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Abstract

In Ancient Greek complex sentences consisting of a main and complement clause, constituents
which semantically and syntactically belong to the complement clause can be placed in a position
preceding or interrupting the main clause. This phenomenon is referred to as clause or sentence
intertwining. This paper examines the pragmatic factors involved in the preposing of contituents
in sentences containing an infinitival complement clause. It will be argued that the specific prag-
matic function of the preposed constituents is Theme (left dislocation), new/contrastive topic or
narrow focus. Preposing can be analyzed as a device to pragmatically highlight the involved con-
stituents. The paper also addresses the position of new, contrastive and given topics and of adverbs
and clauses with Setting function.
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1. Introduction

In Ancient Greek, complex clause constructions consisting of a main and an
infinite complement clause exhibit a wide variety of word order patterns. A
complement clause may follow the main clause (1) but it can also appear pre-
ceding the main clause (2). Moreover, the two clauses can also be intertwined
in various ways. In the case of clause intertwining, one or more constituents
semantically and syntactically belonging to the complement verb are placed in
a position preceding (3) or interrupting (4) the main clause.

") Twish to thank the editors of this issue and three anonymous reviewers for their constructive
comments on an earlier version of this paper.
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(1) Main Clause—Complement Clause

(2) Complement—Main

(3) Complement—Main—Complement

(4) Main—Complement—Main—Complement

Examples of these orderings are:
(1) [®act 3¢  avrtol Avdoilmamn [xal TG maryviag (...) EwLT@V gEebpnua
they.say PTC self Lydians  also the games of.themselves invention

YEVéGeal.] COMPL (Hdt 1.94.2).
become.INF*

And the Lydians themselves say that also the games (...) have been their invention.

(2) [rodto pev Oy  dmodedelxOat]compr  [@OMev;]mamn (Pl Phd. 105€)
that PTC PTC prove.PRF.PASS.INF say.SBJV.1.PL
- Shall we then say that this is proved?

(3) [Holodov ydp xal “Ounpov MAucinv tetpaxosiolst &reat|compr [Soxéw]mamv [péo
Hesiodus for and Homer period 400 years Lbelieve than.me

mpeaPutépoug yevéabat]compr(Hdt. 2.53.2)
older be.born.INF

For I believe that Hesiod and Homer lived 400 years earlier than me.

(4) [0(1’)‘[0‘[ }léVTOl]MA[N [ék KpY’}TY)Q]COMPL [@O(G‘I.]MAIN [E?VOH]COMPL (Hdt 1.172.1)
self  but from Crete they.say  be.INF
But they say themselves that they came from Crete.

The question presents itself as to how we can account for this variation in inter-
clausal word order. The main aim of this paper will be to make a first attempt
to explore this relatively uncharted area of Greek word order research. The
focus will mainly be on the phenomenon of clause intertwining as exempli-
fied by (3) and (4). Clause intertwining can be considered marked constituent
orderings because they violate the Principle of Domain Integrity which is a gen-
eral constituent ordering principle which states that ‘[c]onstituents prefer to
remain within their proper domain; domains prefer not to be interrupted by
constituents from other domains’ (Dik 1997: 1.402). The reason for the violation
of this principle, I will argue, is to pragmatically highlight the constituents pre-
ceding the main verb. The ordering of type (2), furthermore, can be accounted
for by the same discourse-pragmatic factors.

In the last two decades, the study of Ancient Greek constituent order has
made significant progress thanks to two seminal studies by Helma Dik 1995 and
Dejan Mati¢ 2003. Dik and Mati¢ have demonstrated clearly that the problem

1) The abbreviation PTC stands for particle.
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of Greek word order can be fruitfully approached from a discourse pragmatic
perspective: clausal word order turns out to be determined primarily by the par-
ticular pragmatic function of the constituent at issue. The word order models
of Dik and Mati¢ take the clause as the basic unit of description. This means
that their models are not designed to cover word order patterns of complex
sentences. Nonetheless, as will become clear later, there is much to be learned
from these models also in the analysis of complex sentences. Since a detailed
discussion of the clausal word order models of Dik and Mati¢ is beyond the
scope of this paper, I will focus on those aspects of their models that are of
direct relevance to the analysis of word order in complex sentences. But let
us first consider what type of sentences will be the subject of our investiga-
tion.

The sentences I am concerned with are those of which the main verb is a
complement-taking verb. Complement-taking verbs can be modal verbs (e.g.
BovAopat ‘want’, 3¢t ‘it is necessary’, Sbvapual ‘can’), manipulation verbs (e.g. 3¢o-
pat ‘ask’, édw ‘let’, xeAevw ‘order, request’, moléw ‘cause that’), verbs of speech (e.g.
Aéyw ‘say’, eyl ‘say’), or mental process verbs (perception, cognition or emo-
tion, e.g. dodw ‘hear’, olda ‘know’, olopat ‘think’, dpdw ‘see’). In this paper, I will
focus on those verbs that take an infinitival complement clause (see Kiithner-
Gerth 1898: 11.24-33, Smyth-Messing 1956: 443—444). Participial and finite com-
plement clauses will be left out of account. As is known, the subject of the infini-
tive clause appears in the accusative case if it is different from the main clause
subject (accusativus cum infinitivo).

Before I move on to an analysis of the corpus data, it is important to define
the terms which will be used. In general, the terminology is derived from Simon
Dik’s Functional Grammar, more particularly, from Dik 1997. The following
terms will be used: Theme, Setting, new topic, constrastive topic, given topic,
narrow focus and broad focus. In Functional Grammar, the term Theme is used
to refer to a separate (left detached) intonation unit preceding the main clause
which refers to an entity ‘with regard to which the following clause is going
to present some relevant information’ (Dik 1997: 389).> An English example is
[My dad]tueme, all he ever did was farm and ranch (from Givon 2001: 11.265). In
Ancient Greek, Theme constructions typically serve to promote the referent
from a relatively peripheral (‘semiactive’) discourse status into the very centre
of attention (see Allan, Forthc.). Themes are typically resumed topics, i.e. they
are used to bring back topical referents into the discourse which have been

2) Note that the notion of Theme in Dik’s Functional Grammar is different from that of the Prague
School (e.g. Firbas 1964) and of Halliday (e.g. 1967).
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out of the focus of attention for a while. Themes can also be subtopics: topics
which are inferentially related (on the basis of a cognitive frame/schema) to an
earlier given topic.3

Settings are adverbial clauses preceding the (main) clause which specify
time, location and/or other circumstantial state of affairs (Dik 1997: I1.397). An
example is [When Mary had left for New York]sgrrine John felt awful. Settings
have a grounding function with respect to the subsequent main clause in that
they specify time, location and/or other circumstantial state of affairs. Apart
from their link to the subsequent discourse, they typically also show signs of a
pragmatic connection with the preceding discourse. In this way, they consti-
tute a coherence bridge between the preceding and the following discourse. In
Ancient Greek, Settings are typically subordinate finite or participial (conjunct
participle or absolute genitive) clauses (Dik 2007: 36—37).

