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Abstract

English translations almost universally understand the phrase 11277221 11v1TN 2
qvWa172021 in Deut 4.29 as a conditional statement: “if you seek him with all your
heart and all your soul.” This article challenges the typical translation and argues
that instead of expressing a condition, Deut 4.29 should be understood as the
reason Israel will repent and turn to Yahweh. This argument is supported by the
near context of Deut 4, as well as the remote context of Deut 29-30. In addition,
the typical usage of 2 clauses in Hebrew grammar provides positive evidence for
a causal understanding of Deut 4.29. In addition to the contextual and grammatical
evidence, the LXX of Deut 4.29 and Jer 29.11 (36.13 LXX) demonstrates that the
first translators of the text likely did not view this text as conditional. Thus, Deut
4.29 is best read as the reason for Israel’s latter-day return to Yahweh—Israel will
find Yahweh because they will seek him with their whole heart.

Keywords
'], Deuteronomy 4.29, Deuteronomic theology, latter days, eschatology, prophecy,
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Introduction

Bible translators have no easy task. Complexities exist in both the bib-
lical languages as well as the target language, resulting in many difficult
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Table I. Representative English translations of Deut 4.29*

CSB But from there, you will search for the LORD your God, and you will
find Him when you seek Him with all your heart and all your soul.

ESV But from there you will seek the LORD your God and you will find him,
if you search after him with all your heart and with all your soul.

K|V But if from thence thou shalt seek the LORD thy God, thou shalt find
him, if thou seek him with all thy heart and with all thy soul.

NASB But from there you will seek the LORD your God, and you will find Him
if you search for Him with all your heart and all your soul.?

NET But if you seek the LORD your God from there, you will find him,
if, indeed,® you seek him with all your heart and soul.

NIV But if from there you seek the LORD your God, you will find him
if you seek him with all your heart and with all your soul.”

NRSV From there you will seek the LORD your God, and you will find him
if you search after him with all your heart and soul.®

translation decisions. Unavoidably, to a certain degree each translation ends
up reflecting the translator’s interpretation and understanding. From time to
time these translations are challenged and new interpretations are proposed
based on a reexamination of the evidence.!

Accordingly, it is the goal of this paper to challenge the traditional
English translation of Deut 4.29 and propose a new translation. Historically,
this verse has been translated in English as part of a conditional clause.’
However, I believe there is enough evidence to seriously reconsider
the English translations. Before looking at this evidence, a brief survey
of English translations demonstrates the near-universal translation of
Deut 4.29 as a conditional statement (see Table 1).3

The issue at hand is how the »3 clause should be translated. The Hebrew
reads as follows:

TWaI-5031 72257503 1WATR D NRRAT TIYR MATNR DWA DNWRAY

'T am grateful for the constructive feedback I received on an earlier draft of this paper
from Abner Chou and William Barrick. Their feedback helped sharpen the focus of this
paper. However, any remaining shortcomings in this article are the fault of the author.

2 This translational history goes back as far as the 1382 Wycliffe Bible.

3 The only exceptions I noted were HCSB/CSB and YLT, which translate the pertinent
clause as “when” rather than “if.”

4 Emphasis has been added for ease of comparison.

SBoth NASB and NASU have the same reading.

¢ The NET Bible utilizes a conditional and emphatic translation.

"Both the 1984 and 2011 NIV translations have the same reading.

8Both RSV and NRSV have the same conditional reading.
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Although the majority of English translations convey a conditional under-
standing (“if”’), I would like to suggest that the evidence points toward a
translation of certainty. I will argue that the evidence points to a causal
translation (“for/because”),’ though a temporal nuance (“when”) may also
be possible. If my proposal is correct, Deut 4.29 would be giving the reason
that Israel will find Yahweh when they look for him. Ultimately, it will be
because they seek Yahweh with full devotion.

The immediate context of Deut 4.29

Deuteronomy 4.29 is part of a special pericope (4.25-31) that follows a
summary of Israel’s history. By reminding Israel of their past (vv. 1-21),
Moses points the people toward God’s goodness despite their sinful history.
Moses then uses the springboard of the past as a warning and an impetus for
“future thought and action” (Merrill 1994, 114).!° As such, Moses urges the
people to remember from where they have come, and to remember that their
God is a “consuming fire, a jealous God” (v. 24).

Following v. 24, Deut 4.25 begins a new unit of thought set apart by the
"3 particle. Most English translations translate this "3 clause as temporal
(“when”).!"! Bandstra observes that when a temporal 3 is used with a gatal or
yigtol verb, it signals a “new departure,” which is “meant to be discontinuous
with the context” (1982, 124). Although this "3 clause could be conditional,
it is more likely temporal. When a “context suggests a higher probability that
the contents of the "2 clause will actually occur,” then a translation of “when”
is appropriate to express more certainty (see Aejmelaeus 1986, 197).!2

% Such seems to be the understanding of BDB (473), which lists Deut 4.29 under the
section of "3 translated as “Because, since (81t).” BDB further describes this use of "2
as, “enunciating the conditions under which a fut. action is conceived as possible.” BDB
connects this idea to the German translation indem (“by/while”) rather than wenn (“if/
when”).

10°Cf. Mayes 1993, 199. Mayes states, “The reflections on the past and future reach
progressively further in each succeeding section. ... Vv. 25-28 look forward to the
Babylonian exile. . . . Vv. 29-31 unite both farthest past and farthest future in seeing the
possibility of Israel’s renewal in exile on the basis of covenant with the patriarchs, a pos-
sibility assured by the very fact that it is with Israel alone out of all the nations that God
has entered into a special relationship (vv. 32-40).”

' Here we have the "2 particle with an imperfect verb, likely indicating a future time
period. Cf. Fuller and Choi 2017, §80f: “This flexible particle, when used temporally,
may be used for past time, with the perfect, and for present and future time, usually with
the imperfect.” See also Robson 2016, 154. It should be noted that although some schol-
ars combine the conditional and temporal categories (cf. DCH, 386), it is still necessary
within such classifications to differentiate "3 clauses that have a temporal nuance. Thus,
it seems helpful at the outset to maintain a distinction between conditional and temporal
understandings (cf. Aejmelaeus 1986, 197).

