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This paper investigates category changes among imperative particles in
Ancient Greek. Using diachronic evidence from the category change of the
imperative apéAel (amélei ‘don’t worry’ > ‘of course’) and similar imperative
particles, dye (dge), (01 (ithi), pépe (fére), einé pot (eipé moi) and idov
(idou), this paper investigates the diachronic interdependence of intersub-
jectification, grammaticalization and language change in general. It does
this in four ways. First, I show that intersubjectification can take place with-
out subjectification (pace Traugott 2003:134). Second, I detail the intersub-
jectification of apéhet with changes in the cognitive domain (no practical >
no epistemic worries), the pragmatic domain (responsively resolving >
independently assuming resolved worries) and contextual conditions (creat-
ing intersubjective alignment > assuming it). Third, I tease apart the various
diachronic origins of changes which have affected apéAer. Finally, using
contrastive evidence from parallel category changes of Ancient Greek
imperative particles, I argue that whereas the imperative particles can be
variously affected by structural grammaticalization changes, they all display
signs of context change (as shown by illocutionary extensions to occurrence
with declarative and interrogative illocutions). Thus, the diverse threads of
category change can be woven together by tracing the contexts of change as
well as the diachronic processes shaping them.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Category change of Ancient Greek imperatives

Recent years have seen several publications on Ancient Greek imperatives that
have pointed out their discourse-structural functions, functions which were
before only associated with the vast class of discourse particles in Ancient Greek.!
Examples of Ancient Greek imperatives with such particle-like features are: @épe
(fére ‘bring! > come on’), &ye (dge ‘lead! > come on’), 1B (ithi ‘go! > come on’),
elné pot (eipé moi ‘tell me! > tell me’) and 800 (idoti ‘look! > hey, look here’).
Here, I give mere functional translations to near equivalents in English to empha-
size both the imperatival origin and the apparent category shift, as English has
a more limited set of imperative particles with different origins. In example (1)
below the imperative singular is used in addressing a group, showing that the
singular form was not used as such any more by speakers. Similarly in exam-
ple (2), the imperative singular is used to address multiple persons and, more
importantly, works as a turn-taking means instead of a directive ‘bring!” (Fedriani
2019:87). Note that throughout this paper I underline the imperative particle in
question and any relevant piece of linguistic context that is discussed. Further, I
use the text editions as found in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. My translations
are based on the most recent Loeb translations.

(1) einé pou, Tl ToOT Amerhel ToUTog, Avdpeg dnpdTa, Tolg Axapvikoiot fpiv;
(Ar. Ach. 328-329)
‘Tell me, fellow demesmen, what does he mean by this threat against us Achar-

nians?’

(2) @épe Moywv apoped’ GAAwv. (E. Ion. 544)
‘Come, let us take a different tack.

With regard to what I call imperative particles, Ancient Greek linguistics seems to
follow a recent trend from general linguistics in which an increasing number of
studies reveal the cross-linguistically frequent recruitment of discourse-structural
functions by imperatives. This is not the place to sum up all the research on this
topic (see van Olmen 2010, Devos & van der Wal 2014, Mauri & Sanso 2014 and
Fedriani 2019 for further references). However, it is relevant to note that these

1. On @épe, dye, and 0, see Labiano (2000), Biraud (2010), Fedriani & Ghezzi (2014),
Nordgren (2015), Zakowski (2018) and Fedriani (2019). On idov, see Bailey (2009:314-377),
Nordgren (2015:12) and Julia (2018). For einé pot see Zakowski (2014). For overviews of the
particles in Classical Greek, see Denniston (1954) and Bonifazi et al. (2016); for Post-Classical
Greek see Blomqyvist (1969).
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imperatives seem to pertain to specific verbal domains, every one of which con-
strains their development. As argued by Fedriani (2019), the difference in domain
of the source construction constrains the pragmatic functions which the previ-
ously directive constructions (of imperative particles of movement and exchange)
can obtain:

- movement: &ye, 10y, age (Latin), come on (English), allez (French), vai (Ital-
ian)

- exchange: @épe,” em (Latin), dai (Italian), toma (Spanish)

- visual perception: 809, look (English), guarda (Italian), kijk (Dutch)

- communication: &inté pot, dime (Spanish), zeg (Dutch)

All previous studies on such imperative particles in Ancient Greek highlight
the role which they play synchronically in discourse organization, whereas only
some studies detail the diachronic changes which these imperatives have under-
gone from their source uses as directive, most notably Zakowski (2014, 2018)
and Fedriani (2019). According to Fedriani (2019:72), previous literature such as
standard grammars treated these imperative particles as interjections. There are
exceptions to this however, such as for example the eminent grammarian Jakob
Wackernagel who almost a century ago said:

Conversely, imperatives can shed their verbal nature and join the class of inter-
jections. So, e.g., Gk dye and Lat. age are certainly imperatives in origin, but it is
clear that they were not regarded as straightforward imperatives, partly in that
they are used without regard to grammatical number (I, 85 above), but more
importantly in that in context they give up the usual transitive meaning of the
verb. The grammarians regard them as particles.

(translation by Langslow 2009: 270)

Zakowski described the recruitment of such new non-directive functions as the
result of grammaticalization, which refers to “the change whereby lexical items
and constructions come in certain linguistic contexts to serve grammatical func-
tions, and once grammaticalized, continue to develop new grammatical func-
tions” (Hopper & Traugott 2003:18).” Also, there are broader diachronic issues

2. Although I am fully aware that @épe has some pragmatic extensions that are said to derive
from its movement use (see Fedriani 2019), I have chosen in this paper to not overcomplicate
the comparison and to treat @épe as a primarily exchange domain imperative particle.

3. Zakowski used grammaticalization criteria, but suggests that the evolution of imperatives
does not evolve the same way as standard grammaticalization cases. Therefore Zakowski
(2018: 67) suggests that pragmaticalized imperatives might be a better term, although he leaves
this theoretical issue for others to solve. See below for further discussion on how to deal with
the pragmatic extensions obtained by imperative particles.
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of interest for historical linguistics in fleshing out which processes cause changes
that lead to a directive imperative changing into an imperative particle. For exam-
ple, (inter)subjectification, grammaticalization and pragmaticalization have all
been held accountable for such category changes, but it would be prudent to
tease apart their influence. In this way, we would gain a better grasp of both
seemingly superficial imperative particles and the diachronic processes that shape
their synchronic properties. In this instance, category change thus may be used
as a descriptive umbrella term for the changes caused by various processes. For
Ancient Greek, Zakowski (2014) and (2018) proposed an analysis in terms of
grammaticalization but Zakowski (2018) suggested that pragmaticalization seems
to better fit the types of changes observed for his data. Fedriani (2019) opted for
a pragmaticalization approach supplemented by attention for influence from sub-
jectification.

An Ancient Greek imperative particle which should be added to the group
is the singular (imperfective)* imperative auéAer (ameélei). This imperative origi-
nally means ‘do not worry’ or ‘no worries’ (example (3)), but, as witnessed by its
non-directive use in example (4) changed into a procedural marker meaning ‘of
course’:

(3) pn odv amoppabipel ToUToU, GAAY SlaTelivOU PEAANOV TIPOS TO COVTRH
TIPOTEXELV. Kol 1] ApENEL TRV TTiG TTOAEWS, €l TL SuvaTéV £0TL SLit 0 PéATIOV
ExeLv: (X. Mem. 3.7.9.4-7)

‘Don’t refuse to face this duty then: strive more earnestly to pay heed to your-

self; and don’t neglect public affairs, if you have the power to improve them’
(4) éyw pev yap oe tpopBdoog Aéyw GTL €v OAlyoLS TIoLY TiyoDpon, GAN’ oUK &V T()

A O, YoAeT)v 0UTw @Uowy yiyveoOal.

Kol &ye apélel, £, auvolopou. (PL R. 500a)

Twill anﬁpate you and reply that I think that only in some few and not in

the mass of mankind is so ungentle or harsh a temper to be found.

“And 1, you may be assured,” he said, “concur.”

The imperative apéAet in example (4) is not a directive to stop worrying but an
agreeing response to the addressee’s assertion. In other words, dpéhet is aimed

4. Note that apénoov (améleson), which is the perfective imperative counterpart of imper-
fective apéAet, has only four rare occurrences in middle Post-Classical Greek (in 2nd century
Lucian and 3rd century Athenaeus), used as a full directive imperative (with a genitive comple-
ment in the two examples from Athenaeus). The reason that imperfective duéher gained ground
could be aspectual in that imperfective imperatives in Classical Greek commonly order to pro-
ceed with something that the addressee was already carrying out, see Rijksbaron (2006: 44).
This would in the case of apéiel mean to not proceed with the worrying done by the addressee.
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at making further discussion of the validity of the previous assertion infelicitous
and, as such, functionally similar to the main intersubjective uses of English ‘of
course’ or ‘no doubt’ (see respectively Clark 1996: 214 and Traugott 2010 for these
usages in English). I take intersubjectivity to refer to the semantic coding of atten-
tion to the social and/or epistemic self of the addressee (Traugott 2003:129-130
and Ghesquiere, Brems & Van de Velde 2014:130-131).% As signalled by this defin-
ition, intersubjectivity comprises different types of coding of attention to the self
of the addressee, an issue to which I shall return in my analysis of the Ancient
Greek data. Now, the intersubjective meanings of auéAel are striking from the per-
spective of the proposed directionality of intersubjectification, as intersubjectifi-
cation is said to only occur after subjectification but apéher appears to lack such a
stage. That finding could support recent work suggesting that this relative order of
intersubjectification is a definitional presumption rather than a matter of empiri-
cal fact, as it ought to be (see van Olmen 2010:240-241 and Narrog 2017: 40, con-
tra Traugott 2003: 134).

Furthermore, note that the psychological source domain of apéAet (as wit-
nessed in example (3)) is different from the source domains of the imperative par-
ticles studied thus far and therefore might generate new insights into the category
change to imperative particles. Also, the new intersubjective function of dpéhet
could potentially correlate with a change in word order, since directive impera-
tives are generally not found in a parenthetical position as in example (4) (see
§4) but have a first position preference (Zakowski 2018: 65). Another question
of considerable theoretical relevance is deciding which historical process caused
such changes and, if intersubjectification contributes, whether we can identify
structural or other correlates for intersubjectification (see Lopez-Couso 2010 and
Ghesquiere, Brems and Van de Velde 2014 who stress the need for identifying
structural correlates of intersubjectification). Furthermore, dpéiet becomes espe-
cially frequent in Post-Classical Greek (as witnessed in Table 1), which makes it
a good starting point for the study of the understudied imperative particles in
Post-Classical Greek; see Zakowski (2018:57, 86). Whereas Classical Greek mor-
phosyntax has always been studied intensively, Post-Classical Greek morphosyn-
tax is now receiving increasing attention. As a consequence, the morphosyntax of
Post-Classical Greek is not merely studied in a problematically linear fashion as

5. I choose to follow this definition because the definition by Verhagen (2005:1) has been
shown to be too broad and less well tested diachronically, see Ghesquiere, Brems & Van
de Velde (2014:130-131). Verhagen’s pragmatic definition of intersubjectivity as intersubjective
coordination between the speaker and addressee has the downside that it subsumes many prag-
matic markers which serve interactive functions but are not necessarily intersubjective in, for
example, a social or epistemic sense (Traugott 2010:32 and Ghesquiere, Brems & Van de Velde
2014:130-132).
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an early precursor of Modern Greek any more, but rather as a rich diachronic cor-
pus language in itself (see la Roi 2020).

