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ABSTRACT

This work is concerned with tracing the historical development of the various
functions of the Modern Greek connective pu. This connective has a consider-
able range of functions, and there have been attempts in the literature to group
together these functions in a synchronically valid framework. It is my con-
tention that the most illuminating way of regarding the functional diffusion of
puÑand of any content wordÑis by looking, not only at one synchronic distri-
bution (that of Standard Modern Greek), but at the full range of synchronic dis-
tributions in the sundry diatopic variants (dialects) of Modern Greek, and that
such a discussion must be informed by the diachrony of the form.

This I attempt to do within the framework of grammaticalisation theory,
whereby the development of grammatical forms is considered in the context of
reanalysis and analogical extension of forms. As a diachronicist model, this al-
lows for fluidity between function distinctions, and puts in place a historically-
oriented alignment of semantic transitions which a strictly synchonicist account
would miss. Work on pu has already been done in this framework; however,
such work has considered the distribution of pu in Standard Greek alone, with
only a brief consideration of its ancient antecedents. I contend that the picture
formed of its distribution under such constraints leads to several false generali-
sations.

In order to arrive at a truer picture of the factors determining the develop-
ment of pu, there are three facets that need to be considered in detail:

(a) its synchronic distribution in Standard Modern Greek, a variant
for which extensive corpora and native speaker judgements are
readily available;

(b) its distribution in the various modern dialectsÑto establish the
possible diversification of developments for the particle, and to
ensure that one potential pathway is not privileged as a universal
tendency at the expense of other, divergent developments (a
problem identifiable in treatments of this topic, hitherto looking
only at the standard language);

(c) a detailed investigation of the use of the etymon of the particleÑ
ho@pouÑin Ancient Greek. It is one of the major contentions of
grammaticalisation theory that the past meaning of a particle in-
fluences its subsequent meanings. In order to test the relevance of
this principle fully, it is necessary to investigate the functionality
of ho@pou not in isolation, but in the context of the entire Ancient
Greek grammatical system.
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Due to time and scope constraints, I attempt only these first three tasks in this
thesis. I do not attempt a detail look at areal diffusion or the mediaeval Greek
semantic transitions involved, nor at the use of pu in collocation.
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Dr Marija Tabain (Macquarie), Fiona Watson (Malone). Outside the department, I also men-
tion Neile Kirk (Russian), who proofread this work, Katherine Phelps (Multimedia, RMIT),
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And then, what though DeathÕs scythe
comes! Earth will have woken
from the deceptive nightmare of life and deathÑ
and in the light above the dark killer
will reap only empty air!
ÑNikos Kazantzakis; Terzinas: To Himself.

Kai t¿te pia toy X�roy to drap�ni
den p�ei na Õrue¼! apÕ to braxn� ton pl�no
zvüq kai x�roy ua Õxei h Ghq jypnüseiÑ
ki o skotein¿q foni�q sto fvq ap�nv
�deio mon�xa agªra ua uer¼sei!
ÑN¼koq Kazantz�khq? Terts¼neq: Eiq Eayt¿n.
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CONVENTIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Centuries are given in lowercase roman numerals; thus xixÊADÊ= nineteenth cen-
tury. Frequently a vernacular mediaeval text is preserved in manuscripts dating
much later than the putative date of authorship. Given the tendency of scribes
to modify vernacular texts, the work as given to us may reflect the language sit-
uation of its date of copying more faithfully than it does its date of authorship.
For that reason, text datings are given in the format (Date of Authorship/Date
of Manuscript). Where a date occurs at some unknown time between x and y, it
is given as x~y; where a text is known to have been written over the period be-
tween x and y, it is given as xÐy. Thus, the Paris manuscript of the Chronicle of
Morea can be dated as (1370~1388/xv), while MakriyannisÕ Memoirs are dated
as (1829Ð1851). ~x means around date x.

Transliteration of Greek over the range of times covered in this work raises
several problems. The phonetic change-over between Ancient and Modern
Greek took place over an extended period; as a result, any phonetic transcrip-
tion of texts between vÊBC and xÊAD is tentative, and would have to be either
modified from century to century, or conventionalised and treated as more of a
transliteration than a transcription. For instance, the singular accusative noun
gyna¼ka ÔwomanÕ has at various times been pronounced /guna"Ûka/, /gyna"Ûka/,
/gyÈnaika/, /gyÈneka/, /ÄyÈneka/ and /ÄiÈneka/ (its spelling remaining constant),
which in Standard Modern Greek is realised as [ÆiÈneka], and in other dialects as
[ZiÈneka], [üiÈneka] or [ÄuÈneka].

