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ILP Faculty:  

Interdisciplinary Linguistic Program Faculty 

The ILP is anchored at the Department of Anthropology; the core of 

the Linguistic Faculty resides at that Department, as well as in Mod-

ern Languages, Classics and Psychology:  
Ivan Roksandic (Anthropology) teaches Languages of the W orld, Mor-

phology and Indo-European Linguistics. His main research interests are 

language typology and indigenous languages of South America. His current 

project focuses on the indigenous toponymy in the Caribbean. 

Amy Desroches (Psychology) uses cognitive and brain imagining meth-

ods to examine reading and language development. In particular, her work 

focuses on the role of phonology in learning to read, and the impact that 

reading development has on spoken language processing. 

George Fulford is an Anthropological linguist, specializing in Cree and 

Algonquian languages. He is especially interested in problems related to 

grammaticalization, language origins, and semiotics and structuralism.  

Zbigniew Izydorczyk teaches at the Depar tment of English. His areas of 

special interest include Old and Middle English, history of English, history 

of Latin, and palaeography.  

Andrew McGillivray (Rhetor ic) teaches Transnational and Intercultur-

al Language and Communication. His research interests include Icelandic 

studies, mythology, and medieval rhetoric. He is currently developing a pro-

ject about cultural memory and the
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of year, as opposed to temporal hours, which would 

vary based on the time of the year.8 The seven planets 

were then distributed through the 24 hours of each day 

for seven days, for a total of 168 equinoctial hours 

each week. The division of each day into 24 planetary 

hours is known as the “astrological doctrine” of 

“chronocratories.”9 

Each day of the astrological week began at 

sunrise, the first hour occupying the period we think 

of as 6 to 7 in the morning. The first hour of the first 

day was associated with Saturn, the planet calculated 

to be furthest from earth; the second hour, from 7 to 8, 

with Jupiter; the third with Mars; the fourth with the 

sun; the fifth with Venus; the sixth with Mercury; and, 

finally, the seventh hour of the day, from what we 

think of as 12 to 13, was associated with the moon, the 

celestial body calculated to be closest to earth.10 The 

cycle then began again, with the hour from 13 to 14 of 

the first day assigned to Saturn, and so on, repeating 

three times in full, which brought the clock up to 3 in 

the morning of the first day. Saturn was then associat-

ed with the hour from 3 to 4, Jupiter from 4 to 5, and 

the first day ended with an hour associated with Mars, 

from 5 to 6 in the morning. Thus the second planetary 

day of the astrological week begins with the first hour 

allocated to the sun, from 6 to 7.  

 Within the logic of the astrological week, the 

planet allocated to the first hour of each day was 

thought to govern the whole day and thus provide the 

day with its name. This cycle repeats itself through the 

whole seven-day week: the 6 to 7 timeslot of the third 

day of the week is allocated to the moon; the same slot 

on the fourth day to Mars; on the fifth day to Mercury; 

on the sixth day to Jupiter; and, finally, on the seventh 

day the 6 to 7 timeslot is allocated to Venus. Saturday 

begins with Saturn allocated to the first hour (i.e. be-

tween 6 and 7 in the morning), as it was at the begin-

ning of the week prior, and thus the cycle recurs. A 

contribution of the Babylonian astrologers was the 

belief that each of the planets, which were also consid-

ered to be deities, influenced humanity on earth, and 

this influence began with the hour, and then extended 

to the day.11 Therefore, from an ancient astrological 

perspective, human activity would be influenced on 

two levels, by the planetary god associated with the 

current hour and also by the planetary god associated 

with the entire day. 

The Jewish week and the astrological week 

were aligned as early as the first century CE, the Sab-

bath12
 and the day of Saturn corresponding, though it 

was not until the more widespread emergence of 

Christianity that the two were more fully integrated.13 

When the Germanic tribes came into contact with 

Christian Romans along the frontier of the Empire, the 

Germans adopted the seven-day week, and according-

ly assigned names for each of those seven weekdays. 

Unlike the Roman astrological week, which has seven 

days governed by the seven planets, themselves con-

sidered to be divinities, the Germanic week which was 

adapted after prolonged contact with Rome is a mix-

ture of planets and gods, and, importantly, in the Ger-

manic tradition the planets are not considered to be 

divine. The Germans thus used their own interpretatio 

Germanica to replace the Roman astrological week 

with names appropriate to their cultures, and for this 

they continued the tradition of the interpretatio Roma-

na that began with Tacitus, though they adapted it to 

their own ends: Tyr replaces Mars, Odin replaces 

Mercury, Thor replaces Jupiter, and Frigg replaces 

Venus.14 The Germans could not find equivalent gods 

for Saturn, sun, or moon in their pantheon, so they in-

corporated these three Roman planetary names into 

their own languages using a genitive form of the 

planet’s name followed by the nominative form of the 

word “day.”15 The two cultures would have relied on 

this system of interpretationes so that they could com-

municate, especially as it concerns trade and com-

merce. The intercultural communication that led to the 

adoption of the seven-



http://wayback-01.kb.dk/wayback/20101108105429/http:/www2.kb.dk/elib/lit/dan/saxo/lat/or.dsr/
http://wayback-01.kb.dk/wayback/20101108105429/http:/www2.kb.dk/elib/lit/dan/saxo/lat/or.dsr/
http://wayback-01.kb.dk/wayback/20101108105429/http:/www2.kb.dk/elib/lit/dan/saxo/lat/or.dsr/
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Portmanteaus, neologisms formed by the com-
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A Comparison of Classical and Modern Greek Phonology 
Giorgia Skorletos, Major in Linguistics 

Introduction 

Although the change of language over time is inevitable, Greek is an interesting case because it is considered an 

archaic language due to its slow rate of change in comparison to other languages (Browning, 1983, p. 12). Worth noting 

is that the research presented on Classical Greek may be limited to a “purist” version of the language, due to the lan-

guage only being known through written sources (Browning, 1983, p. 14; Bakker, 2010, p. 85). Therefore, this paper 

will be to compare the changes between Classical and Modern Greek. I will focus on phonetic areas of comparison, in-

cluding pronunciation of consonants and vowels, how symbols were used to realise these sounds in writing, and prosod-

ic elements such as accent, tone and stress. 

The Basic Chronology of Greek dialects 

The main periods of the Greek language are Mycenean, Early Greek, Classical, Hellenistic, Middle, and Modern 

(Miller, 2013, p. 27). The regional dialects can be broken into Prehistoric, Attic, Ionic, Aeolic, and Doric (Miller, 2013, 

p. 28-30). The main two dialects that will be focused on in this paper will be Attic and Ionic. Due to their popular use at 

the time, several unique features emerged when they became united, with the Ionic alphabet being adopted into use by 

the Attic dialect (Miller, 2013, p. 30). Interestingly, the dialectal differences never developed enough to form their own 

languages (i.e. like Latin) and is still considered a single language identity (Browning, 1983, p. 12). 

Pronunciation 

Consonants – Classical Greek
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pronunciation of diphthongs differed between word boundaries. For example, diphthongs in pre-vocalic positions were 

better thought of as a short vowel plus a glide (Allen, 1968, p. 77-78). Eventually these sounds were adapted to be pro-

nounced without their diphthongal element (Allen, 1968, p. 83). 

Vowels – Modern Greek 
Greek eventually developed to become a simple five-vowel system with no meaningful contrast in vowel 

https://web.archive.org/web/20130515110353/http:/icgl7.icte.uowm.gr/Adaktylos.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20130515110353/http:/icgl7.icte.uowm.gr/Adaktylos.pdf
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/kh, gh, xh/ - 




