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Abstract
Wackernagel’s Law in Fifth-Century Greek
by
David Michael Goldstein
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Andrew Garrett, Co-Chair
Professor Donald Mastronarde, Co-Chair

This dissertation investigates the distribution of the pronominal clitics and the modal
particle &v in fifth-century Greek (more specifically in Herodotus, the tragedians, and
Aristophanes), which is typically assumed to be governed by Wackernagel’s Law. It
argues for a prosody-dominant model of clitic distribution, according to which the
position of a clitic is conditioned primarily by prosodic domain, and only secondarily by
syntactic domain: clitics typically select for a host at the left edge of an intonational
phrase. From here I then pursue the deeper question of what factors are responsible for
the mapping of a constituent (or sub-constituent) onto an intonational phrase. I
examine preposed phrases, participial phrases, and infinitival clauses, to present a
dossier of the pragmatic and semantic meanings that induce intonational-phrase coding,
and in turn shape clitic distribution.
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Suffice it to say, the study of Greek syntax would always have imposed itself on
me as a duty, but take away its spiritual, its artistic content, and it would cease
to be for me the meadow of asphodel it has been for years. It would lack the
purple glow that lights up the arid plain of grammar until it becomes the Elysian
fields of art.?

Chapter 1

Introduction

Word order in Ancient Greek is often said to be “free,” as the elements of a sentence can
be arranged in seemingly any order. In stark contrast to this general freedom, there is a
set of lexical items subject to special constraints. These include enclitics (e.g.
pronominal clitics) and “postpositives” (e.g. discourse markers such as pév, 8¢, ydp),
whose position in the clause is more restricted, in that they tend to occur second (host-
clitic relationships are marked by ‘=, and the relevant clitic is in boldface type):

(1.1) xpntiipéc-ol dpriuov €€ yploeol dvoxéatar.
‘Six golden craters have been dedicated by him.’ Hdt. 1.14.6

(1.2) eix=8&v=TL yivnTol T0ig €pyddvang Tolg iv Tol adtol EpyoL...
‘If anything happens among the workers that are on the same job...’
IG 5.2.6°

In (1.1) the dative pronoun ot falls directly after the first word of the sentence,
xpntiipéc. In (1.2), the modal particle &v is found in the same position. Here there is
actually a further clitic, the form tt, which follows directly thereafter. In cases like this
in which multiple clitics stack up in second position, I will describe them all as in second
position.*

The tendency of certain enclitics and postpositives to assume second position within a
clause is generally known as Wackernagel’s Law. In 1892, Wackernagel published his
seminal monograph on the topic, which would ultimately become the founding
document of what we now call Wackernagel’s Law. His observations were based on
archaic Indo-European languages (Sanskrit, Avestan, Greek, Latin, Gothic, etc.), and

* Gildersleeve (1903: 5).

? From Buck (1955: 201).

* This is a simplifying assumption, which I rely on to avoid the issue of the internal structure of clitic
chains. Whether or not this is a valid assumption can only be determined with further investigation into
clitic chains. Whatever the results of such a study, I cannot see at this point how they would affect the
analysis here.



his law is one of the few syntactic generalizations that can be made for archaic Indo-
European and the proto-language (see Watkins 1964). Since then similar behavior has
been found in many languages throughout the world, such as Luisefio (Uto-Aztecan;
Southern California) and Ngiyambaa (Pama-Nyungen; New South Wales, Australia); see
Kaisse (1985) for a review.

I would like to make three things clear regarding the term and phenomenon known as
Wackernagel’s Law. The label Wackernagel’s Law is an honorary designation for a
descriptive generalization about the surface position of certain enclitics and
postpositives. It is not a “law” in the sense of a prescriptive linguistic convention (as
some that I have talked to believe). Despite Wackernagel’s own use of the term Gesetz
in the title of his article, he often refers to second-position behavior as a Tendenz.
Indeed, Eduard Fraenkel later referred to Wackernagel’s “Law” as a Beobachtung, which
in my view is the most accurate description of the accomplishment of the 1892 article.

Second, in my view, Wackernagel’s Law as a linguistic “law” has no explanatory power.
That is to say, I do not believe that a clitic is ever in second position because of
Wackernagel’s Law. For one, there can be and are many “second” positions within a
clause for different types of clitics to fall into, as first established by Hale (1987). In
Greek, for instance, the pronominal clitic utv and the discourse marker ydp can both
legitimately be described as “second”position items, but exhibit considerably different
distributional patterns. So it is not fitting to speak of Wackernagel’s Law as though
there were only one unified “law” that positioned clitics in one uniform second-position
within the clause. But more importantly, Wackernagel’s Law is to my mind only an
epiphenomenon that falls out from deeper patterns of organization in the language
(Fortson 2009: 3-4 makes this point nicely in reference to metrical laws). In this sense,
this dissertation is not about Wackernagel’s Law per se: it is about the underlying
factors that give rise to the empirical phenomena assumed to be governed by
“Wackernagel’s Law.”

1 The Value of Counterexamples

Perhaps the best way to understand the mechanisms behind Wackernagel’s Law is
through cases in which it appears to be violated:

(1.3) zobTouc uev d1 toug Bacthéas BOe=&V 6pBGc Xatd YAGSCoUY THY CPETERTV
"EAAnvec xaAréotev.
These kings, the Greeks would rightly call thus in their own language.’
Hdt. 6.98.18

(1.4) dvevu ydp dn udyou ob=o@u vopoc ot Yuoioc notéecian.
‘For, without a magus, it is not licit for them to perform sacrifices.’
Hdt. 1.132.15




In (1.3), the object noun phrase to0touc yev o7 tolc Bactréac precedes the host of dv.
In (1.4), the preposition phrase dveu yop 81 udyou likewise precedes the host of ot.
Both examples give rise to surface violations of Wackernagel’s Law, in that it is not
entirely clear how the position of &v or o@. can be characterized as “second.”
Ultimately, I will demonstrate that there is in fact nothing exceptional about the
position of either clitic.

Examples like (1.3) and (1.4) raise two questions, which are the central foci of this
dissertation:

1. What mechanism is responsible for the appearance of a clitic outside of
canonical second position?

2. How does the meaning of a sentence with a non-canonically positioned
clitic differ (if at all) from one with a canonically-positioned clitic?

These two questions, while prompted by counterexamples like (1.3) and (1.4), strike at
the heart of second-position phenomena in Greek. For to answer question one is
essentially to provide a framework that will account for both the canonical cases, as well
as any and all counterexamples. Parts I and II (comprising chapters one through five)
are devoted to this endeavor, that is, to answering the question, “where does the clitic
go?” By contrast, part III (chapters six through nine), investigates the differences in
meaning between canonical cases like (1.1) and (1.2) and non-canonical cases like (1.3)
and (1.4).

Before laying out the framework of the dissertation in more detail, I would like to
delineate the scope of this project. My investigation is limited to the distribution of the
pronominal clitics, which I list in the following table, and the modal particle dv:

1s 2s 3s 3d 3p
Gen. | pou, yeo, peu | cou, ceu, cgo CQELY
Dat. | you ooL, Tol ol oot(v), opu(v)
Acc. |pe oe Wy, vv | 69w | ogea, oge, o@oc

My study focuses on these two sets of second-position items because they exhibit similar
distributional patterns, and thus appear to be subject to (roughly) the same
generalization. Other second-position items such as yév and 6¢ will obey slightly
different generalizations. To refer to both the pronominal argument clitics and the
modal particle dv, I will use the umbrella term clausal clitics. (On the designation of v
as a clitic and not a postpositive, see chapter three.)

I have imposed a further restriction on the scope of this study, in that I have not
systematically investigated pronominal clitics that mark possession (on this phenomenon
in Sanskrit, see Hale 1987: 81-87), such as the following;:



(1.5) @dvou=5¢é-0i adehpeny év ABUN menpicdon OO &Y adtédy Polvixwy LT Gv
xoll 0T Emenin.
‘She said that her sister had been sold in Libya by the same Phoenicians by
whom she herself had also been sold.’ 2.56.11

The distribution and semantics of these forms raise their own issues, and thus demand
separate treatment.

The data for my investigation are provided by the following corpora:

1. The complete text of Herodotus (ca. 185,044 words).
ca. 480 tokens of &v.
ca. 2400 tokens of pronominal clitics.

2. The non-fragmentary Athenian tragedies (ca. 236,898 words).
ca. 1,534 tokens of &v.
ca. 2100 tokens of pronominal clitics.

3. The non-fragmentary plays of Aristophanes (ca. 103, 262 words).
ca. 654 tokens of dv.
ca. 1290 tokens of pronominal clitics.

Searches for examples were conducted via the online Thesaurus Linguae Graecae
(tlg.uci.edu). The citation number for all examples is thus according to the TLG texts.
I have not, however, relied exclusively on their texts. In many cases, I have deleted the
punctuation of their texts, in particular in cases where it biases a particular prosodic or
morphosyntactic parsing of a sentence. (The punctuation of modern classical texts is in
any event too often beholden to the conventions of the editor’s native language.)
Second, I have also excluded clitics whose existence or position is due to emendation.
When manuscript readings were at issue, I have consulted other editions.

2 Part I: Foundations

The first part of this dissertation is devoted to a detailed introduction of the
phenomenon and the theoretical framework in which it will be handled. Chapter two
reviews the literature on Wackernagel’s Law beginning with the forerunners of
Wackernagel (1892) and ending with the most recent attempts within generative
grammar to handle second-position clisis. As mentioned above, Wackernagel’s Law is
found in many languages of the world, and the literature on the topic is accordingly
vast. My survey will focus particularly on Greek and Sanskrit, as the latter is
typologically very similar to the former.

Chapter three looks more specifically at basic questions of prosody pertaining to clitics.

While the term prosody in Classical scholarship typically refers to the study of poetic
meter, I should point out that I do not use it in that sense. Instead, I use the term
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prosody to refer to phonological elements longer than a single segment (i.e., vowels and
consonants), as well as suprasegmental elements like intonation, accentuation, rhythm,
etc. For an overview of the theoretical difficulties presented by the notion “prosody” see
Fox (2000: 1-9); on prosodic phonology and structure specifically, see Fox (2000: 330-
365). In this chapter, I also introduce a framework for discussing prosodic units, namely
the Prosodic Hierarchy.

3 Part II: The Distribution of Clausal Clitics

In part two, we come to the heart of the matter, and embark on an exploration of the
mechanisms behind clitic placement. I begin chapter four by proposing a new
generalization to account for the distribution of clausal clitics. I argue that the
distribution of clausal clitics results from the interaction of syntax and prosody, with
the latter conditioning factor dominant. In pre-theoretical terms, a clausal clitic will
occupy the left edge of an intonational phrase as early as it can within a clause. 1
demonstrate in detail how a syntax-only or a predominately syntactic account offers less
coverage of the data than a prosody-dominant one. I argue also that the standard
assumptions about the syntax-phonology interface cannot be maintained in the face of
the Greek data.

The arguments for prosody are not limited simply to those against syntax. In chapter
five, I adduce evidence from tragic and comic metrical texts to further substantiate the
prosody-dominant account. This is perhaps the first systematic investigation of clitic
distribution in poetic fifth-century poetic texts. It has always been well known that the
data here misbehave to an extent not attested in prose texts, but thus far there are no
detailed accounts of the misbehavior, nor any proposals to handle the distribution.

4 Part III: Prosodic Phrasing and Meaning

Understanding the distributional patterns of clausal clitics is not simply an end in itself.
Rather, it reorients the discussion on clitic position, and provides a framework for using
clitic position as a way to diagnose fine-grained meaning. For the question is no longer
one of why a clitic does or does not show up in second position, which is in many ways
a dead end. The question is instead: how is a sentence prosodically (and
morphosyntactically) encoded, and which intonational phrase does the clitic occupy?
The systematic variation that we find in the prosodic (and morphosyntactic) coding of a
sentence is driven by differences in meaning, and is reflected in clitic position. Thus,
what we get is a new dimension to clitic placement: it is not simply a diagnostic of
syntactic and prosodic structure, but also one of semantic and pragmatic meaning. As
modern readers of Greek texts, at a remove of over two millennia, we can thus use
clitics to extract meaning that we would otherwise only be able to guess at.

To illustrate the diagnostic power of clitic position, I investigate the phenomenon of
preposing in chapters seven and eight. Preposing is the placement of a constituent or
sub-constituent before the host of a second-position clitic, as illustrated in examples



(1.3) and (1.4). I argue that preposed material is pragmatically marked, and that
preposing serves discourse-pragmatic functions.

In chapter eight, I investigate the following clitic alternation vis-a-vis participial
phrases:

Ezxclusion from Participial Phrase

(1.6) yvoun yop TolodTnt YeeEMUEVOS EMTEOTEVOL=E&Y SUwUlTLS ToU TAfleoC.
‘Because he uses excellent judgment, he would administer the masses
without fault.’ 3.82.8

Inclusion in Participial Phrase

(1.7) Eywv=d"-8v tadtny fiydpale olte dopupdpwy ETOUEVLY 00TE BAhoL 0LBEVAC.
‘Wearing this [= Greek attire] he used to hang out in the agora with neither
spearmen nor anyone else attending him.’ 4.78.21

I argue that the alternation in clitic position, that is, whether the clitic is included in or
excluded from the participial phrase, is conditioned by the semantics of the participial
phrase. If the participial phrase is characterized by a clause-level operator (i.e., when,
if, although, etc.), I argue that it is coded as an intonational phrase, presumably just as
its clausal equivalent with a finite verb would be. Such participial phrases will only
admit a second-position clitic if it is selected for by an element within the participial
phrase. By contrast, if the participial phrase bears only verb phrase-level semantics,
then there is no such requirement. This analysis also provides an account of the
multiple-&v construction in prose, as well as identifies a hitherto unidentified
construction in Greek, that of the co-verb participial phrase.

In chapter nine, I explore the variation that clitics exhibit in relation to infinitival
clauses, as in the following pair:

(1.8) tabta dxovoog 6 Kayfione €pn deldecul-cpeag xol o¢ Peudouévoug
Yovdtwt Elnulou.
‘When he, heard these things, Cambyses, said that they, [= Egyptians|
were lying and on the ground that they were lying he, punished (them,)
with death.’ 3.27.13

(1.9) 6 8¢ 8hho pev oLdev duelBeton TOV atépa, EQN=0¢=iy ipNyv {nuinv égeiiely
TEL VeI EWUTEL €C AOYOUC ATUXOUEVOY.

‘And he, [= Lykophron]| offers no other answer to his father, [= Periandros,
his father|, but he, said he, owed a sacred fine to the god, since he, spoke to
him,.’ 3.52.22

i

The first example presents the canonical situation: the pronoun ogeag is semantically
interpreted with the embedded predicate {eldecdon, and accordingly surfaces second
within that domain. In the second example, this does not happen, however, as here we
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find the pronoun wwv is hosted by the matrix verb. I argue that this alternation is
conditioned by the lexical semantics of the matrix verb. Thus in (1.7), @nui is used as
in its locutionary sense to report a proposition. By contrast in (1.8), it is used as a
declarative: with his utterance (or rather, speech act), Lykophron imposed on his father
a fine. The verb &€¢n does not encode the reporting of a proposition, so much as the
creation of a new state of affairs (namely Periandros’ being fined). In this sense, ¢nul
behaves as a manipulation verb, and thus what we find in (1.8) is exactly what we
expect. Chapter ten closes the dissertation with a summary review of the claims, as well
as a prospectus of future work that needs to be done on this topic.

5 Clitic Position as Reading Tool

Before proceeding to chapter two, I want to highlight the broad value of study of
Wackernagel’s Law, which is often assumed to be a topic of narrow philological or
linguistic concern. To be sure, the phenomenon does raise many interesting questions in
this direction, and most studies of the topic are focused on this aspect of the
phenomenon. But there is far more to be gleaned from clitic position. For as the
summary of Part III above makes clear, alternations in clitic distribution are systematic
and conditioned by the semantic and pragmatic meaning of the sentence. What this
means is that we can use clitic position as a reading tool to diagnose meanings that
would otherwise be either inaccessible or only the product of guesswork. Thus clitic
distribution can inform us not only about the Greek language in general, but also about
Greek texts in particular. This point might sound obvious (and indeed I think
ultimately it is), but it is one that has been acknowledged and appreciated by only the
tiniest fraction of scholars. Readers who are interested specifically in this aspect of the
argument should jump directly to Part III, as the rest of Part I and all of Part II are
devoted more to the issue of where a clausal clitic can and does occur, and not why.



Chapter 2

Previous Approaches to Wackernagel’s Law

The present chapter reviews the history of scholarship on Wackernagel’s Law, beginning
with the foundational paper in this domain, Wackernagel (1892). From here, I sketch
the trajectory of the subsequent scholarship (at least as it pertains to Greek, and
languages typologically similar to Greek, such as Sanskrit’), and highlight issues that
will be of especial importance for my own study.

By and large, Wackernagel’s Law has been widely accepted. As such the scholarship
since his seminal 1892 article has focused to a considerable extent on the question of
how one explains the counterexamples. On the theoretical side, the question that has
most occupied scholars (and here mainly linguists) is how one situates second-position
effects in a theoretical framework. That is, if we accept Wackernagel’s Law, what in
grammar is responsible for second-position behavior? By far, the most common answer
to this question has been syntax, presumably on the assumption that word order is the
domain of syntactic operation. Others have argued that it is phonology that is
responsible for second-position effects, in that clitic position is sensitive to the
phonological features (e.g. intonation or pitch patterns) of a sentence.

While I will ultimately argue that clitic distribution in fifth-century Greek is
prosodically conditioned, it is not the case that syntax is irrelevant. Clitic distribution
emerges from the interaction of both syntax and phonology. That is to say, one cannot
predict the correct distribution of clausal clitics without reference to both syntactic as
well as prosodic domains. Thus the question as far as Greek is concerned is how exactly
these two components interact to yield the observed patterns.

The bulk of the discussion below will explore syntactic and phonological explanations,
but it needs to be borne in mind that other theories have been proposed—e.g. Anderson
(1992: 210-223, 2005, 2006); Miller and Sag (1997); and Spencer (2000) all argue that
the morphological component (specifically phrase-level morphology) is responsible for
clitic distribution. Since such an analysis has not been proposed for the Greek data (or
a language with similar clitic behavior), I have not considered this possibility below.

The layout of this chapter is as follows. Section one reviews the foundational text in the
literature on second-position clitics, Wackernagel (1892), as well as other early literature
that has ceased (undeservedly) to play a role in contemporary discussions of second-
position clitics. My goal here is not to review all of Wackernagel’s claims, but only

® One exception is Veksina (2008), which I encountered too late to take into consideration. She offers an
extensive overview of Wackernagel’s Law from an Indo-European perspective, with particular attention to
Old Russian data and contemporary Russian scholarship.
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those that are most relevant for our discussion here. Section two considers another
seminal article, that of Fraenkel (1933), one of his Kolon und Satz articles, in which he
used the idea of a Kolon (which in contemporary terms corresponds to the intonational
phrase) to explain exceptions to Wackernagel’s Law. As we will see, Fraenkel’s work is
the point of departure for my own analysis. Section three reviews briefly the work of
Marc Janse, whose analysis bears similarity to that of Fraenkel. Section four examines
three analyses of second-position phenomena carried out under a generative framework;
the first is that of Taylor (1990), the second that of Hale (2007), and the last that of
Kiparsky and Condoravdi (2001) and (2004). Section five reviews the work that J.N.
Adams has done on Latin and his attempt to introduce pragmatic concepts into
discussions of second-position phenomena. In section six, I offer brief concluding
remarks.

1 Wackernagel (1892) and Before

The history of Wackernagel’s Law (= WL) begins with the majestic Wackernagel 1892.
It is in this article that Wackernagel demonstrated at length the robust proclivity of
certain words to occupy second position in their clause. He concentrated above all on
the distribution of the pronominal clitics (Wackernagel 1892: 333-366, 406-412), and
since then they have accordingly been considered second-position items par excellence.

It is only rarely noted that Wackernagel (1892) is not the first time that second-position
effects were observed. Indeed, Wackernagel himself had already discussed the topic in
his (1879) article. Wackernagel (1892: 342, 402) notes several works that had proposed
second-position generalizations, whether in Greek, as Bergaigne (1877), or Indo-Iranian,
as Delbriick (1878) and Bartholomae (1886: 1-32). Wackernagel (1926: 46) actually
attributes discovery of his eponymous law to Delbriick (1878).° Delbriick (1900: 49) also
lists Delbriick (1878: 47-48) as the first reference in its bibliography on second-position
clitics.

1.1 Wackernagel (1892) and Prosody

One aspect of Wackernagel (1892) that stands in need of clarification is the extent to
which Wackernagel himself portrayed his Law as prosodically conditioned. The modern
secondary literature often ascribes to his work a belief in the prosodic basis of second-
position phenomena (cf. Anderson 1993: 70; Fraser 2001: 1537). To some extent, this is
true. Wackernagel (1892: 351; cf. p. 354) unquestionably thinks that the enclitic status

5 Meier-Briigger et al. (2003: 248) in fact refer to it as the Delbriick-Wackernagel Law, which is perhaps
more correct but certainly less conventional. For Delbriick’s contributions see Kritsch (1997) [non vidi.
"I find nothing in Wackernagel (1892) that supports the strength of the following description, however.
Fraser (2001: 140): “yet their [= second-position clitics, DMG]| placing in P2 is canonically attributed
solely to phonetic factors — most influentially by Wackernagel (1892).” Remarkably Fraser does not
reference specific page numbers from Wackernagel (1892). Likewise, Taylor (1990: 33) refers to
“...Wackernagel’s unchallenged claim that clitics in HG appear after the first post-pausal word of a
sentence.” I do not understand what “post-pausal” is supposed to mean here, nor why she did not simply
say “..after the first word...”



of a word was responsible for its second-position behavior. Elsewhere he speaks of the
Drang of the first word of a clause as responsible for clitic placement (1892: 336):
“Einzig der Drang nach dem Satzanfang kann die Stellung des wiv erkliren.” At (1892:
406), he writes: “die Stelle unmittlebar hinter dem ersten Wort des Satzes mit
Tonschwéche verbunden sei.” Moreover, he repeatedly observes mismatches between
clitic position and syntax or semantics, e.g. (1892: 337). For instance, he notes the
intrusion of a clitic within an article-noun word group, or a preposition-noun word
group (1892: 345, 360). He also notes a phenomenon that nowadays is called clitic-
climbing, whereby a clitic is found in a clause in which it is not interpreted or
syntactically governed (1892: 358-359; 362-363 with possessor-clitics).

In spite of these remarks, Wackernagel shows no awareness of prosodic constituency
when it comes to first-position hosts. In the previous chapter, I claimed that second-
position clitics occur second after the first prosodic word, which sometimes means the
first accented lexical word, and at other times means an accented lexical word plus a
potential cluster of either proclitics or enclitics (or both). At the time of Wackernagel
(1892), this formulation had not been made, and it seems that Wackernagel himself
thought of second position in essentially graphic terms, as the second graphic unit in a
clause.

Many counterexamples arise in the face of a graphic definition of second position.

As a result, Wackernagel often hedges and describes a clitic “in second or as good as
second position” (e.g. Wackernagel 1892: 336, 337, 374; Adams 1994: 108° laments this
imprecision). He seems to have (implicitly at least) understood that the second-position
generalization still held even when something was not quite in absolute (graphic) second
position, as at one point (1892: 343) he says that he will treat second and almost-second
as the same.

In my view, it is difficult to attribute to Wackernagel any sort of explicit prosodic
analysis, but we may be justified in deducing one. For he is well aware that clitics can
split up (what he assumes are) syntactic constituents, such as sequences of article plus
noun. In such scenarios, the clitic is not semantically interpreted with respect to the
surrounding constituents, nor is there any syntactic reason for it to be there. And if
syntax is what puts related lexical items together, and something like a clitic pronoun
shows up amidst unrelated elements, then what puts it there is not syntax.

What is interesting is that, if one looks beyond Wackernagel (1892), one finds far more
explicit formulations on the prosodic underpinning of second-position phenomena, as in
the following: “Die Enklitika wird von dem am stirksten betonten Worte, und das is das
erste im Satze, wie von einem Magnet angezogen” (Delbriick 1878: 48). I doubt that
anyone today would accept this formulation as it stands; perhaps one might be more
inclined to believe a modified version, in which pitch is highest at the beginning of a

® I do not fully support the criticism that he registers here regarding second position within a Kolon,
however.
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clause, and that it is this feature to which the clitic is attracted (see e.g. Gussenhoven
2004 for just such a perceptual account, as well as the discussion in chapter five).

And even more interesting is the following claim:

Da es aber nicht wohl angeht, fiir die Stellung der Partikeln einen anderen Grund
zu suchen, als fiir die Stellung der Pronomina, so berechtigen die oben
angefithrten Beispiele zu dem allgemeinen Schlusse, dass die Enklitika ihre
Stellung nicht einem syntaktischen, sondern einem rhythmisch-musikalischen
Grunde verdanken. Delbriick 1900: 51°

In my view, this is the most accurate (if vague: how exactly were enclitics rhythmisch-
musikalisch organized?) description of Wackernagel’s Law in Greek that I have found.
(It is perhaps worth noting that I have nowhere found this passage quoted or referenced
in any discussion of second-position phenomena in Greek; Bennet 1987: 271 cites the
passage in relation to clitic distribution in Common Slavic.) As we will see below, even
Fraenkel, who also offers a prosodic account of second-position clitic, does not offer so
explicit a formulation. Unfortunately, Delbriick does not explicate on these points, nor
does he explain what exactly the ‘rhythmical-musical’ nature of the law means for
second position. In any event, it seems that while Wackernagel did have some belief in
the prosodic basis of second-position phenomena, he never presented the phenomena in
the same terms as Delbriick.

1.2 Diachronic Weakening?

Wackernagel (1892) is more concerned to set out the broad empirical basis of his
Stellungsgesetz, and less so with the counterexamples (which he was nevertheless well
aware of). While he did not formulate any specific or over-arching analysis for the
disobedient data, he did occasionally rely on diachrony to handle them. One way that
he did this was to claim that the second-position rule weakened over time, e.g. (1892:
363, 370). For instance, at (1892: 352), he quotes second-position statistics for
Herodotus, which are considerably lower than those for Homer. He attributes this
weakness to diachrony: an “old” rule of second-position (which is thought to be more
robust at the Homeric and Proto-Greek stages) is giving way to “new” rules.

This notion of a weaker fifth-century Wackernagel’s Law has been picked up and
disseminated by later scholars:" see e.g. Howorth (1955: 93); Dover (1960: 15-19); Fraser

? Cf. Delbriick and Brugmann (1900: 56). Brugmann (1904: 682) adds: “Wenn das erste Wort wie ein
Magnet die Enklitika an sich zog, so muss es nicht nur tiberhaupt ‘betont’, sondern ganz besonders
hervorragend betont gewesen sein.” Meier-Briigger et al. (2001: 231) is a strange and not entirely
satisfactory description of Wackernagel’s Law.

% Despite belief in the weakening of Wackernagel’s Law over time, no one to my knowledge has
attempted to lay out specifically how it weakened, or to make the argument that instead of one second-
position generalization (as in Homer), there were many sub-generalizations or sub-regularities that had
arisen over time. If one could demonstrate the existence of such a scenario, this would be a powerful
challenge to my own account.
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(2001: 164-166); and Taylor (1990: 30, 131-133), whose ideas are discussed further in
section four below. In my investigation of Herodotus, the tragedians, and Aristophanes,
I would by contrast assert that the second-position “rule” is as robust as ever, and that
there is no fifth-century tapering.'' It is simply that the nature of the “rule” is not
evident from the Homeric evidence.

What then of Wackernagel’s statistics and his comparison between Homer and
Herodotus? The lower numbers that Wackernagel observed for Herodotus I would
attribute to two factors. First, given that he lacked the notion of a prosodic word, he
may have counted as exceptional examples that I would not (e.g. sequences of xai-noun-
clitic). Second, Wackernagel had no real systematic way of dealing with
counterexamples. As such, these were simply counted as counterexamples pure and
simple.

For me, however, surface counterexamples can still be considered well behaved if they
abide by an underlying second-position principle. For instance, clause-initial “preposed”
noun phrases might knock a clitic out of clause-second position: but, as I will show (see
chapters eight and nine), it is still second within an intonational unit, exactly as in
canonical examples. As such, the differences in the surface position of the clitic are due
not to diachronic weakening of the Law, but rather to differences in sentence-
organization and pragmatic meaning, as well as the various prosodic differences among
speech-genres (e.g. historical narrative vs. oratory), which can lead to non-canonical
clitic placement (see Rijksbaron 1997: 12 for a similar outlook). In short, the
counterexamples that Wackernagel observed were only epiphenomenal, and thus do not
signal a weakening of second-position placement.

On this same point, I would like to call attention to, and reject, the notion that Greek
sentence-phonology undergoes a shift by the fifth century, and that this is what lies
behind Wackernagel’s statistics. For instance, Schwyzer noted the possibility of a
change in Satzmelodie, which Fraser (2001: 165'%) appears to accept. If this were true
(as I could certainly be wrong in arguing against such a change), evidence aside from
clitics would be needed to secure the point.

One serious problem with the belief in a diachronic attenuation of Wackernagel’s Law
into fifth-century Greek is that clitic distribution in Greek tragedy and comedy bears
more similarity to that of the Vedic mantras than Homer does (see further chapter five).

"' The diachronic aspect of Wackernagel’s Law deserves close attention, although that topic will not be
the focus of this dissertation, with the exception of some passing remarks. In general, the obsolescence of
Wackernagel’s Law in Greek is due to the fact that many of the second-position clitics themselves die off.
In the case of the pronominal clitics, which are preserved, there is a much greater tendency for them to be
hosted either by their governing verb or noun. See further Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001) and (2004).

"2 He remarks in fn. 165: “Cf. the Satzmelodie’ of Schwyzer (1950). It appears that this term is only used
by Schwyzer at (1950: 691 and 698). For one, it is not listed in the Sachregister. Moreover, at Schwyzer
(1950: 698) under the heading Musikalische Formung des Satzes, there is reference only to Brugmann’s
Greek grammar, and the following note by Debrunner: “Schwyzer gedachte offenbar diesen Abschnitt
nicht zu arbeiten.”
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As such, I would claim that Greek tragedy and comedy offer a more archaic portrait of
Wackernagel’s Law than Homer.

This is, I acknowledge, counterintuitive: Homer’s poems were composed centuries before
Greek comedies and tragedies, and one would therefore assume a priori that the former
would reflect an earlier state of affairs. And in most respects it does. But, as will be
demonstrated in chapters eight through ten, variation in clitic position is conditioned by
discourse patterns. And if the Homeric poet does not exploit these patterns, then his
language will show a more uniform pattern of clitic distribution. In terms of discourse,
communicative, and rhetorical patterns, Greek tragedy and comedy bear more similarity
to the Vedic mantras than Homer does, in that they are all (by and large) non-
narrative. It is entirely possible that, even though the patterns found in tragedy and
comedy do not occur in Homer, they nevertheless could have.

1.3 Preferential Hosts

To explain other counterexamples, Wackernagel (1892) occasionally relies on the idea of
the “preferential host.” A preferential host is a host that has the power to lure a second-
position clitic from second position into its own orbit. Prominent examples include the
relative pronoun (see e.g. Wackernagel 1892: 335; Krisch 1990: 68-69, esp. n. 13; Adams
1994: 144-147), interrogative pronouns, negators, clausal conjunctions and
complementizers, and imperatives (see the list drawn up for Latin in Adams 1994: 154-
155; also generally Clackson 2007: 170-171). So for instance, the following line from
Homer:

(2.1) gnel o=y olopot 00dE memhovou
Auypfic ayyehing, 6t ol glhog GAeY’ Etoipog
‘since I don’t think that he has even heard
(the) sad news, that his close friend has died.’ Il. 17.641-642

Here Wackernagel claims that piv is attracted out of second position, which would place
it after énel, to select ol as a host."”

Those who endorse this type of analysis cite facts from surface string-frequency such as
the following. Of 479 tokens of &v in Herodotus," 166 (35%) are hosted either by a
relative pronoun directly (117 tokens") or by a relative pronoun followed by a clitic (49
tokens). The second most frequent host is the negator, with 68 tokens (14%). From

3 As will be made clear in the next chapter, I would not consider this a counterexample: érei is proclitic
and ywv is thus hosted in second position by (énel,=o00),,.

" There are 490 tokens in the TLG text of Hdt. 11 of these were excluded on textual grounds: 1.75.25,
1.191.20, 3.104.3, 3.127.14, 7.203.12, 7.233.8, 8.19.3, 8.22.18, 8.111.15, 9.94.12, 9.109.9. Included in my
count of relative pronouns were forms in the paradigm of éc, forms of the definite article functioning as a
relative pronoun, and relatives such as oxdtepor (9.48.22). I say more on why I counted this way and the
problems of trying to count tokens of relative pronouns below.

5 Hdt. 4.62.14 was included in this group.
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this it is concluded that there is a special, i.e. uniquely cohesive, relationship between
the relative pronoun and &v, and that cases in which the clitic fails to occur in second
position and is instead hosted by the relative pronoun can be explained as due to
attraction to that host.

This analysis is problematic on several fronts (and ultimately unnecessary as an
explanatory mechanism). But before detailing the problems, I would like to note that
collocation frequency does play a role in clitic distribution—just not the one that it is
claimed to play. Where it affects things is in clitic ordering: for instance, we
occasionally find oc &v 8¢ (e.g. Hdt. 1.138.5, 7.8.48) instead of the expected 6¢c &’ &v (e.g.
Hdt. 2.65.21). I interpret this pattern as arising from the autonomous status of the
string o¢ v, as has happened in various other cases of function word+dv, and this effect
I attribute to the collocation-frequency of o¢ &v.

Otherwise, the preferential-host claim suffers on several fronts. First of all, it is
nebulous in the extreme. With the relative pronoun, for instance, is 8v supposed to
have a special relationship with all word-forms of the relative pronoun or just a specific
one? We can ask this same question from another vantage: namely, how abstract is a
preferential-host relationship? For instance, the two examples of relative4-dv+06¢ occur
specifically with 6¢: this is unsurprising, given that this is the most frequent form of the
relative pronoun in Herodotus. We also find v frequently after complementizers (48
tokens in Herodotus), which have various lexical instantiations (e.g. &¢, Tva, énetl), but
nevertheless belong to the same restricted lexical class. Could we say that &v has a
special relationship with an abstract complementizer class as well? How does the
frequent presence of a clitic after a relative pronoun (say, nep) affect the relationship
between the relative and &v? And what about hosts that bear a semantic or syntactic
relationship with a clitic—say, that between verbs and object pronominal clitics. Are
verbs also to be considered preferential hosts, even if there is no particular high-
frequency verb-+object clitic collocation?

This type of analysis suffers also from a decidedly ad hoc quality. Recourse is made to
the analysis only when the second-position account fails. At a fundamental level, it also
contradicts the notion of a second-position clitic: for second-position clitics are those
whose position is determined by some clause-level mechanism (whatever it is) without
regard to the lexical category of the host. Of course, Greek clitics will eventually lose
this type of behavior and select hosts on the basis of lexical category; e.g. clitic
pronouns in some dialects will select verbs as hosts (see Condoravdi and Kiparsky 2001,
2004). So while breakdown of second-position is required diachronically (however that
may be exactly), I see no evidence of this in the fifth century.

In my view, the biggest problem with the preferential-host concept for fifth-century
Greek is that it is simply unnecessary. Despite claims to the contrary, there is no case
(in Herodotus, at least) where the position of a clitic is better explained with reference
to a preferential host. Moreover, the collocation frequencies that we observe are
epiphenomena better explained otherwise: second-position clitics frequently follow
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relative pronouns, negators, etc., because this class of words frequently occurs in clause-
initial position at the edge of an intonational phrase.

Before moving on, I should mention a second type of preferential-host analysis. This
one is based not on collocation frequency, and makes no reference to host-bias of a
particular word-form or lexical class. Rather, it maintains that clitics can select for a
contextually-prominent host (see e.g. Fraser 2001: 140, 151; Dik 2007). The most
famous example of this type of analysis comes from the episode of Candaules and Gyges
in book one of Herodotus (for further analysis of this sentence and its context, see
chapter six):

(2.2) %ol ) yuvn Emopdi=paiy EELOVTOL
‘And his wife, she sees him leaving.’ 1.10.2

This is the point at which Candaules’ wife witnesses the voyeur Gyges trying to steal
out of the room. The claim is that wv, which is manifestly not in second position,
occurs after and lends prominence to énopdt, which is a word of crucial narrative
importance.

There are aspects of this account that seem true (it is hard to evaluate it because it has
never been presented in any detail), but ultimately I would again claim that this is an
epiphenomenon. That is to say, the narrative importance of émopdu causes it to be
positioned where it is (which I will claim is a position of relative salience, namely the
left edge of an intonational phrase). And the position of the clitic falls out from that
fact. Crucially, it does not have anything to do with énopdu specifically.

1.4 Second Position is not a Linguistic Category

Before moving on to consider Fraenkel’s analysis, it is worthwhile to forecast a point
that will be made later on in this chapter. There are several scholars who operate with
a very literal notion of second position, that is, the second graphic word within a clause.
Wackernagel himself appears to have had this very notion of second position. Research
since his foundational article has shown, first, that second position is not the equivalent
of the second word on the page. A precise definition of what constitutes first and
second position is provided in the next chapter.

A second development has been the recognition that second-position effects are only
epiphenomenal. Another way of putting this is to say that second position is not a
linguistic category (the way that, say, subject can be a category). I cannot imagine that
anyone would contend that in speaking speakers tally the positions of words within a
sentence (whatever that would mean), and place clitics accordingly. For one thing, if
this were true, it would be absolutely incomprehensible as to why second position (as
opposed to third or fourth, and so on) would be so important.
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In short, elements surface in second position not because they are positioned specifically
in a category or slot labeled second, but because they follow some element that (for
whatever reason) is considered the first of a particular domain (whether that domain be
syntactic, prosodic, or morphological). As I will show for Greek, the canonical clause-
second configuration of clitics is only a default behavior: given the right circumstances,
it is possible to create several “second” positions within a clause.

2 Saving Second: Fraenkel and Kolon Theory

The fundamental truth of the Wackernagel’s Law is almost universally accepted,'® not
only for Greek but for archaic Indo-European and PIE generally. As Watkins (1964:
1036) famously stated: “one of the few generally accepted syntactic statements about IE
is Wackernagel’s Law, that enclitics originally occupied the second position in the
sentence.”” Nevertheless, from the beginning it was clear that there are counterexamples
(e.g. Wackernagel 1892: passim; Delbriick 1900: 54-56). Indeed, since the work of
Wackernagel and Delbriick, a good deal of the research on Wackernagel’s Law has been
devoted to understanding the nature of the exceptions. In many ways, the exceptions to
Wackernagel’s Law are the most interesting, because they are the most informative, as I
will demonstrate for Greek.

One of the first serious attempts to deal with the counterexamples to Wackernagel’s
Law is that of Eduard Fraenkel in his “Kolon und Satz, II” (which was first published in
1933, and later republished in his 1964 Kleine Beitrdge; below I cite the article in its
1964 version as Fraenkel 1964a; Fraenkel 1964b refers to the “Nachtrige zu ‘Kolon und
Satz,” which was first published in the 1964 Kleine Beitrdge). This work fell within a
broader research program that Fraenkel was engaged with from 1932 to 1968, in which
he attempted to show how (and why) Greek (and Latin) utterances were segregated into
prosodic constituents that he referred to as Kola (< xé&hiov'® ‘limb’)."

His first work in this vein, the 1932 “Kolon und Satz, I,” investigated the following
phenomenon in Latin elegiac poetry (and Horace’s Epodes): at the end of a distich,
enjambment is not supposed to occur, and yet it does. What Fraenkel noticed was that
the offending morphosyntactic material in these cases was of the following types:

1. parallel phrases
2. ablative absolute
3. participial phrase

' One notable exception is the work of Agbayani and Golston (2009), one of whose claims is that “second
position is first position.” As they focus on a set of clitics that differs from my own, I will not present their
analysis here.

" As will become clear, I do not think that Wackernagel’s Law is a statement about morphosyntax, but
rather one about prosodic structure. While I will only argue for this claim for Greek, I suspect that a
similar analysis could be carried out for Latin and Sanskrit.

¥ Tt is later translated into Latin as membrum. For a review of the ancient sources on xéiov and
membrum, see Habinek (1985: 21-41).

' Useful reviews of Fraenkel’s Kolon-work can be had from Laughton (1970) and Habinek (1985: 4-17).
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4. heavy subject or object
5. heavy preposition phrase

The pattern that Fraenkel observed in Roman elegy was confirmed in Horace’s Epodes.
He argued that the above morphosyntactic units all belonged to the prosodic category
Kolon. The reason why one finds these units enjambed after the end of a distich was
that they were themselves characterized by a prosodic break, so that it was a natural
place for them to occur in the metrical template.

2.1 Fraenkel’s Generalization

In “Kolon und Satz, II,” Fraenkel took up the topic of Wackernagel’s Law and the
position &v. He argued that &v will either occur second within its clause or second
within its Kolon:

Fiir den genannten Sprachbereich nadmlich gilt ausnahmslos die Regel dass &v,
wofern es nicht unmittelbar neben das Verbum tritt, dessen Modalitét es
verdeutlicht, die zweite (beziechungsweise dritte) Stelle des Satzes einnimmt oder

die entsprechende Stelle eines in sich geschlossenes Kolons.
Fraenkel (1964a: 94)*

Armed with this second category (the Kolon), Fraenkel was now able to give further
strength to the validity of Wackernagel’s Law by arguing that when &v was not second
in its morphosyntactic clause, it was still second within another domain, namely the
Kolon.

The basis for his analysis is the observation that Wackernagel-clitics in Greek occur not
in sentence-second position, but in clause-second position. For instance, in conditional
sentences with &v, the particle occurs second in its clause, not second within the
sentence as a whole:

(2.3) el ydp Tic mpolein ndot avipdmolot ExhéEecVal xeEAeVWY VOUOUS TOUG
xaAMOTOUC EX TEHY TAVTWY VOUWY, dlaoxedduevol=&v eholato ExaocTtol
TOUC EWUTEV.
‘For if someone were to put it before all men, commanding them to choose

the best laws of all laws, each would, after consideration, choose their own.’
Hdt. 3.38.5

Starting from here, Fraenkel observed that clitic behavior exhibited a similar pattern
with other units, such as absolute participial phrases (from 1964a: 94-95):*'

% Janse (1993: 22) offers a similar generalization: “(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.”

! Wackernagel (1892: 371) was well aware that a participle could behave like a subordinate clause and
accordingly defer a clitic, but this idea is not developed at any length.
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(2.4) Adnvaiwy 8¢ O avTo ToUto TodvTwy | Simhactav=&v thv dlvouLy
eixdlecVon anod tiic pavepdc 6ewe Tiic TOAewe 1) EoTiv.
‘If Athens were to suffer the same thing, its power would seem double from
the outward appearance of the city than what it (actually) is.” Thuc. 1.10.2

(2.4) not only patterns with (2.3) in terms of clitic placement, but also in terms of
semantics: both the participial phrase and the lexical protasis encode conditional
semantics. Fraenkel identified both of these units as Kola. He reasoned that when
other sub-clausal units (such as noun phrases, adverbs, or prepositional phrases) lead to
the displacement of a clitic, then those units too should be prosodically coded as Kola
and have clause-like features. Thus essentially what Fraenkel was doing was exploring
the syntax-phonology interface; that is, laying out what morphosyntactic units were
encoded as Kola in which environments.

Fraenkel identified several morphosyntactic units that can defer a second-position clitic,
which turned out to be strikingly similar to those drawn up for Latin in Kolon und
Satz>

(2.5) 1. Absolute participial phrase (1964a: 94-95)
2. Participial phrase (1964a: 95-97)
3. Prepositional phrase (1964a: 98-101)
4. Embedded infinitive clause (1964a: 101-103)

Fraenkel also attempted to identify certain pragmatic conditions under which a
constituent could form a Kolon. He demonstrated at length the ability of parallel and
contrastive units (which are of various morphosyntactic character—nouns, adverbs,
participial phrases) to form Kola (1964a: 103-115). The pragmatic functions of sub-
clausal Kola (or, in my framework, intonational phrases) are taken up again in the next
section, and analyzed in detail in chapters eight through ten.

Outside of any particular claim within his Kolon model, Fraenkel’s work is a major step
forward not least for its demonstration that non-canonical clitic position is not due to
the movement or displacement of the clitic itself (which, lamentably, is an idea that one
still encounters on occasion, e.g. Philipakki-Warburton 2007). On the contrary, the

> Laughton (1970: 189) writes: “Like his teacher Friedrich Leo, Fraenkel had an exceptionally strong sense
of the unity of Graeco-Roman culture, and he would expect as a matter of course to find in classical
Greek prose the same linguistic habits of phrasing and emphasis which he had observed in classical
Roman poetry.” We should be cautious in adopting this outlook ourselves, and seeing in Fraenkel’s results
a reflection of the unit of Graeco-Roman culture. While I certainly do not wish to argue against the unity
to be found in Graeco-Roman culture, it is not an idea that we need to explain why Fraenkel found
similar patterns of mappings between morphosyntax and prosody in the two languages. In fact, I would
venture that similar mappings can be found in many languages throughout the world; therefore, it seems
to me more likely that the patterns arose independently within the two languages. That said, the idea of
the borrowing of prosodic patterns is a very interesting one, which to my knowledge has received almost
no attention.
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clitic is always lodged in second position, and when it surfaces in some apparently non-
canonical position, this is due to the fact that other units have been placed in front of
its host.

For as much of an advance as Fraenkel’s study was, his generalization is open to
criticism on several fronts. The first is that it is far from elegant. He made no attempt
to establish the conditions under which &v would show up second in the clause, the
Kolon, or directly after the verb. It is also not clear why &v should be attracted to these
positions. An additional worry is that Fraenkel needs reference to three different
domains (clause, Kolon, verb) from two different categories (morphosyntactic,
phonological) to get the distribution right. And even with all this at his disposal, the
empirical coverage of his generalization is still limited, as it cannot handle metrical data
(but, to be fair, Fraenkel never attempted to deal with this data). In the next chapter,
I present my own analysis of second-position phenomena, which is indebted to, but
simpler than, Fraenkel’s formulation.

2.2 Fraenkel and Pragmatics

To substantiate the correlation between clauses and the sub-clausal units in (2.5),
Fraenkel (1964a: 98, 103) argued that in some cases Kola have clause-like semantics or
pragmatics (in his terms, they are characterized by Funktionsgleichheit). As mentioned
above, he observed that genitive absolutes can function semantically in much the same
way as their finite-clause equivalents (cf. Wackernagel 1892: 371). With prepositional
phrases (1964a: 98-100; 1964b: 137) that form Kola, Fraenkel claimed that they should
resemble subordinate clauses in their semantics (in the above example, ‘|’ is Fraenkel’s
marker of a Kolon-boundary):

(2.6) xem 8¢ tolg pév b mpdttovtag Tiic elpivng EmOuETy. Ev TadTnt Ydp Tl
XATAOTACEL | TAEIOTOV=&V=TIC YPOVOV TO TapdVTaL SLapUASEELEY.
‘Those who are prosperous need to desire peace: for in this state, one would
preserve the status quo for the longest time.’ Isoc. 6.50

Fraenkel (1964a: 100) glosses the prepositional phrase év tadtn ydp Tt xatactdoer with
a protasis, “wenn man im Friedenszustand ist...,” whereas above I have presented a
literal rendering. The prepositional phrase expresses a protasis or condition, and yet
there is no lexical or grammatical indication of this clause-type (i.e., the prototypical &l
is absent). Instead, this interpretation is induced on the basis of the prosodic encoding
of the phrase.

Fraenkel (1964a: 103-111) claimed that Kola could also be used to highlight contrastive
phrases, as in the following passage between dAAw¢ pév and viv 6¢:

(2.7) duelBeton 6 "Adpnotoc “6 Pacihed, FAAwC uev | Eywye=&v olx fia ¢ edhov
TOLOVOE. 0UTE Yap CUUQYOETL TOLLOE XEYENUEVOV 0IXOC E0TL ¢ OUNALXOC €V

TpYjocovTog Evat, 00Te T0 BolAhecou mdpa. ToAhayfit Te Av loyov EuewuTOV.
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viv 8¢ | énelte ob omeldeic xal Sel Tol yapllecVar—ogeihw ydp oe duelBecdon
Yenotolol—Troléely elul ETolwog Tabto. molda T GOV, TOV dlaxeAeLew
(QUAACOELY, AMALOVA TOD QYUALGGOVTOS ELVEXEY TPOGOOXA TOL ATOVOGTHOELY.
‘Adrastos responds, ‘O king, (were the situation) otherwise, I at least would
not enter into such a contest. For it is not suitable for one having
experienced such misfortune to go amidst his successful peers, nor do I have
the desire (to do so). For many reasons I would have restrained myself.
But as it is, since you urge it and I must please you—for I owe you a return
of good things—I am ready to do this. And your son, whom you command
me to protect, expect him to return unharmed, thanks to his guard.’ 1.42

While there is some truth to Fraenkel’s claim about the contrastive function of Kola,
this is only a small part of their functional landscape. And in fact, for (2.7) in
particular, there is a better way, I believe, to account for the coding of dAAwc yev as a
Kolon. This is laid out in greater detail in chapters eight and nine.

In later work, Fraenkel (1964b: 134-136) recognized that single words could sometimes
defer the appearance of a second-position clitic, be they discourse adverbs, conjunctions,
personal pronouns or relative or interrogative pronouns. These posed a problem for his
system, as it was harder to demonstrate their clause-like attributes. Indeed, he did not
label them Kola at all, but rather Kurzkola (a term that first shows up in 1964a: 117
n.1). Moreover, there is very little discussion of the pragmatics involved in whether a
clause-initial unit like an adverb will form a Kurzkolon or not. Later, to handle adverbs
that exhibit Kolon-like behavior, Fraenkel (1965, 1968) developed the idea of Auftakt,
‘upbeat,” ‘anacrusis.” This is a term borrowed from music, and shows that Fraenkel was
clearly thinking in prosodic or intonational terms. The background to this term is
provided in the next section.

I follow Fraenkel in arguing that prosodic phrasing, which clitic placement is sensitive
to, is pragmatically conditioned. However, my pragmatic analyses themselves are
considerably different, as I am interested in the mechanics of information-flow and not
simply the identification of “contrastive” elements in a sentence. Moreover, I will show
that we no longer need abide by Fraenkel’s principle that intonational phrases (i.e.,
Kola or Kurzkola) need to have sentence-like semantics or pragmatics.

2.3 Fraenkel and Prosody

While Fraenkel’s Kolon is clearly a prosodic constituent (as we will see below, it
corresponds most closely to the intonational phrase, which will be presented in the next
chapter), there is very little direct discussion of sentence-level prosody as such.
Moreover, Fraenkel exhibits no awareness of the prosodic claims made by Delbriick
(1900) or Delbriick (1904), which were quoted above. It is hard to imagine his
ignorance on this point. At the same time, it is also hard to understand how he could
not have seen a connection between his work and their claims about the prosodic nature
of second-position phenomena.
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In his 1964 Nachtrige, however, he mentions with approbation the dissertation of
Annemarie Slupski, Die Stellung des Enklitikons sie im Polnischen. She argued that the
reflexive pronoun sie did not have to occupy absolute second-position within the clause,
but rather could fall second within a unit that coincided with a breath-group
(‘Atemholen’) and pause. Fraenkel (1964b: 138) quotes the following:

Ein Satzabschnitt, der in einem Atemzuge gesprochen wird, bildet ein K o1 o n,
einen Sprachtakt. Das Wort, welches nach der Kolonpause einsetzt, wird betont,
mit Ausnahme von den Féllen, in denen dem betonten Wort ein Auftakt
vorangeht...Die Beispiele...deuten an, dass das Enklitikon s ¢ e nicht an die
absolute zweite Stelle im Satz gebunden ist und trotzdem seinen enklitischen
Charakter nicht zu verlieren braucht. Infolgedessen wird es wohl méglich sein das
Gesetz der Zweitstellung in der Form zu erweitern, dass das enklitische s 7 ¢ die
nichste schwachbetonte Stelle hinter einem, durch die Betonung herasgestellten
Wort besetzen kann. Einem betonten Wort geht entweder eine Pause oder ein
Auftakt voran, denn die Pause und der Auftakt ist mit einem neuen «Luftholen»
verbunden.

Fraenkel (1964b: 138) also reports that the Polish data agree with the Greek in that
contrastive constituents and “expanded subjects” also tend to form Kola of their own.
(For an overview of Polish clitic data generally, see Spencer 1991: 367-374; and for more
detail, De Bray 1980; on the placement of s i ¢ in particular, see Janse and Tol 1997.)

2.4 Fraenkel and Clitic Pronouns

It is worth asking at this point why Fraenkel limited himself to discussion of &v. A
natural response to his claims about &v is to wonder whether other second-position
items, especially the pronominal clitics, behave in a similar way. It is only in the
Nachtrdge that Fraenkel mentions other clitics, and here the presentation and outlook is
odd. First, the only examples that he quotes are from Herodas (5.12-13, and 5.75-76).
Second, he claims (1964b: 132) that, while he cannot adduce an earlier example, he has
no doubt that Herodas is in fact preserving an earlier Sprachgebrauch.”® What is perhaps
even odder is that he clearly believes that clitic pronouns are diagnostic for Latin
(1964a: 123-130).

Throughout this dissertation, I will present numerous cases from Herodotus, where the
position of a clitic pronoun offers us just the same information as that of d&v. In some
ways, clitic pronouns are in fact more valuable than &v, for the simple reason that a
clitic pronoun is selected by (i.e., governable by) more potential items than &v—mnouns,
verbs, and participles can all select for various cases of pronouns. When they do, the

* “Obwohl es mir, vielleicht durch eigene Fliichtigkeit, bisher nicht gelungen ist fiir gerade diesen
Stellungstypes ein élteres Beispiel aufzutreiben, zweifle ich nicht dass hier ein sehr alter Sprachgebrauch
vorliegt, and vermute dass Herodas, der ‘es meisterhaft verstanden hat den Leuten «aufs Maul zu
schauens’ hier volkstiimlicher Redeweise folgt.”
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clitic pronouns (mostly) fall second within the intonational domain in which they are
selected. In other words, the underlying mechanism responsible for the distribution of
clitic pronouns is the same as that with &v, but it simply exhibits more diversity. The
range of facts pertaining to this issue is presented in chapters four and seven.

2.5 Further Objections to Fraenkel’s Analysis

Any analysis of clitic distribution that makes reference to prosody (especially in prose
texts) invites an obvious objection: as discussed in the next chapter, we know practically
nothing about sentence-level phonology. Moreover, given that texts could have been
uttered in any number of possible ways, one might argue that it is foolhardy to attempt
to delimit Kola as Fraenkel did.

While these objections cannot be dismissed lightly, ultimately I think they can be
answered. First, while we do not have direct access to sentence prosody, we do have
various indirect means of diagnosing prosodic features of Greek (e.g., as noted in chapter
one, various metrical phenomena, punctuation marks, etc.), and I hope to show in this
dissertation that clitic position itself is one such diagnostic. We must also not disregard
cross-linguistic evidence: typological comparanda may well be able to tell us something
about Greek.

Second, as far as performance is concerned, I think that this criticism is simply
misguided. For Fraenkel was not attempting, at least as far as I understand him, to
reconstruct any particular performance of a Greek or Latin text. Rather, what he was
attempting to do was lay out the semantic and pragmatic conditions associated with
certain abstract prosodic templates. These exist at the level of grammar, and as such
are independent of any particular performance; see further discussion of this topic in the
following chapter. In sum, the pitfalls and gaps involved in prosodic reconstruction of
Greek are many and serious, but the situation is not so dire that study of this topic is to
be dismissed altogether. Rather, we simply have to be far more careful in how we
interpret the paltry evidence available to us.

3 Janse on Greek

In a series of articles over the course of a decade, Marc Janse (1990, 1993, 2000: 233)
has argued for a prosodic basis to clitic distribution in Greek. His studies have the
value of encompassing a much wider range of data than those of Fraenkel. Indeed, it

ranges over the Homeric period into Modern Greek.

Janse (1993: 22) offers the following generalization of Wackernagel’s Law in Greek
according to an examination of the Hellenistic data:

(quasi-)enclitics are either placed after the word on which they depend
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syntactically or they are placed after the first word of the sentence or a segment
|[= intonational phrase, DMG]| there-of, particularly if this word is a
subordinating particle or if it is focalized.

As this quotation demonstrates, Janse also integrated pragmatic meaning into his
account. He claims that there is a robust tendency for focused words to be placed at
the left edge of an intonational phrase; clitics follow thereafter, and thus exhibit a
robust tendency to have focused hosts.

While I am by and large persuaded by Janse’s analyses, there are several problems, or
at least limitations, with this study. The first is that they are not corpus analyses;
indeed, often it is not clear what sort of a sample he has been working with, or what his
generalizations are supposed to cover. The discussions furthermore are not systematic
in that it is not clear whether he knows of exceptions to his claims. The basis of his
pragmatic judgments is not made explicit, nor is that for his prosodic judgments
(although see Janse 1998 on the prosodic divisions of the Homeric hexameter). So when
he claims that such-and-such a phrase is the focus of the utterance, it is not clear what
the pragmatic judgment is based on, nor what precisely focus is supposed to mean in his
framework. (Some of his judgments I agree with; others, such as the idea that
complementizers are focused elements, I have a harder time accepting.) Lastly, Janse
does not sufficiently distinguish the various classes of second-position clitics. His
statement above for instance appears to be intended to cover not only the pronominal
clitics, but also particles such as pév, 8¢, and ydp, as well as &v; see further Janse (2000:
234). These two classes differ significantly in their distributional patterns. Moreover, it
is not clear how the first part of his formulation should apply to yév, 6¢, and ydp: for
what sort of word are they to depend on syntactically?

4 Generative Accounts of Wackernagel’s Law

Since Fraenkel, only sporadic attention has been given to Wackernagel’s Law by
classical scholars. More systematic and sophisticated work was carried out within the
tradition of generative syntax (although only occasionally on Greek data: see the
discussion of Taylor 1990 below). Indeed, within generative linguistics, second-position
phenomena and Wackernagel’s Law have been discussed extensively (see Nevis et al.
1994 for a bibliography), although most of the attention has been focused on Romance
pronominal clitics and the Tobler-Mussafia Law. As second-position phenomena differ
considerably from language to language, there is no point in attempting to even
summarize this literature here. Instead, I will focus my attention on those (generative)
syntactic accounts that have been put forth for Greek, or those that have been put forth
for languages that are typologically similar to Greek in word order and clitic
distribution.

Studies carried out under generative frameworks differ from those of a more philological

character in that they are interested in understanding the underlying syntactic structure
of clauses and how clitic distribution fits within such a scheme. Through an underlying
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syntactic structure and derivation, they aim to derive the surface distributional
patterns.

While I have categorized the following analyses as “syntactic,” it needs to be pointed out
that with the exception of Taylor (1990), none of them is purely syntactic, in the sense
that none of them attempts to account for the distribution of second-position clitic with
reference to morphosyntactic constituency or domain alone. The reason why they
cannot do this is because, as discussed in the previous chapter, clitics fall second after
the first prosodic word, which is not a morphosyntactic constituent. To deal with this
aspect of second position, scholars have developed the notion of the “prosodic flip,”
which I will outline in greater detail below. The relevant facts concerning the syntax vs.
prosody debate for Classical Greek are extensive, and will be presented in chapter four.

4.1 Hale and Sanskrit

As is well known, Sanskrit is genetically related to Greek, and typologically shows very
similar patterns of word order and clitic distribution.” Beginning with his 1987 Ph.D.
dissertation, Mark Hale has attempted to account for second-position facts in Indo-
Iranian under a generative-syntactic framework. Over the years, he has refined,
expanded, and defended his analysis; see e.g. Hale (1987b), (1996), (2007), and (2008). I
will present here the most recent and salient features, especially those that are
potentially relevant for an analysis of Greek.

Whereas Fraenkel argued that clitics are positioned second within a prosodic domain,
Hale argues that they are positioned second within a syntactic domain.

Halpern (1995) has also made passing reference to second-position phenomena in
Ancient Greek. Both of these scholars attempt to account for second-position
phenomena under a generative-syntactic framework.

Hale’s analysis works under a theory whereby sentences are “derived” in a step-wise
process, with various movement processes putting words where they eventually need to
surface. As far as pronominal clitics are concerned, we presume that they start (or are
“base generated”) in one part of the derivation (specifically the VP, or verb phrase™)

* For other work done on second-position clitics in Sanskrit, see Hock (1982), (1989), (1992), and (1996);
Krisch (1990), (1997), and (2002); Keydana (2008a), (2008b), (2009). Krisch takes a templatic approach
to clitic distribution, but much is unclear: see the criticism of Keydana (2009: 7). Hock also relies on a
template, but his is explicitly prosodic in its organization; see Keydana (2009: 9-10) for a critique.
Keydana (2009) is a prosody-dominant account, and thus bears a close relationship to my own analysis of
the Greek data. I am not yet sure how well his account stand up to the data; consideration of this
question would take us too far afield.

% T use the following abbreviations in this and subsequent chapters: CP = Complementizer Phrase; TP
and TNSP = Tense phrase; IP = Inflectional phrase; VP = Verb Phrase; NP = Noun Phrase. There is for
many no distinction between TP, TNSP, and IP. While I myself prefer the label TP, others use IP or
TNSP, and still others IP/TP. Superscript 0, as in X', indicates the head of a phrase; so X" means ‘the
head of XP.” Spec stands for Specifier; so Spec-XP refers to the specifier position within the phrase XP.
(Within X-bar theories of syntax, phrases are comprised of a head, a complement, and a specifier: heads
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and then move up, as it were, to a higher position. Specifically, they adjoin to the left
edge of TP. If there is material occupying CP (wh-words, complementizers, etc.), then
such superior items will become the host of the pronoun. If the CP layer is empty, the
pronoun undergoes a process known as the “prosodic flip,” which is first described in
Garrett (1989: 120) and elaborated upon by Halpern (1995). According to this process,
the clitic moves minimally (i.e., one prosodic word) to the right.

I will illustrate Hale’s analysis with clitic pronouns, and not with &v. This is because
there is a clear assumption regarding the base-generated position of the object
pronouns—namely as sisters of V'—while the base-generated position of &v is less clear,
although presumably it would sit somewhere in TP. (Since it is base-generated so high
in the clause I suppose one could attempt to argue, as Mark Hale has done in his recent
work, that its surface position has nothing to do with Wackernagel’s Law: instead its
second-position behavior would simply fall out from assumptions about universal clause
structure.)

At this point, if we left our sentence as it is, the pronoun would not surface in the right
position. Thus some mechanisms are needed to move the pronoun into the right (i.e.,
second) position. To handle this movement, Hale (2007), following Halpern (1995) has
devised the following movement-scheme. First, the pronoun moves and adjoins to TP.
The following tree illustrates this process:

Syntax
(2.8) CP
PN
C’ TP
TN
VIAYS TP
A N
VP
/\

pronominal clitic will ultimately (during the phonological stage of the derivation) find
its host there. If, on the other hand, it is empty, we run into a problem. When the
sentence is passed to the phonological component, yiv, as an enclitic, will attempt to
find a host to its left, but none will be present. The “prosodic flip” then moves the clitic
one prosodic word to the right. Once this happens, the clitic can then incorporate with
a host to its left. We can illustrate this process with the following simple sentence:

and complements are sisters and together form an intermediate phrase, and the specifier is then a sister of
this intermediate phrase.) I am well aware that these technical terms may be off-putting for those
unfamiliar with generative grammar. I have done my best here to simplify the discussion and keep such
language to a minimum. There is only so much that can be done toward this end, however, and I strongly
encourage the reader to consult Adger (2003), which is an exceptionally clear and accessible work.
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(2.9) Kpotooc=0é-puv éxdinpe.
‘Croesus purified him.’ 1.35.6

The derivation for this sentence will proceed as follows (I assume for ease of exposition
that the subject sits in spec-TP*’; T also omit 8¢):

(2.10) a. Base-generation
lcp [rp Kpolooc [1 [ve [y v Exdinpe
b. Clitic Raising = (2.8)
[ep [c [mp wv; [mp Kpotooc [ [vp [v T Exddnpee
c. Prosodic flip
wyv Kpoloog éxdinee — Kpolodg=uv exdinee.
A

When the clitic does not surface in second position this is essentially due to the presence
of material above CP (as opposed to above C', i.e. spec-CP or adjoined to CP). For
instance, Hale assumes a layer of syntax, which I label here XP, above CP. Consider
the following sentence:

(2.11) %ol 1) yuvn Emopdi=paty EELOVTOL.
‘And the wife, she notices him leaving.’ 1.10.6
Once we place 1) yuvr) above CP, clitic placement will operate just as above, with the
clitic falling one prosodic word to the left edge of TP:

(2.12) [con %00 [xp N YUV [cp [1p EMOPBL=pALY EELOVTOL

I presume that XP is needed only for arguments; adverbial phrases that are not lexically
governed simply adjoin at the relevant level of syntax, which will lead to the deferral of
the clitic:

(2.13) [cp TeTEpTN OE M€t [cp [rp WBGOV=LY 6 epiavdpoc dhovoinioi=te xol
AOLTINLOL CUUTETTWXOTA OIXTELRE.
‘On the fourth day, Periander, seeing that he had fallen into a squalor and
hunger, took pity on him.’ 3.52.7

Here the phrase tetdptn d¢ nuéen. adjoins to the left edge of CP to project a second CP.
Everything else operates the same as far as clitic position goes and thus we end up again
with the clitic host one prosodic word from the left edge of TP.

There are some advantages to such an analysis. For one, it has good empirical coverage
within prose. Second, it does not rely on any claims about prosody. These advantages
aside, this analysis is fraught with difficulties. For one, it cannot handle metrical data.

% Tt is otherwise unclear to me where subjects canonically sit in Greek.
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Second, even within prose, the data violate its predictions. Lastly, there is a much
larger question to contend with, and that is whether Greek, in as much as it is a “free
word order” language, can be said to have configurational syntax of the sort posited in
this account. To my mind, whether Greek has a base word order is an issue up for
debate and in dire need of an adequate analysis. It is thus risky at the outset to assume
a configurational underpinning to these languages, when none may exist. See chapter
four for further discussion of this issue.

4.2 Taylor (1990)

Taylor (1990) is an amphichronic study of the indefinite pronoun tic and the object
pronouns at three stages of Greek: Homeric, Classical, and Koine (specifically New
Testament Greek). She is working within the framework of generative syntax used in
the 1980s, known as GB, or Government and Binding (the basis of which is Chomsky
1981 and 1986). Taylor (1990: 30, 74) assumes that Homeric Greek is a configurational
verb-final language with alternative orders derived by “scrambling rules.” According to
her, Classical Greek shifts to VO (i.e., head-initial) word order.

For Homeric Greek, Taylor (1990: 52-53) argues that a second-position clitic is placed
after the left-most node immediately dominated by IP:

(2.14) P
X Y
X =clitic
The layer IP is essentially identical to TP, and thus this analysis bears some similarity
to Hale’s. But note that (2.14) differs from Hale’s analysis above in that the clitic falls
to the right of the edge of IP, and not the left. Taylor (1990: 54) uses (2.14) to capture

cases like the following:

(2.15) [;p pdha=Trg Vpaocuxdpdioc Eotou.
‘Such a person will be quite bold-hearted.’ 1l. 10.41

(2.16) [cp Emel [;p pdha-ol gihoc Tev, ||
‘Since he was quite dear to him,’ 1l. 1.381

As the bracketing reveals, (2.14) nicely captures cases in which a clitic appears in
canonical second position, as (2.15), as well as cases in which a complementizer appears
not to count for position, as (2.16).

When material occupies CP, clitics do not always behave as in (2.16), however (from

Taylor 1990: 56):
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(2.17) tinté-pe xuxhioxelc Ayhed;
‘Why are you calling me, Achilles?’ 1l. 11.606

To handle such cases, she proposes that a second-position clitic adjoins either to the left
or the right of the first node immediately dominated by IP (see Taylor 1990: 53, 58-59);
so in addition to (2.14), the following configuration is also possible:

(2.18) IP

=clitic X

This is similar to the analysis that Hale proposed for Sanskrit in terms of position. In
detail, however, it differs in that the clitic adjoins not to the maximal project IP (or
TP) but to the first node immediately dominated by IP or TP. To handle cases of
preposing like that in (2.11), she adopts outright Hale’s supra-CP layer of syntax (see
Taylor 1990: 60-61).

Thus far, the phonological component has no role to play in clitic placement. Taylor
recognizes a need for this when it comes to cases of discontinuous phrases, as the
following (from Taylor 1990: 73):

(2.19) molhoi=dé=puv &vdpec toooty.
‘Many men know it.’ 1l. 6.151

Here the pronominal clitic ytv appears in the midst of the constituent moAlol &vdpec. As
Taylor notes (Taylor 1990: 73, 124), either the noun phrase here is not really a
structural constituent or there is some other mechanism at work that enables a clitic to
appear inside a constituent. Ultimately she rejects the former possibility in favor of the
latter; specifically she concludes that this mechanism is prosodic.

For Classical Greek, Taylor (1990: 30) argues that the same configuration is still at
work, although to a lesser degree, as Wackernagel’s Law is not as robust as it is in
Homeric Greek. In her corpus, she claims (Taylor 1990: 131) that the clitics she
investigates occur in canonical position in Homer 90% of the time, while they do so only
53% of the time in Herodotus, and 42% of the time in Plato. Thus while clitics tend to
pile up after a clause-initial host in Homer, in post-Homeric Greek, we find clitics
dispersed throughout the clause (from Taylor 1990: 132, ex. 2):

(2.20) védol=ydp-TLveg Toidéc-0l cuvéoTovTo.
‘For some bastard children were following him.’ Hdt. 8.103

Taylor interprets cases like this as evidence of an increasingly more powerful constraint
on the extraction of clitics from their base-generated position. For object pronouns this
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means the VP. For tic in other capacities, the situation is slightly more complex; they
do not concern us here, but the details can be found in Taylor (1990: 137).

