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Lepilinyn

Xe avté 10 Gplpo eletdlw ™ ypioN TWV QUTIOAOYIKGV OpimV 0DV Kol yap oe
UETOKAQOTIKES, 1) Aoyoteyvikés TnYES. A1apopeTikes yvaues Exovy datonmbel ayetika
HE TOV 0p1OUo TV GHUOGLOV TOD UTOPOLY VO, EKPPAEOVDY TO. GUYKEKPIUEVO, UOPIO.
Kamoior Erovv vrootypiler v dmapln piog Hovadikng kevipikng onuaciog yio, kabe
Hopio, eva dlior Epovv avayvapicel uio mwoikidio onuociov. Eva emmléov onueio
opwviog eivar N Oloaypoviky  oyéon uETold TS KoBapd  aiTioloyIKNG Kol
™S TPOGHeTIKNG yprons twv uopiwv. Kamoior epevvntes Bewpovv ott n mpoobetikn
XPHON TPONYELTAL O10YPOVIKG, VO GlLo1 1ayvpilovTal To avtifeto. AkolovBawvtog Tovg
Pander Maat and Degand (2001), vrootnpil{w o011 0Aeg 01 UTIOAOVIKES YPHOEIS TOD
Erovv eletaatel oty Pfiflioypopio umopodv vo, torobetnBodv oe évo. cvveYés Omov n
OVUUETOYN TOV OUIANTH KOUGIVETOL OO «yYouniny ¢ «oyniny. Katodnyw oty
vomobean OtL TO 1010 GVVEYES €IVl OVVATO Va. YIVEL QVTIANTTO WG €va. Ol10ypOVIKO
«UOVOTTATLY TPOG TH THUACLOLOYIKY ECEAIEH 0TV TV UopIiwV.

AéCeig-rkheroia: autiotnra, onuacioloyio, dioypovia, iy A0YoTeEYVIKES TNYES
1 Introduction

Standard typological accounts of co-ordination in the European languages do not pay
much attention to causal co-ordination:! Haspelmath (2007: 48), for example, notes
that ‘these coordination types are marginal, and the linkers used in them are not
always clear cases of coordinators.” Scholars working on Ancient Greek, however,
have noted that causal coordinating conjunctions (‘particles’) are actually quite well
represented, and that especially at an early stage co-ordination, rather than
subordination, forms the main strategy (Viti 2008). In the Post-classical period, too,
causal conjunctions are well-represented, obv and yép in particular (see e.g. Bentein
2016a; 2016b).

Scholars generally agree that these causal particles can be used with a variety of
meanings, although there is no general agreement as to the precise number of
meanings and their labels: Moulton and Geden (1978: 1104), for example, recognize
as many as eight different uses for ovv: (i) inference (logical consequence), (ii)
consequent command or exhortation, (iil) consequent effect or response, (iv)
inferential question, (v) summary (a final inference, a conclusive statement), (Vi)
adversative, (vii) continuation or resumption of narrative, and (viii) continuation of
discussion. Other scholars have suggested that only one core meaning needs to be
postuated: Zakowski (2017: 388), for example, argues that the following ‘procedural
rule’ explains all of odv’s uses: ‘take the upcoming assumption(s) to be mutually
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manifest in the sense that it/they is/are in accordance with assumptions which are
themselves mutually manifest.’

Moreover, causal particles such as ovv and yép can not only be found with a
purely causal sense, but also with an ‘additive’ (‘continuative’, ‘progressive’) one. So,
for example, one writer starts his letter immediately with yvaookery oe odv Oéiw,
where the sole function of obv is to announce the start of the letter.

