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SOPHIANOS ON PARTICIPLES AND RELATIVE PRONOUNS:

BETWEEN TRADITION AND MODERNITY

Traces of the Greek vernacular are found in popular literature from about the

11th century on, but the first grammar of modern Greek appeared only in

the 16th century. During the Middle Ages, very few European vernaculars

were considered worthy of grammatical description, since they did not obtain

a status equal to Latin or ancient Greek. Byzantine grammarians were only

interested in describing ancient Greek, which was the key to ancient lite-

rature and the model for their own Atticizing language. By the 16th century,

however, a new cultural movement in Europe had set in, which also inspired

certain Greeks to promote the popular language for literature and as an

object of grammatical description.

The first witness for this Greek movement was Nikolaos Sophianos,1 a

scholar born on the island of Kerkyra around 1500. We know that Sophianos

spent the major part of his active life in Italy, but many details of his

biography remain uncertain. According to some modern scholars he studied

at the Greek gymnasium of Rome, founded by Pope Leo X in 1514, but

decisive evidence for this hypothesis has not yet been offered. We only know

for sure that he worked in Rome and Venice. Papadopoulos2 divides the

This is an updated version of a paper which I presented at the International Conference

European Scholarsip. History, Methodololgy and Beyond, organised in Nicosia (March 2002) by

Prof. I. Taifacos of the University of Cyprus. The original text will be published in the acts of the

conference.

1. See for more details on the intellectual renaissance of the 16th century and Sophianos’

contributions, ¢ËÌ. °. ¶·Ó‰‹˜, «O NÈÎfiÏ·Ô˜ ™ÔÊÈ·Ófi˜ Î·È Ë ÚÒÙË ÁÏˆÛÛÔÂÎ·È‰Â˘ÙÈÎ‹
·Ó·Á¤ÓÓËÛË ÙÔ˘ Ó¤Ô˘ ÂÏÏËÓÈÛÌÔ‡», EÈıÂÒÚËÛË Ù¤¯ÓË˜ 110 (1964) 132-149; 111-112 (1964)
323-349 and ¶. X. ZÈÒÁ·˜, «MÈa Î›ÓËÛË ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÈÎÉ˜ àÓ·ÁÂÓÓ‹ÛÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ ñÔ‰Ô‡ÏÔ˘ ëÏ-
ÏËÓÈÛÌÔÜ Î·Ùa ÙeÓ 16Ô ·åÒÓ· (1540-1550», ^EÏÏËÓÈÎ¿ 27 (1974) 50-78 and 268-303. Recent

publications on Sophianos’s life and work are: X. KÏ·›ÚË˜, «NÈÎÔÏ¿Ô˘ ™ÔÊÈ·ÓÔ‡ ÙÔ˘ KÂÚÎ˘-
Ú·›Ô˘ ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹ ÙË˜ ÎÔÈÓ‹˜ ÙˆÓ EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ ÁÏÒÛÛË˜», H Î·ı’ ËÌ¿˜ ·Ó·ÙÔÏ‹ 1 (1993) 113-
121 and J. Irmscher, «Nikolaos Sophianos, der erste Grammatiker neugriechischen, unter Einfluss

der Italischen Volkssprache», in M. Tavoni e.a. (edd.), Italia ed Europa nella linguistica del

Rinascimento: confronti e relazioni, Atti del Convegno internazionale Ferrara, Palazo Paradiso 20-

24 marzo 1991, Volume II: L’Italia e l’Europa non romanza. Le lingue orientali, Ferrara 1996,

pp. 199-206.

2. £. ¶··‰fiÔ˘ÏÔ˜, NÈÎÔÏ¿Ô˘ ™ÔÊÈ·ÓÔÜ °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎc ÙÉ˜ ÎÔÈÓÉ˜ ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ ÁÏÒÛ-
ÛË˜, Athina 1977, p. 137.
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scholar’s activities into those in favour of Italian and European culture, on

the one hand, and those in favour of Greek culture, on the other hand. His

work as a scribe and later as an editor and printer in Venice was very

important for European humanism.3 He went, for example, to Greece in

1543 to buy and copy manuscripts for Diego Hurtado de Mendoza, the

ambassador of Charles V in Venice.

Testimonies of Sophianos’ interest in the Greek vernacular and its

speakers are a dialogue composed in modern Greek for the Italian comedy I

Tre Tiranni of Agostino Ricchi,4 his grammar of modern Greek, entitled

°Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎc ÙÉ˜ ÎÔÈÓÉ˜ ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ ÁÏÒÛÛË˜, and his translation of the

¶ÂÚd ·›‰ˆÓ àÁˆÁÉ˜, a work wrongly ascribed to Plutarch. This translation,

entitled ¶·È‰·ÁˆÁfi˜, is the oldest known printed translation from ancient

into modern Greek. Sophianos intended to produce a whole series of

translations but he probably did not achieve his goal. Also his plans to make a

lexicon of modern Greek seem to have remained without result. Sophianos is

furthermore known for his map of Greece and a collection of ancient Greek

place names, together with their modern Greek and Italian equivalents.5

Some 15 years after writing his grammar, he worked for a year in Padova

revising and annotating an edition of the Syntax of Apollonios Dyskolos.6

Sophianos’ °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎc ÙÉ˜ ÎÔÈÓÉ˜ ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ ÁÏÒÛÛË˜

Let us now turn to Sophianos’ °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎc ÙÉ˜ ÎÔÈÓÉ˜ ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ
ÁÏÒÛÛË˜ (Grammar of the Greek vernacular). Of this work only the first

book, entitled °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÂåÛ·ÁˆÁÉ˜ ‚È‚Ï›ÔÓ ÚáÙÔÓ (Introduction to

grammar, first book), has been preserved. This grammatical work has been

dated some time before 1550 on the basis of the fact that the Cardinal of

Lorraine to whom it was dedicated, died in that year. It has been preserved in

two manuscripts, one in the Bibliothèque Nationale de France (Parisinus gr.

2592) and one in the Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana (Ottobonianus gr. 173,

ff. 1-50). The only editions of Sophianos’ grammar and translation were

3. See for more details on Sophianos as a printer and publisher: E. Layton, The Sixteenth

Century Greek Book in Italy. Printers and Publishers for the Greek World, Venice 1994, pp. 460-

472.

4. M. Vitti, Nicola Sofianós e la commedia dei Tre Tiranni di A. Ricchi, Napoli 1966.

5. The map of Sophianos and its impact on later cartography have recently been studied by

G. Tolias, «Totius Graecia [sic]: Nicolaos Sophianos’s map of Greece and the Transformation of

Hellenism», Journal of Modern Greek Studies 19 (2001) 1-22.

6. J. Lallot – K. Stoppie, «Nicolas Sophianos», in Corpus de textes linguistiques fonda-

mentaux, notice 1115 <http://ctlf.ens-lsh.fr».
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published by the French scholar Legrand and date from 1870 and 1874.7 In

1977 Papadopoulos published a photostatic reprint of Legrand’s edition of

1874 and added a long introduction, which provides much historical and

biographical information. In 1990 Vernant made a diplomatic transcription

of the Paris manuscript but his work has not been edited yet.8

The dedication and the epilogue of Sophianos’ work make clear what his

objectives were. He wanted to teach the common language of the Greek

people, which he did not consider inferior to the language of the ancients. To

do so he announces a work divided into three parts: the first on the parts of

speech, the second on orthography and the third on syntax.9

Since only the first book has been preserved, it remains unclear whether

Sophianos managed to finish the whole. In Moustoxydis10 and more recently

in Papadopoulos11 we read that a codex of the famous library in Venice

(Theup. Graec. Bibl. D. Marci cd. 492) probably contains Sophianos’ syntax.

