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Abstract

In this article I argue that second person vision imperatives undergo intersubjectification diachronically,
as evidenced by the co-expression of four historically related meanings in the Ancient Greek vision
imperatives 6pa/opdte and PAéme/te. Originally, they expressed visual perception, subsequently
acquired mental perception meaning (“consider”), and from this meaning came to encode novel
intersubjective meanings, of respectively intersubjective thought “[you should know this]” and
apprehensional awareness “see to it that not X”, through the semanticization of pragmatic side-effects.
Using a diachronic corpus study of these imperatives from Archaic to Post-Classical Greek (VIII BCE
— III CE), I demonstrate that this intersubjectification pathway does not only recur within the same
language, but the pragmatic side-effects which semanticize into novel intersubjective meanings seem to
be surprisingly stable. Finally, I suggest that apprehensional meanings are co-expressed by vision
imperatives cross-linguistically and are in need of further diachronic typological examination.
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1 The co-expression of vision and thought across languages

It is well-known that the domain of perception is both conceptually and diachronically well connected
to the domain of knowledge.! A main source for this insight has been the seminal study by Sweetser
(1990) who suggested that the metaphorical historical connections between vision and thought are
caused by the embodied interpretation of meaning; in other words, we could rephrase these connections
between source and target domain with a cognitive metaphor as SEEING IS KNOWING and HEARING IS
UNDERSTANDING. Since then, research has shown the validity of such patterns across languages, albeit
with reassessments; for example, in contrast to the pathways from sight to knowledge found in Indo-
European languages, some Australian languages show pathways from hearing to knowledge instead
(see Evans & Wilkins 2000, Georgakopoulos et al. 2022). Similarly for corpus languages such as
Ancient Greek, researchers have pointed out diachronic connections between perception and thought,
for example in the diachronic colexification of related meanings with increasing degrees of subjectivity,
e.g. movBavopon ‘(directly) perceive’ ‘learn’ (Luraghi & Sausa 2019) or ywyvookw ‘perceive’>
‘realize’> ‘think’ (la Roi 2020a: 204-205 with further references).

This paper deals with a different, yet to my mind fundamentally related diachronic pathway that
we find across languages: the co-expression of intersubjective’ meanings in the domain of thought by
vision imperatives. Many scholars have suggested that vision imperatives across many Indo-European
languages behave in similar ways as so-called “attention getters”, e.g. English look, Italian guarda,
Dutch kijk (Van Olmen & Tantucci 2022 with references to earlier studies). As these imperatives
develop pragmatic functions which are shared with discourse markers (e.g. turn-taking, discourse-
organization), scholars have stated that the source of this development across languages cannot be
grammaticalization but has to be something else, such as pragmaticalization (Van Olmen 2010: 238—
241, Ghezzi 2014). Yet, others have rightly pointed out that these seemingly similar markers may not
be as uniform in behaviour as they have been thought to be: (i) the co(n)textual features of their use
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21 take intersubjectivity to refer to the semantic encoding of attention to either the social or epistemic self of the
addressee (Ghesquiére, Brems, & Van de Velde 2012, la Roi 2022).



differ across languages (Van Olmen 2010, Van Olmen & Tantucci 2022), (ii) the associated pragmatic
functions differ across languages (Van Olmen & Tantucci 2022), and (iii) positional distributions of
“pragmaticalized” uses do not always allow cross-linguistic comparison (e.g. English has a much stricter
word order than Ancient Greek which does not allow us to easily equate first or second positions, la Roi
2022: 181-182). Moreover, both the usage and diachrony of vision imperatives have more connections
with intersubjectivity than discussed thus far (though see Van Olmen & Tantucci 2022 who note the
‘intersubjectified surplus’ of attention getting ‘look’-imperatives). For example, Ghezzi (2014: 20)
suggests a rather restricted scope of such attention getting imperatives (e.g. look, guarda) as expressing
responsive intersubjectivity, i.e. eliciting behaviour from the interlocutor. Yet, just as / see may develop
into I know through embodied subjectified interpretation (e.g. I see your point), I argue that imperatives
of vision may come to encode intersubjective attention to the epistemic and social self of the hearer.
This means that these imperatives come to be used by speakers to signal to the hearer that something
demands epistemic consideration (viz. the addressee ought to know X) or social consideration, esp. in
view of a potentially face-threatening obstacle (viz. the addressee ought to be aware of X).

To substantiate this hypothesis, this paper provides a diachronic corpus study of two vision
imperatives in a corpus of nearly a millennium of Ancient Greek, in particular from Archaic to Post-
Classical Greek (see section 2 for the corpus collection and scope): dpo/opdte and fAéne/te “look™, both
present imperatives in the second person (singular/plural).’ T will suggest at least three ways in which
we can finetune the diachronic study of vision imperatives on the basis of the corpus evidence from
Ancient Greek:

6)] separate the pragmatic side-effects from the meanings which vision imperatives come to
encode*
(i1) relate the semanticization of pragmatic side-effects® from an earlier usage into a new

meaning to the type of intersubjectivity at play
(ii1) include the pathway into apprehensional meanings (of the type “see [to it] that not™), as
this pathway seems to be replicated across language histories

2 Corpus collection and scope

The examples studied in this paper cover four successive periods of the history of Ancient Greek, from
the 8 century BCE to the 3™ century AD. The translations of the examples are based on the most recent
translations available at Loeb Classics online (https://www.loebclassics.com/ [last accessed:
28/09/2023]) and for the Septuagint and New Testament the New International version of the bible
(https://www.biblegateway.com/versions/New-International-Version-NIV-Bible/ ~ [last = accessed
28/09/2023/). Table 1 summarizes the authors included in this examination. As for the selection of the
corpus, I chose to focus, as far as possible, on dialogical texts or texts with much reported dialogue such
as Homer, the Septuagint and the New Testament: they are likely to have more intersubjective markers