(1) Havioko[g] 1 coPim (1. cupPim) pov [Thovtoyevig untpi Thg BuyATPOS HoL
mAiota (. mAgiota) yaipewv. mpd pev <mavtov> gdyopé (l. edyopoi) cor v
orordnpla (L. oloxAnpio<v>) ka®’ €kdotnv Muépav mapd Toig Oeolc ma\ov.
YvOGKeW o€ 0OV 0EAm KkTA. (P. Mich. 111 214, 11. 1-7 (297 AD))

“Paniskos, to my wife Ploutogenia, mother of my daughter, very many greetings.
First <of all> I pray daily for your good health in the presence of all the gods. I
would have you know then [ovv] etc.”

When it comes to the diachronic relationship between ‘causal’ and ‘additive’
uses, there is no agreement between the standard accounts: so, for example, Schwyzer
(1950: 584-85) considers the causal use to have developed out of the additive use,
whereas Denniston (1954: 416) suggests the reverse order.

This paper’s aim is to re-consider the debate, both synchronically and
diachronically, by drawing on recent insights from Cognitively inspired approaches.
The discussion focusses specifically on Post-classical non-literary sources from Egypt
(I = VIII AD), letters, petitions, and contracts in particular. The paper is structured as
follows: in §2, I briefly discuss the notion of causality, focusing in particular on recent
proposals for a scalar approach; in §3, I outline the synchronic relevance of such a
scalar approach, arguing in §4 that such an approach also has its diachronic relevance.
Concluding observations are made in §5.

2 A scalar approach towards causality

While presenting an important step forward in the discussion, two significant
disadvantages of the ‘procedural rule’-approach proposed by Zakowski (2017) is that
(1) it disregards the notion of ‘causality’, and (ii) it does not seek to maintain the clear
connection that seems to exist between particles such as ovv and yap. When it comes
to the first point, Cognitively inspired studies such as Kemmer and Verhagen (1994)
and Stukker, Sanders and Verhagen (1999) consider causal relations ‘one of the most
basic aspects of the way humans conceive coherence in the world they inhabit, in their
experiences, and in their relationships with other people’ (Stukker, Sanders and
Verhagen 1999: 66).

A central notion in this regard is the ‘causative situation’, which can be
conceived of as a relation between two events, the ‘causing event’ and the ‘caused
event’. The central participants to these two events can be referred to as the ‘causer’
and the ‘causee’ respectively. Consider the following example:

(2) The sun was shining, so I went to the beach.

The first clause, the sun was shining, can be considered the causing event, and
the second clause, I went to the beach, the caused event. The sun represents the
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causer, and the first person (‘I”) the causee. Because it is the causee that is influenced
by the causal situation, the causee is considered the ‘locus of causation’: Pit (2003),
for example, refers to the causee as the ‘causally primary participant’ (CP). Note that
the causing event does not necessarily have to precede the caused event: in English,
one can just as well say ‘I went to the beach, because the sun was shining’. The same
was possible in Ancient (Post-classical Greek), thanks, among others, to the presence
of particles such as odv and yép.

Next to the order of the causing and the caused event, studies have argued that
the human mind distinguishes between a couple of major types of causality
(causation), including volitional vs. non-volitional causation (e.g. ‘I felt tired so I left’
vs. ‘It rained so I couldn’t play tennis’), and argumentative vs. real-world causation
(e.g. ‘May I have a sandwich, because I’'m hungry’ vs. ‘I went to buy a sandwich,
because I’'m hungry’). Scholars have proposed to re-interpret these different types of
causality in terms of a continuum, developing a scalar approach towards causality,
which, I will argue, is able to capture the semantics of different types of causal
particles, such as odv and yép.

For reasons of space, I will focus here on just one approach, that by Pander Maat
and Degand (2001), which focuses on ‘speaker involvement’. Speaker involvement
refers ‘to the degree to which the present speaker is implicitly involved in the
construal of the causal relation’, speaker involvement increasing ‘with the degree to
which both the causal relation and the related units are constituted by the assumptions
and actions of the present speaker’ (Pander Maat and Degand 2001: 214). Pander
Maat and Degand (2001) explicitly distinguish a number of prototypical relational
interpretations exemplifying increasing degrees of speaker involvement, which makes
their approach more easily applicable to corpora such as ours. To be more specific,
Pander Maat and Degand (2001) distinguish between the following five uses, which
can be situated along a scale ranging from low to high speaker involvement: (i) non-
volitional causal relations; (ii) volitional causal relations; (iii) causality-based
epistemic relations; (iv) non-causal epistemic relations; (v.1) speech-act relations
type 1: motivating a speech act; (v.2) speech-act relations type 2: paraphrasing and
summarizing.

