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RESETS LINKED TO A SYNTACTIC STATUS SHIFT=
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ABsTRACT This paper discusses two shifts that took place in the history of Greek re-
garding the distribution of the negative polarity negator NEGz2 pun in the transition from
Koine to Medieval Greek: (i) the loss of true negative imperatives (the unavailability of
NEG2 with morphological imperatives), and (ii) the loss of NEG2 from the conditional
antecedent. I propose an account according to which both changes relate to a syntactic
status shift of NEG2, one major shift, from specifier to head, and one more subtle shift
that relates to the exact location of NEG2 on the Cinque (1999) hierarchy. The major
shift, from specifier to head regarding NEG2, explains the loss of true negative imper-
atives by Late Medieval Greek, according to analyses that link the (un)availability of
true negative imperatives to negator status (Rivero 1994, Rivero and Terzi 1995, Zeijl-
stra 2004, 2006). The subtle shift, described as microelevation on the Cinque hierarchy,
offers an explanation on how NEG2 eventually became incompatible with the con-
ditional particles and as a result NEG2 was banned from the conditional antecedent,
following a line of reasoning introduced in Roberts (2010) regarding the application of
the cartographic approach in explaining grammaticalization paths crosslinguistically.

1 INTRODUCTION

This paper discusses two parameter resets that took place in the history of Greek
regarding the distribution of the negative polarity negator NEG2 pn in the transi-
tion from Koine to Medieval Greek: (i) the loss of true negative imperatives (the
unavailability of NEG2 with morphological imperatives), and (ii) the loss of NEG2
from the conditional antecedent (only NEG1 is available by the Late Medieval Greek
stage). These changes must have taken place at some point during the Early Me-
dieval period—for which there are hardly any vernacular texts available—as by the
Late Medieval Greek stage they are complete. I propose an analysis according to
which both changes point to a syntactic status shift of NEG2, one major shift, from
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specifier to head, as anticipated by the van Gelderen (2004) Head Preference Prin-
ciple, and one more subtle shift that relates to the exact location of NEG2 on the
Cinque (1999) hierarchy. The major shift, from specifier to head regarding NEGz2,
explains the loss of true negative imperatives by Late Medieval Greek, according to
the analysis of Rivero (1994) and Rivero and Terzi (1995) on the availability of true
negative imperatives. The subtle shift, described as microelevation on the Cinque hi-
erarchy, offers an explanation of how NEG2 eventually became incompatible with
the conditional particles and as a result NEG2 was banned from the conditional an-
tecedent.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2 basic facts about the Greek
negator system are presented, namely the presence of NEG2, a negator particular
to nonveridical/irrealis environments, throughout the history of the language. The
full distribution of NEG2 is explained with reference to the notion of nonveridicality
in the sense of Giannakidou (1998). Section 3.1 discusses the loss of true negative
imperatives by Late Medieval Greek, also taking into account previous research on
the loss of true negative imperatives in Italian (Zanuttini 1997, Zeijlstra 2007) and
Welsh (Willis 2013). In section 3.2 the ban of NEG2 from the conditional antecedent
is examined, which co-occurred with the loss of true negative imperatives, and an
explanation is offered based on Roberts (2010), who combines the viewpoint on syn-
tactic change as upward reanalysis of Roberts and Roussou (2003) with the Cinque
(1999, 2004) hierarchy of functional projections. The history of the Greek NEG2 fur-
ther corroborates this reasoning by providing one more instance that verifies the
usefulness of the cartographic approach in the description of grammaticalization
and language change. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2 THE DUAL NEGATOR SYSTEM OF GREEK AND THE POLARITY BEHAVIOR OF NEG2

2.1 The negators of Standard Modern Greek and the uninterrupted dependence of
NEG:2 to nonveridicality

Greek belongs to the majority of the world’s languages—yet poorly represented
today within the Indo-European language family—that maintains a negator partic-
ular to nonveridical/irrealis environments, such as prohibitives, purpose clauses,
optatives, conditional antecedents, among others. Below are examples of the two
instances of sentential negation, NEG1 and NEG2, in Standard Modern Greek and
their corresponding affirmative counterparts.

(1) a o Janis dhen/ *min irthe
the.NoMm Janis.Nom NEG1/ *NEG2 came.pp.3S
‘John did not come’ NEGATIVE DECLARATIVE — NEG1
b. o Janis irthe
the.NOM Janis.NOM came.PP.3S
‘John came’ POSITIVE DECLARATIVE
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c. mi/ *dhen féris ton Jani!

NEGz2/ *"NEG1 bring.pNp.2S the.acc Janis.acc

‘Don’t bring John!’ NEGATIVE UNEMBEDDED DIRECTIVE — NEG2
d. fére ton Jani!

bring.1mp.2S the.acc Janis.acc
‘Bring John!’ POSITIVE UNEMBEDDED DIRECTIVE

NEG:1 serves as the standard negation of the language in the sense of Payne
(1985), prototypically the negator of declaratives. NEG1 is symmetric in that nothing
differentiates a positive declarative from a negative declarative other than the pres-
ence of NEG1 (see Miestamo 2005, Miestamo and van der Auwera 2007 on symmetric
negation). NEG2, on the other hand, is the prototypical negator of prohibitives and
in Standard Modern Greek it is asymmetric, a point further discussed in the fol-
lowing section, in connection to the (un)availability of true negative imperatives.
Regarding their syntactic status, both NEG1 and NEG2 (in its sentential negation
function), are heads according to the division of negative markers into phrases and
heads (Zanuttini 1991, 1997; see for Modern Greek Giannakidou 1998). Figure 1 rep-
resents the head status of NEG1 and NEG2 in Standard Modern Greek, along with
the relative ordering between the MoodP and the NegP in Standard Modern Greek.

MoodP

/\I\Aoodl

Mood NegP
/\Negl
Neg TP
a. 0 dhen (NEG1) érchesthe (come.INP.2P)
b. (na) min (NEG2) érchesthe (come.1nNp.2P)
a. “You (pl) aren’ t coming.’
b. ‘Don’ t come (pl)!/ ‘Don’ t be coming!’

Figure 1: The syntactic status of negators in Standard Modern Greek

1 INP stands for imperfective non past.
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Besides its use in prohibition, NEGz2 is also the negator of other nonveridical en-
vironments, and is a negative polarity item according to the nonveridicality theory
of polarity of Giannakidou (1998 et seq.): the Greek NEG2 appears only in nonveridi-
cal/irrealis environments in functions that are not always negative (Chatzopoulou
2011, 2012). Below is the definition for (non)veridicality from Giannakidou (2006:
589) and table 1” gives a list of some prototypical nonveridical environments next to
examples from the English any-paradigm, one of the most famous and intensively
studied polarity items (Buyssens 1959, Klima 1964, Jackendoff 1969, Baker 1970, Ladu-
saw 1979, Linebarger 1980, 1987, Hoeksema 1986, Zwarts 1986, 1993, van der Wouden
1994, Kas 1993, Dowty 1994, Giannakidou 1994, Zwarts 1995, Giannakidou 1995, 1997,
1998 et seq.; see Israel 2011 for extensive bibliography).

(2) (Non)veridicality for propositional operators (Giannakidou 2006)

i. A propositional operator F is veridical iff F, entails or presupposes that
p is true in some individual’ s epistemic model Mg (x); otherwise F is
nonveridical.

ii. A nonveridical operator F is antiveridical iff F, entails that not p is true
in some individual” s epistemic model: F, — —p in some Mg (x)

(3) Definition for polarity items: A linguistic expression « is a polarity item iff:

i. The distribution of « is limited by sensitivity to some semantic property
6 of the context of appearance; and

ii. G is (non)veridicality.

Gaatone (1971) describes negative polarity items as ‘les satellites de la négation’,
the satellites that revolve around negation. The Greek language, among many other
languages (see van der Auwera and Lejeune 2005, van der Auwera 2006), shows
that negation itself can be a polarity item, in that the expression of negation in
a language can exhibit an allomorph conditioned by the semantic environment in
terms of the property of (non)veridicality.” The Greek NEG2 is one such semantically
conditioned allomorph, a lexical element that appears exclusively in nonveridical
environments. Representative examples of the uses of NEG2 in the history of Greek
that manifest its polarity behavior are given below.

In this table no discrimination is made between negative polarity items and free choice items, given
that both items are licensed by nonveridicality, although free choice items pose additional restrictions
(see Haspelmath 1997, Giannakidou 1998, 2001, 2006).

According to van der Auwera and Lejeune’s (2005) study 327 languages from a corpus of 495 languages
worldwide maintain a negator which is particular to prohibition, while the same negator in these
languages can appear in other nonveridical environments as well, see also Honda (1996).
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Sern‘antlc Examples with any in English
environments
£ Negation Ariel didn’t talk to anyone.
g without-clause Phillip entered without anyone noticing him.
E before-clause Ella left before eating anything.
=
<
. conditional protasis  If you see any wolves, go inside and lock the door.
;g imperatives Did you eat any berries?
5 interrogatives Case
= modal verbs She could see anyone from the balcony.
> generics Any wolf eats pigs.
ziri)gwnward entail- Few dwarfs brought any diamonds.

Table 1: Prototypical nonveridical environments

(4) Howmeric (8th c. BC):*

Eo0da, pn  kedbe Vo
eksauda, me:  keutle noo:i
speak.PRES.IMP.2S NEG2 hide.1mp.2S mind.DAT

‘Speak out, do not hide it in your mind. directive — NONVERIDICAL

(5) ArtTIC GREEK:’
pi o Ao
me:  pPathi
NEG2 speak.imMp.2S

‘Do not say (that). directive — NONVERIDICAL
(6) KoINE:®

p  TOM®V  €mbvpel

mi  polon epithymi

NEG2 many.GEN desire. PRES.IMP.2S

‘Do not desire many things. directive — NONVERIDICAL

4 Iliad 1.363.
5 Plato, Gorgias 501d 9.
6 Epictetus, Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 3.9.22.5.
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(7) LATE MEDIEVAL:’

un - ¢ofndig  tov favatov  mopd PnTpog Katdpov
mi fovithis  ton thanaton para mitros kataran
NEG2 fear.pnp.2S the.acc death.acc but mother.GEN curse.acc

‘Do not fear death, but a mother’s curse. directive — NONVERIDICAL
(8) ArtTIic GREEK:®

el uy TG KwAVOEL

e: me: tis ko:lyse:

if NEG2 someone stop.FUT.IND.3S

‘if someone doesn’t stop (him) protasis of conditional — NONVERIDICAL

(9) ArtIic GREEK:""
newpatéov Py EMAeinewy

perrateon me:  elle:pe:n
try.cpv NEGz2 fall-short.PRES.INF

‘I must try my best to be adequate.’
scope of deontic (irrealis infinitive) — NONVERIDICAL

(10) AtTICc GREEK:"

od  {®pev og  fidtota Ty

u: zo:men ho:s he:dista me:
NEGu1 live.PRES.IND as  pleasant.SUPERL NEG2
Avrovpevol

lypu:menoi

sadden.MP.PRES.PCPL.MASC.NOM

‘Do we not live so happily if we are not saddened?’
conditional pcpl — NONVERIDICAL

Therefore, it is the notion of (non)veridicality that can capture the full dis-
tribution of the Greek negators both with finite, and non-finite verb forms (see
Philippaki-Warburton and Spyropoulos 2004 for a previous partially successful at-
tempt to capture the sole factor that regulates negator selection in all Greek). The
fact that NEG2 can co-occur with the indicative (see example 8) shows that negator
selection in Attic Greek cannot be reduced to mood selection by treating NEG2 as
the negator of non-indicatives, although later developments of the language may

Digenis Akritis 2

Demosthenes,Philippica 1 43.6.

Plato, Symposium 196d 6.

The Attic Greek gerundive is a kind of verbal adjective with inherent deontic modality semantics.
Euripides, Fragmenta Antiopes 14.5, cf. also Kambitsis (1972) and Kannicht (2004).
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justify such a claim, as has been made for Modern Greek in Joseph and Philippaki-
Warburton (1987) and Giannakidou (1998). But even in later stages this partition
is epiphenomenal. Mood selection and negator selection indeed have a common
source, yet they do not always have a one to one relation (Chatzopoulou and Gian-
nakidou 2011, Chatzopoulou 2012). They are different species of polarity items and
cannot be collapsed according to the Greek data in any stage, most prominently due
to the non-negative uses of NEG2, which can appear with indicative mood (under-
stood as the mood of unembedded assertions) even in Standard Modern Greek.

