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This article deals with the first grammar of vernacular Greek, Nikolaos Sofianos’
Grammatical Introduction, and discusses its two manuscripts; it also offers a date for
the grammar (after 1545; left unfinished in 1550) and identifies Theodoros Gazis as
the principal linguistic model.
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Manuscripts

The grammar of Nikolaos Sofianos has come down to us in two manuscripts: Par. gr.
2592, an autograph,' and Vat. Ottob. gr. 173, fol. 130", copied by Ioannis
Mavromatis in Rome between 1548 and 1553.% The latter manuscript has corrections,
in both the margins and the main text, on fol. 5V, 7Y, 24%, 28", 29" and 30": these
corrections are in the hand of Sofianos.?

1 For Sofianos’ handwriting see P. Canart, ‘Notes sur Iécriture de Nicolas Sophianos’, in M. Vitti, Nicola
Sofianos e la commedia dei tre tiranni di A. Ricchi (Naples 1966) 45-7. While Vitti, Nicola Sofianos, 20-1,
flatly denies that Par. gr. 2592 is an autograph, Canart is more cautious: he is inclined to attribute the
handwriting to Sofianos. However, for E. Gamillscheg and D. Harlfinger, Repertorium der griechischen
Kopisten, 800-1600, II (Vienna 1989) 163, the attribution is beyond doubt, and having compared Par. gr.
2592 with a number of manuscripts copied by Sofianos, I concur: it is undoubtedly an autograph.

2 Not fol. 1-50, as incorrectly stated in Vitti, Nicola Sofianos, 20, as well as in all subsequent publications
dealing with Sofianos’ grammar. For the scribe and the date and place of production, see A. Cataldi Palau, ‘Il
copista [oannes Mauromates’, in G. Prato (ed.), I manoscritti greci tra riflessione e dibattito, 1 (Florence 2000)
335-99, especially 375.

3 Cataldi Palau, ‘Il copista Ioannes Mauromates’, 398, incorrectly attributes these marginal notes to
Arnoldus Arlenius Peraxylus, a Dutch humanist, but the handwriting is clearly that of a Greek and if one
compares for example the note on fol. 5% with the corresponding text on fol. 9" of the Paris manuscript,
there can be no doubt that the annotator is Sofianos himself.
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The Grammatical Introduction by Nikolaos Sofianos 125

The Paris manuscript contains only Sofianos’ grammar: after a folio left blank, it
shows the coat of arms of Cardinal Jean de Lorraine on fol. 1%,* followed by a
dedicatory letter addressed to this prelate on fol. 1°-2", the grammar on fol. 3°-37%, and
an address to the readers on fol. 37°-39".° Vat. Ottob. gr. 173 is a composite
manuscript that consists of various codicological units, dating from different periods.
The first of these is in the hand of Mavromatis: after a folio left blank, it offers on fol.
1"-30" Sofianos’ grammar without the coat of arms and the dedicatory letter and
without the address to the readers at the end. Like Sofianos’ autograph, it originally
formed a manuscript on its own. It has a quire numbering in the lower margin and
notes to the binder indicating where quires begin and end: (1) fol. 1-7 plus the blank
folio at the beginning; (2) fol. 8-135; (3) fol. 16-23; and (4) fol. 24-30 plus a folio now
missing from the manuscript.®

Emile Legrand published the text on the basis of the Paris manuscript, first in 1870
and then again in 1874, in what was supposed to be a revised edition.” Though the
second edition does offer quite a number of corrections, it also has some mistakes that
cannot be found in the first: not only typographical mistakes, but also annoying
omissions, e.g. ‘T0 TEPOTOUEVH PAuHaTa Epxovt’ amo TNV <tpitnv> ocvluyiov 1OV
Bapvtovey’ (leaving it unclear from which conjugation exactly) or, perhaps even
WOrse, ‘KOTOUOTIKA: <vol ud, g Tov, otov / Kotagatikd:> vai, £tln, vaioke, gitig, obtmg’
(conflating two adverbial categories and thus presenting the examples of katopaticd
under the heading ‘catopwticd’).® The 1977 reprint by Papadopoulos is based on
Legrand’s second edition and, to add insult to injury, has additional mistakes of its
own: e.g. the 2nd person plural of the imperfect éypaepote instead of éypaepete (the
ending in -ate is extremely rare in the early modern period).” It also makes a mess of

4 The coat of arms is not reproduced in the two editions by Legrand (see below, n. 7). For Jean de
Lorraine’s coat of arms, see ‘Armorial de la Maison de Lorraine’ at fr.wikipedia.org.

5 Thereis a discrepancy of 1 between the folio numbering of P in Legrand’s 1874 edition (see n. 7) and the
current foliation of the manuscript: e.g. fol. 22 in Legrand is actually fol. 21. This is because the manuscript
received its folio numbering in 18835, 11 years after Legrand’s edition.

6  The manuscript also has an alternative folio numbering in the lower margin: 62-91, which indicates that
Mavromatis’ copy, before being bound together with other grammatical texts in what was to become Vat.
Ottob. gr. 173, formed part of another manuscript.

7  E.Legrand, Nikoldov Zogiavod tob Kepropaiov Ipauuotixi tig kowijc tav ElAjvav yAdoong vov to mpdtov
Katd 10 &v Iopicioig yeipdypapov éxdobsioo (Paris and Athens 1870) and Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire du
Grec vulgaire et traduction en Grec vulgaire du traité de Plutarque Sur I’education des enfants (Paris and
Athens 1874).

8  Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 48 and 82. The angled brackets indicate omissions from the
1874 edition. The slash / indicates a change of line in the 1870 edition.