3  Synchrony

When it comes to the synchronic use of obv and ydp in our corpus of non-literary
texts, it seems that both particles are predominantly used with a high degree of
speaker involvement. Causal relations with a minimal amount of speaker involvement
are relatively hard to come by, especially in the case of ovv. The following examples
illustrate non-volitional and volitional causal relations with yap:

(3) oby evpiokm tag dvvapévag cvvepydlesBor uiv, drfo(?)]c[o(?)]t yap Toig
1dtoug kuplong Epydlovton (P. Brem. 63, 11. 11-14 (IT AD))

“I cannot find girls who can work with me, for [ydp] they are all working for
their own mistresses.” [tr. Bagnall and Cribiore]

(4) g 0OV Eypaydc pot mpdtepov oV Adkov (1. Adkkov) dvayficar Toid: o yap

yopiov gav un evpn 10 adtapkeg Vowp péret (1. péiier) PrantecBon (P. Sarap.
97,11. 8-11 (I AD))
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“You wrote me to clean the tank first and that's what I do; because [yép] the property,
if it does not get enough water, may suffer.”

In (3), the CP (causally primary participant, see §2) is human and animate, but
does not have control over the situation. In (4), too, the CP is human and animate, too,
and has control over the situation: the property needs water, so the first person,
Anubion, has decided to clean the tank.

Epistemic and especially speech-act relations are much more frequently
expressed by ovv and yép. In such cases, a real-world causal relation is as it were
‘transposed’ to the mental domain of inference making. The causee is typically
human, either the actual speaker or a third person. Epistemic relations are virtually
limited to yap. They can be quite varied: they can express not only knowledge,
judgment, or opinion, but also wonder, as the following example shows:

(5) Bavpdlm ndc ovk Eppovticag The unxavig thg Taketl, kol yopig Tod ypdwor
pe: opoimg yap Enabov meppovicévar og g Eipidvog (P. Mil.Vogl. IV 256, 11.
3-7 (I/11I AD))

“I wonder about the fact that you did not take care of the machine of Talei, even
without me writing to you. For [yép] likewise I have learned that you took care of
the machine of Ibion.”

Speech-act relations are very often expressed by both odv and yép. With odv,
these speech act-relations typically concern commands or questions, which may be
explicitly perspectivized or not (that is, preceded by a complement-taking verb). In
the following example, ovv is explicitly accompanied by a verb of request, 4&16:

(6) T®vV ocvvnBov VOdTEV dedVTIOV KATEADETV €ig TOV TpoKIuEVoV SpLupHoV Ewmg
TAG0N, péxpt viv odk Ecyev, GAAG Kkivdvvevet dmoénpavdfivialt ... dEid odv,
KOp[ie, pavepdv [T]d aiyiadoOAia[kt Totcalt, v’ éav &ve[k]a aueiiog PAAPOg
Toyévnton, [, ... ] [1]e mpog avtov [Exi]v (1. Exewv) Adyov €rmi tod kpatic[tod
énJupomov (P.Wisc. I 34, 11. 4-16 (144 AD))

“Although the usual amount of water should flow to the above-mentioned
brushwood, until it is filled, it has not so far received it, but is in danger of drying
out ... I therefore [obv] request you, lord, to make it clear to the shore guard, in
order that, if damage arises from neglect, I have remedy against him with the
egregious procurator.”