Problems remain after xÊAD: for example, it is impossible to know when gemi-
nation died out in Early Modern Greek texts, given that it still survives in South-
Eastern dialects. The phonetic transcriptions done by modern Greek dialectol-
ogists present problems of their own. For instance, kÿ is used to transcribe the
front allophone of /k/, where it is further front than Standard Modern Greek
[c]; but we seldom have any way of knowing whether the allophone involved is
[tS] (as in Cypriot), [tþ] (as in at least some varieties of Cretan), or some other
posterior coronal.

In the face of such complications, transcription offers few benefits to the kind
of study undertaken here; phonetics is not particularly relevant to this study,
and phonology is relevant only as far as the phonological reduction concomitant
with the grammaticalisation of pu. The only real use for transcription is in citing
linguistic forms in discussion, which would otherwise be hard to keep track of
for readers unfamiliar with the Greek alphabet. Since text examples are glossed
where appropriate, they give rise to no such need, and transliteration would im-
pede legibility of extended texts for readers already familiar with Greek. On the
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other hand, Greek-alphabetÐonly examples would make it difficult for non-hel-
lenists to keep track of examples from this work. For that reason, textual cita-
tions are given in both Greek alphabet and transliteration, while individual
forms under discussion are transliterated. The subject matter of this thesis thus
appears in examples as Îpoy, opo´ or poy, while in-line instances in discussion
appear as ho@pou, opu or pu.

The problem of what kind of transliteration to adopt remains. Given that pho-
netic accuracy is not essential for this study, two different transliterations are
used. The first is used for Ancient Greek; the second, a broad phonemic translit-
eration, is used for Modern Greek.1 Texts from before 1100ÊAD are transliterated
as if they were Homeric Greek. So y is transliterated as /u/, not (Attic) /y/, oy as
/ou/, not /o3ù/, ei as /ei/, not /e3ù/, and so on. It might be argued that the latter
two choices are factitious, since most instances of orthographic oy and ei were
never diphthongal; but the aim here has been a graphemically close translitera-
tion, rather than historical phonetic accuracy. For vowels whose length was not
orthographically indicated (a, i, y), the vowel is given as long only where this is
immediately obviousÑwhen the vowel has a circumflex accent and is not part of
a diphthong. Vernacular texts from after 1100ÊAD are transliterated as if they
were CSMG (Contemporary Standard Modern Greek)Ñe.g. without gemination;
the cut-off point is necessarily arbitrary. Both transliterations use the IPA, and
are detailed in TableÊ1. The unmarked allophone is listed first in the Modern
phonetics value(s) column, and is always used in transliteration.  Modern
proper names are transliterated in a more conventional manner, also given in
TableÊ1.

Greek
grapheme

Ancient
phonetic
value(s)

Modern
phonetic
value(s)

Proper
Name
translitÕn

Greek
grapheme

Ancient
phonetic
value(s)

Modern
phonetic
value(s)

Proper
Name
translitÕn

a a, aù a a ai ai e e

b b v v ei ei i i

g g Ä [Æ, j] g oi oi i i

gi gi Äi [j] y yi ui i i

d d D d Q aùi a a

e e e e � eùi i i

z zd z z ó oùi o o

h eù i i ay au af, av2 af, av

u tH T th ey eu ef, ev ef, ev

i i i [j, ¿] i hy eùu if, iv if, iv

k k k [c] k oy ou u ou

l l l, [´] l mp mp b [Éb, mp] mb, b, mp

1Thus, no distinction is made between vowel /i/ and glide /j/; nasal sandhi and velar/ palatal al-
lophony are not indicated. In the controversy of the phonemic status of [j], I have abided with
the historical and orthographical rendering /Äi/. For simplicityÕs sake, I have chosen to omit
prenasalisation for voiced stops (see Arvaniti (1994) for the current sociolinguistic standing of
prenasalisation.)
2/af/ obtains before voiceless consonants, while /av/ obtains before voiced consonants and
vowels; the same holds for /ef, ev/ and /if, iv/.
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m m m m nt nt d [<d, nt] nd, d, nt

