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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 twoworks sharesmany 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 ofC. Roberts ([1996] 2012) in conjunctionwith theAlternative 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 countlessways and savedme froman inordinate number
of blunders. Dieter Gunkel and Tony Yates readmany 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.
I remain 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 havemanaged onmy 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, AndrewGarrett, AdamGitner, 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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Abbreviations

Abbreviations Used in the Text

2D second after the first syntactic constituent
2W second after the first prosodic word
C complementizer
CP complementizer phrase
D determiner
DP determiner phrase
IP inflectional phrase
LF logical form
NegP negation phrase
N noun
NP noun phrase
PF phonetic form
PP prepositional phrase
S sentence
Spec specifier position
TP tense phrase
X′ specifier of XP
XP a phrase of any syntactic category
VP verb phrase
ι intonational phrase
ω prosodic word
σ syllable
φ phonological phrase

Symbols Used in the Text

* reconstructed form
† corrupt text
[ ] syntactic constituent; (in Greek text) text should be deleted
( ) prosodic constituent
{ } set
⟦α⟧ denotation of α
⤳ translates as
H* high tone
L*+H rising tone



xiv abbreviations

Abbreviations Used in Glosses and Examples

1 first person
2 second person
3 third person
acc accusative
adv adverb
aor aorist
art definite article
c common gender (= non-neuter)
comp complementizer
conj conjunction
cont continuity marker

CT contrastive topic
dat dative
disj disjunction
dist distal demonstrative
expl explanatory particle ‘for’
f feminine

F focus
fut future
gen genitive
impf imperfect
impv imperative
ind indicative
indf indefinite
inf infinitive
m masculine
med medial demonstrative
mid middle
mod modal particle
mp middle-passive
n neuter
neg negation
o object clitic
opt optative
perf perfect
pl plural
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abbreviations xv

prox proximal demonstrative
ptcl particle
ptcp participle
purp purpose clause marker
recp reciprocal
refl reflexive
rel relative pronoun
res result clause marker
sbjv subjunctive
sg singular

Top topicalized
wh interrogative pronoun



Transliteration Scheme

table 1 Transliteration Scheme

Greek Roman transcription

α a
β b
γ g, n (before a following velar)
δ d
ε ɛ
ζ zd1
η ɛː
θ tʰ
ι i
κ k
λ l
μ m
ν n
ξ ks
ο ɔ
π p
ρ r
σ, ς s
τ t
υ y
φ pʰ
χ kʰ
ψ ps
ω ɔː
῾ 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), Stüber (1996), and Miller (2013: 169–182).

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

Introduction

1.1 Dionysius’ Rut

Weknowvery little about the clause structure of AncientGreek. Thismay come
as a surprise to some, given how intensely the classical languages have been
investigated.We are in no short supply ofmonographs, 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 tome thatwe should follownature asmuch 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 indicatingmanner, place, time and the like,
whichwe 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)
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In the two thousand odd years sinceDionysius, 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

randomorunanalyzable, is extraordinarily sensitive todistinctions inmeaning.
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, Delbrück 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

(1.2) Canonical 2P Distribution
Κροῖσος⸗δέ⸗μιν ἐκάθηρε.
Krɔĩsɔs⸗dɛ⸗́min
Croesus.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

ɛkátʰɛːrɛ
purify.aor.ind.act.3sg

‘Croesus purified him.’
1.35.1

The discourse particle δέ and accusative pronoun μιν ‘him’ occur directly after
the first word of the sentence, Κροῖσος ‘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 fromwhich 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 τῶν
(tɔ̃ːn), are glossedwith the gender of the noun that they agreewith, although strictly speaking
gender is a not overtly realized on such forms. Second, it can be difficult to decidewith 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 πρῶτον (prɔ̃ːtɔn) ‘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 distributionwe 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 Luís 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, howexactly 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 (forHerodotus’ dialect, see Rosén 1962 andMiller
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), προϊσχομένων; 1.53.3 (exx. 6.9.b and
6.24.a), καταλύσειν; 1.189.1 (ex. 5.34.a), Ματιηνοῖσι ὄρεσι and νηυσιπέρητον; 2.11.4 (ex. 6.16.a),
μέζων; 2.22.1–2 (ex. 6.16.b), δῆτα and ψυχρότερα τὰ πολλά; 2.89.1 (ex. 4.11.b), ὦσιν is retained;
3.23.3 (ex. 5.47), οἷόν τι λέγεται; 3.49.1 (ex. 5.31), τοῖσι Κορινθίοισι φίλια ἦν; 3.49.2 (ex. 2.17.b), ὦν;
3.108.1 (ex. 4.4.b), οἷόν τι κατὰ τὰς ἐχίδνας ἠπιστάμην γίνεσθαι; 3.119.6 (ex. 7.7), μοι; 3.129.3 (ex.
5.29.a), ἐκέλευσε; 3.151.2 (ex. 6.14.f), οὐδαμὰ; 4.42.3 (ex. 7.33.b), προσσχόντες; 4.46.3 (ex. 6.16.c),



4 chapter 1

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).3 Watkins (1964: 1036)
famously declaredWackernagel’s Law to be one of the few generalizations that

ἐόντες πάντες ἔωσι; 4.75.1 (ex. 6.24.b), τὸ δὲ θυμιᾶται; 5.22.2 (ex. 6.11.e), Ἀλεξάνδρου γὰρ ἀεθλεύειν
ἑλομένου; 6.69.2 (ex. 6.17), τίς εἴη μοι ὁ δούς; 6.98.3 (ex. 5.20.e), Δαρεῖος ἐρξίης, Ξέρξης ἀρήιος,
Ἀρτοξέρξης μέγας ἀρήιος; 7.126 (ex. 6.10), λέοντα, οὔτε; and 9.109.3 (ex. 5.32.b), περιχαρὴς. Of
these, only the decision pertaining to 2.22.1–2 has any bearing onmy 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), Lühr (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), Schäufele (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, Bubeník (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, Sławski (1946), Radanović-Kocić (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), Hajdú (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 inmany languages throughout theworld, such
as Luiseño (Uto-Aztecan; Southern California) and Warlpiri (Pama-Nyungen;
Northern Territory, Australia); for further examples, see Kaisse (1985) and
Spencer and Luís (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 ofWackernagel’s Law (despite what onemay
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 amonolithicmechanism that orders every

clitic in the language. There are many clitics in Greek that can legitimately be
described as occurring in “secondposition,” but they donot 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 termWackernagel’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 positionof 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 existenceof 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. TheGreek data, for instance, show little resemblance to the six-slot clitic chain
of Hittite. One thenwonders whether the PIE system resembled Anatolian, Greek, or neither.
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on—in this respect they are not unlike violations of theGriceanMaxims (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 andKisilier 2003: 122 n. 3). Eduard Fraenkel later referred
toWackernagel’s Law as a Beobachtung (‘observation’), which inmy 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 clitic5 pronouns6 are attested inHerodotus
(cf. Smyth 1956: §325):

table 1.1 Enclitic Pronouns

Gen Dat Acc

1sg μεο, μευ, μου (mɛɔ,mɛu,mɔu) μοι (mɔi) με (mɛ)
2sg σεο, σευ, σου, τευ?7 (sɛɔ, sɛu, sɔu, tɛu) σοι, τοι (sɔi, tɔi) σε (sɛ)
3sg εὑ (hɛu) οἱ (hɔi) ἕ,8 μιν, νιν, αὐτόν9 (hɛ,́min, nin, autɔ́n)
1pl
2pl
3pl σφεων (spʰɛɔːn) σφι(ν), σφισι(ν) non-neuter σφεας (spʰɛas)

(spʰi(n), spʰisi(n)) neuter σφε(α) (spʰɛ(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 inModern 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.
8 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.10
The collection of non-pronominal clitics is even richer:

table 1.2 Non-Pronominal Enclitics

Discourse Particle Indefinite Miscellaneous

ἄρα (ára) που, κου (pɔu, kɔu) (Koier 2013) ἄν (án) Modal Particle
αὖ (aũ) τις, τι (tis, ti) γάρ (gár) Sentential Connective ‘for’
δέ (dɛ)́11 ποτε, κοτε (pɔte, kɔte) γε (gɛ) Focus Particle
δή (dɛ́ː ) κως (kɔːs) περ (pɛr) Scalar Particle (E. J. Bakker 1988)
μέν (mɛń) τε (tɛ) Conjunction
μέντοι (mɛńtɔi)
μήν (mɛ́ː n)
νυν (nyn)
οὖν, ὦν (ɔũn, ɔ̃ːn)
τοι (tɔi)
τοίνυν (tɔ́inyn)

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 σφε is not attested in Herodotus (Rosén 1962:
107).

10 According toH. Dik (2003), the nominative singular personal pronouns ἐγώ and σύ should
be added to this list. This claim has notmet with acceptance (Pardal 2012), and I therefore
do not classify these forms as enclitics (or, rather, “postpositives”).

11 Agbayani and Golston (2010a, 2010b) and Lowe (2015a) incorrectly label δέ a conjunction
(cf. Dunkel 2014: II.131). 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 δέ. (It may well have other truth-conditional effects,
however.) Furthermore, doubling of conjunctions inGreek (i.e., x τε y τε, καί x καί y) yields
a ‘both x and y’-reading. Multiple tokens of δέ never produce this effect (nor does it arise
when δέ is paired with μέν). The analysis of chapter 5 supports a view of these particles as
topicmarkers. For the synchronic function of δέ, see E. J. 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 Luís 2012: 34–36).12 The
boundary between discourse particle and indefinite adverbial is not as sharp as
Table 1.2 suggests. Thewords 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 (= [mɛt hɪm]).

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

In (1.3.a), the pronoun him is not a clitic, while in (1.3.b), where it is phonetically
reduced throughdeletion 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
Maria

compró
bought

un
a

libro
book

con
with

poemas.
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 Páez (2012). Further investigations
of Greek particles include Hoogeveen (1788, 1829), Hartung (1832–1833), Bäumlein (1861),
Sicking and Ophuijsen (1993), Rijksbaron (1997), Bonifazi (2009a, 2009b), 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
Maria

lo
3sg.m.acc

compró.
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
wouldbe classified as special, in that thedistributional constraints onclitic pro-
nouns are distinct from those on stressedpronouns.While thenon-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.) Bermúdez-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
Luís (2012: 41–44).

1.5 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 ἄν. 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.13 This claim is thus in line with the thrust of recent scholarship
that rejects the centuries-old intuition thatGreekword order is “free.” Theword
order variation thatwe find inGreek 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 thewayof thedetail that I presenthere.Aissen (1992) pursues a relatedprogram
in Mayan.
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to encodemeaning (in the broadest sense of the termencompassing semantics,
pragmatics, and discourse) to an extent that English andmany 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 ἄν 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 themodal particle ἄν 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
[ἀπὸ Βαβυλῶνος⸗δὲ καὶ τῆς λοιπῆς Ἀσσυρίης]CT χίλιά⸗οἱ προσῆιε τά-
λαντα ἀργυρίου καὶ παῖδες ἐκτομίαι πεντακόσιοι.
[apɔ̀
from

Babylɔ̃ːnɔs⸗dɛ̀
Babylon.f.gen.sg⸗ptcl

kaì
conj

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

lɔipɛ̃ː s
rest.f.gen.sg

Assyríɛːs]CT
Assyria.f.gen.sg

kʰíliá⸗hɔi
thousand.n.nom.pl⸗3sg.dat

prɔsɛ̃ː iɛ
come.in.impf.ind.act.3sg

tálanta
talent.n.nom.pl

argyríɔu
silver.n.gen.sg
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kaì
conj

paĩdɛs
boy.m.nom.pl

ɛktɔmíai
castrated.m.nom.pl

pɛntakɔ́siɔi.
five.hundred.m.nom.pl
‘[FromBabylonand the rest ofAssyria]CT, a thousand talents of silver
and five hundred castrated boys came in to him.’

3.92.1

b. Focus Preposing
εἰ γάρ τις τὰ ἐξ Ἑλλήνων τείχεά τε καὶ ἔργων ἀπόδεξιν συλλογίσαιτο,
[ἐλάσσονος]F πόνου⸗τε⸗ἂν καὶ δαπάνης φανείη ἐόντα τοῦ λαβυρίνθου
τούτου.
ɛi
if.comp

gár
expl

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛks
from

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɛíkʰɛá
wall.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛŕgɔːn
work.n.gen.pl

apɔ́dɛksin
display.f.acc.sg

syllɔgísaitɔ,
add.up.aor.opt.mid.3sg

[ɛlássɔnɔs]F
less.c.gen.sg

pɔ́nɔu⸗tɛ⸗àn
toil.m.gen.sg⸗conj⸗mod

kaì
conj

dapánɛːs
expense.f.gen.sg

pʰanɛíɛː
be.clear.aor.opt.pass.3sg

ɛɔ́nta
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

labyríntʰɔu
labyrinth.m.gen.sg

tɔútɔu
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]F toil and
expense than this labyrinth.’

2.148.2

In example (1.5.a), the prepositional phrase ἀπὸ Βαβυλῶνος καὶ τῆς λοιπῆς Ἀσσυ-
ρίης occurs before χίλια, which is both the host of the second-position clitic οἱ
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:Whopaidwhat 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 ἐλάσσονος again precedes both the host of the
second-position clitic (πόνου) and the clause start. The preposed element in
this construction is the focus of the clause (this is in fact what distinguishes



12 chapter 1

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 distinctionbetweenparticipial phrases
and participial clauses (the relevant participial phrase is in square brackets):

(1.6) VP-Participial Phrase
[VPἔχων⸗δ’⸗ἂν ταύτην] ἠγόραζε οὔτε δορυφόρων ἑπομένων οὔτε λαοῦ οὐδε-
νός.
[VPɛḱʰɔːn⸗d’⸗àn
wear.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗mod

taútɛːn]
med.f.acc.sg

ɛːgɔ́razdɛ
hang.out.in.agora.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔːn
spearman.m.gen.pl

hɛpɔmɛńɔːn
follow.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

laɔũ
entourage.m.gen.sg

ɔudɛnɔ́s.
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
[Sγνώμηι γὰρ τοιαύτηι χρεώμενος] ἐπιτροπεύοι⸗ἂν ἀμωμήτως τοῦ πλήθεος.
[Sgnɔ́ːmɛːi
judgment.f.dat.sg

gàr
expl

tɔiaútɛːi
such.f.dat.sg

kʰrɛɔ́ːmɛnɔs]
use.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

ɛpitrɔpɛúɔi⸗àn
govern.pres.opt.act.3sg⸗mod

amɔːmɛ́ː tɔːs
without.fault.adv

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

plɛ́ː tʰɛɔs.
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 ἄν 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) Infinitive Phrase
ἐλπίζων⸗δέ⸗μιν [VPἀποθανέεσθαι] ὁ ἀδελφεός, τῶι οὔνομα ἦν Λυκάρητος,
ἵνα εὐπετεστέρως κατάσχηι τὰ ἐν τῆι Σάμωι πρήγματα, κατακτείνει τοὺς
δεσμώτας πάντας.
ɛlpízdɔːn⸗dɛ⸗́min
expect.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

[VPapɔtʰanɛɛ́stʰai]
die.inf.fut.mid

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

adɛlpʰɛɔ́s,
brother.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːi
rel.m.dat.sg

ɔúnɔma
name.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

Lykárɛːtɔs,
Lycaretus.m.nom.sg

hína
purp

ɛupɛtɛstɛŕɔːs
more.smoothly.adv

katáskʰɛːi
control.aor.sbjv.act.3sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛn
on

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Sámɔːi
Samos.f.dat.sg

prɛ́ː gmata,
affair.n.acc.pl

kataktɛínɛi
kill.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

dɛsmɔ́ːtas
prisoner.m.acc.pl

pántas.
all.m.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

(1.9) Infinitive Clause
οἱ δὲ ὡς ἐπύθοντο, Ποσειδέωνι Σωτῆρι εὐξάμενοι καὶ σπονδὰς προχέαντες
τὴν ταχίστην ὀπίσω ἠπείγοντο ἐπὶ τὸ Ἀρτεμίσιον, ἐλπίσαντες
[Sὀλίγας⸗τινάς⸗σφι ἀντιξόους ἔσεσθαι νέας].
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛpýtʰɔntɔ,
find.out.aor.ind.mid.3pl

Pɔsɛidɛɔ́ːni
Poseidon.m.dat.sg

Sɔːtɛ̃ː ri
Savior.m.dat.sg

ɛuksámɛnɔi
pray.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl



14 chapter 1

kaì
conj

spɔndàs
libation.f.acc.pl

prɔkʰɛántɛs
pour.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

takʰístɛːn
quickest.f.acc.sg

ɔpísɔː
back.adv

ɛːpɛígɔntɔ
rush.impf.ind.mp.3pl

ɛpì
to

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

Artɛmísiɔn,
Artemision.n.acc.sg

ɛlpísantɛs
hope.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl
[Sɔlígas⸗tinás⸗spʰi
few.f.acc.pl⸗indf.c.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

antiksɔ́ɔus
opposing.c.acc.pl

ɛśɛstʰai
be.inf.fut.mid

nɛás].
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 therewould be only a few ships opposing them].’

7.192.2

In (1.8), the calculation of second position includes both the matrix participle
ἐλπίζων and the embedded infinitive ἀποθανέεσθαι. The pronominal clitic μιν
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 σφι is consequently hosted second within this domain, and
not by the matrix participle ἐλπίσαντες. 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 9 brings the investigation to a close with a summary of its results

and a conspectus of questions for future research.
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chapter 2

Greek Syntax and SurfaceWord Order

In this chapter I outline some characteristics of Greek word order and syntax. I
begin first (section 2.1) with attempts to categorize Greekword 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 É. Kiss (1995a, 2001).1 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 basicword order inGreek, but none
has attained the status of a consensus (for a review of earlier literature, see
Hübner 1883, Dover 1960, Dunn 1981, H. Dik 1995: 259–281, Bertrand 2010, and
Scheppers 2011). 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, Kühner and Gerth
1898–1904: II.594–596, Devine and Stephens 1994: 382, Frischer et al. 1999, Hock
2013b) and verb medial (Kieckers 1911, Meier-Brügger 1992: I.112). Delbrück and
Windisch (1879: 154) are agnostic, while Taylor (1994) and Celano (2014) argue
that a shift fromaverb-final to a verb-medial configuration takes place between
ArchaicGreek andKoine (forword order inModernGreek, 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 É. 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.
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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: Hittite2 (Luraghi 1990a, Hoffner and Melchert 2008:
406), Vedic Sanskrit (Delbrück 1888, Keydana 2011), Latin (Bauer 1995, Frischer
et al. 1999, Devine and Stephens 2006), and early Germanic (Eyþórsson 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
(Delbrück 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 PIEwas 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.3 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. J. 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 Luís 2012:
26): other examples include Czech, Serbian/Croatian, Romanian, Shuswap
(Salish, British Columbia; Gardiner 1993), Karuk (isolate within the Hokan
group; Northwest California), Tagalog, andWarlpiri (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 There is of course the possibility that the strong configurationality ofHittite results fromareal
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 arematched by similar patterns in Hittite and Vedic Sanskrit. The shift fromhead-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?).4 Hittite is an exception to this general-
ization.
While word order has received the most attention, this only scratches the

surface of themorphosyntax 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 Bošković (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 [PPDP P] involves no discontinuity and
yet is 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 Bošković 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, andnull 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

(2.2) Clause Structure without VP

In the configurational structure in (2.1), the subject andobject aredistinguished
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 he did, where the verb
here can refer to just such a combination, e.g., washed the car). My corpus

(2.ii) τίνα ἔχει δύναμιν
tína
wh.c.acc.sg

ɛḱʰɛi
have.pres.ind.act.3sg

dýnamin
power.f.acc.sg

‘(I want to hear) what power it has.’
plat. Rep. 358b

The interrogative adjective τίνα and its modified noun δύναμιν straddle the verb. Left branch
extraction is not possible inModern 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.7 We can
contrast this with the following example from German:

(2.3) Den
art.m.acc.sg

Hans
Hans

geschlagen
hit

habe
have

ich
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-secondphenomenon, but no construction
corresponding to (2.3) is known frommy 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. Whoi __i bought what?
b. *Whati bought who __i?

In each case there is a relationship between an indexed interrogative pronoun
andagap,which indicates the grammatical role thepronounplays 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 questionword 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 Lenertová 2011).

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:
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(2.5) Multiple Constituent Questions
a. Nominative-Accusative
καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα ἐλθὸν παρὰΜούσας ἀπαγγέλλειν τίς τίνα αὐτῶν τιμᾶι τῶν
ἐνθάδε.
kaì
conj

mɛtà
after

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

ɛlthɔ̀n
go.ptcp.aor.act.n.nom.sg

parà
to

Moúsas
Muse.f.acc.pl

apangɛĺlɛin
announce.inf.pres.act

tís
wh.c.nom.sg

tína
wh.c.acc.sg

autɔ̃ːn
3pl.f.gen

timãi
honor.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɛnthádɛ.
here.adv

‘And afterward they go to theMuses to announcewho honors which
of them on earth.’

plat. Phaedr. 259c6

b. Accusative-Nominative
τίνα τίς ἄγγελον πέμψει;
tína
wh.c.acc.sg

tís
wh.c.nom.sg

ángɛlɔn
messenger.m.acc.sg

pɛḿpsɛi?
send.fut.ind.act.3sg
‘Who’ll send which messenger?’

char. Call. 1.8.4

(2.6) a. Nominative-Genitive
ἀπὸ γὰρ τούτων τίς τίνος αἴτιός ἐστι γενήσεται φανερόν.
apɔ̀
from

gàr
expl

tɔútɔːn
med.gen.pl

tís
wh.c.nom.sg

tínos
wh.c.gen.sg

aítiɔ́s
responsible.m.nom.sg

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

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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gɛnɛ́ː setai
become.fut.ind.mid.3sg

pʰanɛrɔ́n.
clear.n.nom.sg

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

dem. De Cor. 73.2

b. Genitive-Nominative
τίνος τίς ὢν σὺ τήνδ’ ἀπεμπολᾶις χθονός;
tínos
wh.c.gen.sg

tís
wh.c.nom.sg

ɔ̀ːn
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

sỳ
2sg.nom

tɛ́ː nd’
prox.f.acc.sg

apɛmpɔlãis
smuggle.out.pres.ind.act.2sg

kʰtʰɔnɔ́s?
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) Reflexive Binding
a. ὁ ἄρα σώφρων μόνος αὐτός τε ἑαυτὸν γνώσεται καὶ οἷός τε ἔσται ἐξετάσαι
τί τε τυγχάνει εἰδὼς καὶ τί μή.
hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

ára
ptcl

sɔ́ː pʰrɔːn
temperate.c.nom.sg

mɔńɔs
alone.m.nom.sg

autɔś
self.m.nom.sg

te
conj

hɛautɔǹ
refl.3sg.m.acc

gnɔ́ːsɛtai
know.fut.ind.mid.3sg

kaì
conj

hɔĩɔ́s tɛ ɛśtai
be.able.fut.ind.mid.3sg

ɛksɛtásai
discern.inf.aor.act

tí
wh.n.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

tynkʰánɛi
happen.pres.ind.act.3sg
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ɛidɔ̀ːs
know.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

tí
wh.n.acc.sg

mɛ́ː .
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

b. εἰ δέ γε μηδαμοῦ ἑαυτὸν ἀποκρύπτοιτο ὁ ποιητής, πᾶσα ἂν αὐτῶι ἄνευ
μιμήσεως ἡ ποίησίς τε καὶ διήγησις γεγονυῖα εἴη.
ɛi
if.comp

dɛ́
ptcl

gɛ
ptcl

mɛːdamɔũ
nowhere.adv

hɛautɔǹ
refl.3sg.m.acc

apɔkrýptɔitɔ
conceal.pres.opt.mp.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

pɔiɛːtɛ́ː s,
poet.m.nom.sg

pãsa
all.f.nom.sg

àn
mod

autɔ̃ːi
3sg.dat

ánɛu
without

mimɛ́ː sɛɔːs
imitation.f.gen.sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

pɔíɛːsís
poetry.f.nom.sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

diɛ́ː gɛːsis
narrative.f.nom.sg

gɛgɔnuĩa
become.ptcp.perf.act.f.nom.sg

ɛíɛː.
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 ὁ σώφρων μόνος αὐτός precedes and serves as the antece-
dent to the reflexive ἑαυτὸν. In (2.7.b) the reflexive ἑαυτὸν precedes the subject
ὁ ποιητής.
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.9 I therefore
adopt the following structure:10

9 Cf. Kroeger (1993) on Tagalog and É. Kiss (2002) onHungarian, 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).

10 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



greek syntax and surface word order 25

(2.8) Herodotean Clause Structure

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.11 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.12 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 Bubeník (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
noexceptions to this generalization inHerodotus. In thepresenceof apreposed
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., [DP the] [AdjP 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 There is actually a fair amount of variationwhen 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
CP or S.

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 inGoldstein (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). Beforewe 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 andKrifka 2008 andKrifka 2008). Any account ofword 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 Büring 2011, 2012)
and the Structured Meaning approach (Jacobs 1983, Stechow 1991, Krifka 1991;
É. Kiss 1995b: 18 offers a bibliography, while Kadmon 2001 and Devine and
Stephens 2006 provide overviews).While both analyze focuswithin 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 anutterance into twoparts

(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]F likes Sandy. ⤳ ⟨λx.x likes Sandy, Mary⟩
b. Mary [likes]F Sandy. ⤳ ⟨λR.Mary R Sandy, likes⟩
c. Mary likes [Sandy]F. ⤳ ⟨λx.Mary likes x, Sandy⟩

To the right of each sentencewehave a semantic representationof 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?
c. Who does Mary like?

There is thus a crucial relationship between the interpretation of focus and the
semantics of questions.
C. Roberts ([1996] 2012) inmodelling 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⟧, …} = λq∃x[person(x) ∧
q=λw.likes Sandy′(x) in w]

Focus is the relationship between an unsaturated background proposition and
the variable that fills in that information.15 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 discoursemodel 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]F likes Sandy. ⤳ λq∃x[x ∈ ALT(Mary) ∧ q=λw.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 Kvíčala (1870)
and Paul (1920); within Generative Grammar, the locus classicus is Jackendoff (1972).
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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 focusmarking. 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 Büring 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 ThomsonRiver Salish, inwhich focus is notmarkedwith themain 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 μοῦνος ‘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 δή is typically said tomark emphasis (Denniston 1954:
203–204), but this description seems off: δή 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—theQuestion
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., Kvíčala 1870: 83, Paul 1920; Carlson 1983 and Ginzburg 1995a, 1995b are
more immediate precursors). Important refinements to the model have been
proposed by Büring (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 CommonGround 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 questionWhat 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 (Büring 2003).
TheQUD “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 theCom-

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 CommonGround 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 anymove
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 andWest go to war?) are complex, they have
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to be brokendown into sub-questions. This feature ofHerodotus’ work has long
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 (1996a, 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 theQUD for each example iswherephilological 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?
[Ἡροδότου Ἁλικαρνησσέος ἱστορίης ἀπόδεξις]F ἥδε.
[Hɛːrɔdɔ́tɔu
Herodotus.m.gen.sg

Halikarnɛːssɛós
Halicarnassus.f.gen.sg

histɔríɛːs
investigation.f.gen.sg

apɔ́dɛksis]F
presentation.f.nom.sg

hɛ́ː dɛ.
prox.f.nom.sg

‘The following is [a presentation of an investigation of Herodotus of
Halicarnassus]F.’

Prooem.

This is an identificational copular clause (Higgins 1979, Mikkelsen 2011), in
which the referent of ἥδε16 is the background and Ἡροδότου Ἁλικαρνησσέος
ἱστορίης ἀπόδεξις the focus. The first QUD is immediately resolved and leads
to the question of the motivation and goal of the investigation:

16 It is not entirely clear what the referent of ἥδε 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) QUD:Why did he undertake it?
a. Reason 1
ὡς μήτε τὰ γενόμενα ἐξ ἀνθρώπων [τῶι χρόνωι ἐξίτηλα]F γένηται.
hɔːs
purp

mɛ́ː -tɛ
neg-conj

tà
art.n.nom.pl

gɛnɔ́mɛna
happen.ptcp.aor.mid.n.nom.pl

ɛks
from

antʰrɔ́ːpɔːn
people.m.gen.pl

[tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

kʰrɔ́nɔːi
time.m.dat.sg

ɛksítɛːla]F
extinguished.n.nom.pl

gɛńɛːtai
become.aor.sbjv.mid.3sg
‘so that the events of people not be extinguished by time’

Prooem.

b. Reason 2
μήτε ἔργα μεγάλα τε καὶ θωυμαστά, τὰ μὲν Ἕλλησι, τὰ δὲ βαρβάροισι
ἀποδεχθέντα, [ἀκλεᾶ]F γένηται.
mɛ́ː -tɛ
neg-conj

ɛŕga
work.n.nom.pl

mɛgála
great.n.nom.pl

te
conj

kaì
conj

tʰɔːumastá,
marvelous.n.nom.pl

tà
art.n.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

Hɛĺlɛːsi,
Greek.m.dat.pl

tà
art.n.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

barbárɔisi
barbarian.m.dat.pl

apɔdɛkʰtʰɛńta,
display.ptcp.aor.pass.n.nom.pl

[aklɛã]F
without.glory.n.nom.pl

gɛńɛːtai
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’17

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
τά τε ἄλλα καὶ [δι’ ἣν αἰτίην]F ἐπολέμησαν ἀλλήλοισι.
tá
art.n.nom.pl

tɛ
conj

álla
art.n.nom.pl

kaì
conj

[di’
on.account.of

hɛ̀ː n
rel.f.acc.sg

aitíɛːn]F
reason.f.acc.sg

ɛpɔlɛḿɛːsan
fight.aor.ind.act.3pl

allɛ́ː lɔisi
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.18 Roberts argues that declara-
tive statements are congruent when the set of focal alternatives is identical to
thedenotationof theQUD.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 thenbe 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 relevancemaywell be intentional, andmeant 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 τῶι χρόνωι ἐξίτηλα) is a subset of the denotation of the QUDWhy 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]F laughed to answer both Who do you
think laughed? as well asWho laughed?
Topic and focus as defined above are not to be equated with activation

status (Kadmon and Sevi 2011: 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
followBeaver andClark (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, andbackground.19Discourse is a set ofQUDs.AsQUDsare 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,
whichQUDs 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.
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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, Loudová 2009, Lühr 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 τὸ περὶ οὗ, lit.
‘the about which’ and ὅ τοῦτό ἐστιν, lit. ‘(that) which is this,’ respectively. In his
analysis of Thuc. 1.24.1, he notes that the topic precedes the focus:

(2.15) Ἐπίδαμνός ἐστι πόλις ἐν δεξιᾶι ἐσπλέοντι ἐς τὸν Ἰόνιον κόλπον.
Ɛpídamnɔ́s
Epidamnus.f.nom.sg

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

pɔ́lis
city.f.nom.sg

ɛn
on

dɛksiãi
right.f.dat.sg

ɛsplɛɔ́nti
sail.in.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.sg

ɛs
into

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Iɔ́niɔn
Ionic.m.acc.sg

kɔ́lpɔn.
gulf.m.acc.sg

‘The city of Epidamnus stands on the right as one enters the Ionic gulf.’
thuc. 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) GreekWord 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 (É. Kiss 1995b: 20). If true for Greek, it would be aligned with Hun-
garian (É. Kiss 2002), Shuswap (Gardiner 1993: 33), Basque (Arregi 2001, 2002),
Karuk (Mikkelsen 2014), Russian (King 1995), and theMayan languages (Aissen
1992).
I agreewith the overall spirit of Dik’smodel: discourse status plays a decisive

role in the surface order of lexical items in Greek. But (2.16) as it stands is
beset by toomany problems to be a viablemodel. Empirically, the schema does
not achieve very much. Matić (2003: 578), for instance, using a corpus from
Xenophon, reports that themodel 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. Matić 2003: 616–617, 619):

(2.17) Cataphoric vs. Anaphoric Focus
a. QUD:Why did Croesus march against Cappadocia?
ἐστρατεύετο δὲ ὁ Κροῖσος ἐπὶ τὴν Καππαδοκίην [τῶνδε εἵνεκα]F.
ɛstratɛúɛtɔ
march.impf.ind.mp.3sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Krɔĩsɔs
Croesus.m.nom.sg

ɛpì
against

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Kappadɔkíɛːn
Cappadocia.f.acc.sg

[tɔ̃ːndɛ
prox.n.gen.pl

hɛínɛka]F.
on.account.of

‘Croesus marched against Cappadocia for [the following reasons]F.’
1.73.1 (cf. matić 2003: 577)

b. QUD:Why did the Corinthians bear a grudge against the Samians?
[τούτων ὦν εἵνεκεν]F ἀπεμνησικάκεον τοῖσι Σαμίοισι οἱ Κορίνθιοι.
[tɔútɔːn
med.n.gen.pl

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

hɛínɛkɛn]F
on.account.of
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apɛmnɛːsikákɛɔn
bear.a.grudge.impf.ind.act.3pl

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

Samíɔisi
Samian.m.dat.pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Kɔríntʰiɔi.
Corinthian.m.nom.pl

‘[For these reasons]F, then, theCorinthians bore a grudge against the
Samians.’

3.49.2 (cf. matić 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 ὦν) 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 (É. 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,
Hajicová, and Panevová 1986, Krifka 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. Matić (2003) is themost 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, Matić (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 encodedwithOVword order. Support for this
distinction comes from the following near minimal pair (Matić 2003: 583–584;
see, however, Lühr 2010: 498, who claims that Greek also has preverbal broad
focus):

(2.18) Broad Focus
a. QUD:What was I doing?
[ἐπορευόμην μὲν ἐξἈκαδημείας εὐθὺΛυκείου]F τὴν ἔξω τείχους ὑπ᾽ αὐτὸ
τὸ τεῖχος.
[ɛpɔrɛuɔ́mɛːn
go.impf.ind.mp.1sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɛks
from

Akadɛːmɛías
Academy.f.gen.sg

ɛutʰỳ
straight.adv
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Lykɛíɔu]F
Lyceum.n.gen.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛḱsɔː
outside

tɛíkʰɔus
city.wall.n.gen.sg

hyp’
under

autɔ̀
self.n.acc.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

tɛĩkʰɔs.
city.wall.n.gen.sg

‘[Iwas going from theAcademy straight to the Lyceum]F, by the road
outside the city wall, just under the wall itself.’

plat. Lys. 203a

(2.19) Narrow Focus
a. καί με προσιόντα ὁ Ἱπποθάλης ἰδών, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἔφη, ποῖ δὴ πορεύηι καὶ
πόθεν;
kaí
conj

mɛ
1sg.acc

prɔsiɔ́nta
approach.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Hippɔtʰálɛːs
Hippothales.m.nom.sg

idɔ́ːn,
see.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

Sɔ́ːkratɛs,
Socrates.m.voc.sg

ɛṕʰɛː
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

pɔĩ
where.wh.adv

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

pɔrɛúɛːi
go.pres.ind.act.2sg

kaì
conj

pɔ́tʰɛn?
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

b. QUD:Where are you coming from, and where are you going?
[ἐξ Ἀκαδημείας]F, ἦν δ᾿ ἐγώ, πορεύομαι, [εὐθὺ Λυκείου]F.
[ɛks
from

Akadɛːmɛías]F,
Academy.f.gen.sg

ɛ̃ː n
say.impf.ind.1sg

d’
ptcl

ɛgɔ́ː,
1sg.nom

pɔrɛúɔmai,
go.pres.ind.mp.1sg

[ɛutʰỳ
straight.adv

Lykɛíɔu]F.
Lyceum.n.gen.sg

‘[From the Academy]F, I said, and [on my way to the Lyceum]F.’
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 fromMatić is
in the analysis of the phrase τὴν ἔξω τείχους ὑπ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ τεῖχος, 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 ἐξ Ἀκαδημείας now precedes the verb. This is
because theQUDdiffers. It is part of theCommonGround that Socrates is going
somewhere, the question is thus whence and whither. I take εὐθὺ Λυκείου 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?
τὸν οἱ Ἕλληνες [Μυρσίλον]F ὀνομάζουσι.
tɔ̀n
rel.m.acc.sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Hɛĺlɛːnɛs
Greek.m.nom.pl

[Myrsílɔn]F
Mursilus.m.acc.sg

ɔnɔmázdɔusi.
call.pres.ind.act.3pl

‘whom the Greeks call [Mursilus]F.’
1.7.1

b. QUD:What is the country like on account of the heat?
[ἔρημος]F γάρ ἐστι ἡ χώρη αὕτη ὑπὸ καύματος.
[ɛŕɛːmɔs]F
desolate.c.nom.sg

gár
expl

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

kʰɔ́ːrɛː
country.f.nom.sg

haútɛː
med.f.nom.sg

hypɔ̀
under

kaúmatɔs.
heat.n.gen.sg

‘[Desolate]F is this country on account of the heat.’
2.31.1

c. QUD:What did the Cimmerian host do to the cities in Ionia?
τὸ γὰρ Κιμμερίων στράτευμα τὸ ἐπὶ τὴν Ἰωνίην ἀπικόμενον Κροίσου ἐὸν
πρεσβύτερον οὐ [καταστροφὴ]F ἐγένετο τῶν πολίων, ἀλλ’ ἐξ ἐπιδρομῆς
ἁρπαγή.
tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

gàr
expl

Kimmɛríɔːn
Cimmerian.m.gen.pl

strátɛuma
host.n.nom.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

ɛpì
against

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Iɔːníɛːn
Ionia.f.acc.sg

apikɔ́mɛnɔn
invade.ptcp.aor.mid.n.nom.sg

Krɔísɔu
Croesus.m.gen.sg

ɛɔ̀n
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.sg

prɛsbýtɛrɔn
older.n.nom.sg

ɔu
neg
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[katastrɔpʰɛ̀ː ]F
subjugation.f.nom.sg

ɛgɛńɛtɔ
become.aor.ind.mid.3sg

tɔ́ːn
art.f.gen.pl

pɔlíɔːn,
city.f.gen.pl

all’
but

ɛks
from

ɛpidrɔmɛ̃ː s
raid.f.gen.sg

harpagɛ́ː .
seizure.f.nom.sg

‘For theCimmerianhost that invaded Ionia (whichhappenedbefore
Croesus’ time) brought not [a subjugation]F of the cities, but tar-
geted raiding.’

1.6.3

d. QUD:What was Candaules’ relationship to Gyges?
τούτωι τῶι Γύγηι [καὶ τὰ σπουδαιέστερα τῶν πρηγμάτων]F ὑπερετίθετο
ὁ Κανδαύλης καὶ δὴ καὶ τὸ εἶδος τῆς γυναικὸς ὑπερεπαινέων.
tɔútɔːi
med.m.dat.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

Gýgɛːi
Gyges.m.dat.sg

[kaì
even.adv

tà
art.n.acc.pl

spɔudaiɛśtɛra
more.serious.n.acc.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

prɛːgmátɔːn]F
affair.n.gen.pl

hypɛrɛtítʰɛtɔ
entrust.impf.ind.mp.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kandaúlɛːs
Candaules.m.nom.sg

kaì dɛ̀ː kaì
in.particular.adv

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

ɛĩdɔs
beauty.n.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

gynaikɔ̀s
wife.f.gen.sg

hypɛrɛpainɛɔ́ːn.
over.praise.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg.
‘To this Gyges Candaules also entrusted [his more serious affairs]F,
in particular overly praising his wife’s beauty.’

1.8.1

e. QUD:Where did they encamp?
καὶ οἱ μὲν [περὶ τὸ Ἥραιον]F ἐστρατοπεδεύοντο.
kaì
conj

hɔi
3pl.m.nom

mɛǹ
ptcl

[pɛrì
around

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

Hɛ́ː raiɔn]F
Heraion.n.acc.sg

ɛstratɔpɛdɛúɔntɔ.
encamp.impf.ind.mp.3pl

‘And they encamped [around the Heraion]F.’
9.53.1
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f. QUD: Howmuch do they despise us?
οὗτοι ὧνδρες ἡμέων [πολλὸν]F καταφρονέουσι.
hɔũtɔi
med.m.nom.pl

h-ɔ̃ːndrɛs
art.m.nom.pl-man.m.nom.pl

hɛːmɛɔ́ːn
1pl.gen

[pɔllɔ̀n]F
much.n.acc.sgF

katapʰrɔnɛɔ́usi.
despise.pres.ind.act.3pl

‘These men [really]F despise us.’
4.134.2

(2.21) Broad Focus
QUD:What did Candaules do?
οὗτος δὴ ὦν ὁ Κανδαύλης [ἠράσθη τῆς ἑωυτοῦ γυναικός]F.
hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kandaúlɛːs
Candaules.m.nom.sg

[ɛːrástʰɛː
fall.in.love.with.aor.ind.pass.3sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɛɔːutoũ
refl.3sg.m.gen

gynaikɔ́s]F.
wife.f.gen.sg
‘Candaules, then, [fell in love with his own wife]F.’

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 QUDmodel of
discourse in conjunctionwithAlternative Semantics, bothofwhichplay crucial
roles in chapters 5 and 6.While Iwill be using the formermodel 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.
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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 3.1 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.

3.1 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:
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(3.1) Constituents of the Prosodic Hierarchy

Of all these units, the prosodic word (for an overview of which, see Hall 1999)
will play themost 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 andmaynot be built up to form
larger constituents (see, e.g., Spencer and Luís 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)
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Starting from root node, the tree proceedsmonotonically from the intonational
phrase (ι) to prosodic phrases (φ) to prosodic words (ω). The following tree, by
contrast, violates the Strict Layer Hypothesis:

(3.4)

Here constituents of the same category dominate one another: the root node ι
dominates a daughter ι, beneath which one φ dominates another φ. The root ι
also exhibits level skipping in that it dominates a constituent two levels lower
on the hierarchy, namely ω.
The number of constituents recognized in the hierarchy varies (Itô 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: 42–44more generally). If the Strict LayerHypothesis 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. καὶ ἔπειτα ‘and then’ → κἄπειτα
kaì
conj

ɛṕɛita
then.adv

→ kápɛita



the prosody of greek clitics 47

b. τῆι ἡμέραι ‘on the day’ → θἠμέραι
tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

hɛːmɛŕai
day.f.dat.sg

→ tʰɛːmɛŕai

In both cases, the two input words fuse into one. As the initial elements are
prosodically weak functionwords, 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 Ci is exhaustively composed of elements
of category Ci-1.

d. Non-Recursivity
No element of category Ci directly dominates another instance of Ci.

Layeredness and Headedness are intrinsic to the nature of the Prosodic
Hierarchy and are accordingly inviolable (Selkirk 1995). Exhaustivity and
Non-Recursivity, however, are violable, and the way in which they are
ranked plays a crucial role in determining the nature of clitic incorporation in
a language (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 prosodicword. The domain for crasis fromexample (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 (φ-incorporation) (3.9) Internal Clitic (ω-incorporation)

(3.10) Affixal Clitic (ω-adjunction) (3.11) Pword 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 φ. 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. pórta
bring.impv

b. pórta⸗mi
bring.impv⸗me

c. pórta⸗me⸗lo
bring.impv⸗me⸗it.

(3.13) Lucanian (Internal Clitic)
a. vínnǝ
sell.impv

b. vǝnní⸗llǝ
sell.impv⸗it

c. vinnǝ⸗mí⸗llǝ
sell.impv⸗me⸗it

(3.14) Neapolitan (Affixal Clitic)
a. cóntǝ
tell.impv

b. cónta⸗lǝ
tell.impv⸗it

c. cónta⸗tí⸗llǝ
tell.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; fromWackernagel 1892:
377, it appears that the term postpositive is due to Krüger). Second-position



50 chapter 3

items without an orthographic accent are clitics, e.g., μιν, while those with
an orthographic accent are postpositives, e.g., ἄν (Hermann 1831: 7).1 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 fromat least three inaccuracies. First, whatever

the orthographic accent on postpositives represents, it cannot be equatedwith
the orthographic accent of non-postpositive words. Second, postpositives do
exhibit phonological dependence on ahost, so it is not accurate to refer to them
as “syntactic clitics.” And finally, there is nodistributional difference that breaks
down according to the enclitic/postpositive divide.3 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.4
Enclitics and postpositives in Greek incorporate with their prosodic hosts as

follows:

1 Among the ancient grammarians, the division was not nearly so clean. Vendryès (1929: §119)
notes that the grammarians of Anecdota de Bekker and Dionysius Thrax considered μέν, δέ,
and γάρ 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). μέν and δέ 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 31.25–26Dindorfmakes it clear that δέ 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 Hajdú (1989) adopted for ἄν. Collinge (1985: 217) refers to ἄν as a “semi-clitic,” but offers
no definition of the category.

3 Whether there is any distributional difference in the modal particles κε(ν) and ἄν 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
gár ‘for’ and Vedic hí ‘for,’ have a lexical stress but behave syntactically like true clitics, and
will be considered togetherwith 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.



the prosody of greek clitics 51

(3.15) Enclitic (3.16) Postpositive

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 inGreek 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
δός ‘give’ and θές ‘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, γε (see gew : s.v.), the con-
junction τε (cf. Lat. que, Skt. ca, etc.), or the particles ῥα and νυν, as well as
the recently-rediscovered ταρ (cf. Cuneiform Luvian tar; see Watkins 1995:
150–151, 336, Katz 2007, Reece 2009: 217–230, Yakubovich 2010). With post-
positives like μέν, δέ, γάρ (< γε⸗ἄρ), ἄν, and δή, 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 δή, for instance, is still found clause-initially in
Homer.5

3.3.1 Porson’s Bridge
Porson’s Bridge is the name of a constraint forbidding aword 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):

(3.17) – ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ – – | – ⏑ – – ̑– ⏑ ×
Πηλέως ἀκούσας συμφοράς, ὥς⸗νιν χθονὸς
Pɛːlɛɔ́ːs
Peleus.m.gen.sg

akɔúsas
hear.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

sympʰɔrás,
misfortune.f.acc.pl

hɔ́ːs⸗nin
that.comp⸗3sg.acc

kʰtʰɔnɔ̀s
land.f.gen.sg

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

eur. Tro. 1127

That ὥς⸗νιν projects a recursive prosodic word enables it to stand at Porson’s
Bridge. Postpositives also occur at Porson’s Bridge:

(3.18) a. ⏑ – ⏑ – – – ⏑ | – – ̑– ⏑ ×
σὺ δ᾽ ἡμὶν ἡ μισοῦσα μισεῖς⸗μὲν λόγωι.
sỳ
2sg.nom

d’
ptcl

hɛːmìn
1pl.dat

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

misɔũsa
hate.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg

misɛĩs⸗mɛǹ
hate.pres.ind.act.2sg⸗ptcl

lɔ́gɔːi.
word.m.dat.sg
‘You, the one who hates, hate (only) in word.’

soph. El. 357

5 If ἄν developed from a disjunction, then presumably it too would have been clause-initial at
some point. The connection betweenGreek ἄν and the an of Latin and Gothic is not yet clear,
however: see Brugmann (1902–1904: 615), Forbes (1958), D. J.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. – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ | – – ̑– ⏑ ×
τοὺς σοὺς λόγους σώιζοντες: ἄρχειν⸗γὰρ νεὼς
tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

sɔùs
your.m.acc.pl

lɔ́gɔus
word.m.acc.pl

sɔ́ːizdɔntɛsː
preserve.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl
árkʰɛin⸗gàr
command.inf.pres.act⸗expl

nɛɔ̀ːs
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

c. – – ⏑ – – | – ⏑ – – ̑– ⏑ ×
γνώμης ἀπῆιξαν τῆς ἐμῆς, οὐκ⸗ἄν⸗ποτε
gnɔ́ːmɛːs
intent.f.gen.sg

apɛ̃ː iksan
waver.aor.ind.act.3pl

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

ɛmɛ̃ː s,
my.f.gen.sg

ɔuk⸗án⸗pɔtɛ
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 μέν, the explanatory particle γάρ, and the modal
particle ἄν 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).6

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
wouldbewith 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 ἡγεῖτ’
(as Finglass 2011 does), which is what most mss. have, then it should. But the reading ἤγαγ’ as
well as Elmsley’s ἤγετ’ (which bothDawe 1984 and Lloyd-Jones andWilson 1990 adopt) would
not.
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secondary accent or nothing happens at all (Smyth 1956: §183, Steriade 1988:
283–284, Devine and Stephens 1994: 370, Janse 1995/1996):

(3.19) No Secondary Accent
a. Oxytone+Monosyllabic Clitic
δός+μοι → δός⸗μοι
dɔ́s+mɔi
give.impv.aor.act.2sg+1sg.dat

→ dɔ́s⸗mɔi

b. Oxytone+Disyllabic Clitic
καλόν+ἐστι → καλόν⸗ἐστι
kalɔ́n+ɛsti
fine.n.nom.sg+be.pres.ind.act.3sg

→ kalɔ́n⸗ɛsti

περί+τινων → περί⸗τινων (Plut. Cic. 29.2)
pɛrí+tinɔːn
around+indf.n.gen.pl

→ pɛrí⸗tinɔːn

c. Paroxytone+Monosyllabic Clitic
φίλος+μου → φίλος⸗μου
pʰílɔs+mɔu
friend.m.nom.sg+1sg.gen

→ pʰílɔs⸗mɔu

d. Perispomenon+Monosyllabic Clitic
φῶς+τι → φῶς⸗τι
pʰɔ̃ːs+ti
light.n.nom.sg+indf.n.nom.sg

→ pʰɔ̃ːs⸗ti

φιλῶ+σε → φιλῶ⸗σε
pʰilɔ̃ː+sɛ
love.pres.ind.act.1sg+2sg.acc

→ pʰilɔ̃ː⸗sɛ

e. Perispomenon+Disyllabic Clitic
τιμῶν+τινων → τιμῶν⸗τινων (Diod. 16.13.2.8, Smyth 1956: §183.b)
timɔ̃ːn+tinɔːn
privilege.f.gen.pl+indf.c.gen.pl

→ timɔ̃ːn⸗tinɔːn

φῶς+τινος → φῶς⸗τινος (Plot. Enn. 4.5.6)
pʰɔ̃ːs+tinɔs
light.n.nom.sg+indf.c.gen.sg

→ pʰɔ̃ːs⸗tinɔs
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The second possibility is for a secondary accent to emerge, which happens in
the following contexts:

(3.20) Secondary Accent
a. Proparoxytone+Monosyllabic Clitic
ἄνθρωπος+τις → ἄνθρωπός⸗τις
ántʰrɔːpɔs+tis
man.m.nom.sg+indf.c.nom.sg

→ ántʰrɔːpɔ́s⸗tis

b. Paroxytone+Disyllabic Clitic
φίλοι+τινες → φίλοι⸗τινές
pʰílɔi+tinɛs
friend.m.nom.pl+indf.c.nom.pl

→ pʰílɔi⸗tinɛś

φίλοι+τινων → φίλοι⸗τινῶν
pʰílɔi+tinɔːn
friend.m.nom.pl+indf.c.gen.pl

→ pʰílɔi⸗tinɔ̃ːn

c. Proparoxytone+Disyllabic Clitic
ἄνθρωποι+τινες → ἄνθρωποί⸗τινες
ántʰrɔːpɔi+tinɛs
man.m.nom.pl+indf.c.nom.pl

→ ántʰrɔːpɔí⸗tinɛs

d. Properispomenon+Monosyllabic Clitic
σῶσον+με → σῶσόν⸗με
sɔ̃ːsɔn+mɛ
save.impv.aor.act.2sg+1sg.acc

→ sɔ̃ːsɔ́n⸗mɛ

e. Properispomenon+Disyllabic Clitic
παῖδες+τινες → παῖδές⸗τινες
paĩdɛs+tinɛs
child.m.nom.pl+indf.c.nom.pl

→ paĩdɛś⸗tinɛs

f. Properispomenon+Disyllabic Clitic
κῆρυξ+ἐστι → κῆρυξ⸗ἐστί7
kɛ̃ː ryks+ɛsti
herald.m.nom.sg+be.pres.ind.act.3sg

→ kɛ̃ː ryks⸗ɛstí

7 The host has to end in ψ (ps) or ξ (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 φίλος⸗μου, 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
πολλὰ ἔπαθον → πόλλ’ ἔπαθον
pɔllà
many.n.acc.pl

ɛṕatʰɔn
suffer.aor.ind.act.3pl

→ pɔĺl’ ɛṕatʰɔn

The final vowel of πολλά 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 vanisheswith it (see further Chandler
1881: 255, Lupaş 1972: 174 andProbert 2003: 133–142, 2006: 69n. 35; cf. the remarks
of Pappas 2001: 94 on Modern Greek):

(3.22) a. Enclitic with Deleted Secondary Accent
τῶν οὐχὶ δούλων⸗ἐστ’ ἐλευθερωτέρα.
tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɔukʰì
neg

dɔúlɔːn⸗ɛst’
slave.m.gen.pl⸗be.pres.ind.act.3sg

ɛlɛutʰɛrɔːtɛŕa.
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
εἴησαν δὲ ἂν οὗτοι Κρῆτες → εἴησαν δ’ ἂν οὗτοι Κρῆτες (not εἴησάν)
ɛíɛːsan
be.pres.opt.act.3pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

àn
mod

hɔũtɔi
med.m.nom.pl
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Krɛ̃ː tɛs
Cretan.m.nom.pl

→ ɛíɛːsan d’ àn hɔũtɔi Krɛ̃ː tɛs (not ɛíɛːsán)

hdt. 1.2.1

c. Proclitic Oxytone
ἀπό ‘from’ → ἀπ’ / _ #V- (not ἄπ’)
apɔ́ → ap’ / _ #V- (not áp’)

In (3.22.a), the pre-deletion form is ἐστί (compare above the pattern φίλοι+τινες
→ φίλοι⸗τινές). The high tone is lost upon deletion of the final vowel. The
vowel of postpositive δέ 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 κοίμησις). Specifically, a word-final acute becomes grave when
followed by an adjacent prosodic word:

(3.23) Accent Lulling
ἀρχὴν⸗γὰρ ἐγὼ μηχανήσομαι οὕτω ὥστε μηδὲ μαθεῖν μιν ὀφθεῖσαν ὑπὸ σεῦ.
arkʰɛ̀ː n⸗gàr
beginning.f.acc.sg⸗expl

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

mɛːkʰanɛ́ː sɔmai
arrange.fut.ind.mid.1sg

hɔútɔː
thus.adv

hɔ́ːstɛ
res

mɛː-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

matʰɛĩn
realize.inf.aor.act

min
3sg.acc

opʰtʰɛĩsan
see.ptcp.aor.pass.f.acc.sg

hypɔ̀
by

sɛũ.
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 ἀρχήν and postpositive γάρ 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. ἐγώ⸗σε μετεπεμψάμην
ɛgɔ́ː⸗sɛ
1sg.nom⸗2sg.acc

mɛtɛpɛmpsámɛːn
summon.aor.ind.mid.1sg

5.24.3

b. τίσωνταί⸗σε
tísɔːntaí⸗sɛ
take.revenge.aor.sbjv.mid.3pl⸗2sg.acc

1.27.4

c. σῶσον⸗μέν⸗μιν
sɔ̃ːsɔn⸗mɛń⸗min
save.impv.aor.act.2sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

(3.25) Lulling of Oxytone Enclitic
ὀλίγοι⸗τινὲς αὐτῶν
ɔlígɔi⸗tinɛs̀
few.m.nom.pl⸗indf.c.nom.pl

autɔ̃ːn
3sg.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 behaviorwhen 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 τόν τόν (tɔ́n tɔ́n),
are unattested, although other strings of definite (non-homophonous) articles
are attested (see Smyth 1956: §1162). Crucially, the string τάδε⸗δέ (tádɛ⸗dɛ)́,
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.



the prosody of greek clitics 59

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) εἴ⸗πού⸗τίς⸗τινα ἴδοι ἐχθρόν …
ɛí⸗pɔú⸗tís⸗tina
if.comp⸗ptcl⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗indf.c.acc.sg
ídɔi
see.aor.opt.act.3sg

ɛkʰtʰrɔ́n
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)

The high tone of εἴ spreads as far as the penultimate clitic in the recursive
prosodic word (ω2). The behavior of postpositives differs, however:

(3.28) ἐὰν⸗δέ⸗τίς⸗τινα …
ɛ-àn⸗dɛ⸗́tís⸗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 δέ, and not the
host ἐάν. That spreading extends from δέ to the penultimate clitic suggests that
this domain forms its own recursive prosodic word:
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(3.29)

Thus δέ⸗τίς⸗τινα constitutes the same domain as εἴ⸗πού⸗τίς⸗τινα in (3.26). This
prosodic structure does not, however, mean that the host of the enclitics in
(3.29) is δέ, 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 ἄν 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).