3 Those working on Ancient Greek will notice that I do not discuss i8ov ‘look’, a vision imperative in the aorist
which has been known to fossilize (cf. la Roi 2022:183-185 with references). The main reasons for that are (i) I
chose to compare imperatives of vision with the same aspectual characteristics so as to be able to focus on the
functions that they share, and (ii) 1600 ‘look’ actually has a much more complicated history in Post-Classical
Greek than this paper would allow me to discuss (e.g. it is known to have been more prominent in the Septuagint
as a translation method for different Hebrew source constructions such as a presentative particle but also
intersubjective vision imperatives, cf. Bailey 2009).

4 A key study here is Waltereit (2002) who deals with pragmatic side-effects of the vision imperative guarda in
Italian, on the one hand, and the role of conversational routines as motor for diachronic change, on the other
hand.

5> This descriptive notion is discussed at length in the seminal work of Traugott and Dasher (2002). For a useful
application of the semanticization of pragmatic side-effects in Ancient Greek, see Thijs (2017) on the
intersubjective particle unv, which is used to counter expectations on the part of the addressee.



which encode attention to the epistemic/social face of the addressee.® At the same time, due to
differences in transmitted texts per author, I had to include larger texts for Classical Greek and Early
Post-Classical Greek (viz. Plato and the Septuagint) which makes the number of words per period
slightly uneven. However, I remedy that by using the Normed Rate of Occurrence to measure the relative
distribution of these vision imperatives.

Period Texts Number of words
Archaic Greek (VIII-VI BCE) Homeric epics 199153
Classical Greek (V-1V BCE) Euripides and Plato 791646
Early Post-Classical Greek (III- BCE) | Septuagint and Menander 704664
Middle Post-Classical Greek (I-III CE) | New Testament and Epictetus 222163

Table 1 Diachronic corpus of intentional vision imperatives in Ancient Greek

Using lemmatized searches in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, the database of Ancient Greek texts, |
extracted the second singular and second plural occurrences of two, originally, visual imperatives:
Opo/opate and PAéne/te “look”. Table 2 sums up the relative frequencies of these visual imperatives in
my diachronic corpus, with the Normed Rate of Occurrence set at a 1000 words.

Period opa/opare Préme/te
Archaic Greek (VIII-VI BCE) Homeric epics | 0 0
Classical Greek (V-IV BCE) Euripides 16 (NRO 0.080) 0
Plato 88 (NRO 0.149) 0
Early Post-Classical Greek (III-1 BCE) | Septuagint 11 (NRO 0.020) 5 (NRO 0.008)
Menander 4  (NRO 0.049) 2 (NRO 0.025)
Middle Post-Classical Greek (I-III CE) | New Testament | 13 (NRO 0.094) 24 (NRO 0.173)
Epictetus 46 (NRO 0.546) 11 (NRO 0.131)

Table 2 Relative frequency of vision imperatives in diachronic corpus

Most prominently, the occurrence of vision imperatives peaks in Plato and Epictetus, as shown by the
higher NRO scores for 6po/opdte but also for fAéne/te which only becomes much more frequent in
Middle than in Early Post-Classical Greek. The explanation for that is that these authors wrote
philosophical texts which engage with their text-internal audience (e.g. Platonic dialogues proper) and
text-external audience (e.g. the addressee of Epictetus’ philosophical instruction). As such, they
constitute a treasure-trove for interactive expressions, as I illustrate below in section 3.2 to 3.4.

3 The intersubjectification of vision imperatives

3.1 The diachronic syntax and pragmatics of vision imperatives in Ancient Greek

Before embarking on our diachronic corpus study, I wish to present several theoretical considerations
for the diachronic study of vision imperatives. First of all, as the canonical expression of the directive
domain, the imperative in Ancient Greek has a wide range of functions. After all, in Ancient Greek (see
Denizot 2011) as well as cross-linguistically (see Aikhenvald 2010) the directive domain covers
commands, requests, pleas or instructions. Also, imperatives may have functions that go beyond the
directive domain proper, e.g. expressing curses or wishes. Since these wide usage domains presented an
obstacle for operationalization in the typological comparison of directives, it has recently been suggested
to merge both terms in the following typological definition: “[ The imperative is] a sentence-type whose
only prototypical function is to provide the addressee(s) with a reason to act, that is suitable for the
performance of the full range of directive speech acts, and whose manifestations are all morphologically
and syntactically homogeneous with the second person” (Jary & Kissine 2016: 132). While an upside
of the definition is the possibility of consistent comparison of directive strategies across languages, a

6 Needless to say, this is not an absolute rule, since authors of, for example, narrative texts may use dialogical
means as well, for example to engage with their audience, cf. the use of the intersubjective imperative duéret ‘of
course’ in the description of stereotypical characters by Theophrastus (la Roi 2022).



