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Preface

This book is a complete revision of my dissertation (Goldstein 2010), which
was submitted in May 2010 at the University of California, Berkeley. While the
structure of the two works shares many similarities, the content of nearly every
page differs.

In terms of the argument, perhaps the most significant difference is that I
no longer pursue the claim that clausal clitics are hosted at the left edge of an
intonational phrase. Chapter 2 is new and offers a broad overview of Greek syn-
tax and word order. The literature review of the dissertation has been excised.
Information structure is now handled within the Question under Discussion
model of C. Roberts ([1996] 2012) in conjunction with the Alternative Semantics
of Rooth (1992, 1996). At a more fine-grained level, the interpretation of every
example has been reconsidered, which has led to many differences between
this book and the dissertation.

The critical acumen of Donald Mastronarde, Line Mikkelsen, and Dag Haug
improved this book in countless ways and saved me from an inordinate number
of blunders. Dieter Gunkel and Tony Yates read many of the chapters and spent
long hours discussing Greek prosodic phonology and syntax with me. Those
conversations played no small role in shaping the ideas in this book.

Iremain both extraordinarily grateful for and in awe of the patience and care
that Dimitri Robl exhibited in transliterating and glossing the Greek examples,
a task that I could never have managed on my own. I also owe an immense debt
to Justin Hudak and Zachary Rothstein-Dowden for helping me proofread the
examples when my stamina was flagging. It has been a pleasure to work with
my editor, Pamela Morgan. All remaining errors and infelicities are of course
mine alone.

For discussion of a host of issues concerning clitics and beyond, I am ex-
tremely grateful to Rutger Allen, Yelena Baraz, Anna Bonifazi, Chiara Bozzone,
Giuseppe Celano, Andrew Garrett, Adam Gitner, Chris Golston, Laura Gresten-
berger, Mark Hale, Dalina Kallulli, Athena Kirk, Bernhard Koller, Adam Ledge-
way, John Lowe, Jesse Lundquist, Hayden Pelliccia, Philomen Probert, Eric
Schmidt, Daniel Tober, Jeremy Rau, Tom Recht, Felipe Rojas, and Carlotta Viti.
I apologize in advance to anyone whose help I have failed to acknowledge.

Last but not least, Abby, without whose support and love, this book, like so
many other things, would simply not have been possible: this is for you.

Vienna, July 2015
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Transliteration Scheme

TABLE 1 Transliteration Scheme

Greek Roman transcription

o a
¢ b
Y g, n (before a following velar)
S d
€ €
4 zd!
N €
e th
t i
X k
A 1
K m
v n
£ ks
0 6)
n p
P r
0,6 s
T t
v y
¢ p"
X ke
b ps
5 o
‘ h

Diphthongs appear as <Vi> and <Vu> (V stands for ‘vowel” here), but not all
<Vi> and <Vu> digraphs represent diphthongs. For Herodotus’ dialect, see
Rosén (1962), Stiiber (1996), and Miller (2013: 169-182).

1 See Allen (1987: 57) for discussion of <¢>.



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

11 Dionysius’ Rut

We know very little about the clause structure of Ancient Greek. This may come
as a surprise to some, given how intensely the classical languages have been
investigated. We are in no short supply of monographs, rich commentaries, and
monumental grammars, all of which brim with fine-grained observations on
seemingly every aspect of the language. Despite this opulent research tradi-
tion, the factors that determine the sequence of words in the Greek sentence
remain by and large a mystery. Even more remarkable is that this puzzle has
been around for roughly two millennia. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, a first-
century BCE grammarian, was candid about the challenges of surface word
order:

(1.1)  Well, it seemed to me that we should follow nature as much as possible,
and to fit together the parts of speech as she demands. For example, I
thought I should place nouns before verbs (since the former indicate
the substance, and the latter the accident, and in the nature of things
the substance is prior to its accidents). [...] The theory is persuasive,
but I decided that it was not valid. [...] Again, I thought it was better to
place verbs in front of adverbs, since that which acts or is acted upon
is prior to those auxiliaries indicating manner, place, time and the like,
which we call adverbs. [...] This principle, like the first one, is attractive,
but it is equally unsound. [...] Yet again, I thought that I should never
relax my efforts to see that things which were prior in time should
also be taken prior in order. [...] And still further, I thought it right
to put my nouns before my adjectives, common before proper nouns,
and pronouns before common nouns; and with verbs, to take care
that the indicative should precede the other moods, and finite verbs
infinitives, and so on. But experience upset all those assumptions and
showed them to be completely worthless. Sometimes the composition
was rendered pleasing by these and similar arrangements, but at other
times not by these but by the opposite sort. So for these reasons I
abandoned such theories.

DION. HAL. De Comp. Verb. 5 (trans. USHER; cf. W. R. ROBERTS 1910)

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOTI: 10.1163/9789004250680_002



2 CHAPTER 1

In the two thousand odd years since Dionysius, prospects have not improved
much. Denniston (1952: 8) went so far as to claim: “Except in its cruder forms,
Greek word order cannot be analysed.”

The central claim of this book is that Greek word order, far from being
random or unanalyzable, is extraordinarily sensitive to distinctions in meaning.
It is this sensitivity that lies behind the notorious word order variation of the
language.

The starting point of my argument is a long-known word order generaliza-
tion of the archaic Indo-European languages (Bergaigne 1877, Delbriick and
Windisch 1878, Wackernagel 1892), which has been codified as Wackernagel’s
Law: enclitics and postpositives occur “second” in their clause. The following
example illustrates this generalization (‘- marks the host-clitic relationship):!

(1.2)  Canonical 2P Distribution
Kpolgog-8é-utv €xabype.
Kroisos-dé-min ekate:re
Croesus.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-35G.ACC purify AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
‘Croesus purified him!
1.35.1

The discourse particle 3¢ and accusative pronoun pw ‘him’ occur directly after
the first word of the sentence, Kpoigog ‘Croesus.

1.2 Why are Second-Position Clitics Interesting?

While Wackernagel’s Law targets only a tiny fraction of the Greek lexicon
(as it applies only to enclitics and postpositives), its importance cannot be
overemphasized, as it provides a stable base from which to investigate variation
in the rest of the clause. There is an extraordinary amount that one can deduce

1 Readers who are consulting the glosses should be aware of two things. First, word forms that
are identical across all three genders, such as the genitive plural of the definite article t@v
(t3:n), are glossed with the gender of the noun that they agree with, although strictly speaking
gender is a not overtly realized on such forms. Second, it can be difficult to decide with certain
words in the neuter singular or plural whether the word should be glossed as such or as an
adverb (e.g., the neuter accusative singular of mpdtov (pri:ton) ‘first’). I typically gloss these
according to their case form, and reserve the gloss ADV for forms with devoted adverbial
suffixes. As for the translations, they are my own, although some have been adapted from
Godley (1920).
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about the semantics, syntax, and even prosody of a sentence on the basis of
clitic distribution (Condoravdi and Kiparsky 2002: 1). These are insights that
we would otherwise have no access to (or at least, far less access to).

It is on the basis of clitic distribution that this study identifies a handful
of constructions (such as topicalization, focus preposing, participial chaining)
that have never been registered in the standard handbooks. All of these con-
structions bring with them interpretive effects, so to investigate clause struc-
ture in Greek is essentially to investigate how Greek clause structure encodes
meaning. The upshot is that through the study of clitic distribution we begin to
see a way out of Dionysius’ rut.

Second-position phenomena are of equal if not greater significance for lin-
guistic theory, both synchronic and diachronic (see, e.g., the overviews of Ger-
lach and Grijzenhout 2000, King 2005, Spencer and Luis 2012, Salvesen and
Helland 2013, Luraghi 2013), not least because answers to basic questions such
as their lexical category and constituency do not yield ready answers (see, e.g.,
Rizzi 2000). First and foremost, how exactly a clitic should be defined—beyond
the standard doctrine that it is something between an affix and a word—is far
from clear. Indeed, this investigation reveals that the category of clitic is itself
gradient, as some second-position clitics exhibit more affix-like behavior than
others in that they are sensitive to the category of their host (see in particular
section 4.4.1). Second, there is the notorious question of what sort of gener-
alizations are needed to accurately capture their distribution. Clitics are the
ultimate interface phenomenon, as their position results from the interaction
of the phonological and syntactic components of grammar. They thus raise a
fundamental question for any theory of natural language: how do the compo-
nents of grammar, such as syntax and phonology, interact?

Ancient Greek is one of the best languages in which to investigate these
issues, because it boasts what is by far the richest and most complex system
of second-position phenomena in any Indo-European language. The basis of
my study is Herodotus’ Histories, a fifth-century BCE text of ca. 188,809 tokens
composed in the Ionic dialect (for Herodotus’ dialect, see Rosén 1962 and Miller
2013: 169-182).2 For historical linguistics, Greek is a key witness for our under-

2 I use the edition of Rosén (1987-1997), but depart often from his punctuation. Note also
the following divergences from his text: 1.3.2 (ex. 5.29.c), Tpoloyopévwy; 1.53.3 (exx. 6.9.b and
6.24.a), xatoAoEW; 1189.1 (ex. 5.34.a), Matwvolat 8peat and wuoimépntov; 2.11.4 (ex. 6.16.a),
uélwv; 2.22.1-2 (ex. 6.16.b), St and Yuypdrepa T& oM 2.89.1 (ex. 4.11.b), Gow is retained;
3.23.3 (ex. 5.47), olév Tt Aéyetay; 3.49.1 (ex. 5.31), Tolat Kopwvbiotat pidta v; 3.49.2 (ex. 2.17.b), dv;
3.108.1 (ex. 4.4.b), olév Tt xatd Tag &idvag Hmiotduyy yiveabay; 3.119.6 (ex. 7.7), Moy 3.129.3 (ex.
5.29.2), EXEAEVTE; 3.15L.2 (ex. 6.14.f), 003apd; 4.42.3 (ex. 7.33.b), Tpoooydvtes; 4.46.3 (ex. 6.16.¢),
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standing of Proto-Indo-European (see, e.g., Garrett 2006). Its extraordinary tex-
tual history also enables us to understand how clitic systems change over time,
both endogenously and through language contact.

Given the crucial and wide-ranging importance of this phenomenon, it
needs the attention of scholars from a range of fields, namely classics, Indo-
European studies, phonology, syntax, and semantics. Accordingly, my goal
throughout this book has been to make both the data and my claims as acces-
sible to these various audiences as possible. It is consequently not cast in a par-
ticular syntactic framework, and its conclusions are by and large descriptive.
For the description of information structure, I do, however, adopt the Question
under Discussion (= QUD) approach of C. Roberts ([1996] 2012) in concert with
Alternative Semantics, and chapter 3 does make use of the Prosodic Hierarchy.

1.3 Wackernagel’s Law: A Descriptive Generalization

In his 1892 article, Wackernagel observed that enclitics and postpositives
throughout archaic Indo-European (Sanskrit, Avestan, Greek, Latin, Gothic,
etc.) tend to occur in clause-second position (Wackernagel 1892; see Krasukhin
1997, Veksina 2008, and Goldstein 2014b for overviews).? Watkins (1964: 1036)
famously declared Wackernagel’s Law to be one of the few generalizations that

bvteg mavtes Ewat; 4.75.1 (ex. 6.24.b), 16 8¢ Bupdray; 5.22.2 (ex. 6.11.e), AheEdvdpov yop debredey
€lopévou; 6.69.2 (ex. 6.17), Tig el pot 6 dol; 6.98.3 (ex. 5.20.e), Aapeiog epking, Eép&ng dpntog,
Aproképtne uéyos dpvtog; 7126 (ex. 6.10), Aéovta, obite; and 9.109.3 (ex. 5.32.b), mepiyapng. Of
these, only the decision pertaining to 2.22.1-2 has any bearing on my investigation. Were one
to follow Rosén’s text here, this example would simply have to be removed.

3 For Wackernagel’s Law in early Indo-European generally, see Collinge (1985), Krisch (1990),
Luraghi (1990b), Clackson (2007: 165-171), Lithr (2009), Agbayani and Golston (2010b). For
second-position clitics in Anatolian, see Carruba (1969), Hoffner (1973), Garrett (1990), Lu-
raghi (1990a), Garrett (1996); in Indo-Iranian, M. Hale (1987a, 1987b); in Indic specifically,
Banti (1980), Hock (1982, 1989), M. Hale (1995, 1996), Hock (1996), Schéufele (1996), Hock
(1997), Insler (1997), M. Hale (2007), Keydana (2011), Lowe (2011), Wenthe (2012), Lowe (2013);
in Old Persian, Schmitt (1995); in Avestan, Bartholomae (1886), Caland (1891); in Middle
Iranian, Bubenik (1994); in Latin, Adams (1994a, 1994b), Kruschwitz (2004), and Salvi (2004);
in Classical Armenian, Vaux (1995); in Tocharian, Malzahn (2012), Koller (2015); in Gothic,
Ivanov (1999), Ferraresi (2005); in Slavic, Stawski (1946), Radanovi¢-Koci¢ (1988), Franks and
King (2000), Pancheva (2005), Migdalski (2006), Werle (2009), Zimmerling and Kosta (2013);
in Baltic, Nevis and Joseph (1992), Petit (2010). For Greek, Fraenkel ([1933] 1964), Marshall
(1987), Hajdu (1989), Taylor (1990), Janse (1993a, 1993b), Veksina (2012). For bibliography of
clitics generally up to 1991, see Nevins et al. (1994).
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we can reconstruct for the protolanguage (cf. Friedrich 1975: 32).4 Since then
similar behavior has been found in many languages throughout the world, such
as Luisefio (Uto-Aztecan; Southern California) and Warlpiri (Pama-Nyungen;
Northern Territory, Australia); for further examples, see Kaisse (1985) and
Spencer and Luis (2012).

Prefatory remarks on how I understand the term Wackernagel’s Law are in
order. First, Wackernagel’s Law has no explanatory power. That is, a clitic is
never in second position because of Wackernagel's Law (despite what one may
read in the literature). “Second” is not a linguistic category: it has no status
in any syntactic, morphological, or phonological ontology. As a result, Wack-
ernagel’s Law—that is, what we pretheoretically refer to as second-position
distribution—is an epiphenomenon that results from the syntactic and pro-
sodic organization of the clause (M. Hale 2008: 119; Fortson 2009: 3—4 makes
this point nicely in reference to metrical laws). From this perspective, this
book is not about Wackernagel’s Law per se. It is about the morphosyntactic
and prosodic structures that give rise to the distributional patterns collectively
referred to as “Wackernagel’s Law.”

Second, Wackernagel’s Law is not a monolithic mechanism that orders every
clitic in the language. There are many clitics in Greek that can legitimately be
described as occurring in “second position,” but they do not all occupy the same
“second” position. Thus, there is no single “second” position, but rather (as laid
out in more detail in section 4.2 below) multiple “second” positions within the
clause (M. Hale 1987a, 1987b, 2007: 261-262). Thus the term Wackernagel’'s Law
refers not to a single generalization, but rather to a set of generalizations about
individual second-position items. To assert that “Enclitics in Greek occur in
second position” is too vague to mean anything. Second after what—the first
prosodic word, the first lexical item, the first constituent? This generalization
also tells us nothing about how clitics are ordered when they cluster together.

Regarding the term Law, I would like to make three things clear. First, it is
not a “law” in the sense of a prescriptive linguistic convention. It is an honorary
designation for a descriptive generalization about the surface position of a class
of words, which is sometimes divided into subclasses of enclitics and postpos-
itives. Second, surface “violations” of Wackernagel’s Law do not falsify the idea
of second-position clisis, but rather reveal the existence of something else going

4 While I do not necessarily disagree, it is not clear what this claim amounts to. It has not been
adequately appreciated how different the various second-position systems of archaic Indo-
European are. The Greek data, for instance, show little resemblance to the six-slot clitic chain
of Hittite. One then wonders whether the PIE system resembled Anatolian, Greek, or neither.



6 CHAPTER 1

on—in this respect they are not unlike violations of the Gricean Maxims (Grice
1975). Finally, despite Wackernagel’'s own use of the term Gesetz in the title of
his 1892 article, he often refers to second-position behavior simply as a Tendenz
(see further Janse 1994 and Kisilier 2003:122 n. 3). Eduard Fraenkel later referred
to Wackernagel’s Law as a Beobachtung (‘observation’), which in my view is the
most accurate description of the accomplishment of the 1892 article.

1.4 The Clitic Lexicon in Ancient Greek

The clitic lexicon of Ancient Greek is notoriously large: it comprises pronomi-
nal clitics, discourse particles, modal particles, and connectives (cf. Smyth 1956:
§181; H. Dik 1995: 32). The following clitic® pronouns® are attested in Herodotus

(cf. Smyth 1956: § 325):

TABLE 1.1  Enclitic Pronouns

GEN DAt Acc
1SG €O, MEV, Mov (mea, meu, mou) ot (moi) ue (me)
28G €0, OEV, GOV, TEV? (sea, seu, sou, teu) oL, ot (82, toi) oe (s¢)
3G &b (heu) ol (hoi) &8 ww, ww, abtev? (hé, min, nin, autsn)
1PL
2PL
3PL  0Qewv (spheain) api(v), aptal(v) non-neuter opeas (sp’eas)

(sp"i(n), sphisi(n))  neuter oge(a) (sphe(a))

5 Sevdali (in press) states that while Ancient Greek has strong and weak pronouns it does not
have clitic pronouns per se, such as the ones found in Modern Greek. As she does not pursue
this idea in any detail, I am not sure what distinction she is attempting to draw. So I follow
the communis opinio in treating the pronouns in Table 1.1 as enclitics.

6 Kiparsky (2012) argues that the third-person forms are actually discourse anaphors, which
is to say that they are referentially dependent (like reflexives and unlike pronominals), but
do not require a structural antecedent (unlike reflexives, but like pronominals). As this
distinction will not play a role in the discussion of clitic distribution, I will simply use the
term pronoun to refer to the forms in Table 1.1.

7 Given as an alternate reading by Rosén at 7.38.1.

Only attested once (7.220.4), in an oracle (Powell 1938: s.v.).
9 This pronoun appears to be used both as a second-position clitic and as a prosodic word. I
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As the table reveals, the system of pronominal enclitics is more robust in the
singular (the token frequency of singular forms is also higher than that of plural
forms). My study concentrates on pronominal verbal arguments, to the almost
total exclusion of the use of clitics to mark possessors.!?

The collection of non-pronominal clitics is even richer:

TABLE 1.2 Non-Pronominal Enclitics

Discourse Particle

Indefinite

Miscellaneous

=
~ 0~
<
3

uévtot (méntai)
pny (mé:n)

vuv (nyn)

odv, @v (odin, 5in)
Tot (tai)

Totvuv (tinyn)

oV, xov (pou, kou) (Koier 2013)
TIg, Tt (s, t)

ToTE, XOTE (pote, kote)

xwg (kozs)

&v (dn) Modal Particle

yép (gdr) Sentential Connective ‘for’

ve (ge) Focus Particle

mep (per) Scalar Particle (E.]. Bakker 1988)

e (te) Conjunction

10

11

have not investigated its distribution here, as the differing prosodic realizations are nei-
ther graphically nor morphologically marked. See further Chandler (1881: §§ 945-946,
957). Despite Powell (1938: 347), the form oge is not attested in Herodotus (Rosén 1962:
107).

According to H. Dik (2003), the nominative singular personal pronouns ¢y% and o0 should
be added to this list. This claim has not met with acceptance (Pardal 2012), and I therefore
do not classify these forms as enclitics (or, rather, “postpositives”).

Agbayani and Golston (20103, 2010b) and Lowe (2015a) incorrectly label 3¢ a conjunction
(cf. Dunkel 2014: IL131). It cannot be equated outright with ‘and’-conjunction because
its truth conditions differ. For a conjoined clause to be true, each of its conjuncts must
be true, which is not the case with 3¢. (It may well have other truth-conditional effects,
however.) Furthermore, doubling of conjunctions in Greek (i.e., x te y t€, xai x xal y) yields
a ‘both x and y’-reading. Multiple tokens of 3¢ never produce this effect (nor does it arise
when 8¢ is paired with pév). The analysis of chapter 5 supports a view of these particles as
topic markers. For the synchronic function of 8, see E.]. Bakker (1993); for the diachronic-
comparative aspect, Leumann (1949).
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The heading “Discourse Particle” is deliberately vague, as the function of most
of these words is not well understood (cf. Spencer and Luis 2012: 34—36).12 The
boundary between discourse particle and indefinite adverbial is not as sharp as
Table 1.2 suggests. The words above that bear an accent are standardly classified
as “postpositives” in the secondary literature, and not true clitics. I depart from
this practice because there are no distributional properties that correlate with
this distinction (this issue is taken up in detail below in section 3.3).

Zwicky (1977) introduced the distinction between simple and special clitics.
On his original formulation (cf. the revisions in Zwicky and Pullum 1983),
simple clitics were prosodically deficient counterparts of stressed lexical items:

(1.3) a. Full Pronoun
She met him (= [met him]).

b Simple Clitic
She met him (= [met im]).

In (1.3.a), the pronoun Aim is not a clitic, while in (1.3.b), where it is phonetically
reduced through deletion of the glottal transition, it is. Despite the difference in
phonetic realization, the distribution of the two forms is identical in that they
are both positioned directly after the verb.

This contrasts with the behavior of special clitics, whose distribution di-
verges from that of their non-clitic counterparts, as we see in the following
example from Spanish:

(1.4) a. Noun Phrase
Maria compré un libro con poemas.
Maria bought a book with poems
‘Maria bought a book of poetry.

12 The standard reference work for Greek particles is Denniston (1954), although it is now
woefully out of date; for more recent bibliography, see Paez (2012). Further investigations
of Greek particles include Hoogeveen (1788, 1829), Hartung (1832—1833), Bdumlein (1861),
Sicking and Ophuijsen (1993), Rijksbaron (1997), Bonifazi (2009a, 200gb), Puigdollers
(2009), Bonifazi (2012). Powell (1938) offers glosses specifically for Herodotus’ use of the
particles. Kroon (1995), though devoted to Latin, is an influential treatment. Dunkel (2014)
is an encyclopedia of particles from an Indo-European perspective.
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b. Special Clitic

Maria lo compro.
Maria 35G.M.AcC bought
‘Maria bought it

Example (1.4.a), which has a non-clitic object, exhibits SVO order, while in
(1.4.b) we find SOV order with the clitic pronoun lo.

Special clitics are often said to require some “special” mechanism of place-
ment—that is, one that differs from that positioning non-deficient lexical
items. Under this typology, the entire stock of pronominal clitics in Table 1.1
would be classified as special, in that the distributional constraints on clitic pro-
nouns are distinct from those on stressed pronouns. While the non-pronominal
clitics often lack a non-deficient counterpart, they too qualify as special.

Despite the prominence of this taxonomy in the literature, it has been called
into question (e.g., Billings 2002). It runs into problems with accented words
that are also subject to “special” mechanisms of placement, such as Italian loro.
(This is a topic that we will return to in chapter 3 when considering the sta-
tus of postpositives.) Bermudez-Otero and Payne (2011) go so far as to deny
the existence of special clitics altogether by arguing that their distribution can
either be handled in morphology as affixation or within syntax as morphosyn-
tactic words. For further discussion of the Zwicky typology, see Spencer and
Luis (2012: 41-44).

L5 Overview of Claims

My investigation focuses on what I refer to as clausal clitics, which occur sec-
ond in the clausal domain (for clitic domains, see section 4.2 below). In prac-
tice this means the pronominal clitics that serve as verbal arguments and the
modal particle &v. The overarching claim of this study is that deviations from
canonical second-position clitic distribution result from different morphosyn-
tactic configurations, and that these configurations bring with them interpre-
tive effects.)® This claim is thus in line with the thrust of recent scholarship
that rejects the centuries-old intuition that Greek word order is “free.” The word
order variation that we find in Greek is due to the fact that it uses surface syntax

13 A similar idea is put forth by Devine and Stephens (1994: 422—423, 478-479), but with
nothing in the way of the detail that I present here. Aissen (1992) pursues a related program
in Mayan.



10 CHAPTER 1

to encode meaning (in the broadest sense of the term encompassing semantics,
pragmatics, and discourse) to an extent that English and many other languages
simply do not.

The investigation is divided into three parts. Part 1 lays the groundwork for
the analysis of Greek clause structure in Parts 2 and 3. Following the Introduc-
tion, chapter 2 presents an overview of Ancient Greek syntax and word order.
I argue that Greek is a discourse-configurational language and introduce the
Question under Discussion (= QUD) approach to information structure. Read-
ers who are familiar with Greek will still profit from this chapter as it comple-
ments the treatment of Greek syntax in the standard handbooks.

Chapters 3 and 4 focus on the prosodic and syntactic aspects of clitic dis-
tribution, respectively. I establish first that pronominal clitics and the modal
particle &v exhibit 2W distribution, which is to say that they are hosted by a
prosodic word. From here I argue that the distinction between postpositives
and enclitics is due to the nature of their prosodic incorporation: enclitics
project a recursive prosodic word with their hosts, while postpositives project
a prosodic phrase. While there is thus a prosodic difference between enclitics
and postpositives, I claim—in contrast to standard doctrine—that this has no
bearing per se on their distribution. There is no distributional generalization
that falls out according to the postpositive/enclitic distinction. Syntactically,
the Greek clitic lexicon can be divided into three classes: sentential, clausal,
and phrasal. These domains define second position for their respective mem-
bers. The pronominal clitics and the modal particle &v are clausal clitics, which
means that their domain is the S/CP constituent.

Against this backdrop, Part 2 presents two constructions at the left periphery
of the Greek clause: topicalization (chapter 5) and focus preposing (chapter
6). In both constructions, material appears to the left of the host of a second-
position clitic (subscript CT stands for ‘contrastive topic, while subscript F
abbreviates ‘focus’):

(1.5) Preposing Constructions
a. Topicalization
[dd Bafurdvog-88 xal thg Aotrfis Acauping]er xiAdzol mpoofjie Td-
Aavta dpyvplov xal Taideg Extopiot TEVTONKdTIOL.
[apd Babyls:nos-dé kai  t&s bipés
from Babylon.F.GEN.SG-PTCL CONJ ART.F.GEN.SG rest.F.GEN.SG

Assyrieis]cr khilid-hoi
Assyria.F.GEN.SG thousand.N.NOM.PL-3SG.DAT
proséie tdalanta argyriou

come.in.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG talent.N.NOM.PL silver.N.GEN.SG
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kai  paides ektomiai
CON]J boy.M.NOM.PL castrated.M.NOM.PL
pentakdsiol.

five.hundred.M.NOM.PL
‘[From Babylon and the rest of Assyria]cr, a thousand talents of silver
and five hundred castrated boys came in to him!

3.92.1

b. Focus Preposing
el ydp i ta €& EMvwy Teiyed te xal Epywv dmédely ouloyioaito,
[éAdaoovog]y mévou-Te-8v xal Samdvng gavely éévta tod Aafupivbou

TolTOU.

&l gar tis ta ks
if.COMP EXPL INDF.C.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.PL from
Hellé:nomn teikhed te  kai érgomn
Greek.M.GEN.PL wall.LN.ACC.PL CONJ CONJ work.N.GEN.PL
apsdeksin syllogisaito, [eldssonos]y
display.F.Acc.sG add.up.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG less.C.GEN.SG
pdnouste-an kai  dapdne:s
toil.M.GEN.SG=CONJ-MOD CON]J expense.F.GEN.SG
planeie: einta
be.clear.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL
toti labyrinthou tottou

ART.M.GEN.SG labyrinth.M.GEN.SG MED.M.GEN.SG
‘For if someone should add up the walls (built) by the Greeks and
the display of (their) works, they would clearly be of [less]; toil and
expense than this labyrinth.

2.148.2

In example (1.5.a), the prepositional phrase dmé BaBuAdvog xal Tijg Aotriis Agav-
ping occurs before iAo, which is both the host of the second-position clitic ot
and the onset of the clause proper. Topicalization is used when a hierarchical
question is active in the discourse. So above Herodotus is answering two ques-
tions, the first of which crucially entails the second: Who paid what tribute? and
What did the ninth satrapy contribute? Topicalization is used to shift between
sub-questions.

The second preposing construction, focus preposing, is illustrated in exam-
ple (1.5.b), where the adjective éAdogovog again precedes both the host of the
second-position clitic (mévov) and the clause start. The preposed element in
this construction is the focus of the clause (this is in fact what distinguishes
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it from topicalization, whose preposed constituent is never the focus). One of
the uses of focus preposing is to counter an assertion in the Common Ground
of the discourse. That is, one asserts a value for a proposition that already has
a value. So here preposing ‘less’ counters the expectation that the buildings of
the entire Greek world would cost more than a single Egyptian structure.

Part 3 investigates the distribution of clausal clitics in participial phrases and
infinitive clauses. Chapter 7 argues for a distinction between participial phrases
and participial clauses (the relevant participial phrase is in square brackets):

(1.6)  VP-Participial Phrase
[vpExwv=0'=av TadTyv] Vydpale olite Sopupdpwy Emopévwy olite Aaod odde-

véc.

[vpékhom=d’-an taitemn |
Wear.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-MOD MED.F.ACC.SG
eigdrazde ou-te

hang.out.in.agora.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG NEG-CON]J
doryp"sroin hepoménon au-te
spearman.M.GEN.PL follow.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL NEG-CON]
laoii ouden3s.
entourage.M.GEN.SG none.M.GEN.SG
‘[Wearing this] (Scyles) used to hang out in the agora with neither
spearmen nor any entourage following him.

4.78.4

(1.7)  Participial Clause
[sYvopnt Yap Tolad TNt Xpetpevog | EmTpomebol-av dpwunTwg Tod TANBeos.
[sgndime:i gar toiaute:i
judgment.F.DAT.SG EXPL such.F.DAT.SG
khredimenos) epitropetdizan
use.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG gOVeIn.PRES.OPT.ACT.35G-MOD
amoime:ta:s ot pléitheos.
without.fault ADV ART.N.GEN.SG crowd.N.GEN.SG
‘[For since (the monarch) uses such (good) judgment], he would gov-
ern the masses without fault’

3.82.2

In (1.6), the participial phrase and finite clause together form one domain
for clausal clitics. The modal particle &v has scope over both the participial
phrase and finite clause and therefore occurs second in the sentence as a
whole. In (1.7), by contrast, the participial phrase functions syntactically and
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semantically as a clause (hence the label ‘S’). As a result, the participial phrase
and finite clause each constitute a domain for clausal clitics. Since the modal
particle only has scope over the finite clause, but not the participial phrase, it

occurs second in the former domain.

Chapter 8 complements the preceding discussion with an examination of

clitic distribution in the presence of infinitives. Just as participial phrases

function as VPs and Ss, so too do infinitive complements:

(1.8)

(1.9)

Infinitive Phrase

EATT{lwov=8é-ptv [yplmoBavéeabal] 6 ddehpeds, Tl olvoua Ay Avxdpyros,
o EDMETETTEPWG XATATYNL T €V THL LAUWL TENYMATA, KATAKTEVEL TOVG
JETUWTAS TAVTAS.

elpizdon-dé-min [vpapothanéesthai)
expect.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-3SG.ACC die.INF.FUT.MID
ho adelp”ess, i ounoma
ART.M.NOM.SG brotherM.NOM.SG REL.M.DAT.SG name.N.NOM.SG
&n Lykare:tos, hina
be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Lycaretus.M.NOM.SG PURP

eupetestéras katdsk"e:i ta en
more.smoothly.ADV control.AOR.SBJV.ACT.35G ART.N.ACC.PL on
téi Sdamo:i préigmata,

ART.F.DAT.SG Samos.F.DAT.SG affair.N.ACC.PL

katakteinei tous desm3:tas
kill.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.ACC.PL prisoner.M.ACC.PL

pdntas.

all.m.Acc.pPL

‘Expecting him [to die], his brother, whose name was Lycaretus, killed
all the prisoners in order that he might control the affairs on Samos
with less resistance.

3.143.2

Infinitive Clause

ot 3¢ wg emvfovto, Iooedéwvt Zwthpt ev&duevol xai amovddg TpoyEavTes
™V Taylomv Omiow Nmetyovto €mi 10 Aptepiaiov, EATigavTeg
[sOAlyag-Tvég-oqt dvtiEdoug Eoeadat véag].

hoi dé  hos epythonto,
3PL.M.NOM PTCL when.comMP find.out.AOR.IND.MID.3PL
Poseidéoni Sortéwri euksdmenoi

Poseidon.M.DAT.SG Savior.M.DAT.SG pray.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL
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kai  spondas prok"éantes

CONJ libation.F.ACC.PL pour.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
témn tak"iste:n opiso: epeigontd
ART.F.ACC.SG quickest.F.AcC.SG back.ADV rush.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL
epl Artemision,

to ART.N.ACC.SG Artemision.N.ACC.SG

elpisantes

hope.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL

[soligas-tinds-sp"i antiks3ous
few.F.ACC.PL-INDF.C.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT 0pposing.C.ACC.PL
ésesthai néas].

be.INF.FUT.MID ship.F.ACC.PL

‘When (the Greeks) found out, they prayed to Poseidon the Savior and

poured libations, (and then) rushed back to Artemision as quickly as

possible, hoping [that there would be only a few ships opposing them]’
7.192.2

In (1.8), the calculation of second position includes both the matrix participle
gAmtilwv and the embedded infinitive dnoBavéeafat. The pronominal clitic pw
is accordingly hosted by the participle. In (1.9), however, the infinitive com-
plement constitutes its own domain for the calculation of second position.
The clitic pronoun og! is consequently hosted second within this domain, and
not by the matrix participle éAricavtes. This alternation is conditioned by the
semantics of the matrix predicate, specifically whether or not it can select for
a proposition as its complement.

Chapter g brings the investigation to a close with a summary of its results
and a conspectus of questions for future research.
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Foundations






CHAPTER 2

Greek Syntax and Surface Word Order

In this chapter I outline some characteristics of Greek word order and syntax. I
begin first (section 2.1) with attempts to categorize Greek word order according
to grammatical function, an approach that has yielded no communis opinio.
H. Dik (1995) ushered in a new era in the investigation of surface word order
with the claim that Greek is a discourse-configurational language, in the sense
of E. Kiss (19953, 2001).! Her approach along with its refinements are presented
in section 2.5. In section 2.4, I present the model that I adopt for diagnosing
information structure, the Question under Discussion (= QUD) framework of
C.Roberts ([1996] 2012). Finally, in section 2.6, I adduce further evidence for the
claim of a preverbal narrow (informational) focus in Greek, and broad focus
verb-complement sequence.

2.1 Clause Structure

Various proposals have been put forth for a basic word order in Greek, but none
has attained the status of a consensus (for a review of earlier literature, see
Hiibner 1883, Dover 1960, Dunn 1981, H. Dik 1995: 259—281, Bertrand 2010, and
Scheppers 2o011). Although all surface permutations of S, V, and O are attested
(see, e.g., Agbayani and Golston 2010a: 133-134), the two main contenders for
a basic word order have been verb final (e.g., Ebeling 1902, Kithner and Gerth
1898-1904: I1.594—596, Devine and Stephens 1994: 382, Frischer et al. 1999, Hock
2013b) and verb medial (Kieckers 1911, Meier-Briigger 1992: L.112). Delbriick and
Windisch (1879: 154) are agnostic, while Taylor (1994) and Celano (2014) argue
that a shift from a verb-final to a verb-medial configuration takes place between
Archaic Greek and Koine (for word order in Modern Greek, see, e.g., Philippaki-

1 Strictly speaking, Dik characterizes her approach to Greek word order as pragmatic, and
does not engage with the work of E. Kiss at all. Taken in this form, however, her claim
cannot be right, because word-order variation in Greek brings with it semantic as well
as pragmatic effects. In order to allow for this possibility, I have replaced her term with
discourse-configurational. This view of Greek word order goes back to at least Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, who states in De Comp. Verb. § 5 (ex. 1.1 above) that Greek word order is not
conditioned by grammatical function.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_003
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Warburton 1985). Lehmann (1974), Aitchison (1976), and Holland (1976) all
argue for a change from head-final to head-initial syntax in Greek. At least one
difficulty with these various studies is that they rely on very different methods
and assumptions, e.g., in terms of what constitutes “basic word order” (for
discussion of which see Siewierska 1988, 2006).

Among the archaic Indo-European languages, Greek is unique in its degree
of word-order variation: Hittite? (Luraghi 1990a, Hoffner and Melchert 2008:
406), Vedic Sanskrit (Delbriick 1888, Keydana 2011), Latin (Bauer 1995, Frischer
et al. 1999, Devine and Stephens 2006), and early Germanic (Eypdrsson 1995) all
seem to have a basic verb-final configuration. As a result, the general consensus
is that PIE itself was a verb-final and more generally a head-final language
(Delbriick and Windisch 1879: 154-155, Lehmann 1974, 1993, Gamkrelidze and
Ivanov 1995, Krisch 1997, 2001, Keydana, forthcoming; Friedrich 1975 argues for
SVO, and Luraghi 2010 argues that PIE was non-configurational; Clackson 2007:
165-171 provides a balanced discussion of the issues).

Despite this “freedom,” certain aspects of Greek word order have been syn-
tacticized. For instance, interrogative and relative pronouns standardly occur
clause initially, and prepositions routinely precede their complements.® The
organization of NPs and DPs is not as clear-cut. Definite articles do precede
their complements, but the ordering of adjectives in relation to their head
nouns exhibits more variation. The order noun-adjective has been claimed to
be pragmatically unmarked (H. Dik 1995, 2007, S.]. Bakker 2009; for a critical
review of the last work, see Goldstein 2012). Ancient Greek is thus disharmonic,
in that the position of a syntactic head across lexical categories is not consistent
(see further Biberauer and Sheehan 2013).

The correlation between “free” word order and second-position clitic phe-
nomena is actually not unusual (I. G. Roberts 2010: 68, Spencer and Luis 2012:
26): other examples include Czech, Serbian/Croatian, Romanian, Shuswap
(Salish, British Columbia; Gardiner 1993), Karuk (isolate within the Hokan
group; Northwest California), Tagalog, and Warlpiri (Pama-Nyungan; Northern
Territory, Australia). I am not aware of any typological work that has investi-
gated this correlation (an immediate question is the direction in which the

2 Thereis of course the possibility that the strong configurationality of Hittite results from areal
convergence, as Akkadian, Sumerian, Hurrian, and Hattic are all verb-final.

3 Exceptions to this—that is, the order complement-adposition—are relics of an earlier stage,
which are matched by similar patterns in Hittite and Vedic Sanskrit. The shift from head-final
to head-initial configuration in the prepositional phrase has been interpreted as evidence for
the head-finality of PIE.
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generalization should be stated: i.e., does free word order lead to second-
position phenomena or vice versa?).# Hittite is an exception to this general-
ization.

While word order has received the most attention, this only scratches the
surface of the morphosyntax of Greek. It is also characterized by null anaphora
(Luraghi 2003a, 2004), discontinuous constituents (Lindhamer 1908, Devine
and Stephens 1999, Markovic 2006, Welo 2008, Agbayani and Golston 2010a5),
including left branch extraction (despite the fact that Classical Greek at least
has definite articles),6 and a weak distinction between nouns and adjectives.

4 Boskovi¢ (2012: 196) argues for a correlation between second-position clitics and an absence
of a definite article: “Second-position clitic systems are found only in NP languages.” While
he mentions Ancient Greek as obeying this generalization, he does not point out that only
Homeric Greek obeys it; Classical Greek does not.

5 Agbayani and Golston argue that discontinuity (also known as hyperbaton) in Greek does
not involve syntax at all, but rather phonology. Were discontinuous structures produced in
syntax, they would violate constraints assumed to be part of Universal Grammar. Discussion
of their claims would take us too far afield, so I will mention here only two problems. First,
they use an idiosyncratic definition of hyperbaton, which considerably expands the extent of
the phenomenon. To take one example, the structure [pp DP P] involves no discontinuity and
yetis classified as hyperbaton (e.g., their example 25b). So the analysis that they offer captures
more than traditional hyperbaton, with the result that it is not clear what class of data their
account is meant to cover. Second, they assume (p. 142) that hyperbaton is “semantically
neutral sensu stricto and never affects grammatical relationships or logical entailments,” but
is rather restricted to surface interpretive effects such as topic and focus. While this may
often be true (this aspect of their argument receives minimal attention), discontinuity often
involves quantifiers, and here it is hasty to assume that hyperbaton is not motivated by scope
relations.

6 Ross (1967: 127) formulated the Left Branch Condition, which blocks movement of the left-
most constituent of a noun phrase (the asterisk here denotes ungrammaticality):

(2.i) a. Which car did you buy?
b. *Which did you buy car?

As which and car form a noun phrase, any separation yields ungrammaticality. Left branch
extraction is, however, licit in Latin and most Slavic languages, notable exceptions being
Bulgarian and Macedonian. As these two languages have definite articles, Uriagereka (1988)
postulated a connection between left branch extraction and the absence of definite articles
(see further Corver 1990 and Boskovi¢ 2005). Classical Greek upsets this generalization as it
allows left branch extraction and has definite articles:
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2.2 The Absence of a Verb Phrase

Three of the properties mentioned above (free word order, discontinuous con-
stituency, and null anaphora) are important because they have been claimed to
reflect non-configurational syntax (K. Hale 1982, 1983). Consider the following
two structures:

(2.1)  Clause Structure with VP

IP

NPy /I,\

I VP

\4 NP

OBJ

(2.2)  Clause Structure without VP

S
NPgyy NPy I

In the configurational structure in (2.1), the subject and object are distinguished
structurally: the verb and its object (also known as its internal argument)
together form the VP, while the subject stands outside of this unit. As (2.2) lacks
a VP constituent, there is no such structural distinction between subject and
object.

Evidence from various directions suggests that Greek lacks a VP constituent.
To start with simplest, the language has no proform expressions to refer to
a verb plus its internal argument (compare English /e did, where the verb
here can refer to just such a combination, e.g., washed the car). My corpus

(2.if) Tiva Eyet Shvapuw
tina Ekhei dynamin
WH.C.ACC.SG have.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG POWELF.ACC.SG
‘(I want to hear) what power it has.
PLAT. Rep. 358b

The interrogative adjective tiva and its modified noun dovauw straddle the verb. Left branch
extraction is not possible in Modern Greek (for the change, see Mathieu and Sitaridou 2005).
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furthermore attests no example of the preposing of a verb plus object.” We can
contrast this with the following example from German:

(2.3) Den Hans geschlagen habe ich
ART.M.ACC.SG Hans hit have 1SG.NOM
‘Hans I hit’

German is a verb-second language, according to which the finite verb in a
matrix clause occurs after the first syntactic constituent, which here is the
object and participle (den Hans geschlagen). Second-position clitics offer a
diagnostic similar to that of the verb-second phenomenon, but no construction
corresponding to (2.3) is known from my corpus.

Greek also lacks superiority effects in constituent questions. Superiority
effects refer to the difference in grammaticality between examples such as the
following:

(2.4) Superiority Effects
a. Who, __;bought what?
b. *What; bought who __?

In each case there is a relationship between an indexed interrogative pronoun
and a gap, which indicates the grammatical role the pronoun plays in relation to
the verb (so in 2.4.a, who is the subject of bought). Example (2.4.b) is claimed to
be ungrammatical because the dependency between what and its gap is inter-
rupted by an interrogative pronoun (here who) that is syntactically superior
to the gap (Chomsky 1973, 1995, Pesetsky 2000). Superiority effects are said to
reflect the hierarchical relationship between subjects and objects, as the for-
mer c-command the latter.8

Multiple wh-questions in Greek lack such superiority effects, as we find the
subject question word preceding (2.5.a and 2.6.a) as well as following (2.5.b and
2.6.b) oblique question words:

7 It is possible to focus the verb and its internal argument (this is termed broad focus below).
While the combination of verb plus object can thus serve as an informational structural unit,
this is not in itself evidence of syntactic constituency, as mismatches between syntactic and
information-structural constituents are well known (Fanselow and Lenertova 2o11).

8 C-command, which stands for ‘constituent command, is a structural relationship between
nodes in a syntactic tree (the term goes back to Reinhart 1976). Roughly, any node in a tree
c-commands its sisters and any nodes that its sisters dominate (Carnie 2013: 127). Consider
the following tree:



(2.6)

CHAPTER 2

Multiple Constituent Questions

. Nominative-Accusative

ol peta tadto A8V mapd Movaag dmoryyEMe Tig Tiver adTaY TIAL TRV
évlade.
kai  meta taiita elthon pard
CON]J after MED.N.ACC.PL g0.PTCP.AOR.ACT.N.NOM.SG to
Mousas apangéllein tis
Muse.F.ACC.PL announce.INF.PRES.ACT WH.C.NOM.SG
tina auti:n timdi
WH.C.ACC.SG 3PL.F.GEN hOnor.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
tin enthdde.
ART.M.GEN.PL here.ADV
‘And afterward they go to the Muses to announce who honors which
of them on earth!

PLAT. Phaedr. 259c6

b. Accusative-Nominative

tiva tig dyyedov méudey;
tina tis dngelon
WH.C.ACC.SG WH.C.NOM.SG messenger.M.ACC.SG
pémpsei?
send.FUT.IND.ACT.3SG
‘Who'll send which messenger?’

CHAR. Call.1.8.4

a. Nominative-Genitive

amo yap TovTwy Tig Tivog alTIdg €Tt YEVaETOL QavEPSY.
apd gar touton tis tinos

from EXPL MED.GEN.PL WH.C.NOM.SG WH.C.GEN.SG
aitijs esti

responsible. M.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG

D E

B and C c-command one another since they are sisters. As C dominates D and E, B also c-

commands D and E. The root node A c-commands nothing; it dominates B and C.
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genéisetai planerin.

become.FUT.IND.MID.3SG clear.N.NOM.SG

‘For from these (decrees) it will become clear who is responsible for
what!

DEM. De Cor. 73.2

. Genitive-Nominative

Tiveg Tig v ab TVE dmepmoAdig xBovég;

tinos tis in
WH.C.GEN.SG WH.C.NOM.SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
sy téind’ apempoldis

2SG.NOM PROX.F.ACC.SG smuggle.out.PRES.IND.ACT.28G
khthon3s?
country.F.GEN.SG
‘Who are you, where from, (that) you are smuggling her out of the
country?

EUR. IT 1360

To the extent that superiority effects reflect a hierarchical relationship between

subject and object, this is absent in Greek and lends support to the flat struc-
ture in (2.2). (Pesetsky 1987 argues that d(iscourse)-linked which-NPs are not
subject to superiority effects; this type of analysis would not work for the above
examples.)

A similar absence of asymmetry is found among reflexive pronouns (on
which in Greek, see Petit 1999, Puddu 2005, Kiparsky 2012, Speyer in press). In
contrast to English where antecedents precede reflexive pronouns, this need
not be the case in Herodotus:

(2.7)

. 0 8pat TPPwWY OVOS AUTES TE EXVTOV YVWTETAL XAl O

Reflexive Binding

- ¥
l

¢ te Eotat EEeTdoan
Tl Te TUyYdvel €idig xal Ti u.

ho dra sdp'romn m3nos
ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL temperate.C.NOM.SG alone.M.NOM.SG
aut3s te  heautin gnaisetai

selfM.NOM.SG CONJ REFL.3SG.M.ACC know.FUT.IND.MID.3SG
kai  hoi5s te éstai eksetdsai

CON]J be.able.FUT.IND.MID.3SG discern.INF.AOR.ACT

t te  tynk'dnei

WH.N.ACC.SG CONJ happen.PRES.IND.ACT.35G
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eidd:s kai  ti mé.
know.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG CONJ] WH.N.ACC.SG NEG
‘Thus the temperate person alone will know himself and be able to
discern what he really happens to know and what not.

PLAT. Charm.167a1

. €l 3¢ ye undapod Eautdv dmoxpimTTOLTo 6 TTOTHS, AT AV AVTAL BVEY

ML aews 1) moinals e xat Supynatlg yeyovula eiy.

&l dé ge medamoii  heautin

ifcOMP PTCL PTCL nowhere.ADV REFL.35SG.M.ACC

apokryptaito ho poicités,
conceal.PRES.OPT.MP.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG p0et.M.NOM.SG

pdsa an  autdi  dneu  MIMEISENs

alLF.NOM.SG MOD 3SG.DAT without imitation.F.GEN.SG

he: polesis te  kal diégesis
ART.F.NOM.SG poetry.F.NOM.SG CONJ CONJ narrative.F.NOM.SG
gegonuia eler.

become.PTCP.PERF.ACT.F.NOM.SG be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG
‘If the poet were nowhere to conceal himself, all his poetry and
narrative would be accomplished without imitation.

PLAT. Rep. 393c11

In (2.7.a) the subject 6 cwppwv uéveg adtés precedes and serves as the antece-
dent to the reflexive ¢avtov. In (2.7.b) the reflexive éavtov precedes the subject

6 ToTYS.
Taken together, all this evidence suggests a flat phrase structure in which

subject and object are sisters of the verb, a proposal that was already advanced
by Cervin (1990) but for reasons different from those offered here.® I therefore
adopt the following structure:1©

10

Cf. Kroeger (1993) on Tagalog and E. Kiss (2002) on Hungarian, which is interesting in light
of the other similarities between Hungarian and Greek syntax. Gillon (1996) and Gillon
and Shaer (2005) argue against a Sanskrit VP; Keydana (2013:19) by contrast assumes a VP,
but not an IP. For a recent discussion of the VP in Modern Greek, see Georgiafentis and
Lascaratou (2013).

There are at least three types of data that could challenge this account: negation, coor-
dination, and VP-adverbials. To take the last as illustrative, if it could be shown that the
distribution of adverbials that scope over a verb plus its internal argument (i.e., direct
object) is constrained (e.g., it has to occur under the VP), that would provide evidence
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(2.8)  Herodotean Clause Structure

CP
/\
XProp CP
/\
Wh c’
/\
C S
| T
Comp X(P) S
| T
Non-monotonic Focus XP .. I .. XP

Beginning at the bottom of the tree, I represents the finite verb (which corre-
sponds to what others label a VP, not a TP). Its complement is not limited to
its internal argument (i.e., the direct object), but rather it has as many comple-
ments as it has arguments. Together they project S. The order of elements in
this domain is determined by discourse factors (which are discussed below).

Moving up from S, non-monotonic focus (chapter 6) is adjoined to S. Ele-
ments in this position typically contravene information in the Common
Ground of the discourse. Complementizers occupy C, while interrogative pro-
nouns (here abbreviated with Wh) occur in the specifier of CP. Topicalized
phrases (chapter 5) adjoin to the highest occupied projection, whether that
means CP (as above in example 2.8) or S. There is no TP projection.! While the
organization of the clause is flat, this is not the case at the sub-clausal level. For
instance, determiner phrases and prepositional phrases do exhibit hierarchical
grouping.!? Greek can thus be said to be split-configurational.

for such a constituent. I am aware of no such cases, but as this question would require a
separate study, it will have to remain an open question for the moment.

11 While there are auxiliary verbs in Classical Greek (see Smyth 1956: § 599), they have not
been morphologized in Herodotus the way they have in the later language or in Latin,
where a TP constituent finds more motivation (Giorgi and Pianesi 1997: 45—47, Embick
2000).

12 At an earlier stage of Greek the PP looks less configurational, however: see Holland
(1976), Horrocks (1980), Golston (1989), Luraghi (2003b), Hewson and Bubenik (2006),
Luraghi (2010). Cf. LeSourd (2014) on the PP in Maliseet-Passamaquoddy (Algonquian;
New Brunswick and Maine).
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A central argument of this book is that second-position clitics reveal a split
in the clause, between the S node and the preposed topic (adjoined to CP in
the tree above) and non-monotonic focus projections (adjoined to S in the tree
above). Clausal clitics are standardly hosted by the first prosodic word of the
highest occupied projection (i.e., CP or S).13 What this predicts is that the host
of a clausal clitic will never precede an interrogative pronoun; there are in fact
no exceptions to this generalization in Herodotus. In the presence of a preposed
phrase (whether an adjoined topicalized phrase or non-monotonic focus), a
clausal clitic is hosted by the first prosodic word of S. So even when higher
projections in the clause are occupied (such as Spec,CP) the presence of a non-
monotonic focus blocks a clausal clitic from being hosted by a prosodic word
in a projection higher than the original S.14

Although I endorse the split-configurational view of the Greek clause, I
see nothing that supports a view of Greek words as maximal projections (i.e.,
phrases), as, e.g., Krisch (1998: 375) seems to have in mind. Second-position
clitics have been used to argue for this analysis, as they are able to intervene
between syntactic constituents. Take, for example, a constituent such as [the
great destruction]. It is not immediately clear how or why a clitic pronoun
(often assumed to be of category D) should be able to occur inside this unit.
If each word is analyzed as a phrase, however—i.e., [pp the] [aqp great] [np
destruction]—then the ability of a clitic to intervene is less remarkable, as
the clitic would no longer occur inside a phrase, but rather at the right edge
of one. The view of Greek that we end up with then is that of a dependent-
marking non-configurational language like Jiwarli (Pama Nyungan; once spo-
ken in Western Australia).

In contrast to languages such as English, in which phrase structure encodes
grammatical functions such as subject and object, in Greek the situation is

13 Thereisactually a fair amount of variation when it comes to complementizers and clausal
clitics (sometimes they host, and sometimes they do not), which has thus far resisted
explanation. This issue is discussed in section 9.1 of chapter 9. Thus, for the moment the
distributional generalization is that clausal clitics are hosted by the first prosodic word in
CPorS.

14  While these distributional patterns are relatively straightforward in descriptive terms, the-
oretically they present considerable challenges. The models currently on offer (such as
Taylor 1990, Condoravdi and Kiparsky 2004, Agbayani and Golston 2010b, Beck, Malamud,
and Osadcha 2012, and Lowe 2015a) capture only portions of the Greek data. As engage-
ment with these analyses would require going into considerable theoretical detail, I will
take up this issue in another venue. Some of the proposals are reviewed in Goldstein (2010:
8-36).
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very different. Clause structure encodes the status of referents in discourse.
Following Nordlinger (1998), it is in this restricted sense that I consider Greek
non-configurational (see further Luraghi 2010). Before we consider the organiz-
ing factors of the clause in section 2.5, I present a discussion of focus (section
2.3) and a framework for discussing information structure in discourse, namely
the QUD (Question under Discussion) model of C. Roberts ([1996] 2012).

2.3 Alternative Semantics

Research on Greek (as well as Latin) syntax and word order in the last two
or so decades has made clear the importance of information structure in
determining the surface order of elements (for an overview of information
structure, see Féry and Krifka 2008 and Krifka 2008). Any account of word order
variation is therefore going to need a theory of focus and discourse structure.
In this section, I present the former; in the next section, the latter.

There are two main approaches to the semantics of focus, the Alternative
Semantics approach of Rooth (1985, 1992, 1996; see also Biiring 2011, 2012)
and the Structured Meaning approach (Jacobs 1983, Stechow 1991, Krifka 1991;
E. Kiss 1995b: 18 offers a bibliography, while Kadmon 2001 and Devine and
Stephens 2006 provide overviews). While both analyze focus within a question-
answer framework, Alternative Semantics offers advantages for discussing in-
formation structure in discourse (Beaver and Clark 2008: 94).

The interpretation of focus divides the content of an utterance into two parts
(Altmann 1993, Good 2010), the meaning of the focus and the meaning of the
background (Beaver and Clark 2008: 25):

(2.9) Focus and Background
a. [Mary]g likes Sandy. ~ (Ax.x likes Sandy, Mary)
b. Mary [likes]; Sandy. ~ (AR Mary R Sandy, likes)
c. Mary likes [Sandy]g. ~ (Ax.Mary likes x, Sandy)

To the right of each sentence we have a semantic representation of the sentence
in which the background appears on the left (as a lambda term) and the focus
on the right. The background is thus a function that maps a value onto the
variable that it abstracts over; this value is the focus of the utterance. We
can think of the focus as indicating the type of question that the utterance
answers:
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(2.10) a. Who likes Sandy?
b. How does Mary feel about Sandy?
¢. Who does Mary like?

There is thus a crucial relationship between the interpretation of focus and the
semantics of questions.

C. Roberts ([1996] 2012) in modelling the interpretation of focus in discourse
begins from the semantics of questions proposed by Hamblin (1958, 1973) and
Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984), according to which questions denote sets
of propositions. If we assume that to know the meaning of a sentence is to
know the conditions under which it is true (Tarski 1944), we can extend this
to questions by seeing the meaning of a question as its set of possible answers
(others restrict this to the set of all true answers, e.g., Kartunnen 1977):

(2.11) Propositional Approach to Questions
[Who likes Sandy?] ~ {[Mary likes Sandy], [Isaac likes Sandy],
[Simon likes Sandy], [Sonya likes Sandy], ...} = Ag3x[person(x) A
g=Awlikes Sandy’(x) in w]

Focus is the relationship between an unsaturated background proposition and
the variable that fills in that information.!> In (2.11), focus is the variable that
is lambda-abstracted over, as in (2.9). Information that is simply added to the
discourse model I refer to as monotonic focus; that which triggers a revision of
the discourse model is here called non-monotonic focus (which is discussed in
detail in chapter 6).

A question then can be interpreted as a set of propositions. Under the
Alternative Semantics view of focus advocated by Rooth (1985, 1992, 1996), this
set of propositions is in fact the focus semantic value of an utterance. To take
a concrete example, the focal meaning of (2.9.a) is the set of propositions in
(2.11):

(2.12) [Mary]g likes Sandy. ~ Ag3x[x € ALT(Mary) A g=Aw likes Sandy(x) in
w]

This formula represents the set of sentences of the form x likes Sandy, where

the variable x is drawn from the focus domain, which in this case would be the

15  The variable-filling approach to focus goes back a long way: it is found in Kvic¢ala (1870)
and Paul (1920); within Generative Grammar, the locus classicus is Jackendoff (1972).



GREEK SYNTAX AND SURFACE WORD ORDER 29

contextually-determined set of individuals who have positive feelings toward
Sandy. Focus is thus the element that determines the nature of the alternatives
(Kim 2012), and we end up with a semantics for focus that parallels that of
questions.

Before considering how questions structure discourse, it is worth calling
attention to the distinction between focus semantics and focus marking. Chafe
(1976) refers to the use of linguistic resources to mark information structure as
“packaging.” Packaging appears to consist maximally of prosodic, morphosyn-
tactic, morphological, and lexical resources (for a cross-linguistic survey, see,
e.g., Lee, Gordon, and Biiring 2008, Wedgwood 2009). There is reason to believe
that Greek was like Hungarian and Finnish in that information structure was
marked both prosodically (see Devine and Stephens 1994) and morphosyntac-
tically (discussed further below in section 2.6), and not like Chadic languages
(Hartmann and Veenstra 2013), in which there is no prosodic realization of
focus, or Thomson River Salish, in which focus is not marked with the main sen-
tence accent (Koch 2007, 2008a, 2008b). Access to this aspect of Greek is obvi-
ously difficult, and little can be said with certainty (Bornemann and Risch 1974:
162). Nevertheless, Devine and Stephens (1994: 478—479) argue on the basis of
metrical data and inscriptional punctuation that focus affects prosodic phras-
ing. Dunn (1989) argues specifically that clitic distribution in Greek reflects
sentence intonation (an interesting claim, but one that is nevertheless too dif-
ficult to substantiate). The lexical resources used to mark focus are no doubt
rich, but this question has been given almost no attention (at a minimum, it
would include operators such as pofvog ‘only’). Also in need of investigation is
the question of whether any of the clitics listed above in Table 1.2 are used to
mark focus. The particle 84 is typically said to mark emphasis (Denniston 1954:
203—204), but this description seems off: 3/ appears to function not unlike Ger-
man ja in marking information assumed to be known to the addressee.

2.4 The Question under Discussion Framework

This section presents the descriptive and theoretical apparatus—the Question
under Discussion (= QUD) framework—for discourse structure that will be
used in Part I of this book. The central idea of the framework is that discourse is
organized around questions. C. Roberts ([1996] 2012, 2004) officially developed
this program, but the central insight has been around for well over a century
(e.g., Kvicala 1870: 83, Paul 1920; Carlson 1983 and Ginzburg 1995a, 1995b are
more immediate precursors). Important refinements to the model have been
proposed by Biiring (1997, 1999, 2003, 2006).
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The QUD framework views communication and discourse as a kind of game
to answer explicit and implicit questions. These are the question(s) under dis-
cussion. Each utterance is conceived of as a move (cf. Carlson 1983) within
discourse strategies or discourse plans that interlocutors conceive for answer-
ing questions. Utterances typically serve as (at least) partial answers to the (or
a) current QUD, so that as the discourse progresses the Common Ground of the
discourse is increased.

C. Roberts ([1996] 2012) builds on this framework to argue that the structure
of discourse is best understood as consisting of a set of questions under dis-
cussion (QUDs) that participants attempt to answer. QUDs come in all levels
of generality, from the maximally general question What is the way things are?
to highly specific questions, and they can be nested in the sense that estab-
lishing the answer to a more general QUD can require first answering a set of
more specific ones. In short, QUDs have a hierarchical structure (Biiring 2003).
The QUD “stack” is a partially-ordered set of questions under discussion, which
includes one maximal QUD (Ginzburg 1996a). In terms of Herodotus’ Histo-
ries, the first two sentences (discussed further below) establish the root QUD
that structures the entire work, namely why the Persians and Greeks went to
war.

Roberts’ discourse ontology includes not simply questions but also the Com-
mon Ground and Context Set (Stalnaker 1978). The Common Ground is the set
of propositions that are taken for granted by a speaker at a given point in the
discourse (Clark and Brennan 1990, Clark 1996). The Context Set is the set of
worlds or situations compatible with what is assumed by a speaker. Under the
interpretation of a proposition as a set of worlds, the Common Ground denotes
sets of sets of worlds. The Context Set is the intersection of this set of sets of
worlds, that is, all the worlds that are found in each set of worlds. As a dis-
course unfolds, the Context Set is reduced. When an assertion is accepted into
the Common Ground, the Context Set is altered. This update takes place by
intersecting the old Context Set with the denotation (that is, the set of worlds)
that the new assertion denotes. This view of discourse is amenable to a game
metaphor: the goal of participants in a discourse is to reduce the Context Set
(Stalnaker 1978).

Participants do this by making two types of conversational moves: set-up
moves, which introduce a new question into the discourse, and payoff moves,
which assert something about such a question. The interpretation of any move
involves two aspects, namely presupposed content and proffered content. Pro-
ferred content encompasses the asserted content of assertions and the non-
presupposed content of questions and directives. As discourse goals such as
that of the Histories (Why did East and West go to war?) are complex, they have
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to be broken down into sub-questions. This feature of Herodotus’ work haslong
been known to scholars, if not quite in this way: in order to answer the big
question, he has to introduce and answer an extensive set of sub-questions.
Thus sequences of questions in discourse reflect speakers’ strategies for reduc-
ing the Context Set, and any given point of a discourse can be characterized by
its unanswered questions.

Following, e.g., Ginzburg (19964a,1996b,1997), I assume that every declarative
proposition invokes a question. Crucially, the focus marking of an utterance
(whether prosodic, morphological, or morphosyntactic) expresses presuppo-
sitions about the structure of the discourse, specifically the QUD (C. Roberts
[1996] 2012). Determining the QUD for each example is where philological anal-
ysis plays a crucial role. The use of implicit questions is not some kind of trick,
but rather amounts to a claim about the structure of discourse at that point in
the text. Without being able to accurately describe textual structure, we cannot
even begin the linguistic analysis. What this means is that the study of Greek
word order is the study of Greek discourse, and the goal is to understand how
QUDs correlate with patterns of surface word order.

The discourse structure of the Histories opens with a statement about the
entity or enterprise itself:

(2.13) QUD: What is this?
[‘Hpodétov Adicapynooiog iotopivg dmédeki]y #de.

[Hewrodstou Halikarne:sséos
Herodotus.M.GEN.SG Halicarnassus.F.GEN.SG
historig:s apideksis]p héde.

investigation.F.GEN.SG presentation.F.NOM.SG PROX.F.NOM.SG
‘The following is [a presentation of an investigation of Herodotus of
Halicarnassus].

Prooem.

This is an identificational copular clause (Higgins 1979, Mikkelsen 2011), in
which the referent of 13¢!6 is the background and ‘Hpodétov ‘Adixapvnoaéog
lotoping amddekis the focus. The first QUD is immediately resolved and leads
to the question of the motivation and goal of the investigation:

16 Itis not entirely clear what the referent of #)3¢ is. Does it, for instance, refer to the text as
a physical object, or does it refer to the endeavor of inquiry? Or even the performance of
the text? How one resolves the reference does not, however, affect the analysis.
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(2.14)

CHAPTER 2

QUD: Why did he undertake it?

. Reason1

WG TE T& Yevopeva e§ dvBpwmwy [TdL xpdvwt eEitnAa] Yéwtat.
hois  méxr-te ta
PURP NEG-CONJ ART.N.NOM.PL

gendmena eks anthrdpomn
happen.PTCP.AOR.MID.N.NOM.PL from people.M.GEN.PL
[¢5: kfrsnozi eksiteila]y

ART.M.DAT.SG time.M.DAT.SG extinguished.N.NOM.PL
géneitai

become.AOR.SBJV.MID.3SG

‘so that the events of people not be extinguished by time’

Prooem.

. Reason 2

unte Epyo ueydia te xai Bwupactd, o pev "EXnat, ta 8¢ Bapfdpotat
amodeyévta, [dxAed], Yévtat.

mé:-te érga megdla te  kai
NEG-CONJ work.N.NOM.PL great.N.NOM.PL CONJ CON]J
thorumastd, ta mén  Héllesi,
marvelous.N.NOM.PL ART.N.NOM.PL PTCL Greek.M.DAT.PL
ta d¢  barbdroisi

ART.N.NOM.PL PTCL barbarian.M.DAT.PL

apadekthénta, [akled]g
display.PTCP.AOR.PASS.N.NOM.PL without.glory.N.NOM.PL
génetai

become.AOR.SBJV.MID.3SG
‘and that great and marvelous deeds, some displayed by the Greeks,
some by the barbarians, not be without their glory’"”

Prooem.

17  “In the second purpose clause of the Histories’ first sentence, however, the language

changes; Herodotus abandons his investigatory spelunker’s hat and assayer’s tools and

dons bardic, even Homeric, robes instead.” So Dewald (2012: 64). This view conflates

register (in the sense of Halliday 1978, i.e., a subset of a language used in a particular

context or for a particular purpose) with discourse: the reason that Herodotus offers in

the purpose clause evokes themes of Homeric epic, but what he is doing discourse-wise

remains through and through investigative.
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c. Reason 3
Ta T GAA xal [O Wy altinv ]y EémoAéunaav dANACLL.
td te dlla kai [dP
ART.N.NOM.PL CONJ ART.N.NOM.PL CONJ on.account.of
hémn aitien|p epolémesan
REL.F.ACC.SG reason.F.ACC.SG fight. AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
allé:boisi

RECP.3PL.M.DAT
‘as well as why they fought against one another’

Prooem.

The most important of these answers is (2.14.c), as this is the root question of
the rest of the Histories. Every QUD that appears in the examples in the rest
of the book are subordinate to the question Why did they go war? In order to
simplify the presentation of examples, however, I do not present the genealogy
of QUDs in the examples below unless it is relevant to the discussion.

The relationship between the QUD and answers in (2.14) illustrates a further
principle of discourse coherence and relevance.!® Roberts argues that declara-
tive statements are congruent when the set of focal alternatives is identical to
the denotation of the QUD. To take example (2.14.a) as illustrative, if the focus of
the utterance has been correctly identified, the purpose clause should answer a
question such as He wrote this work in order that the deeds of people not become
what? The focal alternatives of the answer and the denotation of the question
would then be identical. I consider this too strong, and follow instead the looser
alternative of Beaver and Clark (2008: 37), according to which the set of focal
alternatives need only be a subset of the QUD-denotation, and only part of
a declarative needs to meet this requirement. To return to (2.14.a), the set of

18  Relevance will not play a role in the ensuing chapter, but this is an important topic in the
study of Herodotean discourse, as Herodotus is famously said to have a discursive style
(e.g., Asheri, Lloyd, and Corcella 2007: 12). This claim is based on an intuitive definition of
relevance, and it would be worthwhile to see what exactly makes Herodotean discourse
“discursive,” and and to what extent the concept of relevance (or the practice of relevant
discourse) varies cross-culturally. I suspect that there are at least two ways in which
the standard view should be modified. First, on a more explicit definition of relevance,
Herodotus’ discourse strategy may not turn out to be so discursive, inasmuch as the
digressions form part of a strategy for answering a higher-order QUD. Second, violations
of relevance may well be intentional, and meant to trigger implicatures, which is often the
result of flouting Gricean maxims (for an example of which from oracular discourse, see
Goldstein 2013b).
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focal alternatives in the answer (all the possible values that could be substi-
tuted for tét ypévwt e€itnAa) is a subset of the denotation of the QUD Why did
he write?, which includes a much broader range of possible answers. To take
a simpler example from English, this looser approach to discourse coherence
is important for allowing I think [Mary]p laughed to answer both Who do you
think laughed? as well as Who laughed?

Topic and focus as defined above are not to be equated with activation
status (Kadmon and Sevi 2o011: 18), that is, whether, e.g., a referent is new to
the discourse or already mentioned. Following Prince (1981), I recognize four
categories of activation status: discourse-new, discourse-old, hearer-new, and
hearer-old. Information that is not realized in the discourse but assumed to
be known I refer to as part of the Common Ground. While the focus is often
discourse-new information, and the topic discourse-old information, this need
not be the case. Focus is a relation between an asserted piece of information
and the discourse background (Chafe 1976, Lambrecht 1994). Activation status
unquestionably has an effect on how utterances are encoded, but this interacts
only obliquely with topic and focus.

It has to be acknowledged that this is an insufficient model of discourse,
as it is concentrated exclusively on the exchange of information (Beaver and
Clark 2008: 39—40), which of course is not the sole purpose of discourse. As
the phenomena in chapters 5 and 6 are rooted in the information structure of
discourse, I accept these limitations. There is the further issue that the QUDs
that I have presented above are only implicit in a text like the Histories. I
follow Beaver and Clark (2008: 39) in arguing that prior discourse can implicate
a QUD or a QUD can be accommodated, although the exact constraints on
accommodation have yet to be worked out.

In sum, the framework that I adopt for describing information structure
involves three basic information-structural categories for an utterance: QUDs,
focus, and background.!® Discourse is a set of QUDs. As QUDs are resolved, their
answers are then added to the Common Ground. Given this general setup, we
can characterize sincere, competent, and cooperative interlocutors as holding
two kinds of goals at any given point in a discourse, discourse goals, that is,
which QUDs they are trying to resolve and how, and domain goals, that is, what
they want to accomplish in the world. Such goals would include, e.g., acquiring
information, building social relationships, and attempts at persuasion. In the

19  These categories are necessary for describing the information status of elements at the left
periphery of the clause. For the rest of the clause, one would need to supplement these
categories with something akin to what Butt and King (1996) refer to as completive and
background information.



GREEK SYNTAX AND SURFACE WORD ORDER 35

case of the Histories, the question of domain goal goes to the heart of why
Herodotus composed the work at all. Given the size and complexity of this
topic, I will have nothing to say about it here.

2.5 Greek as a Discourse-Configurational Language

It is now widely accepted that surface word order in both Greek and Latin is
conditioned by discourse factors. Recent work has focused in particular on the
role of information structure (Panhuis 1982, Bottin 1992, Fraser 2001 and 2002,
Viti 2008 and 2010, Spevak 2008, Loudova 2009, Lithr 2010, Spevak 2010; earlier
works that take this approach include Wocher 1849, Weil 1879, Thomson 1939,
Loepfe 1940, Dover 1960 and 1985). The claim, at least for Greek, is old, as the
basic approach can be found in Demetrius, De Elocutione §199, who appears
to be working with categories similar to topic and focus, namely 16 mepi o9, lit.
‘the about which’ and 8 To016 éatw, lit. ‘(that) which is this, respectively. In his
analysis of Thuc. 1.24.1, he notes that the topic precedes the focus:

(2.15) "Emidapvés éott méig év Sekldu Eomhéovtt £ Tdv Téviov wbATov.

