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Monsieur Jourdain: IIn'y a que la prose ou les vers?

Maitre de philosophie: Non, monsieur: tout ce qui n'est point prose est vers,

et tout ce qui n'est point vers est prose.

Monsieur Jourdain: Et comme I'on parle, qu'est-ce que c'est donc que
cela?

Moliere, Le Bourgeois gentilhomme, Act 2 Scene 4
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Sigla

Abbreviations and symbols are defined at first use, and are also noted here:

Al Accusative and infinitive (in a non-finite dependent clause)

CG Classical Greek

Comp Head position in a CP

CP Complementizer phrase (the extended clause structure)

FP Focus Phrase (an alternative visualisation of the CP, for
languages without complementation)

IE Indo-European

P Inflection phrase (the main-clause structure)

ov Object>verb ordering

OovO Object>verb>object hyperbaton

PIE Proto-Indo-European

NP Noun phrase

SOV Subject>object>verb ordering

SV Subject>verb ordering

SVO Subject>verb>object ordering

SVS Subject>verb>subject hyperbaton

TP Topic phrase (in some models, distinguished from the FP above)

VO Verb>object ordering

VP Verb phrase

\& Verb>subject ordering

X' [X-bar] Intermediate phrasal structure (and also the description of the linguistic
framework which uses the category)

* (with italic letters) marks reconstructed PIE stems

* (with roman letters) marks a hypothetical sentence

which is not grammatically well-formed
[ ] enclosing a phrase mark constituent boundaries in citations
> marks a regular sequence of words or phrases

subscript; .... {

mark co-referent elements in citations

Standard abbreviations of titles are used when citing ancient texts.
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Introduction
Scope

The dissertation comprises an investigation of three aspects of sentence
structure in Classical Greek (henceforth CG) dramatic poetry: order of the
main sentence elements (subject, verb, and object) within the clause, the
emphatic position at the start of the clause, and the structure of inter-clausal
linking. It is argued that these three features, usually considered separately,
are interdependent, and that intra-clausal word order is directly related to the
structure of compound and complex sentences.' The discussion undertakes a
systematic survey of subject, verb, and object order in a corpus of texts,’
proposes an explanation for the observed order, and develops a model which
explains how prominence within the clause is exploited in clause linking to
produce the complement structures observed in Homeric and tragic
complementation.

The problems

1) The primary problem is to explain the high degree of consistency in the
order of the main sentence elements in what is traditionally considered a ‘free
word order’ language.” Ancient discussions usually described word order as
an aspect of oclvOeols (‘composition’) ;* and concentrated on unusual orders
rather than the norm. Modern studies, though paying more attention to ‘basic
word order’,5 have not identified structural motivation for the regularities,
and generally attribute variations to pragmatic determinants.’

IThese terms refer to sentences of more than one clause, in a relation of conjunction or
embedding respectively. See Lyons (1968: 266).

In Chapters 1 and 2. Homeric order was discussed by Ammann (1922: 1924), Friedrich (1975),
and Conrad (1990), and observations on tragic word order were made by Thomson (1938,
1939b). However, no systematic survey of tragic word order has previously been made.

’As by Kiithner (1904: 595) and Dover (1960: 31).

*As Aristotle (Rhetoric), Cicero (Orator), Dionysius of Halicarnassus (De Comp.), and
Quintilian (Institutio). See also Denniston (1952), Scaglione (1972) and Dover (1997).

>As Kieckers (1911), Fischer (1924), Frisk (1932), Thomson (1939a), and Chantraine (1952).

°As Goodell (1890), Loepfe (1940), Dover (1960), Dunn (1988), and Dik (1995, 2007).



2) The prosody of the clause start is standardly considered separately from its
structure: either as an emphatic first position, or in terms of enclitic elements
in second position.” However, the structural relation between these two
features has not been investigated.

3) Complementation has been extensively analysed in terms of its formal
structure,® and its historical development has been surveyed in terms of the
introductory c01r1junc’cioms,9 but not in terms of the relationships between
these conjunctions (henceforth complementizers)'® and the semantic
categories of main verb types. The process by which a whole clause, rather
than a referring expression within it, came to function as an argument of the

. 11 : .
main verb, * remains unexplained.
The proposal

The three problems have a unified explanation, because word order,
emphasis, and clause-linking are inter-dependent. Intra-clausal word order
has a morphological and a prosodic trajectory, with larger words tending to
be placed later. However, there is also a position for prominent elements at
the clause start (henceforth P1), which are emphatic, not only as a
consequence of their initial placing, but also because they reinforced by light
words in second position (henceforth P2), which mark emphasis in one of two
ways. Enclitic particles are cohesive focalizers, combining phonologically with
the initial constituent, so creating a larger unit. Interrogative and relative
pronouns are separated from the P1 unit by an intonation break, and also
create a contrast with it, by reason of their small size. In both cases the whole
focal unit is separated from the basic clause by an intonation break.

7An initial emphatic position was noted by Thomson (1938: 367) and Denniston (1952: 44).
Particles are analysed functionally by Denniston (1954), Ruijgh (1971, 1990), and Rijksbaron
(1997a); structurally by Hale (1987, 1996), Schéufele (1991), and Wills (1993); and prosodically
by Halpern (1992), Hock (1982, 1996) and Taylor (1996). Hale, Schaufele, Halpern, and Hock
concentrate on Vedic Sanskrit. Other references are given in Chapter 4.

*Notably in the X-bar approach described below in Section 1.

*Most thoroughly by Monteil (1963). Other studies are cited in the main text.

"“The term ‘complementizer’ to denote a complement-introducing conjunction derives from
Rosenbaum (1967).

"The term ‘argument’ is used to identify the subject or object of a verb. For its sense in

predicate calculus to denote the function of names in propositions, see Lyons (1977: 148-9).



In complex sentences, the trajectory of ‘weight to the right” within the main
clause combines with ‘prominence to the left” in the following subordinate, so
the focal element has a functions in two clauses simultaneously. Its
prominence is linked with its exophoric (non-linguistic) reference: the
grammaticalization of 6Tt from a referring expression to a textually-deictic
object involves a loss of specific reference, marked by an indefinite affix
which is also a cohesive focalizer (‘say whatever you like’); while the change of
function of ws from an adverbial to a complementizer is accompanied by the
change of the preceding main verb object from a referring expression (‘I know
you how you are’) to a textually-deictic pronoun (‘say this, how...").

In both constructions, the transition to complementation involves a
circumstantial construction, where a verbal object is combined with a
modifying clause.'” A distinction is made between intransitive (‘say of x that it is
y’) and transitive circumstantials (‘know x as being y’), because they are regularly
associated with different main verbs (of speech and cognition respectively)."
The circumstantial form of tragic complementation is transitional, though it is
regular in tragedy and Plato: full complementation involves a loss of prosodic
prominence, as the complementizer becomes a conventional marker.

Consequences

A unified framework has a number of advantages: it accords with the word
order observed in the corpus of texts, it explains the presence of prominent
words at the start of the clause and morphologically heavy ones at the end,
and it shows a direct relation between the prosodic and pragmatic features of
the sentence. It also provides a possible aetiology of complementation, by
suggesting a semantic motivation for the change of complementizer function
from a referring expression to a grammatical word,'* and for changes in word
order (SV to VS, and OV to VO) and the change from a pitch to a stress accent
between Ancient and Mediaeval Greek.

“Circumstantial constructions may be defined as verbal modifiers giving information on the
circumstantial roles associated with a situation (see Halliday 1970b, Lyons 1977: 497). For
their application to CG participial subordination, see Smyth (1956: 456—471).

BThe distinction here depends on the form of the main, rather than the subordinate, clause.
“Meillet (1912) describes ‘grammaticalisation” as one of the two processes by which
grammatical forms evolve (he identifies the other as ‘analogie”). For a recent discussion on

grammaticalization in Ancient Greek, see Cristofaro (1998).



Summary of the argument

The argument is organized in seven chapters, grouped in three sections:
Iintra-clausal word order, II initial focus, and III inter-clausal linking.

I: Intra-clausal word order

Chapter 1: An examination is made of the order of subject and verb in poetic
texts, including a comparison with previous studies of prose order, to
discover whether genre has a significant effect on word order. Poetic and
prose order are comparable, though the level of variation between texts is
high in both. No syntactic constraints are observed.

Chapter 2: Morphological determinants of order are examined. It is found
that the order of subject, verb and object varies according as the verbal
argument is pronominal or nominal, and also depends on the size of nominal
arguments. Increasing word length is associated with SV and OV, and
prosodic prominence with VS and VO. The latter is inferred from metrical
structure: constructions with decreasing order are associated with a disyllabic
word at the line end. Word size and the disyllabic ending are combined in a
tendency of increasing ‘phonological weight’.

Chapter 3: A study is made of a regular hyperbatic pattern, here termed
‘phrasal tmesis’, of a demonstrative-noun combination separated by a verb. In
its two distinctive features, a phrasal constituent extending over the second
colon of the trimeter line and a disyllabic line ending, it may be seen as a
poetic exploitation of rightwards phonological weight, and also demonstrates
formal similarities between intra-clausal word movement and subordination.
It shows how the tendency towards rightwards weight has been exploited by

ancient authors.



II: Focus

Chapter 4: The prominence of words at the clause start (in P1 position) is
attributable to their position and prosodic isolation from the body of the
clause, and to the function of light words in P2." Enclitic particles emphasize
the initial element, by cohesive focalization: forming part of the initial word
grouping, so adding their morphological weight to it. The cohesive focalizers
include emphatics, connectives, indefinite pronouns, and adverbials.
Interrogative and relative pronouns, however, are separated from the initial
element by an intonation break, but also mark it as being focal. P2 is, then,
composed of two parts, divided by the intonation break. The structure of the
whole sentence may be schematized as in Fig. 1 (=Chapter 4, Fig. 4), with the
P2 groupings placed on either side of the main intonation break:'®

[ { P1} cohesive focalizers] [ interrogatives and relatives [personal pronouns {clause} ] ]

What is new about this analysis is that the functions of P1 and P2 elements are
integrated with their prosodic relationship: the mechanism by which co-
ordinating particles, for example, link clauses is by focalizing the initial
element in their clause, so connective and emphatic particles are interpreted
as belonging to the same semantic group. The ‘meaning’ of individual
particles cannot, of course, be reduced to their focal function, but it is argued
that particles with a wide variety of meanings all function in a prosodically
analogous way. Cohesive focalization is a structural as well as a prosodic
relationship, and marks the inter-clausal link in adverbials and conditionals.

III: Clause linking

Chapter 5: The pattern of focalization in relative and completive clauses is
shown to form a developmental sequence. The development from free
relatives to 6Ti-complements in Homer involves two distinctive features:
focalization at the clause join, with 6s Te, 6oTls, and ¢, and a regular
association with verbs of speech and cognition. The relative pronoun
functions as main verb object, so an indirect question becomes complement-
like when it is neuter (‘say what you mean’). The change to a complement may

PDiscussion of studies of P2 enclitics, from Bergaigne (1877) to Rijksbaron (1997a), may be
found in Chapter 4.

"*The P2 placing of personal pronouns and enclitics is discussed more fully in Chapter 4.



be seen in the use of a cognitive main, but not subordinate, verb, with 61t

functioning as an argument of the main verb only (‘I know that x is y’).

Chapter 6: Explicit objects in ws-complementation serve the same function:
the Homeric adverbial clause becomes a completive by the addition of main
verb objects, which are regular throughout complements in the corpus. In the
corpus, complementation remains prosodically focal, so is a transitional,
circumstantial, form. This aetiology suggests that participials rather than
accusative and infinitive complements are the precursors of finite
complementation, which developed through a convergence of indirect
questions with 6Tt following speech verbs and adverbial os-clauses following
cognitive verbs (‘I know you, how you are’), into transitive circumstantials with

either complementizer.

Chapter 7: The poetic form and discourse functions of complements are
linked with the focalization of the inter-clausal link. Metrical regularities in
the positions of the complementizers accord with it, as does the use of
complementation evident throughout the corpus: as a rhetorical tool rather

than simply as indirect speech.
Comments and theory

The major points of the argument are summarized, and technical terms
defined, in the sections below. Some details of linguistic structure are
illustrated by diagrams, which are also reproduced in the body of the text:

1: Theoretical approach
la: Subordination

2: Key concepts
2a: Weight
2b: Focus and focalization
2¢: Subject, topic, theme, topicalization
2d: Topic position and the CG clause
2e: The intonation break and the clause break
2f: Free relatives and cohesive focalization
2g: "(Os-complementation and explicit objects
2h: Prolepsis



3: Aetiology of complementation

4: Justification of the hypothesis of focal linking
5: Metrical constraints

6: Textual scope

1: Theoretical approach

The approach is structural, but largely informal, owing a constant debt to
Jespersen (1924, 1937), Dover (1960) and Lyons (1968, 1977). Works on Greek
morphology and syntax by Jannaris (1897), Riemann and Goelzer (1897),
Kiihner (1904),"” Meillet and Vendryes (1927), Smyth (1956), Chantraine (1958,
1963), and Liddell and Scott (1968), are cited throughout.

In the diagrams, structural details are described using the terminology of X'
[X-bar] syntax, in which grammatical relations are visualised as a projection
of underlying logical form, with hypothetical movement to explain the
observed word order.'® While the existence of other structural and functional
approaches is noted,” the X' model enables the relationships between word
order, clause linking, and logical form to be described rigorously.

Only the general principles of the X' model are adopted. Its central
assumptions are that syntactic relations may be described structurally,” and
that phrases may be defined as endocentric.”! Figure 2 (adapted from
Jackendoff 1977: 17) shows the configuration of the phrasal units of specifier,
head, and complement, which define the structural relation between the head

17Usually cited as Kiihner-Gerth (1904).

BAs by Jackendoff (1977), Chomsky (1981, 1986, 1992), Webelhuth (1995) and others.

“The phrase structure grammars of Gazdar, Klein, Pullum and Sag (1985) and Pollard and
Sag (1988) are similar to the X-bar model in being based on constituency, while the word-
based grammar of Hudson (1984) concentrates on grammatical dependency relations. The
drawbacks of functional models are discussed in Chapter 4, section 1a.

*Summarized as the principle of transparency, which assumes that logical and phonological
form have a high degree of correspondence (see Lightfoot 1979: 121-141).

*'The term, to describe phrases with a head word governing the other elements, originates
with Bloomfield (1933). See discussions by Lyons (1977: 389-394), Jackendoff (1977: 7-27), and
Radford (1988: 259ff.). Exocentricity (classical bahuorihi) is interpreted as a transformation: that

is, movement to a position adjoined to the clause-structure. See Radford (1988: 545-8).



word and the other elements in a phrase:*

Figure 2

Maximal Projection  (XP)

Specifier Intermediate Projection  (X')

/\

Head Complement

In this framework, the head is defined structurally, as the central element of the
phrase. While the possibility of other definitions is recognized,” the basis of the
schema is that words and phrases may be structural sisters.”* In Fig. 2, the pattern is
shown as right-branching, but is reversible: there is no a priori reason why specifiers
should not follow a complement-head pair, producing a left-branching structure,
and the variable placing of some modifiers in CG (as the variable demonstrative
position in NPs cited in Chapter 3, Section 6a) implies that this does occur.”

The basic clause is analysed as an Inflection Phrase (IP), with the verb inflection as
its head.”® Preposed elements and complement-introducing conjunctions are placed
outside the IP, in the Complementizer Phrase (CP) as in Fig. 3.’ If phrases are
shown without an intermediate level, they are schematized as triangles, so specifier

*The semantic relationship of a complement to its head may be as a functional argument, or a
(restrictive or non-restrictive) modifier (Jackendoff 1977: 57).

*These may be semantic (the head is the word which assigns semantic roles: as Chomsky
1982: 6); or in terms of government, that it is the controlling element in a phrase (Hudson
1984: 76); or distributional, that it is substitutable for the complete phrase (Lyons 1968: 233,
1977: 391). On their compatibility, see Lyons (1977: 392), Williams (1981), Zwicky (1985),
Hudson (1987), Horrocks and Stavrou (1987), and Dwyer (1992).

**The term canonically used for elements at an equal level in the clause structure.

PThis view is challenged by Kayne (1994), who argues that all syntax is right-branching, and
that left branches are always produced by adjunction.

**The advantage of this analysis is that it enables the binary phrasal structure of Fig. 2 to be
applied throughout clause structure. See Chomsky (1965: 106-110, 1986).

“In languages without complementation, this could be analysed as a Focus Phrase (FP): see
Horvath (1986) and Kiss (1995b). The label ‘CP’ is used here, as FPs are associated with

enclitic verbs in P2. An FP is more appropriate to early IE, where verbs were often enclitic.



and head are not distinguished. Word ‘movement” within the structure is indicated

by orthogonal lines.

The identification of phrasal constituents can be ambiguous in CG. Because there is
no indefinite article, and the definite article may be omitted in tragic language, a
noun may ‘stand for’ either an intermediate or a maximal projection. This is
particularly relevant to the discussion of hyperbaton in Chapter 3.

1la: Subordination

The term ‘subordination’ is used in this discussion in two senses: a semantic
and a structural one. In the examination of word order in Chapters 1 and 2,
any clause in a semantically dependent relation to another is categorized as
subordinated. In Chapters 4-7, subordination is considered more narrowly, as
a structural category, with a linking word which defines the relation in which
one clause modifies a constituent in another (as relatives and adverbials), or
complementation, where one clause is a constituent in the other. Since

Chomsky (1957) this has standardly been visualized as a recursive relation.

Structural subordination may be contrasted with four other relations:*

i) Co-ordination: a relationship between two clauses of equal status, with a
link marking the relation, which may be a single word (‘and, but, or’) or
a pair (‘both ... and, either ... or’).

ii) Apposition: the relationship between two clauses or phrases containing
co-referent elements (‘Odysseus, son of Laertes’). There may be an
asymmetrical dependency relation.

iii) Adjunction: the juxtaposition of an element to a clause, as may be involved

in the preposing of interrogative elements (‘“what; will he do;?’).

iv) Correlation: having an element in each clause which serves a syntactic
function within it, as well as marking its co-ordinating relation to the
other. The functions may be adverbial, as in temporal correlatives
(‘when ... then’), or pronominal (‘which .... that’).

These categories are not mutually exclusive (see Matthews 1981: 144 and 222),
and Lehmann (1989) describes them as forming a continuum of
independence. Correlation, subordination, and adjunction may all express co-

*This typology is derived from discussions by Matthews (1981), Chomsky (1981), Quirk et al.
(1985), and Shopen (1985).
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referent and adverbial relationships, co-ordination and correlation are
similar, and both apposition and adjunction may be seen as a type of
subordination. Recursive subordination is intimately connected with the
mechanism of focal linking, because both involve an element functioning in

two clauses simultaneously.
2: Key concepts
2a: Weight

The examination of intra-clausal word order identifies a correlation between
order and two lexical factors:

i) Word size, judged by number of syllables: longer words are placed later.
This accords with the principle of end-weight, proposed by Behaghel (1909:
138-139), and attributed to cognitive efficiency —an explanation followed by
Hawkins (1983) and Dik (1978).%’ The feature accords with a link often noted
between the end of the sentence and pragmatic emphasis (Delbriick 1900,
Kiithner 1904, Denniston 1952).

ii) A disyllabic word regularly ending the poetic line. The regularity of this
feature in both trimeters and hexameters (Raalte 1986: 21, 29) suggests that it
is not only a metrical effect, sensu stricto, but exemplifies the prosodic
prominence which has been observed to accompany the end of a period
(Quintilian Institutio IX.iv.29, Demetrius De Eloc.39, Raalte 1986). While SV
and OV constructions are overwhelmingly associated with factor (i), VS and
VO are associated with factor (ii). This is partly explicable because CG nouns
are generally shorter than verbs, but the lower connection between VS and
factor (ii) in prose suggests that it is also metrically constrained.

The two features are combined in a principle of phonological weight. Other
things being equal, a longer word is judged to have more weight than a
shorter one, and a word at a prominent position in the stichic line is judged to
have more weight than one placed elsewhere. Heavier elements tend to be
placed to the right. The link between morphological and phonological weight
may be explained in terms of a stress component in CG.*

*Other suggested explanations are the postponing of new information (Behaghel 1929,
Mallinson and Blake 1981), or the tendency for inflections to be to the right (Gil 1982).
*When pitch prominence is reinforced by duration, it becomes stress’ (Devine and Stephens

1994: 216). On the possibility of a stress component in CG, see also Allen (1987: 131ff.).
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2b: Focus and focalization

Focus is regularly used in functional models to describe an initial position dedicated
to marking certain kinds of information as new (Halliday 1967: 204, Jackendoff 1972,
Lambrecht 1994: 208) or most salient or relevant (Dik 1980: 16, Sperber and Wilson
1986: 202-217). Dik (2007: 10) describes it as 'the most salient piece of information in
the clause'. It is argued in Chapter 4, section 1a, that these are subjective categories,
which can lead to circularity and imprecision.

The term is here used to describe the initial position P1 as occupied by
presentationally-prominent elements, irrespective of the kind of information they
convey: they may indeed be grammatical words. Prominence is defined as prosodic
emphasis, whether by quantity or stress. The term focalization is used to describe the
reinforcement of prosodic prominence by enclitics which add their weight to the
initial element, or pronouns which create a contrast with it. The prominent element
may be preposed from within the basic clause, but that is not always so: in
subordination, the focalized word may even function syntactically in the preceding
clause. It has regular and systematic links with clause structure: it is here identified
with the X-bar position of Specifier of the CP (complementizer phrase: see figs.6-11).

Focalization of the initial element affects clause structure in five principal ways:

1) Enclitics (cohesive focalizers) are prosodically part of the P1 word group, on the
left of the main intonation break at P2.

2) Focal prominence usually involves phonological weight, with the focalized
element having more syllables than the following element. As grammatical words in
P1 are often monosyllables, they are often followed by more than one cohesive
focalizer (el pev vydp, etc.: see Chapter 4, Section 3c).

3) Enclitic pronouns in P2 are prosodically part of the main-clause intonation-group,
and contrast with the P1 element both prosodically (because they are separated by
the intonation-break) and morphologically (because they are lighter).

4) The initial element is regularly prominent in contrast with the preceding text, as
well as the following clause.

5) This use of 'focus' is in accordance with the ordinary-language meaning of the
term, as 'focus' of attention. The features which make it prosodically prominent
create communicational emphasis too: it may be said that ‘loud” implies ‘important’.



12

When there is both a focalizer and an interrogative, the start of the clause may
be schematized as in Fig. 3 (=Ch. 4, Fig. 2):*'

CP

3 /\
P1

Focus (e

Kkal vV Td HAoow pév /\

C r

Tl

I—HWHI Obj.
1

S8€l 0 épol Nyew;

2c: Subject, topic, theme, topicalization

In order to justify the prosodic definition of P1, the alternatives must be identified.
Some categories by which the function of initial elements is analysed are inadequate
because they are defined circularly (as topic, theme, and subject —see Li and
Thompson 1976: 464; Lyons 1977: 507), and assume rather than demonstrate identity
between structural and pragmatic categories (as in ‘topicalization’: Emonds 1976).

Structural, semantic and textual categories are distinguished here as follows:

1) ‘“Topic’ is the semantic category of “the person or thing about which something is
said” (Lyons 1968: 335), which may be expressed in a sentence by the grammatical
subject.

2) ‘Subject’ is defined by case and relation to a verb, as the nominative nominal or
pronominal specifier of a finite verb inflection.

3) ‘Theme’ is interpreted as a textual category, referring to an element in a sentence
which specifies textual relevance: a pragmatic and not a structural description.” It is
hard to see how a referring expression can be described as thematic, except insofar
as topical referents, as defined in (1), are likely to be expressed at several points in a
text. As its etymology suggests, a ‘theme’ is generally expressed by a noun.

3 The citation is from Ag.598 ("And now, for the full story, what need have you to tell me it?”).
*The semantic relation in which ‘theme’ corresponds to ‘patient’, and so is associated with
the syntactic object in accusative languages, is described in Chapter 6, Section 1b. See

Halliday (1967, 1968), Fillmore (1968), and Lyons (1968: 350-359).
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4) ‘Topicalization’ is the placing of absolute-like constructions in any position
adjoined to the clause structure, with no necessary connection with topic or theme.”
The central feature of this interpretation is that there is no dedicated structural
position for the topic or theme, but there is a focus position for prominent elements:
P1. Of course, the word expressing the topic may be focalized,™ and this may even
be normal in declarative main clauses. However, no support is found in these texts
for a position determined by thematic factors, or for the function of any Greek

particles as topic or theme markers, as the Japanese wa.”
2d: Topic position and the CG clause

The view of the Greek clause as having an initial focus position is in contrast
with the common view, as expressed by Kiparsky (1995), that there was a
dedicated position in early Indo-European (henceforth IE) languages for the
topic, and that interrogatives are in a focus position which follows this, as in
Fig. 4 (=Ch. 4, Fig. 1; adapted from Kiparsky 1995: 153, Fig. 33, with the same
. - 36
quotation as in Fig. 3 above):
g
4 /\

Topic S'

Kal Vv T PLAoow peév /\

Focus S
Tt

[+WH] Obj.

8el 0 épol Myew;

This interpretation is similar to that of most functional grammars, but has
drawbacks as a model of CG structure:

1) The prosody does not accord with it, because the second-position element is
always less prominent than the initial one. Though interrogatives bear an accent, i

*This view is justified in Chapter 4.

*Also noted by Devine and Stephens (1994: 459). Dik (2007: 32-3) calls this 'contrastive topic.'
¥See Bach (1971), and Bakker (1993).

*Kiparsky’s use of the phrasal categories S, S', and S" reflects his assumption that early IE did
not have a complementizer. His schema shows the topic as the specifier of the focus (a

simplified version of the X-bar model). See also Hale (1996).
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in Fig. 3 above is not prominent in comparison with the initial element, and in
Chapter 4 it is argued that interrogatives are not prominent unless they are
preposed to focus position.

2) In tragic complementation, the regular presence of focal elements preceding ws
may be better modelled if ws is not itself focalized.

3) A regular topic> focus sequence is semantically impossible if topic is not a
structural category. The phrase kat viv Td pdoow could be both topical and focal
(though not, of course, ‘topicalized” and focal).

2e: Intonation break and clause break

It is argued in Chapter 4 that P2 is not only the normal site for co-ordinating
particles and other words normally regarded as P2 clitics, but also for
interrogatives, which are regularly preceded by focal elements (as in Fig. 2
above), and by an intonation break. The prosodic relation between a relative
pronoun and its antecedent is the same as that between an interrogative
pronoun and its host, though in relative constructions the intonation break
coincides with the clause boundary. The structure is shown in Fig. 5 (=Ch. 4,
Fig. 3):”

Fig. 5 PP
oS NP
P1 CP

TOUS KPATOUVTAS

P2 P

o

ovs

8oL’ éyw TmoTe Ob;.
!

*The citation is from Choe.267: ‘[Someone might tell this] to the rulers, whom may I see die one day’.
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The prosodic relation between the head noun and relative is similar to that
between a specifier and head in a CP, but the focal pattern spans the clause
break,” so the structure differs from a correlative in having a prosodic link.

2f: Free relatives and cohesive focalization

Indefinite pronouns regularly introduce free (headless) relatives. It is not only
the lack of a head noun which creates loss of specificity, but also the
association with verbs of speech and cognition:”’ a few Homeric free relatives
are associated with verbs of giving or taking (11.15.109, Od.1.316) or showing
(11.22.73), but almost all involve verbs of speech or cognition, so may be
termed indirect questions. In free relatives, Te, Tis, and -7t all function as
indefinite markers, cohesive focalizers, and adverbial links. Epic e is
modelled as the head of the CP in Fig. 6 (=Ch. 5, Fig. 1):*°

Figure 6

VP

NP
YVOPEVaL

Object CP
Focus C’
p1 /\
bs TE IP

| /\
Tepevyol

*In the corpus, even restrictive relative clauses generally have a discernible intonation break,
unlike restrictives in English. A phonetic motivation may be involved (‘the man that broke the
bank at Monte Carlo’, rather than ‘who’). On the aspirate, see Chapter 4, Section 2cii.

¥ A relation between indefinite reference and interrogation is observed by Dover (1960: 12),
Monteil (1963: 150, 154), and Lyons (1977: 761-2), and is discussed in Chapter 5, Section 2d.
“The citation is from I1.21.609: “To find out who had got away’.



16

“Os is here metrically prominent at the C2 caesura.*' It is not only subject of
medelyot, but also has an object-like relation with yvwpevat, in terms of its
(missing) antecedent (‘[the ones] who got away’). This is illustrated by the
inclusion of the object NP in the diagram. The structure is therefore close to a
correlative, with nominative case retained (see Chapter 5, Sections 2b and 2c).

A functional parallel is created by Tis affixes. Although Tis is etymologically
a pronominal and not a conjunction, it may still be modelled as head of the
CP (because indefinite and linking functions are semantically similar, and Tis
is not co-referent with an element in the subordinate clause).”> The
construction is schematized in Fig. 7 (=Ch. 5, Fig. 2):8

Figure 7
VP
¢k T €péovTo /CP
Focus C
P1 / \
0s
TS 1P

TOVS™ €ln Baoliels

Here, the function of the P1 element as main verb object is less clear (which is
why the main clause NP position is omitted in the diagram), though the CP is
structurally the main verb complement. The structure is closer to a direct
question, though 6s still functions as subordinate verb subject, in a focalized
relation with Tis. It is metrically prominent at the start of the line.

! After the fourth foot: see Fraenkel (1955), and Chapter 3, Section 4.
42Similarly, the English complementizer ‘that’ is also etymologically a pronominal (and may
still retain the logical form of one: see Davidson 1968).

“The citation is from Od.10.109-10: ‘And they asked who was king of these people...".
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The next stage in the development of complementation is the use of neuter
pronouns in indirect questions, because in these cases the pronoun can be
interpreted syntactically as functioning in either clause, and there is also a
semantic ambiguity: ‘say [the thought] which you are thinking/ speak [the
subordinated proposition]’. The structure is shown in Fig. 8 (=Ch. 5, Fig. 3):*

Figure 8
vp
P
abda N
Ob;. cpP
P1 c
Focus / \
| 8 TU 1P

dpovéets  Obj.
|

Because in complementation 01t is not an argument of the subordinate verb,
the form is encouraged by the use of a cognitive main, but not subordinate,
verb (‘I know that xis y’). The difference with respect to the main verb is that the
complementizer does not only denote the textual object (the following
subordinate proposition), but also deictically ‘refers’ to it.*” The prominence
created by focalization is a prosodic marker which announces the following

*11.14.195=04.5.89: “Say what you are thinking.’
“This may be termed ‘impure textual deixis’ (Lyons 1977: 668). Such a ‘sententialist’
interpretation of complementation was first suggested, for English, by Davidson (1968). See

also Quine (1968) and Davidson (1979).
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clause, as in Fig. 9 (=Ch. 5, Fig. 4), where the construction may be translated

as emphatic (“for I know well this, that you are all sick’):46

Figure 9
VP

N

€l yap old’ NP
Object CpP
Focus C'
P1 /\
8-
TL 1P

VOOELTE TAVTES

It may be remarked that the complementizer is here also prosodically
highlighted by its position in the last foot of the trimeter line (a position noted
above, in Section 2a, as emphatic).

2g: s-complementation and explicit objects

The interpretation of the linking element as focalized is justified, not only on
semantic grounds (the connection between interrogation and indefinite
reference), but also by analogy with ns-complements. In the tragic texts of the
corpus, a majority of as-complements are preceded by explicit main verb
objects. In many, the textually-deictic function is regularly performed by
demonstrative objects, which themselves have a cohesively-focalizing suffix.
The intonation break and clause break are coincident, and os functions as a

*0T.59-60.
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focus marker. The structure is shown in Fig. 10 (=Ch. 6, Fig. 3):"

Fig. 10
VP

Adv. V cp
ApTL YUYVOOKELS Pl/\

Focus

68 / \

TAS TLS aUTOV TOU TENAS ANV (LAET

Here, the focal element functions syntactically in the main clause, but
deictically points to the following subordinate proposition. The ‘catadeictic’
demonstrative 66¢ is always involved in such constructions (rather than the
‘anadeictic’ o0Tos).*® Monteil (1963, 251) interprets a demonstrative object as
emphasizing the ‘substantival” force of completives, but the construction is
seen here as representing a development from the transitive circumstantial
("know x as being y’), though involving a deictic element as main verb object.
Pragmatic as well as prosodic emphasis may be inferred (‘Have you only just
learned this, that...’).

2h: Prolepsis

A close analogue of the transitive circumstantial is evident in proleptic
constructions, where the main verb object is expressed by a referring
expression which is co-referent with the subject of the subordinate verb. The

¥’ Medea 85-6, 'Have you only just learned this, that each loves himself more than his neighbour?’

*It is also involved in the hyperbatic pattern discussed in Chapter 3.
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structure is schematized in Fig. 11 (=Ch. 6, Fig. 2):*

Fig. 11
VP
KATAPAOe Te NP

cP
P1 C
Td kplva ToU dy%\
4 oS P

) ’
avEavovoLy

This is, grammatically, irregular (because only one semantic role is standardly
assigned to each verbal argument),”’ but the anacoluthic structure seems
semantically and prosodically accurate: its irregularity demonstrates the
inchoate stage of complementation. Co-reference persists even in modern
languages (‘consider the lilies; of the field, how they;j grow’).51

The phonological contrast evident in prolepsis (that it almost always involves
(s or other light conjunctions)™ is central to the interpretation. Prolepsis is a
regular feature of CG, as in the oldd ce bs/ds €l construction,” and it is
argued in Chapter 6 that it exemplifies the developing structure of
complementation, rather than being simply a stylistic curiosity.

“The citation is from Matthew 6.24: ‘Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow’.

*The O-criterion: see Chomsky (1981: 36). ©-roles are defined in terms of causality or agency
(Tesniere 1959, Fillmore 1968), or of spatial or temporal goals (Gruber 1976, Jackendoff 1983).
*'The case is ambiguous here, but in other proleptic constructions it is clearly accusative, as
at I1.2.409: idee yap xkata Oupov dderdedv s émovelTo (for he knew in his mind his brother,
how he was troubled).

*As at Eum.587 and Med.39 (el); Frogs 41 (u1).

*As 11.9.527-8, Eum.454.
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3: Aetiology of complementation

As evident from the examples in the previous section, there is an ambiguity in
the position of the linking element, as being in main verb object position with
a following conjunction, or in subordinate focus position (P1) with a particle
in P2. It is proposed that ambiguity reflects the origins, and that there is a
prosodic and functional parallel between focus and object, and between P2

and the complementizer position.

All complementation requires a reporting verb with the linking word as
object. There must therefore have been an expansion in the transitivity of
these verbs, from taking only exophorically-referring objects, to textually-
referring ones. It is generally assumed that the development of
complementation involves a historical sequence of main verbs: of emotion>
cognition/ perception> speech (Chantraine 1963, Monteil 1963). The aetiology
developed in Chapters 5 and 6 suggests some modifications of this sequence:

1) The development of 6Tt-complements from free relatives required an
indefinite object constituting a focal link, and a main verb of speech, since the
meaning of an indirect question is semantically intermediate between a
relative and a complement (‘they asked what troubled him’), as the interrogative
can be interpreted as functioning in both clauses. Only with a cognitive verb,
however, is the structure unambiguously completive.

2) Complementation with os developed from Homeric interrogative clauses
following cognitive and speech verbs (‘know how” and ‘tell how’), to a
transitional stage circumstantials following speech verbs, either with indirect
objects (‘singing about Ares and Aphrodite, how they lay together’), or following
cognitive verbs, with direct objects (‘knowing x as being y).>* The transition is
exemplified by proleptic constructions.

3) Main verbs of emotion are less important to the structure, because they do
not appear to be earlier than the others, and in fact increase in frequency into
the fourth century. The causal meaning of 67t, ‘because’, may in fact derive

**The expression ‘cognitive verb’ is used to denote verbs of perception and judgment.
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from completives with 67, so ‘rejoice because’ post-dates ‘rejoice that’, rather

55
than the converse.

4: Justification of the hypothesis of focal linking

The proposed relation between the prosody and the syntactic structure of the
inter-clausal link is justified in two ways: in terms of its explanatory power,
and because it makes a testable prediction.

It provides a unified explanation for a number of features of CG word order
and clause linking:

i) A structural difference accompanying the order of conditionals.

ii) The regular position of relative and complement clauses following their
main clause.

iii) The similarity of free relative constructions with 6oTis and complements
with 67L.

iv) The high frequency of verbs of speech in Homeric free relatives.

v) A functional parallel between the affix of indefinite/interrogative
pronouns and epic Te.

vi) The use of two distinct complementizers, 6Tt and ws, and their variants.
vii) The high frequency of main verb objects with ws-complements, and the
association of proleptic constructions with ws.

The proposed mechanism of focal linking also combines with the intra-clausal
principle of phonological weight as a unified explanation of word order, as
the ‘heavy’ element at the end of one clause is in emphatic position in the
other.

The analysis also provides a structural motivation for VO order (since an
element which is focalized in the subordinate clause is likely to follow the
verb in the main clause), which accords with a transition between an OV and
a VO order, and so might be added to the proposed motivations for a
‘rightwards drift’ in IE languages.”

*Monteil (1963) holds the second view, and Cristofaro (1998) the first.
%GSee Ross (1970, 1973), Lehmann (1973, 1974, 1978, 1986), Vennemann (1974, 1984), Watkins
(1976), and Bauer (1995).
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Testability. The hypothesis makes a testable prediction: that, in CG, there is
no regular initial emphatic position within the syntactic structure of
subordinate clauses which follow their main, and that preposed elements
function syntactically within the main clause. No evidence to the contrary is
found in the texts studied here:”’ if it were found in contemporary texts, the
hypothesis would require serious revision.

It is, of course, likely that as the syntactic structure became regular, so it also
became less prosodically prominent. As os-complementation became
common, so it omitted main clause objects except in emphatic constructions,
and the complementizer 6Tt also came to bear progressively less emphasis.
The circumstantial is the inchoate form of complementation.

5: Metrical constraints

The discussion concentrates on poetic texts, but the following presumptions
may be made about the relationship between poetry and prose:

1) Poetic language is based on the same prosodic principles as prose.”

2) The same syntactic rules apply in poetry and prose, even if the exploitation
of these rules is subject to specific constraints in different genres.

3) If prosody reflects sym’cax,59 then metrical form, which constitutes
particularly visible prosodic constraints on language, may help identify

underlying syntactic structure.

This does not imply that poetic and prose order will necessarily be the same:
constraints on rhythm also constrain word placing, yet all language has a
rhythmic component, and Greek metrical patterns are likely to represent ‘a
stylization or normalization of the natural rhythm of language’.”’ In order to

determine the extent of constraints, prose texts are used as controls, and

*’The possible counter-examples are discussed in Chapter 6, Section 4b.

*This assumption is made by Allen (1987: 132), Liberman and Prince (1977), Ruijgh (1990),
and Devine and Stephens (1994: 100-1), and is implicit in the word groups discussed by
Dover (1960: 17). See also Quintilian, Institutio IX.iv.79 on the existence of feet in prose
rhythm.

*The converse is also possible: Liberman and Prince (1977) propose that constituent
organization is itself motivated by prosodic stress.

®Allen (1987: 132), quoting Meillet.
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comparisons are made with previous studies of prose order (Frisk 1932,
Dover 1960 and Dunn 1988) and of Homeric order (by Friedrich 1975).

In the corpus studied here, no consistent variations between epic, tragic, and
prose texts are observed.®! Similarly, no consistent variations are found in
comparison with previous studies of prose, so the findings on word order
may be applicable to CG more generally. Focal patterns of clause linking are
observable in Plato, though they are naturally less regular than in the poetic
texts. A more extensive examination of fifth century prose texts would be
needed to determine their extent.

6: Textual scope

The discussion of subordination draws extensively on the Homeric and tragic
corpora: all subordinating instances of 67t in Homer and in tragedy are
examined, and the frequency of other complementizing conjunctions is
analysed. A systematic analysis is undertaken of all finite complementation in
a corpus of texts, constituting a text base of 11,343 poetic lines, plus two prose
texts as controls. The texts chosen are: Iliad 9, Odyssey 9, Septem, Agamemnon,
Choephoroi, Eumenides, Oedipus Tyrannus, Medea, Cyclops, Frogs, Thucydides
History 5, 85-113 (the Melian Dialogue), and Crito.?? This data-set is also used
for the systematic study of word order in Chapters 1-3.

These texts are chosen so as to concentrate on tragedy, yet also to identify
genre differences with epic and prose. The corpus is not intended to be a
representative sample of tragic texts,”’ but to provide the most varied sample.
It includes the Oresteia, as the only extant trilogy, one tragedy by Sophocles
and one by Euripides, and the only complete extant satyr play. Septem is
included in order to determine whether the unusual features of word order
observed in the Oresteia reveal a general trait of Aeschylean style.** Frogs is

*'Differences between order in lyric and spoken passages in tragedy are discussed in Chapter
1, Section B4.

®Traditional titles of ancient texts are given. While this may result in inconsistencies, the
justification is advanced that even transliteration of Greek forms would not be ‘authentic’,
because many titles are derived from secondary sources.

%This would be an impossible aim, since it could represent only surviving texts.

*The high proportion of Aeschylean language in the corpus reflects the centrality of his work

in the tragic genre.
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chosen as the comedy because it combines informal style with explicit parody
of tragic language, which may demonstrate how the high style was seen at
the time. Two prose dialogues are included as controls, but not historical
narrative, as it has been systematically studied, in works cited earlier (in
footnotes 5 and 6).

Complete texts are chosen (as by Dover 1960), rather than selections (as by
Frisk 1932), in order to observe larger-scale discourse patterns as well as
syntactic detail. Comparisons are occasionally made between selected texts
within the corpus, when there is no reason to believe the results would differ
significantly with a more extensive data-set. All figures are given with
accompanying percentages, in order to facilitate inter-textual comparison. In
the interest of clarity, percentages, other than those cited from other works,
are rounded to the nearest integer.



Part1

Word Order



27
Chapter 1
The order of subject, verb, and object
Summary

This chapter contains an investigation of the relative order of the main
sentence elements (subject, verb, and object) in the selected corpus. The
principal conclusions are that poetry and prose show comparable word order
patterns, but that no syntactic rule captures both the regularities and the

variations from them.
Chapter Sections

A: Previous approaches to the study of word order are discussed, and their
results summarized, in the following sections:

1: Stylistic interpretations of word order

2: Pragmatic interpretations

3: Structural interpretations

4: Word order in poetry and prose

B: The order of subject and verb in the textual corpus is collated. The results
accord with those of Frisk (1932), Dover (1960), and Dunn (1988) for prose, in
both the prevalence of SV, and also the frequency of variation from it,
demonstrating that subject-verb order is not more variable in poetry than in
prose. Part B is subdivided as follows:

1: Textual data: frequencies of SV and VS

2: Collation of data by clause type

3: Textual differences

4: Genre differences: lyric

5: Summary of word order patterns

C: Possible syntactic explanations are considered. Neither clause type nor
clause order is shown to determine word order. The position of the object in
relation to subject and verb is also examined: a principle of verb centrality is
considered, but no support is found for it. No structural constraints on order
are observed.
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Section C is subdivided as follows:

1: Possible structural motivation for VS
la: Clause type
1b: Verb preposing
1c: Questions
1d: Passives
le: Clause order

2: Verb centrality and word order
2a: Verb centrality: subject, verb, and object
2b: Verb centrality: conjunction, verb, and subject
2c: Verb centrality: conjunction, verb, and object

3: Syntactic determinants: summary

A: Previous approaches to the study of word order

This section is included to present the context to the discussion, by sketching
different ways in which word order has been studied. It gives a brief survey
of, and bibliographic references to, previous work.

A 1: Stylistic interpretations of word order

Ancient writers and grammarians paid most attention to compositional
techniques by which word order may be manipulated, and less to the nature
of the regular order. This is presumably, as Matthews (1994: 101) notes, due to
a separation between grammar and rhetoric: clUv0eots (composition) was
primarily a rhetorical concern. Some grammarians did discuss a natural
order: Dover (1960: 9) cites Dionysius of Halicarnassus (De Compositione
Verborum 5) as thinking there was a natural criterion, Td ovopaTta TdTTeLV
mPO PNUATWY (to put nouns before verbs), because substance should precede
accident. However, the passage (De Comp. 5.17-18) also decides against such
an order (in a sentence which exemplifies its argument):

1) mhavos 6 Noyos, dAN’ olk d\ndns &€8ofev elval pot

The argument [is] persuasive, but did not seem correct to me.
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Demetrius (De Elocutione 199) considered there to be a natural order, pvoikn
Td€is, with what might be defined as the element expressing the topic, T0
Tept ob, preceding.®® And yet, at 200 he writes (again iconically):
2) yiyvorto pév olv dv kal 1O Eumal ...

ob yap mavtn Tavtny Sokipdlopev THY TAEW

Of course the order might be reversed ... we do not absolutely approve the one order.

Rhythm was also frequently mentioned: Dionysius believed composition to
be based on stylistic principles of rhythm and period. Similarly, Cicero
(Orator, 54) cites ‘numerus’ as the criterion. However, these principles are
open to a variety of interpretation, as analyses of the opening of the Republic
by a number of writers, both ancient and modern, illustrate.®® At one point in
De Elocutione (21), Demetrius describes the opening sentence as a dialogic
period in which the elements show little regularity, éméppimrar yap d\A\fiois
TA KOAA €’ €TEpw €Tepov (for the members are flung each upon the other). Later
(De Eloc.205) he describes the opening as composed of Tpipétpa koéppata, and
makes a general link between the structure of loxvés xapakTip (the plain style)
and the iambic line. Quintilian (Institutio 8.6.62—65) attributes the choice of
order of the first four words (from order ‘ad necessitatem’) to rhythm, as "Nec
aliud potest sermonem facere numerosum quam opportunata ordinis per
mutatio’ (it is impossible to make our prose rhythmical except by artistic alterations in the
order of words). Weil (1869: 57) defines the passage as a ‘descending
construction’, in which governing words precede the governed (a principle
which is considered further in Chapter 2, Section B4a). Denniston (1952: 41)
analyses the first eight words as two equal commata: kaTéBny x0es els
MMetpard | peta Madkovos 100 ~AploTwvos, of which the first has a
symmetrical pattern of two monosyllables flanked by trisyllabic words.*”

Cadence and rhythm were frequently discussed as important to the meaning
of the sentence, yet no generally agreed structural principles were proposed.

%A connection with the syntactic subject may be implied, but cannot be proved. See the
Introduction, Section 2¢, and Chapter 4, Section 1.
%The passage is of Plato, Republic (327A): Katépnv xbés eis Tletpard peta Nhatkovos Tob

" AploTwvos mpooevESpevds Te TR B€Q ... ‘I went down yesterday to the Piraeus with Glaucon the
son of Ariston to make my prayers to the goddess ...”
One might also note a rhythmic contrast, in the syllabic inequality of the commata, which

creates a sense of acceleration.
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The only generalization which was universally implied (though not explicitly
stated) was a link between government and proximity.*®

This was usually discussed in terms of the exceptions. YmepBaTév (hyperbaton)
is mentioned or described by Plato (Protagoras 339B-343E), Aristotle (Rhetoric
IIL.v.2), Longinus on the Sublime 22, Dionysius of Halicarnassus (De Thucydides
31.27,52.22), Quintilian (Institutio 8.6.62-65), and Philodemus (Rhetorica
1.160S). In Protagoras (339B — 343E), Plato has Socrates develop an argument
based on the possibility that the adverb d\adéws in the sentence (from an ode
by Simonides) dvop’ dyabov pev dlabéws yevéobar xahemov (itis [...] hard for a
man [...] to become [truly] good) is an example of hyperbaton, being 6pbis ém’
€oxdTtw kelpevov (properly placed at the end). He does not define the meaning of
0pbds, but it presumably implies a relation between sense and the proximity
(or adjacency) of the words.

Other discussions of composition make the same assumption of proximity.
Philodemus (Rhetorica 1.160S) considered that the interval between phrasal
elements must not be too great, but again order is not mentioned. At Rhetoric
1407a26-30, Aristotle describes a construction in which éyd is separated from
its verb by too great an interval as doa¢dés (unclear), both on the grounds of
correct ordering of protasis and apodosis, and of proximity between subject
and verb.

A specifically poetic word order was not identified. Dover (1997: 96-112)
describes how Greek rhetoricians and grammarians generally distinguished
poetry and prose not by order but by lexical choices, such as poetic words,
absence of the article and of prepositions with locative datives, and the use of
attributive and compound adjectives (though Dover observes that such
features also appear in prose).”

A 2: Pragmatic interpretations

%Structural linguistic theory makes the same assumption, formalized in the ‘transparency
principle’, as noted in the Introduction, Section 1, footnote 20.

“For the use of \oyos and its variants to identify prose, see Dover (1997: 185-6). The crucial
distinction may be between sung and spoken language: see Dover (1987: 1-15) and Section B4

below.
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In the twentieth century, the search for a structural clause model has led to
the relative order of subject, verb, and object in prose receiving most
attention. Frisk (1932: 14), Denniston (1952: 43) and Dover (1960: 25) all
describe the normal declarative order of Classical Greek prose as subject
before verb. However, just as the motivation for SV is not fully established, so
the high degree of variation from it has remained somewhat puzzling. Using
a text base of selected passages of prose texts, Frisk (1932: 16) finds
percentages of between 64-87% of SV as a total of [SV+VS]: an average (by
texts) of 76%, and a variation of 23% (though if only classical texts are
included, the variation is 71-87=16%).

Denniston (1952: 44) concentrates on logical and rhetorical factors rather than
syntactic ones, since “The grammatical order of precedence is modified at
every turn by the claims of logical coherence and of rhetorical emphasis: and
these factors, again, at every turn conflict with one another’. Denniston
analyses that conflict in terms of hyperbaton, period structure and
proportion, different types of antithesis (anaphora, chiasmus), and the
repetition of words between clauses. Variation is described psychologically,
as ‘a love of pattern-weaving for its own sake’, which Denniston (1952: 59)
attributes to Plato.

Dover (1960: 67) notes a similar ‘desire to achieve variety’, in Herodotus.
However, Dover (1960) also suggests a number of general principles, in his
systematic analysis of the interaction between logical, syntactic, and stylistic
determinants of word order in three prose texts (Herodotus 3.61-87, Lysias 12,
and Plato, Laches), in which words are categorized as prepositives,
postpositives, or as mobile. The proportions of SV out of total subject and
verb clauses in Dover’s texts are: Herodotus 3, 59%; Lysias 12, 83%; Laches,
74%.”° Dover identifies four general principles (1960: 65):

i) Indispensability to sense: essential elements (‘nuclei’) tend to precede
optional ones (‘concomitants’).

ii) Demonstratives are preferentially prepositive (so precede the verb,
whether they are subject or object).

iii) Verbs used as copulatives are rarely initial.

"’These percentages are derived from the totals given by Dover (1960: 29).
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iv) Dispensable subjects may be expressed through the verb inflection, while
nominal subjects are usually essential to the sense (and so, by principle
i, precede).

Dover’s categorization of a word as nucleus or concomitant is based on
predictability, judged from the context, so is similar to the comment and topic
model, but makes a converse claim, since topic is normally considered to
precede comment. However, Dover’s principle (iv) suggests that even
thematic nominal subjects would precede the verb.

All four principles motivate SV, while only (ii) motivates OV (and even then
permits hyperbaton about the verb), so there is a much stronger motivation
for SV than OV, as would be expected from textual observations. The factors
combine structural and discourse criteria: subject-first is in Dover’s system a
discourse phenomenon, while verb and object order is a feature of clause
structure. Variations are attributed to authorial choice.

A pragmatic interpretation of structure necessarily requires the pragmatic
principles to be identified, yet they have been formulated in radically
different ways. It is possible that new information is postponed because it is
cognitively most difficult to process, as suggested by Behaghel (1929). This
order accords with the Prague model of functional sentence perspective, in
which theme is understood as preceding rheme.”"

However, it has also been suggested that thematic words might be delayed,
either because more urgent information precedes (Givon 1983: 20), or because
postponement creates emphasis: Denniston (1952: 46) observes that ‘often an
emphatic word placed at the end of a work, or of an important section of a
work, strikes the keynote of the whole thought.” He suggests that such a
keynote might correspond to Aristophanes’ kepalatov pAipa (Ra.854).”
Similarly, Fraenkel (1950: 39) notes that the first 19 lines of the Agamemnon
parodos consist of one period ending (at Ag.59) in’ Epwiv, ‘a word heavy with
meaning placed at the very end.” This is linked by Fraenkel to a ‘tendency of
archaic narrative not to display at the outset the most important Umoketpeva in
their entirety, but to introduce the elements at the moment when they give

rise to a new element in the story’.

'See Firbas (1964), and the functional grammar of Dik (1978, 1980, 1989).

I\ possible connection with the ypidos (riddle) is noted in Section C2a.
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The possibility that an element may be placed in two quite different parts of
the clause weakens the argument for pragmatic motivation, unless one
position can be shown as regular and the other as emphatic.”” However, the
regularity of an emphatic position at the start of the CG clause, recognized by
all commentators, weakens the view that there is a parallel between ‘regular’
and ‘unemphatic’.

Further, clauses do not always package information into known and
unknown categories: as Dover (1960: 38) notes, the opening sequence of the
Republic has no clearly thematic element.”* One would, then, expect it to have
an unusual clausal trajectory, but it has been more often quoted as typical of
the CG clause (as by the authors cited in Section A1l).

Even more importantly, textual relevance is not necessarily expressed
explicitly. The work of Strawson (1952), Karttunen (1973), Sperber and Wilson
(1986), Grice (1989), and others has shown that relevance is standardly
implied in underlying presuppositions or implicatures, rather than being
always marked by specific referring expressions.

The identification of thematic elements appears to be inescapably subjective.
While underlying pragmatic motivation is inevitable (because all languages
are, presumably, structured to maximise communicational effectiveness), it
gives a rather general interpretation (an absolute constraint on the positioning
of information within the clause has never been suggested). The possibility
that prepositives may be placed initially for presentational rather than
informational reasons is considered in Chapter 4.

A 3: Structural interpretations of word order

Dunn (1988) adopts a more general approach (in a smaller textual sample, of
Herodotus 1), analysing the order not only of words but also of phrases and
finite clauses, through a structural model of syntactic dependence, in which
elements are categorized as either head or modifier.”” Dunn observes a
number of regularities:

73Canonically categorized as ‘unmarked’ and ‘marked’ (see Lyons 1977: 503).
"Horrocks (1983: 103) considers that the first sentence of a text can never be a ‘topic.’

"These terms are defined in the Introduction, Section 1.
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i) Finite subordinate clauses normally follow the main, except for temporal
and conditional clauses, which generally precede.

ii) Participial constructions normally follow the main, except for genitive
absolute, datives, and nominative aorists.

iii) Noun phrases (NPs) generally precede the verb, though those functioning
as complements of copulas follow. Objects, instrumental datives, and
accusatives functioning as subjects of infinitives show random

ordering.

Dunn’s findings for word order include the observation (1988: 75) that
subjects of finite verbs precede their verb with approximately the same
frequency (71.31% of total [SV+VS]) as do indirect objects and manner
adverbs, but direct objects precede or follow with nearly equal frequency. The
SV figures differ somewhat from those in the prose texts studied by Dover
(1960), being significantly higher than Dover’s figure for Herodotus 3 and
lower than the figure for Lysias 12, but are quite close to those in the poetic
texts studied here, as summarized in Section B below.

Dunn’s results show that regularities in clause order are statistically much
more significant than those in word order: percentages are typically in the 80s
or 90s, and even the most variable, relative clauses and dependent infinitives,
have an average regularity in the 70s. However, the unification between
clause order and word order which Dunn attempts to achieve by collating his
data in terms of modifier and head ordering seems unproved. Dunn’s
conclusion (1988: 78) is that, since 33.33% of the modifiers tested normally
precede the verb, while 44.44% follow, this demonstrates that ‘from the point
of view of modifier /head placement the Greek sentence emerges as
verbicentric, i.e. having the verb at the centre with modifiers on either side’.
This is equivalent to the Mittelstellung observed by Kieckers (1911), and
adopted by a number of analysts in the functional tradition (as Dik 1995: 12).
By itself, such a conclusion is incomplete, since it shows only that some verbal
modifiers precede the verb and some follow, but pays no attention to the co-
occurrence of both, or to the possible semantic or pragmatic motivations of

verb centrality if it does exist.

There are also more general reasons to doubt the generalization. As Frisk
(1932: 24) notes, verbal Mittelstellung is a feature of Hellenistic Greek, and to
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categorise CG in the same way fails to explain the high level of OV order.”
Further, a statistical approach necessarily gives a general result, and leaves
the less common order unexplained. Dunn explains the variations in terms of
stylistic markedness, which creates a motivational problem: it is unconvincing
to use results which do not fit a statistical pattern to argue that the pattern
must be a datum from which deviations gain their force (unless a particular
ratio has some inherent stability, or unless positive reasons for variation are
given). Yet the goal of a more systematic explanation remains attractive, and
the analysis of the textual corpus, in Section C below, includes a search for
structural determinants, including that of verb centrality.

A 4: Word order in poetry and prose

It was noted above, in Section A1, that poetry and prose were distinguished
by the ancient grammarians in large part by lexical choices. Poetry was also
differentiated as having metre: Gorgias (AS B vii. 39.9), Isocrates (ix.10),
Aeschines (i.141), Plato (Gorgias 502.c), and Aristotle (Rhetoric 1408b21-26, 30—
31, 1409a22-23) all distinguish poetry as being éppeTpos (metrical), and prose
as dvev péTpovu (without metre).77 Yet prose shares the feature of rhythm: in his
description of prose, Aristotle (Rhetoric 1408b21-2) considers that To ¢
oxAua Ths MEews 8€l pnTe EupeTpor elvat piTe dppubpov (the form of diction
should be neither metrical nor arrhythmic), and there is no evidence that poetic
rhythm was considered fundamentally different in kind from prose rhythm.
The comparison of Demetrius (De Eloc.204-205) between the length of an
iambic trimeter line and an ideal prose clause suggests that poetry and prose
were perceived as similar in kind. The descriptions of iambic rhythm by
Aristotle as pd\ioTa AekTikdV (the best for speech —Poetics 1449a24-5), and 1
ANEls N TGV TOANGY (the language of the many —Rhetoric 1408b19-20), are well
known, yet he also considered the paeon as the best rhetorical rhythm
(Rhetoric 1409a8-9):”

3) dmo povou yap ovK E€0TL PETPOV TV pnbévTwr Pubudv,

WoTe pdAloTa AavldveLy

"*Kieckers categorized the position of the verb with respect to any other sentence element, not
simply its arguments, so his rule is not absolutely incompatible with OV.

”Noted by Dover (1997: 183).

*The paeon may be defined as a cretic (- v -) with either long syllable resolved. Aristotle

(Rhetoric 1409a10-21) discusses the contrasting rhetorical effects of initial and final resolution.
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for alone of the rhythms mentioned, it is the only one without metre,

so most easily undetected.

This implies that the iambic rhythm is, by contrast, visible. Aristotle’s
objection to visible metre is that it creates predictability,”” but he seems to
allow this in ordinary speech (see Poetics 1449a24-5). The attribution of
different rhythms to different kinds of speech also assumes an overlap
between prose rhythm and metre. Devine and Stephens (1994: 100-1) agree
that “The rhythms of Greek verse are simply more highly constrained
versions of rhythms already existing in Greek speech: the pubuilépeva
[rhythmic systems] of verse are a selection of the most amenable puOpLlopeva
of prose. The basic principles of the two rhythmic systems are the same.”

If that is so, it might be expected that poetry and prose would have the same
basic word order, yet the order of the main sentence elements in Greek poetry
has not previously received much attention. Only Goodell (1890: 47) seems to
have contemplated the possibility of comparing poetic and prose order.
Homeric word order is examined by Ammann (1922, 1924), who describes the
prevalence of OV order, and by Friedrich (1975), who uses a relatively small
(and not precisely specified) database: passages from Books 1, 5 and 9 of the
Iliad, and data from grammars by Schmidt (1885), Monro (1891), Cunliffe
(1924), and Chantraine (1958, 1963). Friedrich’s interests are typological: to
ascertain whether the model of change from OV in Proto-Indo-European
(henceforth PIE) to VO in Greek, as proposed by Lehmann (1973), is a tenable
hypothesis. A study of hyperbaton in epic and lyric poetry by Conrad (1990)
is considered in Chapter 3, but no other studies of Greek poetic word order
have been undertaken.

In the next chapter, poetic word order is examined in terms of word
morphology and sentence rhythm. In the remainder of this chapter, data from
the textual corpus is collated,*” and possible syntactic motivation for the
regularities and variations is discussed.

7 Rhetoric 1408b21-26.
%This work follows the practice, attested from 1807 by the Oxford English Dictionary
(Supplement 4, 1972: 737), of treating ‘data’ as a collective noun. This seems justified,

especially since ‘datum’ has a quite different meaning (used above in Section A3).
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B: Collation of subject, verb and object order in the corpus
B 1: Textual data. Frequencies of SV and VS

Subject and verb order in main and subordinate clauses is first examined, to
determine overall frequencies and patterns of variation. The data is collected
in Appendix 1A, and summarized below.

B 1 (a): Caveat 1. Categorization of subordination

Main and subordinate clauses are here differentiated semantically, and no
assumption of structural subordination is made: all finite clauses having a
semantic dependency relation to another, including adverbials and
correlatives, are categorized as subordinated. This includes even clauses with
vdp (which are, however, collated separately in Appendix 1B, to facilitate an
alternative analysis).

B 1 (b): Caveat 2. Restriction to finite clauses

Non-finite clauses are not included. The inter-textual variations in their
number may be inferred, very approximately, from the ratio of finite clauses
to the number of lines. On average, there is one finite clause every 1.2 lines in
the poetic texts. The frequency is lowest in Aeschylus. The number of lines
per finite verb in the poetic texts are: Oresteia 1.7, Septem 1.6,11.9 1.2, 0d.9 1.2,
OT.1.2, Medea 1.2, Cyclops 1.2, Ra.1.1.

B 1 (c): Caveat 3. Explicit subjects

In most texts, the majority of clauses do not have explicit subjects: the average
proportion of finite verbs with explicit subjects is 33%. The Homeric texts and
the Melian Dialogue have the highest proportion, over 50%, while Frogs has



the lowest, at 18%. The figures are shown in Table 1:

Iliad 9:

Odyssey 9

Septem

Oresteia

OT.

Medea

Cyclops

Frogs

Melian Dialogue
Crito

374 main verbs,

330
566
1,712
731
806
452
976
59
304

174=47% with subjects

174=53%
205=36%
545=32%
180=25%
182=23%
96=21%
174=18%
32=54%
70=23%

1"

1"

'

'

1"

1"

'

'

1"
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The percentage of subordinate clauses with explicit subjects is comparable, at
31%. OT. has the lowest proportion, at 21%, and Septem the highest, at 50%, as

in Table 2:%!

Iliad 9:

Odyssey 9

Septem

Oresteia

OT.

Medea

Cyclops

Frogs

Melian Dialogue
Crito

The figures show that there is no greater probability for either main or
subordinate clauses to have subjects.”

239 subordinates,

150
108
519
519
361
137
380

73
207

'

'

1"

1"

'

'

73=31% with subjects

59=39%
54=50%
189=36%
111=21%
86=24%
31=23%
86=23%
19=26%
71=34%

#'Subordinate clauses in the corpus are collated in Appendix 1A.

'

1"

1"

'

'

1"

1"

'

'

82, . .. . . . .. . .
There is however, variation between nominal and pronominal subjects. This is discussed in

Chapter 2.
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B 1 (d): Caveat 4. Exclusion of SVS
The collation excludes the small number of clauses with SVS hyperbaton,

which are included here for reference.® In SVS, the head nouns usually
follow the verb, so the type is more similar to VS than to SV, as in Table 3:

Iliad 9 Main 19 Subordinate 5
Odyssey 9 “ 13 “ 9
Septem o1 “ 3
Oresteia v 32 ’ 11
OT. “ 9 “ 18
Medea “ 10 “ 4
Cyclops “ 1 “ 0
Frogs ’ 5 ’ 1
Melian Dialogue “ 0 “ 0
Crito “ 0 “ 0

The high level of SVS in Homer and tragedy may be noted. Phrasal
hyperbaton of this type is considered in detail in Chapter 3.

B 1 (e): Main/subordinate ratios

Of clauses with explicit subjects, the average percentage of SV of [SV+VS5] is
70%, with quite modest variation (11%, between 65-76%). Listed from high to
low: Melian Dialogue 88%, Odyssey 76%, Frogs 76%, Cyclops 75%, OT.72%,
Septem 71%, Ag.70%, Iliad 69%, Crito 66%, Medea 65%, Eum.65%, Choe.65%. The
proportion in the Oresteia is 67% overall, with Ag. distinctively higher than
the others.

The proportion of SV which is in main clauses in each text is usually
comparable to the proportion of main clause VS within that text, as may be

seen in Table 4 (next page).

$SVS constructions are exemplified by Eum.676: piv pev 1on mav teté€evtar Béhos (for our

part, every arrow has now been shot).
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Table 4: Percentage of VS of [SV+VS]
Main clause Subordinate clause

Average 28 27
Iliad 9 33 26
Odyssey 9 22 20
Septem 29 27
Oresteia 27 48
OT. 29 26
Medea 37 29
Cyclops 24 29
Frogs 23 27
Melian Dialogue 9 16
Crito 48 24

The results may be summarized as follows:

1) Main clauses constitute 70% of total [SV+VS] clauses. This figure varies
among the poetic texts by 14% (from 65 to 79%).

2) The prose texts have a significantly lower ratio of main/ subordinate
clauses (main clauses constitute 40% of total [SV+VS] in the Melian Dialogue,
and 59% in Crito).

3) SV clauses constitute 71% of [SV+VS] clauses, with quite modest variation
(11%, between 65-76%, excluding the Melian Dialogue).

4) The poetic level of SV is comparable to Dunn’s figure for Herodotus I
(71.31%), to Dover’s figure for Laches (74%), and to the average for Frisk’s
prose texts (76%).

5) Order is highly regular across every type of clause, with variations at a
generally comparable level. VS is always less common than SV, except in
subordinate clauses in Eumenides (where it constitutes 55% of [SV+VS)]).

6) The prose texts differ between themselves: Crito has a percentage of SV
comparable to the poetic texts, at 66% of [SV+VS5], but the Melian Dialogue
has much higher SV (88%).

7) VS is slightly more common in subordinate clauses (31% of [SV+VS]) than
in main (28% of main [SV+VS]).

8) VS is strikingly frequent throughout subordinate clauses in the Oresteia,
constituting 48% of total [SV+VS] subordinates. As noted in (5), the
proportion is highest in Eumenides.
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9) VSis equally frequent in main clauses in Crito, constituting 48% of total
[SV+VS] main clauses.

The overall concord between Crito and the poetic texts (and Dunn’s figure of
71.31% for Herodotus 1), the different frequencies of the Melian Dialogue,
and the variations in Frisk’s and Dover’s prose texts (23% and 24%), all show
that genre cannot be an absolute determinant of order: there is a constant
tendency for the subject to precede its verb, yet also a high level of variation.
The motivation must be either structural or pragmatic.

B 2: Proportions of clause types

The proportion of subordinate clauses varies by text in the following order:
Septem 21% of total [SV+VS], Odyssey IX 23, Cyc.25, Oresteia 26, Iliad IX 30,
Medea and Frogs 33, OT.35, Melian Dialogue 45, Crito 56%. An approximate
correlation between style and proportion of subordination may be observed:
the archaic style has less subordination (though Iliad 9 has a high level).

The types of subordinate clauses which predominate in different texts do not
correlate directly with variations in subject and verb order. The data is
collected in Appendix 1B. The results may be summarized as follows:

Conditionals: the proportion of conditionals remains approximately the same
throughout the poetic texts (12-16% of subordinates), though Odyssey 9 has a
lower proportion than the others (9%). The prose texts have a higher
frequency, with 22% in the Melian Dialogue and 25% in Crito. This may
reflect the different rhetorical concerns of the dialogues, where argument
rather than description predominates.

Adverbials: in Homer, tragedy, and Aristophanes, adverbials constitute about
half of the total of subordinate clauses. Of these, about half are adverbials
with ydp, which are often indistinguishable from main clauses with co-
ordinated links. In the Melian Dialogue and Crito, the frequency of adverbials
is reduced (and fewer conjunctions are used). The Oresteia has an unusually
high proportion of adverbials, constituting 60% of subordinates. This is
almost entirely at the expense of relative clauses: conditional and complement
frequencies are, though low, close to the average of tragedy. Aeschylean
clauses with ydp, however, are less frequent than in other authors.
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The number of conjunctions used with adverbial clauses differs between texts.
There is not simply a reduction over time: about 17 conjunctions are in
regular use in Homer, the Oresteia, and Cyclops, while about 10 are used in
Septem, the Melian Dialogue, and Crito. Medea and OT. show a greater variety
(26 and 34 respectively, if prepositional phrases with relative pronouns like ¢€
oband ¢¢’ ols are included, or 24 and 24 if not).

Complements and indirect questions show a temporal increase, from 8% of
the total of subordinates in Homer to 20% in Crito. They average about 10% in
the poetic texts. The increase, and a corresponding reduction in adverbials,
represents a movement from semantically causal to purely formal clause
linking, as subordinate clauses come to function as the objects of reporting
verbs.

Relative clauses: as may be seen from Appendix 1B, the percentage of
relatives is fairly constant throughout the texts, being usually in the mid 20s
(it is highest in Iliad 9, at 32% of total subordinates). The Oresteia has an
unusually low proportion of relatives: 16% of total subordinates. This is in
contrast with all other texts, even Septem, which has a high frequency (29%).

Although there is no constant correlation between clause type and
subject/verb ordering, it is shown in Chapters 5-7 that clause linking in
complements and indirect questions does affect verb and object order in main
clauses.

B 3: Subject and verb order: textual differences

As shown in Section Ble, a 70/30 ratio of SV/VS is the norm in the corpus.
While, as noted in Section B 2, VS is marginally more common in main than in
subordinate clauses (31% as against 28% of [SV+VS]), the difference is small
and there is no constant differential. VS is particularly common in main
clauses in Iliad 9, Medea, and Crito, and in subordinate clauses in the Oresteia
and the Melian Dialogue (where the sample is very small). There are three
very marked features:

i) There is a near absence of VS order in the Melian Dialogue, in both main
and subordinate clauses.
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ii) There is a high proportion of VS in main clauses (48% of [SV+VS]) in Crito.

iii) There is an equally high proportion of VS in subordinate clauses in the
Oresteia (48% of [SV+VS]).

B 3 (a): Details of the variations from a 70/30 ratio
(i) Melian Dialogue

The almost total absence of VS order in the Melian Dialogue, in both main
and subordinate clauses, is a consequence of the typically early placing of
subjects, and postponement of verbs to the end, not only of the clause, but of
the sentence. Subordinate clauses are typically placed in centrally embedded
structures, which are sometimes highly complex.* The extreme separation of
subject and verb may be described as a form of hyperbaton (Aristotle’s
strictures against it in Rhetoric III 5.2 are noted above, in Section Ala).

(ii) Crito

The very high proportion of VS order in main clauses in Crito (48%, together
with the high proportion of SV in subordinate clauses: 76%), shows that VS is
not simply a poetic trait, and is not only a feature of subordinate clauses.

(iii) The Oresteia

The other extreme variation from the norm of 30% is the very high proportion
of VS in subordinate clauses in the Oresteia. Of the 513 [SV+VS] main clauses,
80% have the subject first, while in the 178 [SV+VS] subordinate clauses (if the
34 with relative pronoun subjects are discounted) SV/VS numbers are
therefore nearly equal: 85 are VS, compared with 93 SV.*

¥gee Chapter 3, Section 5.

If relative clauses with relative pronoun subjects are included, the figures for subordinate
SV/VS are SV 126 (59%) and VS 86 (41%). Relative clauses are mainly SV if relative pronouns
are included in the subject total, as would be expected, though there is one instance (Eum.7)

where the relative pronoun follows its verb.
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Such a high frequency of subordinate VS cannot be simply a consequence of
subordination, as may be seen from its appearance in Crito main clauses.
Possible structural motivations, such as the presence of interrogatives, verb
voice, noun class of subject, or specificity of reference, are explored in Section
C below (where it is concluded that the proportions of SV and VS are not
caused by any syntactic factor).