According to the catalogue of Mioni,12 however, this codex already dates

from the 15th century. Without having seen the codex in situ, we think we

can add one more argument against the hypothesis of Moustoxydis, when we

take a closer look at the lines of the folium printed by Mioni: 13

VI. Sophianus, De syntaxi (f. 223), TÔÜ Î˘Ú›Ô˘ ™ÔÊÈ·ÓÔÜ ÂÚd Û˘ÓÙ¿ÍÂˆ˜, inc.

EéıÂÖ· ÌÂÙÔ¯ÈÎc Âå˜ ÚáÙÔÓ ÚfiÛˆÔÓ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓË, expl. Tá<È> ÚÔÛÒˇˆ<È>
Û˘ÓÙ¿ÛÛÂÙ·È ÚÒÙˆ<È> j ÙÚ›Ùˆ<È>, Âå ‰b ÙÚÖÙÔÓ ÚÒÙˆ< È>  Î·d ‰Â˘-
Ù¤Úˆ<È>.

The morphological form for the dative in the closing line mentioned by

Mioni was already out of use in the vernacular of Sophianos’ time, as can be

seen in his paragraph on the cases of the noun:

¶ÙáÛÂ˜ ¤ÓÙÂØ ÂéıÂÖ·, ï ôÓıÚˆÔ˜Ø ÁÂÓÈÎ‹, ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘Ø ‰ÔÙÈÎ‹, ÙÔÜ àÓ-
ıÚÒÔ˘Ø ·åÙÈ·ÙÈÎ‹, ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔÓØ ÎÏËÙÈÎ‹, t ôÓıÚˆÂ (Sophianos, p. 36

Legrand).

7. É. Legrand, Grammaire du grec vulgaire et traduction en grec vulgaire du traité de

Plutarque sur l’éducation des enfants, Paris 11870, 21874.

8. M. Vernant, La grammaire de Nicolas Sophianos. Transcription diplomatique du manuscrit

gr. 2592 de la Bibliothèque nationale et établissement du texte, mémoire de DEA soutenu à

l’INALCO, Paris 1990.

9. Hunc tractatum in tres partes divisi. Prima, nomina et verba cum reliquis particulis

ostendo; secunda, ago de orthographia; tertia vero, de constructione (Sophianos, p. 34 Legrand).

10. A. MÔ˘ÛÙÔÍ‡‰Ë˜, «NÈÎfiÏ·Ô˜ ™ÔÊÈ·Ófi˜», ^EÏÏËÓÔÌÓ‹ÌˆÓ j ™‡ÌÌÈÎÙ· ^EÏÏËÓÈÎa  4
(1843) 249.

11. ¶··‰fiÔ˘ÏÔ˜, op.cit., p. 159.

12. E. Mioni, Bibliotheca Divi Marci Venetiarum. Codices Graeci manuscripti, II. Thesaurus

antiquus, codices 300-625, Roma 1985, p. 300.

13. Op.cit., II, p. 302.
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The vernacular described by Sophianos has been described by Horrocks14

as «considerably removed from that of standard written Greek, but also quite

conservative in comparison with developments on display in the vernacular

literature of the 14th and 15th centuries».15 But more conservative than his

form of modern Greek are the structure, categories, definitions, terminology

and exemplification used by Sophianos for the description of the parts of

speech. In a short presentation of Sophianos’ grammar Lallot16 points at the

influence exercised by the Greek grammars of the Renaissance (by

Chrysoloras, Gaza and Laskaris), which continue the tradition that goes back

to the T¤¯ÓË °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹ (2nd-1st cent. B.C.) of Dionysios Thrax (G.G. I 1,

1-101).17

This tendency to hold on to tradition is certainly not surprising, since one

observes the same phenomenon when studying the Latin grammars in Anti-

quity or the first grammars of other vernaculars. Even when the described

language did not possess all the traditional categories, grammarians did not

leave them out, but filled the gaps with the morphological form or con-

struction that had taken over the function of the original category. A very

clear example for this is the fact that until the end of Antiquity Latin

grammarians kept the modus optativus as they had found it in the Greek

grammars (as ÂéÎÙÈÎc öÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜), although this mood obviously does not exist

in Latin.18 They retained, however, this class and applied it to the structure

«ut or utinam plus subjunctive».19

When describing 16th-century vernacular Greek, Sophianos had to face

the same conflict between his object of study and the grammatical tradition as

his Latin colleagues centuries before. We can observe that on many points he

has chosen the same solution, preserving categories that vernacular Greek

14. G. Horrocks, Greek: a History of the Language and its Speakers, London - New York

1997, p. 303.

15. See for more details on the language described by Sophianos: H. Tonnet, Histoire du grec

moderne. La formation d’une langue, Paris 2003, pp. 171-178.

16. Lallot, op.cit., pp. 32-34.

17. G.G. I 1 = Grammatici Graeci, pars prima, volumen primum: G. Uhlig, Dionysii Thracis

Ars Grammatica. Lipsiae 1883Ø  G.G. II 1 = Grammatici Graeci, pars secunda: Apollonii Dyscoli

quae supersunt, volumen primum, fasc. prior: Scripta minora a R. Schneidero edita, Lipsiae 1878Ø
G.G. II 2 = Grammatici Graeci, pars secunda: Apollonii Dyscoli quae supersunt, volumen

alterum: G. Uhlig, De constructione libri quattuor, Lipsiae 1910.

18. See M. Pugliarello, «I grammatici latini e la sintassi: “coniunctivus modus”», Studi e

Ricerche 7 (1991) 75-77.

19. As, for example, in Charisius’ ars grammatica for the second conjugation: optativa

instantis et inperfecti ut exercerem, perfecti utinam exercuerim, plusquamperfecti ut exercuissem,

futuri utinam exerceam (217. 20-22 Barwick). The passages of Charisius are taken from the

following edition: C. Barwick, Charisius, ars grammatica, libri V. addenda et corrigenda collegit

et adiecit F. Kühnert, Stutgardiae et Lipsiae 1997.
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had already abandoned. In some cases he just replaced these morphological

forms with the constructions or forms that had taken over their function.

Under the category «infinitive or à·Ú¤ÌÊ·ÙÔ», for example, he has put the

periphrasis «Ó¿ plus subjunctive»,20 and he calls a form like ÙÔÜ genitive

(ÁÂÓÈÎ‹) and dative (‰ÔÙÈÎ‹).21

A direct model for Sophianos’ description of contemporary Greek

morphology was the traditional grammar of ancient Greek composed by the

15th-century scholar Konstantinos Laskaris,22 as pointed out by Ilioudis.23

The latter scholar concludes that the resemblances between both grammars

are so numerous and of such a kind that we can accept that Sophianos

followed, and on many points even translated Laskaris’ short description of

the eight parts of speech (\EÈÙÔÌc ÙáÓ çÎÙg ÙÔÜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ ÌÂÚáÓ). Recently

Katsouda24 compared these grammars with a third one, the grammar

attributed to Dionysios Thrax. She focuses on the resemblances with regard

to the general structure of the grammars, the definitions and composition of

the chapters, the terminology, examples and the paradigms. After discussing

the resemblances she comes to the changes Sophianos has made to adapt his

material to the spoken language of his time. She concludes that not only the

grammar of Laskaris but also that of Dionysios Thrax was among Sophianos’

models. In our recent article about Sophianos’ chapter on the adverb,25 we

conclude that our grammaria certainly used more sources than Dionysios

Thrax and Laskaris to describe this part of speech.

