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chapter one

INTRODUCTION

This book is about the noun phrase (NP) inAncientGreek. It aims to pro-
vide a functional analysis of the factors that determine the structure of
theNP, viz. the ordering and articulation of its constituents. In contrast to
mostmodern European languages, in which the ordering of NP elements
is rather fixed, the structure of the NP in Ancient Greek is extremely flex-
ible in that the various constituents may occur in almost every possible
order and that each constituentmay ormay not be preceded by an article.
As a result of this flexibility, the number of possible NP patterns is enor-
mous. Although one would expect that the existence of so many possi-
bilities would raise questions about the use and function of the various
options, the structure of the Ancient Greek NP has received very little
attention. Apart from the descriptions in the standard grammars, which
generally consist of an overview of the various possibilities withoutmuch
attention for the differences in use, the discussion of the structure of the
Greek NP is limited to a few studies on the difference between pre- and
postnominal adjectives or demonstratives and to some remarks on the
articulation of its constituents in general literature on what is often called
‘double definiteness’.There is no systematic analysis of the structure of the
Ancient Greek NP.
This study attempts to fill this gap. On the basis of a careful analysis

of the structure of the NPs in a particular corpus (see section .), I will
try to answer the question as to which arguments lead a native speaker
of Ancient Greek in his choice to select one of the various possible
NP patterns. The answer to this question will not only increase our
knowledge of the (Ancient Greek) NP, but will—I hope—also result in
a better interpretation of Ancient Greek texts.
Since the interest of this book is the structure of the NP, other issues—

such as the meaning or function of NPmodifiers, the difference between
various constructionswith a similarmeaning (e.g. the difference between
a possessive construction with a possessive pronoun ‘� �μ�ς πατ	ρ’ and
a construction with a genitive of a personal pronoun ‘� πατ	ρ μ�υ’),
or the relation between the complexity of the NP and the availability
of the referent—although each contributing to our knowledge of the
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form and function of the NP, will only be dealt with if and insofar
these issues are relevant for the understanding of the structure of the
NP.

.. The outline of the study

This study of the structure of the Ancient Greek NP consists of two parts.
The central theme of the first part is word order variation in the NP.This
part generalises over definite and indefinite NPs, or rather, articular and
non-articular NP constituents, as the factors that determine the order of
the NP constituents are (as I will argue) insensitive to their articulation.
After an introductory chapter on word order in the NP, which gives an
overview of the various aspects used to explain word order variation in
the Ancient Greek NP and which presents the theoretical framework of
my research, the Chapters  and  discuss word order in NPs with only
one and with multiple modifiers respectively.
Insight in the factors that determine the order of the NP constituents

is, however, not sufficient for a complete understanding of the structure
of the Ancient Greek NP. Since two NPs with exactly the same ordering
may differ in the presence or absence of the article, the position of this
article and the number of articles expressed (e.g. XN vs. aXN, aXN vs.
XaN and aXXN vs. aXaXN),1 the second part of this study analyses the
articulation of the NP constituents. As there is no coherent and system-
atic description of the use and function of the Greek article that answers
modern linguistic insights, Chapter  starts with a very basic discus-
sion of the circumstances in which an Ancient Greek NP is marked with
a definite article. Chapter , finally, analyses the factors that determine
which constituents of a definite NP are articular. The book ends with an
overview of the various possible NP patterns and a short description of
the circumstances under which they are used.

.. Method and data

Research into the Ancient Greek language automatically implies a cor-
pus-linguistic approach. Corpus-linguistics has the disadvantage that

1 For an explanation of the abbreviations, see the list of abbreviations at page XI.
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you cannot limit the parameters that influence the data to the one in
which you are interested; the advantage, on the other hand, is that all
data are embedded in an explicit and well-defined context. Even within
corpus-linguistics, one can try to keep constant as many variables as pos-
sible. For this reason, I decided to analyse data from one author only
to exclude possible stylistic and diachronic differences.2 My choice for
Herodotus wasmade because this prose3 text with various text types con-
tains a lot of description, which is a necessary condition for finding NPs
with multiple modifiers.4 These advantages counterbalance the fact that
Herodotus wrote in the Ionic dialect,5 so that there might be differences
with authors who wrote in the Attic dialect.6

2 For the influence of style on word order variation, see Chapter , section ...
Several grammars suggest a diachronic difference in the use of the aNaA andNaA pattern
(cf. also Brunel  and Biraud ).

3 The choice for a prose text was inspired by fear that rhythm might influence the
order of the constituents in the NP. By now, however, H. Dik’s (: –) study of
the position of the attributive adjective in Sophocles proves that there is also no correla-
tion in poetry between word shape and position of the constituents of the NP. The influ-
ence of rhythm on the position of adjectives in prose was already reluctantly denied by
Bergson, who on the basis of his data had to admit that ‘die Sprachkünstler der klas-
sischen Prosa ihre Sätze so zu bauen und die Worte so zu wählen wussten, dass die
gedanklich beste Wortfolge fast ausnahmslos auch die bevorzugte äussere Form ergab’
(Bergson : ).

4 Because speakers do not give more information than is strictly necessary (cf. Grice
: ), extensive noun phrases tend to be used only if the speaker wants to inform the
addressee about an entity hewas not yet familiar with and/or if there is a contrast between
several very similar entities. Descriptive contexts thus seem themost likely candidates for
findingmultiple-modifier NPs. For the relation between the complexity of an NP and the
accessibility (and topicality) of the referent, see among many others Ariel (), Fox
(a+b), Gundel et al. () and Lichtenberk ().

5 Although I do not want to exclude possible dialectal differences beforehand, I do
not agree with the conclusion Devine and Stephens (: ) draw on the basis of
the statistical differences between Thucydides and Herodotus that the more frequent
postposition of adjectives in Herodotus is a syntactic feature of the Ionic dialect. I fail
to see why ‘the pragmatic parameter cannot vary for the same adjective in the same
genre’ (Devine and Stephens : ). Like H. Dik (:  note ), I would argue
that the more frequent postposition of qualifying adjectives in Herodotus is due to a
different usage of NPs with qualifying adjectives. As Dik argues, Herodotus contains a lot
of description for the sake of description, whileThucydides is muchmore argumentative.
In an argumentative text, an adjective like π�λ�ς is obviously more likely to become
pragmatically marked than in a description.

6 Although dialectal differences cannot be excluded, I would be surprised if the very
closely related dialects (C.D. Buck () considers Attic and Ionic to be one dialect
group; R. Woodard (: ) describes them as ‘sisters’) differ in more respects than
the well-known phonological features. My expectation that dialectal differences play no
major role was confirmed by the (unpublished) papers written by the participants of a
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I included all definite and indefinite NPs with one or more modifiers
from the corpus ofHerodotus in the analysis, irrespective of their seman-
tic and syntactic properties. Yet, since it is impossible to decide whether
a modifier is pre- or postnominal in NPs without an overt head, only
NPs with an overtly expressed noun were taken into consideration. NPs
with substantivised infinitives, participles, adjectives etc. as well as NPs
with proper names, names of countries, seas etc. as their heads were also
excluded; the former because these substantivised heads permit other
kinds of modifiers than common nouns, the latter because the combina-
tion of a proper namewith itsmodifier (like ‘RedBull’ and ‘the Black Sea’)
may have become a fixed expression no longer obeying normal noun
phrase formation rules.
Finally, because this book studies word order variation within the

NP, it only discusses the position of modifiers that form an integral
part of the NP. Therefore, constituents with a predicating function as
well as appositional modifiers have been left out of consideration. Since
predicative elements also agree in case, number and gender with the
noun, it is sometimes difficult to decide whether we are dealing with an
attributive modifier or with a predicating constituent, especially in the
case of participles. In example (), for instance, it is unclear whether the
participle modifies the noun (‘men who flee’) or has predicative value
(‘men when they flee’) and should therefore be analysed at the level of
the clause:

() �με�ς δ� (ε�ρημα γ�ρ ε�ρ	καμεν �μ�ας τε α�τ��ς κα� τ�ν �Ελλ!δα,
ν�"�ς τ�σ�$τ�%ν&ρ'πων%νωσ!μεν�ι) μ�δι'κωμεν�νδρας�ε
γ�ν-
τας.

Therefore I say to you (as it is to a fortunate chance that we owe ourselves
and Hellas, and have driven away so mighty a band of enemies), let us
not pursuemen who flee/men when fleeing. (Hdt. ..)7

seminar I gave in  and , which show that the use of word order patterns in the
NP in Herodotus is comparable to that in the Attic prose texts of Xenophon and Plato,
despite major statistical differences.

7 The Greek examples in this book are taken from the Oxford Classical Text editions,
the translations from the Greek-English Loeb editions. In a number of cases, however,
the translations have been adapted. For those readers who have no or only very little
knowledge of Ancient Greek, I have added a literal translation of the NP in question, if
necessary.Without doubt, transcriptions and glosses would have beenmuchmore helpful
for these readers, but in my opinion the addition of a transcription and gloss for every
example, or even every NP, was unfeasible because of the large number and complexity
of the examples.
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Although the opposite can also be maintained, it was decided only to
exclude unambiguously predicative elements.The same stance was taken
with respect to appositional modifiers, which also are not easily recog-
nisable, because my source is a written text that has come down to us
without punctuation marks. The reason for my unwillingness to assume
a loose connection between the noun and modifier a priori is that in
the past postnominal elements have been considered an apposition or
afterthought too easily (see Chapter , section ...). Therefore, I only
excluded clear appositional examples like example () and ():
() ( . . . ) παρεν&	κην π�ιε�σκετ� τ	νδε, *ς � Ε�ρ'πη περικαλλ�ς +'ρη

κα� δ�νδρεα παντ��α "�ρει τ� �μερα ( . . . ).

( . . . ) he kept adding that Europe was an extremely beautiful land and
bore all kinds of orchard trees (lit. trees all kind the cultivated) ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) %π�πεμπε �ς Δελ"��ς κα� τ!δε -λλα .μα τ��σι/ κρητ�ρας δ
�
μεγ��εϊ μεγ�λ�υς, �ρ
σε�ν κα� �ργ
ρε�ν, τ0ν � μ1ν +ρ�σε�ς 2κειτ�
�π� δε3ι� �σι4ντι �ς τ�ν νη4ν, � δ1 %ργ�ρε�ς �π’ %ριστερ!/

( . . . ) he (= Kroisos) sent them toDelphi, with other gifts besides: namely,
two very large bowls, one of gold and one of silver (lit. bowls two large,
gold and silver). The golden bowl stood to the right, the silver to the left
of the temple entrance. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), τ� 5μερα must be an apposition, since the adjective
παντ��α cannot occur in definite NPs. In example (), the number of the
adjectives +ρ�σε�ν κα� %ργ�ρε�ν (singular) makes clear that they must
be an apposition to the plural κρητ6ρας δ�� μεγ!&εϊ μεγ!λ�υς.
The fact that this book studies word order within the NP also implies

that hyperbaton is left out of consideration.8 The order of the various
constituents of the NP is studied irrespective of whether and, if so, how
many constituents of the level of the sentence intervene.This limitation is
based on the idea that one should first try to understandwhat determines
the order of the NP constituents itself, before addressing much more
complex matters like (dis)continuity.

8 Hyperbaton in Ancient Greek is the subject of numerous studies, of which Devine
and Stephens () is the most recent one. They provide an extensive bibliography on
both hyperbaton in Greek and discontinuous NPs in general.





part i

WORD ORDER





chapter two

INTRODUCTION TO WORD ORDER

.. Word order in the noun phrase

Although almost every page of an Ancient Greek text contains several
NPs with one or more modifiers, the order of the constituents of these
NPs has received very little attention. Probably, this is due to the fact
that—irrespective of the order of the constituents in Greek—the order
of the constituents in a translation is rather set. Since a modern reader
of the examples () and () is not forced to think about the word order
within the highlighted NPs, he will easily fail to notice that they differ in
their ordering, let alone that he will wonder why the red cloak in example
(), introduced by π�ρ"�ρε�ν ε8μα (AN), is referred to later by τ� ε8μα
τ� π�ρ"�ρε�ν (NA), or why the lying colossus in example () is said to
be π4δες π�ντε κα� 9:δ�μ	κ�ντα (NA) high, while the two huge statues
of Egyptian stone are said to be ε;κ�σι π�δ0ν (AN) high:

() �πε<τε δ1 τ=0 Καμ:�σ?η �κ τ6ς @Ελε"αντ<νης %π<κ�ντ� �A @Ι+&υ�"!γ�ι,
2πεμπε α�τ��ς �ς τ��ς ΑD&<�πας �ντειλ!μεν4ς τε τ� λ�γειν +ρ6ν κα�
δ0ρα "�ρ�ντας π�ρ�
ρε�ν τε ε μα κα� +ρ�σε�ν στρεπτ�ν περιαυ+�-
νι�ν κα� ψ�λια κα� μ�ρ�υ %λ!:αστρ�ν κα� Φ�ινικη<�υ �;ν�υ κ!δ�ν.
( . . . ) λα:Hν δ1 τ! ε μα τ! π�ρ�
ρε�ν εDρ'τα I τι ε;η κα� Iκως πε-
π�ιημ�ν�ν/

When the Fish-eaters arrived from Elephantine to Kambyses, he sent
them to the Ethiopians, with orders what to say, and bearing as gifts a red
cloak and a twisted gold necklace and bracelets and an alabaster box of
incense and an earthenware jar of palm wine. ( . . . ) Then, having taken
the red cloak (lit. the cloak the red), he (= the king of Ethiopia) asked
what it was and how it had been made. (Hdt. ..–.)

() %ν�&ηκε δ1 κα� �ν τ��σι -λλ�ισι Aρ��σι � JΑμασις πKσι τ��σι �λλ�γ<μ�ισι
2ργα τ� μ�γα&�ς %3ι�&�ητα, �ν δ1 κα� �ν Μ�μ"ι τ�ν �πτι�ν κε<μεν�ν
κ�λ�σσ�ν τ�$ �Η"αιστε<�υ 2μπρ�σ&ε, τ�$ π�δες π�ντε κα� "#δ�μ$-
κ�ντ� εDσι τ� μ6κ�ς. �π� δ1 τ=0 α�τ=0 :!&ρ=ω 9στKσι ΑD&ι�πικ�$ �4ντες
λ<&�υ δ�� κ�λ�σσ�<, ε%κ�σι π�δ'ν τ� μ�γα&�ς �Hν 9κατερ�ς, ( . . . ).

Furthermore, Amasis dedicated, besides monuments of marvellous size
in all the other temples of note, the huge image that lies supine before
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Hephaistos’ temple at Memphis; the length of this image is seventy-five
feet (lit. feet five and seventy); on the same base there stand two huge
statues of Aithiopian stone, each of them twenty feet high, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

Yet, sinceH. Dik (,  and ) proved that word order in Greek,
although traditionally assumed to be ‘free’, is determined by pragmatic
factors, we can no longer ignore word order variations in the NP, even
if these variations cannot be expressed in a translation. The following
two chapters try to answer the question as to which factors determine
word order variation in the Greek NP by analysing the order of the NP
constituents in the corpus mentioned in the Introduction. First of all,
however, this chapter will present an overview of the various aspects of
word order, all of which have been used to explain word order variation
in the Greek NP in the more or less recent past, and will provide the
theoretical framework of my research.

.. Possible explanations for word order variation in the NP

... Style

The oldest remark on word order variation in the NP that is still available
to us is Aristotle’s remark at Rhetorica b, in which Aristotle instructs
his reader how to develop a lofty style. In between his advice to use a
description (e.g. ‘a plane figure, all the points of which are equidistant
from the centre’) instead of the name of a thing (i.e. ‘circle’) and to
employ connecting particles instead of omitting them for the purpose
of conciseness, Aristotle teaches his reader:
() κα� μ� �πιNευγν�ναι, %λλ’ 9κατ�ρ=ω 9κ!τερ�ν, τ6ς γυναικ�ς τ6ς �μετ�-

ρας/ ��ν δ1 συντ4μως, τ��ναντ<�ν, τ6ς �μετ�ρας γυναικ4ς.

You should avoid linking up, but each element should have its own
article: τ6ς γυναικ�ς τ6ς �μετ�ρας (lit. the woman the our). But for
conciseness, the reverse: τ6ς �μετ�ρας γυναικ4ς (lit. the our woman).

(Arist. Rh. b–)

By considering definite NPs with a prenominal modifier to be more
concise than the more pompous alternative with a postnominal modifier
preceded by an article of its own, Aristotle explicitly relates word order
variation to variation in style.1

1 We should bear in mind, however, that Aristotle does not discuss word order
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In a much more implicit way, Dionysius of Halikarnassus also seems
to suggest that word order variation is a matter of style, for in his rewrit-
ing of a passage from Herodotus in the style of Thucydides, Dionysius
mainly changes the order of the constituents. The original NP τ�ραν-
ν�ς �&ν�ων τ0ν �ντ�ς OΑλυ�ς π�ταμ�$ becomes τ�ρανν�ς τ0ν �ντ�ς
OΑλυ�ς π�ταμ�$ �&ν0ν in themore direct and systematic style ofThucy-
dides:2

() λ	ψ�μαι δ’ �κ τ6ς �Ηρ�δ4τ�υ λ�3εως τ�ν %ρ+�ν τ6ς Aστ�ρ<ας, �πειδ�
κα� γν'ριμ4ς �στι τ��ς π�λλ��ς, μετα&ε�ς τ�ν +αρακτ6ρα τ6ς διαλ�-
κτ�υ μ4ν�ν.Κρ��σ�ς PνΛυδ�ς μ1ν γ�ν�ς,πα�ς δ’ @Αλυ!ττ�υ, τ�ρανν�ς
δ’ (�ν'ν τ'ν (ντ!ς )Αλυ�ς π�ταμ�+/ Rς S�ων %π� μεσημ:ρ<ας μετα3�
Σ�ρων τε κα� Πα"λαγ4νων �3<ησι πρ�ς :�ρ�αν -νεμ�ν εDς τ�ν ΕV3ει-
ν�ν καλ��μεν�ν π4ντ�ν. μετατ<&ημι τ6ς λ�3εως τα�της τ�ν Wρμ�ν<αν,
κα� γεν	σετα< μ�ι ��κ�τι �παγωγικ�ν τ� πλ!σμα ��δ’ Aστ�ρικ4ν, %λλ’
Xρ&�νμKλλ�ν κα� �ναγ'νι�ν/Κρ��σ�ς Pν υA�ς μ1ν @Αλυ!ττ�υ, γ�ν�ς δ1
Λυδ4ς, τ�ρανν�ς δ1 τ'ν (ντ!ς )Αλυ�ς π�ταμ�+ (�ν'ν, Rς %π� μεσημ-
:ρ<ας S�ων μετα3� Σ�ρων κα� Πα"λαγ4νων εDς τ�ν ΕV3ειν�ν καλ��-
μεν�ν π4ντ�ν �κδ<δωσι πρ�ς :�ρ�αν -νεμ�ν. �Yτ�ς � +αρακτ�ρ ��
π�λ� %π�+ειν Zν δ43ειεν τ0ν Θ�υκυδ<δ�υ τ��των.

I will take from the writings of Herodotus the opening of his History,
since it is familiar tomost people, only changing the nature of the dialect:
‘Kroisos was a Lydian by birth and the son of Alyattes. He was lord over
the nations on this side of the river Halys (lit. of nations the on this
side of the river Halys), which flows from the south between Syria and
Paphlagonia, and falls, towards the north, into the sea which is called
the Euxine.’ I change the order of this line, and the cast of the passage
will become no longer that of a spacious narrative, but tense rather and
forensic: ‘Kroisos was the son of Ayattes, and by birth a Lydian. He was
lord over the nations on this side of the river Halys (lit. of the on this
side of the river Halys nations), which from the south flowing between
Syria and Paphlagonia runs into the sea which is called the Euxine and
debauches towards the north.’ This style would seem not to differ widely
from these words of Thucydides: ( . . . ) (D.H. Comp. .–)3

The ancient view of word order variation as a stylistic phenomenon
found its way to modern times. Gildersleeve’s description of the three

variation in the NP in this passage, but only wants to teach his reader to develop a lofty
style. By doing so, he hints at the difference between NPs with pre- and postnominal
modifiers, but that is not to say that this passage reflects his ideas onword order variation.
The reason that I nevertheless discuss this passage is that it has clearly influenced present-
day grammarians (see next page).

2 For a discussion of this passage in a general analysis of Dionysius’ method of
metathesis, see De Jonge ().

3 The translation is an adaptation of the translation of W. Roberts ().
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attributive positions of the adjective in a definite NP is clearly influ-
enced by Aristotle: ‘the first, � Wγα&�ς %ν	ρ, is the most simple, nat-
ural, and straightforward, and is briefer (σ�ντ�μ�ς) than the second, �
%ν�ρ � %γα&4ς, which is more deliberate, and somewhat more rhetori-
cal, pompous (Xγκ'δης), passionate.The third position, %ν�ρ � %γα&4ς,
is the epanorthotic, self-corrective, or slipshod position’ (Gildersleeve
: ). Goodwin (: ) describes the difference between the
three patterns in similar terms.
My objection to the use of style as an explanation for word order

variation in the NP is that it cannot account for examples like () and
():4

() ( . . . ) �. �γρι�ι �/ες κα� �. 0ν�ι �. �γρι�ι %σινε�ς εDσιν.

( . . . ) the wild sheep and the wild asses (lit. the asses the wild) are
harmless (X. Cyr. ..)

() �Dκ	σετε δ1 τ�ς α1τ�ς �2κ3ας κα� �4ραν τ5ν α1τ5ν �ργ!σεσ&ε κα�
γυναι6� τα�ς α1τα�ς συν�ικ	σετε ( . . . ).

You will inhabit the same houses and till the same land (lit. land the
same) and live with the same wives (lit. wives the same) ( . . . ).

(X. Cyr. ..)

If the difference between the various ordering patterns resides in the style
of the author—as Dionysius seems to believe—or in the ‘rhetoricalness’
of the NP—as Aristotle, Gildersleeve and Goodwin assume—, how to
explain that the same author so easily alternates the various possible
patterns in one sentence?5 It seems difficult to believe that Xenophon
wanted to refer to the wild sheep in a simple and straightforward way,
while the wild asses needed a more rhetorical, pompous and passionate
reference.6
Although itmight seem rather rude to put asideAristotle’s observation

on his native language, there are two arguments inmydefence. First of all,
even for native speakers it is often difficult to formulate the abstract rules

4 Examples were taken from Gildersleeve (: ).
5 According to the overview of Gildersleeve (: –), almost all classical

authors made use of all three attributive patterns (aAN, aNaA and NaA), although there
are considerable statistical differences.

6 Although it might be expected on the basis of examples like these, nobody—as far
as I know, at least—defended the view that the alternation of the various possible NP
patterns are just variations of formulation. In my view, it is very unlikely that a language
is so uneconomical as to have several constructions at its disposal with exactly the same
function, although diachronic developments may cause a temporal co-occurrence of two
formally different, but otherwise identical constructions.
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that shape their language. In spite of their capability to understand and
produce language and their capacity to pronounce upon the grammatical
accuracy of a particular utterance, they have no direct access to the
abstract and unconscious rules behind these utterances (their ‘mental
grammar’). Secondly, I do not want to deny that the first pattern may
sound more concise than the second one. I do deny, however, that this is
the reason for the choice for the one or the other pattern. In English,
too, the ship’s funnel may sound more concise than the funnel of the
ship. In many cases, however, the choice for one of the two patterns has
nothing to do with the style of NP as such.7 So, even though Aristotle
prescribes his readers to make use of the second pattern to create a lofty
style, word order variation is not necessarily determined by style. We
should thus be reluctant to ascribe the use of a particular pattern to the
personal preference of the author or his desire to create some stylistic
effect (whether ‘rhetoricalness’ or variation of formulation), unless we
can prove a correlation between the use of a word order pattern and (the
style of) the author and can exclude the influence of other factors.

... Syntax

It will not come as a surprise that no one has tried to formulate syn-
tactic rules8 to explain word order variation in the NP of a language in
which almost every order of NP constituents is possible.9 Everyone who
attempts to formulate them will share Dionysius’ feelings:

7 According to Quirk et al. (: ff.), the choice between the genitive construc-
tion (the ship’s funnel) and the of -construction (the funnel of the ship) depends on the lexi-
cal properties of both nouns, the relation between the nouns, the complexity of the subor-
dinate noun and the information structure of the utterance. Taylor (: ) focuses on
the latter aspect: he claims that the difference between the prenominal possessive and the
of -construction resides in the mental path the addressee needs to follow to identify the
intended referent. In the case of a prenominal possessive the addressee is guided from
the easily identifiable (already activated) ship to the funnel that is to be inferred from
it, whereas the of -construction leads the addressee directly to the funnel itself. Keizer
(a), on the other hand, assumes that the difference between a pre- and a postnomi-
nal construction does not reside in the activatedness of the possessor, but (among some
other factors) in the activatedness of the relation between the possessor and possessee.

8 Of course, this was done for languages with a rather rigid ordering of the NP. Cf.
Haeseryn et al. () who set up the following order of prepositional modifiers in the
Dutch NP: articles, pronouns and genitives have to be placed before numerals, which
have to be placed before adjectives and participles. Rijkhoff ( and ) shows that
this kind of syntactic ordering can be explained by semantic factors (see section ..).

9 Kühner-Gerth (: I –) present the following ordering possibilities for
a definite NP with two juxtaposed modifiers: aX1X2N, aX2X1N, aX1aX2N, aX2aX1N,
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() 2τι πρ�ς τ��τ�ις \3<�υν τ� μ1ν Xν�ματικ� πρ�τ!ττειν τ0ν �πι&�των,
τ� δ1 πρ�σηγ�ρικ� τ0ν Xν�ματικ0ν, τ�ς δ’ %ντ�ν�μασ<ας τ0ν πρ�σ-
ηγ�ρικ0ν, 2ν τε τ��ς S	μασι "υλ!ττειν, ]να τ� Xρ&� τ0ν �γκλιν�μ�-
νων �γ6ται κα� τ� παρεμ"ατικ� τ0ν %παρεμ"!των, κα� -λλα τ�ι-
α$τα π�λλ!. π!ντα δ1 τα$τα διεσ!λευεν � πε�ρα κα� τ�$ μηδεν�ς
-3ια %π�"αινε. τ�τ1 μ1ν γ�ρ �κ τ��των �γ<νετ� κα� τ0ν �μ�<ων α�-
τ��ς �δε�α � σ�ν&εσις κα� καλ	, τ�τ1 δ’ �κ τ0ν μ� τ�ι��των %λλ’
�ναντ<ων. δι� τα�τας μ1ν δ� τ�ς αDτ<ας τ6ς τ�ια�της &εωρ<ας %π-
�στην.

And still further, I thought it right to put my nouns before my adjectives,
common before proper nouns, and pronouns before common nouns;
and with verbs, to take care that the indicative should precede the other
moods, and finite verbs infinitives, and so on. But experience upset
all those assumptions and showed them to be completely worthless.
Sometimes the composition was rendered pleasing by these and similar
arrangements, but at other times not by these but by the opposite sort.
So for these reasons I abandoned such theories. (D.H.Comp. .–)10

Though not formulating syntactic rules, Brunel () gives his analysis
of the position of the adjective in the Greek NP a syntactic flavour by
arguing that the difference between the NA and AN order resides in
the degree of unity of the NPs. Whereas the NA order has a low degree
of unity because the noun on its own is sufficient for a grammatically
acceptable expression, the AN order forms a strong unity because the
adjective, which cannot make up an NP on its own, supposes a noun
(Brunel : ).
Because of the ‘analytic’ nature of theNAorder, the postnominal adjec-

tive is well suited to elaborate a notion pre-existing in the noun, or to
add a secondary thought to the concept expressed by the noun. Thus,
postnominal adjectives may be classifying, i.e. specifying the concept
expressed by the noun (e.g. Hdt. .. %γ0να γυμνικ�ν κα� Aππικ4ν),
descriptive, i.e. characterising the referent sufficiently described by the
noun (e.g. Hdt. .. �ν λ<μν?η :α&�?η κα� πλατ�?η), or augmentative, i.e.
augmenting an inherent value of the noun (e.g. Hdt. .. �ς αDσ+�νην
μεγ!λην).11 The adjectives in the ‘synthetic’ AN construction, by con-
trast, express an inseparable part of the notion expressed by the NP as a

aX1NX2, aNaX1aX2 and aNaX2aX1. However, my data show that there are even more
possible orderings: aX2NX1,X2aX1N, aNaX1X2 and aNX2aX1 also occur, althoughnot very
regularly.

10 The translation is an adaptation of the translation of W. Rhys Roberts ().
11 Brunel (: –).
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whole (are ‘complexive’, e.g. Hdt. . μακρ?6 νη<) or express a subjective
evaluation of the referent of the noun (are ‘impressive’, e.g. Hdt. .
Dσ+υρ�ς κατ!ρας).12
The main problem of Brunel’s conclusion that the difference between

pre- and postnominal adjectives resides in the synthetic or analytic na-
ture of the NP is that it does not logically follow from his observations
on the concrete examples. Throughout his whole book, the discussion
of the examples gives the impression that word order is determined by
pragmatic factors. For example, while discussing prenominal adjectives
in indefinite NPs, Brunel writes:
() L’intérêt du groupe se trouve encore concentré pour l’essentiel dans

l’adjectif, lorsque le substantif est précisément celui qu’implique le con-
texte, en particulier le contexte antérieur. Si Hérodote écrit, I, , κατα-
πλ'σαντες μακρ?6 νη<, et, , �ναυτ<λλ�ντ� δ1 �� στρ�γγ�λ?ησι νηυσ�
%λλ� πεντηκ�ντ�ρ�ισι, les verbes impliquent déjà la notion de ‘navire’.
Ce n’est sans doute pas un hasard que nous lisions inversement, , νηυσ�
μακρ?6σι �πιπλ'σαντες, avec adjectif postposé en tant que classificatif:
le verbe susceptible de rendre banale la notion de ‘navire’ n’est exprimé
qu’après le groupe nominal. (Brunel : )

These and the many similar examples where a prenominal adjective
provides the essential information of the NP seem at odds with the
conclusion that the adjective forms an inseparable part of a synthetic NP.
Likewise, the description of the examples of postnominal adjectives in
definite NPs does not justify the conclusion that the analytic nature of
the aNaA ordering endows the adjective with a descriptive, classifying or
augmenting value:
() La dominance de l’élément substantif apparaît bien dans le cas où le

contexte engage la notion substantive, et elle seul, dans une opposition
d’ordre logique, la notion adjective étant déjà impliquée dans le contexte.
Nous lisons ainsi dans Platon, Gorg.,  d, �8�ν πρ0τ�ν τ� σ'ματα τ�
καλ� ��+� ^τ�ι κατ� τ�ν +ρε<αν λ�γεις καλ� ε_ναι . . . ; Socrate vient
d’indiquer que la question posée sur la nature de la beauté concerne
toutes les choses belles, corps, couleurs, figures, etc. . . . C’est par la notion
de ‘corps’ que le premier exemple s’oppose à ceux qui seront globalement
envisagés par la suite. (Brunel : )

12 Brunel (: –). Although the overview of the different roles of pre- and post-
nominal adjectives may give the impression that Brunel provides a semantic explanation
for word order variation in the NP, I consider Brunel’s theory to be syntactic since he
assumes the different semantic roles of the adjectives to stem from the syntactic differ-
ence between an analytic (NA) or synthetic ordering (AN).
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Brunel’s clear and extensive discussions of his numerous examples
would probably have led to another conclusion if he had not excluded
a ‘pragmatic’13 explanation beforehand. Fearing that he would be influ-
enced by Marouzeau’s () analysis of the Latin NP, Brunel firmly
resolves to study the facts without prejudice:
() Nous nous efforcerons, pour définir les valeurs respectives des deux

tours, d’aborder les faits observables sans idée préconçue. . . . . Nous
n’excluons pas a priori l’hypothèse qui verrait entre les deux ordres du
grec une différence d’expressivité. Mais sa vérification implique qu’on a
d’abord réussi à établir le caractère normal de l’un d’eux. A supposer que
la valeur du groupe dépende essentiellement du relief de l’adjectif—mais
en fait la réalité doit être plus complexe—, comment apprécier celui-ci
sans interpréter déjà la construction? (Brunel : )

Brunel attempts so hard not to come up with a pragmatic explanation,
that he does exactly what he wants to avoid: being prejudiced and inter-
preting the constructions. From the very beginning, he follows the track
of a synthetic vs. analytic analysis of theNPs, in spite of his data that seem
to point in another direction.

... Semantics

Four years before Brunel published his syntactic account of the Greek
NP, Bergson () defended the view that the position of the adjective
in relation to the noun depends on its semantic value. Bergson bases
his analysis of word order variation in the Greek NP on Marouzeau’s
classification of Latin adjectives into determining adjectives on the one
hand and qualifying and quantifying adjectives on the other. While
determining adjectives express a quality by which the referent can be
distinguished or classified (e.g. @Α&ηνα��ς, %ν&ρ'πει�ς), qualifying and
quantifying adjectives express a judgement or appreciation that does
not distinguish the referent from other possible referents (e.g. %γα&4ς,
Xλ<γ�ς).14 According to Bergson, these two classes of adjectives obey
different placement rules (Bergson : – and –):

13 Of course, pragmatics as a subdiscipline of linguistics was scarcely developed in
Brunel’s time. By now, however, we would call explanations as given by Brunel in () and
() pragmatic.

14 Marouzeau (: ).
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() Determining adjectives usually follow the noun.They precede the noun:

a. in the case of a logical or affective emphasis,15 or
b. if they are used as a qualifying adjective.

() Qualifying and quantifying adjectives usually precede the noun (even in
the case of contrast). They follow the noun:

a. in the case of a non-contrastive emphasis, or
b. if they are used as a non-emphatic afterthought, or
c. if they are used as a determining adjective.

Both Brunel (: –) and H. Dik (: )16 correctly observe that it
is not very convincing that the position of the adjective is determined by
its inherent semantic value if determining adjectives may occasionally be
classified as qualifying and vice versa.The possibility of a reanalysis of the
semantics of an adjective raises the question of whether we should make
a distinction—if useful at all—between various usage types of adjectives
rather than a categorisation on the basis of their context-independent
semantics.
Another major objection to Bergon’s analysis is, as H. Dik’s (: )

schematic account of Bergson’s ‘Übersicht der Stellungen’ (Bergson :
) clearly shows (see figure ), that because of the possible reanalysis
of the adjective almost every interpretation of a pre- or postnominal
adjective becomes possible. Therefore, Bergson’s analysis is practically
useless for the reader of an Ancient Greek text who wants to be helped
with respect to the interpretation of an arbitrary NP.

Q ‘banal’ value (i.e. non-emphatic)
AN ↑ contrastive

D logical or affective emphasis17

D non-emphatic
NA ↑ non-contrastive emphasis

Q non-contrastive emphasis
non-emphatic afterthought (or apposition)

Figure . Dik’s schematic account of Bergson’s
‘Übersicht der Stellungen’ (slightly adapted)

15 Although Bergson () acknowledges some influence of pragmatics on adjective
position, I discuss his theory under the heading of semantic approaches, since the starting
point of his theory is semantic (viz. that the position of the adjective depends on the class
to which it belongs).

16 For an overview of H. Dik’s own theory of adjective position, see section ...
17 In H. Dik’s original scheme (: ) prenominal adjectives that are determining

are said to be contrastive. Bergson (: ), however, states that ‘das determinative
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Bergson’s analysis is also criticised by Biraud (: ), who argues
that the position of the adjective is not influenced by its semantic value,
but by the role of the adjective in the NP.18 Postnominal adjectives
have a discriminating role, i.e. oppose the referent of the NP to other
entities to which the noun may refer, whereas prenominal adjectives
have a qualifying role, i.e. oppose the qualification of the adjective to
other possible qualifications. Unfortunately, Biraud only gives examples
of prenominal modifiers, so that the difference between the two roles
does not become very clear.19
The reason why Biraud mentions the different roles of the adjectives

only briefly is that the aim of her book is not to describe the difference
between pre- and postnominal adjectives, but to show that there are three
types ofmodifiers (‘déterminants’) with their own syntactic and semantic
properties. The main distinction between these types of modifiers—
named D, D and D—is the position they take in the NP. Ds are
usually expressed between the article (=D) and the noun (e.g. qualifying
adjectives, numerals and possessive adjectives); Ds, by contrast, are
typically expressed outside the cluster formed by the article and noun
(e.g. demonstratives and modifiers like `καστ�ς and μ4ν�ς):

D D D N
N
N

Figure . Biraud’s schematic representation of the NP

Another distinction between the three types of modifiers is the ground
for their pre- or postposition.While the pre- or postposition of adjectives
(Ds) depends on their semantic role (discriminating vs. qualifying), the
position of demonstratives (Ds) is determined by their pragmatic value:
demonstratives are prenominal if they make up the most important part

Adjektiv voraus geht wenn es aus irgendeinem Grund (logischer order affektiver Art)
hervorgehoben werden soll’. In my view, Dik’s ‘contrastive’ does not cover the affective
emphasis distinguished by Bergson.

18 Biraud passes the same criticism on Brunel, although Brunel does not classify
adjectives on the basis of their semantics, but gives an overview of the various roles (!)
adjectives may assume by being used in a synthetic or analytic construction.

19 I fail to see a substantial difference between the two roles as formulated by Biraud.
If a postnominal adjective opposes the referent described by the NP to other possible
referents to which the nounmay refer, the adjective in %ν�ρ %γα&4ς opposes a goodman
to other men (e.g. a bad man, happy man, honest man etc.). However, if the prenominal
adjective in %γα&�ς %ν	ρ opposes its qualification to other possible qualifications, it also
contrasts a good man to a bad man, happy man, honest man, etc.
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of the message of the NP and postnominal if they do not. According to
Biraud, this different behaviour with respect to their position confirms
her idea that Ds andDs are two distinct types ofmodifiers. At the same
time, however, she warns against overestimating this difference between
Ds and Ds, because in both cases the prenominal modifier ‘porte une
charge de signification autonome et subjectivement plus importante que
celle du nom’ (Biraud : ).
Yet, if prenominal Ds and Ds share the property of being more

important than the noun, why not conclude that this is the basic dis-
tinction between pre- and postposition for both types of modifiers? In
my view, it is Biraud’s focus on the difference between Ds and Dsmore
than her Greek data that blocks this conclusion.

... Pragmatics

Around the same time that Brunel and Bergson presented their syntactic
and semantic analysis of the position of the adjective in the NP, Palm
() claimed that the position of the demonstrative is determined by
pragmatic factors. In his view, the first element of the NP is the most
important:
() Und das Wort, das den Begriff repräsentiert, der in diesem Augenblick

den grössten Raum im Bewusstsein des Redenden einnimmt, tritt an die
Spitze der Wortgruppe, zu der es gehört. (Diese Hypothese, die wohl
zuerst von H. Weil vorgebracht worden ist, scheint mir sehr wertvoll zu
sein, ja das Wesentliche betr. die Worstellung im allgemeinen zu sagen).

(Palm : )

Palm adds that this rule implies that a demonstrative precedes the noun if
the identification of the referent is of primary importance to the speaker,
while it follows the noun if the identification is self-evident or if the noun
(‘das Hauptbegriff ’) is more interesting. In the latter case, the importance
of the noun may, for instance, be due to its contrastiveness or to its
use in a taunt, where the characterisation is more important than the
identification (Palm : –).20
Apart from the section in which Palm (: ) ascribes a ‘reflek-

tierende, analytische und nicht emotionelle’ value to postnominal demon-

20 Rijksbaron () further elaborates Palm’s pragmatic analysis with respect to noun
plus demonstrative combinations at the beginning of a clause. He concludes that the
order of the demonstrative and noun relates to the prominence of the topic to which
this combination refers. For more details of Rijksbaron’s analysis, see Chapter , section
...
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stratives and a ‘emotionelle’ value to prenominal ones, his analysis of and
conclusion about the position of the demonstrative seem very attractive
to me. The major improvement on the studies discussed above is that
Palm does not analyse the modifier in isolation, but as part of larger
whole by which the speaker wants to convey a message to his audience.
As a consequence, he is the first who recognises the significance of the
other part of the NP: the noun itself.21
Despite the emergence of pragmatics as an independent and important

subfield of general linguistics, it took more than  years for the next
pragmatic study on word order in the Greek NP to appear. In ,
three years after the refinements of Palm’s conclusions by Rijksbaron (see
footnote ), H. Dik presented a pragmatic analysis of the position of
the adjective in relation to the noun. By comparing various examples of
determining and qualifying/quantifying adjectives22 she argues that the
semantics of the adjectives does not play any role in the ordering of the
NP, but that the pre- or postposition of the adjective is solely dependent
on its pragmatic marking. While the noun-adjective order is the default
ordering for all types of adjectives, the adjective may be prenominal if it
is pragmatically marked. Or, as H. Dik formulates her ‘rule of grammar’
herself:
() a. when the adjective is not pragmatically marked, it will be postposed;

b. when the adjective is contrastive or otherwise the most salient element
of a noun phrase, it will be preposed. (H. Dik : )

But despite H. Dik’s many clear examples of both determining and qual-
ifying/ quantifying adjectives in which pragmatics determines the word
order, Devine and Stephens (: ) are not convinced that semantics
does not affect the ordering of the NP. On the basis of H. Dik’s statistics,
they calculate that although both determining and qualifying adjectives
may be pre- and postnominal, there is a highly significant correlation
between determining adjectives and prenominal position. However, the
fact that there is a correlation between the semantic class of the adjec-
tives and their position does, in my view, not prove that semantics causes

21 Cf. Dover’s criticism (: ) of Bergson: ‘in order to answer the question “why
does this word come at this point in this group?” we should ask not “what part of speech
is it?”, but () “what element of the sense of the whole group does it communicate, and
what is the order of communication in the group?” . . . ’.

22 For a definition of determining and qualifying/quantifying adjectives, see section
...
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the position of the adjectives.23 The highly significant correlation could
also be a consequence of the fact that determining adjectives are simply
more suitable for pragmatic highlighting than qualifying and quantifying
adjectives.24 This same reservation also applies to the many other factors
Devine and Stephens (: ) distinguish in their multifactorial, sta-
tistical approach. The influence of dialect, genre, time and definiteness25
on the position of the modifier, regardless of their statistic relevance, is
probably indirect also.26

... Conclusion

As the preceding overview of the various studies on word order variation
in the Ancient Greek NP indicates, it is not likely that style, syntax or
semantics play a prominent role in the explanation for the position of
the adjective or demonstrative in the NP. Style proved to be incapable
of explaining the use of different ordering patterns in the same sentence
or passage, Brunel’s syntactic explanation turned out to be inspired by a
predisposed rejection of pragmatic factors and the semantic explanations
proved to depend on the context more than a semantic explanation
should. Palm’s and H. Dik’s pragmatic explanations for the position of
the adjective and demonstrative, however, seemed very promising.

23 Just as a correlation between the number of ice-creams sold on a particular day
and the number of women who visit the ice-cream cart with their legs shaved does not
justify the conclusion that the shaving of their legs causes the women to buy ice-cream,
a correlation between the semantics of a modifier and its position does not necessarily
justify the conclusion that the former causes the latter.

24 For the same line of reasoning, see H. Dik (). She must be confusing determin-
ing adjectiveswith qualifying oneswhen she says that: ‘I take it thatdetermining adjectives
are simply less likely to constitute the most salient part of a noun phrase than qualifying
or quantifying ones (my italics)’ (H. Dik : ).

25 For the relation between genre and the position of modifiers, see footnote  of
Chapter . For the relation between definiteness and word order, see Chapter , section
...

26 Another pragmatic analysis of word order variation in the Ancient Greek NP
is Viti’s () study of the position of the genitive in relation to the noun. In this
article, which unfortunately came to my attention too late to be fully incorporated into
this section, Viti argues that genitives are prenominal either if they provide new or
discontinuous information that is persistent or if they provide old information that is
contrastive or emphasised. Postnominal genitives, by contrast, provide new information
that rapidly decays or old, non-ambiguous and non-contrastive information. Although I
think Viti focusses too much on the information status (old vs. new) of the modifier and
furthermore pays too little attention to the information provided by the noun, the general
outcome of her analysis is in line with the findings of H. Dik () and Palm ().
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However, before we may conclude that it is pragmatics that influences
the position of modifiers in relation to the noun, the conclusions of Dik
and Palm with respect to adjectives and demonstratives must be tested
on a larger database, so that the reservations of Devine and Stephens
on the basis of their statistical analysis can be countered by many more
concrete examples. Furthermore, knowledge of the factors that deter-
mine the position of the adjective and demonstrative in relation to the
noun will not be sufficient for judging the ordering of the NP in general.
First of all, it is by no means clear whether other modifiers behave in a
way similar to the adjective and demonstrative. Especially the position of
embedded modifiers, i.e. modifiers that contain a noun themselves, such
as genitives and prepositional phrases,may be influenced by other factors
than the position of simple modifiers like adjectives and demonstratives
(cf. Rijkhoff , see section ..). Secondly, because the various stud-
ies discussed in the previous sections analysed the position of only one
modifier in relation to the noun, it remains unclear which patterns are
allowed for in NPs with multiple modifiers and which factors determine
the ordering of these modifiers.

.. Theoretical framework

The overview of possible explanations for word order in the NP (section
.) suggests that word order variation in the Greek NP might be func-
tional, i.e. might reflect a difference in meaning or function of the ele-
mentswithin theNP, and furthermore, that this differencemight be prag-
matic. Hence, my research had to be embedded in a theoretical frame-
work that a) would do justice to the fact that almost every combination
of NP elements is possible, b) left room for the possibility that these syn-
tactic differences reflect differences in meaning or function and c) recog-
nises pragmatic factors as a possible explanation for word order varia-
tion. The following three reasons persuaded me to choose the theory of
Functional Grammar (now Functional Discourse Grammar).
First of all, the basic assumption of Functional Grammar that language

is in the first place an instrument of social interaction and should there-
fore be studied in the light of its communicative function does not only
answermy own firm conviction, but also the third criterion (c). Secondly,
my second criterion is another basic assumption of FG, known as the
axiom to take languages seriously:
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() Whenever there is some overt difference between two constructions X
and Y, start out on the assumption that this difference has some kind
of functionality in the linguistic system. Rather than pressing X into the
preconceivedmould of Y, try to find out why X andY are different, on the
working assumption that such a difference would not be in the language
unless it had some task to perform. (S. Dik : )

Thirdly, themost recent functional study on noun phrase structure (Rijk-
hoff ) has been written in the framework of Functional Grammar.27
In this study, which will be described in more detail in the next section,
Rijkhoff sets up a typologically adequate model of the NP and formulates
three semantic ordering principles to account for the internal syntax of
NPs.
Despite the conflict between Rijkhoff ’s conclusion that the ordering

within the NP is determined by semantics and the conclusions of H. Dik
and Palm that seem to hint in the direction of a pragmatic ordering,
Rijkhoff ’s NP model, because of its theoretical framework, is by far
the best starting point to contrast the Greek facts to. Moreover, his
recognition of a discourse layer provides a theoretical background for
describing a fundamental distinction in the use of Greek modifiers (see
Chapter ).
For those readers who are not familiar with the theory of Functional

Grammar in general and Rijkhoff ’s NP model in particular, the next
section contains a brief summary of Rijkhoff ’s theory. In the follow-
ing chapters I will use as little theoretical terminology as possible in
the description of my data. However, in the sections that compare my
Greek data with Rijkhoff ’s model some theoretical comments will be
inevitable.

27 Other general studies on NP structure, both empirical and theoretical, have been
written by Alexiadou et al. (), Bach (), Benveniste (), Coene and D’hulst
(), Ewert and Hansen (), Foley (), Gil (), Hawkins (), Lappin
(), McCawley (), Meillet (), Payne (), Seiler (, ), Van Valin
and Lapolla (: –), Velasco and Rijkhoff () and Zimmermann (). More-
over, numerous studies have been written about the structure of the NP in a specific lan-
guage. For other European languages, see for instance Börjars () (Swedish), Börjars
and Delsing () (Scandinavian languages), Broekhuis et al. () (Dutch), Keizer
(b) (English), Schroeder () (Turkish), Szabolcsi (), Laczko (),Moravc-
sik () (Hungarian), Willim () (Polish) and the contributions in Siewierska
() and Plank (). Literature on NP structure in non-European languages can be
found in Rijkhoff ’s () extensive bibliography.
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... Rijkhoff ’s NP model

On the basis of his data from  carefully selected languages, Rijkhoff
distinguishes five kinds of modifiers: classifying, qualifying, quantifying,
localising and discourse modifiers. The first four modifiers are descrip-
tive modifiers specifying a property of the referent.28 While classifying
modifiers specify to which kind of entity the head noun refers (i.e. the
subclass to which the entity belongs), qualifying modifiers specify inher-
ent features of the referent, such as colour, size and age.29 Both classifying
and qualifying modifiers are typically expressed by an adjective in Indo-
European languages (e.g. a corporate lawyer, a steam train (classifying),
a red ball, an enormous statue (qualifying)). Quantifyingmodifiers, such
as number markers and numerals, subsequently, specify the quantitative
properties of the referent. Localising modifiers, finally, give information
on the location of the referent. In the case of demonstrative pronouns
(e.g. this book, that book) and locative modifiers like on the table and in
the garden, the localising function of the modifier is obvious. But besides
spatial location, a localising modifier may also indicate location in time
(e.g. the book I bought yesterday) or possession. According to Rijkhoff,
possessor phrases (e.g. John’s book) may be seen as localising modifiers
in that, cognitively, John’s book is located ‘at’ John (Rijkhoff : –
).
In contrast to these descriptive modifiers, discourse modifiers do not

describe a property of the referent, but are concerned with the status of
the referent as a discourse entity. They give information on the existence
and position of the referent in the discourse. Modifiers like the former
and the latter, for instance, provide information on the relative distance of
the referent in the discourse instead of describing a more or less inherent
property of the referent. Moreover, articles—although not specifying the
position of the discourse referent—indicate whether the referent already
exists in the world of discourse.

