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This article provides a novel insight into how the Ancient Greek oués may have evolved into duws.

It shows that the contrasting meaning of duws can be traced via similes that were expressed by

ABSTRACT

the equational structure “Entity A is like Entity B”. When a new syntactic analysis was applied
to the equational structure, the two entities being compared were represented by two clauses,
thus leading to the appearance of the new form duws driven by the mechanism of analogy. The
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change, An-
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analogical relationships that were drawn between the “source” comparison and the “target”
comparison led to the extension of the structure “Entity A is like Entity B” to “Entity A is not like
Entity B”. This extension resulted in the emergence of a novel meaning of the form oudyg, followed

natural lan-

guage process-  Received: 19.06.2023 Reviewed: 26.09.2023 Accepted: 05.11.2023 Published: 31.12.2023
ing, reanalysis,
analogy

1. INTRODUCTION

This study examines the semantic changes of the ancient Greek adverb opég
‘likewise’ to duws ‘however’ as this has not yet been investigated in any level of
depth.! The only reference made in dictionaries regarding the etymology of
s is that it derived from opds with a changed accent (see the entry for 6uwg

1 The data underlying this article are available in the Open Science Framework repository, at
https://ost.io/vsbzn/?view_only=d13c89f5fas444049d13c2dd43d4815f ED 1 Oct, 2023.
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in The Online Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek-English Lexicon). Further, only Veloudis
(2001) has attempted to explain these changes by claiming that the situations
presented are the same as the use of the adverb ouds, which stands in contrast
to the human experience that involves the anticipation of an exception. That
is, there is at least one situation that displays dissimilarities to all others.
This exceptional case, Veloudis (2001) explains, then served as the trigger to
the genesis of the contrasting meaning of dpcs.

The present study aims to provide a more detailed account of the evolu-
tion of duwg, as well as provide more insights into the changes of a concrete
“source” comparison (see Section 4.1 below) to a less tangible “target” com-
parison (Section 4.2 below) that is then “hard to characterise purely seman-
tically” (Traugott 1980: 46). The content of this article is divided into three
main sections — Data, Methodology and procedures, and Results — followed
by Conclusions.

2. DATA

2.1. DATA COLLECTION

The samples of ousand Suws were retrieved from the Thesaurus Linguae Grae-
cae®(2014) corpus. The exclusion of any duplicate cases, as well as any frag-
mented lines that contain opég or duws, resulted in a list of 55 cases for our
sample of ouds and 65 cases for our sample of duws. The ouds sample was
gathered from three time periods: (2) 8 and 7% century BC (Stage ), (b) 6™
century BC (Stage II), and (¢) 5% century BC (Stage III). Further, the duwsg
sample was gathered from two time periods: (2) 6 century BC (Stage II) and
(b) 5t century BC (Stage III).

The ouds sample was retrieved from the works of Homer (Ilias, Od-
yssea), Hesiodus (Theogonia, Opera et Dies), Tyrtaeus (Elegiae), Mimnermus
(Elegiae), Solon, Semonides from Samos (Elegiae and Iambi), Theognis (Ele-
giae), Simonides from Kea (Lyrica), Pindar (Olympian, Isthmian, Nemean, and
Pythian), Aeschylus (Eumenides and Prometheus Vinctus), Sophocles (Ajax), Eu-
ripides (Electra), and Aristophanes (Equites). The duws sample was retrieved
from the works of Theognis (Elegiae), Pindar (Olympian, Isthmian, Nemean,
and Pythian), Euripides (Alcestis, Medea, Heraclidae, Hippolytus, Andromache,
Hecuba, Supplices, Electra, Hercules, and Troiades), and Aristophanes (Achar-
nenses, Plutus, Nubes, Vespae, Pax, Aves, Lysistrata, Thesmophoriazusae, Ranae,
and Ecclesiazusae).
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2.2. DATA ANNOTATION

The unit of analysis in this study consisted of two entities joined by the ad-
verbs 6uds and duws. The two entities were represented by either two nouns
or two clauses. In the cases in which the two entities were represented by two
clauses, these were annotated in terms of their attributes: time, speaker’s or
writer’s perspective of the narrative, and semantic connotation.