We would like to focus here not on the resemblances, but on the way

Sophianos tried to deal with some discrepancies between the traditional

grammaticography and the contemporary language which he wants to

describe. Of high relevance in this context are his chapter on the participle

20. Under the heading à·Ú¤ÌÊ·Ù· âÓÂÚÁËÙÈÎ¿ (active infinitives), for example, we find

for the present (âÓÂÛÙÒ˜) Óa ÁÚ¿Êˆ, Óa ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ  ̃ etc., for the past (·Ú·ÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔ˜) Óô¯ˆ
ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ, Óô¯ÂÈ˜ etc. and for the first future (Ì¤ÏÏˆÓ ÚáÙÔ˜) Óa ÁÚ¿„ˆ, Óa ÁÚ¿„ÂÈ˜ etc.

(Sophianos, p. 56 Legrand).

21. In the chapter on the article we find for the masculine singular: ^H ÂéıÂÖ·, ïØ ì ÁÂÓÈÎc
Î·d ‰ÔÙÈÎ‹, ÙÔÜ, ì ·åÙÈ·ÙÈÎ‹, ÙfiÓ (Sophianos, p. 37 Legrand).

22. I quote Laskaris from the manuscript pubished by Fraenkel: K. Laskaris, Greek Grammar.

Milan, Dionysius Paravisinus for Demetrius of Crete 30 january 1476, with an introduction of J.

J. Fraenkel, Amsterdam 1966.

23. °. N. HÏÈÔ‡‰Ë˜, «H ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘ KˆÓÛÙ·ÓÙ›ÓÔ˘ §·ÛÎ¿ÚÂˆ˜ ÚfiÙ˘Ô ÙË˜
ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ NÈÎÔÏ¿Ô˘ ™ÔÊÈ·ÓÔ‡», EÏÏËÓÈÎ¿ 40 (1989) 413-417.

24. °. K·ÙÛÔ‡‰·, «H Û¯¤ÛË ÙË˜ ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ NÈÎfiÏ·Ô˘ ™ÔÊÈ·ÓÔ‡ ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ÁÚ·ÌÌ·-
ÙÈÎ¤˜ ÙÔ˘ KˆÓÛÙ·ÓÙ›ÓÔ˘ §·ÛÎ¿ÚÂˆ˜ Î·È ÙÔ˘ ¢ÈÔÓ˘Û›Ô˘ £Ú·Îfi˜», EÏÏËÓÈÎ¿ 52 (2002) 129-

137.

25. K. Stoppie, «The treatment of the Adverb in the First Grammar of Modern Greek», in A.

Kärnä – S. Matthaios, «Das “Adverb” in der Grammatikographie», Beiträge zur Geschichte der

Sprachwissenschaft 17 (Münster 2007).
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and his treatment of those words that we now call relative pronouns. Like

Katsouda we will compare Sophianos with Dionysios Thrax and Laskaris. For

the relative pronouns we will also confront his grammar with the classi-

fication in the grammar of Triandaphyllidis,26 the standard work of modern

Greek grammaticography.

Sophianos on participles

Sophianos’ chapter on the participle or ÌÂÙÔ¯‹ begins with a traditional

definition and list of «accidences»:

H METOXH öÓ·È Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ ¬Ô˘ ÎÏ›ÓÂÙ·È, Î·d Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ÌÂÙÔ¯c ‰ÈfiÙÈ ÌÂÙ¤¯ÂÈ
Ùa å‰ÈÒÌ·Ù· ÙÔÜ çÓfiÌ·ÙÔ˜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ®‹Ì·ÙÔ˜Ø Î·d àe ÌbÓ Ùe ùÓÔÌ· ÌÂÙ¤¯ÂÈ
Á¤ÓÔ˜ Î·d ÙáÛÈÓ, àe ‰b Ùe ®ÉÌ·, ‰È¿ıÂÛÈÓ, ¯ÚfiÓÔÓ Î·d Û˘˙˘Á›·Ó.27 K·d

26. I used for this paper the Concise Modern Greek Grammar, the English translation by John

B. Burke (Thessaloniki 1997) of Triandaphyllidis’ MÈÎÚ‹ NÂÔÂÏÏËÓÈÎ‹ °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹. This is a

shorter version of his NÂÔÂÏÏËÓÈÎ‹ °Ú·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎ‹ ÙË˜ ¢ËÌÔÙÈÎ‹˜ (Grammar of Modern Demotic

Greek), which was originally published in 1941 and is until today considered to be the most

complete grammar of modern Greek.

27. In spite of the singular (Û˘˙˘Á›· and not Û˘˙˘Á›·È), the meaning of the term must be

here «conjugation classes». In his definition of the verb (¨ 13, G.G. I 1, 46. 5-47. 2) Dionysios

Thrax mentions the Û˘˙˘Á›·È as one of the accidences of this part of speech (cf. infra). In the

¶ÂÚd Û˘˙˘Á›·˜ chapter (¨  14) of his T¤¯ÓË Dionysios defines (the singular) Û˘˙˘Á›· as

àÎfiÏÔ˘ıÔ˜ ®ËÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÎÏ›ÛÈ˜ («the regular inflection of verbs») (G.G. I 1, 53. 6), but – in the same

way as in ¨ 13 – he refers with the plural Û˘˙˘Á›·È to the different conjugation classes. See e.g.

ÂåÛd ‰b Û˘˙˘Á›·È ‚·Ú˘ÙfiÓˆÓ ÌbÓ ®ËÌ¿ÙˆÓ ≤Í. «There are six conjugation classes of barytone

verbs» (ibid., 53. 6- 54.1). The only parallel for Sophianos’ (singular) Û˘˙˘Á›· with this

(collective) meaning is the passage in Laskaris’ grammar quoted further on.

In the following sentence Sophianos (unexpectedly) uses öÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜ as an alternative for

Û˘˙˘Á›·. In Dionysios’ T¤¯ÓË and in Byzantine grammaticography, as well as in Laskaris,

öÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜ primarily indicates the grammatical mood (indicative, subjunctive, optative, etc.). Cf. W.

Kürschner, «Modus zwischen Verb und Satz», in J. Meibauer (ed.), Satzmodus zwischen Gram-

matik und Pragmatik, Referate anlässlich der 8. Jahrestagung der Deutschen Gesellschaft für

Sprachwissenschaft, Heidelberg 1986, Tübingen 1987, pp. 114-124.

In several sources, however, the (more rare, but original) meaning «inflection» / «inflected

form» is still obvious. See e.g. Schol. Dion. Thrax 518. 17-18: Ùˇá ®‹Ì·ÙÈ Û˘Ó¿ÙÔ˘ÛÈ ÙcÓ
ÌÂÙÔ¯‹Ó, öÁÏÈÛÈÓ ·éÙcÓ ®‹Ì·ÙÔ˜ Î·ÏÔÜÓÙÂ˜. «(The Stoics) group the participle together with

the verb and call it an “inflected form” of the verb». Also, Apollonios Dyskolos occasionally uses

öÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜ with the meaning «inflection», (for the verb: «conjugation»). Cf. e.g. Synt. III 149 (G.G.