A topic expression refers to an entity which is assumed by the speaker to be
part of (orinferable from) the information shared by the speaker and addressee.
The topic is a ‘matter of current interest which a statement is about and with
respect to which a proposition is to be interpreted as relevant’ (Lambrecht
1994). New topics are entities which are newly introduced into the discourse
(Dik, 1997: 11.314-318). In Ancient Greek, clause-initial new topics tend to be
identifiable to the addressee on the basis of general knowledge shared by the
speaker/narrator and addressee. So even though they are new to the discourse
they are usually not brand-new to the discourse participants. Contrastive topics
are topics referring to an entity which is a member selected from of a limited set
of candidates belonging to the same semantic class (Lambrecht 1994: 291295,
Givon 2001: I1.262), e.g. I saw Socrates and Plato yesterday. [Socrates]contrroric
greetedme friendly but [ Plato] conrrroric ignored me completely. Given topics pres-
ent entities which are supposed to be highly accessible to the addressee (Dik,
1997: I1.294). They refer to entities which are presumed to be in the centre of
the addressees consciousness, without serious competition from alternative
topical referents (as opposed to contrastive topics).# Typically, the referent
of a given topic has already been mentioned in the preceding sentence. For
example, I saw Socrates yesterday. [He]gen Toric Was very friendly to me.

3) For the notion of resumed topic and subtopic, see Dik 1997: 1.323-326. Theme constructions are
also referred to as left detachment (e.g. Lambrecht 1994) or left dislocation (e.g. Givon 2001). The
form and function of Theme constructions in Ancient Greek have been discussed by Bakker 1990,
Ruijgh 1990, Slings 1992, 1997, 2002, H. Dik 1995, 2007: 34—36, Bertrand 2010: 276-286 and Allan,
Forthc.

4) In the terminology of Chafe, given topics have an active status in the addressee’s consciousness.
For the three-way distinction between active, semiactive and inactive information status, see Chafe

1994.
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The focus of a sentence is that piece of information ‘which is relatively the
most important or salient in the given communicative setting, and considered
by S[peaker] to be most essential for A[ddressee] to integrate into his pragmatic
information’ (Dik 1997: 1.326). The distinction between narrow and broad focus
constructions has been introduced into the study of Ancient Greek word order
by Mati¢ 2003. In a narrow focus construction, the focus is carried by one single
constituent, e.g.—Who did you see yesterday? — I saw [Socrates|NarrowFoc. In @
broad focus construction, the focus domain comprises the verb plus optionally
one or more additional focal constituents, e.g.—What did you do yesterday? — I
[read Plato’s ‘Symposium’|groap Foc-®

In this paper, I will argue that the constituent order of a complex sentence
can be described by means of the following schema:

(5) Word order schema complex sentence:’

NCTopc - Narrow Focc - Inf - Presupp. Mat.
Themepc - Setty - NCTopwmc - Narrow Focyc - Main Verb - Settc {

NCTopc - [Inf - Add. Foc]sroap roc

The word order schema of complex sentences could be characterized as a
‘blend’ between two clausal schemas. In first position, we find the Theme (left
dislocated topic), which is either linked to the main clause (M) or to the com-
plement (C). The Theme can be followed by a Setting (frame-setting adverbial
clause) which is associated with the main clause.” Next, a new or contrastive
topic (NCTop) may be placed.® The slot preceding the main verb is reserved
for the primary narrow focus constituent, either belonging to the main or to
the complement clause.® The main verb can be followed by a Setting clause

5) Narrow focus is equivalent to Lambrecht’s argument focus, while broad focus comprises Lam-
brecht’s predicate focus and sentence focus (Lambrecht 1994: 222-238).

6) For the sake of clarity I left out of the schema the positions of prepositive and postpositive
words, setting adverbs, given topics. Prepositive and postpositive words are subject to ordering
rules entirely different from those of ‘mobile’ words (Dover 1960, Marshall 1987, Goldstein 2010)
and are therefore beyond the scope of this paper. Setting adverbs tend to occur in the absolute
clause-initial position; given topics can be located in the position immediately following the main
or after the complement verb. These types of constituents will be dealt with later.

7). For Themes and Settings in Greek, see also Dik 2007: 34—38 and Allan, Forthc.

8) In Allan, Forthc. I argue that there are different topic types which occur at different positions
in the structure of the clause. Clause-initial topics are new or contrastive topics, Themes (i.e. left
dislocated extra-clausal topics) are resumed topics or subtopics. Postverbal topics are given (i.e.
continuous) topics. Given topics are not represented in the word order schema for the sake of
clarity. I will go into these different types of topic expressions in more detail in sections 2, 4 and 6.
9) This part of the schema is based on Helma Dik’s general clause pattern Setting— Topic—
Focus—Verb—Remainder (Dik 2007: 38). Dik’s Topic is in my schema specified as new or con-
trastive topic. Following Mati¢ 2003, I assume that given (continuous) topics (not represented
in the schema) are placed in the position immediately following the verb. I also follow Mati¢ in
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that is associated with the complement clause. Next, the infinitival comple-
ment clause follows. In first position a new or constrastive topic may be placed.
Following the NCTopic we find either a narrow focus or a broad focus construc-
tion. It goes without saying that, in actual discourse, many slots in the schema
remain unfilled.

Probably the most conspicuous feature of the schema is the possibility of
placing Themes, topics and focus constituents which syntactically belong to
the complement clause (written boldface in schema (5) above) in front of the
main verb. Preposing constituents in this way is a strategy to highlight them
pragmatically (Dik 1997: I1.341—342).'° The preverbal topic and focus positions
of the main verb are ‘lent’ to constituents of the complement clause in order
to increase their discourse prominence. Preposing results in a pragmatically
marked word order due to the violation of the Principle of Domain Integrity.
Instead of being placed within the complement clause domain to which it
semantically and syntactically belongs, it is ‘displaced’ into the domain of the
main clause.’* In the same way, (narrow) foci belonging to the complement
clause can end up in a position preceding the main verb.

The increased pragmatic saliency of the preposed elements can, in my view,
be explained by the cooperation of two general cognitive principles. The first
concerns the principle of ‘task urgency’ as formulated by Givén, which states
‘attend first to the most urgent task’ (Givén 1983: 20). The second principle
regards the difference in cognitive salience between main and subordinate
clauses. Main clauses are often considered to be cognitively foregrounded, that
is, in the centre of attention, while subordinate clauses tend to contain back-
grounded material (see e.g. recently Wérvik 2004).

To get an impression of the relative markedness of various word order pat-
terns, it is illustrative to examine some statistical data drawn from Herodotus
and Plato.**

regarding Dik’s Focus as a narrow focus. For the distinction between narrow and broad focus, see
below.