9  Th. Papadopoulos, Nixoidov Zopravod Ipouuotixn tijc kowiig t@v EAMjvov yAdoons (Athens 1977) 221.
For the ending -ate see D. Holton, G. Horrocks, M. Janssen, T. Lendari, I. Manolessou and N. Toufexis, The
Cambridge Grammar of Medieval and Early Modern Greek (Cambridge 2019) [henceforth Cambridge
Grammar] 1538-9 and n. 50.
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Sofianos’ Latin and Legrand’s French.'” There is an unpublished diplomatic edition of
the Paris manuscript by Marc Vernant, which I have not seen."’ The good news for
those without access to Vernant’s edition is that the manuscript is accessible online —
and so too is the other manuscript, the one in Rome.'*

For reasons beyond his control,'® Legrand was unable to compare the Vatican
manuscript (V) with the one in Paris (P), which is a pity because there are significant
differences between the two. Some of these differences are due to obvious scribal
errors. Take the first person plural of the imperfect of oxytone verbs in -¢w and in -Go:
ékparodpay kol kpatovoapev V, ékpatodpav P (P omits information); '* éyehodpav V,
gyehodpev P'° (Sofianos does not use the ending -pev for the oxytone verbs anywhere
else: see, for example, dumote véyehodpav P).'® Other mistakes in P include the
omission of a whole adverbial category: mocdtnroc dopictov kai wowdTTOC
OMOodHmoTE, doadnmoTe, O¢ Etvye, oav £tuxe V,'” and the addition of final /n/ in the
accusative of dhovmod: v dhovrodv P, tiv dhovrod V.'® That this final /n/ is a mistake
is clear from Sofianos’ own words: ‘Td 8¢ Onlukd tekewdvovy €l ov fj €lc ® péya kol
KGvouy (...) THY aftlaTtki|v Kol TV KANTIKNY Gty Kol thv e00giav’, “The feminine nouns
end in -ov and -o, (...) and their accusative and vocative are identical to the
nominative’.'” There are also scribal errors in V, such as the plural of what he calls the
second aorist of kpat: elyo KPOTEL, £lYEC, Ele" EYOUEV KpPaTHOEL, EIYETE, EIYOCL KO ELYOV
kpotijoer V versus elyo KpoTel, Elec, elye” supey Kpotel, eiyete, eiyaot kai eiyav P.2°

In general, V tends to be a little more formal than P: e.g. to0¢ Alavtag V, Tovg Alavtaig
(Alavtec) P> dumote v fjuebo (ypappévor) V, dumote v fipeobo P,>> and kpatovpebo V,

10 T counted no fewer than 14 serious spelling errors in two pages of Latin: Papadopoulos, Nixoldov
Zogrovod I popuatiry, 201-2.

11 M. Vernant, La Grammaire de Nicolas Sophianos: transcription diplomatique du manuscrit gr. 2592 de
la Bibliothéque nationale et établissement du texte (Mémoire de DEA, INALCO, Paris 1990). This thesis is
unpublished but available in the library of INALCO.

12 Par. gr. 2592 at gallica.bnf.fr. Vat. Ottob. gr. 173 at digi.vatlib.it. Both manuscripts are also accessible
via pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr.

13 Inthe introduction to his first edition, Nikoldov Zogiavod tod Keprvpaiov, 20, Legrand complains that the
Vatican Library had not been cooperative: ‘Nous nous sommes, a deux reprises différentes, adressé 3 Rome
pour obtenir une copie de ce manuscript; nous avons méme offert de payer d’avance: eh bien! nous avons
perdu notre temps et nos timbres-poste; on ne nous a pas méme fait I’honneur d’une lettre de refus’.

14 P: fol. 22%; V: fol. 16".

15 P:fol. 23-24%; V: fol. 17".

16 P:fol. 24",

17 V:fol. 29". This adverbial category is placed between kAntikd and veapécewng: see the Appendix.

18 P:fol. 8%; V: fol. 5".

19 In his first edition, Legrand (NixoAdov Zogravod tob Kepkvpaiov, 35) registers the problem; in the second
he does not. Incidentally, the accusative ending in -00v is as common as the one in -00 in Sofianos’ time: see
Cambridge Grammar, 572-3.

20 V:fol. 16Y; P: fol. 22",

21 P:fol. 9%; V: fol. 6.

22 P:fol. 21% V: fol. 157,
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kpotovpesba P,*> but not always: see, for instance, vd kpoteidpecde V versus vi
Kkpatovpeshev P.2*

The scribe of the Vatican manuscript, Ioannis Mavromatis, occasionally makes
deliberate changes to Sofianos’ grammar. In his discussion of derivation in the verbal
system, Sofianos gives as example oneipo, onépveo; Mavromatis changes this to dépw,
dépvm, presumably because the nasal addition in 8épw, 8épve is not accompanied by a
change in the verb stem, which it is in the case of oneipo, onépvm.?” In other words, he
is trying to improve on Sofianos. The same happens in the treatment of the verb &ipo
where Sofianos offers first the subjunctive and then the optative. Mavromatis indicates
in the margin that it should be the other way around, and indeed elsewhere in the
grammar, optative is always discussed before subjunctive.”® There is one isolated
instance in which Mavromatis adds information to the grammar: in the list of tenses,
he adds <6> pet’ OAiyov pédhwv, ‘future perfect’, a category which, though rare, is
mentioned in the grammatical tradition.”” Whereas the ancient, the Byzantine and the
humanist grammarians restrict their discussion to the passive future perfect (e.g.
tetoyopan),>® Mavromatis offers an active form: ypayet 0w which, however, does not
mean ‘I shall have written’, but ‘I shall write’ (the ‘correct’ form would have been 0é @
Eyew ypoppévolypappévov).”’