3.4.1 Resolution Bridges
The evidence for the claim that ἄν and the pronominal clitics can associate
rightward comes primarily frommetrical texts (‘ ̑’ marks a resolution bridge):

(3.30) a. – – ⏑ – – | ⏑ ̑⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ ×
ἀλλ’ οὐχ ὁμοίως ἂν⸗ὁ⸗θεὸς τιμὴν ἔχοι.
all’
but

ɔukʰ
neg

hɔmɔíɔːs
same.adv

àn⸗hɔ⸗tʰɛɔ̀s
mod⸗art.m.nom.sg⸗m.nom.sg

timɛ̀ː n
honor.f.acc.sg

ɛḱʰɔi.
have.pres.opt.act.3sg

‘But not the same way would the god have honor.’
eur. Bacc. 192

b. – – ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ | ⏑ ̑⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ ×
καὶ νῦν τί⸗μ’ ἄγετε; τί⸗μ’⸗ἀπάγεσθε; τοῦ χάριν;
kaì
conj

nỹn
now.adv

tí⸗m’
wh.n.acc.sg⸗1sg.acc

ágɛtɛ?
lead.pres.ind.act.2pl

tí⸗m’⸗apágɛstʰɛ?
wh.n.acc.sg⸗1sg.acc⸗lead.away.pres.ind.mp.2pl
tɔũ
wh.n.gen.sg

kʰárin?
sake.f.acc.sg

‘And now—why do you takeme?Why are you leadingme away? For
what?’

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

In (3.30.a) the modal particle ἄν is a proclitic hosted by ὁ⸗θεὸς, and in (3.30.b)
the pronominal clitic μ’ is dependent on the verb ἀπάγεσθε 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

8 See Müller (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),



62 chapter 3

Soweposit that (ἂν⸗ὁ⸗θεὸς)ω in example (3.30.a) and (τί⸗μ’⸗ἀπάγεσθε)ω in (3.30.b)
each form prosodic words. Parsing ἄν and μ’ as enclitics would violate the
resolution bridges. Treating ἄν as an enclitic in (3.30.a) would furthermore
create a medial caesura:

(3.31) – – ⏑ – – ⏑ | ⏑ ⏑ – – – ⏑ ×
ἀλλ’ οὐχ ὁμοίως⸗ἂν ὁ⸗θεὸς τιμὴν ἔχοι.
all’
but

ɔukʰ
neg

hɔmɔíɔːs⸗àn
same.adv⸗mod

hɔ⸗tʰɛɔ̀s
art.m.nom.sg⸗m.nom.sg

timɛ̀ː n
honor.f.acc.sg

ɛḱʰɔi.
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 ἄν can be obtained

from comedy:

(3.32) a. – ⏑ ̑⏑ ⏑ – – | – ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ ×
οὐκ ἂν⸗ἀποδοίην οὐδ᾽⸗ἂν⸗ὀβολὸν οὐδενί
ɔuk
neg

àn⸗apɔdɔíɛːn
mod⸗give.aor.opt.act.1sg

ɔu-d’⸗àn⸗ɔbɔlɔ̀n
neg-ptcl⸗mod⸗obol.m.acc.sg

ɔudɛní
none.m.dat.sg
‘I wouldn’t give even an obol to anyone.’

ar. Nub. 1250

b. – ⏑ ̑⏑ ⏑ – – | – ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ ×
ὥστ᾽ ἂν⸗ἐπάνω μὲν Προξενίδης ὁ Κομπασεὺς
hɔ́ːst’
res

àn⸗ɛpánɔː
mod⸗above.adv

mɛǹ
ptcl

Prɔksɛnídɛːs
Proxenides.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kɔmpasɛùs
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), οὐκ⸗ἂν⸗ἀποδοίην and οὐδ᾽⸗ἂν⸗ὀβολὸν possibly formprosodicwords.
Likewise in (3.32.b), we may have (ὥστ᾽⸗ἂν⸗ἐπάνω)ω. 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 δέ to associate rightward:

(3.33) ⏑ ⏑ ̑⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ | – ⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ ×
τὸ δὲ⸗πλέον, ἦλθον Ἀμφιάρεώ γε πρὸς βίαν.
tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

dɛ⸗̀plɛɔ́n,
ptcl⸗more.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː ltʰɔn
come.aor.ind.act.1sg

Ampʰiárɛɔ́ː
Amphiaereus.m.gen.sg

gɛ
ptcl

prɔ̀s
against

bían.
strength.f.acc.sg

‘What is more, I went in spite of Amphiaereus.’
eur. Supp. 158

The resolution bridge between δέ and πλέον makes it clear that prosodically
theybelong to the sameword. Presumably τό alsobelongs to this prosodicword,
and the proclisis of δέ is triggered by the definite article.
I raise this issue with δέ because I want to make it clear that in a sequence

like the following, I consider σφι to be in canonical second position (that is, 2W;
see section 3.5):

(3.34) (ἡ⸗δὲ⸗Πυθίη)ω⸗σφι χρᾶι τάδε.
(hɛː⸗dɛ⸗̀Pytʰíɛː)ω⸗spʰi
art.f.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗Pythia.f.nom.sg⸗3pl.dat
kʰrãi
prophesy.pres.ind.act.3sg

tádɛ.
prox.n.acc.pl

‘The Pythia prophesies to them the following.’
1.66.8

I adopt this analysis under the assumption that (ἡ⸗δὲ⸗Πυθίη)ω 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 ofmetrical constraints compared to his
earlier tragedies. He cites the following example:
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(3.35) – ⏑ ⏑ ⏑ – – | – ⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ ×
οὐδὲ πάθος οὐδὲ ξυμφορὰ θεήλατος
ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

pátʰɔs
suffering.n.nom.sg

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

ksympʰɔrà
accident.f.nom.sg

tʰɛɛ́ː latɔs
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 toDodds, belong to two differentwords. But the proclitic behavior of
οὐδέ is undeniable, and there is thus no bridge violation here, as we are dealing
with one prosodic word, i.e., (οὐδὲ⸗πάθος)ω. Further examples cited by Müller
(1866), Zieliński (1925), Descroix (1931: 164–167, 187–193), and West (1982: 86)
can be handledwith the same analysis, that is, by treating the resolvedmaterial
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):

(3.36) ⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ | – ⏑ – – ̑– ⏑ ×
κελαινόχρως δὲ πάλλεταί μου⸗καρδία.
kɛlainɔ́kʰrɔːs
black.c.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pállɛtaí
tremble.pres.ind.mp.3sg

mɔu⸗kardía.
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 μου is here.9 Thuswe conclude that μου associates rightwardwith its
host καρδία.

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 μέν in their
discussion of clitic directionality, it too can associate rightward, as Porson’s
Bridge again shows:

(3.37) – – – – ⏑ – ⏑ | – – ̑– ⏑ ×
ἡμεῖς τοιοίδ’ ἔφυμεν, ὡς μὲν⸗σοὶ δοκεῖ
hɛːmɛĩs
1pl.nom

tɔiɔíd’
such.m.nom.pl

ɛṕʰymɛn,
be.born.aor.ind.act.1pl

hɔːs
as.comp

mɛǹ⸗sɔì
ptcl⸗2sg.dat

dɔkɛĩ
seem.pres.ind.act.3sg

‘I was born like this, as you think’
soph. OT 435–436

Here μέν associates rightward and incorporates with σοί to form μὲν⸗σοὶ. Right-
ward association is also possible with γάρ:

(3.38) – – ⏑ – – – ⏑ | – – ̑– ⏑ ×
ἤρου τόδ’; αἰσχρόν γ’ εἶπας. οὐ γὰρ⸗νῦν ἀκμή;
ɛ́ː rɔu
ask.aor.ind.mid.2sg

tɔ́d’?
prox.n.acc.sg

aiskʰrɔ́n
shameful.n.acc.sg

g’
ptcl

ɛĩpas.
say.aor.ind.act.2sg

ɔu
neg

gàr⸗nỹn
expl⸗now.adv

akmɛ́ː ?
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 μέν and γάρ 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 μέν or γάρ (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 σοι in the following example illustrates (for further examples see Devine
and Stephens 1994: 365–368):
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(3.39) – – ⏑ – – | – ̑⏑ – ⏑ – ⏑ ×
οὔτοι καμοῦμαί σοι⸗(λέγουσα)ω τἀγαθά
ɔú-tɔi
neg-ptcl

kamɔũmaí
tire.fut.ind.mid.1sg

sɔi⸗(lɛǵɔusa)ω
2sg.dat⸗say.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg
t-agatʰá
art.n.acc.pl-good.n.acc.pl
‘Indeed I will not tire of telling you the good things’

aesch. Eum. 881

The pronoun σοι 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 σοι as orthotonic here is difficult on
grounds of discourse: the emphasis of the clause appears to lie with οὔτοι and
not the pronoun, so a clitic form seems to fit the context better. That leaves
the last possibility, that of proclisis, whereby σοι associates rightward with
λέγουσα.10 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), σοι is governed by λέγουσα, and this, according toDevine 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 thepronounbears a thematic relationshipwithwords in either caesural groupof 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,whenwearedealingwithdiscourseparticles andnotpronominal
clitics, it is not as easy to identify a governing syntactic element. Consider the
particle γάρ in the following example:

(3.40) ⏑ ⏑ – ⏑ – – | – ⏑ – – – ⏑ ×
Ἀγαμέμνονος μὲν γὰρ⸗(τύχας)ω ἠπιστάμην
Agamɛḿnɔnɔs
Agamemnon.m.gen.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

gàr⸗(týkʰas)ω
expl⸗fate.f.acc.pl

ɛːpistámɛːn
learn.impf.ind.mid.1sg
‘For I learned the fate of Agamemnon’

eur. Or. 360

Unless one is prepared to argue that γάρ is here governed by ἠπιστάμην, 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) hιεροκλειδες ⁝ μ’ανεθεκεν ⁝ γλαυκιο
δεκατεν ⁝ αθεναιαι ⁝ πολιοχοι
hiɛrɔklɛidɛs
Hierocleides.m.nom.sg

⁝ m’ anɛtʰɛkɛn
1sg.acc dedicate.aor.ind.act.3sg

⁝

glaukiɔ
Glaucius.m.gen.sg
dɛkatɛn
tithe.f.acc.sg

⁝ atʰɛnaiai
Athena.f.dat.sg

⁝ pɔliɔkʰɔi
Poliochus.c.dat.sg

‘Hierocleides (son of) Glaucius dedicated me,
as a tithe, to Athena Poliochus (city guardian).’

IG I3 775 (Athens; 500–480BCE?)

The triple punct ⁝ appears to demarcate prosodic words. If this is in fact the
case, then the pronoun μ’ is associating rightward with its host, ανεθεκεν.11

11 The presence of nu-ephelkustikon in ανεθεκεν 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. Howcliticswere
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 parameterwithin 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 Luís 2012). In 2D
systems, they occur after the first constituent of a particular domain:

(3.42) The 2D Organization of Czech
a. [Tohle
this

staré
old

kolo]⸗se⸗ti
bicycle⸗refl⸗2sg.dat

jednou
once

rozpadne
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 γλαυκιο 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 με 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 ⸗ti 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 prosodicwordwithin 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 Luís 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) 2WDistribution
a. Δαρεῖος ἐπὶ τῆς ἑωυτοῦ ἀρχῆς καλέσας Ἑλλήνων τοὺς παρεόντας εἴρετο
(ἐπὶ κόσωι)ω⸗ἂν χρήματι βουλοίατο τοὺς πατέρας ἀποθνήισκοντας κατα-
σιτέεσθαι.
Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

ɛpì
on

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ
3sg.m.gen

arkʰɛ̃ː s
reign.f.gen.sg

kalɛśas
call.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

parɛɔ́ntas
be.around.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

ɛírɛtɔ
ask.impf.ind.mp.3sg

(ɛpì
for

kɔ́sɔːi)ω⸗àn
how.much.wh.n.dat.sg⸗mod

kʰrɛ́ː mati
money.n.dat.sg

bɔulɔíatɔ
want.pres.opt.mp.3pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

patɛŕas
father.m.acc.pl

apɔtʰnɛ́ː iskɔntas
die.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

katasitɛɛ́stʰai.
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. (ἀπὸ ταύτης)ω⸗γάρ⸗σφι τῆς μάχης, Ἀθηναίων θυσίας ἀναγόντων ἐς τὰς
πανηγύριας τὰς ἐν τῆισι πεντετηρίσι γινομένας, κατεύχεται ὁ κῆρυξ ὁ
Ἀθηναῖος ἅμα τε Ἀθηναίοισι λέγων γίνεσθαι τὰ ἀγαθὰ καὶ Πλαταιεῦσι.
(apɔ́
from

taútɛːs)ω⸗gár⸗spʰi
med.f.gen.sg⸗expl⸗3pl.dat

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg
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mákʰɛːs,
battle.f.gen.sg

Atʰɛːnaíɔːn
Athenian.m.gen.pl

tʰysías
sacrifice.f.acc.pl

anagɔ́ntɔːn
conduct.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

ɛs
into

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

panɛːgýrias
festival.f.acc.pl

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː isi
art.f.dat.pl

pɛntɛtɛːrísi
every.fifth.year.f.dat.pl

ginɔmɛńas,
happen.ptcp.pres.mp.f.acc.pl

katɛúkʰɛtai
pray.pres.ind.mp.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

kɛ́ː ryks
herald.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Atʰɛːnaĩɔs
Athenian.m.nom.sg

háma
together.adv

tɛ
conj

Atʰɛːnaíɔisi
Athenian.m.dat.pl

lɛǵɔːn
speak.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

gínɛstʰai
happen.inf.pres.mp

tà
art.n.acc.pl

agatʰà
good.n.acc.pl

kaì
conj

Plataiɛũsi.
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.12 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)

The clause begins with the prepositional phrase ἐπὶ κόσωι χρήματι, which is
followed by the verb βουλοίατο. Since there is no syntactic node that exclu-
sively dominates ἐπὶ and κόσωι, 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), themodal particle is hosted
not by the first morphosyntactic word (i.e., ἀπὸ⸗σφι) or constituent (i.e., ἀπὸ
ταύτης τῆς μάχης⸗σφι), but by the first prosodic word (Anderson 2012makes 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 ofmulti-word sequences hosting clausal clitics,

such as the expression ἴσα πρὸς ἴσα ‘equal for equal’ (on which see Dover 1960:
17; the preposing of ταῦτα is to be ignored for the moment):

(3.45) [ταῦτα⸗μὲν⸗δὴ]CT (ἴσα πρὸς ἴσα)ω⸗σφι γενέσθαι.
[taũta⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː ]CT
med.n.acc.pl⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

(ísa
equal.n.acc.pl

prɔ̀s
for
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ísa)ω⸗spʰi
equal.n.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

gɛnɛśtʰai.
inf.aor.mid

‘These things, then, were retribution for them.’
1.2.1

Syntactically the host consists of a nounphrasewith the adjoinedprepositional
phrase (embedded infinitive clauses are labeled S and discussed in detail in
chapter 8):

(3.46)

On a syntactic analysis it is not clear why the clitic occurs after the noun ἴσα
together with the prepositional phrase πρὸς ἴσα, as opposed to just the former.
The host is thus bigger than a single constituent. Despite the difference in syn-
tactic size, prosodically ἴσα πρὸς ἴσα 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) ὁ δέ οἱ ἠπείλησε, ἢν σῶς ἀπονοστήσηι, (πολλόν)ω⸗μιν (χρόνον)ω παρθενεύσε-
σθαι.
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ́
ptcl

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛːpɛílɛːsɛ,
threaten.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod

sɔ̃s
safe.m.nom.sg

apɔnɔstɛ́ː sɛːi,
return.aor.sbjv.act.3sg
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(pɔllɔ́n)ω⸗min
much.m.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

(kʰrɔ́nɔn)ω
time.m.acc.sg

partʰɛnɛúsɛstʰai.
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 μιν occurs in themidst of the syntactic constituent
πολλόν χρόνον. Thequestionof just how “discontinuous” these structures arewill
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:13

(3.48) a. Determiner-Noun Host
ὡς δὲ ἔρρεε ὁ οἶνος, (τὴν κεφαλήν)ω⸗μιν κόπτεσθαι μεγάλα βοῶνταὡς οὐκ
ἔχοντα πρὸς ὁκοῖον τῶν ὄνων πρῶτον τράπηται.
hɔːs
as.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛŕrɛɛ
flow.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

ɔĩnɔs,
wine.m.nom.sg

(tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

kɛpʰalɛ́ː n)ω⸗min
head.f.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

kɔ́ptɛstʰai
beat.inf.pres.mp

mɛgála
great.n.acc.pl

bɔɔ̃ːnta
crying.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

hɔːs
as.comp

ɔuk
neg

ɛḱʰɔnta
hold.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

prɔ̀s
to

hɔkɔĩɔn
what.sort.wh.m.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɔ́nɔːn
ass.m.gen.pl

prɔ̃ːtɔn
first.m.acc.sg

trápɛːtai.
turn.aor.sbjv.mid.3sg
‘As thewine flowed, he struckhis headand shouted loudly, as though
he did not know which ass he should turn to first.’

2.121.δ.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
ἡ μὲν δὴ ἵππος τὴν ἵππον αἰεὶ τρέπεσκε ἡ τῶν Σκυθέων. οἱ δὲ τῶνΠερσέων
ἱππόται φεύγοντες ἐσέπιπτον ἐς τὸν πεζόν, (ὁ δὲ πεζὸς)ω⸗ἂν ἐπεκούρεε.
hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

híppɔs
cavalry.f.nom.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

híppɔn
cavalry.f.acc.sg

aiɛì
always.adv

trɛṕɛskɛ
rout.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Skytʰɛɔ́ːn.
Scythian.m.gen.pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

hippɔ́tai
horseman.m.nom.pl

pʰɛúgɔntɛs
flee.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

ɛsɛṕiptɔn
attack.impf.ind.act.3pl

ɛs
into

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pɛzdɔ̀n,
infantry.m.acc.sg

(hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɛzdɔ́s)ω⸗àn
infantry.m.nom.sg⸗mod

ɛpɛkɔúrɛɛ.
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 μιν occurs after the determiner-
noun sequence τὴν κεφαλήν, while in (3.48.b) the host of ἂν, ὁ δὲ πεζὸς, 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 Luiseño, 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 ἄν is hosted within a
definite article–noun string:

(3.49) οἱ ⸗δὲ⸗ἂν Πέρσαι ἐπελθόντες ἐλάβεσκον τὰ πρόβατα καὶ λαβόντες ἐπήι-
ροντο⸗ἂν τῶι πεποιημένωι.
hɔi⸗dɛ⸗̀àn
art.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

Pɛŕsai
Persian.m.nom.pl

ɛpɛltʰɔ́ntɛs
attack.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

ɛlábɛskɔn
seize.impf.ind.act.3pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

prɔ́bata
flock.n.acc.pl

kaì
conj

labɔ́ntɛs
seize.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

ɛpɛ́ː irɔntɔ⸗àn
encourage.impf.ind.mp.3pl⸗mod

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

pɛpɔiɛːmɛńɔːi.
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.’

4.130

There are at least three possibilities for this anomaly. Either the text is corrupt
(it is worth noting that ms. M omits ἄν, and given that sentences with multiple
tokens of ἄν are not that common in Herodotus, this perhaps caused some
confusion); there is some semantic/pragmatic feature of οἱ δέ 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 FunctionWords 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, frombothGreek and elsewhere. Regarding the former, the claim
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doesnot take accountof 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.14 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 equatedwith openword
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 οὗτος ‘this,’ the auxiliary verbs μέλλω ‘be about to’ and δύναμαι ‘be able
to,’ and the pronoun αὐτός 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 εἰμί ‘be,’ the adverb ποτέ ‘at one time, some
time,’ and the indefinite quantifier τινές ‘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 εἰ, 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) καὶ ἔπειτα θωυμάζω (εἴ)ω⸗μοι ἀπεστᾶσι.
kaì
conj

ɛṕɛita
afterwards.adv

tʰɔːumázdɔː
marvel.pres.ind.act.1sg

(ɛí)ω⸗mɔi
if.comp⸗1sg.dat

apɛstãsi.
rebel.pres.ind.act.3pl
‘And afterward I marvel that they rebel against me.’

1.155.2

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 prosodicword, although it is a functionword.WithinGreek itself Taylor (1996:
497–498) argues that there is a prosodicweakening of complementizers and conjunctions
between Archaic Greek and the New Testament.
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Were it not possible for εἰ to be a prosodic word, we would expect μοι to be
hosted by ἀπεστᾶσι, with the complementizer surfacing as a proclitic.15
The following examples are similar in that the addition of an enclitic to a

proclitic yields a prosodic word:

(3.51) a. εἰ τοίνυν κατὰ τὴν θάλασσαν μηδεὶς ἠντιοῦτο Ξέρξηι, (κατά⸗γε)ω⸗ἂν τὴν
ἤπειρον τοιάδε ἐγίνετο.
ɛi
if.comp

tɔínyn
ptcl

katà
on

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

mɛːdɛìs
none.m.nom.sg

ɛːntiɔũtɔ
oppose.impf.ind.mp.3sg

Ksɛŕksɛːi,
Xerxes.m.dat.sg

(katá⸗gɛ)ω⸗àn
on⸗ptcl⸗mod

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛ́ː pɛirɔn
mainland.f.acc.sg

tɔiádɛ
such.n.nom.pl

ɛgínɛtɔ.
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. (οἱ⸗γάρ)ω⸗μιν Σελινούσιοι ἐπαναστάντες ἀπέκτειναν καταφυγόντα ἐπὶ
Διὸς Ἀγοραίου βωμόν.
(hɔi⸗gár)ω⸗min
art.m.nom.pl⸗expl⸗3sg.acc

Sɛlinɔúsiɔi
Selinus.m.nom.pl

ɛpanastántɛs
rise.up.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

apɛḱtɛinan
kill.aor.ind.act.3pl

katapʰygɔ́nta
flee.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

ɛpì
to

Diɔ̀s
Zeus.m.gen.sg

Agɔraíɔu
Agoraeus.m.gen.sg

bɔːmɔ́n.
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. (ὁ⸗δέ)ω⸗σφι ἠγόρευε ὡς εἴη τε Ζώπυρος καὶ αὐτομολέοι ἐς ἐκείνους.
(hɔ⸗dɛ)́ω⸗spʰi
3sg.m.nom⸗ptcl⸗3pl.dat

ɛːgɔ́rɛuɛ
tell.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔːs
that.comp

15 I assume that the sotera-rule only applies to non-recursive prosodic words, and therefore
εἰ is not accented with a circumflex.
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ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

tɛ
conj

Zdɔ́ːpyrɔs
Zopyrus.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

autɔmɔlɛɔ́i
desert.pres.opt.act.3sg

ɛs
into

ɛkɛínɔus.
dist.m.acc.pl

‘Hedeclared that hewasZopyrus and (that he)wasdeserting 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; Vendryès 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 γε turns the preposition κατά into a licit prosodic host for
ἄν, i.e. (κατά⸗γε)ω. In (3.51.b), the presence of γάρ enables the clitic pronoun to
precede the noun. In (3.51.c), the combination of anaphoric pronoun+δέ 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⸗ˈβoʊβaɛ⸗k⸗a
3sg.m⸗kill⸗3sg.f.o⸗pres
‘He killed it.’ (Obata 2003: 14)

b. ˈo
3sg.m

ˈodiɛ⸗k⸗a
call⸗3sg.f.o⸗pres

‘He called her.’ (Obata 2003: 15)

c. ˈko⸗mbeta
3sg.f⸗cont

ˈkoɪt⸗a
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 ˈodiɛ begins with a vowel. In (3.52.c), the
pronominal proclitic with enclitic ⸗mbeta 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 εἴ in
(3.50) squares with the preposition-determiner host examples from (3.43),
repeated here:

(3.53) 2WDistribution
a. Δαρεῖος ἐπὶ τῆς ἑωυτοῦ ἀρχῆς καλέσας Ἑλλήνων τοὺς παρεόντας εἴρετο
(ἐπὶ κόσωι)ω⸗ἂν χρήματι βουλοίατο τοὺς πατέρας ἀποθνήισκοντας κατα-
σιτέεσθαι.
Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

ɛpì
on

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ
refl.3sg.m.gen

arkʰɛ̃ː s
reign.f.gen.sg

kalɛśas
call.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

parɛɔ́ntas
be.around.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

ɛírɛtɔ
ask.impf.ind.mp.3sg

(ɛpì
for

kɔ́sɔːi)ω⸗àn
how.much.wh.n.dat.sg⸗mod

kʰrɛ́ː mati
money.n.dat.sg

bɔulɔíatɔ
want.pres.opt.mp.3pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

patɛŕas
father.m.acc.pl

apɔtʰnɛ́ː iskɔntas
die.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

katasitɛɛ́stʰai.
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. (ἀπὸ ταύτης)ω⸗γάρ⸗σφι τῆς μάχης, Ἀθηναίων θυσίας ἀναγόντων ἐς τὰς
πανηγύριας τὰς ἐν τῆισι πεντετηρίσι γινομένας, κατεύχεται ὁ κῆρυξ ὁ
Ἀθηναῖος ἅμα τε Ἀθηναίοισι λέγων γίνεσθαι τὰ ἀγαθὰ καὶ Πλαταιεῦσι.
(apɔ́
from

taútɛːs)ω⸗gár⸗spʰi
med.f.gen.sg⸗expl⸗3pl.dat

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

mákʰɛːs,
battle.f.gen.sg

Atʰɛːnaíɔːn
Athenian.m.gen.pl

tʰysías
sacrifice.f.acc.pl

anagɔ́ntɔːn
conduct.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

ɛs
into

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

panɛːgýrias
festival.f.acc.pl

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː isi
art.f.dat.pl

pɛntɛtɛːrísi
every.fifth.year.f.dat.pl

ginɔmɛńas,
happen.ptcp.pres.mp.f.acc.pl

katɛúkʰɛtai
pray.pres.ind.mp.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

kɛ́ː ryks
herald.m.nom.sg
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hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Atʰɛːnaĩɔs
Athenian.m.nom.sg

háma
together.adv

tɛ
conj

Atʰɛːnaíɔisi
Athenian.m.dat.pl

lɛǵɔːn
speak.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

gínɛstʰai
happen.inf.pres.mp

tà
art.n.acc.pl

agatʰà
good.n.acc.pl

kaì
conj

Plataiɛũsi.
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 (ἀπό)ω⸗σφι).
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 prosodicword. 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 γάρ ‘for’ and
the discourse particle δέ, which often occur after the first morphosyntactic
word of the sentence:16

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. τῆς⸗γὰρ θαλάσσης οἱ Μιλήσιοι ἐπεκράτεον.
tɛ̃ː s⸗gàr
art.f.gen.sg⸗expl

tʰalássɛːs
sea.f.gen.sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Milɛ́ː siɔi
Milesian.m.nom.pl

ɛpɛkrátɛɔn.
rule.over.impf.ind.act.3pl

‘For the Milesians were in control of the sea.’
1.17.3

b. τὸ⸗γὰρ προσκείμενόν⸗σφεας ἐλύπεε.
tɔ̀⸗gàr
art.n.nom.sg⸗expl
prɔskɛímɛnɔ́n⸗spʰɛas
pursue.ptcp.pres.mp.n.nom.sg⸗3pl.c.acc
ɛlýpɛɛ.
harass.impf.ind.act.3sg
‘For the pursuing (enemy) was harassing them.’

9.61.1

c. (ὁ⸗δὲ τρίτος)ω⸗σφι συνίππαρχος Φαρνούχης κατελέλειπτο ἐν Σάρδισι
νοσέων.
(hɔ⸗dɛ̀
art.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl

trítɔs)ω⸗spʰi
third.m.nom.sg⸗3pl.dat

synípparkʰɔs
captain.m.nom.sg

Pʰarnɔúkʰɛːs
Pharnuches.m.nom.sg

katɛlɛĺɛiptɔ
leave.plpf.ind.mp.3sg

ɛn
in

Sárdisi
Sardis.f.dat.pl

nɔsɛɔ́ːn.
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, σφεας in (3.54.b) and σφι in
(3.54.c) are both hosted by prosodicwords (ὁ τρίτος and τὸ προσκείμενον, respec-
tively). The determiners ὁ and τό are accordingly proclitics. The sentential cli-
tics γάρ and δέ thus appear to select for the first morphosyntactic word of the
clause without regard for its prosodic status.17

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 γάρ and δέ differs:

(3.55) After the first prosodic word (2W)
a. (ἐν ταύτηι)ω⸗γὰρ⸗δὴ τῆι πόλι ἐστὶ μέγιστον Ἴσιος ἱρόν.
(ɛn
in

taútɛːi)ω⸗gàr⸗dɛ̀ː
med.f.dat.sg⸗expl⸗ptcl

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

pɔ́li
town.f.dat.sg

ɛstì
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

mɛǵistɔn
very.large.n.nom.sg

Ísiɔs
Isis.

hirɔ́n.
temple.n.nom.sg
‘For in this town there is a very large temple of Isis.’

2.59.2

b. (διὰ τοῦτον)ω⸗δὲ τὸν φόνον αἱ γυναῖκες αὗται νόμον θέμεναι σφίσι αὐτῆισι
ὅρκους ἐπήλασαν …
(dià
because.of

tɔũtɔn)ω⸗dɛ̀
med.m.acc.sg⸗ptcl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pʰɔ́nɔn
murder.m.acc.sg

hai
art.f.nom.pl

gynaĩkɛs
women.f.nom.pl

haũtai
med.f.nom.pl

nɔ́mɔn
custom.m.acc.sg

tʰɛḿɛnai
establish.ptcp.aor.mid.f.nom.pl

spʰísi
3pl.dat

autɛ̃ː isi
3pl.f.dat

hɔ́rkɔus
oath.m.acc.pl

ɛpɛ́ː lasan
force.aor.ind.act.3pl

‘On account of this murder these women established a custom and
swore an oath among themselves …’

1.146.3

(3.56) After the first constituent (2D)
a. [ἀνὰ τὸν ποταμὸν]⸗γὰρ⸗δὴ οὐκ οἷά τέ ἐστι πλέειν οὐδενὶ τρόπωι ὑπὸ
τάχεος τοῦ ποταμοῦ.
[anà
up

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pɔtamɔ̀n]⸗gàr⸗dɛ̀ː
river.m.acc.sg⸗expl⸗ptcl

ɔuk
neg

clitics, Agbayani andGolston (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 δέ and γάρ, but untenable for the pronominal argument clitics.
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hɔĩá tɛ́ ɛsti
be.able.pres.ind.act.3sg

plɛɛ́in
sail.inf.pres.act

ɔudɛnì
none.m.dat.sg

trɔ́pɔːi
way.m.dat.sg

hypɔ̀
under

tákʰɛɔs
speed.n.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

pɔtamɔũ.
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. [ταῦτά⸗σφι ἠπιώτερα]⸗γὰρ τῶν προτέρων καὶ ἦν καὶ ἐδόκεε εἶναι.
[taũtá⸗spʰi
med.n.nom.pl⸗3pl.dat

ɛːpiɔ́ːtɛra]⸗gàr
more.merciful.n.nom.pl⸗expl

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

prɔtɛŕɔːn
previous.n.gen.pl

kaì
conj

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

kaì
conj

ɛdɔ́kɛɛ
appear.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛĩnai.
be.inf.pres.act

‘For their (answer) both was and appeared to bemoremerciful than
the previous one.’

7.142.1

In (3.55), γάρ and δέ 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), γάρ and δή both occur after the first constituent. In (3.56.b), γάρ again
occurs after the first constituent, but the possessor σφι 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. οὐ⸗γὰρ ἔχουσι τοὔνομα ἀπηγήσασθαι.
ɔu⸗gàr
neg⸗expl

ɛḱʰɔusi
be.able.pres.ind.act.3pl

t-ɔúnɔma
art.n.acc.sg-name.n.acc.sg

apɛːgɛ́ː sastʰai.
reveal.inf.aor.mid

‘For they are unable to reveal the name.’
1.2.1
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b. πρὸς δὲ οὐκ οἴνωι διαχρέωνται, ἀλλὰ ὑδροποτέουσι. οὐ σῦκα⸗δὲ ἔχουσι
τρώγειν, οὐκ ἄλλο ἀγαθὸν οὐδέν.
prɔ̀s
in.addition.adv

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔuk
neg

ɔínɔːi
wine.m.dat.sg

diakʰrɛɔ́ːntai,
use.habitually.pres.ind.mp.3pl

allà
but

hydrɔpɔtɛɔ́usi.
drink.water.pres.ind.act.3pl

ɔu
neg

sỹka⸗dɛ̀
fig.n.acc.pl⸗ptcl

ɛḱʰɔusi
have.pres.ind.act.3pl

trɔ́ːgɛin,
eat.inf.pres.act

ɔuk
neg

állɔ
other.n.acc.sg

agatʰɔ̀n
good.n.acc.sg

ɔudɛń.
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), γάρ is hosted by the negative οὐ, while this is never the case (in
Herodotus at least) with δέ. Instead we find the pattern in (3.57.b) where δέ
is hosted by the word immediately to the right of negation.

3.8 Summing Up

This chapter hasmade 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. TheGreek 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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chapter 4

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 fallmorphologically between affixes andwords on the continuumof
wordhood (Spencer and Luís 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 Constraint1), 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
I.G. Roberts (2000).
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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 Luís 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
patchesof exceptions to this restriction2). This inability extends to conjunction:
pronominal clitics cannot be the complement of either καί or τε. In sum,
pronominal clitics are subject to a range of limitations, with which one can
contrast the behavior of the pronoun αὐτόν (or rather, its non-clitic realization),
which exhibits noneof thesedeficiencies. Thesedeficiencies 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
4.1.3

2 For instance, inmetrical texts (Smyth 1956: §187 N. 2). In Herodotus, the dative clitic pronoun
σφι occurs as the complement of σύν (2.85.2, 2.118.2, 5.121, 6.8.1, 6.22.2, 7.10.θ.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

Sentence4 {δέ, μέν}5—γάρ—ὦν—{δή, δῆτα}6
{dɛ,́ mɛń}—gár—ɔ̃ːn—{dɛ́ː , dɛ̃ː ta}

Clause7 ἄν—{κοτε, κου, κω, κως, κη(ι)}—ἄρα—nom—acc—dat—{εἰμί, φημί}?

án—{kɔtɛ, kɔu, kɔː, kɔːs, kɛː(i)}—ára—nom—acc—dat—{ɛimí, pʰɛːmí}?

Phrase8 τε—{δέ, μέν}—γε9
tɛ—{dɛ,́ mɛń}—gɛ

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 Luís (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 I would expect the particle αὖ 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 νυν also belongs somewhere in this
class. It is characterized by robust collocational patterns. First, it overwhelmingly occurs with
a preceding μέν, which suggests the possibility that we are really dealing with lexicalized
μέννυν. There are no caseswhere μέν νυν hosts a pronominal clitic, which suggests that phrases
so marked may have always been topicalized. Finally, νυν does not co-occur with any of the
other discourse particles. μέντοι and τοίνυν without a doubt belong to this class, but where is
an open question.

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

6 For the chain ⸗γάρ⸗ὦν⸗δή, see 3.121.1.
7 I would expect που to fall into this class, but with only three tokens the data do not permit a

classification. Likewise, the discourse particle τοι (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 περ, 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
δή and its distribution.

9 There is an asymmetry in the relationship between μέν and δέ and γε: there are cases in
which γε precedes μέν, but there are no examples of γε preceding δέ. 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 inpreposedphrases,
whereas the latter do not:

(4.1) [τὴν⸗μὲν⸗γὰρ προτέρην ἡμέρην] πάντα⸗σφι κακὰ ἔχειν. [τὴν⸗δὲ τότε παρε-
οῦσαν] πάντα ἀγαθά.
[tɛ̀ː n⸗mɛǹ⸗gàr
art.f.acc.sg⸗ptcl⸗expl

prɔtɛŕɛːn
previous.f.acc.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːn]
day.f.acc.sg

pánta⸗spʰi
everything.n.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

kakà
bad.n.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɛin.
have.inf.pres.act

[tɛ̀ː n⸗dɛ̀
art.f.acc.sg⸗ptcl

tɔ́tɛ
then.adv

parɛɔũsan]
present.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.sg

pánta
everything.n.acc.pl

agatʰá.
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 γάρ ‘for’ occurs inside the topicalized
phrase, while the clausal clitic σφι ‘for them’ is hosted by the first prosodicword
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 μὲν⸗γάρ … σφι above (both μέν and δέ 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 thenext section (for devoteddiscussionsof this issue, seeArad
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 themoment assume templatic ordering (cf. Perlmutter
1971 for Romance clitics).
It has been argued that clitic clusters form syntactic constituents (e.g., Hal-

pern 1995: 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 (Bögel
et al. 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
andmodal 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 ἄν 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, δή sometimes appears in topicalized phrases (e.g.,
1.132.3, 3.52.2), and at other times does not (e.g., 1.86.1). This particle also varies
with respect to the position of ὦν, 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 δή 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. ἐπείτε⸗με θεοὶ ἔδωκαν δοῦλόν⸗σοι, δικαιῶ, εἴ τι ἐνορῶ πλέον, σημαίνειν
σοί.
ɛpɛítɛ⸗mɛ
since.comp⸗1sg.acc

tʰɛɔì
god.m.nom.pl

ɛd́ɔːkan
give.aor.ind.act.3pl

dɔũlɔ́n⸗sɔi,
slave.m.acc.sg⸗2sg.dat

dikaiɔ̃ː,
think.it.right.pres.ind.act.1sg

ɛí
if.comp

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

ɛnɔrɔ̃ː
observe.pres.ind.act.1sg

plɛɔ́n,
more.n.acc.sg
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sɛːmaínɛin
indicate.inf.pres.act

sɔí.
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. τότε δὴ ὁ Θεμιστοκλέης κεῖνόν τε καὶ τοὺς Κορινθίους πολλά τε καὶ κακὰ
ἔλεγε, ἑωυτοῖσί τε ἐδήλου λόγωι ὡς εἴη καὶ πόλις καὶ γῆ μέζω ἤ περ
ἐκείνοισι, ἔστ᾽⸗ἂν διηκόσιαι νέες⸗σφιν ἔωσι πεπληρωμέναι.
tɔ́tɛ
then.adv

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Tʰɛmistɔklɛɛ́ːs
Themistocles.m.nom.sg

kɛĩnɔ́n
dist.m.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

Kɔrintʰíɔus
Corinthian.m.acc.pl

pɔllá
many.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

kakà
bad.n.acc.pl

ɛĺɛgɛ,
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɛɔːutɔĩsí
refl.3pl.m.dat

tɛ
conj

ɛdɛ́ː lɔu
show.impf.ind.act.3sg

lɔ́gɔːi
word.m.dat.sg

hɔːs
that.comp

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

kaì
conj

pɔ́lis
city.f.nom.sg

kaì
conj

gɛ̃ː
land.f.nom.sg

mɛźdɔː
greater.c.nom.sg

ɛ́ː
than

pɛr
ptcl

ɛkɛínɔisi,
dist.m.dat.pl

ɛśt’⸗àn
provided.that.comp⸗mod

diɛːkɔ́siai
two.hundred.f.nom.pl

nɛɛ́s⸗spʰin
ship.f.nom.pl⸗3pl.dat

ɛɔ́ːsi
be.pres.sbjv.act.3pl

pɛplɛːrɔːmɛńai.
fill.part.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 με
in 4.2.a, the modal particle ἄν in 4.2.b), while the possessor clitic occurs at the
right edge of the possessed NP.
There are also alternationswhose functionalmotivation, if any, are less clear.

For instance, the position of εἰμί varies more than Table 4.1 allows. And the
indefinite nominative pronoun τις sometimes precedes ἄν:
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(4.3) a. ἐντυγχάνοντες δ᾽ ἀλλήλοισι ἐν τῆισι ὁδοῖσι, τῶιδε⸗ἄν⸗τις διαγνοίη εἰ ὅμοιοί
εἰσὶ οἱ συντυγχάνοντες.
ɛntynkʰánɔntɛs
encounter.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

d’
ptcl

allɛ́ː lɔisi
recp.m.dat.pl

ɛn
on

tɛ̃ː isi
art.f.dat.pl

hɔdɔĩsi,
road.f.dat.pl

tɔ̃ːidɛ⸗án⸗tis
prox.n.dat.sg⸗mod⸗indf.c.nom.sg

diagnɔíɛː
discern.aor.opt.act.3sg

ɛi
if.comp

hɔ́mɔiɔí
equal.m.nom.pl

ɛisì
be.pres.ind.act.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

syntynkʰánɔntɛs.
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. κοῦ δῆτα, εἴποι⸗τις⸗ἄν, ταῦτα ἀναισιμοῦται;
kɔũ
where

dɛ̃ː ta,
ptcl

ɛípɔi⸗tis⸗án,
say.aor.opt.act.3sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗mod

taũta
med.n.nom.pl

anaisimɔũtai?
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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4.4.1 Modal Particle and Domain-Widener
In the following pair of examples, the difference in the position of the modal
particle ἄν 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
ἢν δὲ ἀέκων, ἀποτίνει ζημίην τὴν⸗ἄν οἱ ἱρέες τάξωνται.
ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod

dɛ̀
ptcl

aɛḱɔːn,
involuntary.m.nom.sg

apɔtínɛi
pay.pres.ind.act.3sg

zdɛːmíɛːn
fine.f.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n⸗án
rel.f.acc.sg⸗mod

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

hirɛɛ́s
priest.m.nom.pl

táksɔːntai.
ordain.aor.sbjv.mid.3pl

‘If he (kills it) accidentally, he pays whatever fine the priests ordain.’
2.65.5

b. Modal Quantifier
λέγουσι δὲ καὶ τόδε Ἀράβιοι, ὡς πᾶσα⸗ἂν γῆ ἐπίμπλατο τῶν ὀφίων τού-
των, εἰ μὴ γίνεσθαι κατ’ αὐτοὺς οἷόν τι κατὰ τὰς ἐχίδνας ἠπιστάμην γίνε-
σθαι.
lɛǵɔusi
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

kaì
also.adv

tɔ́de
prox.n.acc.sg

Arábiɔi,
Arabian.m.nom.pl

hɔːs
that.comp

pãsa⸗àn
whole.f.nom.sg⸗mod

gɛ̃ː
country.f.nom.sg

ɛpímplatɔ
fill.impf.ind.mp.3sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɔpʰíɔːn
snake.m.gen.pl

tɔútɔːn,
med.m.gen.pl

ɛi
if.comp

mɛ̀ː
neg

gínɛstʰai
occur.inf.pres.mp

kat’
among

autɔùs
3pl.m.acc

hɔĩɔ́n-ti
such.as.rel.n.acc.sg-indf.n.acc.sg

katà
among

tás
art.f.acc.pl

ɛkʰídnas
viper.f.acc.pl

ɛːpistámɛːn
know.impf.ind.mp.1sg

gínɛstʰai.
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
τὴν⸗ἄν 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 ἄν 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 ἄν
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 περ (in Homer, however, this
particle still exhibits host promiscuity). The characteristic host promiscuity of
second-position clitics is thus absent in this function of ἄν.
It is not, however, the case that domain-widening ἄν has to be directly hosted

by a relative pronoun or complementizer, as other particles can intervene:

(4.5) Domain-Widening ἄν with δέ
ἣ⸗δὲ⸗ἄν τὰ πλεῖστα ἔχηι, αὕτη ἀρίστη.
hɛ̀ː ⸗dɛ⸗̀án
rel.f.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗mod

tà
art.n.acc.pl

plɛĩsta
most.n.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɛːi,
have.pres.sbjv.act.3sg

haútɛː
med.f.nom.sg

arístɛː.
best.f.nom.sg

‘Whichever (country) has the most is the best.’
1.32.8

Here the discourse marker δέ occurs between the relative pronoun and modal
particle. Were domain-widening ἄν a suffix like English -ever, we would expect
(under a lexicalist theory, at least) combinations of relative pronoun+ἄν to be
formed in the lexicon and not to be manipulatable by syntax.
When ἄν functions as a modal quantifier (on which, see, e.g., Casselmann

1854, Basset 1988, Gerö 2000, Beck, Malamud, and Osadcha 2012), it scopes
over the entire clause. This difference in scope is reflected in surface syntax.
In embedded clauses, ἄν 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
ὁρμημένου Δαρείου ῥοιὰς τρώγειν, ὡς ἄνοιξε τάχιστα τὴν πρώτην τῶν
ῥοιέων, εἴρετο αὐτὸν ὁ ἀδελφεὸς Ἀρτάβανος ὅ τι βούλοιτ’⸗ἄν⸗οἱ τοσοῦτο
πλῆθος γενέσθαι ὅσοι ἐν τῆι ῥοιῆι κόκκοι.
hɔrmɛːmɛńɔu
start.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.sg

Darɛíɔu
Darius.m.gen.sg
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hrɔiàs
pomegranate.f.acc.pl

trɔ́ːgɛin,
eat.inf.pres.act

hɔːs
as.comp

ánɔiksɛ
open.aor.ind.act.3sg

tákʰista
quickest.n.acc.pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

prɔ́ːtɛːn
first.f.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.f.gen.pl

hrɔiɛɔ́ːn,
pomegranate.f.gen.pl

ɛírɛtɔ
ask.impf.ind.mp.3sg

autɔ̀n
3sg.m.acc

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

adɛlpʰɛɔ̀s
brother.m.nom.sg

Artábanɔs
Artabanus.m.nom.sg

hɔ́-ti
what.wh.n.acc.sg-indf.n.acc.sg
bɔúlɔit’⸗án⸗hɔi
want.pres.opt.mp.3sg⸗mod⸗3sg.dat

tɔsɔũtɔ
so.great.n.acc.sg

plɛ̃ː tʰɔs
multitude.n.acc.sg

gɛnɛśtʰai
become.inf.aor.mid

hɔ́sɔi
as.many.rel.m.nom.pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

hrɔiɛ̃ː i
pomegranate.f.dat.sg

kɔ́kkɔi.
seed.m.nom.pl
‘WhenDarius 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 amultitude of as therewere seeds in the pomegranate.’

4.143.2

b. Finite Complement Clause
πολλάκις δὲ λέγεται γνώμην τήνδε ἀποδέξασθαι ὡς βούλοιτο⸗ἂνΖώπυρον
εἶναι ἀπαθέα τῆς ἀεικείης μᾶλλον ἢ Βαβυλῶνάς οἱ εἴκοσι πρὸς τῆι ἐούσηι
προσγενέσθαι.
pɔllákis
often.adv

dɛ̀
ptcl

lɛǵɛtai
say.pres.ind.mp.3sg

gnɔ́ːmɛːn
opinion.f.acc.sg

tɛ́ː ndɛ
prox.f.acc.sg

apɔdɛḱsastʰai
display.inf.aor.mid

hɔːs
that.comp

bɔúlɔitɔ⸗àn
want.pres.opt.mp.3sg⸗mod

Zdɔ́ːpyrɔn
Zopyrus.m.acc.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

apatʰɛá
unaffected.c.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

aɛikɛíɛːs
disfigurement.f.gen.sg

mãllɔn
more.adv

ɛ̀ː
disj

Babylɔ̃ːnás
Babylon.f.acc.pl
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hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛíkɔsi
twenty

prɔ̀s
to

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

ɛɔúsɛːi
be.ptcp.pres.act.f.dat.sg

prɔsgɛnɛśtʰai.
accrue.inf.aor.mid
‘It is said that (Darius) often expressed the following opinion, that
hewouldprefer Zopyrus’ havingnoexperienceof injury to acquiring
twenty Babylons in addition to the one he (already) had.’

3.160.1

Here the particle ἄν contributes the meaning ‘would.’ When the complemen-
tizer is a phrase, themodal 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
Δαρεῖος δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα καλέσας Ἰνδῶν τοὺς καλεομένους Καλλατίας, οἳ
τοὺς γονέας κατεσθίουσι, εἴρετο, παρεόντων τῶν Ἑλλήνων καὶ δι’ ἑρμη-
νέος μανθανόντων τὰ λεγόμενα, [ἐπὶ τίνι χρήματι] δεξαίατ’⸗ἂν τελευτῶν-
τας τοὺς πατέρας κατακαίειν πυρί.
Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

mɛtà
after

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

kalɛśas
call.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

Indɔ̃ːn
Indian.m.gen.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

kalɛɔmɛńɔus
call.ptcp.pres.mp.m.acc.pl

Kallatías,
Callatiae.m.acc.pl

hɔì
rel.m.nom.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

gɔnɛás
parent.m.acc.pl

katɛstʰíɔusi,
eat.pres.ind.act.3pl

ɛírɛtɔ,
ask.impf.ind.mp.3sg

parɛɔ́ntɔːn
be.present.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

di’
through

hɛrmɛːnɛɔ́s
interpreter.m.gen.sg

mantʰanɔ́ntɔːn
understand.ptcp.aor.act.m.gen.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

lɛgɔ́mɛna,
say.ptcp.pres.mp.n.acc.pl

[ɛpì
for

tíni
wh.n.dat.sg

kʰrɛ́ː mati]
money.n.dat.sg

dɛksaíat’⸗àn
receive.aor.opt.mid.3pl⸗mod

tɛlɛutɔ̃ːntas
die.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

patɛŕas
father.m.acc.pl

katakaíɛin
burn.inf.pres.act

pyrí.
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 (theGreekswere present and
understoodwhatwas being said through interpreters)what amount
of money they would accept to cremate their fathers when they
died.’

3.38.4

b. Relative Clause
τοὺς δὲ ἄλλους Ἀθηναῖοι κατέδησαν τὴν ἐπὶ θανάτωι, ἐν δὲ αὐτοῖσι καὶ
Τιμησίθεον τὸν Δελφόν, [τοῦ ἔργα χειρῶν τε καὶ λήματος] ἔχοιμ’⸗ἂν μέγι-
στα καταλέξαι.
tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

állɔus
other.m.acc.pl

Atʰɛːnaĩɔi
Athenian.m.nom.pl

katɛd́ɛːsan
bind.aor.ind.act.3pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛpì
to

tʰanátɔːi,
death.m.dat.sg

ɛn
in

dɛ̀
ptcl

autɔĩsi
3pl.m.dat

kaì
even.adv

Timɛːsítʰɛɔn
Timesitheus.m.acc.sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Dɛlpʰɔ́n,
Delphian.m.acc.sg

[tɔũ
rel.m.gen.sg

ɛŕga
feat.n.acc.pl

kʰɛirɔ̃ːn
hand.f.gen.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

lɛ́ː matɔs]
courage.n.gen.sg

ɛḱʰɔim’⸗àn
be.able.pres.opt.act.1sg⸗mod

mɛǵista
greatest.n.acc.pl

katalɛḱsai.
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 ἐπὶ τίνι
χρήματι, and the relative clause in (4.7.b) with τοῦ ἔργα χειρῶν τε καὶ λήματος.
Both clauses have amodal reading and ἄν 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
a. δῆλα γὰρ δὴ ὅτι, εἰ μὴ αὐταὶ ἐβουλέατο, οὐκ⸗ἂν ἡρπάζοντο.
dɛ̃ː la
clear.n.nom.pl

gàr
expl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

hɔ́ti,
that.comp

ɛi
if.comp

mɛ̀ː
neg

autaì
self.f.nom.pl

ɛbɔulɛátɔ,
want.impf.ind.mp.3pl

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

hɛːrpázdɔntɔ.
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

b. σὺ μέντοι ἀποδεξάμενος ὑβρίσματα ἐν τῶι λόγωι, οὔ⸗με ἔπεισας ἀσχή-
μονα ἐν τῆι ἀμοιβῆι γενέσθαι.
sỳ
2sg.nom

mɛńtɔi
ptcl

apɔdɛksámɛnɔs
accept.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

hybrísmata
arrogance.n.acc.pl

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

lɔ́gɔːi,
speech.m.dat.sg

ɔú⸗mɛ
neg⸗1sg.acc

ɛṕɛisas
persuade.aor.ind.act.2sg

askʰɛ́ː mɔna
inappropriate.c.acc.sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

amɔibɛ̃ː i
response.f.dat.sg

gɛnɛśtʰai.
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

c. οὔ⸗σε ἀπέστειλε Ἀρταφρένης ἐμέο πείθεσθαι καὶ πλέειν τῆι ἂν ἐγὼ κε-
λεύω;
ɔú⸗sɛ
neg⸗2sg.acc

apɛśtɛile
dispatch.aor.ind.act.3sg

Artapʰrɛńɛːs
Artaphrenes.m.nom.sg

ɛmɛɔ́
1sg.gen

pɛítʰɛstʰai
obey.inf.pres.mp

kaì
conj

plɛɛ́in
sail.inf.pres.act

tɛ̃ː i
rel.f.dat.sg

àn
mod

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

kɛlɛúɔː?
order.pres.ind.act.1sg
‘Didn’t Artaphrenes dispatch you to obey me and to sail wherever I
order?’

