Changes in the system of the discourse markers
in New Testament Greek

Introduction

This study is related to our research on the Hellenistic Greek,' so
that our basic methodology has to do rather with a diachronical ap-
proach. In so doing, however, our contribution to the study of dis-
course markers follows the main lines of contemporary syntax. The
analyzed works are Acts of the Apostles, The Shepherd of Hermas, Acts
of Paul and Thecla, The life and miracles of Thecla, Acts of Xantippa,
Polyxena and Rebecca, and the letters of the apostles Peter and James.
These texts are dated between the Ith and VIth centuries A.D., and ev-
ery particular chronology will be later on dealt with. We will take as a
reference Galen, an author of the 1% cent. A.D., and the pseudo-Lu-
cianic Timarion, a Byzantine short novel from the 12t cent. A.D. We
will not consider the matter whether Christian Greek must be taken as
an autonomous dialect, and therefore plainly recognizable from other
varieties of Hellenistic Greek.? Contemporary research simply uses to
ascribe the so-called Christian Greek to the general Greek Koine, that
is to say, there is no need to define it as a different dialect.?

I J. REDONDO, «De nuevo sobre la cuestion de las particulas griegas», in Actas del
VII Congreso Espariol de Estudios Clasicos I, Madrid 1989, 261-266; Ip., «Algunos he-
lenismos en la Vulgata del Nuevo Testamento», in Helmantica 40(1990) (= Actas del T
Simposio de Latin Cristiano, Madrid, Fundacién Pastor, Novembre 1987), 413-418; Ip.,
«Precisiones a la lengua de los Moralia», in A. PErez JiMENEZ — G. DEL CERRO
CALDERON (edd.), Estudios sobre Plutarco: Obra y Tradicion, Milaga 1990, 135-139; Ip.,
«Un dato sintactico sobre el ITapapudntikog Tpog Th yuvelka», in PEREZ JIMENEZ — DEL
CERRO CALDERON (edd.), Estudios sobre Plutarco, 155-158; ID., «The Greek literary lan-
guage of the Hebrew historian Josephus», in Hermes 128(2000), 420-434.

2 F. Brass — A. DEBRUNNER, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, Gottin-
gen 21965, 1; L. RYDBECK, Fachprosa, vermeintliche Volkssprache und Neues Testament,
Uppsala 1967.

> A. Derssmany, «Hellenistic Greek with special consideration of the Greek Bible»,
in S.E. PORTER (ed.), The Language of New Testament. Classic Essays, Sheffield 1991, 39-
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The functions of discourse markers

The functions of discourse markers in late Koine cannot be ana-
lyzed by means of the modern theory on this word class without hav-
ing in mind a main methodological principle: while researchers work-
ing in any modern language deal with data taken from the oral and
written performance of the speakers, our scope is limited to the writ-
ten issue of some oral uses, so that first of all we have to elucidate to
what extent this issue happens, since it never will be completely equal
to the oral use, and very often it looks like unexistent. Therefore, sen-
sorial imperatives, intellectual imperatives, rhetorical interrogation
and indirect interrogation* are not easily recognized as such in the An-
cient Greek texts. The lack of the context where the linguistic act takes
place — dramatic plays, among literary texts, use to provide a more
suitable frame for this kind of research — makes hardly possible to out-
line the exact function of discourse markers.

Beinhauer certainly recognized the two main functions, phatic and
appellative, of the class of words he used to call colloqulal organizers
— organizadores conversacionales — Vigara Tauste suggests that some
of these words or phrases — colloqulal stimulators, estimulantes con-
versacionales in her own words — can be found not only at the begin-
ning of the sentence, as Beinhauer established, since they also appear
all along the sentence in order to keep the attention of our receptor.®
Actually, Juan de Valdés in 1536 and Diego Covarrubias in 1611 no-
ticed the repetition of the discourse markers as a way to provide the
text with the required internal coherence.” There is a different ap-

59 (= A. Hauck [ed.], Realencyclopddie fiir protestantische Theologie und Kirche VII,
Leipzig 1899, 627-639); N. FERNANDEZ MARCOS, «En torno al estudio del griego de los
cristianos», in Em 41(1973), 45-56; M. SiLva, «Blhnguallsm and the Character of Pales-
tinian Greek» in Bib 61(1980), 198-219 (= in PorTER [ed.], The Language of New Tes-
tament, 205- 226) T.E. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch. Natural Greek
Usage and Hebrew Interference Oxford 2001. N. FERNANDEZ MARCOS, «Hacia un léxi-
co dgel griego de traduccidn», in Revista Espariola de Lingiiistica 9(1979) 489-504, de-
scribes the Christian Greek as a group language. The same conclusion is reached about
Christian Latin by C. CODONER, «Latin cristiano, ¢lengua de grupo?», in Nova Tellus
3(1985), 111-126.

+ AM. Vicara TAUSTE, Aspectos del espariol hablado, Madrid 1980, 60-62.

5 W. BEINHAUER, El espzmol cologquial, Madrid 1929 (= 1978), 60.

® VIGARA TAUSTE Aspectos, 61.

