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Abstract:

This chapter examines insubordinate tva in the disclosure formula (‘I want you to know that”)
and the future-open conditional sequence (‘if the weather is nice, I will go for a walk’) in the
documentary papyri. The future-open conditional sequence with fva as an apodosis-initial
signpost appears in the Ptolemaic and Roman periods and seems to disappear afterwards. The
disclosure formula in the form tva pabng / pdOnte / 101 611 ‘know that’ appears in the early
Byzantine period only. While in the former va seems to act as a discourse marker in the left
periphery of the sentence, in the latter iva seems to cliticise to the verb. Unlike the adverbial
insubordinate ‘just so you know’ which is attested throughout the history of Greek and cross-
linguistically common, insubordinate iva in the future-open conditional sequence and the

disclosure formula appear to be context-specific developments that diachronically constitute

dead ends.
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1 Insubordination

The term ‘insubordination’ emerged in a bid to refer to structures that seemingly contradict two
basic assumptions of traditional grammar: (i) There are two types of morpho-syntactically
distinctive clauses, dependent and independent ones. (ii) There are conjunctions for dependent
and independent clauses, subordinators vs co-ordinators. Insubordination 1is ‘the
conventionalized main clause use of what, on prima facie grounds, appear to be formally
subordinate clauses’ (Evans 2007: 367). LaRoi (2021: 8) qualifies more strictly that ‘the
distinguishing factor between insubordinate clauses and subordinate clauses is that the former
have their own illocutionary force (independent of co-construction with other speech acts)’.

Consider [1] and [2]:

[1] Pierre est parti parce que je ne vois plus sa voiture dans le parking.
‘Pierre left; (sc. I think so) because I cannot see his car in the parking lot anymore.’

(Debaisieux 2004: 51 n. 2)

In [1], Pierre has not left because his car is gone but the speaker knows that he has left because
his car is gone. The parce que-clause provides a reason for the affirmative speech act rather
than the propositional content. By laRoi’s definition, [1] is not insubordinate as it is not
discursively independent (e.g. D’Hertefelt & Verstraete 2014 on dependency shift).

By contrast, the que-clause in [2] is discursively and syntactically independent since

que is not connected to any superordinate verb.

[2] Qu’il en soit ainsi!

‘So be it!”

The subjunctive is usually limited to dependent clauses in French. Standard grammar
acknowledges a limited number of structures like [2] (Grevisse 2011: §§ 407b and 1098.b.1)
by reinterpreting que as a particle (cf. Sansinena, De Smet & Cornillie 2015: 14).

[1]and [2] violate the aforementioned assumptions of traditional grammar, in that parce
que and que are considered subordinators and thus should not head independent clauses. [1]
and [2] differ in their distribution across periods, genres, and registers. [1] belongs to a
colloquial spoken context; [2] appears in higher-register literary discourse. Moreover, the

clause following parce que in [1] could be replaced by any other clause that suits the context,



whereas the expression in [2] is fixed, such that changes to the subject and verb are impossible
(Posner 1997 on qu il vienne). For the remainder of this article, we use Kaltenbock’s (2019:
174-175) elaborative insubordinate for structures like [1] and stand-alone insubordinate for
structures like [2].! By laRoi’s definition, only the latter type would be insubordinate (see la
Roi 2021: 28 on “just so you know”)

Insubordinate clauses fall into adverbial, attributive, and predicative / completive ones,
like subordinate clauses (Thompson, Longacre & Hwang 2007: 172). In Greek, adverbial
insubordination exists already in classical literature: ®ote ‘therefore’ (Ruiz Yamuza 2020),
el(0g) / el yap ‘if only’ (la Roi 2021), énei and g in sentences providing ‘a motivation for the
preceding utterance’ (van Emde Boas et al. 2019: para. 48.5). Attributive structures take the
form of continuing relatives (e.g. Xenophon, Anabasis 2.3.6). Complement / predicative
structures are the focus of this chapter.

Classical complement insubordinates are limited to Omwg + future indicative or
subjunctive in emphatic exhortations (van Emde Boas et al. 2019: para. 38.34). Independent
usages of dnwg are frequently prefixed with the interjection-like particles &ye or la (e.g.
Xenophon, Symposion 4.20 &ye viv 0nmg pepvnoet ‘do remember now!’) or in Attic with the
‘formula’ ¢ o¢ (e.g. Sophocles, Ajax 5578 8&i 6° dnwg maTpdg Seielc v éxOpoic, olog && oiov
‘Tpdong ‘amongst your father’s enemies, you must show what lineage you are of”) (Kiihner &
Gerth 1894: 376 n. 6).2 In Sophocles, Oedipus Colonus, 155-157 (see [7] below), tva +
subjunctive replaces expected dnwg (Kalén 1941).

Complement insubordinates can be expressive or directive (Verstraete, D’Hertefelt &
Linden 2012), mirroring the divide between factive (anaphoric) and prospective (kataphoric)

dependent complement clauses (Fendel 2022a with further references):

[3] Dass ich den Abriss der Berliner Mauer noch erleben durfte!
‘That I could see the Berlin wall fall!” (Panther & Thornburg 2011: 95)

[4] Dass Sie bitte ja das Fenster schlieBen, bevor Sie gehen!

‘Make sure to close the window before you leave!” (Panther & Thornburg 2011: 99)

! Dyadically-dependent patterns are not considered as they reflect interlocutors collaborating on establishing the
dependency relation (see e.g. Sansinena, De Smet & Cornillie 2015).

2 Kiihner and Gerth (1894: 376 n. 6) assume ellipsis, ‘indem urspriinglich dem Redenden ein Gedanke wie 6pa,
opdite, oKOmeL, oKomeite, vide, videte unausgesprochen vorschwebte similarly to Evans® (2007) seminal paper.
Yet, Kiihner and Gerth (1894: 479 n. 7) cite Lange (1872) for the opposite proposal.



[3] is factive, or expressive, in that it comments on an event that has happened (Panther &
Thornburg 2011: 95). With the modal verb durfte ‘be allowed’, the event is evaluated as
positive; with the modal verb musste ‘must’, the event would be evaluated as negative (Panther
& Thornburg 2011: 98). [4] is prospective, or directive, in that it makes a future event happen
(Panther & Thornburg 2011: 99). Modal verbs are not permissible in [4] (Panther & Thornburg
2011: 99—-100). This chapter focuses on directive insubordinates with tva.

In post-classical times, {va as a subordinate conjunction acquires in addition to its
adverbial meaning (purpose), another adverbial meaning (result) (Mandglaras 1973: paras.
772-774; Hult 1990: 85 and 123-125; di Bartolo 2020) along with a completive function
(Bentein 2015; Hult 1990: 166-207). Adverbial insubordinate iva-patterns appear in the
Ptolemaic and Roman periods (la Roi 2021: 27-30). Insubordinate tva in 5% ¢. AD
Normalprosa has been interpreted as a lower-register feature (Hult 1990: 86—87 and 115;
Mandglaras 1973: para. 587). This interpretation is controversial given their appearance in
classical and post-classical literature as well as their appearance in formulaic contexts (e.g. the
disclosure formula).

This chapter examines insubordinate va in the disclosure formula (‘I want you to know
that’) and the future-open conditional sequence (‘if the weather is nice, I will go for a walk’)
in the documentary papyri with three questions in mind:

(1) What is predicate insubordinate tva?

(2) How is it distributed, co-textually and contextually (cf. Crystal 2008: 109 and 119) ?