2.2 The non-negative functions of NEG2: question particle and complementizer

The Greek NEG2 maintains two non-negative functions: as a complementizer
introducing clauses selected by verbs of fear and the like (timendi predicates), and as
an optional question particle (cf. also Joseph and Janda’s 1999 approach on the Mod-
ern Greek NEGz2 as a morphological constellation). Both environments qualify as
nonveridical according to the (non)veridicality theory of Giannakidou (1998 et seq.).
These uses are among the diachronically persistent functions of NEG2. Examples
follow.

(11) KoINE:**

prp  mévteg &mdotodol; P mAvieg mpodfiTal;
mi  pantes apostoli? mi  pantes prophite?
NEG:2 all apostles.nom NEGz2 all prophets.Nom

‘Are all apostles? Are all prophets?’ (Translation by Senior et al. 1990)
NEG2 as QUESTION PARTICLE

(12) 18thc. AD:*

Mnv eidate  tov avtpa pov Tov Aovka
min idhate ton andra mu ton Luka
NEG:2 see.rp.2P the.acc husband.Acc my the.acc Lukas.acc
Kohtokoda;

Kaljakudha

Kaljakudhas.acc

‘Did you happen to see my husband, Lukas Kaliakudas?’
NEG2 as QUESTION PARTICLE

Novum Testamentum, Ad Corinthios I 12.29.1-30.2.
Fauriel (1824-1825), 1.118.
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(13)

AtTIiCc GREEK: **

8é6otka p  tévavtic  TPATTOVTEG davadpey
dedoika me: tanantia  prattontes pPano:men
fear.PRES.IND.1S NEG2 the.opposite do.PRES.PCPL.NOM seem.SUBJ.1P

‘I fear that we may seem to have pursued the opposite’

NEG2 with TIMENDI PREDICATE
LATE MEDIEVAL: "’
8édowka un - dovevdd o  dpag

dhédhika mi  foneftho pro  Oras
fear.prP.IND.1S NEG2 be.killed.pNp.1S before time

‘I fear that I may be killed prior to my time.

NEG2 with TIMENDI PREDICATE
STANDARD MODERN GREEK:
O Twavvng dpoPdtar v  appwatiget

o Janis fovate min arostisi
the Janis  fear.inp.3S NEG2 get.sick.PNP.3S

‘John is afraid that he may get sick’ NEG2 with TIMENDI PREDICATE

Loss of negativity and structural elevation to the C position, as is the case in
these functions of the Greek NEG2, is a crosslinguistically attested development
(Heine and Kuteva 2002: 216, Aldridge 2011, van Gelderen 2011: 295, 331-337). How-
ever, in Greek both these functions of NEG2 go as far back as Homeric Greek (8th
c. BC) and we can only assume that the directionality of the development was from
negator to complementizer and not the other way around. This point is further dis-
cussed in section 3.2.1 in connection to the Cinque (1999) hierarchy of functional
projections and its use in the description of language change.

(16)

Howmeric (8th c. BC):*

’ , . . ) 2 ~
pj  mod  twa Svopevéwv  pacd  Eppevar  &vdpdv;
me: pu:  tina dysmeneo:n phasth emmenai andro:n
NEG2 maybe someone enemy.GEN.PL say.2P be.INF  man.GEN.PL

‘Do you think he could be an enemy?’ NEG2 as QUESTION PARTICLE

Isocrates, Archidamus 51.1-2.
Ptohoprodromos 1. 273.
Odyssea 6.200.
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(17) Howmeric (8th c. BC):"’

apdLTpopém kal Seidia T8 .
amphitromeo: kai de:dia me: ti
tremble.PRES.IND.1S and fear.PREs.IND.1S NEG2 something
naodnaow

pathszisin

suffer.AOR.sUBJ.3P

‘I tremble and fear lest something happens to them?
NEG2 with TIMENDI PREDICATE

The Greek NEG2 is an element of remarkable persistence, the defining prop-
erty of which is not negativity, but nonveridicality, as it is the notion that unites all
the functions of NEG2 synchronically and diachronically. NEG1 on the other hand
was renewed by the Late Medieval Greek stage, in that the Classical and Hellenistic
Greek NEG1 u:(k[h]) was gradually replaced by NEG1 udhén, a former indefinite (et-
ymologically: NEG1.even.one, cf. Roussou 2007, Rijksbaron 2012). Asaresult, NEG1
in Greek underwent one complete Jespersen’s Cycle in the sense of Chatzopoulou
(2012, 2013) for Jespersen’s Cycle, as the semantic bleaching and structural elevation
of intensified predicate negation to plain propositional. NEGz2 also reached a similar
stage, in which NEG2 mi was frequently replaced by NEG2 midhen, a former NPI
indefinite (etymologically: NEGz2.even.one), but this change was interrupted and
NEG2 mi persisted in function and form (for the most part) until Standard Modern
Greek. Below are examples of NEG2 midhen in Late Medieval Greek, which would
not make it to Standard Modern Greek in this function.

(18) LATE MEDIEVAL:"®

A0T60e gTéKOU, Ma§ipov, ®de pndév mepdoelg
aftothe stéku Maksimu, 0dhe midhén perasis
there stand.imp.2S Maksimou.voc here NEG2 pass.PNP.2S

‘Stay there, Maximu, do not come here’ NEG2 MIDHEN

(19) LATE MEDIEVAL:"

noté pndév  okvijoete, Hn  voktav pundé HEpaV
poté midhén oknisete mi  niktan midhé meéran
never NEG2 be.idle.pnp.2P NEG2 night NEGz2-either day

‘Never be idle, neither night nor day’ NEG2 MIDHEN

Odyssea 4.820.
Digenis Akritis 1530.
Digenis Akritis 488.
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Chatzopoulou (2012) links the reason of the persistence of NEG2 mi to its two
non-negative functions (as question particle and complementizer introducing verba
timendi complements), which being non-negative did not experience the renewal
pressures predicted by Jespersen’s cycle. These uses may also have had an effect on
the grammaticalization stage that NEG2 had reached in Late Medieval Greek and
relate to the explanation for the eventual ban of NEG2 from the conditional protasis
discussed in section 3.2.

Table 2 presents the diachrony of both NEG1 and NEG2 from the reconstructed
Proto-Indo-European forms (cf. Fowler 1896, Moorhouse 1959, Joseph 2002, Fortson
2010) until Standard Modern Greek.*

NEG1 vs. NEG2
Proto-Indo-European u:(kH) vs. me:
Homeric Greek u:(kK) vs. me:
Classical Greek u(k) vs. mi
Late Medieval Greek  u(k) and (u)dhén vs. miand mindhén
Modern Greek dne(n) vs. mi(n)

Table 2: The two negator contrast from Proto-Indo-European to Standard Modern
Greek.

Although the Greek NEG2 has remained stable in terms of negative polarity
behavior and in a number of its functions (most prominently its C related functions),
the exact distribution of NEG2 has not remained the same. In the transition from
Late Koine to Medieval Greek the language system itself had undergone alterations
(severe reduction of the non-finite system: extinction of Classical and Koine Greek
infinitival forms and shrinking of the participial paradigm, see Joseph [1978] 1990,
Horrocks 2010), which resulted in a repartition of labor between NEG1 and NEG2
by the Late Medieval Greek stage.

3 PARAMETER RESETS BY LATE MEDIEVAL GREEK

There are two basic changes in the distribution of NEG2 by the Late Medieval
Greek stage that that this paper aims to explain: (i) NEG2 can no longer negate
morphological imperatives, and (ii) NEG2 is no longer licensed in the conditional

An etymology for NEG1 o>u(k) /u:(k)/ has been proposed since Cowgill (1960), considered also in
Chantraine (1968-80), and supported more recently in Beekes (1995, 2010) and Joseph (2005), that NEG1
o>u(k) /u:(k)/ comes from a pre-Greek phrase *ne oiu kwid with the original meaning ‘not ever in my
life’ from *ne (Proto-Indo-European NEG1), *oiu (‘life, age’) and *kwid (‘something’), see also van
Gelderen (2011: 300).

10
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protasis. The explanation I propose points to two syntactic status shifts of NEGz:
one major shift from specifier to head, a change which is not unexpected, accord-
ing to the van Gelderen (2004) Head Preference Principle of syntactic change, which
accounts for the first reset, and one more subtle shift of NEG2, described as microel-
evation on the Cinque (1999) hierarchy of functional projections, which accounts for
the second change.

On parametrical variation and resetting, I follow the lexical approach known as
the Borer-Chomsky Conjecture, after Borer (1984) and Chomsky (1995), which is a
term coined in Baker (2008) and formulated as follows: “All parameters of variation
are attributable to differences in features of particular items (e.g. the functional
heads) in the lexicon” (Baker 2008: 353). It is shown that these developments in the
distribution of NEG2 by the Late Medieval Greek stage imply changes in its status
that qualify as parameter and micro-parameter resets.

3.1 Loss of True Negative Imperatives

The availability of negative morphological imperatives, referred to as true nega-
tive imperatives or simply prohibitives, is a parameter according to which languages
can vary (Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton 1987, Zanuttini 1991, 1997, Rivero 1994,
Rivero and Terzi 1995, Tomi¢ 1999, Han 2000, 2001, Zeijlstra 2004, 2006, 2007). In the
history of Greek, true negative imperatives were available both in Attic Greek (20)
and in Hellenistic Koine (21), while surrogate forms through the subjunctive were
also productive.”

(20) AtTIc GREEK:**

ui - &b
me: prat’i
NEG2 speak.imp.2S

‘Don’t speak (Say ‘no’). TRUE NEGATIVE IMPERATIVE

(21) KoiNe GREEK:*
U TMoM®@v  émbvpel
mi  polon epithymi

NEG2 many.GEN desire.PRES.IMP.2S

‘Do not desire many things. TRUE NEGATIVE IMPERATIVE

The structures, however, were not in free variation; negative aorist subjunctives are described in the
literature as preventive, while the characterization ‘prohibitives’ is kept only for negated imperatives.
Aspectual considerations were relevant, as it was the aoristic stem that was used for the negated
subjunctive (see Goodwin 1889, McKay 1986, more recently Willmott 2010).

Plato, Gorgias 501d 9.

Epictetus, Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 3.9.22.5.

11



Chatzopoulou

By Late Medieval Greek, such structures are nearly unattested in spoken lan-
guage and only the surrogate forms are possible, using either the perfective non-
past or the imperfective non-past forms of the verb (after the stripping of the verb
system from morphological mood marking). The examples below present instances
of negative directives formed by combining NEG2 mi with the perfective non-past
of fovame ‘I fear’ in (22), while (23) has an instance of a positive imperative verb
form sopa ‘silence.1mp.2S’ (meaning that the imperative as a morphological category
was available and productive) followed by two negative directives in imperfective
non-past. (24) and (25) provide examples from Standard Modern Greek, where we
can actually provide negative evidence on the unavailability of true negative im-
peratives in (24) and the standard way to form a negative directive in (25) through
the perfective or imperfective non-past form of the verb and optionally the va /na/
particle.

(22) LATE MEDIEVAL:**

p  doPndic  tOV Bdvatov  mapd pPnTpog Katépav

mi  fovithis  ton thanaton para mitros kataran

NEG2 fear.pnp.2S the.acc death.acc but mother.GEN curse.acc

‘Do not fear death, but a mother’s curse’ TNIs UNAVAILABLE
(23) LATE MEDIEVAL:*

aoTa, Hn  xolopavrg, timota pn  Avmaoat

sopa, mi  holomanfs tipota mi lipase
silence.AoR.1MP.2S NEG2 be.angry.inp.2S nothing NEG2 be.sad.INp.2S

‘[...] silence, do not be angry and do not be sad for anything. TNIs
UNAVAILABLE

(24) STANDARD MODERN GREEK:
*Mnv €\
min £la
NEG2 come.ImMP.2S
‘Don’t come!’ TNISs UNAVAILABLE
(25) STANDARD MODERN GREEK:
(Na) unv  €pbeig/épyeaat

(na) min érthis/érhese
(suy) NEG2 come.PNP/INP.2S

‘Don’t come/be coming.’ SURROGATE (IM)PERFECTIVE NON-PAST

24  Digenis Akritis 2.
25  Livistros and Rodamne 543.

12
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Several analyses have been proposed of this parameter of crosslinguistic vari-
ation, the (un)availability of true negative imperatives, which is a parameter that
can be reset in the diachrony of a single language, as has already been observed in
Italian (Zanuttini 1997, Zeijlstra 2006) and Welsh (Willis 2013). The examples below
are from Zanuttini (1997) (26a), Zeijlstra (2006) (26b), and Willis (2013) (27).