downside of such a rather general definition, esp. that imperatives “provide the addressee(s) with a
reason to act”, is that it offers less descriptive granularity for the different interactive functions of vision
imperatives. Second and relatedly, the pragmatic functions of vision imperatives have often been
described as “attention getting”,” which too is quite imprecise with regard to the functional scope of
vision imperatives (e.g. guiding resp. mental vision, conversational structure and the addressee’s social
or epistemic self, for which see below). It seems that the different functions of vision imperatives would
be better summarized under the notion of intersubjective coordination of perception, since second
person imperatives have an inherently intersubjective orientation but appear to differ in how they
actually encode intersubjective values®; for example, the original intentional visual perception use would
be incorporated nicely in such a broad characterization as well, since imperatives in the 2" person are
prototypically responsively intersubjective in eliciting behaviour from the addressee. Third and finally,
while there is much evidence for similar pathways of development for vision imperatives across
languages (e.g. from imperative Look at X to parenthetical Look, I have something to tell you), I would
like to suggest here that not only are there more pathways for vision imperatives (e.g. into
apprehensional meaning) but also that similar pathways can recur within the same language. This last
point brings me to the evidence in my diachronic corpus for the two imperatives; in the course of time,
both develop the following four related functions on the spectrum of intersubjective coordination:

Stage Usage Morphosyntactic pattern(s)

1 Intentional visual perception -/+ complement (noun)

2 Intentional mental perception -/+ complement (noun or finite clause)
3a Intersubjective thought -

3b Apprehensional awareness + complement (negated finite clause)

Table 3 Diachronic pathways of vision imperatives in Ancient Greek diachrony

In what follows, I detail the diachronic development of these patterns for the different visual perception
imperatives, highlighting in particular how pragmatic side-effects of earlier usages provide the source
for the semanticization of novel intersubjective meanings. In other words, what has been alluded to as
the “intersubjective surplus” of attention-getting imperatives (see Van Olmen & Tantucci 2022: 175),
diachronically originates in pragmatic side-effects of earlier less intersubjective uses.

3.2 opa/opare “look”

3.2.1 Intentional visual perception

The original meaning of this imperative is to express the visual perception of reality, i.e. Look at X. Yet,
this visual meaning also has pragmatic side-effects, which, I argue, provide the source for the novel
intersubjective values that it develops. In example 1, we should note that the visual imperative, though
it has its visual meaning, indirectly functions also as a floor-begging means (cf. Waltereit 2002), which
is why it is doubled here for pragmatic effect.” Amphitryon wants to warn everyone about the danger
that Heracles poses (cf. his previous line 1072 “Come, let me conceal myself in the shelter of the
house!”), in contrast to the calming preceding comment by the chorus. This is why Amphitryon
introduces his longer turn with visual imperatives to keep looking, regardless of the chorus’ claim that
Heracles is sleeping at the moment.

7 Also in most recent studies, e.g. by Tantucci and van Olmen (2022: 174): “It originates from a directive to
visually perceive something but its typical function is probably best characterized in a broad sense as attention-
getting.”

8 As noted by la Roi (2022: 163), the definition of intersubjectivity by Verhagen (2005: 1) as intersubjective
coordination between speaker and addressee “has the downside that it subsumes many pragmatic markers which
serve interactive functions but are not necessarily intersubjective in, for example, a social or epistemic sense”.
Yet, it’s generality and inclusion of intersubjective component is useful here as descriptive umbrella for the
intersubjectification of vision imperatives in the 2" person.

% Note that this floor-begging use of visual imperatives is also found with the visual imperative 1500 ‘look’, e.g.
A.Ag. 1125.



(1) Chorus Bapoet VO Exel PAEQapa Todl GO

Amphitr. 0pa0’ opate. TO PAOC EKMTETV PEV €T KAKOTOLY 0V
PeVYm T NG, GAN’ €1 pe Kavel Tatép’ dvta,
mpo¢ 0¢ Kokoig kokd punoe (E. HF. 1073-1076)

Chorus Have no fear! Night still shrouds your son’s eyes.

Amphitr. Look! Look! It is not from death in my misery that I shrink, but I fear he will kill
me, his father, and commit woe on woe, adding to the Furies’ curse the stain of
kindred blood!

The second pragmatic side-effect observable in the visual meaning of vision imperatives is that
by commanding visual observation, the speaker is inadvertently asking for mental observation (cf.
SEEING IS KNOWING). This may explain why visual imperative uses can already collocate with mental
perception imperatives, as in example 2.!° Orestes’ request to look around is coupled with the mental
perception predicate puAdocov “be on guard for” and Pylades mirrors his reaction exactly to this double
request by confirming that he is looking and inspecting all directions with his eye.'!

(2) Orestes opa, purAacoov pn Tic &v oTifmt fpoTdVv.

Pylades Op®, okomobpoL 8” Supa mavtayit otpépav. (E. IT. 67-68)
Orestes Look, make sure there is nobody on the path.
Pylades I’m looking, I’m inspecting, turning my glance in all directions.

3.2.2 Intentional mental perception

In addition to the role played by these two pragmatic side-effects as source for the new intentional
perception meaning, the use of visual imperatives with abstract objects must have triggered this change,
e.g. E. Rh. 332 10 péddov “the future”, E. IT 1065 aog “[see] how”, E. Heracl. 420 tadt’ “these things
[just mentioned]”.!> Moreover, by using this imperative with abstract objects that are relevant to current
conversation, this imperative obtains an indirect intersubjective epistemic orientation, since it is
managing what the addressees consider and, by implication, will know. In fact, there are certain usages
of intentional mental perception meanings which from a historical perspective come remarkably close
to encoding an intersubjective epistemic meaning (i.e. attention to the knowledge of the hearer) and
these most likely provided the source for the development of this novel meaning. As illustrated by
example 3 and other examples (e.g. Pl. Symp. 192e4), this usage occurs in announcements of joint
conversational projects'® by the speaker and addressee:

(3) Crito Kok pév pot Soksic Aéyetv, @ Tdxpates, dpa 88
i dpdpev.
Socrates Tkonduev, O Gyadé, Kowi, koi 1 1 Exelc avTidéyety
£uod Aéyovtog, avtileye kai oot meicopor (Pl Cri. 48d6-9)
Crito I think you’re right, Socrates; but consider what we’re to do.
Socrates Let’s look at it together, my good friend, and if at any point you have an objection

10 Compare also E. Cyc. 354 where the sentence following the visual imperative effectively spells out the
pragmatic side-effect as “if you don’t see, you will think the wrong thing”, underlining the tight connection
between vision and thought. For the role of collocations in diachronic semantic change of constructions in
Ancient Greek, see la Roi (2020b).