(3) Why does it not become productive, in the sense of generality (Barddal 2008: 21)?
It proposes to view insubordination of complementary iva in the framework of the approche
pronominale, dividing grammar into the sentence and discourse tiers (Blanche-Benveniste
1984). Insubordinate usages of iva have come about through the usage-driven pattern of
pragmaticalisation (see Section 4).

The chapter finds that the future-open conditional sequence with iva as an apodosis-
initial signpost appears in the Ptolemaic and Roman periods and seems to disappear afterwards.
The disclosure formula in the form tva pdOng / pédnre / idfic 6t ‘know that’ appears in the
early Byzantine period only. While in the former iva seems to act as a discourse marker in the
left periphery of the sentence, in the latter tva seems to cliticise to the verb. Unlike the adverbial
insubordinate ‘just so you know’ which is attested throughout the history of Greek and cross-
linguistically common (see Section 4), insubordinate iva in the future-open conditional
sequence and the disclosure formula appear to be context-specific developments that

diachronically constitute dead ends.



The chapter falls into eight sections. Section 2 reviews the functional profile of tva as
a complementiser and Section 3 the phenomenon of complement insubordination. Section 4
discusses the adverbial insubordinate ‘just so you know’. Section 5 describes the data sample,
Section 6 examines the future-open conditional sequence and Section 7 the disclosure formula.

Section 8 summarises the results and offers conclusions.

2 Completive tva

The classical Greek prospective complementation system was dominated by infinite structures
(Fendel 2022b: 159-163). Both verbs of asking / begging and verbs of ordering / commanding
were primarily combined with an accusative- or dative-and-infinitive structure. However, verbs
of making an effort / urging could be complemented by a dnwc-clause, as in Thucydides,
Histories 5.36.2 £€6£0vto Boiwtovg drmg mapaddoovaet ‘they asked the Boiotians to hand over
(...)’. The verb in the dnwc-clause was usually in the future indicative, but occasional examples
of the subjunctive appear, as in Lysias 1.29 éwmg pév pn drodavn nvieforet kai ikétevey ‘he
asked and begged not to (have to) die’. tva did not usually appear in such structures. It
functioned as a subordinator in purpose clauses, combined with a verb in the subjunctive or the
oblique optative in historic sequence.’

In the post-classical period, the infinitival patterns yielded to tva / dmwc-clauses with
verbs of asking / begging (Fendel 2022b: 159-163), as in P.Neph.4, 1l. 10-11 (letter,
Alexandria, AD 301-400) rapakar®, iva pov pvnpovevong ‘I beg you to remember me’, but
remained the predominant pattern with verbs of ordering / commanding, as in CPR.30.29, 11.
1-2 (letter, Hermopolites, AD 643—-644) [ékéAevoév] pot 0 KOG deomdING ... YPAYOL TN
0e0@LA(AKT®) VUAV AdedpOTNTL ‘our common master ... told me to write to your pious
brotherhood’ (see further Fendel 2022b: chap. 4 § 51).%

Oblique optatives occasionally appeared but seem to correlate with a higher register or
the desire to elevate the register, as in P.Lond.6.1914, 1. 4041 (letter, Herakleopolites, AD
335) &ypla]ya giva yvoiton (...) ‘I want you to know (...)" (Fendel 2022a). The letter is a long

* The function of this optative is debated (Kiihner & Gerth 1894: 361; Rijksbaron 2006: 53—54; Lillo 2021: 249).
The optative is not possible in insubordinate contexts, yet this may reflect its overall decline (Fendel 2022b: chap.
4 § 26 with further references).

4 This is a tendency only. Some lexical items defy the pattern, e.g. ebyopot ‘to pray’ prefers the old accusative-
and-infinitive pattern, whereas évtéAA® ‘to order’ is regularly combined with a iva-clause in the papyri, e.g.
P.Cair.Zen. 4.59546, 1. 2 (letter, Philadelphia, 257 BC). Markopoulos (2009: 171) finds a contrast between
grammaticalized 0é o ‘want, will’ + infinitive (future) and 0éAw vé + subjunctive (volitional) still in the 12 c.
AD.



report of the maltreatment of brothers in a camp environment. The writer seems to be informing
a superior about the events and seek help.

The patterns described in the preceding paragraphs fall into Verstraete’s category
‘subordinate’ as the iva-clause is under the scope of the superordinate verb, which assigns

speech function and modality, see Table 1:

Table 1 Types of clause linking (Verstraete 2007: 283)

Speech function Modality Scope Type
+ + — Coordination
— + — Modal subordination

_ — - Free subordination

_ _ + Bound subordination

Speech function refers to the assigning of responsibility to the speaker (e.g. in a declarative) or
interlocutor (e.g. in a question) (Verstraete 2007: 106). Modality refers to the assigning of a
probability value (epistemic modality) or a desirability value (deontic modality) to a
proposition (Verstraete 2007: 112). Scope refers to the integration of the secondary clause
under the modal and speech function profile of the superordinate clause (Verstraete 2007: 119—
120).

The iva-clauses in [5] and [6] are not under the scope of the superordinate verb:

[S]iva p[n] o Taig
that NEG the. NOM.sg.m child. NOM.sg.m
VIavomioelg Vo Tod

persuade. AOR.PTCP.PASS.NOM.sg.m by the. GEN.sg.m

avT1diKov dokoin TEPLYPOPV  TIVOL

plaintift. GEN.sg.m  pretend.PRS.OPT.ACT.3sg rule.ACC.sg.f some.ACC.sg.f
VTOUEVELY, 70070 Yop  omovdalel,
maintain.PRS.INF.ACT this. ACC.sg.n PRT urge.PRS.IND.ACT.3sg
undepiov Kovotopiov yiyveoOan

no.ACC.sg.f novelty. ACC.sg.f become.PRS.INF.MID

ATOVTOC T[0D] KOVPATOPOG

be.away.PRS.PTCP.ACT.GEN.sg.m the. GEN.sg.m curator. GEN.sg.m



‘for he urges this, i.e. that the child, who is persuaded by the plaintiff, pretend to
maintain the rule (?) that there be no novelty/innovation while the curator is away’

(P.Abinn. 63.2, 11. 37-38 (protocol, Alexandria, AD 350-351))

[6] aCu®d OV Ocov iva 1
ask.PRS.IND.ACT.1sg the. ACC.sg.m god.ACC.sg.m that  either
AmOAVGOV ot ] TOPAdOTE

release. AOR.IMP.ACT.2sg [.ACC.sg.m or give. AOR.IMP.ACT.2pl

Lot 10 xpLc(oD) vop(lopatio) .
LLDAT.sgm the.ACC.sg.n gold. GEN.sg.m nomisma.ACC.sg.n 8

‘I ask God: Release me or give me the eight nomismata of gold!” (P. Herm. 7.11-13
(letter, Lykopolis, AD 381))

In [5], the tva-clause does not assign its own speech function and/or modality, but explicates
todto ‘this’, thus falls into Verstraete’s category of ‘free subordination’; in [6], the tva-clauses
assigns its own (deontic) modality, as visible in the imperatival verbs, thus falls into the
category ‘modal subordination’.

However, tva does not regularly appear with the imperative. The logical subordination
visible in [6] is usually expressed without iva, as in P. Neph. 2, ll. 5-6 koi mwopokaid,
pvnuoveve Mudv (Alexandria, AD 301400, private letter) ‘I ask (you), remember us’.

Unlike factive complement clauses with &ti, which can be internally dependent,
explicative, recitative and eventually also independent, tva does not readily appear in all the
patterns represented in Table 1 and illustrated in [5] and [6]. Rather, insubordinate patterns co-
exist with internally dependent patterns from classical times onwards. In the post-classical
papyri, the explicit encoding of internal dependency by means of an optative in historic
sequence retreats (Fendel 2022b: 146) and insubordinate usages increase.