With y&p, speech-act relations are more varied in nature. Speech-act relations can
be found frequently with commands and questions, forming as it were, the reverse-
image of ovv-relations: we first get the imperative and then the causal relation.
However, they can also be found with propositions and wishes, as the following
example illustrates:

(7) doeehov &l ovvapedo metdobat Kai ELOETV kal Tpockuviical 6e: dyovidUeY
vop pg (L un) [PA]émov[o]ai oe (P. Giss.Apoll. 13, 11. 10-13 (113-120 AD))
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“Would that we were able to fly and come and embrace you, for [yap] we are
anxious to follow you.” [tr. Bagnall and Cribiore]

In their proposal, Pander Maat and Degand (2001: 226-27) explicitly entertain
the possibility of a second type of speech-act relation, whereby speakers summarize or
paraphrase a certain discourse segment through the use of a causal conjunction (as in
‘to win the elections an absolute majority (so more than half of the votes) is
required’). They do not consider this second type to involve a higher degree of
speaker involvement than the first type: both types embody what they call ‘hearer-
directness’, which distinguishes them from epistemic relations. Interestingly, similar
uses have been described for odv and yép, and can be found in our corpus as well.
Consider the following example:

(8) oemepydun[v cot] dux Akn dvnrdtov ToVG amo[Av]Bévtac cot chikkovg 600
... Emepyd cot ovv 1oV Akmy &yovta B ktivn (P. Flor. I1 226, 11. 3-22 (III AD))

“I’ve sent you through Akes the donkeydriver the two bags that were assigned to
you ... so [o0v] I sent you Akes having two mules.”

The sentence accompanied by odv at the end of the letter summarizes information
that was given at the very beginning of the letter, namely that a certain Akes was sent
with two mules.

Another use that seems to be quite intimately connected to Pander Maat and
Degand's (2001) second type of speech-act relation is the ‘specifying’ use (Zakowski
2017: 28693 refers to so-called ‘shell contexts’). This usage can be found with both
obv and yép, as shown in the following two examples:

(9) [Toaromo]piov whoywv, 0éomOTO, €Ml GE KATAEELY® Kol AEUD EOLUEVAS
mpocécbal pov [ty d&im]owv: te[A]evtdV Yap, KOple, O INAOVUEVOS OV TOTTP
Katédewyév pot dumedov [€v TR [Bleipba (1. [BlipOa) dvti mwhvv veotépw (SB
XXII 15497, 11. 3-5 (240-250 AD?))

“A victim of hardship, lord, I appeal to you and ask you to welcome my request
with kindness. For [yép] when he died, lord, my afore-mentioned father left me a
vineyard in Birtha, when I was very young.”

(10) koi To(D)t0 AKkpPdS €motduevol, mpoonintopev (1. mpoomintopev) toig
evKAeéol kol Avemdeolg vudv Tyveot, dddokovteg 10 KaO’ MUAS TpAyHo &v
tovtoig &xov T Siddokmpev (1. S184cKopev) odv 10 PIAAVOpOTOV Dyog VUGV GOC
ktA. (P. Cair.Masp. 1 67003, 1. 13-16 (567 AD))

“and knowing this very well, we fall down to your famous and untouched feet,
informing you that our affair is as follows. T So [oVv] we instruct your kind
sublimity that etc.”

In both examples, ovv and yép further explain an element from the previous
sentence. This can be done more or less explicitly: in (10), ovv specifies the
cataphorically used pronoun év tovtoig “as follows” (lit. “in these things™), whereas in
(9), yap could be said to specify the noun tolomwpiov “hardship”.
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4 Diachrony

Whereas causal particles such as obv and yép typically establish a causal relation
between a causing and a caused event, with the causee acting as the locus of
causation, we see that in many examples these same particles can also be used in
thematically discontinuous contexts, similarly to how an additive particle such as d¢ is
used (on 8¢ in non-literary sources, see most recently Bentein 2020). This is
particularly true for obv, which can serve not only to indicate causal relations within
certain generic parts, but also to introduce a new generic part. As we have seen in (1),
obv could be used to mark the opening of the letter body, but it could also be used at
the start of other generic parts, as the following example shows:

(11) dmooteidng eic tov Tpoitnvy ocv<v> 10ig €o@pay{e}icpévalg] VIO TOV
gvropov (1. gundpwv) Ty a. Eg[tv] yap &v Tavyd un dvvopeva évBindivor (1.
EUPANOTvar) €mi tod viv. Td & GA<A>0 cea<v>tod Empélov v’ vy {e}aivng, O
on uéyotov nyoduat. Epp(woo). (tovg) ko Kaicapog Xowy[, Jk. ke (L. xoi) un
Kathoymg ovv 10 énie}iotaduo @V mielwax{eliov (1. mrroxiov) Apcwv(osit)
(BGU XVI 2630, 11. 13-19 (10 BC))

“You send to Troites together with the (artabs?) sealed by the merchants except
for the 10,000 (artabs?). For the ones in Tanchais have not been able to be loaded
up until now. Moreover, be careful to take care of yourself so that you stay in
good health which I consider of utmost importance. Farewell. Year 21 of Caesar,
Choiak 25. You should not impede [ovv] the order for the pittakia to Arsinoe.”
[tr. Brashear]

I have suggested in the past (Bentein 2016b: 90) that the frequent co-occurrence
of ovv with formulaic phrases may have led to the extension of the particle’s usage
when these phrases are used in different parts of the letter. While I do not want to
deny that this may have played a role, it is worth stressing that ‘additive’ ovv can also
be found frequently at the beginning of structural parts without formulaic phrases, as
in (9). Moreover, it can also be used to mark a second statement, request or order in
the body middle. In texts with narrative parts such as petitions and some types of
letters and contracts, odv can mark the next step in the narration, or even consecutive
narrative steps. Consider the following example:

(12) &merddviov odv Apyehdov Tod [ ... ... 1 [ xai ] [..... ]. peta
ABav[aciov Tto]d viov Koamitwvog, PovAdupevor dmoomdoe (1. dmoomndoot)
Maxkdéprov, 1 @éoic ovv dnsrdnv (1. dniibev) npog &ma Todvvny év Avtioyig-
MA0ev Kai mdoag adTovg Katésyev avtovg, Smdn (1. énedn) éni cukopovtiq Kol
dwva (I Sewv) Moav ypawyoavieg kotd Hpagiokov, kai avtdg Apyéhaog T
yappoto fpkev EEm. 6 0gd¢ odv émoinoev kai tovg Tpic (1. Tpeic) Em kai &y (L
Eyel) EEm. ToDT’ 0DV fixovoev ABavaciog 8Tt Apyéhaog cuvesyE0n, mhvy dOvuel
ABavaciog (P.Lond. VI 1914, 11. 32-38 (335 AD))

“Accordingly [ovv], when Archelaus, the ... and ... departed with Athanasius, the
son of Capito, wishing to carry off Macarius, the report therefore [ovv] came to
Apa John in Antioch. He came and having seized them put them under arrest,
because they had written vile slanders against Heraiscus, and Archelaus himself
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took the letters abroad. Now [odv] God brought it about, and the three abroad he
still keeps abroad! So [o0v] Athanasius heard this, that Archelaus was arrested;
Athanasius is very disheartened.” [tr. Winter]

A certain Callistus reports to two priests violent events that took place:
throughout the passage, the particle ovv is used to connect the events, rather than the
more usual particle d¢.