7" J. DE VALDES, Dioilogo de la lengua, ed. R. DONAZAR AsT1z, Barcelona 1983, 136:
«[...] pero esas otras partecillas son bordones de necios. [...] Esas palabrillas y otras tales
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proach in those authors who depict some discourse markers as inter-
action signals — seriales de interaccion -8 as they replace the simple
phatic function with the conative one — also called impressive, and re-
cently known as interactional. Other interesting definitions applied to
the discourse markers are enfocadores de la alteridad, alterity focaliz-
ers,” and marcadores de control de contacto, contact control markers.!°
Moreover, discourse markers have been assigned the possibility of ex-
pressing opinions and asserts that are similar in function to those ex-
pressed by full orations.!" We will follow Fraser when he points up
three different types of discourse markers, viz. contrastive, elaborative
and inferential.'? Already in the field of Ancient Greek syntax, several
attempts have been made in order to establish a link between the syn-
tactic function of the particles and their role in building up the coher-
ence of the text.!> So, Oréal makes a case for the transfer of olv to-
wards a use much more grammaticalized, in which the assertive func-
tion is replaced by the function of organizing the text, and that of

que algunos toman a que arrimarse cuando, estando hablando, no les viene a la memo-
ria el vocablo tan presto como serfa menester. Y asi unos hay que se arriman a ¢enten-
déisme? y os lo dicen muchas veces, sin haber cosa que importe entenderla o que sea me-
nester mucha atencién para alcanzarla; por donde conocéis que no os preguntan si los
entendéis por duda que tengan de ello, sino porque, mientras os preguntan aquello les
venga a la memoria lo otro». S. DE COVARRUBIAS, Tesoro de la lengua castellana, Madrid
1611, 147: «Quando alguno tiene por costumbre yendo hablando entremeter alguna a-
labra que la repite muchas vezes y sin necesidad, decimos que es aquel su bordoncillo;
porque entretanto descansa en él, y piensa lo que ha de decir».

$ B. LaAMIROY — P. SWIGGERS, «Patterns of mobilization: a study of interaction signals
in Romance», in R.A. GEIGER — B. Runzka-OsTYN (edd.), Conceprualizations and men-
tal processes in language, Berlin-New York 1993, 649-678.

% M.A. MARTIN ZORRAQUINO — J. PORTOLES, «Los marcadores del discurso», in V.
DeMONTE — T. BoSQUE, Gramadtica descriptiva de la lengua espariola I11, Madrid 1999,
4051-4213.

10 J. PorTOLES, Marcadores del discurso, Barcelona 1998 (2007), 145.

11 H. HAVERKATE, La cortesia verbal. Estudio pragmalingiiistico, Madrid 1994.

12 The function of the so-called contrastive markers consists of signaling that the ut-
terance following is either a denial or a contrast of some proposition associated with the
preceding discourse (B. FRASER, «What are discourse markers?», in Pragmatics 6[1996],
167-190, here 187); elaborative ‘markers should signal that the utterance following con-
stitutes a refinement of some sort on the preceding discourse (ibid., 187-188); fmaﬁy, in-
ferential markers should be expressions which signal that the force of the utterance is a
conclusion which follows from the preceding discourse (ibid., 188).

13 E. ORrEAL, «Sur la fonction argumentative de quelques particules grecques», in
LALIES 17(1997), 229-249; E. REDONDO MOYANO, «Estudio de yap como marcador del
discurso (Pro corona de Demostenes)» n Mmerwz 17(2004), 11-30.
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tolvuv towards parasyntactical uses.'"* Regarding to the case of New
Testament texts, when analyzing the use of 8¢ and kal at the Gospel of
John Starwalt applies the concept of mystery particles,'> since both
connectors should refer not only to the sentence they are embedded in,
but to a more extended frame, viz. the paragraph or even a broader sec-
tion of the text.!®

The study of discourse markers in Koine Greek,
and especially in New Testament Greek

There is a not scarce amount of studies, even complete books, on
the matter of particles in postclassical Greek. It seems however a mis-
taken strategy to summarize the question, from a diachronical point of
view, to a case of simple degeneration.!” It has also been suggested, as
a parallel reaction on the side of the literary authors, that a frequent use
of particles should be explained as an Atticist device.'® Both theories
seem to us far from the truth, as it is easily understandable if we pay
attention to the language of such a non-literary author as Galen, for
there is a plenty of particles and even many new combinations and
clusters, besides those taken from Hippocrates, Plato and Aristoteles.!

On the other hand, we take for untenable the asset made by Ryd-
beck in rejecting any presence of vulgarisms in New Testament Greek,
as well as any link between this variety of the Greek language and that

14 OREAL, «Sur la fonction argumentative», 238: «A Daffinité particuliere entre odv,

eu représenté dans des énoncés 3 modalité jussive, et la modalité interrogative, s’oppose

F’afﬁnité de tolvuv avec la communication d’une volonté». Again about o0v, OREAL un-
derlines its not-inferential, but clausular, function (zbid., 237-238).

15 R.E. LONGACRE, «Mystery particles and affixes», in S.S. MUFWENE — C.A. WALKER
— S.B. StEEVER (edd.), Papers from the 12th Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic
Society, Chicago, IL 1976, 468-475.

16 E. STARWALT, «Connectors in Koine Greek: The Gospel of John», in Conservative
Theological Journal 3(1999), 135-151.

17 M.E. THrALL, Greek Particles in the New Testament: Linguistic and Exegetical
Studies, Leiden 1962, 39: «[...] The use of particles in the kowv differed in several aspects
from that of the classical authors. In part the difference may be regarded as a sign of lin-
guistic degeneration. The absence from the kowwn of many of the classical combinations
of particles is the most significant example of this process and may well be a symptom
of the more general decline of the classical Greek civilization».

18 D.M. SCHENKEVELD, Studies in Demetrius’ “On the Style”, Amsterdam 1964, 141.

19 R.J. DURLING, «Some Particles and Particle Clusters in Galen», in Glotta
66(1988), 183-189.
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of the papyrus.?’ Had we accept this isolated character of New Testa-
ment Greek, it should be thought of as a written register (Schrift-
sprache) associated just to a professional use (Fachsprache). Actually,
New Testament Greek shows many linguistic devices related to collo-
quial speech.