B 4: Genre differences: lyric

The data collation shows that there are no consistent differences between
epic, prose, and tragedy. The possibility remains that word order might be
different in lyric and stichic poetry. Lyric passages in the Oresteia show higher
levels of VS, as may be seen from Table 5:

Ag.: SV 176 (inc. 57 lyric: 32%), VS 52 (inc. 30 lyric: 58%)
Choe.: SV 103 (inc. 36 lyric: 35%), VS 50 (inc. 23 lyric: 46%)
Eum.: SV 100 (inc. 31 lyric: 31%), VS 37 (inc. 15 lyric: 41%)

The reason why lyric main clauses might show a higher level of VS is that the
verb may, for some pragmatic reason, be regularly preposed. In fact, VS often
appears in lyric constructions which express a general statement or maxim, as
Choe.402:

4) alpa: Bod ydp Aotyods’ Epuiv

... for murder calls on the Erinys

and Choe.637:
5) 0éBeL yap olTLS TO SduadLiés Beols.
for none reveres the thing detested by the gods.

These verbs might be interpreted as preposed in a gnomic version of
existential ordering: ‘there calls murder...". Similarly at Ag.392—4, the subject
seems to be mdls, as Fraenkel (1950: 206) believes, though Blomfield (1818)
suggests ws should be understood to precede it, and Lloyd-Jones (1979: 39)
translates the construction as a simile, ‘for he is like a boy that pursues a
flying bird”:
6) HEAAUTAYNS TENEL

Sitkatwbels, émel

Slwkel Tals ToTAVOV OpuLy,

he is, black-clotted, condemned,

since [he is] a boy [who] chases a flying bird
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Such constructions suggest one reason why lyric might have a higher level of
VS. However, in the Oresteia, the effect appears mostly in main clauses: there
is no higher proportion of subordinate VS in lyric sections, and most
subordinate VS is not in lyric, as shown in Table 6:

Subordinate clauses

Ag.: SV 49 (15 lyric), VS 41 (15 lyric)
Choe.: SV 21 (4 lyric), VS 20 (8 lyric)
Eum.: SV 28 (14 lyric), VS 30 (7 lyric)

In the Oresteia, then, VS is associated with subordinate clauses in stichic
metres, and with main clauses in lyric. On the other hand, in Medea, the high
level of VS in main clauses (64 of 88 total VS=73%) is only slightly higher in
lyric (12 in 241 = 1 every 20 lines) than in stichic metres (52 in 1178 =1 every
23 lines). The high proportion of main clause VS in Crito also shows that VS is
not only a feature of lyric. Again, genre does not appear to be a statistically
significant determinant of subject and verb order: these differences must be
due to authorial choice.

B 5: Summary of word order patterns

i) Subject and verb order in CG poetry is comparable to that in prose. There is
no correlation between variation in the SV/VS ratio and type of text (as prose,
epic, or tragic). The high level of variation is also comparable: the most
extreme of the variations are the high levels of VS in Oresteia subordinate and
Crito main clauses. These results accord with those in the studies by Frisk
(1932), Dover (1960), and Dunn (1988), which do not reveal a distinctively
different pattern of subject and verb order: Frisk (1932: 16) gives percentages
of between 71-87% for SV in his classical texts, while Dover (1960: 29) gives
proportions of SV order as: Herodotus 3, 59%; Lysias 12, 83%; Laches, 74%.
The high level of variation even within authors is evident from their figures:
for Herodotus, Frisk gives a SV percentage of 74.1,% compared with Dover’s
59, and Dunn’s 71.3.5

*Frisk uses a large number of short passages as his data-base. For example, his data on verb
and object order in Herodotus is taken from: 1. 6-36, 2.151-176, 3.118-141, 4.118-142, 5.82-102,
7.1-9 & 121-137, 8.113-144. As Frisk (1932: 18) points out, the results might vary with a
different sample.

¥Dunn (1988: 75). The text base is Herodotus L.
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ii) The similarity of subject and verb order in poetic and prose texts, and
between hexameters and trimeters, suggests that metre is not a major
determiner of subject and verb order. Although lyric main clauses in the
Oresteia have a somewhat higher VS level, a converse relation holds in Medea,
so there is no consistent metrical effect. This supports the comment of
Denniston (1952: 57) that “The Greeks stylized everything; and it is the most
difficult thing in the world to point to any Greek which may be regarded as
“natural” ... Probably parts of Aristophanes are the best examples of spoken
Greek. Certainly the metre must have had some influence on the word-order:
but, as far as one can see, not much.”®

While it is possible, as Dover (1960) does, to attribute regularities primarily to
logical determinants, a structural explanation would also be advantageous,
since it would give more information about the language. In Section C,
possible structural motivations for subject, object, and verb order are
explored.

C: Syntactic explanations for variations
C1: Structural motivation for VS
C1 (a): Clause type

A constant difference in order between main and subordinate clauses would
be significant, since in some languages, such as German, the subordinate
order is held to be the basic one.* Frisk (1932: 38-39) believed that Greek
relative clauses are ‘frei von Affekten’, and so demonstrate ‘nattirliche
Wortfolge’, and Kiparsky (1995: 162 n.2) considers this to be a cross-linguistic
rule. However, the opposite view has also been proposed: Denniston (1952:
43) considers that ‘order in subordinate clauses is particularly subject to
influence from the context.” In fact, the texts studied here show no difference

between word order in main and subordinate clauses.

®Bers (1984: 12), also citing Aristophanes as attesting colloquial Attic usage of the late fifth
century, considers versification ‘must have caused at least some divergence from everyday
language’, but points out that this itself varies.

¥Proposed by Bach (1962), and the basis for much subsequent work on V2 in German main

clauses, summarized by Zwart (1997). See Weerman (1989) for a theoretical overview.
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A detailed analysis of clause types in the corpus was therefore undertaken, to
explore the possibility of structural motivation. The data, collected in
Appendix 1B, shows that in Homer and Sophocles, most subordinate VS is in
adverbial clauses. In Euripides and Crito, other subordinates (especially
conditionals and relatives) have more VS. The proportions in Frogs are about
equal. The figures for Aeschylus vary: in Septem, other subordinates
(particularly relatives and indirect questions) have more VS, while in the
Oresteia, adverbials (and relatives, though they are few in number) have most
VS, but the proportion of VS is high in all types of subordination.

It may be concluded:

a) VSis not caused only by some structural feature of adverbials. Although
there is a high level of adverbials in the Oresteia, and a particularly
high proportion of VS in those clauses, VS is high with all
subordinates. I'dp clauses often have preposed words, yet contain a
much lower proportion of VS than other adverbials (70% compared
with 148% of SV totals). The individual conjunctions associated with
the highest VS frequencies, ws, émel, and émeldn, are not numerous
enough to explain the percentages.

b) In relative clauses in the Oresteia in which the relative pronoun is the
object of its clause, the subject tends to go on the opposite side of the
verb to the pronoun. However, Sophoclean practice is different: OT.
relatives are predominantly SV. The low number of relatives in the
Oresteia shows that word order in relative clauses does not contribute
significantly to the overall subordinate VS figures.

c) Conditionals: though Aeschylean conditionals have quite high VS, the
proportion is matched by Medea, which does not have a high level of
VS in subordinates generally.

The figures therefore show no statistical correlation between VS and type of
subordinate clause. VS may be highest either in adverbials with ydp, in other
adverbials, in other types of subordinates, or (in Crito) in main clauses.
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C 1 (b): Verb preposing

The possibility that preposing some element other than the object might
motivate VS suggests that subordinates might be more likely to have VS,
because an adverbial particle might attract the verb next to it. This type of
structural focalization is discussed by Kiss (1995a) and Horvath (1995). It
appears to have occurred in Vedic, Mycenaean, and early Greek (see
Horrocks 1990: 36), and to have become a standard feature of post-classical
Greek (Horrocks 1997: 209). The very high frequency of VS in adverbials in
the Oresteia would accord with it, but the comparative rarity of adverbial VS
in other authors shows that it cannot be a general structural feature of CG.

C1 (c¢): Questions

VS is not associated with questions. In interrogative constructions in the
Oresteia, SV is more common than VS. Out of 196 questions, 151 are finite,
with an explicit question word. The vast majority have no subject, but of the
48 which do, most are SV: 34 (in 16 of which the subject is the interrogative),
compared to 10 VS (in another 4, VS constructions are headed by a question
word modifying the subject, creating SVS order). Finite questions with an
explicit subject (other than wh-subjects) in the Oresteia stichomythia are listed
in Appendix 1C. 24 have SV order and 6 have VS, of which one is existential
and one indefinite.

C1 (d): Passives

The possibility that passivization might be linked to VS was tested by
examining passive constructions in the Oresteia. 109 out of 2,231 finite verbs
are passives (=5%).”’ 42 have no explicit subject, and of those which do, 33 are
SV, 27 VS, and 7 SVS. The VS constructions therefore constitute 45% of the
[SV+VS] totals, which is very high, compared to the VS/SV ratio of all finite
verb and subject constructions in the Oresteia, which is 231 out of 709 (=33%).
There is clearly an association between passivization and VS.

The motivation may be connected with animacy: a tendency for animate
nominals and pronominals to precede inanimates was noted by Silverstein

(1976: 113) in Australian languages, generalized by Mallinson and Blake

*The highest proportion of passives is in Choephoroi (41 out of 689 = 5.9%).
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(1981: 80), and proposed as a universal linguistic principle by Tomlin (1986:
102): “In a transitive clause, other things being equal, there is a tendency for
the most “animated” NP to precede other NPs.” The motivation may derive
from a semantic link between agent and animate, proposed by Fillmore (1968:
24), and perhaps from ergative features in early IE (see Lyons 1968: 351-378).

The link with VS could, then, be that there is a tendency for the subjects of
passive verbs to be late in the clause because they are inanimate. This may be
so in tragedy: the SVS constructions in tragedy discussed in Chapter 3 have
late subjects. It is, however, of minor statistical importance for a model of CG
word order, since the proportion of passive verbs is so low.

Conclusion on clause type

The lack of correlation between word order and clause type is inconsistent
with a motivation based on clause structure, along the lines of German V2, as
noted in Section Cla. The explanation must either be stylistic, or some
constant structural factor(s), realized in each text according to authorial
choice.

C1 (e): Clause order

As noted above, in Section A 2, Dunn (1988) posited that the ordering of head
and modifier might be generalized to include both word and clause ordering.
In order to see whether this is applicable to tragedy, the position of
subordinate clauses in the Oresteia, OT. and Medea was collated. It was found
that VS subordinates are ordered as in Table 7:

Preceding Interpolated Following

Ag.: 9 2 30
Choe.: 1 2 16
Eum.: 4 2 24
OT.: 7 3 18
Medea: 9 2 15
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However, SV subordinates also preferentially follow their main clauses, as in
Table 8:

Preceding Interpolated Following

Ag.: 11 2 35 (17 excluding ydp clauses)
Choe.: 4 4 13 (or 8 ” )
Eum.: 1 5 21 (or 10)
OT. 12 16 56 (or 40)
Medea: 13 3 49 (or 30)

Clause order therefore has no general relation with subject and verb order.
Nor is there a correlation in terms of subordinate clause type. While the
proportion of conditionals and other adverbials which precede or follow their
main clause varies between texts, complements and relatives overwhelmingly
follow. If a modifier and head polarity were universally applicable, as in the
model of Dunn (1988) noted in Section A2, then VS would be more common
when the subordinate clause follows the main (since Dunn 1988: 64 analyses
subjects as verbal modifiers), and so would be more common in complement
and relative clauses than in conditionals and adverbials. The absence of such
a correlation shows that Dunn’s generalization is too extensive: a modifier
and head contrast does not operate outside the domain of the clause. It must
be concluded that word order cannot simply be mapped onto clause order.

C2: Verb centrality
C2 a: Verb centrality: subject, verb, and object
C2 a (i) Collation of data

The possibility that VS may be motivated by the preposing of some other
element before the verb, so that the verb is central, would accord with the
verbicentric model of the Greek clause, the "Mittelstellung” of Kieckers (1911)
noted in Section A2. Though Kieckers did not attempt to explain why the
verb might be central, it could be explained structurally in terms of
‘competition” between subject and another element for the same position in
the clause.
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In order to identify possible preposed elements, clauses containing S, V, and
O are considered (it will be seen that these are quite rare). A categorization of
clauses in the Oresteia, Medea, and Crito is shown in Table 9:

Ag.
Main Subordinate
SOV 23 SOV 12
SVO 13 SVO 3
OSsV 11 OSsvV1
VSO 0 VSO 4
VOS2 VOS1
OVS9 OVSe6

Choe.
Main Subordinate
SOV 13 SOV 3
SVO 6 SVO1
OSV 5 OSsvV1
VSO 3 VSO 2
VOS 3 VOS 0
OVS5 OVS1

Eum.
Main Subordinate
SOV 12 SOV 3
SVO 11 SVO1
OSV 8 OSsvV1
VSO 3 VSO 1
VOS1 VOS1
OVS9 OVS3

Med
Main Subordinate
SOV 11 SOV 16
SVO 8 SVO1
OSsv7 OSV 4
VSO 3 VSO 1
VOS2 VOS1

OVS7 OVSs7
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Crito
Main Subordinate
SOV 4 SOV 3
SVO1 SVO1
OSV 0 OSv1
VSO0 VSO0
VOS1 VOS1
OvVS3 OVS o0

These figures show:
1) SV orders are more common than VS orders, except in constructions with a
preposed object. With a preposed object, both OVS and OSV orders occur,

with comparable frequency.

2) The SV/VS ratio is very similar to the overall ratio for all clauses with
explicit subjects (noted above in Section B 2, and repeated here, in the right-
hand column, for reference). The ratios are shown in Table 10:

SV VS SV% Total SV%
Ag.  47+16 =63 11+11=22 74 70
Choe. 24+5=29 11+3=14 67 65
Eum. 31+5=36 13+5=18 67 65
Med. 26+21=47  12+9=21 69 65
Crito  5+5=10 4+1=5 67 66

3) SOV is substantially more common than SVO.

4) SOV is particularly common in subordinate clauses in Medea. This partially
supports the generalization of Friedrich (1975: 23) noted below (Section C 2c).

5) Of the VS orders, OVS is most common, and VSO and VOS are rare, in both
main and subordinate clauses.

The rarity of VSO and VOS suggests that VS might motivate the preposing of
a preposed object. The converse, however, is not likely (since OVS and OSV
are equally common). Further, the Greek clause is unlikely to be verbicentric,
if SOV is the regular order.

6) The VO/OV ratio is less similar to the overall figure for all clauses with
objects (collated below in Section C2c, and repeated here, in the right-hand
column, for reference). In all texts other than Choe., OV is higher when there is

an explicit subject, as shown in Table 11:
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ov VO OV% Total OV%
Ag.  43+19=62  15+8=23 73 62
Choe. 23+5=28 12+3=15 65 65
Eum. 29+7=36 15+2=17 68 61
Med. 25+27=52  13+3=16 76 52
Crito 7+4=11 2+2=4 73 68

The significance of this difference is that SOV, OSV, and OVS are, together,
more common than SVO, VSO, and VOS. CG therefore appears to be more
strongly SOV than simply OV. The rarity of SVO and VSO is especially
striking, since these orders became so common in Hellenistic Greek (see
Horrocks 1997: 59).

C2a (ii): Three-element VS orders in the Oresteian

Details may be seen in the constructions in the Oresteia. Of VS subordinates,
18 clauses have all three main sentence elements (discounting relative
pronoun objects and subjects).

OVS constructions constitute over half (10) the total of VS with objects. They
occur at Ag.106ff., 222, 1035-6, 1186, 1424, 1432, Choe.755, Eum.309, 597, 647.
The motivation for the position of the subject appears overwhelmingly
metrical, because it is always disyllabic, and occupies a prominent position in
the line:

i) In five constructions, it occupies the last foot of the line, as at Eum.647-8:"
7) avdpds &’ émeldav dip’ dvacmdomn kévis

dma€ BavdvTos, olTLs é0T’ AQvdoTdols.

but when the dust has drunk up the blood of a man

once dead, there is no resurrection.

*'The traditional category of the foot is used as a convenient means of identifying positions in
the poetic line: cf. West (1987: 5). However, feet may represent real prosodic features, even in

prose (cf. Quintilian, Institutio IX.iv.79).
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and Ag.1424-5:

8) dpxew: éav 8¢ Tolumalwv kpaivn Beds,
yroon dLdaxfels O yolv TO owdpovely.
[you will rule,] but if a god ordains the opposite

you will learn, taught late, wisdom anyway.

Disyllabic subjects are also positioned in the last iambic foot at Ag.1186, 1432,
and 1433.

ii) In the other 5 constructions, the subject is placed immediately after the

penthemimeral caesura, as at Ag.1036—7:92

9) émel o’ éOnke Zevs dunuiTos dopols
Kolwwrov elval xepviBwv, moNGY peTd
since Zeus has kindly made you a sharer of lustral

water in our house ..

and Eum.597:
10) aA\’ €l oe pdpdel PRigos, AN’ épels Tdxa.

if the verdict catches you, you will soon say otherwise

At Ag.1035, Choe.755, and Eum.597, the subject also immediately follows the
penthemimeral caesura.

VSO subordinate clauses total 7. They occur at Ag.267, 392—4, 563, 970,
Choe.402, 637, and Eum.420. The construction often follows another preposed
element, as at Ag.563:

1) xewwdva &’ €l Méyol TS olwvokTovOV,

and were one to tell of bird-killing winter

and Ag.267:
12) Tptdpov yap Mpnkaowy Apyetol mOALY.

the Argives have taken the city of Priam.

“Fraenkel (1950: 468-9) discusses the problem of which verb dunvitws modifies.
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At Ag.970, Zels is in a metrically conspicuous position following the
penthemimeral caesura, echoed by {Uxos in the same position in the next line:
13) OTav 8¢ Telym ZeUs dm’ Oudakos mKpAS

olvov, T6T " Hdn Ydxos v Soupols méNeL,

and when Zeus makes wine from green grapes,

it is cool in the house

However, where VSO clauses have verbs preceding a linking particle, and so
prosodically prominent, they introduce a general statement or maxim, as in

the lyric constructions at Choe.402 and 637 (cited above in Section B4).

The rarity of VSO is surprising, because, as already noted, it became regular
in Hellenistic Greek. The evidence of the corpus suggests that it is not a
default order in CG, but an unusual one, always motivated pragmatically.

VOS also appears to be motivated pragmatically, by the postponing of the
subject. There are only two in subordinate clauses in the Oresteia: one, at Ag.
14356 (... €ws dv ol mop é¢’ €oTlas épfis / AlylLobos ‘aslong as Aegisthus
lights the fire on my hearth”), has a postponed subject, which appears prominent
at the start of the next line (it has been noted, by Fraenkel 1950, that the
postponement of names is common in tragedy, perhaps to create suspense).”

The other subordinate VOS construction (at Eum.12-13) has a following
participial clause in apposition to the subject (also a name: maides ‘HealoTov).
As with the other VS constructions, metrical or pragmatic considerations
appear to motivate subject and object position.

C2a (iii): OSV

The possibility that the position of the subject is determined distributively,
through ‘competition” with the object, is examined by considering all OSV
constructions in the Oresteia, Medea, and Crito. There are 39 such

constructions, 23 of which have pronominal subjects or objects”™* (including

B As at Ag.681-7, 877-9, 1436, S.EI.957, and E.El.764. Fraenkel (1950: 328, 394, 677) interprets
the feature as a kind of ypidos (riddle). However, observations of these texts suggest that the
names of gods are more likely to appear pre-verbally (perhaps as their names are not NPs).
94Ag.330, 594, 1291, 1397, 1643, Choe.189, 224, 594, 953, 1063, Eum.116, 299, 459, 643, 735,
Med.74, 310, 362, 546, 759, 1339, 1389, Crito 50b6.
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two constructions, at Choe.224 and Eum.643, with both), and 16 with nominal
subjects and objects.”

The presence of preposed objects, even in front of subjects, demonstrates that
subjects do not compete directly for an initial position. The comparable
frequency of OVS and OSV orders shows there is no automatic tendency for
nominal subjects to follow when the object is preposed. Again, there is no
evidence for verb centrality.

Summary of S, V, and O ordering

In all constructions with three elements, the motivation appears to combine
pragmatic and metrical features: either the preposing of an element into a
prominent position (in the line as well as the clause), or, less often, the
postponing of an element (usually the subject). There is no evidence for a
tripartite typology based on structural determinants.

C2 (b): Verb centrality: conjunction, verb, and subject

Since subordinate clauses frequently have a conjunction in first position, then
subordinate VS could be motivated by the position of the verb in the clause, if
it has a natural Mittelstellung. The percentages of SV and VS in subordinate
clauses, discussed in Section B 2, show that VS cannot be motivated by the
simple presence of a conjunction before the verb.

C2 (c): Verb centrality: conjunction, verb, and object

A principle of verb centrality would imply that not only VS but also VO
would be more common in subordinate clauses, where there is a conjunction
preceding the verb. To consider whether this is the case, verb and object order
in the three texts with highest VS (the Oresteia, Medea, and Crito) is collated
below.

95Ag.127, 198, 284, 320, 700, 951, 1022, Choe.334, Eum.334, 506, 529, 850, Med.1003, 1073, 1192,
1321.
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The figures show that the proportion of VO in subordinates is similar to that
in main clauses, and, further, that the proportion of VO in subordinates
compared to main has no direct correlation with the proportions of
subordinate and main VS. Neither figure supports a criterion of verb

centrality, as may be seen from Table 12:

Agamemnon
OV total 140 main 112 subordinate 28
VO 85 72 13
VO/(VO+OV) 38% 39% 32%
(compared with VS/(VS+SV)
30% 24% 45%
Choephoroi
OV total 74 main 63 subordinate 11
VO 77 62 15
VO/(VO+OV) 51% 50% 58%
(compared with VS/(VS+SV)
35% 33% 45%
Eumenides
OV total 106 main 89 subordinate 17
VO 67 63 4
VO/(VO+OV) 39% 41% 19%
(compared with VS/(VS+SV)
35% 27% 55%
Medea
OV total 145 main 96 subordinate 49
VO 134 112 22
VO/(VO+OV) 48% 54% 31%
(compared with VS/(VS+SV)
35% 37% 29%
Crito
OV  total 44 main 34 subordinate 10
VO 21 18 3
VO/(VO+OV) 32% 35% 23%

(compared with VS/(VS+SV)
34% 48% 24%
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It may be observed:

1) OV is the normal order in both main and subordinate clauses, except in
Choe.and Medea main clauses, and is most predominant in Crito.

2) OV is usually more common in subordinate than main clauses, especially
in Medea (by 18%) and Crito (by 13%). The predominance of OV in
subordinates weakens the case that order might be based on a principle of
verb centrality.

This result is in accord with the opinion of Friedrich (1975: 23) that OV order
is more frequent in subordinate than in main clauses, and with the data
collected by Frisk (1932: 28-31), which shows a higher level of OV in relative,
temporal and conditional clauses in a number of CG prose texts. It does not,
however, support a view that OV is the basic order.

Nor do the triple orders or subordinate constructions give any support to an
ordering principle based on verb centrality. The observations of Kieckers
(1911) must therefore either correlate with the position of the verb with
respect to sentence elements other than the subject and object, or must be a
stylistic feature. The latter conclusion is supported by his figures, which show
that Mittelstellung varies by up to 38% in a corpus of historical and gospel
texts.”

C3: Summary of syntactic determinants

None of the possible syntactic determinants of subject and verb order
discussed above predicts the observed distribution of variations in word
order. The connection between passivization and VS noted above in Section
C1 (d) may be attributable to animate-first order, but the number of passive
verbs is too small to explain the figures. The figures for verb and object order
also suggest no syntactic motivation.

It may, then, appear that CG is a true ‘free word order’ language, with all
regularities in ordering motivated by logical/cognitive or pragmatic/stylistic
determinants. However, structural motivation does not involve only syntactic

*The percentages of central verbs are, derived from the totals of Kieckers (1911: 5):
Herodotus 58%, Thucydides 52%, Xenophon 56%, Polybius 71%, Matt. 47%, Mark 51%, Luke
37%, John 33%, Theophanes 57%.
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patterning, especially in a highly inflected language, where morphological
and prosodic factors may be even more important in determining order. They
are investigated in the next chapter.
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Chapter 2

The presentational cadence:
word order and phonological weight

Summary

In Chapter 1, it was demonstrated that subject, verb, and object order in
tragedy is comparable to that in prose, so implying that it is not constrained
by genre-specific factors. Nor was evidence found for any syntactic
motivation. However, structure is not identical to syntax, and, rather than
concluding that word order must be purely pragmatically motivated, the
possibility that features of the words themselves determine order is examined
in this chapter.

The conclusions are that SV and OV are motivated by the comparative length
of nouns and verbs, that VS and VO are associated with a stress component,
and that a syntactic component is additionally involved in object placing.
These regularities are combined as a principle of “phonological weight'.
Possible underlying cognitive reasons for this feature are considered, and a
prosodic description adopted.

Chapter Sections

The discussion is organized in two sections, the first concentrating on
pronominal subjects and objects, and the second on the morphology of

nominals:

A: Pronominal subjects and objects. A direct correlation between word order
and the use of nominal or pronominal subjects is observed. It appears that a
typology of word order which does not take account of pronominals is
incomplete, though the feature does not fully explain variations in order. The
section is subdivided as follows:

1: Pronominal subjects and word order

2: Lack of correlation

3: Pronominal objects

4: Summary: subjects and objects
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B: Phonological weight. A morphological and a rhythmic feature are found to
be associated with constructions having nominal subjects and objects:

i) Number of syllables. In the vast majority of SV constructions, the verb is
longer than the subject, so there is an ‘ascending’” morphological trajectory. In
VS constructions, however, descending sequences are equally common,
though usually less than [ascending + constant] sequences. OV and VO show

a similar correlation.

ii) Disyllabic endings. In VS and VO, the subject or object is frequently a
disyllabic word in the last foot of the poetic line. This is not wholly a metrical

constraint, since it applies in both trimeters and hexameters.

A third, minor, feature is the presence of appositional phrases. A subject
which is modified by a following phrase tends to be last in its clause, so
appositional NPs are often associated with VS. This factor does not, however,
have a major effect on the frequencies, as the converse does not hold (most VS
is not associated with appositional NPs).

Part B is subdivided as follows:
1: Nominal subjects: syllable number
la: The results
1b: Apposed phrases
2: Nominal objects
3: Phonological weight
4: Cognitive motivation
4a: Right-branching syntax
4b: Rightwards phonological weight
5: Prosodic motivation for rightwards weight
5a: Prosodic motivation for poetic VS
5b: Prosodic motivation for prose VS
5¢: VS, VO, and a stress accent
6: Phonological weight and authorial choice
Conclusion: phonological weight, prosody, and metre
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A: Pronominal subjects and objects

A correlation between pronominal subjects and SV order is observed in all
texts. A clause may end with a verb or a noun, but rarely a non-emphatic
pronoun other than ¢ya (often in the phrase od¢$’ ols’ éyd)).l This
encourages SV order with pronominal subjects. The data for pronominal

subjects, collated by main and subordinate clauses, is collected in Appendix
1D.

The results, summarized below, demonstrate that the proportion of
pronominals varies considerably between texts. The most striking variation is
that Aeschylus uses fewer pronouns than other authors. This is clearly a
stylistic choice, but it does not, overall, affect word order, since Aeschylean
order is comparable with that of the other authors. However, the proportion
of pronominals may differ between main and subordinate clauses, and this
does have a correlation with word order, as in Table 1:

Pronominal subjects

Main Subordinate
Iliad 9 49 [SV 47, VS 2] 18 [SV 17, VS 1]
Odyssey 9 80 [all SV] 15 [SV 14, VS 1]
Septem 53 [SV 48, VS 5] 8 [SV 6, VS 2]
Oresteia 153  [SV 141, VS 12] 29 [SV 21, VS 8]
OT. 75 [SV 61, VS 14] 49 [SV 41, VS 8]
Medea 58 [SV 47, VS 11] 30 [SV 25, VS 5]
Cyclops 51 [SV 44, VS 7] 15 [SV 10, VS 5]
Frogs 103  [SV 86, VS 17] 35 [SV 26, VS 9]
Melian Dial. 11 [SV 11] 7 [SV 7]
Crito 18 [SV11,VS7] 34 [SV 29, VS 5]

A 1: Word order and pronominals: correlation

A correlation between SV and VS variation and the presence of pronominal or
nominal subjects may be seen in all texts. Details may be seen from a
consideration of the Oresteia, OT., Medea, and Crito.

'The placing of disyllabic subjects in line-end position is considered in Section B1b. The

phrase is comparable to the ‘afterthought’ constructions discussed in Chapter 7, Section 3c.
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A 1 (a): The Oresteia

The high frequency of VS in Oresteia subordinate clauses (48% of subordinate
SV + VS, as noted in Chapter 1, Section B 1le) appears to be motivated by a
low number of overt subject pronouns, as pronouns are less common in
subordinate than main clauses. In the Oresteia, there are 29 subject pronouns
in subordinate clauses (8 VS: 2 with Tis, 2 with éyw , and one each with olTLs,
Tdde, TavTa, ov). They are listed in Appendix 1E. This compares with 153
subject pronouns in main clauses, of which 12 are in VS constructions.
Subordinate subject pronouns therefore constitute 19% of main clause subject

pronouns: a very low proportion.
A1 (b): OT.

The much lower proportion of subordinate VS in OT. (28% of SV+VS)
compared to the Oresteia is associated with a greater number of pronominal
subjects. OT. has 49 subordinate subject pronouns (8 of which are VS), again
listed in Appendix 1E. This contrasts with 75 subject pronouns in main
clauses (of which 14 are in VS constructions). Subordinate subject pronouns
are therefore much more common than in the Oresteia, totalling 65% of main
clause subject pronouns.

This is particularly marked in relatives. In the 23 relative clauses which have
explicit subjects, almost all subjects are pronouns. There are only 3 nominal
subjects, all in extensive clauses, and two with enjambement, at OT.853:
1) davel dikalws 0pBov, dv ye Aoklas

Sletme xpAval maldos €€ épot Oavelv.

[as it should have been], whom Loxias

declared should die at the hands of my son.

and OT.1452:

2) obpos Kibarpaw olTos, v ufmp Té pot
mTathp T  €0éotny (GvTte klplov Tddov,
my mountain Cithaeron here, which my mother and

father, living, set for my tomb
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The third construction, at OT.382, has a subject immediately following the
penthemimeral caesura. It might be analysed as a main clause exclamative
rather than a subordinate:

3) b6oos map’ LUy O ¢BOvos duNdooeTal,

how great is the grudge nursed for you

The reason why these nominal subjects are also in SV constructions is
considered in Part B of this chapter. There are two pronominal VS clauses:
one existential at 296 (to be expected, as indefinite subjects are standardly
post-verbal), and one chiastic, at OT.1180-1:
4) kdk’ els péyloT’ €owoev: el ydp olTos €l

v ¢now obros, 1oL SlomoTuos yeyws.

... for if you are the man whom he says,

know that you were born unfortunate.

There is therefore a strong correlation between pronominal subjects and SV in
Sophoclean subordinate clauses. In all instances the end of the clause or of the
line is occupied by a polysyllabic word. Examples are OT.148:

5) kal SeDp’ ERnuer v 88’ EEayyéNeTal.

and we came here for this, which this man proclaims

and OT.171:
6) O TIS dNéEeTar: olTe ydap Exyova

with which one may defend oneself ...

Subject and verb order in Sophoclean constructions cannot be explained
simply as the preposing of emphatic words, or as the placing of pronouns in
P2 (see the Introduction). There seems to be a prosodic explanation in the
examples above, and in patterns like OT.966, where the placing of éyw is the
same as in many Aeschylean VS clauses:
7) k\dlovTas Bpvets, Gv UdnynTOV €Yo

KTevely Epel\ov matépa TOV €pdv; [6 8¢ Bavav]

... [or] the cawing birds, by whose teachings I was to kill my father, ...

Similarly, in one of the rare Sophoclean relatives with a nominal subject, at
OT.853 (cited above), Aoflas ends the line, though not the clause.
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A 1 (c): Medea

The data from Medea shows a similar correlation in subordinate clauses.
Subordinate VS constitutes 29% of total [SV+VS]: rather similar to the
proportion in OT. There are 30 subordinate subject pronouns, of which 5 are
in VS constructions, in contrast with 58 subject pronouns in main clauses, of
which 11 are VS. Subordinate subject pronouns total 52% of main clause
subject pronouns: rather fewer than in OT., but much more than the Oresteia.
The only VS relative (at 228) is existential, 4 of the 7 SV relatives have
pronominal subjects, and the other three have emphatic nominal subjects.

A1 (d): Crito

In Crito, a strong correlation between pronominal subjects and SV in
subordinates contrasts with a lower proportion of pronominals in main
clauses. There are 34 subordinate subject pronouns out of 70 subordinate
subjects (49%), compared to 18 main clause subject pronouns of 50 main
clause subjects (36%). Only 5 of the subordinate pronoun subjects are in VS

constructions.

The presence of pronominals therefore correlates with the low level of
subordinate clause VS (24% of total [SV+VS]), and a high level of main clause
VS (48% of total [SV+VS]).

The highest level of pronominal VS occurs in the rather small total in Crito
main clauses, where 7 of 18=39% are VS. However, a number of constructions
with pronominal subjects alternate SV and VS order. This is examined below
in Section B 1b, in the discussion of appositional phrases.

Frogs and the Melian Dialogue also show a correlation between pronominal
subjects and SV. In Frogs main clauses, nominal subjects constitute 66 of
169=39% of the [SV+VS] total, and, of these, VS constitute 22 of 66=33%. In
subordinate clauses, nominal subjects constitute 50 of 85=59% of the [SV+VS]
total, and of these, VS constitute 14 of 50=28%. The proportions of VS in main
and subordinate clauses are comparable.
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A 2: Pronominals and word order: non-correlation

Word order is not, however, determined simply by the choice of pronominal
or nominal subjects. The proportion of pronominal VS is variable, being as
high as 11/58=19% in Medea main clauses, and 7/18=39% in Crito main
clauses. In both texts, this reflects a generally high level of main clause VS (as
shown in Chapter 1, Section Ble). Further, the proportion of VS with nominal

subjects is also variable, as may be seen from Odyssey 9 and Septem:
A 2 (a): Odyssey 9

In main clauses, nominal subjects constitute 88 of 168=52% of the [SV+VS]
total, and, of these, VS constitute 37 of 88=42%. In subordinate clauses,
nominal subjects constitute 35 of 50=70% of the [SV+VS] total, and of these,
VS constitute 10 of 35=29%. Though there are more nominals in subordinate
clauses than in main, VS is much higher among main clause nominals than

among subordinates.
A 2 (b): Septem

In main clauses, nominal subjects constitute 141 of 194=73% of the [SV+VS]
total, and, of these, VS constitute 51 of 141=36%. In subordinate clauses,
nominal subjects constitute 43 of 51=84% of the [SV+VS] total, and of these,
VS constitute 12 of 43=28%. To a somewhat lesser extent than in Odyssey 9, VS
is higher in main clause nominals, though, again, there are more nominals in

subordinate clauses.
Summary

It may be concluded that pronominals are overwhelmingly associated with
SV, but two provisos must be made:

i) the pronominal SV /VS ratio is not constant between texts.

ii) the presence of pronominals is not enough to explain the SV/VS ratios.
The proportion of VS in nominals varies between authors, and between clause
type. Before possible reasons are discussed, the relation between pronominal
objects and word order is considered.



A 3: Pronominal objects
A 3 (a): OV and pronominal objects

If word order is affected by the presence of pronominals, then it might be
expected that there would not only be a correlation between SV and
pronominal subjects, but also between OV and pronominal objects. The
proportions in the Oresteia, Medea, and Crito show this to be the case.
However, there is considerable variation, most notably in the high level of
pronominal VO in Medea main clauses, as shown in Table 2:

Ag. Pronominal objects Oov VO
Main 44 35 9=20%
Subordinate 9 8 1=11%

Choe.

Main 37 28 9=24%
Subordinate 5 5 0=0%

Eum.

Main 31 21 10=32%
Subordinate 6 6 0=0%

Medea
Main 74 38 36=49%
Subordinate 25 20 5=20%

Crito
Main 34 24 10=29%
Subordinate 8 7 1=13%

A 3 (b): Medea and pronominal OV

A consideration of Medea shows that, although there are fewer pronominal
objects than subjects, there is indeed a higher proportion of pronouns with
OV than with VO, but the proportion (58 of 99=59%) is far less than for
pronominal subjects, given in Section A 1.

When pronominal VO does occur, the pronoun always follows immediately

on the verb, suggesting a structural motivation. The reason does not appear
to be metrical, since line position is quite variable. It can be summarized in
three categories:

67
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1) Second word in the line:” 12 instances (344,394, 476, 489, 505, 636, 692, 709),
including repetitions of dpdow Td5’, 4 times, at 268, 927, 1019, and 184:
8) dpdow TA8 " dTap POPos €l TeElow

I'shall do it, but there is doubt whether I shall persuade ...

2) Last position in the line (6 instances). Pronouns here do not seem to carry
pragmatic emphasis, though they do have prosodic prominence, as may be
seen at Med.311:
9) HLo®: ob 87, olpal, cwdpovdr ESpas Tdde.

I hate him. But you, I think, did this wisely

and 961:
10) [bokels b€ xpuood;] o@dle, pr dldou TdSe.

... keep them; do not give them.

Similar patterns occur at 1057 and 1131. However, pragmatically emphatic
pronouns appear in final position, as in two constructions with ce which both
contrast with pronouns earlier in the line, at Med.1058:’

1) éxel ped’ Huav (OvTes elbdpavotol oe.

living there with me, they will gladden you.

and 515:
12) TTwXOUS dAdoBal maldas §| T  €owod oe.

. the children wandering as beggars, and I who saved you.

This construction echoes the enjambement four lines earlier, at 510-511:
13) ¢onkas Avtl TOVOEe BavpaoTor &€ o€
E€xw mOHoW KAl TLOTOV 1) Tdhaw’ éyw,

... but in you I have a wonderful husband, and a faithful one, poor me.

At Med.344, 636 and 709, there are second-position particles or initial d\\’, so the object is,
strictly speaking, the third word.

*Lines 1056-80 are bracketed by Diggle (1984). The textual problems are discussed by Kovacs
(1986).
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3) Position elsewhere in the line (9 instances); at Med.326, 332, 351, 585, 613,
908, and 1040, and 306-7:
14) ob & olv ¢oBfy per pn Tl TANUpENEs TdOns;

obx (B8’ E&xeL pou, un Tpéons fuds, Kpeéov,

But you fear me: what harm are you afraid of?

It is not so with me; do not fear me, Creon

In three constructions, the pronoun functions as antecedent to a constituent
within a complement clause, at Med.85-86, 168, and 39—40:
15) mdoyovo * Eymda THYde, Setpaivw TE Vv

un Onktov don ¢doyavov 8L fmaTos,

... L know her and fear her,

lest she drive a whetted sword through her innards

It may be concluded that there is a correlation, but a much looser one,
between pronominals and OV than between pronominals and SV. The
position of pronominal objects suggests that the same phonological
motivation applies to object as to subject pronominals, but that there is a
contrary, syntactic, tendency for objects to follow their verbs (see also Dover
1960: 18, and Luraghi 1998: 192). Clearly, head-government is much more
prevalent in constructions with pronominal objects. This would accord with
the diachronic movement of enclitics from P2 to adjacency to their head
words, between CG and Hellenistic Greek (see Chapter 4, Section 3b).

A 3 (c): Pronouns and word order: summary

In all texts, subject pronouns are rarely associated with VS order, and this
explains some variations of order in the corpus. The Oresteia has a very low
proportion of subject pronouns in subordinate clauses compared to the other
texts, and a high frequency of subordinate VS. The greater number of
subordinate pronominal subjects in the OT. is matched by a very high SV
frequency. Medea has a slightly lower frequency of pronouns, but an
equivalent subordinate SV frequency. The low frequency of main clause
subject pronouns in Crito correlates well with the high main clause VS levels.

Most pronominal VS constructions involve either éy», most commonly at the
line end; indefinite Tis; or oU. Pragmatic emphasis is not evident: the position

of ¢yd in the phrase ol8’ ¢y seems motivated prosodically.
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Correlation between pronominal objects and OV is less marked than between
subjects and SV. The reason appears to be that object pronouns are likely to
follow immediately on their verb. The position of objects, then, is determined
by both prosodic and syntactic determinants, while the placing of subjects
appears to be determined prosodically.

B: Nominal subjects and objects
B 1: Nominal subjects: syllable number

It was noted above, in Section A3, that the presence of pronominals is not
sufficient to explain the SV/VS ratios, and that the proportion of VS in
nominals must therefore vary between authors. In this section, all clauses in
the corpus with nominal subjects are examined, and subject and verb order is
collated in terms of word size, judged in terms of number of syllables, and
consequently categorized as ascending (longer words to the right),
descending (the converse), or constant order.

The data is collected in Appendix 1F, and summarized below in Table 3. The
following points should be noted:

1) In order to create a consistent test, only the subject noun, rather than the
phrase (NP), is considered.

2) The syllable number of noun and verb rarely differs by more than one.

3) A consideration of complete phrases may change the figures in two ways:
i) a descending VS order (in terms of the subject noun) may become an
ascending one, if the whole phrase is considered.

ii) an ascending SV order (in terms of the subject noun) may become a
descending order, in terms of the whole phrase (these are collated in
Appendix 1F).

Table 3: Nominal subjects

Iliad 9 Total Ascending Descending Constant

Main SV 57 34 15 8
VS 49 24 17 8

Sub. SV 33 14 10 9
VS17 4 8 5



Odyssey 9
Main

Sub.

Septem
Main

Sub.

Oresteia
Main

Sub.

OT.
Main

Sub.

Medea
Main

Sub.

Cyclops
Main

Sub.

Frogs
Main

Sub.

SV 51
VS 37
SV 25
VS10

SV 90
VS 51
SV 31
VS12

SV 231
VS 129
SV 72
VS 77

SV 61
VS35
SV 28
VS16

SV 61
VS 53
SV 34
VS 19

Sv 27
VS17
SV 12
VS 4

SV 44
VS22
SV 36
VS 14

28

14

52

12

19

139

35
33

24

16
10

12
13

19
19

44
53
21
32

15
13

11
23

10
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Melian Dialogue

Main SV 10 4 2 4
VS2 1 0 1

Sub. SV 9 4 3 2
VS3 2 0 1

Crito

Main SV 15 4 2
VS 17 3 7

Sub. SV 24 10 7 6
VS12 3 5 4

B 1 (a): Summary of results

1) Descending constructions are in the minority in all texts, compared with
[ascending + constant] orders.

2) An ascending order is more common with SV in all texts, in both main and
subordinate clauses, with the exception of subordinate clauses in Eumenides.

3) A few ascending SV orders may be categorized as descending if the whole
phrase is considered. However, in no text does this create a majority of
descending SV.

4) The ascending / descending ratio is much more even in VS constructions,
descending order often being in the majority. Descending order is more
common than ascending in Iliad 9 subordinates, all clauses in Odyssey 9 and
Septem, Ag. and Choe. subordinates, Eum. main, Medea subordinates, Cyclops
main, and Crito subordinates. However, descending order rarely outweighs
[ascending + constant] together: it does so only in Odyssey and Choe.
subordinates and Cyc. main clauses.

5) Many descending VS constructions include a disyllabic subject in a
prominent prosodic position, most commonly, the end of the line.

6) Some descending VS becomes ascending, if the complete NP is included.

7) A few descending VS constructions are followed by phrases in apposition.
This is considered further in Section Blb.
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The most significant prosodic element accompanying VS is factor (5). If
disyllabic subjects in line-end position are discounted, there is a majority of
ascending VS constructions in almost all texts. The more even figures actually
observed suggests that a rhythmic element may compensate for a
morphologically ascending trajectory in these constructions.

It may be concluded that SV is closely associated with ascending order. VSiis,
however, equally strongly associated with an ascending order only if a
prosodic feature, of emphasis, is allowed. The same correlation is observed
with verb and object ordering (see Section B 2).

B 1 (b): Apposed clauses

There is a somewhat higher probability of VS when there is a following
phrase in apposition. In the Oresteia, a high frequency of NPs in apposition to
subordinate clauses may contribute to the high VS level in the trilogy. Out of
92 subordinate VS constructions, 22 have appositional phrases following
(=24%). This compares with 6 out of the 99 subordinate SV constructions
(=6%). It may be connected with the low number of finite relative clauses in
the Oresteia.*

Appositional phrases might preferentially follow subordinate clauses for
stylistic or cohesive reasons: there can be a certain clumsiness (or at least lack
of cohesion) when SV is followed by such a phrase, as at Septem 24 (the
translation mimics the effect):

16) vov 8 ws O pdvtis ¢notly, olwvdv BoTmp,

Now as the prophet says, the shepherd of birds, ...

However, there is no correlation between VS and following phrases in Crito.
Nine VS constructions (out of 41 = 22%) have following infinitives or
participle: 4 in main clauses, and 5 in subordinates. They are listed in
Appendix 1H. The VS total compares with 16 SV constructions out of 79
(=20%). A structural motivation would be possible only for the participles,
which are in agreement with the subjects, in contrast with the infinitives
(separated from their controlling verbs by the subject NPs).

*Noted in Chapter 1, Section B 2.
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An appositional phrase may be included in the prosodic trajectory, and so
included in a principle of increasing word size. However, the presence of
appositional phrases can be only a contributory factor: the figures from the
Oresteia and Crito show that most VS constructions are not followed by non-
finite phrases. For this reason, a statistical study of the phenomenon is not
undertaken here. Object and verb order is, however, affected by the presence
of clauses following: in section Béc it is observed that complementation is
associated with main clause VO.

B 2: Nominal objects

As with pronominals, the OV /VO ratio is more variable with nominal objects
than subjects. In the five texts, VO varies between 27% and 71% of [OV+VO],
and may be higher either in main clauses (in Agam, Eum.and Med) or in
subordinates (Choe.and Crito), as shown in Table 4:

Ag. Nominal objects OV VO
Main 140 77 63=45%
Subordinate 32 20 12=38%

Choe.

Main 88 35 53=60%
Subordinate 21 6 15=71%

Eum.

Main 121 68 53=44%
Subordinate 15 11 4=27%

Medea
Main 134 58 76=57%
Subordinate 46 29 17=37%

Crito
Main 22 14 8=36%
Subordinate 5 3 2=40%

Verb and object order, like subject and verb order, shows an ascending order
(longer words to the right). As with SV, so OV is overwhelmingly ascending.
The figures for VO, however, are even more weighted towards descending
order than is VS. The correlation may be seen in the Oresteia, Medea, and Crito
(the data is collated in Appendix 1G).
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It has been shown that SV and OV orders are predominantly ascending, VS is
quite evenly balanced, and VO is predominantly descending. The features
associated with descending VO include the same metrical determinants as
with VS (disyllabic nouns in the last foot, or an extended phrase), but there
appears to be an extra, presumably syntactic, motivation for the object to
follow its verb. This accords with the positions of object pronouns in Medea,
described above in Section A3.

The proposed explanation, that SV and OV are motivated by the morphology
of the words, while VS and VO have a stress component (associated with
metrical prominence), is discussed below. The first factor is examined in
Sections B3 and B4, and the second in Section B6.

B 3: Phonological weight

As discussed above in Sections B1 and B2, SV and OV constructions show a
trajectory of increasing word size. This accords with the observation of
Behaghel (1909, 1929), that a ‘Gesetz der wachsenden Glieder’ is evident in
Indo-European languages. It has also been observed, by Frisk (1932: 44, 87,
and 94) and Schwyzer (1950: 691), that, in Greek prose subordinate
constructions, longer words tend to follow shorter ones. Chantraine (1952: 72)
suggests that it may be a general rule of Greek for the longer term to follow
the shorter. A tendency for word size to increase in English sentences is noted
by Jespersen (1949: Chapter 2) and Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik
(1985: Chapter 14), and termed ‘end-weight’.

Behaghel (1909: 138-139) initially suggested a cognitive motivation: that
longer words follow shorter ones, in the absence of iconic factors like
temporal or causal sequence, because a more complex task tends to be
delayed. In a subsequent article, Behaghel (1929) suggested that the principle
may be associated with the postponing of new information. Subsequent
commentators have usually followed either the cognitive or the pragmatic
motivation, and sometimes both: Mallinson and Blake (1981: 151-157) suggest
that heavy elements place fewer demands on short-term memory if they are
later, and that light elements, “typically a pronoun or a simple noun phrase’,
occur at the start of the clause for reasons of textual cohesion (which they
describe as topic to the left). Reasons for doubting the value of a pragmatic
approach were outlined in the Introduction, Section 2c, and Chapter 1,
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Section A2. The possibility of a cognitive explanation is discussed in the next
section.

B 4: Cognitive motivation
B 4 (a): Right-branching syntax

The notion that word order may reflect principles of logical ordering has been
suggested by both ancient and modern critics. The stylistic divisions posited
by Demetrius (De Eloc.12-14, 36), the free (6Lale\upévn) and the periodic or
compacted (cateoTpappévn), were reinterpreted by Weil (1869: 51-67) as
‘constructions descendantes” or ‘ascendantes” according as the governing
word precedes or follows the governed. Because Weil’s terminology is
unrelated to the morphologically descending and ascending sequences
described in Section B1, the symbols G> and <G are used here for governor-
first and governor-last respectively. Weil’s definition of government is based
on propositional logic, so categorizes the subject as governing the predicate:
SV and VO therefore represent G>, and VS and OV <G. The implication of
this interpretation is that SVO order would be categorized as G> in Weil's
terms, while, in the X' schema, SV is <G>

Weil (1869: 56-7) considers that G> emphasizes the ideas which the
individual words represent (he notes its frequency in Aristotle’s definitions,
and, as noted in Chapter 1, Section Al, he identifies the opening of the
Republic as an example), while <G emphasizes the unity of a phrase, because
‘I’attention est éveillée, 1'esprit est en suspens et demande qu’on lui donne le
terme qui gouverne’. This is similar to the view of Demetrius (De Eloc.201)
that narrative naturally starts with a nominative (or accusative in an indirect
construction following a verb of speech), at 6¢ dAat mTwoels dodderdv
Twa Tapé€ovol kal Bdoavor TH Te MyovTt alT@® kal TG dkovovTl (but the

other cases will cause obscurity and put on tenterhooks both speaker and listener).6

’In the X' schema, the basic clause (IP) is governed by the verb inflection (Chomsky 1981: 50
52), yet Lyons (1968: 241-242) notes that the subject-verb relation implies semantic
dependence of the verb upon the subject, which determines number. The two views may be
reconciled by an identification of the subject with the inflection. Chomsky (1992: 7-8) has
more recently adopted a neutral interpretation, of agreement rather than government.

SThe terms used by Demetrius (De Eloc.198 and 201), T 6p01) (upright) and 70 mAdyLov

(oblique), as well as the distinctive nominative morphology, also suggest a default.
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The reason could be that G> is easier to remember: Yngve (1960) showed that
when constituents are organized in a pattern of dependency, a speaker has to
remember each until the utterance is complete, and the memory load
required will vary according to structure; a feature he characterized as
‘sentence depth’. Yngve’s model predicts that right-branching structures,
which correspond to Weil’s G> (SV and VO), are easier to remember than
‘flat” or left-branching ones. Though influential, the explanation has several
problems:

i) Psycholinguistic: it is not proven that binary-branching structures are easier
to learn or to process than ‘flat” structures (see Frazier and Fodor 1978,
Matthei 1982, Slobin 1986).”

ii) Typological: the fact that left-branching languages are not markedly less
common than right-branching ones implies that many languages are
‘inefficient’, which is counter-intuitive.?

iii) Diachronic: the model cannot in itself explain language change.

iv) Variation: non-standard orders are not always emphatic, and the level of
suspense they create does not necessarily constitute a great load on the
memory. Goodell (1890: 10) noted that Weil’s model does not
explain variations in order within CG, or between CG and Latin, and
Yngve’s model is open to the same objection.

v) Structural: The model is purely linear, and does not model optional
constituents or prosodic groups (Frazier 1985: 155).

A cognitive basis for word order appears attractive, as it links a structural
generalisation with stylistic choice, but word order clearly involves more than
the existence of right-branching syntactic structures. What does seem likely is
that a consistently-branching structure is cognitively simpler than a mixed
one: Kuno (1974) notes that centre-embedding structures are particularly
difficult to process. The significance of this is that changes in order might be

cumulative.
B 4 (b): Rightwards phonological weight

The connection between a cognitive explanation for right-branching and for
rightwards phonological weight is in the interaction between syntax and

“Binary-branching systems may, however, be inherently more efficient: see Simon (1962).

*See Kayne (1994) for discussion of the structural implications.
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morphology (especially evident in an inflecting language).” Memory load is
clearly applicable to large (phrasal) constituents, as ‘Heavy NP Shift’ (the
rightwards adjunction of complex NPs —see Ross 1967), and extraposition
(rightwards placing of subject clauses —see Jespersen 1924, Koster 1978). The
most rapid recognition of even small-scale phrasal constituents may also be
achieved by postponing heavier elements (see Hawkins 1983, 1990, 1994; Dik
1978: Ch. 9; id. 1989)."

Parsing efficiency suggests an explanation of why weight might be placed to
the right, though analyses of textual corpora have not yet shown strong
correlation between word order and constituent size (see Siewierska 1993)."!
Wasow (1997) argues that a better explanation is provided by a production-
based explanation: that it is in a speaker’s interest to “keep options open” as
long as possible, so an order of words which is less predictable to a listener
might be preferred by a speaker (as postponing heavy elements generally
delays a speaker’s commitment to the final structure).

The prospect of a direct cognitive explanation for linguistic structure is
attractive, but cognitive models have so far had little predictive power,
perhaps because they concentrate on constituent ordering'” rather than word
size or prosodic prominence (only Dryer 1992 has addressed the relationship

between constituent and word ordering)."

In a highly inflected language, weight could be analysed as a morphological
feature, as words are often full phrasal constituents. The data here accords
with either view: the figures in Section B 1(a) show that the predominance of

°The relation between the two is described by Baker (1985) as the ‘mirror principle”.
Hawkins proposes that order is motivated by Early Immediate Constituent (EIC)
recognition, while Dik (1989: 351, 369) suggests a weight-based ‘language-independent order
of constituents” (LIPOC), of [clitic> pronoun> NP > adpositional phrase> subordinate clause].
"Siewierska examines only subject and object order, in terms of number of words in an XP.
“This may change with progress in machine-based parsing, on which see Marcus (1980),
Fodor (1983), Berwick and Weinberg (1984) Hausser (1989), Berwick, Abney, and Tenny
(1991), and Bunt and Tomita (1996).

13Dryer (1992) describes word order in terms of phrases and single words, associating VO
with word> phrase order. This creates the problem of defining a phrase, which Dryer (1992:
112—4) restricts to full (XP) projections.
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ascending SV is similar in both frameworks, though categorization by
constituents somewhat reduces the predominance of descending VS. Single
words are used here as the unit of analysis, in order to concentrate on the

smaller-scale features.

In either framework, inflections add rightwards weight: the nominative is
often phonologically zero, and generally precedes the non-zero accusative
(see Gil 1982: 133—4). The inflectional system may then motivate subject>
object order, and also SV and OV, due to the relative size of noun and verb
inflections. This feature is particularly relevant to the figures for pronominal
order discussed above: the proportional difference between a monosyllabic
and a disyllabic constituent is greater than that between two constituents
with, say, 5 and 6 syllables, so pronominals are especially sensitive to case-
marking rules (see Gil 1982: 134).

However, the lack of correlation between VS and ascending order (described
above in Section Bla) shows that more is involved in rightwards phonological
weight than simply number of syllables. A prosodic component appears to be

involved too.

B 5: Prosodic motivation for rightwards weight
B 5 (a): Prosodic motivation for poetic VS

There does not appear to be a simple rightwards trajectory of increasing
emphasis: the traditional view (as Thomson 1938: 18, Denniston 1952: 44) is
that emphasis declines over the course of the CG clause. However, the clause
end is also generally agreed to have some prominence. The conclusion must
be that a purely linear model is inadequate, and prosodic and intonational
groupings should also be considered. Three metrical groupings are of
particular relevance: the prominence of the start of the line, a more regular
metrical organisation in the second colon than in the first, and a rhythmic
effect in the last foot:

i) The start of the clause is universally agreed to be emphatic, and this is
reflected in the typical prosodic structure of the stichic line, with a single
intonation break, discussed by Fraenkel (1932, 1933), De Groot (1935), and
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Allen (1973)."* Allen (1973: 115) describes the colon (or its delimiting
caesurae) as ‘a metrical feature, based on grammar, and manifested in
composition.” Ruijgh (1990: 229-230) notes the frequency with which the line
break and the penthemimeral caesura define the phonetic frontier between
‘I’expression thématoide’ (by which he means topical expressions, including
adverbials) and ‘la phrase proprement dite.” The start of the clause is
examined further in Chapter 4.

ii) It is observed by Allen (1973: 106) that the second colon of the stichic line is
normally defined more rigidly than the first. This appears to be a very ancient
feature: West (1987: 6) notes that, in early IE poetry, quantities were free,
except towards the end of the verse. Its appearance in tragic iambics is
exploited at Ra.1198ff., where Euripides is criticized for the Lekythion pattern
commencing at the penthemimeral caesura. A different criticism of
Aeschylus, that his lyrics include dactylic refrains, is made at Ra.1264-5
(=Myrmidons 1):
17) POGT TAXLANeD, | Tl moT’ dvdpoddikTor dkolwy

i1, koo, ol meNdbels ém’ dpwydv;

Phthian Achilles, | why hearing the man-slaying

-ah- blows, do you not join to help?

This implies that, in Aeschylean lyric, the second period of a clause is
prosodically predictable, even in a following line.”” The connection with
phonological weight lies in the highlighting effect which a predictable rhythm
has on linguistic form (discussed by Aristotle, Rhetoric 1408b21-26, and
implicit in the ‘poetic function” of Jakobson 1987: 69). The impression of
solidity resulting from a highly visible form may be seen in hyperbatic
constructions, as at Choe.773:

18) €V Ayyélw yap KumTOs OpbodTal Adyos.

. . . 16
For in the messenger the crooked word is made straight.

14Bibliographies may be found in De Groot (1919: 200-217), Allen (1973: 361-389), and Devine
and Stephens (1984: 142-147, 1994: 498-562).

Dover (1993: 345) notes that the satire is directed not only to Aeschylus’s fondness for
dactylic thythm, ‘but also his use of refrains, which sometimes consist of only a few words ...
but may also constitute short stanzas.’

“Garvie (1986: 253) discusses the textual problems of the line.
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Here, the hyperbaton may be considered to give more weight to the whole
constituent kunTos Aoyos. The metrical regularity of this type of hyperbaton
is considered in detail in Chapter 3.

iii) The last word: while weight to the right does not involve only a
continuum of increasing emphasis, the final position itself appears to be
prominent (cf. Quintilian, Institutio IX.iv.29). Pragmatic reasons why this
might be so (mostly involving the notion of a key or thematic word) have
been suggested by Delbriick (1900: 110), Kithner (1904: 597), Thomson (1938:
19), and Denniston (1952: 45)."”

However, the prominence of the last word of the stichic line may serve a
prosodic function: the marking of a period. Quintilian (Institutio IX.iv.91-3)
notes that long syllables, which carry more auctoritas (dignity), create a
sentence ending which is firmissima (strongest), Demetrius (De Elocutione 39)
describes a long final syllable in prose as j.eyaAelov (grand), and a general
tendency for the last syllable of a word group to be lengthened is noted by
Allen (1973: 204-207) and Devine and Stephens (1984: 25-28).

Final emphasis is particularly clear in poetry: though Thomson (1938: 368)
argues that ‘the end of the line, as such, is never emphatic’, the iambic line
and the clause regularly coincide (as is implied by the fact that enjambement
is worthy of note, and by the correlation proposed by Demetrius, De Eloc.204—
205, between the trimeter line and the ideal length of a prose clause, noted in
Chapter 1, Section A4). Final emphasis is encouraged by the rhythmic
principle, canonically described in terms of ‘bridges’,"” that repeated
coincidence of word boundaries with metrical units should be avoided. This
presumably also motivates the normal division of trimeter and hexameter
lines by caesura within the metra (such as the penthemimeral and
hephthemimeral caesurae) rather than diaeresis (when word and metron end
coincide).

However, metrical and word boundaries regularly coincide in the final foot,
with a high frequency of final disyllabic nouns throughout trimeters in
tragedy: Raalte (1986: 207, 214 Table XX) shows that more than 75% of tragic
trimeters have word breaks before the penultimate or final foot. The late

See Chapter 1, Section A 2.

"®An extensive discussion is given by Devine and Stephens (1984).
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position is the more common, with similar proportions in Aeschylus,
Sophocles, and Euripides (with percentages in the mid-50s, rather than the
30s after the second metron). It is interpreted by Raalte (1986: 21) as a return
to the initial rising movement of the iambic. It cannot be simply a metrical
feature, because it is also a feature of the hexameter line, so it may be not only
the coincidence of word and final foot, but the disyllabic beat itself, which is
‘a rhythmic index of verse-end” (Raalte 1986: 29)."

These three features (initial prominence, increasing rhythmic regularity, and
final prominence) are further discussed in the remainder of this work, and it
will be shown that, in connected texts and in complex sentences, initial and

final prominence are combined.
B 5 (b): Prosodic motivation for prose VS

Since, as shown in Chapter 1, prose and poetic order are comparable, similar
prosodic motivation might be expected. This is partly borne out in the prose
texts of the corpus: in the Melian Dialogue and Crito, SV is always associated
with ascending order (see Appendix 1F). However, VS is also associated with
ascending or constant order (in both texts, though only in Crito main clauses
is there a significant number of examples: 17, of which 7 are ascending, 3
descending, and 7 constant). The same predominance of ascending
constructions may be seen in verb and object ordering in Crito (see Appendix
1G). It may be inferred that there is the same association of noun and verb
length and morphological weight in both genres, but that the last position of
the stichic line is more prominent than the final word of a prose period, as
might be expected.

Prosodic groupings can, of course, be observed in prose too.”’ In Crito, there
seems to be a final rhythmic component in VS clauses with the subject ot
moAoL, where the repeated long syllables create prominence. The

"It seems to be a contrastive effect, because final trisyllabic words are permitted when
preceded by a monosyllable, as described by Porson’s Bridge, which disfavours [- - |- v -] |],
again ensuring final emphasis. See Porson (1802, reproduced in Allen 1973: 308-9).
*References to discussions of the ‘clausula’ (the last 4 or 5 syllables preceding a pause) are

given by Dover (1996).
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constructions include what would, in verse, be hiatus after the noun, as at
Crito 44c3-4:
19) ob yap meloovTal ol moNoL [bs oU avTOs ok MBéNncAs

damiéval €évBévde MUGY mpobupoupévwy.

For the many will not be persuaded that you yourself did not wish to leave here,

while we were willing

44d2-3:
20) &1L olol T’ elolr ol moMol [ob Td opkpdTATA TOV KAKOV
¢Eepydleabal

...that the many are able to achieve not the smallest of harm.....

and 48all:
21) otol Té elow fuds ol molol [dmokTewivar.

And the many are able to destroy us.

In these constructions, VS does not appear motivated structurally or
pragmatically, by the preposing of emphatic elements or the postponing of
thematic ones, but by the creation of a rhythmic cadence, which would not
exist if the subjects preceded the verbs. It may also be noted that in the three
VS constructions with 1) moALs, the short final syllable is lengthened by
following consonants, at 50c1, 51b9, and 53a3—4:
22) oUTw ool dLagepdrTws TOV dANwY Abnvalov

Tpeokey N TMONS Te Kal MUeETs ol vopoL Sflov OTL:

So much more than the other Athenians did the city and we the laws please you, it is

clear.

Further evidence of prosodic groupings might be adduced from the phonetic
gap created by the aspirated article” and the greater phonological
prominence of nouns compared to verbs (see Devine and Stephens 1994: 352).

How far tonal intonation may be identified remains uncertain, though it was
proposed as a motivation for prose word order by Loepfe (1940), who
associated the G> and <G orders of Weil (1869) with falling and rising
intonation respectively.” An initial rise and terminal fall in Greek speech is
suggested by Devine and Stephens (1994: 429—431), from the evidence of the

*'Comments on the articulation of initial [/h/] may be found in Chapter 4, Section 2b (v).

A critique of Loepfe’s criteria may be found in Dik (1995: 266-273).
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relationship between word groups and musical pitch in the Delphic hymns.
The accentual system, of course, provides evidence of intonational patterning,
and the change from a pitch to a stress accent implies changes in intonation
and syntactic structure too. This is discussed in the next section.

B 5 (c): VS, VO, and a stress accent

CG is known (especially from the evidence of Dionysius of Halicarnassus De
Comp.11.40) to have had an accent based on pitch.” However, the system is
also directly related to syllable number and length, in terms of morae.”* Allen
(1987: 130) observes that, on the evidence of Christian hymn metres, the
change to a stress accent in Greek must have happened by the late 4th century
AD, and may have occurred as early as the late second century. It could have
been even earlier: Allen (1973: 296-304, 1987: 131-139) considers that even in
CG there was likely to have been some feature of syllabic prominence
additional to quantity, which could have been the precursor of a full stress
accent, and Devine and Stephens (1994: 215) cite evidence of stress elements
in vulgar Attic of the 4th century BC.

A movement from OV to VO and from SV to VS appears to have taken place
alongside the accentual change: Dover (1960: 25) describes SV and OV as
‘syntactic rules’ in fifth and fourth century Greek, while by Hellenistic times,
there was, as Horrocks (1997: 59) notes, a ‘dramatic increase in the frequency
of verb-subject order” and also the establishment of VSO as a standard order.
The change has been interpreted in two ways, as rightwards movement of the
verbal arguments (Ross 1970, 1973; Lehmann 1973, 1974, 1978, 1986;
Venneman 1974, 1984; and Watkins 1976), or as verb preposing (Horrocks
1990, 1997). In either interpretation, there is likely to have been a causal
connection between the accentual change and the movement from a
morphologically ascending trajectory [OV and SV] to a prosodically
ascending one [VO and VS]. Reasons to infer this include:

i) An increase in relativization, which encourages VS order in the main clause

(because that order avoids centre-embedding: see Section B4a above).

A bibliography is given by Devine and Stephens (1994: 171).
**The smallest time-unit of prosody, equal to a short syllable. See Jakobson (1937), Allen
(1973), West (1987: 88), Steriade (1988), Devine and Stephens (1994: 47-9).
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ii) The development of complementation, where a subordinate clause
functions as the object of a verb, and is placed to its right, encouraging VO.
iii) A regular association between syntactic object and discourse focus in
modern languages (see Hopper and Thompson 1980, 1982).”°

These features are discussed further in Chapters 5-7.
B 6: Phonological weight and authorial choice

The advantage of an explanation for word order based on phonological
weight is that word choice is obviously within the control of the author, so
the principle puts minimal constraint on style, and in fact suggests that

considerable variations would occur.

Since it is a relative rather than an absolute principle, it is applicable both to
the heavy Aeschylean style, and the morphologically lighter Euripidean one.
It is, however, especially noticeable in the heavier style. By 10 Bdpos TV
pNdTwY (the weight of the words), Aristophanes (Ra.1367) meant the weight of
the referents, but both a morphological and a psychological weight are
implied in his image (Ra.824-5) of Aeschylus hurling:
23) pUaTa yopdpomayt, mMVAKNOOV ATOCTOV

YNYEVET duoTLATL

bolted words, tearing them away like boards

with gigantic breathing

The use of complex compounds is one of the techniques by which Aeschylus
gave 0ykos Tij ¢pdoel (heaviness to the diction),” and, although polysyllabic
words do sometimes occur early in the Aeschylean line, compounds usually
involve rightwards weight: of the 107 instances in Agamemnon dialogue listed
by Earp (1948: 30-1), only 30 are positioned at or near the line start.”” The
constraint here may be metrical, yet the underlying reason is, at least partly,
morphological: many Aeschylean neologisms, as Stanford (1942: 62) observes,
are formed by adding an affix to an adjective, often tautological with the

BThese include Czech, English, French, Japanese, and Russian, and a number of African and
American languages.

*Bios 15.

7 At Ag.323, 334, 536, 597, 643, 669, 870, 872, 889, 898, 920, 926, 960, 1043, 1185, 1192, 1195, 1225,
1237, 1241, 1281, 1440, 1441, 1443, 1586, 1592, 1594, 1616, 1623, and 1626.
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noun,” and such émékraots (lengthening by long vowel or extra syllable), considered
by Aristotle (Poetics 1457b35-1458a25) to be a feature of \Mé€ls oepvn (dignified
style), involves adding elements to the right.

The textual evidence shows that Aeschylean word order varies according to
word choice: the much higher level of VS in subordinate rather than main
clauses in the Oresteia, noted in Chapter 1, Section Ble, is evidently due to
lexical factors, since it is in large part caused by nominal rather than
pronominal subjects, and does not appear in Septem or in other authors.

The similarity of subject and verb order in the morphologically lighter
Euripidean style demonstrates the extent to which ordering by increasing
weight has a rhythmic component. The similarity between Aeschylean
prosody and the Lekythion pattern of Euripides was noted above in Section
B5a, and the parallel between the two suggests that inflections, rather than
compounds, are the principal motivation for order (since inflections are
presumably common to all authors).

Stylistic motivation for variation in word order is also suggested by the
frequency of contiguous VS constructions, which may be observed
throughout the texts, and also by constructions where SV and VS clauses
alternate in the same sentence. This may be seen in constructions with fpets
in Crito (collected in Appendix 1H), and at Medea 390-3, where a high level of
hyperbaton accompanies a double conditional:
24) v pév Tis MUy mopyos dodains davi,

SOAw PEéTELUL TOVOE Kal oLyR ¢odvov:

v 8 éEehalvn Eupdopd p’ dunixavos,

atm Eldos NaBoloda, .......

and if some citadel of rescue appears for me,

I shall go about this murder by stealth;

but if hard circumstance forces me into the open,

I shall take the sword ......

Such ‘mirror forms’ constitute a type of chiasmus, as in the variations of order
in lists (fifth century boundary inscriptions, Athenian tribute lists and the
accounts for the reconstruction of the temple at Delphi), described by Dover

*#As Ag.898: povoyevis Téxvov, Supp.737: moNbdpopos $uyn), AL.821: moNbIMoTOS XAPLS.
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(1960: 54-56). Variations in order are, perhaps, more unexpected in a list than
a literary text, where motki\a (diversity) was considered a virtue,” and they
show how authorial choice may result both in regularities of word order and

in variations from them, without invoking syntactic constraints.
Conclusion: phonological weight, prosody, and metre

The comparable word order in hexameter, trimeter, and prose texts described
in Chapter 1 shows that metre is not a statistically significant constraint on
word order. However, there is a correlation between word order and
phonological weight, which affects the prosodic cadence of the sentence. If an
ascending trajectory of word size motivates SV and VS, while prosodic
emphasis is required to explain VS and VO, then the change to a stress accent
in Greek may help explain the diachronic shift between the two sets of orders.

The advantages of the weight criterion are that it links morphology and
syntax, it is a formal feature (and so objectively identifiable), and yet it allows
maximum scope to authorial choice, and to structural detail as well as the

overall trajectory of the sentence.

Nor is it in conflict with an initial emphatic position: it will be shown in
Chapters 5-7 that the two features are inter-related, because in complex
sentences the initial position of one clause coincides with the final position of
the other. The syntactic exploitation of metrical prominence by the writers,
and its relation to a principle of phonological weight to the right, are further
discussed in Chapter 3, which considers a distinctive pattern of hyperbaton

involving the second colon of the trimeter line.

PMentioned by Pindar, Astydamas, Aristotle, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. See Heath

(1987: 105££.).
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Chapter 3
Intra-clausal poetic syntax: phrasal tmesis in the Oresteia and other texts
Summary

In Chapter 2, Sections B1 and B2, it was noted that many VS and VO
constructions are morphologically ‘descending’ (longer words are earlier),
but may be regarded as prosodically ascending, since they have a disyllabic
subject or object in the last foot of the line, which seems to be an emphatic
position." If phonological weight includes a prosodic component, it might be
expected that the disyllabic ending might be combined with morphological
weight, if constituent coherence could somehow be maintained.

This chapter discusses a distinctive poetic exploitation of the two aspects of
phonological weight, in a regular type of hyperbaton found in tragic
trimeters, consisting of a verb inserted into an NP, between a demonstrative
or adjective and a noun in agreement with it. The resultant NP extends over
the second colon of the trimeter line, and includes a disyllabic final noun, so
combining the morphological and prosodic features of ‘phonological weight.’
The pattern is termed “phrasal tmesis’, because it has structural parallels with
Homeric verbal tmesis.” The prosody may vary according to the components
of the NP and their ordering, but NPs with the demonstrative 66¢ show
particular regularity.