Given the extensive usage of additive odv, not only in Post-classical and Late
Antique documentary texts, but also in literary ones, it seems that we are dealing with
a larger diachronic development, one which probably started at an early date:
Denniston (1954: 426) explicitly mentions the use of ‘progressive’ ovv in Classical
literature, and Des Places (1929) also recognizes this usage for Plato. One way to
explain it is to connect it to the particle’s discourse use, ‘thematic ordering’ in
particular: if we take it that obv marks what precedes as ‘communicatively subsidiary’
(or, in another terminology, indicates a ‘push’ to a higher discourse level), then it is
not hard to imagine an extended usage whereby ovv comes to mark additive, rather
than purely causal relationships between sentences and clauses. That this explanation
holds some truth can be seen from the fact that texts where additive obv is used in a
narrative context often have a sort of ‘bipartite’ structure: what comes before ovv
forms a sort of background to the crucial narrative step marked by odv. Consider the
following example:

(13) &t amd 100 1M (8tovg) Beod Ailov Avioveivov £ €vkedevoemg
Yeunpoviov APerap[ijov Tod Nyepovedoavtog grelvdny dupo dAloig [av]dpdoty
a¢ doBevig t[olic dpBuAuoic 6 ovv tiig [Blaxyiddog kopoypappat[e]oc kol

(P.Mich. XI 618, 11. 6-17 (165-169 AD))

“As long ago as the 18th year of the deified Aelius Antoninus I, together with
some other men, was by reason of my weak vision granted exemption [from
corvée labor] by order of Sempronius Liberalis, who then served as prefect; well
now, the village secretary and ekboleus chomaton of Bacchias has just assigned
me to work on the [dikes - - -].”

Two main events are narrated in this passage, namely that (i) the sender was long
ago exempted from corvée labor because of his bad vision, and (ii) the sender has
recently been assigned work on the dikes anyway. The two events are connected
through odv: even though the particle does not have a causal function, there still
seems to be a background — foreground effect, the second event being particularly
relevant to the request that is made.

Not all of the examples of additive odv occur in this type of context, however, so
it is worth looking for a more encompassing explanation. In this context, I would like
to suggest that Pander Maat and Degand's (2001) speaker-involvement scale can be
considered not only a synchronic map of the usage of causal particles, but also a
diachronic pathway of semantic extension. From this point of view, ovv’s additive
usage could be considered as yet another semantic extension of those usages which
are highest in speaker involvement. This not only includes speech act relations of the
first type, but also those of the second type, in particular ovv’s ‘specifying’ usage. As
we have seen above, causal particles may be used to specify either cataphorically used
pronouns, verbs and phrases, or simply words, phrases or clauses which are in need of

186



further qualification (examples (9) and (10)). Especially in the second type of context,
it is easy to imagine how obv in time may have come to specify elements left implicit
between the sender and the addressee:

(14) Bovpalo Onwg obVtw yphowg (1. ypheeg) por un onmioocag 610 Qv
ypoppatov pntor (I pnte) myv v giva (1. tva) mtpd thg dvdykng kai ol
dypoucot 10 Ervpov (1. £toov) E0vTdV momaoo[v]ow ... EdHAocac oV Sttt Apdiy
1010V 6oV ¢ mEPl KPEMG ATPDV) ¥+ 0vK Ed0MAmcag &k Tosov Th¢ Altpag (P.Oxy.
XLVIII 3420, 11. 4-16 (IV AD))

“I am astonished how you write to me this way not even stating the price in your
letter so that the country people can prepare themselves before absolutely
necessary ... You told us, then, through your own man Amois about 600 pounds
of meat; you did not say how much it was per pound.” [tr. Chambers et al.]

In this fourth-century business letter, the sender explicitly takes the effort to
recapitulate what the addressee had written on a previous occasion, a statement that is
then specified through the use of ovv. The first lines could just as well have been
omitted, since the addressee is well aware of this fact, starting the letter right away
with g8fAmoag ovv, which would entail a semantic extension for obv from causal
(specifying) to additive.