5.33.4
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d. οὐκ⸗ὦν⸗δή⸗σφεας ἔχειν ὁκότερον ἕλωνται ὥστε καὶ ὁμοίων καὶ ἴσων ἐόν-
των.
ɔuk⸗ɔ̃ːn⸗dɛ́ː ⸗spʰɛas
neg⸗ptcl⸗ptcl⸗3pl.c.acc

ɛḱʰɛin
have.inf.pres.act

hɔkɔ́tɛrɔn
which.of.two.m.acc.sg

hɛĺɔːntai
choose.pres.sbjv.mp.3pl

hɔ́ːste
since.comp

kaì
conj

hɔmɔíɔːn
alike.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

ísɔːn
equal.m.gen.pl

ɛɔ́ntɔːn.
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.β.2):

(4.9) Constituent Negation Not a Licit Host for Clausal Clitics
a. αὐτὸς δὲ ἔχων Λεσβίους ἐς Χίον ἔπλεε καὶ Χίων φρουρῆι [οὐ προσιεμέ-
νηι]⸗μιν συνέβαλε ἐν Κοίλοισι καλεομένοισι τῆς Χίης χώρης.
autɔ̀s
self.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛḱʰɔːn
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

Lɛsbíɔus
Lesbian.m.acc.pl

ɛs
into

Kʰíɔn
Chios.f.nom.sg

ɛṕlɛɛ
sail.impf.ind.act.3sg

kaì
conj

Kʰíɔːn
Chian.m.gen.pl

pʰrɔurɛ̃ː i
guard.f.dat.sg

[ɔu
neg

prɔsiɛmɛńɛːi]⸗min
let.in.ptcp.pres.mp.f.dat.sg⸗3sg.acc

synɛb́alɛ
engage.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛn
in

Kɔílɔisi
Hollow.n.dat.pl

kalɛɔmɛńɔisi
call.ptcp.pres.mp.n.dat.pl

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Kʰíɛːs
Chian.f.gen.sg

kʰɔ́ːrɛːs.
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
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b. οὐ γὰρ ἔδεισά κω μὴ ἑσσωθέωμεν ὑπὸ Σκυθέων μάχηι, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον [μὴ
οὐ δυνάμενοί]⸗σφεας εὑρεῖν πάθωμέν τι ἀλώμενοι.
ɔu
neg

gàr
expl

ɛd́ɛisá
fear.aor.ind.act.1sg

kɔː
yet.adv

mɛ̀ː
neg

hɛssɔːtʰɛɔ́ːmɛn
defeat.aor.sbjv.pass.1pl

hypɔ̀
by

Skytʰɛɔ́ːn
Scythian.m.gen.pl

mákʰɛːi,
battle.f.dat.sg

allà
but

mãllɔn
rather.adv

[mɛ̀ː
neg

ɔu
neg

dynámɛnɔí]⸗spʰɛas
be.able.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl⸗3pl.c.acc

hɛurɛĩn
find.inf.aor.act

pátʰɔːmɛń
suffer.aor.sbjv.act.1pl

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

alɔ́ːmɛnɔi.
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. εὖ γὰρ ἠπίστατο ὅτι [οὐκ ὡς γυναῖκά]⸗μιν ἔμελλεΚαμβύσης ἕξειν ἀλλ’ ὡς
παλλακήν.
ɛũ
well.adv

gàr
expl

ɛːpístatɔ
know.impf.ind.mp.3sg

hɔ́ti
that.comp

[ɔuk
neg

hɔːs
as.comp

gynaĩká]⸗min
wife.f.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

ɛḿɛllɛ
be.about.to.impf.ind.act.3sg

Kambýsɛːs
Cambyses.m.nom.sg

hɛḱsɛin
hold.inf.fut.act

all’
but

hɔːs
as.comp

pallakɛ́ː n.
concubine.f.acc.sg
‘For he knewwell that itwas [not as awife] thatCambyseswas about
to take her (as has been claimed), but as a concubine.’

3.1.2

d. [οὐκ⸗ὦν ἀμφοτέρηι]⸗σφι ἐχώρησε.
[ɔuk⸗ɔ̃ːn
neg⸗ptcl

ampʰɔtɛŕɛːi]⸗spʰi
both.f.dat.sg⸗3pl.dat

ɛkʰɔ́ːrɛːsɛ.
give.way.to.aor.ind.act.3sg

‘(Suppose then) they were not successful in both venues (i.e., on
land and on sea).’

7.10.β.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 ὡς γυναῖκα ‘as a woman’ and ἀμφοτέρηι ‘both,’ respectively, are negated.
This phenomenon is even more pronounced in cases of so-called “οὐ adhe-

rescent” (Smyth 1956: §§2691–2697), in which the scope of negation is re-
stricted to the verb:

(4.10) V-Internal Negation
a. οἷα δὲ παίδων τέ οἱ ὑπαρχόντων νεηνιέων καὶ λεγομένων ἐναγέων εἶναι
τῶν Ἀλκμεωνιδέων, [οὐ βουλόμενός]⸗οἱ γενέσθαι ἐκ τῆς νεογάμου γυναι-
κὸς τέκνα ἐμίσγετό οἱ οὐ κατὰ νόμον.
hɔĩa
since.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

paídɔːn
child.m.gen.pl

tɛ́
conj

hɔi
3sg.dat

hyparkʰɔ́ntɔːn
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

nɛɛːniɛɔ́ːn
young.men.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

lɛgɔmɛńɔːn
say.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

ɛnagɛɔ́ːn
cursed.c.gen.pl

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Alkmɛɔːnidɛɔ́ːn,
Alcmeonid.m.gen.pl

[ɔu
neg

bɔulɔ́mɛnɔ́s]⸗hɔi
wish.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg⸗3sg.dat

gɛnɛśtʰai
become.inf.aor.mid

ɛk
from

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

nɛɔgámɔu
newly.married.c.gen.sg

gynaikɔ̀s
wife.f.gen.sg

tɛḱna
child.n.acc.pl

ɛmísgɛtɔ́
mix.aor.ind.mid.3sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɔu
neg

katà
according.to

nɔ́mɔn.
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

b. [οὐκ ἠθελήσαμέν]⸗τοι ἐναντιοῦσθαι οὐδέ τι ἀποθύμιον ποιῆσαι.
[ɔuk
neg

ɛːtʰɛlɛ́ː samɛń]⸗tɔi
be.willing.aor.ind.act.1pl⸗2sg.dat

ɛnantiɔũstʰai
oppose.inf.pres.mp

ɔu-dɛ́
neg-ptcl

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

apɔtʰýmiɔn
displeasing.n.acc.sg

pɔiɛ̃ː sai.
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 μηδέ ‘not even’; its affirmative counterpart, scalar καί
‘even’; the intensifier αὐτός ‘self ’; and the exceptive modifier ὁ ἄλλος ‘else’:

(4.11) Scalar Negation
a. ἀρχὴν γὰρ ἐγὼ μηχανήσομαι οὕτω ὥστε [μηδὲ μαθεῖν]⸗μιν ὀφθεῖσαν ὑπὸ
σεῦ.
arkʰɛ̀ː n
beginning.f.acc.sg

gàr
expl

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

mɛːkʰanɛ́ː sɔmai
arrange.fut.ind.mid.1sg

hɔútɔː
thus.adv

hɔ́ːste
res

[mɛː-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

matʰɛĩn]⸗min
learn.inf.aor.act⸗3sg.acc

ɔpʰtʰɛĩsan
see.ptcp.aor.pass.f.acc.sg

hypɔ̀
by

sɛũ.
2sg.gen

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

1.9.1

b. τὰς δὲ γυναῖκας τῶν ἐπιφανέων ἀνδρῶν, ἐπεὰν τελευτήσωσι, οὐ παραυ-
τίκα διδοῦσι ταριχεύειν, [οὐδὲ ὅσαι]⸗ἂν ὦσιν εὐειδέες κάρτα καὶ λόγου
πλεῦνος γυναῖκες.
tàs
art.f.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

gynaĩkas
wife.f.acc.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɛpipʰanɛɔ́ːn
notable.c.gen.pl

andrɔ̃ːn,
man.m.gen.pl

ɛpɛ-àn
when.comp-mod

tɛlɛutɛ́ː sɔːsi,
die.aor.sbjv.act.3pl

ɔu
neg

parautíka
immediately.adv

didɔũsi
give.pres.ind.act.3pl

tarikʰɛúɛin,
embalm.inf.pres.act

[ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

hɔ́sai]⸗àn
as.many.rel.f.nom.pl⸗mod

ɔ̃ːsin
be.pres.sbjv.act.3pl

ɛuɛidɛɛ́s
good.looking.c.nom.pl

kárta
very.adv

kaì
conj

lɔ́gɔu
reputation.m.gen.sg

plɛũnɔs
more.c.gen.sg

gynaĩkɛs.
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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(4.12) Scalar καί
a. κάρτα τε δὴ ἐχαλέπαινε τῶι ποταμῶι ὁ Κῦρος τοῦτο ὑβρίσαντι καί οἱ
ἐπηπείλησε οὕτω δή μιν ἀσθενέα ποιήσειν ὥστε τοῦ λοιποῦ [καὶ γυναῖ-
κάς]⸗μιν εὐπετέως τὸ γόνυ οὐ βρεχούσας διαβήσεσθαι.
kárta
very.adv

tɛ
conj

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ɛkʰalɛṕainɛ
be.angry.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

pɔtamɔ̃ːi
river.m.dat.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kỹrɔs
Cyrus.m.nom.sg

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

hybrísanti
behave.insolently.ptcp.aor.act.m.dat.sg

kaí
conj

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛpɛːpɛílɛːsɛ
threaten.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔútɔː
so.adv

dɛ́ː
ptcl

min
3sg.acc

astʰɛnɛá
feeble.c.acc.sg

pɔiɛ́ː sɛin
make.inf.fut.act

hɔ́ːstɛ
res

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

lɔipɔũ
remaining.m.gen.sg

[kaì
even.adv

gynaĩkás]⸗min
woman.f.acc.pl⸗3sg.acc

ɛupɛtɛɔ́ːs
easily.adv

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

gɔ́ny
knee.n.acc.sg

ɔu
neg

brɛkʰɔúsas
get.wet.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.pl

diabɛ́ː sɛstʰai.
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

b. οὔτε τι γὰρ τῶν οἰκηίων τρίβουσι οὔτε δαπανῶνται, ἀλλὰ [καὶ σιτία]⸗σφί⸗
ἐστι ἱρὰ πεσσόμενα καὶ κρεῶν βοέων καὶ χηνέων πλῆθός τι ἑκάστωι
γίνεται πολλὸν ἡμέρης ἑκάστης. δίδοται δέ σφι καὶ οἶνος ἀμπέλινος.
ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

gàr
expl

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

ɔikɛːíɔːn
own.resources.n.gen.pl

tríbɔusi
consume.pres.ind.act.3pl

ɔu-tɛ
neg-conj

dapanɔ̃ːntai,
spend.pres.ind.mp.3pl

allà
but

[kaì
even.adv

sitía]⸗spʰí⸗ɛsti
bread.n.nom.pl⸗3pl.dat⸗be.pres.ind.act.3sg
hirà
sacred.n.nom.pl

pɛssɔ́mɛna
cook.ptcp.pres.mp.n.nom.pl

kaì
conj
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krɛɔ̃ːn
flesh.n.gen.pl

bɔɛɔ́ːn
cow.n.gen.pl

kaì
conj

kʰɛːnɛɔ́ːn
goose.n.gen.pl

plɛ̃ː tʰɔ́s
quantity.n.nom.sg

ti
indf.n.nom.sg

hɛkástɔːi
each.m.dat.sg

gínɛtai
become.pres.ind.mp.3sg

pɔllɔ̀n
much.n.nom.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːs
day.f.gen.sg

hɛkástɛːs.
each.f.gen.sg

dídɔtai
give.pres.ind.mp.3sg

dɛ́
ptcl

spʰi
3pl.dat

kaì
even.adv

ɔĩnɔs
wine.m.nom.sg

ampɛĺinɔs.
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 αὐτός
καὶ περὶ Πέρσας μὲν ἦν ταῦτα τὸν πάντα μεταξὺ χρόνον γενόμενον, μέχρι οὗ
[Ξέρξης αὐτός]⸗σφεας ἀπικόμενος ἔπαυσε.
kaì
conj

pɛrì
about

Pɛŕsas
Persian.m.acc.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

taũta
med.n.nom.pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pánta
all.m.acc.sg

mɛtaksỳ
in.between.adv

kʰrɔ́nɔn
time.m.acc.sg

genɔ́mɛnɔn,
become.ptcp.aor.mid.n.nom.sg

mɛkʰri hɔũ
until.comp

[Ksɛŕksɛːs
Xerxes.m.nom.sg

autɔ́s]⸗spʰɛas
self.m.nom.sg⸗3pl.c.acc

apikɔ́mɛnɔs
arrive.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

ɛṕausɛ.
end.aor.ind.act.3sg

‘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 ὁ ἄλλος ‘else’
[πλήν τε ἑνὸς τοῦ ἐς Ἕλληνας ἀπιέναι]F [πάντα τἆλλά]⸗οἱ παρῆν.
[plɛ́ː n
except

tɛ
conj

hɛnɔ̀s
one.n.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

ɛs
into

Hɛĺlɛːnas
Greek.m.acc.pl

apiɛńai]F
go.back.inf.pres.act

[pánta
every.n.nom.pl
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t-ãllá]⸗hɔi
art.n.nom.pl-other.n.nom.pl⸗3sg.dat
parɛ̃ː n.
be.present.impf.ind.act.3sg
‘[Except one thing, namely going back to Greece]F, 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)
a. [ὁ δὲ παῖς]Top [οὐ⸗γὰρ ἔφη]⸗οἱ συμπλεύσεσθαι.
[hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

paĩs]Top
child.m.nom.sg

[ɔu⸗gàr
neg⸗expl

ɛṕʰɛː]⸗hɔi
say.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

symplɛúsɛstʰai.
sail.with.inf.fut.mid

‘For [his son]Top refused to sail with him.’
4.149.1

b. [οὐ⸗γὰρ ποιῆσαί]⸗μιν τὸ χρεὸν ἦν ποιέειν.
[ɔu⸗gàr
neg⸗expl

pɔiɛ̃ː saí]⸗min
do.inf.aor.act⸗3sg.acc

tɔ̀
rel.n.nom.sg

kʰrɛɔ̀n
necessity.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.3sg

pɔiɛɛ́in.
do.inf.pres.act

‘For he had not done what it was necessary to do.’
2.133.3

c. [οὐ⸗γὰρ εἶχέ]⸗κω ἡλικίην στρατεύεσθαι.
[ɔu⸗gàr
neg⸗expl

ɛĩkʰɛ]́⸗kɔː
have.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗yet.adv

ɛ̃ː likíɛːn
age.f.acc.sg

stratɛúɛstʰai.
campaign.inf.pres.mp
‘For (Darius) was not old enough yet to campaign.’

1.209.2

In each example, the particle γάρ 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. σιδήρωι δὲ οὐδ᾽ ἀργύρωι χρέωνται οὐδέν. [οὐδὲ⸗γὰρ οὐδέ]⸗σφι ἔστι ἐν τῆι
χώρηι.
sidɛ́ː rɔːi
iron.m.dat.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔu-d’
neg-ptcl

argýrɔːi
silver.m.dat.sg

kʰrɛɔ́ːntai
use.pres.ind.act.3pl

ɔudɛń.
nothing.n.acc.sg

[ɔu-dɛ⸗̀gàr
neg-ptcl⸗expl

ɔu-dɛ]́⸗spʰi
neg-ptcl⸗3pl.dat

ɛśti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

kʰɔ́ːrɛːi.
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. καὶ [οὐδέν⸗τι πάντως]⸗ἂν ἐξεῖλον Πεισιστρατίδας οἱ Λακεδαιμόνιοι.
kaì
conj

[ɔudɛń⸗ti
nothing.n.acc.sg⸗indf.n.acc.sg

pántɔːs]⸗àn
entirely.adv⸗mod

ɛksɛĩlɔn
take.aor.ind.act.3pl

Pɛisistratídas
Peisistratid.m.acc.pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Lakɛdaimɔ́niɔi.
Lacedaemonian.m.nom.pl
‘and theLacedaemonianswouldnot at all have taken thePeisistratid
stronghold.’

5.65.1

When not contiguous, the first negation hosts:

(4.17) … καὶ [δοκέοντες παρὰ ταῦτα] οὐδ’⸗ἂν τοὺς σοφωτάτους ἀνθρώπων Αἰγυ-
πτίους οὐδὲν ἐπεξευρεῖν.
kaì
conj

[dɔkɛɔ́ntɛs
think.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

parà
beside

taũta]
med.n.acc.pl

ɔud’⸗àn
neg⸗mod

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

sɔpʰɔːtátɔus
wisest.m.acc.pl

antʰrɔ́ːpɔːn
man.m.gen.pl

Aigyptíɔus
Egyptian.m.acc.pl

ɔudɛǹ
nothing.n.acc.sg

ɛpɛksɛurɛĩn.
devise.inf.aor.act

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

2.160.1



106 chapter 4

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.10 There have been various attempts to establish a universal hier-
archy of adverbials that will predict their distribution in the clause (e.g., Jack-
endoff 1972, 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 Schäfer 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).11 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 Matić (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.
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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
a. [καὶ γὰρ] δεινὸν⸗ἂν εἴη πρῆγμα, εἰ Σάκας μὲν καὶ Ἰνδοὺς καὶ Αἰθίοπάς
τε καὶ Ἀσσυρίους ἄλλα τε ἔθνεα πολλὰ καὶ μεγάλα, ἀδικήσαντα Πέρσας
οὐδέν, ἀλλὰ δύναμιν προσκτᾶσθαι βουλόμενοι, καταστρεψάμενοι δούλους
ἔχομεν, Ἕλληνας δὲ ὑπάρξαντας ἀδικίης οὐ τιμωρησόμεθα.
[kaì gàr]
indeed.adv

dɛinɔ̀n⸗àn
terrible.n.nom.sg⸗mod

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

prɛ̃ː gma,
act.n.nom.sg

ɛi
if.comp

Sákas
Saca.m.acc.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

kaì
conj

Indɔùs
Indian.m.acc.pl

kaì
conj

Aitʰíɔpás
Ethiopian.m.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

Assyríɔus
Assyrian.m.acc.pl

álla
other.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

ɛt́ʰnɛa
nation.n.acc.pl

pɔllà
many.n.acc.pl

kaì
conj

mɛgála,
great.n.acc.pl

adikɛ́ː santa
do.wrong.ptcp.aor.act.n.acc.pl

Pɛŕsas
Persian.m.acc.pl

ɔudɛń,
nothing.n.acc.sg

allà
but

dýnamin
power.f.acc.sg

prɔsktãstʰai
add.inf.pres.mp

bɔulɔ́mɛnɔi,
desire.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl
katastrɛpsámɛnɔi
subdue.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

dɔúlɔus
slave.m.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɔmɛn,
have.pres.ind.act.1pl

Hɛĺlɛːnas
Greek.m.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

hypárksantas
exist.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.pl

adikíɛːs
injustice.f.gen.sg

ɔu
neg

timɔːrɛːsɔ́mɛtʰa.
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. [ἤδη⸗ὦν] ἄνδρες⸗ἂν εἶεν ἐν αὐτοῖσι τέσσερες μυριάδες καὶ εἴκοσι.
[ɛ́ː dɛː⸗ɔ̃ːn]
accordingly.adv⸗ptcl

ándrɛs⸗àn
man.m.nom.pl⸗mod

ɛĩɛn
be.pres.opt.act.3pl

ɛn
in

autɔĩsi
3pl.dat

tɛśsɛrɛs
four.m.nom.pl

myriádɛs
ten.thousand.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

ɛíkɔsi.
two.hundred.m.nom.pl

‘[Accordingly], the (number of)men in themwould be twohundred
and forty thousand.’

7.184.3

(4.20) Frame Adverbials
a. καὶ [οὕτω] Αἰγύπτιοί⸗τ’⸗ἂν ἠπιστέατο ὡς ὑπ’ ἀνδρὸς μεγάλου ἄρχονται
καὶ ἄμεινον σὺ⸗ἂν ἤκουες.
kaì
conj

[hɔútɔː]
thus.adv

Aigýptiɔí⸗t’⸗àn
Egyptian.m.nom.pl⸗conj⸗mod

ɛːpistɛátɔ
know.impf.ind.mp.3pl

hɔːs
that.comp

hyp’
by

andrɔ̀s
man.m.gen.sg

mɛgálɔu
great.m.gen.sg

árkʰɔntai
rule.pres.ind.mp.3pl

kaì
conj

ámɛinɔn
better.n.acc.sg

sỳ⸗àn
2sg.nom⸗mod

ɛ́ː kɔuɛs
hear.impf.ind.act.2sg

‘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

b. οἱ δέ τινες λέγουσι περὶ τῆς βοὸς ταύτης καὶ τῶν κολοσσῶν τόνδε τὸν
λόγον, ὡς Μυκερῖνος ἠράσθη τῆς ἑωυτοῦ θυγατρὸς καὶ [ἔπειτα] ἐμίγη⸗οἱ
ἀεκούσηι.
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ́
ptcl

tinɛs
indf.c.nom.pl

lɛǵɔusi
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

pɛrì
about

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

bɔɔ̀s
cow.f.gen.sg

taútɛːs
med.f.gen.sg

kaì
conj

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

kɔlɔssɔ̃ːn
statue.m.gen.pl

tɔ́ndɛ
med.m.acc.sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

lɔ́gɔn,
story.m.acc.sg

hɔːs
that.comp

Mykɛrĩnɔs
Mycerinus.m.nom.sg

ɛːrástʰɛː
fall.in.love.aor.ind.pass.3sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ
refl.3sg.m.gen
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tʰygatrɔ̀s
daughter.f.gen.sg

kaì
conj

[ɛṕɛita]
thereafter.adv

ɛmígɛː⸗hɔi
sleep.with.aor.ind.pass.3sg⸗3sg.dat
aɛkɔúsɛːi.
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.’

2.131.1 (cf. 2.129.3)

c. τὸν δὲ ἱρέα τοῦτον καταδεδεμένον τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς λέγουσιν ὑπὸ δύο
λύκων ἄγεσθαι ἐς τὸ ἱρὸν τῆς Δήμητρος ἀπέχον τῆς πόλιος εἴκοσι στα-
δίους. καὶ [αὖτις ὀπίσω ἐκ τοῦ ἱροῦ] ἀπάγειν⸗μιν τοὺς λύκους ἐς τὠυτὸ
χωρίον.
tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

hirɛá
priest.m.acc.sg

tɔũtɔn
med.m.acc.sg

katadɛdɛmɛńɔn
bandage.ptcp.perf.mp.m.acc.sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɔpʰtʰalmɔùs
eye.m.acc.pl

lɛǵɔusin
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

hypɔ̀
by

dýɔ
two

lýkɔːn
wolf.m.gen.pl

ágɛstʰai
lead.inf.pres.mp

ɛs
into

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

hirɔ̀n
temple.n.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Dɛ́ː mɛːtrɔs
Demeter.f.gen.sg

apɛḱʰɔn
be.at.a.distance.ptcp.pres.act.n.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

pɔ́liɔs
city.f.gen.sg

ɛíkɔsi
twenty

stadíɔus.
stade.m.acc.pl

kaì
conj

[aũtis
again.adv

ɔpísɔː
back

ɛk
from

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

hirɔũ]
temple.n.gen.sg

apágɛin⸗min
lead.inf.pres.act⸗3sg.acc

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

lýkɔus
wolf.m.acc.pl

ɛs
into

t-ɔːutɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg-same.n.acc.sg

kʰɔːríɔn.
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. κάρτα τε δὴ ἐχαλέπαινε τῶι ποταμῶι ὁ Κῦρος τοῦτο ὑβρίσαντι καί οἱ
ἐπηπείλησε οὕτω δή μιν ἀσθενέα ποιήσειν ὥστε [τοῦ λοιποῦ] καὶ γυναῖ-
κάς⸗μιν εὐπετέως τὸ γόνυ οὐ βρεχούσας διαβήσεσθαι.
kárta
very.adv

tɛ
conj

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ɛkʰalɛṕainɛ
be.angry.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

pɔtamɔ̃ːi
river.m.dat.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kỹrɔs
Cyrus.m.nom.sg

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

hybrísanti
behave.insolently.ptcp.aor.act.m.dat.sg

kaí
conj

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛpɛːpɛílɛːsɛ
threaten.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔútɔː
so.adv

dɛ́ː
ptcl

min
3sg.acc

astʰɛnɛá
feeble.c.acc.sg

pɔiɛ́ː sɛin
make.inf.fut.act

hɔ́ːstɛ
res

[tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

lɔipɔũ]
remaining.n.gen.sg

kaì
even.adv

gynaĩkás⸗min
woman.f.acc.pl⸗3sg.acc

ɛupɛtɛɔ́ːs
easily.adv

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

gɔ́ny
knee.n.acc.sg

ɔu
neg

brɛkʰɔúsas
get.wet.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.pl

diabɛ́ː sɛstʰai.
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

(4.21) Event-External Adverbial
a. Adverb
[διὸ] ἐξήλασέ⸗μιν ὁ Ἵππαρχος, πρότερον χρεώμενος τὰ μάλιστα.
[di-ɔ̀]
on.account-rel.n.acc.sg

ɛksɛ́ː lasɛ⸗́min
banish.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Hípparkʰɔs,
Hipparchus.m.nom.sg

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

kʰrɛɔ́ːmɛnɔs
be.close.with.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

málista.
most.adv

‘[On account of this], Hipparchusi banished him, although before
hei had been quite close (with him).’

7.6.4
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b. Θηβαῖοι μέν νυν καὶ ὅσοι διὰ τούτους ὀΐων ἀπέχονται [διὰ τάδε] λέγουσι
τὸν νόμον τόνδε⸗σφι τεθῆναι.
Tʰɛːbaĩɔi
Theban.m.nom.pl

mɛń
ptcl

nyn
ptcl

kaì
conj

hɔ́sɔi
as.many.rel.m.nom.pl

dià
through

tɔútɔus
art.m.acc.pl

ɔíɔːn
sheep.m.gen.pl

apɛḱʰɔntai
keep.away.pres.ind.mp.3pl

[dià
on.account.of

tádɛ]
prox.n.acc.pl

lɛǵɔusi
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

nɔ́mɔn
custom.m.acc.sg

tɔ́ndɛ⸗spʰi
med.m.acc.sg⸗3pl.dat

tɛtʰɛ̃ː nai.
establish.inf.aor.pass

‘Thebans and thosewho by the Theban example do not touch sheep
say that this customhas been established by them [for the following
reason].’

2.42.3

c. συγχωρησάντων δὲ καὶ ταῦτα τῶν Σπαρτιητέων, [οὕτω⸗δὴ] πέντε⸗σφι
μαντευόμενος ἀγῶνας τοὺς μεγίστους Τισαμενὸς ὁ Ἠλεῖος, γενόμενος
Σπαρτιήτης, συγκαταιρέει.
synkʰɔːrɛːsántɔːn
grant.ptcp.aor.act.m.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

kaì
even.adv

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Spartiɛːtɛɔ́ːn,
Spartan.m.gen.pl

[hɔútɔː⸗dɛ̀ː ]
so.adv⸗ptcl

pɛńtɛ⸗spʰi
five⸗3pl.dat

mantɛuɔ́mɛnɔs
divine.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

agɔ̃ːnas
contest.m.acc.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

mɛgístɔus
greatest.m.acc.pl

Tisamɛnɔ̀s
Tisamenus.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Ɛːlɛĩɔs,
Elean.m.nom.sg

gɛnɔ́mɛnɔs
become.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

Spartiɛ́ː tɛːs,
Spartan.m.nom.sg

synkatairɛɛ́i.
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.’

9.35.1
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(4.22) Event-External Adverbial
a. Prepositional Phrase
εἰ μέν νυν μαθὼν ταῦτα ὁ Καμβύσης ἐγνωσιμάχεε καὶ ἀπῆγε ὀπίσω τὸν
στρατόν, [ἐπὶ τῆι ἀρχῆθεν γενομένηι ἁμαρτάδι] ἦν⸗ἂν ἀνὴρ σοφός. νῦν δὲ
οὐδένα λόγον ποιεύμενος ῆιε αἰεὶ ἐς τὸ πρόσω.
ɛi
if.comp

mɛń
ptcl

nyn
ptcl

matʰɔ̀ːn
perceive.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kambýsɛːs
Cambyses.m.nom.sg

ɛgnɔːsimákʰɛɛ
yield.impf.ind.act.3sg

kaì
conj

apɛ̃ː gɛ
lead.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɔpísɔː
back.adv

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

stratɔ́n,
army.m.acc.sg

[ɛpì
on

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

arkʰɛ̃ː tʰɛn
from.beginning.adv

gɛnɔmɛńɛːi
become.ptcp.aor.mid.f.dat.sg

hamartádi]
fault.f.dat.sg

ɛ̃ː n⸗àn
be.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗mod

anɛ̀ː r
man.m.nom.sg

sɔpʰɔ́s.
wise.m.nom.sg

nỹn
now.adv

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔudɛńa
none.m.acc.sg

lɔ́gɔn
account.m.acc.sg

pɔiɛúmɛnɔs
make.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː iɛ
go.impf.ind.act.3sg

aiɛì
always.adv

ɛs
into

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

prɔ́sɔː.
forward.adv
‘If, upon learning of this, Cambyses had admitted his mistake and
ledhis armyback, hewouldhave been awiseman [despite his initial
mistake]. But as it was, he forged ahead, deeming the matter of no
importance.’

3.25.5

b. [πρὸς⸗ὦν⸗δὴ τοῦτο τὸ κήρυγμα] οὔτε⸗τίς⸗οἱ διαλέγεσθαι οὔτε οἰκίοισι
δέκεσθαι ἤθελε.
[prɔ̀s⸗ɔ̃ːn⸗dɛ̀ː
toward⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

kɛ́ː rygma]
proclamation.art.n.acc.sg

ɔú-tɛ⸗tís⸗hɔi
neg-conj⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗3sg.dat

dialɛǵɛstʰai
talk.inf.pres.mp

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

ɔikíɔisi
home.m.dat.pl
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dɛḱɛstʰai
receive.inf.pres.mp

ɛ́ː tʰɛlɛ.
want.impf.ind.act.3sg

‘[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 objectivematter,
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 foundwith 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. τετραμμένωι γὰρ δὴ καὶ μετεγνωκότι ἐπιφοιτῶν ὄνειρον φαντάζεταί⸗μοι,
οὐδαμῶς συνέπαινον ἐὸν ποιέειν με ταῦτα.
tɛtrammɛńɔːi
turn.ptcp.perf.mp.m.dat.sg

gàr
expl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

kaì
conj

mɛtɛgnɔːkɔ́ti
change.mind.ptcp.perf.act.m.dat.sg
ɛpipʰɔitɔ̃ːn
come.repeatedly.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.sg

ɔ́nɛirɔn
dream.n.nom.sg

pʰantázdɛtaí⸗mɔi,
appear.pres.ind.mp.3sg⸗1sg.dat

ɔudamɔ̃ːs
in.no.way.adv

synɛṕainɔn
consent.n.nom.sg

ɛɔ̀n
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.sg

pɔiɛɛ́in
do.inf.pres.act

mɛ
1sg.acc

taũta.
med.n.acc.pl
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‘For since I turned and changed my mind, a dream keeps coming
and appears tome, and it does not at all agree that I do these things.’

7.15.2

b. καίτοι γενομένης λέσχης ὃς γένοιτο αὐτῶν ἄριστος, ἔγνωσαν οἱ παραγε-
νόμενοι Σπαρτιητέων Ἀριστόδημον μὲν βουλόμενον φανερῶς ἀποθανεῖν
ἐκ τῆς παρεούσης⸗οἱ αἰτίης λυσσῶντά τε καὶ ἐκλείποντα τὴν τάξιν ἔργα
ἀποδέξασθαι μεγάλα.
kaítɔi
and.yet.adv

gɛnɔmɛńɛːs
become.ptcp.aor.mid.f.gen.sg

lɛśkʰɛːs
gossip.f.gen.sg

hɔ̀s
rel.m.nom.sg

gɛńɔitɔ
become.aor.opt.mid.3sg

autɔ̃ːn
3pl.m.gen

áristɔs,
best.m.nom.sg

ɛǵnɔːsan
recognize.aor.ind.act.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

paragɛnɔ́mɛnɔi
arrive.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.pl

Spartiɛːtɛɔ́ːn
Spartan.m.gen.pl

Aristɔ́dɛːmɔn
Aristodemus.m.acc.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

bɔulɔ́mɛnɔn
want.ptcp.pres.mp.m.acc.sg

pʰanɛrɔ̃ːs
conspicuously.adv

apɔtʰanɛĩn
die.inf.aor.act

ɛk
from

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

parɛɔúsɛːs⸗hɔi
present.ptcp.pres.act.f.gen.sg⸗3sg.dat

aitíɛːs
charge.f.gen.sg

lyssɔ̃ːntá
be.insane.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛklɛípɔnta
leave.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

táksin
post.f.acc.sg

ɛŕga
deed.n.acc.pl

apɔdɛḱsastʰai
display.inf.aor.mid

mɛgála.
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
ἐνθαῦτα τῶν Περσέων Οἰόβαζος ἐδεήθη Δαρείου τριῶν ἐόντων⸗οἱ παίδων καὶ
πάντων στρατευομένων ἕνα αὐτῶι καταλειφθῆναι.
ɛntʰaũta
then.adv

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

Ɔiɔ́bazdɔs
Oiobazus.m.nom.sg
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ɛdɛɛ́ː tʰɛː
ask.aor.ind.pass.3sg

Darɛíɔu
Darius.m.gen.sg

triɔ̃ːn
three.m.gen.pl

ɛɔ́ntɔːn⸗hɔi
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl⸗3sg.dat

paídɔːn
child.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

pántɔːn
all.m.gen.pl

stratɛuɔmɛńɔːn
be.in.the.army.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

hɛńa
one.m.acc.sg

autɔ̃ːi
3sg.m.dat

katalɛipʰtʰɛ̃ː nai.
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.’

4.84.1

(4.25) Recipient Dative
a. Ἅρπαγος δὲ ὡς εἶδέ με, ἐκέλευε τὴν ταχίστην ἀναλαβόντα τὸ παιδίον
οἴχεσθαι φέροντα καὶ θεῖναι ἔνθα θηριωδέστατον εἴη τῶν ὀρέων, φὰς
Ἀστυάγεα εἶναι τὸν ταῦτα ἐπιθέμενόν⸗μοι, πόλλ’ ἀπειλήσας εἰ μή σφεα
ποιήσαιμι.
Hárpagɔs
Harpagus.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛĩdɛ́
see.aor.ind.act.3sg

mɛ,
1sg.acc

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

takʰístɛːn
quickest.f.acc.sg

analabɔ́nta
pick.up.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

paidíɔn
child.n.acc.sg

ɔíkʰɛstʰai
go.inf.pres.mp

pʰɛŕɔnta
carry.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tʰɛĩnai
put.inf.aor.act

ɛńtʰa
where.rel.adv

tʰɛːriɔːdɛśtatɔn
most.wild.n.nom.sg

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

ɔrɛɔ́ːn,
mountain.n.gen.pl

pʰàs
say.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

Astyágɛa
Astyages.m.acc.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

ɛpitʰɛḿɛnɔ́n⸗mɔi,
lay.upon.ptcp.aor.mid.m.acc.sg⸗1sg.dat

pɔ́ll’
much.n.acc.pl

apɛilɛ́ː sas
threaten.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ɛi
if.comp

mɛ́ː
neg

spʰɛa
3pl.n.acc

pɔiɛ́ː saimi.
do.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.’

1.111.3

b. Εὐήνιε, ταύτην δίκην Ἀπολλωνιῆται τῆς ἐκτυφλώσιος ἐκτίνουσί⸗τοι κατὰ
θεοπρόπια τὰ γενόμενα.
Ɛuɛ́ː niɛ,
Euenius.m.voc.sg

taútɛːn
med.f.acc.sg

díkɛːn
restitution.f.acc.sg

Apɔllɔːniɛ̃ː tai
Apollonian.m.nom.pl

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

ɛktypʰlɔ́ːsiɔs
blinding.f.gen.sg

ɛktínɔusí⸗tɔi
pay.pres.ind.act.3pl⸗2sg.dat

katà
according.to

tʰɛɔprɔ́pia
oracle.n.acc.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

gɛnɔ́mɛna.
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
ἐπείτε δὲ ἐξέμαθε ὡς οὐ σὺν ἐκείνοισι εἴη ταῦτα πεποιηκώς, ἔλαβε αὐτόν τε
τὸν Ἰνταφρένεα καὶ τοὺς παῖδας αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς οἰκηίους πάντας, ἐλπίδας
πολλὰς ἔχων μετὰ τῶν συγγενέων μιν ἐπιβουλεύειν⸗οἱ ἐπανάστασιν, συλ-
λαβὼν δὲ σφεας ἔδησε τὴν ἐπὶ θανάτωι.
ɛpɛítɛ
after.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛksɛḿatʰɛ
know.well.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔːs
that.comp

ɔu
neg

sỳn
with

ɛkɛínɔisi
dist.m.dat.pl

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

pɛpɔiɛːkɔ́ːs,
do.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg

ɛĺabɛ
seize.aor.ind.act.3sg

autɔ́n
3sg.m.acc

tɛ
conj

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Intapʰrɛńɛa
Intaphrenes.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

paĩdas
child.m.acc.pl

autɔũ
3sg.m.gen

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɔikɛːíɔus
domestic.m.acc.pl

pántas,
all.m.acc.pl

ɛlpídas
suspicion.f.acc.pl

pɔllàs
many.f.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɔːn
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

mɛtà
with
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tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

syngɛnɛɔ́ːn⸗min
kinsman.m.gen.pl⸗3sg.acc

ɛpibɔulɛúɛin⸗hɔi
plot.inf.pres.act⸗3sg.dat

ɛpanástasin,
rebellion.f.acc.sg

syllabɔ̀ːn
arrest.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

spʰɛas
3pl.c.acc

ɛd́ɛːse
bind.aor.ind.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛpì
on

tʰanátɔːi.
death.m.dat.sg

‘After (Dariusi) foundout that (hek) didnot do thiswith them,hei seized
Intaphrenesk himself along with hisk children and all hisk domestic
staff, since hei had many suspicions that hek was plotting a rebellion
against himi with hisk kinsmen. Having imprisoned them, (hei) sen-
tenced them to death.’

3.119.2

(4.27) Dative Agent with Passive Verb
ἤδη ὦν ὀρθῶι λόγωι χρεωμένωι μέχρι Περσέος ὀρθῶς εἴρηταί⸗μοι.
ɛ́ː dɛː
accordingly.adv

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

ɔrtʰɔ̃ːi
correct.m.dat.sg

lɔ́gɔːi
reasoning.m.dat.sg

kʰrɛɔːmɛńɔːi
use.ptcp.pres.mp.m.dat.sg

mɛḱʰri
up.to

Pɛrsɛɔ́s
Perseus.m.gen.sg

ɔrtʰɔ̃ːs
correctly.adv

ɛírɛːtaí⸗mɔi.
say.perf.ind.mp.3sg⸗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 thephilological literature, one sometimes encounters disjunctive general-

izations about clitic distribution inGreek, 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): “Für den genannten Sprachbereich nämlich gilt ausnahm-
slos die Regel dass ἄν, wofern es nicht unmittelbar neben das Verbum tritt, dessenModal-
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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 defineswhenwe should expect a clitic in secondposi-
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 μοι 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 licensedwhen 2Wplacement would yieldmore than one reading for the
dative.

4.6 Summing Up

This chapter openedwith an exposition of clitic deficiencies and then offered a
template for clitic domains and the internal orderingof theirmembers. I 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 ἄν, 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 ἄν 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-motivateddeviations. Less clear is thepropensity of certaindative
pronominal clitics to be hosted by a verb and not in second position. This is a
topic that requires further research.

ität 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 μέν or δέ and pre-
cede the host of a clausal clitic, as illustrated by the phrase τὸ⸗δὲ βῆμα in the
following example from Aristophanes:

(5.1) [τὸ⸗δὲ βῆμα] τί⸗σοι χρήσιμον ἔσται;
[tɔ̀⸗dɛ̀
art.n.acc.sg⸗ptcl

bɛ̃ː ma]
rostrum.n.acc.sg

tí⸗sɔi
wh.n.nom.sg⸗2sg.dat

kʰrɛ́ː simɔn
use.n.nom.sg

ɛśtai?
be.fut.ind.mid.3sg

‘[As for the rostrum], what use will you have for it?’
ar. Eccl. 677

The interrogative pronoun τί marks the start of the clause (more precisely, the
left edge of the CP), which is in turn followed by the pronominal clitic σοι in
canonical second position.1 The phrase τὸ⸗δὲ βῆμα occurs before both of them.
I argue that the following phrase structure underlies this pattern:

(5.2) Topicalization

As the NP τὸ⸗δὲ βῆμα adjoins to CP, it does not factor into the calculation of
second position for the clausal clitic σοι. The particle δέ 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 μέν and δέ, its analysis does support

1 While I focus on the diagnostic value of pronominal clitics and the modal particle ἄν in this
chapter, other diagnostics offer similar insights: see, e.g., Devine and Stephens (1999: 56).
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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 ἄν 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 μιν, a TLG
search yields 328 tokens, 5 ofwhichwere 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 ἄν and μιν

NCT ἄν F1 F2 NCT μιν F1 F2

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 ἄν” indicates the number of sentences in which ἄν
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 μέν and δέ 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).

http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu
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canonical tokens”); the column headed “NCT μιν” provides the same informa-
tion for μιν. 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 Büring
1997: 66–67):

(5.3) QUD:Who would buy what?
a. [I]CTwould buy [The Hotel New Hampshire]F.
b. [Fritz]CTwould buy [TheWorld According to Garp]F.

The QUDWho 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 TheWorld 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 (Büring 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 questionWhowould buy what? presupposes a domain withmore 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, Bošković 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⟧ct) denotes a set of a set of propositions, or a set of
questions (Büring 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 buyWar and Peace, Bolle would buy TheWorld Accord-
ing to Garp, Bolle would buy The Hotel New Hampshire, …},
{Fritz would buyWar and Peace, Fritz would buy TheWorld Accord-
ing to Garp, Fritz would buy The Hotel New Hampshire, …},
{Fritz’ brother would buy War and Peace, Fritz’ brother would buy
TheWorldAccording toGarp, Fritz’ brotherwould buy TheHotel 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, inwhich eachmove forms
an element in a chain (<mi, mj, mk, …>). 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

Büring (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]CTwould buy [The Hotel New Hampshire]F.
[Fritz]CTwould buy [TheWorld According to Garp]F.

b. Partial Topic (PT)
What did the popstars wear?
The [female]PT popstars wore [caftans]F.

c. Implicational Topic (IT)
A: Did your wife kiss other men?
B: [My]ITwife [didn’t]F 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 onmy suggests that the activity of other wives is
relevant (Büring 1997: 56).
As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, topicalization in Greek in-

volves not just preposing but also the discourse particles μέν and δέ. We find
three patterns. The first involves the use of μέν and δέ together. This construc-
tion involves multiple utterances, in the first of which a preposed XP is marked
with μέν. In all subsequent utterances (which answer sub-QUDs), the preposed
XP is marked with δέ. The second and third patterns are truncated versions of
this construction that involve singleton utterances, in which the preposed XP
is marked either with μέν or δέ.
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 towhich it is answered. In theμέν-δέ construction, thehigher-orderQUD
has been explicitly evoked in the discourse, towhich the sumof the μέν- and δέ-
marked utterances offers an exhaustive answer. This construction corresponds
to Büring’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 μέν without a corresponding δέ, 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 δέ,
without a corresponding μέν-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 δέ-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 μέν or δέ 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

μέν … δέ Evoked Contrastive Topic
μέν Evoked Partial Topic
δέ 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.

5.2.1 Evoked QUD
We begin with the μέν … δέ 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 andWard (1998):

(5.7) Explicitly Evoked Set
She had an idea for a project. She’s going to use three groups of mice.
Onei, she’ll feed themi mouse chow, just the regular stuff they make
for mice. Anotherk, she’ll feed themk 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 preposednouns (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 andWard 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-QUDWhat 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 μέν and δέ. The particle
μέν signals two properties of its utterance. The first is that the higher-order
QUD is already present in the discourse (the anaphoric character of μέν 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 inHerodotus’ ethnography
of the Persian empire, where he records that upon ascending the throneDarius
divided his kingdom into twenty satrapies:

(5.8) QUD:What did Darius do as king?
a. Sub-QUD: How did Darius organize the empire?
καταστήσας δὲ τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ ἄρχοντας ἐπιστήσας ἐτάξατο φόρους οἱ
προσιέναι κατὰ ἔθνεά τε καὶ πρὸς τοῖσι ἔθνεσι τοὺς πλησιοχώρους προσ-
τάσσων καὶ ὑπερβαίνων τοὺς προσεχέας τὰ ἑκαστέρω ἄλλοισι ἄλλα ἔθνεα
νέμων.
katastɛ́ː sas
divide.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

arkʰàs
dominion.f.acc.pl

kaì
conj

árkʰɔntas
governor.m.acc.pl

ɛpistɛ́ː sas,
appoint.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ɛtáksatɔ
instruct.aor.ind.mid.3sg

pʰɔ́rɔus
tribute.m.acc.pl

hɔi
3sg.dat

prɔsiɛńai
come.in.inf.pres.act

katà
according.to

ɛt́ʰnɛá
nation.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

prɔ̀s
near

tɔĩsi
art.n.dat.pl

ɛt́ʰnɛsi
nation.n.dat.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

plɛːsiɔkʰɔ́ːrɔus
bordering.m.acc.pl

prɔstássɔːn
attach.to.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

hypɛrbaínɔːn
pass.over.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

prɔsɛkʰɛás
next.to.m.acc.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

hɛkastɛŕɔː
farther.off.n.acc.pl
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állɔisi
other.n.dat.pl

álla
other.n.acc.pl

ɛt́ʰnɛɑ
nation.n.acc.pl

nɛḿɔːn.
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

b. Sub-QUD: How were satrapies and revenue divided?
ἀρχὰς δὲ καὶ φόρων πρόσοδον τὴν ἐπέτειον [κατὰ τάδε]F διεῖλε.
arkʰàs
province.f.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

kaì
conj

pʰɔ́rɔːn
tribute.m.gen.pl

prɔ́sɔdɔn
revenue.f.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛpɛt́ɛiɔn
annual.f.acc.sg

[katà
according.to

tádɛ]F
prox.n.acc.pl

diɛĩlɛ.
divide.aor.ind.act.3sg

‘(Darius) divided the provinces and the annual revenue of tributes
[as follows]F.’

3.89.2

With the ascent ofDarius to thePersian throneat 3.89, anewQUDis 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 selfsamemultiple-
whQUD thatwe identified in (5.4), towhichHerodotus 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?
[ἀπὸ μὲν δὴ Ἰώνων καὶ Μαγνήτων τῶν ἐν τῆι Ἀσίηι καὶ Αἰολέων καὶ Καρῶν
καὶ Λυκίων καὶ Μιλυέων καὶ Παμφύλων]CT (εἷς γὰρ ἦν οἱ τεταγμένος οὗτος
φόρος) προσῆιε τετρακόσια τάλαντα ἀργυρίου.
[apɔ̀
from

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

Iɔ́ːnɔːn
Ionian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Magnɛ́ː tɔːn
Magnesian.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Asíɛːi
Asia.f.dat.sg

kaì
conj
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Aiɔlɛɔ́ːn
Aeolian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Karɔ̃ːn
Carian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Lykíɔːn
Lycian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Milyɛɔ́ːn
Milyan.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Pampʰýlɔːn]CT
Pamphylian.m.gen.pl

(hɛĩs
one.m.nom.sg

gàr
expl

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

tɛtagmɛńɔs
assign.ptcp.perf.mp.m.nom.sg

hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

pʰɔ́rɔs)
tribute.m.nom.sg

prɔsɛ̃ː iɛ
come.in.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛtrakɔ́sia
four.hundred.n.nom.pl

tálanta
talent.n.nom.pl

argyríɔu.
silver.n.gen.sg

‘[The Ionians, Magnesians of Asia, Aeolians, Carians, Lycians, Milyans,
and Pamphylians]CT (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 μέν 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?
[ἀπὸ Βαβυλῶνος⸗δὲ καὶ τῆς λοιπῆς Ἀσσυρίης]CT χίλιά⸗οἱ προσῆιε τάλαντα
ἀργυρίου καὶ παῖδες ἐκτομίαι πεντακόσιοι.
[apɔ̀
from

Babylɔ̃ːnɔs⸗dɛ̀
Babylon.f.gen.sg⸗ptcl

kaì
conj

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

lɔipɛ̃ː s
rest.f.gen.sg

Assyríɛːs]CT
Assyria.f.gen.sg

kʰíliá⸗hɔi
thousand.n.nom.pl⸗3sg.dat

prɔsɛ̃ː iɛ
come.in.impf.ind.act.3sg

tálanta
talent.n.nom.pl

argyríɔu
silver.n.gen.sg

kaì
conj

paĩdɛs
boy.m.nom.pl

ɛktɔmíai
castrated.m.nom.pl

pɛntakɔ́siɔi.
five.hundred.m.nom.pl

‘[From Babylon and the rest of Assyria]CT, 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 μέν and
δέ 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 μέν … δέ contrastive topical-

ization. They are of particular interest because Herodotus actually reports the
QUD:

(5.12) a. ἐπείτε δὲ ἀπὸ δείπνου ἦσαν, εἴρετό σφεας ὁ Κῦρος κότερα τὰ τῆι προτε-
ραίηι εἶχον ἢ τὰ παρεόντα σφι εἴη αἱρετώτερα.
ɛpɛítɛ
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

apɔ̀
from

dɛípnɔu
dinner.n.gen.sg

ɛ̃ː san,
be.impf.ind.act.3pl

ɛírɛtɔ́
ask.impf.ind.mp.3sg

spʰɛas
3pl.c.acc

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kỹrɔs
Cyrus.m.nom.sg

kɔ́tɛra
whether.comp

tà
rel.n.acc.pl

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

prɔtɛraíɛːi
previous.f.dat.sg

ɛĩkʰɔn
have.impf.ind.3pl

ɛ̀ː
disj

tà
art.n.nom.pl

parɛɔ́nta
present.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl

spʰi
3pl.dat

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

hairɛtɔ́ːtɛra.
preferable.n.nom.pl

‘When theywere donewith dinner, Cyrus asked themwhetherwhat
they had the day before or were having nowwas preferable to them.’

1.126.3

b. QUD:Which was preferable, yesterday’s meal or today’s?
οἱ δὲ ἔφασαν πολλὸν εἶναι αὐτέων τὸ μέσον. [τὴν⸗μὲν⸗γὰρ προτέρην ἡμέ-
ρην]CT πάντα⸗σφι κακὰ ἔχειν. [τὴν⸗δὲ τότε παρεοῦσαν]CT πάντα ἀγαθά.
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛṕʰasan
say.impf.ind.act.3pl

pɔllɔ̀n
much.n.acc.sg
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ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

autɛɔ́ːn
3pl.n.gen

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

mɛśɔn.
difference.art.n.acc.sg.

[tɛ̀ː n⸗mɛǹ⸗gàr
art.f.acc.sg⸗ptcl⸗expl

prɔtɛŕɛːn
previous.f.acc.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːn]CT
day.f.acc.sg

pánta⸗spʰi
everything.n.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

kakà
bad.n.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɛin.
have.inf.pres.act

[tɛ̀ː n⸗dɛ̀
art.f.acc.sg⸗ptcl

tɔ́tɛ
then.adv

parɛɔũsan]CT
present.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.sg

pánta
everything.n.acc.pl

agatʰá.
good.n.acc.pl
‘They said that the difference between them was considerable. [For
on the previous day]CT, everything was bad for them. [During the
present (day)]CT, however, everything (has been) good.’

1.126.4

The particle μέν 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?
ὦ βασιλεῦ, [ἄλλως⸗μὲν]CT ἔγωγε⸗ἂν οὐκ ἤια ἐς ἄεθλον τοιόνδε.
ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

basilɛũ
king.m.voc.sg

[állɔːs⸗mɛǹ]CT
otherwise.adv⸗ptcl

ɛǵɔː-gɛ⸗àn
1sg.nom.ptcl⸗mod

ɔuk
neg

ɛ́ː ia
go.impf.ind.act.1sg

ɛs
into

áɛtʰlɔn
arena.n.acc.sg

tɔiɔ́ndɛ.
such.n.acc.sg

‘O King, [under other circumstances]CT, I at least would not go into
such an arena.’

1.42.1



132 chapter 5

b. QUD: Under the current circumstances?
[νῦν⸗δέ]CT, ἐπείτε σὺ σπεύδεις καὶ δεῖ τοί χαρίζεσθαι (ὀφείλω γάρ σε
ἀμείβεσθαι χρηστοῖσι), ποιέειν εἰμὶ ἕτοιμος ταῦτα. παῖδα τε σόν, τὸν
διακελεύεαι φυλάσσειν, ἀπήμονα τοῦ φυλάσσοντος εἵνεκεν προσδόκα τοι
ἀπονοστήσειν.
[nỹn⸗dɛ]̀CT,
now.adv⸗ptcl

ɛpɛítɛ
since.comp

sỳ
2sg.nom

spɛúdɛis
urge.pres.ind.act.2sg

kaì
conj

dɛĩ
be.necessary.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔí
2sg.dat

kʰarízdɛstʰai
please.inf.pres.mp

(ɔpʰɛílɔː
owe.pres.ind.act.1sg

gár
expl

sɛ
2sg.acc

amɛíbɛstʰai
return.inf.pres.mp

kʰrɛːstɔĩsi),
good.n.dat.pl

pɔiɛɛ́in
do.inf.pres.act

ɛimì
be.pres.ind.act.1sg

hɛt́ɔimɔs
ready.m.nom.sg

taũta.
med.n.acc.pl

paĩda
son.m.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

sɔ́n,
your.m.acc.sg

tɔ̀n
rel.m.acc.sg

diakɛlɛúɛai
order.pres.ind.mp.2sg

pʰylássɛin,
protect.inf.pres.act

apɛ́ː mɔna
unharmed.c.acc.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

pʰylássɔntɔs
protect.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.sg

hɛínɛkɛn
because.of

prɔsdɔ́ka
expect.impv.pres.act.2sg

tɔi
ptcl

apɔnɔstɛ́ː sɛin.
return.inf.fut.act

‘But [now]CT, 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 μέν- and δέ-utterances together offer an exhaustive answer to the higher-
order QUD.