II 2, 396. 2-4): ì ·ıËÙÈÎc öÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜ and ì âÓÂÚÁËÙÈÎc öÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜ («the passive and the active

conjugation»). òEÁÎÏÈÛÈ˜ apparently is just a synonym here of ÎÏ›ÛÈ  ̃ (cf. J. Lallot, Apollonius

Dyscole. De la construction (syntaxe), Volume II: Notes et index, Paris 1997, p. 244, note 352).

In Apollonios’ definition of the adverb, the plural âÁÎÏ›ÛÂÈ˜ indicates the (sum of the)

inflected forms. òEÛÙÈÓ ÔsÓ â›ÚÚËÌ· ÌbÓ Ï¤ÍÈ˜ ôÎÏÈÙÔ˜, Î·ÙËÁÔÚÔÜÛ· ÙáÓ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ®‹Ì·ÛÈÓ
âÁÎÏ›ÛÂˆÓ Î·ıfiÏÔ˘ j ÌÂÚÈÎá˜, zÓ ôÓÂ˘ Ôé Î·Ù·ÎÏÂ›ÛÂÈ ‰È¿ÓÔÈ·Ó (G.G. II 1, 119. 5-6). «An

adverb is an indeclinable part of speech saying something about the verbs, in all their forms or

part of them, without which (verbs) it cannot make the sense complete» (translation of I. Sluiter,

Ancient Grammar in Context. Contributions to the Study of Ancient Linguistic Thought,



Sophianos on Participles and Relative Pronouns 325

Á›ÓÔÓÙ·È ÌÂÙÔ¯·Ö˜ Âå˜ ¬ÏÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘˜ ÙáÓ ®ËÌ¿ÙˆÓ, ÎÂå˜ ÄÛ·Ó öÁÎÏÈÛÈÓ
Î·d ‰È¿ıÂÛÈÓ (Sophianos, p. 76 Legrand).

«The participle is an inflected part of speech and it is called participle because it

shares characteristics with the noun and the verb. With the first it shares gender

and case and with the latter diathesis, tense and conjugation class(es). We have

participles for each tense, each conjugation class and each diathesis».

This paragraph reminds us of the corresponding passages in the grammars of

Dionysios Thrax and Laskaris. Dionysios Thrax describes the participle as

follows:

MÂÙÔ¯‹ âÛÙÈ Ï¤ÍÈ˜ ÌÂÙ¤¯Ô˘Û· ÙÉ˜ ÙáÓ ®ËÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÙáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ
å‰ÈfiÙËÙÔ˜. ¶·Ú¤ÂÙ·È ‰b ·éÙFÉ Ù·éÙa L Î·d Ùˇá çÓfiÌ·ÙÈ Î·d Ùˇá ®‹Ì·ÙÈ ‰›¯·
ÚÔÛÒˆÓ ÙÂ Î·d âÁÎÏ›ÛÂˆÓ (Dionysios Thrax, G.G. I 1, 60. 2-4).

«A participle is a word which participates in the proper nature of the verbs and in

that of the nouns. It has the same accidences as the noun and the verb, except for

persons and moods».28

The «accidences» of the participle are gender (Á¤ÓÔ˜), species (Âr‰Ô˜), figure

(Û¯ÉÌ·), number (àÚÈıÌfi˜), case (ÙáÛÈ˜), diathesis (‰È¿ıÂÛÈ˜), tense

(¯ÚfiÓÔ˜) and conjugation class (Û˘˙˘Á›·) since we find the following lists for

the noun and the verb, respectively:

¶·Ú¤ÂÙ·È ‰b Ùˇá çÓfiÌ·ÙÈ ¤ÓÙÂØ Á¤ÓË, Âú‰Ë, Û¯‹Ì·Ù·, àÚÈıÌÔ›, ÙÒÛÂÈ˜
(Dionysios Thrax, G.G. I 1, 24. 6-7).

«There are five accidences of the noun: genders, species, figures, numbers, cases».

¶·Ú¤ÂÙ·È ‰b Ùˇá ®‹Ì·ÙÈ çÎÙÒ, âÁÎÏ›ÛÂÈ˜, ‰È·ı¤ÛÂÈ˜, Âú‰Ë, Û¯‹Ì·Ù·, àÚÈıÌÔ›,
ÚfiÛˆ·, ¯ÚfiÓÔÈ, Û˘˙˘Á›·È (Dionysios Thrax, G.G. I 1, 46. 5-47. 2).

«There are eight accidences of the verb: moods, diatheses, species, figures, num-

bers, persons, tenses, conjugation classes».

Laskaris added to the definition of Dionysios Thrax the observation that the

participle is declinable, but he lists exactly the same accidences:

Amsterdam 1990, p. 73). See also Simplicius, In Arist. Cat. 43a 37: ÙÒÛÂÈ˜ ÁaÚ ÙáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ
âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó Ôî ·Ï·ÈÔd Ôé ÌfiÓÔÓ Ùa˜ ¤ÓÙÂ Ù·‡Ù·˜ Ùa˜ ÓÜÓ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤Ó·˜, àÏÏa Î·d Ùa˜
·Ú·ÎÂÈÌ¤Ó·˜ âÁÎÏ›ÛÂÈ˜, ïÔ›Ô˘˜ iÓ ö¯ˆÛÈ Û¯ËÌ·ÙÈÛÌÔ‡˜. «The old philosophers used the

term “cases” (ÙÒÛÂÈ˜) not only for the five cases of the nouns, which are called so today, but

also for the available (morphological) variations (of the verb), in as far as they are reflected in

morphology». In the same way as with Û˘˙˘Á›·Ó Sophianos uses öÁÎÏÈÛÈÓ as a collective singular

and with the same meaning («conjugation class(es)»).

28. Throughout this paper I use the (forthcoming) English translation of the T¤¯ÓË °Ú·Ì-
Ì·ÙÈÎ‹ by P. Swiggers and A. Wouters.
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MÂÙÔ¯c âÛÙd Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ ÎÏÈÙeÓ ÙÉ˜ å‰ÈfiÙËÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ çÓfiÌ·ÙÔ˜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ®‹Ì·ÙÔ˜
ÌÂÙ¤¯ÔÓØ ·Ú¤ÔÓÙ·È ‰b ·éÙFÉ çÎÙÒØ Á¤ÓÔ˜ Âr‰Ô˜ Û¯ÉÌ· àÚÈıÌe˜ ÙáÛÈ˜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˜
‰È¿ıÂÛÈ˜ Î·d Û˘˙˘Á›· (my transcript of the photostatic version of the text in

Constantinus Lascaris, Greek Grammar. Milan, Dionysius Paravisinus for Deme-

trius of Crete, 30 january 1476 [Amsterdam, 1966]).

«The participle is a declinable part of speech which participates in the proper na-

ture of the noun and in that of the verb. There are eight accidences of the parti-

ciple: gender, species, figure, number, case, tense, diathesis and conjugation

class(es)».

Sophianos, however, has left out some of these accidences, namely species

(Âr‰Ô˜), figure (Û¯ÉÌ·) and number (àÚÈıÌfi˜).

After these traditional opening lines Sophianos provides some interesting

observations which make the definition and list of accidences more curious

than seems at first sight.