28 Originally, Rijkhoff distinguished only three descriptive modifiers, viz. qualifying,
quantifying and localising modifiers. This division was inspired by Aristotle’s statement
that there are three types of variation (τρε�ς κιν	σεις), viz. variation of quality (τ�ν τ�
π���ν), variation of quantity (τ�ν τ� π�σ4ν) and variation of locality (τ�ν τ� π�$). The
classifying layer is a later addition defended in Rijkhoff (a+b).

29 Quality modifiers may also give information on the way the nominal is represented
in space (with respect to shape and homogeneity). However, because ‘nominal aspect’, as
Rijkhoff (: ff.) names this kind of modification, plays no role in Greek, it will not
be dealt with in this book.
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(Ω [ω2b [ω2a [ω1 [ω0 [ N (xi)] τ0] τ1 (xi)] τ2a (xi)] τ2b (xi)] Ti (Xi))30

nucleus

class layer

quality layer

quantity layer

location layer

discourse layer
Ω discourse operator (grammatical categories such as definiteness and specificity)
ω NP operator (symbolise descriptive grammatical modifier categories)
N (head) noun
x NP variable (symbolises the descriptive content of the NP)
τ NP satellite (symbolises descriptive lexical modifier categories)
T discourse satellite (symbolises lexical modifiers specifying discourse properties of

the referent)
X referent variable (symbolises the referent of the NP)

Figure . Rijkhoff ’s hierarchical structure of the NP

In Rijkhoff ’s semantic NP structure, the five different types of modifiers
are hierarchically ordered around the noun. Figure  is the formal rep-
resentation of Rijkhoff ’s NP structure, which is not meant as an under-
lying (‘deep’) structure, but rather as a reflection of the semantic rela-
tions between the elements of the NP (Rijkhoff :  and Rijkhoff
). Closest to the noun (in layer zero), we find the classifying modi-
fiers because they onlymodify the description of the referent as expressed
by the noun. Qualifying modifiers, on the other hand, modify—or, as
Rijkhoffwould say—have scope over the description of the noun plus the
class or kind expressed by possible classifying modifiers (in a fast steam
train, for instance, fastmodifies the combination steam train). Quantify-
ing modifiers, subsequently, have scope over the description of the ref-
erent by the noun plus the properties expressed by possible qualifying
and/or classifying modifiers. For example, the cats referred to by ‘the two
red cats’ bothmust be catlike and red (or at least, the speakermust assume
both to be catlike and red). For this reason, quantitative modifiers are
placed in the third layer. Because localising modifiers specify the locality

30 The position of operators and satellites before and after the noun, respectively, is
a matter of convention. Not every slot for an operator or satellite will be used by every
language. Greek, for instance, does not dispose of qualifying operators (‘nominal aspect
markers’, see the previous footnote).
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of the entity as described by the noun and the quantitative, qualitative
and class modifiers, their appropriate position is in the final descriptive
layer of the NP. Discourse modifiers, finally, are placed in the outermost
layer because they give information on the discourse status of the referent
as described in the descriptive layers.
By distinguishing a discourse layer, Rijkhoff ’s NP model is—as far as

I know—the only one that does justice to the dual functions of the NP.
On the one hand, the NP gives a description of a referent specifying its
qualifying, quantifying and localising properties. On the other hand, this
description is used to refer to a discourse entity. The distinction between
the descriptive function of the NP (symbolised by the x variable) and its
referential function (symbolised by the X variable) explains why we can
use two different descriptions to refer to the same referent (example )
and why anaphoric reference can bemade to the description of a referent
(example ) (Rijkhoff : ):

() The Morning Star (Xi, xi) is the Evening Star (Xi, xj)

() A. My neighbour (Xi, xi) just saw a black cat and now the superstitious old
fool (Xi, xj) believes he (A Xi)31 is in for some bad luck today.

B. Why do you call him (A Xi) that (A xj).

Formy own research, the distinction of a discourse layer turned out to be
extremely useful, because, as I will argue in Chapter , in Ancient Greek
discourse modifiers are marked differently from descriptive modifiers.
Although Rijkhoff ’s NP structure is meant to be a semantic model

of the NP, it has some predictive value for the internal syntax of NPs,
because—as was already stated by Behaghel—‘das geistig eng Zusam-
mengehörige auch eng zusammengestellt wird’ (Behaghel : ). To
account for the order of the constituents in the NPs of the languages in
his sample, Rijkhoff elaborates Behaghel’s law into three ordering prin-
ciples: the principle of domain integrity, the principle of head proximity
and the principle of scope.
The first principle predicts that, because of the preference of con-

stituents to remain in their proper domain,32 theNP tends not to be inter-
rupted by constituents of the sentence level (e.g. John buys a new book
vs. *John new buys a book). Discontinuity is therefore a marked phe-

31 ‘A X1’ stands for anaphoric reference to X1.
32 A domain is a phrase consisting of a head and its dependents. FG (S. Dik : )

distinguishes three different domains of constituent ordering: the clause, the noun phrase
and the adjectival phrase.



introduction to word order 

nomenon (Rijkhoff : ). With respect to the internal syntax of the
NP, the principle of domain integrity predicts that embeddedmodifiers33
are preferably expressed in the periphery of the matrix domain.
The principle of head proximity also affects both the internal syntax

of the NP and the position of the NP in the sentence. The principle of
head proximity says that in a subordinate domain, the preferred position
of the head constituent is as close as possible to the head of the superor-
dinate domain (Rijkhoff : ). This principle leads to the following
two predictions. First, it predicts that the preferred position of any lexical
modifier is immediately before or after the noun, but that, if several mod-
ifiers occur on the same side of the noun, shortmodifiers (like adjectives)
are preferred closer to the noun than long, embeddedmodifiers (like pos-
sessor NPs and relative clauses), since this would result in a higher degree
of head proximity:

() a. N A [HEAD . . . .]pos/rel or [ . . . HEAD]pos/rel A N preferred

b. N [HEAD . . . ]pos/rel A or A [. . . HEAD]pos/rel N not preferred

Secondly, the principle of head proximity predicts that—and explains
why—languages with a prefield34 ordering at sentence level also tend to
have a prefield ordering at NP level, whereas postfield ordering at sen-
tence level correlates with postfield ordering at the level of theNP.35 Since
the head of the NP prefers to be adjacent to the head of its superordinate
level (the verb), the modifiers of a preposed noun tend to precede the
noun (–NV vs. *N–V), while those of a postposed noun tend to follow
(VN– vs. *V–N).36
The principle of scope, finally, shows the importance of the underlying

structure as presented in figure , for this principle says that ‘the semantic

33 Embedded modifiers are modifiers containing a noun; e.g. the hat of the dean, the
book on the table.

34 In FG, the area in front of the head is called the prefield, the area after the head the
postfield (S. Dik : ):—prefield—[head]—postfield—.

35 For the principle of ‘harmony’ across different domains, see Greenberg () and
Hawkins ().

36 In this case, the tendency is also stronger for embedded than non-embedded
modifiers, probably because embedded modifiers tend to be longer and therefore do
more damage to the principle of head proximity than shorter, non-embedded modifiers.
Another possible reason may be that embedded modifiers are referring expressions
constituting a greater obstacle than non-referential modifiers if they disobey the head
proximity principle (Rijkhoff : ).
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distance of grammatical and lexical modifiers (operators and satellites
in FG terminology) relative to the head in the underlying structure is
iconically reflected in the actual linguistic expression’ (Rijkhoff :
). So, it is predicted that modifiers are centripetally ordered around
the noun reflecting the scope differences as represented in Rijkhoff ’s
semantic NP model:
() [discourse [locality [quantity [quality [class [N]class] quality] quantity] locality] discourse]

Together, the three principles predict that in NPs without embedded
modifiers the constituents of the NP occur as an uninterrupted string
in the sentence (principle of domain integrity), that no element occurs
between the adjective and the noun (principle of head proximity) and
thatmodifiers of the samefield are ordered according to scope differences
(principle of scope). These predictions make up the following  order-
ing patterns for the constituents demonstrative (dem), numeral (num),
adjective (A) and noun (N):
() dem num A N dem A N num37 num A N dem A N num dem

dem num N A dem N A num num N A dem N A num dem

The position of embedded modifiers in complex NPs, however, is more
difficult to predict, because in this case the three principles may be
competing. While the principle of domain integrity predicts that the
embedded modifier is expressed in the periphery of the matrix NP, the
principle of head proximity and the principle of scope may prefer a
position in between the constituents of the matrix NP if this leads to
a higher degree of head proximity or a better reflection of the scope
differences respectively.
In this short summary of Rijkhoff ’s semantic NP model and the prin-

ciples he formulates to account for the order of the constituents of the
NP in the actual linguistic expression, many interesting and illustrative
details have, naturally, been omitted. At the same time, some controver-
sial issues have not been discussed. Some of the latter will be dealt with
when the Greek facts are discussed.

... Terminology used

The following chapters will argue that the order of the constituents in
the Greek NP is determined by their information value, the most salient

37 The italicised patterns are not attested in Rijkhoff ’s sample.
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element of the NP being expressed first. Although the combination of
‘information value’ and ‘saliency’ will evoke the term focus, several con-
siderations restrainedme from using this term instead of the more infor-
mal ‘most salient element of the NP’. Before discussing these considera-
tions, it should be described, very shortly, what focus is.
In general—there are some differences in its exact definition within

the various theories on information structure—, the term focus is used
to refer to that part of the utterance that is not known or presupposed in
the given communicative setting.38 For instance (focus in small caps):
() (Who wrote that very readable book on information structure?)

Lambrecht wrote that book.

() (Do you want yoghurt or fruits for desert?)

I would like some yoghurt.

As example () illustrates, focus is not the marking of the newness
of the information provided by the constituent in small caps as such
(the yoghurt is completely given information), but rather of the newness
of the fact that this constituent stands in a certain relationship with
the remainder of the sentence. Or, as Lambrecht formulates it (with
reference to his example (.), which runs: ‘Q: Where did you go last
night? A: I went to the movies’): ‘the expression (the) movies in (.) can
have information value only as an element of the proposition expressed
by the entire sentence. What is “new” is not the constituent, nor its
designatum, but its role as the second argument of the predicate “go-
to” in the pragmatically presupposed open proposition “speaker went to
x” ’ (Lambrecht : –). Although this very short description of
focus does not justice to the complexity of the concept focus and the
extensive literature written about this concept, it will suffice to show
that focus is not suitable to describe word order variation in the Ancient
Greek NP.
The first reason why I think focus is not a term suitable for describing

word order in theAncientGreekNP is that the term focus is only relevant

38 Whilemost theories on information structure contrast focus, interpreted as the new
information advancing the discourse, with background or presupposition, viz. the known
information (see for instance Chomsky , Dahl , Vallduvi , Steedman 
and Lambrecht ), there are some theories that contrast focus with topic, defined as
the element where the sentence is about (see for instance Sgall  and S. Dik ).
Despite this difference, the interpretation of focus is almost the same. For a schematic
overview of the historical development of the various information structure approaches,
see Kruijff-Korbayova and Steedman ().
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at the level of the sentence, not at the level of the NP. If the essential
characteristic of a focal element is not that it provides new information,
but that it establishes a ‘new relation’ between this information and the
remainder of the proposition, the information structure within the NP
cannot be described in terms of focus.That focus is not useful to describe
the information structure within the NP is not only apparent from this
theoretical objection, but is also supported by examples like () and
(). The fact that the complete NP belongs to the focus of the sentence
seems to confirm that the information structure within the NP cannot
possibly be described in terms in focus:
() Q: What did you buy? A: I bought some blue socks.

() Q: What did she do yesterday afternoon?
A: She went to the new city centre to buy a wonderful present for my little

brother.

The second reason why I prefer the more informal term saliency to
focus is that the term focus as defined above is not a gradual concept.
A particular constituent of an utterance cannot be more (or less) focal
than another constituent, if one assumes focal elements to establish a new
relation with the remainder of the sentence.39 That focus is not a gradual
concept makes it by definition unsuitable for the description of the order
of the constituents in the multiple-modifier NPs of my sample, because
these are ordered, as I will argue, frommore salient elements on the left to
less salient elements on the right side of the NP. It makes perfectly good
sense, by contrast, to describe the order of multiple-modifier NPs by a
diminishing degree of saliency.
My final objection to the term focus is that the most salient ele-

ment of the NP is not necessarily more informative (or ‘newer’) than

39 This view seems in contrast to Firbas (), who claims that information struc-
ture is not a dichotomy (background-new), but a hierarchical structure. In Firbas’ view,
there is not only a difference in information value between backgrounded and new con-
stituents, but the various new constituents also differ in their ‘communicative dynamism’,
i.e. ‘the extent to which they contribute to the development of the communication’ (Fir-
bas : ). Although I agree with Firbas that not every element of the focus domain
contributes equally to the development of the discourse, I maintain that these elements
do not differ in their degree of focality. For in my view (see above), focal elements do not
simply provide new information, but establish a new relation with the remainder of the
proposition. All focal elements contribute to the same degree to the establishment of this
relation.
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the other NP constituents. As will be discussed in more detail in Chap-
ter , section .., the most salient element can also be most salient
because the speaker considers it to be the most important or relevant
part of the message expressed by the NP. In an example like (), for
instance, the constituents of the NP do not differ in their information
status (they all express information that is new to the addressee). They
do, however, differ in the information value ascribed to them by the
speaker:

() To attract as much attention as possible in the enormous crowd, she put
on her fire-engine red rain coat.

On the basis of the three considerations presented above, the term focus
will be reserved to refer to that part of the utterance that is not known or
presupposed in the given communicative setting; the informativeness of
the elements of the NP, by contrast, will be defined in terms of saliency.40
My strict distinction between focal elements at the level of the clause
and salient elements at the level of the NP does not imply that they
cannot coincide. Since focusmay be assigned to every part of the sentence
irrespective of its size and function, ranging from almost all elements
of the clause to only part of the predicate (example a and b), focus
assignment to part of the NP is very well possible (example ):

() a. Peter did not solve the problem
(focus on denial)

b. I didn’t paint the house, I repainted it.
(focus on the predicate; on part of the predicate)

() a. S: John bought fresh pineapple. A: No, he bought fresh papayas.
(focus on noun)

b. I prefer the green car.
(focus on NP modifier)41

In (a) and (b), the NP element printed in small capitals has been
assigned contrastive focus and is therefore the most salient element of
the NP. Despite the possible overlap in cases like these, the focus of the
sentence and the most salient element of the NP should carefully be
distinguished, not only in order to avoid terminological confusion, but
also to account for apparent exceptions to the word order rules described
in the next chapters. In Chapter , section ., these exceptions, which

40 In Chapter , section .., I will describe in more detail and on the basis of some
concrete Greek NPs what exactly I understand saliency to mean.

41 Examples are (slight modifications of) those of S. Dik (: –).
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can be explained by the interaction between the pragmatic functions at
the level of the sentence and the information structure of the NP, are
discussed in more detail.

This chapter ends with a little reservation. In contrast to H. Dik’s (:
) confident words that the recent interest in pragmatics ‘equipped us
with a better theoretical apparatus to handle many finer distinctions
formerly subsumed under the term “emphasis” ’, which Dover (: –
) had shown to be susceptible to misuse, I would like to point out that
despite our broader knowledge of pragmatics, part of Dover’s criticism
remains valid, even if we, asH.Dik proposes, replace ‘emphasis’ by ‘focus’.
Whether we use the non-theoretical term emphasis or the more well-
founded term focus, in both cases the assignment of a pragmatic function
in a written text of a dead language is a perilous undertaking, or as Dover
(: ) formulates it: ‘individuals may disagree on the location of
“emphasis” in a given passage of Greek, and an individual may disagree
with himself on different occasions.’ Furthermore, the replacement of the
term emphasis by focus does not remove the danger of circularity, which
may arise if we interpret our data according to the principle we want to
establish and subsequently use these interpretations as evidence for the
principle. In the following chapters, the reader has to decide whether I
got round these two pitfalls of a pragmatic analysis adequately.
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WORD ORDER IN SINGLE-MODIFIER NPS

.. Introduction

In this chapter, I will describe the least complicated word order patterns,
viz. the ordering patterns of single-modifier NPs.The fact that these NPs
can only be ordered in two ways, i.e. NX or XN, makes them suitable
to start an analysis of word order in the NP with. Because the order
of the constituents in the NP is insensitive to the presence or absence
of an article, this chapter generalises over definite and indefinite NPs
unless it is explicitly indicated that a certain phenomenon is only char-
acteristic for definite or indefinite NPs. The tables – (see below) give
a statistical overview of the occurrence of the various modifiers (adjec-
tives, adverbs,1 participles, prepositional phrases, genitives, possessives,
numerals, demonstratives and relative clauses)2 that occur regularly in
the single-modifier NPs within my corpus.
The tables – show three remarkable results, of which the total ab-

sence of adverbs and prepositional phrases in indefinite NPs is proba-
bly the most striking. However, the non-existence of indefinite NPs with
adverbs and prepositional phrases will not be characteristic for my cor-
pus, since adverbs and prepositional phrases display a general tendency
to occur only in definite NPs.3The reason of this tendency is that adverbs
and prepositional phrases are usually used as localising modifiers, i.e.

1 Although both their number and their usage is rather limited, there are a number
of examples of adverbial modifiers in my corpus. With the exception of Hdt. .. τ�ν
%λη&�ως τ�κ�α ‘the/his true parent’, these modifiers give information on the location (in
time or place) of the referent, e.g. τ6ν -νω γν!&�ν ‘the lower jaw’ (Hdt. ..), �ν τ��σι
bπισ&ε λ4γ�ισι ‘in the later stories’ (Hdt. ..), and τ�ν σ�τ�ν τ�ν �ν&ε$τεν ‘the corn
there’ (Hdt. ..). The question of which adverbs can be used as modifier under which
circumstances will not be dealt with here, because that would lead too far afield.

2 Although there are  examples of a nounmodified by τις in my corpus, I have left
these NPs out of consideration because the meaning/function of (unaccented) τις was
not clear enough to examine whether its position is determined by the same factor(s) as
the position of other modifiers.

3 Cf. Rijkhoff (: ) on this tendency.
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modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)4  ()  () 
adverb (Adv) — — —
demonstrative (dem)  ()  () 
genitive (GEN)  ()  () 
numeral (num)  ()  () 
participle (PTC)  ()  () 
possessive (pos)5  ()  () 
prepositional phrase (PP) — — —
relative clause (rel) —  () 
total  ()  () 

Table . Types of modifiers in indefinite single-modifier NPs

give information on the location (in time or place) of the referent, e.g.
the temple here, the time after, the book on the table, the canteen in the
Academy building. By relating the referent of the matrix NP to a loca-
tion, a localising modifier generally makes the referent of the matrix
NP identifiable (for the process of identification, see Chapter , sec-
tion ..), which explains the lesser compatibility of a localising prepo-
sitional modifier and indefinite NPs.6 Prepositional phrases providing
qualifying information, on the other hand, like a boy with golden hair
or a man without compassion, are not inherently impossible in indefinite
NPs. Their absence from my corpus will be due to the Greek preference
for expressing qualifying phrases like these with a participle (cν or 2+ων)
or relative clause instead of a prepositional phrase.

4 Although it is traditionally assumed that the position of adjectives is influenced by
their semantics, the analysis of my data showed that it is no use to make a subdivision
within the category of adjectives (see section ..).

5 In addition to possessive pronouns (e.g. �μ4ς, σ4ς), personal pronouns (e.g. �μ0ν,
α�τ�$, μ�υ) and reflexives (e.g. �μαυτ�$, 9αυτ�$), genitives of demonstratives (e.g. τ��-
τ�υ, τ��των) are also classified into this category (and not in the category of genitives).

6 Cf. Rijkhoff (: ). Other modifiers that may give information on the location
of the referent, such as possessives, genitives and relative clauses, however, do occur in
indefinite NPs. In these cases, the modifier does not unequivocally anchor the referent,
so that the referent is not identifiable, despite the presence of a localising modifier, e.g.
Hdt. .. σ�� παιδ4ς ‘a child of yours’ (for unequivocality, see Chapter , section
..); or the matrix NP is non-referential and therefore lacks an article, e.g. Hdt. ..
στρατηγ�ν α�τ0ν OΑρπαγ�ν %π�δε3ε ‘he appointed Harpagos as their commander’ (for
the indefiniteness of non-referential NPs, see Chapter , section .) or the modifier is
not used as a localising modifier, e.g. Hdt. .. &υγ!τηρ τ?6 �Vν�μα 2&ετ�Μανδ!νην
‘a daughter, whom he called Mandane’ and Hdt. .. XκτH �μερ�ων �δ4ν ‘an eight
days’ journey’.
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modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)7  ()  () 
adverb (Adv)  ()  () 
demonstrative (dem)  ()  () 
genitive (GEN)8  ()  () 
numeral (num)  ()  () 
participle (PTC)  ()  () 
possessive (pos)  ()  () 
prepositional phrase (PP)9  ()  () 
relative clause (rel)  ()  () 
total  ()  () 

Table . Types of modifiers in definite single-modifier NPs

7 For want of a better category, I have included α�τ4ς (‘same’) under the adjectives.
This seems to be in line with the view of most grammars, which describe α�τ4ς in
its function as a modifier as an adjectival pronoun (cf. Kühner-Gerth : I ff.,
Goodwin : –, Smyth : ). Α�τ4ς in the meaning ‘self ’ is obviously
not included because of its predicative nature.

8 In the case of both genitives and possessives, it is sometimes difficult to decide
whether the genitive or genitival possessor modifies the preceding/following noun or is
an argument of the verb. This is especially problematic in sentences with a compound
verb with the prepositions περ< and %π4:

(i) μετ� δ1 α�τ4ς τε � @Αρ<στων 2δωκε τ�$τ�, I τι δ� Pν, τ� ε]λετ� τ0ν κειμηλ<ων τ0ν
@Αρ<στων�ς � JΑγητ�ς, κα� α�τ�ς τ�ν �μ�<ην Nητ�ων "�ρεσ&αι παρ’ �κε<ν�υ, �ν&α$τα
δ� τ�+ "τα3ρ�υ τ5ν γυνα�κα �πειρKτ� %π!γεσ&αι.

Ariston gave Agetos whatever it was that he chose out of all his treasures, and then,
seeking equal recompense from him, tried to take the wife of his comrade (lit. of his
comrade the wife). (Hdt. ..)

In example (i), we may read that Agetos tried to take the wife of his friend, in which
case τ�$ 9τα<ρ�υ modifies the noun τ�ν γυνα�κα, or that Agetos tried to take ‘from his
friend his wife’, inwhich case τ�$ 9τα<ρ�υ depends on%π!γεσ&αι. Even though the entity
or location from which the object of %π!γω is separated is normally preceded by the
preposition %π4 or �κ, I decided not to include ambiguous examples like (i) inmy sample.
This choice is supported by the fact that a participle of εDμ< ‘to be’ may be added to make
the modifier unambiguously modify the preceding or following noun (e.g. τ�$ 9τα<ρ�υ
��$σαν τ�ν γυνα�κα ‘the wife being of his friend’). For a more detailed discussion of this
construction, see Chapter , section ....

9 Although from a formal point of view it is sometimes difficult to decide whether
a prepositional phrase is a modifier that belongs to an NP or an argument of the verb,
the status of the prepositional phrase in a specific clause can always be determined on
the basis of the context. In Hdt. .. (τ�$ δαιμ�ν<�υ παρασκευ!N�ντ�ς Iκως παν-
ωλε&ρ<?η %π�λ4μεν�ι κατα"αν1ς τ�$τ� τ��σι %ν&ρ'π�ισι π�ι	σωσι, *ς τ0ν μεγ!λων
%δικημ!των μεγ!λαι εDσ� κα� α. τιμωρ3αι παρ� τ'ν �ε'ν. ‘the divine powers provided
that the Trojans, perishing in utter destruction, should make this clear to all mankind:
that retribution from the gods (lit. the retributions from the gods) for terrible wrong-
doing is also terrible’), for instance, there can be no doubt that the prepositional phrase
modifies the preceding noun.
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modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)  ()  () 
adverb (Adv)  ()  () 
demonstrative (dem)  ()  () 
genitive (GEN)  ()  () 
numeral (num)  ()  () 
participle (PTC)  ()  () 
prepositional phrase (PP)  ()  () 
possessive (pos)  ()  () 
relative clause (rel)  ()  () 
total  ()  () 

Table . Types of modifiers in definite and
indefinite single-modifier NPs together

Secondly, the tables show that none of the various modifiers is exclu-
sively placed in pre- or postposition. Apparently, the ordering of the con-
stituents of an NP cannot, or at least not sufficiently, be explained by the
semantics or type of themodifier.However, the fact that the variousmod-
ifiers vary considerably in their preference for a pre- or postposition gives
the impression that the semantics of the modifier does somehow affect
its position. Although, on average, preposing is (almost) as frequent as
postposing, relative clauses are postnominal in  percent of the cases,
while adverbs, prepositional phrases and numerals tend to be prenomi-
nal (in –). Still, we should not conclude too hastily that this vari-
ation implies that the type of modifier or its semantics plays a role in
the ordering of the NP, as Devine and Stephens (: ) have done on
the basis of H. Dik’s numbers of the position of determining and qualify-
ing adjectives.The preference for preposing numerals, for instance, is not
necessarily a consequence of their being a numeral or their quantifying
nature as such, but might also be explained by their aptitude for con-
trastive contexts. Similarly, the preference for postposing relative clauses
might be a consequence of the fact that many of these clauses happen to
be very heavymodifiers which do not provide very salient information.10
Statistical differences among various modifiers thus do not necessarily
imply an influence of the semantics of the modifier, but may also be a
side effect of some other ordering factor.11

10 For the heaviness principle that predicts that heavy (i.e. complex) modifiers tend to
be expressed at the end of the NP, see section ...

11 As I argued in Chapter , section .., even a highly significant correlation between
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The view that it is—at least—not only the semantics of the modifier
that determines its position is supported by the fact that the preference
of a certain modifier for pre- or postposition may differ according to the
definiteness of the NP. Whereas participles and demonstratives prefer
to be postnominal in indefinite NPs, they tend to be prenominal in
definite ones. Adjectives, by contrast, have a rather strong preference for
being prenominal in definite NPs, but have no explicit preference for a
particular position in indefinite NPs.
The third and final remarkable result with respect to statistics is the

considerable difference between my numbers and those of H. Dik, who
calculates a ratio of  prenominal adjectives against  postnominal
ones in Herodotus.12 This difference demonstrates that the statistical
outcome of research on word order in the NP is so strongly determined
by the selection of the data that one should be very cautious to compare
the numbers of pre- and postnominal modifiers from different studies
without question.Therefore, the conclusion Devine and Stephens (:
) draw by comparing statistical data from Bergson (), Brunel
(), H. Dik () and Palm (), viz. that word order in the NP
is affected by the parameters dialect, genre, definiteness and adjective
type, should be severely queried until the statistical data are confirmed
by concrete examples.
The concrete examples in my corpus seem to indicate that NPs are

ordered according to the information value of their constituents, in such
a way that the most salient information is expressed first (cf. the hypoth-
esis set up by Palm and H. Dik about the position of demonstratives and
adjectives respectively, see Chapter , section ..). In the following sec-
tions, I will argue that although statistics seem to hint in another direc-
tion, it is mainly pragmatics that determines the position of a modifier in
the NP, irrespective of its semantics or the presence of an article.

the semantics of the modifier and its pre- or postposition does not prove that semantics
causes its position.

12 H. Dik studied the position of a limited number of selected adjectives, viz. �Ελληνι-
κ4ς ‘Greek’,Μηδικ4ς ‘Median’, �πι+'ρι�ς ‘native’, λ<&ιν�ς ‘stone’, 3�λιν�ς ‘wooden’, +ρ�-
σε�ς ‘golden’, %ργ�ρε�ς ‘silver’, λευκ4ς ‘white’ (determining) and μ�γας ‘big’, (σ)μικρ4ς
‘small’, μακρ4ς ‘long’, δ<και�ς/-δικ�ς ‘(un)just’, %γα&4ς ‘good’, δ4κιμ�ς ‘esteemed’, κ!λ-
λιστ�ς ‘most beautiful’, &ωμ!σι�ς/&ωμαστ4ς ‘wonderful’ (qualifying/ quantifying), in
order to compare the behaviour of determining adjectives on the one hand and quali-
fying and quantifying ones on the other (see Chapter , sections .. and ..).
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.. Prenominal modifiers

In this section, I will argue that the preposed part of a single-modifier
NP is somehow pragmatically marked, or at least more strongly marked
than the postposed part. The nature of this pragmatic marking may be
twofold: the prenominal modifier may be contrastive (section ..) or
may for some other reason be themost salient element of the NP (section
..).13

... Contrast

The clearest examples that support my hypothesis that prenominal mod-
ifiers are pragmatically marked are those where the modifier is explicitly
contrasted with a similar modifier in another NP:

() κα<τ�ι τυρ�νν�υ 8#ριν"ε�γ�ντας -νδρας �ς δ$μ�υ �κ�λ�στ�υ 8#ριν
πεσε�ν �στι ��δαμ0ς %νασ+ετ4ν/

For men fleeing the insolence of a tyrant (lit. of tyrant insolence) to
fall victim to the insolence of the unguided populace (lit. unguided
populace’s insolence) is by no means to be tolerated. (Hdt. ..)

() 9δ1#ασιλ$ι�ςπ��υς τ�+μετρ3�υ �στ�π$�ε�ςμ�Nων τρισ� δακτ�λ�ισι.

The royal measure is greater by three fingers’ breadth than the common
measure. (Hdt. ..)

() ��τω μ1ν δ� τ5ν τρ3την �σηγ!γετ� γυνα�κα � @Αρ<στων, τ5ν δευτ�ρην
%π�πεμψ!μεν�ς.

In this way Ariston married his third wife (lit. the third wife), after
divorcing the second one (lit. the second). (Hdt. ..)

In example (), taken from the famous constitutional debate, there is an
explicit contrast between two modifiers modifying the same noun: the
insolence of a tyrant is contrasted with the insolence of the populace.
Similarly, in example (), the :ασιλ	ι�ς π6+υς ‘royal measure’ is con-

13 That the prenominal modifier is pragmatically marked seems in contradiction with
the statistics provided inTable  and , for thiswould imply that the pragmaticallymarked
ordering occurs slightly more than the unmarked one, at least for definite NPs. As I
will explain in Chapter , section .., however, the fact that the pragmatically marked
situation is more common than the neutral one can be explained on the basis of the
function of the modifier in combination with Grice’s maxim of quantity. In the same
section, Iwill argue that the fact that the pragmaticallymarked option is themost frequent
onemeans that one should be careful when using frequency as a criterion for determining
(pragmatic) markedness, as Croft (: ff.) proposes.
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trasted with the τ�$ μετρ<�υ π	+ε�ς ‘common measure’. In example (),
Ariston’s third wife is contrasted with his second one. In this latter exam-
ple, the hypothesis that it is the prenominal modifier that gives the most
crucial information of the NP is strengthened by the fact that the second
NP lacks a noun.
To set up an explicit contrast it is, obviously, not necessary to oppose

two NPs with the same kind of modifier:
() @Αργε��ι μ1ν γ�ρ περιστ!ντες �μακ!ριN�ν τ'ν νεηνι�ων τ5ν :4μην, αA

δ1 @Αργε�αι τ�ν μητ�ρα α�τ0ν, �]ων τ�κνων �κ�ρησε.

The Argive men stood around and praised the strength of the youths
(lit. of the youths the strength); the Argive women congratulated their
mother for having borne such children. (Hdt. ..)

() Παυσαν<ην dν �ρ0ντα τ�ν Μαρδ�ν<�υ κατασκευ�ν +ρυσ=0 τε κα�
%ργ�ρ=ω κα� παραπετ!σμασι π�ικ<λ�ισι κατεσκευασμ�νην κελε$σαι
τ��ς τε %ρτ�κ4π�υς κα� τ��ς Xψ�π�ι��ς κατ� τα�τ� Μαρδ�ν<=ω δε�-
πν�ν παρασκευ!Nειν. ( . . . ) �κπλαγ�ντα τ� πρ�κε<μενα %γα&� κελε$-
σαι �π� γ�λωτι τ��ς 9ωυτ�$ διηκ4ν�υς παρασκευ!σαιΛακωνικ!ν δε�-
πν�ν.

Pausanias, seeing Mardonios’ establishment with its display of gold and
silver and gaily coloured tapestry, ordered the bakers and the cooks to
prepare a dinner such as they were accustomed to do for Mardonios.
( . . . ) amazed at the splendour before him, for a joke he commanded his
own servants to prepare a Lakonian dinner. (Hdt. ..–)

() �ν δ1 α�τ?6 ν6σ�ς 2νι τ?6 �Vν�μα Φλ!/ τα�την δ1 τ�ν ν6σ�ν Λακεδαι-
μ�ν<�ισ< "ασι λ4γι�ν ε_ναι κτ<σαι. 2στι δ1 κα� <δε λ�γ�ς14 λεγ4μεν�ς/
( . . . ).

In this (lake) is an island called Phla. It is said that the Lakedaimonians
were told by an oracle to plant a settlement on this island.The following
story is also told (lit. also this story is being told): ( . . . ).

(Hdt. .–.)

In example (), the prenominal genitive does not contrast with another
modifier, but with another noun: the youths are contrasted with their
mother mentioned in the next line. In example () and (), the elements
the prenominal modifier is contrasted with do not even belong to an NP.
In example (), the prenominal adjective contrasts with the prepositional
adjunct κατ� τα�τ�Μαρδ�ν<=ω three lines earlier. In example (), where

14 For the absence of the article in the highlighted NP, see Chapter , section ...
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the contrastive force of the modifier is confirmed by the scope particle
κα< ‘also’,15 the demonstrative stands out against the verb "ασι from the
previous line.
I have argued that themodifier in the previous examples is prenominal

in the case of an explicit contrast between this modifier and some other
element in the text. However, preposing of the modifier may also be due
to an implicit contrast between the property or location expressed by the
modifier and some property or location that is to be filled inwith the help
of the context. In example (), for instance,
() λ�γει μετ� τ�$τ�ν @Α+αιμ�νης, %δελ"ε4ς τε �Hν e�ρ3εω κα� τ�+ ναυτι-

κ�+ στρατ�+ στρατηγ�ς, ( . . . ).

Next spoke Achaimenes, Xerxes’ brother and admiral of the fleet (lit. of
the fleet general) ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

the fact that the reader has repeatedly been informed that Xerxes’ army
consists of a land force and a navy allows the writer to present Achaime-
nes as the navy’s general without any further elaboration of the contrast.16
But even if the contrast was not introduced previously, the addresseemay
easily fill in the element to which a prenominal modifier is opposed. The
addressee of example (), for instance, will immediately understand that
his father blames him for choosing the life of a vagrant instead of living
the life worthy for a royal child:
() Rς �Hν �μ4ς τε πα�ς κα� Κ�ρ<ν&�υ τ6ς ε�δα<μ�ν�ς :ασιλε�ς �λ$την

#3�ν ε]λε�,%ντιστατ�ων τε κα� Xργ?6 +ρε'μεν�ς �ς τ�ν σ1 5κιστα �+ρ6ν.

Though my son and a prince of prosperous Korinth, you choose the life
of a vagrant (lit. vagrant life), by opposing and being angry withme with
whom you least ought to be. (Hdt. ..)

15 On the analogy of cases like Hdt. .. (2στι δ1 �π’ α�τ0ν Καρ+ηδ�ν<ων Iδε
λ4γ�ς λεγ4μεν�ς ‘this story is told by the Karchedonians themselves’) and .. (2στι δ1
περ� α�τ0ν Aρ�ς λ4γ�ς λεγ4μεν�ς ‘there is a sacred legend told about this’), I assume the
participle λεγ4μεν�ς to be part of the predicate instead of the NP. For other periphrastic
perfects with εDμ< + present/perfect participle, see for instance Hdt. .. �ν δ1 τα�τ?η
λι:ανωτ4ς τ� �στι μ��ν?η +ωρ�ων πασ�ων "υ4μεν�ς (‘frankincense is growing only in
this country’), Hdt. .. τ��σ< �στι +0ρ�ς �ν μ�σ?η τ?6 π4λι %π�δεδεγμ�ν�ς �ς τ�ν
συλλεγ4μεν�ι %λλ	λ�υς Xμν�ντες �3απατ0σι (‘ . . . who set apart a place in the middle
of their city where they perjure themselves and deceive each other’) and .. �Yτ�ι �A
τ�$ Δι�ν�σ�υ τ� μαντ	ι4ν εDσι �κτημ�ν�ι (‘it is they who possess the place of divination
sacred to Dionysus’).

16 Note that the modifier within the embedded genitive (the adjective ναυτικ�$) is
also prenominal.
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Likewise, the addressee of example () will, on the basis of his knowl-
edge of the world, understand that the female horses of the Skythians are
implicitly contrasted with the male ones:
() �πε�ν "υσητ6ρας λ!:ωσι Xστε<ν�υς, α�λ��σι πρ�σεμ"ερεστ!τ�υς,

τ��τ�υς �σ&�ντες (ς τ'ν �ηλ�ων =ππων τ� �ρ�ρα "υσ0σι τ��σι στ4-
μασι, -λλ�ι δ1 -λλων "υσ'ντων %μ�λγ�υσι/

Taking tubes of bone very much like flutes, they insert these into the
genitalia of the mares (lit. into of the female horses the genitalia) and
blow into them, some blowing while others milk. (Hdt. ..)

Besides being contrasted to an element in the addressee’s knowledge, a
prenominal modifier may also be implicitly opposed to the (supposed)
expectations of the addressee, as in example ():
() *ς δ1 %π� δε<πν�υ Pσαν, διαπιν4ντων τ�ν Π�ρσην τ�ν �μ4κλιν�ν

>Ελλ�δα γλ'σσαν A�ντα εDρ�σ&αι α�τ�ν �κ�δαπ4ς �στι, ( . . . ).

Nowas theywere drinking together after dinner, the Persianwho satwith
him asked in the Greek tongue (lit. Greek tongue) fromwhat country he
was, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In this example, the modifier is prenominal because the addressee does
not expect that the Persian can address his couch-mate in the Greek
language. To clarify that and how the two couch-mates can communicate,
the author has to stress that the Persian knows Greek.
In the examples discussed above, the pragmatic marking of the pre-

nominal modifier due to its contrastiveness could rather easily be de-
monstrated, as the context provides the essential clues. In the next sec-
tion, however, a marked reading of the prenominal modifier is much
more dependent on our interpretation, which is always more open to
subjectivity.

... Saliency

Modifiers are not only prenominal if they form the most salient part
of the NP because of a contrast, whether explicit or implicit, but also
if their saliency is caused by some other factor. It is difficult to give
an exhaustive overview of these factors because what makes the mod-
ifier the most salient part of the NP depends strongly on the context.
Yet, we can roughly distinguish two subgroups of most salient modi-
fiers.
First, the modifier may be the most salient element because it is the

most informative part of the message conveyed by the NP. In these
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cases, the modifier provides completely new information, whereas the
information supplied by the noun is given in or inferrable from the
context:

() �� γ�ρ 2τυ+�ν ��$σαι ν�ες σ"ι %3ι4μα+�ι τ?6σι ΑDγινητ�ων συμ:αλε�ν/
�ν =f dν Κ�ριν&<ων �δ��ντ� +ρ6σαι σ"<σι ν�ας, �ν τ��τ=ω διε"&!ρη τ�
πρ	γματα. �A δ1 Κ�ρ<ν&ι�ι, Pσαν γ!ρ σ"ι τ�$τ�ν τ�ν +ρ4ν�ν "<λ�ι �ς
τ� μ!λιστα @Α&ηνα<�ισι, διδ�$σι δε�μ�ν�ισι ε%κ�σι ν�ας, ( . . . ).

They (= the Athenians) did not have ships worthy to fight the Aiginetans.
While they were asking the Corinthians to lend them ships, the affair was
ruined.The Korinthians at that time were close friends to the Athenians,
so when the Athenians asked for help they gave them twenty ships, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. .)

() � μ1ν τα$τα �πειρ'τα, � δ’ αgτις τ!ν α1τ�ν σ"ι �ρησμ!ν 2"αινε
κελε�ων �κδιδ4ναι Πακτ�ην Π�ρσ?ησι.

This Aristodikos asked; and the god again gave them exactly the same
answer, that Pactyes should be surrendered to thePersians. (Hdt...)

() τ��σι δ1 α�τ�μ4λ�ισι τ��τ�ισι �Vν�μ! �στι @Ασμ!+, δ�ναται δ1 τ�$τ�
τ� 2π�ς κατ� τ5ν >Ελλ$νων γλ'σσαν ‘�A �3 %ριστερ6ς +ειρ�ς παριστ!-
μεν�ι :ασιλ�ϊ’/

These Deserters are called Asmakh, which translates, in the Greek lan-
guage (lit. in the ofGreeks language), as ‘thosewho stand on the left hand
of the king’. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), Herodotus explains why the Athenians break their
promise to Nikodromos to help him take Aigina: because the Athenians,
not yet owning enough warships themselves, have to borrow some ships
from the Korinthians first, they arrive one day late. At the moment the
addressee is informed that the Korinthians lend the Athenians twenty
ships, the number of the ships is still unknown, while it is perfectly
clear that the Korinthians will lend them the ships. The difference in
information status between the noun and the numeral causes the latter
to be preposed. Although the difference in information status between
the noun and modifier in examples () and () is smaller (as the
noun does not provide given, but inferrable information), the modifier
is still much more informative than the noun. In example (), we are
told that an Aristodikos, who did not trust an earlier consultation of
the oracle, consults the oracle again, and receives τ�ν α�τ�ν +ρησμ4ν,
the exact same answer. In the context of a consultation of an oracle, the
information provided by themodifier (i.e. what the answer looked like) is
of course far more informative than the information of the noun (i.e. the
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fact they got an answer). Likewise, the genitival modifier �Ελλ	νων (‘of
the Greeks’) in example () ismore informative than the noun γλ0σσαν
(‘language’), which is already evoked by the verb δ�ναται (‘mean’).
In the case of numerals, the prenominal modifier does not need to

provide new information on a given or inferrable noun to be the most
informative part of the NP. If it is evident from the preceding context
that the NP will give expression to a measure, the numeral tends to be
prenominal, even if the quantity/variable is not given or inferrable.17 In
example (), for instance, the participle phrase στα&μ�ν 2+�ντες reveals
that something countable will follow, so the numeral automatically be-
comes the most informative part of the NP:
() Γ�γης δ1 τυραννε�σας %π�πεμψε %να&	ματα �ς Δελ"��ς ��κ Xλ<γα

( . . . ) κρητ6ρ�ς �A %ρι&μ�ν i3 +ρ�σε�ι %νακ�αται. �στKσι δ1 �Yτ�ι �ν
τ=0 Κ�ριν&<ων &ησαυρ=0 στα&μ�ν 2+�ντες τρι$κ�ντα τ�λαντα,

Having assumed the sovereignty, Gyges sent many offerings to Del-
phi: among which six golden bowls. These stand in the treasury of the
Korinthians and weigh thirty talents. (Hdt. ..–)

In example () it may have been expected that talents would be used
to give expression to the weight of the bowls, because Herodotus always
expresses weight in talents. As can be seen in example (), however, the
numeral may also be prenominal if it is not yet clear which variable will
be used,18 as long as the preceding context—in this case the combination
of the verb plus Iσ�ν τε—indicates that the NP will give expression to a
measure:
() τ��σι δ1 Π�ρσ?ησι ��δεν�ς μα+�μ�ν�υ "4:�ς �ν�πεσε, %π�δραμ4ντες

δ1 Iσ�ν τε "6$κ�ντα στ�δια ]N�ντ�.

Then, although no one attacked them, panic seized the Persians, and they
fled to a place around sixty stade distant and camped there.

(Hdt. ..)

17 In NPs giving expression to a (length of) time, the numeral may be prenominal
even if it is not contrastive or salient, nor evident that the NP will give expression to a
measure, e.g. Hdt. .. �ν τ?6 Κ�ρν=ω ε%κ�σι @τεσι πρ4τερ�ν τ��των �κ &ε�πρ�π<�υ
�νεκτ	σαντ� π4λιν . . . (‘in Kyrnos they had built a city . . . twenty years before at the
command of an oracle’) and Hdt. . τ��των δ1 τ0ν νησιωτ�ων Pρ+ε Μαρδ4ντης �
Βαγα<�υ, Rς �νΜυκ!λ?η στρατηγ�ων δευτ�ρAω @τεϊ τ��των �τελε�τησε �ν τ?6 μ!+?η (‘the
commander of these islanders was Mardontes son of Bagaios, who in the next year (lit.
in second year) was general at Mykale and died in the battle’). I do not see what causes
the preposition of the numeral in these cases.

18 Distance can be expressed in all kinds of variables, ranging from πλ�&ρα (m) to
στ!δι�ι (m), παρασ!γγαι (,m) and σ+��ν�ι (,m).
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This tendency19 to be prenominal because the addressee expects anNP
with a modifier is, obviously, confined to numerals. While the context
may reveal that something countable will follow, the future occurrence
of a qualifying or localising modifier is difficult to predict.
In the examples of salient modifiers discussed above, the saliency of

the modifier is related to the (supposed) knowledge of the addressee,
for whom the unknown information expressed by the modifier is more
informative than the given or inferrable information of the noun. Inmost
cases, however, the prenominal modifier and the noun do not differ in
information status (i.e. in the newness or givenness of the information),
but rather in the information value the author ascribes to the modifier.
In these cases, the modifier is prenominal because the author considers
it to be the most important or relevant part of the message expressed by
the NP. Although it might seem a bit tricky to attempt to recover which
constituent of the NP was considered to express the most important or
relevant information by an author now dead by more than  years, I
will argue that the context often provides enough clues to reconstruct
the communicative aim of the author. In example (), for instance,
the speaker explicitly stresses that he assumes the information given by
the adjective more important than that of the noun by choosing the
construction Iσ=ω �σωτ�ρω . . . τ�σ��τ=ω πλ�ω:
() Iσ=ω γ�ρ δ� πρ��:αινε �σωτ�ρω τ6ς �Ελλ!δ�ς � Π�ρσης, τ�σ�
τAω

πλ�ω @�νε� �A ε]πετ�.

The farther into Hellas the Persian advanced, the more nations followed
him (Hdt. ..).

19 Although numerals tend to precede the noun in the situations described above,
they can also follow the noun. Cf. Hdt. .. "ρυγ!νων "!κελ�ι συννεν�αται Iσ�ν
τε �π� σταδ3�υς τρε�ς μ6κ�ς κα� εgρ�ς, �ψ�ς δ1 2λασσ�ν/ (‘piles of bundles of sticks
approximately three stades (lit. stades three) wide and long, but of a lesser height’) and
.. � δ1Πρ�π�ντ<ς, ��$σα εgρ�ς μ1ν σταδ3ων πεντακ�σ3ων, μ6κ�ς δ1 τετρακ�σ<ων
κα� +ιλ<ων, καταδιδ�� �ς τ�ν �Ελλ	σπ�ντ�ν . . . (‘the Propontis, which is five hundred
stades (lit. stades five hundred) wide and one thousand four hundred long, opens into
the Hellespont . . . ’). The fact that the preposing of ‘expected’ numerals is a tendency
instead of a strict rule may be explained if we assume that the difference in information
status between the noun and numerals is not as clear-cut as in those examples where
the modifier provides new information on a given or inferrable noun. Moreover, the
postposing of ‘expected’ numerals may be due to their heaviness (see section ..); cf.
Hdt. .. ( . . . ) Iσ�ν δ� τι %π� &αλ!σσης �ς μεσ4γαιαν μ�+ρι Θη:�ων �στ<, σημαν�ω/
στ�δι�ι γ!ρ εDσι ε%κ�σι κα� "κατ!ν κα� "6ακισ�3λι�ι, ‘and I will now declare the distance
inland from the sea to Thebes: it is six thousand one hundred and twenty stades (lit.
stades twenty and hundred and six thousand)’.
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In example (),
() σ� νυν, kν :��λ?η �μ�� πε<&εσ&αι, τ�ς περ BΑστυ�γης �ρ�ει �4ρης,

τα�της Wπ!σης -ρ3εις.