12 Aejmelaeus goes on to acknowledge that the line between conditional and temporal is
often vague, and so the decision ends up being based on an examination of the context.



Goeman: Proposal for Translating *2 in Deut 4.29 161

In defense of the temporal translation of v. 25, we should note that the
context speaks of Israel’s subsequent generations: children (0%2) and chil-
dren’s children (0%2 "121) (see Robson 2016, 154). The certainty of having
children argues that this is talking about an expected future time period.
Additionally, throughout Deuteronomy the certainty of entering and living
in Canaan is expressed temporally in similar ways: either with "3 + "1
(cf. 6.10; 11.29), or with "2 + an imperfect verb (e.g., 6.20; 7.1; 12.20, 29;
cf. 4.25). The Deuteronomic expectation is that there will be a future life
experience in Canaan. Thus it seems reasonable that in Deut 4.25 the situa-
tion laid out was expected to be a future experience.

Verse 25 continues with a wegatal verb sequence. When a wegqatal
sequence follows an imperfect verb, it is most naturally viewed as com-
municating succession tied to the imperfect verb.!* Thus, in this case, Israel
will father children (7°511), and they will dwell in the land for a long time
(onawia); but then they will act corruptly (onnwin),'* make idols for them-
selves (on'wy1), and do evil in God’s sight (on'wy1). Importantly, each of
these wegatal verb forms carries on the idea of the previous yigto/ form
(7510) in an unbroken chain. If this unbroken wegatal sequence is tied
to the temporal clause at the start of v. 25, then this is evidence that this
section is meant to be read as a prophecy about Israel’s future (cf. Kalland
1992, 46).15

Verse 26 interjects with what might be described as an instantaneous use
of the perfect (see Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §30.5.1.d).!¢ This use of the
perfect is natural in direct speech, and often occurs in prophetic contexts,
or contexts of certitude (Fuller and Choi 2017, §3q). As Weinfeld notes,
“When one makes a formal declaration, one uses the finite verb, though
the declaration pertains to the present or future and not to the past” (1991,
201)."7 The temporal marker “today” (0vn) also provides evidence that this
is an instantaneous perfect. The speaker is providing a contrast between the

130n this point, see Fuller and Choi 2017, §6d; Arnold and Choi 2003, §3.5.2; Chisholm
1998, 99-103.

14 Although some English translations see a conditional clause beginning with this wega-
tal, there is no indication of a break here. See Robson 2016, 155.

15 The statements about Israel’s future here are so strong and coincide so well with what
happens that it has caused some commentators to label this passage vaticinium ex eventu
(a prediction after the fact) since it matches with Israel’s future so closely. For one such
commentator, see Biddle 2003, 87, who states, “In fact, vv. 24-28 go on to describe events
very similar to those of the Babylonian crisis, occasioning suspicions that they represent
a vaticinium ex eventu, a prediction after the fact.”

16 “An instantaneous perfective represents a situation occurring at the very instant the
expression is being uttered. This use appears chiefly with verba dicendi (‘verbs of speak-
ing,” swearing, declaring, advising, etc.) or gestures associated with speaking.”

17Such declarations usually utilize n&7 or man (cf. Gen 1.29; 41.41; 47.23; Deut 2.31;
30.15).
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current situation facing Israel and the future promise of quick removal from
the land. In other words, Moses is passionately testifying to Israel that they
will not be long in the land, but they will be devastated in the future.

Verse 27 starts another wegatal sequence, which either connects to the
previous chain in v. 25 or, more likely, connects to the imperfect verbs in
v. 26, “You will utterly perish” (j17a8n 7aR), “You will not live long in it”
(o' 12mIRNRY), and “You will be utterly destroyed” (7awn 7awWn). Verse
27 continues these ideas by stating that Yahweh will scatter (p*ain1) Israel
among the peoples, and they will remain among the nations (DNIRWN) in
exile. Verse 28 likewise continues the chain of wegatals and reveals that in
their exile Israel will serve other gods (onTam).!® Although in some cases
the extended relative clause of v. 28 might be seen as a break in the chain of
wegqatals, the repetition of DW in vv. 28 and 29 ties the weqatal chain togeth-
er.!” Thus, v. 29 continues the same chain of wegatals with the statement
that from their exile Israel will seek Yahweh (onwpay), and not only seek
him, but they will find him (nx¥m1).2° We will address the second half of this
verse in detail, but for now it is important to observe the wegatal sequence
links with the foregoing thoughts of v. 26 and following (see Robson 2016,
158). Further, it is helpful to note at this point that the “heart and soul”
language used here (and elsewhere in Deuteronomy) is an expectation of
Israel’s full commitment to Yahweh.?!

18 As will be discussed later, this prophecy is quite similar to the sequence of events
that is found in Deut 29-30 as well as in the prophets. For one example, see Hos 3.4-5.
Notably, both Deut 4.30 and Hos 3.5 are tied together through the concept of the “latter
days” (o nminKa).

190w occurs once in each verse (4x; 4.26-29), tying them all together.

201t is of interest here to observe the switch from plural “you will seek” (onwpay) to
the singular “you will find” (nxxm1). McConville sees this as evidence that indicates “a
significant new turn in the argument. The ‘seeking’ of Yahweh by Israel is not merely the
next in a series of events, to be taken for granted” (McConville 2002, 110). However, in
Deut 4 there are at least nine significant switches between singular and plural, and one
cannot argue each switch is a new turn in the argument. Switches between singular and
plural take place in Deut 4.1, 3, 5 (although 187 may simply be a discourse marker and
not a true change); 4.9, 11, 19, 20, 23, 25, 29. In fact, the pattern of a plural verb switching
to a singular occurs fifteen times in Deuteronomy, a common pattern without significant
changes in argumentation (cf. Deut 2.24; 4.29; 7.25; 11.10; 12.5, 16; 13.1; 14.21; 19.19;
22.24; 27.2, 4; 28.62; 31.19). It may be that the change in plurality and singularity is
intended for emphasis (Mayes 1993, 201; Weinfeld 1991, 222-23) but to go beyond
that seems to be too much speculation. But see Christensen (2001, 96), who argues that
this shift to the singular marks a “new rhythmic unit, which continues through v. 34.”
Christensen holds that these occurrences of Numeruswechsel are tied to Deuteronomy
being an aural book intended to be heard, and thus mark rhythmic units (2001, c—ci).