Table 1. Diachronic distribution of auéAet

Corpus Occurrences
Classical Greek (5th/4th century) 242
Early Post-Classical Greek (3rd-1st BCE) 22P
Middle Post-Classical Greek (1st AD-2nd AD)¢ 1304

a. Leaving out very fragmentarily transmitted authors and spurious works, I found uses of apéAet in
Aristophanes (12), Xenophon (5), Plato (6) and Demosthenes (1).

b. Leaving out very fragmentarily transmitted authors and spurious works, I found uses of apéAet in
Theophrastus (18) and Menander (4).

c. Note that I cut off Middle Post-Classical Greek a century earlier than usual for reasons of scope of
the paper. Normally this periodization of Post-Classical Greek is: early (3rd to 1st BCE), middle (st
to 3rd AD) and late (4th to 6th AD), see Lee (2007:113) and Bentein (2016: 6).

d. Leaving out very fragmentarily transmitted authors and spurious works, I found uses of apéAet in
Philo (5), Strabo (1), the New Testament (1), Flavius Josephus (20), Musonius Rufus (2), Longinus
(4), Plutarch (77), Arrian (1), Epictetus (2), Soranus (4), Dio of Prusa (9) and the documentary
papyri (4). For the papyri, I left out those instances which were editorially conjectured.

In fact, we possess ancient sources which display awareness of the category
change of apéAel from a directive imperative into a pragmatic marker. Pragmatic
markers are commonly defined as “a phonologically short item that is not syn-
tactically connected to the rest of the clause (i.e., is parenthetical), and has little
or no referential meaning but serves pragmatic or procedural purposes” (Brinton
2008:1). The following testimonies stem from the Atticist lexicon of Aelius Diony-
sius from the early second century AD, one of the founders of so-called Atticist
lexicography. Atticist lexicography prescribed older Classical Attic Greek or Atti-
cizing linguistic variants at the expense of other contemporary Post-Classical
Greek forms; for a good introduction to this issue, see Lee (2013). His testimony
displays the awareness that auéAel has turned into a particle-like structure with
particle-like features.® After all, he glosses auéhet with other particles with similar
meanings and calls auéAet an adverb like other discourse particles such as dnAodm
(délade ‘clearly’), 87| (de ‘evidently’) and &#jmov (dépou ‘doubtless’).”

6. See la Roi (subm. a). who demonstrates how these ancient sources can be used as metalin-
guistic resources to identify morpho-syntactic change in Post-Classical Greek.

7. The category of the adverb was most probably introduced in the first century BCE according
to Matthaios (2007) and de Jonge (2008:103). For its early use in grammatical papyri of the first
century AD, see Wouters (1979).
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(5) apéher dnradt), tavtwe: Enipprpa yap 0Tt ouykatdBearv dSnAolv.
T (Ael.Dion. 97)
‘Of course; clearly, undoubtedly; for it is an adverb signifying approval’
(my translation)

(6) dMmou- wg ‘B1), ATl TOD GpLéel, SAovATL. (Ael.Dion. 14)
‘doubtless; as ‘evidently, instead of ‘of course’, obviously’ (my translation)

Glossing apéAet only as a particle might imply that the directive use had become
obsolete by then, although this is evidently not the case (See NT 1 Ep.Ti. 4.14.1 for
a directive use of dpélet). Similar contemporary Post-Classical testimonies to this
type of language change exist for gépe (‘bring! > come on’), dye (‘lead! > come
on’) and Latin age (‘lead! > come on’).?

1.2 Grammaticalization, intersubjectification and category change

Before engaging in the analysis, a brief elucidation of the theoretical orientation
of this paper is warranted. A discussion of the theoretical issues connected to
constructionist modelling of the category change of Ancient Greek grammati-
calized imperatives would be worthwhile.” However, the analyses in this paper
first of all have a descriptive focus, detailing the many different semantic, mor-
phosyntactic and distributional changes that come with the category change of
apéhel from directive imperative to pragmatic marker, and how these changes
relate to each other. As I demonstrate, the category change entails loss in morpho-
syntactic structure but gain in intersubjective pragmatics and distributional free-
dom." Therefore, we can tackle the question of which specific processes (e.g.,
grammaticalization and intersubjectification) are responsible for which types of
changes, as those processes often go hand in hand (Lopez-Causo 2010:139-140).
Also, the findings from the intersubjectification of &pélet especially contribute
to open questions in research on intersubjectivity, such as the directionality of
intersubjectification, its relation with other processes such as grammaticalization,
and the identification of the correlates of intersubjectification, whether semantic,

8. For aye and @épe see Apoll. Dysc. Synt. 3.19, Adv. 123.10-12 and 128.21-22 who glosses them
as imperative adverbs on a par with &iBe eithe (‘if (only)’) the fossilized particle which intro-
duces insubordinate wishes, see la Roi (forthc. a). See Fedriani (2019: 74) for the evidence from
the Latin grammarian Servius.

9. The papers in Van Goethem et al. (2018) pay a great deal of attention to such theoretical
issues.

10. For further insights into the relation between pragmatics, grammaticalization and lan-
guage change, see the articles in Ricci, Rossari and Spiridon (2009) and Nicolle (2011).
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pragmatic or structural (see the overviews by Lopez-Couso 2010 and Ghesquiére,
Brems & Van de Velde 2014).

Furthermore, a brief justification of grammaticalization is required," since
I apply analytic instruments from grammaticalization. Previously, others have
opted for a pragmaticalization framework in accounting for the evolution of
imperative particles in Ancient Greek. Zakowski (2014) and (2018) adopt a gram-
maticalization framework, although Zakowski (2018: 66) signals the current con-
troversy in general linguistics concerning the relation between grammaticalization
and pragmaticalization. Fedriani (2019) adopts a pragmaticalization framework.
Also, it should be noted that the critical remarks by Zakowski (2018: 64) on how
the grammaticalization of imperatives does not meet all grammaticalization crite-
ria are in fact based on a different grammaticalization approach than the one cho-
sen here, namely the grammaticalization as increase in dependency and reduction
of various aspects of the expression. As Traugott and Trousdale (2013:32) explain,
this grammaticalization approach has especially been advanced by Lehmann (and
Haspelmath), and Zakowski specifically refers to Lehmann’s criteria, not to expan-
sionist grammaticalization criteria which would allow the description of prag-
matic functions gained. I consider it more economical to view the diachronic
recruitment of pragmatic functions (“pragmaticalization”) as part of the grammat-
icalization process, since these pragmatic functions also belong to the grammar
of language (Diewald 2011; Degand & Evers-Vermeul 2015). In addition, allegedly
pragmaticalizing markers display layering, persistence, decategorialization and
semantic bleaching (through pragmatic strengthening) just as grammaticalizing
markers do (Degand & Evers-Vermeul 2015:75). Finally, the fact that the imper-
ative particles do not reveal the effects of all changes associated with grammat-
icalization (Zakowski 2018:63-65) is not problematic, since grammaticalizing
constructions do not need to undergo every change associated with grammati-
calization (e.g., phonetic reduction).”” In fact, some changes which are normally
classed under the grammaticalization framework, as I will point out, need not be
attributed to grammaticalization but can be seen as general properties of language
change.

11. I refer to the expansion conception of grammaticalization which goes back to Kurylowicz
and views grammaticalization as the expansion of semantic, pragmatic and collocational range,
see Traugott and Trousdale (2013:106).

12. For this non-isomorphic quality of grammaticalization, see Markopoulos (2009:6). See
Traugott and Trousdale (2010) for the role of gradualness in grammaticalization. For the chang-
ing face of grammaticalization studies see Lehmann (2015).
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1.3 Organization of the paper

This paper is divided into the following parts. First I discuss previous views on
apéhet and the need for a holistic diachronic analysis (§2). Subsequently, I dis-
cuss the semantic, distributional, contextual (§3) and morphosyntactic changes
(§4) which apéher undergoes by grammaticalization and intersubjectification in
its category change from a directive imperative to a pragmatic marker. Section 3
especially pays attention to the intersubjectification of apéhet and pinpoints how
the various intersubjective meanings of apéAel relate diachronically, among others
by pointing to the role of context change."” After all, “pragmatic use in context,
polyfunctionality of items, contextual ambiguity, and strategic interaction play
a crucial role in triggering pragmatic-semantic change” (Ghezzi 2014:16). Sub-
sequently, §5 discusses how we can extrapolate the findings on Ancient Greek
to diachronic studies of intersubjectification, grammaticalization and category
change in general. As support, §6 provides contrastive evidence from the category
change of other Ancient Greek imperative particles for the combined influence of
grammaticalization, intersubjectification and the underestimated role of contex-
tual change. Section 7 concludes the article and discusses further lines of inquiry
that may build on the findings of this research.