The question is how we can differentiate between instances of adverbial and completive

insubordinate {va.

3 Complement insubordination
Adverbial insubordinates comment on the speech act, in the case of iva providing a purpose or

in post-classical times also a result; complement insubordinates predicate, in that they assign



modality and illocutionary force, in the case of tva deontic modality and exclamative force (cf.
D’Hertefelt & Verstraete 2014).

Adverbial and complement insubordinates differ in their prosody and structure. For
example, in German, adverbial insubordinate weil ‘because’ appears with the verb-second
word-order pattern of independent clauses (similarly to denn ‘for’), whereas [4] showed that
complement insubordinate dass ‘that’ appears with the verb-final pattern of dependent clauses
(e.g. Glinthner 2003). However, unlike in dependent clauses, a particle (‘ja’) can be inserted,
e.g. Dass du ja piinktlich bist! (insubordinate) and Sei ja piinktlich! ‘Be on time!” (independent)
(Panther & Thornburg 2011: 102), and modal verbs such as konnen ‘to be able to’, miissen ‘to
have to’, and sollen ‘to be obliged to’ are not permissible in the insubordinate (Panther &
Thornburg 2011: 99-100). Prosodically, adverbial insubordinate weil, similarly to French bien
que ‘although’, is set apart from the clause following it by means of a pause (Pusch 2017: 325).
The adverbial insubordinate seems to appear in the left periphery of the sentence, the
subordinate in the sentential core (cf. Giorgi 2016; Kojadinovi¢ 2022). Section 4 contrasts the
complement insubordination with {va with adverbial insubordination with tva.

Insubordinate uses of conjunctions concern the interpersonal rather than the
propositional context. The relevant patterns structure the discourse rather than the sentence. In
fact, the Greek disclosure formula and the future-open conditional sequence reviewed below
as contexts with insubordinate tva, have relatively more common alternants without tva.. These
alternants have a different value discursively speaking. Thus, rather than being able to establish
a one-to-one form-function mapping for insubordinate tva in the sense of Goldberg’s (1995)
construction grammar, we have two options, one syntactic and one discursive.

Debaisieux (e.g. 2016) conceptualises this in her distinction between constructions and
configurations with French parce que based on Blanche-Benveniste’s (1984) approche
pronominale, which posits two tiers, the microsyntax (i.e. the morphosyntax) and the
macrosyntax (i.e. the discourse syntax). In the macrosyntax, the (verbal) noyau is the centre of
the unit, a préfixe, postfixe, and suffixe can be appended. E.g. Comme il était malade, il est pas
venu ‘As he was ill, he did not come’ (préfixe + noyau) and 1/ est pas venu, vu qu’il était malade
‘he did not come, given that he was ill’ (noyau + suffixe) (Debaisieux, Deulofeu & Martin
2008: 232-233).° These additions are dispensable. This two-tier system was in place for parce
que already in Old French (Debaisieux 2016: 90-91 with further references). The same two-

tier system has also been observed for complementisers in several languages, e.g. Deulofeu

5 Cf. Heine and Kaltenbock’s (2021) distinction between sentence and thetical grammars.



(2008) for French que and Van Linden and Van de Velde (2014) on Dutch dat (both factive).
Furthermore, Markopoulos (2009: 151) observes va €y in independent commands alongside
subordinate adverbial and completive uses in 14" ¢. AD literature.
Insubordination has not only a synchronic but also a diachronic dimension (cf. Evans
2007; Debaisieux 2016; Debaisieux, Martin & Deulofeu 2019). Some insubordinate uses of tva
exist in classical Greek, e.g. [7] to [10] in chronological order®:
[7] “xoipe, Eev’, tva  xoi  mot’
welcome.PRS.IMP.ACT.2sg stranger.VOC.sg.m that even when
EQV gv natpidt yoin

be.PRS.PTCP.ACT.NOM.sg.m in fatherland. DAT.sg.f country.DAT.sg.f

puvfon EUeT, ot pot
remember. AOR.SBJV.MID.2sg I.GEN.sg.m because [LDAT.sg.m
TPMOTN Codypr O0péALES.”

first. DAT.sg.f reward. ACC.pl.n owe.PRS.IND.ACT.2sg
‘Welcome, stranger, may you remember me — even when you are (back) in your own
land — because you owe me rewards for saving your life in the first place.” (Homer,

Odyssey 8.461-462 [2sg])

[8] mepdig Yap, TEPAS GAL’ iva
go.far.PRS.IND.ACT.2sg ~ PRT go.farPRS.IND.ACT.2sg  however that
)’ &v ApOEyKT® 181} TPOTESNS

this. DAT.sg.n in voiceless.DAT.sgn NEG step.AOR.SBJV.ACT.2sg

vamel TOLAEVTL, (...), T®V,

glade.DAT.sg.n grassy.DAT.sg.n (...) this.GEN.pl.n

Eéve néppop’ — €D PO gL —
stranger.VOC.sg.m unlucky.VOC.sgm good.ADV  guard. AOR.IMP.MID.2sg
pnetactod’, anmopadu.

step.away. AOR.IMP.ACT.2sg move.away. AOR.IMP.ACT.2sg

¢ Kalen’s Xenophon, Cynegeticos 6.7 is not insubordinate; Plato’s Gorgias (505¢, 516b) and Lysias’ speeches
(12.25; 12.25; 1.12) contain otherwise only dyadically dependent instances. Data was collected in the context of
the ECF Leverhulme corpus (DOI 10.5287/ora-g2op5v0Oem).



“You went too far, too far; however, do not step on this voiceless grassy glade, (...).
From these, unlucky stranger, beware, step away, move away! (Sophocles, Oedipus

Colonus 155157 [2sg])

[9] og 0¢ o} avopi ov av
S0 PRT the.DAT.sg.m man.DAT.sg.m who.ACC.sg.m PRT
&\ncoe neicopon 0

select. AOR.SBJV.MID.2pl obey. FUT.IND.MID.1sg which.DAT.sg.f

duvatov pudaora, iva  &idfjte ot xai
possible. NOM.sg.n  most that know.PRF.SBJV.ACT.2pl that also
dpyecOon EmicTopOn g T1g Kol

serve.PRS.INF.MID know.PRS.IND.MID.1sg as some.NOM.sg.m and
dALoG pndAioTo avOpoOTOV.

other. NOM.sg.m most man.GEN.pl.m

‘So, I will obey the man who you have selected, as much as I possibly can — so you

know that I know how to serve just as any other man does.’ (Xenophon, Anabasis 1.3.15

[2pl])

[10] &AL’ iva Oavpalng gav Kol
however that NEG be.surprised.PRS.SBJV.ACT.2sg if also
OAlyov votepov T010VTOV it

little. ACC.sg.n later.ACC.sg.n such.ACC.sg.n some.ACC.sg.n
o€ avépwpo, )

you.ACC.sg.m ask. AOR.SBJV.MID.1sg which.NOM.sg.n

Soxel pgv  Sfjlov givar,

seem.PRS.IND.ACT.3sg PRT obvious.NOM.sg.n  be.PRS.INF.ACT

EY® o EMOVEPMTOD

ILNOM.sg.m PRT ask.again.PRS.IND.ACT.1sg

‘However, do not be surprised if a little later I ask you something of the type that it
seems obvious, but I persist in asking.’ (Plato, Gorgias 454b [2sg])

[7] is preceded by the greeting imperative / particle yoipe. This may be comparable to the
interjection-like particles &ye or eio prefixed to insubordinate émwg (Section 1). It also seems

to resemble Van Linden and Van de Velde’s (2014: 226-228) semi-subordination pattern with
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Dutch dat, e.g. Misschien/ Goed da Kris komt! ‘Good/maybe Kris is coming!’.” Finally, di
Bartolo’s (2022) later ur tva ‘not that’ in the papyri seems to fall in line too. [8] is a conditional
sequence. [9] is an example of the disclosure formula in the form of an elaborative rather than
stand-alone insubordinate. [10] shows the iva-clause in parallel with second-person
imperatives. Later, la Roi’s (2021: 26-30) wishes in Roman-period papyri, featuring iva in
combination with a second-person subjunctive in parallel with imperatives, seem comparable
(BGU 1V 1079, 11. 17-23 (1% ¢. AD), P. Oxy. XLI 2985, 11. 9-13 (2" - 3" ¢. AD), and P. Oxy.
XLVI 3314, 11. 12-17 (4" ¢c. AD), all letters).

