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NOTES AND STUDIES 597

AAigne. Corvections.
5.49 C | Insert ‘(ex Hieron.)’ at Hanc parabolam.
D | Insert ‘(ex August.)’ at Lampades autem.
Insert ‘(ex Tyconio)’ at Ergo non possunt.

5 50 A | Substitute ‘(ex Ambr.)’ for ‘(Ex August.)’.
Insert ‘(ex Gregor.)’ at Per oleum.

B | Insert ‘(ex August.)’ at Laetsitia.

C | Insert ‘(ex Hieron.)’ at Consegquenter.

D | Insert ‘(ex Hieron.)’ at Per angelorum.

51 A | (The Paris MS gives A opposite virgines surgunt, the Berlin MS
opposite Oportet)

B | For ‘(Ex Hieron.)’ my MSS give nothing.

D | At Euntsbus for *(Ex Aug.)’ the Berlin MS. gives G.

552 A | Opposite O s7 sapere Berlin MS gives G.

The defects of the printed editions in this matter of citation are
sufficiently apparent. They can be paralleled by defects in the texts
presented. The student is warned not to trust the editions for critical
work of any sort. It is hoped that the present paper will save a good
deal of vain searching after passages wrongly ascribed. I have left the
MSS to speak for themselves, and have rarely searched in the original
authors for verification of their testimony, except in the case of comments
on the Pauline Epistles.

A. SOUTER.

RENDERINGS OF THE INFINITIVE ABSOLUTE
IN THE LXX.

A vERY common usage of the Hebrew language is that of the infin.
abs. of a verb in conjunction with the finite parts of the same verb, to
express emphasis of some kind, e.g. MR MO, ‘thou shalt surely die’.
The translators of our English A.V. have shewn much skill and versa-
tility in their renderings of this form of expression. Most often they
employ an adverb or an adverbial phrase. The following are a few
examples :—Gen, il 16 ‘ Thou mayest freely eat’, xvii 13 ‘must needs
be circumcised’, xxxi 3o ‘sore longedst’, x1 15 ‘indeed 1 was stolen
away’, 1 Sam. ii 27 ‘plainly appear’, vi 3 ‘sn any wise return’, Is.
xxiv 19 ‘The earth is w#ferly broken down, the earth is c/ean dissolved,
the earth is moved exceedingly'.

The Greek translators have, for the most part, employed one of two
methods for rendering the infinitive absolute, one of which is not
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foreign to the spirit of the Greek language, while the other is, to say the
least, distinctly unidiomatic® These two methods are (1) the use of
the finite verb with cognate noun, usually in the dative (sometimes in
the accusative), and (2) the use of the finite verb with the participle of
the same verb or a verb of kindred meaning.

Both these equivalents for the infin. abs. occur in each section of the
Greek Bible, and the total number of instances of the two constructions
is about the same, but there is a marked diversity between the earlier
and the later books in the preference shewn for the one mode of trans-
lation or the other.

(1) The books of the Pentateuch prefer the construction of noun and
verd, which is found in them more than twice as often as the use of
part. and verb. The former construction had some classical authority
in phrases like yduy yauetyv (‘in true wedlock’), ¢vyf deabyer (‘flec
with all speed’), and in the use of the cognate accusative. The con-
struction with the noun is always used in the Pent. where the verb is in
the passive, e.g. Gen. xvii 13 mepirou mepirpnbricerar, xl 15 xhory
éxhdmyy, Ex. xviii 18 ¢bopg xaragbfapijoy, xxi 20 Sicy éxducybyru, xxi 22
emfjuov {quobioerar, xxi 28 Abois Aibofornbijcera: (instrum. dat),
Lev. xix 7 Bpdoe Spubp, N. xv 31 &rpife ékrpfioerar (cf. Dt
iv 26), Dt. xxi 14 wpdoe: ob mpabijoerar. Where the verb is active or
middle either construction may be used, and there seems to be no very
definite rule for determining the choice. Thus we have Gen. ii 16
Bpoae pdyy beside L. vii 8 payiv ¢pdypy, Dt. xxiv 13 dnoddoa drodecas
beside Dt. xv. 10 8ifois 8doas. But in general it may be said that the
Pentateuch translators prefer the former construction wherever there is
a convenient cognate noun available.

If the translations of the LXX are considered with regard to their degree
of proximity to classical style, the five books of the Pentateuch stand at
one extreme and the four books of ¢ Kingdoms’ at or near the other! In
these four books all endeavour to write a good classical Greek has been
abandoned : the one aim of the ‘translators’ is to produce a literal
rendering of the Hebrew, with the natural result that they are often
unintelligible. In rendering the infin. abs. these translators, apart
from a single phrase® favdry dmofav(eirar) (favardayre, etc.), (1 K.
Xiv 39, 44, xxii 16 : 2 K. xii 14, xiv 14: 3 K. ii 37, 42, iii 26f: 4 K.
i 4, 6, 16, viii 10) and its opposite {wjj {joy (4 K. viii 10, 14), have

! See, however, J. H. Moulton Grammar of N. T. Greek vol. 1 p. 75 f.