! The use of the middle voice here, instead of active present ckoném ‘consider’, encodes higher subject
affectedness as a mental activity (see Allan 2003).

12 Cf. 1a Roi (2020a: 195) who provides a parallel development by 0pickw ‘find’ in its development of mental
perception find.

13 In Conversation Analysis, projects are defined as a smaller or larger group of conversational actions which
together form a coherent set, such as an interview or a discussion on a specific topic.



while I'm talking, speak up and I shall listen to what you say.

By combining the mental perception meaning with the inclusive plural, Crito is indirectly demanding
that Socrates epistemically engages with their shared conversational project. Similarly, such usages
occur at the end of a conversational project to check with the addressee that they are on the same ‘mental’
page. See example 4 where Socrates checks this ‘mental’ page before using that shared epistemic basis
for a new conversational project (the combination of the particle 61 with an imperative serving as an
indication that the directive of asking can be appropriately be performed (Thijs 2021: 266)).

(4) Socrates  GAL” Bpa &l 1{dn icovidg 0ich’ ET1 Podropar

Cebes AALG VL TKOV®G, EQN.

Socrates Amokpivov &1, | 8 8¢, ® A ti dyyévnrar sopatt (dv Eotan; (Pl Phd. 105¢5-9)
Socrates Well see if you now know adequately well what I mean.

Cebes Yes, very well, he said.

Socrates Then answer this, he said: what is present in the body to make it a living one?

3.2.3 Intersubjective thought

In the following new meaning, which developed from the mental perception meaning, the imperative
comes to encode attention to the epistemic self of the addressee (i.e. you ought to know X) rather than it
being a pragmatic side-effect as for the previous mental perception meaning described above. To
illustrate, in example 5, we find the only example from Euripides where it is used to mark intersubjective
thought, i.e. attention to the epistemic self of the addressee. Achilles wishes to save Iphigeneia from the
sacrificial death to save Hellas which awaits her. This is why he first praises her extensively but then
comes to the point with this imperative when he makes his main conversational move (note the marking
of this boundary with the particle §’), viz. his explicit offer to be her benefactor. The meaning of the
imperative may be paraphrased as “you ought to know this”, since it heads the conversational move that
Achilles wants Iphigeneia to take note of conversationally: YOU SHOULD KNOW THIS: I OFFER TO BE
YOUR BENEFACTOR.

(5)Achilles udAlov 0¢ Aéktpmwv o®v mdboc W’ €oépyetal
8¢ v evov BAéyavTa: yevvaio yop €l.
opa 8’ £yd yap Podrouai 6” evepyeTelv
AaPelv T € oikovg: (E. 14 1409-1413)
The desire to be your husband affects me all the more when I consider your nature:
you are a noble person. But look: I want to be your benefactor and take you to my
home.

Her response in the form of a refusal confirms that she interprets it as a proposal (E. /4 1419-1420 “As
for you, stranger, do not die on my behalf or kill anyone, but allow me to save Hellas if I can”).

Since this meaning encodes the speaker’s attention to the hearer’s knowledge, we also find it in
epistemically marked contexts, in particular in biased questions which seek to shift the conversational
balance in favour of the speaker. In example 6, Socrates tries but fails to convince the uncooperative
Protagoras of the notion that you need at least some wisdom and intelligence besides enjoyment. Despite
the fact that he uses suggestive p@v'4, which expects a positive answer and heads the biased question
with the intersubjective imperative and o1, Protagoras chooses not to align with Socrates’ line of
thought.

(6) Socrates  Ap’ obv &1L TVOG &V GOl TPOGOETV 1y010, £1 TODT EYEIC TOVTEADG;

14 This form is contracted out of prj odv ‘not+[resumptive particle]’. Because it is followed by the negation um
‘not’, the question expects a positive answer.



Protagoras Ovdaudgs.

Socrates “Opa 1], T0D PpOVELY kol ToD Voelv kal AoyilesOor Ta
déovta kol 6oa TOVT®V AdEAPA, pdY pi) déot” v Ty,

Protagoras Koai ti; mavta yap Exoy’ &v mwov 10 yaipev Exwv.

Socrates Ovkobv ovtm @V dei uev dud Biov taic peyiotong (Pl. Phil. 21b)

Socrates Would you think you needed anything further, if you were in complete possession
of that enjoyment?

Protagoras Certainly not.

Socrates Look, would you not have some need of wisdom and intelligence and power of

calculating your wants and the like?
Protagoras Why should I? If I have enjoyment, I have everything.
Socrates Then living thus you would enjoy the greatest pleasures all your life?

In Platonic discussions, we find similar examples like these where the imperative stands by itself,
syntactically speaking, but functions a pre-announcement of an intersubjectively epistemically relevant
point, e.g. in biased questions such as Futhd. 287al (with 6¢ signaling the boundary of a new
conversational actoin) or Phlb. 11al (with o1 and a vocative signalling the conversational relevance of
the upcoming act in the common ground between the speaker and addressee).'?