(26) a. OLD ITALIAN:

Ni ti tormenta di questo!
NEG yourself torment.1mp.2S of this

‘Don’t torment yourself with this!’ TRUE NEGATIVE IMPERATIVE
b. CONTEMPORARY ITALIAN:

*Non telefona a Gianni!
NEG cal.imp.2S to Gianni

‘Don’t call Gianni!’ TNIS UNAVAILABLE

(27) a. MIDDLE WELSH:**

[...] nac arch dim namyn lloneity goto  uwyt.
NEG ask.imp.2S anything except fill the bagof food

‘Don’t ask for anything except for the fill of bag of food. TRUE
NEGATIVE IMPERATIVE

b. CONTEMPORARY WELSH:

*Dere ddim!
come.IMP.2S NEG

‘Don’t come!’ TNIS UNAVAILABLE

However, in both Italian and Welsh this change co-occurs with a change of the
negator (Italian: ni... > non..., Welsh: nac... > ...ddim), whereas in Greek there
was no change in the form of NEG2 from Koine to Late Medieval Greek (Greek: mi...
> mi...). Yet all three cases relate to Jespersen’s Cycle developments, which for the
Greek NEG2 are not as obvious, and the analysis I propose agrees with those of Zei-
jlstra (2006) and Willis (2013) in connecting the loss of true negative imperatives to
the syntactic status of the negator. I adopt the account of Rivero (1994) and Rivero
and Terzi (1995) on the (un)availability of true negative imperatives, generally sup-
ported also in Zeijlstra (2004) and further enriched in Zeijlstra (2006), as appropriate
for the case of Greek (but see Zanuttini 1991, 1997, Han 2000, 2001, Postma and van
der Wurff 2007 for alternative approaches). The analysis of Rivero (1994) and Rivero
and Terzi (1995) links the (un)availability of true negative imperatives to the hier-
archical structure of functional projections—the locus of the imperative feature, in
particular—and the syntactic status of the negative marker according to the divi-
sion of negative markers to phrases and heads (see Zanuttini 1991, 1997, 2001; cf.
also Giannakidou 1998: 52-55 on the unavailability of true negative imperatives in

Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi 15.4—5.
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Modern Greek and the head status of NEG2). In languages that form imperatives
through V-to-C movement—e.g. Standard Modern Greek and apparently Late Me-
dieval Greek—true negative imperatives cannot emerge, if there is an overt negator
of head status that blocks head movement: an effect of the Head Movement Con-
straint (Travis 1984). A surrogate form is employed instead, whose morphology does
not require movement to C, like the Late Medieval Greek perfective non-past or the
subjunctive va /na/ (former tva /ina/) particle that is already base generated in a
position higher than negation after the formal restructuring of the mood system in
Hellenistic-Roman times (see Lightfoot 1979: 288—294, Chatzopoulou 2012: 179—184).

3.1.1 The phrasal status of NEGz2 in Classical Greek and the shift in Late Medieval
Greek

In this section a number of independent facts are provided towards the conclu-
sion that NEG2 (as well as NEG1) was syntactically phrasal in Classical Greek. One
important point that should be noted is that Attic Greek negators are not clitics,
they are not prosodically or syntactically dependent on a host. Attic Greek nega-
tors are ‘mobile’ according to the terminology of Dover (1960), in that they have no
strictly fixed position in the clause and there is no juxtaposition requirement to the
lexical element they negate (finite verb, infinitive, participle, nominal). Focusing
mainly on NEG2, I present here some of the diagnostics, other than the lack of true
negative imperatives, in order to avoid circular reasoning. There are four indepen-
dent facts regarding the behavior of NEG2 pij /me:/ from which we can infer that
its syntactic status in Classical Greek (as well as Koine) was phrasal: Attic Greek
NEG2 (a) responds positively to the why no(t)? test, introduced as a diagnostic for
syntactic status checking in Merchant (2006), (b) takes XP position in other ellipti-
cal constructions (relative clauses, disjunctions, conditionals), (c) appears inside the
DP as lexical or constituent negation, (d) can be postposed, NEG2 (and NEG1) can
occasionally follow the verb or verbal form, if the latter is under focus.

(a) waYy NO(T)?  As shown in Merchant (2006), the why NEG? construction is gram-
matical only in languages where NEG has phrasal status. Given that the Attic Greek
wh-item ti /ti/ is a phrase (XP), it can only adjoin to other phrases. The wh-item tt
/ti/ can appear with both NEG1 and NEG2 in Attic Greek. The acute accent dia-
critic on both NEG1 and NEG2 in this function, which is not present in their other
uses, is an effect of their sentence-final position—a result of a predictable phonolog-
ical rule—and it does not indicate any change in meaning between the stressed and
unstressed forms (see also Probert 2006 on the history of the Greek diacritics).
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(28) ATTIC GREEK:
a. piv  od;
ti me:n u:
why/how 2P NEG1
‘So, why not?” (Euripides, Rhesus 706, also cf. Plato, Respublica 425c¢ 6.)
b. Apyovtég eiawv, Oab® vnewktéov  tf pi;
ark"ontes e:sin  o:st” hype:kteon ti ~ me:
rulers are.3P therefore submit.cvb how NEG2
“They are rulers, so we must submit. How could we not?”  (Sophocles,
Ajax668.)

(29) a. [xp[ti][xp 0B ]]
b. [xe[ tt][xp pri]]

For the case of the Attic Greek NEG1 00(k) /u:(k)/, the Why no(t)? test does not
really offer evidence on the syntactic status of NEG1, because the Attic Greek word
for ‘no’ was homophonous with NEG1 o0 /u:/.*” As noted in Merchant (2006), this
test does not apply to cases in which sentential negation is homophonous to the
word for ‘no’. However, what is relevant for our discussion is that the Why no(t)?
test does provide evidence for the phrasal status of the Attic Greek NEG2 pn /me:/,
which is the only negator used in the formation of negative imperatives.

(B) NEG2 IN OTHER ELLIPTICAL CONSTRUCTIONS The phrasal status of Attic Greek
NEG:2 is also supported by its presence in elliptical constructions that involve dis-
junction, elliptical conditionals and relatives clauses (Whether TP or no(t)?, cf. Mer-
chant 2006).

(30) ATTIC GREEK:

napedjAvbo  PovAevadpevog nétepov XP  HE
parele:lyt"a  bu:leusomenos poteron k"re: me
come.PAST.1S decide.FUT.PCPL.MASC.NOM which-of-the-two must me
Aéyewv i

lege:n € me:

talk.PRES.INF or NEG2

‘T have come in order to decide whether I should talk or not.
(Demosthenes, Exordia 19.1-2.)

27  The form of the Attic Greek NEG1 was o0k /uk/ only if it was followed by a vowel. If the negator was
followed by a consonant or if it was sentence-final, NEG1 appeared as o0 /u:/. Similarly, when it was
used as the word for ‘no’, NEG1 appeared as o0 /u:/.
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(31) ArTIC GREEK:

EMEPWTAOVTOG [...] 6Tt te ypn| moLEV kal 8t i
epero:to:ntas hoti te k're: poie:n kai hoti me:
ask.PCPL.MASC.PL what and must do.pREs.INF and what NEG2

‘Asking (the gods) both what should be done and what (should) not’
(Xenophon, Oeconomicus 5.19.5-20.1.)

In all the above cases the Classical Greek NEG2 prn /me:/ holds structural po-
sitions that can only be described as phrasal. By Late Medieval Greek NEG2 is no
longer attested in these functions in vernacular texts, but has been replaced by éxt
/6khi/, which is the word for ‘no’ in Standard Modern Greek as well.** (32) below
shows an example containing the negative adverb 6yt /6khi/ following the wh-item
6t /oti/. The wh-item 6t /6ti/ functions as a quotative particle in this example,
but nevertheless is one of the earliest attestations of the negative adverb of Stan-
dard Modern Greek, which replaced both NEG1 and NEG2 in elliptical structures,
as shown in examples (33a), (33¢) and (33d). (33b) shows how both NEG1 and NEG2
are ungrammatical in the why no(t)? structure in Standard Modern Greek.

(32) LATE MEDIEVAL GREEK:*’

KOl TEWG eyvopiCels  pe; Aéyw Tov Ot OyL.
ke téos eghnorizis me? Légho  ton oti oOkhi.
and previously know.INP.2S me say.INp.1S him that no

‘And do you know me from before? I tell him that no.
(33) STANDARD MODERN GREEK:
a. Tati oy
Jati O0khi?
Why NO
‘Why not?’ OKHI NEGATIVE ADVERB

b. Twati *Sev/*unv;
Jati *dhen/*min?

Why NEG1/NEG2
‘Why not?’ BOTH NEG1 AND NEG2 UNGRAMMATICAL
c. Oa mape N oxL;

Tha pame i 0khi?
FUT go.np.1P or NO
‘Will we go or not?’ OKHI NEGATIVE ADVERB

The novel form for ‘no’, 6yt /6khi/, has been linked to the Classical and Hellenistic Greek emphatic
variant of NEGu1, ovy{ /uk"/ (Andriotis 1983, Rijksbaron 2012), but see Joseph 2001 for unresolved issues
on this etymology.

Livistros and Rodamne 340.
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d. Kottovoape motog rjpbe Kol TIoLog OxL.
kitisame pjos irthe ke pjos Okhi.
look.rp.1P  who come.pPp.3S and who NO
‘We were looking at who came and who didn’t’ OKHI NEGATIVE ADVERB

(c) NEG2 INSIDE THE DP  The presence of the Attic Greek NEG2 inside the DP as
lexical negation means that NEG2 can negate something other than a TP, which
constitutes further evidence regarding its phrasal status (Zanuttini 2001).*

(34) AtTIC GREEK:!

o0delg yop TO p &yabov  €maivel
u:de:s gar to me: agat’on epaine:
n-body.masc.Nom 2P the NEG2 good.Acc praise.PRES.IND.3S

‘no one praises the not good’

The use of NEG2 as lexical negation was lost by the Late Medieval Greek stage,*
but revived in Standard Modern Greek. This was most likely due to external factors,
namely the extensive borrowing from French and English during the 20th century
(Anastassiadis-Simeonidis 1986, 1994), as a translation of the negative prefixes non
(French) and un-/in- (English) (see Efthimiou 2008). Furthermore, the use of NEG2
as lexical negation in Standard Modern Greek is of a different status than its sen-
tential negation variant, as the two differ not only in syntactic behavior, but also
in phonological form (Joseph and Janda 1999): lexical negation in Standard Modern
Greek is always pun /mi/ independently of context, whereas in its sentential nega-
tion function and in its non-negative/expletive functions, NEG2 surfaces as pn /mi/,
if followed by a consonant other than a stop, and as pnv /min/ if followed by a vowel
or a stop.

(35) STANDARD MODERN GREEK:
a. 0 un/*pnv ayadog
0 mi/*min aghathos
the NEG2 naive
‘the non-naive’ NEG2 MI AS LEXICAL NEGATION

In Classical Greek NEG1 also appeared in this use (Gerd 1997). The selection among the two again boils
down to nonveridicality, while the presence of NEG2 inside the DP agrees with its status as a polarity
item according to the broader notion of nonevaluativity: similarly to interrogatives and imperatives,
the DP is an environment that cannot receive a truth value (Chatzopoulou 2012: 58-59). See Brandtler
(2012) for the link between evaluativity and polarity, also Aristotle, De interpretatione (I.16a.12—18) on
the nonevaluativity of nominals.

Aristotle, Rhetorica 1363a 10.

There are hardly any evidence in our corpus for NEG2 as lexical negation and it is found only with
the remaining participles, not with nouns of adjectives.
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b. Mnv/*un €pbeig
min/*mi érthis
NEG2 come.PNP.2S
‘Don’t come!’ NEG2 MI(N) AS SENTENTIAL NEGATION

c. Mnv/?un ¢oyeig
min/?mi fighis
NEG2 go.PNP.2S
‘Don’t come!’ NEG2 MI(N) AS SENTENTIAL NEGATION

d. ®ofrifnka unv/*un £€pbet
fovithika min/*mi érthi
fear.pp.1S NEG2 come.PNP.3S
‘I was afraid that he might come. NEG2 MI(N) AS EXPLETIVE NEGATION

This variation not only in the function, but also in the form of NEG2 in Stan-
dard Modern Greek, is in fact part of the motivation towards the constellational
approach proposed for the Modern Greek NEG2 in Joseph and Janda (1999), accord-
ing to their definition for the notion of morphological constellation, as ‘a group of
elements which share at least one characteristic property of form but are distin-
guished by individual idiosyncrasies—of both form and function—that prevent their
being collapsed with one another’. In other words, it seems that in Standard Modern
Greek NEG2 can be taken as phrasal in its DP-internal function, but in its sentential
negation function NEGz2 is a head (Giannakidou 1998). This, however, was not the
case for the NEG2 of Attic Greek. The Attic Greek NEGz2 also manifests a family of
uses, but they are indistinguishable both in terms of form. This consists further evi-
dence that the uses of the Attic Greek NEG2, either as lexical negation, as sentential
negation or as an expletive, share the same phrasal status.