The major difference between P and V is to be found at the beginning and the very
end of Sofianos’ grammar. P includes the dedicatory letter to Cardinal de Lorraine
headed by a sketch of the cardinal’s coat of arms, whereas V does not.>° P has an
eloquent defence of the vernacular and its use for educational purposes on the last
pages of the manuscript, while V does not.>! As the dedicatory letter may not have
been of great interest to people other than the dedicatee, its omission in V is
understandable. But the only logical explanation for the omission of Sofianos’
passionate plea, which certainly must have reverberated with Mavromatis as well as
his fellow Greeks and the humanists he was working for, is that it did not yet exist

23 P:fol. 25% V: fol. 18".

24 P: fol. 26"; V: fol. 19". Cf. dav kpateidpecsde, both in P (fol. 26") and V (fol. 19Y).

25 For oncipo > onépvo, see P, fol. 12Y; for 8épw > 8épvam, see V, fol. 8.

26  For sipon, subjunctive and optative, see P, fol. 28™"; for Mavromatis’ correction, see V, fol. 22", Legrand
in his second edition (Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 71) conflates the subjunctive and the imperative of
gipan; for the correct text see the first edition: NixoAdov Zo@iavod tod Keprvpaiov, 66.

27 For Mavromatis’ addition, see V, fol. 10". That this does not go back to Sofianos but has been added by
Mavromatis is clear because it is a one-off: Sofianos is very systematic and if he had introduced the future
perfect, he would have used the term at least ten times.

28  See for example the grammar of Theodore Prodromos: K. Géttling, Theodosii Alexandrini grammatica
(Leipzig 1822) 148-9 and 162.

29 For the future perfect in medieval and early modern Greek see Cambridge Grammar, 1843-8.

30 For the text see Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod tod Keprvpaiov, 25-26; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos:
Grammaire, 33-4; Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogravod Ipoypoaixi, 201-2.

31 For the text see Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod tod Keprvpaiov, 78-80; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos:
Grammaire, 84-6; Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogpravod Ipouuoaixi, 252-4.

https://doi.org/10.1017/byz.2019.27 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/byz.2019.27

128 Marc D. Lauxtermann

when he copied the text. In other words, V is a copy of an earlier version of Sofianos’
grammar and P is a later version.

In fact, the Paris manuscript looks very much like a printer’s copy: why else the
dedicatory letter, why else the coat of arms? As I shall explain in the next section, it
never made its way to the printer because the dedicatee had meanwhile died. P ends
abruptly. It is clear from the last sentence of the manuscript that more was to follow:
‘It is time to move on from the preface and get on with the work.” But whatever
Sofianos may have had in mind, it did not materialize (see section on ‘linguistic
models’ below). In other words, P is not only a later version than V; it is also the final
version.

Once we understand that V represents an earlier stage in what was to become
Sofianos’ Grammatical Introduction, other differences between P and V become easier
to understand. The main divergences in the grammar itself are related to subheadings
and examples. In general, V tends to offer more subheadings than P. Take the
introduction to verb morphology (nepi prpatog): while P has no further subheadings,
V identifies each subcategory with a rubric: mepi éyxhiceov, mepi dwbécewv, <mepi
eld®v> (which the scribe forgot to add in red ink), nepi oynuatwv, nepi apOudV, mepi
nposdrmv and mepi ypovev.>* Sofianos appears to have decided against adding too
many rubrics because they might distract from what really is important (just as a text
littered with italics and bold may be straining on the eye).

P and V quite regularly add or omit examples. Take for instance the category of
appellatives or common nouns (mpoonyopucév). P lists the following words as
examples: dvBponog, Podt, dhoyov, kOpakag, omitt, poyaipy; but V has évBpomog, poid,
dhoyov, yata, kopakac.>® Sofianos initially seems to have assumed that the category of
common nouns consists of living entities, and hence did not include words such as
onitt and poyoipt — a view he later changed. It is more difficult to explain why the cat
had to go, and not the ox, the horse or the raven.

Whereas P offers a neatly written text (because it was meant to be used by the
printer), V has a number of crossed-out passages on fol. 20", 22" and 25". Looking at
these deletions, it is clear that the scribe, Ioannis Mavromatis, had access to loose
sheets, each consisting of ca. 15 lines.>* This may very well have been a copy of
Sofianos’ own pre-final version.

32 V:fol. 8". As for <mepi etddv>, the scribe also forgot to rubricate the first letter of the relevant section:
<E>18n 0o, etc.

33 P:fol. 115 V: fol. 7".

34 The crossed-out passages on fol. 20" and 22" consist of 15 and 14 lines respectively. The number of lines
between these two passages in P is 49 (= ca. 3 pages). The crossed-out passage on fol. 25" repeats the beginning
of fol. 24": the text between the beginning of fol. 24" and fol. 25" consists of 40 lines in P, which together with
the 4 lines crossed out gives us a total of 44 (= ca. 3 pages).
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Date

There is some dispute about the date of Sofianos’ Grammatical Introduction in the
secondary literature,®> though without good reason because the dedicatory letter
leaves no doubt that Sofianos approached Cardinal de Lorraine in the hope of
securing funding for his grammar when both men were in Rome.*® As he writes in his

dedication, ‘nemo igitur in tam frequenti Urbe mihi occurrit, cui tu non videreris

preferundus’ (‘I cannot think of a better [patron] in this so populous City than you’).?”