19) Related constructions which involve the ‘displacement’ of a constituent are prolepsis and
hyperbaton. For a functional-pragmatic account of prolepsis in Ancient Greek, see Panhuis 1984,
Chanet 1988 and Slings 1992. Hyperbaton has been treated by Devine & Stephens 2000 and
Bertrand 2010. Hyperbaton shows a remarkable affinity with preposing in intertwined clauses in
that both topical and focal elements can be preposed.

1) The phenomenon involving the placement of a (part of a) constituent outside its proper
domain is often referred to by the term ‘displacement’. For a general functional account of these
phenomena, I refer to Dik 1997: 1.436—439, 11.339—351.

12) The corpus consists of all sentences containing the main verbs BovAopou, Soxéw, xehedw, ofpal
and ¢nui construed with an infinitival complement clause in the 1st book of Herodotus’ Histories
and in Plato’s Symposion.
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(6) Order of main verb and infinitive
Main verb—Inf 194

Inf—Main verb 20

Total: 214

The complement-taking verbs overwhelmingly precedes their complement
infinitives. This is paralleled by the general tendency in Ancient Greek for auxil-
iaries (e.g. 3¢f, uéMw, xp1) to precede their infinitive complements. The marked-
ness of the preposed infinitive shows in the strongly asymmetrical distribution.
I will go into the factors explaining preposed infinitives in section (4).

(7) Preposed vs. non-preposed topics and foci
New/Contrastive Topic Narrow Focus

Preposed 13 (42%) 44 (34 %)
Non-preposed 18 (58%) 85 (66 %)
Total: 31 (100 %) 129 (100 %)

Preposed contrastive/new topics (13 instances) occur less frequently than non-
preposed topics (18 x). The markedness of the preposed position of topics shows
in the lower frequency of occurrence: 34 % preposed vs. 66 % non-preposed. In
the rest of my paper, I will discuss the following issues: first, I will go into the
pragmatic factors explaining the preposed position of topics (section 2) and
focus constituents (section 3). Next, the issue of preposed infinitives will be
addressed (section 4). Third, the position of extra-clausal constituents (Themes
and Settings) will be discussed (section 5). In section (6), a short note will be
dedicated to the position of frame-setting adverbs and given topics. Section (7),
finally, the phenomenon of clause intertwining is analyzed as a form of raising.

2. Preposed Topic

A topic expression refers to an entity which is assumed by the speaker to be part
of (or inferable from) the information shared by the speaker and addressee. It
is a ‘matter of current interest which a statement is about and with respect to
which a proposition is to be interpreted as relevant’ (Lambrecht 1994). What is
the motivation for placing topics within the main clause domain instead of in
domain of the complement clause? In the following example, both topic and
focus belonging to the complement clause are preposed.’3

13) In the examples throughout this paper, the main (embedding) verb is in bold-face and the
constituent under discussion is underscored.
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(8) ‘Halodov ydp xai “Opnpovncrop NAxiny Tetpaxoaiolt ETeatrocus
Soxéw péo mpeaPutépous yevéabat (Hdt. 2.53.2). [= ex. 3]

Hesiod and Homer are newly introduced in the discourse (new topic) and they
remain the central discourse topic in the following discourse unit. Hesiod and
Homer are part of the general cultural knowledge shared by Herodotus and
his audience. So even though Hesiod and Homer have not been mentioned
previously in the discourse (i.e., they are inactive referents), they are easily
identifiable to the addressee and therefore perfectly acceptable as topic of the
sentence.'* Herodotus’ aim here is to argue against the common opinion by
stating that Hesiod and Homer lived no more than 400 years before his own
time. The newly asserted information is Awinv tetpaxociotat €teat ‘400 years
earlier. The (counter-presuppositional) focus is on WAy tetpaxoaiowot €reat
which is placed in preposed position. The comparative adjective mpeafutépoug
is following the main verb and thus presented as presupposed information: the
fact that Hesiod and Homer are older than Herodotus is hardly controversial.
The clitic pronoun péo is attached to the main verb.*s

Examples like (8) are quite rare. In most cases, either the topic or the focus
constituent is preposed. A factor explaining the preposing of the topic appears
to be the degree of discourse prominence of the topic referent. Preposed topics
often refer to those discourse topics that are central to the discourse, whereas
those referring to discourse topics of secondary significance tend not to be
preposed.'® For example,

(9) a. "Apmayovncrop 3¢  éxélevov mpoooTdvteg dmoxaAbmTew Texal Aafelv  TO
Harpagos.ACC PTC they.told having.stood open.INF and takeINF what

BovAetar  adtév (Hdt. 1.119.5)
he.wants of.them

And they stood before Harpagus and told him to open it and take what he liked.'?

14) For the Topic Acceptability Scale indicating the correlation between the activation state of
the topic referent and the pragmatic acceptability of the sentence, see Lambrecht 1994: 165.

15) The position following the main verb—not in second ‘Wackernagel’s’ position! (Wackernagel
1892)—is, in fact, the most typical position of pronominal postpositives in my corpus data (even
if they are arguments of the complement infinitive). The increasing diachronic tendency for
postpositives to follow the verb is also noted by Marshall 1987: 15.

16)  Discourse topics are ‘those entities about which a certain discourse imparts information’ (Dik
1997: 1.314). A discourse may have multiple discourse topics, some more central to the discourse
than others. Constituents that are marked as more topical tend to have been topical in the preced-
ing discourse and to persist longer in the subsequent discourse (see Givon 2001, 1,198 and Allan,
Forthc).

17) Translations of Herodotus (sometimes adapted) are from Godley (1920).
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b.Tov olv  Paidpovncror €Y xal Tovg dMoug xehedew  Aéyew (PL Smp.199b)
ART PRT Phaedrus.ACC hesaid and the others urgeINF speak.INF
Then he [Aristodemus] said that Phaedrus and the others urged him to speak (...).*8

c. v 'AméMwncrop ExéAevev T6 TE  TPOTCWTOV WUETROTPEQEW Xal TO
ART Apollo. ACC he.commanded the PTC face turn.INF and the

tod  adyévog juov medg ™y Topnv (PL Smp. 190e)
of.the neck  half towards the wound

He [Zeus] commanded Apollo to turn its face and half its neck towards the wound.

d. todtov 8¢  olwal pot  cuMmTopa oUSEva xvpuwTEPOY Eva
of.that PTC Ithink to.me assistant  no.one more.valid be.INF

aod (PL. Smp. 218d)
than.you

No one can help me more than you to reach that aim.

The subject accusative of the infinitive clause (accusative plus infinitive) is
typically the topic of the complement clause. Harpagus in (9a) is obviously a
major protagonist in the episode in which his son is killed, cooked and served
to him by Astyages. Phaedrus (in b) is one of the participants of the symposium.
Apollo is newly introduced in the discourse in (c) and he will continue to play
a central role in the subsequent part of Aristophanes’ speech as he shapes
the human body. In (d), the preposed topic is an anaphoric pronoun. Since
they serve as a cohesive link with the preceding context, anaphoric pronouns
naturally favor the initial position in the sentence."?

Non-preposed new or contrastive topics (i.e. topic constituents placed within
the complement clause) tend to be of secondary discourse prominence.

