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REVISITING THE CASE OF AN INFINITIVE
WITH TWO SUBSTANTIVAL ACCUSATIVES

Paul W. Cheung

Introduction

To readers whose native languages have largely lost their inflections
(e.g., English) or are non-inflectional (e.g., Chinese), the first encounter
with the fully inflectional Greek language can be bewildering. Besides
being confronted with a myriad of morphological paradigms, the
beginning student is often puzzled by the apparent freedom in the word
order of the language. In both English and Chinese, word orders are
highly grammaticalized. For example, the basic word order of the English
verb with respect to its arguments is often regarded as SVO, with the
expressed subject (S) generally preceding its verbal predicate (V) and
the direct object (O) following 1t The indirect object can be indicated by
word order or by a preposition. ' The case for Greek is a lot more volatile.

! See John A. Hawkins, Word Order Universals (New York: Academic Press, 1983), 333.
The necessity of the qualifier "generally" is reflected in statements like "Here comes the bus,"
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Greek word order has been variously characterized as "free” or even
"indeterminate.”” The argument usually goes something like this: As an
inflected language, linguistic elements like nouns, verbs, adjectives. etc.
take on various endings that grammaticalize their relationship to cach
other. Morphological distinctions are thus supposed to mitigate the need
for strict work order patterns to arrive at meaning. As the reasoning goes.
then, it is not surprising that there is significant freedom in the placement
of particu}ar words in a sentence while retaining more or less the same
meaning. Still, this freedom is only relative to the syntactic structure
under consideration, as in the case of English.5 Even in Cantonese, an
isolating language for which constraints on word order are presumably
widespread, certain stock phrases (an example would be one that is
roughly translated by the English phrase "No wonder") allow rather

"There you go again,” "I could not do it, nor do I want to,” and "The guy you were talking about, |
saw him walking over the bridge the other day."etc. K.J. Dover (Greek Word Order [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1960], 7) suggests that exceptions like these are not really instances
of subordinate syntactical rules, and hence a foreigner can only grasp their usage through exhaustive
lists and examples. This has proved to be erroncous from the modern linguistic perspective. However,
it does illustrate why poetry is generally the most difficult genre for non-native speakers to grasp
(or even native speakers, for that matter). Still, the issue of basicness is not trivial. It needs to be
carefully defined. Even then it does not mean that the word order of a particular syntactic structure
is unique, or even decidable. For example, English is known to accomodate both prenominal and
postnominal genitives ("the border of Wisconsin"/"Wisconsin's border”), but occasionally only the
former is acceptable ("Paul's car"/*"the car of Paul"), other times only the latter ("The storm of the
century”/*"The century's storm"). See Hawkins, Word Order Universals, 11-17.

ZAT. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research
(Nashville: Broadman Press, 1934),417.

3 Dover, Greek Word Order, 1.

4 See A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament; S.E. Porter, Idioms of the
Greek New Testament, 2nd ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 287.

3 For example, E. V. N. Goetchius lists a total of twenty-four permutations in Greek for the
English clause "God loves a cheerful giver” = 1apov 86mv ayand 6 Beog, 2 Cor. 9:7). The point
to note, however, is of course that there are only twenty-four, and not 120 different possible
combinations, for 6 6e6g have been kept together and in the same order to avoid grammatical
nonsense (The Language of the New Testament [New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1965], 24). In
general, only a linearization rule needs to be maintained for 6 8g6c, as interstitious constituents like
verb phrases and noun phrases may be inserted in between the article and its head without trouble.
In the above example, however, both constraints have to be maintained for grammaticality, a point
Porter overlooked when he faulted D.L. Black for overspecifying the restriction in his example (see
S. E. Porter, "Word Order and Clause Structure in New Testament Greek: An Unexplored Area of
Greek Linguistics Using Philippians as a Test Case," Filologia Neotestamentaria 6 [1993]: 181, n.
16).
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surprising movements among the individual elements within them and
still maintain the same basic meaning. Greek, as is indicated above, is
not without codified patterns of word order either.” It is now regarded as
a commonplace that all natural languages have rules that govern word
order to one extent or another,” and that there is no language in which
word order is completely codified grammatically.b The relevance of all
these to the study of Biblical Greek is obvious. Compared with all the
other natural languages, Greek word order bears on all three areas of
syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. A proper understanding of the
phenomenon is essential to fruitful interpretation of the Christian Bible.

% In addition to the linear precedence of the article, there is also the class of particles called
postpositives, which never, or only under very specific conditions, begin a clause. Greek prepositions
are also required to precede the noun phrase they modify, although exceptions do occur in the cases
of yapwv (Lk. 7:47: Gal. 3:19; Eph. 3:1, 14; I Tim. 5:14; Tit. 1:5, 11; Jude 16), €vexa (Lk. 4:18:
Acts 19:32), and xwpig (Heb. 12:14). In extra-biblical Greek, the scrambling of prepositions is
usually due to metrical requirements (see S.E. Porter, "Word Order.," 185-6). Indeed, as students of
beginning Greek are quick to find out, the attributive position and the predicate position carry
different meanings for the adjective in question, and a reversal in the positions of Adyog and 6g6¢ in
Jn. 1:1¢ would have entailed a major revision in Christology. Other word order patterns are also
well-documented (see, e.g.. N. Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 111, Syntax
[Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark], 344-50; F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New
Testament and other Early Christian Literature, trans. R.W. Funk [Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1961], 248-53 [herecafter BDF]). Some of these constraints may be readily coded in a
erammatical formalism like that of the Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (GPSG). GPSG has
been applied to English in the rigorous work by G. Gazdar, E. Klein, G. Pullum, and 1. Sag
(Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar [Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985]). Both
German and Makua (a language with relatively free word order) have come under the scrutiny of a
GPSG formalism. See S. Stucky, "Word Order Variation in Makua: a Phrase Structure Grammar
Analysis," (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1981) and H. Uszkoreit,
Word Order and Constituent Structure in German, CSLI Lecture Notes No. 8 (Stanford: CSLI
Publications, 1987).

7 However, one may argue that in many instances word order is simply a matter of convention.
There is no logic in prohibiting, for example, the Greek postpositives in beginning a clause. It is
simply not done. But in this paper we are not so much interested in telling sense from nonsense as
in distinguishing different senses from different word orders.

8 The fact is simply that no comprehensive account of order can succeed without considering
a wide variety of controlling factors, regardless of the grammatical framework in which a particular
language is analysed. After examining the linearization procedures of four major grammatical
frameworks (S.C. Dik's Functional Grammar, J.W. Bresnan's Lexical Functional Grammar, Gazdar
et al's Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, and R.A. Hudson's Word Grammar), Anna Siewierska
concludes that the following factors must be accounted for in specifying order: (1) grouping relations,
(2) grammatical relations, (3) thematic relations, (4) semantic roles, (5) syntactic features, (6)
semantic features, and (7) pragmatic factors (see A. Siewierska, Word Order Rules [New York:
Croom Helm, 1988], 263). The analysis in this paper would tend to confirm her observations.
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Despite the fact that one could find an occasional Greek grammar
that dedicates separate space for discussion on the word order issue,
relevant comments are generally widely scattered. Where attention does
become focused, the emphasis is mostly on codification. One would be
hard pressed to find extended discussions on the semantics and pragmatics
of instantiations with acceptable alternative word orders and the
ramifications of such variability. This is no doubt in part due to a long-
standing tradition of relegating the discussion of word order to stylistics
and rhetorics, which are not seen as part of the grammar proper. The
trend began early, with the ancient Greek grammarians like Aristotle
(Rhetoric, 4th cent. B.C.), Demetrius (On Style, ca. 2nd cent. B.C.), and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Critical Essays and On Literary
Composition, ca. 1st cent. B.C. ), when grammatical and literary questions
were one amalgamated whole.’ Apollomus Dyscolus (On Syntax, 2nd
cent. A.D.) stood out as a rather interesting exception, however, and was
more interested in grammatical formulations than in stylistics. Another
reason for a lack of investigations in this area can probably be attributed
to the intrackability of the phenomenon itself. Dlonylus of Halicarnassus
admitted as much when he gave up on the subject

"Ed0Ket 81 pot i ¢UGEL pAAGTU MG ETOPEVOUS 0UTo SEiv UPHOTTELY TG HOpLUL
00 X670V, i £xeivn Bovretat. avtika 1¢ Ovépata TpdTEpU NELOLY TATTELY
OV PNUAETOV (T¢ HEV YOp THY ouciav SnAoDy, T¢ 8¢ 1O cupPePnkoc, mpdtepov
& elvar ) ¢U0’€l ™y ovoiay 1@V cupBepnkodtov) [...] mbavog o koyog aAX OVK
aAnOnNg £80Lev elval pot. [...] €1t TPOG T0VTOLG GUELVOV £8080VV Elvat ¢ pripata
TPOTATIELY TAV EMPPNUATOV, ENELST TPGTEPOV £8TL Th GVGEL TO TOLOVV Ty AoV
TOV GLVESPEVOVIOV GVTOLG, TPOTOV AEYM Kol TOTOV Kal XpOvoy Kal Tdv
TapanAncionv, & &N kuroluev émppiuata. [...] kai 10010 MBAVOV pey g 10
TPATOV, OVK GANOEG 8E () 0VS” £kelvo. [...] £TL Kl TOdE GUNV SEV KT TopEPYQC
dUAGTTELY, TG TO TPOTEPX TOTG XPOVOLS KUl T TAEEL TPOTEPQ AopBdavntal
[...] €11 mpOg T0UTOLG NELOVY & pPEV OVOUUTLKE TPOTATIELY TAV EMOETMV, T&
8€ MPOCTYOPIKG TOV OVOUATIKAV, T4G & GVTOVOHaTiag TdV TPOCYOPLKDV, £V
T€ 101G PHHAcL YPUAATTELY, Tva T¢ 0pOG TOV EYKAVOUE VOV NYRTOL Kol Td

9 Cf. the comment made by W. R. Roberts, "... historically the confusion (i.e., between grammar
and style) is as natural as the great interest shown in what now seem peculiarly arid points of
grammar.” W.R. Roberts, Demetrius on Style: The Greek Text of Demetrius De Elocutione
(Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1969), 36.