This analysis suffers from several faults. First, it predicts that when a clitic does not
adjoin within an IP, it should appear within the VP. More specifically, it should appear
either first or second within the VP, because it can adjoin either to the left or right of
the first node immediately dominated by VP. So (2.20) is correctly predicted on the
following parsing:

(2.21) [;p vOOol=ydp=TLveg NOidEC [yp =0l cuvéoTovTo.]

Here ol falls at the left edge of VP; for further examples, see Taylor (1990: 146-147).
Since Taylor assumes Greek to be an OV language, her analysis predicts the following
configurations, [yp =clitic NPy V] or [NPgy=clitic V]. Even with so much machinery
(there are now four positions in which a clitic can land), this still does not capture all of
the data, as we see from the following example:

(2.22) Aapeioc pev 81, doxéewy £uol, [yp an’ 00BeVOC dolepol voou EnayyéNhetd=01
TaToL|

‘Darius, it seems to me, from no deceitful mind, told these things to him.’
Hdt. 3.135.3

Here we have two problems. First, the clitic is not at the left edge of VP; second, the
configuration of the VP is verb-object, and not object verb. To handle this type of
cases, Taylor (1990: 152) proposes first to analyze the adjoined adverbial phrase as
follows:

(2.23) [vp; am’ 008evOC BoAEROD VOOUL [ypy ETayYEAMETO-OL TaDTO|

The assumption here is that adverbs adjoin to the left of VP, and that they do not
count for position. This still leaves the problem of the order verb-object within VP2:
Taylor handles this by arguing that the change from OV > VO word order is already
under way in the fifth century. Similar measures have to be taken for cases like the
following:

(2.24) dmxdpevoe 8¢ ¢ tac LpdLS [yp TNV TE YdynVv %ol TOV 10D Toudoc uépov
€ofunvé-ol.|
‘He arrived in Sardis and told him about the fight and the fate of his son.’
Hdt. 1.43

Here Taylor (1990: 153) again assumes a base-generated verb-initial VP, and movement
plus adjunction for the object noun phrase:

(2.25) [yp; THV TE WMV %ol TOV 100 TadoOC KooV, [ypy Eofunvé-ol ¢ ||
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So in addition to clitic position per se, Taylor also has to rely on variation in the base
position of the verb within the VP. For her, this is simply the result of two
simultaneous changes taking place: the domain of cliticization shifting from IP to VP,
and the configuration of the VP going from OV to VO (Taylor 1990: 154, 167; cf.
Horrocks 1990 for a similar argument).

I have several objections to this analysis. One, if the proposed changes are really under
way, why are they not complete by the time of the New Testament, where you have
roughly five hundred years for them to run their course? It is certainly true the
tendency increases, but given such a broad span of time, how can we be sure that what
we observe is the trajectory of the same change? On a related note, Taylor tacitly
assumes a linear-descent relationship between Homeric, Classical, and Koine Greek.
These are of course related dialects, but the utterances recorded in these texts are not
portraits of one and the same dialect (not to mention register) over time; on this issue
see Hoenigswald (1973). In the case of New Testament Greek especially, one has to
wrestle with the question of whether Hebrew (Biblical or Mishnaic) or Aramaic is
responsible for the change (for a brief overview of New Testament Greek, see Janse
2007b: 646-653, esp. 651-652). This problem is in fact most acute when it comes to the
distribution of pronominal objects: for both Aramaic and Hebrew have suffixed
pronouns, which are affixed directly to finite verbal forms, and it is entirely conceivable
that this pattern is responsible for sequences of verb plus pronominal object clitic in
New Testament Greek.

Second, there is no explanatory principle underlying all the proposed mechanisms.
What Taylor offers is little more than an advanced redescription of the data. When it
comes to her diachronic analysis in particular, this fault seems to result from her
assumptions about Greek syntax. According to Taylor, the domain of cliticization for
object personal pronouns undergoes a change, namely from IP to VP. The latter
category is assumed to be the base-generated locale even in canonical IP placement.
Thus for her the change can be characterized as change in extraction, a change in
movement. This could be a worthwhile question, but since the absence of movement to
IP is considered “normal syntax” (in as much as objects of verbs typically do not adjoin
to IP), this is practically trivial under her framework. For speakers are now doing what
they were supposed to have been doing all along. (Given this, the motivation to IP
under this type of framework seems almost impossible to account for.) Instead, I think
the diachronic change really should be seen as follows: why do speakers place clitics in
clause-second position at one time, and put them in the VP at another? The answer to
this question, whatever it may be, is not simply that one pattern is more “natural” than
the other. Under Taylor’s framework, this shift would amount to describing the change
as either movement from IP to VP, or as a change in base-generation, from IP to VP.
Such an analysis is anathema, however, and thus her framework ultimately distorts the
nature of the change.

Third, there is no attempt to account for the semantic or pragmatic meanings associated
with the various clitic positions: according to her account, there are just several possible
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places in which to position a clitic. Taylor (1990: 189) also sees second-position
phenomena as part of the broader phenomenon of “scrambling” (i.e. “free word order”)
operations in Greek. She cites Nevins (1986: 114), who in a cross-linguistic study tallies
up forty-eight languages in which second-position phenomena and “free word order” co-
occur. I find this conclusion impossible to accept. For one, “scrambling” (at least in
some cases) is motivated by pragmatic and informational factors. The appearance of
clitics in clause-second position is not motivated by the same factors. Furthermore,
second-position items have a strong tendency to be phonologically deficient; whereas
other non-second position items that undergo scrambling do not bear such features.

Lastly, two smaller points. Taylor’s analysis assumes not only that Greek is
configurational, but also that it has constituents like IP and VP. As mentioned above
in discussing the analysis of Hale, the nature of configurationality in Greek is not yet
clear, and any such categories should be argued for and not simply assumed. Finally,
how do we know that the differences between Homer and Herodotus are due to syntactic
change per se and not to changes in discourse patterns? Simply because clitics show up
more often out of second position does not ipso facto mean that there is a syntactic
change in progress. Another way of framing this question would to be ask, how do we
know that the difference that we observe between Homer and Classical Greek is actually
syntactic change?

4.3 Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001) and (2004) on Medieval Greek

The last generative analysis to consider is that of Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001) and
(2004). This pair of articles is devoted primarily to an analysis of Medieval and Modern
Greek, but they do offer a sketch of clitic systems in the Classical and Homeric periods.

They propose (2001: 29) that in the Homeric period clitics left adjoin to CP; they refer
to such clitics as X" clitics because they adjoin to a maximal projection. Clitics adjoin
to CP at this stage of the language because neither TP nor IP is syntactically projected.
Instead, there is a composite category VI (on which, see Kiparsky 1996: 172-173). As
far as the Classical system is concerned, clitics adjoin to the left edge of TP (which is
labeled TNSP in their system; see below in 2.26). Furthermore, they claim (2001: 24-
25) that focused elements and negation move to spec-CP, and that the verb can also
move to C'. When this happens, clitics become postverbal. They also claim (2001: 29)
that object clitics are “predominantly postverbal” at this stage. According to their
analaysis, this happens because the verb moves to C°; as illustrated by (2.26). Preposed
items move to spec-CP, and yield examples like (2.27)-(2.28):
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(2.26) CP

TNSP
TNSP

Spec C ClI TNs' VP

(2.27) t@v yev o1 oLdeV | Tpooietd=piy.
‘None of them satisfied him.’ 1.48.5%

(2.28) [cp €x TOUTOU BE | pavijvoizpiy vouillovol Lroaptifito.
‘The Spartans think that, because of this, he [= Cleomenes| went insane.’
6.84.14

This analysis raises a few questions. One, why is the verb moving to C*? Two, in
(2.27), we have two constituents (tév and o0dev) preceding the host of ywv: where are
they supposed to sit in the above tree? Are they both supposed to fall in spec-CP?
Moreover, the syntax-pragmatics interface in their framework is not entirely clear. In
(2.27), t&v pév is a topicalized phrase (or what I would call a strong topic: see chapter
six), while in (2.28) éx toOTou 8¢ is strongly focused (see chapter seven). Though
functionally different, are these phrases supposed to occupy the same layer in phrase
structure? (This question does not come up for Kiparsky and Condoravdi because they
interpret t&v in 2.27 as focused; yév is somewhat oddly labeled a focus marker in their
paper.) If this is the case, is spec-CP, then, just a bland landing site with the particular
pragmatic meaning assigned at some other point in the derivation?

While this analysis is appealing in its ability to provide a stable generalization of clitic
distribution over the course of Greek, it is not a particularly good fit for the data, even
with the examples offered in support of it. With the metrical data (for which, see
chapter five), it would face even further difficulties.

Kiparsky (1996: 172) suggests that the rise of TP /IP may in fact be responsible for the
VO surface patterns of Classical and Koine Greek if it is left-headed and hosts the verb.
By the time of the Koine, clitics appear at the left edge of VP. Kiparsky (1996: 172)
argues that we can accordingly account for clitic distribution in all three stages of Greek
by saying that they select for the lowest containing maximal projection:

*" This passage is incorrectly cited by Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001: 24) as “Hdt. 2.68.48.”
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(2.29) Homeric Greek: |cp [y clitic ...] |
NT Greek: |cp [ip v clitic ...] | |

Herodotus would then fall between these two stages, and accordingly a mix of the two
patterns.

Lastly, it is worth noting the phrase structure that Condoravdi and Kiparsky propose
for medieval Greek, because there are intimations of it already in Herodotus:

(2.30) CP
C|
»P
Z'
TNSP
TNSP
T
Spec  C’ Spec ¥ Cl Spec TNS VP
Wh-Rel | [FocXP  |[Neg | AN
{Wh—Qu} EmphNeg | ModPrt A\ U

J

While the phrase structure above is not proposed for Classical Greek, there is some
evidence for it from Herodotus, in cases like the following:**

(2.31) 00 yap 81 6 Neihoc ye €oti xota toltov Tov Adyov 6 Ty Acinv ovpilwv Tii
ABOmL. ol Aéhta 8¢ ToUTou XaTd TO 6EL Tepippryvutan 6 Nethog, (ote €v
6L YeTagl Acing te xol ABime yivort'=&v.

‘For it is not the Nile, according to this account, that separates Asia from
Libya. The Nile is divided at the apex of this delta, with the result that it
would be between Asia and Libya.’ 2.16.11

It is the last clause that is of interest here; for we may have the following phrase
structure:

(2.32) [ Gote [yp €V T peTodb Acing te ol ABOng |5 [rp Yivort'z&v.

But if the template in (2.30) is relevant, it is not clear why ABUnc does not host &v.
Indeed, it seems almost as if &v has undergone prosodic flip in the face of a potential
host. This question will be considered further in the next chapter.

As far as (2.29) and the historical sketch of Greek is concerned, it is not entirely clear

why Homeric Greek lacks TP /IP. For sentences such as the following appear to contain
just that:

* Cf. 9.72.10.

33



(2.33) uérhec yop dgpaphoecdat dedhov.
‘For you intend to rob (me) of (my) prize.’ Il. 23.544

If péMheic here is not in T, it is far from clear to me what phrase structure (2.33) has.
There is of course a difference in yéAhw-+future infinitive construction in Homer and the
Classical period. For one, it is less frequent in Homer. For another, it does not always
have the semantics of a proximal future. I do not think that these differences should
lead us to the conclusion that Homeric Greek lacks a TP projection.

Lastly, I would like to raise two objections that apply to all of the generative analyses
presented above. They all work with the assumption that the distribution of clitics in
the clause is structure-dependent; that is, given the morphosyntactic configuration of a
sentence, it is possible to predict where the clitic will fall. What the above analyses
attempt to do is lay out how clitic placement and morphosyntactic structure interact. I
make this observation not to dismiss the syntactic analyses above: they may well be
correct. My objection lies in the tacit assumption of the claim. If clitic placement is
structure-dependent, this is what needs to be demonstrated—mnot what should be
assumed. Furthermore, there is little attempt in the literature to make explicit the
nature of pragmatically-conditioned “movement.” Hale has a supra-CP layer for this
purpose; Taylor adopts this plus a “scrambling” adjunction operation; Condoravdi and
Kiparsky suggest that focused phrases move to spec-CP.

Second, I am troubled by the claim that object clitic pronouns are base-generated in
VP. To be sure, there is a range of support that one could evoke in favor of the
assumption that a verb and its object bear a close morphosyntactic (not to mention
semantic) relationship. This is beyond contention in my view. But I do not think that
such an array of arguments leads us to the conclusion that VO or OV ordering exists
within the mental grammars of Greek speakers. The language-internal evidence for such
a projection and such ordering is slim. The only way to get to this is to assume such a
relationship as part of basic cognition or Universal Grammar. Even if this is the case,
the language that Greek speakers would have been exposed to when they were learning
their language would have included not only sequences of V=clitic, but other ones as
well. That is, the evidence could well have overcome any “natural” relationship or
configuration; for discussion along these lines, see Clark (2009: 389-392).

5 Adams and the Focused Element

The work of J.N. Adams (1994a, 1994b) on the Latin clitic pronouns and clitic forms of
esse takes as its starting point Fraenkel’s work on the Kolon, but moves in a different
direction. Adams is less concerned with the prosodic component of clitic placement, and
does not attempt to “Kolon-ize” Latin texts into prosodic units, on account of the
subjectivity involved in drawing up Kolon-boundaries; see Adams (1994b: 151), and the
following quotation:
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Even when one divides up Latin clauses into cola using Fraenkel’s criteria, one is
left with masses of unemphatic (unstressed?) pronouns which, on a reasonable
colon division, are not placed second in their colon but later. I would maintain
that such exceptions to Wackernagel’s law are far more extensive and clear-cut
than has been realised. Adams (1994b: 110)

As such, Adams is less concerned with arguing for or against prosodic boundaries and
instead focuses on the interaction between the pragmatic function of the elements in a
sentence and clitic distribution. (For a similar attempt with inscriptional Latin, see
Kruschwitz 2004.)

His overarching claim (1994b: 111-112, 155) is that object pronouns gravitate to certain
types of hosts, namely focused terms, e.g. a focused host might be an “antithetical term.’
In some cases, focused hosts may stand at the left edge of a Kolon-boundary, but this
need not be the case under Adams’ framework, and according to him, there are
definitely cases where an object clitic pronoun does not in fact occupy such a position
(Adams 1994b: 118).

Y

While I think there must be at least some truth to the claim that the position of clitics
in Latin is pragmatically-conditioned, Adams’ analysis suffers from several problems.
First, if he is not going to lay out diagnostics for prosodic units such as the Kolon, how
does he know whether a clitic sits at a Kolon boundary or not? Without knowing that
focused hosts do not sit at the edge of a Kolon boundary, he is not in a position to claim
that they can occur several words into a Kolon. Second, it is not clear to me how one
distinguishes tonic and clitic pronouns in Latin.* So it is quite possible that some of the
examples Adams relies on involve not clitics but rather fully tonic items not subject to
prosodic (or pragmatic) constraints. Third, there is some confusion in his work as to
whether a clitic focuses its host or whether a host, already focused, attracts the clitic:

The pronoun accordingly may be in third or fourth position in the colon or even
later. The function of the enclitic could be described as focusing the host, or
alternatively, if one puts the matter the other way around, the focus might be
said to attract the clitic pronoun regardless of the place of that focus in the
colon. The clitic thus leans not necessarily in mechanical fashion on the first word
(or constituent) of its colon, but it may gravitate instead to a particularly

prominent constituent, which need not (but of course may) be the first word of
the colon. Adams (1994b: 112)

# Concerning diachrony, Adams does not acknowledge that the Latin pronouns do not continue the Indo-
Furopean pronominal clitics. For in fact they continue the tonic forms, and their second-position behavior
is an inner-Latin (or inner-Italic) development. The upshot of this is that this system cannot be set up in
direct equation with those of Indo-Iranian and Greek. In its details it may be very similar, but it is a
recreation of Wackernagel’s Law, just as we have happening in Classical Greek with oblique forms of
avToHC.

35



For what one would like to know is whether a focused host was marked with sentence
pitch to signal its special pragmatic status, and that this is what attracted the clitic to
these hosts. Or, if there was no such marking by sentence-pitch, but rather that the
incorporation of the clitic with its host endowed it with greater phonetic substance; see
e.g. Janse (1995/1996) for such an idea, as well as Mushin and Simpson (2008: 575),
where further literature is cited. Lastly, while it is true that the prosodic parsing of an
ancient text is a tricky matter, so often are pragmatic judgments. Adams provides only
minimal guidance as to what can and cannot be considered a focused host. All of this
said, I hasten to add that Adams’ analysis may well be correct; it is simply the case that
too little has been spelled out in detail to know whether this is the case.

6.0 Looking Ahead

This concludes my overview of the previous literature on Wackernagel’s Law. One
thing that should have emerged from this survey is just how complex the phenomenon
of clitic distribution is—and this in spite of the fact that it is often assumed to be
governed by linguistic “law.” The great interest in this phenomenon derives in part from
its complexity: for clitics stand at the interface of syntax, phonology, morphology, and

pragmatics. As such, second-position clitics can offer us deep insights into many aspects
of Greek.

For my own analysis, which I begin to present in chapter four, I take as a starting point
Fraenkel’s work on the Kolon. While his analysis has some faults, and offers
considerable opportunity for refinement and extension, it is to my mind still the best
analysis of clitic distribution in Greek (even if restricted in scope to d&v). Before turning
to the distributional facts, it is necessary to review the prosodic features of Greek clitics,
as well as to lay out an approach to prosodic constituency. It is to this that we now
turn.
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Chapter 3

Prosodic Phonology and the Prosody of Clitics

The present chapter lays the foundations—theoretical and otherwise—for the argument
of the remainder of the dissertation, namely that clausal clitics are organized primarily
by prosodic domain and only secondarily by syntactic domain. The first thing that we
need is a working theory of the prosodic units of language and their organization. This
will be covered in Section 1, where the Prosodic Hierarchy is presented. I offer brief
descriptive remarks on the units of the Hierarchy that will play a more central role in
this investigation, in particular that of the intonational phrase.

Beginning in section two, I discuss whether “postpositives” such as &v differ prosodically
from “true” enclitics such as piv. I argue that, in terms of their prosodic behavior, these
two categories show identical patterns of behavior and that the graphic accent on
postpositives may not reflect lexical accent, as is often assumed. In section three, I
present an articulated definition of what constitutes first position, in an attempt to lay
out explicitly what type of unit a second-position clitic falls second to. Section four
explores an issue that is only rarely mentioned in the literature, the fact that some
clitics do not have a static prosodic profile: for they can alternate between tonic and
atonic behavior. Clitics can alternate in their polarity (i.e., direction of incorporation),
sometimes selecting a host to their left, at other times selecting one to their right; this
topic is taken up in section five. Section six offers brief concluding remarks.

1 The Prosodic Hierarchy

Prosodic phonology is a theory of phonological constituency. Specifically, it posits a
prosodic hierarchy that specifies possible phonological constituents and how those
constituents may and may not be built up to form larger constituents. These range
from units below the morphological word (morae, syllables, feet) to those well above it
(the phonological phrase, intonational phrase, and phonological utterance):

Prosodic Hierarchy™
(3.1) Phonological Utterance (v)

Intonational Phrase (1)

|
Phonological Phrase (¢)

|
Prosodic Word (w)

% This was initially proposed by Selkirk (1982) and (1986), and further developed by Nespor and Vogel
(1982) and (1986) as well as Hayes (1989).
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|
Foot (F)

|
Syllable (o)

|
Mora (u)

Other versions of the hierarchy have been put forth,” and there is debate about whether
constituents below the prosodic word should be included. Here I include the lower units
as the notion of a foot will play a role in the description of clitic incorporation below.

The hierarchy above is subject to the following stipulations, which are collectively
known as the Strict Layer Hypothesis (Nespor and Vogel 1986: 7):

1. A given phonological constituent’s immediate subconstituents must be
of the category immediately “preceding” (i.e., below) it in the hierarchy—with
the exception of the smallest prosodic unit in the hierarchy (Nespor and
Vogel 1986:7).

2. Any subconstituents of a given constituent are completely contained
within that constituent—that is, overlapping prosodic constituents are
not permitted (Nespor and Vogel 1986:7).

3. The final stipulation is simply that a phonological string be exhaustively
parsed at every level (Hayes 1990:86).

There is debate in the literature over how strictly these stipulations should be
maintained. It is not my goal here to take a stand on this issue (although I suspect that
the Greek data bear on it); while below I attempt to explain the prosodic structure
involved in clitic incorporation, I do not attempt to make a larger theoretical point
about the prosodic hierarchy.

In what follows in this chapter and subsequent ones, parentheses will be used to mark

prosodic constituents, and the specific level of the constituent will be indicated with a
subscript abbreviation, e.g. (gtA&),,.

1.1 The Prosodic Word

Of the above constituents, the prosodic word will correspond most closely to the
everyday notion of a “word,” by which is usually meant a lexical or morphological word.

31 T offer here a traditional prosodic hierarchy as found in e.g. Nespor and Vogel (1986); Selkirk (1986);
McCarthy and Prince (1995); Inkelas and Zec (1995). There are variations to be found in the hierarchy;
see e.g. that offered by Good (2003: 38). While all languages are assumed to have some sort of prosodic
constituency, the specific nature of the hierarchy is thought to vary according to the language in question.
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It is, however, possible for a prosodic word to be either larger or smaller than a lexical
word (Booij 1996).

For our purposes, there are two observations to make about the prosodic word. First,
this is the domain in which lexical stress (i.e., the location of the pitch accent on a
word) is assigned. Clitics never affect the location of lexical stress (Steriade 1988: 284)
in Greek, although they can trigger a secondary accent (this topic is explored in greater
detail in section two). Second, the host of a clausal clitic is the prosodic word, and not
a morphological or lexical word. Both of these topics will be taken up in more detail
below.

1.2 Clitics in the Prosodic Hierarchy

On the cline of wordhood, clitics fall somewhere between affixes and lexical words (see
Dixon 2002 for an overview of the concept of a word). With the prosodic hierarchy, it is
possible to define clitics more specifically. For clitics are units below the prosodic word,
and this deficiency is what causes them to incorporate with a (prosodic word) host.
Some clitics, such as the pronouns, we can describe as unfooted phonological material
(i.e., material that has not been assigned a phonological foot structure, which is
necessary for the assignment of lexical accent).” With “postpositives” like &v, pév, 8¢,
and ydp, it is less clear how they are to be treated; this issue is taken up in more detail
below in section two.*

Clitics can incorporate with their hosts to form various types of prosodic constituents.

A typology of the interactions is laid out below in section two. How exactly these
interactions are to be treated within a hierarchy like (3.1) is subject to debate. Some
scholars, such as Devine and Stephens (1994: 285-375), add another layer to the
hierarchy, that of the Clitic Group, which lies between the prosodic word and the
phonological phrase.”* Others, such as Booij (1996) and Peperkamp (1997), have rejected
the constituent Clitic Group as both unnecessary and unwanted.” Booij (1996: 223)
explicitly rejects it for Ancient Greek. As this issue does not play in the generalization
of clitic distribution argued for here, I leave this question open.

2 See Inkelas and Zec (1995: 549 n.3) on this point.

3 There has been debate about whether these items should be considered clitics. The debate results from
a narrow conception of what constitutes a clitic: lack of accentuation is the standard hallmark of clisis.
This criterion is inadequate, however, as stressed clitics are known in several languages of the world: see
Klavans (1985) and Anderson (1992: 203-204).

# This is advocated by Hayes (1989) and Nespor and Vogel (1986).

% Peperkamp (1997: 157-211). Her arguments are three: first, the clitic group is unnecessary as the cases
claimed to require this unit can otherwise be reanalyzed; second, the clitic group cannot capture
asymmetries between proclitics and enclitics; third, it allows no insight into cross-linguistics variation on
stress and enclisis. To do this requires a relaxation of the Strict Layer Hypothesis, which would then
permit recursion and level-skipping.
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1.3 The Intonational Phrase

We turn now to the prosodic unit that will play the most significant role throughout
this dissertation, that of the intonational phrase.’” For this, as I will argue, is the
domain in which clausal clitics such as the pronouns and &v are positioned. Broadly
speaking, intonation is the use of pitch (and possibly other prosodic features such as
loudness, tempo, and pause) over a stretch of utterance for non-lexical purposes.”” There
are several ways in which an intonational phrase has been defined. For instance,
prosodically, it is said to be the longest stretch of speech to which a single intonation
pattern applies (that is, a pattern of high or low pitch-tones). Such a definition is of
limited utility when dealing with Ancient Greek, as we have no direct access to such
features (on which more below). Accordingly, we will have to rely on other notions. So
from a morphosyntactic viewpoint, for instance, the intonational phrase typically
corresponds to a simple root clause (Cruttenden 1997: 68-73; Nespor and Vogel 1986:
189):

(3.2) (My sister sells fresh fruit at the market.),*
In biclausal sentences, each clause typically corresponds to an intonational phrase:
(3.3) (When at home,), (I like to read.),

(3.4) (Our next door neighbor truly believes), (that black cats bring bad
luck.),”

Despite these strong cross-linguistic tendencies, the intonational phrase is known to be a
variable unit; thus, the same syntactic structure can have different prosodic spell-outs

(see Nespor and Vogel 1986: 199-200; Selkirk 2005):*

(3.5) (Our next door neighbor truly believes that black cats bring bad
luck.),"

(3.6) (The big fat ugly beast scared away the children.),*

(3.6.1) (The big), (fat), (ugly), (nasty beast), (scared away the

% This is a well-researched prosodic unit, but it is labeled differently by scholars: intermediate phrase,
Pierrehumbert (1980); tone unit, Halliday (1967); intonation unit, Chafe (1994); major phrase, Devine and
Stephens (1994); see Fox (2000) for even more. For an overview, see Chafe (1994: 53-70). The only
description of the Greek intonational phrase that I know of is Devine and Stephens (1994: 409-455).

T For surveys of intonation, sese Cruttenden (1997); Gussenhoven (2004), (2007).

* From Nespor and Vogel (1986: 191).

¥ From Nespor and Vogel (1986: 199).

0Tt is thought impossible to predict intonational phrasing: so Cruttenden (1997: 73). See also the famous
article by Bolinger (1972).

*! From Nespor and Vogel (1986: 199).

> From Nespor and Vogel (1986: 200).
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children.),*
Intonational phrases can also correspond to smaller units such as adverbs:"
(3.7) (Obviously,), (he knows what he’s doing.),

In fact, it is possible for an intonational phrase to be as small as a syllable (Cruttenden
1997: 68). As such, there is no ready generalization to make between morphosyntactic
structure and prosodic category.” Others have tried to define the intonational phrase
from a psychological or cognitive perspective, and have posited that the intonational
phrase essentially represents what is held in consciousness at the moment of speaking.'®

While the intonational phrase is widely recognized as a prosodic constituent in many
languages of the world, where one begins and one ends is not always clear—even with
modern languages. Typically an intonational phrase will be delineated by a change of
pitch level or pitch direction; pause; anacrusis; or final-syllable lengthening.’” But really
there is a whole cluster of potential features that can mark off an intonational phrase:
breath-group; downtrend (declination in pitch through duration of utterance); slowing of
tempo; final lengthening; changes in voice quality; domain of an intonational contour;
coincidence with morphosyntactic constituency.*

We have of course only very limited access to such features when dealing with a corpus
language like Ancient Greek, and in general when trying to discuss sentence-level
prosody, we are wise to bear in mind remarks like the following:

Uber die in den modernen Sprachen héchst bedeutsame Satzmelodie lisst sich in
einer nur schriftlich {iberlieferten Sprache wie dem Grichischen kaum etwas
Sicheres sagen. Bornemann and Risch (1974: 162)

8 Tbid.

# In fact, all that we need for an intonational phrase is a stressed syllable. For purposes of emphasis, this
can happen, although it is rare: see Cruttenden (1997: 68). The potentially short span of an intonational
phrase has not been appreciated by classicists. J.N. Adams for one worries that scholars might over
“Kolon-ize” texts, that is, to segment utterances into Kolon-units (which more or less corresponds to the
contemporary intonational phrase). This is obviously a very difficult issue, but a priori, given the
rhetorical and morphosyntactic complexity of many ancient prose texts, we should expect many
intonational phrases per morphosyntactic sentence.

 There is some data available on the average length of an intonational phrase: Chafe (1994: 65) reports
that in his corpus the average length of an intonational phrase is 4.84 words.

0 Along these lines, recent research from psycholinguistics, e.g. Wheeldon and Lahiri (1997) and (2002),
has argued that the basic unit of speech production is prosodic and not morphosyntactic as is often
(tacitly) assumed. Arnon (2009) argues that children learn language from large-sized units (“chunks”) that
appear to correspond to prosodic units.

T Cruttenden (1997: 35).

* Wennerstrom (2001: 30-31). For further definition and characterization of the intonational phrase, see
Cruttenden (1997: 68-73); Fox (2000: 298-300); Gussenhoven (2004: 22-23); Nespor and Vogel (1986: 187-
193). For Greek specifically, see Devine and Stephens (1994: 412-416; 420-424).
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Nevertheless, as we have seen from the discussion, information about prosody is
sometimes available from the writing system and from metrical patterns (on the topic of
Satzmelodie in Greek, see further Brugmann 1913: 665-672; Schwyzer 1934: 386).
Occasionally we are fortunate to have the remarks (or more) of an ancient grammarian,
or those of scholiasts (see Probert 2006; for ancient remarks on prosodic phrasing in
Latin, see Cunningham 1957: 490-505). In some cases, musical notation (what scant
remains there are) can also provide information, although this comes from a later date.*

The interaction between morphosyntactic structure and intonational phrasing is a
challenging issue, about which very little is known at the moment. One assumption
crucial to my analysis is that the left edge of CP (= complement phrase) corresponds to
the left edge of an intonational phrase (cf. the algorithm of Aissen 1992: 57-61 for
Tzotzil). Clausal clitics do not appear above CP (with only certain exceptions to be
detailed in the next chapter). Thus clitics serve as a crucial diagnostic of prosodic and
syntactic structure. It is true that there is an element of circularity in this reasoning: I
am both arguing for a generalization of clitic distribution according to a particular
domain, and at the same time using clitics to diagnose that domain. There is no way to
remove this circularity. It can only be ameliorated by the fact there is some
independent evidence for the domain of clitic position, namely metrical (for which, see
chapter five), and pragmatic (see chapters six and seven): the meanings exhibited by
preposed phrases are those that we expect, on cross-linguistic grounds, to be coded as
intonational phrases.

1.4 Clause-Initial Words and Prosodic Prominence

It has been suggested that in Greek the initial word of a clause (and thus the initial
word of the first intonational phrase of a clause, where the clitic is typically housed) is
prosodically more prominent than other parts of the sentence; so Dunn (1989: 7); Fraser
(2001: 146, 147).°° Tt is true that cross-linguistically it is quite common for pitch to be
highest at the beginning of an utterance and to decrease over the course of speaking (a
phenomenon known as declination or downtrend). However, this is not necessarily to
say that the first element of a Greek clause is strongly “stressed,” i.e. that it is the locus
of sentence stress. If this is true, and I really cannot say either way, it is not at all clear
to me what sort of evidence will demonstrate this. I would just like to point out that
we cannot assume, as [ think Fraser may have done, that pragmatic prominence
automatically translates into prosodic prominence; he is working under the idea (as
many do) that clause-initial position in Greek is pragmatically privileged, and that it
was so because of its special opening prosodic prominence. This is of course an intuitive
idea with considerable cross-linguistic support, but whether or not it holds for Greek is
an open question.

* For the musical fragments, see DAGM.

% This idea gives rise to claims such as the following from Schwyzer (1950: 691): “Die Stellung am
Satzanfang kann das besonders Wichtige in den Vordergrund riicken, die Stellung am Satzende Spannung
erzeugen.”
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1.5 The Status of Intonation in Grammar

Lastly, there are two general points to note concerning the role of intonation in
grammar. The first is that the study of prosodic phrasing is not a question of
performance but rather of competence (see Chomsky 1965; in Chomsky 1986 these terms
are reformulated as e(xternal)-language and i(nternal)-language); cf. Saussure’s parole
vs. langue. Searle (1969: 17) and (1979: 178) made this claim in relation to the study of
speech acts. For our purposes, it is useful to make this point, because the type of
prosodic phrasing that I am discussing below is not that which is subject to the vagaries
of a particular occasion. On the contrary, I presume that prosodic phrasing is part of
the conventional knowledge of language that a speaker acquires over time. As such, in
attempting to establish prosodic phrasing in Ancient Greek, I am actually claiming very
little about any actual or particular performance of the text, and more instead about the
conventions that governed communication and the mapping between syntax and
prosody. The function of prosody has been investigated in some detail in living
languages; see Hirschberg (2002) for summaries and bibliography.

2 Prosodic Incorporation of Clitics

Cross-linguistically, clitics interact prosodically with their hosts in different ways.
Anderson (2005) offers the following typology,” according to which they are assumed to
incorporate in one of four ways. The first is known as a free clitic or prosodic-phrase

incorporation:

Free Clitic (¢p-incorporation)

(3.8) ¢

»
host clitic

This relationship is exemplified by Standard Italian, where enclisis does not interact
with stress assignment:*

(3.9) porta ‘bring;py’
(3.10) porta=mi ‘bring,py=me’
(3.11) porta=me=lo ‘bringpy=me=it’

The second type is that of the internal clitic, or prosodic-word incorporation:

' As laid out by Anderson (2005: 46). As Anderson notes, it is not yet clear if all of these formal
possibilities exist. For a typology with only three members, see Peperkamp (1997: 177-178).
2 All Ttalian data are from Peperkamp (1997: 177).
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Internal Clitic (w-incorporation)
(3.12) )

host clitic

In this type, enclitics cause a complete recalculation of accent. The Lucanian dialect is
of this type, as we see from the following data:

(3.13) wvinna ‘selljypy’
(3.14) vonni=lls ‘selljpy=it’
(3.15) wvinna=mi=llo ‘sellpy=-me=it’

In (3.13)-(3.15), stress is positioned on the penultimate syllable regardless of how many
clitics follow the host.

The third type is the affixal clitic, which is also known as prosodic-word adjunction:

Affizal Clitic
(3.16) ©

»
host clitic

Affixal clitics adjoin to their host prosodic words to recursively form a prosodic word
structure. Enclitics in the Neapolitan dialect are of this type:

(3.17) conta ‘tellypy’

(3.18) Cént&:la Ltelln\lpv:it,

(3.19) Cént&:tf:lla Ltelln\lpv:youREFL=it,
A single clitic does not recalibrate stress, as we see from (3.18). When two clitics are
present, however, an additional stress is assigned to the penultimate syllable, as in
(3.19). This is the accentual pattern that Greek follows in the presence of an enclitic;

this issue is taken up in the next section.

The last possibility is that of the prosodic word clitic:
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PWord Clitic
(3.20) ¥

T/\T

host clitic
In this type, the clitic has prosodic-word status when it enters into a post-lexical
relationship with its host. This pattern is not known from Italian, and has often not
been recognized in the literature. For prosodic deficiency is typically assumed to be a
definitional property of clitics. Nevertheless, Anderson (1992: 204) cites the evidence of
Tagalog, where clitics (both pronominal and adverbial /particle-like) are stressed and do
not appear to differ in their prosodic properties from other words. On the basis of such

evidence he argues that prosodic deficiency is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition
for second-position behavior.”

2.1 Clitic Incorporation in Greek

To return to Greek, graphically unaccented clitics behave as affixal clitics and pattern
with the Neapolitan data cited above. That is, the addition of enclitics to the right edge
of a prosodic word does not affect the position of the lexical accent. The basic accentual
patterns for the interaction of graphically-unaccented clitics and their hosts are as
follows (see Smyth §183; Devine and Stephens 1994: 370):

Oxytone
(3.21) d6c+por — dodc=ot

Perispomenon
(3.22) @uAGS+oe — QUAB=oE

Parozxytone
(3.23) gihoc+pouv — gikoc=you

Ozytone+ Disyllabic Clitic
(3.24) xahbév+EoTt — xoNOV=ECTL

Perispomenon+ Disyllabic Clitic
(3.25) TWEHVHTVOY — TUEBV-TIVWY

A lexical acute accent can occur at most three syllables from the right edge of a
prosodic word (thus the Law of Limitation). Lexical circumflex accents can occur at
most two syllables from the right edge. When clitics incorporate with their hosts,
additional syllables are added to the end of the word, which in some cases can lead to

% See Klavans (1985) and Anderson (1992: 203-204) for discussion and examples.
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violation of the Law of Limitation. To repair this situation, secondary accents are
created on the final syllable of the lexical word, as we see here:

Proparoxytone
(3.26) &vipwroc+tic — dvlpwndc=Tic

Properispomenon’™
(3.27) oGoov+pe — o@odv=Ue

Proparozxytone+Disyllabic Clitic
(3.28) &vipwroc+Tivec — avipwnol=Tiveg

Parozxytone+ Disyllabic Clitic
(3.29) pihoi+Tiveg — @lhot=Tuvég

(3.30) gihot+Tivwv — @ihoL=Tivéiv

Properispomenon+- Disyllabic Clitic
(3.31) moidec+Tivec — moIdEC=TIVEC

There are peculiarities within these facts that have yet to be adequately explained; one
might wonder with (3.25) why an accent was not triggered as the circumflex is normally
not licit at such a distance from the right edge. For an attempt to account for the
clitic-induced accentuation facts, see Steriade (1988). All that matters for our purposes,
however, is the observation that lexically-assigned accent is never altered under clitic
incorporation, i.e. the Lucanian pattern is never found:

(3.32) avdpwnoc=tic — *aviphroc=tic
In other words, clitics never cause the lexical accent to be repositioned.”

With graphically-accented clitics such as &v, the situation is different, as these items
never trigger a secondary accent in incorporation:

Proparoxytone
(3.33) &vipwroc+yde — dvipwnoc=ydp

Properispomenon
(3.34) otoov+uév — 0Go0OV=UEY

* This pattern is subject to the constraint that the final syllable not end in a consonant cluster: see

Probert (2006: 70).
% This is a deliberately simplistic account of host-clitic interaction in Greek. There are well known

peculiarities, such as the lexical accent of disyllabic clitics (e.g. not€) that emerges in certain prosodic
environments. These issues would take us too far afield here. To my knowledge, the best discussion of the

data and issues remains Allen (1973).
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Had these been graphically unaccented clitics, we would have expected the appearance
of another lexical accent. These clitics thus pattern either like the Standard Italian type
(as a so-called free clitic), or as a so-called Pword clitic (type IV from above).

When you have two clitics, and the first of them is graphically accented, but the second
is not, the following pattern emerges:

(3.35) 0GCOVHPEVHULY — OEBCOVUEV=ULY

There is no accentual modification to the host, and the non-interactional behavior of yév
now extends to piv, which also has no effect on the host. It is difficult to tell what is
going on prosodically here. One possibility is that the chain -uév=uv really has no effect
on its host, just like Standard Italian clitic chains. Another possibility, and one that I
find slightly more plausible, is that in this type of scenario, yév actually becomes an
accented clitic host. My preference for this scenario is rooted in the following practice.
When multiple clitics occur in succession, each one but the last is accented:

(3.36) ei=tov=tic=tiva Bot Exdpdv... Thuc. 4.47

Thus in addition to the patterns of interaction witnessed by (3.26)-(3.31), there is
another principle that dictates accentuation within clitic chains. It is this principle that
would give us =uév=uiv. So essentially the accentuation on yév could be overdetermined
in this environment. One problem with this is that the prosodic reality of (3.36) has
been questioned over the past few decades.”® A sequence of so many high tones has been
impugned as implausible, given that nowhere else in the language can you find such
strings. This argument is not cogent, however, because it is too literal an interpretation
of the diacritics. The successive acute marks on clitic chains need not reflect a high
tone on each item, but only a constancy of tone across the chain. That is, pitch does
not start to fall until the very last clitic; prior to that, it maintains a stable level. Thus
the graphic practice behind (3.36) differs from that of (3.26-3.31), in that the acute and
its absence are being used to represent pitch levels over the course of several syllables,
and not intrinsic lexical accent.

2.2 The Prosodic Behavior of “Postpositives”

Classical scholarship seemingly without exception divides second-position items into two
categories, clitics and postpositives.”” The distinction reflects a graphic practice. Some
second-position items, e.g. dv, bear a graphic accent, while others, e.g. uv, do not. The
latter are considered true clitics, while the former are called postpositives.” Most

% See Probert (2003: §297) for references.

T E.g. Frankel (1933); Dover (1960); Dik (1995) and (2007). From Wackernagel (1892: 377), it appears
that this term is due to Kriiger.

 Note that neither Chandler (1881) nor Probert (2003) include &v in their lists of enclitics; they do,
however, list xe(v).
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scholars attribute linguistic reality to this graphic practice, and thus believe that items
like &v are tonic. (And since clitics are defined as unaccented lexical items, postpositives
cannot be true clitics.””) Some have been troubled by the fact that postpositives exhibit
distributional patterns that are remarkably similar to those of clitics.” Accordingly,
some (including Wackernagel himself) use the term quasi-enclitic for postpositives.”

One solution here is to say that, indeed, there are two types of clitics in Greek, the
affixal type, which is prosodically deficient and lacks a lexical accent, and the prosodic-
word type, which is not prosodically deficient and bears a lexical accent. To handle the
shared second-position distribution common to both, one could invoke the idea that
there are two types of clisis, phonological and syntactic (so Devine and Stephens 1994:
303, 352).” T am aware of no full-scale account that lays out the difference between
syntactic and phonological clitics, but I presume one prediction of this account is that
syntactic clitics, since they are prosodically independent, should behave prosodically like
lexically-accented words (with the exception of their second-position constraint). As far
as Greek is concerned, this prediction is not borne out by the available data.

2.3 Some Graphic Accents do not Reflect Lexical Accents

In this section, I present evidence to support the claim that the graphic accentuation
found on otherwise cliticoid items does not represent the same prosodic feature (a lexical
H tone) that it does for non-clitic lexical items. Several of the observations have been
made several times already, but they have yet to have had much impact on the
literature on Wackernagel’s Law.

Before doing this, it is worth considering briefly what the system of written Greek
accents was designed to capture.” The standard assumption is that the diacritics mark

 E.g. Devine and Stephens (1994: 354): “|N]ot all postpositives are enclitic.” See also the literature
debating the status of pév, 8¢, and ydp: Vendryes (1904: 107); Devine and Stephens (1994: 354-355);
Probert (2006: 131 n. 9) also cites ancient testimony.

5 Cf. Fortson (2010: 161) in his discussion of Wackernagel’s Law: “Some particles, such as Greek gdr ‘for’
and Vedic h7 ‘for’, have a lexical stress but behave syntactically like true clitics, and will be considered
together with them in the following discussion.” While I do not agree entirely with this statement, its
general point is well taken. (First, I have reservations about interpreting graphic accents as sure signs of
lexical accent, as I lay out below; second, I would not characterize the similar behavior of pronominal
clitics and ydp as syntactic, in the sense of due to syntactic operation; third, this claim is only true to an
extent, as the behavior of the two groups of clitics diverge in fifth-century metrical texts.)

5! This term goes back to Wackernagel (1892: 371), so far as I know. Collinge (1985: 217) refers to v as a
“semi-clitic,” but offers no definition of the category and does not cite Wackernagel. Hajdu (1989) uses the
term throughout. As far as sentence-distribution is concerned, Wackernagel (ibid.) understood that quasi-
enclitics sought second position as consistently as other “true” clitics. Taylor (1990: 119) notes the
distributional identity of clitics and particles, but also notes (1990: 121) that the two groups begin to
diverge over time. For a discussion of the difference between &v and xe(v), see Wackernagel (1892: 378-
381).

52 Devine and Stephens further subdivide phonological clisis into rhythmic and appositive clisis, but I
confess that the basis for this distinction is not clear to me.

% The invention of the Greek accentuation system is attributed (Arcadius 186.4) to Aristophanes of
Byzantium (257 BCE - 185-180 BCE), and thus dates back only to the Hellenistic period; see Laum
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lexically-assigned pitch levels, i.e. accents (Allen 1973: 249). Even if we accept this (as
nearly everyone does), there is still a question of how many tone accents there were, and
what exactly the acute, grave, and circumflex diacritics are supposed to represent.

It is clear that the graphic accents do not signal word-level prosody exclusively, as there
are cases where it reflects sentence-level prosody.” Consider for example the inability of
the interrogative pronoun tic to become grave: this convention suggests the rising pitch
of the utterance, and not just that of the interrogative pronoun. Furthermore, in
papyri, accent marks are not found above every word, but rather appear to signal
prominence within a larger prosodic domain (e.g. metrical colon): for an overview in the
Bacchylides papyrus, see Nagy (2000), whose general argument I do not, however, find
cogent.

Likewise, the lowering of a word-final acute within continuous speech, and its
preservation at the right edge of an intonational phrase (i.e., before a pause).”” Both of
these conventions reflect sentence-level pitch features. Lastly, note the retraction of
accent of the forms €y and éuol when in combination with the “focus” particle ye:

(3.37) eyo=ye — Eywye

(3.38) éuoi-ye — Euorye

(1928); Pfeiffer (1968: 181); Dickey (2006: 5, 92-94). According to Arcadius (ibid.), Aristophanes invented
the system because knowledge of the prosodic features of earlier stages of Greek was being lost. But little
is known otherwise about his understanding of prosody or what he was attempting to capture with his
diacritic signs, especially when it comes to matters of clisis. Even if we accept that the system of graphic
accentuation should be attributed to Aristophanes, there is much that remains unclear. For one, the
practice of graphic accentuation changed over time: for instance, papyri, when they are accented, are not
accented the way that our modern printed editions are. Indeed, the latter owe more to the conventions of
medieval Byzantine scholars than to the Alexandrians. All of this is simply to say that it is not always
clear what exactly within the system of graphic accentuation we should be attributing to Aristophanes.
Furthermore, accentology, especially when it came to Homeric Greek, was a debated issue among ancient
grammarians: consider e.g. nepl Ttiic dunewfic npoowidiog of Tyrannio/Diocles (see Dickey 2006: 85, with
further references). In a similar vein, we also have to acknowledge that scribes do not always accent their
texts in the same way (see e.g. West 2000 for a consideration of some of the variants in Homer). So it
appears that there were indeed differences of opinion on what should be accented and how. For discussion
of accentuation as a scribal and scholarly practice, see Reynolds and Wilson (1991); Wackernagel (1893),
(1914a), (1914b).

0 Pfeiffer (1968: 181) is eager to emphasize the difference between punctuation and accentuation, and
that the former is attested much earlier than the latter (excluding Mycenaean and Cypriot material,
punctuation is first attested ca. 700 BCE, in the hexametric inscription from Ischia). His point is well
taken, to be sure, but I am not sure ultimately that the divide between punctuation and accentuation per
se is all that great. For it seems to me that what you have over time is the extension of diacritic marks to
smaller and smaller prosodic units, from the paragraphos (which marks a multi-utterance constituent) to
the acute, grave, and circumflex (which mark word-level domains). If this is true, then all Greek diacritic
marks could be arranged along a continuum.

% Dickey (2006: 123) notes that, in grammatical treatises, words under discussion also do not become
grave in continuous speech. I presume that this corresponds to the prosody that we find with forms put in
quotation marks in contemporary English and other modern languages.
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This retraction also suggests sentence phonology: as contrast elements, it is the first
syllables of éywye and €uoiye that were most prominent, and this led to a repositioning
of the lexical stress. Thus in this case, it appears that the accent reflects the sentence
accent as determined by discourse/information structure. A similar phenomenon has
also targeted the adjective dAnVéc ‘true’ (neut. nom.-acc.), from which is derived the
discourse marker ghndec ‘really?’ (LSJ, s.v. dhnivc III.2 and Ammonius, ed. Nickau 26).
The earlier form is dAndéc and the latter form I presume to be the result of question-
initial rising pitch that centered on the initial syllable, leading to retraction; but see
further Brugmann (1904: 682 n.1).

A last point to consider is the stage of Greek that the accents are meant to capture.
They are thought to have been developed around 200 BCE. One wonders what basis
the creators had for projecting their accents back to the classical and Homeric periods.
This is not to undermine their judgments, but only to raise the issue that prosodic
patterns change over time, and what was true for the Homeric period may not always
have been true for the classical period and Hellenistic period. When it comes to
postpositives in particular, it may have been the case that they are diachronically but
not synchronically accurate (i.e., perhaps at one time &v was accented, but by the fifth
century it no longer was). We know that such a situation exists with néiewc, for
instance, where the accent reflects a stage before the word underwent quantitative
metathesis (i.e., earlier té6Anoc).

First, Lupag (1972: 174) and Probert (2003: 133-142; 2006: 69 n. 35) have suggested that
the graphic accent of certain proclitics, such as prepositions, is only “conventional”® and

not linguistically real, as we see from the following example (see further Chandler 1881:
255):

(3.39) ané — an’ (not *&n’) /  #V-

When d&né occurs before a vowel-initial word, its final vowel, which bears the accent,
deletes: the accent, however, is not retracted onto the remaining syllable of the
preposition.

We can compare this behavior to that of vowel-final oxytone words, where the accent
moves one syllable to the left when the accent-bearing final vowel is deleted (see Smyth
§174):

(3.40) tor& Enadov — moOAN Enadov
Note also that while the accent of toAN’ is now technically word-final, it does not

become grave, as we would expect in an ordinary case of an oxytone followed by a
prosodic word.

5% One would like to know what exactly this is supposed to mean. For if the accents are not linguistically
real, by what convention were they added in the first place?
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The accent on the particle 6¢ behaves just like that on drné: when its vowel is elided, it
never throws its accent back on to a preceding host. Moreover, when it is followed by a
clitic, it has the following effect:

(3.41) molhoi=dé=eioty — moAhol=d’=€loiv

Through the elision of the final vowel of 8¢, the complex ntoAlol=0’ now behaves as a
paroxytone, with an accent appearing over the final syllable of eiciv (we would
otherwise expect just moA\oi=giowv). Alternatively, one could say (as apparently Smyth
§187.d does) that the accent on eioiv originally belonged to 8¢. If this is true, it is not
clear why the accent is floating rightward, and also why it did not settle on the first
syllable of eiotv.

Second, we have (extremely limited) evidence from Mycenaean that 8¢ was regarded as
a clitic. For the particle is enclosed within a word-division marker with its host
(subscript | is a scribal marker of prosodic word boundaries):**

(3.42) da-mo-de-mi |
eIV EETINY
‘But the community (says that) she...’ PY Ep 704.5

Scholars have interpreted this graphic practice as signaling the cohesion of a phrase like
dapoc=0é=uty as one accentual unit (i.e., prosodic word).” As far as alphabetic Greek is
concerned, manuscripts occasionally offer similar evidence: in some cases, postpositives
are written without their accents, and we find sequences like €y yev, ob 6e, and dihou
yop (see Vendryes 1945: 107; Devine and Stephens 1994: 354-355). I should point out
that in some cases of pév and 6¢ we find double accentuation marks; this is done to
signal contrast (van Groningen 1940: 51), however, and I interpret it as a reflection of
the sentence-level intonational pattern and not evidence for lexical accent or tonicity per
se.

Third, ancient grammarians did not have a clitic/postpositive distinction and in fact
group the latter with the former. Dionysius Thrax, for instance lists yév, 6¢, and ydp as
enclitic (Anecdota Bekker II1.1156; scholiast to Dion. Thrax 466.18 Hilgard).”

Fourth, evidence for the prosodically-dependent status of postpositives comes from
metrical bridges. In the iambic trimeter, for instance, Porson’s Bridge™ forbids a word-
break after an initial heavy syllable of the last metron:

57 See further Bartongk (2003: 128). Similar punctuation is found with -ge (> 7€), as well as proclitics.
Remarkably, a similar practice of marking off prosodic (as opposed to lexical) words is found in Hittite,
Old Persian, and Lycian texts.

% See Woodard (1997: 45); Morpurgo Davies (1986: 267), (1987: 96).

% See Devine and Stephens (1994: 354) and Dionysius Thrax 466.18.
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JH'H LH
(3.43) BAénouc’=av adyds | T8’ Exaprolt’ =& Aéym.
‘...looking upon the light, she would enjoy my bed.’ Eur. Andr. 935"

A word-boundary is not permissible between the initial H H of the last metron. This is
exactly the behavior that we find with pronominal clitics at Porson’s Bridge (I forgo
translation of the line):

JHH L H
(3.44) IInhéwc dxoloog cuUPORdS, He=Viv Y Yovoc Eur. Tro. 1127

This evidence suggests that &v and other such clitics were prosodically incorporated with
their hosts just as pronominal clitics were.

While cases like (3.43) and (3.44) are, in my view, a strong indicator of incorporation
into a prosodic word, the data are unfortunately not so straightforward. For one,
“violations” of Porson’s Bridge are not limited exclusively to clitics, as we see from the
following case:

(3.45) |H"H LH
€€eot’ dvdooely Gv 88’ Myelt’ olxodey; Soph. Aj. 11017

Here the verb fjyeit’ and the adverb oixolev stand at Porson’s Bridge. The deletion of
the final vowel of the verb brings it into closer cohesion with the following adverb. So
while one should not go so far as to conclude that olxodev is a clitic, it is nevertheless
clear that two elements at Porson’s Bridge share a very tight phonological cohesion,
such as that which we would expect to find between host and clitic.

Fifth, further evidence comes from the notation in musical texts. Devine and Stephens
(1994: 354-355) note that 8¢ and te do not differ in their absolute level of pitch. This
already suggests that the accent on 6¢ is not meant to reflect a lexical high tone.
Devine and Stephens point out that there is a difference in pitch when it comes to the
host of 6¢ and te: that of the former exhibits a greater pitch excursion than that of the
latter. The graphic accent on 6¢ may have been due to misperception: given the higher

" On Porson’s bridge, see Devine and Stephens (1984); on the behavior of clitic elements around bridges
and caesurae, see Devine and Stephens (1978); Devine and Stephens (1994).

™ See also Eur. Heraclid. 456.

™ There are textual issues to wrestle with, as one ms. reads #yoy’. The only parallel for a case like (3.45)
is Soph. Phil. 22, which is not quite the same: see further Jebb ad loc. For a sequence of adverb (oltw)
plus verb at the bridge, see Eur. IT 580. This example is less striking because olUtw is a function word,
and reduction and cohesion are therefore less surprising—although some, notably Diggle’s OCT, still
consider it corrupt.
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pitch excursion on the host of 8¢ compared to that of te, speakers (or, rather, listeners)
may have perceived higher pitch on the clitic itself.”

Ideally, I would be able to exploit comparative data for further insight. Unfortunately,
this is not possible, as the etymologies of most postpositives is either disputed or
inconclusive. For our purposes, the item of most interest is &v, and its etymology is
disputed. Some would trace its history back to xe(v) (see Reece 2009: 73-78), while
others would pair it with the an of Gothic and Latin (see Brugmann 1904: 615; Forbes
1958; Lee 1967; Dunkel 1990; for an overview of the differences between the two
analyses, see Neuberger-Donath 1977)."

An interesting distributional pattern that has not, to my knowledge, been observed is
that, generally speaking, it is easier to find etymologies for graphically unaccented
clitics, such as the pronouns, ye (see Frisk, s.v.), te (cf. Lat. que, Skt. ca, etc.), pa, and
the recently-rediscovered tap (cf. CLuv. tar; see Watkins 1995: 150-151, 336; Katz 2007;
Yakubovich 2008: 178-182; Reece 2009: 217-230). With graphically-accented clitics like
wév, 8¢, ydp (<ye=dp), dv, and 01, comparative equations are harder to establish. It may
be the case that this latter class has more recently undergone grammaticalization (i.e.,
reduction to clisis) and as such it still preserves a trace of word-like prosodic properties
(whatever those may be exactly). What exactly this difference is supposed to mean is
not yet clear, and this line of inquiry cannot be pursued here any further.

Given the above facts of postpositives, I will assume throughout the rest of this
dissertation that they are in fact prosodically equivalent to clitics. The term
postpositive will thus be abandoned. While I firmly believe that this is a more
satisfactory analysis, it does create a new problem: why were some clitics assigned
graphic accents while others were not? Given the nature of the evidence, I can only
offer speculative answers to this question. But I am inclined to think that, just as
secondary accents could be created with “true” enclitics, so were they with postpositives:
the difference is simply that with postpositives the secondary accent is fixed on the
clitic, and not determined by the accentual position of the host. Thus the difference
between postpositives and enclitics would not be one of accented versus unaccented per

™ In a peculiar note, Ruijgh (1990: 214 n. 4) seems to claim the opposite. He argues that with
postpositives (e.g. &v, 8¢) the pitch of the host is lower than that of the postpositive. So for instance in
the phrase do¢ 8¢ ypuoodv the pitch of doc would be lower than that of 8¢. How he is able to determine the
relative pitch level is not explained. The idea is at any rate counterintuitive because if the pitch of do¢ is
lower than that of 8¢, then that means there is a rise between the two; as such, one should then expect
06¢ with an acute.

™ With &v there is the further question of why it bears an accent while its functionally (near?) equivalent
counterpart xe does not. The relationship between these two is complex, and lacks an adequate discussion.
I would just say at the moment that I believe that &v is cognate with Gothic and Latin an, and that these
latter two languages preserve the earlier meaning of the form, that is, ‘or.” For the change disjunction >
irrealis, see Maori (2008). One possible (but indeed speculative) account for why &v bears an accent is
that it goes back to its origin as a disjunctive operator: typically there is a rising sentence intonation on
such words. I stress that this is only speculation. Under such an account, it also remains to be explained
why Latin and Gothic an are proclitic (or at least by and large proclitic), while &v is (at least
preponderantly) enclitic.
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se, but rather the pattern of secondary accentuation that emerges through
incorporation. This makes a fair amount of sense, given that postpositives, just like
enclitics, have no independent prosodic existence out of the host-clitic relationship.

3 What Constitutes First Position?

We turn now from a consideration of how clitics incorporate with their host to consider
what sort of hosts they incorporate with. In other words, if (clausal) clitics are said to
fall in second position, what exactly counts for first position? This issue was somewhat
murky in Wackernagel (1892), and has been so in subsequent treatments as well.” If one
simply looks at a page of Greek, it will not be difficult to find cases where a second-
position clitic is not literally the second graphic word in a clause. However, not all of
these ostensible exceptions actually are what they seem.

Throughout this dissertation, first position will mean the first prosodic word of a clause
(or, as we will see later, an intonational phrase). When prosodic word and graphic
coincide, we end up with canonical second-position behavior:

(3.46) oUtw=Ev=G5v elnuev Luétepol dndyovol.
‘Thus we would be your descendents.’ 7.150.8

Here o%tw is a lexical word, a graphic word, and a prosodic word all in one. In other
cases, however, there is a mismatch between prosodic word and graphic word, as in the
following case, where a second-position clitic is preceded by the sequence
preposition-+relative pronoun:”

(3.47) .. xat’=Nv=&v név E€every V...
‘to whichever city it [= a corpse killed by a crocodile] was carried...’
2.90.3

The preposition and relative pronoun open the clause, which means that &v is the third
morphological word in the clause. We might have expected it to be positioned directly
after the preposition, as such:

(3.47.1) *..xat’z8&v Nv oy eeverydiit...
But here this does not happen because xat’ is here proclitic’”” and thus forms a prosodic

word with the following relative pronoun. We thus have the following prosodic
structure (subscript p marks proclitic association):

™ The formulations for Wackernagel’s Law differ quite a bit, e.g. Woodard (2004: 645) says that WL
clitics are positioned after the first “accented word.”

0 See also 2.66.15, 2.66.17, 2.115.24, 2.90.3, 3.38.12, 3.41.2, 3.82.20, 3.155.20, 4.70.1, 5.111.6.

" See Probert (2003: §267) for a list of proclitics; all of the Greek prepositions are listed there. Of course,
under certain circumstances, prepositions do not behave as proclitics, e.g. when the preposition functions
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(3.47.2) (xat’=Mv),=6v

So while &v is the third graphic and morphological word in the clause, it falls second to
the first prosodic word. Thus (3.47) lines up exactly with (3.46), and there is no
violation of Wackernagel’s Law. The lesson here is that there is not a one-to-one
relationship between graphic (or lexical) words and prosodic words: it is possible, and in
fact common, for a prosodic word to be composed of more than one lexical or graphic
word.

We find the exact same phenomenon with definite articles, as in the following case:
(3.48) o fikoc Qv... 2.26.7

While &v appears to be in third position, a closer look at prosodic structure reveals it to
be in second position after the first prosodic word, here composed of 6™ and #itoc:™

(3.49) (6,51 A0g),=0v. ..

So again &v selects the first prosodic word of its clause as its host. The notion of a
prosodic word thus helps clarify what constitutes first and second positions. It needs to
be borne in mind that this is a very powerful notion, however, for it eliminates a host of
potential counterexamples. One thus has to exercise care in what one deems a proclitic.
For there is the potential for circularity: one can claim that an item is proclitic because
of its behavior around second-position clitics, and claim that the second-position clitic is
actually second because an item preceding the host is proclitic. (Further complications
involving proclitics will be presented in the next section.)

3.1 Diagnosing Proclisis

I thus only describe as proclitics items that have been independently verified as such.

Lists of proclitics can be found in any of the handbooks, e.g. Chandler (1881); Probert
(2003). I cite here just a sampling of the type of evidence that suggests proclisis, and

specifically for the definite article. Some evidence comes from punctuation:

as an adverb. Neither of these is particularly common in Classical Greek. In the Homeric dialect, there is,
however, considerable difference in these areas.

™ On the proclitic status of the definite article, see Allen (1973: 25); Sommerstein (1973: 136-139); Probert
(2003: §267(a), §277). In the past, some have tried to claim that the definite article was not proclitic, e.g.
Vendryes (1929: 76); there is hardly reason to accept this nowadays. It is only minimally (if at all)
bothersome that ancient Greek grammarians only recognize an enclitic, and not a proclitic, prosodic
category. (The term proclitic originates only with Hermann 1801: 96-101.) For one, simply because they
were not explicitly aware of a phenomenon does not entail its non-existence. Second, there is no reason for
modern insight to be restricted to their descriptive categories.

™ In earlier literature, article-noun pairings like this have simply been referred to as a “unit,” e.g. Dover
(1960: 16-17) and later Marshall (1987: 10). One failing of this description is that no motivation is offered
as to why some items should form “units” and others should not.
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(3.50) aploTiov : xa maolog : ovede-
[te]v i teL adevouon  amapyev
‘Ariston and Pasias dedicated to Athena the primal offering.’ IG T°702

While the function of these triple-punct markers remains somewhat opaque, it seems
reasonably secure that they indicate a prosodic division of some level. This phenomenon
is attested broadly among inscriptions (see Threatte 1980: 80). Note also in this
inscription that neither xot nor the article tel is separated from the subsequent word by
a division-marker; this is exactly what we expect as these forms are also thought to be
proclitic.

We also have evidence from Porson’s Bridge (here again I forgo translation, this time on
account of the corruption):

JH"H L H
(3.51) mxpdsc tav olpal v’ dyyeheivl tolg,zc0Ug Adyoug. Eur. Hel. 448

Since there is no reason to believe that colc here is enclitic, I interpret this line as
evidence of the proclitic status of the article (which is signaled by the subscript p).*
Lastly, evidence comes from assimilation of the final segment of the definite article to
the first segment of a following noun (see Sihler 1995: §239.6):

(3.52) tov tOAePOV — TOU TOAEUOV

The assimilation of v — u is a word-internal one; but here, given the close prosodic
relationship between the article and the noun, it is being carried out across a
(morphological) word boundary. A similar phenomenon is at perhaps work in cases like
inscriptional tothaxedoupoviolg < toig,shoxedoupoviolg (Sihler 1995: §239.6; for the phrase,
see IG V,1 1562 and IvO 252, two Elean inscriptions dated to the 6" c¢. BCE), with loss
of 6 in an intervocalic cluster ok (Sihler 1995: §227.2).*'

I should point out that this is not the standard treatment of these items. In many
languages exhibiting second-position effects, there is typically a class of (functional)
items that simply do not “count” for position: these are known as null-position elements
(see Garrett 1990: 33-34). The standard practice is simply to stipulate for a language
which items constitute null-position elements. We cannot do this for Greek, because, as
we will see in section 3.2, null-position elements are not always null: sometimes they do
not “count” in the calculation of second-position and at other times they do, and behave
as first-position hosts.

* Similar evidence is available for other proclitics, e.g. oix (Eur. Phoen. 401), o%9’ (Eur. Bacc. 187), and
&c¢ (Eur. Phoen. 1172).
1 The alternative would be to posit assimilation of > A followed by degemination of A.
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3.2 Autonomous Strings

In the vast majority of cases, a prosodic word will correspond either to a lexical word, or
to a lexical word plus clitics. In a small handful of cases, we actually find cases of two
lexical words behaving as though they were one;** that is, they have taken an
autonomous word-like status (for this process, which is often referred to as
lexicalization,” see Chafe 1994: 113; Brinton and Traugott 2005). As Devine and
Stephens (1994: 348-349) note, “Common syntagms become fixed phrases and fixed
phrases become lexical units.” As such, they serve as hosts of second-position clitics, and
do not permit clitics in their midst, as we see with the expression {oa npoc ioa (on which
see Dover 1961: 17); the segregation of talta is to be ignored for the moment:

(3.53) taUta pev o1 (loa=mpoc-loa),-cpL yevéoho.
‘These things, they were retribution for them.’ 1.2.6%

A similar phenomenon is found with the collocation of 6¢ and &v, which is typically split
by € to yield 6¢ 8’ &v (e.g. Hdt. 2.65.21), but occasionally the relative and the modal
particle have an autonomous unity and yield o6¢ &v 8¢ (e.g. Hdt. 1.138.5, 7.8.48). Devine
and Stephens (1994: 348-350) cite further examples, which they deduce on the basis of
resolutions; cf. also Hale (1987: 108-109) for cases of complex conjunctions in Avestan,
which are paralleled in Greek by e.g. téwt tpénwr (Hdt. 2.57.7). The topic of lexicalized
hosts is only a tangential one to the main arguments of this dissertation (as empirically
it does not occur that often), and will not concern us any further.

3.3 “Exceptions” to Wackernagel’s Law

Now that we have an adequate definition of first position, it is possible to state
explicitly what is and is not an exception an exception to Wackernagel’s Law. As
already stated above, cases of clause-initial sequences of proclitic+host--clitic are not
exceptions to “second” position placement because the host material constitutes one
prosodic word. I consider exceptions to Wackernagel’s Law to be cases of the following
sort (#+# marks a clause boundary):

FEzxceptions to Wackernagel’s Law
(3.54) ##w" w=cl.

What (3.54) says is that if the host of a second-position clitic is preceded by a minimum
of one prosodic word (there may be and certainly are cases where there is more than one

82 Tn Hittite, we have examples of two lexical words, e.g. a head noun and a dependent genitive noun,
forming one prosodic word: see Melchert (1998).

8 T avoid this term here because I do not want to raise the issue or make a claim about whether such
phrases are actually listed in the mental lexicon as one unit.

¥ We may be dealing with the same phenomenon at 1.215.11 where 00d¢ ydp 00delc may be coded as one
prosodic word, i.e. (008t yap oLdelc),-o¢L. (Other mss. read oUdE ydp 00¢, but the point would be the
same.)
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word), then it constitutes an exception to Wackernagel’s Law. In chapters three
through six, I explore three systematic patterns of exceptions and attempt to explain
why the second-position clitic shows up in an exceptional position. To anticipate I will
claim that in a case like (3.54) what we have prosodically is the following:

(3.55) #4(0"), (0=, ...),

The material responsible for the exceptional position of the clitic forms its own
intonational phrase (or more than one if you have enough material), and the host of the
second-position sits at the left edge of an intonational phrase. Prosodically, then, what
we find in (3.55) is no different from what we find in canonical cases, namely:

(3.56) #4(w=l. ...),

Thus, there is nothing exceptional about the position of the clitic in (3.55). Under this
analysis, the number of exceptions to Wackernagel’s dwindles to a mere handful.

Lastly, a word about clitic chains, that is, situations in which a prosodic word hosts
more than one clitic. I treat all of the clitics in the chain as in “second” position,
regardless of their internal order. The order of items within the clitic chain is an
understudied (and complex) topic about which little is known. An even less studied
topic is that of split enclisis, whereby second-position clitics are dispersed throughout a
sentence. This topic is mentioned in chapter five, but has not been systematically
investigated.

4 Variable Prosodic Coding

Thus far I have categorized lexical items statically as either proclitics, enclitics, or
prosodic words, which is the standard practice in the handbooks.* There is ample
evidence to impugn such a rigid classification, however: some items behave as proclitics
on one occasion and as full prosodic words on another. Take, for instance, the negative
ou(x). On some occasions it behaves as a prosodic word and hosts a clitic, as in the
following example:

(3.57) (o),=ce dnéoteihe Aptagpeévne péo neldecdou xal TAéely THL v EYd
XENEVW;
‘Did Artaphrenes not dispatch you to obey and to sail wherever I order?’
5.33.19

At other times, however, it appears as a proclitic and does not directly host a clitic:

¥ See e.g. the lists in Probert (2003). I think this categorical system is a by-product of the accentuation
system itself. For the vast majority of words either bear an accent or do not. Variable patterns such as
those exhibited by the pronouns or ei are marginal.
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(3.58) ...(0Ux,Gvaneloel), =putv petaBovieboacdou.
‘...he will not persuade him to change his mind.’ 1.156.4

The difference in prosodic behavior is reflected graphically: in (3.57), o¥ hosts a clitic
and is stressed, while in (3.58), o0x is neither stressed nor hosts the clitic.”

The alternation that oux exhibits between prosodic word and proclitic is often described
as follows: if a clitic follows the negative, it will be stressed, as in cases like (3.58). I
should make it clear that, while such a description is empirically true, it is backwards.
It is not the presence of the clitic that induces the accent on o¥(x), but rather that
o0(x) is stressed for pragmatic/semantic reasons, and its consequent prosodic body
makes it a licit clitic host. Broadly speaking, in counterexpectational, asseverative, and
clarificatory contexts one would expect stressed negatives. In (3.57), for example, the
negative is stressed because the speaker is asking for an answer about an event that he
was expecting to happen, but did not (i.e., a counterexpectational scenario). The
meaning can be expressed with stress in English: ‘Did Artaphrenes NOT dispatch you to
obey and to sail wherever I order?”® We will return to this topic in chapter four in
relation to the syntax-phonology interface.