If, then, you will listen to me, you shall rule all the country which is now
ruled by Astyages (lit. the scope-prt Astyages rules country, that in its
entirety you will rule). (Hdt. ..)

it is the scope-particle περ together with the demonstrative τα�της,
which picks up the content of the relative clause, that makes clear that
Harpagos considers the prenominal relative clause to be much more
important than the noun.20 He does not want to promise Kyros king-
ship of just any country, but of exactly that country that is reigned by
Astyages.
In examples () and (), which do not have any explicit indications,

it is the larger context that reveals the intention of the author:
() � δ1 π�ρ�
ρε�ν τε ε μα περι:αλ4μεν�ς,*ς Zν πυν&αν4μεν�ι πλε�στ�ι

συν�λ&�ιεν Σπαρτιητ�ων, κα� καταστ�ς 2λεγε π�λλ� τιμωρ�ειν 9ωυ-
τ��σι +ρη<Nων.

He then put on a purple cloak, so that asmany Spartans as possiblemight
assemble to hear him, and stood up and made a long speech asking aid
for his people. (Hdt. ..)

() τ�υτ�ων δ1 � μ1ν JΑν&υλλα ��$σα λ�γ<μη π4λις �ς �π�δ	ματα �3α<ρε-
τ�ς δ<δ�ται τ�+ α2ε� #ασιλε
�ντ�ς Α2γ
πτ�υ τC� γυναικ3/

Of these cities, Anthylla is a town of some reputation and especially
assigned to provide the consort of the reigning king of Egypt (lit. of the
reigning king of Egypt the consort) her shoes. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the saliency of the modifier appears from the*ς-clause.
Herodotus informs his readers that Pythermos did not put on an ordi-
nary cloak, but a purple one, so as to attract the attention of asmany Spar-
tans as possible. In example (), the saliency of the prenominal genitive
is apparent exactly from the fact that Herodotus provides these details

20 As will be clear from the fact that I did not highlight the demonstrative τα�της
and the following Wπ!σης, I do not consider these two elements a part of the NP. In my
view (and that of the text editor who inserted a comma after the noun), the NP only
consists of a prenominal relative clause (τ6ς περ @Αστυ!γης -ρ+ει) and a noun (+'ρης).
The demonstrative and the following adjective are a resumptive element and predicative
adjective respectively. The reason for taking the demonstrative as a resumptive element
is that it cannot have a deictic or anaphoric function (*that country of Astyages). For the
position of the relative clause before the noun, see section ...
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aboutAnthylla: if the city had provided the shoes for just an ordinary lady
instead of the consort of the king of Egypt himself, Herodotus would not
have mentioned it at all.
So, modifiers may be prenominal if the author wants to stress the

importance or relevance of the information expressed by the modifier.
In the case of a genitive or possessive, the preposition of the modifier
may indicate that the exact nature of the relation between the refer-
ent of genitive/possessive and the referent of the head noun is less rel-
evant than the fact that a relation exists. A comparison of some exam-
ples of modifier-noun and noun-modifier orderings giving expression to
interpersonal relationships will illustrate the difference between the two
options:
() 2πειτα μ�λλ�ντ�ς α�τ�$ δι� τα�την τ�ν αDτ<ην %νασκ�λ�πιε�σ&αι �π�

e�ρ3εω :ασιλ��ς, � μ	τηρ τ�$ Σατ!σπε�ς ��$σα Δαρε3�υ �δελ�ε5
παραιτ	σατ�, "Kσ! �A α�τ� μ�Nω Nημ<ην �πι&	σειν ^ περ �κε�ν�ν/

And when on this charge he was to be impaled by King Xerxes, Sataspes’
mother, who was Dareios’ sister, interceded for his life, saying that she
would impose a heavier punishment on him than Xerxes.

(Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) 2πεμψε Σιτ!λκης παρ� τ�ν @lκταμασ!δην λ�γων τ�ι!δε/ τ< δε�
�μ�ας %λλ	λων πειρη&6ναι; ε_ς μ�ν με� τ�ς �δελ�ε�ς πα�ς, 2+εις δ�
με� �δελ�ε�ν. σ� δ	 μ�ι %π4δ�ς τ�$τ�ν κα� �γ' σ�ι τ�ν σ�ν Σκ�λην
παραδ<δωμι. στρατι?6 δ1 μ	τε σ� κινδυνε�σ?ης μ	τ’ �γ'.

( . . . ) Sitalkes sent thismessage toOktamasades: ‘Why shouldwe try each
other’s strength? You aremy sister’s son (lit. of me the sister’s son), and
you havemy brother (lit. of me brother) with you; give him back to me,
and I will give up your Skyles to you; and let us not endanger our armies.’

(Hdt. ..–)

In example (), we are told that Sataspes’ mother, who happens to be
Dareius’ sister, changed Xerxes’ decision to punish Sataspes to death.
To understand how Sataspes’ mother could influence Xerxes, the exact
nature of the relation between Sataspes’mother and the royal house is less
relevant than the fact that she was related. For that reason, the genitive is
prenominal. Similarly, inOktamasades’ plea to avoid a contest in example
(), the exact nature of the relation between himself and Sitalkes is of
secondary importance to the fact that they are related. Again, it is the
modifier that is expressed first.
In () and (), by contrast, it is the nature of the relation instead

of the partakers in the relation that is stressed by the preposition of the
noun:
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() �μ�� μ	τε +ρυσ4ν, d :ασιλε$, μ	τε -ργυρ�ν δ<δ�υ, %λλ’ %νασωσ!με-
ν4ς μ�ι [δ�ς] τ�ν πατρ<δα Σ!μ�ν, τ�ν ν$ν %δελ"ε�$ τ�$ �μ�$ Π�λυ-
κρ!τε�ς %π�&αν4ντ�ς �π� @lρ�<τεω 2+ει δ�+λ�ς Eμ�τερ�ς, ( . . . ).

Do not giveme gold, O king, or silver, but Samos, my country, which our
slave (lit. slave our) has now that my brother Polykrates has been killed
by Oroites, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() Κρ��σ�ς Pν Λυδ�ς μ1ν γ�ν�ς, πα�ς δ1 BΑλυ�ττεω, τ
ρανν�ς δ1 (�ν�ων
τ'ν (ντ!ς )Αλυ�ς π�ταμ�+, Rς S�ων %π� μεσαμ:ρ<ης μετα3� Συρ<ων
τε κα� Πα"λαγ4νων �3ιε� πρ�ς :�ρ�ην -νεμ�ν �ς τ�ν ΕV3ειν�ν κα-
λε4μεν�ν π4ντ�ν.

Kroisos was a Lydian by birth, son of Alyattes, and tyrant of the nations
west of the river Halys (lit. tyrant of nations the west of Halys river),
which flows from the south between Syria and Paphlagonia and empties
to the north into the sea called Euxeinos. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), Syloson is not grieved because their slave took posses-
sion of Samos after his brother’s dead, but because it is their slave who
is in power. In example (), the enumeration of Kroisos’ qualities in
his introduction into the discourse causes the nouns to be preposed.21
The second NP in this example illustrates that the difference between the
GENN andNGENpattern with nouns giving expression to interpersonal
relationships (e.g. mother, brother, slave) also applies to NPs with nouns
that give information on someone’s function (e.g. tyrant, king, general).
Two more examples of this latter category are () and ():22

() ( . . . ) Pλ&4ν σ"ι -γγελ�ι %π� Σ!μ�υ ( . . . ) πεμ"&�ντες �π� Σαμ<ων λ!-
&ρ?η τ0ν τε Περσ�ων κα� τ�$ τυρ!νν�υ Θε�μ	στ�ρ�ς τ�$ @Ανδρ�δ!-
μαντ�ς, τ�ν κατ�στησαν Σ�μ�υ τ
ρανν�ν �A Π�ρσαι.

( . . . ) messengers came to them there from Samos ( . . . )The Samians had
sent these, keeping their despatch secret from the Persians and the tyrant
Theomestor son of Androdamas, whom the Persians hadmade tyrant of
Samos (lit. of Samos tyrant). (Hdt. ..)

21 Cf. the examples of NPs with preposed, contrastive nouns in section ..
22 Other clear examples are provided by NPs with nouns like temple or oracle. The

GENN pattern is used if the god(ess) to whom the sanctuary is dedicated is of primary
importance (e.g. Hdt. . JΑρε�ς +ρηστ	ρι�ν (‘an oracle sacred to Ares’), as R. Macan
(: ) notes ‘the right oracle for brave men’), whereas the NGEN pattern is used if
it is the existence of the sanctuary that is most relevant (e.g. Hdt. .. πρ�ς πρ4&υρα
Δ	μητρ�ς &εσμ�"4ρ�υ (‘to the temple gate of Demeter the Lawgiver’), where the fact
that one of the prisoners grasps the doorhandle of a temple is more important than that
the temple was dedicated to Demeter).
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() τ6ς δ1 Μιλ	τ�υ �τ�γ+ανε �π<τρ�π�ς �Hν @Αρισταγ4ρης � Μ�λπαγ4-
ρεω, γαμ:ρ4ς τε �Hν κα� %νεψι�ς �Ιστια<�υ τ�$ Λυσαγ4ρεω, τ�ν �
Δαρε��ς �ν Σ��σ�ισι κατε�+ε/ � γ�ρ �Ιστια��ς τ
ρανν�ς Pν Μιλ$τ�υ
κα� �τ�γ+ανε τ�$τ�ν τ�ν +ρ4ν�ν �Hν �ν Σ��σ�ισι, ( . . . ).

Now it chanced that the deputy ruling Miletos was Aristagoras son of
Molpagoras, son-in-law and cousin of Histiaios son of Lysagoras whom
Dareios kept with him at Sousa. For Histiaios was tyrant of Miletos, but
was at Sousa at that time, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

While the GENN pattern in example () puts the accent on the city
Theomestor rules (as the fact that he was a tyrant is known already),
the NGEN pattern in example () stresses Histiaios’ function (tyrant
as opposed to Aristagoras who was the deputy ruling Miletos).
Another special use of salient genitives and possessives that are pre-

sented as more important or relevant than the noun is formed by geni-
tives andpossessives occurring in anNP that in its entirety refersmetony-
mically to the ‘referent’23 of the modifier:
() ε_πε πρ�ς τα$τα � Xπ�ων α�τ�$/ d :ασιλε$, `τ�ιμ�ς μ1ν �γ' εDμι π�ι�-

ειν κα� %μ"4τερα κα� τ� `τερ�ν α�τ0ν κα� π!ντως τ� Zν σ� �πιτ!σσ?ης/
*ς μ�ντ�ι 2μ�ιγε δ�κ�ει ε_ναι τ��σι σ��σι πρ$γμασι πρ�σ"ερ�στερ�ν,
"ρ!σω.

To this his henchman answered, ‘My King, ready am I to do either or
both, whatever you desire. Nevertheless, I will tell you what I think is in
your best interest (lit. is most useful for the your affairs)’. (Hdt. ..)

() �Ιστια<�υ δ1 τ�$ Μιλησ<�υ �ναντ<η τα�τ?η, λ�γ�ντ�ς *ς ν$ν μ1ν δι�
Δαρε��ν `καστ�ς α�τ0ν τυραννε�ει π4λι�ς, τ�ς Δαρε3�υ δ1 δυν�-
μι�ς καταιρε&ε<σης �Vτε α�τ�ςΜιλησ<ων �84ς τε 2σεσ&αι -ρ+ειν �Vτε
-λλ�ν ��δ�να ��δαμ0ν/

But Histiaios of Miletos advised the opposite, saying that ‘It is owing to
Dareios that each of us is sovereign of his city; ifDareios’ power (lit. the
of Dareios power) is overthrown, we shall no longer be able to rule, I in
Miletos or any of you elsewhere.’ (Hdt. ..)

() Δαρε��ς � �Υστ!σπε�ς σ�ν τε τ�+ =ππ�υ τC� �ρετC� (τ� �Vν�μα λ�γων)
κα� H2#�ρε�ς τ�+ .ππ�κ�μ�υ �κτ	σατ� τ�ν Περσ�ων :ασιλη<ην.

Dareios son of Hystaspes, aided by the excellence of his horse (here
followed the horse’s name) andofOebares his groom (lit. of the horse the
excellence and O. his groom), got possession of the kingdom of Persia.

(Hdt. ..)

23 Referent is placed between quotation marks because it is rather awkward to speak
of the referent of themodifier in the case of possessives (being non-referential modifiers).
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Τ��σι σ��σι πρ	γμασι in example () is a long-winded expression to
refer to ‘you’. Likewise, τ6ς Δαρε<�υ δυν!μι�ς in example () may be
said to refer metonymically to Dareios. Because the modifiers express
the information that it is actually all about, they precede the rather empty
noun.24 Although the noun in example () might seem less empty than
the ones in () and (), the NP as a whole (i.e. ‘the excellence of the
horse’) can still be replaced by a simple ‘the horse’ without affecting
the understanding and general meaning of the sentence. Hence, it is
the modifier that expresses the most important or relevant part of the
message expressed by the NP.
A final special group of prenominal modifiers expressing the most

important or relevant information of the message consists of modifiers
whose saliency resides in their relevance for the identification of the ref-
erent.25 The modifiers belonging to this subgroup express a very charac-
teristic property of the referent that is necessary for retrieving the refer-
ent. In most of these cases, the NP picks up a referent that is no longer
very accessible because of an intervening digression. In example (), for
instance, the highlighted NP picks up the referent that is introduced at
the beginning of the preceding section with the words that Kroisos sent
heralds to the rest of the allies, and to Sparta. After a digression about
the current situation at Sparta, the camera zooms in on the arrival of the
Sardian herald:

() τ��σι μ1ν δ� κατεστ	κεε π�λι�ρκ<η, Κρ��σ�ς δ1 δ�κ�ων �A +ρ4ν�ν �π�
μακρ�ν 2σεσ&αι τ�ν π�λι�ρκ<ην 2πεμπε �κ τ�$ τε<+ε�ς -λλ�υς %γγ�-
λ�υς �ς τ�ς συμμα+<ας. ( . . . ) 2ς τε δ� dν τ�ς -λλας 2πεμπε συμμα+<ας
κα� δ� κα� �ς Λακεδα<μ�να. [description of the situation in Sparta] τ�ι-
��των δ1 τ��σι Σπαρτι	τ?ησι �νεστε'των πρηγμ!των pκε 9 Σαρδιην!ς
κ�ρυ6 δε4μεν�ς Κρ�<σ=ω :�η&�ειν π�λι�ρκε�μ�ν=ω.

What Imean to say is that in theNPs under consideration ‘mine or the queen’s x’ although
literally referring to the x of me or the queen, in fact refers to me myself or the queen
herself.

24 The question of why Herodotus uses these metonymical expressions instead of a
simple σ�< or Δαρε<�υ falls outside the scope of the present study and will therefore be
disposed of with the suggestion that the nouns of the NPs give expression to that aspect
of the modifier that is especially relevant in the given context.

25 Obviously, this type of saliency is only attested in definite NPs, as modifiers in
indefinite NPs (generally) do not contribute to the identifiability of the referent (for a
discussion of the relation between (in)definiteness and (un)identifiability, see Chapter ).
As a matter of fact, this type of salient modifiers only occurs in the aXN pattern (and not
in the XaN pattern). This is due to a different function of the modifiers in the aXN and
XaN pattern (for a discussion of this different function, see Chapter ).
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So then they were besieged. But Kroisos, supposing that the siege would
last a long time, sent messengers from the city to his allies. ( . . . ) So he
sent to the Lakedaimonians as well as to the rest of the allies. ( . . . ) After
this had happened to the Spartans the Sardian herald came to ask for
their help for Kroisos, now besieged. (Hdt. .–)

In theNP that refers to this herald themodifier is prenominal not because
it is contrastive, nor because it is salient in that it provides more infor-
mative or important information than the noun, but because it provides
the essential information for the identification of the referent who has
become less accessible after the digression about the situation at Sparta.
Likewise, the τ� τ�$ Βα:υλων<�υ S	ματα in () picks up the warn-

ing of one of the Babylonians cited in Hdt. .. The repetition of the
exact content of the warning shows that the author does no longer con-
sider the referent very accessible:

() *ς δ� �A �3ηγγ�λ&η κα� �π� %πιστ<ης α�τ�ς � q'πυρ�ς ε_δε τ� :ρ�"�ς,
%πε<πας τ��σι Dδ�$σι μηδεν� "ρ!Nειν τ� γεγ�ν�ς �:�υλε�ετ�. κα< �A
πρ�ς τ� τ�+ Βα#υλων3�υ :$ματα, Rς κατ’ %ρ+�ς 2"ησε, �πε!ν περ
�μ<�ν�ι τ�κωσι, τ4τε τ� τε�+�ς Wλ'σεσ&αι. πρ�ς τα�την τ�ν "	μην
qωπ�ρ=ω �δ4κεε ε_ναι Wλ'σιμ�ς ^δη � Βα:υλ'ν/

Zopyros would not believe the news. But when he saw the foal for
himself, he told those who had seen it to tell no one; then reflecting
he recalled the Babylonian’s words (lit. the of the Babylonian words)
at the beginning of the siege—that the city would be taken when mules
gave birth—and having this utterance inmind he conceived that Babylon
might be taken. (Hdt. ..–)

Besides picking up a referent whose accessibility has diminished because
of an intervening digression, a modifier that is essential for the identi-
fication of the referent may also express the only available or the most
prominent information on a referent, which was either mentioned a long
time ago (example ), or belongs to the general knowledge of the author
and addressee (example ):

() Beyond these (he said) live one-eyed Arimaspians (-νδρας μ�υν�"&!λ-
μ�υς), beyond whom are the griffins that guard gold (τ��ς +ρυσ�"�λα-
κας γρ$πας) (Hdt. .)

( . . . ) τ� δ1 %π� τ��των τ� κατ�περ&ε @Ισσηδ4νες εDσ� �A λ�γ�ντες τ�Jς
μ�υν����λμ�υς �ν�ρ4π�υς κα� τ��ς +ρυσ�"�λακας γρ$πας ε_ναι,
( . . . ).

( . . . ) but as for what is north of them, it is from the Issedones that the
tale comes of the one-eyed men and the griffins that guard gold, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. .)
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() �Ηρακλ�α �λα�ν�ντα τ�ς Γηρυ�νεω #�+ς %πικ�σ&αι �ς γ6ν τα�την
��$σαν �ρ	μην, 5ντινα ν$ν Σκ�&αι ν�μ�νται.

Herakles, driving the cattle of Geryones (lit. the of Geryones cattle),
came to this land, which was then desolate, but is now inhabited by the
Skythians. (Hdt. ..)

The fact that the modifier expresses the most prominent information
for the identification of the referent may also explain the preposing
of numerals modifying a noun that gives expression to a previously
mentioned distance, period, size etc. (e.g. the  years). The information
of the noun in these NPs is so empty that even if it was mentioned earlier,
the referent cannot be identified without the information of themodifier:
() κα� 2πειτα %π�:�ς παρ� τ�ν π�ταμ�ν �δ�ιπ�ρ<ην π�ι	σεαι �μερ�ων

τεσσερ!κ�ντα/ σκ4πελ�< τε γ�ρ �ν τ=0Νε<λ=ω X3�ες %ν�+�υσι κα� +�ιρ!-
δες π�λλα< εDσι, δι’ fν ��κ �8! τ� �στι πλ�ειν. διε3ελ&Hν δ1 �ν τC�σι
τεσσερ�κ�ντα Eμ�ρCησι τ�$τ� τ� +ωρ<�ν, ( . . . ).

Then you disembark and journey along the riverbank for forty days; for
there are sharp projecting rocks in the Nile and many reefs, through
which no boat can pass. Having traversed this part in forty days (lit. in
the forty days), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() � δ1 τρ<τη ταρ<+ευσ<ς �στι 5δε, s τ��ς +ρ	μασι %σ&ενεστ�ρ�υς σκευ!-
Nει/ συρμα<?η διη&	σαντες τ�ν κ�ιλ<ην ταρι+ε��υσι τ�ς "#δ�μ$κ�ντα
Eμ�ρας κα� 2πειτα %π’ dν 2δωκαν %π�"�ρεσ&αι.

The third manner of embalming, the preparation of the poorer dead, is
this: they cleanse the belly with a purge, embalm the body for seventy
days (lit. the seventy days) and then give it back to be taken away.

(Hdt. .)

In example (), although taken from a description of a journey contain-
ing several distances and periods, a contrastive reading of the highlighted
modifier does not seem the most obvious solution, primarily because
the modifier is postnominal when the referent is introduced into the
discourse (�μερ�ων τεσσερ!κ�ντα). In my view, the preposition of the
modifiermust be due to its relevance for the identification of the referent,
as the noun will not be very helpful. Also in example (), where a con-
trastive reading is impossible because all three types of ταρ<+ευσις have
the same time of embalming, the modifier will have been preposed to
realise the identification of the referent that was introduced inHdt. ..
(ταρι+ε��υσι λ<τρ=ω, κρ�ψαντες �μ�ρας 9:δ�μ	κ�ντα, ‘they conceal the
body for seventy days, embalmed in saltpetre’).
We have seen that besides being salient because of being the most

informative part of the NP, a prenominal modifier can also owe its
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saliency to providing the most relevant information of the message con-
veyed by theNP. In the case of a genitive or possessive, being themost rel-
evant part of theNPmay imply that the partaker in the relation expressed
by the genitive or possessive is more relevant than the exact nature of the
relation expressed by the noun, or that the NP in its totality metonymi-
cally refers to the ‘referent’ of the genitive or possessive. In definite NPs,
finally, being themost relevant information of theNPmay also imply that
the modifier expresses the most prominent information for the identifi-
cation of the referent.

.. Postnominal modifiers

In the previous section, it was argued that modifiers precede the noun
if they are contrastive or otherwise the most salient element of the
NP. Therefore, we expect postnominal modifiers to be less salient than
the noun. There are many examples in my corpus that confirm this
expectation, among which ()–():
() %π�ι+�μ�ν�υ dν �ς Π�ρσας τ�$ Σμ�ρδι�ς bψιν ε_δε � Καμ:�σης �ν τ=0

�πν=ω τ�ι	νδε/ �δ4κε� �A -γγελ�ν �λ&4ντα �κ Περσ�ων %γγ�λλειν *ς
(ν τA' �ρ�νAω τA' #ασιλη3Aω AN4μεν�ς Σμ�ρδις τ?6 κε"αλ?6 τ�$ ��ραν�$
ψα�σειε.

Smerdis having gone to Persia, Kambyses saw in a dream a vision, in
which it seemed to him that a messenger came from Persia and told him
that Smerdis sitting on the royal throne (lit. on the throne the royal)
touched heaven with his head. (Hdt. ..)26

() � δ1 @lρ�<της μα&Hν τ�ν κατ!σκ�π�ν �4ντα πρ�σδ4κιμ�ν �π�<εε
τ�ι!δε/ λ�ρνακας LκτM πληρ'σας λ<&ων πλ�ν κ!ρτα :ρα+��ς τ�$
περ� α�τ� τ� +ε<λεα, �πιπ�λ6ς τ0ν λ<&ων +ρυσ�ν �π�:αλε, καταδ	σας
δ1 τ�ς λ!ρνακας ε_+ε 9τ�<μας.

When Oroites heard that the inspector was to be expected, he did this:
he filled eight chests (lit. chests eight) with stones, leaving only a very
shallow space at the top; then he laid gold on top of the stones, locked
the chests, and kept them ready. (Hdt. ..)

26 In .. and .., when Kambyses’ dream is mentioned again, the order of the
noun and the modifier is reversed (�ς τ�ν :ασιλ	ι�ν &ρ4ν�ν). The reason that in these
cases themodifier precedes the noun is most probably that these NPs are preceded by the
participle AN4μεν�ς ‘sitting’. After this verb, the fact that Smerdis is sitting on a seat is less
informative than the exact characteristics of this seat expressed by the adjective.



word order in single-modifier nps 

() kν δ1 %π�ρραγ?6, τ� πλ���ν �;+εται "ερ4μεν�ν Nπ! 2σ�
�ς τ�+ :��υ.

And if the rope breaks, the boat is carried away by the strength of the
current (lit. by strength of the current). (Hdt. ..)

The property of the throne in example (), the number of the chests
in example () and the ‘possessor’ of the strength in () are not con-
trastive, nor the most informative part of the NP, nor do they present the
most relevant information of the message expressed by the NP. Hence,
the conclusion that these postnominal modifiers are pragmatically un-
marked seems justified.
To understand all instances of the noun-modifier pattern, however, the

other part of the NP, the noun, also must be taken into consideration; for
the postposition of the modifier may not only be due to the unmarked-
ness of the modifier, but also to the markedness of the noun. Next to
examples ()–(), where the nouns are as unmarked as the following
modifiers,27 there are many examples where the noun of an NX pattern
precedes the modifier because it is the noun that forms the most salient
element of the NP. The clearest examples of nouns providing the most
salient information of the NP are those where the noun contrasts with a
noun with the same or a similar modifier:

() πρ�ηγ��ντ� μ1ν δ� .ππ�ται �3λι�ι �κ Περσ�ων π!ντων %π�λελεγ-
μ�ν�ι/ μετ� δ1α2�μ���ρ�ι �3λι�ι, κα� �Yτ�ι �κ π!ντων %π�λελεγμ�ν�ι,
τ�ς λ4γ+ας κ!τω �ς τ�ν γ6ν τρ�ψαντες.

First came a thousandhorsemen (lit. horsemen thousand), chosen out of
all Persians; next, a thousand spearmen (lit. spearmen thousand), picked
men like the others, carrying their spears reversed. (Hdt. ..)

() %πικ�μ�νων δ1 τ��των �ς τ�ν πρ�ειρημ�νην �μ�ρην, � Κλεισ&�νης
πρ0τα μ1ν τ�ς π�τρας τε α1τ'ν %νεπ�&ετ� κα� γ�ν�ς "κ�στ�υ.

When they arrived on the appointed day, Kleisthenes first inquired the
country (lit. the countries of them) and lineage of each (lit. lineage of
each). (Hdt. ..)

In example (), ‘thousand spearmen’ contrasts with the previouslymen-
tioned ‘thousand horsemen’. As the modifiers are exactly the same, it is
clearly the nouns that provide the most salient information. In example

27 That the modifier follows the noun if both the noun and the modifier are pragmat-
ically unmarked implies that the order noun-modifier is the default one. As the exam-
ples ()–() show, however, this does not imply that a preposed noun is by definition
unmarked.
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(), the contrast between the country and the lineage28 will also be evi-
dent, even though the modifiers, despite the fact that they refer to the
same referent, look a bit different. As the nouns are not placed against,
but rather next to each other, contrast is probably not the best term to
account for the saliency of the nouns in these examples. For want of a
better term, however, I will speak of contrast even in those cases where
we find an enumeration of several noun-modifier patterns:

() @Ινδ�� δ1 ε=ματα μ1ν �νδεδυκ4τες �π! 6
λων πεπ�ιημ�να, τ�6α δ1
καλ�μινα ε_+�ν κα� Lϊστ�Jς καλαμ3ν�υς,

The Indians wore garments of tree-wool (lit. garments of tree-wool
made), and carried reed bows (lit. bows reed) and reed arrows (lit.
arrows reed). (Hdt. .)

() �νδ�ς κι�'να μ�γαν κα� κ�λπ�ν #α�Jν καταλιπ4μεν�ς τ�+ κι�'ν�ς,
κ���ρν�υς τ�Jς ε8ρισκε ε1ρυτ�τ�υς (�ντας �π�δησ!μεν�ς,^ιε �ς τ�ν
&ησαυρ�ν �ς τ4ν �A κατηγ��ντ�.

He donned awide tunic (lit. tunic wide), leaving a deep fold in it (lit. fold
deep of the tunic), and put on themost spacious boots that he could find
(lit. boots the he foundmost spacious being), then went into the treasury
to which they led him. (Hdt. ..)

Although the term contrast is not very felicitous in cases like ()–(),
it is not difficult to prove that the nouns are preposed because they are
the most salient part of the NP. This is more difficult if the noun is the
most informative or most relevant element of the NP, as this asks for
more interpretation of (the context of) the NP. The following examples
illustrate that the grounds for nouns to be salient are comparable to those
for modifiers (see section ..):

() πρ4"αντα δ� σ"ι 2ν τε Δωδ'ν?η κα� �ν Δελ"��σι �γ�νετ�, �πε<τε �πει-
ρ'των τ��ς πρ�"	τας τ! α%τι�ν τ�+ παρε�ντ�ς κακ�+, �A δ1 α�τ��σι
2"ραN�ν Iτι %δ<κως τ�ν "�λακ�ν τ0ν Aρ0ν πρ�:!των Ε�	νι�ν τ6ς
bψι�ς �στ�ρησαν/

Furthermore, a declaration was given to them at Dodona and Delphi,
when they inquired of the prophets what might be the cause of their
present ill (lit. the cause of the present ill): the gods told them by their
prophets that they had done unjustly in blinding Euenios, the guardian
of the sacred flock. (Hdt. ..)

28 In the Greek example, the second NP lacks an article because it is the second NP
in an enumeration (for the use of the article in enumerations, see Chapter , section
..).
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() �A γ�ρ δ� τ0νΛι:�ων ν�μ!δες, εD μ1ν π!ντες ��κ 2+ω %τρεκ�ως τ�$τ�
εDπε�ν, π�ιε$σι δ1 α�τ0ν συ+ν�� τ�ι!δε/ τ'ν παιδ3ων τ'ν σ�ετ�ρων,
�πε�ν τετρα�τεα γ�νηται, �Dσ�π?η πρ�:!των κα<�υσι τ�ς �ν τ?6σι κ�ρυ-
"?6σι "λ�:ας, μετε3�τερ�ι δ1 α�τ0ν τ�ς �ν τ��σι κρ�τ!"�ισι, ( . . . ).

The Lybian nomads, I cannot say absolutely whether they all have, but
many of them have these practices: when their children (lit. the children
the their) are four years old, they burn the veins of their scalps or some-
times of their temples with grease of sheep’s wool, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the larger context of the NP indicates that the noun τ�
α;τι�ν provides themost informative part of themessage of theNP, as the
noun introduces a new aspect of the already familiar topic referred to by
the genitive: the present illness of the Apollonians was already familiar to
the addressee, whereas the fact that they ask the oracles for the reason for
their illness is new. Similarly, in the highlighted NP in example () the
information status of the noun is higher than that of the possessive, as the
referent of the noun is inferrable, whereas the ‘referent’ of the possessive
is given.
Besides beingmost informative to the addressee, a preposed nounmay

also be most important or relevant in the view of the author/speaker
(for the difference between those two options, see section .. above).
In example (), for example, Artemisia advises Xerxes to march home
himself and to leave Mardonios behind to conquer Greece:

() τ�$τ� μ1ν γ!ρ, kν καταστρ�ψηται τ! "ησι &�λειν κα< �A πρ�+ωρ	σ?η
τ� ν��ων λ�γει, σ�ν τ� 2ργ�ν, d δ�σπ�τα, γ<νεται/ �A γ�ρ σ�� δ�$λ�ι
κατεργ!σαντ�/ τ�$τ� δ�, kν τ� �ναντ<α τ6ς Μαρδ�ν<�υ γν'μης γ�-
νηται, ��δεμ<α συμ"�ρ� μεγ!λη 2σται, σ�� τε περιε4ντ�ς κα� �κε<νων
τ0ν πρηγμ!των περ� �_κ�ν τ�ν σ4ν/ ( . . . )Μαρδ�ν<�υ δ�, ^ν τι π!&?η,
λ4γ�ς ��δε�ς γ<νεται/ ��δ� τι νικ0ντες �A OΕλληνες νικ0σι, δ�+λ�ν σ!ν
%π�λ�σαντες/

For if he subdues all that he offers to subdue and prospers in his design,
the achievement, Sire, is yours since it will be your servants who have
accomplished it. If, on the other hand, the issue is contrary toMardonios’
expectation, it will be no great misfortune so long as you and all that
household of yours are safe; ( . . . ) As forMardonios, if any disaster befalls
him, it is does not much matter, nor will any victory of the Greeks be a
real victory when they have but slain your servant (lit. servant your).

(Hdt. ..–)

Artemisia argues that if Mardonios’ plans succeed, it will be Xerxes’
achievement, since his slaves did the job. If, on the other hand,Mardonios
is conquered by the Greeks, nothing will be lost, since the Greeks will
only defeat a slave of his. While Herodotus lets Artemisia prepose the
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possessive in her description of a successful outcome of Mardonios’
plans (�A σ�� δ�$λ�ι κατεργ!σαντ� ‘your servants have accomplished
it’), he lets her preposes the noun in the unsuccessful option to stress
that the Greeks will harm nothing more than a slave if they defeat
Mardonios.
Another example of a preposednoun that is presented asmore relevant

than the following modifier is example ():
() Leonidas had gained the kingship at Sparta unexpectedly.

δι30ν γ!ρ �A �4ντων πρεσ:υτ�ρων %δελ"ε0ν,Κλε�μ�νε4ς τε κα� Δω-
ρι��ς, %πελ	λατ� τ�ς �ρ�ντ3δ�ς περ� τ�ς #ασιλη3ης.

For since he had two older brothers, Kleomenes and Dorieos, he had
renounced all thought of the kingship (lit. the thought of the kingship).

(Hdt. ..)

The noun is preposed because Herodotus wants to stress that, because
of the existence of two elder brothers, Leonidas did not even think of
becoming the king of Sparta.
Whereas the saliency of the noun in () and () strongly depends

on my interpretation of the example, the γ!ρ-phrase in example (),
where Herodotus himself explains why the Indians use camels instead of
horses, explicitly indicates that the information expressed by the noun is
contextually more relevant than the postnominal modifier:
() �π� δ� τα�την τ�ν ψ!μμ�ν στ�λλ�νται �ς τ�ν 2ρημ�ν �A @Ινδ�<, Nευ3!-

μεν�ς `καστ�ς καμ$λ�υς τρε�ς, ( . . . ) αA γ!ρ σ"ι κ!μηλ�ι ]ππων ��κ
5σσ�νες �ς τα+υτ6τ! εDσι, +ωρ�ς δ1 -+&εα δυνατ'τεραι π�λλ�ν "�-
ρειν/

It is for this sand that the Indians set forth into the desert. They harness
three camels (lit. camels three) apiece, ( . . . ) for their camels are as swift
as horses, and much better able to bear burdens besides. (Hdt. ..)

The previous examples illustrated that the modifier may be postnominal
either if both the noun and the modifier are not pragmatically marked
(the so-called default mode, see footnote ), or if the noun is con-
trastive or otherwise the most salient element of the NP by being the
most informative or most relevant part of the NP. The noun-modifier
pattern may also be used if both the noun and the modifier are prag-
matically marked, provided that the marked information expressed by
the noun is still (presented as) more salient than the marked informa-
tion of the modifier. This can be most clearly illustrated by those exam-
ples where both the noun and the modifiers provide contrastive infor-
mation:
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() �ς γ�ρ 9:δ�μ	κ�ντα 2τεα �gρ�ν τ6ς N4ης %ν&ρ'π=ω πρ�τ<&ημι. �Yτ�ι
�4ντες (νιαυτ�� "#δ�μ$κ�ντα παρ�+�νται Eμ�ρας διηκ�σ3ας κα� πεν-
τακισ�ιλ3ας κα� δισμυρ3ας, �μ:�λ<μ�υ μην�ς μ� γιν�μ�ν�υ/

I set the limit of a man’s life at seventy years; these seventy years (lit.
years seventy) have twenty-five thousand, two hundred days (lit. days
two hundred and five thousand and twenty thousand), leaving out the
intercalary month. (Hdt. ..–)

() κα� kν μ�ν γε κατασκ	ψ?η �ς τ�ν Πελ�π4ννησ�ν, κ<νδυν�ς α�τ=0 τε
:ασιλ�ϊ κα� τC� στρατιC� τC� (ν τC� Oπε3ρAω 2σται/ kν δ1 �π� τ�ς ν�ας τρ!-
πηται τ�ς �ν Σαλαμ�νι, τ�ν ναυτικ�ν στρατ�ν κινδυνε�σει :ασιλε�ς
%π�:αλε�ν.

If it descends upon the Peloponnese, the king himself and his army on
the mainland (lit. the army the on the mainland) will be endangered. If,
however, it turns towards the ships at Salamis, the king will be in danger
of losing his fleet (lit. the naval forces). (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) τ�ταρτ�νδ� τ�$τ� �π� τ�ν @Αττικ�ν%πικ4μεν�ιΔωρι�ες, δ<ς τε �π�
π�λ�μ=ω �σ:αλ4ντες κα� δ�ς �π’ %γα&=0 τ�+ πλ$�ε�ς τ�+ BΑ�ηνα3ων,
( . . . ) δε�τερ�ν δ1 κα� τρ<τ�ν Iτε �π� Πεισιστρατιδ�ων �3�λασιν �ρμη-
&�ντες �κ Σπ!ρτης %π<κ�ντ�, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) this was the fourth time that Dorians had come into Attika. They
had come twice as invaders in war and twice as helpers of the Athenian
people (lit. the people the of Athenians). ( . . . ) the second and third when
they set out from Sparta to drive out the sons of Peisistratos, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. .)

In example (), Solon converts the number of years of an average human
life to the number of days of a human life. Despite the fact that both
the nouns and the numerals contrast, the nouns are preposed because
they express the main contrast: years are converted into days. A similar
example of a double contrast can be found in example (), where
the noun στρατι?6 (‘army’) stands out against the preceding :ασιλ�ϊ
(‘king’),29 while the modifier �ν τ?6 \πε<ρ=ω (‘on the mainland’) contrasts
with ναυτικ4ν (‘naval’) in the next line. Because in the first line of

29 The position of α�τ=0 falls outside the scope of this study because it is a predicative
element that does not belong to the NP proper. However, since it is argued elsewhere
in this book (Chapter , section ...) that predicative elements also obey the saliency
principle, it seems justified to pay some attention to the position of α�τ=0 in this exam-
ple. A possible explanation for the fact that α�τ=0 precedes the noun despite the con-
trast between this noun and the following στρατι?6 is that it is of eminent importance
that the king himself would be in danger if the cloud of dust descended upon the Pelo-
ponnese. Formulatedmore technically, the saliency of the predicative element apparently
outweighs the contrastiveness of the noun.
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the example the basic opposition is between the king himself and his
army, the contrastive noun precedes the also contrastive, but less salient
modifier. In example (), the opposition between the Dorian aggressor
(Δωρι�ες) and the Athenians (@Α&ηνα<ων) is surpassed by the contrast
between the masses of the Athenians (τ�$ πλ	&ε�ς) and their tyrants
(Πεισιστρατιδ�ων).
In the double contrastive NPs in examples () to (), the nouns

were preposed because they expressed the main contrast. If, by contrast,
the modifier is the most salient element of a double contrastive NP, this
constituent is preposed:

() @Αρτ!:ανε, �γH τ� παραυτ<κα μ1ν ��κ �σω"ρ4νε�ν ε;πας �ς σ1μ�ταια
@πεα �ρηστ�ς ε=νεκα συμ#�υλ3ης,

Artabanos, for a moment I was of unsound mind, answering your good
advice with foolish words. (Hdt. ..)

() Description of an attack by the Persian army:

δ6λ�ν �π�<ευν παντ< τε=ω κα� ��κ 5κιστα α�τ=0 :ασιλ�ι Iτι π�λλ��
�ν�ρωπ�ι ε_εν, Lλ3γ�ι δ1 �νδρες.

And they (= the Persian soldiers) made it clear to everyone, especially
the king himself, that among so many people there were few real men
(lit. that there were many people, but few men). (Hdt. ..)

In example (), Xerxes makes excuses to his uncle Artabanos for insult-
ing him when he advised against invading Greece. In this apology, the
main contrast is obviously not between Xerxes’ reaction and Artabanos’
advice, but between the foolishness of reaction and the accuracy of the
advice. Similarly, the main contrast in example () is between the quan-
tity expressed by the adjectives.
In the previous examples where both the noun and the modifier pro-

vided contrastive information, both NPs were ordered either according
to the noun-modifier or the modifier-noun pattern. Combinations of
a noun-modifier and a modifier-noun pattern can also be used to give
expression to two double contrastive NPs. Traditionally, these chiastic
orderings were assumed to be a stylistic device. In my view, however, the
ordering of these NPs can andmust be explained in exactly the same way
as all other examples, viz. by pragmatics.30 In example (), we find such
a combination of a modifier-noun and a noun-modifier pattern:

30 As Slings (a: ff.) has shown, the chiastic ordering of clausal constituents
can also very often be accounted for by their information status. In Iσσ�ι �ν� μεγ!ρ�ισι
γερ��σι�ν α;&�πα �_ν�ν |%ε� π<νετ’ �μ��σιν (object-verb),%κ�υ!Nεσ&ε δ’%�ιδ�$ (verb-
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() �ς δ1 Θεμισκ�ρην τ�ν �π� Θερμ'δ�ντι π�ταμ=0 �κ τ6ς Σινδικ6ς ( . . . )
τρι0ν τε �μερ�ων κα� δ�� νυκτ0ν πλ4�ς/ αYται δ1 τρε�ς μυρι�δες κα�
τρι$κ�ντα Lργυι�ων γ<ν�νται, στ�δι�ι δ� τριηκ�σι�ι κα� τρισ�3λι�ι.

From the Sindic region to Themiskura on the Thermodon river it is a
voyage of three days and two nights; that is, of three hundred thirty
thousand orguiai (lit. three ten-thousands and thirty orguiai), or three
thousand three hundred stades (lit. stades three hundred and three
thousand). (Hdt. ..)

Chiastic though these NP orderings may be, the word order within
each NP is perfectly explicable by the pragmatic principles described in
the previous sections. While in the first NP the numerals are preposed
because the addressee can deduce from the preceding context that the
NPwill give expression to ameasure (see section ..), in the secondNP
the numeral follows the noun, because the noun is more salient than the
numeral as the distance expressed in orguiai by the first NP is converted
to stadia by the second NP.
In examples () and () we find the combination of a noun-modifier

and a modifier-noun pattern. These chiastic arrangements can also be
explained by the saliency of the NP constituents, although these will
probably be less straightforward than example ():
() τ��ς δ1 σταυρ��ς τ��ς �πεστε0τας τ��σι Dκρ<�ισι ( . . . ) AστKσι τρ4π=ω

τ�ι=0δε/ κ�μ<N�ντες �3 bρε�ς τ=0 �Vν�μ! �στι Jlρ:ηλ�ς κατ� γυνα�κα
"κ�στην � γαμ�ων τρε�ς σταυρ�Jς �π<στησι/

The piles that support the platform there ( . . . ) they set in the following
way.Themen bring the piles from a mountain called Orbelos, and every
man plants three piles for every woman (lit. for woman every) that he
weds. (Hdt. ..)

() �π� τ�$τ�ν μ1ν δ� τ�ν στρατ�ν �:�υλε�σαντ� κατα"υγ4ντες �A τ�$
ναυτικ�$ στρατηγ�� %νειρ�σαι τ�ς ν�ας κα� περι:αλ�σ&αι `ρκ�ς
@ρυμα τ'ν νε'ν κα� σ��ων α1τ'ν κρησ�
γετ�ν.

It was the design of the Persian admirals to flee to the shelter of that army,
and to beach their ships and build a fence round them, which should be a
protection for the ships and a refuge for themselves (lit. for themselves
refuge). (Hdt. ..)

object). (‘all of you who always drink the sparkling chieftain-wine in my palace, and who
listen to the singer’,Od. , –), for example, the chiasmus can be explained if we assume
that in the first line the noun �_ν�ν is the focal element, while in the second line the verb
has focus function. Chiasmus as a figure of speech is, in Slings’ view, with whom I wholly
agree, restricted to those cases where the actual ordering of the constituents runs counter
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In example (), the variation in word order can be explained by a
difference in information value of the constituents of the two NPs.While
in the first NP the noun is the most informative part of the NP because
of the unexpected combination of setting up piles and marrying a wife,
in the second one the numeral is more informative, because it provides
new information (τρε�ς ‘three’) about a given noun (σταυρ��ς ‘piles’).
In example (), the modifier of the first NP (τ0ν νε0ν ‘for the ships’)
provides rather obvious information in a context in which we are told
that the navy beaches their ships and builds a fence round them, whereas
the modifier of the second NP (σ"�ων α�τ0ν ‘for themselves’) is more
salient than the noun, as the contrast between the ships and the soldiers
is more prominent than the contrast between a protection and a refuge.
The last examples of this section illustrated that the ordering of two

NPs with both a contrastive noun and a contrastive modifier does not
depend on the author’s decision to use a parallel or chiastic ordering, but
either on the message the author wants to convey by the NPs, or on the
knowledge of the addressee(s), who prefers themost informative element
of the NP to be expressed first.

... Exceptional cases

In my corpus, there are two groups of exceptional cases in which the
modifier is postnominal although it is more salient than the noun. As
I will argue, these cases do not alter the fact that word order in the
NP is generally determined by the saliency of its constituents. They do
show, however, that besides the saliency principle other principles may
also influence word order in the NP, so that the actual word order in
a concrete example may be the result of various principles preferring
opposite constituent orderings. The tension between these competing
principles explains why it is often difficult to formulate strict ordering
rules for NPs susceptible to various principles: now this principle, now
that principle is most influential.
The first group of exceptions consists of  NPs with the combina-

tion of the noun %ν	ρ (‘man’) and the adjective %γα&4ς (‘good’), or its
comparative %με<νων or superlative -ριστ�ς. The phrase %ν�ρ %γα&4ς
turns out to be such a fixed expression that even if the adjective is the

to the word order expected on the basis of the information structure of the clause. In my
corpus, however, I did not find such examples.
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most salient element of the NP it most often still follows the noun.31 In
example (), for instance, the opening line of Xerxes’ speech in which
he attempts to persuade Masistes to offer him his wife, it is most proba-
ble that Xerxes does not only want to stress the family relations between
Masistes and himself,32 but also wants to flatter Masistes by calling him
a goodman. However, despite the plausible saliency of the adjective, it is
the noun that is preposed:
() Μασ<στα, σ� ε_ς Δαρε<�υ τε πα�ς κα� �μ�ς %δελ"ε4ς, πρ�ς δ’ 2τι τ��-

τ�ισι κα� ε_ς �ν5ρ �γα��ς.

Masistes, you are Dareios’ son and my brother, and in addition you are a
good man (lit. man good). (Hdt ..)

Evenmore probable is the saliency of the adjective in example (), where
the Spartan Dienekes is said to be an even better soldier than the other,
very brave Spartans and Thespians. Despite the evident saliency of the
adjective, it is postnominal:
() Λακεδαιμ�ν<ων δ1 κα� Θεσπι�ων τ�ι��των γεν�μ�νων Iμως λ�γεται

�ν5ρ �ριστ�ς γεν�σ&αι Σπαρτι	της Διην�κης/

This then is how the Lakedaimonians and Thespians conducted them-
selves, but the Spartan Dienekes is said to have exhibited the greatest
courage of all (lit. to have beenman best). (Hdt. ..)

Although the fixed character of the phrase usually beats the saliency of
the adjective, there is one example in my corpus in which the saliency
principle dominates,33 with the consequence that the adjective %γα&4ς
does precede the noun %ν	ρ:34

() �ν γ�ρ δ� τ��τ�ισι κα� α�τ�� �νεσ4με&α, �ρ3στων δ1 �νδρ'ν �Dκ�ς
-ριστα :�υλε�ματα γ<νεσ&αι.

For we ourselves shall be among them, and among the best men (lit. best
men) it is likely that there will be the best counsels. (Hdt. ..)

31 Cf. H. Dik (: ). As she points out, the combination of %ν	ρ and %γα&4ς is
fossilised in the noun %νδραγα&<α.

32 For the interpretation of the preposition of the genitive and possessive of the first
two NPs, see section ...

33 At least, one example in a single-modifier NP. There is another example in Hdt.
..: ( . . . ) τ�ν �γH νεν4μικα, πυν&αν4μεν�ς α�τ�$ τ�ν τρ4π�ν, �ριστ�ν �νδρα γεν�-
σ&αι �ν @Α&	ν?ησι κα� δικαι�τατ�ν ‘( . . . ) whom I, learning by inquiry of his character,
consider to be the best and most just man (lit. best man and most just) in Athens’.

34 The neat parallel with -ριστα :�υλε�ματα later on in the sentence is in my view no
sufficient explanation for the fac t that %γα&4ς in this example precedes %ν	ρ. For the
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The postposition of a pragmatically marked modifier may also be due
to the overriding of the saliency principle by the heaviness principle.The
heaviness principle predicts that heavy constituents tend to be expressed
at the end of the NP and may be even displaced to a later position in
the sentence. This heaviness principle is based on S. Dik’s Principle of
Increasing Complexity (: ) that says that there is a language inde-
pendent preference for ordering constituents in an order of increasing
complexity:35

() preferred: [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
not preferred: [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

Although this schematic representation of the heaviness principle may
give the impression that the heaviness of a constituent is determined by
its length, it is—at least in the case of salient, but postnominal modifi-
ers36—not the length of amodifier that is decisive for its heaviness, but its
complexity.37 With respect to the heaviness principle, the complexity of
a modifier is determined by the number of constituents that are depen-
dent on it, i.e. the number of subordinate constituents that it governs.
Modifiers that are complex for some other reason, for instance because
they contain a noun themselves, or because they consist of multiple ele-
ments, are not sensitive to the heaviness principle. The position of geni-
tival phrases consisting of multiple elements, for instance, is insensitive
to the heaviness principle (cf. .. Π�λυκρ!τε�ς τ�$ Σαμ<�υ τ<σιες,
.. �Dκ<ης μεγ!λης κα� π�λυτελ��ς περι:�λ	 and .. τ0ν -λλων
συμμ!+ων %γγ�λ�υς).
The tension between the saliency principle preferring the most salient

element to be expressed first and the heaviness principle preferring com-

fact that there is a parallel does not explain why the author chose for a parallel instead
of chiastic ordering (for a discussion of parallel and chiastic orderings, see the previous
section).