Time tags (i.e. past, present, or future) were given to each clause after
considering the fact that in the early stages of the Greek language, there
were many instances in which the tense of the verb did not correspond to
the time scale to which it referred. For instance, in example (1), the verb
TopuepupAwxey ‘protects’ might carry the markers of present perfect (i.e. redu-
plication map-pepnprw-xev); however, it actually refers to a present situation
(MTorxoparxng 2001):

M) . . . wityp TapuéuPlwxey ouds vixtds te xal juap.
.. .the mother (Thetis) protects (Achilleus) all night- and day-long, likewise.
(Homer, Ilias, 2.4.74)

Furthermore, the speaker’s or writer’s perspective of the narrative for
the given situation was annotated such tags as “assertion”, “probability”,
“hypothesis”, and “uncertainty” in order to represent the degree of certainty
regarding the truth of a given situation. Other tags, such as “wish”, “desire”,
“prompt”, “order”, “warning”, “obligation”, were used to represent the degree
of necessity expressed by the speaker or the writer in terms of whether the
action or a situation has to happen (Clairis & Babiniotis 2011). In (2), for ex-
ample, with the use of the verb del ‘must’, the speaker emphasises that Andro-

mache’s death is imperative and, thus, the tag “obligation” was assigned to it:

(2) o0@1) go@y) gV xaTIavely 8° Spuws oe Oel.
You are wise, but you must die.
(Euripides, Andromache, 246)

Positive tags were given to the representation of situations with pos-
itive connotations and negative tags to those with negative connotations.
The statement of clause 2 (xatdaveiv 8’ duws oe dgl) in (2), for example, was
assigned a negative tag. When a situation has neither positive nor negative
connotations, such as the verb eiidet ‘sleeps’ (Aristophanes, Aves 81), a neutral
tag was given to it.

3. METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

The study measured the cosine similarity between two TF-IDF (Term Fre-
quency-Inverse Document Frequency) vectors, Vector A and Vector B. Vector
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A (d1) consists of the TE-IDF values of the attributes (terms, t) of clause 1,
while Vector B (d2) consists of the TE-IDF values of the attributes (terms, t) of
clause 2. The TF-IDF, as well as the cosine similarity values, were measured
using Scikit-Learn library on Python (cf. Pedregosa et al. 2011).

The TF-IDF method was used to define how important an attribute
(term, t) is within a given document (d) by considering the number of times
that the former occurs in the latter, as well as its relation to the number of
times the same attribute occurs in the overall corpus (D =d1, d2).

TF-IDF is the product of two weights, the Term Frequency (TF) and the
Inverse Document Frequency (IDF). In the Scikit-Learn library, the resulting
TF-IDF vectors are normalised by the Euclidean norm:

thdf(t, d) = tf(t, d) * idf (t, D)

TF is the proportion of the occurrences of a specific attribute (term, t) to the
total number of attributes in the document, either d1 or d2.

v_?f — (cF (1, du), tf (2, A1), tf (63, A1), . . . . . tf (e, d1))
vdz = (tf (t1, d2), tf (t2, d2), tf (£3,d2), . . . .. tf (tn, d2))

Further, IDF measures how important a specific attribute (term, t) is in the
corpus (D =d1, d2) and is computed as the logarithm of the number of doc-
uments in the corpus divided by the number of documents containing the
terms, that is, document frequency df(t).

idf(t) = log[(a+n)/1 + ()] + 1

The cosine similarity was then calculated as the cosine of the angle theta (6)
between the two TF-IDF vectors (A, B) as projected in a multi-dimensional
space, in which the dimensions represent the attributes of the clauses. The
cosine of the angle theta (6) between the two vectors is equal to the sum of
the products of the individual components of the two number sequences (i.e.
two vectors), divided by the product of the magnitude of the two vectors.