This alternation in prosodic coding is not by any means limited to o0(x). The same
graphic variation is found on the conditional marker et; the verbs eiuyi and ¢@nul; the
adverb moté; the particle 8%; and the pronoun tiveg/tivéc. The clitic pronoun pe
perhaps alternated with a stressed yé as well as a prefixed éué, but the evidence for the
former is extraordinarily slight, and perhaps ultimately non-existent.* Even without
graphic indication, we know from metrical evidence that certain items can alternate
between full prosodic words and clitics.*”” It is thus not surprising to find clitics
sometimes hosted by relative pronouns, the definite article, and xof, and at other times
not (cf. Whaley 1997: 113 for the semantic effects reflected in the variable prosodic
coding of the). The variation of these items in relation to second-position clitics will be
presented more fully in chapter four.

Thus I assume that certain lexical items can have variable prosodic status. While I
have offered some evidence to suggest that the alternation may be

semantically /pragmatically-conditioned, more investigation on this front is needed,
which will not be undertaken here. It is also not clear how such items are to be handled

% We deduce its proclitic status also from its preservation of the word-final stop (-x#). Word-final stops
were lost across the board in Greek, but when oUx adhered (rightward) to its host, its velar stop was no
longer word final, and thus not subject to loss; see Sihler (1995: 227).

7 Alternatively, the negative will bear accentuation when it has clausal scope, and can be paraphrased (in
questions) with ‘is it not the case that...?’

* See e.g. Corp. Hipp., De morb. pop. 7.1.124.1. A TLG search for y¢ will bring up Eudoxus, Ars Astr.
col. 22 line 12, but this is an error for the numeric abbreviation pe’ (= 45).

¥ See Devine and Stephens (1994: 310). There are parallels in Latin and Hittite. For the former, see
Adams (1994a: 69); for the latter, see Melchert (1998). I have left out of this discussion another
complication, which is that otherwise proclitic words can be coded as intonational phrases. How one
distinguishes proclitic from intonational-phrase xof is not an easy matter. See chapter 00.
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at a theoretical level: are they prosodically underspecified, or are there two different
representations of the same item?

5 Clitic Polarity

The dynamic status of a clitic is not limited solely to its prosodic status: it extends also
to the direction of its association, that is, whether it incorporates to the left or the right.
All second-position clitics are almost universally described as enclitics. To my
knowledge, the only discussion of the ability of an enclitic to associate rightward is
Devine and Stephens (1994: 365-368), who have argued that &v and the pronominal
clitics can associate rightward. There are four types 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 the phenomenon 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 5.1 and 5.2,
respectively. In addition to these two diagnostics, post-caesural clitic placement
provides evidence for proclisis, which is discussed in section 5.3. Lastly, there is
occasional evidence for proclisis of the pronominal clitics from inscriptional punctuation,
which is cited amidst the metrical data. (The diagnostics are thus similar to those used
above in section 3.1 for diagnosing proclisis generally.)

The evidence below all suggests that the directionality of clisis may not be an inherent
property of individual clitics (as proposed by e.g. Klavans 1995: 98, and implicitly
asserted in the standard handbooks of Greek and Latin), but rather determined by a
process of language-specific operation Stray Adjunction (so Anderson 1992: 203). What
this means is that clitics would simply be regarded as sub-prosodic word orphan
elements that need to be incorporated into higher-order prosodic constituents. How
clitics were incorporated would vary from language to language and possibly even from
clitic to clitic. Booij (1996: 233) has taken this line of reasoning further to suggest that
there is no absolute parameter within a language (e.g. ‘associate leftward’): rather there
is a preferred direction of association, but the alternate direction is also a possibility
under certain prosodic circumstances; he explores Dutch data of this sort in Booij (2006:
233-238). While I cannot present a complete analysis here, I believe that the
explanation for the Greek data should lie somewhere in this direction. As I note below
in section 5.2, in cases of reverse polarity, it is not as if we are dealing with two
different lexical items, i.e. a enclitic and a proclitic one. Rather, enclisis is the rule,
while proclisis is induced only under certain prosodic conditions. What those prosodic
conditions are exactly remains to be worked out.

The moral of this discussion is that, while nearly every scholar assumes that clitics have
static directionality, the actual data are more complicated, as there is strong evidence to
suggest proclisis in some cases. While I am well aware of these complications, I too will
assume throughout this dissertation that the clitics under investigation are in fact
enclitics, and stably so. This assumption may lead me astray at times, but given the
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difficulties of detecting rightward-association of otherwise enclitics, I see no other viable
methodological path.”

5.1 Resolution-Bridges and Proclisis

The evidence for the claim that &v can associate rightward comes primarily from
metrical texts, as in the following (‘~’ marks a resolution-bridge):

H H LH/H| L°L LH/,HHLH/,
(3.59) &AL’ oLy Ouoiwe | &v,=0,20c0¢ TNy ExoL
‘But not the same way would god have honor.’ Eur. Bacc. 192

Prima facie, such a parsing seems odd: after all, this looks like a canonical second-
position case with &v hosted by the first prosodic word (&\\’z00y= being proclitic). This
alternative parsing would assume a medial caesura as follows:

/JH L|L LH/,
(3.60) &AN" oby opoiwe=8v | 6=0ed¢ Tiuny €yot

The difference between them comes down to where one posits the caesura. In (3.59),
the caesura falls after the fifth foot, where it most commonly falls. In (3.60), we have a
medial caesura: it is widely accepted, for Euripides at least, that medial caesura only
occurs in elided environments.

The motivation for the analysis in (3.59) comes from a constraint on resolution, which
occurs above in the sixth syllable, where two light syllables (&v and 6) occupy a heavy
position.”” Resolved heavy syllables are subject to resolution bridges, which means that
there should be no (prosodic) word boundary between the two light syllables.”” Under
the analysis in (3.59), (&v=6=0e0¢),, all form one prosodic word. In (3.60), however, the
resolved light syllables would be split between two prosodic words with an intervening
caesura: (opolwec=av), | (6=0e0¢),,.

% And I would also add that the existence of rightward-associating enclitics does not present a challenge
to the prosody-dominant model of clitic distribution presented in chapters four and five: for the clitic is
still selecting a host that occupies the edge of an intonational phrase. The only difference is the direction
of association.

' Miiller (1866); Descroix (1931: 164-167, 187-193); Dodds 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; (3.59) also illustrates the more common sub-
type (also known as Zielinski’s seventh law) 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 Eur., and six in the fragmentary ones.
What is unexpected about (3.59) is the nature of the elements in the resolved positions, not the
resolution-type itself. For often what one finds in this type of resolution is the definite article followed by
név, 3¢, or te: in (3.59) we have &v where we would otherwise expect the definite article and the definite
article where we would otherwise expect uév, 8¢, or te.

92 See also Soph. Fr. 739.1 Radst.
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It is possible that further evidence for the proclisis of &v can be obtained from comedy,
as in the following examples:

H L'LLH/H|H L LL/L HLH
(3.61) oUx,=&v amodoiny | 0Ud’ =&V, 030AoV 0UBEV(
‘I wouldn’t give even an obol to anyone’ Ar., Nub. 1250

H LLLH/H| LLLH/LH L H/
(3.62) ot =& Endvew pev | IpoZevidng o Kopmaoeig
‘...so that on top Proxenides the braggart...’ Ar., Av. 1126

In (3.61), (00x,=av, dnodoinv), possibly forms one prosodic word, as does
(008°,8v,=6B0h0V),,. Likewise in (3.62), we may have (&Hot’,=4v, £mdve),,. Evidence from
comic trimeters is not as probative, however, as in this genre the “looser” style does not
so rigorously obey resolution bridges.

There is evidence also for proclitic personal pronouns, as in the following example where
i and pe cohere with dndyeode (see also Soph. Phil. 501):

/LI L"LLH/
(3.63) xol VOV Tl &yete; | Tl =’ sandyeoie; Tob ydptv;
‘And now—why do you take me? Why are you leading me away?
For what?’ Soph. Phil. 1029

Occasionally inscriptional punctuation also suggests proclisis of pronominal clitics (cf.
IG T°699):

(3.64) 2 dexatev : adevaron @ TOALOYOL
1 Mlepoxhedec : wavedexey @ yYAauxLo
‘Hierokleides (son of) Glaukios dedicated me, as a tithe,
to Athena Poliokos (city guardian).’ IG T°775

The triple-punct marker appears to mark off prosodic words. If this is in fact the case,
then we can conclude that y’ is associating rightward with its host, avedexev.”

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 6¢ to
associate rightward (in section 4.3, I present evidence for the rightward association of
uév and vdp, as well). It comes not from Porson’s Bridge, but rather resolution bridges:

% The presence of nu-ephelkustikon in avedexev is entirely mysterious. Its presence would suggest a
strong prosodic break between this form and yhauxto. But why such a break should occur here, and
whether this has anything to do with the rightward association of pe are not clear.
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L L"LL H/H|
(3.65) t0-86&-théov, MhOov AugLdped Ye Tpog Blav.
‘What is more, I went in spite of Amphiaereus.’ Eur. Supp. 158

The resolution bridge between 6¢ and mA¢ov makes it clear that prosodically they belong
to the same word. Presumably 16 also belongs to this prosodic word, and the proclisis
of 0¢ is in fact triggered by the definite article.

I raise this issue with 6¢ because I want to make it clear that in a sequence like the
following, I consider ogu to be in canonical second position:

(3.66) N=0e-ITudin-cepu ypdt Tdde.
‘The Pythia prophesies to them the following.’ 1.66.8

I adopt this analysis under the assumption that (#=0¢-IIudin), forms one prosodic
word.” It is possible for the definite article to be coded as a prosodic word; if it were so
coded in (3.66), then we would expect the sequence N=6¢-c@u IIudin. It is not clear to me
why 8¢ in (3.66) is put in a position where it undergoes proclisis, but ot is not. This
may have to do with the different selectional requirements of the clitics (e.g. 8¢ selects
for a host at the left edge of the utterance or a prosodic word). Alternatively, it may be
the case that 8¢ is more labile in its ability to undergo proclisis.

5.1.1 Violation of Resolution-Bridges?

One objection to the analysis in the preceding section is the suggestion that it is in fact
possible to violate resolution-bridges. Dodds, for instance, seems to think that it is not
much of a problem, and observes, as others do, that Euripides in his later plays
composes under a looser set of metrical constraints compared to earlier tragedians. He
cites the following example as a case of a violated bridge-resolution:

HL LL|H
(3.67) 00de mdboc | 0UdE Eupgopd YeRhatoc
‘no suffering, nor divinely imposed accident’ Eur. Or. 2

The two light syllables of H L L of o0de ndoc exhibit resolution and yet, according to
Dodds, belong to two different words. But the proclitic behavior of 006¢ is
unquestionable, and there is thus no bridge violation here, as we are dealing with one
prosodic word, i.e. (oUde=ndvoc),. Further examples cited by Miiller (1866), Zielinski
(1925), Descroix (1931: 164-167, 187-193), and West (1982: 86) can be handled by the
same analysis, that is by treating the resolved material as belonging to a prosodic word.

% Abgayani and Golston (forthcoming) have used cases like this to argue that clitic placement in Greek
cannot in fact be prosodically conditioned. Their claim that 6 is prosodically insufficient to host a clitic
like 8¢ (they specifically mention ydp) is only true in cases where 6 is in fact proclitic. They do not
consider the possibility that 6 (or other forms of the definite article) can be coded as prosodic words.
Moreover, they reveal no awareness of the possibility of induced proclisis.
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The “looseness” of later Euripidean composition may lie in allowing both prosodic and
lexical words at bridges, as opposed to just the latter. The bridge-constraint is thus
prosodically real and a reliable indicator of proclisis.

5.1.2 A Quirk

This analysis of (3.59) above is complicated by the following possibility, namely that
Euripides could have cast the line as follows:

H H LH/H|L LLH /HHLH/
3.68) GAN’ oy opolwe | 6:0edc=av TNy €yol
X OW MV €Y

Composed thus, the bridge-violation vanishes and &v behaves as an enclitic just as we
expect it to. Given the possibility of (3.68) it is hard to see why Euripides preferred
(3.59). I can suggest two possible motivations for the avoidance of the prosodic
structure in (3.68). The first is that there may have been a preference for clitics in
resolved environments. Two clitics may have been durationally the shortest possible
sequence, and perhaps their total duration was closer to that of an integral heavy
syllable than two non-clitic resolved syllables. Alternatively, but along the same lines,
there may have been a dispreference for resolving across a morphological boundary (as
the resolution would have fallen between the article and the first syllable of the noun),
even though 6-0g0¢ behaves as one prosodic word.

5.2 Porson’s Bridge and Proclisis

Porson’s Bridge serves as a similar diagnostic for rightward association of enclitic items,
as in the following example (for further examples, see Devine and Stephens 1994: 368):

/JH"H LH/
(3.69) xehouvoypwe 68 TIAMETAL ROV =xapEdia.
‘My darkened heart trembles.’

As noted above, Porson’s Bridge forbids a (prosodic) word-break between the first and
second syllables of the third metron, when the first syllable is heavy, as the possessive
wou is here.” Thus we conclude that pou associates rightward with its host xopdla.

While Devine and Stephens (1994: 365-368) do not mention pév in their discussion of
clitic directionality, it too can associate rightward, as Porson’s Bridge again shows:

JH~HLH/
(3.70) Mueic Toold’ Euuey, | OC, eV, 00l BOXEL,
pépot...

% In tragedy and Archilochus, Semonides, and Solon, lexical monosyllables (i.e., monosyllabic content
words) never occupy the third anceps: so Devine and Stephens (1984: 6).
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‘I was born like this, as you think,
a fool...’ Soph. OT 435-436

Here pév associates rightward and incorporates with col to form pyév-col. Rightward
association is also possible with ydp,” as we see in the following example:

/) H'H L H
(3.71) Yjpou T6d’; oioypov Y’ Elmag. | 0V, =Y &E, VOV dxur;
‘Are you asking this? You've said a shameful thing.
For is it not the critical 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 (3.70) and (3.71) the reason for the
change in directionality seems reasonably clear. For in both of these examples the
enclitic is positioned between a proclitic (on the left) and an orthotonic item (on the
right); *® for proclisis of &¢ note its appearance at Porson’s Bridge at Eur. Phoen. 1172.
This environment poses a problem for the leftward association: the enclitic cannot take
a host on its left, as proclitics are not licit hosts for enclitics. To repair the situation, its
polarity is reversed, so that it can associate rightward together with the proclitic.”” In
situations like (3.70)-(3.71), rightward association is a decidedly local phenomenon
brought on by the environment surrounding an enclitic. This is exactly what we should
expect, given that we do not find true proclitic behavior of yév and ydp elsewhere (e.g.
clause- or line-initial placement).

5.3 Post-Caesural Clitic Placement

% There is no evidence for the rightward association of 3¢ from Porson’s Bridge, but I believe that this
gap is accidental. For 8¢ to scan heavy and thus be under Porson’s Law, it needs to be followed by a word
beginning with an initial consonant cluster. 8¢ is found before word-initial mute+liquid clusters (e.g. Eur.
Supp. 747), but these do not “make position” as they syllabify together as an onset, as opposed to being
split between the coda of the preceding word (in this case 8¢) and the onset.

9 It may be the case that o0 in this example is not proclitic, but and bears greater pragmatic and
prosodic prominence. One possibility is the coding o) y&g,=viv dxur, according to which yde would still
be proclitic, but proclisis would not be induced by a preceding proclitic (i.e., in this case o), as we have
in (3.70). If this is correct, it is not clear why ydp is associating rightward. Another possibility is that ydp
is actually enclitic, and the phrase is coded oV=y&p vOv dxur. This violates Porson’s Bridge, however, and
so the question would be whether or not one accepts such a violation.

% NB, however, Eur. Andr. 230, where the word preceding ydp, xox@v, is not a proclitic.

9 Another possible solution would be for the enclitic to become orthotonic, in which case it would not
require a host from either side. I presume that a change in prosodic status (from enclitic to orthotonic
word) is a more costly solution than a change in directionality.
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The final way of diagnosing proclisis is through post-caesural clitic placement, as we
have with oot in the following example (for further examples see Devine and Stephens
1994: 365-368):

HH LH/H HLH/LHLL
(3.72) obtol xapolual | oot Aéyouca tayodd
‘Indeed I will not tire of telling you the good things’ Aesch. Eum. 881

The pronoun cot 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
(3.72). The pronoun cannot be orthotonic because it never stands in clause- or verse-
initial position. The only possibility left is that the clitic is thus proclitic, and associates
rightward with its host Aéyouca.'” If one accepts proclisis in cases like (3.72), then the
existence of post-caesural enclitics, which has been posited in the literature (Descroix
1931: 284-287; West 1980: 83) vanishes.

While I by and large agree that we can use postcaesural positioning to diagnose
proclisis, I consider this evidence inferior to that from resolution bridges. My
reservation stems from the difficulty of ruling out alternative parsings of a metrical line.
With (3.72), for instance, how do we know that we do not have a caesural break after
the second position:

HH LH/MH H LH/L HLL
(3.73) obtot | xopobpaizcou (|) Aéyovoa tdyodd
‘Indeed I will not tire of telling you the good things’ Aesch. Eum. 881

In addition to a caesura after oltot, we might possibly have a second one just before
Aéyouoa, which I have put in parentheses. A caesura after oltol is not hard to imagine
especially in light of its emphatic/confirmatory force.

Devine and Stephens motivate their claim by arguing that rightward association 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 (3.73),
ool is governed by Aéyouoa, and this, according to Devine and Stephens, is what induces
the rightward association; (3.59) would also fall into this category. Such a mechanism is
not unlike that suggested above for (3.70)-(3.71) in that proclisis is a contextually-
induced phenomenon: but rather than being motivated by the push of a preceding
proclitic, rightward association for cases like (3.73) would be induced by the pull of a
governing syntactic element. This “pull” is only minimal, however: for apparently it can

100 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: 766) advance Aesch. Cho. 766 as an example of this
phenomenon, and seem to believe that it can only happen when the pronoun bears a thematic relationship
with words in either caesural group of the line. Ambiclisis is so poorly understood, however, that T will
not consider this possibility any further.

66



only alter the polarity of a clitic, and not its actual position. While this is an intuitive
idea, enclitics in postcaesural position are not always governed by an element in that
same caesural group. In fact, in Devine and Stephens’ sample (see 1994: 367), 73.53% of
postcaesural clitics cohere with an element in the right caesural group (while 26.47%
cohere to the left). The correlation appears to be significant, but is at the same time
clearly not a necessary condition to induce proclisis. Furthermore, when we are dealing
with discourse particles, and not pronominal clitics, it is not as easy to identify a
governing syntactic element, as with ydp in the following example:

(3.74) Ayauéuvovog pev | Yae,sTiyag ATLOTAUNY
‘For I learned the fate of Agamemnon’ Eur. Or. 360

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

5.4 Clause-initial &v in Prose

As noted above, without the aid of metrical diagnostics, it is generally very difficult (if
not impossible) to ascertain when a clausal clitic like &v or a pronoun is proclitic. In
Herodotus, I am aware of no such cases, although at the same time I cannot rule out the
possibility. In other authors there is clearer evidence of proclisis as we find, for
example, clause-initial &v in Demosthenes (from Smyth §1764):

(3.75) tl obv, &v=tic elnot, Tabta Aéyelg NIy vOv;
‘Why then, one would say, do you tell us these things now?’ Dem. 1.14

This sentence raises a host of issues, which cannot be given their full due here. The first
question is what prosodic status &v has here: is it a full lexical word hosting tic; is it
proclitic, i.e. &v,=tic,=lnol; or is it actually enclitic with no intonational phrase break
between the matrix and parenthetic clauses, i.e. tizoUv=&v=Tic elmot...?""

If one were to assume the first two of these analyses, it would not be clear why &v shows
up clause-initially, but I will mention two possibilities. The first is that the modal
particle &v, which we have here, is starting to pattern after the protasis marker &v (<
ei=&v), which is of course routinely found clause-initially (and coded as both a proclitic
and full prosodic word). Another possibility, which I find even less likely, is that there
developed an emphatic version of &v that was not clitic but rather a prosodic word.

Just as there are clitic and emphatic versions of personal pronouns, so the same may
have been the case for &v. One immediate problem that such an analysis would face is
that there is no discernible emphasis in (3.75)—i.e., it does not appear that the
parenthetic clause should be rendered ‘one WOULD say.’ Lastly, it should be noted that

! For similar phenomena, cf. Mastronarde (1993) ad Phoen. 557 and Barrett (1964) ad Hipp. 1154-1155.
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this phenomenon of clause-initial &v is not, to my knowledge, paralleled among the
pronominal clitics.

Potentially relevant to this discussion of clause-initial &v is it equation with Latin and
Gothic an (see the discussion above). Neither the Latin nor Gothic form is enclitic, and,
if anything, both are proclitics. They thus line up very nicely with (3.75). The problem
is that under this analysis (3.75) would be, on the one hand, an extremely archaic
pattern, and, on the other, one that is not attested until Demosthenes—a contrast that
strains credulity in my opinion. I suppose it is possible that Latin and Gothic are the
innovators here, but I am inclined to doubt this: if all three tokens are reflexes of a word
meaning ‘or,” then you do not expect an enclitic (although of course there are such
cases, e.g. Skt. va). Ultimately, I think the question to ask is how enclitic &v in the
course of the fourth century starts to pattern either as a proclitic or as a full prosodic
word.

6 Summing Up

In the preceding sections, I have argued that all clause-level second-position items
belong to the category clitic, and that the distinction between clitic and postpositive can
be laid to rest as unnecessary. I motivated the appearance of graphic accents on certain
clitics with reference to style of clitic incorporation. Lastly, I argued that some clitics,
contrary to earlier accounts, exhibit dynamic prosodic behavior, both in their ability to
behave as clitics and full prosodic words, as well as in their ability to associate leftward
or rightward.
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Chapter 4

A Prosody-Dominant Model of Clausal-Clitic Distribution

In the previous chapter, I surveyed a range of literature on Wackernagel’s Law over the
past century. One of the primary goals of this scholarship has been to induce a
generalization that will capture the attested patterns of clitic distribution in Greek.

This has led to a debate over whether the domain of second-position clisis is syntactic or
prosodic (see Boskovi¢ 2001: 7-96 for a detailed review of the approaches taken with
second-position clisis in Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian), that is, whether clausal clitics are
positioned second within a syntactic domain, or second within a prosodic domain.

While I will argue in this and the next chapter for a prosodic generalization, I want to
stress the point that the distribution of second-position clitics (in Greek at any rate)
results from the interaction of both syntax and prosody. Any attempt to derive second-
position patterns without reference to both syntactic and prosodic domains will fail. A
syntactic account needs to make reference to prosody because a clausal clitic falls second
after the first prosodic word (see on this point Halpern 1995). A prosodic account needs
to make reference to syntax because clausal clitics do not select indiscriminately for an
intonational phrase—they select for a particular intonational phrase within their
sentence, which is a syntactic, and not a prosodic, constituent. Thus any adequate
generalization will have to be two-tiered.

As I see it, then, the debate is not about whether a syntactic generalization or a
prosodic generalization is a better fit for the data, but rather which of the two is
dominant, and how exactly they interact to produce the attested distributional patterns.
It is for this reason that I refer to my own analysis as prosody-dominant'® in contrast to
the syntax-dominant models that I will critique below. Furthermore, it may not be the
case that the entire system of Greek clitics obeys either a prosody-dominant or a syntax-
dominant generalization. Given the richness and diversity of clitic behavior, especially
within fifth-century Greek, it may well be that speakers have sub-generalizations for
certain sets of clitics (or even individual clitics), some of which may be prosodic and

12 For other prosody-dominant accounts of second-position clitics, see Aissen (1992) on Tzotzil and
Jakaltek; Radanovié-Kocié¢ (1996) and Boskovi¢ (2001) on Serbo-Croatian, although theoretically his
account differs considerably from that argued for here; Chung (2003) on Chamorro; Hock (1992) and
(1996) on Sanskrit; Janse (1993) and Taylor (1996) on Ancient Greek. Fraser (2001) belongs in this
category as well, even though he does not offer an explicit prosodic model. While Devine and Stephens
(1994) do not set out to offer a coherent prosodic model of clitic placement, some of their comments lie in
this direction, e.g. (1994: 422): “In Greek...certain structures can remain outside the domain over which
second position is computed and consequently may be interpreted as separate major phrases...” For a
prosodic account of Germanic V2 phenomena, see Dewey (2006). For a morphological account of the
distribution of second-position clitics, see Anderson (2005: 107-126).
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some of which may be syntactic. Thus the binary question of “syntax versus prosody”
may well be fundamentally misguided. While I think such a split-system could exist in
Greek, it is not yet possible to propose such an account, as the distributional patterns of
clitics across the language have not yet been sufficiently investigated.

In this chapter,"” I argue that the following generalization offers the broadest empirical
coverage of clitic distribution in fifth-century Greek:'"*

Distributional Generalization of Clausal Clitics

(4.1) Clausal clitics select a host at the left edge of an intonational phrase.
Canonically, this is the left edge of the leftmost intonational phrase
excluding any preposed material (i.e., embracing the left edge of TP).

In plainer terms, (4.1) says essentially that a clausal clitic is hosted at the left edge of
the first intonational phrase in the clause in which it is selected. It is designed to bar
the clitic from appearing in pragmatically-marked supra-CP (= complement phrase)
domains. As we will see below, however, it does not rule out the possibility that the
clitic could surface higher than CP.

I begin in section one by offering a brief overview of Greek syntax, and a proposal for
the architecture of the left periphery. I also include here the assumptions that I rely on
about the mapping from syntax to phonology. In section two, I present the predictions
made by (4.1) and a prosody-dominant analysis, and adduce data that bear out these
predictions. In section three, I examine more closely the predictions of a syntax-
dominant account, including the principle of “phonology-free syntax.” In section four, I
present an alternation that affects dative pronominal clitics, and which could be a case
of syntactically-conditioned clitic distribution. Section five brings the chapter to a close
with concluding remarks.

1 Greek Syntax: Overview and Assumptions

Despite the rich philological literature on Greek syntax and word order, there remains a
great deal that is unknown and underinvestigated. Regarding the organization of the
clause, the bulk of the pre-generative literature focused on the surface order of the
categories subject, object, and verb; for a summary of some of this research see Dik
(1995: 259-281). In spite of the attention devoted to this question, whether or not
archaic and classical Greek should be classified as verb-final or verb-medial remains

1% Some of the arguments in this chapter and the next differ from what was presented in Goldstein
(2008b), (2008c), and (2009). Any discrepancies are to be resolved in favor of the present account.

104 This generalization is meant only to encompass the behavior of &v and the pronominal clitics
(excluding possessor clitics). If this generalization underlies the entire system of clitic distribution in fifth-
century Greek, then I would expect that other clitics would select for other prosodic domains based on
their semantic scope. For instance, a particle like ydp one would predict to select for a higher domain,
namely the utterance; and the particle ye to select for a smaller domain, either the prosodic word or
phrase.
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disputed (verb-final: Kithner-Gerth I1.594-596, Devine and Stephens 1994: 382; verb-
medial: Kieckers 1911, Meier-Briigger 1992: 1.112; uncertain: Delbriick 1879: 154; see
further Dover 1960, Cervin 1990 [non vidi]). Among the archaic Indo-European
languages, Greek is unique in this aspect: Latin (Bauer 1995; Frischer et al. 1999),
Hittite (Luraghi 1990; Hoffner and Melchert 2008: 406), and Vedic Sanskrit (Delbriick
1888) all seem to have a basic verb-final configuration. As a result, the general
consensus is that PIE itself was a verb-final language (Delbriick 1879: 154-155; Lehmann
1974; Lehmann 1993; Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995; Clackson 2007: 165-171 offers a
balanced discussion of the issue; Friedrich 1975 stands out for his reconstruction of a
basic SVO order). It is perhaps the case that the situation in Homeric and Classical
Greek represents a transitional stage in which the basic verb-final configuration is being
lost.

The inability to discover a basic word order for Greek, combined with its propensity for
discontinuous constituents, has led many to describe the word order as “free,”” and
some to conclude that it is in fact a non-configurational language (on this term, see
Chomsky 1981 and K. Hale 1983). While Greek word order seems especially “free,”
especially in comparison with a language like English, this freedom is not unbounded; so
Schwyzer (1950: 691): “Auch die griechische Freiheit der Wortfolge ist nicht
unbegrenzt.”” In particular, the following words exhibit a strong tendency to show up
clause-initially:

Clause-initial Items

(4.2) Interrogative pronouns: tic, T
Relative pronouns: 6¢, ¥}, 6
Clausal conjunctions: xai, ¥
Complementizers: @¢, va, ete.

Clausal negation: o0 (x),"" p#

It was regularities of this sort that led Mark Hale (1987) to treat Sanskrit and Avestan
as configurational languages, and to posit processes such as wh-movement.

I remain agnostic as to how we are to interpret the regularities in (4.2). While it would
be hard to deny that their position is due to syntactic configuration (and furthermore I
cannot see why one would want to), I am not sure if we can conclude from this evidence

1% Denniston (1952: 8) takes this viewpoint to an extreme: “Except in its cruder forms, Greek word-order
cannot be analyzed.” This attitude is to be rejected wholesale.

1% Tt is becoming increasingly clear that “free” should be replaced with “pragmatically-conditioned”: see
chapters six and seven for evidence in this direction. If this is correct, then Greek word is no more “free”
than English; Devine and Stephens (2006: 83) make this point for Latin. The difference is instead one of
consequences: with English, deviations from a canonical order can often lead to an ungrammatical
sentence; by contrast, with Greek, deviation from a canonical order (if that is even an appropriate term)
will lead to a difference in meaning. But this difference is hardly a case of more versus less “freedom.”
What we would have in Greek is a configurational system based on grammaticalized pragmatic (or
informational) categories, and not on syntactic category or grammatical relation.

97 See section five of the Appendix for examples of preposed phrases diagnosed with ov(x).
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that the entire language was in fact configurational. That is, I am willing to leave open
the possibility that configurationality is not categorical, but gradient, and therefore that
different languages could exhibit different degrees of configurationality.

As far as syntactic structure goes, I assume CP and TP /IP layers for Greek, though I
am not strongly committed to the existence of the latter. The most relevant area of
syntactic structure for my investigation is the left periphery, for which I propose the
following:'"®

(43) [TopP [CP [FocP [TP

Regarding TopP, I need to clarify that I do not think there is a specific functional
projection above CP. Rather, I think that strong topics (the pragmatics of which are
laid out in chapter six) can adjoin to CP. As such, a more accurate syntactic
representation would be [¢p [cp [poep [1p, DUt this has the disadvantage of obscuring the
functional nature of the supra-CP layer. My reason for this is that there is not just one
TopP “slot”: on the contrary, it seems possible, at least in theory, to adjoin any number
of constituents to CP. This is decidedly not the case with strong-focus material (which
is discussed in chapter seven), as the Herodotean data suggest that there is only one
such layer. Strong-topic (i.e., TopP) phrases differ from strong-focus (i.e., FocP) ones
also in that they can adjoin underneath CP (with a configuration [cp [ropp [rocp), €Ven
though they canonically adjoin above this layer (see 4.27 below for an example). Cf.
Rizzi (1997) on these points.

The configuration in (4.3) is not one that has been proposed for Greek before, and
differs from most other accounts of the left periphery in archaic Indo-European (for
proposals that involve only one preposing slot, see Keydana 2009; Hale 2008). In
section 1.2, I present the data and arguments for (4.3), as well as spell out how this
structure is prosodically coded.

1.1 Mapping from Syntax to Prosody

If there is any topic more neglected than Greek syntax, it is the syntax-phonology
interface. As far as prose is concerned, I will be working with essentially only one
assumption about the mapping between syntax and phonology, and that is that the left
edge of the leftmost prosodic word of a clause, excluding preposed material, will align
with the left edge of an intonational phrase (cf. Selkirk 1986, 2005). This will
canonically mean that the left edge of the prosodic word occupying Spec-CP will align
with the left edge of an intonational phrase, but this need not always be the case (as we
see below with example 4.9).

108 Tt is perhaps possible that the layer I have identified as TP should be instead a grammaticalized
pragmatic category (corresponding to some type of given information), but this possibility will not be
considered any further here.
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The following biclausal sentence offers a basic illustration of the mapping between
syntax and phonology:

(4.4) emnyyélovto é¢ Ty Xiov toiot Hatool dxwe=av oniow dnéidolev.
‘They sent an order to Chios for the Paionians, that they come back.’
5.98.21

It is comprised of a matrix clause (énnyyéhovto éc v Xiov tolol Ilafoot), and an
embedded clause (6xwc av 6nicw danéidoiev), for which I assume the following gross
syntactic structure:

(4.5) [cp EnnyyérovTo éc TV Xiov Toiot ITadoot [¢p xwe=ay oniow dnéldoiey|.

Under our assumption about the mapping between syntax and phonology, this will yield
the following prosodic coding:

(4.6) (Ennyyélovto éc v Xiov toiot Hafoat), (Gxwe=av oniow dnéidoley),.

The two left edges of CP provide us with the two left edges of the intonational phrases,
and the sentence-final right edge of CP provides us with the final right edge of the
intonationational phrase. The intonational-phrase boundary at the juncture of the two
clauses I assume to be induced by the left edge of the intonational phrase at the onset of
the embedded clause. But, as will be clear throughout this dissertation, it is not always
clear where the right edge of intonational phrases is, as there are fewer diagnostics for
this side of the prosodic unit. Examples (4.5) and (4.6) also illustrate a fundamental
difference between syntactic and prosodic structure: the former is hierarchical and
involves nesting, while the latter is one of abutting.

I further assume that (4.7) as a whole is coded as an utterance:
(4.7) ((Emnyyérovto éc v Xiov toiot Haiool), (6xwe=av omicw dnérdoley),),.

It is possible for an intonational phrase and utterance to be isomorphic, as in the
following root clause:

(4.8) ((Kpoloog=0é=puLv éxdinee.),),
‘Croesus purified him.’ 1.35.6

In cases of clausal conjunctions that occupy a layer of syntax above CP, I assume that
the left edge of the conjunction aligns with the left edge of an intonational phrase, as in
the following example:

(4.9) xoi-cpeag o 00delC Exdhee, Extpénovion En’ AUNvéwy.
‘And since no one invited them, they turned toward Athens.’

6.34.10
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Syntactic Representation
(4.10) [conp xvizoERS [[cp O 0UOELC Exdhee], ExToémovTon En’ Adnvéwy.||

Prosodic Coding
(4.11) (xoi-cpeag o 00delC Exdhee),, Exteénovton €n’ AUNVvEwy.

Here we have a deviation from the canonical situation in which the left edge of CP is
coded as the left edge of an intonational phrase; rather the higher layer, ConjP, aligns
with the left edge of an intonational phrase.'” In this case, I do not believe that there
was also an intonational phrase break to the left of d&¢, but this could certainly be a
possibility in other cases.

As the most important prosodic constituent for this investigation is the intonational
phrase, this is the unit that I will be most concerned with; utterances and other prosodic
domains will only rarely be indicated. The mapping between syntax and prosody as
pertains to preposed phrases is discussed below in section 1.2.4.

1.2 The Architecture of the Left Periphery

As noted above, there has been debate in the Greek literature about the structure of the
left periphery, that is, how many functional layers to recognize, and where exactly they
are to be located with respect to CP. In this section I first flesh out (4.3), and then
note earlier efforts.

The template in (4.3) is based on the following observations about what exactly
precedes the host of a clausal clitic:

(4.12) a. There is apparently no restriction on the number of strong-topic
constituents that can precede the host of a clausal clitic.

B. Strong-topic constituents (generally) occupy a layer of syntax
above CP.

v. Strong-focus material occupies a layer of syntax beneath CP.
1.2.1 The Number of Strong Topics

Typically, if there is going to be an adjoined strong topic, there will be only one, as in
the following example (for further examples, see chapter six):

(4.13) [popp NUES [cp 0OX=EV Buvaiuea oixéery YeTd TGV UUETEREWY YUVALXEV.
‘We, however, would not be able to live with your women.’ 4.114.10

% One could argue that the syntactic representation here is inaccurate and that the conjunction actually
occupies Spec-CP, in which case we would have a canonical mapping between syntax and prosody.
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This certainly need not be the case, however, as we see from examples like the following,
where we find multiple preposed strong topics:

(4.14) [popp pETU 88 AVTUC [1opp GO ThiC deXdTNG €C ERSOUNY [cp dANOUC=OL TEEOV
oloytAloug xatd Tac Niviewv xaleouévac TOAAC.
‘And then after this, from the tenth to the seventh, station for me two
thousand more at the gates they call Ninevite.’ 3.155.24

(4.15) ¢ 8¢ amo deinvou €yivovto, ol uvnotiiees €pLv €lyov duel te pouoxi
X0l TEL ANEYOUEVWL € TO PEGOV. [p,,p TEOLOUONG BE THiG TOGLOC [14,p HATEY GV
TOAMOY TOUS GANOUC [1opp O Tnmoxheidng [rp Exéleucé=ol TOV adAnThY
aOAfijoon Epueheiny.
‘When they were done with dinner, the suitors held a competition in music
and public speaking. While the drinking was progressing, Hippokleides,
who was well in the lead of the others, told the piper to play a dance tune
for him.’ 6.129.8

In (4.14), we have two adjoined non-argument phrases, namely petda 6¢ altic and &no
Tiic Sexdtng éc eBS6unv. In (4.15), we again have two adjoined non-argument phrases,
Tpotolong o Tfic téolog and xatéywv ToAAOY ToLg dAhoug, and one preposed argument,
o ‘Inmoxieldne. One might suppose on the basis of this latter example that one can have
an unlimited number of non-argument preposed phrases, but only one preposed
argument phrase. This is not the case, as the following example shows:'"

(4.16) %ol 6 pev talta EreYe, ol 8¢ mdpedpot elnay Uohafoviec: EOAve, [xp Tadtny
Sy [xp Aol Wit [xp THC EXTUPADOLOC [1p EXTIVOUG{=TOL XA
YEOTPOTLA TA YEVOUEVAL.

‘And he [= Euenios]| said these things, and the ones sitting beside him said
in response: Euenios, this restitution, the Apollonians, for the blinding,
pay to you according to the oracle.’ 9.94.15"

Thus for strong-topic preposing, I conclude that there is no ordained upper limit on the
number of preposed phrases.

10 T am not sure about the pragmatic value of the preposed constituents here so I have labeled them
anonymously with ‘XP’: see chapter seven for further discussion of this sentence.

! This example is, to be sure, unique, and therefore one should not build an analysis on such tenuous
data. I realize also that tot here could, for some reason, be selecting for the verb as its host, and not in
any sort of defensible “second” position.
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1.2.2 Strong Topics Are Positioned Above CP'"

Strong topics occupy a position above CP. Following Hale (1987), we can establish this
for Greek on the basis of wh-words and complementizers. As noted above, wh-words
canonically occur in sentence-initial position, as illustrated in the following example:

(4.17) & ITépoan, [cp Ticz8v=por ToUTO LpéwV LTOOTAC ETULTEAECELE GOPINL Xal
un Bin te xod ouihe;
‘O Persians, who of you would get this done for me with wisdom
and not a violent gang (lit. ‘both violence and a gang’)? 3.127.11

I assume that tic here occupies Spec-CP, which is a standard assumption regarding the
syntactic location of wh-words.

On the basis of this assumption, we can then diagnose material preceding wh-words as
occupying a supra-CP layer of syntax, as in the following cases (for further examples,
see Thomson 1939 and Dik 2007: 136-167'"):

(4.18) [popp TO OE Pijuct [cp Tlzo0L YEROLHOV EoTOU][;
‘The rostrum, what use will you have for it?’ Ar., Fccl. 677

I assume that 16 8¢ Bfjua is above CP, and not that t{ is occupying a position lower than
expected: if that were the case, one would not expect it to host cot. It is possible for
other clitics to show up amidst material that precedes a wh-word, as with 8¢ in this
example, or 67y and v below:

(4.19) [popp DPEWVINGV [p Tig=por ‘Opoltny # Ldovta <av> dydyol
aroxteiveie][;
‘Of you, who would either capture Oroites alive or kill (him) for me?’
3.127.13"™

Further justification for believing that material such as Duyéwv sits above CP comes from
its marked pragmatic function, which is discussed further in chapter six. It is cross-
linguistically common for pragmatically-marked material to sit in a special extra-clausal
or “detached” position (see e.g. Herring 1990). While this analysis appears to work here,
it does assume that the pragmatic function is due to the syntactic position; it is not

12 Cf. Devine and Stephens (2006: 35 n. 43) on Latin: “It is quite common in Latin for the Topic in CP to
be higher than the complementizer. If the arguments are supposed to raise out of the VP, then the VP
layer starts out as a complete structured representation of the event with its thematic arguments, a
projection of the lexical structure of the verb into the syntax.”

3 Dik, however, characterizes the wh-word as “deferred,” according to which the wh-word occurs farther
into the clause not because material has been preposed to its left, but because the wh-word itself has been
positioned later into the clause.

114 See also 1.39.4, 1.71.14, 1.88.10, 1.109.5, 3.63.16, 3.73.4
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entirely clear if this assumption is actually valid, but I will leave this issue aside for the
moment.

Complementizers'”” furnish similar diagnostic evidence for the position of strong topic
constituents, as in the following example with g{:""

(4.20) [[ropp ToUTO [p €L pEV EoTL EANOERXC|| 00X Olda. Ta 68 AéyeTon Yedpw.|]
‘These things, if they're true, I don’t know: I write what’s said.”  4.195.6

Here tabta is preposed within the ei-clause (whether the ci-clause itself is adjoined to or
a complement of oida is not clear to me). As demonstrated in chapter six, the
pragmatic function of the pre-wh cases and the pre-complementizer cases are the same.
On this basis, I assume that these constituents occupy the same syntactic position.

1.2.3 Strong Focus Lies Beneath CP

In contrast to the syntactic properties of the strong topic construction described in the
preceding two sections, that of strong focus (on which, see chapter seven) is markedly
different. For one, there is to my knowledge no certain case of multiple strong focus.
Moreover, if we rely on the position of complementizers to diagnose the structure of the
left periphery, then we observe that strong focus constituents occupy a layer of syntax
beneath CP (for a perhaps similar phenomenon in Avestan, see Hale 1987: 38), as in the
following examples:

(4.21) xoi O ol pev éudyovto, 6 8 EZevnverypévoc educhavdteé te xol EAeYE TPOC
Apluvnotov dvdpa IThatouéo 0O pérely ol 6Tt mpo tiic ‘EANdSoc anodvrioxet,
AN 6T 00X ExpRouto Tl Xel ol [cp OTL [pop OUOEV [1p EoTizOL
anodedeyuévov Epyov Ewutol d&lov npoduueupévou dmodééaciol.
‘When they fought he was having a hard time dying after having been
carried away (from the battlefield) and said to Arimnestos a Plataean that
he didn’t mind dying on behalf of Hellas, but that he had not used his
right hand and that he hadn’t displayed any deed worthy of himself,
although he was so eager to display it.’ 9.72.10

(4.22) [cp ©C BE [poep x0Td TAOTY [1p EVéoLE=OL X0OL TPOTEPOV, OlYETO PETAEY
anohneyv 60 Bdttog €¢ Ty Oreny.
‘Since she prophesied to him in the same way as before, Battos left in the
middle and went back to Thera.’ 4.155.22

"% Complementizers in Greek include €, &net, ¢’ &u(te), Eng, tva, dnwe, 81, nply, Gc, and &Hote, among
others: see further Smyth §§2193, 2240, 2369, 2383. Negatives used to introduce complement clauses in
e.g. purpose clauses and fear clauses I presume to be complementizers as well.

116 See also 2.28.18, 2.115.13, 3.71.15, 3.81.8, 3.130.2, 4.195.6, 7.10.36, 8.62.2, 9.27.24.
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(4.23) ol yop yenouohoéyol TadTnt ToUTta ENGUBAVOY, [op OC [peep QL Lothogiivar
[1p S€i=cpEag Ecowdfjvon Voupoyiny TapaoXEVCULEVOUC.
‘For the oracle-interpreters interpreted this in the following way, that
engaging in a sea battle around Salamis they must be defeated there.’
7.142.18

(4.24) 6 B¢ elne, “6 déomota, £doog Pe YopLel udhtota tov Yeov t6v EANAvwy, tov
ey etiunoo Yedv pdhiota, enelpéotar mépdoavta Tédode o TEdaC, [¢p El
[Focp E€aTaTAY TOUC €V TOEDVTAC [1p VOpOC£ETTiz0L.”
‘And he said, “O master, you will most please me if you allow me to send
these chains to the god of the Greeks, whom I honored most of the gods,
and to ask if to deceive the ones who do good (to him) is his custom.”
1.90.9

(4.25) [cp AV UEV [O1] [roep TO XENOTAHELOV [1p GVEATL=ALY Pacthéa Elvau...
‘If the oracle appoints him to be king...’ 1.13.5

(4.26) 00 yap 81 6 Neihoc ye €otl xota toltov Tov Adyov 6 thy Acinv ovpilwv Tii
ABOmnL. tol Aéhta 8¢ toltou xatd 10 6L mepppryvuton O Nethog, [qp GOoTe
[Focp €V T peTAEY Aoing te xol ABONC [p yivort’=&v.
‘For it is not the Nile, according to this account, that separates Asia from
Libya. The Nile is divided at the apex of this delta, with the result that it
would be between Asia and Libya.’ 2.16.11"7

The following example reveals that strong topics (here npé&ta) can adjoin beneath CP,
as mentioned above:

(4.27) 00 pev ode héinie avtols (el ydp Tives xal dAol to [lepoéwy voutua
[0p06¢| emotéaton xol AlYOTTIOL) [cp OTL [1opp TEGTAEY [poep VOVOV
[tp 0V=zo¢u vouoc eoti Baoctheloo yvnolou napedvtoc.
‘It has certainly not escaped them—for if anyone knows 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 son present.’ 3.2.7

As with cases like (4.18)-(4.20), where the preposed element precedes the CP layer,
cases like (4.21)-(4.27) have a marked pragmatic function. A crucial point, however, is
that the pragmatic functions are not the same. Simply put, cases like (4.18)-(4.20) do
not instantiate the focus of a clause, while those in (4.21)-(4.27) do. This argument is
developed in detail in chapters eight and nine.

It is worth noting that the pattern that we find in (4.21)-(4.27) is not attested in my
corpus with wh-phrases; in other words, wh-phrases and preposed focus phrases do not
co-occur. I attribute this to the following pragmatic factor: wh-phrases are variables for

17 See also 2.79.7.

78



focal information, and when present everything else in the question should be non-focal
(except in cases of multiple-wh questions). As such, one does not expect the presence of
strong-focus material in addition to the wh-phrase.

If we combine these two patterns, TopP before C, and FocP between C and clitic host,
then we end up with the phrase structure in (4.3). In cases of the two preposed
elements, we do find the strong topic preceding the strong focus, as the following
example illustrates:

(4.28) [1opp 8VOPOC Yap EVOG TOU GploTOU [ [pocp OUBEV [1p Buevov=Ey paveln.
‘For compared to one supremely noble man, nothing could seem better.’
3.82.7

Of course one could also get this pattern by assuming that TopP and FocP were above
CP. What is needed to decisively rule out this possibility is a case like (4.28), but one
in which C" is occupied with a complementizer. Thus far I have not found such a case,
but nevertheless see no reason to believe that such a case should not exist.

1.2.3.1 The Case for Subextraction into FocP

In addition to the question of where material in strong focus occurs within the left
periphery, there is also the question of what exactly is put there. When it comes to
strong topics, we always have phrasal movement: that is, the topicalized unit will
always be a syntactic constituent. With strong focus, however, this appears not to be
the case. Consider the phrase éAdccovoc tovou in the apodosis of the following
example:'"®

(4.29) el ydp g o €€ "EAvev Ttelyed te %ol €pywv anodelly culloyioouto,
EAAOCOVOC TOVOU=TE=AY ol DUTAVNG Qaveln EovTa To
hafBuptviou TolTou.
‘For if someone should reckon up together the walls (built) by the
Greeks and (their) display of works, it would clearly be of both LESS toil
and (LESS) expense than this labyrinth.’ 2.148.6

There are minimally two possibilities for analyzing the position of éAdocovoc novou.
The first is that the entire phrase occupies FocP. Under this type of analysis, te and av
would fall “second” after this initial preposed constituent. The second possibility is that
only é\docovoc occupies FocP, and that, because of its preposed location, it can host
neither te nor &v. Since névou occupies the left edge of TP (or some other non-preposed
layer), it can host both clitics. We can represent these two analyses schematically thus:

"% One could deny subextraction in Greek by arguing that each lexical word has phrasal status. I leave
this possibility aside. For subextraction from a DP, see 1.62.4.
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Analysis One
(4.30.0) [cp [rocp ENGOGOVOC TOVOU=TEZAY

Analysis Two
(4.30.8) [cp [pocp ENSOOOVOC [1p TOVOU=TEZGY

I favor the second analysis for the following three reasons. First, in other cases of focus
preposing, when an entire constituent is under strong focus, no part of it hosts a second-
position clitic, as in the following example:

(4.31) Swdévtog Be adTol udyog dvne mopecTtemS Enacidel Yeoyoviny, oinv N
EXEIVOL ANEYOUOL ElvaL THY ETAOWAY. [poep BVEL YOE O udyou [pp 0l=zcpu
vopog éotl Yuoioc moeodau.
‘Once he |= a sacrificer| has arranged it, a magus stands by and chants a
theogony, of exactly the kind they say the chant is. For, without a magus,
it is not licit for them to perform sacrifices.’ 1.132.15

Working from this pattern, you would expect Analysis Two to obtain for (4.29): in
neither case does preposed material host focally-preposed material. Furthermore this
expectation also lines up with cases like (4.21)-(4.27), in which material is preposed to a
position beneath CP. The upshot of Analysis Two is that we admit into Greek the
process known as sub-extraction, that is, the movement of sub-constituents. This does
not strike me as a problem; for we know that subextraction occurs elsewhere in Greek,
e.g. in hyperbaton (see Devine and Stephens 2000: 1-8).

Second, Analysis One runs into problems with the position of te. The distribution of &v
and te is not the same: generally speaking, the latter is able to occur earlier than the
former. With (4.29), if te is within FocP, one would expect it to occur earlier, namely
right after éAdocovoc (i.e., *¢hdocovoc=te tévou=dv). With Analysis Two, there is a
ready explanation for why £é\docovoc does not host te, which is that it (and it alone) is
preposed, and therefore unavailable to host te.

Lastly, Analysis Two is a more accurate representation of the pragmatic meaning of
(4.29) than Analysis One. As detailed in chapter seven, the unexpected piece of
information in the apodosis is the adjective é\docovoc (I have tried to capture this in
the translation above by putting it in small caps): it is not é\docovoc tévou. In a
similar vein, Analysis Two runs into problems with semantic scope: éAdocovoc has scope
over both mévou and damdvne, but only éAdocovog ndvou is preposed. This analysis thus
ends up in the awkward position of having to explain why dandvnc is also not preposed.
For Analysis One, this is easily handled: it is not preposed, because it is not
pragmatically marked (more specifically, under strong focus). According to my view,
focus preposing highlights marked information, and nothing more. And thus
informational constituency and morphosyntactic constituency are potentially non-
isomorphic.
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In spite of these considerations, one could still maintain Analysis One by arguing that
there we are dealing with two different types of strong-focus constructions. This is a
possibility that I cannot at this time rule out, but nothing that I have seen of the
Herodotean data supports such a hypothesis. Another possibility is that we are dealing
with some sort of change in progress, where there is a shift in clitic position vis-a-vis
strong focus from selecting a host immediately to the right of the focused material, to
being hosted at the right edge of the focused material itself. Such a change would not
be surprising, but if this is what we have here, it would need further confirmation from
diachronic evidence.

There is one piece of evidence that could solidly confirm Analysis Two, but thus far is
absent: what I want is a case where an adjective is preposed and also discontinuous with
its head noun (i.e., *¢Adoocovoc @avein=av tévouste xai dandvne...). As it stands, in
situations of preposed adjectives, speakers align them contiguously with the head noun.

For all of the strengths of Analysis Two, it does come with one awkward consequence,
which is that other examples also follow the pattern of (4.29), whereby a preposed
adjective and its head noun are contiguous:

(4.32) ot pev TabTa ENERDOTWY, THV OE YavTNiKV GUPOTERWY EC TMUTO ol YVEHUL
ocuvédpapov, tporéyoucon Keolowt, v otpateimron ént Ilépooag, pueydiny
AEYAV=ULY XUTOAOCELY.

‘They asked again, and the judgments of both oracles agreed, saying to
Croesus that, if he attacks the Persians, a GREAT empire he will destroy.’
1.53.13"

This is not always the case, however: note above in (4.21) the separation of oUdév from
€pyov, although perhaps the situation is different when a negative is in FocP. To
resolve this question definitively, one would have to investigate what sorts of elements
tended to be placed after preposed material. Perhaps there is a pragmatic reason for
the position of apyrv, which is the same as that which places other clitic-hosting
elements after preposed material. Thus what looks like an intention to keep an
adjective-noun sequence continuous may be an epiphenomenon of multiple pragmatic
operations.

1.2.4 Prosodic Coding of Preposed Constituents

Working from the idea that the left edge of CP will be coded as the left edge of an
intonational phrase, I assume that strong topic constituents are coded as intonational

9 This is one of the most famous oracular responses in antiquity: see Asheri et al. ad loc. for an overview.
It is preserved in metrical form (Ar., Rhet. 1407*38; Diod. 9.3.1) as Kpotoog "Aluv SwafBde | peydiny dpynv
xatohboet. We obviously do not have the clitic anymore, but the left-edge of the adjective falls at the
caesura; perhaps there was some sort of prosodic break at its right edge too. Cicero preserves a Latin
translation in which the emphasis on the adjective is clearly marked by hyperbaton of magnam and vim:
Croesus Halyn penetrans | magnam pervertet opum vim.
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phrases (see Aissen 1992 for a similar argument for external topics in Tzotzil). To take
example (4.14) from above, I presume that it is coded as follows:

Syntactic Representation

(4.33) [popp HETU 88 AVTLC [1opp GO TG SeXdTNg €C ERBOUNY [cp dANOUC=OL TEEOV
oloytAloug xatd Tac Niviewv xaleouévac TOAAC.
‘And then after this, from the tenth to the seventh, station for me two
thousand more at the gates called Ninevite.’ 3.155.24

Prosodic Coding
(4.34) (ueta 8¢ abtig), (dmd tfic dexdtng ég ERBOUNY), (dAhouc=pot téEov
dtoythioug), xatd tac Nuviwv xokeopévog tohac.

The two preposed phrases, yeta 6¢ abtig and ano tiic dexdtng éc BooUnNy, are each coded
as intonational phrases, as is the left edge of CP, which means that the host of pou
occupies the left edge of an intonational phrase.

With strong focus, I make the same assumption, namely that preposed material is coded
as an intonational phrase:

(4.35) [pocp GveL Y3 B pdryou [rp 0lzcepu vopoc Eott Yuoiauc noéeodou.
‘For, without a magus, it is not licit for them to perform sacrifices.’
1.132.15

(4.35.a) (&veu yop O pdyou), (o=@ véuoc eoti Yusiac oéeodou),.

Again, we see that the clitic is hosted at the left edge of an intonational phrase. The
motivation for these assumptions comes primarily from pragmatic meaning: I expect
that the pragmatically-marked status of the preposed phrases was signaled prosodically.
Furthermore, there is cross-linguistic support for such a mapping between prosody and
pragmatics (see e.g. Erteschik-Shir 2007).

There is one exception to this algorithm for coding the left edge of FocP: when a phrase
in FocP is preceded by a complementizer, I assume that the left edge of CP, and not
Foc P, is coded as an intonational phrase. I illustrate this with (4.22) from above,
which I repeat here:

(4.36) [cp OC BE [poep xoTd TAOTY [1p EVEoTLE=OL X0l TROTEPOY, Ol)ETO PETALY
anohneyv 60 Bdttog €¢ Ty Orpny.
‘Since she prophesied to him in the same way as before, Battos left in the
middle and went back to Thera.’ 4.155.22

In this type of scenario, I assume that both the complementizer and the focus phrase are
coded as one intonational phrase:
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(4.36.a) (c>¢ de xatd Towtd), (EVéomlé-ol xal npdTeEPOV), ...

One alternative is to assume that the complementizer and FocP are individually coded
as intonational phrases. While I have no direct evidence to counter such a proposal, I
nevertheless find it hard to believe that &¢ 8¢ in (4.36) could have been coded as an
intonational phrase. It seems to me more plausible that in cases like (4.36) speakers
coded the left edge of CP and the right edge of FocP as an intonational phrase, the
result of which is that the complementizer gets pulled into the intonational phrase
containing FocP.

Of the two algorithms, I have less confidence in that pertaining to focus preposing. For
one, it is quite possible for strong topics and strong focal elements to be coded in
different ways (even if both of them are prosodically marked: see e.g. Birner and Ward
1998, who point out the prosodic distinction between topicalization and focus preposing
in English). Second, there is metrical data (discussed in the next chapter) which,
although very difficult to interpret, could suggest that focus preposed phrases are
actually coded thus:

(4.37) (&vev yap ON wdyou obzogi), (vépoc éott Yuotag toéeciou),.

The difference pertains essentially to where the right edge of the intonational phrase
falls: with (4.37), it includes the left edge of TP, and results in the clitic being hosted at
the right edge of an intonational phrase. Such a possibility could then make sense of
preposed adjectives, like the following:

(4.38) ...Mv otpateimton £ml II€poac, [pop VEYIANY [1p GOYAVLLY XATOADOELY.
‘...if he attacks the Persians, a GREAT empire he will destroy.’ 1.53.13

(4.39) ...f\v otpatelnron émt [Iépooag, (UeYSANV dpyAv=iv), XoTaADCELY.

That there is a prosodic break after the clitic host could help explain why, when only
the adjective is preposed, there is nevertheless a tendency to place its head noun
immediately to the right: prosodically they form a unit, while syntactically and
pragmatically they do not.

If this is the case, which at this point simply cannot be determined, then the
generalization in (4.1) would have to be altered to include the possibility of hosting at
the right edge of an intonational phrase (under certain circumstances), as well as the
left. Before moving on, it is worth reiterating a point made in the last chapter, which is
that the edge of an intonational phrase should not phonetically be considered
tantamount to a pause: there are other phonetic manifestations of intonational-phrase
boundaries, such as e.g. vowel duration or changes in pitch contour (i.e., some sort of
boundary tone). Furthermore, pause phenomena are diverse and intersect with other
phenomena such as those just mentioned.

83



2 Predictions of the Prosody-Dominant Account

The prosody-dominant account advocated here makes the following two central
predictions:

(4.40) o. The prosodic coding of a clause can affect clitic distribution.
B. Clitic distribution is sensitive to post-lexical phonological processes.

Evidence for (4.40.0) comes primarily from metrical texts, where we see how clitic
distribution is affected when clauses are subjected to the prosodic template of a meter.
The evidence for (4.40.3) comes from prose as well as poetry. Here I present only data
that offers evidence specifically for a prosodic analysis. I leave to chapters six through
nine demonstration of how a prosodic analysis would handle what I consider neutral
sentences (i.e., those in which syntactic and prosodic constituents are aligned in such a
way that either analysis would work).

2.1 Meter Licenses Additional Clitic Hosts

The distribution of clausal clitics in Attic drama is complex; in this section, I present
only the patterns most relevant for the question of the domain of cliticization. A more
detailed investigation is presented in the next chapter.

In the metrical texts, what we find is the ability of a clitic to occur much farther into
the clause than would normally be permitted. Rather than occur at the left edge of an
intonational phrase derived from a syntactic boundary, clausal clitics can occur at the
left edge of a metrical unit (namely the caesural unit), which is not the product of the
mapping between syntax and phonology.

The following examples illustrate the ability of a clitic to be hosted at the left edge of
the line, farther into the clause than would canonically be licensed (‘|” marks the
caesura):

Line-initial host
(4.41) 6tav 8 Denron, TNVXADT’ €Y0 XAXOG
UN=0p@sv=&v elnv | mévY’ 6’ &v dnhot Yede.
‘“When he gets here, I would be remiss
if I didn’t do whatever god indicates.’ Soph. OT 76-77

Post-caesural host
(4.42) 6 Eévocg IV 6p0Gc | Expdinc=p’ dnwiecey,
O ULoPOC, OC KoL BOLC TO THBUN XATEXAUCEY.
‘So you know, it is my guest who destroyed me,

the abominable one, who by giving me that drink drowned me.’
Eur. Cyc. 676-677
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In (4.41), we would have expected &v to be hosted in canonical second position after
mvixadT’: instead it is hosted at the left edge of the metrical line. (4.42) is even more
remarkable. In a canonical situation we would expect ye to surface after 6 &évoc. Here,
however, it surfaces not only much later into the clause, but also directly at the close of
the purpose clause, which is not at all where one would expect it to find it. If anything,
it should have surfaced after andiecev. (Indeed, if we were to admit to 6 E€voc a
strong-focus reading, that is where it should canonically have surfaced.) I presume that
here the metrical line overrides the normal prosodic coding that would have resulted in
prose, and thus creates positions for clausal clitics that are not otherwise licit.

A crucial property of cases like (4.47) and (4.48) is that the material preceding the clitic
host does not bear the pragmatic meanings that material preceding the host of a clausal
clitic typically bears. In other words, there is no syntactic or pragmatic motivation for
the position of the clitic or the prosodic phrasing of the clause: these are both due to the
prosodic template of the metrical line.

2.2 The Dominance of Prosody: Post-Lexical Phonological Processes

Evidence for prosodic coding in prose is scant to say the least, but every now and again,
we are offered a glimpse. The following example is one such case:

(4.43) oOx=&v old’ el duvaiuny drovta €v uviunt méhy AoBeiv.
‘I don’t know if I could retain everything in memory again.’
Pl. Tim. 26"4-5

Here the particle &v appears in a domain higher than expected:'* since it is semantically
interpreted within the embedded clause, we expect it to surface there (for this principle,
see also chapter nine, which is devoted to the distribution of clausal clitics vis-a-vis
infinitival clauses), as in the following example:"'

(4.44) undev xouvov, fiv 8 eyw, dhia Povuaxdv T, TpdTEPOY eV HON Tohhay ol
YEYOVOS, (S Qaoly ol moinTol ol TETEXATLY, ¢ HUBY B 0L YEYOVOC, 000
olda el =yevouevov=av, neloo 8¢ cuyvijc terdoic.

‘Nothing unprecedented, I said, but some Phoenician (tale), one that has
already occurred before in many places, as the poets say and have
persuaded (people to believe), but which in our time has not occurred, and
I don’t know if it could happen, and (it would) require a lot of persuasion
to persuade (people that it could occur).’ Pl., Rep. 414°7

20 Tt is worth noting that this type of prosodic reduction between the matrix and embedded clauses does
not happen (at least in Plato) with the complementizer éti. It thus seems that the nature of the
embedded clause plays a role in whether prosodic reduction occurs.

2! Herwerden emended the passage to read old’-3v €i, but subsequent editors have not followed him in this
decision.
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On the basis of (4.44), what we would have expected for (4.43), under either a prosodic
or syntactic account, is the following:

(4.45.2) oUx olda ei,=duvaiunv=&v dravto ev uvAunt Téiy AofBelv.
This would presumably have been coded prosodically as follows:
(4.45.b) (0Ux olda), (ei,=0uvaiunv=&v drovto &v uvAunL TdALY AoBely),.

Thus &v would be hosted by the first prosodic word at the left edge of an intonational
phrase, and in the domain in which it is semantically and syntactically interpreted.

But crucially (4.43) was not coded as (4.45.b) with an intonational-phrase boundary
between the matrix and embedded clauses. We know this because of the elided vowel in
old’: I assume that vowel elision here is phonetically real, and, more importantly, entails
the absence of an intonational-phrase break.”” Compare (4.44), where olda has its final
vowel preserved before ei, just as we would expect, as I presume that the
complementizer here coincides with the left edge of an intonational phrase.

In the absence of a prosodic break between the matrix and embedded clause, &v is
positioned at the left edge of the intonational phrase that coincides with the left edge of
the matrix clause, to give us the output in (4.43), i.e. (o0x=&v old’ €l duvaluny...),. Thus
rather than stay put within its proper syntactic domain, &v finds a host at the left edge
of an intonational phrase. The pattern in (4.43) is essentially the inverse of the metrical
patterns considered above. For instead of having an abundance of intonational-phrase
breaks, we now have fewer than we expect.

As for why the boundary between matrix and embedded clause is phonetically reduced
here, I would tentatively attribute that to frequency and speech style. It would take us
too far afield to flesh out this claim fully, but I would just note in passing the phonetic
reduction that one can routinely observe in Mandarin Chinese (wd) ba zhi.dao (‘I don’t
know’; omission of the first-person pronoun wd is frequent, as well); see also Bybee
(2001: 113) for similar observations regarding Spanish pienso (‘I think’). A similar
development must have taken place in the formation of Latin nescioqu- compounds.
For I presume these arise from an original situation like the following;:

(4.46) (nescio), (quis veniat.),
‘I don’t know who’s coming.’ [Artificial Sentence]

Phonetic reduction between the matrix and embedded clauses ultimately leads to the
merger of nescio and quis into (nescioquis),. This is, to be a sure, a more drastic

122 This should not be a problematic assumption, unless one is going to entertain the possibility that oid’
was pronounced [0id?] or [0id’], in which case I suppose one could have the right edge of an intonational
phrase after ofd’. But I know of no evidence in support of such an analysis, and accordingly leave this
possibility aside.
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change than what we have with o0x=av oid’ in (4.43). For the Latin case involves a shift
in lexical category whereby nescio becomes a nominal morpheme. There is nothing to
suggest that in the Greek case we have a concomitant syntactic reduction (i.e., that oux
olda €l has become categorically an adverb). Thus this would be a genuine example in
which prosodic conditioning outranks syntactic.

2.3 Phonology-Free Syntax?

Cases like (4.43) not only challenge syntax-dominant accounts of clitic distribution in
Greek, they also challenge a fundamental principle of most syntactic theories, that of
“phonology-free syntax”; on the syntax-phonology interface, see generally Selkirk (1984),
(2005); Kaisse (1985); Vogel and Kenesei (1990); Golston (1995); Halpern (1995: 44-53);
Truckenbrodt (2007). Most theories of language divide language into various
components, such as the phonological, morphological, and syntactic (a practice that goes
back at least to Morris 1938 within the linguistics literature). The syntactic domain is
responsible for the construction of sentences. More specifically, it is held that the
syntactic component operates on and manipulates linguistic units without information
about their phonological make-up. That is, in the course of a derivation of a sentence,
the syntactic component is not aware of, or sensitive to the segmental or supersegmental
properties of a lexical item. It is only after the morphosyntactic structure of a sentence
is built that it is then handed off to the phonological component, where its phonological
properties are “filled in,” as it were. In short, syntax “feeds” phonology (and conversely,
phonology interprets syntax). For the prosodic coding of a sentence is created by
mapping morphosyntactic constituents onto prosodic ones (see e.g. Fortson 2010: 9-10).
While syntactic structure obviously plays a significant role in the prosodic coding of an
utterance, it is worth bearing in mind that this is only one of many factors: speaker
disposition (surprise, anger, irony), speech situation, as well as the pragmatic (or
cognitive) status of constituents can all play crucial roles in how a speaker encodes an
utterance prosodically.

One consequence of this step-wise syntax-to-phonology process is that syntax is
“phonology free” (see Zwicky and Pullum 1988; Truckenbrot 2007). What this does is to
forbid syntactic operations from accessing or being beholden to the phonological
properties of syntactic constituents. Intuitively, this makes sense as one would never
expect a syntactic generalization of the sort “place all words beginning with [p| in Spec-
TP.” Nor would one expect syntactic operations to vary according to a prosodic
property such as speech tempo, for instance.

In the vast majority of cases, this principle is unquestionably sound. As a result, its
proponents consider it a linguistic universal (see most recently Miller et al. 1997: 67-69;
as well as Zwicky and Pullum 1986, 1988). Nevertheless, significant attempts have been
made to argue that the relationship between syntax and phonology is neither so neat
nor unidirectional (Inkelas and Zec 1990, 1995). Given that second-position clitic
phenomena often fall at the intersection of syntax and phonology, they are an especially
interesting testing ground for the theory (see Boskovi¢ 2001 for an overview).

87



My intent here is not to argue that the principle of phonology-free syntax is invalid
when it comes to Ancient Greek. That would be a far more involved task. At the same
time, however, data like that in (4.41)-(4.43) where clitic distribution is conditioned
primarily by prosodic features of the clause (namely where an intonational phrase
boundary falls), and only secondarily by syntactic domain suggests that the principle
may not be unassailable.”” That said, one could maintain a strict version of the
principle and still capture cases like (4.41)-(4.43) in one of two ways (and probably
others as well). First, one could simply deny that second-position clisis in Greek is a
syntactic phenomenon at all. This would certainly remove the issue, but it seems to me
like an unnecessarily drastic move, for, as has been noted above, clitics distribution does
make some reference to syntactic domain. Alternatively, one could enrich the operation
of the prosodic flip to allow for more possibilities than simply flipping one prosodic word
to the right (for instance, it could flip an entire prosodic phrase to the right). How one
would do this and still maintain a constrained algorithm is not clear to me.

3 Predictions of a Syntax-Dominant Account

In the vast majority of cases, there is no way to decide between a prosody-dominant
account and a syntax-dominant one: for most sentences, they will make the same
predictions. There is however data that allows us to discriminate between the two. In
this section, I identify three predictions that syntax-dominant accounts such as that of
Hale (2008) make, and show how these predictions are not borne out by the Greek
data.”” The predictions are as follows:

Prediction A: Pronominal clitics will not appear above the CP in which they
are base generated.

Prediction B: Pronominal clitics appear no more than one prosodic word from
the left edge of TP.

Prediction C: In the presence of any material to the left of TP, prosodic flip
should not occur.

Below I test these predictions against the range of data that we find in fifth-century
Greek, and demonstrate their failure.

