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Participle constructions in Ancient Greek:
Cosubordination, modification, and symmetry

by Anna Pompei*

1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to analyze a construction which is usually
classified as implying obligatory participles, i.e. the type that can
be exemplified by the Epicurean maxim (Fr. 551) Aabe Pudoog
“live unnoticed, live inconspicuously”. In traditional grammars the
construction havOave “to be hidden, to escape notice” plus participle
is dealt with alongside similar constructions, such as toyydve “to
happen to, to chance to”, 0Gvm “to be first to, to be beforehand
with”, and eaivopar “to appear, to be manifest” plus participle. As
has often been noted, the participle in these constructions is usually
translated according to the grammatical categories codified by the
finite verb, whereas the finite verb is translated by an adverbial
element which only expresses its semantic content (e.g. perchance
for tuyyave, manifestly for gaivopar, previously for ebdavw, and
unawares, without being observed for hovOave). Rijksbaron (1994,
p. 117), for example, proposes the translation “I did that unawares
/ without being noticed” for the sentence &\abov todt0 TOU|COC.
Cuzzolin (1995, pp. 160-1) examines participles occurring with
AavOdve and toyydve. He considers them examples of satellites,
making reference to the figure of enallage and adding that they are
extremely typical constructions in Ancient Greek, albeit not ones
that have been sufficiently explored.

This paper will only deal with the construction of Aavbdve plus
participle; more specifically, we will question whether participles can
actually be considered obligatory constituents in the construction.

* Universita di Roma Tre.
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After setting out the different syntactic structures in which AavOdave
can occur (§ 2), the theoretical framework that is drawn upon to analyze
the construction will be shown (§§ 3-3.1), and an interpretation of data
will be presented (§ 4).

2. Constructions of AavOave + participle

The verb AavOavo' means “to escape notice” in the active, whereas
it means “to forget” in the middle and passive. This means that only
active forms occur in the construction under consideration. The active
form can govern an accusative regarding a person, as happens in the
following line, where the Homeric formula 08¢ og Afjogt occurs?:

(1) ofjuo 6¢ To1 £pém LA™ aprppadéc, 008E ae joer. (I1. 23.326)
“Now will T tell you a manifest sign that will not escape you”.

The occurrence with a participle (henceforth AavOéve + PTC) is more
frequent and has some possible variants. Indeed, the construction can
imply an accusative (2) or not (3):

(2) TOV 0BV TOPOVTOL TELYOV EIC KATAGKOTNY,

un koi Addy ue mpooweadv- (S. Phil. 45-46)
“Send your attendant, therefore, to keep watch, lest he come upon me
unawares”.

(3) éLavBave 3¢ o houd Eyewv (Hdt. 8.5.3)

“No one knew that he had kept the rest of the money”.

When missing, the accusative can be inferred from the context, as hap-
pens in (3), where it coincides with “everybody”. However, a corefe-
rence of the missing object with the subject is generally hinted at (4):

(4) oikioot Vmode&apevog TOV Egtvov povéa Tod modog éddvlave foorwv
(Hdt. 1.44.2)

! The verb also has another form, M0, which is an ancient form, more frequent
in Homer and generally used in compounding; see e.g. Chantraine (1968-80, s.v.
Mavbavem), according to whom the meaning of havOavo is “étre caché, ignoré, passé
inapercu”. Only occurrences of AavOdve are considered here.

2 A variant of this formula, which occurs after the bucolic diaeresis (cf.
also Od. 11.126), is 008¢ pe Moer (cf. I1. 23.415, Od. 13.393). Other variants,
with M0w, are 00dé pe MBeig (I 24.563), 008¢ oe Mbw (I 1.561, I1. 10.279,
1. 23.648), 003¢ & MiBe (I1. 23.323). In ymdé pe MO / aipeite (17 2.33-34), the
noun An0n occurs.
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“[...] he [Croesus] had received the guest into his house and thus
maintained the murderer of his son unawares”.