Ovv’s semantic extension forms a good example of what in the literature is called
‘(inter)subjectification’, defined by Evers-Vermeul et al. (2011: 446) as ‘a shift from
meanings pertaining to the characterization of the objective world first to meanings
involving the expression of personal attitudes of the speaker (subjectification) and
then to meanings linked to speaker-hearer interactions (i.e., intersubjectification).” It
is worth noting that, if what is hypothesized here is correct, it goes against earlier
claims by Schwyzer (1950: 584-85), stating that ovv’s ‘continuative’ use actually
preceded its ‘causal’ use. [Already on the basis of frequency, this claim is hard to
maintain, as noted by Heckert (1996: 92)].

Moreover, other causal particles, which are less frequently attested in earlier
times with both senses, provide additional evidence that the semantic development
goes from causal to additive and not the other way around. In our corpus of non-
literary sources, I have come across several potential examples of additive yép. On
various occasions, we see that ydp is used to introduce a new structural part of texts,
as we have also observed with oOv. The particle is not limited to announcing the body
of the text: it can also be found at the beginning of the closing and at the beginning of
the postscript. Additive yép is, contrary to ovv, never found in a narrative context, but
it is frequently used to denote a second statement in exposition, a usage which is
particularly striking in the following passage:

(15) Aprokpatiov BeAAnvol Zafeivorl tdt adelodt ya(ipewv). kol kB¢ (. £x0éc)

oot &ypaya St Mapdwvog 10D cod yvdval og BEL®V 8Tt 010 1O €nmpedobat ovk
oLV Kkateddsiv, kai ¢ Exmr (L &) ode Muépac dAiyag dav Sokfi cot
mépuyoat 10 droyoov (1. dndyvua) Todrog kai mapordpopey 10 rddiov Avmov (1.
Lowov) €av 00EN cot. EAnAvbey yap Teveihog Tovdaiog Aéymv [8]tt fxOnv ig (1.
gig) yewpyiav kai BovAopat Tpog Xapeivov angAPei[v]. ovte yap elpnye (1. €llpnke)
NU[ilv dydpevog tva dmoivdij, dAAd aipvidi], Jog (1. aijpvidimg) eipnyev (I
gipnkev) NUiv onuepov. yvooopot yap i ain0ddc Aéyt (1. Aéyer) (P. Fay. 123, 11. 1-
24 (100 AD))
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“Harpocration to his brother Bellenus Sabinus, greeting. [ wrote to you yesterday
too by your servant Mardon, desiring you to know that owing to having been
molested I was unable to come down, and as I am staying here a few days, if you
think fit send the receipt (?) of Isas, and let us get from him the rest of the oil, if
you agree. Teuphilus the Jew has come [ydp] saying 'l have been pressed in as a
cultivator, and I want to go to Sabinus'. He did not ask me to be released [yap] at
the time that he was impressed, but has suddenly told me to-day. I will find out
[vép] whether he is speaking the truth.” [tr. Grenfell et al.]

After informing the addressee, Bellienus Sabinus, that has been molested and
therefore unable to come down, Harpocration writes in the second part of this letter
about Teuphilus the Jew, noting that he has come down with a complaint, and that he
(Harpocration) will find out the truth. Surprisingly, yép is used three times to connect
sentences which do not seem to be causally related.

5 Conclusion

I have argued that all of the uses that have been suggested in the literature for causal
particles such as odv and yép can be placed on a continuum ranging from ‘low’ to
‘high’ speaker involvement, following Pander Maat and Degand (2001). I have
suggested that the same continuum can also be viewed as a diachronic pathway for the
semantic development of these particles: Traugott (1995), among others, has
suggested that (inter)subjectification forms one of the major mechanisms of semantic
change. From this perspective, the additive use can be considered as an extension of
the two most speaker-involved causal uses, which Pander Maat and Degand (2001)
refer to as ‘speech act relations of the first type’ (motivating a speech act), and
‘speech act relations of the second type’ (paraphrasing and summarizing) respectively.
Whereas the first type seems particularly relevant to ovv’s above-mentioned use in
narration, the second type seems relevant to the conjunction’s use in exposition.
Confirmation for this hypothesis can be found in the parallel development of other
causal particles, such as yap.
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