21 Kalland 1992, 42, notes that the only way out of this future predicament is complete
recommitment to Yahweh. Kalland also observes that this language of full commitment
is picked up in 6.5; 10.12; 11.13; 26.16; 30.2, 6, 10—a connection that will be addressed
in the following section.
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At this point, v. 30 seems to confirm our understanding of the context
being one of prophetic certainty (Merrill 1994, 128).22 Although the LXX
takes the phrase “When you are in tribulation” (75 9%32) as the completion
of v. 29 (see Wevers 1995, 83), it is best interpreted as asyndesis, and thus
belongs at the beginning of v. 30.2* This asyndesis argues for an explana-
tory connection between v. 30 and the prior verses (Robson 2016, 159).24
The adverbial temporal phrase followed by a wegatal is a fairly regularly
expression of time found elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (see Robson 2016,
159; Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §32.2.6b),%° and it emphasizes temporal
certainty rather than conditionality. This certainty is expressed in the trans-
lation, “When you are in distress and all these things have come upon you”
(nH8A ©™aTn 2 IR 75 722).2° The verse continues, “in the latter days
you will return to the LORD your God and listen to His voice” (n™n&ka
1Hpa NYRWI TSR M1y naw onn). Although some do not see the phrase
“latter days” (@1 n™InRK31) as being eschatological, it has been argued
elsewhere that the uniqueness of the phrase and the context of its usage
suggest that it is a reference to an eschatological sequence and time period
which the prophets build upon and expand (see Beale 2011, 92-102).77 If
the foregoing interpretation is correct, then v. 30 provides affirmation that
the context of Deut 4.25-31 is one of prophetic certainty and not condi-
tionality. Verse 31 concludes the section by providing the reason Israel can
be assured of God’s acceptance when they turn to Yahweh. Their God will
accept them because he is merciful.

Having argued for a context of predictive prophecy in Deut 4.25-31,
I submit we should allow this context to influence our translation of
the "2 clause in the latter half of v. 29. Given the surrounding context of
Deut 4.29, it seems to make most sense to translate the phrase in question
with certainty rather than conditionality. Not only does the near context
give credence for this translation, but the remote context of Deuteronomy
also appears to argue for this idea.

22¢Not to be overlooked here is the absence of any conditionality. The text is clear that it
is not a matter of if Israel returns and obeys but when. Repentance is obviously a matter
of free will, but the biblical witness is unanimous that the impetus to repent is something
God himself will plant within his people in order to encourage and enable them to return
to him and to the land (cf. Lev 26:40-45; Deut 30:1-10; Jer 31:27-34; Ezek 36:22-31).”
2 Robson states that the attempt to fit 75 722 with v. 29 “represents an attempt to simplify
the syntax (BHQ: Deuteronomy, 63*) and leaves Tij¥n1 hanging, not consequent on the
preceding actions” (2016, 159).

24In his introduction, Robson states that asyndesis functions in one of two ways: (1) as an
explanatory or parenthetical phrase, or (2) as a start of a new section (2016, 7).

25 As examples, Waltke and O’Connor give Exod 16.6-7; Deut 4.30; Isa 16.14; Judg 16.2;
Josh 2.14.

26 This and the following quotation represent the 1995 NASB translation.

27Cf. Hos 3.4-5; Mic 4.1; Dan 10.14.
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The remote context of Deuteronomy

Having argued for prophetic certainty from the near context of Deut 4.25-31,
I also want to put forward a brief argument that the structure and message of
Deuteronomy also point toward understanding Deut 4.25-31 as prophetic.
Many scholars have pointed out the connection between Deuteronomy’s
earlier and later chapters. For example, Christensen outlines Deuteronomy
as a “concentric structure” with the following chiastic pattern (1993, 9):

A—The Outer Frame: A Look Backwards (Deut 1-3)
B—The Inner Frame: The Great Peroration (4—11)
C—The Central Core: Covenant Stipulations (12-26)
B'—The Inner Frame: The Covenant Ceremony (27-30)
A'—The Outer Frame: A Look Forward (31-34)

In explaining this outline, Christensen argues that the “Outer Frame” sec-
tions (Deut 1-3 and 31-34) can be read together, as well as the two “Inner
Frame” sections (Deut 4—11 and 27-30) (1993, 10).

McConville also notes a connection between earlier and later parts of
Deuteronomy. In his commentary he observes connections between Deut
27 and Deut 11 (2002, 387). Additionally, he notes that chs. 29-30 have
connections with chs. 10-11 (413).

Other scholars have also noted connections between the early and later
parts of Deuteronomy. Of special note are the works of Craigie, Tigay,
Weinfeld, and Robson—all of whom have noted the various connections
between Deut 4 and 30 (Craigie 1976, 363; Tigay 1996, 283; Weinfeld,
1991, 213-16; Robson 2016, 127-28). Regarding the connection between
Deut 4 and 29-30, Robson observes the following:

Structurally within the book of Deuteronomy as a whole, there are close links
with chapters 29-30: e.g., bowing down (mnnwi) and serving (7ap) gods of the
nations that have been allotted (p51) to those nations (4:10; 29:25 [ET 26]); calling
heaven and earth as witnesses against them (PIRN™NRY DAWA™NR 017 022 NTYN);
4:26; 30:19); a forward look to exile (4:25-28; 29:22-28 [ET 23-29]) and possible
restoration (4:29-31 and 30:1-10). (Robson 2016, 127-28)

Based on the foregoing observations, it seems reasonable to view Deut
29-30 as a further elaboration of what has come earlier. This observation
seems confirmed by looking at the sequence between Deut 29 and 30.
Deuteronomy 29 warns of exile, and Deut 30.1-10 provides assurance
of salvation from the exile that was warned of in the previous chapter.?®

28 Multiple authors have noted the chiastic structure of Deut 30.1-10, which emphasizes
Yahweh giving Israel a new heart, facilitating their return to him. See Block 2012, 695;
McConville 2002, 424; Tigay 1996, 284.