Finally, another research trend that seems to us unsatisfactory — not
as a principle, but after the results obtained — explains many of the
main characteristics of New Testament Greek as borrowings from a
Semitic language — Aramaic or Hebrew —, including the syntax of par-
ticles.?!

Our comment will first of all deal with the Acts of the Apostles, a
work that uses to be dated at the second half of the 1t cent. A.D. It is
beyond our present scope the matter of the alleged interpolations —
maybe a full new redaction? — after Josephus’ Antiquities of the Jews
and Jewish War.?2 Anyway, the Acts of the Apostles are firmly consid-
ered the most ancient text of the whole Christian literature. From the
point of view of language, its lexis shows not high literary preten-
sions. The only frequent marker is 1600, which appears in initial place
(V9and 25; X 10 and 11; X 21) and medial as well (X 17), besides the
combinations KoL LOov (VIII 27 and XVI 1 initial; T 10; V 28 and

20 L. RYDBECK, «On the question of linguistic levels and the place of the New Testa-
ment in the contemporary language milieu», in PORTER (ed.), The Language of New Tes-
tament, 191-204 (English translation of a chapter appeared in RYDBECK, Fachprosa, ver-
meintliche Volkssprache und Nenes Testament, 186-199): «I do not see any really vulgar
characteristics in the language of the New Testament (apart from very special things in
the Apocalypse). To draw connections between the language of the really vulgar papyri
and the grammatically correct Greek of the New Testament may be difficult» (201-202).

2l H.S. GEHMAN, «The Hebraic Character of Septuagint Greek», in V7 1(1951), 81-
90 (= PORTER [ed.], The Language of New Testament, 163-173); R.J. DECKER, «Markan
Idiolect in the Study of the Greek of the New Testament» in New Testament Greek
Langunage and Exegesis Consultation. Evangelical Tbeologzml Society Annual Meeting,
New Orleans (Nov. 2009), available in pdf at NTResources, http://ntresour-
ces.com/blog/?p=677 (in S.E. PORTER — A. Pr1Ts [edd.], The Language of the New Tes-
tament. Context, History, and Development, Leiden 2011, 43-66, gives a more nuanced
version of the Semitist t eory).

22 1'T. TownsenD, «The Date of Luke-Acts», in C.H. TALBERT (ed.), Luke-Acts:
New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical Literature Seminar, New York 1984, 47-
62; S. MasoN, «Josephus and Luke-Acts», in ID., Josephus and the New Testament,
Peabody, MA 1992, 185-229; H. SCHRECKENBERG, «Flavius Josephus und die lukanischen
Schriften», in K.-H. RENGSTORF — W. HAUBECK — M. BACHMANN (edd.), Wort in der Zeit:
Neutestamentliche Studien, Leiden 1980, 179-209, suggests that both Josephus and the
New Testament authors used common sources.
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XXVII 24 medial), kel viv 1600 (XIIT 11; XX 22 and 25, all three at
the initial place), aAL 1800 (XIII 25, initial) and the very noticeable
combination o0yl i6o0: odyL 1600 &mavtec obTolL €lolv Aadodrteg
CaAtratot (2,7, initial).

The presence of combinatory variants has been pointed up by re-
searchers working on discourse markers in modern languages: «estas
unidades tienden a combinarse con otro conector, unas veces como el-
emento inicial y otras como segundo elemento».”> Moreover, it is
known that many markers as 1600 — literally, see (imperative, 2nd. per-
son) — are already deslexicalized,?* as it is very often the case of other
particles because of their grammaticalization.?

This feature has been explained as a Semitism,?¢ but it is commonly
attested from Aristophanes onwards at least, cf. Ar. Ach. 366: 1500
BeoBe; N. 818: L6ov v’ L6ov; Ly. 441: 160y ye, etc.”’” As an example of the
use of 1600 in Byzantine Greek, cf. the following sentence: koL viv 1500
oéowopal oot hpire Kvdiwv, kal dmayyérdw oo tapud (Timarion 47).

A very interesting feature deals with the so-called continuative yap,
which in itself is a perfect witness of the loss of the two old functions
of this particle, the assertive and the illative; it initially belongs to the
class of the inferential discourse markers;?® now yap, being far away
from its illative function, has to do only with the textual coherence.
Take as an example the following sentence: o0 yap ¢ Upelc

2 M.J. CuENcA — M.J. MARIN JORDA, «Verbos de percepcidn gramaticalizados como
conectores. Andlisis contrastivo espafiol-cataldn», in Revista esparniola de lingiiistica apli-
cada 1 (2000), 215-237, here 225.

24 Y. SoLano Rojas, «Los conectores pragmaticos en el habla culta costarricense», in
Revista de filologia y lingiiistica de la Universidad de Costa Rica 15(1989), 143-154, here
145; E. MonToL{O — V. UNAMUNO, «The discourse marker a ver (Catalan a Veure)» in
jowmzl of Pragmatics 33(2001), 193-208.

2 REDONDO, «De nuevo sobre la cuestion de las particulas griegas»; E.C. TRAUGOTT,
«From propositional to textual and expressive meanings: some semantic-pragmatic as-
pects of grammaticalization», in W.P. LEHMANN — Y. MALKIEL (edd.), Perspectives on His-
torical Linguistics, Amsterdam 1982, 245-271; EAD., «On the rise of epistemic meanings
in English: an example of sub]ecmflcatlon in semantic change», in Language 65(1989),
31-55; E.C. TRAUGOTT — E. KONIG, «The semantic-pragmatics of grammaticalization re-
V1$1t€d>> in E.C. TRAUGOTT — B. HEINE (edd.), Approac}%es to Grammaticalization I, Am-
sterdam 1991, 189-218.