' The arguments of certain other scholars concerning constituent order in Greek present an even greater
challenge to the principle of phonology-free syntax. For instance Dik (1995: 269-270) argues that some
word order patterns can only be explained with reference to intonation; cf. Dik (1995: 268) on
Satzrhythmus and its effect on information structure. Loepfe (1940) and his notion of Senke fall in a
similar direction. See also Weil (1869: 83); Devine and Stephens (2006: 23).

24 While I have grouped &v and the pronominal clitics together under the rubric “clausal clitics”
throughout this dissertation, it is probably the case that a generative account would not do this. I have
limited my critique to pronominal clitics because here the generative account makes definite predictions.
With &v, the situation is slightly more complex, as it is not clear where such a particle would enter the
derivation (presumably somewhere in TP, but it is not my goal to work out such an analysis here).
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3.1 Prediction A

For pronominal clitics, the standard assumption is that they originate within the VP,
and move up to adjoin to the left edge of TP. Where &v is base-generated is open to
debate. I presume that it is either in the VP like pronominal clitics or somewhere
within TP, in as much as it is a modal marker: this issue is irrelevant for the argument
here, however. Once &v adjoins to TP, it can either attach prosodically to a prosodic
word to its left, or (if no such word is available) undergo prosodic flip. Under either
scenario, there is no mechanism that will allow a clitic to appear above CP. Generally
speaking, this is exactly what one wants, as clausal clitics canonically do not show up in
the higher pragmatically-marked layers of the clause, as illustrated by the following
example:

(4.47) SOvarton B¢ xotd "EAAGSa yABooov talta T obvépata, Acpelog p€ing,
Eépine dpfog, Apto&éping uéyog 4eRog. [, TOUTOUG pEV BT ToUg
Boothéac| [op BGOE=EY O0pOEc xotd YAGooay Thv ogetéeny "EXnvec
xahéoLev].

‘These names can be translated into Greek, Darius is ‘achiever,” Xerxes is
‘warlike,” and Artaxerxes is ‘very warlike.” These kings, the Greeks would
rightly call thus in their own language.’ 6.98.18

Likewise, in embedded clauses a second-position clitic canonically appears in its base-
generated CP, just to the right of the complementizer:

(4.48) & mévTwV avdpdsv KON wdhota dn’ Epywy GvootwTtdtwy Tov Blov xTnodueve,
Tl 08 EY® %axOV 1) aUTOC 1) TEYV EUBY Tl 08 MPOYOVWY Epydoato, 1| O 1) TEV
oV TLVAL, OTI=E AVT’ AVOPOC ETOINCUG TO UNOEV Elval;

‘O you who have made your life from the most wicked deeds among all
men, what did I—whether I myself or one of my ancestors—do to you—
whether to you or one of your own, that you made me, instead of a man,
into a no one?’ 8.106.15

Here ye shows up just after the complementizer 6Tt as predicted.

Prediction A runs into problems in two environments. The first is with the case of clitic
climbing presented above:

(4.49) oOx=&v old’ el duvaiuny drovta &v uviunt méhy AoBeiv.
‘I don’t know if I could retain everything in memory again.’
Pl. Tim. 26"4-5

As already noted, although &v is semantically and morphosyntactically interpreted with
the embedded clause, it nevertheless appears second within the matrix clause. This
pattern is familiar to English speakers, where the position of not in I don’t think has
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been grammaticalized to precede the (embedded) clause in which it is semantically
interpreted (I don’t think does not mean that one is not or does not think; rather n’t
negates the embedded proposition). So although (4.49) upsets our expectations about
where &v should occur, its position is not on the whole surprising. Nevertheless, &v-
raising has not been grammaticalized in Greek the way negator-raising has been in
English, so such an analysis is not to my mind viable for Greek. I should make it clear
that I do not believe o0x oida has in any way become grammaticalized in (4.49): I think
the position of &v results solely from a reduction in the prosodic coding of the matrix
clause. This reduction need not occur, and when it does not, then my account would
predict that &v should surface in the embedded clause.

To handle (4.49), a syntax-dominant model would have to posit that with the prosodic
reduction oUx olda comes also a reduction in syntactic category (i.e.,
desententialization), to the effect that oux=8v oid’ €l is essentially a morphologically-
complex adverb and not a clause. If this were true then one would expect some
semantic difference between reduced and non-reduced instances of oUx oida. I am not
sure if such a case can be made.

Second, it is possible for clausal clitics to appear above CP in the presence of clausal
conjunctions, as in the following example:

(4.50) xol-cpeag g 0LdELC Exdhee, Extpémovton €n’ AVnvéwy.
‘And since no one invited them, they turned toward Athens.’ 6.34.10

As above, if we assume that xaf heads a layer of syntax above CP, then ogeoc occurs
above CP:

(4.51) [conjp X0izoPEAS [op OC 0UOELG ExdAeE, ExTpémOVTOL €T AVNVELV.
Likewise in the following case:

(4.52) [conp GANE=ROL [p Tl 00 BLfiMdeg adTog UroVéuevoc T, tvar udhhov xortopdiiw;
‘But why do you yourself not go through it with a hypothesis for me, in
order that I may understand more?’ Pl. Parm. 1367

The syntax-dominant account would need a mechanism that enables a clitic to show up
so early in the clause. The problem with this is that the mechanisms needed to derive
canonical second-position behavior are designed to rule out phenomena like (4.51) and
(4.52): see for instance Taylor (1990:55), who proposes a mechanism to rule out
conjunctions as hosts. As I demonstrated above, such cases can be readily handled
under a prosody-dominant account with fairly basic assumptions about the syntax-
phonology interface.
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3.2 Prediction B

Within the clause, pronominal clitics move from their base-generated position in VP up
to adjoin to the left edge of TP. If C° is empty, then they undergo prosodic inversion
and surface one prosodic word (and no more) to the right. Under this analysis, the
clitic should appear no more than one prosodic word from the left edge of TP (at least
in sentences in which TP is occupied, which I presume to be the canonical situation).

This prediction is the one most heavily violated. The bulk of the violations are incurred
in metrical texts, where pronominal clitics, as demonstrated in the next chapter,
consistently appear further inside the clause than would be predicted by a syntactic
analysis (or by Wackernagel’s original surface formulation for that matter).

What is crucial about the data presented in chapter five is not just the surface position
of the clitic within the clause, but rather the nature of the material that stands to the
left of the clitic host. It is characterized by two properties. First, the material
preceding a clitic host often does not form a syntactic constituent, as in the following
example, which was introduced above:

(4.53) 6tav 8 Denron, TNVXADT’ EYQ XAXOG
UN=0p@sv=&v einv | mdvd’ 6’ &v dnhot Yedeg
‘“When he gets here, I would be remiss
if I didn’t do whatever god indicates.’ Soph. OT 76-77

One cannot group tnvixadt’, €yw, and xaxog into any defensible morphosyntactic unit.
One can thus not treat a case like (4.53) as one of preposing. The following example,
also introduced above, presents a slightly different issue:

(4.54) 6 Eévog IV’ 6p0Gc | Expdinc=p’ dnwiecey,
O ULoPOC, OC HOL BOUC TO THBUN XATEXAUCEY.
‘So you know it is my guest who destroyed me,
the abominable one, who by giving me that drink drowned me.’
Eur. Cyc. 676-677

Here it is not simply that ye is too far into the clause but also that its host is in the
embedded clause. As laid out in section two above, both of these cases can be handled
much better under a prosody-dominant account.

The phenomenon of split enclisis also upsets Prediction B (or at least calls attention to
its inadequacy). As it stands, a syntax-dominant account would presumably line up
clausal clitics in a chain one prosodic word from the left edge of TP.

(4.55) oUx=&v pévouc’=&v | fouybdc=c’ £v olpaviL
aotolc Audxhang fyayev mpog Thiov;

‘Could she not have stayed peacefully in heaven
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and brought you along with Amyclae to Ilion?’ Eur. Tro. 985-986

Here we have two tokens of dv after neither of which do we find the pronominal clitic
oe. Here a syntax-dominant account would not only have to account for the position of
the pronominal clitic, but also why it does not have the same host as either token of &v.
One could attempt to preserve the syntactic conditioning of clitic placement by arguing
that there is a failure (for whatever reason) of the clitics to move up to second position.
Such an analysis would then predict that clitic pronouns would be found in their base-
generated positions adjacent to their verbal hosts: but cases like (4.55) do not support
such an analysis. In the next chapter, I lay out a scheme that can handle cases like
(4.55).

3.3 Prediction C

The last prediction pertains to what is supposed to happen once a clitic adjoins to the
left edge of TP: if there is material to the left of TP (which is typically materially in the
CP layer), then the clitic should simply find a host there to its left. If there is no such
material to the left of the clitic, then it should undergo prosodic flip and appear one
prosodic word to the right of its initial landing site. Where this analysis runs into
problems is with cases like the following that involve sub-CP preposing:

(4.56) [cp NV YEV [O1] [roep TO YENOTHELOV [1p GVEATL=ALY Pacthéa Elva...
‘...if the oracle appoints him to be king...’ 1.13.5

Assuming that #v occupies C’, t0 ypnothpiov some layer beneath CP, and &véin T°,
then one would have expected wv to simply adjoin to yenotrpiov. But instead it
appears to have undergone prosodic flip in the face of a perfectly good host. Of course
one could work around this problem by putting #v and t0 yenotfeiov above CP, or by
coming up with an analysis that would put BaciAéa at the left edge of TP, but these
would be ad hoc solutions.

By contrast, (4.56) falls out naturally from the model developed above. I presume the
following prosodic coding;:

(4.56.a) (v pev [07)] T yenothpov), (Avérn=piy Bacthéa elvon)....

Since yenothplov is not at the left edge of an intonational phrase, it cannot host wv.
One might wonder why #v, which does occupy the left edge of an intonational phrase, is
not a licit host. This is because the intonational phrase contains preposed material,
from which a clitic is blocked. (One would expect a clausal clitic to surface in an
intonational phrase embracing preposed material only in cases where the clitic was
specifically selected for, i.e. governed, by material within the preposed phrase. Here
that is not the case as piv is governed by d&véin.)

3.4 What Clitics Diagnose
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The claim that prosody has the upper hand when it comes to clitic distribution has been
criticized for denying clitics the ability to diagnose syntactic structure (see e.g. Keydana
2009: 12-13), which they are widely held to do for a variety of languages. This is not
actually true, at least in regard to the claims of this dissertation. In the vast majority
of cases, prosodic coding and syntactic structure will be isomorphic. Thus clitic position
will typically diagnose both syntactic and prosodic constituency. It is only in cases
where syntactic structure and prosodic structure are not aligned, and a clitic is
positioned according to the latter domain, that clitics will diagnose prosodic but not
syntactic structure (and even here I do not think we can rule out the possibility that
clitics are sensitive to some sort of syntactic constraints).

4 An Alternation among Dative Pronominal Clitics

Dative clitic pronouns exhibit an alternation that no other second-position clitic form
exhibits. When the pronoun encodes a possessor argument, it can occur in clause-
second position, within the possessed noun phrase (see also 4.8.14):

(4.57) oi-bé-cepu Bbec Ex tob dypol oU mapeylivovto v dHen.
“Their oxen didn’t arrive in time from the field.’ 1.31.10

(4.58) ai=ydp-c @t xdunhot innwv olx focoves €¢ Tayutiitd iot.
‘For their camels are not inferior to (their) horses in speed.’ 3.102.19

(4.59) 1a=0¢-prot moduorto EdvTa dydprto padiuata YEYoVve.
‘My sufferings have been an unwelcome education.’ 1.207.6

When the pronoun is an argument of the verb (i.e., is syntactically governed by the
verb), then its tendency is to occur after the first morphosyntactic constituent of the
clause (cf. 1.31.12, 1.67.9, 1.146.5, 1.197.1, 1.216.13, 1.216.6, 2.96.1):

(4.60) xol t60e dAho=c L (BOe cuuméntwxe Yiveao, T IIépooc pev adtole Aéinle,
Nuéag pévtol ob.
‘And this other (trait) they happen to have, which has escaped the
attention of the Persians themselves, but not of us.’ 1.139.1

(4.61) év B¢ TOUTLL THL YWEWL=OPL GTEATOTESEVOUEVOLGL Ol T€ X TOU doTEOC
oTaolE TN AnixovTo...
‘While they were encamped in this area [= Marathon]|, the rebels from the
town arrived...’ 1.62.4

(4.62) & oOvopaTd-o L E6vTa SpoLa Tolol owuact ol Tiit ueyolonpeneint,
TEAEVTHOL TEAVTA €C TWUTO Ypdupa, TO Awpiéec Yev odv xaréouat, "Twveg de
olyua.

‘Although they have names which match their physical characteristics and
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their status, they all end in the same letter, which the Dorians call “san,”
and the Ionians “sigma.” 1.139.2"*

We would otherwise have expected the pronominal clitic to occur somewhere within
these clause-initial constituents: in (4.59), for instance, that would mean either after xoi
or té6de. This pattern in (4.60)-(4.62) may also be responsible for the position of pot in
the following example:

(4.63) "Apmayoc 0¢ G €ld¢ pe, Exéheve T toyioTny dvorafovta To Toudiov
olyeo¥an pépovta xal Vetvan Evda Inpiwdéatatoyv eln @V dpéwy, Qag
Aoctudyea glvon [Tov Talta Emdéuevov]-pot, TOAN drethficug el U opea
TOLCOUL.

‘And Harpagos, when he saw me, said to pick the child up immediately
and go off with it and put it where there are the most wild animals in the
mountains, saying that it was Astyages who laid this command on me,
threatening over and over were I not to do these things.’ 1.111.19

Here it may be the case that po selects as its host the constituent tov talta émdéuevoy,
but the motivation for this positioning is far from clear.

To further complicate matters, the patterns in (4.57)-(4.59) and (4.60)-(4.62) are not
without their exceptions. So in the following case, we would have expected the clitic to
occur after the noun phrase 6 ydyocg, but instead it shows up inside it:

(4.64) 6=0¢-pot pdyoc, tov KayBioneg énitponov tév oixiewv dnédele, oltog tabta
evetelhato, @ac Yuépdy Tov Kipou elvar Tov tabta émiéuevoy elman mpog
Duac.

‘The magus, whom Cambyses made steward of the house, he gave
me these (orders), saying that it was Smerdis the son of Cyrus
who issued the order to say these things to you.’ 3.63.9

In the following example, we would have expected o@u after ydp because it functions as a
possessor, but instead it occurs only after tecogpdxovtd (and note that this is also not
the right edge of the noun phrase, which occurs only with véec):

(4.65) ai yev Ydp tecoepdnovtd=-cpL véec diepddpnoay, ol d¢ €lxool ol nepieoioo
floay &yenoTot.
‘For forty of their ships were destroyed, and the surviving twenty were
useless.’ 1.166.10

'*> One could object that o is possessive here and that the sentence should be rendered: ‘Their names,
which match their physical characteristics and their status, all end in the same letter, which the Dorians
call ‘san,” and the Ionians ‘sigma.” The participial phrase under this analysis becomes a non-restrictive
relative clause instead of a concessive clause. This reading is, to my mind, inferior, because the point of
the participial phrase is to contrast the fact that Iranian names match individual characteristics, and yet
at the same time all end in the same final segment.
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One possibility here is that semantics is playing a role: if the phrase were intended to
mean ‘their forty ships,” perhaps the clitic would have been placed after ydp. Lastly, in
the following two examples, we would have expected the pronoun after the first
constituent:

(4.66) ToVTOLC=TE=ON=CPL TOUC YDEOUS BLBOL ol TEAAN T& UTECYETO TAVTOL ATEDWXE.
‘He gave these lands to them and all the rest that he had promised he
paid.’ 2.154.5

(4.67) év=0¢-0l ypdvwi ENACCOVL Xl 00 TANEMCUcY ToUG d€xa Ufjvas 1 YU altn
tixtel Toltov 81 Tov Anudpentov.
‘In insufficient time and without completing the (requisite) ten months
this woman bore him [= Ariston| this Demaratos.’ 6.63.4

In (4.66), we would have expected oot after the first constituent, todtouc Tobg ydpeoug,
and in (4.67) ol after &v ypbvmr ENdocovt.

While this alternation (if we can, despite the counterexamples, place stock in it) has not
to my knowledge been observed in the literature, it is nevertheless entirely unsurprising.
Clitic position elsewhere (see chapters eight and nine) is sensitive to the semantics of
the sentence, and that a clitic should exhibit an alternation conditioned by its semantic
role is thus entirely in line with the overall picture.'

How one integrates these patterns within the general model, however, is not yet clear.
One possibility (if I may speculate) is to say that dative pronominal clitics have
different selectional properties, which depend upon their syntactic and semantic
function. So a dative pronominal clitic that is an argument of the verb would select not
the first prosodic word of an intonational phrase as its host, but rather the first prosodic
phrase. It would still fall second within the domain of the intonational phrase, but
would select a higher-category host. By contrast, possessor clitics could select for the
same type of host (namely the first prosodic word), but within a smaller domain,
presumably the prosodic phrase.

At this point, such an account can only be sketched. For one, it is not clear to me if
there is any evidence that could demonstrate the specifically prosodic nature of the
distribution in this case. Furthermore, without a more detailed investigation of
possessor clitics and the coding of proclitic elements such as the definite article, it would
be rash to advance a theory at this point. I am fully aware that this particular case,
given the evidence presented above, seems much easier to account for under a syntax-
dominant model. This may well be the case.

126 T think that it is, however, worth asking the question of why we do not find the opposite distributional
pattern: that is, why do possessor clitics not occupy the right edge of the possessum noun phrase (i.e., the
possessed entity), and clitics that are arguments of the verb occur in NP-second position? I have no
answer to this question.
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5 Conclusions

The preceding account has argued for the dominance of prosodic domain in the
distribution of clausal clitics, specifically for the importance of the left edge of the
leftmost intonational phrase of a clause excluding any preposed material. While I argue
that this generalization can capture more of the data than any previous generalization,
it is only a tentative hypothesis. Before a complete generalization (or set of
generalizations) can be offered for the fifth-century Greek data, further investigation will
be required of the clitic system as a whole. As noted in section four, there is evidence
from dative pronominal forms whose distribution may either not be prosodically
conditioned, or whose host is not a prosodic word. We turn now to consider the
metrical data in greater detail and present further evidence for the prosodic conditioning
of clitic distribution.
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Chapter 5

The Metrical Data

In the preceding chapter, I used data from metrical texts to argue for a prosody-
dominant model of clitic organization in fifth-century Greek. In this chapter, I present
the metrical data in more detail, discuss how it supports a prosody-dominant account of
clitic distribution, and also introduce distributional patterns that remain mysterious.

To recap briefly, one of the central predictions of the prosody-dominant analysis is that,
if you encode a clause with more intonational phrases than it would otherwise receive in
the mapping from phrase structure to phonological form, then a speaker should have
available additional locations within the clause (specifically, in the clause to the right of
canonical second position) in which to place a clitic. This prediction is borne out by the
metrical data. For the metrical template itself enriches the prosodic constituency of a
clause by parsing it into constituents (specifically, intonational phrases) that would not
arise from phrase structure alone. As a result, clitic distribution is far more variegated
than what we find in prose. While in the past this diversity in distributional patterns
has been cause for despair, it is on my account a crucial (and predicted) property of the
underlying organization of the system.

Below I present two sets of metrically-conditioned distribution patterns from the iambic
trimeter and trochaic tetrameter, which I label the left-edge patterns and the right-edge
patterns. In the left-edge patterns, the clitic occurs at the left edge of a metrical
constituent, while in the right-edge patterns it is hosted at the right edge of a metrical
constituent. The left-edge pattern is essentially that of prose: a clitic selects a host at
the left edge of a prosodic domain, presumably the intonational phrase, although there
is some question on this front. The right-edge cases are considerably more challenging
to analyze, and what I present here is only a sketch of some possible analyses.

To my knowledge, there is no general account of clitic distribution in fifth-century
drama. Wackernagel (1892) of course relies heavily on metrical texts, but these are
primarily Homer and the mantras of the Rgveda. Fraenkel (1964)/[1933] is more
squarely focused on fifth- and fourth-century prose to the exclusion of poetic texts;
Janse (1993) is likewise focused on prose texts. The reason for this bias, so far as I can
tell, is twofold. First, many scholars work under the (often tacit) methodological
assumption that prose data are the best witness to the syntax of a language, as poetic
language is adorned and unusual, and thus not a reliable reflection of the internal
workings of the language. (This issue is taken up further in section 5.1.) Second, the
distributional patterns of the clausal clitics in fifth-century Greek poetry do not readily
submit to surface generalizations, and this has apparently led to despair. But, as |
argue below, there are discernible patterns. And as we will see, these patterns, which at
first seem to be a sui generis phenomenon, in some respects actually recapitulate what
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happens in prose. In spite of these advances, what follows is not a complete analysis of
clitic distribution in Attic drama. This is such complex terrain that further
investigation will be required before that goal can be achieved. My goal in this chapter
is primarily to show how the metrical data support a prosody-dominant analysis of clitic
distribution in Greek, and secondarily to identify patterns and issues that demand
further consideration.

This chapter is structured as follows. Section one presents the left-edge patterns from
the iambic trimeter; section two presents the same patterns from the trochaic
tetrameter. These patterns are then analyzed together in section three. Section four
introduces the right-edge data. In section five, I sketch a possible analysis that would
encompass the left-edge, right-edge, and prose data. In section six, I forestall a
methodological objection concerning my use of the metrical data. Section seven looks
farther out on the metrical horizon to consider clitic distribution in Homer, where,
remarkably, the patterns observed in drama are almost entirely absent. Section eight
raises in brief two related issues, that of split enclisis, and that of the distribution of ydp
in Menander. Section nine offers concluding remarks. The data for this chapter have
been culled from the extant plays of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides for the iambic
trimeter. The examples for the trochaic tetrameter all come from Aristophanes.

1 Left-Edge Patterns: The Iambic Trimeter

The iambic trimeter is canonically a twelve-syllable meter with the following schema
(Descroix 1931; Maas 1962: 66-71; Snell 1962: 11-15; Halporn et al. 1963: 13-15; Golston
and Riad 1990: 136-142; West 1992: 41; for a generative account, see Fabb and Halle
2008: 154-167):

Iambic Trimeter
(5.1) X, H, Ly H, X; [ H; L; | Hy X Hy Ly, Hyp
H/L = heavy/light syllable
X = heavy or light syllable
| = caesura boundary

The fifth-foot caesura is more common than the seventh; according to West (1982: 40)
the latter occurs “about once in every four trimeters.” The caesura can fall after the
sixth foot, i.e. the medial caesura, although this is even less common: see Stephan (1980)
and Donzelli (1987) for discussion, references, and quantitative data. The two halves of
the line (which probably reflect an original penthemimer-lekythion fusion) I will refer
to as hemistichs. I exclude here consideration of bridges; see Devine and Stephens
(1982) for an extensive treatment. I assume that the prosodic correlate of the metrical
line in an iambic trimeter is canonically the intonational phrase. On average an iambic
trimeter line contains 4.5 prosodic words (see Golston and Riad 2000), which is roughly
what one would expect per intonational phrase (cf. Chafe 1994: 65 reports that the
mean length of what he calls substantive intonation units is 4.84 words, with the modal
length being four words). Furthermore, the line-final anceps position in all likelihood
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reflects intonational phrase-final vowel lengthening. Compare the remark of Devine and
Stephens (1984: 115): “...the linguistic model for the stichos is the higher level
phonological unit corresponding to the syntactic clause (or simple sentence) in normal
speech tempo.” In spite of these considerations, there may well be certain instances of
the iambic trimeter that do not correlate with an intonational phrase. But the least
controversial base hypothesis appears to be a correlation between the metrical line of
the iambic trimeter and the intonational phrase.

1.1 Distributional Patterns

Clausal clitics can be hosted outside of second position by the first prosodic word of the
metrical line or the first metrical word after the caesura.'” I begin first with the verse-
initial type, which is illustrated in the following example:

Verse-initial host
(5.2) étav 8 Denran, TVt €y6 xaxoOg
un,=0p@v=a&y ey | nav’ 60’ v dnhol Vedg
‘“When he gets here, I would be remiss
if I didn’t do whatever god indicates.’ Soph. OT 76-77

The matrix clause begins with tnvixadt’, directly after which we would in canonical
situations expect &v. However, it does not show up until the next line, where it is
hosted by the first prosodic word of the verse (un is proclitic, un=5pév thus being one
prosodic word).

In the second type, the clitic is hosted outside of second position after the first prosodic
word of the caesura:

Post-caesural host'™
(5.3) pothy yop RPNV | BBe=y’ =8V xexthpeda
oAV €V "Apyel.
‘In vain would we possess so big an army in Argos...’ Eur. Heracl. 282

Here we canonically expect &v to be hosted by the clause-initial adverb yoatfv and to
occur just after yoap. It falls neither here nor after the following noun ¥3nv. Instead, it
is hosted by the first word after the caesura, 6.

One could counter the claim that the meter in (5.2) and (5.3) licenses a non-second
position host for &v by arguing that the prosodic coding of the clauses results from
syntactic configuration. So with (5.2) one could claim that, for non-metrical reasons,

2T This pattern has also been observed in the Rgveda (e.g. RV 1.165.12cd, 6.27.7ab). See Hale (1987: 79-
80), Hock (1992: 46-50) for discussion. Whether the Sanskrit patterns are driven by the same mechanism
as the Greek data is not yet clear. If it turns out that they are, it is an open question as to how one
should interpret such a Graeco-Indic equation.

128 See also Eur. Alc. 662.
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the string tnvixalt’ éyo xaxoc was coded as an intonational phrase, i.e. (tnvixadt’ vy
xox0c),. Since the beginning of the next line coincides with the left edge of an
intonational phrase, the clitic falls exactly where one expects it. In my view, such an
objection exhibits little chance of success because I see no ostensible syntactic or
pragmatic motivation for the coding of tnvixabt’ €y®d xaxo¢ as an intonational phrase.
As will be demonstrated in chapters six and seven, such a unit bears no resemblance to
the preposed phrases that we find in prose. For one, it contains three constituents
(namely tnvixat’, €yo, and xaxdc), and there is no parallel for one preposed phrase
with three constituents. One could of course postulate three individual preposed
phrases. But such an extreme move would run into at least two problems. The first is
that the pragmatic meaning behind such triple-preposing would be far from clear.
(There is one case of this type known from prose, however, which I cited above in
chapter four, example (4.15); see chapter seven for a discussion of its pragmatics.)
Indeed, it is hard to see how any of the three constituents here could bear marked
pragmatic meaning. The second is that one would presumably have to presuppose that
each constituent was coded as an intonational phrase, which is both unlikely and, in the
case of tnvixalit’ €y, impossible. One could try to avoid this latter problem by
claiming that all three preposed phrases for some reason form only one intonational
phrase. The only motivation that I can envision for such an analysis would be the
ability of the metrical template to bleach (i.e., override) the prosodic encoding that one
would expect on the basis of phrase structure. There is evidence for such a phenomenon
(see section 5.0 below), but whether or not it would happen in this particular scenario is
not clear. To advance such an analysis for this case, one would first have to specify
what the pragmatic function (or functions) of the preposed material is.

My analysis relies crucially on the claim that the material preceding a metrically-
induced host (i.e., Tnvixadt’ vy xoxdc) is neither preposed nor pragmatically-marked,
and that verse-initial hosts are licensed on the basis of the prosodic coding that results
from the metrical template itself. It is not always easy to decide when the material
preceding the host owes its position to pragmatic meaning or not. I have selected (5.2)
and (5.3) as clear cases in which such an alternative analysis would not offer much
hope.

We observe the same ability of a verse-initial prosodic word to host a pronominal clitic
outside of canonical second position:

Verse-initial host
(5.4) 0 yeX wv e&éowilev, 00d’ glo motnp
ZeOe=viv xoxbse 6pdv 00T’ €u’ ol "Hpav moté.
‘Fate was keeping him alive, and father Zeus
allowed neither me nor Hera to harm him.’ Eur. Heracl. 828-829"

129 See also Eur. Ale. 404-405.
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Here the pronoun wiv in the second line is hosted verse-initially; in a canonical situation
we would have expected it to be hosted by the first word of its clause, namely o06’. In
the following example, again involving viv, the pronoun surfaces well into the adjoined
nvixa-clause:

Post-caesural host
(5.5) Kpéwv 8¢ Meydpac tfiode yiyveto natrp,
v mdvteg buevalowol Kadueiol mote
ATEL cuvnAdhagay Nvix’ elg Epole
dbpoug 6 xhewvoe | “Hpoxhiic=viv fyeto.
‘Creon became (the) father of this Megara,
whom all Cadmaeans at her wedding once
escorted with pipe music, when the famous
Heracles brought her into my house.’ Eur. Heracl. 9-12

In both (5.4) and (5.5), it does not seem viable to analyze the material preceding the
clitic host as in any way preposed (or at least they do not bear the pragmatic values
associated with preposed strings in non-metrical speech). It is worth stressing that in
(5.2)-(5.5), the pronoun is not hosted by the verb. There has been a tendency in the
literature to assert that when the clitic is not placed second in the clause, then there is
the “option” to place it after the verb. As we will see below in section 3.1, there are
cases when the lexical category of the host appears to be relevant for clitic placement,
but the situation is more complex than a generalization of the type “if not second, then
post verbal.”

2 Left-Edge Patterns: The Trochaic Tetrameter

The left-edge distributional patterns that we observed above with the iambic trimeter
are also found in the trochaic tetrameter. The trochaic tetrameter is a canonically
fifteen-syllable line (Halporn et al. 1963: 15-16; Maas 1962: 66-71; Snell 1962: 16; West
1982: 40):

Trochaic Tetrameter
(56) Hl L2 H3 X4 H5 LG H7 XS | H9 LIU Hll X12 H13 L14 H15

A diaeresis typically falls after the eighth syllable, which thus reveals the compound
(ditrochee+lekythion) formation of the line. I will again refer to the two halves of the
verse as hemistichs. I leave aside discussion of bridges here. As the trochaic tetrameter
is a longer verse than the iambic trimeter, there is some question here as to how
metrical constituent and prosodic constituent correlate, but I will for the present assume
the verse line canonically correlates with an intonational phrase.
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2.1 The Distributional Patterns

The following cases exhibit the same left-edge patterns that we observed above in the
iambic trimeter:

Verse-initial host™
(5.7) o0y andvtwy, ody AMAvTwY. AN EY® Aéywy 60
TOAN =&V dmoprivouy’ Exelvoug €0¥’ & xadixouuévoue.
‘Not for all of them, not for all of them. In fact, I here and now
could show that in many ways it is they who are being wronged.’
Ar. Ach. 313-314
Post-caesural host
(5.8) ¢ EYe BAAAWY EXEIVOV | 00%=&V Eumihuny Aldolc.
‘As I can’t get my fill of striking him with stones.’ Ar. Ach. 236

In (5.8), one could object that BédAiwv éxeivov would have been coded as an intonational
phrase, and that this pattern could equally have been found in prose. But as I
demonstrate in chapter eight, complement (i.e. supplementary) participial phrases
canonically admit second-position clitics, so this is in fact not a pattern that we would
expect to find in prose.

The same patterns are found with pronominal clitics:

Verse-initial host
(5.9) 6te &V EuouTol Y’ EvExa YUVL YENUdTOY
EMw=0€ xAntevoovTa.
‘...when I am dragging you to witness a summons
on account of my own money.’ Ar. Nub. 1217-1218

I have not yet found an example of a post-diaeresis case with a pronominal clitic in the
trochaic tetrameter; I presume that this is only an accidental gap in the data.

3 Analysis of the Left-Edge Data

The left-edge patterns of the iambic trimeter and trochaic tetrameter can be explained
as an extension of the domain in which clitics are positioned in non-metrical contexts.
For in prose contexts, clitics select for a host at the left edge of an intonational phrase.
In metrical contexts, clitics have the option of selecting for a host at the left edge of the
verse, which presumably corresponds prosodically to the left edge of an intonational
phrase. In this way, the metrical template creates more left edges of intonational
phrases within a clause than would exist in a non-metrical environment, and poets have
the option of locating a clitic in these additional locations. I say “option” because it is

130 See also Ach. 796.
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at this point entirely mysterious as to what motivates the appearance of a clitic in a
metrically-conditioned position as opposed to a more canonical one.

This analysis is weakened by one problem, a solution for which is not yet clear to me.
Above (section 1.0), I assumed that a metrical line of an iambic trimeter corresponds
prosodically to the intonational phrase. If that is the case, then each hemistich
presumably corresponds to a prosodic phrase. And thus what we have with the post-
caesural cases is hosting at the left edge of a prosodic phrase, and not the left edge of an
intonational phrase.

There are at least three possible solutions to this issue. The first is that the lines with
post-caesural clitic hosts are prosodically non-canonical, in that there is an intonational-
phrase break at the caesura. This would mean that the ability to position a clitic after
a post-caesural is not available in every line, but only in certain ones. If this is true, it
is not yet apparent what is responsible for the non-canonical prosodic coding. The
second and third possibilities are similar, in that they both involve the idea that the
clitic selects for a lower level prosodic domain. It is possible that the clitics simply do
select for a host within the prosodic phrase and not the intonational phrase. Or it may
be the case that it is not a lower-level prosodic domain that they select for, but rather a
fine-grained prosodic property, specifically that of pitch. This idea is sketched out in
more detail below in section 5.2. Whichever one of these analyses bears the closest
relationship to the truth, in each case clitic distribution would still be prosodically
conditioned.

Lastly, a note on quantitative data. Some of the issues raised here could perhaps be
illuminated by considering the frequency of the patterns. Taking an exact count of the
number of metrically-licensed cases is difficult because the vast bulk of the data admit
more than one interpretation (i.e., one could analyze cases of metrically-licensed clitic
position as due to preposing). There are very few cases like those presented above in
which alternative analyses seem unlikely. It may not be possible to take any meaningful
count of the data until we know more about word order in Attic drama more broadly.

4 Right-Edge Patterns

There is a second set of metrically-conditioned distributional patterns. While this
second set would appear to involve essentially the same phenomenon as observed in
section two with the left-edge cases (i.e., the metrical template licenses hosts for clitics
that would not otherwise be licensed), it is not entirely clear how one should interpret
these data. The pattern can be described simply: a clitic is hosted outside of second
position at the right edge of a hemistich as opposed to the left, as illustrated in the
following examples:

Verse-final host
(5.12) @& Suotdhouva, Toldd’ Evdpa yerolov
PWVELY, & mpdodev | oltog oUx,ETANToT =&V,
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‘Wretched me! What things a noble man
says, which he never would have dared (say) before.’ Soph. Aj. 411

Here &v occurs in a very unusual place, being the last word in its clause. While we
would not have expected it to occur directly after the relative pronoun (as this would
have entailed a non-referential reading), it still should not have been positioned any
farther back than after npdoiev.

Verse-final host
(5.13) xax@e dxovewy | oU uéler VavdvTi=hot.
‘A bad reputation will not concern me once I am dead.’ Eur. Alc. 726

Verse-Final host
(5.14) eioedxboog Ydp Y’ el TO Boukeutriplov
OLéPahe xol Peudt| xateyAdTTICELOV
‘For he dragged me into the Council,
slandered me and slobbered me with lies...’ Ar., Ach. 379-380

Pre-caesural host™
(5.15) xai tic 168’ E€ixort’ =&V | dyyENWY TdYOC;
‘And what messenger could arrive that quickly?’ Aesch. Ag. 280

Pre-caesural host
(5.16) ¥dn 8 UrepBaivovta yelioo Telyémv
Badhel xepauvast Zebg=viv. | éxtinnoe o¢
YUV, Hote deloo TavToC.
‘Just as he is scaling the parapet of the walls
Zeus strikes him with a thunderbolt. The earth
resounded, so as to scare everyone.’ Eur. Phoen. 1180-1182

Likewise from the trochaic tetrameter:

Verse-final host
(5.17) ...0low 1) TOALC TpO ToD
0B popuoxoioy | eixij poudiee Eyprioat’=&v.
‘whom formerly the city
would not readily have relied on, not even as scapegoats.”  Ar. Ra. 733"

131 See also Eur. Ale. 1049.
132 Gee also Ach. 7009.
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Pre-diaeresis host
(5.18) GAN” RdLov Gv
OuxiBlov ouxpov @dyolu’=&v | €v AomddL TETVLYUEVOV.
‘But I would rather eat a little lawsuit baked in a casserole.’
Ar., Ves. 510-511

And from the “Euripidean” (iambic dimeter plus ithyphallic):

Pre-diaeresis host
(5.19) xoi vij AL’ dA\ha v’ €otizpou | x6Boha toudog évtoc.
‘And by Zeus I had more tricks as a child.’ Ar., Eq. 417

The right-edge cases differ crucially from the left-edge set in that they are characterized
by a further property: there is a strong tendency for the verb to host the clitic in this
scenario. In itself, it is not in the least surprising that the clitic should be hosted by the
verb, given the dependency relationship between the verb and pronominal arguments,
and the semantic connection between the verb and &v. But what is unexpected is that
the distribution of the clitic is apparently governed by two constraints: the first that it
be hosted at the right edge of a metrical constituent, and the second that it be hosted
by its verb. Notice that when a clitic is hosted by a verb at the right edge of a
hemistich, the verb is not always in clause-final position, as with e.g. (5.19).

To further complicate matters, one cannot simply set up a dual-constraint generalization
whereby the clitic can (under unknown circumstances) be positioned at the right edge of
a hemistich provided that it is hosted by the verb. For there are cases when the clitic is
positioned at the right edge of a hemistich, but not hosted by the verb:

(5.20) povévt’; émel tic | owppovisy Thaln 8o -8V,
‘Did he go insane? For what sane man would dare (to do) that?’
Eur. Hel. 97

Unless one is going to entertain the idea that tdd’ is enclitic (i.e., Thain=tdd’=&v), here dv
occurs at the right of the line and is not hosted by the verb. If examples like this one
are worth anything, then it might be the case that verbal hosting in cases like (5.12)-
(5.19) is only epiphenomenonal: that is, that poets independently want to put verbs in
right-edge locations, and also want clitics hosted in right-edge locations.

4.1 Right-Edge Patterns from Prose

Though rare (and not attested in Herodotus), there is some evidence for right-edge
patterning in prose texts, as in the following example:

(5.21) ..o B¢ Vv Exete, (00BE BiBOVTLVY TGV xoupdsv Augintoly dé€acdon
dUVoLoV’=&V),, ATNETNUEVOL ol TOIC TUPUCXEVGIC XAl TULG YVOUILS.
‘...as you are now, you would not be able to take over Amphipolis even if
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the opportunity presented itself, having been cut off in both preparations
and planning.’ Dem. 4.12.6'%

One could attempt to argue here that 006e 6166vVTWY &V xoupdv forms its own
intonational phrase (in as much as it bears conditional semantics: see further chapter
eight for the prosodic coding of participial phrases), and that ‘Auginoiwv dé€acta is
preposed material. But one runs into the problem of finding pragmatic justification. In
particular, one would also have to wrestle with the fact that VP-preposing is unattested
in Herodotus (at least as far as the evidence from clitic distribution shows).

5 Analysis One

In this section, I sketch the first of two possible analyses for capturing the left- and
right-edge distributional patterns observed above. The first possibility involves altering
the assumption about the correlation between metrical constituency and prosodic
constituency. Above I mentioned that the most likely prosodic correlate of the metrical
line was the intonational phrase. If, however, we were able to correlate the hemistich,
and not the line, with the intonational phrase (with the line then upgraded to the
utterance), then the metrical patterns would recapitulate the prose patterns as

follows'*:

Prose Poetry

(5.22) Left-edge host of ~  Hemistich,-initial
Left-edge host of ~  Hemistich,-initial
Right-edge host of t =  Hemistich,-final
Right-edge host of t =  Hemistich,-final

Schematically we can represent this as follows:

HEMISTICH 1 HEMISTICH 2
A A=

'a N I
(5.23) ((@p=clitic...oyg=clitic), | (g =clitic...w,,=clitic),),

Under this analysis, the difference between the metrical data and the prose data would
lie only in the source of the prosodic coding that licenses clausal-clitic hosts. In prose,
those units would be the outcome of the mapping between morphosyntax and
phonology. In poetry, however, they are created by the melody of the metrical template
itself."”

133 See also Dem. 9.18.1. Further examples are available from Demosthenes; my search was brief and
limited to the Olynthiacs and Philippics. For a recent analysis of Wackernagel’s Law in Demosthenes, see
Phillips (2008).

134 These would only be norms, however, and not invariable patterns. For instance a hemistich can behave
as an utterance in e.g. antilabe.

% For a consideration of the effect of melody in the hexameter, see O'Neill (1939). My claim here, that
the prosodic overlay of the metrical template creates more distributional possibilities for a clitic, finds a
parallel in Polish clitic data: see e.g. Spencer (1991: 368).
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The success of this analysis hangs on the ability to correlate the hemistich with the
intonational phrase. This is an extremely difficult question, since we have only very
crude ways of diagnosing the phonetic properties of the metrical line. A second issue
that this analysis raises is the question of whether all four possible positions (in addition
to second position) are all available in any given line. My inclination at this point is to
say no, but far more research is required on this front.

There is the distinct possibility that the possible positions for a clitic in any given line
are relative to the lexical items in the clause and the relation of the clause to the meter
(i.e., where in the line, or lines, the clause sits). If this is the case, it may not make
sense to try to offer broad-scale generalizations, as clitic distribution would be
determined on a clause-by-clause basis. For while a scheme like that in (5.23) may
encompass all of the possible locations where a clitic can fall when it lies outside of
second position, it does not tell us where a given clitic will occur in a given line.

It may be that the position of a clitic within any given line can only be determined with
reference to the prosodic shape of the lexical items in the clause and how these are
organized both among themselves and in relation to the meter. If this were the case,
then there would be no overarching generalization for clitic distribution (such as, select
for a host standing at the left edge of an intonational phrase). For each clause would
have its own internal grammar for clitic distribution, and this grammar might not be
the same from one clause to the next, or even for the same clause located within a
different portion of the meter. If there is any truth to this idea, the prosodic essence of
the system would run much deeper than I am currently arguing for. For presumably
clitic distribution would be sensitive not only to prosodic properties within the line but
also the prosodic shapes of the other words in the clause. It may also be the case that
the poets have a preference for locating clitics in specific positions within the meter (i.e.,
not simply hosting them at the left edge of a metrical constituent, but a bias for or
against a specific location in the meter, such as position seven). For some initial studies
that examine the relationship between the prosodic shape of lexical items and their
position in the trimeter, see Fraser (2002); Baechle (2007), with the review of
Butterfield (2008); Gunkel (2010).

One of the problems with the above analysis (and this is not unrelated to the issue just
discussed) is that it seems too permissive. If on average an iambic-trimeter line has only
4.5 prosodic words, and the scheme above in (5.23) lays out four possible places within
the line (not to mention that of canonical second position) where a clitic can be hosted,
then one might almost claim that clitic distribution in metrical texts is random. So,
again, what we need is some way to know what for any given line is a possible (or
preferred) position for a clitic when not in second position.
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5.1 The Caesura

Analysis one above rests on the assumption that the hemistich and caesura are
phonetically real entities, and in particular that the former is prosodically similar to an
intonational phrase. Unfortunately, the phonetic reality of the caesura is a heavily
debated question, and it is not clear what phonetic correlates one can equate with the
caesura. The modern debate begins with Sturtevant (1924) and Bassett (1925), who
essentially deny the notion of the caesura. For counterarguments, see Todd (1942).
The nature of the arguments and various theories of what a caesura is need not be
reviewed here. I will only reiterate what seem to me sound and convincing reasons for
the prosodic reality of the caesura.'®

Amidst all the uncertainty, there are at least two things that seem certain. First, it
need not be the case that every line have a caesura (so Maas 1962: 69). Second, it need
not be the case that every caesura exhibit the same phonetic properties. The most
common (and least controversial) definition of a caesura runs as follows: “a place in the
verse where word-end occurs more than casually” (West 1982: 192; cf. Maas 1962: 32-
36). Beyond this, there is and has been much to debate."”

Perhaps the most contentious point of debate concerns the equation of the caesura with
a pause (of whatever duration). This is especially unfortunate for my purposes, as the
equation of the caesura with a pause would be reasonably good evidence for the presence
of an intonational-phrase boundary. On pauses in the tragic trimeter, see Denniston
1936a and 1936b, Griffith 1977; compare Schein 1979: 7 n. 7 who denies emphatically
that a caesura is tantamount to a pause.

In spite of this uncertainty, one significant fact in favor of some prosodic boundary at
the caesura is that proclitics are avoided at caesural boundaries (Allen 1973: 26; West
1982: 26). Proclitics incorporate prosodically with their rightward hosts to form
prosodic words. The boundary between two hemistichs of a line is presumably
substantial enough that it does not permit the close phonetic cohesion that characterizes
the proclitic-host relationship. While this is a significant property of the caesura, it
does not provide unequivocal evidence for the equation of the hemistich with the
intonational phrase. For we could also accommodate this fact if we correlate the
hemistich with the prosodic phrase (i.e., a lower prosodic unit).

A second property in favor of the phonetic reality of the caesura comes from resolution
patterns. Resolution is a phenomenon whereby a heavy metrical position is filled by

1% Anthon (1842: 61) went so far as to declare: “One of the greatest beauties in a tragic trimeter is the
caesura.” Unfortunately, he does not demonstrate the truth of his claim. His claim may be worth
pursuing, if possible—prosody and silence-manipulation unquestionably play crucial roles in aesthetic
production and perception.

T For ancient testimony on the caesura (which is very messy), see Bassett (1919); for Hephaestion in
particular, see van Ophuijsen (1987). The first modern treatment of the caesura is Hermann (1816). For
recent investigations, see Spaltenstein and Bianchi (2004).
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two light syllables. It occurs most commonly in positions 1, 2, 6, and 8; for statistics on
Aeschylus and Sophocles, see Schein (1979: 77-84), as well as Devine and Stephens
(1984: 96-99). If we return to our scheme from (5.1) above, we see where these fall in
relation to the metrical line as a whole (the positions where resolution is common are in

bold face):
(5'24) Xl H2 L3 H4 X5 | HG L7 | HS X9 HIU Lll X12

The bold-face positions occur either at the beginning of the line (positions one and two),
or after a caesura: in the sixth position with a penthemimeral caesura, and in the eighth
position with a hephthemimeral. I presume that this occurs for durational reasons: two
light syllables take more time to produce than one heavy one (West 1982: 20). For
whatever reason, this was permitted at the beginning of the colon (i.e., hemistich), but
not later on; this tendency for the initial syllables of a metrical line to exhibit more
freedom and for the treatment of later syllables to become more fixed later on is known
from other meters, e.g. the dactylic hexameter (the fifth and sixth feet are only rarely
anything but H L L H H), and the “Aeolic base” of Aeolic meters. It is not clear to me
what exactly one should conclude from (5.24), but it does lend weight to the phonetic
reality of the caesura.

One argument against the equation of the hemistich with the intonational phrase comes
from the phenomenon of brevis in longo (i.e., a light syllable in a heavy position). Such
lengthening is permitted at the end of a metrical line, but not before a caesura; see e.g.
Maas (1962: 33). Verse-final brevis in longo is thought to be permitted by the pause
that falls between one line and the next. The reasoning then goes that if brevis in longo
is illicit, then there must not be a pause, and hemistich one is therefore not to be
equated with an intonational phrase. But there is little reason to think that pause and
final-lengthening (which is essentially what brevis in longo is) are so interdependent: one
can presumably have a pause without increasing the weight of a phrase-final, or line-
final, syllable. The phenomenon of pause is not categorical, but gradient, with different
types and durations of pauses occurring in different contexts.'® Furthermore, it is not
clear if the absence of pause absolutely rules out the possibility of an intonational
phrase. The caesura could be characterized by some other phonetic property, such as a
boundary tone.

5.2 Analysis Two

Analysis two, which is not necessarily incompatible with analysis one, attempts to
account for clitic distribution with reference to a more fine-grained phonetic feature,
specifically pitch prominence. Rather than framing the generalization in terms of

% This is a point that was recognized already in antiquity, in the work of the grammarian Nicanor, who
devised diacritic marks for eight types of pauses: see Blank (1983). (It may be the case that Nicanor’s
typology involved not just pause duration, but pause duration plus boundary tones.)
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prosodic constituent, we could frame it in terms of phonetic feature, and claim that
clitic distribution is conditioned by pitch prominence within the metrical line.

Over the course of an utterance, it is cross-linguistically common for pitch to decline.
This phenomenon is known as downtrend and has been reconstructed for Greek; see
Devine and Stephens (1991). Under this assumption, pitch is going to be at its absolute
highest on the first high tone of an utterance, and will then drop off throughout
unaccented syllable(s) until the next high tone. So even if pitch is not highest on the
first high tone, presumably the pitch span at this part of the utterance is highest.

If we assume such a pattern of downtrend for Greek, then it is not surprising that clitics
follow a host positioned at the left boundary of an intonational phrase, where one
assumes a high pitch-level. This behavior of clitics has functional motivation: it is
thought to be easier to perceive atonic and low tone items such as clitics in an
environment of a broad pitch span (Gussenhoven 2004).

This could account for the left-edge patterns, but would not cover the right-edge
patterns. To account for these, we would have to postulate a reversal of pitch (known
as uptrend or upstep) at the right edge of a hemistich. The phenomenon of uptrend has
long been suspected in Greek on account of the following graphic conventions (see
further Chandler §905-906):

1. xolunoic: within an intonational phrase, word-final acute (i.e., H tone) becomes
grave (i.e., L tone).

2. At the end of an intonational phrase (or pre-pausally), an acute (i.e., H tone)
is preserved.

The following example illustrates this second convention:

(5.25) %ol 8fjra, elnol=tic=&v, Tabta dvaroipoitat;
‘Where then, one might ask, are these being consumed?’ Hdt. 3.6.6

If there were not an intonational-phrase boundary between &v (H) and tabta, it would
have been accented &v (L). Thus the preservation of the acute on dv is thought to
reflect a high boundary-tone (i.e., H%) vel sim. at the right edge of the intonational
phrase (Trubetzkoy 1969: 238; Sturtevant 1940; Allen 1973: 245-248; Allen 1987; for
upstep in German, see Truckenbrodt 2002 and forthcoming). The convention of
accentuation in (5.25) is extremely valuable, as it reflects not word-prosody, as the
graphic system usually does, but rather phrasal prosody.

The problem with extending the idea of upstep to the hemistich is that word-final
oxytones are not preserved, at least in modern editions of texts, pre-caesurally or line-
finally. So in the following example both aOtéc and £y have final grave accents, and
not final acute accents:
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(5.26) Torydp wiv adTog | Ex Bopwy dloteno’ EYw
‘I have myself stung them from their homes’ Eur. Bacc. 32

This example, which can be paralleled again and again in modern editions, is not as
straightforward as it at first seems. For if we consult medieval manuscripts, as well as
editions of Greek texts before ca. 1850, we find considerable variation in the practice of
scribes and editors in this regard (for brief mention of this issue, see Chandler §906;
Donald Mastronarde, p.c., also informs me of this variation among mss.). One will, for
instance, find final oxytones at line-end accentuated as acute, which I presume reflects
preservation of H tone. The details of this variation need not concern us here: all that
matters is that in some cases, scribes felt that there was a rise in pitch, and that they
represented it accordingly. Figuring out the conditions under which they do and do not
preserve a colon-final acute may not be possible. I will mention just three difficulties.
The first is that we do not know what the scribes thought they had to represent, i.e. to
what extent clause-level prosodic information was supposed to be represented
graphically. Second, I presume that pitch perception varied among scribes, and that
this variation was due not only to the perceptual faculties of the individual scribe, but
also to the way in which he interacted with the master text, whether he was simply
reading it, or whether it was being read to him. Lastly, there is a diachronic angle to
wrestle with: it may have been the case that scribal practice changed over time in this
respect. How one would disentangle these various factors I do not know.

If Greek clitics were organized according to pitch prominence, they would bear
considerable resemblance to the situation in Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian. Yu (in press)
argues that clitic position is sensitive to pitch prominence. There may also be a parallel
in Latin. If we follow the analysis of Adams (1994) and accept that clitics are attracted
to the focused item in a clause, and that focused items are marked with greater pitch
prominence, then here again clitics are seeking out pitch prominence. Under this type of
analysis, the following question arises: does the pitch prominence that attracts clitics
result solely from the metrical rhythm, or is pitch prominence in some cases
pragmatically motivated? In other words, are the words that host non-canonically
positioned clitics pragmatically marked in any way? I am inclined at this point to say
no, and to claim that the pitch prominence would result from metrical rhythm, but this
question requires a devoted study.

These are two possible, but quite speculative ways in which one could account for the
left- and right-edge distributional patterns.” It should be clear from my discussion

% T mention here for the sake of thoroughness an additional possibility. Hale (1987: 78-79) argues that
when a Sanskrit pronominal object clitic is hosted outside of clause-second position by its governing verb
(or preverb), this is an archaism. On his account, before there was a second-position generalization in
Indo-Iranian (i.e., Wackernagel’s Law), object pronominal clitics were hosted by their governing heads.
Such a claim raises the possibility that we have a similar phenomenon in the right-edge cases, which, as
noted above, exhibit a strong tendency to be hosted by the verb. While conceivable, the idea does not
offer much promise. For one, it faces an immediate problem with &v: it is completely out of the question
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above how much further work is required in this area. In the next section, I present
another possibility, which I find less plausible, but may at some level be playing a role.

6 The Dominance of Syntax?

In the preceding four sections, I have stressed the relevance of prosodic factors
(whatever those may be precisely) in clitic distribution. Despite this, it appears that
there is evidence that also points in the opposite direction, that is, for the dominance of
syntactic conditioning. Consider the following example:

(5.27) oL & el-pe AumAoelc T, | Thic Btaxdvou
TEWTNG AVATE(VUG TM OXEAEL DloNELES
Vv "Tewv adty, Hote Yauudlelv 6mwe
00T Yépwv GV oTthopa TeléuSohov.
‘And you, if (you) annoy me at all, spreading the servant
girl’s legs first I'll fuck' her (so) thoroughly,
Iris herself, that she’ll be amazed that,
though an old man, I get hard like a triple-ram.’ Ar. Av. 1253-1254

On the assumption that i occupies C", then o0 is preposed above CP. But if this is the
case, we do not have the standard prosodic coding of a preposed phrase, as there is no
intonational break between 8’ and €l as we would expect (the elision of the vowel of 8¢ I
interpret as evidence for the absence of an intonational break). Without an
intonational-phrase boundary between 6" and €f, ye is not hosted at the left edge of an
intonational phrase, nor is hosted at the left or right edge of a hemistich.

If we were to ignore issues of prosody altogether, however, (5.27) would not be in the
least bit problematic. One could very easily postulate that ye has adjoined to the left
edge of TP, and that since €{ occupies C°, it does not undergo prosodic flip, but merely
selects the complementizer as its prosodic host. o0 would be in a pragmatically-marked
supra-CP layer of syntax.

that the modal particle as such might have existed at some pre-Wackernagel’s Law stage. For on all
appearances &v as a modal particle is not that old (even if you equate Greek &v with Latin and Gothic an
and reconstruct such a form for PIE, you could not reconstruct it as a modal particle per se), while a pre-
Wackernagel’s Law stage of Greek (or Proto-Greek or whatever we would be dealing with language-wise)
would be of much greater antiquity. (And, furthermore, what is the governing head of a modal particle
supposed to be?) We of course do not run into this problem with the pronominal clitics, and what one
could do would be to set up an analogical process whereby 8v in time came to pattern after the
pronominal clitics. But such an analysis is worrying, because we would have a feature of extremely deep
antiquity (namely, position of clitics by a mechanism antedating Wackernagel’s Law) appearing for the
first time only in the fifth century. All these objections aside, there remains the simple fact that labeling a
subset of examples as archaisms solves nothing, as it sidesteps any attempt to account for the conditions
under which the phenomenon occurs.

M0 T assume that dounelle is a low-register verb.
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Thus a case like (5.27) is only problematic for a prosodic account, and seems to suggest
that the contribution of metrical template can actually cut both ways. It can license
hosts that would not otherwise be licensed in a non-metrical setting, and it can also
override the prosodic coding that we would expect in a non-metrical setting. It is not
clear to me how one handles a situation like this; the only possibility that even occurs to
me is to see if o0 is actually proclitic here and not preposed (i.e., oV, = €l...), but that
does not seem very likely to me, especially since (5.27) is not an isolated case:

(5.28) M mdvu yepbdvtiov | Towe vevouxdc-pwe ol;
‘Or perhaps you think I’'m too old?’ Ar., Ach. 993

Again this is the sort of example that could be handled easily in a non-metrical
environment, by supposing that 1| ndvu yepdvtiov and lowe were each coded as
intonational phrases, i.e. if we simply set up (] névu yepdvtiov), (lowcg), (vevouxdc-pe
o), vel sim. But such a prosodic parsing does not seem likely in the face of the metrical
template.

6.1 The Status of Poetic Grammar

My argument in favor of the dominance of prosody in clitic distribution (in particular
that presented in section two) is based on the method of leveraging distributional
patterns unique to metrical texts for insight into the organization of clitics in Greek as a
whole. This has not been the standard practice among previous scholars. For many,
the poetic data have either been ignored, or segregated for their excessively artistic
quality, and considered uninformative for syntactic structure more generally.
Representative of this latter attitude is the remark of Wackernagel (1892: 341), where
he notes that the second-position tendency of viv is not as robust in Pindar and the
tragedians (in comparison with Homer) “wegen der grossern Kiinstlichkeit ihrer
Wortstellung.” Following this line of thought, one could object to the analysis in sections
three and five by arguing that the distributional patterns of clitics in drama belong to
their own system, their own grammar; and furthermore that this separate grammar
bears little relationship to that of prose.

Such an outlook prima facie has the advantage of freeing us from the expectation that
clitics should follow any sort of second-position generalization. The problem is that it is
too permissive to be of any real use or to afford any insight. For under a strong version
of this view, one would essentially be allowing anything to happen, an “anything goes”
grammar.'"' But it is emphatically not the case that anything can happen as far as clitic
distribution in Greek drama is concerned: for instance, we never find a clitic in clause-
initial position. Thus there are at least some constraints on distribution. But perhaps
even more problematic is that the notion of a sui generis poetic grammar is a slippery

M Wells (1985: 45) reports that the Old High German poet Otfrid von Weikenburg sacrifices
grammaticality to rhyme in his Evangelienbuch. I find this hard to fathom, the idea that poetic grammar
is a grammar that tolerates what would otherwise be ungrammatical utterances. Surely it has to be the
case that “ungrammaticality” is constrained to certain facets of speech production.
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slope. For once we admit a discrete grammar for poetry, are we then to set one up for
spontaneous spoken language (see Miller and Weinart 1998 on this prospect), another
for written language, and another for the language of religious practice, and perhaps
another for military and courtroom language?

A more profitable method in my view is the following. Since there are constraints on
poetic language, then our goal should be to discover what exactly those constraints are
and to evaluate their relationship to the patterns found in non-metrical texts. And
given that the grammatical patterns characteristic of metrical texts have to come from
somewhere, to my mind their most likely source will be the non-metrical grammar of the
poet. Thus I would agree with e.g. Watkins (1995: 5-6), who presents poetic grammar
as standing in an oblique relationship with non-poetic grammar. This methodological
assumption then predicts that clitic distribution in Greek drama should ultimately be a
metrically-motivated extension of the usage patterns of the non-metrical language. In
other words, the system of clitic distribution in poetry should in some way correspond
to the distributional patterns of clitics attested in prose, and any differences between the
two should result directly from the metrical and compositional nature of the verse.

7 The Homeric Hexameter

The distributional patterns presented above do not, generally speaking, occur in Homer.
At least once, however, clitic placement deviates from its canonical distribution; the
following is the most often cited example:

(5.29) édc ol Y’ EuUePadSTE VEXUV QEPOV EX TIOAEHOLO
vijag €ml yAapupdc, €l 0 TTOAEUOS TETATO=GPLY
&yproc Rite nlp.
‘Thus they were quickly carrying the corpses from the battle
toward the hollow ships, but against them had been stretched
strife fierce like fire.’ 1. 17.735-737

Here we would have expected oguv after éntl 0¢. Instead we find it hosted at verse end;
for discussion, see Munro (1891: 337); Wackernagel (1892: 343); Delbriick (1900: 54).

It is difficult to assign a cause to the position of ogiv here. I am unable to detect any
special pragmatic meaning in éni 8¢ ntoAepoc that might have caused the deferral. One
could attempt to align the position of oguv with the fifth-century cases of verse-final
placement exhibited above, and argue that what we have here forecasts fifth-century
developments. In my view, there is too little evidence to support this claim. If the
development of the fifth-century system were really under way, one would expect it to
show up slightly more often. But with only one example we cannot rule out the
possibility that some other mechanism is at work—for instance, an impulse to position
pronominal clitics after verbs.
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Putting (5.29) aside, then, the question becomes: why do the fifth-century patterns not
exist in Homer? One answer is that it is simply a matter of chronology and change: the
fifth-century metrical patterns only come into existence in the post-Homeric period.
This would accord with the views of Wackernagel (1892) and Taylor (1990) that
Wackernagel’s Law undergoes a weakening from the Homeric period to the fifth century.
(For a discussion of their views, see chapter two) As I stated in chapter two, I do not
think there is any reason to see the fifth-century data as a “weakening” of Wackernagel’s
Law. If anything, it is an extension of a basic underlying mechanism.

The diachronic explanation runs into problems again when we consider the Sanskrit
data. In the earliest attested Sanskrit, that of the Rgvedic mantras, we find metrically-
conditioned cases of clitic distribution (see above fn. 129). In short, clitics can occur
either second within the clause or second within the pada (= metrical line). Thus what
we find in the Rgveda bears more of a resemblance to fifth-century tragedy and comedy
than to Homer; cf. the remarks of Taylor (1990: 174). By contrast, the routine second-
position distribution that we find in Homer is matched by a slightly later stage of
Sanskrit, that of Vedic prose, where violations of second-position placement are rare.

To return to Greek, why is it that the patterns we find in Greek tragedy and comedy, if
only arising in the post-Homeric period, resemble those of the earliest stages of Sanskrit?
There are two possibilities. One is that the similarities between the Rgveda and fifth-
century dramatic poetry are independent of one another. The other is that what we
find in fifth-century poetry did not develop in the post-Homeric period, but was already
present in the earliest stages of Greek, and simply did not emerge in Homer.

This question will require further investigation that cannot be undertaken here. Since
this is an open question, it is worth going beyond diachrony to consider why the
patterns of tragedy and comedy did not appear in Homer. There are at least three
other explanations to consider: those of meter, dialect, and discourse.

In terms of meter, it may have been the case that the melody of the Homeric hexameter,
for whatever reason, did not offer the necessary prosodic features to license the clitic-
distribution patterns found in the iambic trimeter and trochaic tetrameter. This
explanation runs into some trouble from Herodotus of all places, because there we
actually have an example from a dedicatory inscription (on a tripod in the sanctuary of
Ismenian Apollo in Thebes) where the hexameter appears to license clitic placement:

(5.30) Xxoiog muypayéwv=he | EXNBOALL ATOMALWL
VIXHoos GvEUNXE TEWV | TEpLXAAAES Sy oAyl
‘Pugilist Skaios dedicated me, a beautiful ornament,
to you, far-shooting Apollo after he won.’ 5.60.3

It appears that the position of ye is licensed by its pre-caesural location (we would

canonically expect it just after Yxoioc). If this is the case, it needs to be explained why
metrically-conditioned clitic placement is appearing in a dedicatory inscription in
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Herodotus, when the same phenomenon does not occur in Homer (although Herodotus
5.60 claims that Skaios was a contemporary of Oedipus, so the inscription is perhaps
rather old). Given that this is a lone example, the position of ye is of course amenable
to other interpretations. For one, it is possible that »xoioc is preposed; but I detect no
pragmatic motivation for such a view (unless Yxoioc was meant to be read in some sort
of prosodically dramatic way, e.g. in the manner of an announcement). Another
possibility is that uye has been positioned after the first constituent of the clause; that
the subject is comprised of a name plus function appositional phrase may be relevant
here.

This Herodotean quirk aside, another aspect of meter may be responsible for the absence
of the fifth-century patterns: that is, it may simply have been easier to position
monosyllables in a hexameter than in an iambic trimeter (or other meters). If this is
true, we would need to devise an algorithm that could estimate the difficulty that
certain syllable shapes and clitics present for each of the various meters. Work along
this line has been attempted by Baechle (2007), but much remains to be done.

One pressing question along these lines is to what extent clitic placement is sensitive to
metrical units in choral lyric. Aristotle (Poetics 4.1449"24-26) famously remarked that
the iambic trimeter, of all meters, is closest to ordinary speech. The rhythm of the
trochaic tetrameter is fundamentally the same (West 1982: 40; Golston and Riad 2005:
88). So it may be something about these meters in particular that allows for metrically-
licensed clitic placement. But if we were to find similar distribution patterns in lyric
passages, then we would know that the phenomenon was not restricted to
conversational meters. To speculate briefly, my expectation is that we will find
metrically-licensed clitic distribution in choral lyric, given that it is attested in the
Rgveda, as noted by Hock (1996), and the similarity of Vedic and Greek lyric meters
(Meillet 1923; West 1973a, 1973b, 1974; Nagy 1974).

A second possibility is that dialect is responsible for the differences. That is, for
whatever reason, the dialect of Homeric epic simply did not license the distributional
patterns available in Attic. We know that dialects vary in the organization of clitic
chains, for instance; see e.g. Wackernagel (1892: 344, 369). If there is some truth to this
analysis, it could well be the case, again, that the clitic distribution-patterns within the
Homeric poems represent an innovation, and that the Attic-drama patterns are actually
the more conservative, despite being attested later.

There are two, perhaps related, explanations to consider. The first is that of discourse.
It may well be that the Homeric poems could exhibit the behavior found in Attic
drama, but that there was simply no need. That is, if non-canonical clitic distribution is
conditioned by discourse pragmatics (as I argue in chapters eight and nine), then you
would only expect to find such distribution patterns where you have those particular
discourse-constructions. The problem with this idea is that the metrically-conditioned
examples discussed above are not motivated by discourse-pragmatic considerations.
While discourse-constructions may thus not be relevant, it is possible that performance
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is. It may be the case that it is not so much the metrical template itself that leads to
metrically-conditioned clitic-distribution patterns, but rather the way in which it was
performed. But here much is unclear, as well: for one wonders what in spoken iambic
trimeters would license the above distributional patterns that was absent in the
performance (or music?'*®) of Homeric hexameters.'**

8.0 The Issue of Split Enclisis

In this section and the next, I present two issues that are relevant for discussion of the
metrical data, but are either too poorly understood (as with split enclisis), or simply
farther afield (as with the distribution of ydp in Menander, discussed in the next
section).

In canonical situations, one expects clitics to stack up after the first prosodic word of
their clause to form a clitic chain, as in the following example from Herodotus:

(5.31) %ol viv, €l oBepdv Tl EvpBUeY, Tav-&v:cot TEOePEELoEY.
‘Even now, if we had noticed anything frightful, we would be telling you
everything in advance.’ 1.120.31

In metrical texts, however, instead of stacking up near the beginning of the clause,
clausal clitics can be distributed throughout the line (a phenomenon that I refer to as
split enclisis). When they do so, they are hosted in either the left-edge or right-edge
metrical positions described above:

(5.32) ox old’ ‘Oduccel. ndv=0é-c0L BpWINUEV=EV.
‘I don’t know, Odysseus. We would do everything for you.” Eur. Cyc. 132

(5.33) el yop fiov’ dmoug €L,
oLYYVOOT =&V fiv=cou | 1008’ épacdijvar Aéyouc.
‘For if you were still childless,
it would be forgiveable for you to desire this marriage.” Eur. Med. 490-491

In the following example, we have split enclisis with multiple-&v. Since multiple
instances of &v never attach to the same host, nearly every constituent in the first line
hosts a clitic:

"2 On Greek music generally, see West (1992); Hagel and Harrauer (2005); for Homeric and hexametric
singing and music, see West (1981); West (1986); Danek (1989); Hagel (1994); Danek and Hagel (1995);
for a recent description of the Homeric hexameter, see West (1997). For intonational phrasing in the
Homeric hexameter, see Janse (1998).

3 On the performance context of ancient epics generally, see Jensen (2005); for Homer specifically, see
Collins (2001).
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(5.34) oUx=&v pévouc’=&v | fouybdc=c’ £v olpaviL
aotolc Audxhang fyayev mpog Thiov;
‘Could she not have stayed peacefully in heaven
and brought you along with Amyclae to Ilion?’ Eur. Tro. 985-986

In (5.32)-(5.34), what we see are cases in which clitic-stacking is avoided and instead the
clitic surfaces at either edge of a hemistich. It is also worth observing that in the
multiple-&v construction, it is possible for both items to be hosted at the edge of a
hemistich outside of second position:

(5.35) €l & Opyéwc pot YABooo ol péhog mopiiv
Got’ 1) xéenv Afunteoc 1) xelvng néoiy
Ypvolol xnAfioavtd o’ €€ "Adou Aafely,
xatfiddov &v, xal u’ 00Y’ 6 Ihovtwvog xOwv
009’ oLl x| Puyonounodc=&v Xdpwv
goy’=&v, Tply € ¢ ooV xataocTtiioo Blov.
‘If I had the language and song of Orpheus,
so as to charm either the daughter of Demeter
or her husband with hymns and get you out of
Hades, I would have descended, and neither Pluto’s dog
nor Charon the soul-conductor at the helm would
have kept me from setting your life into the light.’ Eur. Alec. 361-362

While examples like these support the reality of four non-canonical metrically-licensed
positions in the meter, practically everything else about this phenomenon is shrouded in
mystery. I cannot discern any generalizations as to where the clitics will fall when they
disperse. It is also not clear whether all four non-canonical positions are available for
any one given line. The following four logically possible scenarios are all attested:

Pattern Description
1. &v=pronoun Clitic Chain (canonical)
2. @v...pronoun Split Enclisis
3. pronoun=3v Clitic Reversal
4. pronoun...8v Split Reversal

Pattern three (clitic reversal) is decidedly less common than the other patterns, and the
only one that is found exclusively in poetry. I presume that the motivation for split
enclisis comes from the metrical template, but how exactly is far from clear.