A comparison is made with the use of hyperbaton in the other texts of the
corpus. Phrasal tmesis is found in all the poetic texts, though trimeter
prosody is of course restricted to tragedy and the tragic parodies and
quotations in Frogs. Euripidean practice in Medea appears very similar to
Aeschylean style. The pattern appears rather less frequently in OT., and even
more rarely in Prometheus. A comparison with hyperbaton in prose is made
by examining the constructions cited by Denniston (1952: 52), and those in the

'The analysis in Chapter 2 Section B1 was organized by nouns rather than phrases, though
constituent organization was considered in Section B4.

’It is generally held, as by Smyth (1956: 367) that tmesis is properly only post-epic, because in
Homer the preposition or adverb is not fixed to the verb. However, it remains the common

label for verbal constructions in which a phrasal head is separated from its modifier.
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Melian Dialogue of Thucydides (Book 5, 85-113), where hyperbaton is larger-
scale, and movement normally involves the preposing of subject pronouns.
No similar pattern is observed in Crito.

An analogous pattern of phrasal tmesis is common in Homer, being more
frequent than the verbal type (at least in 1.9 and Od.9). Comparison between
Homeric and tragic practice shows two notable features:

1) There is a change from SVS to OVO as the most frequent type. This may
result from an increased frequency of transitive constructions.

2) There is a change from animate-last order in Homer to animate-first in
tragedy. While tragic SVS hyperbaton has predominantly inanimate subjects,
the Homeric constructions do not.

Two specific prosodic features are evident in both trimeters and hexameters:
the position of the demonstrative or adjective at the caesura (in trimeters, the
penthemimeral), and a high frequency of disyllabic nouns in the final foot,
which appears to have especial prominence, as discussed in Chapter 2,
Section B5a. The tmetic pattern creates a constituent NP co-extensive with the
second colon of the line. The effect is twofold: to define the second part of the
line more rigidly than the first, and to increase emphasis at the line end, so
exemplifying the interrelation between the morphological and prosodic
elements which is involved in rightwards phonological weight.

Chapter Sections

1: Phrasal tmesis in Aeschylus
la: Object hyperbaton about the verb in Aeschylus
1b: Similar phrasal tmesis: indirect object, apparent OVO,
adjectival, and SVS
1c: Combined phrasal tmesis
1d: Comparison with other types of hyperbaton in the Oresteia
le: Phrasal tmesis elsewhere in Aeschylus
2: Phrasal tmesis in the other tragedians
2a: Phrasal tmesis in OT.
2b: Phrasal tmesis in Medea
2c: Hyperbaton in Cyclops
3: Hyperbaton in Frogs
4: Phrasal tmesis in Iliad 9 and Odyssey 9
5: Phrasal tmesis in prose
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6: Phrasal tmesis and prosody
6a: Demonstrative position
6b: Noun position and narrative function
6c: Phrasal tmesis and phonetic weight
6d: Tmesis and subordination

1: Phrasal tmesis in Aeschylus
1a: Object hyperbaton about the verb

Studies of Aeschylean style have usually discussed hyperbaton as a long-
range feature. Stanford (1942: 79) gives one example, from Supplices (1006-7),
where he describes the extreme separation of &v and olvek’ as clumsy,
though noting that hyperbaton can have aesthetic motivation:’
1) mpos TadTa Wi Tdbwper Qv molls mévos

TOANUS O¢ ToOVTOS olvek’ Mpoddn dopl,

And so, let us not suffer that for which we have undergone great toil,

and [for which] much sea was ploughed by ship

The only other tragic construction where otveka is as distant from its
antecedent is at OT.857-8, where prepositional olveka follows a governed
noun (pavTetas). It may be noted that both constructions involve a genitive
which signals a governing element, a feature which is common in smaller-
scale hyperbaton.

Separation of a genitive from a governing noun in stichomythia is noted by
Fraenkel (1950: 827-8) as an Aeschylean trait, and Fraenkel observes that it is
often a verb (sometimes with adverb or pronominal subject) which is the
interpolated element. A complex example occurs at Eum.50-51:
2) €ldév moT’ 1o Pwéws yeypauucras

detmvov gepodoas. ...

I have seen before painted female forms carrying off

the feast of Phineus ...

Fraenkel considers that this construction ‘defies classification’, and is
explicable only by assuming a lacuna after 49. Sommerstein (1989: 90) adopts

*An alternative interpretation is that the hyperbaton is simply caused by the postpositive

placing of otvek .
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an iconic explanation, arguing that ‘the transmitted text is quite intelligible;
its abruptness and vagueness give an appropriate impression of the speaker
groping to describe the almost indescribable.” Both consider hyperbaton to

cause an interpretative problem.

However, it has also been noted that hyperbaton can create predictability as
well as ambiguity. Foucault (1964) identified a clause-final pattern of word
order in a great number of authors, both poetic (Homer, the lyric poets, the
tragedians) and prose (the orators, Plato, Polybius, and Koine writers), which
he termed ‘I'hyperbate du verbe’, in which the verb intervened in a two-word

phrase, of which the last is usually disyllabic.

His interpretation follows a previous discussion on an analogous feature in
Latin, by Marouzeau (1935), who judged it to be motivated either metrically,
for rhythmic effect, or pragmatically, in order to emphasise the last word
(whether a noun or an adjective). Marouzeau believed the emphasis to be
created by the delay and the subsequent surprise, and also categorized the
pattern as a form of homoeoteleuton (because of the final disyllable).
Similarly, Foucault interpreted the pattern in rhetorical terms, and (1964: 68)
described how, in later authors like Polybius, the feature becomes a
disjunctive cliché, “‘une recherche mécanique sans aucune valeur littéraire.”
Neither commentator considered the grammar and prosody of the clause in
which the pattern appears.

This chapter undertakes the task. This type of hyperbaton is an especially
common feature of Aeschylean style, and is prosodically extremely regular.
Because of its syntactic features, it is here termed phrasal tmesis. Just as
Aeschylus is known for his assemblies of word compounds (see Chapter 2,
Section B7), so his syntax is organized in appositional patterns: the low
frequency of finite verbs in the Oresteia and Septem was noted in Chapter 1
(Section B1b), and the frequency of apposed NPs in the Oresteia in Chapter 2
(Section Blc). The description by Aristophanes (Ra.824) of Aeschylean style as
pnuaTa yopdotmayfh (bolted words) may then reflect the syntax as well as the
morphology.

In the Oresteia, the most common pattern involves a demonstrative or
adjective separated from its noun by a verb. There are 116 such instances of a
verb (or participle) between a noun and an attribute, usually in trimeters,
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most with an object phrase, creating a distinctive line pattern of four
elements:

1) adjoined and/or subject elements, and particles.

2) disyllabic demonstrative or adjective, often elided.

3) verb, most frequently trisyllabic.

4) disyllabic noun, normally in the last iambic foot.

The pattern is very condensed, and never includes words other than enclitic
particles (and those very rarely). Lexical words preceding the hyperbaton are
more commonly adjuncts than subjects, and when there are subjects,* they are
mostly emphatic, or relative pronouns with adjuncts. The pattern is almost
always clause-fimal,5 though it occasionally occurs in the first colon of the line
(Ag.4, 20, Eum.306).

There are 43 instances of object nouns with demonstrative which surround a
verb, 28 being at the line end. These are collated in Appendix 2A.

Demonstrative-first constructions are always clause-final.

Examples include Ag.934:
3) elmep TS, €8s vy’ €l TOS W ¢EEelmev TéMos

If any with sure knowledge had prescribed this ritual

Ag.1070:
4) 10" & Tdhawa: TéVS Epnudcac’ Exov:

Go, wretched one: desert this carriage

Choe.149:
5) Tolalod’ ém’ elxals TAo® Emomévdw xods:

after such prayers I pour forth these libations

Choe.197:
6) AN €0 odd’ frer TOVS® dmomTioal wAdKov,

but it could truly tell that I must spurn this lock

“There are 18 instances: Ag.281, 934, 1202, 1248, 1275, 1400, 1588, 1614, Choe.254, 510, 615, 760,
927,991, Eum.3, 58, 639, 760.
>The principal non-final constructions involve elements outside the tmetic pattern, like the

‘apparent OVO’ patterns described below in Section 1b (2).
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Eum.405:
7) TONOLS dkpatols TOVS  émlevéac’ Gyov.

yoking this carriage to vigorous foals

and Eum.590:
8) oV KEWWEVW T TOVOe koumdlels AOyov.

You utter this boast over one not yet down.

The demonstrative is almost always positioned immediately after the
penthemimeral caesura, usually creating a secondary, hephthemimeral,
caesura, as at Eum.b81:
9) Omws «1’> émloTa T™Y8e klUpwoor Slkny

v - V-l]-:- vi-|-- v -

...and decide this case as you know how.

If the demonstrative is elided, a caesura is created after the third foot, as
AgQ.1627:
10) avdpl oTpaTny® TOVS  €éPRolUAevoas Wopov;

- - V-]t - vV -]-- VoV

did you plan this death for the general?

A caesura following the third foot is described by West (1987: 25) as a rare but
distinctive tragic pattern: ‘In a small percentage of lines in tragedy the caesura
occurs at the end of the third foot, nearly always with elision’. Though West
does not comment on a connection with hyperbaton, his example line (Ag.20:
vov 87 ebTuxms yévolT  dmalayn movwr) includes it, and the regular tmetic
pattern is frequently associated with it (as Ag.310, 917, 934, 1070, 1202, 1248,
1627, and other instances where the demonstrative is elided). Although West
is presumably referring to lines without a penthemimeral caesura, the
presence of both in tmetic constructions gives the demonstrative a particular

prominence in the line.

It will be shown that the position of the demonstrative is a defining feature of
the pattern, and also has a wider significance in the trimeter line.
Constructions with adjectives are prosodically similar. Most have
penthemimeral caesurae, as at Ag.599:

11) dvakTos avToU TAvTa TEVOORAL AOYOV.

from the king himself I shall learn the whole story.
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and Eum.734:
12)  épov 1687 é€pyov, howoBlav kpivar Sikny:

this my job, to decide final judgment:

Hyperbaton with adjectives is generally metrically freer, as would be
expected with their syllabic variability compared to demonstratives. 38
instances of phrasal tmesis with object noun and adjective or quantifier are
listed in Appendix 2B.

1b: Similar phrasal tmesis: indirect object, apparent OVO, adjectival, and
SVS

Four other forms of hyperbaton are prosodically similar:

1) Hyperbaton with indirect object or dependent genitive about the verb, as
Ag. 501:
13)  OoTis TA8  dMws TS émelxeTal mONeL,

whoever prays otherwise for this city

Choe.891:
14)  évtavfa yap 81 ToDS  ddikdéUNY KaAKOD.

for that indeed is the point I have reached in this evil

and Eum.902:
15 1l olv p’ dvwyas THS Eduuvicar xBovi;

What then do you command me to sing over this land?

Other instances occur at Ag.35, 320, 528, 543, 1202, 1248; Choe.114, 188, 282;
and Eum.215, 888. This pattern is so regular that it appears plausible to
interpret it as parallel to hyperbaton with direct objects. It is structurally
similar in being governed by the verb.

2) Apparent OVO. Stylistic manipulation is evident in instances where
hyperbaton surrounds a verb, but is dependent on some other constituent, as
at Ag.4:

16) doTpwy KdTOLOA VUKTéPWY OPNyupLy

I know well the company of the stars of night
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Choe.100:
17 THod’ &oTe BouMfs, & dilal, petaitial:

be sharers in this counsel, friends.

and Eum.58-59:

18) o0d’ HTis ala TobT  émelxeTar yévos
Tpébouo ™ dvaTel PN WETAOTEVELY TOVOV.
nor what land boasts that it reared this race

with impunity and not lament its labour

3) Adjectival hyperbaton. In some instances, a governing noun is surrounded
by a genitive demonstrative and noun, in an inversion of the ordinary
pattern. This sort of hyperbaton also occurs in Homer, where Friedrich (1975:
5) terms it ‘genitival tmesis’. It is structurally similar to OVO and type (1)
above in being head-governed.’ Instances include Ag.1 (echoed at Eum.83, as
well as Ag.20):

19) feols pev altd® TOVS  dmalayny mévav

I pray the gods for release from this toil

Eum.287-9:

20) Kal viv d¢’ ayvol oTOHATOS €VPNUWS KAND
xwpas dvacoav THod ' Abnvalav épol
HLOAETV dpwyoV ...

And now with pure mouth I call auspiciously on

the queen of this country, Athena, to come to help me

and Eum.884:
21) dTtipos Eppetv Tobd’ dméEevos médou.

... dishonoured, [you] wandered as exile from this land.

At Eum.204, a noun and adjective surround the head noun:
22)  «kdmel®’ Uméotns alpaTos SékTwp Véou;

and then you offered yourself as the receiver of fresh blood?

*The term is used to mean that the phrase is endocentric, with the head element governing

the other elements, as in the X' model. See Introduction, Figure 2, and Rizzi (1990: 6).
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4) There are 16 instances of SVS tmesis, with the noun most commonly in
agreement with an adjective. These are listed in Appendix 2C. Only six
constructions include a demonstrative, and in only three does it precede the
noun, at Ag.547:

23) mo0ev TO dlodpor TOUT €Ty oTlyos OTpaATE;

From where came this dejection to the army?

Choe.260:
24)  oUT’ dpxwkés ool mds 68’ avavbels muOuny

nor, if this royal stem is all withered, ....

and Eum.742-3:

25) EKBAMNED’ s TdxLOTA TeVXEWY TANOUS
bools OLKaoTAVY TOUT €méoTalTdl TENOS.
throw out the lots from the urns as quickly as possible

those judges to whom this task has been assigned

The three demonstrative-last constructions are at Choe.550 (the second
element of ring-composition with 541):
26) kTelvw Vv, 05 Tolvelpov évvémel TOSE.

I am her killer, as this dream announces

Choe.580:
27) Omws dv dpTikoMa ovpBaivn Tdde:

so these things may happen close-fitting,

and Eum.482:
28)  émel 6¢ mpdypa Selp’ éméokmer TOSEe

but since this matter has fallen on us here

In two of the adjective-noun constructions (Ag.653 and Eum.192), the clitic de
precedes the verb, and Ag.347 includes the only example of a non-clitic
element (u1)) intervening in the pattern: otherwise the structure is regular.
SVS tmesis seems to constitute a syntactic mirror of OVO through case
marking. It is analogous to passivization, in that most instances are
semantically parallel to OVO, with a high proportion of passive verbs and
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neuter subjects (13 out of 23: the others are all non-animate), such as Choe.773:

29) €V ayyé\w ydp kumTos OpbolTar Adyos.
Vv - v-|-:- v:i-|- - vV

for it is the messenger who straightens a crooked tale

and Eum.676:
300 Mulv pév 1dn may TetéEeuTar Bélos
-- v |- iV - VoV

for our part, every arrow has now been shot

As in OVO, final nouns are thematic rather than emphatic. In both SVS and
OVO constructions, the human element tends to precede the inanimate NP.
The parallel between OVO and SVS constructions emphasizes the structural
similarities between subject and object, as does the prominence of the
demonstrative in OVO: as Lyons (1968: 338) points out, in traditional logic,
particular terms are restricted to subject position. The semantic parallel of the
SVS instances in the Oresteia, with their universally inanimate subjects, and
generally passive verbs, suggests a syntactic as well as pragmatic parallel.” As
noted in Chapter 1, Section C1 (d), animate-inanimate order has been
postulated to be a linguistic universal. Yet, as discussed below, phrasal tmesis
is, in Homer, predominantly SVS with animate subjects, so there appears to
be a change in priority.

1c: Phrasal tmesis combined

Interplay between related types of hyperbaton is exploited at Choe.508-511,
where an SVS construction is followed immediately by two lines of OVO with
identical object phrases, and then by a double adjectival pattern with causal
and objective genitives, with an article rather than demonstrative:

31)  dkouv’ - UmEp ool Toldd’ éoT’ d8Upuparta,
avTos o€ owln TOVOe TUNods AOyov.
Kal Py duepdn Tovd’ éTtelvaTor Aoyov,

Tlunpa 7uBov Ths drowudkTov TOXNS®

7Lyons (1968: 355-359) considers that the link between ergative, animate, and subject-object
relations suggests that early IE may have had ergative features. Lehmann (1993: 216ff.)

interprets the same relations in the framework of an active-stative model of PIE.
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(EL) Listen. These laments are over you,

you are saved if you grant this petition.

(Ch.) You two have stretched out this long speech faultless,
the price of the [ ] fate of the [un-wailed] ’comb8

This passage shows great prosodic variety, with verbs varying from one to
four syllables, and the demonstratives being elided accordingly. The SVS
pattern in Choe.508 has the typical neuter subject noted above, so following an
animate-inanimate order. The aesthetic purpose of the repetition at 509-10 is
described by Garvie (1986: 184) as emphasizing the reciprocal relation
between father and children: it may also be noted that the pattern bridges the
lines spoken by different speakers, so could be seen as also aligning the

chorus with the attitude of Electra and Orestes.

Choe.511 appears to show that the article as well as the demonstrative can
appear in the pattern, though the phrase is not strictly hyperbatic, as the
verbal adjective is in the normal position. Another possible article occurs at

Choe.278-9:
32) TA PEV ydp €k Yhs duadpovwy pelnlypaTa

BpoTols Tipatokwy elme, Tds & alvdv vboouvs
for the means of appeasing the hostile powers under the earth,

revealing these to men he spoke, naming diseases

However, Tds 6’ could here be interpreted as a demonstrative, as it is by
Headlam (1938), since the following lines enumerate the diseases (responsive
&€ is not required: Garvie (1986: 114) suggests that Ta pev +ydp in the previous
line is balanced by d\\as 1’ at 283). In fact, there are no other instances of
particles following immediately on a determiner in constructions like this,

and so Headlam's interpretation seems more probable.
1d: Comparison with other types of hyperbaton in the Oresteia

1) In wide-scope hyperbaton, the demonstrative is typically very prominent
in the line. The position of the demonstrative is variable, but a disyllabic
object noun is often at the line end, as in the tmetic type, at Ag.1431:

33)  kal M8’ dkolels Opkilwv épdr GépLy:

*The double hyperbaton amplifies the ambiguity of the governing relations at Choe.511:

dvotpwkTou could agree with either T0pBov or TOxNs.
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and this you hear, the power of my oath

Choe.911

34) kal Tévde Tolvur Molp’ émbdpouver pbdpov.

Then this your doom Fate has also sent.

and Eum. 700:

35) ToLOV8e ToL TapPolvTes €évdikws oéPas

rightly fearing such an object of reverence

‘Nesting’ of subject and two accusatives about a verb occurs at Eum.843,
which therefore shares characteristics of both wide and narrow-scope
hyperbaton. However, the position of the pronouns is prosodically and
structurally motivated:

36) Tls w1’ UmodveTal mAcypds d80vn;

What pain penetrates my sides?

Nested subject and object hyperbaton about a participle occurs at Choe.985-6,
though 986 is probably interpolated:’
37) ovX OUWOS, AN\’ 0 TavT’ émomTelwy Tdde

“H\os, dvayva pntpos épya Ths €ufis,

[so the father may see], not mine, but the one watching all this,

Helios, the unholy deeds of my mother
Wide-scope patterns of OVO are listed in Appendix 2D.

2) Demonstrative- (or adjective) -following instances. There are seven
instances of OVO where the demonstrative follows, and one with adjective
following. Three have the canonical prosodic pattern, Ag.1295:
38)  dmoppuévTwy, Supa oupBdin TOHSE.
I

[blood] gushing forth, I may close these eyes
Choe.267:
39)  y\woons xdpw 8¢ mAvT’  dmayyelel Tdde

*West (1990b: 262-3) notes that Aeschylus does not elsewhere begin trimeter lines with
dactylic words: cf. Ag.7, doTépas, also generally thought to be corrupt (Fraenkel 1950: 6-9

surveys the textual problems).
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and for the sake of talking tell all this

and Eum.444:
40) TOV oQv émOv PéMU’ ddaiprjow péya:
| : |

I shall remove the great anxiety evident in your words

Postponed demonstratives and adjectives appear emphatic (and usually
spatially deictic) in these, and in clause-initial constructions at Choe.226-7:
41)  kovpdav &’ (doboa TAV8e kndelov TpLxOS

Lxvookomotod ...

seeing this lock I had cut in mourning, and

examining the tracks....

Choe.525:
42) X0ds émepe Tdode dUobeos yum

she sent these libations, the godless woman

and Eum.306:
43) Upvor &7 dkovor TOVde Oéoplov oéfev

and you will hear this song as binding you

Postponed adjectives may be emphatic in the SVS instances too, as Choe.13:
44) TOTEPA OOUOLOL TITLA TPOOKUPEL Véov,

Does a new trouble befall the house

or predicative, as Eum.750:
45) yrouns 67 dmotons mida ylyveTtar pévya,

In the absence of wisdom, trouble becomes great

A pragmatically remarkable pattern appears at Eum.751 (the translation
mirrors the word order):
46)  Balobod & olkov Yfidos dpbwoer ula.

but when it is thrown, the effect on a house, of a vote,

. o . 10
is to set it right — even a single one.

10 . N . . .
Conjectures to replace the corrupt Baobod, including mecévta and kapévra, are considered

by Sommerstein (1989: 233).
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Here, three words (Baloboa, pla and {fipos) are prosodically emphaticz.ll It
may, perhaps, be significant that Jfipos, framed by the caesurae, is the most
immediately salient word: it has often been noted (as by Gagarin 1975, Hester
1981, and Conacher 1987: 166), that there is no clear description of the point
where Athena votes. While it is usually considered that Eum.742 is the latest
point at which the casting vote could occur, this line appears to mark some
important stage business."

Summary of the features of phrasal tmesis

Phrasal tmesis has a regular form, of three words at the line end, with a noun
plus demonstrative or adjective, as object or indirect object of a verb or
participle. The prosodic pattern is the defining criterion, so “apparent’ OVO
(where the object depends on another verb outside the pattern), genitive
hyperbaton surrounding a noun, and SVS instances of the same metrical
pattern, are all comparable. They constitute a total of about 75 clauses, which
differ from other types (demonstrative-last, and wide-scope, which are
emphatically motivated).

1e: Phrasal tmesis elsewhere in Aeschylus

Phrasal tmesis appears most frequently in the Oresteia. 22 instances from
other Aeschylean works, and 7 from Prometheus, are collected in Appendix
2E. The same placings of the demonstrative at the penthemimeral caesura and
disyllabic thematic noun at the line end are evident, as at Supp.252:

47) vévos Tlehaoy@r ™pde kapmolTar x0éva.

the race of Pelasgians reaps the fruits of this land

Supp.325-6:

48) dokelTé «Tol> pot THoBe Kowwrely xBovds

"The topic of the sentence is expressed in the previous line, 750: yvduns &’ dmotons mhipa
ylyveTar péya.

Sommerstein (1989: 233) considers the line to mark a gesture. Its significance is considered
by Boegehold (1989), from the evidence of IT.965-6: 8unpibunce Tlalkds wAévn (Pallas counted
out [equal votes] with her arm). The attribution of 748-751 to Apollo depends partly on a
paragraphus only in M: the lines have also been attributed to the Chorus and to Orestes (see

Wecklein 1885: 1.452, I11.283, where the lines are numbered 751-4).
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Tdpxatlov:

you seem to me to share of old in this land

Supp.378:
49)  ol8’ al T68' ebdppov, TdoS dTipdoar ATds.

this is not wise, to dishonour these prayers.

The greatest number outside the Oresteia is in Supplices, where 11 instances
include 6 demonstrative-noun combinations at the line end. This constitutes
almost half the total of 13 canonical instances outside the Oresteia (which are
included in the list in Appendix 2E).

All constructions in Supplices have a disyllabic end noun (x06va twice, Aoyos,
vévos, and \Tds). There are two instances where the demonstrative is
postponed, once apparently for emphasis, at 233:

50)  dmws dv LUy mpdyos €V vikd TOSE

so the outcome for you in this instance is victory

and once with spatially deictic force, at Supp.508:
51) Nevpov kaT’ dNoos viv émoTpédov TOHSE

now turn towards this level grove.

The infrequency of the pattern elsewhere in Aeschylus suggests that it is a
late development, and this stylistic evidence accords with the dating of
Supplices as a mature work."

The frequency of the pattern in Prometheus is low: there are 3 OVO
constructions with demonstratives (31, 87, 738), and 4 other constructions, of
which only 975 might be considered to have the canonical line-end pattern:
52) am\® Aoyw Tols mdvtas €xBalpw Beols

in a single word, I hate all the gods

The others have emphatic demonstratives: 386 and 766 have the
demonstrative at the line end, and 980 at the start. All are collected in
Appendix 2E. The rarity of the pattern in Prometheus contrasts with its
frequency in Supplices and the Oresteia (and is even less than the number in

“The evidence for dating it to the 460s is summarized by Lloyd-Jones (1957: 595-598), and
considered in detail by Garvie (1969).



103

OT., discussed below). This difference is additional to those noted between
Prometheus and secure Aeschylean works by Herington (1970) and Griffith
(1977), and represents a further reason to doubt Aeschylean authorship.

The similarity of placing of ¢ in Prometheus and Sophocles is considered
further in Chapter 7, Section 2b(i).

2: Phrasal tmesis in the other tragedians

All instances of hyperbaton about a verb in OT. and Medea are collected in
Appendices 2F and 2G.

2a: Phrasal tmesis in OT.

Similarities with the Oresteia are evident in OT.:

1) Hyperbaton about the verb is common, with 46 instances of demonstrative
or adjective and noun about a verb or participle occurring at the line end.
2) Disyllabic nouns regularly take last position in the line.

However, there are fewer constructions with the distinctive Aeschylean
prosody. There are 9 instances of OVO at the line end, 6 of which show the
demonstrative /verb/noun pattern. These are:

OT.51:
53) AN\’ dodalelq TS’ avdpbwoor mONLY.
(caesurae: penthemimeral & after 3rd foot)

but restore this city in safety

OT.72:
54) Spav N T ¢dwrav TYSe puoatpny mOALY.

by what act or word I might save the city

OT.102:
59) TTolov yap dvdpos T™de pnrver TOXMV;

and what man’s fate does he speak of?

OT.134:

56) mpos TOoU BavévTos TAVS  €0ech’ émaoTpodriv
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...you set this observance for the dead

OT.138:
57) a\\’ a¥TOs abLTOU TOUT dATMOOKESH WUCOS.

but for myself, I shall dispel this plague.

and OT.340:
58) KAVwv d vOv oU TYd’ dTindlels moOw;

hearing (the words by) which you are now dishonouring the city

They all occur early in the text, which may suggest a link with the function of
establishing narrative theme (since the words moAwv, pioos, and TUxnw could
be taken as thematic). However, the fact that the nouns are disyllabic is
probably more relevant, and the placing of the constructions may reflect a

tendency for the earlier part of texts to be particularly formal."*

The three instances of adjectival OVO at the line end show both prosodic
regularity and a disyllabic last word (the adjectives show more emphasis than
the demonstratives), at OT.291:
39) Ta mola TabTa; mdvTa ydp okom®d AOyov.

| : |

What are they? For I am looking at every word

OT.841:
60) Ilotov &¢ pov mepLooor fkovoas Adyov;
| F

What extra word of mine did you hear?

and OT.1272:
61)  olb’ ol émaoyev olb’ omol’ é8pa kakd,

neither evils like those he had suffered or done

4) There are 10 instances of SVS, overwhelmingly with neuter or non-animate
subjects, and sometimes with middle or passive verbs, so showing the same
semantic pattern as OVO ordering. Most have interposed elements additional

“Placing in the Oresteia is different: demonstrative OVO occurs throughout the plays, and

most instances are in Choephoroi (though Agamemnon has most adjectival OVO).
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to the verb. Three are tmetic, one with a human subject, at OT.281, where the
motivation appears to be pragmatic:
62)  dv un Bélwow odd’ dv €ls dtvart’ dp.

to what they do not want, one man cannot [force the gods]

One construction has a demonstrative, at OT.732:
63)  Kal mod’08’ 6 x®pos obTos, ob TE8  Nv mdbos;

And where is the place where this happened?

The only example with the canonical prosodic pattern has an adjective which
appears emphatic, at OT.1440:
64) AN 1) v’ éxelvov Mo’ €dMA\ON ¢dTLs,

But surely his oracle was made all clear

5) Hyperbaton in adjacent lines occurs three times, at OT.51-3, which includes
interwoven hyperbaton:
65) AN\’ dodalelq ™S’ avdpbwoor mONLY.

"OpriO yap kal ™y TOT  alolw TOXMV

TApETXES MULY, ...

but restore this city in safety

for with fair augury then you supplied our good fortune

A second construction, at OT.137-8, appears motivated by the phonetic
parallelism (homoioptoton), as 137 is not strictly hyperbatic, dmwTépw being in
regular adjectival position:
66) Ymep yap ovxl TGV dTwTépw GlAwv,

AN\’ alTos avTol TODT dmooked® WUUOOS.

for not on behalf of my friends further off

but for myself, I shall dispel this plague.

The construction at OT.1032-3 is connected more loosely, with different order
of noun and qualifier:
67) TTodav av dpbpa papTupnoeLley TA Od.

Otpotr, Tl TOoDT’ dpxaiov évvémels kaxdy;

The joints of your ankles may witness.

(Oed.) Alas, why do you speak of this old evil?



106
Conclusions from the OT

The Aeschylean pattern appears, with a disyllabic noun at the line end, and
framing of the demonstrative by caesurae.”” However, the frequency is lower
in OT. than in the Oresteia in three respects:

1) There is a lower frequency of the distinctive metrical pattern (28 instances
in 1,530 lines = 1 every 55 lines, as against 116 in 3,796 = 1 every 33 lines).

2) There is a smaller proportion of OVO constructions (5 constructions with a
demonstrative and noun at the line end, as against 28).

3) There is a smaller proportion of SVS constructions, and only one has the
regular prosodic pattern (OT.1440).

2b: Phrasal tmesis in Medea

Medea shows a frequency more similar to the Oresteia, with 43 instances of
phrasal tmesis at the line end (13 with a demonstrative), including 18 of OVO
at line end, and 8 of demonstrative and noun at line end. They are collected in
Appendix 2G.

The 8 demonstrative-noun constructions are, in narrative terms, extremely
striking, because they appear in pairs, in a pattern of echoic lines, with
repetitions of the NPs, very widely spaced (340 and 373, 604 and 682, 790 and
811, 576 and 1307). None constitutes ring composition, though 340/373 and
790/811 appear in the same episodes. The pairs 604/682 and 576/1307 are
very extreme. The syntax of the 340/373 pair (both in the first episode, but
separated by a short anapaestic passage) is ‘apparent” OVO, with the
accusatives dependent on the (external) infinitives.

Med.340:

68)  plav pe petvar ™8’ Eacov Muépav

Allow me to remain this one day

and its ‘pair” at Med.373—4:
69) . YAs €xBalovTi, TVS’ ddfikev fuépav
petval w’, ...

(... by exiling me), he has allowed me to remain this day

A sample of tmetic constructions elsewhere in Sophocles may be found in Appendix 2F.
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The 790/811 pair (in the third episode) appears to have a cohesive function,
since the repetition aligns the attitude of the chorus with that of Medea:

Med.790:
70) évTatba pévrtor TOVS' dmaAkdoow Aoyov:

(Med.) But now I shall leave this argument

and Med.811:
71)  émelmep HUIv TOWS Exolvmoas Aoyov,
(Ch.) As you have shared this plan with me
The 604 /682 pair is more extensive, spanning the second and third episodes.
It makes a comparison between the plight of Medea and Aegeus (and perhaps
creates cohesion between the episodes):
Med.604:
72) éym &7 é€pnuos TYde deuvEotpar xBéva.

but I shall leave this country in solitude

and Med.682:
73) ov &’ ws Tl xpylwr ™Y8e vavoTolels x0B6va;

And as you want what, are you sailing to this land?

At 576 in the second episode, the Chorus introduce their reproof to Jason with
a line which is echoed at 1307 in the exodos, when they are about to tell him of
the children’s deaths. This is the most widely separated pattern, and appears

to be more than simply formulaic, in view of the emotional context:

Med.576:
74)  ’ldocov, €U pév Toved’ Ekbdbouncas Aoyovs:

Jason, you have organized this speech well

and Med.1307:
75 lacov: ob yap Tovod’ dv éPpHéyEwm Aoyous.

[...Jason:] for you would not have spoken these words

There are two passages in Medea with triple tmesis at shorter range. The first,
at Med.487-491, appears to be pragmatically emphatic, since the consequent
prominence of the NPs contributes to the emotional force. The nouns could
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perhaps be analysed as thematic:

76)  maldwv LT’ alTol, mavTa T éE€lhov Sduov.
kal Tadd’ Vb’ NpdY, & kdkioT' Avdpdv, madmv
TPoLdWKAS MUAS, Kawad & €ékTNow AéxM,
Taldwy yeydTwr: €l yap Rod’ dmais €T,
ovyyvwoT’ dv v oot Todd  épachHivalr Aéxous.
... by his daughters, and I destroyed his whole house.
And experiencing such things from me, wretch,
you have betrayed me, and have taken a new marriage,
although there were children; for if you were still childless,

it would have been pardonable for you to desire this marriage

In the second passage, at Med.927-32, the sequence of the lines has been
questioned, and in some editions (though not Diggle 1984) lines 929-31 are
moved to follow 925. Transposition results in the two hyperbatic patterns
ools ... Noyols and épots ... Aoyous being separated by only one line, so

becoming more prominent.

Med . 927:
77) dpdow Tdd * olToL ools dmoTHow AOyols:
(Med.) I shall do that: I shall not distrust your words.
At Med.929, Tt &1 Tdlawva has been suggested for Tt 6fita Mav (see Dyson
1988):
78) Tt SfiTa NMav Totod’ émoTévels Tékvols;
(Jas.) But why do you lament over these children so much?

79) A\’ Gvmep olvek’ els épovs fikels Adyous,

(Med.) but of the reasons why you have come to have this talk with me ...
Conclusions from the Medea

Euripidean use of the form is closer to Aeschylean practice than is
Sophoclean, though OVO with demonstratives is not as common as in
Aeschylus. The frequency of phrasal tmesis is the same as in the Oresteia (43
out of 1,419 lines = 1 per 33 lines). As also in Sophocles and Aeschylus, the
NPs in SVS constructions are mostly neuter.
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A caesura after the third foot (with elision) is common in both Medea and OT.
The most distinctive stylistic feature of tmesis in Medea, however, is the use of
widely spaced echoic tmesis, which may be intended to establish or

emphasise narrative cohesion.

Of the 5 SVS instances, also cited in Appendix 2G, only three (871, 906 and
911) have the canonical pattern. Like Sophocles, Euripides does not
demonstrate the same syntactic parallel with OVO as does Aeschylus, though
again all SVS instances have inanimate subjects.

2c: Hyperbaton in Cyclops

There are very few instances of prosodically regular tmesis, but the patterns
which do occur are very prominent. The play begins with two instances, of
OVO and SVS, at 1-2:
80) °Q Bpduie, dua o€ puplovs éxw TmoOVous

vov xoT  €év MPn TOUNOV eUobével 6éuas:

O Bromios, I have many troubles because of you,

both now and when my body was strong in youth.

There is another formulaic couplet at Cyc.467-8:

81)  vews pelalvms kothov éupnoas okddos
dLmAdiol kwmats THod  dmooTeNd xBovods.
... putting you on the hollow hull of my black ship,

I shall leave this land with paired oars.

The pairing of the lines demonstrates the formality of the pattern. The
restrained effect of this type of hyperbaton is especially evident at Cyc.666-8,
which occurs at a particularly affective moment, after Polyphemus has been
blinded, yet the tightness of the pattern appears to contain the emotional
intensity (since it highlights the linguistic form):
82)  dM\" olTL un ¢vynTe THOS' €Ew méTpas

xalpovTes, oUdEV GuTes: év mOAALOL yap

otafels ddpayyos Tdod évappoow xépas.

but you will not leave this cave unpunished,

being worthless: for standing at the gates

I shall fit my hands to its mouth.
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The Homeric model, at 0d4.9.415-418, contains one instance of verbal tmesis
(416: xepol ymAadowr amd pev Abov €lke Bupdwv groping with his hands, he took
the boulder from the doorway), and one hyperbatic construction with a preposed
pronoun (418: €l Twd mov peT’ OGeool AdPBol oTelyxovTa 0Upale in case someone
might try to go out with the sheep), the looser structures of which have no similar
effect of emotional restraint.

Phrasal tmesis with demonstratives also occurs at Cyc.437:
83) O dATat’, €l yap TS’ (8oipev fpépav,
if only we might see that day

and Cyc.704-5:

84)  ov &A1 , émel oe THOS W damoppriEas méTpas
avTolol ouvvaiTalol owTpldn Balov.
... because, breaking off some of this rock, I shall throw it

and destroy you and your fellow sailors.

At Cyc.529, the pattern starts at the caesura, but the postponed demonstrative
is somewhat emphatic:
85  pLo® TOV dokOv: TO &8¢ TMOTOV GG TOBE.

I hate the wine-skin, but I love this drink

Only these examples have a similar prosody to tragic constructions. Although
the language and metrical technique of Cyclops are usually considered to be
similar to tragedy (see Seaford 1984: 47-8), in this respect the play’s language
differs from the style of Medea and the other tragic texts studied here.

3: Hyperbaton in Frogs

There are 34 instances of phrasal tmesis in Frogs, listed in Appendix 2H, of
which 20 are in lines which are similar to epic or tragic constructions, or are
tragic quotations. 16 of them occur in lines describing Aeschylus or Euripides,
or spoken by their dramatic personae. Four are direct quotations (one, at
1240, matched against the ‘wine-bottle’, Lekythion, pattern):

Ra.105 (Euripidean quotation, probably from Andromeda):
86) Mn Tov épodv olkel volv: éxels yap oikiav.

‘Do not rule my mind’; for you have a house to rule.
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Ra.1126 (= Choe.1):
87) Eppfy x0ovie, maTp®’ émomTelwy KpdTM,
- - v- |- -iv-]-- Vv -

Chthonic Hermes, witnessing a father’s power, ...

Ra.1206 (spoken by Euripides):'®

88) Alyvrrtos, ws 6 mAeloTos €éomapTtal AGyos,
Aegyptos, as most stories spread it around, ...

and Ra.1240-1 (=E. fr. 516, from the prologue of Meleagros):

89)  Olvels moT’ ék yfis MONUpeTpov AaBwv oTdxwV
0wy dmapxds ... [Lekythion]
Oeneus once reaping a rich harvest from the land

offering the first-fruits...

Three other constructions reproduce the same pattern, and, in view of their
speakers (and addressees), appear to parody the style, as at Ra.889 (spoken by
Euripides):

90) €tepol ydp elow olow elyouar Beats.

For they are other, the gods to whom I pray

Ra.1301 (spoken by Aeschylus):
91)  obTos & 4mO MAvTwY pév dépel ToprwdLAY,

but he brings his lyrics from all whores” songs

and Ra.1436 (spoken by Dionysus):
92)  mepl Ths MONews HuTw' ExeTov cwTnplav

... what plan of safety for the city you two have

Aristophanes appears to be parodying the tragic style, though his examples
do not have such regularity as in tragic practice, and the demonstrative is
uncommon. There are three constructions combining demonstrative and
noun, of which one, at Ra.1146, is a trimeter pattern of the canonical kind, and
also occurs in a construction which not only represents an explanation of the

"Possibly from Euripides’ Archeleos, though see Dover (1997: 205).
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Choephoroi quotation at 1126 (cited above) but contains the same hyperbatic
pattern:w
93) OTIN TaTp@oV TODUTO KEKTNTAL 'yépas:.18

[saying] that he obtained his father’s privilege

The other two are at Ra.951, in an iambic tetrameter:
94) otk amofBavelv ge TadT éxpfiv ToOMLGVTA; Md Tov ATOMw:

Did you not deserve to die for such impudence? (Eur.) By Apollo, no.

and Ra.1306-7:
95) ... 8€Dpo, Mobo’ EvpLmidov,
TPOS MVTEP €MTNOELA TADT €0T  ddelv WéNN.
... Come here, Muse of Euripides,

to the accompaniment of whom these songs are suitable for singing

The origins of the figure may be inferred from a comparison with other
genres. The fourteen instances of hyperbaton which are not in pseudo-tragic
passages'” can all be explained by different motivation. Most are wider-scope
and involve demonstrative emphasis, and none has a similar pattern. Four
occur in one comic trimeter passage. At Ra.502, the postponed demonstrative
probably indicates some stage business:

96)  Pépe vy, €éyo TA oTpdpaT alpwpat Tadi.

Come on, I shall pick up these coverlets.

However, Ra.503 echoes tragic style (Dover 1997: 143 notes that it is matched
in E.Or.112):
97) °Q ¢iATad’ Tikers Hpdkhels; Aelp’ eloibu.

Have you come, dearest Heracles? Come in.

Ra.506 occurs in a passage of asyndeton, which Dover (1997: 143) interprets as
creating a picture of great activity. The adjective is in emphatic, line-final,
position:

Y Aristophanes’ choice of quotations and his use of the pattern here does not prove that he is
parodying tragedy, but raises a strong likelihood: Ra.1126=Choe.1 is cited by Dover (1997: 199)
as a typical instance of Aeschylean doddeta. It may at least be seen from these citations that
Aristophanes makes a textual association of phrasal tmesis and tragic language.

"®This is the only instance where unelided TodTo is used.

YRa.35,120, 143, 154, 170, 314, 333, 502, 503, 506, 511, 708-714, 747-8, 808.
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98)  &tvous &0’ 1) Tpels, Bodv dmmybpdkil’ Blov,

(she was boiling) two or three bowls of soup, and roasting an ox whole

As it is also at Ra.511:
99)  &dbpuye, k@Qrov drekepdvvu yAukUTATOV.

(sweetmeats) were being roasted, and she was mixing sweetest wine.

Two other constructions are from the parodos, at Ra.334-5 from the invocation
of lacchos, in ionic (vv--) rhythm:
100)  xapitov mAeloTov €xovoav pépos, dyvhv Lepdv

having the greatest part of the graces ...

and Ra.371, the last line of the choral anapaests in the Parodos:
101)  kal mavvuxidas Tas NueTépas dl THde mpémovoly €opTi.

and our night-long revels which belong to this feast

The high proportion of phrasal tmesis in pseudo-tragic and tragic lines in
Frogs supports the assumption that it is a feature of tragic, and particularly
Aeschylean, style. It is primarily a feature of spoken or recitative verse,
despite the two choral examples above, as the parodies of tragic lyric (1264—
1294, 1309-1322, and 1331-1363) do not include any instances. It is, naturally,
a trimeter feature, though the tetrameter line at Ra.951 (cited above) and the
tragic parallel at Ra.503 both involve a similar pattern.

4: Phrasal tmesis in Iliad 9 and Odyssey 9

While metrical form precludes exact correspondence between tragic and epic
patterns, phrasal tmesis is common in Books 9 of the Iliad and Odyssey,
particularly in the Iliad: there are 52 instances in Iliad 9 and 22 instances in the
rather shorter Odyssey 9 (566 lines as against 713, so 1 per 14 lines and 1 per 26
lines respectively).

If the caesurae of the hexameter line are labelled as A, B or C, according to the
schema of Fraenkel (1955),% hyperbaton may be seen as starting as early as
the A3 caesura, as at 0d4.9.152=170, 307, 437, 560:

A1, A2, A3 (within, or after, the first foot). A4 (trithemimeral): after the arsis of the second

foot; Bl (penthemimeral); B2 (katd TpiTov Tpoxalov): ‘feminine’ caesura of the third foot; C1

(hephthemimeral); C2 (bucolic): after the fourth foot.
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102)  7Aupos &’ MApLyévela ddvn pododdkTulos ‘Hds,

But when the young dawn showed with her rosy fingers

They may also start at a non-caesural position, as 11.9.4:
103)  os 8’ dvepol 8o mbvTov OplveTov ixBudbevta

as two winds stir up the fish-swarming sea ...

A number of regularities are evident:

1) Tmetic constructions are generally line-final, as in tragedy. This accords
with the collation of hyperbatic patterns in Iliad 1-9 by Conrad (1990: 49),
which demonstrates that the vast majority (252 out of 389) involve the second
element in line-final position.

2) The pattern often starts at the B2 caesura, as 11.9.400:
104)  kThpaot Tépmeabar T yépwv ékthoato ITInAets:

to enjoy the possessions which aged Peleus won

0d.9.76:
105 &M\’ 8Te o1 TplTov Aupap €vmAdkapos Téleo  Hds,
but when rose-fingered dawn brought the third day

0d.9.318=424=]1.9.94:
105)  1j8e 8¢ pou kata Ouvuov dplo™n daiveTo Bouky:

and this seemed the best plan to me in my mind

This accords with a common Homeric pattern in which formulaic epithets
start at the B2 position, noted by Parry (1928: 12-13).

3) Alternatively, the tmetic pattern may start at the B1 caesura, as
0d.9.214=515:
107)  dvdp’ émeleloeobal peydny émielpévor GAkhv

that I would encounter a man endowed with great strength

4) There is no pattern with demonstrative and noun: the first element is
usually an adjective.

5) When at either B caesura, the adjective is emphatic, rather than being
simply a traditional epithet, as in the constructions observed by Conrad (1990:
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50), who identifies a pattern with the noun at the B caesura and the adjective
at the line end as common. Conrad interprets the prosodically emphatic
element as being also pragmatically emphatic, but this is not really sure: even
though pethixlolol is a traditional epithet, it does not have less emphasis than
émeoot at 0d.9.63:

108)  kal TOTE &M v &meool mpoonvdwy peLkxloot:

and then I addressed him with honeyed words

Conversely, the adjective at Od.9.381 is pragmatically, though not metrically,
prominent:
109)  {oTavT’* abTdp Odpoos évémvevoev péya Salpwv.

.... but a daimon breathed great courage upon [us].

6) A striking difference from tragic practice appears in the much higher
proportion of subject hyperbaton about the verb. Iliad 9 has 21 instances of
SVS, 22 of OVO, and 9 of indirect object hyperbaton, and the proportion of
subject hyperbaton is even higher in Odyssey 9 (15 SVS, 7 OVO). In both,
hyperbaton is frequently associated with formulaic passages.

This does not necessarily conflict with a principle of animate>inanimate
ordering, because it is due to a lower frequency of transitive constructions. As
noted above (Section 1b), it could reflect a change from topic-prominence in
Homer to subject-first in tragic practice.

7) Verbal tmesis constitutes a distinctively Homeric type of hyperbaton,
which is associated with nominal hyperbaton in several cases, sometimes in
adjacent lines, as at 11.9.211-2:
110) mdp 6¢ MevolTiddns Salev péya iodBeos dus.
. abTap émel kaTa TUp €kdm kal ONOE épapdvenm,
and the god-like son of Menoitios made the fire blaze greatly.

And when the fire had burnt out and the flame subsided

0d.9.296-7:

111)  abrap émel Kikhwls peydny épumiioaTo vnduv
avdpopea kpé’' Edwy kal ém’ dkpnTov ydAa mivaw,
but when the Cyclops had filled his great stomach

feeding on human flesh and drinking down unmixed milk
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and, in one case with verbal and phrasal tmesis interwoven, at Od.9.375:
112)  kal 16T’ €y TOV pox\ov Imo omodov MAdaoa TONNS,

and then I drove the beam under the deep cinder-pile

Three other instances of verbal tmesis occur at the line-end,
11.9.92=222:
113)  abrap émel moolos kal €dnToos €€ &pov €vTo,

but when they had put aside their desire for drinking and eating

and Od4.9.558:
114)  Apos 8’ MéNos kaTédu kal €ml kvédas HNDe,

but when the sun set and darkness came over
The verbs involved in these constructions all have a close grammatical
connection with the internal noun. As in phrasal tmesis, it involves the
interaction of the three phrasal elements of head, modifier, and

21
complement.

Three constructions represent a milder form of hyperbaton, with no lexical
word intervening, with an interpolated clitic at 11.9.653:
115)  «Telvovt’ " Apyelovs, katd Te oud€ar mupl vias.

... killing the Argives, and will darken the ships with fire

The second and third involve anastrophic tmesis,” at 11.9.539:

116)  @poev &m xholvny odv dypov dpylddovTa,

... sent on them the wild boar with shining teeth

and 0d4.9.534:
117)  o¢ kakds éNdoi, OMéoas dmo mdvTas éTaipovs,

may he come late, in misfortune, having lost all his companions

Homeric phrasal tmesis shares some of the prosodic regularity of tragic
practice, and also favours the line-end position for the second element, which
may be a disyllabic noun. It may be noted that the syntactic and prosodic
patterns of verbal and nominal tmesis are similar: in both constructions it is

*!See the Introduction, Fig. 2.
22Quin’tilian (Inst.8.6.65) defines hyperbaton of two words as dvacTpodn): ‘'verum id cum in
duobus verbis fit, dvacTtodn dicitur, reversio quaedam’ (when hyperbaton involves two words, it

is called anastrophe: a kind of reversal). His examples are mecum, secum, and quibus de rebus.
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the specifier (demonstrative, adjective, or verb prefix) which is out of
expected sequence, and these elements are usually phonetically light.

5: Phrasal tmesis in prose

Denniston (1952: 51) notes the frequency of hyperbaton about the verb in CG
prose. He calls the insertion of a verb between an adjective and noun in
agreement one of ‘the milder forms” of hyperbaton, ‘common in all authors’,
and cites 19 examples from Herodotus, Isocrates, Plato, Demosthenes and
Lysias. These show a variety of grammatical dependencies, and a variation in
the number of intervening words. Ten involve the separation of noun and
adjective in agreement, and in only one example, Plato Critias 116c¢, are they
separated by a verb alone:
118)  pappapvyas éxovtt mupwdeLs

having fiery flashings

Other instances of separation of words in agreement involve only pronoun
insertion, or are of wider scope. All other examples of verb interpolation
involve a noun and a dependent genitive, which create a less striking effect.”

The function of ‘genitival tmesis” could often be seen as thematic (since both
the dependent and governing words are nouns). When the genitive precedes,
it signals its dependence on a noun, so providing the context for it, as at Plato
Leg.812c:

119) ...€els dpeThis €meobal kTRow

to accompany them in the acquisition of virtue

and Isoc. 5.1-2:
120) ... ToD Adyou moujoopar ™Y dpxny ...
... I shall give the start of the speech ...2*

In contrast, when the governing noun precedes, it is frequently an evaluative
word, which requires a genitive to follow it, as at Plato Phaedr.240d:
121)  ...ém’ &oxatov éNOelv dndlas

to go to the utmost of unpleasantness

*These may be compared with the Aeschylean constructions cited by Fraenkel (1950: 827-8).
2 One might contrast the identical sequence of words in Isoc.10.16, which have a different

grammatical structure, with the genitive governed by a prior instance of i dpxnv.
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and Lys. 32.11:
122) 1O péyebos avTiv dvaykdoel TGV GunpopRV

the size of the misfortunes would force her...
5a: Hyperbaton in Thucydides

‘Longinus on the Sublime’ (22.3) describes Thucydides as:
123)  kal Td ¢pvoeL TAVTOS Tropéra kal AdtavépnTa Opes Tdls
umepBdoeoty am’ AANAwY dyewy SeLvdTATOS
most clever in separating by hyperbaton both ideas unified by nature
and indivisible alike.
However, most hyperbaton in the Melian Dialogue is wide-scope, and only
occasionally involves a nominal phrase, as Thuc. 5.100:
124)  °H mov dpa, €l Tooalt™ny ye ULuels Te pun mauvbijvac dpxfis
Kal ol SoUAeVOVTES MOM dmalayfval THY TapakLv8UVeVoLY ToLobvTdl,
Surely then, if you and your subjects brave so great a risk, you so as not to lose your

empire and they, already your slaves, so as to be rid of it ...

The patterns of subordination might be analysed as a sort of hyperbaton
based on the clause rather than the word. The primary separation is that of
subject and verb. This may be seen in a construction at Thuc. 5.86:
125 7 pév émeikela [Tob duddokewv kaf’ Movxiar dAAilovs]

ov YéyeTal,

the fairness [of the proposal of mutual instruction at leisure] is not objectionable ...

In a non-finite construction at Thuc. 5.89, the subject is separated from its verb

by a finite complement clause and by another, governing verb, (d€loDpev):

126)  [oU6 Upds ]| dElobpev [[H 6Tt Aakedaipovioy dmowkol GVTeES ov
EvveoTpaTeloaTe 1| Os MUAS oUSEV MBLkNkaTe | AMéyovTas oleoBal
Teloewv]
nor do we think that you [will think it possible to persuade us by saying [either that

being colonists of the Spartans you did not become allies, or that you have done us

no wrong] ]

The subject pronoun in the non-finite clause is early, and the verb is late. This
is the type of pattern criticized by Aristotle at Rhetoric 1407a26-30 as doadés.
Denniston (1952: 50) suggests two motivations for hyperbaton in prose:
preposing an emphatic word, and the creation of a rhythmic pattern.
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Thucydidean usage may be considered as a third type: the establishment of
subject reference as early as possible in dialogic exchanges.

5b: Contrast between poetic and prose hyperbaton

The similarity of hyperbaton and subordination is shared by prose and poetic
constructions, as discussed further below, in Section 6d. However, a
condensed and prosodically regular pattern is distinctive to epic and tragic
poetry. The expansion of phrases to fill the second colon of the poetic line has
a similar effect to the postponement of phonological weight, as is considered
below in Section 6c.

6: Phrasal tmesis and prosody

It is clear from the patterns of emphasis that in wide-scope hyperbaton the
demonstrative is preposed, and in demonstrative-last constructions
postponed, to a prominent position in the clause. This description accords
with a pragmatic explanation for hyperbaton, in terms of marked elements
(see Dik 1995: 7).

However, in phrasal tmesis, there is no single emphatic element, and an
explanation in terms of movement of complete phrases, as by ‘scrambling’®
or topicalization,* is also inappropriate, because the pattern involves the
separation of two elements of a phrase. In fact, no purely structural model
provides a satisfactory explanation, because ‘movement” cannot be judged
except in relation to an ‘original” position. The regular placing of the
demonstrative and the noun suggests a prosodic explanation.

6a: Demonstrative position

The demonstrative 66¢ has variable placing in CG, being categorized by
Dover (1960: 23) as “preferential” (M?): that is, tending towards the front of the
clause, though quite frequently appearing in Herodotus and Plato as the last
word of a clause. However, the position of the demonstrative in the trimeter
line is remarkably regular. In the trimeters of the Oresteia, there are 67 non-

hyperbatic phrases with a noun and demonstrative (collected in Appendix

25Sugges’ted by Ross (1967: 75ff.) as the formalisation of an intuitively-simple notion, and
developed by Williams (1984), Webelhuth (1984), and Grewendorf and Sternefeld (1990).

®Defined in the Introduction, Section 2c.
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2I): in 35 the demonstrative follows the noun, and in 32 it precedes. There
seem no clear pragmatic differences: yfis THode and Tfjode yfis both occur.

There is, however, great prosodic regularity. In noun-first constructions, the
demonstrative is framed between the penthemimeral and hephthemimeral
caesura in over half the instances (22 out of 35), as at Ag.18:
127)  khaiw TOT olkov ToD®e cupdopav oTévwy

-- Vv - |-rt-vi- |V- VvV -

then I weep, lamenting this house’s misfortune,

Ag.906:
128)  éxBaw’ dmjvns ThHode, un xapal Tibels

come down from this wagon, not setting [your foot] on the ground

Ag.1039:
129)  éxBaw’ dmjvns ThHode, und’ UmepdpdveL:

get down from this wagon, and do not be proud

Ag.1071:
130)  €elkovo’ duvdykn TiHde kaivioov {uyodv.

yielding to this constraint bear the new yoke.

The other constructions are collected in Appendix 2I. The regularity of the
demonstrative position does not necessarily imply a marked ordering with
respect to the noun, because demonstrative-first instances occur later in the
line precisely because the demonstrative is in the same position, in 22 out of
the 32 instances of demonstrative-noun order, as Ag.24:

131)  moMGV év "ApyeL TRioBe oupdopds xdpLy.

in Argos for the sake of this event

Ag.33:
132)  Tpls €€ Balolons THo®é pov ¢ppukTwplas:

this beacon-watching having thrown a triple

Ag.619:
133) kel obv Lutv, THoBe yhis dilov kpdTos.

he will come with you, dear ruler of this land
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Choe.85:
134) émel mdpeoTe TRode MpooTpomiis €pLol

since you are here in this supplication to attend me

The other 18 constructions are collected in Appendix 2I. Since this is also the
position of the demonstrative in phrasal tmesis, it appears that the position of
the demonstrative between the penthemimeral and hephthemimeral
caesurae, is basic. Such a constant position, even with noun-demonstrative

order, implies that metrical motivation is primary.

The regular position of the demonstrative is not, therefore, a feature unique to
hyperbaton, or even particularly associated with it, as the 90 Aeschylean
instances of this central position are divided about equally between D >N,
N>D, and hyperbatic patterns. Nor is the central demonstrative position
distinctive to Aeschylus: it is also evident in Medea (tfiode 272, 353,702,709,
729, 916, with 2 instances of alternative placing) and OT. (tfiode 54, 418, 601,
764, 811, 1043, with 5 alternative placings). It may be motivated metrically: a
word which is disyllabic, but readily elided, and with a compound accent, is
highly suited to the central position of the trimeter line.

6b: Noun position and narrative function

It was noted above, in Section 1a, that the pattern is overwhelmingly line-
final, with a disyllabic noun in the last foot. The importance of the clause-final
noun may be inferred from its frequency even in the Homeric examples,
where it is most often a subject. The stress component of a double beat at the
line end was discussed in Chapter 2, Section B6 (a).

These final words could, perhaps, sometimes be interpreted as thematic. In
Aeschylus, sequences with demonstrative and Aéyov or popov appear 12 times,
and mamp 10 times (mostly in Choephoroi). Possibly thematic final words
appear in Sophocles and Euripides too, as the prominence of moAis and kakd
in OT., and Aoyos, Tékvor, and x66va in Medea, demonstrates. If these words
are analysed as thematic, tmesis might be considered a technique by which
the narrative line is highlighted. However, as has been argued in the
Introduction, Section 2c, and Chapter 2, Section B4, the category of theme is
not very informative: any noun has a high probability of being thematic.



122

A narrative function may, however, be observed in the position of the
formulaic tmetic patterns within the texts: the repetitions of complete
hyperbatic lines in Medea appear to constitute a sort of ring composition (as
discussed in Section 2b above), and several of the texts start with a tmetic line:
0d.9.2 (the first line of Odysseus’s speech), Ag.1 (with ring composition at
Ag.20), Choe.1, Cyc.1 and 2. The former seems to be a cohesive device, but the
latter feature may reflect a tendency for the start of texts to be especially
formal, as suggested above in Section 2a.

6c: Phrasal tmesis and phonological weight

Phrasal tmesis can be seen as a syntactic feature rather than a thematic
pattern. It was noted above in Section 1a that the effect of the tmetic pattern is
to define the second part of the line more rigidly than the first, by creating a
constituent which is co-extensive with the second colon of the line. The
visibility of the artifice, evident from the Aristophanic quotations, is essential
to this effect. The author of Longinus on the Sublime (22.1) considers that the
effects of hyperbaton in prose should be imperceptible:
135)  ToTE yap N Téxvn TéXelos, Twik’ dv dlols elvar Sokf, N &’ ad
dlols émTuxis, 6Tav Aavbdvovoav mepltéxn THY TEXVNV.

for art is perfect when it looks like nature, and equally nature successful when

containing art hidden within her.

However, the extreme regularity of tragic hyperbaton is, in contrast, very
conspicuous (as Aristophanes’ citations of it demonstrate). It contributes to
Aeschylean &ykos (weight), since it gives prominence to the whole phrase.

Cognitive effort is involved: parsing a sentence involves recognizing the
phrasal constituents, and the extra interpretative effort created by the
separation of the elements emphasizes the phrasal structure, because the
constituent is recognized as early as possible, but the reference is delayed.
This creates suspense, which could be reinforced by rarity of the article,
common in wide-scope hyperbaton27 (demonstratives are less predictable
than articles because they may be interpreted as pronouns or adjectives), the
typical neuter case of adjectives (mdvTa is especially common),” and the rarity

“There is of course a metrical constraint: 76 would be possible at the penthemimeral caesura
only with resolution.

28Ag.582, 599, 1210; Eum.501; Pers.246; OT.291, A;j.480, Tr.484, Phil.1240; Med.487; 1A.97, 1249.
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of explicit subjects (only 17 of the 81 OVO constructions in the Oresteia have
an explicit subject).”

Yet any ambiguity is only a minor effect: phrasal tmesis appears primarily to
be a poetic exploitation of interaction between prosodic patterning and
constituent structure, using metre to emphasise a syntactic unit, and to give
weight to the line end, by drawing attention to the linguistic form.

6d: Tmesis and subordination

Denniston (1952: 52) notes the frequency in Greek prose of hyperbaton with
separation of article and noun, and compares it with German nominalization,
in a jocular construction: ‘The every year all England with excitement filling
Oxford and Cambridge boat race.” This demonstrates a similarity with
relativization: Denniston’s example could be rephrased as “The Oxford and
Cambridge boat race, which fills...". The tmetic structure is similar to a relative
clause with agreement attraction, where the relative takes the case that a
correlative in the main clause would have, creating a structure similar to a
‘contact’ relative (without a relative pronoun, as éxpfito als elxe BiBMots ‘he
used those books he had’). The prosodic pattern is the same as if the verb
functioned adjectivally, qualifying the NP like an attributive relative clause:
‘for the general this [you planned] death’ (Ag.1627), ‘over one not yet lying
down this [you boast] speech’ (Eum.590). Though not a true relative
construction, since it is the main verb which is interpolated, this type of
hyperbaton creates a subordinate-like construction, which nominalizes the
whole clause.

The comparison with subordination is very close: in his discussion of
agreement attraction in relative clauses, Gonda (1954a: 29) categorizes a
construction at S.EL762-3 as Attic attraction,” although it is actually tmetic, as
it does not depend on a main verb, but is in agreement with an adjective:
136)  dhyewd, Tols &’ 1dovowy, olmep €elSopev,

péylota mdvtov [ov [dmom’ éyo ] kakdv. ]

... piteous, but for those seeing it, as I saw it,

the greatest of all evils I have seen.

*7 relative pronouns (Ag.934, Choe.615, 991, Eum.3, 58, 639, 760), and 10 which appear
emphatic (Ag.281, 1212, 1248, 1275, 1588, Choe.254, 401, 760, 765, 927).

% Attic attraction is discussed in Chapter 5, Section 2b.
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The the parallel with subordination extends to the use of the demonstrative.
As noted in the Introduction, Section 2i, the demonstrative 65¢ is involved in
the development of ms-complementation, because it has an anticipatory
textual function, and the demonstrative in the tmetic pattern is almost always
08¢ too: the rarity of o0Tos in this position cannot be only metrically
motivated, as it appears in four Aeschylean and two Sophoclean
c01r1s’cruc’cioms,31 and is also at the caesura in 14 non-tmetic constructions in the
Oresteia.

The function of anticipatory ¢5¢ is considered further in Section 4b of Chapter
4. That chapter, which constitutes Part II of this work, is devoted an
examination of prosodic and syntactic details of the start of the CG clause. In
Chapter 5, the analysis will be extended to the function of anticipatory 66¢ as
a clause-initial feature.

*'Elided TobT’ appears at Ag.547; Choe.991, Eum.58, 743, and OT. (138, 1033).
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Focus
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Chapter 4
Focus, particles, and the clause start
Introduction

The importance of a rightwards trajectory of phonological weight in
determining word order was discussed in Chapters 2 and 3. In this chapter,
the prosody and structure of the start of the clause are investigated, and a
unified explanation proposed for the regular initial placing of emphatic
elements and the functions of enclitics following. It is argued that particles
with a wide variety of functions all fulfil their function by emphasizing the
initial element, and that coordinating particles are also focalizers.

The problem

The beginning of the CG clause has two distinctive features: an emphatic
element in first position (P1), followed by an enclitic word or words with a
variety of different syntactic functions in second position (P2). As noted in the
Introduction, the prosody and structure of these elements are usually
considered separately. P1 prominence is canonically explained in terms of
logic, textual relevance, or emphasis. P2 has traditionally been studied
functionally, though its prosody has more recently been investigated (in work
cited below, in Section 2c¢). The interrelation between P1 and P2 elements has,
however, always been considered in purely prosodic terms. A functional
description of the relation would be desirable.

The proposal

The P1>P2 sequence can be described by a unified model which integrates
prosody and structure. The prominence of initial words is attributed to
focalization by enclitics in P2. These are divisible into cohesive focalizers and
operators (interrogative and relative pronouns). Emphatics, coordinating, and
adverbial particles all function as cohesive focalizers, being part of the same
intonation group as the P1 word. Operators are separated from the word in
P1 by an intonation break, and mark it as focal, also usually being in

morphological contrast with it.
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Consequences

The proposed [P1>P2] structure suggests a mechanism of inter-clausal
linking:

1) The first constituent of a main clause is regularly focalized.

2) The inter-clausal link is also focalized: in co-ordinated links, the focal
element is in the second clause, focalized by the P2 element. In subordination,
the final element of the main clause, standardly the object, may be focal,
marked by the subordinating conjunction.

3) Subordinate clauses which precede their main have a focal element in P1,
while subordinates which follow their main do not. Clause order therefore
directly affects clause structure and prosody.

Inter-clausal linking in relatives and adverbials is also discussed in this
chapter. A survey of conditional clause order with respect to main clauses is
also undertaken, and it is observed that, throughout the corpus, there is a
correlation between clause order and patterns of focalization, which creates
formal similarities between following conditionals and indirect questions.

Chapter Sections

1: P1
la: Prominence
1b: Logic
1c: Topic
1d: Textual relevance
le: Clause structure
1f: Definition of focus

2: P2

2a: Summary of P2 enclitic functions

2b: P2 as an operator position
2b (i): Interrogatives
2b (ii): Questions in Choephoroi
2b (iii): Interrogatives and the intonation break
2b (iv): Relatives

2¢: P2 and the intonation break

2¢ (i): Order in collocations
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2c¢ (ii): The cohesive focalizer /operator division

3: Cohesive focalization
3a: Overlaps in particle function
3b: Diachronic changes in position and function
3c: I'dp and dual function
3d: Other cohesive focalizers

4: Focalization and linking
4a: Mechanism
4b: Pragmatic functions of focalization

5: Focus and clause order
5a: Focus and conditional order
5b: Conditional order and discourse function
5c: Conditional order and indirect questions

Summary: focus and prosody

1: P1

The start of the clause is always taken to be communicatively special, but
there are reasons to doubt the canonical descriptions (of topic, focus, and
theme), as noted in the Introduction. They can be summarized as an over-
rigid association of logical and textual categories with sentence structure.

In order to present the background to the proposal of an initial focus position,
alternative descriptions of P1 are presented in terms of three criteria:
prominence, logic, and textual cohesion. The relations between these
categories and clause structure are discussed briefly, and the categorization of
the initial position as focal is justified.

1la: Prominence

The emphasis of the beginning of the CG clause has been interpreted in two
ways: as the start of a continuum of gradually declining emphasis, or as a
unique emphatic position at the beginning. Denniston (1952: 44) adopts the
first approach, considering that ‘the weight of a Greek sentence or clause is
usually at its opening, and the emphasis tends to decline as the sentence
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proceeds.” Thomson (1938: 367) holds the second view, believing that the
basic order of CG is predicate-first, as in copulative sentences (amhots 6

nU0os simple [is] the story, Choe.554), and so SV is always an emphatic order. This
view accords better with the principle of increasing phonological weight
discussed in Chapter 2 than does Denniston’s interpretation, and is assumed
by most subsequent commentators (though not necessarily for the same
reason as Thomson).

In itself, emphasis is a purely formal category, involving phonological
prominence, which is either morphological, positional, or marked by stress or
intonation. The emphatic element may be the intonational centre of the
sentence (Chomsky 1971: 202), and may carry stress, perhaps even in CG (see
Chapter 2, Section B 5a). Emphasis is usually also taken to have a
communicative function, so ‘loud” implies ‘important’.' Emphasis has been
linked to a variety of communicative functions, such as emotional stimulation
or expositive power (Dover 1960: 32), or the marking of information as new
(Halliday 1967: 204, Jackendoff 1972, Lambrecht 1994: 208) or most salient or
relevant (Dik 1980: 16, Sperber and Wilson 1986: 202-217). These functions
can be identified only subjectively, with the possible exception of new
information, though they underlie the observable phonological feature. There
is, of course, no reason why emphasis should not serve a variety of functions.
In Section 1le, a prosodic basis for the prominence of P1 will be proposed, and
in Section 4a, a functional description will be given.

1b: Logic

Grammatical words are likely to be placed early if they are operators: that is,
quantifiers having scope over the basic clause (more precisely, binding
variables within it).> These include interrogatives and relatives (‘wh-words’).
Operator position is often identified with the category of sentence focus
(Chomsky 1976, Kiss 1995a: 15). In this interpretation, focus is co-referential
with a ‘trace” (empty position) in the basic clause,’ so is regarded as having

"The Prague model of communicative dynamism (CD) exemplifies the connection: Firbas
(1964: 270) defines CD (somewhat circularly) as ‘the extent to which the sentence element
contributes to the development of communication’.

’See Lyons (1977: 454), Kiss (1995a: 15).

*The trace theory of movement, a central feature of X' theory, derives from Chomsky (1973). It

is exemplified by interrogatives (Whom; did you see -;?).
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moved from within the clause. It will be argued here, in Section 2b, that the
operator and focus positions are not the same in CG: though operators can be
emphasized by movement into focus position, their regular position is not
prosodically emphatic.

1c: Topic

Alternatively, a lexical word might be placed early because it is the logical
subject, which in propositional logic standardly precedes the predicate. This
schema is associated by Hockett (1958: 201), Li and Thompson (1976), and
Lyons (1977: 503) with the division between topic and comment. Lyons (1977:
501) describes the difference as categorial: “The subject, then, is the expression
which refers to and identifies the topic and the predicate is the expression
which expresses the comment.” However, the parallel between topic, logical
subject, and grammatical subject is not exact, and the topic or subject does not
necessarily precede comment or predicate, even in declarative sentences (as

may be seen from the citation from Choe.554 in Section 1a above).
1d: Textual relevance

A third reason why elements might be initial is that they are thematic, and
express known information (Mathesius 1939: 234). Theme is standardly
associated with topic, and so taken to provide an association between the
intra-sentential and textual organization of information: Kuppevelt (1995:
140) analyses ‘bound discourses’ (such as literary texts) as sequences of
‘discourse topics” in which the sentence topics are embedded, and, in
discourse analysis, texts are standardly visualized as organized by ‘clause
chaining’ and ‘thematic paragraphs’.*

A congruence of textual theme and sentential topic is, however, very
restrictive: a topic may be a theme, but there is no reason to consider that it
must be thematic. Textual cohesion is typically expressed by linking words in
P2, and themes are not necessarily expressed explicitly, but are often
communicated through presuppositions and implicatures (see Chapter 1,
Section A 2).

‘See Greimas (1966), Halliday and Hasan (1976), Fries (1981), Halliday (1982), Brown and Yule
(1983), Givén (1983), and Coulthard (1994). In the functional grammar of Dik (1978, 1980,

1989), theme is also considered to be structurally more peripheral than topic.
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1e: Clause structure

The pragmatic categories of topic, theme and focus are, clearly, of great value
in describing function: their formulation by Dik (1978, 1980, 1989) has
stimulated much recent work on the functional organization of Ancient Greek
(by Ruijgh 1971, 1990; Rijksbaron 1989, 1997a; Wakker 1994, 1997; and others
cited below, in this and subsequent chapters).

However, they have less power to explain word order or details of clause
structure. In fact, they are regularly associated with different structural
positions: emphatic information follows unemphatic, in the theme-rheme
model (Firbas 1964: 170), but precedes it in terms of task urgency (Givén 1983:
20). The only reliable definition may be that of Halliday (1967: 212), that
‘Basically, the theme is what comes first in the clause’. This is, however,
simply a (linguistically uninformative) way of describing a common sequence

in declarative sentences.

In structural terms, an initial element can be modelled within or outside the
basic clause: a position outside the clause is usually described as ‘topicalized’,
defined here, following Emonds (1976), as movement to a position adjoined
to the sentence, with a purely co-referential link. In Modern Greek,
topicalized words typically have a resumptive pronoun in the main clause.’
The use of the word “topicalization” to describe this sort of adjunction is
unfortunate, because it implies an association with the pragmatic category of
topic, yet topicalization cannot be always topical (since it is possible to have
multiple topicalized elements adjoined to one clause).’