(10) a. émel olet  av, Eov, "Ahojativnerop mep 'Aduntou dmobavelv dv, )
because think you he.said AlcestisACC for Admetus dieINF PTC or

"Ayéa Tlatpéudw Emamobavely (Pl Smp. 208d)
Achilles Patroclus die.after.INF

Do you really think, he said, that Alcestis would have died for Admetus or that Achilles
would have died after Patroclus (...).

b. (...) 8t Boddopar Td vlv  Tapbvtancrop xal elg oV Emerta

that Lwant  the now be.present.PTCP.ACC also to the thereafter

xpdvov mapetvat. (PL. Smp. 200d)
time  be.present.INF

(...) that I want the things I have now to be mine in the future as well.

'8) Translations of Plato’s Symposium (sometimes adapted) are taken from Nehamas and Wood-

ruff (Cooper 1997).
19) Other examples are: Pl. Smp. 174d (towadt’ drrer), 183e (todroug 3% Botdetau ...). For the position
of oBtog in the clause, see Allan, Forthc.
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c. Kat tov  Kdpov dxodoavta xeheboat  TodS EPUNVEASGNCTOP émetpécdal ToV
And ART Cyrus havingheard order.INF the interpreters.ACC ask.INF  ART

Kpoloov tivae todtov €mucaréorro (Hdt. 1.86.4)
Croesus who that invoke.OPT.3.SG

And Cyrus heard it and ordered the interpreters to ask Croesus who he was invoking.

d. [Aristodicus stopped the Cymaeans from surrendering Pactyes]
Soxéwv  Tolg OeompdmougncTop o0 Aéyew  dAnOéws (Hdt. 1158.2)
thinking the oracle.consulters.ACC not tellINF true. ADV
(...) thinking that those who had consulted the oracle were not telling the truth.

In none of these cases the clausal topic refers to a central, persisting actor in the
discourse. In (a), Alcestis is merely mentioned in passing as one of a series of
examples of self-sacrifice. In (b), Té viv mapévta is an inanimate entity of passing
interest to the interlocutors’ discourse. The anonymous interpreters and mes-
sengers to the oracle in (c) and (d) are peripheral participants in the action leav-
ing the stage immediately after their entry.>° Note that the main (embedding)
verb may also be an infinitive (xeAedoat in c) or a participle (Soxéwv in d).

3. Preposed Focus

The focus of a sentence is that piece of information ‘which is relatively the most
important or salient in the given communicative setting, and considered by
S[peaker] to be most essential for A[ddressee] to integrate into his pragmatic
information’ (Dik1997:1.326). It is ‘the element of information whereby the pre-
supposition and the assertion DIFFER from each other. The focus is that por-
tion of an utterance which cannot be taken for granted at the time of speech.’
(Lambrecht 1994: 207). To explain the preposing of narrow focus constituents, I
would like to suggest that the preposed position is a way to mark the constituent
atissue as highly focal. Typically, the preposed narrow focus constituent is con-
trastive or counter-presuppositional.

As Dik’s definition of focus as the piece of information ‘which is relatively [my
italics, R/A] the most important or salient’ makes clear, it is possible to conceive
of focality as a scalar rather than a discrete notion. A piece of information can
be more focal than another and this difference can be coded by different gram-
matical constructions. As Givén (2001: I1.221) notes with regard to contrastive
focus constructions, ‘the notion of contrast is neither grammatically nor cog-
nitively discrete. Rather, it rests upon the more fundamental cognitive dimen-
sions of informational predictability and its converse, counter-expectancy, both

20) Other examples are: PL. Smp. 194a (10 8éatpov), PL. Smp. 208d ("Alnotwv and dBdvarov pvipy).
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of which are atleast in principle scalar. While grammatical constructions do not
code promiscuously-many points along a functional-cognitive scalar domain,
they do often code more than a single binary split.’

Contrastive foci show a high degree of focality because they involve chunks of
information which are relatively unpredictable due to the presence of a salient
alternative piece of information. This alternative piece of information may be
expressed in the form of a corresponding constituent in a parallel construc-
tion®! or it involves information which the speaker presupposes to be enter-
tained by the addressee (counter-presuppositional focus, see Dik 1997: 1.332).
Dik distinguishes a number of subtypes of counter-presuppositional foci, e.g.
(i.) rejecting focus, e.g. A: — John bought apples. B: — No, he didn’t buy APPLES.
(ii.) replacing focus, e.g. A: — John bought apples. B: — No, he bought BANANAS.
(iii.) expanding focus, e.g. John grows bananas. B: — He also SELLS them. (iv.)
restricting focus, e.g. John grows and sell potatoes. B: — No, he only SELLS them.
(v.) selecting focus, e.g. A: — Are you going to rent or buy a car? B: — I'm going to
BUY one.**

Now consider the following examples of preposed focal constituents.

() a. Ot 3  Kadvior  abtéyfoves Joxéewv  €pol  iay, adtol pévrol €x

the PTC Cauninas aborigines seem.INF to.me they.are self but from

Kpyigrocus oot ebvat. (Hdt. 1172.1)
Crete they.say be.INF

I think the Caunians are aborigines of the soil, but they say themselves that they came
from Crete.

b. [Astyages asks the cowherd who had given him the boy.]
6 % ¢ fwutolrocus e Egm yeyovévat (...) (Hdt. 1.116.4)
he PTC from himself PTC he.said be.born.PRF.INF
He [the cowherd] said that he [Cyrus] was his own son (...).

c. To0Tov EumANTAMEvoy TPATOV MV adTdv Excmiely,  Emerta 19 ZwxpdTElRocus
that  havingfilled first PTC self drinkINF next ART Socrates

xehebewy  €yyelv (Pl Smp. 214a)
order.INF pour.in.INF

This he [Alcibiades] got filled to the brim, he drained it himself and then ordered
them to fill it up for Socrates.

21) An example of this type of contrastive focus is: Socrates and Plato came to see me. SOCRATES
was NICE, but PLATOwas BORING. Here, SOCRATES and PLATO are contrastive topics, while NICE
and BORING are contrastive foci (see also Hengeveld & Mackenzie 2008, 97).

22) For this typology of focus types, I refer to S. Dik 1997: 1.331-333. See also H. Dik 1995: 38-39.
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2

d. (..) 8¢ o03évrocus: PN dMorocus. EmioTacdat VoTa
who nothing  Lsay other understand.INF but the

¢pwtixd (Pl Smp. 177€)
art.oflove

(...) when I 'say I understand nothing else but the art of love.

e. 00 mdvupocus Epnv €Tt Exew Ey® TPOG TAUTNV TV EPWTNOW
not quite Lsaid any.more canINF I  to that ART question

mpoyeipwg  dmoxpivaabal (PL Smp. 204d)
ready.ADV answer.INF

I'said that I could in no way give a ready answer to that question.

fo(..) ;co’(g‘rocyocusl Sékag dq._taes'ocFOCUSZ etvait (...) (Hdt.1.33.)
highly thinking foolish be.INF

(..) thinking him a great fool (...)

