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LHepilnyn

2y epyooia ot EPELVODUE TH OLoYPOVIKY ECEALN TOV ikt (0)TOV OO AVaPOPIKH
oe emppnuatikn Asrtovpyio. kate, ) Meooiwviky Ellnvikn, vmootnpilovias ot n
ETOVOVAAVG TPOYUOTOTOLEITOL UEGO, OO UETAPOTIKES Yproels mov kabopilovial eCioov
OO GOVTOKTIKG. KO TPOYUOTOAOYVIKG. YOPOKTHPLOTIKG KL ETLOEXOVTOL OITAN epunveio. H
oVVOTOPEN  GOVIOKTIKO-TPOYUATOLOYIKOV TOPAYOVIOV OTO. KOIpLo. Yio. THV olloyn
wepifarlovia ovadeikvoelr Ty avaykn vo. avolvofody avtd wgs ypouuotixés oouss. H
O10(POVIKI] EPEVVO. OE TGOUOTO. KELUEVV THG UECOLWVIKNG ONUMOOVS EVIGYDEL EUTEIPIKC.
™My vmopln TEToIWV UETOLOTIKOV JOUDY, OELYVOVTOS OTL 1 ETIPPHUOTIKY AEITOVPYIO.
elopraron omo v gupavion kot kabigpwan tovg. O UETOPOTIKES OOUES OPOPODY Kol
™V avaioen tov (0)Tov wg TOAVAEITOVPYIKOD YPOLUUOTIKOD OEIKTH APOD EVEOUATHOVODY
0. KOIVG, YOPOKTHPIOTIKG, OLOPOPETIKDV CUVIOKTIKWOV AEITOVPYIMDV.

AéCeig-KAe1d10: yAwaooikn alloyn, avopopikés TPOTOGELS, EMIPPHUOTIKES TPOTATELG,
UETOPOTIKES YPOLUOTIKES OOUES, YPOUUATIKY TOAVGHUIO, OLOYPOVIKY YPOUUOTIKY TWV
oouwv

1 Introduction

The gradualness of linguistic change is widely accepted in cognitive linguistic and
constructional frameworks (e.g. Traugott and Trousdale 2010), where it is captured
via concepts such as “bridging contexts” (Heine 2002), “critical stages” (Diewald
2006), “transitional contexts” (Fried 2009), or “critical constructions” (Smirnova
2015). In the present work we examine one such transitional construction in the
history of the grammatical marker (o)pu, which carries relativizer, complementizer
and adverbial connective functions at least since Medieval Greek. We focus on the
transition from relativizer to adverbial connective in the medieval period. Analyzing
corpus data, we identify crucial contexts for this change and further argue that they
should be analyzed as constructions.

A constructional analysis of the source, transition, and output of the change also
provides glimpses into the functional unity of the (o)pu category which has not been
uncontested. Indeed, studies in autonomous syntax frameworks focus on one or
another of its syntactic functions treating them as unrelated (e.g. Theophanopoulou
1985, Holton, Mackridge and Philippaki 1997, Alexiadou 1998). From different
theoretical viewpoints, others acknowledge, implicity or explicitly, a relationship
among functions (e.g. Christidis 1986, Mackridge 1985, Veloudis 1999, Nicholas
1998, Katis and Nikiforidou 2005, Nikiforidou 2015). We argue that such polysemy is
more adequately analyzed as inhering in particular constructional contexts, associated
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with specific syntactic and discourse-pragmatic features and related to each other
through transitional contexts like those we identify here.

1.1 (O)pu before the medieval period

(O)pu derives from Ancient Greek hopou ‘where’, a locative anaphoric adverb
(Liddell-Scott 1977, Andriotis 1990), also interpreted as temporal already in Classical
Greek. Moreover, dictionaries note adverbial uses of manner and cause (e.g. Liddell-
Scott 1977), though restricted in the case of manner to fixed expressions (e.g. ovk
&0’ omov ‘there is no way to”’).