Neither theme nor topic appears to be a structural category of CG: there is no
evidence from the corpus that any syntactic position is determined by
thematic factors, or that any Greek particles are topic markers. There may be
an association between topic and definite NPs (Li and Thompson 1976,
Gundel 1988), but not all definite NPs are topical, and (in tragedy) not all
topical NPs are explicitly definite.

The conclusion that P1 is not a structural topic position in CG contrasts with
the view, expressed by Kiparsky (1995: 153), that there was an initial

>See Horrocks (1983) and Philippaki-Warburton (1985).
%See Horrocks (1983: 104) and Kiss (1995a: 11).
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structural topic position external to the sentence in early IE, preceding a focus
position, as in Fig. 1 (=Introduction, Fig. 4)7

g
1 /\

Topic S'

kal viv T4 pdoow pév /\

Focus S
Tt

[+WH] C')bj.

€l 0’ épol Méyew;

It is not clear that kat viv Ta pdoow pév is here semantically a topic (though
part of it, Ta pdoow, might well be), or that only a topic can be placed
initially. Nor does the prosody support Kiparsky’s interpretation: the
interrogative appears less, not more, prominent than the initial phrase, which
is emphasized by the intonation break following.”

A similar objection may be raised to the description of thematic being applied
to other word groups which are separated from the rest of the sentence by an
intonation break, as at Hdt. 1, 10.2 (discussed also by Dover 1960: 17 and
Ruijgh 1990: 229):

1) kal 1 yovn | émopd pv €ELdvTa

et (quant a) la femme, elle le voit sortir9

Ruijgh (1990: 229) defines 1} yuwt as the theme of its sentence, an
interpretation which could perhaps be plausible for an NP, but scarcely for a

’Adapted from Kiparsky (1995: 153, Fig. 33), with the quotation, from Ag.598 (‘And now, for
the full story, what need have you to tell me it?’), added.

*This interpretation is supported by the metre: Raalte (1986: 186) considers that a sequence of
two monosyllables following the penthemimeral caesura emphasizes a word-boundary after
the third foot (here, between pév and i).

’The translations of this and the following citation are taken from Ruijgh (1990: 229).
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temporal phrase at Od.8.55-56 which he defines similarly:
2) upod &7 év voTlw ™V v  Opploav: abTap EmeLTa
Bav p’ Tpev ..
....... Mais quant a ce qui se passa apres cela,

ils se mirent en marche pour aller ....

Ruijgh’s translation puts quite a strain on a two-word phrase, but its length
implies emphasis, and the view taken here is that these constructions are
emphatic, either as part of the basic clause (as the first could be) or perhaps
topicalized, but certainly not thematic: they rather create a contrast with the
preceding text.

Nor can anaphoric elements, as the demonstrative at Eum.649-650, be
interpreted as occupying a topic or thematic position, though they may be
initial in the clause:
3) TOUTWY €TWdAS OUK Eémolnoer maTnp

ovpds, . . .

for these matters, my father has not set charms.

Such elements could be interpreted as adjoined, but there is no regular
position for them: they may appear anywhere in the sentence, as at Eum.199:
4) avTos oL TOUTWY oV HeTAlTLOS TEN,

you yourself, for this you are not only jointly responsible ...

or Eum.932-3:

5) 0 ye unv kivpoas Bapedr ToUTwY
olk oldev 80ev minyal BLoTou:
and yet the one meeting the hostility of these

does not know from where [are] the blows assailing his life

These pronouns may be structurally topicalized, but they cannot be topics,
which have a unique function in the clause. The rarity of such adjoined
elements also precludes a model of the sentence as having regular focus and
topic position: almost all CG sentences have an emphatic initial element with
a particle following, and topicalized elements appear much less frequently.
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1f: Definition of focus

Initial position is regularly occupied by constituents which are prosodically
prominent, either by phonetic assimilation of a P2 enclitic, or by
morphological contrast with a word in P2, and such prosodic prominence is
here identified with focalization. Enclitic particles are part of the same
intonation group as the P1 word, and have a syntactic as well as phonetic
relation with it, so are here classed as ‘cohesive focalizers’. Operators, classed
as ‘focus markers’, create a contrastive prominence with the P1 element by
virtue of relative morphological size, accentuation pattern, and the intonation
break separating the elements. P1 is therefore defined as prosodically focal.
The functional consequence is that it is always presentationally prominent

10
too.

The proposed structure is shown in Fig. 2 (=Introduction Fig. 3), with a
cohesive focalizer (uév) and an operator (tt) in P2:

CcP

2 /\
P1

Focus (e

kal ViV Ta4 pdocw pév /\

C P

Tt

I—HWH] Obj.
|

8l 0 épol Méyew;

The P1 element here is preposed, but this is not a necessary condition of
focalization: the presence of an initial prominent position in practically every
CG main clause implies that at least some of the variations must represent
‘basic” word order, and indeed, in the corpus, initial focalization makes no
noticeable difference to word order: in ydp-clauses, the grammatical subject
can be, and frequently is, placed in P1, but this does not affect order

OThe view that P1is a focal, rather than a topic, position is in accord with the view of

Luraghi (1998: 195) rather than that of Steele (1977).
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statistically.'" Any motivation for preposing must therefore affect all elements
equally, and not only the subject. Nor is the P1 element normally an operator:
that function is regularly fulfilled by a P2 word. Evidence for distinguishing
the focus position from the interrogative position is examined below, in
Section 2b.

As discussed by Hock (1996: 202ff.), a P2 enclitic may follow a prosodic host
in a preceding clause, and this might seem to justify a purely prosodic model
of the P1>P2 ‘string’. It is, however, an assumption of this work that there is a
close connection between prosody and syntactic function, which is evident in
inter-clausal linking: the prosodic relation between the elements in P1 and P2
determines their function, not only within the clause, but inter-clausally.
Prominence creates contrast with the preceding text as well as the word
following it.

P1 is therefore seen, not simply as the initial position of the clause, but as a
valency position which may function in two clauses simultaneously. When
the distinctive P1>P2 prosody spans the clause boundary, it creates a
structural link too. CG may have ‘discourse-configurational” features, but
only with respect to main clauses: in complex sentences, the function of the P1
element in the main clause is established through focalization by P2 elements
in the subordinate. The functions of these particles are discussed next.

2: P2
In this section, the traditional groupings of P2 enclitics are described, and a
division is made between particles and pronominals, based on their
intonational and syntactic relationship with the P1 element.

2a: P2 categories

The regular presence of grammatical words in P2 is associated with
languages having largely free word order, including early IE languages and

"'The relation between ydp clauses and SV order in the corpus is collated in Appendix 1A. A
majority of 140 SV constructions (81 = 58%) have a subject in P1. The figures are: I1.9, 3 out of
7,0d.9,5/10; Septem, 9/15; Agam., 12/20; Choe., 5/9; Eum., 14/17; OT., 14 /23; Medea, 13/23;
Cyclops, 2 /4; Frogs, 14/19; Melian Dialogue, 2 /3; Crito, 4/6.
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the Australian language Warlpiri,'” which suggests that the position has a
regular syntactic function. P2 words may be grouped in four functional

categories:

i) Linking. A connective function is implied in the term olvdeopos
(conjunction), as used by Aristotle (Rhetoric 1407a20), who gives pév and ¢ as
examples. Aristotle (Poetics 1456b36-1457a4) identifies two features, a lack of
denotative meaning and a postpositive placing, in his definition of oclvéeopos
as ¢pwvn donpos 1) olTe KwAleL olTe ToLel Pwvny plav onuavTikny €k
mAeLOVWY Pvdy Tedukular ourTiBeoBal (a sound without meaning which neither
hinders nor causes the formation of a single sound or phrase from several sounds), which is
not put at the beginning of a phrase which is by itself (fjv pn dappoTrer év
dpxf Noyouv Tibévar kad’ abTév).” The function is subcategorized by
Denniston (1954) as additional (kat), adversative (uév olv, d\Nd, &¢, priv),

confirmatory (ydp), or inferential (T®, Tovydp, olv, dpa).

ii) Adverbial. Some words, which Demetrius (De Eloc.II, 55.1) terms
TapamAnpwpaTikol olvdeopol (expletive conjunctions), seem to have a primarily
stylistic function within the clause: dpkTikos yap Tebels 6 olvdeopos kal
dmoomdoas TGOV TPoTépwy TA €xOUeVa [LEYANETOV TL €lpydoaTo (‘for, as the
conjunction is set initially and separates what follows from what precedes, it creates a certain

dignity’: Demetrius De Eloc.IL. 56.4-5)."*

Words like ‘subtlety’, ‘nuance’, ‘elusive’, “‘colour’, and ‘bouquet” are often
used to describe this group,' as they have the most subtle shades of meaning.
Adverbials may be subcategorized, as by Denniston (1954: xxxvi-xl), into
affirmative, intensive, determinative, and limitative particles. Alternatively, a
binary division may be made into adverbials with scope over one word,
usually termed emphatics, and those with sentence scope, which may be

2The data for Warlpiri is described by Hale (1976, 1983, 1992), Kashket (1991), and Simpson
(1991).

PPoetics 1456b38-1457a10 is marked by Kassel (1965) as ‘corrupta et confusa’, but the general
sense may be discerned. Simpson (1991: 69) notes a similar feature in Warlpiri, that the
auxiliaries normally appearing in P2 occur sentence-initially in connected speech.

“These include orthotonic words as well as P2 particles: Demetrius’s examples include &1, vv,
mpoOTEPOV, Pev, and even motdr T{ €oTiy, but this discussion concentrates on the enclitics.

PThese epithets are used by Denniston (1954) and Smyth (1956).
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called sentence adverbials. It will be shown below, in Section 2c (ii), that not
only do these function similarly, but that they belong to the same semantic
group: the focalizers. It may be noted that Aristotle (Poetics 1456b36-1457a4)
appears to view the category of clvéeopos as including connectives and
adverbials, as he gives as examples 61 and ToL, as well as pév and €.

iii) Anaphoric textual reference. Bergaigne (1877) and Delbriick (1878)
described P2 as the natural place or Haus of pronominals as well as
connective particles. Bergaigne (1877: 177-178) suggested that anaphoric
pronouns come as early as possible in the sentence because, like conjunctions,
they have a linking function, and that first and second personal pronouns are
placed there by analogy. However, the argument by analogy seems weak:
pronouns might be placed in P2 for purely phonetic reasons, or for reasons of
scope (as is suggested by the high frequency of subject pronouns in P1 or P2,
as described in Chapter 2, Section A2). Dik (1980: 23) defines P2 as the
preferred placing for pronominals on the basis of a phonetic weight criterion,
as described in Chapter 2, Section B5b, and Mallinson and Blake (1981: 151)
combine this explanation with a pragmatic one, based on theme-first.

iv) Scope. Elements may be placed early because they have scope over the
whole clause. Wackernagel (1892: 34-5) pointed out that enclitic verbs are
regularly placed in P2 in early Greek and Vedic (see also Hock 1982). The
reason may be that the verb inflection has scope over the clause, of which it is
the head (in the X' model).'® A prosodic explanation appears necessary to
explain verb placing in P2 rather than P1 (see Anderson 1993, Adams 1994b),
and this could be modelled as a Focus Phrase, with the verb as head and the
focalized element as specifier (Horvath 1986, Kiss 1995b). This accords with a
principle of morphological weight: as inflections became more complex, so
verbs moved rightwards.

v) Prosody. Wackernagel (1892) implicitly attributed the placing of light
elements in P2 (to which he famously gave the status of ein Gesetz) to
prosody, by defining P2 clitics in terms of their lack of accent, and so
concentrating on the P2 position itself as attracting different categories of
elements, including pronominals, linking words, and verbs."”

1oyt may be noted that in Warlpiri, P2 is regularly occupied by the tense marker: see Hale
(1992: 65).

For a recent discussion of his model, see Anderson (1993).
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Wackernagel’s criterion (that the element in P2 is accent-less) implies a
contrast with the element in P1, which is therefore emphasized. It follows that
a complete description of P2 clitics requires an analysis of the function of the
P1 element too. Explanations of why these varied elements are placed in P2
may be divided into syntactic and prosodic interpretations, which are
discussed further in Section 2¢ (i) below.

Clitics are canonically categorized as reduced forms of orthotonic words —
simple and special clitics in the schema of Zwicky (1977)'® —or independent
enclitics with no orthotonic form: ‘bound words’, including all words
traditionally termed ‘enclitic particles’. It is proposed that the most important
division should be drawn between elements which can appear in either P2 or
P1, and those which are always enclitic. The principal contrast is between
operators (‘special clitics’ when they are in P2 and do not occupy the same
positions as full forms), and cohesively-focalizing particles (always P2)."
Operators are considered first.

2b: P2 as an operator position
2b (i): Interrogatives

Although focalized constructions are standardly analysed as semantically
similar to interrogatives and relatives (as Schachter 1973, and Chomsky 1981),
a distinction may be drawn in CG between focus position and P2, where
interrogatives and indefinite pronouns appear. Evidence will be adduced that
interrogatives appear in initial position only by being focalized: that is,
foregrounded in P1 by a focalizer in P2.

This conclusion is stimulated by the observations of Thomson (1939b) on the
very common placing of emphatic constituents preceding interrogative
pronouns in tragedy and Aristophanes, in over 400 constructions. Thomson
described this pattern as the postponement of the interrogative, but his

"The basic distinction between simple and special clitics is that the former have no distinctive
placing or syntactic restrictions: clitics other than bound words which appear regularly in P2
are therefore special clitics.

“The terms particula and poplov were applied by the ancient grammarians to phonetically
light words, including lexical ones, so correspond more closely to enclitics than particles. For

references, see Schenkeveld (1988), and, for a historical overview, Sluiter (1997).
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examples show that the elements in P1 are always prominent. He identified a
number of regularities:

1) If one of the clauses in a pév—6¢ construction is interrogative, the pronoun

is postponed, as at OT.1232-3:

6) AelmeLr pév old’ a mpdobev Ndepev TO U1 ol
BapoTov’ elvar: mpds 8’ ékelvolow Tl Prs;
There lacked nothing in what we knew before of

lamentable matters: and in addition to that, what may you say?

and Ag.598 (also cited in Figs. 1 and 2 above):
7) kKal vV Ta pdoow Wev T B€l o’ épol Aéyel;

And now the full story, what need to tell it me?

2) A word repeated, either by one speaker or in a stichomythic exchange, is
emphasized, as at Eum.94:
8) eVdoLT’ dv, 0N kal kabevBovo@v T O€l;

Do sleep on, hey — and of sleeping, what use is there?

Sometimes there is no actual repetition, and a synonym is used, as Ra.628-30:
9) "Ayopelbw T

€ue un Baocavilew dbavatov vt €l 8¢ U,

alTos ceavtov alTi®. {Al.} Aéyers 8¢ Ti;

I say that I should not be beaten, being a god. Otherwise,

you will blame yourself. (Ae.) What are you saying?

3) The second of two questions usually has a preposed element, as Eum.678:
10) Tl ydp; mpds DudY mAs Tbelo’ dpopdos O;

What then? In regard to you, how may I arrange matters so I may be blameless?

4) Shifts of focus between speakers in dialogue are regularly emphasized, as
Ra.1430:
1) ED y’, & Tooetdov. Zb 8¢ Tiva yvouny €xels;

Brilliant, by Poseidon. And as for you, what is your opinion?
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Shifts of focus between ideas are similarly emphasized, as Choe.924-5:
12)  Opa, dUAaEar pnTpos éykdTous Kivas.

TdS ToD maTpos O Ths dUyw TApeEls TAOE;

(Clyt.) Look, watch out for your mother’s spiteful hounds

(Or.) Those of my father, how may I escape them, neglecting this?

Expression of a contrast is also associated with the same pattern, as Cyc.525:
13)  Beds & év dok® THs Yéynd  olkovs Exwv;

But a god in a wineskin, how can he be happy to have his home there?

Thomson identifies other functions: to mark stages in an interrogation, to
make an objection, or to recall something in the previous text. His figures
demonstrate that the pattern is least common in Aeschylus and most frequent
in Aristophanes and the later works of Euripides (and Cyclops), which
suggests that it is a developing feature. Metrical convenience cannot be the
explanation, as the “postponed” pattern is common in Plato too, as at Crito
4429:"

14) "Hy &¢ &1 7l 70 évimviov;

What was it, the dream?

Thomson's ‘postponement” always involves the preposing of the element in
P1.*! It seems possible to go further, and infer that P2 is the regular position
for interrogatives, and that they appear first in the clause only by being
focalized, in which case they are always followed by particles, as at Ag.1286:
15 7l 8T’ &yo kdTolkTOos B8’ dracTévw;

Why then do I make this pitiful lament?

and Ag.1643—4:

16) Tt &M TOV dvdpa TOVS' dmo PuxAs kakfis
oK avTOS MrdpLles, AANA oLV yuvn,
Why then with your cowardly heart did you not

yourself kill this man, ....

Here, focalization appears to express an adversative force: all Thomson’s
examples cited above involve a contrast with the preceding text. It is argued
in Section 4b that focalization is always, in discourse terms, contrastive.

*Thomson (1939b: 151) cites other Platonic examples at Rep.349b, Crat.388a, Ap.20c.
*'This accords with the X' schema, in which rightwards movement of the interrogative is

impossible, because a ‘trace’ cannot precede its antecedent. See Chomsky (1981).
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2b (ii): Questions in Choephoroi

In order to test the hypothesis that P2 is the regular position for interrogatives
in CG, the 80 finite interrogatives in Choephoroi were examined. If the 25 polar
questions™ are discounted (because they are not marked as questions, or are
introduced by the prepositives f} or méTepa),” the 55 remaining interrogatives
may be categorized in two groups:
a) Line-initial, with respect to a clause start which coincides with the line:

i) With particles following: 21.**

ii) With other enclitics following: 3 (87, 778, 844).

iii) As quantifier in an NP: 2 (10, 530).

iv) Other: 3 (88, 858, 871, all with interrogative m@s).

v)InP2:12.%

b) Clause-initial, not coinciding with the line start:
vi) With particles following: 6.%
vii) With other enclitic following: 1 (883).
viii) As quantifier in an NP: 2 (12 and 885).
ix) Other: 2 (88 and 871, both with m@s).
x) In P2: 3 (256, 408, 778).

These figures show that most interrogatives are clause-initial, and followed
by P2 enclitics. The unspecified ‘enclitics” noted at (ii) and (vii) are all verbs,
except the element at Choe.844 (the demonstrative TatT"). IlGs is clearly a
stronger prepositive than i, since it is the only wh-word to appear in first
position without following enclitics, though Dover (1960: 12) classes it with
the other interrogative/indefinite pronouns and adverbs. It is phonetically
different from the others in having a long closed syllable. No other
interrogative appears in first position without being followed by an enclitic,

*The expression derives from Jespersen (1924). Polar questions may also be termed ‘yes/no’
questions: see Lyons (1977: 754).

PThese are: Choe.14, 90, 92, 112, 120, 122, 177, 220, 222, 224, 297, 339, 418, 495, 496, 526, 774,
775, 845, 894, 899, 909, 912, 1010, 1074.

*Choe.48, 110, 114, 123, 169, 171, 338, 418, 569, 638, 720, 732, 766, 847, 885, 900, 916, 994, 997,
1051, 1075.

®Choe.179, 214, 216, 218, 315, 394, 528, 532, 594, 855, 899, 925.

**Choe.10, 187, 338, 388, 703, 880.
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unless it functions as quantifier in an NP, in one construction at Choe.10-11:
17) Tl xpfAna Aetvoow; Tls mod™ Md™ ounyvpls

oTelxeL yuvalk®r ¢dpecly pelayxipols

What thing do I see? what company of women

. . 27
conspicuous in black robes comes?

The line and clause start usually coincide, but this does not affect the pattern.
Because clause-initial position does not occur without following particles
(unless the interrogative is part of an NP), it is likely that the emphasis is
created by the P2 particles themselves, and that interrogatives are in P1 only
when focalized. Although that is their most common position (approximately
double the number of interrogatives which are in P2), it may still be always
emphatic.”®

2b (iii): Interrogatives and the intonation break

A semantic as well as morphological similarity may be noted with indefinites,
which occur regularly in P2: interrogative ‘who?” presupposes indefinite
‘someone’, and both are presupposed by relative ‘who” (for references see
Chapter 5, Section 2c¢). The difference in placing between the two may be
identified through the existence of an intonation break: interrogatives are
preceded by one, while indefinites are not. Dover (1960: 12-13) questions
whether Ag.1344 (olya Tls mAnynw duTel kaiplws oUTAOpPEVOS; Silence:
who/someone tells of a blow, mortally wounded) is really a question or an indefinite
statement. Yet, although Tis is in second position in the line, it is first in the
clause, following an intonation break, suggesting an interrogative, though the
pattern of emphasis creates ambiguity (Ag.553—4 tis &€ mA\nw Oedv / dmavt’
ampuwy Tov 8L’ al@ros xpdrov; ‘who except the gods is without pain all his life’ is

more clearly a question). Conversely, at Ag.449, T(s is truly enclitic to olvya,

“Dindorf (1851: Vol. 1) adds <¢a> before line 10, which could provide a prosodic host.
Dindorf (1876: 97) justifies this by the construction at Prom.298: €a- 7{ xpfjua; kal ov &7
mOVwY EUAV ... (Ah, what [is] the matter? Have you too come [to gape] at my torture?)
*Left-dislocated constituents regularly precede wh-clauses in Vedic too (see Luraghi 1998:

192).
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with no intonation break, so an indefinite meaning is more likely:”
18)  Tdde oiyd Tis Ballet,

these things someone /who mutters in a whisper

Indefinite Tis is part of the same word group as a preceding word, so may be
considered a cohesive focalizer, while it is itself focalized at Ag.553 by &¢.

2b (iv): Relatives

In relative constructions, the prosodic relation between an antecedent and the
relative pronoun is analogous to that between a P1 word and an
interrogative, as discussed above. This is particularly clear in constructions
where there is also a metrical break before the head noun, when it is line-
initial, as at Od.9.197:

19) N&éos, v pou dhke Mdpwy, Evdvbeos ulds,

sweet [wine], which was given me by Maron, son of Euantheos...

Ag.1433:
20) AT ’Epwiv 0, dalol TOvS’ Eodal’ €yw,

by Ruin and the Erinys, to whom I sacrificed him

and Eum.484:
21) Beopdv, Tov €ls dmavTt’ éyw Mow xpovov.

an oath, which I shall set for all time.

Here, the prominence of the head noun creates a particularly strong contrast
with the relative pronoun. However, the prosodic relation between head
noun and relative is contrastive, even when there is no intonation break
before the noun, as at Eum.661:

22) ¢owoev €pvos, olol un BAdYm Beds.

She preserves the offspring for such as a god does not harm

Septem 426:
23) mopyols &’ dmelhel 8elv’, a pn kpaivor TOXM

He threatens our towers with terrors, which may fortune not fulfil

*The position of Tis as third word implies that Td8e is topicalized, like the demonstratives in

Section 1d.
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and Ag.525-6:
24) Tpotav kaTaokdpavta TOD SLkndodpov
ALos paké\n, T kaTelpyaoTar médov.
he who uprooted Troy with the pick of avenging Zeus,

with which the earth has been worked over.

An intonation break between head noun and relative pronoun may be
observed in all these constructions, including Eum.661 (a restrictive relative,

which in English would not have ‘comma intonation’).

The close relationship between prosody and meaning is demonstrated by the
rare constructions where the head noun is not adjacent to the relative. Such a
purely prosodic relation is stylistically uncomfortable, as may be seen from

Ag.1221-2:
25) ouwv €évTépols Te OTAAyYXV’, €TMOLKTLOTOV YOS,

mpémovs’ ExovTes, Gv maTthp €yeloaTo.
... and with the entrails, the viscera, a pitiful load,

they seem to be holding, which their father tasted.

The clause boundary is schematized in Fig. 3 (=Introduction, Fig. 5):*
Fig.3 PP

N

oS NP
P1 CP
TOUS KpaTof)VTas/ \
P2 P
ovs

oL’ €yw moTe Obj.

*The citation is from Choe.267, cited also above: ‘[someone might tell this] to the rulers, whom may

I'see die one day’.
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This demonstrates that the P1>P2 sequence is a relational one, which holds
across syntactic boundaries (as noted by Hock 1996), and creates a prosodic
link, additional to the co-referential one.

2¢: P2 and the intonation break

The mechanism of cohesive focalization is described below in Section 4.
Focalizing particles may also be distinguished prosodically from pronominals
by their ordering in P2 collocations.

2c¢ (i): Function and order in P2 collocations

It was observed by Delbriick (1900: 51) that, in early Greek, connectives
precede pronouns, and Watkins (1964: 130ff.) generalizes that feature as
common to all early IE languages. Denniston (1954: 1x) notes that sentence
adverbials usually follow connectives. Recent models have focussed on the
relative order of enclitics in collocations, especially the “initial string” in Vedic
(Hock 1982, 1996; Hale 1987, 1996; Schaufele 1996), Hittite (Luraghi 1998), and
Homeric and Koine Greek (Ruijgh 1990, Wills 1993, Taylor 1996).

As noted above in Section 2a, interpretative approaches tend to be polarized
between the syntactic and the prosodic. The former is exemplified by the
schema of Ruijgh (1990: 223) for Homeric particle clusters:

1) Adverbials with single-word scope (mep, ye, pd, pdv, pév).

2) Preparatory co-ordinating connectives (jév, Te).

3) Connectives (6é, ydp, Te, pév).

X) [see below]

4) Sentence adverbials (dpa> vv, epic Te > ke, dv >0nv, olv> 81> ad).

5) Indefinite pronouns and adverbs.

6) Personal pronouns.

Ordering like this seems both over-rigid and incomplete, and Ruijgh (1990:
225) admits the exception that dpa and vv may follow &%, and the
categorization of ydp only as a connective and olv as an adverbial is partial. A
gap (x) has been left in the listing above, where interrogatives and relatives
are placed (see Hale 1987: 42, Wills 1993: 72).
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Ruijgh (1990: 217) explains the sequence in terms of syntactic domain, because
‘un postpositif suit immédiatement le mot initial de la séquence qui constitue
son domaine’, so in a complex sentence at 11.3.396-8, the postpositives are
ordered by increasing domain, with the connective T at 398 preceding the
adverbial dp’ because its domain is the whole line (6duBnoév ... ovopale),
while 77 has scope only over the first clause of it (bappnoév ... émeita):
26) kal p’ [[ds olv évonoe Beds mepikaléa Setpry

oTN0ed 0’ luepdevTa kal OSppata papuatipovTa, |

fdupnoév T’ dp’ émeiTa, émos T E€dbat’, €k T ovopale-]

And then, [ [ as she recognized the round sweet throat of the goddess

and her desirable breasts and her eyes that were full of shining,]

she both wondered, and spoke a word, and called her by name]

Organization by increasing domain clearly has some validity, as it suggests
why particles like ye, mep, and adverbial ¢ds (which have scope over single
words) precede others in collocations. The position of preparatory particles
and adverbials may also be explained by their domain: preparatory pév and
Te (in Te kat) precede connectives because their function is limited to the first
clause of a compound sentence, while a connective like ydp has scope over
both: Ruijgh (1990: 218) illustrates this by the use of pév ydp at 1.11.825.”"

However, a principle of increasing domain does not explain the standard

(decreasing) sequence of [indefinite > personal pronoun], as 11.4.245:%

27) ... €0TAC’, OUO " dpa Tls oL peTa Ppeol ylyveTar dikm.
(connective> adverbial > indefinite > personal pronoun)

.... stand still, and there is no heart of courage within them?

Nor does it explain the decreasing sequence of 5° and dpa at I1.5.47:
28)  fpume 87 €€ Oxéwv, oTuyepds 8 dpa W okOTOS €LNe
(connective > adverbial > personal pronoun)

he dropped from the chariot, and the hateful darkness took hold of him

Position by domain does not, therefore, give a full description. An alternative
analysis of P2 in terms of word movement has been suggested for Vedic by

J'Wills (1993) adopts a similar analysis, observing that particles which emphasise single
words are normally adjacent to them, so precede connectives and sentence adverbs. His
examples are ye and mep, and he notes that pév, 81 and vv may be placed in the same position.

*Although Tis is here an adjective, it occupies the same position as would a pronominal.



147

Hale (1987), who proposes that sentence adverbials follow connectives
because they are enclitic to P1 as defined after wh-movement (the preposing
of interrogatives and relatives) but before the focalization of lexical words,”
while connectives are, as it were, ‘inserted’ last, as discourse rather than
sentential elements, so precede question words. Emphatics are ‘cliticized to
the constituent they will emphasize, and ... following this the emphasized
element can be topicalized” (Hale 1987: 46).

This model is formalized by Hale (1996) in terms of two maximal projections:
a topic phrase and a focus phrase (the latter being the position for
pronominals and adverbials). The sequence accords with the observed order
[emphatic > connective > wh-word> adverbial], so agrees with the collocation
sequence more accurately than Ruijgh’s principle. However, it is inadequate
in two respects. It does not match the prosody, and Hale (1996: 178) admits to
being ‘not entirely comfortable with “focus” as a general name for that
function’. Secondly, it is uninformative: no explanation is given of why
focalization should occur ‘after” wh-movement, or why indefinites should
precede demonstratives. Neither model explains the overlap between
interrogatives and indefinite pronouns, which may be placed in a different
sequence, either preceding or following sentence adverbs.

Enclitic position has also been described in terms of prosody, as in the
proposal of Halpern (1992), that P2 elements are, structurally, the leftmost
elements in the clause, adjoined to the IP, but are placed in P2 by a prosodic
‘flip’, which allows an enclitic to move one place rightwards if it lacks a host,
due to an intonation break to its left. In Halpern’s view, the sequence [P1
phrase>P2 clitic] results from phrasal preposing (to the specifier position in
CP), but the sequence [P1 word>P2 clitic] results from an automatic “prosodic
inversion’ of the two elements. The difference is that only the first, phrasal,
construction involves pragmatic motivation. However, it has also been
suggested that phrases as well as single words can undergo prosodic
inversion (see Hock 1996, Taylor 1996). Observations of the variable positions
of ydp in the corpus texts, discussed in Section 3b below, suggest that phrases
and single words are focalized analogously.

®The focalized word may of course itself be an interrogative, as at 11.5.703: évba Tlva mpdTov,

Tlva 8 Votatov éfevdpiEav; (then whom first and whom last did they slaughter?).
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Prosodic analyses have usually been presented as alternatives to syntactic
interpretations: one may detect a rather confrontational tone in the way Hock
(1996) and Hale (1996) comment on each other’s models. It seems more useful
to investigate the relation between prosodic and syntactic approaches, and a
combined approach seems particularly relevant to the structure of the clause
break in subordination, as is discussed below.

2c¢ (ii): The cohesive focalizer/operator division

Prosody and syntax have generally been considered separately, since P2
enclitics are not always syntactically linked to their prosodic host. In
particular, it is usually held that, in Homeric Greek and CG, only emphatics
follow their host in terms of both phonological liaison and syntactic
precedence (as Hock 1996). However, it is argued here that connectives,
adverbials and indefinite pronouns do too, and the only syntactic division is
between the cohesive focalizers (emphatics/ connectives/ indefinites /
adverbials) and operators or ‘wh-words’ (interrogatives/ relatives); a division
which is also marked prosodically by an intonation break.

The whole sentence, including the P1>P2 string, may then be schematized as
in Fig. 4 (=Introduction, Fig. 1):

[ { P1} cohesive focalizers] [ interrogatives and relatives [personal pronouns {clause} ] ]

The cohesive focalizers include connectives, indefinite pronouns, emphatics
and other adverbials. Enclitic verbs may be grouped with the operators, since
their scope is analogous (as noted in Section 2a above).

P2 then consists of two word groups divided by domain and by the
intonation break. This gives a different ordering from the canonical one in
two principal respects:

i) Particles normally defined as sentence adverbs (dpa, vv, epic Te, ke, dv, Ony,
olv, &1, ad) form part of the initial intonational group.

ii) Indefinite pronouns precede operators (unless the latter are focal, in P1).

The morphology of the P2 element accords with this interpretation: the
distinctively harsh articulatory onset of a voiceless central fricative (like ols
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and other relatives) may reinforce the intonation break.** Of course, [/h/]is
not necessary to create an intonational pause, since a boundary also occurs
with interrogative T{, but it is suggestive that not only do relative pronouns
start with an aspirate, but complementizers do also. The accent borne by an
operator is, presumably, also indicative of increased vocal friction compared

to an indefinite or other accent-less enclitic.

It might be objected that a prosodic division after the cohesive focalizers does
not correspond to syntactic domain: after all, emphatics have a single-word
domain, connectives link two clauses, and adverbs modify a verb or a whole
clause. This is what prosodic interpretations like those of Hock (1996) and
Taylor (1996) assume. However, it can be shown that emphatics and
connectives in fact have the same domains, and the same can be attributed to
sentence adverbs too: their position in collocations may vary according as
their prosodic “target’ is the word in P1, or a non-preposed wh-word in P2. In
either case, their function is primarily local. It will be shown in Section 4 that
this is true for all cohesive focalization, and, in Chapter 5, that indefinites also
function cohesively.

An alternative analysis is possible for the position of operators: they could be
in P1, preceded by topicalized elements. As noted in the Introduction, Section
2d, this analysis is not adopted, because it fails to model the prosodic
prominence of the initial elements in contrast with the operator, and it does
not explain the interrogative patterns discussed above in Section 2b, or the
regular presence of focal elements preceding ws in tragic complementation
(discussed in Chapter 6). The focalizer-operator division gives a more unified
analysis. In the next section, evidence for a single function of ‘cohesive
focalizer” is discussed.

3: Cohesive focalization

Cervin (1990: 59-65) notes that CG particles have a regular emphatic effect on
constituents to their left (or complex constituents in which they appear late).
It is argued here that the emphatic and linking functions are always shared by

the same particles, and particles with one function are always associated with

*Cavity friction would certainly disrupt the intonational pattern. See Allen (1987: 18-19) on

the articulation of CG aspirates.
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both. Further, overlaps may be observed in the linking and adverbial
functions too.

3a: Overlaps in particle function

A coincidence of emphatic and connective function has often been noted.
Denniston (1954) suggests an aetiology for three groups of particles. Though
tentative (cf. Rijksbaron 1997b), it makes the case for a causal connection
between the two functions:

1) Some (ye, &1, unv, Tot) may have originally expressed thoughts in isolation,
but also have connective functions (Denniston 1954: xxxvii).

2) Conversely, primarily connective particles may have emphatic functions.
Denniston (1954: 359) believes that ‘the primary function of pév, as of
pnv, is emphatic’. Other connectives with emphatic force include ydp
(considered below, Section 4b) and olv (Denniston 1954: 416-425).
Responsive particles like 6¢é and Te also emphasise the preceding word.

3) Apodotic function in conditionals (i.e. in the consequent clause) may
involve adverbials (ye, 7, pévtot, &1) and paratactic connectives (kaf,
obv, Tolvw). Denniston (1954: x1) suggests an adverbial origin for this.

3b: Diachronic changes in position and function

The interpretation of variable particle position as historically transitional (as
in Denniston’s schema described above)® suggests the possibility of a

functional connection between emphatics and connectives, in three respects:

i) Origin. The remark by Denniston (1954: xl-xli) that ‘it is by no means
certain that the connective sense of any Greek particle is the original sense’
implies that at least some particles changed function from adverbial to
connective. A general development from adverbial to connective functions is
a plausible inference, since intra-clausal meaning might be expected to
precede a linking function chronologically (since it precedes logically).

ii) Rightwards movement. The converse development is better established: in
post-Homeric Greek there was a diachronic movement of enclitics from P2 to

*See also Ruijgh (1990: 221ff.) on mép, dpa 1 and &7 pa, and Wills (1993: 63n7) on dpa.
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adjacency to their head words (see Dover 1960: 15-19, Horrocks 1990).%°
Rightwards movement is also influenced by phonetic factors: Horrocks (1990:
39) notes that in CG the enclitic pronoun pot may be placed next to the most
emphatic sentence constituent, rather than to its governing verb (as at Xen.
Resp. Ath. 3.10 and Dem. 37.23). Movement may also be motivated in part by
an intonational change: postponement is linked by Dunn (1989) with the
movement of a postulated sentence accent (as the Satzmelodie of Schwyzer
1950) from Wackernagel’s position in CG (Comrie 1980: 86) to fall on the main
verb in Hellenistic Greek (Dunn 1989: 11). Adams (1994a) observes a similar
placing for weak pronouns in Classical Latin. There appears also to have been
a rhythmic component (see Marshall 1987).

iii) Rightwards movement and subordination. A second motivation for
postponement may be found in the loss of connective function, which was
increasingly fulfilled by subordinating conjunctions like émet, €i, ws, and 67L.
The discussions of €l below in Section 5a and of ws in Chapter 6 suggest that
this was a gradual process, with conjunctions showing enclitic features before
occupying an independent position in a developed system of subordination.

There does, then, appear to be a historical progression, which strengthens the
case for a functional explanation. In Section 4, it is argued that the causal
connection may be found in the mechanism of focalization. In the next
section, a constant emphatic/connective effect is noted in constructions with

vdp, and, in Section 3d, the same link is noted for other particles.

3c: T'dp and dual function

Denniston (1954: 56-57) considers that the core function of ydp is causal, all
instances having a connective function. However, noting that ‘few Greek
connecting particles started their careers as conjunctions’, he suggests that ‘an
earlier, asseverative, force lay behind the causal sense’, and links this to an
etymology of ydp from ye + dpa. Smyth (1956: 638) has the same view,
suggesting that ye originally gave prominence ‘either to the word it followed

*Head-government appears as early as Homer too, explaining a feature which Wills (1993:
66) describes as ‘third position’, adducing constructions like I1.1.81: €l mep ydp Te xéhov ye
kal abTfipap katamédn (and suppose even for the day itself he swallow down his anger ...). These,
however, are better explained as head-governed: ‘[x6Mov ye] [kal avTfipap]’. Cf. Ruijgh (1990:
219-20) on e at 11.2.703.
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or to the whole clause, while dpa marked this prominence as due to
something expressed or latent in the context.”

Such an interpretation raises the possibility that retrospective and
preparatory function may reflect the same force, and indeed anticipatory
(preparatory) use is considered by Denniston (1954: 68) to be a stylistic
variant, rather than an independent asseveration (which was the view of
Kiihner 1904: 332-3). Retrospective and anticipatory ydp simply reverse the
dependency ordering: ‘since a, therefore b’ is logically equivalent to ‘b,
because a’, and parenthetical ydp following the main subject could be
translated as either (or ‘as’), as Ag.1069:

29) éyw &7, émolkTipw ydp, ob Bupwoopat

but I, because/since I pity her, will not be angry

and Eum.230:

30) ¢ym 8, dyel ydp dlpa pntpdov, dlkas
HETELUL TOVSE PATA KAKKUIMYETNS.
but I, since a mother’s blood urges, shall pursue this

. . . 37
man to punish him, and be his tracker

Throughout the corpus, causal force is always combined with pragmatic
emphasis, as at OT.409:
31) {0’ dvTiNéEal: ToDBe ydp KAyw KpPATH*

... arguing equally, for in that I rule too

Med.1376:
32)  mhs olv; T{ dpdow; kdpTa yip kdyod OéNw.
How? What shall I do? For I very much wish that too.

Denniston (1954: 58) believes that retrospective use of ydp is ‘commoner in writers whose
mode of thought is simple than in those whose logical faculties are more developed. The
former tend to state a fact before investigating its reason, while the latter more frequently
follow the logical order, cause and effect’. In the corpus, there are in fact fewer instances of
vdp in Crito than the other texts: one per 320 words, compared with 100 in OT. (c. per 12
lines), Med.112 (15 lines), Ra.150 (16 lines). Frequencies in the Oresteia are less: 170 (one every
22 lines), and in Septem even less: 251 (40 lines). However, this seems based on presentational

rather than logical criteria: see Sicking and van Ophuijsen (1993: 21ff.).
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and Crito 50b6:
33) mPOS TADTA KAl dA\a ToLalTa; MONAA ydp dv TiS €XOL,

towards this and other similar things, for one might have many things [to say]

While the identification of pragmatic emphasis must be a subjective
judgment, it is sufficient for this argument that all constructions are consistent
with an emphatic interpretation of the initial word. The relation between
pragmatic and prosodic emphasis may be interpreted in terms of factive
rather than causal force, as in the suggestion by Sicking and van Ophuijsen
(1993: 24) that ydp is responsive in the sense of ‘making explicit a
presupposition of the previous sentence.”” Such a unified explanation in fact
accords with the range of functions which Denniston (1954: 63, 65) identifies
for causal ydp, referring loosely to the preceding discourse, or more
specifically to a single clause or individual word. The categorization of ydp by
Ruijgh (1990) as purely co-ordinating is therefore incomplete.

The effect of focalization appears to be inherently local: the view of Halpern
(1992), cited above, that only phrasal focalization is pragmatically motivated,
while focalization of individual words is an automatic ‘flip’, is not supported
by the constructions in the corpus, where ydp is always adjacent to the word
or phrase it emphasizes pragmatically, though when ydp follows NPs, the
whole phrase may be regarded as prominent, as at Ag.32:

34) Ta SeomoT@AV Yip €U meobvTa Hoopal

for after my master’s lucky throw, I shall make the next move

and Ag.461:
35) TOV TONUKTOVWY Ydp OUK

dokomot Beol, ...

for of the killers of many, the gods are not unwatchful

In contrast, when ydp appears within an NP, as at Eum.334, only the
demonstrative seems emphatic, so a specific pragmatic effect may be

understood:
36)  TOobTO yap Adxos SiavTtala

Motp’ émékhnoer EUmédws EXeLy,
For this lot, piercing Fate

spun for us to be permanent

38Fac’civi’fy may be defined as the transference of presuppositions between clauses. See
Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970), Karttunen (1971), Lyons (1977: 599606, 794-809) and the

discussion in Chapter 6, Section 1c.
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Following a VP at Ag.222, the adjacent element, rather than the whole phrase,
appears pragmatically emphatic (as Dover 1987: 61 suggests):
37) BpoTous Opacivel ydp aloxpounTis

TdAALVa TAPAKOTTA TPOTOTLWY

Woeful madness, the first cause,

suggesting evil, emboldens men;

The variable position of connective particles with respect to an initial phrase
is described by Dover (1960: 16) as “the result of a compromise between
pattern and principle” in the interaction between prosody and syntax. If
connectives are always also emphatic, as proposed here, variable placing may
be understood as reflecting variable emphasis, which is presumably open to
authorial choice.

Though ydp may emphasise cohesive material (as at Ag.222 and Eum.334
above), Dover (1987: 61-3) argues that it tends to emphasise new information.
The reason is prosodic: an emphatic function certainly has a contrastive effect,
and when the emphatic and linking functions are in tension, the former is
dominant, as at Eum.797, where it is adjacent to éx ALés, though its linking
function is related to that of dA\\":

38) A\’ ék ALOS yap AapTpa papTipla maphyv,

and yet, from Zeus, there was clear witness,

The primacy of the emphatic function may also be seen when ydp follows

. . o . .39
grammatical words which themselves are primarily connective, as in et vydp,
and 7 ydp, which appears to have a sense of urgency in Plato (Erp Taalman
Kip 1997). Its dominance follows from the mechanism of cohesive focalization
(described below in Section 4a).

3d: Other cohesive focalizers

Other connectives and adverbial particles also have a regular emphatic force.
The high frequency of collocations beginning with pév (as pév pa, pév e,
pév &1, pev odv, pévrtot), not only in Homer, but also tragedy and prose,
accords with a combined emphatic and linking function. This may be seen

¥See Misener (1908).
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even when pev ydp follows a monosyllabic grammatical word, as at 1.9.515:
39) €l pev yap um dGpa dépol Ta & Gmad’ dvopdlot

and yet, if he were not to bring gifts and to name still more hereafter...

and 04.9.132:
40) €V eV yAp AELPUGOVES AAOS ToAlolo map’ Oxfas

for in [it] there are meadows near the shore of the grey sea ...

The functional overlap is at least partly due to position: if the most emphatic
constituent of the sentence is standardly initial, a particle following it may
have either function: it cannot, for example, be known by a listener at the
moment of utterance that there will be a responsive clause, so every instance

of pév must carry the possibility of emphasis.*’

The contrastive quality of the emphatic function may be seen in the force of
&é, which, Bakker (1993) argues, regularly marks a variety of discourse
boundaries, both continuative and contrastive.*' The importance of
‘adversative’ function is also observed by Basset (1997), Slings (1997), and
Jacquinod (1997), in studies of orthotonic conjunctions and P1>P2
sequences.”” However, 8 does not simply mean ‘but’: Davies (1997) shows
that, in Arcadian, 5¢ changes from a “seriously” adversative particle into a
continuative one, functioning as a textually cohesive marker.*

As noted in the previous section, the probable origin of ydp from ye and dpa
depends on their functions as making some sentence element prominent, and
other adverbial particles also seem to be cohesive focalizers, placed in the
same word group as their prosodic host.* Denniston (1954) identified
emphatic uses of 6nv, olv, and &1, and the pragmatic functions which Sicking
(1997) identifies in Platonic interrogatives always involve the relative

“The frequency of particle collocations following grammatical words may also have a
morphological significance, in providing the weight to focalize a monosyllable.

“'Bakker’s analysis is based on discourse framing: for which see Goffman (1974) and Tannen
(1993).

“Basset examines d\\d ; Slings dANG, dM\a ydp, pévTol, and kal Tot; and Jacquinod kaiTol.
“For discussions of the pragmatic functions of &¢, see also Dover (1987: 59-61) and Rijksbaron
(1997c¢).

*“Assimilation to a larger phonological unit may be seen in a capacity to function as affixes

(5€é: olkbvde, 08, NO¢; M émeldn; and Te: doTe); or with affixes added (8fiTa).
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emphasis of the P1 and P2 elements (oUkouv as expressing disbelief while
ovkobv elicits assent, T{ 8¢ as expressing a new discourse topic while T{ olv
marks logical coherence). It is argued in Chapter 5 that epic e also focalizes
its relative host, and a contrastive textual effect is implied in its function of

. . : : .45
marking a digression from the main narrative.

A unified view of focalization may seem at odds with the great variety of
particle functions: as Rijksbaron (1997b, 12) argues, ‘instead of treating “the”
particles as one monolithic block in “the” Greek literature, there is a need for
studies dealing with (groups of) particles in specific dialects, genres, authors
and discourse types.” However, the intention here is not to deny the value of
such specificity, but to suggest a single mechanism which may underlie the
multiplicity of functions. This is described in the next section.

4: Focalization and linking

In this section, emphatic, connective, and adverbial particles are shown to
share the same prosody and function, though the syntactic domain of each
appears quite different, because they all function in the same way: by creating
a unified prosodic group centred on a focalized word in P1.

4a: Mechanism

Although the discourse functions of grammatical words have been
intensively studied, their meanings have usually been considered as purely
conventional (as Grice 1989), and their phonology has not been investigated.
Conjunctions are usually described simply by their logical function: as
‘signals’ (Hockett 1958: 153—4), ‘markers’ (Matthews 1981: 60-69), or “co-
ordinators’ (Quirk et al. 1985: 918-1007). It is proposed here that the
connective function is a kind of emphasis, because, just as a flag attracts
attention by being physically prominent, so connectives also function, by
making a contiguous element phonologically prominent. The proposed
mechanism has three principal aspects:

1) Phonological. The cohesive focalizers function by assimilation, adding their
morphological weight to the prosodic host. This difference correlates with

“Gonda (1954b: 274) compares it to an actor’s ‘aside’. The classic study of ‘e digressif-

permanent’ is by Ruijgh (1971). The earliest is by Baumlein (1861: 227-235).
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order in P2 collocations: primary emphatics like ye and mep precede
connectives for reasons of scope or domain, as in Ruijgh’s model, because
emphasis is inherently short-range (no particle emphasizes a preceding
sentence, though responsive ydp may come close). It may be noted that,
though pronominals are usually separated from the P1 group by an
intonation break, the pronominal Tot can function cohesively as a particle,
though properly an ethical dative.*

2) Cognitive. The word in P1 is consequently prominent, not only through
focalization by the particle following, but in contrast with the preceding text.
It therefore attracts attention to its own meaning. If it is a referring
expression, it introduces a new referent into the discourse. If it is a
pronominal, focalization creates indefinite reference, so raises the question
‘what?’.

3) Textual. The prominence of the P1 element has two pragmatic effects: of
marking its own meaning as important, new, or in contrast with the
preceding text, and of introducing the new proposition of which it is a part.
Focalization is therefore, in pragmatic terms, epiphenomenal: it is not the
presentation of any particular category of information, but the intensification
of that presentation: it could be described as phonological amplification.

Its pragmatic effects vary according to the P1 element, as well as the discourse
context. The observation that particles have a great range of pragmatic
functions does not preclude the possibility that they may function in a similar
way. The core meanings of individual particles are compatible with a unified
model of focalization, in terms of what element is in P1.

4b: Pragmatic functions of focalization

The discourse functions of cohesive focalization are realized in four ways:

1) When connectives are P2 enclitics, the clause needs an initial, prominent
element functioning as an attention-getting device. If the P1 element is a
lexical word, the link is automatically contrastive, because new information is
being foregrounded. This explains the typically contrastive character of CG
coordination, and also the association of focus with new information, noted
above in Section 1a: the word chosen as highlighted in contrast with the
preceding text is likely to be emphatic in a communicative sense, even though

*Liddell and Scott (1968: 1801) note that its function corresponds to focal stress in English.
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this is not the primary motivation for its prominence. A focal word is
functionally necessary, but the pragmatic effect varies according to the word
selected.

2) Subordinate clauses, however, lack a P1 element. In relative clauses, the
pronoun is syntactically initial, though prosodically in P2 (as schematized in
Fig. 3 above). This creates a tension between prosody and syntax, which may
lead to ambiguity. In relatives with a nominal head, the relative pronoun is
clearly a P2 element, so is not followed by enclitics, but in free relatives,
where the relative pronoun can be interpreted as in P1, there is nearly always
an enclitic or affix following. This creates a combined [P1>P2] focal grouping.

3) While the reference of a pronoun may be anaphoric or anticipatory,
focalized demonstratives have indefinite reference when they function as
interrogatives, which are anticipatory (6ois). The same focal and indefinite
function is performed by indefinite Tis in free relative clauses introduced by
6oTLs, and epic Te (which marks a clause as denoting a class rather than an
individual)*’ when it follows an interrogative pronoun (see Chapter 5).

4) The demonstratives therefore function by ‘impure textual deixis” (Lyons
1977: 668), as they point to a proposition, rather than to a referring expression
in the text.”® A few constructions in tragedy (with olTos) are retrospective, as
Ag.1303, 1320, and 1617-8:
41) oU TabTa PwVeEls, VEPTEPQ TPOOILEVOS

KON, ...

you speak this, seated at the lower oar

However, the majority of demonstratives are anticipatory, with 65¢. The
typical tragic form is as Pers.356-7:
42)  éNBov Elefe bl o) =épEn TAde"

0s €l pelaivns vukTos (EeTar kvédas

‘EN\nves ol pevotev ...

“Though Ruijgh (1971: 9) argues that its meaning is not simply generic.

A similar view of complementizer function as textually-deictic is the basis of the influential
model of Modern English complementation advanced by Davidson (1968). On deixis, see
Biihler (1934, 1982), Lyons (1977, 1982), Jarvella and Klein (1982), Ehlich (1982), Rauh (1983),
Morel and Danon-Boileau (1992), Létoublon (1992a), and Green (1995). On the distinction
between textual deixis and anaphora, see Lyons (1977: 442-3) and Ehlich (1982).
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[A Greek,] coming to your son Xerxes, told him this,
that when the darkness of black night should come,

the Hellenes would not remain...

The demonstrative has a double effect: a local one of 5¢ upon 7d, and the
effect of T4d¢ on the clause s . . . pevotev.

It is shown in Chapters 5 and 6 that functions (3) and (4) are central to the
development of complementation. Functions (1) and (2) not only affect co-
ordinated linking, but also link prosodic structure to clause order. This is
examined in the next section.

5: Focus and clause order

Throughout the textual corpus, there is a correlation of clause order with the
placing of the focal element:
1) When a dependent clause precedes, the focal element is syntactically within
it. The P1 element may be the conjunction itself, as at OT.1266-7:
43) XAND KPEPAOTNV dpTdvny: €mel € i

¢kelto TAjUWY, Sewd & v TAvOéVs’ Opav.

[... he loosened the halter]; and when the wretched woman lay

on the ground, it was terrible to see what happened next.

Alternatively, a focal element may precede the conjunction, as at Ag.866-8.
The focal element is clearly not thematic (‘wounds’ is a new topic):
44) kol TPAURATOV PEV €l TOowY ETUYXAVEV

dvijp 88° (s TPOS OOV OXETEVETO

bdTLs, TéTPNTAL SIKkTOOU TAMW AEyeLy:

and of wounds if this man was enduring as many

as rumour was channelled to the house,

he has now more holes to count in him than a net.

2) When a dependent clause follows, it is the last element of the main clause
which is focalized. As discussed in Section 2b (iv), this effect may be seen in
relativization, when the head noun in the main clause is emphatic, but the
same pattern is also evident in conditionals, even though there is no main

clause head noun.
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The structural difference between (1) and (2) may be motivated by the
requirements of clause linking, but the effects are to focalize the initial
element of the first clause, whether the main or the dependent, and to make a
(dependent) second clause more prosodically integrated with the main. It will
be shown that it can make it more syntactically integrated too.

5a: Focus and conditional order

Prosodic integration can be seen especially clearly in conditional
constructions, where clause order is highly variable. Friedrich (1975: 20 n.10)
states that conditionals normally precede their main clause in Homer, but it
has also been observed (by Houben 1977, Dunn 1988), that conditionals more
often follow than precede their main clause in Homer and Herodotus 1.

In the texts of the corpus, conditionals precede the main clause more often
than they follow it: Frogs is the only text to have a higher proportion of
conditionals following. The overall ratio is about 60/40, but there is
considerable variation, with a particularly high proportion of conditionals
preceding in Odyssey 9, Septem, OT. and Cyclops. Conditional order with
respect to the main clause is schematized in Table 1:*

Preceding Interpolated Following
Iliad 9 17 12 (=41%)
Odyssey 9 7 3  (=30%)
Septem 8 3  (=27%)
Agamemnon 23 2 13 (=34%)
Choephoroi 10 9  (=47%)
Eumenides 7 6 (=46%)
OT. 61 25  (=29%)
Medea 23 4 17 (=39%)
Cyclops 9 4 4 (=24%)
Frogs 23 5 27  (=49%)
Melian Dialogue |6 4 5 (=33%)
Crito 30 1 20 (=39%)
Totals 224 20 144 (=37%)

“The percentages are given with respect to the total number of conditionals in each text.
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A very strong correlation between position and structure is evident. As noted
in the previous section, when a conditional precedes the main, the
conjunction may be cohesively focalized by P2 particles, as at Ag.1025-9:
45) el 8¢ pn TeTaypéva

potpa potpav ék Bedv

elpye p1n mAéor Pépelv,

mpodpbdoaca kapdla

YAOooav dv TS’ éEéxel

and if one fate, appointed by the gods,

did not restrain another

from going too far

my heart outstripping my tongue

would pour this out.

However, preceding conditionals more often have a substantial focalized
constituent before the conjunction, as at Ag.345-7:
46)  Beols 8’ dvapmhdknTos €l poOAoL OTPATOS,

EYPNYOPOS TO THUA TAV OANWAOTWY

vévolt’ dv, ...

and even if, without wandering from the gods, the army return,

the awakened pain of the dead might

and Ag.563—4:

47) XELLAVaA 87 €l AéyolL TLS OLwVOKTOVOV,
otov mapely’ ddeptor’ I8atia xidv,
and winter, if one were to speak of it, bird-killing,

how intolerable the snow of Ida made it ...50

These constructions are analogous to the interrogative patterns discussed in
Section 2b (i), and demonstrate that €i also regularly appears in P2. The
semantic effect may be, as in Ag.563 and 671-2, to increase inter-clausal
cohesion by foregrounding a referring expression which is co-referent with
(Ag.671), or even syntactically part of (Ag.563), a constituent in the main
clause.

50 . . . . .
The sentence continues with further subordinate clauses: a possible main clause occurs at

Ag.567 (Tt TavTta mevbelv 6el; “‘Why should one lament for this?’).
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Interpolated conditionals, however, always follow emphatic elements in the
main clause, as Ag.37-8:
48)  BéPnkev: olkos 8’ avTéds, €l Pboyymr AdBot,

capéoTat’ dv MEelev: ws ko Eyn

The house itself, if it had a voice, could best say...

and Medea 66:
49) oLyny ydp, €l xpn, TOVOe Onoopar mépt.

for silence, if necessary, I shall keep silence about this.

Similarly, when the conditional follows the whole main clause, initial
emphasis occurs in the main clause, as at OT.1166:
50) "ONwAas, €l o€ TadT’ éprHoopat TAALV.

You die, if I ask you this again.

Emphasis may be purely formal, with no pragmatic force, as at Medea 1134-5,
where the contrast seems rather to be between TéplseLas and Taykdkws:
51) MEov 8¢ Ths dAovTo; Sl TdHOOV Ydp AV

TépPetas Muds, €l Tebrvdol TAYKAKLS.

Say then, how did they die? For you will give

twice as much pleasure to me, if they died horribly.

Only one following construction in the corpus was found to have focalized
elements syntactically within the conditional, at OT.120-1. Here, the demands
of line integrity apparently outweigh textual cohesion, demonstrating that a
conditional may be structurally very peripheral:”'
52) To motov; “Ev ydp mOM’ dv éEelpol pabelv,

dpxMv Bpaxelav el AdBoipev érmidos.

..... for one thing might be the way to learn many,

if we could gain narrow ground for hope.
5b: Conditional order and discourse function
As discussed above in Section 4b, focalization appears to function as an

attention-getting device, and may be said to introduce a new ‘participant” in
the discourse. In preceding conditionals, this is usually (before following

*!Conjunctive ¢s is also sometimes followed by enclitics when it is line-initial, as ¢s is at

11.9.311 (bs pn pot), 0d.9.394 (bs Tov), and Cyc.628 (ws pn).
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conditionals, always) a referring expression rather than the conditional itself.
Clause order therefore functions as a way of modulating emphasis.

This view has not been suggested in other discussions of conditional clause
order, since conditionals are not considered to be structurally subordinated,
and are consequently studied either in semantic terms (Strawson 1952,
Traugott et al. 1986, Sanford 1989),” or pragmatically (Wakker 1994), in
respect to their informational relationship with the main clause.

It has been observed (by Haiman 1978, and Sweetser 1990) that there is a
pragmatic similarity between conditionals and topics, as the conditional gives
the context for the main clause proposition. A topic function is likely to
motivate a conditional to precede, since topics precede and comments follow
in the Prague FSP model, and because a protasis may precede its apodosis for
iconic reasons (Greenberg 1963: 84-5, Lewis 1973, Comrie 1986).

A topic function could underlie the semantic similarity between conditionals
and indefinite relatives which has been observed by Clapp (1891),”* Kiihner
(1904: 423), and Chantraine (1963: 245), and extended to temporals by Wakker
(1992: 49), who notes the equivalence of the constructions: 6s dv audpT,
feovs Oleol mapaTtpémovol / édv Tis apdpTn, / éTav TIS APApTY) (anyone who

errs, sacrifices to the gods).

Such generic conditionals tend to precede the main clause. However,
analogous relatives may follow, as at Od.1.352-3:
53) TV ydp doldny pallov émikAelovo’ dvBpwmol

fiTLs dkolovTeool VewTdTn dpdLTENNTAL

For surely people give more applause to that song

which [/if it] is latest to circulate among the listeners.

*Matthews (1981) notes that the ‘if...then” construction is correlative.

*Relations between verb mood and semantic type are discussed by Gildersleeve (1876),
Goodwin (1889), Koppers (1959), Gonda (1980: 149-196), Greenberg (1986), Bakker (1988b),
and Horrocks (1995).

54Clapp collates 3,226 conditionals in tragedy, of which there are 398 in Aeschylus (=49.8 per
1,000 lines), 1,039 in Sophocles (=103.1 per 1,000 lines), and 1,743 in Euripides (=69.7). As well

as using fewer conditionals, Aeschylus also uses comparatively fewer hypothetical ones.
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It appears that, even though the generic type might be considered topical in
the sense of giving contextual information, order with respect to the main
clause may still be determined by emphasis. The predominance of preceding
conditionals in the corpus (noted above) could, perhaps, be attributed to a
topic function, but the large proportion of following conditionals would then
lack explanation.

A pragmatically-based taxonomy of conditional placing has been developed
by Wakker (1994: 49), who divides conditionals into three types: predicational
(where the protasis gives the condition for the realization of the state of
affairs described by the main clause: ‘if it rains, I'll take an umbrella’),
propositional, (where the protasis gives the condition for its truth: ‘if the story is
true...”), and illocutionary (where the protasis gives the condition for its speech
act felicity: ‘if I may say...’).55 Her figures (Wakker 1994: 58, 60, 89) indicate that
predicational conditionals generally precede the main clause in Greek, except
in Homer (where they precede and follow in equal proportions), while
propositional and illocutionary types more often follow (except in
Thucydides and Xenophon).”® Wakker (1994: 84-88) associates preceding
conditionals with an ‘orientation” function (similar to theme) and following

" ) . . 57
conditionals with an ‘elaboration’ function.

The categorization into propositional, predicational and illocutionary types
appears somewhat over-rigid. This may be seen by considering a preceding
conditional at 11.9.604-5:
54) el 8¢ Kk’ dTep dwpwy MONepov dBLorvopa dlns

OoUKED™ Ouds TURSs €oeal TONEPOY TeEP ANANKOY,

But if without gifts you go into the fighting where men perish,

your honour will no longer be as great, though you drive back the battle.

Wakker would, presumably, categorise this as predicational (since it gives the
condition for the realization of the state of affairs designated by the main

55Speech act felicity conditions are defined by Austin (1962) and Searle (1969). Wakker (1994:
49n10) notes that her categories are roughly equivalent to the content, epistemic and speech
act conditionals of Sweetser (1990).

**Wakker gives percentages only for the predicational type, so it is not possible to compare it
with the [propositional + illocutionary] total, and so determine the overall order of
conditionals in her data-set.

YFunctions similar to, but wider than, the Functional Grammar categories ‘theme” and ‘tail’".
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clause). However, it also (obviously) gives the condition for the truth of the
main proposition, so it could also be categorized as propositional.

Conversely, a preceding conditional at Crito 45c2-3 is explicitly categorized
by Wakker (1994: 84-5) as illocutionary:
55) ¢av 8¢ BolAn els OeTTalav iéval, elolv éupol ékel E€vol ol

o€ TepL TOMOD TOLoOVTAL ...

and if you wish to go to Thessaly, I have friends there who

will make much of you58

However, this conditional also gives the condition for the realization of the
state of affairs described by the main clause, and it therefore appears
somewhat partial to categorize it as illocutionary only.

The evidence from the corpus suggests that there is a causal component
involved, because there is a strong tendency for past unreal conditionals (‘he
would have ... if he had not ..")" to follow their main clause. The following
conditionals in Homer cited by Houben (1977) are also overwhelmingly past
unreal conditionals,”’ so a pragmatic explanation appears more likely than a
logical one (since there is no real cause>effect sequence in a counterfactual).
This does not support Wakker’s argument, since these are propositional (and
so should precede).

The only pragmatic function which is always apparent is an emphatic one: it
is clearly possible to place any conditional clause before or after its main
clause, and the reasons for placing must therefore be logically independent of
the semantic structure of the clause itself.

Conditionals, then, share this feature with true subordinates: following
clauses are prosodically more integrated (since less prominent). Because
conditionals have a loose syntactic relation to their main clause, their clause
ordering shows greater variety than that of other subordinates, but the basis
on which order is based appears to be the same.

*To avoid any misunderstanding, the translation is taken from Wakker (1994: 84).
PSee Smyth (1956: 518-520), and Sanford (1989: 182ff.), who terms them ‘backtracking
conditionals.’

“Houben calls them ‘contrary-to-fact conditionals’, but his examples are only of the past

unreal type.
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5¢: Conditional order and indirect questions

Prosodic integration leads to syntactic integration, because the conjunction
can be interpreted as the complement of a transitive main verb. Conditionals
following speech verbs may then be formally indistinguishable from indirect
questions, as at Choe.105:

56) Myols dv, €l TL TOVS €xels LTéPTEPOV.

Say whether you have anything better than that [or: speak, if ....]

Choe.668:
57) EévoL, MyolT dv el TL Sel-......

Strangers, say whether anything is lacking [or: speak, if ...]

and Choe.755-7:
58) ob ydp TU Pwvel mals €T v év omapydroLs,
el Apds, N oldm TS, § Apouvpla
ExeL
For a child still in swaddling clothes does [not say anything/speak at all],

whether it has hunger or thirst or the desire to make water

The humour of Choe.755-7 would be greater with a complement
interpretation (‘a child in swaddling clothes does not say whether...’), but a real
ambiguity exists in all these constructions. At Eum.587, it is obviated only by
the textual context:

59) TV UNTép’ €lme mpdTOV €l KaTéKTOVAS.

Say first whether you killed your mother (or: speak, if ...)

Ambiguity exists in these constructions because of the ambiguous transitivity
of speech verbs.”! Following cognitive verbs, there is no indeterminacy, as at
Eum.142:

60) 100ped’” €l TL ToUde dpolpiov paTad.

Let us see whether any of this prelude is faulty

*'The interpretation of these constructions depends on the transitivity of speech verbs and the

status of the conditional conjunction.
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and Choe.890:
61) elddpey el vikdpey, N vikopeda.

Let us know whether we are to be victors or vanquished

The position of indirect questions following their main clause gives some
support to the view of Houben (1977: 5) that “postposition of if-clauses occurs
under the influence of completive clauses’. The persistence of conditionals
which precede their main clause shows that there is no purely structural
rightwards “drift’, but the high frequency of following conditionals in Frogs
(noted above) suggests that there may be a diachronic effect. This is likely to
be cognitive: the tendency for a following conditional to be an afterthought is
encouraged by speech patterns in which main clauses tend to precede. It may
also be noted that the “illocutionary” conditionals of Wakker (1994) are likely
to be afterthoughts, and so to be textually non-prominent.

Summary: focus and prosody

The start of the clause was mapped in terms of prosodic focalization of the P1
element by P2 enclitics. Cohesive focalization is associated with connectives
and emphatics, while interrogative and relative pronouns mark a focal
element across an intonation break. The link functions as a form of deixis by
which the textual prominence of the P1 element signals the entry of a new
‘participant” in the discourse: either a referring expression, foregrounding
some information, or a grammatical word, emphasizing the relation of the

new clause to the preceding text.

Evidence that early subordination is not merely a clausal sequence, but an
overlap, may be seen in the focalization patterns of free relatives and
completive clauses. These are examined in Chapter 5.



Part II1

Clause linking
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Chapter 5

Subordination: clause order and focalization

Summary

In Chapter 4, the regular focalization of the clause start was discussed, and
extended to the inter-clausal link in relatives and conditionals. In this chapter,
the development of complementation is considered by examining the
grammaticalization of 67t from an indefinite relative pronoun to a
complementizer. All constructions in extant Homeric and tragic texts are

considered, and comparisons are drawn with os-complements.
The problem

It is generally accepted, following Meillet and Vendryes (1927), Chantraine
(1963), and Monteil (1963), that the development of complementation
involved a convergence of causal and transitive features in subordinate
clauses dependent on verbs of feeling, thought, and speech.

Complements are canonically defined formally either as completives
(functioning as main verb object), or substantivals (having nominal function)."
They can be described pragmatically as constructions which report
propositions, so their ‘objects” are not referring expressions, as in relatives,

but clauses. Yet they are generally analysed as a subdivision of relativization.”

There is certainly a semantic similarity between complements and indefinite
relatives (common in the Rigveda texts and in Homeric Greek), and also a
morphological one with 6Ti-complements, since both are introduced by the
PIE pronoun *yo- (Sanskrit ya and Greek 6s).” However, an explanation of the
transition from one type to the other must demonstrate how the relative

'Discussed more fully in Chapter 6, Section 1a.

’As by Delbriick (1900: 295-345), Gonda (1954a), Benveniste (1954), Chantraine (1963: 236—
249), Monteil (1963), Touratier (1980), and Lehmann (1984).

’See Delbriick (1900: 311-314, 406-7), Porzig (1923), Schwyzer (1950: 639), Sihler (1995: 400).
The Ionic and Doric use of *so/to- as a relative is discussed by Monteil (1963: 5 and 15). For
discussions of the Italic use of the indefinite *k%o in correlatives, see Kiihner (1914), Haudry

(1973), and Lehmann (1989).
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pronoun developed into a complementizer. Further, os-complements must
have a different origin, since they do not derive directly from relatives. A
convergence of two syntactic structures must be involved.

The proposal

Complement structure developed from adverbial and relative forms which
depend on main verbs of speech and cognition, through the focalization of a
nominal or pronominal element placed at the clausal interface, having a
double function (as object of the main verb and marker of the subordinate
clause to follow). Complementation therefore developed as a circumstantial
construction, with a focalized object and a modifying clause. This sequence
explains how completive structure emerged from two distinct sources: a
regular focal element is observed in complements with both 61t and with os.

‘OTL-complementation

The development of éTi-complementation is mapped in terms of phonological
effects at the clausal interface, involving the placing of 6oTis and 6Tt as main
verb objects, combining an indefinite and a linking function. Four factors are
central to the grammaticalization of 47t from indefinite relative pronoun to

complementizer:

1) The position of relatives following the main clause, which creates
phonological interference at the clausal interface, causing case indeterminacy.
2) The regularity of free relative constructions following main verbs of
knowing, which include an indefinite pronoun functioning as a (focalized)
interrogative conjunction (‘to find out who had got away’).

3) Loss of gender marking, which renders case ambiguous, so the
complementizer may be interpreted as functioning in both clauses. The
construction involves indirect questions depending on main verbs of speech
(‘say what you are thinking’), which are common in Homeric constructions.

4) A purely textually-deictic function for the indefinite pronoun in full
complements. This requires a cognitive verb in the main, but not the
subordinate, clause (‘for I know well that you are all sick’).
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‘Qs-complementation

Complementation with os developed from Homeric adverbial clauses
following cognitive and speech verbs (‘know how” and “tell how’), to a
transitional stage of intransitive circumstantials, with indirect objects
following speech verbs (‘singing about Ares and Aphrodite, how they lay together”).
These are the precursors of circumstantial completives with cognitive verbs
and direct objects (‘know x, how it is y’), which are discussed in Chapter 6.

Chapter Sections
1: Correlatives, relatives, and clause order

2:“Oo7is and 6Ti: from relatives to complements

2a: The position of relative clauses
(i): Correlatives, indefinite reference, and focalization
(ii): Subordinated relatives preceding the main verb

2b: Subordination and case attraction

2c: Free relatives and focalization

2d: Interrogation, indefinite reference, and focalization

2e: "O1u with free relatives in Homer

2f: From relatives to complements in Homer

2g: Subordinating ¢ in Homer

3: Homeric 67t and main verb type
4: Complementation with os
4a: Qs in Homer
4b: (s and circumstantial constructions
Summary: subordination in Homer with 6Tt and os
1: Correlatives, relatives, and clause order
As schematized in the Introduction, Figure 2, a structurally subordinated
clause functions as complement to a phrasal head, and (in IE languages) is

standardly to its right. A clause to the left of the phrasal projection is usually
described as apposed to the structure, with a co-referential link, which may
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be unmarked morphologically (in parataxis) or marked with grammatical
words, in a relation of co-ordination (uév ... &¢) or of correlation (when the
linking words have an intra-clausal as well as linking function). Much early
correlation is temporal (3ppa ... TOPpd, AUOS ... TAKOS, AUOS ...TOTE, E€wS ...
Téws, 6Te ... TOTE), and the ‘if ... then” construction may also be construed as

. : 4
forming a correlative group.

The early correlative type is exemplified by the IE generic relative, as RV
1.36.16 (cited by Kiparsky 1995: 156):
1) yé martyah sisite  aty aktdbhir, = manahsaripar isata

which mortal makes himself too sharp by night, [may] not us that trickster dominate.

The correlative elements may be identified with the PIE pronouns *yo- and
*s0-/to-, relative and demonstrative respectively, though they function here as
determiners rather than pronouns.”

The constituent structure of the early IE sentence appears not to have
included structural subordination: Kiparsky (1995: 153) expresses the
common view that “The key difference [between PIE and Germanic] is that
there were no complementizers, and therefore no CP, and no embedding.’
There must have been a position to the left of the basic clause to which
emphatic and interrogative elements could be preposed, but these,
presumably, simply had scope over the basic clause, rather than serving a

subordinating function.’