5.2.2 Partial Topic
Contrastive topics marked exclusively with μέν (known as μέν-solitarium, see
Denniston 1954: 381–384) are truncated versions of the construction in the
preceding section. As there is no corresponding δέ utterance, the μέν-utterance
offers only a partial answer to the QUD:



topicalization 133

(5.14) QUD: Howmany ships could the Aeginetans ward off?
Ἀθηναῖοι μὲν οὕτω γενέσθαι λέγουσι, Αἰγινῆται δὲ οὐ μιῆι νηὶ ἀπικέσθαι
Ἀθηναίους. [μίαν⸗μὲν⸗γὰρ καὶ ὀλίγωι πλεῦνας μιῆς]CT, καὶ εἴ σφι μὴ ἔτυχον
ἐοῦσαι νέες, ἀπαμύνασθαι⸗ἂν εὐπετέως. ἀλλὰ [πολλῆισι νηυσὶ]F ἐπιπλέειν
σφι ἐπὶ τὴν χώρην. αὐτοὶ δέ σφι εἶξαι καὶ οὐ διαναυμαχῆσαι.
Atʰɛːnaĩɔi
Athenian.m.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

hɔútɔː
thus.adv

gɛnɛśtʰai
happen.inf.aor.mid

lɛǵɔusi,
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

Aiginɛ̃ː tai
Aeginetan.m.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔu
neg

miɛ̃ː i
one.f.dat.sg

nɛːì
ship.f.dat.sg

apikɛśtʰai
arrive.inf.aor.mid

Atʰɛːnaíɔus.
Athenian.m.acc.pl.

[mían⸗mɛǹ⸗gàr
one.f.acc.sg⸗ptcl⸗expl

kaì
conj

ɔlígɔːi
little.n.dat.sg

plɛũnas
more.f.acc.pl

miɛ̃ː s]CT,
one.f.gen.sg

kaì
even.adv

ɛí
if.comp

spʰi
3pl.dat

mɛ̀ː
neg

ɛt́ykʰɔn
happen.aor.ind.act.3pl

ɛɔũsai
be.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.pl

nɛɛ́s,
ship.f.nom.pl

apamýnastʰai⸗àn
ward.off.inf.aor.mid⸗mod

ɛupɛtɛɔ́ːs.
easily.adv

allà
but

[pɔllɛ̃ː isi
many.f.dat.pl

nɛːysì]F
ship.f.dat.pl

ɛpiplɛɛ́in
sail.against.inf.pres.act

spʰi
3pl.dat

ɛpì
upon

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

kʰɔ́ːrɛːn.
land.f.acc.sg.

autɔì
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

spʰi
3pl.dat

ɛĩksai
yield.inf.aor.act

kaì
even.adv

ɔu
neg

dianaumakʰɛ̃ː sai.
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]CT, 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]F. They yielded to them even without a sea battle.’

5.86.1

In the first sentence, the phrase μιῆι νηὶ evokes the set {ships}. In the following
sentence, we have the contrastive topic μίαν καὶ ὀλίγωι πλεῦνας μιῆς, which is
marked with μέν. 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 δέ-utterance. The scalar implicature (via the Maxim
of Quantity) of this question supplies the rest of the answer: anything beyond
ὀλίγωι πλεῦνας μιῆς 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 μέν, so too can
it be marked exclusively with δέ. Contrastive topics marked solely with δέ
reflect a different discourse context: the two-tieredQUD 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 δέ-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 dinnersi, they go stick themi 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-orderQUDhas 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?
οὔτε τι γὰρ τῶν οἰκηίων τρίβουσι οὔτε δαπανῶνται, ἀλλὰ καὶ σιτία σφί
ἐστι ἱρὰ πεσσόμενα. καὶ κρεῶν βοέων καὶ χηνέων πλῆθός τι ἑκάστωι
γίνεται πολλὸν ἡμέρης ἑκάστης. δίδοται δέ σφι καὶ οἶνος ἀμπέλινος.
ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

gàr
expl

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

ɔikɛːíɔːn
own.n.gen.pl

tríbɔusi
consume.pres.ind.act.3pl

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

dapanɔ̃ːntai,
spend.pres.ind.mp.3pl

allà
but

kaì
even.adv

sitía
bread.n.nom.pl

spʰí
3pl.dat

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

hirà
sacred.n.nom.pl

pɛssɔ́mɛna.
cook.ptcp.pres.mp.n.nom.pl

kaì
conj
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krɛɔ̃ːn
flesh.n.gen.pl

bɔɛɔ́ːn
cow.n.gen.pl

kaì
conj

kʰɛːnɛɔ́ːn
goose.n.gen.pl

plɛ̃ː tʰɔ́s
quantity.n.nom.sg

ti
indf.n.nom.sg

hɛkástɔːi
each.m.dat.sg

gínɛtai
become.pres.ind.mp.3sg

pɔllɔ̀n
much.n.nom.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːs
day.f.gen.sg

hɛkástɛːs.
each.f.gen.sg

dídɔtai
give.pres.ind.mp.3sg

dɛ́
ptcl

spʰi
3pl.dat

kaì
also.adv

ɔĩnɔs
wine.m.nom.sg

ampɛĺinɔs.
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

b. Sub-QUD:What meat do they eat?
Sub-Sub-QUD: Do they eat fish?
[ἰχθύων⸗δὲ]CT [οὔ]F⸗σφι ἔξεστι πάσασθαι.
[ikʰtʰýɔːn⸗dɛ]̀CT
fish.m.gen.pl⸗ptcl

[ɔú]F⸗spʰi
neg⸗3pl.dat

ɛḱsɛsti
be.allowed.pres.ind.act.3sg

pásastʰai.
eat.inf.aor.mid
‘[Fish]CT, however, they are [not]F allowed to eat.’

2.37.4

(5.17) a. QUD:When do they eat the rest of the pork?
τὰ δὲ ἄλλα κρέα [σιτέονται ἐν τῆι πανσελήνωι ἐν τῆι ἂν τὰ ἱρὰ θύωσιν]F.
tà
art.n.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

álla
n.acc.pl

krɛá
flesh.n.acc.pl

[sitɛɔ́ntai
eat.pres.ind.mp.3pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

pansɛlɛ́ː nɔːi
full.moon.f.dat.sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

àn
mod

tà
art.n.acc.pl

hirà
sacred.n.acc.pl

tʰýɔːsin]F.
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?
[(ἐν ἄλληι)ω⸗δὲ ἡμέρηι]CT [οὐκ⸗ἂν ἔτι γευσαίατο]F.
[(ɛn
on

állɛːi)ω⸗dɛ̀
other.f.dat.sg⸗ptcl

hɛːmɛŕɛːi]CT
day.f.dat.sg

[ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

ɛt́i
yet.adv

gɛusaíato]F.
taste.aor.opt.mid.3pl
‘[On another day]CT, they [wouldn’t even taste it]F.’

2.47.3

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 asWhat benefits
do they receive? That sizable quantities of beef and goose are provided in turn
raises the question ofWhatmeat do they eat?We already have a partial answer
to this question (namely, beef and goose), andwe are given further information
in (5.16.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 thatwhenEgyptians 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 onwhich 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 asWhen 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. Ἀρισταγόρης δὲ οὐκ εἶχε τὴν ὑπόσχεσιν τῶι Ἀρταφρένεϊ ἐκτελέσαι.
[ἅμα⸗δὲ] ἐπίεζέ⸗μιν ἡ δαπάνη τῆς στρατιῆς ἀπαιτεομένη, ἀρρώδεέ τε τοῦ
στρατοῦ πρήξαντος κακῶς καὶ Μεγαβάτηι διαβεβλημένος.
Aristagɔ́rɛːs
Aristagoras.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔuk
neg

ɛĩkʰɛ
have.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

hypɔ́skʰɛsin
promise.f.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

Artapʰrɛńɛi
Artaphrenes.m.dat.sg

ɛktɛlɛśai.
fulfill.inf.aor.act

[háma⸗dɛ]̀
simultaneously.adv⸗ptcl

ɛpíɛzdɛ⸗́min
press.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

dapánɛː
cost.f.nom.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

stratiɛ̃ː s
army.f.gen.sg

apaitɛɔmɛńɛː,
demand.ptcp.pres.mp.f.nom.sg

arrɔ́ːdɛɛ́
dread.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛ
conj

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

stratɔũ
army.m.gen.sg

prɛ́ː ksantɔs
fare.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.sg

kakɔ̃ːs
badly.adv

kaì
conj

Mɛgabátɛːi
Megabates.m.dat.sg

diabɛblɛːmɛńɔs.
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.’

5.35.1

b. παρῆσαν δὲ μετὰ τοῦτο οἱ Λυδοὶ φέροντες τὸν νεκρόν. [ὄπισθε⸗δὲ]
εἵπετό⸗οἱ ὁ φονεύς.
parɛ̃ː san
be.present.impf.ind.act.3pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

mɛtà
after

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Lydɔì
Lydian.m.nom.pl

pʰɛŕɔntɛs
carry.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

nɛkrɔ́n.
corpse.m.acc.sg

[ɔ́pistʰɛ⸗dɛ]̀
from.behind.adv⸗ptcl

hɛípɛtɔ́⸗hɔi
follow.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3sg.dat

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

pʰɔnɛús.
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. [πολλῶν δὲ εἵνεκα] οὐ φονεύσω⸗μιν, καὶ ὅτι αὐτῶι μοι συγγενής ἐστι ὁ
παῖς καὶ ὅτι Ἀστυάγης μέν ἐστι γέρων καὶ ἄπαις ἔρσενος γόνου.
[pɔllɔ̃ːn
many.n.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɛínɛka]
because.of

ɔu
neg

pʰɔnɛúsɔː⸗min,
kill.fut.ind.act.1sg⸗3sg.acc

kaì
conj

hɔ́ti
because.comp

autɔ̃ːi
self.m.dat.sg

mɔi
1sg.dat

syngɛnɛ́ː s
related.m.nom.sg

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

paĩs
child.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

hɔ́ti
because.comp

Astyágɛːs
Astyages.m.nom.sg

mɛń
ptcl

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

gɛŕɔːn
old.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

ápais
childless.c.nom.sg

ɛŕsɛnɔs
male.m.gen.sg

gɔ́nɔu.
offspring.m.gen.sg

‘[On account ofmany (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 δέ
are in fact preposed,while thosewithout are simply adjoinedhigh in the clause.
I leave this question for future research (see Birner andWard 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 (Matić 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?
καί μιν ἀνελόμενον τῆισι αὐτῆισι ἵπποισι ἄλλην Ὀλυμπιάδα κατέλαβε
ἀποθανεῖν ὑπὸ τῶν Πεισιστράτου παίδων, οὐκέτι περιεόντος αὐτοῦ Πει-
σιστράτου.
kaí
conj

min
3sg.acc

anɛlɔ́mɛnɔn
take.up.ptcp.aor.mid.m.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː isi
art.f.dat.pl

autɛ̃ː isi
same.f.dat.pl

híppɔisi
horse.f.dat.pl

állɛːn
other.f.acc.sg

Olympiáda
Olympiad.f.acc.sg

katɛĺabɛ
befall.aor.ind.act.3sg

apɔtʰanɛĩn
die.inf.aor.act

hypɔ̀
by

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pɛisistrátɔu
Peisistratus.m.gen.sg

paídɔːn,
son.m.gen.pl

ɔuk-ɛt́i
neg-still.adv

pɛriɛɔ́ntɔs
be.around.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.sg

autɔũ
self.m.gen.sg

Pɛisistrátɔu.
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?
[κτείνουσι⸗δὲ]CT οὗτοί⸗μιν κατὰ τὸ πρυτανήιον νυκτὸς ὑπείσαντες ἄν-
δρας.
[ktɛínɔusi⸗dɛ]̀CT
kill.pres.ind.act.3pl⸗ptcl

hɔũtɔí⸗min
med.m.nom.pl⸗3sg.acc

katà
at

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

prytanɛ́ː iɔn
Prytaneum.n.acc.sg

nyktɔ̀s
night.f.gen.sg

hypɛísantɛs
place.secretly.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

ándras.
man.m.acc.pl

‘They [killed]CT 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?
[τέθαπται⸗δὲ]CTΚίμωνπρὸ τοῦ ἄστεος, πέρην τῆςΔιὰΚοίλης καλεομένης
ὁδοῦ.



140 chapter 5

[tɛt́ʰaptai⸗dɛ]̀CT
bury.perf.ind.mp.3sg⸗ptcl

Kímɔːn
Cimon.m.nom.sg

prɔ̀
in.front.of

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

ástɛɔs,
town.n.gen.sg

pɛŕɛːn
across

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Dià
through

Kɔílɛːs
hollow.f.gen.sg

kalɛɔmɛńɛːs
call.ptcp.pres.mp.f.gen.sg

hɔdɔũ.
road.f.gen.sg

‘Cimon [has been buried]CT 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.

5.3 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 μέν:

(5.20) QUD Termination: Preposed Pronouns
a. QUD:What evened the score for the Greeks?
[ταῦτα μὲν δὴ]Top ἴσα πρὸς ἴσα⸗σφι γενέσθαι.
[taũta
med.n.acc.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː ]Top
ptcl

ísa
equal.n.acc.pl

prɔ̀s
to

ísa⸗spʰi
equal.n.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

gɛnɛśtʰai.
become.inf.aor.mid

‘[These things]Top, then, evened the score for them (= the Greeks).’
1.2.1

b. QUD:What do the Persians and Phoenicians say?
[ταῦτα μέν νυν]Top Πέρσαι τε καὶ Φοίνικες λέγουσι.
[taũta
med.n.acc.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

nyn]Top
ptcl

Pɛŕsai
Persian.m.nom.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

Pʰɔínikɛs
Phoenician.m.nom.pl

lɛǵɔusi.
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

‘[This]Top, 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?
[ταῦτα μὲν]Top τὰ ὀλβιώτατά⸗σφι νενόμισται.
[taũta
med.n.acc.pl

mɛǹ]Top
ptcl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɔlbiɔ́ːtatá⸗spʰi
most.fortunate.n.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

nɛnɔ́mistai.
consider.perf.ind.mp.3sg

‘[This]Top, then, is considered by them the most fortunate
(death).’

1.216.3

d. QUD:What did Cleisthenes do to Adrastus?
[ταῦτα μὲν]Top ἐς Ἄδρηστόν⸗οἱ ἐπεποίητο.
[taũta
med.n.acc.pl

mɛǹ]Top
ptcl

ɛs
into

Ádrɛːstɔ́n⸗hɔi
Adrastus.m.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

ɛpɛpɔíɛːtɔ.
do.plpf.ind.mp.3sg
‘[This]Top, then, is what he had carried out against Adrastus.’

5.68.1

e. QUD:What are Persian kings called in Greek?
δύναται δὲ κατὰ Ἑλλάδα γλῶσσαν ταῦτα τὰ οὐνόματα, Δαρεῖος ἐρξίης,
Ξέρξης ἀρήιος, Ἀρτοξέρξης μέγας ἀρήιος. [τούτους μὲν δὴ τοὺς βασι-
λέας]Top ὧδε⸗ἂν ὀρθῶς κατὰ γλῶσσαν τὴν σφετέρην Ἕλληνες καλέοιεν.
dýnatai
mean.pres.ind.mp.3sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

katà
in

Hɛlláda
Greek.f.acc.sg

glɔ̃ːssan
language.f.acc.sg

taũta
med.n.nom.pl

tà
art.n.nom.pl

ɔunɔ́mata,
name.n.nom.pl

Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

ɛrksíɛːs,
achiever.m.nom.sg

Ksɛŕksɛːs
Xerxes.m.nom.sg

arɛ́ː iɔs,
warlike.m.nom.sg

Artɔksɛŕksɛːs
Artaxerxes.m.nom.sg

mɛǵas
great.m.nom.sg

arɛ́ː iɔs.
warlike.m.nom.sg.

[tɔútɔus⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː
med.m.acc.pl⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

basilɛás]Top
king.m.acc.pl

hɔ̃ːdɛ⸗àn
thus.adv⸗mod

ɔrtʰɔ̃ːs
rightly.adv

katà
in

glɔ̃ːssan
language.f.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

spʰɛtɛŕɛːn
refl.3pl.f.acc

Hɛĺlɛːnɛs
Greek.m.nom.pl

kalɛɔ́iɛn.
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.’4 [These kings]Top, the
Greeks would rightly call thus in their own language.’

6.98.3

f. QUD:What happened on Sicily?
[τὰ μὲν]Top ἀπὸ Σικελίης τοσαῦτα.
[tà
art.n.nom.pl

mɛǹ]Top
ptcl

apɔ̀
from

Sikɛlíɛːs
Sicily.f.gen.sg

tɔsaũta.
so.much.n.nom.pl

‘[So much]Top, then, happened on Sicily.’
7.168.1

g. QUD: How large was Xerxes’ army?
[οὗτος μὲν δὴ]Top τοῦ συνάπαντος τοῦ Ξέρξεω στρατεύματος ἀριθμός.
[hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː ]Top
ptcl

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

synápantɔs
entire.n.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

Ksɛŕksɛɔː
Xerxes.m.gen.sg

stratɛúmatɔs
army.n.gen.sg

aritʰmɔ́s.
number.m.nom.sg
‘[This]Top, then, is the number of the entire force of Xerxes.’

7.187.1

h. QUD:What did they say?
ἀλλὰ [ταῦτα⸗μὲν]Top καὶ [φθόνωι]F⸗ἂν εἴποιεν.
allà
but

[taũta⸗mɛǹ]Top
med.n.acc.pl⸗ptcl

kaì
even.adv

[pʰtʰɔ́nɔːi]F⸗àn
jealousy.m.dat.sg⸗mod

ɛípɔiɛn.
say.aor.opt.act.3pl
‘But [this]Top they may have even said [out of jealousy]F.’

9.71.4

4 The Old Persian names are dārayavahu- ‘upholder of good’; xšayāršān- ‘hero among rulers’;
artaxšacā- ‘he who rules by truth.’
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(5.21) QUD Termination: Preposed Nouns
a. QUD:What are their sacrificial rituals?
[θυσίαι μέν νυν]Top αὗταί⸗σφι κατεστέασι.
[tʰysíai
sacrifice.f.nom.pl

mɛń
ptcl

nyn]Top
ptcl

haũtaí⸗spʰi
med.f.nom.pl⸗3pl.dat

katɛstɛási.
be.set.perf.ind.act.3pl
‘[The sacrificial rituals]Top, then, are these.’

4.63.1

b. QUD:What was prophesied to them?
[τὰ μὲν χρηστήρια]Top ταῦτά⸗σφι ἐχρήσθη.
[tà
art.n.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

kʰrɛːstɛ́ː ria]Top
prophecy.n.nom.pl

taũta⸗spʰi
med.n.nom.pl⸗3pl.dat

ɛkʰrɛ́ː stʰɛː.
prophesy.aor.ind.pass.3sg

‘[The prophecies]Top 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 preposedphrase 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 μέν, which is at times complemented by νυν
or δή (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?
[ἐν μὲν δὴ Πέρσηισι]Top ταῦτά⸗μιν εἴπας ἐτίμα. τότε δὲ αὐτὸν ὑπέλιπε στρα-
τηγὸν ἔχοντα τῆς στρατιῆς τῆς ἑωυτοῦ ὀκτὼ μυριάδας.
[ɛn⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː
in⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

Pɛŕsɛːisi]Top
Persian.m.dat.pl

taũtá⸗min
med.n.nom.pl⸗3sg.acc

ɛípas
say.ptcp.aor.act.nom.sg

ɛtíma.
honor.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔ́tɛ
then.adv
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dɛ̀
ptcl

autɔ̀n
3sg.m.acc

hypɛĺipɛ
leave.behind.aor.ind.act.3sg

stratɛːgɔ̀n
commander.m.acc.sg

ɛḱʰɔnta
hold.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

stratiɛ̃ː s
army.f.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ
refl.3sg.m.gen

ɔktɔ̀ː
eight

myriádas.
ten.thousand.f.acc.pl

‘[Among the Persians]Top, hei (= Darius) honored himk (= Megabazus)
by saying these things. At that point hei left himk behind as his com-
mander, at the head of eighty thousand of his army.’

4.143.3

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 δέ.

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’s supposed to be such a great deal. The guyi, when hei 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 δέ (and
never by μέν):

(5.24) a. Sub-QUD:What did Darius do to the traitors?
ἐπείτε δὲ ἐξέμαθε ὡς οὐ σὺν ἐκείνοισι εἴη ταῦτα πεποιηκώς, ἔλαβε αὐτόν
τε τὸν Ἰνταφρένεα καὶ τοὺς παῖδας αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς οἰκηίους πάντας, ἐλπί-
δας πολλὰς ἔχων μετὰ τῶν συγγενέων⸗μιν ἐπιβουλεύειν οἱ ἐπανάστασιν.
συλλαβὼν δὲ σφέας ἔδησε τὴν ἐπὶ θανάτωι.
ɛpɛítɛ
after.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛksɛḿatʰɛ
find.out.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔːs
that.comp

ɔu
neg

sỳn
with

ɛkɛínɔisi
dist.m.dat.pl

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

pɛpɔiɛːkɔ́ːs,
do.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg

ɛĺabɛ
seize.aor.ind.act.3sg

autɔ́n
3sg.m.acc

tɛ
conj

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Intapʰrɛńɛa
Intaphrenes.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

paĩdas
child.m.acc.pl

autɔũ
3sg.m.gen

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɔikɛːíɔus
domestic.m.acc.pl

pántas,
all.m.acc.pl

ɛlpídas
suspicion.f.acc.pl

pɔllàs
many.f.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɔːn
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

mɛtà
with

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

syngɛnɛɔ́ːn⸗min
kinsman.m.gen.pl⸗3sg.acc

ɛpibɔulɛúɛin
plot.inf.pres.act

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛpanástasin.
rebellion.f.acc.sg

syllabɔ̀ːn
arrest.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

spʰɛás
3pl.c.acc

ɛd́ɛːsɛ
bind.aor.ind.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛpì
to

tʰanátɔːi.
death.m.dat.sg
‘After (Dariusi) found out that (hek) did not do this with them, hei
seized Intaphrenesk himself along with hisk children and all hisk
domestic staff, since hei hadmany suspicions that hekwas plotting a
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rebellion against himi with hisk kinsmen. Having imprisoned them,
(hei) sentenced them to death.’

3.119.2

b. Sub-QUD: How did the wife of Intaphrenes react?
[ἡ δὲ γυνὴ τοῦ Ἰνταφρένεος]Top [Sφοιτῶσα ἐπὶ τὰς θύρας τοῦ βασιλέος]
κλαίεσκεν⸗ἂν καὶ ὀδυρέσκετο.
[hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

gynɛ̀ː
wife.f.nom.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

Intapʰrɛńɛɔs]Top
Intaphrenes.m.gen.sg

[Spʰɔitɔ̃ːsa
come.to.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg

ɛpì
to

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

tʰýras
door.f.acc.pl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

basilɛɔ́s]
king.m.gen.sg

klaíɛskɛn⸗àn
weep.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗mod

kaì
conj

ɔdyrɛśkɛtɔ.
wail.impf.ind.act.3sg

‘[The wife of Intaphrenes]Top, hanging around the doors of the king,
used to weep and wail.’

3.119.3

Intaphrenes and his children and staff arementioned 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 ἡ δὲ γυνὴ τοῦ Ἰνταφρένεος 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 armydoes not lack anything, he closeswith a generic statement that advises
caution:

(5.25) Sub-QUD:What would a real man do?
[ἀνὴρ⸗δὲ]Top οὕτω⸗ἂν εἴη ἄριστος, εἰ βουλευόμενος μὲν ἀρρωδέοι, πᾶν ἐπιλε-
γόμενος πείσεσθαι χρῆμα, ἐν δὲ τῶι ἔργωι θρασὺς εἴη.
[anɛ̀ː r⸗dɛ]̀Top
man.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl

hɔútɔː⸗àn
thus.adv⸗mod

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

áristɔs,
excellent.m.nom.sg

ɛi
if.comp

bɔulɛuɔ́mɛnɔs
plan.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

arrɔːdɛɔ́i,
be.timid.pres.opt.act.3sg

pãn
all.n.acc.sg

ɛpilɛgɔ́mɛnɔs
consider.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

pɛísɛstʰai
suffer.inf.fut.act
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kʰrɛ̃ː ma,
thing.n.acc.sg

ɛn
in

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

ɛŕgɔːi
action.n.dat.sg

tʰrasỳs
bold.m.nom.sg

ɛíɛː.
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

‘[A realman]Topwould as follows be excellent: if whilemaking plans he
is timid, because he takes into account all thatmay 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. οἷα δὲ ἐν τε χώρηι ἀγαθῆι καὶ πλήθεϊ οὐκ ὀλίγων ἀνδρῶν, ἀνά τε ἔδρα-
μον αὐτίκα καὶ εὐθενήθησαν. καὶ δή σφι οὐκέτι ἀπέχρα ἡσυχίην ἄγειν,
ἀλλὰ καταφρονήσαντες Ἀρκάδων κρέσσονες εἶναι ἐχρηστηριάζοντο ἐν
Δελφοῖσι ἐπὶ πάσηι τῆι Ἀρκάδων χωρῆι.
hɔĩa
as.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛn
in

tɛ
conj

kʰɔ́ːrɛːi
land.f.dat.sg

agatʰɛ̃ː i
good.f.dat.sg

kaì
conj

plɛ́ː tʰɛi
number.n.dat.sg

ɔuk
neg

ɔlígɔːn
few.m.gen.pl

andrɔ̃ːn,
man.m.gen.pl

aná
up

tɛ
conj

ɛd́ramɔn
run.impf.ind.act.3pl

autíka
immediately.adv

kaì
conj

ɛutʰɛnɛ́ː tʰɛːsan,
prosper.aor.ind.pass.3pl

kaì
conj

dɛ́ː
ptcl

spʰi
3pl.dat

ɔuk-ɛt́i
neg-still.adv

apɛḱʰra
be.enough.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɛːsykʰíɛːn
quiet.f.acc.sg

ágɛin,
lead.inf.pres.act

allà
but

katapʰrɔnɛ́ː santɛs
assume.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

Arkádɔːn
Arcadian.m.gen.pl

krɛśsɔnɛs
better.c.nom.pl

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

ɛkʰrɛːstɛːriázdɔntɔ
consult.oracle.impf.ind.act.3pl

ɛn
in

Delpʰɔĩsi
Delphi.m.dat.pl

ɛpì
for

pásɛːi
all.f.dat.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Arkádɔːn
Arcadian.m.gen.pl

kʰɔːrɛ̃ː i.
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

b. QUD:What did the Pythia prophesy?
(ἡ δὲ Πυθίη)ω⸗σφι χρᾶι τάδε.
(hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Pytʰíɛː)ω⸗spʰi
Pythia.f.nom.sg⸗3pl.dat

kʰrãi
prophesy.pres.ind.act.3sg

tádɛ.
prox.n.acc.pl

‘The Pythia prophesies to them the following.’
1.66.2

In (5.26.b), the clitic pronoun σφι occurs after the subject ἡ δὲ Πυθίη, 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
hasbeenpreviouslymentioned (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. ὅτε ὦν ἐποιεῦντο τὸν θησαυρόν, ἐχρέωντο τῶι χρηστηρίωι εἰ αὐτοῖσι τὰ
παρεόντα ἀγαθὰ οἷά τε ἐστὶ πολλὸν χρόνον παραμένειν.
hɔ́tɛ
when.comp

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

ɛpɔiɛũntɔ
make.impf.ind.mp.3pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

tʰɛːsaurɔ́n,
treasure.m.acc.sg

ɛkʰrɛɔ́ːntɔ
consult.impf.ind.mp.3pl

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

kʰrɛːstɛːríɔːi
oracle.m.dat.sg

ɛi
if.comp

autɔĩsi
3pl.m.dat

tà
art.n.nom.pl

parɛɔ́nta
present.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl

agatʰà
good.n.nom.pl

hɔĩá tɛ ɛstì
be.able.pres.ind.act.3sg

pɔllɔ̀n
much.m.acc.sg

kʰrɔ́nɔn
time.m.acc.sg

paramɛńɛin.
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?
[ἡ δὲ Πυθίη]Top ἔχρησέ⸗σφι τάδε.
[hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Pytʰíɛː]Top
Pythia.f.nom.sg

ɛḱʰrɛːsɛ⸗́spʰi
prophesy.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗3pl.dat

tádɛ.
prox.n.acc.pl

‘[The Pythia]Top, she prophesied the following to them.’
3.57.3

It appears that reference to Delphi (as in the phrase ἐν Δελφοῖσι) concomitantly
activates the Pythian priestess, so that the phrase ἡ δὲ Πυθίη does not need to
be preposed. By contrast, if there is no mention of Delphi, then ἡ δὲ Πυθίη 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 δέ (relevant coreferential and non-coreferential phrases appear in bold-
face):5

(5.28) a. QUD:What did Athena do out of anger toward her father?
τὴν δὲ Ἀθηναίην φασὶ Ποσειδέωνος εἶναι θυγατέρα καὶ τῆς Τριτωνίδος
λίμνης καί μιν μεμφθεῖσάν τι τῶι πατρὶ δοῦναι ἑωυτὴν τῶι Διί.
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Atʰɛːnaíɛːn
Athena.f.acc.ag

pʰasì
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

Pɔsɛidɛɔ́ːnɔs
Poseidon.m.gen.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

tʰygatɛŕa
daughter.f.acc.ag

kaì
conj

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Tritɔːnídɔs
Tritonis.f.gen.sg

límnɛːs.
lake.f.gen.sg

kaí
conj

min
3sg.acc

mɛmpʰtʰɛĩsán
blame.ptcp.aor.pass.f.acc.sg

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

patrì
father.m.dat.sg

dɔũnai
give.inf.aor.act

hɛɔːutɛ̀ː n
refl.3sg.f.acc

tɔ̃ː i
art.m.dat.sg

Dií.
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.’

4.180.5

b. QUD:What did Zeus do?
[τὸν δὲ Δία]Top ἑωυτοῦ⸗μιν ποιήσασθαι θυγατέρα.
[tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Día]Top
Zeus.m.acc.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ⸗min
refl.3sg.m.gen⸗3sg.acc

pɔiɛ́ː sastʰai
make.inf.aor.mid

tʰygatɛŕa.
daughter.f.acc.sg

‘[Zeus]Top in turn made her his daughter.’
4.180.5

The subject τὸν δὲ Δία in (5.28.b) appears as oblique τῶι Διί in (5.28.a), so
it is therefore preposed. This construction is often found with preposed ὁ
δέ:

(5.29) a. τῆι δὲ δὴ ὀγδόηι ἡμέρηι ἔχοντί οἱ φλαύρως, παρακούσας τις πρότερον
ἔτι ἐν Σάρδισι τοῦ Κροτωνιήτεω Δημοκήδεος τὴν τέχνην ἐσαγγέλλει τῶι
Δαρείωι. [ὁ δὲ]Top ἄγειν⸗μιν τὴν ταχίστην παρ’ ἑωυτὸν ἐκέλευσε.
tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ɔgdɔ́ɛːi
eighth.f.dat.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːi
day.f.dat.sg

ɛḱʰɔntí
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

pʰlaúrɔːs,
poorly.adv

parakɔúsas
hear.by.chance.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛt́i
already.adv

ɛn
in

Sárdisi
Sardis.f.dat.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

Krɔtɔːniɛ́ː tɛɔː
Crotonian.m.gen.sg

Dɛːmɔkɛ́ː dɛɔs
Democedes.m.gen.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tɛḱʰnɛːn
skill.f.acc.sg

ɛsangɛĺlɛi
report.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̃ː i
art.m.dat.sg

Darɛíɔːi.
Darius.m.dat.sg

[hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ]̀Top
ptcl

ágɛin⸗min
bring.inf.pres.act⸗3sg.acc

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

takʰístɛːn
quickest.f.acc.sg

par’
to

hɛɔːutɔ̀n
refl.3sg.m.acc

ɛkɛĺɛusɛ.
order.aor.ind.act.3sg

‘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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mentionedhim toDariusi. [Hei]Top told them to bring himas quickly
as possible.’

3.129.3

b. νοστήσαντος δὲ τοῦ κήρυκος ἐς τὴν Κόρινθον ἦν πρόθυμος πυνθάνεσθαι
τὴν ὑποθήκην ὁ Περίανδρος. [ὁ δὲ]Top οὐδέν⸗οἱ ἔφη Θρασύβουλον ὑποθέ-
σθαι …
nɔstɛ́ː santɔs
return.ptcp.aor.act.m.gen.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

kɛ́ː rykɔs
herald.m.gen.sg

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Kɔ́rintʰɔn
Corinth.f.acc.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

prɔ́tʰymɔs
eager.m.nom.sg

pyntʰánɛstʰai
find.out.inf.pres.mp

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

hypɔtʰɛ́ː kɛːn
counsel.f.acc.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Pɛríandrɔs.
Periander.m.nom.sg

[hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ]̀Top
ptcl

ɔudɛń⸗hɔi
nothing.n.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

ɛṕʰɛː
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

Tʰrasýbɔulɔn
Thrasybulus.m.acc.sg

hypɔtʰɛśtʰai
suggest.inf.aor.mid

‘When the heraldi returned to Corinth, Periander was eager to find
out the suggestion. But [hei]Top said that Thrasybulus had offered
himk none …’

5.92.ζ.3

c. οὕτω δὴ ἁρπάσαντος αὐτοῦ Ἑλένην, τοῖσι Ἕλλησι δόξαι πρῶτον πέμ-
ψαντας ἀγγέλους ἀπαιτέειν τε Ἑλένην καὶ δίκας τῆς ἁρπαγῆς αἰτέειν.
[τοὺς⸗δέ]Top, προϊσχομένων ταῦτα, προφέρειν⸗σφιΜηδείης τὴν ἁρπαγήν,
ὡς οὐ δόντες αὐτοὶ δίκας οὐδὲ ἐκδόντες ἀπαιτεόντων βουλοίατό σφι παρ’
ἄλλων δίκας γίνεσθαι.
hɔútɔː
thus.adv

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

harpásantɔs
seize.ptcp.aor.act.m.gen.sg

autɔũ
3sg.m.gen

Hɛlɛńɛːn,
Helen.f.acc.sg

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

Hɛĺlɛːsi
Greek.m.dat.pl

dɔ́ksai
resolve.inf.aor.act

prɔ̃ːtɔn
first.n.acc.sg

pɛḿpsantas
send.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.pl

angɛĺɔus
messenger.m.acc.pl
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apaitɛɛ́in
request.back.inf.pres.act

tɛ
conj

Hɛlɛńɛːn
Helen.f.acc.sg

kaì
conj

díkas
restitution.f.acc.pl

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

harpagɛ̃ː s
seizure.f.gen.sg

aitɛɛ́in.
demand.inf.pres.act

[tɔùs⸗dɛ]́Top,
3pl.m.acc⸗ptcl

prɔiskʰɔmɛńɔːn
propose.part.act.m.gen.pl

taũta,
med.n.acc.pl

prɔpʰɛŕɛin⸗spʰi
plead.inf.pres.act⸗3pl.dat

Mɛːdɛíɛːs
Medea.f.gen.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

harpagɛ́ː n,
seizure.f.acc.sg

hɔːs
that.comp

ɔu
neg

dɔ́ntɛs
give.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

autɔì
self.m.nom.pl

díkas
reparation.f.acc.pl

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

ɛkdɔ́ntɛs
give.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl
apaitɛɔ́ntɔːn
demand.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

bɔulɔíatɔ́
want.pres.opt.mp.3pl

spʰi
3pl.dat

par’
from

állɔːn
other.m.gen.pl

díkas
reparation.f.acc.pl

gínɛstʰai.
happen.inf.pres.mp
‘After (Alexander) kidnapped Helen, the Greeksi decided first to
send messengers to demand Helen back and ask for restitution for
the seizure. [They (= the Trojans)]Top in turn, when theyimade this
proposal, pleaded the seizure of Medea, (saying) that theyi, though
not making reparations themselvesi, nor surrendering (what does
not belong to themi) 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+δέ in the preceding clause need not be a
noun; it can also be a pronoun:

(5.30) a. QUD:What happened?
ἐκέλευσέ σφεας ὁ Ἀμφιάρεως διὰ χρηστηρίων ποιεύμενος ὁκότερα βού-
λονται ἑλέσθαι τούτων, ἑωυτῶι ἢ ἅτε μάντι χρῆσθαι ἢ ἅτε συμμάχωι, τοῦ
ἑτέρου ἀπεχομένους.
ɛkɛĺɛusɛ́
order.aor.ind.act.3sg

spʰɛas
3pl.c.acc

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg
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Ampʰiárɛɔːs
Amphiareus.m.nom.sg

dià
through

kʰrɛːstɛːríɔːn
oracle.n.gen.pl

pɔiɛúmɛnɔs
make.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

hɔkɔ́tɛra
which.of.two.n.acc.pl

bɔúlɔntai
want.pres.ind.mp.3pl

hɛlɛśtʰai
choose.inf.aor.mid

tɔútɔːn,
med.m.gen.pl

hɛɔːutɔ̃ːi
refl.3sg.m.dat

ɛ̀ː
disj

hátɛ
as.comp

mánti
prophet.m.dat.sg

kʰrɛ̃ː stʰai
make.use.inf.pres.mp

ɛ̀ː
disj

hátɛ
as.comp

symmákʰɔːi,
ally.m.dat.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

hɛtɛŕɔu
other.m.gen.sg

apɛkʰɔmɛńɔus.
keep.away.ptcp.pres.mp.m.acc.pl
‘Communicating by an oracle, Amphiareusi ordered them (= the
Thebans) to choose which of these they wanted and forgo the other,
either to have himi as an ally or as a prophet.’

8.134.2

b. QUD:Which did they choose?
[οἱ δὲ]Top σύμμαχόν⸗μιν εἵλοντο εἶναι.
[hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ]̀Top
ptcl

sýmmakʰɔ́n⸗min
ally.m.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

hɛílɔntɔ
choose.aor.ind.mid.3pl

ɛĩnai.
be.inf.pres.act

‘[They]Top 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 δέ”
(Denniston 1954: 177–185):

(5.31) εἰ μέν νυν Περιάνδρου τελευτήσαντος τοῖσι Κορινθίοισι φίλια ἦν πρὸς τοὺς
Κερκυραίους, [οἱ δὲ]Top οὐκ⸗ἂν συνελάβοντο τοῦ στρατεύματος τοῦ ἐπὶ Σά-
μον ταύτης εἵνεκεν τῆς αἰτίης.
ɛi
if.comp

mɛń
ptcl

nyn
ptcl

Pɛriándrɔu
Periander.m.gen.sg

tɛlɛutɛ́ː santɔs
die.ptcp.aor.act.m.gen.sg

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

Kɔrintʰíɔisi
Corinthian.m.dat.pl
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pʰília
friendship.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

prɔ̀s
to

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

Kɛrkyraíɔus,
Corcyraean.m.acc.pl

[hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ]̀Top
ptcl

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

synɛlábɔntɔ
take.part.aor.ind.mid.3pl

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

stratɛúmatɔs
expedition.n.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

ɛpì
against

Sámɔn
Samos.f.acc.sg

taútɛːs
med.f.gen.sg

hɛínɛkɛn
because.of

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

aitíɛːs.
guilt.f.gen.sg

‘If, after Periander died, the Corinthiansi had been on good terms with
the Corcyraeans, [theyi]Topwould not have taken part in the expedition
against Samos with this motive.’

3.49.1

The subject switch between the protasis and apodosis triggers the preposing of
οἱ δὲ.
The following two cases differ from the preceding examples in that the

preposed subject is not marked with δέ:

(5.32) a. ὁ δὲ Κανδαύλης, ἐπεὶ ἐδόκεε ὥρη τῆς κοίτης εἶναι, ἤγαγε τὸν Γύγεα ἐς
τὸ οἴκημα. καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα αὐτίκα παρῆν καὶ ἡ γυνή. ἐσελθοῦσαν δὲ καὶ
τιθεῖσαν τὰ εἵματα ἐθηεῖτο ὁ Γύγης. ὡς δὲ κατὰ νώτου ἐγένετο ἰούσης τῆς
γυναικός ἐς τὴν κοίτην, ὑπεκδὺς ἐχώρεε ἔξω. καὶ [ἡ γυνὴ]Top ἐπορᾶι⸗μιν
ἐξιόντα.
hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Kandaúlɛːs,
Candaules.m.nom.sg

ɛpɛì
when.comp

ɛdɔ́kɛɛ
seem.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔ́ːrɛː
time.f.nom.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

kɔítɛːs
bed.f.gen.sg

ɛĩnai,
be.inf.pres.act

ɛ́ː gagɛ
lead.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Gýgɛa
Gyges.m.acc.sg

ɛs
in
tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

ɔíkɛːma.
room.n.acc.sg

kaì
conj

mɛtà
after

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

autíka
immediately.adv

parɛ̃ː n
arrive.impf.ind.act.3sg

kaì
also.adv

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

gynɛ́ː .
wife.f.nom.sg

ɛsɛltʰɔũsan
enter.ptcp.aor.act.f.acc.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

kaì
conj
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titʰɛĩsan
set.ptcp.aor.act.f.acc.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

hɛímata
clothes.n.acc.pl

ɛtʰɛːɛĩtɔ
watch.impf.ind.mp.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Gýgɛːs.
Gyges.m.nom.sg

hɔːs
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

katà
towards

nɔ́ːtɔu
back.n.gen.sg

ɛgɛńɛtɔ
happen.impf.ind.act.3sg

iɔúsɛːs
go.ptcp.pres.act.f.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

gynaikɔś
wife.f.gen.sg

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

kɔítɛːn,
bed.f.acc.sg

hypɛkdỳs
slip.out.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ɛkʰɔ́ːrɛɛ
go.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛḱsɔː.
out.adv

kaì
conj

[hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

gynɛ̀ː ]Top
wife.f.nom.sg

ɛpɔrãi⸗min
notice.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc
ɛksiɔ́nta.
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]Top,
(she) notices him leaving.’

1.10.1–1.10.2

b. ἀλλ’ οὐ γὰρ ἔπειθε, διδοῖ τὸ φᾶρος. ἡ δὲ περιχαρὴς ἐοῦσα τῶι δώρωι ἐφόρεέ
τε καὶ ἀγάλλετο. καὶ [ἡ Ἄμηστρις]Top πυνθάνεταί⸗μιν ἔχουσαν.
all’
but

ɔu
neg

gàr
expl

ɛṕɛitʰe,
persuade.impf.ind.act.3sg

didɔĩ
give.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

pʰãrɔs.
mantle.n.acc.sg

hɛː
3sg.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɛrikʰarɛ̀ː s
delighted.c.nom.sg

ɛɔũsa
be.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

dɔ́ːrɔːi
gift.n.dat.sg

ɛpʰɔ́rɛɛ́
wear.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

agállɛtɔ.
exult.impf.ind.mp.3sg

kaì
conj

[hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

Ámɛːstris]Top
Amestris.f.nom.sg
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pyntʰánɛtaí⸗min
find.out.pres.ind.mp.3sg⸗3sg.acc
ɛḱʰɔusan.
wear.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.sg
‘But as (Xerxes) couldnot persuade (Artayntei), he gaveher theman-
tle; and she, rejoicing greatly in the gift, went flaunting her finery.
And [Amestrisk]Top, (shek) found out that sheiwas 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 καί in combination with
a preposed subject phrase functions like δέ with a preposed subject phrase, as
we have in examples (5.28)–(5.30).
The use of καί 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 therewas an intonational break after ἡ γυνή,
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. Towhatever 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 καί, 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) ὡς δὲ τῶι Ἁρπάγωι ἐδόκεε ἅλις ἔχειν τῆς βορῆς, [Ἀστυάγης]Top εἴρετό⸗μιν
εἰ ἡσθείη τι τῆι θοίνηι.
hɔːs
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔ̃ː i
art.m.dat.sg

Harpágɔːi
Harpagus.m.dat.sg

ɛdɔ́kɛɛ
seem.impf.ind.act.3sg

hális
enough.adv

ɛḱʰɛin
have.inf.pres.act

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

bɔrɛ̃ː s,
food.f.gen.sg

[Astyágɛːs]Top
Astyages.m.nom.sg

ɛírɛtɔ́⸗min
ask.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3sg.acc

ɛi
if.comp

hɛːstʰɛíɛː
enjoy.aor.opt.pass.3sg

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

tʰɔínɛːi.
meal.f.dat.sg
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‘WhenHarpagus seemed to have had enough food, [Astyages]Top 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. ἐπείτε δὲ ὁ Κῦρος πορευόμενος ἐπὶ τὴν Βαβυλῶνα ἐγίνετο ἐπὶ Γύνδηι
ποταμῶι, τοῦ αἱ μὲν πηγαὶ ἐν Ματιηνοῖσι ὄρεσι. ῥέει δὲ διὰ Δαρδανέων,
ἐκδιδοῖ δὲ ἐς ἕτερον ποταμὸν Τίγρην. ὁ δὲ παρὰ Ὦπιν πόλιν ῥέων ἐς τὴν
Ἐρυθρὴν θάλασσαν ἐκδιδοῖ. τοῦτον δὴ τὸν Γύνδην ποταμὸν, ὡς διαβαίνειν
ἐπειρᾶτο ὁΚῦρος, ἐόντα νηυσιπέρητον, ἐνθαῦτά οἱ τῶν τις ἱρῶν ἵππων τῶν
λευκῶν ὑπὸ ὕβριος ἐσβὰς ἐς τὸν ποταμὸν διαβαίνειν ἐπειρᾶτο.
ɛpɛítɛ
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kỹrɔs
Cyrus.m.nom.sg

pɔrɛuɔ́mɛnɔs
march.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

ɛpì
to

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Babylɔ̃ːna
Babylon.f.acc.sg

ɛgínɛtɔ
happen.impf.ind.mp.3sg

ɛpì
upon

Gýndɛːi
Gyndes.m.dat.sg

pɔtamɔ̃ːi,
river.m.dat.sg

tɔũ
rel.m.gen.sg

hai
art.f.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

pɛːgaì
stream.f.nom.pl

ɛn
in

Matiɛːnɔĩsi
Matienian.n.dat.pl

ɔ́rɛsi.
mountain.n.dat.pl

hrɛɛ́i
flow.pres.ind.act.3sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

dià
through

Dardanɛɔ́ːn,
Dardanean.m.gen.pl

ɛkdidɔĩ
issue.pres.ind.act.3sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛs
to

hɛt́ɛrɔn
other.m.acc.sg

pɔtamɔ̀n
river.m.acc.sg

Tígrɛːn.
Tigris.m.acc.sg

hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

parà
past

Ɔ̃ːpin
Opis.f.acc.sg

pɔ́lin
city.f.acc.sg

hrɛɔ́ːn
flow.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛs
in
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Ɛrytʰrɛ̀ː n
red.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

ɛkdidɔĩ.
issue.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔũtɔn
med.m.acc.sg

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

tɔ̀n
m.acc.sg

Gýndɛːn
Gyndes.m.acc.sg

pɔtamɔ̀n,
river.m.acc.sg

hɔːs
when.comp
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diabaínɛin
cross.inf.pres.act

ɛpɛirãtɔ
try.impf.ind.mp.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kỹrɔs,
Cyrus.m.nom.sg

ɛɔ́nta
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

nɛːysipɛŕɛːtɔn,
navigable.c.acc.sg

ɛntʰaũtá⸗hɔi
there.adv⸗3sg.dat

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

hirɔ̃ːn
sacred.m.gen.pl

híppɔːn
horse.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

lɛukɔ̃ːn
white.m.gen.pl

hypɔ̀
under

hýbriɔs
recklessness.f.gen.sg

ɛsbàs
enter.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ɛs
into

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pɔtamɔ̀n
river.m.acc.sg

diabaínɛin
cross.inf.pres.act

ɛpɛirãtɔ.
try.impf.ind.mp.3sg

‘During hismarch to BabylonCyrus came to theGyndes river, whose
streams (have their source) in theMatienianMountains. (The Gyn-
des) flows through theDardaneans 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.’

1.189.1

b. ὁ δέ⸗μιν συμψήσας ὑποβρύχιον οἰχώκεε φέρων.
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ⸗́min
ptcl⸗3sg.acc

sympsɛ́ː sas
sweep.away.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

hypɔbrýkʰiɔn
under.water.m.acc.sg

ɔikʰɔ́ːkɛɛ
go.plpf.ind.act.3sg

pʰɛŕɔːn.
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) οἱ δέ τινες λέγουσι περὶ τῆς βοὸς ταύτης καὶ τῶν κολοσσῶν τόνδε τὸν λόγον,
ὡς Μυκερῖνος ἠράσθη τῆς ἑωυτοῦ θυγατρὸς καὶ ἔπειτα ἐμίγη οἱ ἀεκούσηι.
μετὰ δὲ λέγουσι ὡς ἡ παῖς ἀπήγξατο ὑπὸ ἄχεος. ὁ δέ⸗μιν ἔθαψε ἐν τῆι βοῒ
ταύτηι.
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ́
ptcl

tinɛs
indf.c.nom.pl

lɛǵɔusi
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

pɛrì
about
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tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

bɔɔ̀s
cow.f.gen.sg

taútɛːs
med.f.gen.sg

kaì
conj

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

kɔlɔssɔ̃ːn
statue.m.gen.pl

tɔ́ndɛ
med.m.acc.sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

lɔ́gɔn,
story.m.acc.sg

hɔːs
that.comp

Mykɛrĩnɔs
Mycerinus.m.nom.sg

ɛːrástʰɛː
fall.in.love.aor.ind.pass.3sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ
refl.3sg.m.gen

tʰygatrɔ̀s
daughter.f.gen.sg

kaì
conj

ɛṕɛita
thereafter.adv

ɛmígɛː
sleep.with.aor.ind.pass.3sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

aɛkɔúsɛːi.
unwilling.ptcp.pres.act.f.dat.sg

mɛtà
after

dɛ̀
ptcl

lɛǵɔusi
say.pres.ind.act.3pl

hɔːs
that.comp

hɛː
f.nom.sg

paĩs
child.f.nom.sg

apɛ́ː nksatɔ
strangle.aor.ind.mid.3sg

hypɔ̀
under

ákʰɛɔs.
grief.n.gen.sg

hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ⸗́min
ptcl⸗3sg.acc

ɛt́ʰapsɛ
bury.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

bɔì
cow.f.dat.sg

taútɛːi.
med.f.dat.sg

‘Certain people tell the following story about the cow and the statues,
thatMycerinus 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

(5.36) μετὰ δέ, ὥς οἱ ἐπέτρεψε, Ἑλληνικοῖσι ἰήμασι χρεώμενος καὶ ἤπια μετὰ τὰ
ἰσχυρὰ προσάγων ὕπνου τέ μιν λαγχάνειν ἐποίεε καὶ ἐν χρόνωι ὀλίγωι ὑγιέα
μιν [ὄντα] ἀπέδεξε, οὐδαμὰ ἔτι ἐλπίζοντα ἀρτίπουν ἔσεσθαι. δωρέεται δή μιν
μετὰ ταῦτα ὁ Δαρεῖος πεδέων χρυσέων δύο ζεύγεσι. ὁ δέ⸗μιν ἐπείρετο εἴ οἱ
διπλήσιον τὸ κακὸν ἐπίτηδες νέμει, ὅτι μιν ὑγιέα ἐποίησε.
mɛtà
afterwards.adv

dɛ́
ptcl

hɔ́s
when.comp

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛpɛt́rɛpsɛ,
entrust.aor.ind.act.3sg

Hɛllɛːnikɔisi
Greek.n.dat.pl

iɛ́ː masi
remedy.n.dat.pl

kʰrɛɔ́ːmɛnɔs
make.use.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

ɛ́ː pia
gentle.n.acc.pl

mɛtà
after

tà
art.n.acc.pl

iskʰyrà
strong.n.acc.pl

prɔságɔːn
apply.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg
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hýpnɔu
sleep.m.gen.sg

tɛ́
conj

min
3sg.acc

lankʰánɛin
get.inf.pres.act

ɛpɔíɛɛ
make.impf.ind.act.3sg

kaì
conj

ɛn
in

kʰrɔ́nɔːi
time.m.dat.sg

ɔlígɔːi
little.m.dat.sg

hygiɛá
healthy.c.acc.sg

min
3sg.acc

[ɔ́nta]
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

apɛd́ɛksɛ,
produce.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɔudamà
not.at.all.adv

ɛt́i
still.adv

ɛlpízdɔnta
expect.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

artípɔun
able.footed.acc.sg

ɛśɛstʰai.
be.inf.fut.mid.

dɔːrɛɛ́tai
give.pres.ind.mp.3sg

dɛ́ː
ptcl

min
3sg.acc

mɛtà
after

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

pɛdɛɔ́ːn
fetter.f.gen.pl

kʰrysɛɔ́ːn
golden.f.gen.pl

dýɔ
two

zdɛúgɛsi.
pair.n.dat.pl

hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ́
ptcl

min
3sg.acc

ɛpɛírɛtɔ
ask.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛí
if.comp

hɔi
3sg.dat

diplɛ́ː siɔn
double.n.acc.sg

tɔ
art.n.acc.sg

kakɔ̀n
bad.n.acc.sg

ɛpítɛːdɛs
deliberate.n.acc.sg

nɛḿɛi
distribute.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɔ́ti
because.comp

min
3sg.acc

hygiɛá
healthy.c.acc.sg

ɛpɔíɛːse.
make.aor.ind.act.3sg

‘Afterwards, when Darius entrusted himi (= Democedes) (with the
case), (hei) applied Greek remedies and used gentleness instead of
force; hei 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 himi with a gift of two pairs of golden fetters. Hei
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+δέ 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+δέ 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) ἐπεὶ δὲ ἀγχοῦ ἦσαν οἱ βάρβαροι ἐπιόντες καὶ ἀπώρων τὸ ἱρόν, ἐν τούτωι ὁ
προφήτης, τῶι οὔνομα ἦν Ἀκήρατος, ὁρᾶι πρὸ τοῦ νηοῦ ὅπλα προκείμενα
ἔσωθεν ἐκ τοῦ μεγάρου ἐξενηνειγμένα ἱρά, τῶν οὐκ ὅσιον ἦν ἅπτεσθαι ἀνθρώ-
πων οὐδενί. ὁ μὲν δὴ ῆιε Δελφῶν τοῖσι παρεοῦσι σημανέων τὸ τέρας. [οἱ δὲ
βάρβαροι]Top, ἐπειδὴ ἐγίνοντο ἐπειγόμενοι κατὰ τὸ ἱρὸν τῆς Προνηίης Ἀθη-
ναίης, ἐπιγίνεταί⸗σφι τέρεα ἔτι μέζονα τοῦ πρὶν γενομένου τέρεος.
ɛpɛí
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

angkʰɔũ
near.adv

ɛ̃ː san
be.impf.ind.act.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

bárbarɔi
barbarian.m.nom.pl

ɛpiɔ́ntɛs
approach.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

apɔ́ːrɔːn
espy.impf.ind.act.3pl

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

hirɔ́n
temple.n.acc.sg

ɛn
in

tɔútɔːi
med.n.dat.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

propʰɛ́ː tɛːs,
prophet.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːi
rel.m.dat.sg

ɔúnɔma
name.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

Akɛ́ː ratɔs,
Aceratus.m.nom.sg

hɔrãi
see.pres.ind.act.3sg

prɔ́
before

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

nɛːɔũ
temple.m.gen.sg

hɔ́pla
weapon.n.acc.pl

prɔkɛímɛna
lie.ptcp.pres.mp.n.acc.pl

ɛśɔːtʰɛn
inside.adv

ɛk
from

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

mɛgárɔu
chamber.n.gen.sg

ɛksɛnɛːnɛigmɛńa
bring.out.ptcp.perf.mp.n.acc.pl

hirá,
sacred.n.acc.pl

tɔ̃ːn
rel.n.gen.pl

ɔuk
neg

hɔ́siɔn
allowed.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

háptɛstʰai
touch.inf.pres.mp

antʰrɔ́ːpɔːn
person.m.gen.pl

ɔudɛní.
none.m.dat.sg

hɔ
3sg.m.nom

mɛn
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ɛ̃ː iɛ
go.impf.ind.act.3sg

Dɛlpʰɔ̃ːn
Delphian.m.gen.pl

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

parɛɔũsi
present.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl
sɛːmanɛɔ́ːn
indicate.ptcp.fut.act.m.nom.sg

tɔ́
art.n.acc.sg

tɛŕas.
wonder.n.acc.sg

[hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

bárbarɔi]Top
barbarian.m.nom.pl

ɛpɛidɛ̀ː
after.comp

ɛgínɔntɔ
become.impf.ind.mp.3sg

ɛpɛigɔ́mɛnɔi
rush.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

katà
to

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

hirɔ̀n
temple.n.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Prɔnɛːíɛːs
Pronaea.f.gen.sg
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Atʰɛːnaíɛːs,
Athena.f.gen.sg

ɛpigínɛtaí⸗spʰi
come.pres.ind.mp.3sg⸗3pl.dat

tɛŕɛa
wonder.n.nom.pl

ɛt́i
still.adv

mɛźdɔna
greater.n.nom.pl

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

prìn
previously.adv

gɛnɔmɛńɔu
happen.ptcp.aor.act.n.gen.sg

tɛŕɛɔs.
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. Hewent to tell the Delphians whowere
present of this miracle. [The barbarians]Top, after they rushed to the
templeofAthenaPronaea, theywere visitedbywonder yet greater than
the prior.’