Sometimes, the reflexive pronoun is overt (5):

(5) élavBavov adrodg €nl 1@ AOQ® yevduevor EvBa émolopkodvio oi
“EAAnvec. (X. An. 6.3.22)
“[...] they found themselves without knowing it upon the hill where
the Greeks had been besieged”.

On the other hand, in some cases the construction AovOdve + PTC
is absolute, i.e. without any accusative expressed or hinted at, as
actually happens in the Epicurean maxim (Fr. 551) Aabe Budoag “live
unnoticed, live inconspicuously”.

Finally, it is worth noting that in some instances the construction
LovOéve + PTC is reversed. In the following line, for instance, dAto
MaOdv occurs, rather than Elabev dipevog (or ahduevog):

(6) dy & émd teiyeoc dAto Aabmv (Il. 12.390)
“Back from the wall he leapt secretly”.

3. Modification and cosubordination

As is well known, the participle is a verbal adjective’ and its functions
can be ordered along an intracategorial continuum with the noun
and the verb at opposite extremes. We can place both predicative
modification and cosubordination among the verbal functions,
that is, the predicative functions. These are performed by so-called
conjunct participles, and in particular by subordinative participles and
cosubordinative participles, respectively*:

TABLE A

<V

4
N conjunct participle

appositive subordinative cosubordinative

Source: Pompei (2006, p. 386).

> For a discussion of the twofold nature of participles with regard to Ancient
Greek, see Pompei (2004).

* On the other hand, appositive participles only modify the head noun, i.e. they
are nominal modifiers.

145



In particular, modification here means semantic modification, i.e.
“information expressing a propositional restriction which determines,
characterizes, modulates, explains or comments on the base clause
event, specifying its circumstances, constituting a frame of reference
for it, situating it cognitively (for instance, as to reason, purpose,
consequences, conditions etc.)” according to Johanson (1995, p. 321)°.
Therefore, a modifying participle — [+MOD] — answers questions such
as when / how / under what circumstances the main predication occurs.
This means that, first of all [+MoD] participles express semantic values
which are equivalent to those of subordinate clauses introduced by
complementizers, as a comparison between éLopevotin (7) and énelday
gncbe in (8) clearly shows:

7) kai vOv, Eon, p) pEAA@pEY, @ Gvipec, GAL’ dreldovies o aipeicOe ol

dedEVOL BpyovToC, Kol EA0uevor TIKETE €15 TO HEGOV TOD GTPATOTESOV
Kol Tovg aipedévrac dyete: (X. An.3.1.46)
“And now, gentlemen,” he went on, “let us not delay; withdraw and
choose your commanders at once, you who need them, and after
making your choices come to the middle of the camp and bring with
you the men you have selected”.

(8) Vueic 8¢, ® Kadovoior, mpdtov pv dmelfévree dpyovio DUBY odTdv
Ehecle [...]: émerdav o¢ EAnobe, mépyate mpog EUE TOV aipedévta Kol
aprotioarte. (X. Cyr.5.4.22)

“But you, Cadusians, go first and elect from your own number
according to your custom a new general [...]; and when you have
made your choice, send the man you have elected to me”.

This is a case of (temporal) modification of the predication. In other
cases the participle can modify the only predicate®:

(9) avtog mapnvet Bappdvwv To163e. (X. An.1.7.2)
“he exhorts them encouraging them with these words”.

On the other hand, there is cosubordination when participles are non-
modifying forms — [-MOD] —, i.e. they do not answer questions such
as when/how/under what circumstances the main predication occurs.
Indeed, they simply add another state of affairs (SoA) to the main

> Johanson (1995) actually deals with Turkic nonfinite verbal forms (con-
verbs).

¢ In Functional Grammar terms, the modifiers of predication are satellites at
least at the level of Extended Predication (5,), whereas the modifiers of predicate
are o, satellites, i.e. at the level of Core Predication.
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predication or the main verb, as the opposition of the formulation
“El occurs, E2 occurs” (cosubordination) to “El occurring, E2
occurs” (modification) clarifies (Johanson, 1995, p. 321). This means
that there can be verbal forms which are dependent from a formal
point of view, as happens in subordination, but which do not express
real modification, as also happens in coordination’. For such forms,
Van Valin and LaPolla (1997, p. 454) use the term cosubordination,
pointing out that the dependence of cosubordinate forms merely is an
operator dependence, for instance in the codification of TAM (tense,
aspect, mood/modality) features.

