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A gradient for periphrastic constructions
with eivou in post-Hellenistic Greek:
Between degree of verbiness and event type***

by Edoardo Nardi* and Domenica Romagno**

This paper addresses the long-debated question of the periphrastic
constructions ‘elvar + participle’ in post-Hellenistic Greek in a gradient
perspective, and proposes a model in which copula desemanticization
interacts with the complex system of mapping relationships between
formal and functional features of predicate, including voice and actionality
distinctions. The analyzed corpus consists of the New Testament and non-
canonical Judzo-Christian texts, dating from the II cent. B.C.E. to ca. the VI
C.E., in addition to Flavius Josephus’ Antiquitates and Bellunz, and a selection
of non-literary papyri.

Keywords: copularity continuum, periphrasticity continuum, ancient Greek
participle, verbal/adjectival periphrases.

1. Greek eivau-periphrasis:
state-of-the-art and research questions

The question of ancient Greek periphrases has long captured the
interest of scholars and is still at the center of the linguistic debate
(cf. Regard 1919; Bjorck 1940; Rosén 1957; Gonda 1959; Aerts
1965; Dietrich 1973; Coseriu 1975; Porter 1989: 441ff.; Ceglia 1998;
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Amenta 2003; Kahn 2003: 126ff.; Campbell 2008: 32-37; Bentein
2010; 2011; 2016, among others). However, general agreement on
crucial aspects involving the definition of periphrasis and the function
and distribution of periphrastic constructions is still lacking. One of
the most debated periphrases in ancient Greek corresponds to the
construction type €ivou + participle: in the present paper, we focus on
this type of construction. Specifically, we address three main issues
that remain unsettled: 1. the prototypicality and multifactorial nature
of the category encoded into this construction; 2. the parameters that
govern the interface between morphosyntax and semantics in this
construction (on which cf. Bentein 2012: 31ff.; 2016: 62ff.); 3. the
distinction between verbal and adjectival function of this construction.
Traditional studies on the eivai-periphrasis center around the
distinction between the verbal type and the adjectival type (see Bjorck
1940, to mention only one of the most influential works in this field):
the verbal type would typically encode events and behave as a verb,
whereas the adjectival type would typically encode states/qualities/
conditions and behave as an adjective (cf. Bentein 2016: 591f.).
However, the alternation between the verbal and the adjectival
eivar-periphrasis relies on a complex mapping relationship between
functional and formal dimensions, and a clear-cut distinction between
the two types is far from being unproblematic. There are several cases,
in which the participle by itself could be classified as belonging to the
verbal type, whereas the meaning of the construction corresponds to
a state or condition of the first or sole argument of the predicate and,
therefore, parallels the prototypical adjectival type (see example (1)):

(1) "Eott yap GAnOng xai poakpdOopog, mpdog Kol tamewvdg, kol
£KOLOAGKMV 010 TOV EpymV VOOV Ogod.
‘For he is true and long-suffering, meek and lowly, and teaches by
his works the law of God.” (Testamentum: Dan 6:9; trans. Sinker)

The participle ékd18doxmv belongs to an activity verb, but the
construction refers to a condition of the subject and not to an action
performed by the subject: éoti ékd18dok®v means “he is a teacher” and
not “he is teaching”. Moreover, the participle of the eivoi-periphrasis
in (1) coordinates with a sequence of adjectives. Syntactic coordination
has been reckoned as a parameter of the verbal vs. adjectival
classification of periphrases (cf. Amenta 2003: 31-32; Bentein 2016:
86-87): if the participle is in coordination with an adjective or an
adjectivized participle, it will be classified as adjectival. However, this
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formal criterion by itself does not provide a decisive answer to the
question of the distinction between verbal and adjectival periphrases.
There are several cases, in fact, in which a clearly verbal participle
coordinates with either an adjective or a clearly adjectival participle or

both (see (2) and (3)):

(2) Kai pny Svvauevog éxoavar Tivi v émbopiay adtod S o eivon
OV KOplov avTod eldmAordTpny, fv Katddvvog del Tf yoyfi xod
oTEVALOV TOVL.

‘And being unable to show his desire to anyone, because his master
was an idolater, he was always pained at heart and sighing greatly.’
(Acta Xanthippae et Polyxenae 1; trans. Craigie)

(3) Kai v 6py1&épevog 6oodpo. kai Aéyov mpdg tovg iepeic [...]
‘And he was very angry and said to the priests: [...]" (Acta Philippi
124; trans. Bentein 2016: 87)

The eivar-periphrases v otevalov (otevalm ‘to sigh’) and (v) Aéyov
(Méyw ‘to say’) in (2) and (3), respectively, clearly refer to an actual
event, although the participle otevalov in (2) is in coordination
with the adjective xot®dvvog, and the participle Aéyov in (3) is in
coordination with the adjectival participle dpyildpevoc (opyilm ‘to be
angry’, in fact, corresponds to a state verb).

In summary, a rigid dichotomy between verbal and adjectival
participle cannot be reckoned as the main criterion for classifying
the elvar-periphrases and, consequently, clarifying the principle
underlying their function and distribution. We believe that a
more productive way to address this type, as well as other types of
periphrasis is to adopt a different perspective, that is to consider them
as gradient categories, in which it is possible to identify a prototype,
corresponding to the most central members, and various peripheral
members, linked to the prototype via a similarity relationship (cf.
Rosch 1973; 1978; Taylor 1995; 1998). This perspective allows us to
account for the (apparent) inconsistency in the data and to explain
the different manifestations of the eivoi + participle constructions in
a unitary model.

Previous studies, and especially Amenta (2003) and Bentein
(20105 2011; 2016) provided significant contributions to the definition
of ancient Greek periphrases as graded, prototypically organized
categories. However, the parameters characterizing the prototypes
remain to be fully clarified.
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Amenta (2003: 20-26) relates the degree of periphrasticity of the
construction to the degree of grammaticalization of the auxiliary (also
called auxiliarization), as established on the basis of Heine’s parameters
of decategorialization and desemanticization (see Heine 1993). The
term decategorialization was coined by Hopper and Thompson
(1984) to refer to the following phenomenon: «forms undergoing
grammaticization tend to lose or neutralize the morphological markers
and syntactic privileges characteristic of the full categories Noun and
Verb, and to assume attributes characteristic of secondary categories
such as Adjective, Participle, Preposition, etc.» (Hopper 1991: 22).
Decategorialization, then, does not apply to the eivoi-periphrases
addressed here, that — as we will show in detail below — appear to
be only slightly grammaticalized on this score (cf. Haspelmath 2000;
see § 4): decategorialization, in fact, «is indicative of a later stage
of grammaticalization» (Bentein 2016: 72). Moreover, as is well
known, a clear-cut distinction between auxiliary and copula cannot
be established, as they happen to be contiguous steps of the same
process (cf. Meillet 1912; Amenta 2003: 22-23; Lehmann 2015: 35ff.).
However, our data suggest that a more fruitful approach to the givor-
periphrases is considering eivou as playing the role of copula, rather
than the role of auxiliary (cf. Heine 1993: 221f.). To be more precise:
1. elvan is hardly captured by Heine’s schema of the development
of auxiliaries from verb lexemes: in fact, it does not lose its verbal
properties (Heine 1993: 55ff.: see, in particular, points I to III; cf.
Bentein 2016).