In early and later Middle Greek (from Hellenistic Koine to the 5" century A.D.),
(o)pu acquires “core” (subject and object) relativizing functions. Nicholas (1998: 210-
211) suggests the following path for this change: locative > abstract location >
general oblique role > subject role with animate reference. However, core relatives
are rare (Bakker 1974 and Nicholas 1998: 205-208 find merely three indisputable
examples from the 5th century and a bit later) and thus insufficient to motivate
reanalysis toward a core relativizing function yet. Moreover, Nicholas (1998: 203)
notes their absence from the papyri (3™ c. B.C. to 6" ¢. A.D.), the most vernacular
texts of the middle period. Similarly, Kriki (2013: 429) cites only one, disputed in
fact, such instance in the papyri and only uses close to the original locative anaphoric
function (430-434). Such findings do not support general relativizer or adverbial uses
in that period.

1.2 (O)pu in the medieval vernacular; the corpus

Tracing relativizer or other uses of (o)pu in the medieval period is obstructed by the
lack of vernacular texts from the 6™ to the 11™ centuries (Manolessou 2004).! We thus
examine uses of (o)pu as a relativizer and adverbial connective in vernacular texts
from the 11" to the 17" centuries. Consistently with the developments outlined above,
we consider use of (o)pu as a general (non-adverbial, non-locative) relativizer to
develop after the 5™ c. A.D., and we argue that it is productive use of (o)pu as a
relativizer for all anaphoric functions which motivates the rise of the adverbial
connective in medieval Greek through particular transitional constructions.

Our analysis relies on two corpora constructed from texts available at the Center
for the Greek Language (http://georgakas.lit.auth.gr/dimodis/). They represent two
historical periods, 11" to 15 and 16" to 17" centuries, each consisting of 95,000
words and proportionate amounts of poetic and prose texts. All spelling variants of
(o)pu (see (1)) were examined with respect to appearing in relativizing or adverbial
connective functions.

(1) omod, amov, omov, omod, OTov, WOV, OTOV, TWOD, ATV, T(OXELS), OT(CWpLoeY), O’

We begin with a qualitative analysis of our data and then proceed to a
quantitative one.

! Scholarly texts that are available remain close to Classical Greek (cf. Kriaras 1997, 2000 and Kriki
2013 on the diglossia prevailing since the period of Hellenistic Greek).
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2 (O)pu as a relativizer and adverbial connective
2.1 Extension of the relativizer uses

In the texts of the vernacular, especially (but not exclusively) of later centuries, (0)pu
appears to have extended to all kinds of relative clauses. Examples (2)—(3) illustrate
object relatives, (4)—(5) subject relatives and (6)-(8) oblique relativization (cause,
instrument and partitive, respectively).

(2) Kai mwopevBis o mpayuotevtng exnpe to. COAQ OOV €lye, TO. HOPLOTIKG, ....
‘And immediately the merchant took the woods that he had, the aromatic
ones...’

(Zwrinog, 111 ¢.)

(3) &pagev eic v ypapnv ™y Abooav amed Ekivnoey O piopog Paciredg €ig Tog

aylog eKovag

‘he wrote in the text the fury that the unholy king started against the icons’
(KAivn Zodopdvtog, 16% ¢.)

(4) &xw 0V B0V KpiTny omod Oéler moicery kpioty
‘I have God as judge, who will judge (me)’
(E&fymotc e yAvkeiag ydpog Kompov, 150 c.)

(5) vo. 6K0TWE®W TO GKDALOV TOV WWPLAPNY GOV TOVTIGEV TO UOPYOPITAPLY
‘(me) kill the miserable dog that dropped the pearl into the sea’
(E&fymotc g yAvkeiog ydpog Kdmpov, 151, ¢)

(6) pAémovar Evav mapadoov Bodua amod éééatnooy dlot
‘they see a strange miracle (because of) which they all marveled’
(KAivn Zodopdvrog, 16% ¢.)