In (11a), the preposed focus éx Kpytyg is contrasted with the focus of the pre-
ceding clause avtéyxBoves. In (b), the cowherd declares that Cyrus is Ais own son.
The focus € éwutod is counter-presuppositional: it replaces Astyages’ presup-
position that Cyrus is not the cowherd’s son (replacing focus in Simon Dik’s
terminology). In (c), @ Xwxpdrtel is contrasted with adtév ‘himself in the pre-
ceding clause (cf. also mp&ToV pév ..., Eneta ...). Examples (d) and (e) contain
a negation (cf. Dik’s rejecting focus: the speaker rejects a proposition of which
(s)he presumes that it is entertained by the addressee). In (d), there is a hyper-
baton of 003¢v and &Mo: 003¢v carries the primary focus and is therefore placed
before the main verb; &0 has less focus and is located within the complement
clause before the infinitive.?3 Together, they constitute the direct object of the
infinitive complement ériotacdal. OV mdvv in (e) has scope over the infinitive
complement. The main verb €gnv is outside the scope of negation.?# The inten-
sifying adverb xdpta in (f) is as modifier of the adjective duadéa and is placed

23) Preposed negations seem to occur more frequently than non-preposed negations. In my data,
there are g instances of preposed negations against 4 non-preposed. In 3 of these 4 instances, the
non-preposed negation occurs in a coordinated complement clause: @agsay.prcp (...) OO¥NEG (.-.)
MW gyr (Hdt. 1.122.2) ‘saying ... not ... but ..."; gnuisay...s6 (... ) 00TNgG (...) 00TeNEG (...) oUTeENEG (...) (PL
Symp.178d) ‘I say neither ... nor ... nor ...”; 00ngg BovAdpuevotwant.prrc OUTENEG (...) 0UTeNEG (...) (Hdt.
1160.1) ‘wanting neither ... nor ...” (with one preposed and two coordinated non-preposed nega-
tions). The only remaining case of a non-preposed negation (Hdt. 1.158.2) is difficult to explain.
24) Note that when o0 immediately precedes the main verb (such as xeketw, otopar, gnui), it is
often ambiguous as to whether it has scope over the main verb or is in fact semantically associated
with the embedded infinitive (see Kithner-Gerth 1898: I1180A3; Wackernagel 1926: 262; Schwyzer-
Debrunner1950: 593), a phenomenon referred to as ‘negative raising’, e.g. olneg @101V, 56 SOTEWINF
‘he says he will not give’.
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before the main verb to provide extra emphasis (primary focus), dpabéa is part
of the complement clause and carries secondary focus (because located before
infinitive).25

Non-preposed narrow focus constituents tend to be non-contrastive and
non-counter-presuppositional. Typically, non-preposed foci are what Simon
Dik calls completive, that is to say, they serve to fill in a specific piece of infor-
mation for which the speaker presumes that the addressee has an information
gap, e.g. A: — What happened yesterday? B: — Socrates met with Protagoras. The
information provided by the focus constituent neither counters any presup-
position nor does it stand in contrast to another focal constituent. It merely
adds an element to the shared common ground of speaker and addressee. Since
they do not involve a contrast with an alternative piece of information which
is explicitly mentioned or presupposed, completive focus constituents do not
show a high degree of focality. For this reason, as I would suggest, such focus
constituents tend not to receive the marked position preceding the main verb.
Because we are still dealing with a narrow focus rather than with a broad focus
the constituent at issue is located in the slot preceding the complement infini-
tive.

(12) a. [Alyattes sent a herald]
Boudéuevos amovddgrocus momoacdat OpagufBodie Te xal Midyoloot (Hdt. 1.21.1)
wishing  truce make.INF  with.Thrasybulus and  with.Milesians
(-..) wishing to make a truce with Thrasybulus and the Milesians.

b. pact 3¢ uw Aelgol Bcodwpou Tob Zapiov  Epyovrocus
they.say. PRT it. ACC Delphians Theodorus.GEN the Samian work

ebvau (Hdt. 1.51.3)
be.INF

The Delphians say that it is the work of Theodorus of Samos.

c. xéheve 3¢  ogeag x1B8@vdgrocus (...) UmodVvew Tolol
orderIMP PRT they. ACC tunics wear.under.INF the

elpaot (Hdt. 1.155.4)
cloaks

And order them to wear tunics under their cloaks.

25) A more trivial observation is that also interrogative pronouns (carrying questioning focus [Dik
1997: 1.331-333]) are preferably placed in sentence-initial position (Kithner-Gerth 1898: IL.515) and
thus before the main verb, e.g. TiWHATACC OYELTHINK.Z.SG () aYTlOVCAUSE.ACC ETVOCLBE,INF (), (Pl Smp
207a) ‘What do you suppose to be the cause (...)?". Although clause-initial position is not obligatory
in Ancient Greek, exceptions are infrequent (see Bertrand 2010, 333—338). In my data, there are five
instances of interrogative pronouns in preposed position against no instances of non-preposed
position.



18 RJ. Allan / Journal of Greek Linguistics 12 (2012) 5—28

d. xal  Guny adtixarocus OoehéEesBor  adtéy ot (Pl Smp. 217b)
and Lthought straightway talk FUT.INF he.ACC with.me
And I thought that he would straightway talk with me (...).

In these cases, the constituent preceding the embedded infinitive provides the
most important piece of new information without salient contrast or counter-
presuppositionality being involved. The infinitives in (12a)—(12¢) are verbs with
an unspecific lexical meaning providing little salient new information (‘make’,
‘be’, ‘wear’). In (12d), it is to be expected that Socrates, upon meeting him, would
speak to Alcibiades. The infinitive SiehéEeobat can therefore be considered pre-
supposed information. The adverb adtixa provides the most salient new infor-
mation in the infinitive clause.

4. Preposed Infinitive

The next issue I would like to go into relates to preposed infinitives. This marked
word order can be accounted for by the same word order schema as the one dis-
cussed above. In the case of preposed infininitives, it is the infinitive (clause)
which fills the special focus slot preceding the main verb. An important addi-
tional condition for preposing the infinitive is that the infinitival complement
clause is short. Preferably, it only consists of the infinitive itself, possibly accom-
panied by one other constituent (rarely more). The effect of preposing the
infinitive is to give focus to the infinitive. Often, the infinitive is contrastive with
another infinitive in the context. E.g.,

(13) a. [Astyages asked Harpagus if he knew what kind of meat he had eaten.]
6 8 xal ywooxew Epy xal dpeotdv evar w8V 16 8 Pactheds
he PTC and know.INF hesaid and pleasing be.INF all what PTC king

€pdy (Hdt. 1.19.7)
do.SBJV.3.5G

He said that he knew and that all the king does is pleasing.