8.37.1–2

οἱ βάρβαροι is the subject of the adverbial clause that opens the passage, but
whenmentioned 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 οἱ βάρβαροι is the subject of an adjunct
clause.
In the following example, a topicalized subject is also the subject of the

preceding sentence:

(5.38) ἰοῦσι δέ σφι φήμη τε ἐσέπτατο ἐς τὸ στρατόπεδον πᾶν καὶ κηρυκήιον ἐφάνη
ἐπὶ τῆς κυματωγῆς κείμενον. [ἡ δὲ φήμη]Top διῆλθέ⸗σφι ὧδε, ὡς οἱ Ἕλληνες
τὴν Μαρδονίου στρατιὴν νικῶιεν ἐν Βοιωτοῖσι μαχόμενοι.
iɔũsi
go.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl

dɛ́
ptcl

spʰi
3pl.dat

pʰɛ́ː mɛː
rumor.f.nom.sg

tɛ
conj

ɛsɛṕtatɔ
fly.in.aor.ind.mid.3sg

ɛs
into

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

stratɔ́pɛdɔn
army.n.acc.sg

pãn
whole.n.acc.sg

kaì
conj

kɛːrykɛ́ː iɔn
herald’s.wand.n.nom.sg

ɛpʰánɛː
appear.aor.ind.pass.3sg

ɛpì
by

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

kymatɔːgɛ̃ː s
water.line.f.gen.sg

kɛímɛnɔn.
lie.ptcp.pres.mp.n.nom.sg

[hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pʰɛ́ː mɛː]Top
rumor.f.nom.sg

diɛ̃ː ltʰɛ⸗spʰi
go.through.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗3pl.dat

hɔ̃ːdɛ,
thus.adv

hɔːs
that.comp
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hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Hɛĺlɛːnɛs
Greek.m.nom.pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Mardɔníɔu
Mardonius.m.gen.sg

stratiɛ̀ː n
army.f.acc.sg

nikɔ̃ːiɛn
defeat.pres.opt.act.3pl

ɛn
in

Bɔiɔːtɔĩsi
Boeotia.m.dat.pl

makʰɔ́mɛnɔi.
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 thewater-line. [The
rumor]Top, 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 κηρυκήιον ‘herald’s
wand.’
While the basic patterns above are robust, some examples suggest a more

subtle generalization:

(5.39) a. QUD:What happened?
ὦναξ, ἦλθε παρ’ ἡμέας ἱκέτης Πακτύης ὁ Λυδός, φεύγων θάνατον βίαιον
πρὸς Περσέων.
ɔ̃ː-naks,
voc.ptcl-lord.m.voc.sg

ɛ̃ː ltʰɛ
come.aor.ind.act.3sg

par’
to

hɛːmɛás
1pl.acc

hikɛt́ɛːs
suppliant.m.nom.sg

Paktýɛːs
Pactyes.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Lydɔ́s,
Lydian.m.nom.sg

pʰɛúgɔːn
flee.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

tʰánatɔn
death.m.acc.sg

bíaiɔn
violent.m.acc.sg

prɔs̀
by

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn.
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?
οἱ δέ⸗μιν ἐξαιτέονται, προεῖναι Κυμαίους κελεύοντες.
hɔi⸗dɛ⸗́min
3pl.m.nom⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

eksaitɛɔ́ntai,
demand.pres.ind.mp.3pl

prɔɛĩnai
surrender.inf.aor.act

Kymaíɔus
Cymean.m.acc.pl
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kɛlɛúɔntɛs.
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) ὅκως ποτήρια ἀργύρεά τε καὶ χρύσεα προθεῖτο, οἱ μὲν θεράποντες αὐτοῦ
ἐξέσμων αὐτά. ὁ δ᾽⸗ἂν τὸν χρόνον τοῦτον τῶι Κλεομένεϊ τῶι Ἀναξανδρίδεω
ἐν λόγοισι ἐών, βασιλεύοντι Σπάρτης, προῆγέ μιν ἐς τὰ οἰκία. ὅκως δὲ ἴδοιτο
Κλεομένης τὰ ποτήρια, ἀπεθώμαζέ τε καὶ ἐξεπλήσσετο. ὁ δὲ⸗ἂν ἐκέλευε
αὐτὸν ἀποφέρεσθαι αὐτῶν ὅσα βούλοιτο.
hɔ́kɔːs
when.comp

pɔtɛ́ː ria
goblet.n.acc.pl

argýrɛá
silver.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

kʰrýsɛa
golden.n.acc.pl

prɔtʰɛĩtɔ,
display.impf.ind.mp.3sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

tʰɛrápɔntɛs
servant.m.nom.pl

autɔũ
3sg.m.gen

ɛksɛśmɔːn
wipe.clean.impf.ind.act.3pl

autá.
3pl.n.acc

hɔ
3sg.m.nom

d’⸗àn
ptcl⸗mod

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

kʰrɔ́nɔn
time.m.acc.sg

tɔũtɔn
med.m.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

Klɛɔmɛńɛi
Cleomenes.m.dat.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

Anaksandrídɛɔː
Anaxandrides.m.gen.sg

ɛn
in

lɔ́gɔisi
conversation.m.dat.pl

ɛɔ́ːn,
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

basilɛúɔnti
rule.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.sg

Spártɛːs,
Sparta.f.gen.sg

prɔɛ̃ː gɛ́
bring.impf.ind.act.3sg

min
3sg.acc

ɛs
into

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɔikía.
house.n.acc.pl

hɔ́kɔːs
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ídɔitɔ
see.aor.opt.mid.3sg

Klɛɔmɛńɛːs
Cleomenes.m.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

pɔtɛ́ː ria,
goblet.n.acc.pl

apɛtʰɔ́ːmazdɛ́
marvel.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛksɛplɛ́ː ssɛtɔ.
stun.aor.ind.mid.3sg

hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ⸗̀àn
ptcl⸗mod

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

autɔ̀n
3sg.m.acc.sg

apɔpʰɛŕɛstʰai
take.inf.pres.mp

autɔ̃ːn
3pl.n.gen

hɔ́sa
rel.n.acc.pl

bɔúlɔitɔ.
want.pres.opt.mp.3sg
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‘Ashei (=Meandrius) put out silver andgold goblets, hisi servantswould
clean them. Hei would converse with the king of Sparta, Cleomenesk
son of Anaxandrides, and would bring himk to hisi house. When Cleo-
menesk looked at the cups, hek marvelled greatly. Hei ordered himk to
take as many as hekwanted.’

3.148.1

The Persians are not the subject of any preceding utterances in the vicinity,
and yet in (5.39.b) οἱ δέ is not preposed. I suggest that this is because semantic
role is also a factor in how referents are expressed in discourse. Although
πρὸς Περσέων 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. [ὑμέων⸗δὴ⸗ὦν]CT τίς⸗μοιὈροίτην ἢ ζώοντα ἀγάγοι ἢ ἀποκτείνειε;
[hymɛɔ́ːn⸗dɛ̀ː ⸗ɔ̃ːn]CT
2pl.gen⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

tís⸗mɔi
wh.c.nom.sg⸗1sg.dat

Ɔrɔítɛːn
Oroites.m.acc.sg

ɛ̀ː
disj

zdɔ́ːɔnta
live.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

agágɔi
capture.aor.opt.act.3sg

ɛ̀ː
disj

apɔktɛínɛiɛ?
kill.aor.opt.act.3sg

‘[Of you all]CT, 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. [τὸ⸗δὲ βῆμα]CT τί⸗σοι χρήσιμον ἔσται;
[tɔ̀⸗dɛ̀
art.n.acc.sg⸗ptcl

bɛ̃ː ma]CT
rostrum.n.acc.sg

tí⸗sɔi
wh.n.nom.sg⸗2sg.dat

kʰrɛ́ː simɔn
use.n.nom.sg

ɛśtai?
be.fut.ind.mid.3sg

‘[As for the rostrum]CT, 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

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 towhich 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) οὐ μὴν οὐδὲ λέληθε αὐτούς—εἰ γάρ τινες καὶ ἄλλοι τὰ Περσέων νόμιμα
ἐπιστέαται καὶ Αἰγύπτιοι—ὅτι [πρῶτα⸗μὲν]CT [νόθον]F οὔ⸗σφι νόμος ἐστὶ
βασιλεῦσαι γνησίου παρεόντος.
ɔu
neg

mɛ̀ː n
ptcl

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

lɛĺɛːtʰɛ
escape.notice.perf.ind.act.3sg

autɔús
3pl.m.acc

ɛi
if.comp

gár
expl

tinɛs
indf.c.nom.pl

kaì
also.adv

állɔi
other.m.nom.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

nɔ́mima
custom.n.acc.pl

ɛpistɛátai
know.pres.ind.mp.3pl

kaì
also.adv

Aigýptiɔi
Egyptian.m.nom.pl

hɔ́ti
that.comp
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[prɔ̃ːta⸗mɛǹ]CT
first.n.acc.pl⸗ptcl

[nɔ́tʰɔn]F
bastard.m.acc.sg

ɔú⸗spʰi
neg⸗3pl.dat

nɔ́mɔs
custom.m.nom.sg

ɛstì
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

basilɛũsai
be.king.inf.aor.act

gnɛːsíɔu
legitimate.m.gen.sg

parɛɔ́ntɔs.
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]CT, it
is not their custom for [a bastard]F to be kingwhen there is a legitimate
heir.’

3.2.2

Here the contrastive topic πρῶτα is preposed under the complementizer ὅτι,
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. [τῶν⸗μὲν⸗δὴ]CT [οὐδὲν]F προσίετό⸗μιν.
[tɔ̃ːn⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː ]CT
art.n.gen.pl⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

[ɔudɛǹ]F
nothing.n.nom.sg

prɔsíɛtɔ́⸗min.
please.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3sg.acc
‘[Of these]CT, [none]F pleased him (= Croesus).’

1.48.1

b. [πέμπτηι δὲ ἢ ἕκτηι ἡμέρηι ἀπὸ τούτων]CT [τάδε]F⸗οἱ συνήνεικε γενέσθαι.
[pɛḿptɛːi
fifth.f.dat.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛ̀ː
disj

hɛḱtɛːi
sixth.f.dat.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːi
day.f.dat.sg

apɔ̀
from

tɔútɔːn]CT
med.n.gen.pl

[tádɛ]F⸗hɔi
prox.n.gen.pl⸗3sg.dat

synɛ́ː nɛikɛ
happen.aor.ind.act.3sg

gɛnɛśtʰai.
become.inf.aor.act

‘[On the fifth or sixth day from these things]CT, [the following
things]F happened to him by chance.’

3.42.1

c. [μετὰ δὲ τὴν εὐχὴν]CT [αὐτίκα]F⸗οἱ ἐμίχθη ὁ Ἄμασις.
[mɛtà
after

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛukʰɛ̀ː n]CT
vow.f.acc.sg
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[autíka]F⸗hɔi
straightaway.adv⸗3sg.dat

ɛmíkʰtʰɛː
sleep.with.aor.ind.pass.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Ámasis.
Amasis.m.nom.sg

‘[After the vow]CT, [straightaway]F Amasis slept with her.’
2.181.4

d. [νῦν δὲ]CT [(ἐξ ἀπροσδοκήτου)ω]F⸗σφι παρέστησαν οἱ Πέρσαι.
[nỹn
now.adv

dɛ]̀CT
ptcl

[(ɛks
out.of

aprɔsdɔkɛ́ː tɔu)ω]F⸗spʰi
unexpected.n.gen.sg⸗3pl.dat

parɛśtɛːsan
come.upon.aor.ind.act.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Pɛŕsai.
Persian.m.nom.pl

‘[But now]CT the Persians came upon them [unexpectedly]F.’
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) ὁ δ’ αὐτὸν ἐς τὴν νῆα ἐκέλευε ἐσβάντα λέγειν, εἴ τι θέλοι. [Advἐνθαῦτα]
[ὁ Θεμιστοκλέης]Top παριζόμενός⸗οἱ καταλέγει ἐκεῖνά τε πάντα τὰ ἤκουσε
Μνησιφίλου.
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

d’
ptcl

autɔ̀n
3sg.m.acc

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

nɛ̃ː a
ship.f.acc.sg

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛsbánta
board.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

lɛǵɛin,
say.inf.pres.act

ɛí
if.comp

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

tʰɛĺɔi.
want.pres.opt.act.3sg

[Advɛntʰaũta]
thereupon.adv

[hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Tʰɛmistɔklɛɛ́ːs]Top
Themistocles.m.nom.sg

parizdɔ́mɛnɔ́s⸗hɔi
sit.beside.ptcp.pres.mp.m.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat
katalɛǵɛi
recount.pres.ind.act.3sg

ɛkɛĩná
dist.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

pánta
all.n.acc.pl

tà
rel.n.acc.pl

ɛ́ː kɔusɛ
hear.aor.ind.act.3sg

Mnɛːsipʰílɔu.
Mnesiphilus.m.gen.sg

‘Hei (= Eurybiades) told himk (= Themistocles) to board the ship and
tell himi if hekwanted (to say) something. [AdvThereupon], [Themisto-
cles]Top, sitting beside him, recounted all the things that he heard from
Mnesiphilus.’

8.58.1–2



topicalization 169

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 towhat 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):7

(5.46) a. Hanging Topic Left Dislocation (HTLD)
Tuo fratello,
your brother

invece,
however

lui
him

si
yes

che
that

aveva
was

sempre
always

fame.
hungry

‘Your brother, however, he was always hungry.’
cinque [1983] 1997: 94

b. Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD)
A tuo fratello,
to your brother

non
not

gli⸗hanno
to.him⸗have

ancora
yet

dato
given

il
the

visto.
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 lui. 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.
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Herodotean Greek appears to have both constructions, although HTLD is
only sparsely attested in my corpus:8

(5.47) τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ τοῦτο, εἴ σφί ἐστι ἀληθέως οἷόν τι λέγεται, (διὰ τοῦτο)ω⸗ἂν εἶεν,
τούτωι τὰ πάντα χρεώμενοι, μακρόβιοι.
tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

hýdɔːr
water.n.nom.sg

tɔũtɔ,
med.n.nom.sg

ɛí
if.comp

spʰí
3pl.dat

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

alɛːtʰɛɔ́ːs
true.adv

hɔĩɔ́n-ti
such.as.rel.n.acc.sg-indf.n.acc.sg

lɛǵɛtai,
say.pres.ind.mp.3sg

(dià
because.of

tɔũtɔ)ω⸗àn
med.n.acc.sg⸗mod

ɛĩɛn,
be.pres.opt.act.3pl

tɔútɔːi
med.n.dat.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

pánta
all.n.acc.pl

kʰrɛɔ́ːmɛnɔi,
make.use.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

makrɔ́biɔi.
long-lived.m.nom.pl

‘Thiswateri, if it truly is as they say, theywould be long-lived on account
of thisi, using iti all the time as they do.’

3.23.3

Here the noun phrase τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ τοῦτο is resumed in the clause by διὰ τοῦτο. 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) [ἰχθύων⸗δὲ]CT [οὔ]F⸗σφι ἔξεστι πάσασθαι.
[ikʰtʰýɔːn⸗dɛ]̀CT
fish.m.gen.pl⸗ptcl

[ɔú]F⸗spʰi
neg⸗3pl.dat

ɛḱsɛsti
be.allowed.pres.ind.act.3sg

pásastʰai.
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]CT, however, they are [not]F allowed to eat.’
2.37.4

The genitive case of ἰχθύων is assigned by the verb πάσασθαι. 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. [μετὰ⸗δὲ αὖτις]CT [ἀπὸ τῆς δεκάτης ἐς ἑβδόμην]CT [ἄλλους]F⸗μοι τάξον
δισχιλίους κατὰ τὰς Νινίων καλεομένας πύλας.
[mɛtà⸗dɛ̀
after.adv⸗ptcl

aũtis]CT
again.adv

[apɔ̀
from

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

dɛkátɛːs
tenth.f.gen.sg

ɛs
into

hɛbdɔ́mɛːn]CT
seventh.f.acc.sg

[állɔus]F⸗mɔi
other.m.acc.pl⸗1sg.dat

táksɔn
station.impv.aor.act.2sg

diskʰilíɔus
two.thousand.m.acc.pl

katà
at

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

Niníɔːn
Ninevite.m.gen.pl

kalɛɔmɛńas
call.ptcp.pres.mp.f.acc.pl

pýlas.
gate.f.acc.pl
‘[Then afterwards]CT, [from the tenth (day after my arrival) to the
seventeenth day]CT, station for me [another]F two thousand at the
Ninevite gates.’

3.155.5

b. [δυώδεκα ὦν μηνῶν ἐόντων ἐς τὸν ἐνιαυτὸν]CT [τοὺς τέσσερας μῆνας]CT
τρέφει⸗μιν ἡ Βαβυλωνίη χώρη. [τοὺς δὲ ὀκτὼ τῶν μηνῶν]CT ἡ λοιπὴ πᾶσα
Ἀσίη.
[dyɔ́ːdɛka
twelve

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

mɛːnɔ̃ːn
month.m.gen.pl

ɛɔ́ntɔːn
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

ɛs
into

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

ɛniautɔ̀n]CT
year.m.acc.sg

[tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

tɛśsɛras
four.m.acc.pl

mɛ̃ː nas]CT
month.m.acc.pl

trɛṕʰɛi⸗min
feed.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

Babylɔːníɛː
Babylonian.f.nom.sg

kʰɔ́ːrɛː.
land.f.nom.sg
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[tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔktɔ̀ː
eight

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

mɛːnɔ̃ːn]CT
month.m.gen.pl

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

lɔipɛ̀ː
rest.f.nom.sg

pãsa
all.f.nom.sg

Asíɛː.
Asia.f.nom.sg

‘[As there are twelve months in a year]CT, [for four months]CT the
land of Babylon feeds him. [In eight of the months]CT, all the rest of
Asia (feeds him).’

1.192.1

In (5.49.a), μετὰ⸗δὲ αὖτις and ἀπὸ τῆς δεκάτης ἐς ἑβδόμην are contrastively topi-
calized phrases, but only the first is marked with δέ. In (5.49.b), both δυώδεκα
ὦν μηνῶν ἐόντων ἐς τὸν ἐνιαυτόν and τοὺς τέσσερας μῆνας are preposed. The first
constituent establishes the span of the calendar year. The intervals τοὺς τέσ-
σερας μῆνας and τοὺς δὲ ὀκτὼ τῶν μηνῶν are then mapped to their respective
predicates. As only the latter is marked with δέ, this example belongs to the
inferred-QUD class of section 5.2.3. What is unusual, however, is that τοὺς τέσ-
σερας μῆνας is preposedbut notmarkedby a particle. It appears thatwhilemore
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.9
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. μέν and δέ 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) brahmá̄
priest.m.nom.sg

kō⸗vaḥ
wh.m.nom.sg⸗2pl.acc

saparyati
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 μέν. The
anaphoric behavior of μέν lends support to the claim that the particle is cognate
with the adjective ὁμός ‘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 μέν 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: II.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-

sionbringsGreekμέν and δέ into contactwith Japanesewa (Kuno 1973,Heycock
2008; butnoteKuroda 2005), Koreannun (C. Lee 1999), andParaguayanGuaraní
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 tomark focused elements, which at this point
seems not to be a feature of μέν or δέ.
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chapter 6

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) ἐν δὲ τῶι ἐπισχεῖν ἔνεστι ἀγαθά. εἰ μὴ παραυτίκα δοκέοντα εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ [ἀνὰ
χρόνον]F ἐξεύροι⸗τις⸗ἂν.
ɛn
in

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

ɛpiskʰɛĩn
wait.inf.pres.act

ɛńɛsti
be.in.pres.ind.act.3sg

agatʰá.
good.n.acc.pl

ɛi
if.comp

mɛ̀ː
neg

parautíka
immediately.adv

dɔkɛɔ́nta
seem.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl

ɛĩnai,
be.inf.pres.act

all’
but

[anà
through

kʰrɔ́nɔn]F
time.m.acc.sg

ɛksɛúrɔi⸗tis⸗àn.
find.out.aor.opt.act.3sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗mod

‘There is good in waiting. If it is not immediately apparent, [in time]F
one will learn it.’

7.10.ζ

The prepositional phrase ἀνὰ χρόνον precedes the host (ἐξεύροι) of the clitics τις
andἄν. 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).1 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 ἀνὰ χρόνον asserts—
in the face of contrary views in the Common Ground—that it is strategically

1 Intimations of the construction that Imotivate in this chapter have appeared in the literature,
e.g., Horrocks (2010: 104): “Sentences involving the delayed placement of [gar] (ll. 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.”
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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 μέν and δέ.
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 ἄν and 323 tokens
of μιν).

table 6.1 The Frequency of Non-Canonical Examples of ἄν and μιν

NCT ἄν F1 F2 NCT μιν F1 F2

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 ἄν” indicates the number of sentences in which ἄν
is not hosted by the first prosodic word of the clause (NCT stands for “non-
canonical tokens”); the column headed “NCT μιν” provides the same informa-

2 It should 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 amatrix clause. The examples that
he offers on p. 15 do not unambiguously meet this description, however.
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tion for μιν. 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, É. Kiss 1995b, 1998: 16, Vallduví 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 É. 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 ofmonotonic focus is needed before this can be claimedwith
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 CommonGroundmust 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 Hinterhölzl 2007,
Ermisch 2007,Gussenhoven2007, andBüring 2010more generally). Thedistinc-
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.

6.1.1 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 Fmarks non-monotonic focus):

(6.3) QUD: How did Xerxes become king?
ἐπεί γε καὶ ἐν Σπάρτηι ἔφη ὁ Δημάρητος ὑποτιθέμενος οὕτω νομίζεσθαι,
ἢν οἳ μὲν προγεγονότες ἔωσι πρὶν ἢ τὸν πατέρα σφέων βασιλεῦσαι, ὁ δὲ
βασιλεύοντι ὀψίγονος ἐπιγένηται, τοῦ ἐπιγενομένου τὴν ἔκδεξιν τῆς βασι-
ληίης γίνεσθαι. χρησαμένου δὲ Ξέρξεω τῆι Δημαρήτου ὑποθήκηι, γνοὺς ὁ
Δαρεῖος ὡς λέγοι δίκαια βασιλέα μιν ἀπέδεξε. δοκέειν δέ μοι, καὶ [ἄνευ ταύ-
της τῆς ὑποθήκης]F βασιλεῦσαι⸗ἂν Ξέρξης. ἡ γὰρ Ἄτοσσα εἶχε τὸ πᾶν κρά-
τος.
ɛpɛí
since.comp

gɛ
ptcl

kaì
even.adv

ɛn
in

Spártɛːi
Sparta.f.dat.sg
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ɛṕʰɛː
speak.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Dɛːmárɛːtɔs
Demaratus.m.nom.sg

hypɔtitʰɛḿɛnɔs
suggest.ptcp.pres.mp.m.sg

hɔútɔː
thus.adv

nɔmízdɛstʰai,
be.custom.inf.pres.mp

ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod

hɔì
rel.m.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

prɔgɛgɔnɔ́tɛs
be.born.before.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.pl

ɛɔ́ːsi
be.pres.sbjv.act.3pl

prìn
before.comp

ɛ̀ː
disj

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

patɛŕa
father.m.acc.sg

spʰɛɔ́ːn
3pl.gen

basilɛũsai,
become.king.inf.aor.act

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

basilɛúɔnti
be.king.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.sg

ɔpsígɔnɔs
late.born.m.nom.sg

ɛpigɛńɛːtai,
be.born.afterwards.aor.sbjv.mid.3sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

ɛpigɛnɔmɛńɔu
be.born.afterwards.ptcp.aor.mid.m.gen.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛḱdɛksin
succession.f.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

basilɛːíɛːs
kingship.f.gen.sg

gínɛstʰai.
become.inf.pres.mp

kʰrɛːsamɛńɔu
use.ptcp.aor.mid.m.gen.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Ksɛŕksɛɔː
Xerxes.m.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Dɛːmarɛ́ː tɔu
Demaratus.m.gen.sg

hypɔtʰɛ́ː kɛːi,
advice.f.dat.sg

gnɔùs
know.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

hɔːs
that.comp

lɛǵɔi
speak.pres.opt.act.3sg

díkaia
just.n.acc.pl

basilɛá
king.m.acc.sg

min
3sg.acc

apɛd́ɛksɛ.
appoint.aor.ind.act.3sg

dɔkɛɛ́in
seem.inf.pres.act

dɛ́
ptcl

mɔi,
1sg.dat

kaì
even.adv

[ánɛu
without

taútɛːs
med.f.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hypɔtʰɛ́ː kɛːs]F
advice.f.gen.sg

basilɛũsai⸗àn
become.king.inf.aor.act⸗mod

Ksɛŕksɛːs.
Xerxes.m.nom.sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

gàr
expl

Átɔssa
Atossa.f.nom.sg

ɛĩkʰɛ
hold.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

pãn
all.n.acc.sg

krátɔs.
power.n.acc.sg
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‘Since even in Sparta,Demaratus suggested, itwas 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.
Xerxesmade 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]F, Xerxes would have become king. For Atossa (= Xerxes’
mother) held all the power.’

7.3.3–7.3.4

Demaratus’ advice is first presented as the key factor in Xerxes’ ascent to the
throne, which introduces a proposition such as Xerxes became kingwith 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 becamekingwith the aid ofDemaratus’ 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 CommonGround, 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 καί ‘even.’ In the identificational focus con-

struction of Hungarian, focused phrases with ‘even’ are ungrammatical (É. Kiss
1998: 252, ex. 17d). One might accordingly wonder whether it is better to clas-
sify the prepositional phrase καὶ ἄνευ ταύτης τῆς ὑποθήκης 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 καὶ ἄνευ ταύτης τῆς ὑποθήκης, which modifies the verb βασιλεῦσαι.
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. Büring and Križ 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?
ἐν δὲ τῶι ἐπισχεῖν ἔνεστι ἀγαθά. εἰ μὴ παραυτίκα δοκέοντα εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ [ἀνὰ
χρόνον]F ἐξεύροι⸗τις⸗ἂν.
ɛn
in

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

ɛpiskʰɛĩn
wait.inf.pres.act

ɛńɛsti
be.in.pres.ind.act.3sg

agatʰá.
good.n.acc.pl

ɛi
if.comp

mɛ̀ː
neg

parautíka
immediately.adv

dɔkɛɔ́nta
seem.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl

ɛĩnai,
be.inf.pres.act

all’
but

[anà
through

kʰrɔ́nɔn]F
time.m.acc.sg

ɛksɛúrɔi⸗tis⸗àn.
find.out.aor.opt.act.3sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗mod

‘There is good in waiting. If it is not immediately apparent, [in time]F
one will learn it.’

7.10.ζ

Artabanus is urging Xerxes to be cautious in attacking Greece. In the first
sentence, he asserts the prudence ofwaiting. 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 ἀνὰ χρόνον 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: Howmuch did the Egyptian labyrinth cost?
εἰ γάρ τις τὰ ἐξ Ἑλλήνων τείχεά τε καὶ ἔργων ἀπόδεξιν συλλογίσαιτο, [ἐλάσ-
σονος]F πόνου⸗τε⸗ἂν καὶ δαπάνης φανείη ἐόντα τοῦ λαβυρίνθου τούτου.
ɛi
if.comp

gár
expl

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛks
from

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɛíkʰɛá
wall.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛŕgɔːn
work.n.gen.pl

apɔ́dɛksin
display.f.acc.sg

syllɔgísaitɔ,
add.up.aor.opt.mid.3sg

[ɛlássɔnɔs]F
less.c.gen.sg

pɔ́nɔu⸗tɛ⸗àn
toil.m.gen.sg⸗conj⸗mod

kaì
conj

dapánɛːs
expense.f.gen.sg

pʰanɛíɛː
be.clear.aor.opt.pass.3sg

ɛɔ́nta
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

labyríntʰɔu
labyrinth.m.gen.sg

tɔútɔu.
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]F 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 ἐλάσσονος, and the focus alternatives
are as follows:

(6.7) Focus Alternatives
{Thewalls andworks of theGreeks cost less than those of the labyrinth,
Thewalls andworks of theGreeks costmore than those of the labyrinth
…}

There is a proposition in theCommonGround 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 ofHerodotus’
aim to impress upon his Greek readers (or audience) the superior (if not over-
whelming)majesty of Egypt. It is hard to say howexactly 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 CommonGround. 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?
οὐκὦν δὴπείθειν αὐτὸν τούτοισι. ἀλλὰκελεύειν τοὺς πορθμέας ἢ [αὐτὸν]F
διαχρᾶσθαί⸗μιν, ὡς ἂν ταφῆς ἐν γῆι τύχηι, ἢ ἐκπηδᾶν ἐς τὴν θάλασσαν τὴν
ταχίστην.
ɔuk
neg

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

pɛítʰɛin
persuade.inf.pres.act

autɔ̀n
3sg.m.acc

tɔútɔisi.
med.m.dat.pl

allà
but

kɛlɛúɛin
tell.inf.pres.act

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

pɔrtʰmɛás
seaman.m.acc.pl

ɛ̀ː
disj

[autɔ̀n]F
self.m.acc.sg

diakʰrãstʰaí⸗min,
kill.inf.pres.mp⸗3sg.acc

hɔːs
purp

àn
mod

tapʰɛ̃ː s
burial.f.gen.sg

ɛn
on

gɛ̃ː i
land.f.dat.sg

týkʰɛːi,
happen.aor.sbjv.act.3sg

ɛ̀ː
disj

ɛkpɛːdãn
jump.inf.pres.act

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

takʰístɛːn.
quickest.f.acc.sg

‘He did not persuade them. Instead the crew ordered that either he
kill [himself]F, so as to receive burial on land, or else to jump into
the sea at once.’

1.24.3

b. QUD:Who accompanied Peisistratus?
ὁ δὲ δῆμος ὁ τῶν Ἀθηναίων ἐξαπατηθεὶς ἔδωκέ οἱ τῶν ἀστῶν καταλέξας
ἄνδρας τούτους οἳ δορυφόροι μὲν οὐκ ἐγένοντο Πεισιστράτου, κορυνηφό-
ροι δέ. [ξύλων γὰρ κορύνας ἔχοντες]F εἵποντό⸗οἱ ὄπισθε.
hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

dɛ̃ː mɔs
people.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Atʰɛːnaíɔːn
Athenian.m.gen.pl

ɛksapatɛːtʰɛìs
fool.ptcp.aor.pass.m.nom.sg

ɛd́ɔːkɛ́
give.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

astɔ̃ːn
citizen.m.gen.pl

katalɛḱsas
select.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ándras
man.m.acc.pl

tɔútɔus
med.m.acc.pl

hɔì
rel.m.nom.pl

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔi
spearbearer.m.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɔuk
neg
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ɛgɛńɔntɔ
become.aor.ind.mid.3pl

Pɛisistrátɔu,
Peisistratus.m.gen.sg

kɔrynɛːpʰɔ́rɔi
club.bearer.m.nom.pl

dɛ.́
ptcl

[ksýlɔːn
wood.n.gen.pl

gàr
expl

kɔrýnas
club.f.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɔntɛs]F
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl
hɛípɔntɔ́⸗hɔi
follow.impf.ind.mp.3pl⸗3sg.dat

ɔ́pistʰɛ.
behind.adv

‘Since the Athenian people were completely fooled, they selected
these meni from their citizens, and gave themi to him, whoi did not
become spearbearers of Peisistratus, but rather club-bearers. For it
was [with wooden clubs]F that theyi followed behind him.’

1.59.5–1.59.6

c. QUD: Is it Apollo’s practice to deceive those who do good?
ὁ δὲ εἶπε, “ὦ δέσποτα, ἐάσας με χαριεῖ μάλιστα τὸν θεὸν τῶν Ἑλλήνων,
τὸν ἐγὼ ἐτίμησα θεῶν μάλιστα, ἐπειρέσθαι πέμψαντα τάσδε τὰς πέδας, εἰ
[ἐξαπατᾶν τοὺς εὖ ποιεῦντας]F νόμος⸗ἐστί⸗οἱ.”
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛĩpɛ,
say.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

dɛśpɔta,
master.m.voc.sg

ɛásas
allow.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

mɛ
1sg.acc

kʰariɛĩ
please.fut.ind.mid.2sg

málista
most.adv

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

tʰɛɔ̀n
god.m.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn,
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɔ̀n
rel.m.acc.sg

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

ɛtímɛːsa
honor.aor.ind.act.1sg

tʰɛɔ̃ːn
god.m.gen.pl

málista,
most.adv

ɛpɛirɛśtʰai
ask.inf.aor.mid

pɛḿpsanta
send.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

tásdɛ
prox.f.acc.pl

tɑ̀s
art.f.acc.pl

pɛd́ɑs,
chain.f.acc.pl

ɛi
if.comp

[ɛksapatãn
deceive.inf.pres.act

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɛũ
well.adv

pɔiɛũntas]F
do.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

nɔ́mɔs⸗ɛstí⸗hɔi.
practice.m.nom.sg⸗be.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗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 honoredmost of
the gods, and to ask (him) if [to deceive the ones who do good]F is
his practice.” ’

1.90.2
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The self-part of the reflexive pronoun in (6.8.a), αὐτόν, 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 this is the role that theywouldplay. Thepreposingof [ξύλων
γὰρ κορύνας ἔχοντες] counters the assumption that Peisistratuswouldhavebeen
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 ἐξαπατᾶν τοὺς εὖ ποιεῦντας ‘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.
I include the following set of counter-expectational examples without com-

ment:

(6.9) Counter-expectational Focus
a. QUD:Which sons do I acknowledge?
[τὸν γὰρ δὴ ἕτερον διεφθαρμένον τὴν ἀκοὴν]F οὐκ εἶναί⸗μοι λογίζομαι.
[tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

gàr
expl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

hɛt́ɛrɔn
other.m.acc.sg

diɛpʰtʰarmɛńɔn
destroy.ptcp.perf.mp.m.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

akɔɛ̀ː n]F
hearing.f.acc.sg

ɔuk
neg

ɛĩnaí⸗mɔi
be.inf.pres.act⸗1sg.dat

lɔgízdɔmai
consider.pres.ind.mp.1sg

‘[For it is the other (son), who has lost his hearing]F, who I do not
consider mine.’

1.38.2
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b. QUD:Will Croesus destroy the Persian empire?
οἱ μὲν ταῦτα ἐπειρώτων, τῶν δὲ μαντηίων ἀμφοτέρων ἐς τὠυτὸ αἱ γνῶμαι
συνέδραμον, προλέγουσαι Κροίσωι, ἢν στρατεύηται ἐπὶ Πέρσας, [μεγά-
λην]F ἀρχήν⸗μιν καταλύσειν.
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

mɛǹ
ptcl

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

ɛpɛirɔ́ːtɔːn,
ask.impf.ind.3pl.act

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

mantɛːíɔːn
oracle.n.gen.pl

ampʰɔtɛŕɔːn
both.n.gen.pl

ɛs
into

t-ɔːutɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg-same.n.acc.sg

hai
art.f.nom.pl

gnɔ̃ːmai
judgment.f.nom.pl

synɛd́ramɔn,
agree.aor.ind.act.3pl

prɔlɛǵɔusai
say.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.pl

Krɔísɔːi,
Croesus.m.dat.sg

ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod

stratɛúɛːtai
attack.pres.sbjv.mid.3sg

ɛpì
against

Pɛŕsas,
Persian.m.acc.pl

[mɛgálɛːn]F
great.f.acc.sg

arkʰɛ́ː n⸗min
empire.f.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

katalýsɛin.
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]F empire he will
destroy.’

1.53.3

c. QUD:Who set out the wrong number of cups for the libation?
τῶν δὲ δυώδεκα βασιλέων δικαιοσύνηι χρεωμένων, ἀνὰ χρόνον ὡς ἔθυ-
σαν ἐν τῶι ἱρῶι τοῦ Ἡφαίστου. τῆι ὑστάτηι τῆς ὁρτῆς μελλόντων κατα-
σπείσειν, [ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς]F ἐξήνεικέ⸗σφι φιάλας χρυσέας τῆισί περ ἐώθεσαν
σπένδειν, ἁμαρτὼν τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ, ἕνδεκα δυώδεκα ἐοῦσι.
tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

dyɔ́ːdɛka
twelve

basilɛɔ́ːn
king.m.gen.pl

dikaiɔsýnɛːi
justice.f.dat.sg

kʰrɛɔːmɛńɔːn,
make.use.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

anà
through

kʰrɔ́nɔn
time.m.acc.sg

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛt́ʰysan
sacrifice.aor.ind.act.3pl

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

hirɔ̃ːi
temple.n.dat.sg

tɔũ
m.gen.sg

Hɛːpʰaístɔu.
Hephaestus.m.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

hystátɛːi
last.f.dat.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

hɔrtɛ̃ː s
festival.f.gen.sg

mɛllɔ́ntɔːn
be.about.to.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

kataspɛísɛin,
pour.libation.inf.fut.act
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[hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

arkʰiɛrɛùs]F
high.priest.m.nom.sg

ɛksɛ́ː nɛikɛ⸗́spʰi
bring.out.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗3pl.dat

pʰiálas
cup.f.acc.pl

kʰrysɛás
golden.f.acc.pl

tɛ̃ː isí
rel.f.dat.pl

pɛr
ptcl

ɛɔ́ːtʰɛsan
be.accustomed.plpf.ind.act.3pl

spɛńdɛin,
libate.inf.pres.act

hamartɔ̀ːn
err.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

aritʰmɔũ,
number.m.gen.sg

hɛńdɛka
eleven

dyɔ́ːdɛka
twelve

ɛɔũsi.
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]F, he
brought out for them golden cups that were customary for libation,
but erred in thenumber, (setting out) eleven cups for the twelvewho
were present.’

2.151.1

d. QUD: Howwould Amasis’ reputation change if he worked all day and
conducted his business on the throne?
καὶ οὕτω Αἰγύπτιοίτ’ἂν ἠπιστέατο ὡς ὑπ’ ἀνδρὸς μεγάλου ἄρχονται καὶ
[ἄμεινον]F σὺ⸗ἂν ἤκουες. νῦν δὲ ποιέεις οὐδαμῶς βασιλικά.
kaì
conj

hɔútɔː
thus.adv

Aigýptiɔít’àn
Egyptian.m.nom.pl.conj.mod

ɛːpistɛátɔ
know.impf.ind.mp.3pl

hɔːs
that.comp

hyp’
by

andrɔ̀s
man.m.gen.sg

mɛgálɔu
great.m.gen.sg

árkʰɔntai
rule.pres.ind.mp.3pl

kaì
conj

[ámɛinɔn]F
better.n.acc.sg

sỳ⸗àn
2sg.nom⸗mod

ɛ́ː kɔuɛs.
hear.impf.ind.act.2sg

nỹn
now.adv

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɔiɛɛ́is
do.pres.ind.act.2sg

ɔudamɔ̃ːs
in.no.way.adv

basiliká.
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]F (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: Howmuch harm is Oroetes going to do the Persians?
πρίν⸗τι⸗ὦν [μέζον]F ἐξεργάσασθαί⸗μινΠέρσας κακόν, καταλαμπτέος ἐστὶ
ἡμῖν θανάτωι.
prín⸗ti⸗ɔ̃ːn
before.comp⸗indf.n.acc.sg⸗ptcl

[mɛźdɔn]F
greater.n.acc.sg

ɛksɛrgásastʰaí⸗min
do.inf.aor.mid⸗3sg.acc

Pɛŕsas
Persian.m.acc.pl

kakɔ́n,
bad.n.acc.sg

katalamptɛɔ́s
to.be.punished.m.nom.sg

ɛstì
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɛːmĩn
1pl.dat

tʰanátɔːi.
death.m.dat.sg
‘Before (Oroetes) does the Persians [greater]F 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?
[οὔτε γὰρ τὸ πρὸς τὴν ἠῶ τοῦ Νέστου οὐδαμόθι πάσης τῆς ἔμπροσθεν Εὐρώ-
πης]F ἴδοι⸗τις⸗ἂν λέοντα, οὔτε πρὸς ἑσπέρης τοῦ Ἀχελώιου ἐν τῆι ἐπιλοίπωι
ἠπείρωι, ἀλλ’ ἐν τῆι μεταξὺ τούτων τῶν ποταμῶν γίνονται.
[ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

gàr
expl

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

prɔ̀s
towards

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛːɔ̃ː
east.f.acc.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

Nɛśtɔu
Nestus.m.gen.sg

ɔudamɔ́tʰi
nowhere.adv

pásɛːs
whole.f.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

ɛḿprɔstʰɛn
before.adv

Ɛurɔ́ːpɛːs]F
Europe.f.gen.sg

ídɔi⸗tis⸗àn
see.aor.opt.act.3sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗mod

lɛɔ́nta,
lion.m.acc.sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

prɔ̀s
towards

hɛspɛŕɛːs
west.f.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

Akʰɛlɔ́ːiɔu
Achelous.m.gen.sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

ɛpilɔípɔːi
remaining.c.dat.sg

ɛːpɛírɔːi,
mainland.f.dat.sg

all’
but

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

mɛtaksỳ
between

tɔútɔːn
med.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

pɔtamɔ̃ːn
river.m.gen.pl

gínɔntai.
exist.pres.ind.mp.3pl

‘For [nowhere in all of anterior Europe to the east of theNestus]Fwould
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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 tobemotivated; otherwise itwill 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 ismotivated 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?
ὁτέοισι μέν νυν αὐτῶν ἀλκίμοισι ἐνετύγχανε καὶ δεινῶς γλιχομένοισι περὶ
τῆς ἐλευθερίης, τούτοισι μὲν στήλας ἐνίστη ἐς τὰς χώρας διὰ γραμμάτων
λεγούσας τό τε ἑωυτοῦ οὔνομα καὶ τῆς πάτρης καὶ ὡς [δυνάμι τῆι ἑωυ-
τοῦ]F κατεστρέψατό⸗σφεας.
hɔtɛɔ́isi
rel.m.dat.pl

mɛń
ptcl

nyn
now.ptcl

autɔ̃ːn
3pl.m.gen

alkímɔisi
brave.m.dat.pl

ɛnɛtýnkʰanɛ
encounter.impf.ind.act.3sg

kaì
conj

dɛinɔ̃ːs
hard.adv

glikʰɔmɛńɔisi
strive.ptcp.pres.mp.m.dat.pl

pɛrì
for

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

ɛlɛutʰɛríɛːs,
freedom.f.gen.sg

tɔútɔisi
med.m.dat.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

stɛ́ː las
pillar.f.acc.pl

ɛnístɛː
set.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛs
into

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

kʰɔ́ːras
land.f.acc.pl

dià
through

grammátɔːn
letter.n.gen.pl

lɛgɔúsas
say.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.pl

tɔ́
art.n.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

hɛɔːutɔũ
refl.3sg.m.gen

ɔúnɔma
name.n.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

pátrɛːs
homeland.f.gen.sg

kaì
conj

hɔːs
that.comp

[dynámi
power.f.dat.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ]F
refl.3sg.m.gen
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katɛstrɛṕsatɔ́⸗spʰɛas.
overcome.aor.ind.mid.3sg⸗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
inwriting hisi (= Sesostris’) name and that of his homeland, and that
hei overcame them [with his own power]F.’

2.102.4

b. QUD:What did the Pythia prophesy to him?
ὡς δὲ [κατὰ ταὐτὰ]F ἐθέσπιζέ⸗οἱ καὶ πρότερον, οἴχετο μεταξὺ ἀπολιπὼν
ὁ Βάττος ἐς τὴν Θήρην.
hɔːs
since.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

[katà
according.to

t-autà]F
art.n.acc.pl-same.n.acc.pl

ɛtʰɛśpizdɛ⸗́hɔi
prophesy.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

kaì
as.comp

prɔ̀tɛrɔn,
before.adv,

ɔíkʰɛtɔ
go.impf.ind.mp.3sg

mɛtaksỳ
in.the.middle.adv

apɔlipɔ̀ːn
leave.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Báttɔs
Battus.m.nom.sg

ɛs
to
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Tʰɛ́ː rɛːn.
Thera.f.acc.sg

‘Since she was prophesying to him [in the same way]F as before,
Battus left in the middle and went to Thera.’

4.155.4

c. QUD: Howmuch did the Peisistratids offer Xerxes?
τοῦτο δὲΠεισιστρατιδέων οἱ ἀναβεβηκότες ἐς Σοῦσα, τῶν τε αὐτῶν λόγων
ἐχόμενοι τῶν καὶ οἱ Ἀλευάδαι, καὶ δή τι πρὸς τούτοισι [ἔτι πλέον]F προσ-
ωρέγοντό⸗οἱ.
tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Pɛisistratidɛɔ́ːn
Peisistratid.m.gen.pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

anabɛbɛːkɔ́tɛs
come.up.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.pl

ɛs
into

Sɔũsa,
Susa.n.acc.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

tɛ
conj

autɔ̃ːn
same.m.gen.pl

lɔ́gɔːn
word.m.gen.pl

ɛkʰɔ́mɛnɔi
have.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

tɔ̃ːn
rel.m.gen.pl

kaì
too.adv

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Alɛuádai,
Aleuadai.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ti
indf.n.acc.sg
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prɔ̀s
to

tɔútɔisi
med.n.dat.pl

[ɛt́i
still.adv

plɛɔ́n]F
more.n.acc.sg

prɔsɔːrɛǵɔntɔ́⸗hɔi.
offer.impf.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]F to
him (= Xerxes), in addition to these things.’

7.6.2

d. QUD:Who has to appoint him for him to become king?
ἤν⸗μὲν⸗δὴ [τὸ χρηστήριον]F ἀνέληι⸗μιν βασιλέα εἶναι Λυδῶν, τόν δὲ βασι-
λεύειν. ἤν δὲ μή, ἀποδοῦναι ὀπίσω ἐς Ἡρακλείδας τὴν ἀρχήν.
ɛ́ː -n⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː
if.comp-mod⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

[tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

kʰrɛːstɛ́ː riɔn]F
oracle.n.nom.sg

anɛĺɛːi⸗min
appoint.aor.sbjv.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc

basilɛá
king.m.acc.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

Lydɔ̃ːn,
Lydian.m.gen.pl

tɔ́n
3sg.m.acc

dɛ̀
ptcl

basilɛúɛin.
be.king.inf.pres.act

ɛ́ː -n
if.comp-mod

dɛ̀
ptcl

mɛ́ː ,
neg

apɔdɔũnai
return.inf.aor.act

ɔpísɔː
back

ɛs
to

Hɛːraklɛídas
Heracleidae.m.acc.pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

arkʰɛ́ː n.
rule.f.acc.sg

‘If [the oracle]F appoints him to be king of the Lydians, then he rules.
If not, he gives the kingship back to the Heracleidae.’

1.13.1

e. QUD:Who tried to block Alexander from competing?
Ἀλεξάνδρου γὰρ ἀεθλεύειν ἑλομένου καὶ καταβάντος ἐπ’ αὐτὸ τοῦτο [οἱ
ἀντιθευσόμενοι Ἑλλήνων]F ἐξεῖργόν⸗μιν, φάμενοι οὐ βαρβάρων ἀγωνι-
στέων εἶναι τὸν ἀγῶνα ἀλλὰ Ἑλλήνων.
Alɛksándrɔu
Alexander.m.gen.sg

gàr
expl

aɛtʰlɛúɛin
compete.inf.pres.act

hɛlɔmɛńɔu
decide.ptcp.aor.mid.m.gen.sg

kaì
conj

katabántɔs
enter.ptcp.aor.act.m.gen.sg

ɛp’
to

autɔ̀
same.n.acc.sg
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tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

[hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

antitʰɛusɔ́mɛnɔi
compete.ptcp.fut.mid.m.nom.pl

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn]F
Greek.m.gen.pl

ɛksɛĩrgɔ́n⸗min,
block.impf.ind.act.3pl⸗3sg.acc

pʰámɛnɔi
say.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

ɔu
neg

barbárɔːn
barbarian.m.gen.pl

agɔːnistɛɔ́ːn
competitor.m.gen.pl

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

agɔ̃ːna
contest.m.acc.sg

allà
but

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn.
Greek.m.gen.pl

‘When Alexander decided to compete and entered the lists, it was
[his Greek competitors]F 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?
εἰ Ἀθηναῖοι καταρρωδήσαντες τὸν ἐπιόντα κίνδυνον ἐξέλιπον τὴν σφετέ-
ρην, ἢ καὶ μὴ ἐκλιπόντες ἀλλὰ μείναντες ἔδοσαν σφέας αὐτοὺς Ξέρξηι,
[κατὰ τὴν θάλασσαν]F οὐδαμοὶ⸗ἂν ἐπειρῶντο ἀντιούμενοι βασιλέϊ.
ɛi
if.comp

Atʰɛːnaĩɔi
Athenian.m.nom.pl

katarrɔːdɛ́ː santɛs
fear.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

ɛpiɔ́nta
approach.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

kíndynɔn
danger.m.acc.sg

ɛksɛĺipɔn
leave.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

spʰɛtɛŕɛːn,
their.f.acc.sg

ɛ̀ː
disj

kaì
even.adv

mɛ̀ː
neg

ɛklipɔ́ntɛs
leave.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

allà
but

mɛínantɛs
stay.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

ɛd́ɔsan
give.aor.ind.act.3pl

spʰɛás
3pl.c.acc

autɔùs
self.m.acc.pl

Ksɛŕksɛːi,
Xerxes.m.dat.sg

[katà
on

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan]F
sea.f.acc.sg

ɔudamɔì⸗àn
none.m.nom.pl⸗mod

ɛpɛirɔ̃ːntɔ
attempt.impf.ind.mp.3pl

antiɔúmɛnɔi
oppose.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

basilɛí.
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]F.’

7.139.2

g. QUD: Is it possible towatchfully protect the Ionians from the Persians?
[ἀδύνατα]F⸗γὰρ ἐφαίνετό⸗σφι εἶναι ἑωυτούς τε Ἰώνων προκατῆσθαι
φρουρέοντας τὸν πάντα χρόνον καὶ ἑωυτῶν μὴ προκατημένων Ἴωνας
οὐδεμίαν ἐλπίδα εἶχον χαίροντας πρὸς τῶν Περσέων ἀπαλλάξειν.
[adýnata]F⸗gàr
impossible.n.nom.pl⸗expl

ɛpʰaínɛtɔ́⸗spʰi
seem.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3pl.dat

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

hɛɔːutɔús
refl.3pl.m.acc

tɛ
conj

Iɔ́ːnɔːn
Ionian.m.gen.pl

prɔkatɛ̃ː stʰai
protect.inf.perf.mp

pʰrɔurɛɔ́ntas
watch.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pánta
whole.m.acc.sg

kʰrɔ́nɔn
time.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

hɛɔːutɔ̃ːn
refl.3pl.m.gen

mɛ̀ː
neg

prɔkatɛːmɛńɔːn
protect.ptcp.perf.mid.m.gen.pl

Íɔːnas
Ionian.m.acc.pl

ɔudɛmían
none.f.acc.sg

ɛlpída
hope.f.acc.sg

ɛĩkʰɔn
have.impf.ind.act.3pl

kʰaírɔntas
be.happy.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

prɔ̀s
from

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

apalláksɛin.
escape.fut.pres.act

‘For it seemed to them (= the Greeks) to be [impossible]F to watch-
fully protect the Ionians forever, and yet if they were not to protect
the Ionians theyhadno chance that they (themselves)would escape
the Persians unscathed.’