2. elvau can stay in a syntactic relationship with both a verbal and an
adjectival participle, or with a more or less adjectival participle and
an adjective in the same sentence (see (2) and (3)). The possibility
of having syntactic coordination between adjectives and participles
with different values governed by the same elvar form reveals the
asymmetry between a supposed auxiliary elvar and its function in
governing either a verbal or a nominal/adjectival element (cf. Dik
1968; Lang 1984). In Italian sentences, for instance, such as (a) Maria
e stanca ‘Mary is tired’, (b) Marza é assonnata ‘Mary is sleepy’, ¢ (“to
be” present indicative, 3rd singular) is the copula, whereas in cases
like (¢) Maria ¢ andata a dormire ‘Mary has gone to sleep’, é is the
auxiliary: syntactic coordination between (a) and (b) is perfectly
acceptable (Maria ¢ stanca e assonnata ‘Mary is tired and sleepy’),
whereas syntactic coordination between (a) and (c) is not (*Maria ¢
stanca e andata a letto ‘Mary is tired and [has] gone to bed’). Assigning
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an auxiliary status to eivoil would hardly account for its licensing this
type of phenomenon'.

Bentein’s proposal of the continuum of ancient Greek periphrases
represents a breakthrough in this field (cf. Bentein 2010; 2011; 2016).
He rejected the traditional dichotomy between the verbal and the
adjectival type and interpreted them within the representation of a
graded category centered around two opposite poles (Figure 1: see, in
particular, Bentein 2010: 27; 2016: 88ff.):

Figure 1. [+ADJECTIVAL] periphrasis continuum by Bentein (2016: 98)

NOUN ([+ADJECTIVAL]) VERB ([-ADJECTIVAL])
< >
Perfect participle Present participle Aorist participle

In Bentein’s proposal, the prototypical members of the periphrasis
category can be defined on the basis of either morpho-semantic or
morpho-syntactic criteria (Bentein 2011;2016: 70ff., 92ff.). Specifically:
1. if a construction selects a perfect participle, it is more likely to be
adjectival, whereas if a construction selects an aorist participle it is more
likely to be verbal; 2. both paradigmatic and syntagmatic processes
determine the degree of periphrasticity of a given construction. To
express this more precisely:

paradigmaticization, which describes the process of a construction becoming
integrated into the conjugational paradigm, obligatorification, which assesses
whether there are other constructions available for the same function, and
rigidification, which determines the degree of syntagmatic variability of the
component parts of the construction (Bentein 2016: 72).

! Notably, our corpus shows several occurrences of so-called nominal clauses,
in which the participle functions as the main predicate and no finite form of givou is
expressed (see § 2). As is well known, the @-copula phenomenon is cross-linguisti-
cally consistent and robustly represented in a large variety of languages (including
ancient Greek, Latin, Sanskrit, Hebrew, Aramaic, Russian, etc.; cf. Dik 1987; Hen-
geveld 1992; Kahn 2003; Pustet 2003, among others).
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Although Bentein’s criteria apply to a large number of cases, they do
not appear to account for the issues involved in the givai-periphrases,
to the same extent. The morpho-semantic criterion in 1. is not able to
capture distinctions that are particularly relevant to the understanding
of eivau-periphrases, such as voice or actionality distinctions: as
we will show below (see § 4), these distinctions are crucial to the
interpretation of participles, and especially perfect participles. The
morpho-syntactic criteria in 2., specifically developed to assess the
degree of periphrasticity of the & ‘I have’, the &pyopar ‘I go’, and
the dtaytyvopor ‘T continue’ constructions, appear not to be equally
relevant to classifying the eivat-periphrases. Specifically:

— Paradigmaticization: from a synchronic perspective, none of the
periphrastic types addressed here are integrated into the verbal
paradigm (with the exception of the 3rd plural of the medio-passive
perfect indicative and pluperfect of verbs whose stem ends with a
stop, and the medio-passive optative and subjunctive, later extended
to other persons, moods and stems: cf. Bentein 2016: 116-117); from
a diachronic perspective, within the various manifestations of the
eivar-periphrasis, only the type eivar + passive perfect participle
underwent paradigmaticization and survived in modern Greek as a
passive periphrasis (cf. Drinka 2003; Holton ez a/. 2012: 308-309).

— Obligatorification: our data show that the grammatical meanings
encoded into the eivar-periphrases can also be expressed by
corresponding synthetic forms, with a few exceptions (mostly — but
not exclusively — limited to modal uses).

— Rigidification: the component parts of the givar-periphrases exhibit
syntagmatic variability, and not a rigid word order (cf. Lehmann
2015: 167ff.); therefore, it is difficult to establish whether a given
sequence of constituents has to be attributed to the degree of
periphrasticity of the construction or, rather, to different functional
(including pragmatic) factors (cf. Bentein 2011: 14). Moreover, it
cannot be ruled out that this variability is related to the degree of
word order freedom displayed by ancient Greek.

Syntagmatic variability is generally acknowledged as a pivotal
parameter for the classification of periphrases (cf. what Bertinetto
refers to as «organmicitd sintattica» ‘syntactic organicity’: Bertinetto
1990). According to this criterion, the members of a periphrastic
construction should be syntactically contiguous, and separable only by a
limited number of linguistic items (mostly, adverbs). Porter (1989: 453)
considers syntactic adjacency between the auxiliary and the participle as
a distinctive feature of Greek periphrases (against this idea, see Evans
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2001: 232). As we will show below (see § 4) the data included in our
corpus indicate that in the analysis of etvor-periphrases, the prominence
of the parameter of syntagmatic variability needs to be reconsidered.

In this study, we adopt a prototypical approach to the eivai-
periphrases, with the aim of solving certain crucial distinctive issues
of this type of ancient Greek periphrases, that — as discussed above
— remain unsettled. It is worth remarking, even at this point, that
gradient categories not only are centered around prototypical members
but also have fuzzy boundaries. This question did not receive enough
attention in previous studies on Greek periphrases, and especially
elvat-periphrases, although it appears to be a key question in the
understanding of these periphrases in ancient Greek. In the following
sections, we will show that:

1. in order to account for the various manifestations of the eivoi-
periphrasis, it is fundamental to first understand their function
in relation to the superordinate category of eivon + participle
construction. This category comprises three sub-categories: not
all of them can be reckoned as real periphrases (see § 2). These
sub-categories, in their turn, have fuzzy boundaries and, therefore,
the classification of a given construction may not correspond to a
clear-cut distinction. We will present the idea of the “copularity
continuum”, that can account for the complex interplay between
the various levels of categorization involved in the phenomenon
under investigation (see § 3).

2. The constructions identified as “truly” periphrastic correspond per
se to a gradient, in which certain members are more periphrastic
than others. Within the various parameters that have been
previously used to analyze periphrastic constructions, we consider
copula desemanticization (on which see Bertinetto 1990: 333; Heine
1993: 54; Lehmann 2015: 136) as crucial to the assessment of the
degree of periphrasticity of the givai-constructions. The parameter
of copula desemanticization can be defined on morphological,
semantic and morpho-semantic grounds, which, taken together,
only partially correspond to Bentein’s criteria (cf. Bentein 2016).
We will, therefore, propose a new periphrasticity hierarchy for the
glvat-periphrases (see §§ 4 and 5).