35 This principle was first formulated by Behaghel () as theGesetz der wachsenden
Glieder. For the term heaviness, see Hawkins ().

36 As will be shown in Chapter , section ., the heaviness of coordinated modifiers
is dependent on their length.

37 This means that there is no resistance against long modifiers, i.e. modifiers con-
sisting of many letters and/or syllables, in the prefield (cf. Hdt. .. %πειλητηρ<�υς
λ4γ�υς, .. δι’ �Dκ�δ�μημ�ν�υ α�λ0ν�ς and .. τετρακισ+ιλ<�υς κληρ��+�υς).
It should be noted, however, that long, salient numerals are sometimes split up in a pre-
and postnominal part, probably to avoid too much information before the head of the
NP, cf. Hdt. .. (93ακ�σ<ων σταδ<ων κα� τρισ+ιλ<ων lit. six hundred stades and three
thousand) and Hdt. .. (τριηκ�σ<�υς τε -λλ�υς μεδ<μν�υς κα� τεσσερ!κ�ντα lit.
three hundred other bushels and forty).
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plex modifiers to be expressed after the noun is most often settled to the
advantage of the latter. Examples () and () are two of the examples
in my corpus in which a salient modifier follows the noun because of its
heaviness:

() .πασαν γ�ρ τ�ν Β�ιωτ<ην κατε�+ε \+H *ς �νδρ!ς %π�λ�μ�ν�υ μετ�
γε Μαρδ�νι�ν λ�γιμωτ�τ�υ παρ� τε Π�ρσCησι κα� #ασιλ�ϊ.

The sound of this was heard over all Boiotia, for a man was dead who,
next to Mardonios, was most esteemed by all Persia and the king (lit.
man after Mardonios most esteemed by Persians and king). (Hdt. .)

() �A δ1 :!ρ:αρ�ι �πειδ� �γ<ν�ντ� �πειγ4μεν�ι κατ� τ� Aρ�ν τ6ς Πρ�-
νη<ης @Α&ηνα<ης, �πιγ<νετα< σ"ι τ�ρεα @τι μ�Q�να τ�+ πρ�ν γεν�μ�ν�υ
τ�ρε�ς.

When the barbarians came with all speed near to the temple of Athena
Pronaia, they were visited by a miracle yet greater than the previous
miracle. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the postnominal modifier is clearly more salient than
the noun: the people in Boiotia do not mourn because a man died, but
because thismanwas themost esteemed Persian soldier afterMardonios.
Similarly, in example (), the information provided by the modifier
is more relevant than the preceding noun: it is not the fact that the
barbarians were visited by another miracle, but that this one was even
greater than the one before that is the main point of the message.
In indefinite NPs, the maximum number of dependents that can ac-

company a prenominal modifier seems to be just one: a degree adverbial
or an argument in the case of an adjective (example ) or an adverb or
prepositional phrase in the case of a participle (example ):

() Iσ�ι δ1 Zν α�τ0ν κα� κ�ρτα π�λλ�Jς �νδρας %ραιρηκ4τες 2ωσι, �Yτ�ι
δ1 σ�νδυ� κ�λικας 2+�ντες π<ν�υσι �μ�$.

And asmany as have slain not one but verymany enemies have two cups
apiece and drink out of both. (Hdt. .)

() ε_+�ν δ1 α�τ0ν τ43α μετε3�τερ�ι Λ�κια, περ� δ1 τ?6σι κε"αλ?6σι (κ
δι��ερ�ων πεπ�ιημ�νας κυν�ας.

Some of them carried Lykian bows and wore caps made of skin (lit. of
skin made caps) on their heads. (Hdt. .)

If the modifier is more complex, the heaviness principle usually wins
over the saliency principle, so that the modifier is expressed after the
noun, even if it is more salient (cf. examples  and ). This movement
of complex constituents to the postfield of the NP can be accounted for
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psychologically: the reader/hearer of the text cannot cope with toomuch
information before reading/hearing the head of the NP.
To avoid too much information before the head of the NP the speaker

may also opt for the solution of splitting the complex modifier phrase
in two and expressing the salient part of the phrase before and the
remainder of the phase after the noun. By expressing the salient modifier
before and the dependent after the noun, the speaker meets the wishes of
both the principle of heaviness and the saliency principle as best he can:38

() �γH γ�ρ �ν τ?6δε &�λων τ?6 α�λ?6 "ρ�αρπ�ι	σασ&αι, Xρ�σσων�π�τυ+�ν
σ�ρ=0 9πταπ	+εϊ/ �π� δ1 %πιστ<ης μ� μ1ν γεν�σ&αι μηδαμ� μ�Q�νας
�ν�ρ4π�υς τ'ν ν+ν -ν�ι3α α�τ�ν κα� ε_δ�ν τ�ν νεκρ�ν μ	κεϊ ;σ�ν
�4ντα τ?6 σ�ρ=0.

I wanted to dig a well in the courtyard here, and inmy digging I hit upon
a coffin twelve feet long. I could not believe that there had ever beenmen
taller than now (lit. taller men than the now), so I opened it and saw that
the corpse was just as long as the coffin. (Hdt. ..)

() Κρ��σ�ς � Λυδ0ν τε κα� -λλων �&ν�ων :ασιλε�ς, ν�μ<σας τ!δε μαν-
τ	ια ε_ναι μ�$να �ν %ν&ρ'π�ισι, �μ�ν τε �6ια δ'ρα 2δωκε τ'ν (6ευ-
ρημ�των, ( . . . ).

Kroisos, king of Lydia and other nations, believing that these are the only
true places of divination amongmen, endows youwith such gifts as your
wisdom deserves (lit. worthy gifts the inventions), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Although the maximum of one dependent per prenominal modifier is
also valid for the multiple-modifier NPs in my corpus (see Chapter ,
section ...), definite NPs with a participial modifier or relative clause
are, for reasons unclear to me, less sensitive to the heaviness principle, as
they may contain a prenominal modifier with two and (very exception-
ally) even three dependents or constituents:39

() The queen of Babylon contrived a trick. She made a tomb for herself and
set it high over one of the gates of the city, with the inscription:

τ'ν τις (μ�� 8στερ�ν γιν�μ�νων Βα#υλ'ν�ς #ασιλ�ων kν σπαν<σ?η
+ρημ!των, %ν�<3ας τ�ν τ!"�ν λα:�τω �κ4σα :��λεται +ρ	ματα/ μ�
μ�ντ�ι γε μ� σπαν<σας γε -λλως %ν�<3?η/ �� γ�ρ -μειν�ν.

38 For the details about the position of dependents in the NP, see section ..
39 Although an example like Hdt. .α (τ� μ�ν νυν Κ$ρ4ς τε κα� Καμ:�σης πατ	ρ

τε � �μ�ς Δαρε��ς κατεργ!σαντ� κα� πρ�σεκτ	σαντ� 2&νεα, . . . ‘which nations Kyros
and Kambyses and my father Dareios subdued and added to our realm, . . . ’) might seem
to ignore any influence of the heaviness principle whatsoever, it has to be observed that
although the relative clause is exceptionally long it is not particularly complex. Besides a
(coordinated) predicate it only contains an (also coordinated) subject.
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‘If any king of Babylon in the future (lit. one of the after me being of
Babylon kings) is in need of money, let him open this tomb and take as
much as he likes: but let him not open it unless he is in need; for it will
be the worse for him.’ (Hdt. ..)

() �περ:!ντες δ1 �A @Α&ηνα��ι τ�Jς �. Κ�ρ3ν�ι�ι @�ηκαν Πλαταιε+σι
ε/ναι �Sρ�υς, τ��τ�υς �περ:!ντες τ�ν @Ασωπ�ν α�τ�ν �π�ι	σαντ�
�gρ�ν Θη:α<�ισι πρ�ς Πλαται�ας ε_ναι κα� �Υσι!ς.

The Athenians went beyond the boundaries the Corinthians had made
for the Plataeans (lit. the the Korinthians made for the Plataeans to be
boundaries), crossing these they fixed the Asopos river as the boundary
for the Thebans in the direction of Plataea and Hysiae. (Hdt. ..)

This acceptability of prenominal modifiers with two (or even more)
dependents is not only surprising in comparison to indefinite NPs and
multiple-modifier NPs (which only allow one), but is all the more re-
markable because even among definite NPs we find quite a number of
examples where part of the modifier phrase precedes and part of the
modifier phrase follows the noun:

() ( . . . ) τ��ς μ1ν �3ελα�νων τ0ν τυρ!ννων, τ�Jς δ’ @λα#ε τυρ�νν�υς �π!
τ'ν νε'ν τ'νσυμπλωσασ�ων (π�Ν�6�ν, τ��τ�υς δ1"<λα :�υλ4μεν�ς
π�ι�εσ&αι τ?6σι π4λισι �3εδ<δ�υ, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) some of the tyrants he banished, and as for those tyrants whom he
had taken out of the ships that sailed with him against Naxos (lit. the
he took tyrants out of the ships the sailed with him against Naxos), he
handed them each over to their cities, which he wished to please, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() τ��των δ	 μιν ε]νεκεν καλ�σαντες "<λ�ν πρ�σεκτ0ντ� π<στι τε λα:4ν-
τες κα� �ρκ<�ισι P μ1ν `3ειν παρ’ 9ωυτ=0 μηδ’ �3�<σειν μηδεν� %ν&ρ'-
πων τ5ν �π! σ��ων �π�την (ς Π�ρσας γεγ�νυ�αν, ( . . . ).

For these reasons they summoned him and tried to make him a friend,
having bound him by tokens of good faith and oaths to keep to himself
and betray to no one their deception of the Persians (lit. the from them
deception to the Persians being), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Examples like these give the impression that participle phrases and rel-
ative clauses in definite NPs are sensitive to the heaviness principle,
as the splitting of a modifier phrase into a pre- and a postposed part
was considered a concession to the heaviness principle (cf. examples 
and  above). How we should reconcile this concession to the heav-
iness principle displayed in examples like () and (), on the one
hand, with very heavy prenominal modifiers, on the other (cf. exam-
ple  and ), is not clear to me, nor why the ambivalent attitude
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towards the heaviness principle is only demonstrated by definite NPs
with a participle phrase or relative clause.
Despite these unanswered questions, it is clear that a salient modifier

may follow the noun either if the modifier happens to be the adjective
%γα&4ς modifying the noun %ν	ρ or if the modifier is heavy (i.e. com-
plex). In these cases, the saliency principle preferring the modifier to be
prenominal may be overruled by other word order principles that pre-
fer the modifier to follow the noun. However, as these various principles
are competing motivations, the tendencies described above are no strict
rules: in some cases the saliency principle turns out to bemore influential
than in others.

.. Clause vs. NP

Besides the two exceptional cases discussed in the previous section,
there is a third ground for postposing salient modifiers. The order of
the constituents of the NP that is preferred by the pragmatic ordering
principle that the most salient information should be expressed first may
also be thwarted by word order rules at the level of the clause. Like NPs,
clauses are ordered according to the pragmatics of their constituents,
but whereas NPs prefer to express their most salient information first,
clauses prefer to start with the element the clause is about (the topic)
and next present the most salient information on this topic (the focus).40
Schematically, clauses are ordered as follows:
() topic—focus—predicate—X (= remaining elements)41

NPs expressed at the beginning of the sentences are subject to two
different types of ordering rules: those forNPs preferring themost salient
element to be expressed first, and those for clauses preferring the topic
to be expressed first. In my corpus, it is the preference of the clause that
is decisive. Therefore, clauses may open with an NP whose modifier is
postnominal despite the fact that it is the most salient element of the NP
because the noun gives expression to the topic of the sentence and for
that reason requires the very first position of the clause. The overruling

40 For a more detailed description of focus, see Chapter ...
41 This figure was taken from H. Dik (), who provides a detailed study of word

order at the level of the clause.
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of the saliency principle by the word order rules at the level of the clause
can be illustrated nicely by examples () and ():42

() τ��ς δ1 %ττελ�:�υς �πε�ν &ηρε�σωσι, α�	ναντες πρ�ς τ�ν 5λι�ν
καταλ��υσι κα� 2πειτα �π� γ!λα �πιπ!σσ�ντες π<ν�υσι. γυνα�κας δ1
ν�μ<N�ντες π�λλ�ς 2+ειν `καστ�ς �π<κ�ιν�ν α�τ�ων τ�ν μ<3ιν π�ιε$ν-
ται τρ4π=ω παραπλησ<=ω τ=0 κα� Μασσαγ�ται/

They hunt locusts, which they dry in the sun, and after grinding sprinkle
them intomilk anddrink it. It is their custom for everyman to havemany
wives (lit. wives many); their intercourse with women is promiscuous, as
among the Massagetai. (Hdt. ..–)

() τ4τε δ1 �Yτ�ς � @Αρυ!νδης κατ�ικτ<ραςΦερετ<μην διδ�� α�τ?6 στρατ�ν
τ�ν �3 ΑDγ�πτ�υ .παντα, κα� τ�ν πεN�ν κα� τ�ν ναυτικ4ν/ στρατηγ!ν
δ1 τ�+ μ1ν πεQ�+ JΑμασιν %π�δε3ε -νδραΜαρ!"ι�ν, τ�+ δ1 ναυτικ�+
Β!δρην �4ντα Πασαργ!δην γ�ν�ς.

At this time, Aryandes took pity on Pheretime and gave her all the
Egyptian army, both the land and sea forces. And he appointed Amasis,
a Maraphian, general of the infantry, and Badres of the tribe of the
Pasargadai, admiral of the fleet (lit. as general, of the land-force Amasis
appointed . . . ., of the sea fleet . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In (), the modifier is the most salient element of the NP (every man
has many women), but nevertheless postnominal because the noun
expresses a new subtopic in the description of the habits of the Nasamo-
ones. Also in (), the fact that the noun is placed before the contrastive
modifier is due to its being the topic of the sentence, as the use of the
particles clarifies: ‘as strategos (δ�) he appointed, of the army (μ�ν) X,
of the fleet (δ�) Y’. On the basis of the same particles it is debatable,
however, whether the noun and genitive still constitute one NP, for
the position of μ�ν after the article of the modifier seems to indicate
that there is a domain boundary between the noun and the following
modifier.43
In examples () and (), the word order principles at the level of

the clause cause the salient modifier to be expressed after the noun, but
these same principles may also lead to a preposition of a pragmatically

42 Besides changing the order of the modifier and the noun, word order rules at the
level of the clause may also influence the position of the modifier in relation to the article
(e.g. aGENNmay become GENaN if the genitive expresses the topic of the sentence), see
footnote  of Chapter .

43 For the relation between particles (and other postpositive elements) and domain
boundaries, see H. Dik (: –).
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unmarked modifier. If an unmarked modifier gives expression to the
topic of the clause, it is expressed at the very beginning of the sentence,
even before the more salient noun. In my corpus, the preposition of an
unmarked modifier due to its topicality is confined to genitival phrases
at a strong topic shift.The confinement to genitival phrases is not charac-
teristic for my corpus, but will be due to the fact that the other modifiers
(apart frompossessives, possibly) are simply not suited for expressing the
topic of a sentence.The exclusive occurrence of these topical modifiers at
topic shifts (especially transitions between the various layers of the story)
can be explained by the importance of marking the topic at the moment
it alters.
In most cases, the unmarked, but nevertheless prenominal genitive

occurs after a (short) digression at the transition to the main story (cf.
examples  and ). By preposing the genitive, which refers to the topic
of the main story, the author clearly indicates that the digression has
finished:
() Δηι4κης μ�ν νυν τ� Μηδικ�ν 2&ν�ς συν�στρεψε μ�$ν�ν κα� τ��τ�υ

Pρ3ε. 2στι δ1 Μ	δων τ�σ!δε γ�νεα/ Β�$σαι, Παρητακην�<, Στρ��+α-
τες, @ΑριNαντ�<, Β��δι�ι, Μ!γ�ι. γ�νεα μ1ν δ� Μ	δων �στ� τ�σ!δε.
Δηι�κεω δ1 πα�ς γ<νεται Φρα4ρτης, Rς τελευτ	σαντ�ςΔηι4κεω, :ασι-
λε�σαντ�ς τρ<α κα� πεντ	κ�ντα 2τεα, παρεδ�3ατ� τ�ν %ρ+	ν.

Deiokes, then, subdued theMedian nation only and ruled it.TheMedian
tribes are these: the Busai, the Paretakeni, the Struchates, the Arizanti,
the Budii, the Magi. Their tribes are this many. A son of Deiokes (lit.
of Deiokes son) was Phraortes, who inherited the throne when Deiokes
died after a reign of fifty-three years. (Hdt. .–.)

() πυ&4μεν�ι γ�ρ *ς στρατε�εσ&αι �ρμ�αται �A Π�ρσαι �π� τ�ς π4λις
σ"�ων, �λ4+ησαν τ�ν �ν Πηδ!σ�ισι �δ4ν, �ς τ�ν �μπεσ4ντες �A Π�ρ-
σαι νυκτ�ς διε"&!ρησαν κα� α�τ�� κα� �A στρατηγ�� α�τ0ν,Δαυρ<σης
κα� @Αμ4ργης κα� Σισιμ!κης· σ�ν δ� σ"ι %π�&ανε κα� Μ�ρσ�ς � Γ�-
γεω. τ�+ δ1 λ���υ τ�
τ�υ EγεμMν Pν �Ηρακλε<δης @Ι:αν'λλι�ς %ν�ρ
Μυλασε�ς.

For learning that the Persians had set forth to march against their cities,
they beset the road with an ambush at Pedasoi.The Persians fell into this
by night and perished, they and their generals, Daurises and Amorges
and Sismakes. With these fell also Myrsos, son of Gyges. The leader of
this ambush (lit. of this ambush leader) was Herakleides of Mylasas, son
of Ibanollis. (Hdt. .)

The topical genitive can also be used to introduce a digression (even a
small one), consequently establishing a strong link between the digres-
sion and the main story:
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() συγ+ωρ	σαντ�ς δ1 e�ρ3εω �π� τ��τ�ισι � Σατ!σπης %πικ4μεν�ς �ς
Α;γυπτ�ν κα� λα:Hν ν�α τε κα� να�τας παρ� τ��των ( . . . ) τ�
τ�υ δ1
τ�+ Σατ�σπε�ς ε1ν�+��ς %π�δρη �ς Σ!μ�ν, �πε<τε �π�&ετ� τ!+ιστα
τ�ν δεσπ4την τετελευτηκ4τα, 2+ων +ρ	ματα μεγ!λα, τ� Σ!μι�ς %ν�ρ
κατ�σ+ε, ( . . . ).

Xerxes agreed to this, and Sataspes went to Egypt where he received a
ship and a crew from the Egyptians ( . . . ) A eunuch of this Sataspes (lit.
of this the Sataspes eununch) as soon as he heard of his master’s death
escaped to Samos, with a great hoard of wealth, of which aman of Samos
got possession, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..–)

() �ς δ1 τ�ν Σικελ<ην -λλ�ι τε %π<κατ� -γγελ�ι %π� τ0ν συμμ!+ων συμ-
με<3�ντες Γ�λωνι, κα� δ� κα� %π� Λακεδαιμ�ν<ων Σ�αγρ�ς. τ�+ δ1
Γ�λων�ς τ�
τ�υ πρ�γ�ν�ς, �Dκ	τωρ � �ν Γ�λ?η, Pν �κ ν	σ�υ Τ	λ�υ τ6ς
�π� Τρι�π<=ω κειμ�νης. ( . . . )

As for Sicily, envoys were sent there by the allies to hold converse with
Gelon, Syagros from Lacedaemon among them. An ancestor of this
Gelon (lit. of the Gelon this ancestor), who settled at Gela, was from the
island of Telos which lies off Triopium. ( . . . ) (Hdt. ..)

Examples ()–() illustrated the phenomenon that word order in NPs
expressed at the very beginning of a clause may run counter to the
saliency principle if one of the constituents of the NP is the topic of the
clause or even the topic of the following discourse unit. In these cases,
the topical element is preposed irrespective of its saliency within the NP.
Yet, the influence of the word order rules at the level of the clause on
the ordering of the NP is rather limited: of all the single-modifier NPs
there are but some twenty examples. This limited influence on the order
of the constituents of the NP will partly be due to the fact that it is simply
not very likely that the topic of the clause is expressed by one of the
constituents of a modified noun phrase, i.e. by either the noun or the
modifier. Furthermore, the word order principles for NPs and clauses
need not contradict, but may both prefer the same ordering of the NP
constituents, as in the following examples:

() τ� δ1 δ� �κ τ6ς Ε�ρ'πης %γ4μεν�ν στρ!τευμα 2τι πρ�σλ�γιστ�α
τ��τ=ω παντ� τ=0 �3ηρι&μημ�ν=ω/ δ4κησιν δ1 δε� λ�γειν. ν�ας μ�ν νυν �A
%π� Θρη<κης OΕλληνες κα� �κ τ0ν ν	σων τ0ν �πικειμ�νων τ?6 Θρη<κ?η
παρε<+�ντ� ε%κ�σι κα� "κατ�ν, ( . . . ) πεN�$ δ� ( . . . ).

I must, however, also take into account the force brought from Europe,
and I will rely on my best judgement in doing so. The Greeks of Thrace
and the islands offThrace furnished one hundred and twenty ships (lit.
ships furnished the Greeks . . . twenty and hundred). ( . . . ) As regards the
land-force ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)
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() Fearing that they alone could not repel Dareios’ army, the Skythians
sent messengers to their neighbours. Their kings have already gathered
and are deliberating on how to meet the Persian army. The assembled
kings were those of the Tauri, Agathyrsi, Neuri, Maneaters, Black-cloaks,
Geloni, Boudini and Sauromatae. (description of the habits of these
nations).

(π� τ�
τωνdν τ'ν καταλε���ντων (�ν�ων τ�Jς #ασιλ�ας Wλισμ�ν�υς
%πικ4μεν�ι τ0ν Σκυ&�ων �A -γγελ�ι 2λεγ�ν �κδιδ!σκ�ντες *ς � Π�ρ-
σης, ( . . . ).

The kings of the aforesaid nations (lit. of these the aforesaid nations the
kings) having gathered, then, the Skythian messengers came and laid
everything before them, explaining how the Persian, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() �Dκ��υσι δ1 κατ� τ!δεΛ<:υες.%π’ΑDγ�πτ�υ%ρ3!μεν�ι πρ0τ�ι @Αδυρ-
μα+<δαι Λι:�ων κατ�<κηνται, �8 ν4μ�ισι μ1ν τ� πλ�ω ΑDγυπτ<�ισι
+ρ�ωνται, �σ&6τα δ1 "�ρ��υσι �]ην περ �A -λλ�ι Λ<:υες. α. δ1 γυνα�-
κες α1τ'ν ψ�λι�ν περ� 9κατ�ρ?η τ0ν κνημ�ων "�ρ��υσι +!λκε�ν/

TheLybian tribes live in the following order: starting fromEgypt, the first
Lybian tribe is the Adyrmachidae, which follow Egyptian customs for the
most part, but dress like other Libyans.Their women (lit. the women of
them) wear twisted bronze ornaments on both legs. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the noun is both preposed because of the contrast with
the following πεN�$, and because it expresses the topic of the sentence,
being a subtopic of the previously mentioned στρ!τευμα. Similarly, the
prenominal genitive in example () is both implicitly contrastive and
resumes the topic of the main line of the narrative after the lengthy
digressions on the habits of the various nations. In example (), finally,
it is the noun again that is preposed both because it expresses the topic of
the sentence, which is a subtopic of the discourse topic (the Lybians),
and because it is the most salient element of the NP by expressing a
new element of an already familiar entity. These three examples clearly
illustrate that word order rules at the level of the clause and those at the
level of the NP do not necessarily hinder each other, but may also co-
operate.
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.. A few particular modifiers

Although the word order principles discussed in the previous three sec-
tions are not sensitive to the semantics of themodifier and hence hold for
all modifiers alike, four types of modifiers need consideration. In section
.., I will defendwhy I have notmade a subdivisionwithin the category
of adjectives, although the position of adjectives is traditionally assumed
to be influenced by their semantics. Section .. argues that the posi-
tion of ‘postpositive possessives’ (μ�υ, �A, σ"εων, α�τ�$, etc.), against
the expectations on the basis ofWackernagel’s Law, is largely determined
by pragmatic factors. Next, section .. pays attention to the position of
demonstratives after first mentions and digressions. Section .., finally,
argues that so-called relative clauses with incorporated antecedent can
better be analysed as NPs with a prenominal relative clause.

... Adjectives

As I have described inChapter , section .. and .., there is an ongo-
ing debate on whether the semantics of adjectives is decisive for their
position. On the basis of my data, I cannot but conclude that Brunel
() and H. Dik () were right in their reservations regarding
a semantic account of adjective position, despite the highly significant
correlation between determining adjectives and preposition found by
Devine and Stephens (). The most problematic aspect of a seman-
tic explanation for the position of the adjectives in my corpus is the fact
that a classification into qualifying and quantifying adjectives, on the one
hand, and determining ones, on the other, turns out to be too strict. Espe-
cially in the case of definite NPs, there are numerous examples of qualify-
ing and quantifying adjectives that are used with a determining function:
() τ0ν :�υλ�μ�νων τ� πιστ� π�ι�εσ&αι -λλ�ς %ν�ρ %μ"�τ�ρων α�τ0ν

�ν μ�σ=ω 9στεHς λ<&=ω X3�ϊ τ� 2σω τ0ν +ειρ0ν παρ� τ�Jς δακτ
λ�υς
τ�Jς μεγ�λ�υς �πιτ!μνει τ0ν π�ιευμ�νων τ�ς π<στις, ( . . . ).

A man stands between the two pledging parties, and with a sharp stone
cuts the palms of their hands, near the thumbs (lit. the fingers the great),
( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() �π<στασ&αι μ1ν γ�ρ *ς :�υκ4λ�υ τ�$ @Αστυ!γε�ς ε;η πα�ς, %π� δ1 τ6ς
κε�&εν �δ�$ τ!ν π�ντα λ�γ�ν τ0ν π�μπ0ν πυ&�σ&αι.

For he had thought, he said, that Astyages’ cowherd was his father, but
in his journey from the city his escort had told him the whole story.

(Hdt. ..)
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The adjectives in () and () are qualifying and quantifying by
nature, but are used as determining adjectives, as they express a quality
or quantity by which the referent can be distinguished from other possi-
ble entities satisfying the description of the noun.44 Although Bergson’s
model leaves room for such a reanalysis of the adjective (see Chapter ,
section ..), the fact that it occurs very regularly raises questions about
the principles underlying the position of the adjective. If the classifica-
tion of an adjective depends on the way it is used rather than its inherent
semantic value, it is highly implausible that it is its semantics that deter-
mines its position.45
In addition to being problematic, my data show that the classifica-

tion into qualifying/quantifying and determining adjectives is unneces-
sary: the position of adjectives is determined by the very same principles
as apply to all other modifiers. Only , of the more than two thou-
sand adjectives in my corpus does not obey the word order principles
described in the sections above. This very small number of exceptions
would have been impossible if the position of adjectives had been deter-
mined by their semantics. It should be added, however, that the fact that
over  of the adjectives obeys the principles described above does not
imply that there are no statistical differences between the two types of
adjectives. In line with the findings of Devine and Stephens (), the
qualifying and quantifying adjectives in my corpus are more frequently
postnominal than determining ones are.46 Yet, in my view, this does not
legitimize the conclusion that semantics influences adjective position. As
defended in Chapter , section .., determining adjectives may simply
be more suitable for pragmatic highlighting than qualifying and quanti-
fying adjectives.

44 In Chapter , section .. I will argue that expressing a feature of the referent by
which it can be distinguished from other possible entities satisfying the description of the
noun is typical for articular modifiers.

45 Compare the criticisms of Brunel () and H. Dik () discussed in Chapter ,
section ...

46 Because of the classificational problems, it is impossible to provide exact numbers of
qualifying/quantifying and determining adjectives in my corpus, but even without exact
numbers the tendency is evident.



word order in single-modifier nps 

... Postpositive possessives47

The pragmatic rule that—apart from the exceptional cases discussed in
.. and .—the modifier precedes the noun if it is the most salient
element of the NP, and otherwise follows the noun also holds true for
the ‘postpositive possessives’ (μ�υ, �A, σ"εων, α�τ�$, etc.) in my cor-
pus. This is rather surprising, as, on the basis of Wackernagel’s Law, we
would expect the position of postpositives to depend on syntactic fac-
tors. Wackernagels’s Law () reads that postpositives tend to be the
second word in their sentence. If we interpret ‘their sentence’ as either
the clause or their own domain (viz. the NP),48 we expect postpositive
possessives to be expressed either in the peninitial position of the sen-
tence or in the peninitial position of the NP.49 In my corpus, however, a
number of postpositive possessives counters this expectation:50

() τ�ν γ�ρ π�ταμ�ν πρ6γμα Zν Pν μ�$ν�ν �πε�να< σ�εων (π� τ5ν �4ρην,
( . . . ).

It would only have been necessary to let the river out over their land (lit.
of them the land), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() ^δη dν 2"η λ�γων �μ�<ως α�τ�ς τ=0 π�δανιπτ6ρι πεπρηγ�ναι/ εD γ�ρ
πρ4τερ�ν ε_ναι δημ4της, %λλ’ �ν τ=0 παρε4ντι ε_ναι α1τ'ν #ασιλε
ς,

He said that he fared like the washbowl. Since before he was a common
man, but now he was their king (lit. of them king). (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) μετ� δ1 τα$τα � ναυμα+<η �π�λα:�$σα �ς γ4νυ τ�ν π4λιν 2:αλε,
�π� δ1 τ?6 ναυμα+<?η �πεγ�νετ� �Ιστια��ς Λεσ:<�υς -γων, κεκακωμ�νων
δ1 τ0ν t<ων καταστρ��5ν ε�πετ�ως α1τ'ν �π�ι	σατ�.

( . . . ) then the sea-fight broke upon them and beat the city to its knees;
on top of the sea-fight came Histaios and the Lesbians. Since the Chians
were in such a bad state, he easily subdued them (lit. he easily made
subjugation of them). (Hdt. ..)

47 Postpositive words are words that form a prosodic unit with the preceding word,
among which particles (e.g. γ!ρ, γε, δ	, μ�ν), the non-contrastive personal pronouns
(μ�υ, σε, �A,) and α�τ- as anaphoric pronomen. I use the term ‘postpositive possessives’
to refer to postpositive words used as a possessive modifier (e.g. σευ τ�ν π4δα ‘of you the
foot’, � μ	τηρ �. ‘the mother to him’, περ<μετρ�ν α1τ�ς ‘the circumference of her’).

48 See H. Dik (: –) for this very plausible ‘modern linguistic’ interpretation
of Wackernagel’s Law.

49 Or rather: after the first mobile word in the clause or in the NP, see Dik (: ).
50 In the indefinite single-modifier NPs of my corpus, one of the  prenominal post-

positive possessives and three of the  postnominal postpositive possessives do not obey
Wackernagel’s Law. In the definite single-modifierNPs  of the  prenominal and twoof
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() ( . . . ) τ�ν �γH %κ��ω κα� δ�κα 2τεσι �στερ�ν μετ� τα$τα δεη&�ντων
τ0ν ΑDγινητ�ων +0σαι Κλε!δην τ�ν Α�τ�δ<κ�υ -νδρα Πλαται�α,
πρ�6ειν�ν �4ντα α1τ'ν.

( . . . ) which, as I learn by inquiry, was built as late as ten years after, at the
Aeginetans’ desire, by Kleades son of Autodikos, a Plataean, their patron
(lit. being patron of them). (Hdt. ..)

In examples () and (), the postpositive possessives do not occupy
the peninitial position in the clause, nor the peninitial position of the
NP. Although the possessives in () and () do occupy the second
position of the NP, it is still debatable whether these examples confirm
Wackernagel’s Law since the NPs are discontinuous.
Although the number of exceptions to Wackernagel’s Law is not ex-

tremely high ( of the indefinite NPs and  of the definite NPs
with a postpositive possessive), these exceptions do raise the question of
whether the position of the postpositive possessives is indeed determined
by a syntactic rule, and not—like all other modifiers—by pragmatics,
even in those cases where the postpositive possessive does occupy the
peninitial position of the sentence or NP. In any case, Wackernagel’s
syntactic Law in itself is not capable of explaining why a postpositive
possessive is sometimes expressed at the second position in the sentence
(example  and ) and at other times at the second position of the NP
(example  and ):

() (= ) ( . . . ) 2πεμψε Σιτ!λκης παρ� τ�ν @lκταμασ!δην λ�γων τ�ι!δε ‘τ<
δε� �μ�ας %λλ	λων πειρη&6ναι; ε_ς μ�νμε� τ�ς �δελ�ε�ςπα�ς, 2+εις δ�
με� �δελ�ε�ν. σ� δ	 μ�ι %π4δ�ς τ�$τ�ν κα� �γ' σ�ι τ�ν σ�ν Σκ�λην
παραδ<δωμι.’

( . . . ) Sitalkes sent thismessage toOktamasades: ‘Why shouldwe try each
other’s strength? You are my sister’s (lit. of me the sister’s) son, and you
havemy brother (lit. of me brother) with you; give him back to me, and
I will give up your Skyles to you.’ (Hdt. ..)51

the  postnominal postpositive possessives are not expressed at the peninitial position
of the sentence or NP. Also in NPs with multiple modifiers, the postpositive possessive is
not always expressed at the peninitial position of the sentence or NP, cf. Hdt. .. (πKς
%ν�ρ α�τ0ν, ‘every man of them’) and .. (�μ�ρησι δ1 �� π�λλ?6σι μετ� τ�ν -πι3ιν
τ�ν �ς Θ	:ας �στερ�ν Pλ&�ν α1τ'ν 9πλ�ται �3λι�ι, ‘a few days after the Persians’ com-
ing toThebes, thousand hoplites of them (lit. of them hoplites thousand) arrived’).

51 Although με� in both clauses actually occupies the third position, it is said to occupy
the second position because it follows after the first mobile word. The words actually
occupying the peninitial position (μ�ν and δ� respectively) are postpositives themselves.
For more details on the position of postpositives after postpositives, see Wackernagel
() himself and Ruijgh (: –).
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() 2πειτα δ�υλε��υσαα�τ4&ι Aδρ�σασ&αι �π�"ηγ=0πε"υκυ<?η Aρ�νΔι4ς,
uσπερ Pν �Dκ�ς %μ"ιπ�λε��υσαν �ν Θ	:?ησι Aρ�ν Δι4ς, 2ν&α %π<κετ�,
�ν&α$τα μν$μην α1τ�+ 2+ειν.

And then, being a slave there, she established a shrine of Zeus under an
oak that was growing there; for it was reasonable that, as she had been
a handmaid of the temple of Zeus at Thebes, she would remember that
temple (lit. would have remembrance of it) in the land to which she had
come. (Hdt. ..)

() τρ<τ�ν δ1 εDρ'τα τ�μ�ρ�ν/ εDπ4ντωνδ1 τ6ςπ�ι	σι�ς π�ρι κα� %λε<ψι�ς,
τ�ν α�τ�ν λ4γ�ν τ�ν κα� περ� τ�$ ε]ματ�ς ε_πε. *ς δ1 �ς τ�ν �_ν�ν %π-
<κετ� κα� �π�&ετ� α1τ�+ τ5ν π�3ησιν, ( . . . ).

Thirdly he inquired about the incense; and when they described making
and applying it, he made the same reply as about the cloak. But when
he came to the wine and asked about its making (lit. of it the making),
( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() σα"�ως δ1 α�τ��σι π!ντα �3ηγησ!μεν�ν τ� περ� τ�ν �3α<ρεσιν τ�$
λ<&�υ δ�$ναι τ� μ�τρα α1τ�+, λ�γ�ντα *ς τα$τα δια"υλ!σσ�ντες
ταμ<αι τ0ν τ�$ :ασιλ��ς +ρημ!των 2σ�νται.

Explaining clearly to them how to remove the stone (lit. the things with
respect to the removal of the stone), he gave the co-ordinates of it, and
told them that if they kept these in mind, they would be the custodians
of the king’s riches. (Hdt. .α)52

Although examples ()–() all follow Wackernagel’s Law, the syn-
tactic rule does not explain why the possessive in examples () and
() occupies the peninitial position of the clause, whereas in exam-
ples () and () it occupies the peninitial position of the NP. The
pragmatic principle that the most salient element of the NP must be
expressed first, however, can account for the difference between the
examples. In example (), the possessive precedes the noun because it
is the most salient element of the NP in that the fact that Oktamasades
has something that belongs to Sitalkes is more relevant than what or
who exactly this thing is. In example (), by contrast, the possessive
is less salient than the noun (the priestess did not remember the tem-
ple of Zeus instead of anything else, but had remembrance of it) and
therefore follows the noun. The difference between examples () and
() can be explained similarly: whereas the possessive in example ()
is prenominal because of the contrast between the various gifts (the

52 As in example (), the postpositive possessive actually occupies the third instead
of second position. As in (), however, it does follow the firstmobileword of its domain,
as the article is a prepositive.
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cloak, the incense and the wine) about which the king of the Aithiopi-
ans asks information, the possessive in example () follows the noun
because of the contrast between the removal of the stone and its co-
ordinates.
The examples above illustrate that even in those cases where the posi-

tion of a postpositive possessive is in accordancewithWackernagel’s Law,
this law in itself is not sufficient to account for the position of postpos-
itive possessives. The position of a postpositive possessive in relation to
the noun it modifies is probably as much a matter of pragmatics as the
position of all other modifiers.

... Demonstratives

Despite irregularities with respect to the position of the demonstrative
in relation to the article (on which see Chapter , section ...), its
position in relation to the noun is in accordance to the general rules
formulated in the first part of this chapter. This implies that a demon-
strative is postnominal if the noun is contrastive (cf. example  where
γυνα�κα ‘woman’ contrasts with +ρ	ματα ‘money’) or otherwise the
most salient element of the NP (cf. example  where ‘aegides’ is derived
from ‘aegea’), or if themodifier lacks a special pragmatic marking (exam-
ple ):
() ν$ν dν, �πειδ� περ� π�λλ�$ 5γημαι μ� 3ειν�κτ�ν�ειν, γυνα�κα μ1ν

τα
την κα� τ� +ρ	ματα �V τ�ι πρ�	σω %π!γεσ&αι, %λλ’ α�τ� �γH τ=0
OΕλληνι 3ε<ν=ω "υλ!3ω, ( . . . ).

Now, then, since I make it a point not to kill strangers, I shall not let
you take away this woman (lit. woman this)53 and the wealth, but I shall
watch them for the Greek stranger, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() αDγ�ας γ�ρ περι:!λλ�νται ψιλ�ς περ� τ�ν �σ&6τα &υσανωτ�ς αA Λ<-
:υσσαι, κε+ριμ�νας �ρευ&εδ!ν=ω, (κ δ1 τ'ν α2γ�ων τ�υτ�ων αDγ<δας
�A OΕλληνες μετων4μασαν.

For Libyan women wear the hairless tasselled ‘aegea’ over their dress,
coloured with madder, and the Greeks have changed the name of these
aegeae (lit. of the aegeae these) into their ‘aegides’. (Hdt. ..)

53 For the absence of the article in this NP, due to the fact that the woman cannot be
unequivocally related to the situation (in which apparently more women are present),
see Chapter , section ... The same section also discusses the absence of the article in
‘forward-referring NPs’ with a demonstrative, as in example ().
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() 5κει γ�ρ � Π�ρσης ��δ�ν τι μKλλ�ν �π’ �μ�ας k �� κα� �π’ �μ�ας, ��δ�
�A κατα+ρ	σει �μ�ας καταστρεψαμ�ν=ω �μ�ων%π�+εσ&αι.μ�γαδ1 �μ�ν
λ�γων τ'νδε μαρτ�ρι�ν �ρ��μεν/

For the Persian has come to attack you no less than us, and when he has
subjugated us he will not be content to leave you alone. We will give you
a convincing proof of what we say (lit. of words these). (Hdt. ..–)

If, on the other hand, it is the demonstrative that is contrastive or other-
wise the most salient element of the NP, it precedes the noun:
() �A δ1 OΕλληνες �πισ+4ντες τα
την τ5ν Eμ�ρην τ?6 �στερα<?η �καλλιε-

ρ��ντ�, ( . . . ).

The Greeks waited through that day (lit. that the day), and on the next
they sought and received favourable augury, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() τ�+τ� δ� τ! @π�ς κα� α�τη � αDτ<η �γγεν�μ�νη ^γαγε Καμ:�σην τ�ν
Κ�ρ�υ μεγ!λως &υμω&�ντα �π’Α;γυπτ�ν.

This speech (lit. this the speech) and this crime that occurred turned
Kyros’ son Kambyses, furiously angry, against Egypt. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) τ� Σ�$σα τα$τα, 2ν&α :ασιλε�ς τε μ�γας δ<αιταν π�ι�εται, κα�
τ0ν +ρημ!των �A &ησαυρ�� �ν&α$τ! εDσι/ 9λ4ντες δ1 τα
την τ5ν π�λιν
&αρσ��ντες τ=0 Δι� πλ��τ�υ π�ρι �ρ<Nετε.

( . . . ) that Sousa where the great king lives and where the storehouses of
his wealth are located. Take that city (lit. that the city), and you need not
fear to challenge Zeus for riches. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), τα�την τ�ν �μ�ρην ‘this day’ is explicitly contrastedwith
τ?6 �στερα<?η ‘the following’. In examples () and (), on the other hand,
the preposition of the demonstrative can be explained if we assume that
it expresses that it is exactly this entity and none else that plays a role in
the SoA in question.54
The examples above give little cause for a separate section devoted

to demonstratives. Yet, the frequent use of an NP with a demonstrative

54 This formulation will evoke Rijksbaron’s description of the �Yτ�ς (δ1) � noun
pattern (Rijksbaron ). In Rijksbaron’s formulation prenominal demonstratives have
a strongly referring function by which the identity of the entity in question is emphasised
(Rijksbaron : +). In contrast to Rijksbaron, I prefer to explain the position
of the demonstrative by its saliency instead of its strongly or weakly referring function.
The reason for my preference for an explanation on the basis of saliency is twofold.
First, it allows me to treat demonstratives on a par with other modifiers. Secondly the
saliency principle is more accurate in those cases where the demonstrative does not
have an anaphoric function at all (cf. example , where the demonstrative has no
anaphoric function at all, so that one cannot speak of a weakly or strongly referring
function).
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immediately after the first mention of a referent and after (small) digres-
sions does justify some attention. Given the subject of this book, I will
not pay attention to the mere fact that a demonstrative is used,55 but only
give my interpretation of the position of the demonstrative. As the exam-
ples ()–() show, the demonstrative may both precede and follow the
noun in these cases:
() ( . . . ) τ�$τ� δ1 π�ιησ!μεν�ι κρητ6ρα +!λκε�ν N=ωδ<ων τε 23ω&εν πλ	-

σαντες περ� τ� +ε�λ�ς κα� μεγ!&εϊ τριηκ�σ<�υς %μ"�ρ�ας +ωρ��ντα
Pγ�ν, δ0ρ�ν :�υλ4μεν�ι %ντιδ�$ναι Κρ�<σ=ω. �Uτ�ς 9 κρητ5ρ ��κ %π-
<κετ� �ς Σ!ρδις δι’ αDτ<ας δι"ασ<ας λεγ�μ�νας τ!σδε/

( . . . ) they made a bowl of bronze, engraved around the rim outside with
figures, and large enough to hold three hundred jars, and brought it with
the intention of making a gift in return to Kroisos.This bowl (lit. this the
bowl) never reached Sardis, for which two reasons are given.

(Hdt. ..–)

() %π� δ1 τα�της τ6ς π4λι�ς πλ�ων �ν ;σ=ω +ρ4ν=ω -λλ=ω 53εις �ς τ��ς
α�τ�μ4λ�υς �ν Iσ=ω περ �3 @Ελε"αντ<νης Pλ&ες �ς τ�ν μητρ4π�λιν τ�ν
ΑD&ι4πων. τ��σι δ1 α1τ�μ�λ�ισι τ�
τ�ισι �Vν�μ! �στι @Ασμ!+, ( . . . ).

From this city you make a journey by water equal in distance to that by
which you came from Elephantine to the capital city of Aithiopia, and
you come to the land of the deserters.These deserters (lit. the deserters
these) are called Asmakh, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() %πικ�μ�ν�υ δ1 τ�$ στρατ�$ �π� π�ταμ�ν Σκ!μανδρ�ν, Rς πρ0τ�ς
π�ταμ0ν �πε<τε �κ Σαρδ<ων �ρμη&�ντες �πε+ε<ρησαν τ?6 �δ=0 �π�λιπε
τ� S�ε&ρ�ν ��δ’ %π�+ρησετ?6 στρατι?6 τε κα� τ��σι κτ	νεσι πιν4μεν�ς,
(π� τ�+τ�ν δ� τ!ν π�ταμ!ν *ς %π<κετ� e�ρ3ης, ( . . . ).

When the army had come to the river Skamander, which was the first
river after the beginning of their march from Sardis that fell short of their
needs and was not sufficient for the army and the cattle to drink—when
Xerxes arrived at this river (lit. at this the river), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

55 The use of a full NP with a demonstrative in these cases runs counter to the
traditional view that the way the author refers to an entity (e.g. with a pronoun or full
NP) depends on the accessibility of the referent (Givón , Ariel , Gundel et al.
), for although the referents are highly accessible, the author uses a full NP.The use of
a full NP is in line, however, with the more recent view that since discourse is not a linear
sequences of clauses, but a hierarchically ordered entity (cf. Hopper andThompson 
and Fox b) it is the internal structure of the text more than the anaphoric distance to
the previous mention of the referent that determines the anaphoric strategy used by the
speaker. Even over short distances, full NPs may be used if there is a major discontinuity
in the text (e.g. an episodic change or a change in location) (cf. Fox b and Tomlin
) or if the referent will be thematically prominent in the following discourse unit
(cf. Lichtenberk ). In the examples below, the presence of a demonstrative may be
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() τ�ι�$τ� `τερ�ν ^κ�υσα κα� κατ� τ� τ6ς �ν ΑDγ�πτ=ω λ<μνης bρυγμα
γεν�σ&αι, πλ�ν �� νυκτ�ς %λλ� μετ’ �μ�ρην π�ιε�μεν�ν/ Xρ�σσ�ντας
γ�ρ τ�ν +�$ν τ��ς ΑDγυπτ<�υς �ς τ�ν Νε�λ�ν "�ρ�ειν, � δ1 �π�λαμ:!-
νων 2μελλε δια+�ειν. E μ�ν νυν λ3μνη α8τη ��τω λ�γεται Xρυ+&6ναι.

Something similar, I was told, had happened when the Egyptian lake was
dug, except that the work went on not by night but by day.The Egyptians
bore the earth dug out by them to the Nile, to be caught and scattered (as
was to be expected) by the river. Thus is this lake (lit. the lake this) said
to have been dug. (Hdt. ..)

These examples seem to show that the difference between a pre- and a
postnominal modifier in these cases resides in the prominence of the
information on this referent.56 The demonstrative precedes the noun if
the information on the referent, which either follows on a first mention
() or a digression (), is part of the main line of the story, while
a postnominal demonstrative either starts a digression () or rounds
it off (). That it is the value of the information on the referent that
determines the position of the demonstrative is not to say that these NPs
do not differ in the pragmatic marking of their demonstrative. In NPs
with a prenominal demonstrative it is still the demonstrative that is the
most salient element of the NP (‘exactly this x’), whereas in NPs with a
postnominal demonstrative the demonstrative has no special pragmatic
marking (‘this x’). Apparently, a pragmatic marking of the demonstrative
is more appropriate if the information on the referent of the NP is part
of the main line of the story than if it is part of a digression.

... Relative clauses

Relative clauses are the last modifiers that deserve consideration, not
because they are any different from other modifiers with respect to their
position in relation to the noun, but because it is rather difficult to see that

explained by the fact that there is a shift of focus of attention ( and ) or/and by the
fact that the referent is thematically prominent (–).

56 For a similar view, see Rijksbaron (). Rijksbaron, however, assumes that the
difference between an NP with a pre- and with a postnominal demonstrative in these
cases is that whereas the former introduces the referent as a prominent topic, the latter
introduces additional information on a non-prominent topic. However, the bowl in ()
and the river in () are in my view not more prominent topics than the deserters in
() and the lake in (). I therefore assume that it is not the prominence of the topics,
but the value of the information on the referent that determines the position of the
demonstrative. Both the referent of anNPwith a prenominal demonstrative and that with
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they are no different.57 Like other modifiers, relative clauses precede the
noun if they are contrastive (example ) or otherwise the most salient
element of the NP (example ), whereas they follow the noun if they
lack a special pragmatic marking (example ) or if it is the noun that
is marked (example ):58

() σ� νυν τ5ν μ1ν @�εις γυνα�κα, �πε<τε τ�ι �� τ<κτει, 23ε�, -λλην δ1
γ6μ�ν/

Therefore send away thewife that youhave (lit. the you havewife), seeing
that she bears you no children, and wed another. (Hdt. ..)