9.106.2

h. QUD:Who would not be able to live with Scythian women?
[ἡμεῖς]F οὐκ⸗ἂν δυναίμεθα οἰκέειν μετὰ τῶν ὑμετερέων γυναικῶν.
[hɛːmɛĩs]F
1pl.nom

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

dynaímɛtʰa
be.able.pres.opt.mp.1pl

ɔikɛɛ́in
live.inf.pres.act

mɛtà
with

tɔ̃ːn
art.f.gen.pl

hymɛtɛrɛɔ́ːn
your.f.gen.pl

gynaikɔ̃ːn.
woman.f.gen.pl

‘[We]Fwould not be able to live with your women.’
4.114.3
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i. QUD: Under what circumstances is it lawful to conduct sacrifices?
[ἄνευ⸗γὰρ⸗δὴ μάγου]F οὔ⸗σφι νόμος⸗ἐστὶ θυσίας ποιέεσθαι.
[ánɛu⸗gàr⸗dɛ̀ː
without⸗expl⸗ptcl

mágɔu]F
magus.m.gen.sg

ɔú⸗spʰi
neg⸗3pl.dat

nɔ́mɔs⸗ɛstì
law.m.nom.sg⸗be.pres.ind.act.3sg

tʰysías
sacrifice.f.acc.pl

pɔiɛɛ́stʰai.
conduct.inf.pres.mp
‘For [without a magus]F it is not lawful for them to conduct sacri-
fices.’

1.132.3 (cf. 1.195.2)

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 κατὰ τὴν θάλασσαν 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
Scythianmen 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



194 chapter 6

and does not appear to fit with the account offered above for non-verbal focus
preposing:

(6.12) a. ἐνθαῦτα δὴ θαρσήσας τὸ τελευταῖον τῶν βυβλίων διδοῖ τῶι γραμματιστῆι,
ἐν ὧι ἐγέγραπτο: βασιλεὺς Δαρεῖος Πέρσηισι τοῖσι ἐν Σάρδισι ἐντέλλεται
κτείνειν Ὀροίτεα. οἱ δὲ δορυφόροι ὡς ἤκουσαν ταῦτα, σπασάμενοι τοὺς
ἀκινάκας [κτείνουσι]F παραυτίκα⸗μιν.
ɛntʰaũta
then.adv

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

tʰarsɛ́ː sas
encourage.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

tɛlɛutaĩɔn
last.n.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

byblíɔːn
scroll.n.gen.pl

didɔĩ
give.pres.opt.act.3sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

grammatistɛ̃ː i,
scribe.m.dat.sg

ɛn
in

hɔ̃ːi
rel.n.dat.sg

ɛgɛǵraptɔ:
write.plpf.ind.mp.3sg

basilɛùs
king.m.nom.sg

Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

Pɛŕsɛːisi
Persian.m.dat.pl

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

ɛn
in

Sárdisi
Sardis.f.dat.pl

ɛntɛĺlɛttai
command.pres.ind.mp.3sg

ktɛínɛin
kill.inf.pres.act

Ɔrɔítɛa.
Oroetes.m.acc.sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔi
spear.bearer.m.nom.pl

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛ́ː kɔusan
hear.aor.ind.act.3pl

taũta,
med.n.acc.pl

spasámɛnɔi
draw.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

akinákas
sword.m.acc.pl

[ktɛínɔusi]F
kill.pres.ind.act.3pl

parautíka⸗min.
immediately.adv⸗3sg.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]F him immediately.’

3.128.5

b. ταῦτα μὲν δὴ ταύτηι ποιέεται. ἐν δὲ Βουσίρι πόλι ὡς ἀνάγουσι τῆι Ἴσι τὴν
ὁρτήν, [εἴρηται]F προτερόν⸗μοι.
taũta
med.n.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

taútɛːi
med.f.dat.sg

pɔiɛɛ́tai.
do.pres.ind.mp.3sg

ɛn
in

dɛ̀
ptcl

Bɔusíri
Busiris.f.dat.sg

pɔ́li
city.f.dat.sg

hɔːs
how.comp
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anágɔusi
conduct.pres.ind.act.3pl

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Ísi
Isis.f.dat.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

hɔrtɛ́ː n,
feast.f.acc.sg

[ɛírɛːtai]F
say.perf.ind.mp.3sg

prɔtɛrɔ́n⸗mɔi.
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]F already described.’

2.61.1

c. ὡς δὲ χαλεπῶς ἐλαμβάνετο ἡ μήτηρ τοῦ περιεόντος παιδὸς καὶ πολλὰ
πρὸς αὐτὴν λέγων οὐκ ἔπειθε, [ἐπιτεχνήσασθαι]F τοιάδε⸗μιν.
hɔːs
as.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

kʰalɛpɔ̃ːs
harshly.adv

ɛlambánɛtɔ
reproach.impf.ind.mp.3sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

mɛ́ː tɛːr
mother.f.nom.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

pɛriɛɔ́ntɔs
survive.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.sg

paidɔ̀s
child.m.gen.sg

kaì
conj

pɔllà
many.n.acc.pl

prɔ̀s
to

autɛ̀ː n
3sg.f.acc

lɛǵɔːn
say.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɔuk
neg

ɛṕɛitʰɛ,
persuade.impf.ind.act.3sg

[ɛpitɛkʰnɛ́ː sastʰai]F
invent.inf.aor.mid

tɔiáde⸗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]F the following.’

2.121.δ.1

d. [ποιέειν]F αὐτίκα⸗μοι δοκέει καὶ μὴ ὑπερβάλλεσθαι.
[pɔiɛɛ́in]F
do.inf.pres.act

autíka⸗mɔi
at.once.adv⸗1sg.dat

dɔkɛɛ́i
seem.pres.ind.act.3sg

kaì
conj

mɛ̀ː
neg

hypɛrbállɛstʰai.
delay.inf.pres.mp

‘It seems best to me [to act]F 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 κτείνουσι 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) ἤν⸗μὲν⸗δὴ [τὸ χρηστήριον]F ἀνέληι⸗μιν βασιλέα εἶναι Λυδῶν, τόν δὲ βασι-
λεύειν. ἤν δὲ μή, ἀποδοῦναι ὀπίσω ἐς Ἡρακλείδας τὴν ἀρχήν. ἀνεῖλέ⸗τε⸗δὴ
τὸ χρηστήριον καὶ ἐβασίλευσε οὕτω Γύγης.
ɛ́ː -n⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː
if.comp-mod⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

[tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

kʰrɛːstɛ́ː riɔn]F
oracle.n.nom.sg

anɛĺɛːi⸗min
appoint.aor.sbjv.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc

basilɛá
king.m.acc.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

Lydɔ̃ːn,
Lydian.m.gen.pl

tɔ́n
3sg.m.acc

dɛ̀
ptcl

basilɛúɛin.
rule.inf.pres.act

ɛ́ː -n
if.comp-mod

dɛ̀
ptcl

mɛ́ː ,
neg

apɔdɔũnai
return.inf.aor.act

ɔpísɔː
back

ɛs
to

Hɛːraklɛídas
Heracleidae.f.acc.pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

arkʰɛ́ː n.
rule.f.acc.sg

anɛĩlɛ⸗́tɛ⸗dɛ̀ː
select.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗conj⸗ptcl

tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

kʰrɛːstɛ́ː riɔn
oracle.n.nom.sg

kaì
conj

ɛbasílɛusɛ
be.king.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔútɔː
thus.adv

Gýgɛːs.
Gyges.m.nom.sg
‘If [the oracle]F 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.’

1.13.1

Here ἀνεῖλε and ἐβασίλευσε confirmwhatwas 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
a. ἡ δὲ ὡς εἶδε τὸ παιδίον μέγα τε καὶ εὐειδὲς ἐόν, δακρύσασα καὶ λαβομένη
τῶν γουνάτων τοῦ ἀνδρὸς ἐχρήιζε [μηδεμιῆι τέχνηι]F ἐκθεῖναί⸗μιν.
hɛː
3sg.f.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛĩdɛ
see.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

paidíɔn
child.n.acc.sg

mɛǵa
tall.n.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛuɛidɛs̀
beautiful.n.acc.sg

ɛɔ́n,
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.acc.sg

dakrýsasa
cry.ptcp.aor.act.f.nom.sg

kaì
conj

labɔmɛńɛː
take.hold.ptcp.aor.mid.f.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

gɔunátɔːn
knee.n.gen.pl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

andrɔ̀s
man.m.gen.sg

ɛkʰrɛ́ː izdɛ
beg.impf.ind.act.3sg

[mɛːdɛmiɛ̃ː i
none.f.dat.sg

tɛḱʰnɛːi]F
method.f.dat.sg

ɛktʰɛĩnaí⸗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]F—to expose him.’

1.112.1

b. καὶ ταχέως σφέας, ὦ βασιλεῦ, γυναῖκας ἀντ᾽ ἀνδρῶν ὄψεαι γεγονότας,
ὥστε [οὐδὲν]F δεινοί⸗τοι ἔσονται μὴ ἀποστέωσι.
kaì
conj

takʰɛɔ́ːs
quickly.adv

spʰɛás,
3pl.c.acc

ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

basilɛũ,
king.m.voc.sg

gynaĩkas
woman.f.acc.pl

ant’
instead

andrɔ̃ːn
man.m.gen.pl

ɔ́psɛai
see.fut.ind.mid.2sg

gɛgɔnɔ́tas,
become.ptcp.perf.act.m.acc.pl

hɔ́ːstɛ
res

[ɔudɛǹ]F
none.n.acc.sg

dɛinɔí⸗tɔi
fear.m.nom.pl⸗2sg.dat

ɛśɔntai
be.fut.ind.mid.3pl

mɛ̀ː
neg

apɔstɛɔ́ːsi.
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]F fears that they might revolt.’

1.155.4
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c. ἐπεὶ δὲ ἀγχοῦ τε ἐγίνοντο τοῦ στρατοπέδου καὶ [οὐδεὶς]F ἐφαίνετό⸗σφι
ἐπαναγόμενος, ἀλλὰ ὥρων νέας ἀνελκυσμένας ἔσω τοῦ τείχεος, πολλὸν
δὲ πεζὸν παρακεκριμένον παρὰ τὸν αἰγιαλόν, ἐνθαῦτα πρῶτον μὲν ἐν τῆι
νηὶ παραπλέων, ἐγχρίμψας τῶι αἰγιαλῶι τὰ μάλιστα, Λευτυχίδης ὑπὸ
κήρυκος προηγόρευε τοῖσι Ἴωσι λέγων.
ɛpɛì
as.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ankʰɔũ
near.adv

tɛ
conj

ɛgínɔntɔ
become.impf.ind.mp.3pl

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

stratɔpɛd́ɔu
camp.n.gen.sg

kaì
conj

[ɔudɛìs]F
none.m.nom.sg

ɛpʰaínɛtɔ́⸗spʰi
appear.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3pl.dat
ɛpanagɔ́mɛnɔs,
put.to.sea.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

allà
but

hɔ́ːrɔːn
see.impf.ind.act.3pl

nɛás
ship.f.acc.pl

anɛlkysmɛńas
draw.up.ptcp.perf.mp.f.acc.pl

ɛśɔː
to

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

tɛíkʰɛɔs,
wall.n.gen.sg

pɔllɔ̀n
much.m.acc.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɛzdɔ̀n
infantry.m.acc.sg

parakɛkrimɛńɔn
draw.up.in.line.ptcp.perf.mp.m.acc.sg

parà
at

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

aigialɔ́n,
strand.m.acc.sg

ɛntʰaũta
then.adv

prɔ̃ːtɔn
first.n.acc.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

nɛːì
ship.f.dat.sg

paraplɛɔ́ːn,
sail.along.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg
ɛnkʰrímpsas
keep.close.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

aigialɔ̃ːi
strand.m.dat.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

málista,
most.adv

Lɛutykʰídɛːs
Leutychides.m.nom.sg

hypɔ̀
by

kɛ́ː rykɔs
herald.m.gen.sg

prɔɛːgɔ́rɛuɛ
proclaim.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

Íɔːsi
Ionian.m.dat.pl

lɛǵɔːn.
say.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg
‘As (the Greeksi) neared the camp, [no one]F put out to meet themi.
Instead, theyi saw ships drawnup inside thewall and a lot 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. [τῶν⸗μὲν⸗δὴ]CT [οὐδὲν]F προσίετό⸗μιν.
[tɔ̃ːn⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː ]CT
art.n.gen.pl⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

[ɔudɛǹ]F
nothing.n.nom.sg

prɔsíɛtɔ́⸗min.
please.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3sg.acc
‘[Of these]CT, [none]F pleased him (= Croesus).’

1.48.1

e. [PPἀνδρὸς γὰρ ἑνὸς τοῦ ἀρίστου] [οὐδὲν]F ἄμεινον⸗ἂν φανείη.
[PPandrɔ̀s
man.m.gen.sg

gàr
expl

hɛnɔ̀s
one.m.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

arístɔu]
noble.m.gen.sg

[ɔudɛǹ]F
none.n.nom.sg

ámɛinɔn⸗àn
better.n.nom.sg⸗mod

pʰanɛíɛː.
seem.aor.opt.pass.3sg
‘For [PPin comparison to one noble man], [nothing]F would seem
better.’

3.82.2

f. τοῦτο εἶπε τῶν τις Βαβυλωνίων, [οὐδαμὰ]F ἐλπίζων⸗ἂν ἡμίονον τεκεῖν.
tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

ɛĩpɛ
say.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

Babylɔːníɔːn,
Babylonian.m.gen.pl

[ɔudamà]F
in.no.way.adv

ɛlpízdɔːn⸗àn
expect.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗mod

hɛːmíɔnɔn
mule.m.acc.sg

tɛkɛĩn.
give.birth.inf.aor.act
‘The preceding iswhat one of the Babylonians said, since he did [not
at all]F 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 μηδεμιῆι τέχνηι contributes something along the lines of ‘at all.’
Here a cowherdhas brought homean exposedbaby,whichhehas beenordered
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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 μηδεμιῆι τέχνηι 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
a. κῶς⸗γὰρ⸗ἂν γινώσκοι ὃς οὔτ᾽ ἐδιδάχθη οὔτε εἶδε καλὸν οὐδὲν οἰκήιον,
ὠθέει τε ἐμπεσὼν τὰ πρήγματα ἄνευ νόου, χειμάρρωι ποταμῶι εἴκελος;
kɔ̃ːs⸗gàr⸗àn
how.wh.adv⸗expl⸗mod

ginɔ́ːskɔi
know.pres.opt.act.3sg

hɔ̀s
rel.m.nom.sg

ɔú-t’
neg-conj

ɛdidákʰtʰɛː
learn.aor.ind.pass.3sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

ɛĩdɛ
see.aor.ind.act.3sg

kalɔ̀n
good.n.acc.sg

ɔudɛǹ
nothing.n.acc.sg

ɔikɛ́ː iɔn,
own.n.acc.sg

ɔːtʰɛɛ́i
push.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɛ
conj

ɛmpɛsɔ̀ːn
rush.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

prɛ́ː gmata
deed.n.acc.pl

ánɛu
without

nɔ́ɔu,
sense.m.gen.sg

kʰɛimárrɔːi
swollen.m.dat.sg

pɔtamɔ̃ːi
river.m.dat.sg

ɛíkɛlɔs?
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

b. Κροῖσε, τίς⸗σε ἀνθρώπων ἀνέγνωσε ἐπὶ γῆν τὴν ἐμὴν στρατευσάμενον
πολέμιον ἀντὶ φίλου ἐμοὶ καταστῆναι;
Krɔĩsɛ,
Croesus.m.voc.sg

tís⸗sɛ
wh.c.nom.sg⸗2sg.acc

antʰrɔ́ːpɔːn
person.m.gen.pl

anɛǵnɔːsɛ
persuade.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛpì
against

gɛ̃ː n
land.f.acc.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛmɛ̀ː n
my.f.acc.sg

stratɛusámɛnɔn
campaign.ptcp.aor.mid.m.acc.sg
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pɔlɛḿiɔn
enemy.m.acc.sg

antì
instead

pʰílɔu
friend.m.gen.sg

ɛmɔì
1sg.dat

katastɛ̃ː nai?
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. κοῦ⸗γε⸗δὴ—ἐν τῶι προαναισιμωμένωι χρόνωι πρότερον ἢ ἐμὲ γενέσθαι—
οὐκ⸗ἂν χωσθείη κόλπος καὶ πολλῶι μέζων ἔτι τούτου ὑπὸ τοσούτου τε
ποταμοῦ καὶ οὕτως ἐργατικοῦ;
kɔũ⸗gɛ⸗dɛ̀ː
how.wh.adv⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

prɔanaisimɔːmɛńɔːi
use.up.ptcp.perf.mp.m.dat.sg

kʰrɔ́nɔːi
time.m.dat.sg

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛ̀ː
disj

ɛmɛ̀
1sg.acc

gɛnɛśtʰai
be.born.inf.aor.mid

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

kʰɔːstʰɛíɛː
bury.aor.opt.pass.3sg

kɔ́lpɔs
gulf.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

pɔllɔ̃ːi
more.n.dat.sg

mɛźdɔːn
greater.c.nom.sg

ɛt́i
still.adv

tɔútɔu
med.m.gen.sg

hypɔ̀
by

tɔsɔútɔu
such.m.gen.sg

tɛ
conj

pɔtamɔũ
river.m.gen.sg

kaì
conj

hɔútɔːs
thus.adv

ɛrgatikɔũ?
active.m.gen.sg

‘How (is it that)—in the time before I was born—a gulfmuch bigger
even than this would not be buried by such a great and active river?’

2.11.4

b. ἡ δὲ τρίτη τῶν ὁδῶν πολλὸν ἐπιεικεστάτη ἐοῦσα μάλιστα ἔψευσται· λέγει
γὰρ δὴ οὐδ’ αὕτη οὐδέν, φαμένη τὸν Νεῖλον ῥέειν ἀπὸ τηκομένης χιό-
νος. ὃς ῥέει μὲν ἐκ Λιβύης διὰ μέσων Αἰθιόπων, ἐκδιδοῖ δὲ ἐς Αἴγυπτον.
[κῶς]F⸗ὦν⸗δῆτα ῥέοι⸗ἂν ἀπὸ χιόνος, ἀπὸ τῶν θερμοτάτων ῥέων ἐς τὰ
ψυχρότερα τὰ πολλά ἐστι;
hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

trítɛː
third.f.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.f.gen.pl

hɔdɔ̃ːn
way.f.gen.pl

pɔllɔ̀n
much.adv

ɛpiɛikɛstátɛː
most.reasonable.f.nom.sg
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ɛɔũsa
be.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg

málista
most.adv

ɛṕsɛustai,
be.mistaken.perf.ind.mp.3sg

lɛǵɛi
say.pres.ind.act.3sg

gàr
expl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ɔu-d’
neg-ptcl

haútɛː
med.f.nom.sg

ɔudɛń,
none.n.acc.sg

pʰamɛńɛː
claim.ptcp.pres.mp.f.nom.sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Nɛĩlɔn
Nile.m.acc.sg

hrɛɛ́in
flow.inf.pres.act

apɔ̀
from

tɛːkɔmɛńɛːs
melt.ptcp.pres.mp.f.gen.sg

kʰiɔ́nɔs.
snow.f.gen.sg

hɔ̀s
rel.m.nom.sg

hrɛɛ́i
flow.pres.ind.act.3sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɛk
from

Libýɛːs
Libya.f.gen.sg

dià
through

mɛśɔːn
middle.m.gen.pl

Aitʰiɔ́pɔːn,
Ethiopian.m.gen.pl

ɛkdidɔĩ
issue.pres.ind.act.3sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛs
into

Aígyptɔn.
Egypt.f.acc.sg

[kɔ̃ːs]F⸗ɔ̃ːn⸗dɛ̃ː ta
how.wh.adv⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

hrɛɔ́i⸗àn
flow.pres.opt.act.3sg⸗mod

apɔ̀
from

kʰiɔ́nɔs,
snow.f.gen.sg

apɔ̀
from

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

tʰɛrmɔtátɔːn
warmest.n.gen.pl

hrɛɔ́ːn
flow.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛs
into

tà
art.n.acc.pl

psykʰrɔ́tɛra
colder.n.acc.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

pɔllá
many.n.acc.pl

ɛsti?
be.pres.ind.act.3sg
‘The third explanation, while quite reasonable, is completelywrong.
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]F (is it), then, (that it) could flow from snow,
flowing from thewarmest (areas) into the areas that are for themost
part cooler?’

2.22.1–2
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c. τοῖσι γὰρ μήτε ἄστεα μήτε τείχεα ἦι ἐκτισμένα, ἀλλὰ φερέοικοι ἐόντες
πάντες ἔωσι ἱπποτοξόται, ζῶντές τε μὴ ἀπ’ ἀρότου ἀλλ’ ἀπὸ κτηνέων,
οἰκήματά τέ σφι ἦι ἐπὶ ζευγέων. [κῶς]F οὐκ⸗ἂν εἴησαν οὗτοι ἄμαχοί τε
καὶ ἄποροι προσμίσγειν;
tɔĩsi
3pl.m.dat

gàr
expl

mɛ́ː -tɛ
neg-conj

ástɛa
town.n.nom.pl

mɛ́ː tɛ
neg.conj

tɛíkʰɛa
wall.n.nom.pl

ɛ̃ː i
be.pres.sbjv.act.3sg

ɛktismɛńa,
build.ptcp.perf.mp.n.nom.pl

allà
but

pʰɛrɛɔ́ikɔi
nomad.m.nom.pl

ɛɔ́ntɛs,
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

pántɛs
all.m.nom.pl

ɛɔ́ːsi
be.pres.sbjv.act.3pl

hippɔtɔksɔ́tai,
horse.archer.m.nom.pl

zdɔ̃ːntɛś
live.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

tɛ
conj

mɛ̀ː
neg

ap’
from

arɔ́tɔu
crops.m.gen.sg

all’
but

apɔ̀
from

ktɛːnɛɔ́ːn,
flock.n.gen.pl

ɔikɛ́ː matá
dwelling.n.nom.pl

tɛ́
conj

spʰi
3pl.dat

ɛ̃ː i
be.pres.sbjv.act.3sg

ɛpì
on

zdɛugɛɔ́ːn.
draft.animal.n.gen.pl

[kɔ̃ːs]F
how.wh.adv

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

ɛíɛːsan
be.pres.opt.act.3pl

hɔũtɔi
med.m.nom.pl

ámakʰɔí
invincible.c.nom.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ápɔrɔi
unapproachable.c.nom.pl

prɔsmísgɛin?
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]F
(is it that) they would not be invincible and unapproachable?’

4.46.3

(6.17) Embedded Question
εἰρώτα [τίς]F εἴη⸗μοι ὁ δούς.
ɛirɔ́ːta
ask.impf.ind.act.3sg

[tís]F
wh.c.nom.sg

ɛíɛː⸗mɔi
be.pres.opt.act.3sg⸗1sg.dat

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɔús.
give.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg
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‘(Ariston) asked [who]F (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. Hajicová 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. [Δαρεῖος⸗μὲν⸗δή]CT, δοκέειν ἐμοί, [ἀπ’ οὐδενὸς δολεροῦ νόου]F ἐπαγγέλ-
λετό⸗οἱ ταῦτα.
Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ́ː ,
ptcl

dɔkɛɛ́in
seem.pres.ind.act.3sg

ɛmɔí,
1sg.dat

[ap’
from

ɔudɛnɔ̀s
none.m.gen.sg

dɔlɛrɔũ
deceitful.m.gen.sg

nɔ́ɔu]F
mind.m.gen.sg
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ɛpangɛĺlɛtɔ́⸗hɔi
tell.impf.ind.mid.3sg⸗3sg.dat

taũta.
med.n.acc.pl

‘[As for Darius]CT, it seems to me that [it was from no deceitful
mind]F that he told him these things.’

3.135.3

b. [οἱ δὲ]CT [ἐπ’ οὐδενὶ]F, ἔφασαν, ἔρδειν⸗ἂν τοῦτο.
[hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ]̀CT
ptcl

[ɛp’
for

ɔudɛnì]F,
none.n.dat.sg

ɛṕʰasan,
say.impf.ind.act.3pl

ɛŕdɛin⸗àn
do.inf.pres.act⸗mod

tɔũtɔ.
med.n.acc.sg

‘[They]CT said that [there is no price]F for which they would do that.’
3.38.3

c. [τῶν⸗μὲν⸗δὴ]CT [οὐδὲν]F προσίετό⸗μιν.
[tɔ̃ːn⸗mɛǹ⸗dɛ̀ː ]CT
art.n.gen.pl⸗ptcl⸗ptcl

[ɔudɛǹ]F
nothing.n.nom.sg

prɔsíɛtɔ́⸗min.
please.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3sg.acc
‘[Of these]CT, [none]F pleased him (= Croesus).’

1.48.1

In each case, we have a topicalized phrase marked with μέν or δέ, 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
a. [PPἀνδρὸς γὰρ ἑνὸς τοῦ ἀρίστου] [οὐδὲν]F ἄμεινον⸗ἂν φανείη.
[PPandrɔ̀s
man.m.gen.sg

gàr
expl

hɛnɔ̀s
one.m.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

arístɔu]
noble.m.gen.sg

[ɔudɛǹ]F
none.n.nom.sg

ámɛinɔn⸗àn
better.n.nom.sg⸗mod

pʰanɛíɛː.
seem.aor.opt.pass.3sg
‘For [PPin comparison to one noble man], [nothing]F would seem
better.’

3.82.2



206 chapter 6

b. ἡμεῖς μὲν ἑκαστέρω τε οἰκέομεν καὶ [DPὑμῖν] [τοιήδε⸗τις]F γίνοιτ’⸗ἂν
ἐπικουρίη ψυχρή.
hɛːmɛĩs
1pl.nom

mɛǹ
ptcl

hɛkastɛŕɔː
farthest.adv

tɛ
conj

ɔikɛɔ́mɛn
live.pres.ind.act.1pl

kaì
conj

[DPhymĩn]
2pl.dat

[tɔiɛ́ː dɛ⸗tis]F
such.f.nom.sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg

gínɔit’⸗àn
be.pres.opt.mp.3sg⸗mod

ɛpikɔuríɛː
help.f.nom.sg

psykʰrɛ́ː .
cold.f.nom.sg

‘We live too far away, and [DPto you] [any such]F help would be cold
comfort.’

6.108.2

c. αὐτός τε γὰρ Ἕλλην γένος εἰμὶ τὠρχαῖον καὶ [PPἀντ’ ἐλευθέρης] [δεδου-
λωμένην]F οὐκ⸗ἂν ἐθέλοιμι ὁρᾶν τὴν Ἑλλάδα.
autɔ́s
self.m.nom.sg

tɛ
conj

gàr
expl

Hɛĺlɛːn
Greek.m.nom.sg

gɛńɔs
pedigree.n.acc.sg

ɛimì
be.pres.ind.act.1sg

t-ɔːrkʰaĩɔn
art.n.acc.sg-ancient.n.acc.sg

kaì
conj

[PPant’
instead

ɛlɛutʰɛŕɛːs]
free.f.gen.sg

[dɛdɔulɔːmɛńɛːn]F
enslave.ptcp.perf.mp.f.acc.sg

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

ɛtʰɛĺɔimi
want.pres.opt.act.1sg

hɔrãn
see.inf.pres.act

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Hɛlláda.
Hellas.f.acc.sg

‘For I am myself Greek by ancient pedigree and would not want to
see Hellas [enslaved]F [PPinstead of free].’

9.45.2

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 ἀντ’ ἐλευθέρης and δεδουλωμένην.
The final subtype is puzzling:

(6.22) a. oὗτος ὁ στόλος [ἐπὶ Κόδρου βασιλεύοντος Ἀθηναίων]F ὀρθῶς⸗ἂν καλέ-
οιτο.
hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

stɔ́lɔs
expedition.m.nom.sg

[ɛpì
to

Kɔ́drɔu
Codrus.m.gen.sg

basilɛúɔntɔs
be.king.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.sg
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Atʰɛːnaíɔːn]F
Athenian.m.gen.pl

ɔrtʰɔ̃ːs⸗àn
correctly.adv⸗mod

kalɛɔ́itɔ.
call.pres.opt.mp.3sg

‘This expedition would correctly be dated [to the era when Codrus
was king of the Athenians]F.’

5.76

b. τοὺς δὲ ὑποκρίνασθαι ὡς οὐδὲ ἐκεῖνοι [Ἰοῦς τῆς Ἀργείης]F ἔδοσάν⸗σφι
δίκας τῆς ἁρπαγῆς οὐδὲ ὦν αὐτοὶ δώσειν ἐκείνοισι.
tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

hypɔkrínastʰai
reply.inf.aor.mid

hɔːs
that.comp

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

ɛkɛĩnɔi
dist.m.nom.pl

[Iɔũs
Io.f.gen.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Argɛíɛːs]F
Argive.f.gen.sg

ɛd́ɔsán⸗spʰi
give.aor.ind.act.3pl⸗3pl.dat

díkas
right.f.acc.pl

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

harpagɛ̃ː s
abduction.f.gen.sg

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

autɔì
self.m.nom.pl

dɔ́ːsɛin
give.inf.fut.act

ɛkɛínɔisi.
dist.m.dat.pl

‘They (= the Greeks) replied that neither did they give them restitu-
tion for the abduction [of the Argive Io]F, nor would they give them
(any).’

1.2.3

c. ἐπεὰν δὲ θάψωσι, ἀγορὴ [δέκα ἡμερέων]F οὐκ ἵσταταί⸗σφι οὐδ᾽ ἀρχαιρε-
σίη συνίζει. ἀλλὰ πενθέουσι ταύτας τὰς ἡμέρας.
ɛpɛ-àn
when.comp-mod

dɛ̀
ptcl

tʰápsɔːsi,
bury.aor.sbjv.act.3pl

agɔrɛ̀ː
market.f.nom.sg

[dɛḱa
ten

hɛːmɛrɛɔ́ːn]F
day.f.gen.pl

ɔuk
neg

hístatai⸗spʰi
set.up.pres.ind.mp.3sg⸗3pl.dat

ɔu-d’
neg-ptcl

arkʰairɛsíɛː
election.of.magistrates.f.nom.sg

synízdɛi
take.place.pres.ind.act.3sg

allà
but

pɛntʰɛɔ́usi
grieve.pres.ind.act.3pl

taútas
med.f.acc.pl

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

hɛːmɛŕas.
day.f.acc.pl
‘Whenever they bury (a king), they do not hold market [for ten
days]F, nor does the election of magistrates take place. Instead they
grieve during those days.’

6.58.3
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d. Χάραξος δὲ ὡς λυσάμενος Ῥοδῶπιν ἀπενόστησεν ἐς Μυτιλήνην. ἐν μέλεϊ
Σαπφὼ [πολλὰ]F κατεκερτόμησέ⸗μιν.
Kʰáraksɔs
Charaxus.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔːs
after.comp

lysámɛnɔs
free.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

Hrɔdɔ̃ːpin
Rhodopis.f.acc.sg

apɛnɔ́stɛːsɛn
return.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛs
into

Mytilɛ́ː nɛːn.
Mytilene.f.acc.sg

ɛn
in

mɛĺɛi
song.n.dat.sg

Sappʰɔ̀ː
Sappho.f.nom.sg

[pɔllà]F
many.n.acc.pl

katɛkɛrtɔ́mɛːsɛ⸗́min.
mock.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc
‘Charaxus, after giving Rhodopis her freedom, returned toMytilene.
In a song Sappho mocked him [repeatedly]F.’

2.135.6

e. τῶν εἵνεκα οὔτ’ ἀνὴρ Αἰγύπτιος οὔτε γυνὴ [ἄνδρα Ἕλληνα]F φιλήσειε⸗ἂν
τῶι στόματι.
tɔ̃ːn
rel.n.gen.pl

hɛínɛka
because

ɔú-t’
neg-conj

anɛ̀ː r
man.m.nom.sg

Aigýptiɔs
Egyptian.m.nom.sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

gynɛ̀ː
woman.f.nom.sg

[ándra
man.m.acc.sg

Hɛĺlɛːna]F
Greek.m.acc.sg

pʰilɛ́ː sɛiɛ⸗àn
kiss.aor.opt.act.3sg⸗mod

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

stɔ́mati.
mouth.n.dat.sg

‘For these reasons, neither an Egyptian man nor woman would kiss
[a Greek man]F 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.e), the subjects are by contrast all
discourse-new. Examples (6.22.d) and (6.22.e) are further precededby an adver-
bial element. In principle, these could be cases of multiple focus (on which see
Krifka 1991), but if so it is not clear how to motivate this kind of reading from
the discourse context. These examplesmay 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. πρίν⸗τι⸗ὦν [μέζον]F ἐξεργάσασθαί⸗μινΠέρσας κακόν, καταλαμπτέος ἐστὶ
ἡμῖν θανάτωι.
prín⸗ti⸗ɔ̃ːn
before.comp⸗indf.n.acc.sg⸗ptcl

[mɛźdɔn]F
greater.n.acc.sg

ɛksɛrgásastʰaí⸗min
do.inf.aor.mid⸗3sg.acc

Pɛŕsas
Persian.m.acc.pl

kakɔ́n,
bad.n.acc.sg

katalamptɛɔ́s
to.be.punished.m.nom.sg

ɛstì
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɛːmĩn
1pl.dat

tʰanátɔːi.
death.m.dat.sg
‘Before he does the Persians [greater]F harm, he must be punished
by us with death.’

3.127.3

b. ἡμεῖς μὲν ἑκαστέρω τε οἰκέομεν καὶ ὑμῖν [τοιήδε⸗τις]F γίνοιτ’⸗ἂν ἐπικου-
ρίη ψυχρή.
hɛːmɛĩs
1pl.nom

mɛǹ
ptcl

hɛkastɛŕɔː
farthest.adv

tɛ
conj

ɔikɛɔ́mɛn
live.pres.ind.act.1pl

kaì
conj

hymĩn
2pl.dat

[tɔiɛ́ː dɛ⸗tis]F
such.f.nom.sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg

gínɔit’⸗àn
be.pres.opt.mp.3sg⸗mod

ɛpikɔuríɛː
help.f.nom.sg

psykʰrɛ́ː .
cold.f.nom.sg

‘We live too far away, and to you [any such]F help would be cold
comfort.’

6.108.2

c. ἀπὸ μὲν δὴ Ἰώνων καὶΜαγνήτων τῶν ἐν τῆιἈσίηι καὶ Αἰολέων καὶ Καρῶν
καὶ Λυκίων καὶ Μιλυέων καὶ Παμφύλων ([εἷς]F⸗γὰρ ἦν⸗οἱ τεταγμένος
οὗτος φόρος) προσῆιε τετρακόσια τάλαντα ἀργυρίου.
[apɔ̀
from

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

Iɔ́ːnɔːn
Ionian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Magnɛ́ː tɔːn
Magnesian.m.gen.pl
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tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Asíɛːi
Asia.f.dat.sg

kaì
conj

Aiɔlɛɔ́ːn
Aeolian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Karɔ̃ːn
Carian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Lykíɔːn
Lycian.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Milyɛɔ́ːn
Milyan.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Pampʰýlɔːn
Pamphylian.m.gen.pl

([hɛĩs]F⸗gàr
one.m.nom.sg⸗expl

ɛ̃ː n⸗hɔi
be.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

tɛtagmɛńɔs
assign.ptcp.perf.mp.m.nom.sg

hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

pʰɔ́rɔs)
tribute.m.nom.sg

prɔsɛ̃ː iɛ
come.in.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛtrakɔ́sia
four.hundred.n.nom.pl

tálanta
talent.n.nom.pl

argyríɔu.
silver.n.gen.sg

‘The Ionians, Magnesians of Asia, Aeolians, Carians, Lycians,
Milyans, and Pamphylians (for [one]F 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 ofmodifier and
noun, but rather amaximal dispersion, as in each case the noun is found at the
right edge of the clause. Iwould 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
a. οἱ μὲν ταῦτα ἐπειρώτων, τῶν δὲ μαντηίων ἀμφοτέρων ἐς τὠυτὸ αἱ γνῶμαι
συνέδραμον, προλέγουσαι Κροίσωι, ἢν στρατεύηται ἐπὶ Πέρσας, [μεγά-
λην]F ἀρχήν⸗μιν καταλύσειν.
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

mɛǹ
ptcl

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

ɛpɛirɔ́ːtɔːn,
ask.impf.ind.3pl.act

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

mantɛːíɔːn
oracle.n.gen.pl

ampʰɔtɛŕɔːn
both.n.gen.pl

ɛs
into

t-ɔːutɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg-same.n.acc.sg

hai
art.f.nom.pl

gnɔ̃ːmai
judgment.f.nom.pl

synɛd́ramɔn,
agree.aor.ind.act.3pl

prɔlɛǵɔusai
say.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.pl

Krɔísɔːi,
Croesus.m.nom.sg

ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod
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stratɛúɛːtai
lead.a.campaign.pres.sbjv.mid.3sg

ɛpì
against

Pɛŕsas,
Persian.m.acc.pl

[mɛgálɛːn]F
great.f.acc.sg

arkʰɛ́ː n⸗min
empire.f.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

katalýsɛin.
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]F empire he will
destroy.’

1.53.3

b. τὸ δὲ θυμιᾶται ἐπιβαλλόμενον καὶ ἀτμίδα παρέχεται τοσαύτην ὥστε
[Ἑλληνικὴ]F οὐδεμία⸗ἄν⸗μιν πυρίη ἀποκρατήσειε.
tɔ̀
rel.n.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

tʰymiãtai
smoulder.pres.ind.mp.3sg

ɛpiballɔ́mɛnɔn
throw.ptcp.pres.mp.n.nom.sg

kaì
conj

atmída
fume.f.acc.sg

parɛḱʰɛtai
send.out.pres.ind.mp.3sg

tɔsaútɛːn
such.f.acc.sg

hɔːstɛ
res

[Hɛllɛːnikɛ̀ː ]F
Greek.f.nom.sg

ɔudɛmía⸗án⸗min
none.f.nom.sg⸗mod⸗3sg.acc

pyríɛː
vapor.bath.f.nom.sg

apɔkratɛ́ː sɛiɛ.
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]F vapor-bath
could outdo it.’

4.75.1

c. εἰ γάρ τις τὰ ἐξ Ἑλλήνων τείχεά τε καὶ ἔργων ἀπόδεξιν συλλογίσαιτο,
[ἐλάσσονος]F πόνου⸗τε⸗ἂν καὶ δαπάνης φανείη ἐόντα τοῦ λαβυρίνθου
τούτου.
ɛi
if.comp

gár
expl

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛks
from

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɛíkʰɛá
wall.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛŕgɔːn
work.n.gen.pl

apɔ́dɛksin
display.f.acc.sg

syllɔgísaitɔ,
add.up.aor.opt.mid.3sg

[ɛlássɔnɔs]F
less.c.gen.sg

pɔ́nɔu⸗tɛ⸗àn
toil.m.gen.sg⸗conj⸗mod

kaì
conj

dapánɛːs
expense.f.gen.sg

pʰanɛíɛː
be.clear.aor.opt.pass.3sg

ɛɔ́nta
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.nom.pl
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tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

labyríntʰɔu
labyrinth.m.gen.sg

tɔútɔu.
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]F 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
ὡς δὲ [κατὰ ταὐτὰ]F ἐθέσπιζέ⸗οἱ καὶ πρότερον, οἴχετο μεταξὺ ἀπολιπὼν
ὁ Βάττος ἐς τὴν Θήρην.
hɔːs
since.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

[katà
according.to

t-autà]F
art.n.acc.pl-same.n.acc.pl

ɛtʰɛśpizdɛ⸗́hɔi
prophesy.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

kaì
as.comp

prɔ̀tɛrɔn,
before.adv,

ɔíkʰɛtɔ
go.impf.ind.mp.3sg

mɛtaksỳ
in.the.middle.adv

apɔlipɔ̀ːn
leave.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Báttɔs
Battus.m.nom.sg

ɛs
to
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Tʰɛ́ː rɛːn.
Thera.f.acc.sg

‘Since she was prophesying to him [in the same way]F as before,
Battus left in the middle and went to Thera.’

4.155.4

b. Embedded Clause
ὁ δὲ εἶπε, “ὦ δέσποτα, ἐάσας με χαριεῖ μάλιστα τὸν θεὸν τῶν Ἑλλήνων,
τὸν ἐγὼ ἐτίμησα θεῶν μάλιστα, ἐπειρέσθαι πέμψαντα τάσδε τὰς πέδας, εἰ
[ἐξαπατᾶν τοὺς εὖ ποιεῦντας]F νόμος⸗ἐστί⸗οἱ.”
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛĩpɛ,
say.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

dɛśpɔta,
master.m.voc.sg

ɛásas
allow.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

mɛ
1sg.acc
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kʰariɛĩ
please.fut.ind.mid.2sg

málista
most

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

tʰɛɔ̀n
god.m.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn,
Greek.m.gen.pl

tɔ̀n
rel.m.acc.sg

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

ɛtímɛːsa
honor.aor.ind.act.1sg

tʰɛɔ̃ːn
god.m.gen.pl

málista,
most.adv

ɛpɛirɛśtʰai
ask.inf.aor.mid

pɛḿpsanta
send.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

tásdɛ
prox.f.acc.pl

tɑ̀ːs
art.f.acc.pl

pɛd́ɑs,
chain.f.acc.pl

ɛi
if.comp

[ɛksapatãn
deceive.inf.pres.act

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɛũ
good.adv

pɔiɛũntas]F
do.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

nɔ́mɔs⸗ɛstí⸗hɔi.
practice.m.nom.sg⸗be.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗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 honoredmost of
the gods, and to ask (him) if [to deceive the ones who do good]F is
his practice.” ’

1.90.2

c. Embedded Infinitive
ἡ δὲ ὡς εἶδε τὸ παιδίον μέγα τε καὶ εὐειδὲς ἐόν, δακρύσασα καὶ λαβομένη
τῶν γουνάτων τοῦ ἀνδρὸς ἐχρήιζε [μηδεμιῆι τέχνηι]F ἐκθεῖναί⸗μιν.
hɛː
3sg.f.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛĩdɛ
see.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

paidíɔn
child.n.acc.sg

mɛǵa
tall.n.acc.sg

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

ɛuɛidɛs̀
beautiful.n.acc.sg

ɛɔ́n,
be.ptcp.pres.act.n.acc.sg

dakrýsasa
cry.ptcp.aor.act.f.nom.sg

kaì
conj

labɔmɛńɛː
take.hold.ptcp.aor.mid.f.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

gɔunátɔːn
knee.n.gen.pl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

andrɔ̀s
man.m.gen.sg

ɛkʰrɛ́ː izdɛ
beg.impf.ind.act.3sg

[mɛːdɛmiɛ̃ː i
none.f.dat.sg

tɛḱʰnɛːi]F
method.f.dat.sg

ɛktʰɛĩnaí⸗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]F—to expose him.’

1.112.1

There are even cases of preposing and topicalization occurring together under
a complementizer:

(6.26) οὐ μὴν οὐδὲ λέληθε αὐτούς—εἰ γάρ τινες καὶ ἄλλοι τὰ Περσέων νόμιμα
ἐπιστέαται καὶ Αἰγύπτιοι—ὅτι [πρῶτα⸗μὲν]CT [νόθον]F οὔ⸗σφι νόμος ἐστὶ
βασιλεῦσαι γνησίου παρεόντος.
ɔu
neg

mɛ̀ː n
ptcl

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

lɛĺɛːtʰɛ
escape.notice.perf.ind.act.3sg

autɔús
3pl.m.acc

ɛi
if.comp

gár
expl

tinɛs
indf.c.nom.pl

kaì
conj

állɔi
other.m.nom.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

nɔ́mima
custom.n.acc.pl

ɛpistɛátai
know.pres.ind.mp.3sg

kaì
conj

Aigýptiɔi
Egyptian.m.nom.pl

hɔ́ti
that.comp

[prɔ̃ːta⸗mɛǹ]CT
first.n.acc.pl⸗ptcl

[nɔ́tʰɔn]F
bastard.m.acc.sg

ɔú⸗spʰi
neg⸗3pl.dat

nɔ́mɔs
custom.m.nom.sg

ɛstì
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

basilɛũsai
be.king.inf.aor.act

gnɛːsíɔu
legitimate.m.gen.sg

parɛɔ́ntɔs.
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]CT, it
is not their custom for [a bastard]F to be kingwhen 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

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 Lühr 2009
and Keydana 2011). 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 thematerial 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

andMedieval 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, andWatkins 2009).
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(6.28) Late Medieval Greek Clause Structure

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 μέν and δέ. 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 ofHdt. 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 Greekword order
cannot be underestimated. The construction provides us with an anchor that
has a clear informational-structural character fromwhich it is then possible to
explore the rest of the clause.
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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
someattendant circumstance of themain (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
τὴν γὰρ Ἀσίην καὶ τὰ ἐνοικέοντα ἔθνεα βάρβαρα οἰκειεῦνται οἱ Πέρσαι.
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

gàr
expl

Asíɛːn
Asia.f.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛnɔikɛɔ́nta
inhabit.ptcp.pres.act.n.acc.pl

ɛt́ʰnɛa
race.n.acc.pl

bárbara
foreign.n.acc.pl

ɔikɛiɛũntai
consider.own.pres.ind.act.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Pɛŕsai.
Persian.m.nom.pl

‘For Asia and the foreign races inhabiting (Asia) the Persians con-
sider their own.’

1.4.4
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b. Circumstantial Participle
ἀπικομένους δὲ τοὺς Φοίνικας ἐς δὴ τὸ Ἄργος τοῦτο διατίθεσθαι τὸν
φόρτον.
apikɔḿɛnɔus
arrive.ptcp.aor.mid.m.acc.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

Pʰɔínikas
Phoenician.m.acc.pl

ɛs
into

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

Árgɔs
Argos.n.acc.sg

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

diatítʰɛstʰai
set.out.inf.pres.mp

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pʰɔ́rtɔn.
cargo.m.acc.sg
‘Having arrived on Argos, the Phoenicians set out their wares.’

1.1.2

c. Supplementary Participle
… φονέα τοῦ παιδὸς ἐλάνθανε βόσκων.
pʰɔnɛá
murderer.m.acc.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

paidɔ̀s
son.m.gen.sg

ɛlántʰanɛ
be.unaware.impf.ind.act.3sg

bɔśkɔːn.
host.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

‘… (he) unknowingly hosted the murderer of his son.’
1.44.2

In (7.1.a), the participle ἐνοικέοντα appears between the definite article and
noun, and serves to modify the latter: τὰ ἐνοικέοντα ἔθνεα βάρβαρα ‘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 ἐλάνθανε is the participial phrase
φονέα τοῦ παιδὸς … βόσκων.
Variation in clitic distribution is found above all with circumstantial partici-

ples, which accordingly are the focus of this chapter.1 On the basis of syntactic
and semantic properties, I argue below for three subtypes of circumstantial

1 For earlyworkon this topic, seeWackernagel (1892: 371) andFraenkel ([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.2
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. SecondWithin the Participial Phrase
[ἔχων⸗δ’⸗ἂν ταύτην] ἠγόραζε οὔτε δορυφόρων ἑπομένων οὔτε λαοῦ οὐδε-
νός.
[ɛḱʰɔːn⸗d’⸗àn
wear.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗mod

taútɛːn]
med.f.acc.sg

ɛːgɔ́razdɛ
hang.out.in.agora.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔːn
spearman.m.gen.pl

hɛpɔmɛńɔːn
follow.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

laɔũ
entourage.m.gen.sg

ɔudɛnɔ́s.
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. SecondWithin the Finite Clause
[γνώμηι γὰρ τοιαύτηι χρεώμενος] ἐπιτροπεύοι⸗ἂν ἀμωμήτως τοῦ πλή-
θεος.
[gnɔ́ːmɛːi
judgment.f.dat.sg

gàr
expl

tɔiaútɛːi
such.f.dat.sg

kʰrɛɔ́ːmɛnɔs]
use.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

ɛpitrɔpɛúɔi⸗àn
govern.pres.opt.act.3sg⸗mod

amɔːmɛ́ː tɔːs
without.fault.adv

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

plɛ́ː tʰɛɔs.
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 herewould 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 ἄν occurs second within the participial phrase, while in the lat-
ter it occurs secondwithin the finite clause.Note, however, that the explanatory
particle γάρ ‘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.3 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

As the modal particle ἄν 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 γάρ is a sentence-domain clitic, and there-
fore occurs second in the highest S node. It accordingly appears after the first
prosodicwordwithin the first daughter S-constituent. As the participial phrase
is an S—that is, 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 I am inclined 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

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
θερίσαντες⸗δ’⸗ἂν τὸν σῖτον ἔπλεον.
thɛrísantɛs⸗d’⸗àn
reap.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

sĩtɔn
grain.m.acc.sg

ɛṕlɛɔn.
sail.impf.ind.act.3pl

‘They would reap crops and sail.’
4.42.4

Here theparticipial phrase and finite verb formamore 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 ἄν and 323 tokens of
μιν).

table 7.1 The Frequency of Non-Canonical Examples of ἄν and μιν

NCT ἄν F1 F2 NCT μιν F1 F2

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 ἄν” indicates the number of sentences in which ἄν
is not hosted by the first prosodic word of the clause (NCT stands for “non-
canonical tokens”); the column headed “NCT μιν” provides the same informa-
tion for μιν. 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).

7.1 Participial Clauses

Participial clauses behave syntactically and semantically as underspecified
adverbial clauses (Stump 1984; for evidence from hiatus that this type of par-
ticipial phrasewas canonically coded as an intonational phrase, seeDevine 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

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
a. Causal
[Sὁ δὲ δῆμος ὁ τῶν Ἀθηναίων ἐξαπατηθεὶς] ἔδωκέ⸗οἱ τῶν ἀστῶν καταλέ-
ξας ἄνδρας τούτους οἳ δορυφόροι μὲν οὐκ ἐγένοντο Πεισιστράτου, κορυ-
νηφόροι δέ.
[Shɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

dɛ̃ː mɔs
people.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Atʰɛːnaíɔːn
Athenian.m.gen.pl

ɛksapatɛːtʰɛìs]
fool.ptcp.aor.pass.m.nom.sg

ɛd́ɔːkɛ⸗́hɔi
give.aor.ind.3sg.act⸗3sg.dat

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

astɔ̃ːn
citizen.m.gen.pl

katalɛḱsas
select.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ándras
man.m.acc.pl

tɔútɔus
med.m.acc.pl

hɔì
rel.m.nom.pl

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔi
spearbearer.m.nom.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɔuk
neg

ɛgɛńɔntɔ
become.aor.ind.mid.3pl

Pɛisistrátɔu,
Peisistratus.m.gen.sg

kɔrynɛːpʰɔ́rɔi
club.bearer.m.nom.pl

dɛ.́
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)

b. Temporal
[Sτὴν στολὴν ἀποθέμενος τὴν Σκυθικὴν] λάβεσκε⸗ἂνἙλληνίδα ἐσθῆτα.
[Stɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

stɔlɛ̀ː n
equipment.f.acc.sg

apɔtʰɛḿɛnɔs
take.off.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Skytʰikɛ̀ː n]
Scythian.f.acc.sg

lábɛskɛ⸗àn
put.on.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗mod

Hɛllɛːnída
Greek.f.acc.sg

ɛstʰɛ̃ː ta.
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
ἐπεὰν ἀνδρωθέντας ἴδηαι τοὺς παῖδας, [Sτάδε ποιεῦσα] οὐκ⸗ἂν ἁμαρτά-
νοις.
ɛpɛ-àn
when.comp-mod

andrɔːtʰɛńtas
become.man.ptcp.aor.pass.m.acc.pl

ídɛːai
see.aor.sbjv.mid.2sg

tɔũs
art.m.acc.pl

paĩdas,
boy.m.acc.pl

[Stádɛ
prox.n.acc.pl

pɔiɛũsa]
do.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

hamartánɔis.
err.pres.opt.act.2sg
‘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)

d. Concessive (Preposed)
[Sσὺ μέντοι ἀποδεξάμενος ὑβρίσματα ἐν τῶι λόγωι] οὔ⸗με ἔπεισας ἀσχή-
μονα ἐν τῆι ἀμοιβῆι γενέσθαι.
[Ssỳ
2sg.nom

mɛńtɔi
ptcl

apɔdɛksámɛnɔs
display.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

hybrísmata
arrogance.n.acc.pl

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

lɔ́gɔːi]
speech.m.dat.sg

ɔú⸗mɛ
neg⸗1sg.acc

ɛṕɛisas
persuade.aor.ind.act.2sg

askʰɛ́ː mɔna
inappropriate.c.acc.sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

amɔibɛ̃ː i
response.f.dat.sg

gɛnɛśtʰai.
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.i) [Sνῆσος⸗δὲ] οὕτω⸗ἂν εἴη ἐν ἠπείρωι.
[Snɛ̃ː sɔs⸗dɛ]̀
island.f.nom.sg⸗ptcl

hɔútɔː⸗àn
thus.adv⸗mod

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

ɛn
on

ɛːpɛírɔːi.
mainland.f.dat.sg
‘[(Although it was an) island], it would thus be on the mainland.’

9.51.2
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The relationshipbetween theparticipial 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[πατρὸς δὲ καὶ μητρὸς]CT [Sοὐκέτι⸗μοι ζωόντων]] ἀδελφεὸς⸗ἂν ἄλλος οὐ-
δενὶ τρόπωι γένοιτο.
[S[patrɔ̀s
father.m.gen.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

kaì
conj

mɛːtrɔ̀s]CT
mother.f.gen.sg

[Sɔuk-ɛt́i⸗mɔi
neg-still.adv⸗1sg.dat

zdɔːɔ́ntɔːn]]
live.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

adɛlpʰɛɔ̀s⸗àn
brother.m.nom.sg⸗mod

állɔs
other.m.nom.sg

ɔudɛnì
none.m.dat.sg

trɔ́pɔːi
way.m.dat.sg

gɛńɔitɔ.
become.aor.opt.mid.3sg

‘[[My mother and father]CT, since they are no longer alive], there’s no
way I could get another brother.’

3.119.6

The subject of the participle, πατρὸς δὲ καὶ μητρὸς, is preposed within the par-
ticipial clause, which accounts for the position of the pronoun μοι after οὐκέτι.
Crucially, the preposed phrase is interpreted exclusivelywith 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 νῆσος⸗δὲ 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 answerDarius’ question, namelyWhich familial
relationships can I reestablish? Topicalization in (7.7) shifts from the possibility
of remarrying and havingmore children to the impossibility of getting another
brother.
Participial clauses can also be piled up recursively:

(7.8) τὸ μὲν ἱρήιον αὐτὸ ἐμπεποδισμένον τοὺς ἐμπροσθίους πόδας ἕστηκε. [ὁ δὲ
θύων]Top [Sὄπισθε τοῦ κτήνεος ἑστεὼς] [Sσπάσας τὴν ἀρχὴν τοῦ στρόφου]
καταβάλλει⸗μιν.
tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

hirɛ́ː iɔn
victim.n.nom.sg

autɔ̀
self.n.nom.sg

ɛmpɛpɔdismɛńɔn
bind.ptcp.perf.mp.n.nom.sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɛmprɔstʰíɔus
fore.m.acc.pl

pɔ́das
foot.m.acc.pl

hɛśtɛːkɛ.
stand.perf.ind.act.3sg

[hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

tʰýɔːn]Top
sacrifice.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

[Sɔ́pistʰɛ
behind

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

ktɛ́ː nɛɔs
animal.n.gen.sg

hɛstɛɔ̀ːs]
stand.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg

[Sspásas
pull.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

arkʰɛ̀ː n
beginning.f.acc.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

strɔ́pʰɔu]
rope.m.gen.sg

katabállɛi⸗min.
bring.down.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.acc
‘The sacrificial victim stands alone bound at its forefeet. [The sacri-
ficer]Top, [standing in back of the animal], [pulling the beginning of the
rope], brings him down.’