(D) NEGATOR POSTPOSING  Although the general tendency is that both NEG1 and
NEG2 precede the negated category, postposing of the negator, either NEG1 or
NEG2, in Attic Greek was also possible. In the case of focusing of the verb or verbal
form through a Wackernagel clitic like pev /men/ or 8¢ /de/, the negator could ap-
pear after the negated category following the clitic. Such clitics have been analyzed
as focus particles in Arad and Roussou (1997).

(36) PovAdpeda pev &bavatol eival, Tipoapopeda 8¢ ol
bu:lomet"a men at"anatoi e:nai proairu:met"a de u:
desire.PRES.IND.1P 2P immortal be.PRES.INF intend.PRES.IND.1P 2P NEG1

‘We have the desire of being immortal, but not the intention.

(on the different meaning of the verbs ‘to desire’ and ‘to intend’)
(Aristotle, Magna moralia 1.17.2.2.)
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(37) apxelv golké aot mafelv, Spaoau 8¢ un
arke:n eoike soi pat’emn dra:sai de me:
suffice.PRES.INF seem.PRES.3S you.DAT suffer.PRES.INF act.AOR.INF 2P NEG2
‘You are, it seems, content to suffer and make no return’

(Euripides, Rhesus 483.)

This situation contrasts with the data from Late Medieval Greek and Standard
Modern Greek, in which both negators are strictly preverbal. Postposing of either
negator unavoidably results in ungrammaticality, while there is also a strict juxta-
position requirement between negator and verb form, which only clitics can violate.
(38) through (44) contain representative examples with instances of sentential nega-
tion from Late Medieval Greek (Late Medieval Greek was a stage of variation and
competing forms regarding both NEG1 and NEG2, see Chatzopoulou 2012: 225-228)
and in (45) to (47) data is provided from Standard Modern Greek, where we can also
provide negative evidence. In (45a) and (45b) in particular, it is shown that post-
posing of negation in Standard Modern Greek or violation of juxtaposition result to
ungrammaticality and focusing doesn’t help either.

(38) LATE MEDIEVAL:*

altg, 6tav €pdvBave, OMOdnav odk  eixev

aftos oOtan emanthane ipodhisin uk  ikhen

he when study.1p.3S shoes NEG1 have.1p.3S

‘He, when he was a student, didn’t have shoes. NEG1 oV(k) /u(k)/
(39) LATE MEDIEVAL:**

00 pag  &odf 4mo tod vOv Tolelv &vSpayadiag

u mas aff ap6 tu nin piin andhraghathias

NEG1 us.Acc let.anp.3S from the now do.INF brave.deeds

‘He doesn’t allow us from now on to do brave deeds. NEG1 00(k) /u(k)/

WITH CLITIC
(40) LATE MEDIEVAL:*

QO pa tov Oebv, dlomanmov, oddev eipal &y mpodotng

o ma ton Theon Filopapu udhén ime egho prodhotis

voc HoM the God Filopapu.voc NEG1 am.iNp.1S I traitor

‘By God Filopappu, I am not a traitor. NEG1 o08ev /udhén/

33  Ptohoprodromos1V 5.
34  Digenis Akritis 1342.
35 Digenis Akritis 653.
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(41)

(43)

(44)

(45)

LATE MEDIEVAL:**

T0 OTEHHO Yap TO XpOOlvov oudév To emapedéyon

to stéma gharto khrisinon udhén to eparedhékhthi

the crown 2P the golden NEGu1 it accept.pp.3S

‘He did not accept the golden crown’ NEG1 008¢v /udhén/ WITH cLITIC
LATE MEDIEVAL:*’

TEWG yowv 8ev  efdotaca va pnv - tov EPWTIOW

téos ghun dhen evastasa na min ton erotiso

any.more thus NEG1 bear.pp.1S NA NEG2 him.aAcc ask.pNp.1S

‘I could not hold back any longer from asking him’ NEG1 8ev /dhen/
LATE MEDIEVAL:*

Kol oOma, KN Yohopavig

ke sopa, mi  holomanis
and silence.A0R.1MP.2S NEG2 be.angry.INP.2S

‘and silence, do not be angry [...]° NEG2 {n /mi/
GREEK:”
[...] oudév pov eplinoav, Twég pn  TO Kowydtol

udhén mu emilisan  tinas mi  to kafkhate

NEG1 me.GeN speak.pp.3P anyone NEG2 it boast.INP.3S
“They did not speak to me [...], may no one brag on this’ NEG2 ) /mi/
WITH CLITIC
MODERN GREEK:
a. Aev  pIAGG./ *MIAGG Sev/  *MiNdg Opwg Sev
Dhen milas./ *Milas dhen/ *Milas 6mos dhen

NEG1 speak.anp.2S/ *speak.inp.2S NEG1/ *speak.anp.2S but  NEG1
‘You don’t speak (you are not speaking).

CHRONICLE OF MOREAS 107.
Livistros and Rodamne 61.
Livistros and Rodamne 543.
Digenis Akritis 361.
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b. Mn  phég./ *MIAGg pn/ *MINGG OpLG
Mi  milas./ *Milas mi/ *Milas 6mos
NEGz2 speak.inp.2S/ *speak.iNp.2S NEG2/ *speak.inp.2S but ~ NEG2
HN
mi
‘Don’t speak!’

(46) MODERN GREEK:

O Twawngdev o elme
O Yanis dhen to ipe
The Janis NEGu it-say.Aor.3S NEG1

NEG1 6ev /dhen/ WITH CLITIC

(479 MODERN GREEK:*’

Mn 10 Aeg
Mi to les.
NEG2 it-say.pNp.2S NEG2

NEG2 [N /mi/ WITH CLITIC

Based on what we have seen so far and in combination with the reasoning of
Rivero (1994) and Rivero and Terzi (1995) the unavailability of true negative imper-
atives in Late Medieval Greek is readily explained, provided that NEG2 pn /mi/ is
now a head in its preverbal prohibitive function. Figure 2 presents the phrasal status
of NEG2 in Classical and Koine Greek, while figure 3 shows the head status of NEG2
in Late Medieval Greek.

NegP
/\
NEG2 me: Neg'
/\
Neg XP
@

Figure 2: The phrasal status of NEG2 in Classical and Koine Greek
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NegP
/\Neg,
/\
Neg TP
NEG2 mi

Figure 3: The head status of NEG2 in Late Medieval Greek

This also generally agrees with Zeijlstra’s (2004, 2006) approach and the case of
Welsh in Willis 2013, who adopts Zeijlstra’s (2006) analysis. Zeijlstra (2006) explicitly
links the unavailability of true negative imperatives in a language to the head status
of the negator: ‘every language that bans TNIs exhibits an overt negative marker
X©’ (Zeijlstra 2006: 405).

3.1.2 The van Gelderen Head Preference Principle, Negative Concord and Feature
Economy

The transformation of lexical elements from phrases to heads is a phenomenon
with crosslinguistic representation, as shown in van Gelderen (2001, 2004). Among
her economy principles of grammaticalization is the Head Preference Principle (Van
Gelderen 2004: 11) presented in (48) below.

(48) HEAD PREFERENCE OR SPEC TO HEAD PRINCIPLE:
Be a head, rather than a phrase

This is a structure-minimizing principle widely attested, as in the case of English
auxiliaries, in the development of the demonstrative that to complementizer and
determiner, the crosslinguistic formation of determiners from pronouns (Heine and
Kuteva 2002, Wood 2003), and adverbs to complementizers (see van Gelderen 2011
for a full overview), while it also offers a syntactic explanation for Jespersen’s Cycle
in general, e.g. udhén ‘nothing’ (phrase in Attic Greek) > (u)dhen ‘not’ (head in
Late Medieval Greek and Modern Greek, see Chatzopoulou 2012, 2013). Although in
the case of the Greek NEGz2 there was no change in grammatical category or other
directly noticeable semantic change, the shift from Classical and Koine Greek NEG2
to Late Medieval Greek NEG2 was not solely syntactic. Apart from the retreat of
NEG2 from the conditional protasis, which is discussed in the following section,
there is a change in the negative concord variety from non-strict in Classical Greek
and Koine to strict negative concord in Late Medieval Greek.
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(49) a. Artic GREEK:*

OUtog pév od  mémovOev 008év

hu:tos men u: pepont”en u:den

he 2P NEGu1 suffer.PrREs-PERF.3S NEG1-thing

‘Nothing happened to him’ NON-STRICT NEGATIVE CONCORD

b. ArTIiC GREEK:*
o08ev O’ épod Kakov mémovOev
u:dén hyp’ emu: kakon pépont'en
NEGi1-thing by me bad suffer.pREs-PERF.3S
‘Nothing bad happened to him by me.

c. Artic GREEK:*

o08elg o0k  Emnaoyé T 1\Y poxiv o’
ude:s wk  epask’e ti ten  psykPem hyp’
NEG1-body NEG1 feel.PRET.IND.3S something the.acc soul.acc by
ékelvou

eke:nu:

him.Gen

“There was no one who did not feel something for him.** (i.e. ‘everyone
felt something’) DOUBLE NEGATIVE READING

(50) LATE MEDIEVAL:*

moté  pundév  okvroete, Hn o voktav pundé péporv
poté midhén oknisete mi  niktan midhé méran
n-time NEG2 be.idle.pNp.2P NEG2 night NEG2-either day

‘Never be idle, neither night nor day’ STRICT NEGATIVE CONCORD

In Attic Greek, as well as in Koine, a negative marker was required if the n-
word was postverbal (49a) and dropped if the n-word was preverbal (49b), while the
presence of a negator if the n-word was preverbal would result in a double negative
reading (49¢) (non-strict negative concord).*® This is no longer the case by the Late
Medieval Greek stage, where a negator is required in any case (50) (strict negative
concord).

In Zeijlstra (2006) a compositional analysis is proposed for different kinds of
negative concord, according to which the semantic value of the negative marker

Aristophanes, Pax 1256.

Isocrates, In Call. 4.5.

Xenophon, Symposium 2.4.8

Translation based on Heinemann (1979).

Digenis Akritis 488.

Agreement between n-word and negator was also necessary: NEG1-words required NEG1 and NEGz2-
words required a NEG2. See Chatzopoulou 2012 for nonveridical agreement and Attic Greek n-word
paradigms.
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can vary from one language to another. The negator can be either the categorical
expression of negation itself [iNeg] or it can be semantically non-negative [uNeg]
in an agreement relationship with a negator that is covert/phonologically empty.
The generalization he comes to is that in non-strict negative concord languages the
negative marker is semantically negative [iNeg], while in strict negative concord
languages the negative marker is semantically non-negative [uNeg]. Following this
diagnostic, it can be inferred that NEG2 in Classical Greek and Koine was [iNeg],
while by Late Medieval Greek the semantic value of NEG2 had switched to [uNeg].
This development also agrees with crosslinguistic tendencies in grammaticalization
and syntactic change, in particular the Feature Economy Principle of van Gelderen
(2004), which predicts the diachronic transformation of interpretable features to un-
interpretable ones. The definition below is from van Gelderen (2008b: 297; see also
van Gelderen 2009b: 8).

(5s1) FeaTure EconomMmy:
Minimize the semantic and interpretable features in the derivation:
semantic > [iF] > [uF]

Zeijlstra (2006) also discusses the connection between the (un)availability of true
negative imperatives and negative concord, but always along with considerations
of the syntactic status of the negator. In Italian the loss of true negative imper-
atives also co-occurred with a shift in negative concord variety, but towards the
opposite direction, from strict to non-strict. Similar phenomena across languages
are not always directly comparable, given the number of the factors that are usually
involved. Nevertheless, this change in negative concord pattern in connection to
Zeijlstra’s approach is one more piece of evidence which points to a more general
shift in the status (syntactic and semantic) of the Greek NEGz2 by the Late Medieval
stage.