Sofianos moved regularly between Venice and Rome,*® but we know that the cardinal
was in Rome in 1549-50 for the election of a new pope.>” Surely, this must be the
time when Sofianos and the cardinal met in person and discussed the prospects of
publishing the grammar. This would also explain why the grammar never made it to
the printing press, though the dedicatory letter and the coat of arms strongly suggest
that Sofianos expected it to be printed. The reason is sadly straightforward. Cardinal
de Lorraine died on his way back home from Rome (18 May 1550): there was no
financial backer, no money forthcoming, and there would be no edition.

1550 is the year in which Sofianos stopped working on the grammar. But now that
we know that there were at least two versions, it is clear that the grammar may have been
in the making for some time before that date. One may gauge the development of

Sofianos’ linguistic awareness by looking at his literary output: his copy of the

Chronicle of Tocco (date unknown, but probably copied at a relatively young age);*°

the Greek dialogues in Ricchi’s I tre tiranni (1533);*" the translation of Ps. Plutarch’s

35 Vitti, Nicola Sofianos, 30, Papadopoulos, Nixoidov Zogiovod Ipouuoniki, 157-8, A. Morales Ortiz,
‘Notas sobre Nicolds Sofiands y su traduccion al griego vulgar del tratado De liberis educandis de
Pseudo-Plutarco’, Myrtia 20 (2005) 191-206, at 202, P. Ziogas, ‘Mia Kivon TVELHATIKTG AVAYEVVHGEDS TOD
vrodoviov EXAnvicpod katd tov 160 atdva (1540-1550), uépog B': To npdypapa tod Nikordov Zoglavod’,
Elnvird 27 (1974) 268-303, at 272, n. 2, and others connect it with Sofianos’ translation of Ps. Plutarch’s
IIept maidwv dywyijc into vernacular Greek, which came out in 1545 (2 January 1544 more veneto). In
contrast, Ch. N. Meletiadis, Avayevvnoiaxés tdoeic oty veoehhnqvikyy Joyoodvy: Nikdloog Zo@iavég
(Thessaloniki 2006) 124-37, for rather tenuous reasons, dates Sofianos’ grammar to the year 1536.

36 For a biography of the cardinal see A. Collignon, Le mécénat du cardinal Jean de Lorraine (1498-1550)
(Paris-Nancy 1910), who mentions Sofianos on pp. 52-3 and 145-7.

37 See Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 34. The ‘Urbs’ is not Venice as Meletiadis, Avayevvnoioréc
téoeig, 126, thinks: as far as we know, Cardinal de Lorraine never visited Venice.

38 By far the most comprehensive and commonsensical overview of Sofianos’ life and works is E. Layton, The
Sixteenth Century Greek Book in Italy: Printers and Publishers for the Greek World (Venice 1994) 460-72.
39 See Collignon, Le mécénat du cardinal, 27.

40 See G. Schiro, Cronaca dei Tocco di Cefalonia di anonimo (Rome 1975), 159-61 (which summarizes an
earlier publication by the same author: ‘Un apografo della Cronaca dei Tocco prodotto da Nicola Sofianos’,
Revue des Etudes Sud-Est Européennes 7 (1969) 209-19).

41 There are two editions: Vitti, Nicola Sofiands, and C. Luciani, Agostino Ricchi — Nicola Sofianos: I tre
tiranni (secondo la redazione del cod. lucchese 1375) (Manziana and Rome, 2012). References are to
Luciani’s edition.
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Iept maidwv dywyijc (Paidagogos, 1545);** and the grammar.*® T have looked at the
following features of noun morphology: masc. nom. pl., e.g. adBéviaug (dBévteg) vs
avOévtat, masc. acc. pl., e.g. Gvdpaig (Gvdpec) vs Gvdpag; fem. nom. pl., e.g. ol Nuépoig
(Muépeg) vs ai fuépar; fem. acc. pl., e.g. toic Nuéparg (tég Muépeg) vs Tag Nuépag; fem.
nom./acc. pl., e.g. oi/taic morec vs ai/tag moOleig; extended genitive forms of todtog, e.g.
TOVTOVVOD Vversus ToVTOoL.

In his manuscript copy of the Chronicle of Tocco, Sofianos is still very conservative.
He changes otpati®dteg to otpatidtog, Epyovies to Gpyxoviag; ol Kapokieg ol Tdoeg to ol tooat
Kapokion TEVTES to Tévtac, ToAé to moAkds. ** Things are not much better in 1533 when
Sofianos was asked to contribute to Ricchi’s Italian comedy I tre tiranni with some
dialogues in Greek. Apart from 53 taig kahooOvaig 6haig, 67 Sexd& Muépaig dmepvodv,
and 111 &b toig yépoig toic moAraic, we find 114 ai dxtiveg Tov, 148 ai dpetai tov ai
molAal, 183 ai ydpitég Tov ai morhai kol ai evepyncion, 209 pg yéprrag, 220 tog mpaelg
Kai TG apetic, 232 oi mpaceig Tov and 239 tag mpate.t’ We also have 120 mpiykumog,
avbévrag GAlovg, 131 avbévron kai deomdtar and 191 peydrovg vdpiavrog.

Though the Greek of the Paidagogos, Sofianos’ translation of Ps. Plutarch, is closer
to the vernacular than the dialogues in I tre tiranni, it still retains a plethora of archaic
forms: e.g. 104.19 \émrar, 104.20 cvkoedvtol, 101.9 dmnpérac, 101.29-30 moAhoig
notépag (cf. 103.15-16 todg ... motépeg), 103.25 kohoxag ... Eevoyopitag, 119.14
poreion, 119.25 ai néovai, 99.13 ai untépec tovg, 95.20 tag Alag apetac, 103.5 yihiog
dporyuag, 103.20 tag ndovag, 116.22-23 tag .... optag, 97.11 ai mopawvécelg, 100.27 ai
théeig, 99.23 1og Ppooeig, 101.27 karig mapavéselg kol cupPovidg and 119.14 tovtmv.

