ἔλαβον τὸν Ιωναν 1:15 ַוי 

הּוְֶאל־ַהָיָ֑םְ ֵ֖ ל  ט   ,καὶ ἐξέβαλον αὐτὸν εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν  ַוי 

ֹו׃ פִֽ ַזע  דְַהָיֵ֖םְמ   .καὶ ἔστη ἡ θάλασσα ἐκ τοῦ σάλου αὐτῆς  ַוַיֲעֹמֵ֥

הָוָ֑הְ הְֶאת־י  דֹוָלֵ֖ הְג  ָאֵ֥ ר  יםְי  ֛ ּוְָהֲאָנש  אֵּׁ֧ יר  ִֽ  καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν οἱ ἄνδρες φόβῳ μεγάλῳ 1:16 ַוי 

τὸν κύριον 

הְ יהָוָ֔ ְַלִֽ ַבחָ֙ חּו־ֶזֶ֨ ב  ֶּ֣ז  ִֽ  καὶ ἔθυσαν θυσίαν τῷ κυρίῳ  ַוי 

ים׃ ִֽ ָדר  ּוְנ  רֵ֖ ד  ֶּ֣י   .καὶ εὔξαντο εὐχάς  ַוִֽ

   

ַעְֶאת־יֹוָנָ֑הְ ֹלֵ֖ ב  ֹולְל  גְָגדָ֔ ְָדִ֣ הָוהָ֙ ןְי  ַמָ֤  Καὶ προσέταξεν κύριος κήτει μεγάλῳ 2:1 ַוי 

καταπιεῖν τὸν Ιωναν, 

הְ ֹלָשֵ֥ יםְּוש  ֵ֖ הְָימ  ֹלָשֵ֥ גְש  יְַהָדָ֔ ִ֣ ע  מ  ְב  יְיֹוָנהָ֙ ָ֤ ה  ַוי 

ֹות׃ ילִֽ  ל 

 καὶ ἦν Ιωνας ἐν τῇ κοιλίᾳ τοῦ κήτους 

τρεῖς ἡμέρας καὶ τρεῖς νύκτας. 

ה׃ יְַהָדָגִֽ ֵ֖ ע  מ  יוְמ  הָוֵ֖הְֱאֹלָהָ֑ הְֶאל־י  לְיֹוָנָ֔ ִ֣ ַפל  ת   καὶ προσηύξατο Ιωνας πρὸς κύριον τὸν 2:2 ַוי 

θεὸν αὐτοῦ ἐκ τῆς κοιλίας τοῦ κήτους 

אֶמרְ ָֹ֗  καὶ εἶπεν 2:3 ַוי

הְ הָוֵ֖ יְֶאל־י  ֛ ָרהְל  ָצֵ֥ יְמ  ָראת   Ἐβόησα ἐν θλίψει μου πρὸς κύριον    ָק֠

τὸν θεόν μου, 

֛אֹולְ ֶטןְש  ֶבֵּׁ֧ יְמ  ָ֑נ  ֶַּ֣יֲענ   ,καὶ εἰσήκουσέν μου    ַוִֽ

יְ ת  ע  ַּוֵ֖  ἐκ κοιλίας ᾅδου κραυγῆς μου    ש 

ἤκουσας φωνῆς μου. 
י׃ ִֽ ָתְקֹול  ע      ָשַמֵ֥

יםְ בְַימ ָ֔ ַבִ֣ ל  ְב  צּוָלהָ֙ יְמ  נ  ָ֤ יכ  ל   ἀπέρριψάς με εἰς βάθη καρδίας  2:4  ַוַתש 

θαλάσσης, 

יָךְ ָבֶרֵ֥ ש  יְָכל־מ  נ  ָ֑ ב  סֹב  רְי  ָנָהֵ֖  ,καὶ ποταμοί με ἐκύκλωσαν    ו 

יָךְ ַגֶלֵ֖ רּו׃ו  יְָעָבִֽ ָעַלֵ֥     πάντες οἱ μετεωρισμοί σου καὶ τὰ 

κύματά σου ἐπʼ ἐμὲ διῆλθον. 