(7) To ykoA@t )¢ eKKANGLOG TO LUEYGLO OTOD EAEITODPYOV VO,
‘the big chest ornament of the church (with) which I conducted mass’
(H 81001xn tov Tafpir Zefrpov, 171 ¢.)

(8) kai Avaliuavopog kai 6 Zevopavns kai 60 Diloloog, 6mov Tic Aéyel Ol ...
‘and Anaximandros and Xenophanes and Philolaus, (of) whom one says that...
(Todoud e ko Néa Awadnin, 160 ¢.)

Examples (6)-(8) further highlight an aspect of (o)pu relativization perhaps
unnoticed in the other examples: as an uninflected invariant form, (o)pu instantiates

“-Case relativization” (Comrie and Keenan 1979) and may allow for
underspecified semantic relations with the head. While the subcategorized arguments
in examples (2)-(5) impose a unique (subject or object) interpretation, in examples
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(6)-(8), the absence of an explicit preposition makes interpretation context-dependent
and thus open to variation.

The distinction between restrictive and non-restrictive relatives (e.g. Lambrecht
1988) is also relevant for our discussion. Non-restrictives have an anaphoric (rather
than modificational) function, entailing that the antecedent of the proword is
syntactically a maximal category. In terms of discourse-pragmatic properties, they
“accept some entity as having been fully identified on its own, and add some
comment, or otherwise advance the discourse in a way that refers back to that entity”
(Fillmore 1989). In one type of constructional representation (Fried 2015) we can
represent the basic syntactic and pragmatic features of non-restrictive relatives as in
Figure 1.

prag [add comment, advance discourse]

— cat X - _ - - -
max  + synsem #1 [loc +/-] cat \Y;
sem #1 Ixm  (o)pul(6)mov)] max +
role antecedent
role  anaphor val [synsem #1]

Figure 1. Non-restrictive relative construction

Straightforward specifications in the Figure include the anaphor-antecedent roles,
which capture the relation between the relativizer (o)pu and an antecedent in the
preceding clause, necessarily a maximal category [max +]. The sem(antics) of the
antecedent and the anaphor are naturally the same (cf. the identical index #1). The
specification [loc(al) +/-] conveys that this is a representation of both subject
relatives, where (o)pu instantiates locally the subject argument, as well as object and
other types of relativization, where (o)pu instantiates an object or another embedded
valence requirement of the relative clause (in recognizing a difference between
subject and non-subject relatives, we follow Sag 1997: 23, 25). Finally, the
prag(matic) attribute captures the discourse-pragmatic function of non-restrictives
outlined above.

Figure 1, however, also incorporates less straightforward assumptions relating to
the syntactic integration of non-restrictives with their antecedent. On the basis of
syntactic tests (one pronominalization, extraposition, stacking, parenthetical
intervention), McCawley (1988: 418-27) concludes that the more likely structure is
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one in which the antecedent and the non-restrictive do not make up a constituent. This
is contested by Arnold (2004) (also Chatsiou 2010 for Modern Greek) who proposes
that the structure of restrictive relatives can be extended to non-restrictives. Without
taking an irrevocable stance, our analysis aligns with the non-constituency option on
the basis of examples showing the relative freely separated from the antecedent - by
a whole line (example (9)) or a period or question mark (example (10)). This
distancing flexibility indeed facilitates the development to adverbial connective we
outline below.

(9) eaévay kou ™V aAETODY THY LOKPOVPAOGTHY,

OV TVIYEL TO EPIPIO KL TO. UIKPO. OPpVIO,
‘you and the fox with the long tail,............. which throttles the young goats
and lambs’
(AmMynoig toud1depactog TV TeTpanddmv (dov 188-90, 14" ¢.)

(10) va putevtel T6T010 deVIPO, TS GTHY KOPOLd 6oV apnke; Omov ‘ye1 pdilo.
profepa, ...
‘How did he allow for a tree like that to grow into your heart? Which has
harmful leaves...’

(Epwtokprroc A 163-4, 17 ¢.)