Epidamnis esti palis en
Epidamnus.F.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG City.F.NOM.SG on
deksidi espléonti e tn

right.F.DAT.SG sail.in.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.SG into ART.M.ACC.SG
Inion kdlpon.

Ionic.M.ACC.SG gulfM.ACC.SG

‘The city of Epidamnus stands on the right as one enters the Ionic gulf’

THUG. 1.24.1

We are perhaps to infer from this remark that this was the unmarked pattern.
That Demetrius is describing Greek word order on the basis of discourse/prag-
matic categories and not grammatical functions such as subject and object is
further evidence that the language was discourse-configurational.

At the vanguard of this recent wave of scholarship investigating the inter-
action between word order and discourse has been the work of Helma Dik,
especially H. Dik (1995), which is devoted to Herodotean prose (H. Dik 2007
extends the model to Greek tragedy; see Goldstein 2008 for a review). Work-
ing more or less within Simon Dik’s Functional Grammar (S.C. Dik 1997a,
1997b), H. Dik (no relation) argues that Greek word order is conditioned by
the information structure of its constituents and offers the following surface
template:
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(2.16) Greek Word Order according to H. Dik (1995, 2007)
(Theme) (Setting) Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder (Tail)

The parentheses around the Theme and Setting constituents indicate that
these constituents are optional. A central claim of (2.16) is that Ancient Greek
has a preverbal topic and focus slot. A preverbal focus position is typologically
common (E Kiss 1995b: 20). If true for Greek, it would be aligned with Hun-
garian (E. Kiss 2002), Shuswap (Gardiner 1993: 33), Basque (Arregi 2001, 2002),
Karuk (Mikkelsen 2014), Russian (King 1995), and the Mayan languages (Aissen
1992).

I agree with the overall spirit of Dik’s model: discourse status plays a decisive
role in the surface order of lexical items in Greek. But (2.16) as it stands is
beset by too many problems to be a viable model. Empirically, the schema does
not achieve very much. Mati¢ (2003: 578), for instance, using a corpus from
Xenophon, reports that the model in (2.16) accounts for 746 out of 1523 clauses,
i.e., 49% of the data.

Cross-linguistically, it is unusual for surface form and information structure
to stand in a one-to-one correlation (Zimmermann and Onea 2011: 1659). The
relationship between surface syntax and meaning (broadly construed) is far
more complex than the meager template of (2.16) above allows. The following
example points to one of its limitations, namely the inability to distinguish
between different surface positions of discourse-old and discourse-new focus
(cf. Matic¢ 2003: 616—617, 619):

(2.17) Cataphoric vs. Anaphoric Focus
a. QUD: Why did Croesus march against Cappadocia?
¢atpateveTo 8¢ 6 Kpoloog emi v Kammadoxinv [tévde eivexa .
estrateuieto dé  ho
march.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG PTCL ART.M.NOM.SG
Kroisos epl témn Kappadokie:n
Croesus.M.NOM.SG against ART.F.ACC.SG Cappadocia.F.ACC.SG
[t3:nde heineka]y.
PROX.N.GEN.PL on.account.of
‘Croesus marched against Cappadocia for [the following reasons]y.
1.73.1 (cf. MATIC 2003: 577)

b. QUD: Why did the Corinthians bear a grudge against the Samians?
[TovTwv @V elvexev], dmepwnoixdxeov tolot Zapiotat of Kopivliol.
[toutoin din  heineken]y
MED.N.GEN.PL PTCL on.account.of
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apemne:sikdkeon toisi
bear.a.grudge.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.DAT.PL
Samivisi hoi Korint"ii.

Samian.M.DAT.PL ART.M.NOM.PL Corinthian.M.NOM.PL
‘[For these reasons ], then, the Corinthians bore a grudge against the
Samians.

3.49.2 (cf. MATIC 2003: 575)

The sentences are similar in that their focus is a prepositional phrase that
refers to causal information. Remarkable, however, is that this focus phrase
occurs at the end of the sentence in (2.17.a), by way of introduction to the
following sentence, but clause-initially (and with the particle v) in (2.17.b),
to refer anaphorically to a preceding proposition. That is, in (2.17.a) we have
background-focus order, while in (2.17.b) we have focus-background order. If
one equates what I refer to as background with Dik’s Topic, then we should in
both cases expect Topic-Focus ordering. Example (2.17.a) is also problematic
for Dik’s account because of the presence of post-verbal focus.

Presentational sentences (otherwise known as thetic or existential sen-
tences) shed light on a different type of problem that the schema faces. These
are standardly said to be “all new,” that is, the entire clause is focused, as a
result of which they are thought to lack a topic constituent. The model in
(2.16) makes no predictions about the form of these utterances: all it tells us
is that everything would be packed in to the Focus slot, but from there we are
on our own. The model is thus unable to capture the generalization that this
construction routinely begins with the verb. Its design prevents us from dis-
tinguishing focus movement from in situ focus, as well as whether there is a
morphosyntactic difference between informational focus and identificational
focus (E. Kiss 1998). Example (2.16) also takes no account of the contribution
of the rich array of discourse particles in Greek and how these interact with
surface word order. A multi-faceted approach, which takes into account mor-
phosyntactic structure and discourse particles, offers much better chances of
success for detecting information-structure effects in a corpus language, which
is of course a tricky endeavor (compare, e.g., Petrova and Solf 2009 on Old High
German and Petrova and Speyer 2011 on Old English).

The template also predicts that word order is subject to the same ordering
conditions across all morphosyntactic environments (e.g., root vs. embedded
clauses, declaratives vs. interrogatives). The clause-initial distribution of inter-
rogative pronouns and complementizers does not find a ready place in (2.16),
nor do enclitics. For constituents that do exhibit hierarchical organization such
as prepositional phrases, (2.16) will not capture basic facts such as the position
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of the preposition at the head of the phrase. That Greek phrase structure at the
level of the clause is discourse-configurational does not mean that there is no
grammaticalized word order anywhere. Simply because surface word order is
sensitive to discourse structure does not mean that the only conditioning fac-
tors are pragmatic. Other factors such as, e.g., animacy or transitivity may well
play a role (cf. Tonhauser and Colijn 2010) in determining surface word order.
Furthermore, discourse-conditioned word order cannot be blithely equated
with pragmatics, since it is well known that focus can have truth-conditional
effects (that is, it can have semantic effects: see Szabolcsi 1981, Rooth 1985, Sgall,
Hajicova, and Panevova 1986, Kritka 2008, Beaver and Clark 2008). In sum, a far
richer and far more explicit model of word order determinants is needed than
(2.16) can provide.

The response to shortcomings such as these has been to expand (2.16) with
more refined pragmatic categories. Matic¢ (2003) is the most important update;
one addition is discussed below, others are reserved for chapter 5. While some
of this work has achieved empirically broader coverage, the general approach
is still hampered by two problems. The first is the absence of phrase structure,
which leads to confusion in the generalizations. The second is a reliance on
vague categories such as “Continuous Topic” that do not offer a precise charac-
terization of the constraints on usage that they bring with them.

2.6 Monotonic Focus in the Greek Clause

While a full account of the surface word order of Greek is well beyond the
scope of this book, I adduce here further evidence in support of a correlation
between surface word order and information structure. In what is perhaps the
most significant revision to Dik’s model above, Mati¢ (2003: 582—588) argues
that verb-object focus (i.e., broad focus) is encoded with VO word order, while
object focus (i.e., narrow focus) is encoded with OV word order. Support for this
distinction comes from the following near minimal pair (Mati¢ 2003: 583-584;
see, however, Liihr 2010: 498, who claims that Greek also has preverbal broad
focus):

(2.18)  Broad Focus
a. QUD: What was I doing?
[émopevduny pev & Axadnueiog 080 Avxeiov ]y Ty E5w telyoug bt adTé
T6 TelY0G.
[eporeusmen mén ¢eks Akade:meias euthy
go.IMPF.IND.MP.1SG PTCL from Academy.F.GEN.SG straight.ADV
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(2.19)

Lykebou]y témn éksor  teik™ous
Lyceum.N.GEN.SG ART.F.ACC.SG outside city.wallL.N.GEN.SG
hyp’  autd (5] teik’os.

under self.N.ACC.SG ART.N.ACC.SG city.wall.N.GEN.SG
‘[Iwas going from the Academy straight to the Lyceum ]y, by the road
outside the city wall, just under the wall itself’

PLAT. Lys. 203a

Narrow Focus

. xaf pe mpoatévra 6 TrmobdAng I8, & Texpartes, Epy, ol 81y Topelnt xal
m0ev;
kai me prasidnta
CONJ 1SG.ACC approach.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG
ho Hippothile:s
ART.M.NOM.SG Hippothales.M.NOM.SG
idd:n, 5 Sj:krates,
see.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG VOC.PTCL Socrates.M.VOC.SG
éphe: poi de:

say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG where.WH.ADV PTCL
poretei kai  p3then?
gO0.PRES.IND.ACT.25G CON]J where.from.wH.ADV
‘Then once Hippothales saw me approaching, he said, “Socrates,
where are you off to and where are you coming from?”’
PLAT. Lys. 203a—203b

. QUD: Where are you coming from, and where are you going?

[¢€ Axadnpeiog]y, Av & &y, mopedopat, [€00V Avxeiov]y.

[eks Akademeias]y, &n d  egd,
from Academy.F.GEN.SG say.IMPF.IND.1SG PTCL 1SG.NOM
porevomai, [euthy Lykebou]y.

gO.PRES.IND.MP.1SG straight.ADV Lyceum.N.GEN.SG
‘[From the Academy]y, I said, and [on my way to the Lyceum];’

PLAT. Lys. 203b

The dialogue opens with (2.18.a), where Socrates sets the stage by reporting
on what he was doing. The QUD is something along the lines of What was
I doing? The answer is discourse-new, so the verb and its complements are
ordered with the former at the head. (One point where I diverge from Mati¢ is
in the analysis of the phrase v &w teiyoug On’ adtd 6 Telyos, which I construe
as an elaboration on the focus, and not part of the focus itself.) By contrast,
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when Socrates relays the same information in his answer to Hippothales in
(2.19.b) the prepositional phrase £§ Axadvpeiag now precedes the verb. This is
because the QUD differs. It is part of the Common Ground that Socrates is going
somewhere, the question is thus whence and whither. I take 060 Avxeiov to be
the answer to the second question; here the verb has been ellipsed since it was
uttered in the first answer.

There is evidence from the Histories as well that monotonic narrow focus
occurs immediately before the verb:

(2.20)  Narrow Focus
a. QUD: What did the Greeks call him?

€ er

Tov oi "EMveg [Mupaitov] ovopddovat.

tn hoi Hélle:nes
REL.M.ACC.SG ART.M.NOM.PL Greek.M.NOM.PL
[Myrsilon] onomdzdousi.

Mursilus.M.ACC.SG call.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL
‘whom the Greeks call [Mursilus];’

17.1

b. QUD: What is the country like on account of the heat?
[Epnpog]s Yap EoTt ) xwpy) alTy) OO KAVUTOS.

[érezmos]p gdr st he:
desolate.c.NOM.SG EXPL be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG ART.F.NOM.SG
khs:re: hailte: hypd  kaimatos.

country.F.NOM.SG MED.F.NOM.SG under heat.N.GEN.SG
‘[Desolate] is this country on account of the heat.

2.31.1

¢. QUD: What did the Cimmerian host do to the cities in Ionia?
76 yap Kippepiov atpdtevpa 10 éml v Taviny drdpevov Kpolaov éov
npeaPiTepov ob [xataaTpol | EYEveTo TRV oAlwy, AN €€ mdpouic

apToryy.

(5] gar Kimmerion strdteuma
ART.N.NOM.SG EXPL Cimmerian.M.GEN.PL host.N.NOM.SG
(5] epi témn Diniemn
ART.N.NOM.SG against ART.F.ACC.SG Ionia.F.ACC.SG
apiksmenon Kroisou
invade.PTCP.AOR.MID.N.NOM.SG Croesus.M.GEN.SG

&n presbyteron ou

be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.SG older.N.NOM.SG NEG
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[katastrop”e:]g egéneto tiin
subjugation.F.NOM.SG become.AOR.IND.MID.38G ART.F.GEN.PL
polion, all’ eks epidromés  harpagé:.

city.F.GEN.PL but from raid.F.GEN.SG seizure.F.NOM.SG
‘For the Cimmerian host that invaded Ionia (which happened before
Croesus’ time) brought not [a subjugation]; of the cities, but tar-
geted raiding’

1.6.3

d. QUD: What was Candaules’ relationship to Gyges?
ToOTwL TAL Toynt [xal ta omovdatéatepa @Y TPIYMdTWY ] epeTifeTo
6 Kovdarddvg xat O xail T8 €l80g Tig yuvauxdg Omepematvéwy.
toutoi £ Gyge:i [kai
MED.M.DAT.SG ART.M.DAT.SG Gyges.M.DAT.SG even.ADV
ta spoudaiéstera tin
ART.N.ACC.PL more.serious.N.ACC.PL ART.N.GEN.PL
pregmdtomn]y  hyperetitieto ho
affairN.GEN.PL entrust.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG
Kandaile:s kal dé: kai )
Candaules.M.NOM.SG in.particularADV ART.N.ACC.SG
eidas téis gynaikds
beauty.N.ACC.SG ART.F.GEN.SG wife.F.GEN.SG
hyperepainéan.
over.praise.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG.
‘To this Gyges Candaules also entrusted [his more serious affairs]y,
in particular overly praising his wife’s beauty.

1.8

e. QUD: Where did they encamp?
ol ol pev [mept 6 “Hpatov]y Eotpatonededovro.
kai  hoi mén [peri
CONJ 3PL.M.NOM PTCL around ART.N.ACC.SG
Hé:raion|p estratopedetionto.
Heraion.N.ACC.SG encamp.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL
‘And they encamped [around the Heraion];’

9:53:1
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f. QUD: How much do they despise us?
obrot MVOpeg Nuéwv [ToASY | xatagpovéouat.

hotitoi h-3:ndres hexméon
MED.M.NOM.PL ART.M.NOM.PL-man.M.NOM.PL 1PL.GEN
[pollon]; katapronéousi.

much.N.ACC.SGy despise.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL
‘These men [really]; despise us.
4.134.2

(2.21) Broad Focus
QUD: What did Candaules do?
obtog 31 &v 6 Kavdarddng [1)pdodn tig Ewutod yuvauxds]y.
hotitos dé: 3m  ho Kandauile:s
MED.M.NOM.SG PTCL PTCL ART.M.NOM.SG Candaules.M.NOM.SG
[erdsthe: tés heautoii
fall.in.love.with.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG ART.F.GEN.SG REFL.3SG.M.GEN
gynaik3s]p.
wife.F.GEN.SG
‘Candaules, then, [fell in love with his own wife].

1.8.1

In the examples in (2.20) the focus is on the object of the verb, which accord-
ingly is in preverbal position. In (2.21), by contrast, the verb and its internal
argument are focused, with the latter in postverbal position.

As a closing remark, I should add that while this generalization does find
empirical support, one should not take away the impression that every OV
string will encode object focus, while every VO string will encode verb-object
focus. I assume that there are other factors that can conspire to create these
surface strings.

2.7 Summing Up

This chapter offered an overview of Greek syntax and word order, which I
argued to be discourse configurational with a flat S constituent. Given the cru-
cial role that discourse and information structure play in determining surface
word order in the Greek clause, frameworks for both are a requisite for an
investigation of Greek word order. To this end, I introduced the QUD model of
discourse in conjunction with Alternative Semantics, both of which play crucial
roles in chapters 5 and 6. While I will be using the former model to explicate the
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mapping between information structure and morphosyntactic form, I would
like to note that it is broadly applicable to classical texts and could no doubt be
used to gain new insights into the nature of Greek discourse more generally.



CHAPTER 3

The Prosody of Greek Clitics

As clitics are distinguished from non-clitics by their need for a prosodic host,
our discussion begins in the prosodic domain. Section 3. introduces the
Prosodic Hierarchy, which is a theory of prosodic constituency and organiza-
tion. This is in turn followed by an overview of Stray Adjunction (section 3.2),
the process by which clitics and postpositives adjoin to hosts to form larger
prosodic units. Section 3.3 takes up Greek clitics specifically, where the dis-
cussion focuses on the distinction between enclitics (second-position items
that bear no orthographic accent) and postpositives (second-position items
that bear an orthographic accent). Section 3.4 offers evidence that suggests
that the direction of association of a clitic, in metrical environments at least,
is more dynamic than is standardly assumed. I argue in section 3.5 that clausal
clitics in Greek exhibit 2W distribution, which is to say that they are hosted
by the first prosodic word in their domain (either CP or S, depending upon
whether CP is occupied). The 2W-analysis of clausal clitics has been chal-
lenged on the grounds that it requires certain function words to be prosodic
words (since they can host clausal clitics). This is a problem because function
words are widely believed to fall short of prosodic wordhood. In section 3.6, I
provide evidence that function words in Greek and elsewhere can in fact be
prosodic words. Section 3.7 casts a glance at the distribution of clitics from
other domains, while section 3.8 closes out the discussion with concluding
remarks.

31 The Prosodic Hierarchy

Just as the syntactic structure of a sentence exhibits hierarchical organization,
so too does its prosodic structure. Prosodic phonology is a theory of phono-
logical constituency, that is, of how units of speech are grouped together to
form larger constituents (Selkirk 1981, Nespor and Vogel [1986] 2007). Two
central questions in this research program are the number of prosodic con-
stituents that have to be recognized and how they combine to form larger
units. The following constituents are typically recognized in the Prosodic Hier-
archy:

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_004
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(3.1)  Constituents of the Prosodic Hierarchy

Utterance (v)

|

Intonational Phrase (¢)

|

Phonological Phrase (¢)

Prosodic Word (w)

Foot ()

Syllable (o)

Mora (1)

45

Of all these units, the prosodic word (for an overview of which, see Hall 1999)
will play the most important role in our discussion, as clausal clitics are canon-

ically hosted by the first prosodic word of their clause (section 3.5).

The Prosodic Hierarchy is said to be subject to various design principles,
which specify how the constituents in (3.1) may and may not be built up to form
larger constituents (see, e.g., Spencer and Luis 2012: 66—67). The most promi-
nent of these is the Strict Layer Hypothesis, which stipulates that prosodic
structure is strictly organized according to the hierarchy of categories above:

(3.2)  Strict Layer Hypothesis (Selkirk 2011: 437)

A constituent of category-level n in the Prosodic Hierarchy immedi-
ately dominates only (a sequence of) constituents at category level n-1

in the hierarchy.

This principle licenses trees such as the following:

(3-3) L

T
¢ ¢ 0
AT AN

w w W W w
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Starting from root node, the tree proceeds monotonically from the intonational
phrase (1) to prosodic phrases (¢) to prosodic words (w). The following tree, by
contrast, violates the Strict Layer Hypothesis:

(3-4) L

N

W

2

|

0
/N
w ¢

/\

w w

Here constituents of the same category dominate one another: the root node «
dominates a daughter (, beneath which one ¢ dominates another ¢. The root
also exhibits level skipping in that it dominates a constituent two levels lower
on the hierarchy, namely w.

The number of constituents recognized in the hierarchy varies (It6 and
Mester 2009). As concerns clitics in Greek, the most significant omission in
the hierarchy in (3.1) is the clitic group constituent, which, for instance, Gol-
ston (1990: 70—71) and Devine and Stephens (1994) espouse (see most recently
Revithiadou 2014 for an overview of the clitic group in Greek, and Anderson
2005: 42—44 more generally). If the Strict Layer Hypothesis is inviolable, it forces
a clitic and its host to form one (non-recursive) prosodic word. Clitics in some
languages do behave this way; one example is the Lucanian dialect of Italian
(mentioned below in section 3.3). In other languages, however, clitics and their
hosts project phonological phrases or recursive prosodic words, both of which
violate the Strict Layer Hypothesis.

This problem vanishes with the assumption of a clitic group constituent
between the prosodic word and the phonological phrase. Golston (1990: 70—
71) motivates the assumption further with evidence from crasis, a process that
fuses two vowels across a word boundary:

(3-5) Crasis
a. xal énerta ‘and then' - wdimerta
kai  épeita - kdpeita
coN]J then.apv
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b. Tt nuépat ‘on the day’ — Byuépat
téi hexmérai - thexmérai
ART.F.DAT.SG day.F.DAT.SG

In both cases, the two input words fuse into one. As the initial elements are
prosodically weak function words, Golston (1990) argues that this process takes
place within the domain of the clitic group.

Rather than assume a clitic group constituent, I instead follow Anderson
(2005, 2012) in breaking up the Strict Layer Hypothesis into the following
constraints (this insight actually goes back to Selkirk 1984 and Inkelas 1990):

(3.6) a. LAYEREDNESS

No category dominates a higher level category.

b. HEADEDNESS
Every category directly dominates (at least) one element no more
than one level below it on the hierarchy.

c. EXHAUSTIVITY
Every element of category C,; is exhaustively composed of elements
of category C,,.

d. NON-RECURSIVITY
No element of category C, directly dominates another instance of C;.

LAYEREDNESS and HEADEDNESS are intrinsic to the nature of the Prosodic
Hierarchy and are accordingly inviolable (Selkirk 1995). EXHAUSTIVITY and
NoON-RECURSIVITY, however, are violable, and the way in which they are
ranked plays a crucial role in determining the nature of clitic incorporation in
alanguage (cf. Zec and Inkelas 1990, Chung 2003, Anderson 2005). In Greek, for
instance, enclitics violate NON-RECURSIVITY but obey EXHAUSTIVITY, with
the result that when they incorporate with a prosodic word, they project a
larger, recursive prosodic word. The domain for crasis from example (3.5) above
is simply the recursive prosodic word, and we need not adopt a separate clitic
group constituent.

3.2 Stray Adjunction

Clitics are prosodically-deficient non-constituents that need to adjoin to a host
(Inkelas 1990). Clitic incorporation is motivated by the following constraint:
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(3.7) FULL INTERPRETATION
All phonological material that is pronounced is integrated into the
prosodic structure.

FULL INTERPRETATION is undominated, just as LAYEREDNESS and HEAD-
EDNESS above are. Anderson (2005: 46), (2009), and (2012) offer the following
typology for the incorporation of enclitics into the prosodic structure of their
hosts:

(3.8) Free Clitic (p-incorporation) (3.9) Internal Clitic (w-incorporation)
¢ ¢
w o w

Host Clitic o

l

Host Clitic

(3.10) Affixal Clitic (w-adjunction)  (3.11) Pword Clitic
¢ ¢

| /N

w w w

AN | |

o o Host Clitic

Host Clitic

In example (3.8), the incorporation of the clitic does not interact with stress
assignment; together with its host it projects a phonological phrase ¢. In (3.9),
the clitic is incorporated into the prosodic word of its host, with the result that
accent is calculated over both items as though they were one word. In (3.10),
clitic-adjunction triggers a recursion of the prosodic word. The presence of the
clitic can trigger a secondary accent, but never affects the main lexical accent,
as it has already been calculated. The final structure, that of the Pword clitic in
(3.11), may at first sound paradoxical, as prosodic sub-wordhood is often said
to be a definitional property of clitics. This type is marginal compared to the
preceding three, but nevertheless does exist (Anderson 1992: 204 and 2005: 32
cite examples from Italian and Tagalog). We will see below that this type is
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represented in Ancient Greek by the class of words known as postpositives.
Recognition of this type means that clitichood needs to be defined simply as
the need for a host.

The first three adjunction types are illustrated in the following three dialects
of Italian (data from Peperkamp 1997: 177):

(3.12) Standard Italian (Free Clitic)
a. porta
bring.1IMPV
b. porta=mi
bring.IMPV-me
c. porta=me=lo
bring.IMPV-mex-it.

(3.13) Lucanian (Internal Clitic)
a. vinna
selL.impv
b. vanni-lla
sell.IMPV=it
c. vinna-mi=lla
sellL.IMPV=me-it

(3.14)  Neapolitan (Affixal Clitic)
a. conta
telLimpv
b. cénta-lo
tellLiMPv=it
c. contazti-llo
tel.IMPV=you.REFL-it

As will be detailed below, enclitics in Attic and Ionic Greek follow the Neapoli-
tan pattern, whereby they form a recursive prosodic word with their host.

3.3 Clitic Incorporation in Greek

The philological literature standardly divides the inventory of second-position
items into two classes: clitics and postpositives (Chandler 1881, Fraenkel [1933]
1964, Dover 1960, H. Dik 1995, Probert 2003, H. Dik 2007; from Wackernagel 1892:
377, it appears that the term postpositive is due to Kriiger). Second-position
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items without an orthographic accent are clitics, e.g., pwv, while those with
an orthographic accent are postpositives, e.g., & (Hermann 1831: 7).! The idea
behind this division seems to be that of true phonological clitics versus syntac-
tic clitics, that is, words that despite bearing an accent nevertheless occur in
second position (cf. Fraenkel 1966, Devine and Stephens 1994: 303, 352, H. Dik
1995: 37—-38, Lowe 2013).2

This characterization suffers from at least three inaccuracies. First, whatever
the orthographic accent on postpositives represents, it cannot be equated with
the orthographic accent of non-postpositive words. Second, postpositives do
exhibit phonological dependence on a host, so it is not accurate to refer to them
as “syntactic clitics.” And finally, there is no distributional difference that breaks
down according to the enclitic/postpositive divide.® In subsequent chapters,
this distinction will accordingly play no role in the discussion, and I will use
the term clitic to refer to both classes.*

Enclitics and postpositives in Greek incorporate with their prosodic hosts as
follows:

1 Among the ancient grammarians, the division was not nearly so clean. Vendryes (1929: §119)
notes that the grammarians of Anecdota de Bekker and Dionysius Thrax considered pév, 3¢,
and ydp enclitic, a view that receives support from manuscript evidence, where these words
are sometimes found without the orthographic accent that is uniform in modern editions of
texts (for further discussion, see Devine and Stephens 1994: 354—355). uév and ¢ sometimes
occur with double accentuation marks. This is done to signal contrast (Groningen 1940: 51),
however, and I interpret it as a reflection of intonation and not evidence for lexical accent. By
contrast, however, John Philoponus 31.25-26 Dindorf makes it clear that 3¢ is not an enclitic (I
am grateful to Philomen Probert for calling my attention to this passage). These divergences
may reflect dialectal differences.

2 Wackernagel (1892: 371) uses the term Quasi-Enklitikon for these particles, which is the term
that Hajdu (1989) adopted for dv. Collinge (1985: 217) refers to dv as a “semi-clitic,” but offers
no definition of the category.

3 Whether there is any distributional difference in the modal particles xe(v) and &v in Homer
remains to be investigated. See Wackernagel (1892: 378—381).

4 Cf. Fortson (2010: 161) in his discussion of Wackernagel’s Law: “Some particles, such as Greek
gdr ‘for’ and Vedic i ‘for, have a lexical stress but behave syntactically like true clitics, and
will be considered together with them in the following discussion.” Taylor (1990: 119) notes the
distributional identity of clitics and particles, but also remarks (1990: 121) that the two groups
diverge over time. See further Devine and Stephens (1994: 354—355); Probert (2006: 131 n. 9)
cites ancient testimony.
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(3.15) Enclitic (3.16) Postpositive
¢ ¢
w w w
w o Host Clitic

Host Clitic

Enclitics are prosodically deficient and follow the affixal pattern of Neapolitan
above (ex. 3.14), which is to say that a host and its enclitic project a recur-
sive prosodic word. Postpositives by contrast are not prosodically deficient
and incorporate with their host to project a phonological phrase. The follow-
ing six phenomena reveal the similarities and differences between the incor-
poration of enclitics and postpositives: Porson’s Bridge, the secondary accen-
tual calculus, evanescent H tones, lulling, antihomophony, and tonal spread-
ing.

Before turning to these phenomena, two preliminary remarks are in order.
I would first like to forestall a potential objection, namely that postpositives
cannot be prosodic words because they are not minimal words. The minimal
word in Greek is said to be bimoraic (Blumenfeld 2004, with earlier references),
and most postpositives do not meet this threshold. But the minimal word
requirement in Greek is category specific (cf. Smith 2011) and in particular
restricted to nouns. Certain monosyllabic verb forms, such as the imperatives
36¢ ‘give’ and 0¢g ‘put’ also fail to meet the minimality threshold. I thus see the
minimal word requirement as no obstacle to treating postpositives as prosodic
words.

Second, on a general note, the distinction between enclitic and postposi-
tive appears to correlate with chronology. Etymologies for enclitics are gen-
erally apparent, be it for the personal pronouns, ye (see GEW: s.v.), the con-
junction te (cf. Lat. que, Skt. ca, etc.), or the particles pa and vuv, as well as
the recently-rediscovered tap (cf. Cuneiform Luvian tar; see Watkins 1995:
150-151, 336, Katz 2007, Reece 2009: 217-230, Yakubovich 2010). With post-
positives like pév, 3¢, yap (< ye-dp), dv, and dv, comparative equations are
harder to establish. What this suggests is that the latter class underwent
grammaticalization and reduction to clitichood more recently than the encl-
itics and accordingly still preserve word-like properties, such as high tone.
It may have also been the case that postpositives were originally clause-
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initial elements. The particle 37, for instance, is still found clause-initially in
Homer.5

3.31  Porson’s Bridge

Porson’s Bridge is the name of a constraint forbidding a word boundary after an
initial heavy syllable in the last metron of an iambic trimeter (see Devine and
Stephens 1978, West 1982: 84—85, Devine and Stephens 1984, 1994). Enclitics are
not subject to this constraint because they are so tightly bound to their prosodic
host (the translations in the subsequent examples have been filled out with
content from surrounding lines in the interest of sense):

(317) -v- wo= | —v- o
[nAéwg dxodoag Tuueopds, we=vtv x8ovog
Pe:léos akousas

Peleus.M.GEN.SG hear.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG

symp'ords, h3:s-nin khthonos
misfortune.F.AcC.PL that.cOMP-3SG.ACC land.F.GEN.SG

‘Having heard of new calamities of Peleus, namely that Acastus ban-
ished him from the land.

EUR. Tro. 1127

That d&g=viv projects a recursive prosodic word enables it to stand at Porson’s
Bridge. Postpositives also occur at Porson’s Bridge:

(318) a. v —v- ——v | —-=-"— vx
a0 8" v 1) poodoa  pioelg-pey Adywt.
sy d  hemin he
2SG.NOM PTCL 1PL.DAT ART.F.NOM.SG
misotisa miseis-mén
hate.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG hate.PRES.IND.ACT.25G-PTCL
5gori.

word.M.DAT.SG
‘You, the one who hates, hate (only) in word.
SOPH. EL 357

5 If &v developed from a disjunction, then presumably it too would have been clause-initial at
some point. The connection between Greek &v and the an of Latin and Gothic is not yet clear,
however: see Brugmann (1902-1904: 615), Forbes (1958), D.].N. Lee (1967), Neuberger-Donath
(1977), Dunkel (1990), Reece (2009: 73—78). Latin has a striking number of discourse particles
that occur both clause-initially and in what appears to be second position, such as demum,

ergo, igitur, nam, and vero.
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b.

- o_ ——e | == ox

ToUg govg Abyoug owt{ovTeg:  EpYE-Yap VEWS
tous sous l5gous
ART.M.ACC.PL yOUr.M.ACC.PL word.M.ACC.PL
ssiizdontes:
preserve.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL
drk*ein-gar nej:s

command.INF.PRES.ACT-EXPL ship.F.GEN.SG
‘We nevertheless kept silent, preserving your commands: ordering a
stranger to command the ship threw everything into chaos.

EUR. Hel. 1552

= e | = - —ox
yvouns aniEav  Tig Eurig, odx=dv-mote
gndme:s apé:iksan téis
intent.F.GEN.SG waver.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL ART.F.GEN.SG
emé:s, ouk=dn-=pote
mY.F.GEN.SG NEG-MOD-€eVer.ADV
‘If my eye and mind had not swerved from my intent, they would
never have procured judgment against another man.
SOPH. Aj. 448

Here the discourse particle uév, the explanatory particle ydp, and the modal

particle &v are all licit at Porson’s Bridge, which suggests a tight prosodic cohe-

sion between host and postpositive. Postpositives are also licit at resolution
bridges (Devine and Stephens 1994: 312).5

3.3.2  Secondary Accentuation

The prosodic incorporation of a second-position item, whether enclitic or post-
positive, never repositions the accent of the host. Adjunction either triggers a

6 Non-prosodically deficient elements also occur at Porson’s Bridge (see, e.g., West 1982: 84—

85), but only sporadically. In one case, full prosodic words that undergo deletion of a final

vowel appear to be licit at Porson’s Bridge. I presume that this is possible because the inter-

val between the word with the deleted final vowel and the subsequent word is shorter than it

would be with the final vowel intact, and is similar enough to that of host-enclitic/postpositive

sequences to be licensed. It is not clear if Aj. 1101 belongs in this group or not. If we read Vyeit’

(as Finglass 2011 does), which is what most mss. have, then it should. But the reading #jyoy’ as

e U

well as Elmsley’s #yet’ (which both Dawe 1984 and Lloyd-Jones and Wilson 1990 adopt) would

not.
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secondary accent or nothing happens at all (Smyth 1956: §183, Steriade 1988:
283284, Devine and Stephens 1994: 370, Janse 1995/1996):

(3.19)  No Secondary Accent
a. Oxytone+Monosyllabic Clitic
3ég+uot —» 3dg=pot
d3s+moi - diszmoi
give.IMPV.AOR.ACT.25G+1SG.DAT

b. Oxytone+Disyllabic Clitic
XOAGV+HETTL > KOAGV=ETTL
kalsn+esti - kalsn-esti
fine.N.NOM.SG+be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG

mepl+Tvawy > mepl=tivav (Plut. Cic. 29.2)
peri+tinon - periztinoin
around+INDF.N.GEN.PL

c. Paroxytone+Monosyllabic Clitic
@lAog+pou — plAog-pov
plilos+mou - philassmou
friend.M.NOM.SG+1SG.GEN

d. Perispomenon+Monosyllabic Clitic
PAGHTL > PAG-TL
phois+ti > phiisti
light N.NOM.SG+INDF.N.NOM.SG

PAQ+0E > QIAR-0E
plilsi+se - plil5i=se
love.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG+25G.ACC

e. Perispomenon+Disyllabic Clitic
TIUAV+TIVOY — TIGYV-TVwY (Diod. 16.13.2.8, Smyth 1956: §183.b)
timdin+tinomn - tim3n-tinon
privilege.F.GEN.PL+INDF.C.GEN.PL

edG+TvVOS - PAg-Tvog (Plot. Enn. 4.5.6)
plais+tinos > phiisetinos
light.N.NOM.SG+INDF.C.GEN.SG
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The second possibility is for a secondary accent to emerge, which happens in
the following contexts:

(3.20)

Secondary Accent

. Proparoxytone+Monosyllabic Clitic

dvBpwmog+Tig — dvBpwmds-Tig
dnthroipos+tis - dnt"ropIsstis
man.M.NOM.SG+INDF.C.NOM.SG

. Paroxytone+Disyllabic Clitic

pirot+Tiveg » pihot=Tivég
prili+tines > phibiztinés
friend.M.NOM.PL+INDF.C.NOM.PL

plhot+tvwy - gldot=Tvédy
plibi+tinon - phibitiniin
friend. M.NOM.PL+INDF.C.GEN.PL

. Proparoxytone+Disyllabic Clitic

dvBpwmot+tiveg - dvBpwmoi-Tiveg
dnt'ropoi+tines - dnthropoistines
man.M.NOM.PL+INDF.C.NOM.PL

. Properispomenon+Monosyllabic Clitic

oRTOV+UE > TRTOV-E
sdison+me - sdison-me
save.IMPV.AOR.ACT.2SG+18G.ACC

. Properispomenon+Disyllabic Clitic

ToIOEC+TIVES — TTOAISEC-TIVES
paldes+tines - paldés-tines
child.M.NOM.PL+INDF.C.NOM.PL

. Properispomenon+Disyllabic Clitic

wfipuE+éott - wfipuE-éoti?
ké&ryks+esti - kéryks-esti
herald. M.NOM.SG+be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG

7 The host has to end in { (ps) or & (ks): see Smyth (1956: §183), Devine and Stephens (1994:
370), Probert (2006: 70).
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The calculus that determines secondary accentuation is a matter of some
complexity whose details do not concern us here. We need only register a few
relevant facts. First, the principles that assign secondary accents to recursive
prosodic words are not the same as those that govern the distribution of the
accent on the host (cf. Hurch 1996: 86). A string such as ¢{Aog-pov, for instance,
would not be licit for primary (i.e., non-recursive) prosodic words, as the long
vowel of the final syllable would dictate that the accent occur no farther back
than the penult. Second, postpositives never trigger a secondary accent on a
host.

3.3.3 Evanescent High Tones
When the vowel that hosts a high tone is deleted, the tone docks on the next
vowel to the left:

(3.21) Non-Clitic Oxytone
oA Emadov - oM Emafov
polla épathon > p3ll’ épaton
many.N.ACC.PL suffeAOR.IND.ACT.3PL

The final vowel of moMd is deleted and the accent migrates to the first vowel to
its left. The secondary high tone that enclitics can trigger and the high tone of
postpositives do not behave this way. When a vowel hosting a high tone in one
of these contexts is deleted, the high tone vanishes with it (see further Chandler
1881: 255, Lupag 1972:174 and Probert 2003:133—-142, 2006: 69 n. 35; cf. the remarks
of Pappas 2001: 94 on Modern Greek):

(3.22) a. Enclitic with Deleted Secondary Accent
TV ovyl SovAwv-eat revbepwTépa.

thn oukh dotiloinzest’
ART.M.GEN.PL NEG slave.M.GEN.PL-be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
eleutherotéra.

freer.F.NOM.SG
‘(Their mind) is freer than (that of) non-slaves
EUR. Fr. 831.2 (= Stob. 4.19.39)

b. Postpositive High Tone
glnoow 8¢ 8v obrot Kpijreg - elpoav & &v obtot Kpfites (not elnadvy)
eleisan de an  hotitoi
be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL PTCL MOD MED.M.NOM.PL
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Krétes - eleisan d’ an hoiitoi Krétes (not eieisdn)
Cretan.M.NOM.PL

HDT. 1.2.1

c. Proclitic Oxytone
amé ‘from’ —» an’ [ _ #V- (not &m’)
ap3 —» ap’ | _#V- (not dp’)

In (3.22.a), the pre-deletion form is éoti (compare above the pattern ¢idot+tiveg
- @iho=Tvég). The high tone is lost upon deletion of the final vowel. The
vowel of postpositive 3¢ in (3.22.b) suffers the same fate. Interestingly, this
loss of a high tone is also found on prepositions, as (3.22.c) shows. This is not
surprising given that prepositions are thought to have been proclitic. Whatever
exactly the reason for this ability to lose a high tone, it aligns enclitics and
postpositives.

3.3.4 Lulling and Antihomophony

Enclitics and postpositives are further distinguished by the phenomenon of
lulling, which is a rule of accent lowering that takes place within the prosodic
word (Chandler 1881: §§ 905—906; the ancient grammarians refer to the phe-
nomenon as xoiunoig). Specifically, a word-final acute becomes grave when
followed by an adjacent prosodic word:

(3.23) Accent Lulling
qEyMV-Yap Eyw uyovaopat oitw Wate unde pabelv v ogleioay tmé aed.
ark*témm-gar £gor me:khané:somai
beginning.F.ACC.SG-EXPL 1SG.NOM arrange.FUT.IND.MID.1SG
houts:  hi:ste me-de mat’ein min
thus.ADV RES NEG-PTCL realize.INF.AOR.ACT 35G.ACC
op'theisan hypd seil.
see.PTCP.AOR.PASS.F.ACC.SG by 2SG.GEN
‘I will arrange it from the outset so that she not even realize that she
was seen by you.

1.9.1

As this example illustrates, both the host dpyv and postpositive ydp undergo
lulling. With enclitics, however, the host never undergoes lulling. Lulling in
sequences of host plus enclitic only affects disyllabic enclitics that have a
secondary oxytone accent:
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(3.24)  Enclitic Host: No Lulling
a. €yW=0e METEMEPPAUNY
egoisse metepempsdme:n
1SG.NOM~25G.ACC SUMMON.AOR.IND.MID.1SG
524.3

b. tiocwvtaizoe
tiso:ntai-se
take.revenge.AOR.SBJV.MID.3PL-2SG.ACC
1.27.4

C. TRTOV=REV=UIY
s3ison=-mén-min
save.IMPV.AOR.ACT.25G-PTCL-3SG.ACC

(3.25) Lulling of Oxytone Enclitic
OAlyol=TIvES adTAY

oligoi-tinés autin
few.M.NOM.PL-INDF.C.NOM.PL 35G.GEN.PL
4.159.6

The first two examples show that lulling of a word-final acute does not occur
before an enclitic, regardless of whether the acute is primary as in (3.24.a),
secondary as in (3.24.b), or belongs to a postpositive as in (3.24.c). Example
(3.25) shows that when an enclitic bears a secondary high tone, it can undergo
lulling. The difference between (3.23) and (3.24) results from a difference in
prosodic structure: as both host and postpositive are prosodic words, they are
both subject to lulling. Since there is no prosodic word boundary between an
enclitic and its host, in this context lulling only affects secondary accents at the
right edge of the recursive prosodic word.

We find similar behavior when it comes to the ban on adjacent homophones
within a prosodic word (Golston 1995). Adjacent homophonous forms of the
definite article, such as the accusative singular masculine tév v (t3n tin),
are unattested, although other strings of definite (non-homophonous) articles
are attested (see Smyth 1956: §1162). Crucially, the string tade-0¢ (tdde-dg),
comprised of a demonstrative pronoun host and discourse particle, is also
attested. Under the analysis here the homophonous sequence is separated by
a prosodic word boundary and therefore licit.
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3.3.5 Tonal Spreading

The final phenomenon is the least well understood. In sequences of multiple
enclitics, we do not find the patterns of secondary accentuation detailed in
section 3.3.2 above. Instead, every enclitic except the last carries high tone:

(3.26) el-mov-tig=Tvar Idot &xBpdv ...

el=poti-tis-tina
if.COMP-PTCL-INDF.C.NOM.SG-INDF.C.ACC.SG
idai ekhthrin

see.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG enemy.M.ACC.SG
‘If perhaps anyone were to see an enemy ...’
THUC. 4.47.3

On the assumption that the orthographic accentuation represents something
prosodically real (it has been called into question, see, e.g., Probert 2003: § 297
for a discussion), this is tonal spreading. That is, the high tone of the host is
being distributed to each enclitic except the last. Tonal spreading is a well-
known phenomenon cross-linguistically, and typically occurs within a par-
ticular prosodic domain. In the example above, the domain is the recursive

prosodic word:
(3-27) w,
w, o o ©o

gl mou T TWA

The high tone of €t spreads as far as the penultimate clitic in the recursive
prosodic word (w,). The behavior of postpositives differs, however:

(3.28) Edv-3é-Tig=Tvar ...
e-an=dé-tis-tina
if.COMP-MOD-PTCL-INDF.C.NOM.SG-INDF.C.ACC.SG
PLAT. Leg. 929d3

Here the source of the high tone that spreads is the postpositive 3¢, and not the
host €dv. That spreading extends from &¢ to the penultimate clitic suggests that
this domain forms its own recursive prosodic word:
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(3-29)

gav d¢ Tic Twa

Thus 3¢-tig-tva constitutes the same domain as el-mov-tig=tvar in (3.26). This
prosodic structure does not, however, mean that the host of the enclitics in
(3.29) is 3¢, as the accentual relationship between postpositives and adjacent
enclitics never exhibits the patterns laid out in section 3.3.2.

In sum, postpositives do exhibit behavior characteristic of prosodic words,
especially when it comes to lulling and tonal spreading. Despite this, they
are nevertheless prosodically dependent, as the evidence from Porson’s Bridge
reveals. Whatever their orthographic accent means prosodically, its behavior
differs from that of true lexical accents. In particular, its ability to be deleted
aligns it with the secondary accentuation found on enclitics.

3.4 Clitic Polarity

We turn now to another dimension of clitic behavior, namely their direction of
association, or polarity. The polarity of enclitics and postpositives is standardly
presented as a static property: an element is either an enclitic or a proclitic,
but not both (e.g., Probert 2003). It is not often acknowledged that clitic polar-
ity is more dynamic than the standard classifications would suggest. Devine
and Stephens (1994: 365—368) have argued that d&v and the pronominal clitics
can in fact associate rightward; Pardal (2015), evidently unaware of Devine and
Stephens (1994), makes the case for proclitic pronouns in Attic drama (cf. Ewen
1979 and Werle 2009, who note similar possibilities with Bulgarian and Slove-
nian clitics, respectively). There are four sources of evidence for the proclitic
behavior of enclitics.

The strongest evidence (which Devine and Stephens 1994: 368 mention
only in passing) comes from resolution bridges, i.e., Ritschl’s Law (for a brief
description of which in Plautus, see Fortson 2009: 7-8), according to which a
heavy syllable resolved into two light syllables does not admit a prosodic-word
boundary between them, and Porson’s Bridge; these are discussed in sections
3.4.1 and 3.4.2, respectively. In addition to these two diagnostics, post-caesural
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clitic placement provides evidence for proclisis, which is discussed in section
3.4.3. Lastly, section 3.4.4 calls attention to evidence for proclisis of pronominal
clitics from inscriptional punctuation (for the use of punctuation in detecting
clisis, see also Adams 1996).

3.41  Resolution Bridges
The evidence for the claim that év and the pronominal clitics can associate
rightward comes primarily from metrical texts (“*’ marks a resolution bridge):

(3.30) a. — — ~v—— | ~ve- —— ox
G oV Opolwg  &v=0-0e0g TNV ExoL.
all’ ouk™ homoids  anzho=thess
but NEG same.ADV MOD-ART.M.NOM.SG-M.NOM.SG
timémn ékhai.
honor.F.AcC.sG have.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG
‘But not the same way would the god have honor’

EUR. Bacc. 192

b. — = <« wvv| “Yev—v - ox
xol vOV Ti=W diyete; Tisp-dmdryeade; Tod ydpty;
kai nyn tem’ dgete?
CONJ NOW.ADV WH.N.ACC.SG-1SG.ACC lead.PRES.IND.ACT.2PL
tizm’=apdgest’e?
WH.N.ACC.SG-1SG.ACC-lead.away.PRES.IND.MP.2PL
ol k'darin?
WH.N.GEN.SG sake.F.ACC.SG
‘And now—why do you take me? Why are you leading me away? For
what?’

SOPH. Phil. 1029 (see also Phil. 501)

In (3.30.a) the modal particle &v is a proclitic hosted by 6-6¢ég, and in (3.30.b)
the pronominal clitic ' is dependent on the verb dmdyesfe to its right. In
both cases, the clitic occurs in a resolved heavy syllable just after the caesura.
Resolved heavy syllables are subject to resolution bridges, which means that
there should be no (prosodic) word boundary between the two light syllables.®

8 See Miiller (1866), Descroix (1931: 164-167, 187-193), Dodds (1944) ad loc. (whose description
is awkward), West (1982: 86). Cropp and Fick (1985: 29) observe that sixth-syllable resolutions
are on the whole more frequent than resolutions in any other position of the line; example
(3-30.a) also illustrates the more common subtype (also known as Zielinski’s seventh law),
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So we posit that (dv-0-6edc), in example (3.30.a) and (ti-p’=anayeae), in (3.30.b)
each form prosodic words. Parsing v and ' as enclitics would violate the
resolution bridges. Treating &v as an enclitic in (3.30.a) would furthermore
create a medial caesura:

(331) — = == |ev= —= wx
AN oy bpolwg=dv  0-Bedg TV ExoL.
all’ oukh homoio:s-an ho=theds
but NEG same.ADV-MOD ART.M.NOM.SG-M.NOM.SG
timémn ékMi.
honor.F.Acc.sG have.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG
‘But not the same way would the god have honor’

EUR. Bacc. 192

The assumption of a medial caesura here is problematic, because it is widely
assumed, for Euripides at least, that medial caesurae only occur in elided
environments.

It is possible that further evidence for the proclisis of 4v can be obtained
from comedy:

(3.32) a — ~vv—— | —vwveov  —wx
obx &v-amodolyy 003’ =8v-630A0v 00dEV
ouk an-apadsien ou-d’=an=0baldn
NEG MOD-give. AOR.OPT.ACT.1SG NEG-PTCL-MOD-0bol.M.ACC.SG
oudeni
none.M.DAT.SG
‘Twouldn’t give even an obol to anyone.

AR. Nub. 1250

.
b = ew— — | —ee- <« —ox

@ot’ dv-emdvw pev TTpokevidng 6 Kopmooedg

hdst’ ansepdno: mén Proksenide:s
RES MOD-above.ADV PTCL Proxenides.M.NOM.SG
ho Kompaseus

ART.M.NOM.SG braggart.M.NOM.SG
‘so that on top Proxenides the braggart ...’

AR. Av. 1126

whereby the preceding anceps is filled by a heavy syllable. Cropp and Fick (1985: 44—45, 48)
report seventy-three tokens of this type of resolution (where a word break occurs between

the resolved syllables) in the extant plays of Euripides, and six in the fragmentary ones.
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In (3.32.a), o0x=8v-Gmodoinv and 003 -dv-6B0Adv possibly form prosodic words.
Likewise in (3.32.b), we may have (&ot’-dv-émdvw),. Evidence from comic
trimeters is not as probative, as its “looser” style does not so rigorously obey
resolution bridges.

Devine and Stephens (1994: 365—368) do not mention discourse particles
in their discussion of clitic directionality, but there is evidence to suggest the
ability of 3¢ to associate rightward:

(333) o oo —— | —— — ¢ — ox
10 3¢-mAov, HABov Apgldpem Ye Ttpog Plow.
t de=pléon, &lthon

ART.N.NOM.SG PTCL-mOre.N.NOM.SG COme.AOR.IND.ACT.1SG
Amphidres: ge prds  bian.
Amphiaereus.M.GEN.SG PTCL against strength.F.ACC.SG
‘What is more, I went in spite of Amphiaereus.

EUR. Supp. 158

The resolution bridge between 3¢ and mAéov makes it clear that prosodically
they belong to the same word. Presumably 16 also belongs to this prosodic word,
and the proclisis of 3¢ is triggered by the definite article.

I raise this issue with 3¢ because I want to make it clear that in a sequence
like the following, I consider o¢t to be in canonical second position (that is, 2W;
see section 3.5):

(3.34) (-0¢-TTubin), o0t xpdt TASE.
(hei=de-Pythie:) sp*i
ART.F.NOM.SG-PTCL-Pythia.F.NOM.SG-3PL.DAT
khrdi tdde.
prophesy.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG PROX.N.ACC.PL
‘The Pythia prophesies to them the following’
1.66.8

I adopt this analysis under the assumption that (1-8¢-ITvdiy), forms one pro-
sodic word.

The use of resolution bridges as a diagnostic for proclisis is not universally
accepted. Dodds, for instance, seems to think that it is not much of a problem
to violate resolution bridges, and observes, as others have, that Euripides in his
later plays composes under a looser set of metrical constraints compared to his
earlier tragedies. He cites the following example:
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(335) -~ v~ —=| —v= <-vx
003¢ mabog 00dE  Euugopd Bevhortog
ou-de pdthos ou-de ksymphora

NEG-PTCL suffering.N.NOM.SG NEG-PTCL accident.F.NOM.SG
theéilatos

divinely.imposed.c.NOM.SG

‘neither suffering nor divinely imposed accident’

EUR. Or. 2

The two light syllables in the initial — - - sequence exhibit resolution and yet,
according to Dodds, belong to two different words. But the proclitic behavior of
003¢ is undeniable, and there is thus no bridge violation here, as we are dealing
with one prosodic word, i.e., (003¢-mdf0¢),. Further examples cited by Miiller
(1866), Zielinski (1925), Descroix (1931: 164-167, 187-193), and West (1982: 86)
can be handled with the same analysis, that is, by treating the resolved material
as belonging to one prosodic word. The resolution-bridge constraint is in sum
prosodically real and a reliable indicator of proclisis.

3.4.2  Porson’s Bridge
Porson’s Bridge offers a similar diagnostic for the rightward association of
enclitics (for further examples, see Devine and Stephens 1994: 368):

(336) ~v-v- | -v- Toex
xeAawbYpws 3¢ TaAeTal pov-xapdia.
kelaindkfrozs — dé¢  pdlletai
black.c.NOM.SG PTCL tremble.PRES.IND.MP.3SG
mouskardia.
1SG.GEN-heart.F.NOM.SG
‘My darkened heart trembles.
AESCH. Supp. 785

As noted above, Porson’s Bridge forbids a word boundary between the first
and second syllables of the third metron, when its first syllable is heavy, as the
possessive pov is here.9 Thus we conclude that pov associates rightward with its
host xapdia.

9 According to Devine and Stephens (1984: 6), in tragedy, Archilochus, Semonides, and Solon,
lexical monosyllables (i.e., monosyllabic content words) never occupy the third anceps.
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While Devine and Stephens (1994: 365—368) do not mention puév in their
discussion of clitic directionality, it too can associate rightward, as Porson’s
Bridge again shows:

(337) -= —= w-v |- = e
Nuels Tolold’ EQupey, Gg pev-aol Soxel
hexmels  toioid’ ép'ymen, ho:s

1PL.NOM such.M.NOM.PL be.born.AOR.IND.ACT.1PL as.COMP
men=sol dokel
PTCL-2SG.DAT Seem.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
‘T'was born like this, as you think’
SoPH. OT 435-436

Here pév associates rightward and incorporates with oot to form pév-ool. Right-
ward association is also possible with yap:

(338) -- v -—— -~ |- "= vx
Tipov T68'; alaypdv Y’ elmag.  ob yap-vhv dep);
érou td’? aiskrin g
ask. AOR.IND.MID.2SG PROX.N.ACC.SG shameful.N.ACC.SG PTCL
eipas. ou  garnjn akmé:?

say.AOR.IND.ACT.2SG NEG EXPL-NOW.ADV right.moment.F.NOM.SG
‘Are you asking this? You've said a shameful thing. For is it not the right
moment?’

EUR. EL 275

While the motivation for rightward association of enclitics is by and large
unknown (although see the next section for a suggestion), in (3.37) and (3.38)
the reason for the change in directionality is the metrical environment. Por-
son’s Bridge demands a tight association between pév and ydp and the words
to their right. The least costly way to meet this demand is simply to have
them associate rightward. Rightward association is thus a decidedly local phe-
nomenon caused by a particular metrical configuration. Nowhere else do we
find proclitic behavior of uév or ydp (e.g., they never occur at the beginning of
a clause).

3.4.3 Post-Caesural Clitic Placement

The final metrical diagnostic of proclisis is post-caesural clitic placement,
which oot in the following example illustrates (for further examples see Devine
and Stephens 1994: 365-368):



66 CHAPTER 3

(339) ——- ~-—— | Tv-v  -vx
obtot xapodpai  got=(Aéyovaa), taryadd
ou-tai kamoimai
NEG-PTCL tire.FUT.IND.MID.18G
soi=(légousa),
25G.DAT-8ay.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG
t-agat’d
ART.N.ACC.PL-g00d.N.ACC.PL
‘Indeed I will not tire of telling you the good things’

AESCH. Eum. 881

The pronoun got must be either proclitic, orthotonic, or enclitic. To be enclitic,
we have to presuppose either a weak caesura or median diaeresis; Devine and
Stephens (1994: 367—368) argue that there is no motivation for such a metrical
license in cases like (3.39). Motivating oot as orthotonic here is difficult on
grounds of discourse: the emphasis of the clause appears to lie with oltot and
not the pronoun, so a clitic form seems to fit the context better. That leaves
the last possibility, that of proclisis, whereby oot associates rightward with
Aéyovoa.l If one accepts proclisis in cases like (3.39), then the existence of
post-caesural enclitics, which are acknowledged in the literature (Descroix 1931:
284—287, West 1982: 83), vanishes.

Devine and Stephens motivate their claim by arguing that rightward associ-
ation of enclitics is strongly correlated with rightward syntactic cohesion (i.e.,
the element governing the clitic is in the right caesural group in the line). So, for
instance, in (3.39), oot is governed by Aéyovoa, and this, according to Devine and
Stephens, is what induces the rightward association. Such a mechanism is not
unlike that suggested above for (3.37)—(3.38) in that proclisis is a contextually-
induced phenomenon. But rather than being motivated by the push of a pre-
ceding proclitic, rightward association for cases like (3.39) would be induced by
the pull of a governing syntactic element. This “pull” is only minimal, however:
for apparently it can only alter the polarity of a clitic, and not its actual posi-
tion. While this is an intuitive idea, enclitics in post-caesural position are not

10  There is the further possibility of ambiclisis, according to which the clitic would be both
proclitic and enclitic at the same time. Devine and Stephens (1994: 366) advance Aesch.
Cho. 766 as an example of this phenomenon, and seem to believe that it can only happen
when the pronoun bears a thematic relationship with words in either caesural group of the
line. Ambiclisis is so poorly understood, however, that I will not consider this possibility
any further.
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always governed by an element in the same caesural group. In fact, in Devine
and Stephens’ sample (1994: 367), 73.53 % of post-caesural clitics cohere with
an element in the right caesural group (while 26.47% cohere to the left).
Furthermore, when we are dealing with discourse particles and not pronominal
clitics, it is not as easy to identify a governing syntactic element. Consider the
particle ydp in the following example:

(340) oo — " — — | —_— — —— v X
Ayapépvovog uev  yap(toyes), NriaTapny
Agamémnonos mén  gar=(tyktas),,

Agamemnon.M.GEN.SG PTCL EXPL-fate.F.ACC.PL
epistdime:n

learn.IMPF.IND.MID.1SG

‘For I learned the fate of Agamemnon’

EUR. Or. 360

Unless one is prepared to argue that ydp is here governed by nmotduny, it is
hard to find syntactic motivation for the rightward association of the particle.

3.4.4 Inscriptional Evidence
Finally, inscriptional punctuation occasionally suggests proclisis of pronomi-
nal clitics (cf. IG I3 699):

(3-41) hiepoxerdeg i wavebexey : ylavxio
Sexatev § abevatat i moAloyol

higrokleides ! m’ anethcken
Hierocleides.M.NOM.SG 1SG.ACC dedicate. AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
glaukio

Glaucius.M.GEN.SG

dekaten i at'enaiai i poliok"i

tithe.F.ACC.sG  Athena.F.DAT.SG Poliochus.C.DAT.SG
‘Hierocleides (son of) Glaucius dedicated me,
as a tithe, to Athena Poliochus (city guardian).

IG I3 775 (Athens; 500-480 BCE?)

The triple punct : appears to demarcate prosodic words. If this is in fact the
case, then the pronoun [’ is associating rightward with its host, avebexev.!!

11 The presence of nu-ephelkustikon in avefexev is puzzling. Its presence suggests a stronger
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The evidence of the preceding sections all suggests that the directionality of
clisis may not be an inherent property of individual clitics (as proposed by, e.g.,
Klavans 1985: 98, and implicitly asserted in the standard handbooks of Greek
and Latin; see also Fried 1999), but rather determined by more general phono-
logical constraints at work in the language (so Anderson 1992: 203, Anderson
2005). What this means is that clitics would simply be regarded as orphans
that need to be incorporated into larger prosodic constituents. How clitics were
incorporated would vary from language to language and possibly even from
clitic to clitic. Booij (1996: 233) has taken this line of reasoning further to suggest
that there is no absolute parameter within a language (e.g., ‘associate leftward’);
rather, there is a preferred direction of association, but the alternate direction
is also a possibility under certain prosodic circumstances.

Such a view is a good fit for the Greek data. With second-position clitics,
enclisis is the default pattern, and proclisis can be induced under certain
conditions. The moral is that the directionality parameter is thus not static.
To actually specify what conditions induce proclisis, however, does not seem
possible given the nature of the data. All that can be said at this point is
that it is induced at least in metrical contexts. As the empirical basis of this
study is a prose text, I will accordingly assume that second-position clitics and
postpositives are uniformly enclitic.

3.5 Greek Clausal Clitics: 2W

Among languages with second-position clitics, a distinction is drawn between
a 2W-type and a 2D-type (Halpern 1995: 48, Spencer and Luis 2012). In 2D
systems, they occur after the first constituent of a particular domain:

(3.42) The 2D Organization of Czech
a. [Tohle staré kolo]-se-ti Jednou rozpadne
this old bicycles-REFL-25G.DAT once fall.apart.3sG
‘This old bicycle will fall apart on you one day.’ (Toman 1986: 124)

b. *[Tohle=se-ti staré kolo] jednou rozpadne

prosodic break between the verb and yAavxio than that of a prosodic word. But why
such a break should occur here and whether this has anything to do with the rightward
association of pe are not clear. Nu-ephelkustikon is of course licensed by non-prosodic
factors as well: see recently Goldstein (2014a).
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As the enclitics -se and -t are arguments of the verb (or some functional projec-
tion thereof), they belong to the clausal domain and therefore occur after the
first constituent of the clause, the NP [tohle staré kolo] ‘this old bicycle. Plac-
ing the clitics inside the NP produces an ungrammatical sentence, as shown by
(3-42.b).

In 2W systems, clitics occur after the first prosodic word within their domain
and thus respect not syntactic constituency but prosodic constituency. Clause-
domain clitics in Ancient Greek are predominantly of the 2W-type (cf. Spencer
and Luis 2012: 57-59), as they are canonically hosted by the first prosodic word
of the clause. This is seen most clearly in cases where a clausal clitic finds its
prosodic host within a syntactic constituent such as a prepositional phrase (cf.
Wackernagel 1892: 345, 360, Devine and Stephens 1994: 319—320):

(3.43)  2W Distribution
a. Aapelog émi g Ewutod dpyiis xaréoag EMnvwy Todg Tapedvtag elpeto
(Emt xdowt),#av xpruatt BovAoiato Todg TaTépag dmodvyioKovVTag KaTa-

ottéeafal.

Dareids epl tés heowtoii.  arkgs
Darius.M.NOM.SG on ART.F.GEN.SG 3SG.M.GEN reign.F.GEN.SG
kalésas Hellé:noin tous
call.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG Greek.M.GEN.PL ART.M.ACC.PL
pareintas elreto (epl
be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL ask.IMPF.IND.MP.35G for
kdsozi)7an khréimati
how.much.WH.N.DAT.SG-MOD money.N.DAT.SG

boubiato tous patéras
want.PRES.OPT.MP.3PL ART.M.ACC.PL fatherM.Acc.PL
apothné:iskontas katasitéesthai.

die.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL eat.INF.PRES.MP

‘During his reign Darius summoned the Greeks who were around
and asked (them) at what price they would eat their fathers after
they had died’

3.38.3

b. (&md Tavg),Ydp-oet ThHS Hdxns, Advaiwy Buaiag dvarydvtwy &g Tag
VYIS TAS v THIoL TevTETplat Yopévas, xatedyetal & xfjpuE 6
‘Abnvariog dpa Te Alnvaiotat Aéywv yiveaBat ta dyada xal ITAatatedat.
(aps taite:s) gdr-sp"i tés
from MED.F.GEN.SG-EXPL-3PL.DAT ART.F.GEN.SG
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mdkhe:s, Atheinainn thysias
battle.F.GEN.SG Athenian.M.GEN.PL sacrifice.F.ACC.PL
anagsnton es tas
conduct.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL into ART.F.ACC.PL
pane:gyrias tas en teusi
festival.F.ACC.PL ART.F.ACC.PL in ART.F.DAT.PL
penteterisi ginoménas,
every.fifth.year.F.DAT.PL happen.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.ACC.PL
katetik"stai ho kéryks
pray.PRES.IND.MP.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG herald.M.NOM.SG
ho Atheinaios hdma te
ART.M.NOM.SG Athenian.M.NOM.SG together.ADV CONJ
Ateinaisisi légon

Athenian.M.DAT.PL speak.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
ginesthai ta agatha kai
happen.INF.PRES.MP ART.N.ACC.PL g00d.N.ACC.PL CON]
Plataieiisi.

Plataean.M.DAT.PL

‘Since this battle, the Athenian herald prays that good things befall
the Athenians and Plataeans together, when the Athenians conduct
their sacrifices at the festivals that occur every four years

6.111.2

Both examples illustrate the same property, namely that the host of the clausal
clitic is not a syntactic constituent.!? Consider in more detail the structure of
the opening of (3.43.a):

12 Lowe (2015a) argues that prosodic constraints on clitic distribution are unnecessary in
Ancient Greek, but does not consider examples such as (3.43) above.
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(3-44) CP
A
PP c’
N |
P DP S
N |
D N IP
|
I

éml wbowt xpnpatt BovAoiato
o w w

¥

The clause begins with the prepositional phrase éni xéowt xpYuari, which is
followed by the verb BovAoiato. Since there is no syntactic node that exclu-
sively dominates éni and xéow!, they do not form a syntactic constituent. On
the assumption that prepositions can be proclitic, they do, however, form a
prosodic unit, namely a prosodic word. In (3.43.b), the modal particle is hosted
not by the first morphosyntactic word (i.e., dmé-0¢l) or constituent (i.e., &nd
TadTHG THS MAms=aet), but by the first prosodic word (Anderson 2012 makes the
same point with Homeric data). Prosodic constituency is thus respected at the
expense of syntactic constituency (for similar data from Chamorro, see Chung
2003). Furthermore, clausal clitics are insensitive to the grammatical function
(e.g., subject, object, etc.) or lexical category of their host (with the exception
of the head-adjacent examples in sections 4.5 and 8.5 below).

There are sporadic examples of multi-word sequences hosting clausal clitics,
such as the expression {oa Tpés loa ‘equal for equal’ (on which see Dover 1960:
17; the preposing of tadta is to be ignored for the moment):

(3-45) [rodtospev=y]cr (loa mpog toar), ~aqt yevéadat.
[taditasmén=de:]cr (isa pris
MED.N.ACC.PLPTCL-PTCL equal.N.ACC.PL for
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isa)sphi genésthai.
equal.N.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT INF.AOR.MID
‘These things, then, were retribution for them.

1.2.1

Syntactically the host consists of a noun phrase with the adjoined prepositional
phrase (embedded infinitive clauses are labeled S and discussed in detail in
chapter 8):

(3.46) S
/\
NP S
’ /\
N NP v
RN
NP PP
VAN
N P N

tadtoepev-0y loo mpdg loor  yevéaBau

On a syntactic analysis it is not clear why the clitic occurs after the noun foa
together with the prepositional phrase mpog low, as opposed to just the former.
The host is thus bigger than a single constituent. Despite the difference in syn-
tactic size, prosodically foa mpdg toa appears to be a prosodic word just like
the other hosts above. While not fully idiomatic, its meaning is not straight-
forwardly compositional either, as ‘equal for equal’ here specifically refers to
retribution.

Less dramatically, clausal clitics occur inside sequences of a noun and a
modifying adjective:

(3.47) 03¢ olmeiinae, v o&g dmovoatianL, (TOMOV), =tV (xpdvov), mapbevedoe-

abat.

ho dé  hoi epeile:se,

3SG.M.NOM PTCL 3SG.DAT threaten.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
&n s3s aponosté:se:i,

ifcoMP-MOD safe.M.NOM.SG return.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3SG
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(pollsn) smin (k"rdnon),, parthengisesthai.
much.M.ACC.SG-35G.ACC time.M.ACC.SG be.a.virgin.INF.PRES.MP
‘He (= Polycrates) threatened her, that if he came back safe, she would
long remain unmarried.

3.124.2

The object pronominal clitic uw occurs in the midst of the syntactic constituent
oMoV xpovov. The question of just how “discontinuous” these structures are will
be considered in the next chapter.

In definite article-noun strings in which the definite article is proclitic,
clausal clitics occur after the sequence as a whole:!3

(3.48) a. Determiner-Noun Host
g 8¢ Eppee 6 olvog, (TNY xeQaAy) ~utv xdmreabar peydda fodvta wg odx
g&xovTa TTpdg Oxolov TOV Bvwv TPRTOV TPATYTAL.
ho:s de  érree ho
as.COMP PTCL flow.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG
ainos, (ten kep'alén) smin
wine.M.NOM.SG ART.F.ACC.SG head.F.ACC.SG-35G.ACC
kdptestai megdla
beat.INF.PRES.MP great.N.ACC.PL
boasinta ho:s ouk
Crying.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG as.COMP NEG
ékMonta pris hokobon
hold.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG to  what.sortt WH.M.ACC.SG
tiin Jnon priiton
ART.M.GEN.PL ass.M.GEN.PL first M.ACC.SG
trdpe:tai.
turn.AOR.SBJV.MID.3SG
‘As the wine flowed, he struck his head and shouted loudly, as though
he did not know which ass he should turn to first.

2.121.8.2

13 Dover (1960: 16-17) and Marshall (1987: 10) call attention to this pattern, but simply
describe the host as a “unit” without explaining why only certain combination of words
exhibit this unit-like behavior.
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b. Determiner-Particle-Noun Host
1) pév &) Immog v Inmov el Tpémeaxe 1) TV Exvbéwv. ol 3¢ Tév [Tepaéwy
ImméToL pebyovTeg EaemimTov &g Tov meldv, (6 8¢ melds), ~8v émexolpee.
he: men dé:  hippos temn
ART.F.NOM.SG PTCL PTCL cavalry.F.NOM.SG ART.F.ACC.SG

hippon aigl trépeske

cavalry.F.ACC.SG always.ADV rout.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
he: tiin Skyttéomn.
ART.F.NOM.SG ART.M.GEN.PL Scythian.M.GEN.PL

hoi dé  tin Perséoin
ART.M.NOM.PL PTCL ART.M.GEN.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL
hippstai pletigontes

horseman.M.NOM.PL flee.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL
esépipton e tn pezdin,
attack.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL into ART.M.ACC.SG infantry.M.ACC.SG
(ho dé  pezdss)an

ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL infantry.M.NOM.SG-MOD
epekouree.

help.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
‘The Scythian cavalry always defeated the Persian cavalry. The Per-
sian horsemen would retreat in flight to the infantry, and the in-
fantry would aid them.

4.128.3

In (3.48.a) the accusative pronominal clitic pwv occurs after the determiner-
noun sequence ™y xe@oAny, while in (3.48.b) the host of &v, 6 8¢ melds, is
comprised of a determiner, particle, and noun.

While the examples in (3.48) are, strictly speaking, ambiguous between the
2W and 2D pattern, the clearly 2W data in (3.43) suggest an analysis according
to which the clausal clitic is selecting a prosodic-word host. On a 2D analysis,
it would be suspicious that this pattern emerges precisely in contexts where
the constituent is thought to form a prosodic word, such as with determiner-
noun strings. Some languages are said to exhibit both 2W and 2D patterns,
such as Serbian/Croatian and Luisefio, and one could conceivably say the same
for Greek. But this would misrepresent the situation. For what we find is not
free alternation between 2W and 2D, at least as far as the clausal clitics are
concerned: cases that are amenable to the latter interpretation are cases where
we would on independent grounds expect a prosodic word. 2D distribution
is found in Greek alongside the 2W pattern (see section 3.7 below for a brief
discussion), but not among clausal clitics.
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There is one example that I am aware of in which &v is hosted within a
definite article-noun string:

(3.49) ol =0¢-av Ilépoar émeAbovteg EAdBeaxov Ta mpoPata xal Aafdvteg Emyi-
POVTO=AV T TETTOLYUEVEL.

hoizdé-an Pérsai

ART.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD Persian.M.NOM.PL

epeltIntes eldbeskon
attack.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL seize.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL

ta pribata kai  lab3ntes

ART.N.ACC.PL flock.N.ACC.PL CONJ seize.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
gpé:ironta-an t3u

encourage.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL-MOD ART.N.DAT.SG
pEPILEIMENDILL
do.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.DAT.SG
‘The Persians would seize their flocks in an attack and, because/once
they seized them, would be encouraged by what they had done!
4130

There are at least three possibilities for this anomaly. Either the text is corrupt
(it is worth noting that ms. M omits dv, and given that sentences with multiple
tokens of &v are not that common in Herodotus, this perhaps caused some
confusion); there is some semantic/pragmatic feature of ot 3¢ that sets it apart
prosodically; or proper names in some way differ from common nouns in their
relationship with enclitics. There is not enough data to be able to decide with
any confidence.