יְ ת  ר  יְָאַמָ֔ ִ֣  καὶ ἐγὼ εἶπα  2:5  ַוֲאנ 

יֶנָ֑יָךְ ֶנִֶֶּ֣֣גדְע  יְמ  ת  ש  ַרֵ֖ ג   ,Ἀπῶσμαι ἐξ ὀφθαλμῶν σου      נ 

לְ יַכֵ֖ יטְֶאל־ה  ַהב ָ֔ יףְל  ִ֣ ְךְאֹוס  ַא֚

ָך׃ ֶשִֽ  ָקד 

    ἆρα προσθήσω τοῦ ἐπιβλέψαι πρὸς 

τὸν ναὸν τὸν ἅγιόν σου; 

ֶפשְ ְַעד־ֶנָ֔ םָ֙ י  יְַמֶ֨ ּונ   ,περιεχύθη ὕδωρ μοι ἕως ψυχῆς  2:6  ֲאָפפָ֤

יְ נ  ָ֑ ב  סֹב  ֹוםְי  הֵ֖  ,ἄβυσσος ἐκύκλωσέν με ἐσχάτη    ת 
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י׃ ִֽ רֹאש  ּושְל  ּוףְָחבֵ֥  ἔδυ ἡ κεφαλή μου εἰς σχισμὰς    סֵ֖
ὀρέων. 

יְ ת  ד  ְָיַרָ֔ יםָ֙ יְָהר  ָ֤ ב  צ  ק   κατέβην εἰς γῆν, ἧς οἱ μοχλοὶ αὐτῆς  2:7  ל 

κάτοχοι αἰώνιοι, 
םְ עֹוָלָ֑ יְל  ֵ֖ יָהְַבֲעד  ֶחֵ֥ ר  ֶרץְב      ָהָא֛

י׃ הְֱאֹלָהִֽ הָוֵ֥ ַחתְַחַיֵ֖יְי  ַש֛ ַעלְמ   ,καὶ ἀναβήτω φθορὰ ζωῆς μου    ַוַתֵּׁ֧

κύριε ὁ θεός μου. 

הְ הָוֵ֖ יְֶאת־י  ש ָ֔ ְַנפ  ףְָעַליָ֙ ָ֤ ַעט  ת  ה  ב 

יְ ת  ר   ָזָכָ֑

 2:8  ἐν τῷ ἐκλείπειν ἀπʼ ἐμοῦ τὴν ψυχήν 

μου τοῦ κυρίου ἐμνήσθην, 

לְ יַכֵ֖ יְֶאל־ה  ָלת ָ֔ פ  ְת  יָךָ֙ ֶלֶ֨ ֹואְא  ַוָתבָ֤

ָך׃ ֶשִֽ  ָקד 

   καὶ ἔλθοι πρὸς σὲ ἡ προσευχή μου 

εἰς ναὸν ἅγιόν σου. 

אְַחְ ו  י־ָשָ֑ ל  יםְַהב  ֵ֖ ר  ַשמ  בּו׃מ  םְַיֲעזִֹֽ ָדֵ֖ ס    2:9  φυλασσόμενοι μάταια καὶ ψευδῆ 

ἔλεος αὐτῶν ἐγκατέλιπον. 

ְךְ ָחה־ָלָ֔ ב  ְֶאז  ֹולְתֹוָדהָ֙ קָ֤ יְב   ἐγὼ δὲ μετὰ φωνῆς αἰνέσεως καὶ  2:10  ַוֲאנ ָ֗

ἐξομολογήσεως θύσω σοι, 

יְ ת  ר  רְָנַדֵ֖  ,ὅσα ηὐξάμην      ֲאֶשֵ֥

ָמהְ ָ֑  ἀποδώσω σοι    ֲאַשל 

ה׃ְְס ָתהְַליהָוִֽ שּוָעֵ֖  .σωτηρίου τῷ κυρίῳ    י 

גְ הְַלָדָ֑ הָוֵ֖ אֶמרְי  ֵֹ֥  ,καὶ προσετάγη τῷ κήτει 2:11 ַוי

ה׃ְְפ אְֶאת־יֹוָנֵ֖הְֶאל־ַהַיָבָשִֽ ֵ֥  .καὶ ἐξέβαλεν τὸν Ιωναν ἐπὶ τὴν ξηράν  ַוָיָק 