10 A5 cited by H. Dik, Word Order in Ancient Greek: A Pragmatic Account of Word Order
Variation in Herodotus (Amsterdam: J. G. Gieben Publisher, 1995), 1-2. Both the Greek and the
English translation follow the Loeb editions. Omissions are indicated by square brackets. They are
the examples and counter-examples provided by Dionysius for each preceding rule that he put up.
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TUPEUGATIKA TOV ATAPEUGATOV, KUl GAAA TOLAVTA TOAAG. TAVTA O TAVTA
. .- . _ C . . . .
ditecalevev N melpa Kait 100 undevog d&ia anédawve.  (Dionysius of

Halicarnassus, On Literary Composition 5)

Modern grammars on Classical and Biblical Greek generally eschew
stylistics and stick to the canons of grammar proper, and the problem of
word order has really been more or less sidelined until the advent of
computerlzed textual databases and dedicated syntactical search
engines. - In addition, the appropriation of statistical tools in linguistics
has helped to quantify the issues and advances in linguistic theones have
provided alternative frameworks to theorize about the subject " But both

I "Well, it seemed to me that we should follow nature as much as possible, and to fit together
the parts of speech as she demands. For example, I thought I should place nouns before verbs (since
the former indicate the substance, and the latter the accident, and in the nature of things the substance
is prior to its accidents). [...] The theory is persuasive, but I decided that it was not valid. [...] Again,
I thought it was better to place verbs in front of adverbs, since that which acts or is acted upon is
prior to those auxiliaries indicating manner, place, time and the like, which we call adverbs. [...]
This principle, like the first one, is attractive, but it is equally unsound. [...] Yet again, I thought that
I should never relax my efforts to see that things which were prior in time should also be taken prior
in order. [...] And still further, I thought it right to put my nouns before my adjectives, common
before proper nouns, and pronouns before common nouns; and with verbs, to take care that the
indicative should precede the other moods, and finite verbs infinitives, and so on. But experience
upset all those assumptions and showed them to be completely worthless. Sometimes the composition
was rendered pleasing by these and similar arrangements, but at other times not by these but by the
opposite sort. So for these reasons I abandoned such theories."

12To be fair, progress has been made since Dionysius aired his despair on the matter. Major
works includes H. Weil, The Order of Words in the Ancient Languages Compared with that of the
Modern Languages, new ed. (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1978), whose approach was further
developed by A. Loepfe, Die Wortstellung im griechischen Sprechsatz (erklart an Stiicken aus
Platon und Menander) (Diss. Freiburg, Switzerland: Paulusdruckerei, 1940); Dover, Greek Word
Order; and H. Frisk, Studien zur griechischen Wortstellung (Goteborg: Wettergren & Kerbers, 1933).
For a concise review of these works, see H. Dik, Word Order in Ancient Greek, 259-81. Now the
entire corpus of Ancient Greek literature up to 600 A.D. is available from the Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae CD databank, which employs only a simple markup scheme that more or less limits its use
to lexeme searches. The text of the New Testament, however, is much better tagged, lending i_t to
the much more powerful morphological search engines like GRAMCORD. Still, syntactical searches
like the one performed in this paper can only be done rather clumsily, morphology being only a
subset of syntax.

13 More recent works on both Classical and Biblical Greek include G. Dunn, "Syntactic
Word Order in Herodotean Greek," Glorta 66 (1988): 63-79; M.E. Davidson, "New Testament and
Greek Word Order," Literary and Linguistic Computing 4 (1989): 19-28; H. Dik, Word Order in
Ancient Greek; S.E. Porter, "Word Order", and R.S. Cervin, "Word Order in Ancient Greek: VSO,
SVO, SOV, or All of the Above?" (Ph.D. diss., University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1990).
Regarding the use of statistics in linguistics, see A. Woods, P. Fletcher, & A. Hughes, Statistics in
Language Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986) and C.
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the efforts and the rewards are still rudimcnlur?f at this point. The present
work does not claim to break new gr()und.l" The objective here is to
answer a relative simple question by looking at a relatively simple
construction: the case of an infinitive constructed with two substantival
accusatives. The question posed is this: In situations where inflections
are not sufficient to discriminate syntactical relationships. and word order
is variable, how can meaning be discerned? The corpus studied is the
New Testament, and the search engine used to produce the analysis is
GRAMCORD.

The issue of ambiguity involving the use of Greek infinitives was
first noticed by Apollonius Dyscolus. In Book 3 of his On Svntax,
Apollonius considered the case of a clause placed in indirect statement.
The example he used is this:

Direct statement: O£ov UBpice Atwva. ("Theon insulted Dion.")
Indirect statement: Aéyovot O¢wva VPpical Almva. ("They are
saying that Theon insulted Dion.")

The verb of the clause is made an infinitive in the indirect statement
and its subject put into the accusative case. Thus subject and object
become indistinguishable. The solution Appollonius proposed to
disambiguate the situation is simply to claim that the subject NP should
precede the object NP (an SO basic pattern?) by arguing somewhat
philosophically: The "producer" (evepyntikn) of the action should
"naturally" precede the "feeler" (na®ntixn) of the action. Variant
departures from this basic pattern are simply regarded as
“transpositions.” This is obviously an inadequate assessment, but for
native speakers of Greek, it appeared to have been sufficient.

Butler, Statistics in Linguistics (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1985). Cervin in particular has an axe to
grind regarding statistical practice in Biblical linguistics, see his "On the Use and Misuse of Statistics
in Biblical Studies," a paper presented at the Annual Meeting for the Society of Biblical Literature,
Pacific Coast Region, Santa Clara University, 25 March 1992,

14 The author is aware of at least three works dealing with the same subject as the present
paper. They are, H.R. Moeller and A. Kramer, "An Overlooked Structural Pattern in New Testament
Greek," NovT 5 (1962): 25-35; J.T. Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives: An
Ambiguous Construction?” NovT 33 (1991): 1-27; and M. A. Cripe, "An Analysis of Infinitive
Clauses Containing Both Subject and Object in the Accusative Case in the Greek New
Testament” (Th.M. thesis, Dallas Theological Seminary, 1992).
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Two thousand years later, Moeller and Kramer tackled the same
question again, this time not limiting to the study of indirect statements
only. Since the subject of the infinitive takes the accusative case,” and
since the object of the infinitive is naturally in the accusative, how then
can one tell the subject of the action from the object in the case of a
transitive verb? This is a case of grammatical homonymy, in which more
than one grammatical structure can be assigned to the same linguistic
unit.'® An example is 2 Cor. 2:13 (t® un gVpeilv ue Titov). Did Paul
mean here “1 didn't find Titus" (as in all English versions) or "Titus didn't
find me"?'” Reed concedes that in the absence of a syntactical rule, even

15 See H.W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1956), 260:
BDF §406; W.W. Goodwin, Syntax of The Mood and Tenses of the Greek Verb (New York: St.
Martin Press, 1965), 298: M. Zerwick, Biblical Greek Illustrated by Examples (Rome: Editrice
Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1963), 136. Robertson (Grammar, 489f) objects to calling the accusative
the subject of the infinitive, for the infinitive, being non-finite, can have no subject in the grammatical
sense. He regards this as a case of adverbial accusative of reference. This stance is taken up by J.A.
Brooks & C.L. Winbery, Syntax of NT Greek (Lanham: University Press of America, 1979), 51,
120. Nevertheless, this strict view need not be taken too seriously. The unmarkedness of the infinitive
with respect to person is obviously balanced its participation in the opposition of voices, which
implies an unspecified person with regard to whom the direction of action may differ, e.g., in
nadevey vs. tadeveaBat, G. Mussies, The Morphology of Koine Greek as Used in the Apocalypse
of St. John: A Study in Bilingualism (SuppNovT XXVII; Leiden: Brill, 1971), 247. As with most
other grammatical rules, there are caveats. For example, an infinitive can take a nominative if it
agrees with the subject of the main verb when it is also the unexpressed subject of the infinitive (see
Zerwick, Biblical Greek Illustrated by Examples; W.W. Goodwin, Greek Grammar [Boston: Ginn
& Company, 1958], 202f). But this phenomenon does not concern us here: we are only interested in
explicitly expressed subject and object of the infinitive.

16 See the discussion by J.G. Kooij, Ambiguity in Natural Language: An Investigation of
Certain Problems in its Linguistic Description (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1971), ch. 3. Homonymy
is traditionally discussed from a lexical perspective, where multiple meanings of a lexical entry
poses particularly challenges in dictionary making (see J. Lyons, Semantics [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1977], ch. 13). Strictly speaking, homonymous terms have an identity of
grammatical function (cf. the word "port" in "They passed the port at midnight" [Lyons, Semantics,
397]). The situation here is more generally described as simply a grammatical ambiguity (Lyons,
Semantics, 396ff). However, the term "grammatical homonymy" does capture the situation here
and relaxes the restriction of identity of grammatical function by the adjective "grammatical”. From
here on, with no loss in clarity, "grammatical homonymy" will simply be referred to as "homonymy"
along with its adjectival and adverbial modifications.

17 A more familiar case of homonymy to the student of Greek is the choice between an
objective genitive rendering and a subjective genitive of a given construction. (A well-known
Chomskyan example serves as an illustration: "The shooting of the hunters was terrible." The most
famous biblical example probably comes from Rom. 3:22, where the phrase tictig’ Incod Xprotod
has been the source of endless discussions (see the dissertation by R.B. Hays, The Faith of Jesus
Christ [Chico: Scholars Press, 1983], 157-176; and S. E. Porter, Idioms, 95, n. 1). Again there are
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the surrounding context is not so helpful in determining the reading in
this instance.'® This may be an overstatement, for Paul's anxiety (aveov)
surely cannot be caused by his ignorance of whether Titus was looking
for him, whereas it would make perfect sense if he had been looking for
Titus in Troas without success. Moreover, ogAAd is logically linked to
the open door for evan%)elism in Troas, not to the failure of either Paul or
Titus to find the other.” To have said this is to reinforce the impression
even more strongly that in and of itself the expression t® un evpeiv pe
Titov is grammaticall)fl homonymous, or ambiguous, than merely to use
a more familiar word.”