b. v "AméMw éxélevey  TO TE  TPOCWTOV METAOTPEQEW xal T6 oD
ART Apollo.ACC he.ordered the PTC face turn.INF and the of.the

adyEvog Mo Tpog v Topy (-..), xal T@a  {8oBar  éxéhevev. (PL Smp.190e)
neck  half towards the wound and the.rest heal.INF he.ordered

He [Zeus] ordered Apollo to turn its face and half-neck towards the wound (...) and he
commanded him to heal the rest.

c. [Alcibiades:]
gyd pev O  tadta dxovoagTe  xal  Elmwv, xal  Ggelg Waomep
I  PTC PTC that havingheard and havingsaid and having.sent like

BeAn,  tetpdafor adtov  @unv (PL Smp. 219b)
arrows be.wounded.INF he.ACC ILthought

His words made me think that my own finally hit the mark, that he was smitten by my
arrows.
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In example (a), the infinitive xai ywvooxew is contrasted with the following
infinitive ol dpeatév evar2® In (b), the infinitive clause t@M\a (&gt is con-
trasted with the preceding infinitive clause 16 te Tpdowmov uetaoTpépey xal o
o0 adyévos Ao pds v Topyy. An additional factor explaining the preposing
of the infinitive may be that éxéAevev is merely repeated and thus not very infor-
mative. The infinitive tetpdofat in (c) does not contrast explicitly with another
verb. However, it does stand in contrast with the content of the following sec-
tion in which Socrates turns out to be unaffected by Alcibiades efforts. Alcibi-
ades thought Socrates was ‘wounded’ indeed but, in actual fact, Socrates was to
turn him down.

In other cases, the preposed infinitival clause appears to be used to highlight
an unexpected, counter-presuppositional or otherwise especially newsworthy
event.

(14) a.’Aotudymg 8  uw obx €0 Bovkebeaba Epy ¢mibupéovta €¢ dvdryxag
Astyages PTC he.ACC not well resolve.INF he.said wishing in torture

peydAag dmicvéeodot (Hdt. 1.116.4)
great arrive. INF

Astyages said that he was not well advised if he wished to find himself in a desperate
situation.

b. émedy) 8¢  doixeto TO TpdTov, deimvnoag dmévar  €BovAeto. (PL. Smp. 217d)
when PTC he.came the First  having.dined leave.INF he.wanted
The first time he came, he wanted to leave after dinner.

c. [Agathon:]
QOPUATTEY  BOUAEL pe, @ Zdxpartes (PL Smp.194a)
bewitch.INF you.want me o Socrates
You want to bewitch me, Socrates.

d. ogtag 8¢ obtog mpd oD vewpod mapediSov éwvtdv  Kpolow
having.stood PTC he  before the corpse gaveuup himself to.Croesus

TPOTEVWY Tag yelpag, Emuaracdial v xedebwy 1@ vexpd (Hdt. 1.45.1)
stretching.out the hands kill.on.INF he.ACC telling the corpse

He [Adrastus] stood before the body and gave himself up to Croesus, stretching out his
hands and telling him to i/l him over the corpse.

26) This construction is very typical of coordinated focus constituents: one member of the set

is placed preverbally while the other member(s) follow(s) the verb. Other examples from my
corpus are: PL. Symp. 190e (= example 13b) and P1. Smp. 205e. This type of ordering (Focus,—Verb,
Focus,, etc.) is a manifestation of the ‘one chunk per clause principle’ (Givon 2o01: Il.222—223),
which states that preferably only one portion per clause should fall under the scope of asserted
new information. To avoid a heavy clustering of focus constituents, the information load is spread
over two (or more) information units. The first information chunk contains the verb; the following
chunk(s) only consist of a focal constituent. For chunking-phenomena in Ancient Greek, see also
Slings 1997, 2002.
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Astyages in (a) contradicts the idea he presumes to be held by the cowherd
(rejecting focus). In (b), Alcibiades puts focus on dmiévat since Socrates’ wish to
leave comes as a great surprise: it contradicts Alcibiades’ expectation that he
would stay (replacive focus). In (c), Socrates has been praising Agathon exces-
sively. Agathon, however, corrects the presupposition (replacive focus) that this
praise is favorable to him by pointing out that Socrates is actually casting a spell
on him (the implicit idea behind this is that receiving too much praise may
incur the jealousy of the gods [Dover 1980]).27 Adrastus in (d) expresses the
remarkable request to be killed by Croesus on Atys’ body (who had been killed
by Adrastus). The extraordinary and unexpected character of Adrastus’ wish
is marked by preposing the infinitive énicatacpd&at ‘to be killed on’. Its dative
complement 1§ vexp® is placed after the verb because it is provides informa-
tion already given in the context (cf. wpd o0 vexpod in the preceding participial
clause).

5. Preposed Theme and Clausal Setting

Hitherto, I have discussed what is perhaps the most notable feature of word
order in complex sentences: the placement of topical and focal constituents
semantically belonging to the complement clause in the topic and focus slots
of the main verb. In the following section, the position of the extra-clausal
constituents Themes and clausal Settings within the complex sentence will
be dealt with. A Theme is a left-detached extra-clausal constituent, typically
serving to (re)establish a topic in the discourse by bringing the referent back
into the centre of attention. Settings are adverbial clauses preceding the (main)
clause specifying time, location and/or other circumstantial state of affairs.
Themes and Setting clauses are often combined. For example,

(15) [Description of the Persian army and fleet]

[EépEng 8¢ tneme [emel  Vpibundy te xal Setdydn 6 aTpatds, |sETTING
Xerxes PTC when had.been.numbered and marshaled the army
[émeBipunoe adtéds ogeag dekedoag fenoacbal |mai cLause (7.100.1)

desired self them havingridden view.INF

When his army had been numbered and marshalled, Xerxes desired to ride through and
view it.
Theme E¢pkng resumes the narrative revolving around the discourse topic
Xerxes. The preceding section contains an extensive description of the Per-
sian army and fleet which was rounded off with a digression on Artemisia of

27) Note the position of the postpositive pronoun pe attached to the main verb (for this phe-
nomenon, see note 15).
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Halicarnassus, one of the commanders of the fleet. The function of the Setting
clause is typical: it creates both an anaphoric link to the preceding discourse,
the description of the army, as well as providing a background to the subse-
quent discourse unit.

Although there are only few examples in my corpus, Themes appear to be
located before the main verb even if they are semantically and syntactically—
note the accusative case in the example below—associated with the comple-
ment clause. I only found two examples in my data. In both cases, the Theme
precedes an interrogative pronoun.

(16) a. maowtag Oérneme Tl Soxéelg  elyeabar dAho 7 (...) Aafetv dpwpevol
islanders.ACC PTC what you.think pray.INF else than catch.INF praying

Avdols  &v Baddaoy (...) (Hdt. 1.27.4)
Lydians at sea

As for the islanders, what more do you think they pray for than (...) to catch Lydians at

sea (...)?
b. tadyv N Boddnow  xal TV Epwtal TodToVrHEME TTOTEQQ

that ACC PRT ART.ACC wish.ACC and ART.ACC loveACC thatACC  PTC

XOWoV olet evar  movtwy  dvBpwmwv (...); (Pl Smp. 205a)
common you.think be.INF all.GEN people.GEN

As for this wish and this love, do you suppose them to be common to all mankind (...)?