The cosine similarity metric between two vectors A and B is computed
as:

A-B 2iAiB;
Hall-181l s> 4z [5,87

. -
The numerator represents the dot product (inner product) of the vectors vd1

cos(4,B) =

—
and vdz, while the denominator is the magnitude of each vector.
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The cosine values range from o to 1. A value closer to 1 means that Vec-
tors A and B have the same orientation, meaning that they are highly similar
to each other.

4. RESULTS

4.1. “SOURCE” COMPARISON

An equation between two entities is fundamental to humans and is rooted in
the physical experience of comparing two physical objects, e.g. in measuring
their length or weighing them with the use of the human body (Tomasello
2003). In Stage I of the semantic change of opué to duws, this ability of com-
paring two objects in terms of their similarity was expressed, by linguistic
means, with the adverb ouds. This is attested in similes in which Entity A is
described as similar to Entity B. For example, in (3), any person who thinks
one thing and then says something else (xeivog 8¢ x’ Etepoy uév xeidy évi ppeaty,
dMo 8¢ eimy) is compared to the gates of Hades (Aidao wiAyow) because they
are both seen as being hateful to the speaker:

(3) . . . &xIpos ydp ot xelvog o Atdao wiApory
... B Etepoy uév xevdy évi ppeaty, dMo O¢ eimy.
... because he is hateful to me as the gates of Hades,
... whoever hides one thing in the mind and says another thing.
(Homer, Ilias, 9.313)

The adverb oudys is also used to compare two entities in terms of their
shared role, as in example (4), in which the horses (rmwv) and the crammed
shield-bearers (BvSp&v domatdwy eilouévwy) fulfil the same role (i.e. that

of filling the entire battlefield):

(4) T@v 8" Soov éx vy@v o Tipyov Tappog Egpye
Ty dudg Iy Te xal &vOpdy domiotdwy eilouévoy-
and the whole place, as far as the wall was closed by the pit towards the ships,
was similarly filled with horses and multitudes of crammed shield-bearers;
(Homer, Ilias, 8.215)

In Stage I, there are also cases in which the two entities share a common
relation, such as in the description in (5), where Pergasides (IIepyacidny) is
respected by Trojans to the same degree as are Priam’s children (Ilptauoto
TEXEGOL):

(5) Bde 8¢ mpdpov dvdpa Aivelw Etapoy peyadipov Anixdwyra epyaaidny,
0v Tpdeg opdys Iprdpoto texeaat tiov. . .
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He smote . . . Deicoon Pergasidin. . .
whom Trojans were respecting as Priam’s children. . .
(Homer, Ilias, 5.536)

In Stage I, the use of the adverb oudswas contingent on the equational
structure “Entity A is like Entity B”, which involves a relationship of compar-
ison between two entities in response to a shared quality, role, or relation
(Figure 1). This comparison then allowed language users to align Entity A
with Entity B and to recognise the fact that two unlike entities can still be
associated with each other (Gentner & Markman 1997; Markman & Gentner
1993, 1994, 1996).

Figure1.
Association (c)
between two

Emtitya = Emtity b unlike entities:
Entity A (noun)
and Entity B
(noun)

However, the adverb ou@swas not consistently used to compare two

entities in those early stages. It was rarely used to compare more than two
entities (uvdovs uév dmeppLadovs dréaode mavres ouds ‘stop the superfluous
words all without an exception’, Homer, Odyssea, 4) or, along with the con-
junction xai ‘and’, it was used to emphasise that the two properties added
via xaiare similar to each other (87 aigypdv ouds xai xaxdv dvépa tidet “The old
age turns the man shameful and, likewise, evil’, Mimnermus, fragment 1, 7).
Finally, in Stage I, there are a few cases in which the adverb oudshas a
different syntactic role (e.g. that of linking two clauses instead of two nouns).
Each of these two clauses represented a different semantic situation. Never-
theless, the two situations were never exact opposites of each other as there
was a conceptual thematic link between them (cf. Lakoff 1971). These two
situations were never identical, either, as they only resembled one another,
either to a high or alow degree, in terms of their attributes, including time,
speaker’s or writer’s perspective, and semantic connotation (Figure 2).