Moeller and Kramer vs. Reed

Writing in the early sixties, Moeller and Kramer lacked the powerful
machinery that we today enjoy in retrieving instances of grammatical
constructions from electronic databases. They based their expanded study
on a much earlier study by Votaw,”' and they limited their search to two
consecutive accusative case substantives in construct with an infinitive
of a transitive verb. The exclusion of the case where an infinitive splits
the two accusatives (AIA) is most unfortunate. Not only did it lead to a
loss of a larger base for inductive examination, but it also rendered their
reasoning rather circular, for if grammaticalization of the accusative
substantives depended on their proximity to the infinitive, as they claimed
itdid, then an AIA pattern would surely create problems in the application

no structural hints of preference. However there are two important differences: word order does not
come into play, and the choices are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The same cannot be said for
o un evpety pe Titov.

8 J.T. Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives: An Ambiguous
Construction?" NovT 33, (1991): 1.

19'V.P. Furnish translates ¢AAG "So despite the opportunity". V.P. Furnish, /I Corinthians
(New York: Doubleday, 1984), 168.

20 Reed ("The infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives," 2, n. 2) cautions that "ambiguity"
should only be established after "inspecting all possible linguistic elements which the language
may have used to convey understanding.” This is certainly prudent, for, as we shall see, many
instances of infinitive-plus-double-accusative constructions (IPDAC) can be "disambiguated" quite
simply by noting the +animate/-animate opposition of the two substantives involved (cf. Kooij,
Ambiguity, 131). Thus the term homonymous will only be applied to homonymous sentence-types
as a category in linguistic description, and not homonymous sentences as sentence-tokens in a
uniquely defined text situation (Kooij, Ambiguity, 6).

21 C.C. Votaw, The Use of the Infinitive in Biblical Greek (Chicago, 1896).
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of the rule: it is simply powerless in deciphering the AIA situation, where
both accusatives are "equidistant" from the infinitive. Kramer and
Moeller's solution can be rephrased in this fashion:

I. The order IA | A, grammaticalizes the pattern ISO (= infinitive-
subject-object, where the infinitive can be either transitive or
copulative??). The only exceptions occur when xkdnov is used with
napéyerv, and when twva is used with eivat, where the pattern
grammaticalized is IOS.

2. The order A A,I grammaticalizes the pattern OSI (again, the
infinitive can be either transitive or copulative; in addition, A, can be an
interrogative tig or ti in a direct question), except when the infinitive
is constructed with del or €€eotiv, or when A is a reflexive pronoun;
there the pattern grammaticalized is SOI.

As Reed observed™ and as any reader would immediately detect, Moeller
and Kramer's rule is unwieldy to use, being rather cumbersome in
structure and full of significant exceptions. This can be traced back to
the lack of robustness of their initial testing hypothesis:'4

When two consecutive accusative case substantives occur with a transitive infinitive
after a preposition, the one nearest the infinitive functions as subject and the other
as an object.

The limitations of this hypothesis are obvious:

I. The hypothesis does not really test fully whether syntax is
grammaticalized by word order. The word "consecutive" excludes the
A IA, word order for a complete set of possibilities.~5

22 That is, €lvat, yevésBat, or UnEpyev.
23 Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives," 3, n. 5.
24 Moeller and Kramer, "Overlooked Structural Pattern." 26.

25 This exclusion is serious. By failing to account for all possible word orders, the rule becomes
one of testing word-proximity. Moeller and Kramer did not give a reason for their choice. But
proximity becomes a rather unfruitful concept if the case of A IA, is included, for then there can be
degrees of proximity, especially when modifying phrases are allowed to intervene (Moeller and
Kramer, "Overlooked Structural Pattern," 28). Moreover in that situation it is uncertain how sensitive
the human mind is to indications of proximity, both in listening and in reading. The omission of a
valid group of data by design is called by Reed the "Achilles' heel" of their rule (Reed, "The Infinitive
with Two Substantival Accusatives," 7). It must be emphasized that a proximity rule is generally



78 ABS Centenary Issue

2. Itis not clear why the restriction "after a preposition” is necessary.
Again this leaves out a class of valid structures such as the command in
1 Cor. 7:11, avépo yuvoilko un adtévart.

3. The qualification that the infinitive be transitive seems to be
reasonable to begin with, for the construction requires the infinitive to
take a direct object. However, as Moeller and Kramer eventually
discovered, they also had to include a large class of instances with
copulatives like £lvat as the infinitive.”

Reed has criticized extensively the methodology of Moeller and
Kramer. The most prominent complaint is that of a proliferation of
exceptions due to their unwillingness to restate their hypothesis (their
working theory) " In his words, "It appears that their rule is duu mining
their analysis rather than the analysis determining the rule." ¥ Moeller
and Kramer were certainly aware of the fact that the data set they
examined dld not give a simple pattern agreeing with their criterion of
prox1m1ty ’ To make matters worse, their final rule (appearing twice in

incompatible with a comprehensive word-order rule. The former is not really a subset of the latter
through omission. They are two fundamentally different rules with some overlap.

26 Moeller and Kramer, "Overlooked Structural Pattern,” 29.

27 See Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives,” 4-7, especially 4, n. 7; 6, n.
10.
28 Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives,” 5.
29To quote: "From these, a more generalized pattern began to emerge. and a general descriptive
statement covering all the patterns was evolved from the descriptions of the individual types” (Moeller
and Kramer, "Overlooked Structural Pattern,” 27, italics mine). For one case, Reed concluded that
Moeller and Kramer really only had five valid instances for their rule of OSI when the infinitive
was last, with three compliances and two violations. Dover's insightful remarks are pertinent here:
“Statistics may or may not give a clear picture; we do not know until we have them. If, for example,
we are testing the syntactical rule 'the subject precedes the predicate’, and we find that the ratio of
SPto PSis 10:1, we can embark with some confidence on the next stage of the enquiry, the discovery
of the determinants of abnormality. On the other hand, if the ratio is 2:1 or lower, it is unlikely that
we have discovered a primary determinant of order and more likely that we are on the track of a
secondary phenomenon" (Dover, Greek Word Order, 5). In Moeller and Kramer's case, the ratio is
3:2, on a very small data set. Dover's remarks point out another puzzling phenonmenon, one which
we will have the occasion to return to again: Both Moeller and Kramer, as well as Reed are looking
for a predictive rule in a potentially homonymous situation (namely, "Given a certain word order
the syntactical relationships between the two accusative substantives can be specified."). The question
posed was: What does this word order pattern tell us? Dover, on the other hand, asked the "opposite"
question: What accounts for this particular word order pattern? For him word order is not presupposed
by syntactical relationship, but instead presupposes it. In other words, in the sentence "I saw you",
is "I" the subject because it stands first or does it stand first because it is the subject? Dover's stance
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the paper, pp. 27 and 32) contains exceptions that span several categories.
They could be based on a class of pronouns (interrogative), a class of
verbs (the copulatives), the fact that the main verb is of a certain kind
(the impersonal verbs), or even a single lexical or grammatical element
(komov, Twva, etc.). By all criteria, their rule of proximity has, in its final
form, collapsed under the weight of exceptions and actually points to
the rejection of proximity as a useful discriminating variable. It does,
however, point to a direction of further research.

Reed's methodology is more robust. His initial testing hypothesis
is not explicitly given, although the final rule is:

Of two accusative case nominal, pronominal, or adjectival substantives with an
infinitive, the first in order functions as the subject, the second as the object/
predicate.™

One could even adopt this as the primary testing hypothesis in examining
the data. The advantage is two-fold: (1) The discriminating criterion is
rigorous. There is no ambiguity in deciding order.™ (2) The formulation
of the hypothesis itself suggests a search strategy through the various

is vindicated by the fact that in formulating their rules, both Moeller/Kramer and Reed examine
their data using reasoning that has nothing to do with word order (However, see Reed's examples in
pp. 10, 13, and 22. It can almost be said that Reed has been guilty of some degree of circular
reasoning by including these examples in his final statistics to substantiate the rule while at the
same time using the rule to categorize them). Rather, the logic is like this: Since we are confident
that the subject precedes the predicate in all these eighty or so examples (obtained through contextual
analysis and examination of lexical/semantic oppositions), we are now confident that the subject
should precede the predicate in other similar instances. Thus all rules of word order do predicate
upon a prior knowledge of syntactical relationship. In science, such a rule will be labelled an
"empirical relationship.” Namely, it has no explanatory power, only provisionally prescriptive power.
Furthermore, such rules are always approximate, and seldom form an important part of a
comprehensive theory, for they are always in danger of being replaced by a more deductively based
theory (see Dover, Greek Word Order, 64f for an instructive example of how he attempted to reason
that "from the first the scales were weighted in favour of [the order] subject-verb and object-verb"
rather than the other way around. This, however, is not reflected in the case studied here, it being a
more complex structure than simply verb + noun). As it is, one cannot stop at the level of a a word-
order rule in formulating an overall theory of Greek linguistics.

30 Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives,” 8.