4.60.1 (cf. 1.96.2)

I take ὁ δὲ θύων as a preposed discourse-new subject (see section 5.4.1), which
is followed by two participial clauses, ὄπισθε τοῦ κτήνεος ἑστεώς and σπάσας τὴν
ἀρχὴν τοῦ στρόφου. 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
ἤκουσας μὲν καὶ πρότερόν μευ, εὖτε ὁρμῶμεν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα, περὶ τῶν
ἀνδρῶν τούτων. [Sἀκούσας δὲ] γέλωτά⸗με ἔθευ …
ɛ́ː kɔusas
hear.aor.ind.act.2sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

kaì
conj

prɔ́tɛrɔ́n
before.adv

mɛu,
1sg.gen

ɛũtɛ
when.comp

hɔrmɔ̃ːmɛn
set.out.pres.sbjv.act.3sg

ɛpì
for

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Hɛlláda
Hellas.f.acc.sg

pɛrì
about

tɔ̃n
art.m.gen.pl

andrɔ̃n
man.m.gen.pl

tɔútɔːn.
med.m.gen.pl

[Sakɔúsas]
hear.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

gɛĺɔːtá⸗mɛ
laughter.m.acc.sg⸗1sg.acc

ɛt́ʰɛu
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 (ἤκουσας) and then
picked up again with a participle (ἀκούσας). The participial phrase locates the
timeof thematrix event by situating the event ofmocking after that of hearing.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 In amore articulated framework of tense-aspect semantics (such as Dahl 2010, Bary andHaug
2011, Dahl 2011a, 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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(7.10) Right-Adjoined Participial Clauses
a. Purpose
πυθόμενος δὲ ταῦτα, ὁ Ὀνήσιλος κήρυκας διέπεμπε ἐς τὴν Ἰωνίην [Sἐπι-
καλεύμενός⸗σφεας].
pytʰɔ́mɛnɔs
find.out.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

taũta,
med.n.acc.pl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Ɔnɛ́ː silɔs
Onesilus.m.nom.sg

kɛ́ː rykas
messenger.m.acc.pl

diɛṕɛmpɛ
send.impf.ind.act.3pl

ɛs
to
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Iɔːníɛːn
Ionia.f.acc.sg

[Sɛpikalɛúmɛnɔ́s⸗spʰɛas].
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

b. ἕως μὲν προσεδέκοντο ἐκ τῆς Πελοποννήσου στρατὸν ἥξειν [Sτιμωρή-
σοντά⸗σφι], οἱ δὲ ἔμενον ἐν τῆι Ἀττικῆι.
hɛɔ́ːs
until.comp

mɛǹ
ptcl

prɔsɛdɛḱɔntɔ
expect.impf.ind.mp.3pl

ɛk
from

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Pɛlɔpɔnnɛ́ː sɔu
Peloponnese.f.gen.sg

stratɔ̀n
army.m.acc.sg

hɛ́ː ksɛin
come.inf.fut.act

[Stimɔːrɛ́ː sɔntá⸗spʰi],
help.ptcp.fut.act.m.acc.sg⸗3pl.dat

hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛḿɛnɔn
stay.impf.ind.act.3pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Attikɛ̃ː i.
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

c. ἔπεμψαν ἡμέας Λακεδαιμόνιοί τε καὶ Ἀθηναῖοι καὶ οἱ τούτων σύμμαχοι
[Sπαραλαμψομένους⸗σε πρὸς τὸν βάρβαρον].
ɛṕɛmpsan
send.aor.ind.act.3pl

hɛːmɛás
1pl.acc

Lakɛdaimɔ́niɔí
Lacedaemonian.m.nom.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

Atʰɛːnaĩɔi
Athenian.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

tɔútɔːn
med.m.gen.pl

sýmmakʰɔi
ally.m.nom.pl

[Sparalampsɔmɛńɔus⸗se
acquire.ptcp.fut.mid.m.acc.pl⸗2sg.acc

prɔ̀s
against

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg
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bárbarɔn].
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

d. Concessive
ἀλλ’ οὐ γὰρ ἔπειθε, [Sσυμβουλεύων⸗οἱ χρηστά].
all’
but

ɔu
neg

gàr
expl

ɛṕɛitʰɛ,
persuade.impf.ind.act.3sg

[Ssymbɔulɛúɔːn⸗hɔi
advise.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗3sg.dat

kʰrɛːstá].
good.n.acc.pl

‘But (Artabanus) was unable to persuade (Darius), [although hewas
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
a. Κροῖσος δὲ πέμπτου γονέος ἁμαρτάδα ἐξέπλησε, ὃς ἐὼν δορυφόροςἩρα-
κλειδέων, δόλωι γυναικηίωι ἐπισπόμενος ἐφόνευσε τὸν δεσπότεα καὶ ἔσχε
τὴν ἐκείνου τιμὴν [Sοὐδέν⸗οἱ προσήκουσαν].
Krɔĩsɔs
Croesus.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɛḿptɔu
fifth.n.gen.sg

gɔnɛɔ́s
generation.n.gen.sg

hamartáda
sin.f.acc.sg

ɛksɛṕlɛːsɛ,
atone.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔ̀s
rel.m.nom.sg

ɛɔ̀ːn
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔs
guard.c.nom.sg

Hɛːraklɛidɛɔ́ːn,
Heracleidae.f.gen.pl

dɔ́lɔːi
guile.m.dat.sg

gynaikɛːíɔːi
feminine.m.dat.sg

ɛpispɔ́mɛnɔs
follow.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

ɛpʰɔ́nɛusɛ
kill.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

dɛspɔ́tɛa
master.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

ɛśkʰɛ
hold.aor.ind.act.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛkɛínɔu
dist.m.gen.sg

timɛ̀ː n
office.f.acc.sg
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[Sɔudɛń⸗hɔi
nothing.n.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

prɔsɛ́ː kɔusan].
belong.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.sg

‘Croesus atoned for the sin (committed by an ancestori) five gener-
ations ago, whoi, being a guard of the Heracleidae, killed hisimaster
under the sway of feminine guile and held his office, [which in no
way belonged to himi].’

1.91.1

b. τουτέων δὴ τὴν νεωτέρην [Sἐπισπομένην⸗οἱ ἐπ’ Αἴγυπτον] κτείνει.
tɔutɛɔ́ːn
med.f.gen.pl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

nɛɔːtɛŕɛːn
younger.f.acc.sg

[Sɛpispɔmɛńɛːn⸗hɔi
follow.ptcp.aor.mid.f.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

ɛp’
to

Aígyptɔn]
Egypt.f.acc.sg

ktɛínɛi.
kill.pres.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 standardlymodify
the finite clause, but in (7.11.a) the participial clause modifies τὴν ἐκείνου τιμήν
‘his office,’ and in (7.11.b) it modifies τουτέων δὴ τὴν νεωτέρην. 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[VPἀντορύσσοντες⸗δ’⸗ἂν ταύτηι] οἱ Βαρκαῖοι ἔκτεινον τῶνΠερσέων τοὺς
γεωρυχέοντας].
[S[VPantɔrýssɔntɛs⸗d’⸗àn
counterdig.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

taútɛːi]
med.f.dat.sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Barkaĩɔi
Barcaean.m.nom.pl

ɛḱtɛinɔn
kill.impf.ind.act.3pl
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tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

gɛɔːrykʰɛɔ́ntas].
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

b. [S[VPτί⸗δ’⸗ἂν ἐπιδιζήμενος] ποιοῖμι ταῦτα];
[S[VPtí⸗d’⸗àn
wh.n.acc.sg⸗ptcl⸗mod

ɛpidizdɛ́ː mɛnɔs]
search.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

pɔiɔĩmi
do.pres.opt.act.1sg

taũta]?
med.n.acc.pl

‘[[In search of what (i.e., why)] would I do these things]?’
5.106.3

c. [S[VPμουνωθέντες⸗δὲ⸗ἂν] καὶ ἀποδεξάμενοι ἔργα μεγάλα ἀπέθανον γεν-
ναίως].
[S[VPmɔunɔːtʰɛńtɛs⸗dɛ⸗̀àn]
be.alone.ptcp.aor.pass.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

kaì
conj

apɔdɛksámɛnɔi
display.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.pl

ɛŕga
deed.n.acc.pl

mɛgála
great.n.acc.pl

apɛt́ʰanɔn
die.aor.ind.act.3pl

gɛnnaíɔːs].
nobly.adv

‘[They (= the Peloponnesians) would have died nobly [left by them-
selves] and in a display of great deeds].’

7.139.3

(7.13) Pronominal Clitics
a. ὁ δ’ αὐτὸν ἐς τὴν νῆα ἐκέλευε ἐσβάντα λέγειν, εἴ τι θέλοι. [S[AdvPἐνθαῦτα]
[S[ὁ Θεμιστοκλέης]Top [S[VPπαριζόμενός⸗οἱ] καταλέγει ἐκεῖνά τε πάντα
τὰ ἤκουσε Μνησιφίλου, ἑωυτοῦ ποιεύμενος, καὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ προστιθείς,
ἐς ὃ ἀνέγνωσε χρηίζων ἔκ τε τῆς νεὸς ἐκβῆναι συλλέξαι τε τοὺς στρατη-
γοὺς ἐς τὸ συνέδριον]]].
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

d’
ptcl

autɔ̀n
3sg.m.acc

ɛs
to
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

nɛ̃ː a
ship.f.acc.sg

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛsbánta
board.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

lɛǵɛin,
say.inf.pres.act

ɛí
if.comp

ti
indf.n.acc.sg
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tʰɛĺɔi.
want.pres.opt.act.3sg

[S[AdvPɛntʰaũta]
thereupon.adv

[S[hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Tʰɛmistɔklɛɛ́ːs]Top
Themistocles.m.nom.sg
[S[VPparizdɔ́mɛnɔ́s⸗hɔi]
sit.beside.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg⸗3sg.dat
katalɛǵɛi
recount.pres.ind.act.3sg

ɛkɛĩná
dist.n.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

pánta
all.n.acc.pl

tà
rel.n.acc.pl

ɛ́ː kɔusɛ
hear.aor.ind.act.3sg

Mnɛːsipʰílɔu,
Mnesiphilus.m.gen.sg

hɛɔːutɔũ
refl.3sg.m.gen

pɔiɛúmɛnɔs,
make.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

kaì
conj

álla
other.n.acc.pl

pɔllà
many.n.acc.pl

prɔstitʰɛís,
add.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛs hɔ̀
until.comp

anɛǵnɔːsɛ
persuade.aor.ind.act.3sg

kʰrɛːízdɔːn
entreat.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛḱ
from

tɛ
conj

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

nɛɔ̀s
ship.f.gen.sg

ɛkbɛ̃ː nai
go.out.inf.aor.act

syllɛḱsai
assemble.inf.aor.act

tɛ
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

stratɛːgɔùs
general.m.acc.pl

ɛs
to
tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

synɛd́riɔn]]].
conference.n.acc.sg
‘Hei (= Eurybiades) ordered himk (= Themistocles) to board the ship
and tell himi if hek wanted (to say) something. [[AdvPThereupon],
[[Themistocles]Top, [[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

b. [S[VPἁπτομένοισι⸗δέ⸗σφι] ἐπελθεῖν ἄνδρας μικρούς, μετρίων ἐλάσσονας
ἀνδρῶν].
[S[VPhaptɔmɛńɔisi⸗dɛ⸗́spʰi]
pick.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl⸗ptcl⸗3pl.dat

ɛpɛltʰɛĩn
come.inf.aor.act

ándras
man.m.acc.pl

mikrɔús,
small.m.acc.pl

mɛtríɔːn
typical.m.gen.pl
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ɛlássɔnas
shorter.c.acc.pl

andrɔ̃ːn].
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[PPδιὰ⸗δὴ⸗ὦν⸗σφι ταῦτα] [VPδεομένοισι] ἀπὸ μὲν τοῦ δημοσίου οὐδεὶς
Ἀργείων ἔτι ἐβοήθεε, ἐθελονταὶ δὲ ἐς χιλίους].
[S[PPdià⸗dɛ̀ː ⸗ɔ̃ːn⸗spʰi
on.account.of⸗ptcl⸗ptcl⸗3pl.dat

taũta]
med.n.acc.pl

[VPdɛɔmɛńɔisi]
ask.ptcp.pres.mp.dat.pl

apɔ̀
from

mɛǹ
ptcl

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

dɛːmɔsíɔu
state.n.gen.sg

ɔudɛìs
none.m.nom.sg

Argɛíɔːn
Argive.m.gen.pl

ɛt́i
still.adv

ɛbɔɛ́ː tʰɛɛ
aid.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛtʰɛlɔntaì
volunteer.m.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛs
into

kʰilíɔus].
thousand.m.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. ὕστερον δὲ δείσας Λακεδαιμονίους ἔφυγε ἐς Θεσσαλίην. [Sκαί⸗οἱ [VPφυ-
γόντι] ὑπὸ τῶν Πυλαγόρων, τῶν Ἀμφικτυόνων ἐς τὴν Πυλαίην συλλεγο-
μένων, ἀργύριον ἐπεκηρύχθη].
hýstɛrɔn
later.adv

dɛ̀
ptcl

dɛísas
fear.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

Lakɛdaimɔníɔus
Lacedaemonian.m.acc.pl

ɛṕʰygɛ
flee.aor.ind.act.3sg

ɛs
to

Tʰɛssalíɛːn.
Thessaly.f.acc.sg

[Skaí⸗hɔi
conj⸗3sg.dat

[VPpʰygɔ́nti]
flee.ptcp.aor.act.m.dat.sg

hypɔ̀
by

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pylagɔ́rɔːn,
Pylagori.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Ampʰiktyɔ́nɔːn
Amphictyons.m.gen.pl

ɛs
to
tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Pylaíɛːn
Pylaia.f.acc.sg

syllɛgɔmɛńɔːn,
meet.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

argýriɔn
silver.n.nom.sg

ɛpɛkɛːrýkʰtʰɛː].
announce.aor.ind.pass.3sg
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‘Later, fearing the Lacedaemonians, he fled to Thessaly. [Then a
price of silverwas announcedonhim[in exile] by thePylagori,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-

hapsmost 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
ἔκτεινον ‘theywere killing’ determines past time reference, and the present par-
ticiple ἀντορύσσοντες ‘counter-digging’ encodes a coextensive relationship with
the main predicate. In (7.12.c), the finite verb ἀπέθανον ‘they died’ again marks
past time. The accompanying aorist participle μουνωθέντες ‘having been aban-
doned’ signals that this event preceded the event of dying. In (7.12.b), searching
(ἐπιδιζήμενος) and doing (ποιέοιμι) are coextensive and semantically present, as
are sitting (παριζόμενος) and talking (καταλέγει) 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?
[ἀντορύσσοντες⸗δ’⸗ἂν ταύτηι]F οἱ Βαρκαῖοι ἔκτεινον τῶν Περσέων τοὺς γεω-
ρυχέοντας.
[antɔrýssɔntɛs⸗d’⸗àn
counterdig.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

taútɛːi]F
med.f.dat.sg

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Barkaĩɔi
Barcaean.m.nom.pl

ɛḱtɛinɔn
kill.impf.ind.act.3pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl
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gɛɔːrykʰɛɔ́ntas.
dig.underground.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl
‘[Counter-digging in this (way)]F, the Barcaeans killed the Persians that
were digging underground.’

4.200.3

The participle phrase ἀντορύσσοντες ταύτηι 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 I leave 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. [Sἐμπλάσαντα δὲ] [Sκομίζειν⸗μιν ἐπ’ Αἰγύπτου ἐς τοῦ Ἡλίου τὸ ἱρόν].
[Sɛmplásanta
plaster.ptcp.aor.act.m.acc.sg

dɛ]̀
ptcl

[Skɔmízdɛin⸗min
carry.inf.pres.act⸗3sg.acc

ɛp’
to

Aigýptɔu
Egypt.f.gen.sg

ɛs
to

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

Hɛːlíɔu
Helios.m.gen.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

hirɔ́n].
temple.n.acc.sg

‘[After (the phoenixk) has plastered (the eggi) up], [itk carries iti into
Egypt to the temple of Helios].’

2.73.4

b. [Sπέμπων κήρυκα] [Sἠγόρευέ⸗σφι τάδε].
[Spɛḿpɔːn
send.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

kɛ́ː ryka]
herald.m.acc.sg

[Sɛːgɔ́rɛuɛ⸗́spʰi
proclaim.impf.ind.3sg⸗3pl.dat

tádɛ].
prox.n.acc.pl

‘[Sending a herald], [(Datis) wanted to proclaim the following to
them].’

6.97.1

In (7.15.a), μιν is interpreted with both ἐμπλάσαντα and κομίζειν, but occurs only
after the second on account of the adjunction site of the participial phrase.
Likewise in (7.15.b), σφι is interpreted with the participle πέμπων and the finite
verb ἠγόρευε.
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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 inwhich 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. τὸν ἔλεγον οἱ ἱρέες πρῶτον μὲν πλοίοισι μακροῖσι ὁρμηθέντα ἐκ τοῦ Ἀρα-
βίου κόλπου τοὺς παρὰ τὴν Ἐρυθρὴν θάλασσαν κατοικημένους κατα-
στρέφεσθαι, ἐς ὃ [S[VPπλέοντά⸗μιν πρόσω] ἀπικέσθαι ἐς θάλασσαν οὐκέτι
πλωτὴν ὑπὸ βραχέων].
tɔ̀n
rel.m.acc.sg

ɛĺɛgɔn
say.impf.ind.acc.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

hirɛɛ́s
priest.m.nom.pl

prɔ̃ːtɔn
first.n.acc.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

plɔíɔisi
ship.n.dat.pl

makrɔĩsi
long.n.dat.pl

hɔrmɛːtʰɛńta
set.out.ptcp.aor.pass.m.acc.sg

ɛk
from

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

Arabíɔu
Arabian.m.gen.sg

kɔ́lpɔu
gulf.m.gen.sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

parà
by

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.nom.sg

Ɛrytʰrɛ̀ː n
red.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

katɔikɛːmɛńɔus
live.ptcp.perf.med.m.acc.pl

katastrɛṕʰɛstʰai,
subjugate.inf.pres.mp

ɛs hɔ̀
until.comp

[S[VPplɛɔ́ntá⸗min
sail.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc

prɔ́sɔː]
forward.adv

apikɛśtʰai
come.inf.aor.mid

ɛs
to
tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

ɔuk-ɛt́i
neg-still.adv

plɔːtɛ̀ː n
navigable.f.acc.sg

hypɔ̀
on.account.of

brakʰɛɔ́ːn].
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[VPἀπικομένωι]⸗δέ⸗οἱ ἔλεγε Ξέρξης τάδε].
[S[VPapikɔmɛńɔːi]⸗dɛ⸗́hɔi
arrive.ptcp.aor.mid.m.dat.sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.dat
ɛĺɛgɛ
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

Ksɛŕksɛːs
Xerxes.m.nom.sg

tádɛ].
prox.n.acc.pl

‘[Xerxes said the following to him (= Artabanus) [on his arrival]].’
7.15.1
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c. [S[VPμένουσι⸗δέ⸗σφι ἐν τῆι Ἰωνίηι] οὐκ ἔφη ἐνορᾶν ἐλευθερίην ἔτι ἐσομέ-
νην].
[S[VPmɛńɔusi⸗dɛ⸗́spʰi
stay.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl⸗ptcl⸗3pl.dat

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Iɔːníɛːi]
Ionia.f.dat.sg

ɔuk
neg

ɛṕʰɛː
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛnɔrãn
see.inf.pres.act

ɛlɛutʰɛríɛːn
freedom.f.acc.sg

ɛt́i
still.adv

ɛsɔmɛńɛːn].
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), μιν is interpreted as a subject of both πλέοντα and ἀπικέσθαι; in
(7.16.b), οἱ is interpreted with both ἀπικομένωι and ἔλεγε; and in (7.16.c), σφι is
interpreted with both μένουσι and ἐσομένην.

7.3 Further Evidence fromNegation andModality

Theabove 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
[Sοἱ δὲ οὐ δεκόμενοι] [Sἔλεγόν⸗σφι τάδε].
[Shɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔu
neg

dɛkɔ́mɛnɔi]
accept.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

[Sɛĺɛgɔ́n⸗spʰi
say.impf.ind.act.3pl⸗3pl.dat

tádɛ].
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
[Sσὺ μέντοι ἀποδεξάμενος ὑβρίσματα ἐν τῶι λόγωι] [Sοὔ⸗με ἔπεισας
ἀσχήμονα ἐν τῆι ἀμοιβῆι γενέσθαι].
[Ssỳ
2sg.nom

mɛńtɔi
ptcl

apɔdɛksámɛnɔs
display.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

hybrísmata
arrogance.n.acc.pl

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

lɔ́gɔːi]
speech.m.dat.sg

[Sɔú⸗mɛ
neg⸗1sg.acc

ɛṕɛisas
persuade.aor.ind.act.2sg

askʰɛ́ː mɔna
inappropriate.c.acc.sg

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

amɔibɛ̃ː i
response.f.dat.sg

gɛnɛśtʰai].
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
[SΦοινίκων δὲ οὐ βουλομένων] [Sοἱ λοιποὶ οὐκ ἀξιόμαχοι ἐγίνοντο].
[SPʰɔiníkɔːn
Phoenician.m.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɔu
neg

bɔulɔmɛńɔːn]
want.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

[Shɔi
art.m.nom.pl

lɔipɔì
rest.m.nom.pl

ɔuk
neg

aksiɔ́makʰɔi
sufficient.in.number.c.nom.pl

ɛgínɔntɔ].
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
εἰ δέ τι παραφέροιτο, [S[VPἐσθίοντας⸗ἂν οὐ παύεσθαι]].
ɛi
if.comp

dɛ́
ptcl

ti
indf.n.nom.sg

parapʰɛŕɔitɔ,
put.before.pres.opt.mp.3sg

[S[VPɛstʰíɔntas]⸗àn
eat.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl⸗mod

ɔu
neg

paúɛstʰai].
stop.inf.pres.mp

‘If any (dessert) were put (before the Greeks), [they would never stop
[eating]].’

1.133.2

The VP-participial phrase ἐσθίοντας is a complement of the verb παύεσθαι. The
participle and finite verb form a single domain for clausal clitics, as witnessed
by the position of the modal particle ἄν. Consequently, the scope of the nega-
tion includes both the verb and its participial complement.
Evidence from the distribution of themodal particle buttresses the negation

evidence. Participial clauses form independent domains for modality:

(7.20) a. Modal Participial Clause, Non-Modal Finite Clause
ὦ βασιλεῦ, ἡμεῖς, παραλαμβανόντων τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἡμέας ἐς τὸν πόλεμον
τοῦτον, ἔχοντες δύναμιν οὐκ ἐλαχίστην οὐδὲ νέας ἐλαχίστας [Sπαρασχόν-
τες⸗ἂν ἀλλὰ πλείστας μετά γε Ἀθηναίους], οὐκ ἠθελήσαμέν τοι ἐναντιοῦ-
σθαι οὐδέ τι ἀποθύμιον ποιῆσαι.
ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

basilɛũ,
king.m.voc.sg

hɛːmɛĩs,
1pl.nom

paralambanɔ́ntɔːn
lure.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Hɛllɛ́ː nɔːn
Greek.m.gen.pl

hɛːmɛás
1pl.acc

ɛs
in
tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pɔ́lɛmɔn
battle.m.acc.sg

tɔũtɔn,
med.m.acc.sg

ɛḱʰɔntɛs
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

dýnamin
power.f.acc.sg

ɔuk
neg-ptcl

ɛlakʰístɛːn
least.f.acc.sg

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg

nɛás
ship.f.acc.pl

ɛlakʰístas
fewest.f.acc.pl

[Sparaskʰɔ́ntɛs⸗àn
provide.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗mod

allà
but

plɛístas
most.f.acc.pl

mɛtá
after

gɛ
ptcl

Atʰɛːnaíɔus],
Athenian.m.acc.pl

ɔuk
neg

ɛːtʰɛlɛ́ː samɛń
want.aor.ind.act.1pl

tɔi
2sg.dat

ɛnantiɔũstʰai
oppose.inf.pres.mp

ɔu-dɛ́
neg-ptcl

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

apɔtʰýmiɔn
unpleasant.n.acc.sg

pɔiɛ̃ː sai.
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
καὶ γὰρ⸗ἂν [Sχρηστοὶ τότε ἐόντες ὡυτοὶ] νῦν⸗ἂν εἶεν φλαυρότεροι καὶ
[Sτότε ἐόντες φλαῦροι] νῦν⸗ἂν εἶεν ἀμείνονες.
kaì gàr⸗àn
indeed.adv⸗mod

[Skʰrɛːstɔì
valiant.m.nom.pl

tɔ́tɛ
then.adv

ɛɔ́ntɛs
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

h-ɔːutɔì]
art.m.nom.pl-same.m.nom.pl

nỹn⸗àn
now.adv⸗mod

ɛĩɛn
be.pres.opt.act.3pl

pʰlaurɔ́tɛrɔi
base.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

[Stɔ́tɛ
then.adv

ɛɔ́ntɛs
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

pʰlaũrɔi]
base.m.nom.pl

nỹn⸗àn
now.adv⸗mod

ɛĩɛn
be.pres.opt.act.3pl

amɛínɔnɛs.
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 χρηστοὶ τότε ἐόντες ὡυτοὶ and τότε ἐόντες
φλαῦροι do not (cf. Bary and Haug 2011: 12). After each participial clause, the
modal particle ἄν 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 independentlymark a participial clause and finite
clause with the modal particle ἄν:

7 One could alternatively parse the participial clause as [Sοὐδὲ νέας ἐλαχίστας παρασχόντες⸗ἂν
ἀλλὰ πλείστας μετά γε Ἀθηναίους], ‘nor providing the fewest ships, but the most after Athens.’
On this interpretation, the position of ἄν is difficult to understand, however; one would
have expected it after οὐδέ. 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
a. [Sκατακληίσαντες⸗γὰρ⸗ἂν πάσας τὰς ἐς τὸν ποταμὸν πυλίδας ἐχούσας
καὶ αὐτοὶ ἐπὶ τὰς αἱμασιὰς ἀναβάντες τὰς παρὰ τὰ χείλεα τοῦ ποταμοῦ
ἐληλαμένας], [Sἔλαβον⸗ἄν⸗σφεας ὡς ἐν κύρτηι].
[Skataklɛːísantɛs⸗gàr⸗àn
close.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗expl⸗mod

pásas
all.f.acc.pl

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

ɛs
to
tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pɔtamɔ̀n
river.m.acc.sg

pylídas
gate.f.acc.pl

ɛkʰɔúsas
have.ptcp.pres.act.f.acc.pl

kaì
conj

autɔì
self.m.nom.pl

ɛpì
up

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

haimasiàs
wall.f.acc.pl

anabántɛs
ascend.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

parà
along

tà
art.n.acc.pl

kʰɛílɛa
bank.n.acc.pl

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

pɔtamɔũ
river.m.gen.sg

ɛlɛːlamɛńas],
run.ptcp.perf.mp.f.acc.pl

[Sɛĺabɔn⸗án⸗spʰɛas
take.aor.ind.act.3pl⸗mod⸗3pl.c.acc

hɔːs
as.comp

ɛn
in

kýrtɛːi].
fishing.basket.f.dat.sg
‘[For (the Babylonians) would have closed all the gates facing the
river and they themselveswouldhave gottenupon thewalls running
along the banks of the river], [and they would have had them (= the
Persians) as in a fishing-basket].’

1.191.5

b. ἢ ταῦτα ἂν ἔπαθον, ἢ πρὸ τοῦ [Sὁρῶντες⸗ἂν καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους Ἕλληνας
μηδίζοντας] [Sὁμολογίηι⸗ἂν ἐχρήσαντο πρὸς Ξέρξην].
ɛ̀ː
disj

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

àn
mod

ɛṕatʰɔn,
suffer.aor.ind.act.3pl

ɛ̀ː
disj

prɔ̀
before

tɔũ
art.n.gen.sg

[Shɔrɔ̃ːntɛs⸗àn
see.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl⸗mod

kaì
also.adv

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

állɔus
other.m.acc.pl

Hɛĺlɛːnas
Greek.m.acc.pl

mɛːdízdɔntas]
side.with.Persians.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl
[Shɔmɔlɔgíɛːi⸗àn
agreement.f.dat.sg⸗mod

ɛkʰrɛ́ː santɔ
make.aor.ind.mid.3pl

prɔ̀s
with

Ksɛŕksɛːn].
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].’

7.139.4

This doubling of the modal particle ἄν in these examples encodes epistemic
modal semantics in both the participial and finite clause. Iteratedmodalmark-
ing is amuch 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
κελεύει με Μαρδόνιος μένοντα αὐτοῦ πειρᾶσαι τῆς Πελοποννήσου, λέγων
ὥς μοι Πέρσαι τε καὶ ὁ πεζὸς στρατὸς οὐδενὸς μεταίτιοι πάθεός εἰσι, ἀλλὰ
[Sβουλομένοισί⸗σφι] [Sγένοιτ᾽⸗ἂν ἀπόδεξις].
kɛlɛúɛi
order.pres.ind.act.3sg

mɛ
1sg.acc

Mardɔ́niɔs
Mardonius.m.nom.sg

mɛńɔnta
stay.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

autɔũ
here.adv

pɛirãsai
attempt.inf.aor.act

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Pɛlɔpɔnnɛ́ː sɔu,
Peloponnese.f.gen.sg

lɛǵɔːn
say.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

hɔ́ːs
that.comp

mɔi
1sg.dat

Pɛŕsai
Persian.m.nom.pl

tɛ
conj

kaì
conj

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

pɛzdɔ̀s
on.foot.m.nom.sg

stratɔ̀s
army.m.nom.sg

ɔudɛnɔ̀s
none.n.gen.sg

mɛtaítiɔi
culpable.c.nom.pl

pátʰɛɔ́s
disaster.n.gen.sg

ɛisi,
be.pres.ind.act.3pl

allà
but

[Sbɔulɔmɛńɔisí⸗spʰi]
want.ptcp.pres.mp.m.dat.pl⸗3pl.dat
[Sgɛńɔit’⸗àn
become.aor.opt.mid.3sg⸗mod

apɔ́dɛksis].
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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Inmonoclausal contexts, we canonically expect the modal particle to immedi-
ately precede anypronominal clitics (see above, section4.2).Here, however, the
modal particle occurs not only after the pronominal clitic, but also further into
the clause. The pronominal clitic σφι is interpreted exclusively with the par-
ticipial clause βουλομένοισι, 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
καὶ [Sεἴ⸗τίς⸗οἱ τυγχάνει [VPἐὼν παῖς]], τοῦτον ἀπείπασθαι.
kaì
conj

[Sɛí⸗tís⸗hɔi
if.comp⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗3sg.dat

tynkʰánɛi
happen.pres.ind.act.3sg

[VPɛɔ̀ːn
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

paĩs]],
child.m.nom.sg

tɔũtɔn
med.m.acc.sg

apɛípastʰai.
disown.inf.aor.mid
‘And [if he happens [to have a childi]], to disown himi.’

1.59.2

Both the indefinite τις, which quantifies over the noun παῖς, and the pronoun οἱ
are arguments of ἐών, 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 ὁράω ‘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 2011):
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(7.24) Event Perception
[Sὁρέων⸗δέ⸗μιν [VPἀργὸν ἐπεστεῶτα] ὁ Γωβρύης εἴρετο] ὅ τι οὐ χρᾶται τῆι
χειρί.
[Shɔrɛɔ́ːn⸗dɛ⸗́min
see.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

[VPargɔ̀n
inactive.m.acc.sg

ɛpɛstɛɔ̃ːta]
stand.ptcp.perf.act.m.acc.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Gɔːbrýɛːs
Gobryas.m.nom.sg

ɛírɛtɔ]
ask.impf.ind.mid.3sg

hɔ́-ti
why.rel.n.acc.sg-indf.n.acc.sg

ɔu
neg

kʰrãtai
lend.pres.ind.mp.3sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

kʰɛirí.
hand.f.dat.sg

‘[Seeing himi (= Darius) [standing by idly], Gobryas asked] why hei did
not lend hisi assistance (lit., hand).’

3.78.5

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., ὁρέων).
When the embedded participial is not perceived visually, but mentally, then

the participial clause forms a separate domain for clausal clitics:

(7.25) οἱ δὲ πολλοὶ [Sπεριεόντα⸗μιν] εἰδείησαν.
hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɔllɔì
many.m.nom.pl

[Spɛriɛɔ́nta⸗min]
be.present.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg⸗3sg.acc
ɛidɛíɛːsan.
know.perf.opt.act.3pl
‘Many, however, knew [that he was alive].’

3.61.1

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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7.5 Genitives Absolute

Theabovedistinctionbetweenparticipial clause andparticipial phrase extends
to genitives absolute aswell. 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
a. πρότερον γὰρ δὴ ἄρα, [SΠερσέων⸗οἱ συνέδρων ἐόντων καὶ Κροίσου],
εἴρετο Καμβύσης κοῖός τις δοκέοι ἀνὴρ εἶναι πρὸς τὸν πατέρα †τελέσαι†
Κῦρον. οἱ δὲ ἀμείβοντο ὡς εἴη ἀμείνων τοῦ πατρός.
prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

gàr
expl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

ára,
ptcl

[SPɛrsɛɔ́ːn⸗hɔi
Persian.m.gen.pl⸗3sg.dat

synɛd́rɔːn
sit.with.in.council.m.gen.pl

ɛɔ́ntɔːn
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.pl

kaì
conj

Krɔísɔu],
Croesus.m.gen.sg

ɛírɛtɔ
ask.impf.ind.act.3sg

Kambýsɛːs
Cambyses.m.nom.sg

kɔĩɔ́s
what.sort.wh.m.nom.sg

tis
indf.c.nom.sg

dɔkɛɔ́i
seem.pres.opt.act.3sg

anɛ̀ː r
man.m.nom.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

prɔ̀s
before

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

patɛŕa
father.m.acc.sg

†tɛlɛśai†
compare.inf.aor.act

Kỹrɔn.
Cyrus.m.acc.sg

hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

amɛíbɔntɔ
answer.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔːs
that.comp

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

amɛínɔːn
better.c.nom.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

patrɔ́s.
father.m.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 †to
compare† to his father Cyrus, and they answered that he was better
than his father.’

3.34.4
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b. πέμπτηι δὲ ἢ ἕκτηι ἡμέρηι ἀπ’ ἧς ἀπίκοντο [Sἐξεμπολημένων⸗σφι σχεδὸν
πάντων] ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν γυναῖκας ἄλλας τε πολλὰς καὶ δὴ καὶ
τοῦ βασιλέος θυγατέρα.
pɛḿptɛːi
fifth.f.dat.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛ̀ː
disj

hɛḱtɛːi
sixth.f.dat.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛːi
day.f.dat.sg

ap’
after

hɛ̃ː s
rel.f.gen.sg

apíkɔntɔ
arrive.aor.ind.mid.3pl

[Sɛksɛmpɔlɛːmɛńɔːn⸗spʰi
sell.ptcp.pres.mp.n.gen.pl⸗3pl.dat

skʰɛdɔ̀n
almost.adv

pántɔːn]
all.n.gen.pl

ɛltʰɛĩn
come.inf.aor.act

ɛpì
to

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

gynaĩkas
woman.f.acc.pl

állas
other.f.acc.pl

tɛ
conj

pɔllàs
many.f.acc.pl

kaì dɛ̀ː kaì
in.particular.adv

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

basilɛɔ́s
king.m.gen.sg

tʰygatɛŕa.
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.’

1.1.3

In both examples, the pronominal clitic is an argument of the participle (and
not the finite verb) and occurs secondwithin 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[VPἐμέο⸗δ’⸗ἂν ἐόντος ἐν Ἰωνίηι] οὐδεμία πόλις ὑπεκίνησε].
[S[VPɛmɛɔ́⸗d’⸗àn
1sg.gen⸗ptcl⸗mod

ɛɔ́ntɔs
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.gen.sg

ɛn
in

Iɔːníɛːi]
Ionia.f.dat.sg

ɔudɛmía
none.f.nom.sg

pɔ́lis
city.f.nom.sg

hypɛkínɛːsɛ].
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 ἄν would have been
excluded (i.e., *ἐμέο δ’ ἐόντος ἐν Ἰωνίηι οὐδεμία⸗ἂν πόλις ὑπεκίνησε). 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 ἐόντος ‘being’ is
determined by ὑπεκίνησε ‘revolted,’ which itself denotes past time. (If the form
were taken at face value as referring to the present, the sentence would not
makemuch sense, as it would read ‘If I were in Ionia (now), no city would have
revolted (then).’)8 Thepresent stemof theparticiple ἐόντος indicates simultane-
ity with the event described by ὑπεκίνησε.
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?
If I had been in Ionia, [no city would have revolted]F.

b. QUD: Under what circumstances would Ionia not have revolted?
No city would have revolted [if I had been in Ionia]F.

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 solidaritémodale;
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. εἰ δέ τινος τοῦ κλήρου ὁ ποταμός τι παρέλοιτο, [S[VPἐλθὼν⸗ἂνπρὸς αὐτὸν]
ἐσήμαινε τὸ γεγενημένον].
ɛi
if.comp

dɛ́
ptcl

tinɔs
indf.c.gen.sg

tɔũ
art.m.gen.sg

klɛ́ː rɔu
plot.m.gen.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

pɔtamɔ́s
river.m.nom.sg

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

parɛĺɔitɔ,
destroy.aor.opt.mid.3sg

[S[VPɛltʰɔ̀ːn⸗àn
go.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg⸗mod

prɔ̀s
to

autɔ̀n]
3sg.m.acc

ɛsɛ́ː mainɛ
indicate.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

gɛgɛnɛːmɛńɔn].
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. κατημένου Εὐηνίου ἐν θώκωι [S[VPἐλθόντες]⸗οἱ παρίζοντο] καὶ λόγους
ἄλλους ἐποιεῦντο, ἐς ὃ κατέβαινον συλλυπεύμενοι τῶι πάθεϊ.
katɛːmɛńɔu
sit.ptcp.perf.mp.m.gen.sg

Ɛuɛːníɔu
Euenius.m.gen.sg

ɛn
in

tʰɔ́ːkɔːi
chair.m.dat.sg

[S[VPɛltʰɔ́ntɛs]⸗hɔi
come.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗3sg.dat

parízdɔntɔ]
sit.beside.impf.ind.mp.3pl

kaì
conj

lɔ́gɔus
word.m.acc.pl

állɔus
other.m.acc.pl

ɛpɔiɛũntɔ,
make.impf.ind.mp.3pl

ɛs hɔ̀
until.comp

katɛb́ainɔn
come.impf.ind.act.3pl

syllypɛúmɛnɔi
sympathize.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

pátʰɛi.
suffering.n.dat.sg

‘As Eueniuswas sitting in his chair, [they [came] and sat beside him]
and talked about other things, until they got to sympathizing with
his suffering.’

9.94.1
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c. [S[VPθερίσαντες⸗δ’⸗ἂν τὸν σῖτον] ἔπλεον].
[S[VPthɛrísantɛs⸗d’⸗àn
reap.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

sĩtɔn]
grain.m.acc.sg

ɛṕlɛɔn].
sail.impf.ind.act.3pl

‘[[They would reap crops] and sail].’
4.42.4

(7.30) Adverbial Clause
Μαρδόνιος δέ, [CPὥς⸗οἱ [VPἀπονοστήσας Ἀλέξανδρος] τὰ παρὰ Ἀθηναίων
ἐσήμηνε], ὁρμηθεὶς ἐκ Θεσσαλίης ἦγε τὴν στρατιὴν σπουδῆι ἐπὶ τὰς Ἀθήνας.
Mardɔ́niɔs
Mardonius.m.nom.sg

dɛ,́
ptcl

[CPhɔ́ːs⸗hɔi
when.comp⸗3sg.dat

[VPapɔnɔstɛ́ː sas
return.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

Alɛḱsandrɔs]
Alexander.m.nom.sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

parà
from

Atʰɛːnaíɔːn
Athenian.m.gen.pl

ɛsɛ́ː mɛːnɛ],
convey.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔrmɛːtʰɛìs
set.ptcp.aor.pass.m.nom.sg

ɛk
from

Tʰɛssalíɛːs
Thessaly.f.gen.sg

ɛ̃ː gɛ
lead.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

stratiɛ̀ː n
army.f.acc.sg

spɔudɛ̃ː i
haste.f.dat.sg

ɛpì
to

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

Atʰɛ́ː nas.
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
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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[VPπολιορκήσαντές⸗τε⸗ἂν ἡμέρας ὀλίγας] ἀπαλλάσσοντο ἐς τὴν Σπάρτην].
[S[VPpɔliɔrkɛ́ː santɛś⸗tɛ⸗àn
besiege.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗conj⸗mod

hɛːmɛŕas
day.f.acc.pl

ɔlígas]
few.f.acc.pl

apallássɔntɔ
go.back.impf.ind.mp.3pl

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Spártɛːn].
Sparta.f.acc.sg
‘[[They would besiege them for a few days] and go back to Sparta].’

5.65.1

The adverbial phrase ἡμέρας ὀλίγας only scopes over the participial phrase πολι-
ορκήσαντες (and not the finite verb), just as ἐς τὴν Σπάρτην is only interpreted
with the finite verb ἀπαλλάσσοντο.
In terms of information structure, the participial phrase and finite verb

together typically constitute the focus:

(7.32) QUD:What was their routine?
[θερίσαντες⸗δ’⸗ἂν τὸν σῖτον ἔπλεον]F.
[thɛrísantɛs⸗d’⸗àn
reap.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

sĩtɔn
grain.m.acc.sg

ɛṕlɛɔn]F.
sail.impf.ind.act.3pl

‘They [would reap crops and sail]F.’
4.42.4

Participial chaining appears to be licit only with subject-agreeing participles:

(7.33) a. [S[VPἀπελαυνόμενος]⸗δ᾽⸗ἂν ῆιε ἐπ᾽ ἑτέρην τῶν ἑταίρων].
[S[VPapɛlaunɔ́mɛnɔs]⸗d’⸗àn
expel.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗mod
ɛ̃ː iɛ
go.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɛp’
to

hɛtɛŕɛːn
another.f.acc.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

hɛtaírɔːn].
friend.m.gen.pl
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‘[[Expelled], he (= Lycophron) would go to another (house) of his
friends].’

3.51.3

b. ὅκως δὲ γίνοιτο φθινόπωρον, [S[VPπροσσχόντες]⸗ἂν σπείρεσκον τὴν γῆν,
ἵνα ἑκάστοτε τῆς Λιβύης πλέοντες γινοίατο, καὶ μένεσκον τὸν ἄμητον].
hɔ́kɔːs
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

gínɔitɔ
become.pres.opt.mp.3sg

pʰtʰinɔ́pɔːrɔn,
autumn.n.nom.sg

[S[VPprɔsskʰɔ́ntɛs]⸗àn
bring.ship.to.shore.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl⸗mod
spɛírɛskɔn
sow.impf.ind.act.3pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

gɛ̃ː n,
earth.f.acc.sg

hína
where.rel.adv

hɛkástɔtɛ
each.time.adv

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

Libýɛːs
Lybia.f.gen.sg

plɛɔ́ntɛs
sail.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

ginɔíatɔ,
come.pres.opt.mp.3sg

kaì
conj

mɛńɛskɔn
await.impf.ind.act.3pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

ámɛːtɔn].
harvest.m.acc.sg

‘When autumn came, [they [would come to shore] and sow the
earthwherever in Libya they had sailed to, andwait for the harvest].’

4.42.3

c. [οὗτος ὦν ὁ Ἀβρώνιχος]Top [S[VPἀπικόμενός]⸗σφι ἐσήμαινε τὰ γεγονότα
περὶ Λεωνίδην καὶ τὸν στρατὸν αὐτοῦ].
[hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

ɔ̃ːn
ptcl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Abrɔ́ːnikʰɔs]Top
Abronichus.m.nom.sg

[S[VPapikɔ́mɛnɔ́s]⸗spʰi
arrive.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg⸗3pl.dat
ɛsɛ́ː mainɛ
show.impf.ind.act.3sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

gɛgɔnɔ́ta
happen.ptcp.perf.act.n.acc.pl

pɛrì
about

Lɛɔːnídɛːn
Leonidas.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

stratɔ̀n
army.m.acc.sg

autɔũ].
3sg.m.gen

‘[This Abronichus]Top [[arrived] and told themwhat happened con-
cerning Leonidas and his army].’

8.21.2
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d. [S[VPβίηι⸗δέ⸗με λαβὼν ἐκ Κῶ] εἶχε ὁ Πέρσης].
[S[VPbíɛːi⸗dɛ⸗́mɛ
force.f.dat.sg⸗ptcl⸗1sg.acc

labɔ̀ːn
seize.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ɛk
from

Kɔ̃ː]
Cos.f.gen.sg

ɛĩkʰɛ
hold.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Pɛŕsɛːs].
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 2011, 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) [Sοἱ δὲ⸗ἂν Πέρσαι [VPἐπελθόντες] ἐλάβεσκον τὰ πρόβατα] καὶ [Sλαβόντες]
[Sἐπήιροντο⸗ἂν τῶι πεποιημένωι].
[Shɔi⸗dɛ⸗̀àn
art.m.nom.pl⸗ptcl⸗mod

Pɛŕsai
Persian.m.nom.pl

[VPɛpɛltʰɔ́ntɛs]
attack.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

ɛlábɛskɔn
seize.aor.ind.act.3pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

prɔ́bata]
flocks.n.acc.pl

kaì
conj

[Slabɔ́ntɛs]
seize.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl
[Sɛpɛ́ː irɔntɔ⸗àn
be.encouraged.imfp.ind.mp.3pl⸗mod

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

pɛpɔiɛːmɛńɔːi].
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].’

4.130

The participle ἐπελθόντες is a VP-participial phrase temporally anterior to the
event described by the finite verb λάβεσκον. As a result, the participial phrase
does not form an independent domain for clausal clitics. By contrast, λαβόντες
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?
οὗτος ὁ τοῖσι Λυδοῖσί ἐστι μαχεσάμενος [ὅτε νὺξ ἡ ἡμέρη ἐγένετό⸗σφι
μαχομένοισι]F, καὶ ὁ τὴν Ἅλυος ποταμοῦ ἄνω Ἀσίην πᾶσαν συστήσας
ἑωυτῶι.
hɔũtɔs
med.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

Lydɔĩsí
Lydian.m.dat.pl

ɛsti
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

makʰɛsámɛnɔs,
fight.ptcp.aor.mid.m.nom.sg

[hɔ́tɛ
when.comp

nỳks
night.f.nom.sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

hɛːmɛŕɛː
day.f.nom.sg

ɛgɛńɛtɔ́⸗spʰi
become.aor.ind.mid.3sg⸗3pl.dat
makʰɔmɛńɔisi]F
fight.ptcp.pres.mp.m.dat.pl

kaì
conj

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Hályɔs
Halys.m.gen.sg

pɔtamɔũ
river.m.gen.sg

ánɔː
above.adv

Asíɛːn
Asia.f.acc.sg

pãsan
all.f.acc.sg

systɛ́ː sas
annex.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

hɛɔːutɔ̃ːi.
refl.3sg.m.dat
‘This (= Phraortes) is the kingwho fought against the Lydians [when
the day turned to night on them as they were fighting]F, and the
(king who) annexed for himself the whole of Asia above the Halys
river.’

1.103.2
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b. QUD:What does the housemaster put before them?
[τὸ⸗δ᾽⸗ἂν ἅδηι⸗σφι βουλευομένοισι]F, τοῦτο τῆι ὑστεραίηι νήφουσι προ-
τιθεῖ ὁ στέγαρχος, ἐν τοῦ ἂν ἐόντες βουλεύωνται. καὶ ἢν μὲν ἅδηι καὶ
νήφουσι, χρέωνται αὐτῶι.
[tɔ̀⸗d’⸗àn
rel.n.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗mod

hádɛːi⸗spʰi
please.aor.sbjv.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

bɔulɛuɔmɛńɔisi]F,
deliberate.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

hystɛraíɛːi
next.f.dat.sg

nɛ́ː pʰɔusi
be.sober.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl

prɔtitʰɛĩ
propose.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

stɛǵarkʰɔs,
master.of.the.house.m.nom.sg

ɛn
in

tɔũ
rel.m.gen.sg

àn
mod

ɛɔ́ntɛs
be.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

bɔulɛúɔːntai,
deliberate.pres.sbjv.mp.3pl

kaì
conj

ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod

mɛǹ
ptcl

hádɛːi
please.aor.sbjv.act.3sg

kaì
also.adv

nɛ́ː pʰɔusi,
be.sober.ptcp.pres.act.m.dat.pl

kʰrɛɔ́ːntai
use.pres.sbjv.mp.3pl

autɔ̃ːi.
3sg.n.dat
‘(The Persians deliberate about serious issues drunk) and [whatever
they approve in their deliberations]F, 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, σφι μαχομένοισι in (7.35.a) were
a participial clause, then the pronoun should occur after the participle, *μαχο-
μένοισι⸗σφι. If it were a VP-participial phrase, the pronoun would be expected
second in the clause as a whole, that is, hosted by ὅτε. 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, σφι 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 [σφι μαχομένοισι] is
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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 (ἐγένετο). On this analysis we would have
a case of ditropy. Ditropy is a mismatch between phonological and syntactic
constituency (Cysouw 2005, Spencer and Luís 2012: 66–67; the term goes back
to Embick and Noyer 2001). Here σφι would form a prosodic constituent (a
prosodic word) with ἐγένετο, but a syntactic constituent (VP) with [σφι μαχομέ-
νοισι]. I incline 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 [VPσφι δεομένοισι] with the pronoun hosted by
the preceding ταῦτα.

7.8 Summing Up

This chapter has argued that the split in clitic distribution that we find among
clause-initial circumstantial participial phrases results froma 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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chapter 8

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 thematrix clause or second in the infinitive phrase (for
early accounts of enclitics and infinitives, seeWackernagel 1892: 335–336, 357–
359, and Fraenkel [1933] 1964: 101):

(8.1) a. Second in Matrix Clause1
πρὶν δὲ ἐξελαύνειν ὁρμῆσαι τὸν στρατόν, πέμψας κήρυκας ἐς τοὺς Ἴωνας,
ἐπειρᾶτό⸗σφεας ἀπὸ Κροίσου ἀπιστάναι.
prìn
before.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛksɛlaúnɛin
rouse.inf.pres.act

hɔrmɛ̃ː sai
march.inf.aor.act

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

stratɔ̀n,
army.m.acc.sg

pɛḿpsas
send.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

kɛ́ː rykas
envoy.m.acc.pl

ɛs
to
tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

Íɔːnas,
Ionian.m.acc.pl

ɛpɛirãtɔ́⸗spʰɛas
try.impf.ind.mp.3sg⸗3pl.c.acc

apɔ̀
from

Krɔísɔu
Croesus.m.gen.sg

apistánai.
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 (Rizzi 1976, 1978, andmuch 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).
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b. Second in Embedded Domain
ταῦτα ἀκούσας ὁ Καμβύσης ἔφη ψεύδεσθαί⸗σφεας καὶ ὡς ψευδομένους
θανάτωι ἐζημίου.
taũta
med.n.acc.pl

akɔúsas
hear.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Kambýsɛːs
Cambyses.m.nom.sg

ɛṕʰɛː
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

psɛúdɛstʰaí⸗spʰɛas
lie.inf.pres.mp⸗3pl.c.acc

kaì
conj

hɔːs
since.comp

psɛudɔmɛńɔus
lie.ptcp.pres.mp.m.acc.pl

tʰanátɔːi
death.m.dat.sg

ɛzdɛːmíɔu.
punish.impf.ind.act.3sg
‘When hei heard these things, Cambysesi said that theyk (= the Egyp-
tians) were lying and on the ground that they were lying hei pun-
ished (themk) with death.’

3.27.3

In (8.1.a), the subject of the verb ἐπειρᾶτο, Cyrus, is also the understood subject
of the embedded infinitive ἀπιστάναι. The object of the infinitive, the clitic
pronoun σφεας, 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.2
In (8.1.b), by contrast, the pronoun σφεας, which is the subject argument of
the embedded infinitive ψεύδεσθαι, 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 σφεας is the subject argument of
the embedded infinitive ψεύδεσθαι, it occurs second in the infinitive clause.
These structural differences can be represented as follows:

(8.2) a. Infinitive Phrase (VP)

b. Infinitive Clause (S)

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-
tion8.4 discusses predicates that can select either aVP-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 chapterwith summary remarks.

8.1 Control Predicates

When the understood subject of an embedded infinitive is coreferential with
the explicit subject or object of thematrix 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. Κῦρος δὲ ἡσθεὶς τῆι ὑποθήκηι καὶ ὑπεὶς τῆς ὀργῆς [Sἔφη⸗οἱ [VPπείθεσ-
θαι]].
Kỹrɔs
Cyrus.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɛːstʰɛìs
please.ptcp.aor.pass.m.nom.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

hypɔtʰɛ́ː kɛːi
advice.f.dat.sg

kaì
conj



264 chapter 8

hypɛìs
let.go.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

ɔrgɛ̃ː s
anger.f.gen.sg

[Sɛṕʰɛː⸗hɔi
agree.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

[VPpɛítʰɛstʰai]].
obey.inf.pres.mp

‘Cyrus, pleasedwith the advice andhaving let goof his anger, [agreed
[to obey] him].’