Firstly, he remarks that the ancient participle has been replaced by a

relative clause:

[…] Î·d ÚfiÛÂ¯Â ¬ÙÈ ì ÌÂÙÔ¯c âÂÓÔ‹ıË ‰Èa ‚Ú·¯˘ÏÔÁ›·Ó Î·d Î·ÏÏˆÈÛÌeÓ
ÙÔÜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ Î·d ù¯È ¬ÙÈ ÓpÓ’ àÓ·ÁÎ·›·, ‰ÈfiÙÈ iÓ ÂåÉ˜ «âÔÏ¤ÌËÛ· Î·d âÓ›ÎËÛ·»,
óÚ·ÈfiÙÂÚÔÓ Î·d Û˘ÓÙÔÌÒÙÂÚÔÓ öÓ·È Óa ÂåÉ˜ «ÔÏÂÌáÓÙ·˜ âÓ›ÎËÛ·». ¢Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ
Î·d ì ÎÔÈÓc ÁÏáÛÛ· ì â‰ÈÎ‹ Ì·˜, Ìc Á˘ÚÂ‡ÔÓÙ·˜ Âå˜ ÙÔÜÙÔ Ùe Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ôÏÏÔ˘˜
Î·ÏÏˆÈÛÌÔ‡˜, Ê˘ÛÈÎa ¬Ï·È˜ Ù·Ö˜ ÌÂÙÔ¯·Ö˜ ÙáÓ ·Ï·›ˆÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ, Ù·Ö˜ ‰È·-
Ï‡Ô˘Ó Ìb Ùe ®ÈÛÙÈÎeÓ ®ÉÌ· ÙÔÜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘ ¬ÔûıÂÏÂÓ ö¯ÂÈ ì ÌÂÙÔ¯c Î·d Ìb Ùe
¬Ô˘, ïÔÖÔÓ öÓ·È j ôÚıÚÔÓ ñÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎfiÓ, j ùÓÔÌ· àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎeÓ ôÎÏÈÙÔÓ, Ùï-
ÔÖÔÓ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÙ·È Âå˜ Î¿ıÂ Á¤ÓÔ˜ Î·d ¯ÚfiÓÔÓ Î·d ÚfiÛˆÔÓØ œÛÙÂ ÙcÓ ÌÂÙÔ¯cÓ
ÙÔ‡ÙËÓ «ï ÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ» ÙcÓ ‰È·Ï‡ÂÈ˜ öÙ˙Ë «¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ»Ø Î·d Ùe «ÁÚ¿„·˜», «¬ù-
ÁÚ·„Â»Ø Î·d Ùe «ÁÚ¿„ˆÓ», «¬Ô˘ ı¤ÏÂÈ ÁÚ¿„ÂÈ»Ø ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ Î·d Ù·Ö˜ ıËÏ˘Î·Ö˜ Î·d
Ù·Ö˜ Ôé‰ÂÙ¤Ú·È˜Ø Î·d Ùe «ÁÚ¿ÊÔÓÙÂ˜», «¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÔÌÂÓ» j «¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÙÂ» j
«¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÔ˘Ó» Ï¤ÁÔÌÂÓØ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ Î·d ÙôÏÏ· (Sophianos, p. 76 Legrand).

«Be aware that the participle was invented to put things in a shorter and more

embellished way and not because it was necessary, for if you say “âÔÏ¤ÌËÛ· Î·d
âÓ›ÎËÛ·” («I went to war and won») it is more beautiful and shorter to say “Ô-
ÏÂÌáÓÙ·˜ âÓ›ÎËÛ·”. That’s why our common speech, as it doesn’t look for orna-

ments in that respect, decomposes all participles in ancient Greek and replaces

them by an indicative of the same tense and ¬Ô ,̆ a postpositive arthron or an

indeclinable anaphoric noun, that fits every gender, tense and person. Thus, you

decompose the participle “ï ÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ” as follows “¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ”; “ÁÚ¿„·˜” be-

comes “¬ùÁÚ·„Â” and “ÁÚ¿„ˆÓ” “¬Ô˘ ı¤ÏÂÈ ÁÚ¿„ÂÈ”; the same for the femini-

ne and neuter; and for the participle “ÁÚ¿ÊÔÓÙÂ˜” we say “¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÔÌÂÓ” or

“¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÙÂ” or “¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÔ˘Ó”; and so on».

At this point we could think that the traditional list of accidences has been

changed to fit the new form of the contemporary, though unusual, participles

as ÔÏÂÌáÓÙ·˜.
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But the second paragraph creates even more confusion, as Sophianos,

describing the morphology of the participle, contradicts here some of the

elements in the opening lines:

K·d ÚfiÛÂ¯Â ¬ÙÈ ÔÏÏ¿ÎÈ˜ Âå˜ ¬ÏÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ âÓÂÚÁËÙÈÎÔf˜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘˜ Î·d ÚfiÛˆ·
Î·d Á¤ÓË, Ì›· Î·d ÌfiÓÔÓ ‰Ô˘ÏÂ‡ÂÈ ÌÂÙÔ¯c ôÎÏÈÙÔ˜Ø ÁÚ¿ÊÔÓÙ·˜, ÎÚ·ÙáÓÙ·˜,
ÁÂÏáÓÙ·˜, Î·d Ùa ÏÔÈa (Sophianos, p. 76 Legrand).

«Be aware too that there is often only one non-inflected participle for all tenses of

the active, all persons and genders: ÁÚ¿ÊÔÓÙ·˜, ÎÚ·ÙáÓÙ·˜, ÁÂÏáÓÙ·˜, and so

on».

The active participle is neither inflected nor does it indicate gender (Á¤ÓÔ˜),
case (ÙáÛÈ˜) or tense (¯ÚfiÓÔ˜). It is only affected by diathesis, namely

active, and by conjugation classes, namely Û˘˙˘Á›·È ‚·Ú˘ÙfiÓˆÓ versus

Û˘˙˘Á›·È ÂÚÈÛˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ (the accent depends on which conjugation class the

verb belongs to, as for example ÁÚ¿ÊÔÓÙ·˜ versus ÎÚ·ÙáÓÙ·˜). Curiously

Sophianos mentions here, maybe taking Dionyios Thrax as his model, the

absence of the accidence ÚfiÛˆ· («persons»), where we expect him to

stress the absence of the àÚÈıÌÔ› («numbers»).

In the last paragraph of this chapter he makes a special case for the

participles of the passive:

Eå˜ ‰b Ùa ·ıËÙÈÎa âÎÚ¿ÙËÛÂ Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÙÉ˜ Û‹ÌÂÚÔÓ ì ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÙÔÜ ·Ú·ÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘,
Î·d ÎÏ›ÓÂÙ·È ÎÂå˜ Ùa ÙÚ›· Á¤ÓËØ «ï ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔ˜» Ï¤ÁÔÌÂÓ, Î·d «ì ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓË» Î·d
«Ùe ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ»Ø ÙÔf˜ ÏÔÈÔf˜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘˜ ‰È·Ï‡ÔÌ¤Ó ÙÔ˘˜ Î·ıÒÛÂÚ Î·d ÙÔf˜
âÓÂÚÁËÙÈÎÔ‡˜Ø ¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÙ·È, ¬Ô˘ ı¤ÏÂÈ ÁÚ·ÊıÉ ¬çÁÚ¿ÊıËØ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ Î·d
ÙÔf˜ ÏÔÈÔ‡˜ (Sophianos, p. 76 Legrand).