n n n [ø, N, m] n gg Ng g [Ôg, Ng,
Ëï, ï, ÷ï]

ng

j ks ks x gk Nk g [Ôg, Ng,
Ëï, ï, ÷ï]

ng

o o o o gj Nhs Nks nx

p p p p gx NkH Nx nh

r r r r ts ts ts ts

s, q s s [z] s tz zd dz tz

sx skH sx sch W r8 r r

t t t t \ h ¿ Ñ

y u i y | ¿ ¿ Ñ

f pH f f ^ ß È Ñ

x kH x [C] h « @ È Ñ

c ps ps ps `  $ È Ñ

v où o o

Table 1. Greek phonetics and transliterations3

Traditionally, Greek is written in the polytonic systemÑmarking stress with the
three distinct pitch accents of Ancient Greek, and using the rough and smooth
breathing marks to indicate the presence or absence of /h/ word-initially. The
distinctions made in the polytonic system are not pertinent in Modern Greek,
and in the last two decades the monotonic system has become widely adopted,
using only the acute to mark stress, and dispensing with breathing marks. The
monotonic system is being increasingly used for Early Modern Greek works as
well (notably in the Dictionary of Mediaeval Greek Vernacular WritingÑ
though not without controversy), and I use it for all vernacular text extracts
dating from after 1100ÊAD, while retaining polytonic stress for archaistic texts.

Where an individual has chosen their own transliteration for their name (e.g.
Cavafy rather than Kavafis), that transliteration is followed. For place names, I
have used common non-Greek variants in wide use (e.g. Zante, Corfu, Rhodes
rather than Zakinthos, Kerkira, Rodos), and I have preferred Classical translit-
erations over transliteration directly from Modern Greek, where these are like-
wise well-known (e.g. Euboea, Aegina, Elis rather than Evia, Egina, Ilia.) Greek
names have also been preferred for places no longer under Greek dominion,
since the Greek linguistic literature uses these names (e.g. Philippoupolis, Argy-
roupolis, Himara rather than Plovdiv, G�m�sühane, Himer�); I append the con-
temporary placenames on first mention.

Dialect texts are cited in the transcription given in the source texts; this is
usually the Greek alphabet with diacritics, though Italiot Greek texts use Italian

3Stress is usually not marked in transliterating Modern Greek; I have marked stress where nec-
essary to distinguish between contrastively stressed lexemesÑin particular, stressed and un-
stressed lexemes such as (polytonic/monotonic/transliterated) po´/poy/pu (the particle investi-
gated in this thesis) and po /po´/Èpu (Ôwhere?Õ); pÃq/pvq/pos (ÔthatÕ, complementiser) and p©q/
pÃq/Èpos (Ôhow?Õ). I also distinguish between deictic n�/Èna Ôbehold!Õ and connective na/na Ôsub-
junctive markerÕ, although the two are not so distinguished in official modern orthography.
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orthography embellished with diacritics and Greek letters. Where Greek texts
are transcribed in a non-IPA roman orthography (as is regularly the case for
Italiot, and in some instances Tsakonian, Mariupolitan and Cypriot), an IPA
transcription is adjoined. Consistent with practice elsewhere in this work, I cite
dialect texts in monotonic rather than polytonic.4 Allophonic variation already
present in Standard Modern Greek (in particular, palatal allophones of velars
and alveolars) is seldom made explicit in the transcriptions. Furthermore, while
dialectologists transcribe phonetically, native speakers usually transcribe
phonologicallyÑand since few dialects differ phonologically from SMG, they
employ the Greek alphabet without diacritics.5 The approach taken here has
been to transliterate the Greek literally, even though the transliteration clearly
mixes phonemic and allophonic levels.6

Although transcription is idiosyncratic, a de facto standard for Greek-script
transcription is the system employed in the Academy of AthensÕ Historical
Dictionary of Modern Greek (Istorik¿n Lejik¿n thq Nªaq Ellhniküq).7 For Italiot,
the system in RohlfsÕ (1950) Historische Grammatik der unteritalienischen
Gr�zit�t, using the conventions of Italian dialectology, is widespread, though
not universal. Mariupolitan in recent years is transliterated in Cyrillic. These are
the transcriptions most frequently encountered, and are outlined below:

Symbol Common variants IPA Comments
a¬ a - Q
b b
ĝ Æ Used where CSMG would use the allophone [Ä]
g g
ĝ ï Used where CSMG would use the allophone [g]
d d
d. d. êù
« µ
ẑ zÿ Z, ü Greek dialectologists rarely distinguish between palato-

alveolars (as in Cyprus) and alveopalatals (as in at least
some parts of Crete); I thus transcribe this sign as z&, unless
an explicit phonetic description indicates otherwise.

i 9 j

4One further intervention I have made in the texts is to regularise the notation of yod: i », iQ, i¼ and i
are all rendered as i ».
5For example, while Standard Greek realises /k/ as [c] before front vowels, Cretan realises it as
[tþ]. A dialectologist would thus transcribe Cretan /keri/ [tþeÈri] ÔcandleÕ as kÿer¼, while lay
Cretans have no difficulty with transcribing it as ker¼, though in Standard Greek this would be
pronounced [ceÈri].
6For instance, Standard Greek koimüuhke /kiÈmiTike/ [ciÈmiTice] Ôshe sleptÕ is transliterated as
kimiTike; the Northern Greek equivalent [cÈmiTci] is written by Greeks as kÿmo¼uki (since /ki/Ê>
[ci]) is assumed); this is transliterated accordingly as cmiTki. There are instances in Greek dia-
lects where e.g. /ki/ is realised as [ki] (for instance, Northern Karpathos); I ignore those in-
stances here, although the unpalatalised diacritics are kept in the source text.
7DeffnerÕs (1923) phonetic symbols for Tsakonian, used in the Dictionary, have been widely
criticised, and have been tacitly substituted by CostakisÕ (1986) phonemic symbols, which have
prevailed since the inception of the Historical Dictionary.
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Ci Ci9, C′ C
[+pal]

Usually used to indicate that the preceding consonant is
palatal rather than alveolar or velar, when the vowel con-
ditioning the palatalisation has been dropped

k̂ c Used where CSMG would use the allophone [k]
k\ kH
l̂ lÿ ´ Used where CSMG would use the allophone [l]
lú ¨
l. l Used where CSMG would use the allophone [´]
n. n> n Used where CSMG would use the allophone [ø]
n̂ ø Used where CSMG would use the allophone [n]
ĵ kS, kþ Transcribed here as ks&
o¬ v¬ O
p\ pH
ŝ sÿ, xÿ S, þ Transcribed here as s&
t\ tH
tŝ kÿ, ts& tS, tþ Transcribed here as ts&
ts| tẑ, zÿ, tŝ tþ In his phonological analysis, Haralambopoulos (1980)

treats this as /tsH/
y¬ y
x̂ C Used where CSMG would use the allophone [x]
ĉ c& pS, pþ Transcribed here as ps&
C-C Cù

Table 2. Historical Dictionary of Modern Greek transcriptions

Symbol IPA Symbol IPA
d. ê c« tS
u T g« dZ
d D x x
c= c g Ä
g= ï xÿ C
nÿ ø y Æ
ß S l-, lù ´
Ω Z

Table 3. RohlfsÕ Italiot transcriptions

Cyrillic IPA Cyrillic IPA Cyrillic IPA Cyrillic IPA
a a z z o o x x
b b i i p p c ts
v v j j r r dz dz
g Ä y ö r' rJ h tS
kg g k k s s d/ dZ
d d l l t t w S
d' dJ l' ´ t' tJ q StS
d¾ D m m t¾ T [ ja
; e n n u u ] ju
e je n' ø f f

Table 4. Mariupolitan Cyrillic

Greek texts originating in the InternetÑespecially in electronic mail and newsÑ
typically appear in ad hoc romanisation. Such texts are quoted here in the ro-
manisation they originally appeared in, and in typewriter font. Romanisation is
inconsistent from user to user, relying on either phonetic or visual affinity; to
give the most extreme examples, u can be romanised as any one of q,  8,  9,  0,



PREFATORY MATERIAL xxi

u,  c,  or th , while j can appear as j,  3,  x, $,  or ks .8 Thus, such texts are still
accompanied by IPA transcription, as well as Standard Greek orthography.