3.6 Function Words as Hosts of Clausal Clitics

Agbayani and Golston (2010b) and Golston (2013) have challenged the analysis
of Greek as a 2W language on the following grounds. It is well known that
function words—in particular complementizers—can host clausal clitics in
Greek. It is also widely believed that function words are prosodically deficient
(Selkirk 1982, Golston 1995, Selkirk 1996, 2001, Anderson 2005, Vis 2014). Golston
(p.c., 12 November 2014) in fact contends that function words in Greek are not
prosodic words per Universal Grammar. If function words are not prosodic
words but are clitic hosts, then, the reasoning goes, clausal clitics are not hosted
by prosodic words.

There are several problems with this argument. First, it simply ignores large
swaths of data, from both Greek and elsewhere. Regarding the former, the claim
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doesnot take account of the evidence in section 3.5 (esp. example 3.43.a), where
clitics are hosted by preposition+determiner strings, which are widely agreed
to be prosodic words.'* On the prosodic status of function words typologically,
Muysken (2008: 40) writes: “[functional categories are] by no means all ...
clitics”

The second problem is that the dividing line between lexical items and func-
tional items is not always clear (consider the borderline cases mentioned by
Fintel 1995). On a standard definition, lexical items are equated with open word
classes, such as nouns, adjectives, and verbs (see, e.g., Devine and Stephens
1994: 291-292). There are various ways in which new lexemes can be added
to these classes, via, e.g., derivation, compounding, or borrowing. Functional
classes are by contrast standardly said to be closed: languages do not as eas-
ily acquire new prepositions, conjunctions, determiners, auxiliary verbs, pro-
nouns, or discourse particles. On Golston’s analysis, none of the words in these
classes should be prosodic words. This is manifestly not the case. The deter-
miner o0tog ‘this, the auxiliary verbs uéMw ‘be about to’ and dvapat ‘be able
to, and the pronoun adtés are all prosodic words. The latter in fact appears to
be in the process of becoming a clitic. Alternation between prosodic word and
enclitic is found also in the verb eiui ‘be,’ the adverb moté ‘at one time, some
time, and the indefinite quantifier tvég ‘some.

Golston (p.c., 12 November 2014) objects in particular to the idea that the
presence of an enclitic after a function word can in itself promote a function
word to a prosodic word. But this does in fact happen, both in Greek and
elsewhere. The complementizer €, for instance, is assumed to be proclitic, but
in the face of an enclitic, it takes on an accent and serves as the clitic host:

(3.50) xat &merta Swupadw (gt), 7pot dneatdot.

kal  épeita thorumdzdo: (&f) smoi
CON]J afterwards.ADV marvel.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG if.COMP-1SG.DAT
apestas.

rebel.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL
‘And afterward I marvel that they rebel against me.
1155.2

14  Elsewhere function words also host enclitics. Zec and Inkelas (1990) note that Serbian/
Croatian conjunctions ali and pa can host 2P enclitics; see further Inkelas (1990: 234), Zec
(2002, 2005, 2009). Billings (2002) describes the Serbian/Croatian medial demonstrative
taj ‘that’ as a prosodic word, although it is a function word. Within Greek itself Taylor (1996:
497-498) argues that there is a prosodic weakening of complementizers and conjunctions
between Archaic Greek and the New Testament.



THE PROSODY OF GREEK CLITICS 77

Were it not possible for &l to be a prosodic word, we would expect pot to be
hosted by dneatdat, with the complementizer surfacing as a proclitic.'®

The following examples are similar in that the addition of an enclitic to a
proclitic yields a prosodic word:

(3.51) a. el tolvuy xatd T Bdhacooy pndels Nvtiobto EépEnt, (xatd-ye), &v Ty
fimelpov Toldde Eylveto.

el toinyn kata témn thdlassan ~ meudels

ifCOMP PTCL on ART.F.ACC.SG Sea.F.ACC.SG NOne.M.NOM.SG
emntioity Ksérksei, (katd-ge) -an
Oppose.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG Xerxes.M.DAT.SG On-PTCL-MOD

témn &peiron toidde

ART.F.ACC.SG mainland.F.ACC.SG such.N.NOM.PL

egineto.

happen.IMPF.IND.MID.3SG
‘If no one had resisted the king on the sea, the following would
certainly have happened on the mainland’

7.139.2

b. (ol=ydp),utv Zehvodalol EMOVATTAVIES QTEXTEVAY KaTapuydvta Eml
Atdg Ayopaiov Bwudv.
(hoi-gdr) min Selinotsioi
ART.M.NOM.PL-EXPL-38G.ACC Selinus.M.NOM.PL
epanastdntes apékteinan
rise.up.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL kill AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
kataphygsnta epl Dids
flee.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG t0 Zeus.M.GEN.SG
Agoraiou ba:min.
Agoraeus.M.GEN.SG altar.M.ACC.SG
‘For the people of Selinus rose up and killed him as he was fleeing to
the altar of Zeus Agoraeus.

5.46.2

c. (6-0¢) 7001 ydpeve WG £iN) Te ZwTupog xail adTopoAfol &g éxelvoug.
(ho=d§)=sp*i eigoreue ho:s
3SG.M.NOM-PTCL-3PL.DAT telLIMPF.IND.ACT.35G that.coMP

15  ITassume that the sotera-rule only applies to non-recursive prosodic words, and therefore
el is not accented with a circumflex.
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ele: te  Zdi:pyros kai
be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG CONJ ZOpyrus.M.NOM.SG CON]
automoléoi es  ckeinous.

desert.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG into DIST.M.ACC.PL
‘He declared that he was Zopyrus and (that he) was deserting to their
side.

3.156.1 (cf. 1.63.1,1.68.3)

Most forms of the definite article are proclitic (Allen 1973: 25, Sommerstein
1973:136-139, Probert 2003: § 267(a), § 277; Vendryes 1929: 76 argues against this
view, unsuccessfully to my mind), as are prepositions usually (Allen 1973: 307,
Sommerstein 1973: 156-158, Holland 1976: 416). In (3.51.a), the presence of the
phrase-level clitic ye turns the preposition xatd into a licit prosodic host for
&v, i.e. (xata=ye),. In (3.51.b), the presence of ydap enables the clitic pronoun to
precede the noun. In (3.51.c), the combination of anaphoric pronoun+3¢ allows
the clitic to follow directly thereafter.

A similar phenomenon is found in Bilua, a Papuan language of Solomon
Islands (see further Anderson 2012):

(3.52) a. o-Povfac-k-a
35G.M-kill-3SG.F.0-PRES
‘He killed it’ (Obata 2003: 14)

b. o odig=k=a
35G.M call-35G.F.0-PRES
‘He called her’ (Obata 2003: 15)

c. ko="beta kort=a
3SG.F-CONT climb-PRES
‘She is climbing.’ (Obata 2003: 15)

In (3.52.a), the third singular pronoun o is realized as a proclitic. In (3.52.b)
and (3.52.c), by contrast, it bears an accent and is not proclitic. In (3.52.b) this
happens because the adjacent verb ‘odie begins with a vowel. In (3.52.c), the
pronominal proclitic with enclitic =™beta receives default initial stress. This is
the selfsame behavior that we observed above in (3.50) and (3.51.a)—(3.51.c),
and accords with the following generalization offered by Devine and Stephens
(1994: 304): “[W]hat characterizes nonlexicals at the phonological level is a
tendency to lose some or all of the distinguishing properties of autonomous
words and become part of a host word which is generally, but not exclusively, a
content word.”
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At this point one wonders how the behavior of the complementizer €l in
(3.50) squares with the preposition-determiner host examples from (3.43),

repeated here:

(3-53)

2W Distribution

. Aapelog emi Tig éwutod dpyis xadéoag EMvwy Todg Ttapedvtag elpeto
(éml xdowt),#av xpruatt BovAoiato Todg TaTépag dmodvyioxovTag xaTa-

oltéeabal.

Dareios epl tés heoutotl
Darius.M.NOM.SG on ART.F.GEN.SG REFL.3SG.M.GEN

ark"és kalésas Hellé:non
reign.F.GEN.SG call.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG Greek.M.GEN.PL
tous paresntas

ART.M.ACC.PL be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL

eireto (ept kdsoi)an

ask.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG for how.much.wH.N.DAT.SG-MOD
k'réimati boubdiato tous

money.N.DAT.SG want.PRES.OPT.MP.3PL ART.M.ACC.PL

patéras apotméiskontas katasitéesthai.
fatherm.Acc.PL die.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL eat.INF.PRES.MP
‘During his reign Darius summoned the Greeks who were around
and asked (them) at what price they would eat their fathers after

they had died’
3.38.3

. (Ao TadTNG),AYdp=at THS MdxmS, Abyvaiwy Bualag dvarydvtwy ég Tag
VYIS TAS v THIoL TevTETplat Yopévas, xatedyetal & xfjpuE 6
‘Abnvariog dpa Te Alyvaiotat Aéywy yiveaBat ta dyada xal ITAatatedat.

(aps taite:s) ~gdr-sp"i tés

from MED.F.GEN.SG-EXPL-3PL.DAT ART.F.GEN.SG
mdkhe:s, Athemmaion thysias
battle.F.GEN.SG Athenian.M.GEN.PL sacrifice.F.ACC.PL
anagsnton es  tas
conduct.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL into ART.F.ACC.PL
pane:gyrias tas en tési

festival. F.ACC.PL ART.F.ACC.PL in ART.F.DAT.PL
penteterisi ginoménas,
every.fifth.year.F.DAT.PL happen.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.ACC.PL
katevkhetai ho kéryks

pray.PRES.IND.MP.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG herald M.NOM.SG
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ho Atheinaivs hdma te
ART.M.NOM.SG Athenian.M.NOM.SG together.ADV CON]J
Atheinaivisi légon

Athenian.M.DAT.PL speak.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

ginesthai ta agata kai
happen.INF.PRES.MP ART.N.ACC.PL g0o0od.N.ACC.PL CON]J
Plataieiisi.

Plataean.M.DAT.PL

‘Since this battle, the Athenian herald prays that good things befall
the Athenians and Plataeans together, when the Athenians conduct
their sacrifices at the festivals that occur every four years.

6.111.2

Given that promotion to a prosodic word in the face of an enclitic appears to
be a possibility, it is remarkable that speakers do not avail themselves of that
option here. As noted above, the conditions on prosodic promotion are not yet
understood, but I would suggest at this point that what speakers are avoiding
is making a preposition into the host of a pronominal enclitic that is not its
complement (such as we would have with a string (&mné),-cqt).

While there is variation in the behavior of clausal clitics in the presence of
function words (see below in section 9.1 for complementizers), the evidence
above reaffirms the 2W behavior of clausal clitics in Greek: the basic general-
ization is that they select for a host that is a prosodic word. I should add that this
is not meant as an argument against the general correlation between content
words and lexical stress, or the claim that function words are generally exempt
from this pattern.

3.7 Beyond Clausal Clitics

The clitic system of Greek is diverse, and outside of clause-domain clitics, the
distributional patterns differ. Consider the sentence-domain clitic ydp ‘for’ and
the discourse particle 3¢, which often occur after the first morphosyntactic
word of the sentence:!6

16 It may be possible to analyze these and other sentence-domain clitics as head adjacent,
not unlike what has been proposed for the Bulgarian definiteness marker.
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(3.54) a. Thg~ydp Baddaays of MiAyatot émexpdteov.

téis=gar thaldsses hoi
ART.F.GEN.SG-EXPL sea.F.GEN.SG ART.M.NOM.PL
Milé:sioi epekrdteon.

Milesian.M.NOM.PL rule.over.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
‘For the Milesians were in control of the sea.

1.17.3

b. Té-ydp mpooxeipevdv-apeag EAVTEE.
t-gar
ART.N.NOM.SG-EXPL
proskeimendn=sphsas
pursue.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.NOM.SG-3PL.C.ACC
elypee.
harass.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
‘For the pursuing (enemy) was harassing them.
9.61.1

c. (6-3¢ Tpitog), 7ot guvimmapyos Papvodyns xateAéAeimto &v Edpdiatl

VOTEWV.

(ho-dé tritos) sphi
ART.M.NOM.SG-PTCL third.M.NOM.SG~3PL.DAT
synippark"ss Pharnotik’e:s
captain.M.NOM.SG Pharnuches.M.NOM.SG
kateléleipto en Sdrdisi
leave.PLPF.IND.MP.3SG in Sardis.F.DAT.PL
nosgon.

be.sick.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
‘Their third captain Pharnuches had been left behind in Sardis
because he was sick

7.88.1

Working with a 2W view of Greek clausal clitics, opeag in (3.54.b) and oot in
(3.54.c) are both hosted by prosodic words (6 Tpitog and t¢ mpooxeiuevov, respec-
tively). The determiners ¢ and 16 are accordingly proclitics. The sentential cli-
tics yap and 3¢ thus appear to select for the first morphosyntactic word of the
clause without regard for its prosodic status.1”

17  On the basis of examples like (3.54.b) and (3.54.c), i.e., where monomoraic words host
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Sporadically, the distribution of ydp and 3¢ differs:

(3-55)

(3-56)

. [Gvd TdV ToTapdv]-ydp-31 olx o

After the first prosodic word (2W)

. (év TadmL),#yde-0n THL TOAL éaTi uéytaTov "Tatog ipdv.

(en taute:i) rgar-de: téi pili
in MED.F.DAT.SG-EXPL-PTCL ART.F.DAT.SG tOWN.F.DAT.SG
esti mégiston Isios
be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG verylarge.N.NOM.SG Isis.
hirn.
temple.N.NOM.SG
‘For in this town there is a very large temple of Isis.
2.59.2

. (Si& tobrov), -3¢ Tév pdvov al yuvaixes abrtot véuov Bépevat apiot avthol

8pxoug EmnAagay ...
(dia totiton) #dé tn
because.of MED.M.ACC.SG-PTCL ART.M.ACC.SG
p'dnon hai gynaikes
murder.M.ACC.SG ART.F.NOM.PL women.F.NOM.PL
haiitai ndmon
MED.F.NOM.PL custom.M.ACC.SG
thémenai sphisi  autéisi
establish.PTCP.AOR.MID.F.NOM.PL 3PL.DAT 3PL.F.DAT
hdrkous gpélasan
oath.M.Acc.PL force.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
‘On account of this murder these women established a custom and
swore an oath among themselves ...’

1.146.3

After the first constituent (2D)

id t¢ éott mhéewy ovdevt TpdTwL Vo
Tayeog ToD moTauod.

[ana tn potamon|-gar-dé: ouk

up ART.M.ACC.SG Iiver.M.ACC.SG-EXPL-PTCL NEG

clitics, Agbayani and Golston (2010b) claim that phonological weight is irrelevant for clitic

distribution. That is to say, there is no requirement that clitics be hosted by the first

stressed word or the first prosodic word of the clause. They fail to realize, however, that

the distributional behavior of clitics in Greek is not uniform. Their point is well taken for

clitics like 3¢ and ydp, but untenable for the pronominal argument clitics.
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hoid té esti pléein oudeni
be.able.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG sail.INF.PRES.ACT none.M.DAT.SG
tripozi hypd  tdk"eos ot
way.M.DAT.SG under speed.N.GEN.SG ART.M.GEN.SG
potamori.
river.M.GEN.SG
‘For they are not at all able to sail upstream on account of the speed
of the river’

1.194.5

b. [tadtd-opt yriwtepa]-ydp T@V TpoTépwy xal Ay xal éddxee elva.
[tatitd-sp™i episiteral-gar
MED.N.NOM.PL-3PL.DAT more.merciful.N.NOM.PL-EXPL
tin protéroin kai &n
ART.N.GEN.PL previous.N.GEN.PL CONJ be.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G
kai  edskee einat.
CON]J appearIMPF.IND.ACT.3SG be.INF.PRES.ACT
‘For their (answer) both was and appeared to be more merciful than
the previous one.
7.142.1

In (3.55), Yap and 3¢ are each hosted after the first prosodic word of the sen-
tence, recalling the distribution of clausal clitics. In (3.56), by contrast, they
occur after the first constituent, and thus seem to represent 2D-distribution. In
(3.56.a), Yap and 3 both occur after the first constituent. In (3.56.b), ydp again
occurs after the first constituent, but the possessor o¢t is hosted inside it, which
leads to splaying (see section 4.2). I leave the questions that these data raise for
future research.

Finally, it should be noted that even among clitics that are members of the
same domain, host selection can vary:

(3-57) a. od=ydp Eouat Tobvopa dmynoacdal.
ousgar  ékMusi
NEG-EXPL be.able.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL
t-ounoma ape:géisasthai.
ART.N.ACC.SG-name.N.ACC.SG reveal INF.AOR.MID
‘For they are unable to reveal the name.

121
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b. mpdg 3¢ olx ofvwt Storypéwvtal, 4G b3pomoTéouat. ob alxa-de Exouat
TPWYEL, 0UX GANO dyafov oddév.

pros de  ouk oinoi

in.addition.ADV PTCL NEG wine.M.DAT.SG

diak"réantai, alla
use.habitually.PRES.IND.MP.3PL but

hydrapotéousi. ou  syka-dé
drink.water.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL NEG fig.N.ACC.PL-PTCL

ékMousi trigein, ouk dll
have.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL eat.INF.PRES.ACT NEG otherN.ACC.SG
agat™n oudén.

g00d.N.ACC.SG nothing.N.ACC.SG
‘In addition, they do not make use of wine, but drink water. They do
not have figs, or any other delicacy.

1.71.3

In (3.57.a), ydp is hosted by the negative o0, while this is never the case (in
Herodotus at least) with ¢. Instead we find the pattern in (3.57.b) where 3¢
is hosted by the word immediately to the right of negation.

3.8 Summing Up

This chapter has made the following claims about the prosody of clitics. Clause-
domain clitics select for a prosodic word as a host, with the result that Greek is
(in this respect at least) a 2W system. It is possible for underlyingly proclitic
words such as complementizers to be realized as prosodic words, with the
result that they become licit prosodic hosts for clausal clitics. The Greek lexicon
does not divide neatly between functional and content words when it comes
to prosodic status. While postpositives and enclitics do differ prosodically,
they both require a prosodic host. The difference between them amounts to
a difference in adjunction: enclitics are affixal clitics, while postpositives are
Pword clitics. Enclitics and postpositives are standardly described as having
a fixed polarity, but we need a more dynamic view of association, at least in
metrical environments.
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The Syntax of Clitics

As a counterpart to the preceding chapter, I offer in this one an overview of the
syntactic properties of second-position clitics. While textbook doctrine holds
that clitics fall morphologically between affixes and words on the continuum of
wordhood (Spencer and Luis 2012), it is not clear what this means for their syn-
tactic category. Chomsky (1995: 249), for instance, claims that clitics share the
properties of phrases (XPs) and heads (Xs) (for a summary of the properties
of syntactic heads, see, e.g., Sportiche, Koopman, and Stabler 2014: 98). They
behave like heads in that they occupy head positions in phrase structure, but
their postulated movements skip over heads (in violation of the Head Move-
ment Constraint!), which makes them seem phrase-like; cf. I. G. Roberts (2010:
41). Toivonen (2003: 41-52) offers a typology of clitics that is organized accord-
ing to two binary parameters, phonological dependence and non-projection
(cf. the clitic/weak/strong pronoun typology of Cardinaletti and Starke 1999,
in which Ancient Greek second-position pronouns would be clitic and thereby
syntactic heads). Non-projection means that the clitic is neither a head nor a
phrase, but rather a lesser element that adjoins to a head. On her analysis, true
clitics are both phonologically dependent and non-projecting.

We have already seen that second-position elements in Greek are phonolog-
ically dependent. The first goal of this chapter is to adduce evidence that they
are also non-projecting. Section 4.1 provides a summary of the various syntactic
deficiencies that the pronominal clitics in Greek exhibit, none of which resem-
bles the typical behavior of heads or phrases.

The second goal of this chapter is to divide the clitic lexicon into three
classes: sentence-, clause-, and phrase-level clitics (section 4.2). The member-
ship of a clitic in a particular class is determined by semantic scope, although
there are exceptions to this principle, which are outlined in section 4.3.

The final goal of this chapter is to illustrate how certain constructions can
affect the basic 2W distributional pattern described in section 3.5 above. Sec-
tion 4.4 illustrates in particular the role of scope in clitic distribution. Sec-

1 The Head Movement Constraint says that a head—such as an N or V—cannot move over
another head. If pronominal clitics are analyzed as heads of category D, then it seems that
they would certainly violate this constraint on their way up to second position. See further
L. G. Roberts (2000).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_005
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tion 4.5 presents an idiosyncratic distributional pattern found among dative
pronominal clitics, while section 4.6 offers summary remarks.

4.1 Clitic Deficiencies

Pronominal clitics in Greek are syntactically deficient, which is to say that
the number of processes or constructions in which they can participate is a
proper subset of their non-clitic counterparts. Some of these restrictions fall
out directly from their need for a host. On account of this need they cannot,
for instance, be used on their own to answer a question. Since a host has to
appear to the their left they are also banned from the beginning of a clause.
Their deficiencies are more deeply rooted than their need for a host, however.
Pronominal clitics in Greek cannot be the focus of an utterance, nor can
they be preposed in any way, or attributively modified (cf. Kayne 1969, 1975,
Spencer and Luis 2012: 29). (It is, however, possible to predicate a property of
a clitic pronoun, such as with a participial phrase.) Pronominal clitics cannot
serve as the antecedent of a relative pronoun, and their ability to serve as the
complement of a syntactic head is restricted. For instance, a clitic pronoun
can generally not serve as the complement of a preposition (there are sporadic
patches of exceptions to this restriction?). This inability extends to conjunction:
pronominal clitics cannot be the complement of either xai or te. In sum,
pronominal clitics are subject to a range of limitations, with which one can
contrast the behavior of the pronoun adtév (or rather, its non-clitic realization),
which exhibits none of these deficiencies. These deficiencies suggest that clitics
in Greek are neither heads nor phrases, but rather non-projecting elements (cf.
Legendre 1998 for a similar view of clitics in Macedonian, as well as Anderson
2005: 125-126).

4.2 Clitic Domains and Clusters

The clitic lexicon of Greek can be organized into three internally-ordered
clusters: sentential, clausal, and phrasal clitics, which are all illustrated in Table
413

2 Forinstance, in metrical texts (Smyth 1956: §187 N. 2). In Herodotus, the dative clitic pronoun
ot occurs as the complement of obv (2.85.2, 2.118.2, 5.121, 6.8.1, 6.22.2, 7.10.6.2, 9.11.3). See
further Rosén (1962: 105).

3 Cf. M. Hale (1987a,1987b) and Fortson (2010:162-163). For general discussion of clitic domains
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TABLE 4.1  Clitic Domains and Clusters

Domain Members

Sentence* {d¢, pév}>—ydp—av—{dM, fjra}®
{dé, mén}—gdr—5mm—I{d¢:, dé:ta}
Clause”  &v—{xorte, xov, xw, xws, 1 (1)} —&poa—NOM—ACC—DAT—{elp, pyui}?
dn—{kotg, kou, ko, kozs, ke:(i)}—dra—NOM—ACC—DAT—{eimi, p'eimi}’
Phrase®  te—{8¢, pév}—ye®

te—{dé, mén}—ge

Domain membership is determined by semantic scope (cf. Rice 2000 on affix
ordering in Athabaskan). Sentential clitics mark in one way or another inter-
sentential (or perhaps even higher) relationships, while clausal clitics realize

and clusters, see Spencer and Luis (2012: 314-319) and Haegeman (2002). See Hoffner and
Melchert (2008: §§ 30.15—30.20) for the Hittite system; Ferraresi (2005: 173) for Gothic; Rezac
(2005) for Czech; for Tagalog, which resembles Greek in its large clitic lexicon, see Schachter
and Otanes (1972: 411-436).

4 Twould expect the particle ad to belong to this class on the basis of the functions described
by Puigdollers (2009), but it is used so infrequently in Herodotus (twelve tokens) that the
available data do not allow a classification. The particle vuv also belongs somewhere in this
class. It is characterized by robust collocational patterns. First, it overwhelmingly occurs with
a preceding pév, which suggests the possibility that we are really dealing with lexicalized
uéwwuv. There are no cases where uév vuv hosts a pronominal clitic, which suggests that phrases
so marked may have always been topicalized. Finally, vov does not co-occur with any of the
other discourse particles. uévrot and toivuv without a doubt belong to this class, but where is
an open question.

5 These two particles have sentential scope when they are, for instance, hosted by complemen-
tizers.

6 For the chain ~ydp-Gv-8), see 3.121.1.

I would expect mou to fall into this class, but with only three tokens the data do not permit a
classification. Likewise, the discourse particle tot (Powell 1938: 357) likely belongs to this class,
since it seems that one can prepose around its host (7.161.2).

8 One could perhaps include the particle mep, but since its properties are much more affix-like
than the other members of this class I have excluded it. I leave open the question of a phrasal
3" and its distribution.

9 There is an asymmetry in the relationship between pév and 3¢ and ye: there are cases in
which ye precedes pév, but there are no examples of ye preceding d¢. Possessor clitics belong
somewhere in the phrasal domain.
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grammatical features of the clause itself, and phrasal clitics those of phrases (cf.
Anderson 2005: 145).

As far as surface distribution is concerned, the crucial difference between
sentential clitics and clausal clitics is that the former occur in preposed phrases,
whereas the latter do not:

(4.1)  [Tvepéveydp mpoTépYY NEPYY] TAVTOGPL xad EXEW. [THV-3¢ TéTE Talpe-
odoav] mdvta dyabd.
[tezn-mén-gar protéremn hexméremn|
ART.F.ACC.SG-PTCL-EXPL previous.F.ACC.SG day.F.ACC.SG
pdntassp™i kaka éklsin.
everything.N.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT bad.N.ACC.PL have.INF.PRES.ACT
[tein-dé tite parediisan]
ART.F.ACC.SG-PTCL then.ADV present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.SG
pdnta agatd.
everything.N.ACC.PL good.N.ACC.PL
‘[For on the previous day], everything was bad for them. [During the
present (day)], however, everything (has been) good.

1.126.4

The bracketed constituents are in each example topicalized phrases (discussed
indetail in chapter 5). The sentential clitic ydp ‘for’ occurs inside the topicalized
phrase, while the clausal clitic ot ‘for them’ is hosted by the first prosodic word
thereafter. Situations such as this in which multiple second-position clitics do
not form a chain I refer to as splaying. Whether a series of clitics is splayed or
contiguous, their typical order in a sentence is: phrasal clitics < sentential clitics
< clausal clitics. This yields the order pev-ydp ... gt above (both pév and 3¢ in
this example are phrasal).

The internal ordering of clitics within the three domains is a difficult issue,
as there are a number of divergences from the ordering in Table 4.1, some of
which I sketch in the next section (for devoted discussions of this issue, see Arad
and Roussou 1997, Souletis 1998, Ruijgh 1990, Golston 2013). It may be possible
to account for domain-internal clitic ordering within a cartographic approach
(Rizzi 1997, Aboh 2004, Belletti 2004; Arad and Roussou 1997 is a first attempt
at such an endeavor) or the universal functional hierarchy of Cinque (1999).
As this question is beyond the scope of the current investigation, I leave it for
future research, and for the moment assume templatic ordering (cf. Perlmutter
1971 for Romance clitics).

It has been argued that clitic clusters form syntactic constituents (e.g., Hal-
pern1995:191—222). The second-position clitic cluster as a syntactic constituent
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is especially prominent in recent work in Lexical-Functional Grammar (Bogel
etal. 2010, Cavar and Seiss 2011, Lowe 2012: 45 n. 15). I will not adopt this analysis
for Greek, as it suffers from a number of problems. First, the internal structure
of second-position clitic clusters is said to be linear, and not hierarchical—
a property that to my mind signals that we are not dealing with a syntactic
constituent, but rather a prosodic one. Second, I struggle to imagine the sort
of test that would reveal syntactic constituency for clitic clusters. Third, cli-
tics in these clitic-cluster constituents are said to be of a functional category
CL (= “clitic”), but clisis is a prosodic category, not a functional one. Cross-
linguistically the functional categories of clitics are so diverse (encompass-
ing at least pronominal elements, connectives, discourse particles, and tense
and modal auxiliaries) that a single unified category is unappealing (O’Connor
2002: 316).

4.3 Ordering Deviations

While Table 4.1 is generally valid, it is subject to variation. At a general level,
membership in a particular class can vary according to function. As illustrated
below in section 4.4.1, when the modal particle dv functions as a domain-
widener, its scope is restricted to its relative pronoun host, and it behaves
as a word-level clitic. When it functions as a modal quantifier (e.g., when
it contributes the meaning ‘would’ or ‘would have’) it behaves as a clause-
domain clitic. Likewise, 01) sometimes appears in topicalized phrases (e.g.,
1132.3, 3.52.2), and at other times does not (e.g., 1.86.1). This particle also varies
with respect to the position of @v, sometimes preceding it (e.g. 1.34.2), some-
times following it (e.g., 1.174.3). Both of these distributional facts could be
accounted for on the assumption that 37 can function both as a word-domain
clitic as well as a sentence-domain one. A similar alternation occurs with
pronominal clitics, according to whether they function as verbal arguments or
NP-possessors:

(4.2) a. émeite-pe Beol Edwxay SodAdvV=-o0ot, Stxaud, €l Tt dvop® TAoY, anpaively

gof.

epeite-me theol édotkan
since.COMP-1SG.ACC god.M.NOM.PL give.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
dotilon=soi, dikais:, el
slave.M.ACC.SG-25G.DAT think.it.right.PRES.IND.ACT.18G if.cOMP
t enora: pléon,

INDF.N.ACC.SG observe.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG more.N.ACC.SG
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seimainein soi.
indicate.INF.PRES.ACT 2SG.DAT
‘Since (the) gods gave me as your slave, if I have any further insight,
I think it right to point it out to you.
1.89.1

b. téte &) 0 OepioTonéng xelvdv Te xai Tobg KoptvBioug moMd Te xal xaxd
g\eye, twutolol e ednAov Abywt wg eln xal mohig xal YA uédw ¥ mep
gxelvolat, 01’8V Siudaian VEEG-apLy Ewat TTETAY)pWHEVAL.
tite dé:  ho Themistoklée:s
then.ADV PTCL ART.M.NOM.SG Themistocles.M.NOM.SG
keinsn te  kai tous Korinttious
DIST.M.ACC.SG CONJ CONJ ART.M.ACC.PL Corinthian.M.Acc.PL
polla te  kal kaka élege,
many.N.ACC.PL CONJ CON]J bad.N.ACC.PL say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
heautolsi te  edébu [3gozi
REFL.3PL.M.DAT CONJ show.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG word.M.DAT.SG
hozs ele: kai  p3lis kal
that.cOMP be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG CON]J City.F.NOM.SG CON]J
g& mézdo: & per ekeinoisi,
land.F.NOM.SG greater.C.NOM.SG than PTCL DIST.M.DAT.PL
ést=an die:k3siai
provided.that.compP-MOD two.hundred.F.NOM.PL
nées=sphin éoisi
ship.F.NOM.PL-3PL.DAT be.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3PL
peplerroména.
filLPART.PERF.MP.F.NOM.PL
‘Then Themistocles said many nasty things against him and the
Corinthians, and declared that they had both a city and a land
greater than theirs, as long as they had two hundred manned ships.

8.61.2

In both examples the clausal clitic occurs in 2W position (the direct object pe
in 4.2.a, the modal particle &v in 4.2.b), while the possessor clitic occurs at the
right edge of the possessed NP.

There are also alternations whose functional motivation, if any, are less clear.
For instance, the position of eiul varies more than Table 4.1 allows. And the
indefinite nominative pronoun tig sometimes precedes dv:
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(4.3) a. évtuyxdvovtegd’ dMAotat év Thtat 63oiat, T de-dv-Tig Sloryvoin el Spotol
elol ol TUVTUYYAVOVTES.

entynk"dnontes d  allébisi en
encounter.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL PTCL RECP.M.DAT.PL on
téusi hodoisi,

ART.F.DAT.PL road.F.DAT.PL
t3iide-dn-tis diagnole:
PROX.N.DAT.SG-MOD-INDF.C.NOM.SG discern.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG
&i h3moiol gisi hoi
if.coMP equallM.NOM.PL be.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL
syntynk'dnontes.
meet.with.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
‘When (they) encounter one another on the streets, one would
discern whether they are equals by the following (custom).

1.134.1

b. %ol Sijta, eimot=Tig-dv, Tadta dvaaipodtal;
koti  déta, eipoistis-dn,
where PTCL say.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG<INDF.C.NOM.SGMOD
taiita anaisimotitai?
MED.N.NOM.PL dispose.PRES.IND.MP.3SG
‘Where then, one might say, are they disposed of?’
3.6.2

Further investigation of these issues would take us too far afield. I want to at
least register them here as so little is known about the structure and ordering
of clitic chains in Greek.

4.4 Scope and Clitic Distribution

Scope plays a crucial role not only in determining the membership of a clitic
in a particular class (whether phrasal, clausal, or sentential), but also at a
more general level. This section illustrates how scope can affect the surface
distribution of clausal clitics. The constructions in this section deviate from
the canonical 2W behavior presented in section 3.5 above, but the deviations
are motivated by the semantics of the words involved.
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CHAPTER 4

Modal Particle and Domain-Widener

In the following pair of examples, the difference in the position of the modal

particle v is due to a difference in function (cf. Wackernagel 1892: 386—387),

specifically whether it serves as a domain-widener (4.4.a) or as a modal quan-
tifier (4.4.b):

(4.4)

a. Domain-Widener

Tv 8¢ déxwv, dmotivet {uiny Tv-dv ol ipéeg tdEwvTat.
&rn dé¢  aékom,
if.coMP-MOD PTCL involuntaryM.NOM.SG

apotinei zde:miein témn-dn
pay.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG fine.F.ACC.SG REL.F.ACC.SG-MOD
hoi hirées taksomntai.

ART.M.NOM.PL priestM.NOM.PL ordain.AOR.SBJV.MID.3PL
‘If he (kills it) accidentally, he pays whatever fine the priests ordain.’

2.65.5

. Modal Quantifier

Aéyovat 8¢ xal t63e Apdfiot, wg Tdoa=dv YH emipumAato 6V dpiwy Tov-
Ty, el p) yiveabat xat’ adtods olév TL xortd Tag Exidvag NmoTduny yive-
afat.

légousi de¢  kai tide
say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL PTCL also.ADV PROX.N.ACC.SG
Ardbidi, ho:s pdsa-an
Arabian.M.NOM.PL that.coOMP whole.F.NOM.SG-MOD
gé epimplato timn
country.F.NOM.SG filLIMPF.IND.MP.3SG ART.M.GEN.PL
ophion totton, el mé:
snake.M.GEN.PL MED.M.GEN.PL if.COMP NEG
ginesthai kat’  autous

OCCULINF.PRES.MP among 3PL.M.ACC

hoibn-ti kata  tds
such.as.REL.N.ACC.SG-INDF.N.ACC.SG among ART.F.ACC.PL
ektidnas epistdmemn ginesthai.

Viper.F.ACC.PL know.IMPF.IND.MP.1SG happen.INF.PRES.MP
‘The Arabians also say the following, that the whole land would be
full of these snakes, if what I know happens among vipers did not
happen among them!

3.108.1
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Domain-widening (Chierchia 2006) refers to the ability of expressions such as
TNv=dv to maximize a domain of reference, in this case that of fines. (The term
domain here is thus distinct from the term clitic domain used above in section
4.2.) In English, this widening of the domain of reference is achieved with the
suffix -ever, as in whoever.

When &v functions as a domain-widener, its scope is restricted to its host,
which has a crucial effect on its distribution. In fact, the domain-widening dv
is not a second-position clitic of the same stripe as its modal quantifier coun-
terpart, as the former must be hosted by a relative pronoun (or complemen-
tizer), and in this respect it resembles the particle nep (in Homer, however, this
particle still exhibits host promiscuity). The characteristic host promiscuity of
second-position clitics is thus absent in this function of &v.

Itis not, however, the case that domain-widening &v has to be directly hosted
by a relative pronoun or complementizer, as other particles can intervene:

(4.5) Domain-Widening dv with 6¢

1-8¢-6v T mAelTTa EYmL, aliTy) dpioT).

hé=dé=dn ta pleista
REL.F.NOM.SG-PTCL-MOD ART.N.ACC.PL most.N.ACC.PL
ékhezi, haute: ariste:.

have.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3SG MED.F.NOM.SG best.F.NOM.SG
‘Whichever (country) has the most is the best.
1.32.8

Here the discourse marker 3¢ occurs between the relative pronoun and modal
particle. Were domain-widening &v a suffix like English -ever, we would expect
(under a lexicalist theory, at least) combinations of relative pronoun+év to be
formed in the lexicon and not to be manipulatable by syntax.

When &v functions as a modal quantifier (on which, see, e.g., Casselmann
1854, Basset 1988, Gerd 2000, Beck, Malamud, and Osadcha 2012), it scopes
over the entire clause. This difference in scope is reflected in surface syntax.
In embedded clauses, &v is hosted by the first word of its clause after any
complementizers (cf. 3.160.1, 4.161.1, 8.119.1, 9.94.1):

(4.6) a. Embedded Question
Spupévou Aapeion poldg TPAYEW, WS Gvot&e TolaoTa THY TPWTNY TAV
poléwy, elpeTo adToV O ddeApeds Aptafavog 6 Tt BovAort’=¢v-ot TogodTo
TA00g yevéabat oot €v THL porft xdxxot.
horme:ménou Dareiou
start.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.SG Darius.M.GEN.SG
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hroias triigein, ho:s
pomegranate.F.ACC.PL eat.INF.PRES.ACT as.COMP
dnoikse takhista ten
OpPen.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG quickest.N.ACC.PL ART.F.ACC.SG
pratemn tiin hraigon,
first.F.ACC.SG ART.F.GEN.PL pomegranate.F.GEN.PL
eireto autin ho
ask.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG 3SG.M.ACC ART.M.NOM.SG
adelpeds Artdbanos
brotherM.NOM.SG Artabanus.M.NOM.SG
h3-ti
what.WH.N.ACC.SG-INDF.N.ACC.SG
bouloit’=dn-hoi tosoiito
want.PRES.OPT.MP.3SG-MOD-3SG.DAT S0.great.N.ACC.SG
plEthos genésthai

multitude.N.ACC.SG become.INF.AOR.MID

h3soi en t&i hroigi

as.many.REL.M.NOM.PL in ART.F.DAT.SG pomegranate.F.DAT.SG

kdkkoi.

seed.M.NOM.PL

‘When Darius started to eat pomegranates, as soon as he opened the

first one, his brother Artabanus asked him what he would like to

have as great a multitude of as there were seeds in the pomegranate.
4.143.2

. Finite Complement Clause

TOMAxIG O& AéyeTar yvaouny tvde drodéEaabat i BovAorto-8v Zdmupov
elvai dmadéa Thg deucelng pdhov 1) BaPudavds of elcoat mpds tht Eodamnt
mpoayevéadal.

pollakis  d¢  légetai gndimemn
often.ADV PTCL say.PRES.IND.MP.35G Opinion.F.ACC.SG
téinde apodéksasthai ho:s
PROX.F.ACC.SG display.INF.AOR.MID that.cCOMP
boubito-an Zd3:pyron
want.PRES.OPT.MP.3SG-MOD Zopyrus.M.ACC.SG

einai apathéa tés

be.INF.PRES.ACT unaffected.C.ACC.SG ART.F.GEN.SG
acikele:s mdllbn ¢ Babylsinds
disfigurement.F.GEN.SG more.ADV DIS] Babylon.F.ACC.PL
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hoi etkosi  pris téi eauseii
3SG.DAT twenty to  ART.F.DAT.SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.DAT.SG
prosgenésthai.

accrue.INF.AOR.MID
‘It is said that (Darius) often expressed the following opinion, that
he would prefer Zopyrus’ having no experience of injury to acquiring
twenty Babylons in addition to the one he (already) had.

3.160.1

Here the particle dv contributes the meaning ‘would” When the complemen-

tizer is a phrase, the modal particle can be hosted far into the clause (cf. M. Hale

1987b: 108-109 for cases of complex conjunctions in Avestan):

(4.7)

a. Embedded Question

Aopelog d¢ peta tadta xaréoag Tvddv Todg xaheopévoug Kaariag, ot
ToUg yovéag xateabioval, elpeTo, mMapedvtwy T@Y EAvwy xal 3t Eppy-
véog pavbavévtwy Ta Aeybueva, [emt tivt xpuott | dekaiot’-8v TeeuTtdv-
TG TOVG TTATEPOG KATAXAUEW TTVPL.

Dareios dé¢  meta taiita

Darius.M.NOM.SG PTCL after MED.N.ACC.PL

kalésas Ind5:n tous
call.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG Indian.M.GEN.PL ART.M.ACC.PL
kaleoménous Kallatias, hol
call.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.ACC.PL Callatiae.M.ACC.PL REL.M.NOM.PL
tous gonéas katesthiusi,

ART.M.ACC.PL parent.M.ACC.PL eat.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL

eirety, pareintoin

ask.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG be.present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL
tn Hellé:non kai  di’

ART.M.GEN.PL Greek.M.GEN.PL CON]J through

hermemnéos manthandnton

interpreter.M.GEN.SG understand.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.GEN.PL
ta legdmena, [epl tini
ART.N.ACC.PL 5ay.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.ACC.PL for WH.N.DAT.SG
khré:mati] deksaiat=an

money.N.DAT.SG receive. AOR.OPT.MID.3PL-MOD

teleutiintas touts patéras
die.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL ART.M.ACC.PL father.M.ACC.PL
katakaiein pyri.

burn.INF.PRES.ACT fire.N.DAT.SG
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‘After this Darius summoned the Indians who are called Callatiae,
who eat their parents, and asked them (the Greeks were present and
understood what was being said through interpreters) what amount
of money they would accept to cremate their fathers when they
died’

3.38.4

b. Relative Clause
Tobg 8¢ dAhoug Abwvalol xatednoay Ty emt Bavdtw, v 3¢ adtolot xal
Tuyumoibeov Tov AeApdy, [Tod Epya yetp@v Te xal Auatog] Exoty’=av péyt-
ot xataAéEat.
tous d¢  dlbus Atheinaioi
ART.M.ACC.PL PTCL otherM.ACC.PL Athenian.M.NOM.PL
katéde:san ten epl thandtoi, en
bind.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL ART.F.ACC.SG to death.M.DAT.SG in
dé¢  autoisi kai Time:sit'eon
PTCL 3PL.M.DAT even.ADV Timesitheus.M.ACC.SG
tn Delp*sn, [toti érga
ART.M.ACC.SG Delphian.M.ACC.SG REL.M.GEN.SG feat.N.ACC.PL
kheirdin te  kal [&imatos]
hand.F.GEN.PL CONJ CONJ courage.N.GEN.SG
ékhoim’-an mégista
be.able.PRES.OPT.ACT.1SG-MOD greatest.N.ACC.PL
kataléksai.
list.INF.AOR.ACT
‘The rest the Athenians bound for execution, among them even
Timesitheus the Delphian, whose extraordinary feats of strength
and courage I could list in detail’

5.72.4

The embedded interrogative in (4.7.a) is introduced by the phrase ént tivt
xenuatt, and the relative clause in (4.7.b) with o0 €pya xelp&v te xai ANpartos.
Both clauses have a modal reading and v is accordingly hosted only after these
phrases.

4.4.2  Narrow-Scope Operators

This section presents data from narrow-scope negation and scalar quantifiers,
in which a clitic ends up outside of surface second position. Predicate negation
is typically clause initial and hosts clausal clitics:
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(4.8)

Predicate Negation Hosts Clausal Clitics

. O yap 3 81y, el iy adtal EBovAéato, odx=&v 1pmadovTo.

déla gar dé:  h3ti &l mé:
clear.N.NOM.PL EXPL PTCL that.coMP if.COMP NEG

autal ebouléato, ouk-an

self.F.NOM.PL want.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL NEG-MOD

herpdzdonto.

rape.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL

‘For it is indeed clear that, if they themselves didn’t want it, they
wouldn't be raped’

1.4.2

. o0 pévtol anodekduevos VBpiouata v T@L Adywl, ol-ue Eneloag doyy-

movar &v Tt dpotBijL yevéaba.

sy méntoi apodeksdmends

2SG.NOM PTCL accept.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG
hybrismata en tii 5gori,
arrogance.N.ACC.PL in ART.M.DAT.SG speech.M.DAT.SG
ou-me épeisas

NEG-1SG.ACC persuade.AOR.IND.ACT.2SG

ask"é:mona en téi amoibé:i
inappropriate.C.ACC.SG in ART.F.DAT.SG response.F.DAT.SG
genésthai.

become.INF.AOR.MID
‘Although you have displayed arrogance in your speech, you haven't
persuaded me to become inappropriate in my response.

7.160.1

. ol-oe dméotetle Aptappévns éuéo meibeabal xal TALEw THL 8y Eyw xe-

Asdw;

auU=se apésteile

NEG-25G.ACC dispatch.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG

Artap"réne:s emés  peithesthai kai
Artaphrenes.M.NOM.SG 1SG.GEN obey.INF.PRES.MP CON]J
pléein téi an  ego:

sail.INF.PRES.ACT REL.F.DAT.SG MOD 1SG.NOM
keleto:?
order.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG
‘Didn’t Artaphrenes dispatch you to obey me and to sail wherever I
order?
5334
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d. oh=@v-dM-opeag Exetv 6xbtepoy EAmvtal oTe xal dpoiwy xal lowy dv-

TWv.

ouk-3in=dé:=spteas éklsin

NEG-PTCL-PTCL-3PL.C.ACC have.INF.PRES.ACT

hok3teron hélontai h:ste
which.of.two.M.ACC.SG choose.PRES.SBJV.MP.3PL since.COMP
kai  homoion kai  isomn

coN]J alike.M.GEN.PL CONJ equal.M.GEN.PL

eintoin.

be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL

‘They (= the Lacedaemonians) were unable (to tell) which of the
two they were to choose, seeing as they (= the two children) were
identical’

6.52.3

When negation hosts a clausal clitic, it associates with the focus of the utter-
ance (Jackendoff 1972: 254, Beaver and Clark 2008: 45—49, with further refer-
ences). When clause-initial negation does not serve as the host of a clausal
clitic, then it functions as constituent negation and its scope is restricted to
the immediately following word (see further 1.109.3, 1.156.1, 7.8..2):

(4.9) Constituent Negation Not a Licit Host for Clausal Clitics
a. avtog 3¢ Exwv AeaPloug &g Xiov EmAee xal Xiwv ppovpijt [0 mpoatepe-
wt]=putv quvéBane v Kotdotat xakeopévolat tijg Xing xwevs.

autds dé¢  ékhomn

selfM.NOM.SG PTCL have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

Lesbious es  Khin éplee
Lesbian.M.Acc.PL into Chios.F.NOM.SG sail.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
kai  Khioin plrouréi [ou

coNJ Chian.M.GEN.PL guard.F.DAT.SG NEG

praosieméne:i]-min synébale
let.in.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.DAT.SG-35G.ACC engage.AOR.IND.ACT.35G
en Koiloisi kaleoménoisi té:s

in Hollow.N.DAT.PL call.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.DAT.PL ART.F.GEN.SG
Khie:s khs:res.

Chian.F.GEN.SG country.F.GEN.SG
‘He himself sailed to Chios with Lesbians and he engaged a guard of
Chians, which [didn’t grant] him access, in an area of Chios called
‘Hollows.”

6.26.1



THE SYNTAX OF CLITICS 99

b. o0 ydp €delod xw i) Ecowbéwpey DO LnvBéwy udymt, dAAG uGAROV [
oV duvapevol |-opeag e0pelv Tabwév T GAWUEVOL
ou gar édeisd ko: me:
NEG EXPL fearAOR.IND.ACT.1SG yet.ADV NEG

hessoit'éoimen hypd Skyt'éon
defeat.AOR.SBJV.PASS.1PL by  Scythian.M.GEN.PL

mdk"e:i, alla mallbn [mé: ou

battle.F.DAT.SG but ratherADV NEG NEG

dyndmenoi]-spheas heurein
be.able.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL-3PL.C.ACC find.INF.AOR.ACT
pdthoimén t

suffer.AOR.SBJV.ACT.1PL INDF.N.ACC.SG

al3:menoi.

wander.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL

‘For I have never feared that we would be defeated by the Scythians
in battle, but rather that, [not being able] to find them, we would
suffer as we wandered around.’

4.97.4

c. €0 yap Nriotoaro 81t [olx wg yuvaied |-pw Euelhe Kapfoong e 6N ag

TN V.

el gar epistato hoti [ouk ho:s
well.ADV EXPL know.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG that.COMP NEG as.COMP
gynaikd]-min émelle

wife.F.ACC.SG~35G.ACC be.about.to.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
Kambyse:s héksein all’ hos

Cambyses.M.NOM.SG hold.INF.FUT.ACT but as.cOMP

pallakén.

concubine.F.ACC.SG

‘For he knew well that it was [not as a wife] that Cambyses was about
to take her (as has been claimed), but as a concubine.

3.1.2

d. [odx=Gv dupotépnt]-opt ExcdpyoE.
[ouk=3:n  amp'otére:i]-sphi ek"3irese.
NEG-PTCL both.F.DAT.SG-3PL.DAT give.way.to.AOR.IND.ACT.35G
‘(Suppose then) they were not successful in both venues (i.e., on
land and on sea).

7.10.B.2
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In each case, the scope of negation is restricted to the immediately adjacent
constituent. So in (4.9.a) and (4.9.b), only the participial phrases are negated,
while the matrix predicates are affirmative. In (4.9.c) and (4.9.d), only the
phrases &g yuvaixa ‘as a woman’ and dugotépnt ‘both, respectively, are negated.

This phenomenon is even more pronounced in cases of so-called “o0 adhe-
rescent” (Smyth 1956: §§2691-2697), in which the scope of negation is re-
stricted to the verb:

(4.10)

V-Internal Negation

. ola 8¢ maidwv Té ol drapybvTwy venviéwy xal Aeyopévwy évaryéwy elvat

TOV AAxpewviSéwy, [0 Boudduevig]-ol yevéabal &x Thg veoyduou yuval-
%0g Téxva EUITYETS Ol 0D XATA VOOV.

hoia d¢  paidon té  hoi

since.coMP PTCL child.M.GEN.PL CONJ 3SG.DAT

hypark"snton negmniéom kai
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL young.men.M.GEN.PL CON]J
legoménoin enagéon einai
say.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL cursed.C.GEN.PL be.INF.PRES.ACT
tn Alkmea:nidéan, [ou

ART.M.GEN.PL Alcmeonid.M.GEN.PL NEG

boulsmenss)-hoi genésthai
wish.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.5G-35G.DAT become.INF.AOR.MID
ek tés neagamou gynaikds

from ART.F.GEN.SG newly.married.C.GEN.SG wife.F.GEN.SG
tékna emisgets hoi ou
child.N.ACC.PL mix.AOR.IND.MID.3SG 3SG.DAT NEG

kata nimon.

according.to custom.M.ACC.SG

‘Since he had young sons and since the Alcmeonids were said to be
cursed, he [did not want] to have children with his newly wedded
wife and had sex with her in an unconventional way.

1.61.1

. [odx nBeAoauév]-tot evavtiobadat 00dE Tt dmobdpiov Totfjoat.

[ouk exteléisamén]-tai enantiotisttai

NEG be.willing. AOR.IND.ACT.1PL-2SG.DAT Oppose.INF.PRES.MP

ou-dé t apat"ymion poigsai.

NEG-PTCL INDF.N.ACC.SG displeasing.N.ACC.SG do.INF.AOR.ACT

‘We [refused] to side against you or do anything displeasing to you.
7.168.3
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As the translations reveal, the meaning of the negation-verb sequence is not

straightforwardly compositional, which suggests that these are lexicalized

combinations, as in ‘refused’ for ‘not wanted’ in (4.10.b).

Other operators with narrow scope exhibit a similar behavior, including

scalar negatives such as und¢ ‘not even’; its affirmative counterpart, scalar xat

‘even’; the intensifier adtés ‘self’; and the exceptive modifier 6 dAog ‘else’:

(4.11)

Scalar Negation

. GV Yap &yw uyovaopat oitw Wate [unde uabelv]-ptv dpdetooy Hmd
oed.
ark*émn gar ego: me:ktané:isomai

beginning.F.ACC.SG EXPL 1SG.NOM arrange.FUT.IND.MID.15G
houts:  hdiste [mei-dé  mathsin]-min

thus.ADV RES NEG-PTCL learn.INF.AOR.ACT-3SG.ACC
ophtheisan hypd seil.
see.PTCP.AOR.PASS.F.ACC.SG by  2SG.GEN

‘Twill arrange it from the outset so that she [not even know] that she
was seen by you.

191

. Tag 3¢ yuvalxag TAV EMpavewy avdp@v, ETERY TEAEUTYOWAL, O TTAPOV-

v oo 2

i 318000t Tapiyevew, [00dE Eoon]-dv ot ededées xdptar xal Aéyou

mAebvog yuvaixes.

tas d¢  gynaikas tin

ART.F.ACC.PL PTCL wife.F.ACC.PL ART.M.GEN.PL
epiptanéon andrimn, gpe-an
notable.C.GEN.PL man.M.GEN.PL when.COMP-MOD
teleutésosi, ou parautika
die.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3PL NEG immediately.ADV

didoiisi tarikeuein, [ou-dé
give.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL embalm.INF.PRES.ACT NEG-PTCL
hjsail-an 3isin
as.many.REL.F.NOM.PL-MOD be.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3PL
eueidées karta  kal  l5gou
good.looking.C.NOM.PL veryADV CONJ reputation.M.GEN.SG
pleiinos gynaikes.

more.C.GEN.SG women.F.NOM.PL
‘The wives of notable men, when they die, they do not have them
embalmed immediately, [not even all those] who are of great beauty
and reputation.

2.89.1
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Scalar xal

. xapta Te ON EyaAématve T motapdt 6 Kipog todto UBpioavtt xal ol

¢nnmeinoe obtw 3 pwv dodevéa momoe Wate Tod Aotmod [xal yuval-
UGG |#ptv EDTTETEWS TO YOVL 00 Ppeyotaag dtaprgeada

kirta te  dér  eklalépaine 3

Very.ADV CON]J PTCL be.angry.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.DAT.SG
potam3:i ho Kjras totito
river.M.DAT.SG ART.M.NOM.SG Cyrus.M.NOM.SG MED.N.ACC.SG
hybrisanti kai  hoi
behave.insolently.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.DAT.SG CONJ 3SG.DAT
epepeilese houto: dé:  min
threaten.AOR.IND.ACT.35G SO.ADV PTCL 35G.ACC

asthenéa poiésein h3:ste toti

feeble.c.ACC.8G make.INF.FUT.ACT RES ART.M.GEN.SG

bipoti [kai gynaikds]-min
remaining.M.GEN.SG even.ADV woman.F.ACC.PL=35G.ACC
eupetéas 1) gony ou

easily.ADV ART.N.ACC.SG knee.N.ACC.SG NEG

brekMousas diabé:sesthai.

get.wet.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.PL CrosS.INF.FUT.MID
‘Cyrus was furious at the river for having perpetrated this inso-
lence, and he threatened to make it so weak that forever after [even
women | would be able to cross easily it without getting their knees
wet!

1.189.2

. oUTe TLydp T@V oixyiwy TpiBouat olite damavvTal, A [xal attio]-oei

éott lpd megadpeva wal xpedv Podwv xal xvéwy ARG TL ExdoTw!
yivetor ToMSY Nuépng Exdatys. didotan 8¢ ot xai olvog dpmétvog.

ou-te ti gar tin

NEG-CON]J INDF.N.ACC.SG EXPL ART.N.GEN.PL

aikexiomn tribousi u-te
OWIN.Iesources.N.GEN.PL consume.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL NEG-CON]
dapand:ntai, alla [kai

spend.PRES.IND.MP.3PL but even.ADV

sitia]-sp*izesti

bread.N.NOM.PL-3PL.DAT-be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG

hira pessdmena kai

sacred.N.NOM.PL cOOK.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.NOM.PL CON]J
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kredin boéan kai  kkeméomn

flesh.N.GEN.PL COW.N.GEN.PL CONJ g00se.N.GEN.PL

pl&thss ti hekdsto:i
quantity.N.NOM.SG INDF.N.NOM.SG each.M.DAT.SG

ginetai polbn hexmére:s
become.PRES.IND.MP.3SG much.N.NOM.SG day.F.GEN.SG
hekdste:s. didotai dé  sphi kai
each.F.GEN.SG give.PRES.IND.MP.35G PTCL 3PL.DAT even.ADV
ainos ampélinos.

wine.M.NOM.SG belonging.to.vine.M.NOM.SG
‘They neither consume nor spend any of their own (private) re-
sources on their living expenses, but [even bread], which is sacred,
is cooked for them, and every day they each get a sizable quantity of
beef and goose. Even wine from the vine is given to them.

2.37.4

(4.13) Intensifier adtés
wal mepl [Tépoag pév Av Tadta TV Tdvta petakd xpdvov Yevdpevoy, uéypt 0d
[E€pkng adTés|-opeag dmuduevos Emauae.

kai  peri Pérsas mén &n

CONJ about Persian.M.ACC.PL PTCL be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
taiita tn pdnta metaksy
MED.N.NOM.PL ART.M.ACC.SG allM.ACC.SG in.between.ADV
khr3non gendmenon, mek'ri hoti
time.M.ACC.SG become.PTCP.AOR.MID.N.NOM.SG until.coMP
[Ksérkse:s autis)-sp'eas

Xerxes.M.NOM.SG self. M.NOM.SG-3PL.C.ACC

apikdmenos épause.

arrive.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG end.AOR.IND.ACT.35G

‘And these things were happening to the Persians in the intervening

time, until [Xerxes himself] brought them to an end when he arrived’
8.100.1 (cf. 9.65.2)

(4.14) Exceptive o dMog ‘else’
[Ty e évdg ToD &g "ENvag dmiévau |y [dvtoa téMAE]-ot mapfyv.

[pléin te  henos tod es  Héllemnas
except CONJ one.N.GEN.SG ART.N.GEN.SG into Greek.M.ACC.PL
apiénailg [pdnta

go.back.INF.PRES.ACT every.N.NOM.PL
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t-dlld]-hoi

ART.N.NOM.PL-0ther.N.NOM.PL-3SG.DAT

parémn.

be.present.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG

‘[Except one thing, namely going back to Greece]y, he had [everything
else]’

3.132.1

What unites the above examples is that the clausal clitic does not intervene
between the quantifier and its scope domain.

It is, however, possible for sentence-domain clitics to occur immediately

after a narrow-scope operator:

(4.15)

Splaying (see section 4.2)

. [6 3¢ molig ]y, [00-yp Epn]-0i cupTAEVTETOOLL.

[ho d¢  pais]y,, [ou-gar
ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL child.M.NOM.SG NEG-EXPL
ép*er)-hoi sympletsest'ai.

say.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-35G.DAT sail.with.INF.FUT.MID
‘For [his son]r,, refused to sail with him.
41491

. [oV=ydp motjoai]-utv 6 xpedv v Totéew.

[ousgar  poiéisail-min (5]

NEG-EXPL dO.INF.AOR.ACT-35G.ACC REL.N.NOM.SG
khreon &n poidein.
necessity.N.NOM.SG be.IMPF.IND.3SG dO.INF.PRES.ACT
‘For he had not done what it was necessary to do.

2.133.3

. [ob=ydp el ]-xew NAuciny otpartedeabar.

[ousgar  eikhé]-ko: &likien
NEG-EXPL have.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-yet.ADV age.F.ACC.SG
stratetesthai.

campaign.INF.PRES.MP

‘For (Darius) was not old enough yet to campaign.

1.209.2

In each example, the particle ydp occurs after the first morphosyntactic word

of the clause, just as in example (3.54.b) above in section 3.7, while the clausal

clitic is not admitted in the scope domain of the operator.
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Finally, complex negation, when clause-initial and contiguous, also does not
admit clausal clitics:

(4.16) a. opwi 3¢ 003’ dpydpwl ypéwvTal ovdEv. [o0dE~yap 0UdE |-aqt EaTt &V THjL

X@pnt.

sidérozi d¢  ou-d argyrozi

iron.M.DAT.SG PTCL NEG-PTCL silver.M.DAT.SG

khréamntai oudén. [ou-dé-gar
use.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL nothing.N.ACC.SG NEG-PTCL-EXPL
ou-dél-sphi ésti en t&i
NEG-PTCL-3PL.DAT be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG in ART.F.DAT.SG
khs:rez.

land.F.DAT.SG
‘But (the Massagetae) do not use any iron or silver. For they have
none at all in their land.

1.215.2

b. xal [008év-Tt TdvTwg]-dv eEehov ITetoiotpatidag of Aaxedatpévior.
kai  [oudén-ti pdntois]-an
CONJ nothing.N.ACC.SG-INDF.N.ACC.SG entirely.ADV-MOD
ekseilon Peisistratidas hoi
take.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL Peisistratid.M.ACC.PL ART.M.NOM.PL
Lakedaimsnioi.
Lacedaemonian.M.NOM.PL
‘and the Lacedaemonians would not at all have taken the Peisistratid
stronghold.

5.65.1

When not contiguous, the first negation hosts:

y N

(4.17) ... xai [Soxéovreg mapa tadtar] 0088V Todg copuwTdToug dvlpwmwy Alyv-
mrioug 008E émekeupely.

kai  [dokéontes para taiita]
CcoNJ think.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL beside MED.N.ACC.PL
oud-an  tous sop’ortdtous anthr3poin

NEG-MOD ART.M.ACC.PL wisest.M.ACC.PL man.M.GEN.PL
Aigyptious oudén epekseurein.
Egyptian.M.AcCC.PL nothing.N.ACC.SG devise.INF.AOR.ACT

‘... and claiming additionally that the Egyptians, the wisest of all men,
could devise nothing’

2.160.1
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The data in examples (4.9)—(4.16) raise the question of why clausal clitics can-
not occur inside the domain of narrow-scope operators. Given the observations
in section 3.5, it would be reasonable to assume that the operators are pro-
clitic, and that we are still in fact dealing with 2W distributional patterns. By
the same token, there is no independent evidence that the operators in the
above contexts are proclitic. Given that the patterns in examples (4.9)—(4.16)
are only found with narrow-scope operators, I would ascribe the distributional
patterns in examples (4.9)—(4.16) to a semantic constraint against clausal clitics
appearing in the c-command domain of these operators.

4.4.3  Wide-Scope Adverbials

Adverbial expressions that scope over the clause (or a larger constituent, such
as the sentence or utterance) precede clausal clitics. These adverbial expres-
sions are not topicalized (examples of non-argument topicalized phrases are
presented in section 5.2.3), and are included in this chapter for two reasons:
to register their existence and to distinguish them from topicalized adverbial
expressions.! There have been various attempts to establish a universal hier-
archy of adverbials that will predict their distribution in the clause (e.g., Jack-
endoff1972, Bellert 1977, Cinque 1999, Ernst 2001, Frey 2003). I cite here exempli
gratia that of Frey (2003):

(4.18) Adverbial Hierarchy
sentence adverbials > frame and domain adverbials > event-external
adverbials (e.g., causals) > highest ranked argument > event-internal
adverbials (e.g., locatives, instrumentals) > (internal arguments) > pro-
cess-related adverbials (e.g., manner) > verb

While the details of these hierarchies present challenges (for an overview,
see Maienborn and Schifer 2011), for our purposes they are of use in offer-
ing a boundary between adverbial expressions that occur within S/CP or are
adjoined to S/CP (or some higher projection).!! Adverbial expressions that

10  The adverbial expressions considered here correspond roughly to the Setting constituent
of Functional Grammar (see, e.g,, H. Dik 1995, 2007: 36, Allan 2013; cf. Kuno 1975, Clark
and Clark 1977: 34-35, 245-246) and to the FSTop (Frame Setting Topic) of Mati¢ (2003:
591).

11 I assume for the sake of simplicity that adverbials are adjoined to phrasal projections;
the point would remain the same if, e.g,, they were in the specifier position of a devoted
functional projection.



THE SYNTAX OF CLITICS

belong to the first three categories (sentence adverbials, frame/domain adver-
bials, and event-external adverbials) adjoin at least as high as S/CP, and accord-

ingly occur to the left of the host of a clausal clitic:

(4.19)

Sentence Adverbials

. [xal yap] dewodv-av el mpiypa, el Taxag pév xai Tvdodg xal Aiblomdg
Te xol Agauploug &M Te EQvear TOANG ol ueydAa, dduoavta ITépaag
0038v, dMa ddvap Tpoaxtaadal BovAdpevol, xataatpeddpevol SovAoug

gxopev, "ENunvag 3¢ ddpEavtag ddixing od Tipwpnobueda.
[kaigar]  deindn-an ele:

indeed.ADV terrible.N.NOM.SG-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG
prégma, &l Sdkas mén  kai
act.N.NOM.SG if.COMP Saca.M.ACC.PL PTCL CON]J
Indous kai  Aithopds te  kal
Indian.M.Acc.PL cONJ Ethiopian.M.ACC.PL CONJ CON]J
Assyrius dlla te  éthnea
Assyrian.M.ACC.PL other.N.ACC.PL CONJ nation.N.ACC.PL
polla kai  megdla,

many.N.ACC.PL CONJ great.N.ACC.PL

adiké:santa Pérsas
do.wrong.PTCP.AOR.ACT.N.ACC.PL Persian.M.ACC.PL
oudén, alla dynamin prosktdsthai
nothing.N.ACC.SG but powerF.ACC.SG add.INF.PRES.MP
bouldmenoi,

desire.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL

katastrepsamenoi doulbous
subdue.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL slave.M.ACC.PL
ékhomen, Hélle:nas de
have.PRES.IND.ACT.1PL Greek.M.ACC.PL PTCL
hypdrksantas adikie:s ou
€xist.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.PL injustice.F.GEN.SG NEG
timoreisdmetha.

take.vengeance.FUT.IND.MID.1PL

‘[Indeed], it would be strange if, after conquering and enslaving the
Sacae and Indians and Ethiopians and Assyrians and many other
great nations that in no way wronged the Persians, because we
wanted to increase our dominion, we were not to take vengeance

on the Greeks who did perpetrate injustice.
7.9.2 (cf. 9.113.2)
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b. [%dn-av] dvpes-av elev &v adtolol Téooepes puuptddes xai eixoat.

[é:de=din] dndres-an

accordingly.ADV-PTCL man.M.NOM.PL-MOD

elen en autdisi  tésseres

be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL in 3PL.DAT four.M.NOM.PL

myriddes kai  eikosi.

ten.thousand.M.NOM.PL CONJ two.hundred.M.NOM.PL
‘[Accordingly], the (number of) men in them would be two hundred
and forty thousand

7.184.3

Frame Adverbials

royon

. xai [oltw] AlydmTiol=T'-8v Ymiotéorto wg O dvdpdg peydiov dpyovral

xol GUEvoV =GV 1))ovEg.

kai  [houta:] Aigyptidict=an

CON]J thus.ADV Egyptian.M.NOM.PL-CONJ-MOD

ewpistéato ho:s hyp’ andris
know.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL that.cCOMP by man.M.GEN.SG

megdlou drk"ontai kai  dmeinon
great.M.GEN.SG rule.PRES.IND.MP.3PL CON]J better.N.ACC.SG
sy-an &koues

28G.NOM-MOD hear.IMPF.IND.ACT.25G

‘And [in this way], the Egyptians would know that they are ruled
by a great man, and you would have a better (and not a worse)
reputation.

2.173.2

. ol 3¢ Tveg Aéyouat Tepl TG Boog TabTNG xal TGV XOAOTTRY TOWSE TOV

Adyov, g Muxeptvog )pdady) Ths éwutod Buyatpdgs xal [Emeita] éuiyn-ol

aexodant.

hoi dé  tines légousi peri
3PL.M.NOM PTCL INDF.C.NOM.PL say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL about
t&s bods taute:s kal

ART.F.GEN.SG COW.F.GEN.SG MED.F.GEN.SG CON]J

thn koloss3:n tinde ton

ART.M.GEN.PL statue.M.GEN.PL MED.M.ACC.SG ART.M.ACC.SG

l5gon, ho:s Mykerinos
story.M.ACC.SG that.cOMP Mycerinus.M.NOM.SG
ewrdsthe: téis heawutoli

fall.in.love.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG ART.F.GEN.SG REFL.3SG.M.GEN
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thygatrds kai  [épeita]
daughter.F.GEN.SG CON]J thereafteraDv
emigei-hoi
sleep.with.AOR.IND.PASS.35G=35G.DAT
agkouse:i.
unwilling.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.DAT.SG
‘Certain people tell the following story about the cow and the stat-
ues, that Mycerinus fell in love with his own daughter and [there-
after] slept with her against her will”
21311 (cf. 2.129.3)

c. tov 3¢ ipéa Tobrtov xatadedepévov Todg 0pBaipods Aéyouaty O do
Axwv dyeadat €¢ T lpdv Tig ANUNTPOS ATEYOV THS TOALOS Elx0TL TTA-
Sioug. xai [adtig dmiow éx oD ipod] dmdyew-ptv Todg Aixoug &g TauTd
xwplov.
tn dé  hiréa totiton
ART.M.ACC.SG PTCL priest.M.ACC.SG MED.M.ACC.SG
katadedeménon tous opthalmois
bandage.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.ACC.SG ART.M.ACC.PL €ye.M.ACC.PL
légousin hypd dys bjkomn
say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL by two wolfM.GEN.PL
dgesthai ) hirdn
lead.INF.PRES.MP into ART.N.ACC.SG temple.N.ACC.SG
tés Dé:me:tros
ART.F.GEN.SG Demeter.F.GEN.SG
apék’on tés
be.at.a.distance.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.ACC.SG ART.F.GEN.SG
pdliss eikosi  stadivus. kai  [aditis apisor
City.F.GEN.SG twenty stade.M.ACC.PL CONJ again.ADV back
ek toi hiraii]
from ART.N.GEN.SG temple.N.GEN.SG
apdgein-min tous bkous €s
lead.INF.PRES.ACT~3SG.ACC ART.M.ACC.PL wolf.M.ACC.PL into
t-omutd khozrion.
ART.N.ACC.SG-Same.N.ACC.SG place.N.ACC.SG
‘They say that this priest, whose eyes are bandaged, is guided by two
wolves to Demeter’s temple, which is twenty stades from the city.
And [on the way back from the temple], the wolves lead him to the
same place.

2.122.3
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d. xapta te 3 Earémave O moTapdl 6 Kipog todto UBpioavtt xal ol

ennmeilnoe obtw O v dobevéa mowae wate [ToD Aotmod] xal yuval-
UGGV EVTETEWS TO YOWL 0oL Bpexodaag dtafnaeadal.

kirta te  dér  ekalépaine 31

Very.ADV CON]J PTCL be.angry.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.DAT.SG
potam3ii ho Kjros totito
river.M.DAT.SG ART.M.NOM.SG Cyrus.M.NOM.SG MED.N.ACC.SG
hybrisanti kai  hoi
behave.insolently.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.DAT.SG CONJ 3SG.DAT
epepeilese houto: dé:  min
threaten.AOR.IND.ACT.35G SO.ADV PTCL 35G.ACC

asthenéa poiésein hi:ste [toil

feeble.c.AcC.8G make.INF.FUT.ACT RES ART.N.GEN.SG
bipoti] kai gynaikds-min
remaining.N.GEN.SG even.ADV woman.F.ACC.PL=3SG.ACC
eupetéas 1) gony ou

easily.ADV ART.N.ACC.SG knee.N.ACC.SG NEG

brek™usas diabé:sest"ai.

get.wet.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.PL Cross.INF.FUT.MID
‘Cyrus was furious at the river for having perpetrated this insolence,
and he threatened to make it so weak that [forever after] even
women would be able to cross it easily without getting their knees
wet!