   

ר׃ אֹמִֽ יתְל  ֵ֥ נ  הָו֛הְֶאל־יֹוָנֵ֖הְש  ַבר־י  יְד  ֵּׁ֧ ה   Καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος κυρίου πρὸς Ιωναν ἐκ 3:1 ַוי 

δευτέρου λέγων 

 Ἀνάστηθι  3:2  ֛קּוםְ

הְ דֹוָלָ֑ ירְַהג  ִ֣ ֵ֖הְָהע  ו  ינ  ִֽ ְךְֶאל־נ  ֵ֥  καὶ πορεύθητι εἰς Νινευη τὴν πόλιν    ל 

τὴν μεγάλην  

הְ יָאָ֔ ר  ְֶאת־ַהק  יָהָ֙ ֶלֶ֨ אְא  ָרָ֤ ק   καὶ κήρυξον ἐν αὐτῇ κατὰ τὸ    ּו 

κήρυγμα τὸ ἔμπροσθεν, 

יָך׃ ֶלִֽ רְא  ֵ֥ יְדֹב  ֵ֖ רְָאֹנכ    .ὃ ἐγὼ ἐλάλησα πρὸς σέ      ֲאֶשֵ֥

הְ  καὶ ἀνέστη Ιωνας 3:3 ַוָיִֶָּ֣֣קםְיֹוָנָ֗

הְ הָוָ֑ רְי  ַבִ֣ ד  ֶוֵ֖הְכ  ינ  ִֽ ֶ֛לְךְֶאל־נ   ַוי 

 

 καὶ ἐπορεύθη εἰς Νινευη, 

 

  καθὼς ἐλάλησεν κύριος, 
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הְ ָתָ֤ הְָהי  ו ָ֗ ינ  ִֽ נ  ְךְו  יםְַמֲהַלֵ֖ אֹלה ָ֔ ִֽ ְל  דֹוָלהָ֙ יר־ג  ע 

ים׃ ִֽ ֶשתְָימ  ֹלֵ֥  ש 

 ἡ δὲ Νινευη ἦν πόλις μεγάλη τῷ θεῷ ὡσεὶ 
πορείας ὁδοῦ ἡμερῶν τριῶν. 

דְ ֹוםְֶאָחָ֑ ְךְיִ֣ ירְַמֲהַלֵ֖ ֹואְָבע ָ֔ ְָלבִ֣  καὶ ἤρξατο Ιωνας τοῦ εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὴν 3:4 ַוָיֶָ֤חלְיֹוָנהָ֙

πόλιν ὡσεὶ πορείαν ἡμέρας μιᾶς 

ְ ָראָ֙ ק   καὶ ἐκήρυξεν  ַוי 

רְ  καὶ εἶπεν  ַויֹאַמָ֔

ֹוםְ יםְיָ֔ ִ֣ ָבע   Ἔτι τρεῖς ἡμέραι    ֚עֹודְַאר 

ֶכת׃ ָפִֽ ֵ֖הְֶנה  ו  ינ  ִֽ נ   .καὶ Νινευη καταστραφήσεται    ו 

יםְ ָ֑ אֹלה  ִֽ ֵ֖הְב  ו  ינ  ִֽ יְנ  ֵ֥ ש  ינּוְַאנ  ֛ ֶַּ֣יֲאמ   καὶ ἐνεπίστευσαν οἱ ἄνδρες Νινευη τῷ 3:5 ַוִֽ

θεῷ 

ְ אּו־צֹוםָ֙ ר  ק   καὶ ἐκήρυξαν νηστείαν  ַוי 

ם׃ ַטָנִֽ ַעד־ק  םְו  דֹוָלֵ֖ ג  יםְמ  ּוְַשק ָ֔ שִ֣ ב  ל   καὶ ἐνεδύσαντο σάκκους ἀπὸ μεγάλου  ַוי 

αὐτῶν ἕως μικροῦ αὐτῶν. 