31 Examples like Jn. 12:18, fikovoav 10010 avtov temomxévat 1o onueiov, pose no problem,
for o170 is obviously not independent, but modifies t© onueiov, which follows the infinitive, thus
making it an emphatic demonstrative pronoun. See Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival
Accusatives," 11.
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possible pattems.32 Thus a comprehensive search would involve retrieving
six possible patterns (A ;A,I, giving SOI and OSI: A |TA,. giving SIO
and OIS; and A | A,, giving ISO and 10S), with each substantive spanning
the three different categories noted in the rule above. Including the
possibility of an accusative participle functioning substantivally, each
of the six patterns would then be further divided into sixteen different
combinations involving the two substantives, creating a total of forty-
eight search patterns. Following the results of Moeller and Kramer and
of Reed, non-copulative and copulative verbs are scarched separately,
making a total of ninety-six search pallcrns.'U The search comes up with
ninety-four valid instances of the construction in the entire New
Testament.” It misses four of Reed's (:xumplcs,'}S rejects six.” and
discovers eleven additional instances not registered by Reed. six of which
do not follow the dominant pattern of SO." " The order of the following
discussion of the instances follows that of Reed's for easy comparison.

Non-copulative Infinitive
The IA A, Category
ISO (19 Instances)

As mentioned in notes 25 and 29 earlier, a word-order rule is really
a second order construct that is useful mainly in dealing with genuine

32 This is an especially desirable feature in searching through today's huge databases
electronically.

33 The search is carried out using the GRAMCORD Grammatical Concordance System

developed by the GRAMCORD Institute, a Washington non-profit corporation. See Appendix 1 for
details concerning the search.

A quick perusal of the retrieved instances reveals that the IPDAC is a predominantly
Lukan and Pauline phenomenon. The Lukan corpus takes up just over a quarter of the NT writings,
but 44% (42 instances out of a total of 95) of the IPDAC are Lukan. Of the rest 16 instances are
neither Pauline nor Lukan.

35 They are: Rom. 4:13; 15:19; 1 Tim. 2:9; and Heb. 10:4. See Appendix 1 for reasons of
missing these entries, and ways to correct them.
36 They are: Mk. 7:12; Acts 18:13; 20:28; 2 Cor. 7:11; Col. 2:1; and Heb. 6:11. These are all

cases where the infinitive is really complementary to the main verb of the sentence, and has no
independent subject of its own.

37 They are: Jn. 10:16; Acts 3:21; 4:30; 9:6; 1 Cor. 5:1; and 1 Thes. 1:8. They will be discussed
below.
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homonymous (ambiguous) cases and in perhaps also composition.38 In
all other situations the syntactic scenario is almost always determined
by examining linguistic data immediately presented by the text itself,
without resorting to some extraneous rules. For example, in Acts 26:18
we have 100 Aafelv avtoug doecty auaptidv. Even standing alone this
adverbial clause is not homonymous, for the +animate/-animate
opposition of the substantives with respect to the verb resolves the issue
readily. Thus a combination of verbal lexis and aspects of semantic
opposition between the substantives provides the necessary deixis for
disambiguation in this instance. The same is true for examples like Lk.
4:43 (gvayyeiioacBol pe et v Bacireiav to Ogov); Lk. 11:27 (&v
T EVAOYELV LTOV TavTa [a neuter demonstrative pronoun]); Acts 15:7
(dkovoat 0 £8vn TOV AGYOV TOV eVayYEALOV); Acts 21:25 (puAdooecBat
avTOVG TO TE €1dwAOOVTOV Kal K.T.A.); and others like Rom.12:2; 2 Cor.
13:7; Phil. 1:10; 1 Tim. 6:14; and Heb. 10:34. + Animate/-animate is just
one such pair of semantic opposition. There can be others: e.g., +quality/
-quality in Acts 5:3 (yevooacBal oe 10 tvevpa o dylov) and Acts 21:21
(UM TepLTENVELY 0UTOVG TA TEKVA). It will be difficult indeed, if not in
fact impossible, to imagine the Holy Spirit deceiving Ananias, or anyone
for that matter, and it borders on absurdity that a child is told to circumcise
adults. In Acts 28:17 (cuykaiécacBat 0vtov 100G Gvtog @V lovdaiwv),
verbal deixis (cuv-) and a +plurality/-plurality opposition clear up the
difficulty readily. Grammatical homonymy is ruled out in these instances

38 That this is the case is not recognized with sufficient seriousness. This is particularly
relevant to the study of a dead language like Hellenistic Greek. As demonstrated abundantly by
how Reed and Moeller/Kramer conduct their studies, the syntactic role of a substantive is really
determined by means other than the application of a word-order rule (except for a few examples of
Reed's as remarked in n.19). Thus to call it a "rule” is to perhaps over-indulge in the prescriptive
ability of something that is primarily descriptive in origin. Moreover, this "rule" is obtained by
observing only a very limited number of linguistic exemplars. The repertoire of a living language
(one with an active community of indigenous and competent speakers) is virtually unlimited. Not
so a dead language. There one is endowed only with a limited number of linguistic instances. The
validity of a rule constructed inductively on a finite data set will be repeatedly challenged if we are
not cognizant of its primarily descriptive function. When one composes Greek, however, one does
need rules of grammar and the like to justify a certain composition as valid or otherwise. Dover's .
example is instructive. In discussing the possibilities of word order of an utterance consisting of the
three words mdvta dv €ypayev, he writes "Nor, 1 hope, would a student write this [refering to
£€ypaye navt dv]; but I should be surprised if he could say why, except to say [truly] that if we
search for an example, in Classical Greek prose, of verb+ndvt+av arranged, as a complete utterance,
in this order, our search will be long" (Dover, Greek Word Order, 2). In other words, the text judges
the student, not vice versa.
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without the need to consult the wider contexts in which these clauses
occur. There are of course cases where simple consideration of verbal
lexis and semantic opposition of the substantives does not resolve the
syntax at hand. Examples in this category include Lk. 2:27 (¢v 10
E10UYOYELY TOUG YOVELS TO Tu1diov " Incovv): Lk. 24:51 (£v o £vA0YELY
aUTOV 0UToVG): Acts 4:2 (81 10 dtddokely autoug TOv Acodv): 2 Cor. 2:
13 (1o un evpelv pe Titov); 2 Cor. 8:6 (£1¢ TO TUPUKUAEGUL NUOS
Titov); Phil. 1:7 (8¢ 10 €xewv pe €v ) kupdig Dpog): and even Lk, 11:
18 (v BeerlePovr exParrery ue to dutpudvia). Almost all of them
may be labelled homonymous (Lk. 11:18 is a borderline case, because
when standing alone one can imagine verbal lexis allowing action both
ways). However, on examining deictic indicators in the wider context.
the difficulty is rather easily resolved. Thus whereas a child could
presumably lead his parents into the temple, an eight-day-old infant
cannot help but be brought in by his parents. In Lk. 24:51, the previous
verse makes clear who was blessing whom, and in Acts 4:2. it is the
apostles’ teaching activity that got them into trouble. The clearest
contextual deictic indicator here is 4:4 (moilol 6 TOV UKOLGUVIMV
10V A0YOV). At first sight 2 Cor. 8:6 may be argued both wuys.m but
TopoxoA£coL suggests an objective, and the only objective in the context
is for Titus to take a collection from the Corinthians, not Paul. Hence the
urging must be directed from Paul (we) to Titus. Even with semantic
contribution from the wider literary context, sometimes ambiguity might
still remz}‘iln. Phil. 1:7 (61¢ 10 €yew pe ev ) kupdic LRAS) is one such
example.” It is here that the word-order pattern is helpful in deciding
the case, in which case pe will be taken as the subject.

3( . . ~ . . - e.e . .
? The only instance in the NT for the articular infinitive with the dative to have the causal
sense. See BDF §401.

40 " . ep - 5 .
See Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives.” 10. although he resolves
the issue by appealing to the word-order rule.

4INRSV renders it "because you hold me in your heart,” noting that it could also be translated
"because I hold you in my heart." NEB likewise regards VHaGg as the subject. The ambiguity does
not escape the attention of the commentators. Lightfoot (St. Paul's Epistle to the Philippians [reprint
ed., Peabody: Hendrickson, 1981, 84) takes pe as the subject by appealing to word order without
further comment. G.F. Hawthorne (Philippians, WBC 43 [Waco: Word, 1983], 22-23) notes that
while the context of v. 8 favors the translation "I have you in my heart," v. 7 favors the opposite,
and he opts for the latter. His examination of evidence is not conclusive. M. Silva (Philippians,
Wycliffe Exegetical Comm. [Chicago: Moody Press, 1988], 56) appeals to proximity through his
searches on GRAMCORD, and suggests that "Ambiguous instances should no doubt be interpreted
according to the usual pattern" (Silva, Philippians, 56, n. 21). He makes a rather significant



Cheung: Revisiting the Case of an Infinitive with two Substantival Accusatives 83

IOS (1 Instance)

Reed regards Lk. 18:5 as an instance of ISO by rejecting Moeller
and Kramer's analysis that kOmov tapg€yev is really an idiomatic phrase
and hence forms an exception on its own. This is perhaps where Reed
ignored his own advice by letting a rule bend a reasonable interpretation
of the data. BAGD cites a number of examples which suggest that even
if kOmov mapexey is not idiomatic the syntactical pattern of OIS (KéTtO\:
nap€xety Tvl) is certainly customary whenever the phrase is used,*
unless one wants to translate every one of those occurrences "trouble
(subject) brings someone (object) to somebody," which sounds obtuse,
rather than "someone (subject) brings trouble (object) to somebody"
(=someone bothers somebody). which is expected. Nevertheless this is
the only instance of certain IOS out of 20 retrieved cases.