1.156.2

b. ὁ δὲ παῖς [Sοὐ⸗γὰρ ἔφη⸗οἱ [VPσυμπλεύσεσθαι]].
hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

paĩs
child.m.nom.sg

[Sɔu⸗gàr
neg⸗expl

ɛṕʰɛː⸗hɔi
say.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

[VPsymplɛúsɛstʰai]].
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 ἔφη
‘agreed’ and the understood subject of the infinitive πείθεσθαι ‘obey,’ which
assigns dative case to the pronoun οἱ. The matrix clause and infinitive together
form one monoclausal structure, whose first prosodic word, ἔφη, is the host of
the pronominal clitic οἱ. The topicalized phrase Κῦρος δὲ and participial clause
ἡσθεὶς τῆι ὑποθήκηι καὶ ὑπεὶς τῆς ὀργῆς are adjoined to [Sἔφη⸗οἱ πείθεσθαι]. Like-
wise in (8.4.b), the topicalized noun phrase ὁ παῖς ‘his son’ is the understood
subject of συμπλεύσεσθαι, ‘sail with.’ The pronoun οἱ is not hosted by the neg-
ative οὐ 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. [Sἐγώ⸗σε⸗ὦν μετέρχομαι τῶν θεῶν [VPεἰπεῖν τὠληθές]].
[Sɛgɔ́ː⸗sɛ⸗ɔ̃ːn
1sg.nom⸗2sg.acc⸗ptcl

mɛtɛŕkʰɔmai
beg.pres.ind.mp.1sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

tʰɛɔ̃ːn
god.m.gen.pl

[VPɛipɛĩn
say.inf.aor.act

t-ɔːlɛːtʰɛś]].
art.n.acc.sg-truth.n.acc.sg

‘[I beg you by the gods [to tell the truth]].’
6.68.3
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b. [Sτοῦτό⸗σε ῥύσεται [VPμηδένα ἄξιον μισθὸν λαβεῖν ἐπέων ματαίων]].
[Stɔũtɔ́⸗sɛ
med.n.nom.sg⸗2sg.acc

hrýsɛtai
spare.fut.ind.mid.3sg

[VPmɛːdɛńa
none.m.acc.sg

áksiɔn
appropriate.m.acc.sg

mistʰɔ̀n
punishment.m.acc.sg

labɛĩn
receive.inf.aor.act

ɛpɛɔ́ːn
word.n.gen.pl

mataíɔːn]].
foolish.n.gen.pl

‘[This will spare you [from receiving an appropriate punishment for
foolish talk]].’

7.11.1

c. δευτέρωι δὲ ἔτεϊ τούτων ὁ Δαρεῖος πρῶτα μὲν Θασίους διαβληθέντας
ὑπὸ τῶν ἀστυγειτόνων ὡς ἀπόστασιν μηχανώιατο πέμψας ἄγγελον [Sἐκέ-
λευέ⸗σφεας [VPτὸ τεῖχος περιαιρέειν καὶ τὰς νέας ἐς Ἄβδηρα κομίζειν]].
dɛutɛŕɔːi
next.n.dat.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛt́ɛi
year.n.dat.sg

tɔútɔːn
med.n.gen.pl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Darɛĩɔs
Darius.m.nom.sg

prɔ̃ːta
first.n.acc.pl

mɛǹ
ptcl

Tʰasíɔus
Thasian.m.acc.pl

diablɛːtʰɛńtas
report.falsely.ptcp.aor.pass.m.acc.sg

hypɔ̀
by

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

astygɛitɔ́nɔːn
neighbor.m.gen.pl

hɔːs
that.comp

apɔ́stasin
rebellion.f.acc.sg

mɛːkʰanɔ́ːiatɔ
plan.pres.opt.mp.3pl

pɛḿpsas
send.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

ángɛlɔn
messenger.m.acc.sg

[Sɛkɛĺɛuɛ⸗́spʰɛas
order.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3pl.c.acc

[VPtɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

tɛĩkʰɔs
wall.n.acc.sg

pɛriairɛɛ́in
remove.inf.pres.act

kaì
conj

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

nɛás
ship.f.acc.pl

ɛs
to

Ábdɛːra
Abdera.n.acc.pl

kɔmízdɛin]].
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. [Sὁ⸗δέ⸗μιν [VPἀληθείηι χρήσασθαι] ἐκέλευε], φὰς οὐδέν οἱ ἀηδέστερον
ἔσεσθαι ἢ πρότερον ἦν.
[Shɔ⸗dɛ⸗́min
3sg.m.nom⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

[VPalɛːtʰɛíɛːi
truth.f.dat.sg

kʰrɛ́ː sastʰai]
speak.inf.aor.mid

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ],
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

pʰàs
say.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɔudɛń
nothing.n.acc.sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

aɛːdɛśtɛrɔn
more.unpleasant.c.acc.sg

ɛśɛstʰai
be.inf.fut.mid

ɛ̀ː
disj

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛ̃ː n.
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

‘[He (=Xerxes) orderedhim (=Demaratus) [to tell the truth]], saying
that he would be no less pleasing to him than he was before.’

7.101.3

e. ὡς δὲ ἀπὸ δείπνου ἐγίνοντο, οἱ μνηστῆρες ἔριν εἶχον ἀμφί τε μουσικῆι
καὶ τῶι λεγομένωι ἐς τὸ μέσον. προϊούσης δὲ τῆς πόσιος κατέχων πολ-
λὸν τοὺς ἄλλους ὁ Ἱπποκλείδης [Sἐκέλευσέ⸗οἱ τὸν αὐλητὴν [VPαὐλῆσαι
ἐμμελείην]].
hɔːs
when.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

apɔ̀
from

dɛípnɔu
dinner.n.gen.sg

ɛgínɔnto,
become.impf.ind.mid.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

mnɛːstɛ̃ː rɛs
suitor.m.nom.pl

ɛŕin
competition.f.acc.sg

ɛĩkʰɔn
hold.impf.ind.act.3pl

ampʰí
around

tɛ
conj

mɔusikɛ̃ː i
music.f.dat.sg

kaì
conj

tɔ̃ːi
art.n.dat.sg

lɛgɔmɛńɔːi
speak.ptcp.pres.mp.n.dat.sg

ɛs
to
tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

mɛśɔn.
middle.n.acc.sg

prɔiɔúsɛːs
progress.ptcp.pres.act.f.gen.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

pɔ́siɔs
drinking.f.gen.sg

katɛḱʰɔːn
be.in.the.lead.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

pɔllɔ̀n
much.n.acc.sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

állɔus
other.m.acc.pl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Hippɔklɛídɛːs
Hippocleides.m.nom.sg

[Sɛkɛĺɛusɛ⸗́hɔi
tell.aor.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

aulɛːtɛ̀ː n
piper.m.acc.sg

[VPaulɛ̃ː sai
play.the.flute.inf.aor.act
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ɛmmɛlɛíɛːn]].
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 σε
‘you’ is both the direct object of μετέρχομαι ‘I beg’ and the understood subject
of the embedded infinitive εἰπεῖν. Example (8.5.e) differs slightly in that the
controller of the subject of the embedded infinitive is the noun phrase τὸν
αὐλητήν ‘the piper.’ As thematrix predicate and embedded infinitive formone S
constituent, the dative pronominal clitic οἱ is hosted by the first prosodic word
in this domain, namely ἐκέλευσε ‘he ordered.’ (I take προϊούσης δὲ τῆς πόσιος
and κατέχων πολλὸν τοὺς ἄλλους to be participial clauses, and ὁ Ἱπποκλείδης 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
καλέσας δὲ Μαζάρεα ἄνδρα Μῆδον, [Sταῦτά⸗τέ⸗οἱ ἐνετείλατο [VPπροειπεῖν
Λυδοῖσι τὰ ὁ Κροῖσος ὑπετίθετο]] …
kalɛśas
summon.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

Mazdárɛa
Mazares.m.acc.sg

ándra
man.m.acc.sg

Mɛ̃ː dɔn
Mede.m.acc.sg

[Staũtá⸗tɛ⸗́hɔi
med.n.acc.pl⸗conj⸗3sg.dat

ɛnɛtɛílatɔ
order.aor.ind.mid.3sg

[VPprɔɛipɛĩn
announce.inf.aor.act

Lydɔĩsi
Lydian.m.dat.pl

tà
rel.n.acc.pl

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

Krɔĩsɔs
Croesus.m.nom.sg

hypɛtítʰɛtɔ]]
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 προειπεῖν ‘announce’ is
controlled by the dative pronoun οἱ.

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), thematrix object him bears a thematic relationship exclusivelywith
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
νῦν ὦν, [CPκῶς⸗τοι ταῦτα φαίνεται [VPἔχειν καλῶς]];
nỹn
now.adv

ɔ̃ːn,
ptcl

[CPkɔ̃ːs⸗tɔi
how.wh.adv⸗2sg.dat

taũta
med.n.nom.pl

pʰaínɛtai
seem.pres.ind.mp.3sg

[VPɛḱʰɛin
hold.inf.pres.act

kalɔ̃ːs]]?
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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ταῦτα ‘this’ is both the surface subject of the matrix verb φαίνεται ‘seems’ and
the understood subject of the VP-infinitive ἔχειν καλῶς. The matrix predicate
and VP-infinitive together form one CP domain whose first prosodic word, the
interrogative pronoun κῶς, hosts the dative experiencer τοι.
The distribution of clausal clitics with object raising verbs matches that of

subject raising verbs:

(8.9) Object Raising
a. [Sἐλπίζων⸗δέ⸗μιν [VPἀποθανέεσθαι] ὁ ἀδελφεός], τῶι οὔνομα ἦν Λυκάρη-
τος, ἵνα εὐπετεστέρως κατάσχηι τὰ ἐν τῆι Σάμωι πρήγματα, κατακτείνει
τοὺς δεσμώτας πάντας.
[Sɛlpízdɔːn⸗dɛ⸗́min
expect.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc
[VPapɔtʰanɛɛ́stʰai]
die.inf.fut.mid

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

adɛlpʰɛɔ́s],
brother.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːi
rel.m.dat.sg

ɔúnɔma
name.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

Lykárɛːtɔs,
Lycaretus.m.nom.sg

hína
purp

ɛupɛtɛstɛŕɔːs
more.smoothly.adv

katáskʰɛːi
control.aor.sbjv.act.3sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛn
in

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Sámɔːi
Samos.f.dat.sg

prɛ́ː gmata,
affair.n.acc.pl

kataktɛínɛi
kill.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

dɛsmɔ́ːtas
prisoner.m.acc.pl

pántas.
all.m.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

b. ὦ παῖ, οὔτε δειλίην οὔτε ἄλλο οὐδὲν ἄχαρι παριδών τοι ποιέω ταῦτα,
ἀλλά⸗μοι ὄψις ὀνείρου ἐν τῶι ὕπνωι ἐπιστᾶσα [Sἔφη⸗σε [VPὀλιγοχρόνιον
ἔσεσθαι]]. ὑπὸ γὰρ αἰχμῆς σιδηρέης ἀπολέεσθαι.
ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

paĩ,
child.m.voc.sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

dɛilíɛːn
cowardice.f.acc.sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

állɔ
other.n.acc.sg

ɔudɛǹ
none.n.acc.sg

ákʰari
unseemly.n.acc.sg

paridɔ́ːn
see.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɔi
2sg.dat

pɔiɛɔ́ː
do.pres.ind.act.1sg
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taũta,
med.n.acc.pl

allá⸗mɔi
but⸗1sg.dat

ópsis
vision.f.nom.sg

ɔnɛírɔu
dream.m.gen.sg

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

hýpnɔːi
sleep.m.dat.sg

ɛpistãsa
stand.by.ptcp.aor.act.f.nom.sg
[Sɛṕʰɛː⸗sɛ
say.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗2sg.acc

[VPɔligɔkʰrɔ́niɔn
short.lived.c.acc.sg

ɛśɛstʰai]].
be.inf.fut.mid

hypɔ̀
by

gàr
expl

aikʰmɛ̃ː s
spear.f.gen.sg

sidɛːrɛɛ́ːs
iron.f.gen.sg

apɔlɛɛ́stʰai.
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
κάθισον τῶν δορυφόρων ἐπὶ πάσηισι τῆισι πύληισι φυλάκους, οἳ λεγόντων
πρὸς τοὺς ἐκφέροντας τὰ χρήματα ἀπαιρεόμενοι, [CPὥς⸗σφε’ ἀναγκαίως ἔχει
[VPδεκατευθῆναι τῶι Διί]].
kátʰisɔn
station.impv.aor.act.2sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

dɔrypʰɔ́rɔːn
spear.bearer.m.gen.pl

ɛpì
at

pásɛːisi
each.f.dat.pl

tɛ̃ː isi
art.f.dat.pl

pýlɛːisi
gate.f.dat.pl

pʰylákɔus,
guard.m.acc.pl

hɔì
rel.m.nom.pl

lɛgɔ́ntɔːn
collect.impv.pres.act.3pl

prɔ̀s
to

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɛkpʰɛŕɔntas
carry.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

kʰrɛ́ː mata
spoil.n.acc.pl

apairɛɔ́mɛnɔi,
take.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

[CPhɔːs⸗spʰɛ’
that.comp⸗3pl.n.acc

anankaíɔːs
necessary.adv

ɛḱʰɛi
hold.pres.ind.act.3sg

[VPdɛkatɛutʰɛ̃ː nai
pay.inf.aor.pass
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tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

Dií]].
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 σφε’ is the subject argument of the passive verb δεκα-
τευθῆναι, it is hosted by the complementizer, as thematrix predicate ἀναγκαίως
ἔχει 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
a. ἢν γάρ τοι ἐς βασιλέα ἀνενειχθῆι τὰ ἔπεα ταῦτα, ἀποβαλέεις τὴν κεφαλήν,
[Sκαί⸗σε οὔτε ἐγὼ δυνήσομαι [VPῥύσασθαι] οὔτ᾽ ἄλλος ἀνθρώπων οὐδὲ
εἶς].
ɛ̀ː -n
if.comp-mod

gár
expl

tɔi
ptcl

ɛs
to
basilɛá
king.m.acc.sg

anɛnɛikʰtʰɛ̃ː i
bring.aor.sbjv.pass.3sg

tà
art.n.nom.pl

ɛṕɛa
word.n.nom.pl

taũta,
med.n.nom.pl

apɔbalɛɛ́is
lose.fut.ind.act.2sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

kɛpʰalɛ́ː n,
head.f.acc.sg

[Skaí⸗sɛ
conj⸗2sg.acc

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

dynɛ́ː sɔmai
be.able.fut.ind.mid.1sg

[VPhrýsastʰai]
save.inf.aor.mid

ɔú-t’
neg-conj

állɔs
other.m.nom.sg

antʰrɔ́ːpɔːn
person.m.gen.pl

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

hɛĩs].
one.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

b. ἔφασαν πρὸς ταῦτα ζήτησιν μεγάλην ἀπὸ σφέων γενέσθαι τῶν γυναικῶν
τουτέων, καὶ [S[VPἀνευρεῖν⸗μέν⸗σφεας] οὐ δυνατοὶ γενέσθαι].
ɛṕʰasan
say.impf.ind.act.3pl

prɔ̀s
to

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

zdɛ́ː tɛːsin
search.f.acc.sg
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mɛgálɛːn
great.f.acc.sg

apɔ̀
from

spʰɛɔ́ːn
3pl.gen

gɛnɛśtʰai
be.inf.aor.mid

tɔ̃ːn
art.f.gen.pl

gynaikɔ̃ːn
woman.f.gen.pl

tɔutɛɔ́ːn,
med.f.gen.pl

kaì
conj

[S[VPanɛurɛĩn⸗mɛń⸗spʰɛas]
find.inf.aor.act⸗ptcl⸗3pl.c.acc

ɔu
neg

dynatɔì
able.m.nom.pl

gɛnɛśtʰai].
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. … [CPἵνα⸗δή⸗μιν οἱ πολέμιοι ἐκπίπτοντες ἐκ τῆς τάξιος [VPμετακινῆσαι]
μὴ δυναίατο].
[CPhína⸗dɛ́ː ⸗min
purp⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

pɔlɛḿiɔi
enemy.m.nom.pl

ɛkpíptɔntɛs
fall.out.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.pl

ɛk
from

tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

táksiɔs
rank.f.gen.sg

[VPmɛtakinɛ̃ː sai]
move.inf.aor.act

mɛ̀ː
neg

dynaíatɔ].
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 thematrix 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). Thismeans 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
a. ὡς δ’ ἐπανέτελλε ὁ ἥλιος, [Sσπένδων ἐκ χρυσέης φιάλης Ξέρξης ἐς τὴν
θάλασσαν εὔχετο πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον [Sμηδεμίαν⸗οἱ συντυχίην τοιαύτην γενέ-
σθαι ἥ μιν παύσει καταστρέψασθαι τὴν Εὐρώπην πρότερον ἢ ἐπὶ τέρμασι
τοῖσι ἐκείνης γένηται]].
hɔːs
as.comp

d’
ptcl

ɛpanɛt́ɛllɛ
rise.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

hɛ́ː liɔs,
sun.m.nom.sg

[Sspɛńdɔːn
pour.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛk
from

kʰrysɛɛ́ːs
golden.f.gen.sg

pʰiálɛːs
bowl.f.gen.sg

Ksɛŕksɛːs
Xerxes.m.nom.sg

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

ɛúkʰɛtɔ
pray.impf.ind.mp.3sg

prɔ̀s
to

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

hɛ́ː liɔn
sun.m.acc.sg

[Smɛːdɛmían⸗hɔi
none.f.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

syntykʰíɛːn
accident.f.acc.sg

tɔiaútɛːn
med.f.acc.sg

gɛnɛśtʰai
happen.inf.aor.mid

hɛ́ː ⸗min
rel.f.nom.sg⸗3sg.acc

paúsɛi
prevent.fut.ind.act.3sg

katastrɛṕsastʰai
subdue.inf.aor.mid

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Ɛurɔ́ːpɛːn
Europe.f.acc.sg

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛ̀ː
disj

ɛpì
to

tɛŕmasi
border.n.dat.pl

tɔĩsi
art.n.dat.pl

ɛkɛínɛːs
dist.f.gen.sg

gɛńɛːtai]].
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]].’

7.54.2

b. ὁ δέ μιν ἀληθείηι χρήσασθαι ἐκέλευε, [VPφὰς [Sοὐδέν⸗οἱ ἀηδέστερον ἔσε-
σθαι ἢ πρότερον ἦν]].
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ́
ptcl

min
3sg.acc

alɛːtʰɛíɛːi
truth.f.dat.sg

kʰrɛ́ː sastʰai
speak.inf.aor.mid

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ,
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

[VPpʰàs
say.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg
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[Sɔudɛń⸗hɔi
none.n.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

aɛːdɛśtɛrɔn
more.unpleasant.c.acc.sg

ɛśɛstʰai
be.inf.fut.mid

ɛ̀ː
disj

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛ̃ː n]].
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 οἱ occurs second in the
embedded S, and not second in the matrix S, because it is interpreted exclu-
sively with the embedded infinitive γενέσθαι.
Clausal clitics that are interpreted with the matrix predicate appear second

in the matrix S:

(8.13) Clausal Clitics in Matrix S with Embedded Infinitive Clause
a. [S[Sσμικρόν τι τὸ διάφορον] εὕροι⸗τις⸗ἂν λογιζόμενος τῶν ὁδῶν τουτέων],
τὸ μὴ ἴσας μῆκος εἶναι, οὐ πλέον πεντεκαίδεκα σταδίων.
[S[Ssmikrɔ́n
small.n.acc.sg

ti
indf.n.acc.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

diápʰɔrɔn]
difference.n.acc.sg
hɛúrɔi⸗tis⸗àn
find.aor.opt.act.3sg⸗indf.c.nom.sg⸗mod
lɔgizdɔ́mɛnɔs
measure.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːn
art.f.gen.pl

hɔdɔ̃ːn
route.f.gen.pl

tɔutɛɔ́ːn],
these.med.f.gen.pl

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

mɛ̀ː
neg

ísas
equal.f.acc.pl

mɛ̃ː kɔs
length.n.acc.sg

ɛĩnai,
be.inf.pres.act

ɔu
neg

plɛɔ́n
more.n.acc.sg

pɛntɛkaídɛka
fifteen

stadíɔːn.
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

b. οὐ μὴν οὐδὲ λέληθε αὐτούς—εἰ γάρ τινες καὶ ἄλλοι τὰ Περσέων νόμιμα
ἐπιστέαται καὶ Αἰγύπτιοι—ὅτι πρῶτα⸗μὲν [Sνόθον [MatrixSοὔ⸗σφι νόμος
ἐστὶ] βασιλεῦσαι γνησίου παρεόντος].
ɔu
neg

mɛ̀ː n
ptcl

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

lɛĺɛːtʰɛ
escape.notice.perf.ind.act.3sg
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autɔús
3pl.m.acc

ɛi
if.comp

gár
expl

tinɛs
indf.c.nom.pl

kaì
conj

állɔi
other.m.nom.pl

tà
art.n.acc.pl

Pɛrsɛɔ́ːn
Persian.m.gen.pl

nɔ́mima
custom.n.acc.pl

ɛpistɛátai
know.pres.ind.mp.3sg

kaì
conj

Aigýptiɔi
Egyptian.m.nom.pl

hɔ́ti
that.comp

prɔ̃ːta⸗mɛǹ
first.n.acc.pl⸗ptcl

[Snɔ́tʰɔn
bastard.m.acc.sg

[MatrixSɔú⸗spʰi
neg⸗3pl.dat

nɔ́mɔs
custom.m.nom.sg

ɛstì]
be.pres.ind.act.3sg

basilɛũsai
be.king.inf.aor.act

gnɛːsíɔu
legitimate.m.gen.sg

parɛɔ́ntɔs].
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 τις and ἄν occur second in the matrix S, because
that is where they are interpreted. The indefinite pronoun τις is the subject
of the matrix verb εὕροι, which, in concert with the modal particle ἄν, has the
reading ‘would find.’ Likewise, in example (8.13.b), the dative pronominal clitic
σφι is interpreted with the matrix predicate νόμος ἐστί, 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. [Sὁ μὲν δὴ Συλοσῶν ἠπίστατο [Sτοῦτό⸗οἱ ἀπολωλέναι δι’ εὐηθίην]].
[Shɔ
art.m.nom.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

Sylɔsɔ̃ːn
Syloson.m.nom.sg

ɛːpístatɔ
know.impf.ind.mp.3sg

[Stɔũtɔ́⸗hɔi
med.n.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat
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apɔlɔːlɛńai
lose.inf.perf.act

di’
through

ɛuɛːtʰíɛːn]].
good.heartedness.f.acc.sg

‘[Syloson knew that [this had been lost to him on account of good-
heartedness]].’

3.140.1

b. [Sἐγώ⸗μοι δοκέω [Sσυνιέναι τὸ γεγονὸς τοῦτο]], ὦ βασιλεῦ.
[Sɛgɔ́ː⸗mɔi
1sg.nom⸗1sg.dat

dɔkɛɔ́ː
seem.pres.ind.act.1sg

[Ssyniɛńai
understand.ind.pres.act

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

gɛgɔnɔ̀s
happen.ptcp.perf.act.n.acc.sg

tɔũtɔ]],
med.n.acc.sg

ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

basilɛũ.
king.m.voc.sg
‘[I think [that I understand this event]], sire.’

3.63.4

Although the dative pronominal clitic οἱ in (8.14.a) refers to the same entity
as the noun Συλοσῶν in thematrix clause (namely the person Syloson), there is
no interpretive dependencybetween the twoexpressions. Likewise, in example
(8.14.b), it is not necessary for the subjects of thematrix 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
[Sοἱ δὲ ἔφραζον [CPὥς⸗σφι θεὸς εἴη φανεὶς διὰ χρόνου πολλοῦ ἐωθὼς ἐπι-
φαίνεσθαι] καὶ [CPὡς ἐπεὰν φανῆι τότε πάντες Αἰγύπτιοι κεχαρηκότες
ὁρτάζοιεν]].
[Shɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛṕʰrazdɔn
say.impf.ind.act.3sg

[CPhɔ́ːs⸗spʰi
that.comp⸗3pl.dat

tʰɛɔ̀s
god.m.nom.sg

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

pʰanɛìs
appear.ptcp.aor.pass.m.nom.sg

dià
through

kʰrɔ́nɔu
time.m.gen.sg

pɔllɔũ
much.m.gen.sg

ɛɔːtʰɔ̀ːs
be.accustomed.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg
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ɛpipʰaínɛstʰai]
show.up.inf.pres.mp

kaì
conj

[CPhɔːs
that.comp

ɛpɛ-àn
when.comp-mod

pʰanɛ̃ː i
appear.aor.sbjv.act.3sg

tɔ́tɛ
then.adv

pántɛs
all.m.nom.pl

Aigýptiɔi
Egyptian.m.nom.pl

kɛkʰarɛːkɔ́tɛs
be.happy.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg

hɔrtázdɔiɛn]].
celebrate.pres.opt.act.3pl
‘[They said [that the god appeared to them, thoughhe 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
[Sεὑρίσκω δὲ [Sὧδ’⸗ἂν γινόμενα ταῦτα]], εἰ λάβοις τὴν ἐμὴν σκευὴν πᾶσαν
καὶ ἐνδὺς μετὰ τοῦτο ἵζοιο ἐς τὸν ἐμὸν θρόνον καὶ ἔπειτα ἐν κοίτηι τῆι ἐμῆι
κατυπνώσειας.
[Shɛurískɔː
find.pres.ind.act.1sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

[Shɔ̃ːd’⸗àn
thus.adv⸗mod

ginɔ́mɛna
happen.ptcp.pres.mp.n.acc.pl

taũta]],
med.n.acc.sg

ɛi
if.comp

lábɔis
take.aor.opt.act.2sg

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛmɛ̀ː n
my.f.acc.sg

skɛuɛ̀ː n
apparel.f.acc.sg

pãsan
all.f.acc.sg

kaì
conj

ɛndỳs
wear.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

mɛtà
with

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

hízdɔiɔ
sit.pres.opt.mp.2sg

ɛs
to
tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

ɛmɔ̀n
my.m.acc.sg

tʰrɔ́nɔn
throne.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

ɛṕɛita
then.adv

ɛn
in

kɔítɛːi
bed.f.dat.sg

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

ɛmɛ̃ː i
my.f.dat.sg

katypnɔ́ːsɛias.
lie.down.to.sleep.aor.opt.act.2sg

‘[I 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 σφι occurs second in the embedded CP, where
it is interpreted. In (8.15.b), the modal particle ἄν 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
a. τούτων δὲ τοιούτων συμβαινόντων, ἐγὼμὲν ἔλπομαι, εἰ καὶ αὐτὸςΠρίαμος
συνοίκεε Ἑλένηι, [Sἀποδοῦναι⸗ἂν αὐτὴν τοῖσι Ἀχαιοῖσι], μέλλοντά γε δὴ
τῶν παρεόντων κακῶν ἀπαλλαγήσεσθαι.
tɔútɔːn
med.n.gen.pl

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔiɔútɔːn
such.n.gen.pl

symbainɔ́ntɔːn,
happen.ptcp.pres.act.n.gen.pl

ɛgɔ̀ː
1sg.nom

mɛǹ
ptcl

ɛĺpɔmai,
think.pres.ind.mp.1sg

ɛi
if.comp

kaì
even.adv

autɔ̀s
self.m.nom.sg

Príamɔs
Priam.m.nom.sg

synɔíkɛɛ
live.with.impf.ind.act.3sg

Hɛlɛńɛːi,
Helen.f.dat.sg

[Sapɔdɔũnai⸗àn
give.inf.aor.act⸗mod

autɛ̀ː n
3sg.f.acc

tɔĩsi
art.m.dat.pl

Akʰaiɔĩsi],
Achaean.m.dat.pl

mɛĺlɔntá
be.going.to.ptcp.pres.act.m.acc.sg

gɛ
ptcl

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

tɔ̃ːn
art.n.gen.pl

parɛɔ́ntɔːn
be.around.ptcp.pres.act.n.gen.pl

kakɔ̃ːn
bad.n.gen.pl

apallagɛ́ː sɛstʰai.
set.free.inf.fut.pass

‘Since the results (of the battle) were such, I think that if even Priam
himself were livingwithHelen, [hewould have given her back to the
Achaeans], if hewas thereby going to be rid of the troubles they had.’

2.120.3

b. δοκέειν ἐμοὶ [Sοὐκ⸗ἄν⸗σφι Σπαρτιήτας μῆνιν οὐδεμίαν προσθέσθαι].
dɔkɛɛ́in
seem.inf.pres.act

ɛmɔì
1sg.dat

[Sɔuk⸗àn⸗spʰi
neg⸗mod⸗3pl.dat

Spartiɛ́ː tas
Spartan.m.acc.pl

mɛ̃ː nin
wrath.f.acc.sg

ɔudɛmían
none.f.acc.sg
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prɔstʰɛśtʰai].
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, thematrix predicate is indicativewhile the embedded clause has
a counterfactual reading. In example (8.16.a), ἀποδοῦναι and themodal particle
ἄν yield the reading ‘would have given back.’ The modal particle accordingly
occurs second in the embedded infinitive clause. Likewise in example (8.16.b),
προσθέσθαι and ἄν 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 is an S.
Splaying refers to the appearance of clausal clitics in separate “second”

positions:

(8.17) Splaying
a. ἐπὶ μέντοι τοῖσι κατήκουσι πρήγμασι [Sδοκέει⸗μοι [Sαὐτὸν⸗μέν⸗σε ἀπε-
λαύνειν ὀπίσω]].
ɛpì
to

mɛńtɔi
ptcl

tɔĩsi
art.n.dat.pl

katɛ́ː kɔusi
present.ptcp.pres.act.n.dat.pl

prɛ́ː gmasi
circumstance.n.dat.pl

[Sdɔkɛɛ́i⸗mɔi
seem.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗1sg.dat

[Sautɔ̀n⸗mɛń⸗sɛ
[Sself.m.acc.sg⸗ptcl⸗2sg.acc

apɛlaúnɛin
march.inf.pres.act

ɔpísɔː]].
back.adv

‘Given the present circumstances, [it seems best to me [that you
march back yourself]].’

8.102.1

b. εἰ ἐς Ἀθηναίους εἶχε τὸ ἔπος εἰρημένον ἐόντως, οὐκ⸗ἂν οὕτω⸗μιν δοκέειν
ἠπίως χρησθῆναι.
ɛi
if.comp

ɛs
into

Atʰɛːnaíɔus
Athenian.m.acc.pl

ɛĩkʰɛ
hold.impf.ind.act.3sg

tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

ɛṕɔs
verse.n.nom.sg

ɛirɛːmɛńɔn
speak.ptcp.perf.mp.n.nom.sg

ɛɔ́ntɔːs,
really.adv

ɔuk⸗àn
neg⸗mod

hɔútɔː⸗min
thus.adv⸗3sg.acc

dɔkɛɛ́in
seem.inf.pres.act
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ɛːpíɔːs
mildly.adv

kʰrɛːstʰɛ̃ː nai.
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), μοι is an argument of the matrix verb δοκέει,
and therefore occurs second in the matrix clause. As δοκέει selects an embed-
ded clause here, σε, the subject argument of the embedded verb ἀπελαύνειν,
occurs second in that domain. (ἐπὶ μέντοι τοῖσι κατήκουσι πρήγμασι 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 οὐκ⸗ἂν … δοκέ-
ειν, while the infinitive clause is οὕτω⸗μιν … ἠπίως χρησθῆναι. 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 ἄν and μιν
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) (ἐκ τούτου)ω⸗δὲ μανῆναί⸗μιν νομίζουσι Σπαρτιῆται.
(ɛk
from

tɔútɔu)ω⸗dɛ̀
med.n.gen.sg⸗ptcl

manɛ̃ː naí⸗min
go.insane.inf.aor.pass⸗3sg.acc

nɔmízdɔusi
believe.pres.ind.act.3pl

Spartiɛ̃ː tai.
Spartan.m.nom.pl

‘The Spartans believe that he (= Cleomenes) went insane because of
this.’

6.84.3

Theprepositional phrase ἐκ τούτου scopes over the infinitive andnot thematrix
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 νομίζω can select either a VP infinitive or an S infini-
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tive. The scope of ἐκ τούτου seems, however, to speak in favor of an embed-
ded infinitive clause, i.e., [S[PP(ἐκ τούτου)ω⸗δὲ] [Sμανῆναί⸗μιν]] νομίζουσι Σπαρτι-
ῆται.

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) φημί
a. VP-Infinitive Complement
ὦ παῖ, οὔτε δειλίην οὔτε ἄλλο οὐδὲν ἄχαρι παριδών τοι ποιέω ταῦτα,
ἀλλά⸗μοι ὄψις ὀνείρου ἐν τῶι ὕπνωι ἐπιστᾶσα [Sἔφη⸗σε [VPὀλιγοχρόνιον
ἔσεσθαι]]. ὑπὸ γὰρ αἰχμῆς σιδηρέης ἀπολέεσθαι.
ɔ̃ː
voc.ptcl

paĩ,
child.m.voc.sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

dɛilíɛːn
cowardice.f.acc.sg

ɔú-tɛ
neg-conj

állɔ
other.n.acc.sg

ɔudɛǹ
none.n.acc.sg

ákʰari
unseemly.n.acc.sg

paridɔ́ːn
see.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

tɔi
2sg.dat

pɔiɛɔ́ː
do.pres.ind.act.1sg

taũta,
med.n.acc.pl

allá⸗mɔi
but⸗1sg.dat

ɔ́psis
vision.f.nom.sg

ɔnɛírɔu
dream.m.gen.sg

ɛn
in

tɔ̃ːi
art.m.dat.sg

hýpnɔːi
sleep.m.dat.sg

ɛpistãsa
stand.by.ptcp.aor.act.f.nom.sg
[Sɛṕʰɛː⸗sɛ
say.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗2sg.acc

[VPɔligɔkʰrɔ́niɔn
short.lived.c.acc.sg

ɛśɛstʰai]].
be.inf.fut.mid

hypɔ̀
by

gàr
expl

aikʰmɛ̃ː s
spear.f.gen.sg

sidɛːrɛɛ́ːs
iron.f.gen.sg

apɔlɛɛ́stʰai.
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
ὁ δέ μιν ἀληθείηι χρήσασθαι ἐκέλευε, [VPφὰς [Sοὐδέν⸗οἱ ἀηδέστερον ἔσε-
σθαι ἢ πρότερον ἦν]].
hɔ
3sg.m.nom

dɛ́
ptcl

min
3sg.acc

alɛːtʰɛíɛːi
truth.f.dat.sg

kʰrɛ́ː sastʰai
speak.inf.aor.mid

ɛkɛĺɛuɛ,
order.impf.ind.act.3sg

[VPpʰàs
say.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

[Sɔudɛń⸗hɔi
none.n.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

aɛːdɛśtɛrɔn
more.unpleasant.c.acc.sg

ɛśɛstʰai
be.inf.fut.mid

ɛ̀ː
disj

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛ̃ː n]].
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

(8.20) ἐλπίζω
a. VP-Infinitive Complement
[Sἐλπίζων⸗δέ⸗μιν [VPἀποθανέεσθαι] ὁ ἀδελφεός, τῶι οὔνομα ἦν Λυκάρη-
τος, ἵνα εὐπετεστέρως κατάσχηι τὰ ἐν τῆι Σάμωι πρήγματα, κατακτείνει
τοὺς δεσμώτας πάντας].
[Sɛlpízdɔːn⸗dɛ⸗́min
expect.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg⸗ptcl⸗3sg.acc
[VPapɔtʰanɛɛ́stʰai]
die.inf.fut.mid

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

adɛlpʰɛɔ́s,
brother.m.nom.sg

tɔ̃ːi
rel.m.dat.sg

ɔúnɔma
name.n.nom.sg

ɛ̃ː n
be.impf.ind.act.3sg

Lykárɛːtɔs,
Lycaretus.m.nom.sg

hína
purp

ɛupɛtɛstɛŕɔːs
more.smoothly.adv

katáskʰɛːi
control.aor.sbjv.act.3sg

tà
art.n.acc.pl

ɛn
on

tɛ̃ː i
art.f.dat.sg

Sámɔːi
Samos.f.dat.sg

prɛ́ː gmata,
affair.n.acc.pl

kataktɛínɛi
kill.pres.ind.act.3sg

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

dɛsmɔ́ːtas
prisoner.m.acc.pl

pántas].
all.m.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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b. S-Infinitive Complement
οἱ δὲ ὡς ἐπύθοντο, Ποσειδέωνι Σωτῆρι εὐξάμενοι καὶ σπονδὰς προχέ-
αντες τὴν ταχίστην ὀπίσω ἠπείγοντο ἐπὶ τὸ Ἀρτεμίσιον, [VPἐλπίσαντες
[Sὀλίγας⸗τινάς⸗σφι ἀντιξόους ἔσεσθαι νέας]].
hɔi
3pl.m.nom

dɛ̀
ptcl

hɔːs
when.comp

ɛpýtʰɔntɔ,
find.out.aor.ind.mid.3pl

Pɔsɛidɛɔ́ːni
Poseidon.m.dat.sg

Sɔːtɛ̃ː ri
Savior.m.dat.sg

ɛuksámɛnɔi
pray.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

spɔndàs
libation.f.acc.pl

prɔkʰɛántɛs
pour.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

takʰístɛːn
quickest.f.acc.sg

ɔpísɔː
back.adv

ɛːpɛígɔntɔ
rush.impf.ind.mp.3pl

ɛpì
to

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

Artɛmísiɔn,
Artemision.n.acc.sg

[VPɛlpísantɛs
hope.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.pl

[Sɔlígas⸗tinás⸗spʰi
few.f.acc.pl⸗indf.c.acc.pl⸗3pl.dat

antiksɔ́ɔus
opposing.c.acc.pl

ɛśɛstʰai
be.inf.fut.mid

nɛás]].
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

(8.21) εὑρίσκω
a. VP-Infinitive Complement
νυκτὶ δὲ βουλὴν διδοὺς πάγχυ [Sεὕρισκέ⸗οἱ [VPοὐ πρῆγμα εἶναι στρατεύ-
εσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα]].
nyktì
night.f.dat.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

bɔulɛ̀ː n
counsel.f.acc.sg

didɔùs
give.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

pánkʰy
wholly.adv

[Shɛúriskɛ⸗́hɔi
find.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.dat

[VPɔu
neg

prɛ̃ː gma
advantage.n.acc.sg

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

stratɛúɛstʰai
send.an.army.inf.pres.mp

ɛpì
to

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Hɛlláda]].
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
βουλευόμενος [Sεὕρισκε [Sπρῆγμά⸗οἱ εἶναι ἐλαύνειν ὡς δύναιτο τάχιστα
ἐπὶ τὰς Σάρδις]].
bɔulɛuɔ́mɛnɔs
deliberate.ptcp.pres.mp.m.nom.sg

[Shɛúriskɛ
find.impf.ind.act.3sg

[Sprɛ̃ː gma⸗hɔi
advantage.n.acc.sg⸗3sg.dat

ɛĩnai
be.inf.pres.act

ɛlaúnɛin
drive.inf.pres.act

hɔːs
as.comp

dýnaitɔ
be.able.pres.opt.mp.3sg

tákʰista
quickest.n.acc.pl

ɛpì
against

tàs
art.f.acc.pl

Sárdis]].
Sardis.f.acc.pl

‘After deliberating, [(Cyrus) found [that itwas in his interest tomove
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. I believe 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, φάς in example (8.19.b) just
reports a statement. In example (8.20.a), ἐλπίζων describes a calculation on the
part of Lycaretus, while ἐλπίσαντες 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 εὕρισκε with
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aVP-complement andwith anS-complement. Itmaybe 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 themotivation 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. μήκεϊ μὲν γὰρ παρ’ ἀμφοτέρας παρήκει ἡ Εὐρώπη, εὔρεος δὲ πέρι οὐδὲ
συμβαλεῖν ἀξίη φαίνεταί⸗μοι εἶναι.
mɛ́ː kɛï
length.n.dat.sg

mɛǹ
ptcl

gàr
expl

par’
from

ampʰɔtɛŕas
both.f.acc.pl

parɛ́ː kɛi
stretch.pres.ind.act.3sg

hɛː
art.f.nom.sg

Ɛurɔ́ːpɛː,
Europe.f.nom.sg

ɛúrɛɔs
width.n.gen.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

pɛŕi
about

ɔu-dɛ̀
neg-ptcl

symbalɛĩn
compare.inf.pres.act

aksíɛː
worth.f.nom.sg

pʰaínɛtaí⸗mɔi
seem.pres.ind.mp.3sg⸗1sg.dat

ɛĩnai.
be.inf.pres.act
‘For in length, Europe extends along both (Libya andAsia); in width,
(it) seems to me not even to be worth comparing.’

4.42.1

b. οὐ γὰρ τὸ συντυχὸν φαίνεταί⸗μοι ἔργον εἶναι.
ɔu
neg

gàr
expl

tɔ̀
art.n.nom.sg

syntykʰɔ̀n
common.ptcp.aor.act.n.nom.sg

pʰaínɛtaí⸗mɔi
seem.pres.ind.mp.3sg⸗1sg.dat

ɛŕgɔn
work.n.nom.sg

ɛĩnai.
be.inf.pres.act
‘For (it) seems to me to be a work that is not at all common.’

1.51.3
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c. ἕως δὲ ἐβαρβάριζε, ὄρνιθος τρόπον ἐδόκεέ⸗σφι φθέγγεσθαι.
hɛɔ́ːs
as.long.as.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛbarbárizdɛ,
speak.a.foreign.language.impf.ind.act.3sg

ɔ́rnitʰɔs
bird.m.gen.sg

trɔ́pɔn
manner.m.acc.sg

ɛdɔ́kɛɛ⸗́spʰi
seem.impf.ind.act.3sg⸗3pl.dat

pʰtʰɛńgɛstʰai.
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. [Sποιεῦσα δὲ αἰεὶ τὠυτὸ τοῦτο τὸν Δαρεῖον ἔπεισε [VPοἰκτεῖραί⸗μιν]].
[Spɔiɛũsa
do.ptcp.pres.act.f.nom.sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

aiɛì
always.adv

t-ɔ̃ːutɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg-same.n.acc.sg

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Darɛĩɔn
Darius.m.acc.sg

ɛṕɛisɛ
convince.aor.ind.act.3sg

[VPɔiktɛĩraí⸗min]].
pity.inf.aor.act⸗3sg.acc
‘[By continually doing this same thing, she convincedDarius [to take
pity on her]].’

3.119.3

b. καίτοι πάντα σοφίσματα καὶ πάσας μηχανὰς ἐπεποιήκεε ἐς αὐτοὺς
Δαρεῖος, ἀλλ᾽ [Sοὐδ᾽ ὣς ἐδύνατο [VPἑλεῖν⸗σφεας]].
kaítɔi
indeed.adv

pánta
all.n.acc.pl

sɔpʰísmata
trick.n.acc.pl

kaì
conj

pásas
all.f.acc.pl

mɛːkʰanàs
strategy.f.acc.pl

ɛpɛpɔiɛ́ː kɛɛ
use.plpf.ind.act.3sg

ɛs
to
autɔùs
3pl.m.acc

Darɛĩɔs,
Darius.m.nom.sg

all’
but

[Sɔu-d’
neg-ptcl

hɔ̀ːs
thus.adv
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ɛdýnatɔ
be.able.impf.ind.act.3sg

[VPhɛlɛĩn⸗spʰɛas]].
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. [CPἅτε δὴπειρωμένων τῶνΘεσσαλῶν [VPκαταστρέφεσθαί⸗σφεας]], τοῦτο
προεφυλάξαντο οἱ Φωκέες καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ τὸ θερμὸν τότε ἐπῆκαν ἐπὶ τὴν
ἔσοδον, ὡς ἂν χαραδρωθείη ὁ χῶρος.
[CPhátɛ
since.comp

dɛ̀ː
ptcl

pɛirɔːmɛńɔːn
try.ptcp.pres.mp.m.gen.pl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

Tʰɛssalɔ̃ːn
Thessalian.m.gen.pl

[VPkatastrɛṕʰɛstʰaí⸗spʰɛas]],
conquer.inf.pres.mp⸗3pl.c.acc

tɔũtɔ
med.n.acc.sg

prɔɛpʰyláksantɔ
guard.aor.ind.mid.3pl

hɔi
art.m.nom.pl

Pʰɔːkɛɛ́s
Phocaean.m.nom.pl

kaì
conj

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

hýdɔːr
water.n.acc.sg

tɔ̀
art.n.acc.sg

tʰɛrmɔ̀n
hot.n.acc.sg

tɔ́tɛ
then.adv

ɛpɛ̃ː kan
send.aor.ind.act.3pl

ɛpì
onto

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

ɛśɔdɔn,
pass.f.acc.sg

hɔːs
purp

àn
mod

kʰaradrɔːtʰɛíɛː
break.into.clefts.aor.opt.pass.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

kʰɔ̃ːrɔs.
land.m.nom.sg
‘[Since the Thessalianswere trying [to conquer themi]], the Phocae-
ansi guarded against this, and they let the hot water onto the pass,
in order that the land might be split by channels.’

7.176.4 (cf. 9.53.4)

d. ἐπείτε δὲ ἐξέμαθε ὡς οὐ σὺν ἐκείνοισι εἴη ταῦτα πεποιηκώς, ἔλαβε αὐτόν
τε τὸν Ἰνταφρένεα καὶ τοὺς παῖδας αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς οἰκηίους πάντας, ἐλπί-
δαςπολλὰς ἔχων [S(μετὰ τῶνσυγγενέων)ω⸗μιν ἐπιβουλεύειν⸗οἱ ἐπανάστα-
σιν].
ɛpɛítɛ
after.comp

dɛ̀
ptcl

ɛksɛḿatʰɛ
know.well.aor.ind.act.3sg

hɔːs
that.comp

ɔu
neg

sỳn
with

ɛkɛínɔisi
dist.m.dat.pl

ɛíɛː
be.pres.opt.act.3sg

taũta
med.n.acc.pl

pɛpɔiɛːkɔ́ːs,
do.ptcp.perf.act.m.nom.sg

ɛĺabɛ
seize.aor.ind.act.3sg
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autɔ́n
3sg.m.acc

tɛ
conj

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

Intapʰrɛńɛa
Intaphrenes.m.acc.sg

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

paĩdas
child.m.acc.pl

autɔũ
3sg.m.gen

kaì
conj

tɔùs
art.m.acc.pl

ɔikɛːíɔus
domestic.m.acc.pl

pántas,
all.m.acc.pl

ɛlpídas
suspicion.f.acc.pl

pɔllàs
many.f.acc.pl

ɛḱʰɔːn
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

[Smɛtà
with

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

syngɛnɛɔ́ːn⸗min
kinsman.m.gen.pl⸗3sg.acc

ɛpibɔulɛúɛin
plot.inf.pres.act

hɔi
3sg.dat

ɛpanástasin].
rebellion.f.acc.sg

‘After (Dariusi) found out that (hek) did not do this with them, hei
seized Intaphrenesk himself along with hisk children and all hisk
domestic staff, since hei hadmany suspicions [that hekwas plotting
a rebellion against himiwith hisk kinsmen].’

3.119.2

In example (8.24.a), the accusative pronominal clitic μιν is hosted by the infini-
tive οἰκτεῖραι. As ἔπεισε is an object control verb, it should take a VP-infinitive
as a complement.Wewould then expect μιν to be hosted after the first prosodic
word in S, namely ποιεῦσα. (I take ποιεῦσα δὲ αἰεὶ τὠυτὸ τοῦτο to be a VP-
participial phrase.) One possibility is simply that πείθω also selects infinitive
clauses. On this analysis of (8.24.a), μιν 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 ἐδύνατο and πειρωμένων selecting embedded clauses. And in exam-
ple (8.24.d),wealreadyhave anembedded infinitive clause.Here theproblem is
that the two pronominal clitics in the embedded clause, μιν and οἱ, do not share
the same host. It appears that the latter pronoun is for some reason attracted
to its governing verb ἐπιβουλεύειν.
In the final subclass, a clitic pronoun occurs in second position of an embed-

ded VP-infinitive:

(8.25) φυλακὴν ἔχων, [CPεἴ⸗κως δυναίμην [VP(ἐπὶ τῆς ἐμῆς)ω⸗σε ζόης διακλέψαι]].
[CPpʰylakɛ̀ː n
guard.f.acc.sg

ɛḱʰɔːn,
have.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛí⸗kɔːs
if.comp⸗how.indf.adv

dynaímɛːn
be.able.pres.opt.mp.1sg

[VP(ɛpì
on
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tɛ̃ː s
art.f.gen.sg

ɛmɛ̃ː s)ω⸗sɛ
my.f.gen.sg⸗2sg.acc

zdɔ́ɛːs
life.f.gen.sg

diaklɛṕsai]].
keep.alive.inf.aor.act
‘(I havebeen) keeping guard (over you), [in order that Imight somehow
be able [to keep you alive during my lifetime]].’

1.38.2

Thematrix predicate δυναίμην is an auxiliary verb, which selects a VP-infinitive
as its complement. As such, wewould expect the complementizer εἴ to host the
pronominal clitic σε, just as it hosts the clausal clitic κως.

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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chapter 9

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 themore recent scholarship on Greek word
order (such as, e.g., H.Dik 1995, 2007 andAllan 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

1 In fact, this variation is also found with the conjunction καί. Agbayani and Golston (2010b)
appear to be unaware of this variation, i.e., that καί 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.
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(9.1) a. Relative Pronoun Hosts
ὡς δ’ ἐπανέτελλε ὁ ἥλιος, σπένδων ἐκ χρυσέης φιάλης Ξέρξης ἐς τὴν
θάλασσαν εὔχετο πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον μηδεμίαν οἱ συντυχίην τοιαύτην γενέσθαι
ἥ⸗μινπαύσει καταστρέψασθαι τὴν Εὐρώπην πρότερον ἢ ἐπὶ τέρμασι τοῖσι
ἐκείνης γένηται.
hɔːs
as.comp

d’
ptcl

ɛpanɛt́ɛllɛ
rise.impf.ind.act.3sg

hɔ
art.m.nom.sg

hɛ́ː liɔs,
sun.m.nom.sg

spɛńdɔːn
pour.ptcp.pres.act.m.nom.sg

ɛk
from

kʰrysɛɛ́ːs
golden.f.gen.sg

pʰiálɛːs
bowl.f.gen.sg

Ksɛŕksɛːs
Xerxes.m.nom.sg

ɛs
into

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

tʰálassan
sea.f.acc.sg

ɛúkʰɛtɔ
pray.impf.ind.mp.3sg

prɔ̀s
to

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

hɛ́ː liɔn
sun.m.acc.sg

mɛːdɛmían
none.f.acc.sg

hɔi
3sg.dat

syntykʰíɛːn
accident.f.acc.sg

tɔiaútɛːn
med.f.acc.sg

gɛnɛśtʰai
happen.inf.aor.mid

hɛ́ː ⸗min
rel.f.nom.sg⸗3sg.acc

paúsɛi
end.fut.ind.act.3sg

katastrɛṕsastʰai
subdue.inf.aor.mid

tɛ̀ː n
art.f.acc.sg

Ɛurɔ́ːpɛːn
Europe.f.acc.sg

prɔ́tɛrɔn
before.adv

ɛ̀ː
disj

ɛpì
to

tɛŕmasi
border.n.dat.pl

tɔĩsi
art.n.dat.pl

ɛkɛínɛːs
dist.f.gen.sg

gɛńɛːtai.
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.’

7.54.2

b. Relative Pronoun Does Not Host
μεταδιώκει δὲ τῶν εὐνούχων τὸν πιστότατον ἀποστείλας τριήρεϊ κατ’
αὐτόν, ὃς αἱρέει⸗μιν ἐν Λυκίηι.
mɛtadiɔ́ːkɛi
pursue.pres.ind.act.3sg

dɛ̀
ptcl

tɔ̃ːn
art.m.gen.pl

ɛunɔúkʰɔːn
eunuch.m.gen.pl

tɔ̀n
art.m.acc.sg

pistɔ́tatɔn
most.trusted.m.acc.sg

apɔstɛílas
send.ptcp.aor.act.m.nom.sg

triɛ́ː rɛï
trireme.f.dat.sg

kat’
after
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autɔ́n,
3sg.m.acc,

hɔ̀s
rel.m.nom.sg

hairɛɛ́i⸗min
catch.pres.ind.act.3sg⸗3sg.m.acc

ɛn
in

Lykíɛːi.
Lycia.f.dat.sg

‘(Amasis) sent his most trusted eunuchi in a trireme to pursue himk

(= Phanes), whoi caught himk in Lycia.’
3.4.2

In example (9.1.a), the relative pronoun ἥ hosts the pronominal clitic μιν, but
in (9.1.b) the host of the same pronominal clitic is not the relative pronoun
ὅς, but rather the verb αἱρέει. 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), theremay be contexts inwhich 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 longwrestledwith the question ofwhether
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 bemerged with a syntactic head such as an
adposition to build a higher phrase, as they are somehowmore 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 betweenHomer, 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 themetrical environment per se. If this were the case, then wewould
expect farmore variation in theHomeric epics thanwe 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: 164–166, 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 mymind 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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Maliseet-Passamaquoddy 25n12
μέν-solitarium 132
minimal word 51
modal particle 61, 92

non-configurational 18, 20, 26, 27
null anaphora 19, 20

Old English 37
Old Persian 4n3
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open proposition 180, 184, 193

particle 8n12
discourse 2, 6–8, 37, 58, 63, 67, 76, 80,

87n4, 87n7, 89, 125–127, 130
modal 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 50n3, 53, 71, 89, 90,

93, 95, 118, 121n1, 224, 243, 244, 244n7,
246, 247, 251, 257, 275, 278, 279

Porson’s Bridge 51–53, 53n6, 60, 64, 65
possessor 7, 83, 87n9, 89
preposing

verb 138, 193
proclitic 57, 60, 64–66, 66n10, 71, 73, 76–78,

81, 84, 106, 169, 216
Prosodic Hierarchy 4, 44, 45, 47
prosodic word 5, 6n9, 10, 26, 26n13, 44–49,

51, 52, 53n6, 56–60, 62–64, 67, 68n11, 69,
71, 72, 74–76, 76n14, 77, 77n15, 80–82,
82n17, 83, 84, 88, 122, 148, 175, 224, 226,
259, 264, 290, 292

Proto-Indo-European 4, 5n4, 18, 18n3, 293

restructuring 260n1
Ritschl’s Law 60
Romanian 18
Russian 36

Sanskrit 4, 18, 18n3, 24n9, 166, 173
Semitic 294
Serbian/Croatian 18, 74, 76n14
serial verb construction 256
Shuswap 18, 36
Slovenian 60
Spanish 8
splaying 83, 88, 104, 224, 246, 258, 278, 279
Stray Adjunction 44
Strict Layer Hypothesis 45–47
Sumerian 18n2
superiority effects 21, 23
SVO 18

Tagalog 18, 24n9, 48, 87n3
tense 138, 144, 225, 231, 238, 251, 253, 256, 289
Theme 36
Tocharian 4n3
tonal spreading 51, 59, 60

verb final 17
verb medial 17

Warlpiri 5, 18
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