To return to examples (7) and (8), this is the case with the
participle anel@ovteg in both sentences: indeed, it is translated
using two imperatives (withdraw and go), which are coordinated
with the imperatives translating the main verb (aipgicOe “choose”
and &\eobe “elect”). Regarding the occurrence of dnel@ovteg in the
Anabasis (3.1.46) (7), Oguse (1962, p. 2) points out that the speaker —
Cheirisophus — could have also said dané\0ete xai aipeicbe, resorting
to coordination. This means that the participle shares the mood of
the main verb, i.e. the same illocutionary force (order): dmer06vTeg
contributes to establishing what Cheirisophus’s hearers have to do,
rather than when they should choose their commanders. This is what
Oguse (1962) defines as solidarité modale. Indeed, sometimes two
SoAs which are codified through a participle plus a main verb can be
as well codified through coordination, even in two different points of
the same text:

(10) ékélevoe mpoPatécbar t0. dmha kol émiywpijoar SV TV eOAayya. ol
8¢ TadTo TPOETTOV TOIG oTpaTIdTONG Kol ENEl EGCATYEE, mpofialduevor
0 dmha émjjoav. (X. An. 1.2.17)
“he [Cyrus] gave orders that the troops should advance arms and the
phalanx move forward in a body. The generals transmitted these orders
to the soldiers, and when the trumpet sounded, advancing arms, they
charged”.

Cosubordinative participles can also occur in the present stem, as
evidenced by a comparison between (11), where there is a participle
plus a main verb, and (12), where there is coordination between two
main verbs:

"Johanson (1995, p. 321) considers the identification of constructional subordi-
nation with semantic modification a typical Eurocentric fallacy.
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(11)Zevopdv 8¢ mapelatvay émi tod innov mapexeleveror (X, An. 3.4.46)
“And Xenophon, riding along the lines upon his horse, cheered his
troops forward”.

(12)émel 8" uépa v, 6 Tevdng maprlovvey i 10 npdcey kai émjjvese TOV
‘EAANVIKOV VOLOV. (X. An.7.3.41)
“When day came, Seuthes rode along to the front and expressed his
approval of the Greek practice”.

Besides the cases of solidarité modale, Oguse (1962, p. 2) identifies
another type of participles that show operator dependence, i.e. the
cases that he calls of association étroite:

(13) dméyov TV yovaike koi ToOG Toidag UNdEV avTdV Katabeic
(X. Cyr.3.1.37)
“take back your wife and children, without paying any ransom for them”.

Also in this case, the participle shares with the main verb the encoding
of an order (= “and do not pay”), i.e. TAM features. Thus, the association
étroite is another instance of cosubordination. The difference between
the two types of mood dependence is that in the case of solidarité
modale the participle has the same prominence as the main verb,
whereas in the association étroite the SoA encoded by the participle
exists only because of the content of the main predicate. This becomes
clearer if the form mapelavvev in (11) is compared with the same form
in the following excerpt. This follows the main clause and codifies a
sort of afterthought (Sicking, 1996, p. 51):

(14) é0empet ovv 6 Kdpog mpdtov név tovg BapPfapovg [...]- elta 88 todg
"EAMNVOG, mopeladvov €9 Gpuatog kai 1) Killooa €@ apuapdénc.
(X. An. 1.2.16)
“Cyrus inspected the barbarians first [...] then he inspected the
Greeks, driving past them in a chariot, the Cilician queen in a carriage”.