Figure 2.
Thematic link (c)
between Entity
A (clause 1) and

Entity B (clause
Esaitya = Entity b 2) that exhibit

either high or
\ / low similarity
. between them

For example, in (6) the adverb links two clauses that represent, on the

high low perfect
— o T datt i

one hand, two different semantic situations, and, on the other hand, two
situations which share a common thematic link. The shepherd guards the
animals (clause 1) and also has kind feelings (clause 2). Additionally, the two
situations resemble each other to a high degree as they are represented in



120 LAMICUS 2023 NO. 7
the present tense and have a positive meaning expressed with assertion on
the speaker’s behalf:

(6). . .0¢ oL D&y Emlovpos Eatiy, Oudy 8¢ oL fimia olde. . .
... who guards the animals (the shepherd) and likewise has kind feelings. . .
(Homer, Odyssea, 13.406)

4.2. “TARGET” COMPARISON

So far we have seen that in Stage I the adverb opuds was used to compare two
entities that then allowed language users to map the attributes of Entity A
to those of Entity B. Speakers associated one entity with the other because
of their shared quality, role, or their relation, while also identifying their
different attributes.

We also saw that a new syntactic analysis was given to the equational
structure “Entity A is like Entity B” when ouds started linking two clauses
instead of two nouns. Therefore, the appearance of the new form duwgin
Stage II should have been the outcome of reanalysis (De Smet 2009; Traugott
2011; Hopper & Traugott 2003) driven by the mechanism of analogy (Behrens
2017). According to the principles of ostensive-inferential communication
(Smith 2012), the speaker used the form ouéswith the intention to compare
two entities and align their similar attributes. Because the two entities were
never identical and had dissimilar attributes, in the course of the alignment
the hearer inferred that the two entities were compared not only in terms
of their similarities but also in terms of their differences. This difference
between the speaker’s intention (ostensive act) in aligning the similar attrib-
utes between the two entities with the use of the form ouds and the hearer’s
inference (inferential act) that the former’s intention was also to align the
differences resulted in a new analysis being given to the surface equational
structure of ouds (Hoefler & Smith 2008; Smith 2011). Furthermore, the map-
ping of similar attributes shed an “analogical insight” (Pritchard 2019: 594)
onto the mapping of the dissimilar ones and, therefore, analogical relations
were drawn between the comparison of two similar attributes (source) and
the comparison of two dissimilar attributes (target). The inferred dissimilar-
ity driven by the mechanism of analogy (Behrens 2017; Gentner & Colhoun
2010; Gentner & Smith 2012, 2013; Heine, Claudi & Hiinnemeyer 1991) led
to the extension of the equational structure “Entity A is like Entity B” to the
structure “Entity A is not like Entity B” and eventually to the novel meaning
of the form ouds that was followed by a shift of the accent from the second
syllable to the first (Figure 3).
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Figure3.
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This new syntactic and semantic analysis resulted in the coexistence of

two surface structures, represented by ouds and dpuws (Figure 4).
Figure 4.
Century = 500 8C Co-existence
e B of two surface
o structures repre-
sented by budg
os (adverb1) and

Rem

. e Suwg (adverb 2)

o adverbl
04 s adverb?

Cosine similarity

500 BC
Century

These two structures were, on the one hand, identical at the surface
level, and, on the other hand, semantically different. That is, they varied in
the degrees of resemblance between the two clauses. In both interpretations,
two clauses were compared that resembled one another to either a high ora
low degree in terms of their attributes. Those two interpretations could be
inferred from either of the two surface structures because they both had the
same referent, that is, the equational structure (Detges & Waltereit 2002).