3.2 The ban of NEG2 from the conditional antecedent

One more change that is already settled in Late Medieval Greek and which also
points to a subtle shift in the semantic/syntactic status of the Greek NEG2 pn /mi/,
is the fact that the use of NEG2 in the conditional protasis is no longer productive,
neither in its former form pn /mi/, nor in its novel, but temporary, undév /midhén/
variant. This agrees with the situation in Standard Modern Greek, where NEG2 is
impermissible in the conditional antecedent, but it is in contrast with Classical Greek
and Koine, a time when NEG2 was the default negator of conditional antecedents.
In ancient Greek (Homeric Greek, Classical Greek and Koine) NEG1 was also at-
tested in the conditional antecedent, although to a much more limited extent (see
also Willmott 2013). This confirms the generalization that NEG2 is diachronically
marked in terms of nonveridicality, and can only appear in nonveridical seman-
tic contexts, while NEG1 is the unmarked form of standard negation. By the Late
Medieval Greek stage only NEGu1 is generally licensed in the conditional protasis,
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either as o0(k) /u(k)/, ov8év /udhén/ or Sev /dhen/. Examples (52) through (59) con-
tain representative cases of conditionals in Classical and Koine Greek, where both
NEG1 and NEG2 are attested, although NEG2 was by far statistically dominant (see
table 3), while examples (60) to (63) present the situation in Late Medieval Greek,
where the situation is reverse: NEG1 variants are the statistically dominant form of
sentential negation in the conditional protasis.

(52) ArTIC GREEK:*
el ug KOAVOEL
e: me: tis ko:lyse:
if NEG2 someone stop.FUT.IND.3S
‘if someone doesn’t stop (him).

(53) AtTIic GREEK:**

dvaykdoar  Bgobg  &v pr O€Awatv 008’ av  eig
anagkasai  t'eu:s anme: t"lo:sin u:d an he:s
force.AoRr.INF gods.acc if NEG2 want.PRES.SUBJ.3P not-even MoD one
Sovaut’ avip

dynait ane:r

can.PRES.OPT.3S man

‘[...] no one (not even one man) can force the gods if they are not willing’
(54) AtTIic GREEK:*’

gav 8’ o0 oy [...]

eand’ u:  praske:i
if 2P NEG1 say.PRES.SUBJ.3S

‘If he disclaims (it) [...].>°

(55) ATTIC GREEK:"!

) J 5 5 - ¢ ~ , . ’
et 8 o0k  A&viaowv ol [...] @@ Moakeddvi vrnpétal
e:d” wk aniassin hoi to:i Makedoni hype:retai
if 2P NEG1 remit.PRES.IND.3P the the Macedonian.DAT servants
[...]

‘If the men who are subservient to the Macedonian king not cease [...]".>

Demosthenes, Philippica 1 43.6.

Sophocles, Oedipus rex 280—281.

Lysias, In Agoratum 76.3-4.

Translation based on Lamp (1930).

Demosthenes, Iepi tav npog AAéEavSpov auvdnKav 17.4.
Translation based on Vince and Vince (1926).
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(56) KoIing:>*®

gav uny  muypf] vidovtat T0G XETpag 00K
eanmi  pyghmi nipsonte tas hiras uk

if NEGz2 fist.DAT wash.AOR.SUB]J.3P the.Acc hands.acc NEG1
¢abiovaly

esthiusin

eat.PRES.IND.3P

‘[...] if they do not wash their hands, they don’t eat.
(57) KoINE:**

elpun  Svvapat Katopbaai T adtég, ov

i mi dhyname katorthose ti aftos u

if NEG2 can.PRES.IND.1S achieve.AOR.INF something myself NEG1
$Boviiow GMw 100 motfjoat T yevvaiov
fthoniso alo tu piise ti jenéon

grudge.FUT.IND.1S other.DAT the.GEN do.AOR.INF something brave

‘If I cannot achieve something myself, I will not grudge another his achieve-
ment.*’

(58) KoINE:®
elob  Kij edp’ oig mpoTEPOV ... ]
iu kini ef’ s proteron
if NEG1 move.PRES.IND.2S by  those.DAT formerly

‘If you are not moved by the same things as formerly [...]."’

(59) Koing:*®
Eav odk &) TG totobtov aiwpa [...]

eanuk  échi tis tiiton aksioma
if NEG1 have PRES.sUBJ.3S someone such  quality

5

‘If someone doesn’t have such an (honorable) quality [...]

Novum Testamentum, Secundum Marcum 7.3.2—3.
Epictetus, Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 1.27.8.4-5.
Translation based on Higginson (1890).

Epictetus, Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 4.4.46.5-6.
Translation based on Higginson (1890).

Origenes, Fragmenta in Psalmos 19150 118.170.13—14.
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(60) LATE MEDIEVAL:>

KoaAdg RAOeg, Ve®TEPE, &V OVK  eloal mpoddtng
Kalos ilthes nedtere, anuk  ise prodhotis
well come.pp.2S younger, if NEG1 be.INp.2S traitor

‘Welcome, younger one, if you are not a traitor.

(61) LATE MEDIEVAL:*

el 8¢ xal o0 Béhelg V& gNONG, 1500 €yd

i dheke u thélis na elthis, idha eghd

if 2P and NEG1 want.INP.2S suBj come.PNP.2S here I  go.INP.1S
brayaive

ipaghéno

‘And if you do not want to come, here I am going.

(62) LATE MEDIEVAL:®’

Kol v o08ev €AOng 0 yopyév, katéPnv Exw eig Mayye
ke an udhén élthis to ghorghon katévin  ékho is Mage
and if NEG1 come.pNP.2S the soon, go.PNP.1S fut  to Mage

‘And if you do not come soon, I will go to Mage [...]’

(63) LATE MEDIEVAL:®*

€ibé kal 8&v 10 8éetau, A v Sevtepwow
idhe ke dhen to dhéksete palin na dhefteroso
if.2P and NEG1 it accept.INP.3S again NA repeat.PNP.2S

‘if she does not accept it, I will send again.

Despite some remnants, the use of NEG2 in conditional antecedents is no longer
productive by Late Medieval Greek and would not make it to the Standard Modern
Greek stage. Table 3 depicts the distribution of NEG1 and NEG2 in the conditional
protasis in Classical Greek, Koine and Late Medieval Greek from a general sample
of over 1000 negators (NEG1 and NEG2) per stage.

NEG2 pn /mi/ is still found in conditionals during the Late Medieval stage, but
to a very limited extent. There is a statistically significant shift in the distribution of
NEG1 and NEGz2 in the conditional antecedent from Koine to Late Medieval Greek
(p-value < 107*5), while the change in negator distribution from Attic Greek to
Koine is not statistically significant (p-value = 0.1939).

Digenis Akritis 651.

Digenis Akritis 1005
Digenis Akritis 288

Livistros and Rodamne 1100.
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Late Medieval Greek *34:| 43 B

Koine Greek =g 172 -
Attic Greek |7 171 =
| | | |
o 20 40 60 80
= NEG1 0v (x)/(ov) Sev = NEG2 pn

Figure 4: Negator distribution in the conditional protasis in Attic, Koine and Late
Medieval Greek

3.2.1 An explanation: upward reanalysis of NEG2 on Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy

The unavailability of NEG2 in the conditional protasis during Late Medieval
Greek (although other polarity items are still licensed in that environment) further
indicates a repartitioning of labor between NEG1 and NEGz2 that must have taken
place during the Early Medieval Greek stage. The picture that emerges for the use
of NEG2 in Late Medieval Greek—as well as for the stages to follow—is that NEG2
became an element that now more starkly correlates to the C position (see also
Giannakidou 2009), in contributing illocutionary force (as in the case of prohibition,
interrogation and introducing verba timendi complements). The conditional protasis
does not offer such a position for NEG2, given that the C position in conditionals is
filled by the &v /an/, éav /ean/ or the ei /i/ conditional particles that now compete
with NEG2 for the C position and as a result are in complementary distribution with
NEG2. This is a fact that describes the situation in Standard Modern Greek as well.
Only NEG1 can appear in the conditional protasis in Standard Modern Greek; NEG2
is ungrammatical.

(64) STANDARD MODERN GREEK:

Av 8ev /[ *unv  €pbet, Ba  otevaywpedw
An dhen /*min érthi tha stenakhoretho
if NEG1 / *NEG2 come.PNP.3S FUT be-sad.PNP.1S

‘If s/he doesn’t come, I will be sad’
ONLY NEG1 IN THE CONDITIONAL PROTASIS

In the example above we see that the conditional protasis is unable to license the
Modern Greek NEG2 mi(n), although it does license the perfective non-past form of
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the verb érthi ‘come’, which has been analyzed as a negative polarity item in Gi-
annakidou (2009). Therefore the conditional antecedent is still capable of licensing
negative polarity items, as would be expected. In addition, although Classical Greek
had four basic classes of conditionals (simple condition, contrary-to-fact, future-
more-probable, future-less-probable), distinguished also in terms of complementizer
selection (&v /an/, €¢&v /ean/ or the &i /i/, as well as mood and tense considerations
in both the antecedent and the consequent, and the presence of the modal &v /an/,
see Beck et al. 2012 for a recent formal treatment), no correlation is detected be-
tween negator selection and either complementizer selection or class of conditional
in Classical Greek or the following stages: NEG2 was the default negator of the
conditional protasis in Classical Greek and Koine, and was replaced by NEGu1 in this
function during the Late Medieval Greek stage.

It is a rare moment in the life of a negative polarity item as old as the NEG2
un /mi/, when the environments that license it have shrunk by one. For NEGz, its
retreat from the conditional antecedent, where it has been dominant since Homeric
Greek, is a change that co-occurs not only with the loss of true negative imperatives,
discussed in the previous section, but also with a major Jespersen’s Cycle stage: a
stage of negator renewal. It is during the Late Medieval Greek stage that the re-
placement of the former NEG1 u(k) with NEG1 (u)dhen, and the former NEG2 pn
/mi/ with NEG2 pun&év /midhén/ began to be generalized. Although NEG2 replace-
ment did not persist into Standard Modern Greek, as pndév /midhén/ grammatical-
ized towards another direction (undév /midhén/ in Standard Modern Greek is the
word for zero),*® it is plausible to assume a connection between the two shifts and
Jespersen’s Cycle processes. This is a point noted also in Willis (2013) for the case
of Welsh, in which the loss of true negative imperatives (which he also links to a
syntactic status shift of the negator) is simultaneous with a major Jespersen’s Cycle
stage (loss of the preverbal negative marker ni(d)). Late Medieval Greek, however,
was still a stage of variation regarding the forms of NEG1 and NEG2 and it appears
that the repartitioning of labor between NEG1 and NEG2 (and thus the loss of NEG2
from the conditional protasis) took place prior to the stabilization of NEG1 dhen as
the sole permissible negator of conditionals by Early Modern Greek.

Given the complexity of the emerging picture and the fact that we have al-
ready established a major shift in the syntactic status of NEG2 from specifier to
head, I will be conservative in merely describing this change in the distribution
of NEG2, in anticipation of more research in more languages. The description I
propose, however, follows a line of reasoning introduced in Roberts (2010), who
combines the Roberts and Roussou (2003) perspective on grammaticalization and
syntactic change as upward reanalysis with Cinque’s (1999, 2004) discovery, known
as the cartographic approach. Roberts (2010) explains a number of identified gram-
maticalization paths with reference to Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of functional pro-

See Chatzopoulou (2012, to appear) for this kind of grammaticalization as loss of scalar reference and
endpoint lexicalization.
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jections, among which are Romance futures/conditionals (Benveniste 1968, Pinkster
1987, Hopper and Traugott 1993), perfects to preterits (Vincent 1988), and the de-
velopment of English modals (Lightfoot 1979, Roberts 1985, Warner 1993, Traugott
and Dasher 2002). All these cases can be viewed as the result of upward reanalysis
on the Cinque (1999) hierarchy. I propose that the loss of the Greek NEG2 from the
conditional antecedent by Late Medieval Greek can be treated as one more such case
that makes sense under the same perspective: the ban of NEG2 from the conditional
antecedent indicates one more subtle shift, which can be captured through the aid
of the Cinque (1999) hierarchy of functional projections. The connection between
the different uses of NEG2 and the cartographic approach is first made in Willmott
(2008), who also links the function of NEGz2 as a negator of conditional antecedents
in Homeric Greek to Moodyea1is and discusses the explanatory value of the Cinque
(1999) hierarchy on different issues that relate to the Greek negators.

Thus, apart from its shift in syntactic status (from phrase to head), NEG2 appears
to have also reanalyzed as relating to a higher position within C in its expanded
form. NEGz2 seems to have elevated to a position where it competes with the con-
ditional particle both in Late Medieval Greek (&v /an/, £¢&v /ean/ or the €i /i/) and in
Standard Modern Greek (av /an/). This transition is represented in figure 4 below.