In [7] to [10], the verb combined with iva is in the second-person subjunctive. The tva-
clause conveys a warning in [7], [8], and [10], thus analogy with insubordinate émw¢ cannot be

excluded. We revisit [7], [8], and [10] in Section 6, and [9] in Section 7.

4 Parenthetical ‘just so you know’
Parentheticals fall under Kaltenbock’s (2019: 187—-189) ‘elaborative insubordination’ as they
are pragmatically dependent. The parenthetical adverbial insubordinate ‘just so you know’
existed in Homeric times already® and provides a purpose for the speech act (e.g. I have
submitted my essay now, just so you know) (Beeching 2016: 98). It witnesses lexical renewal
affecting the conjunction in the post-Homeric period, iva replaces d@pa (Ruiz Yamuza 2022:
253).°

‘Just so you know’ (and the colloquial abbreviation fyi) shows all the signs of a

pragmaticalised phrase. Consider [11]:

[11] Avovuoio poc[t]dat Nepepdv

Dionysios.DAT.sg.m chief.DAT.sg.m Nemeroi.GEN.pl.m

KEKPNKOL (Opoypig) n Kol tadTog
provide.PRF.IND.ACT.lsg drachma.ACC.pl.f 8 and  this. ACC.pl.f
ovK  Emepye, tva  eldfic.

NEG send. AOR.IND.ACT.3sg that  know.PRF.SBJV.ACT.2sg

" They apply the approach of hypoanalysis: ‘in specific contexts subordinate dat-clauses happened to express
interpersonal meaning, ... language users came to reinterpret this meaning as an inherent semantic property of
the construction with the subordinating conjunction (dat)’ (Van linden & Van de Velde 2014: 228).

8 It differs formally and functionally from pragmaticalised you know (e.g. Beeching 2016 (you know)).

® Thesaurus Linguae Graecae proximity searches (10 instances): Od. 7.317; Od. 9.348; Od. 22.234; 11. 1.185; 11
6.150; 11. 8.420; 11. 20.213; 11. 21.487; Od. 9.16 (pl), 11. 18.52 (pl). None after Homer.
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‘to Dionysios, the chief (?) of Nemeroi, I have provided 8 drachmae, but he did not
send these, just so you know.” (P. Oxy. 2 299, 1l. 4-5 (letter, Oxyrhynchos, AD 76—
100))

‘Just so you know’ does not provide a purpose for the propositional content of (not) sending
money but of the writer making the statement. It has an interpersonal meaning securing the
addressee’s attention (Claridge & Arnovick 2010: 179). It has scope over the whole utterance,
i.e. the writer in [11] states that he supplied money, but this was not sent on. Both these events
he wants the addressee to be aware of, which is why he is making the statement in [11]
(Claridge & Arnovick 2010: 180). ‘Just so you know’ appears in extra-sentential position, i.e.
to the right of the sentence in [11] (Claridge & Arnovick 2010: 182). It has its own illocutionary
force (Koev 2022: 18).1°

‘Just so you know’ decategorizes to the extent that it is perceived as a largely contiguous
lexical unit (Claridge & Arnovick 2010: 181). In the parenthetical, oida does not allow for an
accusative object and cannot be co-ordinated with another verb.!! Thus, only particles (e.g.
olv) can intervene between the conjunction and the verb. Hiatus between the verb and the
conjunction is mostly resolved, as Table 2 shows. If an object was to be expressed or a verb
was to be co-ordinated, the polite-request formula ‘I am writing so you know (...)’ (Fendel
2022a) is available and frequently used in the papyri.

The Duke Database of Documentary Papyri was searched for v’ + €idfic, tva + €idfig,
v’ + eldnte, tva + €idfite, Omwg + €1df|g, dnwg + €idfite (December 2022). Homeric d¢ppa does
not appear in the papyri except in the literary papyri. The time frame was set to 300 BC and
AD 650. Literary papyri and those with unknown provenance were excluded. The results are
manually corrected and ordered by (i) iva acting at the sentence level (including the polite-
request formula ypaoo tva €idfig), (i1) Tva acting at the discourse level, and (iii) other, consisting

of instances too damaged to be judged. Table 2 shows the discursive usages:

Table 2 ‘just so you know’ in the papyri

19 It would be interesting to assess the intonation contour e.g. by inspecting (prosodic) word-level punctuation.
However, the present data set does not bear out this kind of information (see further on the issue Crellin 2022a;
Crellin 2022b)

!1'Yet, a recurring structure is £idn¢ koi pdvotoy mowong ‘you shall know and have foresight’ (e.g. P. Col. 10.282,
1. 10-11; letter, unknown, AD 201-400; P. Panop. Beattry 1, 1. 226; letter, Panopolis, AD 298-299). Compare
earlier P. Wisc. 1.31, 1. 15 €idn¢ kai mpovoniong ‘you shall know and foresee’ (letter, Theadelphia, AD 147-149).
In these, the support-verb construction (mpovoiav moém / moéopar) takes the object, yet co-ordination happens.
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Combination v’ + | tva + | + | tva omwg + | Onog  +
searched €10Mg €10Mg elonte elonte €10fi¢ eldfite
Total of hits 202 161 41 19 117 8
Relevant to | 8 4 1 1 3 o]
insubordination
PG o P. Petr. | o o P. Tebt. 1. | o
Kleon 26, 1. 23;
112,1. 25; P.  Tebt.
P. Zen. 3.1.769, 1.
Pestm. 63; P.
30,1. 19 Tebt. 4.
1099, 1.5
RG P. Oxy. 9 | BGU 4. |P.Flor.1. | CPR o o
1220,1.5; | 1201, 1. |2col8, 1.|54r, 19
P. Oxy. | 20; P. | 206
41 2996, | Oxy.
1. 33; P.|29915;
Oxy. 2.
237 6, 1l
17 and
19-20; P.
Stras. 4
296,11. 11
and 16; P.
Oxy 63
4363, 1.
19; P.
Cair Isid.
132, 1. 20;
BGU 7
1669, 1. 6;
SB 10
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10257, 1.
2012

EBG o} o} o} o} o} o}
*PG = Ptolemaic Greek (300—0 BC); RG = Roman Greek (AD 0—400); EBG = Early Byzantine
Greek (AD 400-650)"3

Table 2 shows that instances of iva. outnumber those of émwg and that instances of the second
person singular of the verb outnumber those of the second person plural. These lexical and
morphological constraints point towards a phrase that became increasingly fixed. However,
while lexical and morphological flexibility of the phrase seems to decrease over time, the
constituent parts seem to have been accessible at least in the Roman period still, as e.g. the
preference for periphrastic iv’eidévar €xoig ‘so you may know’ to the shorter subjunctive
version in P.Panop.Beatty.l (Panopolis, AD 298, official letter) shows.!* The absence of
phrases for the early Byzantine period may relate e.g. to lexical renewal or preference for a
periphrastic or a combination of the two (e.g. P. Oxy. 16 1830, 1. 12—-17 kai tv’6évoun &yv ‘and
so you may know’, letter, Oxyrhynchos, AD 501-600), which the present search procedure

would not capture.