A IA, Category
SIO (11 Instances)

The analysis of this category and others will be similar to the one
performed above. Thus a SIO pattern can be ascertained by considering
+animate/-animate opposition in the substantives in the cases of Matt.
25:27 (£€3etl o€ 0VV BaAelv T& ApyVpld pov); Jn. 9:4 (Muag del
gpydlecBot ta €pya); Jn. 12:18 (toDT0 avTOV TETOUKEVOL TO GNUELOV);
Acts 19:10 (tovg katolkoVvTog Ty  Aciav dkovooatl Tov Adyov); and
Rom. 15:19 (ue... terAnpokévor 10 evayyéAitov). The other instances
could be resolved by deixis in the larger literary context. In Jn. 2:24,
though both avtdv and td ndvtag can be the subject of yivooxkey,
€yivmokev in the next verse tells us who the omniscient one is. In Jn.
21:25, it is natural that books would have multiplied if all of Jesus’ deeds
were written down. Hence 1¢ ypadduevo Biiia must be the object of
xwpnoot to emphasize its amount. In a similar fashion, then, the SIO
pattern can also be established for Matt. 18:33 (o€ €Aefcotl TOV
cVVS0VAOV cov); Rom. 15:9 (1a 8¢ €0vn vrgp €r€ovg Soydoatl TOv
0eo6v); and 1 Cor. 15:53 (10 $0apTOV T0VT0 £vEVcOGOML ddpOapsiav).

observation that "Chrysostom, a Greek speaker himself who often weighs alternate positions, takes
pe as the subject and shows no awareness of the alternate possibility."

42 W. Bauer, W. Arndt, and F. Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literature, 2nd ed. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1979), 443d.
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Four of the examples listed by Reed in this section are really invalid
instances for an SIO pattern demands that one of the substantives be the
subject of the infinitive. In all cases the infinitive serves as a complement
to the main verb and what would have been the subject of the infinitive
is really the object of the main verb. These verbs are all verbs that take
up an infinitive complement. In Acts 18:13, c€BecOat is a u»mpluncnl
to avoneibet; “in Acts 20:28, TOLLUIVELY 1S a L()I]U)ICI]]LII[ to £0e70:;
in Col. 2:1, eté6€vat is a complement to O¢7 10 and in Heb. 6:11,
evdeikvuaBot is a complement to emiBupouue v. In all these cases one
of the substantives is the object of the main verb and the other substantive
is the object of the infinitive itself.

OIS (2 Instances)

The real surprise lies in the two instances where the first substantive
is actually the object of the mfmmvc The first case is Acts 4:30 (ev to
mv xe1pa [cov) emaucew) . The other instance is | Thes. 1:8 (un
xpelav Exely Nuag Auiely tt). Both are indisputable in that verbal lexis
and semantic opposition alone are sufficient to establish the OIS order.
The context of Acts 4:30 is a prayer by the believers for boldness from
God to speak His word after Peter and John had been released by the
council. It could be that the believers were earnestly beseeching God to
manifest His power through healing, signs, and wonders, and thus placed
"the hand of God" at an emphatic posmon durmﬂ the petition. For the

43 Cf. mew0eiv in BDF § 392(le).

“BDF § 392(1le).

“SBDF § 392(1a).

6 BDF § 392(1a).

47 : . — .

E. Haenchen (The Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary [Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1971], 227, n.9) remarks that there ¢xteikery v xelpa occurs some eighty times in the
LXX. However, ékteivw appears only once as an infinitive in this construction (1 Chron. 10:1 3)
with an unexpressed subject.

48 One should, of course, be wary that one does not use "emphasis” to explain away every
instance which does not fit into the "average pattern.” The reasoning is easily circular. Dover (Greek
Word Order, 32ff) makes this poignant remark: "We suspect that there is a certain semantic difference
between two alternative formulations; we find certain examples in which the difference of formulation
coincides with this semantic difference; upon these examples we base a general rule; we then translate
all other examples of the alternative formulations in such a way as to make them conform to the
rule; and finally we treat our translations as evidence for the validity of the rule." Moreover, one
should generally distinguish between the referential and emotive meanings of an utterance (Lyons,
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case of ypetav €xewv, of the forty-nine instances of ypeia in the NT,
thirty-seven instances are constructed with €y and ypeia is placed
before €y in all but three cases. This might indicate that the frontal
position of xpetav with €yxewv is really customary and represents the
unma%(ed pattern despite violating another common pattern of word
order.

AALL
SOI (6 Instances)

Almost all the instances in this category are constructed with an
impersonal noun (8&1 or £€€ectiv). The SOI pattern can be confirmed
rather readily using the strategy illustrated above. The examples include
Mk. 8:31 and LK. 9:22 (8€1 10V L0V 100 avBpdnov moAAd tabeiv); Lk.
17:25 (81 avtov moAra mabeiv); Lk. 20:22 (EEeotv nuag Kaicapt
d6pov dovvat 1 0V;); and Acts 19:21 (81 pe kot "Pdunv 18€iv). The
only troublesome case is 1 Cor. 7:11 (&vdpa yvvaixo un adrévai).
However, vv. 10 and 11 are clearly two parallel halves of a full prohibition
for divorce from Paul. No other support is necessary to settle the issue.
Conzelmann's comment that the change in word order of the woman and
the man between v. 10 (yvvoika amo avdpog un yopiobival) and v. 11
"is purely a matter of choice" reflects an insensitivity to the problem of
word order in the Greek language.50

OSI (6 Instances)

The number of unambiguous OSI patterns in this category is rather
discomforting. The instances include 1 Cor. 5:1 (dote yvvoika Tva

Semantics, 1.175). Yet "emphasis” is often used indiscriminantly to describe both formulations
which express the focus of the writer's emotion and that which are essential to the clarity of his
argument. This is one caveat one must bear in mind when using "emphasis" as a category of semantic
distinction.

49 A cursory look at the entries in BAGD (884d) tends to confirm this conjecture. Dover
(Greek Word Order, 8) remarks that "it would be a very unusual language in which all the utterances
of a given individual speaker were wholly and exhaustively determined by mutually exclusive rules
belonging all to the same type" (italics mine).

30 H. Conzelmann, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1975), 120.
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100 TaTPOC €xev); Jn. 1:48 (mpo 10U o Diinnov dmwvicar): In. 10:16
(kakelvo Ol pe ayayelv); Acts 3:21 (Ov 81 oupavov nev de&achot):
Acts 9:6 (AhuinOncetol cot O Tt o€ del motelv): and Acts 25:25 (undev
ag&lov avtov Bavatov nenpoyeval). Although none of these instances
can be completely disposed of through verbal lexis and semantic
opposition to establish the OIS order (except Acts perhaps 25:25), the
wider contexts generally confirm the pattern without much dispute. Thus
in 1 Cor. 5:1 yuvaika is ()bvimﬁly the subject and placed in the emphatic
position to express outrage,” whereas the deixis in Jn. 10:16 and
surrounding verses dispels any chance of its conforming to an SIO pattern.
The dv 8€1 ovpavoy pev 8¢Eaabaur of Acts 3:21 is a rather strange way
of saying "Jesus must stay in heaven" (NRSV), but it may be used as a
rhetorical foil against the rejection (Gvéopat vs. d¢yopat) of the Messiah
by the Jews in v. 14. In this context then it would not make sense to say
that "Jesus received heaven." The relative pronoun is placed in a marked
position for more emphasis. The positions of the two accusatives in Jn.
1:48 are already marked for notice by intervening between the preposition
governing the infinitive and its article.” The emphasis on Nathanael in
Jesus' conversation is plausibly demonstrated by the repeated use of o€,
the purpose is perhaps to elicit a response from Nathanael towards Jesus
himself. In Acts 9:6 the infinitive appears in an indirect speech which
functions somewhat like a question. This explains why the order between
subject and object is reversed: this is a general pattern for
interrogatives.53 In our last example, it becomes rather clear in the context
that Festus was really at a loss as to what with which to charge Paul. His
repeated emphasis of "nothing" (undév, ovi) is then understandable.

Summary

The above survey indicates that in the majority of cases the
substantive first in order is also the subject of the infinitive. The ratio of

3! The large number of OSI examples makes the claim of emphasis suspect of circularity.
Nevertheless, along with the rest of the data, the claim seems warranted.

52 See discussion in Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives," 13, and his
extended note on p.14.

33 Cf. Acts 17:20 and Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives," 8. | was

able to extract exactly the same instances of copulative infinitives with tic and ti using one of my
GRAMCORD command files. However, we will not deal with interrogatives in this paper.
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SO to OS is 36:9. It is further demonstrated that the OS pattern very
often involves emphasis and focus unless the attachment of the object to
the infinitive is idiomatic, in which one pattern may take precedence
over another without increase in markedness. To be more complete one
needs to proceed to the copulative infinitives.

Copulative Infinitive
The IA A, Category
The ISP Cases (16 Instances)

It may immediately be noticed that most of the examples contain at
least one pronoun. Only three (Acts 18:5, 28; and Eph. 3:6) do not contain
a pronoun in their construction. With the copulative infinitive, verbal
lexis becomes useless in deciding the syntax between the two accusatives.
But it is still relatively easy to ascertain from context that the pronoun
constitutes the subject of the infinitive. This is true for Lk. 9:18, 11:1,
Rom.1:20; 3:26; 4:11; 4:16; 4:18; 7:3; 8:29; 15:16; 1 Cor. 10:6; Eph.1:4,
3:6; 1 Thes. 1:7; and Jas. 1:18. Two of the cases worth noting are Acts
18:5 and 18:28, both with the construction €lvat tov xpiotov’ Incovv.
NRSYV renders both instances the Messiah was Jesus, contra AV, NASB,
and NIV. In this case, the question is not simply one of emphasis, for the
context has to be established first. The solution hinges on which question
that was more commonly asked as the disciples attempted to evangelize:
"Who is the Messiah?" Or, "Who is Jesus?" It seems reasonable to take
the former, for it was one of the central questions for the Jews of the
time. Thus it becomes more plausible to take tOv yprotdv as the
subject.54

54 See Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives," 2. However, he could have
employed rule 3¢ (his p.17, n.26); he cited from L.C. McGaughy (Toward a Descriptive Analysis
of "EINAI as a Linking Verb in NT Greek [Missoula: Scholars Press, 1972]) to establish that the
noun carrying the article was the subject. This seems to be the position taken by E.F. Bruce, The
Acts of the Apostles: Greek Text with Introduction and Commentary, 3rd ed. (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1990), 344; as well as C.K. Barrett, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Acts
of the Apostles, vol. Il (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1998), 866, 892. But see D.B. Wallace, "The
Semantics and Exegetical Significance of the Object-Complement Construction in the New
Testament," Grace Theological Journal 6 (1985):91-112, for a dissenting opinion based on an
argument for the semantic equivalence of predicate-nominative and predicate-accusative
constructions. See also Cripe, Analysis, 36-59.
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IPS (3 Instances)