2. Previous views on apéAiet

In 1969 Blomgqvist published his monograph on particles in Post-Classical Greek.
In it he discusses the imperative dpélet as a particle and makes many useful
observations which are easily understood from within a category change analysis.
Albeit in different terms, Blomqvist is on the right track when he notes:

- the categorial ambiguity of auéAet, as he claims that in certain contexts it
“could be regarded either as an imperative or as an adverb meaning ‘cer-

(Blomgqvist 1969:104)

- how apéhet is used for “emphasizing the certainty or self-evident veracity of a
statement” (Blomgqvist 1969: 105, my italics)

- the false attribution of the meaning of ‘for example’ to auéAet due to its fre-
quent use in comparative clauses which already possess a subordinator with
this meaning (e.g., WoTep osper)

tainly

13. For the role of context viewed from within grammaticalization only, see Heine (2002) and
Diewald (2002).
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Nevertheless, he also argues for a progressive use of apéiet on the basis of the
examples in Theophrastus’ Characters, saying that dpélet was used to introduce
a new discourse segment. For this meaning, he cites, among others, the following
examples:

(7) “Eotw apéhel <> amatio HTTOMYis Tig adikiog kTt TAvTwY, 6 8¢ AmoTog
10109766 TG, 0log dmoaTe{lag TOV TAIdo OYwVTicovTa ETEpoV TIAIdN TEUTIELY

TOV TEVaGpEVOV TOTOL ETipioto (Thphr. Char. 18.1-3)
‘It goes without saying that Distrustfulness is a kind of presumption of dishon-

esty against all mankind; and the Distrustful man is he that will send one ser-
vant off to market and then another to learn what price he paid’

(8) Apéheln) derodarpovio d6Eetev <av> eivon dethia TpOG TO Saupéviov
(Thphr. Char. 16.1)
‘Superstitiousness, I need hardly say, would seem to be a sort of cowardice
with respect to the divine;’

According to Blomqvist (1969:106), apéAet (or, in his view, its equivalent auéAet
ot ko (amélei dé kai) ‘(and) also of course’) is used in both examples by
Theophrastus to introduce a new point and a new character. He explicitly rejects
earlier explanations (also advanced by him) of apéAet in Theophrastus’ Charac-
ters as being subjective like ‘certainly’ and underlining the veracity of the defini-
tion. His motivation for rejecting that subjective interpretation is that it makes the
collocation with the potential mood and the future indicative, which is supposedly
used as potential mood, problematic (Blomqvist 1969:107). As has been recently
argued by la Roi (2019), even non-subjective moods such as the potential opta-
tive can occur with subjective markers, even if less frequently. Moreover, la Roi
(2019:70-71) argues that the Classical Greek future indicative generally is more
often used subjectively and as such contrasts with the potential optative. There-
fore it would seem rather hasty to change one’s entire view on dp.éiet based on just
four combinations with these moods, if the function of apéiet were actually best
characterized as subjective. Also, the collocation of auéAiet with 8¢ xai ‘(and) also’
in introductions of characters would suggest that the progressive value does not
reside in apéAel but rather in this collocation, meaning ‘and of course) naturally
moving the discourse along. Moreover, the frequency of péAet in Theophrastus’
Characters is higher than one would generally expect for such a small work, 16
instances compared to a total of 22 in early Post-Classical Greek (3rd BCE to 1st
BCE), and this increased frequency demands an explanation.

Let us first return to the examples. As the translation suggests, apéhet signals
to the addressee(s) that the given definition will be readily accepted by the
addressee, because it corresponds to an intuitive idea of the character trait under
discussion. Thus, apéAet could in these examples be translated as ‘of course/nat-
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urally’ and is used by Theophrastus to signal that the addressee will know that
the definition is what distrustfulness and superstitiousness entail. In other words,
Blomqvist’s characterization of auéAet as emphasizing the self-evident veracity
of a statement is more on the mark than his characterization of auéAer as ‘cer-
tainly’ or as introducing a new point. Thus, &uéAet has an addressee-oriented
value in signalling to the addressee that they agree with the proposition, i.e., of
course accepts the proposition.'* Such an addressee oriented value could explain
the increased frequency in Theophrastus’ Characters. Since this book deals with
stereotypical characters and their traits and since the knowledge of such stereo-
types belongs in speakers’ Common Ground knowledge, Theophrastus can rely
on the fact that his definitions are familiar ground to his readers. The Common
Ground holds “the sum of [interlocutors’] mutual, common or joint knowledge
beliefs, and suppositions” (Clark 1996:96)."* Types of Common ground can be
distinguished as given in Table 2.'°

Table 2. Types of common ground

Type of common ground Contents

Communal Shared cultural knowledge and values, social practices, shared

attitudes or conventional human behaviour

Personal based on physical Joint experience (of any kind) of the physical domain of
copresence of interlocutors interaction

Personal based on linguistic Information, views, ideas shared in prior interaction
copresence

14. Its precise relation to intersubjectivity, the semantic encoding of attention to the addressee’s
self, and how this intersubjective meaning is related to earlier meanings of apéhet is fleshed out
in §3. Blomqyvist (1969:107) criticizes Edmonds’ (1929) earlier question answer theory, which
suggests that Theophrastus used &péAet to answer an implicit question, because the theory
could not be applied to the examples from Classical Greek. This seems anachronistic, because,
as I argue, apéler had undergone semantic changes which make later usages of apéhet increas-
ingly different from those found in Classical Greek.

15. See Stalnaker (1978, 2002), Clark and Brennan (1991) and Clark (1996). This notion differs
from the Cognitive Grammar notion of “grounding” which is based on a different conception
of ground than the notion of ground used here.

16. See Clark (1996: 92-122). Cf. also Thijs (2017: 84-85) who summarizes similar types: “(i)
knowledge of the present communicative event, physically and linguistically (the preceding
discourse), (ii) the common personal history of the interlocutors and (iii) general culturally-
oriented knowledge about (regularities in) the world, which includes shared cultural models of
nationality, ethnicity, religion etc., particular cognitive schemata, frames and generalized topoi
(of the form: ‘normally if x, then y’ or ‘generally, x because of y’)".
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Moreover, the availability of Common Ground knowledge of the stereotypes
discussed in Theophrastus’ Characters also explains the uses of dpéiet which
are not found at the start of a stereotype (as in examples (7) and (8)) but later
on, and describe what such a person would typically do: these activate com-
mon ground knowledge on conventional human behaviour of stereotypical char-
acters.”” Thus, the content of Theophrastus’ Characters explains the unusually
high frequency of apéhel. To sum up, with a more comprehensive corpus than
Blomgqvist’s and a holistic approach to semantic, pragmatic and distributional
changes, the category change of directive apéhel to a pragmatic marker can be
more fruitfully evaluated.

3. The intersubjectification of apéAer: Semantic and contextual change

This section first distinguishes between different recruited intersubjective uses of
apéhel, subsequently discusses the diachronic relation between apéAet’s intersub-
jective meanings and finally discusses changes common to other imperative par-
ticles undergoing category change as well.

As remarked in the introduction, auéAet has a different source domain than
the other imperatives that obtained particle-like features: the psychological
domain, deriving from the negative prefix &- ‘not’ with the verb -peh ‘worry/
care for) i.e., have no worry. Note that the object of worry is highly infrequently
specified as a genitive complement (as in example (9)), with only 4 of the 176
occurrences from Classical, early and middle Post-Classical Greek.' Instead, with
imperatival apéler the object of worry is generally implicit in the sentence,
because it is part of the linguistic Common Ground. For this, see example (10),
where Lysistrata urges Myrrhine to do something and Myrrhine subsequently
tells her not to worry about it (i.e., the object of concern which is information-
structurally given), because she will take care of it. Thus, the type of use of dpéhet
in example (9) differs from example (10) in that the object of worry is not implicit
in the Common Ground. Also, their syntactic characteristics differ as example (9),
which I call imperatival auéAeu to reflect its polysemy, is modified by negation
(pn mé) and specifies the object of worry in a complement (tév T¥jg TéAewg ton
tés poleos ‘(about) public affairs’), whereas example (10), imperatival apéier2, has
lost these syntactic characteristics (I provide context in translation to facilitate
comprehension).

17. See for example Thphr. Char. 2.9; 6.3; 19.3; 21.11.
18. Also, in the Post-Classical papyri the genitive complement is circumscribed instead using
mepl peri ‘with regards to; e.g., bgu.4.1080.14.
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(9) p1 o0V amoppaBipel TovTOV, GAAL SlaTeivou PEAAOY TIPOG TO COUTH
mpooxetv. Kal pn apéhel Tov Tfig méAews, el TL SuvaTév £0TL S1a 08 PEATIOV
Exew: (X. Mem. 3.7.9.4-7)

‘Don’t refuse to face this duty then: strive more earnestly to pay heed to your-

self; and don’t neglect public affairs, if you have the power to improve them’
(10) Myrrhine Oh God, I do. And it’s my own husband, Cinesias!

Lysistrata Then it’s your job to roast him, to torture him, to bamboozle him, to
love him and not to love him, and to give him anything he wants, except what
you and our wine cup know about.

Myrrhine duéhel, Towjow todt £yw. Don’t you worry, I'll do it!’
(Ar. Lys. 838-842)

As intersubjectivity refers to the semantic coding of attention to the social and/
or epistemic self of the addressee (Traugott 2003:129-130; Ghesquiére, Brems &
Van de Velde 2014), apéheu and apéher2 qualify as intersubjective in that imper-
atival apéler encodes attention to the needs of the addressee with respect to the
speaker. In example (9), apéeu is used by Socrates to elicit specific behaviour
of the addressee with regard to public affairs, viz. to urge him to make his advis-
ing public. In example (10) Lysistrata wants to know whether Myrrhine will take
care of it, to which Myrrhine responds by saying not to worry, the conversational
implicature being ‘of course. Imperatival apéieu and apéher2 thus are used for
“eliciting a certain action or behaviour on the part of the speaker, thereby aid-
ing discourse continuity”, which Ghesquiere, Brems and Van de Velde (2014) call
responsive intersubjectivity. Apart from imperatives (Ghesquiére, Brems & Van
de Velde 2014:144), tag questions such as “right?”, “is it not?” or “isn’t it?” are
said to express the same type of intersubjectivity (Ghesquiere, Brems & Van de
Velde 2014:133-134). Still, whereas question tags typically invoke a confirmatory
response from the addressee, auéhel2 rather removes the object of discussion
from the conversation in order to proceed with the discourse. Besides the usage
differences between apéAeu and apéAerz, both in responsive intersubjective func-
tion and common ground availability of the object of worry, their pragmatic usage
domains differ. apéAei2 only occurs in responses to either requests or questions
which have the function of a request,” as auéher2 reacts to a real world obsta-
cle and discards its supposed problems, whereas dpéieur occurs independent of
requests.

Already in Classical Greek we encounter examples which are hardly translat-
able as an imperative anymore and have semanticized the implicature of agree-

19. e.g., Ar. Nu. 1111, Lys. 842, 935, PL. R. 5.450a5 and X. Cyr. 5.2.13.3.
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ment, i.e., ‘of course, thus showing the category change to a pragmatic marker.”
I suggest that auélel functions as an agreement creation device which is used
to coordinate the common ground knowledge of the interlocutor with that of
the speaker, thus paying attention to the epistemic self of the interlocutor. This
agreement creation use of apéhet then, apéhet3, signals to the addressee that the
utterance (with apéhet) easily fits their current assumptions, thus tracking the
mutual construal of the common ground. Importantly, dpéhet3 occurs in response
to different types of questions and is even increasingly found in the absence of
a question, which demonstrates that this new intersubjective use correlates with
a distributional extension. In example (11) dpéAet occurs in a response to a true
question instead of a request and is used to signal that the addressee should have
known, based on their communal common ground knowledge, that the Athenian
women will obviously take care of the Athenian men, just as Spartan women will
take care of their men. Metaphorically speaking, auéAe signals that the proposi-
tion in the question warrants no epistemic worries by pointing to the joint com-
mon ground.