8.2 Excursus on ydp in Menander
There is further evidence for the reality of metrically-licensed clitic hosts, which comes

from a slightly out of the way source, namely the distribution of the particle ydp in
Menander. One significant difference between the clausal clitics and ydp is that the
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latter can occur earlier in the sentence than the former. In cases with preposed phrases,

for instance, it can occur amidst the preposed phrase, whereas a clausal clitic cannot, as
illustrated by the following example:

(5.36) Srdévtog Be avtol udyog dvie mopecTtenS Enaeidel Yeoyoviny, oinv N
exelvol Aéyouot elvor Ty énaotdnv. ((&veu=y =01 pdyou), (ob-cepu vouoc
gotl Yuoioc moeodar),),.

‘Once he |= a sacrificer| has arranged it, a magus stands by and chants a
theogony, of exactly the kind they say the chant is. For, without a magus,
it is not licit for them to perform sacrifices.’ 1.132.15

On the basis of such cases, I presume that ydp selects for the first prosodic word at the
left edge of an utterance (as opposed to an intonational phrase), although this
generalization is only tentative.

In drama, the metrically-conditioned patterns observed earlier in this section and in
section one for the clausal clitics do not obtain for ydp. Remarkably, however, when we
look to Menander, we suddenly do find the patterns characteristic of clausal clitics in
fifth-century drama:

Verse-initial host
(5.37) €Zey’ Exouoa- xhavuupileton, T@Aay,
TdAou=yY . 00X Old’ 6 Tl xoxOV TETOVYE JoL.
‘I will take it out. For it has been crying, poor thing,
for a long time. I don’t know what harm it’s suffered at my hands.’

Epit. 853-855

Pre-caesural host
(5.38) €l xal o6dp’ elmopel=yde, | dBefaine TEUpL-
‘For even if he is quite rich, his luxurious life is unstable.’ Geo. fr. 2.4

Verse-final host
(5.39) modamo; dlapépet | TEL payelpwt ToUTo=YdE.
‘From where? For this makes a difference to the cook.’ Fr. 397.2

Post-caesural host
(5.40) viv dndivov
elc méhayog auToV | EUPoleic-yde TEoYUdTWY,
o0 ABuxdv o0d’ Alyodiov...
‘Now you will throw yourself into a true
sea of troubles, neither Libyan nor Aegean....’ Fr. 59.5-7

These data are remarkable, and do not suggest a ready explanation. Is this change in
distribution due to analogy, whereby Menander (or speakers generally?) begin to pattern
the position of ydp after the clausal clitics? If so, this is somewhat surprising, for one
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expects the distinction in position between ydp and the clausal clitics because of their
differing semantics, in particular their different scopal properties. ydp has “external”
semantics in that it forms a semantic link between the sentence in which it occurs and a
preceding utterance. The clausal clitics have decidedly “internal” semantics by
comparison. Given this, has the meaning of yde changed such that it no longer has the
same semantic (and specifically scopal) properties it did in the fifth century? It is not
possible to pursue these questions any further here. But even without answers to these
questions, the data above are extremely valuable for lending further support to the
reality of the metrical-licensed clitic hosting.

9 Conclusion

I have argued that the metrical data, at least as far as the left-edge patterns are
concerned, provide clear evidence for the prosodic-conditioning of clitic distribution.
Beyond that, it seems that there is further evidence for metrically-conditioned clitic
distribution, but there are several outstanding questions. I have attempted to bring
together as wide an array of data as possible to bear on this question, and to outline as
many viable analyses as I have been able to conceive. Despite this, it must be
recognized that the distribution of clitics in Attic drama is a very complex, even
mysterious phenomenon, which requires considerably more research. We are now at the
point where we may not be able to progress any further in our knowledge of clitic
distribution until we know more about the organization of non-clitic items in metrical
texts.
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Chapter 6

Preposing I: Strong-Topic Constructions

Thus far, I have been primarily concerned with describing and explaining the
distributional patterns of clausal clitics in fifth-century Greek. In chapter four I argued
in particular for the following syntactic configuration of the left periphery:

(61) [TopP [CP [FocP [TP

I did not, however, lay out the pragmatic functions that TopP and FocP serve, and it is
to this task that the present and following chapters are devoted. As the presence of
either TopP or FocP in a sentence causes a clausal clitic to surface outside of canonical
second position, we can frame the question of these two chapters broadly as follows: how
does the meaning of a sentence with a non-canonically positioned clitic differ from that
of its canonical counterpart?

In the following examples, a clausal-clitic host is preceded by one constituent, which
thus causes the clitic to occur outside of canonical second position. I will describe such
phrases as preposed and the general construction will be known as preposing:'**

Preposed Noun Phrase

(6.2) Tato wev xotd toc dixac nolee, (tédde O M), Exexoopéato=ol.
‘He was doing these things in the cases, and the following regulations had
also been prepared by him.’ 1.100.6

Preposed Prepositional Phrase

(6.3) (mpog v dN Tolto TO xApUYUA), olte=Tic=0l Slohéyeciou olte oixlolol
oéxeoVan fiehe.
‘In the face of this proclamation, no one wanted to talk with him or to
receive him in their homes.’ 3.52.4

"4 There is an excess of terminology in the literature to describe this type of surface construction,
including linking, fronting, topicalization, and left-dislocation. (Although among studies of English, left-
dislocation typically refers to sentences like my father, he’s Armenian, where an anaphor in the main
clause, here he, resumes the left-dislocated element; this use of the term appears to have appeared first in
Ross 1967.) Dik (1995) and (2007), working within the framework of Simon Dik’s Functional Grammar,
uses the term Theme. The various labels are sometimes synonymous, although they tend to come with the
theoretical baggage of the tradition in which they were developed. I use the term preposing without
theoretical commitment as to whether there is actually constituent “movement” at some level. Preposing is
used solely to describe surface patterns in which one or more prosodic words that are morphosyntactically
sub-clausal precede the host of a clausal clitic.
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Preposed Adverbial Phrase

(6.4) nopfioav 8¢ petd tolto ol Audol @épovteg TOV vexpodv. (6mioie=d¢), einetéd=ol
O Qovelq.
‘The Lydians showed up after this with the corpse. From behind, the
murderer was following him.’ 1.45.2

According to the assumptions laid out in chapter four, constituents preceding the host
of a clausal clitic are assumed to be encoded as an intonational phrase. We can thus
frame the question of this chapter and the next as follows: why are some phrases (or
sub-phrases) placed at the beginning of a clause and coded as an intonational phrase,
while others are not? What semantic and pragmatic properties characterize the
material in these intonational phrases? In answering these questions, I focus on how
preposed phrases function in their communicative context, that is, how syntactic
structure and prosodic coding are used for pragmatic ends.

In addition to the cases like (6.2)-(6.4), in which we have a single major preposed
constituent, two further morphosyntactic patterns will be included in this investigation.
The first involves the preposing of a sub-constituent, a process known as subextraction
(on which, see Devine and Stephens 2000: 1-8) or left-branch extraction:'*

Subextraction

(6.5) el yop g T €€ "EAvev Ttelyed te xal Epywy dnddelly culloyioouTo,
(EMdooovog), mbvouste=&v xol damdvne avein Eévta tol AoPupiviou Toltou.
‘For if someone should list the walls (built) by the Greeks and display of
works, it would clearly be of both LESS toil and expense than this labyrinth.’

2.148.6
The second pattern involves an iteration of one of the above patterns to produce
multiple preposed constituents, as in the following example:
Multiple Preposed Constituents
(6.6) (avdpoc yap Evog Tob dplotou), (0UBEV), duetvov=a&y Qaveln.
‘Than one noble man nothing could seem better.’ 3.82.7

Here the noun phrases avopoc yap €vog tol apiotou and o0dév, which together do not
form a constituent, precede the host of &v, dueivov. As laid out in chapter four, I
assume that each constituent preceding the host of a clausal clitic occupies its own
intonational phrase. As this construction cannot be discussed until all single-constituent
preposing cases have been considered, it is taken up in the next chapter after following
discussion of the strong-focus construction.

145 (Classical Greek appears to have no trouble violating the Left Branch Condition formulated by Ross
(1967): see Devine and Stephens (1999: 5).
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A distinction is made in the literature between left-dislocation that is lexical and non-
lexical. In the former, the dislocated element is an argument of the verb (or an
argument of some other element of the sentence), and thus there is a syntactic
dependency between the preposed phrase and some element in the sentence, as in (6.2)
where td0e dAAa is the subject of éxexoouéato. In the second type of dislocation, the
dislocated element is not an argument of the verb (nor of some other element in the
sentence), and is not syntactically dependent on another item in the sentence. We have
an example of this type in (6.3), where npdc=Gv=01 tolto 10 xfpuypa is not lexically
governed by any element to the right of the clitic host. It has been claimed for English
that lexical left-dislocation is a more restrictive phenomenon than non-lexical (Birner
and Ward 1998: 31-32)"*. If this is also true for Greek, it is not immediately apparent.
Given the challenges intrinsic to pragmatic analyses of ancient texts, it may not even be
possible to recover such fine-grained pragmatic constraints. This distinction will not
play a role in subsequent discussion, but I leave open the possibility that it may be
relevant.

The central claim of this chapter and the next is that the morphosyntactic structure
and concomitant prosodic encoding of phrases are conditioned by the distribution of
information in discourse. In particular, preposing serves the following functions:**"

Functional Landscape of Preposed Phrases
(6.7) 1. Marking set-membership
. Introducing new subjects Strong-Topic Constructions
. Topic resumption
. Topic conclusion
. Counterassertive information
. Exhaustive readings Strong-Focus Constructions
. Presupposition cancelling

N O Ul W N

The upper tier, which I refer to collectively as strong-topic constructions (or simply
strong topics), is discussed in the present chapter. (What I label strong topics
corresponds roughly to what is elsewhere called topicalization or Y-movement: see e.g.
Givon 1990: 739-798; Givon 2001b: 225-226; 253-286; Devine and Stephens 2006: 7 with

16 Tt is also worth noting that English and Greek differ in terms of left-periphery structures in that the
latter lacks Left Dislocation constructions, in which a preposed construction is coindexed with an
anaphoric pronoun within the nuclear clause, e.g. Gallstones, you have them out and they’re out (from
Birner and Ward 1998: 93). Some of the functions that Greek accomplishes with preposing, English does
with Left Dislocation.

"7 Compare the similar framework of Devine and Stephens (2006: 14-17). For them (2006: 14, 16), topic
and focus are not mutually exclusive, since a strong topic can be constrastively focused. I disagree entirely
with this outlook. Topic and focus are mutually exclusive, in as much as the latter instantiates the focus
of an utterance, while the former does not. Simply because a strong topic is “contrastively focused” (i.e.,
highlighted in contrast) does not therefore make it the focus of an utterance: it simply endows it with
contrastive semantic/pragmatic meaning. Their claim thus seems to rest on a tacit assumption that
contrast and focus are somehow equivalent. Under the analysis here, topic and focus (of whatever
strength) are distinct informational categories.
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n. 10). The lower tier, which I refer to collectively as strong-focus constructions (or
simply strong focus), is presented in the next chapter. I have no doubt that the dossier
in (6.7) will, upon consideration of more data, require refinement and expansion. It is
only a first attempt, and the categories have been constructed almost exclusively on the
basis of Herodotean data. If there is any truth to the broader claim of this chapter,
then the rich clitic lexicon of Greek is a blessing for textual interpretation: for it affords
us fine-grained readings of sentences that would otherwise not be available.'*

Section one lays the foundation for this chapter and the next by introducing information
structure and the specific categories of information-status that I work with here. This is
followed by a brief sketch of studies that treat information structure and Greek more
broadly, a fast-growing area of research. In section two, I present the first of the
discourse functions listed above, that of the set-membership construction. Sections
three, four, and five then present in the order above the functions of introducing a new
subject, topic resumption, and topic conclusion. Sections six and seven treat functions
that are less well understood (and accordingly have not been listed in 6.6 above),
namely that of subject-discontinuity and that of verb-preposing. Section eight considers
the question of whether preposing can be used to create narrative suspense. Section
nine moves in a different direction and observes that in clauses with preposed strong
topics, the focus of the clause occurs immediately after the preposed phrase. Section ten
closes the chapter with brief concluding remarks and looks forward to chapter seven.

There is one aspect of the pragmatic meaning of these sentences that I have not
systematically investigated, which is that of discourse particles (such as pév, 8¢, ye, %),
and olv). This is a practical constraint, as the study of particle interaction and
prosodic phrasing will require a separate study. Very few scholars have attempted to
describe the nature of prosodic phrasing in Greek, and this must be our first task. It is
not yet clear to me how serious the omission of discourse particles is. So far as I can tell
at the moment, the particles enhance and enrich the pragmatic meanings as opposed to
canceling or drastically modifying them. In particular, one question that needs to be
answered is whether there are constraints on which particles can appear in preposed
phrases (i.e., precede clausal clitics) and which cannot; and furthermore, if the clitics
that can appear in preposed phrases are sensitive to the pragmatic meaning of the
phrase.

1 Information Structure
Prosodic phrasing results from the interaction of syntactic structure with information

structure (Kadmon 1991: 264). Information structure, as the name suggests, refers to
the way in which information is structured or “packaged” (for the term, see Chafe 1976;

8 Furthermore, the argument and analyses in this chapter also bear on the nascent issue of the culture-
phonology interface (on which see Graf and Munson 2009): for according to my analysis it is impossible to
account for clitic distribution without reference to prosodic phrasing, and it is impossible to account for
prosodic phrasing without reference to discourse, information structure, and culture. While I am sure that
this is a fruitful and fascinating area of investigation, no more can be said on this topic here.
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cf. Givon 1979a: xiv)) in the context of a discourse. Cross-linguistically, information
status is typically signaled with one (or more) of the three following resources (Givon
2001: 247): intonation (e.g. pitch excursions), word order, and morphology (e.g.
discourse particles).

The literature in this field is chaotic. For one, there is an excess of terminology and
frameworks. Note the different terms, concepts, and assumptions of e.g. Gundel (1998);
Erteschik-Shir (2007); and Krifka (2007). It is not always clear how the different terms
from each framework line up. And worse yet, the same term does not always have the
same meaning from one author to the next.

Despite the excess and confusion, there is at least one set of categories that is taken as
basic and almost universally assumed. This is the distinction between given information
and new information. Given information is information that has already been evoked in
a discourse, or information that a speaker brings to a discourse, or that which is salient
in the physical or cultural context.'"” Broadly speaking, it is the presupposed common
ground within a discourse. New information, by contrast, is non-presupposed
information. The notion of common ground is one of both considerable complexity and
importance, as it encompasses not only the common ground of the discourse (i.e., what
has been communicated), but also cultural common ground, that provided by the
physical setting of a discourse, and that which the speakers share between themselves in
their relationship.

Given information is often labeled the topic of a sentence, while new information is often
described as the focus (in other frameworks, these two categories are known as theme
and rheme or topic and comment). To illustrate these concepts, it is common practice
to use a question-answer pair:

(6.8) A: What did John do?
B: [He|y,, [washed the dishes.|g,.

In (6.8), A presupposes several pieces of information—that there is a person John, and
that B can identify the John that he has in mind, as well as the fact that he did
something. In B’s response, the referring expression John has been reduced to the
pronoun he (topical information, like predictable information generally, is often subject
to phonetic and morphological diminution). We can think of the answer that B
provides as filling in the variable of an open proposition.

Presupposed: John z, z € {actions}
New: =z = washed the dishes

9 Prince (1981) offers four categories for given and new information, according to whether it is given or
new for the speaker or hearer. Within the narrative text of Herodotus, when I refer to new information
that will essentially mean “new” to the hearer. Likewise for old information.
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Thus the focus fills in the variable, the desired and expected piece of information. This
classification is thus based upon the cognitive status of referents in the speaker’s or
receiver’s consciousness (Chafe 1994: 72). According to the given-new contract of
Haviland and Clark (1977), there is an implicit agreement in communication that
speakers signal what is given and what is new; see also Halliday (1973). We thus expect
information status to have significant effects on utterances, whether in prosody,
morphology, or word order.

While most frameworks take topic and focus (given and new, theme and rheme, etc.) as
the basic informational categories, these are usually insufficient for exhaustively parsing
the information structure of complex sentences embedded in an actual cultural and
discoursal environment. Here one needs a third category, that of accommodated
information, which is essentially new information that the speaker nevertheless expects
his audience to receive as though it were part of the common ground; in other words, it
is new information that is not asserted. Thus in subsequent chapters, I assume the
following informational categories:

3 Informational Categories
1. presupposed: the common ground.
2. asserted: new, focal information.
3. accommodated: new material that the speakers expects his audience to
take for granted; thus, neither asserted nor presupposed
information.

These categories and the question-answer method of diagnosing information structure
are useful, but they are not without their shortcomings, especially when applying them
to data from an ancient language. For one, they are notoriously difficult to define
explicitly (see Prince 1998 on this point). Second, the question-and-answer method will
not get one very far in a text that is as pragmatically complex and informationally rich
as that of Herodotus, where it is often not clear what the topic and focus constituents
are. It is not entirely clear how to analyze information structure once one gets beyond
anemic examples like (6.7). This is why there is a crucial need for textual analysis:
when we have such little material to work with, from which we are moreover at such a
far remove, both chronologically and culturally, detailed textual analysis is absolutely
essential.

To an extent, these problems are mitigated by the scope of my endeavor. For I am
analyzing essentially only one constructional type. Preposed constituents do not
instantiate basic informational categories like “given” or “new”: their pragmatic functions
are more detailed, and thus more restrictive. As a result, it is easier to capture their
pragmatic functions and informational status. Moreover, the analyses in this and the
subsequent chapter are not embedded in any particular theory of information structure.
One reason for this is that it is not yet clear that there is an adequate theory of
information structure available. Further, and more importantly, my aim is only to
demonstrate that clitic position can be used to diagnose information structure and
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pragmatic meaning in a text, and to enumerate the specific categories that it can
diagnose.

1.1 Greek Word Order and Information Structure

Above I mentioned that word-order manipulation is one of the resources available to
speakers in the packaging of information. It is conventional to preface any statement
about Greek word order with an acknowledgement of how little we know about the
topic. The locus classicus for how little we know about Greek word order is Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, De Comp. §5; a modern example is found in Dover (1960: 1-2).
Nevertheless, in recent years significant progress has been made, as scholars have moved
away from attempting to account for word order in terms of categories of grammatical
relation like subject, object, and verb, and instead tried to explain the variation that we
find with information-structure categories; in this vein, see e.g. Weil (1869/1978); Loepfe
(1940); Frisk (1933); Dover (1960), (1985); Dik (2005), (2007); Fraser (2002); Mati¢
(2003); Loudovéa (2007); Haug (2008); Spevak (2008); Viti (2008), (forthcoming). Those
working within this framework have been eager to demonstrate that Greek word order is
not as “free” as has been traditionally claimed, as surface word-order is conditioned by
information structure. To take one example of such an approach, Dik (1995) and (2007)
argue for the following template:

(6.9) Theme—|Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder|—Tail

The bracketed categories constitute the basic informational constituents, and form the
core of the clause. Under this type of schema, preposed constituents would correlate
with Themes, which Dik actually says very little about, since her focus is on the core of
the clause from Topic to Remainder. The merits of this template will not be considered
here; for a full review, see Goldstein (2008).

While it is rarely acknowledged, there is (some) ancient support for this type of analysis.
For instance, Demetrius, De FElocutione §199 appears to be working with categories like
topic (1o mepl ob, lit. ‘the about which’) and focus (6 to0t6 €otwy, lit. ‘(that) which is
this’). In his analysis of Thuc. 1.24.1, he notes that the topic precedes the focus. It
appears that we are to infer from this remark that this is the unmarked pattern of
arrangement.

While this approach has much to recommend it, much also remains unclear. For
instance, despite claims that have been made elsewhere, we are still not at a point where
we can explain the organization of phrases in a sentence according to a general principle
or principles. For instance, Headlam and later scholars have claimed that Greek word
order is essentially governed by a principle of “newsworthiness” with the most
“important” or “emphatic” being placed earlier and the less worthy later (Thomson 1939:
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147). Tt is not even clear if such broad, decontextual statements are possible at all."”

For instance, in English and Hungarian speakers general prefer to order presupposed
information before new information, but this is certainly not always the case, and it has
been suggested that informational-focus constituents can stand anywhere (see Kiss 1998:
259, with further references).” In many verb-final languages such as Korean and Kaluli,
it is common for the unmarked focus position to occur just before the verb (Van Valin
and LaPolla 1997: 209).

At the same time, however, there appears to be a typological correlation between
rigidity of surface word order and rigidity of information structure; see e.g. Van (Valin
and LaPolla 1997: 213). For instance, in English, one can assign narrow focus to any
constituent in the following sentences (from Van Valin and LaPolla 1997: 219):

(6.10) JOHN didn’t talk to Mary (Bill did).
John didn’t TALK to Mary (he sent her an e-mail).
John didn’t talk to MARY (he talked to Susan).

One cannot get the pragmatic effects by reorganizing the order of the words. Thus,
focal assignment is free, but word order is not. By contrast, if we compare languages
with freer word order, such as Italian, we see that the focus must be located in a
particular domain of the sentence. So we have the opposite scenario: free word order,
but restricted focal assignment. It may be that Greek behaves like Italian in having so-
called free word order, but more rigid information-structuring principles.

A second question that looms over this literature is the relationship between
informational categories and syntactic structure (see Erteschik-Shir 2007: 80-153; 213-
216). One assumes that word-order manipulation for the purposes of informational
packaging is a linguistic universal. If this is the case, it is entirely trivial that Greek
shows such effects. Nonetheless, those working in this vein have claimed that, since
Greek word order is “pragmatically conditioned,” there is essentially no room for syntax
(Dik 2005: 279-281). This is a complex and unexplored topic, which cannot be pursued
fully here, although it will be discussed more in chapter seven. So while this chapter
contributes to the literature on pragmatics and surface constituent order, it is not meant
to support any particular set of claims about Greek word order.

2 The Set-Membership Construction
Each of the preposing constructions presented in this chapter shares the following

defining characteristic: the preposed phrase does not instantiate the focus of the
utterance. (By contrast, the next chapter examines preposing constructions in which

150 Tf there is any truth to the “newsworthiness” principle, then it is also not clear why this does not apply
in pragmatically marked structures (i.e., TopP and FocP), where non-focal material precedes focal.

51 Moreover, as Whaley (1997: 101) notes, different parts of texts (e.g. beginning of text, versus the end),
as well as different genres, can have very different discourse functions. And these may well have their own
information-ordering principles.
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the preposed phrase does instantiate the focus of the utterance.) In the first, and most
common, of these strong-topic constructions, a phrase is preposed to signal its
membership in a contextually-established and contextually-relevant set. This function
can be further divided into two sub-types, that of an explicitly-evoked set, and that of
an inferred set.

Both sub-types can be clearly illustrated by examples from English. In the following
example, a set is explicitly evoked in the discourse (from Prince 1997: 7):

Explicitly-evoked set

(6.11) ‘She had an idea for a project. She’s going to use three groups of mice.
One,, she’ll feed them; mouse chow, just the regular stuff they make for
mice. Another;, she’ll feed them; veggies. And the third, she’ll feed
junk food.’

The set {3 groups of mice} is explicitly established in the first sentence. In the next two
sentences, the preposed nouns (one and another) each instantiate a member of this set.
The preposed element is said to be “backward-looking” in that it links back to the
preceding discourse, a crucial feature of such preposed phrases (see Birner and Ward
1998: 19-24).

In the other sub-type, the anchoring set is not explicitly evoked as in (6.11), but rather
inferred (from Prince 1997: 7):

Inferred set

(6.12) ‘This I don’t call cooking, when you go in that refrigerator and get some
beans and drop them in a pot. And TV Dinners;, they go stick them,; in
a pot and she says she cooked. This is not cooking.’

The preposed noun phrase T'V 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, and construct a set to
which they both belong. The set is thus available only by inference. Here the speaker
has paired T'V Dinners and beans to infer a set {fast-food home-cooked foods} vel sim.
In describing sets, I adopt from Birner and Ward (1998) the terms trigger (for the
referent serving as the basis of the set), anchoring set (for the set itself), and link (for
the backward-looking referent, the preposed element itself, that instantiates or induces
the set, according to whether it is explicit or inferred).

The specific type of set relationship that a link can instantiate with its anchor is known
as a poset (which is an abbreviation for “partially-ordered set”) or a restrictive set. This
is an ordering relation that is either reflexive and antisymmetric, or irreflexive and
asymmetric (for the details, see Birner and Ward 1998: 17-19). Essentially what this
means is that two items in a poset can be related to each other in one of three possible
ways in terms of the relative rank within the set: A can represent a lower value than B;
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A can represent a higher value than B; or the two can be equally ranked, and thus
function as alternative values that are not ordered with respect to one another. The
following examples (from Birner and Ward 1998: 18-19) illustrate each of these
relationships:

Lower Value
(6.13) A: Do you like this album?
B: Yeah, this song I really like a lot.

Higher Value
(6.14) A: Have you filled out the Summary Sheet?
B: Yeah. Both the Summmary Sheet and the Recording Sheet I’ve done.

Alternate Values
(6.15) A: Did you get any more [answers to the crossword|?
B: No. The cryptogram I can do like this. The crossword puzzle is hard.

In (6.13), the relation “is-a-part-of”’ orders the set {album parts}, and the preposed the
song represents a lower value than does the referent of this album. In (6.14), the
Summmary Sheet and the Recording Sheet represents a higher value than the
Summmary Sheet within the set {forms}; alternatively, we could say that the latter is a
superset of the former. Here the relationship is one of “is-a-member-of.” Lastly, in
(6.15), the cryptogram and the crossword puzzle represent alternate, equally-ranked
values within the set {newspaper puzzles}, and are ordered by a “is-a-type-of” relation.
An element in a set may be an entity, attribute, event, activity, time, or place. The
compass of poset relationships is broad and includes scalar entailment, as well as those
of part/whole, entity /attribute, type/subtype, set/subset, and equality. It is worth
pointing out that set relations are not inherently “contrastive,” although contrast can
certainly arise between a link and an anchor, as detailed below in section 2.3.

2.1 Explicit Set Relationships'”

We find patterns of both explicit and inferred sets in Greek. The only difference is that
Greek does not use a left-dislocation pattern, whereby the preposed phrase is resumed
by an anaphor in the core of the clause. In the following example, Herodotus is
presenting an overview of Darius’ provinces, and the tribute that they bring in. At
3.89, he establishes two sets, {provinces} and {tribute amount}:

(6.16) dpydc B& xol PoOEWV TEOCOBOV THY EMETELOV XaTd TAOE OIETAE.
‘He divided the provinces and the annual revenue of tributes as follows.’
3.89

152 Gee further 1.32.34, 1.100.6, 2.148.14, 3.135.12, 3.90.5, 5.4.2, 5.104.14, 6.44.6.
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Over the next several sections, Herodotus proceeds to map region to tribute amount.
The constructions that he uses to express this mapping vary, but in one of them he
preposes the phrase that refers to the region:

(6.17) (4o Bofulévog 8¢ xol tiic Aownfic Aoocuping), yiAd-ol npociije tdhavta
apyuplou xol Toldeg ExToulo TEVTUXOCLOL.
‘From Babylon and the rest of Assyria, thousands of talents of silver came
to him and five-hundred castrated boys.’ 3.92.2

Here the adjoined prepositional phrase signifies the source of the tribute; by preposing
the phrase, Herodotus signals its membership in the category {provinces}, a set that he
has already established as relevant for the discourse. The remainder of the sentence
contains the focus of the sentence, namely the amount of tribute. If we look back to
(6.11), {provinces} here is analogous to {mice groups} there, as is {tribute} to {food.}
This example is also useful for illustrating that strong topics need not necessarily
instantiate old information. So here the prepositional phrase ano BafBuléSvog 6e xol Tfig
hounfic Acouping in fact introduces a new referent. What is old, however, is the
activation of the set {provinces of Darius}.

The following example follows a similar pattern. Here Herodotus has been tallying
Xerxes’ retinue. After reviewing the martial element, he observes:

(6.18) oltog pev o1 tob cuvdnavtog oD Zépew oTpatelpatog Sptdude. (Yuvouxay
0t oLTomoLEY Xl TOANAAXEWY Xol EUVOUYWYV), 0UBELC=aY €iToL dtpexéa
apLiuov.

“This is the number of the entire force of Xerxes. But of women and
bread-makers and concubines and eunuchs, no one could say the precise
number.’ 7.187.3

The phrase tob cuvdnavtog to0 Zépéew otpatelpatoc refers to Xerxes’ martial forces;
that is what Herodotus has been attempting to tally. In the second sentence, he
introduces related (in the sense that they accompany Xerxes) but separate (in the sense
that they do not belong to his martial forces) groups of people: bread-makers,
concubines, and eunuchs. As with (6.17), preposing functions as a cue to the reader to
link the preposed phrase with an earlier referent and induce a set relationship, so here
the subset of martial forces could be coupled with the subsets bread-makers, concubines,
and eunuchs to form a superset {Xerxes’ retinue}.

2.2 Inferred Set Relationships

Greek also offers cases of preposed phrases with inferred anchoring sets. In this
construction, preposing instructs the audience that the preposed phrase is in a relevant
poset relation to some referent that has already been mentioned in the discourse. The
audience is expected to construe the preposed referent as an alternate member of a set
that is available only by inference, as in the following example:
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(6.19) el Adnvaiol xatappnwdiicavtes TOV EmdvTa xiviuvov EEENTOV TV ceTéeny, 1)
xol U ExMToVTES GANL pelvavteg Edocay opéac adtols Zépint, (xatd thv
Vdhaooay), 00duuol=-&v ETELpEBVTO GVTLOOUEVOL BocthéL.

‘If the Athenians had abandoned their land out of fear of the approaching
danger, or if they had not left (their land) but stayed, and given
themselves over to Xerxes, no one at all would have attempted to oppose
the king on the sea.’ 7.139.6

The phrase xatd thv Ydhacoav culturally evokes the set {theater of war}. This set
contains two elements, ‘by land’ and ‘by sea.” As a result of this binary set relationship
(on which, see below, section 2.3), the apodosis sets the reader up for a comment on
what would have occurred on land. This expectation is borne out in the rest of the
section where Herodotus goes on to say that the Peloponnesians, even if they had
covered the isthmus with walls, would not have been able to resist the Persian fleet.
For a further example, see 2.111.11.

2.2.1 Framing Expressions

In cases of inferred sets, the preposed phrase often instantiates what is known as a
locative topic (which is also referred to as an overt stage topic'™). Such phrases serve to
frame the upcoming proposition, and are characterized by three general characteristics
(Kuno 1975; Clark and Clark 1977: 34-35, 245-246). The first is that they typically
denote spatio-temporal concepts, such as time, place, and situation. The situational
reference can also be discoursal: that is, the phrases can be used to signal the place of
the proposition within the structure of the discourse. The second characteristic is that
these phrases, when not preposed, have a strong tendency to attract focus (on which
more below). This possibility is removed when they are preposed. And lastly, these
phrases are almost always non-argument, adjoined expressions.

The following example illustrates each of these characteristics:

(6.20) Tobto b¢ molfoos AmETAEE. XOUEVOS OE € T& olxlo cupOpTiL ExpdTo.
(mépmtn B¢ 1) Extnt Népn dnd TolTWV), Tdde=0L cuvhvelxe YevéoHa.
‘Once he [= Polycrates| did this [= cast his seal-ring into the seal he sailed
back. When he got home, he lamented the loss. On the fifth or sixth day
from these (events), the following things by chance happened to him.’
3.42.2

Here the phrase néumtn 6¢ 1) €xtn Nuéent ano TolTwy links back to the earlier events of
sailing back and mourning to induce a set {times}. (It is undoubtedly the case that the
set is more fine-grained than {times}, as I assume the speaker must create a context-
specific set {times}; it is not yet clear to me how to describe such a fine-grained

1% For a multi-faceted study of adverbial adjuncts, see Kiss (2009).
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representation, however.) The preposed phrase thus situates the upcoming proposition
in a temporal context; it could well have been the focus of the utterance if not preposed;
and is also an adjunct, and not an argument, of the clause (or perhaps verb phrase).

The following examples again illustrate these features:

(6.21) téhoc b¢ o Ileplavdpoc xhpuyua Enohoato, O¢ av 1 oixlolol LodEENTUL ULV 1)
Tpoadahey O, ipNv {Inuinv toltov téL Andlhwvl 6gellely, 6ony 1) elrnog.
TEOC GV 01 ToUto TO Xpuypa obte Tig ol dakéyeotou olte olxlolol dExecVan
Adele. TpOC B 0LBE AOTOC EXEIVOC EDLxalou TelpdicVan AmElENUEVOL, GAN
SlaxopTEPEWY €V THoL aTofjlol Exahivdéeto. (TeTdpTtnt 8¢ Nuépnt), IBOV=ULY O
ITepiavdpoc ahovainioi=te xal AOLTINIOL CUUTETTWXOTO OIXTELRE.

‘Finally, Periander issued a proclamation: whoever receives him in their
home or talks with him, this man owes a sacred fine to Apollo, having
specified whatever quantity it may have been. Because of this
proclamation, no one was willing to talk to him or take him in. Moreover,
not even he himself considered it right to attempt what was forbidden; he
got by hanging around the stoas. On the fourth day, however, Periander,
seeing that he had fallen into a squalor and hunger, took pity on him.’
3.52.7

(6.22) ...oxc Muxegivog Ypdoin tfic éwutol Yuyatpog (xal Emetta), Euiyn-ol
aExoLoL.
‘...that Mykerinos fell in love with his own daughter, and afterwards, slept
with her against her will.’ 2.131.3

(6.23) 7 B¢ Aodixm, énelte ol dpveuyévnt oLdev Eyiveto tpnitepog 6 "Apaotc,
ebyetan €v TGL VowL TiL Agpoditnt, v ol LT Exelvny THY vixTo Py
0 "Apoocic—roUto Ydp ol xaxod eivon ufjyoc—ayolud ol dronéudely
ec Kuprivnv. (petd 8¢ thv edyny), adtixa-ol éulydn 6 "Auaoic.
‘Ladike, when the king became no gentler to her, although she denies it,
vows in her mind to Aphrodite, that if Amasis were to sleep with her that
night—since this would be a remedy of her trouble—she would send off a
statute to Cyrene for her. After the vow, Amasis slept with her
straightaway.’ 2.181.16

In each case, the preposed phrase operates against the background of a previous event
(or set of events), which anchors the set by establishing a base time (or place, depending
on the members of the set). The preposed constituent then serves to locate the
forthcoming proposition within this set. It is worth emphasizing that the preposed
phrase here is not “contrastive” (on which more below): that is, the communicative point
of (6.20)-(6.23) is not to assert that event z happened at time y—and not point z. Of
course, to frame a proposition as occurring at time y entails that it did not happen at
point z. But set-membership preposing is not necessarily motivated by a desire to
communicate such an entailment. As demonstrated above, it can serve only to
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contextualize an event. For further examples of this construction, see also 1.45.2,
1.130.6, 3.75.9, 3.129.11.

2.3 Set-Membership and Contrastive Semantics

As the examples above show, set-membership preposing is not intrinsically contrastive.
It is certainly possible to get a contrastive reading, however, in particular when a set
has only two members. When the core proposition also has binary semantics, it is easier
to achieve such a reading. Both of these characteristics are illustrated in the following
example, where Cyrus explicitly establishes a set {times} with two members:

(6.24) éneite 8¢ and deinvou foay, elpeto opéac 6 Kipog xdtepa té& T npotepaint
elyov 1] T& mopedvTa oYL €N AUPETWTEPA. Ol OE EPacay TOAAOV €lvon AUTEY TO
wéoov. (TNV eV Yap TeoTéRNY NUEENY), TaVTo=C@L Xaxd EYELY, THV OE TOTE
TapeoDooy TAVTOL Sy orddL.

‘“When they were done with dinner, Cyrus asked them whether what they
had the day before or were having now was preferable to them. They said
that there was a considerable difference between them. For on the
previous day, everything was bad for them; but during the present day,
everything is good.’ 1.126.4

In the first sentence, Cyrus creates the anchoring set {times} with the phrases t& t#jt
mpotepaint and ta mapedvTa, to which the preposing of v pev yap npotépny nuépny and
v ¢ TéTE Tapeoboav links the two phrases. Since these are the only two members of
the set, and they are linked to propositions with binary semantics, they induce a
constrastive reading. Notice that this reading is enhanced by the use of the particles
uév and 6¢ in the preposed phrases. In the same way, the core clauses contain the binary
propositions névta=ogL xaxd €yewv and mdvto dryordd.

In the following example, the Amazonian women use a preposed pronominal phrase to
highlight differences between themselves and their husbands:

(6.25) émel 8¢ ouviixay EAARAwY, Ekegay tpog tae Apalbdvac téde ol Evdpes. “Nulv
eiol v toxéeg, elol 68 xThHolec. VOV OV unxétt mAebva ypdvov Lomy Tolvoe
ExwHEY, GAN dneldovteg ¢ TO mATidog Sroutiuedo. yuvaixag 0t EEouev
Opéoac xol oLudads SANag. of 8¢ mpog Talto EheEoy Tade. (Muels), 0Ux=Ev
ouvalueto OlXEELY UETA TEV DUETEREMY YUVOUXEV.

‘When they understood one another, the men said the following to the
Amazonian women. “We have parents, and property. So let us no longer
spend more time in this lifestyle, but let’s go back to the populace and live
amidst them. We will take you all as wives and no others.” But they [=
the Amazonian women]| said as follows to these things. We, however,
would not be able to live with your women.’ 4.114.10
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Several referents are activated in the men’s speech—their parents; their property; the
Amazonian women; other women; as well as the men themselves. The coding of Nueic is
designed to single them out and contrast them specifically with the men in their ability
to live amidst city women (cf. fuiv at the beginning of the previous sentence, which is
perhaps also preposed). Unlike (6.24), there is no discourse particle following nueic; one
would otherwise expect fueic 8¢. The clause oUx=&v duvalueda oixéelv yetd TGV
buetep€wyv yuvaux@v opposes the implicit proposition of the men’s speech that the
Amazonian women can live with the women in their culture.

It is possible for contrastive semantics to arise in non-binary contexts, as well, as we see
from the following example (the underlined phrases instantiate the set {meats}):

(6.26) obte TL ydp &V oixniwy tp{Bouct olte damoavévton, GARY xol oitio ol EoTL
lpd Tecooueva, xal XedY Boéwv xol yNvEwy TATUOC TL ExdoTtml yiveto
TOAOV Nuépne Exdotng, didoton 8¢ oL xal olvog duméivoc. (iydlwy be),
ob=o i €€eotl ndoacda.

‘They neither squander nor spend any of their own (private) resources on
their living expenses; even their sacred bread is cooked for them, and each
one gets a good-sized amount of beef and goose meat every day; even wine

from the vine is provided to them. But fish, they aren’t allowed to taste.’
2.37.18

Here beef, goose, and fish all belong to a set {meats}. The contrast semantics in the
phrase iy90wv ¢ arises from the expectation that fish, which also belong to the category
of meat, will be mapped onto a similar proposition, but that is pointedly not the case:
fish belong to the same category, but are nevertheless subject to different treatment.
The degree of contrast thus appears to be conditioned by the relationship between the
clauses that the set members are mapped onto (cf. Givén 2001: 225). For further
examples, see 1.24.16 (with ydp), 1.159.9, 1.174.13, 1.191.24, 2.41.2, 4.24.5, 4.75.5
(although this example possibly has a focal reading), 9.71.17.

2.4 Motivating Set-Membership Constructions

Now that we have seen how set-membership preposing functions in discourse, it is
worthwhile to step back and examine what motivates the use of this construction. In
other words, why do speakers care at all about signaling set memberships for their
audience?

At a general level, the set-membership construction is crucial to discourse cohesion (on
which, see recently Bakker and Wakker 2009). It is a way to simultaneously introduce
new referents and situate them within existing information; see Fraenkel (1964a: 100-
101) on this point. As such, this is no mere rhetorical device, but rather a device whose
utility arises from the nature of communication. As Givon (1984: 262) notes, sentences
that contain exclusively new information are very difficult to process, if not
incomprehensible. In the set-membership cases above, the preposed element and the
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proposition both contain new pieces of information. By distributing the new
information into two separate fields of the sentence (namely the preposing domain and
the clausal core), the speaker presumably facilitates his audience’s processing task. The
set-membership construction also contextualizes new information. For the preposed
phrase, while containing a new referent, instantiates a discourse-old set. It is thus in
this sense discourse-old, and is therefore suitable as a launching point for the remainder
of the sentence.

A second motivation for set-membership (and this is not unrelated to the previous
point) is that preposed adjuncts,”” when they are not preposed, have a tendency to
attract the focus of the utterance (see Givon 2001b: 230-233). For when such optional
elements are present they tend to narrow the scope of an assertion. (When they are
absent, typically one expects the verb or verb phrase to be the locus of the assertion.)
We can illustrate this tendency with the following example. If we alter (6.23) by
placing the preposed phrase at the end, we would end up with the following;:

\ 7

(6.27) *atixa=dt=0i eulydn 6 "Apaoic yetd Ty elyAv.

The prepositional phrase yeta thv €0y1v is now part of the assertion of the sentence,
and consequently narrows its scope. The problem is that (6.27) would be felicitous only
in a context in which it is already known that Amasis slept with the woman. Where
the original version of this sentence occurs in Herodotus’ narrative, that is in fact not
known. To utter (6.27) in such a context, then, is bad for at least two reasons. One is
that it overloads the focal material: on the assumption of one focus per intonational
phrase (see Chafe 1994), (6.27) would contain two. As such, it is also suffers from a
failure to signal to the reader what of the information is old and what is not, a
contractual-principle that is thought to govern most discourse (see e.g. Clark and
Haviland 1977).

155

3 Introducing New Subjects

Preposing can be used to introduce new referents into the discourse, especially when
they occupy subject position. This function of preposing is not used for just any
subjects (on this point, see Erteschik-Shir 2007), but more specifically for discourse-new
non-inferrable subjects (i.e. subjects whose presence cannot be predicted from the
preceding narrative).

Prince (1997) has identified a similar function for left-dislocation in English.
Left-dislocation is a construction in which a noun is positioned at the left-most edge of
the clause, prosodically delimited, and then anaphorically cross-referenced later in the
clause, as in the following example (from Prince 1997: 4):

5 Adjunct phrases are phrases that are not part of a verb’s argument structure (i.e. required by the
verb). As such they are typically adverbial phrases of one sort or another.

155 Prince (1997) refers to this phenomenon as “simplifying left-dislocation.” I prefer the term used here as
it is more descriptively useful, and does not entail an analysis rooted in cognitive simplification.
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(6.28) It’s supposed to be such a great deal. The guy;, when he came over and
asked if I wanted a route, he; made it sound so great. Seven dollars a week
for hardly any work. And then you find out the guy told you a bunch of
lies.’

Prince refers to this type of dislocation as “simplifying dislocation,” and claims that the
left-dislocation of the phrase the guy is designed to simplify processing.

Dislocation does this by removing new discourse referents from a syntactic position,
namely subject position, that disfavors new entities (Prince 1997: 6); see also Chafe
(1994: 116). She claims that, typically, subject position in English is filled with topical,
or old, information. There is cross-linguistic motivation for this idea: see for instance a
the discussion of Ariel (2008: 57ff.) on Du Bois’ constraint “Avoid New A,” i.e. avoid
new subjects of transitive clauses.

In Greek, preposing can perform this same function (although in a different form, as
resumption is not present), as we see in the following example from Herodotus:

(6.29) (dvnp 8¢), oUTw=&v €ln dpLoToC, €l BOVAEVOUEVOS HEV BPEmOEOL TV
emAeyouevog neloecBar yefiua, év o et Epywl Ypaole €in.
‘Now a (real) man, would be excellent, if he should feel fear in making his

plan, considering that he would suffer everything, and in deed still would
be bold.’ 7.49.19

The context is as follows: Artabanos is speaking to Xerxes. Preceding this passage, he
had been giving the king advice on the size of the Persian army (Xerxes wonders if it
should be larger, Artabanos thinks not). After that, he then utters (6.29) to close his
turn in the discussion.

The referent of avyjp is entirely new to the discourse. This is not a referential use of
‘man’ here (that is, the phrase is not meant to pick out any particular man in the real
world; this is not, however, to deny the possibility that pragmatically oblique reference
to Xerxes is intended with dvrjp); in fact, Artabanos is activating an abstract concept of
man. Thus, the ‘man’ is not only a new referent, but it is also one that is non-inferrable
from the preceding discourse, just as we saw with the example above."*

The following example exhibits the same pattern. Herodotus reports that Intaphernes,
along with his sons and property, has been seized and imprisoned by Darius. As a
result, his wife begins to beseech the king;:

(6.30) (1 8¢ yuvn ToU Tvtageéveog), (poitioo ent tag Ypos Tol Pactiéog),
xhaleoxe=&v xol 6dupéaxeTo.

156 See also 7.213.2, as well as Dover (1961: 17) on Hdt. 1.10.2, where Dover claims that a pause was
uttered between the subject and the remainder of the clause.
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‘The wife of Intaphrenes, hanging around the doors of the king, used to
weep and wail.’ 3.119.12

Once again, the preposed referent is new to the discourse; while one may have inferred
that Intaphrenes had a wife (given that he has sons), there has been no previous
indication that she will play a role in the narrative. In fact, one hardly expects a
woman to take on this role of beseeching the king. One might try to claim that this
example actually carries a focal reading; that analysis suffers, however, from the fact
that there is a focus elsewhere in the sentence, namely xAaleoxe.

I adduce the following examples without comment:

(6.31) téSv 0e duddexa Bacthéwy dxaLocUVNL YEEWUEVWY, ava Ypdvov (¢ Educay v
6L et Tob ‘Hoalotou. tH botdtn tfic optiic uehhdvTwy xataoneloety, (6
Spytepete), EERveé-o L gudhac ypvuoéas Tiiol tep Eddecay omévdely,
auopTeY Tob dotduol, Evoexa dumdexa Eolot.

‘Although the twelve kings maintained their just dealing with one another
(lit. ‘made use of justice’), until, in the course of time, they sacrificed at
the temple of Hephaistos. On the last (day) of the festival, as they were
about to pour a libation, the high priest brought out for them golden cups
which were customary for libation, but erred in the number, (setting out)
eleven cups for the twelve who were present.’ 2.151.3

(6.32) Ale&dvdpou yap dedhelety ENouévou xol xatofdvtog én’ adto tobto (ol
gvtidevodyevol "EAM vmv), EEelpyov=piy, pduevol ol BapBlpwy dywvioTéwy
glvar TOV ay@va aAAa EAAAv@Y.

‘When Alexander decided to compete and entered the lists, his Greek
competitors tried to block him, saying that the contest was not for foreign
competitors, but Greek.’ 5.22.7

(6.33) (0 0¢ @Aun), Sifildé-cepL (3Be, ic ol "EXknvec tv Mopdoviou otpatiny
vixdiev €v Bowwtolol payouevol.
‘The rumor went among them, that the Greeks fought the army of
Mardonius in Boeotia and won.’ 9.100.4

On the assumption that we expect “old” or discourse-familiar referents to appear in
subject position, then we can perhaps adopt Prince’s explanation for the Greek data.

4 Topic Resumption

Just as it is possible to use preposing to introduce brand-new referents, it can also be
used to re-introduce constituents after a digression (see Givon 2001b: 265-266). So for
instance in the following example, the coding of €énel &v signals a transition back to an
earlier line of thought:
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(6.34) (émel @v), Tadtnv-0i £doxeE dmoBaAely, Enolce TOLEDE.
‘“When, then, he resolved to throw this away, he did the following.” 3.41.6

This line comes in the midst of the story of Polykrates, after Amasis has advised him to
get rid of his most beloved possession. Polykrates takes the advice to heart and then
decides to part with a ring. Herodotus interrupts this line of the narrative to describe
the ring:

(6.35) toUta EmAedpevoe 6 Ilohuxpdng xol vémt AoBov ¢ ol €l bretideto
"Apaoie, €6(CnTo en” &L &v ydhiota Ty Yuyny dondeln drolopévmt T@BY
xewnhioyv. dilliuevog 8¢ elploxe T6de. flv ol openylc THY Epdpee yPUCOBETOC,
ouapdydou pev AMldou €olica. €pyov 8¢ fiv Ocodwpou tol Tnhexiéog Xoyiou.
‘When Polykrates read over these things and realized that Amasis’
suggestion was good, he searched for that which among his treasures would
most ail his soul to lose. As he searched he found the following. He had a
ring that he wore that was set in gold and made of emerald. It was a
work of Theodoros the son of Telekles, from Samos.’ 3.41

Immediately after this follows (6.34) and the resumption of the main narrative. The
coding of érnel @v as an intonational phrase marks the shift from the subordinate topic
(the description of the ring) back to the main narrative.

It appears that this construction can also be used to reintroduce a referent in subject
position. So in the following example, Hippokleides is coded as an intonational phrase:

(6.36) ¢ 8¢ dmo deinvou €yivovto, ol uvnotiipes €pLv €lyov duel te pouoxi
xol TEL Aeyouévml €¢ T Péoov. (mpotolong B¢ Tiic ndotog), (xatéywy
TOAAOV ToUg 8hhoug), (0 Inmoxdeldne), Exélevcé-ol TOV adANTHY
aOAfioon Epueheiny.
‘When they were done with dinner, the suitors held a competition in music
and public speaking. With the drinking progressing, Hippokleides, who
was well in the lead of the others, told the flute girl to play a dance tune
for him.’ 6.129.8

This is not the first time that Hippokleides is mentioned: at the end of 6.128 he is
singled out as one of the foremost suitors of Kleisthenes’ daughter. It seems that the
distance between the first mention of his name here and his appearance in (6.36) is
enough such that he has to be eased into subject position, as it were. It is not yet clear
what the exact discourse conditions are that need to obtain for this kind of subject-
reintroduction via preposing to be felicitous.

5 Topic Conclusion

Preposed noun phrases can also signal the conclusion of a topic, as in the following
example:
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(6.37) (Yuoton pév vuv), altoaizcpL xatectéaot.
‘These, then, are the sacrificial rituals they set up.’ 4.63.1

Herodotus has been describing the sacrificial customs of the Scythians in 4.62, and
(6.37) marks the end of that topic; in 4.64 Herodotus then goes on to describe the
martial customs of the Scythians. (6.37 is actually unique because, while it concludes
the topic of Scythian sacrificial practice, Herodotus nevertheless adds a further remark
after 6.37 about the sacrifice of pigs, which may well be an afterthought comment.)

This construction is characterized by two features. The first is the consistent presence
of the particle pév in the preposed phrase (and, less often, that of vuv and 67), and the
presence of 8¢ in second position of the following sentence. Consider, for instance, the
following passage (the relevant discourse particles are underlined):

(6.38) duvaron 8 xotd EMEDa yAGScoay tabta t& ovvépatae, Acpeloc £péing,”
Eépéne dpnog, Aptolépine uéyoac deroc. (toltoug pev 81 tolg Bactiéac),
Bde=8v 6p¥6C xotd YABoouv Thv cgetépny "EAnvec xohéoev.'™ ol B¢
BdpPBapol g anrepay Ex Tiic Afhou, mpocioyov Tpog Tac VAcous. éviettev
0¢ OTEATIAY TE TUREAGUBOVOY Xal OUPOUC TEV VNOLWTEWY ToldAC EAGUBAUVOV.
‘In Greek these names have meaning, Darius is ‘achiever,” Xerxes is
‘warlike,” and Artaxerxes is ‘very warlike.” These kings, the Greeks would
rightly call thus in their own language. When the Persians sailed from
Delos, they disembarked onto the islands. There they began to assemble
an army and take hostage children of the islanders.’ 6.98.18"

Typically yév and 6¢ link their hosts in some kind of associative relationship, but in a
case like (6.38), it is not clear if there is a contrastive relationship here or if the two
particles serve different functions. If contrastive, uév and 6¢ could serve to highlight the
episode break. But on the other hand, it may be the case that yév scopes over the
preposed phrase (i.e., the topic-concluding preposed phrase), while the subsequent 8¢ is
merely used as a general sentence connective, and does not bear a pragmatic
relationship with the topic-concluding yév.

Second, this construction is used to conclude topics (or episodes) that play a
subordinate role (which we could perhaps refer to as sub-topics). To take (6.37) as
illustrative, Herodotus concludes his discussion of Scythian sacrifice, but does not
conclude his Scythian ethnography altogether. (6.38) is slightly different in that what is

T The Old Persian names are as follows: darayavahu- ‘upholder of good’; Xsayarsan- ‘hero among rulers’;
Artazsaca ‘he who rules by truth.’

1% This sentence has previously been misunderstood. Hdt. is not translating the Persian names into Greek.
That he is so far from the mark is one clue that this is not his purpose here. Rather, he is saying that
these phonological items in Greek itself carry meaning. Thus, the Greek names themselves prognosticate
woes for Greece. It is not easy to discern what Greek words his synchronic etymologizing is based on.

1% This sentence is discussed by Fraenkel (1964a: 112).
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concluded is not a structural topic of the discourse per se, but rather a digression in the
narrative. Herodotus begins 6.98 by describing the movement of the Persian navy; he
mentions that after Datis left Eretria, an earthquake occurred on Delos. Herodotus then
interprets this as omen of the ills awaiting Greece, and says in particular that Greece
had suffered more in the three generations of Darius, Xerxes, and Artaxerxes than in the
twenty generations before Darius. In (6.38) we have both the end of this digression, as
well as the return to the superordinate narrative, the movement of the Persian fleet.

The following examples further illustrate this construction, which I present here without
comment:

(6.39) (tabto uev oM) too npog loa=cepu yevéaiou.
‘These things evened the score for them [= Greeks].’ 1.2.6

(6.40) (oUtog pev 01), TEEGTOC-0L VOUOS XATECTAXEE.
‘This was the first district he set up.’ 3.90'"

(6.41) (tabta uév), éc,=’Adpnotév-oi énenointo.
‘These things, he had carried out against Adrastos.’ 5.68.1

(6.42) (t& pev ypnotiera) (taltd=ocpr exphodn).
‘These were the prophecies prophesied to them.’ 9.94.1

Working from the two characteristics mentioned above, it seems that we can identify
topic-concluding preposing even in the absence of a second-position clitic:

(6.43) tobto pév vuv [Tépoan te xal Poivixec Aéyouat.
‘These things both the Persians and Phoenicians say.’ 1.5.9

(6.44) tabto pév vuv Kopiviiol te xal Aéofiol Aéyouat.
‘Both Corinthians and Lesbians say these things.’ 1.24.32

(6.45) Tabto wév vuv & EAAnvied pavtio € T anénepde pavteuodpevoe Kpolooc.
‘These are the Greek oracles to which Croesus dispatched men to seek
prophecy.’ 1.46.13

(6.46) tabto pev éc Aehpolc anéneude.
‘These (offerings) he [= Croesus| sent to Delphi.’ 1.52.1

It is somewhat remarkable that Greek uses preposing to signal the conclusion of a topic
(or, perhaps more accurately, subtopic). For in other languages, such as Ute (Uto-

Aztec, Numic), Japanese, and Akkadian, this is achieved by right dislocation; see Givon
(2001: 268). This type of construction is presumably motivated by iconicity, in that the

160 T have followed Rosén’s text here.
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end of the sentence reflects the end of a discourse topic.” It is not yet clear if (6.38)-
(6.46) serve other functions beyond that of marking a topic-boundary. One possibility,
for instance, is that topic-closing preposing also serves an asseverative function, as
though a rhetorical seal of veracity to say, “This is what happened (and nothing else).”
If this is the case, this construction would be closely aligned with exhaustive-semantics
strong-focus cases presented in the next chapter.

6 Subject-Discontinuity

At this point, we move into preposing phenomena whose pragmatic meanings are less
clear. The first type involves a preposed subject that is discourse-old; in fact, it is not
only discourse-old, but occurs in the previous sentence in some non-subject relation.
Perhaps the paradigm example of this phenomenon is the anaphoric 6 6¢ construction,
illustrated in the following example:'®

(6.47) vootricavtog 8¢ Tob xhpuxog é¢ thv Kopivdov fiv npddupoc muvidveston v
oy o6 Heplavdpoc. (0 8¢), 0LdEv-oi Epn OpaciBoulov Urnodéciu,
Youdlety te avtol nop’ oldv wv dvdpa anoméudele, OC TapamATiyd te xal TévV
€wUTOD CLVAUWEOY, AmNYEOUEVOS TA Tep TROS BOpacuBoliou OnKTEE.

‘When the herald, returned to Corinth, Periander, was eager to find out
the suggestion. But he, said that Thrasyboulos, had offered him, none, and
he, was taken aback by the sort of man to whom he, had sent him, in as
much as he, was crazy and a destroyer of his own things, going through,
what he, had witnessed with Thrasyboulos.’ 5.92.2.19

Here preposed 6 6¢ resumes 1ol xfjpuxoc of the previous sentence, as always happens.
Anaphoric 6 8¢ must stand in clause-initial position: conjunctions such as xol and A\
(as well as complementizers'™) appear to be strictly forbidden.

We find the same construction with full noun phrases, as well, as in the following
example:

161 This technique is perhaps more common in “oral” societies than those that make greater use of writing.
One finds a remarkably similar pattern in lists elsewhere in Herodotus and in Homer; by contrast, one
does not find such a coda at the end of lists on inscriptions. I am grateful to Kirk (2011) for these
insights. I for one would not label the construction “oral”; if it correlates with oral features, I would think
the reason is a deeper one: for instance, it may be the case that in oral societies, asseveration (and
evidential?) constructions are more needed and more used. Yet another possibility is that this is a
register-phenomenon; see Traugott and Dasher (2001: 194-195) for the idea that episode-marking is a
feature of higher-register discourse.

162 See also 1.159.9, 3.49.2, 5.73.11, 6.3.5, 6.30.2, 6.61.25, 8.134.12. Support for the coding of the anaphoric
pronoun as an intonational phrase comes from cases like 1.96.11, where a parenthetic phrase (whose
intonational phrase status is assured by the final acute) is positioned directly after the anaphor: 6 8¢ &%,
olo uvpevog dpyny, 100 te xal dixonog v

% E.g. 6 8¢ énelte eEnyépin %ol EwLTEL AoyoV Edwxe, xUTapPwdRoUC TOV Bvelpov dyeTton UEv TéL Toudl
yuvoixa (1.34.9). See also 1.48.5, 1.98.9, 1.114.4, 2.162.2, 3.36.20, 4.83.8, 6.80.5, 6.118.3, 7.156.1, 8.125.7,
9.88.7. This pattern combined with those mentioned above suggest that 6 d¢ sits where conjunctions do.
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(6.48) 6 8" adTOV €¢ TV Vo ExéAeve EoPBdvta Aéyety, el T Véhot. (Eviabtal),
(6 Oguiotoxkéne), noptlouevoc=oi xatohéyel EXEIVE Te TdvTa T Hixouce
Mvnoigpihou, Ewutol moleduevog, xal dAha ToAAd TpooTelc, €C O AVEYVWOE
yenilwyv éx te tiic veog exPijvar cuAAEEL Te TOUG GTEUTNYOUS EC TO
GUVEDELOV.
‘He; |[= Eurybiades| told him, [= Themistocles| to board the ship and tell
him; if he, wanted (to say) something. Thereupon'®* Themistocles, sat by
him and relayed all the things that he heard from Mnesiphilos, 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
conference.’ 8.58.6

Here Themistocles has been established in the discourse, and is in fact the object of the
preceding sentence (a0t6Vv).

While this construction is hardly surprising, it is not easy to identify its pragmatic
function or the discourse-conditions under which it occurs. It does not seem that there
is any particular sense of contrast, nor does it seem that the subject is supposed to be
interpreted as a member of some set. Intuitively, one would expect it to bear some
similarity to the topic-resumption construction presented in section four. Another
possibility is that cases like (6.47) and (6.48) result from unexpected subject-
discontinuity. That is, in both cases, Herodotus believes that his audience would expect
the subject of the previous sentence to be maintained in the subsequent sentence. And
since there is in fact a subject switch, this is signaled via preposing. But what remains
unclear is what creates the expectation that the subject of the previous sentence is going
to be maintained into the next. (The theory of Centering may offer some insight into
these problems; for a recent overview, see Beaver 2004.)

7 Verb-Preposing

Among the data thus far presented, there is a remarkable absence, namely that of
preposed verbs. To be sure, verb-preposing does exist, however, as we see from the
following example (see Holland 1980: 32-85 for an extensive discussion of verb-initial
clauses):

(6.49) xol piv dverdpevov tiitor adtiiol tnmolot GAANY ‘Olupniddo xotéafe
anodavely OO 16V Ilewoiotedtou Taldwy, oLUXETL TepLEGVTOC AUTOY
Ietoiotpdtou. (xtelvouat 8¢), oUTOl=pLY XATd TO TEUTAVALOY YUXTOG
Uneloavteg Gvdpac.

‘And after he [= Miltiades| won another Olympiad with the same horses,

14 T assume that évdatita has temporal semantics (and refers to what happened after Eurybiades made his
suggestion to Themistocles), and not spatial semantics (and accordingly, it does not mean ‘there,” in
reference to the boat). In fact, I am inclined to believe that évlaiita means ‘straightaway’ and marks a
very short duration between Eurybiades’ suggestion and Themistocles’ appearance on the ship, but it is
not possible to attempt a demonstration of this here.
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it befell (him) to die at the hands of the sons of the Peisistratids, although
Peisistratus himself was no longer alive. They killed him at the
Prytaneion at night, having placed men in ambush.’ 6.103.14

Despite the relative infrequency of this construction, its function, at least in cases like
(6.49) is remarkably clear. Cases such as these exemplify what Ward (1990: 751-752)
refers to as scalar affirmation. What this means is that verb preposing serves two
functions. The first is to affirm a proposition that is already present in the discourse.
With (6.49), Herodotus has already mentioned that it was Miltiades’ fate to die. Verb-
preposing serves not merely to affirm that Miltiades was in fact killed, but also to
emphasize that this event has an (unexpectedly?) high position on a scale of killing.
Herodotus does just this by adding that Miltiades was killed in a particularly
treacherous way, being ambushed near the Prytaneion at night. A more full paraphrase
of the final sentence of (6.49) would thus run: ‘Indeed, they didn’t just kill him [low
position on the scale ‘kill’], but they killed him at the Prytaneion at night, having
placed men in ambush [high position on the scale ‘kill’].” T have no doubt that the use of
the historical present in xtelvouot contributes to this reading, but it is not clear to me
how.

The second example is remarkably similar to the preceding one, and I present it here
without comment (for its use in questions, see 7.9.32; Ar. Nub. 1186):

(6.50) ...&v0abto 81 Vaporicos 0 teheutoiov TGV BUBAlwY BBOT T@EL YeauuaTloTHL,
ev i eyéypanto. ‘Bachee Aapeloc IIéponiol tolol év Mdpdiol Eviéhieto
xtelvery ‘Opoltny.” ol 8¢ dopupdpol (G xoucay TaUT, CTACHUEVOL TOUC
duvéa (xteivouot), TopauTixa=ALY.

‘...he [= Bagaeus| became emboldened and gave the last of the rolls to the
scribe, in which had been written: “King Darius orders the Persians in

Sardis to kill Oroetes.” When the spear-bearers heard this, they drew their
swords and killed him straightaway.’ 3.128.23

There are hardly any examples of this construction in my corpus, which calls for an
explanation. Is verb-preposing simply less useful (or restricted to higher registers) than
other types of preposing? Or is the pragmatic meaning achieved by preposing of the
verb in examples like (6.49) more often achieved via other means, such as e.g. particles?

While the pragmatic function of (6.49)-(6.50) seems clear, what I do not yet understand
is how this function fits in with rest of the dossier of preposing. To my mind, it bears
the closest connection to the topic-closing construction discussed above in section five,
in that both have an affirmatory character. But even this connection is not particularly
strong. It is also not clear why this particular pragmatic function is limited to verbs. 1
want to make clear also that it is limited to verbs: this construction is not to my
knowledge attested with verb phrases.
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8 Suspense-Preposing?

I consider now the possibility of using preposing as a method of heightening suspense in
narrative. This suggestion has been made essentially on the basis of one example, the
most famous example of preposing in Herodotus:

(6.51) 6 uev dnN bc ovx EdUvaTo Blauyely, Ay Etopoc. 6 08¢ Kavdaling, énel éddxee
e Tfic xoltne elvan, Hyorye Tov I'Oyea ¢ 10 olxmua. xal peta Tabto adtixa
mapfiv xol 1) yuvr. écelfoboay e xal Tidcloay ta elpata édneito o I'iyng. dg
0€ XOTA VWOTOU EYEVETO loloNg Tfic Yuvauxog €¢ THY xoltnv, LTEXBUC Expee
€Ew. (xal M yuvn), Enopdi=pLv EEL6VTOL.

‘As he was not able to get out, he agreed. Candaules, when the time
seemed right to go to bed, brought Gyges into the room. And right after
his wife also arrived. Gyges watched her enter and take off her clothes.
When she turned her back as she was going to bed, he slipped out. And
the wife, she notices him leaving.’ 1.10.6'%

There has been a tendency in the literature to view the preposing of 7 yuvr here as a
dramatic device (e.g. Slings 2002: 63) designed to accentuate the suspense of the
sentence; see also Dik (2007: 19); Krisch (1990: 66 n. 4); Ruijgh (1990: 229). While this
is not explicitly stated by those who endorse this analysis, I presume that it entails a
pause of marked duration after yuvy; for without this feature, I find it hard to see how
suspense would be created.

Such an analysis raises issues beyond the scope of this chapter, namely what role
preposing plays (if any at all) in narrative (for suspense in narrative, see e.g. Toolan
2001). To claim that preposing in (6.51) is a dramatic device is both intuitively
appealing and at the same time completely ad hoc. So far as I am aware, there has
been no attempt to motivate this analysis, or provide parallel examples. The following
example, for instance, is remarkably similar to that above:

(6.52) (xod H "Apnotelc), Tuvidvetal=piy Eyovcay.
‘And Amestris, she finds out that she [= Artaynte| is wearing it [=
the mantle that Amestris made for Xerxes|.’ 9.110.2

Given the similarity between the two examples, one would expect them to fall under the
same analysis. And yet the suspense-analysis does not seem a particularly good fit for
this example. Xerxes’ wife Amestris weaves him a mantle, which he wears while visiting
his mistress, Artaynte. Artaynte asks Xerxes for the mantle, and he eventually gives it
to her. When Amestris sees Artaynte wearing the mantel, it does, to be sure, impact
the narrative, as it confirms suspicions that she had been harboring. But it is not the
case that (6.52) represents the anticipated resolution of Xerxes’ attempt to keep a

165 Slings (2002: 63) attributes the prosodic coding of the subject to the “dramatic climax” of the story and
claims that this is what marks the sentence as “literary.”
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secret. Indeed, it seems from Herodotus’ description that Artaynte did not attempt to
conceal the mantle (note e.g. the last sentence of 9.109, 7 8¢ nepiyopnc oboa TEBL dWpLL
€popeé Te xal dydhheto.), and accordingly it is hard to imagine Amestris’ discovery as
bringing with it narrative surprise.

My last worry concerning the suspense-analysis is that there is no clear way to identify
preposing specifically as responsible for the suspense. I do not imagine that anyone
would want to deny that (6.51) is a suspenseful point in the narrative. But this fact is
not a sufficient reason to attribute the source of the suspense to the preposed phrase.
The suspenseful quality of the sentence may not be affected either way by preposing.

Despite these objections to the suspense-analysis, (6.51) does not find a ready home in
my own dossier of preposing functions. It does not seem quite right to postulate a set-
membership construction here, i.e. to claim that the the preposing of 1 yuvA marks off
its membership in the set {Gyges, Candaules’ wife}. It is true that we are dealing with
semantically contrastive events: Gyges is trying to get out of the room unnoticed, while
Candaules’ wife does just that. But aside from that, it is hard to see the motivation for
setting up the two characters in a set.

I can offer here two possible analyses. The first is that (6.51) is somehow related to the
subject-switch cases from the previous section. Notice that Gyges is the subject of the
preceding sentence. Much remains unclear on this front. A second possibility is that
the preposing in (6.51) is somehow connected to the topic-conclusion construction of
section five. For as mentioned above, we are at a significant place in the narrative: the
lives of each of the characters, not to mention of the larger world, is considerably
impacted by Candaules’ wife’s noticing Gyges. In this sense, we have not a topic break
per se, but rather an episode break. The preposed phrase would then serve to mark this
episode boundary. One problem with both of these suggestions is that they do not
readily account for the use of a noun phrase (1 yuv) to refer to Candaules’ wife, as
opposed to a pronominal expression, which one could reasonably expect given such a
highly activated referent.

9 The Location of Focus in Strong-Topic Constructions

There is one last property of strong-topic constructions to observe, which concerns the
location of the focus of the utterance. As mentioned above, strong-topic preposed
phrases do not instantiate the focus of an utterance. What is remarkable is that there is
a strong tendency for the focus to be the first element of the nuclear clause after the
preposed phrase, as the following example illustrates:

(6.53) (YuVoUXEV OE OLTOTOLEV Xl TAANIXEWY X0l ELVOUY®Y), OLDELC=8&V elroL
atpexéa aptduov.
‘This is the number of the entire force of Xerxes. But of women and

bread-makers and concubines and eunuchs, no one could say the precise
number.’ 7.187.3
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At the beginning of 7.187, Herodotus concludes his survey of Xerxes’ army. With
(6.53), he shifts his attention to non-martial elements of the king’s entourage. Since
Herodotus has been discussing the size of Xerxes’ force, I would identify eirnol dtpexéa
apuiuodyv as accommodated information. That leaves oUdelc, which I would identify as
the focus of the nuclear clause.

This position for focus is amply attested in other examples as well (focus constituents
are underlined):

(6.54) el Adnvaiol xatappnwdiicavtes TOV EmdvTa xiviuvov EEENToV TV cetéeny, 1)
xol U ExAovTeS GANL pelvavteg Edocay opéac adtols Zépnt, (xatd thv
Vdhaooay), 00duUol-8V ETELPEBVTO GVTLOOUEVOL BosthéL.