These constituents are not clause-internal topics but extra-clausal (i.e. left
detached) Themes. In Ancient Greek, there are indications that constituents
preceding the interrogative pronoun constitute separate intonation units. Clitic
particles such as &v and unaccented personal and indefinite pronouns are
placed after the interrogative pronoun (Marshall 1987, 19), which points to an
intonation boundary preceding the interrogative pronoun.?® For example,

(17) a. Zogiav 3 v eNoapuey ebvay; (X. Mem. 4.6.7)

wisdom.ACC PTC what PTC say.OPT...pl be.INF
And what of Wisdom? How shall we describe it?>9

b. mept v Tot@Vde S¢ i oe  xwhdet SteXBety; (Pl Crat. 408d)
about ART these PTC what you keeps discuss.INF
But what keeps you from discussing these gods?

The position of &v in (a.) and ce in (b.) demonstrate that the interrogative
pronoun is preceded by an intonational boundary.3° The left-detached status

28) For the ‘delayed position’ of clitic particles as evidence for intonation unit boundaries (‘colon-

formation’), I refer to Frankel 1964, Marshall 1987, Ruijgh 1990 and Goldstein 2010.
29) Translation Marchant (Marchant & Todd 1923).
3°) Other examples are: Hdt. 3.63.3 (201 82 tig &v), PL Grg. 330c (o 8¢ Tiv’ &v), PL. Prot. 328a (todtoug
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of gogiav and mepl t@v Toi@dvde shows that these constituents are extra-clausal
Themes rather than clause-internal topics.3* Accusative-marking is not prob-
lematic for assuming a Theme status. In Ancient Greek, Themes can appear in
oblique cases (Slings 1997, Bertrand 2010). This phenomenon is also known from
other languages (Dik 1997: I1.391-392), e.g. German Diesen Film, den sah ich als
ich ein Kind war (from Lambrecht 2001: 1052), where the Theme construction
shows accusative case-marking.

Unlike Themes, Setting clauses that are associated with the complement
clause are placed afier the main verb but preceding the infinitival complement
clause.

(18) a. peta 3¢  tadta EMAvwv Twdg(..) qagl [tiis Powixng &g Topov
after PTC that of.Greeks some.ACC they.say ART Phoenicia.GEN at Tyre

MPOTTXOVTAG]SETTING(C) dpmdaat 100 Bactdéos v Buyatépa Edpdmyy (Hdt. 1.2.1)
having.landed carry.offINF the king.GEN the daughter Europa

They say that following these events some Greeks landed at Tyre in Phoenicia and
carried off the king’s daughter Europa.

b. enui odv &y [mdvtwy Bedv e0daupdvewy  BVTwv]serTiNG(c) EpwTa (...)
say..SG then I  allGEN gods.GEN happy.GEN being.GEN Love.ACC

evdaupovéatatoy elvar  adtdv (PL Smp.195a)
happiest be.INF of.them

I maintain, then, that while all the gods are happy, Love (...) is the happiest of them all.

c. ["Apmayog 3¢]rnemEv) [G§ €ldé Me]sETTING(M), €xEAcve [TV TayioTyy

Harpagus PTC when he.saw me he.told in.the.quickest.way
avadafévta 10 moudiov]serring(c) ofxeaBau @épovta (Hdt. 1.111.3)
having.taken the child go.away.INF bringing

And Harpagus, when he saw me, he told me to take the child with all speed and bring
it away (...).

The Setting in (a) is a conjunct participle clause modifying the subject accusa-
tive ‘EMYvwv Tvdg. In (b), the Setting is an absolute genitive clause.3* Example
(c) contains a Theme (M) and a Setting (M) preceding the main clause, as well
as a Setting (C) preceding the complement clause.

11 tig &v). For a more elaborate discussion about the extra-clausal status of contituents preceding
the interrogative pronoun, see Bertrand 2010, 337.

31) The absence of resumptive pronouns is not a conclusive indication of clause-internal status
of these constituents given that the zero-anaphora is the normal way in Ancient Greek to refer to
highly accessible discourse topics.

32) The personal pronoun éy® here functions as an unemphatic given topic and is therefore placed
after the verb. For ¢y and o0 as unemphatic postpositives, see Dik 2003. The position of given
topics in complex sentences will be discussed later.
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6. Setting Adverbs and Given Topics

The final issue I would like to address is the placement of adverbs with Set-
ting function and given topics. In the preceding section, the position of clauses
with Setting function was dealt with. Besides clauses, also adverbs (or adverbial
phrases) can function as Settings. Setting adverbs are sentence adverbs pro-
viding a semantic frame with respect to which the state of affairs described
in the subsequent sentence or discourse segment is to be assessed.33 Setting
adverbs are placed in clause-initial position preceding new or contrastive top-
ics (though after conjunctions and relative pronouns). They typically have a
spatio-temporal or discourse-structural meaning, e.g. elta/éneita ‘then, there-
after’, ueta todto ‘after that’ viv ‘now’, mp&tov ‘first’, téte ‘then’.34 In most cases,
Setting adverbs were probably not separated from the clause by an intonation
boundary but there are cases which show signs of a left-detached, extra-clausal
status. An example is Lysias 7.12: viv 3¢ / mavtag &v dudg fovdoluny (...), in which
the delayed position of &v can be seen as an indication of an intonation bound-
ary after vov.

In complex sentences, frame-setting adverbs show a strong tendency to be
placed in initial position even if they semantically belong to the complement
clause. Examples from my corpus are the following:

(19) a. Eo’(ktcr‘raSETT‘ADV, 3¢ dvayxainv qact el TOV opefdovta  xal TU
particularly PTC inevitable they.say be.INF the debtor.ACC also some

Peddog Aéyew (Hdt. 1138.1)
falsehood speak.INF

In particular, they say that it is inevitable that the debtor also speaks some falsehood.

b. éneitasgrrapy T®  Zwxpdtel xeebey  Eyyelv (PL Smp. 214a)
next ART for.Socrates order.INF pour.inINF
(-..) then he ordered them to fill it up again for Socrates.

c. MeTd TadTOsETT.ADY €PY opdg uév  detmvel (...) (PL Smp. 175¢)
after that he.said they.ACC PTC dineINF
He said that, after that, they started eating (...)

dto 3 petd TodTOsprrApV Tiva oleofé e didvotay
ART PTC after that what you.think me.ACC state.of.mind

Exew (Pl Smp. 219d)
have INF

After that, what state of mind do you think I had?

33) For the frame-setting function of sentence-initial adverbials, I refer to Chafe 1984.