MOOdSpeechAct Moodgyaluative MOOdEyidential MOdEpistemic T(Past) T(Future) Moody realis

MOdNecessity MOdPossibility ASPHabitual ASpRepetitive(I) ASpFrequentative(I) ASPCelerative(I) Modyylitional
MOdOingation MOdAbility/Permission ASpCelerative(H) T(Anterior) ASPTerminative ASPContinuative
AspPerfect(?) AspRetrospective Aspproximative  ASPDurative ASPGeneric/progressive AspProspective
ASpSCompletive(I) ASpPlCompletive Voice ASpCeIerative(H) ASpSCompletive(H) ASpRepetitive(H)
ASpFrequentative(H) ASpSCompletive(H)

Figure 5: The upward reanalysis of the Greek NEG2 on Cinque’s hierarchy

In Cinque’s account the relevant projections are described as Mood, but this
position can be seen simply as a higher C position, with which the NEG2 is now
linked, following the diachronic tendency for up-the-tree movement (Roberts and
Roussou 2003). The Moodyreal;s is akin to the notion of nonveridicality in its purest
form and deprived from all additional connotations, such as speech-act, evaluativity
or evidentiality. A movement from Moodyrealis t0 M0Odspeechact has been claimed
to be involved in the synchronic derivation of conditionals in general (Danckaert
and Haegeman 2012). The relevance of Danckaert and Haegeman’s claim with the
upward reanalysis of NEG2 from a position that merely indicates irrealis (in Clas-
sical and Koine Greek) to the locus of illocutionary force is clear, if we consider it
along with the Roberts and Roussou (2003) perception of grammaticalization as ‘loss
of movement. (loss of synchronic movement; the elements get permanently reana-
lyzed as originating in their former landing site; cf. ‘changes from Move to Merge’,
Roberts and Roussou 2003: 71).
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Independent evidence, which may corroborate the case that after some point
NEG2 pn /mi/ and the conditional particle compete for the same position on the
expanded CP, can be provided from Modern Greek, where both NEG2 pn /mi/ and
the conditional particle av /an/ can appear with the perfective non past form of the
verb. In a minimal pair fashion, either one, but not both, can appear in this position.
The meaning of course differs.*

(65) Mnv/Av €pbeig./[+**]
Min/an érthis
NEG2/if come.PNP.2S
‘Don’t come.’/ ‘If you come [...]

Therefore, the loss of NEG2 from the conditional protasis can be represented as
the result of its diachronic elevation to a syntactic position in which the conditional
particles are already hosted. The prohibitive function of NEG2 was already linked to
that position, while the non-negative functions of NEGz2, as a particle introducing
yes/no questions and as complementizer selected by timendi predicates, which were
discussed in section 2.2, indicate similar developments at an earlier stage. Although
for the case of Greek there is no textual evidence from an earlier stage (pre-Greek
or proto-Greek) at which the non-negative functions of NEG2 were not present, the
semantic bleaching of negative particles and their structural elevation to C positions
is not uncommon (Heine and Kuteva 2002: 216, Aldridge 2011, van Gelderen 2011:
295, 331-337). Below are examples of the non-negative uses of NEG2 in different
stages of Greek (some examples are repeated here from section 2.2 for completeness).

(66) 8tH c. BC:®

. , ’ ’ )y > —~

uj  mod twa Svopevéwv  $&od”  Eppevar  avdpdv;

me:  pu:  tina dysmeneo:n pP"ast” emmenai andro:n

NEG2 maybe someone enemy.GEN.PL say.2P be.INF  man.GEN.PL

‘Do you think he could be an enemy?’ NEG2 AS QUESTION PARTICLE
(67) 4THC. BC:*°

M1} o0v éyd Anp®;

me: wmn ego: lero:?

NEG2 thusI  speak-nonsense.PRES.IND/SUBJ.1S

‘Am I speaking nonsense?’ NEG2 AS QUESTION PARTICLE

For a recent discussion on the different functions of particles in this position, including the Modern
Greek NEG2, see Chondrogianni (2011).

Odyssea 6.200.

Plato, Theaetetus 163d 7.
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(68)

(69)

(70)

1ST c. AD:%’

prp mévteg @mdotodol; Wiy mAvieg mpodiital;

mi  pantes apostoli? mi  pantes prophite?

NEG:2 all apostles.nom NEG2 all prophets.Nom

‘Are all apostles? Are all prophets?’*® NEG2 AS QUESTION PARTICLE

12TH C. AD:*°

Mi  tobtogelv’ TOV  Aéyovatv 0 Avyevig

Mi tatos in’ ton léghusin 0 Dighénis
NEG2 he is whom call. PRES.IND.3P the.NoM Dighenis.Nom
Axpltng;

Akritis?

Akritis.NoM

‘Is he the one they call Digenis Akritis?’ NEG2 AS QUESTION PARTICLE
18TH C. AD:"°

Mnv eidate  tov avtpa pov Tov Aovka

min idhate ton andra mu ton Luka

NEG:2 see.rp.2P the.acc husband.Acc my the.acc Lukas.acc
KohtokoOda;

Kaljakudha

Kaljakudhas.acc

‘Did you happen to see my husband, Lukas Kaliakudas?’
NEG2 AS QUESTION PARTICLE

8TH c. BC:"

apdLrpopém kot Oeldia T T ol
amphitromeo: kai de:dia me: ti
tremble.PRES.IND.1S and fear.PRES.IND.1S NEG2 something
n&onav

pate:isin

suffer.AoR.suBj.3P

‘I tremble and fear lest something happens to them.
NEG2 WITH TIMENDI PREDICATE

Novum Testamentum, Ad Corinthios I 12.29.1-30.2.
Translation by Senior et al. (1990).

Digenis Akritis 1216

Fauriel (1824—1825), 1.118.

Odyssea 4.820.
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5TH c. BC:”?

fuetlg  8é8oika pn - tévovtia TPATTOVIEG
he:me:s dedoika me: tanantia prattontes
we.NoM fear.PRES.IND.1S NEG2 the.opposite do.PRES.PCPL.NOM
davapLev

p"ano:men

seem.SUBJ.1P

‘I fear that we may seem to have pursued the opposite’
NEG2 WITH TIMENDI PREDICATE

1sT c. AD:"?

av  [...] tpépel, uj  got Aeirm ™
sy trémis mi  si lipi ta
you tremble.PRES.IND.2S NEG2 you.DAT lack.PRES.SUB]J.3S the
dvorykator

anageéa

necessary

‘You tremble lest you lack the things that are necessary to you.

NEG2 WITH TIMENDI PREDICATE
12TH c. AD:™*
8éBoka un - dovevdd mpo  Qpag

dhédhika mi  foneftho pro  Oras
fear.prP.IND.1S NEG2 be.killed.pNp.1S before time

‘I fear that I may be killed prior to my time. NEG2 WITH TIMENDI PREDICATE

STANDARD MODERN GREEK:

O Tuwavvng ¢oPfdtar  pnv  appwatroet
o Janis fovate min arostisi
the Janis  fear.inp.3S NEG2 get.sick.PNP.3S

‘John is afraid that he may get sick’ NEG2 WITH TIMENDI PREDICATE

Table 4 gives a picture of the distribution of NEG2 in all its different functions

in three stages of spoken Greek (Attic Greek, Koine, Late Medieval Greek). Focusing
on the functions of NEG2 that bear relevance on our present discussion, we see that
it is the non C-related uses of NEG2 that are nearly pushed to extinction in Late
Medieval Greek: (i) the use of NEG2 in the conditional protasis (which was replaced

Isocrates, Archidamus 51.1-2.
Epictetus, Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 3.26.2.2
Ptohoprodromos 1. 273.
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by NEG1), and (ii) the use of NEG2 as lexical negation.” The prohibitive function of
NEG2 (unembedded directives with finite verb) remains vibrant in all three stages,
while the attestation of NEG2 in purpose/result clauses increases in Late Medieval
Greek at the expense of infinitival and participial forms, which are significantly
reduced.

DP-internal negation is unattested in our corpus for the Late Medieval Greek stage. NEGz2 as lexical
negation is found only with a few remaining participial forms. Affixal negation, however, &(v) /a(n)/
in particular, is still productive, e.g. &vépeytog /andrehtos/ ‘not pleasant’ (Digenis Akritis3203), &xAnpia
/akliria/ ‘disinheritance’ (Digenis Akritis3420).
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It is the oldest and most stable functions of NEG2 prn /mi/ that relate to the C
position. The constellational approach on the different uses of NEG2 pn /mi/ of
Joseph and Janda (1999) is in a sense applicable to all stages of Greek.”® It seems,
however, that diachronically the family of uses of NEG2 pun /mi/ attracts its mem-
bers to higher structural positions. The loss of infinitives and with them infinitival
negation may have further contributed to that, along with the reduction of forms in
the participial paradigms (Joseph [1978] 1990, Horrocks 2010). Infinitives as well as
participles had been providing positions for NEG2 lower in the clause, which were
no longer available. The substitution of such structures with full CPs necessarily
forced NEGz2 to higher syntactic positions. With the exception of remnants of lex-
ical negation NEG2 pn /mi/ (to be revived in later stages of the language), all other
functions of NEG2 pn /mi/ by Late Medieval Greek contribute illocutionary force of
various sorts.”” The ban of NEG2 from the conditional antecedent seems to be the
outcome of conspiratorial forces, yet the ordering of projections in Cinque (1999)
can give us an idea of anticipated grammaticalization paths and regular tendencies
in language change. The undesirability flavor of NEG2 with timendi predicates can
be linked to evaluativity, while NEGz2 in its dubitative function (see also Joseph and
Janda 1999, Giannakidou 1998) can be linked to Modgpistemic-

Although for the case of Attic Greek there was no formal/phonological distinction among the various
functions of NEGz2. The constellation in its strict sense, as described in Joseph and Janda (1999), which
take into account both form and function, begins to rise during the Medieval Greek stage (see section
3.1.2).

It should also be noted that the Albanian NEG2 mos, which is also a reflex of the Proto-Indo-European
NEG2 *meyy,, remains the default negator of conditional antecedents, while it also maintains a lexical
negation function, although morphologically integrated (Joseph 2002). Examples (i) and (ii) are from
Tomi¢ 1999, and (iii) and (iv) are from Joseph (2002).

i. ALBANIAN NEG1 NUK IN DECLARATIVE

Nuk e hapni derén.
NEGu it.acc.cL open.2P door.the

‘You are not opening the door’

ii. ALBANIAN NEG2 MOS IN PROHIBITION

Mos e hapni derén
NEGz2 it.acc.cL open.2P door.the

‘Don’t open the door!’

iii. ALBANIAN NEG2 MOS IN CONDITIONAL PROTASIS

né mos gaboj [...]
if NEG2 err.1S

‘if I am not mistaken [...].

iv. ALBANIAN NEG2 MOS AS NEGATIVE PREFIX:
mosbarazi ‘inequality’ (barazi ‘equality’)
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NEG2 with verba timendi

NEG2 Dubitative (also OP)

NEG2 Question particle

Moodspeechact MoOodEvaluative MOOdEyidential ModEpistemic  T(Past) T(Future) Moodyirea)is

MOdNecessity MOdPossibﬂity ASPHabitual ASpRepetitive(I) ASpFrequentative(I) ASpCelerative(I) Modyylitional
MOdOingation MOdAbility/Permission ASpCelerative(H) T(Anterior) ASPTerminative ASPContinuative
ASpPerfect(?) ASpRetrospective Aspproximative  ASPDurative ASPGeneric/progressive ASpProspective
ASpSCompletive(I) ASpPlCompletive Voice ASpCelerative(H) ASpSCompletive(H) ASpRepetitive(H)
AspFrequentative(H) ASpSCompletive(H)

Figure 7: The upward reanalysis of the Greek NEG2 on Cinque’ s hierarchy

This account agrees with the terminology proposed in Chatzopoulou (2012, to
appear) for regular syntactic change as upward lexical micromovement or structural
microelevation. This viewpoint provides the tools for the description of diachronic
change out of which the identification of major diachronic tendencies results. Not
all changes are permanent and not all functions of an element elevate at once. But if
they do, this is the path they appear to follow. The micro- part of ‘micromovement’
refers to the gradualness of the changes described, which is in agreement with out-
looks on grammaticalization and language change that highlight the gradual nature
of the phenomenon (Lichtenberk 1991, Haspelmath 2001, Hopper and Traugott 2003,
Lehmann 2004, Lightfoot 2005). Not all uses of the Greek NEG2 constellation ele-
vate or elevate together, but the tendency in syntactic change is for upward move-
ment even within the fine-grained Cinque hierarchy. Such micro-operations have
been discussed in Roberts (2010, 2012), as well as Traugott and Trousdale (2010),
where a view for language change is supported as involving a number of micro-
steps that eventually have a macro effect after multiple cycles of acquisition. These
changes, like parameter and micro-parameter resetting in general, can also be cap-
tured through the notion of mismatch across distinct linguistic modules (Sadock
1991, Sadock and Schiller 1993, Sadock 2012), as figure 5 above implies (see further
Chatzopoulou 2012: 183-184, 300—301 for a two tier representation model for the
description of language change).