3.2.4 Apprehensional awareness

Similar to meaning 3, the following meaning too developed from the mental perception meaning, thus
providing a split in the developmental pathway of this vision imperative. Yet, this novel meaning
appears to have developed separately, because it encodes attention to the social self of the addressee:
see to it that not X. Since constructions with similar functions are created across languages (e.g. as
negated purpose clauses), a typology has recently been proposed that identifies the core features of such
constructions. In particular, it has been suggested that so-called apprehensional constructions encode
the non-realization of an undesirable situation (Kuteva et al. 2019: 852). Its three distinctive features are
defined as follows (Kuteva et al. 2019: 865):

(1) non-realized verb situation as a whole
(2) undesirability of verb situation
(3) causality: verb situation 1 causing avoidance of verb situation 2

As also noted in the typological literature (esp. Lichtenberk 1995), this construction combines two modal
components, since it provides an epistemic assessment in terms of non-factuality as well as encodes the
deontic undesirability of the verb situation to the agent (Lichtenberk 1995: 253, Kuteva et al. 2019:
865). In example 7, we can observe that 6pa pn “see that not” is used to, quite explicitly, mark a socially
undesirable consequence for the interlocutor: in his trial Socrates gave up on defending himself, a choice
which reflects as cowardice both on him and on his friends (incl. Crito). In intersubjective terms, then,
this construction does not encode attention to the epistemic self of the hearer (as in usage 3 “[you should
know this]”) but is used to mark face-threatening obstacles to the hearer in conversation, i.e. “[you
should avoid this]”. Its use is related to politeness.

(7) Crito TadTa 00V, O TMOKPATES, dpa piy Gpo Td Kokd Kol aioypd i ool t& kod fuiv. (P1. Cri.
46a3-4)
Crito So make sure, Socrates, that this is not shameful as well as bad for both you and us

15 Cf. Tantucci and van Olmen (2022: 160) for the role of vocatives with clause-external English ‘Look’.



The dual epistemic and deontic value of this intersubjective usage may thus be paraphrased functionally
as follows: the speaker signals to the addressee what s/he considers a face-threatening obstacle to the
addressee.

The original usage of this combination can be divided into two groups based on the person
marking in the complement, that is, the obstacle which needs to be avoided. About half of the uses are
expressed in the second person, directly encoding that the addressee is involved and, more importantly,
affected by the obstacle. In example 7, the affected persons (i.e. Socrates and Crito) are specified as
participants to the predicate in the third person. In example 8, Odysseus signals that he wants Diomedes
to avoid the obstacle of running into guards in the dark, which, in turn, gives rise to Admetus’
commissive that he will be careful (see the commissive puAd&opai “I will be careful, combined with the
particle to1, which marks the shared common ground with the addressee (Allan 2021: 62)). By contrast,
example 9, as reflected by the rather free non-directive translation offered in the Loeb translation,
introduces more of an epistemic obstacle that is face-threatening (partially due to the stativity of the
predicate in the complement). The threat that the construction, from Admetus’s perspective, marks
intersubjectively for the addressee is that Heracles is returning his true ‘wife’ when it could in fact be a
ghost.!®

(8) [Odysseus Diomedes, did you hear a clash of weapons? Or was it some meaningless sound
that my ears caught?

Diomedes It was nothing, an iron clash made by a harness striking a chariot rail. At first I too
was frightened, until I realized it was the crash of the harness.]

Odysseus opa Kat’ Spevny U eUANEY EvToymig

Diomedes ovAiagonai ol kv okotmt T0eic woda. (E. RA. 570-571)

Odysseus Take care that you don’t run into guards in the dark.

Diomedes I will be careful where I tread in darkness.

(9) Heracles  ovx €ottv, GAAG THVO® OpdiIg dAUAPTO GTV.

Admetus 6pa 82 pun 1L pacpa vepTEPOVY T6S® ML

Heracles 00 Yuyaymyov Tovd’ €nomow EEVov.

Admetus AL’ fiv €Bomtov gicopd odpopt’ EUNV;

Heracles 06’ 160’ dmotelv &° o og Bavudlo oy (E. Alc. 1126-1130)
Heracles Not so: the woman you see here is your wife.

Admetus Perhaps it is some ghost from the Underworld.

Heracles No raiser of spirits is the man you made your guest-friend.
Admetus But do I see my wife, whom I buried?

Heracles Certainly, though I am not surprised that you disbelieve your luck.

Furthermore, although the examples above display the full structure of imperative with negative
subordinate subjunctive clause, there are also important synchronic (ex. 10) and diachronic variations
(ex. 11, 12 and 13) to this usage. Whereas typological research has yielded evidence for the fossilization
of subordinate clause structures in apprehensional constructions (e.g. so-called avoidive lest-structures),
Ancient Greek instead seems to yield evidence of grammaticalization of both the matrix and subordinate
clause component. In example 10, we can observe that in Classical Greek the construction also occurred
once with a different subordinator, whereas all other, especially later usages occur with un “so that not”
(contrast the examples above and below).

16 Other examples where epistemic obstacles pose social threats are Pl. Pa/b. 45c3 (“avoid thinking that I”), Cra.
410al (“Well, this word may in fact be foreign”, i.e. not useful to include in the etymological explanations of
Greek words here) or Smp. 213d4 (“See to it that he doesn’t do it now either”, i.e. abuse me). Note also that these
combine with argumentative particles such as totvov “Well then” or obv “well”.