It follows that correlatives have a semantic but not a structural link. While the
semantic function of all relatives is the establishment of co-reference
(Touratier 1980: 34), a subordinated relative has the additional property of

*As noted by Matthews (1981: 239).

’Determiners are here described, following Quirk et al. (1985) and Lyons (1977) as the class of
words, including articles and demonstratives, which restrict the reference of nouns. For
discussions of their functions in NPs, see Lyons (1977: 452-455) and Horrocks and Stavrou
(1987: 100-101).

®Perhaps as a Focus Phrase: see Introduction, footnote 27. Further discussion of IE
relativization, and bibliography, may be found in the monograph by Kurzova (1981). The
situation in Vedic is examined most fully by Hettrich (1989: 467-790), and a cross-linguistic

comparison of correlative constructions is undertaken by Downing (1973).
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supplying a variable which identifies the head.” Though, as noted in the
Introduction, a complement can theoretically be to the left of its head, the
presence of correlative elements in almost all main clauses which have a
preceding relative clause suggests that Homeric and Classical Greek were
right-branching. The development of subordinated constructions therefore
requires a change in clausal position, from preceding to following the main
clause.® While correlation does not involve only subordinates which precede
the main, even in the IE type (Gonda 1954a: 40-41), the majority do; and,
conversely, subordinated relatives always follow a head in the main clause.

This may affect intra-clausal word order: while a subordinated relative may
follow any main clause nominal, there is a cognitive advantage if the relative
follows the whole main clause, so avoiding centre-embedding (the man who
mistook his wife for a hat suffered from prosopagnosia).” The relative clause will be to
the right of whole clause, if it modifies either the main verb object in a VO

clause, or the subject of a VS construction."

Head-relative adjacency has phonological effects which may be described as
‘agreement attraction’, discussed below in Section 2b. In Section 2c, this
feature is linked to focalization, through the free relative construction, which
is interpreted as the precursor of éTi-complementation.

2: “OoTis and 7i: from relatives to complements
2a: The position of relative clauses
The greater ease of parsing a relative clause which follows the main verb is

reflected in its typical position in Ancient Greek: Dunn (1988: 69) notes that,
in Herodotus 1, relative clauses follow their main verb with a frequency of

"Both explicative (appositive, or non-restrictive) relatives and determinative (restrictive) ones
have comparable syntactic structure: see Keenan (1985: 169).

¥See Porzig (1923), Benveniste (1954), Chantraine (1963: 236), Haudry (1973), and Lehmann
(1974).

’As noted in Chapter 2, Section B5a, these constructions are difficult to process.

The consequent motivation for VO rather than OV has been noted in Chapter 4, Section 6,
and is discussed in Chapter 6, Section 4b, and Chapter 7, Section 2c. Motivation for VS rather

than SV is equally plausible.
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79.3%, and Friedrich (1975: 19) observes that 92% of relatives of a sample from
the Iliad and 97% from the Odyssey follow their main verb."

The textual corpus studied here also shows a preponderance of relative
clauses following the main verb, as schematized in Table 1:

Preceding Following Following an NP

Iliad 9 8 69  (=90%)

Odyssey 9 1 34 (=97%)

Septem 4 23 (=77%) 3
Agamemnon 14 17  (=55%)

Choephoroi 6 14 (=70%)

Eumenides 4 25  (=86%)

OT. 28 94  (=72%) 8
Medea 16 63  (=75%) 5
Cyclops 4 21 (=66%) 7
Frogs 2 77 (=94%) 3
Melian Dialogue |4 13 (=72%) 1
Crito 11 46  (=81%)

Totals 102 496 (=83%) 27

Relatives preferentially follow the main verb in all the texts, with a higher
proportion in Homer and Aristophanes than in tragedy or prose. The highest
proportion of preceding relatives is in tragedy, most of all in Agamemnon
(which in this respect appears more like early IE than does Homer). Relative
clauses appear in five positions with respect to the main clause:
a) Preceding the main clause, in a correlative relation.
b) Following a main clause NP but preceding the main verb.
c) Following a main clause NP and the main verb. Some relatives in

stichomythia follow a verb in a previous utterance, as at OT.1120:
2) N Tovde dpdlels; Tobtov, Bvmep eloopds.

(Oed.) Do you speak of this man? (Mess.) This one, whom you see.

d) A small number of relative clauses depend on NPs which are either in

"Friedrich’s sampling and definition are somewhat imprecise: he defines clauses as preposed
or postposed without defining the terms, and his sample is of 254 unidentified relatives from
the Iliad and 167 from the Odyssey. The correct percentages are given here, rather than the

errors of the published version.
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apposition to other phrases, or apostrophes, as Med.496:
3) ded Sefla xelp, fils ob MO’ ElapBdvou,
Oh right hand, which you often grasped ...
e) Free relatives following the main verb, without depending on an NP.

The semantic and phonological effects associated with these different
positions are discussed in Sections 2a (i, ii) and 2b.

2a (i): Correlatives, indirect reference, and focalization

A small number of preceding correlatives persist, in prose as well as tragedy,
and are presumably motivated pragmatically (as are correlatives in modern
languages). Aeschylus uses the correlative construction with indefinite
reference, in general statements. This is the same function as in the IE-type
correlative (though in tragic constructions the correlative markers are full
pronouns rather than adjectives), as at Ag.501-2:
4) d0Tls TAS™ dNws THO W émelxeTal TOAEL,

avTOS GpevdY KapTolTO THV ApapTiav.

Whoever prays otherwise for this city

may he himself reap the error of his mind.

Eum.316-320:

5) doTis &7 dNToOv Gomep 687 dvmp
xelpas ¢ovias EMKPUTTEL,
LdpTupes opbal Totol Bavotoly
TAPAYLYVOUEVAL TPAKTOPES dlLATOS
avTd TEM WS Eédbdvnuev.
but whoever, wandering like this man,
hides his bloody hands
standing by as true witnesses for the dead
as blood avengers

to that one we appear in power.
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and, with the Homeric relative 6, at Eum.336-9:"2
6) Bratdv Totow avToupylat

Evuméonoy pdTatot,
Tols OpapTely, 6dpp’ av

yav UméNen: Bavor &’
... of mankind, to whom there happen
wanton kin-murders
to pursue those,

until he goes under the earth ...

The other authors, however, use correlation in constructions with specific
reference, as at OT.68-9:
7) fiv 87 € okomdv elpiokov laoww povmy,

TavTY €mpakar.....

and which one remedy that I could find by careful searching,

that I effected.

and, in a non-finite construction, at Thuc.5.98.5-6:
8) booL yap viv pndeTépols Euppaxolat,

TRS oV TOAEpWoeahe avTovs,

For who are now allies of neither,

how shall you not make enemies of them?

At Med.14-15, the main clause is a temporal correlative:
9) fimep peylomn ylyvetar cotnpla,

OTav yuvn mpos dvdpa U1 SLXOOTATH.

This is the greatest security,

when a woman does not disagree with her husband.

It may be noted that the P1 element in the relative clause is always focalized,
and that this is associated with indefinite reference in the relative clause:
specific reference is established only with the main clause. The regular inter-
clausal movement from the general to the specific may be marked by modal
subordinate verbs, as at Crito 45d6:

10) dmep dv dvnp dyafos kal dvdpelos €lolTo, TaUTA dlpelobat,

what a good and brave man would choose, take that ...

Monteil (1963: 23ff., 82ff.) describes the Homeric and Herodotean uses of relative 7é.
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and Crito 50e5-7:
1) kal dTT’ av MUELs o€ ETMLXELPRIEY TOLETY, KAl ool TadTa AVTLTOLETY
olel Slkatov €elval;

and whatever we undertake to do to you, you think it right to retaliate to that?

The correlative remains significant as a rhetorical form into the fourth
century. Its prosodic effect, of focalizing the relative pronoun, is analogous to
the conditional pattern discussed in Chapter 4, Section 5a, and to the
structure of preposed complements discussed in Chapter 7, Section 4a.

2a (ii): Subordinated relatives preceding the main verb

Most relatives which precede a main verb follow a main clause NP,
functioning as its complement (category ‘b’ above, p.174). As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 2b (iv), the head noun is focalized by the relative pronoun.
There may sometimes be a main clause correlative element, as OT.449-451:
12)  Aéyw &€ ocoir TOV dvdpa TobTov [Ov mdlat

{NTels ATMELNDY Kavaknpvoowy ¢dvov

Tov Adlelov, ] obTds éoTv Ev0dde,

But I say to you: this man [ whom you have been seeking

threatening him and loudly proclaiming him as murderer

of Laius,] this one is here.

The resumptive element here creates emphasis as well as clarity, after the
extended relative clause. However, most relatives have no resumptive
element (if the verb inflection is discounted). The head noun is usually the
main verb subject, as 11.9.60-1:
13) AN Ay’ éydv, Os o€lo yepalTepos elyopat elvart,

¢€eimo kal mdvTa SiiEopat-

But come, I, who declare myself to be older than you,

may I speak and go through the whole matter ...

Occasionally, the object is the head, as at 11.9.59-61:
14) TOM Amepvbeduny: ov 8¢ 0F peyaNnTopL Oupd
el€as dvdpa ¢épLoTov, Ov dbdvatol Tmep ETioav,
NTiunoas, € v yap €xels Yépas:
but you, giving way to your proud heart’s anger,

dishonoured a great man, whom even the immortals honoured ...
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The other type of relative which may (though rarely) precede the main verb is
the “free relative’ construction, where there is no head noun. Kiparsky (1995:
157) cites two early IE constructions (RV 10.27.11 and KUB XI IV 19ff.) where
the relative precedes. Both have a loose syntactic relation with the main
clause. The construction is regularly associated with aphorisms, as at Ba.
881=901, where the copula is (standardly) omitted:"
15 & 1L kahov dilov det.

What [is] honourable [is] always precious
The same function may be seen in modern languages: ‘qui dort, dine’."* In
English, these constructions share a morphological feature with correlation,
because they are always third person singular, so the verb inflection could be
regarded as a correlative marker (‘who dare-s;, win-s;’): the construction is
therefore similar to the IE-type generic correlative (as RV 1.36.16 in Section 1c,
citation 1, above).

There are only four instances of preceding free relatives in the corpus, all with
an initial focal element.” In two constructions, focalization does not involve
the relative pronoun, and the reference is consequently more specific. At
0d.9.94-5, the relative is in P2, preceded by a focalized anaphoric pronoun:
16) TGV &7 05 TIs AwTolo ¢dyolL peANdéa Kapmov,

OUKET’™ Amayyethal mAALY TBehev ovdE Véeabal,

But of them, whoever ate the honey-sweet fruit of lotus,

was no longer willing to take any message back or go away...

At Septem 1046, the adversative element rather than the relative pronoun is
prosodically focalized:
17) a\\’ Ov TOMS OTUYEL, OU TLUNOELS Tddw;

But whom the city hates, you will honour with a tomb?

The third construction, at Med.453—4, seems to be purely appositional:
18) a 8’ és Tupdvvous €éoTl ool AeAeypéva,

mav k€pdos NYoU {nuLovpévn ¢uyi.

But (as for) what you said against the royal family,

consider yourself lucky you have been punished with exile.

BFor the omission of the copula in tragedy, see Havelock (1978).
14Cymno de Bergerac, IV.1.
5Constructions elsewhere in tragedy include E.Hipp.191 and 193, Hel.822, Ba.515, IA.1014.
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At OT.486, however, indefinite reference is marked by 6 Tt in a construction
involving speech and cognitive verbs:
19) vre O TL ME® 87 aTOP®

but what I can say I do not know

This last construction shows the close connection between indefinite reference
and interrogation (discussed below, in Section 2d), which is clearer when the
relative follows the main clause (‘I am at a loss what to say’). The fact that almost
all free relatives follow the main verb is particularly important to the
development of complementation, because of the phonological and structural
features of the clausal interface. These may be described in terms of case

attraction.
2b: Subordination and case attraction

The different orderings of relative and main clauses are aligned with different
meanings: the IE-type correlative is indefinite because it precedes the head
noun supplying the specific reference, and even those preceding correlatives
with specific reference cited above in Section 2a (i) do not have their reference
established until the appearance of the head in the main clause.

Subordination of relatives requires the correlative elements to be adjacent, so
creating a tension between referential and relational marking (because case-
marking is a syntactic marker, and so varies according to intra-clausal
function, while markers for number and gender remain inter-clausally
constant between co-referent elements).*®

Proximity, however, encourages phonological attraction of case marking,
which occurs regularly in Homeric and Classical Greek. There are four
possible permutations: either the head noun or the relative pronoun may be
attracted to the case of the other, or the head may be omitted and the relative
stand either in the case proper to the head, or to its own case (see Gonda
1954a, Chantraine 1963: 237-9). Though Gonda (1954a: 29) cites Greek
constructions involving case attraction as demonstrating that the dependency
of the ds-clause on the main is symptomatic of pragmatic prominence (rather

Failure of number agreement occurs in relatives at I1.11.367, 16.368-9, and Od.23.121, and of

gender agreement in a coordinated construction at 1/.11.237-9.
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than being syntactically fixed), it will be shown that the patterns have a direct
relationship with clause order, and prosodic prominence too. The types may
be seen as forming a historical sequence, because the first requires the relative
to precede the main verb, while the fourth, the free (headless) relative, almost
always follows, and is semantically similar to complementation with 671. The
other three are first discussed briefly, to demonstrate the effect of clause order
on focalization:

1) When the subordinate precedes, the antecedent typically takes the case of
the relative, in ‘inverse attraction’. This is the most common type in the
Rigveda,17 in Homer (Gonda 1954a: 30, Chantraine 1963: 237), and in Old
Latin (Vonlaufen 1974: 29), which suggests it may be an early form. It gives
prominence to the relative clause, since antecedent and relative are both case-
marked with respect to their function in the subordinate clause, as at 1/.14.75—
6:
20) vijes [ boar mpdTal elpvatar dyxt Oaldoons |

ENKWUED...

Let us drag those ships which are beached in the first line near the sea...

and I1.14. 371-2:
21) domides [ bocal dploTar évi oTpaT® MOE péyloTal |
€oodpevol ...

Putting on the shields which are best in all the army and biggest

Most instances, like those above, involve the attraction of the case of the main
verb object to that of the relative. Adjacent subjects may also be attracted, as
at 1.10.416-7:
22) dvhakds &’ [ds elpeat, Tpws, |

ol TS KeKpLLEVT PUETAL OTPATOV 0USE Puhdooel

Those guards which you ask of, hero,

there is no detail which protects the army and guards it

This last instance could be apposed, since there is a resumptive element (Tis)
in the main clause. Havers (1926) analyses the construction as substituting for
an emphatic nominative, while Gonda (1954a: 32n115) interprets it as
thematic.

VRV 6.74.2; 3.37.11; 5.30.15; and others cited by Gonda (1954a: 33).
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In this type, the antecedent is isolated from the rest of the main clause, so its
function as an argument of the main verb is less noticeable. An antecedent
may even be positioned inside the relative clause, as at 11.18.429-30, where
Oedwr might be expected, so 6oal appears to be a determiner in the NP doat
Oeat, and the construction is similar to the IE-type correlative:'®
23) .. N dpa &1 Tis, 8oar Oeal elo’ &v’ ONOpmw,

Tooodd ™ vl dpeoiv fow dvéxeto kndea Avypd

Is there any of the goddesses who are on Olympus,

who in her heart has endured such grim sorrows?

Inverse attraction creates phonological emphasis, because the case agreement
constitutes homoioptoton," and its echoic pattern may be considered a form
of focalization, which may also draw attention to the meaning of the words.”

2) In the “Attic’ type, the relative pronoun is attracted to the case of the head
NP, as OC 334:
24) & [Gmep €lxov ] olkeT®V MOTO Wéve

(I came) with the one true servant that I had.

and X. An.1.7,3:
25) dmos €oecbe dvdpes dElol Ths élevBeplas [fis KkékTnode |

so you will be men worthy of the freedom which you possess21

Here, there is a similar phonological effect to type 1, as Havers (1931: 72)
observes. Although antecedents do not always precede immediately (Gonda
1954a: 29), the relative clause always follows the main verb. The syntactic
effect is to integrate the relative clause in the structure of the main, with a
clearer adjectival function. Such constructions do not exist in Homer, but non-

8Chantraine (1963: 238) and Gonda (1954a: 21) differ on whether this should be termed
inverse attraction, because Gonda thinks it represents a single prosodic constituent unified by
the pronoun. Sihler (1995: 396) notes that the placing of the antecedent in the relative clause is
also typical of Hittite and Tocharian.

"See Rhetorica ad Herennium IV.xx.28 and Quintilian, Institutio IX.iii.77-80.

*’Cf. Pope, An Essay on Criticism 365: ‘The Sound must seem an Eccho to the Sense.” See also
Jakobson (1987: 86ff.) on paronomasia and ‘the internal nexus between sound and meaning’.

'These constructions are cited by Kiihner (1904: 407).
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finite analogues do, and Chantraine (1963: 237) and Gonda (1954a: 25)
categorise them as attraction, as at I1.1.262-3:>
26)  ov ydp mw Tolous 1Bov dvépas ovde 1dwpal

otov TlewpiBoov Te, Aplavtd Te, Tolpéva Aadv

For I never yet have seen nor shall see again

such men as Peirithoos, and Dryas, shepherd of the people

A different effect is created if the ‘antecedent’ noun is positioned within the
relative clause, as the noun at Xen.An.1.9.14:
27) TovTous Kal dpxovTas €motel [fs [kaTeoTpédeTo | xwpas |

He made them rulers of the land he subdued

The great inter-clausal integration of this construction is described by Gonda
(1954a: 29) as "Verschmelzung’ (melting). It should not really be considered as
attraction, because it does not involve adjacency, and its effect depends rather
upon constituent recognition than on phonetic similarity. It is very similar to
the intra-clausal tmesis discussed in Chapter 3, and Gonda (1954a: 29)
categorizes a tmetic construction at S.E[.762-3 as Attic attraction, though it is
not subordinated to a verb, but is in apposition to an adjective (and here
homoioptoton is reinforced by very strong assonance throughout):
28) d\yewd, Tols 8’ 18oloLy, olmep €ldopev,

pwéytota mavtwv [ov [ dmem’ éyo | kakdv. ]

... piteous, but for those seeing it, as I saw it,

the greatest of all evils I have seen.

Attraction with the antecedent positioned in the subordinate clause may
reflect the earlier function of the relative as a determiner rather than a full
pronoun (Section 1b above), though the dependent clause is here in modifier
position within the NP.

3) The relative clause normally follows the main also in constructions where
the relative has its case assigned with respect to the main clause, but the head
noun is omitted, as at S.E[.1048. This is similar to type 2 in functioning in the
main clause, but differs in that the relative functions as a full pronoun, so is
properly ellipsis rather than attraction:

29)  ¢povely Eotkas obdEV MV Eyn Myw

You seem to hear nothing of what I say.23

2Gimilar constructions occur at 0d.9.322,9.325,10.113, 10.167, 11.25, and 19.233.
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The construction highlights the governing relations in the main clause, and
(in this construction) the assonance in the subordinate.

The similarity between types 2 and 3 is that the main clause case is realized
because it precedes, so cohesion in the main clause varies according to clause
order with respect to the main verb. Although a true relative modifies a
nominal head, so having no direct connection with the main verb,
phonological factors encourage a movement from correlative to modifying
elements when the subordinate clause follows the main verb.

A different effect is created by a fourth type of attraction, where the relative
pronoun retains its proper case in the subordinate clause, despite the absence
of a head noun, so the subordinate clause is more prominent. As with type 3,
this is a form of ellipsis, so draws attention to what is not there, and therefore
to the meaning of the matching clause, rather than its phonology. This is
discussed in the next section.

2c: Free relatives and focalization

The ‘free relative’, where the relative stands in its proper case (with respect to
the subordinate clause), without a head word in the main clause, appears to
be central to the development of subordination, for a number of reasons:

i) The structure occurs regularly, in contrast with the other types of attraction.

ii) The subordinate clause almost always follows the main clause.

iii) The syntax retains the syntactic integrity of the subordinate, rather than
the main, clause, yet the subordinate follows main clauses without
correlative elements, so the relative has a semantic function in the main
clause.

iv) The construction has a regular association with the same types of verbs on
which complement clauses depend.

v) The pronouns are indefinite. This is interpreted as a transitional stage
between exophorically-referring relatives and textually-deictic
complement conjunctions.

vi) Indefinite affixes function as cohesive focalizers, making the pronoun

more prominent.

BSee also S.Phil 1227, Demosthenes 37.2, and other constructions cited by Kiihner (1904: 408).



184

In tragedy, the pronoun almost always stands for the main clause object,
though an instance of subject function occurs at Septermn 452 (and it may be
noted that this encourages VS order in the main clause):

30) O\oL0’ 0s TONEL PeYdN’™ émelyeTal

May he perish, he who boasts greatly against the city.

The characteristic feature of a free relative functioning as object is dependence
on a cognitive verb (of perception or judgment). The construction may
therefore be analysed as an ‘indirect question’.”* The pronouns always have

generic reference, marked by epic T¢, -Tis, or ke, as at 11.2.365-6:

31) yroon émeld’ &s 07 Myepdvwv kakds, 8s TE Vv AaGV
nd’ 6s k' €obAos énot ...
Then you will see which of your leaders is bad, and which of your people,

and which also are brave...

11.21.609-10:

32) petval €T’ dAAovs, Kal yropevat, 6s Te medevyol
0s T E€Bav’ év moMpw ...
... to wait for each other and find out which one had got away

and who had died in the battle...

and Od.3.184-5:

33) o8¢ TUL olda
kelvov, ol T’ €éodwlev’ Axatdv ol T dmolovTo.
.... and I knew nothing of those Achaians,
which had survived, which had perished.

There are also 12 similar indirect questions with doTis following cognitive
verbs,” and only one following a speech verb, at Od.10.109-10:
34) oL 0¢ TapLOTAUeVOL Tpogedpwveor, €k T EPEOVTO

8s Tis TOVS’ €ln Bacikevs kal olow dvdoool.

My men stood by her and talked with her, and asked her who was

king of these people and who was lord over them.

This may be defined as indirect speech or thought with an interrogative or relative
pronoun, but no head noun.
BAL11.3.167,3.192, 11.219, 14.509, 16.424, 20.363, Od.4.380=423=469, 4.552, 8.28, 9.331-2. There

are therefore 16 construction in Homer, as against 51 constructions with other verbs (=31%).
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The reason for the rarity of dependence on a speech verb in Homer is not only
that indirect speech is uncommon in epic, because, as shown in Chapter 7, it is
uncommon in tragedy too: as is argued in Chapter 6, speech verbs could not
take animate direct objects, but cognitive verbs could (‘know him’).** Though
the pronouns are masculine, their function with respect to the main verb is
like that of an object. However, it will be shown below, in Section 2f, that
constructions with speech verbs and neuter pronouns are quite common in
Homer, and their use represents a further stage in the development of the
relative pronoun from a referring expression to a textual deictic (‘say what...” to
‘say that...").

2d: Interrogation, indefinite reference, and focalization

A semantic connection between indefinite and interrogative pronouns is
noted by Dover (1960: 12), Monteil (1963: 150, 154), and by Lyons (1977: 761-
2), who points out that an interrogative with Tis presupposes the truth of an
indefinite statement with Tis.” The semantic link is reflected lexically: Sihler
(1995: 396-7) observes that the PIE stem *k%- has indefinite and interrogative
function in every IE branch, while its relative function was usually lost, and
speculates that the link between relative and interrogative might be that *k%-
was a focus marker.”

The functional parallel drawn here between Tis and ‘epic’ Te is supported by
the analysis of Ruijgh (1971: 9), who notes that epic e is regularly associated
with digressive, non-restrictive, relatives (after 8s, 6, 661, 80ev, 8te, olos,
0s) and co-ordinated clauses (after 6¢, dTtdp, ydp, pév, kat, aA\ad). Itis
central to his definition of the function of epic Te as ‘digressif-permanent’ that

it has a linking function and that it marks non-specific reference.”

*Jussives are analysed differently, with a semantically indirect object.

“See also Monteil (1963: 65), Ruijgh (1971: 310), and Biraud (1985: 162). Indefinite reference
appears to involve the loss of a causal connection between clauses: as Kiparsky and Kiparsky
(1970: 167) note, there is a connection between truth (and factivity) and specific reference.

® A view anticipated by Delbriick (1897: 511ff.), who considered that, following a pronoun,
*kWe always had an emphatic function, linked to indefiniteness, which was prior to a
connective function (see also Bernert 1940: 78).

*The view of Sihler (1995: 401) that -Te is added to relative pronouns ‘without any apparent
change in meaning’ is not, therefore, followed here. On the meaning of epic T¢, see also

Baumlein (1861: 227-235), and Gonda (1954b), who analyses it as digressive.
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There may be an etymological connection too: though Gonda (1954b: 181)
considered that the similarity of *k@e and the indefinite interrogative adjective
*kwo-/*kwe- is mere “phonetic coincidence’, Tis and Te may be, as Sihler (1995:
160) suggests, "‘perhaps ultimately related” e’cymolog.;:ically.30

The difference between definite and indefinite reference parallels that
between anaphora and textual deixis: as noted by Ehlich (1982), when
pronouns are used phorically, their function is to sustain the listener’s focus
of attention, whereas deictic use alters the focus. The phonological effect of
both indefinite reference markers therefore accords with the description of
the P1>P2 sequence described in Chapter 4: the particle is prosodically in P2,
focalizing the relative pronoun.”’ The structure accompanying epic Te is
shown in Fig. 1 (=Introduction, Fig. 6):*

Figure 1
VP
NP
YVOUEVAL /\
Object cP
Focus C'
P1
os T€ IP

The object NP is included in the diagram to illustrate the function of 6s as
object of the main verb. The construction may be considered a circumstantial
version of type 4 case attraction.

OTe appears to be derived from the stem *k%o-/*k%e-: see Meillet (1898), Kiithner (1904: 236,
241), Schwyzer (1950: 573ff.), Gonda (1954b), Monteil (1963: 109-111), and Ruijgh (1971).
*'For a discussion of the focal effect of ke and dv in indefinite clauses, see Howorth (1955).

*The citation is from 11.21.609: ‘To find out who had got away’.
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The loss of gender marking creates the possibility of a completive
interpretation. Focal & Te occurs in similar constructions following cognitive
verbs at 11.5.331:

35) YLyvookov O T dvalkls énv 0eos...

knowing her, that she was a god without warcraft

and 11.8.251:
36) ol 8" o5 obv eldovd’ & T’ dm’ ék Alds H\ubev dpuis

but when they saw the bird, that it had come from Zeus

Similar constructions occur at I1.17. 623, 17.626—7 and 11.1.411-2 (=16.273-4).
All are indistinguishable from complements, though Monteil (1963: 263) notes
they could be also interpreted either as relatives or temporals, and that only
11.5.331 (cited above) is clearly completive, because relative 6 is excluded by
the gender (06e6s refers to Aphrodite). The use of neuter 67t in relative

constructions is discussed in the next section.

A similar pattern occurs with Tis, as in Fig. 2 (=Introduction, Fig. 7):*

Figure 2
VP
¢k T épéovTo /CP
Focus C
P1 / \
S
TS 1P

TOVS €ln
Baoiiels
|

The structural difference between this and the construction with epic e is
that Tis, being pronominal, is less likely to be in head position in the CP.

*The citation is from Od.10.109-10: “And they asked who was king of these people...
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However, the etymological and functional link between the two words, noted
above, suggests that a semantic parallel may be drawn.

The connection between these functions and the forms -Tis and Te signifies,
then, not only a semantic link with interrogation, but also the structural effect
of cohesive focalization, which co-occurs with a contrastive feature: the
intonation break between the relative pronoun and the main verb.

2e: “OTL with free relatives in Homer

The grammaticalization process is encouraged by the loss of gender marking
(which involves a further loss of referential specificity) with non-animate
objects.** Of the 128 Homeric constructions in which &7t appears, 39 are
relatives or free relatives which have generic reference (see below in Section
2i).> A few of these constructions depend on verbs of giving or taking, as at
11.15.109 (where the relative is adjectival):

37) Tw éxed OTTL Kev VPl KakOV TEUTMOLY €KAOTW.

you must each take whatever evil he sends you.

and Od4.18.112-3:

38) Zels ToL doln, E€lve, kal dbdvaTol Beol dN\ot,
OTTL pdAoT €6éNels kal ToL ¢llov EmAeTo BUUG,
may Zeus and the other gods, stranger, give you

whatever you want most and is dearest to your spirit.

However, most of the constructions depend on verbs of speech, as at 11.1.85:
39) Baponjoas pdia eime Oeompdmiov & TU oloBa

Speak very boldly the prophecy that you know

Without a correlative, constructions with speech verbs constitute indirect
questions, as 11.14.195=04.5.89:
40)  alda 6 TU Ppovéels ...

Say what you are thinking

0T (and its variants 61t and 6 Tt) is understood as the accusative singular neuter of 60TLs,
corresponding to the PIE *yot k%id. See Monteil (1963: 247) and Sihler (1995: 400).
*The function of mood in marking indefinite reference may also be noted. For references, see

Chapter 7, Section 3a, n. 49.
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The absence of gender marking, and consequently of case marking, facilitates
the interpretation of the relative as functioning in either the main or the
subordinate clause. In Fig. 3 (=Introduction, Fig. 8) the pronoun can be
interpreted as accusative in both:

Figure 3
VP
) NP
avda
Obj CP
P1 C
Focus / \
L "

dpovéets  Obj.
|

The high frequency of speech verbs with relative 611t extends even to the
verb in subordinate clauses which depend on main verbs of other classes.
There is an evident metrical component (|- v v |- -| |) in the frequency of 6Tl
kev elmw and its variants at the line end, as at 11.1.294=14.190=0d.1.158=1.389:
41) €l M ool mav é&pyov UmelEopar OTTL kev elmms:

if I must carry out every order which you might say

It is significant that either the main or subordinate clause may contain a
speech verb, and sometimes both do, as at Od.8.548-550:
42) TG VOV undé ov keDBe VONUAOL KePSANEOLOLY,

OTTL k€ 0 €lpwpar ¢pdacbal &€ o€ KAMLOV EOTLV.

elm’ Ovop’ OTTL O€ KeEOL KAA€OV PNTNP TE TATNP TE...

do not keep hiding now with crafty purposes

what I ask you. It is better to speak .

Tell me the name which your mother and father called you there...
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This pattern shows that the linking element is properly the object of both
verbs. The subordinate at Od.8.550 above is the only definite Homeric relative
with 6771 (it may be influenced by the use of the same pronoun with
indefinite reference in the previous line, at 549).

Explicit main verb objects are common with relative 677t, occurring in 14 out
of the 32 constructions. However, reference appears no more specific: there
seems little difference between its reference at Od.19.378:

43) . AN\ dye viv Euviel €mos, OTTL kev elmw:

But come, listen to whatever word I speak.

and at 0d.2.25=2.161=2.229=24.454:

44) KéKAUTE SN VYOV pev,’ [Baknotor, OTTL Kev elmw.

Hear now, Ithacans, whatever I tell you.

Failure of number agreement occurs occasionally, always accompanied by a
subjunctive verb, and involving neuter relatives. It is not a sign of a
complement, because it occurs in relatives at Od.18.142 and at 11.10.207-208:
45) 1 Twd mov kat ¢fipy évt Tpweoor mhboLTo

dooa Te pnTLOWOL peTA odlowr, Ty pepdaoty

or he might learn some report of the Trojans,

what they deliberate among themselves, ...
2f: From relatives to complements in Homer

Free relatives are associated with verbs of speech and thought, which
frequently both appear in the same construction. The semantic significance of
speech verbs is that their reference can combine exophoric and textual
features: in "hear what I say’, the referent is also the linguistic object itself,
even when there is a correlative pronoun, as at 11.1.294:

46) el 6m ool mav é€pyov Umel€opatr OTTL kev elmms:

if I must accept every point which you might say

If the pronoun expresses the subordinate subject, the subordinate is
semantically closer to a complement, because the pronoun then has scope
over the whole clause, as at 0d.9.402:

47) loTdpevol & elpovto mepL oméos, OTTL € KNOOL*

and standing about the cave they asked what troubled him.
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The similarity with complementation stems from a structural ambiguity: a
transitive complement clause does not have a referential gap as a relative
does (the place that; I know -;), but a relative subject would, if it existed, have a
position indistinguishable from that of the relative pronoun, so it is not clear
that any element has moved (the man that; -; broke the bank at Monte Carlo),36 and

the subordinate clause appears formally more independent.

The key step to a completive is in the use of the neuter pronoun with a
cognitive main, but not subordinate, verb (because then 671 cannot be
interpreted as an argument). The structure of éti-complementation is shown
in Fig. 4 (=Introduction, Fig. 9). The CP is not now a site for elements
preposed from the subordinate clause, so they now have only one 0-role, as
main verb object, and the structure is syntactically regular:”

Figure 4
VP
€l yap ols’ NP
Object Cp

Focus C

P1 / \

8-
TL 1P

VOOELTE TAVTES

*The point is that the co-referent positions are indistinguishable: Chomsky (1986: 48-54)
defines this as ‘vacuous movement’.

*The citation is from OT.59-60: * For I know well that you are all sick...’
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2g: Subordinating 6 in Homer

Occasional Homeric relatives involving the definite pronominal 6 also
demonstrate inter-clausal focalization.” Some have a specifying function, and
these have an intonation break before the pronominal, so the prosodic pattern
is similar to the following conditionals discussed in Chapter 4. The absence of
an indefinite marker in these constructions results in a weak inter-clausal
bond: the semantic relation of the subordinate to the main clause is
appositional, as at Od.1.382 (=18.411=20.269):
48) Tn\épaxov Bavpalov, & Bapocaléws dydpeve.

they wondered at Telemachos, at the daring way he had spoken

and Od4.21.289-90:
49) olk dyamds, 6 €knlos UmepdLdlotal ped’ Aty / dalvvoat

Is it not enough that you dine in peace among us arrogant people

However, after cognitive verbs, the conjunctive meaning is stronger, because
the pronoun is focalized by P2 pronouns. It may be interpreted as having an
adverbial force (‘how’ rather than ‘that’), as at Od.17.545:

50) ovx Opdds, & poL Ulos EMETTApe TAOLY €TEOOL;

do you not see how my son sneezed for everything I have spoken?

and 11.15.248:

51) olk dtels 8 pe vnuoly &ém mpupvijow’ Axal®v
ols €Tdpovs ONkovTa Bony dyabos Bdiev Alas
did you not know how, by the Achaians’ grounded ships,

Aias of the great war cry struck me as I killed his companions...

A number have pronominal main verb direct or indirect objects (never
adjacent to the relative pronoun), as at I1.8. 362:
52) oUd¢é TL TAV pépvnTtat, & ol pdAa TOANAKLS ULOV

Telpduevor oweokor U Elpuobfios déOlwv.

he does not remember that I often protected his son

when the tasks of Eurystheus were too much for his strength

*Monteil (1963: 77-78) cites 24 instances in Homer. Delbriick (1900: 311-5) derives & from the
correlative pronoun *so-/to-, while Chantraine (1963: 166) identifies it with both the article

and the demonstrative pronoun.
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11.9.493:

53) Ta ¢povéwr & pou ol TL Beol yévov éEeTéNeLov

thinking that/how the gods would not bring to birth any children ...

and 11.20.466=0d.3.146:
54) VNTLOS, oUdE TO NMON O ol meloeobal épelkev:

... and did not see that there would be no way to persuade him

These are very similar to constructions with &ti. The presence of the ethic
datives is particularly revealing: whatever their pragmatic function, they have
the prosodic effect of identifying ¢ as in P1, and so of focalizing it.

3: Homeric 67t and main verb type

As noted for relative constructions with case attraction, the local phonological
effects at the inter-clausal link are also dependent on clause order (main first)
and syntactic relations: principally the transitivity of the main verb. It is
argued here that the ‘indirect question” with verbs of speech is central to the

development of complement structure.

The types of verbs involved in Homeric subordinate clauses introduced by

OTL are collated below. There are 128 constructions with 6TL,39 including 41 so
spelt in the Oxford texts, together with 72 instances of the variant §77t,*’ and
15 of & 71.*' The constructions are schematized according to the type of main

*The constructions are cited in Appendix 3A.
“Sihler (1995: 400) derives Homeric 877t from the same PIE stem (*yot kWid) as Ot.
“'Monteil (1963: 254) notes that the graphological difference between Tt and §Tt ‘ne repose

en fait sur aucune tradition ancienne.’



verb they follow, in Table 2:*

194

Main Verb 1L OTTL & TL TOTALS
Emotion 13 11 0 24
Cognitive 14 11 (6 relative, 1 (relative: 26
(perception including 5 with | 11.10.503)
or judgment) sub. speech vbs.)
Speech 2 (0d.16.131, & |12 (6 relative, 6 (4 relative, all |20

11.17.641-2, dep. |including 4 with | with sub. cog.

on speech noun) | sub. speech vbs.) | vbs.)
Other verbs, 20 (including 8 | 8 (inc. 2 with 28
(relative 6Tu) with sub. speech | sub. cog. vbs.)

vbs.)

Other verbs, (671 | 12 5 17
causal ‘because’)
Other verbs, 10 10
(adverbial &T1) 67T Td)LOTA)
Dependent on 3 3
an adjective
TOTALS 41 72 15 128

Three principal features may be noted:

i) 53 out of 128 constructions (=41%) are completive, 24 following verbs of

feeling, 19 following cognitive verbs, and 10 following speech verbs (or

the noun dyyelins).

ii) 39 out of 128 constructions (=30%) are relatives or free relatives.

iii) If relatives are included, 20 constructions depend on speech verbs, and in

17 of the relative constructions, the relative clause itself contains a speech

verb. There is therefore a stronger connection between relatives and speech

verbs than of any other type.

It has been proposed that subordination with verbs of emotion is the

precursor of true complements, either because these verbs take causal

completives (Chantraine 1963), or because the subordinate clause is a

specifying substantival, in an appositive relation (Monteil 1963). Chantraine

*As the constructions include completives and relatives, and are listed by verb type and

variant pronouns, the data-set and analysis differ from Monteil (1963: 399ff.), where 36

constructions are categorized as substantival, and between 19 and 31 as causal conjunctions.
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(1963: 288-299) believes that declaratives following verbs of thought, speech,
or perception are derived from causal completives following verbs of feeling,
as 0d.19.247-8:
575) Tlev 8é pw EEoxov dANwv

Ov éTdpwr’ Oduoels, 8TL ol dpeciv dpTia oM.

Odysseus prized him above his other companions, in that their thoughts

were in harmony.

Monteil (1963: 248) agrees, though categorizing the structure as substantival.
He interprets a construction at I1.14.406-7=22.291-2 in the same way:
56) e xwoato 8§ “ExkTwp

OTTL pd ol Bélos WKL €TWolov EKPuye XeLPOS

and Hektor was angered that his swift weapon had been loosed

from his hand in vain.

This would also be a causal completive in Chantraine’s terms, and Monteil
considers that ‘il est hors de doute que la subordinée tout entiere sert de
regime au verb principal: “Hector s’irrita du fait que son trait avait vainement

-y .43
quitté sa main.””

The key factor here is the main verb, because substantivals
following other types of verb are not complements, as the causal construction
at I1.9.75-7:
YR HdAa 8¢ xpew TAvTas Axalols

€0O\ijs kal muklrfls, OTL dnrtol €yyubL vmav

kalovow mupd TOANG" ......

for there is great need for all the Achaians of good close [counsel],

in that close to the ships the enemy burn many fires.

However, the substantival function appears less central to the development of
complementation than does the completive: as the figures in Table 1 show, all
but 20 of the non-relative subordinating constructions in Homer are
completives following emotional, cognitive, or speech verbs.

The view that the earliest completives are those dependent on verbs of
emotion is not borne out by the Homeric ¢ti-constructions: although there are
rather more completives which follow verbs of emotion than of any other
single type, there is a strong association of 6Tt with speech verbs, even in

“Monteil (1963: 249) derives his interpretation from the ‘Substantivsédtzen’ of Kiihner (1904:
354-377) and Schwyzer (1950: 645). Monteil (1963: 257) identifies the substantival function of
6T with that of an adjectival article, following Benveniste (1954: 188-192).
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Homer, as shown at (iii) above. The common presence of speech verbs in the
subordinate clause, as well as the main, shows that the transitivity of both
main and subordinate verbs is crucial: relative 671 usually functions as object
in both clauses. The observation of Monteil (1963, 249-250) that ‘La
prééminence des verbes “de pensée” sur ceux “de déclaration” continue a se
manifester apreés Homere et jusqu’a la fin du ve siecle” may be valid for
complements, but not for all indirect questions.

There is, on the other hand, no evidence that causal completives following
verbs of emotion are earlier than the others: extant constructions are
contemporary with, not earlier than, completives following cognitive and
speech verbs. The consequence is that the pronominal meaning of 6. may
well precede its causal meaning (‘because’),** and the causal sense could derive
from causal constructions with reporting verbs. The meaning is ambiguous in
constructions such as 11.10.503:

58) AvTap O pepunplle pévov & TL KOvTEpPOV €pdol

But he waited, divided as to what more daring he might do

and 11.14.220-1:
39 oUd¢ oé Pt
AmpnkTéV ye véeobal, 8 TL dpeciv Mol pevowvd.

Nor do I say that you are going unsuccessfully in whatever you desire.

In the analysis of Monteil (1963) these constructions would be substantivals,
but it is significant that both involve a verb of thought or speech, even if that
is not the governing verb. Conversely, indirect questions dependent on
speech verbs quite often contain verbs of emotion in the subordinate clause,
as at Od.8.577:

60)  eilme &7 & TUL kAatets ...

Tell me why you weep/what you bemoan

and I1.1.64:
61) s k7 elmm 6 TL Téooov éxwoaTto PotBos’ ATONWY

Who can tell why Phoibos Apollo is so angry/what Phoibos Apollo is angered about

“This view is also held by Cristofaro (1998: 72). The high level of causal Tt in Euripides
supports it: see Chap. 7, Section 2b (iii). It may be noted that English ‘because” is also
substantival in origin, originally focalized: ‘by cause that’ (OED Vol. 1: 746).
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It appears, then, futile to attempt to establish primacy among the verb types:
verbs of thought, speech, and emotion are approximately equally involved.
However, their regular appearance in both the subordinate and the main
clauses shows that it is the transitivity of the verbs rather than a substantival
clause function or a causal interpretation of the pronoun which is central. The
importance of free relatives in the development of 6Ti.-complementation
depends on the pronominal rather than the causal sense of 67, though, as
Monteil (1963: 251) notes, both are involved with verbs of emotion, which are
‘verbes exprimant un proces dont 1’objet est de toute facon la cause’ (and as
noted in fn. 44, ‘because’ may derive from a focalized substantial).

4: Complementation with ws
4a: Qs in Homer

The principal syntactic difference of ws-complements from those with 67u is a
closer connection with verbs of thought, partly because ws does not introduce
relative clauses. However, s appears after speech verbs too.

There are over 2,000 instances of ws in Homer, most either with adverbial
meaning, or as a textually deictic link, especially after a speech. Completive,

causal, and interrogative uses of us analogous to those of 6Tt may be
. el 45
identified.

Completive constructions are more common than are substantival: Monteil
(1963: 355) considers there to be only one sure substantival construction, at
11.17.450=0d.2.312:

62) N olx dAs &s kal TeUye ¢Exel kal émetyeTal alTws;

[Is] it not enough that he has the armour and so exults in it?

As this sort of construction is so rare in Homer, it may, in fact, not be early. A
few constructions appear with 67t and the same predicator (d\is), as 11.23.670:
63) N ovx dAis 8TTL pdxns émdelouar;

[Is] it not enough that I am lacking in battle skills?

Similar appositive constructions, where the subordinate clause expresses the
subject (formally, the complement of an unexpressed copula), become more

* As Riemann and Goelzer (1897: 497-499) and Monteil (1963: 351-364).
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common in Aristophanes, Plato and Aristotle, as in the use of &fj\ov noted in
Chapter 7, Section 3a. A minimal main clause frame is more characteristic of

late than emerging complementation.

Completives, though more frequent, are much less common in Homer than
those with ¢Ti. Monteil (1963: 354) cites 16 instances of ws-completives
following cognitive or speech verbs (7 and 9 respectively), and 5 of
completives following verbs of emotion (in view of their rarity, his argument
that these last are forerunners of the substantival category is therefore even
weaker than for constructions with 67t). The low frequency of Homeric
completive ws-constructions is somewhat puzzling, as they became so
common in tragedy (as discussed in Chapter 7).

4b: ‘Qs and circumstantial constructions

A clue to the origin of ms-complements may be seen in the difference of
position according as the conjunction follows a cognitive or speech verb. Qs
normally follows directly after cognitive verbs, as 11.4.360:
64) olda yap @ ToL Oupos évl oTHbecol dilololy

Ama Sfvea olde: Td yap Ppovéels d T €yd Tep.

for I know how the spirit in your secret heart

knows ideas of kindness only; for what you think is what I think.

11.10.160:

65) otk dtels s Tphes ém Opwopd medloto
elaTtal dyxt ve®v, ONyos & ETL x@pos €épiKeL;
do you not know how the Trojans at the break of the land

are sitting close to our ships, and narrow ground holds them from us?

and 11.15.204:
66) olad s mpeoBuTépotow’ Epwies alév EmovTal.

you know how the Furies forever side with the elder

However, after speech verbs, ws is typically line-initial, and generally does
not follow the verb immediately, as Od.4.376:
67) €k pév ToL €péw, N TIs ol mép éooL Bedwy,

0S €y ol TL €KWV KATEPUKOUAL, ....

so I will tell, whoever you may be of the goddesses,

how I am not detained of my free will
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0d.8.75:

68) velkos ' Odvoofios kal TIn\eldew’ AxLAfjos,
os moTe OdnploavTto Bedv €v dairTl Baleln
gkmdylowo’ €méeaoly, ...
the quarrel between Odysseus and Achilles son of Peleus,
how these once contended, at the gods’ generous festival,

with words of violence, ...

and Od4.8.266-9:

69) avTap O ¢oppilwr dveBdA\eTo KANOV deldelv
aued’ "Apeos dLAOTNTOS €voTeddvov T AdpodiTngs,
0s Ta mPOT  €éplynoav év ‘HealoTolo dbpoiot
\abpn- ...
Then he struck the lyre and began singing well about Ares
and sweet-garlanded Aphrodite, how they first lay together

in the house of Hephaistos secretly ...

There seems no metrical reason for this regular difference in position, and a
structural motivation seems likely: that there are different origins for
constructions with cognitive verbs and those with verbs of speech. The
former involve indirect questions (‘know how’), and the latter take intransitive
circumstantials, with main verb prepositional phrases (‘singing about Ares and
Aphrodite, how they lay together’), where the objects delay the subordinate clause.
This second type creates a focal link, comparable to that of the constructions
with 60Tis and 61t described earlier in this chapter. This is discussed further
in Chapter 7, Section 2a.

This aetiology is supported by rare Homeric constructions which Monteil
(1963: 399) considers as the instrumental use of ¢s,* as at 0d.4.389-390. This
may be interpreted as a transitive circumstantial, with an early use of a
speech verb with a direct object:
70) 05 Kév ToL elmmoy 080V kal PéETpa KeAeUOOU,

véoTov 0’ ws ém movTor éleloeal LyOBudevTa

... he could tell you the way and the length of the journey,

and the homecoming, how you could venture on the fish-swarming sea.

“Biraud (1985: 163) follows Monteil in considering that all non-substantival Homeric
instances of os (and dmws) may be interpreted as instrumental pronouns. On whether os was

originally instrumental or ablative, see Cristofaro (1998: 66, 85n4).
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It is likely that adverbials following cognitive verbs and (with indirect objects)
following speech verbs were both early forms, and that the development of
complementation involved the transitive circumstantial construction
following cognitive verbs, which could take a direct object (‘know x as being y’).
In Chapter 6, it is shown that direct objects are extremely common in tragic
ws-complements in tragedy, and that their placing accords with the function
of ws as a focal marker.

Summary: subordination in Homer with 61t and ws

The discussion of 67i-clauses concentrated on two aspects of relative and
completive subordination:

1) Clause order, leading to phonological effects at the clausal interface,
involving a linking element functioning as a pronominal in one clause, as well
as a conjunction in the other. The presence of a focalized verbal object creates
a transitive circumstantial.

2) A change in the semantic class of object, from a referring expression to a
textually-deictic word. The transition involved the use of indefinite pronouns,
and reporting verbs, in both the main and subordinate clauses.

Complementation with os has a different origin, from adverbial clauses:
either directly following cognitive verbs, or in circumstantials with indirect
objects following speech verbs.

In circumstantial constructions, the subordinate clause has an adverbial rather
than substantival function. The central factor is the transitivity of the verbs,
which is central to the development, not only of finite complements with &t
and ws, but also of non-finite complements (discussed in Chapter 6, Section
1d). The changes in transitivity of reporting verbs during the epoch covered
by the Homeric and tragic texts are considered in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6
Complementation: verb transitivity and focalization

Summary

In Chapter 5, dTi.-complementation was discussed in terms of clause order
and the resultant phonetic features. The prominence of the inter-clausal link
was interpreted as a focalized object in Homeric free relatives with éoTis
following cognitive verbs and 671 following speech verbs. Qs-completives
were described as adverbials following cognitive verbs, or circumstantial-like
constructions following speech verbs.

In this chapter, focalization of the object is considered from the point of view
of main verb transitivity. The development of s as complementizer is not, as
with 61t, the grammaticalization of a referring expression, but a change of
grammatical function from an adverbial to a completive. The process involves
the regular presence of explicit main verb objects, again creating a
circumstantial structure. Two aspects of the change of function of these
objects, from referring expressions to textually-deictic markers, are discussed:

1) The influence of non-finite on finite complementation. The key
constructions appear to be circumstantial participials: accusative and
infinitive (henceforth Al) constructions appear peripheral to the development
of finite complements.

2) The presence of a focal main verb object in the majority of ws-completives
in the tragic texts of the corpus. These constitute a structure comparable to
that of éTi-complements.

i) In the early type, the objects are proleptic referring expressions. Their rarity
following speech verbs is explained by restrictions on transitivity:' such verbs
do not take referring expressions as (semantically) direct objects (*'say them”).
ii) In tragedy, textually-deictic elements regularly precede ws: these are
occasionally nouns explicitly naming ‘these words’, but more commonly the

anticipatory demonstratives T65e or Tdoe.

1Standardly termed ‘selection restrictions’. See Katz and Fodor (1963), Chomsky (1965: 113ff.,
1981, 1986), and Jackendoff (1983).
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This analysis shows how finite complementation may have developed by an
expansion in verb transitivity, and provides a new interpretation of prolepsis.

In Section 5, the hypothesis of focal linking is put under test by examining
possible counter-examples. As noted in the Introduction, Section 3, it is
predicted that there is no initial emphatic position in subordinate clauses
which follow their main, and that preposed elements function syntactically
within the main clause. An examination is made of constructions in which the
focal element in a subordinate clause does not function as main verb object. It
is concluded that these structures do not invalidate the hypothesis.

Chapter Sections

1: Complements and main verb transitivity
la: Definition of complementation
1b: Transitivity of the introductory verbs
1c: Transitivity and factivity
1d: Non-finite complements
1d (i): Participial complements
1d (ii): AI complements

le: Finite complements

2: Animate objects in finite complementation
2a: Prolepsis and Homeric specifying constructions
2b: Prolepsis
2c: Prolepsis and subordinating structure

3: Transitional constructions
3a: Double constructions
3b: Verbs of witness

4: Textual objects in ws-complementation
4a: Pleonastic objects
4b: Pronominal objects

5: Testing the hypothesis of focal linking

Summary: focus, transitivity and speech verbs
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1: Complements and main verb transitivity

1a: Formal definitions of complementation’

As discussed in Chapter 5, complements may be defined as completives or
substantivals. The first category concentrates on the relationship of the
subordinate clause to the main verb, as ‘the syntactic situation that arises
when a notional sentence or predication is an argument of a predicate ... [and
in particular]... if it functions as the subject or object of that predicate’
(Noonan 1985: 42). This is equivalent to the traditional definition of
completives as propositions which are logically the subject or complement of
a main verb (Meillet and Vendryes 1927: 661, Riemann and Goelzer 1897:
449). Chantraine (1963: 288) gives a more cautious definition, describing
completives as propositions which ‘énoncent une notion indispensible a

I'expression du verbe principale’.

The substantival criterion is used by Kiihner (1904: 348-377), who categorizes
Substantivsiitzen in terms of their nominal function. This definition
concentrates on the meaning of the complementizer as ‘the fact’, rather than
its subordinating role, and is not tied to particular classes of main verb, so is
closer to a specifying meaning (‘in that’). This approach is adopted by
Schwyzer (1950), Monteil (1963), and Lehmann (1984: 153-156). The
substantival category is independent of the meaning of the main verb, but
models the pattern of focalization: emphasis is regularly associated with
specificity, as in demonstratives (see Chapter 4, Section 4b).

It was argued in Chapter 5 that the completive categorization gives the best
description of the development of the form. However, neither category
explains the semantic types of complement-introducing main verbs, or their
modality and factivity.3 Functionally, they do not distinguish indirect speech
and rhetorical use. Nor do they explain why so many pronominals and
adverbials are used as complementizers. In this chapter, the dependence of
complements on particular types of verbs, and the high frequency of explicit

main verb objects, are examined in terms of their grammatical relations.

*There have been no formal syntactic studies of finite CG complementation: generative
studies of classical complementation (Lakoff 1968, Lightfoot 1971, Quicoli 1982) have all
concentrated on the Al construction.

*Factive verbs presuppose the truth of their clausal complements. See Section 1c below.
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1b: Transitivity of the introductory verbs

The principal complement-introducing verbs are those of judgment,
perception, and speech.” The function of taking a clausal complement is a
purely formal type of transitivity, or valency (Tesniere 1959), as a
complement does not fulfil a non-linguistic thematic function (a ‘6-role” in the
X' schema).” Since grammatical relations appear to derive from thematic
functions,’ the development of complementation involves an expansion in the
transitivity of the introductory verbs, to taking textually-deictic as well as
thematic objects.

The semantic reason is that clausal complements are not normally analysed as
having thematic roles.” Complement-introducing verbs do, of course,
regularly take thematic object NPs (‘see/know someone’), but agentive and
spatial terms seem inapplicable to clausal complements. Fillmore (1968: 85-6)
considers them to be semantically vacuous (‘dummy’) factitives, but they
might also be analysed as participants which limit the scope of the verb.” In
both 67i- and ws-subordination in the corpus, a referring expression regularly
serves as main verb object, with a subordinate clause as adverbial modifier.

1c: Transitivity and factivity
As transitive constructions became progressively more common in IE

languages (Coleman 1989, Bauer 1993b), increasing formalization could be
seen as a loss of factive force: that is, the semantic property of presupposing

*A fuller categorization is given by Noonan (1985: 10-133), who lists complement introducing
predicates (CTPs) as utterance predicates (‘say’), propositional attitude predicates (‘believe’),
pretence (‘imagine’), commentative or factive (‘regret, be significant’), knowledge ("know,
see’), manipulative (‘persuade, let’), and others.

*Defined in terms of causality or agency (Tesniere 1959, Fillmore 1968), or of spatial or
temporal goals (Gruber 1976, Jackendoff 1983).

%See Gruber (1976) and Jackendoff (1983).

"Gruber (1976: 128) and Jackendoff (1983: 203) identify even the complements of speech verbs
as thematic: an utterance is interpreted as a thematic entity moving from the speaker [agent]
to the hearer [goal]. It is, however, difficult to see how such an analogy can be sustained. See
Munro (1982) and Amberber (1996) for further discussion.

*This constitutes a specifying function, which is pragmatically and prosodically focal.
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the truth of a subordinate proposition.” Since verbs of emotion presuppose
the truth of their clausal complements (‘happy that [x is y]’ presupposes [x is y]),
while cognitive verbs may be factive (‘see that x is y’ presupposes [x is y]) or non-
factive (‘know xis y’ asserts [x is y]),10 and speech verbs are non-factive (‘say that [x
is y] asserts ['xis y']),'" there is progressively less causal force in the sequence of
[emotional> cognitive> speech] verbs. This appears to be taken by Chantraine
(1963) as indicating the historical sequence,12 though the Homeric evidence
suggests that completives depending on emotional verbs are no earlier than
the others (see Chapter 5, Section 3).

1d: Non-finite complements

If, as proposed in Chapter 5, early complements have a circumstantial form,
then non-finite complementation would be expected to show the same
precedence of circumstantials over other forms, such as jussives, and
participial constructions are more likely to be the precursors of finite

complements than are Al constructions.

The evidence is surveyed in the next sections. The semantic difference
between participial and Al constructions involves the factivity of the main
verb: factive verbs are typically followed by participials and non-factives by
infinitives."> With verbs that can take either infinitives or participles, the
infinitive construction normally has an imperative, inchoative, or final
sense,'* and verbs of thought which have a connotation of judgment, as 80k,

vopllw, elkdlw, moTevw, and UmomTelw, usually take infinitives, while

*See Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970), Karttunen (1971), and Lyons (1977: 599-606 and 794-809).
This view is justified below. Lyons (1977: 794), however, analyses ‘know” as always factive,
on the basis of epistemic necessity (if the proposition is negated, the presupposition remains).
"Verb person determines the difference here.

“Chantraine (1963: 289-290): ‘Les propositions déclaratives sont issues de propositions
complétives de cause. Les propositions causales complétives se développent a la suite de
verbes exprimant un sentiment. C’est de propositions causales de ce type que sont issues les
propositions exprimant un jugement...” See also Schwyzer (1950: 645).

13Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970) note this feature in English too.

14Exarnples discussed by Smyth (1956: 474-476) include aioxivopat (ashamed at doing/to do),
TN, dpxopat (start/continue), yLyvwokw (recognize/decide, determine), Setkvvut (show/show

how to), émavdvopal (forget /forget how to).
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participles are normal with verbs of perception like 6p®, dkolw, alobdvopad,

. 15
muvldvopat.

The classification of “know” as assertive rather than factive (suggested in the
previous section) accords with this structural difference. As Kiparsky and
Kiparsky (1970: 147) argue, the sentence ‘it is true that [John is ill]" does not
presuppose, but asserts, the truth of [John is ill], so is non-factive. The
sentence ‘he knows that [John is ill]” could also be analysed as assertive, while
‘he sees that [John is ill]" presupposes, rather than asserts, the truth of the
subordinate proposition, so is factive. Since many CG cognitive verbs can
have either sense, as noted above, they may be interpreted as factive when
taking participial complements. Their assertive use is a common feature in the
corpus (see Chapter 7, Section 3).

The implication for complementation is that participials can always be
associated with factive verbs, which may take referring expressions as direct
objects in circumstantial participial constructions, while non-factive verbs
usually take infinitive complements.'® Cognitive verbs like oljiat take direct
thematic objects when functioning as verbs of perception (‘see John as being ill’),
but only (semantically) indirect objects when functioning as verbs of
judgment (‘believe [about] John to be ill’). Similarly, speech verbs take only
(semantically) indirect human objects (‘it is necessary for them to go’ ... “order [to]

them to go’).

In both constructions, there is an accusative element with a double function,
but the presence or absence of thematic objects mirrors the semantic
difference between participial and infinitive constructions. It is argued below
that the difference is reflected in the origin of non-finite complementation,
and that participial complements precede AI complements. This may be seen
from an examination of the semantic function of the accusative elements.

1d (i) Participial complements

Participial constructions have two characteristic structural features: the
subordinate clause is typically phonologically heavy, due to the inflection,

5See Riemann and Goelzer (1897: 687-8).
"The converse does not hold absolutely: occasional Homeric AT complements depending on

cognitive verbs are used factively. See below in Section Id (ii).
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and is also more syntactically integrated in the structure of the main clause
than are infinitive constructions, because the inflection, in addition to any
explicit subordinate subject, ordinarily agrees with whichever of the

. s 17
arguments of the main verb it is co-referent.

Participial complements appear to derive, as Smyth (1956: 471) suggests, from
circumstantial use following cognitive verbs, so o0 yap fidecav avtov
TebvniéTa (“they did not know him as being dead’) may be interpreted as
completive (... know that he was dead’). The accusative subject of such a
construction is functionally the object of the main verb, so its case may be
explained by assignment from the main verb in the canonical way."®

The function of the main verb in assigning case is less clear when the verb
does not normally take an accusative. Participle and subordinate ‘subject’
may agree with the indirect object of a main verb, or take an accusative in a
complement-like construction, as in the alternatives clvolda cou €
motjoavTt or olvolda ce €b mojoavTa. In fact, Kithner (1904: 49) notes that
an accusative construction with otvotda is rare: the prefix o0v implies an
indirect object, though an accusative construction may be more likely when
there is also an indirect object, as at Dem. 61.23: ouveldws TGV dOAnpdTWY

dovhous peTéxovTas (knowing about the contests, that slaves participate in them).

In that construction, differentiation of case may have a pragmatic motivation:
of creating clarity. The opposite effect seems to be achieved in adjacent lines
at Choe.216-7, where the change to accusative creates ambiguity, hiding the
object ( Opéotnr) among the other accusatives:
1) kal Tlva obvolobd poi kalouvpévn BpoTdv;

olvold’ "Opéotny TONd ¢’ ékmayloupévny.

(EL) And whom among men do you know of me that I call upon?

(Or.) I know that it is Orestes whom you very much admire.

The assignment of case by the main verb, rather than as an accusative default,
is the more likely, since the accusative construction seems to be

"In reflexive constructions, case is assigned with respect to the main clause, as avbdvw
épavtor mol@v T (I am doing something unawares), since Aavfdvw épavtov mototvta TL (Ido
not know that I am doing something) would be self-contradictory: see Kiihner (1904: 50).

"The current syntactic model involves morphological ‘feature checking’ between a specifier

and head: see Chomsky (1992).
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chronologically later: none of the accusative constructions with otvoida cited
by Kiihner (1904) predates the fifth century, while civolda with dative occurs
in Herodotus. Case can always be explained as assigned by other main verbs
too. Clearly, the accusative form developed by analogy, either with the
majority of participial constructions depending on transitive verbs, or with

the other non-finite form, the Al This is considered in the next section.”

1d (ii): AI complements

Case attraction requires adjacency, if it is a phonological process, and this is
normally taken to be applicable to Al constructions:* Horn (1985) considers
that Al exists only in languages where the subjects of finite complements
occupy the same apparent position as the object of the main verb. This is not
strictly applicable to CG, which may have OV ordering in main clauses with a
dependent Al clause, as in a co-referent construction at E. Alc. 641:

2) kat W’ ov vopllw [ ] mdlda ocov medukéval

and I do not count myself as any true child of yours

However, non-contiguous elements may be interpreted as preposed within
the main clause: and the pronominal often follows the main verb, as at P1.
Hipp. Maior 282E:

3) ... kal oxeddv TL olpar épé mhelw xpiuaTa elpydodat

I know well enough I earn more money...

Case assignment in Al is usually described on the analogy of control (jussive)
sentences, where a semantically indirect but accusative object has a thematic
relation with the main verb.”' Variations of case following a main verb taking
an indirect object in jussive constructions (6éopal cov éNOelv or déopal oe
€NO€ely, Ibeg you to go) are usually explained with the accusative as the default,
and other cases as the result of case attraction to that of the main verb object
(Kiihner 1904: 24, Smyth 1956: 438—440). This description is incomplete, as it
does not explain the origin of the supposed accusative default, other than by

analogy with the transitive sense of jussives (ke\eUw meaning ‘urge on’, Tpoet oV

YFor further discussion of participials, see Kiithner (1904: 49ff.) and Quicoli (1982).

20By Kiihner (1904), Rosenbaum (1967), Lakoff (1968), Lightfoot (1971), Andrews (1971),
Miller (1974), and Quicoli (1982).

*'The contrast between ‘control” and “exceptional’ constructions, corresponding to jussives

and non-finite complements, derives from Chomsky (1981).
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‘proclaim’, voube Téw ‘advise’). Yet the very high proportion of jussives which
take datives (kw\bw, Bodw, émoTéNw, etc.) weakens the argument for an
accusative default: there must have been another, transitive, construction
which provided the analogy, and this is likely to be the circumstantial
following cognitive verbs (since the accusative is the thematic object). The
view that AI complements are the precursors of finite constructions (Meillet
and Vendryes 1927: 589, Aitchison 1979: 53) therefore lacks plausibility.

There is, in fact, little textual evidence for it. Participial complements are
common in Homer (Kiithner 1904: 49), but Al complements are even less
frequent than finite complements. This may be demonstrated by grouping

. . . . 22
Homeric Al constructions into four categories:

i) Ditransitive constructions, where the accusative functions as the main verb
object after jussives, as 11.17.30:
4) aNd o’ €ywy’ draxwpnoavta kelelbw / €s mAnbuv iéval

but I myself tell you to get back into the multitude

and I1.2.11:
5) Bwpfial € kéleve kdpn kopdwrTas’ Axatols

Bid him arm the flowing-haired Achaians

Meillet and Vendryes (1927: 561) consider this to be the earliest type.”
However, as noted above, the accusative element is semantically an indirect
object (‘goal’ rather than ‘patient’), and its case must be motivated by some
other construction.

ii) The accusative functions as the infinitive subject in impersonal
constructions, as at 1.1.126 (éméoike), 2.24 (xpn), Od.14.193 (eln), and after the
prepositions mpiv and mdpos, or in final clauses. In these constructions, the
accusatives could have a thematic function as a ‘goal” or as “patient’. Some are
similar to ditransitive factitives (‘appoint him general’), as at Od.4.209-210:
6) ws viv NéoTopl OGKE SLAUTEPES ARATA TAVTA,

avTOV WEV AMTTAPRAS YNPACKEWEY €V [LEYAPOLOLY,

As now he has given to Nestor, forever, all his days,

22Following Monro (1891: 202-203), Kiihner (1904: 26-33), Meillet and Vendryes (1927: 561ff.),
and Chantraine (1963: 312-318).
BSimilar constructions occur at 11.14.62, Od.10.531-3, and Od.23.258.
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for himself to grow old prosperously in his own palace, ...

In the final and prepositional types, the accusatives may have a thematic
function as goals, as they appear to do after verbs of movement in Homer.**
In the impersonal constructions (it seems that/it is necessary that [x]'), the
accusative element is semantically an indirect object. This is explicit at Thuc.
1.120:

7) avdpdv dyabdv éoTv ddikoupévous €€ elpuns TOAEpETY

It is right for good men, being wronged, to fight instead of peace.

The accusative may be used to avoid ambiguity, as with the participial at
Dem. 61.23 cited above in 1d(i). Otherwise, it must occur by analogy with
some other construction. Impersonals, which may be termed modal
subordinating predicators (Lyons 1977, 793-809), could be considered as
similar to jussives, and another construction must have provided an analogy
for their form.

iii) Accusative constructions following desiderative, perceptual, and
judgmental verbs. These constitute a type of complement, because the
infinitive describes a fact or action, and the accusative element is logically the
object of the main verb, as at 11.4.247:

8) N pévete [ Tp@as oxedov éNoépev |;

Are you waiting for the Trojans to come close?

The construction appears occasionally with perceptual verbs, when it has the
circumstantial meaning normally associated with participials, as at 11.6.386-7:
9) ... obvek’ dkovoe / [ Telpecbar TpRas ], ...

Because she heard that the Trojans were being pressed hard

It is most plausible that this construction is an analogue of the more common

participial circumstantial.

iv) Chantraine (1963: 312) cites one reporting construction depending on a
speech verb, at 11.1.521:
10) velkel, kat Té pé ¢not paxn Tpweoow dpryyew

she accuses [me], and speaks of how I help the Trojans in battle

24, . . . . ’ o (s
The thematic roles of accusatives following Homeric verbs of movement (3dM\w, ko, ikdvw)

are discussed by Kiihner (1898: 303), Haudry (1977), and Boel (1988).
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Here the accusative element is placed in the P2 collocation, preceding the
speech verb and following connective particles, so focalizing veiket, and
functions as its object, as well as subject of dprjyeiv. This construction is
therefore a transitive circumstantial. 1/.1.521 is the only citation by Monro
(1891), Kiihner (1904), or Chantraine (1963) of a AI complement depending on
a speech verb which predates the fifth century. Although Moorhouse (1955:
181) finds 20 instances of Al (all dependent on qbnui)zs in Iliad Books 1-10, he
notes that in another 6 infinitive constructions the subject is omitted, even
though it differs from the main verb subject, suggesting that the Al
construction is a late development.”® An Al complement at Od.2.171 is cited
by Coleman (1985: 327), who describes Al as common in Homeric Greek.
Here, the order highlights the accusative element at the line end, which is
followed by s (a pattern discussed in Chapter 7):
11) Kal yap kelvg ¢nui Teleutndfival dmavta

ts ol Epubeduny...

and about him I say that everything will be accomplished

as I said...

The circumstantial form of this construction may be seen from the datives,
and from the prominence of the accusative element, and its word order may
be influenced by the finite adverbial clause following.

Of these types, the jussives (i) cannot, as argued above, motivate the
accusative use in complementation. The ‘goal” accusatives (ii) and the
transitive circumstantials (iii) constitute the most plausible candidates. Spatial
relations may provide the earliest analogue: it has been proposed (in the
‘thematic relations hypothesis” of Gruber 1976 and Jackendoff 1983) that all
thematic relations derive ultimately from spatial ones. However, the
circumstantials are semantically closer, because they involve reporting verbs,
and so are likely to have been involved in the development: probably by
analogy with the more common circumstantial participials. This aetiology

*Moorhouse (1955: 180) considers that the predominance of ¢npi is explicable by its meaning
as a cognitive rather than speech verb.

*Monteil (1963: 405) and Miller (1974: 241-2) describe Al constructions as more common than
finite complements in Classical Latin too, so even if there was a linear development, it must

have taken place independently in different languages.



212

would also explain the circumstantial form of early finite complementation
observed here.

1e: Finite complements

As noted above, in participial constructions, the subordinate element is
phonologically heavy. In finite complementation, prominence is motivated
syntactically, by the function of the linking element as focal main verb object.
In Chapter 5, it was argued that 671 functions as the object. The following
sections describe how ws-complements regularly include an explicit object,
either as referring expressions, or as textually-deictic demonstratives.

2: Animate objects in ws-complementation
2a: Prolepsis and Homeric specifying constructions

A number of Homeric constructions with indirect objects and 6Tt are similar
to intransitive circumstantials, such as 11.1.56:
12) knoeTo yap Aavadv, 6Tl pa OvmokovTas OpaTo.

for she pitied the Danaans, because/in that she saw them dying.

and 11.23.555-6:

13) ‘Qs ¢dTo, Peldnoer 8¢ ToddpkNS B8Los AXLANEVS
xatpwv’ AvTidNOxw, &1L ol dllos Aev éTdlpos:
So he spoke, and brilliant swift-footed Achilles smiled,

favouring Antilochos because/in that he was his dear companion

These are also similar to the specifying completives following verbs of
emotion occurring in Homer, which also follow main verbs with an explicit
object, as at Od.11.102-3=13.342-3:
14) .. O TOL KOTOV €VBETO BUU®D
Xwopevos OTL ol viov dilov éEaldwoas.
... who holds anger against you in his heart,

angry because/that you blinded his own son.

These are the causals which Chantraine (1963) and Monteil (1963) consider to
mark the origin of complementation. However, a completive interpretation

(‘she grieved that the Danaans.../rejoicing that Antilochos...”) requires an object in the
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main clause. It also involves greater inter-clausal integration, so an object is

almost always followed by the phonologically light s, rather than &tt.”
2b: Prolepsis

Referring expressions may function as accusative objects in finite completives,
especially with cognitive verbs, which regularly take a human object. The
construction occurs in Homer, as at 11.2.409:

15)  1dee yap kaTd Oupov ABelpedv ws émovelTo

he knew in his mind his brother, how he was troubled

Prolepsis, as this structure is standardly termed,” has usually been discussed
in purely pragmatic terms, whose value is somewhat diminished by the
contradictory interpretations which have been proposed:” either that a
preposed ‘subject” is pragmatically prominent (Kithner 1904: 577-8, Gonda
1958), or that it has reduced emphasis because it is a theme (Panhuis 1984,
Slings 1992: 105).%°

The first view is more accurate in terms of the structural relationship between
the two clauses: just as case attraction of the relative pronoun to that of the
main clause gives more prominence to the latter (Gonda 1954a: 29), so
prolepsis demonstrates the integration of the subordinate in the main. In any
case, pragmatic indeterminacy (between emphatic or thematic function) can
exist only in relation to the subordinate clause: the object is always prominent
in the main clause. The view that ‘there is nothing emphatic or vivid etc. in a
sentence containing a prolepsis’ (Panhuis 1984: 38) is especially inappropriate
to minimal clauses of the 0ldd ce bs/ds €l pattern, as 11.9.527-8:
16) pépvnuar T68e épyov éyw mAAAL ol TL Vvéov e

[bs v ...]