‘If the Athenians had abandoned their land out of fear of the approaching
danger, or if they had not left (their land) but stayed and given
themselves over to Xerxes, no one whatsoever would have attempted to
oppose the king on the sea.’ 7.139.6

(6.55) (mépnTnt 8¢ 1) Extnt Aéen Ao ToLTWY), Tdde-0l cuVAVEIXE YeEVETHoL.
‘On the fifth or sixth day from these things, the following things by chance
happened to him.’ 3.42.2

(6.56) (ueta 8¢ v edyNv), adtixa-ol euiydn 6 "Apaoic.
‘After the vow, straightaway Amasis slept with her.’ 2.181.16

(6.57) (toTo uev), £¢,="Adpnotov=oi ncnointo.
‘These things, he had carried out against Adrastos.’ 5.68.1

(6.58) (Nuelc), 0Ux=Ev duvaipeda olxEely UETA TEHV UUETEPEWY YUVALXESV.
‘We, however, would not be able to live with your women.’ 4.114.10

(6.59) (viv b¢), €& zampocdoxritou=cepL napéstnoay ol Ilépoau.
‘But now, the Persians came upon them unexpectedly.’ 1.191.24

When the focus is a branching constituent, it appears that the focal content alone can
be positioned first, with the rest of the phrase deferred:

(6.60) (o Bofulévog 8¢ xol tiic Aownfic Acocuping), yiAd-ol npocne tdhavta
apyuplou xol Toldeg ExToulon TEVTUXOCLOL.
‘From Babylon and the rest of Assyria, thousands of talents of silver came
to him and five-hundred castrated boys.’ 3.92.2

Here y{hia is positioned first with the result that y{io tdhavto doyupiou becomes a
discontinuous constituent. On the relationship between discontinuous phrases and

focus, see Devine and Stephens (1999: 45-48).
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If this pattern can be maintained against further testing and investigation, then it may
provide further evidence for the architecture of the left periphery. In chapter four, I
proposed the following structure, which I repeat here:

(6.61) [TopP [CP [FOCP

In my earlier discussion, I mentioned only the possibility that strong-focus material
could occupy FocP. But it may be the case that FocP is the home not only for strong-
focus material, but also for material that is only informationally-focused, and that it is
here that e.g. 00deic from (6.53) sits. The difference in focal strength would then be
signaled prosodically, i.e. strong-focus items are coded as intonational phrases and
subsequently exclude clausal clitics, while information-focus items are not discretely
coded as intonational phrases, and accordingly can serve as hosts for clausal clitics.

9 Summing Up

This concludes the first half of my survey of preposed phrases. While I am confident
that I have delineated the major pragmatic functions of preposing, I would like to issue
a few caveats. The first is that I am positive that the descriptions above are
incomplete: there is undoubtedly more to be said about the pragmatics of preposed
phrases. There is a further issue that it has not been possible to discuss, but which
nevertheless looms large: to what extent is preposing obligatory given a certain
pragmatic intention, and a certain pragmatic environment? Or is preposing simply
“optional”? The answer to this is not yet clear, but I incline towards the belief that
neither answer is correct, and that there are rather some contexts in which such
constructions are more obligatory, and other contexts in which they are less so. Because
of our ignorance on this front, it is at present impossible to offer a predictive account of
preposing. One of the issues that would have to be addressed before this question can
be adequately addressed is the difference between preposing and other grammatical
means of signaling marked information structure. The first comparison that comes to
mind is that between preposing and hyperbaton (discontinuous spell-out), whose
pragmatic functions (both topical and focal) are described in detail by Devine and
Stephens (1999).
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Chapter 7

Preposing II: Strong-Focus Constructions

The preceding chapter investigated preposed phrases that do not instantiate the focus of
an utterance; in this chapter I present those that do instantiate the focus of the
utterance. This sub-type of preposed phrase I refer to as strong-focus constructions,
because preposing serves to strengthen the focus of an utterance. The following are the
pragmatic functions that I argue for (repeated from 6.6 of the preceding chapter for
convenience):

Strong-Focus Constructions
(7.1) 1. Counterassertion

2. Exhaustive reading

3. Presupposition cancelling

At the conclusion of our survey of strong-focus constructions, we will be in a position (in
section six) to consider cases in which we find multiple preposed phrases (as thus far the
survey has focused predominantly on the preposing of a single constituent or sub-
constituent). While certain details of this construction remain unclear, I demonstrate
that there is a tendency for strong topics to precede strong-focus phrases.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section one provides a sketch of focal strength.
Sections two, three, and four present the functions of counterassertion, exhaustivity, and
presupposition, respectively. Section five offers a retrospective comparison of the
strong-topic and strong-focus constructions, which serves as a segue for section six,
which examines the multiple-preposing construction. Section seven calls attention to a
gap in the data, namely the notable absence of verb- and verb-phrase preposing.

Section eight looks briefly at the data for metrical texts, to sketch some differences
between the preposing that one finds here and in prose. Section nine concludes the
chapter.

1 Focal Strength

In the previous chapter, I defined focal information as denoting asserted, non-
presuppositional (i.e., “new”) information. Within this category, further distinctions can
be made (see e.g. Gundel 1998; Glanzberg 2005; Erteschik-Shir 2007: 27-40; Krifka
2007). In particular, Devine and Stephens (1999: 35-38) draw a distinction between
weak focus and strong focus. Weak focus is the variable-filling focus such as that in
(6.7), which I repeat here:
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(7.2) A: What did John do?
B: [He|y,, [washed the dishes.|g,.

Strong focus plays this same variable-filling role (since it still instantiates the focus of
the utterance), but it has two additional features. One, it evokes a set of contextually-
relevant alternatives. Two, it intentionally excludes those contextually-relevant
alternatives from the scope of the assertion. Thus, items under strong focus often lay
claim to exclusivity. In a similar vein, Dik (1995: 39-45) lays out a typology of what she
calls counter-presupositional focus, and Givon (2001: 221-250) lays out one for what he
calls contrastive focus. And Kiss (1998) argues for a very similar distinction in focal
strength, and distinguishes between informational focus and identificational focus.
Hungarian is uniquely well suited to formulation of this distinction as the two types of
focal information have distinct morphosyntactic realizations,'™ as we see from the
following minimal pair (from Kiss 1998: 247):

(7.3) Tegnap este be mutattam  Pétert  Marinak
last  night perr introduced.l Peter.acc Mary.par
‘Last night I introduced Peter to Mary.’

(7.4) Tegnap este Marinak mutattam be Pétert.
‘It was to Mary that I introduced Peter last night.’

In (7.3), a case of informational focus, Marinak (‘Mary’) is in post-verbal position and
represents merely non-presupposed information, without the suggestion that the speaker
introduced Peter only to her last night. By contrast, in (7.4), a case of identificational
focus, Marinak precedes the verb mutattam and expresses exhaustive identification:
among a contextually-relevant set of individuals (whatever that might be), the speaker
introduced Peter to Mary and no one else last night.

Each of these approaches agrees on a basic twofold distinction between a focus that
simply supplies new information, and one that directly contradicts a hearer’s
expectations or presuppositions. Payne (1992: 141) refers to this latter type of focal
information as “pragmatically marked” in that it counters previous information in the
discourse. It is this latter, pragmatically stronger, focus that I will refer to as strong
focus in this chapter, and which I will argue is signaled by preposing in Greek (and
possibly by other means as well).

2 Counterassertion
As noted above, strong focus identifies the focused constituent as a member of a

contextually-relevant set of alternatives, and, furthermore, excludes the rest of these
alternatives outright. Preposed constituents frequently correlate with this type of

16 Whether a similar configuration exists in Greek (i.e. preverbal position bearing strong focus, and post-
verbal position weak focus) is not yet clear. This seems to be implied by the framework of Dik (1995) and
(2007), however.
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informational focus. Herodotus thus uses this construction when making
counterassertions, that is, when he wants to assert a piece of information in the face of
one already asserted. This overwritten, as it were, piece of information takes two
shapes. In the first, the earlier information has been overtly mentioned in the discourse.
In the second type, it has not been explicitly mentioned, but is rather assumed by
Herodotus to be a part of his audience’s beliefs.

For an example of the first type, we turn to the following passage, where Darius’
selection of a successor is being described. Herodotus reports that while Xerxes took
advantage of advice that Demaratos, erstwhile king of Sparta, had offered, he
nevertheless would have succeeded Darius because his wife Atossa held all the power:

(7.5) émel ye xal év Xndptn €pn 0 Anudpntoc Unotidéuevos obtw vopileoo, fv
ol UEV TPOYEYOVOTEC EWOL TELY 1] TOV Tatépa opéwy Bactieboa, O O¢
Bactheovtl odlyovog Emyévnon, Tot Emyevouévou thv Exdediv Tiic Poaotining
yiveodar. ypnoouévou 8¢ Zépew Tl Anuopritouv bnodhxn, Yvouc 0 Adpelog
oc Aéyot dixana Poothéo piy anédele. doxéety € pot, (xal dveu Tadtng Tiic
umodfune), Baoctheboou=av Eépéne. N yap "Atococa €lye O ndv xpdtoc.

‘Since even in Sparta, Demaratos suggested, it was custom that, if the sons
are born before their father becomes king, and one is born later while he is
king, the succession of the kingship belongs to the latter born one. Xerxes
made use of the advice of Demaratos, and Darius, knowing that he spoke
justly, made him king. But it seems to me that, even without this advice,
Xerxes would have become king. For Atossa held all the power.”"*"  7.3.18

Demaratos’ advice is first presented as the reason for the selection of Xerxes as king. In
the penultimate sentence, however, Herodotus rejects this cause, and claims that Xerxes
would have become king even without Demaratos’ advice. Schematically, we can
represent this pattern as follows:

(7.6) Open Proposition: Xerxes’ became king for reason z.
Assertion: © — Demaratos’ advice.
Counterassertion: z # Demaratos’ advice.

The counterassertion simply denies Demaratos’ advice as the cause of Xerxes’ ascension.
Herodotus does not further specify what the cause is; he only intimates that it has
something to do with the power of Atossa (whom we know to be Xerxes’ mother).
Further evidence for the pragmatic strength of the prepositional phrase comes from
“scalar” xal, which signals its unexpected status.

168

7Tt is possible that f ydp "Atocoa is preposed in this sentence, and should accordingly be translated:
‘For it was Atossa [as opposed to any of the others who one might otherwise expect to be holding the
power| who held all the power.’

168 For further examples of this type, see 2.11.17, 2.16.11, 6.84.14.
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In the second type of counterassertion, Herodotus (or some other speaker) asserts a
piece of information that is not explicitly contrary to some other in the discourse, but
rather contrary to the projected expectations of the addressee.'” So in the following

example, Herodotus is comparing the Egyptian Labyrinth with the construction projects
of the Greek world:

(7.7) el yop g o €€ "EAvev Ttelyed te xal épywv dnddelly culloyiouto,
(ENdooovog), tdvouste=&v xal dandvne gaveln é6vta Tob AaPBupiviou toltou.
‘For if someone should list the walls (built) by the Greeks and display of
works, it would clearly be of both LESS toil and LESS expense than this
labyrinth.’ 2.148.6

He claims that if one were to add up the toil and expense of all the Greek buildings and
compare the numbers with those required for this one Egyptian building, they would be
less. The (predicate) adjective éNdocovoc is coded as an intonational phrase, which thus
causes v to surface in a non-canonical position.

What is the counterassertion in (7.7)7 It is true that no one (at least within the world
of the discourse) has made a claim to the contrary, namely that the totality of Greek
works would require more toil and expense than the Egyptian Labyrinth. But this is
actually what one expects, and presumably what Herodotus has imputed to his
audience.'™ On general grounds of “common sense,” one hardly expects a single building
of the Egyptians to outstrip in costs that of the entire Greek world. We can schematize
the informational landscape as follows.

(7.8) OP: The walls and works of the Greeks would require z labor than
that of the labyrinth.
Projected value: z = ‘more’
Asserted value: z = ‘less’

The protasis of (7.7) evokes the above open proposition, and the expected value of the
variable is ‘more,” but what Herodotus actually asserts is ‘less.” The coding of éAdocovoc
as an intonational phrase thus reflects the presence of a competing value for the
valuable (the expected value), and, at the same time, excludes it. That we find this
pattern in particular in Herodotus’ description of Egypt is exactly what we expect: for
here his goal is to impress upon his Greek audience the superior (if not overwhelming)
majesty of Egypt.'™

199 See further 1.109.9, 1.123.7, 1.156.2, 3.40.3, 3.135.15, 5.72.24, 5.91.4, 7.148.15, 9.90.16.

" The behavior of Herodotus here accords with the following description of Prince (1986: 208):
“...speakers seem to form their utterances so as to structure the information they are attempting to
convey, usually or perhaps always in accordance with their beliefs about the hearer: what s/he is thought
to know, what s/he is expected to be thinking about.”

' See further the previous discussion of this sentence in chapter four, especially for arguments against the
claim that éAdocovoc névou is the preposed unit.
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There are cases in which counterassertive preposing of this second type can be used to
signal hostility or impoliteness, as in the following example:

(7.9) 6 0¢ elne, “6 déomota, €doog pe yopLel wdhtota tov Yeov 6V "EANAvwy, tov
eyo etlunoo 9e@v udhiota, énelpéodon méudoavta tdode Tt mEdac, (el
gZamatdy tolc €l moebvtac), vopoc=éoti-ol.”

‘And he said, “O master, you will most please me if you allow me to send
these chains to the god of the Greeks, whom I honored most of the gods,

and to ask (him) if to deceive the ones who do good is his practice.” 1.90.9

Here Croesus is speaking to Cyrus, after his downfall. He feels betrayed by Apollo,
since he believes the oracle proffered deceitful responses, which led to his downfall. He
now wants to ask if it is the god’s custom &&anatdy Touc b noebvtac: he would ask this
question against a general cultural assumption that this is not in fact a custom of the
god. Croesus is thus lashing out by questioning a cultural assumption about the
behavior of the gods. Croesus’ desire to reproach the god is made explicit in the next
section. We thus see the extent to which cultural disposition is involved in the creation
of discourse and thus ultimately prosodic phrasing.

It appears that it is also possible for counterassertion to be produced sentence-internally,
as in the following example:'™

(7.10) (vijoog d¢), oltw=&v €ln év fneipwt.
‘It would thus be an ISLAND on the mainland.’ 9.51.6

Herodotus is relating a plan of the Greeks to go to an “island” if the Persians do not
attack. This “island” is actually the area in between a river that flows down from
Mount Cithaeron, splits in two (which creates about three furlongs width between
them), and then converges again. This effect thus creates the impression of an island.
In (7.10) the designation of this area as an island is counterassertive because of the
phrase €v frelpwi: for it is a property of islands that they not exist €v vjnelpwt. This
example demonstrates that a focal countervalue need not be present in the discourse at
the time of preposing, but can actually occur later.

2.1 Cultural Perspective and Counterassertion

As should be clear from the preceding discussion, motivation for counterassertive
preposing will typically come from the local circumstances (in particular, the
informational context) of the discourse. This is not always the case, however, as in
some cases, counterassertion appears to be motivated at a more general level by cultural
perspective. In cases like (7.7) and (7.9)-(7.10), cultural perspective is of course present
and relevant, but the motivation for preposing comes primarily (if not exclusively) from
the information status of the referents within the local context of the discourse.

2 See also 3.25.18, 7.10.7.59.
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Consider by contrast the following example, in which Herodotus is comparing Greek and
Persian customs of sacrifice. After going through the initial steps of the process, he
observes that a Persian magus chants over the sacrified animal:

(7.11) Swdévtog Be avTol udyog dvne mopecTtems Enaeidel Yeoyoviny, oinv N
Exelvol Aéyouot elvor T Enaodnv. (8veu yop O pdyou), ob-cpL véuog ol
Yuolac motéeaval.

‘Once he |= a sacrificer| has arranged it, a magus stands by and chants a
theogony, of exactly the kind they say the chant is. For, without a magus,
it is not licit for them to perform sacrifices.’ 1.132.15

Preceding the phrase dveu ydp 071 pudyou, nothing suggests that a magus must be present
for a sacrifice: we only know that for the generic situation that Herodotus describes, one
is present. But with the second sentence of (7.11), he makes this explicit. He could
have done this with the following sentence, however:

(7.11.1) oV=ydp=cpL vouoc €oti Yuciog moecBon dveu 81 udyou.

Why then does Herodotus prepose dveu ydp 60 pudyou? As expected, preposing evokes
alternatives, but this time not one that is present in the discourse itself.

The source of the alternative comes instead from what Herodotus knows of his (Greek)
audience—namely that they do not perform sacrifices with a magus (for indeed the
magus as a cultural figure does not exist within Greek culture). By preposing dveu ydp
on wdyou, Herodotus thus takes care to highlight an aspect of Persian culture that
differs from that of his imagined audience.

Given that Herodotus takes it upon himself to describe the differences between Greeks
and non-Greeks, we should expect to find this type of preposing especially in cultural
surveys of non-Greeks. And indeed, we are not disappointed in this expectation:

Mesopotamian Clothing
(7.12) (&vev yap Eémonuou), ob=cpt vouog Eotl Exely oxiinTpov.
‘For, without an emblem, it is not customary for them to have a staff.’
1.195.9

Babylonian Public Medicine
(7.13) (ouyfit 8¢ mapegeldely TOV xduvovta), ob=cpu Eeott, mply Av énelpnTon Rvtiva

voloov Eyel.
‘To pass by the sick person, this is not permitted, until one asks what
disease he has.’ 1.197.8

Scythian Slavery

(7.14) éviavuto d¢ meplpepopévou abTic Tolelol ToLOVOE, AofOVTeS TEHY AOLTEY
YePATOVTWY TOUC EMTNOEOTATOUS, Ol O€ elol Lxddou Eyyeveeg. olTol Yap
VYepanetouat tolg av abtog 6 Bacthele xehedont. (dpyvpdvntot 8¢),
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oUx,=elol=au Yepdnovec.

‘After a year passes, they do such a thing again, selecting the most
suitable of the remaining servants who are ethnic Scythians. For all those
whom the king commands (to serve), they all serve: purchased slaves they
don’t have.’ 4.72.5

In each case, preposing is used to highlight a cultural feature that is absent among the
Greeks.

2.2 Preposing of Simplex Negator?

It is possible that the negator oUx can be preposed to mark negative-polarity focus (on
this concept, see Devine and Stephens 2006: 148), as in the following example (see also
3.66.13):

(7.15) éxnecdvtog 8¢ ¢ TV Pdupov adtol ETOLEETO OTOUdNY TOAANY EEEUEETY. (&g
0t 0Ux), Epaivetd=0i O 60KV, dvactevdos €ine TpOS TOLC TAPACTATIC.
‘When it fell into the sand, he tried really hard to find it. And when his
tooth did NOT appear to him, he shouted and said to the ones standing
around him.’ 6.107.17

Here Hippias invests a considerable amount of energy in trying to find his tooth, as
indicated by the phrase crnoudiv toAAv (as well as the prefix €Z- of £Zeupeiv?).'™ Given
this effort, the expectation is that he would in fact find his tooth. To code this violated
expectation it may be the case that oUx is here preposed, as depicted in (7.15). The
alternative is that oUx is simply proclitic and that prosodically the beginning of the
second sentence looks something like 6¢,=06¢,=00%,=€@aiveté=ol (and would accordingly
involve no preposing). Preposing of negatives is known, however: in section three below
I present cases in which we have unambiguous preposing of compound negation phrases.
It is not clear how one can use this pattern to interpret cases like (7.15) above.

2.3 Preposing, Oracular Language, and the Fall of Croesus

I would like to call attention to one particular case of focal preposing that has a
dramatic impact on the narrative (if not history itself). In the following example,
Herodotus reports the oracle’s answer to Croesus’ question of whether he should attack
Persia:

(7.16) ot pev TadTa ENERDTWY, THV OE YavTNiKY GUEOTERWY EC TMWUTO ol YVEHUL
cLVEBpaUov, Tpoléyouoa Kpolowt, fiv otpateimtan énl Ilépoac, (ueydiny),
AEYAV=ULY XxUTOADCELY.

‘They asked again, and the judgments of both oracles agreed, saying to

1™ That Hippias does not locate his tooth plays a significant role in the narrative, as well: for it is the
basis of his prophecy that he and the Persians will not take Marathon.
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Croesus that, if he attacks the Persians, a GREAT empire he will destroy.’
1.53.13

The first thing to observe is that the oracle does not actually answer his question:

that is, it does not say directly whether or not he should attack Persia. (The oracle also
ignores a second question that Croesus had asked about whether to enlarge his army.)
The question that we want to answer is: why does the oracle prepose the adjective
MEYEANV?

We can begin to answer this question by explaining first what effect the preposing has.
The contribution of preposing can be captured with the following paraphrase: ‘It is not
simply an empire that you will destroy, but a great one.” This reading, I would claim, is
not available in the non-preposed version; or if it is, it is far less salient (and perhaps
could be created only with the addition of certain discourse particles).

What the preposed reading does, then, is to make an assertion against a background in
which the destruction of an empire'™ is presupposed. It is this presupposition on the
part of the oracle that seems crucial in Croesus’ downfall. For he essentially takes this
presupposition as his answer, and identifies the empire whose destruction has been
foretold as that of Persia. The fact that the empire will specifically be ‘great’ lends
further weight to this interpretation: for the assertion that Croesus’ conquest will indeed
be great would have served to confirm his hopes. While we cannot know whether
Croesus thought of his empire as great or not, objectively his empire was smaller
(geographically, and perhaps militarily as well) than that of Persia. As such, it is
reasonable to believe that he would have been more readily identified Persia as a yeydan
apyn than his own Lydia. To understand what the oracle is saying, Croesus would have
had to be able to see his own kingdom as peydin. We can thus see how preposing
allowed (if not encouraged) Croesus to find in the oracle what he wanted, namely
assurance that he would destroy Persia.

This is just the sort of communicative behavior that we expect from an oracle. For it
was widely acknowledged in antiquity that oracular language differs from “ordinary”

language, as the following attests:'™

(7.17) 6 &vag, ol O pavteldy Eott T0 év Aehgaic, olte Aéyel o0TE xpUTTEL GAAY

onuolveL.
‘The lord, to whom belongs the oracle at Delphi, neither speaks nor
conceals, but indicates.’ Heraclit. fr. 22 B93 DK

Heraclitus’ remark is exemplified in the oracle’s response to Croesus: it neither lies nor
conceals the truth, but states it obliquely and ambiguously. One has to be more careful
than usual in the inferences that one draws from this type of language. Thus to

'™ My analysis relies heavily on the meaning of dpy7 as ‘empire,” which is the standard interpretation: see
Powell, s.v. I1.7.
' For a recent discussion of oracular language in Herodotus, see Kindt (2006).
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understand oracular language one has to operate with a different set of assumptions
about communication. From a modern perspective, I would characterize oracular
language as pragmatically uncooperative interlocutors, in as much as they flout Gricean
maxims of cooperation (for which see Grice 1975).

One could object to this analysis by claiming that the preposing of yeydiny is simply a
matter of “stylistic fronting” (on which see recently Holmberg 2006). Under this type of
analysis, the preposing of the adjective is designed to elevate the register of speech: the
oracle is an august, religious institution and one could accordingly expect its language to
be more “formal.” There is no way to rule out this possibility. Moreover, it may not be
incompatible with the pragmatic analysis above.'™ 1In its strongest form, this analysis
has the unfortunate drawback of denying a correlation between the oracle’s expression
and Croesus’ behavior. This could of course be true, but it does not seem likely.

3 Exhaustive, Restrictive, and Scalar Readings

In the previous section, I presented cases where preposed constituents expressed
exhaustive readings against the background of contextually-relevant alternatives, which
were either explicitly present, or assumed. In this section, I present cases that again
express an exhaustive reading but lack an established set of contextually-relevant
alternatives. Instead, it seems that this construction is used to pre-emptively exclude all
and any possible alternatives.

We often find the exhaustive reading in the presence of universal quantifiers and
negators.'”” The prosodic phrasing and clause-initial positioning intensify the operator
and exclude any conceivable alternatives:

(7.18) (0¥ yap O cuvtuYOV), Yaivetal-pot Epyov Elvau.
‘For it seems to me a work that is not at all common.’ 1.51.12'

If we imagine the meaning of cuvtuyov as if on a scale with higher and lower values of
ocuvtuyov-ness, what preposing does here is to deny completely the subject any place on
this scale. We thus end up with the meaning ‘at all’ in the English translation. This
type of preposing differs crucially from that of the previous section in relationship to
alternative values for the focused element. With counterassertive preposing, there is (in
one form or another) a competing contextually-relevant value for the focal variable.
Counterassertive preposing is used to acknowledge and reject such alternatives.
Exhaustive focal constructions work to rule out not just contextually-relevant

"0 What I have in mind is the possibility that more “formal” registers of discourse were the ones in which

speakers were more attuned to signaling information-structure and discourse-cohesion.

7 See also 3.38.13, 5.65.1.

'™ The article in the expression 10 cuvtuydv is semantically anomalous: despite the article, the collocation
appears to have indefinite reference and mean ‘any random thing’ vel sim. Donald Mastronarde draws my
attention to the entry for ‘easy’ in Pollux, Onomasticon 5.106, where all the words are anarthrous except

TO CUVTUYOV.
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alternatives, but rather any and all conceivable alternatives. So with (7.18), it is not
the case (so far as I can tell) that there is a competing claim (or expectation) that the
work was in fact cuvtuyév. In fact, the context suggests quite the opposite—that
Herodotus himself is identifying the worth as nothing short of excellent, and that this
supports the attribution to Theodoros of Samos.

The following example works in a similar way:

(7.19) 7} 8¢ ¢ €lde O maudlov péya Te xal eVEWES EHY, doaxploouca xal AuBouévn T&v
youvdtwy Tol avdpog Expnile (Undewiit téyvnt), Exdeival-piv.
‘When she saw that the child was great and beautiful, she begged him,
crying and taking hold of her husband’s knees, not—by any means—to
expose him.’ 1.112.4'7

The prosodic coding of undeuin €y vn. contributes the sense ‘at all.” Here a cowherd has
brought home an exposed baby, which he has been ordered to kill. He reports this to
his wife and she responds, as reported in (7.24), by beseeching him not to expose the
baby in any way. She is thus attempting to contravene the command her husband was
given.

Preposing also induces readings of the sort identified by Kiss as identificational focus.
That is, the preposed element is presented as the only way in which the rest of the
proposition could be true."™ So in the following example, the Lydians have agreed to
submit to the kingship of Gyges if and only if the oracle appoints him:

(7.20) (v pev [37] 0 xenothetov), avérn=piy Bactléa elva...
‘...if the ORACLE appoints him to be king...’ 1.13.5

The preposing of 10 yenotrptov signals that no other authority will qualify to designate
Gyges king.

The following example is remarkable in that exhaustive reading of the preposed phrase
gives rise to a conditional reading. Xerxes is talking to Demaratos, who has been
lauding the courage and strength of the Lakedaimonians. Xerxes says that if what
Demaratos is saying is true, he should be able to take on twenty of Xerxes’ Persians; he
then says:

(7.21) (xod o0t pev), 6pdoit’-&v 6 Aéyog 6 mapd oel elpnuévoc.
‘And this way, the speech you have made would be correct.’ 7.103.10

" This example raises the complex question of where exactly clitics should go in relation to embedded
infinitival clauses. This issue is discussed at length in chapter nine. The details of my analysis are
irrelevant for the moment, as pundeuint wéyvnt has to be taken as preposing under any analysis.

180 See also 1.43.10, 1.53.14, 2.52.4, 2.173.9, 3.52.4, 3.88.14, 7.203.2.
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o\Tw refers back to the proposition of the previous sentence, in which Xerxes says that,
according to what Demaratos says, he should be able to handle twenty Persians on his
own. What (7.21) then says is that if, and only if, this is true, then Demaratos’
boasting will be justified. And without this, as Xerxes goes on to say in the passage,
Demaratos’ claims are little more than idle boasting. What is remarkable about (7.21)
is that preposing gives rise to a conditional reading, just as in (7.10) above
counterassertive and concessive-clause semantics converged.

The distinction between the counterassertive type described in section two and the
present one is not always easy to discern. Since we are dealing with background and
implicit information, we have to rely on indirect evidence and intuitions about
communicative motivation. The following example illustrates this problem:

(7.22) (o>¢ 8¢ xatd Tawtd), EVéomlé-ol xol npdTEROV, OlYETO UETAEY ATOMTOY O
Bdttog € v Orenyv.
‘Since she was prophesying to him in the exactly the same way as before,
Battos left in the middle and went back to Thera.’ 4.155.22

It seems reasonably clear that the prosodic coding of ¢&¢ 8¢ xatd Tadtd is meant to
convey ‘in exactly the same way’ (suggesting that it is scalar preposing). It is also the
case, however, that this answer contravenes Battos’ expectations (which suggests
counterassertive preposing): for he wants an explanation from the oracle, and what he
receives borders on the impossible.

4 Presupposition Cancelling

We move now to considering an effect of preposing that is found only with
interrogatives. Typically questions presuppose the existence of an answer:

(7.23) Who shot JFK?
Presupposition: someone shot JFK.

Preposed wh-words and phrases in Greek can be used to cancel this presupposition and
form what are known as “queclaratives” or, perhaps more commonly, rhetorical questions
(see further Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 879). Wh-expressions are normally fronted to
the beginning of the clause, where they canonically serve as a host for clausal clitics.
Preposed wh-expressions by contrast do not serve as hosts.

In the following passage, Herodotus is arguing against a claim that the Nile’s flood is the
result of melted snow:

(7.24) 7 8¢ Tpltn TGV 60&Y TOANOV EmieixecTdTn Eoloo udhoTto Edeuotar. AEYEL Yo
07 000" alTn 0LBEY, pouévn TOov NeTAov pEely amo TNXOPEVNS YLOVOS, OC EEL
weEv éx ABime did péowv Aiddmwy, Exddol 8¢ é¢ Alyurntov.

‘The third of the explanations, while quite reasonable, is most completely
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wrong. For it doesn’t even make any sense to claim that the Nile, which
flows from Libya through Ethiopia, and issues into Egypt flows from
melted snow.’ 2.22

In the next sentence, he asks:

(7.25) (x®c=v=01jtar), pEoL=av Emd YLOVOS Amd TGV VYepUoTdTWY PEWY EC TA
QuypedTepa TO TOMAG EOTL;
‘How, then, could it flow from snow, flowing from the warmest (areas) into
the areas that are for the most part cooler?’ 2.22.5

Herodotus is not seeking information with this question. Indeed, it appears to
presuppose that there is in fact no possible answer to his question. As such,
pragmatically it functions as an assertion rather than a question.'™

The same prosodic configuration and presupposition-neutralization can be found in the
following example, where Herodotus is describing the Scythian lifestyle:

(7.26) toiol yap pnte dotea puhte Telyea it ExTiouéva, GAAGL QepEoxol EOVTEC
Tdvteg Ewot innotogotan, {BVTES U A’ dpOTOU GAN’ Amd XTNVEWY,
obxfarta t€ oL it €ml Leuyéwy, (x@c), oux=av glnoav obtol duoyol te Xl
dnopol mpocuioYeLy;
‘For they have established neither towns nor walls, but being nomads they
are all horse-archers, living not from agriculture but from flocks, and their
dwellings are on their draft animals: (so) how could these (people) not be
invincible and unapproachable?’ 4.46.14

Once again, the question presumes that the Scythians are in fact Guoyol te xol dropol
npoouioyew, and accordingly the interrogative is put to use as an assertion.'™

Presupposition-cancelling in questions can be seen as an extension of the exhaustive
focal readings in declarative sentences. Above we saw that preposed focal constituents
ruled out alternatives. Questions such as those in (7.25) and (7.26) do the same thing:
they exhaustively rule out all possibilities. More specifically, a preposed interrogative
phrase denies the existence of a possible truthful value for the variable that it
represents.

It is also possible for questions with preposed wh-phrases to assume exhaustive readings.
Herodotus uses the following two passages to demonstrate the principle that every

81 See also 2.57.7, although this example is plagued by textual uncertainty. Regarding tiva dixnv=av at
9.94.6, I am inclined to see tiva as proclitic, but perhaps a preposing interpretation is defensible.

%2 One could attempt to argue here that xéc is proclitic and therefore not preposed. The challenge that
this analysis would face would be explaining why the form is pragmatically marked and yet prosodically
reduced (in as much as it is a proclitic). Thus to argue for proclisis entails arguing against the pragmatic
analysis of x&c¢ presented here, and that seems to me a difficult prospect.
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culture thinks its own customs are best. In support of this he relates the following two
anecdotes about Darius:

(7.27) Aoageilog éml Tiic Ewutod dpyfic xahéoac "EAMAvmv Tobe nopedvtog elpeto
(Eml =xb6omL=av yeruatt Bovloiato), Tolg Tatépag amodvioxovTag
xatoottéecat. ot 8¢ En’ oudevi épacay (€pdetv=&v T0UTO),.
‘Darius during his own kingship summoned the Greeks who were present
and asked them at what price they would be willing to eat their fathers
when they died. They said that they would not do this for any price.’
3.38.13

In Darius’ initial question, &v is canonically positioned after the first prosodic word énl
xoowt. Note that in their reply, the Greeks prepose their answer: the phrase £én’ oUdevi
has been extracted out of the embedded infinitive clause £pdeiv=av Tobto, where we
would expect it. The preposing of én’ 00devi endows the expression with an exhaustive
reading, in just the same way as we saw above.

To complete his experiement, Darius then invites some Indians to his court and asks
them what it would take for them to follow the Greek custom of burning deceased
family members:

(7.28) Aopeioc d¢ petd tabta xahéoog Tvdev tolc xoheopévouc Kallatiog, ol tolc
yovéag xatecViouot, elpeTo, TapedVTWY T@BY "EAM VLY xal Ol Epunvéog
povdovovtwy td Aeyopeva, (€mt tive yprRuatt), (Seofat’ =8y teleutévTag Tolg
natépac xataxaiety mupl),. ol 8¢ duBmoavteg péyo eDQNUEELY LV EXENEVOV.
‘Darius summoned some of the Indians called Kallatiae, who eat
their parents, and asked, while the Greeks were present and understanding
through a translator what was being said, for what (amount of) material
incentive would they agree to burn their fathers upon a pyre, when they
die. They began to shout loudly and told him not to speak like that.’

3.38.17

Darius'™ has changed the wh-phrase (from éml xdcwt to énl tiw ypAuatt) and also
preposed it. With the phrase éni tiv ypruati, Darius has broadened the scope of his
question: he is no longer asking just how much money would be required, but what at
all would be necessary to get the Indians to cremate their ancestors. The change
appears to be motivated by Darius’ knowledge of Indian customs: he knows that
cremation is an anathema to them. Furthermore, by broadening the scope of his
inquiry, the point about cultural relativity is made: you can offer the Indians anything,
and still they will not yield in their devotion to their customs. The preposing of €ni tiw
yeriuott is thus interesting because it has both an exhaustive reading (conveying the

185 T attribute this change to Darius but one does wonder whether it is Herodotus who is manipulating the
lexical and prosodic changes to make his point.
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meaning ‘what at all’) and also reflects Darius’ intuition that there is nothing that the
Indians would accept to cremate their fathers.

The following example is slightly different; the preposing of the question phrase is used
to cancel the presupposition, but here it is done out of disdain as opposed to
assertiveness:

(7.29) 6 d¢ énelpeto (6 Tt 10 BeYhov), ein=cpL xelyevov nepl éteo dywvilovra.
‘He asked what prize was established by them, for which they were
competing.’ 8.26.7

Here one of the Persians is asking an Arcadian what the Greeks are doing. The
Arcadians tell them that the Greeks are celebrating the Olympic festival, which prompts
the question in (7.29). The preposing of 6 © 10 &eYhov is unlike the previous examples
meant as a real question. The preposing of the interrogative phrase expresses
puzzlement because it is based on the assumption that the Greeks do not have much
worth competing for. This assumption is confirmed when the Persians are told that the
Greeks compete for a wreath crown, and not money.

It is not clear whether preposing is necessary to manipulate the presupposition of a
question. In the following example, for instance, the clitic &v is canonically positioned,
and yet the question seems to be rhetorical:

(7.30) x&c=E&v duvalato yihol 1} xol poplol 1} xol TEVTOXLoROELOL, EGVTES YE
ehedlepol TavTeg OUolwg ol U LT’ EVOC dEyOUEVOL, GTEUTEL TOCELOE
avtioTiivou;

‘How could a thousand or even ten thousand or even fifty thousand,
all being free and not being ruled by one man, oppose so great an army?’
7.103.14

Despite the seeming nullification of a presupposition here, Demaratos, to whom this
question is addressed, actually attempts to answer it in 7.104. It may be the case, then,
that the prosodic phrasing is a cue to the addressee as to whether or not the speakers
expects an answer, or thinks that an answer is even possible.

The following example displays an interrogative with a canonically-positioned clitic that
is nevertheless not answered:

(7.31) x&c=ydp=8v yivwoxol 6¢ olt E80dy 0N olte €lde xahdV 0LBEV olxAov, Uéel
TE EUTECKV TA TEHYUATA AVEL VOOU, YEWWAOEML TOTUUEL EIXENOC;
‘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?’ 3.81.10
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Megabyzus asks this question in the midst of the debate on the best form of
government. Given his perspective, he appears to presuppose that his question cannot
in fact be answered. Herodotus moves the narrative onward after this question to
report the belief of Darius, so within the narrative no one attempts to answer the
question.

4.1 Biased Conditionals

It is possible to manipulate the presupposition underlying protases by coding the
complementizer as an intonational phrase. Canonically speakers use protases to suspend
belief in a proposition one way or another, as in the following example:

(7.32) ei-0é-pot dmoTéelc o mepl TV Yenudtev, téudov 60T Tol TLETHTATOS
TUYYAVEL €OV, TEL EYE ATOOEEW.
‘If you do not believe me about the money, send whoever you happen to
trust the most, and I will prove it to him.’ 3.122.21

Here the speaker (Oroetes) does not take a stand either way as to whether his addressee
(Polykrates) actually believes or does not believe him.

In cases where the ei occupies its own intonational phrase, the protasis does not have
the same presupposition structure, as we see in the following example:'

(7.33) & Poothed, (eizuev=0m), cvuPoukeleaizpot tpodiune, dixady ye ool Eotl
pedlelv TO dploTov.
‘And he said, “O king, IF you are seriously consulting me, it is right for me
to tell you the best (advice).” 7.235.2

Here Demaratos, the former Spartan king, is responding to Xerxes’ request for

advice on how to defeat the Spartans. In contrast to (7.32), (7.33) does not suspend
belief in the protasis: instead, Demaratos expresses doubt as to whether Xerxes’ question
is sincere; note also the particle 8 and the adverb mpodluwg, ‘seriously,” which work to
the same effect. Thus the protasis conveys more than a simple suspension of the
protasis, which we can paraphrase as ‘if you are seriously consulting me (and I have my
doubts that you are).’

Why would Demaratos be skeptical? As a Spartan, he was an erstwhile enemy of
Xerxes, and presumably finds it hard to believe that he is now being asked to counsel
the king on how to defeat his former countrymen. Xerxes’ brother says in fact that
Demaratos may in fact be trying to sabotage him (7.236). Demaratos’ intonational
phrasing here may also be a rhetorical device designed to assure Xerxes of his sincerity.
The message is, ‘you might not be sincere in asking me, but my response will be
sincere.’

184 See also 3.145.14.
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5 Strong Topic and Strong Focus Compared

Having concluded our survey of strong-focus constructions, it is useful at this point to
note two general features that distinguish this construction from that of the strong
topic. First, the strong-topic preposing is generally held to affect semantic
interpretation less than strong-focus preposing. For instance, it serves to manage the
presence or absence of referents in discourse, whether in introducing, reintroducing, or
concluding them; or in signaling their relationship with other referents in discourse. In
this sense, this type of preposing does not advance “common ground” of the discourse;
accordingly, they are said to have low communicative dynamism; see (Erteschik-Shir
2007:2). By contrast, focal preposing constructions have much more of an impact on
semantic interpretation, in that in such constructions you not only assert the preposed
phrase, but also typically deny its contextually-relevant alternatives.

Second, strong-topic preposing is more sensitive to discourse context than strong-focus
preposing. As outlined in the previous chapter, the various strong-topic constructions
each come with a certain set of situational properties that must obtain for the preposing
to be felicitous. For example, the set-membership construction requires a salient set-
relationship to be either present or inferable. By contrast, strong-focus preposing is far
less constrained by context. For instance, even without contextually-relevant
alternatives to rule out, one can still use strong-focus preposing to induce exhaustive
readings.

5.1 Ambiguous Cases

Despite these significant differences between these two constructions, there are cases of
preposing in which it is nevertheless difficult to decide whether we are dealing with a
strong topic or a strong focus. The ambiguity is especially acute in preposed phrases
containing the adjective d&\loc, as with the following example:

(7.34) éml 8¢ Aoyl TowEde Téde nioyopat, €N’ Gl OTEATNYOS TE Xl NYEUMY TEV
"EXivev Ecopon tpog Tov BdeBopov. (€n” Ehhwt 8¢ Aoywi), (00T’ =&V adtodg
Endouut), (00T’=8v Bhhoug méudanyl),.

‘I promise these on the following condition, that I be general and leader of
the Greeks against the foreigner. On another condition, I myself would
not be willing nor would I send others.’ 7.158.22

The ambiguity here is whether the phrase €én’ dAAwL 8¢ Aoywt is a framing expression of
the type introduced in the previous chapter, or whether it should have an exhaustive
reading, i.e. ‘on any other condition.” The very same ambiguity is found in the following
example, as well (see also 2.47.19):
(7.35) & 8¢ dAho xpéa ortéovTan €V THjL TavoeAfvLL €V Tt v Ta lpd Yowaot. (év
SAAML OE Aéent), oLX=&V €Tl YEuoULATO.
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‘The remaining meat they eat on the night of the full moon whenever they
make sacrifice; on another day they would not even taste it.’ 2.47.19

Both the frame-expression reading and the exhaustive reading are possible here. A
further possibility is that preposing in cases like (7.35) is overdetermined, in as much as
both readings are intended, namely a framing expression with exhaustive semantics.

6 Multiple Preposing

Thus far our discussion has been limited to cases of one preposed constituent or less (as
in the case of subextraction). As noted in chapters four and six, there are clauses with
more than one preposed phrase. While these are perhaps initially surprising, as there
has been some suggestion in the literature that you should only find one constituent
preceding the host of a clausal clitic, the phenomenon borders on the trivial. For these
cases can all be handled with a combination of the pragmatic readings laid out in this
chapter and the last. Consider for instance the following example:

(7.36) (ueta 8¢ abtig), (dmd tfic Bexdtng ég ERBOUNY), dAlouc=pot tdEov dioyLhioug
xotd tag Niviwy xokeopévag mohog.
‘And then after this, from the tenth to the seventh, station for me two
thousand more at the gates called Ninevite.’ 3.155.24

Here both yeta 6e abtic and ano tfic dexdtne € €B0ouny are frame-setting adjuncts.
One can also find adjoined phrases following preposed phrases, as in the following
example, where the relative 6otic ye cUveoiv €yel follows the preposed phrase olte
oTpatoV TolTOV!

(7.37) Zépénec 8¢ mpoc tabta duelBeto tolode. “Boupdvie dvdpdv, xolo Talto AEYELS
givow 800 HoL TOAEULWTOTO; XOTER TOL O TECOC HEUTTOS xatd TATjdog €0Tl xal
10 ‘EMnVxov otpdreupa @aiveton toAhaniriolov Ececdar Tol Nuetépou, 1| TO
VoTIXOV TO Npé€tepov Aelheoton tol Exelvwv, 1) xol cuvoupdTepa Tabta; €l
Ydp ToL TadTNL palveTon EVOEEoTEPA ElVal TA NUETEQA TENYUATA, OTEATOU AV
&A\hou Tic TV Toyiotny dyepoty notéolto.” 6 8’ dueifBeto Aywv (T Bactied,),
(olte otpatov ToUtOV),, (60TIC YE GlvEaLy ExeL,), uéppolt =&V olTe &YV
vedv o TAffdoc'™.

‘Xerxes responded to this with the following. “Are you crazy? What

are these things that you call my two greatest enemies? Is the land
army insufficient, and does the Greek army seem as though it will be
many times bigger than ours? Or is our fleet lacking compared to theirs?
Or both of these? For if our planning seems to be lacking, one should
muster another army as quickly as possible.” To which he responded,

1% The phrase olte 1@V veddv 10 nhfidoc has all the look of a right-dislocated or postposed phrase, and I
am inclined to think that it was coded as an intonational phrase. I leave this possibility aside, as this issue
requires a separate discussion, and postposing is much harder to detect in Greek than preposing.
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saying, “O king, neither this army, anyone who is intelligent, would
criticize, nor the number of ships.” 7.49.2

In the majority of cases, however, what we find in cases of multiple-preposing is a
combination of topical and focal readings, with the former consistently preceding the
latter. So in the following example, where Herodotus describes the situation of
Democedes in Susa:

(7.38) t6te BN 6 Anpoxhdne év tolol Xoloolot é€inaduevoc Adapelov olxév Te
uéytotov elye xal opotpdneloc Poothél eyeydvee. (TAAV te €vog ol éc
"EXAnvoc dmévan), (mdvta), t8AAd-ot napfiv.

‘At this time Democedes, since he healed Darius among the Sousans, had
both a big house and had become a dinner companion of the king. And
with the exception of one thing, namely going back to Greece, he had
absolutely everything else.’ 3.132.4

I interpret nAfv e €vog ToD €¢ "EAAnvoc amévon as set-membership preposing, and ndvto
as bearing an exhaustive reading.

In the next example, the phrases yenotol téte €6vteg and xal tdte €dvteg Yrabpol
belong to a binary set:

(7.39) (xoi=yap=&v ypenotol téte €dvtee), (Gutol), (Viv=av elev phavpdtepot),
(xal T6TE EdVTES Phabpot), VUvV=&v elev dueivovec.
‘Indeed, the ones who were then good, these same men would now be

rather base, and the ones were then base would now be rather good.’
9.27.23

The pronoun wutol has a focal reading: it asserts that the referents became more base in
spite of the fact they were once the opposite, namely yenotol. It thus has a
counterassertive function.

In the following example, dyopt is coded as an intonational phrase because it is newly
introduced, while 6éxa fuepéwv has a counterexpectational reading:

(7.40) émedv 6¢ Vddwot, (dyopm), (5éxa Nuepéwy), ovx,{oTatal=cL 00d” dpyoupeeain
ouvilet, ahha teviéouval TadTag TaG NUépag.
‘When they bury (someone), they do not hold a market for ten days, nor
does the election of magistrates take place; rather they grieve during these
days.’ 6.58.3

The same pattern of topic followed by focal preposed constituents obtains in the
following examples, which I adduce without comment:"

186 5.59.6 is opaque.
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(7.41) (t&v pev om), (0LdEV), mpocleTod-ULv.
‘Of these, none pleased him.’ 1.48.5

(7.42) (xol TR to0TOoL), (00X 0UTW), (HéyasTi-ol dwoelc), (Bl wv Adudear),.
‘And after this, you will not offer her any bribe so large that you will
acquire her.’ 1.199.21

(7.43) (olte=ydp 0 TpoOC TV NG ToD NéoTou), (00daud tdone tiic Eunpoocie
Edednne), ((Bol=tic=&v AMovta),, olte...
‘For, nowhere in all of anterior Europe to the east of the Nestos, could one
see a lion, nor...’ 7.126.6

(7.44) (obtoc 6 otdhOC), (Eml KbSpou Baoiietovtog Adnvaiwy), 6p0ec=-ay

XAAEOLTO.
‘This expedition, to the era when Kodros was king of the Athenians, would
correctly be dated.’ 5.76.8

(7.45) uhxer pev yap mop’ dugpotépac naprxel 1} Ebponn, (elpeoc 8¢ népl), (00dE
ouUPokelv dEin), paivetoi-pot elvou.
‘For in length Europe stretches alongside both of them, and, in width,
there seems to me to be no comparison.’ 4.42.5

(7.46) Mueic pev Exaotépw te oixéopey (xol LULV), (Tode Tic), Yivolt’ =&y Emxoupin

buyen.
‘We live on opposite sides and, to you, THIS kind of assistance, would be
useless.’ 6.108.11

(7.47) 00 yev ode héAnie adtolc €l ydp Tives xal dAdol o Ilepcéwy vourpa 6pee
emotéaton xol Aiyomtior (81t mpdta uev), (vodov), ol=opu vouog éoti
Baotheboar yvnolou mapedvToC.

‘It has certainly not escaped them—for if anyone knows 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 son present.’ 3.2.7

(7.48) tobto d¢ lleloiotpatidéwy ol dvoefnudtes € Xoloo, &V T adTEY AOYwY
Eyouevol T&V xol ol Adleuddo, (xal 8% Tt mpog TovToloL), (8Tt TAéOV),
TEOCWEEYOVTO-OL.

‘On the other hand, those of the Peisistratids who came up to Susa, using
the same arguments as the Aleuadai, they offered still more to him, in
addition to these things.’ 7.6.10

There is at least one example that upsets this ordering, and appears to order the focal
constituent before the topical:
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(7.49) (%00 ye dM), (v &L TPOAVAUCLUWUEVLL YEOVLL TEOTEROV 1) EuE YevEaDa),
oux=av ywoldeln xo6Anoc xal ToAAGL uélwv €Tl TodToL UNO TOCGOUTOU TE
rotouol ol oUTwe Epyatixnol;

‘How—in the time before I was born—could a gulf much bigger even than
this not be buried by such a great and active river?’ 2.11.18

Here xoU ye 67 functions as a presupposition-cancelling question word, and the
prepositional phrase as a stage-setting frame for the proposition. What is not clear here
is why the prepositional was not positioned to the left of xoU: it may be that it is better
regarded as an interrupting parenthetic clause and not a preposed phrase.

There is a last pattern that stands apart from the three types outlined above. It
involves the preposing of two arguments of the verb, among which there exists a
semantic contrast, as with v0& and 7 fuéer in the following example:

(7.50) obtog o toior Audoiol éott payeoduevog (6te VUE), () Nuépn), EYEveTo-oepL
woyouévotat, xol 6 T “Alvog totouol dve Aciny nécav cuoTAcUS EWUTEHL.
‘This [= Phraortes| is the king who fought against the Lydians when day
became night while they were fighting, and the (king who) annexed for
himself the whole of Asia above the Halys river.’ 1.103.8

Here v0¢ and 1 fjuépn are both preposed, and there exists a semantic opposition between
them. The following examples further illustrate this pattern:

(7.51) (t&v elvexa), (00T’ dvnp AlydnTiog obte yuvn), (&vdpa "EAANva), @ulfoeie=ay
TEL OTOUATL. ..
‘For these reasons, neither an Egyptian man nor woman would kiss a
Greek man on the mouth....’ 2.41.8

(7.52) adtoc te yop "EXANV yévoc eiyl twpydiov (xol dvt’ eéheudépnc),
(Bedovhwuévny), oux=av £9éholut opdv Tty "EXN&da.
‘For I am myself Greek by ancient pedigree and would hate to see Greece
enslaved instead of free.’ 9.45.9

A similar pattern appears to be found in poetry, as well (these examples are quoted
from Thomson 1939: 148, where further cases are presented):

(7.53) ouxpoiol Yev Ydp peydha | nédc Ehot=tic=ay;
‘For how could one attain great things with small’? Eur. Or. 694

(7.54) ey 8¢ npodc ot | motepov b ETNV Ay w,
1) fTop” iepopdfdoy, 1| TOAEwS dyoV;
‘How am [ to address you—as a kinsman,
a speaker bearing the sacred wand, or a leader of a city?’
Aesch. Supp. 247
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(7.55) ey 8¢ unteog | T@L povou Bow dixac;
‘To whom will I pay the price for the murder of (my) mother?’
Eur. El. 977

I think these two examples should also be included in this category, even though the
nature of the semantic opposition seems to differ somewhat from that of examples
(7.50)-(7.55):

(7.56) dpvidoc Gpvic | mée dv &y velol paywy;
‘How could bird eating bird be pure?’ Aesch. Supp. 226

(7.57) 9edc 8’ &v doxdt | mése véynd olxoug Exwv;
‘How could a god enjoy having his house in a wineskin?’ Eur. Cyc. 525

These cases present two problems. The first is that their pragmatic characterization is
not entirely clear. This is a case where the syntax could conceivably provide some
clarity on this issue, but indeed it is not clear what to make of (7.50)-(7.57)
syntactically either. For in (7.50) the two preposed phrases occur after the
complementizer ¢te, while in (7.51)-(7.57) they occur to the left of the wh-word. On the
assumption that dte occupies C" and that the wh-words occupy Spec-CP, we have what
appears to be the same type of preposed phrase showing up in two different places.

I can suggest two possibilities toward a solution. The first is that this type of
oppositional double-preposing is a sub-type of the canonical singleton-preposing cases.
As such, one can have double focus-preposing as well as double strong-topic preposing.
With the wh-cases in (7.51)-(7.57), we expect such opposition-preposing always to
occupy the space to the left of the wh-word, i.e. strong-topic layers of syntax, because in
these cases the wh-word itself presumably represents the focus of the utterance, and
there should not then be additional strong-focus items. That would account for the
syntactic issue, but would leave the pragmatic meaning of the construction unaccounted
for. For this all I can suggest is that we may have in (7.50)-(7.57) a type of register-
heightening preposing (on register in this sense, see Reid 1956; Biber and Conrad 2009;
for stylistic preposing, see recently Homberg 2006)."" This idea is appealing for the
poetic cases, but is hard to demonstrate for a case like (7.51), where Herodotus is in the
middle of ethnographic exposition. In the next section, I present a case from prose,
which appears to be a reliable case of stylistically-motivated preposing.

8 Pragmatics and the Metrical Data

As demonstrated in chapter five, clitic distribution in poetry differs considerably from
that in prose. A crucial distinction between the two genres is that in poetry non-

%7 Donald Mastronarde suggests to me another possibility, which is that the preposed phrases do in fact
serve pragmatic functions, but that such constructions are only characteristic of intense artistic dramatic
dialogue or other high-style poetry.
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canonical clitic position need not result from preposing. In other words, preposing need
not be pragmatically-motivated as it is in prose.'™ As a result, one cannot grosso modo
take the pragmatic dossier that I have developed here for Herodotus and apply it to
metrical texts. The nature of clitic-distribution in the metrical texts will require
separate treatment, and presumably a separate model.

Here I want to make two observations. The first is that there are at least some cases in
which a preposed phrase exhibits a pragmatic function similar to those found in prose:

(7.58) xhaiw, otévopar, | xal §6hoc ovdelC
U "% @pevoc | 6pU@Ec-E AYolVELY.
‘I weep, I groan, and there is no pretense
(but) that I shriek straight from my heart.’ Aesch. Sept. 873-874

Here the preposing of x @pevoc has all the look of focal preposing (with the preposed
phrase beneath CP on the assumption that uf here occupies C"): the chorus want to
dispel any suggestion that their lament is not sincere, and accordingly prepose the
prepositional phrase.

The second observation to make is that the poetic pattern, whereby preposing is not
pragmatically motivated, may also exist in non-poetic contexts, as we see from the
following unique prose example:

(7.59) %ol O pev Tabta €heye, ol d¢ mdpedpol einav brokaPBovies: (Edfvie),,
(ta0tny B8ixmyv), (Anolwviiiton), (tiic Extugpldoilog), éxtivouvaiztol xatd
YEOTEOTLAL TA YEVOUEVAL.
‘And he [= Evenios| said these things, and the ones sitting beside him said
in response: Evenios, this restitution, the Apollonians, for the blinding,
pay to you according to the oracle.’ 9.94.15

This example is unique in two ways. First, it is the only one that I know of with three
preposed verbal arguments. Second, its pragmatic behavior does not match that of
other examples. This sentence is essentially discourse-initial, as the Apollonians utter it
in response to Evenios’ telling the Apollonians what would be suitable restitution for his
blindness. It is thus difficult to perceive the contextual role of the three preposed
constituents. In fact, this example may suggest that preposing outside of poetry need
not always be conditioned exclusively by pragmatic function. For it is possible here
that the preposing reflects a slower, annunciatory style of speaking in which each
constituent is assigned its own intonational phrase. Two features of (7.59) suggest this
more formal style. The first is the context: the Apollonians are attempting to secure a
deal with Evenios, and (7.59) is thus a performative utterance. One can easily imagine
that they are speaking as clearly and deliberately as possible to ensure that any

188 Tf it is the case that in poetry the prosodic encoding of phrases does not have the same pragmatic

meaning that it does in prose, then the claim of Dik (2007), namely that metrical texts can be read
pragmatically as if they were prose, stands in need of modification.
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witnesses can agree on what was said. Second, the Apollonians refer to themselves in
the third person, which is unexpected in a conversational style of speaking.

9 Conclusions

This chapter and the last have argued for a dossier of pragmatic functions served by
preposed phrases. This framework is the first crucial step in understanding what
“emphasis” means semantically and pragmatically. But perhaps more important than
this is what this framework as a whole means for our understanding of texts: it
essentially offers a new set of tools that will allow us to read texts with greater acuity
than has thus far been possible, as I attempted to illustrate in section 2.2. While the
potential for these tools can hardly be underestimated, I am obliged here to issue a
caveat. This framework is unquestionably incomplete, and will require both supplement
and refinement. As is well known, pragmatic assessment of ancient texts is a precarious
endeavor (but certainly not an impossible one), and my analyses of individual passages
may not always command agreement. What I have presented here are the pragmatic
categories that seem to me best represented in the Herodotean data. As there is so
much research to be done in this area, I not only do not deny the possibility of further
categories (or sub-categories), but rather expect them, especially once further work is
done on other authors, and pragmatic investigation focuses more on individual passages,
as opposed to a larger framework, as I have attempted to do here.

One issue now in need of further consideration is how preposing and prosodic coding in
general function pragmatically in comparison to discourse markers such as pév, 8¢, ox,
and ye. The prosodic and pragmatic patterns described in this chapter and the last can
also be investigated from a much broader perspective, namely, to what extent do these
linguistic conventions result from fifth-century cultural or intellectual developments, i.e.
from the so-called Greek Enlightenment?'® One would expect broad intellectual and
cultural trends to have an impact on pragmatic behavior, but how this happens is far
from clear, and will have to await further research.

% For an example of a study that links historical pragmatics and semantics with cultural and intellectual
developments, see Bromhead (2009). For overviews of the beginnings of Greek prose, see Goldhill (2002);
for the beginnings of large-scale literacy and written production, see Yunis (2003); for Herodotus’
intellectual environment, see Thomas (2000); Raaflaub (2002); and Bakker et al. (2002) generally.
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Chapter 8

Clausal Cohesion I: Participial Phrases

In this chapter and the next, we turn our attention away from the left periphery of the
clause to concentrate on its internal cohesion. More specifically, I investigate the
behavior of clausal clitics vis-a-vis participial phrases and complement infinitival clauses.
The relationship between participial phrases and clitic position has by and large been
neglected (for early remarks on the phenomenon, see Wackernagel 1892: 371; Fraenkel
1964a: 94-97, 109). As a result, there is no current generalization as to where a clausal
clitic should fall when its clause contains a clause-initial participial phrase; or whether
clausal clitics can show up to the left of the participial phrase within which they are
interpreted.

Before introducing the central question of this chapter, I want to offer a brief overview
of participles in Greek, and some of the terms that I will use. As is well known, Greek
participles are verbal adjectives. They are formed from verbal stems, but decline as
adjectives (with all three genders and five cases). They bear the aspectual properties of
their verbal stem, and can be inflected for voice (active, middle, and passive, although
some tenses do not offer separate stems for each voice category). The handbooks
typically divide participles into three categories according to syntactic role: attributive,
circumstantial, and supplementary (so Smyth §2046). Attributive participles (Smyth§§
2049-2053) modify nouns and are thus the closest to adjectives proper. Circumstantial
participles (Smyth §§2054-2087) typically denote some attendant circumstance of the
main (finite) clause, and in this regard they resemble finite adverbial clauses. Genitive
and accusative absolute participial phrases (the latter of which I do not discuss here) are
sub-types of the circumstantial participial phrase. Supplementary participles (Smyth
§§2088-2145) are complements of finite verbs. (Smyth §2048 says that supplementary
and circumstantial participial phrases cannot always be sharply distinguished, but this
is not in fact true, although the issue does not concern us here.) I use the term
participial phrase to include circumstantial and supplementary participial phrases,
although in practice I refer predominantly to the former, as the clitic alternations
described below are essentially limited to circumstantial participial phrases.

The basic issue is straightforward. Sometimes a clitic is admitted into a clause-initial
circumstantial participial phrase and sometimes it is not, as the following pair of
sentences with v illustrates (the boundaries of participial phrases are marked with
square brackets):
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Inclusion in Participial Phrase
(8.1) [Exeov=d"=8v TadTny] ydpale olite dopupdpwv Enopévwy olte GAROU

0UdEVOC.
‘In this [= Greek attire| he used to hang out in the agora with neither
spearmen nor anyone else attending him.’ 4.78.21

Ezxclusion from Participial Phrase

(8.2) [yvéoumn yap TowdTnt XeedUEVOC] EmTROTEVOL=EY SuwUTLS ToU ThRdeoc.
‘Since he [= the monarch| uses such (good) judgment, he would administer
the masses without fault.’ 3.82.8

In (8.1), &v is admitted into the participial phrase and occurs second within the clause
as a whole. " By contrast, in (8.2), &v is excluded from the participial phrase and
hosted only at the onset of the finite clause, by the verb émtponetol.

This alternation can be handled easily under a prosodic analysis: when the participial
phrase admits dv, it is because the participial phrase is not coded as an intonational
phrase. When the participial phrase excludes dv, it is because it is coded as an
intonational phrase. Schematically thus:

(8.1a) (Exwv=d'-&v taltny fiydpale), olte...

(8.2a) (yvoun yop toldtnt YeewUeVoS), (Emttponelol=8&v AUoUATLWCTOY
maideoc),."!

In both cases, we see that the clitic is hosted at the left edge of an intonational phrase,
as my account predicts. The position of &v is due to a combination of prosodic coding
and selection.'” With only rare exceptions (for which see section four below and
example (8.7) in this section), only verbs can select for &v. When the participle and the
verb co-occur in the same intonational phrase, as in (8.1a), the clitic is hosted at the left
edge of the intonational phrase coinciding with the left edge of the clause. When the

% The position of &v could actually be described in one of two ways here, either as second within the
participial phrase (8ywv=0"=8&v tadtnv) or second within the clause as a whole (£ywv=3’=&v tadTtny
fiyépale...). Since participial phrases generally speaking do not have the ability to select for dv (but see
Smyth §§1845-1849, as well as section four below), we can confidently dismiss the first possibility, and
describe &v as in clause-second position in cases like (8.1). When it comes to pronominal clitics, this issue
is more complex, and is handled separately below in this section.

Y1 As is generally the case, the designation of the right edge of the intonational phrase is only an educated
guess. My argument in any event only concerns the left edge.

92 Tt would also be possible to provide a syntactic account for this alternation: presumably participial
phrases like that in (8.2) adjoin higher than the CP (= complementizer phrase) of the finite clause, while
cases like (8.1) adjoin beneath it. In both scenarios the prosodic coding would fall out from standard
assumptions about the syntax-phonology interface (e.g., code the left edge of CP with the left edge of an
intonational phrase). Thus participial phrases, so far as I have been able to judge, offer no evidence for
the theoretical question of syntax vs. prosody in accounting for clitic placement. My data will
nevertheless be presented in prosodic terms in the interests of consistency.
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clitic and the verb occupy separate intonational phrases, as in (8.2a), then &v is hosted
at the left edge of the intonational phrase of the finite clause, because it is selected for
by the verb, and not by any element within the participial phrase. Thus, when a
participial phrase is coded as an intonational phrase, it forms its own domain for
second-position clisis.

The adequacy of this analysis rests on the motivation for the mapping between syntax
and prosody in (8.1a) and (8.2a): specifically, what causes a participial phrase to be
coded as an intonational phrase in cases like (8.2) but not in those like (8.1)? I claim
that the prosodic coding of circumstantial participial phrases is conditioned by semantic
scope:

The Prosodic Coding of Participial Phrases
(8.3) a. If the participial phrase modifies the entire finite clause, then it is coded
as an intonational phrase.
B. By contrast, when a circumstantial participial phrase modifies the finite
verb phrase then it is coded at some level beneath an intonational phrase.

The participial phrase in (8.2) illustrates scenario (8.3.a.): the participial phrase modifies
the entire finite clause in as much as it is used to provide a reason for the assertion in
the finite clause. In the English translation it is accordingly characterized by the clause-
level causal operator ‘since.” Example (8.1), in contrast, illustrates scenario (8.3.0): the
participial phrase €ywv tadtny modifies the verb nyépale. This lower-level modification
is reflected in the English translation by the prepositional phrase ‘in this’ (which is not
a clause-level operator), as well as its prosodic coding (it is not set off from the finite
verb by a comma). Another way to characterize these two categories would be in terms
of predication: circumstantial participial phrases like that in (8.1) are not independent
predicates, while those like (8.2) are. Thus we see how the more “clause-like” the
semantics of a circumstantial participial phrase are, the more the participial phrase
resembles a clause both prosodically and in terms of clitic distribution.

In as much as the prosodic coding of an intonational phrase within a sentence reflects
the nature of the relationship between the participial phrase and the finite clause, what
we are dealing with is ultimately a question of clausal cohesion, and how (semantic and
grammatical) cohesion is reflected in prosodic coding. On this phenomenon generally,
see Lehmann (1988); Cristofaro (2003); Buijs (2005), which is a study of Greek
specifically; Viti (2007), which is devoted to Sanskrit; for this issue in regard to prosody,
see Bolinger (1984).

Although the distributional patterns of pronominal clitics vis-a-vis participial phrases
are slightly more complex, they can also be handled under the framework sketched
above. There are essentially three possibilities. First, if a circumstantial participial
phrase is coded as an intonational phrase, and the clitic is selected for by some element
within the participial phrase, then it will occur second within that domain. This is most
strikingly illustrated by pronominal clitics within genitives absolute:
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(8.4) npbdtepov yap ON dpa (Ilepcéwv-oil cuvEdpwv E6vTwy xal Kpoloou),
elpeto KapBione xoidc tic doxéol avip elvon mpog OV matépa [teréoa]
K¥pov, ot 6e auelBovto b¢ €ln auelvov tob natpodg.
‘For previously, when the Persians and Croesus were sitting with him,
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.’
3.34.13

Genitives absolute are standardly characterized by clause-level semantics and assumed
to be coded as intonational phrases (for exceptions to this pattern, see section 2.1
below); when they occur clause-internally, as in (8.4), the prediction is that the clitic
will be hosted by the prosodic word occupying the left edge of the phrase.

If a participial phrase is coded as an intonational phrase, and the pronoun is governed
by the finite verb (and not by any element in the participial phrase), then it will be
hosted by the first prosodic word of the finite clause, as in the following example:

(8.5) émeav 8¢ Yépwv yévnTon xdpTa, (0l TPocHXOVTES Ol Mdvtes cuVENDOVTES),
(YVovot=pev xol ik TpdBortor dpor adTEL),.
‘When (a man) becomes really old, once all his relatives come together, they
sacrifice him and some sheep with him.’ 1.216.8

Lastly, when the participial phrase is not coded as an intonational phrase, then the clitic
is hosted at the left edge of the finite clause:

(8.6) ...(xol =€l=ticz0l TUYYdVEL EMV ToiC),, ToUTOV dmelnaciou.
‘And if he happens to have any child, to disown him.’ 1.59.11

Here ol is an argument of the supplementary participle éov noic. Since supplementary
participles are complements of verbs and lack the requisite semantics to be coded as an
intonational phrase, the clitic is hosted at the left edge of the intonational phrase
instantiated by the onset of the clause,'” just as expected according to (8.3).

The generalization in (8.3) has the further advantage that it can also account for the
sentences (in prose) in which we find two tokens of dv, as in the following example:

(8.7) €l tabta obtw €iye, 0,-AMog=&v dnehauvopevog €x P€cou Tob ovpavol LIO
Tol yewdvog xal tol Bopéw Ae=av t& dvw tfic Edpdnng xatd nep viv tiic
ABiOnc Epyeton.

‘If this were the case, once the sun were driven from the middle of the sky

198 Tt is possible that xof is coded as an intonational phrase here, but this possibility does not affect the
argument. For if it were so coded, € would then occupy the left edge of an intonational phrase, and the
point would remain the same.
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by winter and the north wind, it would go to the areas over Europe just as
it now comes (to the ones over) Libya.’ 2.26.7

Double-8v is triggered when the participial phrase and finite-clause both have modal
readings, and the latter is furthermore coded as an intonational phrase. This thus
represents a scenario in which a participle can in fact select for &v.

Just as the non-canonical positioning of clitics within main clauses informed us about
the pragmatics of Greek sentences, in the same way we can use clitic position to
diagnose the semantics of participial phrases. This enables us to read texts more closely
because it gives us a more precise appreciation for event structure.

Section one presents clausal-scope participial phrases. Section two presents verb-scope
participial phrases. Section three uses the generalization in (8.3) to identify a new
construction in Greek, that of the successive participle, which is the use of a clause-level
participial phrase and finite verb to form one predicate. Section four extends the
analysis to the multiple-&v construction (in prose). Section five examines issues of
pragmatics in the prosodic phrasing of participial phrases. Section six presents some
outstanding cases and counterexamples. Section seven concludes the chapter.

1 Clause-Modifying Circumstantial Participial Phrases

The central claim of this chapter is that clitic position is conditioned by the semantic
scope of participial phrases. As far as &v is concerned, when it is barred from a clause-
initial participial phrase, and appears second in the matrix clause, the participial phrase
will have clausal scope. Such participial phrases are characterized semantically by the

following clausal operators:'"*

Semantic Relationship Inventory
(8.8) 1. temporal: when, after, while
causal: since, because
conditional: if
concessive: although
relative: who, that, which
purpose: in order that, to

A ANl

While there are certainly more lexical possibilities than those listed here, this should be
a complete dossier of the types of semantic relationships that can exist between a
clause-level participial phrase and its matrix clause. Indeed, these semantic
relationships are the very same ones that exist between matrix and adjoined clauses,
when the latter are marked with overt complementizers. Thus the distribution of

% My analysis here avoids the difficult issue of what morphosyntactically and semantically constitutes a
subordinate or adjoined clause. For a discussion of the problems involved, see Hermann (1894: 5-12);
Hettrich (1988); Cristofaro (2003).
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clausal clitics vis-a-vis clause-level participial phrases parallels exactly their distribution
vis-a-vis their finite counterparts.