Goeman: Proposal for Translating *2 in Deut 4.29 165

This same chronological sequence is mirrored in Deut 4.25-31 (Tigay
1996, 283).

Deuteronomy 30.6 emphasizes that Yahweh will circumcise Israel’s
heart, and thus the Israelite will love Yahweh “with all your heart and all
your soul” (Twa1-92a1 7235-523). Similarly, Deut 4.29 emphasizes that
Israel will find Yahweh because they will seek him “with all your heart
and all your soul” (7wa1-5221 7235-921)—the exact same phrase as 30.6. In
Deuteronomic theology then, Yahweh is ultimately the one who circumcises
Israel’s heart, and this action allows them to seek Yahweh with their whole
heart.”

Based on the foregoing discussion, the certainty of exile and restora-
tion seems to be a key part of Deuteronomic theology. The key to Israel’s
return to Yahweh is a circumcised heart, which Yahweh himself will pro-
vide. It seems more than reasonable that Deut 4.29 is also communicating
this message. Israel will find Yahweh when they are completely devoted to
Yahweh—something Yahweh himself will ensure (cf. Deut 30.6).

Hebrew grammar and *J clauses

Up to this point, | have argued from the immediate and remote contexts that
Deut 4.29 should be translated in accordance with prophetic certainty rather
than conditionality. Although I have argued that both causal and temporal
translations are more conducive to the context of Deut 4.29, I believe the
grammatical evidence points more strongly toward a causal understanding.3°

Concerning the general usage of "3 clauses in Biblical Hebrew,’! it is
well established that “*> mainly serves as a connective, a conjunction to

2% Commentators often note the connection between Deut 30.6 and 10.16. In agreement
with Meade (2014, 79-80), it seems best to see 10.16 as a command which Israel is inca-
pable of obeying by their own power. Thus, God’s action in 30.6 becomes the necessary
step that will bring about devotion to Yahweh (see Merrill, 1994, 388—89). This same
paradigm seems present in Deut 4.25-31.

37t should be noted that Follingstad has argued against the idea of causal categories of *3,
opting instead for a unified deictic usage. “The core function of *3 is the same throughout
all its contexts. It shifts viewpoint to the propositional content being structured, ‘men-
tioning’ it metarepresentationally as the object of discourse—marking it as a proposi-
tional content (thought or utterance) entertained about some state of affairs, rather than a
description of them” (2001, 320). This idea has not found widespread acceptance among
scholars (cf. BHRG, 432-33). Although a thorough examination of Follingstad’s proposal
is not possible here, Locatell (2017, 111-18) has pointed out some of the problems with
such an approach. Although not rejecting the category of causal '3, Muilenburg (1961)
argues that an original emphatic function of "3 is to be found in varying degrees in all
its uses. Aejmelaeus (1986, 195) correctly challenges the idea that a word’s etymology
would be present in all of its functions (cf. Locatell 2017, 24).

31 For a thorough history of the study of "3, see Locatell 2017, 10-34; Follingstad 2001,
15-63; Meyer 2001, 41-50.
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join clauses to one another” (Aejmelacus 1986, 195).3 Although there are a
variety of ways a "2 clause can be categorized,** for our purposes, the causal
use of "2 needs detailed attention.’* However, to distinguish causal ™3 from
other uses is sometimes difficult. In order to discern the nuance of ", a sig-
nificant factor is the relationship between the " clause and the main clause
(see Aejmelaeus 1986, 196; Bandstra 1982, 16—-17, 90, 121, 159).

The "2 clause must either precede the main clause or follow it. Bandstra
has observed that 95% of the time a causal "2 clause fo/lows the main clause
(1982, 159).3% Bandstra also observed that a circumstantial > clause pre-
cedes the main clause 94.7% of the time (1982, 121).3° These observations
are explainable in that the "3 clause is related to the main clause through the
concept of topicalization (Bandstra 1982, 90-92).37 Thus, in a circumstantial
clause, the information in the "2 clause is antecedent to the main clause, and
provides the backdrop to understanding the main clause. In contrast to the

32 That is not to say this is the sole function of *3. Meyer 2001 has cogently argued that
"3 also can relate to larger units of discourse. In the words of Locatell (2019, 79), “It
also transcends morpho-syntactic categories by its extension to other word classes such
as complementizer and discourse marker.” Yet, it is certainly most well known for its
adverbial function.

3 For a full listing of usages attributed to * in Biblical Hebrew, see HALOT, 470-71; cf.
Williams 2007, 156-59.

3 The causal use of 3 is often subcategorized. Bandstra subcategorizes causal "3 into
three categories: reason, grounds, and motive clauses (1982, 163—71). More recently,
Locatell (2019, 82-96) has subcategorized causal "2 into four domains: speech-act, epis-
temic, metalinguistic, and content. Helpfully, Locatell has traced the study of the causal
use of "2 (79-82). Among notable contributions, Claassen 1983 has noted that causal "3
need not relate two facts or events, but it can also indicate a speaker’s own position or
discourse argument. Locatell calls this usage speech-act.

331n his study of ™3 clauses, Bandstra focused only on the Pentateuch and the Psalms. He
identifies 1,037 occurrences (my own search yielded 1,040) in the Pentateuch, and 443
in the Psalms (1982, 18). Bandstra notes that the causal use of "3 is the most prominent
(58%) of the "2 clauses (159). He also notes that circumstantial * clauses are second most
common, occurring 18.4% of the time in his corpus (121). For more on clause structure
for causal "2, see Aejmelacus 1986, 199; Locatell 2019, 84-86.