4 CONCLUSION

The Greek NEG2 is the oldest living reflex of the reconstructed Proto-Indo-
European negator *mey;, preserved also in the Armenian NEG2 mi and the Alba-
nian NEG2 mos. Its negative polarity behavior is probably just as old, which is
the only thing that would make its presence meaningful. Although NEG2 is stable
throughout the history of Greek, its distribution has not remained the same. Two
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changes that have occurred by the Late Medieval Greek stage were identified and
accounted for: the loss of true negative imperatives and the ban of NEG2 from the
conditional protasis, both interpreted as pointing to a syntactic status shift of NEG2
in its sentential negation function. These changes were simultaneous with a Jes-
persen’s Cycle stage and were preceded by major developments in the mood and
complementation system. The inability of NEG2 to negate morphological impera-
tives is among the evidence that indicates its syntactic status shift from Spec,NegP
to Neg® NegP in Late Medieval Greek. This change was not merely syntactic, as few
things are. The subtle transformation of NEG2 mi had further ramifications that
relate to its semantic value, from [iNeg] to [uNeg] in Zeijlstra’s (2006) terminology,
a development which further agrees with the predictions of van Gelderen (2004) on
grammaticalization, namely the principle of Feature Economy which anticipates the
transformation of semantic and interpretable features into uninterpretable ones. The
retreat of NEG2 from the conditional protasis is again indicative of a fine semantic—
or microsyntactic—change in its function. This change was described as microele-
vation of NEG2 on the Cinque (1999) hierarchy of functional projections, from a
position indicating irrealis to the locus of illocutionary force. These two positions
have been argued to be relevant also in the synchronic derivation of conditionals
(Danckaert and Haegeman 2012). Linked to that position, NEG2 is by Late Medieval
Greek incompatible with the conditional particle and as a result, the default negator
NEG1 will take its place.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS (RESUMED) Part of this research was also presented in the
Deutsche Gesellschaft fr Sprachwissenschaft—DGfS 34, March 8, 2012 and will appear
in the conference proceedings. I would also like to thank George Walkden and
Moreno Mitrovic for the complex part of typesetting and valuable editing sugges-
tions.

ABBREVIATIONS 2P ‘second position clitic’, Acc ‘accusative’, AOR ‘aorist’, DAT ‘da-
tive’, FUT ‘future’, GDV ‘gerundive’, GEN ‘genitive’, IMP ‘imperative’, IND ‘indicative’,
INF ‘infinitive’, INP ‘imperfective non past’, 1p ‘imperfective past’, Nom ‘nominative’,
oPT ‘optative’, P ‘plural’, pcpL ‘participle’, PNP ‘perfective non past’, pp ‘perfective
past’, PRES ‘present’, S ‘singular’, suB ‘subjunctive’

38



The history of the Greek NEG2

REFERENCES

Texts and translations

Epictetus. Schenkl, H. 1916. Epicteti dissertations ab Arriano digestae. Leipzig: Teub-
ner.

Novum Testamentum Graece cum apparatu critico. 1956. curavit D. Eberhard Nestle,
novis curis elaboravit D. Erwin Nestle adiuvante D. Kurt Aland, 22™ edition,
Stuttgart: Wrttembergische Bibelanstalt.

Demosthenes with an English translation by C. A. Vince, M. A. and J. H. Vince, M.A.
Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd.
1926.

The Works of Epictetus: His Discourses, in Four Books, the Enchiridion, and Fragments.
Epictetus. Thomas Wentworth Higginson. translator. New York. Thomas Nel-
son and Sons. 1890.

Digenis Akritis. Alexiou, S. 1985. Vasileios Digenis Akritis kai to Asma tou Armouri.
Athina: Ermis.

Lendari, Tina. 2007. Livistros and Rodamne. The Vatican version. Athens: MIET.

New Testament. The Catholic Study Bible: The New American Bible, edited by
Donald Senior, Mary Ann Getty, Carol Stuhlmueller, John J. Collins. New York-
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lysias with an English translation by W.R.M. Lamb, M.A. Cambridge, MA, Harvard
University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd. 1930.

Ptohoprodromika. Eideneier, H. 1991. Ptochoprodromos (Neograeca Medii Aevi V).
Ko6ln: Romiosini.

39



Chatzopoulou

General bibliography

Aldridge, Edith. 2011. Neg-to-Q: The Historical origin and development of question
particles in Chinese. The Linguistic Review 28(4). 411—447.

Anastassiadis-Symeonidis, Anna.1986. H veoloyia atnv kovrj veoeMnviki]. Emotnpovikr Eme-
mnpida T Pihocogixric ZyoArc Tov A.I1L.O., Iapdptnua ap 65. Thessaloniki.

Anastassiadis-Symeonidis, Anna. 1994. Neodoyikdg daveiopdc-Apeaa Saveia amd tn] yaAhikr
Kot T1v ayyAoapepixavikri-Mopgogavodoyikr avatvor. Thessaloniki.

Andriotis, Nikolaos. 1983. Etimologiko lekiko tis Koinis Neoellinikis. Thessaloniki:
Institouto Neoellinikon Spoudon.

Arad, M., and Anna Roussou, 1997. Particles and C-positions in Classical Greek.
Unpublished ms., University College London and University of Wales, Bangor.

Baker, Carl L. 1970. Double negatives. Linguistic Inquiry 1(2). 169—186.

Baker, Mark. 2008. The macroparameter in a microparametric world. In T. Biberauer
(ed.) The Limits of Syntactic Variation, 351-374. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Beck, Jana E., Sophia A. Malamud, and Iryna Osadcha. 2012. A Semantics for the
Particle >’an in and outside Conditionals in Classical Greek, Journal of Greek
Linguistics 12. 51-83.

Borer, Hagit. 1984. Parametric Syntax: Case Studies in Semitic and Romance Lan-
guages. Dordrecht: Foris.

Brandtler, Johan. 2012. The Evaluability Hypothesis: The Syntax and Semantics of
Polarity Item Licensing in Swedish. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Buyssens, Edward. 1959. Negative Contexts, English Studies 40. 163—169.

Chatzopoulou, Katerina. 2011. Negator selection in the light of (non)veridicality.
Presented at the 32nd Annual Meeting for Greek Linguistics, Thessaloniki, 6—8
May 2011.

Chatzopoulou, Katerina. 2012. Negation and nonveridicality in the history of Greek.
PhD dissertation, University of Chicago.

Chatzopoulou, Katerina. 2013. Re(de)fining Jespersen’s Cycle. In Proceedings of the
36™ Penn Linguistics Collogium — PLC 36, University of Pennsylvania Working
Papers in Linguistics - PWPL 19(1). 31—40.

Chatzopoulou, Katerina. (to appear). The Greek Jespersen’s cycle: Renewal, stabil-
ity and structural microelevation. In Chiara Gianollo, Agnes Jaeger and Doris
Penka (eds.), Language change at the syntax-semantics interface (Proceedings of
Deutsche Gesellschaft fr Sprachwissenschaft -- DGfS 2012). Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

40



The history of the Greek NEG2

Chatzopoulou, Katerina and Anastasia Giannakidou. 2011. Negator selection in
Attic Greek is a polarity phenomenon. Poster presentation at DiGS XIII, UPenn,
Philadelphia, June 2-5.

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Chondrogianni, Maria. 2011. The Pragmatics of the Modern Greek modal parti-
cles 6a, va, pn(v) and ag. In Katerina Chatzopoulou, Alexandra Ioannidou and
Suwon Yoon (eds.), Proceedings of the gth International Conference on Greek Lin-
guistics — ICGL 10, 322—331. e-publication.

Cinque, Guglielmo. 1999. Adverbs and functional heads: A cross-linguistic perspec-
tive. New York: Oxford University Press.

Cowgill, Warren. 1960. Greek ou and Armenian o¢. Language, 36(3). 347—50.

Danckaert, Lieven and Liliane Haegeman. 2012. Conditional clauses, Main Clause
Phenomena and the syntax of polarity emphasis. In Caroline Heycock, Guido
Vanden Wyngaerd and Robert Truswell (eds.), Advances in comparative Ger-
manic syntax, 133—167. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Dover, Kenneth. 1960/2000. Greek word order. London: Cambridge University Press.

Dowty, David. 1994. The Role of Negative Polarity and Concord Marking in Natu-
ral Language. Semantics and Linguistic Theory (SALT) IV. Cornell University,
Ithaca, NY.

Efthimiou, Angeliki. 2008. Negative morphemes in Modern Greek: the case of
a- and mi. In Bernard Fradin (ed.), La raison morphologique: Hommage a la
mémoire de Danielle Corbin, 55-68. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Fortson, Benjamin. W. 2010 (1st edition 2004). Indo-European Language and Culture:
An Introduction. Malden, MA: Blackwell Textbooks in Linguistics.

Fowler, Frank Hamilton. 1896. The negatives of the Indo-European languages. Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press.

Gaatone, David. 1971. Etude descriptive du systeme de la négation en frangais con-
temporain. Geneva: Libraire Droz.

Ger0, Eva-Carin. 1997. Negatives and noun phrases in classical Greek: An investiga-
tion based on the corpus platonicum. Peter Lang: Frankfurt am Main-Berlin.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1994. The semantic licensing of NPIs and the Modern
Greek subjunctive. In Language and Cognition 4, Yearbook of the Research Group
for Theoretical and Experimental 49 Linguistics, 55-68. University of Groningen.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1995. Subjunctive, habituality and negative polarity. Se-
mantics and Linguistic Theory SALT V: 132—150. Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1998. Polarity sensitivity as (non)veridical dependency. Am-

41



Chatzopoulou

sterdam: John Benjamins.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 2001. The meaning of free choice. Linguistics and Philoso-
phy 24.659-735.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 2006. Only, emotive factives, and the dual nature of polar-
ity dependency. Language, 82(3). 575-603.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 2009. The dependency of the subjunctive revisited: tem-
poral semantics and polarity. Lingua 120. 1883—1908.

Goodwin. William Watson. 1874. Conditional Sentences in Greek Syntax. Journal
of Philology 15. 189—90.

Goodwin, William Watson. 1889. Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek verb.

New York: Macmillan.

Han, Chung-Hye. 2000. The Structure and Interpretation of Imperatives: Mood and
Force in Universal Grammar (Outstanding Dissertations in Linguistics). New
York: Garland Publishing.

Han, Chung-Hye. 2001. Force, negation and imperatives. The Linguistic Review 18.
289—-325.

Haspelmath, Martin. 1997. Indefinite Pronouns. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2001. Word classes/parts of speech. In P. B. Baltes and N.J.
Smelser (eds.), International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences.
16538-16545. Amsterdam: Pergamon,

Heine, Bernd and Tania Kuteva. 2002. World lexicon of grammaticalization. Cam-
bridge University Press.

Hoeksema, J. 1986. Monotonie en superlatieven. In C. Hoppenbrouwers, Joop Hout-
man, Inneke Schuurman, and Frans Zwarts (eds.), Proeven van taalwetenschap,
38—49. Groningen: Nederlands.

Honda, Isao. 1996. Negation: A cross-linguistic study. PhD dissertation. Buffalo:
State University of New York at Buffalo.

Hopper, Paul J. and E. C. Traugott. 1993/2003. Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Horrocks, Geoffrey. 1997/2010. Greek: A History of the Language and its Speakers.
1997. Addison: Wesley Publishing Company. 2010. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Israel, Michael. 2011. The Grammar of Polarity. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Jackendoff, Ray. 1969. An Interpretive Theory of Negation. Foundations of Language
5. 218—241.

Joseph, Brian, D. 1978/1990. Morphology and universals in syntactic change: ev-

42



The history of the Greek NEG2

idence from Medieval and Modern Greek. PhD dissertation, Harvard Univer-
sity.

Joseph, Brian. D. 2001. Language Contact and the Development of Negation in
Greek and the Balkans. In Greek Linguistics ‘99. Proceedings of the 4th Interna-
tional Conference on Greek Linguistics, Nicosia, September 1999, 346—353. Thes-
saloniki: University Studio Press.