The following examples illustrate these relationships:

Temporal Relationship
(8.9) (v otolny drodéuevoc Ty Lxvdumy), (AdBeoxe=&v "EXnvida éodijta),.
‘After he took off his Scythian equipment, he would put on Greek clothes.’
4.78.20

Causal Relationship

(8.10) (yvdun yop toladtnt Yeewuevog), (émttponedol=&v dunuitws tol tAfeoq),.
‘Since he [= the monarch| uses such (good) judgment, he would administer
the masses without fault.’ 3.82.8

Conditional Relationship

(8.11) émedv avdpwiévtog 1dna Tole naidag, (tdde moebon), (0Ux=8v AUUETAVOLS),.
‘When you see the boys have become men, if you should do the following,
you would not go wrong.’ 4.9.19

With clitic pronouns, we find an identical situation. If a clitic pronoun is an argument
of the finite-clause verb and is excluded from a participial phrase, then the participial
phrase will have clause-level semantics, as illustrated by the following examples:

Temporal Relationship
(8.12) (BuBAia ypadpevoc TOANS ol TEEl TOAAGY EOVTo TENYUATWY),
(openYidd-cpL enéBoie v Aapeiov),. uetd 8¢ A Exwv Tabto ¢ TAC

YdpoLe.
‘After he wrote many letters that also concern many things, he put
Darius’ stamp on them. Then he went with them to Sardis.’ 3.128.7

Causal Relationship

(8.13) (6 d¢ dfjpoc 6 &V AVnvalwy e€amatnielc) (Edwxé-ol TiBv dotdy xataréogs
&vdpac TovTouC), Ol Bopupdpol eV oux Eyévovto lleloiotpdrou,
x0opUYNPOEOL BE.
‘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 Peisistratos, but rather club-bearers.’ 1.59.26

Concessive Relationship

(8.14) (ob pévtol anodeEduevos UPplopata v @ Adywl), (ol-we Encioog doyruovoa
€v TiL duoBiit yevéoda),.
‘Although you displayed insults in your speech, you did not persuade me
to become rude in my response.’ 7.160.5
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Relative Clause

(8.15) & wév vuv Kitipde te xal KapBione nathe te 6 guoc Adpeloc xatepydoavto
xal mpooextoovto EVvea, (émotapévolot ), (0Ux=8v=Tic Aéyol),.
‘“What races both Cyrus and Cambyses and Darius my father conquered
and acquired, one would not say to you all, who know (it) so well.” 7.8.13

Since these participial phrases have no overt clausal operator, the semantic relationship
(temporal, causal, etc.) has to be deduced from context, but this does not affect my
argument, because the available options are only those at the level of the clause.

We can use (8.14) to further illustrate the difference between clause- and verb-scope
readings of a participial phrase, as well as their incompatibility. On a verb-scope
reading, the participial phrase would modify the verb alone (i.e., would be an adjunct of
the verb), and the entire sentence would accordingly mean ‘you did not persuade me by
displaying insults in your speech.’

Evidence from translation, while certainly of some value, has its drawbacks because
there may in some cases be multiple possibilities in English. Fortunately, there are
other diagnostics to rely on in determining the semantic scope of a participial phrase.
One of these is modality domain: clause-level participial phrases form separate modality
domains, while verb-modifying participial phrases do not. Consider the following two
examples:

(8.16) (yvodun yop Toladtnt YeeWUeVoS), (Emttponedol=&v dunuitws tol tAfleoq),.
‘Because he [= the monarch| uses excellent judgment, he would administer
the masses without fault.’ 3.82.8

(8.17) (motpoc 8¢ xol unteds 00Xt pol Lwdviwy), (AdeApedc=ay Ahog oLdeVL
TEOTEL YEVOLTO),.
‘Since my mother and father are no longer alive, there’s no way I could get
another brother.’ 3.119.25

In both cases, we have a participial phrase that excludes dv and bears a causal
relationship with the finite clause. Both participial phrases correspond semantically to
indicative finite clauses: in (8.16), it is presented as a fact that the monarch uses
excellent judgment; in (8.17) it is likewise presented as fact that the speaker’s parents
are dead. In other words, the modal value of v does not extend into the participial
phrase. When the participial phrase modifies only the verb, however, this is not the
case:

(8.18) pouvemlévtec=0e=av xal drodeduevol Epya peydla dnédavoy yevvaine.

‘They |= the Peloponnesians| would have died nobly left by themselves
and (by) displaying great deeds.’ 7.139.13
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Here the coordinated participial phrases pouvwiévtec xol dnode&duevol Epya pueydha
describe the manner in which the Peloponnesians would have died nobly, and not that
they would have died nobly when /if/after /because they were alone and displayed great
deeds. The counterfactual modality of &v thus scopes over the clause as a whole, and
the participial phrase is included in the calculation of second position, as predicted.'”

1.1 Predictions of the Analysis

Since pronominal clitics can be governed by participial phrases as well as finite verbs,
they will exhibit a wider range of distribution. (By contrast, dv, with limited
exceptions, is a dependent only of finite verbs.) One of the predictions of my analysis is
that clitic pronouns that are arguments of the head of clause-level participial phrases
will only occur second in a non-clause initial participial phrase if the participle bears
clause-level semantics. This prediction is amply borne out, as illustrated by the
following examples (see also 2.32.20, 2.141.16, 3.34.13, 3.126.11, 5.76.1, 7.222.1). Within
this subset of the data, there is a predilection for the participial phrases to function
semantically as relative clauses; this is unsurprising because, of the categories listed
above in (8.8), that of the relative clause (in its finite-clause form) is the one most
commonly found clause-internally, while the others are either typically clause-initial
(temporal, causal, conditional, concessive) or typically clause-final (purpose):

Temporal Relationship

(8.19) méuntnt 8¢ 7 Extn Nuéent &’ fic dnixovto (E€eunohnuévev=cpL oyedov
TévTov), ENJElY Enl TV Ydhacoov yuvoixas ko Te TOMNAC ol O xal ToD
Baothéog Yuyatépa.
‘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.’ 1.1.11"°

Relative Clause
(8.20) Toutéwv 81 v vewtépny (Emtomouévnv=oi én’ Alyuntov), xtelvel.
‘The younger of these, who followed him to Egypt, he kills.’ 3.32.1

19 Ostensible exceptions to this pattern can arise, as in the following example:

(1) 6otic yop vouiler Iooewéwva thy yijv oeletv xol t& deotedto Und oelouod tob Yeob
ToUTou Epya elvan xol=&v (Exelvo Bav), pain ITocedéwva mofioo.
‘For whoever thinks that Poseidon shakes the earth and that the fissures caused by
earthquake are (the) work of this god, he would also say, once he saw this, that
Poseidon did (it).’ 7.129.24

Here &v surfaces second within the matrix clause, but its modal value does not scope over the participial
phrase. For the latter is characterized by clause-level semantics, and is interposed within the matrix
clause. Cases like this are neither common nor problematic for my account. If the participial phrase were
in clause-initial position, &v would occur second within the finite clause.

1% See also 2.32.30.
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Relative Clause
(8.21) aitog 8¢ Exwv Aeofioug é¢ Xiov émhee, xal Xiwv ppoupfit
(00, smpocieuévni=puiy), cuvéBaie €v Kolholol xakeouévoiot tfic Xing ywene.
‘He himself sailed to Chios with Lesbians, and he engaged a guard of
Chians in an area of Chios called ‘Hollows,” who didn’t grant him access.’
6.26.7

Relative Clause

(8.22) viooug 8¢ év altiL AéofBuwl yeydiea napaninoiog cuyvis gact glvot, €v d¢
aothiol aviponoug ot citéovton pev pilac to Hépoc Gplccovteg Tavtolag,
xapTovg 8¢ o devdpéwv (E€eupnuévouczop éc poplny), xatatideciou
wpealoug xal To0ToUG olTéecVan TNV YEWERLVAY.
‘They say that there are many islands in it [= the Araxes river| similar to
Lesbos in (its) dimensions, in which (they say that there are) men who dig
up and eat all sorts of roots in the summer, and tree fruits, which they
have discovered (as being good) for food, they store up in season and eat
them during the winter.’ 1.202.5

Relative Clause
(8.23) Kpoioog 8¢ méuntou yovéog duaptdda EZ€nAnoe, 6¢ Ewv dopupdEOC

"Hpaxhedéwy, BOAwL Yuvouxniwt EMOTOUEVOS EQOVEUCE TOV BECTIOTNY %ol

€oye ™V éxelvou TNy (0Udév-oi Tpoohxouvoay),.

‘Croesus atoned for a sin of an ancestor four generations back, who was a

bodyguard of the Heraklids, and induced by a woman’s trick murdered his

master and assumed his power, which in no way was appropriate for him.’
1.91.6

The examples here all support the claim that participial phrases with clause-level scope
are semantically clausal units. Through their prosodic coding, they form their own
domain for second-position clisis. When a participial phrase has purpose-clause
semantics, it exhibits the same pattern:

(8.24) muddpevog 8¢ tabta 6 ‘Ovicthog xpuxoas diéreune éc Ty Toviny
(EONEOUEVOC-CPEAS),.
‘When Onesilos found this out, he sent messengers to Ionia to call them in
as allies.’ 5.108.9

(8.25) éwe pev mpooedéxovto éx tiic Ilehonovvicou otpatov Alety
(tpwpRoovtd=cepr),, ol 8¢ Euevov év Tijt ATt
‘As long as they expected that an army would come from the Peloponnese
to help them, they stayed in Attica.’ 9.6.3

(8.26) émcudov Nuéac Aoxedorpdviol te xol Adnvaiol xol ol TolTwY chuuoyoL
(rapahapopévouc=ce Tpog TOV BdpRapov),.
‘The Lacedaimonians and Athenians and their allies sent us to acquire you
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as an ally against the barbarian.’ 7.157.4

My analysis makes a second prediction with regard to the presence of a pronominal
clitic and &v in the same clause: if the pronoun is an argument of a clause-level
participial phrase, and if &v only scopes over the finite clause, then they should surface
in separate intonational phrases. While such sentences are rare, this prediction is borne
out at least once:

(8.27) xehevel ye Mopdoviog pévovta adtod nedoo tiic Ilehonovvroou, Aywv g
not ITépoan te xal 0 meloc oTpatodg 0LdEVOS petalTiol Tddeog eiot,
(aAAa,Bovdopévolalzaepr), (YévolTz&v anodedic),.

‘Mardonius tells me to stay here and attack the Peloponnese, saying that
the Persians and the army are not culpable for any disaster: for since they
want it, there would be a display (of military prowess).’ 8.101.12

Bouhouévolol has a causal reading and its co-referent ogu accordingly falls second within
that domain. Since &v only scopes over the matrix verb, it is positioned second within
the finite clause. It is hard to overstate the importance of this example, as it
demonstrates clearly how multiple second-position domains are created given the right
semantic, prosodic, and morphosyntactic circumstances.

Lastly, any clitic argument of a supplementary participle, which will always be the
complement of a finite verb, and thus not have clause-level semantics, should always
surface second within the clause (and not the participial phrase), as in this example (see
also 1.30.20):

(8.28) ...xal ei=ticzol TuYYdveEL €MV Toic, ToUtov dnelrtacou.
‘...and if he happens to have any child, to disown him.’ 1.59.11

Here ol is the possessor argument of €¢v noic which is the complement of Tuyydvet.
Since supplementary participial phrases do not bear clause-level semantics, they are not
coded as intonational phrases. As a result, ol is hosted at the left edge of the
intonational phrase instantiated by the beginning of the clause (here, that could lie
either to the left of €l or to the left of xai, so I have left it unmarked), and not within
the participial phrase, i.e. *¢dv=ol nolc.

2 Verb Phrase-Modifying Circumstantial Participial Phrases

We turn now to participial phrases that modify only the verb phrase, and not the clause
as a whole. Broadly speaking, these participial phrases correspond semantically to the
meanings expressed by non-argument nominal case forms, that is, case forms used for
adjoined adverbial expressions (which tend to be dative, instrumental, locative, or
ablative, depending on the language involved), or the equivalent prepositional phrases.
They thus contrast nicely with the categories in (8.8), which are characteristic of clause-
level operators such as complementizers.
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I provide here a tentative inventory of the semantic categories of verb-scope participial
phrases:

Semantic Inventory

(8.29) 1. Manner: often expressed by -ly adverbs
2. Instrument/Means: with, by
3. Causal: because of, on account of
4. Temporal: after, before (as prepositions)
5. Location: in, on

The inventory of meanings for the verb phrase-modifying participial phrases is much
harder to draw up, because it is not clear how finely the semantic space should cut up.
Indeed this problem has plagued the handbooks for generations: there is considerable
disagreement among the grammars of at least Greek and Latin as to how many
semantic categories should be recognized for e.g. the dative case.

Such participial phrases behave semantically like manner and instrumental adverbial
phrases. And, as noted above, in cases with &v, the modal value of the particle extends
throughout both the finite clause and participial phrase. The following example
illustrates this pattern:

Manner

(8.30) dvroplocovtec=0"=&v tavtn ol Bopxoiol éxtetvov t@v Ilepoéwy tolcg
YEWEUYEOVTAC.
‘By digging in opposition this way the Barkaians killed the miners of the
Persians.’ 4.200.13

The phrase avtopUocovtec tadtn describes how the Barkians killed the Persians, and as
such modifies the verb phrase €xteivov t@v Ilepoéwv toug yewpuyéovtac. The events of
digging and killing go hand-in-hand, and thus form an integrated whole. This
integration is reflected also in information structure: together participial phrase and
finite clause constitute one predicate and one assertion. Indeed, that the Barkaians
were digging countertunnels has already been established in 4.200, and its activated
status in (8.30) is reflected by tadtn. If the participial phrase dvtopbocovteg tadtnt
had clause-level semantics, it would be characterized by one of the meanings in (8.8).
To take a causal reading as an example, (8.30) would then read: ‘Since they were
digging in opposition in this way, the Barkaians killed the miners of the Persians.’

The following examples further illustrate this pattern:
Manner
(8.31) xol mpdStar uEV AOYwL UETELS TNV TupavVida iocovouiny énolee tHit Midrtot,

=&V ExovTeg adTdL ol Midrfolol cuvamoTtaiato.
‘And at first in word having released his tyranny he established equality of
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law in Miletos in order that the Milesians would willingly join him in

revolt.’ 5.37.9
Causal

(8.32) t{=0’=&v EmdIlAuevos oot TalTa;
‘In search of what (i.e., why) would I do these things?’ 5.106.13

In the latter example, tt émdlrpevoc behaves semantically as though it were a
compound interrogative meaning ‘why’; that is, while i is technically an argument of
emdlnuevoe, together they seem to function as an argument of moiéoyt. The following
example is somewhat remarkable, as ypnicac Tt seems to behave essentially as a noun
phrase, meaning ‘something I need’ vel sim.; accordingly, I am not sure what semantic
category it should fit into:

(8.33) & déomota, (yenlouc=8v=Tt g€o Bouloluny TUYELY),, TO GOl UEV EAUPEOV
TUYYAVEL €0V Dnovpyfioon, EUOL OE UEYO YEVOUEVOV.
‘Master, I would like to obtain from you something I need, which for you
happens to be trivial to assist with, and for me (happens) to be
important.’ 7.38.4

It is worth highlighting the following two examples, as they dispel the notion that the
length of a participial phrase plays a role in the placement of &v. (One might, for
instance, think that there was a tendency for &v to migrate to clause-initial position in
the face of a very short participial phrase, or to seek second position within the finite
clause in the face of a long one.) Here we see that &v can be positioned within quite a
long participial phrase (see also 7.139.10):

Temporal

(8.34) énlotapon 8¢ tocolto, 61t, €l Mdvteg avlpwnol T& olxAol xaxd ¢ pécov
ouvevelxoey, dAAdEacdar Bovlduevol Tolol TAncioial, Eyxidavtec=av é Ta
TEV TEAUC XOXA AOTIACIWE EXATTOL AOTEY dmogepolato oniow Ta
gonvelxavro.
‘I know this much, that, if every man were to bring together his own ills
into public, intending to exchange them with those of his neighbors, each
of them after peering into the ills of their neighbors, would gladly take
back what they brought in.’ 7.152.8

With pronouns, the situation is somewhat different: in fact, clitic pronouns cannot
diagnose verb-scope participial phrases (there is one exception to this tendency, which is
discussed in the next section). If a participial phrase only scopes over the verb phrase,
the pronominal clitic should fall second within the clause as a whole, and indeed it does:

Manner
(8.35) tabtd-ol méudoc 6 Litdhune Enexnpuxeleto.

‘Sitalkes announced this to him by sending him a message.’ 4.80.13
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Here the participle néudac informs us how Sitalkes énexnpuxcieto: the two events are
temporally co-extensive, and thus arguably one composite event. Where the problem
arises is that in participial phrases with clause-level semantics that share an argument
with the finite verb clitics will occupy the selfsame place:

Temporal

(8.36) e€dpac-ydp-pe LPoD xal TV ndTenv ol TO Epyov, EC TO UNdEV XATERUAES
TUEOUVEWY VEXEEL Aupolvecton, xol NV TalTa TOw, PAC BUELVOV UE
axovoecdou.
‘After you raised aloft me and my country and my deed, you threw me
down into nothing, by encouraging me to abuse a corpse, and if I do this,
saying that I would have a better reputation.’ 9.79.3

Here e falls in the same position as ol from the previous example. This time, however,
the participial phrase has clause-level scope. For I presume that é€dpoc is not the
manner in which the event of the finite clause (xatéBakec) was carried out. The pattern
in (8.36) is quite common: in cases where a participial phrase and finite-clause verb
share a clitic argument, it is placed second in the sentence, and then interpreted via
zero-anaphor in the finite clause.

We find the same pattern of clitic placement when a clause-level participial phrase is
found clause-internally:

(8.37) Kpoiooc=0é-cpu Gveouévolol Edwxe dwtivny.
‘Croesus gave it to them [= Spartans| as a gift, although they were
intending to buy it.’ 1.69.17

Some exceptions to this pattern have been discussed above, and others will be
considered below.

2.1 The Presence of &v in Genitives Absolute

Typically, one does not expect to find &v in genitives absolute. Absolute participial
phrases standardly bear clause-level semantics, and accordingly are coded as
intonational phrases. Since participles do not usually select for &v, there is thus nothing
that should cause it to show up in this domain (although see below in section four on
multiple-&v).

Despite these tendencies, there are two cases in Herodotus in which &v occurs within a
genitive absolute:

(8.38) Zelvog 8¢ Eelvl eV TpROCOVTL EOTL EVUEVESTUTOV TTAVTIWY,
oupfoulevopévou=te=&v cuyfouleloele Ta dploTa.
‘A foreign guest-friend, is the kindest thing of all to a foreign guest-friend,

184



who is successful, and he; would give him, the best advice if he, sought
(it).’ 7.237.12

(8.39) éuéo=d’-&v gdvtog év Twvin ovdepla TéAG Unexivnoe.
‘I I |[= Histaeus| had been in Ionia, no city would have revolted.” 5.106.23

This position of &v in each of these cases is surprising and prima facie flies in the face of
my claims. For in both cases, my account would have predicted the clitic to surface
second in the finite clause.

But there is a way to account for these cases, if we recognize the possibility that
genitives absolute can scope over verbs, and not just clauses, in which case they would
not be coded as intonational phrases, and would therefore not exclude &v; see Devine
and Stephens (2006: 77-79) on this point for Latin. There is good motivation for such
an analysis here. In (8.38) cuyfoukevopévou, though translated above with a protasis,
seems to function more like an argument of the finite verb (note not only the prosodic
reduction, but also the absence of a modified noun), and thus to mean ‘the one seeking
counsel’ (and thus not all that “absolute” after all). With this meaning, the position of
&v is then unremarkable: it is exactly what we would find with a conjunct participle, i.e.
oupPouvievopévmi=te=&v cuyfouletioete td dptota. Ultimately I think the reasons for this
reduction are pragmatic. The use of the same verb, their juxtaposition, and the absence
of any overt arguments (on this point, see Cristofaro 2003: 251) emphasize the
reciprocal pattern of the behavior, as well as the speaker’s certainty. One question that
remains outstanding, though, is why the speaker did not simply use dative
cuUBoVAEVOPEVLL.

In (8.39), there is also pragmatic motivation for prosodic reduction, but this time from
information structure. It appears that the participial phrase is the focus of the sentence,
and does not contain its own focus. As such, (8.39.1) would be a more accurate
paraphrase of (8.39) than (8.39.2):

(8.39.1) ‘No city would have revolted [with me in Ionia|g,.’
(8.39.2) ‘If T |had been in Ionialg,,""" no city [would have revolted|y,,.

In (8.39.1), the state of affairs éuéo 8’ édvtog v Twvin has thus been reduced to an
adverbial adjunct of the verb phrase. Semantically it thus patterns like the examples in
the previous section, and the position of &v follows suit. As for where to place the
genitive absolute within the list in (8.29), I would tentatively assign it to the category of
location. For an assertation is being made about an event in relation to the location of
a person—essentially, the event would not have taken place in the presence of the
person. It is perhaps via extensions like this that the Latin ablative case acquired both

Y97 This is perhaps an analysis some at least would object to, as protases have been argued to serve as
sentence topics: see e.g. Haiman (1978).
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the meaning of spatial location as well as that of attendant circumstance, which is
essentially what we have in (8.39.1).

I would attribute the reduction to speaker certainty and information structure.
Pragmatically, (8.39) diverges from canonical counterfactual conditionals in that the
speaker is certain about the outcome of the apodosis (as hypothetical and otherwise
irrealis scenarios do not lend themselves to high speaker commitment). In terms of
information status, the state of affairs encoded by the participial phrase was mentioned
in the previous sentence (the relevant portion is here underlined):

(8.40) €l & pa Tt ToloUTO ToLEDOL Xl GU TO €0V dxAxoog, & Paothel, udde olov
Tpfiyua €pydoao Eue ano Yardoorng avdoractov notfoag. Twveg ydp olxaot
eued €€ 0QYahudv oL yevouévou molfioon tév mdhon fuepov eiyov. éuéo &’ av
€ovtog €v Tovin o0deuia TéMe Unexivnoe.

‘If then they are doing such a thing and you have heard the truth, O king,
recognize that you created such a situation by dragging me away from the
sea. For the Ionians seem—with me out of their sight—to have done what
they have long desired. No city would have revolted if I had been in

Tonia.’ 5.106

We now see that the sentence preceding (8.39) conveys almost the same message as
(8.39) itself. For the two sentences serve to strengthen the message: while the first says
‘z happened because of 3 (where x = the Ionian revolt, and y = Histaeus’ absence) the
second reaffirms this by framing it in the negative ‘if not y, then not z.” Far from being
redundant, this recasting serves to promote Histaeus’ absence to the status of the one
and only cause of the Ionian revolt. For to say ‘x happened because of 4’ does not
pragmatically rule out the possibility of other causes, nor does it make an explicit claim
as to whether z would have happened if y had not obtained. This pragmatic
strengthening is part of Histaeus’ rhetorical strategy: he wants to convince the king that
he needs to be sent to lonia for there to be peace in the area.

2.2 Constraints on Dative Pronouns

If a dative pronominal clitic is semantically interpreted with both the participle and the
verb, it will occur second within the participial phrase, as illustrated in section two.
There is an exception to this principle, however: if the participial phrase contains a
dative noun phrase (which I underline in the following two examples), then the dative
clitic will be hosted second within the finite clause:

(8.41) éc "Ahov B¢ tiic Ayaning dmxopévor Z€pEn ol xotnyeUoVES Thic 680D
Boukduevol to ndy E€nyéecion (Eheydv=ol Emywptov AoYov),, T& Tepl TO lpOV
t00 Aaguotiou Aude.

‘The guides of the road, wanting to relate to Xerxes everything, once he
arrived at Halos in Achaea, told him a local story, which concerned the
sanctuary of Laphystian Zeus.’ 7.197.3
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(8.42) €wutdL pev On et Yvovt idin wodver (ob=ol éyyiveton dpdiodo dyodd),. 6 o
tolol ndiot te Iléponiol xatebyeton el yiveodan xal TéL Pacthél.
‘For one sacrificing privately, it is not permitted to him to pray for boons
for himself alone. He prays that there is good for all the Persians and for
the king.’ 1.132.8

If this principle is correct (and indeed it should be, as it is entirely unsurprising and
intuitive), then it will permit us to sort out a textual issue involving the position of a
dative clitic pronoun. At Herodotus 5.117.5, most of the manuscripts have ol placed
after the participle éAadvovti, as such:

(8.43) tadtog plov en’ Nuéent Exdotnt ofpee, and d¢ Hawoob ehadvovti-ol énl I1dpiov
oMY HAUE aryyelln Toug Kdipag touto Twot gppovicavtag dnectdvor amo
[Tepcéwv.

‘He captured these one each day and while en route from Paisos to the
city of Parion, there came to him a message that the Carians were
ideologically aligned with the Ionians and were revolting.’ 5.117.5

But four mss. (A, B, C, and T) place the clitic after the finite verb:

(8.44) tadtog plov en’ Nuéent exdotnt ofpee, ano d¢ Hawood ehadvovtl ént Idplov
oAy HAUE=ol ayyehln Tolg Kdpag tauto “Twot gppovicavtag dneotdvol amo
[Tepcéw.

‘He captured these one each day and while en route from Paisos to the
city of Parion, there came to him a message that the Carians were
ideologically aligned with the Ionians and were revolting.’ 5.117.5

We would expect (8.44) only if ol had no thematic relationship with the participial
phrase, or if the participial phrase already contained a dative. Since it is coreferent with
ehavovtt and there is no other dative in the participial phrase, (8.43) should be the
correct reading (and indeed this is what both Hude and Rosén print). Moreover, (8.44)
fits our expectations about the direction of corruption: for (8.43) is non-canonical (given
that there is a preposed prepositional phrase, dno 8¢ Ilowcol), whereas (8.44) is more
canonical.

3 The Successive Participle

We come now to what is perhaps the most interesting interaction between participial
phrase and finite clause. It involves a use of the participial phrase that has not to my
mind been previously noted in the literature, and which I refer to here as the successive
participle. In terms of clitic position, successive participles pattern like those that
modify verb phrases, but, in terms of semantics, do not. At the same time, successive
partciples do not bear clause-level semantics. Instead, the participial phrase and finite
clause in a successive construction appear to stand in a coordinate relationship, as in the
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following case (I forgo indication of prosodic phrasing in these cases, my reason for
which is presented below near the end of the section):

(8.45) €l B¢ Tvog TOU ®AHPOL 6 TOTUUOS T TaEENOLTO, ENDGOV-EY TPOS A)TOV
E0NUOLVE TO YEYEVNUEVOV.
‘If the river should destroy any (part) of someone’s plot, he would come to
him [= the king| and indicate what happened.’ 2.109.5

The particle v is in second position within the apodosis (i.e., the consequent of the
conditional), and scopes over both the participle éx9¢)v and the finite verb éoruouve.
The participle does not, however, tell us how the landholder écvjparve. And at the same
time, it does not seem to have a clause-level reading either. Indeed, if it did, the
placement of &v would be exceptional. Further evidence against the clause-level reading
comes from the following example:

(8.46) Mopddviog 8¢, Gc-ol dnovootioas ANéEavdpoc ta mapd AVnvalwy Echunve,
opunvelc eéx Oecoaiing fiye v otpatiiy onoudfit éml tac Adrvac.
‘Mardonius, once Alexander returned and indicated to him the message
from the Athenians, setting out from Thessaly led his army in haste
toward Athens.’ 9.1.1

If we tried to force a clause-level reading for ¢ drnovootrcoc Aré€avdpog, the position
of ol would be entirely unexpected:

(8.46.a) (Mopdbviog 8¢),, (&, -8movocthcac=0l ANéEavdpoc), (t& mapd Adnvelwy
EOTUNVE),...
‘Mardonius, once Alexander returned for him", indicated the message
from the Athenians...’

The problem is that, with &¢ zarovootricac Ahé€avdpoc coded as an intonational phrase,
one expects ol to be after anovootricoc. But this is not the case, as ol bears a thematic
relationship not with darnovootfcog, but with éorfunve. So if we had the semantic
situation represented by (8.46a), we would expect the clitic to be positioned in the third
intonational phrase, as follows (ol could also follow AVnvoiwy, I think, but the point
remains the same):

8.46.b) *(Mapddviog d€),, (dHc=dmovoothoag AréEavdpoc), (td=ol mapd Adnvaiwy
< n e e n

EOHUNVE),...

Clitic-climbing as a phenomenon does exist in Greek (see in particular the next
chapter), but I am aware of no other example that could parallel (8.46.b). Indeed, to
posit such an analysis here would essentially be to create a unique example.
Accordingly, I dismiss the possibility of a clause-level interpretation for the participial
phrase in (8.46).
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The successive-participle construction is characterized by the following semantic
properties:

1. Either the participle or the finite verb will be a motion verb; typically, it is the
former.

2. The participle and finite verb describe an event that has perfective aspect
(which is canonically realized in an aorist participle), and which is often
repeated.

3. The temporal relationship between the event encoded by the participial phrase
and that encoded by the finite verb tends to be contiguous: one event follows
immediately upon the other.

The following examples illustrate these properties:

(8.47) Veploavtec=0’=8v tOV citov EmAeoy.
‘They would reap crops and sail.’ 4.42.17

(8.48) mohlopxAoavTéc=Te=Ev Nuépas ONYaC dnaAAdocovTo ¢ THY LndeTny.
‘They would besiege them for a few days and then go back to Sparta.’
5.65.4

(8.49) éxwe b¢ Yivolto UVOTWEOY, TEOCOYOVTEC=aY OTElPEGKOV TNV YTiV...
‘When autumn came, they would come to shore and sow the earth...’
4.42.15

The following is the only example in which the participle is not aorist:

(8.50) dmehavvopevoc=d’-&v Tie en’ ETépny THV ETalpwv.
‘Expelled he [= Lycophron| would go to another (house) of his friends.’
3.51.13

While arehauvopevoe is formally a present participle, semantically it has the same
punctual aspect as the morphological aorist participles above. For the participle does
not mean ‘while being expelled’ (i.e., it does not have imperfective aspect), but rather
refers to the fact that Lycophron was expelled multiple times, but on each occasion, the
progression from expulsion from one house to ending up in another is presented as
taking place in immediate succession.

With pronominal clitics, we can identify the serial-verb construction because the
pronoun will occupy second position within the participial phrase, but will not bear a
thematic relationship with the participle, as in the following cases:

(8.51) (xatnuévou Ednviou év dodxwt), EAddvtec-ol napilovto xol Adéyoug dhhoug
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enoletivto, €¢ 6 xatéfouvov cUAAUTEUPEVOL TEL TdEL.

‘As Euenios was sitting in his chair, they came and sat down beside him
and talked about other things, until they got to sympathizing with his
suffering.’ 9.94.4

The following example involves subject preposing:

(8.52) (oUtog &V O ABpdviyoc), dmixduevoc=c L Eounve T& YeyovoTa TeEpL
Aewyvidnv xol tov oTtpatov adtod.
‘This Abronikhos arrived and told them what happened concerning
Leonidas and his army.’ 8.21.9

It is harder to find examples of the serial-verb construction with pronominal clitics
because the only certain cases are those in which a participle hosts a pronominal form
that it does not select for. It is possible, for instance, that the following is an example
of this construction:

(8.53) Binu=0¢é-e Aoy éx K& elye 6 Iléponce.
‘The Persian took me by force from Kos and kept me.’ 9.76.15

But since we would expect the pronoun to be positioned here given that it is the object
of haf3cdv, we cannot be sure.

The difference between the successive participle and a clause-level participial phrase is
nicely illustrated by the following example:

(8.54) oi=be=&v Ilépoon enehddvtec AdBeoxov t& mpdBata xol Aafévteg
EMNelpOVTO=&V TGl TETOINUEVLIL.
‘The Persians would attack and seize their flocks and, once they seized
them, were inspired by what they had done.’ 4.130.6

In the first conjoined clause we have a successive participle with the characteristic verb
of motion in the aorist (énehddévtec); we also have a finite verb with habitual semantics
(M&Beoxov), which is also common in this construction. We can characterize the
information in the participle as sequential information: it is the first stage of a bipartite
event. Given the tight sequentiality of the events, it is even possible to get a purpose-
clause reading out of the finite verb: ‘the Persians would attack them in order to seize
their flocks.” Such a reading is typically available only to future participles.

In the second half of the sentence, by contrast, we can characterize the participial
phrase as background information, such as participles canonically provide (see Givon
2001b: 339). Here Ao3évtec describes the circumstances under which the main event,
namely énnelpovto, took place.
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The background-quality of clause-level participial phrase is evident also in the following
example:

(8.55) (ol 8¢ IT¢poon EnehdovTes), TOAOLCUEV-OPEWY EQPOVEUCAY, TOMGL O €Tt
mhéovag eCdypnoay, xol dAloug xal tov Tfic Bactielng Topdplog moida,
otpatnyéovia Macoayetéwy, & obvoua flv Lmapyamionc.

‘“When the Persians attacked, they killed many of them, but many more
still they took prisoner, both others and, in particular, the son of the
queen Tomyris, who was the leader of the Massagetae, who was named
Spargapises.’ 1.211.9

Again we have a participial phrase headed by érehdévtec. Here there is no possibility of
a purpose-clause reading for the finite verb. Moreover, the information in the main
clause is foregrounded: for Herodotus is making a point about the number of prisoners,
and the fact that the Persians captured the prince of the Massagetae. The participial
phrase serves only to situate this event. Moreover, that the Persians attack is not news:
the context of the passage leads us to believe that they will in fact attack.

The following example provides a nice contrast to the serial-verb construction in terms
of its immediacy:

(8.56) (méunwv xfpuxa), (Hyodpeué-cpL Téde),.
‘Sending a herald, he [= Datis| wanted to proclaim the following to them.’
6.97.6

The destination of the herald and the audience of Datis’ proclamation are one and the
same: so we could have expected og to appear directly after méunwv. This does not
happen here, I would maintain, because of the temporal and spatial distance between
the event of sending and the event of the announcement. Datis has to make his
announcement remotely by sending his herald to another island (Datis is on the island
of Rheneia, and he sends his messenger to Tenos, towards which the Delians have fled).
Without the temporal continguity that we have seen in the other examples, it is thus
not surprising that these two events are presented as bipartite and not unitary.

As for the prosodic coding of the serial-verb construction, I presume that, since the
participial phrase does not bear clause-level semantics, it is not coded as an intonational
phrase, and that, as a result, the clitic ends up in clause-second position. In the
preceding examples, I have not attempted to indicate prosodic phrasing, because I have
no solid way of diagnosing the right edge of the intonational phrase.

It is worth noting that the successive-participle construction is similar to what is known
in other languages (particularly those of Africa, New Guinea, and East Asia) as a serial-
verb construction. The serial-verb construction involves a string of verbs that together
form one clause; see Foley and Van Valin (1984: 256-263); Aikhenvald and Dixon
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(2006); Muysken and Veenstra (2006). The following example, from Yoruba (Niger-
Congo, spoken in West Africa) is characteristic (cited from Baker 1989: 513):

(8.57) O mi wé wd
he take book come
‘He brought the book.’

(8.57) involves a more complete merger of the two verbs than anything in Greek
(indeed, 8.57 is also comprised of finite verbs, while the Greek construction involves
exclusively a participle plus finite verb), but there are nevertheless similarities. One is
the temporal overlap or immediate sequentiality of the two events. Another concerns
illocutionary force: Aikhenvald and Dixon (2006: 10) note that the verbal members of a
serial verb construction do not have independent illocutionary force, in contrast to those
of, say, a subordinate or coordinate clause. Lastly, Givon (1991) argues that serial-verb
constructions in fact describe a mentally unified event.

4 The Multiple-&v Construction

My analysis has the further benefit of explaining an odd phenomenon, which has only
received marginal attention in the literature, that whereby the modal particle &v shows
up more than once in a clause. Multiple-d&v is a complex phenomenon, which I plan to
explore in greater detail elsewhere. The phenomenon concerns us here because a
number of multiple-&v tokens involve one token of &v in a participial phrase and the
other in a finite clause, as we see in the following examples:'”

(8.58) el Talta oltw €lye, 6,hHA0g=E&y anehauvduevog €x u€cou Tol olpavol LTO
T00 yewdsvog xol tol Bopéw Ae=&v & dvw tfic Edpodnne xatd mep viv tfig
ABOne Epyetou.

‘If this were the case, once the sun were driven from the middle of the sky
by winter and the north wind, it would go to the areas over Europe just as
it now comes (to the ones over) Libya.’ 2.26.7

(8.59) xotaxAnicavtec=ydp=av mdoous T £¢ TOV TOTUUOV TUASAC Eyoloas xal
adTol €M TAG aloolag avaBavTeg TaC Tapd Ta YelAea ToU moTauo
EAnhopévag, Eroov=av=cpéag (g Ev xOpTnL.

‘For they could have closed all the gates facing the river and they
themselves would have gotten up on the walls running along the banks of
the river, and they would have had them as in a well.’ 1.191

(8.60) M tota &v énadov, M mpd ToU Op@vTEC=&V Xal Toug dAlouc "EXAnvac
undiCovtag opohoyin=&v éyproavito npoc Zépiny.

%% Stein created another example of multiple-&v by inserting &v after diépdeipav at 1.191.19. This example
is not discussed here because I have on principle excluded from consideration examples that arise through
emendation.
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‘Either they would have suffered these things or—before this—once they
had seen even the remaining Greeks joining the Persian side, they would
have made an agreement with Xerxes.’ 7.139.15+7.139.16""

(8.61) (dielidvta=d’=8v-uy 8& ndone Evpmnne), (EAtoua), (totéetv=av tov Totpov
& nep VOV Epydleton tov Nethov),.
‘Since it [= the sun] would traverse all of Europe, I expect that it would
affect the Ister just as it now affects the Nile.’ 2.26.7

And an example from Demosthenes:

(8.62) xol yop €l oixétng VUGV, uf mokitng Ny, 6plSviec=&v=pou v @ulepyiay xol
™V eig LUl ebvolay, avenodoat’ =& v=(e TEV AVOAWUATLY %ol ETL TOV
dpaneteLovTa TV JA WY NAVeTE.

‘Indeed if I had been your slave, and not a citizen, since you would see my
beneficience and good intention toward you would have given me relief

from my expenditures and you would go to one of the others running from
his duty.’ Dem. 42.32.2

The motivation for multiple-&v in these cases is simple: the participial phrase has both
clause-level scope and a modal reading. These two properties trigger the multiplication
of &v because the same meaning could not have been achieved with only one token. If
&v were only placed in the participial phrase, modality would indeed extend throughout
the whole clause, but the participial phrase would have a verb-scope reading. If &v were
positioned second in the finite clause, the participial phrase would indeed have a clause-
level reading, but this would then form a separate modality domain (as we have already
seen above in section one). Thus speakers use the multiple-&v construction as a way to
endow a participial phrase with both clause-level and modal semantics.

One might object that only finite verbs select for &v, and not participial phrases. Under
this assumption about the behavior of &v, one would accordingly look for motivation
within the verb phrase or the sentence as a whole. To be sure, dv typically is selected
for by a finite verb, but occasionally it is selected for by a participle. So the following
example, where the scope of dv is limited exclusively to the participial phrase:

(8.63) “& Baothel, Nuels, mopolopBavoviwy tév EAAveY Huéac €¢ TOV TOAEUOV
TolTov, Eyovteg dUvVoULly oux Ehayiotny oLdE véag EhayioTag
(rapaoydvtec=&v Gl mAelotog petd ye Adnvalouc),, olx Huekfoouéy tol
evavtioboton oUdE T anoYduov motficon.”

‘O king, we, when the Greeks attempted to lure us into this war, (we) who
have no meager power nor the fewest ships (since we would have provided
the most after Athens) we did not want to oppose you nor do anything

displeasing.’ 7.168.19

9T take mpo Tob as focus-preposed.
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The semantics of 0eAjoouev are non-modal, which demonstrates that the scope of &v
does not extend past AUnvalouc. The participial phrase headed by napacydvteg has
clause-level semantics in that it bears a causal relationship with the rest of the clause.

5 Preposing

In this section, I touch briefly on two topics. The first is the presence of preposed
phrases vis-a-vis participial phrases. The pragmatic values of the preposed phrases
follow those outlined in chapters six and seven:

New-Subject Preposing™™
(8.64) (ol & éx tiic adtiic xdune Mijdot), (6pBvtec adtod ToUg TEdTOUC),
(B TAV=ALY EGUTEY KlEEOVTO),.
‘The Medes from the same village, since they saw his character, chose him
as their judge.’ 1.96.11

Ezhaustive Focus

(8.65) dmxdpevog B¢ € tag Ldpdic (THY TE Udynv xol Tov Tol Toudog Lbpov),
(Eonunvé-ol),.
‘When he arrived in Sardis, he described the battle and the death of his
son.’ 1.44.1

Counterassertive Focus

(8.66) ¢ 08¢ tov I'OVdnVv motopov Eteloato Kipog (é¢ tpinpooioc xal €€Axovta),
(BLdpuy b=y SLohofBdY),.
‘So Cyrus punished the Gyndes river, by dividing it into three-hundred
and sixty channels.’ 1.190.2

This pattern is only sparsely attested, but it is nevertheless interesting that in (8.64),
the preposed subject precedes the participial phrase, while the preposed focus phrase in
(8.65) comes between the participial phrase and finite clause. This organization is
consonant with the claim in chapter four that non-focus preposed phrases occupy a
higher layer of the clause than the focus preposed material (for an example of double
preposing, see 1.68.23). I leave aside here the question of where the participial phrases
themselves sit. (8.66) is of interest, as well, although for a different reason: here the
participial phrase dupuydc StohafBwv appears to have verb-phrase scope (in that it
explains how Cyrus £teiocato). We might therefore have expected it to be grouped with
the verb in the same intonational phrase. But this does not happen, and moreover, the
participial phrase contains the anaphoric pronoun (wv), which refers back to the Ganges
river of the main clause. Why is the anaphor triggered here? Is it due to the presence
of the focus phrase? The idea would be that the presence of the preposed phrase (éc
Tenrooiog xal €€fxovta) would somehow be responsible for raising the prosodic status of

200 See also 3.119.12.
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the participial phrase as a whole (from some lower category up to an intonational
phrase); and once this happened, the anaphoric pronoun then became necessary. This is
only a tentative suggestion, and more investigation of cases like (8.66) will be required
before anything more definite can be said.

The next topic concerns the pragmatic status of participial phrases themselves, which is
an issue that has not been thus far discussed in this chapter, as the focus has been on
their semantic properties. Nevertheless, it is possible for participial phrases to be coded
as intonational phrases for pragmatic reasons, such as those laid out in the preceding
two chapters. Such examples are difficult to identify, but I do think the following two
examples are reasonably secure cases:

(8.67) 6 ¢ dfjuoc 6 &V AVnvalwv e€anatnielc EdwxE ol TGV AoTEHY xaTahéEac
&vdpac ToUTOoUS Ol BopuYdEoL PEV ouX EYévovto Ileloiotpdtov,
xopuyn@oeoL Bé. (E0MwV Ydp xoplvag éyovies), (eltovtd-ol dmove),.
‘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 Peisistratos, but rather club-bearers. For it was with wooden
clubs that they followed behind him.’ 1.59.28

In the latter half of the first sentence, Herodotus draws a contrast between dopugdpol
and xopuvngopol. The second sentence then explains the latter and specifies that the
clubs were made of wood.”” The coding of £0Awv ydp xoplvac &yovrec appears to be
motivated by its counterassertive focus (which I have tried to represent in translation
with a cleft construction): ‘for it was wooden clubs (and not spears) that they carried.’
The expectation is that a tyrant would be followed by Sopugdpol (Arist. Fr. 516 reports
that Periander was the first to have spear-bearers as bodyguards).

In the following example, we appear to have a case of new-subject preposing:*”

(8.68) 10 pev iprov atod éunenodiopévov tolg eunpocdioug nddog EoTnxe.
(6 8¢ YOwv), (6miove Tob xthveog €otenx), (omdoag THv dpy v Tod
oTROYOL), (XATOBEANEL=ULY),.
‘The sacrificial victim stands alone bound at its forefeet. Although the
sacrificier stands in back of the animal, once he pulls the beginning of the
rope, he brings him down.’ 4.60.5

The switch from 10 pev ipriov to 6 6 YOwv and the fact that they are marked with yév
and 0¢ suggest that 6 YOwv is a preposed subject. Since the two intervening participles
bear clause-level semantics, utv can only surface in the intonational phrase containing
the verb, as expected.

' Ts it possible that this sentence is a gloss on xopuvngédeol that has crept into the text?
22 T am indebted to Donald Mastronarde for this suggestion.
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6 Outstanding Cases and Counterexamples

For all the coverage of the above analysis, there are some outstanding issues and knotty
examples. There are cases in which the clitic shows up later in the clause than would
otherwise be predicted. So the following example (see also 4.147.5):

(8.69) (tetpopuévit Yop 81 Xl UETEYVWXOTL), ETLPOLTEY OVEIROV PavTdleTal=LOL,
OLBOUEC CLVETALVOV €0V TOLEELY UE ToUTaL.
For since I turned and changed my mind, a dream keeps coming and
appears to me, and it does not at all agree that I do these things.” 7.15.10

Given that pyou and the participles tetpouuével yop 01 xol peteyvwxotl are co-referential,
one would have expected the pronoun to show up second within their domain, as we
find in examples like the following:**

(8.69) dmuxopévmr=dé-oil Eeye Zépine tdde.
‘When he arrived, Xerxes said the following to him.’ 7.15.3

(8.70) botepov b¢ delooag Aaxedoupovioug Epuye ¢ Oecoahiny, xai-ol QuyovTL UTO
6V Tuhaydpwy, 6V Apguxtuovey é¢ v Huiainy culieyopévev, deylptov
enexneLyON.

‘Later, fearing the Spartans, he fled to Thessaly, and a price of silver was
announced on him in exile by the Pylagoroi, while the Amphiktyones were
meeting at Pylaia.’ 7.213.7

There is a further issue with (8.68), which is why the clitic does not show up after
empoLtév either (as the verb can select for a dative). This may be due to verbal
semantics: it is possible that émgoitdw only selects a dative when it means ‘to visit
someone,” and a ghost appearing to someone in a dream may not qualify.

The following example raises a similar issue (see also 4.9.5):

(8.71) (éumhdoavta d¢), xoullewv=piv én’ Aiyintou é¢ ol ‘Hilou 10 1pbv.
‘After it [= the phoenix| has plastered it [= the egg| up, it carries it [= its
father? the egg?| into Egypt to the temple of Helios.’ 2.73.17

On the assumption that wiv is the object of both éunidocavta and xopiletv, and refers to
the egg, then it is not clear why the pronoun does not surface after éunidoavto. This
problem could be removed if we could understand that the object of éunidoavta is the
egg, but that of xouiletv is the father. The position of the pronoun only after xouilelv
would be entirely expected, since it would not bear a direct thematic relationship with
EUTAdCaVTOL.

2% See also 3.129.11; 5.114.8; 7.37.7; 7.88.4; 8.108.15; 8.128.2; 9.10.13; 9.15.11; 9.108.2.
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A second issue involves clitics not surfacing in the expected position within a participial
phrase, as in the following example:

(8.72) "Apmayoc 0¢ & €ld¢ pe, Exéheve T toyiony dvorafovta To Ttoudiov
olyeodan pépovta xal Velvon Evio Inplwdéotatov eln TV 0péwy, QaC
Actudyea elvon (Tov tata Entdéuevov=por), oM’ dnethioog el U opea
TOLCOUL.

‘And Harpagos, when he saw me, said to pick the child up immediately
and go off with it and put it where there are the most wild animals in the
mountains, saying that it was Astyages who laid this command on me,
threatening over and over were I not to do these things.’ 1.111.19

Here one would expect the ot to show up after tév or tov tabta, as we have in the
following example:

(8.73) i B¢ pe €lde Eyovoav oTeEPdvou, glpmta Tig el G-ot dolc.
‘“When he saw me with crowns, he asked who it was who gave it to me.’
6.69.9

If talto were preposed, then there would be nothing remarkable about the position of
uot. But justifying a focus reading for the demonstrative here does not seem plausible.
It is certainly true, as Donald Mastronarde points out to me, that Astyages’ command is
a harsh one, but the strong focus in this sentence seems to be centered on ‘Actudyea,
and not tabta. It is possible that this is one context where clitic placement is in fact
syntactically conditioned, and that the dative is barred from penetrating the participial
phrase: this issue was raised in chapter four.

Lastly, there are some cases where it is difficult to assess the semantic level of a
participial phrase. Consider the following example:

(8.74) xoitol yevouévne héoyne 06¢ Yévolrto altdv dplotog, EYvwoay ol
Tapayevopevol LmopTtnténv Aplotdédnuov uev Bouhouevov gaveptc
arodavelv éx Tiic mopeovonc=ol aiting, AuooEvTd te xal ExAelmovTa THY TEELY
goya amodélacton peydho. Iooeldwviov 8¢ ob Boukduevov anodvioxely
&vopa yevéoUou dryordov.

‘When there was gossip as to who was the best of them, those of the
Spartans who had been there recognized that, since Aristodemos wanted
to die conspicuously because of the charge against him, he displayed great
feats out of madness and by leaving his post. But Poseidonios, since he did
not want to die, truly was a noble man.’ 9.71.14

There appear to be two ways to construe the phrase éx tfic mapeolonc-oi aiting: either
as a causal clause (‘since there was a charge against him’), in which case we expect it to
be coded as an intonational phrase, or as a prepositional phrase (‘because of the charge
against him’). The default case in the latter scenario would be for the phrase not to be
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coded as an intonational phrase, because it lacks the necessary semantics. However, on
pragmatic grounds it is at least possible that it was so phrased.

7 Conclusion

I have argued that the position of a clitic vis-a-vis a participial phrase is conditioned by
the prosodic coding of the participial phrase, which is in turn determined by its
semantic scope, whether it modifies the verb phrase or the clause. This accounts for a
large swath of the data including the (previously unrecognized) successive participle and
the multiple-&v construction. Just as the non-canonical position of clitics with respect
to clausal arguments enabled us to diagnose subtle properties of information structure,
so here it enables us to understand in greater detail the conception of an event.
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Chapter 9

Clausal Cohesion II: Complement Infinitive Clauses

The literature on Wackernagel’s Law in Greek (as in other languages) has focused
preponderately on the the distribution of clitics in root and matrix clauses. As a result,
much less attention has been given to the question of clitic distribution vis-a-vis
complement infinitive clauses (embedded and adjoined clauses with overt
complementizers have not received much attention either, but this is because the data
are so well-behaved in this environment). Indeed, Fraenkel despaired over applying his
Kolon-analysis to infinitive complements, and wrote (1964a: 101):

Die Frage, ob eine von einem Verbum sentiendi oder declarandi abhédngige
Infinitivkonstruktionim Griechischen und im Lateinischen ein eigenes
Kolon bildet oder ob sie mit dem regierenden Verbum in syntaktischer
Synaphie steht, kann nicht von vornherein und nicht generall beantwortet
werden.

In particular, Fraenkel had misgivings about how one could establish generalizations
about the mapping between syntax and prosody when it came to infinitival clauses. On
the one hand, some infinitival phrases are so short that they must have formed a Kolon
with their matrix verbs (ibid.). But at the same time, Fraenkel was well aware that
even short (e.g. four-word) infinitival clauses could form their own Kola. (For further
discussion of clitics in embedded clauses, see Taylor 1990: 62-63 and 1994: 155-156.)

While Fraenkel’s misgivings are not to be ignored, there are nevertheless reliable
generalizations to be made about clitic distribution vis-a-vis embedded infinitive clauses,
principially the following: pronominal clitics are positioned second in the domain
(whether matrix or embedded) in which they are semantically interpreted. As I will
demonstrate below, this generalization can account for initially surprising alternations
like the following:

(9.1) tabta dxovoog 6 Kayfione égn Peldecul-cpeag xol o¢ Peudouévoug
Yovdrtol eCnuiov.
‘When he, heard these things, Cambyses; said that they, [= Egyptians]
were lying and on the ground that they were lying he, punished (them,)
with death.’ 3.27.13

(9.2) 6 8¢ 8Aho pev o0dev duelBeton TOV atépa, EQN=0¢=iy ipNv {nuinv égeliely
&L VeI EWUTEL €C AOYOUC ATUXOUEVOY.
‘And he, [= Lykophron]| offers no other answer to his father, [= Periandros,
his father|, but he, said he, owed a sacred fine to the god, since he,
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spoke to him,.’ 3.52.22°"

In both (9.1) and (9.2) a matrix clause with a locutionary verb (¢gnui) is followed by a
complement infinitive clause. In the first, the embedded subject pronoun ogeog falls
second within the complement clause, whereas in the second type the embedded subject
pronoun W is hosted by the matrix verb itself. Cases of the second are sometimes
referred to as clitic-climbing, on the assumption that the clitic, being the subject of the
embedded infinitive, should occur second within that domain: on clitic-climbing, see
Wackernagel (1892: 335-336, 357-359); Smyth §1764.a; Boskovi¢ (2001); Anderson (2005:
227-228, 246-249, 254); Bok-Bennema (2006); Roberts (2007: 35). As I will demonstrate
below, the position of pwv in (9.2) is not the result of clitic-climbing (whatever that
should mean precisely), but rather is due to the lexical semantics of the matrix verb and
their effect on the (prosodic and syntactic) cohesion of the clause.

My analysis predicts (9.1) and (9.2) to be prosodically coded as follows:
(9.1a) tabta dxovoog 6 Kouflone épn (Peldecul-cpeag)....

(9.2a) 6 B¢ &hho pev oLdev GuelBeton tOv matépa, (EQn=0é=piv ipnv Inuinv
opellery TEL VedL), EMUTEL €6 AOYOUS GTUXOUEVOV.

In (9.1a), ogeac owes its position to the prosodic break between the matrix verb €¢n
and the onset of the complement clause, (eldecdar. By contrast, in (9.2a), there is no
intonational break between the matrix and the complement clauses; thus the pronoun is
housed at the left edge of the intonational phrase before €¢n (which we can safely
assume on the nature of the phrasal break—essentially that of a sentence—between
natépa and €gn). In (9.1a) the matrix and complement clauses are less prosodically
integrated, while in (9.2a) they are more so. I have marked the right edge of the
intonational phrase in these two examples, but this is purely suggestive, and I present it
here without commitment.

As with participial phrases, and (perhaps) preposing, this is a case where assumptions
about prosody and syntax appear to yield the same outcome. For underlying the
prosody of (9.1a) and (9.2a) I presume the following syntactic configurations:

(9.1b) Tabta dxovoac 6 KayPione €gn [p Peddeodaiz-cpeag]...

(9.2b) 6 de &Aho pev oLdEV dueifeton TOV TaTépa, [p EQN0E=Lv oMy Tnuiny
ogeihely oL Vel EWUTEL £ AOYOUS STUXOUEVOV.

2 Dover (1961: 14-15) frames such cases as an inversion of M and q (which are his symbols, essentially,
for a lexical word and an enclitic). I think the idea of an inversion is descriptively misleading, and Dover’s
analysis will not be discussed in this chapter.
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Thus the left edges of the intonational phrases in (9.1a) and (9.2a) fall out naturally
from the assumption that the left edge of CP is coded as an intonational phrase. 1
would attribute the structure of (9.1b) to the use of gnui as an ECM-verb. In (9.2b), by
contrast, it behaves as a control verb.”” (I leave open the question of what the syntactic
structure of (9.2b) should be deeper inside the complement clause, but ECM-verbs do
take a clausal complement of a category smaller than CP, whereas control verbs take a
CP complement.)

To capture the alternation between (9.1) and (9.2), I claim that the position of the
prosodic coding of the matrix and embedded clauses is conditioned by the degree of
cohesion between the two (on which, see Givon 2001b: 73). The degree of cohesion is in
turn conditioned by the lexical semantics of the matrix verb. In cases like (9.1), there is
no thematic relationship®” between the pronominal clitic and the matrix verb. By
contrast, with cases like (9.2), there is a thematic relationship between the pronoun and
the verb. Given that we have the same matrix verb in (9.1) and (9.2), what my
analysis predicts then is that verbs that permit alternations like that in (9.1)-(9.2) must
be polysemous. Below I introduce data that bear out this prediction. Thus once again
we see that clitic position enables us to diagnose fine-grained meanings within a clause,
just as we have seen with preposed and participial phrases.

Thus far I have made no mention of &v. It undergoes the alternation exhibited by (9.1)
and (9.2), as illustrated by the following pair of examples:

(9.3) ToVTwWY B¢ TOlUTWY CLUUPUVOVTWY, EYe PEV EATtoua, €l xal avtoc Iplapog
ouvoixee ‘EAévn, dnodobvou=&v adthy tolol Ayaolol, uéAlovtd ye o1 Tév
TUPEOVTWY XUXEV anolharyoecPau.

‘Since the results (of the battle) were like this, I think that, if Priam himself
were living with Helen, he would have given her back to the Achaeans, if he
was thereby going to be rid of the troubles they had.’ 2.120.15

(9.4) tobro €ine &V Tic Bofulwvinwy, 00daud EATilwv=ay Hulovov Texely.
‘The preceding is what one of the Babylonians said, since in no way did he
expect that a mule would give birth.’ 3.152.1

I argue in section five that cases like (9.4) are conditioned by the same factors as the
pronoun-cases, namely that prosodic constituency (as well as syntactic cohesion) are
conditioned by the lexical semantics of the verb.

2% BECM is an abbreviation for “exceptional case-marking.” The term is used within generative syntax to
describe clauses that in non-generative traditions would often be called accusative-and-infinitive
constructions. In ECM-clauses, there is crucially no thematic relationship between the matrix verb and
the argument of the embedded infinitive clause (hence the source of the accusative case is considered
“exceptional”). In object-control scenarios, this is not the case, as there is a thematic relationship between
the matrix verb and the embedded infinitive clause.

26 T use the term thematic to mean essentially ‘semantic.” On thematic relationships generally, see
Jackendoff (1987) and Dowty (1991).
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Section one presents cases in which a clitic bears a thematic relationship exclusively
with the matrix verb; section two, those in which it has a thematic relationship
exclusively with the complement verb. Section three looks at cases where a pronominal
clitic bears a thematic relationship with both the matrix and complement verbs.
Against the backdrop of these three sections, section four then begins to look at cases
where the position of the clitic alternates according to the sense of the verb involved.
These sections focus almost exclusively on pronominal clitics, as they offer the vast
majority of data; section five looks briefly at the issue in regard to &v. Section six
presents some of the puzzling issues with this topic that remain outstanding. Section
seven offers concluding remarks.

1 Thematic Relationship with Matrix Verb

The fundamental generalization for the position of a clausal clitic in regard to
complement and matrix domains is the following:

Distributional Generalization
(9.5) A clausal clitic will surface second in the domain (whether matrix or
embedded) in which it is semantically interpreted.

If a pronominal clitic bears a thematic relationship with the matrix clause, it will surface
second there; if it bears a thematic relationship with the complement clause, then it
surfaces second in this domain. There are cases in which a pronoun bears a thematic
relationship with both the matrix and the complement clauses: in such cases, the
pronoun appears second within the matrix clause; this pattern is discussed in section
two.

In the following examples, the clitic pronoun bears a thematic relationship exclusively
with the matrix verb, and thus appears second in that domain (see also 2.93.25, 5.80.2):

(9.6) éyd=pot doxéw cuviéval TO YEYOVOS ToUTO, & Bactiel.
‘I think that I understand this event, sire.’ 3.63.16

The pronoun ot is thematically interpreted with 6oxéw, and thus appears second in the
matrix domain. It has no thematic relationship with the embedded infinitive cuviévou.
Further examples of this type are presented in section 1.2 with impersonal
constructions.

1.1 Thematic Relationship with the Complement Predicate
With embedded environments, we do not encounter this problem, as one does not find

the same sort of extended reference of pronouns. When a clitic pronoun bears a
thematic relationship solely with a complement infinitive clause, it appears second
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within that domain, as we have already witnessed with (9.1) above. This pattern can
be copiously illustrated, as in the following example:

(9.7) 10 mapdnay drohnévies Toug Tovac Emxoleoyévou opéac TOAS BU” &y yEéAwY
Apiotaybpew oux Eoacay (TLUWEHOELV=CQL),.
‘(The Athenians) completely abandoned the Ionians, (and) although
Aristagoras appealed to them many times through messengers, they said
that they would not help them.’ 5.103.4

The Athenians have abandoned the Ionians and Aristagoras appeals to them to
reconsider, but the Athenians refuse. The pronominal clitic ogt is the object of
Twwenoetv. Here it bears no thematic relationship with €gacoav and accordingly shows
up second only in the embedded clause. This is the same pattern of clitic placement
that we would expect if the embedded clause were marked with an overt lexical
complementizer:

(9.8) ol bt Eppalov Ge=opt Yeog €ln pavelc Bid Ypdvou ToAoD Ewing
empaiveciou xol ¢ Enedv oavijl téte Thvteg AlyUTTiol XEYAENHOTES
optdlotev.

‘They said that the god appeared to them, though he usually shows up
only at long intervals, and then all the Egyptians celebrate joyously, as
(they do) whenever he appears.’ 3.27.11

Here, as expected, the (Experiencer) argument oot of €in gavelc shows up second within
the embedded clause.

The generalization in (9.5) is supported by a wealth of examples; in all of the following
cases, the pronoun bears a thematic relationship exclusively with the embedded verb
(see also 3.118.7):

(9.9) 6 pev dn Xvlootv fnictato (toUté-0l dnohwiévar 8’ evndeiny)..
‘Syloson knew that this had been lost to him on account of good-
heartedness.’ 3.140.1

(9.10) ol d¢ b¢ énvdovto, Ilooewéwv Lwtiipl eOEdUevol xal OTOVIAC TEOYEAVTES
v taylotnyv onlow fnelyovto énl 10 Apteuiolov, Elnicovteg
(Ohiyoc=tivdc=opu dvtiEbouc Ececat VEUC),.

‘When they [= Hellenes| found out, praying to Poseidon the Savior and
pouring libations, they hastened back to Artemision immediately, hoping
that there would be some few ships opposing them.’ 7.192.8

(9.11) xotaoctrioog 8¢ Tac dpydc xal dpyovtog émotAous EtdEato (pdpouc-ol
mpootévar), xatd EVVeEd Te xol TpOg Tolol EVVESL TOUC TANCLOYWPEOUS
TEOGTAGOWY, xol UEPBalVeY TOUE TpoceEYES TA EXACTEPW BANOLGL AL
gdvea VEUWV.
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‘Having set up the provinces and putting governors in charge of them he
arranged that tribute be sent to him, organizing it according both to tribes
and the neighbors by the tribes, and going beyond the nearby ones,
assigning the more distant tribes to different governors.’ 3.89.4

1.2 Alternation in Impersonal Constructions

Impersonal constructions offer further evidence for the generalization in (9.5):

if there is a thematic relationship between the clitic pronoun and the main (impersonal)
verb, the clitic will surface second in the matrix clause. If, on the other hand, the
thematic relationship is between the pronoun and the embedded verb, then it will
surface second in the embedded clause.*”” The following two examples illustrate these
patterns:

Thematic Relationship with Matrix Verb

(9.12) Kaone 6 Ep&dvdpou, otpatnyog ébv Mutidnvaiwy, Elele Aapeiwt tdde,
rtudoéuevog TpdTEPOY, £i=oi @llov €ln Yvouny anodéxecVar tapd Tol
Bouhouévou amnodelxvuca.
‘Koes son of Erxander, who was a general of the Mytilenaeans, said the
following to Darius, having inquired first, if it were dear to him to receive
an opinion from anyone who wanted to offer one.’ 4.97.7

Thematic Relationship with Complement Infinitival Phrase
(9.13) ol d¢ O7 ipéec 00dE OpivTee avéyovtal, vopilovies o0 xadopov (elval=piv

GOTELOY),.
‘But the priests do not tolerate even seeing (them), thinking that it is not
clean that it is pulse.’ 2.37.18

In (9.12), ol is assigned a thematic role by the phrase gilov €in, and therefore occurs
second within the matrix domain. In (9.13), by contrast, the pronoun wv is assigned a
thematic role by the verb elvoau, and does not bear a thematic relationship with
voullovteg or xadapdv. Before moving on, it is worth noting that the clitic pronoun can
precede the impersonal construction, as ol precedes @{lov ein in (9.12) (see also 4.43.11,
6.117.10).

As the evidence from impersonal verbs shows, there are two separate domains in which
second-position clisis takes place. Further evidence for this claim comes from split
enclisis:

(9.14) (éml pévtol Tolol xatrxouct tehyuoot), (doxéei=pot), (adTov-pév-ce
gnehadvely OTiow),.
‘Given the present circumstances, it seems best to me that you yourself

27 9P with impersonal verbs: 1.123.16, 1.209.11, 3.124.3, 3.154.1, 4.43.11, 4.79.1 (with dislocated adv.),
4.81.20, 4.97.7(7), 4.118.4(?).
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march back.’ 8.102.4

Here poi, which is thematically interpreted with the matrix verb, appears second in that
domain, while oe, which is thematically interpreted with the embedded verb, appears
second in the embedded domain. (The phrase énl pyévtol toiol xathxovoL nEypaot is a
preposed framing expression.)

The following example demonstrates that with impersonal verbs, the matrix and
embedded clauses are each separate domains for case-assignment:

(9.15) oV=ydp=-oi; Aucttehéely TBV Ewutol E&nuehnudta,; Tolol téhac S Nuéenc

owdlery.
‘For it no longer benefited him that he judge cases the whole day for his
neighbors, and neglect his own affairs.’ 1.97.5

Although the pronoun oi and the participle é€nueAnxdta are co-referent, they
nevertheless are assigned different cases: ol is marked with the dative since it is the
Experiencer argument of Auvoiteréelv, while é€nueinxdta is in the accusative since it is
the subject accusative of duxdleuv.

2 Shared Thematic Relationship (Object-Control Predicates)

In this section, we observe cases in which a clitic pronoun bears a thematic relationship
with both the matrix predicate and the embedded predicate. When there is a shared
thematic relationship of this type, the clitic surfaces second within the matrix clause:

(9.16) éyw-oe GV yetépyopon &Y Vedv elnely THAndéc.
‘I beg you, by the gods, to tell the truth.’ 6.68.9°

The matrix verb petépyouo selects two complements, a direct object Theme, and a Goal
infinitival complement. In (9.16) the pronoun oe is the Theme of the matrix verb
uetépyopar (i.e., the one being begged), as well as the Agent of the embedded predicate
einelv (i.e., the one who is to tell the truth). In terms of grammatical relations, the
pronoun is the direct object of pyetépyouo and, via PRO, the subject of eineiv:

(9]‘7) [I beg youi]Matrix [PRO1 tell the truth]Embcddcd

Since you of the matrix clause controls the referent of the subject pronoun of the
embedded clause (here represented by PRO, known as ‘big pro’), beg is referred to as an
object-control verb. On the issues of control and raising more generally, see Postal
(1974); Jackendoff and Culicover (2000); Davies and Dubinsky (2004).

208 COf. 7.11.3, 8.65.26, 8.143.14.
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A crucial property of this construction, and one that will play a significant role below in

section four, is the direct thematic relationship between the matrix verb and the
pronoun. In (9.17), Demaratos has come to ask his mother about his paternity: he

beseeches her face-to-face. Below we will see cases in which there is no direct thematic
relationship between the matrix object and another argument; in such a case, the clitic

pronoun surfaces second in the embedded clause.

The following examples further illustrate this pattern (the relevant matrix verb is in

each case underlined):

(9.18) €t tou 7 6dic Tob Evumviou ur Evapyne oltw Epdvn, elyeg &v TV dpyainv

YVOUNY, 00x,£&8v=phe otpatedecdou €l Ty "EANGDa, 1| yetéotne dv;

‘If the vision of the dream had not been so vivid, would you have held to
your original opinion, not letting me campaign against Greece, or would
you have changed your mind?’ 7.47.6

(9.19) oV=ydp=av-ol nupauida dvédecay notcactor ToldTNY, EC TNV TAAAVTWY

Y Addeg avoplduntol O Aoyl elnely avouoluwvto.

‘For they would not have attributed to her the construction of such a huge
pyramid, for which almost innumerable thousands of talents have been
spent.’ 2.134.7

(9.20) Zépénc=0¢-0i 0L ouyyVOoXwWY Aéyely dhndéa, odx Emteréoavtd YE TOV

Tpoxeluevov dedhov, dveoxohdmioe, THV deyodny dixny EMTIUEWY.
‘Since Xerxes did not believe that he was telling the truth, and as he
hadn’t fulfilled the assigned task, he impaled him, maintaining the original

punishment.’ 4.43.27

(9.21) 8éomora, tiva Aéyelc Aoyov oUx DYLEd, XEAEVWV-LE BEGTIOLVOY THV EUNV

Yeoacol YUUVAY.

‘Master, what you are saying is not right—commanding me to view my

mistress naked.’

As we see from this sample, the verbs in this pattern are of two types, either
manipulation verbs (€dw, xehedw) or perception/cognition verbs (cuyyLvooxw,

Gvortiinue).

3 Subject-Control Predicates

1.8.13

In this section, we encounter the first ostensible exceptions to the generalization in (9.5).
In the following examples, an object pronoun occurs second within the matrix domain,

even though it bears a thematic relationship only with the embedded verb:

(9.22) ... lva=dn=pLv ol moléutol éxnintovieg €x Tiic Tdlog peTaxtvijoon un

ouvatato.
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‘...in order that the enemies, when falling out from their ranks, should not
be able to move him.’ 9.74.5

oOvopan is referred to as a subject-control verb because its subject controls the referent
of the embedded clause. Schematically thus:

(9.22.a) [The enemies; could not|y,... [PRO; move him|g, e

The pronominal object of the embedded clause (him) is thematically interpreted with
the embedded verb (as a Patient), but bears no such thematic relationship with the
matrix verb. In cases like (9.22), I will refer to the presence of uiv in the matrix clause
as object-raising.