Our data come from the analysis of a large corpus belonging to so-
called “post-Hellenistic Greek”. We use this expression to refer to the
historical phases of the ancient Greek language that broadly date from
the II century B.C.E. to the VI century C.E. (including a number of
occurrences dating to the first decade of the VIII century C.E.). This
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corpus comprises the whole New Testament?, several of the Septuagint
books’, a fairly large number (ca. 75) of non-canonical Judaeo-Christian
texts*, the historiographical works by Titus Flavius Josephus (Bellum
Tudaicum and Antiquitates ludaicae) and various non-literary papyri
(including private letters, bank and trade receipts, legislative decrees,
etc.). The selection of the corpus matches our objective to account for
the variability of the efvor-constructions, as these texts provide striking
evidence of this variability, on both morpho-syntactic and semantic
grounds.

2. A superordinate category of “eivou + participle”

The category consisting of constructions including the verb givau plus
a participle (1293 total occurrences in our corpus) can be divided
into three sub-categories, namely (1) existential constructions, (2)
predicative participle constructions (or participial clauses)’, and (3)
“true” periphrases.

Category (1) (existential) includes the constructions in which
elvan has an existential meaning (cf. Kahn 2003: 164-167; 228ff.) and,
therefore, can be translated with either ‘to exist’ or ‘there is / there
are’; for example:

2 The New Testament texts are translated according to the English Standard
Version (ESV).

> Namely: 1 Esdras, 3-4 Machabaeorum and Psalmi Salomonis.

* Namely (in alphabetical order): Acta Andreae — Acta Andreae et Matthiae —
Acta Barnabae — Acta lobannis — Acta Matthaei — Acta Pauli et Theclae — Acta Petri
— Acta Petri et Andreae — Acta Petri et Pauli — Acta Philippi (and Hypommnemata
Philippi) — Acta Pilati A & B — Acta Thaddaei — Acta Thomae — Acta Xanthippae
et Polyxenae — Anaphora Pilati A & B (and Paradosis Pilati) — Apocalypsis Baruch
— Apocalypsis Esdrae — Apocalypsis Henoch — Apocalypsis pseudo-lobannis —
Apocalypsis Mosis — Apocalypsis Pauli — Apocalypsis Petri — Apocalypsis Sedrach
— Ascensio Isaiae — Epistulae Abgari et lesu Christi — Epistula Barnabae — Epistula
Polycarpi ad Philippenses — Epistulae Ignatii — Evangelium Nicodemi — Evangelium
Petri — Evangelium Thomae A & B — lobannis Liber de Dormitione Mariae — losephus
et Aseneth — Martyrium Andreae A & B — Narratio losephi — Oracula Sibyllina —
Passio Bartholomaei — Passio Petri et Pauli — Passio Pauli — Protevangelium lacobi
— Quaestiones Bartholomaei — Testamentum Abrami A & B — Testamenta Duodecim
Patriarcharum — Testamentum lob — Testamentum Salomonis — Vitae Prophetarum.
When not specified, the English translation is provided by the Authors.

> Tt is worth specifying that participial clauses do not exhibit any expressed form
of the verb givar. However, as is well-known, the absence vs. presence of the copula
does not correspond to a clear-cut distinction: therefore, participial clauses may be
included in the superordinate category of “givai + participle” (cf. § 3).
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(4) "Hoav 82 Kol yovaikeg 4md poxpodev Osmpodoar, &v oic koi Mapio
1N Maydainvn kai Mapia 1 Takopov tod pikpod kol Toctitog ptmp
Kol ZoAopn.

‘There were also women looking on from a distance, among whom
were Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James the younger
and of Joses, and Salome.” (Mk. 15:40)

According to Aerts (1965: 11-12), these constructions cannot be
regarded as truly periphrastic (cf. § 4, below). Existential constructions
typically occur in descriptive contexts or in contexts in which either
a new element is introduced or a state-of-affair that is functional to
the narrative situation is presented. This type of construction includes
Logozzo and Tronci’s presentative type («constructions présentatives»:
Logozzo and Tronci 2020: 209ff.).

Category (2) (predicative participles) consists of participial clauses,
that is nominal clauses in which the participle has the function of
predicate; for example:

(5) Kai £otnoav &v 1@ tome 100 omnAaiov, Kol idod vepéln potevn
¢mokidlovoa 1O GTAALOV.
‘And they stood in the place of the cave: and behold a bright
cloud overshadowing the cave.” (Protevangelium lacobi 19:2; trans.
James)

These participles represent the predicative core of the sentence and
function as finite verb forms; as such, they can occur in both main
(or coordinate) and subordinate clauses, and do not inherently encode
subordination, differently from the normal behavior of participles
in ancient Greek. Predicative participles do not correspond to a
periphrasis, as defined by a combination of two (or more) elements.
However, the lack of the copula by itself is not sufficient to establish a
clear-cut distinction between predicative participles and periphrastic
constructions: this distinction — as we will show below (see § 3) — can
be better represented as a gradient.

Category (3), which is significantly more frequent than the other two
categories in our corpus (as it includes more than 1000 occurrences),
consists of constructions that can be considered as “truly” periphrastic;
for example:

(6) ObTo¢ Kol VUG d1t TS YAdoong &av un edonuov Adyov ddte, Tdg
yvoconoetal to Aoroduevov; £6e60g yap gic dépa AaroDVTES.
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‘So with yourselves, if with your tongue you utter speech that is not
intelligible, how will anyone know what is said? For you will be
speaking into the air.” (1 Cor. 14:9)

(7) Exapnoav 8¢ oi Tovdaiot kai deddkact 1@ Toone 1o odpo adtod
tva a0t Odym, émedn Bsacapevog v 860 dyadd Emoincey.
‘And the Jews rejoiced, and gave his body unto Joseph to bury
it, because he had beheld all the good things which he did.’

(Evangelium Petri 23; trans. James)

We will show in § 4 how truly periphrastic constructions may exhibit
different degrees of periphrasticity.

Our corpus provides evidence of the threefold classification presented
above. However, what we want to remark, even at this point, is that in
the interpretation of single constructions, it is necessary to consider the
so-called “fuzziness” of these sub-categories, that is their characteristic of
having fuzzy boundaries. This perspective allows us to explain the various
manifestations of the sub-categories in a unitary model, a distribution
that can also account for the (apparent) inconsistency in the data.

In this and the following sections, we will discuss the three main
types of data for which the perspective of the “fuzzy categories” (Rosch
1973; 1978) appears to be especially fruitful.

There are constructions that can be interpreted as belonging
to either category (1) or category (3), that is as either existential or
periphrastic, depending on the selected parameter; for instance:

(8) "Hoav 8¢ xoi dAAa woudio moAld wailovra ovv avtd. (Evangelium
Thomae A 2:2)
a. ‘And there were also many other little children playing with
him.” (trans. James)
b. ‘And also many other little children were playing with him.’

An existential meaning can be (and has been traditionally) assigned
to the elvon + participle construction type in (8). However, this
construction neither occurs in a presentative context nor introduces a
new element or state-of-affairs that is functional to the narrative schema:
rather, it provides an additional detail of the background, which is
overall irrelevant to narration (as it is clearly shown by the context)°.