(10) Socrates  Ovte Gpa GvTadiKelv del 0UTE KaKDC TOLETY 0VOEVA AvOpDOT®Y, 00d° GV OTIODV
méoyn O avTAY. Koi bpa, & Kpitev, tadta kadoporoydv, dmemg pi) mapd S6Eav
opoloyfic: oida yap 81t OAiyorg Tiol Tadta koi Sokel kai S6&et. (PL. Cri. 49¢10-d2)

Socrates Then we shouldn’t act unjustly in retaliation or do harm to any human being at all,
no matter how we’re being maltreated by them. And if you accept these
arguments, Crito, make sure you’re not agreeing contrary to your own belief:
for I know that some few hold these beliefs and will hold them.

Yet in example 11 (from Classical Greek) and 12 (from early Post-Classical Greek), we witness that the
subjunctive has been replaced by a more factual mood, viz. the present (kwAvet “it hinders™) and future
indicative (BouvkoAeig “you will beguile™). In 11, Socrates receives a dispreferred response!’ to his
question from Critias, in the form of a rhetorical question. Therefore, Socrates ‘repairs’ the status quo
by stating that /e at least (éué ye) does not see obstacles, but obstacles are there for someone who
believes what Critias has just said to believe. The use of this apprehensional structure thus highlights
how Critias’ utterances have become face-threatening to himself according to Socrates.

(11)Socrates  Zo@povodoty oDV o Td EAVTAY HOVOV TOLODVTEG;

Critias Ti yap kwloet; Eon.

Socrates O3V &ué ye, v & &yd: GAL Bpa pi) Ekgivov KoLDEL, O¢ DTOOEUEVOC GOEPOGIVIY
glvar O T £0ToD TPATTEWY EMELTA OVOEV NG KOADEWY Koid TOVG T TV SAL®DV
npattovtag cw@povelv. (Pl. Chrm. 163a6-9)

Socrates And are they temperate in not making their own things only?
Critias Yes: what reason is there against it? he said.
Socrates None for me, I replied; but there may be for him who, after assuming that

temperance is doing one’s own business, proceeds to say there is no reason against
those also who do others’ business being temperate.

Similarly in example 12, the apprehensional structure marks that the addressee Moschion is treading on
slippery conversational grounds, resulting in Moschion explaining that he has evidence for his claim
that he is the baby’s father.

(12)Moschion g€o1t th)g Niknpdtov
Buyatpadg, € £nod. Aabelv 08 TodT’ EPoVAdOUNY EYm.
Demeas TG AEYELS;
Moschion MHoTEP TETPAKTAL.
Demeas 1 pe PovkoAeig 6pa.
Moschion 00 LaPelv Eleyyov Eott; kai ti kepSavd mAéov; (Men. Sam. 528-313)

Moschion The baby’s parents are Myself, and Nikeratos’s daughter. That’s what I desired
To keep secret

Demeas How do you mean?

Moschion That’s what happened!

Demeas Careful — no fooling!

Moschion You can check the evidence. And what advantage would I secure by lies?

Finally, in Middle Post-Classical Greek, the structure has on occasion fossilized (with the complement
being absent) into an intersubjective short-hand for marking face-threatening situations. In example 13
from the New Testament (cf. also NT Rev. 22.9), the angel corrects the socially undesirable situation of
the speaker worshipping the angel, since the angels is a mere servant of the testimony of Jesus.

17In CA, preference refers to the social expectation which is tied to conversational actions, e.g. A’s greeting has
the preferred response of B’s greeting, A’ proposal has the preferred response of B’ acceptance and so on.



(13) kad Aéyet pot, Obtot oi Adyor dAnOwvoi tod Ogod eicty. kol Emeca EunpocOev TV
Tod®V aVTOD TPOSKLVTIGOL AVT®. Kol AEyel pot, “Opa pij: cOVOOLAGS coD it Kol
TAV AOEAPAV GOV TAV EXOVI®V TNV poptupiay Incod- t@ Bed mpockivinoov. 1
yap poptopio Incod éotv T0 mvedua thg mpoenteioc. (NT Rev 19.9-10)
He also said to me, “These are the true words of God.” So I threw myself down at
his feet to worship him, but he said, “Do not do this! I am only a fellow servant
with you and your brothers and sisters who hold to the testimony about Jesus.
Worship God, for the testimony about Jesus is the spirit of prophecy.”

33 préme/Te “look”

Although the same usages of this originally vision imperative occur only later in the corpus evidence,
i.e. from Early Post-Classical Greek onwards, they develop along a strikingly similar pathway as the
imperative described above. Nonetheless, the developmental stages show some morphosyntactic
differences which need further consideration.

3.3.1 Intentional visual perception

This vision imperative, though having a visual perception meaning, displays two pragmatic side-effects
in its usage, floor begging and the preparation of upcoming conversational actions (cf. Van Olmen &
Tantucci 2022: 157 for pre-emptive intersubjective uses of Italian ‘guarda’), as illustrated by example
14. Here Demeas uses the vision imperative in its original visual perception meaning, but it serves an
additional purpose of steering the conversation in a different direction; Parmenon was giving
dispreferred responses (in the form of elaborate oaths) to Demeas’ claim that he was hiding the
knowledge of the baby’s identity from him, but now Demeas manages to ask directly whose the baby is
in the conversational act which follows the previous one with the vision imperative.

(14) Demeas  oVtoc, PAéme Sedpo.

Parmenon 800, PAEN®.

Demeas 10 Toudiov tivog €0Tiv;

Parmenon fiv.  (Men. Sam. 312-313)
Demeas You—Ilook at me!