Two of the three instances of the PS (P=predicate) pattern are
identical, involving the indefinite pronoun tiva (Acts 5:36, A€ymv €lval
Vo €0VTOV; Acts 8:9, Aéymv gival Tiva £avutov ueyav). Moeller and
Kramer regard this an exception, with the reflexives assuming the \UhJLL[
position, rendering the 1ndef|mte pronoun a predicate hy necessity. »
Reed, however, is more subtle.”” Whether one regards o TPoGEKAION
avopov K.T.A. as an explanatory remark by Gamaliel or as a quote from
the claim of Theudas himself, it remains clear that tiva is the predicate
and it is fronted to highlight the fact that the Jesus whom the apostles
were preaching was also claiming to be someone (tiva). Thus it is
emphatic. In 8:9, however, one gets two different syntactical patterns
depending on whether péyav is treated as an adjective attributive to Tva
(and thus a marked IPS pattern) or as the main predicate with twva
qualifying it (an unmarked ISP pattern). In either case the translation is
not affected ("he is someone great") because £0vtov remains the subject.
Rom. 4:16 gives another IPS pattern (eivat BeBaiav v €nayyeiiav
movtl 10 onéppatt) where the subject is easily identified by the article
and the fronted ]73051t10n of the predicate may be regarded as marked and
thus emphatic.

A TA, Category
SIP (7 Instances)

In Lk. 20:41, the articular accusative (tOv XPLoTov) again identifies
itself as the subject. At any rate, the quotation of Ps. 110:1 in the following
verses makes this conclusion inescapable. Acts 28:6 (EAeyOoV aLTOV £1val
Beo6v) is another instance where the subject is easily identified by
considering the question that led to this exclamation (i.e., "who is he?"
not "who is God?" Cf. Acts 18:28 discussed earlier). The other cases

33 Their pattern IV. Moeller and Kramer, "An Overlooked Structural Pattern," 31.

36 See his analysis in Reed, "The Infinitive with Two Substatival Accusatives," 19.

57 See C.E.B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Epistle to the Romans,
vol. I (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1975), 242, for an exegesis leading to the same conclusion regarding
emphasis from context. It is quoted extensively by Reed ("The Infinitive with Two Substatival
Accusatives," 20f).
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(Acts 17:29; 26:29; 27:4; Rom. 6:11; and 1 Pet. 5:12) may be resolved
fairly readily.

PIS (2 Instances)

Both 1 Tim. 6:5 (vou{dviov mopiopdv eival Ty evo€Perav) and
Rev. 2:9 (Aeydvtov  Tovdaiovg elval £avtovg kKal ovk £iciv) present
themselves very clearly in an PIS pattern. The former is because of
the articular accusative and the latter because of the contrast
between "lovdaiovg and cuvaywyn 100 Zatava which follows. The
contrast between the PS order here and the SP order in a similar saying
in 3:9 is puzzling. The fact that John is rather free with grammatical
convention may be one reason. Reed’s suggestion that emphasis is
orammatlcallzed in the first instance and not in the second instance is
weak.”® This is one illustration that warns us against taking any word-
order rule too seriously. No human lanouaoe is deciphered by an
exhaustive set of mutually exclusive rules.”

AALL
SPI (21 Instances)

By and large the syntactical relationship between the two accusative
substantives in these 24 entries (Mk. 14:64; Lk. 4:41; 20:6; 20:20; 23:2;
Acts 10:40; 16:15; 19:36; Rom. 2:19; 14:14; 15:8; 1 Cor. 7:26; 2 Cor.
9:5; 11:16; Phil. 1:13; 3:8; 1 Tim. 3:2; Titus 1:7; 2:2; 2:4; and Rev. 3:9)
resolve themselves in ways similar to those described above. There is
one interesting example however. The parallel to Lk. 4:41 (611 fjdercav
OV XplGTOV avtov elvar) is Mk. 1:34 (311 fidetcav omtov) for which
UBS" lists three other variants (onnov XPLOTOV €lval; avTOV TOV
xplc'cov €1vaL; TOV XpLotov 00TV lvar, down from the five variants of
UBS’ ) and an A rating is given to the adopted reading. In all cases the
subject is aOtov. There are two readings in which 1ov xpiotov precedes
oVtov, reflecting perhaps a difference in scribal understandings of what
the passage is saying.

58 "The Infinitive with Two Substatival Accusatives," 22.

59 Unless, of course, one is willing to embrace the rather unhelpful and trivial claim that
every linguistic instance is a rule to itself.
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Summary

In this section the observations of Moeller and Kramer that the
subject precedes the predicate in a copulative infinitive construction
coincide with the word-order analysis. The ratio of SP to PS for our
analysis is 44:5. Deviation from the SP order can largely be attributed to
emphasis, except for one or two instances for which the reason for a
different pattern is not clear.

Conclusion and Statistical Matters

After an exhaustive search of instances of an infinitive (transitive/
copulative) constructed with two accusative substantives, where the
infinitive is not complement to some main verb (exemplified by those
contained in BDF §392), it is found with reasonable confidence that the
customary, unmarked order is for the subject to precede the object in the
construction. The final ratio of SO:0S is found to be 80:14 (36:9 for
non-copulatives and 44:5 for copulatives [where the predicate (P) is
labelled an object (O) for ease of discussion in this section]). However,
this conclusion is not precise enough for statistical purposes. A major
issue in statistical sampling is the randomness of the sample. Since we
examine the population here (it being the entire New Testament), the
issue is moot. However, this feature also limits the application of our
conclusions to the Greek of the New Testament. Inferences drawn on a
wider corpus based on this exercise may be faulty because then the New
Testament could no longer be regarded as representative of the population.
The sample has to be redrawn. Another related question has to do with
the independence of the data. For example, within a certain source-critical
theory (say, the Oxford Hypothesis) of the synoptic Gospels, parallels
indicate the presence of literary dependence. In this instance double-
and triple-traditions should only be counted once to preserve the statistical
weighting. In our data, then, Mk. 8:31 and Lk. 9:22 should count as one
instance of SOI, not two. It may also affect Lk. 17:25. There does not
seem to be other instances of synoptic parallel. Moreover, it is not
unreasonable to assume that very closely situated instances of the same
syntactic structure under study may not be in fact independent.m This

60 For discussions on the independence of linguistic data, see Woods, Fletcher, & Hughes,
Statistics in Language Studies, 147-49.
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may be the case for the two SIO occurrences in 1 Cor. 15:53. Other
examples include Acts 18:5 and 18:28; Rom. 4:11 and 4:18; Acts 5:36
and 8:9; etc. Other factors that may affect independence include chiastic
constructions, repeated idiomatic expressions, etc. The upshot is that the
raw frequencies often need to be processed further before useful
conclusions can be drawn. As yet little has been written on the subject of
independence in linguistic data, thus rigor is often lacking in their
statistical analysis.(’ our study not excepted. However, the general
observations made here seem to be valid.

A final comment needs to be made regarding the interpretation of
figures thus obtained. Many studies on New Testament grammatical
phenomena (word order, for example) stop at the level of frequencnes
and then proceed to draw conclusions based on such countmo ~ The
problem with such a procedure of drawing inference is that it is largely
subjective and imprecise. Thus when it was stated earlier on that "it is
found with reasonable confidence that the customary, unmarked order
is for the subject to precede the object in the construction," it is not clear
how this statement should be interpreted. The proper procedure is to
resort to a X test, which allows one to determme whether or not the
observed frequencies could be atmbuted to chance.” For our data, if we
ignore the issue of independence, the x~ score against the null hypothesis
that there is no significance to the distribution to these frequencies
is 46.34, which is significant even at the 0.01 probability level (whose
critical value is 10.83). Thus the null hypothesis is soundly rejected, and
we may conclude that in a statistical sense at least, SO seems to be the
basic pattern for the syntactic structure under consideration.

During the discussion it is seen that the criterion of word order is a
much more robust discriminating variable than that of proximity. Such a
rule, once established, would be helpful in deciphering truly homonymous
cases where the wider context gives no clarification. Nevertheless it must
be emphasized that a rule like this is a second order construct created
through grammatical reasoning (in the broader sense that includes

61 A fact bemoaned by Woods, Fletcher, & Hughes (Statistics, 149).

62 Dover, Greek Word Order, is one such example. Many studies cited in this paper would
fall into the same category.

63 A description of the x? test can be found in almost any standard textbook on elementary
statistics. See also the references given in note 13 above.
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consideration of semantics and pragmatics) that is much more basic.
Hence priority must still be given to those basic considerations as verbal
lexis, semantic oppositions, pragmatic use, and the like that are inherent
in both the linguistic elements being examined and the wider contexts in
which they are found. A word-order rule describes an observed pattern,
which is constantly being modified whenever new examples are being
discovered in contemporary literature. It is useful as an empirical
guidance, given the rather high (and thus satisfactory) ratio of
demarcation, but it must always be used with care.

Appendix 1

As mentioned in the paper, a total of ninety-six search patterns
were targeted (three major categories of word order, multiplied by sixteen
combinations of the four different kinds of substantives, and multiplied
by the two classes of infinitives being studied in the paper). Ninety-six
comand files were written in GRAMCORD to perform the retrievals.
The differences among the command files reflect the differences in the
order of the construction being searched (e. g., A, Al versus AIA,) and
the c.]ifferences between individual target elements being searched (e.g.,
participle versus noun). GRAMCORD does not allow searching for
multiple target classes within the same target element (e.g., element 1 =
verb or noun or adjective). Thus command files for all possible patterns
have to be written individually. This greatly decreases the flexibility of
Fhe search system. Also the morphologically based search system is
1gnorant of higher grammatical categories like "substantive," "subject/
object," "verbal complement," or "subordination/coordination," etc. Thus
a lot of manual sifting work still needs to be done after retrieval, except
perhaps for lemma-based searches.