5 Data

The chapter is based on searches of the Duke Database of Documentary Papyri (DDbDP) for
LEX tva — literary texts and those of unknown provenance are excluded, the timeframe is set
to 300 BC and AD 650. The search returned 2652 hits. Like this, most phonetic spellings (e.g.
involving iotacism) are included as they appear in the critical apparatus. Manual data collection
in all the papyri identified as relevant by the DDbDP search function is necessary as often more
instances than identified by the tool appear in a text. Elided forms, such as tv’, are not captured
in this way. Instances of 1v’€idf|g and variants were collected separately. The annotated dataset

is available here: DOI 10.5287/ora-6gpdezrde. The data for insubordinate {va is summarised in

Table 3:

Table 3 Insubordinate tva in the papyri

12 Possibly also O.Krok. 1. 871in51_62, 11. 54-55 (letter, Krokodilo, AD 118), yet severely damaged.

13 Timeframes were manually applied to the entire annotated dataset drawn from the Duke Database of
Documentary Papyri in line with Fendel (2022b).

14 Also P. Oxy. 16 1830, 11. 1217 (Oxyrhynchos, AD 501-600, letter).
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Pattern Number of instances | Percentage of all
instances

Identified as insubordinate / independent | 82 [+2!7]

Of these conditional sequences 14 17%

Of these disclosure formulae (F1) 8 [+2] 10%

Of these in the 1% person (sg/pl) 6+3 11%

Of these in the 2™ person 22+3 31%

Of these in the 3™ person 19+5 30%

Of these verbless 1 1%

The relevant passages in the papyri appear primarily in the lower / personal registers, as Table

4 shows:

Table 4 Distribution of insubordinates

Letter Contract / petition Total

300 BC-0 25 o 25
100%

0— AD 400 35 3 38
92% 8%

AD 400 — AD 650 17 2 19
89% 11%

Total 77 5 82

The instances of the future-open conditional sequence and the disclosure formula amount to
27% of all instances of insubordinate {va. All the passages except for one come from the lower

registers.

6 The future-open conditional
In classical Greek, the future-open conditional sequence consists of a protasis formed with &av

‘if” + subjunctive and an apodosis formed with a prospective verbal form (e.g. an imperative

15 Two instances appeared in the search for the parenthetical but seem to be instances of the disclosure formula:
Chr. Mitt. 91, 2 11. 11-12 (protocol, Alexandria, AD 157—159) Awoyévng g[i]mev- v’ €idfig 611 (...) ‘Diogenes said:
you shall know that’; PSI 15 1549, 1. 5 (protocol, Oxyrhynchos, AD 249-250,) ]¢ cuviiyopog tapeiov ein(ev): ko
iV’ €idilg iog [ ‘the treasurer said: and you shall know that’.
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or a future tense) (Kithner & Gerth 1894: 463-465 and 473-475).1¢ In the post-classical period,
the distinction between &i ‘if” and éav ‘if” weakened and phonological changes (esp. iotacism
and vowel-length distinctions) resulted in morphological ambiguity e.g. between the aorist
subjunctive vs the future indicative (Fendel 2022b: chap. 4 §§ 129-136 with further
references).

The protasis is marked by the conjunction ‘if’. The apodosis can be marked with
apodotic elements, such as &neita ‘then’ (LSJ 1.4) (cf. Ruiz Yamuza 2011: 7). The order of
protasis and apodosis is flexible and determined by the information structure (e.g. Dik 1995).

When the protasis precedes, the apodotic element marks the clause boundary, as in [12]:

[12] 7 un o v ayamny T0D O¢cob,

if NEG due.to the. ACC.sg.f love.ACC.sg.f the. GEN.sg.m god.GEN.sg.m

émi Eueddov amofoaviv ™

then would.IMPF.IND.ACT.1sg die. AOR.INF.ACT the.DAT.sg.f

mivn

thirst. DAT.sg.f

‘If it had not been for the love of God, I would have died of thirst.” (P. Misc. inv. 2. 70,
1. 18-20 (Gonis 2008))

énel, used apodotically is ‘historically derived (...) from a paratactic marker’ (Hackstein 2017:
260). Independent uses of énel appear throughout classical Greek already, e.g. Plato, Gorgias
473e (Hackstein 2017: 258).

In the post-classical papyri, the apodosis several times contains iva. In all except one
instance, the apodosis follows the protasis. Table 5 summarises the passages in chronological

order:

Table 5 Future-open conditional sequence

Citation Passage Text | Provenance Date

type

16 A future-open protasis did not have to combine with a future-open apodosis and vice versa (Kiihner & Gerth
1894: 465).
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P.Cair.Zen. 1. 11-12 éav 6¢ pqmo letter | Alexandria 253-

2.59240 TPOCTENTOKOTES AGLY, Tvol T0ig 252
Tapd oD GLVTAENIS MG NELOKAUEY BC
o€ oikovopfjcat. ‘If they have not
yet fallen to their knees / begged,
you shall tell those with you that we
consider it right that you manage
(affairs).’

P.Cair.Zen. 11. 16-20 8av ovv €186 oL mepi Epe letter | Philadelphia 275—

3.59428 &v tivt gipd, Tva kal T untépa kol (Arsinoites) 266
70 ASEAPIOV pETOMEYMLLOL OJE. BC
‘Thus, if I see the matters
concerning me (and) in what state |
am, I will send for the mother and
the little brother in this way.’

P.Lond. 7.1944 | 1l. 6-7 &l 0¢ pn ye, (g mOTE AVTML letter | Athribis 257
dokel, tva td cvuPola MUiv S0t BC
Ypape 88 kol 6V AV Av ypeiav Exmc.

‘If not, as it seems right to him, he
shall give the sum to you. Write (to
us) about what you need!’

P.Lond. 7.2046 | L. 3 &l obv oot Sokel, tva Omépyom Kkai | letter | Philadelphia 275—
®de mo[pd cot. ‘If it seems good to (Arsinoites) 226
you, I shall be subordinate to you in BC
this way.’

P.Lond. 7.2055 11. 3-5 &l oot dokel, tva mapa coi letter | Philadelphia 275—
gpyalopon tag ylotamdag. “If it (Arsinoites) 226
seems good to you, I shall make the BC
simple rugs for you.’

PSI. 6.584 11. 18-21 &i duvn ovv pot odTag letter | Philadelphia 275—
oikovounoacHort tv[a] avtag (Arsinoites) 226
anevévkopot ‘I you can manage BC
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them for me, I shall take them

away.’

BGU. 1.48 1. 18-21 éav avaPig i €opth, tva | letter | Arsinoites AD
ouooe yevopeda, Kol un 101-
vrepneavnofis. ‘If you come up for 300
the celebration, we shall be together
and you will not be left alone (?).

BGU. 3.742, 11. 1-3 iva oot petaddpev, €l Toig letter | Arsinoites AD

2FrA aAnOeiong avti eepviig 1| 122—
TapoDOPNOLG EYEVETO Kal €1 1) OV 138
TPOTEPQ EYEVETO THG GLTOA(0Yi0G)
kv obtwg &y v [ai]tiov o fijv
kateoyed( ). “We shall inform (you)
if the withdrawal instead of the
dowry happens to the sincere and if
the previous purchase of forage
happens — even if there is a reason
why ...

