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ALESSANDRO BAUSIL, La Versione Etiopica degli Acta Phileae nel
Gadla Sama‘tat. Istituto Universitario Orientale: Supplemento n. 92
agli Annali — vol. 60-61 (2000-2001). Napoli 2002, pp. IX + 64.

The author introduces this interesting contribution by stating that it is part
and parcel of a wider project, labelled by the writer himself as the “hunt for
Aksumite texts”. The “hunt” is supposed to be a concerted initiative which
sets out to perform a systematic research of “new Ethiopic texts, translated
directly from Greek” (Premessa), that is, without the mediation of other
languages such as Arabic. The rationale behind the drive of the “hunt”,
which has an undeniably fascinating appeal to philologists and historians is
clearly stated in the Foreword. “The hunt” is meant to be an endeavour to
engage in texts which are supposed to belong to the golden age of the Ak-
sumite kingdom, a period in which Ge‘ez was still a spoken language. Bausi
declares that the objective is to retrieve Aksumite material or literature
translated directly from Greek, “hidden” or “embedded” in a wider literary
corpus belonging to subsequent historical periods (Premessa). He maintains
that if the Acta Phileae was translated from Greek, “as it looks likely”, this
would strengthen the case for the pursuit of the “hunt”. The complexity of
this superhuman initiative is leaked by two different statements which ap-
pear in the second and third paragraphs of the Foreword. In the second
paragraph the aim of the “hunt” is presented as “systematic pursuit of new
Ethiopic texts, beside the few known ones”. The third paragraph reads:
“this hunt has not been conceived as an activity aimed at the material recov-
ery of new manuscripts. It is rather intended to be a more attentive analysis
of texts and collections of texts which have assumed a standard form in
epochs in which it is impossible to detect a direct interaction with Greek”.
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This apparent discrepancy does not diminish the value and seriousness of
Bausi’s enterprise. The author makes good use of his well known skills and
experience in dealing with editions of unpublished Ge‘ez texts. He explains
the method he follows in the organisation of the material used and the criteria
employed in the analysis of the text. The introductory part of the work sup-
plies a great deal of detailed background information related both to the
Gadld Simastat and to the Acta Phileae. A long inventory of manuscripts
containing the Gidld Sima‘stat (within which the Acta Phileae are to be
found), with a threefold classification of them is provided. There is a succinct
but equally important description covering the chronology and contents of
each codex including those which do not yet appear in catalogues. The Ethio-
pic version of the Acta Phileae is preceded by a presentation of what the au-
thor calls “Dossier of the Acta Phileae”, that is, two Greek papyri of the IV
cent. and a Latin witness of the V cent. They are to be a constant point of
reference as far as the nature of the Ethiopic version of the Acta Phileae is
concerned. The critical edition of the Ge‘ez text is based on eleven of the
twelve known manuscripts. The author concludes that the Ethiopic version is
close to the text of the Greek papyrus of the Chester Beatty Library, Dublin,
P. Chester Beatty XV which dates from the period 310-350. Bausi concludes
that the importance of the Ethiopic version for the reconstruction of the Acta
Phileae is considerable (p. 28).

As far as some of the technical aspects of the book are concerned, one will
notice that there is no table of transliteration. Why not put the Ge‘ez charac-
ters instead of the transliteration in pp. 17, 18 (footnote 70)? The introduction
and the translation are peppered with an impressive amount of footnotes
which are a witness to the author’s familiarity with the area he deals with.
Although it goes without doubt that they are quite enriching to those who
have an interest in the field, the sheer volume of footnotes and their small
typographical size defy the rules of aesthetics and may not render the reading
partlcularly amusing. One may wonder whether it would not have been more
convenient to expand the introduction and slim down the footnotes. Biblical
cross-references which are a basic feature of Ethiopic literature have generally
been identified and put in the footnotes. However it seems that there have
been some few lapses, like for example in n. 58 where the allusion comes
clearly from the Johannine corpus. It is unclear to what Eph 4:2.32; Col 3:12—
13 refer in footnote n. 58. Omissions exist, such as the lack of identification of
quotations and allusions. The concern for guests or foreigners in n. 58 evokes
Heb 13:2. “Luce infallibile” which, by the way should have been rendered
with “luce inimaginabile”, is an allusion to 1 Tm 6:16.