2.2 From relativizer to adverbial connective: The transitional constructions

Some of the non-restrictive relatives - fewer in the early vernacular period and more
frequent later (see section 3) - have special features, illustrated in examples (11) -
(13):

(11) O Epwv évor avvepyog kai fonbog s éueva

o0Tod 1jlebpel mooa Exarxomainao, d10. GeEvay €I TOV KOGUOV

‘Eros is my accomplice and helper, who/since (he) knows how much I

endured for you in the world’

(Aiprotpog kot Podauvn, 131 — 15% ¢.)

(12) nid¢ ddveaou T0V KOGLO VO KOITALELS
o€ To00. TANGLO facova, Kol 0gV GvooTeVAELS,
OOV ‘pyovial kaOnuepvo kai ppickovatv uévo,
‘how can you stand to look at the world in so many hardships, without sighing,
which/although (the hardships) come and find me daily?’
(Kpntukog morepog, 17th c.)

(13) X oxotionv auétpny, o€ facavo mepiooo,
kabag ue Prémeis Ppioroual, amod vo. 10 UETPHOW
o€ pod ’vou umopelauevo, ki ainbive. pofoduor
‘In great darkness, in much hardship, as you can see, I find myself, that/so that
I cannot count it, and I’'m really afraid’
(Epweiin 77-79, 161 ¢.)
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Examples (11) and (12) contain subject relatives, where the valence requirements
of the relative are all locally satisfied; the relativizer instantiates in sifu the subject
argument assigning a [NP VP] structure to the relative clause (see Sag 1997: 23).
Additionally in (11), where the verb of the relative is transitive, the object of 7etper
‘knows’ is also present in the clause. Example (13) contains an object relative,
assigning a [NP S] structure (Sag 1997: 25), whose valence requirements are
nevertheless still locally satisfied due to the resumptive pronoun 7o ‘it’. Syntactically,
therefore, the non-restrictive relatives in these examples are self-standing, clausally
delimited units. Pragmatically, now, their content is completely known to the reader
from the preceding context. In example (11) a narrative of the trials and tribulations
of the hero has preceded, in (12) the hardships referred to in the appeal to God are
totally given, while in (13) the relative essentially rephrases the preceding line.

In such contexts, we suggest, the relative is not necessarily interpreted as
anaphoric to a constituent in the preceding clause, although such a constituent is
available and the construction is still an instance of relativization sanctioned by the
constructional schema in Figure 1. However, given the “independent” clause nature of
the relative, such examples support a Quantity-based inference along the lines of ‘find
some non-redundant interpretation for the otherwise repetitive, given and in this sense
redundant content of the relative clause’. In turn, this motivates the reinterpretation of
the relative as expressing another type of connection between the two clauses, i.e. a
contextually-derived, adverbial kind of meaning, illustrated by the double glossing in
the examples above. In accordance with the indeterminate character of the (o)pu
relativizer, the exact interpretation is context-dependent and hence open to different
adverbial relations such as cause (11), concessiveness (12), and result (13).

The examples above correspond, therefore, to the bridging or critical stage for the
transition at hand, including both pragmatic and syntactic specifications; it is only in
this conglomerate of features that the relevant implicature can arise, while blocked
when one of these features is missing (examples (14) and (15)).

(14) Evo. moudi mov omovdolev Ekleye mvokioa. ..
‘A child, who was going to school, stole a small tablet...’
(Awsdnov pvdot, MvOog kAértov mondiov, 16M ¢.)

(15) xai nipe totc Tovdaiovg kail waipvel Té pidvTa dpylpia dmod 10D Eracay
‘And he found the Jews and he takes the thirty silver coins which they promised
him’
(Todoud e ko Néa Awadnin, 161 ¢.)