26 W.H. GUILLEMARD Hebraisms in the Greek Testament, Cambridge-London 1879,
35, on Act 1,10 kal i80v.

27 A. Lovez EIRE, La lengua cologuial de la comedia aristofanica, Murcia 1996, 101-
104 and 123-124.

28 FRASER, « What are discourse markers?», 188.
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LToAapPavete obtoL peBlovoLy, €0TLY Yop po TPLTN THS MUEPRS, GAAX
T00TO €0TLY TO elpnuévor Sua Tod mpodntov Twnd (Act. 2,15-16)

Other uses look to a certain extent unsignificative, for they are very
common in postclassical Greek. Take as an example the functional
merger of o0V and pev obv: yévoc obv vmapyovteg 10D O€oD (...). TOUG pev
oV xpovoug tfi¢ ayroleg LTepLéwy 6 Oeog etc. (Act. 17, 29-30, cf. 23,21-
22; 21,1.4; etc. Herm. XXXVIII 6; LXXVIII 2).%

We will now continue with the syntax of discourse markers in the
letters of Judas, Peter and James. In this short corpus we find again the
aforesaid continuative yop, but because of the nearly oral style, which
is much more simple, it appears in a much more mechanical way. This
is an example from the second letter of Peter:

TodToe Yo Uuw U‘ITOCpXOV‘lTOL KOLL TAcovalovta OUK apyoug 008¢ aKocpTroug
KoceLomow elg v tod KUpLOU npwv ’Inoou XpLorou EMLYVQOOLY® @ YO un
TopeotLy Tadte, TUGAOE €0ty puwTalwy, ANdny Aafwy Tod Koceoaptouou OV
ToAal a0TOD GUEPTLAY. 610 UaAlov, aderdol, omouvddonte Pefatlay VLDV THy
KAROLY Kol €kAoymy ToLeloBul: tadta Yép ToLoDVTEC 00 UN TTelonTé ToTe. OUTWG
Yap TAOLOLWG EMLYOpNYNONTETAL DUV M) €l0080¢ €l¢ Ty alwviov Baotieloar ToD
KupLOL MUAY kel owtfipog Tnood Xprotod (2Pt 1,8-11).

Our next work, The Shepherd of Hermas, could have been written
between the last years of the 1t cent. A.D. and middle II cent.’® The
work presents a very simple hterary style provided with a limited use
of discourse markers: only yap 8¢ and olv are regularly used in com-
parison with the other particles: for example, yodv and olkodv are just
hapaxes (LXXIV 2 and CV 6). The already commented i500 is also at-
tested in both positions, initial (III 4; VII 4) and medial as well (III 4),
as it is the variants kal 1800, also initial (LXXXIIT 1) and medial (XXII
5, 6) and @A)’ 1600 (LVI 4). In recognising this dpéreLe we must not for-
get that the syntactic patterns of the text are coherent with the trends
which are usual in Hellenistic Greek, such as the scarce amount of co-

? A.T. ROBERTSON, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament at the light of histor-
ical research, New York 1914, 1151-1152: indeed, most of the instances of wev ovv in the
New Testament are resumptive, not correlative or antithetical. Cf. BLAss — DEBRUNNER,
Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, 267; A.N. JANNARIS, An Historical
Greek Grammar. Chiefly of the Attic Dialect as Written and Spoken from Classical An-
tiquity Down to the Present Time, London 1897, 410.

3% J.A.T. ROBINSON, Redating the New Testament, London 1976, gives a later termi-
nus ante quem, since it ‘should have been composed before 85 A.D.



216 RivB LXIV (2016)

ordinated sentences by means of pév and 8¢ (LXXXIX 2), pév obv (XI-
IT 1; XXXVIII 6; LXXVIII 2), etc. Many items show this syntactic
Koine frame, for instance the use of €wc in time clauses expressing si-
multaneity (LV 2; LXI 2). In accordance with this approach of the lan-
guage of the work to non-literary devices, the syntax of the discourse
markers includes innovations such as the so-called inceptive aAAa:

o’cM’ 00 éveka TOVTOL (’)pyLCerai ool 0 Bedg, &AL’ Tva TOV olkov cov TOV o’cvom']oocvw
ELQ TOV Kl’)p LoV KoL eu; Upﬁcg ToUg yoveig owtd)v EMLOTPEYNC, GAAL GLAGTEKVOG G wv
0UK €VOUBETELG oov. TOV olkov, ocMoc (xcaneg owrov Koawq)eonpnvou 66vac; 6Loc rouro
ooL opyLCewL 0 KUpLO(; oc)L)ux L(XOG‘L'(XL oou mxm:oc w Trpoyeyovow ﬂovnpoc ev Q0
otk 0oL BLX Yo TOG Ekelvwy ocpocpuocg Kol ocvopnpocw 00 Kocred>9apn<; amo TGOV
BLerKwV Trpociewq, QAL ) ﬂOAUOﬂkayxvux ToD KUpLOU nkenoev o€ KoL TOV olkov
00V Kol LoyupoToLnoeL o€ kol BepedLwoel oe év Th 808N adtod (11T 1-2).