Consistent with the above, texts are uniformly given in their original script as
well as transcription; for example, Arabic script for the proto-Cappadocian of
the Sufi poets, or LinearÊB for Mycenaean Greek. Examples from other lan-
guages are given in the orthography/transliteration they were published in;
non-Greek texts transcribed in Greek (Arvanitika, Aroumin) are also translit-
erated in the orthography of their corresponding literary language (Albanian,
Romanian)Ña practice more usual for Aroumin than Arvanitika.

When the date of a textual example is pertinent, the date is given in the right
margin, as follows:

(1) (1886)
Mpore¼ na me gªlasan ta m�tia moy, ma san mpüka sto pali¿ maq to sp¼ti,
uarro´sa poy me glykoko¼tazan oi to¼xoi.
bori na me Äelasan ta matia mu, ma san bika sto palio mas spiti, Tarusa pu me
Älikokitazan i tixi.
[Psichari expresses his joy at returning to Istanbul.] My eyes may have deceived
me, but when I entered our old house, I thought [that] the walls were sweetly
gazing at me. (PsichHLQ:83)

For some texts, a printed translation is available in English. In such cases, I note
the translation in the list of texts (AppendixÊD); otherwise, translations are my
own. On occasion, I give both a printed translation and my own for clarification.
I distinguish my translations of the Greek from othersÕ by placing the latter in
italics, as below:

(2) (1829)
Potª den mol´nuhkan tÕ arxe¼a thq patr¼doq moy? o´te eiq thn kybªrnhsin, o´te eiq
eparx¼eq, o´te eiq �toma, opo´ agvnistükame eiq thn Ro´melh, Pelop¿nnhson kai
nhsi� kai Sp�rth, den e¼nai poyuen� kathgor¼a paramikrü dia em�q.
pote Den molinTikan t arxia tis patriDos mu; ute is tin kivernisin, ute is eparxies,
ute is atoma, opu aÄonistikame is tin rumeli, peloponison ke nisia ke sparti, Den
ine puTena katiÄoria paramikri Dia emas.
The archives of my country were never sullied; neither in the government, nor
in the districts, nor in individuals, when we fought in Roumeli, the
Peloponnese and the islands and Sparta, nowhere is there the slightest accusa-
tion against us.
And we have never befouled the pages of our countryÕs history. In our conduct
to the Government, to the provinces, to individuals, when we fought in
Roumeli and the Peloponnese and the islands and Sparta, not the slightest ac-
cusation can be made against us. (MakM 7)

8There is often no one predominant romanisation used. For instance, for u, 0 is used 34% of the
time, 8 26% of the time, and both th  and q 16%. Similarly, for j, 3 is used only 65% of the time.
(Counts done on Hellas-L archives, with probe words ua and jªrv.) PeoplesÕ romanisations are
not necessarily even internally consistent; one will see words like xexasa  jªxasa ÔI forgotÕ,
where x  transliterates both j /ks/ and x /x/. This means that reading Internet-romanised Greek
is impossible for someone who does not already know Greek.
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Standard Greek glosses of dialect texts given in the sources, and cited here for
contrastive illustration, are also italicised. Citations from nonÐEnglish-language
scholarship are consistently given in my own translation.

The term Macedonian is used in this work to refer to both the northern Greek
dialect and the Slavonic language spoken to its north; where confusion might
result, the terms Macedonian Greek and Macedonian Slavonic are employed.

The following abbreviations are used in the text; for abbreviations used to
refer to texts, see AppendixÊD.

ea. early la. late
ACC Accusative ACT Active
CSMG Contemporary Standard Modern

Greek
EMG Early Modern Greek

FEM Feminine GEN Genitive
HDMS Historical Dictionary Centre

Manuscript
IMPERI Imperative Imperfective

IMPERP Imperative Perfective IMPFP Imperfective Past
IMPFS Imperfective Simplex INF Infinitive
MASC Masculine N/AP Not marked for Aspect, Past
N/AS Not marked for Aspect, Simplex NEUT Neuter
NOM Nominative PART Participle
PASS Passive PERFP Perfective Past
PERFS Perfective Simplex PL Plural
PLUP Pluperfect SMG Standard Modern Greek
SG Singular VOC Vocative
+> Conversational Implicature >> Presupposes
>>/ Does not presuppose |- Semantically entails
ä per thousand

Table 5. Abbreviations used