While the behavior of the clitic pronoun might be slightly surprising from the point of
view of (9.5), it is not so cross-linguistically. For it is entirely de rigeur for a matrix
verb and its complement infinitive to fall under one intonational contour: see Givon
(2001: 55). Furthermore, from a syntactic perspective, one presumes that the infinitive
is only a complement TP, and not CP. Accordingly, we are not dealing with a violation
of (9.5) here: for the intraclausal coherence of the matrix verb and its infinitive
complement is such that together they form one domain. This bond is determined by
the lexical semantics of the matrix verb, which is a crucial point to bear in mind for the
next section, where we return to the alternation of (9.1)-(9.2).

This construction is typically found with modal verbs (e.g., BoOhoyo, ‘want’; é0élw,
‘id.”; dOvapon, ‘be able to’;):

(9.23) (&vdpa MikAolov dmuxdpevoyv éc Lndptny), (Boviecai-ol Erdely é¢
AOYOUC),, TPOLOYOUEVOY TOLEDE.
‘A Milesian, who came to Sparta, wanted to talk to him [= Glaukos| and
made the following offer.’ 6.86.0.17*"

(9.24) 6 6¢ AptdfBalog yvoug 6T el E¥éhel=cepL mdoay Thy dAndeliny tév
Ay WYLV EITELY, alToC TE HvdLVEDCEL amoréoton xal O pet’ adTol
OTEATOC.
‘Artabazos realized that if he wanted to tell them the whole truth of the
contests, both he himself and the army with him would risk being killed.’
9.89.7

% Cf. also with Bovhopor, 6.86.0.17, 7.28.7, 8.110.14, 2.141.16, 5.104.14 (where ol Bollopor means
‘refuse’), 6.135.5. And with e9éhw, see 1.59.21, 2.13.17, 2.14.3, 5.50.12, 7.49.14, 7.168.20, 8.67.5, 9.89.7,
9.120.10; 2.47.6, 3.52.5, 9.16.12 are technically ambiguous but I think can still be classified with the other
examples in this category.
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(9.25) (énel Tolvuv), (00,=00vauaizoe neilely un éxvdelva),, ob 6¢ 6Bde moincov.
‘In that case, since I cannot persuade you not to expose it, do it this way.’
1.112.9

(9.26) (mpoc &v b1 tolto T0 npuypa), (olte-tic-ol duhéyeotan olite oixioiol
déxecdon Ydeke),.
‘On account of this proclamation, no one was willing to converse with him
or let him in their homes.’ 3.52.4

(9.27) 00 yap Edelod xw un Ecowdénuey Lo LxuVéwy udynt, (GAAG udAlov),
(uM),=00,=0uvduEvoL=CPEag EVPELY), TAIWUEY TL GAWMUEVOL.
‘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.’ 4.97.16

(9.28) W yij #de o0x Nuetépn Eotl, (0UBE-LY duvnodueda Droyeplnv tooacta),.
“This land is not ours, and we will not be able to subdue it.’ 6.107.18

With verbs of wanting and wishing, object-raising also occurs with dative subjects of
embedded predicates (see also 4.143.7, 9.109.6, 1.61.5, 1.3.10, 7.152.16; with ¢9é\w,
1.3.3, 3.65.27):

(9.29) Kpoioe, dvoptnuévou céo avdpoc Bacthéog yenotd €pyo xal Enca TOLEELY,
oitéo ooy (fivtiva,Bovheai=Tol yevéolal mapowtixa)..
‘Croesus, since you, (who are) of royal blood, are willing to do good deeds
and words, ask for whatever gift you want to acquire straightaway.” 1.90.5

Dative tot is the Experiencer (or perhaps Possessor; in traditional grammar, it would be
labeled a dative of the possessor) argument of the embedded verb yevéoQor, but does not
occur second within the infinitival phrase (which would be after yevéoQau itself), but
rather second within the matrix clause.

4 Alternation in the Position of Embedded Pronominal Clitics

Now that we have surveyed the more stable distributional patterns, we can return to
the alternation observed at the beginning of the chapter in the position of embedded
subjects. The alternation essentially obeys the generalization in (9.5), and is ultimately
conditioned by the lexical semantics of the verb. When there is a thematic relationship
between the matrix verb and the pronominal clitic, it will be placed second in the
matrix clause. In the following sections, I investigate the alternation in clitic placement
conditioned by the polysemy of the following verbs: nuvidvopor; érnilw; vouilw; and the
locutionary verb ¢nui.
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4.1 Verbs of Perception and Cognition

Cognition and perception verbs typically involve a high degree of epistemic commitment
to the embedded proposition; so Givon (2001b: 53). In spite of this general
characteristic, such verbs do vary in the degree of their epistemic commitment, as the
following pair with tuvddvouou reveals (I have tried to highlight this distinction in the
examples with differing translations of the verb):

(9.30) (muvddvouou), (émBoulelelv=ce mphyUoot peydhotot), (xol yeHuatd=toL oox
elvol XaTd T& PPOVALOTAL).
‘I hear that you are aiming at great things and that you don’t have money
for your plans.’ 3.122.14

(9.31) (nudbuevoc=dé-cpeag TOV hayov SLdxovTtog), €lne dpo Tpog ToUC TER
Edee xol TA AAAL AEYELY.
‘When he learned they were chasing the hare he said to the men whom he
was accustomed to tell everything.’ 4.134.6

The subject can occur either second within the embedded clause, as in (9.30), or second
within the matrix clause, as in (9.31). The difference in distribution is conditioned by
the differential semantics of the matrix verb. In (9.30), the embedded clause contains a
proposition that was heard, but not one that is necessarily true. By contrast, (9.31)
presumes the truth of the embedded clause. Put differently, when muvidvouor has a
non-factive reading, the clitic subject of the embedded predicate surfaces second in the
embedded clause. When it has a factive reading, it appears second within the matrix
domain. (For the distinction between factive and non-factive, see Karttunen 1971;
Givon 2001b: 154.)

The factive reading is the more common with muvidvouou, and appears in all the
remaining cases where the verb co-occurs with an embedded subject pronoun:

(9.32) (xoi ) "Apnotelc), (muvidvetoal-piy Eyovoay)..
‘And Amestris,, she, finds out that she [= Artaynte| is wearing it.” 9.110.2

(9.33) (ol 8¢ IT¢poou), (muddpevoi-cpeag TEooTAEELY), Avijyov xol adTol TPodS TNV
Anepov Tag Véog Tag dAlag, Tag 0t Powvixwy anfixav droniéely.
‘When the Persians learned that they were approaching, even they
themselves brought all the rest of their ships to the mainland, while they
let the Phoenician ones sail away.’ 9.96.5

(9.34) (xoi=prv Kpoioog nudduevoc tév Audasv), Tév €¢ & yenothpta
(POLTEOVTWY EWUTOV €V TOLEELY UETATEUTETAL £¢ 2AEOLC.
‘Once Croesus learned from the Lydians, who regularly visited the oracles,
that he [= Alkmeon| was serving him well, he invited him to Sardis.’
6.125.6
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It is possible that this example belongs here as well, although it is not exactly clear how
one should analyze the structure of such sentences (see section 6.4 below on interlacing):

(9.35) éneite yap tdyiotd-oe Enudouny énl Vdhacooy xotaBoivovta Ty ‘EAANvida,
Boulduevog ol dobvan £¢ TOV TOAEUOV yperuota E€eudviovoy, xal ebpov
roylopevog dpyuplou pev 800 ythddac 0Uooc Lot TOAAVTLY, Ypuoiou &
TETPOXOGLAC YUPLddoC oTATHEWY AdPEXEY EMOE0UCUS ENTA YLMADWY.

‘For as soon as I [= Pythius| found out that you [= Xerxes| were coming
down to the Greek sea, since I want to give you money for the war, 1
made an inquiry, and found doing the calculations that I have two
thousand talents of silver, four million Daric staters, lacking seven
thousand.’ 7.28.6

The exact same pattern (whereby the clitic occurs second in the matrix clause) is found

with verbs that only license factive readings, such as povddve (see also 1.68.6, 3.157.10,
4.166.9, 7.46.1):>"

(9.36) (Bpadov=dé-cpeag ol Puxéec e dvafefnritac),.
‘The Phocaeans learned as follows that they [= Persians| had climbed up.’
7.218.1

We find the same consistent pattern with 6péw/opdes (see 3.52.7, 3.78.20, 3.128.13,
3.128.18, 4.79.21, 4.98.5, 5.29.3, 6.69.8, 6.119.6, 7.194.15, 7.236.4, 8.10.1, 8.87.18, 8.90.12,
8.97.9, 9.53.2, 9.55.2; 5.40.3 and 9.22.16 are ambiguous on account of interlacing).

A similar situation obtains with the verb éAnilw, which encodes a spectrum of epistemic
confidence from ‘hope’ to ‘expect.” With the former meaning, an embedded subject
surfaces second within the embedded clause:

(9.37) téooepac uev ON nopfixe Huépac, EAtilwy alelzcpeag dnodproecia.
‘He |= Xerxes] let four days go by, hoping all the while that they [= the
Greeks| would just run away.’ 7.210.2

The embedded proposition here describes an event that Xerxes wants to take place, but
apparently does not have much reason to believe that it actually will, nor does he have
much control over the situation. By contrast, when the matrix verb and embedded
subject are coded as one intonational phrase, there is a higher degree of epistemic
commitment (although not so high as to be factive), and the verb means ‘expect’ or
‘anticipate’ vel sim.:

1 There is a glaring exception to this pattern that I cannot account for:
pordov Gy TaltdsprLy dlavoeluevov 6 ‘Opoltng méudag dyyehiny éheye tdde.
‘Having learned that he was planning this, Oroites sent him a message and said the
following.’ 3.122.12
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(9.38) (EAmilov=0é=pv dnodavéecVar 6 adehpedc),, L obvopa fiv Auxdpntog, tva
EUTETECTEPWC XATACY ML T EV THL Lt TpHydota, xataxteivel ToLg
OECUMTAC TTAVTOC.

‘Expecting him to die, his brother, whose name was Lykaretos, in order
that he might control the affairs on Samos with less resistence, killed all
the prisoners.’ 3.143.8

Here Lykaretos undertakes a set of actions in the belief that his brother will die.
Presumably it is this belief, i.e. a high level of epistemic commitment, that in fact
enables him to undertake these actions.

The following examples illustrate the verb with with the sense ‘hope’:

(9.39) ol d¢ b¢ énvdovto, Ilooewéwv Lwtiipl ebEduevol xal oTOVIAC TEOYEAVTES
v taylotnyv onlow fnelyovto énl 10 Apteuiolov, Elnicovteg
(Ohiyoc=tivdc=o@u dvtiEbouc Ececat VEUC),.

‘When they found out, praying to Poseidon the Savior and pouring
libations, as quickly as possible they hurried back to Artemision, hoping
that there would be only a few ships opposing them.’ 7.192.8

(9.40) melv uév vuv 1) tudéaton dvexmyeve, Véhwy eidévon o o’ Adnvaloy,
oxoldv 1L molfioouat, xol oUTe Enrfuanve obte Eotveto yHiv Ty Atuxry,
(EAnilwv), (Bia mavtog Tol ypdvou), (OHONOYHOELV=-CPENS)..

‘Before finding out, he held back, wanting to know (the decision)
from the Athenians, what they would do, and he neither attacked
nor harmed Attica, hoping that, through all this time, they would
make an agreement.’ 9.13.6

(9.41) ol 8¢ Bofukivior op&vtes dvdpa t6v €v [Iéponiol doxuntdteny pivog
T€ Xl OTWV EoTEPNUEVOY UAoTIEL TE ol alpaTL AVATEQPUEUEVOY, TaY YU
ehnloavtes (AMéyewv=piy dAnvéa), xol oL ¥xelv oiupayov,
emTpéneovon EToluol ooy TEY EBEETO GPEWV.
‘The Babylonians seeing a man who was one of the most esteemed men
among the Persians, with his nose and ears cut off with a knife, and
incarnadine with blood, completely hoping that he was telling the truth
and that he had come to them as (their) ally, they were ready to offer him
whatever he asked them.’ 3.157.3

The following illustrate the verb with the sense ‘expect’:

(9.42) tabto 8¢ T SeltepOV AmMécTEAAE TPOEYWY PEV TBY Avnvaiwy ob guiiog
yvouas, (EAtilwv=3¢-cpeag Uthoely Tfic dyVepooivng),, KOS SopLahGTOU
govomng mdone Tiic Atuxfic ydenc xal €odong #{on L’ EWLTEL.

‘He sent this off a second time, though aware in advance of the unfriendly
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disposition of the Athenians, expecting them to let up on their
stubbornness, since all of Attica was captured and now under his power.’
9.4.5

(9.43) 6pBvtec 8¢ ogeag ol te dAhoL oTpaTieTo ol Z€pEew Xl Ol GaTEUTNYOL

EmNAEOVTAC VNUGCL OALYMLOL, TaY YU oL paviny Enevelxavteg avijyov

xol avTol TaC véag, (EATicavtéc-cpEag EUTETENS APNOELY),, OIXOTA

xdpTo EATioAVTES, TAG UEV YE TBY EAAA VLY Opbsvteg OAlyag vEag,

To¢ 08 Ewutedy TAR¥el te ToAamAnciag xol duetvov mtAeodoag.

‘When the other soldiers and generals of Xerxes saw them sailing at

them in only a few ships, thinking they were completely crazy they

also brought out their ships, expecting to capture them easily, an

entirely reasonable expectation, seeing that the ships of the Greeks

were few, and their own many times in number and sailing better.’

8.10.4

(9.44) dre yap Ohiywv E6viwy, (EAnicaviéc-opeag xatateTpwpaticdo T€),

xol oUx oloug te Eoeoton €Tt yelpag avTaelipeafor cuVESaAhoV.

‘Since the Greeks were few in number, they [= the Persians| attacked,

expecting them to be covered in wounds and that they would no longer be

able to raise up their hands against them.’ 7.212.5

(9.45) dvauuvioxwy ogéos To yenothelov, o oudaud (AAmtoav=cpict ol Ilehacyol
gmteréeodon),.

‘Reminding them about the oracle, which the Pelasgians never expected to
be fulfilled.’ 6.140.7

The verb is also used with the sense ‘believe’; when it has this sense, the matrix verb is
coded as one intonational phrase with its embedded predicate. This is exactly what we
would expect, given that belief entails a high level of epistemic commitment:

(9.46) Kopflone 8¢ dxovoog tabta [Ex] ToU xhpuxoc (xol EAnicoc=puiy Aéyely
dAnOéa), adtéc te Tpodeddodan éx Ilpnidoneog (nepgdévra ydp adtov GOC
droxtevéovta Luéedly o motfioon tabta) BAédac éc tov Hpnidonea,
“IIphgaonee,” €d...

‘Cambyses, once he heard these things from the herald, and believing him
to be telling the truth that he himself was betrayed by Prexaspes (for he,
although sent to kill Smerdis, did not do this), looking at Prexaspes, said
“Prexaspes...” 3.62.5

Thus the greater the epistemic commitment encoded by the matrix verb, the more likely
it is that it will form one cohesive prosodic domain with the embedded predicate.

The semantic polysemy conditioning the position of clitics with vopilw is slightly
different. For the conditioning factor is not epistemic commitment, but rather cognition
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versus evaluation. When vou{lw is used as a verb of cognition with the meaning ‘think,
believe,” the clitic surfaces second within the embedded clause:

(9.47) ypdpouat te 81 xal yAlpouat ol Lwypdpot xol ol dyohyatonolol tol Havog
Téyohpa xotd tep “EAANvVES aiyonpdowrov xol TeayooxeAéa, olTl Tololtov
vopilovteg (glvalzpiy GAN Suolov Tolol dhholot Yeoiol),.

‘Painters and sculptors paint and carve statuary of Pan just like the
Greeks do, with the face of a goat and legs of a male goat, although not
really believing that he looks like this, but rather is similar to the other
gods.’ 2.46.7

(9.48) e&nyeouévmv 8¢ eV Tyduopdywy TOv xdéopov adtol yerdoac 6 Bacthele xol
vopioog (elvoi-opea tédag), elne be nap’ EWLTOIOL Elol POUAAEDTEPO
TOUTEWY TEOU.

‘When the Fish-eaters explained the adornments made of it [= gold]|, the
king laughed and thought that they were shackles, he said that among his
people shackles are stronger than these.’ 3.22.9

By contrast, when it is used an evaluative verb, the clitic surfaces second within the
matrix clause:

(9.49) (xoizpev evouioe Aapeioc Tévtwy avdpdy dixondtatov elvar), GooL Ex
tfic "EANGBOC map’ Ewutov avéPnoay.
‘And Darius believed him to be the most just of all men who had ever
come up to him from Greece.’ 6.24.3

(9.50) oV pévtor avtol ye Koplvhiol duoroyéouat, (GAN £V smp®TOICI:CPEXG
avtolg Tiic vaupaying vouillovat yevéoio),.
‘The Corinthians themselves, however, do not agree, but think that they
were themselves foremost in naval battle.’ 8.94.21

(9.51) Ilprigaomee, (xotov-peé=tiva vopilouot Ilépoon elvon Evdpar), tivag te Adyoug
Tepl Euéo moebvtan;
‘Prexaspes, what kind of man do the Persians think I am and what do
they say about me?’ 3.34.5

(9.52) obtog 81 &v 6 KavboadAng fiedodn tiic Emutod yuvouxde, (épaciels 8¢),
(Evowlé-oi elvar Yuvoixo TOAOV TAGEWY XUANMOTNY),.
‘This Candaules fell in love with his wife, and since he was in love, he
believed his wife to be the most beautiful woman of all by far.’ 1.8.2

This reading appears to involve direct perception between the matrix subject and the

clitic pronoun. It is perhaps this direct thematic relationship that conditions the
prosodic grouping, and thus clitic placement, of the pronoun.
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The last verb to consider in this section is ebploxw, which encodes a broader semantic
spectrum than the verbs thus far considered. When it describes direct, co-temporal
perception (on which see further Givon 2001b: 61), clitics will pattern as they do with
Opéw/Opdun.

(9.53) miéovteg 8¢ éviebrey ol ITépoar xol Biwxoviee Anuoxndea dmixvéovion € THv
Kpeoétwva. (ebpdvtec=dé=piv dyopdlovta), dntovto avtobl.
‘The Persians sailing from here and in pursuit of Democedes get to
Kroton. They found him hanging out in the agora and seized him.’
3.137.2

By contrast, when perception of a situation is not co-temporal, the verb and embedded
predicate form separate intonational phrases:

(9.54) elpov ydp (dvtioupévnv=cpL ctpativ oux OALYNY),.
‘For they [= Scythians| found that no small army was opposing them.’
4.1.13

Here I presume that what is being described is not the Scythians’ direct perception of a
physical army in front of them, but rather the understanding that they were opposed by
a large army. As such, it is equally possible that we could classify this as a verb of
cognition, a sense which is described in the next paragraph.

ebploxw can also be used as a verb of mental cognition. When the subject of the verb is
more like an experiencer who undergoes a realization, the verb and the embedded clause
fall under the same intonational phrase:*"

(9.55) dvaxpepacdévtoc Gv avtol, hoylouevoc 6 Aapeioc (elpé-ol mAéw dyada
TGV AUOPTNUETOY TETONUEVA), EC OIXOV TOV BoctAov.
‘After he had been hung, Darius considered and realized that more good
things than faults had been done by him toward the royal house.” 7.194.10

(9.56) oVt pev Iépoar Aéyouot yevéodar, xal i thyv Thiou dhwotv
(ebpioxovoizcpict eoboav v dpynyv), thic Exvenc tfic € tolg "EAAnvoac.
‘The Persians say it happened thus, and they find their hatred for the
Greeks begins with the destruction of Ilion.’ 1.5.2

(9.57) uetd 8¢ elgppdvn e Eyiveto xol Zépény éxvile N Aptofdvou yvoun. (vuxtt de
Boukny BdoLe dyyL), ebptoxé=oi ol npfiyua elvon otpatedecdon Eml THY
‘EAAGdo.

‘Afterwards, night came and the argument of Artabanos was getting to

2 Tt is remarkable that each of these examples involves a dative pronoun. One might wonder whether
this is driven by the practically reflexive sense of ebploxw in this class (cf. German ich finde mich). I am
inclined to doubt this possibility, but one would have to investigate a much larger sample size before
anything reliable could be said.
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Xerxes. Given over to deliberation all night, he was realizing that it was
not wise for him to march against Hellas.’ 7.12.3

By contrast, when the subject of ebploxw behaves more like an agent who is actively
contemplating a situation, then the matrix and embedded clauses are coded as separate
intonational phrases:

(9.58) elploxw B¢ (630’=&v yivbpeva tata),, el AdBolc THY EUNV oxeLNy TaoY Xol
€vOUC petd Tobto (Colo €¢ TOV EUov Vpdvov, xol Enelta v xoltnt Tij Eufi
XOTUTIVOOELOG.

‘I think that these things would happen, if you were to take all my
accoutrement and, once you put it on, to sit on my throne, and then you
were to sleep in my bed.’ 7.15.14

(9.59) Kipog 8¢ avtixa drehadvovroc Kpoloou pyetd thyv udynv tyv yevouévny év
T Htepin, poadov bg anchdoac pélhor Kpoloog dlaoxeddv tov otpatdy,
Boukeudyuevos elptoxe (mpfiyud-ol elvan Eadvely), b dlvouto TdyLoTa €l
TaC 2dpdie, mely 1] T0 devtepov dModiivar @V Aud&v THY dlvoLy.

‘Cyrus immediately, while Croesus was driving back after the battle that
took place in Pterie, having learned that, once Croesus drove back, he was
going to disband his army, he thought it over and realized that it was best
for him to drive to Sardis as fast as he could, before the forces of the
Lydians could be assembled again.’ 1.79.3

This last example forms a near-minimal pair with (9.57) above. Here Cyrus is
deliberately and actively strategizing (note Bouleuduevoc) about how to win a war; he is
formulating a prediction. ebpioxw in this sense overlaps semantically with AoyiCouo,
which exhibits the same pattern of clitic placement:

(9.60) oVt te éloyileto (xatinepdé-ol o npYypata Eéoeoton TGV EAANAEY),.
‘And thus he reasoned that he would have the upper hand over the
Greeks.’ 8.136.16

By contrast in (9.57) above, Xerxes appears to be at the mercy of his worry and
misgiving: his change-of-mind is something that he undergoes, rather than something
that he is in control of. Besides the position of the clitic, there are further
circumstantial hints in this direction. One is the verb €xw{e, which denotes Xerxes’
agitation. The second is the dream that he later has, which tells him to maintain his
original plan: again he is depicted as at the mercy of nocturnal vision. And lastly, it fits
the characterization of Xerxes as somewhat unstable in his purpose (see esp. 7.13 on this
point).
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4.3 nui

We turn now to consider the alternation in clitic placement found with the locutionary
verb ¢nui. Typologically, complements of locutionary verbs exhibit less temporal and
deictic integration with the matrix clause than do complements of locutionary verbs
(Givon 2001b: 53). Locutionary verbs can often develop a wide range of senses and
functions: see Goossens (1985); Traugott and Dasher (2001: 73-79); for the diversity of
the grammaticalization paths of ‘say,” see Heine and Kuteva (2002: 325).

The basic meaning of ¢nul is ‘say,” and it can select either for an accusative noun
phrase, a complement clause introduced by an overt complementizer, or an infinitive
complement clause. It is the last of these that concerns us here. In particular, what we
need to explain is the alternation in the position of the embedded accusative subject,
which we observed in (9.1) and (9.2) above, repeated here:

(9.61) tabrta dxovoog 6 Kouflone égn (Peddecul-cpeag), xol o¢ Peudouévous
Yovdtw Elnulou.
‘When he, heard these things, Cambyses; said that they, [= Egyptians]
were lying and on the ground that they were lying he, punished (them,)
with death.’ 3.27.13

(9.62) 6 B¢ &hho pev o0dev GuelBeton tOv matépa, (EQn=0é=piv ipnv Inuinv
opellery TEL VedL EOUTEL), €6 ANOYOUS GTUXOUEVOV.

‘And he, [= Lykophron| offers no other answer to his father, [=Periandros,
his father|, but he, said he, owed a sacred fine to the god, since he, spoke
to him,.’ 3.52.22

The alternation is conditioned by the semantics of the verb. In (9.61), gnui encodes a
representative speech act (see Searle 1975): the narrator reports a proposition whose
truth the subject of €pn has committed himself to. Cambyses characterizes the
proposition of the Memphis governors as false, and moreover claims that they too know
that it is false. As we will see, this use of gnul entails the “loosest” cohesion between
matrix and embedded clause, which in turn is responsible for clitic placement.

By contrast, in (9.62), the subject of €pn is not describing a situation: he is, instead,
creating one. Through his utterance, Lykophron imposes on his father Periandros a
sacred fine. (Earlier in this section, his father declared that anyone who talked to his
son would owe a sacred fine to Apollo.) When Lykophron utters the original direct
statement (i.e., ipNv {nuinv égelheic et Yedi), he brings into reality a new state of
affairs in which his father owes a fine to Apollo; he is essentially fining his father. This
situation raises a question of whether his son has the necessary authority to enact this
speech act. Indeed, he probably does not, and for this reason the speech act was
probably infelicitous and void. However, Periander’s response to Lycophron’s response
leaves no doubt that this is what he was attempting: for his father banishes him to
Corcyra, presumably on account of his incorrigible insolence. Thus, the speech event
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here differs starkly from that in (9.61) because it is not a description or characterization
of a state of affairs: for this particular state of affairs does not exist to be described
before Lykophron enacts it.

We can capture this distinction nicely in terms of direction-of-it (see Searle and
Vanderveken 1985). In the (9.61)-type, the sentence has a word-to-world fit. The
subject of the locutionary verb commits himself to a description of reality. By contrast,
in the (9.62)-type, we have a world-to-word-to-world direction of fit. In uttering the
speech act, the world is altered.

We can illustrate this difference even more clearly with the following near-minimal pair:

(9.63) T 8¢ oeo pdhioTa xatdmtovton ol Exdpol, Ayovtee kg avtog 6 Apiotwy,
6te 0T oL NYYEAMING YEYEVNUEVOC. TOAAGY Gx0UOVTKDVY (0U, =prioELé=cE
€wutol €lvat),, TOV ypdvov Ydp, ToLg Béxa ufjvas, oudExw E&xeLy. &idpein
BV TollTWY xelvog TobTo dnéppide TO Enog.

‘In this your enemies assail you, saying that Ariston himself, when your
birth was announced to him (lit. ‘you were announced as born to him’).
With many present to hear it, he said that you were not his, since the
time, the ten months, had not yet elapsed. He blurted out his statement in
ignorance of such things.’ 6.69.23

Demaratos’ mother is explaining to her son that his father is in fact Ariston, who had
denied that he was Demaratos’ father. In declaring that the child is not his, he alters
reality: the child goes from having a father to not having a father, while Ariston goes
from being a father to not being a father.

In the following passage, we encounter a subtle difference:

(9.64) petd 8¢ v xatwpooiny Edlwxe dvacmlwy Exeivo To €nog, To elne AploTtwy
T6TE OTE Ol EENYYELAE O OIXéTng Tolda YEYOVEVaL, O 08 cuUPaihouevog Tolg
ufivag anduooe, @ig (00X, £wuTob=uLy elvan)..

‘After the oath he [= Kleomenes| prosecuted him [= Demaratos]|, recalling
that statement, which Ariston made when his servant announced to him

that a child was born, and counted the months and swore an oath, saying
that he was not his.’ 6.65.16

Ariston now avers that Demaratos is not his son. While ¢d¢ oUx €éwutob=piv givou is
almost synonymous ov,=pficeiézce Enutol eiva, at the speech-act level they are very
different. For now Demaratos is testifying to the falsity of the proposition that
Demaratos is the son of Ariston. He is characterizing a state of affairs, just as
Cambyses did with the Memphis governors.

In the following example, we find the declarative use of ¢nul in the context of oracular
pronouncement, which is just what we would expect:
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(9.65) dueiBetan Kpoloog tolode. “6 mail, obhte dethiny olte dAho oldev dyapt
Topd®V ToL Totéw Talta, (SANE pol Sdic bvelpou Ev TEHL Unvel Emotdon),
(Egn=oe dlyoypoviov Ececdan),, UTo yop aiyufic owneéne drnoréecou.”
‘Croesus answers with the following. “My son, I am doing these things, not
because I have witnessed in you cowardice or any other fault, but a dream
that appeared to me in my sleep said that you will be short-lived, since
you will killed by an iron spear.” 1.38.3

The following examples all illustrate ¢nui in its representative sense:
(9.66) ypddoc éc BuBriov ta EBovAeTo, GAiny 6V Ilepcéwy Enotioato. yetd

0t avamtiugac tO BuBhlov xal émAeyduevoe égn (AoTudyed-piy
otpatnyov Ilepcéwy dnodeixvivar),.

‘He, [= Cyrus| wrote down on a scroll what he; wanted, and assembled the
Persians. After unrolling the scroll and reading it off, he, said that
Astyages appointed him; leader of the Persians.’ 1.125.5

(9.67) ...pdc (ob-ol nemoifioVan €pya), old nep Xeowotpel @t Alyurntimt.
‘...saying that the deeds that have been done by him are not as (good) as
(the deeds that have been done by) Sesostris the Egyptian.’ 2.110.7

(9.68) ...pdc (3A\ha=ol ToAAamAAGLaL AVTLOWOELY)..
‘...saying that he will give him [= Democedes| in return manifold other
stuff.’ 3.135.11

(9.69) ...pdvta (cuvtuyeiv=té-ol iovtt el KOlixov), xal €¢ hAéyoug dmxéotan.
‘...saying that he just met with him [= Aristeas| on his way to Cyzicus
and talked to him.’ 4.14.10

(9.70) Soxéewv yap Epacay xal TGV dnpocinv (oltw-0h-cpeag emyerioecton),
WOTER TEV CPETEPWV.
‘For they said that they thought that they would care for the public affair
just as (they cared for) their own.’ 5.29.11

(9.71) @dvon 8¢ (Kopinu=pey yhodoon yedv)..
‘And he [= Mys| said that it [= the oracle| prophesied in the Carian
language.’ 8.135.15

(9.72) ...0dc (Buetvov=pe daxoloecva),.
‘...saying that I will have a better reputation.’ 9.79.5

Thus far we have observed a contrast between the use of gnul as a representative and as
a declarative. The verb has a further dimension to it, however, as it is also used as an
evaluative-cognition verb (cf. LSJ s.v. IL.b.: “since what one says commonly expresses a
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belief or opinion, think, deem, suppose.”) In this sense, clitics pattern with ¢@nui just as
they did above with evaluative vopilw (see also 1.138.7, 6.82.2):

(9.73) (paol=de-prv Aehgol Oeodwpou Tol Xayiou Epyov elvar),, xal €Y Soxéw.
‘The Delphians claim it belongs to Theodorus the Samian; I think so too.’
1.51.10

(9.74) (paol=0¢-piv éc TOV ROV dUopTOVTA TL ToTal EYELY),.
‘They say that he has this [= leprosy or “the white sickness”| because he
did wrong against the sun.’ 1.138.7

(9.75) (Epooav=0é-piv AlyOntiol tol tpidtou Poactheboavtoc AlydnTtou naido
Houvoyevéa YevEoUa),.
‘The Egyptians said he was the only son of the first Egyptian king.’

2.79.10
(9.76) ol 6e Alyintiol (Egacdv-cpeag oUTtw TiévTag), ndvine oD dixalou
NUOETNXEVAL.
‘The Egyptians said that they had completely missed justice setting (the
games) up thus.’ 2.160.16
(9.77) ...(pdpevol=pev éx Tavtneg 81 tiic Anplew Yuyatpog yevéoia),.
‘...saying he |[= Cyrus| was born from this daughter of Apries.’ 3.2.1

(9.78) (ol=pev=0h=utv goaot), To0To dxolvoavta xol Ghyhoavta Tl 6veldel Emduputioon
oUx oUTw ToOV glnavta tabto TioacVo b¢ Iloluxpdtea Taviwe anoréoo, oV
OVTLVOL XAXES HUOVCE.

‘Some say that he, hearing this and offended by the reproach, desired not
so much to punish the one who said it, as to utterly destroy Polykrates, on
account of whom his reputation suffered.’ 3.120.16

(9.79) Mv 0¢ un dmoddvnt, aitidvtor adTOV TOV Sy yelov, (Qauevol=piv Evdpa xoxOV
glvan),, aitinoduevol 8¢ TolTov FANOV GmOTEUTOUGL.
‘If he does not die, they blame the messenger himself, deeming him to be a
bad man, and after blaming him they send another.’ 4.94.12

(9.80) ol 8¢ Alywijtan (Epacav-cpiot=te xol Adnvaiolol elvar 0OBEY Tpfiyua),.
‘The Aiginetans didn’t acknowledge any relationship between themselves
and the Athenians.’ 5.84.9

(9.81) Aeutuyidng pev yop €pn év tolol veixeol Aywv xU€ouody o Ex ToD
TPOTEPOU AVOPOC 0UTw ENDELY Ttapd AploTmva. ol BE xal TOV HAUTUOTEROY
AoYOoV Aéyovieg (pooi-og EMIETY Topd TGV OIXETEWY TOV OVOQOEROV),, xal
EUE ExElVOU Elvol ToldaL.
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‘For Leotychides said in our disputes that, pregnant by your previous
husband, you came to Ariston. Others, who tell a more foolish story,
portray you as visiting the stable boy from the domestic staff, and (say)
that I am his son.’ 6.68.7

(9.82) & 8¢ "ABdnpa WBputan Tpog Tob “EXknondvtou pdihov 1) 1od Xtpupbdvog xol
tfic "Hibvoe, (60ev=0h=puiv goot emBivon €nl thv véa),.
‘Abdera is situated nearer to the Hellespont than to the Strymon and
Eion, where they say he boarded the ship.’ 8.120.9

We see further the affect of polysemy on clitic position, when we consider another
meaning of ¢nui, that of ‘agree, consent,” as well as its antonym, ‘refuse,” which arises
under co-occurrence with the negative o0. When ¢nui has one of these two readings, it
is a control verb, and the clitic pronouon again falls second within the matrix clause:

(9.83) 6 6¢ mailc (00,=ydp,£pn=0l cuunicloecou),; ToLYoEEY E¢n adTOV xaTaAelpeLy
Oty €v AOxolot.
‘His son refused to sail with him; so he would leave him as a sheep among
wolves, he said.’ 4.149.1

(9.84) Kipog 8¢ nodeic it brodhxn xol (Urele tiic dpyiic). (Egn-oi neldecdo),.
‘Cyrus, pleased with the advice and having let go of his anger, agreed to
obey him.’ 1.156.8

It is possible that the following example belongs here as well:

(9.85) xoi Vv Av tic elpnton mepl Avaydpotog, (ob=poot=pwiyv xdion yiveoxety),,
01a Tolto 6Tl E€edruncé te €¢ v ‘EAdSa %ol Eevixolol Edeal Bieyprioato.
‘And now, if anyone asks about Anacharsis, the Scythians refuse to
acknowledge him, for this reason, that he went abroad to Greece and
practiced foreign customs.’ 4.76.20

Another possibility is that ob=gaci=uiv Xx09o yivddoxerv means ‘they say that they don’t
know him,” in which case we would be dealing with the representative sense of ¢gnu{, and
(9.85) would then be exceptional. But it is not yet possible to decide this issue: for one
needs to investigate the semantics of enclitic forms of ¢nui. It may be the case that the
alternations observed above for non-reduced @nul may not exist with the reduced
version.

The alternations attested with ¢nui offer further support for the view that the position

of clitics vis-a-vis the matrix or embedded clauses is conditioned by the semantics of the
matrix verb.
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5 The Distribution of &v

Thus far my discussion has focused on the distribution of pronominal clitics in relation
to embedded complements. The reason for this is that there is so much more data
available. Such alternations are simply far less frequent when it comes to &v.
Nonetheless, the patterns that we established above with the pronominal clitics hold in
the same way for &v. So in the following examples the particle is canonically positioned
second in the clause in which it is interpreted:

(9.86) Soxéewv Epol (0Ux=&v=cpL Xnaptitac uijviv oudeploy tpociéaian),.
‘It seemed to me that the Spartans would not have laid any wrath on
them.’ 7.229.16

Cases of clitic climbing are decidedly rare; the following is perhaps the only example
from Herodotus:

(9.87) tobto eine &V T Boafuhwviny, obdaud (EATilwv=a&v fulovov Texely)..
‘The preceding is what one of the Babylonians said, since in no way did he
expect that a mule would give birth.’ 3.152.1

The behavior of &v here parallels that of clitic pronouns above, when the verb éAnilw is
used in the sense of ‘expect.’

I would like at this point to step outside my corpus momentarily to comment on an
issue that has arisen in the literature on Pindar Py. 3.1-3, specifically the opening
verses:

(9.88) H¥ehov Xelpwvd=-xe Puihuplday,
el ypewv ToU0 duetépoc and YAOooog xowvov ebacvon Enog,
CELY TOV GMOLYOUEVOV. ..
‘I wish that Chiron the son of Philyra—
if it were fitting to utter this common prayer from our tongue—
were alive, the departed...

I follow Pellicia (1987: 46) in treating the ei-clause as parenthetic, and not the protasis
of a conditional. I also agree with Pellicia (1987: 48-49) that the opening line is
semantically a clause of unattainable wish. But I see no reason to follow him in the
claim that f9ehov and xe belong together, as though #ehov &v of Attic. Simply put,
the complement clause bears irrealis semantics, and therefore there is nothing
remarkable about the position of xe in (9.88) in this regard.”” Indeed, what is
remarkable is the later Attic construction of f0ehov dv plus complement infinitive
clause. But even this is unsurprising in a diachronic light: with a reduction in the

12 Tf this is the correct, then it would call into question the remark of Dawe ad Soph. OT 1348, ¢x=c’
YENnoo | undé=y’=&v yvisval note, that “Gv goes with iéinoa.”
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degree of complementation between the matrix and complement clauses, the modal
particle would end up in the matrix clause, to the point where fjdehov dv was considered
a unitary irrealis-wish marker. There is also the possibility that the position of xe is
meant to reflect the ineffectual nature of a desire that someone be brought back to life.

6 Outstanding Issues

While the above account offers some evidence for the claim that prosodic phrasing, and
consequently clitic distribution, is conditioned by the semantics of the matrix verb,
there are some outstanding issues that need to be dealt with.

6.1 Further Alternations

Perhaps the most pressing issue is that this account needs to be tested against a much
wider range of data. In particular, one class of alternations that was not discussed
above involves that found with manipulation verbs, in particular those with the
meaning COMMAND. By far the most frequent pattern is for a pronominal clitic
recipient of the command to occur second within the matrix clause, as illustrated here
with the verb évtélhw:
(9.89) xoréoac de Maldpea 8vdpa Midov, (taltd-té-ol EveTellato TPOELNELY),

Avdoiol t& 0 Kpoloog Unetideto.

‘He summoned Mazares, a Mede and ordered him to announce to the

Lydians what Croesus advised.’ 1.156.9

This is in fact what we expect, for cross-linguistically manipulation verbs and their
predicates are coded within one intonational contour; see Givon (2001b: 41).
Nevertheless, it is possible for the recipient argument to surface second in the embedded

clause, in which case it is assigned accusative case (cf. Lys. 16.13 cited at LSJ s.v. ¢@nui
IV.):

(9.90) évielitev 8¢ Opuwuevog Eneune xatd t& Ypnotheta dvdpa Evpwnéa yévoe, téi
olvoya fiv Mic, évtelhduevoc (navtoy =iy yenoduevov erdelv),.
‘Having set off from there, he [= Mardonius| sent a man of European
descent to the oracles, whose name was Mus, with the command that he
go everywhere to inquire of the oracle.’ 8.133.4

As we expect given the thematic relationship between the issuer of the directive and its
recipient, the first pattern far outstrips the second (1.123.18, 1.208.7, 2.121.v.7, 3.135.4,
3.137.17, 3.147.3, 5.2.7, 5.25.11, 7.210.5, 8.140.24, 9.18.10) versus (1.117.16, 5.107.2).
We observe the same alternation with xeiel:

(9.91) éneite 8¢ xal Tabta Exapov nolebvieg (O Yo OF VExpOg 8Te TETAUPLYEUUEVOS
avTely€ e xal 0UdEV dleyéeto),, (Exélevaé-piy 6 KoufBione xataxoboo),,
EVIEAOUEVOC 0UX OCLAL.
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‘When they also grew tired of doing this (for since the body was
embalmed, it was resistant and didn’t break up at all), Cambyses ordered
them to burn it, enjoining unholy (acts).’ 3.16.9*"

(9.92) too6vde pévtol evetellatd oL Anuoxidng dvoaryouévolot, xeAeiwy
einclv=opeag Aopelwt 6Tt dppootan v Midwvoc Yuyoatépa Anuoxndng
YUVOIXAL.

‘Democedes gave them an order as they were sailing out, ordering that
they tell Darius that Democedes was taking the daughter of Milo as his
wife.’ 3.137.18

As we would expect, the first pattern far outstrips the second in frequency (1.8.13,
1.45.4, 1.88.8, 1.110.14, 1.110.16, 1.155.19, 2.140.3, 2.162.14, 3.16.9, 3.36.8,*'* 5.51.8,
5.96.7, 6.46.3, 6.61.24, 6.129.7, 6.129.11, 7.146.12, 7.220.7, 9.79.10, 9.111.16, 8.101.9,
8.101.15, 8.107.2, 8.134.9, 9.17.9).

If semantic polysemy is responsible for the above alternations, it is not yet clear what
senses are involved. One possibility is that it has to do with the strength of injunction;
that is, the degree to which the matrix agent permits the complement-clause actor
control, choice or independence (Givon 2001b: 45). The greater cohesion of (9.89) and
(9.91) may be due to a sense closer to ‘command,” while the looser cohesion of (9.90)
and (9.92) may result from a sense closer to ‘instruct.” Then again, there may be other
factors at work, such as the topicality of the pronominal referent; how directly the
command is issued; the relevance of specifying a target for a directive; or the social
relation between the person who issues the directive and the person towards whom it is
directed.

The verb newdopon offers another case of an opaque alternation. As a control verb
meaning ‘try, attempt,” one expects the object of the embedded infinitive to occupy
second position within the matrix clause. Sometimes this happens (see also 5.91.21 and
7.148.9; note the same pattern with 6Uvopon at 3.152.6 against canonical 1.112.9, 2.169.6,
4.97.14, 4.97.16, 6.107.18, 8.53.1):

(9.93) mplv 8¢ E€ehadvely dpufioon TOV atpatov, méudac xhpuxas € toug Twvae
enelpdté=cpeag ano Kpoloou dmotdvou.
‘Before he roused his army to start marching, he sent envoys to the
Tonians to try to turn them away from Croesus.’ 1.76.11

But other times the clitic occurs within the infinitive clause:

(9.94) dre ON nEPWPEVLY TEY OECoUNGY xaTaoTeépeciul-cpEIS, TOUTO

1% Tt is not clear to me if 3.14.45 belongs here as well.
2 MSS D, R, S, and V read voudetelv=ce, which is what my account would predict for the position of
the clitic.
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TpoepuUAdEavTo ol Pwxéeg xal 1O UdWp TO Vepuov TOTE Enfixay EML THV
€0000V, G¢ av yopadpwieln 6 Y@Bpog. TaV UNYAVOUEVOL OXWS U OpL
€ofdholev ol Oscoolol €C THY YWENV.

‘Since the Thessalians were trying to conquer them, the Phocaeans
guarded against this, and they let the hot water onto the pass, in order
that the the land might be split by channels, taking every measure to keep
the Thessalians from invading their land.’ 7.176.22

We also find this pattern in a slightly different syntactic environment:

(9.95) xol énelp@vto neldoviécspuiy Gc 0 ypeodv eln Talto ToLEeLy.
‘And they made an attempt, trying to persuade him that it was not
needed to do these things.’ 9.53.17

Here one would expect neldovtec, as a complement participle of éncipévto, to be housed
under one intonational phrase (for which see chapter eight), and thus for ywv to have
been hosted by éncipévto.

At present, it is not clear to me how we are to account for this anomalous behavior. I
can suggest only one possibility, which is that neipdouar is not actually a control verb

per se. Instead, its complement is a purpose clause in the form of an infinitive phrase.
On this view, the structure of cases like (9.94) would be something like ‘they made an
attempt, in order that they might conquer them.’

6.3 Parenthetic-Clause Quirks

I have devoted very little attention to the phenomenon of clausal interruption
throughout this dissertation. Its effect on clitic placement certainly bears further
consideration, however, because it has the ability to cause unexpected distributional
patterns:

(9.96) éue Gv 1) Tabta xehevel motéely, (1) adtog €0€Ael), (Tprixovto LupLddag
droheduevos ol otpatod), (tapacyeiv=pot Ty "EANdda SeSoulwuévny),.
‘He either bids me to do this, or he himself wants to take 30,000 men
from the army and [wants| to offer me Greece enslaved.’ 8.101.15

o

(9.97) vOv &v, (6geileic Yap), (Euéo mpomolhoavtog yenotd ¢ ot), (XeNoTolol-\e

dueiBeoda...),
‘Now, since you are obliged to repay me with favors, since I did favors in
advance for you...’ 1.41.6

(9.98) tva 8¢ un cuvtopdEnt Ty EAAGSa, fiv 01" adTtov 0TOhOS Yéyos TAENL ML THY
Trokinv, Kvidiouc polvouc droypdy ol €gn tolc xatdyovtac yiveolau,
doxéwv (ano TovTwyY E6viwy tolol Tapavtivoiol pikwy), (udiiota),
TNV,=xdT006v=0i EécecdaL.
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‘In order that he not disturb Greece, if on his account a great force sail
against Italy, he said that it was sufficient that the Knidians alone be his
escorts, thinking that, since they are friends with the Tarantines, he would
indeed get his return.’ 3.138.9

In all three cases, the clitic pronoun surfaces second within the infinitive phrase, at the
resumption of the clause after the parenthetic remark. But in each case we should have
expected them to have been hosted second within the matrix clause. As such, these
examples are not unlike cases like the following from the previous chapter:

(9.99) 10 pev ipRov adTo éunenodiopévov toug eunpocdiouc nédac EcTnxe.
0 0¢ YOwv dmole Tol xTHvEOC EGTEWS OTdcUS THY dpy NV ToD GTEOPOU
(xaTaBAAAEL=ALY),.
‘The sacrificial victim stands alone bound at its forefeet. Although the
sacrificier stands in back of the animal, once he pulls the beginning of the
rope, he brings him down.’ 4.60.5

It is conceivable that we are dealing with cases of verbal preposing in (9.96)-(9.99). I
am skeptical of such a scenario, however, because as noted above in chapter seven,
preposing of the verb is practically non-existent in Herodotus. Another possibility is
that the speaker may have thought that the position of the clitic within the infinitive
phrase may have been easier to process, given that in each case the pronouns are
semantically interpreted as objects of the infinitives. If there is any truth to this idea, it
suggests that parenthetical clauses may not always be all that “parenthetical” (i.e.,
characteristic of an afterthought): for the speaker would have to have the parenthetical
clause in mind before beginning the sentence; otherwise, one would have expected him
to place the clitic second within in the matrix clause.

This issue is further complicated by the possibility that we are dealing here only with a
mirage: the position of the clitic in (9.96)-(9.99) may well be conditioned by some other
factor, and have nothing whatsoever to do with the parenthetic clause. In spite of these
complications, (9.96)-(9.99) are useful in that they provide support for the claim that
clitics are hosted at the left edge of an intonational phrase. For if we assume that
parenthetic clauses themselves are coded as intonational phrases, then in each case the
clitic is hosted at the left edge of an intonational phrase.

6.4 The Problem of Interlacing

In addition to questions pertaining to empirical coverage, there is also a deeper issue of
Greek syntax that needs to be addressed. The issue concerns cases where the embedded
predicate and pronominal clitic precede the matrix verb, as in the following example (éx
ToUtou appears to be a counterassertive preposed phrase; it scopes over yavijvat):

(9.100) €x TovToL B¢ pavijval=pwiv vopilovol Lmoptiijtou.
‘The Spartans think that, because of this, he [= Cleomenes| went insane.’
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6.84.14

It is not clear how we diagnose the structure of the infinitive pavijvai and its subject v
in relation to vouiCouvot: is povfijval=piy itself an embedded clause or part of the matrix
clause? The two possibilities can be illustrated as follows (the preposed prepositional
phrase has been omitted for expository ease):

(9.101) [cp [cp povivaizpev] vopilovot Enoptiiitou]
(9.102) [cp [rp porvijvaizpev] vopilovot Enoptiiitou]

The ambiguity results from the fact that the clitic would end up in the exact same
position regardless of the structural configuration. Ideally, semantics should be able to
offer some clarity. My intuition is that vouilouot has a cognitive reading (which would
point to the structure in 9.101), but I am not certain that we can actually rule out an
evaluative reading.

The following examples further illustrate this issue:

(9.103) Baothete 6 Iepoéwv KayBione, Boulduevoe gpihog xal Eelvog tol yevéoia,
Nuéag e anéneude (Eg,=hdyouc=tot EMDELY), xehehwy xol 8&Spar TalTd ToL
00l ToloL %ol AVTOG UAALOTO OETOL Y PEDUEVOS.
‘Cambyses king of the Persians, who would like to become your friend
and ally, has sent us with orders to speak to you, as well as offers these
gifts to you, which he himself also greatly enjoys using.’ 3.21.5

(9.104) (ol ¢ quPBdoavTes YY), EDPNUEELV=ULY EXENEVOV.
‘They burst out shouting loudly and told him to be silent.’ 3.38.19

(9.105) (6 d¢), o0dév-ol Egpn BpactBovhov Urnodécdu, Ywudlerv te adtol nap’ oldv
wv &vdpa amonéudete, OC TopAmATYd T Xl TGV EWUTOU CLVauWEOY,
AmNYEOUEVOS Td TER TPOC BOpacufBoliou OTKTEE.

‘And he said that Thrasyboulos suggested nothing to him, and that he
was surprised at the sort of man to whom he [= Periander| sent him, that
he was a lunatic and destroyer of his own things, detailing what he had
seen from Thrasyboulos.’ 5.92.2.19

The following example differs from the others, but is still puzzling:
(9.106) xol téde AéYeLy Pain=TLg=&V-UE EUEMUTOD EIVEXEY, (OC HATUUEVE.

‘And someone could say that I say these things on account of myself, in
order that I may stay behind.’ 4.97.17
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Semantically, this seems to be a case where gnui means ‘deem’ or ‘judge,’ like (9.73)-
(9.82) above. There are some cases in which the introduction of the subject at the onset
of clause clarifies things, as in the following:

(9.107) 6=0¢=puv dhnein ypRoootar Exéleve, pac 0LBEY ol dndéatepov Ececlat 1)
TEOTEQOV TV.
‘He [= Xerxes]| told him [= Demaratos| to tell the truth, saying that he
would be no less pleasing to him than he was before.’ 7.101.15

Here I assume that uiv falls second within the matrix clause, and that the structure is
something like the following:

(9.108) [cp O=0€=pptv [p dANOein yphioaoton [yp Exéleve

In all of the analyses and data counts above, interlaced examples have by and large
been excluded or signaled as ambiguous. It is not clear how a devoted analysis of this
phenomenon would impact the argument of this chapter.

6.6 Split Enclisis

It is not often that we find embedded clauses with two pronominal clitics. Rarer still
are the cases where the two clitics are not adjacent, as in the following example:

(9.109) éneite 8¢ eZépade b o oLV xelvolol €ln Talto TETOLNXWS, EAafle adTOV TE
tov Tvtageévea xal ToLg moddog avtod xol ToLg olxnioug mavtag, EATidUC
TOANAC €YWY UETA TGV CUYYEVEWV=ULY ETBOUAEUELV=0OL ETOVACTACLY.
cUABOV 0¢ cogeag €dnoe TNV Eml YovaTwt.

‘After he found out that he had done this not with those, he seized both
Intaphernes himself and his kids and all the domestic staff, having many
suspicions that he was plotting a rebellion against him with his kinsmen.
Once he arrested them, he condemned them to death.’ 3.119.9

Typically cases of split enclisis provide crucial information about prosodic and syntactic
structure, as in the following example:

(9.110) dmxopévne 8¢ THL untel EoVels € TAC YEIPAC Ol TV OTALY Y VWY XATIXETEVE,
TOLddE MEywy. “6 ufitep, (Vedv=oe @V 1€ FAADY XATATTOUEVOS IXETEDW),
xal ToD €pxelou Alog To08e (ppdoou-pot Ty dAndeiny),: tic pev €oti Tathe
o0&l Aoy WL,

‘“When his mother arrived, he placed into her hands entrails and
beseeched her with the following words: ‘Mother, touching this Zeus here
the protector of the household and the other gods too, I beseech you to
tell me the truth: who really is my father?’ 6.68.2+6.68.4
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Here oc and pot each surface exactly where we expect them to, second within the
domains in which they are semantically interpreted. But with (9.109), the positions of
utv and ol only create problems. My account would predict that the embedded
structure would be prosodically coded thus:

9.111) (et =TBV, =cLYYEVEWV=LY), (EMBouielelv=-0l EtavdoTaoty),
METQ, P W

If this is right, the motivation for the prosodic coding here is far from clear. (One
cannot for instance posit the preposing of uetd, t@v, cuyyevéwy, for it should not then
admit piv.) It is possible that, in certain environments, speakers want to avoid clitic
chaining. The following example would seem to support this notion:

(9.112) (vOv=63v), éncipéodou-oe fuepog enfildé-pot (el Tiva fon ndvTwy eldeg
ONBLOdTATOY),.
‘Now then, desire comes upon me to ask you, if you have ever seen
someone happiest of all.’ 1.30.13

It may be significant that we once again have an accusative (although this time an
object, and not a subject as in the previous example) and dative pronominal clitic, and
that it is the accusative that exhibits second position behavior, while the dative is
hosted by its governing verb.

7 Conclusions

The claim of this chapter, broadly construed, is that clausal cohesion (i.e.,
subcategorization properties) is not determined by matrix verbs per se, but rather by
the particular senses of matrix verbs (Givon 2001a: 161). We can also see the
alternations in clitic position as the result of the Proximity Principle (Givon 2001b: 64),
according to which the closer the functional relationship between two linguistic entities,
the more contiguously they are coded.

Whatever validity the claims in this chapter have, there is much more work to be done
on this topic. For one, a more complete investigation of the positional alternations vis-
a-vis complement clauses is needed. What is presented here is only an initial step.
Second, it should be possible to provide more fine-grained semantic analyses of the verbs
in question: my suspicion is that we are indeed dealing with a scalar phenomenon here.
Lastly, once the clitic data have been analyzed, the investigation should be extended to
look at how the position of non-clitic elements is affected by the polysemy of matrix
verbs.
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Chapter 10

Conclusions

This chapter presents an overview of the results obtained from the preceding six
chapters (chapters one through three are not considered here, as they contain
preliminary material), followed by an outline of further questions that will form the
basis for future work.

1 Results

In this dissertation I have argued for a prosody-dominant model of clitic distribution in
fifth-century Greek. As demonstrated in chapter four, syntactic domain is relevant but
decidedly secondary. In canonical situations, the highest-ranked requirement is that the
clitic be hosted at the left edge of an intonational phrase. The dominance of prosody in
clitic distribution does not mean that clitics cannot be used to diagnose syntactic
structure. Indeed, on the basis of clitic distribution (as well as pragmatic meaning), I
proposed a novel scheme for the left periphery of the Greek clause, in which strong
topics (generally) occur above CP, while strong-focus elements occur below CP.

One of the central predictions of the prosody-dominant model is that if the prosodic
contour of an utterance is altered (specifically, if more intonational-phrase boundaries
are created), without alteration to the syntactic structure of the clause, then additional
landing sites for a second-position clitic within a clause will be licensed. While there is
some evidence for this prosody-dominant model in prose, the bulk of it comes from
metrical texts, as was detailed in chapter five. For here we see clearly that the metrical
template, by inserting more intonational-phrase breaks into a clause, licenses more
landing sites for a clitic (outside of canonical second position). In previous work, clitic
distribution in Attic drama had either been entirely ignored or seen as reason for
despair. By contrast, in my presentation, these data have an integral role to play as
they reveal in a way that prose texts do not the underlying organization of clitic
distribution in fifth-century Greek. My investigation of the metrical data must be seen
as only an initial step: there is much more to be learned about Greek syntax and
prosody (not to mention metrical composition) from the study of clitic distribution.

Within this prosody-dominant framework, chapters six through nine then investigated
alternations in clitic-distribution in three environments: root and matrix clauses,
participial phrases, and infinitival complement clauses. In the first, which was handled
in chapters six and seven, I argued that material preceding a clitic host in a root or
matrix clause is pragmatically marked. Specifically, chapter six argued for a dossier of
strong-topic functions, which include marking set-membership; introducing new subjects;
topic resumption; and topic conclusion. Chapter seven complements this chapter by
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presenting a inventory of strong-topic functions, which include marking
counterassertion; inducing exhaustive readings; and cancelling presuppositions.

Chapter eight argued that when participial phrases bear clause-level semantics, they will
be coded as an intonational phrase, and thus form their own domain for second-position
clisis; by contrast, when the participial phrase has more restricted semantic scope, then
it does not form its own intonational phrase, and consequently is not a licit domain for
second-position clisis. On the basis of this distinction, I posited a new construction in
Greek, that of the successive participle, while also providing a principled explanation for
the multiple-&v construction.

Chapter nine examined the alternation in clitic position vis-a-vis infinitive complement
clauses. Here I argued that the position of the clitic was conditioned by the lexical
semantics of the verb, specifically the thematic link between the clitic pronoun and the
matrix verb.

1.1 Further Implications

The implications of the claims in this dissertation are several. First, it reveals the
profound extent to which Greek morphosyntax is functionally-motivated. All of the
morphosyntactic alternations explored in this dissertation are conditioned by semantic
and pragmatic factors. Chapters six and seven in particular suggest that Greek syntax
may be organized according to grammaticalized categories of information structure.
Further investigation of Greek syntax and word order should proceed with these results
in mind.

Second, this functional portrait also shows the potential that detailed grammatical
alternations hold for our understanding and reading of ancient texts. The study of
grammar and the study of literary, historical, and philosophical texts are not at odds
(despite what some seem to think: see e.g. Fratantuono 2009, as well as the review by
Gervais 2009), but go hand-in-hand. For the only way to understand in detail what
texts say is through a detailed examination of how they say it.

Lastly, a theoretical point: it is a standard assumption of most (if not all) theories of
syntax that the relationship between syntax and phonology is relatively neat and
unidirectional. Syntactic structure is assumed to be composed first, without regard to
the phonological properties of the morphosyntactic items. The syntactic output is then
handed off to the phonological component of the grammar where the phonological
properties of the individual items and the clause are “filled in.” To be sure, in its broad
outlines and in most cases, this is probably accurate. But it is certainly not the whole
story, and the data from clitic distribution in Greek go some way toward showing that
the division is not always so neat or unidirectional. For as I have argued there are cases
in which syntactic structure cannot be determined without reference to the phonological
content of the clause. Despite this, one cannot (and should not) go so far as to say that
the principle of “phonology-free syntax” is bunk. It is simply not the whole story, as
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there are cases (especially from metrical texts) in which phonological properties can
affect morphosyntactic output.

As with any model, these claims require further testing before they can be reliably
accepted. In the sections that follow, I lay out areas in which further work needs to be
undertaken before a truly adequate understanding of second-position phenomena is
possible.

2 Areas for Future Research

For all of the ground that the preceding nine chapters have covered, there is still a lot of
work that remains to be done on Wackernagel’s Law in Greek. Indeed, some of the
claims summarized above have created new questions for investigation. In the following
subsections, I outline issues for future research.

2.1 The Remaining Clitic Lexicon

Greek is well known for its rich clitic lexicon. My investigation has focused on only a
part of this lexicon. Perhaps the most pressing issue for the model offered here is how it
would handle other clitics, such as pév, o€, ydp, and eipyl. The prediction would run as
follows: the second-position items in the lexicon should select for hosts at the left edge
of a prosodic domain whose identity is determined by semantic scope. To illustrate this
idea with ydp, this is a discourse-marker that binds one sentence causally to a preceding
utterance (see further Misener 1904; Denniston 1954). It thus has extra-sentential scope
in that it encodes reference to a previous utterance; furthermore, it scopes over the
entirety of the utterance in which it occurs. Given these scopal properties, my account
would predict that such an operator would almost invariably select a host at the left
edge of the utterance. It should accordingly be able to occur earlier in the clause than
clausal clitics. Such a pattern is indeed attested, as we have seen:

(10.1) ((avdpoc=yde Evoc Tob dplotou), (0UdeV), (duelvov=ay gavein),),,.
‘For compared to one noble man nothing could seem better.’ 3.82.7

Here we see that ydp falls second within the larger domain of the utterance, while év
selects for a host at the edge of an intonational phrase. My impression thus far is that
the thorniest cases will be yév and o€, as these two particles seem to exhibit a diversity
of scopal properties, sometimes scoping over a clause, and sometimes only over a noun
phrase.

It may also be the case that some clitics not only select for different prosodic domains,
but also that within a particular prosodic domain they select for a host with different
properties. What I am suggesting is that some clitics may select a host at the right
edge of a particular domain. The most likely candidate for this type of behavior would
be elpl.
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It is entirely possible that some clitics, or some clitics in certain constructions, have
become grammaticalized or syntacticized. In fact, this is not something that my
account rules out. If I may speculate for a moment, one of the domains in which this
might be happening in fifth-century Greek is the possessor clitics. As cited in the
introduction, there are cases where a possessor clitic can be abstracted away from its
governed noun phrase to occur in clause-second position. There are also cases, where it
seems that such an operation does not occur, and the possessor clitic is housed within its
governed noun phrase.

The first task in dealing with the larger clitic lexicon is thus to lay out the full
inventory according to semantic scope. This is not as straightforward as it might at
first seem, as it is possible for some items to belong to two different categories, as
appears to be the case with verbal argument pronominal clitics versus possessor-clitics.
I provide here a tentative categorization:

The Clitic Lexicon According to Scopal Type

Extra-sentential: 8¢, d#jta (on the basis of Hdt. 2.22.57), ydp, uyév, te,
oOV.

Clausal: d&v, dpa, eiyl, tep, mou, t€, tol (as discourse-marker), gnul, verbal-
argument pronominal clitics.

Phrasal: 8¢, 07, pév, te, possessor clitics.
Word: 61, ye, te.

I must emphasize the preliminary nature of this list, which has been formulated only on
the basis of the Herodotean data. I would expect the scopal behavior of clitics to differ
(although not drastically) both between authors as well as between dialects.
Furthermore, it eventually needs to be worked out how and why clitics are ordered
within a given scopal category (i.e., why &v typically precedes a pronominal clitic; this
question is explored further in the next subsection).

2.2 Clitic Chains and Split Enclisis

This second topic follows closely on the heels of the first. Once we have a broader
picture of the distributional patterns of the clitic lexicon in Greek, it will then,
presumably, be possible to set up a template of the Greek clitic chain. Attempts to
work out the templatic ordering of clitics have already been made for Homer (see
Delbriick 1900: 51-53; Ruijgh 1990; Wills 1993). It is well known that after Homer
clitics within the sentence tend less and less often to cluster together at the opening of
the sentence, but rather what we find is so-called split enclisis, whereby clitics are
distributed throughout the clause. As noted in chapter two, some have argued in fact
that this is the result of a “weakening” of Wackernagel’s Law. Before that issue can be
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thoughtfully addressed, what we need is a descriptive account of just how exactly the
clitics can be distributed through the clause and what sort of ordering tendencies are
observable.

As far as clausal clitics are concerned, their distribution is fairly straightforward within
prose. When &v and a pronominal clitic end up adjacent in the same second-position
domain, the former canonically precedes the latter, as in the following example:

(5.31) %ol Viv, €l @oBepdv Tl EVpBUeY, Tav-&v:cot TEoePEEloYEY.
‘Even now, if we had noticed anything frightful, we would be telling you
everything in advance.’ Hdt. 1.120.31

While there are examples that do diverge from this pattern (see e.g. 3.52.1, 3.53.9), the
prose data do not otherwise present much difficulty. But note that there are dialectal
differences in clitic chaining (Wackernagel 1892: 344, 369).

It is in fifth-century drama that the real difficulties emerge. For here we find not only
the prose pattern, but also the three following variations (which have already been
mentioned in chapter five):

Pattern Description
1. &v=pronoun Clitic Chain (canonical)
2. @v...pronoun Split Enclisis
3. pronoun=3v Clitic Reversal
4. pronoun...8v Split Reversal

As in prose, we find the canonical position in which &v immediately precedes a
pronominal clitic:

(10.3) &AL’ el d6uwv oge %ol TOAEWS AmHNAC
EEVOV HONOVTA, UBANOV=8V=WU’ ENALVECOC;
‘But if I had driven him*"” from my house and polis,
a guest-friend who had arrived, would you have praised me more?’
Eur. Alec. 553-554

We also find a variant of this pattern, whereby the clitic set is united but deferred:
(10.4) Tl ol mote
yedeiev=&v=coL | pouconoldg v TaPnL;
‘What could a poet ever write for you on (your) grave?’

Eur. Tro. 1188-1189

We find the following patterns of split enclisis:

% On oge with singular reference, see Parker ad loc. and v. 16.
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(10.5) odx €otiv 0Ldels | GoTic=&v Yéudartd-oE.
‘There is no one who would blame you.’ Eur. El. 903

(10.6) mdpot yap dpooepd TUEYOLS GUVEYTNC
xhertie, Glev=cou | Tiu YEvoLT =&v.
‘For there is a dewy slope alongside
the city walls, from which you could get a drink.’ Eur. Hipp. 226-227

Least common of all is the simple reversal pattern, as illustrated in the following
example:

(10.7) ot énel=p’=&v év péon T yootépl
OGS VTES dmohéoart’ Av | DO TV oYNUETLY.
‘Not at all, since leaping around in the middle of my belly
you’d kill me with your moves.’ Eur. Cyc. 220-221

It is far from clear what conditions these alternations.

2.3 Proclisis

In chapter three, I noted that some words do not always have a static prosodic status,
and that some can in fact be variably coded, such as e.g. o0x, xal, and the definite
article. It remains to be seen just what conditions the prosodic status and behavior of
these items vis-a-vis second-position clitics. There is also the issue of how proclitics can
affect the prosodic phrasing of adjacent enclitic items. Consider the following analyses
of the string 7 6¢ ITudin:

(10.8) (0),=0¢ ITudin opL yed TédE.
‘The Pythia prophesies to them the following.’ 1.66.8

(10.9) (ﬁp=8ép=HUﬁfﬂ)m...

According to (10.8), the definite article is coded as a prosodic word, which enables it to
serve as the host of second-position 8¢. By contrast, in (10.9), the definite article is
analyzed as a proclitic, which also induces the proclisis of 8¢. Although this is
speculative, what I believe at this point is that both (10.8) and (10.9) are possible, but
will vary according to context and meaning. The great problem that we have is figuring
out how to diagnose when we have cases like (10.8) and when we have cases like (10.9).
For unfortunately their morphosyntactic (surface) form is identical.

2.4 A Theory of the Intonational Phrase in Greek

In chapters six through nine, I presented a dossier of pragmatic and semantic meanings
that correspond prosodically to an intonational phrase. Amidst this background, we are
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now in a position to ask a deeper question, namely: what feature or set of features do
these meanings have in common that gives rise to their shared prosodic coding?
Another way to frame this question would be to ask: what kind of pragmatic or
semantic meaning triggers the coding of a syntactic as an intonational phrase? To fully
answer this question, one needs to consider not simply the semantic and pragmatic
inventories presented in chapters six through nine, but also those from finite adjoined
and embedded clauses, which are also routinely coded as intonational phrases.

2.5 Diachrony and Dialect

Now that we have a description of clitic-distribution patterns found in fifth-century
Greek, we can begin the work of understanding how the second-position system changes
over time. This will involve first a detailed comparison of the classical data with the
Homeric,”'’ and then a comparison of these two with Hellenistic Greek (for changes in
the clitic system of later Greek, see Condoravdi and Kiparsky 2001, 2004). At some
point the generalization offered here for Herodotus and Attic drama breaks down.

What we need is to pinpoint as precisely as possible when that breakdown starts to
occur, in what contexts, and how the innovation emerges from the older system. My
expectation is that the trend we will find is for the fifth-century prosodic system to
slowly become more syntacticized; that is, for prosodic generalizations to be
reinterpreted as syntactic generalizations. One of the ways in which this might happen
is via prosodic bleaching. That is, certain prosodic patterns, which once served as cues
for clitic position, may weaken over time (how and why such weakening may have taken
place is a question in itself, and one that is presumably connected in some way with the
change from pitch- to stress-based accentuation). A potential consequence of this would
be that the prosodic generalization of clitic distribution gives way to one that is
morphosyntactic.

Ideally, the diachronic patterns of clitic distribution should not be narrowly investigated
but rather should be examined within a more catholic perspective, and include changes
in discourse patterns more broadly. For as some have argued (e.g. Givon 1979; DuBois
1985; Bybee 2001: 5), syntactic change can result from changes in discourse patterns
(e.g. the selection of certain constructions, or the use to which those constructions are
put). If this is the case for Greek, we would want to see how changes in clitic
distribution correlate with broader changes in discourse (e.g. the use of preposing, as
well as that of participial phrases, both of which have an effect on clitic position within
the sentence). It should then be possible to take the further step and align the linguistic
changes that we observe with those at the literary, cultural, or social level; for all three
of these are known to have an effect on discourse patterns. Thus one would be able to
use evidence from clitic distribution to study cultural and literary trends more broadly.
Thus we see once again that the study of Wackernagel’s Law in Greek offers insights

26 This comparison is perhaps not as straightforward as one would imagine. Since the Attic dialect does
not stand in a direct linear relationship with the earlier Homeric, it may not be possible to link the two
systems along a diachronic continuum.
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that extend far beyond the realm of Greek syntax, as clitic distribution has so much to
teach us about Greek prosody, pragmatics, literature, and culture.
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