It is not of course a case of hypophora (Gorg. Pal. 7-12; Antipho V
58; And. I 148 and III 14-15). Two examples of this rhetorical device
are indeed attested at this work: AL’ al Sujuylal DUOY GOUVETOUG DUAC
ToLoDOLY Kal TO PN €xeLy THY Kapdlay VPOV TPOg TOV KUPLOV. &ToKpLOELS
aUTQ TaALY elmov: GAL’ &md 00D, KipLe, dkpLPEoTEPOY aUTR YYWOOULeD
(XVIII 9-10), and oVkobv pakoapilete €avtols; GAML Sokelte Epyor péyo
TETOLNKEVLL, €0V TLG DUAY SLa tov Beov mabn (CV 6).3! Denniston cer-
tainly accepts the inceptive use of dAie, but only if restricted to the
stylistic level, and especially to the Xenophontean literary language;
according with him, from a syntactic point of view this construction
does not have any function.’2 Our explanation of this syntactic device
is quite different: in our opinion, it must be understood as a post-Clas-
sical innovation after the extension of the use of @AA& when reinforc-
ing an imperative form, so that it was reanalyzed as an illative connec-
tor, viz. yap and obv. As a suitable way of explaining this device, it has
been suggested an origin as a Semitism due to the process of transla-
tion of the Old Testament.? Yet the Greek origin, not at all Semitic, of
this construction is proved by Galen: édetfic 8¢ S paBoug, apBévtwy
TPOTEPOV TV GAOEVWY TE Kal TOV VUEVOV Kol TRV GyYyelwy 1 pope TGV

31 Regarding other New Testament texts, see Rm 5,7.
32 1.D. DENNISTON, The Greek Particles, Oxford 1934, 20-21.
33 Cf. GUILLEMARD, Hebraisms in the Greek Testament, 56.
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LEYOAWY €0TL VeLpOV, GAAL TODTO Ye TO ToD S€puatog vedpov EmPuivel
uev tw Ppeytove etc. (Proc. anat. 111 3). .

An only passage attests another innovation, for the adverbial ac-
cusative AoLmov, henceforth, has the value of an inferential particle, so that
its new meaning is therefore: TaiTnY TV EVTOANY TOD KUPLOL TETEAEKX"
okafiw AoLmov Tov dumerdve tobtov etc. (LV 4). The editor of the work,
Robert Joly, translates j’ai exécuté Pordre du maitre; maintenant je vais
bécher la vigne etc. But the French translation of Aoimov as a temporal
adverb should have been dorénavant, désormais.

Our survey will now deal with the discourse markers in Acts of
Paul and Thecla. The language of this work — from now on APT -,
which is placed between 180 and 200 A.D. approximately,* has to do
with the less literary level of the language. Most of the text is given the
necessary coherence by means of the connectors kat and 8¢, including
their paratactic constructions; on the other side, we find only four ex-
amples of pév obv (34, 39, 41 and 45), three of oOv (17, 29 and 32), three
of yap (37, 40 and 44), and a last one by means of te kal (32). It could
seem rather surprising that the non-literary connector 1800 appears
only once (43). The reason of this slow rate is that its colloquial use
does not fit with the narrative structure of the work. Actually, this on-
ly passage appears in a direct discourse. It could be even said that, as
the text gets along, the author tries to raise the literary level of the
work by means of the introduction of new discourse markers: first of
all the author brings into play olv, afterwards pev odv, and finally yap.

There 1s another cluster which deserves our attention, the innova-
tion €tL ¢ Kal, attested in the following passages:

Kol 00K Gmévever amo ThC Bupldog, GAAL TH TLOTEL EMMYETO LTEPELPPULVOULEVT,
€tL 6¢ Kol PAETOVON TOAAGC Yuvelkeg Kol TapBEVOLG €LOTOPEVOEVEC TPOG TOV
ITadAov, émendBer kal adth kateflwdfivel kate Tpdowtor otfjvel ITadiov kol
axoveLy t0 Tod XpLotod Adyov (APT 7).

ToowL Yop ol YUVKLKEG KoL OL V€OL €Lo€pyovtal TPog adTOV SLENOKOWLEVOL T’
~ ~ ~ ’ ~ ~ -~
a0tod OTL A€l, pfioLy, éva kol povor Beov poPeiabal kel (Hv ayvdg, €Tl 8¢ kal 1

3* J.N. BREMMER, «The Five Major Apocryphal Acts: Authors, Place, Time and
Readership», in J.N. BREMMER (ed.), The Apocrypgal Acts of Thomas, Leuven 2001, 149-
170, here 153; J.W. BARRIER, The Acts of Paul and Thecla: A Critical Introduction and
Commentary, Ttbingen 2009, 23-24.



218 RivB LXIV (2016)

Buyatnp Kov We Gpoyrn em 'mc; Bupldog Sedepévn tolg LT adTod AdYOLG
kpatelto EMLOUULY KoV kel Tadel dewv (APT 9).

EMLOTPAGNOL TPOG TOV 0OV OapupLy kol aloyOventL. €TL 8¢ kal 1) untnp adthc T
aOto €reyev (APT 10).

A way of explaining this cluster consists of taking it as a semantic
change, not at all a syntactic one, so that the temporal meaning sz2//
conveyed by the adverb ét1 would have developed a second meaning,
that of addition, i.e. besides. In our opinion, the syntactic change must
also be taken into account because of two reasons, first of all the initial
place of étL &€ kol and secondly the stable sequence of the cluster.
Moreover, it must be said that all these examples are taken from narra-
tive sections, instead of a direct discourse.

Another case of innovation deals with the exceptive function of the
cluster @A’ 7}, which is attested at the so-called Coptic fragment:

éxetvol 8¢ Bewpodrteg T Tapadoor Budux WoTep €V EKOTROEL €YLVOVTO, KoL OV
Toyvoav émoyelv v 100 Beod SoVAny GAA’ fi wovor tod padoplov g
emeraforto kol pépoc tL Rduvmenoar aroomaout (APT, fragm. cod. G, 52-55%).