Joseph, Brian. D. 2002. Balkan insights into the Syntax of *me: in Indo-European. In
M. Southern (ed.), Indo-European Perspectives (Journal of Indo-European Studies
Monograph Series 43), 103—120. Washington, DC: Institute for the Study of Man.

Joseph, Brian D. and Richard D. Janda. 1999. The Modern Greek Negator mi(n)(-
) as a Morphological Constellation. In G. Babiniotis (ed.), Greek Linguistics:
Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference on Greek Linguistics, 341—351.
Athens: Elinika Gramata.

Joseph, Brian D. and Irene Philippaki-Warburton. 1987. Modern Greek. London:
Croom Helm.

Kambitsis, Jean. 1972. L’ Antiope d’Euripide. Athens.

Kannicht, Richard. (ed.).2004. Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, vol. V. Euripides.
Gottingen.

Kas, Mark. 1993. Essays on Boolean Functions and Negative Polarity. PhD disser-
tation. Groningen.

Klima, Edward. 1964. Negation in English. In J. A. Fodor and J. J. Katz (eds.), The
structure of language. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Kroch, A. 1989. Reflexes of grammar in patterns of language change. Language
Variation and Change, 1. 199—244.

Ladusaw, William. 1979. Polarity sensitivity as inherent scope relations. Ph.D. thesis,
University of Texas.

Lehmann, Christian. 2004. Theory and method in grammaticalization. In G. Diewald
(ed.), Grammatikalisierung, Special issue of Zeitschrift fr Germanistische Lin-
guistik 32, 152—187.

Lichtenberk, Frantisek. 1991. On the gradualness of grammaticalization. In E. C.
Traugott and B. Heine (eds.), Approaches to Grammaticalization, vol. 1, 37-8o.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Lightfoot, David W. 1975. Natural logic and the Greek moods: the nature of the
Subjunctive and Optative in Classical Greek. The Hague: Mouton.

Lightfoot, David W. 1979. Principles of Diachronic Syntax. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

43



Chatzopoulou

Lightfoot, David W. 2005. Can the lexicalization/grammaticalization distinction be
reconciled? Studies in Language 29. 583—615.

Linebarger, Marcia C. 1980. The Grammar of Negative Polarity, PhD dissertation,
MIT. [Reproduced by the Indiana University Linguistics Club, Indiana, 1981].

Linebarger, Marcia C. 1987. Negative Polarity and Grammatical Representation.
Linguistics and Philosophy 10. 325-387.
McKay, K. L. 1986. Aspects of the imperative in ancient Greek. Antichthon 20. 41-58.

Merchant, Jason. 2006. “‘Why no(t)?. Style 40(1/2). 20-23. (Special issue edited by
William Salmon and Charalabos Kalpakidis as a Festschrift for Haj Ross).

Miestamo, Matti. 2005. Standard negation: The negation of declarative verbal main
clauses in a typological perspective. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyer.

Miestamo, Matti, and Johan van der Auwera. 2007. Negative declaratives and neg-
ative imperatives: similarities and differences. In Andreas Ammann (ed.), Lin-
guistics festival, May 2006 Bremen, 59—77. Bochum, Germany: Brockmeyer

Moorhouse, Alfred C. 1959. Studies in the Greek Negatives. Cardiff: University of
Wales Press.

Payne, John. R. 1985. Negation. Language typology and syntactic description, vol-
ume I, In Timothy Shopen (ed.), Clause structure, 197—242. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Philippaki-Warburton, Irene and Vassilis Spyropoulos. 2004. A change of mood:
the development of the Greek mood system. Linguistics 42(2). 791-817.

Pinkster, H. 1987. The strategy and chronology of the development of future and
perfect tense auxiliaries in Latin. In Historical development of auxiliaries, M.
Harris and P. Ramat (eds), 193—223. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Postma, Gertjan and Wim van der Wurff. 2007. How to say no and don’t: Negative
imperatives in Romance and Germanic. In Wim van der Wurff (ed.), Imperative
clauses in generative grammar, 205—49. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Probert, Philomen. 2006. Ancient Greek accentuation. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Rijksbaron, Albert. 1984/2006. The syntax and semantics of the verb in Classical
Greek. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Rijksbaron, Albert. 2012. Does Ancient Greek have a word for 'No’? Journal of
Greek Linguistics 12(1). 140—160.

Rivero, Maria Luisa. 1994. Negation, imperatives and Wackernagel effects. Rivista
di Linguistica 6(1). 39—66.

Rivero, Maria Luisa and Arhonto Terzi. 1995. Imperatives, V-movement and logical

44



The history of the Greek NEG2

mood. Journal of Linguistics 31. 301-332.

Roberts, Ian. 1985. Agreement parameters and the development of English modal
auxiliaries. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory, 3. 21-58.

Roberts, Ian. 2010. Grammaticalization, the clausal hierarchy and semantic bleach-
ing. In Elizabeth Closs Traugott and Graeme Trousdale (eds.), Gradience, gradu-
alness and grammaticalization, 45-73. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Roberts, Ian. 2012. Towards a parameter hierarchy for verb-movement: diachronic
considerations. Presentation at Deutsche Gesellschaft fr Sprachwissenschaft—
DGfS 2012, Frankfurt, March 2012.

Roberts, Ian and Anna Roussou. 2003. Syntactic change. A minimalist approach to
grammaticalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Roussou, Anna. 2007. Minimalism and Diachronic Syntax: The Development of
Negative Expressions. In Agathopoulou E., M. Dimitrakopoulou, D. Papadopoulou
(eds.), Festschrift for Prof E Panagopoulos, 17™ International Symposium on The-
oretical and Applied Linguistics, 11-27.

Sadock, Jerry M. 1991. Autolexical syntax: A theory of parallel grammatical repre-
sentations. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Sadock, Jerry M. 2012. The Modular Architecture of Grammar. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Sadock, Jerrold M. and Eric Schiller. 1993. The Generalized Interface Principle.
Chicago Linguistic Society Proceedings 29. 391—402.

Tomié, Olga. M. 1999. Negation and imperatives. Catalan Working Papers in Lin-
guistics 7. 191-206.

Traugott, E. and Dasher, R. 2002. Regularities in Semantic Change. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Travis, Lisa, 1984. Parameters and Effects of Word Order Variation. PhD dissertation.
MIT.

Van der Auwera, Johan. 2005. Prohibitives: why two thirds of the world’s languages
are unlike Dutch. In P. Dekker and M. Francke (eds.),Proceedings of the Fifteenth
Amsterdam Colloquium, 25—-30. Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam.

Van der Auwera, Johan. 2006. Why languages prefer prohibitives. In 5} Ei& [ Wai
guo yu—Journal of Foreign Languages] 161. 2—25.

Van der Wouden, Ton. 1994. Negative Contexts Collocation, Polarity and Multi-
ple Negation. PhD disseration, University of Groningen. (Published 1997 with
Routledge).

Van Gelderen, Elly. 2001. Phrases, Heads, Grammaticalization and Economy. Inter-

45



Chatzopoulou

national Conference on Historical Linguistics, published in Journal of Compara-
tive Germanic Linguistics 7.1(2004). 59—98.

Van Gelderen, Elly. 2004. Grammaticalization as Economy. Amsterdam-Philadelphia:
John Benjamins.

Van Gelderen, Elly. 2008b. Cycles of Negation in Athabaskan. Working Papers in
Athabaskan Languages 7. 49—64.

Van Gelderen, Elly. 2009a. Feature economy in the Linguistic cycle. Historical
syntax and linguistic theory. Oxford-New York: Oxford University Press.

Van Gelderen, Elly. 2011. The Linguistic Cycle: Language Change and the Language
Faculty. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vincent, N. 1988. Latin. In The Romance Languages. M. Harris and N. Vincent (eds)
London: Routledge, 26-78.

Warner, A. 1993. English Auxiliaries: Structure and History, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Willis, David. 2013. The history of negation in the Brythonic Celtic languages. In
David Willis, Anne Breitbarth and Christopher Lucas (eds.), The history of nega-
tion in the languages of Europe and the Mediterranean, volume 1: Case studies,
239—297. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Willmott, Jo. 2008. Not in the mood: modality and negation in the history of Greek.
To appear in Proceedings from the 29" Annual Meeting of the Department of
Linguistics. Thessaloniki.

Willmott, Jo. 2010. The semantics of negative directives in Homeric Greek: a ty-
pological account. In I. Putzu, G. Paulis. G. Nieddu and P. Cuzzolin (eds), La
morfologia del greco tra tipologia e diacronia. Attidel VII Incontro. internazionale
di linguistica greca. Franco Angeli.

Willmott, Jo. 2013. Negation in the history of Greek. In David Willis, Anne Breit-
barth and Christopher Lucas (eds.), The history of negation in the languages of
Europe and the Mediterranean, volume 1: Case studies, 299-339. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Wood, Johanna. 2003. Definiteness and number. PhD dissertation. Arizona State
University.

Zanuttini, Raffaella. 1991. Syntactic Properties of Sentential Negation: a compara-
tive study of Romance languages. PhD dissertation. University of Pennsylva-
nia.

Zanuttini, Raffaella. 1997/2001. Negation and Clausal Structure. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Zeijlstra, Hedde H. 2004. Sentential Negation and Negative Concord. PhD disser-

46



The history of the Greek NEG2

tation. Universiteit van Amsterdam.

Zeijlstra, Hedde. H. 2006. The Ban on True Negative Imperatives. Empirical Issues
in Syntax and Semantics 6. Eds. Bonami O. and Cabredo Hotherr P. 405-24.

Zwarts, Frans. 1986. Categoriale Grammatica en Algebraische Semantiek. Een studie
naar negatie en polariteit in het Nederlands. Doctoral disseration, University of
Groningen.

Zwarts, Frans. 1993. Three types of polarity. Ms. (also appeared as Zwarts 1998 in
F. Hamn and E. Hinrichs, Kluwer (eds.), Plural Quantification, Dordrecht).

Zwarts, Frans. 1995. Nonveridical contexts. Linguistic Analysis 25. 286—312.

Katerina Chatzopoulou

Association of Ancient Greek Philosophy ‘syn Athena’
7th Merarhias 1

Kavala 65403

Greece

cchatzop@hotmail.com

47


mailto:cchatzop@hotmail.com

Chatzopoulou

APPENDIX: TEXTS EXAMINED FOR NEG1 AND NEG2 DISTRIBUTION

Attic Greek (5th—4th century BC)

Aristophanes, Lysistrata, Ranae (Aristophanes. Acharnenses, Equites, Pax, Aves, Ly-
sistrata, Thesmophoriazusae, Ranae, Plutus: Coulon, V. and M. van Daele. 1967.
Aristophane, Paris: Les Belles Lettres)

Euripides, Alkistes, Hippolytus (Euripides. Murray, G. 1902. Euripidis fabulae. Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press)

Lysias, In Eratosthenem, In Agoratum, De caede Eratosthenes (Lysias with an English
translation by W.R.M. Lamb, M.A. Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press;
London, William Heinemann 1930)

Plato, Respublica IV (Plato. Platonis Opera, ed. John Burnet. Oxford University
Press. 1903)

Koine Greek (1st century bc—1st century AD)

Stabo, Geographica VI-VIII (Meineke, A. 1877. Strabonis geographica, vol. 1-3.
Leipzig: Teubner)

Greek New Testament (synoptic gospels: Secundum Mattheum, Secundum Marcum,
Secundum Lucam, Novum Testamentum Graece cum apparatu critico. 1956. cu-
ravit D. Eberhard Nestle, novis curis elaboravit D. Erwin Nestle adiuvante D.
Kurt Aland, 22" edition, Stuttgart: Wrttembergische Bibelanstalt)

Epictetus, Dissertationes ab Arriano digastae III (Schenkl, H. 1916. Epicteti disserta-
tions ab Arriano digestae. Leipzig: Teubner)

Late Medieval Greek (12th—14th century AD)

Digenis Akritis (Escorial manuscript, Digenis Akritis. Alexiou, S. 1985. Vasileios
Digenis Akritis kai to Asma tou Armouri. Athina: Ermis)

Livistros and Rodamne (Vatican version, Livistros and Rodamni (version b). Lendari,
T. 2007. Livistros and Rodamne: The Vatican version. Athina: MIET)

Imperios and Margarona (Imberios and Margarona. E. M. Jeffreys and M. J. Jeffreys.
1983. Popular literature in Late Byzantium. London: Variorum Reprints)

Chronicle of Moreas (Chronicle of Morea. Kalonaros, P. P. 1940. To Hronikon tou
Moreos. Athina: Dimitrakos)

Ptoholeon (Ptoholeon. Kehagioglou, G. 2011. Ptoholeon. Thessaloniki: MIET)
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