(11) Lampito Kol tog pev apmg avdpog apueg meloopegmovtd dikaiwg Gdohov
eipvoy aynv-tov TV Acovainy ya pav pudxetovid Kd Tig apmeioetey o )
A v;

Lysistrata 1peig auélel oot 16 ye Top NIy Tieicopey. (Ar. Lys. 168-172)
Lampito ‘And we will convince our menfolk to keep a completely fair and
honest peace. But how can anyone keep your Athenian rabble from acting like
lunatics?’

Lysistrata “We’ll of course handle the persuasion on our side’

Also, we should note the presence of the dative of interest®" cot (soi ‘you’) which
underlines that auéAel is not used as a second person directive any more.*?

In example (12) Socrates asks the subjective question (&pé ye ov ard ge ou
‘surely...not..?’) that such a fighter, a trained boxer, will be able to defeat multiple
lazy opponents. He thereby adds the presupposition to the linguistic Common
Ground that one trained boxer will be able to defeat multiple lazy opponents.
Adeimantus’ response with auéAeis explicitly signals that he readily accepts this

20. Implicature is generally seen as one of the most important motors for semantic change,
for which see e.g., Traugott and Dasher (2005:5) who developed a model for tracing semantic
change based on the conventionalization of implicatures (“invited inferences” in their termi-
nology).

21. Van Emde Boas et al. (2019:379-380).

22. See Henderson (2002:88) who also notes parallel examples for the imperative particle: Ar.
Ach. 470 i800 (‘hey, look here’) with oot and Pl. R. 440A with Opiv (‘you (plural dative)).
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inference as Common Ground knowledge. Note also the scope of the particle over
the negated proposition, which demonstrates that auéier modifies a proposition
and has lost its ability to be modified by a negation as apéieu could.”

(12) apé ye oY kol TAeloug YepwaaLt’ &V TOLOUTOUG 6 TOLUTOG;
apéhet, ), 008EV Gv Yévolto BaupaaTov. (PL R.422c)

‘Would not such a fighter down even a number of such opponents?’
“Of course,” he said; “it wouldn’t be surprising if he did.”

Similarly in example (13), the statement with auéhel3 serves as confirmation of
common ground knowledge, but this time does not even respond to a question
but specifically signals to the addressee that the proposition easily fits his current
assumptions.

(13) &yw pev yap oe TpopBacog Aéyw 6T Ev OAYOLS TIoLY TiyoDpon, GAN’ OUK €V T(
A BeL, xahemnv oUtw oW yiyveoOou.
kol £y® apélel, E@r, ouvoiopal. (PL R 500a)
‘T will anticipate you and reply that I think that only in some few and not in
the mass of mankind is so ungentle or harsh a temper to be found’

“And I, you may be assured,” he said, “concur.”

In Post-Classical Greek apéhet only occurs independent from a question and
becomes more intersubjective in that it assumes agreement (instead of creating it).
To be sure, apéhet3 usages such as the ones above continue to be found in Post-
Classical Greek, e.g., (14) where the common ground knowledge of the presence
of fragrance was made linguistically explicit in 6.14.4.4-9.%*

(14) AN we Tl kepoAaiwy &V TOOTOLG TOTS YEVETLy 1) eDoopio. TRV & QUAAWY Kal
KAWVAV Kol BAws TRV 8EvSpwv kal UANUATWY €V 0ig Kol piTng Ti VTIGpPYEL
Kol MTIapOTNG WOTIEP APEAEL KOL OL TIPOELPYUEVOL KOPTIOL KOl ETTL TRV OIVWSHY
éviwv (Thphr. CP 6.14.6)
‘Fragrance is found in the leaves and twigs and in the whole plant (1) in those
plants in which a certain pungency and oiliness are present — as of course the

ones with the fragrant fruit just mentioned (2)’

23. For similar examples with negated propositions, see X. Cyr. 5.2.13.3 and Pl. Hp.Ma. 295b6.
24. ‘Qg & émi 1O AV £V Te TOV 0lvwdDV TIOL KOPTI@V 1) EVOCIa, TOODTO Yap Kal TO pijAov
Kol TO GOV kol TO pEoTIAOV" Kal TV D0 TOPWY BLi SppitnTds Tvog olov xedpidog Te kol
TeppuivBou Kol T@V TOLOVTWV: Kol TV AMTap®dv doTep & Te Thig EAATNG Kal TH)G TEVKNG Kal THG
miitvog kol tjg ddpvng. (Thphr. CP 6.14.4-9) ‘Fragrance is found on the whole: (1) in certain
fruits with a vinous flavour (for apples, pears and medlars are of this sort), (2) in some with an
agreeable taste appearing through a certain pungency (as in juniper, terebinth and the like) (3)
and in some oily fruit (as that of silver fir, Aleppo pine and bay).
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It is, I think, no coincidence that apéAel3 occurs in a comparative clause here, as
this example foreshadows the frequent use of auéAel in comparative clauses (with
woTep ‘like as, kaBdmep kathdper ust as’ or «wg 0s ‘as’ in middle Post-Classical
Greek: 47 out of 130, 36%). These comparative clauses are used to present a paral-
lel that the addressee will know about from their common ground knowledge.

A similar common ground availability applies to the next example. In exam-
ple (15) Plutarch and his table guest discuss Aristotle’s explanation for why heated
cool water is colder than unheated water. Subsequently, Plutarch compares this to
a phenomenon that his addressee will have been familiar with: after a hot bath
one cools down more. Thus, apéhe3 signals that the proposition in the compara-
tive clause presents communal common ground knowledge.

(15) mav VOwp TPoBeppavOEy YiyeTan poAhov, WoTep TO TOlg Pactiedol
nopackevalopevov- dtav yop eynbi| péxpt (éoews, teplowpedovat T¢ ayyeiw
XLOvoL TTOAATV KO YIveToL YuypOTEPOV- MOTIEP APENEL KO TOL TPUETEPOL TROUATOL
AovoapPEVWY TTEPUPUXETOL PAANOV- (Plu. Quaest. conv. 690c5-9)

‘all water will get cooler if it is preheated, like that provided for royalty; it is
the practice, after the water is heated to the boiling point, to pack snow abun-
dantly around the container, and the result is cooler water. Analogously, as is
well known, our bodies too cool off more completely after a warm bath’

Now, apéAet starts in Post-Classical Greek to be used in a rhetorically intersubjec-
tive way to present a proposition as aligned with the addressee’s supposed com-
munal common ground, although this proposition was most likely absent from
it and they might even disagree with it, dpélet4. In the context of example (16),
Manasseh’s recent change of heart with regard to God is presented as obviously
bringing him to lead his life in a way that is to be evaluated as blessed and envi-
able. I give some more context in translation to facilitate comprehension.

(16)  he also erected very high towers and made the fortresses before the city stronger
in various ways, especially by bringing in provisions and all sorts of things
needed in them.
apédel 8t ) PO ToUTAL PETABOAT| Xp1odpevos ohTw Tov petall difjye Piov,
WG poxoploTog eivart kal {nAwtog ketvou tod xpévou Aoylopévou, de’ od Tov
Beov evoefelv fipEato. (J. AJ 10.44.5-46.1)

25. Some other examples are Plu. Comp. Pel. Marc.1.4 shared historical knowledge (=exam-
ple (21) below), Quaest.conv. 706b6 shared cultural knowledge of Menander, Quest.conv. 686e
shared personal common ground (®omep apérer PAémopev ‘as we of course saw’), recta ratione
audiendi 45b3 shared cultural knowledge of rhetoricians’ practices, D. Chr. 23.5.6 personal com-
mon ground (WoTep apélel kol Mpels paipev &v ‘as of course we would also say’) or 31.82.4
shared social practice of temple robbers receiving the death penalty.
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‘Of course, due to such a change of heart in these respects he lived the rest of
his life in such a way as to be accounted a blessed and enviable man after the
time when he began to show piety toward God’

This use of apéAelq is highly rhetorical since it is used to present a tendentious
summary of Manasseh’s life and fame as something that would be entirely in
line with the addressee’s common ground knowledge. More specifically, this use
of apéhel seems to construe a sort of generalized communal common ground
that anybody supposedly would subscribe to. In other words, apéAeis is geared
to steering the interpretation of the addressee towards the interpretation that
the speaker projects onto the addressee(s) via a supposed communal common
ground, even though the addressee may disagree. Also in example (17), the idea
that ambition is profitable to virtue is presented as easily matching the addressee’s
assumptions, but it is very likely that many contemporary readers will not have
readily accepted this due to the many known and almost proverbial examples
of ambition leading to avarice in Ancient Greek literature. Thus, the clause with
apéhel4 imposes, as it were, the acceptability of this assumption (see also the
supporting inferential counterfactual reasoning®® which follows it). To be able to
appreciate the reasoning in the context of the example I cite some more context in
translation.

(17) And so the Spartan lawgiver seems to have introduced the spirit of ambition and
contention into his civil polity as an incentive to virtue, desiring that good citi-

zens should always be somewhat at variance and in conflict with one another,
and deeming that complaisance which weakly yields without debate, which
knows no effort and no struggle, to be wrongly called concord.

ToUTo 8¢ apélel ouvewpaxéval kai Tov ‘Opnpov olovtal Tives:

‘Of course, some think that Homer also was of this mind;’

for he would not have represented Agamemnon as pleased when Odysseus and
Achilles were carried away into abuse of one another with “frightful words,” if he

had not thought the general interests likely to profit by the mutual rivalry and
quarrelling of the chieftains. (Plu. Ages. 5.3.4-5.4.7)

The different diachronically related usages of dpéiel and their requirements to
how available the proposition (with &péAet) is in the common ground is summa-
rized in Table 3.

Thus, while apéieu was already intersubjective, we observed that intersubjec-
tification made apéAel increasingly intersubjective. Whereas apéheu and apéAeia

26. See la Roi (subm. b) who provides a new typology of past conditionals and distinguishes
the uses of counterfactual conditionals in Ancient Greek. For a compact overview of counter-
factuals in Ancient Greek, see la Roi (forthc. b).
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Table 3. The intersubjectification of dpélet and common ground

Usage apédelt apéder2 apéde apéderq
Pragmatic Independent  Response to Response to questions  Independent of
domain of requests requests and independent of questions
questions
Intersubjectivity = Responsive Responsive Creates intersubjective ~ Assumes
intersubjective intersubjective agreement intersubjective
(promoting (promoting agreement
discourse discourse
continuity) continuity)
Common Absent Linguistic Linguistic and Presented as
ground Common Communal common  available in
availability ground ground communal ground

are responsive in nature, dpéiel3 and dpélel4 assume epistemic control over
the discourse as they create or even assume agreement irrespective of available
common ground. In fact, the intersubjectification of dpéier seems to provide
evidence for the intersubjectification path suggested by Tantucci (2017), where
intersubjective meanings limited to the speaker addressee range extend diachron-
ically to intersubjective meanings with a range which includes a third party with
them: “the former being bound to the mutual awareness of speaker/writer and
addressee/hearer (immediate intersubjectivity), the latter including an assumed
third party (specific or generic) who has a social bearing on the utterance
(extended intersubjectivity)” (Tantucci 2017: 117).