() τ�ς [δ1] παρ&�ν�υς �� "υλ!σσ�υσι, %λλ’ �0σι τ��σι α1τα� #�
λ�νται
�νδρ�σι μ<σγεσ&αι. τ�ς δ1 γυνα�κας Dσ+υρ0ς "υλ!σσ�υσι/

Of their maidens they take no care, allowing them to have intercourse
with any man they wish (lit. the they want men). Their wives, however,
they strictly guard. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) �πακ�$σαι �κ�λευε τ�ν Κλε�μ�νεα, %π�π�μψαντα τ� παιδ<�ν/
πρ�σεστ	κεε γ�ρ δ� τ=0 Κλε�μ�νεϊ E �υγ�τηρ, τC� �Sν�μα Vν Γ�ργ4,

( . . . ) he asked Kleomenes send away his child and to listen to him. For
his daughter, whose name was Gorgo (lit. the daughter, to whom was
Gorgo as a name) was standing by Kleomenes. (Hdt. ..)

() �στ�ρ=ω μ�ντ�ι +ρ4ν=ω κα� συγκατ�<κισε α�τ�ν � στρατηγ�ς @lτ!νης 2κ
τε bψι�ς Xνε<ρ�υ κα� ν�
σ�υ � μιν κατ�λα#ε ν�σ�σαι τ� α2δ��α.

But afterwards Otanes, the Persian general, helped to settle the land,
prompted by a dream and a disease that he contracted in his genitals.

(Hdt. .)

So despite some differences with respect to its articulation (on which
see Chapter , section ...), the position of the relative clause in the
NP and the grounds for its position are wholly comparable to those

a postnominal demonstrative are thematically highly prominent, as is indicated by the
very presence of the demonstrative, marking in both cases a shift in the focus of attention.

57 I will not deal with other aspects of relative clauses than their position in rela-
tion to the noun. For a more extended discussion of relative clauses in Greek, see Rijks-
baron (). For a more general discussion of syntactic and pragmatic aspects of rel-
ative clauses, see among many others Seiler (), Schwartz (), Downing (),
Lehmann (, ), Fox (c) and Cristofaro and Giacalone Ramat ().

58 A third possibility is that the postnominal relative clause is salient, but heavy, since
heavy modifiers tend to be expressed after the noun. As has been shown in section
.., however, relative clauses—in definite NPs at least—are relatively insensitive to the
heaviness principle. Whereas other modifiers are considered heavy if they contain more
than one dependent, relative clauses (in definite NPs) may still precede the noun if they
contain two (and sometimes even three) constituents.
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of other modifiers. The traditional grammars, however, seem to have
misunderstood the construction used in examples like () and (), for
they consider the relative clause—instead of being prenominal—to have
incorporated the head noun.59 In their view, the antecedent of the relative
clause, adjusted to the case of the relative clause and deprived of its article,
is attracted into the relative clause.60 As Rijksbaron () (and Kühner-
Gerth, see footnote ) already observed, however, it is much more
logical to consider examples like () and () asNPswith a prenominal
relative clause, on the analogy of NPs containing a prenominal adjective
(aAN) or participle (aPTCN).Whereas Rijksbaron observed that, but did
not graspwhy, the relative clauses precedes the noun in examples like ()
and (),61 on the basis of the preceding sections it seems legitimate to
conclude that it is the saliency of the relative clause that determines its
position before the noun.
Apart from the fact that prenominal relative clauses combine the

article of the noun with the relative (see Chapter , section ...), they
have the same characteristics as postnominal ones.62 Which all the more

59 Cf. Goodwin (: ), Schwyzer-Debrunner (: ) and Smyth (: ).
Kühner-Gerth (: II ff.) are the notable exception as they seem to have understood
the nature of the construction: ‘da aber der Adjektivsatz (= relative clause), wie das auf
ein Substantiv bezogene Adjektiv, den Hauptton hat, so kehrt die griechische Sprache
gern, um das relative Satzgefüge gewissermassen mehr vor das Auge zu bringen und mit
Nachdruck hervorzuheben, das Verhältnis um’ (Kühner-Gerth : II ). Although I
do not understand the addition that the relative clause in this construction gets a noun-
like nature and the noun an attributive one, I wholly agree with Kühner-Gerth that the
construction has to be analysed as an NP with a relative clause preceding the noun
because of its saliency.

60 Although the grammars describe the construction as in example () and () as
if the head noun is incorporated into the relative clause, it in fact stands after the relative
clause. Ancient Greek is therefore not comparable to languages with so-called internal
relatives (like for instance Tibetan, Wappo and Bambara, see Keenan : –) in
which the head noun occurs within the relative clause, e.g.

(i) ?I čhuya-ø tumt-i šoýikhi?
me house-obj bought-subj burned down
‘the house I bought burned down’

(The example was taken from C.N. Li and S.A. Thompson ).
61 In his attempt to determine any pragmatic differences between pre- and postnomi-

nal relative clauses Rijksbaron concludes: ‘it is, however, very difficult, even more so than
with the noun-adjective constructions, to detect clear, explicit instances of such differ-
ences. As with their adjectival counterparts, such differences as may exist will mainly be
a matter of stylistics . . . ’ (Rijksbaron : ).

62 Prenominal relative clauses are for instance not necessarily restrictive, as Rijksbaron
(: ) argued, see for instance Hdt .. (the Indians harness three camels apiece,
males on either side sharing the drawing, and a female in the middle: the man himself
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confirms that there is nothing special about prenominal relative clauses,
apart from the fact that the grammarians—unaccustomed to prenominal
relative clauses in their mother languages–63 did not recognise them as
such.

..The position of dependent constituents

The previous sections discussed the position of modifiers in relation to
the noun. Some of these modifiers, viz. adjectives, participles and (very
rarely) adverbs, may—in their function as the head of an adjectival or
participial phrase—bemodified by their owndependents, like arguments
(full of sunlight) and degree adverbials (very rich).64 This section will
argue that the position of these dependent constituents is, like the posi-
tion of themodifiers itself, determined by pragmatic factors. On the basis
of its saliency, the dependent constituent (D)may be expressed before the
combination of noun and modifier (DXN or DNX), in between (XDN
or NDX) or after this combination (XND or NXD). Because the various
possibilities for dependents on postnominal and prenominal modifiers
are not completely comparable, they will be discussed separately.
The three different possibilities for the position of dependents on

prenominal modifiers (DXN, XDN and XND)65 occur ,  and 

rides on the female, that when harnessed has been taken away from as young an offspring
as may be) τ�ς δ1 &ηλ�ας %ναμιμνησκ�μ�νας τ0ν 2λιπ�ν τ�κνων �νδιδ4ναι μαλακ�ν
��δ�ν ‘the mares never tire, for they remember the young that they have left’. The
reason that prenominal non-restrictive relative clauses are relatively rare will be that non-
restrictive relative clauses often provide additional information on the referent and are
consequently not that salient.

63 Although relative clauses are usually postnominal in the Germanic languages,
prenominal relatives are (even in the rest of Europe) no extraordinary phenomenon.
For a discussion of the position of relative clauses in European languages, see Rijkhoff
(: –). In the languages of the world, prenominal relative clauses are almost as
common as postnominal ones (cf. Rijkhoff : –).

64 Although relative clauses often contain more than one constituent, the order within
the relative clause will not be discussed here, since they are clause constituents obeying
word order rules at the level of the clause rather than dependents on modifiers which are
ordered according to word order rules at the level of the NP.

65 Moreover, there are two cases where the dependent precedes and the adjective
itself follows the noun (DNX), viz. Hdt. ..– (Pλ&ε +ρησμ�ς *ς τ<σις 53ει %π�
&αλ!σσης +αλκ�ων %νδρ0ν �πι"αν�ντων. ( . . . ) %γγ�λλει τ0ν τις ΑDγυπτ<ων �ς τ� `λεα
%πικ4μεν�ς τ=0 Ψαμμητ<+=ω, *ς ��κ DδHν πρ4τερ�ν �αλκA' �νδρας 9πλισ��ντας, *ς
+!λκε�ι -νδρες %πιγμ�ν�ι %π� &αλ!σσης λεηλατ��υσι τ� πεδ<�ν. ‘the oracle answered
that he would have vengeance when he saw men of bronze coming from the sea. ( . . . )
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times respectively. The first possibility, DXN, is used if the dependent
constituent provides even more salient information than the prenominal
adjective, or is the most salient information of the prenominal participle
phrase:
() ( . . . )*ς -ρα %ν&ρ'π�ισι α. λ3ην 2σ�υρα� τιμωρ3αι πρ�ς &ε0ν �π<"&�-

ν�ι γ<ν�νται.

( . . . ) thus does over-brutal revenge (lit. the too brutal revenges) draw
down upon men the anger of the gods. (Hdt. .)

() They said that two black doves had come flying from Thebes in Egypt,
one to Libya and one to Dodona;

τ5ν δ1 (ς τ�Jς Λ3#υας �2��μ�νην πελει�δα λ�γ�υσι JΑμμων�ς +ρηστ	-
ρι�ν κελε$σαι τ��ς Λ<:υας π�ι�ειν/

The dove which came to Libya (lit. the to the Libyans coming dove) told
the Libyans (they say) to make an oracle of Ammon. (Hdt. ..)

In example () the intensifier precedes the adjective to indicate that it
is not brutal revenge, but over-brutal revenge that invites retribution of
the gods. In example (), the directional satellite precedes the participle
because it is the direction the dove took and not the fact that it went away
that is the feature that distinguishes it from the other dove.
If the dependent constituent is somewhat less salient than the adjective

or participle on which it depends, it is expressed in between the modifier
and the noun (XDN). The difference between the DXN and the XDN
pattern can be illustrated by examples () and ():
() Πα"λαγ4νες δ1 �στρατε��ντ� �π� μ1ν τ?6σι κε"αλ?6σι κρ!νεα πεπλεγ-

μ�να 2+�ντες, %σπ<δας δ1 σμικρ�ς αD+μ!ς τε �� μεγ!λας, πρ�ς δ1
%κ4ντια κα� �γ+ειρ<δια, περ� δ1 τ��ς π4δας π�διλα �πι+'ρια �ς μ�σην
κν	μην %νατε<ν�ντα.Λ<γυες δ1 κα� Ματιην�� κα� Μαριανδυν�< τε κα�
Σ�ρι�ι τ�ν α�τ�ν 2+�ντες Πα"λαγ4σι �στρατε��ντ�/ . . . Φρ�γες δ1
�γ��τ�τω τ�ς Πα�λαγ�νικ�ς σκευ5ν ε_+�ν, Xλ<γ�ν παραλλ!σσ�ντες.

an Egyptian came into the marsh country and brought news to Psammetichos—for
he had never before seen men armoured in bronze (lit. in bronze men armoured)—
that men of bronze had come from the sea and were foraging in the plain’) and Hdt.
.. (9ωυτ��ς δ1 γεν�σ&αι τ�σ�
τAω (κε3νων �νδρας �με3ν�νας, Iσ=ω . . . ‘they were
insofar better men than they (lit. insofar than they men better), that . . . ’). In the first
example, the postposition of the participle is probably inspired by the parallel with the
+αλκ�ων %νδρ0ν ‘bronze men’ from the oracular utterance. In the second example, the
postposition of the adjective must be a consequence of the fact that the adjective %γα&4ς
prefers to be postnominal when modifying the noun %ν	ρ, even if it expresses the most
salient information of the NP (see section ..).
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The Paphlagonians in the army had woven helmets on their heads, and
small shields and short spears, and also javelins and daggers; they wore
their native shoes that reachmidway to the knee.The Ligyes andMatieni
andMariandyni and Syrians were equipped like the Paphlagonians. ( . . . )
The Phrygians had equipment that was very similar to the Paphlago-
nian (lit. very similar to the Paphlagonian equipment), with only a small
difference. (Hdt. ..–)

() -λλ�ι δ1 τ0ν @Ινδ0ν Κασπατ�ρ=ω τε π4λι κα� τ?6 Πακτυϊκ?6 +'ρ?η εDσ�
πρ4σ�ικ�ι, πρ�ς -ρκτ�υ τε κα� :�ρ�ω %ν�μ�υ κατ�ικημ�ν�ι τ0ν -λ-
λων @Ινδ0ν, �w Βακτρ3�ισι παραπλησ3ην 2+�υσι δ3αιταν.

Other Indians dwell near the town ofKaspatyros and the Pactyic country,
north of the rest of the other Indians; these have a way of living that is
very similar to the Baktrians (lit. to the Baktrians very similar way of
living). (Hdt. ..)

In example () the XDN pattern is used because the adverb is the most
salient element of the adverbial phrase: while the Ligyes, Matienoi, Mar-
iandynoi and Syrianswear the same outfit as the Paphlagonians, the outfit
of the Phrygians is only similar to that of the Paphlagonians. In exam-
ple (), by contrast, the dependent argument precedes the adjective,
because it is the likeness to the Baktrians, more than the fact that there is
a likeness Herodotus wants to inform us about.
Besides arguments, intensifiers can also follow the adjective. A com-

parison between example () and example () will suffice to illus-
trate the difference between intensifiers that precede and intensifiers
that follow the adjective. Whereas in example () the intensifier was
preposed to stress that only over-brutal revenge invites retribution of
the gods, in example () the intensifier has no such pragmatic mark-
ing. As a consequence, it is placed in the default, i.e. postposed, posi-
tion:
() �Yτ�ς μ�ν νυν ��τω δ� 2πρη3ε δι� 3εινικ! τε ν4μαια κα� �Ελληνικ�ς

�μιλ<ας/ π�λλ��σι δ1 κ�ρτα @τεσι �στερ�ν Σκ�λης � @Αριαπε<&ε�ς
2πα&ε παραπλ	σια τ��τ=ω.

This, then, was how he (= Anacharsis) fared, owing to his foreign ways
and consorting with Greeks; and a great many years (lit. many very
years) afterward, Skyles, son of Ariapithes, suffered a like fate.

(Hdt. ..–.)

If the information value of the dependent constituent is so low that it can
even be omitted without affecting the meaning of the sentence, it can be
placed out of its proper domain after the noun:
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() (= ) �π� δ1 %πιστ<ης μ� μ1ν γεν�σ&αι μηδαμ� μ�Q�νας �ν�ρ4π�υς
τ'ν ν+ν -ν�ι3α α�τ�ν κα� ε_δ�ν τ�ν νεκρ�ν μ	κεϊ ;σ�ν �4ντα τ?6 σ�ρ=0.

Not believing that there had ever been men taller than those now (lit.
taller men that the now), I opened it and saw that the corpse was just as
long as the coffin. (Hdt. ..)

() *ς μ�ντ�ι ΑDγ�πτι�ι λ�γ�υσι, ��κ JΑμασις Pν � τα$τα πα&'ν, %λλ�
-λλ�ς τις τ0ν ΑDγυπτ<ων 2+ων τ5ν α1τ5ν Eλικ3ην BΑμ�σι, τ=0 λυμαι-
ν4μεν�ι Π�ρσαι �δ4κε�ν @Αμ!σι λυμα<νεσ&αι.

The Egyptians say, however, that it was not Amasis to whom this was
done, but another Egyptian of the same age as Amasis, whom the
Persians abused thinking that they were abusing Amasis. (Hdt. ..)

Both the standard of comparison in example () and the argument in
() are so predictable on the basis of the context that the addressee
would have come to the same interpretation of the sentence if they had
not been expressed at all. Because of their very low information value,
they are expressed after the farmore salient adjective and noun.66The fact
that intensifiers and degree adverbials do not occur in the XND pattern
may be explained by the fact that their information value can never be so
low as to be completely omittable.
As indicated above, the dependents on postnominal modifiers may

occur in between ( times) and after the combination of noun and
adjective/participle ( times). In the NDX pattern, the dependent is
more salient than the following adjective or participle, whose meaning is
often rather empty. One of the participles used frequently in this pattern,
for instance, is the participle of γ<γν�μαι in its function as a copular
verb (see example ). Although the adjective in () is somewhat
more meaningful, it still gives less salient information that the preceding
genitive:
() π�λλ! τε γ!ρ μιν κα� μεγ!λα τ� �παε<ρ�ντα κα� �π�τρ�ν�ντα Pν,

πρ0τ�ν μ1ν � γ�νεσις, τ� δ�κ�ειν πλ��ν τι ε_ναι %ν&ρ'π�υ, δε�τερα
δ1 E ε1τυ�3η E κατ� τ�Jς π�λ�μ�υς γεν�μ�νη,

66 In section .., I argued on the basis of this and a very comparable example
that the fact that part of the adjectival phrase precedes and part of phrase follows the
noun can be explained if we assume that the speaker wants the best of two worlds: the
preposition of the salient part of the adjectival phrase satisfies the saliency principle,
whereas the postposition of the other part of the phrase pleases the heaviness principle.
As the overview of the various possible positions of dependents in this section clarifies,
postposition of part of the modifier phrase (favoured by the heaviness principle) is only
possible if that part of the modifier phrase has a very low information value.
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For there were many weighty reasons that impelled and encouraged him
to do so: first, his birth, because of which he seemed to be something
more than mortal; and next, his victories in his wars (lit. the victories
the in the wars being). (Hdt. ..)67

() τα�της μ1ν π�ρι τ�σα$τα 2λεγ�ν, πλ�ν Iτι α�τ	ν μιν, *ς τ�$τ� �3�ρ-
γαστ�, S<ψαι �ς �%κημα σπ�δ�+ πλ��ν, Iκως %τιμ'ρητ�ς γ�νηται.

This was all that the priests told of her, except that when she had done
this she cast herself into a chamber full of hot ashes (lit. chamber of hot
ashes full), to escape vengeance. (Hdt. ..)

The NXD pattern, finally, occurs if the adjective or participle is more
salient than the constituent that depends on it:68

() �π’ α�τ�"'ρ=ω δ1 Wλ��ς α�τ�$ �ν τ=0 στρατ�π�δ=ω �πικατ	μεν�ς �ει-
ρ3δι πλ�Cη �ργυρ3�υ, 2"υγε �κ Σπ!ρτης �π� δικαστ	ρι�ν �πα+&ε<ς,
( . . . ).

After being caught in the act of hoarding a sleeve full of silver there in
the camp, he was brought before a court and banished from Sparta, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() κα� δια<τ?η %π� τ��τ�υ +ρ�ωνται τ?6 παλαι?6 τ0ν Σαυρ�ματ�ων αA γυ-
να�κες, κα� �π� &	ρην �π’ ]ππων �κ"�ιτ0σαι κα� .μα τ��σι %νδρ!σι κα�
+ωρ�ς τ0ν %νδρ0ν, κα� �ς π4λεμ�ν "�ιτ0σαι κα� στ�λ5ν τ5ν α1τ5ν
τ��σι �νδρ�σι "�ρ��υσαι.

Ever since then thewomen of the Sauromatae have followed their ancient
ways; they ride out hunting, with their men or without them; they go to
war, and dress the same as the men (lit. wear equipment the same as the
men). (Hdt. ..)

67 In fact, the participle in this example could have been left out altogether. The
presence of the participle in cases like this can be explained by the fact that in contrast to a
simple prepositional phrase or adverb a construction with a participle of γ<γν�μαι or εDμ<
can express time and/or aspect. Nevertheless, in individual cases the difference between
a simple prepositional phrase or adverb and a construction with a copular participle is
difficult to account for, cf. Hdt. .. ( . . . (π� τ'ν πρ�τερ�ν #ασιλ�ων, Iκως τις �&�λ�ι
�κ τ�$ 9τ�ρ�υ "!ρσε�ς �ς τ�Vτερ�ν δια:6ναι, +ρ6ν πλ�<=ω δια:α<νειν, ‘ . . . in the days
of the former rulers, when one wanted to go from one part to the other, one had to
cross in a boat’) and Hdt. . (Olμηρ�ν δ1 ^ τινα τ'ν πρ�τερ�ν γεν�μ�νων π�ιητ�ων
δ�κ�ω τ�Vν�μα ε�ρ4ντα �ς π�<ησιν �σενε<κασ&αι, ‘and I suppose that Homer or some
older poet (lit. one of the earlier being poets) invented this name and brought it into his
poetry’).

68 In this pattern, the participle of γ<γν�μαι also occurs, although less frequently. In
these cases, the aspectual/temporal dimensions of the participle are more salient than the
content of the dependent. Cf. Hdt .. (Β!ττ�ς δ1 μετων�μ!σ&η, �πε<τε �ς Λι:�ην
%π<κετ�, �π� τε τ�+ �ρηστηρ3�υ τ�+ γεν�μ�ν�υ (ν Δελ���σι α1τA' κα� %π� τ6ς τιμ6ς
τ�ν 2σ+ε τ�ν �πωνυμ<ην π�ιε�μεν�ς. ‘he changed his name to Battos on his coming
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In example (), the content of the glove Leutychides sits on is
perfectly clear because of the preceding statement that he was bribed
with a lot of silver. In example (), the postposition of the dependent
is not due to a higher information status of the adjective, but to the fact
that the information expressed by the adjective is more relevant than the
following dependent. Herodotus does not want to stress that the women
of the Sauromatae wear the same clothes as their husbands, but that they
wear the same clothes as their husbands.
If more than one constituent depends on the adjective or participle,

the various possibilities can be combined, as examples () and ()
illustrate:

() @Αρ!:ι�ι δ1 σκευ�ν μ1ν ε_+�ν τ�ν α�τ�ν κα� �ν τ=0 πεN=0, ^λαυν�ν δ1
π!ντες καμ$λ�υς τα�υτ�τι �1 λειπ�μ�νας =ππων.

The Arabians had the same equipment as the men of their infantry, and
all of them rode on camels no less swift than horses (lit. camels in speed
not lagging behind horses). (Hdt. ..)

() �ν δ1 τ=0 @Ισ&μ=0 Pσαν Wλισμ�ν�ι πρ4:�υλ�ι τ6ς �Ελλ!δ�ς %ραιρημ�ν�ι
�π! τ'ν π�λ3ων τ'ν τ� �με3νω �ρ�νε�υσ�ων περ� τ5ν >Ελλ�δα.

On the Isthmus men chosen from the cities that were best disposed
towardsHellas (lit. from the cities the best disposed towardsHellas) were
assembled in council for the Greek cause. (Hdt. ..)

In (), the dative precedes the participle to indicate that it is on this very
point of comparison that the camels were not lagging behind the other
riding animals. The genitive, by contrast, expressing the rather obvious
riding animals to which the camels are compared, is postposed.The same
pattern is found in (): τ� %με<νω precedes and περ� τ�ν �Ελλ!δα
follows the participle. While the former dependent expresses the point
of contrast with the pro-Persians cities, the latter provides rather obvious
information.
Although the various possibilities for the position of the dependent

constituents on pre- and postnominal modifiers have been discussed
separately, it will be clear that in both cases the position of the depen-
dent constituent is determined by the pragmatic principle that the more
salient the information, the further to the left it is expressed. Apart
from this similarity, there is one striking difference. Postnominal mod-
ifiers, both adjectives and participles, are much more frequently

to Libya, taking this new name because of the oracle given to him at Delphi and the
honourable office that he received’).
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accompanied by a dependent constituent than prenominal ones.69 Partly,
this higher number of postnominal adjectival and participle phrases may
be explained by the fact that heavy constituents tend to be postnomi-
nal.70 In example (), for instance, the presence of two dependent con-
stituents will have caused the adjectival phrase to be expressed after the
less salient noun. However, for the greater part of the postnominal mod-
ifiers with dependent constituents the reason they follow the noun is
not the fact that they are heavy, but (as usual) that the information they
express is less salient than that of the preceding noun (cf. examples –
). Apparently, complex adjectival and participle phrases are less likely
to be salient modifiers than simple ones.

.. Conclusion

In this chapter, I argued that word order in single-modifier NPs is mainly
determined by pragmatics. Modifiers (even postpositive possessives and
relative clauses) precede the noun if they are pragmatically marked, but
follow the noun if they lack pragmatic marking or if it is the noun that
is marked. Pragmatic marking is understood to mean that the marked
constituent is implicitly or explicitly contrastive, or otherwise the most
salient element of the NP. Although it is highly dependent on the context
what makes a constituent the most salient element of the NP, two sub-
groups were distinguished: the constituent may be the most salient ele-
ment of the NP because it provides the addressee with the most informa-
tive part of the NP, or it may be most salient because the author assumes
the information it expresses to be the most relevant in view of the mes-
sage he wants to convey. The saliency of the constituents was argued to
be also responsible for the word order in ‘double contrastive’ NPs. The
choice for a parallel (N1-X1, N2-X2) or chiastic ordering (N1-X1, X2-N2)

69 In my corpus, there are  indefinite NPs with a prenominal adjective accompanied
by a dependent constituent and  indefinite NPs with a participle clause with one or
more dependents. That is  and  of the total number of indefinite NPs with a
prenominal adjective and participle respectively. For indefinite NPs with a postnominal
adjective or participle, these numbers are  ( NPs) and  ( NPs). For definite
NPs the proportion is evenmore unbalanced: there are  definite NPswith a prenominal
modifier accompanied by one or more dependent constituents versus  postnominal
ones. This implies that  of the prenominal adjectival and participial modifiers is
modified by a dependent constituent versus  of the postnominal ones.

70 For the influence of the heaviness principle on the ordering of the NP, see section
...
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was argued not to depend on the author’s preference for the one or the
other construction, but on the information structure of the NPs.
The sections .. and . discussed exceptions to the general rule

that the most salient element is expressed first. If the adjective %γα&4ς
modifies the noun %ν	ρ or if the modifier is heavy (i.e. complex) the
saliency principle may be overridden in that the modifier is postnominal
although it is themost salient element of theNP.Thepostposition of these
modifiers is a tendency and not a strict rule, which may be explained if
we assume that the saliency principle, on the one hand, and the principles
preferring heavy modifiers and %γα&4ς to be postnominal, on the other,
are competing motivations with varying success. The third exception
results from a conflict between word order principles at the level of the
NP and those at the level of the clause. In my corpus, a constituent of the
NP that has topic function at the level of the clause is always expressed
at the very beginning of the clause, irrespective of the saliency of the
constituent at the level of the NP.
Section . paid attention to a few particular modifiers, not because

these modifiers do not observe the previously mentioned word order
rules, but because it is more difficult to see that these modifiers con-
form to the rules. First of all, it was argued that there is no reason to
suppose that in the case of adjectives semantics influences the position
of the modifier. Subsequently, it was argued that, against our expecta-
tions on the basis of Wackernagel’s Law, even the position of ‘postposi-
tive possessives’ is mainly determined by pragmatics. Next, the difference
between pre- and postnominal demonstratives inNPs after so-called first
mentions and digressions was analysed and finally, it was argued that so-
called relative clauses with incorporated antecedent should be analysed
as NPs with a prenominal relative clause.
The last section discussed the position of constituents that depend

on adjectival and participial modifiers, like degree adverbials (very rich)
and arguments (full of sunlight). These constituents may occur before,
in between or after the combination of the modifier and the noun.
The actual position they take turned out to be dependent on the same
principles that determine the position of the modifiers on which they
depend.
Besides the exceptional cases discussed in the sections .. and .

that could be accounted for on the basis of other ordering principles (e.g.
the heaviness principle, word order rules at the level of the clause),  of
the NPs in my sample is problematic, spread almost equally among pre-
and postnominal modifiers (see Table ):
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modifier prenominal postnominal

indefinite definite indefinite definite
adjective (A)  ()  ()  ()  ()
adverb —  — 
participle (PTC)   ()  ()  ()
prepositional phrase (PP) —  () —  ()
genitive (GEN)  ()  ()  ()  ()
possessive (pos)  ()  ()  ()  ()
numeral (num)  ()   () 
demonstrative (dem)  ()  ()  ()  ()
relative clause (rel) —  ()  ()  ()
total  ()  ()  ()  ()

Table . The number of problematic cases

In general, these low numbers do not give cause for concern.71 In the
case of possessives, however, the relatively high number of problematic
cases does seem to be alarming: in both definite and indefinite NPs with
a prenominal possessive, about  of the modifiers does not seem
to be contrastive or otherwise the most salient element of the NP, so
that a postnominal modifier would have been more in line with the
expectations. Two of the problematic cases are () and ():72

() *ς δ1 ��τω νεν�μ<κασι τ� περ� τ��ς ν4μ�υς �A π!ντες -ν&ρωπ�ι, π�λ-
λ��σ< τε κα� -λλ�ισι τεκμηρ<�ισι π!ρεστι στα&μ'σασ&αι, �ν δ1 δ� κα�
τ=0δε/ Δαρε��ς (π� τ�ς "ωυτ�+ �ρ��ς καλ�σας �Ελλ	νων τ��ς παρ-
ε4ντας ε;ρετ� �π� κ4σ=ω Zν +ρ	ματι :�υλ�<ατ� τ��ς πατ�ρας %π�&ν?	-
σκ�ντας κατασιτ�εσ&αι/

I will give this one proof amongmany fromwhich it may be inferred that
all men hold this belief about their customs. During his own reign (lit.
during the of himself reign) Dareios summoned the Greeks who were
with him and asked them for what price they would eat their fathers’
dead bodies. (Hdt. ..–)

71 The number of problematic demonstratives seems unacceptable high (), but is
statistically irrelevant because of the very low number (viz. ) of prenominal demon-
stratives in indefinite NPs. The same holds true, although to a lesser degree, for prenom-
inal relatives in definite NPs ( of the  examples does not conform to the ordering
principles).

72 Other problematic cases can be found at:Hdt. .. τ�ν 9ωυτ�$ συμ"�ρ	ν, ..
τ?6 9ωυτ�$ γυναικ<, .. 9ωυτ�$ συνδ��λη, .. τ�ν 9ωυτ�$ γν'μην, .. α�τ�$
τ� τ�ρματα, .. �μ�τερ�ι δ�$λ�ι, .. τ�$ τ��τ�υ παιδ4ς, .. α�τ�ων τ�ν
με�3ιν, .. δι� τ� 9ωυτ�$ κ!λλ�ς, .. τ��σι 9ωυτ�$ δασμ�"4ρ�ισι, .. �ς τ�
σ"�τερα Aρ! and .. �ς τ��ς σ��ς π�λεμ<�υς.
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() εD γ�ρ πρ4τερ�ν ε_ναι δημ4της, %λλ’ �ν τ=0 παρε4ντι ε_ναι α1τ'ν #ασι-
λε
ς/

For before he was a commonman, but now he was their king (lit. of them
king). (Hdt. ..)

I cannot explain what triggers the preposition of the possessives in
example () and (), or what causes the relatively large number of
non-salient prenominal possessives in general. More data are needed to
answer the question of whether possessives do indeed behave differently
from other modifiers and, if so, in which respect.
In comparison to possessives, prenominal numerals and participles

are less problematic in that they only display a relatively high number of
problematic cases in definite or indefinite NPs. In the case of numerals,
the high number of problematic cases is mainly caused by numerals in
indefinite NPs giving expression to (a length of) time. As discussed in
footnote  of this chapter, a numeral in this kind of NP is frequently
prenominal even if it is not contrastive or salient, nor evident that the NP
will give expression to a measure. Neither the reason for the preposition
of the numeral in these cases (cf. example ), nor the difference with
similar NPs with postnominal numerals (cf. example ) has become
clear to me:
() μετ� δ1 "κκα3δεκα @τεα τ� π!ντα -ρ3ας τελευτxK, τ=0 παιδ� ψ!μμι

παραδ��ς τ�ν %ρ+	ν.

Then he died after a reign of sixteen years, and his son Psammis reigned
in his place. (Hdt. ..)

() τ�ν μ1ν δ� τυ"λ�ν τ�$τ�ν �;+εσ&αι "ε�γ�ντα �ς τ� `λεα, τ�ν δ1
ΑD&<�πα :ασιλε�ειν ΑDγ�πτ�υ (π’ @τεα πεντ$κ�ντα, �ν τ��σι α�τ�ν
τ!δε %π�δ�3ασ&αι.

The blind man fled to the marshes, and the Ethiopian ruled Egypt for
fifty years (lit. for years fifty), during which he distinguished himself for
the following. (Hdt. ..)

Similarly, I have no explanation for the relatively frequent preposition
of non-salient participles, neither for the general phenomenon, nor for
the individual examples. I do not know, for instance, how to explain the
preposition of the participle in example (), for there is no contrast
with other gifts, nor any reason why the promised state of the gifts would
deserve special attention.
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() Xerxes promised that the Persian who would come with the best-
equipped army would receive most precious gifts.

( . . . ) α�τ<κα πKς %ν�ρ �ς τ�ν %ρ+�ν τ�ν 9ωυτ�$ %πελ!σας ε_+ε πρ�&υ-
μ<ην πKσαν �π� τ��σι εDρημ�ν�ισι,&�λωνα�τ�ς `καστ�ς τ� πρ�κε3μενα
δ'ρα λα:ε�ν, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) and immediately every man (of the Persians) rode away to his own
province and used all zeal to fulfil the king’s command, each desiring to
get the promised gifts, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

By way of conclusion, it should be stressed that despite these problematic
cases the overwhelming majority of my data fits perfectly well into the
picture described in the previous sections. In  of the NPs in my
corpus, the most salient element of the NP is expressed first, irrespective
of the type or semantics of the modifier, unless word order rules at the
level of the sentence or the heaviness of the constituent urge otherwise.
This very high percentage seem to be a very strong indication that it is
pragmatics, in combinationwith the heaviness principle, that determines
the position of the modifier in the Ancient Greek NP, not semantics,
nor style. This is not to say, however, that in the remaining  of the
NPs in my corpus, style and (given the fact that some modifiers tend
to be more problematic that others) perhaps even semantics may not
influence their position.However, due to the lownumber of and variation
in the problematic cases I have not been able to find out what exactly
determines the position of the modifier in these examples.
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WORD ORDER IN MULTIPLE-MODIFIER NPS

.. Introduction: an overview of the
literature on the order of modifiers

Regarding the ordering of the constituents in multiple-modifier NPs, the
grammars only observe that everything is possible. Smyth (: ),
for instance, describes the various possibilities in the following way:
() Two ormore attributives of a substantive are variously placed: () εDς τ�ς

-λλας @Αρκαδικ�ς π4λεις to the other Arcadian cities X. H. ... () τ�
�ν @Αρκαδ<xα τ� τ�$Δι�ς τ�$Λυκα<�υ Aερ4ν the sanctuary of LyceanZeus
in ArcadiaP.R.d. () �ς τ�ν �π� τ=0 στ4ματι τ�$ λιμ�ν�ς στεν�$ bντ�ς
τ�ν `τερ�ν π�ργ�ν to the other tower at the mouth of the harbour which
was narrowT. .. () �ν τ?6 �Dκ<xα τ?6tαρμ<δ�υ τ?6 παρ� τ� @lλυμπιε��ν
in the house of Charmides by the OlympieionAnd. .. ()%π� τ0ν �ν τ?6
@Ασ<xα π4λεων �Ελλην<δων from the Greek cities in Asia X. H. ... ()
πρ�ς τ�ν �κ τ6ς Σικελ<ας τ0ν @Α&ηνα<ων μεγ!λην κακ�πραγ<αν with
regard to the great failure of the Athenians in Sicily T. .. () τ� τε�+�ς τ�
μακρ�ν τ� ν4τι�ν the long southern wall And. ..

The other grammars describe, in similar terms, how the modifiers can
all precede or follow the noun, or partially precede and partially follow
the noun, and that each of them can or cannot be preceded by an article
(cf. Gildersleeve : ff., Goodwin : , Kühner-Gerth :
I –). Regardless of how true these observations may be, they
immediately raise the question of what determines the various possible
arrangements. This question, however, has never been dealt with.
The order of multiple modifiers has received very little attention, not

only regarding Ancient Greek, but also regarding other (Indo-European)
languages. And if grammars discuss this topic, they discuss how the var-
ious modifiers are ordered, not why (cf. Quirk et al. , Haeseryn et al.
 and Biber et al. ). This lack of attention may be a consequence
of the fact that in most Indo-European languages the order of multiple
modifiers is rather fixed. Fixed orderings evoke perhaps less need for
understanding of the principles behind the ordering than flexible ones.
This idea is supported by the fact that there is discussion on that aspect of
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word order in which most Indo-European languages do allow variation,
viz. the order of multiple adjectives.
In most publications that discuss adjective order, the semantics of the

adjectives is presented as the main factor determining their ordering,
although phonological and pragmatic factors (like euphony, idiomacy
and emphasis) are generally thought to have some influence as well.1
The publications do not agree, however, on the nature of the semantic
factor that is responsible for the order of the adjectives.2 Biber et al.
() argue that (English) adjectives expressing inherent features have
to stand closer to the noun than those expressing non-inherent features
(e.g. a new red ball). Martin (), Posner () and Sproat and Shih
(), on the other hand, assume that the crucial factor for adjective
ordering is their (in)dependence on comparison (i.e. the degree in which
recognition of the feature asks for comparison with other objects).3They
argue that the less dependent on comparison, the nearer the adjective is
placed to the noun. Hetzron () and Risselada (), in their turn,
suppose that the subjectivity/objectivity of the adjectives controls their
position: the more objective the quality expressed by the adjective (i.e.
the more a matter of recognition instead of opinion), the closer to the
noun it has to be expressed (e.g. a nice green shirt, *a green nice shirt).
Wulff (), finally, concludes on the basis of a statistical corpus analysis
that various factors affect adjective ordering, of which (in)dependence
on comparison, affective load4 and the subjectivity/objectivity of the
adjective are most influential.

1 For the influence of these other factors on the order of adjectives, seeDe Jong (),
Hetzron (: –), Risselada (: ) andWulff (: – and –).

2 In some publications, the semantic factor on which the classification is based is
left implicit. Dixon (), for instance, sets up a detailed classification of adjectives,
but does not discuss the principle behind this classification. Fries () is also not very
explicit on the semantic factor that determines the order of adjectives in his corpus. In his
conclusion, he states that the closer the adjective stands to the noun, the closer inmeaning
it is to the noun, but what is meant by being closer in meaning remains undiscussed.

3 The difference between adjectives that are and those that are not dependent on
comparison can be illustrated by the following examples. The identification of a red bag
in a set of bags need not be preceded by a comparison of the colours of the various bags.
Perceiving the red bag alone suffices. A heavy bag, by contrast, can only be selected out of
a set of bags by comparing the weight of the various bags. Therefore, Martin and Posner
name red independent from comparison, and heavy dependent. Sproat and Shih (),
by contrast, describe the same difference in terms of ‘apparentness’: an adjective like red
is more and an adjective like heavy is less apparent.

4 The affective load of the adjective is understood to be the (possible) positive or
negative connotation of the adjective (possible in that the adjective can also be neutral
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Whether these various semantic factors are or are not responsible for
the ordering of adjectives in one or more languages, it is evident that
most of them cannot determine the order of NP modifiers in general,
simply because they are not applicable to all types of modifier. It is, for
instance, difficult to speak of the subjectivity/objectivity, (in)dependence
on comparison or affective load of genitives, prepositional phrases and
numerals. The only semantic criterion mentioned above that may influ-
ence the position of all types of modifiers is the inherence of the fea-
ture they express. Although Rijkhoff () himself does not present it
as such, one might say that the various categories he distinguishes in his
NP model differ exactly in this respect.
As described in detail in Chapter , section .., Rijkhoff distin-

guishes five types of modifiers,5 which are centripetally ordered around
the noun (cf. example  below).6 Classifying modifiers, which specify
which kind of entity the head noun refers to (e.g. a corporate lawyer),
stand as close as possible to the noun. Qualifying modifiers, which spec-
ify inherent features of the referent (e.g. colour, size, age), are placed at
greater distance from the noun. The next layer is the appropriate posi-
tion for modifiers indicating quantity, like numerals. Localising modi-
fiers, subsequently, which give information on the location of the refer-
ent (spatial location, location in time or possession) are placed in the final
descriptive layer. Discourse modifiers, finally, which give information on
the referential status of the referent, are placed at the utmost left or right
position:7

as to the affective load). Fantastic, for instance, has a positive load, whereas painful has a
negative connotation. On the basis of the statistic analysis of her data, Wulff (: )
concludes that positively loaded adjectives marginally significantly more often precede
negatively loaded adjectives than vice versa.

5 By setting up an ordering of five types of modifiers rather than an ordering of
adjectives, numerals, genitives, demonstratives, etc. themselves, Rijkhoff obviates the
problem that the same modifier can fulfil several functions and that the same function
can be fulfilled by various modifiers. Adjectives, for instance, are typically qualifying
modifiers expressing an inherent feature of the referent. Nevertheless, they may be used
to indicate frequency (e.g. his frequent/weekly/annual visits) or time (e.g. the future king,
my previous job), in which cases they should be analysed as quantifying and localising
modifiers respectively (examples were taken from Keizer ). On the other hand,
quality—typically expressed by an adjective—may also be expressed by a relative clause,
which typically expresses locality (e.g. he gave her a ring that was actually rather cheap).

6 A detailed overview of the five types of modifiers distinguished by Rijkhoff can be
found in Chapter , section ...

7 Rijkhoff repeatedly emphasises, however, that this universally preferred order of
modifiers only applies to ‘simple’ modifiers. The position of embedded modifiers, i.e.
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() [discourse [locality [quantity [quality [kind [N] kind] quality] quantity] locality] discourse]8

Despite major differences in the scope of the research, the methodol-
ogy used and the exact conclusion arrived at, Rijkhoff and the above-
mentioned studies on adjective ordering both assume that the position
of NP modifiers depends on their semantics. Seiler ( and ), on
the other hand, attempts a different approach. In his view, it is not the
meaning, but rather the function of the modifier that is decisive for its
position.9 On the basis of his study of the position of prenominal modi-
fiers in German, he concludes that NPs are ordered from more referenz-
festlegende modifiers on the left to more inhaltfestlegende modifiers on
the right. Whereas adjectives are expressed close to the noun because
they characterise the referent, demonstratives are placed at the other end
of the continuum, as theirmain function is to specify the reference. Seiler
illustrates the influence of the function of the modifier on its position by
the following two examples:

modifiers which contain a noun themselves, is harder to predict because of competing
motivations (see Chapter , section ..). However, even though the complexity of the
modifier may have some influence on its position, it is still the semantic type of the
modifier that is—on the whole—most influential in Rijkhoff ’s NP model.

8 It should be remembered that Rijkhoff ’s NPmodel is a semantic and not a syntactic
model of the NP. Nevertheless, it has some predictive value for the internal syntax of
the NP because of the principle of scope that says the semantic distance of the modifier
in relation to the head noun is iconically reflected in the actual linguistic expression.
Rijkhoff ’s two other principles that may influence the position of the modifiers in the
actual linguistic expression (i.e. the principle of head proximity and the principle of domain
integrity) are discussed in Chapter , section ...

9 For a very similar approach, see Fugier and Corbin () and Fugier ().
According to Fugier and Corbin, Latin modifiers have to be divided in identifying
(‘déterminatives’) and qualifying modifiers (‘qualificatives’). While the former help to
identify the referent by specifying the reference (e.g. populus Romanus [as opposed to
populus Albanus]), the latter attribute a quality to the head of the NP (e.g. hortus pulcher).
This difference in function is reflected in some syntactic differences, for instance the fact
that identifying modifiers are expressed in the periphery of the noun, while qualifying
modifiers may be expressed at greater distance from the noun (cf. gentes Africae vagae
and populus Romanus imperiosus). Although Devine and Stephens (: ) provide a
semantic motivation for the ordering of Latin adjectives (viz. that extensional, subjective
and narrowly applicable adjectives are farther from the noun than intensional, objective
and more broadly applicable adjectives), their view is eventually very similar to that of
Fugier andCorbin; forDevine and Stephens explain their semanticmotivation by arguing
that it is simply more natural for a speaker to identify the set of entities he is talking
about first and then to evaluate these entities. Risselada (: –) offers some
counterexamples to the view that qualifying or evaluating modifiers are placed farther
from the noun than identifying modifiers.
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(a) die drei heiligen Könige ‘the three holy kings’

(b) die heiligen drei Könige ‘the (three) Magi’ (i.e. the three wise men from
the East)

Regarding these examples, Seiler (:  en : ) observes that
(a) is the usual order of themodifiers article, numeral and adjective.The
NP refers to some arbitrary kings, whose number happens to be three. In
(b), by contrast, the number is characteristic for the kings in question.
As a consequence, the numeral is expressed at closer distance to the noun.
However, in Seiler’s schematic overview of prenominal modifiers in

German, the idea that the function of the modifier is decisive for its
position seems to have been discarded, as the modifiers are ordered on
the basis of their semantics:

N

reinforc. quant. demonstr. art anaph. num. affective eval. color mat
adv. pron + partic. adj. adj. adj. adj.

poss.

→ referent characterisation (‘inhalfestlegend’)
← reference specification (‘referenzfestlegend’)

Figure . Seiler’s schematic overview of prenominal modifiers

Although his examples on the three kings showed that there is no one-
to-one relation between the form of the modifier and its function (in the
(a)-example the adjective and in the (b)-example the numeral was more
‘inhaltsfestlegend’), Seiler places the various modifiers at a fixed position
in the NP on the basis of their meaning instead of their function in a
particular context. Even though the position can be defended that some
modifiers are by nature more suitable for characterising the referent or
specifying the reference, this scheme undoes the whole argument on the
importance of the function of the modifier.
Although the basic assumptions of Rijkhoff ’s semanticNPmodel seem

more promising than those of Seiler’s continuum of more inhalts- to
more referenzfestlegendemodifiers,10 there are also several shortcomings
attached to Rijkhoff ’s approach. These will be discussed in the next
section on the basis of my Greek data.

10 I will argue in Chapter , however, that the difference between Inhaltfestlegende and
referenzfestlegendemodifiers, although it does not influence the position of the modifiers
in the Ancient Greek NP, does affect their articulation.
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..Word order in multiple-modifier NPs

This section discusses word order in the Greek NP with multiple mod-
ifiers, irrespective of their form (adjectival, participial, genitival, etc.),
number and the presence or absence of the article before the noun and
before the various modifiers.11 But before switching to word order in
multiple-modifier NPs in Greek, I will first (in section ..) discuss two
general problematic aspects of Rijkhoff ’s model, which I encountered
while analysing my data. Having discussed these two shortcomings of
Rijkhoff ’s model, I will turn to the order of the modifiers in Greek. For
the sake of presentation, the description of the data has been divided into
three subsections: word order in NPs with multiple prenominal mod-
ifiers (...), NPs with multiple postnominal modifiers (...) and
NPs with pre- and postnominal modifiers (...). In all these subsec-
tions, I will argue that in Ancient Greek word order in multiple-modifier
NPs is not determined by the semantics or function of the modifiers, as
Rijkhoff () claims, but—like in single-modifierNPs—by the saliency
of the various constituents.

... Two criticisms of Rijkhoff ’s NP model

If one uses Rijkhoff ’s NP model to analyse the NPs in some corpus, it
soon turns out to be a bit oversimplified. Although models by definition
simplify the actual practice, they should not bend it. In two respects,
however, Rijkhoff ’s NP model is such a simplification, that it is, in my
view, questionable whether it is still an adequate model of the noun
phrase.
The first problem concerns the division of modifiers into the five

categories classifying, qualifying, quantifying, localising and discourse
modifiers. However clear and well-defined this division might seem, it is
in practice often hard, if not impossible, to class each modifier under its
proper category.12 Genitives and relative clauses turn out to be especially
problematic. Examples ()–() present four of the many problematic
genitives:

11 This section, however, does not discussword order inNPswith an overt coordinator.
These will be discussed separately in section ..

12 The classificational problems are not confined to the Greek language, as appears
from Keizer’s (: –) English examples of modifiers that cannot be classified
under one of Rijkhoff ’s categories. She seems a bit too critical, however, when she
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() πρ�ν δ1 τ�ς 9δ�+ τ! π�μπτ�ν μ�ρ�ς διεληλυ&�ναι τ�ν στρατι	ν, ( . . . ).

But before his army had accomplished the fifth part of their journey (lit.
of the journey the fifth part), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() μα+�μ�νων δ� σ"εων �π� +ρ4ν�ν τ�λ�ς τ�ι�νδε �γ�νετ� τ�ς μ��ης.

They fought for a long time and the end of the battle was as I will now
tell (lit. there was end such of the battle). (Hdt. ..)

() κατ� μ1ν δ� τ5ν Κρ�3σ�υ τε �ρ�5ν κα� BΙων3ης τ5ν πρ4την κατα-
στρ��5ν 2σ+ε ��τω.

Such are the facts about Kroisos’ rule (lit. the of Kroisos rule), and the
first overthrow of Ionia (lit. of Ionia the first overthrow). (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ), �1δεμ3αν Nμ�ων 2+ω (λπ3δα μ� �� δ'σειν �μ�ας δ<κην :ασιλ�ϊ
τ6ς %π�στ!σι�ς.

( . . . ), I have no hope for you (lit. no for you hope) that you won’t pay the
penalty to the king for your rebellion. (Hdt. ..)