0.Did. 462 1. 6-8 €av dxovong kevotepov mepi | letter | Didymoi AD
10D KANpov fya kai £poi SnAdong. (Eastern desert) | 201—
‘If you hear something new about 250
the lot, tell me too!’

P.Giss. 1.40 11. 6-8 kai &l povepov EoTiv, TAG edict | Apollonopolites | AD
TP TV YOPLTé pov mapevednKa, Heptakomias 215-
Opwg tva pn t1g oteEVdTEPOV 216

TOPEPUNVEDOT TNV YEPLTE LoV €K
TV pn[pd]tov 0[] Tpotépov
Statéypatog, &v @ obtmg
amekpwv[d]unv- ‘If it is clear how
much thanks I give, nonetheless no-
one shall narrowly misinterpret my

thanks from the words of the
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previous edict, in which I answered

in this way.’

ypnotnooo, . . ‘If you send one, tell
Iordanios, your brother, whether you
send it to me, but certainly I will

receive (it) ...’

SB. 6.9017 8 11. 8-9 &l mémpaxec \trv kpOnv,/ &l letter | Wadi Fawakhir | AD
0¢ un [d]doic AABavd tva pot oict: (Eastern 1-200
‘If you have sold barley, if you do Desert)
not give it to Albanos, he will bring
it to me.”!”

P.Fouad. 84 1. 2 €1 6’8y méumerg ging Topdaviw @ | letter | Arsinoites AD
a0eA@® c[ov(?)] el Todto TMEUTEL 501—
pot, ALY TavTeg tva EA® 700

The relevant passages date predominantly from the Ptolemaic and Roman periods; there is only

one instance from the early Byzantine period. All the instances except for P. Giss. 1. 40 are

letters, thus belong to the private or personal register. BGU. 3.742, 2FrA shows two past tense

forms in the protasis, which seem to adopt a future perfect value (‘when this has been done,

then we shall do X”).

Table 6 tabulates the number of items intervening between tva and the verb in the {va-

clause and the personal ending of the verbs:

Table 6 Intervening items and personal endings

Citation

Intervening items

Person of the verb

P.Cair.Zen. 2.59240 | 3 (toig mapd cod ‘those with you’)

2sg

P.Cair.Zen. 3.59428

mother and the little brother’)

6 (Kol T unTépa kai to adéApov ‘both the Isg

*P Lond. 7.1944

3 (& oopPora uiv ‘the sum to you’)

3sg

1711. 10-13 confirm this reading: 8&v ¢ TEXPAKAGS THY KPEOTV TEUYELS £101 TOV YoAKOV S18 AABovod Tod inméog
‘if you have bought the barley, send the money to me through Albanos the horseman’.
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*P.Lond. 7.2046 0 Isg
*P.Lond. 7.2055 2 (mapa ool ‘for you’) Isg
PSI. 6.584 1 (atag ‘them’) Isg
*PSI. 6.584 1 (UM ‘not’) 3pl
BGU. 1.48 1 (6podoe ‘together’) Ipl
#BGU. 3.742, 2FrA | 1 (oot ‘to you’) Ipl
0.Did. 462 2 (kai €poi ‘also to me’) 2sg
*P.Giss. 1.40 3 (un g otevotepov ‘nobody narrowly’) 3sg
SB. 6.9017 8 I (not ‘to me’) 3sg
P.Fouad. 84 0 Isg

* = contains hedge; # = future perfect

Table 6 shows that insubordinate {va-clauses are no longer limited to second-person verbs.
Apparently, insubordinate tva had become an independently available pattern, rather than just
an analogical one (cf. dnwg).

Table 6 also shows that iva and its verb are rarely contiguous. Conversely, contiguity
is observed in the one classical ancestor, Plato, Gorgias 454b tva un Bovudlng €av (...) ‘do
not be surprised if” (see [8] above). tva is separated from its verb by the function word pn ‘not’,
which without paradigmatic changes (cf. Loporcaro 2022: 36), cannot be moved.

The principle of iconicity holds that items that belong together usually appear in close
proximity (cf. Bertrand 2014; Lakoff & Johnson 1980: 130; Bentein 2016: 14). This suggests
that tva does not function as a modal particle with the verb but as an adverb at the left edge of
the clause, like earlier apodotic particles and adverbs. However, unlike these, iva only appears
when the clause is expressing a deontic meaning.

5 of the 13 instances in Table 6 contain a protasis in the form of a pragmaticalised
hedge!'®, e.g. P.Lond. 7.2055, 11. 3-5 &{ co1 Sokei ‘if it seems good to you’. These protases are
comparable to the ‘just so you know’ parenthetical (Section 4), in that they have a discursive
link with the iva-apodosis (Ruiz Yamuza 2022; Fendel 2022b: chap. 9). In fact, the entire hedge
should perhaps be read as a discourse marker in the left periphery, with tva appearing at the

left edge of the sentential core. This would align these instances loosely with Sophocles,

18 Hedging is a ‘broad pragmatic concept encompassing nearly any expression of tentativeness or possibility, or
with a softening or downtoning function’ (Hulleberg Johansen 2021: 82).
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Oedipus Colonus 155ff. (see [7] above), which is written in verse, such that the word order is
less indicative.

tva in the actual conditional sequences — i.e. the protasis is not a hedge —, seems to
function as a guidepost. A guidepost (such as English so) ‘suggests how you might interpret
what the speaker is trying to get across’ (Davis & Maclagan 2020: 64—65) (e.g. a summary, an
invitations). iva. does not seem to cliticise to the verb. It is unlike the deontic periphrases!® with
e.g. 0ého ‘want, will’, kata&ow ‘deem right’, etc. + infinitive (Fendel 2022b: chap. 4 §59)
which appear frequently in the documentary papyri and form addenda to the paradigm (cf.
Haspelmath 2000). Ruiz Yamuza (2011: 7) links apodotics in conditional sequences to
correlatives, considering the sequences moving closer to a diptych structure and thus towards
paratactic structures. Thus, tva may be either at the left edge of the sentential core or in the left
periphery, akin to pragmaticalised sentential adverbs in this position (Jimémez Delgado 2018).

Insubordinate tva as a guidepost in the apodosis appears throughout the Ptolemaic,
Roman and marginally in the early Byzantine periods in the papyri. tva seems to appear at the
left edge of the clause or in the left periphery. The form of the verb with iva is no longer limited
to the second person. {va as an apodotic is flexibly applicable in conditional sequences. This

contrasts with Tva in the disclosure formula.

7 The disclosure formula

The range of structures labelled ‘disclosure formula’ is debated (Porter & Pitts 2013). Here,
the disclosure formula is defined narrowly as the combination of a deontic form of a verb of
knowing / realising / learning (periphrastic or simple), aimed at the addressee, and a factive
complement referring to the piece of information to be transmitted, often in the form of a
complement clause (Fendel 2022b: chap. 8). In a late Roman / early Byzantine letter corpus,

we find the following structures, see [13] and [14]%°:

[13] Periphrastic (7): P. Kell. 1.66, 11. 8 and 19 (naBsiv o 8éA® 611 ‘I want you to know
that’), P. Misc. Inv. 2. 70, 1. 4 (ytyvooxew og fodropon ‘I want you to know’), P. Lond.
3 981, 11. 13—14 (yryvooxkew og Bovropat ‘I want you to know’), P. Lond. 6. 1914, 1. 2
(yryvooxetv vudg 0éhopev ‘we want you all to know’), P. Lond. 6. 1917, 1. 8 (yvdvai

19 Periphrastic structures are those that express by means of multiple words a feature bundle in a paradigm (for
further discussion in general, see Loporcaro 2022).
20 Archives of Apa Nepheros, Apa John, Apa Paieous, village of Kellis, Dioscorus of Aphrodito.
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oe B¢l ‘I want you to know’); P. Cair. Masp. 1. 67065, 1. 1 (yv@dvor [ce / duag?]
Bovropat ‘T want you (all) to know’)?!