None of these forms can be found in Sofianos’ grammar, with only one exception in
the whole text: 84.5 tob¢ kavévac, a technical term referring to the rules of grammar.*®
The following forms are indicative of Sofianos’ Greek in the grammar: 39.6 oi
npopntaig, 39.8 tovg mpoentaic, 43.15 tovg Alovtaig, 37.4 npocwdioig, 76.5 petoyoic,
85.9 ot émomypog, 37.9 ‘¢ toig apyois, 76.12 Sioig toic petoyoic, 86.1 taig GAAoug
gmotnuaig, 46.24 Eyxhoeg, 47.3 didbeoceg, 80.9 mpobeoeg, 44.4-5 eig toig Evikaic TTOES
and 85.5-6 Tf¢ ypappatikiig TovTnvic.

42 Edited along with the grammar in Legrand’s second edition: Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire,
87-123; reprinted in Papadopoulos, NikoAdov Zogiavod Ipoppotixs, 255-91. References are to Legrand’s
edition.

43 References are to Legrand’s second edition.

44 Schiro, Cronaca dei Tocco, 159. Schird incorrectly reads képoxeg: it should be xapoxés = kapakiés: see
E. Kriaras, Aeucé ¢ pesamvirie elinvirie dnuadovg ypouuateiog, 11001669, vol. 7 (Thessaloniki 1980)
305, s.v. kGpoxes.

45 Vitti, Nicola Sofianos, 33—4 points out that the opening scenes in which Filokratis talks to the servant and
the mistress of the house (vv. 31-84) make use of more colloquial Greek than the rest. This is true to a certain
extent, but the Greek is still rather formal: 33 ovk oida, 45 avéusvov, 75 d¢ Opdc and 79 Tic &f;

46 Sofianos also uses obsolete endings in his description of the pronouns: 77.8-9 (mepi dvrovopiog)
TPOTOTVUTOL, KTnTikad, dewktikod, émraypotucai kai oovletor, and the prepositions: 80.9 and 11 (wpdbeoeg)
povocOrrafot ... dicvArafot.
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As time went by, Sofianos grew more accepting of the vernacular: while he
‘corrected’ the language of the Chronicle of Tocco and used an archaizing literary
idiom in [ tre tiranni, in the Paidagogos his Greek became closer to the spoken tongue
though it still retained a great number of obsolete endings. But it is only in the
grammar that he fully embraced the beauty of vernacular Greek. It is for this reason
that it is highly unlikely that he was already working on the grammar before 1545 (the
date of the Paidagogos). In fact, it makes more sense to think that work on the
grammar had begun not long before Sofianos approached Cardinal de Lorraine in
Rome in 1549-50. Further evidence for this is that the earlier version of Sofianos’
grammar that we find in the Vatican manuscript was copied during Mavromatis’ stay
in Rome in 1548-53.*" It may have been one of the first manuscripts Mavromatis
copied while in Rome: say, in 1548 or 1549.

Linguistic models

Apart from the date, another hotly debated issue is the question which grammatical
models Sofianos used for the composition of his grammar.*® The answer is in the title,
which is emphatically not ‘Tpappaticy tiig kowiig T@v EAMjvev yAddoong as Sofianos’
grammar is usually called. We owe this idiotic title to Legrand (idiotic because
Sofianos does not refer to his compatriots as “EAAnveg, nor does he use the pedantic
genitive ending in -ng). The heading in the Paris manuscript is ‘Tpappatiiic elooyoyhc
Bipriov mpddtov’, ‘First book of the Grammatical Introduction’, which is exactly the
same title as that of the grammar of Theodoros Gazis,” a highly influential text in
humanist circles, widely used by scholars of Greek, published and translated on more
than one occasion in the sixteenth century.’® One of these editions with facing
translation is by Erasmus of Rotterdam, who rendered the title of the first book of
Gazis as ‘Primus liber grammaticae institutionis’.’! The Latin word institutio is
nudayoyia in classical Greek.’? The alternative title given to Sofianos’ grammar in the

47 See Cataldi Palau, ‘Il copista Ioannes Mauromates’, 375.

48 See G. N. Ilioudis, ‘H ypoppatiki Tov Kovetaviivov Aackapeng TpoTumo TG YPOUHOTIKHS Tov NiKoAdov
Toeiovor’, EMnpvika 40 (1989) 413-7; E. Karantzola, ‘Tpoppatiki g xowig tov EAMvov yAdoong H
Swayeipion ™G ypappotikig mapddoong’, Xoyypovo Oéuora 66 (1998) 58-63; G. Katsouda, ‘H oyéon tng
ypoppotikig tov NikoAdov Xoeuavod pe TS ypappatikés tov Kovotaviivov Aackdpswg kot tov Atovuciov
Opbka’, EAnviké 52 (2002) 129-37; K. Stoppie, ‘Sophianos on participles and relative pronouns: Between
tradition and modernity’, EAApvixd 57 (2007) 319-34; K. Stoppie, ‘The treatment of the adverb in the first
grammar of Modern Greek’, Beitrige zur Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft 17 (2007) 59-74.

49 See P. Mackridge, Language and National Identity in Greece, 1766-1976 (Oxford 2009) 68, n. 121
(who owes this information to David Holton).

50 For humanist editions and translations of Gazis’ grammar see P. Botley, Learning Greek in Western
Europe, 1396-1529: Grammars, Lexica, and Classroom Texts (Philadelphia 2010) 14-25.