Finally, there are two remaining semantic changes that auéAier undergoes
which are commonly attributed to grammaticalization: (i) the change from con-
tent to procedural meaning and (ii) the persistence of semantic influence from the
source construction. As apéhet3 and apéhel4 no longer have a referential func-
tion as an imperative, they are best described as intersubjective pragmatic mark-
ers with a procedural meaning. In example (18), apéhel3 can be left out without
changing the semantics of the sentence, meaning that Alcibiades is still prone to
be led away into pleasure. The only thing that leaving out apéhet would change
is the pragmatic coordination of the proposition within the assumptions of the
addressee, namely that this evaluation of Alcibiades’ inclination to pleasure easily
matches the addressee’s assumptions.

(18) AlkiPiadng 8’ Nv pev apélet kol PG HB0VaG AyDYLHOG: 1) Yop UTIO

OovkudiSov Aeyopévn Tapavopia eig T o@pa THg Staityg vToyiay Told TV
ddwav. (Plu. Alc. 6.2)
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‘And of course Alcibiades was prone to be led away into pleasure. That “lawless

self-indulgence” of his, of which Thucydides speaks, leads one to suspect this.

This increasing abstractness does not have to be attributed to grammaticalization,
since, as we have seen, intersubjectification can be held accountable for changing
the pragmatic domain of apéhet.

Similarly, what would be called persistence in grammaticalization studies
may be attributed to the increasing abstractness of the semantics of apéAiet due
to apéhel’s increasing intersubjectification.” For example, Fedriani (2019) has
convincingly shown how the cognitive domains from which Ancient Greek and
Latin imperative particles of movement and exchange constrain their pragmatic
extensions.”® Among others, she illustrates how ¢ye from its movement domain
(‘lead?’) receives two metaphorical extensions to the action domain, one to the
physical and one to the linguistic action domain (> ‘come on’). To illustrate, in
extension one &ye starts to be used asyndetically with imperatives and adhortative
subjunctives designed for “metaphorically pushing the interlocutor into action”
(Fedriani 2019: 81). With the second extension, &ye is used with questions to push
the addressee towards proceeding with linguistic action. In my view, the seman-
tic changes undergone by apéAel reveal a similar cognitively constrained pathway.
As imperative apélel intersubjectifies, it changes its functional orientation from
practical to the epistemic worries of the addressee, from meaning ‘proceed due to
absence of practical constraints’ to ‘proceed epistemically (i.e., agree to incorpo-
rate the proposition in common ground) due to absence of epistemic worries’ Its
evolution can be schematized as in Table 4.

4. Morphosyntactic changes: Grammaticalization, intersubjectification
and language change

This section treats the morphosyntactic changes which apéiet displays diachron-
ically: ossification of form, decategorialization, layering, syntactic irrelevance and
increase in positional mobility. An important theoretical question to be consid-
ered throughout is whether to attribute the change to the intersubjectification or
grammaticalization of apéhet or to something else entirely.

27. In grammaticalization, the role of persistence is most commonly explained as follows:
“when a form undergoes grammaticalization from a lexical to a grammatical item, some traces
of its original lexical meanings tend to adhere to it, and details of its lexical history may be
reflected in constraints on its grammatical distribution” (Hopper & Traugott 2003: 96; Hopper
1991:22—4).

28. Fedriani (2019: 71) bases her approach on the axiom that systematic processes of functional
enrichment largely depend on humanly embodied imaginative mechanisms.
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Table 4. apéhel’s cognitively constrained pathway

Usage apédelt apéder2 apéde apéderq
Cognitive No practical No practical No epistemic worries  No epistemic
domain worries worries (as expected) worries (as
supposedly
expected)
Pragmatic Independent ~ Response to Response to questions  Independent of
domain of requests requests and independent of questions
questions
Intersubjectivity = Responsive Responsive Creates Assumes
intersubjective  intersubjective intersubjective intersubjective
(promoting (promoting agreement agreement
discourse discourse
continuity) continuity)

The following example betrays the signs of ossification for apéher (cf.
Traugott 1995: 2; Zakowski 2018: 61-62)

(19) oV Bedobe, 1O pev éniEnvov Todi,
68 avip 6 MEwv 0VTOOL TUVVOUTOOT.
apéhet pa Tov Al 00k EvaoTidwaopat
7\8'273’ Umep Aakedaupoviwy apol Sokel. (Ar. Ach. 366-369)
‘Well look and see, here’s the butcher’s block, and here’s the man who's ready to

make a speech, such as he is. Don’t worry, by Zeus I won't shield myself, but I
will speak in defence of the Spartans just what I think’

Even though apéhel is directed at the whole choir, as indicated by 8o, it is still
in the singular. One can compare it with the grammaticalized use of idov which
is also undergoing ossification and is even found right next to a plural impera-
tive of the same domain of perception.”” However, I could only find one instance
of an ossified imperatival usage of apéiel, whereas several have been adduced
for the other grammaticalized imperatives (e.g. Zakowski 2018: 62). Still, the early
find of this ossified form already in Classical Greek corresponds well with the
early semantic changes which apéiet already underwent in Classical Greek. In
addition to being used as a singular, apéler decategorializes® early on because,
as mentioned above, it is only very infrequently used with a complement spec-
ifying the object of worry (=apéheu): once in Classical Greek and 3 times in

29. Cf. Bailey (2009) and Julia (2018).
30. Company Company (2006:100).
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middle Post-Classical Greek (X. Mem. 7.9.6, NT 1 Ep.Ti. 4.14.1, ]. Ap. 2.152.1 and
Pmilvogl.2.51.10.). Also, only auéAeu can still be modified by a negation, whereas
its subsequent evolved usages no longer can be. This is in line with its decate-
gorialization. Thus, we find apéAet in a decategorialized state already in Classi-
cal Greek, since apéAel is absent from our earlier Archaic Greek evidence (i.e.,
Homer, Hesiod and archaic lyric). These formal changes are changes typical of
grammaticalization (Hopper & Traugott 2003:106-116) and, as it were, entrench
apéAer’s loose intersubjective usage in its form.

Another change which has been frequently associated with grammaticaliza-
tion is the co-existence of newer usage forms with older ones. Within grammat-
icalization studies this is called layering, as various historical layers continue to
occur side by side. For auéAel this meant that dpéAeu, for example, still occurs in
Post-Classical Greek next to auéiei3. Contrast the following two examples from
middle Post-Classical Greek:

(20) p) apédel Tob év ool yapiopatog, 6 €8601 oot St TpognTeiog peta mBEcEwS

TAOV Yelp®v 0 TpecPuTepiov. (NT 1 Ep.Ti. 4.14.1)
‘Do not neglect the gift in you, which was given to you through prophecy with
the laying on of the hands of the elderhood’ (my translation)

(21) <xai> AvviBog oPepog pev kot dervog évékerto<Pwpaiog>, homep auéhel
Aaxedapdviol téte OnPaiors: (Plu. Comp. Pel.Marc.1.4)

‘Hannibal was fearful and terrible for the Romans, as, of course, the Lacedae-
monians were in the time of Pelopidas for the Thebans’

However, this change is not just characteristic of grammaticalization, since it con-
cerns semantic and functional polysemy, which is a ubiquitous feature of language
change (Traugott & Dasher 2005:11-16) that actually seems to aid processing
(Rodd, Gaskell & Marslen-Wilson 2002).

Another consequence of the development of imperatival dpéhet
(=apéreun+apérerz) into a procedural particle (=apéheiz+apéletq) is that it
becomes syntactically irrelevant to the argument structure of the sentence. As
mentioned above with example (18), leaving out auéAet would change neither the
syntax nor the semantics of the sentence, but would change the pragmatics of the
sentence. In other words, the sentence still means that Alcibiades can be tempted
to pleasure, but the pragmatic signal that this fact is easily to be incorporated in
the addressee’s assumptions is lost.

The last change that dpélet undergoes is that it strongly increases its posi-
tional mobility diachronically. See Figure 1 below for the diachronic data which
support the increase in positional mobility. The positions are defined relative to
second position, Wackernagel’s position, where enclitics (both particles and pro-
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nouns) that depend prosodically on the first lexically independent item of the
clause are found.” The abbreviations are as follows: RESP=responsively inter-
subjective, AGRE=agreement (seeking and assuming), CG=Classical Greek,
EPCG=Early Post-Classical Greek, MPCG=Middle Post-Classical Greek.

100 o ° el
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60 > =

20 100

67
50
20
o o

RESP CG RESP EPCG RESP MPCG AGRE CG AGRE EPCG AGRE EPCG

@ 1st position (0 2nd position @ 3rd position @ later positions

Figure 1. Diachronic positional mobility

Blomqvist (1969:128) remarked, without explanation, that imperative dpéiet
is generally found in the first position of the sentence and that pragmatic marker
apéhel is found early in the sentence but not necessarily in the first place. I argue
that the diachronic trend of dpéAet losing its preference of first position is best
explained as an increase in positional mobility which procedural items such as
discourse markers obtain due to their category change. The procedural uses of
apéher, apéher3 and apélers (AGRE in Figure 1), are increasingly found in second
and later positions as opposed to the responsively intersubjective uses of dpéhet
(RESP in Figure 1), auéAeu and apéleiz, which stay in first position. Since agree-
ment (seeking and creating) apéAel is semantically superfluous to the argument
structure of the clause, it occupies positions in the clause where other semantically
peripheral items occur as well, such as pragmatic particles (yap ‘for; pévtot ‘actu-
ally’, 00v ‘well/so’ etc.) and metalinguistic parentheticals such as olopou ‘I think” in

31. As Goldstein (2014) illustrates, there are still many open questions when it comes to second
position in Ancient Greek: (i) first position could be defined as the first prosodically or lexi-
cally independent item, (ii) depending on the syntactic unit a sentence may have several second
positions, and (iii) the analysis of clitic chains is still controversial.
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second and third position.”” It would be harder to ascribe this increased positional
mobility to grammaticalization, since fixation of word order is generally deemed
an effect of grammaticalization.”