Adopting the classification proposed in the literature regarding
converbs, and considering that conjunct participles actually behave
like converbs®, in Pompei (2012):

— [+MmO0D] participles are differentiated in (a) mzodifiers of predication
(cf. éxdpevorin (7)), and (b) mzodifiers of predicate (cf. Oappdvav in (9));

8 The terminology quoted here is adopted for the syntactic classification of con-
verbs in Nedjalkov (1995, pp. 98-9). On converbs see also, among others, Nedjalkov
and Nedjalkov (1987), Haspelmath (1995), Johanson (1995), Konig (1995), Kort-
mann (1995), Nedjalkov (1998).
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[-MOD] participles are differentiated in (a) narrative — when they
help to build the text, having the same prominence as the main verb
(= solidarité modale to use Oguse’s (1962) term; cf. dneAdovteg in (7-
8), mpoParopevol in (10), maperavvav in (11)) — and (b) of extension
— when they only add a kind of afterthought to the main predication
(=association étroite in Oguse’s (1962) terms; cf. katabeic in (13) and

noperavvav in (14))°,

The important features that distinguish participles functioning
either as modifiers of predication, modifiers of predicate, or
cosubordinative are the following':

TaBLE B
Predication Cosubordinative Predicate
modifier ] ] modifier
Narrative Extension
Morpho- aorist/present |aorist present aorist/present |aorist/present
logical
stem
Position preposed preposed  |preposed  |posposed posposed
~posposed >preposed
Prominence |= < < = =
Modification |[+mod] [-mod] [-mod] [-mod] [+mod]
(temp. a.c.-man.
-caus.-cond. -instrum.
-conc.-etc.)
Eventive relationship |relationship |relationship |relationship  |relationship
structure between between  |between  |between between
two SoAs  |chrono- SoAsnot |simultaneous |two
logically ordered SoAs SoAs/two
ordered chrono- aspects of
SoAs logically the same
SoA

% The term extension is taken from Halliday (1985), who distinguishes between
enhancement (subordination proper), elaboration (specification of the content of an-
other clause, e.g. Oappivov in (9)), and extension (the adding of information to another
clause, also as variation, precisely as with katadeig in (13) and mopehodvay in (14)).

10 Table B is based on Pompei (2012, pp. 197-9). Only the present and the aorist
stems are considered, which are the most frequent. The perfect stem largely behaves
like present and aorist stems, whereas the future stem behaves quite differently (it
codifies tense rather than aspect).
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In Table B the position is considered in relation to the main
predication. The symbol <« denotes the same prominence between
SoAs, whereas the symbol = means that the participle exists simply
because of the content of the main predicate. The event structure
shows that in extension the relationship between participles and
their main verbs has to be one of simultaneity, and that participles
that modify the predicate can even only specify an aspect of the same
SoA, as usually happens in manner modification, such as in to walk
limping, or in mafver OagUvav (9); on the other hand, in the so-
called accompanying circumstance (a. c., predicate modifier) there is
unity of time, place and action, but it is possible to interrupt just one
of the SoAs, as happens in o enter laughing.

3.1. Symmetry

Symmetry is a logical-semantic property, according to which the two
units x and y are symmetric with regard to a relationship 7, if both
xry and yrx are true''. Instances of manner participles, such as he
walks limping, or of accompanying circumstance, such as he entered
laughing®?, have the property of symmetry, as they are conceptually
equivalent to he linps walking and he laughed entering. On the other
hand, symmetry is impossible in the case of predication modifiers: for
instance, he takes the train when he goes to Rome is not conceptually
equivalent to he goes to Rome when he takes the train. Conversely,
coordination shows symmetry: saying he studies and enjoys himself is
equivalent to saying he enjoys himself and studies. However, Haiman
(1985, pp. 100-2) points out that in the case of coordination, symmetry
is limited by temporal asymmetry which entails tense iconicity: to say
Spike left and got up early the next day is different from saying Spzke got
up early the next day and left. This is also the case with narrative aorist
participles, which codify a relationship between SoAs in chronological
order, and have to precede the main verb diagrammatically (7-8, 10).
On the other hand, we can assume that symmetry suits simultaneous
narrative and extension participles (11, 13-14), where tense iconicity
is not pertinent. It is worth noting that Haiman (1985) emphasizes
that symmetry is due to conceptual closeness between the contents of
clauses.