* This and the following sentence apply more especially to the portions which
I have elsewhere called B3, viz. 2 K. xi 2—3 K. ii 11 and 3 K. xxii 1—4 K. end:
see J. T. S. vol. viii pp. 262 ff.

* The occurrence of this phrase in the familiar story of the Fall (Gen. ii 17, ili 4)
probably accounts for its retention.
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practically dropped the construction of verb and cognate noun and
used the other construction (part. 4 verb) throughout. 2 K. has,
besides, three instances of the noun construction, viz. i 6 meprrdparc
wepiémeaay, xviil 3 vyl dlywper, Xix 42 Bpace ipdyaper (Bpbow A):
1, 3 and 4 K,, apart from the two phrases already named, have none.
A comparison of Pentateuch and Kingdoms gives the following results
(if my calculation is correct) :—

Inf. absolute rendered (1) by noun + verb. (2) by part. + verb.

Pentateuch 108 49
1—4 Kings with 0avd-r(p} 15
or {wj } 18 59
with other nouns 3

In the remaining books of the LXX both constructions are used, but
the participial construction preponderates except in Isaiah (8 exx. of
noun to 3 of part.), Ezekiel, Micah, the A text of Joshua (z exx. of noun
to 1 of part.), and the A text of Judges (10 exx. of noun to 8 of part.).

(2) With regard to the participial construction, it may be noted that
where this is used in the Pentateuch an attempt is often made to render
it more classical by varying the verb (e.g. Gen. xviii 10 éravacrpépwy
#éw, Ex. xxi 5 dwoxpilbeis elmp, xxiii 4 droorpéyas dwoddoes, Lev. xiii 7
peraBaloboa peraméop, Xiv 48 mapayevdpevos eloédby, cf. Gen. xviii 18
ywdpevos {orar) or by using the simple and compound verb (Gen. xliii 7
épordv émnpar., Lev. x 16 {priv elimoev, N. xii 14 nriwv dérrvoe,
XXX 1§ cwwdv mepacwmicy). The use of the aorist participle also
helps in the same direction. Instances of the bald use of the present
participle and finite form of the same verb, such as wApfivor mAnbuwvis
Gen. iii 16, xvi 10, ywookwv yvdoy Gen. xv 13, are not frequent until
we come to Deuteronomy which has nine of them.

In the four books of Kingdoms, besides the great increase in the
number of participial constructions, we note these further points. (i)
This construction is used even where the main verb is passive, e.g.

1 K. ii 27 droxadvdbels dmexalipbny, 2 K. vi 20 droxaldrreras droxadv-
Pbels, xx 18 fpwruévos fpwribn(v) (where there is a doublet with dpwrivres
trepurjoovow), 3 K. ix 6 droorpadérres dmoorpadire: (ii) the second
instance quoted above shews that the usual order of words is sometimes
reversed (cf. 1 K. x 16, xiv 30, xx 21, 2 K. xvii ¢g): (iii) the use of
different verbs or simple and compound verb is abandoned (the nearest
approach to this is seen in 1 K. xx 21 elro Aéywy, 3 K. xiii 32 ywépeov
{orar, 4 K. xiv 10 mrrov &rdrafas).

The use of the passive participle occurs also in Jeremiah (iii 1, x 5,
xxviii §8, xxix 13, xxxix 28, xlv 3) and in some of the minor Prophets
(Am. v 5, Mic. ii 12, Zech. xi 17 4is). The use of different verbs or
roots may be illustrated by ¥. cviii 10, cxvii 13, cxxv 6.
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The tense of the participle may be present or aorist. The future is
used in Jd. iv 9 A mopevoopéim wopedoopar (B wopevouévn) and in Sir.
xxviil 1 Sueorrypiiov Suaarypiced (-puet) ; of. Aquila ¥. xlix 21 éodpevos iropar

(3) Once the place of the participle is taken by an adjective: N. xiii
31 Swvarol Suwmodpeba.

(4) In the B text of Jos. xvii 13 there seems to be the solitary
attempt in the LXX to render the Hebrew construction quite literally :
orefpevoar (A Shebpedoer) 8¢ alrovs odx éfwrébpevoay.