51 For Erasmus’ translation (1516), see Botley, Learning Greek, 137 (no. 77).

52 See e.g. H. Stephanus, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, 1l (Paris 1572) 11: ‘Tlowaywyia, 7, Institutio
puerilis’.
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Vatican manuscript, ‘Tpoppotikiic nodayoyiog Pipriov mpdtov’, is therefore a
reborrowing: it is a Greek translation of the Latin of Erasmus.

Though it is beyond doubt that Sofianos borrowed his title, Grammatical
Introduction, from Theodoros Gazis, it does not mean that his grammar is solely
modelled on that of Gazis; in fact, it is not difficult to find parallels with other
grammars, particularly that of Dionysius Thrax. Furthermore, grammarians tend to
reuse and recycle the work of their predecessors: it is because of all this rehashing that
what Gazis says may very well be found elsewhere as well.”®> So even when Gazis and
Sofianos are saying the same thing, Gazis is not necessarily the source Sofianos had in
mind when he wrote his Grammatical Introduction.

A good example is the section on adverbs in Sofianos’ grammar (for which see the
Appendix on p. 136).>* He distinguishes forty adverbial categories,”> most of which
can also be found in Gazis; but if we look at the precise order of these categories, it is
not difficult to see that the first 19 have the same sequential order as Dionysius Thrax
and Chrysoloras.”® One of these two is his model here. However, if we look at
numbers 20 to 35, they are in the sequential order in which they are treated in the first
two books of Gazis: this is the second source used. Numbers 23, 37-38 and 40 derive
from Laskaris: a third source used by Sofianos.”” Sofianos adds two adverbial
categories of his own: (15) dnodiwktikd and (25) gdgppaviikd. The drodiwktikd are the
opposite of the preceding category, (14) nopakeledoemg: it is oitto, EEm, @Oye versus vd,
due, Eha. The category of the edppavtikd, however, is a real innovation. It comprises
exclamations of delight, such as giy1 and &iyira (spelled by Korais as y/Uyrta and by
others as yviywrra),’® things people say when something smells good or is otherwise
very agreeable.

In order to establish patterns of influence, one needs to distinguish new from old.
Take for instance the verb system in Gazis and Sofianos. Whereas Laskaris and earlier

53 As rightly observed by Karantzola, ‘Tpoppaticy’, 60.

54 See Legrand, Nikoldov Zogpravod tod Kepropaiov, 75-7; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 80-3;
Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogiavod Ipouuotixi, 248-51.

55 Stoppie, ‘The treatment of the adverb’, 64-5, has only 38 categories, firstly because she uses Legrand’s
second edition, which omits no. 27, and secondly because the Paris manuscript used by Legrand for his edition
does not offer no. 37.

56 For an excellent overview of adverbial categories in ancient, Byzantine and early modern grammars, see
G. Uhlig, Appendix Artis Dionysii Thracis (Leipzig 1881) 2—-11.

57 Stoppie, ‘The treatment of the adverb’, 67-8, fails to register that these adverbial categories are found in
Laskaris because she uses the 1476 edition and not the expanded 1495 edition (reprinted on numerous
occasions in the sixteenth century).

58 See A. Korais, Araxta, IV (Paris 1832) 187. His source is A. da Somavera, Tesoro della lingua
greca-volgare ed italiana (Paris 1709) 147, s.v. T and Tptog. T is attested in Adyog mapnyopnricdg mept
Avorvyiag kal Ebtoyiag, line. 472; Tprag in Chortatsis, Havdpia, 2.143 and 5.343. In letter 27.23 of Joseph
Bryennios read with the ms. fra 6t élutpdOnka, not dyeto 8. &. as in the edition: N. V. Tomadakis, “Ex
Mg Pulavtviig émotoroypapias’, Eretnpic Eraipeias Bolavtvdy Zrovddv 46 (1983-86) 350. For its use in
modern dialects, see K. Minas, Meléreg veoelnvikiic diadextoloyiag (Athens 2004) 189-90.
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grammarians have thirteen conjugations, Gazis reduces these to just five: four barytone
conjugations and one conjugation in -ui, and the contracted verbs are presented as
variants within the third conjugation of the barytone verbs.’” Sofianos does exactly
the same. He has the same four barytone categories as Gazis, omits the fifth one
because there are no verbs in -pu in vernacular Greek, and explicitly states that the
contracted verbs fall under the third conjugation of the barytones.®°

Another example is the tense system in Sofianos. He distinguishes eight tenses:
present (yphem) — imperfect (Eypaga) — first future (0éhm ypayet) — first aorist (Eypoya)
— perfect (ypopuévov &yw) — pluperfect (ypaupévov eiyo and eiya ypéyet) — second aorist
(elya yphoet) — second future (0ého ypheet), and then the same again, but for the
passive voice.®’ Since all eight categories can be found in any ancient or Byzantine
grammar, the source is not necessarily the grammar of Theodoros Gazis. But what
clinches it is the fact that while the grammatical tradition in general puts middle forms
either under the passive voice (e.g. étoyduny) or the active voice (e.g. téroma), Gazis
separates the three voices and offers for each of these voices exactly the same eight
tenses as we find in Sofianos, and in exactly the same order.®* As vernacular Greek
has only two voices, active and passive, the only thing Sofianos had to do was to skip
the middle voice altogether. That Gazis is the model here becomes clear when we look
at the other humanist grammar, that of Konstantinos Laskaris. Laskaris distinguishes
ten tenses for the active voice: present, imperfect, perfect, middle perfect, pluperfect,
middle pluperfect, first aorist, second aorist, first future and second future.®® The
number of tenses and the order in which Laskaris presents these tenses is radically
different from what we find in Gazis and Sofianos.