הְ ו ָ֔ ינ  ִֽ ֶלךְנ  ְֶאל־ֶמִ֣ ַגָ֤עְַהָדָברָ֙  καὶ ἤγγισεν ὁ λόγος πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα τῆς 3:6 ַוי 

Νινευη,   

ֹוְ אָ֔ ס  כ  ְמ  ָקםָ֙  καὶ ἐξανέστη ἀπὸ τοῦ θρόνου αὐτοῦ  ַוָיֶ֨

יוְ ָעָלָ֑ ִֽ ְמ  תֹוֵ֖ רְַאַדר  ֵ֥  καὶ περιείλατο τὴν στολὴν αὐτοῦ ἀφʼ  ַוַיֲעב 

ἑαυτοῦ 

קְ סְַשָ֔ ַכִ֣  καὶ περιεβάλετο σάκκον  ַוי 

ֵֶ֖שבְ ֶפר׃ַוי  ִֽ ַעל־ָהא    καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἐπὶ σποδοῦ. 

קְ ע ָ֗  καὶ ἐκηρύχθη 3:7 ַוַיז 

רְ אֹמָ֑ יוְל  דָֹלֵ֖ ֶלְךְּוג  ַעםְַהֶמ֛ ַטֵּׁ֧ הְמ  ו ָ֔ ינ  ִֽ נ  ְב  אֶמרָ֙ ֶֹ֨  καὶ ἐρρέθη ἐν τῇ Νινευη παρὰ τοῦ  ַוי

βασιλέως καὶ παρὰ τῶν μεγιστάνων αὐτοῦ 

λέγων 

ל־ אןְַאִֽ ָֹ֗ ַהצ רְו  הְַהָבָָקִ֣ ָמִ֜ ה  ַהב  םְו  ָהָאָדֶ֨

ּוָמהְ אָ֔ ְמ  ֲעמּוְָ֙ ט   י 

   Οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ τὰ κτήνη καὶ οἱ 

βόες καὶ τὰ πρόβατα μὴ 

γευσάσθωσαν μηδὲν 

ּוְ עָ֔ ר  ל־י   μηδὲ νεμέσθωσαν    ַאֶ֨

ּו׃ תִֽ ש  םְַאל־י  י    .μηδὲ ὕδωρ πιέτωσαν    ּוַמֵ֖

הְ ָמָ֔ ה  ַהב  ְו  ָאָדםָ֙ יםְָהִֽ ּוְַשק ָ֗ ַכסִ֣ ת  י   καὶ περιεβάλοντο σάκκους οἱ ἄνθρωποι 3:8  ו 

καὶ τὰ κτήνη, 

הְ ָָקָ֑ ָחז  יםְב  ֵ֖ ּוְֶאל־ֱאֹלה  אֵ֥ ר  ק  י   ,καὶ ἀνεβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεὸν ἐκτενῶς   ו 

סְ ן־ֶהָחָמֵ֖ הְּומ  ָרָעָ֔ ֹוְָהִֽ כִ֣ ַדר  ישְמ  ֚ בּוְא  ָיש ָ֗ ו 

רְ ם׃ֲאֶשֵ֥ יֶהִֽ ַכפ  ב   

  καὶ ἀπέστρεψαν ἕκαστος ἀπὸ τῆς ὁδοῦ 

αὐτοῦ τῆς πονηρᾶς καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ἀδικίας 

τῆς ἐν χερσὶν αὐτῶν λέγοντες 

ַעְ ִ֣ י־יֹוד  ִֽ  Τίς οἶδεν  3:9  מ 
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ּובְ  εἰ μετανοήσει ὁ θεὸς    ָישָ֔