34) Possibly also modal/attitudinal adverbs can function as frame-setting adverbs in Ancient
Greek. The epistemic adverbs {owg ‘perhaps’ and mdvtws by all means, certainly’, for example,
show a strong tendency to occur at the beginning of the clause.
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In examples (a) and (b [= 11c]), the adverb modifies the main clause; in (c)
and (d), the adverb modifies the complement clause. Because 16 petd todto
in (d) is ambiguous between an adverb and a noun (being a substantivized
prepositional phrase), it can also be analyzed as a Theme: ‘as for the time after
that, what state of mind do you think I had?'.

In Ancient Greek, given topics are placed in the position immediately follow-
ing the verb.35 Given topics refer to entities which are currently in the centre of
attention and therefore assumed by the speaker to be highly accessible to the
addressee. Given topics do not stand in any significant contrast with alternative
topical referents.

(20) a. émuipvaral Yap Umo Aedeiv  Oeopaviowat qaat 3w
is.being.mixed for by Delphians at.the.Divine.Appearance they.say. PRT it.ACC

Aelgoigvropic Ogodwpou 100 Zoplov Epyov ebvau (Hdt. 1.51.2-3)
Delphians Theodorus.GEN the Samian work beINF

For it is used as a mixing-bowl by the Delphians at the feast of the Divine Appearance.
The Delphians say that it is the work of Theodorus of Samos.

b. Kai ol gyéveto Buydmp Th obvopa €beto Mowvddvnv:
and to.him had.been.born daughter to.whom name hadbeen.set Mandane

™y €ddxee ‘Agtudynseivroric €V TQ Umve  olpfjoot togodtov MaTe
RELF.ACC dreamed Astyages in the sleep urinate.INF so.much that

mAjoo ey Ty Ewutod moAw, émiataxddoat 3¢ xal TV Agiyy
filLINF PTC the ofhimself city flood.INF and also ART Asia

maoav. (Hdt. 1.107.1)
all

Astyages had a daughter, whom he called Mandane: he dreamed that she urinated so
much that she filled his city and flooded all of Asia.

c. Tolat uév O  xateotixee moAlopxin. Kpoloog 8¢  Soxéwv ol Xpévov
to.them PRT PRT had.begun siege Croesus PTC thinking to.him time

énl paxpov Eoeabol TV moMopXiNVGIvropic EMEUTE  €x tod Teiyeog &Moug

till long  beFUT.INF the siege he.sent from the walled.city other

dyyéhovs & tag ouvppaylas. (Hdt. 1.81)
messengers to the allies

So the siege had begun. But Croesus, supposing that the siege would last a long time,
again sent messengers from the city to his allies.

35) The idea that given topics are located in a position immediately following the verb I owe to
Mati¢ 2003 (who calls them continuous topics). See also Allan, Forthc.
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d. & obtw xp motely, €l ool Soxel, &y @dvor  TOV
but so itsuits doINF if to.you it.seems he.said say.INF ART

7A\{O,(e(J.NO(G[\/Topl(;. (Pl Smp 175b)
Agathon

‘Well all right, if you really think so,” he [Aristodemus] said that Agathon said.

In examples (a) and (b), AeAgol and 'Actudyys are the grammatical subjects
of the main verb. Since they are given topics, they are placed directly after
the main verb.3® They are highly accessible referents since they have been
mentioned in the preceding sentence. In (a) the Delphians are referred to as
passive agents U0 AeAg&v. In (b) Astyages is referred to by the dative pronoun
ol. The accusative v moAtopxiny (c) and tév 'Ayddwva in (d) are the subjects
of the infinitive complements éoegfat and gdvai, respectively. The siege in (c)
is already mentioned in the preceding sentence as grammatical subject and is
therefore highly accessible.37 In example (d), Aristodemus is speaking about
the conversation he had with Agathon about whether they should bring in
Socrates or leave him standing in the neighbor’s porch. As he is one of the
current interlocutors, Agathon is a given discourse topic.

7. Raising

The preposing of constituents which semantically belong to the complement
clause can be regarded as a specific form of raising. More specifically, it is a form
of what Dik calls ‘Raising-1’ which he describes as: ‘a form of pure displacement:
the term in question appears in the matrix clause, but further remains unaf-
fected: it retains its form appropriate to its function in the embedded domain’
(Dik, 1997: 11.344). As I have argued, in Ancient Greek this specific type of rais-
ing is triggered by pragmatic factors. It appears that there are no grammatical
constraints to the process. All constituents of the complement clause are poten-
tially available for preposing, regardless of their syntactic or semantic proper-
ties. A very similar type of pragmatically motivated raising is found in Hungar-
ian, as is illustrated by the following examples (from De Groot 1981: 47, 52; see
also Hengeveld & Mackenzie 2008: 368-369).38

36) The clitic pronoun pw is in Wackernagel's position and can therefore be disregarded.

37) The non-second position of the clitic oi after the embedding verb Sox¢wv should not be regard-
ed as irregular. In complex sentences, the most frequently occurring position of postpositive
pronouns is in fact directly behind the main verb. This also means that the delayed position of
ol cannot be taken as a conclusive indication of an intonation boundary preceding Soxécwv.

38) A similar pragmatically motivated form of clause intertwining is also found in Latin (Bolke-
stein 1981).
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(21) a. [Janos]rop [azt]r,c mondta, hogy [a taxi]re, [6t-re]p,c jOjjon
John DEM  said that the taxi at.five come
John said that the taxi would come at five.

b. [Janos]rop [Ot-re]roc mondta, hogy [a taxi]rop jojjon
John at.five said that the taxi come
John said that the taxi would come at five.

c. [Mari]rop  [nem]poc hiszem, hogy ismeri Chomskyt
Mary.NOM not believe.l that knows.she Chomsky.ACC
I do not believe that Mary knows Chomsky.

Hungarian basic word order is similar to Ancient Greek in that topical ele-
ments are placed in clause-initial position, while narrow focus constituents are
in preverbal position. Another relevant feature of Hungarian is the presence of
a cataphoric demonstrative element azt which refers to the subsequent com-
plement clause. This demonstrative azt occupies the preverbal focus position
of the main clause indicating that the complement clause as a whole is focal
information. The preverbal focus position in the complement clause is occu-
pied by dtre ‘at five’. In (21b), dtre is preposed in the preverbal focus position
of the main clause. In (21c), the topic of the complement clause Mari (note the
nominative case-marking) is placed in the topic position of the main clause.

8. Conclusion

I have argued that placing constituents of the complement clause in a position
preceding the main verb serves the purpose of pragmatically highlighting these
constituents. Constituents which can be placed in this pragmatically marked
preposed position are Themes, topics, narrow foci and adverbs with Setting
function. The infinitive complement clause can also be preposed in order to
mark it as a narrow focus. The structural Theme, topic and focus position in
the main clause are ‘borrowed’, so to speak, by constituents of the complement
clause in order to increase their discourse prominence. The general word order
schema of complex sentences as represented in schema (5) can be character-
ized roughly as a combination of two intertwined clausal word order schemas.
This paper is intended as a first attempt to analyse constituent-preposing in
complex sentences. No doubt, further research will reveal additional factors
which trigger clause-intertwining in Ancient Greek.
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