1.189.2

Event-External Adverbial

a. Adverb
[316] €Enhacé-pv 6 “Tmmapyog, TTPOTEPOY XPEDUEVOS T UAALTT.
[di-3] eksé:lasé-min
on.account-REL.N.ACC.SG banish.AOR.IND.ACT.35G=3SG.ACC
ho Hippark*ss, priteron
ART.M.NOM.SG Hipparchus.M.NOM.SG before.ADv
k'redimenos ta malista.

be.close.with.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.PL mOSt.ADV
‘[On account of this], Hipparchus; banished him, although before
he, had been quite close (with him).

7.6.4
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b. @y Baiot uév vuv xat 8aot did TovToug Glwv dméyovtar [did Tade ] Aéyovat
TOV VOpov TéV3e=apt TebTvaL.

The:baioi mén nyn kai  hdsoi
Theban.M.NOM.PL PTCL PTCL CONJ as.many.REL.M.NOM.PL
dia toutous aln

through ART.M.ACC.PL sheep.M.GEN.PL

apékontai [dia tdde]
keep.away.PRES.IND.MP.3PL on.account.of PROX.N.ACC.PL
légousi tn nomon
Say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.ACC.SG Custom.M.ACC.SG
tinde-sp*i tet"Einal.

MED.M.ACC.SG-3PL.DAT establish.INF.AOR.PASS
‘Thebans and those who by the Theban example do not touch sheep
say that this custom has been established by them [for the following
reason].

2.42.3

C. guyxwpnadvtwy 3¢ xai tadta T@v Emaptitéwy, [oltw-d1] mévte-opt
pavtevdpevog ay@vag tobg meyiatoug Tioapevog ¢ "HAelog, yevdpevog
LTapTTY)G, TUYXATALPEEL

synk™orreisantoin dé  kal taiita
grant.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.GEN.PL PTCL even.ADV MED.N.ACC.PL
t3n Spartig:téa:n, [hotitai=dé:]  pénte=sphi
ART.M.GEN.PL Spartan.M.GEN.PL SO.ADV-PTCL five-3PL.DAT
manteusmenos agi:nas
divine.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG contest.M.ACC.PL

touis megistous Tisamends

ART.M.ACC.PL greatest.M.ACC.PL Tisamenus.M.NOM.SG

ho E:leivs,

ART.M.NOM.SG Elean.M.NOM.5G

gendmenos Spartig:te:s,
become.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG Spartan.M.NOM.SG
synkatairéei.

WIn.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
‘Once the Spartans had granted him this as well, it was [in this way]
that Tisamenus the Elean, having become a Spartan, brought them
five great victories by divination.

9:351
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(4.22)

CHAPTER 4

Event-External Adverbial

. Prepositional Phrase

el uév vov padwv tadta 6 Kapfooyg éyvwatudyee xal anijye omiow tov
oTpatéy, [l Tht dpxABey Yevopévnt duaptddt] Av-8v dvip copds. viv 82
003¢éva Adyov TolebpeVog Ate aiel ¢ TO TPdTw.
&l mén nyn matn
if. COMP PTCL PTCL perceive.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
tatita ho Kambyse:s
MED.N.ACC.PL ART.M.NOM.SG Cambyses.M.NOM.SG
egnozsimdkhee kai  apége apisa:
yield.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG CON]J lead.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG back.ADV
tn stratin, [epl téi
ART.M.ACC.SG army.M.ACC.SG on ART.F.DAT.SG
ark*&then genoméne:i
from.beginning.ADV become.PTCP.AOR.MID.F.DAT.SG
hamartadi]  &n-an angwr
fault.F.DAT.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG-MOD man.M.NOM.SG
sophs. njn d¢  oudéna
wise.M.NOM.SG NOW.ADV PTCL none.M.ACC.SG
l5gon poigimenas
account.M.ACC.SG make.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG
&g aiel es
gO.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG always.ADV into ART.N.ACC.SG
priso.
forward.Apv
‘If, upon learning of this, Cambyses had admitted his mistake and
led his army back, he would have been a wise man [despite his initial
mistake]. But as it was, he forged ahead, deeming the matter of no
importance.

3.25.5

. [pdg-@v-01 Ttodto T whpuypa] obtesticrol Sokéyeabar olite oixioo

déueabou ifele.

[pris-5:n=de: totito )

toward-PTCL-PTCL MED.N.ACC.SG ART.N.ACC.SG

kérygma] ou-te=tis-hai
proclamation.ART.N.ACC.SG NEG-CONJ?INDF.C.NOM.SG=3SG.DAT
dialégesthai au-te atkioisi

talk.INF.PRES.MP NEG-CON] home.M.DAT.PL
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dékesthai Eithele.
receive.INF.PRES.MP want.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G
‘[In the face of this proclamation] no one wanted to talk to him or
to receive him in their homes.
3.52.2

While the semantics of the adverbial expressions is a relatively objective matter,
drawing up the above class of examples involves a degree of subjective judg-
ment. All of these examples could in principle be classified as cases of focus
preposing (which is discussed in detail in chapter 6). But there is nothing in
the context to suggest that the adverbial expressions are focused.

4.5 Head-Adjacent Datives

There is a cluster of examples with pronominal clitics that exhibit neither
2W nor 2D distribution. The host of these pronominal forms appears instead
to be determined by lexical category. I refer to this class of clitics as head
adjacent. While the conditions that determine head-adjacent distribution are
not themselves clear, this pattern is typically found with non-argument datives,
including beneficiaries, experiencers, possessors and agents of passive verbs
(with infinitives we find head-adjacent distribution with verbal arguments as
well; see section 8.5):

(4.23) Dative Experiencer
a. TETPOUMEVWL Yap OY) xal LETEYVWXOTL ETLOLTAV 8velpov pavtdleTai=pot,
003G TUVETTAVOV EGV TIOLEEWY ME TadTAL

tetramméno:i gar dér kal
turn.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.DAT.SG EXPL PTCL CON]J
metegnozk3ti

change.mind.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.DAT.SG

epip™itiin Ineiron
come.repeatedly.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.SG dream.N.NOM.SG
prantdzdetai-moi, oudam3:s
appear.PRES.IND.MP.3SG-1SG.DAT in.no.way.ADV

synépainon en

consent.N.NOM.SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.SG
poiéein me taiita.
do.INF.PRES.ACT 1SG.ACC MED.N.ACC.PL
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‘For since I turned and changed my mind, a dream keeps coming
and appears to me, and it does not at all agree that I do these things!
7.15.2

b. xaltol yevopéwng Aéayms 8g yévolto adTdv dpLaTog, EYVwaay ol Tapaye-
vopevol ETapTinTéEWY Aplatédnuov pev PovAduevov pavepds amobavely
&x TG Tapeodang-ol alting Avoo@vtd Te xal éxeinovra Ty Td&w Epya
dmodeEacbar peydio.
kaitoi genoméne:s léskhe:s
and.yet.ADV become.PTCP.AOR.MID.F.GEN.SG g0sSip.F.GEN.SG
hds génaito auti:n
REL.M.NOM.SG become.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG 3PL.M.GEN
aristos, égnoisan hoi
best.M.NOM.SG recognize.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL
paragendmeni Spartig:téon
arrive.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.PL Spartan.M.GEN.PL
Aristidezmon mén  bouldmenon
Aristodemus.M.ACC.SG PTCL want.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.ACC.SG
planeris apothanein ek tés
conspicuously.ADV die.INF.AOR.ACT from ART.F.GEN.SG
pareotse:s-hai aitie:s
present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.GEN.SG-3SG.DAT charge.F.GEN.SG
lyssntd te  kai
be.insane.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG CONJ CON]
ekleiponta tén tdksin
leave.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG ART.F.ACC.SG pOSt.F.ACC.SG
érga apodéksasthai megdla.
deed.N.Acc.PL display.INF.AOR.MID great.N.ACC.PL
‘And yet, when there was gossip as to who was the best of them,
those of the Spartans who had been there recognized that, since
Aristodemus wanted to die conspicuously on account of the charge
hanging over him, he displayed great feats out of madness and by
leaving his post’

9.71.3

(4.24) Possessor Dative
gvBadto tév Hepotwy Oi6Bados edenbn Aapeiov Tpidv edvtwy-ol maidwv xal
TAVTWY CTPATEVOUEVWY EVOL AUTOL XATOAELPOT VL.
enthaiita tin Perséan Jisbazdos
then.ADV ART.M.GEN.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL Oiobazus.M.NOM.SG
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(4-25)

edeéithe: Dareiou trid:n
ask.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG Darius.M.GEN.SG three.M.GEN.PL
edntain=hoi paidan kai
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL-3SG.DAT child.M.GEN.PL CON]J
pdnton strateuoménoin

alLM.GEN.PL be.in.the.army.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL

héna auts:i kataleiphthé:nai.

0one.M.ACC.SG 35G.M.DAT leave.behind.INF.AOR.PASS
‘Then one of the Persians, Oiobazus, asked Darius to allow one (of his
sons) to be left behind, since he has three children, and they are all in
the army.

4.841

Recipient Dative

a. "Apmoryog 8¢ @ €ld¢ pe, éxéleve T Tayiomyy dvadafévra 6 maudiov
olxeabat gépovta xal Oetvar Evla Onpiwdéotatov el T@V dpéwv, ag
Actudyea elvat tév Tabto émiBépevév-por, T8N drelloas el W) opea
TOTALL.
Hdrpagos dé  hos eidé
Harpagus.M.NOM.SG PTCL when.COMP see.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
me, ekéleue tén
1SG.ACC order.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.F.ACC.SG
takristemn analabjnta
quickest.F.ACC.SG pick.up.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG
1) paidion oikhesthai
ART.N.ACC.SG child.N.ACC.SG g0.INF.PRES.MP
phéronta kai  theinai
carry.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG CONJ put.INF.AOR.ACT
éntha therrio:déstaton ele:
where.REL.ADV most.wild.N.NOM.SG be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG
thn oréon, plas
ART.N.GEN.PL mountain.N.GEN.PL say.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
Astydgea einai tn
Astyages.M.ACC.SG be.INF.PRES.ACT ART.M.ACC.SG
taiita epithémenin-moi,
MED.N.ACC.PL lay.upon.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.ACC.SG-1SG.DAT
pll apeilé:sas &i mé:
much.N.ACC.PL threaten.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG if.COMP NEG
sphea poiéisaimi.
3PL.N.ACC d0.AOR.OPT.ACT.1SG
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‘And Harpagus, when he saw me, said to pick the child up imme-
diately and go off with it and put it where there are the most wild
animals in the mountains, saying that the one who laid this com-
mand on me was Astyages, threatening over and over were I not to
do these things’

11113

b. Ednvie, tadtyy by AmoMwviijtal ths ExtupAwatog extivoval=tol xatd
Beompdmia T yeVOpeva.

Euémnie, tauten diken

Euenius.M.vOC.SG MED.F.ACC.SG restitution.F.ACC.SG
Apollbni&itai téis ektyphl3:sios
Apollonian.M.NOM.PL ART.F.GEN.SG blinding.F.GEN.SG
ektinousiztai kata theopripia
pay.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL-2SG.DAT according.to oracle.N.ACC.PL
ta gendmena.

ART.N.ACC.PL become.PTCP.AOR.MID.N.ACC.PL
‘““Euenius, this restitution the Apollonians pay to you for blinding
(you), in accordance with the oracle.”’

9.94.3

(4.26) Maleficiary Dative
emelte ¢ e&épabe wg ob ol éxetvolat el Tadta memowmxds, Elafe adtdy te
Tov Tvtagpévea xal Todg maidag adtod xal Todg oixvlovg mavtag, EAmiSag
TOMAG EXWV KETA TOV TUYYEVEWY UV EMLROVAEDEV-0l EMAVATTATL, TUA-
AaPav 3¢ apeag €dnae ™y Eml BavdTwt.

epeite dé  eksémathe ho:s ou  syn
after.coMP PTCL know.welLAOR.IND.ACT.3SG that.coMP NEG with
ekeinoisi ele: taiita

DIST.M.DAT.PL be.PRES.OPT.ACT.35G MED.N.ACC.PL

pepaigik3:s, élabe autin
do.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG $€ize.AOR.IND.ACT.35G 35G.M.ACC
te  tn Intap"rénea kai  tous

CONJ ART.M.ACC.SG Intaphrenes.M.ACC.SG CONJ ART.M.ACC.PL
paidas autoti kai  tous

child.M.ACC.PL 3SG.M.GEN CONJ ART.M.ACC.PL

atke:ious pdntas, elpidas

domestic.M.ACC.PL allM.ACC.PL suspicion.F.ACC.PL
pollas ékhon meta
many.F.ACC.PL have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG with
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tin syngenéoin=min
ART.M.GEN.PL kinsman.M.GEN.PL-35G.ACC
epibouletiein-hoi epandstasin,
plot.INF.PRES.ACT-35G.DAT rebellion.F.Acc.sG
syllaby:n dé¢  spheas
arrest.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG PTCL 3PL.C.ACC
édese tén epl thandtozi.
bind.AOR.IND.3SG ART.F.ACC.SG on death.M.DAT.SG
‘After (Darius;) found out that (he,) did not do this with them, he;seized
Intaphrenes; himself along with his, children and all his, domestic
staff, since he; had many suspicions that he, was plotting a rebellion
against him; with his, kinsmen. Having imprisoned them, (he;) sen-
tenced them to death.

3.119.2

(4.27) Dative Agent with Passive Verb
7i3n Qv dpBdL Adywt xpewpévwt uéxpt Ilepaog 0pBAs elpntai-pot.
éde: in orthii l3gozi
accordinglyADV PTCL correct.M.DAT.SG reasoning.M.DAT.SG
kfreaiménoi mék"ri Perséos
use.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.DAT.SG up.to Perseus.M.GEN.SG
orthsis eirettai-moi.
correctlyADV say.PERF.IND.MP.35G-1SG.DAT
‘Accordingly, I did reason correctly in claiming (that the Greek record
is) accurate up to Perseus.

6.53.2

In chapters 5 and 6, I argue that elements preceding the host of a clausal
clitic reflect the presence of alternatives. In the examples above, the alternative
semantics characteristic of preposing appears to be absent, which means that
the material preceding the host of the above dative clitics does not occupy a
position high in the left periphery (as preposed elements do). Their position is
determined instead by the category of their host.

In the philological literature, one sometimes encounters disjunctive general-
izations about clitic distribution in Greek, namely that a clausal clitic can either
occur in second position or be hosted by the verb.12 I do not follow this type of

12 E.g Fraenkel ([1933] 1964: 94): “Fiir den genannten Sprachbereich ndmlich gilt ausnahm-
slos die Regel dass &v, wofern es nicht unmittelbar neben das Verbum tritt, dessen Modal-
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generalization for three reasons. First, it is too broad. The behavior observed
above in examples (4.23)—(4.27) is intimately connected with datives, and not
even all datives behave this way. Second, it is vague. I know of no analysis along
these lines that explicitly defines when we should expect a clitic in second posi-
tion or directly after the verb. Finally, it seems to me entirely possible that the
dative is placed directly after the verb to ensure that it is interpreted with its
host as opposed to being interpreted as an adjunct of some other constituent
in the clause. To take (4.27) as illustrative, positioning pot after the verb per-
haps signalled that the pronoun was to be interpreted as an agent and not as a
recipient. If this is the case, it would be a contextually-restricted phenomenon
that is licensed when 2W placement would yield more than one reading for the
dative.

4.6 Summing Up

This chapter opened with an exposition of clitic deficiencies and then offered a
template for clitic domains and the internal ordering of their members.  argued
that scope plays a crucial role in determining both the domain-membership
and surface distribution of clitics, in particular with the distribution of the
particle &v, which cannot be captured under a single generalization. As a
modal quantifier, it occurs second in its domain without regard for the lexical
category of its host. As a domain-widener, however, it has to be hosted by a
relative pronoun or complementizer. We have thus two separate distributional
generalizations, each of which is determined by scope. As a domain-widener,
the scope of dv is restricted to its host, while as a modal quantifier it extends
throughout the clause. The ability of scope to affect the basic 2W distribution
of clausal clitics was also observed for certain narrow-scope operators that do
not admit clausal clitics into their c-command domain as well as for wide-
scope adverbials, which adjoin at least as high as S. These are systematic and
semantically-motivated deviations. Less clear is the propensity of certain dative
pronominal clitics to be hosted by a verb and not in second position. This is a
topic that requires further research.

itét es verdeutlicht, die zweite (beziehungsweise dritte) Stelle des Satzes einnimmt oder
die entsprechende Stelle eines in sich geschlossenes Kolons.” Similar is Janse (1993b: 22):
“(quasi-)enclitics are either placed after the word on which they depend syntactically or
they are placed after the first word of the sentence or a segment thereof, particularly if this
word is a subordinating particle or if it is focalised.”
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CHAPTER 5

Topicalization

With the conceptual foundations under our feet, we turn to the first of the two
preposing constructions, topicalization. Topicalized phrases are characterized
by two surface properties. They are accompanied by either pév or 3¢ and pre-
cede the host of a clausal clitic, as illustrated by the phrase 10-3¢ Bfjua in the
following example from Aristophanes:

(5.1)  [76-0¢ Bijpa] Tirool ypnatpov Eata;

[td-de bé:ma) ti=soi
ART.N.ACC.SG-PTCL rostrum.N.ACC.SG WH.N.NOM.SG=2SG.DAT
khré:simon éstai?

use.N.NOM.SG be.FUT.IND.MID.3SG
‘[As for the rostrum], what use will you have for it?’
AR. Eccl. 677

The interrogative pronoun ti marks the start of the clause (more precisely, the
left edge of the CP), which is in turn followed by the pronominal clitic oot in
canonical second position.! The phrase 16-3¢ ffjua occurs before both of them.
I argue that the following phrase structure underlies this pattern:

(5.2) Topicalization

CPp

/\

NP CP

T0-0¢ Piipa  tl=ool xpnopoy EoTal;

As the NP 16-3¢ Bjpa adjoins to CP, it does not factor into the calculation of
second position for the clausal clitic got. The particle 3¢ has phrasal scope (see
section 4.2) and is therefore hosted inside the preposed phrase. While this
chapter is not devoted to the semantics of uév and 8¢, its analysis does support

1 While I focus on the diagnostic value of pronominal clitics and the modal particle &v in this
chapter, other diagnostics offer similar insights: see, e.g., Devine and Stephens (1999: 56).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_006
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a view of these particles as topic markers (glossed as such already by Garrett
1996: 88, but without argumentation).2

I use the term topicalization to refer to preposed phrases that are not the
focus of their utterance. This definition is thus partly morphosyntactic, partly
information-structural. Topicalization as a construction serves three discourse
functions: as a strategy for answering a sub-QUD (otherwise known as con-
trastive topicalization); to terminate a QUD; and to license new subjects.3

This chapter is organized as follows. Sections 5.1 through 5.4 present the
three main functions of topicalization: contrastive topicalization, QUD-ter-
mination, and the licensing of non-accessible subjects. Section 5.5 then homes
in on the syntax of topicalization and section 5.6 offers concluding thoughts.

Before turning to the analysis itself, I present in Table 5.1 a quantitative
overview of constructions that lead to non-canonical clitic distribution. A TLG
(stephanus.tlg.uci.edu) search of &v in Herodotus’ Histories yields 490 tokens,
10 of which I excluded on textual grounds, and 4 because they are cases of
iteration (Goldstein 2013a), which left 476 tokens. Of these, 397 tokens (.83) are
in canonical second position. For the accusative singular pronoun pw, a TLG
search yields 328 tokens, 5 of which were excluded on textual grounds. Of these,
243 (.75) are in canonical second position. The frequency distribution of the 81
non-canonical examples is presented in Table 5.1.

TABLE 5.1  The Frequency of Non-Canonical Examples of &v and uty

NCTé&v Fi1 Fz2 NCTuwv Fi1 Fz

Topicalization 20 .25 .04 28 .30 .09
Non-Monotonic Focus 28 .34 .06 21 .22 .07
Participial Clause 28 .34 .06 37 .39 .11
Adverbial 7 .08 .01 8 .09 .02

The column headed “NCT &v” indicates the number of sentences in which dv
is not hosted by the first prosodic word of the clause (NCT stands for “non-

2 An adequate analysis would need to account for the role pév and 3¢ play in discourse (e.g., in
a framework such as that of Asher and Lascarides 2003), a task that is beyond the scope of
this investigation.

3 For the functions of preposing in English, see, e.g., Culicover and Rochemont (1983); of topi-
calization specifically, Birner and Ward (1998) and Birner (2004); in archaic Indo-European,
see, e.g., Garrett (1992), Ferraresi (2005), Devine and Stephens (2006).
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canonical tokens”); the column headed “NCT pw” provides the same informa-
tion for pw. F1 is the frequency of the construction among the non-canonical
examples (the number of tokens of the construction divided by the number of
non-canonical tokens). F2 is the frequency of the construction in the Histories
according to the evidence from clitic distribution (the number of tokens of the
construction divided by the number of tokens of the enclitic).

5.1 Contrastive Topics

Before turning to the Greek data, it will be useful to illustrate the basic prop-
erties of contrastive topicalization with an example from English (from Biiring

1997: 66-67):

(5.3) QUD: Who would buy what?
a. [I]cr would buy [The Hotel New Hampshire]y.
b. [Fritz]cr would buy [ The World According to Garp]y.

The QUD Who bought what? cannot be answered with a single proposition, as
we have two buyers (the speaker and Fritz) and two purchases (The Hotel New
Hampshire and The World According to Garp). As this example shows, the QUD
requires a “pair-list” answer, according to which a buyer will be paired with
an object that was bought. Contrastive topicalization is used to shift from one
entry in the list to the next (Biiring 1999: 145). Although we have only meager
access to Greek prosody, it is worth noting that in the English example above
each contrastive topic would be marked with a rising L-H* tone (otherwise
known as the B-contour of Jackendoff 1972). Rising tones are common in non-
conclusive contexts (such as questions) and are thus appropriate here as the
speaker appears to be working through a list, according to which a person—
the contrastive topic—is mapped to an object—the focus (on incompleteness
implicatures in topicalization, see Titov 2013).

As (5.3) illustrates, contrastive topics presuppose two QUDs, a maximal one
with multiple wh-words and a more specific one (with only one interrogative
pronoun). The former must entail the latter (e.g., Aloni et al. 2007: 140):

(5.4) QUD-Structure
Who would buy what? ~ ?xy buy(x,y)
a. What would you buy? ~ ?y buy(you, y)
b. What would Fritz buy? ~ ?y buy(Fritz, y)
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The question Who would buy what? presupposes a domain with more than one
person and the answerhood conditions thus require offering an answer (a focus
value) for each individual in the domain (for the semantics of multiple-wh
questions, see, e.g., Wachowicz 1974, Higginbotham and May 1981, Dayal 1996,
Hagstrom 1998, Boskovi¢ 2001, Grebenyova 2004, Gribanova 2009). Contrastive
topicalization reflects a discourse structure such as that in (5.4), specifically
that the contrastively topicalized utterances answer sub-QUDs, in this case
(5.4.a) and (5.4.b), that are entailed by a higher-order QUD.

Contrastive topics induce alternatives but crucially these alternatives are
separate from those of the focus domain (C. Roberts [1996] 2012: 62). The topic
value of a sentence ([S]¢) denotes a set of a set of propositions, or a set of
questions (Biiring 1997: 66, 1999, 2003):

(5.5) a. Contrastive Topicalization as a Set of Sets of Propositions
{{I would buy War and Peace, I would buy The World According to
Garp, I would buy The Hotel New Hampshire, ...},
{Bolle would buy War and Peace, Bolle would buy The World Accord-
ing to Garp, Bolle would buy The Hotel New Hampshire, ...},
{Fritz would buy War and Peace, Fritz would buy The World Accord-
ing to Garp, Fritz would buy The Hotel New Hampshire, ...},
{Fritz’ brother would buy War and Peace, Fritz’ brother would buy
The World According to Garp, Fritz’ brother would buy The Hotel New
Hampshire, ...}, ...}

b. Contrastive Topicalization as a Set of Questions

{which book would you buy, which book would Bolle buy, which
book would Fritz buy, which book would Fritz’ brother buy ...}

We will see in chapter 6 that focus preposing has a similar effect of inducing
alternatives, although in the focus domain.

Stepping back from the details, we see that contrastive topicalization en-
ables speakers to group utterances together, by signaling that the answer to
the immediate QUD also contributes to a higher-order QUD active in the
discourse (C. Roberts [1996] 2012: 48, 59). This is a significant advantage of the
construction, as discourse is an ordered linear space, in which each move forms
an element in a chain (<m, m, my, ...>). Contrastive topicalization allows a
speaker to distinguish a subset of moves as related and serving a common goal.
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5.2 A Typology of Contrastive Topics

Biiring (1997: 56) offers the following three-way typology of topic types (the
example for contrastive topicalization comes from pages 66—67, however):

(5.6) a. Contrastive Topic (CT)
Who would buy what?
[I]cr would buy [ The Hotel New Hampshire]y.
[Fritz]cp would buy [ The World According to Garp]y.
b. Partial Topic (PT)
What did the popstars wear?
The [female]p; popstars wore [caftans]p.
c. Implicational Topic (IT)
A: Did your wife kiss other men?
B: [My]r wife [didn’t]y kiss other men.

The contrastive topics in example (5.6.a) have already been discussed. In
(5.6.b), the setup is the same as for contrastive topics, but the answer is simply
incomplete. (5.6.c) differs in that B does provide an exhaustive answer to the
question but the topic accent on my suggests that the activity of other wives is
relevant (Biiring 1997: 56).

As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, topicalization in Greek in-
volves not just preposing but also the discourse particles pév and 8¢. We find
three patterns. The first involves the use of pév and 8¢ together. This construc-
tion involves multiple utterances, in the first of which a preposed XP is marked
with pév. In all subsequent utterances (which answer sub-QUDs), the preposed
XP is marked with 3¢. The second and third patterns are truncated versions of
this construction that involve singleton utterances, in which the preposed XP
is marked either with pév or 3¢.

The distribution of the discourse particles in the topicalized phrase is deter-
mined by two factors: the activation status of the higher-order QUD, and the
extent to which it is answered. In the uév-3¢ construction, the higher-order QUD
has been explicitly evoked in the discourse, to which the sum of the uév- and d¢-
marked utterances offers an exhaustive answer. This construction corresponds
to Biiring’s contrastive topic above (as well as the strongly familiar contrastive
topic strategy of Roberts and Roussou 2003). The second construction, char-
acterized by the use of uév without a corresponding 3¢, is simply a truncated
version of the preceding one: the status of the QUD is the same, but the answer
is only partial. In the final construction, a preposed phrase is marked with 3¢,
without a corresponding pév-utterance. The crucial feature of this construc-
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tion is that the higher-order QUD has not been previously introduced into
the Common Ground, but must be constructed on the basis of the utterance
with the 3¢-marked preposed phrase (it can be compared to the weakly famil-
iar contrastive topic strategy of Roberts and Roussou 2003). The answer to the
higher-order QUD is again only partial. The difference between topicalization
constructions with only uév or 3¢ thus lies in the status of the QUD, whether it
has been evoked or is entailed.
Table 5.2 summarizes these three constructions and their properties.

TABLE 5.2 Typology of Topic Marking

Discourse Particles Status of QUD Function

Kév ... 3¢ Evoked Contrastive Topic
uév Evoked Partial Topic
3¢ Entailed Partial Topic

This is of course a fragmentary account of topicalization in Greek because
we can only diagnose these constructions in the presence of particles. How
implicational topics of the type in (5.6.c) are marked in Greek is still an open
question.

5.21  Evoked QUD

We begin with the pév ... 8¢ construction, in which the higher-order QUD is
already present in the discourse when the first sub-QUD is answered. This
class resembles the explicitly-evoked topicalization construction identified by
Birner and Ward (1998):

(5.7)  Explicitly Evoked Set
She had an idea for a project. She’s going to use three groups of mice.
One, she'll feed them; mouse chow, just the regular stuff they make
for mice. Another,, she'll feed them, veggies. And the third, she'll feed
junk food. (Prince 1997: 7)

The set {3 groups of mice} is explicitly established in the first sentence. In the
next three sentences, the referents of the preposed nouns (one, another, and the
third) are each members of this set. The anaphoric relationship between the
preposed elements and the preceding anchor (the phrase three groups of mice)
is a crucial feature of this construction (see Birner and Ward 1998: 19—24).
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To translate this into QUD-terms, the first topicalized phrase (One, she’ll feed
them mouse chow) is an answer to both the higher-order question What food
will she feed to which group? and the entailed sub-QUD What food will she feed
to the first group? In Greek, this type of contrastive topicalization is achieved
with preposing and the use of the discourse particles pév and 3¢. The particle
uév signals two properties of its utterance. The first is that the higher-order
QUD is already present in the discourse (the anaphoric character of uév will
be observed again in section 5.3). The second is that its content answers the
first sub-QUD (which is of course a partial answer to a higher-order QUD).

Since the Histories as a discourse involves answering a host of multiple-wh
questions, examples of contrastive topicalization are not difficult to find. A par-
ticularly clear example of this construction is found in Herodotus’ ethnography
of the Persian empire, where he records that upon ascending the throne Darius
divided his kingdom into twenty satrapies:

(5.8) QUD: What did Darius do as king?
a. Sub-QUD: How did Darius organize the empire?
xataoToog OE TAS dpxds xal dpxovtag Emiotioog ETdEato edpovs of
mpogtéval xata EBved Te wal Tpog Tolat €Bveat Tolg TANTIoYWPEOUS TTPOT-
Taoowy xal UTepPaivewy Tobg TPoTeXEag T EXATTEPW dANOLaL M EBvea

VEUWV.

katasté:sas de  tas
divide.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG PTCL ART.F.ACC.PL

arkhas kai  drk™ntas

dominion.F.ACC.PL CONJ governor.M.ACC.PL

epistéisas, etdksato
appoint.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG instruct.AOR.IND.MID.3SG
phsrous hoi prosiénai kata
tribute.M.ACC.PL 35G.DAT come.in.INF.PRES.ACT according.to
éthned te  kal pris tolsi

nation.N.ACC.PL CONJ CONJ near ART.N.DAT.PL

éthnesi tous pleisiok"5irous
nation.N.DAT.PL ART.M.ACC.PL bordering.M.ACC.PL
prostdssoin kai

attach.to.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG CON]J
hyperbainoin tous
pass.over.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.ACC.PL
prosekas ta hekastéro:
next.to.M.ACC.PL ART.N.ACC.PL fartheroff.N.ACC.PL



128

CHAPTER 5
alloisi dlla éthnea
other.N.DAT.PL other.N.ACC.PL nation.N.ACC.PL
némo:n.

distribute.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

‘After arranging the provinces and setting up governors over them,
(Darius) ordained that tributes be paid to him according to nation
and assigned neighboring peoples to the (main) nations. And, pass-
ing over adjacent peoples (i.e., as he got further away from the center
of the province), (he) distributed the more distant peoples among
the provinces.

3.89.1

. Sub-QUD: How were satrapies and revenue divided?

qpyas O xatl pépwv mpdéaodov TNV éméTetov [xatd Tade |y Stelle.
ark*as dé¢  kai p"romn
province.F.ACC.PL PTCL CON]J tribute.M.GEN.PL
prisodon témn epéteion [kata
revenue.F.ACC.SG ART.F.ACC.SG annual.F.ACC.SG according.to
tddep digile.
PROX.N.ACC.PL divide.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
‘(Darius) divided the provinces and the annual revenue of tributes
[as follows]g’

3.89.2

With the ascent of Darius to the Persian throne at 3.89, anew QUD is introduced
into the discourse, namely What did Darius do? The king divides the empire
into satrapies, each of which is required to pay a tribute. The question of what
each satrapy is to pay is then evoked with (5.8.b). This is the selfsame multiple-
wh QUD that we identified in (5.4), to which Herodotus offers a pair-list answer,
as illustrated by the first entry:

(5.9)

QUD: Who paid what tribute?

Sub-QUD: What did the first satrapy contribute?

[G7d pev 8 Twvewy xal Mayvtwv Tév év Tt Agint xal AloAéwv xat Kopdv
ol Avxiwy xot Midvéwv xai Topgidwv]cr (€ls yap v of tetarypévog odtog
(bpog) Tpoaile TETpaxdTI TEAAVTA dpYLplov.

[apo mén dé:  I5inomn kai  Magné:ton
from pTCL PTCL Ionian.M.GEN.PL CONJ Magnesian.M.GEN.PL
tin en téi Asiei kai

ART.M.GEN.PL in ART.F.DAT.SG Asia.F.DAT.SG CON]
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Ablérn kai  Kardin kai  Lyki»rn
Aeolian.M.GEN.PL CON]J Carian.M.GEN.PL CONJ Lycian.M.GEN.PL
kai  Milyéomn kai  Pamp"ylon]cy

CcON]J Milyan.M.GEN.PL CONJ Pamphylian.M.GEN.PL

(heis gar é&n hoi

one.M.NOM.SG EXPL be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG 3SG.DAT

tetagménos hotitos
assign.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.NOM.SG MED.M.NOM.SG

p'dras) proséiie

tribute.M.NOM.SG come.in.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG

tetrakssia tdlanta argyriou.
fourhundred.N.NOM.PL talent.N.NOM.PL silver.N.GEN.SG

‘[The Ionians, Magnesians of Asia, Aeolians, Carians, Lycians, Milyans,
and Pamphylians]cp (for one tribute was required of them) paid a
revenue of four hundred talents of silver’

3.90.1

The sentence opens with a prepositional phrase identifying the satrapy, which
is followed by the amount of the tribute. The particle uév signals that this
satrapy belongs to a set of satrapies that are under discussion. While this
example has no clausal clitic to demonstrate the preposed status of the initial
prepositional phrase (for other examples of this sort, see, e.g., 1.211.3, 2.82—2.84,
7.86.1-7.86.2), elsewhere we do have this evidence:

(5.10) QUD: Who paid what tribute?
Sub-QUD: What did the ninth satrapy contribute?
[Gm6 BafuAdvog-8¢ xal Tijg Aotmiis Agouping]cr xiAld=ot mpoaijle TdAavTa
dpyvplov xal Taideg Extopiat TEVTANXOTIOL.

[ap> Babyl5nos-dé kali  tés bipés

from Babylon.F.GEN.SG-PTCL CONJ ART.F.GEN.SG rest.F.GEN.SG
Assyrie:s]cr khilid=hoi

Assyria.F.GEN.SG thousand.N.NOM.PL-3SG.DAT

proséiie tdlanta argyriou kai
come.in.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG talent.N.NOM.PL silver.N.GEN.SG CON]J
paides ektomiai pentak3sioL.

boy.M.NOM.PL castrated.M.NOM.PL five.hundred.M.NOM.PL
‘[From Babylon and the rest of Assyria]., a thousand talents of silver
came in to him and five hundred castrated boys!

3.92.1
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Thus we see that topicalization combined with the discourse particles uév and
3¢ semantically denotes a set of a set of propositions (the values of the tributes
do not correspond to those in the actual examples above, but are merely for
illustration):

(5.11) {{Satrapy 1 contributed 1000 talents of silver, Satrapy 1 contributed
2000 talents of silver ...}, {Satrapy 2 contributed 1500 talents of silver,
Satrapy 2 contributed 1700 talents of silver ...}, {Satrapy 3 contributed
500 talents of silver, Satrapy 3 contributed 2500 talents of silver ...} ...}.

It has to be noted that topicalization is not necessary to achieve this type of
semantics, as it does not appear to be the case that Herodotus topicalizes the
satrapy phrase in each entry.

The following two examples further illustrate uév ... 3¢ contrastive topical-
ization. They are of particular interest because Herodotus actually reports the
QUD:

(5.12) a. émeite 3¢ dmd Seimvov Hoay, elpetd opeag 6 KOpog xbtepa & Tht mpote-
paint elyov 1) T TopebvTa oL €ly) aipeTwTEPOL.
epeite dé  apd deipnou éisan,
when.coMP PTCL from dinner.N.GEN.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
eirets speas ho
ask.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG 3PL.C.ACC ART.M.NOM.SG
Kjiros katera ta téi
Cyrus.M.NOM.SG whether.COMP REL.N.ACC.PL ART.F.DAT.SG
proteraieii eikton & ta
previous.F.DAT.SG have.IMPF.IND.3PL DIS] ART.N.NOM.PL
pareinta sphi
present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL 3PL.DAT
ele: haireti:tera.
be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG preferable.N.NOM.PL
‘When they were done with dinner, Cyrus asked them whether what
they had the day before or were having now was preferable to them.

1.126.3

b. QUD: Which was preferable, yesterday’s meal or today’s?
ot 3¢ Epaay TOANSY elvarl adTEWY TO pEToV. [TNHV-U&v-ydp ToTéPNV Tjié-
PNY] o TdVTOEaQL )oed Eyew. [Tv-8€ Téte Tapeodaa o TdvTa dryabd.
hoi de  éptasan polbon
3PL.M.NOM PTCL say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL much.N.ACC.SG
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einai autéon (5]
be.INF.PRES.ACT 3PL.N.GEN ART.N.ACC.SG
méson. [tézn-mén-gar
difference.ART.N.ACC.SG. ART.F.ACC.SG-PTCL-EXPL
protérem heiméremn|)cr pdntassphi
previous.F.ACC.SG day.F.ACC.SG everything.N.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT
kaka éklein. [tén-de tite
bad.N.ACC.PL have.INF.PRES.ACT ART.F.ACC.SG-PTCL then.ADV
pareotisan]cr pdnta
present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.SG everything.N.ACC.PL
agat*d.
g00d.N.ACC.PL
‘They said that the difference between them was considerable. [For
on the previous day]cr, everything was bad for them. [During the
present (day)]cr, however, everything (has been) good.

1.126.4

The particle pév reflects the presence of a higher-order QUD (the king’s ques-
tion), which entails both sub-QUDs as well as initiates the answer sequence.

In the following example, the Lydian king Croesus asks Adrastus, who is
indebted to the king, to accompany his son on a hunting expedition. Adrastus
replies:

(5.13) QUD: Will you accompany my son on this hunting expedition?
a. QUD: Under other circumstances?
@ Baoed, [8Mwgpév]cr Fywye-8v odx o £ 8eblov Totévde.

3 basilei [@llo:s=mén]cr

voc.PTCL king.M.voC.SG otherwise.ADV-PTCL
égoi-ge-an ouk éia &s
1SG.NOM.PTCL-MOD NEG g0.IMPF.IND.ACT.1SG into
dethlon toidnde.

arena.N.ACC.SG such.N.ACC.SG
‘O King, [under other circumstances]r, I at least would not go into
such an arena.

1.42.1
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b. QUD: Under the current circumstances?
[vOV=8€]cr, émeite o omeddelg ol Sel Tol yopileabat (opeilw ydp ce
aueifeadar ypnotoiat), motéew eipl Etoipog tadta. maida e gov, TOV
Staxeheveal QUAATTELY, ATpova To GuAdTToVTOS Evexey Tpoadoxa Tol
GTTOVOTTITEW.

[gn-dé]cr,  epeite sy speudeis
NOW.ADV-PTCL since.COMP 2SG.NOM urge.PRES.IND.ACT.25G
kai  dei toi

CON]J be.necessary.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG 2SG.DAT
k'arizdesthai (op'eilo: gar se
please.INF.PRES.MP Owe.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG EXPL 25G.ACC
ameibesthai kfrexstolsi), poigein
return.INF.PRES.MP good.N.DAT.PL d0.INF.PRES.ACT

eimi hétaimos taiita.
be.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG ready.M.NOM.SG MED.N.ACC.PL
paida te sdn, tn

SON.M.ACC.SG CONJ yOUL.M.ACC.SG REL.M.ACC.SG
diakeleteai plyldssein,

order.PRES.IND.MP.2SG protect.INF.PRES.ACT

apéimona totl

unharmed.C.ACC.SG ART.M.GEN.SG

pyldssontos heineken
protect.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG because.of

prosdika toi  aponostésein.

expect.IMPV.PRES.ACT.2SG PTCL return.INF.FUT.ACT

‘But [now]cr, since you are eager and I must please you (for I am
obliged to repay you with good service), I am ready to do this, and
your son, whom you order me to to protect, expect him to return
unharmed, thanks to his guard.

1.42.2

The uév- and d¢-utterances together offer an exhaustive answer to the higher-
order QUD.

5.2.2  Partial Topic

Contrastive topics marked exclusively with uév (known as pév-solitarium, see
Denniston 1954: 381-384) are truncated versions of the construction in the
preceding section. As there is no corresponding 3¢ utterance, the pév-utterance
offers only a partial answer to the QUD:
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(5.14) QUD: How many ships could the Aeginetans ward off?
ABvaior pév obtw yevéabar Aéyouat, Alywijtan 8¢ ob puijt wi dmicéadat
ABvaiovs. [piov=pév-ydp xal OAlywt TAeOVag Mifg] e, xal €l ot pm ETuyov
ool véeg, amapdvacbal-av edTeETéEWS. AMA [TOALaL Yot ] EmLmAgeLy
oL Eml TV xpyv. ool 8¢ ot elfat xal 00 Stavavporyfioat.

Atheinaioi mén  houtr:  genést'ai
Athenian.M.NOM.PL PTCL thus.ADV happen.INF.AOR.MID
légousi, Aiginéitai dé  ou
say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL Aeginetan.M.NOM.PL PTCL NEG

migi nei apikéstai

one.F.DAT.SG ship.F.DAT.SG arrive.INF.AOR.MID

Athemnaious. [mian-mén-gar kai  oligo:i
Athenian.M.ACC.PL. 0ne.F.ACC.SG-PTCL-EXPL CON]J little.N.DAT.SG
pletinas migs]cr, kai el sphi mé:
more.F.ACC.PL One.F.GEN.SG even.ADV if.COMP 3PL.DAT NEG
étyk"on eatisai

happen.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.PL

nées, apamynasthai-an eupetéas. alla
ship.F.NOM.PL ward.off INF.AOR.MID-MOD easily.ADV but
[pollé:isi nexysi|p epipléein sphi
many.F.DAT.PL ship.F.DAT.PL sail.against.INF.PRES.ACT 3PL.DAT
epl  tén k"remn. autol de  sphi
upon ART.F.ACC.SG land.F.ACC.SG. 3PL.M.NOM PTCL 3PL.DAT
eiksai kai ou  dianaumakhésai.

yield.INF.AOR.ACT even.ADV NEG fight.at.sea.INF.AOR.ACT
‘Athenians say that it happened thus, but Aeginetans say that the
Athenians did not arrive in one ship. [For one ship and somewhat
more than one]cr, they could easily have warded off, even if they didn’t
happen to have (any) ships. In fact, they attacked their coast [with
many ships]p. They yielded to them even without a sea battle.

5.86.1

In the first sentence, the phrase uijt wi evokes the set {ships}. In the following
sentence, we have the contrastive topic piov xai oAtywt mAedvag uiiig, which is
marked with pév. This has the same semantics as the contrastive topicalization
examples in the preceding section: it provides a partial answer to a question
like How many ships could the Aeginetans ward off ? Implicature obviates the
need for a complement 3¢-utterance. The scalar implicature (via the Maxim
of Quantity) of this question supplies the rest of the answer: anything beyond
SAlywt mAedvag uifis the Aeginetans would not have been able to ward off.
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5.2.3 Entailed QUD
Just as a contrastive topic can be marked exclusively with pév, so too can
it be marked exclusively with d¢. Contrastive topics marked solely with 3¢
reflect a different discourse context: the two-tiered QUD that characterized the
examples in section 5.1 has not been previously evoked in the discourse, but is
rather triggered by the use of the 3¢-marked contrastive topic itself.

Before considering the Greek examples, it will again be useful to begin with
more familiar territory:

(5.15) Inferred set
This I don't call cooking, when you go in that refrigerator and get some
beans and drop them in a pot. And TV dinners, they go stick them; in
a pot and she says she cooked. This is not cooking. (Prince 1997: 7)

Birner and Ward (1998) refer to this type of construction as inferred-set topi-
calization. In their framework, the preposed noun phrase TV dinners signals
the membership of the referent in a contextually-relevant set. But since there
is no explicitly evoked set, the hearer has to pair the preposed entity with a
previously-mentioned referent (here, beans), and construct a set to which they
both belong ({ x | x is a food whose preparation does not constitute cooking}).
In contrast to example (5.7), where the set containing the three groups of mice
was explicitly evoked, in (5.15) the addressee has to build the set.

Another way to state this insight is to say that in the inferred-topic construc-
tion a second-order QUD has not been established at the time of topicalization,
but is nevertheless entailed by the discourse. Consider the following examples
from Herodotus’ discussion of Egyptian religious observances:

(5.16) QUD: What are the religious customs of the Egyptians?
a. Sub-QUD: What benefits do they receive?

olite Tt yap TV olxyiwy tpifovat olte Samavdvral, GMA xal attio ot
0Tt lpd eaabueva. xal Xpe@V Botwv xal xnvéwy TATBOS Tl ExdaTwt
yiveton ToASY Npépng Exdotys. didotan 8¢ ot xal olvog dpmévo.
ou-te ti gar tin atkeriomn
NEG-CON]J INDF.N.ACC.SG EXPL ART.N.GEN.PL OWN.N.GEN.PL
tribousi Ju-te dapan3:ntai,
consume.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL NEG-CON]J spend.PRES.IND.MP.3PL
alla kai sitia sphi esti
but even.ADV bread.N.NOM.PL 3PL.DAT be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
hira pessdmena. kai
sacred.N.NOM.PL cook.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.NOM.PL CON]J
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(517) a

kres:in baéan kai  khemnéon
flesh.N.GEN.PL COW.N.GEN.PL CONJ goose.N.GEN.PL
pl&thss ti hekdsto:i
quantity.N.NOM.SG INDF.N.NOM.SG each.M.DAT.SG
ginetai polbn hexmére:s
become.PRES.IND.MP.3SG much.N.NOM.SG day.F.GEN.SG
hekdste:s. didotai dé  sphi kai

each.F.GEN.SG give.PRES.IND.MP.3SG PTCL 3PL.DAT also.ADV
ainos ampélinos.
wine.M.NOM.SG belonging.to.vine.M.NOM.SG
‘They neither consume nor spend any of their own (private) re-
sources on their living expenses, but even bread, which is sacred,
is cooked for them, and every day they each get a sizable quantity of
beef and goose. Wine from the vine is also given to them.

2.37.4

. Sub-QUD: What meat do they eat?

Sub-Sub-QUD: Do they eat fish?
[1xB0wv=8¢]cy [0l]proqt EEeatt Thoaobat.

[ikhthyom-dg]cr [otl]p=sp™i éksesti
fish.M.GEN.PL-PTCL NEG-3PL.DAT be.allowed.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
pdsasttai.

eat.INF.AOR.MID
‘[Fish]¢cr, however, they are [not] allowed to eat!
2374

QUD: When do they eat the rest of the pork?

\ o

. . . o T
Ta 3¢ &M wpéa [arTéovTal v THL TavaeA VL v Tt &v Ta tpa Bdwawv]p.

ta de  dlla kréa

ART.N.ACC.PL PTCL N.ACC.PL flesh.N.ACC.PL

[sitéontai en téi panselénoi en
eat.PRES.IND.MP.3PL in ART.F.DAT.SG full. moon.F.DAT.SG in
téi an ta hira

ART.F.DAT.SG MOD ART.N.ACC.PL sacred.N.ACC.PL

thyoisin]p.

sacrifice.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3PL

‘The remaining meat they eat on the night of the full moon when-
ever they make sacrifice!

2.47.3
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b. Sub-QUD: Do they eat the pork on another day?
[(&v &M1),~3€ Nuépnt] e [oUx=&v €Tt YevaalaTo]y.

[(en alle) ~de hexméred]cr [ouk-an  éti
on otherF.DAT.SG-PTCL day.F.DAT.SG NEG-MOD yet.ADV
geusaiato]p.

taste.AOR.OPT.MID.3PL
‘(On another day] ¢, they [wouldn’t even taste it].
2473

In both of these examples, we have contrastive topicalization, but in contrast
to the examples in section 5.2.1 only one of the contrastive topics is preposed.
This is a result of the discourse structure: the sub-QUD that is answered with
contrastive topicalization is inferred from the preceding sentence and has not
been explicitly evoked.

The two examples above provide concrete illustrations of these properties.
In example (5.16.a), Herodotus is discussing the benefits of Egyptian religious
life and the information given contributes to a question such as What benefits
do they receive? That sizable quantities of beef and goose are provided in turn
raises the question of What meat do they eat? We already have a partial answer
to this question (namely, beef and goose), and we are given further information
in (516.b): they are not allowed to eat fish. Fish then stands in contrast to
beef and goose. The question What meat do they eat? has not, however, been
exhaustively answered.

Example (5.17) also comes from Herodotus’ exposé of Egyptian religion. He
has just explained that when Egyptians sacrifice pigs certain parts of the animal
are consigned to the fire. The QUD in (5.17.a) then asks about the other parts of
the animal. The answer is that they consume the rest during the sacrifice at the
time of the full moon. Example (5.17.b) then takes up the question of whether
there are other days on which they eat the pork. The goal of the discourse is not
to exhaustively map all the parts of the pig to all the times on which they are
consumed (hence a QUD such as When do they eat what parts of the pig? is not
evoked). Rather the aim is to say that the parts that are not thrown to the fire
are eaten during a full moon and not on other days.

5.2.4  Entailed QUD versus High Adverbials

In section 4.4.3 above, I presented evidence that adverbials that adjoin to S/CP
stand outside of the second-position domain of clausal clitics. There are cases
in which it is difficult to discern whether a clitic is postponed by a high-
adjoined adverbial or a topicalized phrase:
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(5.18) a.

Aprotarybpng 3¢ odx elye v Umboxeoy AL Aptappévei éxteréoal.
[Bua=0¢ | emielé-pv 1) Samtdivy TG oTpaTIiiS dmatTteopéVY), Gppadee Te Tod
otpartod mpnEavtog xaxds xat MeyaBdt SiafefAnuévos.

Aristagdre:s de  ouk eikhe
Aristagoras.M.NOM.SG PTCL NEG have.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G
tén hyp3sk*esin 31

ART.F.ACC.SG promise.F.ACC.SG ART.M.DAT.SG
Artaphrénei ektelésai.

Artaphrenes.M.DAT.SG fulfillLINF.AOR.ACT

[hdma=de] eplezdé-min
simultaneously.ADV=PTCL press.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG=35SG.ACC
he: dapdne: téis stratié:s
ART.F.NOM.SG COSt.F.NOM.SG ART.F.GEN.SG army.F.GEN.SG
apaiteoméne:, arrd:deé

demand.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.NOM.SG dread.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
te toti stratoli
CON]J ART.M.GEN.SG army.M.GEN.SG

préksantos kak3:s kai
fare.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG badly.ADV CONJ
Megabdte:i diabeblezménos.

Megabates.M.DAT.SG be.at.odds.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.NOM.SG
‘Aristagoras was unable to fulfill his promise to Artaphrenes. At
the same time, the cost of the army was draining him, and he was
afraid because the army had fared badly and he was at odds with
Megabates.

5351

. mapfioay B¢ peta Tobto of Audol @épovteg TOV vexpdv. [8miabe-d¢]

elmeTé-0l O povels.

paréisan dé¢  meta toiito
be.present.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL PTCL after MED.N.ACC.SG

hoi Lydbi

ART.M.NOM.PL Lydian.M.NOM.PL

plérontes tn nekrin.
carry.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL ART.M.ACC.SG COIPSe.M.ACC.SG
[Spisthe=de] heipets-hoi

from.behind.ADV-PTCL follow.IMPF.IND.MP.35G=3SG.DAT

ho ploneus.

ART.M.NOM.SG murderer.M.NOM.SG
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‘The Lydians showed up after this with the corpse. From behind, the
murderer was following him.
1.45.1

c. [moM@v d¢ elvexa] ob povelaw-py, xal 8Tt adTAL POl TUYYEVNS €TTL &
Tolg xal 8Tt AaTudyng pév EaTt Yépwy xal dmaig £paevog yévou.
[poll5in dé  heineka]l ou
many.N.GEN.PL PTCL because.of NEG
plonetisoi-min, kai  hiti
kilLFUT.IND.ACT.1SG#3SG.ACC CON]J because.COMP
autdi moi syngené:s esti
selfM.DAT.SG 1SG.DAT related.M.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
ho pais kai  hoti
ART.M.NOM.SG child.M.NOM.SG CONJ because.coMP
Astydge:s mén  esti géromn
Astyages.M.NOM.SG PTCL be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG 0ld.M.NOM.SG
kai  dpais €rsenas gonou.
conNJ childless.c.NOM.SG male.M.GEN.SG offspring.M.GEN.SG
‘[On account of many (reasons)] I will not kill him, both because the
child is related to me, and because Astyages is old and lacks male
offspring’

1.109.3

The question of which construction we have can only be answered by the con-
text, that is, whether or not the alternative semantics of contrastive topicaliza-
tion is present. Very little is required from context for the necessary QUD. Every
eventive sentence, for instance, comes with intrinsic spatio-temporal proper-
ties. So contrastive topics involving time, as in (5.18.a), or space, as in (5.18.b),
are, I presume, always available. It may well be the case that adverbials with 3¢
are in fact preposed, while those without are simply adjoined high in the clause.
I leave this question for future research (see Birner and Ward 1998 generally for
the differences between the preposing of arguments and non-arguments).

5.2.5  Verb Preposing

Verb preposing is rare in my corpus (Mati¢ 2003: 581 cites further examples;
for verb-initial clauses in Greek generally, see Recht 2015; and for archaic Indo-
European generally, see Holland 1980: 32—85), but in the following example it
appears to be used to shift between members of a set of events:
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(5.19) a. QUD: What happened to Cimon Coalemus?
xal pv dvedduevov Thol adtitat inmotat Gy "OAvpmiada xatélafe
amofavety Vo Tév IetgioTpdTon Taidwy, odxéTt TMEpLedvTog adTod Ilet-

alTTPATOV.

kai  min aneldmenon téusi

CON]J 3SG.ACC take.up.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.ACC.SG ART.F.DAT.PL
auté:isi hippoisi dllemn

same.F.DAT.PL horse.F.DAT.PL other.F.ACC.SG

Olympidda katélabe apathanein
Olympiad.r.Acc.sG befallAOR.IND.ACT.3SG die.INF.AOR.ACT
hyps tiin Peisistratou paido:n,

by ART.M.GEN.PL Peisistratus.M.GEN.SG SONn.M.GEN.PL
ouk-€ti perieintos

NEG-stilLADV be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG

autail Peisistrdtou.

self M.GEN.SG Peisistratus.M.GEN.SG

‘And after he (= Cimon Coalemus) won another Olympiad with the

same horses, it befell (him) to die at the hands of the sons of the

Peisistratids, although Peisistratus himself was no longer alive.
6.103.3

b. QUD: What happened to Cimon Coalemus?
Sub-QUD: How did they kill him?
[telvouat=d¢]cr obtol-uv xatd t& mputooy vuxtdg Omeloavtes dv-

dpa.

[kteinousi=de]cr hotitoizmin kata
kilLPRES.IND.ACT.3PL-PTCL MED.M.NOM.PL-3SG.ACC at
) prytanéiion nyktds

ART.N.ACC.SG Prytaneum.N.ACC.SG night.F.GEN.SG
hypeisantes dndras.

place.secretly.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL man.M.ACC.PL
‘They [killed]cr him at the Prytaneum at night, having placed men
in ambush.

6.103.3

c. QUD: What happened to Cimon Coalemus?
Sub-QUD: Where did they bury him?
[TébamTar-3¢]p Kipwy mpo tod dateog, mépny tiig Atd Koidng xadeopuévng
6300,
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[téthaptai=de] oy Kimoin pro
bury.PERF.IND.MP.38G-PTCL Cimon.M.NOM.SG in.front.of
toii dsteos, péremn tes Dia
ART.N.GEN.SG tOWN.N.GEN.SG across ART.F.GEN.SG through
Koile:s kaleoméne:s hodoii.
hollow.F.GEN.SG call.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.GEN.SG road.F.GEN.SG
‘Cimon [has been buried] in front of the town, on the other side of
the road called “Through (the) Hollow.”’

6.103.3

Contrastive topicalization is used in these examples to highlight particular

events, the killing and burial, which are members of the set of events that

constitute the end of Cimon’s life.

53

QUD Termination

Topicalization can also be used to mark the boundary of a QUD in discourse
(cf. Velleman et al. 2012). This construction is characterized by an anaphoric
expression and the particle pév:

(5.20)

QUD Termination: Preposed Pronouns

. QUD: What evened the score for the Greeks?

[tadta pev 3 ]py, oot mpos Toaagr yevéoau.

[taiita mén  de]y,, isa pris
MED.N.ACC.PL PTCL PTCL equal.N.ACC.PL to
isazsphi genésthai.

equal.N.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT become.INF.AOR.MID
‘[These things]y,, then, evened the score for them (= the Greeks).

1.2.1

. QUD: What do the Persians and Phoenicians say?

[TadTor pev vuv |, TlEpoa Te xal Potvixeg Aeyovot.

[taiita mén nyn|y, Pérsai te  kai
MED.N.ACC.PL PTCL PTCL Persian.M.NOM.PL CONJ CON]J
Phyinikes légousi.

Phoenician.M.NOM.PL say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL
‘[ This]y,, then, is what the Persians and Phoenicians say.
1.5.3
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c. QUD: What do they consider the most fortunate death?
[TadTat pev],, T& OABIOTATAZTPL VEVOTTAL.

[taiita mén]r,, ta
MED.N.ACC.PL PTCL ART.N.ACC.PL
olbis:tatd-sphi nendmistai.

most.fortunate.N.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT consider.PERF.IND.MP.3SG
‘[This],p, then, is considered by them the most fortunate
(death).

1.216.3

d. QUD: What did Cleisthenes do to Adrastus?
[TadTat pev],, € "AdpNaTSV-0i EMETOY TO.

[taiita ménly,, s Adreistdn-hoi
MED.N.ACC.PL PTCL into Adrastus.M.ACC.SG=3SG.DAT
gpepalieito.

do.PLPF.IND.MP.3SG
‘[This],p, then, is what he had carried out against Adrastus.
5.68.1

e. QUD: What are Persian kings called in Greek?
Stvartan 8¢ xatd ‘EMESa yAdooay tadta t& odvéparta, Aapelog £p&ivg,
Bépbng dapntog, Aptoképbng uéyas dpntog. [tottoug pév 8 todg Paat-
Aag]r,, GOe-8v 6pBG xatd YAGaoay Tv cpeTépny "ENves xodéotev.

dynatai dé¢  kata Hellada
mean.PRES.IND.MP.3SG PTCL in  Greek.F.ACC.SG

gloissan tatita ta

language.F.ACC.SG MED.N.NOM.PL ART.N.NOM.PL

oundmata, Dareios erksie:s,

name.N.NOM.PL Darius.M.NOM.SG achiever.M.NOM.SG
Ksérkse:s aré:ios, Artoksérkse:s
Xerxes.M.NOM.SG warlike. M.NOM.SG Artaxerxes.M.NOM.SG
mégas aré:ios. [totitous-mén=dé:
great.M.NOM.SG warlike.M.NOM.SG. MED.M.ACC.PL-PTCL-PTCL
tous basiléas]r,, h3:de-an ort"s:s kata
ART.M.ACC.PL king.M.ACC.PL thus.ADV-MOD rightlyADV in
glissan temn spletéremn
language.F.ACC.SG ART.F.ACC.SG REFL.3PL.F.ACC

Hélle:nes kaléaien.

Greek.M.NOM.PL call.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL
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‘In Greek these names have meaning: Darius is ‘achiever, Xerxes
is ‘warlike,” and Artaxerxes is ‘very warlike.* [These kings]Top, the
Greeks would rightly call thus in their own language.

6.98.3

QUD: What happened on Sicily?
[T pev] o &m0 ixeAing Tooadran
[ta men|r,, apd  Sikelie:s tosaiita.
ART.N.NOM.PL PTCL from Sicily.F.GEN.SG so.much.N.NOM.PL
‘[So much]y,, then, happened on Sicily.

71681

. QUD: How large was Xerxes’ army?

[obtog pev 3], ToD guvdmavTog Tod EépEew oTpatebpaTog dplduss.
[hotitos mén  de]y,, toi syndpantas
MED.M.NOM.SG PTCL PTCL ART.N.GEN.SG entire.N.GEN.SG

toii Ksérkseo: strateumatos
ART.N.GEN.SG Xerxes.M.GEN.SG army.N.GEN.SG
arithm3s.

number.M.NOM.SG
‘[ This]y,y, then, is the number of the entire force of Xerxes!
7187.1

. QUD: What did they say?

MG [TodTopev] r,, xai [pOévet]p=8v elmotev.

alla [tatitasmén ]y, kai [p"th3nozi]=an
but MED.N.ACC.PL-PTCL even.ADV jealousy.M.DAT.SG-MOD
eipoien.

Say.AOR.OPT.ACT.3PL
‘But [this]y,, they may have even said [out of jealousy].
9.71.4

4 The Old Persian names are darayavahu- ‘upholder of good’; xsayarsan- ‘hero among rulers’;

artaxsaca- ‘he who rules by truth.
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(5.21) QUD Termination: Preposed Nouns

a. QUD: What are their sacrificial rituals?
[Buaiat uév vuv]y,, abtal-opt xateotéaat.
[thysiai mén nyn|y, haitaizsphi
sacrifice.F.NOM.PL PTCL PTCL MED.F.NOM.PL-3PL.DAT
katestéasi.
be.set.PERF.IND.ACT.3PL
‘[The sacrificial rituals]Top, then, are these.

4.63.1

b. QUD: What was prophesied to them?
[T& p&v xpnompIt] 1o, TDTA=0PL EXPYTEM.

[ta mén  khresstéirialy,,
ART.N.NOM.PL PTCL prophecy.N.NOM.PL
taiitassp™i eklrésther.

MED.N.NOM.PL-3PL.DAT prophesy.AOR.IND.PASS.35G
‘[The prophecies]y,, that were prophesied to them were, then,
these

9.94.1

This construction canonically takes two forms. In the first, which is illustrated
in (5.20), the preposed phrase refers anaphorically to the discourse topic, which
the utterance brings to a close. In the second, illustrated in (5.21), the preposed
phrase contains a noun, which binds a pronoun in the main clause. The pre-
posed phrase is always marked by uév, which is at times complemented by vuv
or 91 (I leave for future research the difference in discourse function between
the two). I have attempted to capture the concluding nature of this construc-
tion with then in the translation. This construction may also be characteristic
of written discourse, as, e.g., Traugott and Dasher (2002: 194-195) note that
episode-marking is a feature of higher-register discourse.
There is at least one example that deviates from these two patterns:

(5.22) QUD: How did he honor Megabazus?
[€v pev 3 Iepaniat] r,, TodTd=puy elmog etipa. téte Oe adToV Omehme oTpar-
TNYOV ExovTa TG oTPaTIHG THS £wutod dxtw uuptddag.

[en-mén-dé:  Pérseuisi]y,, tatitda-min
in-PTCL-PTCL Persian.M.DAT.PL MED.N.NOM.PL-35G.ACC
eipas gtima. tite

say.PTCP.AOR.ACT.NOM.SG honor.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG then.ADV
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dé¢  auton hypélipe
PTCL 3SG.M.ACC leave.behind.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
strateigon ékonta
commander.M.ACC.SG hold.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG
tés stratié:s tés heowtoi
ART.F.GEN.SG army.F.GEN.SG ART.F.GEN.SG REFL.35G.M.GEN
oktd: myriddas.
eight ten.thousand.F.Acc.pPL
‘[Among the Persians]y,, he; (= Darius) honored him, (= Megabazus)
by saying these things. At that point he, left him, behind as his com-
mander, at the head of eighty thousand of his army.

41433

Earlier in section 4.143 Herodotus mentions that Darius had once honored
Megabazus among the Persians. Example (5.22) follows on the exposition of
how Darius praised him, which is used to conclude the episode. The second
sentence in (5.22) both moves the narrative forward temporally and moves on
to a new topic.

5.4 Licensing Subjects

It is well known that the status of a referent in discourse can affect both the
type of expression used to describe it, such as an indefinite noun phrase for
unfamiliar entities and a definite description for known ones, as well as the
syntactic structure of the clause. This section illustrates how the discourse
status of subject phrases can trigger preposing.

This section differs from the preceding ones in two crucial aspects. First, it
is concerned exclusively with the preposing of subjects. Second, the alternative
semantics observed in the constructions above are not present in this class
of examples. Instead, topicalization is used to license subjects. The preposed
subject phrase standardly co-occurs with 3¢.

5.4.1  Discourse-New Subjects

It has long been recognized that discourse-new referents tend to be non-
definite and non-subjects, e.g., Lambrecht (1994: 184-191): “Do not introduce
a referent and talk about it in the same clause” (cf. Du Bois 1987, Ariel 2008: 57,
H. Dik 1995: 19—20, 26). Prince (1997) argues that topicalization can be used to
introduce discourse-new subjects in English, as in the following example:
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(5.23) It'ssupposed to be such a great deal. The guy,, when he, came over and
asked if I wanted a route, he made it sound so great. Seven dollars a
week for hardly any work. And then you find out the guy told you a
bunch of lies. (Prince 1997: 4)

We find the same pattern in the following Greek examples, which all feature
discourse-new definite subjects. These are are standardly marked with 8¢ (and
never by uév):

(5.24) a. Sub-QUD: What did Darius do to the traitors?
gmelte O¢ é&épabe wg od adv éxelvolat ey Tadta Temomuws, EAafe adTév
Te Tov Tvtagpévea xat Todg maidag avtod xal Todg olxyiovg mavtag, EAmi-
Sag TOMAG EYwV UETA TGV TUYYEVEWV=IV ETIBOVAEVELY Ol EMAVATTATY.
auMaPwv 3¢ apéag Edvae T Emt BavdTwL.
epeite dé¢  eksémathe hos ou
after.coMP PTCL find.out.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG that.CcCOMP NEG
syn  ekeinoisi ele: taiita
with DIST.M.DAT.PL be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG MED.N.ACC.PL
pepoigik3:s, élabe
do.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG seize.AOR.IND.ACT.35G
autin te  tn Intap"rénea kai
35G.M.ACC CONJ ART.M.ACC.SG Intaphrenes.M.ACC.SG CON]J
tous paidas autoli kai  tous
ART.M.ACC.PL child.M.ACC.PL 35G.M.GEN CONJ ART.M.ACC.PL
otke:ious pdntas, elpidas
domestic.M.ACC.PL allM.ACC.PL suspicion.F.ACC.PL
pollas ékhan meta
many.F.ACC.PL have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG with
tin syngenéain-min epibouleuiein
ART.M.GEN.PL kinsman.M.GEN.PL-3SG.ACC plot.INF.PRES.ACT
hoi epandstasin. syllabi:n
3SG.DAT rebellion.F.ACC.SG arrest.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
dé  sphéas édeise témn epi
PTCL 3PL.C.ACC bind.AOR.IND.3SG ART.F.ACC.SG to
thandto:i.
death.M.DAT.SG
‘After (Darius,) found out that (he;) did not do this with them, he,
seized Intaphrenes, himself along with his, children and all his,
domestic staff, since he,had many suspicions that he, was plotting a
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rebellion against him, with his; kinsmen. Having imprisoned them,
(he;) sentenced them to death
3.119.2

b. Sub-QUD: How did the wife of Intaphrenes react?
[ O yuw) o Tvtappéveos ]y, [sportdon émi tag Bvpag Tod Baotiéos]
xhaieauev-av xal GdvpETKETO.

[he: dé¢  gyné: todl

ART.F.NOM.SG PTCL wife.F.NOM.SG ART.M.GEN.SG
Intap”réneas]ry, [sphoitiisa epi
Intaphrenes.M.GEN.SG come.to.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG to
tas tras ot basiléas]
ART.F.ACC.PL dOOL.F.ACC.PL ART.M.GEN.SG king.M.GEN.SG
klaiesken-an kai  odyrésketo.

weep.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG-MOD CONJ wail.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G
‘[The wife of Intaphrenes],,, hanging around the doors of the king,
used to weep and wail.

3.119.3

Intaphrenes and his children and staff are mentioned in (5.24.a), but his wife is

mentioned for the first time in the following sentence, example (5.24.b). Since
she is new to the discourse and the noun phrase ¥ 8¢ yvwr) 100 Tvtagpéveos is a
subject, it is preposed, just as the subject in (5.23) is.

The following example comes at the end of a reply by Artabanus to Xerxes’
question of whether his army is in need of further forces. After explaining that
his army does not lack anything, he closes with a generic statement that advises

caution:

(5.25) Sub-QUD: What would a real man do?

[ 6y p=0¢ ] 1,,, 0¥ Te=8v €l dpLoTog, el ovAeudpuevog pev dppwdeol, mav EmiAe-
Yéuevos meigeadat xpijua, €v 3¢ Tét Epywt Bpaais iy

[ané:r=de] houtoi-an ele:

man.M.NOM.SG-PTCL thus.ADV-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.35G
aristos, &l boulsudmenos mén
excellent.M.NOM.SG if.COMP plan.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG PTCL
arra:déai, pdan

be.timid.PRES.OPT.ACT.35G all.N.ACC.SG

epilegdmenos peisesthai

consider.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG suffer.INF.FUT.ACT
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khr&ma, en dé¢ iU érgozi
thing.N.ACC.SG in PTCL ART.N.DAT.SG action.N.DAT.SG
thrasys eie:.

bold.M.NOM.SG be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG

‘[A real man]y,, would as follows be excellent: if while making plans he
is timid, because he takes into account all that may happen to him, but
in action (he) is bold

7-49-5

The subject of this generic statement is discourse-new and therefore not li-
censed as a clause-internal subject. This example also illustrates the possibility
of topicalizing non-definite subjects (see further Ward and Prince 1991).

The next set of examples concerns oracular consultation and offers a sub-
tle twist on the above pattern. Such scenes follow a fairly scripted discourse
structure in Herodotus, whereby one sentence says that someone consulted
the oracle at Delphi, and a subsequent sentence then introduces the content
of the oracular response:

(5.26) a. ola 8¢ év te ywpnt dryabhjL xal TANPET 0lx SAiywv Gvdpdv, dvd Te Edpor-
mov avtixa xal €08eviBryaav. xal 31 ot odxéTt dméypa Nauyiny dyew,
GM& xotappovoavtes Apxddwy xpéocoves elvat gxpnoptdlovto &v
Agdgolat el mdant Tht ApxdSwv xwpit.

hoia dé ente  k'Swei agathé:i kai
as.COMP PTCL in CONJ land.F.DAT.SG good.F.DAT.SG CON]J
pléthei ouk oligomn andrin, and te
number.N.DAT.SG NEG few.M.GEN.PL man.M.GEN.PL up CON]
édramon autika kai
run.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL immediately.ADV CON]

euthenéithesan, kai dé sphi ouk-ti
Prosper.AOR.IND.PASS.3PL CONJ PTCL 3PL.DAT NEG-still.ADV
apékhra he:sykhien dgein,
be.enough.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG quiet.F.ACC.SG lead.INF.PRES.ACT
alla katap"roné:santes Arkddon

but assume.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL Arcadian.M.GEN.PL
kréssones einai

better.C.NOM.PL be.INF.PRES.ACT

ekhreisterridzdonts en Delphoisi epi

consult.oracle.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL in Delphi.M.DAT.PL for
pdse:i téu Arkddon khoré:d.
allLF.DAT.SG ART.F.DAT.SG Arcadian.M.GEN.PL land.F.DAT.SG
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‘As they were in a good land and had plenty of men, immediately
they both flourished and prospered. And it was no longer enough
for them to live in peace, but, presuming that they were better than
the Arcadians, they asked the oracle at Delphi for all the land of the
Arcadians.