For example, in (7), clauses 1 and 2 hold an adversative relation. Clause
1 triggers the expectation that Aristomenes’ action in attacking his four ene-
mies with evil intentions would cause negative reactions. However, in clause
2, this expectation is denied because the people who were attacked were
not allowed to return to Pythias (cf. Lakoff 1971; Oversteegen 1997; Spooren
1989). Here, the adversative relations between clauses 1 and 2 would be more
appropriately expressed with the use of duwg, while opuds is used instead:

(7). . Tétpaot & éumetes VPGIey TwUATEGTL XX PPOVEWY,
. .. 105 0UTe vdaTog opudyg Emadmyvos v ITvhddt xpidy. . .
.. .upon four enemies you fell mercilessly off the top,
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... nor was their return to Pythias judged as pleasant likewise. . .
(Pindar, Pythian, 8.84)

Likewise, in example (8), the use of 6ués would be more appropriate be-
cause clause 1 is not semantically opposite to clause 2. The speaker in both
clauses makes two negative statements about a deceitful person:

(8) ddvvarta 8” Emog éxPadely xpataidy év dyadois SoAioy doTdy-
Spwg Uy oalvey ToTL TéVTaG ATo TRy XV SLATAEXEL.

It is impossible for a deceitful citizen to say a word that would have im-
pact on the good people; however, by deceiving everyone, he always devises
frauds.

(Pindar, Pythian, 2.82)

This co-existence of the two surface structures continues in Stage I1I,
around the 4th century BC. However, the more frequent use of the new
form-meaning mapping led to the displacement of the surface structure
represented by éuds and to the conventionalisation of the structure repre-
sented by duwsin Stage II1. In this stage, the two clauses represent two sit-
uations that hold an adversative relation (Lakoff 1971) indicated by a shift
from one situation to the other (Segal, Duchan & Scott 1991) in terms of time,
the speaker’s/writer’s perspective, or semantic connotation. For example, in
(9), the speaker expresses her desire to speak up (clause 2) regardless of the
guilty feelings that she has about this particular action (clause 1):

(9) HA. atioydvopat uév, Bovdopar 8 eimeiy duws.
I feel ashamed, however I want to speak up.
(Euripides, Electra, 901)

The degree of low similarity between the representation of these clauses,
joined by duwg, is indicated by the low values of cosine similarity between
clause 1 (vector A) and clause 2 (vector B), as shown in Figure 5.

Figures. Ttem = adverb2
Low degrees of " T
cosine similarity
between clause

1 (VectorA) and
clause 2 (Vector
B) linked by
Suwg in Stage 111

Casine similarity
+ 00
0,20199309

0.50310261
04 . 10

0.6

Cosine similarity

00 -

400 BC
Century
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The dissimilarity between the attributes of clauses 1 and 2, as linked by
Guws, increased from Stage 11 to Stage I11, this increase being apparent in the
values of the cosine similarity between the attributes of clause 1 (vector A)
and clause 2 (vector B) in Figure 6. In Stage I1, the cosine similarity between
the two vectors is 0.84 (cosine distance: 1- 0.84 = 0.16), which then decreased

to 0.76 (cosine distance: 1- 0.76 = 0.24) in Stage I1I (Figure 6).

Figure 6.
Cosine similarity

cusine similarity 084 cusine similarity 0 78
between clause 1
. and clause 2, as
g 11 o, = it TETRLHLIY . o
I MLOMETT ) 10 linked by 6pwg,
RLEET | AT in Stage Il and
.—"’
_ul - Stage I11
; 44
a0 ]
(K n E o
Stape 1 duag Stage M &jveag

Overall, the source location of the semantic change should have been the
human experience of equating two physical objects that was linguistically
expressed with similes via the use of oués. This high degree of similarity be-
tween two entities, entailed by this use of similes, progressively decreased
along with the semantic changes of the adverb duws until it reached the target,
which was a high degree of dissimilarity.