36 See also Aejmelaeus 1986, 196.

37 Concerning circumstantial (temporal and conditional) *2 clauses, Bandstra states, “Our
analysis of all the "2 clauses in the Pentateuch reveals that a 3 clause precedes the clause
to which it is linked if it is a circumstantial, conditional-protasis or concessive clause. . . .
The reason for this fact is now transparent in the light of the topicalization principle. The
principle that more topical material comes first can be applied not just to elements within
a clause but also to clauses within a sentence. Temporal circumstantial clauses, as well
as the ‘given’ clause of a conditional sentence, and concessive statements, all contain
information antecedent to or presupposed by the main clause. Hence these clauses are
more topical than the main clause and will ordinarily come before it” (1982, 90-91). In
relation to causal clauses, Bandstra notes, “The "3 clause breaks the narrative continuity
(it is resumed in the next verse) and inserts anterior material. But the 2 clause follows the
main clause (because it is less topical) even though temporally prior. In those rare cases
where the "2 causal clause comes before the main clause the causal clause becomes the
focus with the result/main clause becoming secondary” (92).
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circumstantial *3 clause, the causal "2 clause follows the main clause and thus
presupposes the main clause. Bandstra states, “The topicalization principle
tells us that given or presupposed material normally comes first. Even though
the "2 clause is temporally or logically anterior to the main clause it follows it
in the surface structure because the main clause is presupposed” (1982, 160).

Bandstra’s study is helpful for understanding the general workings of
"3 clauses in Hebrew grammar. However, Bandstra lists our passage (Deut
4.29) with eight other exceptions in Deuteronomy (6.25; 22.8; 28.2, 9, 13,
45; 30.10 [2x]) that he identifies as circumstantial 3 clauses even though
the " clause follows the main clause (1982, 126).3® Given that all of these
exceptions take place in Deuteronomy, I think we profit by examining them
in a little more detail.

Deuteronomy 6.25 is the first exception listed by Bandstra (excluding
Deut 4.29). Most English translations treat the 2 clause as a conditional
clause.” ESV translates it as “And it will be righteousness for us, if we are
careful to do all this commandment before the LORD our God, as he has
commanded us” (185 DRI MENAYITNR MPYY WD WHTAN APTY
MY WD 1nHR M), This translation views the first part of the sentence
as the apodosis in the conditional sentence, with the protasis coming after
the atnah (Robson 2016, 229). Although this could be a genuine excep-
tion to the normal grammatical patterns we see in the Pentateuch, two
pieces of evidence may be used to argue for the expected causal nuance.
First, the phrase that heads the verse, “And it will be righteousness for us”
(M5=mnn ApTY) is a disjunctive clause. It is extremely rare for a waw of
apodosis to come before a noun. In fact, Jolion and Muraoka note that such
a use is strictly a non-classical construction, and they give no examples in
pre-exilic Hebrew (2006, §1711).4° Second, the context of this verse is one
of a father explaining to his children why Israel obeys the laws. In context
it is acceptable to allow the last phrase to be the reason or motivation for
Israel’s righteousness. In other words, within the father’s answer to the
son the reason it is “righteousness to us” is that we are keeping (1nIw1)
God’s commands. To be sure, the father’s statements certainly contain
inherent conditionality because of the covenantal context of law keeping.
But I would propose that while conditionality is found in the context of the
conversation between father and son, the grammar itself is emphasizing
the role obedience has in being the reason righteousness would belong to
the family.

Similar to the previous example, the last part of Deut 22.8 is treated by
most English translations as a condition: “When you build a new house,

38 BHRG (433) also lists Deut 4.29 as an example of a protasis following the apodosis,
noting that it is rare. However, BHRG does not go into detail about how this phenomenon
appears limited to Deuteronomy, nor do they list the eight exceptions that Bandstra does.
3YLT is the lone exception, with a temporal translation of “when.”

40The only examples they give come from Chronicles.
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you shall make a parapet for your roof, that you may not bring the guilt of
blood upon your house, if anyone should fall from it” (131 9210 520-2).4!
If the last *2 clause is understood as conditional here, this would seem to
be problematic because the verse already has a protasis at the beginning
(WTn ma naan ») which is followed by an apodosis (=851 7335 Apyn vy
T2 ©'nT o'wn). Another protasis added at the end would be grammati-
cally awkward.

Alternatively, the phrase “if anyone should fall from it” (1301 59171 52*2)
could simply be read as the reason for bloodguilt mentioned in the previous
phrase.*? Furthermore, although this phrase is part of the law (which carries
with it an inherent hypothetical nuance), the indefinite nature of the English
translations is most likely related to the relative use of the participle and not
the "2 clause itself. On this point, Waltke and O’Connor note that the rela-
tive use of the participle can reflect a general indefiniteness (cf. “whoever
falls”). “This sense is similar to the use of a substantival participle with the
article to refer to a class of agents, for example, N2 ‘the hewer (of trees)’
(Isa 14:8), namely, ‘all those who hew down (trees), woodsman’” (1990,
§37.5.c). If this proposed understanding is correct, a possible translation of
the last phrase of Deut 22.8 would be, “because of the one who falls from
it,” or “because of someone who falls from it” (i.e., bloodguilt would be
realized because someone falls off the roof).

Four of the nine exceptions listed by Bandstra come from Deut 28, which
addresses the covenant blessings and curses for Israel. Deuteronomy 28.2
heads this list and is translated by most English translations in a way similar
to ESV’s translation: “And all these blessings shall come upon you and
overtake you, if you obey the voice of the LORD your God.” However, not
all English translations agree. CSB, NKJV, and YLT all translate the last
phrase as causal, “because you obey the voice of the LORD your God.”

Importantly, when we compare Deut 28.2 to 28.45 (see Table 2), we note
virtually identical grammatical structures. Although Bandstra lists Deut
28.45 as a circumstantial clause, the majority of English translations iden-
tify this "2 clause as causal: “All these curses shall come upon you and
pursue you and overtake you till you are destroyed, because you did not
obey the voice of the LORD your God, to keep his commandments and his
statutes that he commanded you” (ESV).

The only significant difference between the two grammatical structures
is that Deut 28.2 uses an imperfect verb following the "2 (ynwn *2), whereas
in 28.45 a perfect verb follows the "2 (nynw 85-"2). In Deuteronomy, when a
causal "2 is followed by a perfect, it explains the causal relationship between

4UESV is represented here; the only disagreement is in YLT again, which utilizes a tem-
poral nuance.

42 Although there are not many other examples of this grammatical construction
("2 + verb + ptc.), those that I was able identify are translated as causal: cf. Exod
1.21; Jer 10.21; Hab 2.18.
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Table 2. Comparison of Deut 28.2 and 28.45.