In example (14) all valence requirements are locally satisfied (subject relative
with intransitive verb) but the content of the relative is not given, as the sentence is
the first in the myth and the relative provides new information about the referent.
Conversely, in example (15) the content of the relative is both hearer-old and
discourse-old, but since this is an object relative (without a resumptive pronoun)
valence requirements are not satisfied locally. Predictably, none of these examples
allows for a non-relative, adverbial interpretation.
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The co-presence of syntactic and pragmatic requirements in the licensing
contexts strongly suggests that these contexts should be represented as constructions.
The transitional construction varies only minimally from the non-restrictive relative
construction above, but it is sufficiently entrenched in medieval texts to be a distinct
construction (see section 3). We can thus represent it as in Figure 2.

prag [add comment, advance discourse

content: discourse-active ]

~- cat X - _ - - -
max + synsem #1 [loc +] cat \Y;
sem #1 Ixm  (0)pul(6)mov)] max  +
role antecedent
role anaphor val [synsem #1]

Figure 2. Transitional construction

The crucial differences from Figure 1 relate to: a) the value of the [loc(al)]
feature now constrained to [ + ] since all valence requirements should be satisfied
within the relative, and b) the prag(matic) attribute, now necessarily constrained to
information characterized as discourse-active; this feature, elaborated in Lambrecht
(1994), includes both ‘hearer-old’ (known by the addressee) and ‘discourse-old’
(evoked in preceding discourse) information - and is thus fully appropriate for
characterizing the content of the clauses at hand. In this constructional configuration,
the anaphoric relationship (a possible antecedent for (o)pu is still available in the
matrix clause) is weakened, as represented iconically by the grey color of the
antecedent and anaphor values. In other words, transitional examples like (11) — (13)
are licensed both by the more general construction in Figure 1 and by its more specific
and restricted variant in Figure 2; the latter inherits the non-restrictive relative
construction and at the same time features additional properties.?

The last stage in the development is illustrated by examples (16) - (17), where the
main clause no longer contains a suitable antecedent and the only possible
interpretation is adverbial; the exact adverbial meaning (e.g. cause, result,

% In constructional frameworks, the grammar of a language is seen as an inventory of constructions
organized in networks, which capture their formal and/or semantic and functional overlap. The
structuring principle is inheritance (Kay and Fillmore 1999, Goldberg 1995; Fried 2015), which refers
to hierarchical relations where the most general pattern, with all its formal and functional features, is
inherited by more specialized and restricted variants.
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concessiveness/contrast, temporal), as always, is not lexically expressed through the
marker but remains context-dependent throughout.

(16) Kai émootdte miéov 0v0E 6 apéving éxeivog ovde dllog, amod eivar téool
APEVTAOES YIVOUEVOL, OVIEVAS ETOKOTNGE TAEOV VO KGUEL TITOTOS PAGYW IOV
‘And since then neither that ruler nor anybody else, although there have been
many rulers, dared do anything bad...’

(KAivn Zodopdvrog, 16% ¢.)

(17) Eavéotpopo. nod paiverar maxg eivol yopiouévog
6 BYopSPoc obpavog Kk’ EIVaL CKOTEIVIGOUEVOG,
oTod 1) yawpa pov Bwpd k’ oi Xpiotiavol yabijxa
“The high sky seems to me to have turned upside down and be dark, since/now
that I’'m looking at my country and the Christians are gone’
(Kpntucdg mérepog, 171 ¢.)

3 Quantitative analysis of the data

Results on the frequency of different (o)pu uses are presented in Table 1.

11t 16%- Total Change

15t c. 17% c. %
Restrictive relatives

173 498 671 +287
Non-restrictive relatives

107 293 400 +274
Headless relatives

43 30 73 -70
Transitional contexts

19 89 108 +468
Adverbial connective

0 24 24 R
Unclear

5 15 20 -
Total

347 949 1296 273

Table 1 | Relativizer and adverbial (o)pu instances in the corpora

We notice, for one, the near tripling of the overall use of (o)pu in the later period.
A similar increase holds for restrictive and non-restrictive relatives (though the former
are more frequent in both periods). Headless relatives, a common use in the
Hellenistic period (see 1.1), are more restricted and also diminish in the later period.
The notable proportion and increase of restrictive and non-restrictive relatives
indicates the generalizing to all relativizing functions — something not yet apparent in
the middle period, as noted above. Importantly for our purposes, transitional contexts
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also appear, in fact increasing dramatically in the later period (468%), while adverbial
uses appear only in the later period.