(5) The method adopted by the English translators of the A.V. of
using an adverb, adverbial phrase, particle or other form of paraphrase
is sometimes, though sparingly, employed by the Greek translators. In
the Pentateuch we have Gen. xxxii 12 xaAds el ce wouvjow (not a
doublet apparently), Ex. xv 1 &3dfws 8edéfaoras, N. xxil 17 érripas
Tyvjow ge. In the other books we have 4 K. v 11 #dvrus échavoerns,
(?) Is. Ivi 3 "Adpopuei ue dpa, and in Proverbs the infin. abs. is rendered by
an adverb in the three cases where it occurs in the M T (xxiii 1 voyres
véer, xxiil 24 xkaAds dxrpéder, XxVil 23 yrwords émywdoy) : in xxiv 22 2 of
the same book the participial construction occurs in a Greek addition
(Sexdpevos edétaro).  Paraphrases occur in Job xiii 10 odfer drrov
iéyte and (with els 7éhos) in Gen. xlvi 4, Am. ix 8. @avdrov &roxos
Zora. replaces the usual favdry dwofaveirar in Gen. xxvi 11.

(6) In a considerable number of passages (some fifty in all) the
infinitive absolute is not rendered. The majority of these occur in the
first four books of the Pentateuch and in ‘Jeremiah a’.! The omission
in the case of these books was no doubt intentional, and is not merely
due to difference of text. The translators of these books shewed a
greater freedom in their work. In some cases it was quite unnecessary
and would have been difficult to reproduce the Hebrew construction.
Cf. Gen. xliv 28 fypidfpwres yéyover with Ex. xxii 13 &iv 8¢ Onpidraror
yévyros.

(7) In some passages one of the two main forms of the Greek con-
struction is found where there is no infin. abs. in the Massoretic text,
This is generally no doubt due to the translators having a different text
from our Hebrew. Examples are Gen. xix 17, Ex. xi g, Lev. xiv 48
(N.B. the double negative ob Suxioes ob Sayeirar), N. v 6 (xai xhgp-
perdy mAgup), xx 6 =9, 1 K. v 5, 2 K. xvii 11, 3 K. xi 34, xxii 6,
Jer. iii 1 (dvaxdumrovoa dvaxdpmper), xii 11, xxii 24, xli 2.

(8) Neither construction appears to be used in the ‘ Greek’ (i.e.
untranslated) books, but, as already stated, we have one instance of the
participle, Sexdpevos &8éfaro, in a section of Proverbs (xxiv 2z a) for
which there is no Hebrew equivalent extant.

1 i.e, the first twenty-eight chapters of the Greek text. See J. T. S. wol. iv
PP. 345 fT.
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(o) The participial construction was purely *translatese’ and does not
appear to have been adopted in the colloquial or the literary language.
There are no examples of it in the New Testament except in Old
Testament quotations (Blass Gramm. d. neut. Gr. § 74, 4)- On the
other hand the New Testament has several examples of the verb with
dat. of the cognate noun: in Lc. and Acts émifvplp drefipnoa, dmelp
drweh., wapayyehia wapyyy., dvabépar. dvefen., in Jo. xapd xalpe, in
James mrpocevyij mpoopifaro (ibid. § 38, 3).

H. ST. J. THACKERAY.

THE DATE OF THE DEATH OF NESTORIUS:
SCHENUTE, ZACHARIAS, EVAGRIUS.

THE recovery of the work of Nestorius cited by Ebed Jesu under
the title ‘the Book of Heraclides’ shews conclusively that Nestorius
survived the Council of Chalcedon.! There is no doubt that Schenute
survived Nestorius. Schenute cannot, therefore, have died on July 7,
451 ; and Dr Leipoldt’s confident assertion® ¢ Schenutes Todesjahr ist
und bleibt 451’ must be revised in the light of the new evidence. If
it is certain that be died on July 7 (the day of his commemoration) the
earliest year would be the year 452—a date which on other grounds
some scholars have preferred. But there are references in Schenute’s
writings which imply that Nestorius had been long dead, and if Schenute
‘must have died in 451 or in 466, as Dr Leipoldt says before deciding
for the earlier date, we must now without hesitation choose 466 as the
year of his death. Part of the evidence on which Dr Leipoldt depends,
in coming to his own conclusion that Schenute died in 451, is the
statement of Evagrius?® that Nestorius had already departed this life
at the time of the Council of Chalcedon. This statement Dr Leipoldt
misrepresents in claiming the authority of Evagrius for the view that
Nestorius had been already a Jong time dead (dass Nestorios im Jakre
451 ldngst nicht mehr unter den Lebenden weilt). But his argument
has drawn my attention to the fact that I have myself much more
seriously misrepresented the evidence of Evagrius on this point:
whereas he has only overstated this evidence, I regret that I have

! See my Nestorins and his teaching p. 34 .
2 J. Leipoldt Schenute von Atripe Texte u, Unters, xxv, n, F. x 1 p. 46.
3 Evagrius H. E. ii a2,