Deut 28.2 Deut 28.45
1581 M990 TYY ik Coming of blessing/ moRA M5Paoa ThY v
curse
Trivm Extent of the “pursuit” TIRWA TY RPRm TN

of blessing/curse

TroR M Mpaynwny  Causal link to why TROR T Hipa nynw 85
blessing/curse come

Further clarification TR R ORI PORD Y

an action in the past (real or hypothetical) and its outcome (e.g., 5.5; 9.19;
13.6, 11). But, when a causal "2 is followed by an imperfect, it explains
the causal relationship of a situation or action in the future (e.g., 5.25; 7.4),
or sometimes more specifically, a future progressive action (e.g., 12.20,
25, 28).*3 With this distinction in mind, perhaps the best way to view the
difference between Deut 28.2 and 28.45 is with regard to perspective.
Israel would (hypothetically) receive the blessings of the covenant because
they will be obeying (ynwn, future progressive) the voice of Yahweh.
Alternatively, they would receive the curses of the covenant because they
had not obeyed (nynw K5) the voice of Yahweh.** It seems reasonable
to read Deut 28.2 and 28.45 this way. Therefore, I would argue that the
emphasis should remain on causality, emphasizing the link between Israel’s
actions (obedience or disobedience) and the result (blessing or cursing).*

Deuteronomy 30.10 is the last of Bandstra’s exceptions. Although
many English translations treat it as a conditional statement, ESV, HCSB,
and NRSV treat it as temporal (“when you do this”), and YLT and NJPS
read it as causal. Context would seem to prefer a causal or temporal state-
ment since Deut 30.1-9 contains a promise to Israel that exile is not the
end for them. Verse 10 clearly connects with the preceding verses through

41t also appears that the participle can be used to stress present progressive action in a
causal clause (e.g., Deut 13.4; cf. Gen 3.5; 2 Sam 17.10).

4 This understanding seems to be verified by simple logic. If Israel ceases at anytime to
obey Yahweh, they cease to be “obeying” (progressive), and they have now “not obeyed”
(past). Thus, Isracl would (hypothetically) receive the blessings of the covenant only
because Israel would be consistently obeying Yahweh and his law.

4 Deuteronomy 28.9 and 13 are likewise usually translated as conditional statements with
the protasis following the apodosis. However, these two verses also belong to a similar
covenantal context. Each verse is listed in a series of promises (vv. 7-14) found within
the larger section on blessing (vv. 1-14). In keeping with our foregoing argument, there
would be nothing awkward in translating these examples with a causal nuance, letting the
conditionality be derived from the covenantal context, yet keeping the emphasis on the
link between action and result through causality.
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numerous vocabulary items. For example, v. 10 notes obedience to
“the voice of Yahweh” (M %pa pnwn), which is a major theme in v. 8.
Also, v. 10 mentions the keeping of Yahweh’s “commandments” (vnen, cf.
30.8), and allegiance to Yahweh with the “entire heart-and-soul” combina-
tion (TWa1-5221 7225533, 30.2).

Importantly, Deut 30.2 says that after both the blessing and the curse
come, Israel will “return” (21) and “obey” (¥ynW). These are the same ver-
bal links as are found in the "2 clauses in Deut 30.10. Given the certainty of
the previous verses (1-9), it makes more sense to see v. 10 as an explanation
for Yahweh’s newfound delight in Israel (v. 9b).

After examining all of the exceptions listed by Bandstra, I would pro-
pose that any conditionality in these examples is derived from the covenan-
tal context, not from the use of the "3 clause itself.*® In these examples it
still seems acceptable to translate the '3 clauses with a causal nuance in
accordance with the normal expectation when the main clause precedes the
"] clause (see Table 3). Applying these observations to Deut 4.29, I suggest
that the grammatical evidence should motivate us to consider translating
the "3 clause there as causal.’

] clauses following a weqatal

One more grammatical argument might be helpful to consider in our discus-
sion.*® Since the "2 clause in Deut 4.29 follows a wegatal verb, we can com-
pare other instances in Deuteronomy where a "3 clause follows a wegatal
verb.* T have categorized the results by their typical translations in English
(see Table 4).>°

46 Aejmelacus also makes note of the covenantal context of Israel’s conditional obedience
in these examples (1986, 207-8).

47 Although I am persuaded by the above argumentation, I readily admit that some of
Bandstra’s examples could be true exceptions to the normal grammatical pattern. The
proposal that Deut 4.29 should be read as a causal clause does not rest on the need to
disprove all of Bandstra’s exceptions. It is only in an effort to be thorough that I explain
my reasoning with regard to the exceptions listed by Bandstra.

48 Unless otherwise noted, in this section I accumulated the data through searches in
Logos 8, using BHS as the source.

41 ran a simple grammatical search which yielded 53 verse results. Deuteronomy 19.6
and 31.21 each contain two relevant "2 clauses, thus there are 55 total hits (54 excluding
Deut 4.29). The general search had to be narrowed down to only applicable results. The
search included fourteen *2 clauses that directly followed non-wegatal verb forms (Deut
2.19; 7.16, 25, 26; 8.19; 12.20, 28; 14.21; 20.1; 24.1; 26.3; 28.39; 29.18; 31.17). These
fourteen hits were outliers because they directly followed either an imperfect, jussive, or
a verb of direct discourse (Deut 14.21 follows an infinitive absolute). All but three occur-
rences of these outliers are categorized as causal. Two are identifiable as content (8.19;
26.3), and one as concessive (29.18).

S"For a base, I used primarily ESV, unless it was a minority view.
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Table 3. Bandstra’s exceptions with proposed translations (my translations

unless noted otherwise).