' On symmetry see Haiman (1985, pp. 72-102).
12 These are my translations of the examples proposed by Simone (1993, pp.
82-3) for Italian.
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4. AavOdvw + PTC between cosubordination,
modification, and symmetry

My hypothesis is that the construction AavOdavw + P1C is based on the
property of symmetry. This seems extremely likely if we compare the
“reversed” form dhto ha®dv (IZ. 12.390) (6) with the Epicurean maxim
MaOe Puboag: if we call the form of havOdvw x and the other verb
form y, the symmetry between x7y and yrx is patent from the structural
point of view, and plausible at a semantic level. In both occurrences the
conceptual closeness is apparent, and it is underlined through the use
of the same morphological stem, which implies an overlapping of the
two SoAs. On the other hand, the conceptual closeness possibly appears
more evident because of the absolute use of the verb AavOd&vw, which
in both occurrences does not govern any accusative. Indeed, this is not
the only possibility, as an analysis restricted to Homeric poems — as the
limits of the present paper require — clearly shows.

A comparison of the following two excerpts from I/zad, for instance,
presents the same formula up to the hephthemimeral caesura, where
MaOdhv is used with the overt accusative of an individual (16) or
without it (15):

(15) TOPpoa. 8¢ oi Mevélaog dotjiog NAOeV apbviwg,
ot & eEAE oV dovgl Aabav, Béhe & duov dmodev- (I1. 15.540-541)
“meanwhile warlike Menelaus came to bear him aid, and he took his
stand on one side with his spear, unseen (by Dolops), and cast and
smote him on the shoulder from behind”.

(16) ot 8 €VEAE oVV dovol Aabav Ayapéuvova dlov (I1.11.251)
“and he [Co6n] took his stand on one side with his spear, unbeknownst
to goodly Agamemnon”.

In both occurrences the form of AavOd&vw is the participle, and it is
clearly an extension, whereas for GAto AaOdv (6) we might also take
into consideration an accompanying circumstance, i.e. a more integrated
form. The difference is in the information structure: even though there
is a new piece of information in both instances, it can be assumed that
in (15), and above all in (16), we have two information units. On the
other hand, for dAto AaBdv we can hypothesize a single information
unit where the important piece of information is precisely AaBv, as the
following text clarifies (IZ. 12.390-391): tva uf Tig Ayoudv / pAfjuevov
abpnoele nai evyetdmT éméeoot “[back from the wall he leapt secretly],
that no man of the Achaeans might see that he had been smitten, and
vaunt over him boastfully”. In poems we can thus find more integrated
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and less integrated constructions which appear “reversed” with regard
to the havOdvw + PTC construction. In both degrees of integration, the
participle is [-MoD] or lightly [+MOD], as predicate modifier?, and it ex-
presses a content that must be considered as centered on the meaning of
the main verb, but codifying a new piece of information.

The realization of the participle of havOdvw as an extension form
is its most frequent form in Homer. Its cosubordinative nature can
be easily shown, e.g. comparing the lines in (17) and in (18), where
the equivalence between the use of haOdv and of the indicative aorist
LGB is evident:

(17) noi VEBoQOV EQnriov AUATIG
ogta, labav phhands T dvdoag dpwdg te yuvairag. (I1.9.476-477)
“[...] and leapt the fence of the court full easily, unbeknownst to the
watchmen and the slave women”.

(18) ava & Homaoe TTalhag ABfvn,
Ay & Ayl didou, Adbe & "Extoga mowpéva hadyv.  (I1. 22.276-277)
“but Pallas Athene caught it [Hector’s spear] up, and gave it back to
Achilles, unbeknownst to Hector, shepherd of the host”.

Likewise, (19) shows that haB®v expresses what Hermes wonders, in
a similar way to éxméppeie, and not when to guide king Priam forth
from the ships:

(19) &l o0y, "Epueiav égrotviov dmvog épuagrrey
opuaivovt’ ava Bupov 6mwg IMoiapov Bacthfo.
V@V éxméppele Aabav iegovg muhaweois. (I/. 24.679-681)
“but not upon the helper Hermes might sleep lay hold, as he pondered
in mind how he should guide king Priam forth from the ships
unbeknownst to the strong keepers of the gate”.