I remember this behaviour of old, it is not a new thing, how it was.

“Two exceptions are cited in Section 2b.

BFor its early rhetorical sense, of “anticipation’, see Hermogenes, Meth. 10, and other
references in Liddell and Scott (1968: 1488).

A bibliography is given by Slings (1992: 105n46).

30

Slings (1992: 106) defines theme as syntactically disjunct from its clause, yet ‘articulating the

focal information’, so defining theme, topicalization, and focus circularly.
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and Eum.454:
17)  yévos 8¢ Tolpov [ s éxel | melon Tdxa.

you will soon learn my race, how it is

Such constructions always reduce the subordinate clause to a parenthesis, and
emphasise the accusative. As with other, more extensive, types of prolepsis,
the construction is most common in Euripides: os éxet occurs 15 times (Alc.
280, Her 956, Ion 1416, Troi.394, 923, 931, 1144, E1.427, 1A.106, 446, and in the
fragments), as against two in Aeschylus (Eum.454 above and Fr. 726g), three
in Sophocles (Trach.622, OT.1172, E1.791), and one in Aristophanes (E4.153).
‘(s T occurs once in Homer (11.9.527-8 above), and in tragedy only in
Euripides (And.381, HF.27, E1.690, IT.532, Phoen.1280). Constructions with
Omws €xeL occasionally occur, as at Ra.75, and the type occurs also with polar
indirect questions, as at S.Phil.444:

18) ToDToV olof’ el (Ov Kupel;

Do you know of him, if he is alive?

The prosody supports the interpretation of prolepsis as focalization, because
it almost always involves phonologically light complementizers: proleptic
oTi-complements are rare, and in such constructions the subordinate clauses
appear more peripheral, as at Od.8.461-2:
19) xdipe, E€v’, Tva kal moT’ €awv év maTpidL yain

pmon épel’, 6TL pot mpwTn {wdypl’ OGENNELS.

Good-bye stranger and think of me sometimes when you are back at home,

how I was the first you owed your life to.

and Eum.970-1 (Monteil’s substantival type —see Chapter 5, Section 3):
20) . 0Tépyw O Sppata Tlebods
OTL pol yA@ooav kal oTOW’ Emama ...
... and I rejoice in the eye of Persuasion,

that it was guiding my tongue and lips

The function of the accusative element may be seen in its early dependence on
cognitive rather than speech verbs: Homeric prolepsis appears always to
involve cognitive verbs. Aeschylus occasionally uses prolepsis after other
verbs, such as the verb of emotion at Eum.970-1 cited immediately above,
after a speech verb at Septem 375-6, and at Choe.851-3, where the proleptic
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element functions as object of a cognitive and a speech verb:
21)  18€lv éNéyEal T €D 6éAw TOV dyyelov,

elT’ altos v Oviokovtos &yylber mapwv

elT’ ¢E dpavpds kAnddros Myel paduv:

I wish to see and question the messenger,

whether he was near, being there, or whether

he speaks, learning from a faint rumour.

This is a partial analogue of the jussive construction, as Tov dyyelov is
semantically an indirect object of the second verb in the main clause (éAéyEal,
although though not the first). The only construction in the Oresteia where a
speech verb governs an element preposed from the subordinate clause is an
‘object-to-object” construction at Eum.308-311:
22)  povtoav oTUYEpPAV

damodaivecbal Seddknkev,

NéEal Te Ndxn Ta kaT’ dvbpdmous

0S EMVLPA OTAOLS Aun.

it seems appropriate to show our grim song,

and to speak of the lots among men,

how our band apportions them.

Sophoclean prolepsis also usually involves cognitive verbs, although an
object-raising construction at OT.604 appears transitional (depending on the
categorization of muvbavépal as a cognitive or speech verb):

23) mevBov Ta XpnoBévT’ €l cadds Tyyelld oot

Enquire [about] the oracles, whether I declared them truly to you.

In contrast, prolepsis may follow speech verbs in Euripides, even with human
objects, as at Med.248-9:
24) Myovol & fuds ws dkivduvov Blov

{Buev kat’ olkovs, ol 8¢ udpvavTtat dopl:

They speak [of] us, that we live a safe life

at home, while they fight with the spear

Med.452:
25) Myovo’ 'ldoov’ s kdkLoTOs €0T’ dvp:

saying [of] Jason, how he is the worst of men
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and Med.669 (the preposed genitive emphasizes that the object is human):
26) maldwv épevvdy amépl’ OTWS YEVOLTO oL.

to ask [of] the seed of children, how I might have them

The relatively late use of prolepsis following speech verbs reflects their
transitivity: while both cognitive and speech constructions are used
circumstantially, so in translation requiring the addition of a subject pronoun
in the subordinate clause which is co-referent with the preposed element
(“consider the lilies; of the field, how theyj grow’), speech verbs have the additional

difference of not functioning transitively, so the proleptic element is
semantically an indirect object (‘they speak of us;, that wej live a safe life’).

Prolepsis following speech verbs is, therefore, semantically similar to
constructions with syntactically indirect objects, as at Med.1246-7:
27) Kal pn kaklobfis pund’ dvapvmobijs Tékvwv,

0s OINTAd’, s ETkTES" ...

and do not weaken, or remember about these children

that you love them, that you bore them ...

The early use of proleptic elements depending on cognitive verbs exploits
their double valency, in being able to take a transitive circumstantial
complement. This may be seen in constructions with verbs of fearing, as at
Med.39-40:
28) mdoyovo '+ Ey®da THVSE, Sewpalve TE vw

un nktov @on ¢doyavov oL fimaTos

... L know her, and fear her,

lest she drive a sharpened sword through her liver

It may be demonstrated that the double transitivity of such constructions was
perceived by speakers of CG, from the evidence of an Aristophanic joke at
Ra.41, where a transitive sentence is turned into a complement main clause by
the addition of an unexpected subordinate clause. The humour depends on
the double transitivity of 8éSotka, so “afraid of” becomes “afraid that':

29) Qs 0poddpa W’ €deLoe. N7 Ala, pyn patvold vye.

(Dion.) How terribly afraid of me he was. (Xan.) Yes, [afraid] that you were mad.

Prolepsis, then, appears to be a regular effect of ambiguous transitivity, which
reveals the developing structure of complementation. The same ambiguity
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appears in following ei-clauses, which may be interpreted as either
conditional or completive (as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 5a).

2c: Prolepsis and subordinating structure

Gonda (1958: 119) considers proleptic structure to be ‘a more or less
mechanical reproduction of an originally paratactic supplementation to a
short sentence’, presumably because it appears to be an early form, but the
accusative element in fact provides evidence of the developing form of
subordinating structures: ‘they speak about us that we live a safe life” is not a
mechanical reproduction of the forms [‘they speak of us’] + ["how we live a
safe life’], but is rather a development of transitive circumstantials (‘'I know

you how /who you are’), initially following cognitive verbs.

If prolepsis represents the preposing of the subordinate subject to the main
clause object position (Panhuis 1984: 26, Christol 1989), the configuration
might, provisionally, be described as in Fig. 1:

Figure 1 VP  (of the main clause)
Verb NP
KaTapudfe Te
Object CP  (of the subordinate clause)
Ta kplva TOU dypod /\
oy 1P
avEdvovoy
|

In this configuration, the preposed phrase is not focalized, since mos is
interpreted as in initial position in the subordinate clause, and emphasis
would, as Panhuis (1984) and Slings (1992) assume, be somehow debarred
from crossing the clausal boundary. However, the placing also creates
rightwards weight within the main clause. The weakness of the Fig. 1

structure derives from its failure to model the prosody of the inter-clausal
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link, and in particular the start of the subordinate clause and the absence of
emphatic elements following the proleptic element.

The subordinate subject may better be modelled as preposed to the focus
position within the subordinate clause, which is adjacent to the main verb
object position, and followed by a conjunction which is the head of the CP.
Semantically, the focal element functions as the object of the main verb, so the
structure is as in Fig. 2 (=Introduction, Fig. 11):
Fig. 2
VP

PN

KaTapdbeTe NP

N

cr

TN

P1 C

Td Kkplva TOO dypod /\

TOS P

N

avEdvovoy
]

The double function of the focal element is, as noted in the Introduction,
formally anacoluthic, because (in X' terms) it can have only one 0-role.
However, the valency of verbs of knowing allows the pronoun to be
interpreted intra-clausally as a direct object, so the double structure, though
formally broken-backed, is perfectly intelligible, and, as noted earlier, is
mirrored in English translation (‘consider the lilies; of the field, how they;j grow’).
The difference between the structures in Figs. 1 and 2 affects the position of
mos, which is in complementizer position in Fig. 2, but may be in
complementizer or focus position in Fig. 1.



219

Prolepsis therefore demonstrates a stage in the development of a separate
complementizer and focus position. The contrasting pragmatic views
described at the start of this section are reconciled by the model of focal
linking: the proleptic element is indeed in the main verb object position, but it
is also in subordinate focus position.

3: Transitional predicators
3a: Double constructions

In Homer, 67t may be interpreted as possessing causal force when it is
governed by verbs of perception. After intransitive verbs of emotion, both 61t
and os must be interpreted adverbially, mostly in a causal sense (‘because’),
while after cognitive verbs, the conjunctions may be interpreted as manner
adverbs (‘how’). Speech verbs, by contrast, were not followed by transitive
circumstantial constructions, because they took as ditransitive complements
only infinitive jussives (they did, of course, also take relative subordinates,
both with and without head nouns). The change from Homeric practice to the
high frequency of speech verb objects in tragic complements implies a
semantic shift in the relation of the object to the subordinate clause (from a
circumstantial to a textually-deictic one).

The double transitivity of speech verbs may be seen at Od.19.463—4, where
(after a verb of emotion taking an indirect object) a speech verb takes two
explicit objects, €ékaoTa and oUAv:
30) xatpov vooTAoavTL KAl é€epéelvor €kaoTa,

obATyY OTTL TdBoL ...

they rejoiced in his homecoming, and asked about everything,

and his wound, how he suffered it...

Here, both ékaoTa and oA are referring expressions, though ékaoTa is
indefinite. OUNv could, perhaps, be parsed as the head noun of a following
relative (“the wound that he suffered’), though the modality of the subordinate
clause would be inappropriate to such an interpretation. In constructions

with os, however, the circumstantial meaning is unambiguous.

Homeric complements following verbs of speech may be preceded by an
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adverbial phrase, as at Od.8.266ff. (also cited in Chapter 5, Section 4b):
31) A¥VTAp O Poppullwy AveBdANeTO KalOv deldelv
apd
0s Ta mPOT  éplynoav év HealoTolo dbpoiot

LR

Apeos dpLAGTNTOS €voTeddvov T AdpodiTns,

AdBpn- ...
Then he struck the lyre and began singing well about Ares
and sweet-garlanded Aphrodite, how they first lay together

in the house of Hephaistos secretly ......

In tragedy, there is a regular use of explicitly transitive constructions, with
accusative objects. The characteristic association of speech verbs with explicit
objects may be due to the influence of relative-type structures, and their
restricted transitivity: the only object they may take is a textual marker (‘T say
this...”).

Because the referent of a speech verb’s object is itself a linguistic entity, the
object functions somewhat like an introducer of direct speech. The semantic
similarity between complementation and direct speech is noted by Kiparsky
and Kiparsky (1970: 157n.7), and in many non-IE languages the
complementizer itself is etymologically related to a speech verb.” In Homer,
of course, words are standardly reported in direct speech, followed by us
€da0 or its cognates.

3b: Verbs of witness

A form intermediate between cognitive and speech predicators occurs in a
few constructions involving the notion of witness, as a verb or nominal
predicator. At Med.619-20, the accusative is really factitive (‘invoke them as
witnesses’):
32) AMN olrv &yw pév Saipovas papTipopat,

0 TAve’ Umovpyely ool Te kal Tékvols BEAw:

Well, I call as witnesses the gods how I am willing

to help you and the children in every way

*'This feature is noted by Lord (1976) in a number of African and Asian languages, including

Yoruba, Tamil and Burmese.
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The subordinate clause functions adjectivally as a modifier of the nominative
ndpTus, at Choe.988-9:
33) s dv mapfi pou pdpTus év Sikn ToTE

Os TOVS  éyw peTANOOV €vdikws popov

so he may be present as my witness in the trial at some point,

how I justly pursued this fate (of my mother)

The clause may also modify a gerund, as at Ag.1505-6. Here the preposing of
the clause highlights its adverbial force:
34) s pév dvaitios el

ToUde dovou Tis O papTupriowy;

that you are innocent of this murder,

who [will be] the witness?

Aeschylus uses the verb transitively, with a deictic object, at Ag.494—6:
35) ... LAPTUPEL &€ poL KdoLS

mmAoD Elvovpos Sifia kévis TdSe,

ws oUT’ dvauvdos obTé ool Satwv ¢Adya

UNns Opelas onpavel kamv@d mupds:

and the neighbouring brother of mud,

thirsty dust, witnesses to me this,

how he is not voiceless, nor for you kindling the flame

of mountain wood will he signal with smoke of fire

These constructions are somewhat similar to completives depending on verbs
of showing (8elkvupt, dn\ow, kaTnyopéw, pépdopal, oTabudopal, TekunpLov),
which are a feature of Herodotean complementation (Neuberger-Donath
1982: 260-263). The Aeschylean construction, however, demonstrates an
additional feature: the use of a textually-deictic object.

4: Textual objects in as-complementation

In the epic and tragic texts considered here, the subordinating conjunction ws
is regularly preceded by an accusative element functioning as main verb
object, and in the tragic and prose texts the majority of ms-complements have
antecedents of some kind: every instance of completive os in the Oresteia,
almost all in OT. and Crito, and most in Medea, follow a main clause
accusative element. Citations are given in Appendix 3B. The elements may be
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divided into three categories: the proleptic elements described above, and
nominals or pronominals with purely textual reference.

Although 6711 is occasionally preceded by 76 or TobT0 (Ant.61, 98, 188;
Prom.377), accusatives are associated almost exclusively with ws. The reasons
may be etymological as well as phonological: Monteil (1963: 329) describes ws
as originally anaphoric: “Ancienne forme casuelle d'instrumental, os a dt
primitivement se référer a un substantif antécédent, a I'intérieur d"un énoncé

anaphorique puis relatif.’

Accusatives are more frequent with verbs of speech than verbs of knowing.
The explanation is not that ws is more likely to be used after verbs of speech
and 6Tu after verbs of knowing: there is an increase in complements
dependent on verbs of speech with both conjunctions. The preference for a
specifying object seems to be connected with verb valency: cognitive verbs
may take a human object, while speech verbs do not, except as indirect objects
in jussive constructions. This motivates their association with pronominals
with purely textual reference, while cognitive verbs may take objects which

have exophoric reference, in proleptic constructions.
4a: Pleonastic objects

The textual reference may be explicit, and expressed by nominals following
speech predicators, as Med.776-7:
36)  polNovTL &7 alT®d paldakovs MEw Ndyous,

0S KAl Sokel poL TavTd, Kal KAADs €XeLy

when he comes I shall speak soothing words,

that the matter seems the same to me....

Or.892-3:

37) Noyous €Nloowy, O0TL kabioTain vopovs
€s TOUS TeKOVTAS OV KANOUS: ...
... twisting words, that he set precedents

dangerous for parents
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and in lyric at IT.1092-3 (one of two instances in these texts where
complementizing 7t stands at the head of the poetic line):**
38) eVElveTov EuveTols Podv,

OTL MOOW KeAAOELS del polTals

a cry intelligible to those who can understand

that you mourn your husband with songs

In these constructions, the object position is filled by a nominal which
explicitly categorizes the subordinate (as Bod or Aoyor). NPs like pabakots
Aoyous do not only specify the syntactic function of the subordinate clause,
but also comment on its form as speech, along the lines of the Homeric émea

, 33
TTEPOEVTA.

Sophocles uses the construction at OT.790-1:

39) kol Bewad kal 8voTnva mpovpdrn Aéywy,
OS PNTPL pév xpeln pe puxbivad, ....
and saying terrible and lamentable revelations

that I was to wed my mother ...

and atS. El.44:
40) Nyw 8¢ xpd TOL®d’, 8Tl Eévos pev €l ...

Use this story, that you are a foreigner...

In a participial, circumstantial-like, construction, at OT.1287-90, the NP does
not refer catadeictically, but retrospectively (to the unspoken head noun in
the phrase ‘Tov pnTpos ..."):
41) Bod OSlolyewr kAfjfpa kal Snholv TLva

Tols maol Kaduelotol TOv martpokTdvov,

TOV UNTPOS™ ald®v dvédol’ ovdé pnTd oL,

ws €k xBovos plPwr éauvtdv, ...

he calls for someone to undo the bolts, and show

him to all the Cadmeans, his father’s killer,

his mother’s — saying unholy things, unutterable by me,

that he will cast himself out of the land

*The other is Ra.599, cited in Chapter 7, Section 3c. There are also appositive constructions
with line-initial éTu at Eum.971 and Ra.20, 742.
33’Winged words’, as 11.1.201, 2.7, 3.155, 4.92, and many other instances.
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These nominals are always in tragedy associated with speech verbs, because
they can take only textual objects. One Homeric construction involves a verb
of perception, at 11.17.641-2:
42) ... ¢mel ol pwv dtopar olde memvodal

Avypfis dyyellns, OTL ol dllos WAeO’ €Talpos.

... since I think he has not yet heard

the terrible news, that his dear companion has perished.

4b: Pronominal objects

The most common textually-deictic object, however, is the demonstrative, as
at Ag.494-7 (cited above in Section 3b) and OT.729-30:
43) "E80E’ dkoboaL cob TO8 , os © Adios

kaTaodayein mpos TpLmAdls apakLTols.

I thought I heard you say this, that Laius

was killed where three roads meet.34

The complementizer may be seen as enclitic upon the pronominal, in the
contrastive pattern described in Chapter 4, Section 2b. The deictic force of the
demonstrative (itself prominent through cohesive focalization), creates an
emphatic effect, drawing attention to the subordinate proposition, as at Medea
85-6:
44) ... dpTL YLyvwokels TOBE,

Os TAS TLS aUTOV TOD TéENAS HANOV OLAET,

Have you only just now learned this,

that/how each loves himself more than his neighbour?

The positions of both the pronominal and of ws with respect to the line end
are quite regular, as shown in Chapter 7. Constructions in which the clause
break does not coincide with the line end occur mostly with
cognitive/perceptual verbs, as at OT.729-30 (cited above). In these instances,
the object may be preposed within the main clause, as at Med.1405:

45) Zev, Td8’ dxolels ws AmeNauvoped’,

Zeus, do you hear this, that/how I am driven away...

*On the significance of the definite article, see Dawe (1982: 165).
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Constructions with pronominals do not generally mark factivity, as they
assert, rather than presuppose, the truth of the subordinate: the pronouns
mean ‘these words’ rather than “this fact’, so their function is that of impure
textual deixis (referring to a proposition: see Chapter 4, Section 4b). There is
an extremely high frequency of accusatives in tragedy: all complements with
os in the Oresteia (11), and most in OT. (10 out of 15) and Medea (10 out of 14),
have them. Some are cited in Chapter 7, Section 2¢, and other constructions
with pronominals are cited in Appendix 3B. The structure is modelled in Fig.
3 (=Introduction, Fig. 10):%

Fig. 3
VP
Adv. V CP
dpTL YLYVOOKELS Pl/\
Focus '

C
TOSE / \
WS 1P

mas TIg aUTOV TOU TENAS WANANOV OLAET

The construction is analogous to the dTi-complements discussed in Chapter 5,
and involves a similar focal pattern: the demonstrative typically occupies the
same line-final position as 67t. The functional difference is that ¢tu itself
performs both the interrogative and object functions, while ws and a main
verb object share the interrogative function. With both, however, the
significance of an indefinite suffix is the reduction in causal connection
between the clauses (see Chapter 5, Section 2d, n.27).

*The citation is from Medea 85-6, ‘Have you only just learned this, that each loves himself

more than his neighbour?’
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5: Testing the hypothesis of focal linking

The use of proleptic and demonstrative accusatives accords with the
mechanism of focal linking described in Chapter 5. As noted in the
Introduction, this requires there to be no focus position in structurally
subordinated clauses in CG. A study of the corpus texts and all epic and
tragic 0Ti-constructions revealed five constructions which appear to be
counter-examples. They are examined here.

In four constructions, an element is preposed before the conjunction, but
remains nominative. The most perplexing construction occurs at OT.779-780:
46) avmp yap €év delmvols [’ UmepmAnobels pébn

KaAel map’ olvw TAACTOS ws €lny maTpl.

For at dinner a man overfilled with drink

called me, drunk, that I was counterfeit to my father.

There are three possible explanations for the nominative:

i) It could be an effect of ambiguity between the adverbial and conjunctive
functions of ms (as also with the difficult Tpavds’ ATpeldny eldévar kupotvTa
mos at Ag.1371).%

ii) It might function as a pragmatic marker, identifying the speaker from the
subjects in the surrounding text, as a ‘hanging’ nominative.”” However, this
does not accord with the presence of 1" in the previous line.

iii) It may mimic direct speech, perhaps because the presence of an accusative
object in the previous line debars mhacTés from occupying the object position.

The last seems the most plausible, though it does not preclude the first,
especially as speech verbs do not, before Euripides, generally take accusative
proleptic constructions (as noted above, Section 2b). This interpretation is
supported by three similar constructions with 6Tt which also follow speech
verbs. These constructions are formal announcements, so a parallel with
direct speech is likely.

% ... to know definitely how it is faring with the son of Atreus’ (?): see Denniston and Page

(1957: 195).

“Nominative pronominals occur in extended infinitive constructions, as at Thuc. 4.114 and
Dem. 21.204. See Smyth (1956: 439). The third episode of OT. has a very high frequency of
subjects: 45 in 165 lines (=1 every 4 lines).
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The nominative constructions occur at Hel.1491-4:
47)  xapl€at’ dyyeNav

Evpotav édpelbduevar,

Mevéews OTL Aapddvov

TONV €NV Bopov Tiel.

Proclaim the message

as you perch on Eurotas

that Menelaus has taken the town

of Dardanus and will come home

Ba.173-4:
48) {To Tis, elodyyee Telpeoias OTL
Tel v L.

Someone go and say that Teiresias is looking for him.

and Ra.519-20:

49) 161 vuv, dpdoov mpwTLOTA Tdls OpYNOTploL
Tals évdov olodls avTos OTL €loépyopal.
Go now, and first tell those dancing-girls

inside that I myself am coming in

A more serious counter-example to the hypothesis of focal linking is
constituted by a preposed dative phrase in the complement at OT.525-526:
500  Tobmos &’ €pdvn Tdls épals yvdpais 6T

meLobels O PAVTLs TOUS AOYyous Peudels Aéyol;

But was the word clear [ ], persuaded by my advice, that

the prophet gave false answers?

It is clear that Tals épails yvopats is emphatic (see Dawe 1982: 147), and may
therefore be interpreted as focalized, so appears to be a counter-example to
the claim of identity between main verb object and subordinate focus. It may,
however, be observed that there is no main verb object here, and the
pragmatic motivation for preposing the dative (together with a metrical one,
in the Sophoclean regularity of putting 67t in the last foot of the iambic line)
may be realizable structurally precisely because of the absence of a main verb
object.
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Though all are syntactically irregular, only the first construction has a
preposed focus co-occurring with an explicit main verb object, and this puts a
clear stress on its syntax (since all commentators regard it as problematic). It
is therefore concluded that none of these constructions disproves the
hypothesis that an element in subordinate focus position is indistinguishable
from a main verb object.”®

It may be noted that accusative elements which are clearly preposed from the
subordinate clause may be also preposed within the main clause: the
possibility of OV ordering with pronominal objects has been noted above,
and the same order may occur with proleptic nouns, as at OT.842-3:
51) AnoTds édaokes avTov dvdpas évvémeLy

0s v katakTelvelav.....

you were saying of robbers, that he said

that they killed him.....
and OT.955-6:
52)  Ex Tfis KopivBou, maTépa TOV obv dyyeAdv

ws oUkéT’ dvTa TI6AUBov, AN dAwAOTA.
...from Corinth, announcing your father Polybus

as no longer living, but having perished.

Preposing the object within the main clause requires it to move out of
subordinate clause focus position. However, the extra interpretative difficulty
of such constructions create a tension between meaning and structure, which

does not exist with VO ordering.
Summary: transitivity and speech verbs

The importance of verb transitivity has been demonstrated in completive
constructions with explicit main verb objects, including textually-deictic
pronominals and proleptic nominals. Though transitivity presumably
originally reflected non-linguistic agentive relations, its expansion to

*A contrast may be drawn with the focalized element within a following conditional at
OT.120-1 (cited in Chapter 4, Section 5a), demonstrating the difference between a
subordinated and a peripheral clause. A somewhat similar construction at Crito 51c6, cited in
Chapter 7, Section 3a, appears motivated by interference between features of direct and

indirect speech.
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encompass textual objects as well as referring expressions is evident in both
non-finite and finite Homeric and tragic complementation. The importance of
main verb objects is that they provide an explanation of the change of
function of ws from an adverbial to a completive, through the intermediate

stage of transitive circumstantial constructions.

The proposed historical sequence is: participial intransitive circumstantials,
transitive circumstantials following verbs of knowing; then a convergence of
indirect questions with 6L following speech verbs and adverbial os-clauses
following cognitive verbs; a transitive circumstantial structure with a
focalized object, with either complementizer, and eventually with either verb
type. The Al construction appears peripheral to the aetiology.

The explanation advanced here is based on the interaction of structural and
prosodic features. However, the development of complementation
presumably had pragmatic motivation, and, in poetry, its prosodic patterns
are expressed in metrical form. The relationships between prosodic features
of the poetic line and the presentational functions of complementation are
discussed in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 7

Inter-clausal poetic syntax: focus and the discourse functions of
subordination

Summary

In Chapter 6, the overlap between main verb object and subordinate focus
was examined in terms of verb transitivity. In this chapter, the clausal overlap
is considered in terms of prosodic patterning and discourse function. The
focalization of the inter-clausal link, discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 in terms of
its prosodic pattern, is discussed in terms of the positions of 67t and ws in the
hexameter and trimeter line.

Though complements are often described in terms of indirect speech," that is
not a common function of complementation in the corpus, which is in epic
principally the management of point of view, and, in tragedy and Plato,
asseveration and rhetorical persuasion. Relationships between clause order
and function are also examined, in a discussion of preposed complements.

Discourse function is seen to be reflected in the patterns of focalization.
Chapter Sections

1: Complementizer use and meaning
la: Distribution within the corpus
1b: Meaning: 6Tt and os

2: Complementizers and focus
2a: Prosodic features of Homeric complements
2b: Prosodic features of tragic 6Ti-complements
2c: Prosodic features of tragic ws-complements
2d: Prosody and syntax

3: Discourse functions of complementation
3a: Structural implications of function
3b: Discourse function and clause order: preposing

3c: Complementizer meaning in preposed complements

Conclusion

'As by Jannaris (1897: 453), and Smyth (1956: 580-1).
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1: Complementizer use and meaning
1a: Distribution within the corpus

The most unexpected finding is that there is a diachronic increase in the
number of complementizers between Homeric and 4th century texts. This is
in contrast with the view of Monteil (1963: 400) that there are in effect only
two completive conjunctions by the end of the fifth century: an assumption
based on conjunction frequency rather than variety. The prose works
considered here, the Melian Dialogue and Crito, demonstrate a narrowing of
conjunction frequency (6Tt is the principal introducer), but not a reduction in
variety (6mws also occurs in Crito and 81671 elsewhere in Plato). It may be that
by the fourth century the meanings of subordinating conjunctions had
become more established than in Homer. However, complementation
structure remains highly fluid, and retains its focal emphasis even in Plato.

The distribution of the principal complementizers (61, os, 6mws and €t) in the
corpus (plus Prometheus) is schematized in Table 1 (which excludes free

relative and final constructions):

OTL WS OTws el Totals
1liad 9 1 5 2 0 8
Odyssey9 |1 2 1 6
Oresteia 1 11 4 11 27
Other Aesch. |0 12 1 0 13
works
Prometheus |7 9 2 1 19
OT. 5 11 5 2 23
Medea 1 14 1 7 23
Cyclops 2 2 0 2 6
Frogs 7 4 4 (1 Euripidean |15
quote)
Melian 7 4 0 0 11
Dialogue
Crito 33 14 2 4 53
65 88 22 29 204
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Four principal features are evident:

i) There is a low level of finite complementation in Homer and tragedy.

ii) An increase in prose is accompanied by a movement from ws to 67t (also
evident in Frogs). This may be a more general feature of Attic prose:
Lysias also demonstrates a great preference for §7.”

iii) Finite complementation is particularly rare in Aeschylus, and the use of
o1 is very low in both Aeschylus and Euripides (the rarity of
complementation in Aeschylus may be an archaism, since it is also
very rare in Cyclops).

iv) There is a higher level of indirect questions with €t in the Oresteia
and Medea than in the other texts.’

v) The frequency of 67u in Prometheus is atypical of Aeschylus, and is closer
to Sophoclean frequency (on which see also Section 2a.i below).

Other complementizers include p1 (in most texts), otov, émq, 8mn (Oresteia),
édv (Prometheus, Crito); 8mov (OT.), ola (Medea), olos (Cyclops), éTuy (Frogs).

Even causal complementizers like 60otveka and otveka (which Monteil 1963,
400 regards as insignificant, because they are restricted largely to tragedy) do
not decline in frequency: they are uncommon even in Homer (not occurring
in the Iliad). A few complements are introduced by otveka in Homer,
Sophocles, and Euripides,* and by 8otveka in Sophocles (Trach.813, OT.572,
1271, E1.47, 617, 1308, OC.852, 944, 1005) and Euripides (Alc.796).

Similarly, the frequency of 6mws as a complementizer remains at a constant
low level, rather than declining from the 7th to the 4th C. In Homer, only 1
out of 30 subordinating constructions is a complement (1/.10.491-2).
Aeschylus uses it in at least three complements (Supp.289ff., Ag.105ff.,
Eum.591),” and Sophocles 3 times in OT. (OT.548, 1058, 1366). There are 5
instances in Medea (171, 322-3, 669, 1060, 1099-1102). Subordinating
constructions with émws in Frogs are mostly final: 4 out of 12 introduce
complements. The use of adverbials may reflect the persistence of
circumstantial constructions.’

*Monteil (1963: 399) finds 293 instances as against 135 for ws.

3Constructions in the Oresteia are cited in Chapter 6, Section 4c. In Medea, polar indirect
questions occur at 184-5, 346, 931, 941, 1319, 4924, and 11034.

0d.5.215-6, 7.300, 15.42, 16.300, 16.379, S.Phil.232, Ant.63, OT.708, S. E1.1478, E.IA 102.
°Ag.1371 is another possible example: see Denniston and Page (1957: 195).

°A survey of the use of 6mws may be found in Amigues (1977).
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In addition to its variant 677L, two compounds of 6Tt occur: 6TL1} and SLOTL.
The former, defined by Liddell and Scott (1968: 1265) as a colloquial form of
OTu in its causal meaning, appears occasionally in the fifth century, but not in
tragedy. It is used to introduce complements in Aristophanes, at Nu.331,
Ra.1146, and Plutus 48, and appears once in Plato, at Philebus 58al:

1) Afjdov OTLY) ... TAs dv TV Y€ VOV Aeyopévny yvoln

It is clear that ... everyone would know what has just been said.

A6t is much more common, though only in prose (apart from Aeschylean
fragment 19 321.b1). It occurs in Herodotus, Isocrates, Isaeus, and
Demosthenes, usually with causal meaning, though an appositive, specifying,
meaning is also evident. It introduces complements in perhaps 2 of the 14
Herodotean constructions (2.50.2, 6.86.24), 1 of 5 in Isaeus (3.50.6), and 8 of 26
in Demosthenes.” Only Isocrates uses it primarily to introduce complements
after cognitive verbs, in 10 out of 12 constructions.® It becomes much more
common in the fourth century, appearing in Plato 62 times, and over 460
times in Aristotle.

It appears, then, that there is an increase, rather than a decline, in the number
of complementizers by the fifth century, even in prose. The only post-
Homeric reduction is the almost total abandonment of & Te (explicable by the
restriction of Te to a co-ordinating link). Surprisingly, relative 0 is as frequent
in Aeschylus as in Homer, and occasionally occurs elsewhere in the fifth
century, usually followed by focalizers.’

1b: Complementizer meaning: 61t and os

‘O is generally thought to have a more objective meaning than os: Humbert
(1960: 185) proposes that ‘en général, on emploie s quand le jugement
énoncé comporte des réserves —comme quand le verbs principal est négatif
ou quand on ne prend pas a son compte ce que dit quelqu'un’, while Smyth
(1956: 582) notes that the subordinate verb may be the negative one. Monteil
(1963: 356) considers that, ‘tandis que 0Tt insiste sur la réalité du fait, os

"Cor. 155.11, 167.5, Or. 46.16.1, 47.42.3, 58.36.10, 58.42.1, 59.111.4, Erot. 38.1.

81n Call. 1.6, 31.1, In Loch. 8.2, De Big. 43.5, Paneg. 48.3, Plat. 23.2, Arch. 24.5, De Pac. 14.1, Antid.
133.2, Philip 1.1.

*Monteil (1963: 399) cites 24 substantival constructions in Homer, and Sommerstein (1989:
128) gives a total of ‘nearly 30’ for relative *to- in Aeschylus. It occurs with final clauses at

E.Phoen.155, Hec.13, Ar.Eccl.338; and d, with following particles, at S.Phil.559, Trach.136.
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exprime des nuances de doute ou de simple vraisemblance’. Chantraine
(1963: 291) identifies the core value of Homeric ws as adverbial ‘comme’. Yet
Biraud (1985: 170) notes that there is no presumption of subjectivity in the
Homeric os épaTo (“so he spoke’), and suggests that there is a difference only
when there is explicit contrast between the complementizers.

In the characteristically emphatic structures of the corpus, a contrast in
meaning is evident. Two chiastic patterns at A.Prom.259-260 and E.Cyc.321-
322 demonstrate the difference clearly. In both constructions, 61t precedes
and os follows, with the former dependent on a verb of perception and the
latter on a value judgment. The adverbial force of is is emphasized by the
clause order: as discussed below in Section 3c, it is especially clear in
preposed complements, because os is then emphatic in P1 (with focalizers
following it).

Prom.259-61:

2 obx Opds 6TL
HHapTES; WS &~ TNUapTES, oUT  Epol Ayew
ka®’ Mdovmy ool T dAyos ...
do you not see that you have erred?

yet how you erred is not pleasant for me to speak, and pain for you

A similar preposed completive occurs at Cyclops 321-3:
3) o8’ old’ 8 TuL Zels éoT’ épod kpeloowr Oeds.
ol poL PENEL TO AoLmor s &7 ol HoL PENEL,
dkovoov. OTav dvwbev OuPpov EkxE,
nor do I know that Zeus is a greater god than I.
I am not concerned for the future, and how I am unconcerned,

listen....

In Crito, a clear difference may be seen in a correlation between
complementizer and verb type: 61t is used after cognitive verbs (or 5fjlov) in
13 complement constructions, as Crito 49d2:

4) olda yap 8Tl ONyols Tiol TabTa kai Sokel kal S6EeL.

For I know that there are few who believe or will believe this.
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Similarly at Crito 51a7:

5) A olTws €l codds GoTe NMNOév oc
OTL unTpdés Te KAl TATPOS Kal TAV dAN\wV Tpoydbrvev ATdvTwy
TLULWOTEPSOY €0TWY TATPLS KAl CEPVOTEPOV Kal AyLWTEPOV
Or are you so wise that it has escaped your notice that your country is more to be

honoured than your mother and father ...

By contrast, all 8 constructions with os depend on verbs of emotion or

attitude, as Crito 44b9:

6) €Tl 8¢ kal molols 86Ew, ol épé kal o¢ pn cadpds loaouv,
s olés T dv ce owlew el fbehov dvallokeww xpruata,
duejoat.

And I shall seem to many who do not know me and you well

that being able to save you if I had been willing to spend money, I neglected it.

and Crito 44¢3:

) ob ydp meloovTal
oL moA\ol s oU alTos olk MOéAnoas dmiévatr évhévde
NUGY mpobupovpévmy.
For the many will not believe that you refused to get away, while we were eager to

help.

All 13 constructions are listed in Appendix 3C. The difference in meaning
accords with the mechanism of focal linking, as 67t is focal and draws
attention to the following proposition (see Chapter 4, Section 4b), while ws
emphasizes the preceding constituent (‘the many’), on which the prosodic
emphasis is placed. The morphology of the words fits this interpretation, too:
the origins of 671 as a determiner and of ws as anaphoric accord with the
distinction made by Benveniste (1933: 124) between demonstrative and
anaphoric themes as respectively strong and weak in morphological
characteristics and semantic value.'’ The interpretation of the difference as
focal would explain why, in the Melian Dialogue, us appears to be used
simply to alternate with 67, as in the construction at 5.89.1ff., cited below in
Section 3 (where it is noted that the complementizers bear little prosodic
emphasis).

"Though adverbial ¢s may have a different etymology from the conjunction s: the former

from *f ¢bs and the latter from the relative adverb yuw(s). See Ruijgh (1971: 856).
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A related interpretation is suggested by Cristofaro (1998: 73), who considers
that ‘671 typically conveys new, focalized and non-topical information ...
while os introduces already known, non-focalized and topical information’.
Cristofaro uses these terms as pragmatic categories," but prosodic
focalization provides an even more precise explanation, since it identifies a

specific constituent as focal.

2: Complementizers and focus

The regular presence of prosodic emphasis and main verb objects in the
corpus shows a contrastive style, perhaps stimulated by the experimentation
naturally associated with a developing syntactic form. An emphatic link is
implied, not only by proleptic objects, but also by the metrical placing of the
introductory conjunctions. The typical positions of both complementizers in
tragedy (67 at the line end, ws at the start) give them a prosodic prominence
which emphasizes their linking function, and accord with the focalization
patterns described in Chapters 4-6. In both Homer and tragic stichic verse,
there is often a line break between speech verbs and their complements, in
contrast with cognitive verbs, which are usually in the same line as their
subordinates. The position of os in Homer varies according as it follows a
cognitive or a speech verb, while the position of 6Tt with respect to the line
break is very regular in tragedy. There appears to be a structural as well as

metrical motivation for these regularities.

2a: Prosodic features of Homeric complements

The normal position of 671 is immediately following the main verb (which is
frequently at the start of the line). There are 4 line-initial instances of
complementizing 6tu: 11.5.407, 13.675, 24.564, and Od.4.392, and 8 instances
which introduce causal clauses."

"Her terminology is based on the model of Dik (1989).
"*11.14.407, 15.156, 16.531, 17.568, 22.292, and Od.14.52, 14.527, 21.415.
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Both 611 and 6711 are frequently followed by enclitic elements, which are
typically dative pronouns (preceded by short-vowelled particles after 677,
evidently for metrical reasons), as at 11.24.241:

8) N ovéoach’ &t por Kpovidns Zevs dhye’ &8wke

. . 13
Is it not enough for you that Zeus son of Kronos has given me sorrow

and 11.17, 567-8:

9) Qs ddTo, yHonoev 8¢ Bed yhavkdms Advn,
OTTl pd ol mdumpwTa Oedv MprioaTo MAVTWY.
So he spoke, and the grey-eyed Athene rejoiced
that first among all the divinities she had been prayed to."*

The presence of short-vowelled particles after 677t must be metrically
constrained, but the regular presence of enclitics following both forms
suggests a functional motivation: that a conjunctive meaning is linked with
focalization by an enclitic in P2.

The line position of 61t is quite variable, while 677t is more often line-initial.
Both features reflect metrical constraints, but more is involved, as éTTt is more
frequently line-initial after verbs of emotion than after other types (as may be
seen from the citations in Appendix 3A), so causal and resultative clauses are
prosodically as well as syntactically more peripheral than relatives.

The position of ws also varies according to the main verb: as noted in Chapter
6, Section 4b, it is normally placed directly after cognitive verbs, while after
speech verbs it is normally line-initial, and generally does not follow the verb
immediately. The Homeric constructions cited by Monteil (1963) show the
same correlation, and also reveal a stylistic difference between the Iliad and
Odyssey: constructions in the Iliad mostly (6 out of 7) follow line-initial verbs
of perception or knowing, as 11.9.647:
10) pmoopal ds W dotdnlov év’ Apyelolowr €peev

“ATpeldns .......

I remember how the son of Atreus insulted me before the Argives

PDatives follow &7t also at I1.1.537, 2.255, 5.326, 16.35, 23.484, 23.545, 23.556, 23.577, 0d.5.340,
11.103, 13.343, 17.377,16.130, 18.11, and 19.248.

“Particles follow &7t also at I1.13.675, 14.407, 15.156, 16.531, 17. 411, 17.655, 22.292, 22.439,
0d.14.52, 14.367, 14.527, and 21.415.
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In contrast, the 9 constructions following verbs of speech are all from the
Odyssey, and in all, ws is line-initial, as Od.22.373:
11) dbpa yris kata Bupov, datdap elmmoba kal dNw,

0s Kakoepyins evepyeoin péy’ duelvowv.

so you may know in your heart, and say to another,

how good dealing is better by far than evil dealing

Monteil’s examples are listed in Appendix 3A. Constructions following verbs
of emotion also generally (in 4 out of 5 constructions) have line-initial ws.
Similar positions may be observed for completive os in Iliad 9 and Odyssey 9.
The sample is rather small, and more research would be needed to discover
whether the same correlation holds throughout Homer. However, the
existence of a similar, though less strong, tendency in tragic trimeters, noted
below, suggests that the phenomenon has a structural as well as metrical
component, which accords with the aetiology suggested in Chapter 5: that
completives following cognitive verbs were originally interrogative, and that
the development of full complementation involved a transitional stage of
circumstantial-like complements, which are also likely to be structurally
peripheral (since they require an explicit main verb object).

2b: Prosodic features of tragic complements with 61t

2b (i): “OT. in Sophocles

In the total of 35 Sophoclean complements introduced by 671, the most
notable feature is its prosodic regularity: it is in 32 constructions at the line
end. Examples include Trach.439—40:
12) o8’ MTLs oU KATOLOE TAVOpOTWY OTL

xalpeww mépuker oyl Tols alTols del.

..nor [am I] one who does not know of men that

we cannot ourselves enjoy constant happiness

and OT.59-60:
13)  mpooH\0ed’ LpelpovTtes: €l yap old’ &ri
VOOELTE TAVTES, KAL VOOOUVTES WS EYW
....... for I know well that

you are all sick, ......
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The form of the second construction, with the clause starting at the
hephthemimeral caesura, is common in Sophoclean complementation (and €0
yap old’ &Ti occurs also at OT.1133 and Ant.1043). However, the first
example shows that the line and clause may coincide.”> Almost all of the
complements are introduced by a cognitive rather than speech verb."

Two of the constructions where 6Tt is not line-final are in choral odes, so do
not have the same metrical constraint. They are also structurally irregular: the
complement clause is preposed at OT.499, and, at EI.1070, 671 begins a choral
antistrophe, but depends on the verb Béacov (or its object éveion) in the
previous strophe, so it functions as a cohesive link, and may have causal
force:
14) KaTd ot Boéacov olkTpav

Oma Tols &vepd’ T ATpeldais

axopevTa ¢pépovo’ Oreld.

OTL odly RON TA PEV €k BOPWV VOOELTAL... (ant. a)

carry below a piteous tale,

to the Atreidae below

carrying a reproach not to be danced.

That/because now their house is sick...

The iambic line-end position occurs also in all 7 complement constructions in
Prometheus."” All follow verbs of knowing, most of perception rather than
judgment, and generally state a general truth or proverb, as Pr 104-5:
15) yLyvookovd’ &L
T6 Ths avdykns €éoT’ ddnpLTov oBévos.
knowing that

the strength of necessity is unconquerable

The similarity of position in Prometheus and in Sophocles is noted by Griffith
(1977:192), who describes the line-end position as ‘a form of “Sophoclean”

enjambement’, and attributes it to the difficulty of fitting 67i into trimeters.

BOther full line clauses occur at Tr.904, Ant.61, 311, 779, Aj.678, E1.332, 426, 1106, Phoen.325,
405, and OC.666.

"The two constructions introduced by speech verbs are at Ant.325 and EL.1070.

Pr.104-5, 1867, 259-60, 3234, 328-9, 377-8, and 951-2.
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However, it may be noted that this position is not universal for conjunctive
o1t in Sophoclean trimeters, though it is normal. At Ant.2-3, it is early in the
line:
16)  ap’ olod’ & TL Zels ToOV dm’ Oidimov kak®v

omolor obxl vV €Tl {Woaly TeNeT

Do you know which of the miseries from Oedipus

Zeus does not accomplish equally on us still now alive?'®

There is evidently a metrical constraint on the position of 67, but there are
reasons for thinking this is connected with the syntax. Griffith’s observation
(1977: 192) that “‘Aeschylus chose not to use the word, whereas Prom. uses it
with Sophoclean frequency and style” is not a complete explanation, for the

following reasons:

1) His assumption that this feature constitutes ‘enjambement” begs the
question of where the clause break occurs. The prosody accords with the
functions of 67t as focal and main verb object, as described in Chapter 5.

2) As is observed below in Section 2b (iii), completive 61t is much rarer in
Euripides, despite showing a greater variety of position. Euripides’ reluctance
to use it is unlikely to be simply metrical (since the line-end position is
available).

3) Not only 67t but also complementizing ws, is rare in Aeschylus, as indeed
the figures of Griffith (1977: 335) demonstrate."’ Even if the tendency for line-
final placing of éTL were entirely metrically constrained, alternative
complementizers were available to the tragedians, as noted above in Section
la. The fact that Aeschylus rarely uses any type of finite complementation is
at least as significant as his reluctance to use one particular conjunction. The
distinctive discourse function of Aeschylean complements is considered
below in Section 3.

4) Sophoclean use of §T is almost always completive in trimeters,” and
always relative or causal (‘because’) in its rare appearance in other metres.”
This is in great contrast to Euripidean practice, which is described below in

®Lloyd-Jones and Wilson (1990: 183) suggest a syntactic break after 2, and &, motov for 6maiov.
" Aeschylean complements with (s are discussed below, in Section 2b (ii).

OThe possible exceptions (Ant.2, OT.71, Aj.513, and Tr.161) are all free relatives depending on
cognitive verbs.

ZRelatives occur at Tr.1278, E1.155, Ph.849, OC.250; free relatives at Tr.1009, OT.486, Ph.210;
and causal use at Ant.159, 1321, OT.1340, Ph.1022, 1165.
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Section 2b (iii). A purely metrical interpretation does not explain these
functional differences: the prosody also reflects the poets” distinctive syntax.

2b (ii): “OTL in Aeschylus

As noted in the previous section, Aeschylus rarely uses finite
complementation. However, the three instances of 1t in extant Aeschylean
texts suggest a link between position and meaning, as well as metre.
Completive 611 follows a speech verb at Eum.98-9, and this is line-final, in the
canonical trimeter position:
17 .. mpouvvémw 8’ LUV &TL

¢xw peylomr attiar kelvowv vmo.

....... I declare to you that

I am accused by them of the greatest crime™

In a proleptic construction in anapaestic lines at Eum.970-1 (also cited in Chapter 6),
the conjunction is line-initial, in the typical Homeric position following verbs of
emotion:
18) . 0Tépyw &7 OppaTa Tlelbobs
OTL pot yA\@ooav kat oTOW’ émwmd ...
... and I rejoice in the eye of Persuasion,

that it was guiding my tongue and lips

In a free relative construction, also in anapaests, at Ag.97-8,6 Tt is adjacent to
the main verb, reflecting its function as object:>
19) ToUTOWY MEac’ 8 TL kal dSuvvaTov

kal BépLls, alvel malwy Te yevoD

Of these matters say what [is] possible

and right, and consent and be healer

There is evidently a metrical constraint on the line position of 67, but again
the prosodic patterns accord with semantic type.

*Pragmatic and prosodic features of this construction are considered below.
M and V have aivelv ; F and Tr elmely, either of which would make &1t the object in both
clauses. Denniston and Page (1957: 77) justify Wieseler’s conjecture dvvatév through the

necessity for e to link to a preceding imperative.
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2b (iii): “OTi in Euripides

A purely metrical explanation of line placing is usually invoked for the
greater variability in the position of Euripidean d7t, which correlates with a
higher frequency of trimeter resolution.** The position of the conjunction

shows great prosodic variation, being line-final only 4 times.”

However, Euripidean use is also functionally distinctive, in three ways:

1) The most common use of 6Tt (usually 6 Tu) is as a relative, in 32
constructions. Of these instances, 8 are preposed (some with correlative
elements),”® and 12 are free relatives, most (7) depending on speech verbs.”

2) A function intermediate between relative and interrogative, with a similar
force to epic Te, appears in three constructions with éoti, as at IA.525:
20) ok €07’ 'Oduooels & TL O¢ KAPE TMUAVEL

Odysseus is not able to injure you and me.

A similar, but impersonal, use occurs at IA.1453 (‘¢c0 6 Tt...Is it possible that..."),
while a relative function appears at Or.418:
21) Souleloper Beots, O TL moT  €loly ol Beol.

We are slaves to the gods, whoever the gods are.

3) The most common conjunctive use of 67t (in 18 constructions) is causal
('because’), as at Ba1.944:%®
22) alpeww viv: atv® 8’ OTL peBéoTnKAS dpevdv.

[to lift it,] and I rejoice because/that you have changed your mind.

The high frequency of causal use compared to the other tragedians accords
with a late development of this meaning: as suggested in Chapter 5, Section 3,

*See West (1987: 25-26).

At Cyc.421-2 and Med.560-1 (cognitive verbs); and Phoen.1617 and Ba.173 (speech verbs).
26Preposed relatives occur at Hipp.191 and 194, IT.20, 822 (a free relative), and 1137, Ba.430 and
881=901, IA.1014.

YFree relatives occur at Cyc.548, Hec.585, IT.760, Hel.822 and 1254, Phoen.1015, Or.150, Ba.492
and 506, IA.127, 129, and 652.

*The others are at Cyc.230, 553; lon 831; IT.848, 1274; Hel .9, 186, 581, 1406; Or.395, 767; Ba.31,
245, 296, 616, 944; IA.506, 824.



243

the pronominal sense is likely to have been earlier.”” In some constructions,
61t has no completive force at all, as at Cyc.229-230:
23) Lo Tov; Tls és ooV KkpAT  EMUKTEUCEV, YépOv;

umo TOVOE, KikAwds, 6TL Ta 0’ olk €elwy ¢Pépelv.

(Cyc.) By whom? Who has been boxing with your head, old man?

(Sil.) By these men, Cyclops, because I would not let them take your things.

The 13 non-causal complements depend on speech verbs rather than on
cognitive verbs (8 as against 4).° All constructions are cited in Appendix 3B.
The rarity of completive 6t is comparable to Aeschylean rather than to
Sophoclean practice (where there are 34 constructions in a much smaller
corpus), and it may be inferred that the freedom of Euripidean placing of 6Tt
has a semantic as well as a metrical component.

Even if the explanation were (impossibly) prosodic but not structural, it could
not be simply metrical, because line-final placing is not restricted to trimeters:
the pattern occurs in over half the instances in Aristophanes, where 14 of the
24 instances of complementizing 6Tt occur at the line end, and in Pindar,
where the six instances of completive 6Tt are always terminal;”' five following
verbs of emotion, and one of speech, at N. 5.3-5:
24)  oTely’ am’ Alylvas StayéMoio’, OTL

Adpmovos vios TT06éas evpuobevns

vikn Nepelols maykpatiov oTédbavov

[my song] sped from Aegina, announcing that

the son of Lampon, strong Pytheas,

won the crown for the Nemean pancratium

The prosodic pause at the end of any stichic line is likely to be reflected in the
syntax. In trimeters, the brevis in longo created by line-end &> standardly
coincides with a sense-pause (see Stinton 1977a). On occasion, the break

29Aris’tophanes demonstrates both uses: 5 out of 15 instances in Frogs are causal.

907 follows speech verbs at Ba.173, Ba.649, HF 1417, Or.8-10, Or.892-3, IT.1093-4, EL.171,
Hel.1493; cognitive verbs at Cyc.321 and 421-2, Phoen.1617, and Med.560-1, and once depends
on m\v (at EL.1312).

3p, 2.31, P.5.20, P. 10.69, N. 4.43, and N. 5.3; as against 16 non-completive instances, none of
which is line-terminal.

*The terminology is discussed by Rossi (1963).
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involves hiatus with the following line, as at Eum.98-9 (671/éxw), Prom.259-60
(67 /BpapTes) and 377-8 (671 /dpyhs), and S.Ant.61-2 (571 /Epupev).> There is
therefore an emphatic component to this position as a clause introducer. The
regular occurrence of the expletive phrase ol& 7u at the line end (OT.59,
1133, Ant.276, 1043, E.Phoen.1617, Ar.Ra.600) also shows that a sense-break
can be quite normal here.** The regular position of complementizing §7 at
the line end emphasizes its function in the main clause, as modifier or

complement of the main verb.
2¢: Qs in tragedy

The position of the conjunction ws is more variable in the tragic texts than in
Homer: initial position following speech verbs occurs in the single instance in
the Oresteia (Eum.310-1), 6 out of the 7 constructions in other Aeschylean
works, 4 out of 5 in Prom., and 6 out of 12 in OT, but in only 2 of the 6
constructions in Medea.”

However, the presence of main verb objects is very striking: every instance of
complementing os in the Oresteia, almost all in OT. and Crito, most instances
in the Medea,*® and half of the Aeschylean instances outside the Oresteia are
preceded by accusatives (see Appendix 3B). There is a somewhat higher
frequency following main verbs of speech than those of knowing (the
structural details are discussed in Chapter 6, Section 4). Though s is not
preceded by hiatus as often as 611 is followed by it, hiatus does occur,
sometimes also with brevis in longo, as at Ag.494-6 (T63¢ /ws), Choe.987-8
(ToTé /ws), Pers.287-8 (mdpa /ws) and 3567 (Tdde /o), OT.712-3 (dmo/0s),
and Med.85-6 (166¢ /65).Y

Of the 23 completive clauses with os in Aeschylus (approximately equal to
the number of resultative and final constructions with ©s), almost all have a
proleptic or pronominal object, or depend on a nominal, and most have non-
finite subordinate clauses (they are cited in Appendix 3B). Most Aeschylean

®Hiatus with 8Tt occurs three times in Pindar too: at P. 5.20-1, P. 10.69-70, and N. 5.46-7.
*See Section 3¢ for the function of these phrases as ‘afterthoughts’.

*The single instance of o5 following a speech verb in Cyclops, at 452, is also line-initial.
*As Med.248, 447, 452, 530, and 1405.

Hiatus occurs also with €l, as at Choe.181-2 (¢8¢ /et) and Eum.466-7 (kapdiq /el).
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constructions depend on cognitive verbs, and conjunction and verb are
usually (as in Homer) in the same line, as Choe.1034—6:
25) Kal vOv 0paTé W’, S TAPETKEVATHEVOS

ELv TRSe BaAG kal oTépel mpooiEopal

pneodudarov 07 (Spupa, Aolov médov,

And now look at me, how equipped with

this branch and wreath I shall approach

the shrine at the earth’s navel, the land of Loxias

Eum.454:
26) vévos &8¢ ToUpOV ws €xel melom TdxA.

and my race, how it is, you will soon learn.

and Choe.492:
27)  pépvnoo 6’7 dudipanoTpor ws ékalvioas.

remember how you first used/they devised a net 38

The only ws-completive in the Oresteia which follows a verb of speech is in
(anapaestic) line-initial position, at Eum.310-1 (also cited in Chapter 6, Section
2b):
28) MEal Te Ndxn TA kaT’ avbpamovs

0S EMVopd oTdols aum.

and to speak of the lots of men,

how my band apportions them.

There are 12 complements with ws in other Aeschylean works. Four depend
on cognitive verbs (Pers.287-9, 525, 599-600, Sept.617), 7 on speech verbs
(Supp. 390-1, Pers.356-7, 754, 819-20, Sept.375-6, 468-9, 922-3), and one on a
verb of showing (Sept.176). Again, the position of the conjunction varies with
the main verb: 6 of the 7 constructions dependent on speech verbs are line-
initial, as against 1 of the 4 following cognitive verbs. Similarly in Prometheus,
none of the four constructions following cognitive verbs (Prom.359, 4424,
1002-3, 1093) is line-initial, but 4 of the 5 following speech predicators are
(Prom.211-3, 296-7, 842-3, 889-90, 1073-5).

BGarvie (1986: 179), following Blomfield (1824), argues for this construction (rather than the

dative ¢ in the Laurentian manuscript M, which would reflect ots in 491).
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The positions of the conjunctions are more regular than authorial practice in
the placing of other prepositives in the iambic line would suggest: West (1982:
83—4) notes great differences between the tragedians in the use of prepositives
at the line end, and postpositives at the beginning:* Aeschylus occasionally
places prepositives at the line end,* Euripides almost never does, while
Sophocles uses enjambment very freely,* even putting a postpositive at the
line start, at Aj.986 (6fTa, after several lines of avTilaBn) and OT.1085 (ot ’,
though the previous line ends with €11, creating a metrical pause).

2d: Prosody and syntax

These examples show that there is regularly a prosodic pause after 6Tt and
before ws, and that there is also normally a sense-pause, even with
enjambement. If prosody reflects syntactic organization, then éTt would be
placed in the main clause group, and os in the subordinate. The frequent
presence of main verb objects before ws accords with this interpretation. It
was noted above in Section 1 that the meaning of the two complementizers is
consistent with their etymologies as demonstrative and anaphoric (and
consequent prospective or retrospective force respectively), and this accords
with their positions with respect to the line break. The opposition of [6TL / -]
and [ - / os ] may therefore be interpreted as a metrical reflection of the focal
patterns of the circumstantial construction. The pragmatic function of
emphasis (‘I tell you this’) accords with the typical use of complementation in
the corpus as a foregrounding technique,*” discussed in the next section.

3: Rhetorical functions of complementation

Complementation is not only, or even primarily, indirect speech. In Homer, it
is normally a perspectival technique (‘he did not know that...”; ‘Hector was angry
that...”). In the tragic texts of the corpus, it is overwhelmingly used for
rhetorical effect and persuasion. The rarity of reported speech is very striking:
the change of the proportion of main verbs, from cognitive verbs in Homer to
speech verbs in tragedy, discussed in Chapter 6, does not represent an

*These terms are used as distributional categories, as by West (1987: 9n2) and Dover (1960:
12-13).

““West cites Pers.486 o0, Ag.1354 (s, Choe.1005 i1y, and Eum.238 mpés.

T As Ant.5 0b, 171 kat, 324 pmy, 409 Tov, E1.879 Tols, 1309 ds, OC.495 év, and 993 ei.

*Foregrounding’ translates the aktualisace of Mukarovsky: see Burbank and Steiner (1977).
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increase of reported speech, but rather of constructions which assert or
suggest the truth of a statement or the authority of the dramatic speaker (as
with cognitive constructions like otda yap é7i, €0 o6 &ti, dfihov 8Ti).
Aeschylus in particular uses first person verbs of speech asseveratively, as in
the performative construction at Eum.98-9 (also cited above, in Section 2b):
29 ... mpovwwvémm &’ LPtv OTL

Exw peylomy attiav kelvwv Umo.

I declare to you that

I am accused by them of the greatest crime

Subordination adds greatly to the pragmatic complexity of this utterance, by
giving it four arguments (I, you, them, the crime’), and creating a self-reflexive
point of view, though adding nothing to the information expressed in the
subordinate clause.” The prominence of §1u is increased by two prosodic
features: hiatus with €xw, and paromoiosis in the last metra (bpiv 61 ...
kelvwy Umo). Its emphasis suggests that dTL may here be interpreted as ‘this
fact’. Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970) argue that such a meaning underlies
factive constructions, and it is also claimed by asseverative ones.**

The low level of finite complementation in Aeschylus is offset by a use of
‘guarantee’ clauses as afterthoughts. This construction may be seen with first
person verbs at Ag.269: 1) Topids Aéyw; 625: 00 Peud Méyw, and Choe.107:
NMEW, keNelels ydp, TOV €k dpevos Noyov. Similar use is made of second
person imperative verbs at Ag.680: Tooadt’ dkolvoas (o6l TdnOR k\vwy, and
Ag.1302: M\ TofL TMjpwv obo’ am’ ebTéMwov Pppevds. The difference with
third person verbs is evident at Choe.527: ... ©s alTh Aéyel (bs may be used
dismissively here), and, in anticipation, Eum.420: pdfoip” dv, €l Méyor TiS
Eudaviy Aoyov.

The other tragedians use complementation less as asseveration than as an
argumentative or emotionally expressive technique (constructions in the
corpus are cited in Appendix 3B). Sophoclean complementation is often

“The performative use of language was first defined by Austin (1962), and the self-reflexive
character of poetic language formulated as a linguistic principle by Jakobson (1958: 69).
*“An analogous tragic use of participles depending on speech verbs to assert truth is noted by

Fournier (1946).
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argumentative, as in the pattern of anaphora mirroring the confrontation at
OT.547-8:
300  TobdT’ aldtd viv pov mpdT dkovoor qs €pd.

TodT’ adTd pf poi dppdl’ Bmws ok €l kakds.

(Cr.) This same thing, now first hear how I say it.

(Oe.) Don't tell me this same thing, that you are not evil.

A self-referential, perhaps ironic, use of complementation appears in the
double construction at OT.1366 (at the end of the second kommos, after
Oedipus has blinded himself). The position of oe in P2 after the
complementizer, though it properly belongs in the following Al construction,
is, presumably, phonetically motivated:

31) Otk old’ 8mws ce d& BeBoviedobal kalds.

I do not know how/that I can say you have planned this well.

Euripidean use is often exclamative, as at Med.1405:
32) Zev, Td8’ dxolels ws AmeNauVoUed’,

Zeus, do you hear this, how I am driven away...

and Med.1060:

33) oUToL TOT  éoTal ToUO Omws €éxOpols éyw
TAldas Tapow Tous €épovs kabuBploat.
This will never be, that I

shall leave my own children to be mocked by my enemies.

Complementation in the Melian Dialogue is, not surprisingly, used as a
persuasive technique: the shifts of viewpoint create the impression of
common understanding, while in fact expressing a single argument about the
justice of force. This is reflected in a predominance of cognitive verbs, which
are generally used as assertions. The factive dn\éw, which is particularly
common in Plato and Aristotle (see Section 3a below), appears twice. The
extraordinary complexity of the passage at Thuc. 5.89 (part of which is cited
in Chapter 3, Section 5) is increased by the embedding of the finite
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complements inside a participle construction, itself juxtaposed to a double

infinitive construction:

34) ‘Hpels tolvuv olte avTol peT’ OvopdTov KaAGV, ws 1 dikalws [Tov
MAdov kaTalloavTes] dpxoper ) ddikolpevol viv émeEepxopeba,
Noywr pfikos dmioTov mapéEopev, [otd’ vuds | dEiotpev [[H OTL
Aakedatpoviwy dmolkol OvTes ob EuvveaTpaTeloaTe B WS NUAS 0USEV
NnoLknkaTte] MyovTas olecbar meioelv]
We ourselves then will make use of no fair phrases, that either we rule justly because
we overthrew the Persians, or come against you injured, offering lengthy but
unbelievable arguments, nor do we think that [ you will think it possible to persuade
us by saying [ either that being colonists of the Spartans you did not become allies,

or that you have done us no wrong | |

The style of this passage is the converse of the emphatic: the clauses are
organized less contrastively, as the complementizers are less prominent, with
no P2 particle following 671, and no evident focal elements before ws. The
juxtaposition of the complementizers with 7} and the use of negatives make
the effect disjunctive, yet not prosodically contrastive.” It was noted above
(in Section 1b) that there is no evident difference here in the sense of 6Tt and
ws, which need some emphasis to be semantically distinct. The structure is
therefore more clearly completive.

Negation is also common in Platonic complementation, typically involving
questions, suggesting an evaluation of the subordinate clause, which may
itself be negative. However, the prosody is more emphatic, with P2 focalizers,
as may be seen at Crito 47a2-3:
35) ovX lKav@ds Ookel ool AéyeoBal &TL ov

mdoas xpn TAds 846Eas TOV AvBpdTwY TLHAY ANNA TAS WEV,

Do you not think it is satisfactorily said that

we ought not to honour all opinions, but only some...

and Crito 50e3—4:
36) &xols dv elmelv mpdTov pév os obxl Muétepos Moba kal €kyovos
kal SoDAos, avTds TE Kal ol ool TpdOYoVoL;

Could you say to begin with that you were not our offspring and slave ...

“The sentence appears designed to be difficult to understand: a kind of cognitive bullying.
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Other constructions from Crito are cited in Appendix 3C. The emphatic style
is reinforced by the Platonic use as main verbs of me{bw (Symp.212b, Ap.27e)
and émdetkvupt (Ap.25¢, Prot.320c), with both 67t and os, noted by
Neuberger-Donath (1982: 273). The use of preposed complementation also
creates emphasis, as in the 4 constructions from Crito discussed below in
Section 4.

The low frequency of complementation in tragedy may be an effect of genre,
because reporting is, presumably, less used in drama than other genres, and
indirect speech forms might be expected to be more common in historical and
forensic writing. No figures are available for the historians, but Monteil (1963:
399) observes a high level of ‘substantival” constructions in Lysias. The
frequency and interrogative form of complementation in Plato suggests it is
one of the techniques by which the dialogic management of the Socratic
elenchus is effected, and, in particular, a device by which one voice may
appropriate the arguments of another, without departing from the dialogue

46
form.

3a: Structural implications of function

In fact, all the tragedians use complementation to highlight a proposition by
subordinating it: it might be described as a presentational frame.*” Pragmatic
motivation may underlie a number of structural features, such as multiple
embedding, verb person, the use of nominal predicators, and of preposed
clauses.

*“Relations between discourse structure and argument in Plato are discussed by Vlastos
(1983), Kahn (1996), and Gill and McCabe (1996). The functions of P2 particles in Plato are
discussed by Cook (1992), Sicking and van Ophuijsen (1993), Kip (1997), and Sicking (1997).
“Presentational frames are discussed by Goffman (1974), Tannen (1993), and Dik (1989: Chap.
10).
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Double complements occur in Sophocles, at OT.1366 (cited in the previous
section) and OT.1133ff., where fpos may be used as a subordinating
c:onjunc’cion:48
K70 J €l yap old’ 8
kdTodev fpos Tov Kibalpdros TéHmov
O MEV BLmAdloL Tolpviotls, €ywm 87 €vl
< >
¢manotalor TOSe TAVSpL Tpels ONOUS
for I know well [that he knows [when about Kithairon,
he with two flocks, and I one,

< >

I was this man’s neighbour for three whole half-years ...] |

The shifting point of view created by multiple embedding is matched in a
construction combining features of direct and indirect speech at Crito 51c6:
38) "YkomEL Tolvwy, O XkpaTes,” palev dv lows ol

vopot, "[el Muels Tabta axnof Aéyopev,] 6Tt o Sikata MUAs

EMLYELPELS Bpav a ViV €mixelpels.”

Observe then, Socrates, the laws might perhaps say, [if what we speak is the truth, ]

that you do not justly try to do to us what you are now trying.

Here, the structurally irregular position of the conditional creates a slight
perspectival ambiguity (who or what are feis?).

As most complement constructions have indicative verbs (in contrast with
many of the free relatives discussed in Chapter 5, Section 2), the asseverative
function of complementation is marked primarily by person rather than by
mood or tense.”” Complements in the texts studied here show the use of first
person constructions for rhetorical rather than narrative uses. Even a speech

*Though there may have been a conjunction in the lacuna following 1135: see Lloyd-Jones
and Wilson (1990).

“The use of mood in expressing the attitudes and factivity of complementation is outside the
scope of this discussion. See Lyons (1977: Chs. 16 and 17) for a theoretical overview, and
Howorth (1955), Lightfoot (1971, 1979: 282-294), Boel (1980), Crespo (1984), and Sicking and
Stork (1996) for surveys of Greek usage. The use of subjunctives and indicatives in relative
clauses is considered by Vester (1989), and mood in conditionals is discussed by Bakker
(1988b) and Horrocks (1995). A study of complementation modalities has been undertaken
for English by Ransom (1986).
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verb will pass on presuppositions when the main verb is in the first person:
the performative use of the first person is common in Aeschylus (as cited
above) and also in the Homeric eUxopat construction, as at 0d.9.263:

39) Aaol 8’ ATpeldew’ Ayapépvovos edxoued’ elval

We claim to be the people of Agamemnon son of Atreus.

Constructions with second person verbs are, as might be expected, more
confrontational, as in Sophoclean argumentation, in the constructions cited in
the previous section. Both first and second person constructions are quite
different from complements depending on third person verbs, which
generally express no commitment to the truth of the subordinate clause.
Complementation may therefore be considered as a way of mediating point
of view as well as asserting truth.”

Dependence on a nominal or adjectival predicator becomes progressively
more common. Monteil (1963) and Jespersen (1924) analyse these
constructions as expressing the logical subject of the main verb, but recent
models would consider them to be complements.” They make a judgment,
rather than simply reporting the subordinate proposition. The rare Homeric
examples include dAis 6Tu at 11.5.349 and 11.23.670, and d\is ws at 11.17.450
and 0d.2.312 (see also Chapter 5, Section 3a). A complement with dfilov
appears once in Homer, at Od.20.333, with a pronominal object:

40) vov 87 Mon TO8e Sflov, O T olkeTL VOOTLUOS €OTLV.

But now this has become clear that there will never be a homecoming [for him].

In post-Homeric use, dfi\ov occurs as a main clause idiom. It introduces
complements three times in extant tragedy, all with s and with omitted
copula, at S.Phil.162-3:
41)  Afjdov épory’ ws dopBhis xpela

oTlBov Oypevel TOHVOe MéNAS TOU

It [is] clear to me that he has gone to find food somewhere near here.

E.Hipp.627:
42) ToUTw O¢ SOV WS Yurn Kakov péyd.

From this [is] clear how great a curse [is] woman.

*Relationships between focus, point of view and verb person in Latin are discussed by
Fowler (1990) and Jones (1991).
*'Following the analysis by Koster (1978) that such complements are base-generated within

the VP, rather than being ‘extraposed’ from subject position as suggested by Jespersen (1924).
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and at E.E[.660:
43) éNboloa pévtoL Sfidov as dTOAUTAL

But if she comes home, it [is] clear that she will die.

Prose use is much more extensive. Demosthenes uses 6filov ©s (5 instances)
and dflov 6TL (32 instances), Silov woTe (once, at Or. 21.162.6), and dii\ov
dLoTL, in a preposed complement at Or. 58.42.1:
44) ... émel 8LoTL TobvavTiov éoTiv, kal oly olTos, AN’ &yo
KaTeoTaolaopdl, Kal ¢nodrvTwy TWEV ol ocuvaywvlelobal mpodédopal
dLd TAS TOUTWV €TdLpéLas, €kelvws B8fjlov Lptv éoTal
For that it is the opposite case, and not he but I am libelled, and, though some have
said they would aid me, I have been betrayed by their collaborators, [this] will be

[made] clear to you in the following way.

The predicator appears to be especially suited to philosophical argumentation
(perhaps because it involves a value judgment): 5fjlov occurs over 400 times in
Plato, and over 1,500 times in Aristotle, introducing complements in many
instances, most commonly with 67i. As noted earlier, it is also employed as an
afterthought (6fidov 671) at Crito 53a3—4, and after a preposed complement
with 611, at 53b1 (oxed6v TL S6fjhov). It appears in 4th century texts as the
adverbial 5n\ovoTt, occasionally in Plato and Demosthenes (8 instances), and
rather more often in Aristotle (23 instances). The use of a nominal predicator
may also be a consequence of the increasingly formalized and minimal main

clause frame.
3b: Discourse function and clause order. Preposing

As described in Chapter 5, clause order is crucial to the development of
complementation, because, when the subordinate clause follows, the
complementizer occupies a bivalent position. However, a small number of
complements precede the main: in the corpus, there are 288 complement
clauses (as shown in Appendix 1A), and of these 13 (under 5%) precede their
main clause. Most are cited below.” Preposing may be regarded as rhetorical
hysteron proteron, with the order giving the subordinate clause greater

prominence.