DRYY PADR MATNR DY DRYRD
TwarHa31 7225503 uwaTn o

MYy v uhan npT
1HR Y 1ah nR menntHaTnR
MY TWRI

1235 ApYn M wIn ma maan oo
50171 S0 a3 0T DwnTRM
unn

" Tripm AORN M2 TOY R
TROR M Hipa ynwn

“PAWI WRI WP OYH O M T
TROR T MEATAR YN D 1Y
12772 N5

P I anh 89 WRD M Tann
-5R Ynwn-a avn mnn 89 n5ynd
oY TIRD IR R TROR M men

vy mnwh

TN AHRA MOYPAH TOY IRDY
Sipa nynw 87D TTRVN TY T
QUK POPM PORD WY TROR M

TR

WY TAOR M Spa yawn o
70N 9902 NAINON PAPM PR
=521 TrOR MHR 21Wn 0
Twardsa 7115

But from there, you will search for Yahweh
your God, and you will find him, for you
will search for him with all your heart and
all your soul (Deut 4.29).

And it will be righteousness for us, since
we are careful to do all this commandment
before Yahweh our

God, as he commanded us. (Deut 6.25)

When you build a new house, you shall
make a parapet for your roof, that you not
bring bloodguilt on your house because
someone falls from it. (Deut 22.8)

All these blessings will come and overtake
you, because you obey the LORD your
God. (Deut 28.2 CSB)

Yahweh will establish you for himself as his
holy people, as he swore to you, because
you are keeping the commands of Yahweh
your God and you are walking in his ways.
(Deut 28.9)

And Yahweh will make you the head
and not the tail, and you will only go up,
and not down, because you obey the
commands of Yahweh your God, which
| am commanding you today to observe
them carefully. (Deut 28.13)

All these curses will come, pursue, and
overtake you until you are destroyed, since
you did not obey the LORD your God and
keep the commands and statutes he gave
you. (Deut 28.45 CSB)

Since you will be heeding the LORD your
God and keeping His commandments and
laws that are recorded in this book of the
Teaching—once you return to the LORD
your God with all your heart and soul.
(Deut 30.10 NJPS)

A few observations are worth noting. First, causal usage dominates as the
primary category. This is expected since the *2 clause is most often follow-
ing a main clause carried on by the wegatal. A second observation is that
content clauses (often called the nominalizing use of *2) are prominent. It is
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Table 4. 2 clauses following weqatal in Deuteronomy

Causal (17x) Content (12x) Temporal (5x) Conditional (6x)
4.6 4.39 6.10 15.16
4.15 5.15 11.29 228
8.18 79 26.1 243
10.19 8.5 30.1 282
12.12 9.3 31.21 (Ist ) 28.13
13.11 9.6 28.45
14.29 11.2 (or causal)

16.1 15.15
19.6 (2x) 16.12

21.5 24.18

22.19 2422

2221 28.10

28.62

309

31.21 (2nd 1)

31.29

helpful to observe that in every one of these content clauses, ™2 is used with
a verb of perception—primarily YT* or 121, but also once 181 (in 28.10).
Acjmelacus notes that it is the verbal idea behind these verbs of percep-
tion which creates the expectation for an object clause following the main
clause, which is marked by 2 (1986, 200).

A third observation is that the temporal use of "2 following a wegatal
occurs not after a single (non-phrasal) verb, but in the phrase "2 1"/, which
is used at the beginning of the verses. The phrase "2 1°71 is used regularly
in the Pentateuch to communicate temporality.’! Interestingly, Deut 15.16
(listed in the table as conditional) also utilizes the phrase "2 71 at the
beginning of the verse, but there it seems to be conditional.”

In addition to Deut 15.16, there are five other "3 clauses following a
wegqatal that are understood as conditional by English translations. These

3193 " occurs nineteen times in the Pentateuch.

2 See Aejmelacus (1986, 196). “The various "™ clauses preceding their main clause
are normally interpreted as conditional, temporal, or causal clauses. It is, however,
an obvious fact that Hebrew does not formally distinguish between these cases. The
common denominator of all *3 clauses preceding their main clauses is that they state a
circumstance pertaining to the following clause. For this reason, I suggest calling these
' clauses circumstantial *3 clauses” (cf. 206).
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verses should look familiar in that, apart from Deut 24.3, we have consid-
ered these verses in detail as part of Bandstra’s exceptions and proposed
that they could be interpreted as causal. Although the "2 clause in Deut 24.3
follows a main clause and a wegatal, it is best understood as circumstan-
tial because the "3 clause is combined with the 18 conjunction. Each occur-
rence of "2 IR in the Hebrew Bible is the continuation of a circumstantial
clause with slight modification. Each occurrence also takes place in legal
texts, as might be expected (Exod 21.33; Lev 5.3; 13.16; 15.25; Deut 24.3).
As such, this example, though clearly conditional, does not fit the pattern
of a standalone "3 clause following a main clause.

In summary, out of all the "2 clauses that follow a weqatal verb, the
only "2 clauses that are clearly circumstantial (conditional or temporal)
occur in "2 7' or "2 IR combinations. There are also a significant num-
ber of content clauses, but each of these is marked by verbs of percep-
tion (P77, 721, NR7). Because the '3 clause in Deut 4.29 is noncomplex
(i.e., not combined with another particle), and does not follow a verb of
perception, it is likely that the "2 clause should be translated as a causal,
in line with the above evidence.

Evidence from the LXX

I have argued that the context of Deut 4.29 merits a translation of certainty
rather than conditionality. I have also proposed that in accordance with the
observed grammatical usage of "2 clauses and their relationship to weqatal
verbs, a causal understanding is most probable. At this point, it is helpful to
consult the LXX as additional evidence.

Being the first translation of the Hebrew Bible, the LXX can often pro-
vide a helpful gauge to measure our understanding of the Hebrew. In Deut
4.29, it seems significant that the LXX opts for a non-conditional approach:
Kai {ntrjoete €kel kKVpLov TOV Bedv LUDOV Kai evprjoeTe, dTav ek{ntnonte
avtov ¢§ 6Ang Tig kapdiag cov kai €& BAng Tig Yuxiig cov év Tfj OAiyel cov
“And there you will seek the Lord your God and you will find [him], when
you seek him with all your heart, and all your soul, in your oppression.”3
The relevant portion of the LXX, 6tav éx(nrionte adtov, translates the
Hebrew 11w17n ". Rather than utilizing the normal conditional particle
(24v),>*the translator of Deuteronomy opts for §tav, amarker of temporality.>

33 My translation.

4 There are 140 occurrences of ¢&v in Deuteronomy, 70 of which are translations of *.
For comparison, &i is only used 14 times in Deuteronomy.