This cluster fits into the subcategory of the so-called contrastive
markers.’® Such a cluster is occasionally attested in New Testament
Greek.” The explanation as a Semitism has been also attempted,®® but
the value is known from the Classical times on.* It can be also found
in, for instance, Johannes Moschus.*

A completely different literary text, The Life and Miracles of The-
cla — quoted from now on by its Latin acronym VMT —is a work com-
posed by two different sections, biographical and thaumaturgical,
which was written towards the end of the 5% cent. A.D. In 1978, Da-

3 R.A. Lipstus — M. BONNET, «Acta Pauli et Theclae (partis finalis recensio e codice
G)», in Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha I, Leipzig 1891, 271-272, here 272.

36 FRASER, «What are discourse markers?», 187.

37 BLass — DEBRUNNER, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, 282, refers to
Lk 12,51, among other examples.

38 J. WELLHAUSEN, Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, Berlin 21911, 16-17.

39 JANNARIS, An sttorzcul Greek Grammar, § 1733.

4 E. MHEVC-GABROVEC, Etudes sur la syntaxe de Toannes Moschos, Ljubljana 1960, 85.
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gron suggested that the second section, which deals on the miracles of
Thecla, should be placed between 444 and 448, some years after the
composition of the biographical section and some years before two
sets of additions, the first one between 448 and 468, and a second one
between 468 and 476;*' more recently, Johnson suggests a datation to-
wards 470 A.D.#

Our analysis of the discourse markers shows a somewhat different
structure of the text: the biographical section, as well as the first para-
graphs of the thaumaturgical section — that is to say, the proemial sec-
tion which leads to the exposition of the miracles of Thecla, which are
told in a more narrative way — are composed in a literary Greek. In this
literary section® the author is allowed to use discourse markers of
plain Attic flavour, such as pépe 61 kat (VMT 1 9; 11 4). On the other
side, not literary connectors are limited to the thaumaturgical section,
viz. fiyouy (VMT I125), fimep (VM T 11 14) and firou (VMT 11 28 ter. 41).
The first one, fiyouv, is qualified by Denniston as a curions combina-
tion, which according with this scholar is attested in the Corpus Hip-
pocraticum and several late grammarians.** This is the example of our
text: Tov yodv vaov adtiic flyour kol TOALY, Kol Yo €L¢ TOAEWS AOLTOV
TepLeAnAatol kol oxfue kol ypelov kol kaAdog, o0k GV €DPoLE XWPLg
a0tV 7 Eévwr moté etc. (VMT 11 25).4

The VMT is fond of discourse markers related to verbs expressing
perception, the so-called sensory verbs; syntax and semantics are again
coinvolved in organising the textual coherence of a text which is in
some aspects very close to an oral frame. By comparison with the
precedent texts analyzed, it is to be quoted the cluster dAid yop 1600 (I
9). Other interesting clusters are, for instance, o0 pnv kal, which has not

' G. DAGRON, Vie et miracles de Sainte Thecle. Texte grec, traduction et commen-
taire, Brussels 1978, 17-19.

2 S.F. JounstoN, The Life and Miracles of Thekla: A Literary Study, Cambridge
2006, 5.

# See a fresh reassessment of the literary models labelled by the author of the work
in A. NARRO, «Nouvelles réminiscences littéraires décelées dans la Vie et Miracles de
sainte Thecle (BHG 1717-1718)», in Analecta Bollandiana 130(2012), 302-305.

# DENNISTON, The Greek Particles, 459.

# There is a variant lesson, €11’ 00v, which in our opinion was introduced by a copy-
ist with the aim of making better the text, given that the form fyou looked strange for
Elm The textual principle of the lectio dszg cilior suggests that the lesson fiyour must be

ept.
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been recognized as such till now:* o0 piw kel €id6twy A tov Tladiov
KoL TNY Oék Aoy TO ye 0UTWE AToTe Kerl SuoKYT) Kat” aTGY LTOTTEVELY, OUTE
€d’ olg mapexadileto pev 1 kopm, Sreréyeto &¢ 6 ITadrog (VMT 1 10); and
L€vToL Y€, an infrequent combination:¥ (Denniston 1934: 405; see also
Hoogeveen 1829: 112): ‘H pévtoL ye Oékia, Kal TOUTWY YLVOREVWY,
exadnTo pev mepd tolg tod IadAov TooLY, AKATATANKTW &€ Kol GTTONTR
dpovnuatt TV Belwv doypatwr amiever (VMT 1 10) The author
shows a particular preference for this cluster, which is attested in six
more passages, notably at the biographical section (VMT1 4,9, 18, 19,
20,26 and 11 17).#8 A third cluster has to be also taken into account, viz.
unte v, which has also been neglected by the scholars:*° 6p@ pev pnéev
ebyevelac o€ pnde LepvotnTog aTolelmouony, & KOPT, UNTE UiV Gpovnocwg
Kol OWHOTLKTC e0TpeTelag, ORoD 8¢ mavTe KeKTHoO!L TO KUAALOTN, WC TOV
OPWUEVWY TOUTWV ol Te eVt kal TovToLg anaoL atoyooncbul (VMTT11).
The coincidence of these three combinations at the beginning of the
work argues for the literary programme of the author, as well as for the
different trend of the two sections of the text.

Attention must be also paid to the inferential value of Aoimov, al-
ready commented (VM T16;1 11) and largely attested in Byzantme
Greek: ocpEocL Aowmoy tfc loToplog, @ AGOTE, 0D T])\.LOCKOU q)(oroq
emdaiiievopévou ool (Timarion 2); Aéye komov, ® dlAe, TOV Adyov €l
TOV elppov enavayoaywy (Timarion 16).