1.66.1

. QUD: What did the Pythia prophesy?

(¥) 8¢ Tubin),~aqt xpdt Tdde.

(he: dé  Pythie) sphi
ART.F.NOM.SG PTCL Pythia.F.NOM.SG-3PL.DAT
khrdi tdde.

prophesy.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG PROX.N.ACC.PL
‘The Pythia prophesies to them the following’
1.66.2

In (5.26.b), the clitic pronoun ot occurs after the subject 1 3¢ ITvbiy, which

I presume is one prosodic word. In all examples where we have a root clause

like that above saying essentially ‘The Pythia prophesied to them the following’

with a clitic pronoun, the clitic pronoun occurs after the subject NP if Delphi
has been previously mentioned (1.55.2,1.66.2,1.67.2,1.85.2,1.174.5, 4.156.2, 4.157.2,
4.163.2, 5.43.1, 5.82.1, 6.34.2). When Delphi is not mentioned, however, then the
subject NP is preposed:

(5.27) a.

8te @v émotedvto oV Bnoawpdy, éxpéwvto TAL Xpnopiwt &l adtolot Td
napedvta dyada ofld Te €Tl TOASY Xpdvov Tapauéve.

hite dn  epoigiintd tn
when.cOMP PTCL make.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL ART.M.ACC.SG
theisaursn, ekréointo i
treasure.M.ACC.SG consult.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL ART.M.DAT.SG
khrexstemriori el autoisi ta

oracle.M.DAT.SG if.COMP 3PL.M.DAT ART.N.NOM.PL
pareinta agatha
present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL g00d.N.NOM.PL

hoid te esti polldn k"rsnon
be.able.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG much.M.ACC.SG time.M.ACC.SG
paraménein.

abide.INF.PRES.ACT
‘When they were compiling the treasure, they asked the oracle if
their present good circumstances would last for a long time.

3-57-3
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b. QUD: What did the Pythia prophesy?
[ 3¢ [Tvbin] 1, Expnoe-oeL Tdde.

v > hicy
[he: d¢  Pythiet]r,,
ART.F.NOM.SG PTCL Pythia.F.NOM.SG
ékhreisé=sphi tdde.

prophesy.AOR.IND.ACT.38G-3PL.DAT PROX.N.ACC.PL
‘[The Pythia]y,, she prophesied the following to them’

3.57-3

It appears that reference to Delphi (as in the phrase év AeAgoiat) concomitantly
activates the Pythian priestess, so that the phrase # 3¢ ITufiv does not need to
be preposed. By contrast, if there is no mention of Delphi, then # 3¢ ITviy is
treated as new to the discourse, and preposing is triggered.

5.4.2  Subject Switch

When the subject of the clause refers back to a grammatically oblique noun in
the preceding utterance, the subject phrase is typically preposed and marked
with 3¢ (relevant coreferential and non-coreferential phrases appear in bold-
face):®

(5.28) a. QUD: What did Athena do out of anger toward her father?
v 8¢ Abyvainy pact Tooedéwvos elvar Buyartépa xai ths Tprtwvidog
Alpng xal uv uepgOeiody Tt tét matpl dodvat EwvTty Tt Al
tén dé  At'einaien phasi
ART.F.ACC.SG PTCL Athena.F.ACC.AG say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL

Poseidéonos ginai thygatéra kai
Poseidon.M.GEN.SG be.INF.PRES.ACT daughter.F.ACC.AG CON]J
tés Tritonidos limne:s. kai  min
ART.F.GEN.SG Tritonis.F.GEN.SG lake.F.GEN.SG CON]J 3SG.ACC
memp'theisdn t 3
blame.PTCP.AOR.PASS.F.ACC.SG INDF.N.ACC.SG ART.M.DAT.SG
patri dotinai heowutén

fatherM.DAT.SG give.INF.AOR.ACT REFL.38G.F.ACC

i Dii

ART.M.DAT.SG Zeus.M.DAT.SG

5 This section is inspired by the insights of Centering Theory (Grosz, Joshi, and Weinstein
1995, Beaver, Wolters, and Zeevat 2004). The analysis here has been presented informally for
accessibility, but it could easily be translated into a formal framework.
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‘Athena they say was a daughter of Poseidon and lake Tritonis, and
that, being angry at her father, she gave herself to Zeus.
4180.5

. QUD: What did Zeus do?

LSy A . o , .
[1ov 3¢ Alat]r,, EwvTod=puty omjoaoBou Buyartépo.

[ton d¢  Dialy, heowtoti-min
ART.M.ACC.SG PTCL Zeus.M.ACC.SG REFL.3SG.M.GEN-3SG.ACC
poiéisasthai thygatéra.

make.INF.AOR.MID daughter.F.ACC.SG
‘[Zeus]r,p, in turn made her his daughter’
4180.5

The subject tév 3¢ Ala in (5.28.b) appears as oblique tét Aul in (5.28.a), so
it is therefore preposed. This construction is often found with preposed ¢

O¢é:

(5.29) a. Tt 3¢ A1) &ydont NépNt Exovti ol PAALPWS, TaPaXoVTAS TIS TTPOTEPOV

gt1 év Zapdiat o0 Kpotwvitew Anpoxydeog v Téxwn EoaryyEAeL T&
Aapeiwt. [6 3¢]y,, dyev=pv Ty TaloTV TP’ EWUTOV EXEAEUTE.

téi de dér  ogdsei hexmére:i
ART.F.DAT.SG PTCL PTCL eighth.F.DAT.SG day.F.DAT.SG
ékMonti hoi plairazs,
have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.SG 3SG.DAT poorly.ADV
parakotsas tis
hear.by.chance.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG INDF.C.NOM.SG
priteron  €ti en Sdrdisi ot
before.ADV already.ADV in Sardis.F.DAT.SG ART.M.GEN.SG
Krotomnig:iteo: Dexmoké:deos témn
Crotonian.M.GEN.SG Democedes.M.GEN.SG ART.F.ACC.SG
téktnemn esangéllei i

skilLF.ACC.SG report.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.DAT.SG
Dareio:i. [ho dé]rop

Darius.M.DAT.SG 3SG.M.NOM PTCL

dgein-min tén takristemn
bring.INF.PRES.ACT-38G.ACC ART.F.ACC.SG quickest.F.ACC.SG
par’ heowtin ekéleuse.

to  REFL.35G.M.ACC 0rder.AOR.IND.ACT.35G
‘On the eighth day, when he was doing poorly, someone who had
earlier by chance heard in Sardis of the skill of Democedes of Croton
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mentioned him to Darius;. [He,]
as possible!

Top told them to bring him as quickly

3.129.3

b. voomoavtog 8¢ tod anpuxog &g v Kdptvbov v mpdbupog muvhdveaBat
iy Oreobpeny 6 IMeplavdpos. [6 3¢ ]y, 003¢v-ol Epy Bpacvfoviov brobe-

abat ...

nosté:santas dé  toi
return.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.GEN.SG PTCL ART.M.GEN.SG
ké:rykos e tém Kirinthon
herald.M.GEN.SG into ART.F.ACC.SG Corinth.F.AccC.SG
&n prittymos pynttdnestai
be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG eager.M.NOM.SG find.out.INF.PRES.MP
témn hypothé:kemn ho

ART.F.ACC.SG counsel.F.ACC.SG ART.M.NOM.SG
Periandros. [ho dg]rop
Periander.M.NOM.SG 3SG.M.NOM PTCL

oudén=hoi éphe:
nothing.N.ACC.SG-35G.DAT say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
T*rasyboulon hypothésthai

Thrasybulus.M.ACC.SG suggest.INF.AOR.MID
‘When the herald; returned to Corinth, Periander was eager to find
out the suggestion. But [he]r,, said that Thrasybulus had offered
him, none ...’

5.92.0.3

c. obtw & dpmdoavrog adtod EAévny, tolot "ENnat 36Eat mpdtov mép-
Pavtag dyyéhoug amartée te EAéwny xal Sixag ths dpmayig aitéew.
[T00g=3¢ | o,y TROTTXOMEVIV TtDTCL, TTPOGEPELV=aPL MY Jeing Ti dipTraryiy,
wg ob dévteg adtol dixag 003E exdévteg dmattedvtwy Povoiatd ot o’
dMawv Sixag yiveabor.

houto:  dé:  harpdsantos autoli
thus.ADV PTCL seize.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.GEN.SG 3SG.M.GEN
Helénemn, toisi Hélle:si

Helen.F.ACC.SG ART.M.DAT.PL Greek.M.DAT.PL

ddksai priiton

resolve.INF.AOR.ACT first.N.ACC.SG

pémpsantas angélous

send.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.PL messengerM.ACC.PL
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apaitésin te  Helénemn kai
request.back.INF.PRES.ACT CONJ Helen.F.ACC.SG CON]
dikas téis harpagé:s
restitution.F.ACC.PL ART.F.GEN.SG seizure.F.GEN.SG
aitéein. [tots=d€ ]y,
demand.INF.PRES.ACT 3PL.M.ACC-PTCL
proisk"oménoin taiita,
propose.PART.ACT.M.GEN.PL MED.N.ACC.PL
prop"érein=sp™i Me:deie:s témn
plead.INF.PRES.ACT-3PL.DAT Medea.F.GEN.SG ART.F.ACC.SG
harpagé:n, ho:s ou dintes
seizure.F.ACC.SG that.COMP NEG give.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
autsi dikas ou-dé
self M.NOM.PL reparation.F.ACC.PL NEG-PTCL
ekdintes
give.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
apaitesntoin boubdiats
demand.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL want.PRES.OPT.MP.3PL
sphi par’ dllon dikas
3PL.DAT from other.M.GEN.PL reparation.F.ACC.PL
ginesthai.

happen.INF.PRES.MP

‘After (Alexander) kidnapped Helen, the Greeks; decided first to
send messengers to demand Helen back and ask for restitution for
the seizure. [They (= the Trojans)]y,, in turn, when they; made this
proposal, pleaded the seizure of Medea, (saying) that they, though
not making reparations themselves, nor surrendering (what does
not belong to them;) to demands, want reparations from others.

1.3.2

In each case, preposing of the subject phrase marks a subject switch. The

referent of the preposed pronoun+3¢ in the preceding clause need not be a

noun; it can also be a pronoun:

(5.30) a. QUD: What happened?

Enélevae apeag 0 Applapeng Si1d xpnatpiwy Toleduevog OxbTepa Bov-
Aovtat EAéadat ToUTwWY, EWVTAL 1) dTe pudvTt XpRigbat 1) dte cuppdywt, Tod
ETEPOV QTTEYOUEVOUS.

ekéleusé spheas ho

order.AOR.IND.ACT.35G 3PL.C.ACC ART.M.NOM.SG
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Amphidreo:s dia klresterioin
Amphiareus.M.NOM.SG through oracle.N.GEN.PL
poigtimenas hok3tera
make.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG which.of.two.N.ACC.PL
boulontai helésthai touton,
want.PRES.IND.MP.3PL choose.INF.AOR.MID MED.M.GEN.PL
heowutsi & hdte mdnti
REFL.3SG.M.DAT DISJ as.COMP prophet.M.DAT.SG
khré:sthai & hdte symmdk"azi,
make.use.INF.PRES.MP DIS] as.COMP ally.M.DAT.SG
toti hetérou
ART.M.GEN.SG other.M.GEN.SG
apekfoménous.
keep.away.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.ACC.PL
‘Communicating by an oracle, Amphiareus; ordered them (= the
Thebans) to choose which of these they wanted and forgo the other,
either to have him, as an ally or as a prophet.

8.134.2

b. QUD: Which did they choose?
[of 8&] oy, TOMpYOV-Y €lhoVTO €lvart.

[hoi délrop symmaksn-min
3PL.M.NOM PTCL allyM.ACC.SG=35G.ACC
heilonto einai.

choose.AOR.IND.MID.3PL be.INF.PRES.ACT
‘[They]r,,, chose that he should be their ally’
8.134.2

Preposing can be triggered not just between sentences, but also between
clauses, a phenomenon known in the philological literature as “apodotic 8¢”
(Denniston 1954: 177-185):

(5.31) el pév vuv Heptdvdpouv tehevtioavtos Tolat Koprviotat pidta fv mpdg todg
Kepxvpaious, [0l 3¢]y,, 0bx=&v cuveddBovto Tod otpartedpatos Tob émi Td-
uov Tad TG Elvexev Tig aiTing.

&l mén nyn Peridndrou
if.coMP PTCL PTCL Periander.M.GEN.SG
teleutéisantos toisi Korinthisisi

die.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.GEN.SG ART.M.DAT.PL Corinthian.M.DAT.PL
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plilia &n pros tous
friendship.N.NOM.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG t0 ART.M.ACC.PL
Kerkyraisus, [hoi dlr,p, ouk-an
Corcyraean.M.ACC.PL 3PL.M.NOM PTCL NEG-MOD
syneldbonto tot strateumatos
take.part.AOR.IND.MID.3PL ART.N.GEN.SG expedition.N.GEN.SG
toti epl Sdamon taute:s heineken
ART.N.GEN.SG against Samos.F.ACC.SG MED.F.GEN.SG because.of
téis aitie:s.
ART.F.GEN.SG guilt.F.GEN.SG
‘If, after Periander died, the Corinthians; had been on good terms with
the Corcyraeans, [they;],, would not have taken part in the expedition
against Samos with this motive.

349.1

The subject switch between the protasis and apodosis triggers the preposing of

oi 3¢.

The following two cases differ from the preceding examples in that the

preposed subject is not marked with &é:

(5.32) a. 6 8¢ KavdadAng, émel dbxee Gpy thg xoltng elva, Hyarye tév Moyea &g

76 olunpa. ol peta tadta adtixa Taphy xal 1) yuw). éaeafodoav 3 xal
Tifeloav Ta elpnarta €0netto 6 Thymg. we 8¢ xortd veytou Eyéveto lodayg Ths
yuvauxds &g iy oitny, drexdis xdpee E€w. xarl [1) YW, Emopdi-ptv
¢iévra

ho d¢  Kandaiile:s, epel
ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL Candaules.M.NOM.sG when.comPp
edskee hire: tés
seem.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG time.F.NOM.SG ART.F.GEN.SG
koite:s einai, £gage

bed.F.GEN.SG be.INF.PRES.ACT lead.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG

tn Gygea es b

ART.M.ACC.SG Gyges.M.ACC.SG in ART.N.ACC.SG

otkezma. kal  meta taiita autika
roOm.N.ACC.SG CON]J after MED.N.ACC.PL immediately.ADV
paréin kai he: gyné.
arrive. IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG also.ADV ART.F.NOM.SG wife.F.NOM.SG
eselt™oiisan dé¢  kai

enter.PTCP.AOR.ACT.F.ACC.SG PTCL CON]J
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titheisan ta heimata
set.PTCP.AOR.ACT.F.ACC.SG ART.N.ACC.PL clothes.N.ACC.PL
etheieito ho Gyge:s.
watch.IMPF.IND.MP.35G ART.M.NOM.SG Gyges.M.NOM.SG
hois d¢  kata nd:tou

when.coMP PTCL towards back.N.GEN.SG

egéneto iotises

happen.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG g0.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.GEN.SG

tés gynaik3s e  tén koiten,
ART.F.GEN.SG wife.F.GEN.SG into ART.F.ACC.SG bed.F.ACC.SG
hypekdys ek"Siree éksor.
slip.out.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG gO.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G Out.ADV
kai  [he: gyne:lrop

CONJ ART.F.NOM.SG wife.F.NOM.SG

epordi-min

notice.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG=»3SG.ACC

eksisnta.

leave.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG

‘Candaules, when the time seemed right to go to bed, brought Gyges
into the room. And right after this, his wife also arrived. Gyges
watched her enter and take off her clothes. When his wife turned
her back as she was going to bed, he slipped out. Then [his wife ],
(she) notices him leaving.

1.10.1-1.10.2

b. &\’ 0v yap Emeife, 3130l 6 papog. 1) 8¢ eptyapyg Eodaa TA Swpw! EQopee
e ol &rydMheTo. xad [1) TApnaTpis]r,, muvldvetal-uw Exovoay.
all’ ou gar épeithe,
but NEG EXPL persuade.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G

didot () pldros.
give.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG ART.N.ACC.SG mantle.N.ACC.SG

he: dé  periktaré:s

3SG.F.NOM.SG PTCL delighted.c.NOM.SG

ealisa 3 dsrozi
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG ART.N.DAT.SG gift.N.DAT.SG
eptireé te  kai agdlleto.
wearIMPF.IND.ACT.3SG CONJ CON]J exult.IMPF.IND.MP.35G
kai  [he: Ame:stris]Top

CONJ ART.F.NOM.SG Amestris.F.NOM.SG
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pynthdnetai-min

find.out.PRES.IND.MP.35G»3SG.ACC

ékPousan.

wear.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.SG

‘But as (Xerxes) could not persuade (Artaynte,), he gave her the man-
tle; and she, rejoicing greatly in the gift, went flaunting her finery.
And [Amestris; ]y, (she,) found out that she; was wearing (it).

9.109.3-9.110.1

In both examples, the subject of the verb of the final sentence is preposed, and
in neither case is the preposed subject the subject of the (finite) verb of the pre-
ceding sentence. It seems then that the conjunction xaf in combination with
a preposed subject phrase functions like 3¢ with a preposed subject phrase, as
we have in examples (5.28)—(5.30).

The use of xai may somehow be related to the fact that the events described
in the final sentences are narratively important. A number of scholars have in
fact claimed that the preposing of the subject in example (5.32.a) is designed
to create suspense (Slings 2002: 63, H. Dik 2007: 19, Krisch 1990: 66 n. 4, Ruijgh
1990: 229, Luraghi 2013:186-187). If there was an intonational break after ) yuwy,
that may well have had such an effect. But I see no reason to assign a suspense-
creating function to subject preposing per se. Subject preposing in (5.32) is
conditioned by the status of the subject in the discourse. To whatever extent an
effect such as suspense existed in example (5.32.a), it had to arise as a product
of the narrative context and (perhaps) the use of xai, but not subject preposing
itself.

There is at least one example of an apparent topic switch that occurs with
neither conjunction nor particle:

(5-33) &g 3¢ T Apmdrywt ed6xee dAlg Exew Tis Bopiis, [AoTudymS]y,, elpeTd-pwy
el Nobeln T tht BoltvyL.

ho:s dée i Harpdgo:i

when.COMP PTCL ART.M.DAT.SG Harpagus.M.DAT.SG

edskee hdlis éklsin
seem.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG enough.ADV have.INF.PRES.ACT

téis boré:s, [Astydge:s]

ART.F.GEN.SG food.F.GEN.SG Astyages.M.NOM.SG

eirets-min &l he:stheie:
ask.IMPF.IND.MP.35G-35G.ACC if.COMP enjoy.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG
ti téu thine:i.

INDF.N.ACC.SG ART.F.DAT.SG meal.F.DAT.SG
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‘When Harpagus seemed to have had enough food, [Astyages],, asked
him whether he enjoyed the meal any’
1.119.5

It is not yet clear whether bare preposing suffices in this case because the
subject switch takes place within one sentence, that is, from Harpagus in the
adjoined clause, to Astyages in the main clause.

In contrast to the preceding examples, some cases of subject switch do not
trigger preposing (the relevant referents occur in boldface):

(5.34) a. émeite 3¢ 6 Kdpog mopevduevog emi v BafuvAdva éylveto émt Iovint
moTapL, Tod al uév myyal év Matvoiat dpeat. péet ¢ Sid Aapdavéwv,
xd1901 B¢ &g Etepov motapdy Tlypny. 6 8¢ mapd Qv oA péwy &¢ TV
"EpuBpnv BdAaaaoy exdidol. Tobtov 8v) tov I'ovdny motapdy, wg SraPaivery
émelpato 0 Kbpog, édvta vuaimépntoy, Evladtd ol TOV Tig Ip&v Iy Tév
Aevx@v Umd UBptog EaPag g Tov moTtapdv daPatvety Emelpato.

epeite dé  ho Kjros

when.CcOMP PTCL ART.M.NOM.SG Cyrus.M.NOM.SG
poreudsmenos epl témn
march.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG t0 ART.F.ACC.SG
Babyl5:na egineto epi
Babylon.F.ACC.SG happen.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG upon

Gynde:i potam3:i, tol hai
Gyndes.M.DAT.SG river.M.DAT.SG REL.M.GEN.SG ART.F.NOM.PL
mén  pegal en Matiemnolsi

PTCL stream.F.NOM.PL in Matienian.N.DAT.PL

Jresi. hréei de dia
mountain.N.DAT.PL flow.PRES.IND.ACT.35G PTCL through
Dardanéon, ekdidol de  es
Dardanean.M.GEN.PL issue.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG PTCL to
héteron potamdn Tigre:n. ho
other.M.ACC.SG river.M.ACC.SG Tigris.M.ACC.SG 35G.M.NOM
dé¢  para J:pin p3lin

PTCL past Opis.F.ACC.SG city.F.ACC.SG

hréon es témn Erythrém
flow.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG in ART.F.ACC.SG red.F.ACC.SG
thdlassan ekdidot. toiiton dé:
sea.F.ACC.SG issue.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG MED.M.ACC.SG PTCL
tn Gynde:n potaman, ho:s

M.ACC.SG Gyndes.M.ACC.SG river.M.ACC.SG when.COMP
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diabainein epeirdto ho
Cross.INF.PRES.ACT try.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG
Kjiros, einta
Cyrus.M.NOM.SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG
newysipéreiton, enthaiitd-hoi tin
navigable.C.ACC.SG there.ADV=3SG.DAT ART.M.GEN.PL
tis hiry:n hippon
INDF.C.NOM.SG sacred.M.GEN.PL horse.M.GEN.PL
tin leuks:n hypd>  hybriss
ART.M.GEN.PL white.M.GEN.PL under recklessness.F.GEN.SG
esbas e tn
enter.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG into ART.M.ACC.SG
potamon diabainein epeirdto.
riverM.ACC.SG Cross.INF.PRES.ACT try.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG
‘During his march to Babylon Cyrus came to the Gyndes river, whose
streams (have their source) in the Matienian Mountains. (The Gyn-
des) flows through the Dardaneans and issues into another river, the
Tigris. Flowing by the city of Opis it issues into the Red Sea. As Cyrus
attempted to cross this river Gyndes, since it was navigable, one of
his sacred white horses went headlong into the river and tried to
cross it.

1189.1

. 6 &=ty quphnoag UroPpiytov olywree PEPwV.

ho dé-min

35G.M.NOM PTCL-35G.ACC

sympsé:sas hypobryk'ion
sweep.away.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG under.water.M.ACC.SG
aikh3:kee pléromn.

gO0.PLPF.IND.ACT.3SG carry.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
‘It (= the river) swept him (= the horse) away and carried him off
underwater’

1.189.1

(5.35) ol 3¢ Tveg Aéyovat mepl THg Poog TadTNG xal TGV xoAoaT@Y TOVSE TOV AdYoV,

«¢ Muxepivog Mpdaty Tis éwutod Buyatpds xal Emetta Eplyy) ol dexodat.
HETA O& Aéyouat &g 1) mais dmyjy&oto OTd dyeos. & Sé-uwv Ebanpe év Tt ot
TAOTYL

hoi dé  tines légousi peri
3PL.M.NOM PTCL INDF.C.NOM.PL say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL about
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téis bads tatte:s kai  tiin
ART.F.GEN.SG COW.F.GEN.SG MED.F.GEN.SG CONJ ART.M.GEN.PL
koloss5in tinde tn l5gon,
statue.M.GEN.PL MED.M.ACC.SG ART.M.ACC.SG StOI.M.ACC.SG
hos Mykerinos ewrdsthe:

that.comMP Mycerinus.M.NOM.SG fall.in.love.AOR.IND.PASS.35G

tés heawutoii thygatris kai
ART.F.GEN.SG REFL.35G.M.GEN daughter.F.GEN.SG CON]

épeita emige: hoi

thereafter.ADV sleep.with.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG 3SG.DAT

aekouse:i. meta dé
unwilling.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.DAT.SG after PTCL

légousi ho:s he: pais
say.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL that.cOMP F.NOM.SG child.F.NOM.SG
apénksato hypd  dkheos. ho

strangle. AOR.IND.MID.3SG under grief.N.GEN.SG 35G.M.NOM
dé-min éthapse en t&i

PTCL-38G.ACC bury.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG in ART.F.DAT.SG

boi taute:i.

COW.F.DAT.SG MED.F.DAT.SG

‘Certain people tell the following story about the cow and the statues,
that Mycerinus fell in love with his own daughter and thereafter slept
with her against her will. Afterwards, they say, his daughter hanged
herself out of anguish. He (= Mycerinus) buried her in this cow.

2.131.1-2

ueta 3¢, &g ot emétpede, EMnvicoiol ifuaat xpewprevog xal o HeT Ta
loyupd Tpoadywv HTtvou TE uiv Aaryyxdvew emoiee xal €v xpévwt GAlywL bytéa
uw [Evta] amédeke, ovdapd étt Emtilovta dptimouy EoeaBat. dwpéetot 31 uwv
peta tadta & Aapelog Tedéwy ypuatwv do {ebyeat. & Sé-puv Emelpeto &l of
SiwAnatov T6 xaxdv Emityndeg VEpEL, 8Tt uv Dyléa Emoinae.

meta dé  h3s hoi

afterwards.ADV PTCL when.COMP 3SG.DAT

epétrepse, Helle:nikoisi i&imasi

entrust. AOR.IND.ACT.3SG Greek.N.DAT.PL remedy.N.DAT.PL
khresimenos kai  épia meta
make.use.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG CON]J gentle.N.ACC.PL after
ta isktyra prosdgoin

ART.N.ACC.PL strong.N.ACC.PL apply’.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
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hyprou ¢ min lankhdnein

sleep.M.GEN.SG CON]J 35G.ACC get.INF.PRES.ACT

epoice kai  en k"rino aligozi
make.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG CONJ in time.M.DAT.SG little.M.DAT.SG
hygiéa min [onta]

healthy.c.ACC.SG 35G.ACC be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG
apédekse, oudama éti
produce.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG not.at.all.ADV still.ADV

elpizdonta artipoun
expect.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG able.footed.ACC.SG

ésesthai. do:réetai dé:  min meta
be.INF.FUT.MID. give.PRES.IND.MP.3SG PTCL 3SG.ACC after
tatita ho Dareids pedéon
MED.N.ACC.PL ART.M.NOM.SG Darius.M.NOM.SG fetter.F.GEN.PL
khryséomn dyo zdeugesi. ho dé  min
golden.F.GEN.PL two pair.N.DAT.PL 3SG.M.NOM PTCL 3SG.ACC
gpeireta el hoi diplé:sion
ask.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG if.cOMP 3SG.DAT double.N.ACC.SG

to kakon epiteides

ART.N.ACC.SG bad.N.ACC.SG deliberate.N.AcCC.SG

némei hoti min
distribute.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG because.COMP 3SG.ACC

hygi¢a epoie:se.

healthy.c.ACC.SG make.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG

‘Afterwards, when Darius entrusted him; (= Democedes) (with the
case), (he;) applied Greek remedies and used gentleness instead of
force; he, got him to sleep and in a short time had Darius well, who
had not at all expected that he would regain the use of his foot. Darius
thereupon rewarded him, with a gift of two pairs of golden fetters. He,
asked if he was deliberately doubling his trouble, since he had cured
him!

3.130.3

In each example, the referent of the preposed pronoun+d¢ combination is
not the subject of the preceding utterance but of one farther back. Intuitively
speaking, preposing in these contexts is not necessary because the narrative
is “about” the referent of pronoun+d¢ combination and no special syntax is
required to make it clear that that referent is meant.

There is a limit to how far back in the preceding discourse the referent can
be the subject, however:
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(5.37) émel 8¢ dyyoD ooy of BdpPapot Emdvres xal dmipwy T6 ipdv, év TolTwL 6
TPOPNTNG, TAL obvopa Av Axjpartos, 6pdt Tpd tod wod dmhar mpoxeipeva
Eowbev éx tod peydpov EEevverypéva ipd, T@V odx 8atov v dmtecBot dvbpd-
7wy o03evi. 6 uév ) fjte Aehp@v Tolal mapeodat anuavéwy To Tépag. [of &
BpPepot] oy, Emerdi ytvovto emerydpevol xatd 16 ipdv g Mpovning Aby-
vaing, émtylvetal-opt tépea €Tt uélova tod mplv yevouévou TEPES.

epel dé¢  angkhou &san hoi
when.COMP PTCL near.ADV be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL
barbarsi epidntes kal
barbarian.M.NOM.PL approach.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL CON]J
apdiromn ) hirdn en
espy.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL ART.N.ACC.SG temple.N.ACC.SG in

toutoi ho prop'éite:s, 3
MED.N.DAT.SG ART.M.NOM.SG prophet.M.NOM.SG REL.M.DAT.SG
ounoma &n Akératos,
name.N.NOM.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Aceratus.M.NOM.SG

hordi prd bl newi
see.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG before ART.M.GEN.SG temple.M.GEN.SG
hipla prokeimena ésotthen ek
Weapon.N.ACC.PL lie.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.ACC.PL inside.ADV from
ot megarou

ART.N.GEN.SG chamber.N.GEN.SG

eksenemeigména hird, tiin
bring.out.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.ACC.PL sacred.N.ACC.PL REL.N.GEN.PL
ouk hdsion &n hdptesthai

NEG allowed.N.NOM.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG touch.INF.PRES.MP
anthr3poin oudendi. ho men dé:
person.M.GEN.PL none.M.DAT.SG 3SG.M.NOM PTCL PTCL

&iie Delp*s:n tolsi
g0.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Delphian.M.GEN.PL ART.M.DAT.PL
pareousi

present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL

sexmanéan ) téras.
indicate.PTCP.FUT.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.SG wonder.N.ACC.SG
[hoi d¢  bdrbarsi]y, epeide:
ART.M.NOM.PL PTCL barbarian.M.NOM.PL after.cCOMP

gginonts epeigdimenoi kata
become.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG rush.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL to

) hirdn 750 Prong:ie:s

ART.N.ACC.SG temple.N.ACC.SG ART.F.GEN.SG Pronaea.F.GEN.SG
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Athenaie:s, epiginetaizsp™i

Athena.F.GEN.SG come.PRES.IND.MP.3SG=3PL.DAT

térea Eti mézdona ot
wonder.N.NOM.PL stillADV greater.N.NOM.PL ART.N.GEN.SG

prin genoménou téreos.

previously.ADV happen.PTCP.AOR.ACT.N.GEN.SG wonder.N.GEN.SG
‘When the barbarians were drawing near and espied the temple, the
prophet, whose name was Aceratus, saw sacred arms that had been
brought out from the chamber, which were forbidden to anyone to
touch, lying before the temple. He went to tell the Delphians who were
present of this miracle. [The barbarians]y,, after they rushed to the
temple of Athena Pronaea, they were visited by wonder yet greater than
the prior’
8.37.1—2

ol BapPapot is the subject of the adverbial clause that opens the passage, but
when mentioned a second time, it is preposed (its first use is in boldface above,
its second is in square brackets). This is perhaps because there are too many
referents in between the two uses, which is also supported by the fact that the
barbarians are not referred to with a pronoun on the second mention. It may

also be relevant that in the first mention oi fdpfapot is the subject of an adjunct

clause.

In the following example, a topicalized subject is also the subject of the

preceding sentence:

(5.38) ioDat 3¢ ot @y TE ETETTATO G TO TTPATOTESOV TAY Kol X1)PUXY)IOV EQAVY]

eml TS xupaTwyis xelpevov. [1) 8¢ e 1o, SUjADE-oL A€, G ol "EXveg
™V Mapdoviov atpatiiy vixdiev év Bowwtolat poydpevor.

(oiisi dé  sphi pléme: te
gO.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL PTCL 3PL.DAT rumorF.NOM.SG CON]J
eséptato e B stratipedon
flyin.AOR.IND.MID.3SG into ART.N.ACC.SG army.N.ACC.SG

pén kai  kewrykéiion

whole.N.Acc.SG cONJ herald’s.wand.N.NOM.SG

ephdne: epl tés kymato:gé:s
appear.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG by ART.F.GEN.SG waterline.F.GEN.SG
keimenon. [he: d¢  prémey,
lie.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.NOM.SG ART.F.NOM.SG PTCL rUmor.F.NOM.SG
dig:lthe=spti hi:de, ho:s

go.through.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG-3PL.DAT thus.ADV that.cOMP



TOPICALIZATION 163

hoi Hélle:nes ten

ART.M.NOM.PL Greek. M.NOM.PL ART.F.ACC.SG

Mardonibu strati¢:n nik3:ien en
Mardonius.M.GEN.SG army.F.ACC.SG defeat.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL in
Boio:toisi mak"smenoli.

Boeotia.M.DAT.PL fight.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL

‘While they were making their advance, a rumor spread through the
whole army, and a herald’s wand appeared lying by the water-line. [The
rumor]y,,, it went among them as follows, that the Greeks defeated the
army of Mardonius when fighting among the Boeotians.

9.100.1

The motivation for topicalization here appears to be the fact that the immedi-
ately preceding sentence has as a different subject, namely xypuxiiov ‘herald’s
wand.

While the basic patterns above are robust, some examples suggest a more
subtle generalization:

(5.39) a. QUD: What happened?
@vag, NAOe map’ Npéag beétng Mowting & Avdés, pelbywv dvatov Biatov
mpds Mepatwy.

Si-naks, &lthe par’ hexméas
voc.PTCL-lord.M.vOC.SG come.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG t0  1PL.ACC
hikéte:s Paktye:s ho
suppliant.M.NOM.SG Pactyes.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG

Lyd3s, pheligon

Lydian.M.NOM.SG flee.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

thdnaton biaion pris Perséon.

death.m.ACC.SG violent.M.ACC.SG by  Persian.M.GEN.PL
‘O Lord, Pactyes the Lydian has come to us as a suppliant, trying to
escape a violent death at the hands of the Persians.

1.159.1

b. QUD: What do the Persians want?
ol 8é-uwv éEautéovra, mpoetvon Kupaioug xehedovreg.

hoizdé-min eksaitéontai,
3PL.M.NOM-PTCL-3SG.ACC demand.PRES.IND.MP.3PL
proginai Kymaius

surrender.INF.AOR.ACT Cymean.M.ACC.PL
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kelevontes.
order.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL
‘They are demanding him back and ordering the Cymeans to sur-
render (him).
1.159.1

(5.40) Oxwg moTNpLa GPYVPEd TE Xal Xpvaea Tpobetto, ol pev Bepdmovteg adTod

¢Eéopwy adTd. 6 878V Tév Ypbvov Tobtov TéL KAeopével tét Avakavdpidew
&v Adyolat éwv, BactAebovtt Emdptyg, Tpofyé K € Ta olxio. Sxwg d¢ dotto
Kheopéwng 1o mothpra, amedipalé te xal eEeminooeto. 6 de-dv éxéleve
adToV amopépeadat adTdv doa BovAotto.

hdka:s potéria argyred te  kal
when.coMP goblet.N.ACC.PL silver.N.ACC.PL CONJ CON]J
khrysea protheito, hoi mén
golden.N.Acc.PL display.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG ART.M.NOM.PL PTCL
therdpontes autoi eksésmon

servant.M.NOM.PL 3SG.M.GEN wipe.clean.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
autd. ho d=an tn k"r3non
3PL.N.ACC 3SG.M.NOM PTCL-MOD ART.M.ACC.SG time.M.ACC.SG
totiton 3 Kleoménei 3
MED.M.ACC.SG ART.M.DAT.SG Cleomenes.M.DAT.SG ART.M.DAT.SG
Anaksandrideo: en [3goisi

Anaxandrides.M.GEN.SG in conversation.M.DAT.PL

&3n, basiletionti
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG rule.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.SG
Sparte:s, pro&gé min es
Sparta.F.GEN.SG bring.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG 3SG.ACC into

ta aikia. hdko:s dé

ART.N.ACC.PL house.N.ACC.PL when.COMP PTCL

idaito Kleoméne:s ta
see.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG Cleomenes.M.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.PL
potéria, apetsimazdé te  kal
goblet.N.ACC.PL marvel.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG CONJ CON]J
ekseplé:sseto. ho de-an
Stun.AOR.IND.MID.3SG 35G.M.NOM PTCL-MOD

ekéleue autin apopéresthai
order.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG 3SG.M.ACC.SG take.INF.PRES.MP
autin hdsa boubdito.

3PL.N.GEN REL.N.ACC.PL want.PRES.OPT.MP.3SG
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‘Ashe; (= Meandrius) put outsilver and gold goblets, his, servants would
clean them. He; would converse with the king of Sparta, Cleomenes;
son of Anaxandrides, and would bring him, to his; house. When Cleo-
menes; looked at the cups, he, marvelled greatly. He; ordered him, to
take as many as he, wanted.

31481

The Persians are not the subject of any preceding utterances in the vicinity,
and yet in (5.39.b) oi 3¢ is not preposed. I suggest that this is because semantic
role is also a factor in how referents are expressed in discourse. Although
mpog Iepotwv in (5.39.a) is oblique, it is semantically agentive (the Persians
are pursuing Pactyes), which seems to be enough to make preposing of the
pronominal expression unnecessary.

5.5 Syntax

In this section I argue that the topicalized phrases examined in the preceding
discussion adjoin to the CP/S-node and pattern like the Clitic Left Dislocation
(CLLD) construction (minus the resumptive pronoun) described by Cinque
([1983] 1997). Contrastive topics not only precede the host of second-position
clitics, but also precede interrogative pronouns, which are standardly clause-
initial:6

(5.41) a. [Opéwv=dm=@v]cr tigzpot 'Opoityy 1) {wovta dydyol 1) dmoxteivete;
[hyméon=dé:=5in]cr  tissmoi drnoiten
2PL.GEN-PTCL-PTCL WH.C.NOM.SG-1SG.DAT Oroites.M.ACC.SG
& zddonta agdgoi
DIS] live.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG capture.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG
& apokteineie?

D1sJ kilLAOR.OPT.ACT.35G
‘[Of you all]r, who would either capture Oroites alive or kill (him)
for me?’

3.127.3 (cf. 3.63.3)

6 See further Thomson (1939), H. Dik (2007:136-167), and Bertrand (2010: 337). Complementiz-
ers can likewise be used as a diagnostic for topicalization, e.g,, 1.71.3 and 7.104.5.
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b. [16-3¢ Bijpa]cr Ti=aot xprotpoy Eatay;

[td-de béma)cr tizsoi
ART.N.ACC.SG-PTCL rostrum.N.ACC.SG WH.N.NOM.SG=2SG.DAT
khré:simon éstai?

use.N.NOM.SG be.FUT.IND.MID.3SG
‘[As for the rostrum] ¢y, what use will you have for it?’
AR. Eccl. 677

As interrogative pronouns occur at the left edge of the CP, I assume that
topicalized phrases adjoin to CP, which thus brings us to the representation
with which this chapter started:

(5.42) Topicalization

CP

T

NP CP

16-0¢ Bijuar  Tisoot xpYiotpov EoTal;

Greek consequently has no devoted topic position within the clause, compa-
rable to, e.g., the Vorfeld position in German. M. Hale (2007) offers a similar
analysis for Sanskrit, according to which a topic projection (TopP) is positioned
above CP. A null functional head Top triggers movement of the contrastive
topic phrase into Spec,TopP. Motivating a devoted TopP projection above CP
is a challenge for Greek, however. As observed above, contrastive topics can
occur both above and below CP:

(5.43) ob pnv oddE AéAnle adTodg—el ydp Tiveg xal dMot ta Iepaéwv voppa
¢miotéatal xal AlyOmTiol—oTt [Tpdtaspev]cr [véBov]y ob-oqpt véuog atl
Bagirebaat ywaiov mapedvtos.
ou  mén ou-dé [élexthe autous
NEG PTCL NEG-PTCL escape.notice.PERF.IND.ACT.3SG 3PL.M.ACC

&l gdr tines kai dlloi

if. COMP EXPL INDF.C.NOM.PL also.ADV other.M.NOM.PL
ta Perséoin nimima

ART.N.ACC.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL custom.N.ACC.PL
epistéatai kai Aigyptisi h3ti

know.PRES.IND.MP.3PL also.ADV Egyptian.M.NOM.PL that.coMP
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[priita=mén]cy [n3thon]; oussphi

first.N.AcC.PL-PTCL bastard.M.ACC.SG NEG=3PL.DAT

nomas esti basiletisai
custom.M.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG be.king.INF.AOR.ACT
gnesiu parentos.

legitimate.M.GEN.SG be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG

‘It has certainly not escaped (the Egyptians)—for if any others also
know the customs of the Persians it is the Egyptians—that, [first]cy, it
is not their custom for [a bastard] to be king when there is a legitimate
heir’

3.2.2

Here the contrastive topic mp&ta is preposed under the complementizer ét,
which suggests that topicalized phrases are adjoined to S.

After the topicalized phrase, what hosts the clausal clitic is typically the
(monotonic) focus of the utterance:

(5.44) a. [TQV=UEV=AN]cr [003EV]; TTpoaieTpIv.

[t3in=mén=de:]cr [oudén]y
ART.N.GEN.PL-PTCL-PTCL nothing.N.NOM.SG
prosietd=min.

please.IMPF.IND.MP.35G=35G.ACC
‘[Of these]cr, [none]; pleased him (= Croesus).
1.48.1

b. [méumn 3 7 ExtiNpépnt dmd TodTtwv]cr [Tdde] ol guvvelxe yevéabau

[pémpte:i de & héktei hexmére:i apd
fifth.F.DAT.SG PTCL DISJ sixth.F.DAT.SG day.F.DAT.SG from
touton]cr [tdde]p=hoi

MED.N.GEN.PL PROX.N.GEN.PL-3SG.DAT

synémneike genésthai.

happen.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG become.INF.AOR.ACT
‘[On the fifth or sixth day from these things]cr, [the following
things]r happened to him by chance.

3.42.1

c. [peta 3¢ Ty edynv]cr [adTina]p=ot Euixdn 6 "Apaatg.
[meta dé¢  tén eukhemn)cr
after PTCL ART.F.ACC.SG VOW.F.ACC.SG
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[autika]=hoi emikhthe:
straightaway.ADV-3SG.DAT sleep.with.AOR.IND.PASS.35G
ho Amasis.

ART.M.NOM.SG Amasis.M.NOM.SG
‘[After the vow] ¢y, [straightaway]; Amasis slept with her!
2.181.4

d. [vOv 8¢]cr [(£€ dmpoadoxnton), |=oet Tapéatyoay of Ilépoad.
[nyn dé]cr [(eks aprosdokéitou),|=sphi
now.ADV PTCL out.of unexpected.N.GEN.SG=3PL.DAT
parésteisan hoi Pérsai.
COME.UpPON.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL Persian.M.NOM.PL
‘[But now]r the Persians came upon them [unexpectedly]g.
1.191.6

It is not yet possible to offer a template for the ordering of topicalized phrases.
The following example suggests that frame adverbials precede preposed sub-
jects:

(5.45) 6 & adtov & ™V vija exéleve eafavta Aéyew, & Tt BéhoL. [aq.év0alta]
[0 OepuaToNAEvS],, Toptlbpevos-ol xatTaréyel exelvd Te TAVTA TA TixouTe

Mwyaipirov.

ho d  autin e tén né:a
35G.M.NOM PTCL 35G.M.ACC into ART.F.ACC.SG ship.F.ACC.SG
ekéleue esbdnta

order.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG board.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG

légein, &l ti théloi.
say.INF.PRES.ACT if.COMP INDF.N.ACC.SG want.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG
[aqventhaiita]l  [ho Themistoklée:s]
thereupon.ADV ART.M.NOM.SG Themistocles.M.NOM.SG
parizdimen3s-hoi

sit.beside.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.ACC.SG*3SG.DAT

katalégei ekeind te  pdnta
recount.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG DIST.N.ACC.PL CONJ all.N.Acc.PL
ta Ekouse Mnesiphibou.

REL.N.ACC.PL hear.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG Mnesiphilus.M.GEN.SG
‘He; (= Eurybiades) told him, (= Themistocles) to board the ship and
tell him, if he, wanted (to say) something. [ ,q,Thereupon], [Themisto-
cles]r,y, sitting beside him, recounted all the things that he heard from
Mnesiphilus.

8.58.1-2
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I note in passing that the surface template (Theme) (Setting) Main Clause
(Tail) offered by, e.g., H. Dik (1995, 2007) and Allan (2013) makes the wrong pre-
dictions. On the assumption that Theme corresponds to what I refer to as a con-
trastive topic, these phrases are standardly preceded by Setting constituents.

Cinque ([1983] 1997) identifies two topicalization constructions, Hanging
Topic Left Dislocation (HTLD) and Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD):”

(5.46) a. Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (HTLD)
Tuo fratello, invece, lui si che aveva sempre fame.
your brother however him yes that was always hungry
“Your brother, however, he was always hungry.

CINQUE [1983]1997: 94

b. Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD)
A tuo fratello, non gli-hanno ancora dato il visto.
to your brother not to.him-have yet given the visa
‘To your brother they haven't given the visa yet.

CINQUE [1983]1997: 94

In (5.46.a), the topicalized phrase Tuo fratello appears before the clause, in
which it is resumed by the non-clitic pronoun /ui. In (5.46.b), the topicalized
phrase A tuo fratello is resumed instead by the proclitic pronoun gli. Aside from
this difference in pronominal resumption, these two constructions also differ
in the following properties (adapted from Cinque [1983] 1997: 96; see further
Haegeman 2004):

TABLE 5.3  Properties of Topicalization Constructions

Property HTLD CLLD

Category of Topicalized Phrase NP XP

Maximum Quantity of Topicalized Phrases 1 Unbounded

Host Clause Typically Matrix/Root Matrix and Embedded
Resumptive Element DP, Pronoun (tonic or clitic) Clitic Pronoun
Integration (e.g., Case Matching) None Obligatory

Island Sensitivity Insensitive Sensitive

7 In fact, his typology consists of three types of topicalization: the two mentioned above, plus
Topicalization. As his Topicalization is actually a focus construction (Cinque [1983] 1997: 95),
I have excluded it.



170 CHAPTER 5

Herodotean Greek appears to have both constructions, although HTLD is
only sparsely attested in my corpus:8

(5.47) 706 8¢ B8wp o070, €l ool 2oL dANBéwg ofdév Tt Aéyeta, (Si1& TodT0), ~AV €lev,
TOOTWL TG TTAVTA XPEWMEVOL, paxpdfioL.
t d¢  hydor toiito, el
ART.N.NOM.SG PTCL water.N.NOM.SG MED.N.NOM.SG if.cOMP

sphi esti ale:t"éa:s

3PL.DAT be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG true.ADV

hotsn-ti légetai,
such.as.REL.N.ACC.SG-INDF.N.ACC.SG say.PRES.IND.MP.3SG
(dia toiit) ~an elen,

because.of MED.N.ACC.SG-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL
toutoi ta pdnta

MED.N.DAT.SG ART.N.ACC.PL allLN.ACC.PL

khredimenoi, makr3bioi.

make.use.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL long-lived. M.NOM.PL

‘This water, ifit truly is as they say, they would be long-lived on account

of this,, using it; all the time as they do’

3.23.3
Here the noun phrase 16 3¢ U3wp To070 is resumed in the clause by 3i& To0to. The
usage conditions on this construction are not clear, but they do not seem to
align with the description that Cinque ([1983] 1997: 95) offers, namely “to bring
up or shift attention to a new or unexpected topic,” as the water mentioned in
example (5.47) is active in the preceding discourse.
Nearly all of the examples of contrastive topicalization presented in this

chapter pattern are like the CLLD-type. For instance, contrastive topics receive
case just like clause-internal arguments:

(5.48) [ixBVwv-3¢]cr [0U]poqt EEeatt maoaabol.

[k tomn=dg]cy [0t ]p=sphi éksesti
fish.M.GEN.PL-PTCL NEG-3PL.DAT be.allowed.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
pdsast’ai.

eat.INF.AOR.MID

8 Later Greek of course develops a true clitic-doubling construction, a development that took
place at the earliest in Koine (Janse 2008: 184, 187). The origin of clitic doubling remains an
open question.
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‘[Fish]cr, however, they are [not] allowed to eat’
2.37.4

The genitive case of iy80wv is assigned by the verb mdoacfat. As witnessed by
example (5.43) above, topicalization is possible in an embedded clause. There
is evidently no constraint on the syntactic category of topicalized phrases, but
they must be maximal projections (XPs).

Whether or not topicalization is recursive is a more complicated question.
The complication is that preposing of multiple XPs is possible, but recursive
topic marking with particles is not:

(5-49) Recursive Topicalization
a. [uetd=3¢ adtig]cr [8md Tig dexdng &g RSOV ]y [8Mhoug]p=pot TdEov
SoytAioug xatd Tag Niviwv xodkeopévag TOAOG.

[meta-de atitislecr  [apd téis dekdte:s
afterADV-PTCL again.ADV from ART.F.GEN.SG tenth.F.GEN.SG
es  hebdimemn]cr [@llous]=moi

into seventh.F.ACC.SG other.M.ACC.PL-1SG.DAT

tdakson diskhilious kata
station.IMPV.AOR.ACT.28G two.thousand.M.ACC.PL at

tas Ninion kaleoménas

ART.F.ACC.PL Ninevite.M.GEN.PL call.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.ACC.PL
pylas.

gate.F.ACC.PL
‘[Then afterwards]cr, [from the tenth (day after my arrival) to the
seventeenth day]cr, station for me [another]; two thousand at the
Ninevite gates.

3155.5

b. [Suwdexa v pnvav ébvtwy &g oV EvlanTdv]cr [Tods Téooepag pivos]cr
TPEQEL-UY 1) BaBudwviy xwpey. [Todg € dxte TGV unvédv]cr 1) Aotmy) mdow

Acty.

[dy3:deka 5:n  memdin ginton

twelve  PTCL month.M.GEN.PL be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL
e tn eniautin|cr  [tous tésseras

into ART.M.ACC.SG year.M.ACC.SG ART.M.ACC.PL four.M.ACC.PL
mémnas]cr tréphei-min

month.M.ACC.PL feed.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG=3SG.ACC

he: Babylonie: khg:re.

ART.F.NOM.SG Babylonian.F.NOM.SG land.F.NOM.SG
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[tous dée okt tin memdin]cr
ART.M.ACC.PL PTCL eight ART.M.GEN.PL month.M.GEN.PL
he: bipé: pdsa Asie.

ART.F.NOM.SG rest.F.NOM.SG allLF.NOM.SG Asia.F.NOM.SG

‘[As there are twelve months in a year]cr, [for four months]q; the
land of Babylon feeds him. [In eight of the months]r, all the rest of
Asia (feeds him).

1192.1

In (5.49.a), peta=d¢ adtic and and Thg Sexdng &g £BO6uny are contrastively topi-
calized phrases, but only the first is marked with 3¢. In (5.49.b), both Svw3exa
@V unVAV Ebvtwy & Tév viautéy and todg Téoaepag ufjvag are preposed. The first
constituent establishes the span of the calendar year. The intervals todg Téo-
gepag pivag and Todg d¢ dxtw TAOV uv&v are then mapped to their respective
predicates. As only the latter is marked with ¢, this example belongs to the
inferred-QUD class of section 5.2.3. What is unusual, however, is that tol¢ téo-
gepag uivag is preposed but not marked by a particle. It appears that while more
than one constituent can be preposed, the topic marker itself cannot be used
recursively.

5.6 Summing Up

I have argued that topicalized phrases adjoin to the S node (or CP, if present) in
Greek, and that there is no devoted Topic phrase projection. Non-focal prepos-
ing serves three discourse functions: answering hierarchical QUDs, whether
exhaustively or partially; terminating a QUD; and licensing discourse entities
as subjects. What unites these three constructions is that they all involve the
management of discourse referents, and in particular transitions among dis-
course referents.®

The claims of this chapter open up a broader discussion on the question of
how topics are marked in Greek. The topic constructions that have been inves-
tigated here are all “marked,” inasmuch as they involve dislocation from a host
clause. uév and 3¢ also occur in non-preposed environments, but their seman-
tic and pragmatic properties in this context are in dire need of attention (as

9 It may well be the case that the syntactic (preposing) and prosodic (intonational phrase
boundary?) properties of these constructions are motivated by a desire to enhance process-
ing, as Prince (1997) has argued for the use of dislocation to license new subjects in English.
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noted above in section 1.4, especially note 12, the literature on Greek particles
is at best dated).

The question of topicalization in archaic Indo-European is one that has
barely been addressed. Here I would like to make just one comparative obser-
vation on the difference between Greek and Sanskrit before turning to focus
preposing. Sanskrit has long been claimed (e.g., M. Hale 1987a, 1987b) to have a
topicalization construction whose surface form resembles that of Greek, i.e., a
pronominal clitic is in a non-canonical position:

(5.50) brahma ko-vah saparyati
priest. M.NOM.SG WH.M.NOM.SG-2PL.ACC hOnor.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
‘Which priest honors you?
RV 8.7.20c (M. Hale 2007: 257)

As this example illustrates, the diagnostic for this construction has been not
just clitic distribution, but also the interrogative pronoun, just as with example
(5.1) above. What has not been observed, however, is that the Greek and San-
skrit constructions do not have the same interpretive effects. There thus exists
the possibility that what we have in (5.50) is not topicalization of the same sort
as has been presented in this chapter. One wonders in fact whether this is top-
icalization at all and whether the interrogative pronoun is simply an enclitic
(by analogy with the enclitic relative pronoun ya-; see Lowe 2013: 11 n. 14).

The analysis put forth here also impacts our understanding of the history
of Greek, as it provides new insight into the history of the particle uév. The
anaphoric behavior of uévlends support to the claim that the particle is cognate
with the adjective 6udg ‘same, equal’ (see, e.g., Mayrhofer 1956-1980: 537 on
the cognate Sanskrit adjective sama- ‘same, equal’ and the Sanskrit particle
sma; the description of uév in Beekes 2010: 930 bears little resemblance to the
facts), which is in turn related to the root *sem- ‘one’ (for other proposals, see
Dunkel 2014: 11.63 n. 50a). I leave for future research the many questions that
this network of words raises.

Finally, while little is known about topic markers typologically, this discus-
sion brings Greek pév and 3¢ into contact with Japanese wa (Kuno 1973, Heycock
2008; but note Kuroda 2005), Korean nun (C. Lee 1999), and Paraguayan Guarani
katu (Tonhauser 2012), all of which are said to be topic markers in one sense or
another. Just as we should expect, their functional overlap is only partial. The
particle katu is interesting because some of its uses match that of Greek con-
trastive topicalization exactly, and yet the contrastive topics that it marks are
not preposed. It can also be used to mark focused elements, which at this point
seems not to be a feature of yév or 3.
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Focus Preposing

The preceding chapter investigated preposed phrases that do not instantiate
the focus of their utterance. In this chapter, we turn to consider preposed
phrases (and sub-phrases) that do instantiate the focus of the utterance:

(6.1)  &v 8¢ T Emioyely veatt dyadd. el w) mopauTtixa Soxéovra elvat, GAN [dva
Xpbvov]y eEedpot-Tig-dy.

en dé 3 episkhein énesti

in PTCL ART.N.DAT.SG wait.INF.PRES.ACT be.in.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
agathd. &l mé:  parautika

good.N.ACC.PL if.COMP NEG immediatelyADV

dokéonta einai, all’ [ana
seem.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL be.INF.PRES.ACT but through
khr3non]p eksetiroiztis-an.

time.M.ACC.SG find.out.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG-INDF.C.NOM.SG-MOD
‘There is good in waiting. If it is not immediately apparent, [in time]y
one will learn it.

7.10.L

The prepositional phrase dva ypévov precedes the host (e&ebpot) of the clitics tig
and dv. The core property that characterizes focus preposing is the existence (or
the assumed existence) in the Common Ground of another value for the focus
constituent (the interpretive effects of focus preposing are thus reminiscent
of cleft sentences, cf. Devine and Stephens 1999: 72—-73).! When the value of
the preposed element differs from that in the Common Ground, the resultant
meaning is contrastive. So in example (6.1), preposing of dva xpévov asserts—
in the face of contrary views in the Common Ground—that it is strategically

1 Intimations of the construction that I motivate in this chapter have appeared in the literature,
e.g., Horrocks (2010: 104): “Sentences involving the delayed placement of [gar] (/. 376 and
379) can perhaps best be explained on the assumption that the initial constituent in each
case functions as a displaced ‘focus, with the particle appearing in second position within
the residue of the sentence (the comment on the focus), and that this was a feature of
casual conversational styles rather than of formal writing.” I see no reason to attribute this
construction to “casual conversational styles.”

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_007
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sound to wait. It is also possible for the preposed focus to be identical with a
piece of information in the Common Ground, in which case focus preposing is
affirmatory.2

Morphosyntactically, focus preposing differs from topicalization in at least
two ways. The first is that it occurs lower in the clause: section 6.6 below
presents evidence that non-monotonic focus is adjoined beneath C. In addi-
tion to occurring lower in the clause than topicalized phrases, preposed focus
phrases are characterized by the absence of the particles pév and 3¢.

Our discussion is organized as follows. Section 6.1 explicates the concept
of non-monotonic focus, which I illustrate with a core set of data involving
preposed NPs and adjectives. The following sections investigate preposing of
specific lexical categories, namely verbs (section 6.2), negation (section 6.3),
and interrogative pronouns (section 6.4). Section 6.5 takes up the question
of multiple preposed elements, while section 6.6 argues that preposed focus
phrases are adjoined beneath C. The discussion is brought to a close in section
6.7.

Before turning to the analysis itself, I repeat in Table 6.1 the quantitative
overview of non-canonical sentences that was presented in the previous chap-
ter (the frequency data is based on a count of 476 tokens of &v and 323 tokens
of uw).

TABLE 6.1 The Frequency of Non-Canonical Examples of &v and utv

NCTé&v Fi1 Fz2 NCTuwv Fi1 Fz

Topicalization 20 .25 .04 28 .30 .09
Non-Monotonic Focus 28 .34 .06 21 .22 .07
Participial Clause 28 .34 .06 37 .39 .11
Adverbial 7 .08 .01 8 .09 .02

The column headed “NCT &v” indicates the number of sentences in which v
is not hosted by the first prosodic word of the clause (NCT stands for “non-
canonical tokens”); the column headed “NCT pw” provides the same informa-

2 Itshould be noted that the use of the term focus preposing by Allan (2012: 14-18) differs from
my own. Allan’s paper is concerned with the appearance of elements that syntactically and
semantically belong to an embedded clause but surface in a matrix clause. The examples that
he offers on p. 15 do not unambiguously meet this description, however.
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tion for pw. F1 is the frequency of the construction among the non-canonical
examples (the number of tokens of the construction divided by the number of
non-canonical tokens). F2 is the frequency of the construction in the Histories
(the number of tokens of the construction divided by the number of tokens of
the enclitic).

6.1 Monotonic and Non-Monotonic Focus

Many languages exhibit constructions that mark weaker and stronger versions
of focus (Payne 1992: 141, E. Kiss 1995b, 1998: 16, Vallduvi and Vilkuna 1998,
Devine and Stephens 1999: 40, Cohan 2002, Zimmermann 2008, Zimmermann
and Onea 2011: 1664). Greek also exhibits a basic binary distinction between
weaker and stronger forms of focus, which I refer to as monotonic and non-
monotonic focus.

Monotonic focus is the information that provides a value for a variable of
a QUD, as observed in the examples in section 2.3 above. It can be equated
with the information focus of E. Kiss (1998). Stalnaker (1978) argues that asser-
tions characterize a set of possible worlds. As discourse participants advance
propositions into the Common Ground, they reduce the Context Set, the set of
worlds compatible with the Common Ground. According to Stalnaker, felici-
tous discourse should be neither redundant nor contradictory. Under this type
of model, assertions are monotonic updates of the context: information is only
added, never removed. Informational focus does not appear to affect the dis-
tribution of clausal clitics in Greek, but more investigation of the morphosyn-
tactic realization of monotonic focus is needed before this can be claimed with
confidence.

Non-monotonic focus differs in that it does affect the surface distribution of
clausal clitics. This correlation is unsurprising typologically: while the mark-
ing of focus is generally underspecified, it is not uncommon to find a par-
ticular grammatical construction used for a subtype of focus (Zimmermann
and Onea 2011: 1662). The crucial difference between monotonic and non-
monotonic focus is in the nature of the update. The latter is inconsistent with
an antecedent proposition in the Common Ground (cf. IP-external focus in
Italian, e.g., Bianchi 2013, with further references). Focus preposing denies this
antecedent proposition, which presumably leads to its removal from the Com-
mon Ground in order to avoid inconsistency.

Leusen (2004) proposes the following three felicity conditions on what she
refers to as corrective focus, which I adopt here for non-monotonic focus:
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(6.2) Felicity Conditions on Non-Monotonic Focus

a. The Common Ground must entail an antecedent proposition that is
the target of the corrective move.

b. The context updated by the corrective claim must entail the denial
of the antecedent proposition. The antecedent proposition and the
corrective claim are inconsistent in the context of the interpreta-
tion.

c. The antecedent proposition that is being denied has to be in the
focus domain of the utterance with focus preposing.

It is possible to break up non-monotonic focus into finer-grained categories,
such as counter-expectational and counterassertive focus (see, e.g., H. Dik
1995 for Greek; S.C. Dik 1997a, Drubig 2003, Frascarelli and Hinterholzl 2007,
Ermisch 2007, Gussenhoven 2007, and Biiring 2010 more generally). The distinc-
tion between these two subtypes lies in whether the antecedent proposition is
an unexpressed expectation or has been explicitly advanced into the Common
Ground. Below I call attention to examples that fit in these two categories, but
have not exhaustively categorized every example of focus preposing, because
there are too many cases where it is difficult to determine the status of the
antecedent proposition. My focus here will accordingly be on arguing for the
non-monotonic character of focus preposing.

6.11  Counterassertive Focus

In this first class of examples, focus preposing signals that its host utterance
is incompatible with a proposition in the Common Ground, and that the
source of this incompatibility is an assertion (as opposed to being assumed).
The following passage, in which Herodotus is discussing Darius’ selection of a
successor, is illustrative (subscript ; marks non-monotonic focus):

(6.3) QUD: How did Xerxes become king?
gnel ye xal v Emdptt €py 6 Anpdpntog dmotiféuevog oltw vopileaha,
v ol pév mpoyeyovdtes Ewat Tpiv 1) TOV Tatépa opéwy Pactiedoal, & ¢
Bacthebovtt diyovog mtyévytat, o0 emtyevopévov v Exdekv Thg Paot-
Mning yiveaBal ypnoauévov 3¢ EépEew Tt Avpapritov dmobhiunt, yvods 6
Aapeiog dg Aéyot dixata BaatAéa uw dmedeke. Soxéewy ¢ pot, xal [dvev Tad-
™G ThS Vmodns]r Pacihedoat-dv E€pEys. 1) yap "Atocon elye T6 TV xpd-
T0S.
epel ge  kal en Spdrte:i
since.COMP PTCL even.ADV in Sparta.F.DAT.SG
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éphe: ho De:mdre:tos
speak.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG Demaratus.M.NOM.SG
hypotittémenos houto:  nomizdest'ai,
suggest.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.SG thus.ADV be.custom.INF.PRES.MP
&r-n hot mén

if.COMP-MOD REL.M.NOM.PL PTCL

progegonstes €a:si
be.born.before.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.PL be.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3PL
prin & tn patéra sptéon
before.cCOMP DIS] ART.M.ACC.SG father.M.ACC.SG 3PL.GEN
basileiisai, ho dé

become king.INF.AOR.ACT ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL

basilevonti apsigonas
be.king.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.SG late.born.M.NOM.SG
epigénetai, totl
be.born.afterwards.AOR.SBJV.MID.3SG ART.M.GEN.SG
epigenoménou tén
be.born.afterwards.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.GEN.SG ART.F.ACC.SG
Ekdeksin téis basile:ie:s
succession.F.ACC.SG ART.F.GEN.SG kingship.F.GEN.SG

ginesthai. khre:saménou de
become.INF.PRES.MP use.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.GEN.SG PTCL
Ksérkseo: téu De:maré:tou

Xerxes.M.GEN.SG ART.F.DAT.SG Demaratus.M.GEN.SG
hypothé:ke:i, gnous ho
advice.F.DAT.SG know.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG
Dareids hos légoi

Darius.M.NOM.SG that.COMP speak.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG

dikaia basiléa min apédekse.

just.N.ACC.PL king.M.ACC.SG 3SG.ACC appoint.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
dokéein dé  moi kai [dneu
seem.INF.PRES.ACT PTCL 1SG.DAT even.ADV without

tatte:s tés hypotéike:s|y

MED.F.GEN.SG ART.F.GEN.SG advice.F.GEN.SG

basiletisai-an Ksérkse:s. he:

become king.INF.AOR.ACT-MOD Xerxes.M.NOM.SG ART.F.NOM.SG
gar Atossa eikhe 3]

EXPL Atossa.F.NOM.SG hold.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.N.ACC.SG
pan krdtos.

all.N.ACC.SG power.N.ACC.SG
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‘Since even in Sparta, Demaratus suggested, it was a custom that, if sons
are born before their father becomes king, and one is born later while
he is king, the succession of the kingship belong to the latter-born one.
Xerxes made use of the advice of Demaratus, and Darius, knowing that
he spoke justly, made him king. It seems to me that, even [without
this advice], Xerxes would have become king. For Atossa (= Xerxes’
mother) held all the power’

7-3-377-3-4

Demaratus’ advice is first presented as the key factor in Xerxes’ ascent to the
throne, which introduces a proposition such as Xerxes became king with the aid
of Demaratus’ advice into the Common Ground. In the penultimate sentence,
Herodotus then rejects this cause, and claims that Xerxes would have become
king without Demaratus’ advice. The focus constituent without this advice
triggers a set of alternatives:

(6.4)  Focus Alternatives
{Xerxes became king with the aid of Demaratus’ advice, Xerxes became
king without the aid of Demaratus’ advice ...}

The set of alternatives with preposed foci differs from that of non-preposed
foci in that one of the alternatives is already in the Common Ground, the result
of which is an inconsistency. So here the assertion Xerxes became king without
the aid of Demaratus’ advice is at odds with the previous proposition, Xerxes
became king with the aid of Demaratus’ advice. The latter proposition is simply
removed in favor of a new explanation, which Herodotus leaves to implicature,
namely that Xerxes acquired the kingship on account of his mother.

Notable here is the use of scalar xai ‘even.’ In the identificational focus con-
struction of Hungarian, focused phrases with ‘even’ are ungrammatical (E. Kiss
1998: 252, ex. 17d). One might accordingly wonder whether it is better to clas-
sify the prepositional phrase xai dvev tadtyg Ths OmodMuyg with the examples
in section 4.4.3 above as a high adverbial. As explicated there, the adverbials
that appear above the hosts of clausal clitics do so because they have wide
scope (their scope domain is typically the entire utterance), but that is not the
case with »at dvev Tavtyg Tijg dmobuyg, which modifies the verb Bagiiedoat.
So despite the (at least superficial) similarities between Greek and Hungar-
ian clause structure, focus preposing in Greek cannot be directly equated with
identificational focus in Hungarian.

Focus preposing in Greek can often be paraphrased with an English cleft
sentence (on clefts in Greek, see Banti 2013; for Indo-Iranian, Widmer 2012; for
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English, Prince 1986). Both constructions, for instance, share the presupposi-
tion of an open proposition, that is, a proposition with a variable (see, e.g.,
Devine and Stephens 1999: 72). Where they appear to differ is in exhaustiv-
ity. Focus preposing in Greek does not appear to bring with it in each case
exhaustive semantics, i.e., the claim that the utterance is true of the focus value
alone (see, e.g., Szabolcsi 1981: 519), which suggests that it arises by implicature
(cf. Biiring and Kriz 2013, who argue that English it-clefts semantically encode
exhaustiveness).

The following example, with which this chapter began, further illustrates
counterassertive focus preposing:

(6.5) QUD: When will this become clear?
&v 8¢ T emioyely Eveott dyabd. el pi) mapavtixe Soxtovra evat, AN [dve
Xp6vov ]y EEelpotTig-av.

en dé¢ i3 episk’ein énesti

in PTCL ART.N.DAT.SG Wait.INF.PRES.ACT be.in.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
agathd. &i mé:  parautika

good.N.ACC.PL if.COMP NEG immediately.ADV

dokéonta einai, all’ [ana
seem.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL be.INF.PRES.ACT but through
khrinon|g eksetroi-tis-an.

time.M.ACC.SG find.out.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG-INDF.C.NOM.SG-MOD
‘There is good in waiting. If it is not immediately apparent, [in time]g
one will learn it.

7.10.L

Artabanus is urging Xerxes to be cautious in attacking Greece. In the first
sentence, he asserts the prudence of waiting. The antecedent of the conditional
(If it is not immediately apparent) then acknowledges that Xerxes himself, who
has already revealed his interest in attacking Greece straightaway, does not
share this view. The preposing of dvé ypévov reflects the fact that an alternative
from the focus domain (which consists of the set of propositions {The prudence
of waiting will become clear in time, The prudence of waiting will become clear
tomorrow, The prudence of waiting will never become clear, ...}) is already in
the Common Ground, namely Xerxes’ own view. Artabanus’ assertion thus
counters this antecedent value.

6.1.2  Counter-expectational Focus
In this class, the antecedent proposition is assumed by Herodotus to be part of
the Common Ground of the discourse, as in the following example:
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(6.6) QUD: How much did the Egyptian labyrinth cost?
el ydip Tig T €& ENYvey Telyed Te xal Epywy dméde&v cvihoyioatto, [eAdo-
aovog |y TEVou-Te-Av xal damavyg pavely) edvta tod AaBupiviov TovTou.

& gar tis ta eks
if.COMP EXPL INDF.C.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.PL from
Hellémon teikhed te  kai érgomn
Greek.M.GEN.PL wallL.N.ACC.PL CONJ CONJ work.N.GEN.PL
ap3deksin syllogisaito, [eldssonos]p
display.F.AcC.SG add.up.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG less.C.GEN.SG
pinou-te-an kai  dapdne:s

toil. M.GEN.SG-CONJMOD CON]J expense.F.GEN.SG
planeie: esnta
be.clear.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL
ot labyrinthou toutou.

ART.M.GEN.SG labyrinth.M.GEN.SG MED.M.GEN.SG
‘For if someone should add up the walls (built) by the Greeks and
the display of (their) works, they would clearly be of [less]; toil and
expense than this labyrinth.

2.148.2

Herodotus claims that if one were to add up the toil and expense of all Greek
buildings it would amount to less than that required for the Egyptian labyrinth.
The focus of the utterance is the adjective éAdgoovog, and the focus alternatives
are as follows:

(6.7)  Focus Alternatives
{The walls and works of the Greeks cost less than those of the labyrinth,
The walls and works of the Greeks cost more than those of the labyrinth

!

There is a proposition in the Common Ground to the effect that the costs of one
building should not outstrip in cost and labor those of an entire region. More
explicitly, it could perhaps be formulated as ‘the total labor and expense of
buildings in an area is directly proportional to the size of the area.’ The focus of
(6.6) counters this generalization, however. This statement is part of Herodotus’
aim to impress upon his Greek readers (or audience) the superior (if not over-
whelming) majesty of Egypt. It is hard to say how exactly the antecedent propo-
sition is dealt with in this case. Herodotus is not arguing against the general-
ization itself; it should thus remain part of the Common Ground. It needs to be
recast so as to allow for exceptions such as the Egyptian labyrinth, however.
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The following examples further illustrate counter-expectational focus:

(6.8)

a. QUD: Who was going to kill Arion?

olx @v 81 melBew adTédY TovToLaL. BANG XEAEVEWY TOLS TTopBpéas T [adToV]R
Storypdabai=uty, g &v Tagiis vyt tiymy, 7 éxmnday & ™y ddAacoay TV
Tayiov.
ouk 3mn  dér  peithein autin
NEG PTCL PTCL persuade.INF.PRES.ACT 35G.M.ACC
toutoist. alla keleuein tous
MED.M.DAT.PL but tellINF.PRES.ACT ART.M.ACC.PL
porthméas & [autin]g diak"rast"aizmin,
seaman.M.ACC.PL DIsJ selfM.Acc.sG kilLINF.PRES.MP~3SG.ACC
hois an  taphés en géi
PURP MOD burialF.GEN.SG on land.F.DAT.SG
ykre:, & ekpeddn &s
happen.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3SG DISJ jump.INF.PRES.ACT into
témn thdilassan temn takhisten.
ART.F.ACC.SG sea.F.ACC.SG ART.F.ACC.SG quickest.F.ACC.SG
‘He did not persuade them. Instead the crew ordered that either he
kill [himself], so as to receive burial on land, or else to jump into
the sea at once.