¢ Todto 1 mondiov Incodc meviadng yevopevog moilov fv &v Sapdcel poakog,
Kol T p€ovto BO0TO. CLVIYOYEV €ig AGKKOVG, Kol €moigl avtd evfémws kabapd, Kol
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Furthermore, the syntactic schema in (8), that is C(opula) — S(ubject)
— P(articiple), might indicate a special emphasis on the copula and,
therefore, imply an existential meaning (cf. Aerts 1965: 11-12): the C
— S — P schema, in fact, characterizes more than a half (52.3%) of the
existential constructions in our corpus. However, the same syntactic
schema is also found in a certain number (16.2%)7 of periphrases from
category (3). Therefore, the word order per se cannot be used as a
parameter to assign a given construction to the existential category.
Another type of data attested in our corpus can refer to both
category (1) and category (2). These correspond to predicative
participles (category (2)) with an existential value (category (1): see
(9)), that are more frequently (but not exclusively) attested in the
Apocalypsis Petri (a few cases are also found in Revelations):

(9) Kol kataviikpd tovtov GAAOL oAV 8vdpeg Kol yvvoikeg TOG
YAOGGOC VTGV HOUGOUEVOL Kol TP QAEYOUEVOV EYOVTES &V T)
otopatt. OToL 82 oAV 0i YELSOUAPTUPES.

‘And over against these were yet others, men and women, gnawing
their tongues and having flaming fire in their mouths. And these
were the false witnesses.” (Apocalypsis Petri 29; trans. James)

The essentially descriptive character of the Apocalypsis Petri provides an
ideal environment for existential constructions to occur. In some cases,
this function is not encoded by givar-patterns, but, rather, by predicative
participles: these participles, therefore, place themselves in two different
categories, relative to the classification presented above. This overlap
can be explained by the observation that the formal distinction between

AOY® pove énétadev avtd. Kol momoog tnAov 1pueepov Enhacey €€ antod otpovdia
1B. Koi v capPatov 8te taito émoincev. "Hoav 88 kot drho mondio mordid mailovra
oV avT®. Toov 8¢ 115 Tovdaiog 6 €moiel 0 Incodg &v caffdate nailwv, dniide
napaypiipa kol aviyyeike 1@ matpl avtod Toche- [...] “This little child Jesus when
he was five years old was playing at the ford of a brook: and he gathered together
the waters that flowed there into pools, and made them straightway clean, and com-
manded them by his word alone. And having made soft clay, he fashioned thereof
twelve sparrows. And it was the Sabbath when he did these things. And there were
also many other little children playing with him. And a certain Jew when he saw
what Jesus did, playing upon the Sabbath day, departed straightway and told his
father Joseph: [...1" (Evangelium Thomae A 2:1-3; trans. James).

7 Category (3) shows various word order schemas: the C — S — P schema is the
third most represented. The first two are: C — P, with unexpressed S (36%), and
S-C-P(25%).
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the two categories does not reflect a functional distinction: although
existential constructions and predicative participles are formally
different, both may have a predicative function®. This type of data reveals
how a clear-cut distinction between the three sub-categories presented
above is far from being unproblematic, and further supports the idea of
adopting the perspective of a “fuzzy” boundary between them.

The third type of data involves categories (2) and (3): as it requires
a more detailed discussion, it will be separately addressed in section 3.

3. The copularity continuum

Aristotle observes that any finite verb is functionally equivalent to a
participle plus a copula, that is to an eivou-periphrasis: e.g., S136cKel
= dddokwv éoti ‘he teaches’ (Metaph. 1017a28; Anal. Pr. 51b12).
Since the participle is a nominal form, and nominal clauses are
perfectly acceptable in Greek, a participle by itself can function as a
full predicate (e.g, 818dokel = diddokwv ‘he teaches’; cf. also Aristotle
Poet. 1457a27; Schwyzer 1950: 407-408): sub-category (2) manifests
this phenomenon. The predicative participle (e.g., didGokwv), then,
and its copular counterpart (i.e., elvau-periphrasis: e.g., 5186ckov &oti)
are two formally-different ways to express predication.

In many cases, a single form of eivon governs more than one
(copular) clause: in these cases, the copula is expressed in one clause
but is implicitly represented in the other(s) (cf. (10) vs. (11)):

(10)  A1611 8¢ molTikov 6 dvOpmwrog {dov mhong uelitng Kol mavtog
ayelaiov {dov pariov, SHAov.
‘And why man [is] a political animal in a greater measure
than any bee or any gregarious animal is clear.” (Aristotle, Pol.
1,1253a; trans. Rackham)

(11) ’Ex to0tmv obv Qavepdv dTL TdV @VGEL 1) TOMC £0Ti, Kol dTL O
avBpomog eHoeL mohttikov {Dov.
‘From these things therefore it is clear that the city-state is a
natural growth, and that man (is) by nature a political animal.’
(Aristotle, Pol. 1,1253a; trans. Rackham)

¢ Evidence on this score is provided by a synoptic passage: while an existential
construction occurs in Lk. 17:35 ((sovrar 800 a@rjfovear éni 10 avtd ‘there will
be two women grinding together’), a participial clause is found in Mz. 24:41 (8vo
aABovcon v Td pwodw ‘two women will be grinding at the mill’). This type of evi-
dence indicates that the two patterns may be interchangeable.
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While (10) includes a nominal clause, with no copula, (11) shows how the
copula may be expressed in the first clause (611 t@V @OoeL 1} TOAIG éoti) and
implicitly represented in the following(s) (811 6 GvOpwmog ToArTKOV (DOV).

However, the presence vs. absence of the copula corresponds to a
more complex architecture, that can be represented as a continuum
of copularity. This continuum is defined by the feature [+coruLA] and
extends across the boundaries between sub-categories (2) and (3): true
periphrases place themselves at the [+copura] pole (expressed copula),
whereas predicative participles place themselves at the opposite pole
[-coruLa] (no copula). In the space between the two poles, we can
identify (at least) three points, corresponding to constructions with
different degrees of copularity, all attested in our corpus, as shown by
the following examples (see (12) to (16)):

(12) O && KopviAlog 1v TPocdok@Y odTods, GUYKAAEGUIEVOS TOVG
oLYYeVETS adToD Kot TOLG Gvaykaiovg Gilovg.
‘Cornelius was expecting them and had called together his
relatives and close friends.” (Acts 10:24)

(13) Koi v Todvvng oikodopdv voodg kai kataptilov icpeic kai
€MIGKOTOVG Kol TPEGPuTEPOVG Kol BgpamEDOV TAGAY VOGOV Kol
nacov poAakiov &v @ Aad.

‘And John built temples and trained priests and bishops and
presbyters and cured all sicknesses and infirmities among the
people.” (Acta lobannis 44)°

(14) Koi dunehog E6ton mepuwemieypévy aotd tinpng fotpdov, Kol
4o GKpov avTod pEM KaTafaivoy.
‘And a vine shall be twined round it, full of clusters, and from
the top of it honey coming down.” (Acta Matthaei 6)"°

(15) ’"Emétaa obv émiokéyacOo, kol ebpédn 811 EoTiv 1) TOMG keivn
€€ aidvog Paciiedolv avrutapatdecoved kol ol dvOpmmot
Am0GTAGEIC KOl TOAELOVG €V aDT]] GUVTELODVTES.