Such results are certainly consistent with the development from relativizer to
adverbial connective as sketched above. They show that adverbial uses a) follow the
establishment of relativizer (o)pu as a productive and generalized function, and b)
follow the appearance and correlate with the increase of transitional contexts, which
motivate the rise of adverbial meanings. They are also consistent with the late(r)
appearance of subject and object relatives compared with the earlier locative,
temporal, and oblique role relativization (see 1.1), since the current account
presupposes a full development of all relativizing functions; indeed, most transitional
contexts in our data involve subject and object relatives. The dependence of the
adverbial on the relativizer function is further evidenced by the consistently post-
posed position of the (o)pu adverbial clause, a feature characterizing Modern Greek as
well. When considering the absence of truly adverbial uses (besides locatives and
temporals which retain an anaphoric function — see 1.1) in the Hellenistic and middle
periods, we suggest that the instances of causal meaning in Ancient Greek represent a
separate development from the one outlined here; the relativizer to adverbial
connective change, which in our account took place in Medieval Greek, gave rise to
productive uses that continue into Modern Greek and to a range of adverbial meanings
not available in Ancient Greek.

4 Discussion and conclusion

We have motivated the relativizer to adverbial development of (o)pu through the
gradual entrenchment of one particular transitional context. We analyzed this context
as a construction, since it includes both formal (syntactic) and discourse-pragmatic
specifications; our research thus illustrates the appropriateness of constructional
frameworks for capturing the sanctioning conditions of change, and highlights the
explanatory adequacy of the transitional constructions.

In terms of constructional diachronic theory, the shift illustrates typical steps in
the creation of a new construction (e.g. Bardal and Gildea 2015: 17-18). Step 1 refers
to a given form with its own meaning (whether compositional or conventionalized),
starting to be used in certain contexts with an innovative (and not entirely predictable)
meaning; this is illustrated by the transitional construction in Figure 2, where the
innovative meaning motivates a reanalysis of the syntactic component of the
construction (the grey coloring in Figure 2 indeed signals the bleaching of the
antecedent-anaphor relationship). Though “invisible to the analyst” (Bardal and
Gildea 2015: 17), this step is logically necessary, since the form instantiating the
original source construction remains unaltered. The reanalysis (albeit invisible) is
empirically supported by the increase of critical contexts (constructions). Although no
fixed threshold has been set for the reanalysis of constructions more generally,
Giacalone Ramat et al. (2013: 230) note that contexts compatible with both the
original and the innovative meanings reach at least 20% of the total occurrences in the
relevant period. In fact, (o)pu transitional contexts represent 30% of non-restrictive
relatives in our data. Finally, in step 3 the original form-function combination
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continues to implement the source construction, while the new form and meaning
constitute the innovative construction, in our case the adverbial one.

We conclude with a brief note on the appropriate treatment of (o)pu’s
multifunctionality as a relativizer and adverbial connective since Medieval Greek.?
Treating these uses as unrelated (see relevant references in Introduction) seriously
underplays the existence and significance of transitional examples like those
identified here and continuing in Modern Greek, e.g. (18).

(18) Tt wpa vo. m6w oL Vo unv evoyrw;,
What time should I go at which/so that I won’t disturb (her)?
(personal communication, November 2019)

On the other hand, studies acknowledging the polysemy of (o)pu fall short of
recognizing that the overarching semantic or pragmatic feature is not associated with
a simple morpheme but a whole construction, whose subordinate clause, whether
relative, adverbial (or complement), always follows the main clause and pragmatically
involves “left or backward reference” (i.e. discourse-active content). The transitional
construction in Figure 2 indeed represents the features shared by relativizers and
adverbial connectives (not obvious on a purely semantic basis), lending cognitive
reality to the (o)pu polysemy.
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