1.24.3

. QUD: Who accompanied Peisistratus?

6 8¢ dfjpog 6 T@V Abyvaiwy EEamoatyPeis Edwré ol TV GTTOY xATAAEENS
Bvdpag TovToug of dopupdpot pev ovx Eyévovto IlelgiaTpdTou, xopuvnd-
pot 3¢. [E0AwY yap xoplvag Exovres ]y elmovté-ol 8miade.

ho d¢  d&mos ho

ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL people.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG

tin Athemnaioin

ART.M.GEN.PL Athenian.M.GEN.PL

eksapate:theis édozké hoi
fool.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.NOM.SG give.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG 3SG.DAT
tin astiin

ART.M.GEN.PL citizen.M.GEN.PL

kataléksas dndras toutous
select.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG man.M.ACC.PL MED.M.ACC.PL
hol doryp’3roi mén  ouk

REL.M.NOM.PL spearbeare.M.NOM.PL PTCL NEG
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egénonto Peisistrdtou,
become.AOR.IND.MID.3PL Peisistratus.M.GEN.SG
koryne:phsroi dé.  [ksylon gar korynas

club.bearerM.NOM.PL PTCL W00d.N.GEN.PL EXPL club.F.ACC.PL
ékhontes|y

have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL

heiponts-hai Ipisthe.
follow.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL-35SG.DAT behind.ADV

‘Since the Athenian people were completely fooled, they selected
these men; from their citizens, and gave them; to him, who, did not
become spearbearers of Peisistratus, but rather club-bearers. For it
was [with wooden clubs] that they, followed behind him!

1.59.5-1.59.6

c. QUD: Is it Apollo’s practice to deceive those who do good?
6 8¢ elne, “@ Séomorta, Edoag pe yaptel pdhota oV fedv T@V ENWvwy,
TOV &yw Etipnoa Bedv paliota, Enelpéabot méppoavta Taade Tag TEdAS, €l

tn

[¢Eamot@y Todg €0 motedvtag ]y vépog-Eatizol.

ho de  &ipe, N

35G.M.NOM PTCL Say.AOR.IND.ACT.35G VOC.PTCL

déspota, edsas me
master.M.vOoC.SG allow.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG 1SG.ACC
khariel mdlista  tn theon
please.FUT.IND.MID.25G most.ADV ART.M.ACC.SG god.M.ACC.SG
tin Hellé:non, tn £go:
ART.M.GEN.PL Greek.M.GEN.PL REL.M.ACC.SG 1SG.NOM
etime:sa thesin madlista,
honor.AOR.IND.ACT.1SG g0od.M.GEN.PL most.ADV

epeirésthai pémpsanta tdsde
ask.INF.AOR.MID send.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG PROX.F.ACC.PL
tas pédas, &l [eksapatin

ART.F.ACC.PL chain.F.AcC.PL if.cOMP deceive.INF.PRES.ACT

tous el poigtintas]y

ART.M.ACC.PL wellADV do.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL
ndmos-esti-hoi.

practice.M.NOM.SG-be. PRES.IND.ACT.35G=3SG.DAT

‘And he said, “O master, you will please me most if you allow me to
send these chains to the god of the Greeks, whom I honored most of
the gods, and to ask (him) if [to deceive the ones who do good]; is
his practice.”’

1.90.2
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The self-part of the reflexive pronoun in (6.8.a), a0tév, is preposed because the
open proposition kill(x, Arion) already has a value, namely the Corinthian
crew that was plotting to throw him overboard. The preposing of the reflex-
ive pronoun in (6.8.a) is due to the addition of a value to the set of focus
alternatives, namely Arion himself. In (6.8.b), before observing that the Athe-
nians became club-bearers, Herodotus tells us that they did not become spear-
bearers. That the latter piece of information is relevant suggests that there was
an expectation that thisis the role that they would play. The preposing of [£0Awv
Ydip xopUvag Exovtes| counters the assumption that Peisistratus would have been
attended by spear-bearing guards. That he was attended by club-bearers is rel-
evant because it suggests thug-like behavior. In (6.8.c) Croesus is speaking to
Cyrus after his downfall. He feels betrayed by Apollo, since he believes the ora-
cle proffered deceitful responses that led to his downfall, and pointedly asks
if it is the god’s custom é&amatdv Todg €0 moebvrag ‘to deceive the ones who
do good.’ I presume that it is cultural knowledge that this is not considered a
custom of the god. Croesus is thus lashing out by questioning this assumption
about divine behavior.

Iinclude the following set of counter-expectational examples without com-
ment:

(6.9) Counter-expectational Focus
a. QUD: Which sons do I acknowledge?
[Tév yap 1) Etepov StegpBapuévov Ty duconv] ovx elvaizpot Aoyilopat.

[ton gar dé:  héteron
ART.M.ACC.SG EXPL PTCL other.M.ACC.SG
disptharménon tén akoémn |y

destroy.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.ACC.SG ART.F.ACC.SG hearing.F.ACC.SG
ouk einai-moi bogizdomai
NEG be.INF.PRES.ACT-1SG.DAT consider.PRES.IND.MP.1SG
‘[For it is the other (son), who has lost his hearing]z, who I do not
consider mine.

1.38.2
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b. QUD: Will Croesus destroy the Persian empire?
ol uév TadTa EMEIPWTWY, TAVY 3€ ovTyiwV GUPOTEPWY EG TOUTO Ol YVAMAL
auvédpapov, Tporéyovaat Kpoiowtl, v atpatedvtan émi Ilépaag, [ueyd-
AV ] GV XATOADTEY.
hoi mén tatita epeiriitom,
3PL.M.NOM PTCL MED.N.ACC.PL ask.IMPF.IND.3PL.ACT
tn dé¢  manteioin amp'otérom e
ART.N.GEN.PL PTCL oracle.N.GEN.PL both.N.GEN.PL into
t-omutd hai
ART.N.ACC.SG-Same.N.ACC.SG ART.F.NOM.PL
gndmai synédramon,
judgment.F.NOM.PL agree.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
prolégousai Kroisozi, &i-n
say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.PL Croesus.M.DAT.SG if.COMP-MOD
strateue:tai epl Pérsas,
attack.PRES.SBJV.MID.3SG against Persian.M.ACC.PL
[megdlemn)y  ark"én-min katalysein.
great.F.ACC.SG empire.F.ACC.SG-35G.ACC destroy.INF.FUT.ACT
‘They asked again, and the judgments of both oracles agreed, saying
to Croesus that if he attacks the Persians, a [great]; empire he will
destroy.

153.3

c. QUD: Who set out the wrong number of cups for the libation?
v 3¢ Sutdexa PagtAéwy Sxatogivyl XPEWREV®Y, ava Xpbvov ws Edu-
gav &v Tét lpdt Tod ‘Heaiotov. Tht botdt TS 0pTiS MEMSVTWY KOTA-
oneloew, [6 dpyrepeds]y EEnvené-aqt pLanag xpuatag thiol mep edeoay
omévdew, apaptwv o0 dptBuod, Evdexa Suwdexa odat.
tin dé¢  dysideka basiléoin dikaiosyne:i
ART.M.GEN.PL PTCL twelve king.M.GEN.PL justice.F.DAT.SG
khreazménorn, ana khr3non
make.use.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL through time.M.ACC.SG
ho:s éthysan en tii
when.coMP sacrifice. AOR.IND.ACT.3PL in ART.N.DAT.SG
hir5:i toti Hexphaistou. téi
temple.N.DAT.SG M.GEN.SG Hephaestus.M.GEN.SG ART.F.DAT.SG
hystdte:i téis hortés
last.F.DAT.SG ART.F.GEN.SG festival.F.GEN.SG
melldntoin kataspeisein,
be.about.to.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL pourlibation.INF.FUT.ACT
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[ho arkhiereus |y

ART.M.NOM.SG high.priest M.NOM.SG

ekséneiké-sphi phidlas
bring.out.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG-3PL.DAT Cup.F.ACC.PL

khryséas téisi per

golden.F.ACC.PL REL.F.DAT.PL PTCL

e3:thesan spéndein,
be.accustomed.PLPF.IND.ACT.3PL libate.INF.PRES.ACT
hamartyn totl arithmot,
eITPTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.GEN.SG number.M.GEN.SG
héndeka dy3:deka eotisi.

eleven twelve be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL

‘The twelve kings maintained their just dealing with one another
(lit. ‘made use of justice’). In the course of time, when they were
sacrificing at the temple of Hephaestus, on the last (day) of the
festival, as they were about to pour a libation, [the high priest], he
brought out for them golden cups that were customary for libation,
but erred in the number, (setting out) eleven cups for the twelve who
were present.

2.151.1

. QUD: How would Amasis’ reputation change if he worked all day and

conducted his business on the throne?

xal obtw AlydmTiolT'dv NmioTéato wg U dvdpdg MeYdAoL dpyovTal xal
[Buevov]y ab=av Fixoves. vOv O¢ motéetg odSapds Baatiud.

kai  houtor  Aigyptioitan

coN] thus.ADV Egyptian.M.NOM.PL.CONJ.MOD

eipistéato ho:s hyp’ andrds
know.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL that.cOMP by man.M.GEN.SG
megdlou drk"ontai kai [dmeinon]g
great.M.GEN.SG rule.PRES.IND.MP.3PL CON]J better.N.ACC.SG
sy-an Ekoues. njn de
25G.NOM-MOD hear.IMPF.IND.ACT.2SG NOW.ADV PTCL
poigeis oudam3:s basilika.

do.PRES.IND.ACT.28G in.no.way.ADV kingly.N.ACC.PL

‘And in this way, the Egyptians would know that they are ruled by
a great man, and you would have a [better]; (and not a worse)
reputation. As it is, your behavior in no way befits a king’

2.173.2
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e. QUD: How much harm is Oroetes going to do the Persians?
Tpiv=TG [uélov]y eEepydoaadai-py TTEpoog xandv, xatahopumntéos Eoti
Nty BavdTot.
prinstiz3in [mézdon]p
before.COMP-INDF.N.ACC.SG-PTCL greater.N.ACC.SG
eksergdsasttai-min Pérsas kaksn,
d0.INF.AOR.MID-3SG.ACC Persian.M.ACC.PL bad.N.ACC.SG
katalamptéos esti hexmin
to.be.punished. M.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.35G 1PL.DAT
thandto:i.
death.M.DAT.SG
‘Before (Oroetes) does the Persians [greater]; harm, he must be
punished by us with death.

3.127.3

6.1.3  Unclassified Examples
With other examples, fine-grained categorization of the type of focus is more
difficult:

(6.10) QUD: Where would one encounter a lion?
[obe yap 10 Tpdg T H& Tod Néatou o0dapddt mdavs s Eumpoadey Edpw-
116 | 180t=T16-8v Aéovta, olite Tpdg Eamépy)g Tod Axedmiov &v Tht emtioimwt
Nmeipwt, GAN év Tht HeTakd ToUTwy TRV ToTaudy Yivovtal.
[ou-te gar 1 pris tén
NEG-CONJ EXPL ART.N.ACC.SG towards ART.F.ACC.SG
e tol Néstou oudam3thi
east.F.ACC.SG ART.M.GEN.SG Nestus.M.GEN.SG nowhere.ADV
pdse:s téis émprosthen Eurdipe:s|y
whole.F.GEN.SG ART.F.GEN.SG before.ADV Europe.F.GEN.SG
idoi-tis-an léonta,
see.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG-INDF.C.NOM.SG-MOD lion.M.ACC.SG
ou-te pris  hespéreis ot
NEG-CON]J towards west.F.GEN.SG ART.M.GEN.SG
Akhel3iiou en téi epiloipazi
Achelous.M.GEN.SG in ART.F.DAT.SG remaining.C.DAT.SG
epeirozi, all’ en téi metaksy touton
mainland.F.DAT.SG but in ART.F.DAT.SG between MED.M.GEN.PL
toin potamdin ginontai.
ART.M.GEN.PL riverM.GEN.PL eXist.PRES.IND.MP.3PL
‘For [nowhere in all of anterior Europe to the east of the Nestus]; would
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one encounter a lion, nor to the west of the Achelous in the remaining
mainland, but they are found in the land between these rivers.
7.126

The preposed focus involves a negated prepositional phrase, ‘nowhere in all of
anterior Europe to the east of the Nestus. The negation in the preposed phrase
needs to be motivated; otherwise it will be insufficiently informative (e.g., when
someone asks Where is your brother?, it would be uninformative, if not also
sarcastic, to reply Not in the bushes, unless there were some reason to expect
him in the bushes). I presume that the negation is motivated by some assertion
to the contrary, i.e., that lions could be found east of the Nestus. While the form
of the sentence suggests this type of discourse background, such an antecedent
assertion is not actually in the text itself.

The following examples I consider non-monotonic, although I refrain from
offering a more precise characterization:

(6.11) a. QUD: How did Sesostris overcome his enemies?
6TEOLTL MEV VUV VTGV dAxinotaL EveTUYXavE xal SEWRS YALYOUEVOLTL TiE!
Tig €Aevbeping, TovTOLaL eV TTHAAS EViaTY) G TAG XWPAS SI3 YPAUUUATWY
Aeyolaoug T Te Ewutod odvopa xal ThHG TATEYS xal W [Suvaut ThHt Ewu-
Tod |y xoTETTPEYATE-TPENS.
hotéaisi mén nyn autin alkimoisi
REL.M.DAT.PL PTCL NOW.PTCL 3PL.M.GEN brave.M.DAT.PL

enetynk’ane kai  deinss
encounter.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG CONJ hard.ADv

glikfoménoaisi peri tés
strive.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.DAT.PL for ART.F.GEN.SG
eleutherie:s, toutoisi mén sté:las
freedom.F.GEN.SG MED.M.DAT.PL PTCL pillarF.AcC.PL
eniste: es  tas kh3iras dia
set.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG into ART.F.ACC.PL land.F.ACC.PL through
grammdton  legousas t
letter.N.GEN.PL say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.PL ART.N.ACC.SG
te  heawtoll ounoma kai  tés

CONJ REFL.35G.M.GEN name.N.ACC.SG CONJ ART.F.GEN.SG
pdtre:s kai  hos [dyndmi
homeland.F.GEN.SG CONJ that.COMP power.F.DAT.SG

téi heatutoll]y

ART.F.DAT.SG REFL.3SG.M.GEN
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katestrépsati-sp*eas.

overcome.AOR.IND.MID.35G#3PL.C.ACC

‘For those (men) whom he encountered who were brave and fought
hard for their freedom, he set up a stele in their land, which stated
in writing his; (= Sesostris’) name and that of his homeland, and that
he; overcame them [with his own power|.

2.102.4

b. QUD: What did the Pythia prophesy to him?
g 8¢ [xatd Tadtd ]y e0éomilé-ol wal mpbrepov, olyeTo MeTa&Dd dmoAlTay

6 Barttog &g v O1pny.

ho:s dé¢  [kata t-autd)p

since.COMP PTCL according.to ART.N.ACC.PL-same.N.ACC.PL
ethéspizdé-hoi kai proteron,
prophesy.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-3SG.DAT as.COMP before.ADvV,
oikheto metaksy

go.IMPF.IND.MP.35G in.the.middle.ADv

apolipon ho
leave.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG

Battos es témn Tréremn.

Battus.M.NOM.SG to ART.F.ACC.SG Thera.F.ACC.SG
‘Since she was prophesying to him [in the same way]; as before,
Battus left in the middle and went to Thera.

4155.4

c. QUD: How much did the Peisistratids offer Xerxes?
Tolto 3¢ [etqiotpatidéwy ot dvaPePrudtes & Lodoa, T@V TE AdTAY Adywy
gxopuevol Tév xai ot Adevddat, xal 81 Tt Tpdg TovToLal [Tt TAEOY ] TTPOT-

wpéyovto=ol.

toiito dé¢  Peisistratidéon hoi
MED.N.ACC.SG PTCL Peisistratid. M.GEN.PL ART.M.NOM.PL
anabebe:kites es  Soiisa,
come.up.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.PL into Susa.N.ACC.PL
tin te  autin l5gon
ART.M.GEN.PL CONJ same.M.GEN.PL word.M.GEN.PL
ekhSmenoi tin kal
have.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL REL.M.GEN.PL t00.ADV

hoi Aleuddai, kai dé:

ART.M.NOM.PL Aleuadai.M.NOM.PL CONJ PTCL INDF.N.ACC.SG
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pris toutaisi [éti pléon]y
to MED.N.DAT.PL stillLADV more.N.ACC.SG
prosoirégonti=hoi.
offerIMPF.IND.MP.3PL-3SG.DAT
‘On the other hand, those of the Peisistratids who came up to Susa,
using the same arguments as the Aleuadai, offered [yet more]; to
him (= Xerxes), in addition to these things
7.6.2

. QUD: Who has to appoint him for him to become king?

Tv=pev-3) [0 xpnotiplov]r vérni-pw Bactiéa elvat Avddv, tév d¢ Baat-
Agvew. v 3 Wy, amodobvat dmiow &g HponheiSag v dpyhy.
éi-n=mén=dé: [ khreistérionp
if.COMP-MOD-PTCL-PTCL ART.N.NOM.SG oracle.N.NOM.SG

anéleii-min basiléa
appoint.AOR.SBJV.ACT.35G-35G.ACC king.M.ACC.SG
einai Lyds:mn, tn dé
be.INF.PRES.ACT Lydian.M.GEN.PL 38G.M.ACC PTCL
basileuein. é-n de  mé,
be.king.INF.PRES.ACT if.COMP-MOD PTCL NEG
apadotinai opiso: es Hewrakleidas

return.INF.AOR.ACT back to Heracleidae.M.ACC.PL

témn ark*é:n.

ART.F.ACC.SG rule.F.ACC.SG

‘If [the oracle]; appoints him to be king of the Lydians, then he rules.
If not, he gives the kingship back to the Heracleidae.

1.13.1

. QUD: Who tried to block Alexander from competing?

AXekdvdpov yop defhedetv Ehopévon xal xatafdvrog én’ adtéd Todto [ol
dvtiBevodpevol EMAvav ] Eelpydv=putv, pdpevol ob PapPdpwv dywvt-
oTéwv elvat ToV dydve dd ENAvwv.

Aleksdndrou gar aethledein

Alexander.M.GEN.SG EXPL compete.INF.PRES.ACT

heloménou kai
decide.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.GEN.SG CON]J

katabdntos ep’ autd
enter.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.GEN.SG t0 same.N.ACC.SG
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toiito [hoi

MED.N.ACC.SG ART.M.NOM.PL

antit*eussmenoi Hellémomn ]
compete.PTCP.FUT.MID.M.NOM.PL Greek.M.GEN.PL
ekseirgsn-min, pldmenoi
block.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL-38G.ACC say.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL
ou barbdron ago:nistéoin ginai

NEG barbarian.M.GEN.PL competitor.M.GEN.PL be.INF.PRES.ACT
tn agiina alla Hellé:nomn.

ART.M.ACC.SG contest.M.ACC.SG but Greek.M.GEN.PL

‘When Alexander decided to compete and entered the lists, it was
[his Greek competitors]y who tried to block him, saying that the
contest was not for foreign competitors, but Greeks.

5.22.2

f. QUD: In what venue would no one have attempted to oppose the
king?
el Abnvaiol xatappwdnoavtes Tov Emiévta xivduvoy EENTTOY TV TRETE-
pnv, 1) xal ) Exumdvteg dMa pelvavtes Eocay opéag adTods EépEnL,
[xorta v OdAagoav ]y oddauol-8v EnelpdvTo dvtioduevol PadtAEl.

) Athreinaii katarro:dé:santes

ifcomp Athenian.M.NOM.PL fear.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
tn gpisnta

ART.M.ACC.SG approach.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG

kindynon eksélipon témn
danger.M.ACC.SG leave.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG ART.F.ACC.SG
spletéremn, & kal mé:

their.F.ACC.SG DISJ even.ADV NEG

eklipsntes alla
leave.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL but

meinantes édosan sptéas
stay.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL give.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL 3PL.C.ACC
autous Ksérkse:i, [kata tén

selfM.AcC.PL Xerxes.M.DAT.SG on  ART.F.ACC.SG
thilassan]y  oudamoi-an epeiriinto

sea.F.ACC.SG none.M.NOM.PL-MOD attempt.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL
antiotimenoi basiléi.

Oppose.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL King.M.DAT.SG
‘If the Athenians had abandoned their land out of fear of the
approaching danger, or even if they had not left (their land) but
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stayed and given themselves over to Xerxes, no one would attempt
to oppose the king [on the sea];.
7.139.2

. QUD: Is it possible to watchfully protect the Ionians from the Persians?

[&d0vora]p=ydp Epaiveté-oqr elvar éwutods te lvwy mpoxatiobat
(POoVPEOVTAS TOV TAVTA XPGVoV Xal EWUTAV Wi TTpoxatuévwy "Twvag
o0depioy ENTtida elyov xaipovtag mpdg TV Iepoéwy dmaddEety.
[adynata]p=gar ephainets-sp™i
impossible.N.NOM.PL-EXPL seem.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG-3PL.DAT
einai heoutous te  IBmnomn
be.INF.PRES.ACT REFL.3PL.M.ACC CON]J lonian.M.GEN.PL
prokatésthai plrouréontas
protect.INF.PERF.MP watch.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL
tn pdnta k"rsnon kai
ART.M.ACC.SG whole.M.ACC.SG time.M.ACC.SG CON]J
heawtdin mé: prokate:zménoin
REFL.3PL.M.GEN NEG protect.PTCP.PERF.MID.M.GEN.PL
Inas oudemian elpida
Ionian.M.ACC.PL none.F.ACC.SG hope.F.ACC.SG
eikon khairontas
have.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL be.happy.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL
pris tin Perséon apalldksein.
from ART.M.GEN.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL escape.FUT.PRES.ACT
‘For it seemed to them (= the Greeks) to be [impossible]; to watch-
fully protect the Ionians forever, and yet if they were not to protect
the Ionians they had no chance that they (themselves) would escape
the Persians unscathed

0.106.2

. QUD: Who would not be able to live with Scythian women?

[uels ]y o0x=av Suvaiuebo olxéely HeTa TEV DUETEPEWY YUVOUXAV.

[heimeis]p ouk-an  dynaimetha atkéein
1PL.NOM NEG-MOD be.able.PRES.OPT.MP.1PL live.INF.PRES.ACT
meta tin hymeteréo:n  gynaiki:n.

with ART.F.GEN.PL yOur.F.GEN.PL woman.F.GEN.PL
‘[We]r would not be able to live with your women.
4.114.3
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i. QUD: Underwhat circumstances is it lawful to conduct sacrifices?
[Gvev=yaip=31) pdryou | ob=aqt vopog-éati Buaioag motéeabal.
[dneusgar-dé: mdgou otssphi
without-EXPL-PTCL magus.M.GEN.SG NEG-3PL.DAT
ndmos-esti thysias
law.M.NOM.SG-be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG sacrifice.F.ACC.PL
poidesthai.
conduct.INF.PRES.MP
‘For [without a magus]y it is not lawful for them to conduct sacri-
fices’

1132.3 (cf. 1195.2)

In example (6.11.a), the inscription on the pillar highlights the nature of Seso-
stris’ military achievement. Whether this is because there was some expecta-
tion that he could not do this with his own might, or whether the highlighting
is simply supposed to be exhaustive, i.e., ‘with his own power (and no one
else’s), is hard to deduce from the text. In (6.11.b), there is an expectation
that the oracle will not say the same thing, and in (6.11.c) the idea appears
to be that what they offered Xerxes exceeds some expected amount. Prepos-
ing in (6.11.d) seems designed to trigger an exhaustive reading, i.e., “the oracle
(and not anyone else).” Example (6.11.e) is based on the assumption that of
all people Greeks would not block other Greeks from competing (in this case,
they thought Alexander was not in fact Greek). Preposed xatd v 8dAacoay in
(6.11.f) highlights the naval achievement of the Athenians in defeating the Per-
sians, which no other Greeks would have accomplished. Protecting the Ionians
seemed impossible to the Athenians, according to (6.11.g), which stands in con-
trast to the fact that it has to happen for the Athenians to be safe. In (6.11.h) the
Scythian men have just proposed to their Amazonian lovers that they return to
Scythian society. The response of the Amazonian women is based on an open
proposition such as live(x, with-Scythian-women). They add the focus value
‘not us’ and assume that it already contains a focus value ‘Scythians’ Exam-
ple (6.11.i) is interesting because it reflects a cultural difference: as there are no
magoi among the Greeks, this would not be an expected requirement for sac-
rifice.

6.2 Verb Preposing

Before moving on to further issues of focus preposing, there is one phenome-
non to which I would like to call attention. Focus preposing of a verb is rare
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and does not appear to fit with the account offered above for non-verbal focus
preposing:

(6.12) a. évBabra dn bapanoag o TeAeutalov T@V PuPAiny 31dol TdL YpapUATIOTHL,
&v QL éyéypamro: Pagideds Aapeiog [Tépaniot Tolat &v Zdpdiat evréNeta
xtelvew 'Opoitea. ol 3¢ Sopugdpol wg ixovaav Tadta, oragdpevol Tovg
dcwvaxag [xtelvovat | TapauTixospv.
enthaiita dé:  tharséisas
then.ADV PTCL encourage.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG

(5] teleutaion tin byblir:n
ART.N.ACC.SG last.N.ACC.SG ART.N.GEN.PL scroll.N.GEN.PL
dido? i grammatistéi, en
give.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG ART.M.DAT.SG scribe.M.DAT.SG in

hii egégrapto: basilets

REL.N.DAT.SG write.PLPF.IND.MP.3SG king.M.NOM.SG

Dareids Pérseisi toisi en
Darius.M.NOM.SG Persian.M.DAT.PL ART.M.DAT.PL in

Sdrdisi entéllettai kteinein
Sardis.F.DAT.PL command.PRES.IND.MP.3SG kill.INF.PRES.ACT
Jroitea. hoi de  doryproi
Oroetes.M.ACC.SG ART.M.NOM.PL PTCL spear.bearer.M.NOM.PL
ho:s ékousan taiita,

when.coMP hear.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL MED.N.ACC.PL

spasdmenoi tous akindkas
draw.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.PL ART.M.ACC.PL sword.M.ACC.PL
[kteinousi]y parautika=min.

kill. PRES.IND.ACT.3PL immediately.ADV-35G.ACC
‘Encouraged, (Bagaeus) gave the last of the rolls to the scribe, in
which was written: King Darius orders the Persians in Sardis to kill
Oroetes. When the spear-bearers heard this, they drew their swords
and [killed]; him immediately’

3.128.5

b. tadta uév 3 tadyt Totéeta. €v 3¢ Bovalpt TOAL wg dvdryouat Tht "Iat Ty
opTHY, [elpnTa] TpoTEPGY-pLOL.
tatita mén der  tautei poigetal.
MED.N.NOM.PL PTCL PTCL MED.F.DAT.SG d0.PRES.IND.MP.3SG
en dé¢  Bousiri pili ho:s
in PTCL Busiris.F.DAT.SG city.F.DAT.SG how.cOMP
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andgousi téi Isi
conduct.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL ART.F.DAT.SG Isis.F.DAT.SG

tén horté:mn, [eiretailp

ART.F.ACC.SG feast.F.ACC.SG say.PERF.IND.MP.3SG

protersn=moi.

before.N.ACC.SG-1SG.DAT

‘This is what they do there. In the city of Busiris, how they conduct
the feast for Isis I [have]; already described.

2.61.1

c. &g 3¢ yahem®s EapuBdveto V) uytyp Ttod meptedvtog Tondog Kol oG
TPOS adTHY Aéywv obx Emelde, [Emtteywioaadal], Totdde-uw.
hos de¢  khalep5:is  elambdneto
as.cOMP PTCL harshlyADV reproach.IMPF.IND.MP.35G

he: méiter o

ART.F.NOM.SG mother.F.NOM.SG ART.M.GEN.SG

perieintos paidss kai
survive.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG child.M.GEN.SG CON]J

polla pris autéin légon

many.N.ACC.PL t0  3SG.F.ACC say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
ouk épeit’, [epitek'né:sasthaily

NEG persuade.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG invent.INF.AOR.MID
toidde-min.

such.N.ACC.PL~3SG.ACC
‘As his mother was handling her surviving son harshly and despite
saying many things to her he was unable to change her mind, he
[devised]; the following.

2.121.8.1

d. [motéew ] adtixaspot Soxéet xal wy) OepPfdireadal.
[poiéein]p autika-moi dokéei
do.INF.PRES.ACT at.once.ADV-1SG.DAT seem.PRES.IND.ACT.35G
kai  mé: hyperbadllesttai.
CON]J NEG delay.INF.PRES.MP
‘It seems best to me [to act] at once and not delay’

3.71.2

Example (6.12.a) potentially reflects an affirmative type of construction: the
letter introduces a command to kill Oroetes, and then Herodotus narrates that
he was in fact killed. The preposing of xteivovat in Herodotus’ narration would
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thus confirm the event issued initially as a command. There are, however, two
problems with this. The first is that in (6.12.b) it is difficult to motivate any
kind of non-monotonic reading. The second is that this reading seems to be
the product of verb-initial clauses (cf. Ward 1990 on English and Devine and
Stephens 2006 on Latin), but not verb preposing:

(6.13) Hjvepév-dn [0 xpnoptov]y dvéni-uy Bactiéa elvat Avddv, tév 3¢ Baot-
Aevew. v 8¢ uy, dmododvat dmtiow ég HpoAeiSag v dpyyv. dvelhé-te-d
6 Xpniomptov xal éfaciievae obtw Ibyys.

&-n=men=deé: [t khre:stérion]p

if. COMP-MOD-PTCL-PTCL ART.N.NOM.SG oracle.N.NOM.SG
anéle:i-min basiléa
appoint.AOR.SBJV.ACT.35G-3SG.ACC king.M.ACC.SG

einai Lyds:n, tin dé

be.INF.PRES.ACT Lydian.M.GEN.PL 35G.M.ACC PTCL

basilevsin. é-n de  mé, apodoiinai
rule.INF.PRES.ACT if.COMP-MOD PTCL NEG return.INF.AOR.ACT
opiso: es Hewrakleidas témn ark"émn.

back to Heracleidae.F.ACC.PL ART.F.ACC.SG rule.F.ACC.SG
anegilé-te=dé: [
select.AOR.IND.ACT.35G=CONJ-PTCL ART.N.NOM.SG

klrestérion kai  ebasileuse houto:
oracle.N.NOM.SG CON]J beking.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG thus.ADV

Gyge:s.

Gyges.M.NOM.SG

‘If [the oracle]; appoints him to be king of the Lydians, then he rules.
If not, he gives the kingship back to the Heracleidae. Select him the
oracle did, and Gyges became king in this way’

113.1

Here dveile and éBaciievae confirm what was only a conditional prospect in the
previous sentence. For a devoted treatment of verb-initial clauses, see Recht
(2015).

6.3 Emphatic Negation
It is also possible to prepose negation and negative quantifiers, the effect of

which appears to be to remove any contextual restrictions on their interpreta-
tion:
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(6.14)

Emphatic Negation

. 17 8¢ @ €lde 6 Toudiov péya te xal eveldis bv, daxploaca xal AaBopévn

TRV youvdtwy Tod dvdpdg expile [undeputit Téxvnt]y exbelval-p.

he: de  hos eide

38G.F.NOM PTCL when.COMP see.AOR.IND.ACT.35G

() paidion méga te  kal
ART.N.ACC.SG child.N.Acc.sG tallLN.ACC.SG CONJ CONJ

cueides &dn,

beautiful.N.ACC.SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.ACC.SG

dakrysasa kai

CIY.PTCP.AOR.ACT.F.NOM.SG CON]J

laboméne: tin
take.hold.PTCP.AOR.MID.F.NOM.SG ART.N.GEN.PL

goundton tol andrs

knee.N.GEN.PL ART.M.GEN.SG man.M.GEN.SG

ekhréizde [mexdemigii  tékMnei]y
beg.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG none.F.DAT.SG method.F.DAT.SG
ektheinai-min.

expose.INF.AOR.ACT-3SG.ACC

‘When she saw that the child was tall and beautiful, she begged him,
crying and taking hold of her husband’s knees, not—[in any way at
all];—to expose him.

1112.1

ol

. ol Toyéwg opéag, & Pactied, yuvalkag dvt’ dvdpdv Speat yeyovéTas,

’

tate [o0dev]y Sevol-tot EgovTat w) dmoaTéwat.

kai  tak"éous sphéas, 5 basileii,

CcoNJ quicklyADV 3PL.C.ACC VOC.PTCL king.M.vOC.SG
gynaikas ant’  andriin Ipseai
woman.F.ACC.PL instead man.M.GEN.PL see.FUT.IND.MID.2SG
gegonitas, h3:ste [oudén]y
become.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.ACC.PL RES NONe.N.ACC.SG
deinai=tai ésontai me:
fearM.NOM.PL-2SG.DAT be.FUT.IND.MID.3PL NEG

apostea:si.

revolt.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3PL

‘And quickly, O king, you shall see them become women instead of

men, so that you have [in no way] fears that they might revolt.
1.155.4
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c. €émel 3¢ dyyod te éylvovto Tod atpatomédov xal [003els]r €paiveTo-apt

ETAVOYOUEVOG, GANG BPpwV VEXS AVEAXVTUEVAS Eaw ToD TelYE0g, TTOAAOV
3¢ melov mopaxexplpévoy Tapd oV alytohdy, evbadta TpdTov Hev év Tht
wi mapamAéwy, éyyxpiupag TOL atyloddt td pdiota, Asvtuyidng vmo
1 puxog TTPoYYopeve Tolat "Twat Aéywv.

epel dée ankMi te  eginonto

as.COMP PTCL nearADV CONJ become.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL

totl stratopédou kai  [oudeis]y

ART.N.GEN.SG camp.N.GEN.SG CON]J none.M.NOM.SG
ephaineti=sphi

appear.IMPF.IND.MP.35G=3PL.DAT

gpanagimenos, alla hd:roin
put.to.sea.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG but see.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
néas anelkysménas £so:
ship.F.ACC.PL draw.up.PTCP.PERF.MP.F.ACC.PL to

toii teikheos, polldn de

ART.N.GEN.SG wall.N.GEN.SG much.M.ACC.SG PTCL

pezdin parakekriménon pard
infantry.M.ACC.SG draw.up.in.line.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.ACC.SG at
tn aigialsn, enthaiita pr3iton mén
ART.M.ACC.SG strand.M.ACC.SG then.ADV first.N.ACC.SG PTCL
en téi nex

in ART.F.DAT.SG ship.F.DAT.SG

parapléamn,

sail.along.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

enkfrimpsas t3u
keep.close.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.DAT.SG
aigials:i ta madlista,
strand.M.DAT.SG ART.N.ACC.PL most.ADV
Leutyk"ide:s hyp3 kérykos
Leutychides.M.NOM.SG by  herald.M.GEN.SG
progigireue toisi ozsi

proclaim.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.DAT.PL lonian.M.DAT.PL
légon.
say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
‘As (the Greeks)) neared the camp, [no one]p put out to meet them,.
Instead, they, saw ships drawn up inside the wall and alot of infantry
drawn up along the shore. Leutychides first sailed by in his ship,
staying as close to the shore as he could, and by means of a herald
proclaimed the following to the Ionians.

9.98.2
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d. [TOV=pév=0n]cr [000EV]p TpoTieTOpv.

[t3:n=mén=de:]cr [oudén]y
ART.N.GEN.PL-PTCLPTCL nOthing.N.NOM.SG
prosieti-min.

please.IMPF.IND.MP.35G-35G.ACC
‘[Of these]cr, [none]; pleased him (= Croesus).
1.48.1

e. [ppdvdpds yop €vdg Tod dplatov] [008EV ]y dipetvov-8v gavel.
[ppandris gar hends toli
man.M.GEN.SG EXPL 0ne.M.GEN.SG ART.M.GEN.SG
aristou] [oudén]y dmeinon-an
noble.M.GEN.SG none.N.NOM.SG better.N.NOM.SG-MOD
praneie:.
Seem.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG
‘For [ppin comparison to one noble man], [nothing]; would seem
better.
3.82.2

f. Tobto elme AV Tig Bafuiwviwy, [008aud ]y EAmtilwy-8v Nuiovoy texely.

totito eipe tiin
MED.N.ACC.SG say.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.GEN.PL
tis Babylo:nis:n, [oudamaly

INDF.C.NOM.SG Babylonian.M.GEN.PL in.no.way.ADV
elpizdoin-an hexmionon
€expect.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-MOD mule.M.ACC.SG
tekein.
give.birth.INF.AOR.ACT
‘The preceding is what one of the Babylonians said, since he did [not
at all]; expect that a mule would give birth’

3.151.2

Quantifiers are interpreted with respect to a contextually-determined set in
discourse (Fintel 1994). So for instance everyone in Everyone came to the party
can be used to refer to the totality of the set of people who were invited (or
some other set), and need not refer to every individual in the universe. The
effect of preposing a negative quantifier is to remove any such contextually-
determined restrictions on its interpretation. To take (6.14.a) as illustrative, the
preposing of pndeutiit téyvnt contributes something along the lines of ‘at all’
Here a cowherd has brought home an exposed baby, which he has been ordered
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to kill. He reports this to his wife and she responds, as reported in (6.14.a),
by beseeching him not to expose the baby. By preposing undepuijt téxwnt her
directive is meant to cover all and any situations that could qualify as exposing

the baby.

6.4

Interrogative Clefts

Interrogative pronouns standardly host clausal clitics:

(6.15)

Interrogative Pronoun Hosts

n_r 2

. x@¢yap-8v ywaaxol 8¢ obt’ é818dyn olite elde waddv 03y obntov,

wOEel Te EUmETWY TA TTPYYRATA BVEV VOO, XEIUAPPWL TTOTAUML EIXENOG;

k3:s-gar-an gindiskoi

how.WH.ADV-EXP1L-MOD know.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG

hos ou-t’ edidakhthe: ou-te
REL.M.NOM.SG NEG-CONJ learn.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG NEG-CON]J
eide kalon ouden
see.AOR.IND.ACT.35G good.N.ACC.SG nothing.N.ACC.SG
aiké:ion, oithéei te

OWN.N.ACC.SG push.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG CON]J

EMPESIIN ta préigmata

rush.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.PL deed.N.ACC.PL
dneu ndou, kheimdrrozi potamiii
without sense.M.GEN.SG swollen.M.DAT.SG river.M.DAT.SG
eikelos?
similar.M.NOM.SG
‘For how could one know who has neither been taught nor seen
anything good for himself, and charging headlong shoves affairs
along mindlessly like a stormy river?’

3.81.2

. Kpoloe, Tigoe avBpwmwy dvéyvwae €l YAV TV EUVV CTPATEVGAUEVOV

TOAEUIOV GVT iAoV Epol xaTaaTival;

Kroise, tis-se anthr3ipoin
Croesus.M.VOC.SG WH.C.NOM.SG=28G.ACC person.M.GEN.PL
anégno:se epi gén témn

persuade.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG against land.F.ACC.SG ART.F.ACC.SG
emémn strateusdmenon
my.F.ACC.SG campaign.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.ACC.SG



FOCUS PREPOSING 201

polémion antl.  phibu emol
enemy.M.ACC.SG instead friend.M.GEN.SG 1SG.DAT
katasténai?

be.set.INF.AOR.ACT

‘Croesus, what person persuaded you to stand against me as an
enemy instead of with me as my ally, and campaign against my
land?’

1.87.3

These are standard information-seeking constituent questions. Elsewhere the
interrogative pronoun precedes the clitic host:

(6.16) a. x00-ye-3)—E&v TAL TPOAVALTIUWMEVWL XPEVIL TTPOTEPOV 1) € YeEVETDOL—
obx=av xwobeln xéAmog xal TOMGL uélwy €Tt TolTou HIé TogovTOY TE
motapod xal olTwg Epyatinod;
koti-ge-de: en t3i
how.WH.ADV-PTCL-PTCL in ART.M.DAT.SG
proanaisimoiménozi k"rdnozi priteron &
use.up.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.DAT.SG time.M.DAT.SG before.ADV DIS]
eme genésthai ouk-an
18SG.ACC be.born.INF.AOR.MID NEG-MOD
khostheie: k3lpos kai  poll5i
bury.AOR.OPT.PASS.35G gulf M.NOM.SG CONJ more.N.DAT.SG
mézdon £ti totitou hyp3 tosoutou
greater.C.NOM.SG stillADV MED.M.GEN.SG by  such.M.GEN.sG
te  potamoil kai  houtois  ergatikoti?

CONJ river.M.GEN.SG CON]J thus.ADV active.M.GEN.SG
‘How (is it that)—in the time before I was born—a gulf much bigger
even than this would not be buried by such a great and active river?’

2.11.4

b. 1) 3¢ Tpity TGV 63GV TOAAOV ETiexeaTaTy) €000 pdAiaTa EPevaTar Aéyel
yap O 008" aldty o0dEv, pauévy Tov Nelhov péev Gmd Topévng Lé-
vog. 6g péet uev éx Ativg dia péowv Aibiémwy, Exdidol ¢ ég Alyvmrov.
[%&¢]p=@v-0fTa Péot-dv dmd y1évog, dmd TAV HeppotdTwy péwv &g Td
PuypbTepa Ta TOMG ETTL;

he: de  trite: tin
ART.F.NOM.SG PTCL third.F.NOM.SG ART.F.GEN.PL
hod5n polbon eplieikestate:

way.F.GEN.PL much.ADV most.reasonable.F.NOM.SG
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ealisa madlista
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG most.ADV

épseustai, légei gar de:
be.mistaken.PERF.IND.MP.3SG say.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG EXPL PTCL
ou-d’ hate: oudén,

NEG-PTCL MED.F.NOM.SG None.N.ACC.SG

plaméne: tn Neilon
claim.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.NOM.SG ART.M.ACC.SG Nile.M.ACC.SG
hréegin apd  tetkoméne:s

flow.INF.PRES.ACT from melt.PTCP.PRES.MP.F.GEN.SG
k"isnos. hos hréei men
SNOW.F.GEN.SG REL.M.NOM.SG flow.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG PTCL
ek Libyeis dia mésomn

from Libya.F.GEN.SG through middle.M.GEN.PL

Aithi3pon, ekdido? de  es
Ethiopian.M.GEN.PL issue.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG PTCL into
Aigypton. [k5:s]p=in=déta

Egypt.F.ACC.SG how.WH.ADV-PTCL-PTCL

hrésizan apd  khidnos, apd
flow.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG-MOD from snow.F.GEN.SG from

tin thermotdtoin

ART.N.GEN.PL warmest.N.GEN.PL

hréomn e ta
flow.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG into ART.N.ACC.PL
psykhritera ta polld

colder.N.ACC.PL ART.N.ACC.PL many.N.ACC.PL

esti?

be.PRES.IND.ACT.35G

‘The third explanation, while quite reasonable, is completely wrong.
For it doesn’t even make any sense to claim that the Nile, which
flows from Libya through Ethiopia and issues into Egypt flows from
melted snow. [How]; (is it), then, (that it) could flow from snow,
flowing from the warmest (areas) into the areas that are for the most
part cooler?’

2.22.1-2
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c. tolol yap pte dotea wte Telyea Nt EXTiopéva, GAN pepéotxol E6vTeg
navteg Ewot inmotofbral, (AVTES Te uiy AT’ dpdTov dAN dTtd xTHVéwy,
obcjpatd ¢ ot At éni Levyéwy. [x@¢]y 0dx=8v elpoay obtol duayol e
xal dmopol TpoTpiTYEw;
toisi gar mé-te dstea mé:te
3PL.M.DAT EXPL NEG-CON]J tOWN.N.NOM.PL NEG.CON]
teikea éi
wall.N.NOM.PL be.PRES.SBJV.ACT.35G
ektisména, alla preréoikoi
build.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.NOM.PL but nomad.M.NOM.PL
eintes, pdntes
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL allLM.NOM.PL
€a1si hippatoksitai,
be.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3PL horse.archer.M.NOM.PL
zd3ntés te  mé ap’ ardtou
live.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL CONJ NEG from crops.M.GEN.SG
all’ apd  ktemméomn, otké:mata £ sphi
but from flock.N.GEN.PL dwelling.N.NOM.PL CONJ 3PL.DAT
&i epl zdeugéoin. [k3:s]s
be.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3SG on draft.animal.N.GEN.PL how.WH.ADV
ouk-an  eleisan hotitoi
NEG-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL MED.M.NOM.PL
damak"oi te  kai dporoi
invincible.C.NOM.PL CONJ CONJ unapproachable.cC.NOM.PL
prosmisgein?
approach.INF.PRES.ACT
‘For they have established neither towns nor walls, but being no-
mads, and living not from agriculture but from flocks, they are all
horse-archers and their dwellings are on their draft animals: [How];
(is it that) they would not be invincible and unapproachable?’

4.46.3

(6.17) Embedded Question
elparta [Tig]p eln=pot 6 dovg.
eirdita [tis]p
ask.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG WH.C.NOM.SG
eler=moi ho
be.PRES.OPT.ACT.35G-1SG.DAT ART.M.NOM.SG
dous.
give.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
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‘(Ariston) asked [who]y (it was who) gave (the garlands) to me.
6.69.2

In each of these examples, the interrogative pronoun occurs before the clitic
host. The crucial difference between these examples and those in which the
interrogative pronoun hosts a clausal clitic is that their prejacent (that is,
everything but the variable representing the interrogative pronoun) is already
in the Common Ground (cf. Hajicova 1993: 54, Herburger 2000). Comparison
with English clefts is useful:

(6.18) Who gave you that hat?
No one, I bought it for myself.

(6.19) Who was it that gave you that hat?
?No one, I bought it for myself.

The problem with (6.19) is that the form of the question presupposes that
someone gave the addressee the hat, which the answer then contradicts.

To return to the Greek examples in (6.16), Herodotus is arguing in (6.16.a)
and (6.16.b) against assertions that have been introduced in the discourse. The
invincibility of the Scythians as a nomadic tribe is taken for granted in (6.16.c).
And in (6.17) the preceding sentence mentions that the addressee is wearing
garlands.

6.5 Multiple Preposing

Thus far the discussion has centered on cases in which one constituent or
subconstituent precedes the host of a clausal clitic. There is a small set of
examples in which two or even three constituents precede the clitic host.
Within this set, there are at least three subtypes. The first involves the simple
combination of topicalization with focus preposing:

(6.20) Topicalization with Focus Preposing
a. [Aapelog=puev=31]cr, doxéew Euoi, [’ 00devog Sodepod voou ]y EmaryyE-
Aeté-ol tadTa.

Dareios mén dé, dokéein emoi,
Darius.M.NOM.SG PTCL PTCL seem.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG 1SG.DAT
[ap’ oudends doleroti niou

from none.M.GEN.SG deceitful. M.GEN.SG mind.M.GEN.SG
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epangéllets-hoi tatita.
tel.LIMPF.IND.MID.35G-35G.DAT MED.N.ACC.PL

‘[As for Darius]cr, it seems to me that [it was from no deceitful
mind]p that he told him these things.

3135.3

. [0l 3¢]cr [Em’ 008evt ]y, Epaaay, Epdewv=&v TodTo.

[hoi dé]cr [ep’ oudeni]y, éphasan,

3PL.M.NOM PTCL for none.N.DAT.SG say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
érdein-an totito.

do.INF.PRES.ACT-MOD MED.N.ACC.5G

‘[They]cr said that [there is no price] for which they would do that’

3383

. [T@vepev=01 ] e [008eV ] TpoaieTopv.

[t3:nemén=dé:]cr [ouden]y

ART.N.GEN.PL-PTCL-PTCL nothing.N.NOM.SG

prasieti-min.

please.IMPF.IND.MP.35G=35G.ACC

‘[Of these]cr, [none]; pleased him (= Croesus).
1.48.1

In each case, we have a topicalized phrase marked with uév or 3¢, which is
followed in turn by a preposed focus element, and then finally the clitic host.
The semantics of the focused constituent is the same as that presented above
in section 6.1.2: the value associated with the preposed element is unexpected.

In the second subtype, the preposed focus element is preceded by a high
adjoined adverbial phrase (on which see section 4.4.3 above):

(6.21)

Frame Adverbials with Focus Preposing

. [ppBvdpog ydip €vdg ToD dplatov] [008EV] dpevov=av pavely.

[ppandris gar  hends toti
man.M.GEN.SG EXPL 0ne.M.GEN.SG ART.M.GEN.SG
aristou] [oudén]y dmeinon-an

noble.M.GEN.SG none.N.NOM.SG better.N.NOM.SG-MOD
praneie:.
Seem.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG
‘For [ppin comparison to one noble man], [nothing]; would seem
better.
3.82.2
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b. Npelg pev Exaotépw Te oixéopey xal [ppouiv] [Tomde-Tig]y yivorr'=&v

gmucovply) YPuypen.
hexmels mén  hekastéror  te  oikéomen kai
1PL.NOM PTCL farthest ADV CcONJ live.PRES.IND.ACT.1PL CON]J
[pphymin] [toié:de-tis]p
2PL.DAT such.F.NOM.SG-INDF.C.NOM.SG
ginoit-an epikourie: psykhré..
be.PRES.OPT.MP.35G-MOD help.F.NOM.SG cold.F.NOM.SG
‘We live too far away, and [ppto you] [any such]; help would be cold
comfort.’

6.108.2

. a0Tog Te yap "EMNy yévog elpl Tapyaiov xal [ppavt’ éAevépng] [dedou-

Awpévny | obx=av E0EAoL Opdv v EMdda.

autjs te  gar Héllemn génos
selfM.NOM.SG CONJ EXPL Greek.M.NOM.SG pedigree.N.ACC.SG
eimi t-owrkhaion kai

be.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG ART.N.ACC.SG-ancient.N.ACC.SG CON]
[ppant’ eleut’éreis]  [dedoulozménen]y
instead free.F.GEN.SG enslave.PTCP.PERF.MP.F.ACC.SG
ouk-an  et"éloimi hordn
NEG-MOD want.PRES.OPT.ACT.1SG Se€.INF.PRES.ACT
tén Hellada.
ART.F.ACC.SG Hellas.F.AcC.SG
‘For I am myself Greek by ancient pedigree and would not want to
see Hellas [enslaved]; [ppinstead of free].
9452

Examples (6.21.a) and (6.21.b) obey independent generalizations for high adver-
bials and non-monotonic focus, whereas in (6.21.c) preposing may have some-
thing to do with the contrast between dvt’ éAevfépns and deSovAwpévny.

The final subtype is puzzling:

(6.22) a. obtog 6 oTérog [émi KéSpou Bacidebovtog Abnvaiwv]y dpBdg-8v xolé-

otto.

hotitas ho stilos [epl
MED.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG expedition.M.NOM.SG to
Kidrou basiletontos

Codrus.M.GEN.SG be.king.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG
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Atternain]y orthiis-an kaléaito.
Athenian.M.GEN.PL correctlyADV-MOD call. PRES.OPT.MP.35G
‘This expedition would correctly be dated [to the era when Codrus
was king of the Athenians]y.

576

b. todg 3¢ vmoxpivaaar wg o0dE éxeivor [Tods Tig Apyeing]y Edogdv-oet
Sixag Thg dpmaryiic 00dE v adTol dwaeL éxelvolat.

tous de¢  hypokrinasthai hots ou-dg
ART.M.ACC.PL PTCL reply.INF.AOR.MID that.COMP NEG-PTCL
ekeinoi [Iodis téis Argeie:s|g
DIST.M.NOM.PL [0.F.GEN.SG ART.F.GEN.SG Argive.F.GEN.SG
édosdn=sp"i dikas téis
give.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL-3PL.DAT right.F.ACC.PL ART.F.GEN.SG
harpagé:s ou-de . autol
abduction.F.GEN.SG NEG-PTCL PTCL selfM.NOM.PL

d3:sein ekeinoisi.

give.INF.FUT.ACT DIST.M.DAT.PL

‘They (= the Greeks) replied that neither did they give them restitu-
tion for the abduction [of the Argive Io]g, nor would they give them
(any).

12.3

c. émedv 3¢ Odpwat, dryopy) [déxa VpepEwv ]y ox loTatai-agL 00’ dpxatpe-
ol auvilet. dMa TtevBEouat TadTag TAS NEPAS.

epe-an dé¢  thdpsosi,

when.COMP-MOD PTCL bury.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3PL

agoreé: [déka hexmeréomn]y ouk
market.F.NOM.SG ten day.F.GEN.PL NEG

histataizsp*i ou-d’
set.up.PRES.IND.MP.35G-3PL.DAT NEG-PTCL

arkhairesie: synizdei

election.of. magistrates.F.NOM.SG take.place.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
alla penthéousi tautas tas

but grieve.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL MED.F.ACC.PL ART.F.ACC.PL
hexméras.

day.F.ACC.PL

‘Whenever they bury (a king), they do not hold market [for ten
days]p, nor does the election of magistrates take place. Instead they
grieve during those days.

6.58.3
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d. Xdpakog 3¢ tg Avaduevos Pod@my dmevéatyoey ¢ MuTIAwYv. &V péAel

Zompw [ToMd |y XATEXEPTOUNTELV.
K*hdraksos de  hos
Charaxus.M.NOM.SG PTCL aftercomPp
lysamenos Hrod3:pin
free.pTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG Rhodopis.F.ACC.SG
apenisteisen es  Mytilénemn. en
return.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG into Mytilene.F.ACC.SG in
mélei Sapphs: [polla]y
SONg.N.DAT.SG Sappho.F.NOM.SG many.N.ACC.PL
katekertime:sé-min.
mock.AOR.IND.ACT.35G=35G.ACC
‘Charaxus, after giving Rhodopis her freedom, returned to Mytilene.
In a song Sappho mocked him [repeatedly].

2.135.6

. TV elvexa oUT dwp AlydmTiog olite yuw) [dvdpa "EXva ] ptAnoete-av

TOL CTOUATL.
tin heineka ou-t’ anéwr
REL.N.GEN.PL because NEG-CONJ man.M.NOM.SG
Aigyptios ou-te gyné:
Egyptian.M.NOM.SG NEG-CON]J woman.F.NOM.SG
[dndra Héllenaly plilé:seie-an
man.M.ACC.SG Greek.M.ACC.SG Kiss.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG-MOD
i stomati.
ART.N.DAT.SG mouth.N.DAT.SG
‘For these reasons, neither an Egyptian man nor woman would kiss
[a Greek man]; on the mouth!
2.41.3

While identifying the focus constituent seems relatively straightforward, the

motivation for the preposing of the elements preceding the focus is mysteri-

ous. In (6.22.a) and (6.22.b), the subject phrases refer back to entities already

introduced in the discourse; in (6.22.c)—(6.22.¢), the subjects are by contrast all

discourse-new. Examples (6.22.d) and (6.22.e) are further preceded by an adver-

bial element. In principle, these could be cases of multiple focus (on which see

Kritka 1991), but if so it is not clear how to motivate this kind of reading from

the discourse context. These examples may not even form a coherent class, and

some sort of verb-adjacency constraint may be at work in examples (6.22.b)—

(6.22.e).
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6.6 Syntax

As we have seen, it is possible to prepose a diverse range of phrases or sub-
phrasal elements, including subjects (6.11.h), objects (6.8.a), adjuncts (6.5), neg-
ative adverbials (6.14.a), and interrogative pronouns (6.16.c). Preposed adjec-
tives are either adjacent to their head nouns or separated from them:

(6.23) Discontinuous NP
a. mplveTi=@v [uélov]y EepydoacaBaizpty [épaog xody, xataountéog Eoti
MU Bavatot.
prinstiziin [mézdon]
before.COMP-INDF.N.ACC.SG-PTCL greater.N.ACC.SG
eksergdsasttai-min Pérsas kaksn,
d0.INF.AOR.MID-3SG.ACC Persian.M.ACC.PL bad.N.ACC.SG
katalamptéos esti hexmin
to.be.punished. M.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.35G 1PL.DAT
thandto:i.
death.M.DAT.SG
‘Before he does the Persians [greater]; harm, he must be punished
by us with death.
3.127.3

b. Nuels pév Exaatépw Te olxéopey xal DUV [Tomde-Tig ] Yivort=8v émucou-
pin buxpy.
hexmeis mén  hekastéror  te  oikéomen kai
1PL.NOM PTCL farthest.ADV CON]J live.PRES.IND.ACT.1PL CON]J
hymin  [toié:de-tis]g
2PL.DAT such.F.NOM.SG-INDF.C.NOM.SG
ginoit-an epikourie: psykhré:.
be.PRES.OPT.MP.35G-MOD help.F.NOM.SG cold.F.NOM.SG
‘We live too far away, and to you [any such]; help would be cold
comfort.

6.108.2

c. amo pev 3 Tovwv xal Maywtwy Tév év tit Agint xat AloAéwv xal Kapdv
ol Avxwv xal Miwéwy xal Hopgidwy ([lg]pydp fv-ol tetorypévog
00t0g pdpog) Tpoaite TeTpadata TdAavTa dpyuplov.

[apd) mén dé:  I3mmomn kai Magné:ton
from prcL pTCL Ionian.M.GEN.PL CONJ Magnesian.M.GEN.PL
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thn en téi Asiexi kai
ART.M.GEN.PL in ART.F.DAT.SG Asia.F.DAT.SG CON]

Abléomn kai  Kardin kai
Aeolian.M.GEN.PL CONJ Carian.M.GEN.PL CON]J

Lykion kai  Milyéon kai

Lycian.M.GEN.PL CONJ Milyan.M.GEN.PL CON]J

Pamp™yjloin ([heis]p=gar

Pamphylian.M.GEN.PL one.M.NOM.SG-EXPL

&n-hoi tetagménos
be.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-3SG.DAT assign.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.NOM.SG
hotitos phoros) proséie

MED.M.NOM.SG tribute.M.NOM.SG come.in.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
tetrakJsia talanta argyriou.

fourhundred.N.NOM.PL talent.N.NOM.PL silver.N.GEN.SG
‘The Ionians, Magnesians of Asia, Aeolians, Carians, Lycians,
Milyans, and Pamphylians (for [one] tribute was required of them)
paid a revenue of four hundred talents of silver’

3.90.1

Remarkably, the discontinuity involves not simply a separation of modifier and
noun, but rather a maximal dispersion, as in each case the noun is found at the
right edge of the clause. I would tentatively suggest that the position of the head
noun is due to its high activation status. When the head noun is not already
active in discourse it appears adjacent to its modifier:

(6.24)

Continuous NP

. ol uév Tadto EMELPWTWY, TQV 3¢ PavTriwy dUPOTEPWY €G TAUTO ol Yvdual

auvédpapov, TpoAéyouaat Kpoiowt, v atpatedvtan ént Ilépaag, [ueyd-
AV ] GpYNVARIY XATOADTELY.

hoi mén taiita epeirditomn,

3PL.M.NOM PTCL MED.N.ACC.PL ask.IMPF.IND.3PL.ACT
tin dé¢  manteinn amphtéromn  es
ART.N.GEN.PL PTCL oracle.N.GEN.PL both.N.GEN.PL into
t-omutd hai
ART.N.ACC.SG-same.N.ACC.SG ART.F.NOM.PL

gndmai synédramon,

judgment.F.NOM.PL agree.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL

prolégousai Kroisozi, &-n

say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.PL Croesus.M.NOM.SG if.COMP-MOD
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strateue:tai epl Pérsas,
lead.a.campaign.PRES.SBJV.MID.3SG against Persian.M.ACC.PL
[megdlein]y  ark"ém-min katalysein.

great.F.ACC.SG empire.F.ACC.SG=38G.ACC destroy.INF.FUT.ACT
‘They asked again, and the judgments of both oracles agreed, saying
to Croesus that if he attacks the Persians, a [great]; empire he will
destroy’

b. t0 8¢ Bupdror emPodiduevov xal dtuida mapéyetal TooalTHY GoTE
["EMwvuen | 008epio=v=putv upiy) dmoxpatyaele.

() dé¢  thymidtai

REL.N.NOM.SG PTCL smoulder.PRES.IND.MP.3SG
epiballsmenon kai  atmida
throw.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.NOM.SG CON]J fume.F.ACC.SG
parékhetai tosaiitemn ho:ste
send.out.PRES.IND.MP.3SG such.F.ACC.SG RES
[Hellemniké: g oudemia-dn-min

Greek.F.NOM.SG none.F.NOM.SG-MOD-35G.ACC
pyrie: apokraté:seie.

vapor.bath.F.NOM.SG surpass.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG

‘(The Scythians use hemp seed), which, lying on (the stones), smoul-
ders and produces such (strong) smoke that no [Greek]y vapor-bath
could outdo it.

4751

c. &l ydp Tig ta €& EXvwy telyed Te xal Epywv anddebv cuMoyioatto,
[EAdoaovog]y vousTe-dv xal damdwng goveln éévta Tod AaPupivlou

TovTOU.

&i gdr tis ta eks

if.COMP EXPL INDF.C.NOM.SG ART.N.ACC.PL from
Hellé:non teikhed te  hkai érgomn
Greek.M.GEN.PL wall.LN.ACC.PL CONJ CONJ work.N.GEN.PL
apsdeksin syllogisaito, [eldssonos]y

display.F.acc.sG add.up.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG less.C.GEN.SG
pdnouste-an kai  dapdne:s

toil. M.GEN.SG-CONJMOD CON]J expense.F.GEN.SG
praneie: ednta
be.clear.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.NOM.PL
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ot labyrint"ou toutou.
ART.M.GEN.SG labyrinth.M.GEN.SG MED.M.GEN.SG
‘For if someone should add up the walls (built) by the Greeks and
the display of (their) works, they would clearly be of [less]; toil and
expense than this labyrinth.

2.148.2

The head nouns in (6.24) seem to have a lower activation status than those in
the discontinuous structure. Examples (6.24.a)—(6.24.c) illustrate further that
it is possible for subconstituents to be preposed (cf. Krifka 1991), in contrast to

topicalized phrases, which are always maximal projections (XPs).

Preposing occurs in various syntactic environments, including matrix/root

(illustrated above in example 6.24.a), adjoined, and embedded clauses:

(6.25) a. Adjoined Clause

g 3¢ [xorrd Tadtd ] e6€omilé-ol xal TpbTEPOV, OIYETO METAED ATOALTTGY
6 Battog &g v Onpmy.

ho:s de¢  [kata t-auta)p

since.cOMP PTCL according.to ART.N.ACC.PL-same.N.ACC.PL
ethéspizdé-hoi kal prateron,
prophesy.IMPF.IND.ACT.35SG=3SG.DAT as.COMP before.ADV,
aitkleto metaksy

go.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG in.the.middle.ADV

apalipd:n ho
leave.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG

Bttos es tém Thérem.

Battus.M.NOM.SG to ART.F.ACC.SG Thera.F.ACC.SG
‘Since she was prophesying to him [in the same way]; as before,
Battus left in the middle and went to Thera.

4155.4

. Embedded Clause

6 8¢ elne, “@ déomota, Edoag pe xaplel pdhota oV fedv @V ENvwy,
ToV éyw Etiunoa Bedv pdhiarta, Emelpéadat méppavta tdade Tag médag, €l

R

[¢Eamatay todg €0 motebvrag]y vépog-éotizol.
ho de  &lpe, BN
35G.M.NOM PTCL say.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG VOC.PTCL
déspota, edsas me

master.M.VOC.SG allow.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG 1SG.ACC
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khariet madlista ton thedn
please.FUT.IND.MID.25G most ART.M.ACC.SG god.M.ACC.SG
tiin Hellé:nomn, tn £go:
ART.M.GEN.PL Greek.M.GEN.PL REL.M.ACC.SG 1SG.NOM
stime:sa thesin madlista,
honor.AOR.IND.ACT.1SG god.M.GEN.PL most.ADV

epeirésthai pémpsanta tdsde
ask.INF.AOR.MID send.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG PROX.F.ACC.PL
tas pédas, &l [eksapatdn

ART.F.ACC.PL chain.F.AcC.PL if.cOMP deceive.INF.PRES.ACT
tous el poieiintas|y

ART.M.ACC.PL g0od.ADV do.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL
ndmos-esti-hoi.
practice.M.NOM.SG-be.PRES.IND.ACT.35G-35G.DAT

‘And he said, “O master, you will please me most if you allow me to
send these chains to the god of the Greeks, whom I honored most of
the gods, and to ask (him) if [to deceive the ones who do good]; is
his practice.”’

1.90.2

c. Embedded Infinitive
1) 8¢ &g €lde 6 moudiov péya te xal edetdis Ebv, Sapioaoa xai AaBopévy
TRV youvdtwy Tod dvdpog expNile [undemtit Téxvnt]y exbelvai-piv.
he: d¢  hos eide
35G.F.NOM PTCL when.COMP see.AOR.IND.ACT.35G
) paidion méga te  kal
ART.N.ACC.SG child.N.Acc.sG tall.N.ACC.SG CONJ CON]J
eueides &in,
beautiful.N.ACC.SG be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.ACC.SG
dakrysasa kai
CIY.PTCP.AOR.ACT.F.NOM.SG CON]J
laboméne: tmn
take.hold.PTCP.AOR.MID.F.NOM.SG ART.N.GEN.PL
goundton tot andrs
knee.N.GEN.PL ART.M.GEN.SG man.M.GEN.SG
eklréuizde [medemi&i  ték'nexd]p
beg.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G none.F.DAT.SG method.F.DAT.SG
ektheinai-min.
expose.INF.AOR.ACT-3SG.ACC
‘When she saw that the child was tall and beautiful, she begged him,
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crying and taking hold of her husband’s knees, not—[in any way at
all];—to expose him.

1L112.1

There are even cases of preposing and topicalization occurring together under
a complementizer:

(6.26) o0 pnv odde AéAnfe adTolg—el yap Tiveg xal &Moot ta IMepaéwy vopupa
gmiotéatol xal Alydmtiol—8Tt [mp@taspev]cr [véBov]y ob-apt véuog oti
Baoirebaat ywaiov mapedvtos.
ou  mémnm ou-dé lélexthe autous
NEG PTCL NEG-PTCL escape.notice.PERF.IND.ACT.3SG 3PL.M.ACC
& gar  tines kai  albi
ifCOMP EXPL INDF.C.NOM.PL CON]J other.M.NOM.PL
ta Perséon ndmima
ART.N.ACC.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL custom.N.ACC.PL
epistéatai kai  Aigyptidi hiti
know.PRES.IND.MP.35G CONJ Egyptian.M.NOM.PL that.cCOMP
[priita=mén]cy [nsthon]; oussphi
first.N.ACC.PL-PTCL bastard.M.ACC.SG NEG+3PL.DAT
nimos esti basiletisai
custom.M.NOM.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG be king.INF.AOR.ACT
gnesiou paresntos.
legitimate.M.GEN.SG be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG
‘It has certainly not escaped (the Egyptians)—for if any others also
know the customs of the Persians it is the Egyptians—that, [first]cy, it
is not their custom for [a bastard ] to be king when there is a legitimate
heir’

3.2.2

These examples suggest that the focus projection lies both under the topical-
ized phrase as well as under CP. Furthermore, in most of the cases above the
verb is the first element in S, which accordingly hosts the clitic. When nega-
tion, a negative quantifier, or a verb-scope adverbial is present, however, then
these host the clausal clitic. What this all amounts to is the following picture
of the Greek clause (I position the topicalized phrase above C, although recall
from example (5.43) above that it appears to be possible for it to occur beneath
it as well):
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(6.27) Herodotean Clause Structure

CP
/\
XProp CP
/\
Wh c’
/\
C S
| T
Comp X(P) S
\ T
Non-monotonic Focus (Adv),clitic Verb .. .. XP

Adv is here a cover term for negation, negative quantifiers, and verb-scope
adverbials. Any topicalized elements or high adverbial phrases will adjoin
to S or CP. Focus preposing occurs below C (cf. Kiparsky 1995: 153, M. Hale
1996: 177; for proposals with only one preposing projection, see Liihr 2009
and Keydana 2o11). I tentatively characterize this projection as adjoined to
S, given the apparent possibility of multiple focus preposing, as in example
(6.22).

The postverbal material is the background against which the focus is
asserted; in other words, it is material that is in the QUD.3 This means in effect
that—in this construction at least—the verb in affirmative clauses is a fulcrum
between what is asserted and what is not. Whether there are further layers of
the clause to accommodate the material preceding the host in the examples in
(6.22) will have to remain an open question.

The phrase structure in (6.27) also offers a point of contact between Ancient
and Medieval Greek. Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2002, 2004) offer the following
phrase structure for Late Medieval Greek (CL stands for ‘clitic’):

3 This appears to correspond to the category Remainder that H. Dik (1995) and (2007) argues
for; she, however, offers no definition for the category: it seems simply to be post-verbal
material that is neither the Topic nor Focus of the utterance. It may well be the case that the
organizing principles of the post-verbal field are of an entirely different nature from those
governing the preverbal field. The pre-verbal field in Kiowa (Kiowa-Tanoan; Oklahoma), for
instance, is sensitive to information structure, while the post-verbal field is rigidly ordered
(Adger, Harbour, and Watkins 2009).
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(6.28) Late Medieval Greek Clause Structure

CP

T

/

Spec C

{Wh-Rel} A
Wh- Qu C P
Spec '

{ FocXP } /\

Emtheg TNSP

Neg
MoodPrt CL TNSP

PaN

Spec /T\VP
s IN
\J

While the nodes in this tree bear more decoration than the one in (6.27) and
use specifier projections, they are actually very similar: crucially, the ordering
complementizer-focus-negation-clitic-finite verb is common to both of them.
This is a feature of clitic distribution that also characterizes Modern Greek,
with the further distinction that pronominal clitics have become proclitic (see
Mavrogiorgos 2010).

6.7 Summing Up

I have argued for a non-monotonic focus projection that lies beneath C. Focus
preposing is formally distinguished from contrastive topicalization not only
structurally but also in the absence of uév and d¢. The analysis here is in many
ways a minimal analysis of focus preposing in Greek in that it is the base set
of properties that this construction has. It undoubtedly has more, which will
prove a rich area for exploration. One dimension that I have not been able to
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discuss is the pragmatic side of this construction, such as the implicatures that
focus preposing can give rise to in context. On the basis of Hdt. 1.53 (the Pythian
oracle’s response to Croesus’ inquiry), Goldstein (2013b) explores the type of
pragmatic meaning that can be generated in context. As with topicalization,
the value of focus preposing for our general understanding of Greek word order
cannot be underestimated. The construction provides us with an anchor that
has a clear informational-structural character from which it is then possible to
explore the rest of the clause.