יםְ ָ֑ םְָהֱאֹלה  ַחֵ֖ נ       ו 

ֹוְ ֹוןְַאפֵ֖ ֲחרֵ֥ בְמ  ָש֛  καὶ ἀποστρέψει ἐξ ὀργῆς θυμοῦ    ו 

αὐτοῦ 

ד׃ ִֽ אְנֹאב  ֵֹ֥ ל  ;καὶ οὐ μὴ ἀπολώμεθα    ו 

םְ יֶהָ֔ ֲעש  ת־ַמִ֣ ְֶאִֽ יםָ֙ ֱאֹלה  אְָהִֽ  ,καὶ εἶδεν ὁ θεὸς τὰ ἔργα αὐτῶν 3:10 ַוַיֶָּ֤֣ר 

הְ םְָהָרָעָ֑ ָכִ֣ ַדר  בּוְמ  י־ָשֵ֖  ὅτι ἀπέστρεψαν ἀπὸ τῶν ὁδῶν    כ 

αὐτῶν τῶν πονηρῶν, 

הְ יםְַעל־ָהָרָע֛ ָנִֶ֣חםְָהֱאֹלה ָ֗  ,καὶ μετενόησεν ὁ θεὸς ἐπὶ τῇ κακίᾳ  ַוי 

םְ רְַלֲעשֹות־ָלֶהֵ֖ ֶבֵ֥  ,ἧ ἐλάλησεν τοῦ ποιῆσαι αὐτοῖς    ֲאֶשר־ד 

ה׃ אְָעָשִֽ ֵֹ֥ ל  .καὶ οὐκ ἐποίησεν  ו 

   

הְ דֹוָלָ֑ הְג  ֵֶַּ֥֣רעְֶאל־יֹוָנֵ֖הְָרָעִ֣  Καὶ ἐλυπήθη Ιωνας λύπην μεγάλην 4:1 ַוי 

׃ ַחרְלֹוִֽ ֵ֖  .καὶ συνεχύθη  ַוי 

הְ הָוִ֜ לְֶאל־י  ַפל ֶ֨ ת   καὶ προσεύξατο πρὸς κύριον 4:2 ַוי 

רְ   καὶ εἶπεν  ַויֹאַמָ֗

 

ְ יָ֙ יְַעד־ֱהיֹות  ָ֗ בְָר  ְֲהלֹוא־ֶזִ֣הְד  הָוהָ֙ ָאָנָ֤הְי 

יְ ָמת ָ֔  ַעל־ַאד 

   Ὦ κύριε, οὐχ οὗτοι οἱ λόγοι μου ἔτι 

ὄντος μου ἐν τῇ γῇ μου; 

יָשהְ ָ֑ ש  ַחְַתר  רִֹ֣ ב  יְל  ת  מ  ַדֵ֖ ןְק  ֵ֥  διὰ τοῦτο προέφθασα τοῦ φυγεῖν    ַעל־כ 

εἰς Θαρσις, 

יְ ת  ע  יְָיַדָ֗ ִ֣  διότι ἔγνων      כ 

ּוםְ ַרחָ֔ ּוןְו  ל־ַחנִ֣ ִֽ ְא  יְַאָתהָ֙ ָ֤ כ 

ֶסדְ ַרב־ֶחָ֔ ְו  םָ֙ י  ֶרְךְַאַפֶ֨ ֶאָ֤

ה׃ םְַעל־ָהָרָעִֽ ָחֵ֖ נ   ו 

       ὅτι σὺ ἐλεήμων καὶ 

οἰκτίρμων, μακρόθυμος 

καὶ πολυέλεος καὶ 

μετανοῶν ἐπὶ ταῖς 

κακίαις. 

יְ נ  ֶמָ֑ יְמ  ֵ֖ ש  הְַקח־ָנֵ֥אְֶאת־ַנפ  הָוָ֔ הְי  ַעָתִ֣  καὶ νῦν, δέσποτα κύριε, λαβὲ τὴν  4:3  ו 

ψυχήν μου ἀπʼ ἐμοῦ, 

י׃ְְס ַחָיִֽ יְמ  ֵ֖ ֹובְמֹות  יְטֵ֥ ֛  ὅτι καλὸν τὸ ἀποθανεῖν με ἢ      כ 

ζῆν με. 