° The translation paralleling the Greek structure of the original would include
progressive periphrases; however, the imperfective aspect of the constructions in
this passage cannot clearly be interpreted as progressive. Therefore, in our transla-
tion, we used the less marked form of the past tense.

10 Walker’s translation (see Roberts and Donaldson 1903) implies an existential
meaning, although the context suggests a different interpretation.
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‘T therefore ordered that a search be made, and it was found
that that city from of old has been opposing kings and that the

people in it perpetrate'! rebellions and wars.” (1 Esdras 2:21;
trans. NETS)

(16) Koi Aapeiog ovvaméoteidev uet’” adtdv inneic yidiovg Emg 10D
amokataotioal avTovg €ig Tepovcainu pet’ eipfvne Kol petd
LOVGIK@®YV, TOUTAVOV Kol 0OADYV: Kol Thvteg ol AdeApol avT®dV
railovteg, Koi £moinoev ovTovg cuvavaPival pet’ EKeivav.
‘And Darius sent along with them a thousand cavalry until they
would restore them to Jerusalem in peace, with the music of drums
and flutes. And all their kindred were making merry, and he made
them go up along with them.” (1 Esdras 5:2-3; trans. NETS)

Example (12) represents the prototypical copular construction, that is
a periphrasis in which the copula is expressed. Example (13) includes
three participles that share both the copula (Rv) and the subject
(Iwévvnc): the copula is expressed in the first clause (v Twdvvng
oikodoudv) but implied in the cases of the participles xotaptiCwv
and Ogpomedwv. Example (14) shows two participles in relation to
the same copula: the verb form &otou is expressed when combined
with mepurenheypévn, but implied in the case of katapoivov. Notably,
though, the two participles refer to different subjects (Gumehog
corresponds to mepumenheyuévn, whereas pél corresponds to
KataBoivov), as also shown by the gender variation marked on them.
However, the construction in (14) does include the feature [+copuLa].
In example (15), the first clause contains a prototypical copular
predication (§o7iv 1) TOMG AvTimapatdcocovsa), whereas the coordinate
clause oi GvOpwnol cvviehodvieg could be interpreted as either a
predicative participle construction or a periphrastic construction
parallel to that in the main clause. However, the latter interpretation
appears to be quite problematic: besides the fact that the same copula
refers to two different subjects (analogously to example (14)), in this
example, the sole verb form of eivau (i.e., £otiv) has singular number in
relation to the subject of the first clause, whereas the coordinate clause
shows a plural subject (oi GvOpwnor). The discrepancy in the subject
number may constitute a further difficulty in the interpretation of the

! A better translation of this construction, maintaining the aspectual connotation
of the participle, may be ‘have been perpetrating’: we are thankful to an anonymous
reviewer for this remark.
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coordinate clause as a truly periphrastic construction in which the
copula is implied". Finally, example (16) represents a clear instance of
participial clauses.

In summary, examples (12) to (16) show how different types of eivon
constructions can be differently associated with either the predicative
participle or the “true” periphrasis sub-category, depending on their
position along what we have referred to as copularity continuum,
oriented around the two poles of presence vs. absence of a clearly
expressed copula.

4. The periphrasticity continuum

Whereas the copularity continuum has inter-categorial character,
as it extends across different sub-categories, the periphrasticity
continuum has intra-categorial character, as it specifically applies to
the constructions in sub-category (3), i.., the “truly” periphrastic
constructions. The periphrasticity continuum proposed here, which
extends from the [+PERIPHRASIS] (highest periphrasticity / prototypical
periphrasis) to the [—PERIPHRASIS] (lowest periphrasticity / least
prototypical periphrasis) pole, is established on the basis of the main
parameter of copula desemanticization (cf. § 1, above), by which
«a lexical item is emptied of its lexical semantics and acquires a
grammatical function» (Heine 1993: 54): the degree of periphrasticity
of a given construction is measured in relation to the degree of loss
of lexical meaning of the copula. It is worth specifying that copula
desemanticization does not apply to the constructions in category (2),
as the predicative participles have no copula, and to the existential
constructions in category (1), in which ivat has the lexical meaning of
existing and, therefore, cannot be regarded as a copula tout-court (cf.
the copula desemanticization scale in Amenta 2003: 23).

Copula desemanticization is primarily determined on morphologi-
cal and semantic grounds. An additional potentially relevant criterion
is the modal-aspectual relevance. According to this criterion, con-

2 A corresponding English example can be provided, such as John is eating
sandwiches and bis friends *drinking beers. A similar type of discrepancy is found in
cases of adjectival predication, such as: koi ovy obtmg oi mepi Aaviih Adovteg ioav
dypror 008 1 Micon &ék@reyopévn kapuvog AaBpotdte mopi, og [...] ‘the lions
surrounding Daniel were not so savage, nor [was] the furnace of Misael so ablaze
with fiercest fire as [...]" (4 Machabaeorum 16:3; trans. NETS).

" For a parallel in the domain of tense and aspect, see Bertinetto (1990) on the
temporal-aspectual relevance («rzlevanza tempo-aspettuale»).
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structions that encode specific modal (e.g., conativity) or aspectual
(e.g., habituality or ingressivity) meanings exhibit a higher degree of
periphrasticity, in relation to a higher degree of copula desemanticiza-
tion. However, as for the eivar-periphrases in our corpus, the criteri-
on of modal-aspectual relevance depends on the context in which the
periphrasis occurs and, therefore, cannot be viewed as a distinctive
feature of a given type of constructions. For instance, in the following
examples, (17)-(19), the same construction type, €ivar + present par-
ticiple, is used to encode three different meanings'*: progressive (in
(17)), continuative (in (18)), and intentional (in (19))":

(17) "E@dvn 6 k0p1og &v i) xdpo N Qv d1ddokwv 6 Avdpéag.
‘The Lord appeared in the country where Andrew was teaching.’
(Acta Andreae et Matthiae 4; trans. Walker)

(18) Qg d¢ &yéveto Opun TV £Bvdv 1€ Kol Tovdainv oLV Toig pyovotv

avT®V VPpicat kai ABofoificat avTovS, GUVIOOVTEG KATEPLYOV
glg tog mokelg T Avkaoviag Avotpav kol AépPnv kal Tnv
nepiympov, KAKel edayyeMiopevol noay.
‘When an attempt was made by both Gentiles and Jews, with
their rulers, to mistreat them and to stone them, they learned
of it and fled to Lystra and Derbe, cities of Lycaonia, and to the
surrounding country, and there they continued to preach the
gospel.” (Acts 14:5-7)

(19)  Avogbavavteg 8¢ v Kompov kol KataAmovieg bty eDOVOLIOV
émiéopev gig Xvpiav, kal katnAbopeyv gig Topov: Ekeloe yap 1O
mAolov v dmo@opTILépevoy oV YOOV,

‘When we had come in sight of Cyprus, leaving it on the left
we sailed to Syria and landed at Tyre, for there the ship was to
unload its cargo.” (Acts 21:3)

4 As already remarked by Amenta (2003), Christian writers extended the use
of periphrastic BE + participle (and especially present participle) beyond the level
used by non-Christian Greek writers. The frequent use of this type of periphrases
became «a linguistic emblem of membership in the Christian community» (Drinka
2011: 41).