«For the passive verbs only the perfect participle survived until today with

different forms for the three genders: “ï ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔ˜” we say, and “ì ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓË”
and “Ùe ÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ”. For the other tenses we decompose the passive participles

like the active: ¬Ô˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÙ·È, ¬Ô˘ ı¤ÏÂÈ ÁÚ·ÊıÉ ¬çÁÚ¿ÊıË. The others are

replaced in the same way».

Unlike the active participle, the passive perfect participle fits Sophianos’

definition and accidences. Here, though, the absence of the àÚÈıÌÔ› («num-

bers») is striking.

When we look at this chapter as a whole we can say that Sophianos did

not manage to adapt the traditional definition and accidences to the

vernacular of his times: the only accidences of his list that characterise all

participles are ‰È¿ıÂÛÈ˜ and Û˘˙˘Á›·. Only the passive perfect participles in-

dicate Á¤ÓÔ˜ («gender»), ÙÒÛË («case») and ¯ÚfiÓÔ˜ («tense»), while, sup-

posing that he has left out deliberately the àÚÈıÌÔ› («numbers»), this is only



328 Karen Stoppie

valid for the active participles. And we still ignore his motives to suppress the

accidences Âú‰Ë («species») and Û¯‹Ì·Ù· («figures»).

Confronting this chapter with the vernacular Greek of his translation of

pseudo-Plutarch’s ¶ÂÚd ·›‰ˆÓ àÁˆÁÉ˜ we have to conclude that his gram-

mar was neither prescriptive nor an exhaustive description of contemporary

Greek. We only have to read a few lines to find an active participle and even

a plural form, Ï¤ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ (p. 96, ¨ 2 Legrand). The same can be said about the

infinitive. As I have indicated above, under the category «infinitive» he gives

personal forms, but in his translation he simply uses classical infinitives, such

as ÂåÂÖÓ (õıÂÏ·) and ÁÓˆÚ›ÛÂÈÓ (õıÂÏÂ˜) (p. 97, ¨ 4 Legrand). Apparently,

Sophianos did not care – or he failed – to account for all levels or variations

of common speech. The language described is certainly less conservative than

his own.

Sophianos on (our) relative pronouns

Let us now look at the treatment of the Greek relative pronouns in So-

phianos’ grammar in comparison to ancient theories and the present-day

grammar of modern Greek:

definite relative pronoun indefinite relative pronoun

Dionysios Thrax ¬˜, ≥, ¬
= ñÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎeÓ ôÚıÚÔÓ
= ñÔÙ·ÛÛfiÌÂÓÔÓ ôÚıÚÔÓ

ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·, ïÔÖÔÓ
= àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ ùÓÔÌ·

Sophianos ¬Ô˘
= ñÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎeÓ ôÚıÚÔÓ
= àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎeÓ ùÓÔÌ·
= àÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›· ÚˆÙfiÙ˘Ô˜
............................................... ............................................
ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·, ïÔÖÔÓ
ï ïÔÖÔ˜, ì ïÔ›·, Ùe ïÔÖÔÓ
= ? ? ? ?

ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·, ïÔÖÔÓ

= àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ ùÓÔÌ·

Triandaphyllidis Ô˘
Ô ÔÔ›Ô˜, Ë ÔÔ›·, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô
= ·Ó·ÊÔÚÈÎ‹ ·ÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›·

fiÔÈÔ˜, fiÔÈ·, fiÔÈÔ

= ·Ó·ÊÔÚÈÎ‹ ·ÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›·

In ancient and Byzantine grammaticography the class of words that we now

call definite relative pronoun, ¬˜, ≥, ¬, was considered a subcategory of the

ôÚıÚÔÓ. According to the traditional definition, going back to Dionysios

Thrax, the ôÚıÚÔÓ is a declinable part of speech that can be placed before or

after the declined noun:
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òAÚıÚÔÓ âÛÙd Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ ÙˆÙÈÎfiÓ, ÚÔÙ·ÛÛfiÌÂÓÔÓ Î·d ñÔÙ·ÛÛfiÌÂÓÔÓ ÙÉ˜
ÎÏ›ÛÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ. K·d öÛÙÈ ÚÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎeÓ ÌbÓ ï, ñÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎeÓ ‰b ¬˜
(Dionysios Thrax, G.G. I 1, 61. 2-4).

«An article is a part of speech with case-inflections, which precedes or follows the

inflection of the nouns. There is the prepositive ï [“the”], and the postpositive ¬˜
[“that, which”]».

The «preposed» article is our definite article, and the postposed is our de-

finite relative pronoun. The indefinite relative pronoun ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·,
ïÔÖÔÓ, on the other hand, is found in Dionysios’ chapter on the noun under

the category «àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ ùÓÔÌ· indefinite noun» (cf. infra). In Sophianos’

vernacular the ancient definite and indefinite relative pronouns are replaced

respectively by the indeclinable ¬Ô˘ and the declinable ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·,
ïÔÖÔÓ, which as a definite relative pronoun is sometimes preceded by the

article. These are in turn the equivalents of the modern Greek àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎb˜
àÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›Â˜ or relative pronouns, as we find them for example in the gram-

mar of Triandaphyllidis:29 the definite relative pronouns Ô˘ and Ô ÔÔ›Ô˜, Ë
ÔÔ›·, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô, on the one hand, and the indefinite fiÔÈÔ˜, fiÔÈ·, fiÔÈÔ.
It is clear that Sophianos’ relative pronouns are already those of present-day

Greek. In this context, it is most interesting to study the way Sophianos has

integrated the modern relative pronouns into the grammatical framework

available to him.

(1) In his chapter on ôÚıÚÔÓ Sophianos has left out the postposed ôÚıÚÔÓ
that we find in the work of his (ancient and Byzantine) predecessors. The

ôÚıÚÔÓ is defined as a declinable part of speech that is always put before a

noun:

òAÚıÚÔÓ öÓ·È Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ ¬Ô˘ ÎÏ›ÓÂÙ·ÈØ ‚¿ÓÂÙ·È ‰b ¿ÓÙÔÙÂ ’˜ Ù·Ö˜ àÚ¯·Ö˜
ÙáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ (Sophianos, p. 37 Legrand)

«The article is a declinable part of speech. It is always put before nouns».

It seems that in this context, we can – perhaps for the first time in the history

of Greek grammar30 – fully equate the term a[rqron with the modern term

29. M. A. Triandaphyllidis, Concise Modern Greek Grammar, Translated by John B. Burke,

Thessaloniki 1997, pp. 172-173.

30. From Aristarchos (3rd cent. B.C.) on the term ôÚıÚÔÓ was used to indicate both the

article (ôÚıÚÔÓ ÚÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎfiÓ) and the relative pronoun (ôÚıÚÔÓ ÚÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎfiÓ). For a short

history of this part of speech, see L. Melazzo, «Articolo e pronome relativo nel primo libro della

sintassi di Apollonio Discolo», in L. Formigari – F. Lo Piparo (edd.), Prospettive di storia della

linguistica: lingua, linguaggio, comunicazione sociale, Roma 1988, pp. 66-67 and S. Matthaios,
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«article». The «postposed» ôÚıÚÔÓ, however, turns up again further on in his

grammar (cf. infra).