הְ הָוָ֔ אֶמרְי  ִֹ֣  καὶ εἶπεν κύριος πρὸς Ιωναν 4:4 ַוי

ְך׃ ָרהְָלִֽ בְָחֵ֥ ֵ֖ יט   ;Εἰ σφόδρα λελύπησαι σύ    ַהה 

ירְ ן־ָהע ָ֔ ְמ  אְיֹוָנהָ֙ ָ֤ צ   καὶ ἐξῆλθεν Ιωνας ἐκ τῆς πόλεως 4:5 ַוי 

ירְ ָ֑ ֶדםְָלע  ֶקִ֣ ֵֶ֖שבְמ    ,καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἀπέναντι τῆς πόλεως  ַוי 
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הְ ָכָ֗ םְס  ְָשִ֜ ְלֹוֶ֨  καὶ ἐποίησεν ἑαυτῷ ἐκεῖ σκηνὴν  ַוַיַעשׂ֩

לְ ְַבצ ָ֔ יָהָ֙ ֶתֶ֨ ֶָ֤שבְַתח    ,καὶ ἐκάθητο ὑποκάτω αὐτῆς ἐν σκιᾷ  ַוי 

הְ ֶאָ֔ ר  רְי  דְֲאֶשִ֣  ἕως οὗ ἀπίδῃ    ַע֚

יר׃ ִֽ ֶיֵ֖הְָבע  ה   .τί ἔσται τῇ πόλει      ַמה־י 

ֹוןְ יָקיַ֞ יםְק  ֹלה  ה־ֱא֠ הָוִֽ ןְי  ַמִ֣  ,καὶ προσέταξεν κύριος ὁ θεὸς κολοκύνθῃ 4:6 ַוי 

ֹוְ ְַעל־רֹאשָ֔ לָ֙ ֹותְצ  יֵ֥ ה  ִֽ הְל  יֹוָנָ֗ לְל  ַעִ֣ ַוַיִַ֣על׀ְמ 

ְ ָעתֹוָ֑ ָרִֽ ְמ  ילְלֹוֵ֖ ֵ֥ ַהצ   ל 

 καὶ ἀνέβη ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς τοῦ Ιωνα τοῦ 

εἶναι σκιὰν ὑπεράνω τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ 

τοῦ σκιάζειν αὐτῷ ἀπὸ τῶν κακῶν αὐτοῦ, 

ה׃ דֹוָלִֽ הְג  ָחֵ֥ מ  ֹוןְש  יָקיֵ֖ ִֽ חְיֹוָנ֛הְַעל־ַהק  ַמֵ֥ ש   καὶ ἐχάρη Ιωνας ἐπὶ τῇ κολοκύνθῃ χαρὰν  ַוי 

μεγάλην. 

ַחרְ ֹותְַהַשֵ֖ ַעתְַבֲעלֵ֥ ְתֹוַלָ֔ יםָ֙ ֱאֹלה  ןְָהִֽ ַמָ֤ ַוי 

תְ ָמֳחָרָ֑  ַלִֽ

4:7 καὶ προσέταξεν ὁ θεὸς σκώληκι ἑωθινῇ τῇ 

ἐπαύριον, 

ֹוןְ יָקיֵ֖ ִֽ ְךְֶאת־ַהק   ,καὶ ἐπάταξεν τὴν κολόκυνθαν  ַוַתֵ֥

ש׃ יָבִֽ  .καὶ ἀπεξηράνθη  ַוי 

ֶמשְ ַחְַהֶשָ֗ רִֹ֣ ז  י׀ְכ  ִ֣ ה   καὶ ἐγένετο ἅμα τῷ ἀνατεῖλαι τὸν ἥλιον 4:8 ַוי 

יתְ יש ָ֔ ְֲחר  יםָ֙ ּוַחְָקד  יםְרָ֤ ןְֱאֹלה ִ֜ ַמֶ֨  καὶ προσέταξεν ὁ θεὸς πνεύματι  ַוי 