None of the highlighted genitives in examples ()–() can successfully
be classified under one of Rijkhoff ’s categories, as they do not give
information on the kind, quality, quantity or location of the referent, nor
on its discourse status. The general characteristic of these five genitives
is that they express an obligatory addition to the noun. In examples ()
and (), the nouns need a complement that indicates of what the soldiers
accomplished a part and of what the end was as Herodotus will tell.13The
genitives τ6ς �δ�$ and τ6ς μ!+ηςprovide this complement.Thegenitives
in examples () and (), on the other hand, are obligatory in that they give
expression to an argument of the derivational noun.14The genitives in ()
express the subject and object of (the SoA which is expressed by) their
nouns, whereas the genitive in example () expresses the beneficiary of
the �λπ<δα. To do justice to the existence of complements and arguments,

criticises Rijkhoff that adjectives need not be qualifying, but can also be quantifying (e.g.
his frequent/regular/weekly/annual visits) and localising (e.g. my previous job, a recent
proposal, the future king) (Keizer : ). Although Rijkhoff assumes adjectives are
basically qualifying modifiers, he repeatedly stresses that there is no one-to-one relation
between form and function, so that one type of modifier can have various functions and
one function can be expressed by variousmodifiers (see, for instance, Rijkhoff : ).

13 Nouns like μ�ρ�ς and τ�λ�ς are generally called relational nouns, because their
referent always stands in a certain relationship to another object.

14 A derivational noun is a noun that is derived from a verb (e.g. the observation from
the verb to observe). In the traditional Greek and Latin grammars, the genitives that
give expression to the subject or object of a derivational noun are called subjective and
objective genitives.
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Rijkhoff ’s NP model should be extended with an additional layer, placed
in between the noun and the classifying modifiers, as the semantic bond
between nouns and their complements or arguments is even closer than
that between nouns and classifying modifiers.15
Although the addition of an additional layer for arguments may solve

most of the problems with genitives,16 this solution is not helpful for the
classification of relative clauses. According to Rijkhoff, relative clauses
are typically localising modifiers, as their basic function is locating the
referent in time. Whether this is indeed the basic function of relative
clauses can be doubted by the fact that the majority of the relative clauses
inmy corpus contains a generic present, which—by its very nature—does
not locate the referent at a specific point in time:

() �νδεδ�κασι δ1 κι�'νας λιν��υς περ� τ� σκ�λεα �υσανωτ�
ς, τ�Jς
καλ��υσι καλασ3ρις,

They wear linen tunics with fringes hanging about the legs, which they
call ‘kalasiris’ (lit. tunics linen about the legs with fringes, which they
name kalasiris). (Hdt. ..)

() Δαρε��ς δ1 �ν&ε$τεν �ρμη&ε�ς %π<κετ� (π’ �λλ�ν π�ταμ!ν τA' �Sν�μα
BΑρτησκ�ς (στι, Xς δι� BHδρυσ�ων :�ει.

From there, Dareios set out and came to another river called Arteskos,
which flows through the country of the Odrysae (lit. to other river to
which as a name Arteskos is, which through of Odrysae flows).

(Hdt. .)17

But even if the relative clause contains a verb that does locate the SoA at
a specific point in time, it is difficult to maintain that the relative clause
serves to locate the referent at this point. It is highly unlikely, for instance,
that the function of the relative clauses in () and () is to place the
child and woman in question in the past:

15 For arguments in the term structure in FG, seeMackenzie ( en ) andKeizer
(). Keizer criticises Rijkhoff (among other things) for not acknowledging arguments
at the term level, but does not put forward suggestions for the position of these arguments
in Rijkhoff ’s NPmodel. Incidentally, it should be noted that Rijkhoff (: ) explicitly
indicates that his model is only concerned with NPs referring to entities and that NPs
referring to SoA’s (i.e. the observation) and propositions (i.e. the idea) are left out of
consideration. This does not alter the fact that a proper model of the NP should also
accommodate arguments and complements.

16 It is important to note that whereas Greek tends to express arguments of the noun
in the genitive case, other languages may choose other solutions. In English, for example,
the argument in example () is expressed by a prepositional phrase (‘for you’).

17 For the analysis of ‘name’ as an adjunct rather than the subject of the relative clause,
see Chapter , section ...
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() +ρ4ν�υ δ1 περιι4ντ�ς �3εγ�νετ4 �A πα�ς 2σ���ων�ς κα� τραυλ�ς, τA'
�Sν�μα (τ��η Β�ττ�ς, Yς Θηρα��3 τε κα� Κυρηνα��ι λ�γ�υσι, Yς
μ�ντ�ι (γM δ�κ�ω, �λλ� τι,

In time, a son of weak and stammering speech was born to him, to
whom he gave the name Battos, as the Theraeans and Cyrenaeans
say; but in my opinion the boy was given some other name (lit. son
weak-voiced and stammering, to whom was as a name given Battos, as
Theraeans and Cyrenaeans say, but as I believe, other some).

(Hdt. ..)

() τ�ς μητ�ρας �3ελ4ντες γυνα�κα `καστ�ς μ3αν πρ�σε3αιρ�ετ� τ5ν
(#�
λετ� �κ τ0ν 9ωυτ�$ �Dκ<ων, τ�ς δ1 λ�ιπ�ς Wπ!σας συναγαγ4ντες
%π�πνι3αν/

Sending away all the mothers, each chose one woman, whomever he
liked (lit. woman one whom he wanted) of his domestics; as for the rest,
they gathered them together and strangled them. (Hdt. ..)

Keizer’s (: ) view that a relative clause serves to relate the refer-
ent of the head noun to some state of affairs seems much more attractive
to me, but presents the problem that relative clauses no longer fit into
Rijkhoff ’s NPmodel, as ‘relating the referent to some state of affairs’ can-
not be subsumed under a semantic category like ‘qualifying’ or ‘localis-
ing’.
Besides revealing classificational problems with the genitives and rel-

ative clauses, the analysis of my data shows that Rijkhoff ’s NP model
draws too sharp a distinction between descriptive and discourse modi-
fiers. According to Rijkhoff, descriptivemodifiers describe the properties
of the entity referred to and discourse modifiers are concerned with the
referent as a discourse entity. In my corpus, however, there are count-
less examples of modifiers that give both descriptive information and
information on the discourse status of the referent.Thesemodifiers com-
bine a descriptive and discourse function by clarifying which referent
is referred to by describing a property of the referent. Examples ()–
() provide some examples of these ‘combining modifiers’ in multiple-
modifier NPs:

() �κ τ��των δ1 τ0ν λ<&ων 2"ασαν τ�ν πυραμ<δα �Dκ�δ�μη&6ναι τ�ν �ν
μ�σ=ω τ0ν τρι0ν 9στηκυ�αν, @μπρ�σ�ε τ�ς μεγ�λης πυραμ3δ�ς, τ�ς
(στι τ! κ'λ�ν [καστ�ν <λ�υ κα� Eμ3σε�ς πλ��ρ�υ.

And of these stones they said the pyramid was built that stands midmost
of the three, over against the great pyramid, of which each side mea-
sures one and a half plethron (lit. before the great pyramid, of which is
the side every one and half plethron). (Hdt. ..)
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() ( . . . ) παρ’ ΑDγυπτ<�ισι δ1 Π�ν μ1ν %ρ+αι4τατ�ς κα� τ'ν LκτM τ'ν
πρ4των λεγ�μ�νων �ε'ν, �Ηρακλ�ης δ1 τ0ν δευτ�ρων τ0ν δυ'δεκα
λεγ�μ�νων ε_ναι, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) but in Egypt, Pan is the most ancient of these and is one of the
eight gods who are said to be the earliest of all (lit. of the eight the first
said gods); Herakles belongs to the second dynasty (that of the so-called
twelve gods), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() � δ1 ναυτικ�ς στρατ�ς � Περσ�ων ( . . . ) τ=0 δευτ�ρ=ω 2τεϊ *ς %ν�πλωσε,
αAρ�ει ε�πετ�ως τ�ς ν	σ�υς τ�ς πρ�ς τ?6 \πε<ρ=ω κειμ�νας, t<�ν κα�
Λ�σ:�ν κα� Τ�νεδ�ν. ( . . . ) α]ρε�ν δ1 κα� τ�ς (ν τC� Oπε3ρAω π�λις τ�ς
BΙ�δας κατ� τα�τ!, ( . . . ).

The Persian fleet ( . . . ) putting out to sea in the next year easily subdued
the islands that lie off the mainland, Chios and Lesbos and Tenedos.
( . . . ) They also captured the Ionian cities of the mainland (lit. the on
the mainland cities the Ionian) in the same way ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..–)

In example (), the adjective μεγ!λης ‘big’ is not only descriptive in that
it gives qualifying information on the referent of the noun (the pyramid),
but also has a discourse function. By attributing a quality to the noun, the
adjective indicates to which of the pyramids the NP refers. Likewise, the
numeral Xκτ' ‘eight’ in example () is both a quantifying and discourse
modifier: it attributes a quantifying property to the noun and thereby
indicateswhich of the gods ismeant.Theprepositional phrase in example
(), finally, is both a localising and discourse modifier: by describing
their spatial location it contrasts the cities on the mainland with those on
the islands.
Of course, Rijkhoff does not deny that descriptive modifiers may dis-

tinguish two entities. But instead of attributing to themboth a descriptive
and a discourse function, he chooses to classify them under the localis-
ing modifiers. At least, that may be inferred from a footnote in which
he states that contrastive adjectives that serve to identify the referent are
localising modifiers. In Rijkhoff ’s view, red in the example ‘no, I want
the red apple’ should be analysed as a localising modifier (Rijkhoff :
).18 In my view, however, this analysis of contrastive modifiers that
serve to identify the referent is incorrect, as these modifiers do not give
information on the location of the referent in the world of discourse. Red
in Rijkhoff ’s example ‘no, I want the red apple’ does not say anything
about the location of this referent (e.g. whether it is on the fruit bowl

18 Although this footnote opens with ‘recall that . . . ’, I have not found any previous
discussion of this topic.
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on the table, or in a bag in the kitchen), but gives expression to a quality
(the colour) of the referent, by which it can be distinguished from other
similar entities. Instead of classifying modifiers like red under the local-
ising modifiers, it is much more likely that these modifiers have both a
descriptive and a discourse function.
In addition to ‘purely’ descriptive modifiers, which attribute a feature

to the referent of the (head)N (as themodifiers printed in italics in exam-
ple  and ) and ‘pure’ discourse modifiers, which are concerned with
the referential aspect of the NP without giving descriptive information
(as the modifiers printed in italics in examples  and ), an adequate
NP model should thus also accommodate modifiers that have both a
descriptive and a discourse function (as in examples – above).19

() ( . . . ) �πε� κα� JΑμηστριν τ�ν e�ρ3εω γυνα�κα πυν&!ν�μαι γηρ!σασαν
δ�ς �πτ� Περσ�ων πα�δας, (�ντων (πι�αν�ων �νδρ'ν, �π1ρ 9ωυτ6ς
τ=0 �π� γ6ν λεγ�μ�ν=ω ε_ναι &ε=0 %ντι+αρ<Nεσ&αι κατ�ρ�σσ�υσαν.

( . . . ) I have learned by inquiry that when Xerxes’ wife Amestris reached
old age, she buried twice seven sons of notable Persians (lit. seven of
Persians sons, being notable men) as an offering on her own behalf to
the fabled god beneath the earth. (Hdt. ..)

() �ν δ1 τ��τ=ω τ! τε αDπ4λια κα� τ�ς π�<μνας κα� τ� #�υκ�λια � Κ$ρ�ς
π�ντα τ�� πατρ
ς συναλ<σας �ς τyυτ� 2&υε κα� παρεσκε�αNε *ς
δε34μεν�ς τ�ν Περσ�ων στρατ4ν, ( . . . ).

Meanwhile, collecting all his father’s goats and sheep (lit. the goats
and sheeps all of the father) and oxen in one place, he slaughtered and
prepared them as a feast for the Persian host, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() τα$τα δ1 π�ι	σαντες τ! �λλ� σ'μα τ�+ #�!ς πιμπλKσι -ρτων κα&α-
ρ0ν κα� μ�λιτ�ς κα� %στα"<δ�ς κα� σ�κων κα� λι:ανωτ�$ κα� σμ�ρνης
κα� τ0ν -λλων &υωμ!των, ( . . . ).

Having done this, they fillwhat remains of the carcass (lit. the other body
of the cow)with pure bread, honey, raisins, figs, frankincense,myrrh, and
other kinds of incense, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() τρ<τ�ν δ1 εDρ'τα τ�μ�ρ�ν/ εDπ4ντωνδ1 τ6ςπ�ι	σι�ς π�ρι κα� %λε<ψι�ς,
τ!ν α�τ
ν λ�γ�ν τ!ν κα� περ� τ�+ ε=ματ�ς ε/πε.

Thirdly he inquired about the incense; and when they described making
and applying it, he made the same reply as about the cloak (lit. the same
story which he also about the cloack said). (Hdt. ..)

19 In Chapter , it will be argued that purely descriptive modifiers are non-articular
in Ancient Greek, whereas modifiers that (also) have a discourse function are always
preceded by an article.
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Although the former two categories (i.e. purely descriptive or pure
discourse modifiers) fit perfectly well into Rijkhoff ’s NP model, the
accommodation of the combined descriptive-discourse modifiers is less
straightforward.20 It becomes clear how serious this omission is when
one realises how common the use of the descriptive-discourse modifiers
is. About  of the modifiers in multiple-modifier NPs in my corpus
combines a descriptive and a discourse function.
In conclusion, my data reveal two general shortcomings of Rijkhoff ’s

NP model. In the first place, it is too restrictive in that not all modi-
fiers can be classified as classifying, qualifying, quantifying, localising or
discourse modifiers. This problem can be solved partially by extending
the NP model with an additional layer for arguments, in between the
noun and qualifying modifiers. This extension, however, offers no solu-
tion for relative clauses, whose basic function is not to locate the referent
in time, but to relate the noun to another SoA. The second shortcoming
of Rijkhoff ’s model is that it does not regard the fact that modifiers, apart
from being either a descriptivemodifier or a discourse one,may combine
a descriptive and a discourse function.21

...Word order in Greek multiple-modifier NPs

Although I encountered the two problematic aspects of Rijkhoff ’s NP
model discussed in the previous section on the basis of my Greek data,
Rijkhoff ’s model will cause similar problems for the classification of
modifiers in other languages. More specific for Greek is the problem that
the semantic structure of the NP is very frequently not reflected in the
actual linguistic expression. Formulated differently, the semantics of the
modifiers is not the factor that is decisive for the order of the constituents

20 The easiest solution would be to represent the modifier at both the discourse and
the proper descriptive level (in such a way that it is not expressed twice in the actual
expression). Another possible solution could be to represent the descriptive information
at the proper descriptive level and to add a new kind of discourse operator to indicate that
the intended referent is contrasted with other available referents. Whichever solution is
taken to represent these modifiers, the problem that the position of the modifiers within
the actual linguistic expression cannot be accounted for on the basis of the principle of
scope—because of its double function—remains unsolved.

21 A third problem that is not related to the NP model an sich, but to Rijkhoff ’s
ordering principles is that they have no predictive value with respect to the order of two
or more modifiers that belong to the same semantic level. The order of two qualifying
adjectives in an example like ‘a beautiful red car’, for instance, cannot be accounted for by
Rijkhoff ’s principles.
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in the noun phrase in Greek, as would have been expected on the basis
of Rijkhoff ’s principle of scope (see Chapter , section ..). Examples
()–() provide four of the many counterexamples:22

() τ� δ1 Βα:υλ'νι�ν τ!λαντ�ν δ�ναται Ε1#�\δας "#δ�μ$κ�ντα μν�ας.

The Babylonian talent is equal to seventy Euboic minae (lit. Euboic
seventy minae). (Hdt. ..)

() %π� δ1 τ6ς δια:!σι�ς τ�$ �Ελλησπ4ντ�υ, 2ν&εν π�ρε�εσ&αι ^ρ3αντ�
�A :!ρ:αρ�ι, `να α�τ�$ διατρ<ψαντες μ6να �ν τ=0 δι�:αιν�ν �ς τ�ν
Ε�ρ'πην, (ν τρισ� "τ�ρ�ισι μησ� �γ�ν�ντ� �ν τ?6 @Αττικ?6, ( . . . ).

Since the crossing of the Hellespont, where the barbarians began their
journey, they had spent one month there crossing into Europe and in
three more months were in Attika, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() Γ�γης ( . . . ) %π�πεμψε %να&	ματα �ς Δελ"��ς ��κ Xλ<γα, %λλ’ Iσα
μ1ν %ργ�ρ�υ %να&	ματα, 2στι �A πλε�στα �ν Δελ"��σι, π!ρε3 δ1 τ�$
%ργ�ρ�υ +ρυσ�ν -πλετ�ν %ν�&ηκε -λλ�ν τε κα� τ�$ μ!λιστα μν	μην
-3ι�ν 2+ειν �στ<, κρητ�ρ�ς �A �ρι�μ!ν ]6 �ρ
σε�ι %νακ�αται.

Gyges ( . . . ) sent many offerings to Delphi: most of the silver offerings in
Delphi came from him; and besides the silver, he dedicated a hoard of
gold, among which six golden bowls (lit. bowls in number six golden)
are the offerings especially worthy of mention. (Hdt. ..)

() �Yτ�ι �A eεμμ�ται λ�γ�υσι τ�ν Περσ�α π�λλ!κις μ1ν %ν� τ�ν γ6ν
"α<νεσ&αι σ"<σι,π�λλ!κις δ1 2σω τ�$ Aρ�$, σανδ�λι�ν τεα1τ�+πε��-
ρημ�ν�ν ε�ρ<σκεσ&αι, (!ν τ! μ�γα��ς δ3πη�υ, τ� �πε�ν "αν?6, ε�&ε-
ν�ειν .πασαν Α;γυπτ�ν.

The people of this Khemmis say that Perseus is seen often up and down
this land, and often within the temple, and that a worn out sandal of his,
which is two cubits long (lit. a sandal of himworn out, beingwith respect
to length two cubits), keeps turning up, and that when it does turn up,
all Egypt prospers. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the qualifying modifier Ε�:�<δας ‘Euboic’ is expressed
before, instead of after, the quantifying modifier 9:δ�μ	κ�ντα ‘seventy’.
Example (), on the other hand, disobeys Rijkhoff ’s rules in that the dis-
coursemodifier 9τ�ρ�ισι ‘other’ is placed in between a quantifyingmodi-

22 Because of the classificational problems with modifiers in definite NPs (which—as
discussed in the previous section—often combine a descriptive and discourse function),
I only provide examples of indefinite NPs with modifiers that can be classified unequivo-
cally. Furthermore, I have checked carefully whether the ‘improper’ position of the mod-
ifier can be explained by the influence of one of Rijkhoff ’s other ordering principles. For a
description of these principles and their interaction with the principle of scope, see Chap-
ter , section ...
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fier and the noun rather than at the utmost left or right position. Example
() is the mirror image of example (): the quantifying modifier (`3)
stands closer to the noun than the qualifying one (+ρ�σε�ι). Example
(), finally, is ‘incorrect’ in that the localising modifier α�τ�$ ‘of him’
is placed between the noun and the qualifying modifiers πε"�ρημ�ν�ν
‘worn out’ and δ<πη+υ ‘two cubits long’.23
In the first two examples, the violations of Rijkhoff ’s rules might be

explained by assuming that the basic semantic orderingmay be broken if
one of the modifiers is somehow pragmatically marked. In example (),
for instance, the Babylonian currency unit is converted into the Euboic
one. The contrastive value of the qualifying modifier Ε�:�zδας ‘Euboic’
probably allows this modifier to be expressed before the quantifying
modifier 9:δ�μ	κ�ντα ‘seventy’. In the sameway, the utmost left position
of the quantifying modifier in example () might be explained by its
contrastive value.These examples give the impression that AncientGreek
is one of the languages that allow emphasised modifiers to occur in
a special, in this case NP-initial, position.24 However, the ‘improper’
position of the quantifying modifier in () and the localising modifier
in () cannot be explained by a special pragmatic marking of these
modifiers.
But although pragmatics cannot explain the ‘improper’ position of the

modifiers in examples () and (), it may explain the order of the con-
stituents in the NP as a whole. As in single-modifier NPs, the position of
a constituent in amultiple-modifierNP depends on its saliency: themore
salient the information, the further to the left it has to be expressed. In the
enumeration of Gyges’ gifts in example (), for instance, the noun κρη-
τ6ρες (‘bowls’) is obviously the most salient element of the NP and for
this reason it is the first element of the NP. After the noun, there are two
elements left: a numeral `3 and an adjective +ρ�σε�ι. While Rijkhoff ’s
semantic analysis cannot account for the position of the adjective after
the numeral, this ordering can be accounted for if we assume that more
salient information has to be expressed first: because the adjective pro-
vides redundant information (Herodotus already informed us that Gyges
dedicated +ρυσ�ν -πλετ�ν ‘a hoard of gold’) it is posed after the more
informative numeral. Likewise, the position of the localising modifier in

23 For my view on participle phrases with a participle of εDμ<, see Chapter , section
....

24 For the so-called principle of pragmatic highlighting, see Rijkhoff (: –)
and S. Dik (: ).
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() just after the noun can be explained if we assume it is more informa-
tive for the addressee that the Chemmitae found a sandal that belonged
to Perseus than that this sandal was worn out and two cubits long.
The pragmatic principle that the more salient the information, the

earlier it has to be expressed does not only account for the ordering of the
constituents in theNPs that contradict Rijkhoff ’s NPmodel, butmay also
explain the ordering of those NPs that do agree with Rijkhoff ’s ordering
principles, as can been seen in examples () and ():
() ( . . . ), �πειδ� �] τε @Α&ηνα��ι %π<κ�ντ� ε;κ�σι νηυσ<, .μα %γ4μεν�ι

BΕρετρι�ων π�ντε τρι$ρεας, ( . . . ).

( . . . ), when the Athenians arrived with twenty ships, taking with them
five triremes of the Eretrians (lit. of Eretrians five triremes) as well, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() Δι�ν�σι�ς δ1 � Φωκαιε�ς �πε<τε 2μα&ε τ0ν @Ι'νων τ� πρ	γματα διε-
"&αρμ�να, ν�ας 9λHν τρε�ς τ'ν π�λεμ3ων %π�πλεε ( . . . ).

As for Dionysios the Phocaean, when he saw that the Ionian cause was
lost, he sailed away having captured three enemy ships (lit. ships three
of the enemies) ( . . . ). (Hdt. .)

In example (), Herodotus narrates that Aristagoras plans an expedition
against Sardis as soon as the Athenians arrive with twenty ships ‘taking
with them five ships of the Eretrians’. Rijkhoff would explain the position
of the genitive @Ερετρι�ων before the numeral π�ντε by arguing that
localisingmodifiers have to be placed at a greater distance from the noun
than quantifying ones.25 However, the utmost left position of the genitive
can also be explained by its saliency, as it is rather unexpected that the
Athenians bring five ships of the Eretrians in addition to their own ships.
In example (), on the other hand, in which we are told that Dionysios
captured ν�ας τρε�ς τ0ν π�λεμ<ων, the localising modifier is expressed
at the final position of the NP.This position is not only the right place for
localising modifiers, but also in line with its very low information value:
it is not surprising that Dionysios captures three ships of his enemies,
rather than his own.
Examples ()–() were meant to illustrate that (a) the order of

the constituents in multiple-modifier NPs in Greek is frequently not

25 It should be noted that the position of the genitival modifier at the beginning of
the NP is also preferred by the principle of domain integrity and the principle of head
proximity. However, an even higher degree of ‘head proximity’ could have been obtained,
if the genitive had been expressed at the other side of the noun.
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in accordance to Rijkhoff ’s rules and (b) that even if Rijkhoff ’s order-
ing principles are obeyed, they are not indispensable for an explana-
tion of the Greek facts. In Greek, it is not the semantics of the mod-
ifiers, but their saliency that determines their position in the NP. The
following subsections discuss this saliency principle in more detail on
the basis of NPs with multiple prenominal (...) or postnominal
modifiers (...) and NPs with both pre- and postnominal modifiers
(...).
But before giving a more detailed description of the various word

order patterns attested in my corpus, it should be stressed—perhaps
unnecessarily—that the fact that modifiers are not ordered by their se-
mantics, but by their saliency, means that their position does not give
any information on their scope:

() τ0ν δ1 κρ�κ�δε<λων "�σις �στ� τ�ι	δε. τ�Jς �ειμεριωτ�τ�υς μ�νας
τ�σσερας �σ&<ει ��δ�ν, ( . . . ).

The nature of crocodiles is as follows. For the four winter months (lit.
the winter months four), it eats nothing, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() κατ� μ1ν δ� τ�ν πρ4τερ�ν π4λεμ�ν συνε+�ως %ε� κακ0ς %�&λε�ν πρ�ς
τ��ςΤεγε	τας, κατ�δ1 τ�ν κατ�Κρ��σ�ν +ρ4ν�ν κα� τ5ν BΑνα6ανδρ3-
δε4 τε κα� BΑρ3στων�ς #ασιλη3ην (ν Λακεδα3μ�νι ^δη �A Σπαρτι6ται
κατυπ�ρτερ�ι τ=0 π�λ�μ=ω �γεγ4νεσαν, ( . . . ).

In the previous war the Lakedaimonians continually fought unsuccess-
fully against the Tegeans, but in the time of Kroisos and Anaxandrides’
and Ariston’s kingship in Sparta (lit. the of Anaxandrides and Ariston
kingship in Sparta) the Spartans had the upper hand, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Whereas in example () the final modifier has scope over the preced-
ing NP elements (four [winter months]), in example () it is the first
modifier that has scope over the other NP elements (A+A’s [kingship in
Lakedaimon]).The suggestion of Devine and Stephens (: ), there-
fore, that the difference in word order between -λλα μεγ!λα 2ργα in
example () and -λλ�ς :ωμ�ς μ�γας in () resides in the scope of -λ-
λ�ς is incorrect:

() �ν τα�τ?η τ?6 ναυμα+<?η ΑDγ�πτι�ι μ1ν τ0ν e�ρ3εω στρατιωτ�ων \ρ<-
στευσαν, �w �λλα τε μεγ�λα @ργα %πεδ�3αντ� κα� ν�ας α�τ��σι %ν-
δρ!σι ε8λ�ν �Ελλην<δας π�ντε.

In that sea-fight of all Xerxes’ fighters the Egyptians conducted them-
selves with the greatest valour, who achieved other great feats of arms
(lit. other great feats) and took fiveGreek ships together with their crews.

(Hdt. .)
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() 23ω δ1 τ�$ νη�$ :ωμ4ς �στι +ρ�σε�ς. 2στι δ1 κα� �λλ�ς #ωμ!ς μ�γας,
�π’ �Y &�εται τ� τ�λεα τ0ν πρ�:!των/

Outside the temple is a golden altar.There is also another altar, which is
great (lit. other altar great), on which are sacrificed the full-grown of the
flocks. (Hdt. ..)

The differences between the order of the modifiers in the two examples
should not, as Devine and Stephens (: ) suggest, be explained by
the fact that -λλα in () has scope over the whole modified phrase
(‘other great deeds’), whereas -λλ�ς in () only has scope over the noun
(‘another altar, which was large’), but that μεγ!λα in () is more salient
than μ�γας in ().Whereas the greatness of the deeds of the Egyptians in
() is very salient in that it explainswhy they are considered to beXerxes’
best fighters in the sea-battle, the size of the altar in () is apparently not
especially relevant.26

.... Multiple prenominal modifiers

If the position of the constituents of multiple-modifier NPs is indeed an
indication of their saliency, the modifiers of NPs with multiple prenom-
inal modifiers should be more informative than the following noun. In
most of the examples in my corpus this is indeed the case:
() � δ1 :ασιλ��ς α]ρεσις (ς τ5ν Nστ�ρην τ5ν Μαρδ�ν3�υ (πιστρατη3ην

δεκ!μην�ς �γ�νετ�.

There were ten months between the king’s taking of the place and the
later invasion of Mardonios (lit. the later the of Marodonios invasion).

(Hdt. ..)

() συ+ν�ς μ1ν δ� τ0ν ν	σων%ραιρ	κεε,π�λλ�δ1 κα� τ�ς Oπε3ρ�υ �στεα,

He had taken many of the islands, andmany of the mainland cities.
(Hdt. ..)

() δωρ�εται δ	 μιν μετ� τα$τα � Δαρε��ς πεδ�ων �ρυσ�ων δ
� Qε
γεσι,
� δ� μιν �πε<ρετ� ε; �A διπλ	σι�ν τ� κακ�ν �π<τηδες ν�μει, Iτι μιν �γι�α
�π�<ησε.

After this, Dareios rewarded him with a gift of two pairs of golden
fetters (lit. of fetters golden two pairs). He (= Demokedes) asked him
(= Dareios) whether it was his purpose to double his pains for making
him well. (Hdt. ..)

26 Devine and Stephens’ idea that the order of the modifiers reflects their scope
relations is proven wrong by various examples in my corpus in which prenominal -λλ�ς
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In example (), the modifiers precede the noun because both provide
contrastive information: the taking of Athens by the king ten months
before is contrasted with the present invasion of Mardonios. In exam-
ple (), the preposition of the genitival modifier τ6ς \πε<ρ�υ ‘on the
mainland’ is—as κα< makes clear—also due to its contrastiveness. The
first modifier, by contrast, precedes the noun because of its saliency:
Polykrates’ enormousmilitary force enables him to conquermany islands
and many cities on the mainland in no time.27 In example (), finally,
both prenominal modifiers are more salient than the noun. The genitive
πεδ�ων +ρυσ�ων ‘of golden fetters’ is more salient than the noun Nε�γεσι
‘pairs’ in that it makes clear what exactly is offered to Demokedes. That
the numeral is also more salient than the noun appears from the fact that
Demokedes asks Dareios whether he doubled his pains out of gratitude
for his recovery.28
If my hypothesis that the position of the NP constituents is an indica-

tion of their saliency is correct, NPs with multiple prenominal modifiers
should not only have more salient modifiers than nouns (as has been
illustrated by examples –), but should also meet the condition that
the firstmodifier ismore salient than the second one (and the second one
more than the third one etc.). This second condition is also met in most
examples in my corpus:

does have scope over a postnominal modifier. Cf. for instance Hdt. .. �ς -λλ�ν
+0ρ�ν τ6ς Δ	λ�υ (‘to another part of Delos’), Hdt. .. -λλ� Aρ�ν �Ηρακλ��ς (‘another
temple ofHerakles’) and ..-λλα γ�ρεα μεγ!λα, τ� διατελ��μεν 2+�ντες (‘other great
privileges which we have never ceased to possess’).

27 On the next page, I will argue that for the saliency principle to be correct, the first
modifier in an NP with multiple prenominal modifiers should be more salient than the
second one. Because of the context (Amasis is worried about the enormous success of
Polykrates, who succeeded in all his military affairs and grew to such power that he was
famous in the whole Greek world), the number of the cities taken might be argued to be
more important than the contrast between the islands and the mainland.

28 Besides being prenominal because of its contrastiveness or saliency, a modifier in
an NP with multiple prenominal modifiers may also be prenominal because it provides
essential information for the identification of the referent. In these cases, the information
of the modifier is the only available or most prominent information on a referent.
In Hdt. .. (τ0ν τ=0 μ!γ=ω �παναστ!ντων 9πτ� %νδρ0ν lit. ‘of the to the Magus
revolting seven men’), for example, the modifier provides very prominent information
of a referent that is not very accessible because it has not been mentioned anymore after
the description of themurder of theMagians in .–. Similar instances of prenominal
modifiers providing the essential information for the identification of referent can be
found in Chapter , section .. (about prenominal modifiers in single-modifier NPs).
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() (= ) ( . . . ), �πειδ� �] τε @Α&ηνα��ι %π<κ�ντ� ε;κ�σι νηυσ<,.μα%γ4μεν�ι
BΕρετρι�ων π�ντε τρι$ρεας, �w �� τ�ν @Α&ηνα<ων +!ριν �στρατε��ντ�
%λλ� τ�ν α�τ0ν Μιλησ<ων, X"ειλ4μεν! σ"ι %π�διδ4ντες, ( . . . ).

( . . . ), when the Athenians arrived with twenty ships, taking with them
five triremes of the Eretrians (lit. of Eretrians five triremes) as well, who
came to thewar to please not theAthenians but theMilesians themselves,
thereby repaying their debt, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() τ! δ’ α1τ'ν μ�γιστ�ν �στι τε���ς κατ� τ�ν @Α&ην�ων κ�κλ�ν μ!λιστ!
κ?η τ� μ�γα&�ς.

And their longest wall (lit. the of them longest wall) is about the length
of the wall that surrounds the city of Athens. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) "ασ� δ1 �A α�τ�� �Yτ�ι κα� τ�ν JΑργην τε κα� τ�ν {Ωπιν, ���σας
παρ&�ν�υς �3 �Υπερ:�ρ�ων, κατ� τ�Jς α1τ�Jς τ�
τ�υς �ν�ρ4π�υς
π�ρευ�μ�νας %πικ�σ&αι �ς Δ6λ�ν 2τι πρ4τερ�ν �Υπερ4+ης τε κα� Λα�-
δ<κης/

( . . . ), these same relate that Arge and Opis, two girls from the Hyper-
boreans, also came by way of these same peoples (lit. by way of the same
these peoples) to Delos, earlier than Hyperoche and Laodike.

(Hdt. ..)

In example (), bothmodifiers aremore salient than the noun, as the five
ships of the Eretrians are contrasted with the  ships of the Athenians.
Although both modifiers are contrastive, the first one is more salient
than the second because the fact that the Athenians bring ships of the
Eretrians is, judging from the extensive explanation in the following
sentences, rather unexpected. Similarly, the first contrastive modifier of
the highlighted NP in example () is more salient than the second (also
contrastive) one, as the contrast between the wall of Babylonians and the
one of the Athenians is—at this very moment—more relevant than the
contrast between the various walls of the Babylonians.29 In example (),
finally, where both modifiers are more salient than the noun, the first
modifier precedes the second one to stress that it were exactly the same
people that were also visited by Arge and Opis.30

29 For the idea that α�τ- (as well as other ‘postpositive possessives’) obeys the saliency
principle and should not (only) be explained byWackernagel’s Law, see Chapter , section
...

30 My analysis of the constituent order in this example runs counter to the analysis of
Biraud (: ff.) who argues that the structure article-adjective-demonstrative-noun
(or: D2-D1-D3-N in her terminology, see Chapter , section ..) is the consequence
of a movement of the demonstrative (D3) from the ultimate left position to the posi-
tion in between the adjective (D1) and the noun (D3—D2—D1—N 〉 D2—D1—D3—N).
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Examples ()–() were meant to illustrate that pragmatics does not
only determine the position of the modifiers in relation to the noun, but
also the order of the modifiers among themselves. This latter principle
can also be illustrated by the following near-minimal pair:
() 2στι δ1 κα� �λλ�ς <δε λ�γ�ς λεγ4μεν�ς, *ς ( . . . ).

They tell, however, also this other tale (lit. other this tale), that: ( . . . ).
(Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ), ν4μ�ι δ1 α�τ��σι �]δε κατεστKσι. �μ1ν σ�"'τατ�ς Iδε κατ� γν'-
μην τ�ν �μετ�ρην, τ=0 κα� @Ιλλυρι0ν @Ενετ��ς πυν&!ν�μαι +ρKσ&αι.
( . . . ) δε�τερ�ς δ1 σ�"<?η <δε �λλ�ς σ"ι ν�μ�ς κατ�στηκε/

( . . . ), they established the following laws. The wisest of these, in our
judgement, is one which I have learned by inquiry is also a custom of
the Eneti in Illyria. ( . . . ) I come now to the next wisest of their customs
(lit. second in wisdom is this other law established for them).

(Hdt. ..–)

In example () -λλ�ς precedes the demonstrative to indicate that there
is also (κα<) another version of the story of Xerxes’ return from Athens.
In example (), by contrast, δε�τερ�ς at the beginning of the sentence
already indicates that Herodotus is moving on to the description of the
second best Babylonian law. Consequently, -λλ�ς is more predictable
than in the first example and therefore follows the demonstrative instead
of preceding it.
I have argued that the NPs with multiple prenominal modifiers in my

corpus obey the saliency principle. In a very small number of examples,
however, the saliency principle is overruled by word order principles at
the level of the clause:31

According to Biraud, the result of this movement is a disjunct structure, since the article
+ adjective are separated from the noun. The creation of this disjunct structure is alter-
nately described as a stylistic device (: ) and a means to give prominence to the
disjunct article plus adjective (: ). In my view, however, it is not the demonstrative
that moves to the right, but the combination of article and adjective that is ‘moved’ to the
left. Furthermore, this ‘movement’, that, in my view, does not create a disjunct structure,
is never inspired by stylistic factors, but always by pragmatic ones: the combination of
article and adjective (D) precedes the demonstrative because it is more salient than the
demonstrative.

31 For word order at the level of the clause and a more detailed description of the
overruling of word order rules at the level of the NP by those at the level of the clause, see
Chapter , section ..
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() τ� μ1ν πλε�στ�ν κα� δυνατ'τατ�ν τ�$ στρατ�$ .μα α�τ=0 e�ρ3?η π�-
ρευ4μεν�ν �π’ @Α&	νας �σ�:αλε �ς Β�ιωτ��ς, �ς γ6ν τ�ν @lρ+�μεν<ων.
Β�ιωτ'ν δ1 π^ν τ! πλ���ς �μ	διNε, ( . . . ).

The greater and stronger part of the host marched with Xerxes himself
towards Athens and broke into the territory of Orchomenos in Boiotia.
Thewhole population of Boiotia (lit. of Boiotians whole the population)
took the Persian side, ( . . . ). (Hdt. .)

() ( . . . ), τ� δ1 πρ�ς \0 τε κα� 5λι�ν %νατ�λλ�ντα πεδ<�ν �κδ�κεται πλ6-
&�ς -πειρ�ν �ς -π�ψιν. τ�+ dν δ� πεδ3�υ τ�
τ�υ τ�+ μεγ�λ�υ �1κ
(λα�3στην μ��ραν μετ�+�υσι �A Μασσαγ�ται, ( . . . ).

( . . . ), towards the east and the sunrise there stretches from its shores a
boundless plain as far as the eye can see. The greater part of this wide
plain (lit. of the plain this the wide not small part) is the country of the
Massagetae, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

The genitive in example () is the first element of the NP although the
information it provides is neither contrastive, nor otherwise the most
salient element of the NP and would therefore be expected to follow
the noun. The reason that the genitive is nonetheless prenominal is that
it expresses the topic of the sentence (which in Greek prefers to be
expressed at the very first position of the clause, see Chapter , section
.). Similarly, the topicality of the genitive in example () explains why
it precedes the noun, although it is less salient than the noun.

.... Multiple postnominal modifiers

Ifmy hypothesis thatmultiple-modifierNPs are not ordered according to
Rijkhoff ’s semantic principles, but according to the pragmatic principle
that the most salient information is expressed first is correct, the noun
of NPs with multiple postnominal modifiers should be more salient than
the following modifiers. In most of the examples in my corpus this is
indeed the case:

() �ν&α$τα δ� �π�λι4ρκε�ν τ�ν Β!ρκην �π� μ6νας �νν�α, Xρ�σσ�ντ�ς
τε Lρ
γματα Nπ�γαια ��ρ�ντα (ς τ! τε���ς κα� πρ�σ:�λ�ς καρτερ�ς
π�ιε�μεν�ι.

The Persians besieged Barke for nine months, digging underground
passages leading to the walls (lit. passages underground leading to the
wall), and making violent assaults. (Hdt. ..)

() �ν δ1 Πλαται?6σι �A Π�ρσαι, *ς �τρ!π�ντ� �π� τ0ν Λακεδαιμ�ν<ων,
2"ευγ�ν ��δ�να κ4σμ�ν �ς τ� στρατ4πεδ�ν τ� 9ωυτ0ν κα� (ς τ! τε���ς
τ! 6
λιν�ν τ! (π�ι$σαντ� (ν μ�3ρCη τC� Θη#α\δι.
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At Plataea, however, the Persians, routed by the Lakedaimonians, fled in
disorder to their own camp and inside the wooden wall which they had
made in the territory of Thebes (lit. to the wall the wooden which they
had made in territory the of Thebes). (Hdt. ..)

() με�3ις δ1 τ��των τ0ν @Ινδ0ν τ0ν κατ�λε3α π!ντων �μ"αν	ς �στι κατ!
περ τ0ν πρ�:!των, κα� τ� +ρ0μα "�ρ��υσι Iμ�ι�ν π!ντες κα� παρα-
πλ	σι�ν ΑD&<�ψι. E γ�ν5 δ1 α1τ'ν, τ5ν �π3ενται (ς τ�ς γυνα�κας, ��
κατ! περ τ0ν -λλων %ν&ρ'πων �στ� λευκ	, %λλ� μ�λαινα κατ! περ
τ� +ρ0μα.

These Indians whom I have described have intercourse openly like cattle;
they are all black-skinned, like the Ethiopians.Their semen too, which
they ejaculate into the women (lit. the semen of them, which . . . ), is not
white like other men’s, but black like their skin. (Hdt. .)

In examples () and (), the nouns are contrastive: Xρ�γματα ‘pas-
sages’ in () contrasts with the following πρ�σ:�λ!ς ‘assaults’ and τε�-
+�ς ‘wall’ in () contrasts with the preceding στρατ4πεδ�ν ‘camp’. In
example (), by contrast, the preposition of the noun is not due to its
contrastiveness, but to the fact that the noun is more informative than
the possessive: the noun expresses a new element in the description of the
habits and particularities of the already familiar Indians. After a descrip-
tion of the attitude of the Indians towards sick people, their nomadic exis-
tence and their sexual behaviour, Herodotus gives a description of their
skin and, finally, their sperm.
Besides being contrastive or otherwise the most salient element of the

NP, the noun may also precede the following modifiers because neither
the noun, nor the modifiers have a special pragmatic marking:
() �+ρKτ� δ1 καταστ�σι πρηγμ�των τ�ιC�δε, τ� μ1ν bρ&ρι�ν μ�+ρι Iτε�

πλη&'ρης %γ�ρ6ς πρ�&�μως 2πρησσε τ� πρ�σ"ερ4μενα πρ	γματα,
( . . . ).

The following was how he scheduled his affairs (lit. he used system of
affairs following): in the morning, until the hour when the marketplace
filled, he readily conducted whatever business was brought to him, . . . .

(Hdt. ..)

() %π�&ανHν δ1 κα� ταρι+ευ&ε�ς �τ!"η (ν τC�σι τα�C�σι τC�σι (ν τA' .ρA',
τ�ς α1τ!ς �2κ�δ�μ$σατ�.

And being dead he was embalmed and laid in the burial-place built for
him in the temple (lit. in the burial-places the in the temple, which he
had built himself). (Hdt. ..)

In both example () and (), neither the nouns, nor the following
modifiers are contrastive or otherwise salient. Therefore, the modifiers
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follow the noun (for this so-called default mode, see Chapter , section
.).
Examples ()–() were meant to illustrate that the order of the

constituents in multiple-modifier NPs is an indication of their saliency
in that the postnominal modifiers are less salient than the preceding
noun. The following examples illustrate that not only the position of the
noun, but also the order of the modifiers themselves is in accordance to
the saliency principle. In example (), for instance, the first modifier
precedes the second one because not only the noun, but also the first
modifier is pragmatically marked:
() � δ1 OΑρπαγ�ς*ς �π	λασε τ�ν στρατι	ν, �π�λι4ρκεε α�τ��ς,πρ�ϊσ+4-

μεν�ς 2πεα uς �A κατα+ρxK εD :��λ�νται Φωκαι�ες πρ�μα�ε'να [να
μ�+ν�ν τ�+ τε3�ε�ς �ρε�ψαι κα� �;κημα iν κατιρ0σαι.

Harpagos marched against the city and besieged it, but he made over-
tures, and said that it would suffice him if the Phokaians would demolish
only one rampart of the wall (lit. rampart one only of the wall) and ded-
icate one house. (Hdt. .)

While Harpagos besieges Phokaia, he declares that it suffices him if the
Phokians symbolically demolish one rampart of the wall and one of their
houses. As the addition of μ�$ν�ν ‘only’ points out, the numeral `να is
much more salient that the rather predictable genitive τ�$ τε<+ε�ς ‘of
the wall’. Despite the saliency of the first modifier, however, it is still the
noun that is the most salient element of the NP because of the contrast
between the one rampart and the one house. Consequently,πρ�μα+ε0να
precedes `να, which precedes τ�$ τε<+ε�ς.
In most cases, the fact that the first modifier of an NP with multiple

postnominalmodifiers precedes the following one(s) is not, as in example
(), due to the high information value of the first modifier, but rather to
the very low information value of the following one(s). This low infor-
mation value may be due to the fact that the information provided is
already known, natural or not relevant for the purpose of communica-
tion:
() (= ) Γ�γης ( . . . ) %π�πεμψε %να&	ματα �ς Δελ"��ς ��κ Xλ<γα, %λλ’

Iσα μ1ν %ργ�ρ�υ %να&	ματα, 2στι �A πλε�στα �ν Δελ"��σι, π!ρε3
δ1 τ�$ %ργ�ρ�υ +ρυσ�ν -πλετ�ν %ν�&ηκε -λλ�ν τε κα� τ�$ μ!λιστα
μν	μην -3ι�ν 2+ειν �στ<, κρητ�ρ�ς �A �ρι�μ!ν ]6 �ρ
σε�ι %νακ�αται.

Gyges ( . . . ) sent many offerings to Delphi: there are very many silver
offerings of his there; and besides the silver, he dedicated a hoard of gold,
among which six golden bowls (lit. bowls in number six golden) are the
offerings especially worthy of mention. (Hdt. ..)
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() τ��σι δ1 :αρ:!ρ�ισι α�τ<κα μετ� τα$τα πλ�<=ω Pλ&ε %ν�ρ �Ιστιαιε�ς
%γγ�λλων τ!ν δρησμ!ν τ!ν �π’ BΑρτεμισ3�υ τ'ν >Ελλ$νων.

Immediately after this there came to the barbarians a man of Histiaea in
a boat, telling them of the flight of the Greeks fromArtemisium (lit. the
flight the from A of the Greeks). (Hdt. .)32

() �ν τα�τ?η τ?6 π4λι 2στι Περσ��ς τ�$ Δαν!ης Aρ�ν τετρ!γων�ν, ( . . . )
τ� δ1 πρ4πυλα τ�$ Aρ�$ λ<&ιν! �στι κ!ρτα μεγ!λα/ �π� δ1 α�τ��σι
�νδρι�ντες δ
� 9στKσι λ3�ιν�ι μεγ�λ�ι,

In this city is a square temple of Perseus son of Danae, ( . . . ). Before
this temple stand great stone columns; and upon them, two great stone
statues (lit. statues two stone great). (Hdt. ..)

() τα$τα Δαρε��ς ε;πας κα� καταστ	σας @Αρτα"ρ�νεα �δελ�ε!ν "ωυτ�+
9μ�π�τρι�ν �παρ+�ν ε_ναι Σαρδ<ων, %π	λαυνε �ς Σ�$σα .μα %γ4με-
ν�ς �Ιστια��ν, ( . . . ).

This, then, is what Dareios said, and after appointing Artaphrenes, his
father’s son (lit. brother of himof the same father), to be viceroy of Sardis,
he rode away to Sousa, taking Histaios with him, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

We have already seen that the final position of the adjective in example
() is due to the fact that it provides redundant information, as the
remark that Kroisos offered +ρυσ�ν -πλετ�ν has already revealed that
the bowls are golden. In example (), by contrast, the low information
value is not due to its familiarity, but its predictability, as it is only natural
that it is the flight of the Greeks that is announced to the barbarians.
In example (), the low information value of the adjectives cannot be
described in terms of ‘familiarity’ or ‘predictability’. Nevertheless, it is
obvious that in the context of a great stone entrance of a temple, the fact
that the statues are also great and made of stone is not very informative.
In example (), finally, the utmost right position of the adjective must
be a consequence of its irrelevance for the purpose of communication.
The NP’s with multiple postnominal modifiers in the previous exam-

ples were ordered according to their saliency. As in NP’s with multiple
prenominal modifiers, however, the saliency principle can be overruled.
For NPs with postnominal modifiers, these overrulings are not triggered
by word order rules at the level of the sentence, but are a consequence

32 Examples like this seem to suggest that NPs with verbal nouns do not behave
differently from other NPs. Formulated differently, the fact that the modifiers in () are
arguments of a verbal noun does not influence the fact that their ordering around the
noun is determined by pragmatics. For more examples of NPs with a verbal noun, see
(), () and ().
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of the fact that one of the modifiers, although providing salient informa-
tion, is heavy.33 As has been described thoroughly in Chapter , section
.., heavy (i.e. complex) constituents tend to be expressed at the end
of the NP, irrespective of their saliency. It was argued that, although it is
difficult to determine when exactly a modifier is heavy, modifiers with
more than one dependent are always postnominal in multiple-modifiers
NPs:34

() Pν δ1 περ� Δαρε��ν �ν5ρ Α2γ
πτι�ς �ων�ων μ�γιστ�ν �ν�ρ4πων,
τ�$τ�ν τ�ν -νδρα καταστ!ντα �π� τ�$ +ε<λε�ς τ�$ JΙστρ�υ �κ�λευε
Δαρε��ς καλ�ειν �Ιστια��ν Μιλ	σι�ν/

There was an Egyptian with Dareios whose voice was the loudest in the
world (lit. man Egyptian voiced loudest of men); Dareios had this man
stand on the bank of the Ister and call to Histaios the Milesian.