We are much more interested in functional innovations. As known,
in Classical Greek parenthetical clauses are either introduced by means
of the markers yap and 8¢, or asyndetically constructed.”® However,
our text includes a fourth syntactic variant, the parenthetical cluster
kol yop. No one of the extant contributions to the study of the Greek
particles picks up this parenthetical construction, which is certainly
unknown in Classical times.’! Only Hoogeveen makes an interesting

46 DENNISTON, The Greek Particles, 338-339.

47 DENNISTON, The Greek Particles, 405; see also H. HOOGEVEEN, Greek Particles,
London 1829, 112.

# The editor Dagron prefers to publish in both passages, I 9 and I 10, pev tol ye.

* HOOGEVEEN, Greek Particles, 125; DENNISTON, The Greek Particles, 341.

50 Th. III 59, 3, with yap; Th. VII 13, 2, w1th d¢; Dem. XXII 5, asyndetlcal

51 Matthaeus Devarius also concludes that ket y&p «[...] aut coniunctivam vim habet
aut emphaticam» (R. Krotz, Matthaei Devarii Liber de Graecae linguae particulis I-11,
Leipzig 1835, II, 642). There is an only exception which seems not to follow the pattern
ofa parenthemcal clause. At Th. III 5, 4 Classen and Steup present a parenthencaF clause
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observation: «kai yap is used in the same elliptical manner as yap alone
[...]. Sometimes the ellipsis is to be supplied, not with any preceding
words, but by something extrinsecal».’> The examples of this paren-
thetical kol yap in VMT are the following:

ToDto GpOPoL uev TOALOD Kol TTONOEWS THY TOALY (e ETANPWOE — Kel Yap €0OUG
€EePonin TO Kkakov — delpatog d¢ Eatatov tov dikaotiv (VM T 1 21).

As a parallel example in New Testament Greek, see this fragment of
the Acts of Paul:

bl \ \ \ ! ~ ’ PESY ~ bl ’ b 14
Jwg eABwv kata Ty mapabupov tod otadiov kb’ My Iladioc ekekAloto, efonoev
4 ~ ~ ~
HEYAAWG, BoTe Tavta Bolav: 0 Aéwv, Kal Yp OpUETO TLKPGG, Kol EUPPLUGE KoTe
koL TTaDAov éumeoiv Thg Tpooevyfic SLAwOEVTa.

The papyrus seems not to have been carefully edited, so that in our
opinion the correct understanding of the text should benefit from the
erasing of the upper dot after polav, so that the subject of the next
clause be explicitly indicated. This should be the translation after this
small correction: «Coming close to that window of the stadium on
which Paul was lying, he roared a big roar — he bellowed in a gloomy
and strong way —, so that Paul showed that he had stopped praying».>

There is again no need to assert a Semitic origin. Take as an exam-
ple the following Galenic passage:

ETEpOL ¢ m tpocxeux d)ocow aptnple Bpoxov ﬁepLBocMovreg eméemvuvm
KLvoupevov TOV Trveuuouos UNKETL Trpooeevreq olg keyouou/ il 6Laypa¢ouoL KOLL
Yep Kol yéypamtal TPOC Twy Tedte, TOC €0ed00VTO GUOTEAALOUEVOV TOV

N

Tvelpove, TOTeEpov Grev Tod ouvtpndfval kotd TOv Owpake TO (Dov, T
ovvtpnBévtog (Proc. anat. VII 14).

Our next work, the Acts of Xantippa, Polyxena and Rebecca, could
have been written towards the IIT*d cent. A.D. according with Mon-

introduced by means of kal yap, but they do not afford any syntactical reason (J.
CLASSEN — ]. STEUP, Thukydides 111, Berlin #1963, 9). On the other side, this Thucy-
didean passage is a dlgressmn of a rather considerable extent, instead of a secondary in-
formation that can be given by means of a parenthetical clause.

>2 HOOGEVEEN, Greek Particles, 88; see also the same statement about yép, p. 28.

53 As an alternative explanatlon the cluster kol v&p could also be analyzed as a
marker of the beginning of the clause.
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tague.> Hadas suggests a more extended period covering the IT1I*d and
IVth centuries A.D.,%® while the most recent research points to the VI
cent. A.D.>® The work shows a rather restricted use of the discourse
markers, not only because of their low frequency, but also because of
the small number of functions that they fulfill. Two particles, o0v and
Yap, are very frequent indeed, but their use does not convey a literary
colour to the text.5” Other discourse markers are even more colloqui-
al, such as 1600 (XVIII, XXI, XXII, XXV, XXVII, XXXV) and its
cluster variants L80b Kol Yop (XXIV), 1600 yo’cp (XVIII), and especially
kol 180V, which is very often attested (XVII, XXI, XXII, XXIV, XXV,
XXX, XXXI, XXXIII, XXXV, XXXIX). Other discourse markers are
howmoy (XVIII and XXIX), miy and yobv; nevertheless, their use is
quite different, not only because of their respective. meamngs TANY is
attested twice in direct drscourse (VIII: avépwre, ooug el odk olda
TANY kateflwoor év tf otkily pov eloeABely, and XXII: Gvtwe peydiwg
€xerc OAPAVaL, adeidn wov TToAvEévn: TANY €xel oe Ldlav O Oedg, OTL
€deLker ool Eeva kel BaupaoLe; also in direct discourse in the Byzantine
Timarion, cf. TATY A TTEd)pOLuLOLOG(o wot o Edpumidera (szarzon 1),
and yodv appears once in a narratlve context (XXII: peta yodv 10
delmvov TprT])LeEV 0 HpoBog TPOG ocKpoocoLV T0D )toyou)

The concessive meaning of kaitou and KOLLTOLYE is Well attested in
New Testament Greek (Jn 4,1-2: ‘Q¢ obv €yvw 6 'Incodg 6tTL fikovoay ot
dopLoaiot 0tL Tnoodg ﬂ)te[ovou; nontog moel kel Bamtilel ) Twavvmg —
kaLtorye ‘Inoodc adtog 0Ok ERamtiler AL’ ol padntal cdtod — adhker Thy
Tovdataw kol amiAber mawy eic v Faitdalav). The Galenic corpus
witnesses that this a perfectly Greek use: 6mov ye 6 MapOitov oD
uLpoypadou Talg E8epameldn kol (f viv €ti, kaltol Yuurwmlelong ahTe

> R.J. MONTAGUE (ed.), Apocryha Anecdota: A Collection of Thirteen Books and
Fragments, Cambridge 1893, 54. His suggestion is followed by W.A. CrAIGIE, «The Acts
of Xanthippe and Polyxena», in A. MENzIEs (ed.), Ante-Nicene Christian Library IX.
}Ifecently Discovered Additions to Early Christian Literature, Edinburgh 1897, 275-292,

ere 275.