(2) At the end of Sophianos’ chapter on the noun we find a class of nouns

called ñÔÂÙˆÎfiÙ· Âú‰Ë, a term that we can translate as «species falling

under [a class]» (pp. 45-46 Legrand). This passage goes back to an interesting

passage in the grammar of Dionysios Thrax (G.G. I 1, 32. 2-33. 1), where at

the end of the chapter on the noun we find a list of species added to those

already described. Since this list does not fit well in Dionysios’ text, it has

been considered a later addition and as such it is an important element in the

discussion about the authenticity of the transmitted T¤¯ÓË.31 Dionysios Thrax

introduced these species by the phrase ñÔ¤ÙˆÎÂ ‰b Ù̌á çÓfiÌ·ÙÈ Ù·ÜÙ·, L
Î·d ·éÙa Âú‰Ë ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÙ·È, translated: «under the noun are subsumed

the following [classes] which themselves are also called “species”». In the

course of history this passage led to the creation of a group of species called

ñÔÂÙˆÎfiÙ· Âú‰Ë, a label that obviously is meaningless. This misin-

terpretation is not due to Sophianos because we already find it in the

grammar of Laskaris (¶ÂÚd ÙáÓ ñÔÂÙˆÎfiÙˆÓ Âå‰áÓ Ùˇá çÓfiÌ·ÙÈ), but it

is another example of the grammarian’s wish to stick to the tradition in spite

of the problems it causes.

Just as in the grammars of Dionysios Thrax and Laskaris, we find in

Sophianos’ problematic list of nominal species, the relative ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·,
ïÔÖÔÓ under the category «àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ ùÓÔÌ· or indefinite noun»:

Untersuchungen zur Grammatik Aristarchs: Texte und Interpretation zur Wortartenlehre,

Göttingen 1999, pp. 432-436.

In fact, Diogenes Laertius (VII 58) assigns to Diogenes of Babylon (2nd cent. B.C.) a

definition which already excludes the relative pronoun: ôÚıÚÔÓ âÛÙd ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔÓ ÏfiÁÔ˘ ÙˆÙÈÎeÓ
‰ÈÔÚ›˙ÔÓ Ùa Á¤ÓË ÙáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î·d ÙÔf˜ àÚÈıÌÔf˜ ÔxÔÓ ï, ì, Ùfi, Ôî, ·î, Ù¿. «An article is a

declinable part of speech which distinguishes the genders and numbers of the nouns». But this

definition does not seem to represent correctly the Stoic views on this Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘. Cf. R. T.

Schmidt, Die Grammatik der Stoiker, Einführung, Übersetzung und Bearbeitung von Karlheinz

Hülser, mit einer kommentierter Bibliographie zur stoischen Sprachwissenschaft (Dialektik) von

Urs Egli, Braunschweig, Wiesbaden 1979, pp. 62- 66.

31. The T¤¯ÓË (G.G. I 1, 25. 6-7) mentions 7 Âú‰Ë  for the ·Ú¿ÁˆÁ· or «derived nouns»

which are immediately afterwards discussed and illustrated in more detail (ibid., 25. 8- 30. 4).

After having defined also the accidences of number and case (ibid., 30. 5 - 32. 1), the transmitted

text somewhat unexpectedly continues: ñÔ¤ÙˆÎÂ ‰b Ùˇá çÓfiÌ·ÙÈ Ù·ÜÙ· L Î·d ·éÙa Âú‰Ë
ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÙ·È and lists another 24 species of nouns. The passage has been attributed by V. Di

Benedetto («Dionisio Trace e la Techne a lui attribuita (continuazione e fine)», Annali della Scuola

Normale Superiore di Pisa, ser. 2, 28 (1959) 100-101) to an ignorant compiler in late Antiquity

who placed at the end of the chapter everything he was not able to include in an organic way into

the preceding sections.
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^EÓ. àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ. Ù›˜, ÙÈÓfi˜, ÙÈÓ¿. ¶Ï. ÙÈÓ¤˜, ÙÈÓáÓ, ÙÈÓ¿˜Ø Ù›, ÙÈÓfi˜, Ù›Ø ÙÈÓ¿, ÙÈÓáÓ,
ÙÈÓ¿. K¿ÔÈÔ˜, Î¿ÔÈ·, Î¿ÔÈÔÓØ ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·, ïÔÖÔÓØ ïfiÛÔ˜, ïfiÛË, ïfi-
ÛÔÓØ Ù¤ÙÔÈÔ˜, Ù¤ÙÔÈ·, Ù¤ÙÔÈÔÓ (Sophianos, p. 45 Legrand).

The terminology used makes clear that we have here only the indefinite

relative pronoun ïÔÖÔ˜, ïÔ›·, ïÔÖÔÓ and not its definite homonym. But

Sophianos does not entirely follow the tradition on this point, since he adds

indefinite pronouns to a category that in the grammar of Dionysios Thrax

only contained indefinite relative pronouns:

\AfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ ‰¤ âÛÙÈ Ùe Ùˇá âÚˆÙËÌ·ÙÈÎˇá âÓ·ÓÙ›ˆ˜ ÏÂÁfiÌÂÓÔÓ, ÔxÔÓ ¬ÛÙÈ˜
ï  Ô Ö Ô ˜  ïfiÛÔ˜ ïËÏ›ÎÔ˜ (Dionysios Thrax, G.G. I 1, 39. 3-4).

«An indefinite [noun] is that which is used [with a sense] opposite to [that of] the

interrogative [noun], e.g., ¬ÛÙÈ  ̃[“whoever, whatever”], ïÔÖÔ˜ [“whatever kind

of”], ïfiÛÔ  ̃[“however great”]».

In the next category, namely the àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎeÓ ùÓÔÌ· or anaphoric noun,

Sophianos places ¬Ô˘ together with two other relative pronouns:

\AÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎfiÓ, ÔxÔ˜, Ô¥·, ÔxÔÓØ ¬ÛÔ˜, ¬ÛË, ¬ÛÔÓØ ¬Ô˘ (Sophianos, p. 45 Legrand).

This can be considered an improvement with respect to Dionysios Thrax’

grammar, which classifies in this category of nouns only the demonstrative

pronouns ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔ˜ ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔ˜ ÙËÏÈÎÔÜÙÔ˜:32

\AÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎeÓ ‰¤ âÛÙÈÓ, n Î·d ïÌÔÈˆÌ·ÙÈÎeÓ Î·d ‰ÂÈÎÙÈÎeÓ Î·d àÓÙ·Ô‰ÔÙÈÎeÓ
Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È,33 Ùe ïÌÔ›ˆÛÈÓ ÛËÌ·ÖÓÔÓ, ÔxÔÓ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔ˜ ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔ˜ ÙËÏÈÎÔÜÙÔ˜ (G.G. I 1,

40. 1-3).

«An anaphoric [noun], which is also called similative, demonstrative and cor-

relative [noun], is that which signifies a likeness, e.g., ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔ˜  [“such”], ÙÔÛÔÜ-
ÙÔ˜ [“as/so great”], ÙËÏÈÎÔÜÙÔ˜ [“as/so old”]».

(3) We now return to the chapter on the participle (cf. supra) and more

precisely to the first paragraph, where Sophianos indicates that ancient Greek

participles are usually replaced with a periphrastic construction involving

32. Some late epitomes of Dionysios’ T¤¯ÓË include here also the relatives ÔxÔ˜ and ¬ÛÔ˜ (cf.

G.G. I 1, 40, apparatus).