(Hdt. .)

() πρ0τ�ι δ1 �σ6λ&�ν Τεγε6ται �ς τ� τε�+�ς, κα� τ�ν σκην�ν τ�ν Μαρδ�-
ν<�υ �Yτ�ι Pσαν �A διαρπ!σαντες, τ! τε -λλα �3 α�τ6ς κα� τ5ν ��τνην
τ'ν =ππων, (�+σαν �αλκ�ην π^σαν κα� ��ης �63ην.

The first to enter the camp were the Tegeans, and it was they who
plundered the tent of Mardonios, taking from it besides everything else
the feeding trough of the horses which was all of bronze and a thing
well worth looking at (lit. the feeding through of the horses being bronze
all and looking worth). (Hdt. ..)

As the following sentence makes clear, the participle phrase in example
() provides crucial information on the man that is introduced as a

33 Although there are no examples where word order rules at the level of the clause
overrule those at the level of the NP, the conclusion that the constituents of NPs with
multiple postnominal modifiers never fulfil one of the special pragmatic functions of the
clause is not justified. In those cases where one of the NP constituents has topic or focus
function, it happens to be the case that the word order principles for the clause and for
the NP do not contradict each other, but prefer the same ordering; cf. example () where
the preposed noun is both the most salient element of the NP and expresses the topic of
the sentence (which is a subtopic of the discourse topic).

34 The reason that it is difficult to determine when a modifier is heavy is that the
saliency and heaviness principle are not strict laws, but competing motivations with
varying success (see Chapter , section ..). Incidentally, there are two exceptions to
the rule that prenominal modifiers of NPs with multiple modifiers may not have more
than one dependent, viz. Hdt. .. (τ�ν )Ελληνες λ�γ�υσι BΕρ
�ειαν ν6σ�ν, τ�ν πρ�ς
Γηδε<ρ�ισι τ��σι 23ω �Ηρακλ�ων στηλ�ων �π� τ=0 @Ωκεαν=0/ ‘the island called by the
Greeks Erythea (lit. the Greeks call Erythea island), on the shore of Ocean near Gadira,
outside the pillars of Herakles.’) and Hdt. .. (�Yτ�ς -λλ�ς 6υν!ς >Ελλ$νων τε κα�
Βαρ#�ρων λεγ�μεν�ς λ4γ�ς ‘this other story current amongGreeks and foreigners alike
(lit. common of Greeks and foreigners told story)’. As has been shown in Chapter ,
section .., exceptions like these also occur in definite single-modifier NPs.
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loud-voiced Egyptian man. Nevertheless, it follows the far less salient
noun and adjective. This unexpected order must be a consequence of
the heaviness of the participle phrase (which has more than one depen-
dent, viz. μ�γιστ�ν and %ν&ρ'πων).35 Similarly, the final modifier ‘being
bronze completely and well worth looking at’ in example () is highly
salient, for the luxury of the feeding trough is the reason it is taken. Nev-
ertheless its heaviness causes it to be expressed after the far less salient
genitival modifier ‘of the horses’.
The principle that the position of the constituents—unless they are

heavy—is an indication of their saliency also turns out to be valid for
adjectives with predicative value. Although the position of these pred-
icative elements falls outside the scope of my research, as they are no
part of the NP proper, the observation that they obey the saliency prin-
ciple and may therefore be expressed in between proper NP elements
seems too important to me to remain undiscussed. Examples () and
() are two of the numerous instances where an adjective with predica-
tive value occurs in between the noun and an attributivemodifier because
the saliency of the constituents says so:36

35 Inmyview, the reason that themost salient information is expressed last has nothing
to do with the fact that the sentence is a so-called presentative (or: thetic) sentence, i.e.
a sentence which introduces a new topic into the discourse (see Lambrecht , Sasse
 and Cornish ). In contrast to what is claimed by Rijksbaron et al. (: ),
the presentative sentences in my corpus do not necessarily display a crescendo pattern
(each constituent being more informative than the previous one). In Hdt. .. (δ��
δ1 γ�νεα Xzων σ"ι 2στι &'ματ�ς -3ια, τ� ��δαμ4&ι 9τ�ρω&ι 2στι ‘they have besides
two marvellous kinds of sheep, found nowhere else’) and Hdt. .. (Δαρε<=ω δ1 Pν
Aππ�κ4μ�ς %ν�ρ σ�"4ς, τ=0 �Vν�μαPνlD:!ρης ‘nowDareios had a clever groom,whose
name was Oebaros’), for example, the NPs are not ordered in a crescendo pattern from
less salient information on the left to more salient information on the right. And even
when the final constituent of the NP in a presentative sentence is more salient than the
previous ones, this is usually not due to the fact that the NP introduces a new referent,
but to the fact that the modifier is heavy (as in examples  and ). The only example
in my corpus of an NP in a presentative sentence where the order of the constituents
cannot be explained by a combination of the saliency and heaviness principle is Hdt.
.. %πιστε4ντων δ1 τ��των pκε τρι	ρης %νδρ0ν Την<ων α�τ�μ�λ��υσα, τ6ς Pρ+ε
%ν	ρ Πανα<τι�ς � Σωσιμ�νε�ς, 5 περ δ� 2"ερε τ�ν %λη&ε<ην πKσαν. (‘while they were
still held by disbelief, a trireme of Tenian deserters arrived, captained by Panaetios son
of Sosimenes, which brought them the whole truth’). Although the second relative clause
is the most salient modifier, it is placed in the outermost right position, even after the
equally heavy first relative clause.

36 Some more examples can be found at Hdt. .. τ=0 κ4σμ=ω παντ� τ�$ 9τ�ρ�υ
παιδ4ς, .. �A Aρ�ες α�τ�� �A τ�$ Νε<λ�υ, .. �ν τ��τ=ω παντ� τ=0 +ρ4ν=ω, ..
τ�ν �_κ�ν π!ντα τ�ν 9ωυτ�$ and . τ��σι %μ"ικτυ4σι πKσι τ��σι %μ"� τα�της
�Dκ��υσι τ6ς π4λι�ς.



word order in multiple-modifier nps 

() �Εκατα��ς δ’ � λ�γ�π�ι�ς πρ0τα μ1ν ��κ 2α π4λεμ�ν :ασιλ�ϊ τ=0 Περ-
σ�ων %ναιρ�εσ&αι, καταλ�γων τ� τε @�νεα π�ντα τ'ν Vρ�ε Δαρε��ς
κα� τ�ν δ�ναμιν α�τ�$/

Hekataios the historian first advised that they should not make war
on the king of Persia listing all the nations subject to Dareios (lit. the
nations all of which Dareios ruled) and all his power. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) μετ� δ1 τα$τα τ!ν �ρυσ!ν _παντα τ!ν (κ τ�+ �στε�ς κα� τ�ν
-ργυρ�ν 2σπειρε %π� τ�$ τε<+ε�ς �ς τ�ν Στρυμ4να ( . . . ).

( . . . ) after that, he took all the gold and silver from the city (lit. the gold
all the from the city and the silver) and scattered it from the walls into
the Strymon (. . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In both example () and (), the predicative π!ντα is less salient than
the contrastive noun, but much more salient than the highly predictable
relative clause or prepositional phrase. Apparently, the saliency of π!ντα
allows this modifier to be expressed between the noun and the rela-
tive/prepositional phrase, even though it is no part of the NP proper.37
The expression of predicative modifiers in between proper NP elements
inmy corpus is limited to themodifiers πKς and α�τ4ς.The ready accep-
tance of these predicative modifiers in between proper NP elements may
be facilitated by the fact that the very same modifiers—with a different
meaning—may also be used as attributive modifiers (see Chapter , sec-
tion ...).
Besides being expressed in between proper NP elements, these pred-

icative adjectives may of course also be expressed at the beginning or the
end of the NP, depending on their information value:
() ( . . . ), Rς μεμ"4μεν�ς @Αμ!σι 2πρη3ε τα$τα Iτι μιν (6 `π�ντων τ'ν (ν

Α2γ
πτAω 2ητρ'ν %π�σπ!σας %π� γυναικ4ς τε κα� τ�κνων 2κδ�τ�ν
�π�<ησε �ς Π�ρσας, ( . . . ).

( . . . ), who advised it out of resentment against Amasis, that out of all
the Egyptian physicians (lit. of all the in Egypt physicians) Amasis had
dragged him away from his wife and children and sent him up to Persia,
( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

37 Apparently, Rijkhoff ’s domain principle, which prescribes that constituents are to
be expressed in their proper domain (see Chapter , section ..), can easily be violated
in Greek.This can also be inferred from the fact that NP constituents can be separated by
constituents of the level of the clause (cf. example , , , ,  and ). As I explained
in Chapter , section ., I did not analyse the grounds for discontinuous expression of
the NP.
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() ε�ρ<σκω δ1 fδε Zν γιν4μενα τα$τα, εD λ!:�ις τ5ν (μ5ν σκευ5ν π^σαν
κα� �νδ�ς μετ� τ�$τ� ]N�ι� �ς τ�ν �μ�ν &ρ4ν�ν κα� 2πειτα �ν κ�<τ?η τ?6
�μ?6 κατυπν'σειας.

I believe that this is most likely to happen, if you take all my apparel (lit.
the my apparel all) and sit wearing it upon my throne, and then lie down
to sleep in my bed. (Hdt. ..)

In example () the predicative modifier Wπ!ντων is more salient than,
and therefore expressed before, the NP constituents �ν ΑDγ�πτ=ω and
Dητρ0ν (the Egyptian is angry that out of all the doctors in Egypt, he
is the chosen one). In example (), by contrast, πKν is expressed at the
end of the NP because it is not particularly salient: it is the combination
of Xerxes’ apparel, his throne and his bed that will trick the god, not the
fact that Artabanos wears Xerxes’ whole apparel.38
Examples ()–() were meant to demonstrate that predicative mod-

ifiers are also sensitive to the saliency principle and can therefore be
expressed between proper NP elements. In Chapter , this obedience to
the saliency principle will be used as an argument against the traditional
strict division between attributive and predicative modifiers.

.... Pre- and postnominal modifiers

Next to NPs with multiple prenominal modifiers and NPs with multiple
postnominal modifiers, my corpus also supplies examples of NPs with
both pre- and postnominal modifiers. Examples () and () are two of
the numerous instances:
() ( . . . ), 3υρ�$ντες τ0ν παιδ<ων k πKσαν τ�ν κε"αλ�ν k τ� 5μισυ k τ!

τρ3τ�ν μ�ρ�ς τ�ς κε�αλ�ς, AστKσι στα&μ=0 πρ�ς %ργ�ρι�ν τ�ς τρ<+ας.

( . . . ), shaving all or one half or one third of their children’s heads (lit.
the third part of the head), they weigh the hair in a balance against a sum
of silver. (Hdt. ..)

38 Although πKς is, because of its semantics, likely to be salient, there are many more
examples where it is less salient than the noun and/or other modifiers, cf. Hdt. ..
τ6ς +'ρης τα�της Wπ!σης, .. τ� :�υκ4λια π!ντα τ�$ πατρ4ς, .Μαι!νδρ�υ
πεδ<�ν πKν, .. τ�$ π�ταμ�$ τ� S�ε&ρ�ν πKν, .. τ! 2&νεα π!ντα τ0ν Pρ+ε
Δαρε��ς, .. τυρ!νν�υς τ0ν @Ι'νων π!ντας, .. τ� �ντ�ς Μακεδ4νων 2&νεα
π!ντα and . τ�ν :ασιλ��ς στρατι�ν πKσαν.
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() 2στι δ� σ"ι τ� πλ��α τα$τα πλ	&εϊ π�λλ� κα� -γει 2νια π�λλ�ς �ιλι�-
δας ταλ�ντων.

They have many of these boats; some are of many thousand talents’
burden. (Hdt. ..)39

Because Rijkhoff ’s NP model concentrates on the relative distance of the
modifiers to the noun (see example ), examples like these cannot be
accounted for by this semantic model. The ordering of the constituents
in NPs with both pre- and postnominal modifiers can be accounted for,
however, by the saliency principle: the prenominal modifier is more, the
postnominal modifier less salient than the noun in between.
That the prenominal modifier in NPs with both pre- and postnominal

modifiers is more salient than the following noun can be illustrated by
examples () and ()–():

() � δ’ %με<:ετ� "�ς τ��των ��δ�τερα π�ι	σειν, �κε<ν�υς τε �� καλ0ς
συμ:�υλε�ειν παραιν��ντας τ5ν @�ει γυνα�κα, (�+σαν �ναμ�ρτητ�ν
"ωυτA', τα�την %π�ντα -λλην �σαγαγ�σ&αι/

He (=Anaxandrides), however, said in response that hewould do neither
of these things and that they were not giving him good advice in bidding
him to get rid of his presentwife, whowas blameless (lit. the he hadwife,
being blameless to him), and to marry another. (Hdt. ..)

() %λε<"ατι δ1 +ρ�ωνται ΑDγυπτ<ων �A περ� τ� `λεα �Dκ��ντες �π! τ'ν
σιλλικυπρ3ων τ�+ καρπ�+, τ! καλ��υσι μaν Α2γ
πτι�ι κ3κι, ( . . . ).

The Egyptians who live around the marshes use an oil drawn from the
castor-berry, which they call kiki (lit. of the castors the fruit, which the
Egyptians call kiki), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) συν�παιν�ς κα� α�τ�ς Δαρε��ς �γ�νετ�, παρεσκευ!σατ� μ1ν διη-
κ�σ<ας τρι	ρεας, π�λλ!ν δ1 κ�ρτα <μιλ�ν Περσ�ων τε κα� τ'ν �λλων
συμμ��ων, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) and when Dareios himself too had consented to the plan, he (=
Artaphrenes) equipped two hundred triremes and a very great company
of Persians and their allies in addition (lit. great very company of
Persians and the other allies), ( . . . ). (Hdt. .)

In examples () and (), the first modifier precedes the noun because
it provides contrastive information: the numeral in () contrasts half of
the head with a third part of it and the relative clause in () contrasts
the wife to whom Anaxandrides is happily married to the woman the

39 The order of the constituents in the highlighted NPs in examples () and () will
be explained below.
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Ephors advise him to marry, in their attempt to ensure the family of
the Eurysthenes of offspring. In examples () and (), on the other
hand, the first modifiers precede the noun because of their saliency. In
example (), the first modifier is more salient because it indicates of
which plant the Egyptians produce oil. In example (), the addition
of κ!ρτα confirms that despite the contrast between the ships and the
crowd, the modifier π�λλ4ν is more salient than the noun. Artaphrenes
did not only equip two hundred ships, but a giganticmass of Persians and
other allies as well.40
Whereas the first modifier in the modifier-noun-modifier pattern is

more salient, the secondmodifier is less salient than the noun in between.
Sometimes, the relatively low degree of saliency of the final modifier
is due to the fact that the noun is pragmatically marked. In example
(), for instance, the noun is contrastive, and in example () the noun
provides very salient information (some boats carry many thousands
talent’s burden):
() ( . . . ), ^λαυνε τ�ν στρατ�ν �Μεγ!:αN�ς δι� τ6ςΘρη<κης,πKσαν π4λιν

κα� π^ν @�ν�ς τ'ν τα
τCη �2κημ�νων �μερ��μεν�ς :ασιλ�ϊ/

( . . . ), Megabazos marched his army through Thrace, subduing to the
king’s will every city and every people of that region. (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) 2στι δ� σ"ι τ� πλ��α τα$τα πλ	&εϊ π�λλ� κα� -γει 2νια π�λλ�ς
�ιλι�δας ταλ�ντων.

They have many of these boats; some are of many thousand talents’
burden. (Hdt. ..)

Most often, however, the fact that the noun is more salient than the
postnominal modifier is not due to a pragmatic marking of the noun, but
to the very low information value of the postnominal modifier. This low
information value may be a consequence of the fact that the information
provided is already known, natural or not that relevant for the storyline:
() (= ) τα$τα δ1 π�ι	σαντες τ! �λλ� σ'μα τ�+ #�!ς πιμπλKσι -ρτων

κα&αρ0ν κα� μ�λιτ�ς κα� %στα"<δ�ς κα� σ�κων κα� λι:ανωτ�$ κα�
σμ�ρνης κα� τ0ν -λλων &υωμ!των, ( . . . ).

Having done this, they fillwhat remains of the carcass (lit. the other body
of the cow)with pure bread, honey, raisins, figs, frankincense,myrrh, and
other kinds of incense, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

40 Besides being contrastive or otherwise more salient information than the noun,
the prenominal modifier may also precede the noun because it provides the essential
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() ( . . . ) τ�ν &εραπη<ην τ�ν 9π�μ�νην τ��τ�ισι κα� τ��ς �ν τ��σι σιταγω-
γ��σι %κ!τ�ισι �4ντας κα� μ!λα (ν τ��σι �λλ�ισι πλ�3�ισι τ��σι _μα
πλ��υσι τC� στρατιC�, τ��τ�υς τ0ν μα+<μων %νδρ0ν �� δ�κ�ω ε_ναι
�λ!σσ�νας %λλ� πλ��νας.

( . . . ) as for the service-train which followed them and the crews of the
light corn-bearing vessels and especially of all the other vessels which
came by sea with the force (lit. the other vessels the together sailing
with the force), these I believe to have been not fewer but more than
the fighting men. (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) %λε<"ατι δ1 +ρ�ωνται ΑDγυπτ<ων �A περ� τ� `λεα �Dκ��ντες �π!
τ'ν σιλλικυπρ3ων τ�+ καρπ�+, τ! καλ��υσι μaν Α2γ
πτι�ι κ3κι, ( . . . ).

The Egyptians who live around the marshes use an oil drawn from the
castor-berry, which they call kiki (lit. from the castors the fruit, wich the
Egyptians call kiki), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() 2+ει δ1 κα� � Κυρηνα<η +'ρη, ��$σα �ψηλ�τ!τη τα�της τ6ς Λι:�ης
τ�ν �A ν�μ!δες ν�μ�νται, τρε�ς bρας �ν 9ωυτ?6 �63ας �4ματ�ς.

The country of Kyrene, which is the highest part of the Libya that the
nomads inhabit, has threemarvellous harvest seasons (lit. three harvest
seasons worth wonder). (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the genitive could have been left out without affecting
the interpretation of the sentence, as we have already been informed
that it is a cow that is being slaughtered. Similarly, in example (),
it is so natural on the basis of the context that ‘the other ships’ refers
to the other ships in the wake of the king’s fleet that the postnominal
modifier could have been left unmentioned. In examples () and (),
by contrast, the low information value of the postnominal modifier
is not due to its familiarity or predictability, but to the fact that the
information it provides is not essential for the proper understanding of
the utterance in question. In example (), the relative clause provides
additional information, which is not indispensable for the addressee’s
understanding of the production of oil in Egypt. Similarly, the author’s
judgement expressed by the adjective in example () is not essential for
the description of the three harvest seasons in Kyrene.

information for the identification of the referent (see Chapter , section ..). In these
cases, the modifier provides the only available or most prominent information on a
referent. In Hdt. .. (τ0ν πεντεκα<δεκα νε0ν τ0ν ε_π�ν Σανδ'κεα στρατηγ�ειν
‘the fifteen ships of which I told that Sandokes was captain’), for example, the numeral
provides the most prominent information of the ships that have been said to be captured
by the enemy in ..
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In the examples shown hitherto, the NPs consisted of one pragmati-
cally marked prenominal modifier, a noun and one unmarked postnom-
inal modifier. Yet, the noun may also be modified by more than two
modifiers, in which case the noun is modified by one or more prenomi-
nal modifiers and one or more postnominal modifiers. The order of the
constituents in these NPs is also in accordance with the saliency princi-
ple:
() τ� μ�ν νυν μ�γα&�ς τ�σ�$τ4ν �στι τ�$ -στε�ς τ�$ Βα:υλων<�υ, �κε-

κ4σμητ� δ1 *ς �1δaν �λλ� π�λισμα τ'ν Eμε�ς %δμεν.

Such is the size of the city of Babylon; and it was planned like no other
city of which we know. (Hdt. ..)

() τ�$τ� μ1ν δ� τ� τε�+�ς &'ρη3 �στ<, [τερ�ν δa @σω�εν τε���ς περι&�ει,
�1 π�λλA' τεAω �σ�εν�στερ�ν τ�+ "τ�ρ�υ τε3�ε�ς, στειν�τερ�ν δ�.

This wall is the city’s outer armour; within them there is another encir-
cling wall, not much weaker than the other wall, but narrower.

(Hdt. ..)

In example (), Herodotus describes the splendour of the city of Baby-
lon. To be maximally effective rhetorically, Herodotus expresses ��δ�ν
before the contrastive -λλ� when he states that there is no other city we
know that matches the splendour of Babylon (‘no other city’). Because
the genitive provides highly predictable information, it follows the noun.
In example (), both `τερ�ν and 2σω&εν are contrastive and therefore
precede the already familiar noun. As the main point of the clause is that
there is another wall next to the one elaborately described in the pre-
ceding section, `τερ�ν precedes 2σω&εν. The adjectives %σ&εν�στερ�ν
and στειν4τερ�ν are postnominal, even though they are also contrastive,
because they provide additional information on the nature on the second
wall.41
In the examples of the modifier-noun-modifier pattern discussed

above, the order of the constituents was determined by pragmatics, as the
prenominal modifiers turned out to be more and the postnominal mod-
ifiers less pragmatically marked than the noun. However, as with NPs
with multiple postnominal modifiers, the order of the modifiers of NPs
with both pre- and postnominal modifiers may also be influenced by the
heaviness principle:

41 For the order of coordinated adjectives and the use of δ� to coordinate two modi-
fiers, see section ..
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() τ5ν μ1ν δ� μετ� Σαυρ�ματ�ων μ��ραν τα��ε�σαν, τ�ς Vρ�ε Σκ4πα-
σις, π�μπ�υσι JΙωσι κελε��ντες �ς λ4γ�υς %πικ�σ&αι, τ��τ�ισι �w τ�ν
JΙστρ�ν �Nευγμ�ν�ν �"ρ��ρε�ν/

They then sent the division of the Skythians to which the Sauromatae
were attached, and which was led by Skopasis (lit. the with the Sauro-
matae division drawn up, which Skopasis led), to speak with those Ioni-
ans guarding the bridge over the Ister. (Hdt. ..)

() 3ε�νε Λυδ�, �γH �πε<τε �36λ&�ν τ�ν Περσ<δα +'ρην, �1δεν� �νδρ�
συν�μει3α �ς τ4δε <στις O��λησε 6ε3νια πρ��ε�ναι στρατA' τA' (μA',
��δ1 Iστις �ς bψιν τ�ν �μ�ν καταστ�ς α�τεπ!γγελτ�ς �ς τ�ν π4λεμ�ν
�μ�� \&�λησε συμ:αλ�σ&αι +ρ	ματα, 23ω σε$.

My Lydian friend, since I came out of Persia I have so far met with no
manwhowas willing to give hospitality tomy army, nor who came into
my presence unsummoned and offered to furnish money for the war,
besides you. (Hdt. ..)

Example () is a nice illustration of the tension between the saliency and
the heaviness principle. Whereas the saliency principle prefers the con-
trastive participle phrase to be expressed before the noun, the heaviness
principle prefers the rather heavy participle phrase to be postnominal.
As a result, the participle is expressed after the noun, while the depen-
dent of this participle precedes the noun. In example (), the heaviness
principle has beaten the saliency principle, so that the rather heavy rela-
tive clause follows the noun, although it provides highly salient informa-
tion. The relative clause is the most salient element of the NP because it
expresses the crucial point of Xerxes’ happiness. Xerxes is not delighted
that he finally meets someone, but rather that he finally meets someone
who offers him and his army hospitality.

... Concluding remarks

The preceding sections argued that Ancient Greek differs from many
other languages in that the order of the modifiers within the NP is not
determined by the semantics of the modifiers, but by their saliency.
The various constituents of the NP are ordered in a diminishing degree
of saliency from more salient information on the left to less salient
information on the right. Hence, the modifiers in multiple-modifier NPs
may either all precede or follow the noun, or precede and follow the noun,
dependent on their saliency. The number of examples of the various
possibilities in my corpus can be found in Table :
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number of number of
NP pattern examples problematic cases
definite NPs
multiple prenominal modifiers  ()42  (= )
multiple postnominal modifiers  ()  (= )
pre- and postnominal modifiers  ()  (= )

indefinite NPs
multiple prenominal modifiers   (= )
multiple postnominal modifiers   (= )
pre- and postnominal modifiers   (= )

total   (= )

Table . The number of multiple-modifier NPs

Although Table  is meant to give a general impression of the number
of multiple-modifier NPs, rather than to provide a basis for genuine
statistical analyses, the relatively low number of multiple prenominal
modifiers in indefinite NPs asks for some explanation. In my view, the
difference between the rather equal distribution of multiple pre- and
multiple postnominal modifiers in the case of definite NP and the much
less equal distribution in the case of indefinite NPs can be explained by
their different function. Since indefiniteNPs aremainly used to introduce
a new referent into the discourse, it is not surprising that instances of
indefinite NPs with two ormore prenominal (and thus salient) modifiers
are relatively rare. Given the function of the NP, it is more likely that
one or more modifiers provide additional information, which is not
that salient, about the referent. In definite NPs, by contrast, which are
most often used to refer to some textually evoked or inferrable referent,
modifiers are often added to facilitate the identification of the referent.
For this reason, modifiers in definite NPs are more likely to provide
salient (especially contrastive) information.
The crucial question is of course why the Greek language takes an

exceptional position by ordering modifiers on the basis of their saliency
instead of their semantics. A plausible answer seems that the Greek

42 The numbers between brackets are the number of NPs in that specific category in
which one of themodifiers has predicative value. So,  () in the first line of the second
column means that there are  NPs with multiple prenominal modifiers, of which 
contain one predicative element (i.e. πKς or α�τ4ς). Although these elements do not
belong to the NP proper, I did include them in my analysis, as they also turned out to
be sensitive to the saliency principle and could therefore be placed between proper NP
elements. For a discussion of the position and status of these predicative elements, see
section ....



word order in multiple-modifier nps 

musical accent made acoustic emphasis and other prosodic tools for
expressing pragmatic prominence impractical, so that the language users
had to employ other solutions to give prominence to certain parts of
the NP.43 This answer, however, is invalidated by Devine and Stephens,
who conclude on the basis of typological evidence that ‘even though
Greek has a pitch accent and makes extensive use of particles and word
order, there is no typological reason for excluding a priori the possibility
that focus, and particularly contrastive focus, could have been marked
prosodically in Greek by pitch obtrusion and by phrasing effects’ (Devine
and Stephens : ).44
Rijkhoff himself explains the deviant behaviour of the modifiers in

(modern) Greek by the fact that Greek modifiers are not integral parts
of the NP, but have an appositional relation with the noun. He repeatedly
emphasises that his semantic ordering principles only apply to languages
with integral NPs45 and are notmeant to explain the position ofmodifiers
that are not integral parts of the NP, like the appositional modifiers in the
example from Nama Hottentot in example ().46

() kini-di ne !nona-di !Gombates di-di
book-PL.F these three-PL.F !Gombates of-PL.F

‘these three books of !Gombate’s (lit. books, these three ones, the ones of
!Gombate)’

But although manymore scholars47 seem to believe that Greek modifiers
are not integral parts of the NP, I doubt whether this is correct. As

43 Cf. Sicking (: ), who explains the abundant use of particles in Greek by the
fact that the musical accent hinders acoustic emphasis and other prosodic tools. Hellwig
(: ff.) also assumes that musical accent and prosodic marking are mutually
exclusive.

44 Hirt (: ) comes to the same conclusion, but in a less accurate way. He simply
claims that ‘trotz dieser ausgesprochenenmusikalischen Betonung eine gewisser Lautheit
(Nachdrucksakzent) nicht gefehlt haben kann, wie sie eben keiner Sprache fehlt’.

45 An integral NP is understood to mean a hierarchically organised structure with the
noun as its semantic and syntactic head, on which the modifiers are dependent (Rijkhoff
: ).

46 The example, discussed by Rijkhoff (: ), was taken from Payne (). Payne
(: ) observes that the fact that each element in this example ismarked for person
and gender by the postposition -di together with fact that each element may occur in
isolation seems to indicate that the example consists of threeminiature NPs in apposition
rather than one integrated and hierarchically structured NP.

47 For an appositional interpretation of the Ancient Greek NP, see Gildersleeve (:
) and Smyth (: ). Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (), Stavrou and
Horrocks () and Rijkhoff (: ff.) argue for an appositional interpretation of
the Modern Greek NP.
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I will argue in Chapter , section ..., the possible articulation of
the modifiers in definite NPs, generally considered a major indication
of appositional structure of the Greek NP, does not indicate that the
modifier is not an integral part of the NP, but has a totally different
function. Furthermore, aswill be demonstrated in section ., the various
modifiers of one NP may have scope over each other, which would be
impossible if the various modifiers were independent appositions on the
noun instead of integral parts of a hierarchically organised NP.
But although I severely doubt that the NPs inmy corpus have an appo-

sitional structure, I cannot exclude the possibility that in an older stage
Ancient Greek NPs were non-hierarchical, appositional structures and
that the pragmatic ordering of NP constituents is a residue of this non-
hierarchical past. That Ancient Greek is originally a non-configurational
language48 has been suggested by Devine and Stephens (: ff.),
who use this non-configurational past as explanation for the frequent use
of hyperbaton in classical Greek.49 They validate their conclusion about
the origin of Greek by many examples that show that Homeric Greek
displays characteristics of a non-configurational language, such as free
word order, null anaphora (e.g. Θησε�ς ^γαγεν ‘Theseus brought [it]’),
adjunct lexical arguments (e.g. 5 μιν 2γειρε Ναυσικ!αν εVπεπλ�ν ‘she
woke her, the beautifully dressedNausikaa’), lack of a definite article, fail-
ure of agreement and parataxis. Although I doubt whether each of these
characteristics does indeed validate the conclusion that Homeric Greek
was a non-configurational language,50 without further research I cannot

48 Non-configurational languages are languages with a flat instead of a hierarchical
phrase structure. Because such languages try to avoid hierarchical structures, they prefer
appositional structures toNPswith dependentmodifiers. References to literature on non-
configurational languages in general and descriptions of noun phrase structure in non-
configurational languages in particular can be found in Devine and Stephens (: –
 and ) and Rijkhoff (: –).

49 That the frequent use of hyperbaton in classical Greek can be explained by a non-
configurational past is doubted by Beckwith (: ). He argues that if Ancient Greek
developed from a non-configurational language to a configurational one wewould expect
it to be more configurational than Indo-European. Yet, since classical Greek displays
a higher rate of hyperbaton than Indo-European, Beckwith argues that Devine and
Stephens’ conclusion does not seem legitimate.

50 Lack of a definite article and null anaphora, for instance, are no indisputable signs of
non-configurationality. Similarly, the use of adjunct lexical arguments need not be a sign
of the avoidance of hierarchical structures, but can also be explained as a ‘topic promotion
strategy’ (Lambrecht : ff.). As Lambrecht argues, an extra-clausal lexical NP (e.g.
now the wizard, he lived in Africa) may be used to establish a new topic in the discourse.
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exclude the possibility that the Greek NP was originally more apposi-
tional or non-hierarchical than in the times of Herodotus.51

.. Coordination and juxtaposition52

Section . argued that multiple-modifier NPs are ordered from more
salient information on the left to less salient information on the right.
This principle does not only account for word order in NPs with juxta-
posed modifiers, but also plays a role in NPs with coordinated modifiers,
albeit a much smaller one. However, before discussing the order of coor-
dinated modifiers, it should be examined what coordination is and what
it is used for.
In my corpus, I have found two different types of coordination.53 In

the first place, there are some (very rare) examples where two elements
are combined to constitute one compound modifier. Two clear examples
of this kind of coordination are given in () and ():
() κατ� μ1ν δ� @Α&ηνα<�υς �τετ!+ατ� Φ�<νικες (�Yτ�ι γ�ρ ε_+�ν τ! πρ!ς

BΕλευσ�ν�ς τε κα� "σπ�ρης κ�ρας), ( . . . ).

The Phoenicians were marshalled against the Athenians—for they had
the wing toward Eleusis and the West (lit. the toward Eleusis and west
wing)—(. . . ). (Hdt. ..)

51 It should be noted, however, that even if it is proven that the Ancient Greek NP was
non-hierarchical in an older stage, this does not actually solve the problem that Ancient
Greek differs frommany other (Indo-European) language with respect to the ordering of
themodifiers around the noun. For how to explain that Ancient Greek did, whereas other
Indo-European languages did not, preserve some reminiscence of its non-configurational
past?

52 This section is a further elaboration of S. Bakker (). While that article focussed
on the ordering of coordinated and juxtaposed adjectives, the present section takes the
difference between coordination and juxtaposition of all kinds of modifiers into account.

53 Since the aim of this book is to study word order within the NP, examples of
coordination like Hdt. . +ρ�σε! τε κα� %ργ�ρεα μ�ταλλα (‘gold and silver mines’)
and Hdt. .. �Dκι�ων τρι�ρ4"ων και τετρα"4ρων (‘houses with three and four
floors’) are left out of consideration, because these examples do not consist of one NP
with two coordinated elements, but of two coordinated NPs, of which the first or the last
is elliptical. For the same reason, examples likeHdt. .. (π�λλ! μ�ι κα� -λλα τεκμ	ρι!
�στι τ�$τ� ��τω 2+ειν, �ν δ1 κα� τ4δε, Iτι . . . , ‘I have a lot of other evidence that this
is true, besides this (lit. among which also this . . . )’) are also left out of consideration.
Although κα< stands in between twomodifiers, in my view it does not coordinate the two
modifiers, but coordinates the NP in question with some following NP (in this case ‘the
many other proofs’ and ‘this’ rather than π�λλ! and -λλα).
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() �ς μ�ν νυν Σ!μ�ν %ν�&ηκε κατ� 6ειν3ην τ5ν "ωυτ�+ τε κα� Π�λυκρ�-
τε�ς τ�+ Α2�κε�ς, ( . . . ).

The offerings in Samos were dedicated because of the friendship be-
tween himself (= Amasis) and Polykrates, son of Aeakes (lit. because
of friendship the between himself and Polykrates the of Aeakes), ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

In example (), the two genitives @Ελευσ�ν�ς and 9σπ�ρης, which both
depend on πρ4ς, together make up one modifier that provides informa-
tion on the position of the κ�ρας. Similarly, the two genitives in () are
to be analysed as one compound modifier.
Besides these cases of coordination of two elements within one mod-

ifier, there are many more examples of coordination of two or more sep-
arate modifiers:
() συνελ�+&ησ!ν τε δ� π�λλ=0 πλ��νες ν�ες k �π’ @Αρτεμισ<=ω �ναυμ!+ε�ν

κα� %π� π�λ<ων πλε4νων. ( . . . ) ν�ας δ1 π�λλA' πλε3στας τε κα� �ριστα
πλε�
σας παρε<+�ντ� @Α&ηνα��ι.

Many more ships assembled now than had fought at Artemisium, and
from more cities. ( . . . ) The Athenians provided by far the most numer-
ous and the most seaworthy ships (lit. ships most numerous and most
seaworthy). (Hdt. ..–)

() ( . . . ) πρ'τ�ν μ1ν κα� μ�γιστ�ν μαρτ
ρι�ν �A -νεμ�ι παρ�+�νται
πν��ντες %π� τ0ν +ωρ�ων τ�υτ�ων &ερμ�<. δε�τερ�ν δ�, Iτι ( . . . ).

( . . . ) the principal and strongest evidence (lit. principal and strongest
evidence) is that the winds blowing from these regions are hot. In the
second place, that ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Unlike the coordinators in examples () and (), the coordinators in
() and () do not coordinate various elements within one modifier,
but coordinate various modifiers of one noun. The coordinated mod-
ifiers, which each have their own semantic relationship with the head
noun, are combined into one larger modifying unit.54

54 In the case of these largermodifying units, the combinedmodifiers do not necessar-
ily have the same semantic relationship with the head noun.Whereas the first modifier in
example () is a quantifying modifier giving information on the quantity of the referent,
the second one provides information that qualifies the referent. For this kind of coor-
dination, therefore, Haspelmath’s definition of coordination, viz. ‘the term coordination
refers to syntactic constructions in which two or more units of the same type are com-
bined into a larger unit and still have the same semantic relations with other surrounding
elements’ (Haspelmath ; my italics) seems more adequate than S. Dik’s definition: ‘a
co-ordination is a construction consisting of two or more members which are equivalent
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The question arises now what the difference is between ‘normal’, jux-
taposed modifiers and these larger modifying units. It may seem that
this question can be answered easily by comparing coordinated mod-
ifiers with juxtaposed ones. Such a comparison turns out to be some-
what complicated, however, because of the fact that in a written text
coordinated modifiers may not be easily recognisable, as they need not
to be coordinated with an overt coordinator. In addition to being coor-
dinated by a conjunctive, disjunctive or adversative connection particle
(e.g. κα<, �Vτε, ^, δ�),55 modifiers may also be coordinated by means of a
pause, which—because of the lack of punctuationmarks—left no trace in
the written text. In her study of the difference between coordinated and
juxtaposed Latin adjectives, Risselada (: ) suggests that in these
cases of so-called zero-coordination, an overt coordinator can be inserted
without changing the meaning of the NP. Applying this criterion, how-
ever, sounds easier than it is, for in practice it is often difficult to decide
whether an overt coordinator can be inserted without any effect on the
meaning of the NP.56 Furthermore, one runs the risk of judging the Latin
or Greek examples on the basis of the acceptability of the English trans-
lation.57 Despite these criticisms of Risselada’s criterion, I cannot offer a
better alternative.
On the basis of her Latin sample, Risselada’s answer to the question

as to what the difference is between coordinated and juxtaposed adjec-
tives is that adjectives are coordinated if they ‘are equivalent as to the
semantic relationship with the head’ (Risselada : ) and are juxta-
posed if they are not.58 Although Fugier and Corbin () assume that

as to grammatical function, and bound together at the same level of structural hierarchy
by means of a linking device’ (S. Dik : ; my italics).

55 In my corpus, I found the following coordinators: (τε) κα< (very frequently), δ�,
�Vτε, ��δ� and (very rarely) %λλ! or ^. The difference between the various coordinators
has not been analysed. For the use and function of (some of) these particles at the level
of the clause, see E.J. Bakker (), Sicking and Van Ophuijsen () and S.R. Slings
(b).

56 In Hdt. .. (τ� δ1 τ0ν "αλακρ0ν κατ�περ&ε ��δε�ς %τρεκ�ως �_δε "ρ!σαι/
bρεα γ�ρ �ψηλ� %π�τ!μνει -:ατα . . . , ‘but what lies north of the bald men no one can
say with exact knowledge; for high impassable mountains bar the way . . . ’), for instance,
I find it difficult to decide whether an overt coordinator can or cannot be inserted.

57 That the use of overt coordinators in Greek is not completely comparable to that in
English is evident from examples like () and () where the modifier π�λ�ς ‘much’ is
overtly coordinated with an adjective, whereas the use of ‘and’ in English seems highly
unnatural.

58 Being equivalent as to semantic relationship with the headmeans that the adjectives
give information on the same feature of the referent (e.g. provenance, colour, size, and
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the function of the modifier, and not its semantics, is the crucial factor,
their analysis of the difference between juxtaposed and coordinated Latin
modifiers is very similar. They assume that Latin modifiers are coordi-
nated if both have a qualifying function and otherwise are juxtaposed.59
Both views, however, cannot explain the use of coordinators inmyGreek
examples.60 Example (), for instance, contradicts the view of Fugier
and Corbin, as the participles are coordinated, although they both have
an identifying function:
() E δ1 Κλε�μ�νεα τεκ�+σα κα� [τ!] δε
τερ�ν (πελ��+σα γυν$, (�+σα

�υγ�τηρ Πρινητ�δεω τ�+ Δημαρμ�ν�υ, ��κ�τι 2τικτε τ� δε�τερ�ν.

As for the wife who was the mother of Kleomenes and arrived second,
the daughter of Prinetadas son ofDemarmenos (lit. theKleomenes hav-
ing borne and secondly arriving wife, being a daughter of Demarmenos),
she bore no more children. (Hdt. ..)

Risselada’s view is contradicted by examples like the following, where the
modifiers are coordinated although they do obviously not belong to the
same semantic class:

() (= ) ( . . . ) ν�ας δ1 π�λλA' πλε3στας τε κα� �ριστα πλε�
σας παρε<-
+�ντ� @Α&ηνα��ι.

( . . . ) the Athenians provided by far the most numerous and the most
seaworthy ships (lit. ships most numerous and most seaworthy).

(Hdt. ..)

() �3υ"	νασα JΑμηστρις � e�ρ3εω γυν� �^ρ�ς μ�γα τε κα� π�ικ3λ�ν κα�
��ης �6ι�ν διδ�� e�ρ3?η.

Xerxes’ wife, Amestris, wove and gave to him a great gaily-coloured
mantle, marvellous to see (lit. mantle great and gaily-coloured and
marvellous to see). (Hdt. ..)

evaluation). Risselada concretises the somewhat vague ‘same feature of the referent’ by
setting up a classification of adjectives after the example of Hetzron.

59 For the difference between qualifying and identifying modifiers, see footnote  of
this chapter.

60 Although I did not check the concrete examples, I doubt whether the views of
Risselada () and Fugier and Corbin () actually hold for Latin. Risselada’s own
remark that a writer may coordinate two adjectives of different semantic classes if he
chooses to put them on the same level raises doubts about her semantic approach. If
the writer may influence the juxtaposition/coordination in these cases, why not make
him equally responsible for the choice juxtaposition/coordination in all other instances?
Fugier and Corbin’s analysis is problematic in that a division of modifiers into qualifying
and identifying is too strict in that modifiers may (and often do) combine the two
functions. In their example populus Romanus ‘Roman people’, for instance, the adjective
does not only identify the referent, but provides qualifying information as well.
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In example (), the first modifier is a quantifying modifier, while the
second one is a qualifying one. In example (), the adjectives are all
qualifying modifiers, but still differ in the semantic relationship with the
head (for the classification of adjectives, see Risselada : ff.), as
the first adjective provides information on the physical properties of the
referent, the second one on its colour, and the last one gives an evaluation
of the referent.61
In my view, the difference between juxtaposed and coordinated mod-

ifiers has nothing to do with their function or semantic class, but with
their scope.62 In the case of juxtaposed modifiers, one of the modifiers
has scope over the combination of the noun plus the other modifier(s).
Coordinated modifiers, by contrast, do not have scope over each other,
but only modify the noun itself. Schematically, the difference may be
depicted as follows:

(a) juxtaposition: Xi (Xj N) or (N Xj) Xi
63

e.g. beautiful old cars (= old cars which are beautiful)

(b) coordination: Xi + Xj (N) or (N) Xi + Xj

e.g. beautiful, old cars (= cars which are beautiful and old)

61 Strikingly, Del Mar Puebla Manzanos () concludes on the basis of her data
from book one of Herodotus that Risselada’s conclusion about the difference between
juxtaposition and coordination of Latin adjectives is also valid for Greek. The difference
between the outcome of her and my research, although our data partly overlap, must be
due to the fact that DelMar PueblaManzanos also includedmany coordinatedNPs in her
sample (for instance,ΑDγ�πτια τε κα� Ασσ�ρια "�ρτ<α fromHdt. .., which should in
my view be analysed as the coordination of two NPs, viz. Egyptian (wares) and Assurian
wares, rather than the coordination of two adjectives within one NP). Moreover, she
considers adjectives separated by a comma/pause as juxtaposed instead of coordinated,
which must have polluted her data severely as well.

62 The same view can be found in S.Dik (: ) and in Sproat and Shih (: ),
who speak of parallel modification (if the modifiers are coordinated) and modification
in sequence (if the modifiers are juxtaposed).

63 It is important to note that this scheme is a semantic representation of an NP with
two juxtaposed modifiers, not a syntactic one. As was discussed extensively in section
., the order of the modifiers in Ancient Greek does not give information on their scope
relations, but on their saliency. Although Xi in (a) has scope over the combination of N
plus Xj, it is not necessarily the outermost NP element in the actual linguistic expression
(in Ancient Greek, at least). The fact that the scope relations are not reflected in the
actual linguistic expression has often led to the mistaken idea that (Ancient) Greek has a
flat, non-hierarchical structure (cf. footnote ). The existence of a mechanism to thwart
the scope relations (viz. coordination) confirms, however, that in a normal, juxtaposed,
situation modifiers do have scope over each other, even though the scope relations are
not obvious from the linguistic expression.
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Though the difference may seem small for NPs in isolation, within
their context the difference inmeaning and—especially—in implications
turns out to be considerable.64 In example (), for instance, juxtaposi-
tion of the samemodifiers would lead to the interpretation that the Dori-
ans had many cities of the kind ‘famous’ instead of many cities, which
were all famous. Whereas juxtaposition of the adjectives would leave the
possibility open that the Dorians also hadmany non-famous cities, coor-
dination of the adjectives explicitly excludes this interpretation:

() Δωρι�ων μ1ν π�λλα3 τε κα� δ�κιμ�ι π�λιες,ΑDτωλ0ν δ1 {Ηλις μ��νη,
Δρυ4πων δ1 �Ερμι'ν τε κα� @Ασ<νη � πρ�ς Καρδαμ�λ?η τ?6 Λακωνικ?6,
Λημν<ων δ1 Παρωρε6ται π!ντες.

The Dorians havemany famous cities (lit. many and famous cities), the
Aetolians only Elis, the Dryopians Hermione and Asine near Lakonian
Kardamyle, the Lemnians all the Paroreatae. (Hdt. ..)

Similarly, if the modifiers in example () were juxtaposed, this would
lead to the interpretation that the bushes, apart frombearingmuch stink-
ing fruit, also bore sweet-smelling fruit. This interpretation, however, is
surely blocked now the adjectives are coordinated:

() παρ� τ� +ε<λεα τ0ν τε π�ταμ0ν κα� τ0ν λιμν�ων σπε<ρ�υσι τ� σιλ-
λικ�πρια τα$τα, τ� �ν OΕλλησι α�τ4ματα -γρια "�εται/ τα$τα �ν τ?6
ΑDγ�πτ=ω σπειρ4μενα καρπ!ν "�ρει π�λλ!ν μ�ν, δυσ4δεα δ�,

They sow this plant, which grows wild in Hellas, on the banks of the
rivers and lakes. Sown in Egypt, it produces abundant fruit, though
malodorous (lit. fruit much, but malodorous). (Hdt. ..–)

Now the difference between coordinated and juxtaposed modifiers has
been discussed, we should pass on to the ordering of the constituents
in NPs with coordinated modifiers. The examples below will show that
coordinated and juxtaposed modifiers do not only differ with respect to
their scope, but also with respect to their ordering.Whereas the ordering
of NPs with juxtaposed modifiers is determined by the pragmatic prin-
ciple that the more salient the information, the further to the left it is
expressed, in the case of NPs with coordinated modifiers this only holds
true for the position of the modifiers in relation to the noun. The order
of the modifiers themselves depends on a number of factors, of which

64 I do not agree, therefore, with Biraud’s conclusion that ‘les trois constructions du
groupe nominal (coordination, coordination avec crase, juxtaposition) sont des variantes
correspondant à unmême sens global. ( . . . ) elles sont des variantes libres: rien dans leurs
contextes ne paraît provoquer l’apparition de l’une plutôt que de l’autre’ (Biraud : ).
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their saliency is only a minor one. A much more important factor is the
heaviness of the modifiers:65

() σκευ�ν μ1ν τ�ια�την ε_+�ν 5 περ ε;ρηται, +ωρ�ς δ1 �ρυσ�ν τε π�λλ!ν
κα� ����ν�ν 2+�ντες �ν�πρεπ�ν.

Their equipment was such as I have said; beyond this they stood out by
the abundance of gold (lit. gold much and plentiful) that they had.

(Hdt. ..)

() � δ1 λ�γεται πρ�ς τ6ς Σικελ<ης τ0ν �Dκητ4ρων τ� �πεναντ<α τ��των
πε"υκ�ναι �ηλυδρ3ης τε κα� μαλακ4τερ�ς �ν$ρ.

He (= Telines), on the contrary, is reported by the dwellers in Sicily to be
a soft and effeminate man. (Hdt. ..)

In examples like () and (), the saliency of the modifiers, although
responsible for their position in relation to the noun,66 cannot be deci-
sive for the ordering of the modifiers themselves, as their meaning dif-
fers so little that it is simply impossible to decide which of them is more
salient. For the same reason, a semantic explanation for the ordering of
the modifiers is also impossible. The ordering of the modifiers can be
explained, however, by their heaviness, as in both examples the second
adjective is one syllable longer than the first one.The following two exam-
ples show that the influence of the heaviness principle is not confined to
those cases where the meaning of the modifiers is so similar that prag-
matic and semantic factors can be excluded beforehand:
() (= ) Δωρι�ων μ1ν π�λλα3 τε κα� δ�κιμ�ι π�λιες, ΑDτωλ0ν δ1 {Ηλις

μ��νη, Δρυ4πων δ1 �Ερμι'ν τε κα� @Ασ<νη � πρ�ς Καρδαμ�λ?η τ?6
Λακωνικ?6, Λημν<ων δ1 Παρωρε6ται π!ντες.