PART 3

Clause Combining






CHAPTER 7

Participles

We turn now from preposing to the relationship between clitic position and
non-finite constructions. Participial phrases are the focus of this chapter, while
infinitives will be discussed in the next. Participles are non-finite verbal forms
derived from verbal stems that inflect as adjectives. They bear the aspectual
properties of their verbal stem (tense semantics are often relative to the finite
verb), and can be inflected for voice (typically active and middle-passive, al-
though some tenses offer separate stems for active, middle, and passive). Se-
mantically, they modify nouns or serve as secondary predications. Handbooks
typically divide these two functions across three categories: attributive, circum-
stantial, and supplementary (so Smyth 1956: §2046). Attributive participles
(Smyth 1956: §§2049—2053) modify nouns and are thus closest to adjectives
proper. Circumstantial participles (Smyth 1956: § § 2054—2087) typically denote
some attendant circumstance of the main (finite) clause, and in this regard they
resemble finite adverbial clauses. Genitive and accusative absolute participial
phrases are subtypes of the circumstantial participle. Supplementary partici-
ples (Smyth 1956: §§ 2088—2145) are complements of finite verbs. The following
examples illustrate these three types:

(7.1) a. Attributive Participle
™V Yap Aciny xai & évotxéovta Edvea BapBapa oixetedvtal of Ilépaat.
témn gar Asiem kai ta
ART.F.ACC.SG EXPL Asja.F.ACC.SG CONJ ART.N.ACC.PL
enaikéonta ét'nea
inhabit.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.ACC.PL race.N.ACC.PL
bdrbara oikeigiintai
foreign.N.ACC.PL consider.own.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL
hoi Pérsai.
ART.M.NOM.PL Persian.M.NOM.PL
‘For Asia and the foreign races inhabiting (Asia) the Persians con-
sider their own.
1.4.4

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_008
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b. Circumstantial Participle
dmixopévoug 3¢ Tobg Poivixag ég 81 10 "Apyog TodTo datibeaBar Tov

PopTOV.

apikimenous de  tous
arrive.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.ACC.PL PTCL ART.M.ACC.PL

Phyinikas es dér B Argos
Phoenician.M.ACC.PL into PTCL ART.N.ACC.SG Argos.N.ACC.SG
totito diatithestai ton

MED.N.ACC.SG set.Out.INF.PRES.MP ART.M.ACC.SG

pldrton.

cargo.M.ACC.SG
‘Having arrived on Argos, the Phoenicians set out their wares.

1.1.2

c. Supplementary Participle
... povéa oD TTaudog Erdviave Boaxwv.
plonéa toti paidds
murderer.M.ACC.SG ART.M.GEN.SG SON.M.GEN.SG
eldnt"ane b3sko:n.
be.unaware.IMPF.IND.ACT.38G host.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
‘... (he) unknowingly hosted the murderer of his son.
1.44.2

In (7.1.a), the participle évoucéovta appears between the definite article and
noun, and serves to modify the latter: ta évoucéovta €0vea BapPapa ‘the foreign
races inhabiting (Asia).’ The circumstantial participial phrase ‘having arrived
on Argos’ in (7.1.b) by contrast provides background information to the finite
clause. Supplementary participles are of a different stripe altogether, as they are
lexically determined. A handful of verbs in Greek select participial phrases as
complements: so in (7.1.c) the complement of éAdvBave is the participial phrase
povéa oD Tados ... BoTrwv.

Variation in clitic distribution is found above all with circumstantial partici-
ples, which accordingly are the focus of this chapter.! On the basis of syntactic
and semantic properties, I argue below for three subtypes of circumstantial

1 For early work on this topic, see Wackernagel (1892: 371) and Fraenkel ([1933]1964: 94-97,109).
The research on Greek participial phrases that I am aware of generally does not make use of
clitic distribution, e.g., Oguse (1962), Fox (1983), Buijs (2005), Pompei (2006), and Cristofaro

(2012).
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participle, which I refer to as participial clauses, VP-participial phrases, and
chained participles.?

When a circumstantial participial phrase occurs sentence-initially, a clausal
clitic either occurs second within that constituent (7.2.a) or second within the
finite clause (7.2.b):

(7.2)  a. Second Within the Participial Phrase
[Exwv=8'-8v TadTyv] Nybpale obte Sopugdpwv Emopéve olite Aood 0dde-

vég.

[ékroin=d’-an taitemn |
wear.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-MOD MED.F.ACC.SG
eigdrazde ou-te
hang.out.in.agora.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG NEG-CON]J

doryp"droin hepoménoin ou-te
spearman.M.GEN.PL follow.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL NEG-CON]
laoui oudenss.

entourage.M.GEN.SG none.M.GEN.SG
‘[Wearing this] (Scyles) used to hang out in the agora with neither
spearmen nor any entourage following him.

4.78.4

b. Second Within the Finite Clause
[Yvoumt yap ToladTNL XPEWUEVOG] EMITPOTEVOLEY AUWUYTWS ToD TAY-
Beoc.
[gnd:me:i gar tiaute:i
judgment.F.DAT.SG EXPL such.F.DAT.SG
khredimenos) epitropeudizan
use.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG gOVern.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG-MOD
amoimeta:s totl plétheos.
without.fault.ADV ART.N.GEN.SG crowd.N.GEN.SG

2 Bary and Haug (2011: 16) also argue for three participial constructions, which by and large
match those presented here. There are two significant differences between our accounts,
however. The first is that, in their analysis, the syntactic category of the participial phrase
is uniformly a VP across the three constructions. The second is that they locate all three
constructions under a single clausal node, namely IP. Bary and Haug do not discuss clitic
distribution, so it is unclear how the data presented here would fit into their account. As their
study is a based on a corpus of New Testament Greek, the differences between their account
and my own could be due to the effects of syntactic change.
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‘[For since (the monarch) uses such (good) judgment], he would
govern the masses without fault.
3.82.2

Both (7.2.a) and (7.2.b) begin with participial phrases, but in the former the
modal particle dv occurs second within the participial phrase, while in the lat-
ter it occurs second within the finite clause. Note, however, that the explanatory
particle ydp ‘for’ in (7.2.b) is not restricted to the finite clause: it appears second
within the participial phrase. This is the selfsame splaying of sentential and
clausal clitics that we observed above in chapters 5 and 6, which results from
the differing scopal properties of the explanatory and modal particle.

This difference in distribution is due to a difference in syntactic and seman-
tic status.? In (7.2.b), the participial clause is syntactically a (non-finite) clause,
and forms its own domain for clausal clitics, just as finite adverbial clauses do.
Typically participial clauses modify and therefore adjoin to the finite S/CP (we
will see below in example 7.11 that it is possible for participial clauses to adjoin
to a sister smaller than S):

(7.3) Participial Clause

/\

S S

YVWOUNL YAP TOLXOTHL XPEWMEVOS  ETTPOTTEVOL-AY GWUYTwS ToD TANOe0g

As the modal particle &v is a clausal clitic, it occurs second within the S con-
stituent in which it is interpreted (in this case, the right-hand S daughter). By
contrast, the explanatory particle ydp is a sentence-domain clitic, and there-
fore occurs second in the highest S node. It accordingly appears after the first
prosodic word within the first daughter S-constituent. As the participial phrase
is an S—that s, a clause—it forms an independent domain not only for clausal
clitics, but also for negation, modality, and tense semantics.

By contrast, in (7.2.a), both the VP-participial phrase and finite clause occur
under a single S node:

3 laminclined to think that one could also set up a corresponding difference in semantic type,
although I will not attempt this here.
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(7.4)  VP-Participial Phrase

VP I

Exwv-d'-&v tadmy  Mydpale

Where exactly VP-participial phrases occur in S is difficult to determine, and I
leave the precise details for further research; the claim here is simply that they
are somewhere under S. VP-participial phrases typically modify an element
within the finite clause, as opposed to the finite clause itself. In contrast to par-
ticipial clauses, they do not form independent domains for negation, modality,
and tense.

There is a further participial construction that formally patterns like the VP-
participial phrase in (7.2.a), which I refer to as participial chaining:

(7.5)  Participial Chaining

Beploavteg-8"-8v ToV altov EmAeov.

therisantes=d’-an ton
reap.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD ART.M.ACC.SG
siton épleon.

grain.M.ACC.SG sail.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
‘They would reap crops and sail.
4.42.4

Here the participial phrase and finite verb form a more cohesive unit than those
in (7.2.a) and (7.2.b). The event described by the participial phrase in (7.5)
temporally abuts that of the finite clause, with the result that the participial
phrase and finite clause together form one complex event.

The discussion in this chapter is structured as follows. Participial clauses
and VP-participial phrases are treated in sections 7.1 and 7.2, respectively.
Section 7.3 provides further motivation for this distinction from negation and
modality. Sections 7.4 and 7.5 extend the distinction between participial clause
and VP-participial phrase to genitives absolute and supplementary participles,
respectively. Section 7.6 presents the participial chaining construction. Section
7.7 calls attention to a small class of problematic data, while section 7.8 offers
concluding remarks.

Before turning to the analysis itself, I repeat in Table 7.1 the quantitative
overview of non-canonical sentences that was presented in chapters 5 and
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6 (the frequency data is based on a count of 476 tokens of &v and 323 tokens of
Kw).

TABLE 7.1  The Frequency of Non-Canonical Examples of dv and jty

NCTé&v Fi1 F2 NCTuwv Fi1 Fz

Topicalization 20 .25 .04 28 .30 .09
Non-Monotonic Focus 28 .34 .06 21 .22 .07
Participial Clause 28 .34 .06 37 .39 .11
Adverbial 7 .08 .01 8 .09 .02

The column headed “NCT &v” indicates the number of sentences in which dv
is not hosted by the first prosodic word of the clause (NCT stands for “non-
canonical tokens”); the column headed “NCT uw” provides the same informa-
tion for pw. F1 is the frequency of the construction among the non-canonical
examples (the number of tokens of the construction divided by the number of
non-canonical tokens). F2 is the frequency of the construction in the Histories
(the number of tokens of the construction divided by the number of tokens of
the enclitic).

71 Participial Clauses

Participial clauses behave syntactically and semantically as underspecified
adverbial clauses (Stump 1984; for evidence from hiatus that this type of par-
ticipial phrase was canonically coded as an intonational phrase, see Devine and
Stephens 1994: 424). Underspecification resides in the fact that the semantic
relationship between the participial clause and matrix clause has to be deter-
mined from context:*

4 The brackets that correspond to S- and VP-participial phrases in the English translation are
not labeled with a syntactic category, because the English equivalent of the Greek construc-
tion is not always of the same category. The same practice is followed in the next chapter with
infinitives, as well.
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(7.6)

Dossier of Semantic Relationships

. Causal

[s6 8¢ Sfjuog 6 Tav Abnvaiwy EEamatydeis] Edwxé-ol TOV ATTOV xaTahé-
&ag dvdpag TovToug of Sopugdpot pév ovx eyévovto IleloioTpdTon, xopu-
wpdpot BE.

[sho de  démos ho

ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL people.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG

tin Athginaioin
ART.M.GEN.PL Athenian.M.GEN.PL
eksapate:theis] éda:ké-hoi

fool.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.NOM.SG give.AOR.IND.3SG.ACT-3SG.DAT
tin astin
ART.M.GEN.PL citizen.M.GEN.PL

kataléksas dndras toutous
select.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG man.M.ACC.PL MED.M.ACC.PL
hot doryp’3roi mén  ouk
REL.M.NOM.PL spearbearer.M.NOM.PL PTCL NEG

egénonto Peisistrdatou,
become.AOR.IND.MID.3PL Peisistratus.M.GEN.SG

koryne:p"3roi dé.

club.bearerM.NOM.PL PTCL
‘[Since the Athenian people were completely fooled], they selected
these men from their citizens, and gave them to him, who became
not spear-bearers of Peisistratus, but rather club-bearers.

1.59.5 (cf. 6.26.1)

. Temporal

[sTNV oToAYY dmobéuevog Ty avBueny ] AdPeaxe-av ENnvida éadijta.
[stén stolémn
ART.F.ACC.SG equipment.F.ACC.SG

apothémenos témn
take.off. PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG ART.F.ACC.SG
Skythikén| ldbeske-an

Scythian.F.ACC.SG put.on.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-MOD
Helle:nida esthéita.
Greek.F.acc.sG clothing.F.Acc.sG
‘[After (Scyles) took off his Scythian equipment], (he) would put on
Greek clothes!
4.78.4 (cf. 1.216.2, 3.128.2, 7.209.2)
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c. Conditional

émedv avdpwlévtag 1Bnat Todg maidag, [sTdde motedoa] obx=dv auapTd-
VoIG.
epe-an andro:théntas
when.coMP-MOD become.man.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.ACC.PL
ide:ai toiis paidas,
see.AOR.SBJV.MID.28G ART.M.ACC.PL boy.M.ACC.PL
[stade poietisa] ouk-an
PROX.N.ACC.PL d0.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG NEG-MOD
hamartdnois.
eIT.PRES.OPT.ACT.25G
‘When you see the boys have become men, [if you should do the
following], you would not go wrong’

4.9.5 (cf. 8.144.1)

. Concessive (Preposed)

[so0 pévrot dmodekdpevos OBpiopuata &v TdL Adywt] ob-pe Eneloog doyy-
mova &v Tht dpotfjL yevéaha.

[ssy méntai apadeksdmenos

25G.NOM PTCL display.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG
hybrismata en i 3gozi]
arrogance.N.ACC.PL in ART.M.DAT.SG speech.M.DAT.SG
ousme épeisas

NEG-1SG.ACC persuade.AOR.IND.ACT.28G

ask"émona en té&i amoibé:i
inappropriate.C.ACC.SG in ART.F.DAT.SG response.F.DAT.SG
genésthai.

happen.INF.AOR.MID
‘[Although you displayed insult in your speech], you did not per-
suade me to become inappropriate in my response.

7.160.15

5 I'would also include the following outlier in this class:

(7.)

[svAioog-3¢] oltw-dv €l &v meipwl.

[sné:sos=de] houta-an ele: en

island.F.NOM.SG-PTCL thus.ADV-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG on

epeirozi.

mainland.F.DAT.SG

‘[(Although it was an) island], it would thus be on the mainland.
9.51.2
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The relationship between the participial clause and finite clauses is determined
by context. Given this underspecification, it is of course possible for more than
one reading to fit a particular context. The crucial point is simply that the
reading be that of a finite adverbial clause.

As with finite clauses (see chapter 5), it is also possible to topicalize a phrase
within a participial clause:

(7.7)  Topicalization within Participial Phrases
QUD: Why did you choose to save your brother?
SuB-QUD: Which familial relationships can I reestablish?
[s[matpog 8¢ wal unTeog]er [sovnéti-pot {wbvtwv]] ddeApeds=dv dMog ov-
Jevl TpOTIWL YEVOLTO.

[s[patrs dé¢  kai metris]cr
fatherM.GEN.SG PTCL CONJ mother.F.GEN.SG
[souk-éti=moi zdodnton]]

NEG-stilLADV-1SG.DAT live.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL
adelpeis-an dlls oudeni
brother.M.NOM.SG-MOD other.M.NOM.SG none.M.DAT.SG
tripoi génaito.
Wway.M.DAT.SG become.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG
‘[[My mother and father]cr, since they are no longer alive], there’s no
way I could get another brother’
3.119.6

The subject of the participle, matpdg ¢ xal pnTpds, is preposed within the par-
ticipial clause, which accounts for the position of the pronoun pot after cOxért.
Crucially, the preposed phrase is interpreted exclusively with the participle and
has no thematic relation with the finite verb. Accordingly, the topicalization is
exclusively a property of the participial phrase. (Haegeman 2012 reports similar
left-peripheral possibilities for central adverbial clauses.) Darius has granted
Intaphrenes’ wife the chance to save one of her family members from death,
and she has to choose between her husband, her children, and her brother.
She chooses her brother, which astonishes Darius, and he then asks her (via
a messenger) why. The messenger’s question is thus the QUD Why did you
choose to save your brother? The alternatives are her husband and her children.
Intaphrenes’ wife explains that it is possible for her to marry again and to have

It appears that the noun phrase vfjoog-9¢ has a concessive reading, although there is no overt
participle. This is the only example of this kind that I am aware of.
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children, but since her parents are no longer alive, it is impossible for her to get
another brother. Although her mother and father are not members of the set
of people who could potentially be saved, they are part of a different set that
Intaphrenes’ wife constructs to answer Darius’ question, namely Which familial
relationships can I reestablish? Topicalization in (7.7) shifts from the possibility
of remarrying and having more children to the impossibility of getting another
brother.
Participial clauses can also be piled up recursively:

(7.8) 76 uev ipNtov adté éumenodiopévov Tovg Eumpoadious médag Eatyxe. [6 O
B0V]1op [s8mio0e ToD wTVEDS E0TERS] [s0MATOS TV dpxY TOD TTPOGPOV]

KOTABAMNEL LY.

() men  hiréion autd

ART.N.NOM.SG PTCL Victim.N.NOM.SG selfN.NOM.SG
empepadisménon tous emprosttious
bind.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.NOM.SG ART.M.ACC.PL fore.M.ACC.PL
pidas hésteke. [ho dé
foot.M.ACC.PL stand.PERF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL
thyomn]r,, [Ipisthe toil
sacrifice.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG behind ART.N.GEN.SG
kté:neos hested:s]

animal.N.GEN.SG stand.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG

[sspdsas témn ark"é:n
pullPTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.F.ACC.SG beginning.F.ACC.SG
toli striptou]

ART.M.GEN.SG rope.M.GEN.SG

katabdllei-min.

bring.down.PRES.IND.ACT.35G=35G.ACC
‘The sacrificial victim stands alone bound at its forefeet. [The sacri-
ficer]y,y, [standing in back of the animal], [pulling the beginning of the
rope], brings him down.

4.60.1 (cf. 1.96.2)

I take 6 3¢ B0wv as a preposed discourse-new subject (see section 5.4.1), which
is followed by two participial clauses, 8miafe o0 xTiveos atews and omdoag TV
apyv tod atpdgou. All three are recursively adjoined to S.

Preposed (left-adjoined) and postposed (right-adjoined) participial clauses
exhibit a robust asymmetry. As noted by Haug (2010), participles that precede
their subjects serve to link the description of the event in the finite clause
to the preceding discourse. As a result, they typically report discourse-old
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information (cf. Thompson, Longacre, and Hwang 2007: 270, 295). To take
(7.6.c) above as illustrative, Heracles has already been asked (in 4.9.4) what he
thinks should be done with the boys. This anaphoric behavior extends also to
the temporal domain. As Bary and Haug (2011: 13) observe, participial clauses
(in their analysis, they are called frames) typically refer back to a set of times
that has already been introduced into the discourse:

(7.9) Temporal
Tixovoog uév xal mpdtepby pev, edte dpudpev émt ™y ‘ENESa, mepl thV
Avdp&v TolTwV. [dolaag de] YéwTdspe EBev ...

ékousas mén kal  pritersn  meuy,
hear.AOR.IND.ACT.2SG PTCL CON]J before.ADV 1SG.GEN
elite horm3:men epl temn
when.coMP set.out.PRES.SBJV.ACT.3SG for ART.F.ACC.SG
Helldada peri  tin andrin
Hellas.F.AcC.sG about ART.M.GEN.PL man.M.GEN.PL
touto:n. [sakotisas] de
MED.M.GEN.PL hear.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG PTCL
géltd=me étheu

laughterM.ACC.SG-1SG.ACC make.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG

I told you (= Xerxes) about (lit. ‘you heard from me’) these men (=
Lacedaemonians) before, when we were setting out for Hellas. [When
you heard], you made me a laughingstock ...’

7.209.2

The event of hearing is mentioned first as a finite verb (fjxovoag) and then
picked up again with a participle (dxodcag). The participial phrase locates the
time of the matrix event by situating the event of mocking after that ofhearing.6

Participial clauses that follow the finite clause are far less frequent than their
left-adjoined counterparts and are characterized by a more restricted func-
tional profile (Thompson, Longacre, and Hwang 2007: 295—-296). In my corpus,
right-adjoined participial clauses overwhelmingly mark purpose (7.10.a—7.10.c;
cf. Lowe 2012: 131-132), although other functions are found as well (7.10.d):

6 Inamore articulated framework of tense-aspect semantics (such as Dahl 2010, Bary and Haug
2011, Dahl 20113, 2011b, Devine and Stephens 2013, and Lowe 2015b offer), one could perhaps
say that participial clauses modify the reference time of the matrix eventuality. I leave this
question for future research.
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Right-Adjoined Participial Clauses

. Purpose

mubopevog O¢ tadta, 6 'Ovnatiog wnpuxag diémeume &g v Twviny [t
AONEVUEVOG-TPEXS |.

pytismenos d¢  taiita,
find.out.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG PTCL MED.N.ACC.PL
ho Inésilos kéwrykas

ART.M.NOM.SG Onesilus.M.NOM.SG messenger.M.ACC.PL
diépempe es tem Dniemn
send.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL to ART.F.ACC.SG lonia.F.ACC.SG
[sepikaleiimends-spheas).
call.in.as.ally.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG=3PL.C.ACC
‘When Onesilus found this out, he sent messengers to Ionia, [to call
them in as allies].

5.108.2

. &g pév mpooedéxovto éx Tig Ilehomovwioou otpatdv HEEW [Tiuwpy)-

o b)

govtd=at], ol 3¢ Euevov &v ThHt ATtudit.

héas mén  prosedékonto ek tés
until.COMP PTCL expect.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL from ART.F.GEN.SG
Peloponné:sou straton hé:ksein
Peloponnese.F.GEN.SG army.M.ACC.SG cOmMe.INF.FUT.ACT
[stimoiréisontd-spi], hoi de
help.PTCP.FUT.ACT.M.ACC.SG#3PL.DAT 3PL.M.NOM PTCL
émenon en téi Attiké:i.

stayIMPF.IND.ACT.3PL in ART.F.DAT.SG Attica.F.DAT.SG
‘As long as they were expecting that an army would come from the
Peloponnese [to help them], they stayed in Attica’

9.6.1

. Emepav Nuéag Aaxedaudviol te xal Abyvaiol xal ol TodTwy gVMMayO!

[sopadapopévous-ae Tpog oV PapPapov].

épempsan hexméas Lakedaimsniol
send.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL 1PL.ACC Lacedaemonian.M.NOM.PL
te  kal Athemnaidi kai  hoi

CONJ cONJ Athenian.M.NOM.PL CONJ ART.M.NOM.PL
totiton symmak"oi

MED.M.GEN.PL allyM.NOM.PL

[sparalampsoménous-se pris  tn

acquil‘e.PTCP.FUT.MID.M.ACC.PL?ZSG.ACC against ART.M.ACC.SG
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bdarbaron].
barbarian.M.ACC.SG
‘The Lacedaemonians and Athenians and their allies sent us [to
acquire you as an ally against the barbarian].
7.157.1

. Concessive

3N 00 yap Emelde, [souppBoviebwv-ol xpnaTd].
all ou gar épeith,
but NEG EXPL persuade.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
[ssymbouletioin=hoi klrestd).
advise.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-38G.DAT g00d.N.ACC.PL
‘But (Artabanus) was unable to persuade (Darius), [although he was
giving him good advice].
4.83.2

Examples (7.10.a)—(7.10.c) illustrate a further characteristic of right-adjoined
participial clauses: their tendency to introduce discourse-new information
(Haug 2008: 301,2010). We see this also among participial clauses that function

as appositive (non-restrictive) relative clauses:

(7.11)

Appositive Participial Clause

. Kpoloog 3¢ mépmrou yovéog auaptdda eE€mnae, 8¢ Ewv Sopupdpos Hpa-

XAEGEWY, OAWL YUVl iwl ETITTOUEVOG EQOVEVTE TOV SETTOTEN X0l ET)E
TNV €xelvov TInV [s003€év-ot mpoanrovaav].

Kroisos de  pémptou gonéas
Croesus.M.NOM.SG PTCL fifth.N.GEN.SG generation.N.GEN.SG
hamartdda  ekséple:se, hos

Sin.F.ACC.SG atone.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG REL.M.NOM.SG

edn doryp"iros
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG guard.C.NOM.SG

He:rakleidéon, dslzi gynaike:io:i
Heracleidae.F.GEN.PL guile.M.DAT.SG feminine.M.DAT.SG
epispImenas ep™Ineuse
follow.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG kilLAOR.IND.ACT.3SG

tn desp3tea kai  éskhe

ART.M.ACC.SG master.M.ACC.SG CONJ hold.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
tén ekeinou timémn

ART.F.ACC.SG DIST.M.GEN.SG office.F.ACC.SG
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[soudén-hai prasékousan].
nothing.N.ACC.SG-35G.DAT belong.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.SG
‘Croesus atoned for the sin (committed by an ancestor;) five gener-
ations ago, who,, being a guard of the Heracleidae, killed his, master
under the sway of feminine guile and held his office, [which in no
way belonged to him;]’

1.91.1

b. Toutéwv 81 TV vewTépny [s€mioTopévn =0l €’ AlyumTov] xTelveEL
toutéon de:  témn neoitéren
MED.F.GEN.PL PTCL ART.F.ACC.SG yOounger.F.ACC.SG

[sepispoménen=hoi ep’ Aigypton]
follow.PTCP.AOR.MID.F.ACC.SG-35G.DAT to Egypt.F.ACC.SG
kteinei.

kilLPRES.IND.ACT.3SG
‘The younger of these, [who followed him to Egypt], he killed
3.31.6 (cf. 1.202.1)

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, participial clauses standardly modify
the finite clause, but in (7.11.a) the participial clause modifies v éxetvov Tiunv
‘his office, and in (7.11.b) it modifies Toutéwv 3 v vewtépny. In both cases,
the participial clause makes an assertion that further characterizes the noun
phrase.

7.2 VP-Participial Phrases

Participial phrases that admit a clausal clitic do so because they do not form an
independent S distinct from that of the finite clause. There is accordingly only
one S/CP domain for clausal clitics, which includes both the finite clause and
VP-participial phrase:

(7.12)  Modal Particle (cf. 7.152.2)
a. [s[ypdvropbaogovtes-d'=av Tadyt] ot Bapxalot Extetvov Tév Iepaéwy Todg

YEWPUYEOVTOG].

[s[ypantoryssontes-d’-an taite:i]
counterdig.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD MED.F.DAT.SG
hoi Barkaisi ékteinon

ART.M.NOM.PL Barcaean.M.NOM.PL kill.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
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(7.13)

tin Perséoin tous

ART.M.GEN.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL ART.M.ACC.PL

geowrykréontas).

dig.underground.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL

‘[[Counter-digging in this (way)], the Barcaeans killed the Persians
that were digging underground]’

4.200.3

. [s[yptizd"-8v emdi{npevog] motolut tadtal;

[s[vptizd=an epidizdé:menos)|

WH.N.ACC.SG-PTCL-MOD search.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG

poidimi taiita)?

do.PRES.OPT.ACT.1SG MED.N.ACC.PL

‘[[In search of what (i.e., why)] would I do these things]?’
5.106.3

. [s[vppovvewbBévteg-0¢-av] xai dmodeEduevor Epya peydda drmébovoy yev-

vaing].

[s[vpmouno:théntes-de-an) kal
be.alone.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD CON]
apodeksamenai érga megala
display.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.PL deed.N.ACC.PL great.N.ACC.PL
apéthanon gennaid:s).

die.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL noblyADV

‘[They (= the Peloponnesians) would have died nobly [left by them-
selves] and in a display of great deeds]’

7139-3

Pronominal Clitics

. 68 adTdv & TV vijo ExéAeve EoPdvTa Aéyew, el Tt BENOL. [g[ qupévBabtal]

[s[0 Oepiotorhéns]ry, [s[vpmapilduevéc-ol] xatadéyel xetvd te mdvra
Td xovae Mwyaipiiov, Ewutod Toledpevos, xal dAa ToMd TpoaTIOE(S,
£¢ 8 avéyvawae xpnilwy €x Te TS veds ExPiivan cuMéEan T Tobg oTpaTy-
Youg & 6 quvédptov]]].

ho d  autin s témn né&a

35G.M.NOM PTCL 35G.M.ACC t0 ART.F.ACC.SG ship.F.ACC.SG
ekéleue esbdnta

order.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG board.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG

légein, el ti

say.INF.PRES.ACT if.COMP INDF.N.ACC.SG
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théboi. [s[aqvpenthaiita] [g[ho
want.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG thereupon.ADV ART.M.NOM.SG
Themistoklée:s]r,,
Themistocles.M.NOM.SG
[s[vpparizdimenis-hoi]

sit.beside.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG=3SG.DAT

katalégei ekeind te  pdnta
recount.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG DIST.N.ACC.PL CONJ allLN.ACC.PL
ta &kouse Mnesiphilou,
REL.N.ACC.PL hear.AOR.IND.ACT.35G Mnesiphilus.M.GEN.SG
heoutoii poigumenas, kai
REFL.3SG.M.GEN make.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG CON]J

dlla polla prostithsis,

other.N.ACC.PL many.N.ACC.PL add.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
eshd anégno:se

untilL.coMP persuade.AOR.IND.ACT.35G

klre:izdon ék te s
entreat.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG from CON]J ART.F.GEN.SG
neds ekb&nai sylléksai te
ship.F.GEN.SG go.0ut.INF.AOR.ACT assemble.INF.AOR.ACT CON]
tous strate:gous es b

ART.M.ACC.PL general.M.ACC.PL to ART.N.ACC.SG
synédrion]]].

conference.N.ACC.SG

‘He,; (= Eurybiades) ordered him, (= Themistocles) to board the ship
and tell him, if he, wanted (to say) something. [[,q,pThereupon],
[[Themistocles]r,, [[sitting beside him], recounted all the things
that he heard from Mnesiphilus, pretending it was his own, and
adding many other things, until he persuaded him by entreaty to
disembark from the ship and assemble the generals for the confer-
ence]]]”

8.58.1-2

. [s[vpamTopévolar-3é-aqt] emeAlelv dvdpag uixpols, petpinwy EAdagovag

avdp&v].

[s[vphaptoménaisi-dé-sp™i] epelthein
pick.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL-PTCL-3PL.DAT COMe.INF.AOR.ACT
dndras mikroits, metrioin

man.M.ACC.PL small.M.ACC.PL typical.M.GEN.PL
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eldssonas andr3:n].
shorter.c.ACC.PL man.M.GEN.PL
‘[Little men came up to them [while they were picking (the fruit of
the trees)], (who were) shorter than typical men]’
2.32.6

c. [s[ppdta=di-tv-oqt tadta] [ypdcouévolat] amd pév tod dnpociov ovdelg
Apyeiwv &tt éBon0ee, édelovtal 3¢ &g xtAioug].

[s[ppdia=de:=3in=sp™i taiita]
on.account.of-PTCL-PTCL-3PL.DAT MED.N.ACC.PL
[ypdeoménaisi] apd mén ol
ask.PTCP.PRES.MP.DAT.PL from PTCL ART.N.GEN.SG
dezmosiou oudels Argeinn éti
state.N.GEN.SG none.M.NOM.SG Argive.M.GEN.PL still.ADV
eboéithee sthelontal dé¢ es
aid.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG volunteer.M.NOM.PL PTCL into
khilious].

thousand.mM.AcC.PL
‘[[ppOn account of this] none of the Argives came to their (= Aegine-
tans) aid in an official capacity [when they requested it], but there
were about a thousand volunteers]’

6.92.2

d. Uotepov 3¢ Seloag Aaxedarpoviovs Epuye &g Oeaaariny. [sxaizot [ypeu-
yovtt] O T@V ITvAarydpwy, T@v Apguetudvwy ¢ v TTuAainy cuMeyo-
UV, apyvplov émexyplyty .
hysteron d¢  deisas
laterADV PTCL fear.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG

Lakedaimonious éphyge &s
Lacedaemonian.M.ACC.PL flee.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG to
Thessalien. [skaizhai [vep"yginti]
Thessaly.F.ACC.SG CONJ-3SG.DAT flee.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.DAT.SG
hyp3 tin Pylagsro:n, tiin

by ART.M.GEN.PL Pylagori.M.GEN.PL ART.M.GEN.PL
Ampiktysnoin s témn Pylaien
Amphictyons.M.GEN.PL to ART.F.ACC.SG Pylaia.F.AcC.SG
syllegoménorn, argyrion

meet.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL silver.N.NOM.SG
epekerykhthe:).
announce.AOR.IND.PASS.3SG
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‘Later, fearing the Lacedaemonians, he fled to Thessaly. [Then a
price of'silver was announced on him [in exile] by the Pylagori, while
the Amphictyons were meeting at Pylaia].

7.213.2

The participial phrase can agree either with the subject of the finite verb, as
in (7.12.a)—(7.12.c), or some other argument, as in (7.13.d). Whereas participial
clauses typically provide information about a proposition (the finite clause),
VP-participial phrases modify the internal structure of the event described by
the finite clause (see, e.g., Maienborn 2003). Bary and Haug (2011) accordingly
refer to this type of participial phrase as an elaboration.

The contrast between participial clauses and VP-participial phrases is per-
haps most visible in their temporal semantics. In contrast to participial clauses,
the temporal denotation of VP-participial phrases is anchored to the finite
verb, which is to say that the finite verb determines the tense of VP-participial
phrases. The stem of the participle assigns the event that it denotes to a time
anterior to, contemporaneous with, or subsequent to the matrix predicate.
Thus VP-participles only indicate aspect (cf. Bary and Haug 2011 10, Devine
and Stephens 2006: 45, Lowe 2015b: 161-166, 197). So in (7.12.a), the finite verb
g&xtewov ‘they were killing’ determines past time reference, and the present par-
ticiple dvropbooovtes ‘counter-digging’ encodes a coextensive relationship with
the main predicate. In (7.12.c), the finite verb anéBavov ‘they died’ again marks
past time. The accompanying aorist participle pouvvwéévteg ‘having been aban-
doned'’ signals that this event preceded the event of dying. In (7.12.b), searching
(emdliuevog) and doing (motéotpt) are coextensive and semantically present, as
are sitting (maptlépevog) and talking (xatadéyel) in (7.13.a).

In terms of their information structure, VP-participial phrases are often the
focus of the utterance:

(7.14) QUD: How did the Barcaeans kill the Persians that were digging under-

ground?

[GvTophoaovTes-d'-dv Tad L] ol Bapxalot Extewvov T@v ITepaéwv Todg yew-
puxéovTag.

[antoryssontes-d-an taite]p
counterdig.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD MED.F.DAT.SG
hoi Barkaisi ékteinon

ART.M.NOM.PL Barcaean.M.NOM.PL kilLIMPF.IND.ACT.3PL

tin Perséoin tous

ART.M.GEN.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL ART.M.ACC.PL
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geowrykhéontas.

dig.underground.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL

‘[Counter-digging in this (way)], the Barcaeans killed the Persians that
were digging underground.

4.200.3

The participle phrase dvtoptogovteg tadvmt is the focus of the utterance.
Whether such focused participial phrases are adjoined under S or inhabit a
devoted focus projection is a question that Ileave open; on either account, clitic
distribution remains the same.

When a pronoun is interpreted with both a participle and an element in the
finite clause, there are two possibilities: the pronoun appears second in the
participial phrase or second in the finite clause. With participial clauses, we
find the latter:

(7.15) Participial Clause
a. [séumAdaovta 8¢] [geopiletv-pv en’ Alydmrov &g tod Hhlou 0 ipév].

[sempldsanta de]
plaster.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.ACC.SG PTCL
[skomizdein-min ep’ Aigyptou £s
carry.INF.PRES.ACT-3SG.ACC to Egypt.F.GEN.SG to
toil He:liou 1) hir3n)].

ART.M.GEN.SG Helios.M.GEN.SG ART.N.ACC.SG temple.N.ACC.SG
‘[After (the phoenix;) has plastered (the egg,) up], [it, carries it; into
Egypt to the temple of Helios]

2.73.4

b. [smépmwy wnpuxa] [¢hydpevé-apt Tade].

[spémpon kéryka)
send. PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG herald.M.Acc.sG
[sergdreué-sphi tdde].

proclaim.IMPF.IND.35G-3PL.DAT PROX.N.ACC.PL
‘[Sending a herald], [(Datis) wanted to proclaim the following to
them].

6.97.1

In (7.15.a), pw is interpreted with both éumAdoavta and xopiletv, but occurs only
after the second on account of the adjunction site of the participial phrase.
Likewise in (7.15.b), oqt is interpreted with the participle méunwv and the finite
verb 7ydpeve.
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With VP-participial phrases, the participial phrase and finite clause form a
single domain for clausal clitics, so there is only one S constituent in which they
can be hosted (if the text of Hude and Rosén is correct, then 5.117 belongs here
as well):

(7.16)  Participial Phrase
a. Tov EAeyov ol ipéeg mp&yTov Mév mAolotat paxpoiat dpundévta x tod Apa-
Biov xéAmov Todg Tapa v Epubpiy BdAacaoy xotowmpévoug xarta-
atpépeabal, &g 0 [s[ypmAgovTd=pty Tpdow] dminéabot gg Odhaoaay odxéTt

TAWTIY UTTo Ppayéwv].

tn élegon hoi
REL.M.ACC.SG Say.IMPF.IND.ACC.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL
hirées priiton mén  pliisi

priest M.NOM.PL first.N.ACC.SG PTCL ship.N.DAT.PL
makroisi horme:thénta ek
long.N.DAT.PL set.out.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.ACC.SG from

totl Arabiu kdlpou tous
ART.M.GEN.SG Arabian.M.GEN.SG gulfM.GEN.SG ART.M.ACC.PL
para temn Erythrémn thdlassan

by ART.F.NOM.SG red.F.ACC.SG sea.F.ACC.SG

katoikezménous katastréphesthai,
live.PTCP.PERF.MED.M.ACC.PL subjugate.INF.PRES.MP

eshd [s[vppléontd-min priso:]

until.comMPp sail.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG~3SG.ACC forward.ADV
apikésthai es thdlassan  ouk-éti

come.INF.AOR.MID to sea.F.ACC.SG NEG-stillL.ADV

plo:tén hyps brak"éon].

navigable.F.AcC.SG on.account.of shallow.N.GEN.PL

‘(I will mention the king) who, the priests said, first set out from the
Arabian gulf with long ships and subjugated the (peoples) living by
the Red Sea until [[sailing onward] he reached a sea that was no
longer navigable on account of its shallow waters]

2.102.2

b. [s[ypdmixopévwt]-3é-oi EXeye Eépkng Tdde].
[s[vpapikoméno:i]-dé-hoi
arrive.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.DAT.SG-PTCL-3SG.DAT
élege Ksérkse:s tdde].
say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Xerxes.M.NOM.SG PROX.N.ACC.PL
‘[Xerxes said the following to him (= Artabanus) [on his arrival]].
7.15.1
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C. [s[vprévouat=3¢-aqt év Tijt Twvint] olx €py) évopdv éAevlepiny Tt Egopié-

wy].

[s[vprménousi=dé-sp*i en téi
stay.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL-PTCL-3PL.DAT in ART.F.DAT.SG
Dnigii] ouk éphe: enordn
Ionia.F.DAT.SG NEG say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Se€.INF.PRES.ACT
eleutherien éti esoménemn].

freedom.F.ACC.SG stilLADV be.PTCP.FUT.MID.F.ACC.SG
‘[He said that he did not envision that there would still be freedom
for them [if they stayed in Ionia]].

1.170.2

In (7.16.a), pw is interpreted as a subject of both mAéovta and amucéobay; in
(7.16.b), ot is interpreted with both dmopévwt and éieye; and in (7.16.¢), o@t is
interpreted with both uévovat and éaopéwny.

7.3 Further Evidence from Negation and Modality

The above analysis predicts that participial clauses, in addition to forming sepa-
rate domains for clausal clitics, also form separate domains for clausal negation
and modality, as the category of the constituent is “large” enough to license
these features. Additionally, when there are multiple clausal clitics in a sen-
tence, split distribution should be possible, whereby one occurs second in the
participial clause, and the other second in the finite clause. These predictions
are all borne out, and none of these properties are found with VP-participial
phrases.
Participial clauses can be independently negated:

(7.17) a. Negated Participial Clause
[sot 8¢ ob dexdpevol] [sEAeydv-cept Tdde].

[shoi dé  ou dekdmenoi]
3PL.M.NOM PTCL NEG accept.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL
[sélegin-sphi tdde].

say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL-3PL.DAT PROX.N.ACC.PL
‘After they (= the Lacedaemonians) did not accept (the Plataeans),
(they) said the following to them.

6.108.2
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b. Negated Finite Clause
[so0 pévtor dmodeEdpevos OBplopata év Tl Adywt] [sol-pe Emeloag
aaynpova év Tht dpotBijt yevéabat].

[ssy méntoi apodeksamenos

25G.NOM PTCL display.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG
hybrismata en tii 3gozi]
arrogance.N.ACC.PL in ART.M.DAT.SG speech.M.DAT.SG
[sot=me épeisas

NEG-18G.ACC persuade.AOR.IND.ACT.2SG

ask"é:mona en téi amoibé:i

inappropriate.C.ACC.SG in ART.F.DAT.SG response.F.DAT.SG
genésthail.
become.INF.AOR.MID
‘[Although you displayed insult in your speech], [you did not per-
suade me to become rude in my response].

7.160.1 (cf. 4.83.2, 7.104.4)

In both examples, the scope of the negation is restricted to either the participial
phrase or the finite clause, but crucially not both. Double negation is also

possible:

(7.18) Double Negation

[sPowixwy 3¢ o Bovhouévwv] ot Aotmot edx dtéuayot éyivovro].

[sPhoinikon dé  ou bouboménomn]
Phoenician.M.GEN.PL PTCL NEG want.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL
[shoi bipoi ouk aksidmak"i

ART.M.NOM.PL rest M.NOM.PL NEG sufficient.in.number.c.NOM.PL
eginonto)].
be.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL
‘[With the Phoenicians refusing (to fight)], [the rest (of Cambyses’
forces) were insufficient].

3.19.2

With VP-participial phrases, by contrast, negation scopes over both the partici-
ple and finite clause:
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(7.19) Negation Scopes over Finite Verb and Embedded Participle
el 8¢ Tt Tapagépolto, [s[ypéadiovtag-dv ob maveadat]].

&l dé i parap”éraito,
if.COMP PTCL INDF.N.NOM.SG put.before.PRES.OPT.MP.35G
[s[vpesttiontas]-an ou  padesttail.

eat.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL-MOD NEG StOp.INF.PRES.MP
‘If any (dessert) were put (before the Greeks), [they would never stop
[eating]].

1133.2

The VP-participial phrase ég6iovtag is a complement of the verb madegbar. The
participle and finite verb form a single domain for clausal clitics, as witnessed
by the position of the modal particle dv. Consequently, the scope of the nega-
tion includes both the verb and its participial complement.

Evidence from the distribution of the modal particle buttresses the negation
evidence. Participial clauses form independent domains for modality:

(7.20) a. Modal Participial Clause, Non-Modal Finite Clause
@ Baotied, Nuels, mapadapBavévrwy T@v EMvwy Npéoag &6 tov TéAepov
Toltov, Eovtes Svauty olx EAaylotn o03e véag eAayioTag [mapaaydv-
TEG-AV AMA TAelaTag peTd Ye AByvaiovg], odx NleAnoauév Tot évavtiod-
oBat 003¢ Tt dmobiplov Totfioat.
N basileti, heimels,
voc.pTCL king.M.vOC.SG 1PL.NOM
paralambaninton tin Helléinomn
lure.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL ART.M.GEN.PL Greek.M.GEN.PL
hexméas es tin pilemon toiiton,
1PL.ACC in ART.M.ACC.SG battle.M.ACC.SG MED.M.ACC.SG
ékontes dynamin ouk
have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL POWEL.F.ACC.SG NEG-PTCL
elak"istern ou-dé néas elakhistas
least.F.ACC.SG NEG ship.F.AcC.PL fewest.F.ACC.PL
[sparaskSntes-an alla pleistas metd
provide.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-MOD but most.F.ACC.PL after
ge  Athemabus), ouk exthelé:isamén toi
PTCL Athenian.M.ACC.PL NEG want.AOR.IND.ACT.1PL 2SG.DAT
enantioiisttai ou-dé t
OppOSe.INF.PRES.MP NEG-PTCL INDF.N.ACC.SG
apatymion poigsai.
unpleasant.N.ACC.SG do.INF.AOR.ACT
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‘O king, when the Greeks attempted to lure us into this battle, we
who have no meager power nor the fewest ships, [since we would
have provided the most after Athens], did not want to oppose you
or do anything displeasing’

7.168.37

b. Modal Finite Clause, Non-Modal Participial Clause

wal yop-8v [sxpnorol TéTe ébvteg wutol] viv-dv elev gAavpdtepot xai
[gTéte Edvtes pradpot] vOv-av elev dpelvoves.

kai gar-an [skPrestol tite

indeed.ADV-MOD valiant.M.NOM.PL then.ADV

edntes h-owutal]
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL ART.M.NOM.PL-same.M.NOM.PL
nyn-an gien pllaursterai kai
NOW.ADV-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL base.M.NOM.PL CON]
[stite eintes phlatiroi)

then.ADV be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL base.M.NOM.PL

nyn-an eien ameinones.

NOow.ADV-MOD be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL superior.C.NOM.PL

‘Indeed [the ones who were then valiant] could now be base and
[those who were once base] could now be superior.

9-27.4

In (7.20.a), the modal particle occurs second within the participial phrase,
which is also the extent of its scope. In (7.20.b), the finite clause has a modal
reading, but the participial clauses ypnotol téte édvteg wutol and TéTE €dvTeg
@Aadpot do not (cf. Bary and Haug 2011: 12). After each participial clause, the
modal particle dv is repeated to reestablish the modality of the finite clause.

Just as it is possible to independently negate a participial clause and finite
clause, so too it is possible to independently mark a participial clause and finite
clause with the modal particle &v:

7 One could alternatively parse the participial clause as [s000¢ véag glayiotag Tapaoydvreg-av

dMa mAeioTog petd ye Abnvaiovg], ‘nor providing the fewest ships, but the most after Athens’

On this interpretation, the position of &v is difficult to understand, however; one would

have expected it after o03¢. Whichever analysis one prefers, the point being made here is

unaffected: the participial clause alone is modal.
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(7.21)

Double Modal Marking

. [sxatoncyicavtegydp-dv Taoag TAG ¢ TOV TOTaUOV TUAIDaG €yovaag

xal avtol Eml Tag alpaaidg avaPdavreg Tag mopd o yeidea Tod moTapod
gEMAapévag], [sEraBov-av-aqeag wg &v xbpt].
[skatakle:isantes-gar-an pdsas
close.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-EXPL-MOD all.F.ACC.PL

tas €s tn potamin pylidas
ART.F.ACC.PL t0 ART.M.ACC.SG Tiver.M.ACC.SG gate.F.ACC.PL
ekhouisas kai  autol epl
have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.ACC.PL CON]J selfM.NOM.PL up

tas haimasias anabdntes

ART.F.ACC.PL wall.F.ACC.PL ascend.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
tas para ta kleilea

ART.F.ACC.PL along ART.N.ACC.PL bank.N.ACC.PL

o potamoii elerlaménas),

ART.M.GEN.SG Iiver.M.GEN.SG run.PTCP.PERF.MP.F.ACC.PL
[sélabon=dn=sp*eas ho:s en
take.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL-MOD-3PL.C.ACC as.COMP in

kyrtezd].

fishing. basket.F.DAT.SG
‘[For (the Babylonians) would have closed all the gates facing the
river and they themselves would have gotten up on the walls running
along the banks of the river], [and they would have had them (= the
Persians) as in a fishing-basket]’

11915

. 1) tabta av E€nabov, 1) mpd Tob [sdpdvTeg-dv xal Tobg dAoug "EMnvag

undilovrag] [sdpohoyini-dv éxprioavto Tpds EépEny].

& talita an  épat™on, & pr
DIS] MED.N.ACC.PL MOD suffer.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL DIS] before
toll [shordintes-an kai
ART.N.GEN.SG see.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL-MOD also.ADV
tous dlbous Hélle:nas

ART.M.ACC.PL otherM.ACC.PL Greek.M.ACC.PL
me:dizdontas)

side.with.Persians.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL

[shomologie:i-an ekhré:santo pros
agreement.F.DAT.SG-MOD make.AOR.IND.MID.3PL with
Ksérksemn)].

Xerxes.M.ACC.SG
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‘Either (the Peloponnesians) would have suffered these things or—
before this—[once they had seen the remaining Greeks also join-
ing the Persian side], [they would have made an agreement with
Xerxes].

7139.4

This doubling of the modal particle dv in these examples encodes epistemic
modal semantics in both the participial and finite clause. Iterated modal mark-
ing is a much broader phenomenon, with (7.21.a) and (7.21.b) but two examples
of a diverse phenomenon (see further Goldstein 2013a, Lagaisse 2013: 87—90).

With participial clauses but not with VP-participial phrases, it is possible for
pronominal clitics to be splayed:

(7.22) Splaying
xeAeVEL e Moapddviog pévovta adtod melpdoat Tig IeAomovwnaon, Aéywy
¢ pot Iépoat te xai 6 melds otpatds oddevds petaitiol mdbeds elat, dMG
[sBoviopévotaizaqt] [syévort’-&v dmédekis].

keleuei me Mardjnios
order.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG 1SG.ACC Mardonius.M.NOM.SG
ménonta autoi peirdsai
stay.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG here.ADV attempt.INF.AOR.ACT
tés Peloponné:sou,

ART.F.GEN.SG Peloponnese.F.GEN.SG

légon h3:s moi
say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG that.COMP 1SG.DAT

Pérsai te  kai ho pezdds
Persian.M.NOM.PL CONJ CONJ ART.M.NOM.SG on.foot.M.NOM.SG
strat3s oudends metaitiol

army.M.NOM.SG none.N.GEN.SG culpable.c.NOM.PL

pdthress &isi, alla

disaster.N.GEN.SG be.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL but

[sbouloménoisizsp™i]

Want.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.DAT.PL-3PL.DAT

[sgénoit=an apsdeksis].
become.AOR.OPT.MID.35G-MOD display.F.NOM.SG

‘Mardonius tells me to stay here and attack the Peloponnese, saying
that the Persians and the army are not culpable for any disaster; [a
display (of military prowess) would] [accord with their desires].

8.101.2
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In monoclausal contexts, we canonically expect the modal particle to immedi-
ately precede any pronominal clitics (see above, section 4.2). Here, however, the
modal particle occurs not only after the pronominal clitic, but also further into
the clause. The pronominal clitic o¢t is interpreted exclusively with the par-
ticipial clause Boviopévolal, while the scope of the modal particle is restricted
to the finite clause. This is one way in which surface exceptions to the gen-
eralizations about the linear ordering of clitic chains can arise from standard
patterns of clitic distribution.

7.4 Supplementary Participles

The above distinction in syntactic category between S and VP-participial
phrases extends to supplementary participles (introduced above in example
7.1.c), which serve as complements of finite verbs. There is a handful of verbs in
Greek that require a participial complement (for an overview, see Smyth 1956:
§§ 2094—2105), which are all VP-participles:

(7.23) Participial Phrase Complement
xal [sel=rig-ol Tuyydvel [ypénv mals]], Tobtov dmeimacdat.
kai  [seltisshoi tynkhdnei
CONJ if.COMP-INDF.C.NOM.SG-3SG.DAT happen.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG
[ypedin pais]], totiton
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG child M.NOM.SG MED.M.ACC.SG
apeipasthai.
disown.INF.AOR.MID
‘And [if he happens [to have a child;]], to disown him,’

1.59.2

Both the indefinite i, which quantifies over the noun nafis, and the pronoun ol
are arguments of éwv, but occur second after the complementizer because the
matrix verb and participle together form a single domain for the placement of
clausal clitics.

With other matrix predicates the complement participle can alternate
between S and VP, as with the verb opdw ‘see. When the object of the verb is an
event, the VP-participial phrase and finite clause form one domain for clausal
clitics (cf. Barwise 1981, Kratzer 2009, Maienborn 2o11):
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(7.24) Event Perception

[sOpEwv=0e-ptv [ypdpyodv émeatedita] 0 TwPpivg elpeto] 6 Tt 00 ypdTat TH

xetpl.

[shoréoin=dé-min [vpargon
see.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-3SG.ACC inactive.M.ACC.SG
gpestesital) ho
stand.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.ACC.SG ART.M.NOM.SG

Go:brye:s eireto]

Gobryas.M.NOM.SG ask.IMPF.IND.MID.3SG

h3-ti ou k'ratai

why.REL.N.ACC.SG-INDF.N.ACC.SG NEG lend.PRES.IND.MP.3SG
téui kheiri.
ART.F.DAT.SG hand.F.DAT.SG
‘[Seeing him, (= Darius) [standing by idly], Gobryas asked] why he, did
not lend his; assistance (lit., hand).
3785

Gobryas visually perceives the event described by the participial phrase. As this
is a monoclausal structure, the pronominal clitic is hosted by the embedding
predicate (i.e., 6péwv).

When the embedded participial is not perceived visually, but mentally, then
the participial clause forms a separate domain for clausal clitics:

(7.25) ol 8¢ moAhol [gmeptedvTa-pwv] eideinaav.

hoi de  polbi
ART.M.NOM.PL PTCL many.M.NOM.PL
[sperieonta-min)
be.present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG=3SG.ACC
eideieisan.
know.PERF.OPT.ACT.3PL
‘Many, however, knew [that he was alive]’

3.611

We will see in the next chapter that this same distinction between VP and S

complements is found also with infinitives.
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75

Genitives Absolute

The above distinction between participial clause and participial phrase extends
to genitives absolute as well. Genitives absolute are participles whose subject is
not an argument of the finite clause. They behave overwhelmingly as particip-
ial clauses (see recently Ruppel 2013: 33-81, with earlier literature), and thus
typically form an independent domain for clausal clitics:

(7.26)

Genitives Absolute

. mpérepov yap O dpa, [s[Tepaéwv-ol cuvedpwy gdvtwy xai Kpoigou],

elpeto Kappdang xotbs Tig Soxéot dvip elvat mtpdg tdv matépa Fredéoant
Kdpov. ol 3¢ dueiBovto wg el apeivwy tod matpos.
proteron  gar dé:  dra, [gPerséonzhoi
before. ADV EXPL PTCL PTCL Persian.M.GEN.PL-3SG.DAT
synédroin ginton kai
sit.with.in.council.M.GEN.PL be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.PL CON]J
Kroisou), eireto Kambyse:s
Croesus.M.GEN.SG ask.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G Cambyses.M.NOM.SG
koiss tis
what.sort: WH.M.NOM.SG INDF.C.NOM.SG
dokéoi angwr einai
Seem.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG man.M.NOM.SG be.INF.PRES.ACT
pris  tn patéra Ttelésait
before ART.M.ACC.SG fatherM.ACC.SG compare.INF.AOR.ACT
Kjron. hoi de  ameibonts
Cyrus.M.ACC.SG 3PL.M.NOM PTCL answerIMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
ho:s ele ameinon
that.coMP be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG better.C.NOM.SG
todl patrss.
ART.M.GEN.SG fatherM.GEN.SG
‘For before, [when the Persians and Croesus were sitting with him
in council], Cambyses asked what sort of man he seemed to be fto
comparet to his father Cyrus, and they answered that he was better
than his father’

3.34-4
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b. méumL 8¢ ) et pépnt & 7S dmixovto [sEEepmolyuévmv-apt oxeddv

mavtwv] EABely éml T)v BdAagaay yuvaixag dAag Te ToMAS xal 81 xat
ol BagtAéog Quyatépa.

pémpteii dé & hékteu hexmére: ap’
fifth.F.DAT.SG PTCL DISJ sixth.F.DAT.SG day.F.DAT.SG after

hé:s apikonto

REL.F.GEN.SG arrive.AOR.IND.MID.3PL

[seksempolezménoin=sp*i skheddn pdntoin]
sell.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.GEN.PL-3PL.DAT almost.ADV all.N.GEN.PL
elthein epl tén thdlassan
COME.INF.AOR.ACT t0 ART.F.ACC.SG sea.F.ACC.SG

gynaikas dllas te  pollas

woman.F.ACC.PL other.F.ACC.PL CONJ many.F.ACC.PL

kai dé: kai ot basiléas

in.particularADV ART.M.GEN.SG king.M.GEN.SG

thygatéra.

daughter.F.acc.sG

‘On the fifth or sixth day after they arrived, [when they had sold
almost all their goods], many other women came to the shore, in
particular a daughter of the king’

113

In both examples, the pronominal clitic is an argument of the participle (and
not the finite verb) and occurs second within the genitive absolute. As with the
participial clauses in section 7.1, the genitives absolute above are typically used
to link the finite clause to the preceding discourse. Consequently they tend not
to be the focus of the utterance.

It is, however, possible for a genitive absolute to be a VP-participial phrase:

(7.27) QUD: Under what conditions would no city in Ionia have revolted?

[s[vpépéon=d"-8v &évtog év Twvint] oddepio moALg Umexivnoe].

[s[vpeméo-d=an eintos en
1SG.GEN-PTCL-MOD be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG in
Iiniei] oudemia pilis

Ionia.F.DAT.SG none.F.NOM.SG city.F.NOM.SG
hypekine:se).

revolt. AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
‘[No city] would have revolted [if I (= Histaeus) had been in Ionia]].
5.106.5 (see also 7.237.3)
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With a typical genitive absolute, we would have had a participial clause that
formed its own domain, from which the modal particle &v would have been
excluded (i.e., *épuéo & é6vtog &v Twvint obdepio-av moAlg bmexivyoe). Here, how-
ever, the genitive absolute is included in the calculation of second position,
because it is a VP-participial phrase. Evidence for this comes from the tempo-
ral semantics of the participial phrase: it does not “set the stage” for the matrix
event, but rather is temporally anchored to the finite verb, just like the VP-
participial phrases in section 7.2. The temporal reference of éévtog ‘being’ is
determined by dmexivnoe ‘revolted, which itself denotes past time. (If the form
were taken at face value as referring to the present, the sentence would not
make much sense, as it would read ‘If I were in Ionia (now), no city would have
revolted (then).)8 The present stem of the participle éévtog indicates simultane-
ity with the event described by Umexivyoe.

The participial phrase here further resembles VP-participles in that it is the
focus of the utterance: Histaeus is claiming that it is his presence in Ionia that
would have thwarted an Ionian rebellion. Compare the following:

(7.28) a. QUD: What would have happened were I in Ionia?
IfThad been in Ionia, [no city would have revolted]y.
b. QUD: Under what circumstances would Ionia not have revolted?
No city would have revolted [if T had been in Ionia]p.

The two translations reflect two different QUDs.

7.6 Participial Chaining

The third and final construction, which I refer to as participial chaining, is
characterized by the highest degree of cohesion between the participial phrase
and finite verb (Oguse 1962 classifies this construction under solidarité modale;
Pompei 2006: 375-377 refers to them as co-subordinative conjunct participles;

8 This construction is sometimes referred to as a mixed counterfactual conditional (see Smyth
1956: § 2310). It is customary in cases such as example (7.27) to describe the participial phrase
that functions as a protasis as being used in lieu of a finite verb (e.g., Smyth 1956: § 2344). Here
such a claim would create problems, however, as it is typically not the case that the temporal
semantics of finite verbs in adverbial clauses (such as a protasis) is anchored to the temporal
semantics of matrix predicates in the same way as participles are. On my analysis, although
a present participle occurs with an aorist matrix verb, the semantics of the conditional is
uniformly past and thus not mixed.
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Haug 2010 and Bary and Haug 2011 use the term independent rheme). Similar
to VP-participial phrases, the chained participle and finite verb describe one
complex event:

(7.29) a. eidéTvog Tod ®ANPoL 6 TOTAWES TL TTAPEAOLTO, [5[vpEABWV-BV TTPOG Al TOV]
ETNMAVE TO YEYEWMEVOV].

& dé  tinos toil klé:rou
if.COMP PTCL INDF.C.GEN.SG ART.M.GEN.SG plot.M.GEN.SG
ho potam3s ti

ART.M.NOM.SG river.M.NOM.SG INDF.N.ACC.SG

parébits, [s[vpelthin-an
destroy.AOR.OPT.MID.3SG g0.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG-MOD
pros auton] eséimaine )

to 3SG.M.ACC indicate.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.N.ACC.SG
gegeneiménon.

happen.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.ACC.SG
‘If the river should destroy a part of someone’s plot, [he [would go to
him (= Sesostris)] and indicate what happened].

2.109.2

b. xampévov Ednviov év Boxwt [s[ypABdvteg]-ol mapilovto] xal Adyoug
8Movg émotebvto, €¢ 6 xatéBavov UAAVTTEVEVOL T@L TTAOEL.

katezménou Euemipu en
Sit.PTCP.PERF.MP.M.GEN.SG Euenius.M.GEN.SG in
ths:kozi [s[vpelthontes]-hoi

chairM.DAT.SG come.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-35G.DAT
parizdonts] kai  [3gous
sit.beside.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL CONJ word.M.ACC.PL

allbous gpoigtint, eshd
other.M.ACC.PL make.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL until.comP
katébainon syllypeiimenoi
come.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL sympathize.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL
3 pathei.

ART.N.DAT.SG suffering.N.DAT.SG
‘As Euenius was sitting in his chair, [they [came] and sat beside him ]
and talked about other things, until they got to sympathizing with
his suffering’

9.941
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c. [s[vpOeploavteg-0"-&v Tov altov] EmAeov].

[s[vptherisantes-d’-an tn
reap.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD ART.M.ACC.SG
siton] épleon).

grain.M.ACC.SG sailLIMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
‘[[They would reap crops] and sail].
4.42.4

(7.30) Adverbial Clause
Mapdéviog 8¢, [ptds-ot [ypdmovoothoas AéEavdpog] T mapd Abnvaiwy
goNunve], dpunBeis éx Oeoooking fye Ty otpatiiy omoudijt Emtl Tag Abvas.
Mardsniss dé,  [cphdishoi
Mardonius.M.NOM.SG PTCL when.COMP-3SG.DAT
[vpaponosté:sas Aléksandros]
return.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG Alexander.M.NOM.SG
ta para Athe:naioin eséimeine],
ART.N.ACC.PL from Athenian.M.GEN.PL convey.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
horme:theis ek Thressalie:s
set.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.NOM.SG from Thessaly.F.GEN.SG
ége témn stratién
lead.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.F.ACC.SG army.F.ACC.SG
spoudé:i epi tas At"énas.
haste.F.DAT.SG to ART.F.ACC.PL Athens.F.ACC.PL
‘Mardonius, [once [Alexander returned] and conveyed the message
from the Athenians], set out from Thessaly and led his army in haste
toward Athens.

9.1.1

The participle in the chaining construction is often a motion verb, as in exam-
ples (7.29.a), (7.29.b), and (7.30), but need not be, as in (7.29.c). As the trans-
lations reveal, the relationship between the participial phrase and matrix verb
resembles that of coordination (Bary and Haug 2011: 14). This reflects the sig-
nal property of chained participles, namely the contiguous temporal relation-
ship with the finite verb. The right temporal edge of the participial phrase
abuts the left temporal edge of the finite clause. The relationship between
the events of the participle and matrix verb is thus one of immediate tempo-
ral succession (Bary and Haug 2011: 15). Bary and Haug (2011: 15) argue that
chained participles can introduce new times into the discourse and move
the narration forward. (Lowe 2012: 143 offers a semantics that involves tem-
poral similarity between the participle and matrix verb, but the concept is



254 CHAPTER 7

vague.) While this is a valuable insight, it is not the chained participles them-
selves that have these properties, but rather the participle and matrix verb

together.
The events described by the participial phrase and finite verb, while close,
are nevertheless discrete:

(7.31) [s[vpmoMopxnoavTég-Te-av Népag OALyas| dmaihdagovto & T Xmdptyv].
[s[vppoliorké:santés-te-an he:méras
besiege.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-CONJ-MOD day.F.ACC.PL

oligas] apalldssonts e témn
few.F.Acc.PL go.back.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL into ART.F.ACC.SG
Spdrte:n].

Sparta.F.ACC.SG
‘[[They would besiege them for a few days] and go back to Sparta].

5.65.1

The adverbial phrase nuépag oAiyas only scopes over the participial phrase moAt-
opxnoavtes (and not the finite verb), just as & v Zndptvv is only interpreted
with the finite verb draMdogovto.

In terms of information structure, the participial phrase and finite verb
together typically constitute the focus:

(7.32) QUD: What was their routine?
[OepicavTes-3'-&v Tov altov EmAeov]y.

[therisantes=d’-an ton
reap.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD ART.M.ACC.SG
siton épleony.

grain.M.ACC.SG sailIMPF.IND.ACT.3PL
‘They [would reap crops and sail ]’
4.42.4

Participial chaining appears to be licit only with subject-agreeing participles:
(7.33) a. [s[vpamerauvopevog]-3'=av i €’ ETépyV TAVY ETalpwy].

[s[vpapelaunimenos]-d’-an
expel.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-MOD

éiie ep’ hetéremn tiin
gO.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG to anotherF.ACC.SG ART.M.GEN.PL
hetairomn].

friend. M.GEN.PL
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‘[[Expelled], he (= Lycophron) would go to another (house) of his
friends].

3.51.3

b. 8xwg 8¢ yivorto pBwémwpoy, [s[yprpocaydvtes]-8v ameipeaxov TV Yy,
o éxdatote Thg ABUng TAEovTES Yvoloto, xal uEVETHOV TOV dunTov].
h3ko:s dé  ginoito plthindpoiron,
when.coMP PTCL become.PRES.OPT.MP.3SG autumn.N.NOM.SG
[s[vpprosskiintes]-an
bring.ship.to.shore.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL-MOD

speireskon tén gémn,
SOW.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL ART.F.ACC.SG earth.F.ACC.SG

hina hekdstote téis Libye:s
where.REL.ADV each.time.ADV ART.F.GEN.SG Lybia.F.GEN.SG
pléontes ginaiato, kai

sail.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL COMe.PRES.OPT.MP.35G CON]J
méneskon tn dme:ton].
await.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL ART.M.ACC.SG harvest.M.ACC.SG
‘When autumn came, [they [would come to shore] and sow the
earth wherever in Libya they had sailed to, and wait for the harvest].

4.42.3

c. [obtog @v 6 ABpavixo]re, [s[vpdmueopevés]-apt éavjpave Td yeyovdta
mepl Agwvidn xat Tov oTpatov avtod].
[ hoiitos n  ho Abr3mik"s ]y,
MED.M.NOM.SG PTCL ART.M.NOM.SG Abronichus.M.NOM.SG
[s[vpapikdmends]-sphi
arrive.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG=3PL.DAT

eséimaine ta
Show.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.N.ACC.PL
gegonita perl  Leomnidein

happen.PTCP.PERF.ACT.N.ACC.PL about Leonidas.M.ACC.SG

kai tn straton autoi].

CONJ ART.M.ACC.SG army.M.ACC.SG 3SG.M.GEN

‘[This Abronichus]r,, [[arrived] and told them what happened con-
cerning Leonidas and his army]’

8.21.2
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d. [s[vpPin-0é-pe Ao éx K] elye 6 ITépavs].
[s[vpbieii=dé-me labi:n
force.F.DAT.SG-PTCL-1SG.ACC seize.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
T G eikhe ho
from Cos.F.GEN.SG hold.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG
Pérsezs].
Persian.M.NOM.SG
‘[The Persian [seized me by force from Cos] and kept me (pris-
oner)]’
9.76.2

This constellation of properties is reminiscent of the Quasi-Serial Verb Con-
struction, known from archaic Indo-European (Yates 2o11, Hock 2013a), as well
as English (Pullum 1990).
The contrast between participial chaining and participial clauses is illus-
trated in the following near minimal pair:
(7.34) [sot de-8v ITépoa [ypemerdovTeg] EAdPeanov Ta mpoPata] xal [sAaBovTes]
[s€mtpovTo=ay TAL TETOmpéVIL].

[shoizdé-an Pérsai
ART.M.NOM.PL-PTCL-MOD Persian.M.NOM.PL
[vpepelt™intes) eldabeskon
attack.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL seize.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
ta pribata] kai

ART.N.ACC.PL flocks.N.ACC.PL CON]J

[slabintes)

seize.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL

[sepé:ironto-an 3

be.encouraged.IMFP.IND.MP.3PL-MOD ART.N.DAT.SG
pepoietménazi].
do.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.DAT.SG
‘[The Persians would seize their flocks [in an attack]] and, [because/
once they seized them], [would be encouraged by what they had
done]’

44130

The participle émeA86vtes is a VP-participial phrase temporally anterior to the
event described by the finite verb AdBeaxov. As a result, the participial phrase
does not form an independent domain for clausal clitics. By contrast, Aafévteg
is a participial clause, with either a temporal or causal relation to the finite
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clause. It forms a separate domain for the calculation of second position, and
the modal particle occurs second in the finite clause.

7.7 Problematic Cases

There is a small class of examples that does not accord with the above general-
izations:

(7.35) a. QUD: When did Phraortes fight against the Lydians?
obtog & Tolat Avdolot Eott payeoduevos [Ete vOE 1) Npuépn éyévetd-aqu
moryopévolat]y, xat 6 v "AAvog motauod dvw Aciyv mdoav guoTthoag

EWUTRL.

hoiitas ho toisi Lydbisi
MED.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG ART.M.DAT.PL Lydian.M.DAT.PL
esti makhesdmenos,

be.PRES.IND.ACT.35G fight.PTCP.AOR.MID.M.NOM.SG

[h3te nyks he: hexmére:
when.COMP night.F.NOM.SG ART.F.NOM.SG day.F.NOM.SG
egéneti=sphi

become.AOR.IND.MID.3SG=3PL.DAT

mak"oménoisi]y kai  ho
fight.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.DAT.PL CON]J ART.M.NOM.SG

témn Halyos potamaii ano:
ART.F.ACC.SG Halys.M.GEN.SG river.M.GEN.SG above.ADV
Asien pdsan systéisas

Asia.F.ACC.SG allF.ACC.SG annex.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
heotutsi.

REFL.35G.M.DAT

‘This (= Phraortes) is the king who fought against the Lydians [when
the day turned to night on them as they were fighting];, and the
(king who) annexed for himself the whole of Asia above the Halys
river.

1103.2
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b. QUD: What does the housemaster put before them?
[10=3"=av adn=ot PovAevopévolat]y, TodTo THt DaTepaint wgovat mpo-
Tl 6 aTéyapyog, €v Tob av éévteg BovAedwvtal. xal Hjv Hév ddnt xal
W) Qoual, XpEwvTal adTAL.

[8)-d’-an hdde:izsphi
REL.N.NOM.SG-PTCL-MOD please.AOR.SBJV.ACT.35G=3SG.DAT
boulsuoménaisi]y, totito
deliberate.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL MED.N.ACC.SG

téi hysteraie:i néptousi

ART.F.DAT.SG next.F.DAT.SG be.sober.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL
protithel ho

Propose.PRES.IND.ACT.35G ART.M.NOM.SG

stégark*os, en toil an
master.of.the.house.M.NOM.SG in REL.M.GEN.SG MOD

eintes bouleuo:ntai, kai
be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL deliberate.PRES.SBJV.MP.3PL CON]J
&-n mén  hdde:i kai
if.COMP-MOD PTCL please.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3SG also.ADV
nép’ousi, klréamntai
be.sober.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.DAT.PL Use.PRES.SBJV.MP.3PL
aut:i.

3SG.N.DAT

‘(The Persians deliberate about serious issues drunk) and [whatever
they approve in their deliberations]y, this the housemaster, in who-
ever’s (house) they are deliberating, puts before them on the sub-
sequent day when they are sober. And if they approve it also when
sober, they use it

1.133.4

In both examples, the pronominal clitic agrees with and is the subject of the
following participle, and is hosted by the finite verb. The analysis above does
not predict this surface pattern. If, for instance, ot payopévolat in (7.35.a) were
a participial clause, then the pronoun should occur after the participle, *payo-
uévotat=agl. If it were a VP-participial phrase, the pronoun would be expected
second in the clause as a whole, that is, hosted by éte. What is not clear is
what lies behind the position of the pronoun. One possibility is that we have
a head-adjacent non-argument dative, which would belong with the exam-
ples discussed in section 4.5. On this analysis, ot would not be a second-
position 2W clitic, as its distribution would be determined by the category of
its host. Another possibility is that the participial phrase [t noyouévolal] is



PARTICIPLES 259

being placed as a constituent at the right edge of the adverbial clause. Rather
than selecting the participle itself as its host, the pronoun simply leans left
to find a host in the finite clause (éyéveto). On this analysis we would have
a case of ditropy. Ditropy is a mismatch between phonological and syntactic
constituency (Cysouw 2005, Spencer and Luis 2012: 66—67; the term goes back
to Embick and Noyer 2001). Here o¢t would form a prosodic constituent (a
prosodic word) with €yéveto, but a syntactic constituent (VP) with [ot poyopé-
votat]. Tincline toward the former (head-adjacency) analysis, because the latter
appears to predict that in clause-internal VP-participial phrases the pronomi-
nal clitic should exhibit ditropy. That is not always the case, as example (7.13.c)
shows, where we would expect [ypo¢t Seopévorat] with the pronoun hosted by
the preceding tadra.