It would be tempting to ascribe apéhel’s diachronic increase in positional
mobility in some way to intersubjectification, since the link between intersubjec-
tification and a move to clause periphery is currently heavily discussed by those
working on intersubjectivity (see especially Traugott 2014). However, as Traugott
(2014) has demonstrated, the alleged link between left periphery and subjec-
tive markers and right periphery and intersubjective markers is not a very strict
one, since intersubjective markers can occur in both peripheries. Moreover, link-
ing word classes with specific positions is a more complex enterprise in Ancient
Greek than in modern languages with a stricter word order such as English,
since a particle’s function does not directly correlate with its position in Ancient
Greek.™ After all, second position hosts not only discourse particles, but also
pronominal clitics and word-level clitics (See Goldstein 2014:509-510 and with
more elaboration 2016: 85-118). Alternatively, one might suggest that the distinct
diachronic increase in preference for the second position might be due to phono-
logical attrition, since second position hosts the prosodic weaklings.”> However,
(i) there are too few descriptive generalizations available on the particles, their
functions and corresponding sentence positions* and (ii) changes in the word
order of Post-Classical Greek (see Horrocks 2007) would render descriptive gen-
eralizations from Classical Greek unusable for Post-Classical Greek. In conclu-
sion, the absence of descriptive generalizations of position and word class make
it too hazardous to securely ascribe apéhel’s diachronic increase in positional
mobility to its intersubjectification for now. Given comparable positional prefer-

32. See Revuelta Puigdollers (2017:21-23) who discusses their grammaticalization and its
reflection in the word order and also Schwyzer and Debrunner (1950: 583) who already note the
correlation between evolution and sentence position for d&ye.

33. See Hopper and Traugott (2003:52-63). For some points of criticism, see Say (2004) on
Lithuanian, which has a rather free word order, as Ancient Greek did. Also, see Dryer (2019)
who suggests that grammaticalization is not the only motor behind word order correlations.

34. See Thijs (2017:105) who contrasts the uses of the Dutch particle toch, whose sentential
distribution is neatly dependent on its function, with Classical Greek pfjv mén, whose function
does not directly correlate with its position. Consequently, I find unconvincing the suggestion
by Zakowski (2018: 64) that the predilection of the particles @pépe, &ye, (Bt to first position is due
to their fixation as pragmatic marker similar to modern language particles (e.g., English well).
Equating first position correlations of languages with such different word orders is simply too
hazardous.

35. For such an observation on Homeric Greek éye, cf. Zakowski (2018: 64-67).

36. See however Goutsos (2017:132-144) on this issue in Modern Greek.
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ences of other procedural markers it is likely that apéiet’s diachronic increase
in positional mobility is at least a side-effect of its increased use as a procedural
particle. Still, a way to make a more confident judgment of the role of intersub-
jectification would be to contrast the positional evidence with the other imper-
ative particles, taking into account the possible role of intersubjectification for
them. @épe, dye, L are more limited in positional mobility than apéhet and prefer
the first position, cf. Zakowski (2018: 64), which would suggest that the increased
positional mobility of apéhet can in fact be attributed to intersubjectification.

5. The interdependence of intersubjectification, grammaticalization and
category change

This section details the conclusions relevant for historical linguistics in general,
which we could draw from the diachronic evidence of apéAet, especially with
regard to intersubjectification, grammaticalization and, more broadly, category
change.

First of all, the diachronic evidence from apéier underlines the point that
intersubjectification can occur without subjectification first having taken place.
apéAer increased its intersubjective value over time, but did not subjectify before-
hand. In this way apéier provides empirical support for voices in the literature
on intersubjectification who say that the relative order of subjectification and
intersubjectification should be an empirical matter (see van Olmen 2010:240-241
and Narrog 2017: 40, contra Traugott 2003:134). Furthermore, the diachronic evi-
dence from apéhel confirms that intersubjectification goes hand in hand not only
with grammaticalization but also with changes that cannot be easily accounted for
within either intersubjectification or grammaticalization, such as the diachronic
increase of positional mobility.

Second, the diachronic evidence from auéAet provides a welcome test-case for
finding much needed structural correlates of intersubjectification. We found that
the main changes that could be attributed to intersubjectification were seman-
tic and co(n)textual, since the intersubjectification of auéhel can be witnessed
from its changes in cognitive domain (from no practical to no epistemic worries),
pragmatic domain (from resolving worries responsively to independently assum-
ing resolved worries) and in contextual conditions (creating intersubjective align-
ment in common ground vs assuming it). The role of co(n)textual factors could
prove especially illuminating for further studies of intersubjectification, since, as
van Olmen (2010) has shown, contextual factors allow us to not only distinguish
uses but also successfully compare imperative particles across languages which on
the surface seem very similar but actually differ in co(n)textual characteristics. As
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I suggest in §6 below, these co(n)textual factors also facilitate intra-linguistic com-
parison.

Finally, we thus see a mixed division of labour when it comes to the category
change of imperative particles. Morphosyntactic correlates of the category change
of apéhel were caused by grammaticalization, as witnessed by, for example, ossi-
fication and decategorialization, whereas changes due to intersubjectification can
be tracked both in the changing semantics and contextual specificities of the
imperative particle. These processes are supplemented by changes which seem
related but prove difficult to subsume under them. These findings would suggest
that imperative particles that change category are variously affected by inter-
subjectification and grammaticalization. Therefore, in the next section I discuss
contrastive evidence from the category change of imperative particles intra-
linguistically to provide further insights into this complex division of labour.

6. Contrastive evidence from the category change of Ancient Greek
imperative particles

As shown in Table 5, the category change of Ancient Greek imperatives from
directive imperative to pragmatic marker seems to display rather uniform seman-
tic and morphosyntactic changes.

Table 5. Comparing grammaticalized Ancient Greek imperatives

Imperative particle apédel aye (]} pépe £iTé pot %0V
=
S
;S — — .g =]
2 5 g & g 2
E = g g & o
L 1% 15
9 = = = =} o
& 2 S éé S 5
Verbal domain A = = s o) &
Procedural meaning yes yes yes yes yes yes
Persistence yes yes yes yes yes yes
Ossification yes yes yes yes yes yes
Decategorialization yes yes yes yes yes yes
Divergence yes yes yes yes yes yes
Syntactic add-on yes yes yes yes yes yes
Positional mobility yes yes yes yes yes yes

However, there are also significant individual differences. First of all, the start-
ing time of evolution obviously differs per imperative particle, with the result that
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Classical and Post-Classical Greek imperative particles are in different stages of
their change. Second, their developments have not been investigated in all stages
of Ancient Greek, even though a fuller coverage would provide a more com-
prehensive view of their category change. Third and most importantly, there are
individual differences in how affected the imperative particles are by either inter-
subjectification or grammaticalization. For example, as we have seen above, only
one example could be adduced for the ossification of apéhel, whereas several are
available for highly grammaticalized markers such as &ye. A systematic corpus-
based account could potentially reveal additional factors relevant to the category
change of imperatives, for example distributional changes as discussed for auéAet.
Also, there are distinct differences in the intersubjectivity that the imperative par-
ticles come to encode.”” For example, using counterexamples that are impolite,
Zakowski (2018:74-78) corrected the earlier idea by Fedriani and Ghezzi
(2014:123) that the intersubjective function of pépe and &ye is mitigation, and sug-
gested analysing them as conversational boosters (from within Relevance Theory)
instead. A more satisfying answer to this issue could be given if one distinguishes
between different types of intersubjectivity (as I did above for auéAet), since that
would make it possible to distinguish more intersubjective functions than just a
politeness one.”® Further, this methodology would force the analyst to determine
the diachronic relation between the different intersubjective uses, which would be
a welcome contribution to the study of intersubjective markers in general.

Moreover, there is also a diachronic trend in the category change of imper-
atives which is not readily observable in Table 5. The trend which cannot be
observed there is the cognitively constrained pathways that the imperatives take.
As discussed for apéher at the end of §3, its procedural use as no epistemic worries
is constrained by its source use in the psychological domain of no worries. These
domains are semantically related. Thus, the characteristics of the source use of
grammaticalizing imperatives are not fully bleached away in the procedural use,
as can be observed by the conceptual or metaphorical link (with Fedriani 2019)
between the source use and its domain and the new procedural use and its
domain.

37. Also, there are imperative particles which start serving pragmatic functions in different
domains, for example information-structural purposes as done by presentative idov, see Bailey
(2009).

38. For example Ghesquiére, Brems and Van de Velde (2014) propose such a graded approach
to intersubjectivity. Fedriani (2019:72) signals that the literature on the evolution of such pro-
cedural markers would benefit from clearer differentiation of discourse oriented markers (dis-
course markers) and (inter)subjective markers (pragmatic markers). The adoption of a graded
approach to intersubjectivity could go a long way in disentangling the functional differentiation
of (imperative) particles and their diachrony.
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Table 6. Cognitive evolutionary constraints on grammaticalized imperatives

Form Imperative ~ Verbal source domain ~ Pragmatic marker =~ Procedural domain
apélet  no worries!  Psychology of course Agreement

aye lead! Movement come on Continuation

[CIh go! Movement come on Continuation

pépe bring! Exchange come on Turn-taking

eimé pot  tell me! Communication tell me Urgency

%00 look! Perception hey, look here Attention

Also, there is contrastive evidence for the co(n)textual change in illocutions
observed for apéAel for the other imperative particles as well. Generally, imper-
ative particles receive many illocutionary extensions that go beyond their source
use in directives (note the translation of the procedural meanings without direc-
tive exclamation mark in Table 6). As shown in Table 7,* the imperative particles
widen their scope to other non-directive illocutions. A theoretical question
sparked by these findings is whether we should attribute these scope extensions to
intersubjectification as was done for apéAet, to another process or to a combina-
tion of factors involved in the category change of imperative particles.

Table 7. The illocutionary extensions of imperative particles

Illocutionary extensions

Imperative particle Procedural domain Directive®  Declarative  Interrogative
apéhet ‘of course’ Agreement + + -
dye ‘come on’ Continuation + + +
01 ‘come on’ Continuation + + +
pépe ‘come on’ Turn-taking + + +
eimé pot ‘tell me’ Urgency + - +
509 ‘hey, look here’ Attention + + +

a. Note that this category includes the hortatives with which especially the imperative particles of
movement occur, cf. Zakowski (2018: 80).

Finally, there are two restrictions in Table 7 which warrant explanation: the
absence of interrogative illocutions with apéhet and declarative illocutions with
eimé pot. These restrictions can be explained pragmatically, since interrogatives
presuppose disagreement and declaratives are the functional mirror image of eimné

pot.