The search parameters for the construction were quite simple. Only
accusative substantives were searched. This ruled out the predicative
nominative as the object of the infinitive, thus overlooking Rom. 4:13,
which is the only nominative predicate listed by Reed. A contextfield of
six to eight words was imposed to limit the number of retrievable
instances. This led to a loss of at least one instance (Rom. 15:9) in which
the two substantives (ue and 1o eVvoyyélov) are separated by ten words,
thus requiring an eleven word-length contextfield to discover. It was
also specified that no prepositions or verbs should intervene between
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the three elements, except that 3rd person singular verbs were permitted
to allow for impersonal verbs like d€1 and €£eotiv. The infinitives
associated with these verbs were not technically considered complements
(see BDF §393). The conjunction xai was also excluded between
elements. This turned out to be a loss, missing three valid instances that
Reed carried, although one of them was retrieved serendipitously as an
invalid instance by another command file. The exclusion of conjunction
is probably not necessary in retrospect. In some command files apredata
on verbs was imposed to avoid retrieving infinitive complements. In
total 631 instances were retrieved, with a number of repeated retrievals
due to agreement of interdata with the target elements. Only ninety-five
instances were deemed on target, of which 11 examples were not listed
by Reed.

The GRAMCORD retrieved examples listed below have been
weeded to include only the valid instances. Instances are grouped
according to the search pattern given above, following the order of noun,
pronoun, adjective, and participle for each combination of A}, A,, and L.
Within each substantive subcategory, the retrievals will be listed in the
canonical order, with a blank line between the subcategories. Asterisked
instances indicate my addition to Reed's listing. The number at the
beginning of each retrieval is simply a GRAMCORD tag on the various
substantive subcategories, equivalent to the headings that I have provided
at the top of each of these subcategories.
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Appendix 2: GRAMCORD Retrievals

Non-copulative Infinitive
ISO/IOS

i/n/n
(2) LK 2 27-27 kol €v 1d eloayayely T0U¢ YOVELS 10 Ttatdiov Incovv
TOV TOLNGUL GVTOVS KUTO
(2) LK 18 5-5 dvBpwmov evipémopat, ? 814 YE TO TOPEYELY HOL KOTOV
TV XNPOV TNV £KS1IKNGm ATV, Tva un
(2) AC 15 7-7 6€0g 810 10D 6TORATOC HOV GKOVGUL T £0vi TOV Adyov
T0V €VOYYEALOV KU1 TGTEVGUL.

1/pr/pr
(1) LK 24 51-51 kot €yéveto év 1 eVAOYELV VIOV AVTOVS SL1Eo
Or aUTOV Kol GVEGEPETO
(1) PP1 7-7 \mép ndviav Dudv 81 1o £xety pe £v M kapdiq VUGG, €V
TE€ TO1G SEGUOLG HOV

i/pr/n

(2) LK 4 43-43 611 0l 10ic £1épaig mOAesLY eVoyyeEricacOai pe del
™mv Bociieiov 100 B0, OTL £TTL TOVTO

(2) LK 11 18-18 611 Aéyete év BeeAlePou kBEALELY HE TS Sapdvia.

(2) LK 11 27-27 ' Eyéveto 8¢ &v M AEYELY ADTOV TAVTO EMAPO.GE TIG

dwvnV yuvn €k 100 GyAov lnev
(2) AC 4 2-2 o1 Zaddovkalot, 2 dramovovpuevol 81a 10 diddokely
a0TOVG TOV A0V KoL KaTayyEAAELY €V T INcoD
(2) AC S 3-3 6 catavag Ty kapdiav cov, yevoocBol 6e 1O TveDUa 10
dylov kol voooicacshol Gmod
(2) AC 21 21-21 €6vn mdvtog "Tovdaiovg Aéywv un mepurtépverv
aVTOVG TO TEKVA UNSE T01¢ £BEGLY MTEPITATELY.

(2) AC 21 25-25 nemiotevkdtav £0vav NUELG ENECTEIAOUEV KPLvavTEG
dVAdooesboL aVTOoUG 16 TE £18WAOOVTOV KOl alpa Kol
TVIKTOV KOl

(2) AC 26 18-18 cotavd £ri tov 0edv, 100 AoBelv aVTOVG ddecLy

ORaPTLOV KOl KATIpOV €V Tolg

(2) 2C 2 13-13 1 nvevpoti pov 1@ um evpeiv pe Titov OV AdeAPOV
MOV, GALG GTOTOEGUEVOG

(2) 2C 8 6-6 816 BeAfuaToC B0D ° gic 10 nopokaiécat Nuag Titov,

iva kabag ntpoevipEoto ovtme Kal
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(2) 1T 6 14-14 T'Tovtiov [MAdTOVL TNV KAAT)V OpLOAOYiOY, 4 phoal og
TNV €VTIOATNV AGTLAOV AVETIANURTTOV HEXPL TNG
EMLOAVELOG
(2) HB 10 34-34 du®v peta yapac tpocedeEocbe yivwokovteg XV
€0VT00¢ Kpeittova Vrapély Kol pévovoay.

i/pr/a
(3) 2C 13 7-7 &€ mpoOg OV B0V UN) Totoat VIAG KakOV UndEv, ovy va
NUETG SOKUOL GaVAOUEV,

i/pr/pp
*(4) AC 28 17-17 "Eyé€veto 8¢ peta NuEpag tpeic cvykaiéoacdat
aVTOV T0VG OvTag TV lovdaiwy TpwToug:
(4) PP 1 10-10 kol mdon aitcOnoet 10 elg 10 dokpalelv vpaAg ta
Sradgpova, iva fte EIMKPLVELS KoL ATPOGKOTOL

SI10/SOI
n/i/pr
#(1) AC 4 30-30 Adyov cov, ey T® ™V X€1pd [cov] €xtelvew o€
€1¢ lao1v KOl ONUELD KOl
*#(1) 1Q 1 8-8 10v B0V €€eANAvbev, dote un xpeiay £xely NUOG AAAELY
TL.

n/i/n
(2) IN 21 25-25 €v, 008~ a0TOV olpal tOV kdouov ywphioal T
ypobdopeva PiAia.
(2) RM 15 9-9 €nayyeiiog TOV TATEPMV, ° 18 8¢ £0vn Vrep €AE0VG
do&daoal 1ov Bedv, kabag yéepantal:

(2) 1C 15 53-53 €vdvoacbol adbaposiav xai 10 Ovntov T0VTO
gvdvoocBal abavaciav.

pr/i/n
*(2) MT 18 33-33 ovx €3l xal o€ €AeNGAL TOV GUVEOVAOY GOV, WG
KOy® o€
#(2) MT 25 27-27 £€8e1 o€ 00V BOAELY 6 GpyVpLA pov Toig Tpanelitalg,
Kol EA0V

(2) IN 9 4-4 uac del epydlecdoar ta €pya T0D TEUYOVTOC UE MG NUEPQL



96 ABS Centenary Issue

(2) JN 12 18-18 0 630G, 6Tt HKOUOOV TOVTO HVTOV TETOINKEVUL TO
OTUELOV.

(2) AC 21 5-5 6te 8¢ €yéveto Nuag €€upTticul tag NUEPUC. £EeAB0VTEC

EMOPEVOUEDU TPOTEUTOVTMV NUOC TAVTMV

(2) 1C 15 53-53 Aet yap 10 $0uptov T0UT0 £vdvcucHul adBapciav
Kal 10 Ovntov tovto £vévcacHat

pr/i/a

(3) JN 2 24-24 £€nictevey a0TOV 0UTOLE LG TO HUTOV YIVIOCKELY TAVTUS

? kot 8L oV ypeiay elyev

pp/i/n
(2) AC 19 10-10 €1n 600, MOTE TAVTOC TOVC KUTOLKOUVTUS THY  Aciav
0KOVCUL TOV A0YOV T0U Kupiov, Tovdaiovg te kal

SOI/OSI

n/pr/i

#(1) IC 5 1-1 00de €v 101¢ £BVEGLY, BOTE YLVOIKC TIVE TOV TATPOG
ExeLv.

n/n/i

(2) 1IC 7 11-11 ) 1® Avdpl KaTUALOYNTO, - KOl GVEpO YUValKo Wi

adLévor
n/a/i

(3) MK 8 31-31 818dioketv a{noi)c_; 0Tt 81 TOV VIOV TOV AVOP WOV TOAAG
naeew Kou anoﬁomuacenvat VIO TOV TPESPUTEPWV

(3) LK 9 22-22 10910 > eindyy 0Tt €1 TOV VIOV TOV AVOPOTOV TOAAG
naBely Kal anodokipacOnvol dnod 1@V TPecPuTEp®Y

pr/pr/i

*(1) N 10 16-16 kaxeiva dei LE GYoyelV Kol TNG GOVNAG MOV
~ GK0VC0VGLY,

*(1) AC 9 6-6 téHMy kot AoAnOnoetal ool § 11 o S€1 TOLELY.

pr/n/i

(2) LK 20 22-22 &Eeotiv Huag Koaioapt ¢pépov dovvar 1 ov;

(2) JN 1 48-48 npd 100 oe ®ilnnoy dowvioot dvta VIO TV cmcnv €180V

*(2) AC 3 21-21 1oV mpokeyeipiopévov VULV xplotov’ Incovy, © Ov Sel
0Vpavov pev d¢Eacbor dxpt xpOvmv GMOKATOGTAGEMG
TAVTOV OV
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(1)AC 19 21-21 "Iepocdrvpa v 0Tt LETA TO YEVESOHL IE EKEL dET
He kol Pounv 18€lv.