5 M. Hapas, Three Greek Romances, Indianapolis, IN 1953, XIII.

56 T. SzEPESsY, «Narrative Model of the Acta Xanthippae et Polyxenae», in Acta An-
tigua Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 44(2004), 317-340.

% The examples of émel have no interest for this paper, since in both cases it is used
as a causal marker, not as an inferential marker (XXV: étoaté pe oltwg dU ocutnv
amobaveiv: Towg kv €év toltw TAnpodopndf 6 Sodioc Tod Xprotod @iALTmog émel
cOpeBrioopaL B¢ kaTahporhons adTod TS EVTOATC, €l i) 8TL TpooékeLtd pot 1) OATYLE dut,
émel épraodriunon dv oe).
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mote The kapdlag (Gal. Proc. anat. VII 12). Nonetheless, the most fre-
quent variant in Galen seems to be kaltoL Ye, as in the following ex-
ample ouvfmTel 8L adTOY Kol ﬁthat T ﬂépoctoc kol 6Lee ToDTo €var uf)v
TLBevTaL TobTov ol avatopLKOL KeiToL ye 61)0 kepadac €xel, Kaeoctrep ol
pu(oug a0TOV ol €MLTOAfC, Ol TOV €DPWOTOTATOV YEVVRVTEC TEVOVTL,
TEPL WV APTL SLijAbov (Gal. Proc. anat. 11 5)

Tl’llS same dev1ce is of course attested in later Greek: KOCL QLo EL60V
Kol TPOG TO KaLvOv émemmyeLy thig Béag kol Ty Gwrmy émeLyouny, kaitol
Moy évtelvag, adty t€ Ty GWYNTLKNY 0pYLVWoLY akivntov épepov
(Timarion 13). Anyway, probably the following example will show
even better the cluster already commented regarding the New Testa-
ment texts and Galen: Tva kal cUAANRBONY €p®, oatpamikelc deELwoeat
Kl yopmylelg MU édpwdlooe, PpLiooddwe kulToL Ye Kol aOXUNPRS
cotarpévove (Timarion 2).

Finally, the Life of Zosimus is a short text written in a non-literary
style and clearly intended to be applied to the oral Eredieation. The ed-
itor, Montague, suggests a date not before the 5% or 6t cent. A.D.5
Among other discourse markers already commented in the former
works analyzed, we will underline another innovation, the use of &AL’
7 instead of TAnv:

3 \ ’ e \ 7 ’ b N 4 b ~
oV yap dUvatal 0 avdpwTog To VOKTH LOL dLakoPiol, AL’ 1) KOLTOVONOOV VW TOV
LoaTWY €wg T ovpavod (Vit. Zos. 11).5

Conclusions

To begin with, the New Testament Greek shows the same kind of
linguistic phenomena that characterize the Greek Koine, without any
sign of a special syntax own to it; cases where a Semitic influence has
been alleged have evident parallels in Greek authors in which there is
no room for this theory. Second, discourse markers are always chosen
and used according with the language of the text; their differences have
to be explained by literary and sociolinguistic reasons. And third, the
syntax of discourse markers in New Testament Greek shows some in-
novations: the use of ki yop as a marker of parenthetical clauses; both

8 MONTAGUE (ed.), Apocryha Anecdota, 95.
5 MONTAGUE (ed.), Apocryha Anecdota, 97.
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the inceptive and the exceptive meaning of @A\d; the exceptive meaning
of &AL’ ); and the use of the cluster ét1 &¢ kal as a discourse marker.

In the analyzed corpus there is no sign of the so-called pawuse mark-
ers, that is to say, those which are mainly related to the phatic function
and of course used only in a plain oral situation. This absence makes
clear that the New Testament texts mostly reflect a second grade orality,
for even the short dialogues embedded are rather far from daily speech.
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Sommario

Questo articolo presenta un’analisi dell'impiego dei marcatori discorsivi —
particelle nella tradizione della grammatica greca — in testi del periodo tra i seco-
li I eV d.C. Una ricerca diacronica permette di sottolineare 1 cambiamenti, sia
funzionali che formali, che caratterizzano ciascuno dei testi elencati. Le loro dif-
ferenze vanno discusse secondo la datazione dell’opera, il genere letterario e I'in-
fluenza dell’oralita. Lo studio considera la possibilita dei prestiti semitici come
strumento nel processo di traduzione dei testi oppure come testimonianza di
contatti linguistici.

Summary

This paper presents an analysis of the use of discourse markers — particles in
the Greek grammatical tradition — in New Testament texts from a period be-
tween the 15t and VI Cent. A.D. A diachronical research allows to underline the
changes, both futictional and formal, which feature each one of the selected texts.
Their differences are discussed according with the date, the literary genre and the
influence of orality. The study considers the possibility of Semitic borrowings as
an instrument within the process of translating these texts, and as a witness of the
linguistic contact as well.