39. The data stems from Zakowski (2014, 2018:80) and searches in the Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae to check for remaining combinations.
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7. Conclusions

Using diachronic evidence from the category change of the Ancient Greek imper-
ative particles (esp. apéhet ‘don’t worry’ > ‘of course’), this paper has provided
several insights into the complex interdependencies between intersubjectification,
grammaticalization and processes of language change in general. Not only could
we demonstrate that intersubjectification occurred without subjectification (cf.
van Olmen 2010:240-241 and Narrog 2017: 40; pace Traugott 2003:134), but also
that intersubjectification involves changes in the cognitive domain (from no prac-
tical to no epistemic worries), the pragmatic domain (from resolving worries
responsively to independently assuming resolved worries) and, innovatively, in
contextual conditions (from creating intersubjective alignment in common
ground to assuming it). Morpho-syntactically Ancient Greek imperative particles
display signs of grammaticalization such as ossification, and general eftects of lan-
guage change such as polysemy. Importantly, when contrasting the diachronic evi-
dence from auéAel to other imperative particles, the relevance of context change is
observed across the board, as all imperative particles expand their usage to declar-
ative and interrogative illocutions. This would suggest that contextual changes
both in the pragmatic domain and in contextual usage conditions (i.e., common
ground differences) are of diachronic relevance to the category change of Ancient
Greek imperative particles. Also, these contextual characteristics would allow bet-
ter intra-linguistic and cross-linguistic comparison of imperative particles which
evolve in a superficially similar way but are actually shaped by various diachronic
processes (cf. Cristofaro 2019).

This study allows for many further research opportunities, both in the field
of Ancient Greek linguistics and general linguistics. As mentioned above, corpus-
based analyses of grammaticalized imperatives in all periods of Ancient Greek
are still a desideratum and would benefit from a holistic diachronic perspective
such as the one adopted here. A relevant parameter to investigate further would
be the increase in positional mobility, a factor which probably differs in relevance
per imperative particle. Also, using a graded approach to intersubjectivity may
solve definitional disputes about classifying intersubjective usages of imperative
particles. Furthermore, cross-linguistic analyses of the category change of impera-
tives that take into account the role of context change (both in pragmatic domain
and contextual usage conditions) could help distinguish pragmatic markers which
look similar superficially but function differently in context.



Weaving together the diverse threads of category change 187

Funding

This research was supported by funding from an aspirant fundamental research grant from the
Scientific Research Foundation of Flanders FWO, 1122620N.

Acknowledgements

I sincerely wish to thank the reviewers and editor for their comments which greatly improved
this paper. Also, I would like to thank Dr. Merlijn Breunesse for very rewarding discussions on
intersubjectification and common ground, and the members of the Katwijk biannual confer-
ence for Greek and Latin linguistics in the Netherlands for providing feedback on initial find-
ings. All errors that remain are, of course, my own.

References

Bailey, Nicholas. 2009. Thetic constructions in Koine Greek. PhD dissertation, Vrije Universiteit
Amsterdam.

Bentein, Klaas. 2016. Verbal periphrasis: Have- and Be- constructions. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:050/9780198747093.001.0001

Biraud, Michele. 2010. Les interjections du thédtre grec antique: Etude sémantique et
pragmatique. Louvain: Peeters.

Blomgqpvist, Jerker. 1969. Greek particles in Hellenistic prose. Lund: Cwk Gleerup.

Bonifazi, Anna, Annemieke Drummen & Mark de Kreij. 2016. Particles in Ancient Greek
discourse: Five volumes exploring particle use across genres. Washington, DC: Center for
Hellenic Studies.

Brinton, Laurel J. 2008. The comment clause in English: Syntactic origins and pragmatic
development. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511551789

Clark, Herbert H. 1996. Using language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511620539

Clark, Herbert & Susan E. Brennan. 1991. Grounding in communication. In Lauren Resnick,
John M. Levine, & Stephanie D. Teasley (eds.), Perspectives on socially shared cognition,
127-141. Washington: American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/10096-006

Company Company, Concepcién. 2006. Subjectification of verbs into discourse markers:
Semantic-pragmatic change only? Belgian Journal of Linguistics 20. 97-121.
https://doi.org/10.1075/bjl.20.07com

Cristofaro, Sonia. 2019. Taking diachronic evidence seriously: Result-oriented vs. source-
oriented explanations of typological universals. In Karsten Schmidtke-Bode,

Natalia Levshina, Susanne Maria Michaelis & Ilja A. Serzant (eds.), Explanation in
typology: Diachronic sources, functional motivations and the nature of the evidence, 25-46.
Berlin: Language Science Press.


https://doi.org/10.1093%2Facprof%3Aoso%2F9780198747093.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FCBO9780511551789
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FCBO9780511620539
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F10096-006
https://doi.org/10.1075%2Fbjl.20.07com

188

Ezrala Roi

Degand, Liesbeth & Jacqueline Evers-Vermeul. 2015. Grammaticalization or
pragmaticalization of discourse markers? More than a terminological issue. Journal of
Historical Pragmatics 16(1):59-85. https://doi.org/10.1075/jhp.16.1.03deg

Denniston, John D. 1954. The Greek particles. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Devos, Maud & Jenneke van der Wal (eds.). 2014. ‘COME’ and ‘GO’ off the beaten
grammaticalization path. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110335989

Diewald, Gabriele. 2002. A model for relevant types of contexts in grammaticalization. In
Ilse Wischer & Gabriele Diewald (eds.), New reflections on grammaticalization, 103-120.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.49.00die

Diewald, Gabriele. 2011. Pragmaticalization (defined) as grammaticalization of discourse
functions. Linguistics 49(2). 365-90. https://doi.org/10.1515/1ing.2011.011

Dryer, Matthew. 2019. Grammaticalization accounts of word order correlations. In
Karsten Schmidtke-Bode, Natalia Levshina, Susanne Maria Michaelis & Ilja SerZant
(eds.), Explanation in typology: Diachronic sources, functional motivations and the nature
of the evidence, 63-95. Berlin: Language Science Press.

Edmonds, John. M. 1929. The characters of Theophrastus. London: Heinemann.

Emde Boas, Evert van, Albert Rijksbaron, Luuk Huitink & Mathieu de Bakker. 2019. The
Cambridge grammar of Classical Greek. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fedriani, Chiara. 2019. The embodied basis of discourse and pragmatic markers in Greek and
Latin. In Egle Mocciaro & William Michael Short (eds.), Toward a cognitive classical
linguistics: The embodied basis of constructions in Greek and Latin, 69—92. Berlin/Boston:
de Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110616347-004

Fedriani, Chiara & Chiara Ghezzi. 2014. The pragmaticalization of verbs of movement and
exchange in Latin and Italian: Paths of development from lexicon to pragmatics. In
Ilona Badescu & Mihaela Popescu (eds.), Studia Linguistica et Philologica in honorem
Prof. Univ. Dr. Michaela Livescu, 116-39. Craiova: Editura Universitaria.

Ghesquieére, Lobke, Lieselotte Brems & Freek Van de Velde. 2014. Intersubjectivity and
intersubjectification. Typology and operationalization. In Lieselotte Brems,

Lobke Ghesquiere & Freek Van de Velde (eds.), Intersubjectivity and intersubjectification
in grammar and discourse, 129-153. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ghezzi, Chiara. 2014. The development of discourse and pragmatic markers. In Chiara Ghezzi
& Piera Molinelli (eds.), Discourse and pragmatic markers from Latin to the Romance
languages, 10-28. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199681600.003.0002

Goldstein, David. 2014. Wackernagel’s Law L. In Georgios K. Giannakis (ed.), Encyclopedia of
Ancient Greek language and linguistics, 508-513. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Goldstein, David. 2016. Classical Greek syntax. Wackernagel’s law in Herodotus. Leiden: Brill.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004250680

Goutsos, Dionysis. 2017. A corpus-based approach to functional markers in Greek. In
Chiara Fedriani & Andrea Sanso (eds.), Pragmatic markers, discourse markers and modal
particles: New perspectives, 125-149. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.186.05gou

Heine, Bernd. 2002. On the role of context in grammaticalization. In Ilse Wischer &

Gabriele Diewald (eds.), New reflections on grammaticalization, 83-101. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.49.08hei
Henderson, Jeftrey. 2002. Aristophanes: Lysistrata. Oxford: Oxford Clarendon Press.


https://doi.org/10.1075%2Fjhp.16.1.03deg
https://doi.org/10.1515%2F9783110335989
https://doi.org/10.1075%2Ftsl.49.09die
https://doi.org/10.1515%2Fling.2011.011
https://doi.org/10.1515%2F9783110616347-004
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Facprof%3Aoso%2F9780199681600.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.1163%2F9789004250680
https://doi.org/10.1075%2Fslcs.186.05gou
https://doi.org/10.1075%2Ftsl.49.08hei

Weaving together the diverse threads of category change

189

Hopper, Paul J. 1991. On some principles of grammaticalization. In Elizabeth Closs Traugott &
Bernd Heine (eds.), Approaches to grammaticalization I, 17-36. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.19.1.04hop

Hopper, Paul J. & Elisabeth Traugott. 2003. Grammaticalization. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139165525

Horrocks, Geoffrey C. 2007. Syntax: From Classical Greek to the Koine. In
Anastasios-Phoivos Christidis (ed.), A history of Ancient Greek: From the beginnings to
late antiquity, 618—631. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jonge, Casper C. de. 2008. Between grammar and rhetoric. Dionysius of Halicarnassus on
language, linguistics and literature. Leiden/Boston: Brill.
https://doi.org/10.1163/€j.9789004166776.i-456

Julia, Marie-Ange. 2018. Le grec classique possede-t-il un présentatif? In Felicia Logozzo &
Paolo Poccetti (eds.), Ancient Greek linguistics: New perspectives, insights, and approaches,
411-427. Berlin/Boston: de Gruyter.

Labiano Ilundain, Juan M. 2000. Estudio de las interjecciones en las comedias de Aristofanes.
Amsterdam: Hakkert.

Langslow, David R. 2009. Jakob Wackernagel lectures on syntax with special reference to Greek,
Latin, and Germanic. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780198153023.001.0001

Lee, John A.L. 2007. E€amootéA\w. In Jan Joosten & Peter J. Tomson (eds.), Voces Biblicae:
Septuagint Greek and its significance for the New Testament, 99-113. Leuven: Peeters.