Another occurrence of MaBdv as an extension participle is the
following:

(20) 00T 6 vOOPLY IOV dopdeEato ddrQv,
oelo Aabwv EVpauov (Od.17.304-305)
“Then Odysseus looked aside and wiped away a tear,
easily hiding from Eumaeus what he did”.

B Kortmann (1991, pp. 118-21; 1995, pp. 223-6) establishes an informativeness
hierarchy, where the accompanying circumstance is just about the weakest informa-
tive relationship (after mere addition) because it simply establishes the contingent
cooccurrence of two SoAs.
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This excerpt is particularly interesting, because the fact that Odysseus
cries and tries to hide his tears is codified elsewhere by the “symmetric”
construction AavOAavw + PTC:

(21) 8vO™ ddhovg pev mavtag éddvOave ddmoua AsiBwv
Alxivoog 8¢ v olog mepodoat 1O évomoev (Od. 8.93-94 = 8.532-533)
“Now from all the rest he concealed the tears that he shed, but
Alcinous alone marked him and took heed, for he sat by him, and
heard him groaning heavily”.

In these lines two differences in information structure are noteworthy
with regard to the use of LaB@dv, e.g. in (20): (a) in (21) the participle
is more integrated, and there is a single information unit; (b) the
piece of information codified by ddxoua Aeifwv is given, for in
the immediately preceding lines Odysseus is already crying, as
Demodokos is singing in the Phaeacian’s assembly. The same thing
happens in almost all other occurrences of the construction AavOdavm
+ PTC, as in the following!:

(22) ToVg & &Aal’ eioedbav Tgilapog péyag (Il. 24.477)
“unbeknownst to these great Priam entered”.

(23) 008 viov AdOev Atoéog OEV Boroag: (I11.17.89)
“Nor was his [of Hector] shrill cry unheard by the son of Atreus”.

(24) 008 Go” Abnvainy élegpnoduevos Ad0 AmdIhwv

Tvdetdonv (I1. 23.388-389)
“But Athene was not unaware of Apollo’s cheating of the son of
Tydeus”.

Moreover, (23) and (24) clearly show that participles are not the focu-
sed part of the sentence because it is the finite form of AavOdavw that
falls within the scope of negation.” Rarely the information conveyed
through the construction havOdvw + PTC is not given, but is accessible
or semi-active (25), to use Chafe’s term'®. In such occurrences the par-
ticiple seems to be more similar to an extension:

4 See also 1. 24.331-332 (td & 00 LdBov evpbomno Zijv / é¢ mediov mpopavévee
“howbeit the twain, coming forth upon the plain, were not unseen by Zeus”); Od.
12.182-183 (tag & ov Ldhev dxvarog vnic / &yyvlev dpvouévy “the Sirens failed not
to note the swift ship as it drew near”), and Od. 13.270 (A¢Oov 8¢ £ Bopov drodpag
“but unseen I took away his life”).

1> See Dik et al. (1990, pp. 55-60).

16 See e.g. Chafe (1987).
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(25) To0TOU PEV ROTVOD 1Ol ROPATOS EXTOG EeQyeE
vija,, oV O¢ onomélov Empaieo, ui oe Addnot
%o’ éEoguroaca nai € nandv dupe Pdinoda. (Od. 12.219-221)
“From this smoke and from this vortex, hold the ship and mind the
cliff, so that the ship does not escape you and it does not smash and
cast us into destruction”.