7.8 Summing Up

This chapter has argued that the split in clitic distribution that we find among
clause-initial circumstantial participial phrases results from a fundamental dif-
ference in syntactic and semantic status, namely between participial clauses
and VP-participial phrases. This latter class includes the subtype of chained
participles, which involves the closest and most restricted relationship
between the participle and the finite verb. Table 7.2 summarizes the proper-
ties of these three types.

TABLE 7.2 Summary of Participial Phrases

Type Phrase Clitic Tense Semantics Negation Modality
Structure  Domains Domains Domains
Participial Clause S-Adjoined 2 Frames Matrix Event 2 2
VP-Participial Phrase  S-Internal 1 Relational/Aspectual 1 1
Participial Chaining  S-Internal 1 Contiguity 1 1

It remains to be investigated why certain non-argument dative pronouns are
hosted directly by the verb and what impact this shift from 2W distribution to
head-adjacency can have on the rest of the clause.
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Infinitive Complements

Our investigation of clause combining continues with infinitive complements.

As with participial phrases, there are again two basic patterns. A clausal clitic

either occurs second in the matrix clause or second in the infinitive phrase (for
early accounts of enclitics and infinitives, see Wackernagel 1892: 335-336, 357—
359, and Fraenkel [1933] 1964: 101):

(8.1)

a. Second in Matrix Clause!

mplv 3¢ eEehaively dppfioat Tov atpatéy, TEupag xpuxag & Tods “Twvag,
¢nelpato-opeag ano Kpolgov dmatdava.

prin de¢  ekselaunein hormé:sai

before.COMP PTCL rouse.INF.PRES.ACT march.INF.AOR.ACT

tn straton, pémpsas

ART.M.ACC.SG army.M.ACC.SG send.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG
ké:rykas es tous Imnas,

€nvoy.M.ACC.PL to ART.M.ACC.PL Ionian.M.ACC.PL
epeirdts-spheas apd  Kroisou
try.IMPF.IND.MP.35G-3PL.C.ACC from Croesus.M.GEN.SG
apistanai.

turn.away.INF.PRES.ACT
‘Before (Cyrus) roused his army to start marching, he tried to turn
them away from Croesus by sending envoys to the Ionians.’

1.76.3 (cf. 7.148.2)

1 In the generative literature, the matrix predicates in the monoclausal structures are often

referred to as restructuring verbs (Rizzi1976,1978, and much subsequent literature). In Italian,

restructuring verbs are standardly said to belong to specific classes (e.g., modal, aspectual,

and motion). Greek differs in at least one way from Italian, which is that it is not particular

verbs but rather particular senses of verbs that determine whether or not a matrix predicate

and an embedded infinitive will form one monoclausal domain (see section 8.4). That is,

one and the same matrix verb can pattern like (8.1.a) or (8.1.b). The Greek data support an

account along the lines of Wurmbrand (2004), according to which there are both lexical and

functional restructuring verbs. Restructuring has been discussed more extensively in Latin,

e.g., Wyngaerd (1994), Salvi (2004), Iovino (2010, 2013), Costantini and Zennaro (in press).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_009
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b. Second in Embedded Domain
tadta dxovoag 6 KapfBoang €pn Peddecdai-opeag xal wg Pevdopévoug
Bovditoot EQnpuiovn.
taiita akousas ho
MED.N.ACC.PL hear.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.M.NOM.SG
Kambyse:s éphe:
Cambyses.M.NOM.SG say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
pseudesthai-speas kai  hos
lie.INF.PRES.MP-3PL.C.ACC CON]J since.COMP
pseudoménous thandtozi
lie.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.ACC.PL death.M.DAT.SG
ezde:miou.
punish.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
‘When he; heard these things, Cambyses; said that they, (= the Egyp-
tians) were lying and on the ground that they were lying he; pun-
ished (them,) with death!

3.27.3

In (8.1.a), the subject of the verb éreipdro, Cyrus, is also the understood subject
of the embedded infinitive dmotdvat The object of the infinitive, the clitic
pronoun ggeag, occurs second in the matrix clause and not second in the
infinitive phrase, despite the fact that it is interpreted exclusively with the
embedded predicate. This is thus an example of “clitic climbing,” inasmuch as
the pronoun is hosted higher than the infinitive with which it is interpreted.?
In (8.1.b), by contrast, the pronoun ogeag, which is the subject argument of
the embedded infinitive Peddeadat, occurs second in the embedded infinitive
phrase, and not second in the matrix clause.

The alternation between (8.1.a) and (8.1.b) is conditioned by the nature
of the subject of the embedded infinitive. When the understood subject of
the infinitive is dependent on an argument of the matrix verb, clausal clitics
surface second in the matrix clause, as in (8.1.a). This class includes control
and raising predicates (concepts that are explained below). This distribution
results from the fact that the matrix predicate and embedded infinitive phrase
form a monoclausal structure with one S/CP constituent (cf. Haug 2015: 29).
There is thus only one domain for clausal clitics (for a similar analysis of Latin
enclitics, see Salvi 2004).3

2 See Wackernagel (1892: 335-336, 357—359), Anderson (2005: 227—228, 246—249, 254), Bok-
Bennema (2006), and note 1 above.
3 Sevdali (2007, 2013) argues that embedded infinitives in Classical Greek are all CPs (cf. also
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When the subject of the embedded infinitive is not dependent on an argu-
ment of the matrix clause, then the infinitive phrase forms its own clausal
domain. That is, the infinitive phrase is not a VP, but an S. In this context, there
are two possible positions for clausal clitics: second within the matrix S/CP or
second within the embedded S. Clausal clitics appear in the domain in which
they are interpreted. In example (8.1.b), since ggeag is the subject argument of
the embedded infinitive Pebdecba, it occurs second in the infinitive clause.

These structural differences can be represented as follows:

(8.2)  a. Infinitive Phrase (VP)

I VP

|

énelpdté-opeas  4mo Kpoigov dmiatdvat

b. Infinitive Clause (S)

S
NP I S

N

6 Kapupoons  Eon  Peddecbai-opeag

This syntactic difference is conditioned by the lexical semantics of the matrix
predicate (cf. Joseph 2002). In structures like (8.2.a), the matrix verb selects
an unsaturated predicate, which an argument of the matrix clause saturates.
In structures like (8.2.b), however, the complement of the matrix verb is a
saturated proposition, so no dependency arises.

This analysis parallels that developed for participial phrases in the previous
chapter. Just as there are VP-participial phrases and S-participial phrases, so
too there are VP- and S-infinitive phrases. Non-finite constituents of category S
constitute an independent domain for clausal clitics, predicate negation, and
modality, among other properties (which are summarized in tables 7.2 and 8.1).
Nonfinite constituents of any lesser category do not.

Tantalou 2003 and Spyropoulos 2005). The facts of clitic distribution do not support this
analysis, as it would require that clausal clitics always surface in the embedded infinitive
phrase.
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This chapter is structured as follows. Sections 8.1 and 8.2 argue that control
and raising verbs together with their embedded infinitives form one S/CP con-
stituent. Section 8.3 pursues the claim that when the matrix predicate selects
for an infinitive clause, the sentence has two S domains for clausal clitics. Sec-
tion 8.4 discusses predicates that can select either a VP-infinitive or an infinitive
clause. Subclasses of data that deviate from the basic generalizations are dis-
cussed in section 8.5. Section 8.6 closes out the chapter with summary remarks.

81 Control Predicates

When the understood subject of an embedded infinitive is coreferential with
the explicit subject or object of the matrix predicate, this is referred to as control
(Rosenbaum 1967, Landau 2013, Polinsky 2013):

(8.3) a. Subject Control
I promise to pay attention.
b. Object Control
Noa told me to stand back.

In (8.3.a), the understood subject of the embedded infinitive to pay attention is
the subject of the matrix predicate promise, namely I. Since the matrix subject
determines the subject of the embedded infinitive, this construction is referred
to as subject control. When the object of the matrix predicate determines the
subject of the embedded infinitive, this is known as object control.In (8.3.b), me
is understood as the subject of the infinitive to stand back. A crucial property of
control structures is that the controller receives a semantic role from both the
matrix and embedded predicates.

Control predicates together with their embedded infinitives form a single
S/CP constituent, whose first prosodic word hosts clausal clitics (in the inter-
ests of presentation, I do not bracket constituents that are adjoined to S/CP,
such as topicalized phrases and participial clauses):

(8.4) Subject Control
a. Kdpog 3¢ )abelg tjt Omobent ol Oels Thg opyis [sEpn-ol [ypmelbeo-

Baut]].

Kjros de  hesthels

Cyrus.M.NOM.SG PTCL please.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.NOM.SG
téi hypothé:ke:i kai

ART.F.DAT.SG advice.F.DAT.SG CON]J
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hypeis téis orgés
let.g0.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG ART.F.GEN.SG anger.F.GEN.SG
[séphezhoi [vppeithestail].

agree.IMPF.IND.ACT.38G-3SG.DAT obey.INF.PRES.MP
‘Cyrus, pleased with the advice and having let go of his anger, [agreed
[to obey] him].

1.156.2

b. 6 3¢ mals [sov-yap Epnol [ypovpmAedoeadat]].

ho dé  pais [sou-gar
ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL child. M.NOM.SG NEG-EXPL
éprezhoi [vesympletsesttail ).

say.IMPF.IND.ACT.35SG-3SG.DAT sail.with.INF.FUT.MID
‘His son [refused [to sail] with him]’
4.149.1

In example (8.4.a), Cyrus is the grammatical subject of the finite verb &oy
‘agreed’ and the understood subject of the infinitive weifecfat ‘obey, which
assigns dative case to the pronoun oi. The matrix clause and infinitive together
form one monoclausal structure, whose first prosodic word, ¢y, is the host of
the pronominal clitic oi. The topicalized phrase Kdpog 8¢ and participial clause
Nadeis Tt Omodmant xal Omels ThS dpyiis are adjoined to [g€py-ol meiBeabaut]. Like-
wise in (8.4.b), the topicalized noun phrase 6 mais ‘his son’ is the understood
subject of cupmAedoeada, ‘sail with. The pronoun ol is not hosted by the neg-
ative o0 because it cannot occur in its scope domain (as discussed above in
section 4.4.2).

Object control predicates also form a single S/CP constituent with their
embedded infinitives:

(8.5) Object Control
a. [sEyd-oe-av petépyopal TV Be@v [ypelmely TwAn]].

[segdi=se=3in metérkomai timn
1SG.NOM~25G.ACC-PTCL beg.PRES.IND.MP.1SG ART.M.GEN.PL
thedin [vpeipein t-oileithés]|.

god.M.GEN.PL say.INF.AOR.ACT ART.N.ACC.SG-truth.N.ACC.SG
‘[ beg you by the gods [to tell the truth]].
6.68.3
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b. [sTodtéece phoetar [ypundéva dEtov uiabov AaPely éméwy pataiwv]].
[stoiitd-se hrysetai
MED.N.NOM.SG*2SG.ACC spare.FUT.IND.MID.3SG
[vpme:déna dksion mistn
none.M.ACC.SG appropriate.M.ACC.SG punishment.M.ACC.SG
labein gpéon matairn]).
receive.INF.AOR.ACT word.N.GEN.PL foolish.N.GEN.PL
‘[This will spare you [from receiving an appropriate punishment for
foolish talk]]’

7.11.1

c. devtépwt 3¢ Etel TobTwy 6 Aapelog mpdTa uev Oagioug SiafAndévtag
UTo TGV GOTUYEITOVWY WG ATTOTTATIY pxavmilato Téupag dyyeAov [g€xe-
Aevé=oeag [ypTd TElY0S TEpLatpéely xal TAS véag &6 "APRSWpa wopilew]].
deutérozi de  étei totiton
next.N.DAT.SG PTCL year.N.DAT.SG MED.N.GEN.PL
ho Dareids priita méen
ART.M.NOM.SG Darius.M.NOM.SG first.N.ACC.PL PTCL
Thasious diable:t"éntas hypd
Thasian.M.AcC.PL report.falsely.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.ACC.SG by
tin astygeitinoin ho:s
ART.M.GEN.PL neighborM.GEN.PL that.comp
ap3stasin me:khans:iato
rebellion.F.Acc.sG plan.PRES.OPT.MP.3PL
pémpsas dngelon
send.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG messenger.M.ACC.SG
[sekéleué-spteas [vptd
order.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG=3PL.C.ACC ART.N.ACC.SG
teik"as periairéein kai  tas
wall.N.ACC.SG remove.INF.PRES.ACT CONJ ART.F.ACC.PL
néas es Abdeira komizdein]].
ship.F.ACC.PL to Abdera.N.ACC.PL convey.INF.PRES.ACT
‘In the year after this, Darius first sent a messenger to the Thasians,
who had been accused by their neighbors of planning a rebellion,
and [ordered them [to tear down their wall and convey their ships
to Abdera]]’

6.46.1
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d. [s0=8¢-pv [ypdAnBeint ypnoaabat] €xéreve], pag obdEv ol andéatepov

Eoeabat 1) mpdTEPOV V.

[sho-dé-min [vpaleitheleri  k'réisast’ail

35G.M.NOM-PTCL*35G.ACC truth.F.DAT.SG speak.INF.AOR.MID

ekéleue], pras

orderIMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

oudén hoi ag:désteron

nothing.N.ACC.SG 3SG.DAT more.unpleasant.C.ACC.SG

ésesthai & priteron  &n

be.INF.FUT.MID DIS] before.ADV be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG

‘[He (= Xerxes) ordered him (= Demaratus) [to tell the truth]], saying

that he would be no less pleasing to him than he was before.
7.101.3

. g 8¢ amd Seimvou ytvovto, of uwmotipes Epw elyov duepl te povatxijt

xal T Aeyopévil €¢ TO UETOV. TTPOToVaNS OE THS TOTI0G KATEXWY TIOA-
AoV Todg dAAoug & TrrmowAeldng [sExéAevagé-ol ToV aANTY [ypadAfica

Eupereinv]].

ho:s dée  apd> deipnou

when.coMP PTCL from dinner.N.GEN.SG

eginonto, hoi mne:stéres
become.IMPF.IND.MID.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL Suitor.M.NOM.PL
érin eikPon amph  te
competition.F.ACC.SG hold.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL around CON]
mousiké:i kai  t3i

music.F.DAT.SG CONJ ART.N.DAT.SG

legoménoi es 1)
speak.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.DAT.SG t0 ART.N.ACC.SG

méson. proiduse:s de

middle.N.ACC.SG progress.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.GEN.SG PTCL
tés p3sios

ART.F.GEN.SG drinking.F.GEN.SG

katék™on polbn
be.in.the.lead.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG much.N.ACC.SG
tous dallous ho

ART.M.ACC.PL otherM.ACC.PL ART.M.NOM.SG
Hippokleide:s [sekéleusé-hoi
Hippocleides.M.NOM.SG tel.AOR.IND.ACT.35G-3SG.DAT
tHn aule:ten [vpaulé:sai

ART.M.ACC.SG piper.M.ACC.SG play.the.flute.INF.AOR.ACT



INFINITIVE COMPLEMENTS 267

emmeleien]].
tune.F.ACC.SG
‘When they were done with dinner, the suitors held a competition
in music and public speaking. While the drinking was progressing,
Hippocleides, who was well in the lead of the others, [told the piper
[to play a tune] for him]’

6.129.2

In examples (8.5.a)—(8.5.d), an object clitic hosted by the first prosodic word
in the S constituent controls the reference of the understood subject of the
embedded infinitive. To take (8.5.a) as illustrative, the pronominal clitic oe
‘you’ is both the direct object of uetépyopat ‘I beg’ and the understood subject
of the embedded infinitive eineiv. Example (8.5.e) differs slightly in that the
controller of the subject of the embedded infinitive is the noun phrase tov
avAnv ‘the piper.’ As the matrix predicate and embedded infinitive form one S
constituent, the dative pronominal clitic ol is hosted by the first prosodic word
in this domain, namely éxéhevoe ‘he ordered. (I take mpotiodayg 8¢ Tijg wbatog
and xatéywv ToMOV Todg dAoug to be participial clauses, and 6 TnmoxAeidng to
be preposed on account of the subject switch; see section 5.4.2 above. All three
are thus adjoined to the S constituent.)

It is also possible for oblique arguments in the matrix clause to control the
understood subject of an embedded infinitive:

(8.6) Indirect Object Control
xoréoag 3¢ Maldpea dvdpa MAdov, [sTadtd-Té-ol éveteldato [ypmpoetmely
Avdoiat ta 6 Kpolgog Umetibeto]] ...
kalésas d¢  Mazddrea
summon.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG PTCL Mazares.M.ACC.SG

andra Mé:don [staiitd-té-hai

man.M.ACC.SG Mede.M.ACC.SG MED.N.ACC.PL-CONJ-3SG.DAT
eneteilato [vpproeipein Lydbisi
order.AOR.IND.MID.3SG announce.INF.AOR.ACT Lydian.M.DAT.PL
ta ho Kroisos

REL.N.ACC.PL ART.M.NOM.SG Croesus.M.NOM.SG

hypetitheto]]

suggest.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG
‘Having summoned Mazares, a Mede, [he ordered him [to announce
to the Lydians] what Croesus suggested] (and to ...)’

1.156.2
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The understood subject of the embedded infinitive mpoeimelv ‘announce’ is
controlled by the dative pronoun ot.

8.2 Raising Predicates

There is a second type of interpretive dependency between an understood
subject of an embedded infinitive and a matrix argument, which is known as
raising:

(8.7)  a. Raising to Subject
They seem to talk fast.
b. Raising to Object
I expect him to be here.

In example (8.7.a), the understood subject of to talk fast is the matrix subject
they, while in (8.7.b) the understood subject of to be here is the matrix object
him. While these examples resemble the control construction of the previous
section, they are distinguished by a crucial difference, which is that the under-
stood subject of the infinitive receives a semantic role only from the infinitive,
and not the matrix predicate. So in example (8.7.a) they receives its semantic
role from talk, not seem (seem in fact has no semantic roles to assign). In exam-
ple (8.7.b), the matrix object him bears a thematic relationship exclusively with
the embedded predicate to be here. It is this insight that lies behind the term
“raising”: in generative syntax, the subject or object of the matrix predicate is
assigned its semantic role in the embedded predicate and then raised up to the
matrix predicate.

Like control predicates, raising verbs form a single S/CP constituent with
their infinitive complements. Clausal clitics occur after the first prosodic word
in this domain:

(8.8)  Raising to Subject
VOV @V, [pr@gtot Tadta atvetal [ypExew xodds]];

nn i, [cpkdisstoi taiita
NOW.ADV PTCL how.WH.ADV-2SG.DAT MED.N.NOM.PL
plainstai [vpékrein kal5:s]]?

seem.PRES.IND.MP.3SG hold.INF.PRES.ACT good.ADV
‘Now, then, [why does this seem to you [to be all right]]?’
5.106.1 (cf. 7.48, 7.137.1, 7.139.1)
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tadta ‘this’ is both the surface subject of the matrix verb gaivetat ‘seems’ and
the understood subject of the VP-infinitive éxew xaAdq. The matrix predicate
and VP-infinitive together form one CP domain whose first prosodic word, the
interrogative pronoun x&g, hosts the dative experiencer To.

The distribution of clausal clitics with object raising verbs matches that of
subject raising verbs:

(8.9)

Object Raising

. [sEATilwov=é-pv [ypdmobavéeaBat] 6 ddedpeds], Tét obvopa iy Auxdpn-

TOG, VoL EDTETETEPWS XATATYL TA &V THL LAUWL TENYMATA, XOTAXTEIVEL
ToUg SETUWTOG TTAVTAS.

[selpizdoin-dé-min
expect.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-3SG.ACC
[vpapottanéesthai] ho adelpess),

die.INF.FUT.MID ART.M.NOM.SG brotherM.NOM.SG

i ounoma &n

REL.M.DAT.SG name.N.NOM.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G

Lykdre:tos, hina eupetestéras

Lycaretus.M.NOM.SG PURP more.smoothly.ADV

katdsk"s:i ta en téi

control. AOR.SBJV.ACT.3SG ART.N.ACC.PL in ART.F.DAT.SG
Sdamo:i préigmata, katakteinei

Samos.F.DAT.SG affair.N.AccC.PL kill.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG

tous desmsitas pdntas.

ART.M.ACC.PL prisoner.M.ACC.PL allM.ACC.PL

‘[Expecting him [to die], his brother], whose name was Lycaretus,
killed all the prisoners in order that he might control the affairs on
Samos with less resistance.

3.143.2

A\

. @ mad, ote delAiny olite dMo obdev dyapt mapldwv Tol Totéw TadTa,

GMd-pot Gig dveipov €v Tt Vvt émiatdoa [sEpn=ae [ypOAryoxpoviov
gaeabat]]. 0o yap aixpijs o1dnpéng dmoréeadal.

N pai, ou-te deilie:n

voc.pTCL child.M.voC.SG NEG-CON] cowardice.F.ACC.SG

ou-te dall oudén dkrari

NEG-CON]J other.N.ACC.SG none.N.ACC.SG unseemly.N.ACC.SG
parids:in toi poiéo:
see.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG 25G.DAT d0.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG
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taiita, alla-moi opsis oneirou
MED.N.ACC.PL but-1SG.DAT vision.F.NOM.SG dream.M.GEN.SG
en i hypnoi

in ART.M.DAT.SG sleep.M.DAT.SG

gpistasa

stand.by.PTCP.AOR.ACT.F.NOM.SG

[sépleise [vpoligok"rinion
say.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-258G.ACC short.lived.c.acc.sG
ésesthail]. hypd gar  aik"més sidewrées

be INF.FUT.MID by EXPL spear.F.GEN.SG iron.F.GEN.SG
apoléesthai.

die.INF.FUT.MID

““Son, I am doing this, not because I have observed cowardice on
your part or any other fault, but rather because a vision of a dream
that appeared to me in my sleep [foretold you [to be short-lived]].

For you would be killed by an iron spear.
1.38.1

Object raising predicates in Greek are interesting because, as we will see in
section 8.3, many of them can also select an embedded clause as a complement
(that is, an S-infinitive as opposed to a VP-infinitive).

Impersonal raising predicates have the same structure as subject and object
raising verbs (on the syntax of this predicate class, see further Sevdali in press):

(8.10) Impersonal Raising Verb
xdBigov T@v Sopudpwy EML TATYITL THITL TOANLTL QUAGXOUS, Ol AEYOVTWY
TPOG TOVG EXPEPOVTAS TA YPVUATA ATTALPESUEVOL, [ piG-apE’ Avaryxaiwg Exel
[vpOexatevbijvan Tt Auf]].
kdthison i doryp"Sron
station.IMPV.AOR.ACT.2SG ART.M.GEN.PL spear.bearer.M.GEN.PL
epl pdseiisi tési pyleisi pylikous,
at each.F.DAT.PL ART.F.DAT.PL gate.F.DAT.PL guard.M.ACC.PL
hol legontoin pris tous
REL.M.NOM.PL collectIMPV.PRES.ACT.3PL to0  ART.M.ACC.PL
ekphérontas ta kfréimata
carry.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.PL ART.N.ACC.PL spoil.N.ACC.PL
apairedmenai, [cphozs=sp'e’
take. PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL that.COMP-3PL.N.ACC
anankaiois  ékhei [vpdekateut"gnai
necessary.ADV hold.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG pay.INF.AOR.PASS
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N Did]].

ART.M.DAT.SG Zeus.M.DAT.SG

‘Station guards from your spear-bearers at each gate. Let them say to
the (men) carrying the goods out, when they take them from them,
[that it is necessary for them [to be paid to Zeus]]’

1.89.3

Although the pronoun oge’ is the subject argument of the passive verb Sexa-
tevdijvay, it is hosted by the complementizer, as the matrix predicate dvoryxaiwg
gxet selects a VP-infinitive.

Auxiliary verbs share many similarities with raising predicates. They do not
assign a semantic role to their surface subject and form an S/CP constituent
with their embedded infinitives:

(8.11)

Auxiliary Predicate

. Tvydip tot &g BaatAéa avevelyOijL Ta Emea Tad o, dTOBAAEELS TNV KEQAAWY,

[sxai-oe olte €y Suvioopal [yppdoagbar] olt’ dMog dvlpwmwy ovdE
elg].

&-n gar t  es basiléa

ifcoMp-MOD EXPL PTCL to king.M.ACC.SG

aneneik"tg:i ta épea
bring.AOR.SBJV.PASS.3SG ART.N.NOM.PL word.N.NOM.PL
taiita, apobaléeis tén
MED.N.NOM.PL l0se.FUT.IND.ACT.25G ART.F.ACC.SG
keptalé:n, [skai=se ou-te £go:
head.F.ACC.SG CONJ-25G.ACC NEG-CON]J 1SG.NOM
dynéisomai [vphrysastai] ou-t’
be.able.FUT.IND.MID.1SG save.INF.AOR.MID NEG-CON]
dllos antripon ou-dé heis].

other.M.NOM.SG person.M.GEN.PL NEG-PTCL 0ne.M.NOM.SG
‘For if these words of yours are brought back to the king, [you will
lose your head, and I will not be able [to save] you, nor will any one
else]’

8.65.5

. Epaoay Tpds Tadto Lo HEYAAYY ATd cpéwy YevéaDal TRV Yuvaik@y

TOUTEWY, Xal [g[ypdvevpelv-uév-coeag] ob duvarol yevéadat].
éptasan pros taiita zdé:tesin
say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3PL t0 MED.N.ACC.PL search.F.ACC.SG
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megdlemn apd spféomn  genésthai tn
great.F.ACC.SG from 3PL.GEN be.INF.AOR.MID ART.F.GEN.PL
gynaiki:n toutéomn, kai

woman.F.GEN.PL MED.F.GEN.PL CON]

[s[vpaneursin-ménssphsas] ou dynatol
find.INF.AOR.ACT-PTCL-3PL.C.ACC NEG able.M.NOM.PL
genésthail.

be.INF.AOR.MID

‘They said in response to this that there had been a great search on
their part for these women, and [that they were not able [to find
them]].

2.54.2

C. ... [cpivardn=utv of ToAgutot éxminTovtes éx ThHS TaELog [ypueTanvijoat]
uy duvaiaro].

[cphina-dé:-min hoi polémioi
PURP-PTCL-35G.ACC ART.M.NOM.PL enemy.M.NOM.PL
ekpiptontes ek tés
fall.out.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.PL from ART.F.GEN.SG
tdksios [ypmetakinésail — mé:

rank.F.GEN.SG mMOVe.INF.AOR.ACT NEG

dynaiato].

be.able.PRES.OPT.MP.3PL
‘... [in order that the enemies, when falling out from their ranks,
would not be able [to move] him].

9.74.1

In each case the object of the embedded infinitive occurs second in S/CP, and
not second in the infinitive phrase. This is exactly what we expect, given that
there is an interpretive dependency between the matrix subject and that of the
infinitive.

8.3 Infinitive Clauses

Infinitive clauses differ from VP-infinitive phrases in that they form an inde-
pendent S constituent (and thus resemble participial clauses). This means that
in any sentence with an embedded infinitive clause there are at least two S
constituents, the matrix clause and the infinitive clause itself. The position of
a clausal clitic in such a context is determined by interpretation. If the clitic
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is interpreted with the embedded predicate, it occurs second in the embed-

ded S:

(8.12)

Clausal Clitics in Embedded Infinitive Clauses

t

. 0g & emavétele 6 HiAtog, [somévdwy éx xpuoens eLdng E€pkng & TV

Bdhaaaay elyeto Tpodg TV HiAtov [gundepiov-ol auvtuyiny ToldTHV YeVé-
afou 1) pv madoet xataotpépaadat v Edpwmyy mpdtepov 1) mtl téppaat
Tolot éxeiwng yéwntat]].
ho:s d epanételle ho
as.COMP PTCL rise.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG
hé:lios, [sspéndoin ek
SUN.M.NOM.SG pOur.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG from
khrysée:s phidle:s Ksérkse:s es
golden.F.GEN.SG bowl.F.GEN.SG Xerxes.M.NOM.SG into
tén thilassan  eikheto pros
ART.F.ACC.SG sea.F.ACC.SG pray.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG to
tn hé:lion [smeidemian=hoi
ART.M.ACC.SG SUNLM.ACC.SG None.F.ACC.SG=3SG.DAT
syntyk'ie:n toiauten genésthai
accident.F.ACC.SG MED.F.ACC.SG happen.INF.AOR.MID
hé=min pausei
REL.F.NOM.SG-3SG.ACC prevent.FUT.IND.ACT.3SG
katastrépsasthai témn Eurdpein priteron
subdue.INF.AOR.MID ART.F.ACC.SG Europe.F.ACC.SG before.ADV
& epl térmasi toisi ekeine:s
DISJ to border.N.DAT.PL ART.N.DAT.PL DIST.F.GEN.SG
géneitail].
COme.AOR.SBJV.MID.35G
‘As the sun was rising, [Xerxes poured a libation into the sea from a
golden bowl and prayed to the sun [that no misfortune that would
prevent him from conquering Europe befall him before he reached
its borders]].

7.54-2

. 0 8¢ uwv dAnBeint xpnoaadal exéleve, [yppdg [so03év-ot dndéatepoy Eae-

ot #) mpdTepov Hv]].

ho dé  min ale:theie:i khrésastrai
3SG.M.NOM PTCL 3SG.ACC truth.F.DAT.SG speak.INF.AOR.MID
ekéleue, [vpplas

order.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
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[soudén=hoi ag:désteron
none.N.ACC.SG-3SG.DAT more.unpleasant.C.ACC.SG
ésesthai & priteron  &nl].

be.INF.FUT.MID DIS] before.ADV be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG

‘He (= Xerxes) ordered him (= Demaratus) to tell the truth, [saying

[that he would be no less pleasing to him than he was before]]’
7.101.3

To take (8.12.a) as illustrative, the dative pronoun oi occurs second in the
embedded S, and not second in the matrix S, because it is interpreted exclu-
sively with the embedded infinitive yevéafau.

Clausal clitics that are interpreted with the matrix predicate appear second
in the matrix S:

(8.13)

Clausal Clitics in Matrix Swith Embedded Infinitive Clause

. [s[somixpdy Tt T Sidgopov] ebpot=Tig=8v Aoyt{buevos TV 636GV TouTEwY],

& ) toog piinog elvat, ob mAéov mevtexaiSexa otadiwv.

[s[ssmikrin ti )

small.N.ACC.SG INDF.N.ACC.SG ART.N.ACC.SG
didp™oron]

difference.N.ACC.SG

hetiraiztis-an
find.AOR.OPT.ACT.3SG-INDF.C.NOM.SG-MOD
logizdimenos tin
measure.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG ART.F.GEN.PL
hod5:in toutéon], t mé:
route.F.GEN.PL these. MED.F.GEN.PL ART.N.ACC.SG NEG
isas mé:kos einai, ou
equal.F.Aacc.PL length.N.ACC.SG be.INF.PRES.ACT NEG
pléon pentekaideka stadio:n.

more.N.ACC.SG fifteen stade.N.GEN.PL

‘[Measuring these routes one would find [that the difference is
small]]—they differ in length by no more than fifteen stades.

2.7.2

. 00 v o08¢ AéAnfe adTolg—el ydp Tiveg xal dMot Ta ITepaéwy vopua

ématéatal xal AltyOmTiol—08Tt TPATAUEY [VOBOV [awixs0U=TPL VOMOG
gati] Bagtredoot ywoiov mapedvrog].

ou  mémn ou-dé lélexthe

NEG PTCL NEG-PTCL escape.notice.PERF.IND.ACT.35G



INFINITIVE COMPLEMENTS 275

autous &l gdr  tines kai
3PL.M.ACC if.COMP EXPL INDF.C.NOM.PL CON]J
alloi ta Perséoin
otherM.NOM.PL ART.N.ACC.PL Persian.M.GEN.PL
ndmima epistéatai kai
Custom.N.ACC.PL know.PRES.IND.MP.3SG CON]J
Aigyptisi h3ti pritasmén
Egyptian.M.NOM.PL that.comP first.N.ACC.PL-PTCL
[sndthon [ Matrixg?Ussp™i ndmos
bastard.M.ACC.SG NEG#3PL.DAT custom.M.NOM.SG
esti] basiletisai gnesiou
be.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG be.king.INF.AOR.ACT legitimate.M.GEN.SG
pareintas].

be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.GEN.SG

‘It has certainly not escaped (the Egyptians)—for if any others also
know the customs of the Persians it is the Egyptians—that, first,
[[it is not their custom] for a bastard to be king when there is a
legitimate heir]’

3.2.2

In example (8.13.a), the clitics Tig and &v occur second in the matrix S, because
that is where they are interpreted. The indefinite pronoun tis is the subject
of the matrix verb ebpol, which, in concert with the modal particle &v, has the
reading ‘would find. Likewise, in example (8.13.b), the dative pronominal clitic
o¢t is interpreted with the matrix predicate vépog éoti, and therefore occurs
after the first prosodic word of the matrix S, which is surrounded on either
side by its embedded infinitive clause (see Allan 2012 for clause intertwin-
ing).

As these examples illustrate, there is no interpretive dependency between
the subject argument of an embedded S-infinitive and an argument of the
matrix predicate. This is the crucial feature that distinguishes S-infinitives from
VP-infinitives. It is, however, possible for a pronoun in an embedded infinitive
clause to have the same referent as an expression in the matrix clause, as
example (8.14.a) illustrates:

(8.14) a. [0 pév N LvAogdv NmigTtato [gTodté-ol amodwAévar St edndinv]].

[sho mén dé:  Sylsiin
ART.M.NOM.SG PTCL PTCL Syloson.M.NOM.SG
epistato [stodits-hoi

kl’lOVV.IMPF.IND.MP.gSG MED.N.ACC.SG#3SG.DAT
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apalo:lénai di’ eueithien]].
lose.INF.PERF.ACT through good.heartedness.F.ACC.SG
‘[Syloson knew that [this had been lost to him on account of good-
heartedness]]’
3.140.1

. [séyc=pot Soxéw [sovviévar Té yeyovds Todto]], @ PactAed.

[segdi=moi dokéo:

1SG.NOM~1SG.DAT Seem.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG
[ssyniénai )
understand.IND.PRES.ACT ART.N.ACC.SG

gegonas totito]], 3
happen.PTCP.PERF.ACT.N.ACC.SG MED.N.ACC.SG VOC.PTCL
basileti.

king.M.voC.SG

‘[1 think [that [ understand this event]], sire.

3.63.4

Although the dative pronominal clitic oi in (8.14.a) refers to the same entity
as the noun XvAocdv in the matrix clause (namely the person Syloson), there is
no interpretive dependency between the two expressions. Likewise, in example
(8.14.b), it is not necessary for the subjects of the matrix and embedded verbs to
align: they could just as well differ. This referential independence of the subject

is the hallmark feature of S-infinitives.
The ability of S-infinitives to form an independent domain for clausal clitics
is paralleled by finite embedded clauses and embedded participial clauses:

(8.15) a. Finite Complement Clause

[sol 3¢ Eppalov [ pidrapt Beds eln) pavels Sia xpdvov oMo wbag emt-
patveaBat] xal [cpg Emedy Qavijl TéTE TAVTEG AlYOTTION XEXAPNHOTES
6ptalotev]].

[shoi de¢  éphrazdon [cphdis=sphi
3PL.M.NOM PTCL say.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG that.COMP-3PL.DAT

theds eie:

god.M.NOM.SG be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG

praneis dia khrsnou
appear.PTCP.AOR.PASS.M.NOM.SG through time.M.GEN.SG
polloii eoithizs

much.M.GEN.SG be.accustomed.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG
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epiphainest’ail kai  [cpho:s epe-an
show.up.INF.PRES.MP CON]J that.COMP when.COMP-MOD
prané:i tite pdntes
appear.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3SG then.ADv all.M.NOM.PL
Aigyptioi kekhare:kstes

Egyptian.M.NOM.PL be.happy.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG
hortdzdoien]].

celebrate.PRES.OPT.ACT.3PL
‘[They said [that the god appeared to them, though he usually shows
up only at long intervals], and [that, whenever he appears, then all
the Egyptians celebrate joyously]]’

3.27.3

b. Participial Complement Clause

2 7

[sebpionw O [s@&'-&v ywdueva tadta]], el AdBotg TV Euny oxeviy Tdooy
xat &vdUg uetd todTo 1ot &g Tov Eudv pdvov xal Emetta €v xolTtnL TH EUit

XOTUTVOOELQC.

[sheurisko: de  [sh3:d-an
find.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG PTCL thus.ADV-MOD

gindmena taiita]], &i
happen.PTCP.PRES.MP.N.ACC.PL MED.N.ACC.SG if.comP
labois temn emem
take.AOR.OPT.ACT.25G ART.F.ACC.SG my.F.ACC.SG
skeuemn pdsan kai

apparel.F.ACC.SG all.F.ACC.SG CON]J

endys meta totito
wear.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG with MED.N.ACC.SG
hizdoio es ton emin
Sit.PRES.OPT.MP.28G t0 ART.M.ACC.SG MY.M.ACC.SG
thrinon kai épeita  en koitei téi
throne.M.AcC.SG CON]J then.ADV in bed.F.DAT.SG ART.F.DAT.SG
emé katypn3:seias.

my.F.DAT.SG lie.down.to.sleep.AOR.OPT.ACT.25G
‘[T think [that this would happen in the following way]]: if you were
to take all my accoutrements and, once you put them on, to sit on
my throne, and then you were to sleep in my bed.

7.15.3 (cf. 2.169.2, 2.37.5)
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In (8.15.a), the pronominal clitic ¢t occurs second in the embedded CP, where

it is interpreted. In (8.15.b), the modal particle &v occurs second in the embed-

ded participial clause, as this is its scope domain. In both cases, the subject of

the embedded predicate is interpretively independent, as it differs from that of
the matrix subject.

Further motivation for the above analysis comes from modality and splay-
ing. As with participial clauses (see examples 7.17—7.19 in section 7.1 above),
S-infinitives are independent modal domains:

(8.16)

Independent Modality

. ToOTWV 3 ToloVTWY TUUPBaVEVTWY, EYw eV EATTopal, el xal adtog ITplapog

guvoixee ‘EAéw, [sdmododvat-av adtiv Tolat Ayatoiat], uéMovtd ye 31
TV TOPEOVTWY XX WV oAk aryaeada.

touton de  toiuton

MED.N.GEN.PL PTCL such.N.GEN.PL

symbaininton, ego: men
happen.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.GEN.PL 1SG.NOM PTCL

élpomai, i kal autds
think.PRES.IND.MP.1SG if.cCOMP even.ADV self M.NOM.SG
Priamos synoikee Heléneti,
Priam.M.NOM.SG live.with.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G Helen.F.DAT.SG
[sapodoiinai-an autén toisi

give.INF.AOR.ACT-MOD 3SG.F.ACC ART.M.DAT.PL

Akraidisi], méllontd ge
Achaean.M.DAT.PL be.going.to.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.ACC.SG PTCL
dé:  tin paredntoin

PTCL ART.N.GEN.PL be.around.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.GEN.PL

kak3:n apallagé:sest*ai.

bad.N.GEN.PL set.free.INF.FUT.PASS

‘Since the results (of the battle) were such, I think that if even Priam
himself were living with Helen, [he would have given her back to the
Achaeans], ifhe was thereby going to be rid of the troubles they had.

2.120.3

. Soxéew Euol [o0x=dv-a0t Zmaptjtag uijviv oddepiov mpoadéabat].

dokéein emol [souk-an=sp"i
Seem.INF.PRES.ACT 1SG.DAT NEG-MOD-3PL.DAT
Spartié:tas ménin oudsmian
Spartan.M.ACC.PL wrath.F.ACC.SG none.F.ACC.SG
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prosthésthail.

lay.INF.AOR.MID

‘It seems to me [that the Spartans would not have laid any wrath on
them].

7.229.2

In both cases, the matrix predicate is indicative while the embedded clause has
a counterfactual reading. In example (8.16.a), dmwododvat and the modal particle
d&v yield the reading ‘would have given back. The modal particle accordingly
occurs second in the embedded infinitive clause. Likewise in example (8.16.b),
mpogféadat and &v together mean ‘would not have laid’ The modal particle
occurs second in the infinitive clause and not second in the matrix clause.
In neither of these examples does the matrix verb share the counterfactual
semantics of the embedded clause. This is only possible when the infinitive
phrase isan S.

Splaying refers to the appearance of clausal clitics in separate “second”
positions:

(8.17) Splaying
a. emi pévrol Tolol xatouat Tpypaat [sSoxéet-pot [sadTov-pév-ce de-
Aadvew omiow]].

epl méntoi taisi katé:kousi
to PTCL ART.N.DAT.PL present.PTCP.PRES.ACT.N.DAT.PL
préigmasi [sdokéei-mai

circumstance.N.DAT.PL seem.PRES.IND.ACT.35G-1SG.DAT
[sautdn-mén-se apelaiinein opisaz]].
[sselfM.ACC.SG-PTCL-25G.ACC march.INF.PRES.ACT back.ADV
‘Given the present circumstances, [it seems best to me [that you
march back yourself]].

8.102.1

b. &i & Abnvaious elye td Emog elpnpévoy €dvtwg, olx=av olTw-py doxéely
Nmiwg xpenadivar.
&l es  Athenabus eik’e
ifcoMmp into Athenian.M.Acc.PL hold.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
) épos giretménon
ART.N.NOM.SG Verse.N.NOM.SG speak.PTCP.PERF.MP.N.NOM.SG
eintois,  ouk-an houtozmin dokéein
reallyADV NEG-MOD thus.ADV-35G.ACC seem.INF.PRES.ACT
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epios khre:sthEnal.

mildly.ADv declare.INF.AOR.PASS

‘If the verse really were directed at the Athenians, it would not be
appropriate that it had been formulated so mildly’

7.143.1

The split in distribution in these two examples is due to the presence of two
S domains. In example (8.17.a), pot is an argument of the matrix verb Soxéel,
and therefore occurs second in the matrix clause. As Soxéet selects an embed-
ded clause here, og, the subject argument of the embedded verb dmedaivew,
occurs second in that domain. (ért uévtot Tolat xatxovat Tprypaot is an adver-
bial of the type discussed in section 4.4.3.) Example (8.17.b) is slightly more
complicated, as the matrix and infinitive clauses are intertwined (which is
why I have omitted constituency brackets). The matrix clause is o0x=av ... doxé-
ew, while the infinitive clause is obtw=puw ... §miwg xpnobivar. Crucial here is
the difference in modal semantics: the matrix clause is modal (‘it would not
be appropriate’), but its embedded clause is not (‘that it had been formu-
lated so mildly’). As established above, this kind of difference in modality is
only possible when the embedded infinitive is an S. The clitics év and pw
are thus hosted at the left edge of the S constituent in which they are inter-
preted.

When an embedded infinitive precedes a matrix verb, it can be difficult to
distinguish an S-infinitive from a VP-infinitive:

(8.18) (éx TobTov), =3¢ pavijvai-ptv vouilovat EmaptifjraL
(ek  toutou),-dé mané:nai-min
from MED.N.GEN.SG-PTCL go.insane.INF.AOR.PASS-38G.ACC
nomizdousi Spartig:itai.
believe.PRES.IND.ACT.3PL Spartan.M.NOM.PL
‘The Spartans believe that he (= Cleomenes) went insane because of
this/
6.84.3

The prepositional phrase éx Tovtou scopes over the infinitive and not the matrix
predicate: it explains why Cleomenes went insane, not why the Spartans
believe he went insane. It is either a topicalized phrase or a high-adjoined
adverbial (it is an event-external adverbial according to the hierarchy pre-
sented in section 4.4.3). The question is whether the infinitive is a VP and the
PP adjoins to the entire S, or whether the infinitive is an embedded S, and
the PP adjoins there, as vopi{w can select either a VP infinitive or an S infini-
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tive. The scope of éx todtov seems, however, to speak in favor of an embed-

ded infinitive clause, i.e., [g[pp(éx ToUTOV),78¢] [sparvivai-pwv]] vouilovat Emapti-

Aot

8.4

Embedded VP-Infinitives versus Embedded S-Infinitives

One and the same predicate can select both a VP-infinitive and an S-infinitive:

(8.19)

pnul

. VP-Infinitive Complement

@ mai, obte dethinv olite dNo 0ddEv dxapt mapdwy Tol motéw TadTa,
aMd=pot Eig ovelpou év Tl Umvwl Emiatdon [sEpn-oe [ypdAryoypoviov
gaeafout]]. OO yap aixuiis o1dnpéng dmoréeadal.

5z pai, ou-te deilie:n

voc.PTCL child.M.vOC.SG NEG-CON]J cowardice.F.ACC.SG
ot-te alb oudén dkrari

NEG-CON]J other.N.ACC.SG none.N.ACC.SG unseemly.N.ACC.SG
parids:in toi poiéa:
see.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG 25G.DAT d0.PRES.IND.ACT.1SG
taiita, alla-moi Ipsis oneirou
MED.N.ACC.PL but-1SG.DAT vision.F.NOM.SG dream.M.GEN.SG
en tii hypnoi

in ART.M.DAT.SG sleep.M.DAT.SG

epistdsa

stand.by.PTCP.AOR.ACT.F.NOM.SG

[séplersse [vpoligokhrinion
say.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-2SG.ACC short.lived.c.Acc.sG
ésesthail]. hypd gar aik"mé:s sideiréeis
beINF.FUT.MID by EXPL spear.F.GEN.SG iron.F.GEN.SG
apoléesthai.

die.INF.FUT.MID

““Son, I am doing this, not because I have observed cowardice on
your part or any other fault, but rather because a vision of a dream
that appeared to me in my sleep [foretold you [to be short-lived]].

For you would be killed by an iron spear.
1.38.1
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b. S-Infinitive Complement

6 ¢ pw aAnBeint ypnoaadart éxéAeve, [ypds [so0d€v-ol andéatepov Eoe-

ot #) mpdTepov Hv]].

ho dé  min aletheiei khrésastai

35G.M.NOM PTCL 3SG.ACC truth.F.DAT.SG speak.INF.AOR.MID

ekéleus, [vpphas

orderIMPF.IND.ACT.3SG Say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG

[soudén=hoi ag:désteron

none.N.ACC.SG-3SG.DAT more.unpleasant.C.ACC.SG

ésesthai & priteron  &n]].

be.INF.FUT.MID DIs] before.ADV be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG

‘He (= Xerxes) ordered him (= Demaratus) to tell the truth, [saying

[that he would be no less pleasing to him than he was before]]’
7.101.3

il

. VP-Infinitive Complement

< 2

[sEATileov=8é-pv [ypdmodavéeabot] 6 adelqeds, Tt obvopa v Auxdpn-
ToG, oL EDTMETETTEPWS KATATYNL TAL €V THL LAUWL TENYUATA, KOUTAXTEIVEL
Tobg SeapwTag TavTag].

[selpizdoin-dé-min
expect.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG-PTCL-35SG.ACC
[vpapottanéestai] ho adelp’eds,

die.INF.FUT.MID ART.M.NOM.SG brotherM.NOM.SG

t3: ounoma &n

REL.M.DAT.SG name.N.NOM.SG be.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG

Lykdre:tos, hina eupetestéras

Lycaretus.M.NOM.SG PURP more.smoothly.ADV

katdskhe:i ta en téi
control.AOR.SBJV.ACT.3SG ART.N.ACC.PL 0N ART.F.DAT.SG
Samozi pré;gmata, katakteinei

Samos.F.DAT.SG affair.N.AccC.PL kill.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG

tous desmiitas pantas].

ART.M.ACC.PL prisoner.M.ACC.PL allM.ACC.PL

‘[Expecting him [to die], his brother, whose name was Lycaretus,
killed all the prisoners in order that he might control the affairs on
Samos with less resistance].

3.143.2
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(8.21)

b. S-Infinitive Complement

oi 3¢ wg embdovto, Iooedéwvt Twthpt edEduevol xai omovdds mpoye-
avteg TV TayloTyv émiow Nmelyovto Eml T6 Aptepiaiov, [ypéAmioavteg
[sOAtyag-Tvéig-aqt dvtiEdoug Eoeadat véag]].

hoi d¢  hos epythonto,

3PL.M.NOM PTCL when.comMP find.out.AOR.IND.MID.3PL
Poseidéoni Sottéri

Poseidon.M.DAT.SG Savior.M.DAT.SG

euksdmenoi kai  spondas
pray.pPTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.PL CON] libation.F.ACC.PL
prokhéantes témn tak"iste:n
pOuUr.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL ART.F.ACC.SG quickest.F.ACC.SG
apiso: eipeigonto epl 13

back.ADV rush.IMPF.IND.MP.3PL t0 ART.N.ACC.SG

Artemision, [vpelpisantes

Artemision.N.ACC.SG hope.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.PL
[soligas-tinds-sp™i antiksdous
few.F.ACC.PL-INDF.C.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT 0pposing.C.ACC.PL
ésesthai néas]].

be.INF.FUT.MID ship.F.ACC.PL

‘When (the Greeks) found out, they prayed to Poseidon the Sav-
ior and poured libations, (and then) rushed back to Artemision as
quickly as possible, [hoping [that there would be only a few ships
opposing them]].

7.192.2

evploxw

. VP-Infinitive Complement

1o

vuxti 8¢ Boviy Bidodg mdyyv [sebptoxézol [ypod mpiyua elvat otpated-
eafat emtt Ty ‘EANGa]].

nykti d¢  boulén

night.F.DAT.SG PTCL counsel.F.ACC.SG

didots pdnk"y
give.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG wholly.ADV

[sheuriské=hoi [vpou prégma
find.IMPF.IND.ACT.35G-35G.DAT NEG advantage.N.ACC.SG
ginai strateesthai epl tén
be.INF.PRES.ACT send.an.army.INF.PRES.MP t0 ART.F.ACC.SG
Helladal)].

Hellas.F.Acc.sG
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‘Thinking it over at night, [(Xerxes) found it [not in his interest to
send an army against Hellas]]’

7.12.1

b. S-Infinitive Complement
Bovhevdpevos [sebptoxe [smpRypdrol elvan Eladvewy wg dhvatto TdyLota
éml tag Xapdig]].

bouleusmenos [sheuriske
deliberate.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.NOM.SG find.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG
[spréigma-hoi einai
advantage.N.ACC.SG-3SG.DAT be.INF.PRES.ACT

elatinein ho:s dynaits

drive.INF.PRES.ACT as.COMP be.able.PRES.OPT.MP.3SG
tdkrista epi tas Sdrdis]].

quickest.N.ACC.PL against ART.F.ACC.PL Sardis.F.ACC.PL
‘After deliberating, [(Cyrus) found [that it was in his interest to move
against Sardis as fast as he could]]’

1.79.1

In each pair of examples, we have first a matrix predicate that selects a VP-
infinitive complement, and then the same predicate with an S-infinitive com-
plement. Clausal clitics only occur second in an infinitive phrase when it is of
the category S, as expected. This type of alternation is not limited to Greek, as
we as find similar behavior with certain English verbs:

(8.22) a. Ibelieve her to be quite talented.
b. I believe that she is quite talented.

In (8.22.a), believe is an object raising verb with an embedded infinitive, while
in (8.22.b) it takes a finite complement clause.

While a precise characterization of the differences in meaning between a
predicate with a VP-infinitive complement and an S-infinitive complement is
beyond the scope of this investigation, I will mention one general property.
Matrix predicates with VP-infinitives ascribe more epistemic commitment to
the subject; in particular, they appear to involve either judgment or evaluation.
For instance, in example (8.19.a), the vision does not simply say that Croesus’
son will be short-lived, but predicts it. By contrast, ¢dg in example (8.19.b) just
reports a statement. In example (8.20.a), éAnti{wv describes a calculation on the
part of Lycaretus, while éAmicavtes in (8.20.b) expresses a hope. In examples
(8.21.a) and (8.21.b), it is much harder to see a difference between ebpioxe with
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a'VP-complement and with an S-complement. It may be that the former reports
a conclusion, and the latter a realization. I leave the semantic complexities of
this topic for future research.

8.5 Problematic Examples

Sections 8.1 through 8.4 present the basic generalizations for clausal clitics
in clauses with embedded infinitives. This section presents a small class of
examples that diverge from these basic patterns. While the motivation for these
exceptional cases is unclear, they do appear to form three subclasses.

In the first subclass, an experiencer dative of a raising predicate with a non-
overt subject is hosted by the matrix verb:

(8.23) a. uMxel uév yap map’ apgotépag mapyxel 1) Edpwny, ebpeog 3¢ mépt 0ddE
cuuBodely &y paivetal-pot elvat.

mé:kel mén gar par’ amp'otéras

length.N.DAT.SG PTCL EXPL from both.F.acc.PL

parékei he: Eurdpe,
stretch.PRES.IND.ACT.35G ART.F.NOM.SG Europe.F.NOM.S5G
eUress dée  péri  ou-dé symbalein
width.N.GEN.SG PTCL about NEG-PTCL compare.INF.PRES.ACT
aksie: praingtai-moi

worth.F.NOM.SG seem.PRES.IND.MP.3SG-1SG.DAT

einai

be.INF.PRES.ACT
‘For in length, Europe extends along both (Libya and Asia); in width,
(it) seems to me not even to be worth comparing’

4.42.1

b. ob ydp T quvtuxdv paivetai-pot Epyov elva.
ou gar syntykon
NEG EXPL ART.N.NOM.SG cOMMmMON.PTCP.AOR.ACT.N.NOM.SG
plaingtai-moi érgon
seem.PRES.IND.MP.35G-1SG.DAT work.N.NOM.SG
ginai.
be.INF.PRES.ACT
‘For (it) seems to me to be a work that is not at all common.

1513
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. Ewg 3¢ eBapPdpile, BpviBog TpdTov Edbxeé-apt @BEyyeadal.

héas de

as.Jong.as.cOMP PTCL

ebarbdrizde, Jrnitts
speak.a.foreign.language.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG bird.M.GEN.SG
tripon edskeé-sphi

manner.M.ACC.SG seem.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG-3PL.DAT
plthéngesthai.
speak.INF.PRES.MP
‘As long as (the prophetess) spoke a foreign language, (she) seemed
to them to speak like a bird’

2.57.2

In each case, a dative pronominal clitic is hosted by a finite verb, and is not
in canonical (2W) second position. Neither topicalization nor focus preposing
appears to be responsible the position of the pronoun. These examples recall
the data in section 4.5.

In the second subclass, an infinitive hosts an object argument:

(8.24) a. [gmotebon O aiel TuTo Todto TOV Aapelov Emelae [ypoixtelpai=pv]].

[spoieiisa dé¢  aigl
do.PTCP.PRES.ACT.F.NOM.SG PTCL always.ADV
t-3tutd todito tn
ART.N.ACC.SG-same.N.ACC.SG MED.N.ACC.SG ART.M.ACC.SG
Dareion épeise
Darius.M.ACC.SG convince.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
[ypoikteirai-min]].
Pity.INF.AOR.ACT-3SG.ACC
‘[By continually doing this same thing, she convinced Darius [to take
pity on her]]’

3.119.3

. xai{Tol TAVTH goQioHaT XAl TATHG KNYOVES EMETOWXEE €§ AVTOVG

Aapelog, G [s003” g Ed0vaTo [ypéAeiv-apeag]].

kaitoi pdnta soptismata kai  pdsas
indeed.ADV all.N.Acc.PL trick.N.AcC.PL cON]J all.F.AcC.PL
me:ktanas epepoiékes s autous
strategy.F.ACC.PL use.PLPF.IND.ACT.35G t0 3PL.M.ACC
Dareios, all’ [sou-d’ ho:s

Darius.M.NOM.SG but NEG-PTCL thus.ADV
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edynato [vpheleinzsphzas]].
be.able.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG conquer.INF.AOR.ACT=3PL.C.ACC
‘(Darius) had indeed used every trick and strategy against them (=
the Babylonians), but [even still he was unable [to conquer them]].

3.152

c. [cpdte 3N wElpwpuévey TAV Oaaaldv [ypxatactpépeabai-apeag]], TodTo
npoepuAdEavto ol Puréeg xal o Vdwp T6 Bepuov téte Emfixay émi i
gaodov, g &v yapadpwbein 6 xPpos.

[cphdte dé:  peiroiménoin tin
since.COMP PTCL try.PTCP.PRES.MP.M.GEN.PL ART.M.GEN.PL
Thressals:n [vpkatastrép’esthaizspheas])],
Thessalian.M.GEN.PL conquer.INF.PRES.MP-3PL.C.ACC
totito progptyliksants hoi
MED.N.ACC.SG guard.AOR.IND.MID.3PL ART.M.NOM.PL
Phy:kées kai hydor
Phocaean.M.NOM.PL CONJ ART.N.ACC.SG Water.N.ACC.SG
() thermdn tite ep&kan
ART.N.ACC.SG hot.N.AcC.SG then.ADV send.AOR.IND.ACT.3PL
epl  tém ésodon, hois  an
onto ART.F.ACC.SG pass.F.ACC.SG PURP MOD
kraradro:theie: ho
break.into.clefts.AOR.OPT.PASS.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG
k"5:ros.
land.M.NOM.SG
‘[Since the Thessalians were trying [to conquer them;]], the Phocae-
ans; guarded against this, and they let the hot water onto the pass,
in order that the land might be split by channels.

7176.4 (cf. 9.53.4)

d. émeirte O¢ é&épabe wg od adv éxelvolat ely Tadta Temomuws, EAafe adtév
Te Tov Tvtagpévea xal Todg maidag adtod xal Todg oixniovg mavtag, EAi-
Sarg TOMAG Exwv [g( ETA TAV TUYYEVEWY) Ut ETIBOVAEVELV-0t ETaVATTA-

aw].

epeite de  eksémathe hos ou
afte.comMP PTCL know.well. AOR.IND.ACT.3SG that.cOMP NEG
syn ekeinoisi ele taiita

with DIST.M.DAT.PL be.PRES.OPT.ACT.3SG MED.N.ACC.PL
pepaigik3:s, élabe

do.PTCP.PERF.ACT.M.NOM.SG seize.AOR.IND.ACT.3SG
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autin te  tn Intap'rénea kai
35G.M.ACC CONJ ART.M.ACC.SG Intaphrenes.M.ACC.SG CON]J
tous paidas autoi kai  tous
ART.M.ACC.PL child.M.ACC.PL 3SG.M.GEN CONJ ART.M.ACC.PL
atke:ious pdntas, elpidas
domestic.M.AcC.PL all.lM.ACC.PL suspicion.F.ACC.PL
pollas ékhon [smeta
many.F.ACC.PL have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG with
tin syngenéoin=min gpibouleviein
ART.M.GEN.PL kinsman.M.GEN.PL-3SG.ACC plot.INF.PRES.ACT
hoi gpandstasin].
3SG.DAT rebellion.F.Acc.sG
‘After (Darius;) found out that (he;) did not do this with them, he;
seized Intaphrenes, himself along with his, children and all his,
domestic staff, since he, had many suspicions [that he, was plotting
a rebellion against him, with his, kinsmen].’

3.119.2

In example (8.24.a), the accusative pronominal clitic uw is hosted by the infini-
tive olitelpat. As €meloe is an object control verb, it should take a VP-infinitive
as a complement. We would then expect pwv to be hosted after the first prosodic
word in S, namely moteboa. (I take motedoa 3¢ aiel Twutd Tobto to be a VP-
participial phrase.) One possibility is simply that me{bw also selects infinitive
clauses. On this analysis of (8.24.a), v would be exactly where we expect it.
While this might work here, it cannot be extended to the other examples in
this class. In examples (8.24.b) and (8.24.c), it is hard to imagine the matrix
predicates é30vato and melpwuévwy selecting embedded clauses. And in exam-
ple (8.24.d), we already have an embedded infinitive clause. Here the problem is
that the two pronominal clitics in the embedded clause, pv and of, do not share
the same host. It appears that the latter pronoun is for some reason attracted
to its governing verb émifovAedew.

In the final subclass, a clitic pronoun occurs in second position of an embed-
ded VP-infinitive:

(8.25) quAcy Exw, [cpel-xwg Suvaiuny [yp(Emt s Euiis) o€ {ong Stackédar]].
[copylakén  ékPon,
guard.F.ACC.SG have.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG
eizkazs dynaime:n [vp(epi
if.coMP-how.INDF.ADV be.able.PRES.OPT.MP.1SG on
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téis EME:S) S€ zde:s
ART.F.GEN.SG mY.F.GEN.SG-28G.ACC life.F.GEN.SG
diaklépsail].

keep.alive.INF.AOR.ACT
‘(Thave been) keeping guard (over you), [in order that I might somehow
be able [to keep you alive during my lifetime]].

1.38.2

The matrix predicate duvaipyy is an auxiliary verb, which selects a VP-infinitive
as its complement. As such, we would expect the complementizer ! to host the
pronominal clitic gs, just as it hosts the clausal clitic xwg.

8.6 Summing Up

This chapter has argued that clausal clitics enable us to distinguish two types of
embedded infinitives, VP-infinitives and S-infinitives. The latter constitutes an
independent domain for clausal clitics, while the former does not. The crucial
difference between infinitive clauses and VP-infinitives is interpretive depen-
dency: the understood subject of the latter depends on an argument of the
matrix predicate. Table 8.1 summarizes the properties of the two constructions.

TABLE 8.1  Properties of Embedded Infinitives

VP-Infinitive S-Infinitive

Independent Domain for Clausal Clitics No Yes
Independent Domain for Modality No Yes
Referential Independence No Yes

While clausal clitics offer crucial evidence for the syntax of infinitives in Clas-
sical Greek, it is only one diagnostic. I have no doubt that a more fine-grained
analysis of infinitive classes and their behavior will be possible (along the lines
of what, e.g.,, Wurmbrand 2004 offers for German) once further evidence is
taken into consideration, in particular temporal and aspectual properties and
case assignment.
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Conclusion and Prospects

It is now time to take stock. The basic distributional generalization for clausal
clitics is that they are hosted by the first prosodic word of their clause (i.e.,
CP or S). Apparent violations of this generalization are due to the presence
of phrases above the S or CP domain (or both), such as wide-scope adverbials
(section 4.4.3), topicalized phrases (chapter 5), non-monotonic focus (chapter
6), and participial clauses (chapter 7). Crucially, each of these constructions
comes with a distinct set of functions, which means that Greek word order
exhibits systematic correspondences between structure and meaning. It is
thus not a free-for-all morass. While this might seem like an unsurprising if
not trivial conclusion to some, the opposite view—that Greek word order is
beyond the reach of systematic analysis—has long held sway over the field,
from Dionysius of Halicarnassus (recall example 1.1) to Denniston. The results
of this investigation also challenge the more recent scholarship on Greek word
order (such as, e.g., H. Dik 1995, 2007 and Allan 2012, 2013), as syntactic structure
plays a far greater role than that previous work acknowledges. In short, Greek
word order now takes on a dramatically different appearance. In the remainder
of this chapter, I outline some open questions in the investigation of clausal
clitics (section 9.1) and highlight new research questions that this study has
opened up (section 9.2).

9.1 Open Questions

One aspect of the distribution of clausal clitics that remains open is their
behavior in finite clauses headed by complementizers or relative pronouns:!

1 In fact, this variation is also found with the conjunction xai. Agbayani and Golston (2010b)
appear to be unaware of this variation, i.e., that xai sometimes hosts second-position clitics
and at other times behaves as a “null-position” element. Their analysis predicts that conjunc-
tion should uniformly host second-position enclitics.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004250680_010
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(9-1)

a. Relative Pronoun Hosts

wg & émavéteMe 6 HAlog, oTévdwy €x XpuaENg QLAANG EépENg € TNV
Bdhaaao elyeto Tpdg TOV NALov undepiav of cuvTuyiny Tolad Ty yevéabal
Ny mavoel xataatpépacdot v Edpwmvy mpétepov 1) €l Tépuaat Tolat
gxelwg YéwTa.

ho:s d" epanételle ho

as.COMP PTCL rise.IMPF.IND.ACT.3SG ART.M.NOM.SG

hé:lios, spéndoin ek
SUN.M.NOM.SG pOur.PTCP.PRES.ACT.M.NOM.SG from
kfrysée:s phidle:s Ksérkse:s es
golden.F.GEN.SG bowl.F.GEN.SG Xerxes.M.NOM.SG into

témn thdlassan etikheto pros
ART.F.ACC.SG sea.F.ACC.SG pray.IMPF.IND.MP.3SG to

tn hé:lion me:demian hoi
ART.M.ACC.SG SUN.M.ACC.SG None.F.ACC.SG 3SG.DAT
syntykhiein boiauten genésthai
accident.F.ACC.SG MED.F.ACC.SG happen.INF.AOR.MID
hé=min paisei

REL.F.NOM.SG#3SG.ACC end.FUT.IND.ACT.3SG
katastrépsast'ai témn Eurdpein priteron
subdue.INF.AOR.MID ART.F.ACC.SG Europe.F.ACC.SG before.ADV
& epl térmasi tolsi ekeine:s

DISJ to borderN.DAT.PL ART.N.DAT.PL DIST.F.GEN.SG
génextai.

Come.AOR.SBJV.MID.3SG

‘As the sun was rising, Xerxes poured a libation into the sea from a
golden bowl and prayed to the sun that no misfortune that would
prevent him from conquering Europe befall him before he reached
its borders!

7-542

. Relative Pronoun Does Not Host

petadiwrel 3¢ TV bVolywY TOV TOTOTOTOV ATooTeiNaG TPIpEl Xt
adToV, 8¢ alpéet=pty év Avxint.

metadis:kei dé¢  tin

pursue.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG PTCL ART.M.GEN.PL

eunoukon ton pistitaton

eunuch.M.GEN.PL ART.M.ACC.SG most.trusted.M.ACC.SG
aposteilas triérel kat’
send.PTCP.AOR.ACT.M.NOM.SG trireme.F.DAT.SG after
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autsn, hos hairéei-min
3SG.M.ACC, REL.M.NOM.SG catch.PRES.IND.ACT.3SG-3SG.M.ACC
en Lykie:i.

in Lycia.F.DAT.SG
‘(Amasis) sent his most trusted eunuch, in a trireme to pursue him,
(= Phanes), who, caught him, in Lycia’

3.4.2

In example (9.1.a), the relative pronoun 1] hosts the pronominal clitic pw, but
in (9.1.b) the host of the same pronominal clitic is not the relative pronoun
8¢, but rather the verb aipéel It is not yet clear what conditions this variation.
In particular, there is a question of whether the alternation is prosodically or
syntactically conditioned. It may, for instance, be the case that, while relative
pronouns can be encoded as prosodic words (and thereby serve as a host for a
clausal clitic), there may be contexts in which this is dispreferred. Alternatively,
the left periphery of the two examples above may not be identical, in which
case we would need to acknowledge a more fine-grained configuration at
the left edge of the clause. The alternation in (9.1) is also known from Latin
(Devine and Stephens 2006: 295-296), Bulgarian (Pancheva 2005: 135), and
Czech (Richardson 1997).

As this study has focused on the value of clausal clitics as a diagnostic for
clausal structure, it has left the question of the syntactic status of clitics open,
although some suggestions were advanced in section 4.1 of chapter 4. As noted
there, generative syntacticians have long wrestled with the question of whether
pronominal clitics are heads or phrases. In Greek, however, the more pressing
question seems to be whether pronominal clitics are projecting or not. For
instance, when a personal pronoun is a complement of a preposition, it is
only rarely enclitic. It is not clear whether this behavior should be attributed
to prosody (i.e., as adpositions were in all likelihood prosodically weak, they
were unfit to serve as the host of a pronominal enclitic) or to syntax (i.e., the
pronominal clitics in Greek cannot be merged with a syntactic head such as an
adposition to build a higher phrase, as they are somehow more affix-like).

9.2 New Vistas

Now that we have a systematic description and analysis of the behavior of
clausal clitics in Herodotus, it is possible for the first time to compare the pat-
terns in his text with those of other authors and text types. It will be interesting
in particular to compare second-position clitics in Thucydides, as both authors
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were writing history but spoke different dialects. Beyond historiography, one
looming question is the effect that meter can have on clitic distribution. Here
we find a stark contrast between Homer, where clitic distribution is fairly regu-
lar, and Attic drama, where the patterns are far more diverse than in any other
genre in Classical Greek. Why clitic distribution appears to be so free in Attic
drama will require more work to understand, but one thing is clear: it cannot
be due to the metrical environment per se. If this were the case, then we would
expect far more variation in the Homeric epics than we actually find. The diver-
sity in Attic drama seems as though it has something do with that genre in
particular or with the specific meters in a given play.

This study also provides a descriptive basis for the diachrony of clitic dis-
tribution from Proto-Indo-European to Classical Greek and beyond. As noted
in chapter 1, second-position phenomena are found in all branches of archaic
Indo-European (see note 3 in particular). As a result, Proto-Indo-European
itself is widely believed to have had second-position clitics. While this looks
like it was indeed the case, we have to bear in mind just how different the pat-
terns of clitic distribution are from one branch to the next. It is only after we
have systematic, fine-grained descriptions of second-position phenomena in
the daughter languages that we will be in a position to make a more substan-
tive claim about the proto-language. As it stands, it is not clear, for instance,
which of the archaic daughter languages is the most conservative in terms of
clitic distribution.

Turning to the diachrony of second-position clitic distribution in Greek,
there is an often repeated claim in the literature, going back to Wackernagel
himself (e.g., Wackernagel 1892: 352, 363, 370), that the mechanism of second-
position distribution “weakens” between Homer and the classical period (sim-
ilarly Howorth 1955: 93, Dover 1960: 15, 17, Taylor 1990: 30, 131-133, Slings 1992,
Fraser 2001: 164166, Taylor 2003). Empirically, Wackernagel is correct: a com-
parison of Homer with Herodotus reveals that clausal clitics less often occur
in canonical second position in the latter than in the former. This difference is
not, however, the result of diachronic change: it is due rather to the fact that
Herodotus makes more frequent use of constructions that involve the posi-
tioning of a phrase before the host of a clausal clitic (such as topicalization,
non-monotonic focus preposing, and participial clauses). I tentatively suggest
that this difference in usage is due to the differing needs of the genres. That
is to say, Homer as an epic poet in recounting a narrative has less use for, e.g.,
preposing than does Herodotus, who is not just creating a narrative but is also
engaged in argumentation and the evaluation of propositions. The upshot of
this argument is that there is in fact no evidence for the claim that Wacker-
nagel’s Law “weakened” between the archaic and classical periods.
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At some point, however, the distributional patterns of the various second-
position enclitics do change, as what we find in Koine and in Medieval Greek
differs considerably from what we have in Herodotus. The issue of Koine is
particularly interesting because it raises the question of syntactic change and
language contact: to what extent are the differences that we observe in the
distribution of object clitic pronouns in New Testament Greek the result of
contact with speakers of Semitic languages (whose languages have no second-
position clitics)? By the time we reach Medieval Greek (on which, see, e.g,,
Pappas 2001, Condoravdi and Kiparsky 2002, 2004, Pappas 2004a, 2004b, Soltic
2013), we are no longer dealing with a system of second-position clisis, and yet
some of the distributional patterns still resemble those of the classical period.

While the results of this study provide a basis for answering these ques-
tions, its most significant contribution to my mind is the demonstration of the
value of clitics as diagnostics for syntactic and prosodic structure. In corpus
languages such as Classical Greek where we obviously have no access to native
speakers, clitic distribution provides an invaluable source of evidence. I am
confident that further investigation of clitic distribution in Greek, as well as
other archaic Indo-European languages, will yield more insight into the clause
structure of these languages.
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