Lee, John A.L. 2013. The Atticist grammarians. In Stanley E. Porter and Andrew W. Pitts, The
language of the New Testament: Context, history and development, 283-308. Leiden: Brill.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004236400_013

Lehmann, Christian. 2015. Thoughts on grammaticalization. 3rd ed. Berlin: Language Science
Press. https://doi.org/10.26530/OAPEN_603353

Lopez-Couso, Maria J. 2010. Subjectification and intersubjectification. In Andreas H. Jucker, &
Irma Taavitsainen (eds.), Historical pragmatics, 127-163. Berlin/New York (NY): De
Gruyter Mouton

Markopoulos, Theodore. 2009. The future in Greek. From Ancient to Medieval. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Matthaios, Stephanos. 2007. Das Adverb in der Grammatikographie, T.1. Beitrdge zur
Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft, no. Bd 17. Miinster: Nodus Publikationen.

Mauri, Caterina & Andrea Sanso. 2014. Go and come as sources of directive constructions. In
Maud Devos & Jenneke van der Wal (eds.), ‘COME’ and ‘GO’ off the beaten
grammaticalization path, 165-184. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110335989.165

Narrog, Heiko. 2017. Three types of subjectivity, three types of intersubjectivity, their
dynamicization and a synthesis. In Daniel van Olmen, Hubert Cuyckens &

Lobke Ghesguiere (eds.), Aspects of grammaticalization: (Inter)subjectification and
directionality, 19-46. Berlin/Boston: de Gruyter.

Nicolle, Steve. 2011. Pragmatic aspects of grammaticalization. In Bernd Heine & Heiko Narrog
(eds.), The Oxford handbook of grammaticalization, 401-412. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Nordgren, Lars. 2015. Greek interjections. Syntax, semantics and pragmatics. Berlin/Boston: de
Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110339444


https://doi.org/10.1075%2Ftsl.19.1.04hop
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FCBO9781139165525
https://doi.org/10.1163%2Fej.9789004166776.i-456
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Facprof%3Aoso%2F9780198153023.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1163%2F9789004236400_013
https://doi.org/10.26530%2FOAPEN_603353
https://doi.org/10.1515%2F9783110335989.165
https://doi.org/10.1515%2F9783110339444

190

Ezrala Roi

Olmen, Daniél van. 2010. The imperative of intentional visual perception as a pragmatic
marker: A contrastive study of Dutch, English and Romance. Languages in Contrast 10(2).
223-244. https://doi.org/10.1075/lic.10.2.06van

Revuelta Puigdollers, Antonio. 2017. Illocutionary force and modality: How to tackle the issue
in Ancient Greek. In Camille Denizot & Olga Spevak (eds.), Pragmatic approaches to
Latin and Ancient Greek, 17-43. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.190.02rev

Ricci, Claudia, Corinne Rossari & Adriana Spiridon. 2009. Grammaticalization and
pragmatics: Facts, approaches, theoretical issues. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing.

Rijksbaron, Albert. 2006. The syntax and semantics of the verb in Classical Greek. Amsterdam:
Gieben.

Rodd, Jennifer M., Gareth Gaskell & William D. Marslen-Wilson. 2002. Making sense of
semantic ambiguity: Semantic competition in lexical access. Journal of Memory and
Language 46(2). 245-266. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2001.2810

la Roi, Ezra. 2019. Epistemic modality, particles and the potential optative in Classical Greek,
Journal of Greek Linguistics 19(1).59—89. https://doi.org/10.1163/15699846-01901002

la Roi, Ezra. 2020. A rephilologized diachronic analysis of ‘Post-Classical Greek”: Pitfalls and
principles for progress, Journal of Greek Linguistics 20(2). 213-238.
https://doi.org/10.1163/15699846-02002002

la Roi, Ezra. forthc. a. The insubordination of if- and that-clauses in from Archaic to Post-
Classical Greek: A diachronic constructional typology. Symbolae Osloensis 95.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00397679.2021.1951005

la Roi, Ezra. forthc. b. Counterfactuals from Archaic to Classical Greek. In
Georgios K. Giannakis (ed.), Encyclopedia of Greek language and linguistics (EGLL).

la Roi, Ezra. subm. a. The Atticist manuals as metalinguistic resource for morpho-syntactic
change in Post-Classical Greek.

la Roi, Ezra. subm. b. The pragmatics of the past: A new typology of past conditionals in
Ancient Greek.

Say, Sergey. 2004. Grammaticalization of word order: Evidence from Lithuanian. In
Olga Fischer, Muriel Norde & Harry Perridon (eds.), Up and down the cline: The nature
of grammaticalization, 363-384. Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.59.195ay

Schwyzer, Eduard & Albert Debrunner. 1950. Griechische Grammatik. Band 2. Munich: C.H.
Beck.

Stalnaker, Robert C. 2002. Common Ground. Linguistics and Philosophy 25 (5-6). 701-721.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020867916902

Stalnaker, Robert C. 1978. Assertion. In Peter Cole (ed.), Syntax and Semantics 9: Pragmatics,
315-332. New York: Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004368873_013

Tantucci, Vittorio. 2017. From immediate to extended intersubjectification: A gradient
approach to intersubjective awareness and semasiological change. Language and
Cognition 9. 88-120. https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2015.26

Thijs, Kees. 2017. The Attic particle prjv: Intersubjectivity, contrast and polysemy. Journal of
Greek Linguistics 17. 73-112. https://doi.org/10.1163/15699846-01701005

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs. 1995. Subjectification in grammaticalization. In Dieter Stein &
Susan Wright (eds.), Subjectivity and subjectivisation: Linguistic perspectives, 31-54.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511554469.003


https://doi.org/10.1075%2Flic.10.2.06van
https://doi.org/10.1075%2Fslcs.190.02rev
https://doi.org/10.1006%2Fjmla.2001.2810
https://doi.org/10.1163%2F15699846-01901002
https://doi.org/10.1163%2F15699846-02002002
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F00397679.2021.1951005
https://doi.org/10.1075%2Ftsl.59.19say
https://doi.org/10.1023%2FA%3A1020867916902
https://doi.org/10.1163%2F9789004368873_013
https://doi.org/10.1017%2Flangcog.2015.26
https://doi.org/10.1163%2F15699846-01701005
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FCBO9780511554469.003

Weaving together the diverse threads of category change

191

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs. 2003. From subjectification to intersubjectification. In
Raymond Hickey (ed.), Motives for language change, 124-139. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511486937.009

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs. 2010. (Inter)subjectivity and (inter)subjectification: A reassessment.
In Kristin Davidse, Lieven Vandelanotte & Hubert Cuyckens (eds.), Subjectification,
intersubjectification and grammaticalization, 29-71. Berlin and New York: Mouton de
Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110226102.1.29

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs. 2014. Intersubjectification and clause periphery. In Lieselotte Brems,
Lobke Ghesquiére & Freek Van de Velde (eds.), Intersubjectivity and intersubjectification
in grammar and discourse, 7-27. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/bct.65.02trau

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs & Richard B. Dasher. 2005. Regularity in semantic change.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs & Graeme Trousdale. 2010. Gradience, gradualness and
grammaticalization. How do they intersect? In Elizabeth Closs Traugott &
Graeme Trousdale (eds.), Gradience, gradualness and grammaticalization, 19-44.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.90.04tra

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs & Graeme Trousdale. 2013. Constructionalization and constructional
changes. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:050/9780199679898.001.0001

Van Goethem, Kristel, Muriel Norde, Evie Coussé & Gudrun Vanderbauwhede. 2018. Category
change from a constructional perspective. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/cal.20

Verhagen, Arie. 2005. Constructions of intersubjectivity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wouters, Alfons. 1979. The grammatical papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt: Contributions to
the study of the ‘ars grammatica’ in antiquity. Brussels: Paleis der Academién.

Zakowski, Samuel. 2014. einé pot as a Parenthetical: A structural and functional analysis, from
Homer to Menander. Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 54(2). 157-91.

Zakowski, Samuel. 2018. The evolution of the Ancient Greek deverbal pragmatic markers age,
ithi and phére. Journal of Historical Pragmatics 19(1). 55-91.
https://doi.org/10.1075/jhp.16009.zak

Resumé

D’apres des indications diachroniques offertes par le changement catégoriel de I'impératif du
grec ancien auéhel et d’autres particules impératives (Gye, 101, pépe, einé pot et i8ov), ce tra-
vail traite de I'interdépendance diachronique de I'intersubjectification, la grammaticalisation et
le changement linguistique en général. En premier lieu, le processus d’intersubjectification subi
par apéler confirmera que l'intersubjectification peut se produire sans subjectification (pace
Traugott 2003:134). Ensuite, nous décrirons en détail I'intersubjectification de apélet a par-
tir d’évolutions sur les plans cognitif (pas de soucis pratiques > pas de soucis épistémiques),
pragmatique (résoudre activement > supposer les soucis résolus de maniére indépendante)
et contextuel (créer un alignement intersubjectif > supposer un tel alignement). Par apres,
nous identifierons et distinguerons les différentes origines diachroniques des évolutions dont
témoigne auéAel. Enfin, nous appuyant sur une comparaison avec des changements catégoriels
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paralleles impliquant d’autres particules impératives du grec ancien, nous démontrerons que,
bien que certines particules impératives puissent étre sujettes a des développements structurels
par divers processus de grammaticalisation, toutes montrent des signes de changements contex-
tuels (comme le prouvent les extensions illocutoires a des illocutions déclaratives et interroga-
tives).

Zusamenfassung

Unter Verwendung diachroner Belege fiir den Kategorienwandel des altgriechischen Imperativs
apéer (mach dir keine Sorge > selbstverstandlich) und dhnlicher imperativer Partikeln (&ye,
101, pépe, einé por und id00) untersuche ich die diachrone Interdependenz von Intersubjektivie-
rung, Grammatikalisierung und Sprachwandel im Allgemeinen. Erstens bestatigt die Intersub-
jektivierung von apéhet, dass Intersubjektivierung ohne Subjektivierung erfolgen kann (pace
Traugott 2003:134). Zweitens erldutere ich die Intersubjektivierung von épéet mit Anderun-
gen der kognitiven Doméne (keine praktischen > keine epistemischen Sorgen), der pragma-
tischen Doméne (reaktionsschnelle Losung > unabhingige Annahme geloster Sorgen) und
der Kontextbedingungen (Schaffung einer intersubjektiven Ausrichtung > Annahme). Drittens
unterscheide ich die verschiedenen diachronen Urspriinge von Verdnderungen, die auéAet
beeinflusst haben. Schliellich argumentiere ich unter Verwendung kontrastiver Belege aus par-
allelen Kategorienverdnderungen von altgriechischen Imperativpartikeln dafiir, dass Impera-
tivpartikel zwar durch strukturelle Grammatikalisierungsprozesse unterschiedlich beeinflusst
werden konnen, aber alle Anzeichen einer Kontextinderung aufweisen (wie illokutionire
Erweiterungen des Auftretens mit deklarativen und interrogativen Illokutionen zeigen).
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