33. From the fact that the T¤¯ÓË provides here several terms for the same group of pronouns,

Di Benedetto («Dionisio Trace», 104) concluded that the passage (in the same way as a large part

of the transmitted T¤¯ÓË) must be ascribed to a compilator of late Antiquity. According to A.

Wouters («The Grammatical Papyri and the Technê Grammatikê of Dionysius Thrax», in: V. Law

- I. Sluiter (edd.), Dionysius Thrax and the Technê Grammatikê, Munster 1995, pp. 99-106), on

the other hand, it could point to an as yet immature approach of the correlative pronouns.
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¬Ô˘. Here he defines the word ¬Ô˘ as a postposed (ñÔÙ·ÎÙÈÎfiÓ) ôÚıÚÔÓ
or an indeclinable anaphoric noun (ôÎÏÈÙÔÓ àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎeÓ ùÓÔÌ·), which can

be used for all genders, tenses and persons. Although Sophianos in his

definition of ¬Ô˘  also uses ïÔÖÔÓ and ÙïÔÖÔÓ (cf. supra), he does not clas-

sify these definite relative pronouns. Nowhere in his grammatical description

of vernacular Greek he mentions the alternatives for ¬Ô˘. But Sophianos’

definition of the relative pronoun ¬Ô˘ is problematic since it gives rise to

several internal contradictions.

Firstly, his definition of ¬Ô˘ as an ôÚıÚÔÓ does not correspond to his

own definition of this part of speech, which clearly states that an ôÚıÚÔÓ is

always placed before the noun. While his chapter on the ôÚıÚÔÓ could mean

a step forward in the history of linguistics, this paragraph annihilates it by

presupposing the traditional definition of the ôÚıÚÔÓ.

Also the second identification of ¬Ô˘ is problematic, since his definition

of this so-called anaphoric noun contains various elements that do not fit his

own definition of a noun. This anaphoric noun is not declinable, while the

noun is; there is no distinction in gender, while the noun is characterized by

three genders.

(4) Finally, we come to the chapter on the pronoun (pp. 77-80 Legrand). In

modern Greek terminology Sophianos’ ¬Ô˘ should be labelled àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎc
àÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›· («relative pronoun»). Sophianos does not use the term àÓ·ÊÔÚÈ-
Îb˜ àÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›Â˜,34 but, surprisingly, he gives the relative pronoun ¬Ô˘ as a

«primary» (i.e. personal) pronoun (ÚˆÙfiÙ˘Ô˜ àÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›·) of the third

person singular and plural, together with âÎÂÖÓÔ˜:

Eú‰Ë ÙáÓ àÓÙˆÓ˘ÌÈáÓ ÂrÓ·È ¤ÓÙÂØ ÚˆÙfiÙ˘ÔÈ, ÎÙËÙÈÎ·›, ‰ÂÈÎÙÈÎ·›, âÈÙ·Á-
Ì·ÙÈÎ·d Î·d Û‡ÓıÂÙÔÈ, Î·d ÎÏ›ÓÂÙ’ ì ÚˆÙfiÙ˘Ô˜ öÙ˙Ë. [...]
TÔÜ ÙÚ›ÙÔ˘ ÚÔÛÒÔ˘.
ì ÂéıÂÖ· ÙáÓ ëÓÈÎáÓ ¬Ô˘Ø âÎÂÖÓÔ˜, âÎÂ›ÓË, âÎÂÖÓÔ.
ì ÁÂÓÈÎc Î·d ‰ÔÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘, ÙË˜, ÙÔ˘.
ì ·åÙÈ·ÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔÓ, ÙËÓ, ÙÔ.
ì ÂéıÂÖ· ÙáÓ ÏËı˘ÓÙÈÎáÓ ¬Ô˘Ø âÎÂÖÓÔÈ, âÎÂ›Ó·È˜, âÎÂÖÓ·.
ì ÁÂÓÈÎc Î·d ‰ÔÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘˜.
ì ·åÙÈ·ÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘˜, Ù·È˜, Ù·
(Sophianos, pp. 77-78 Legrand).

This classification raises problems. It is rather improbable that ¬Ô˘ here

introduces («such as») an example since this usage is not found elsewhere in

Sophianos’ grammar. An alternative explanation is to see ¬Ô˘ as an adverb,

34. The term àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎfi˜ (versus ‰ÂÈÎÙÈÎfi˜) was already used by Apollonios Dyskolos for

pronouns (to indicate their semantico-syntactic function). See e.g. G.G. II 1, 9. 17.
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meaning something like «where we use âÎÂÖÓÔ˜ instead of ¬˜)». Still, no

decisive argument can be put forward against the idea that Sophianos has

introduced the relative pronoun ¬Ô˘ into the chapter on the pronouns.

Either he realized that the word ¬Ô˘ replaces a noun, as the definition of

the pronoun says, but he did not take the step to create a separate and

appropriate class for the relative pronouns, or – more probably – he misin-

terpreted one of his models, Laskaris. In the latter’s grammar we find in the

category ÚˆÙfiÙ˘Ô˜ àÓÙˆÓ˘Ì›· the personal pronoun n˜ Ôy Ôx ≤. It is not

improbable that Sophianos did identify this ¬˜ not as the archaic personal

pronoun, but as the (isomorphic) relative pronoun, which he then replaced

by ¬Ô˘.

We have to conclude that Sophianos’ treatment of the relative pronouns is

not very successful. A first failure is the fact that he only comments on the

relative pronoun ¬Ô˘ and forgets about its alternatives. Secondly, he seems

on the one hand very modern in adapting the traditional definition of

ôÚıÚÔÓ, but on the other hand he does not succeed in developing his new

insights consequently. Thirdly, we can say that his grammar is not coherent:

between different chapters there are contradictions. In spite of these

problems, however, we have to admit that he does achieve an important

progress in presenting ¬Ô˘ also in the chapter on the pronouns. Several

elements of a correct understanding of the class of the relative pronouns are

already present in Sophianos’ grammar, but the traditional framework for

language description seems to have impeded him to work things out clearly.

Concluding remarks

Without having commented on all the interesting aspects of Sophianos’

description of vernacular Greek we can formulate a cautious conclusion.

Sophianos’ grammar not only is an important testimony of the promotion of

popular Greek in the 16th century, it also constitutes a milestone in the

history of Greek grammaticography. Sophianos tried to stimulate this

promotion of modern Greek by providing an introduction to its grammar.

His task, however, was complicated by the object of description, on the one

hand, and by the means for him available, on the other.

His object of description caused him problems because a standard modern

Greek language did not yet exist. It is clear that he does not describe the

vernacular, but only some elements of different usages. In his chapter on the

participle, where he does not manage to put things clearly, he obviously

struggles with such language variations. A study of a larger corpus of 16th-
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century texts could help us to better understand the complex linguistic

situation Sophianos was confronted with.

The (traditional) classification system and the grammatical metalanguage

which he used for describing contemporary Greek, made his task even

harder. Sophianos had to fit a modern language into a linguistic framework

which already at the end of the pre-Christian era had been developed for the

description of ancient Greek and which had been taken over as such by the

Byzantine grammarians. But instead of only stressing the fact that he

continued a long tradition, we also have to appreciate the steps forward he

made. Sophianos did not just copy Laskaris’ grammar, as Ilioudis suggests,

but he also suggested some improvements. A detailed analysis of the whole

grammar should allow us to clarify Sophianos’ exact position in the history of

Greek grammaticography.
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