The metalanguage has not changed.®® Just as Sofianos mentions the dative and
illustrates this with an example in the genitive, or just as he offers dunote va plus past
tenses or subjunctive as legimate forms of the optative, for no other reason than that
ancient grammars happen to have morphological categories called dative and
optative,®’ so too does Sofianos use the terms ‘second aorist’ and ‘second future’ as if
they correspond to linguistic realities of the vernacular. Thus we find &iyo ypaef and

59 See Botley, Learning Greek, 17.

60 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod tod Keprvpaiov, 40-2; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 47-8;
Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogravod Ipouuorixi, 215-6.

61 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod o Kepkvpaiov, 42; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 48-9;
Papadopoulos, Nixoidov Zogpravod Ipouuorixi, 216-7.

62 Theodori Gazae introductionis grammaticae libri quattuor (Basel 1538), 29-31. See J. Signes Codofier,
‘The definition of the middle voice in Ancient and Byzantine grammars’, in M. Hinterberger (ed.), The
Language of Byzantine Learned Literature (Turnhout 2014) 72-95, at 78-9.

63  Constantinus Lascaris: Greek Grammar. Milan, Dionysius Paravinus for Demetrius of Crete, 30 January
1476. Facsimile edition (Amsterdam 1966) [30].

64 This may lead to some terminological confusion, though not to the degree that Stoppie, ‘Sophianos on
participles and relative pronouns’, assumes.

65 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod tod Kepkvpaiov, 29 and 48-9; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire,
36 and 55; Papadopoulos, Nikoidov Zogiavod Ipouuonixiy, 204 and 223,
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0éAo ypawi] as the second aorist and second future of ypapopar respectively,®® whereas the
former is in fact a pluperfect and the latter a variant form of 8élo ypaedf (‘first future’ in
Sofianos).®” The problem is inherited from previous grammarians. Whereas second
aorists (e.g. &uabov, &yvev) and second futures (e.g. @avd, vouud) form a fairly
restricted group in Ancient Greek, ancient and Byzantine grammarians assume that
each verb, apart from the regular forms, should also have irregular ones, even if these
are not attested: so the second aorist of tontw becomes &rvmov, and the second future,
tond — neither of them attested anywhere.®® Sofianos continues in the same vein.

In the Paris manuscript the Grammatical Introduction is followed by a text in which
Sofianos explains to his readers why the vernacular should be used at all levels of
instruction. Widely seen as an epilogue, it is in fact a preface, as its last sentence
unambiguously indicates: ‘Kapdg howmdv Evor vaencopev o mpooiuio Kol vi mdcopey 1o
&pyov’, It is therefore time to move on from the preface and get on with the work’.®” But
a preface to what exactly? Here Sofianos’ linguistic model once again provides the
answer. Gazis’ grammar is arranged in four books of increasing difficulty. The first book
offers basic information on the declensions of the nouns, the conjugations of the verb,
and the other parts of speech. The second book covers the same material and in the same
order, but in much greater detail. The third book deals with orthography and
accentuation; the fourth book, with syntax. The first book is for beginners, the second for
more advanced students who need to learn the linguistic terminology and how to apply
the grammatical rules. Book 2 begins as follows: Metd 8¢ tabto méhv dnd @V apdTOV
apEapevol Aéympev mept v awtdv, ‘Hereafter let us start again from the beginning and
discuss the same (topics) [as in book 1]’.”% Sofianos’ preface opens as follows: Potd 8¢
AW GG dpyiompey an’ apyig vatetdoopey pet” akpiPeiog, Kol katolentdg dg Eexabopicwpey
Kotd TaEv Eval Eval € ToNG KOvOVOS TOVG TEYVOLOYIKOVG Kol TOVG GYNUOTIGHOVG, ‘Let us now
start again from the beginning and thoroughly examine (the material) and let us clarify

the grammatical rules and formations in detail and in an orderly manner, one by one’.”!

66 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod 1o Keprvpaiov, 43; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 49;
Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogravod Ipouuotixi, 217.

67 Karantzola, ‘Tpoppotucy’, 60-1, H. Tonnet, Histoire du grec moderne: la formation d’une langue (Paris
22003), 176, and I. Manolessou, ‘Meoaiaviki YpoppOTK Kol HEcoviké ypappotikés’, in G. K. Mavromatis
and N. Agiotis (eds), Ilpawun veoeddnvixij Snuddng ypopuazeio (Irakleio 2012), 293-311, at 303, assume that
the distinction in Sofianos’ grammar between the first and the second future of the active voice, 0éh®
ypayet and 08k ypdoel, testifies to a nascent awareness of verbal aspect; but if that were the case, one
would expect the second future of the passive voice to be 06w ypaoeotor (for the form, see Cambridge
Grammar, 1783).

68  See for example the Canones of Theodosios the Grammarian: ed. A. Hilgard, Grammatici Graeci, IV.1
(Leipzig 1894) 52 and 53.

69 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod 1o Keprvpaiov, 80; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 86;
Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogravod I poyuotixi, 254.