1 The intentional nuance expressed by fiv dmopoptilopevov in (19) is made
clearer in the Vulgate, in which dropoptilopevov is rendered into the future partici-
ple expositura (1bi enim navis expositura erat onus).
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Apart from the modal-aspectual relevance, we propose that the
degree of desemanticization of the copula and, consequently, of the
periphrasticity of the construction has to be considered in relation
to a combination of morphological, semantic and morpho-semantic
features taken by the participle and involving the categories of tense,
voice, transitivity, actionality (specifically, telicity and stativity), and
— to a lesser extent — lexical meaning. These features, that appear
to be context-independent (with the partial exception of the type
(D) below, which will be explained in § 5), allow us to consistently
account for different types of constructions in a unitary model based
on the notion of periphrasticity continuum, in which differences in
the degree of verbiness and event type distinctions (on which see
Vendler 1967; Dowty 1979; Hopper and Thompson 1980; 1984; Levin
1993; Tenny 1994; Van Valin and LaPolla 1997; Vogel and Comrie
2000; Beavers and Koontz-Garboden 2020, among many others) play
a crucial role. Types (A)-(D) below, which show the lowest degree
of copula desemanticization, represent the prototypical members
of the less periphrastic givan -constructions found in our corpus; on
the contrary, types (E)-(F), which show the highest degree of copula
desemanticization, represent the most prototypical periphrases in our
corpus (see Figure 2):

(A)elvar + passive participle (mainly perfect or aorist), typically (but
not exclusively) from telic predicates: e.g., éoti Aghvpévoc ‘he is
loosened’;

(B) eivon + “Homeric” active perfect participle!®: e.g., fjv kekunkvio
‘she was weary’ (cf. Romagno 2005: 70);

(C) etvan + active present participle of verbs denoting psychological or
physical conditions: e.g., qv {@®v ‘he was alive’;

(D)eivar + perfect participle of unaccusative verbs, to which the
eventive interpretation does not apply; rather, the construction
expresses a state of the subject: e.g., §v 1e0vedoa ‘she was dead’
(for further details on this type, see § 5);

(E) eivon + perfect / aorist participle; formally, the participle may be
either active or middle, but functionally it is consistently active
(typically, it is from transitive and/or highly telic predicates): e.g., v
Ocacdpevog ‘he had seen” or fioav Statetaydteg ‘they had ordered’s

16 By “Homeric” perfect participles we mean those cases in which the participle
shows the original value of the old perfect, as manifested in Homeric Greek (cf.
Romagno 2005).
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(F) constructions encoding specific modal-aspectual meanings
(including progressive, continuous', habitual, ingressive,
continuative, conative, intentional, etc.): e.g., v Aéyov ‘I was
saying’ or v dmopoptiduevov ‘it was to unload’.

Examples (20) to (25) illustrate the six construction types discussed
above.

(20) Type (A): 'Yudv 8¢ kai ai tpiyeg tfig Ke@aATic ndcat fpdunuévan
gioiv.
‘But even the hairs of your head are all numbered.” (Mz. 10:30)

(21) Type (B): O pév yap pécog v kiov &k ¢ Paccmg memnydg, [...]
‘For its middle shaft was fixed upon a basis, [...]" (Bel. Iud.
VII:149; trans. Whiston)

(22) Type (C): "Yywaivov v 8te £kdAecey adTodg TPOS EQVTOV.
‘He was sound in health when he called them to him.
(Testamentum Levi 1:2; trans. Charles)

(23) Type (D): Kai amo tiig moumig méAw Aoppdavet ovtiv 1 Tpogoava:
1 yap Ouydmp avtijc Parkovilia Ny TEBVE@Ga, Kol Kot dvap
eimev a0ty [...]

‘And after the procession Tryphaena took her again. For her
daughter Falconilla, which was dead, had said to her in a dream:

[...1 (Acta Pauli et Theclae 28; trans. James)

(24) Type (E): Tote éyyioag 6 yhiapyog énedafeto avtod kai EKEAEVCE
debfjvar aAvoeot dvoi, kol €muvBdvero Tig €in kol i éoTLV
TEMOM KOG,

‘“Then the tribune came up and arrested him and ordered him to
be bound with two chains. He inquired who he was and what he
had done.” (Acts 21:33)

(25) Type (F): Qg 82 todta Qv Aéywv 6 ilnnog, kai idov 6 Twdvvng
glonABev gig TV TOAMY aOTAOV.
‘And as Philip was thus speaking, behold, John came into the
city.” (Acta Philippi 128; trans. Walker)

17“Continuous” is used here in the sense of Bertinetto (1986: 162ff.: «continuo»).
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Figure 2. the periphrasticity continuum

[-PERIPHRASIS] [+PERIPHRASIS]
< >
Types (A)-(D) Types (E)-(F)

The periphrasticity continuum proposed here captures the transitivity/
intransitivity hierarchy (on which see Hopper and Thompson 1980;
Sorace 2000, among others) and is governed by different parameters
that operate at the interface between semantics and morphosyntax.
The selection of tense (perfect vs. aorist vs. present) interacts with
voice distinction, as established on both formal (active vs. middle
endings) and functional (active vs. passive meaning) grounds, as well
as with actional features such as telicity and stativity. The degree of
periphrasticity of the construction may vary on the basis of the degree
of telicity of the predicate and of transitivity of the clause. Moreover,
within the intransitivity domain, the unaccusative/unergative
distinction plays a role, in so far as the function of the participle and,
consequently, the degree of periphrasticity of the construction is
related to the properties governing split intransitivity.

Construction types that differ in one or more (either formal or
functional) features from types (A) to (F) can be accounted for in
the graded space between the two poles of the continuum. The large
majority of the less prototypical cases correspond to eivou + present
participle constructions, with either active or middle markers, but
active meaning (see (26) and (27)):

(26) 'O 8¢ Zipov kol avtdg Emictevosv, kai PomticBeic MV
TPOoKOPTEPDV T Dhinme, Ocwpdv 1€ onueio kol dvvdpelg
peydrog yvopévag €lotaro.

‘Even Simon himself believed, and after being baptized he
continued with Philip. And seeing signs and great miracles
performed, he was amazed.” (Acts 8:13)

(27) AU yop énikexktdg d6Tiv mapd td Oed kai gicdyovea gig TV
aioviov {onv.
‘For this [sc. holiness] is chosen before God and leadeth unto
eternal life.” (Acta Thomae 85; trans. James)
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The degree of desemanticization of the copula appears to be higher
in (26) than (27); the combination of eivan with both the adjective
énilextoc and the participle gicdyovoa, in (27), formally indicates its
role of copula'®.