[14] Imperatival (8): P. Kell. 1. 74, 11. 14 and 21 (nabe 6¢ 611 ‘and know that’); P. Neph.
8, 1l. 4 and 17 (yivwoke ‘know’ + accusative-with-infinitive / @c); P. Amh. Gr. 2. 145,
L. 15 (yv®0e1 8¢ 6t ‘and know that’); P. Herm. 8, 1. 7 (yiyvwoxe ‘know’ + accusative-
with-infinitive); P. Cair. Masp. 1. 67066, . 5 (navOdvete + €1 ‘know if”); SB 20 14241,
1. 16 (kata&idoote k(oi) Vuelg pabelv + accusative-with-infinitive ‘and you all shall

deem it right to know’)

In this corpus, the disclosure formula takes a different form only in P.Cair.Masp. 1. 67060, 1. 4
tva t[€] udOnre 6t (...) ‘and that you may know that’. The letter belongs to the sixth-century
archive of Dioscoros of Aphrodito. It is signed off by Menas and addressed to Dioscoros and
his father Apollo. The letter concerns payment of a village tax that is apparently late. The
disclosure formula appears about half-way through the letter at the point when Menas has
described the situation and wants to draw attention to the immediate action required.

The same structure appears several more times in the papyri. Table 7 summarises all

the instances in chronological order:

Table 7 Disclosure formula??

Citation Passage Text | Provenance | Date
type
P.Cair.Masp. | 1. 4-6 tva 1[€] pabnze Ot el pun da t]ig letter | Antaiopolis | AD
1. 67060 abplov €EevEYKNTE ot TO HETPOV TOD TE 553-
aotiko(D) Kol Kountiko(d) ETApovg, o[v]k 554

[Exete] g[v]xaprotical Td mpdypatt. “You
shall know that if you do not pay me your
share of the city and village taxes in full

tomorrow, you will not be thankful for the

matter.’

21 Outside of this letter corpus, oida ‘to know’ is possible, e.g. SB 3 7244, 11. 34-36 idév[ar] [c]on 0w, B11(...);
PSI 12 1259, 11. 4-5 &idévon og BéA® &1 (...) ‘I want you to know that’, both dating from the Roman period.
22 Punctuation is added where sentence particles clarify its location.
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xai tva 01dev 1) dpetépa £Eovoia dT1 odK
NUeANOn 1] kéhevoig VU®V GAL’ EnAnpmon
g008wg (...) ‘On the 10" of the present
month, I was told by the most illustrious

archon that (...). Your power shall know

P.Laur. 2. 46 | 1l. 1315 fva pddn ovv 811 edpdv TOV letter | Thelbo AD
Aeyopevov | 1t (...) “You shall know that 501-
having found that which was said (...)’ 700
P.Oxy. 1. 1 R iva puédn 6 8uoc dyabog deomotnc étu | letter | Oxyrhynchos | AD
56.3870 ovK aipdBapev. ‘My good master shall 501-
know that we are aware.’ 700
P.Muench. 11. 25-26 kai tva pdng 6t Kai 6 6itog letter | Arsinoites AD
3.1.130 oniocw €otiv. ‘And you shall know that the 601—
food is on its way (?)’?3 700
P.Oxy. 11. 13—15 kai idov ovk &v €)\e/v Emg Ote letter | Oxyrhynchos | AD
16.1867 ENON, 0éomo(tar), KaBmg Eypayég pot £x0eg 601-
S0 mhoiov. tva pué\On/ odv, déomota, Htt 700
nmAoiov 00K &vi €1 TOV Sppov NUAV &l PN To
alevtikd, oéomo(ta). ‘And look, he did not
have one until you came, master, as you
have written to me yesterday from the ship.
You shall know, master, that there is no
ship for our journey (?) except the fishing
boats, master.’
SB. 5.7655 1. 4-9 kai tva pédOnte og [ ].. ..., 0T letter | Hermopolites | AD
Ey® Ao TO TPAYUATA OV EMPIMTO €ig 601-
vuag, émedn (...) ‘And you shall know ... 700
that I sort out (?) all my matters concerning
you, because (...)’
P. Oxy. 16 1. 1-7 katd v dexdv 1[0 TapOVTOG letter | Oxyrhynchos | AD
1829 unvog €ypaen] pot mapd Tod 577-
[n]eyarompeneotdtov dpyovtog Ot (...). 583

23 In the sense of ‘behind / after me’.
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that your order was not ignored but

immediately fulfilled (...)’

P. Oxy. 16 1. 11-17 katd v dekdV 10D TAPOVTOG letter | Oxyrhynchos | AD
1829 VoGS £ypaen Hot mapd Tod 577-
[peya]hompe[meoTdtov] dpyovioc mg (...). 583
Kai tvo 01dgv 1 Dpetépo Vrepoyn [6]TL Tod
LEeYOAOTP(EMECTATOV) BPYOVTOG
KataloBOvTog e0BEmG 1 KEAELGIG DUDV
gyévero kai (...). ‘On the 10™ of the present
month, I was contacted by the most
illustrious archon because (...). Your power
shall know that when the illustrious archon

visited, your order was immediately done

(..)

In Table 7, 6 of the 8 instances feature the verb of realising pavBdve ‘to learn’, which always
appears in the aorist subjunctive. The variation between the second and third person of the
verbal ending is linked to the increasing tendency to address the addressee by means of a title
(Bentein 2017a), which can be figurative as in P. Oxy. 16 1829 (Dickey 2004). Porter and Pitts
(2013: 430) suggest that pavBdve ‘to learn’ and énictapo ‘to know’ are limited to the papyri.
While the evidence from the letter corpus presented above shows that the lexical range in the
papyri is wider than those two verbs, this would explain the strong preference for pavBévo ‘to
learn’ observed in Table 7.

In all the passages in Table 7, tva forms a contiguous phrase with the verb. Particles
that occupy the second position in the sentence appear after this phrase, e.g. odv in P.Laur. 2.
46 and P.Oxy. 16.1867, and 6¢ in SB. 5.7655. The only instance in which the {va—verb phrase
is split is P.Cair.Masp. 1. 67060, where enclitic t¢ intervenes, thus indicating that the phrase is
not (yet) treated as a fully discontinuous unit. Unlike apodotic tva assessed in Section 6, the
disclosure-formula patterns seem to form largely invariable contiguous units. They are akin to
Heine et al. (2016: 56-58) formulaic insubordinate clauses, e.g. English if I may. Heine et al.’s

examples all concern adverbial insubordinates.
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Porter and Pitts (2013: 430) suggest a development of the disclosure formula from the
imperatival form in the Ptolemaic papyri to the periphrastic form in Roman times.?* This also
explains the appearance of the periphrastic form particularly in the literary writings of the New
Testament, yet see also NT, Luke 5.23-24 iva 8¢ gidfjre 611 0 v10g 10D dvBpdmov €Eovoiay
&xel émi T YNG dpévarn apaptiog “You shall know that the son of man has power to take away
the sins from the world’. As shown above, the imperatival form remains intact well into the
early Byzantine period, unlike the periphrastic form. The parallel existence of an imperatival
pattern along with the Roman periphrastic containing a complementary infinitive of the verb
of realising seem to bolster the interpretation of iva + subjunctive as complement
insubordination having a deontic meaning.