53 In the entire Pentateuch, &tav is only used as a translation for *3 in Exod 3.21; Lev
19.23; 23.10; Num 11.29; 15.2, 22; Deut 4.29; 6.10; 11.29; 15.23. Setting aside Deut
4.29, each of these cases seems best understood as a temporal reference. On Num 11.29,
see Wevers 1998, 178.
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Table 5. Comparison of Deut 4.29 and Jer 29.13
Deut 4.29 Jer 29.13

" ORYMY TAOR TOKR DWUN DAWRAT  ~H22 MWATN D DNRYMY IR DOWR
TWaI-Ha31 7225531 WITN sl

But from there you will seek the Lord your You will seek me and find me;
God, and you will find him, if you search  when you seek me with all your
after him with all your heart heart, (RSV)

and with all your soul. (RSV)

Kai {ntrioete ékel kUpLov TOV Bedv DUV Kal Kol EK{NTHOATE pe, Kol DPHOETE e,
ebprioete, Stav ék{ntionte adtov ¢§ 6Ang 8T (ntrioeté pe év 6An kapdig dudV,
Ti§ kapdiag cov kai €€ SAng TG Yuxiig cov

év 0] OAiyeL cov-

And there you will seek the LORD your And you will seek me and find me,
God and you will find [him], when you for you will seek me with your whole
seek him with all your heart, and all your heart. (my translation)

soul, in your oppression. (my translation)

Thus, it seems the translator of Deut 4.29 understood the context to have
more certainty to it than is often conveyed in English translations.>

Insight into the "3 clause of Deut 4.29 might also be found in Jer 29.13
(36.13 LXX). The connection between these two texts is very strong (see
Table 5) and has caused at least one scholar to postulate that Deut 4.29
is literarily dependent upon Jer 29.13 (see Biddle 2003, 88).7 However,
it seems more likely that Jeremiah is dependent upon Deuteronomy
(see Huey 1993, 254; Weinfeld 1991, 209).%® Interestingly, although the
Hebrew in Jer 29.13 is almost unquestionably a reference to Deut 4.29
(Fretheim 2002, 405), English translations typically translate Jer 29.13 with
temporal certainty rather than conditionality.*

Grammatically, these verses are fundamentally identical. So, why do
English translations of the Hebrew prefer a conditional translation in Deut
4.29 and temporal certainty in Jer 29.13? Perhaps the answer is that some
translators doubt the prophetic context of Deut 4, while the prophetic con-
text in Jer 29 is almost universally recognized. However, if my foregoing
argument is correct, the context of Deut 4.29 also aligns with a prophetic

>

% “The &tav clause is meant to modify ebproete, thus ‘you will find (him) when . . .”
(Wevers 1995, 83).

7 Biddle notes, “Scholars debate whether Deuteronomy 4:29 depends literarily upon
Jeremiah 29:13 or vice versa. The prophetic character of the notions of seeking and find-
ing YHWH suggest Jeremiah 29:13 as the source for Deuteronomy 4:29” (2003, 88).

3 Huey and Weinfeld both argue that Jeremiah’s prophecy is dependent not only on Deut
4.29 but also on 30.1-10.

% The NET Bible is the only notable exception.
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context. If that argument holds up, then Jer 29.13 parallels Deut 4.29 not
only grammatically, but also contextually.

At this point it is helpful to point out that the Greek translation of Jer
29.13 (36.13 LXX) supports a causal reading of the "3 clause: xai ék{nti-
oate e, kai evpnoeté pe, 6L (ytnoeté pe &v 6An kapdia dpdv “And you will
seek me and find me, for you will seek me with your whole heart.”®® The
pertinent phrase, “For you will seek me” (611 {ntoeté pe), clearly functions
as a causal/explanatory clause in Greek.®' Thus, at least for the translator of
Jer 29.13 (36.13 LXX), the reason Israel will find Yahweh is because they
will search for him with full commitment.

After examining the evidence from the LXX translators, both Deut 4.29
and Jer 29.13 (36.13 LXX) seem to point the English translator away from
a conditional understanding of Deut 4.29. Although the LXX translation
cannot be a conclusive argument on its own, coupled with the contextual
and grammatical arguments of this article, I believe it presents a compelling
reason to reexamine the English translations of Deut 4.29.

Conclusion

This article has sought to challenge the conditional understanding of the
"2 clause in Deut 4.29. Instead, the verse seems to make more sense with a
temporal or causal translation. This understanding makes sense of both the
near and far context in Deuteronomy. The context of Deut 4.25-31 argues
for the prophetic certainty of Israel’s rebellion and exile, but also for their
return to Yahweh. The expectation of Deuteronomy is that Israel will live in
the land, rebel against Yahweh, and go into exile. However, the story does
not end there. Israel is also promised restoration. The key to Israel’s resto-
ration is God’s action, as detailed by the wider context of Deuteronomy,
especially 30.1-10.

In addition to the arguments from context, the grammatical usage of
"3 clauses in the Pentateuch presents strong evidence for a causal nuance.
Since the "2 clause in question follows the main clause, a causal under-
standing would be the most natural reading of the text. Additionally, in
Deuteronomy when a noncomplex *2 clause follows a wegqatal, it is likely
a causal clause. Although grammatical rules can have exceptions, the evi-
dence presented seems to confirm that it would be most natural to translate
the *> clause in Deut 4.29 as causal.

%My translation.

1 Aejmelaeus (2007) argues that LXX translators commonly utilize &1t as a translation
to communicate causality rather than the often expected yap. She argues that the LXX
partially influences the New Testament in this regard.
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Finally, looking at the earliest translation of Deut 4.29 and Jer 29.13
(36.13 LXX) has lent support to our proposal. The translators of both
Deuteronomy and Jeremiah seem to have understood the context to be one
of certainty rather than conditionality. In light of the presented evidence,
I would argue that it is best to translate the "3 clause in Deut 4.29 as
a causal statement rather than conditional. As such, Deut 4.29 gives the
reason for Israel’s latter day return to Yahweh—Israel will find Yahweh
because they will seek him with their whole heart.
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