*The ones omitted are at 11.9.704 (i>s) and Eum.652 (6s).
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The only Homeric instance of preposing with 617, at Od.23.115-6, has a
correlative structure and a causal sense:
45) viv 8 87Tl pumde, kaka 8¢ xpol elpaTa elpal,

Tolvek' dTipdlel pe kal ol mH ¢noL TOv €lval.

but now that I am dirty and wear foul clothing

for this she dishonours me and says I am not her husband.

Preposed tragic and Platonic complements are appositive rather than
correlative. There is only one preposed complement with 67t in tragedy, at
OT.499-501:
46) ... avdpdr 8’ 8TL pdvTis

mAéor Ty dépeTal,

kplots olk €oTwv d\nons:

but that [the word of] a seer, a man,

weighs more than mine,

the conclusion is not established

In Crito, all four preposed complements are introduced by &ti. Three are
semantically subjects, two with fjlov and one with pévet. At 48b8, the subject
of the subordinate is itself preposed:
47) [To 8¢ €D kal ka\ds kal Sikatws ] 811 TadTéV 0TIV,

pLével 1 o pévet;

And, the good, [living] both well and justly, that they are the same thing, does it

hold or not?

At 53b1 the complementizer, focalized by particles, signals the construction:
48) OTL pév yap kwoduveboovol yé cov ol EémMTHdELOL Kal

avTol ¢elyely kal oTepndijvar Ths moAews 7§ THv ovolav

amoNéoal, oxedov TL Sfilov

For that your friends will themselves risk banishment and loss of home or

destruction of property, this [is] fairly clear.

At Crito 53a3, the main clause is really an afterthought:

49) oUTw ool SLadepovTws TOV dNwv Abnralov
Npeokey 1) TONS Te kal Mels ol vopol [ Sfiov &TL
So much more than the other Athenians

the city and we the laws pleased you, it [is] clear.
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When the subordinate is the object of the main verb, it makes a greater call on

the memory, as at Crito 53d7ff.:

50) OTL 8¢ yépwy dvnp, opkpold Xpovou TG Blw Aotmod 6vTos ws TO
€lkds, ETOMINOAS OUTW YNoxpws €mbuuety (fiv, vopovs Tous
pneyloTovs mapaBds, ovdels Os €pet;

But that, being an old man, having a short time to live, probably, you clung to life
with such shameless greed, transgressing the greatest laws, will there be no-one who

will say [this]?

When s is used in a preposed complement, it is also usually focalized by
particles (as in the conditionals discussed in Chapter 4). There is only one
correlative in the corpus, in the Melian Dialogue, 5.91.6ff.:
Sl 0s 8¢ €m’ wdeNia Te

mdpeopey ThHs NUETépas dpxfis kal ém ocwTnpla viv Tous

Noyous €polper Ths UPETEPAS TOAEWS, TADTA SNAWOOEY,

But how it is for the benefit of our empire that we are here, and for the safety of your

city that we now propose to speak, this we shall make plain....

The main verb has a pronominal object at OT.1369-70, in a ditransitive
construction (since the object is semantically indirect):
52) Qs pév 7dd° oly 08’ &ot’ dploT’ elpyacpéva,

UN | €kdldaocke, pndeé oupBolUAev’ ETL.

That/how these things have not been done in the best way,

do not teach me, nor give me advice now

Preposing emphasizes the causal force: Jebb (1981: 93) considers ws at OT.848
(and similar preposed constructions elsewhere in Sophocles) to be purely
adverbial, as it ‘merely points to the mental attitude which the subject of
émloTaoo is to assume’. However, it is also conjunctive:

53) AN [os davév ye Tolmos 08’] émioTaco,

But how the word was thus set forth, you may understand,

In a participial construction at Medea 1311, os could be analysed as adverbial:
54) [bs olkéT’ BuTwy |odv Tékvwr ¢pdvTile oM.

As being no longer alive, you must think of your children.
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At Ag.1505-6, the construction could bear a substantival interpretation,
because of the meaning of the gerund, but again a reinterpretation of the
conjunction is required:
55) s pév dvalTios €l
ToUSe ¢poévou Tis O papTUpHOoWV;
how/that you are innocent of this murder

who [will be] the witness?
3c: Complementizer meaning in preposed constructions

As noted above, almost no post-Homeric constructions have a correlative
element, in contrast with the persistence of correlative relatives in tragedy
and in Plato, as cited in Chapter 5, Section 2a. In preposed complements, the
complementizers bear a greater emphasis than they would when following
the main clause, and are always focalized by P2 particles. The consequent
emphasis of the whole clause is evident from the opening of the Apology,
17a1-2, where preposing implies a specifying interpretation, and by delaying
the main clause, minimalizes the completive function:
56) ‘O TL pev buels, O dvdpes’ Abnvatol, memévbate LTO TOV EUdV
KaTNyOpwy, oUK oldd.

In that (how) you have been affected by my accusers, men of Athens, I do not know.

Without clues to the contrary, the conjunction may initially be interpreted in
its pronominal sense (‘what you have suffered’). Such constructions may
therefore create a level of irony, as ‘garden-path utterances’ (Sperber and
Wilson 1986: 184), because they require re-interpretation when the main
clause is heard.

The semantic ambiguity of preposed constructions supports the assumption
(discussed in Chapter 2, Section B 5a) that left-branching structures are more
difficult to process, and, as the dependent clause is much larger than the
governing clause, demonstrates the markedness of decreasing weight (at least
in terms of constituents). This contrasts with “afterthought’ constructions,
where 67t may be interpreted as an emphatic main clause pronoun, as at
S.Ant.276:

57) mdpetut 8 dkwy oy ékobow, old’ 8TL.

and I am here unwilling to those who do not welcome me, I know that.



257

At E.Phoen.1616-7, both the main and subordinate clauses are minimal:
38) TlS NYEUWVY poL TodOS OUAPTATEL TudAoD;

48 # Oavodoa; (God vy’ dv cdd’ old’ 8ri.

What guide will accompany the foot of the blind man?

The dead girl? If she were alive, I know that well.

At Ar.Ra.599-600, the conjunction is repeated, in what may be interpreted
either as epanadiplosis, or with the first éT. as a causal link, as in dialogue
elsewhere (including Ra.20), with the repetition as an afterthought:

59) &1L pév olv, iy xpnoTov 7| TL,

TabT’ ddatpelobar mdAy melpdoeTal L’ €l old

>

oTL.
that then, if anything good happened,

he would want to take the clothes back from me, I know that well

As with the interpretation of 61t and ws in preposed complements, so the
meaning of €l depends on its position. In a preposed indirect question, the
conjunction will carry a conditional sense until the main clause is heard, as at
E.Med.1103-4:"
60)  éTL & ék ToUTWV €lT’ ém dhavpols

elT’ ém xpnoTols poxBovol, TS EoTiv ddnlov.

And then of these, whether they toil upon worthless

or whether on worthy objects, this is unclear.
Conclusion

This chapter discussed relationships between prosodic features and
pragmatic function in complementation, showing that focalization is
intimately associated with clause order and the prosody of the stichic line.
Complementation is used in the corpus primarily as a presentational form
rather than as indirect speech. A close interrelation between discourse
function and focalization is evident, with point of view expressed through
prosodically- as well as pragmatically-focal patterning. Only in the Melian
Dialogue is complementation unemphatic: elsewhere in the corpus it retains
focal prosody, implying that it also retains a circumstantial, adverbial, form.

*0f course, indirect questions may also be ambiguous when they follow speech verbs, as

discussed in Chapter 4, Section 5b.
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Conclusion
Recapitulation

Chapter 1 showed that subject, verb, and object order in epic and tragedy is
statistically comparable to that observed in prose. No structural constraints
on order were observed. The Greek clause cannot be regarded as verbicentric,
because most finite clauses do not have both an explicit subject and object,
and in those which do, SOV is more common than SVO.

Chapter 2 showed that intra-clausal word order is motivated by phonetic
weight rather than syntactic structure. Larger words preferentially come later
in the sentence, motivating SV and OV, while VS and VO are associated with
a prosodically prominent noun. The features are combined in a principle of
‘phonological weight.’

Chapter 3 discussed tragic phrasal tmesis, which demonstrates similarities
between intra-clausal patterns and subordinated ones. It was treated by
Aristophanes as typical of the tragic style. By its prosodic regularity, the
construction highlights the form of the second colon, and so may be seen as
exemplifying ‘weight to the right’.

In Chapter 4, a prosodic definition of focus was proposed, and the P1>P2
sequence interpreted as a focal unit. Focalization and clause linking were
analysed as the same, textually deictic, force. Focalization was also identified
in relative and conditional clauses.

Chapters 5-7 examined the development of complementation. The
grammaticalization of 67t involved its indefinite reference initially following
speech verbs, and of ws its function as an adverbial in circumstantial
constructions, following cognitive verbs. Because of the focal element, tragic
complementation remained circumstantial, with adverbial features.

The model of focalization accords with features of clause linking observed in
conditional, relative, and complement constructions, and suggests a way in
which a convergence of adverbial and relative structures could have
developed into complements by a series of gradual steps. It also accords with
the discourse functions observed in tragic and Platonic complementation.
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In the Introduction, Section 3, it was noted that the hypothesis is testable, as it
predicted that there would be no focus position in subordinate clauses which
follow their main. Apparent counter-instances were discussed in Chapter 6,
Section 4c, and it was concluded that they do not disprove the hypothesis.

Principles of clause and word order

The existence of regularities in word order has been taken to imply that
underlying principles may be found by examining statistical frequencies:
Dunn (1988: 78) considers that ‘Greek word order is not a matter of absolute
laws, but is by its very nature a statistical phenomenon. It follows that Greek
word order must be investigated by statistical methods.” However, the
findings here show that statistics do not in themselves explain variations.

Nor, it appears, do purely pragmatic explanations. The similarity of word
order in poetry and prose demonstrates that genre is not a significant
determinant.' Two structural factors must also be considered: rightwards
phonological weight and initial focalization. The prosodic component of
rightwards phonological weight also suggests a causal connection between
the development of subordination and of a stress accent in Greek.

Word order change

Focalized linking also suggests an explanation for some historical changes in
word order. While the ordering of subject, verb and object in early IE
languages remains uncertain,’ it is usually thought that there was a transition
in post-Classical Greek from free object and verb ordering to VO, and also
from SV to VS. Suggested explanations of these changes have included
‘phonetic erosion’ (the need to preserve clarity when inflections are lost:
Vennemann 1974), ‘gapping’ (when elements of the second clause in a co-
ordinated structure are omitted: Ross 1970), or a general rightwards ‘leakage’,
due to a global change in modifier and head ordering (Ross 1973, Lehmann
1973).

'Although, as noted in Chapter 1, Section B 4, there is a high proportion of VS in lyric
passages in the Oresteia, it was also observed that this is restricted to main clauses, and is
matched by the high VS level in main clauses in Crito.

’See Delbriick (1878), Watkins (1964), Lehmann (1973), Friedrich (1975), Miller (1975), and
Taylor (1994).
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This discussion has shown reason to doubt these explanations. In Chapter 2 it
was shown that head-modifier ordering cannot be a complete explanation for
word order, and, if preceding clauses are not structurally subordinated, it
cannot be an explanation for changes in clause order either. Phonetic erosion
is not applicable to CG, which retains its inflections.

The structure of the subordinating link constitutes a more plausible
motivation: complementation motivates VO order in the main clause, and
may also motivate VS order within the subordinate clause, because P1 is
syntactically in the main clause.? The avoidance of centre-embedding in
relativization also motivates VS in the main clause. It is clear that intra-clausal
word order must be considered in the context of inter-clausal structure.

Last words

Throughout the discussion, a link between the stichic line and clause
structure has been noted, with intonational and metrical boundaries reflecting
the syntax. The study of ancient poetry therefore appears to be a valid
approach in the study of linguistic structure. Precisely because stichic verse is
prosodically very regular, underlying patterns may be the more evident. And
we may expect to identify them in prose too. Poetry is not a derived form of
language, but a ‘way of speaking’, a compositional technique which exploits
the existing rhythms of speech by highlighting their natural regularities.

This realization suggests that the answer to Monsieur Jourdain’s question
cited in the epigraph of this work is not as obvious as might at first appear.
The prosody of speech is at least as close to poetry as it is to prose, and poetic
texts may provide our best evidence for the speech patterns of ancient times.

3 Kithner (1904: 597) notes the occurrence of VS order in complements, attributing it to the
prominence of the elements, in almost the same words he uses to describe prolepsis: ‘wenn

der Inhalt derselben gleichsam mehr vor das Auge geriickt werden soll’.
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Appendix 1A

The textual data: subject and verb order by main and subordinate clauses

The whole corpus

Total [SV+VS] clauses=2,437

Main [SV+VS] main clauses= 1,710 (70% of total clauses)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=727

SV total= 1,724 (71% of total SV+VS)
SV main=1,224 (71% of total SV) (72% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=500 (69% of subord. SV+VS)

VS total=713
VS main=486 (68% of total VS)
VS subordinate=227

The individual texts

Iliad 9 (713 lines) has a high number of subjects (both SV and VS) in main rather than
subordinate clauses.

It has a higher proportion of VS than the Odyssey, in both main and subordinate clauses.

Total [SV+VS] clauses=223
Main [SV+VS] clauses=155 (70% of total)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=68

SV total=154 (69% of total SV+VS)
SV main=104 (68% of total SV) (67% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=50 (74% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=69

VS main=>51 (74% of total VS)
VS subordinate=18
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Odyssey 9 (566 lines)

(a high proportion of SV and VS in main rather than subordinate clauses)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=217
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=168 (77% of total)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=49

SV total=170 (78% of total SV+VS)
SV main=131 (77% of total SV) (78% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=39 (80% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=47

VS main=37 (79% of total VS)
VS subordinate=10

Septem (1078 lines)

(a high proportion of SV and VS in main rather than subordinate clauses)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=245
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=194 (79%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=51

SV total=175 (71% of total SV+VS)
SV main=138 (79%) (71% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=37 (73% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=70

VS main=56 (80%)
VS subordinate=14
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Oresteia (3,796 lines)
All three plays of the Oresteia have a high proportion of VS subordinates, compared to SV
subordinates. Main clauses are predominantly SV (68% of main clauses with subjec’cs),1 while

in subordinate clauses, SV/VS proportions are about equal.

Total [SV+VS] clauses=691
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=513 (74%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=178

SV total=465 (67% of total SV+VS)
SV main=372 (80%) (73% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=93 (52% of subord. SV+VS)

VS total=226)
VS main=141 (62%)
VS subordinate=85

Agamemnon (1,673 lines)

SV total=218 (70% of total SV+VS)
SV main=171 (78%) (76% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=47 (55% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=92

VS main=54 (59%)
VS subordinate=38

Choephoroi (1,076 lines)

SV total=125 (65% of total SV+VS)
SV main=103 (82%) (67% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=22 (55% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=68

VS main=50 (74%)
VS subordinate=18

1372 of [SV 372+VS 141+SVS 32 = 545].
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Eumenides (1,047 lines)

SV total=122 (65% of total SV+VS)
SV main=98 (80%) (73% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=24 (45% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=66

VS main=37 (56%)
VS subordinate=29

OT. (1,530 lines)
(a high proportion of both SV and VS in subordinates)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=264
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=171 (65%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=93

SV total=191 (72% of total SV+VS)
SV main=122 (64%) (71% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=69 (74% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=73

VS main=49 (67%)
VS subordinate=24

Medea (1,419 lines)

(a high proportion of VS in main clauses)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=255
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=172 (67%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=83

SV total=167 (65% of total SV+VS)
SV main=108 (65%) (63% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=59 (71% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=88

VS main=64 (73%)
VS subordinate=24



Cyclops (709 lines)

266

(a high proportion of SV and VS in main rather than subordinate clauses)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=126
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=95 (75%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=31

SV total=94
SV main=72 (77%)
SV subordinate=22

VS total=32
VS main=23 (72%)
VS subordinate=9

Frogs (1,533 lines)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=254
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=169 (67%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=85

SV total=192
SV main=130 (68%)
SV subordinate=62

VS total=62
VS main=39 (63%)
VS subordinate=23

(75% of total SV+VS)
(76% of main SV+VS)
(71% of subord. SV+VS)

(76% of total SV+VS)
(77% of main SV+VS)
(73% of subord. SV+VS)
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Melian Dialogue
(overwhelmingly SV)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=42
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=23 (55%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=19

SV total=37 (88% of total SV+VS)
SV main=21 (57%) (91% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=16 (84% of subord. SV+VS)
VS total=5

VS main=2 (40%)
VS subordinate=3

Crito

(a high proportion of SV subordinates and of main clause VS, in contrast with the Oresteia)

Total [SV+VS] clauses=120
Main [SV+VS] main clauses=50 (42%)
Subordinate [SV+VS] clauses=70

SV total=79 (66% of total SV+VS)
SV main=26 (33%) (52% of main SV+VS)
SV subordinate=53 (76% of subord. SV+VS
VS total=41

VS main=24 (59%)
VS subordinate=17

Appendix 1B:

Subject and verb order in subordinate clauses, analysed by type

Iliad 9 (713 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 3 lines)

(239, 73=31% with subjects: SV 50, VS 18, SVS 5)
[VS are 41% of SV]
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47% Adverbials 113 (in descending order of frequency) SV 26, VS 15 (VS 58% of SV):

ydp (29: SV 7, VS 4), émel (23: SV 1, VS 1), ws (17: SV 6, VS 3), 61e (14: SV4, VS 4), 8¢dpa (8: SV2,
VS 1),va (5: SV 1), els 6 (3: SV 1), obveka (3: SV 1), 6ooov (3: VS 1), mpiv (2: SV 1, VS 1),
omméTe (2), Tobveka (1), 1L (1: SV), 8771 (1), (1), 861 (1: SV).

32%  Relatives (77: SV 15)

13%  Conditionals (30: SV 9, VS 4)
Complements (11: SV 1, VS 1)

8% Indirect questions (7: VS 1)
Fearing (1)

Omitting ydp clauses from subordinates: adverbials=84, SV 19, VS 11 (VS 58% of SV),
compared to 57% VS for ydp clauses.
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates= 126, SV 25, VS 6 (VS 24% of SV). VS is

therefore associated with adverbial clauses.

Odyssey 9 (566 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 3.7 lines)
(150, 59=39% with subjects: SV 39, VS 11 SVS 9
[VS are 31% of SV]

57% Adverbials 85 (in descending order of frequency) SV 25, VS 10, SVS 1 (VS 40% of SV):
ydp (20: SV 10, VS 4), émel (11: SV 1, VS 1), o5 (10: SV 3, VS 2), &1e (9: SV 3), 6dpa (9: SV1, VS1),
Anos (8: SV 3, SVS 5), {va (7: SV2, VS1), 86L (2: SV1), Emert’ (1), els 8 (1: SV), &m (1), dmm (1:
SV), oa (1), €los (1), ola (1: SV), olveka (1), 8ocov (1).

25%  Relatives (37: SV 5, VS 2)

9% Conditionals (14: SV 5)
Indirect questions (10: SVS 2, VS 1)
Final (2: SV 1)

9% Complements (1: SV)
Fearing (1: SV)

Omitting ydp clauses from subordinates: adverbials=65, SV 15, VS 6 (VS 40% of SV),

compared to 40% VS for ydp clauses.
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Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates= 65, SV 13, VS 3 (VS 23% of SV). As with

Iliad 9, VS is associated with adverbial clauses.

Septem (1084 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 10 lines: a very low proportion)
(108, 54=50% with subjects —high: SV 37, VS 14, SVS
[VS are 36% of SV]

49% Adverbials 53 (in descending order of frequency) SV 25, VS 6, SVS 1 (VS 24%):
vdp (27: SV 15, VS 4), ws (10: SV 4), &mel (6: SV 2, VS 1), €be (2: SV), 87e (2: SVS 1), lva (2), dTav
(1: SV), dpws (1), un (1: VS), Gomep (1: SV).

29%  Relatives (31: SV 3, VS 4: high VS)
12%  Conditionals (13: SV 8)
Complements (6: SV 3)
10 %  Indirect questions (3: VS 2)
Final (2: SV 1,VS1)

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=26, SV 10, VS 2 (VS 20% of SV), compared to 27% VS for ydp
clauses.
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates= 55, SV 29, VS 12 (VS 41% of SV). In

contrast with Homer, VS is associated with non-adverbial subordinates.

Oresteia (3796 lines)

Subordinate Totals (1 per 7.3 lines: a low proportion)
Oresteia (519, 189=36% with subjects: SV 93, VS 85, SVS 11)
[VS are 93% of SV].

VS is especially high for relatives and adverbials (non-ydp).

60%  Adverbials (310: SV 68, VS 65, SVS 4) VS 97%
16%  Relatives (84: SV 9, VS 9) VS 100% quite low number of relatives
14%  Conditionals (75: SV 14, VS 11) VS 79%
10%  Complements (21: SV 1, VS 2)
Indirect questions (29: SV 7, VS 3) VS 63%
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Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=140 (27%), SV 21, VS 31 (VS 148% of SV), compared to 70%
VS for ydp clauses (170=33%).
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates= 208, SV 31, VS 24 (VS 77% of SV). VS is

associated particularly with adverbials, but not clauses introduced by ydp.

Agamemnon (1673 lines)

Subordinates (214, 1 per 7.8 lines, 42% with subjects: SV 49, VS 41)
[VS are 84% of SV]

58% Adverbials 125 (in descending order of frequency) SV 32, VS 29, SVS 1 (VS 91%):

vyap (69: SV 20, VS 17), os (18: SV 4, VS 4), émei (15: SV 2, VS 3), 6tav (5: SV 2, VS 1), émws (2: SV
1), ebre (2: SV 1, VS 1), 87¢ (2: SVS1,VS1), pf (2), €0t dv (2: SV 1), €Ut (1: VS), doovmep (1:
SV), émeidn (1), 6 (1), 6ma (1), €ws (1: VS), dmou (1), évba (1).

18%  Conditionals (39: SV 11, VS 6)
15%  Relatives (33: SV 2, VS 4)
8% Complements (9: VS 1)

Indirect questions (8: SV 4, VS 1)

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=56, SV 12, VS 11 (VS 92% of SV), compared to 85% VS for
ydp clauses.

Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates= 87, SV 16, VS 11 (VS 69% of SV)

Choephoroi (1076 lines)

Subordinates (151, 1 per 7.1 lines, 28% with subjects: SV 22, VS 20)
[VS are 91% of SV]

(A lower proportion of subordinate clauses with subjects than Agamemnon or Eumenides)

62% Adverbials 93 (in descending order of frequency) SV 16, VS 16, SVS 2 (VS 100%):

ydp (46: SV 10, VS 8), ws (15: SV 2,5VS 2, VS 1), émet (7: VS 1), 6mws (5: SV 1, VS 2), Gomep (4:
VS 1), 8tav (3: SV 1, VS 2), émeidn (2: VS 1), f) (2: SV), 87e (1), 8dppa (1), &vba (1: VS), Spws (1),
dre (1), b’ (1), Torydp (1), €ws (1), GoTe (1).

15%  Conditionals (23: SV 3)

15%  Relatives (22: SV 1, VS 2)

9% Indirect questions (9: SV 1)
Complements (4: SV 1, VS 1)
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Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=47, SV 6, VS 8 (VS 133% of SV), compared to 80% VS for ydp
clauses.

Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=59, SV 6, VS 3 (VS 50% of SV).

Eumenides (1047 lines)

Subordinates (154, 1 per 6.8 lines, 38% with subjects: SV 28, VS 30)
[VS are 107% of SVI]

60% Adverbials 92 (in descending order of frequency) SV 20, VS 20, SVS 1 (VS 100%):

vydp (55: SV 17, VS 8), ws (10: VS 4), émel (5: SVS 1), 6mws (4: SV 1, VS 1), émeidn (2: VS), dTav (2:
SV 1, VS 1), 6mov (2), domep (1), évbev (1: VS), tva (1), bdpa (1), obTw (1), &Te (2), dpws (1), 80ev (1:
VS), éot’ dv (1: SV), pn (1: VS), €€ obre (1: VS).

19%  Relatives (29: SV 6, VS 3 SVS 1)
8% Conditionals (13: VS 5) (High VS)
13%  Indirect questions (12: SV 2, VS 2)

Complements (8)

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=37, SV 3, VS 12 (VS 400% of SV), compared to 47% VS for
ydp clauses.

Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=62, SV 8, VS 10 (VS 125% of SV)

OT. (1530 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 3 lines) Great variety of conjunctions (34).
(519, 111=21% with subjects: SV 69, VS 24, SVS 18)
[VS are 38% of SV]

48% Adverbials 247 (in descending order of frequency) SV 42, VS 22 (Vs 52%):

vyap (126: SV 23, VS 12), os (27: SV 4, VS 2), évba (13: SV 2, VS 1), émel (13: VS 2), lva (7), 61ws
(7:SV 1, VS 1), ot (6: SV 1), 8Tav (6: SV 1), omep (4: SV 1), mptv (3: SV 1), 80° (3: SV 1), ddp” G
(3: SV 1), ota (3: SV 1), 8mov (2), dpws (2: VS 1), &’ ols (2), 1™ ob (2: VS 1), v olvek’ (2), émetdn
(1), 30ouvek’ (1: VS), Up” v (1: VS), avd’ dw (1: SV), map’ ob (1: SV), €€ ob (1), v Umep (1), STov
(1: SV), otv dis (1), mpdodev (1: SV), mot’ (1), 8L” dwvmep (1), Ews (1), olrw (1), Smormep (1), &0ev
(1: SV).
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25%  Relatives (129: SV 21, VS 2)

16%  Conditionals (84: SV 13, VS 1)
Indirect questions (33: SV 1, VS 2)

12%  Complements (20: SV 2, VS 1)
Fearing (6: SV 1, VS 1).

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=121, SV 19, VS 10 (VS 53% of SV), compared to 52% VS for
vdp clauses.
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=272, SV 38, VS 8 (VS 21% of SV). VS is

associated with adverbials.

Medea (1419 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 3.9 lines)
(361, 87=24% with subjects: SV 59, VS 24, SVS
[VS are 38% of SV]

50% Adverbials 182 (in descending order of frequency) SV 41, VS 12 (VS 29%):

vdp (95: SV 23, VS 5), is (19: SV 6, VS 1), émel (17: SV 2, VS 1), 6Tav (6: SV 3, VS 1), o1’ (4: SV
1), molv (4), 8pos (4), émws (4: SV 1, VS 1), Tovydp (3), d1e (3: SV 1), 1 (3: SV 1), ota (3), fivik’ (2),
gmetdn (2: VS 1), v’ (2: VS), &vba (1: SV), otitw (1), Hiv un (1: SV), olov (1), €€ Gv (1: SV), Gomep
(1), dvmep otwex’ (1), 61 (1), uq (1), obvek’ (1), 1) (1).

24%  Relatives (86: SV 7, VS 1)
12%  Conditionals (45: SV 11, VS 7)
(conditionals are the main reason for high VS level)
Indirect questions (27: SVS 1, VS 1)
14%  Complements (16: SV 4, VS 2)
Fearing (7: VS 1).

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=87, SV 18, VS 7 (VS 39% of SV), compared to 22% VS for ydp
clauses.
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=181, SV 22, VS 12 (VS 55% of SV). VSis

associated with non-adverbial subordinates.
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Cyclops (709 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 5 lines)
(137, 31=23% with subjects: SV 22, VS 9, SVS 0)
[VS are 43% of SV]

51% Adverbials 70 (in descending order of frequency) SV 13, VS 2, SVS 1 (VS 15%):

s (24: SV 5, VS 3), ydp (17: SV 4), émel (8: SV 1), tva (5: SVS 1), 6tav (4: SV 1), émeidn (1), 6mws
(1), w67’ (1), GoTe (1), un (1), €ote (1: SV), el ydp (1), mptv (1), ooet (1: SV), &1 (1), 61in (1), dov
(1: VS).

26%  Relatives (35: SV 2, VS 4)

12%  Conditionals (16: SV 3)

12%  Indirect questions (12: SV 1)
Complements (4: SV 2, VS 1)

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=53, SV 9, VS 2 (VS 22% of SV), compared to 60% VS for ydp
clauses.
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=67, SV 8, VS 6 (VS 75% of SV). As in Medea,

VS is associated with non-adverbial subordinates.

Frogs (1533 lines) (Very even percentages)

Subordinates (1 per 4 lines), with 2nd greatest variety of conjunctions (28).
(380, 86=23% with subjects: SV 62, VS 23, SVS
[VS are 36% of SV]

52% Adverbials 199 (in descending order of frequency) SV 42, VS 14, SVS 2 (VS 33%):

ydp (95: SV 19, VS 6), tva (19: SV 4,SVS 1, VS 1), os (16: SV 6,SVS 1, VS 2), 6tav (9: SV 2), ik’
(7: SV 1), émeldn (7: SV 2), 6mws (6: SV 1), 6Te (5: SV 1, VS 1), 6711 (4), doTe (3), mpiv (3: SV 1),
gmet (3), €ws (2: VS 1), &melddr (2: VS 1), dpos (2: SV 1), 00 (2: VS 1), 871 (2: SV 1), dvmep Evexa
(2), 8mep (1), Tos (1), Gomep (1: SV), 8m (1), ot (1), obmep (1: VS), Amep (1), 80ev (1), dméTav (1),
omooov (1: SV).

22% Relatives (83: SV 12, VS 8, SVS 1)

15%  Conditionals (58: SV 7, VS 1)
Indirect questions (24: SV 3)

11% Complements (14: SV 2, VS 1)
Fearing (2: SV 1)
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Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=104, SV 22, VS 8 (VS 36% of SV), compared to 30% VS for
ydp clauses.
Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=181, SV 25, VS 10 (VS 40% of SV). VSis not

associated with any one type of subordinate clause.

Melian Dialogue (about 200 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 2.7 lines)
(73, 19=26% with subjects: SV 16, VS 3, SVS 0)
[VS are 24% of SV]

37% Adverbials 27 (in descending order of frequency) SV 9, VS 2 (VS 22%):
ydp (12: SV 3, VS 1), ws (4: SV 1), émeldn (2: SV), 671 (2: SV 1), dow (2), émetdav (1: VS), dmws (1:
SV), (1), Somep (1: SV), tav (1).

25%  Relatives (18: SV 5)
22% Conditionals (16: SV 2, VS 1)
16%  Complements (11: SV 1, VS 1)

Indirect questions (1)

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=15, SV 6, VS 1 (VS 17% of SV), compared to 33% VS for ydp
clauses.

Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=46, SV 8, VS 2 (VS 25% of SV).

Crito (about 560 lines)

Subordinates (1 per 2.7 lines)

(207, 70=34% with subjects: SV 53, VS 17, SVS 0)
[VS are 32% of SV]

27% Adverbials 56 (in descending order of frequency) SV 15, VS 4 (VS 27%):
vdp (17: SV 6, VS 4), ts (16: SV 5), (va (6), émetdn (5: SV 3), domep (3: SV 1), 8mor (3), doTe (2), 7
(2), dpws (1), émetdav (1).

Much lower than tragedy, and fewer conjunctions.

28%  Relatives (58: SV 18, VS 6)
25%  Conditionals (52: SV 12, VS 4)
Complements (30: SV 7, VS 3)
20%  Indirect questions (8) (Much higher than tragedy)
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Fearing (3: SV 1)

Omitting ydp clauses, adverbials=39, SV 9, VS 0 (VS 0% of SV), compared to 67% VS for ydp

clauses.

Omitting all adverbials leaves other subordinates=151, SV 38, VS 13 (VS 34% of SV).

Appendix 1C: Questions in Oresteia stichomythia

SV (not including wh-subjects)

Ag.626:

Ag.630:

Ag.942:
Ag.1198:

Ag.1204:
Ag.1251:
Ag.1286:
Ag.1542:
Ag.1643—4:

Choe.179:
Choe.394-5:

Choe.532:
Choe.775:

Eum.717-718:

Eum.744:

osv

Choe.224:
775:

moTepov dvaxbels t épdavds t €€ IAiov,
| xetpa, kowov dxbos, fpmace oTpaTOl;
mOTEPA Yap albTOU {GrTos 1§y TeBvmkdTOS
ddTis TPOS ANV vauTidwy EékNileTo;
A kal ob vikny Tvde SMplos Tiels;
Kal TRS dv Bpkov THYHA yevvalws Tayev
TALWVLOV  YEVOLTO; evveneeneen
OV kal Beds mep WWépw TETANYUEVOS;
Tlvos mpOs Avdpds TOUT' dxos mopolveTal;
’ A 2 \ ’ TQr JA
Tl OAT’ €yW KATOKTOS O’ AVACTEVW;
N ob 168 Epal TAAOT, .......
T &M TOV dvdpa THVS’ Ao YuxAs kakfis
ok alTos Mvdplles, dA\a oy yuwy,

S A A ~s oy -
Kal TOS EKETVos OeVP’ ETONUNCEY HONETY;

L) k3

kal moT’ dv dpdLbalis

Zevs éml xelpa Bdlot,

kol TAs dTpwTov olbap v Umd oTiyous;
AN\’ €l Tpomatav Zels kak®v O6noel moTé;
A kol TaTAP TU opdMAeTAL BouvkeupdTwv

mpwTokTéVOLaL TpoaTpotals I Elovos;

O dotB’ "Amolov, TAs dywv kpldioeTal;

ws OvT’ Opéatnv ydp 0’ éyw TPOOCEVVETW;

AN\’ €l Tpomatar Zels kak®v 6noel moTé;
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\'E

Ag.272: E€0TL TOVSE ool TEéKAP;

276: AN Q) o émlavér Tis dmTepos dTLS;

278: molou xpévouv 8¢ kal memoHPONTAL TONS;

935: Tt 8 dv dokel oou Tlplapos, el Tdd’ fruoev;
Choe177: ndv obv ‘Opéotov kplBda Sdpov AY TOSE;
528: Kal Ol TENEUTA Kal kapavoldTal AOYOs;

Non-finite VS

545: mobely mobotvTa TAVSE yiiv oTpaTOV AéYeLls;
SVS

Ag.1306: Tt 8" éoTl xpfina; Tls & dmooTpédel doBos;
280: kai Tls T68 €ElkolT’ dv dyyéhwv TdXOS;

547 mobev TO Slodpov TOUT €mfjy oTlYyoS OTPATH;
Eum.125: Tl ool TéTakTal TPAYHA TANV TeUXELV Kakd;

Appendix 1D: The data for pronominal subjects, collated by main and subordinate clauses

Iliad 9 (67 pronominal subjects out of 223 SV+VS5=30%)
Main pron 49 [SV 47, VS 2]
(out of a total of 155 SV+VS main subjects = 32%)
Subordinate pron 18 [SV 17, VS 1]
(out of a total of 68 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 26%)

Odyssey 9 (95 pronominal subjects out of 218 SV+V5=44%)
Main pron 80, all SV
(out of a total of 168 SV+VS main subjects = 48%)
Subordinate pron 15 [SV 14, VS 1]
(out of a total of 50 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 30%)

Septem (61 pronominal subjects out of 245 SV+V5=25%)
Main pron 53 [SV 48, VS 5]
(out of a total of 194 SV+VS main subjects = 27%)
Subordinate pron 8 [SV 6, VS 2]
(out of a total of 51 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 16%)
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Oresteia (182 pronominal subjects out of 691 SV+V5=26%)
Main pron 153 [SV 141, VS 12]
(out of 513 SV+VS main subjects = 30%)
Subordinate pron 29 [SV 21, VS 8]
(of a total of 178 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 16%)

OT. (124 pronominal subjects out of 264 SV+V5=47%)
Main pron 75 [SV 61, VS 14]
(out of 171 SV+VS main subjects = 47%)
Subordinate pron 49 [SV 41, VS §]
(out of 93 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 53%)

Medea (88 pronominal subjects out of 255 SV+VS=35%):
Main pron 58 [SV 47, VS 11]
(out of 172 SV+VS main subjects =34%)
Subordinate pron 30 [SV 25, VS 5]
(out of 83 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 36%)

Cyclops (66 pronominal subjects out of 126 SV+V5=52%)
Main pron 51 [SV 44, VS 7]
(out of a total of 95 SV+VS main subjects = 54%)
Subordinate pron 15 [SV 10, VS 5]
(out of a total of 31 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 48%)

Frogs (138 pronominal subjects out of 254 SV+VS=54%)
Main pron 103 [SV 86, VS 17]
(out of a total of 169 SV+VS main subjects =61%)
Subordinate pron 35 [SV 26, VS 9]
(out of a total of 85 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 41%)

Melian Dialogue (18 pronominal subjects out of 42 SV+VS5=43%)
Main pron 11 [SV 11]
(out of a total of 23 SV+VS main subjects = 48%)
Subordinate pron 7 [SV 7]
(out of a total of 19 SV+VS subordinate subjects =27%)
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Crito (52 pronominal subjects out of 120 SV+V5=43%)
Main pron 18 [SV 11, VS 7]
(out of 50 SV+VS main subjects =36%)
Subordinate pron 34 [SV 29, VS 5]
(out of 70 SV+VS subordinate subjects =49%)

Appendix 1E: Subordinate clauses with pronominal subjects in the Oresteia and OT

Oresteia

Ag.261 (SV ov), 423 (SV Tis), 563 (VS T15), 671 (SV Ti5), 934 (SV T15), 944 (VS TavTa), 953 (SV
obdels), 1088 (SV ot), 1205 (SV mas Tis), 1403 (SV o), 1433 (VS &yw), 1523 (SV obtos), 1630
(SV 6), 1661 (SV Tis), Choe.192 (SV éyw), 224 (SV éyw), 265 (SV Tis), 267 (VS €yw), 527 (SV
att), 580 (VS tdde), 637 (VS olTis), 853 (SV altds), 897 (SV av), 988 (SV éyw), Eum.420 (VS
Tis), 457 (SV o0), 484 (SV éyw), 622 (VS ab), 804 (SV éyd).

OT.

22 (SV aités), 117 (SV Tis), 138 (SV alrés), 148 (SV 66¢), 171 (SV Tis), 219 (SV €yw), 237 (SV
€yw), 258 (SV éyw), 264 (SV €yw), 274 (SV tdde), 285 (SV Tis), 297 (SV 0lde), 339 (SV Tis), 340
(SV o), 341 (VS attd, SV éyw), 358 (SV o), 432 (SV av), 445 (SV av), 500 (SV €yw), 591 (SV
attéds), 618 (SV T1is), 725 (VS ov), 731 (VS tavTa), 786 (VS TatTa), 799 (SV ob), 884 (SV Tis), 966
(SV &yd), 979 (VS T1s), 1058 (SV &yw), 1062 (SV o1, SV &yd), 1086 (SV &), 1156 (SV oltos),
1173 (VS 1i8¢), 1179 (SV alrés), 1181 (VS obros), 1209 (SV alrés), 1247 (VS adrés), 1298 (SV
€yw), 1336 (SV éyw), 1361 (SV avtds), 1371 (SV éyw), 1464 (SV €yw), 1476 (SV éyw), 1485 (SV
atTéds), 1498 (SV attds), 1499 (SV attéds), 1526 (SV Tis).
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Appendix 1F: Subject and verb order with nominal subjects, collated by syllable number

Notes
1) Only the subject noun, rather than the phrase (NP), is considered.
2) A consideration of complete phrases may change the figures in two ways:
a) a descending VS order may become an ascending one: marked as [x asc.ph].
b) an ascending SV order may become a descending order: marked as [x desc.ph].
3) Other abbreviations used:
a) [x dis] = descending VS (or, more rarely, SV) in which the second element is a disyllabic
positioned at the line end (or occasionally at the penthemimeral caesura).
b) [x names] = descending SV order in which the subject is a name.

¢) [x + appos] = descending VS with a following appositional phrase

The data

Iliad 9

Main pron 49 [SV 47, VS 2]

106 nominal subjects (out of a total of 155 SV+VS main subjects = 68%)
Total SV 57, asc. SV 34 [1 des.ph], desc. SV 15 [2 dis., 8 names],

const. SV 8

Total VS 49, asc. VS 24, desc. VS 17 [7 dis.], const. VS 8

Subordinate pron 18 [SV 17, VS 1]

50 nominal subjects (out of 68 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 74%)
Total SV 33, asc. SV 14, desc. SV 10 [2 dis, 4 names], const. SV 9
Total VS 17, asc. VS 4, desc. VS 8 [2 dis], const. VS 5

Odyssey 9
Main pron 80, all SV
88 nominal subjects (out of a total of 168 SV+VS main subjects = 52%)
Total SV 51, asc. SV 28 [8 des.ph], desc. SV 12 [1 dis, 1 name], const. SV 11
Total VS 37, asc. VS 5, desc. VS 13 [5 dis, 5 asc.ph], const. VS 19
Subordinate pron 15 [SV 14, VS 1]
35 nominal subjects (out of 50 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 70%)
Total SV 25, asc. SV 14, desc. SV 1, const. SV 10
Total VS 10, asc. VS 0, desc. VS 6 [2 dis, 4 asc. phr], const. VS 4
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Septem
Main pron 53 [SV 48, VS 5]
141 nominal subjects (out of 194 SV+VS main subjects = 73%)
Total SV 90, asc. SV 52 [7 des.ph], desc. SV 19 [6 dis, 4 names,
1 asc.ph], const. SV 19
Total VS 51, asc. VS 12, desc. VS 19 [7 dis, 3 asc. ph], const. VS 20
Subordinate pron 8 [SV 6, VS 2]
43 nominal subjects (out of 51 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 84%)
Total SV 31, asc. SV 19, desc. SV 4 [2 dis], const. SV 8
Total VS 12, asc. VS 1, desc. VS 3 [3 dis], const. VS 8

Oresteia
Main pron 153 [SV 141, VS 12]
360 nominal subjects (out of 513 SV+VS main subjects = 70%)
Total SV 231, asc. SV 139 [30 des.ph], desc. SV 44 [9 dis, 3 asc.ph,
11 names], const. SV 48
Total VS 129, asc. VS 55, desc. VS 53 [32 dis, 12 appos/metric],
const. VS 21
Subordinate pron 29 [SV 21, VS 8]
149 nominal subjects (out of 178 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 84%)
Total SV 72, asc. SV 35, desc. SV 21, const. SV 16
Total VS 77, asc. VS 33, desc. VS 32 [21 dis], const. VS 12

Ag.
Main pron 58 [SV 56, VS 2]
179 nominal subjects (out of 237 main subjects = 76%)

Total SV 115, asc. SV 69 [19 des.ph], desc. SV 25 [2 dis, 3 asc.ph,

6 names], const. SV 21

Total VS 52, asc. VS 24, desc. VS 19 [11 dis, 4 + appos], const. VS 9
Subordinate pron 14 [SV 11, VS 3]
74 nominal subjects (out of 88 explicit subordinate subjects = 84%)

Total SV 36, asc. SV 19, desc. SV 7, const. SV 10

Total VS 35, asc. VS 15, desc. VS 17 [10 dis], const. VS 3
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Choe.
Main pron 43 [SV 37, VS 6]
120 nominal subjects (out of 163 main subjects = 74%)
Total SV 66, asc. SV 34 [6 des.ph], desc. SV 11 [4 dis, 2 names],
const. SV 21
Total VS 44, asc. VS 19, desc. VS 18 [5 dis, 7 metric], const. VS 7
Subordinate pron 10 [SV 7, VS 3]
33 nominal subjects (out of 43 explicit subordinate subjects = 77%)
Total SV 15, asc. SV 9, desc. SV 3, const. SV 3
Total VS 15, asc. VS 5, desc. VS 8 [5 dis], const. VS 2

Eum.
Main pron 52 [SV 48, VS 4]
92 nominal subjects (out of 144 main subjects = 64%)
Total SV 50, asc. SV 36 [5 des.ph], desc. SV 8 [3 dis, 3 names], const. SV 6
Total VS 33, asc. VS 12, desc. VS 16 [8 dis, 4 + appos], const. VS 5
Subordinate pron 5 [SV 3, VS 2]
53 nominal subjects (out of 58 explicit subordinate subjects =91%)
Total SV 21, asc. SV 7, desc. SV 11, const. SV 3
Total VS 27, asc. VS 13, desc. VS 7 [6 dis], const. VS 7

OT.
Main pron 75 [SV 61, VS 14]
91 nominal subjects (out of 171 SV+VS main subjects = 53%)
Total SV 61, asc. SV 38 [5 des.ph], desc. SV 15 [1 dis, 1 asc. ph,
1 name], const. SV 8
Total VS 35, asc. VS 16, desc. VS 13 [3 dis, 2 asc.ph], const. VS 6
Subordinate pron 49 [SV 41, VS §]
44 nominal subjects (out of 93 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 47%)
Total SV 28, asc. SV 16, desc. SV 5 [1 dis, 1 name], const. SV 7
Total VS 16, asc. VS 9, desc. VS 4 [2 dis], const. VS 3
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Medea
Main pron 58 [SV 47, VS 11]
114 nominal subjects (out of 172 SV+VS main subjects =66 %)

Total SV 61, asc. SV 36 [9 des.ph], desc. SV 11 [3 names] ,

const. SV 14

Total VS 53, asc. VS 23, desc. VS 23 [14 dis, 2 asc. ph], const. VS 7
Subordinate pron 30 [SV 25, VS 5]
53 nominal subjects (out of 83 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 64%)

Total SV 34, asc. SV 22, desc. SV 2, const. SV 10

Total VS 19, asc. VS5, desc. VS 8 [6 dis, 1 asc.ph], const. VS 6

Cyclops

Main pron 51 [SV 44, VS 7]

44 nominal subjects (out of a total of 95 SV+VS main subjects = 46%)
Total SV 27, asc. SV 15 [2 des.ph], desc. SV 4 [2 dis], const. SV 8
Total VS 17, asc. VS 4, desc. VS 10 [4 dis, 3 asc.ph], const. VS 3

Subordinate pron 15 [SV 10, VS 5]

16 nominal subjects (out of 31 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 52%)
Total SV 12, asc. SV 7, desc. SV 2 [2 dis, 1 name], const. SV 3
Total VS 4, asc. VS 2, desc. VS 1 [1 equ.ph], const. VS 1

Frogs
Main pron 103 [SV 86, VS 17]
66 nominal subjects (out of a total of 169 SV+VS main subjects =39%)
Total SV 44, asc. SV 24 [7 des.ph], desc. SV 8 [5 names],
const. SV 12
Total VS22, asc. VS 8, desc. VS 7 [2 dis, 4 asc.ph], const. VS 7
Subordinate pron 35 [SV 26, VS 9]
50 nominal subjects (out of 85 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 59%)
Total SV 36, asc. SV 16 [3 des.ph], desc. SV 8 [2 dis, 2 names], const. SV 12
Total VS 14, asc. VS 10, desc. VS 2 [1 dis, 1 asc.ph], const. VS 2

Melian Dialogue

Main pron 11 [SV 11]

12 nominal subjects (out of 23 SV+VS main subjects = 52%)
Total SV 10, asc. SV 4, desc. SV 2 [1 name], const. SV 4
Total VS 2, asc. VS 1, desc. VS 0, const. VS 1

Subordinate pron 7 [SV 7]

12 nominal subjects (out of 19 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 63%)
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Total SV 9, asc. SV 4, desc. SV 3 [3 names], const. SV 2
Total VS 3, asc. VS 2, desc. VS 0, const. VS 1

Crito
Main pron 18 [SV 11, VS 7]
32 nominal subjects (out of 50 SV+VS main subjects = 64%)
Total SV 15, asc. SV 9, desc. SV 4, const. SV 2
Total VS 17, asc. VS 7, desc. VS 3, const. VS 7
Subordinate pron 34 [SV 29, VS 5]
36 nominal subjects (out of 70 SV+VS subordinate subjects = 51%)
Total SV 24, asc. SV 10, desc. SV 7, const. SV 6
Total VS 12, asc. VS 3, desc. VS5 [3 with appos.NP], const. VS 4

Appendix 1G: Object and verb order with nominal subjects in the Oresteia, Medea, and
Crito, collated by syllable number

Ag.
Main
140 nominal objects (out of 184 main objects =76%)
Total OV 77, asc. OV 40 [11 des.ph], desc. OV 13, const. OV 24
Total VO 63, asc. VO 9, desc. VO 35 [19 dis, 17 asc.ph],
const. VO 19
[pronominals 44
Total OV 35, asc. OV 31, desc. OV 3 const. OV 1
Total VO 9, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 6 [1 dis], const. VO 3]
Subordinate
32 nominal objects (out of 41 subordinate objects =78%)
Total OV 20, asc. OV 13 [3 des.ph], desc. OV 2, const. OV 5
Total VO 12, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 10 [7 dis, 6 asc.ph], const. VO 2
[pronominals 9
Total OV 8, asc. OV 7, desc. OV 0, const. OV 1
Total VO 1, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 0, const. VO 1]

Choe.
Main
88 nominal objects (out of 125 main objects =70%)
Total OV 35, asc. OV 15 [4 des.ph], desc. OV 7 [1 dis],
const. OV 13
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Total VO 53, asc. VO 10, desc. VO 22 [9 dis, 8 asc.ph],
const. VO 21

[pronominals 37

Total OV 28, asc. OV 25, desc. OV 0, const. OV 3

Total VO 9, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 7 [1 dis], const. VO 2]
Subordinate
21 nominal objects (out of 26 subordinate objects =81%)

Total OV 6, asc. OV 5, desc. OV 0, const. OV 1

Total VO 15, asc. VO 1, desc. VO 5 [4 dis], const. VO 9
[pronominals 5

Total OV 5, asc. OV 4, desc. OV 0, const. OV 1

Total VO 0, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 0, const. VO 0]

Eum.
Main
121 nominal objects (out of 152 main objects =80%)
Total OV 68, asc. OV 38 [10 des.ph], desc. OV 10 [3 dis], const. OV 20
Total VO 53, asc. VO 6, desc. VO 26 [18 dis, 6 asc.ph],
const. VO 21
[pronominals 31
Total OV 21, asc. OV 17, desc. OV 0, const. OV 4
Total VO 10, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 9 [3 dis], const. VO 1]
Subordinate
15 nominal objects (out of 21 subordinate objects =71%)
Total OV 11, asc. OV 9 [1 des.ph], desc. OV 0, const. OV 2
Total VO 4, asc. VO 1, desc. VO 3 [1 dis, 2 asc.ph], const. VO 0
[pronominals 6
Total OV 6, asc. OV 6, desc. OV 0, const. OV 0
Total VO 0, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 0, const. VO 0]

Medea
Main
134 nominal objects (out of 208 main objects =64%)
Total OV 58, asc. OV 38 [1 des.ph], desc. OV 7 [6 dis],
const. OV 13
Total VO 76, asc. VO 11, desc. VO 40 [18 dis, 12 asc.ph],
const. VO 25

[pronominals 74



Total OV 38, asc. OV 37, desc. OV 0, const. OV 1

Total VO 36, asc. VO 1, desc. VO 28 [3 dis], const. VO 7]
Subordinate
46 nominal objects (out of 71 subordinate objects =65%)

Total OV 29, asc. OV 18, desc. OV 5 [3 dis], const. OV 6

Total VO 17, asc. VO 3, desc. VO 6 [4 dis], const. VO 8
[pronominals 25

Total OV 20, asc. OV 19, desc. OV 0, const. OV 1

Total VO 5, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 3, const. VO 2]

Crito
Main
22 nominal objects (out of 56 main objects =39%)
Total OV 14, asc. OV 10, desc. OV 3 [2 phrasal O], const. OV 1
Total VO 8, asc. VO 4, desc. VO 2 [1 asc.ph], const. VO 2
[pronominals 34
Total OV 24, asc. OV 14, desc. OV 4, const. OV 6
Total VO 10, asc. VO 2, desc. VO 6, const. VO 2]
Subordinate
5 nominal objects (out of 13 subordinate objects =38%)
Total OV 3, asc. OV 3, desc. OV 0, const. OV 0
Total VO 2, asc. VO 2, desc. VO 0, const. VO 0
[pronominals 8
Total OV 7, asc. OV 5, desc. OV 1, const. OV 1
Total VO 1, asc. VO 0, desc. VO 1, const. VO 0]

Appendix 1H: VS in Crito

Pronominal VS and SV

VS

51a3: édv oe Emixelp@uer MUels dmolbral Sikatov Tyyoluevol elval

51d4: & dv pn dpéokopev Mpels (infinitive following... é€etvat)

51d7 is the central of three consecutive conditionals:

285

€dv Te Tis PBolMTar Lpdv els dmowlav Léval, €l Py dpéokolper Muels Te kal 1 TONS, édv

Te HETOLKELY dANOGE ToL ENOWV....
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SV

50e6: kal dTT’ dv MUEls o€ EMLXELPBUEY TOLETY, Kal ool TalTa AvTLTOLELY olel dlkatov
elvat;

51c7: el Muels TabTa AANORH Aéyopev, OTL ol Sikaia Muds €mixelpels Spav d Vv EmLXeLPELS.
51e2: ov Tpémov Muels Tds Te dlkas Sikdopev

5led: & dv Muels kelelwpey moioely TadTd

VS with following non-finite phrases

Crito

9 VS constructions have following infinitives or participles, 4 in main clauses:

43¢2:

AN\ oUdeY abTous ém\leTal N MAkia [TO pn obxl dyavakTelv TH mapotorn TOXM.

44a10:

Edokel Tis pou yuvn [mpooeNdoloa kaAn kal €Ueldns, Aeukd LpdTia €xovod, kaléoal e kal
elmety

48a10-1:

UAMG pev 8, daln v’ dv Tis, "olol Té elow Muds ol molol [dmokTewival.”

54¢8 dMa pny oe meion Kpltov [motely & Myer pd\ov fj fuets.”

5 in subordinates:

43a5:

Oavpdlw dmos MOéEANcE ool O Tob deopwtnpiov dpONaE [Lmakotoat.

43d3:

EE v dmayyéouvowy [fkovtés Tves dmd Zowlov kal kaTalmévTes ékel abTdl.
44d2:

8TL olol T7 €elolv ol moMol [0l Td opikpdTATA TAV Kak®Y €Eepydeadat

dMNa Ta péylota oxedov,

45a6:

Kal ydp old¢ TONU TapylpLov éoTv O Béhovot AaBovTes Twes [odoal oe kal EEayayelv
EvBévde.

51a2:

Edv ce émxelpdper fuels [dmolbval [Slkatov fyyolpevol etval



Appendix 2

Hyperbaton about the verb in the Oresteia and other texts

2A: OVO phrasal tmesis with demonstrative

2B: OVO tmesis with adjective or quantifier

2C: SVS in the Oresteia

2D: Wide-scope and combined hyperbaton in the Oresteia
2E: OVO hyperbaton in other Aeschylean works

2F: OVO and SVS hyperbaton in Sophocles

2G: OVO and SVS hyperbaton in Euripides

2H: Phrasal tmesis in Frogs

2I: Aeschylean demonstratives without hyperbaton

Page 288
289
291
292
294
295
298
300
302

287
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2A: OVO phrasal tmesis with demonstrative

Stichomythia

Ag.934: elmep TS, €ldis v € T68' EEeimev Télos
Ag.1202: pdvtis 1 CATONMwY TRS’ éméomoer Téel.
Ag.1248: AN\ obTL Tatwy T@S émoTaTel Aoyw
Choe.114: T’ olv &1’ d\ov THde TpooTd oTdoEL;
Choe.488: mdvTor 8¢ mpdTor TOVde TpeaPelow Tddov.
Choe.500: kol THod’ dkovoov AotaBlov Bofis, mdTep,
Choe.927: TaTpds ydp aloa TOVSe colpilel pdpov
Eum.590: o0 KeLpwévy mw TOV8e kopmdlels Adyov.
Rheses

Ag.310: KdmeLT’ "ATpeld@r és Té8e oknmTEL aTéyos
Ag.1070: 10° & Tdhawa: T6VS épnucac’ xov:
Ag.1295: amoppuévtuy, Supa oupfdien TOSE.
Ag.1409: T68" €mébov Blos, dnuobpdovs T dpds
Ag.1614: povos 8 émolkTov TOVSe PBouleloal ¢bvov;
Ag.1627: dvdpl aTpatny® TV’ EéRolAevoas pLopov;
Choe.91: 7 TobTo ¢dokw Tolmos, Bs vépos BpoTols,
Choe.149: ToLalod’ €T’ ebxdls TAod' émomérdw xods:
Choe.187: TAOKapov 8ovom TOV8e: mhs yap éATiow
Choe.197: AN\ € 0dd’ fver TéVS dmomTioal wAbKoV,
Choe.226: koupdy 8’ i8oloa THvde kndelov TpLXOS
Choe.267-8: YAoons xdpw &€ mAvT’ dmayyelel Tdde

mpOS TOUS KpaTobvTas: ovs 18oip’ &y moTe
Choe.508-511:  dkov™ Umép ool Told®’ €oT’ &dlpparta,

altos &€ owln Tévde Tunoas Adyov.

Kal piy dpepdn Té6V8' éTelvaTtor Aoyov,

Tlpunpa TipPov THs dvolpwkTov TUXMS®

Choe.760: KVapels Tpopels Te TalTOV elxéTny TEéNOS.
Choe.765: olkwy, Bé wv 8¢ TOVde TeloeTal Adyov.
Choe.985-6: obx oUWds, AN’ 6 TdvT’ émomTelwy Tdde

“H\os, dvayva pntpos €pya ThAs éufis,

Choe.991: fTis & ém’ dvdpl ToDT' éunoato oTiyos
Choe.1015: TaTpokTévov Y’ Udaopa mpoodwrdy TEHSE-
Eum.3—4: 7 &N TO pnTpos Sevtépa TES' €leTo

pavtelov, ws \oyos Tis év 8¢ TG TpiTw

Eum.78-9: Kal pr) mpokapve Tévde BoukoloUuevos
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wévor: polwv &¢ Tlalddos ToTL TTONV

Eum.91-2: mopmatos 1o6L, TéVde molpalvwy épodv
émy. .......

Eum.306: Uuvov & dkolon TOVde déouiov oéDev.

Eum.405 + 406:

[Tdhots dkpatols TOWS émletEac’ Bxov].

kawny &’ opioa THVS’ opAlav xOovos

Eum.581: 6mws <T> émoTa TY8e klpwoov Slkny.
Eum.639: 6omep TéTaKTAL THVBE Kuploal Slkny.
Eum.671: kal TOVS’ émkThoato obppayov, Oed,
Eum.836: gxoua’ €és alel TOWS émawvécels Ndyov.
Lyrics

Ag.1409: 768’ émébou Blos, dnuobpdovs T dpas
Choe.411: TéV8e K\louoav olkTov:

Eum.940-1: d\oYLOUS OUPLATOOTEPELS PUTHY

TO PN mepdv Bpov TOHTWY,

Appendix 2B: OVO tmesis with adjective or quantifier

Stichomythia
Ag.937 i vuv TOV dvBpwmelov aideabiis Pdyov.
Ag.1665 otk dv "Apyelwv TES €ln, ¢@Ta mpoooaivewr kakdy.
Rheses
Ag.17: Ymvov 768 dvtipoAmov évtépvwy dkos,
Ag.281: "HopatoTos, "18ns Aapmpdyv ékmépmur céNas:
Ag535-6: ... Kal TavwieBpov
avtéxbovor maTp@ov Ebploev Sdpov:
Ag.582: Alds TAS’ éxmpdEaca. TAvT Exels Adyov.
Ag.599: dvakTos alTob mdvta meloopal Adyov.
Ag.857-8: olK dA\\wv Tdpa
paboto’ épavtis Sbopopov MéEw Blov
Ag.863: TOANAS K\bovoav kAndévas malLykdTous,
Ag.893-4: apdt oor mddn
opioa mAelw ToU EuveldovTos xpdrou.
Ag.1067: Tl alpatnpdv é€adpilecbar pévos.
Ag.1210: 7non moAlTals mdvT’ é6éomlov mdom.

Ag.1275: kKal viv 6 pavTis pdvtw ékmpdfas épe



Ag.1588+9:

Ag.1609:

Choe.133-4:

Choe.283:
Choe.545:
Choe.854:
Eum.41:

Eum.444:
Eum.466:
Eum.668:
Eum.734:
Eum.760:

Lyrics
Ag.124:
Ag.395:
Ag.1015-6:

Ag.1522-3:

Choe.77:
Choe.163:

Choe.352-3:

Choe.401-2:

Choe.418-9:

Choe.615:
Eum.385:
Eum.501:

290

TApwY Ouéotns potpav MUpeT’ dodalq,
TO N Bavov maTpdov aipdEar méSov
mdoav Evvdidas pnxaviy SuoBoulias.
..... dvdpa &’ dvtnANdéaTo

Alyiofov, domep ool Ppdvou peTaiTios.
dMas T’ épuvel mpooBolds Epwiwy
Kol paoTOV dpdéxack’ éuov BpemTripLov
obToL Ppév’ v kKéeLer dppaTopévny.
€8pav €xovTa mMPoaTPOTALOY, ......

TRV oGV €My pwéNn doaiphow péya
dAyn mpodwrdy dvTikevTpa kapdiq,

TO OOV MONOpA Kol oTpaTov Telfw péyav:
Epov 16 Epyov, Aotoblav kptvar Sikny:

..0s maTp@ov aidecbels popov

"ATpeldas paxipovs €ddn AayodalTas,

moNeL TpbOTPLLA Oels ddepTov.

PNs Te kal €€ ANOKwV émeTeLdv

VRoTW dAecev vboov.

TS yevéohal BSOSV Te

axetv pépov otk Adlkws™>

TaTphwy oAby <> Eodyov aloav,

oxédid T’ alTékema vopdv Eldn.
<. TOAUXWOTOV AV €lxes

Tddov Siamovtiov yds

XUHévas €és médov dANO TPoCaLTELY

alpa: ...

2N

..7| Tdmep

mdBoper dxea mpds ye TRV TeKOPEVLY;

3

dt’ €éxOpav Umep PAT dmwAecev $lhov, KpnTikols
drieTa Sopevar Adxm

L)

dvt’ édriow pépov,

3
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Appendix 2C: SVS in the Oresteia

Stichomythia
Ag.547: mobev TO Slodpor TOUT Emiy oTlhyos OTPATH;
Choe.773: €v dyyély yap kumTds 0pbolTar Adyos.
Eum.676: NUY pév fon mav TeTéEeutar Bélos
Eum.750: yropns 8 damotons mhua ylyvetar péya,
Eum.751: Balobod &’ olkov Yfigos dpbwoev pia.
Rheses
Ag.20: viv 8’ ebTuxns YéVoLT' Amalayn movwy
Ag.347: yévolt’ dv, €l mpbomald pn TUXOL Kakd.
Ag.420-1: oveLpbdpavToL 8¢ mevbrjpoves

mapetot 86Eat .....
Ag.487: yuvatkoyfputov SA\UTAL KAEOS.
Ag.653: €v vukTl Buoklpavta &’ Wpwpel kakd'
AQ.766-7: ... 0T€ TO KUpLov

WOAY ¢dos TOKOU,
Ag917: atvety, map’ dAwv xpny T8’ €pxecbaL yépas.
Ag.1560: bveldos Tikel TOS’ vt Oveldous,
Choe.13: mOTEPA BOOLOL TIHLA TPOOKUPETL Véov,
Choe.207: Kol yap 80’ éoTOV TWde mepLypadd TodAtV,
Choe.249-250:  ........ ToUs &’ ATWPGAVLOUEVOUS

ViioTls mélel Apds: o yap EvTelels
Choe.260: obT’ dpxikds ool mads 68’ avavbels muBuIY
Choe.550: kTelvw vy, s Tolvelpov évvémel TOSe.
Choe.580: O0mws dv dptlkoMa oupfatvn Tdde:
Choe.660-1: Tdxve &', o5 kal VukTOS dpp’ émelyeTal

oKkoTeEWOY, Gpa & Eumbpovs pedLéval

Eum.192: oTépynbp’ €xovoat; mads & UMyelTal TPOTOS HOPPAS” ...oe..n.
Eum.249: omAdyxvov: xBovos ydp mds memolpavTar TéMmOS,

Eum.636: Avdpds pev bulv obros elpnratr pépos

Eum.664: pdpTus mdpeoTt mals ‘Olvpmiov Alds,

Eum.742-3: EKBANED’ ms TdxLOTA Teuxéwy TAAOUS

o - oo sy ,
000LS OLKACTOV TOUT EMECTAANTAL TENOS.

Eum.864: Oupalos €0Tw MONEOS, O HOALS TaApWY,



Lyrics

Choe.65: Tols & dkpavrtos éxel ViE.

Choe.961-2: éya T ddnpédn
Pdov olkwv.

Eum.313-4: TOV pev kabapds Xelpas mpovéuovT’
obTis édépmel pims dd’ nuav,

Eum.336-7: BraT@v Tolow abToupylal
Eupméowow pdTacol,

Eum.544: kUpLov pével TéNOS.

T2

Eum.942-3: und’ dkapmos ata-

s €édepméTe vdoos,

Appendix 2D: Wide-scope and combined hyperbaton in the Oresteia

Wide-scope hyperbaton (both object and subject)

Ag.279: Tfis VOV Tekolons ¢Gs T6S  ebppdims Aéyw.
Ag.890: Tas dudl ool khatovoa Aapmmnpouxias
Ag.947: W Tis mpéocwlev SupaTtos Bdlol ¢GBSVos.
Ag1056-7: ... TA WEV ydp €0TLAS [ETOUGANOU

€otnkev 10N piAa tmpos odaydst mupds,

AgQ.1062: épunrvéwns €otkev 1y Eévn Topod
Ag.1102: péy’ év 8opolol Tolode pNRdeTal Kakéy,
Ag.1137: TO ydp énov 6pod mdbos émeyxéalt.
Ag.1309: dbvov dépoL mréouoLy AlPATOCTAYT.
Ag.1400: HTis ToLdvd’ ém’ dvdpl kopmdlels Adyov.
Ag.1431: kol THYd’ dkolels Opkiwy épdv Béuy
Ag.1460-1: A TS Y TOT év 8buols.

"Epts épidpaTos dvdpos ollls.
Choe.299: ToA\oL ydp €ls &v EvpmiTvovow Tpepot,
Choe.406: To\ukpaTels (8ecbe Pbelpévwr "Apad,
Choe.591-2: ... Kavepdevt’ dv

alyldov dpdoar kbTov.
Choe.731: Tpodov &’ 'OpécTov TAVS’ 0pd KekAAVPévnY:
Choe.798-9: TOUT  1B€ly, Bdmedov Avédpevov
T BnudTov t 8peypa.
Choe.896-7: ¢mtoxes, O mal, Tévde & aldecal, Tékvov,
paoTéy, TpOs @ oU MO 87 Bpllwv dpa

Choe.911 kal T6vde Tolvur Molp’ émbdpouver pbdpov.
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Choe.952:
Choe.975:
Choe.1015:
Choe.1017:
Eum.20:
Eum.80:
Eum.110:
Eum.224:
Eum.227:
Eum.268:
Eum.284:
Eum.419:
Eum.424:
Eum.447:
Eum.455-6:

Eum.482:
Eum.494-5:

Eum.669:
Eum.700:
Eum.865:
Eum.892:
Eum.898:
Eum.915:
Eum.938:
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OMBpLov Téova’ €V €xOpols kTov.
ogepvol pév foav év Bpdrols TOO™ fuevor,
TaTpokTévov Y’ Udaopa mpoodwrdy TEHSE*
d{nia vikns THOS® éxwv pldopara.
ToUTOUS €V €lxdls ¢porptdlopal Beots.
{ov makawdv dykabev AaPov BpéTas:

kal mdvta TabTa Aa€ Opd TaTolpeva,
dikas 8¢ TlaA\ds TOVS’ émomTeloel Bed.
TIHAS ob PN ElvTepve Tds épds Noyw.
dv> duTimolvous Tivns patpoddvov Stas:
TONVUS O¢ pou yévolT™ dv ¢€ dpxfis Aoyos,
TLLAS ye pEV BN TAs épds mevom Tdxa
A kal ToralTas TS’ Emppollels Puyds;
TekppLov 8¢ TOVSE ool MEw péya:

... TaTépa &’ LOTOPElS KANDS,

émel 6¢ mpdypa Selp’ éméoknPer TOSE,
mdvTas fon TOS' Epyov ebxepel-
a ouvappooel BpoTols:
Kal TOVS émepdia odv Sopwr €édéoTLov,

. - ) o ,
ToLbvde ToL TapPoivTes évdlkws oéPas
bl < bA \ k] 7 »
€V 0 TS €oTal Bewods etkielas épws-
dvaco’ ’A6dva, Tiva pe ¢ns €xew €8pav;
kai pou mpod mavTds €yyiny 6nom xpévov;

Lo o ) - - .

Y8’ doTivikov €v BpoTols TLLdy mOALY.

Sevdpomipwy 8¢ un mréol BAdPa,

Combined patterns in the Oresteia

Choe.508f£f. SVS, two OVO constructions, then a double nominal:

dikov’ Umep ood Toldd’ €oT’ 08Upparta,
altos 8¢ oln Tévde Twnoas Adyov.
Kal piy dpepdn TéV8' éTelvaTtor Aoyov,

Tiunua TipPBou Ths drotpdkTov TOXNS®

Choe.985-6: Nested subject and object hyperbaton:

oUx obuoés, AAN 0 mdvT’ émomTelur TdSe

“H\os, dvayva puntpos épya Ths éufis,



Ag.537: VS with object hyperbaton:
SumAd & éteoav Tlptapidar BdudpTia.
Ag.563:
XELL@va 8 €l Myol TS olwvokTédvov,
Eum.707-8. Double hyperbaton of object and indirect object:
TatvTy pév éEétewv’ éuois mapalveow
dotolow és TO Noumdv-.......
Ag.280. Subject and adverbial :
kal Tls 708" é&ElkolT’ dv dyyéhaww Tdyos;
Eum.668-671. Narrow and wide-scope:
TO 0OV TMONOUA KAl OTpaTOV TeUEw péyav:
Kal TOVd émepa o@v dopwy édéaTiov,
Omws yévoLTo MLOTOS €S TO TAV XpOYov,
kol TOW8 émkThoalo oclppayov, Oed,
Choe.744-748. Wide-scope hyperbaton:
(s POl TA WEV TANALA OUYKEKPAUEVQ
d\yn SlooloTa TOLod' év 'ATpéws Sdpols
TUXOVT €uny fAywev év aTéprols ¢péva:
AN\’ obTL T Tolbvde AW’ dveaxouny:

Ta PEV ydp dANA TANROVWS TVTAOWY KaKd,
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Eum.845-6. Wide-scope subject hyperbaton with verb tmesis and factitive adjunct separated

from its pronoun:
) \ - - N
4md pe yap Tpav davaidv Oedv
Svomdlauol map’ otSév fpav Solor.

Appendix 2E: OVO hyperbaton in other Aeschylean works

Canonical demonstrative-noun constructions

Pers.214: owbels &’ opolws Tode kolpavel xBovds
Pers.363: mdowy mpodwvel TOVBe rauvdpyors Noyov,
Sept.638: duyns TOV alrtov TOWSe Teloacbar Tpdmov.
Sept.717: ok dvdp’ OmMATNVY TOoDTO XpN OTépYyeww émos
Supp.252: vévos Tlehaoy@v THvde kapmottal x04va.
Supp.325-6: BokelTé <Tol> pot THoSe Kowwvely xBovds
Tdpxdlov:
Supp.378: old” al T68” ebdpov, Tdod dTipdoal ATds.

Supp.461: €l PR TL MOoTOV TRS' UmooTHOELS OTON® ™~



Supp.607-8:

Supp.790:
Prom.31:
Prom.87:
Prom.738:

........... xepol deElwvipols
EdppLEev albnp TOVWBe kpavovTwy ANoyov:
Tply dudp’ ameukTov TRBE XpLpdbdijvar xpot
avd’ Gv drtepm TAVYSE dpovpricels méETpav
6T TPOT THOS™ ékkulloBnon Téxvns.

xplowv puyfivar Tdod’ éméppufey mAdvas.

Other constructions

Pers.140:

Pers.227:
Pers.233:
Pers.246:
Pers.777:
Sept.48:
Supp.189:
Supp.233 [SVS]:
Supp.278 [SVS:]
Supp.508:
Supp.1029:
Prom.386:
Prom.766:
Prom.975:
Prom.980:

AN\ dye, Tlépoal, T68 évedpevol
oTéyos dpxalov
madl kal dopols épdiol THvBe éxlpwoas ¢dTLv

AN pny (pep’ épos mals THYde Bnpdoal mOALY;

AN\ €pol Sokely Tdy’' elon mavTa vapepti Aoyov:

...... ols T68” fv xpéos,

N yAv Bavévtes TYde dupdoelr Povw.
mdyov mpooilew TV dywviwy Bedv.
émws dv bplv mpdyos €D vikd TOSe.

o6mws T68™ LUty éoTwv Apyelov yévos.
Aevpov kaT’ dAcos viv émoTpédpou TOHSE.
T68e petooovTes oldas.