Parmenon There. I’'m looking.

Demeas Whose is the baby?

Parmenon (taken further aback) Ah.

3.3.2 Intentional mental perception

As with 6pa, this vision imperative is also found with abstract objects which do not allow their original
visual imperative reading anymore: in ex. 15 the Israclites demand that David look after his own house,
i.e. the Israelites.

(15) Tig Nuiv pepig év Aautd kol kKAnpovouio €v vid lecoat; &ig T0 GKNVOUATE GOV,
IopomA- vOv PAéme TOV 0ikdv cov, Aavd. (LXX 2 Ch. 10.16)
What share do we have in David, what part in Jesse’s son? To your tents, Israel!
Look after your own house, David!

Similarly, this reading may be found when the imperative lacks a complement in later times (e.g. NT
Ev. Marc. 13.33), since such pragmatic meanings can be preserved regardless of the morphosyntactic
realization (cf. Van Olmen & Tantucci 2022: 154—155 who give examples of English ‘look’ retaining
its perceptual meaning in final clause position).



There are also clear examples of combinations where the original meaning cannot be read
anymore: in 16 one would have been commanded to visually observe an auditory stimulus which is
obviously impossible.

(16) Koai &heyev avtoig, BAémete i dkovete. (NT Ev.Marc. 4.24)
Then He said to them “Pay attention to what you hear”

Similarly in later examples, we find these mental perception usages with intersubjective side-effects, for
instance in the following example from the New Testament, where the profuse use of warning future
indicatives about the end of time in combination with the mental perception imperative (lit. “consider
yourselves”) indirectly asks epistemic attention from the addressees:

(17) gyepOnoetan yap £0vog én’ £0vog kol facireia €mi Pacihieiov, Ecovtal celouol
Koo TOTOVE, E5ovTot Aol dpyn Odivav Tadta. PAETETE 0 DUELS £0vTOVS
TaPUdM®EoVGY VUAC €i¢ cLVEIPLA Kol €1g cuVAY®YAS dapnoecbs Kai Emi
Nyepdvav kol Paciiémv otabnoecbe Evekey Enob eig poptoplov adtoic. (NT Ev.
Marc. 13.8-9)
Nation will rise against nation, and kingdom against kingdom. There will be
earthquakes in various places, and famines. These are the beginning of birth
pains. “You must be on your guard. You will be handed over to the local
councils and flogged in the synagogues. On account of me you will stand before
governors and kings as witnesses to them.

3.3.3 Intersubjective thought

Besides mental consideration, we also start to find extra-clausal usages which directly mark
intersubjective attention to the addressee’s epistemic self ([you ought to know X]). In example 18 from
the Septuagint, David signals the epistemic importance of his upcoming speech act to Abigail before
explicitly telling her that he has granted her request.

(18) kol Eofev Aouid &k yepdg avtiic mhvta, & Epepev anTd, Kai elmev oadTH Avapno
glc eipvnyv &ig olkdv cov: PAéme fikovsa Thic PoVAC Gov Kol HpéTic TO
npdomnov cov. (LXX /Ki. 25.35)
Then David accepted from her hand what she had brought him and said, “Go
home in peace. Look, I have heard your words and granted your request.”

In fact, the same type of examples, where the imperative marks a speech act that contains epistemically
relevant information for the hearer is also found in middle Post-Classical Greek.'® In example 19, the
speaker marks his key philosophical question that the hearer should consider, viz. how much are those
things really worth to you. After all, the key point of the philosophy instilled upon the hearer by Epictetus
is that he can do without those things.

(19) Tivov péddelg tadta Tolely; préne, mocov a&iov. —AAL’ oV TeDEOLOL TO1OVTOV
TVOG AvT’ avTod. — BAéme Kol Tuyydvev TdA ékeivov, Ti dvt’ avtod AapPavels.
(Epict. 4.3.8)
What are the things for which you are about to sell these things? Look, how
valuable are they?—But, you say, I shall not get anything of that kind in return for
what I am giving up.—Observe also, when you do get something in the exchange,
just what it is you are getting for what you give up

18 Another example is Epict. 4.8.20.



3.3.4 Apprehensional awareness

Now, in contrast to 8pa, this imperative develops apprehensional meaning with two different yet similar
morphosyntactic patterns: (i) with a prepositional phrase (dmd + genitive) as complement which
specifies what needs to be avoided, or (ii) with a complement phrase whose proposition is negated
externally or internally. Both usages, unlike the ones described above, only start to occur in Middle Post-
Classical Greek, underlining their later development out of mental perception usages. The first pattern
is found only twice in my corpus'®, one of which is the following example:

(20) Kai év 1} d1doyf) avtod Ereyev, BAEmeTe 0 TOV YpoupaTté®V TOV BEAOVTOV &V
OTOAUIG TTEPITOTETY KOl AOTAGHOVG €V TOAG Ayopdig kal mpoTokabedpiag &v
TG CLVAYOYOIG Kol TPMTOKAGING €V TO1g dgimvolg: ol kateoBiovteg TaG oikiag
TV YMP®OV Kol TPOPAGEL LOKPAL TPOGEVYOUEVOL, ODTOL ANYOVTAL TEPIGGOTEPOV
kpipo. (NT Ev. Marc. 12.38-40)
As he taught, Jesus said, “Beware of the teachers of the law. They like to walk
around in flowing robes and be greeted with respect in the marketplaces, and
have the most important seats in the synagogues and the places of honor at
banquets. They devour widows’ houses and for a show make lengthy prayers.
These men will be punished most severely.”