The fact that given information can promote the construction of so-
called “dominant participles”’ is also worth noting as the translation of
examples (23) and (24) underlines. In this case the participle becomes
the predicative nucleus of an argument clause, and is no longer a
conjunct participle. Therefore, what escapes notice is no longer an
individual, but a propositional theme, in syntactic terms. In these
circumstances a syntactic obligatoriness can actually develop. On the
other hand, for the construction AavOdvm + PTC we cannot generally
speak of syntactic obligatoriness, but only of pragmatic compulsoriness,
as the new information, conveyed by the finite form of AavOdvw, is
presented as linked to a piece of given information conveyed by the
participle. That is to say, what escapes notice is an individual doing
something, i.e. while he does something. In this case, the participle is a
converb, i.e. «a verb form which depends syntactically on another verb
form, but is not its syntactic actant, i.e., does not realize its semantic
valencies» (Nedjalkov, 1995, p. 103). In the framework of Functional
Grammar, it is a satellite's.

The following excerpt clearly shows in which sense the participle
can be considered a conjunct one, that is, a satellite:

(26) 0016¢ 0¢ ¥y’ Nowyévela o Qureavoio QOGwv
Ajoel Emegyouévn xovo60ovog (Od. 22.198-199)
“[...] nor shall you fail to mark the early Dawn, golden-throned,
coming forth from the streams of Oceanus”.

If we compare these lines with the formula 008¢ oe Ajoer (§ 2;
(1)), it becomes evident that the information conveyed through the
participle is “conjoined” to an individual, specifying what he is doing
when he escapes notice. In this occurrence the information conveyed
by the participle émegyouévn is semi-active, given that the image
of Dawn coming forth from the streams of Oceanus is part of the

7 On dominant participles in Ancient Greek see e.g. Rijksbaron (1994, p. 118).

18 This is the same situation as participles which depend on direct perception
verbs. These are classified as satellites by Basset (1999) in the framework of Func-
tional Grammar.

154



world knowledge of the Greek addressee. This can be considered an
occurrence regarding a sort of reanalysis, where the formation of the
construction AavOAavw + PTC can be seen.

The usual order of AavOdvw and the participle, both in the
construction havBdévw + PTC and in its reverse, is shown by the
“paradigmatic” opposition between A&0e Pidoag and dhto AadOV.
The opposing structures, i.e. both the participle of havOdvw plus finite
verb and the participle of another verb plus finite form of AavOdvw are
much rarer, but the information structure and the degree of semantic
integration are the same®.

5. Conclusions

The construction AavOdvw + PTC is an extremely interesting
structure of Greek, where the finite verb is usually translated by an
adverbial element simply expressing its semantic content (§ 1). The
occurrence of MavOdvw + PTC can be explained starting from its
“reversed” structure and the logical-semantic property of symmetry
(§ 3.1). When havOdvw is realized as a participle, it is usually a
participle of extension (15-17, 19-20) or a predicate modifier, as
happens in GAto AaO®V (6). This means that it conveys a piece of
information centered on the main verb (=), but which is new (§ 3).
Extension and predicate modification suit symmetry, because of the
conceptual closeness of the two SoAs expressed. Symmetry implies
an opposite pattern of the morpho-syntactic structure. However,
both the semantic relationship between the two codified SoAs
and the information structure remain the same; indeed AavOdvw
conveys new information and is sometimes clearly focused, e.g. by
negation (23-26). In Ancient Greek, the construction AavOdvm +
PTC possibly arises starting from the addition of a conjunct participle
to the subject of a finite form of AavOd&vw (26), normally used in its
active constructions (§ 2). In this perspective, we cannot speak of
an effective obligatoriness of the participle, even though it certainly
develops a certain degree of frozeness. When in the havOdvw + PTC

¥ For an example of participle of another verb plus finite form of AavOéve in
Homeric poems cf. (24) and I/. 13.721 (01 8" émOev fdllovieg é.dvlavov “and the
others behind kept shooting from their cover”); for an example of participle of
ravBave plus finite verb see e.g. S., Ant. 531-532 (o0 &, 1] kot’ oikovg Mg &V’
Voewévn / Mibovad ) écémveg “You who were lurking like a viper in my own house
and secretly gulping up my life’s blood”).
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construction the conjunct participle conveys thematic information
and there is a single information unit, in modern languages such
as Italian or English — where there is no similar construction — the
translation of A\avOdvw as a (predicate) adverbial favors the semantic-
pragmatic functions, disregarding the syntactic structure.
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