καύσωνος συγκαίοντι, 

אשְיֹוָנֵ֖הְ ֵֹ֥ ֶמשְַעל־ר ְךְַהֶש֛  καὶ ἐπάταξεν ὁ ἥλιος ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν  ַוַתֵ֥

Ιωνα, 

ףְ ַעָלָ֑ ת    καὶ ὠλιγοψύχησεν  ַוי 

ּותְ ְָלמָ֔ שֹוָ֙ לְֶאת־ַנפ  ַאָ֤ ש   καὶ ἀπελέγετο τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ  ַוי 

אֶמרְ ֹֹּ֕  καὶ εἶπεν  ַוי

ֹובְ י׃טֵ֥ ַחָיִֽ יְמ  ֵ֖ מֹות      Καλόν μοι ἀποθανεῖν με ἢ ζῆν. 

הְ ְֶאל־יֹוָנָ֔ יםָ֙ אֶמרְֱאֹלה  ָֹ֤    καὶ εἶπεν ὁ θεὸς πρὸς Ιωναν 4:9 ַוי

ֹוןְ יָקיָ֑ ִֽ ְַעל־ַהק  ָךֵ֖ ה־ל  בְָחָרִֽ ֵ֥ יט   Εἰ σφόδρα λελύπησαι σὺ ἐπὶ τῇ    ַהה 

κολοκύνθῃ; 

אֶמרְ ֹֹּ֕  καὶ εἶπεν  ַוי

יְ ֵ֖ ָרה־ל  בְָחִֽ ֵ֥ יט  ֶות׃ה  ַעד־ָמִֽ     Σφόδρα λελύπημαι ἐγὼ ἕως 

θανάτου. 

הְ הָוָ֔ אֶמרְי  ִֹ֣  καὶ εἶπεν κύριος 4:10 ַוי

ֹוןְ יָקיָ֔ ִ֣ ְַעל־ַהק  ָתָ֙ ס  הְַחֶ֨  ,Σὺ ἐφείσω ὑπὲρ τῆς κολοκύνθης    ַאָתֵ֥

ְ ָתְבֹוֵ֖ ל  רְלֹא־ָעַמֵ֥  ὑπὲρ ἧς οὐκ ἐκακοπάθησας      ֲאֶש֛

ἐπʼ αὐτὴν 

ְ תֹוָ֑ ַדל  אְג  ִֹ֣ ל  ,καὶ οὐκ ἐξέθρεψας αὐτήν      ו 
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ָלהְָהָיֵ֖הְ י  ן־ַלֵ֥  ἣ ἐγενήθη ὑπὸ νύκτα      ֶשב 

ד׃ ָלהְָאָבִֽ י  ן־ַלֵ֥  .καὶ ὑπὸ νύκτα ἀπώλετο      ּוב 

ירְ ִ֣ ֵ֖הְָהע  ו  ינ  ּוסְַעל־נ  אְָאחָ֔ ִֹ֣ ְל יָ֙ ֲאנ  ַוִֽ

הְ דֹוָלָ֑  ַהג 

 4:11  ἐγὼ δὲ οὐ φείσομαι ὑπὲρ Νινευη 

τῆς πόλεως τῆς μεγάλης, 

ים־ ת  ש  ִֽ ְמ  הׂ֩ ב  ּהְַהר  רְֶיש־ָבָּ֡ ֲאֶשִ֣

םְ ֹוְָאָדָ֗ בִ֜ הְר  ֶ֨ ר   ֶעש 

     ἐν ἧ κατοικοῦσιν πλείους ἢ 
δώδεκα μυριάδες ἀνθρώπων, 

ֹוְ ינִ֣ מ  ין־י  ְב  א־ָיַדעָ֙ ִֹֽ רְל ֲאֶשָ֤

ֹוְ מֹאלָ֔ ש   ל 

       οἵτινες οὐκ ἔγνωσαν 

δεξιὰν αὐτῶν ἢ 

ἀριστερὰν αὐτῶν, 

ה׃ הְַרָבִֽ ָמֵ֖ ה   ;καὶ κτήνη πολλά      ּוב 
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