Here Jesus warns his disciples for the threat contained in following false prophets. Note how the negative
implication, i.e. the undesirable outcome, is contained in this construction without there being a negative
marker.

By contrast, the pattern with a proposition in the complement which is negated occurs more
frequently in Middle Post-Classical Greek, viz. 15 times. Similar to the apprehensional usages of 6pa,
those with a negated complement display morphosyntactic variations both synchronically and
diachronically. In addition, the affected addressee and speaker are normally coded in the complement,
albeit in different ways (e.g. in a second person predicate or as argument to a second person or third
person predicate). In example 21, we see a type of example that occurs more often in the New Testament
(e.g. Ev. Marc. 13.5 or Ev. Luc. 21.8 both with “to be led astray” in the complement), to signal the
undesirable consequence to the addressee of an unrealized act (note the conditional translation of the
threat).?’

(21 0 yap maG vOUOG &V EVi AOY® TEMANPOTOL, £V T AYOTNOELS TOV TANGIOV 6oV
¢ oeavtov. €l 8¢ AN ovg ddkvete Kail KatesOicte, PAémere pi) VT’ GAMA®Y
avaroOijte. (NT Ep.Gal. 5.14-15)
For the entire law is fulfilled in keeping this one command: Love your neighbor as
yourself. If you bite and devour each other, watch out or you will be destroyed
by each other.

Synchronically, we also find morphosyntactic variation in terms of the marking of negative
meaning, as illustrated by example 22 where the combination of the negated adverb dpdpwc “without

fear” provides the negative reading.”!

(22) ‘Eav 6¢ EA0n Tyo0eoc, PrEmeTe iva a@oPwg YEvnTar Tpog VRaS, TO Yop Epyov

19 The other example from my corpus is NT Ev. Marc. 8.15.

20 We find such examples in Epictetus as well, but there they deal with the undesirable consequence to the social
face of the addressee from taking up an untenable philosophical position, e.g. Epict. 2.11.22; 3.20.16.

2! Incidentally, note that NT 2. Ep. Jo. 8.1 shows the combination of a mental perception usage with a negated
purpose clause, which may have provided a source for the apprehensional meaning: pAénete £0vto0g, tva pn
amoiéonte G eipydoacte aAAG picBov TAnpT droldfnte “Consider yourselves so that you do not lose what we
have worked for, but that you may be rewarded fully.”



Kopiov épyaletar mg kayd- (NT 1 Ep. Cor. 16.10)
When Timothy comes, see to it that he has nothing to fear while he is with
you, for he is carrying on the work of the Lord, just as [ am

Furthermore, there are combinations with discourse-organizational particles that indicate that this
speech act is the main point that the speaker wants to get across (e.g. Act. Ap. 13.40 with odv “well”).

Diachronically, on the other hand, we witness only partially similar changes to
apprehensional usages of Opa, since BAéne comes to be combined with the subjunctive (ex. 23) and
present indicative (see Epict. 11.10.26):

(23) Biénete, aoch@oi, pimote EoTon £v TIvi VPAV Kapdio Tovnpd amiotiog &v T@
amooTtijval arwod Bgod (dvtog (NT Ep. Hebr. 3.12)
See to it, brothers and sisters, that none of you ever has a sinful, unbelieving
heart that turns away from the living God.

5 Concluding remarks

In this diachronic study of two vision imperatives in nearly a millennium of Ancient Greek, I have shown
that different vision imperatives can develop along the same pathway of intersubjectification within the
same language, resulting in the co-expression of demands for visual perception (1) to mental perception
(2), and epistemic (3a) and social (3b) consideration.?> Moreover, I demonstrated that the source of the
increasingly intersubjective meanings which vision imperatives develop over time should be found in
the pragmatic side-effects which its earlier usages had in context. As such, these vision imperatives
provide additional evidence that second person imperatives, because of their inherent intersubjective
orientation (even in in their original meaning), can undergo further intersubjectification diachronically,
from responsively intersubjective (i.e. eliciting action) to epistemic and social intersubjective meaning
(cf. Ia Roi 2022 for with similar findings on another intersubjectified imperative). The following figure
attempts to summarize the results of this study, where the side-effects which semantice into a new
intersubjective meaning over time are marked by ~.

WEEEEUTEN ~epistemic weight
thought of speech acts

~floor-begging ~intersubjective
visual i mental coordination of
Pecepten ‘pre-emptive perception epistemic
gction engagement

apprehensional ~epistemic
RINNEGES obstacle

Figure 1 The intersubjectification of vision imperatives through their side-effects

Finally, I would like to point out that the apprehensional pathway seems to be co-expressed by vision
imperatives cross-linguistically. To illustrate briefly, if one compares the bible translations in other

22 This finding may suggest that this intersubjectification pathway could be cyclical within Greek. On cyclicity in
grammar and discourse, see now the rich collection of diachronic studies in Hansen and Waltereit (2025).



languages of example 21(=NT Ep.Gal. 5.15), we find that at least the following Indo-European
languages co-express apprehensional meaning with vision imperatives: Dutch (kijk, HTB 2007), English
(watch out, NIV 2011), Portugues (vede, ARC 2009), Swedish (se, SFB15 2015) and Italian (guardate,
NR2006 2006).2 Other translations, on the other hand, opt for a more direct equivalent, such as
Norwegian which has da er risikoen stor for at “that there is a great risk that” (LB 1988) or Spanish
which has tengan cuidado “be careful” (RVC 2011).

2 For this purpose, I checked the most recent translation which were made available on
https://www.biblegateway.com/ [last accessed: 28/09/2023].
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