A particularly interesting type of construction that is located
between the two poles of the periphrasticity continuum is represented
by &ivat + active present participle periphrases such as the one in (28):

(28) "Hv 8¢ tag Muépac &v 1@ iepd OdGoKmY, TAC 88 VOKTOG
€€epydpevog nOAileTo &ig 10 8pog T karobuevov Eroidv.
‘And every day he was teaching in the temple, but at night he
went out and lodged on the mount called Olivet.” (Lk. 21:37)

Aerts (1965: 9) argues that the presence of spatial or temporal
specifications such as év 1@ iep® and tog fuépag indicates that «it
is mainly a question of an independently used eivor with a participle
coniunctum»: that is, the construction cannot be considered
periphrastic (see also Logozzo and Tronci 2020: 207). However, a
dichotomous interpretation of cases like those exemplified in (28) is
far from being unproblematic. The eivar-813écKxmv construction in
(28), in fact, might be interpreted as either ‘and every day he was in the
temple teaching’ or ‘and every day he used to teach in the temple’. The
former corresponds to a less periphrastic representation, with (non-
prototypical)'? existential meaning, and refers to the syntactic structure
[Mv v 1@ iep®] + [S18doxwv], in which the copula directly combines
with the spatial expression and S18Gokwv functions as a circumstantial
participle, which is a modifier (in line with Aerts’ proposal: Aerts 1965).
The latter corresponds, rather, to a more prototypical periphrastic
representation and refers to the syntactic structure [fv S184okov] +
[&v 1 iep®], in which the copula directly combines with the participle
and the place adjunct functions as a modifier: tag Nuépag ‘every day’
provides habitual meaning to the construction and, therefore, increases

18 The participles in this type of constructions more frequently encode imper-
fective aspect, with no further specifications of aspectual (or modal) meanings.

1 Eivay, in fact, does not encode a prototypical existential predicate, nor does
the construction introduce new elements that are functional to the narrative con-
text. According to the copula desemanticization scale proposed by Amenta (2003:
23), the pattern fjv &v 1§ iep® corresponds to the type exemplified by je suis chez
moi / sono a casa ‘I am home’ (cf. Amenta 2003: 23), in which the be-form retains
some of its lexical meaning and, therefore, cannot be considered as a copula touz-
court.
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its degree of periphrasticity (see the discussion on the modal-aspectual
relevance above).

The kinds of discrepancies and ambiguities revealed by the
construction type exemplified in (28) can be solved by adopting a
prototypical approach to the etvou-periphrases, that accounts for the
complex interplay between formal and functional verbal categories:

a characteristic of prototype categories [...] concerns the fuzziness of
their boundaries. A consequence of this is that one category can merge at
its edges with a neighboring category. [...] If syntactic constructions are
prototype categories, we should expect to encounter the same phenomenon
in the syntactic domain. If we focus only on the prototypical center of a
construction, it will usually be possible to easily distinguish the construction
from its neighbors. Marginal instances of a construction may, however, exhibit
properties of another construction. These expressions could have ambiguous
status vis-a-vis the two constructions (Taylor 1998: 196).

To conclude this section, we go back to the question of the syntagmatic
variability discussed in § 1. As shown by the examples presented so
far, the constituents of the eivar-periphrases exhibit a high freedom
in the syntactic order: in fact, the copula can either precede or follow
the participle and — most importantly — the two elements can be
separated by a more or less conspicuous amount of linguistic material.
Moreover, the copula-participle contiguity and the copula-participle
non-contiguity do not show significant differences in the frequency of
occurrences in our corpus: the percentages of occurrences relative to
the total number of the eivau-periphrases analyzed here are 54.9% and
45.1%, respectively®. Notably, the distribution of contiguous vs. non-
contiguous patterns in our corpus does not interact with the degree of
periphrasticity of the constructions: highly periphrastic constructions,

2 Notably, these percentages correspond to Logozzo and Tronci’s percentages
(2020: 207), measured in a smaller and more homogeneous corpus relative to the
corpus analyzed here. Logozzo and Tronci (2020), in fact, analyze only the type
“glvor + present participle” in the New Testament (124 total occurrences, out of
which 60 have been found to be contiguous and 64 have been found to be non-
contiguous: 48.4% vs. 51.6%), whereas our corpus includes a significantly larger
data set and a wider variety of both texts and construction types, thus indicating that
the hypothesis proposed in the present paper does not simply rely on the distinction
between canonical and non-canonical texts and is not limited to the “clvon +
present participle” construction. It is worth specifying that our contiguity category
also includes cases in which the constituents are separated by either semantically
or phonetically “weak” items, such as particles (uév, 3¢, yép, etc.) and unstressed
pronouns (pot, cot, etc.).
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in fact, do not necessarily show copula-participle contiguity (see (29)
vs. (30)).

(29) "Hv 8¢ 6 Bopvafoag padfiuata maps Matbaiov sikneag PiBrov
Ti|g T0oD Be0D Q®VIiC Kol BavIATOV Kol S10aYLLATOV GOYYPOLLLL.
‘And Barnabas had received documents from Matthew, a book
of the voice of God, and a narrative of miracles and doctrines.’
(Acta Barnabae 15; trans. Walker)

(30) Koi énéPreya, kol idov péoov Tiig TOAems Buotactiplov péya kol
DYNAOV 60Odpa Kol \V TIC £6TMG TANGiov Tod BuctacTnpiov, 0O
10 TPOG MOV EAaUTEY MG 0 oG, [...]
‘And I saw in the midst of the city an altar exceeding high. And
there was one standing by the altar whose visage shone like the
sun, [...1" (Apocalypsis Pauli 29; trans. James)

The construction in (29) is a prototypical periphrasis (type (E)), in
which the copula and the participle are not contiguous, whereas (30)
includes an existential and, therefore, less periphrastic construction,
in which the copula and the participle are adjacent (or, more precisely,
separated by an unstressed pronoun). A higher degree of periphrasticity
can combine with no copula-participle contiguity without functional
changes in the construction (cf. Bybee 1985; Bybee ez al. 1994).

In conclusion, our data show that syntagmatic variability is not
pertinent to the classification of ancient Greek eivai-periphrases, as it
hardly applies to their grammaticalization patterns, as discussed in § 1
(cf. Lehmann 2015: 167).

5. Periphrasticity and the verbal/adjectival dichotomy

The periphrasticity continuum presented in § 4 captures the distin-
ction between verbal and adjectival periphrases discussed in § 1: hi-
gher periphrastic constructions typically denote events, whereas lower
periphrastic constructions typically denote states/qualities/conditions.
Therefore, the periphrases traditionally classified as verbal ([+VERBAL])
correspond to more prototypical periphrases ([+PERIPHRASTIC]), whe-
reas the periphrases traditionally classified as adjectival ([-VERBAL])
correspond to less prototypical periphrases ([PERIPHRASTIC]). The data
in our corpus clearly support this hypothesis, which is also confirmed
by different kinds of evidence paralleling the results of our analysis.
We can start by observing the functional similarity between the con-
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struction type (A), that includes a perfect participle with passive mea-
ning (see (20)) and the so-called “adjectival” periphrases:

la réanalyse des parfaits analytiques comme constructions copulatives formées
par une copule et une prédication adjectivale-participiale a été possible grice
a la proximité sémantique des participes parfaits (surtout médio-passifs) et des
adjectifs, qui partagent une valeur sémantique (résultative-)stative et la fonction
de décrire des propriétés plus ou moins stables du référent (Logozzo and Tronci
2020: 232).

In some cases, the adjectival meaning of the passive perfect participle
is also confirmed by philological evidence provided by the comparison
between two different versions of the same text (see (31) and (32)):

(31) Ei yap @oPoc ékpoPel, €keivog &otv Emtonuévog O téhog un
Exov: [...]. Kai éav giow novol émronuévor, £keivoi iowv ol
oUTmg apyoLEVOL DOTE PNOETOTE TELOG EYELV.