5. CONCLUSION

The evolution of an adversative relation between two clauses linked by duows
was traced back to similes in the early stages of the Greek language. This
evolution seems to have been the result of ostensive-inferential communi-
cation on a synchronic usage level, as well as having occurred via the process
of reanalysis by means of the cognitive mechanism of analogy that, in turn,
resulted in the extension of the equational structure: Entity A is like Entity
B” to the structure “Entity A is not like Entity B”.

REFERENCES

Behrens, Heike 2017: The role of analogy in language processing and acqui-
sition. In: Marianne Hundt, Sandra Mollin & Simone E. Pfenninger
(eds.) 2017: The Changing English Language: Psycholinguistic Perspectives.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 215-239.

Clairis, Christos, George Babiniotis 2011: Svvomtixy ypopupuatixyj tis veas
eMnvocrs Aopodertovpyner -Emixorvwwiaxyj. KENTPO AEZIKOAOTIAS.



124 LAMICUS 2023 NO. 7

De Smet, Hendrik 2009: Analysing reanalysis. Lingua 119, 1728-1755. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2009.03.001

Detges, Ulrich, Richard Waltereit 2002: Grammaticalization vs. reanaly-
sis: A semantic- pragmatic account of functional change in grammar.
Zeitschrift fiir Sprachwissenschaft 21.2, 151-195. https://doi.org/10.1515/
zfsw.2002.21.2.151

Gentner, Dedre, Julie Colhoun 2010: Analogical processes in human thinking
and learning. In Britt Glatzeder, Vinod Goel, Albrecht Miiller (eds.) 2010:
Towards a Theory of Thinking: Building Blocks for a Conceptual Framework.
Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag, 35-48.

Gentner, Dedre, Arthur B. Markman 1997: Structure mapping in anal-
ogy and similarity. American Psychologist 52, 45-56. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0003-066X.52.1.45

Gentner, Dedre, Linsey A. Smith 2012: Analogical reasoning. In: Vilayanur
S. Ramachandran (ed.) 2012: Encyclopedia of Human Behavior, 2nd ed.
Elsevier, 130-136.

Gentner, Dedre, Linsey A. Smith 2013: Analogical learning and reasoning. In:
Daniel Reisberg (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Psychology. Oxford.:
Oxford University Press, 668-681.

Heine, Bernd, Ulrike Claudi, Friederike Hitnnemeyer 1991: Grammaticaliza-
tion: A Conceptual Framework. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Hoefler, Stefan, Andrew D. M. Smith 2008: Reanalysis vs metaphor: What
grammaticalisation can tell us about language evolution. In: Andrew D.
M. Smith, Kenny Smith, Ramon Ferrer i Cancho (eds.) 2008: The Evolu-
tion of Language (EVOLANG 7). New Jersey etc.: World Scientific, 163-170.

Hopper, Paul]., Elizabeth C. Traugott 2003: Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lakoff, Robin 1971: If’s, and’s and but’s about conjunction. In: CharlesJ. Fill-
more, D. Terrence Langendoen (eds.) 1971: Studies in Linguistic Semantics.
New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 115-149.

Markman, Arthur B., Dedre Gentner 1993: Structural alignment during sim-
ilarity comparisons. Cognitive Psychology 25, 431-467.

Markman, Arthur B., Dedre Gentner 1994: Structural alignment in compar-
ison: No difference without similarity. Psychological Science 5, 152-158.

Markman, Arthur B., Dedre Gentner 1996: Commonalities and differences
in similarity comparisons. Memory & Cognition 24, 235-2.49.

Mroryopdxng, Muxojd: Suvetpuind kol AELTOVPYLRO CUVTAXTIXG TNG opoLias
eMNVIXAg. Muxanh Mraxapdxn & ZIA O.E.