pr/a/i

(3) LK 17 25-25 npotov 8¢ d&€l avtov mMOAAGQ mabeiv kal

amodoKiHacOnvaL Omo THE YEVEQS

a/pr/i

(1) AC 25 25-25 €yo 8¢ xaterlafouny undev d€iov avtov Bavdtov
TEMPAYEVOL, AVTOV O€ TOVTOV EMKOAECAUEVOV TOV

ISO/IOS - copulative infinitive
i/n/n
(2) AC 18 5-5 0 ITadrog drapaptupduevog toig lovdaiolg eivat tov
xpLotov Incovv.
(2) AC 18 28-28 dnuoocia €mdeikvig S10 TV ypaddv €lvat OV
xpLotov Incovv.

i/n/a
(3) EP 3 6-6 av10V kal mpodntalg £v mvevpatt, ® elval 1 €6vn
GLYKANPOVOLO KOl GVOGMUA KOL GUUUETOX O THG

1/pr/pr

(1) AC 5 36-36 1@V NueP@V avéotn Oevdag Aéywmv €lval Tva £0VTOV,
® TPOCEKALON AVEPDY ap1pog dg

(1) AC 8 9- 9'co eevoc_; TG Zopapelog, Aéywmv elval Tiva £0VTOV LEYAY,
co TPOGELYOV TAVTEG OO

i/pr/n
(2) RM 3 26-26 t® VOV Ka1p®, €1¢ 10 €ivol avtov dixaiov Kol
dukcoovvTa TOV €K TLOTEMG
(2) RM 4 11-11 &v 11 dxpopuotiq, £1¢ 10 £1vol 00TOV TOTEPQ TAVIOV
TOV TLGTEVOVTWY 81 dKkpofuotiog,
(2) RM 4 18-18 ér €Anidt €nictevoey £ig 10 yevésBal adTOV TOTEPC
TOAA®V €0VOV kaTd 10 eipnuévov:

(2) RM 7 3-3 amo 100 VOOV, T0V U €1voL TV Lot aALS YEVOUEVILY
avdpl ETEPW.

(2) RM 15 16-16 U1o 100 60D 1 £1¢ 70 €lval pe Aettovpyov Xpioto
"Inco? €1¢ 10 €6vn,
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(2) 1C 10 6-6 uav €yevnOnoayv, €1¢ 10 un €1val UGS €mOuunTog
KoK®V, KaBmg Kakelvol enefvuncay.

. ~ ’ ., 7 . ’ o5 ’
(2) 1Q 1 7-7 peta yupog mVEVHATOS 0YlOV, MOTE YEVESHUL VULAS TUTTOV
TGV TOLG TLGTEVOUGLY €V TN

(2) IM 1 18-18 nuag Loyw ainbeiog €1¢ 10 £1val UGS ATUpYV TIVA
TOV CUTOV KTIGUGTMV.

i/pr/a
(3) RM 1 20-20 8Vvouig kat OEIOTT]Q €1¢ 10 £1VUl AVTOVG
OVUTOAOYNTOVG, 'suomt yvovrag OV B0V 0VY
(3) RM 8 29-29 100 viov av10v, £1¢ 10 £1val aOTOV TPMTOTOKOV £V
TOAAOLG GOEADOLE
(3) EP 1 4-4 ev avt®) mpo KataPoing KOGHO €lval NUGS Gyioug Kol
OUOUOVES KATEVWTLOV GVTOV £V

i/pr/pp
(4) LK 9 18-18 Kol £Y£VETO €V 1)) E1VaL GVTOV TPOGEVYOUEVOV KATC

HOVOC GUVIIGOY VTG 01
(4) LK 11 I-1 Kal €y€veto €v 1@ €lvat gVTOV €V TOT® TLVi
TPOGEVYOLEVOV, O ETAVGUTO, EITEV TIG TOV

i/a/n
(2) RM 4 16-16 tvo xata xapuv, €1¢ 10 e1var BePaiav Ty €nayyeiiov
TOVTL TG) CTEPUOTL, OV TG

SIO/OIS - copulative infinitive

n/i/n
(2) LK 20 41-41 n:d)g AEYOVGLV TOV XPLOTOV £1vol AQVLS VIOV

(2) IT 6 5-5 kot aneo‘capnuevmv ™G aANnOeiag, vouL{ovimv Topiopoy
glval Ty evoéPfelay.

n/i/a
(3) AC 27 4-4 v Kbmpov 81d 10 100G dvépoug eivat evavtiove, 16
T€ TEAOYOG TO KOTO

pr/i/n
(2) AC 28 6-6 £ig avTOV YLvOpHEVOV LETOBOASUEVOL EAEYOV AVTOV E1val
Oe0ov.
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(2) IP5 12-12 0Alyov €ypaya TAPOKOADV KAl ETLLOPTUPOV TOVTNV
g€lval aAnO1n xapv 100 B0V £ig v oTHTE.
pr/i/a
(3) RM 6 11-11 oVtmg kol VUeglg Aoyilecshe £avtovg £1vor vEKPOLG
pev ) apaptia Lovag 8e

a/i/pr

(1) RV 2 9-9 v Bracdnuiav £k t@v Aeyovtov Tovdaiovg eival
£0VTOVG KO OVK €161V AAAG GUVOLYWYT

a/i/a

(3) AC 17 29-29 téxvng kol evBuunocewng avBpamov, t© Bglov €lval
Opolov.

pp/i/pr

*(1) AC 26 29-29 o6& aAAG KOl TAVTAG TOVG AKOVOVTIAG OV CHLEPOV
YEVECSOOL TOLOVTOVG OMO10¢ KOl €Y® E1UL KOl
TOPEKTOG

SOI/OSI - copulative infinitive

n/pr/i

(1) LK 4 41-41 adtd AaAely, 61t fidetoay 1OV ¥p1otov avtdv E1val.

(1) LK 20 20-20 Kal mapamnpnooavieg anéoteilov £yKab€toug
VTOKPLVOUEVOVG £QVTOVG dikaiovg elvat, Tva
emAdPwvToL 00TOD AdYOL, MoTE

n/n/i
(2) LK 20 6-6 xatalBdocel Nudg, neneicpévog yop €oti  Ilwdvvny
TPOYTNV E1VOL.

(2) RM 15 8-8 Aéym yap Xplotov ditdkovov yeyeviicBol mTePLTOUTG
unep aAndeiog B0, €ig

n/a/i
(3) PP 1 13-13 100 gvayyeAiov EéAAvbey, B Gote TOVG dECGUOVS HOV
dovepovs £v Xplotd yevécBal v SAm Td TPoLTOPL®
Kol
(3) 1T3 2-2 8l oVv 1OV €rnickomov dvemiAnumtov €ivol, MLAG
Yuvalkog avdpo, vidditov cwdpova
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(3) TI 1 7-7 &€l yap 10V €NIGKONOV GVEYKANTOV £1val O B0V
otkovopov, un avbasdn,

(3) TI 2 2-2 TpecPvtag vnooiiovg elval, GEUVOVS, GHHPOVAC,
Uyloivovtog T ToTEL,

pr/n/i
(2) LK 23 2-2 ¢6povg Kaicupt 8186vat kol AEyovia €0VTOV XPLeTOV
Baciiéa elvar.
(2) RM 2 19-19 &k 100 vépov, MENO010GC Te GeEaLTOV 0dNYOV Elval
TVOADV, DO TOV £V GKOTEL,

pr/a/i
(3) MK 14 64-64 o1 8¢ ndvteg katékpvay aitov £voyov elvat Bavdtov.
(3) AC 10 40-40 Bﬁ TP NUEPQ Kal E8mKEV ALTOV Epdav YEVESHAL,
0V TaVTL TG AG®, GAAY
(3) AC 16 15-15 €l kexpixaté pe momyv 1@ KUpim €lval, e16eAB0VTEG
€1G TOV O1KOV LoV
(3) RM 14 14-14 £avtod, €1 pi) 10 LOYLLOHEV® TL KOWVOV E1VOL, EKEIV®D
KOLWVOV.
(3) 1C 7 26-26 Nopilw 0vv 10010 KOAOY DTEPYELY S THY £VESTOGAY
avayknyv, 6Tt
(3) 2C 9 5-5 npoxatopticwsty Tty TPOETNYYEAUEVIV EVAOYLOY VUGV,
00TV £10iuNy £lval oTog Mg EVAOYLAY KOl U1
(3) 2C 11 16-16 Mary Aéyw, pn tic pe dOEN ddpova elval
(3) RV 3 9-9 suvayoyhig 100 catavé tév Aeyéviey £avtong | lovdaioug
€lvoL, Kol 0K ELG1V GAAG WehdovTaL.

pr/pp/i
(4) AC 19 36-36 0dv $vimv ToUTHV 8£0v E0TLV VOGS KATECTUAUEVOUG
VAPYELY KOl UNSEV TPOTMETEG TPACCELV.

a/n/i
(2) PP 3 8-8 (?'tM»d HEVOVVYE KOl NYoDpaL mdvTo {nuiav elval Sid 1o
VREPEXOV TRG YVASEMC

a/a/i

(3) TI 2 4-4 8edovrmuévac, KoA0S18acKdAOVC, *iva cw povilwov
06 véag PLAdvEpoug elval, PrAotékvoug cwdpovag
Gyvag 0lkoupyolg dryoddc,
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ABSTRACT

This paper focuses on the question of the syntactic parsing of ambiguous linguistic
situations. The case examined is the Greek infinitive constructed with two substantival
accusatives in the New Testament. It is found that while more often than not the subject
would precede the object/predicate in the construction, what tells them apart is not the
existence of a word-order rule. Instead, more fundamental linguistic processes are at
work which allow a reader/hearer to discern the respective grammatical roles of the two
accusatives. The conclusion is that while a plausible word-order pattern may be
established, linguistic investigation would fare a lot better by focusing more on those
fundamental linguistic processes than on the instituting of a word-order rule. A few
remarks are also made regarding the statistical nature of linguistic samples.
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