The Ethiopic version of the Acta Phileae does not present insurmountable
grammatical or semantic difficulties. There are texts which are far more tor-
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turous and complicated than it. The Italian translation is good. The presence
of the same story in the Synaxarium of Toqomt XVII is certainly of some help
to have a clear picture of the story from the start. Most of the subtleties and
nuances of the Ge‘ez have been grasped and correctly translated. Yet, as in
any translation, here too there are occasional inaccuracies. “... rivestitevi
all'interno della circoncisione” or “... detto questo, con la benedizione di
Nostro Signore, fu coronato del martirio” should have been translated respec-
tively with “rivestitevi della circoncisione interiore” (n. 55) and “detto questo,
fu coronato con la benedizione di Nostro Signore”. Actually the word “mar-
tirio” does not appear in the Ge‘ez text (62). In the first sentence of n. 14 the
question mark is missing. HA&TF0®F : OA LTHAa0C VAO- HAZAS® in n. 29 has
been rendered with “inconoscibile e ineffabile eterno”. The @ of @A Lt+hav:
has the function, which in Ge‘ez is known as &-9° (Kidani Waild Kofle, 374).
It is intended to join two words with an identical meaning or hendiadys, and
the purpose is to obtain a superlative or A.257%, (cf. Kidana Wald Kofle, 374).
The expression should therefore read: “assolutamente ineffabile, che vive in
eterno”. In n. 45, if the translation wants to reproduce .£a*nC#® (of the body
text), which is the imperative of A®hé. = to test, then it should be “che lo
esaminino!”. Bausi has however translated with “ ... che lo lascino riflettere”.
In this case the verb should have been .£9°NC# (as in MSS ACEFG). These are
but very minor observations and there is no doubt that the merits of the work
far outweigh its few shortcomings.

Texts such as the Acta Phileae, are precious specimens which offer the pos-
sibility to monitor and register linguistic characteristics peculiar to older
Ge‘ez literature. A few of them will be listed below. The use of the accusative
modifier with 0, AAN, Ah, is a common feature of older Ge‘ez and the Acta
Philae is no exception. The text therefore reads: Ah ih for Ah AN (n. 36);
AANNN Pét for ANNN PET (n. 40); AAN TA-ch for AAN 7 (n. 54). There
are instances in which the accusative modifier fails to be employed where it
ought to be, as in n. 41 which reads VG A AN instead of V4L ThA.
There are multiple constructs: é.Mé @1Mé a- (n. 29). In Ge’ez of subse-
quent eras, the usual way to put it is &.9¢ @1Mé. There are similar phenome-
na elsewhere in other literary productions as well. For example @& 7%
@av 33 ch, A in the Missal; or ‘17 @-Fh-H A in Monday’s Woddase Mar-
yam. N. 51 reads Afe® POt whereas the usual form is Afee o PCR-LU-.
Older Ge‘ez literature displays many morphological and syntactic difficulties,
which are evident in the Acta Phileae, too. There are anomalies such as
R hGT P54 (n. 32). P%47 should never be predicated of inanimate
things. The correct form is #4-4F. Constructions like AepAh haon @-A-k1,
need to be reformulated at least as AaPA Y hovl @-a-k: (n. 32) if some sense
is to be made out of it. The same can be said about ANe? &L AL TTh

Aethiopica 7 (2004) 244



Reviews

W71 OH A, 10CH- (n. 33). The 01 in OH is an unnecessary addition which in fact
ruins the sentence. There are errors of various natures to be pinpointed.
HEAML in n. 32 is one example. It should be emended with H&hME or
HETHOh e

In conclusion, Bausi’s work is a soul searching investigation performed with
rigour. It sets out to make an extensive and multi-directional “excavation” into
an old text. Even though identifying the genes and chromosomes of literary
productions may not lead to rock solid conclusions, obviously the author has
tried hard to sort out issues related to the original text and to the history of its
transmission. He has also made great efforts to both point out and explain
words lacking in the most authoritative lexicons. It is indeed an impressive piece
of research that shall excite and stimulate philologists and hagiographers.

Tedros Abraha, Asmara
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