70  Theodori Gazae introductionis grammaticae, 85.

71 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod 1o Keprvpaiov, 78; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 84;
Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogravod I poyuotixi, 252.
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A few lines further down Sofianos explains his didactic method: ‘elg 6Aiyov kapov
0édel padn va kKhivel Ta pépT ToL AdYoL Kai BEAe Egvpel va kKavovilel Kal va TexvoAoYd Kol
T80 OGOV etvor ypappéve: Aéym, VoL ypagel 0pdd Koi Vi GUVTAGGEL T Ayl TOV pe
TEYVMV YPOUUOTIKNY Kotd TV kownv cvvibsway’, ‘[the student] will quickly learn to
decline the parts of speech and will know the rules and the grammatical concepts and
everything else as it is here written: I mean, he will learn orthography and syntax as it
applies to the vernacular according to the art of grammar’.”* That is to say, the student
will first learn the basics of morphology (book 1 in Gazis) and will then develop the
linguistic theory (Gazis 2) and then learn everything else, namely orthography (Gazis
3) and syntax (Gazis 4). Note that the words téAo doav givar ypoppéva (everything
else as it is bere written), though not factually true, indicate that Sofianos at the time
of writing was certain that his grammar would contain books on orthography and
syntax.

In the dedicatory letter, Sofianos informs his potential sponsor, Cardinal de
Lorraine, that the grammar will comprise three books: (1) parts of speech including
noun and verb morphology; (2) orthography; and (3) syntax. If funding is available,
he may even compile a dictionary. While the first of these three books is ready, the
other two are still in the making.”?

This first book is the grammar as we know it, but without the prefatory material at
the very end. Sofianos’ original plan appears to have been to use Gazis’ books 1 and 3—4
as his model (= Sofianos’ books 1-3). But then at some stage, after he had presented his
book to Cardinal de Lorraine, he came to regret his decision and thought of adding his
vernacular version of the second book of Gazis, full of technical information and hard on
linguistics. But as he had not yet given up on his idea of three books (morphology,
orthography and syntax), Sofianos decided to incorporate Gazis’ book 2 into his own
first book as a kind of appendix, which is why there is no formal separation between
the end of morphology (= Gazis 1) and the beginning of the preface to linguistics
(= Gazis 2).

Sofianos never completed his project. He did not write an appendix to his book 1
(1b = Gazis 2), nor did he compose books 2 and 3 (Gazis 3 and 4) as he had
promised.”* The reason of course is that with Cardinal de Lorraine dead, it was clear
to Sofianos that money would not be forthcoming, and he stopped working on the
project. In its unfinished state, the Paris manuscript bears witness to the moment

72 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod tov Keprvpaiov, 79; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 84;
Papadopoulos, Nikoddov Zogiavod Ipopporicy, 252. The word xapdv is omitted in the two editions of
Legrand.

73 See Legrand, Nixoldov Zogiavod tod Keprvpaiov, 26; Legrand, Nicolas Sophianos: Grammaire, 34;
Papadopoulos, Nixoldov Zogravod Ipoypoairi, 202.

74 Contrary to what A. Moustoxydis, ‘Nworaog Zoeiovog’, EAMnpvouvijuwv 4 (1843) 249, states, Marc. gr.
492, fol. 223", does not contain Sofianos’ book on syntax. The ms. dates from the mid 15th c., the ‘syntax’
(one page only) deals with Ancient Greek, and its author is a different Sofianos. See Vitti, Nicola Sofianos,
20 and Stoppie, ‘Sophianos on participles and relative pronouns’, 321.
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Sofianos abandoned his plans. Both manuscripts together (P and V) allow us to
understand how Sofianos’ ideas developed and what the edition-that-never-was would
have looked like, had Sofianos been more fortunate. Suffice it to say that Sofianos’
Grammatical Introduction deserves a new scholarly edition, based on both
manuscripts.”

Appendix: Adverbial categories in six grammars (the numbers refer to the

order in which they are treated)”®
Sofianos Dion. Thrax  Chrysoloras Gazis Chalkondylis  Laskaris

1 XPOVIKAL 1 1 1 1 1
2 HEGOTNTOG 2-3 3and S 3 3 3
3 TOGOTNTOG 4-5 4 4 4 4
4 TOTIKG, 6 6 2 2 2
S £0xAg 7 7 26 26 -
6 GYETMACTIKG 8 8 27 27 37
7 apvnTiKd 9 10 18 19 29
8 Bavpootikd 13 9 28 28 38
9 GOy OPEVTIKG, 11 - 19 18 30
10  opoubdoemg 12 11 9 9 10
11 elkaopod 14 12 20 20 31
12 16&eng 15 13 8 8 9
13 d&Bpoicemg 16 14 N S S
14 mapoxeledoemg 17 15 31 (IL1) - 6
15  dmodiwktikd - - - - -
16  ovykpicewg 18 16 11 11 12
17  épwtioeng 19 17 21 21 32
18  émtdoeng 20 18 12 12 23
19  Befourdoeng 24 19 14 14 25
20 dwpécemg - - 6 6 7
21 gEmpéosng - - 7 7 8
22 amootdoemg - - 10 10 11
23 duwotdoeng - - - - 20
24 dvéoeng - - 13 13 24
25 ebepaviikd - - - - -
26  KOTOH®TIKG 23 21 15 15 27
27  KOTOQOTIKG 10 - 16 16 26
28  dmopoTiKOv 22 22 17 17 28
29 deileng - - 22 22 33
30  dwooentikd - - 24 24 35
31 éxmMigeng - - 29 29 39
32 Bewopod 26 23 30 30 40
33 SK®AVTIKOV - - 33 (I1.3) - -
34 kpidyeng - - 34 (I1.4) - -
35 épeavtkd - - 35 (IL.S) - -
36 KnTikd - - 23 23 34
37  moc6TTOg GOPIGTOL KOl TO1OTNTOG - - - - 14
38  Ypupécemg - - - - 15
39 Betwd 25 20 25 25 36
40  éBvika - - - - 18

75 Marjolijne C. Janssen and I are currently preparing a critical edition, with introduction and linguistic
commentary.
76 This appendix, apart from Sofianos, is based on Uhlig, Appendix Artis Dionysii Thracis, 2-11.
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