‘For if fear is scary, that which has no end is dreadful; [...]. And
if any pain is dreadful, such is the one that begins and has no
end.” (Acta Andreae 7 — version A)*

(32) Ei yap mromoig eoPntéa éotiv, ékeivn yodv @ofntéog 1 téA0g
un &yovoa. [...] Kai €l ai 6dvvar @opnrém gisiv, ékeivog ypm
@oPnOfval ol oVT®E VITAPYOVTAL UITIVEG OVOETOTE TEPATOVVTAL.
‘For if dread is to be feared, that which has no end is indeed to
be feared. [...] And if torments are to be feared, we must fear
those that begin and never end.” (Acta Andreae 7 — version B)

The participles értonuévog and érntonuévol (from the telic verb
ntoém ‘to scare’) in (31) correspond to the verbal adjectives popntéog
and gopntéatin (32).

The relationship between the verbal/adjectival dichotomy and
the periphrasticity continuum proposed here is also revealed by the
contrastive analysis between the Greek version of the New Testament
and the Latin translation of the Vulgate. There are several cases in
which Greek’s more prototypical periphrases are rendered into Latin
synthetic verbal forms (see (33)), whereas Greek’s less prototypical
periphrases are rendered into Latin “esse + adjective” constructions
(see (34)):

21 Cf. the trans. by Walker in Roberts and Donaldson (1903).
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(33) "Hoav yap mposwpoxéreg Tpoguov tov Eeéctov &v Tij mokel
oLV avTd, Ov Evopulov 61t gig o igpdv eionyayev 6 Iadrog. (Acts
21:29)

Viderant enim Trophimum Ephesium in civitate cum ipso,
quem aestimaverunt quoniam in templum introduxisset Paulus.
(Vulgate)

‘For they had previously seen Trophimus the Ephesian with him
in the city, and they supposed that Paul had brought him into
the temple.’

(34) Aitette kai AMqpyecOe, tva 1) yapd dudv | reminpopévn. (7.
16:24)
DPetite et accipietis, ut gaudium vestrum sit plenum. (Vulgate)
‘Ask, and you will receive, that your joy may be full.’

To only mention a few other examples of these types, the same
correspondence as in (33) is found in Acts 20:13 (Sratetaypévog v =
disposuerat) and Acts 22:29 (Rv dedexdq = alligasset), whereas the same
correspondence as in (34) is found in Gal. 2:11 (kateyvoopévog v =
reprebensibilis erat) and Lk. 5:18 (Rv mapodehouévoc = erat paralyticus;
cf. also Acts 9:33).

Notably, Greek constructions that place themselves on different
(non-prototypical) points of the periphrasticity continuum and,
therefore, do not correspond to either the lowly periphrastic prototypes
(types (A) to (D)) or the highly periphrastic prototypes (types (E) and
(F)) are generally translated with formally equivalent constructions in
Latin, that is esse-periphrases:

(35) "Hoav 8¢ mpookapTepotvTeg i S1d0yf TV AMosTOI®Y Kol Tij
Kowmvig, tfj KAGoel Tod dptov kol toig tpocevyaic. (Acts 2:42)
Erant autem perseverantes in doctrina Apostolorum et
communicatione, fractionis panis et orationibus. (Vulgate)

‘And they devoted themselves to the apostles’ teaching and the
fellowship, to the breaking of bread and the prayers.’

(36) Axovcog 8¢ O veaviokog TOV Adyov anfidey Avmoduevog, Qv yop
Eov ktuato ToAAG. (Mz. 19:22; cf. also Mk. 10:22)
Cum audisset autem adolescens verbum, abiit tristis: erat enim
babens multas possessiones. (Vulgate)
‘When the young man heard this he went away sorrowful, for he
had great possessions [lit. was having many possessions].’
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The Latin constructions in (35) and (36) are calques of their Greek
counterparts, including a copula in the imperfect form (Roav, nv =
erant, erat) and a present participle (tpockaptepodvteg = perseverantes;
Eyov = habens).

A question deserves further attention, at this point, that is the
interpretation of type (D), in which elvar combines with perfect
participles of unaccusative verbs. As is well known, these verbs are
typically telic (cf. Perlmutter 1978; Levin and Rappaport Hovav
1995; Sorace 2000, among many others). When used in the aorist
participle eivoi-periphrases, they typically take a dynamic (eventive)
interpretation (see (37)); when used in the perfect participle &tvou-
periphrases, on the other hand, they may be interpreted as either
dynamic and, therefore, encoding the attainment of a new state/
condition, or non-dynamic and, therefore, encoding the new state by
itself (see (38))?2. The eventive interpretation corresponds to a higher
degree of verbiness, whereas the stative interpretation corresponds to
a lower degree of verbiness (see Figure 3):

Figure 3. the periphrasticity continuum and the stative/eventive distinction

[-PERIPHRASIS; -VERBAL]  [+PERIPHRASIS; +VERBAL]
< >

Types (A)-(D) givar + stative  eivar + eventive Types (E)-(F)
participle participle

(37) EiBe fijpnv npo 1] 10 Nuépa amobavav iva pnd’ Slog tavtoig
GUVETLYOV.
‘Would that I had died before yesterday, that I might not have
met with these [maidens] at all.” (Acta Xanthippae et Polyxenae
34; trans. Craigie)

22 This ambiguity may be related to the temporalization process undergone by
the Greek perfect (cf. Chantraine 1926: 146ff.; Bentein 2016: 152ff.). In Late-Clas-
sical / Hellenistic Greek, the perfect can either retain its original stative meaning or
encode (the new) past tense meaning. On a type of German construction paralleling
this type of ancient Greek construction, which may have a double interpretation
(stative vs. eventive), see Gese ez al. (2011).
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(38) Koi énelaPetod pov tig xepds Tig Koi EEEParéV e amd Tod TOTOV
Omov UMV TEXTOKAOG.
‘And one took me by the hand and removed me from the place
whereon I had fallen.’ (Acta Pilati A 15:6; trans. James)

The construction in (37) has an aorist participle and encodes relative
past, in a modality-marked context: fjunv dmobaviv represents a
prototypical type (E) periphrasis, as opposed to the construction in
(38), which has a perfect participle and might be classified as more or
less periphrastic on the basis of its more or less eventive meaning?.

6. Conclusion

In this study, we have used the perspective of prototypical
categorization, by which it is possible to consistently account for
both the central and the peripheral members of a given category, and
have shown how this perspective allows us to clarify certain crucial
issues of the eivon + participle constructions in ancient Greek, and
specifically post-Hellenistic Greek, and to solve the (apparently)
irreducible aporia involving different types of etvou-periphrasis. We
have proposed both a copularity continuum and a periphrasticity
continuum, referring to various types and sub-types of constructions:
the interplay between these two continua provides an explanation
for the different manifestations of the ivar + participle category. In
these continua, formal features, such as the presence vs. absence of the
copula, interact with the functional features manifested in tense, voice,
actionality and transitivity distinctions: the degree of periphrasticity of
a given construction is ultimately related to both its degree of verbiness
and the type of event that is encoded into the predicate.
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