The disclosure formula always appears clause-initially. It does not convey a command
to the addressee but highlights the piece of information referred to by the embedded clause.
The writer is concerned about the addressee’s acceptance of and acting on this piece of

information.?” D’Hertefelt (2018: 42) cites the comparable example [15] from Dutch:

[15] Dat ge maar weet dat ik nu serieus zin heb om op uwe [sic] bakkes te slaan.

“You should know that I seriously feel like punching you in the face right now.’

D’Hertefelt (2018: 43) comments that ‘[w]hile semantically these constructions express an
order or a prohibition, pragmatically they are not used to tell the addressee what (not) to do.
Rather, they serve to assert or deny the content of the second embedded complement clause’.?
The insubordinate structure signposts the piece of information provided in the embedded
clause.

The disclosure formula also bears resemblance to Heine and Kaltenbdck’s (2021: 11—
13) initial comment clauses, e.g. [ mean. They list the following characteristics of items /

phrases acting at the discourse level, see [16], which they call theticals?’:

[16] Theticals

24 There are no classical predecessors. Comparable structures, such as Xenophon, Anabasis 1.3.15 (see [10] above)
rely on adverbial insubordination, in that a purpose for the speech act (declaration) is provided by the iva clause,
as spelled out in e.g. Andocides, De Mysteriis, 106 “Iva 82 £idfjte, & 8vdpeg, 611 (...), Ppoyéa Podropm kai
nepl ToVTOV gimely ‘So you know, gentlemen, that (...), I want to briefly speak about these things’.

25 In conversation-analytical terms, the possibly dispreferred option is elicited from the addressee (Emde Boas
2017: chap. 1).

26 See also Huitink (2010: 30) on Greek specifically.

27 The term parenthetical was used above and is commonly used in studies on (post)classical Greek.
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a. Meaning: Their meaning is not part of the meaning of the sentence they are associated
with.

b. Function: Their function is metatextual.

c. Syntax: They are not a syntactic constituent of the sentence in which they occur.

d. Prosody: They are likely to be set off prosodically from the rest of the sentence.

e. Semantic-pragmatic scope: They have scope over the sentence or beyond the
sentence.

f. Placement: Depending on their discourse function they are flexible in their

placement behaviour. (Heine & Kaltenbock 2021: 7)

The disclosure formula meets criteria a, b, and e when 61t is present (Heine & Kaltenbock
2021: 11). It does not add meaning to the sentence it is part of but serves a metatextual function,
i.e. flagging a piece of information, which acts on the entire sentence. Without dt1, criteria ¢
and f may also be met as a syntactic relationship with clause containing the piece of information
to be flagged is no longer encoded. Criterion d cannot be assessed due to the type of data.

However, in P.Cair.Masp. 1. 67060, P.Oxy. 16.1867, and SB. 5.7655 cited in Table 7,
a complex clause follows dt1, in P.Cair.Masp. 1. 67060 a conditional sequence. These instances
seem to align with James (2008: 39 n. 125) observation that the disclosure formula is
sometimes added like a formulaic chunk. Furthermore, dt1t can become part of discourse
markers, e.g. in the papyri emergent dniovott ‘obviously’ (from ofjAov dtt “(it is) obvious
that’). As predicted by Kaltenbock and Heine’s (2021) proposal of co-optation, the
grammatical dependency relation attached to &tt is deleted when the phrase is lifted into the
discourse grammar.

The insubordinate structure tvo padn / péonte / pabng 6t ‘know that” aligns with Heine
and Kaltenbock’s (2021: 11-13) initial comment clauses in that syntactic and pragmatic
readings are possible. The formula’s frequency of occurrence suggests that the pragmatic
reading prevails. The lexical alternant oido. ‘to know’ is less frequently attested in the papyri
but seems to dominate in the New Testament, such that it may be the more elaborate
counterpart. The only instance with a possible deletion of &1t is too damaged to be indicative:
SB 26 16808, 11. 6-7 tva odv idfjte: kai . [ -1-2- ], pog dmodnueiv uéiigt ‘you shall thus know:
also ... he will be away from home’ (unknown, AD 201-300, letter).

Independent tva in the disclosure formula is a particle in the sentential core as indicated

by data on positioning. The context of the disclosure formula is lexically and syntactically
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constrained such that the structure does not affect the non-formulaic syntax outside of the

structure — except possibly by analogy.

8 Summary and conclusion

This chapter examined complement insubordination with iva in the post-classical papyri
(Sections 3). Complement insubordinate tva seems to be an innovation of the post-classical
period, possibly in line with prospective complement clauses being a development of the post-
classical period (Section 2). By contrast, adverbial insubordination appears to be a minor use
pattern available with a range of conjunctions, including in conventionalised phrases such as
the ‘just so you know phrase’ (Section 4), throughout the history of Greek (cf. Debaisieux,
Martin & Deulofeu 2019 on si tu savais and quand je pense). The classical predecessors of
complement insubordination with {va are (i) highly infrequent, (ii) limited to a verb in the
second person singular, and (iii) express warnings or commands. (ii) and (iii) point to analogy
with insubordinate 6mwg (Section 3). The chapter focused on the apodosis of the future-open
conditional sequence (Section 6) and the disclosure formula (Section 7).

In the apodosis of a future-open conditional sequence, tva seems to act as a clause-
initial signpost in the form of a discourse marker at the left edge of the clause. In the disclosure
formula, tva seems to cliticise to the verb as a modal particle. The development of insubordinate
tva seems context-specific (cf. Vincent & Wheeler 2022). Yet, both patterns seem to be dead
ends diachronically speaking (cf. Bentein 2017b), with the future-open apodosis with {va
appearing in the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, and the disclosure formula in the early
Byzantine period.?®  Importantly, insubordinate and subordinate uses can co-exist for
extended periods of time, as they have in Greek.

For both patterns, most instances come from letters rather than official documents. For
the future-open conditional, there is a cluster of instances from the Arsinoite nome (across time
periods), for the disclosure formula, just over half of all instances come from Oxyrhynchos.
Thus, in both cases, we may wonder whether these are bottom-up changes that are relatively
localised (cf. noticeably Pérez Fernandez, Gras & Brisard 2022). This stands in stark contrast
to parenthetical ‘just so you know’ which appears throughout the history of the language, in

literary and non-literary texts, and seems to align with patterns across languages.?’

28 Modern Greek deictic va is etymologically speaking not derived from the insubordinate (Roussou & Tsangalidis
2010: 56-59; Joseph 1981). Modal va is a modal particle. For the repositioning of the stress, see Markopoulos
(2009: chap. 4 n. 8).

29 Neither D’Hertefelt’s comparable pattern cited nor German dass-clauses construed to align with the future-open
conditional based on Panther and Thornburg are equally established.
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Both apodotic tva and tva in the disclosure formula primarily act at the discourse level.
Apodotic iva is a clause-initial guidepost to direct the interlocutor’s attention to the conditioned
event; the disclosure formula as a whole signposts a piece of information as attention-worthy,
possibly because the writer is concerned that the addressee will object. fva attains a discourse-
structuring function. Lifting va onto the interpersonal level seems to be due to speaker
economy (Patard 2014: 126-128; Claridge & Arnovick 2010; Heine & Kaltenbock 2021).3°
Unlike its adverbial insubordinate counterpart, complement insubordinate ivo does not
comment on the speech act but predicate it. In the two structures discussed, va serves to make
prominent in the discourse the event of the apodosis and the event referred to by the embedded

clause in the disclosure formula (von Heusinger & Schumacher 2019).
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