Euov Soknoel TAuTAdkM’ elvar Té8e.

Tt 8 duTw’; ob yap pnToOv avddobal TOHSe.
ami\@ Noyw Tous mdvtas éxbalpw Beols,

.T68e Zevs Tolmos olk émioTaTal.

Appendix 2F: OVO and SVS hyperbaton in Sophocles

OT.

Oovo

13:
43:
72:
86:
102:
104:

elnv ToLdvde 1y ol kaTokTipwy €8pav.
diunv drotoas €lT’ 4’ dvdpds olobd Tov-
Spdv 7§ TL dwvdr TY8e puoalpny mONW.
T’ Hv fikets 10D BeoD Prjumy Pépwv;
TTolov yap dvdpos THV8e pnriel TOXMV;

Yfis THiode, mplv o¢ THVS® dmeuvdlvely mONY.
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110: Ev T8 édaoke yijr 1O &€ {nrolpevov
113: 7 yAis ém d\\ns T@8e oupminTel Pdvw;
134: mpos Tov OavdTos THVS €0eab’ émoTpodriv
137-8: Ymep yap obxl TAV dmwTépw ¢ilwy,

AAN alTOs auTob TOUT  dmookedd Wioos.

143: loTaofe, Tolo®’ dpavtes kThpas kAddovs,
168-9: °Q moémoL, dvdplBpa yap dépw

™aTa Vooel &€ pol mpdTas
203: O Zev mdTep, tmd a@ Pbloov kepavvi.
210: TAGS™ émwvupor yas,
248: Kakov kak@s Vv dpopov ékTplfal Blov:
291: Ta mola TavTta; wdrta ydp okom® Aoyov.
311: AT €l T’ ANV pavtikis éxels 686v,
323: TS’ 1) 0’ €Opedre, ™MV’ dmooTepdy PdTLV.
337: Opynv épépdo ™y éury, T onv &’ opod
340: KANwy d vov ob THY8’ dTipdlels moAv;
374: Mids Tpédn mpos VUKTOS, GOTE UNT  épé
538: 7 Tolpyov s ob yvwploowwl cov TéSe
582: Evratfa yap &M kal kakods ¢aivn ¢ldos.
595: GoT” I xpilewr N TA obv képdeL kald.
606-7: Kowf] Tt Bouvkeloavta, pfy K AmWAf kTdYnS

Yo, ST 8¢, TH T éuf kal ofj, AaBov,

615: Kakov 8¢ Kkdv év fuépa yvolns pia.
640: dpdoat dikaiol, duoly dmokplras kakotv,
664: odolpav, ppdvnow el T4vd éxw.

670: 7 yfis dtipor THod amwobivar Bla
688: TOUROV TapLels KAl kaTapPBAvev kéap;
709: BpoTeLor oUBEV pavTLKAS éxov TéXvns:
841: TTotov 8¢ pouv mepLoody Tikouvoas Adyov;
901: maow dappodoel BpoTols.

1070: TtV &’ €aTte mAovolw xalpeww yével.
1148: BetTal kohaoTol pdN\ov §| Ta ToDS’ &mm.
1226: TGOV AaBdakeiwv évTpémecbe SwpdTwv.
1272: ol ot’ Emacxev olf’ bdmol’ €dpa kaxd,
1280: Tdd éx duolv Eppwyev, ol povov, kakd,

1320: SLTAA o€ TeVBely kal SLTAG Popely KaKd.
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SVs

OT.281: v pf 6éwowy old’ dv els Stvart’ dvdp.

327: TdvTes o€ mpookuvolper old’ lkThpLoL.

391: mhs oby, 80" 1 pabpdds €v0ds’ v klwv,

417: Kal o’ dudptmAE pntpds Te kal Tob cob TaTpos
ENG ToT’ €k yfis THode Sewdmovs dpd,

508: ®avepd yap ém alT® mWTepbeca’ ANOe Kkdpa

561: Makpol malatol T’ dv peTpndetev xpdvol.

732: Kal mod 68" 6 x@pos oblTos, ob T8’ fv wdbos;

753: KApuE: dmivm & fye Adiov pla.

816: Tls éxBpodaipwy palov dv yévolt’ dvip;

1440: AN 1)y’ ékelvou AT ESNAWON ¢dTLs,

Combined pattern

1032: (AT} TlodGv dv dpBpa papTupnoeler Td od.

{OI.) Otpot, Tt ToDT’ dpxalov évvémels kakdvy;

Hyperbaton elsewhere in Sophocles

Examples:
Aj.545: L TapBroeL yap ob
veoopayf] mov TéVde mpooieloowy ¢dvov,
Aj. 907: Bla mOMTGOY TOVS dv Mpouny mévov
Aj. 1103: obd’ €00’ 6mou gol TéVde Kkooufjoal mAéov
Aj. 1126: dlkata yap TOVS elTuxeEly kTelvavTd e;
Aj. 1179: altws dmwomep TOVS €éyn Téuvw TTAOKOV.
Trach.774: molats €véykol TOVSEe unyavais mémiov:
E1.388: T, & Tdhawa, TV’ ETmpdow Adyov;
ElL.1216: elmep v’ 'OpéoTov odpa PBaoTtdlw TbSE;
Ph.37: kelvou TO Onoabpiopa onpatvels TéSe.
Ph.1299: AN ol TU xatpwy, v T68® Opbwbf BéMos.
OC.712-3: O mal Kpbvov, o ydp v els

768’ eloas abymp’, dvaE Tlooelddv,
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Formulaic constructions in other Sophoclean works:

Ant.994 (évavk\ipels), 1058 (Exels owoas),
OT.72 (¢épvoalpny), 104 (amevbivewv), 340 (aTipdlers), OC. 1533(évolknoets)

Ve ..... vboov
(Aj. 66 mepLdpavh), Bory (Aj. 335 Bwioaoet), Toxny (OT.102 unvier), pdtwv (OT.323 dmooTepdv,
El.1213 mpooduveiv), xapwy (OC.586 1’ éEarth), €8pav (OC.1166 6 mpoobakav), Téxvny (Tr.620

TopTelw).

Appendix 2G: OVO and SVS hyperbaton in Euripides

Medea

Oovo

166: O TdTEp, ® TONS, GV dmevdodny
atoxp®ds TOV éuov kTelvaca kdowv.

201: dattes, TL pdtny Tetvovol Bony;

340: plav pe petvar ™8’ éacov Muépav

373: Yiis ékBaovTi, T8’ ddfiker Mpépav

391: 8O\ péTELUL TOV8e Kal ouyf dbvov

433-5: patvopéva kpadla, dudlpovs oploaca movTOU
méTpas: ém &8¢ Lvg
valels yBort, Tas dvdvdpov

462-3: UIT €vdens Tou MONN’ édéNkeTal puyn
kaka Ev alTh. kal ydp €l ob pe oTuyels,

487-91: maidwy U’ alTod, mdvTa T’ éE€thov Sdpov.
kol Tadd U’ HUAY, & kdkloT  Avdpdv, Tadov
mpoldwkas TGS, Kawvd &’ ékThow Aéxm,
matdwv yeydTowv: el ydp Mod dmais €T,
ovyyvaoT’ dv v ool ToDS’ épacHfival Aéxous.

510-1: ¢onkas dutl TOVSe® BavpacTov ¢ o€
Exw moéow Kal MOoTOV T TN’ €yw,

531: To6EoLs dpikToLot TObUOV éko(oal Bépas.

576: lacov, €U pév Tolod’ éxdouncas Adyous:



588:
599:
604:
612:
667:
677:
682:
691:
697:
705:
727
776:
780:
789-90:

811:
901-2:

927:

929:

932:

959:

973

1010:
1083:
1120:
1124:
1127:
1138:
1167:
1180:
1189:
1212:
1300:
1307:
1317:
1355:

3

Ka\ds 7y’ dv, olpal, TAS UmmpéTels Ndyw,
pnd’ dABos 6oTls TV éuny kvifol ¢péva.
€yw 8 épnuos TAVBe devEoluat xBva.
Ny’ ws €Tolpos ddBdvy Solrar xepl
dolBou malaLdV EKALTV XpNOTIipLOV.
HAALOT’, émel ToL kal codfis SelTal ¢pevods.
oL & ws T xplwv THVBe vavoTolels xB6va;
T{ ¢ns; cadds pou oas Ppdoov Suobupias.
moTepor €pachels f) oov éxBaipwr Néxos;
mpOs ToD; TéS™ dMo kawwdy ad Myels kakdy.
at 8 édvmep els épols ENOns dbpovs,
poNovTL 8 albT® paNbakolbs AéEw Adyous,
Taldas 8¢ pelval Tous épols althoopat,
ToLotode xplow dappdkols SwpripaTa.
évtatba pévtor TOVS' dmal\doow Adyov
émelmep MUY TOVS éxolvwoas Adyov,

ap’, & Tékv’, oltw kal moANbw (@vTes xpbvov
GlAny 0péEeT’ WAEvny; TANAW’ €YW),

8pdow TA8’: olToL cols dmoTiow Adyols*
Tl 8fita AMav Tolod’ émoTévels Tékvols;
AN dvmep olvek’ els éuovds Tikels Abyous,
T 8, O patata, TOVSe ods kevdls xépas;

és xelp’ ékelvns ddpa SéEacbar TdSe.

alal pud\ albis. {(Ta) pov 1w’ dyyéNov TOxmv

kal mpods apiAas ANov pellovs
Selkvuowy (s TL kalvdv dyyelel kakdv.
Tt 8" d&ov pou THode Tuyxdrel ¢uyfis;
kdA\oTov elmas pudbov, év & elepyéTals
fobnuev olmep ools EKAUVOUEY KAKOLS
TolbévSe pévtol Sewwdv v Béap’ 18ty
oTEYN TUKVOLOLY EKTUTEL SpPOUlLaoLY.
AemTv €damTov odpka THs Suodatpovos.
xpnlwv yepawdv é€avactioar &épas
abdos avTh TAWde ¢PelEecbar Bépwv;
Taoov: ob yap Tovod dv €pBéyEw Ndyous.
Tt Tdode Kkivels kdvapoxhelels miAAS,

TepmVOV Sidéetr BloTov éyyeldr épot-
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SVS

Med.386-8 (double pattern):

€lév- kal &7 Tebvdol: Tis pe SéEetar mONS;
Tls YAy doviov kal dépovs Exeyylouvs

Eévos Tapaoywy ploeTal ToUpOV Sépas;

539: mdvtes & o’ flobovt’ oloav ‘EXMnves codiy
871: €lkés o', €émel v@v mONN' UmelpyaoTar ¢lAa.
906: {Xo.} kapot kat’ doowv xAwpdv wppnen Sdkpu
1214: AemTolol mémlols, dewad & v mahaiopaTa:
1345: BdkoLpL: ToLdvs’ éuméduké ool Bpdoos:

Combined pattern
911-3: AN\’ és TO ANQov obv pebéotnkev kéap,
Eyvos 8¢ TV vk@oav, AN TG Xpovw,

BouNfjuv: yuvalkds €pya TAUTA CwdpOVos.

Appendix 2H: phrasal tmesis in Frogs

OVO and non-finite object constructions

105:  (Euripidean quote, probably from Andromeda):

Mn Tov éudv olkel volv: éxels yap olkiav.

143: MeTd TavT Odels kal Onpl’ GPer pupla

SewdTaTa.
170: Kat ydp Tw’ ékdépovol TouTovl vekpdv.
333: xaplTov mAeloTOV €xoucar pépos, ayvmy, Lepdv
371: kat mavvuxidas Tds MueTépas dl THOe mpémovoLy EopTih.

478: é€d’ s éyn Spopatov Oppnow moda.

502: dépe vy, €yw TA oTpwpat alpwpat Tadi.

506: &tvous 80§y Tpels, Bolv dmmubpdkll’ GAov,

511: Edpuye, KQrov dvekepdviu yhukiTaTov.

676: TOV mONUV Sgouérn hadv 8xhov, ob codlat

682:  éml BdpBapov éouérn méTalov:

747-8: Tl 8¢ TorGopidwy, Wik’ dv wAnyds AaBwv
moANds amins Bvpale; {Ol.) Kal Tobh Hdopat.

808:  TIoAovs {ows évépile Tols ToLxwplhxovs.

814: "H mov Sewodv éofpepéras xdbhov Evdobev EEe,

815-6: Tik’ dv 6EONaNdv Tep 18 OriyorrTos d86vTa

avTiTé yvor



827: YAGOO™ dveliooopévn pBovepols rirodoa xalvols,
889 (Spoken by Euripides):
€repol ydp elow olow ebyopat Beols.
909-10 (Spoken by Euripides):
0Os Y dhalov kal ¢évak olols Te TolUs BeaTds
¢EnmdTa pwpovs Aafuv mapd Ppwixw TpadévTas.
951 (Spoken by Aeschylus):

olk dmoBavely ce TadT éxpiiv ToMu@vTa; {(EY.) Ma tov "AmoNw:

1044 (Spoken by Aeschylus):
008’ ol oldels HrTw’ ép@oav mwmoT’ émoinoa yuvalka.
1121 (Euripides of Aeschylus):
mpWTLoToV atTod Pacand Tob SeElod.
1126 (Aeschylean quotation):
"“Epuf] x0vie, maTp®’ EmomTedwy kpdTh
1146  (Spoken by Aeschylus):
OTU TaTp@ov TOUTO KéKTNTAL Yépas.
1178-9 (Spoken by Euripides):
Kdv mouv 8is elmw Tavtév, §§ oTopiy 1dns
évotoayr €Ew TOU AOYOU, KATATTUCOV.
1240 (Euripidean quote: Lecythian):
Olvels moT’ éx yfis mOANUpeTpov AaBwr oTdywy
Olwv drapyds
1299-1300 (Spoken by Aeschylus):
fveykov avd’, tva pun TOv albTov Ppuvixw
AeLp@va Movoay Lepdv ddbelny Spémwr
1301 (Spoken by Aeschylus):
obTos & amd WdvTwY pév dépel moprwdLAV,
1436 (Spoken by Dionysus):

mepl TS TONews Tyt éxeTor cwnplav

SVS
154: Evtetfer alhdv Tls oe mepletow mvon,
314:  adpa Tis €loémrevoe PUOTIKWTATT.

503: °Q ¢lATaO’ Tikels ‘HpdkAels; Aetp’ elolbl.
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948 (Spoken by Euripides):
"EmeLt’ dmo TOV TpdTwy €mRY obdEv maphk’ dv dpydv,
1206 (Spoken by Euripides):

[l

"Alyuntos, ns O mAeloTos €omapTal Adyos,
1307 (Spoken by Aeschylus):

LT

mpos Tvmep émndeta TAS €01’ ddelv péNN.

Appendix 2I: Aeschylean demonstratives without hyperbaton

Noun > Demonstrative (35)

i) 22 at the penthemimeral caesura:

Ag.18: kKhalw TOT olkou TODdE ouudopav oTéEVWY
-- v |- - vi- V- V-
Ag.906: éxBaw’ dmivns THoBe, pn xapal Tibels
Ag.1039: &xBawy’ dmjyms THode, und’ UmepdpdreL:
Ag.1071: elkovo’ dvdykn Tiide katvioov (uydv.
Ag.1283: kdTewow dtas Tdode OpLykdowy ¢ilols.
Ag.1419: oV ToUTOV €k Yyfis THode xpfiv o’ dvdpnhaTely
Ag.1438: KETTAL yuvalkds THoBe O AvpartpLos,
Ag.1441: Kal koLvOAekTpos Tolde, OeadaTnAdyos,
Choe.142: nUiv pev ebxds Tdode, Tols 8’ évavtiols
Choe.200: dyalpa TOuPov ToDde kal Tipny maTpds.
Choe.231: 180D &’ Upaopa TobTO, Ofis €pyov Xepods,
Choe.540: dN\" ebyopar yfi THde kal maTpos TAdw
Choe.740: keivn, SOpols & TOloBe Taykdkws E€xeLv
Eum.1: TpGTov pév el THde mpeoBelw Bedv
Eum.16: Aehpbés Te xwpas ThoSe mpuuviTns dvat:
Eum.103: Opa 8¢ mWANYds Tdode kapdla oébev:
Eum.185: obToL 8dpolol Tolode xplpmTeohal mpéet,
Eum.207: ob yap 8poLoL Tolo8e TPOIPGOPOL LONETY.
Eum.623: dpdlewv 'Opéotn THOE, TOV TATPOS PodVOV
Eum.762: Eywm 8¢ xpa THGE kal TG 0O OTPATEH
Eum.834: TOAfs 8¢ xwpas THode Tdkpobivia

Eum.854: ¢oTar moANTals TOlode, kal oU Tilav



13 Noun > Demonstrative, positioned elsewhere:

Ag.311:
Ag.504:
Ag.829:
Ag.867:
Ag.1186:
Ag.1603:
Ag.1613:
Choe.256:
Choe.561:
Choe.669:
Choe.685:
Choe.1011:
Choe.1017:
Eum.852:

ddos TE8’ olk dmammov ‘8atov Tupds.
dekdTou o€ PéyyeL TOS ddikouny ETous,
Beols pev éEétewa dpolpiov T68E

drp 88’ s TPOS olkov dxeTelETO

™V yap oTéyny TV’ olmoT’ ékhelmeL xopos
ek TOVSé ool meobvTa TOVS 1Sty mdpa
ol & dvBpa TOVBe ¢S KOV KATAKTAVELY,
TaTPOS Veoooovs Tovod  dmodbeipas mHOev
H€w obv avdpl TRS €¢’ Epkelovs miAas
omoldmep 86potoL Tolad  émelkdTa,
fdmTewy, édpeTas TAdode TOPOLEVTOV TAALV.
ddpos TOS, ws ERadev Alyiobouv Eldos:
d{nia vikns THo8’ éxwv pldoparta.

Yis THod  épacbnoecbe. mpouwvémw TASe:

Demonstrative > Noun 32:

ii) 22 at the penthemimeral caesura:

Ag.24:
Ag.33:
Ag.619:
Ag.1182:
AgQ.1282:
Ag.1405:
Ag.1583:
Choe.85:
Choe.129:
Choe.246:
Choe.555:
Choe.692:
Choe.718:
Choe.761:
Choe.1042:
Choe.1043:
Eum.142:
Eum.179:

TONGY €V "Apyel THioBe oupdopds xdpiv.
Tpls €€ Parolons THodé pou dpukTwplas:
fiker olv Lplv, ThHode yiis dlhov kpdTos.
kKAO(ew Tpos alyds ToDde TMUATOS TOAV
dvyas & dMns ThRode yfis dmdevos
mooLs, vekpds 8¢, THode Befilds xepds
ATpels yap dpxov THode yhs, TolTou TATHE,
¢Tel TMdpeoTe THOSE MPOOTPOTAS €pLol
kdyon xéovoa Tdode xépwiPas vekpols
ZeV Zev, Bewpds TOVOE mpaypdTwy yevou,
atv® 8¢ kpimTeww Tdode cuvbikas épds,
O SuoTdhaloTe TAVSe SwudTwv 'Apd,
Bovkevodpeota THode oupdopds mépL.
¢yw SumA\ds 8¢ Tdode xelpwvaias

€éyw 8 aNiTs THode yfis dmdEevos

LGV kal Tebvmkes Tdode kAndbévas Amav
16wped” el TL ToDSe Pporplov patd.

¢Ew, Kkeelw, TAVSE BwpdTwy Tdxos
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Eum.622:
Eum.630:
Eum.761:
Eum.800:

Zels, as Myels o, TOVde xpnopdv dmace
Yfdw dlatpely Tobde mpdypaTos TépL.
olel pe, unTpds Tdode ouvdikous OpGV.

Upets 8 pnTe THde Yy Bapuv kdTov

10 positioned elsewhere

Ag.17:
Ag.28:
AgQ.1271:
Ag.1635:
Choe.92:
Choe.1035:
Choe.1038:
Eum.195:

Eum.278-9:

Eum.613:

Umvov T68’ dvtipokmov évTépvur dkos,
OloNvypov ebdnpotvta THde Aapmddi

KAv Tolode kOOWOLS KaTAyeEAwpévny tuéTtat
dpdoat T8’ &pyov olk €TINS AUTOKTOVWS.
xéovoa TOV8e mehavdv év TUUPRWw TATPOS.
Elv T@8e BaM® kal oTédel mpooiEopal
detywr T68” alpa kowdv: old’ é¢d’ Eotiav
év Tolobe mAnolowol TpiPecbal pioos.
ouydr 0 opolws: év 8¢ TRSe TpdypaTl

dwvely étdxtny mpods codod SLtdaokdlou.

Sokel, T68” alpa kplvov, Gs TolTOlS Ppdow.
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Appendix 3
Complementation
3A: Homeric 61t and ws Page 306
3B: Complements in tragedy and comedy 319

3C: Complements in prose 332
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3A: Homeric 611 and ws

“OTL
Specifying

11.2.254-6:
T Vv ATpeldn Ayépvovt Tolpévt Aadv
foar oveldllwy, &t ol pdha ToMd 8L8oboLy

%

fpwes Aavaot® ........

........ pdla 8¢ xpew mavTas ‘Axaitols

¢o0O\fis kal mukwfs, &TL Srjiol EyylbL vmav

Katovow mupd TONNA" ......
11.16.34-5 :

.......... Yhauvk) &8¢ e TikTe Odhacoa

méTpar T MABaTotr, OTL Tol voos éoTiv dTMNs.
11.21.410-1:

...... oUd¢ VU mW Tep émeppdow Gooov dpelwy

ebyop' éyov &pevat, 8TL pou pévos itoopapilels.
11.21.487-8:

................... Sbp' €U €ldfis

6ooov ¢epTépn €lp, 6TL pou pévos dvtidepllels.
11.23.483—4:

Alav velkos dploTe kakodppades dANG Te mdvTa

deteal 'Apyelwy, 8TL ToL vbos é0Tly ATMMS.
11.24.239-40:

........... ob vu kal ULptv

olkoL &veaTl ybos, &TL P T\0eTe kndnoovTes;
11.24.241:

N ovécach’ 8Tl pou Kpovidns Zels dhye’ ESwke
0d.14.53-4:

"Zels ToL Solm, E€lve, kal dBdvaToL Beol dN\ot,

OTTL HAALOT €0éNels, OTL pe mpoddpwy Uméde€o.”
0d.18.333=393:

N d\lets 811 “lpov éviknoas TOV ANATIV;

0d.22.35-6:

3

‘© klves, ob P &1 édpdoked UmoTpomor olkade velobat

SMpov dmo Tpdwv, 8TL poL kaTekelpeTe olkov



Verbs of emotion

11.1.56:
KNdeTo ydp Aavadv, &TL pa OvmokovTas OpdTo.
11.5.325-6:
Bike 8¢ Animilw €Tdpw dilw, Ov mepl mdons
Tlev OpMALking 8T ol ¢peciv dpTia 1oN,
11.23.555-6:
‘Os ¢dTo, peidnoer 8¢ moddpkns Slos AxXLMeUs
xatpwv "AvTINOX®, 8TL ol dlhos Rev ETdlpos:
11.24.113-5=134-6:
..... Eue & &Eoxa mavTww
afavdTwy kexoAdobat, 8TL ¢peol patvopévnoy
“ExTop’ €xeL mapd vnuol kopwirioly old’ dmélvoey
0d.5.339-40:
kdppope, TimTe Tou (Be Tlooelddwy évoolxBuy
OdoaT ékmdylws, 8TL ToL kakd TONA ¢uTedeL;
0d.8.237-9:
AN\ €0éNeLs dpeTrv ofy palvépev, 1) Tol OTMBEL,
XwopLevos, 8TL 0’ oUTos Avhp &V dydvl TapdoTdS
veikeoev, ...
0d.11.103=13.343:
xwopevos TL ol vlor didov éEaldwoas.
0d.17.377-8:

A dvocat, &t Tou BloTor kaTédovow dvakTos

€vBdd’ dryelpdpevol, ob 8¢ kal mobL TOHVS' ékdAecaas;

0d.19.71-2:
Sarpovin, Tl pol B’ Eméxels keko™OTL OUPD:;
N 8TL &Y pumdw, kakd 8¢ xpot elpata elpat,
0d.19.247-8:
............. Tlev 8¢ pw EEoxov dMwY

Ov éTdpwy "Oducets, &TL ol ¢peciy dpTia oM.
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Cognitive verbs

11.1.536-8:
0s O pev &vba kabélet’ éml OBpdvou: obdé pwv“Hpn
Nyvoinoev 18000’ 8TL ol oupdpdooaTto Bouvlds
Apyvpomela O€TLs, ...
11.6.230-1:
Oppa kal olde
yaow &t E€lvol maTpdiol evyoped’ elvat.
11.7.448:
obx Opdas 8TL & alTe kdpn kopbdwvTes ’Axatol
Telxos éTelxlooavTto
11.8.175:
YLyvaokw 8 &TL pou mpddpwy kaTévevoe Kpoviwy
vikny kal péya kU80S ...
11.15.217:

LT}

loTw TODO™ 8TL v@iv dvMkeoTos xONos EoTal.
11.17.630:

yvoln 811 Tpweool matnp Zels avTos dpnyel.
11.17.688:

7on pev o¢ kal atvTov olopar eloopdwrta

yLyvaokewy 6TL mhpa Oeds Aavaolol KUNVOeL,
11.17.641-2:

..... ¢mel ol v dtopat olde memiobat

Auypfis dyyelins, 8TL ol dlhos dNeO ETalpos.
11.20.434:

otda 8 8TL ob pév €oBN\ds, éyw 8¢ oéfev TOAb xelpwv.
11.23. 545:

RN

TA Ppovéwr BTL ol BNdBev dppaTta kat Taxé’ (mmw
11.23.576-8:
"AvTtidoxov Peldeool Binodpevos Mevéhaos

olxetar {mmov dywv, 8TL ol moNU xetpoves foav

11.24.592—4:
un pot TTdTpokhe okudpalvépev, ol ke mobnat
el "Awdds mep Eav 6TL “ExTopa 8lov élvoa

TaTpl ¢lAw, €mel ol poL delkéa dRKeEV dmoLvd.



0d.8.461-2:

>

xdaipe, E€w’, va kal mot’ éwv év maTpid yain

pmon épet’, 6TL pou mpdTy Lwdypl’ OGENNELS.
0d.13.314:

TobTo & &yov €b old’, 8TL pou mdpos Amin Aoba
0d.17.269:

YLyvookw 8, 8T ToAhol év avT@ ddlTa TiBevTal

Od. 18.11:

ok dtels, 8TL 8 pot émANlovoww dTmavTes

Speech verb
0d.16.130-1:
dtTa, oU 8 &pxeo Bacoov, éxédpovt TInvelomein

€ld’, 6TL oL ols elpl kal ék TTOhov ellovba.

“‘OTTL

Specifying
11.5.349:
N oy dAs 8TTL ywvdikas dvdlkiSas Mmepomelels;
11.15.226-8:
AMNA TS MpEv épol oAU képdlov NOE ol alTd
¢mheTo, &TTL mdpolbe vepeoonfels UmodeLEe
XElpas €uds, .......
11.23.670:
N oby dAls 8TTL pdxns émdelopat; ......

Verbs of emotion

11.5.421:
Zed mdTep T pd Tl pol kexohoear 8TTL kev elmw;
11.14.406-7:

........... xwoato 8 "ExTwp,

q

TTL pd ol Bélos Wkl éTwolov Ekduye xeLpds,
11.15.155-6:

oUd¢ aduwiv 18w éxoldoaTto OUu®,

..|
..|
=N
)
S
-
M-

méeool PiAns dhoxoLo mOéETHNY.
11.16.530-1:

[MNatkos & &yvw fow &l ¢peol ynonoér Te
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&7l ol Gk fkouoe péyas Beds ebEapévolo.
11.17.567-8:
‘Qs ¢dTo, yRonoev 8¢ Bed yhavkdms ‘A6,

o N r

OTTlL pd ol mdumpwTa Ge@v MpnoaTo TAVTWY.
11.22.291-2:

.............. xooato 8 “ExTwp

OTTl pd ol Bélos kU éTwolov ékduye xelpds
0d.14.51-2 (with both conjunctions):

....... xdatpe & 'Oduvoceis,

OTTL pw s UmédekTo, émos T édat €k T ovopale:
0d.14.366-7:

.............. 6 T TfixfeTo maoL Beolol

mdyxv pdX\, 8TTL pw obd Tu peta Tpweool Sduacoav
0d.14.526-7:

............. xdlpe & ’Oduooels,

OTTL pd ol BudéTou TeplkndeTo vOoHLY EOVTOS.
0d.21.414-5:

yRonoév T dp' €melta moNiTAas Slos ‘Oducoels,

&TTL pd ol Tépas ke Kpdvou mdis dykulopfTeo.
0d.23.115-6:

Vv & 8TTL pumdm, kakd 8¢ xpol elpaTa elpal,

Tolvek dTipdlel pe kal ob moh ¢noL TOV €lval.

Cognitive verbs

11.5.406-7:
Mmios, old¢ TO olde kaTd dpéva Tudéos vids
OTTL PN ol dnratds Os dbavdTtolol pdxnTat,
11.11.408:
olda yap 8TTL kakol Wév dmolxovTdl TONLOLO,
11.13.674-6:
‘ExTwp 8 otk émémuoTo ALl dilos, oUdE TL 7o
8TTl pd ol vmdv ém dploTepd SmjidwrTo
Aaol vt CApyelwv. ...
11.24.56 3—4:
kal &8¢ cge yuyvwokw Ilplape ¢peatly, oldé pe Mbets,
8TTL Bedv Tis o Mye Oods ém vias Axaldv.
0d.10.44:

Alohos. AN\ dye 6dooov 18wpeba, 8TTL TAS éoTiv,
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Speech verbs

11.17.410-1:

&M TO6TE ¥ ol ol &eume kakov Toéoov booov ETUxOM

unm™e, OTTL pd ol TONU didTaTos IO ETalpos.
11.17.654-5:

tpuvor & CAxLAGL Satdpovt Bdcoov LovTa

elmety 8TTL pd ol TOANU diNTaTOS MAEO ETATpOS.
11.22.438-9:

“ExTopos: ob ydp ol Tis éTATupos dyyelos EéNBwV

NyyelN 61Tl pd ol mools €kTobL pipve muNdwy,
0d.4.391-2:

kal &8¢ ké ToL elmmol, dloTpedés, al k' éBéNnaba,

OTTL TOL €v peydpolol kakdy T dyabdy Te TETUKTAL
0d.9.402:

toTdpevor & elpovto mepl oméos, 8TTL € KMol
0d.19.4634:

Xxaipov voothoavTL kal éEepéewov €kaoTa,

obAy 8TTL mdboL ...

Relative use

11.1.294:

€l &1 ool mwav &pyov Umeiopar 81Tl kev elmms:
11.1.542-3:

........ o0d¢ T{ mW pot

mpddpwV TETANKAS €LTElY €mos BTTL VONoms.
11.2.361:

ob ToL dméBMTOV émos €coeTal BTTL kev elmw:

11.6.176-7:

Kal TOTe pwv épéelve kal TTee ofjpa 18éobal

q

TTL pd ol yapBpoto mdpa TlpolTolo dépoLTo.
11.8.408 (=422):

atel ydp pou €nwbev évuchav &TTl kev elmw.
11.14.190:

3

’

pd vh pol Tu mloo didov Tékos ETTL Kkev elmw,

3

11.15.109:

T €xe0 OTTL kev DUl kakov mépmmoly EKAoTw.
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1115.148:
abtap Emy ENONTe, Alds T els Oma 18nobe,
€pdelv OTTL ke kelvos €moTplvn Kal Avaym.
11.18.63—-4:
AN €1, ddpa 1dwpt dlhov Tékos, RS émakolow

81Tl pwv (keto mévbos dmd TTOMépOLO pévorTa.

11.22.73:

ketoBal: mdvTa 8¢ kala BavovTL mep GTTL daviy:
11.24.92:

€lul pév, obd dhov &mos éoceTal &TTl kev €lm.
0d.1.158:

Eclve O(N, ) kal pou vepeoroear &TTL kev elmw;
0d.1.316-7:

Sdpov & 8TTL ké pol doduval dlhov ATop dvayym,

alTis drepyopévy ddpeval olkdvde dépecbat,
0d.1.389:

AvTivo,, €l mép pou kal dydooear 8TTL kev elmw,
0d.2.25=2.161-2.229=24.454:

KékhuTe oM VOV pev, l6aknotol, &TTL kev elmmow.
0d.4.600:

dopov 8§, 8TTL Ké ol dums, KeLpALov €0Tw:
0d.8.548-9:

TGO Vv undé oU kelfe vonpaol kepdaléoLaLy,

OTTL K€ O €elpwpar: ¢pdobar 8¢ ge KANNLOV €aTLv.
0d.8.550:

elm dvop', 8TTL o€ kelOL kdheov piTNp TE TATIP TE,
0d.14.53-4:

Zels Tou Soin, E€lve, kal dbdvaTol Beol dAhot,

OTTL pdNoT é6élels, 8TL pe mpodppwy Umédeko.
0d.14.444-5:

ola TdpeoTl: Oeds 8¢ TO pév Swoel, TO & &doel,

8TTL kev @ Bupd E6éNY- Shvatar yap dmavta.”
0d.15.317:

aldd kev € Spwolpt PLeTd odlowy, 8TTL BéNoLev.
0d.18.112-3:

Zels Tou Soin, E€lve, kal dbdvaTol Beol dAhot,

OTTL pPdNOT €0éNels kal Tou didov EmAeTo Bun®,
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0d.18.142:

AN & ye ouyl) 8dpa Bedv €xoL, 8TTL Sidolev.
0d.19.378:

............ AN\ dye viv Ewlel émos, OTTL kev elmw:
0d.19.403-4:

AUTONUK, alTOS Vv Bvol elpeo, 8TTL ke Oelo

TaLdos matdl Gliw:
0d.19.406:

YapBpos épos OUyatép Te, TiBea® dvop, OTTL kev elmw:
0d.20.115:

kpfivor viv kal épol e\ émos, 6TTL kev elmw:
0d.23.139-140:

........................ &vba & EmeLTa

bpacodued, 8TTl ke képdos "ONbuTLOS €yyuallEn."

Sentence adverbs

11.9.102:

elmety els dyafov: oéo & &eTar 8TTL kev dpxm.
0d.17.316-7:

ob pév ydp Tu ¢piyeoke Babeins BévBeowy UAns

kvwdalov, 8TTL SlotTo" ...

Final/causal use

11.24.538-9:

AN\ éml kal T@ Ofike 6eds kawdy, &TTL ol ol TL

maldwy év peydpolol you| YEVETO KPeLOVTWY,
0d.14.440-1:

al® obtws, Edpate, dihos Al maTplt yévolro

0s épol, 8TTL pe Tolov &OvT dyafolol yepalpets.
0d.15.341-2:

ai® obtws, Edpate, dihos Al maTpl yévolro

0s épol, OTTL P émavoas dins kal 6illos alviis.
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Adverbial

11.4.192-3:
"H kat TaAdiBLov Belov khpuka mpoonida:

TahoiBL' 8TTL TdxloTa Maydova 8etpo kdAeooov

11.9.658-9:

TldTpokhos & éTdpololy 18¢ Spwfjol kélevoe

dolvikt oTopéoar mukwov Mxos 8TTL TdxLoTA.
11.15.146:

Zels odw els Iony kéleT ENOépev OTTL TdxLoTA:
11.22.129:

BéNTepor alT €pLdl Ewelawéper $TTL Td)LOTA
11.23.71:

BdmTé pe 8TTL Td)loTa TONas ‘AlSao mepriow.
11.23.403:

EupnTov kal odpdi: TitatveTor 8TTL Td)XLOTA.
11.23.414:

AaA\' €dopapTelTor kal omeldeTov OTTL TdXLOTA
0d.5.112:

TOV VOV 0 Mrdyew dmomepméper 8TTL TdXLoTA
0d.8.4334:

Os &dat, 'ApNTN 8¢ peTa Spwhowy Eelmev

apdt mupl oTficar Tplmoda péyav 8TTL Td)XLOTA.
0d.16.151-3:

......... atap mpdS UNTépa elmEly

apdtmolov Tapiny oTpwéper OTTL TdXLOTA

kpUBoNny: ...
‘0O T
Speech verbs
11.1.64:
6s Kk’ elm 6 T Téooov éxwoaTo PtBos 'ATONWY
11.1.85:

Baponoas pdia elmé Beompdmov & TL oloba
11.14.195 (=18.426=04.5.89):

alda & TL dpovéels ...
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0d.8.577:

elme 8 & 1L khalels ...

Relative use

11.1.527:

old’ dTele™TTOV, & TL KEV KEPAANT KATAVEVOW
11.2.215:

AN’ 8 TL ol eloatto yelotiov ‘Apyelotow

¢upevatl
11.10.142:

vikTa 87 dpBpooiny, & TL & xpetw TOCOV (KeL;
11.10.503:

Altap O peppnplle pévor 6 TL kbvtatov €pdol
11.14.220-1:

.............. oS¢ oé Pt

dmpnkTéY ye véeobal, & TL dpecly fou pevowd.
0d.2.334:

.............. €lbe ol alT®

Zels dyaBdv TeMéoaiev, & TU dpeoly foL pevowq.
Od.7. 150:

KTHLAT €Vl peydpotat yépas 0, & TL SfjLos €dwkev
0d.8.147-8:

ob pév yap pellov kMéos avépos, ddpa kev RO

N o

1 & TL moooiv Te péln kal xepolv Efow

0d.12.331:

I3

ix00s Opvibds Te, dthas & TL xelpas 1koLTo



Completive ‘Qs: constructions cited by Monteil (1963, 354)

Verbs of emotion

11.16.17:

Ne ol v ’Apyelov dhodlpeal, s ONéKoUTAL

vnuoly ém yhadupifjow UmepBacing €éveka odiis;
11.16.599-600:

Solmmoev 8¢ meowy: mukvov & dxos ENaB Axatols,

as &mea’ éobNos dvmp péya & Tphes kexdpovTo,
11.23.648:

TobTO & &ym mpddpwr Séxopal, xaiper 8¢ pou fTop,

s pev del pépwvmoat €vnéos, obdé oe Njbw,
0d.9.413:

Os dp' €pav dmovTes, éuov & éyélaocoe Pllov kip,

as Ovop' é€amdtnoer épov kal pfTis duipov.
0d.11.418:

ANd ke kelva pdhoTa 18wy dhodpipao Buud,

as dudpt kpntfipa Tpamélas Te mAndoloas

Kelpe® évl peydpw,

Cognitive verbs

11.4.360:
olda yap s Tol Oupds évt othfecal dlloloLy
Amia Sfvea older Ta ydp dpovéels d T éydy mep.
11.10.160:
olk dlets ws Tphes ém Bpwopd mediolo
elaTal dyxt vedv, ONyos & &TL x®pos é&plkel;
11.14.482:
dpdlecd ws Lptv Tlpdpaxos dedunuévos €ldeL
EYXEL EUB,
11.15.204:
olo0 ws mpeaButépoloy Epwies alév Emovral.
11.23.787:
€wdooy up' épém maoww ollol, ds ETL KAl VIV

dfdvaTtol TL@AOoL TaAALOTEPOUS AVOPAOTOUS.
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11.24.662:
oloba yip ws kaTd doTu ééALeba, THAGOL & DAn
GEépev €€ dpeos, pdha 8¢ Tphes Sediaoiv.
0d.3.193-4:
ATpeldny 8¢ kal avTol dkoleTe Voo EbvTes,

s T NN Gs T Alylobos EufoaTo Avypdv Siebpov.

Speech verbs

0d.4.376:
€k pév ToL €péw, 1 Tis ol mép éooL Bedwy,
as €yn ol TU €KQV KATEPUKOWUAL, ....
0Od.8.75:
velkos 'Odvoofios kal TIn\etdew "AxLARos,
s moTe dnploavto Gedy év dairtl Bakeln
éxkmdylola’ éméeaoLy,
0Od.8.266:
atrap & doppilwr AveBdNeTO KaAOV deldelv
apd "Apeos GLNOTNTOS €VoTePdvou T 'Adpodins,
as T4 mPGT éplynoav év HoaloTolo dbpoLot
6o
0d.8.307:
8etd, va &py' dyéhaoTa kal olk émielkTd 18nobe,
As €UE XWAOV €6vTa Alos Buydtnp ‘Adpodltn
atév dripdle,
0d.8.497:
attika kal mwaow pudoopal dvBpdmololy,
as dpa Tou mpoddpwy Beos Gmace Béomy doldny.”
0d.15.157:
vootioas 10dknvde kixov 'O8ucf évl olkw
elmolp’, s mapd O€lo Tuxwy GLAOTNTOS ATAONS
0d.19.464:
oMY &TTL TdBols 6 & dpa odlow €l kaTéAeEev,
s pw Onpetort ENacev ols Neuk®d OBOVTL
Tlapymodvd éNBOVTA oLV vidowy AUTONDKOLO.
0d.22.373:
Odpa yvis katd Oupov, dTap elmnoba kal dA\w,

WS Kakoepyins evepyeoin péy dpeivov.



0d.24.236:
kUoodl kal Teptplral €ov maTép MOE EkAoTa

elmety, ws €Ndol kal lkolT és maTtplda ydlav,

Completive ws in Iliad 9 and Odyssey 9

Verb of emotion

0d.9.413-4:
....... Euov 8 éyélaooe dilov kiip,

as Ovop’ éEamdtnoer épov kal PRTLS dpdpwy.

Cognitive verbs
11.9.112:

LI ’

dpalwpead’ ds kév pv dpeoodpevor memiOwpev
11.9.527-8:

péprnuar T68e Epyov éym mdlat ob TL Véov ye

11.9.647:
pmoopat @s |’ dotdniov év Apyelolowr EpeEev
ATpeldns .......
11.9.704 :
AN\’ dyed ws dv éyw elmw mellwpeba mdvTes*
0d.9.442-3:
........... TO 8¢ vAimos olk évdnoev,

s ol U elpombkwv Olwy oTéprolol SéSevTo.

Speech verbs
11.9.103 =314 :
abtdp éyow épéw G pol Sokel elvar dploTa.
11.9.369:
........ TG TAVT' AYOpEVEPEY @S EMLTEN®

apdadov, ........
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Final use
11.9.181:
melpdy ws memiforev dptpova TInietwva.
11.9.309-311:
XpN HeEv 8N TOv pbbov dtmieyéws dmoeLTELY,
N Tep 81 dpovéwm Te kal WS TeTeheopévov EoTal,
as P pot TpU{nTe Tapnuevolr dAAoBev dANOS.
0d.9.42 =549:

Sacodped’, o pn Tis pou dTepBouevos kiot loms.

3B: Complements in tragedy and comedy

Aeschylus

‘Qs in the Oresteia

22 instances introduce resultative or final clauses, usually after verbs expressing actions
(Ag.358, 575, 665,911, 1188, 1293, 1381; Choe.20, 556, 735, 767, 771, 984, 987, 1021; Eum.36, 613,
638,771, 799, 882, 895). There are 11 instances of complementizing use, 7 with antecedents,
and two dependent on a nominal. The importance of verbs of witness is discussed in the

main text. Most other completives involve cognitive verbs.

Ag.494-6:
... LOPTUPEL &€ poL Kkdols
mmAoD Elvoupos dufia kévis TdSe,
os olT’ dvauvdos olTé ool dalwy PpAdya

UAns opelas onpavel kamv@ mupds:

Ag.1367:

pavtevoopecha Tavdpos ws ONWNOTOS;

Ag.1505:

0s PEV dvaiTios €l

Toude Ppovou Tis O papTupriowy;
Ag.1619:

yraon yépwv v as Siddokeabar Bapvy

TGO TNAKOUTW, CwdPOVELY €lpnuévor:



Choe.492 (corrupt):

péprnoo 8 dpdipanoTpov ds éxaivoas.

Choe.988-9:
0s dv mapf] pou pdpTus €v dlkn moTéE

0 TOVS’ €yw peTiNov &vdikws popov

Choe.1034:
Kal vOv OpdTé W', WS TUPEOKEVATILEVOS
Euv TOBe BaN\® kal oTédel mpooiEopat

peodpupardy 6’ (dpupa, Aoklov médov,

Eum.310-1:
MEal Te Ndxn T4 katT’ dvBpwmous

as Emvwpd oTdols apn.

Eum.454:

Yévos 8¢ ToOUOV s é€xeL melon Tdxd.

Eum.657:

kal TobTo MéEw, kal pdd’ ws Opbds épd-

There is one appositive construction, at Ag.1464-6:
und’ els ‘EXévny kOTOV ékTpédms
OS AVOPONETELP’, WS [Ld TOAGY
Avdpdr Puxas Aavadv ONéocac’

aEboTaTov dhyos Empaev.
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‘Qs in other Aeschylean works

There is a total of 101 (134 including Prometheus), with 12 (or 21) introducing complements.
Of these, 7 follow verbs of speech and 4 of perception, and 1 of showing (8¢i£af’).

Supp 390-1: 8€l Tol o€ Pelyewr kata vépouvs Tols olkobev,
WS oK €xouoLy KUpos oUBEV dpdl Tob
Pers.287-9: pepviiobal Tou mdpa
s Tlepoldwy mONAS pdTav
etvndas &kTiooar NS dvdvrdpous
Pers.356-7: ENv EleEe TSl 0® EépEn Tdde-
as €l pelaivns vukTods (Eetar kvédas
‘ENnves ol pevolev ...
Pers.525: emioTapal pwév @ €m éEelpyaocpévols,
AN\’ €s TO Noumov el Tu &N A@ov méloL.
Pers.599-600:  émioTatar BpoTtolow s, dTav kAUSwY
Kak@v EméNON, mdvTa Selpaively Gilet,
Pers.754: .. MyouoL & ws oU pév péyav Tékvols
mAoDTOV EKTHoW olV alxp ....
Pers.819-20: ddpwva onpavotoy dupacty BpoTdy

ws obx Umépdev Bimrov SuTa xpn dpovelv:

Sept 176: 8el€ad’ ws PLhomdrels
Sept 375-6: Myol” dv eldos €b Td TV Evavtiwy,

ws T év mhhals €kaoTos €elNnxev mdlov.

Sept 468-9: Bod 8¢ xoblTos ypapudtwv év EvAaBals

ws oUd” dv "Apns o¢’ éxPdlol TUPYLUATOV.
Sept 617: AN\ oldev Bs ode xpn|) TeheuTHoal pdxm
Sept 922-3: mdpeoTt & elmely ém’ dBNotow

WS épEdTY mON\G pév moATAS
Prometheus
5 of the 9 constructions follow verbs of speech.
211-3: TO WéNoV 1) kpavoito mpouTebeoTikel,
0s ob kaT’ loxlv oldé mpds TO KAPTEPOV
xpeln
259-61: . ovx Opds OTL
HLapTes; o 8’ HuapTes, olT’ épol Méyew
kaf’ Hdovny ool T d\yos ...

296-7: ob ydp ToT’ épels ws ‘Qkeavod



442-4:

842-3:

889-90:

1002-3:

1073-5:

1093:

didos éoTl BeBaldTepds oo.
..... Tdv BpoTols &€ miuaTa
dkotoad’, ds odas vnmlovs dvTas TO mPLY
Evvous €nka kal ¢pevdy €émmpBolovs
onuetd ool TAS éoTl Ths éufis Ppevds,
ws SépkeTar TAéov TL TOD TEGATLEVOU.
YAOooa Stepubordynoev,
WS TO KNdeDoal kab’ EauToOV ApLOTEVEL HAKP®,
eloeNdéTw o€ PATod’ s €éyw ALOS
yrouny ¢opndels On\ivouvs yevrioopat
..... undé mot’ eltmd’
0s Zevs Lupds els dmpdomToV
T eloéBarev....

€oopds W s EKSLKa TATXW.

Ei in Aeschylus

Ag. 618

Ag. 881—4:

Choe.105:
Choe.668:
Choe.755-7:

Choe.851-3:

Choe. 890:
Eum.142:
Eum.269-70:

Eum. 587:

Eum. 609-10:

oL & elmé, kfjpuvE, Mevérewr &¢ melbopat,
€l vooTLpOS TE KAl OEORUEVOS ANV
fi€eL obv iy, Thode yAis ¢llov kpdTos.
ztpodlos 6 Puwkels, dpdilekTa mMjpaTA
épol mpodwvav, THv 6 LT INw oéBev
klvduvov, €l Te dnudbpous dvapxla
Bouhv kaTappideLey,

Myols dv, €l TL TOVS Exels UmépTeEpov.
EévoL, Myolt dv €l TL Set-......

ob ydp TL dwvel mdals €T Qv év omapydvols,
€l Mpos, f 8ign Tis, i Aovpla

ExeL

18ely EMéyEal T € 0éhw TOV dyyelov,
elT’ alTtos v Oviokovtos Eyylbev mapwv
€lT’ ¢E dpavpds kK\nddvos Myel pabdv:
€LORNEY €l VKBUEY, T VIKOEDa.

18uwped el T ToUd®e dpopiov patd.

8y 8¢ kel Tis dN\os T\Tev BpoTdv

A Beov § Eévov TW’ doeBdv

TV UNTEP €lme TPATOV €l KATEKTOVAS.
710N oU paptipnoov, €Enyot &€ o,

"AmoNov, €l ope olv dlkn kaTékTavov.
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Prom 997: Spa vuv €l ool TAUT dpwyd datveTat.

“‘Omws

There are 5 instances of subordinating émws in Aeschylus, always with an adverbial force,
and all depending on verbs of knowing or saying. Two have a connotation of possibility: the
complex introduction to the Parodos at Ag.105ff., and the idiomatic otk €06’ émuws at Ag.620,
where the modality is expressed through an optative subordinate verb. There is a possible
adverbial connotation, as also with &5, which Liddell and Scott (1968: 1243) note at Prom.1001

o

(O’ OTWS).

Supp 289-290: ... O8axbels &’ dv T6Y’ eldeiny mhéov,

8mws yéveblov omépua T 'Apyelov TO ooV

Ag.105-10: . ETL yap BedBev kaTamvelel
Tlelbw), tpomdv dikavt otpdutos aldv:
8mws "Axaidv diBpovov kpdTtos, ENdSos 1iBas
Ebudpova Taydv,
méumer ELv Sopl kal xepl TPAKTOPL
Botplos dpuis Tevkpld’ &’ alav,

Ag.620: otk €00’ &mws MEapt Ta Pevdh kald,

Eum.591: ELTETY ye pévToL B€l 0 BMWS KATEKTAVES.

The word order at Ag.1370-1 is described by Denniston and Page (1957: 195) as 'an
incoherence of language without parallel or proper explanation.' It might, however, also be
interpreted as a regular participle construction, with adverbial émws:

TavTY éTawely mdvTobev mAnblvopat,

Tpavis 'ATpeldny €ldévar kupotvd Smws.
Prom 640: olk o’ 8mws Lulv damoThoal pe xpn
Prom 939-940: 8pdTw, kpaTelTw TOVdE TOV PBpaxuv xpdrov

Omws OéleL ...
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M in the Oresteia

There are 103 instances of p1), most of which are with imperative, optative, or non-finite

verbs. None are complements.

Sophocles
“‘OTL

There are 30 instances with complement function in the extant works, 18 without explicit
subject (Tr. 439 and 1110; Ant.61, 98, 276, 311, 779; Aj.678 and 792; OT.59 and 1133; El.44, 332,
988, and possibly 1070; Phil.405; OC.872 and 1039).
There are 10 instances of SV (Tr. 464, Ant.188-9, 325-6, 649-50, 1043—4, OT.499-500 and 525-6,
Ph.325-6, 649-50, OC.941-2), 1 SVS (OC.666-7) , and 1 of finite VS, at E1.426-7:

mAelw &¢ ToUTwY o0 kdTOLSA, TNV 8TL

mépmeL W ékelvn ToU®e TOU PpOBouv xdpLv.

This mirrors its inspiration, Choe.524-5, in having VS order preceded by focalization, even
though the Choephoroi passage is not in a subordinate clause:

KAl VUKTUTAAYKTOV SELLATOV TETANLEVT

xods émepde Tdode SlUoBeos yurn.

OT.

Completive 611

OT.59-60: TPooHNBE®’ tpelpovtes: €U yap old’ 8T
VOOELTE TAVTES, KAl VOCODVTES WS €Y
OT.499-501: ... dudpav & 8TL pdvTis
mAéov ) Yo PépeTat,
kplols obk &oTw d\ndns:
OT.525-526: Tolmos & éddvon Tals épdls yvapals OTL
meLofels O PAVTLS TOoUs AOYous Peudels Aéyol;
or.aisf. L €b ydp ol &
kdToldev Apos Tov Kibaipdvos Témov
O pev dumiotol molpviols, éyn 8 ént
< >

éminotalor TESe TAVSpL TpPels Olovs



OT.1401-3:

Relative 8 TL

OT.71:

Adverbial 81

OT.1340:

‘Qs in OT.

oo

.......... apd pov péuvnod 8T

>

ol &pya 8pdoas LUy €lTa Sedp

>

FN
LWV

~> oy

omol’ émpacoov alils; ........

émeppa Polov dopad’, ws mHold’ & TL

2

Spawv fi TL wrdy THVde puoaipny mONY.

AmdyeT’ EkTéHmoOV §TL TAXLOTA e,
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In OT., there are 73 instances of ws, of which 15 have complement function. Most (10) have an

antecedent, and 12 follow verbs of speech: in 6 constructions, placed at the line start.

Cognitive verbs

OT.543:
OT.729-30:

OT.848-9:

Speech verbs

Olod’ ws ménoov; dvtl TOV €elpnuévor
"E80E’ dkodoar cod TS, ws O Adios
kaTaodpayeln mpos TELTAAlS ApAELTOlS.
AN Qs davér ye Tobmos (8 émioTaoo,

KoUKk E0Tv abT® TOUTO 7y’ EKBANETY ALY

(Optative subordinate verbs appear in 8 constructions)

OT.536-8:

OT.547:
OT.555-6:

OT.711-3:

dép’ elme mpos Bedv, SelNav B pwplav
18v T’ &v pou TabT’ €Rovielow TOELY;
\ o , , .

A Tobpyov ds ol yvwploowpi cov TS

86Aw mpocépmov kolk dheEolpny pabuv;

ToDT’ adTo Vv pouv mpdT’  dkouvoov as €pd.

"Emelfes f| ok €melbes ws xpein p’ ém
TOV CEUVORAVTLY dvdpa mélpactal TLva;

\ \ 3 o 3 k] b ~
XPNOKOS ydp MAOe Adle moT’, olk €p®d
doiBov vy’ am’ avTol, TGV & UTMPETAV dTo,

ws avtov fifoL potpa mpos maldos Oavetv
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OT.780: KAAEL map’ olvy TAACTOS (s €iny maTpl.
OT.790-1: kal Sewd kal dboTnva mpolddin Aéywy,
WS PNTpl WV xpeln pe puxdijval, yévos &’
OT.842-3: AnoTds épaockes avTov dvdpas €vvémeLy
ds vwv kataxTtelvetav. El pév obv &1t
OT.955-6: Ex Ts Koplvfov, matépa TOV oov dyyerav
as oUkéT’ SvTa TIOAVBov, dAN’ OAWNOTA.
OT.1161: Ol 8AT” &ywy’, dAN’ €lmor qs Solny TdAat.
OT.1172: KAANLOT  dv elmol on ywn Td8 ws &€xeL.
OT.1289-90: TOV UNTPOS: ald®y drdol’ oldé pnTd pot,
ws €k xBovos pliwr Equtdr, old’ ETL
OT.1369-70: Qs pev 7dd ol 08 &0t dpoT’ elpyaopéva,

un W éxdidaoke, und¢ ouvpPoliev’ ETL.

“Omws

There are six instances of subordinating ¢émws, three as complement introducers, at OT.548:

TodT’ alTd pn pol dpdl’ 8mws olk €l kakds.
OT.1058: Otk av yévorto Toth’, Omws éyw AaBov
onpeta Toatt’ ol davd TOUPOV YEéVos.

OT.1366: Olk ol 8mws oe ¢d BeBouredobal kads.

Ei

Almost all instances are conditionals. A conditional following a verb of speech at 703 has a
formal identity with a complement structure:

AéY’, €l 0adds TO Velkos EYKANGY €pels.

Two instances of €l introduce complements, both with antecedents, at OT.584:
2kéPal 8¢ TolTO Mp@TOV, €l T dv Sokels

dpxew ENéaBar ELv dpdBolol paihov 1

dtpeoTov €0dovT’, €l Td Y’ al®’ €EeL kpdT.

OT.604: mevhov TA xpNoBévT’ €l cadds Tyyel\d oot
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Mn

Of 71 constructions in OT., 5 are subordinating. All have the meaning 'lest' following verbs of
fearing (747, 767, 948, 1011, 1012). These might be regarded as carrying a causal force rather
than a reporting function, and all have a verb in the optative or subjunctive (though at 1074—

5,8¢801x’ 8mws pn is followed by a future indicative).

Euripides, Medea
“OTL
Med.560: kat pn omaviloipeoda, yryvhokov 8Ti

mévnta Pelryel mas TIS ékmodawv Gilos,

‘Qs in Medea

Cognitive verbs

Med.67-72: fikovod Tou AéyovTos, ob Sok@V KAUeLy,
meaoovs mpooeNdwY, Evba &N malalTepot
Odooovol, cepvor dpdl meLprvns Vdwp,
ws Tolode Tdldas yAs éNav Kopuwbias
ouv pnTpl HéNNoL Thode kolpavos xBovds

Kpéwv...

Med.85-6: Tl & olxt OvnT@V; dpTL YLyvokels TOBE,
ws TAS TIS alTOV TOD MéNAS HANNOV OLAET,
Med.446-7: oU VUV KATEISOV TPOTOV AANA TOANIKLS
Tpaxelav opyfy ws dpnxavov Kakov.
Med.600: oo’ s pétevEal, kal codpwTépa Pavi;
Med.1119-20: mvedpa & Mpeblopévov
Selkvuoy @g TL KALWOV AyYeAEL Kakdy.
Med.1246-7: kKal p) kaklobfs pnd’ dvapmodiis Tékvwv,
ws PIATAD’, (s ETkTES' dAMNA TNHVEE ye
Med.1311: WS OUKET’ BuTwr adv Tékvwy ¢pdrTile M.

Med.1405: Zeb, TAS® dkolels ws ameAavwoued’,



Speech verbs

Med.248-9:

Med.452:

Med.529-31:

Med.619-20:

Med.776-7:

Med.1410-2:

Ei

Med.184-5:

Med.346:
Med.931:
Med.941:
Med.1319-20:

Myovol & fiuds ws dkivduwor Blov
{Bpev kat’ olkovs, ol &¢ pdpvavtar dopt:
Myoua’ ‘Idoov’ s kdkioToés éoT’ dvip:
AN\’ émidpBovos
Aoyos OSLeNdely, ws "Epws o’ Mrdykaoe
tT6Eols ddpikTolot Tolpov ékodoal Séuas.
AN olv éyw pév Salpovas papTipopat,
ws mAvd’ Umoupyelry ool Te kal Tékvols Bélw:
poNOVTL 8™ alTd paNdakovs MEw Adyous,
ws kal Sokel poi TavTd, KAl KAADS Exelv
HapTupdpevos Salpovas s ot
TéKva KTE(VAT’ ATOKWAVELS

Patoal Te xepolv Bdfsar Te vekpols

8pdow TAS™ ATdp PO6Bos €L Telow
déomolvav Euny:

ToupoD ydp ol pou ¢ppovtis, €l PevEolpeba,
¢ofiNé | olkTos €l yerjoeTar Tdde.

olk ot8” dv el meloaiut, melpdobar 8¢ xpn.

......... €l 8 épob xpelav é€xels,

A double interrogative construction occurs at Med.492—4:

......... o0d’ E€xw pabelv
€l Beols vopilets Tols TOHT olk dpxewv €T,

2 N ) s , .
N kawad kelobal Géopl’ dvbpwmols Ta Vv,

A preposed construction at Med.1103—4:

ETL 8 éx ToUTOY €lT’ ém Pphalpols

elT’ ém xpnoTols poxfobol, TOS' éoTv ddniov.

328
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Mn

There are 5 instances with 1 after verbs of fearing, at Med.37, 40, 283, 306, 317, with
subjunctive verbs. All except the nominal-dependent 317 have antecedents, mostly proleptic
subjects, as at 37:

dédolka &’ abmiy pf TL Bouvkelon) véov

39-40: mdoyovo™ éymda TAVSE, detpalvew TE v

un Onktov don ¢doyavor 87 HmaTos

Other Euripidean §Ti.-complements following cognitive and speech verbs

Cognitive verbs (3)

Cyclops 321-3: 008’ ol8’ 8 TL Zels éoT’ épob kpeloowr Beds.
ol poL péNEL TO Aoumov: @s &’ ol pol pélet,
dkovoov. OTav dvmbev dufpov ékxén,

Cyc.421-2: L YLYVOOKWY OTL
TpWoeL Vv olvos kal dlkny dwoel Tdxa.

LT}

Phoen.1617: 8" ) Bavotoa; (Bod v’ dv odd’ old’ 8TL

Speech verbs (8)

Ba.173-4: ITw Tis, elodyyeNe Teipeoias OTL

{Tel v L.
Ba.649: olk elmov, §| olk fikovoas, 8TL Aloel pé Tis;
El.171-3: AyyéNeL & OTL viv TpLTal-

av kaptocovow Buoiav

Apyelot, ...
Hel. 1491-4: KapOvEaT’ dyyeNav

Evpwtav épeldpevar,

Mevérews 61U Aapddvov

TOMV €NV BOpov TEel.
HF.1417: TRs olv &7’ elmms 8TL ouvéoTalLal Kakdis;
IT.1093—4: eVElveTor EuveTols Bodv,

8Tl OO keAadEls del polmals
Or.8-10: oS pev Aéyouowy, &TL Bedts dvbpwmos GV

kowfs Tpamélns dElopn’ Exov loov

dkbéhaoTov Eoxe y\dooav, ...
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Or.892-3: Moyous éNoowv, OTL kabioTain vépovs
€S TOUS TeKOVTAS OV KANOUS®

Aristophanes, Frogs

“OTL

Cognitive verbs

584:
599-600:

741-2:

1136:

Speech verbs

O8> o1&’ 87 Bupol, kal dikalws albTd Spds:

8TL pév olv, fiv xpnotov | T,

TadT’ dpaipelobar TdAw melpdoeTal P’ ed old’ 8ri.
To 8¢ pn matdEar o’ EEeheyxbévT’ dvTikpus,

8TL SoDhos v Edpaokes elval deomdns.

Opas 8L Anpets. (EY.} AN ONlyov vé pou péhet.

Ra.8 and 9 (without main verbs):

19-20:

519-20:

peTaBaAOpevos Tdvddopor 6TL xe(nTLas.
Mn8’ 8TL ToooDTOV dxBos €T EpauT® Pépwy,
el pn kabalpnoel TLS, ATOTAPSNCOMAL;

*Q TpLokakodalpwy dp’ 6 Tpdynhos ouToot,
OTL OMBeTaL pév, TO 8¢ yéloov olk €pel.
"0 vuv, dpdoov TpwTLoTA TAls OpXNOTPlOLY

Tals €vdov oloals alTds &TL eloépyopalt.

The free relative constructions are:

Ra.1034-5:

Ra.1162:
Ra.1169:

‘Q

.................. 6 8¢ Belos “Ounpos
dmo TOD TIUMV KAl kAéos €oxev TNV ToDS’ &TL xpnoT’
&dtdakev,

y o

Tos &1; Atdafov ydp pe ka® &tL 81 Aéyels.

ED vy Tov Eppfiv: 8 TL Myels 8 ol pavbdro.

There are 41 instances of os in Frogs, with 4 complements. Two with antecedents are

dependent on verbs of speech, at Ra.683—4:

TpOleL & émlkhavTor dnddviov vépov, as dmolelTal,
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Ra.908-10: év Tolow UoTdTols ¢pdow’ TobTov 8¢ TPRT ENéYEw,
as v dhalov kal ¢éva& olols Te Tovs Beatds

EEnmdra...

The two others follow cognitive verbs, at Ra.400:
kal 8etéov s dveuv moéVOU

TOAMNY 080V TepalVeLs.

Ra.1030-1: TabTa yap dvdpas xpM moNTdsS JQOKeETV.
2kéal yap an’ dpxfis

as OPéNLoL TAY TONTAY ol yevvalol yeyévnuTal.

At Ra.5, there is an exclamative use which the context suggests may introduce direct speech:

Mng’ €tepov doTetor Ti; (Dion.) TIAy v» Qs O Bopat.

“Omws
Ra.75: ol yap odd’ otd’ old’ adtd Todd’ Bmws Exel.
640: Olk €09 émws ok €l ob yevvdSas dump:
1349: K\woTfpa ToLobo’, dmws

Kvepatos €ls dryopdv

dépova’ dmodotpav.
1520-3: Mépvnoo 8’ 8mws 6 mavotpyos dmp

Kal Pevdordyos kal PBuwpoldxos

undémot’ €ls TOv Bdkov TOV éuov

uUnd’ dkwv €éykabedetlTal.
El

Complementizing el is rarer in Frogs than in any other of the texts studied. There is only one
instance of i introducing an indirect question, in a Euripidean quotation (=E.fr.638) at 1477:

Tls & oldev el 1O (fv pév éoti katdavelr'
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3C: Complements in prose

Thucydides, Melian Dialogue

There are 11 complement clauses, 4 with o5, and 7 with 67. Instances other than those cited

in the main text (in Chapters 4 and 7):

5.85: YLYVOOKOREY Ydp OTL TOUTO ¢povel HUEV

N €s ToUs OAlyous dywyn),

5.105.4: mpos &€ Tous dANOUS TOANA dv Tis €xwV €lmely ws TpoodépovTal,

5.105.4: HAALOT’ dv dn\ioeler &TL émbavéoTaTa

T ” \ \ (4 Ja \ ’
wv logey Ta pev Modéa kala voptilovot,

5.111.1: TolTwv pév kal memelpapévols dv Tu yévolTo kal
VUV kal olk dremoTApooy 8TL o008’ Amod ULAS TOTOTE
moAtopklas "Afnvator 87 dM\wv ¢6Bov dmexdpnoav. évBupolpeda 8¢ 8TL
dMoavTes mepl ocotnplas Boukeloewy oldEV

&V TooolTe Noyw elpfikaTte ¢ dvBpwmol dv moTeloavtes

51115 L kal évBupetofe moANdkis OTL mepl TaTpidos Bouleleobe,

Plato, Crito
“OTL

Specifying

51e4: Kal TOV W1y meLbdpevor
ToLXT daper ddikely, 8TL Te yevvnTdls oboly MUY ol melbeTal,
o - N , L ,
kai &TL Tpodelol, kal 8TL Opoloyfioas HUilv meloeobal

olTe melfeTar olre melbel Muds,

Cognitive verbs

43d4: 8filov olv ¢k TolTwy [TV dyyéhwv]
8TL MEeL Tpepov,
44.d.1: AN Opds 81 8TL dvdykn, & ZdkpaTes, kal TAS TOV

TONGY 86Ens pérely. abra & Sfha Td mapévTa vui 8TL olol



46¢1:

48b4:

49d2:
51a7:

54¢6:

54d2:

Speech verbs

Crito 45b7:

Crito 46c¢8:

46d7:

47a2:

51c6:

s 2 e o , " ~ ,
T’ eloly ol moAolL ob Ta OULkpOTATA TOV Kak®dy EéEepydleodal
dAMNa Ta péylota oxedov,

To0L

[)

€
OTL ol i ool ouyxwpnow,
kal TéHvOe ¢

ab okémel el €T pével MUy ) ol), &t ol TO (fiv mepl mhel
oTov TolnTéor dANA TO €U (.
AN pével.
otda ydp &1L OMyols Tiol TabTa kal Sokel kal SOEel.

A olTws €l copos GoTe MANOév oe
OTL unTpds Te kal maTpos KAl TAV AANwY Tpoyovwy ATdvTwy

TLLOTEPOV ECTLY TATPLS KAl CEPVOTEPOV KAl AyLOTEPOV

€186Tes OTL Kal
Nuds émexelpnoas dmolécalr TO OV PéPOS.

Tadta, & dike éTaipe Kpltwy, €0 106t &TL &y® Sokd dkovely,
p p Y

, o ) " , ,
UNTE, O ENeYES €V TG OlkaoTnplw, dUaXEPES ool
, « sy , N - N
vevéohw 6TL olk dv €xols €EeNdwv 8TL xpho cauT®d:
TOTEPOV KANDS ENéYeTO €kdaToTe Ty ob),
8TL Tdls pév 8l TGV Sofdv mpooéxew Tov vodv, Tdls
8¢ ob; 7y mply pev épé Selv dmobviokely KaAds éNéyeTo,
Vv 8¢ kaTddnhos dpa éyéveto 8TL dNws €veka Ndyou
ENéyeToO,
ENéyeTo &€ TWS,
0s &yQuat, ékdoToTe O8e UTO TAOV olopévwy TU Aéyew,
o sy o . Ay
domep vurdn) éyw éleyor, 8TL TOV 8oEdv ds ol dvbpwmol
8oEdlovov &éoL Tas pév mepl mONOU ToleloBal, TAS 8¢ umn.
obx lkavids dokel ool Aéyeobal OTL oU
mdoas xpn Tas 86Eas TOV AvBpdTwy TWAV AANA TAS PEV,
"SkomEL Tolvwy, & Zokpates,” ¢alev dv lows ol
, . - VPN o o .
vopoL, "el Mpels TabTa anbf Aéyopev, OTL ob olkaita Mpds

EMLXELpEls Opav d VIV EMLXELpPELS.
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Direct speech

50c1: 7 épotpev mpos avTous &TL "Hblkel ydp Muds N mOAS Kal
ok OpfBs TV Bikny EkpLvev;

50c7: ..lows dv elmotev &1L "Q Zdkpates, un Oavpale
TA Aeyopeva NN’ dmokpivou,

52a6: lows dv pov Sikatws kabdmTolwTo
MyovTes &TL év Tols pdhoTa Abnratwr éyn alTols  OULONOYNKOS
TUYXdVve TabTy THY Opoloyiav. ¢aiev ydp dv 8T
"Q 2ZdkpaTes, peydha MUY TobTwy Tekphpld €Ty, &TL ool
Kal TMELS NPEoKOopeV Kal 1) TONS®

‘Qs in Crito

Verbs of emotion

Crito 43b4:
AA\G kal oob mdAal

Bavpdlw atobavopevos ws Mdéws kabeldels:

44b9: ETL 8¢ kal mol\ols 86Ew, ol éué kai o¢ un cadds loaowy,
s oldés T dv oe owlew el fPehov dvallokeww xpiuaTa,
dpeiijoat.

44c3: ob yap meloovTal
oL Mool tg ob alTos olk MOénoas dmiéval évhévde
NGV TpobupLoupévov.

45e1: L atoxivopal pn
86En dmav TO mpdypa TO TmEpL 0¢ dvavdplg Twl TH MUETEPQ
mempdxbat, kal 1 €loodos ThAs dlkns els TO dikaoThpLov KOS
elofiNBer €Eov pny eloeNdety, kal albTds 6 dywv Ths Sikns
ws €yéveTo,

48e2: Tadoar #dn, O pakdpie, TOMNAKLS pot Mywv TOV aldTdv
Noyov, s xpn €vBévde dkovTwv Abnvalwv épé amévat

50d3: dpdoov olv, ToUTols TUAY,
TOlS VOUOLS TOIS TEPL TOUS YAROUS, HEUP TL @S 00 KANDS
¢xovoLy;'

50e3: ¢xols dv elmelv mpdTov pév s obxl NMuétepos Noba kal ékyovos
kal 8oDAos, alTés Te kal ol gol mpdyovo;

53d4: kal lows dv Mdéws oov dkololer s yeNolws

&k ToD SeopmTnplov dmedidpackes okevAy Té Twa TepLOéEVOS
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Eil and édv in Crito

46d4ff.:
Embupw & Eywy’ émokédactal, & Kpltov, kowf petd ood el Tl por dN\oLdTepos
davelTat, Emeldn mde E€xo...

48bAff.:
kal Tovde ¢ al okomel el &L pével MUy fj ob, OTL ov TO (fjv mepl mAeloTov
monTéor dN\a TO €U (Hiv.

48d3ff:

un ol 8én umoloylleabar obT’ el amobvmokely Sel Tapapévovtas Kal
nouvxtav dyovtas, olre dAo OTLODV Tdoxewy mpO TOD ASLKETV.

52d3f.:
Te@TOV pév obv Muiv TodT’ adTod
amékpivat, €l dndfi Aéyopev

There is one polar question with édv, at 48eb5:
Gpa 8¢ N Ths okéPews THY dpxMy édv ool
kav®ds MynTat
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