Oversteegen, Leonoor E. 1997: On the pragmatic nature of causal and
contrastive connectives. Discourse Processes 24.1, 51-85. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/01638539709545007



A COMPUTATIONAL APPROACH TO THE SEMANTIC CHANGE... 125

Pritchard, Timothy 2019: Analogical cognition: An insight into word meaning.
Review of Philosophy and Psychology 10, 587-607. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$13164-018-0419-y

Pedregosa, Fabian et al. 2011: Scikit-learn: Machine learning in Python. Jour-
nal of Machine Learning Research 12, 2825-2.830.

Segal, Erwin M., Judith F. Duchan, Paula J. Scott 1991: The role of inter-
clausal connectives in narrative structuring: Evidence from adults’ in-
terpretations of simple stories. Discourse Processes 14, 27-54. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/01638539109544773

Smith, Andrew D. M. 2011: Grammaticalization and language evolution. In:
Heiko Narrog, Bernd Heine (eds.) 2011: The Oxford Handbook of Gram-
maticalization. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 142-152. https://doi.
org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199586783.013.0012

Spooren, Wilbert 1989: Some aspects of the form and interpretation of global
contrastive coherence relations. Doctoral dissertation, University of
Nijmegen. Radboud Repository. URL: https://repository.ubn.ru.nl/han-
dle/2066/113691; ED 20 March 2023.

The Online Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek-English Lexicon. Entry for duws. URL: http://
stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/lIsj/#context=Isj&eid=76346; ED 20 March 2023.

Thesaurus Linguae Graecae®. A Digital Library of Greek Literature. Project Di-

rector: Maria C. Pantelia. University of California, Irvine. URL:
http://www.tlg.uci.edu; ED 20 March 2023.

Tomasello, Michael 2003: On the different origins of symbols and grammar.
In: Morten H. Christiansen, Simon Kirby (eds.) 2003: Language Evolution.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 94-110.

Traugott, Elizabeth C. 1980: Meaning-change in the development of gram-
matical markers. Language Sciences 2., 44-61. URL: https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0388-0001(80)80004-0; ED 20 March 2023.

Traugott, Elizabeth C. 2011: Grammaticalization and mechanisms of change.
In: Heiko Narrog, Bernd Heine (eds.) 2011: The Oxford Handbook of Gram-
maticalization. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19-30. URL: https://doi.
org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199586783.001.0001; ED 20 March 2023.

Veloudis, John 2014: O watoptxds ypidog tng anpuaaiog ‘Opotog’ ENA ITAPA-
AEITMASHMASIAKHE AAAATHE. In A-®. Xplotidng (ed.) 2014: Iotopia
6 eEMyvis yAdaoas: A6 Tig apxes éws Ty Yotepn apxardtyTa. Ivatitovto
vE0EMNVIXLIY TTOVOLYY, 1151-1154.



126 LAMICUS 2023 NO. 7

OBLICZENIOWE PODEJSCIE DO ZMIANY SEMANTYCZNE]
STAROGRECKIEGO PRZYSEOWKA OMQO3 DO OMQs

ABSTRAKT

Praca prezentuje nowatorskie ujecie zmiany semantycznej starogreckiego ous do duws. Rozwdj
znaczenia duws mozna przesledzié uwzgledniajac konstrukeje wyrazajacg poréwnanie “Ajestjak
B”. Kiedy konstrukeji tej przypisano nowg strukture sktadniows, dwie podlegajgce poréwna-
niu jednostki zaczely reprezentowaé dwa odrebne zdania sktadowe, co na skutek dziatania
analogii doprowadzito do powstania nowej formy duws. Relacje analogiczne miedzy poréwna-

Stowa niem , zrédlowym” a ,docelowym” doprowadzity do rozszerzenia konstrukcji , A jest jak B” do

kluczowe: ,A nie jest jak B”. W konsekwencji powstalo nowe znaczenie stowa ouds, po ktérym nastgpito
zmiana seman- przesuniecie akcentu z drugiej sylaby na pierwsza.
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