The Dorians havemany famous cities (lit. many and famous cities), the
Aetolians only Elis, the Dryopians Hermione and Asine near Lakonian
Kardamyle, the Lemnians all the Paroreatae. (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) συνελ�+&ησ!ν τε δ� π�λλ=0 πλ��νες ν�ες k �π’ @Αρτεμισ<=ω �ναυ-
μ!+ε�ν κα� %π� π�λ<ων πλε4νων. ( . . . ) ν�ας δ1 π�λλA' πλε3στας τε κα�
�ριστα πλε�
σας παρε<+�ντ� @Α&ηνα��ι.

Many more ships assembled now than had fought at Artemisium, and
from more cities. ( . . . ) The Athenians provided by far the most numer-
ous and the most seaworthy ships (lit. ships most numerous and most
seaworthy). (Hdt. ..–)

65 In the case of coordinated modifiers it is—in contrast to the cases of heaviness
discussed in Chapter , section ..—not only the complexity of the modifier, but also
its length that is decisive for its heaviness.

66 In example (), the adjectives follow the noun because the noun is more infor-
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On the basis of examples like ()–(), it seems legitimate to draw
the conclusion that the order of coordinated modifiers is determined
by their heaviness. For a number of reasons, however, this conclusion
is a bit too simple. First of all, it would do no justice to the fact that
in many cases the ordering of the modifiers is not only favoured by the
heaviness principle, but also in accordance to the saliency principle. In
example (), for instance, the adjective π�λλα<, apart from being the
least heavy adjective, may also be said to precede δ4κιμ�ι because of the
contrast between the many cities of the Dorians and the single Aetolian
city (cf. μ��νη). Similarly, the preposition of the first adjective (πλε<στας)
in example () may not only be due to its being less heavy, but also to
its being more salient than the following -ριστα πλε��σας. As the issue
of the section is that many more ships assembled at Salamis than had
fought at Artemisium, the great number of the Athenian ships is more
salient than their excellent quality.
Secondly, there is a small number of examples where the order of the

coordinated modifiers does not conform to the heaviness principle, but
can be explained by their saliency:
() %ν�ρ Wλιε�ς λα:Hν 2��Jν μ�γαν τε κα� καλ!ν \3<�υ μιν Π�λυκρ!τεϊ

δ0ρ�ν δ�&6ναι.

A fisherman, who had taken a fine and great fish (lit. fish great and fine),
desired to make a gift of it to Polykrates. (Hdt. ..)

() λ�γεται δ1 κα� Iδε λ4γ�ς, �μ�� μ1ν ��πι&αν4ς,*ς τ0νΠερσ<δων γυναι-
κ0ν �σελ&�$σ! τις παρ� τ�ςΚ�ρ�υ γυνα�κας,*ς ε_δε τ?6Κασσανδ!ν?η
παρεστε0τα τ�κνα ε1ειδ�α τε κα� μεγ�λα, π�λλ=0 �+ρKτ� τ=0 �πα<ν=ω
�περ&ωμ!N�υσα, ( . . . ).

The following story, incredible to me, is also told: that one of the Per-
sian women who came to visit Kyros’ wives, and saw the tall and attrac-
tive children (lit. children attractive and tall) who stood by Kasandane,
expressed her admiration in extravagant terms, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

As the adjectives in example () do not differ in heaviness, the heaviness
principle cannot be decisive for their order. In example (), the order
of the adjectives even runs counter to the heaviness principle, as the
first adjective is heavier than the second. Although the influence of
pragmatics is not as clear as in examples () and () above, it can be

mative than the adjectives. It is the fact that the Immortals are all covered with gold that
amazes Herodotus.The adjectives in example (), by contrast, precede the noun because
the qualifications expressed by the adjectives are more informative than the noun itself
(it is not very surprising that Telines is a man).
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maintained that the order of the adjectives in () and () is determined
by their saliency. In example (), the size of the fish can be argued to be
more salient than its beauty on the basis of the argument that a small fish,
no matter how beautiful, would never have been brought to the King. In
example (), the relatively higher degree of saliency of the first adjective
becomes clearer if we compare this example to another example with the
same adjectives in a different order:
() �ν τ?6 πρ�τ�ρ?η νυκτ� τ0ν Πανα&ηνα<ων �δ4κεε � OΙππαρ+�ς �νδρα �A

�πιστ!ντα μ�γαν κα� ε1ειδ�α αDν<σσεσ&αι τ!δε τ� 2πεα/

In the night before the Panathenaea Hipparchos thought that a tall and
handsome man (lit. man tall and handsome) stood over him uttering
these riddling verses. (Hdt. ..)

Whereas in example () the size of the man is of primary importance,
because it is exactly this characteristic that reveals the divine nature of
the night-time visitor, the women in example () are, apparently, mainly
impressed by the beauty of the children of Kassandane.
A third objection to the conclusion that the order of coordinated

modifiers is determined by their heaviness is that it would pass over the
fact that the order of coordinated modifiers is sometimes determined by
their semantics:
() �πιπεσHν δ� σ"ι περιπλ��υσι #�ρ�ς �νεμ�ς μ�γας τε κα� �π�ρ�ς

κ!ρτα τρη+�ως περι�σπε πλ	&εϊ π�λλ�ς τ0ν νε0ν �κ:!λλων πρ�ς τ�ν
JΑ&ων.

But a great and irresistible north wind (lit. north wind great and irre-
sistible) fell upon them as they sailed past and dealt very roughly with
them, driving many of their ships upon Athos. (Hdt. ..)

() περ� δ1 τ�ν +0ρ�ν 0ρεα Nψηλ� κα� �#ατα περικλη<ει πKσαν τ�νΜηλ<-
δα γ6ν, Τρη+<νιαι π�τραι καλε4μεναι.

And around the ground high and inaccessible mountains (lit. moun-
tains high and inaccessible) enclose the whole of Malis and are called the
Rocks of Trachis. (Hdt. ..)

Although the order of the adjectives in example () is in accordance
to the heaviness principle, I would like to argue that it is not (only)
the heaviness, but (also) the semantics of the adjectives that determines
their order. Like in example (), the second adjective follows the first
not (only) because it is heavier, but because it expresses a consequence
of the first adjective. In example (), -:ατα follows �ψηλ! to express
that the inaccessibility of the mountains is a consequence of their height:
the mountains are high and therefore inaccessible. Similarly, -π�ρ�ς in
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example () expresses a consequence of μ�γας. Its position after μ�γας
is thus not only determined by its heaviness, but also the most natural
ordering.67
On the basis of the examples above, we have to conclude that even

though almost all examples of coordinated modifiers are ordered from
less heavy modifiers on the left to more heavy adjectives on the right,
the ordering of coordinated modifiers is not determined exclusively
by the heaviness principle. Both the saliency and the semantics of the
modifiers also play a role, even though the role of the former is generally
much smaller than in the case of juxtaposed modifiers.68 But even a
combination of the factors heaviness, saliency and semantics cannot
account for the order of all coordinated modifiers in my corpus. In
examples () and (), for instance, the order of the modifiers cannot
be explained by any of the three factors:
() τ0ν δ1 λ�ιπ0ν Β�ρυσ&�νης �στ� π�λυαρκ�στατ�ς, Rς ν�μ!ς τε καλ-

λ<στας κα� ε�δ�κιδεστ!τας κτ	νεσι παρ�+εται 2��+ς τε �ρ3στ�υς δια-
κριδ!ν κα� πλε3στ�υς, ( . . . ).

But in comparison to the rest, the Borysthenes (= the Dnjepr) is most
productive; it provides the finest and best-nurturing pasture lands for
beast and by far the most excellent and greatest amount of fish (lit. fish
best by far and most), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() κα� �ν κ�ρυ"?6σι 9κ!στ�υ τ�$ κ�λων�$ %νακ�ντ<Nει �κ μ�σ�υ τ�$ Wλ�ς
8δωρ ψυ�ρ!ν κα� γλυκ
, ( . . . ).

And on the top of every hill, a fountain of cold sweet water (lit. water
cold and sweet) shoots up from the midst of the salt, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

In example (), the order of the adjectives runs counter to the heaviness
principle, even though there are no compelling semantic or pragmatic
reasons for this ordering. In example (), it is the saliency principle that

67 Traditionally, it was assumed that the consecutive interpretation of the second
adjective in cases like these was due to the explicative value of the coordinator. It was
argued that κα<, besides expressing plain coordination, could also be used in a so-called
explicative mode (cf. Kühner-Gerth : II ). It seems more sound, however, to
assume that the consecutive interpretation of the second adjective is a consequence of
the semantics of the adjectives (in combination with the addressee’s knowledge of the
world), not of the value of the coordinator.

68 That the ordering of coordinated modifiers is more flexible than the ordering of
juxtaposed modifiers is not specific for Ancient Greek, but also holds true for other
languages. Cf. Sproat and Shih (: ), who conclude on the basis of data from
English, Mandarin Chinese and Polish that adjectival ordering restrictions are, cross-
linguistically, limited to juxtaposed modifiers.
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is overruled (regardless of how much worth mentioning cold water may
be in the middle of the desert, for water shooting up from blocks of salt,
its sweetness seems to be more informative than its low temperature),
although this ordering of the adjectives is not preferred by the heaviness
principle or semantics of the adjectives either.
Especially problematic are modifiers coordinated with the help of the

particles (μ�ν . . . ) δ�.69 Besides the fact that the order of modifiers coor-
dinated by (μ�ν . . . ) δ� often runs counter to the three orderings princi-
ples discussed above (cf. example ), many of these NPs are problematic
in that it is impossible to decide whether the ordering conforms to the
saliency principle, because it is uncertain which of the two modifiers is
more salient (example  and ):
() Pν �A πα�ς, τ�+ κα� πρ�τερ�ν (πεμν$σ�ην, τ� μaν �λλα (πιεικ$ς,

��ων�ς δ�. �ν τ?6 dν παρελ&��σ?η ε�εστ�� � Κρ��σ�ς τ� πKν �ς α�τ�ν
�πεπ�ι	κεε -λλα τε �πι"ραN4μεν�ς κα� δ� κα� �ς Δελ"��ς περ� α�τ�$
�πεπ4μ"εε +ρησ�μ�ν�υς/

He had a son, whom I have already mentioned, in other respects fine,
but mute. Now in his days of prosperity past Kroisos had done all that
he could for his son; and besides resorting to other devices he had sent
to Delphi to inquire of the oracle concerning him. (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) τ�$τ� μ1ν δ� τ� τε�+�ς &'ρη3 �στ<, [τερ�ν δa @σω�εν τε���ς περι-
��ει, �1 π�λλA' τεAω �σ�εν�στερ�ν τ�+ "τ�ρ�υ τε3�ε�ς, στειν�τερ�ν δ�.

This wall is the city’s outer armour; within them there is another encir-
cling wall, not much weaker than the other wall, but narrower.

(Hdt. ..)

() (= ) %λε<"ατι δ1 +ρ�ωνται ΑDγυπτ<ων �A περ� τ� `λεα �Dκ��ντες %π�
τ0ν σιλλικυπρ<ων τ�$ καρπ�$, τ� καλ��υσι μ1ν ΑDγ�πτι�ι κ<κι, π�ι-
ε$σι δ1 fδε. παρ� τ� +ε<λεα τ0ν τε π�ταμ0ν κα� τ0ν λιμν�ων σπε<-
ρ�υσι τ� σιλλικ�πρια τα$τα, τ� �ν OΕλλησι α�τ4ματα -γρια "�εται/
τα$τα �ν τ?6 ΑDγ�πτ=ω σπειρ4μενα καρπ!ν"�ρει π�λλ!ν μ�ν, δυσ4δεα
δ�,

The Egyptians who live around the marshes use oil drawn from the
castor-berry, which they call kiki. They sow this plant, which grows wild
inHellas, on the banks of the rivers and lakes. Sown in Egypt, it produces
abundant fruit, though malodorous (lit. fruit much, but malodorous).

(Hdt. ..–)

69 The function of the particle δ� at the level of the NP has never been analysed,
but it is to be expected that it is comparable to its function at the level of the clause.
Although traditionally δ� was said to occupy a position in between the copulative (e.g.
κα<) and adversative (e.g. %λλ!) particles (cf. Denniston :  and Kühner-Gerth
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In example (), the order of the adjectives cannot be explained by
the three ordering principles discussed above, as -"ων�ς follows τ� μ1ν
-λλα �πιεικ	ς although it does not express a consequence of �πιεικ	ς
and is less heavy and more salient than �πιεικ	ς (it is the muteness of
his son—and not the fact that he was fine in other respects—that caused
Kroisos to consult the oracle in Delphi).70 Example () is even more
problematic, in that it is unclear whether the order, which cannot be
explained by the heaviness or semantics of the modifiers, is or is not in
accordance to the saliency principle, as it is impossible to decide whether
the most salient point of difference between the two walls resides in
their strength or in their width. A similar problem with respect to the
interpretation is provided by example () (although, in this case, the
order of themodifiers can be explained by the heaviness principle).While
themodifier that is accompanied by δ�maybe interpreted asmore salient
than the preceding modifier (the fruit is abundant, yet—and that is the
main point—malodorous), the other stance might also be defended. On
the basis of the preceding information that the Egyptians use the fruit of
the kiki to produce oil, it can be argued that the first adjective is more
salient, as the abundance of fruit is more relevant for the production of
oil than its unpleasant odour.
Apart from the fact that the context of examples () and () is

not very helpful, the decision for the one or other interpretation is
complicated by the fact that we do not know the exact function of δ�.71
Does it just add new information in a discontinuous way, or is this
new information presented as more important, more salient or more
relevant than the preceding information? Further research is required to
answer this question,whichmay—eventually—give a better insight in the
complex picture of the factors that determine the order of coordinated
modifiers.

: II ), Egbert Bakker () has argued that δ� can be better analysed as a marker
of discontinuity introducing a new information unit in the text.

70 In my view, the reason that the most salient adjective is expressed last has nothing
to do with the fact that the sentence is a so-called presentative (or: thetic) sentence, i.e. a
sentence which introduces a new topic into the discourse. As was argued in footnote ,
the presentative sentences in my corpus do not necessarily display a crescendo pattern. It
might be argued, however, that the order of the adjectives is influenced by the so-called
affective load principle, which says that positively loaded adjectives prefer to precede
negatively loaded ones (see footnote ).

71 For the ideas on the function of δ� at the level of the clause, see footnote .
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.. Conclusion

This chapter discussed word order in multiple-modifier NPs. Section .
argued that the order of the modifiers, both in relation to the noun and
to themselves, (mainly) depends on the very same pragmatic principle
that determines the position of the modifier in single-modifier NPs, viz.
the more salient the information, the further to the left it has to be
expressed. Section . demonstrated that this pragmatic principle also
plays a role in the ordering of NPs with coordinated modifiers, but a
much smaller one. Although the position of the modifiers in relation to
the noun is still determined by their saliency, the ordering of coordinated
modifiers themselves depends on a complex of factors, among which
their heaviness, saliency and semantics are most prominent.
In section . it was also argued that the difference between juxta-

posed and coordinated modifiers resides in the scope of the modifiers.
In the case of juxtaposed modifiers, one of the modifiers has scope over
the combination of noun plus the other modifier(s). Coordinated modi-
fiers, by contrast, do not have scope over each other, but only modify the
noun itself. That juxtaposed modifiers have scope over each other is an
important argument against an appositional or non-hierarchical struc-
ture of the Greek NP. Such an appositional structure can therefore not
explain that the constituents of the Ancient Greek NP are largely ordered
on the basis of their saliency instead of their semantics.
All in all, the grammars are correct in claiming that in multiple-

modifier NPs everything is possible. But not so in every context.
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chapter five

THE USE OF THE ARTICLE

.. Introduction

The previous chapters discussed the order of the constituents of the
NP, irrespective of the possible articulation of these constituents. For
a complete understanding of the structure of the Ancient Greek NP,
however, the articulation of the constituents should also be taken into
consideration, for word order patterns may differ in the presence or
absence of an article, the position of this article or in the number of
articles expressed (cf. aXN vs. XN, XaN vs. aNX, aNaX vs. aNX). As
already indicated in the introduction, however, before the (difference in)
articulation of the various NP constituents can be analysed, we should
first address the much more basic question of in which circumstances an
Ancient Greek NP is marked with a definite article and what this article
indicates exactly.The reasonwhywe have to start with this basic question
is that there are no adequate and up-to-date descriptions of the use and
function of the Greek article.
This chapter will thus not pay attention to the articulation of modifiers

(i.e. the difference between aNaX and NaX or aXXN and aXaXN), but
will only try to answer the question of when Greek NPs are marked with
a definite article.1 To answer this question, I have analysed the use of the
article in all NPs with a common noun in books  and  of Herodotus
(both with and without modifiers). The reason to limit the analysis to
the use of the article with common nouns and to leave proper names,
geographical names and substantivised adjectives, participles etc. out of
consideration is, first of all, that these NPs were deemed not suitable for
the analysis of the structure of the NP (see Chapter , section .). An
analysis of their definiteness would therefore lead too far afield, as the
aim of this chapter is not to provide a description of the use and function

1 The articulation of the NP constituents and the question of whether the grounds
for their articulation corresponds to the ‘common’ use of the article will be dealt with
exhaustively in the next chapter.
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of the Ancient Greek article in general, but only to do so as far as is
relevant for the ultimate aim of this book, i.e. the structure of the Ancient
Greek NP. Furthermore, the existing descriptions of the use of the article
gave reason to suppose that the use of the article in these NPs differs
considerably from that in common NPs.
The reason I only analysed the NPs from two books is a practical one:

all the NPs from Herodotus would offer too big a sample. Books  and
 were chosen because they are representative for the whole work of
Herodotus in that they present all text types used by Herodotus: descrip-
tions (mainly in book ), passages of direct and indirect speech (mainly
in book ) and narrative passages (mainly in book ). A third limita-
tion does not concern the selection of data, but the scope of the research.
As this chapter does not aim to provide an exhaustive description of the
use of definite descriptions, but is meant as preface to the analysis of the
articulation of NP constituents in the next chapter, the use of definite
NPs will not be compared to other referring expressions, such as per-
sonal pronouns, pronominals and zero anaphora. However interesting
such a comparison would be, it would focus too much on the structure
of the discourse instead of the structure of the NP.
Before discussing the use of the article in the NPs in my corpus, I will

first present an overview of the literature on the Greek article (in section
..) and definiteness in general (in section ..). The subsequent
discussion of my own data consists of three parts: the use of the article in
referential NPs (section .), in non-referential NPs (section .) and in
generic NPs (section .).

.. The state of research

...The Greek article

For a description of the use and function of the Greek article we have
to rely on the standard grammars. The overall structure of the descrip-
tions of the article in these grammars, which date back to the begin-
ning of the last century, is highly similar. After the general observa-
tion that the article marks a particular or general noun as definite and
known, they continue to describe the use of the article by using vari-
ous categories, such as the article with proper names, the article with
predicate nouns, the article with abstract nouns, the article in preposi-
tional phrases, etc. In my view, it is not very useful to summarise their
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comprehensive descriptions of the rules and exceptions in this section.2
Instead, I will try to show why the existing descriptions, although very
useful because of their enormous supply of examples and useful obser-
vations, do not satisfactorily describe the use and function of the Greek
article.
In the first place, the existing descriptions of the use of the article seem

needlessly complicated. Instead of trying to define a basic meaning for
the article on the basis of which its use in the various categories can
(at least largely) be explained, most of the grammars state only briefly
that the article marks an object or person as a particular individual
(Humbert : , Kühner-Gerth : I ), as distinct (Schwyzer-
Debrunner : ), or as known/present to the mind (Gildersleeve
: , Smyth : –). Subsequently, they give a lengthy
presentation of circumstances for each category in which an NP does or
does not receive an article, even if this can be explained on the basis of the
definitions of the use of the article they formulated earlier. Gildersleeve
(: ), for instance, in his description of the use of the article with
names of rivers presents the following rule: ‘when the name of a river
is mentioned for the first time, the type � Νε�λ�ς (‘the Nile’) is used of
well-known rivers, the type � ΣτρυμHν π�ταμ4ς (‘the Strymon river’) of
fairlywell-known rivers, and the typeΒρ4γγ�ςπ�ταμ4ς (‘Broggos river’)
or π�ταμ�ς Βρ4γγ�ς (‘river Broggos’) of obscure rivers’. However, the
presence or absence of the article in these cases can be understood easily
on the basis of Gildersleeve’s assumption that ‘the Attic article is used of
objects present to the mind or senses, well-known, notorious, expected,
recurring or customary’ (Gildersleeve : ).
Besides the fact that the existing descriptions of the article in various

categories are unnecessary complicated, there is another reason why an
overview of the use of the article in various categories of expressions is
not an adequate description of the use of the article. As Sansone (:
–) already noted, the grammars present manifold rules for the use
of the article, but do not supply a hierarchy for the application of these
rules. In this way, there will be numerous instances where various rules
are in conflict with each other; for example in the case of an abstract noun
like στ!σις ‘revolt’ (which should—according to the various grammars—
be preceded by the article when concretised) is used in a prepositional
phrase (which is generally said to lack an article).

2 The observations and ideas of the various grammars are referred to and discussed
throughout the presentation of my data in the following sections.
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The absence of such a hierarchy would be less problematic if the
descriptions of the various categories were adequate. For many cate-
gories, however, this is not the case. Take for instance the descriptions of
the use of the article with substantives followed by an attributive genitive
(e.g. Kühner-Gerth : I , Smyth : ). The grammars state
that the head noun usually lacks an article, viz. when the head noun and
genitive form a compound idea. The article is present, however, when
‘beide Begriffe selbständig und bestimmt aufgefasst werden’ (Kühner-
Gerth : I ). How does this rule help us to understand that in
Xenophon we find τελευτ� τ�$ :<�υ ( times) and � τελευτ� τ�$ :<�υ (
times) alternately?3 The assumption that the grammars have overlooked
some major factors determining the use of the article is strengthened by
statements such as ‘ebenso kann der Artikel fehlen bei denjenigen Gat-
tungsnamen, welche zugleich als Eigennamen oder an der Stelle dersel-
ben gebraucht werden’ (Kühner-Gerth : I ) and ‘the generic arti-
cle is frequently omitted, especially with abstracts, without appreciable
difference in meaning’ (Smyth : ).The fact that no differences in
meaning could be found does not mean that there are no differences at
all.
So, although the descriptions of the use of the article in the various

grammars contain many valuable observations, it turns out that none of
the descriptions adequately describes the use of the Greek article and,
more specifically, that the studies present a lengthy enumeration of the
use of the article in all kind of circumstances, instead of formulating
a definition of the function of the article, by means of which its use
in the various circumstances can be explained.4 For my analysis of the
structure of the NP, however, this general definition is exactly what I
need.Therefore, the aim of the remainder of this chapter is not to give an
overview of the use of the Greek article in all kind of circumstances, but
just to find an adequate formulation of the basic function of the article.

3 Indefinite are X.Mem. ... �π� τελευτ?6 τ�$ :<�υ and X.An. ... τελευτ�ν τ�$
:<�υ. Definite, by contrast, are X. Ap. . τ6ς τελευτ6ς τ�$ :<�υ, X. An. ... �ν τ?6
τελευτ?6 τ�$ :<�υ, X. Cyr. ... τ�$ :<�υ � τελευτ	, X. Cyr. ... τ�$ :<�υ τ� τ�λ�ς
and X. Lac. .. τ=0 τ�ρματι τ�$ :<�υ. In my view, the presence or absence of the article
in these cases depends on the question of whether the genitive is classifying. For classifing
genitives and the absence of the article, see section ...

4 In this respect, I disagree with Sansone (Sansone : ), who states that ‘there
is need, not for a bigger and better theory to account comprehensively for all the various
cases, but for a more sensitive instrument to detect and measure the fine distinctions
that the phenomena present’. In my view, it is only sensible to fill in the details after the
majority of the examples can be explained satisfactorily by an adequate theoretic account.
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That does not mean that the many observations in the grammars of the
use of the article in the various categories are not extremely useful, or that
a complete overview of the use of the article is not desirable, but that for
my analysis of the structure of the NP, in which many of those categories
are left out of consideration, such an overview would simply lead too far
afield.
The recent studies of the use of the article by Sansone () and

Rijksbaron () suggest that the general function of the article should
be described in pragmatic terms. Both studies assume a relation between
the presence of the article and a pragmatic marking of the referent,
even though they show fundamental differences. Sansone (), in an
analysis of the use of the article with abstract nouns in Plato, argues
that part of the examples in his corpus in which the reason for the
presence of the article is not obvious,5 can be explained by the fact that the
article in question is used as topicalisation device.6 A strong indication
for the interpretation of the article as a topicality marker is, according
to Sansone, that in cases of prolepsis7 the dislocated noun tends to be
definite:8

5 In his analysis of the use of the article with abstract nouns, Sansone leaves out of
consideration those instances where an abstract noun ‘behaves pretty much in the same
way other nouns behave’ with respect to its articulation (i.e.  of the examples). His
examples show that he considers the presence of an article to be obvious if it is anaphoric,
possessive, or can be accounted for by so-called contextual constraints (viz. when the
noun is accompanied by a form of �Yτ�ς, -λλ�ς (the rest) or α�τ4ς (the same), by the
genitive of a demonstrative, reflexive, or reciprocal pronoun or when it is needed to
distinguish the subject from the predicate). Natural though Sansone’s decision to focus
on those instances where the behaviour of abstract nouns differs from that of other nouns
may be, it is problematic in that we do not know how exactly these other nouns behave.

6 For a definition of topic, see Chapter  section .. A topicalisation device is a
strategy to mark the topic of the sentence as such, for instance by placing the topic at
the beginning of the sentence, e.g. as for my cat, my neighbours poisoned him.

7 Prolepsis is the traditional term for the left-dislocation of the topic of the subor-
dinate sentence into the main sentence. The left-dislocated noun may, but need not be
syntactically adjusted to the main clause. Cf. the examples below where the dislocated
topic is adjusted to the main sentence to E. Ba. – (εDσ!γγελλε Τειρεσ<ας Iτι Nητε�
νιν ‘announce that Teiresias is looking for him (lit. announce Tereisias that he is looking
for him)’) where the dislocated element is not adjusted to fit into the syntax of the main
clause (the example was taken from Rijksbaron et al. : ).

8 Another indication is, according to Sansone, the absence of the article with abstract
nouns in negative statements and with negative concepts, e.g. �� τα�τ�ν ε_ναι &!ρσ�ς
τε κα� %νδρε<αν (Prt. d) vs. τ�ν %νδρε<αν κα� τ�ν σ�"<αν τα�τ�ν ε_ναι (Prt. a)
and �π� ψε�δ�υς (Grg. a) vs. �π� τ6ς %λη&ε<ας (Ap. b). Sansone explains that ‘the
significance of this dissociation of article and negative lies in the fact that, in general,
negatives are much more closely associated with focus than with topic’ (Sansone :
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() ( . . . ), κα� :�υλ�<μην Zν τα$τα διε3ελ&4ντας �μKς �3ελ&ε�ν κα� (π� τ5ν
�ρετ5ν Iτι 2στιν, κα� π!λιν �πισκ�ψασ&αι περ� α�τ�$ ε;τε διδακτ�ν
ε;τε μ� διδακτ4ν, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) and I should like to work our way through these things until at last
we arrive at what virtue is (lit. at the virtue, what it is), and then go back
and consider whether it is teachable or not, ( . . . ). (Pl. Prt. c–)

() σκ�π�$ντες γ�ρ κα� τ�ια�την τ!+’ Zν κατ<δ�ιμεν τ$ν τε δικαι�σ
νην
κα� �δικ3αν Iπ?η π�τ1 τα�ς π4λεσιν �μ"��νται.

For by observation of such a city we might discern the origin of justice
and injustice in states (lit. the justice and injustice fromwhere they grow
in cities). (Pl. R. e–)

As an illustrative example of the ‘topicalising capacity’ of the definite arti-
cle, Sansone quotes the opening sentence of theMeno, where the article
marks the topic ‘not only of this sentence, but of the entire conversation
that follows’ (Sansone : ):9

() 2+εις μ�ι εDπε�ν, d Σ'κρατες, |ρα διδακτ�ν E �ρετ$;

Can you tell me, Sokrates, whether virtue (lit. the virtue) can be taught?
(Pl.Men. a–)

Sansone’s interpretation of the use of the article in example () bears
much resemblance to Rijksbaron’s () view on the use of the article
with proper nouns in Xenophon and Plato. According to Rijksbaron, one
of the possible explanations for the presence of an article before a proper
name is that it underlines the special position of the character in question
in a passage that is of special importance for the development of the
story.10 In the first chapter of the first book of the Anabasis, for instance,

), which can be explained if we assume that people prefer to communicate (and take
as the topic of their communication) things that exist. Although I agree that there is a
negative relation between topicality and negation, I do not understand why the absence
of articles with abstract nouns in negative statements is an indication for the function
of the article as a topicality marker. That the negation is part of the focus rather than
the topic, does not imply that negative sentences have no topic at all (cf. Sansone’s own
reformulation of the example God doesn’t exist in God- he doesn’t exist, which clearly
indicates that God is the topic of the sentence).

9 Although Sansone is right that the articular nouns in examples ()–() give expres-
sion to a topic (either of the sentence, as in () and (), or of the following discussion,
as in ()), I doubt whether it is the function of the article to mark the noun as such. As
Chafe () already noted, there is an evident correlation between definiteness and top-
icality: because utterances prefer to be about entities familiar to the addressee, topics tend
to be familiar and therefore definite. For the relation between topicality and definiteness
in Greek, see Slings (: ).

10 The other, muchmore frequent, use of the article before a proper noun is, according
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the name Kyros is preceded by an article when Kyros undertakes crucial
actions in the preparation of the war against his brother (Rijksbaron
: ).
Despite the similarities between Sansone’s interpretation of example

(), and Rijksbaron’s explanation of the articulation of Kyros’ name in
the Anabasis, there are substantial differences in their analyses of the
use of the article. Whereas Sansone, with the exception of the Meno
example, focuses on the sentence level for the interpretation of the use of
the article, Rijksbaron’s analysis takes larger discourse units into account.
Furthermore, Rijksbaron aims to find a common ground for all uses of
the article with proper nouns, whereas Sansone only attempts to offer an
explanation for the use of the article when it is ‘not obvious’.11 It will cause
no surprise, therefore, that Rijksbaron’s final conclusion differs from
Sansone’s suggestion that the article can mark the topic of the sentence.
Rijksbaron suggests interpreting the article with proper nouns as a form
of textual deixis: the article focuses the attention of the addressee to the
person in question, either to contrast this person to another person (in
the case of turntakings, see footnote ), or to highlight this person.12
Though the analyses of Sansone and Rijksbaron are different, their

conclusions both seem to suggest that the function of the article in

to Rijksbaron () found in turntaking scenes. Every time the turn switches to another
conversation partner, this is marked by the presence of the article (sometimes in com-
bination with the particle δ�) before his name. Rijksbaron suggests (: ) that the
proper name is in fact an apposition to the combination of the article + δ�, e.g. ‘he asked
this, Kyros . . . ’, ‘he admitted this, Orontas . . . ’ (for this use of the article +δ� in topic shifts,
see for instance Kühner-Gerth : I –). This may indeed be a good explanation
for the origin of the combination of article and proper name in these turntaking-scenes,
but does not seem to be supported by synchronic evidence, as the particle δ�, although
compulsory after the article in topic shifts, is not always present with articular proper
names in these turntaking-scenes (for examples, see Rijksbaron : –).

11 Even of the examples that cannot be explained by ‘contextual constraints’ (see
footnote ), more than  should, in Sansone’s view, be explained by the syntactic
principle that genitives that modify a definite noun prefer to be definite themselves.
Thus, topic marking, only accounting for a small  of the examples, is a very unlikely
candidate for the general function of the article that we are looking for.

12 So, Rijksbaron assumes thatwhereas common (spatio-temporal) deictic expressions
direct the addressee’s attention towards a referent present in the speech situation, the
article with proper nouns attracts the attention to a participant in the discourse. For
a discussion of deixis in relation to definiteness, see Lyons (: ff.). Incidentally,
in a more recent version of his theory on the articulation of proper names, Rijksbaron
(: ) claims that the article with proper names has an anaphoric function and that
combinations of an article and proper name have to be considered a strong anaphora. I
fail to see the advantage of this analysis over the previous one.
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Ancient Greek (at least with abstract and proper nouns) differs widely
from the function of the article in other Indo-European languages.13
However, before jumping to the conclusion that the article in Ancient
Greek does indeed have a different function, it should first be analysed
what the function of the article in other Indo-European languages is.

... Definiteness in general

The nature of definiteness has been studied for many years by many
scholars from many different backgrounds. As a result, there is a vast
amount of literature on definiteness.14 This state of research is not meant
as an exhaustive overview of this literature, but will focus on three cen-
tral notions within the more pragmatically oriented theories on definite-
ness, viz. familiarity, identifiability and uniqueness or unambiguity.15The
reason why this state of research is limited to these three notions is that
an overview of their history, shortcomings and strength is in my view
sufficient for a proper understanding of the use of the definite article in
Ancient Greek.16
The first notion, familiarity, was introduced byChristophersen (),

who claimed that a speaker can use a definite article if he and the hearer
are mutually familiar with the referent:

13 Rijkhoff (: ) also implies that the definite article in Ancient Greek has a
different function. On the basis of the fact that the definite article may co-occur with
demonstratives, he suggests that the Greek article is actually a so-called stage II article
(Greenberg : ; ), marking specificity instead of definiteness.

14 As usual, the literature is mainly based on English examples. However, because the
literature does not provide an overview of the circumstances in which an English NP
receives an article, but attempts to find out what definiteness is (i.e. what it ‘means’ for an
NP to get a definite article), the results may be relevant for other languages as well. That
is not to say, of course, that in all languages the use of the definite article is completely
comparable. Each language will have specific rules for the use of the article in specific
circumstances. In French, for example, plural generic NPs are articular (e.g. les chiens
sont fidèles), whereas in English they are not (e.g. dogs are faithful).

15 The pragmatic tradition dates back to the ancient grammarians. Apollonius Dysco-
lus, for instance, who described the use of the Greek article in the second century ad,
already defined definiteness in terms of identifiability (A.D. de Syntaxi, ). In the last
century, this pragmatic view of definiteness has been adopted and elaborated by many
linguists. The other, more recently developed approach to definiteness started with Rus-
sell () at the beginning of the last century. His logical, formal-semantic analysis of
definite NPs has been carried on by Strawson (), Searle (), Kempson (),
Wilson () and Heim ( and ), among others.

16 A much more detailed overview of the existing literature on definiteness can be
found in Keizer () and Lyons ().
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() Now the speaker must always be supposed to know which individual he
is thinking of; the interesting thing is that the the-form supposes that the
hearer knows it too. For the proper use of the the-form it is necessary that
it should call up in the hearer’s mind the image of the exact individual
the speaker is thinking of. If it does not do that, the form will not be
understood. (Christophersen : )

Hawkins () agrees with Christophersen that the notion of familiarity
is crucial to the understanding of the use of the definite article. Accord-
ing to Hawkins, being mutually familiar means belonging to a shared
speaker-hearer set, a mental or physical set defined by shared knowledge
and/or the shared situation of utterance (Hawkins : ). Hawkins
states that an entity may belong to a shared set (a) because it has been
located in the shared set by previous discourse (the so-called anaphoric
use of the definite article, see examples  and ), (b) because it exists in
the immediate (example ) or non-immediate/larger (example ) situa-
tion of the speaker and hearer, or (c) because of a combination of a pre-
vious mention and general knowledge, in that the previous mention of
some noun may, on the basis of the hearer’s general knowledge, evoke a
whole set of associated objects (the so-called associative anaphoric use,
see examples  and ).17

() Fred was discussing an interesting book in his class. I went to discuss the
book with him afterwards.

() Fred was wearing trousers.The pants had a big patch on them.

() Harry, mind the table!

() The Prime Minister has just resigned.

17 Apart from the anaphoric, immediate and larger situation and associative use of
the definite article, Hawkins () also distinguishes a category of ‘unfamiliar uses’ and
‘unexplanatory modifiers’. The unfamiliar uses have in common that the referent of the
definite NP is not yet familiar to the hearer at the moment of utterance. Nevertheless, the
use of the definite article is felicitous thanks to the presence of a modifier which enables
the hearer to identify the referent. These modifiers can take the shape of an ‘establishing
relative clause’, i.e. a relative that establishes a definite referent for the hearer by linking the
unknown referent to already familiar knowledge (What’s wrongwith Bill? Oh, the woman
he went out with last night was nasty to him), an associative clause, which incorporates
both the trigger and the associate of an associative anaphoric sequence (I remember the
beginning of the war), an NP-complement (Bill was amazed by the fact that there’s so
much life on earth) or a nominal modifier (I don’t like the colour red). In contrast to these
unfamiliar uses, unexplanatory modifiers do not relate the unknown, definite referent to
some knowledge the hearer already possesses. The relative clause in an example like ‘the
first person to sail to America was an Icelander’, for instance, does not link the unknown
referent to an already familiar object. Nevertheless, a definite article may be used, due to
the fact that the hearer can identify a set of objects in which he is to locate the referent.
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() Fred was discussing an interesting book in his class. He is friendly with
the author.

() Theman drove past our house in a car.The exhaust fumes were terrible.

Although referents of definite NPs are always familiar, Hawkins ()
stresses that the notion of familiarity on its own fails to account for the use
of the definite article. In examples like () and (), no definite article is
used, although the referents belong to a shared set:
() Pass me a bucket, please.

() Fred bought a book fromHeffer’s. He was dismayed that a pagewas torn.

Hawkins argues that the absence of a definite article in these examples
can be explained by the semantics of the article: a definite NP does not
refer to just a referent in a shared set, but to the totality of objects or mass
in the shared set.18 In sum, Hawkins assumes that a speaker performs the
following acts when using a definite article: he (a) introduces a referent to
the hearer; (b) instructs the hearer to locate the referent in some shared
set of objects; and (c) refers to the totality of the objects or mass within
this set.19

18 In fact, Hawkins reformulates Russell’s axiom of uniqueness (Russell (: )
claimed that a sentence like the King of France is bald logically entails that () there is
a King of France (axiom of existence), () there is only one King of France (axiom of
uniqueness) and that () this individual is bald), but whereas Russell claimed uniqueness
in an absolute sense (i.e. in respect to all possible referents in the world), Hawkins argues
that uniqueness must be interpreted relatively to the shared set involved.The reason why
Hawkins talks about inclusiveness instead of uniqueness, is that uniqueness only holds
for singular count nouns. Plural count nouns and mass nouns do not refer uniquely:

(i) Bring the wickets in after the game of cricket.
(ii) I must ask you to move the sand from my gateway.

What does hold for both singular and plural count and mass nouns is that they refer
inclusively to the totality of the objects or mass in the relevant set (i.e. to all the sand and
to all the wickets in the above examples), which in case of a singular count noun happens
to be just one object.

19 Hawkins argues that it is in this latter respect that indefinite articles differ from
definite ones. Whereas the definite article refers inclusively, the indefinite article refers
exclusively, i.e. to a proper subset of the potential referents of the referring expression.
As examples like () and () make clear, the indefinite article does not necessarily
differ from the definite one with respect to the locatability of the referent in a shared
set. According to Hawkins, an indefinite article is neutral in this respect: the context
determines whether indefinites are or are not locatable in a shared set. In an example
like ‘Fred sold a car last week, and then he sold some tyres to his friend’ it depends on
the context whether tyres does or does not belong to the previous mentioned car, and
consequently may or may not be locatable in the shared set (i.e. the previous mentioned
car).
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Both aspects of Hawkins’ theory on definiteness met severe criticism.
The familiarity constraint was criticised first of all by Lyons (), who
claims that the referent of a definite description need not be familiar, as
a definite NP can be used to inform the hearer about the existence of the
referent in a certain shared set.20 In an example like
() Don’t go in there; the dog will bite you.

the definite NP does not refer to an already familiar entity, but is used
to add an entity to the shared knowledge of the speaker and the hearer.
Although Hawkins pays attention to this use of the definite article in
immediate situation sets (e.g. (on a notice on the garden gate) beware
of the dog), he fails to recognise that this use of the article is much more
extensive. Lyons () gives examples of non-familiar definites in other
usage types as well (e.g. meet me at the horse-trough tonight (larger
situation use) and Florence is selling her house; she finds the cellar too
cramped (associative use)).
Hawkins’ inclusiveness constraint is most severely criticised in the

same article of Lyons () and by S. Dik (). On the basis of
examples like () and (), Lyons () argues that definite NPs need
not refer inclusively:
() Close the door for me, please. [in a room with three doors, one opened

and two closed]

() Open the door for me, please. [in a hallway with four doors, all closed,
the speaker stands dressed for a journey, a suitcase in each hand]

Lyons argues that despite the fact that the definite NPs in examples ()
and () do not refer inclusively, the reference will almost certainly be
successful: with the help of the context, the addressee will be perfectly
capable of finding out which door he has to close or open. Therefore, the
basic meaning of the definite article is, according to Lyons (), not
familiarity and inclusiveness, but identifiability: a definite article indi-
cates that the referent is unambiguously identifiablewithin the shared set.

20 Despite Lyons’ clear and convincing examples of the use of the definite article to
refer to non-familiar entities and the many corpus analyses (among which Birner and
Ward , Fraurud , Poesio and Vieira ) that confirm that familiarity is not
suited to account for the use of the definite article, the familiarity hypothesis remained
very influential. More than  years after Lyons, Gundel et al. (: ) state in their
introduction that their proposal ‘contrasts with what is still a prevalent view concerning
themeaning of the definite article, namely that the referent of definite article phrase must
be in some sense already familiar to the addressee’.
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Inclusiveness must be considered a conversational implicature instead of
an inherent part of the meaning of the article.21 S. Dik (: ), who
agrees with Lyons that the definite article marks identifiability, clearly
explains why inclusiveness should be interpreted as an implicature of
identifiability by the following example: if there are ten books lying on
the table and someone is asked to remove the books from the table, he
will infer that he is to clear all the books from the table, because the only
set of books that is available to him is the complete set of all the books on
the table, no proper subset being defined. Likewise, if the speaker asks
someone to remove some books from the table, the addressee will infer
that, since the set is apparently not available to him, it cannot be the case
that the whole set of books is intended.
To answer the criticisms on his familiarity and inclusiveness con-

straint, Hawkins () reformulated his original account of the use of
the articles against the background of the theory of implicature.22 With
his new approach, Hawkins solves the problem voiced by his critics that
the referent of a definite NP is not always locatable in a shared set by
replacing the term ‘shared knowledge’ by the weaker notion of ‘mutual
cognitive environment’ or ‘mutually manifestness’. To make a success-
ful definite reference, the intended referent does not need to be mutually
known in advance, butmust bemutually manifest in actual language use.

21 In the course of time, Lyons seems to have changed hismind, for in () he argues
that ‘there are also cases of definiteness for which an account in terms of identifiability
is either not fully convincing or simply inadequate’ (Lyons : ). He claims that the
use of the article in examples like ‘I’ve just been to a wedding. The bride wore blue’ cannot
be accounted for on the basis of identifiability, because the addressee ‘still does not know
who she is or anything about her. If asked later who got married that morning he would
be in no position to say on the basis of this example, and if he passes the newly-wed in the
street the next day he will not be able to recognise her as the person referred to.’ He argues
that the felicity of the definite article is due to the fact that the addressee—knowing that
weddings involve brides—will be able to infer that the speaker refers the unique bride of
the previous mentioned wedding. In my view, Lyons confuses recognising the referent
in the real world with understanding which discourse referent is referred to (this same
distinction also confuses Epstein (: ), who remarks after quoting the opening
sentence of Hemingway’s A Farewell to Arms (‘in the late summer of that year we lived
in a house in a village that looked across the river and the plain to the mountains’) that
the referent of the NPs the river, the plain and the mountains are identifiable only to
the narrator). If you interpret identifiability as understanding which discourse referent
is referred to (instead of recognising the referent in the real world), Lyons’ examples of
inclusiveness can be explained perfectly well on the basis of identifiability. Cf. Gundel,
Hedberg and Zakarski (: ).

22 See Levinson () and (Grice ).
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The addressee does not need to have prior knowledge of the referent,
on the condition that he can accept the entity in the mutual cognitive
environment.23
Although the replacement of familiarity bymutualmanifestness solves

one of the problems, it does not answer the suggestion that inclusiveness
is an implicature of identifiability instead of an inherent part of themean-
ing of the article. Without a substantial discussion Hawkins maintains
that it is inclusiveness—instead of identifiability—that plays a role in the
use of the definite article. Lyons’ counterexamples are simply rejected by
the argument that close the door is short for close the door which is open.
Whether one believes Hawkins (and Langacker (), see footnote

) that definite NPs inclusively refer to all mutually manifest entities
satisfying the descriptive content, or Lyons () and S. Dik ()
that the definite article indicates that the referent is unambiguously
identifiable, both approaches are faced with the problem that it is by no
means clear when a referent is ‘mutually manifest’ or identifiable. It is
exactly this question that interested Löbner (), Rijkhoff () and
Keizer (). To answer this question, the three of them did not take
the anaphoric and deictic use of the article as the starting point of their
research, but focused on the muchmore complicated instances that were
named associative by Hawkins.
Despite major differences in their approach, terminology and focus,

Löbner () and Rijkhoff () agree on the central point of their
analyses of definiteness: a referent is identifiable if it is (Löbner) or can
be (Rijkhoff) related to an available entity. Rijkhoff, who wants to set up
a procedural model of the process of identification, pays a lot of attention
to the various ways in which a relation may be established between the
referent of the definiteNP and its ‘identifying referent’ (as Rijkhoff names
the entity to which the identifiable referent can be related). Löbner, on
the other hand, in his much more theoretical account, mainly stresses
the importance of non-ambiguity: a definite article is only felicitous if
the link between the referent itself and its ‘argument’ (as Löbner names
the entity to which the referent is related) is one-to-one.

23 The term ‘manifestness’ is adopted from Sperber and Wilson, who define it as
follows: ‘a fact is manifest to an individual at a given time if and only if he is capable at that
time of representing it mentally and accepting its representation as true or probably true’
(Sperber &Wilson : ). Hawkins’ definition of definiteness as mutual manifestness
bears resemblance to the definition of Langacker (: ) who assumes that the definite
article indicates that the speaker and hearer have mental contact with the same instance
of the description.



 chapter five

Although Löbner’s and Rijkhoff ’s definitions of definiteness works
perfectly well to explain the use of the definite article in examples like
() and () (father can be unambiguously related to wife and bar can
be related to cinema), Keizer (: ff.) shows that their definition
of definiteness is too narrow in that the referent of a definite NP is not
always related to an available entity. In examples like () and (), for
instance, the felicity of the definite article cannot be attributed to the fact
that the referent is (unambiguously) related to an available entity.

() I do not want my mother to marry the father of my wife.

() John went to see a film, but when he saw the bar opposite the cinema he
changed his mind.24

() We were going to sell the house yesterday, but the estate agent didn’t
show up.

() (= ) Open the door for me, please. [in a hallway with four doors, all
closed, the speaker stands dressed for a journey, a suitcase in each hand]

In example (), it seems to be the combination of the verb (sell) and the
noun (the house) together, rather than the noun on its own, that ‘trig-
gers the associate’ (the estate agent), to speak with Hawkins. Similarly,
in example () it is through a combination of considerations, such as
the use of the verbs close and open, situational information and assump-
tions about the intentions of the speaker, that the referent can be identi-
fied.
To account for examples like () and (), Keizer () suggests a

more cognitive approach to the use of definites, making use of notions
of ‘frames’ or ‘schemata’.25 She claims that a definite NP is used to refer
to an entity that forms an unequivocal part of a schema activated in the
hearer’s mind. On the basis of this definition, she cannot only explain the
use of the definite article in examples like () and (), where the estate
agent and the front door are unequivocal parts of a ‘selling-a-house’ and
a ‘leaving-the-house-for-a-journey’-schema, but can also account for the
difference in acceptability of the following two examples:

24 Example ()was taken fromLöbner (: ), example () fromRijkhoff (:
).

25 ‘Frames’, ‘schemata’ and ‘scripts’ are terms used in artificial intelligence and dis-
course analysis respectively for data structures representing generic concepts stored in
memory.These data structures are hierarchical networks of the various elements that are
generally related to some object or (sequence) of event(s) (see Minsky , Fillmore
 and Rumelhart ). For a similar approach to definiteness, see Lambrecht (:
ff.).
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(a) I had trouble with the car yesterday.The carburetor was dirty.

(b) I had trouble with the car yesterday. ?The ashtray was dirty.

Whereas Löbner’s and Rijkhoff ’s approach cannot explain the difference
in acceptability between examples (a) and (b) as both the carbure-
tor and the ashtray can be related unambiguously to the car mentioned
previously, Keizer’s definition does offer an explanation for the incoher-
ence of example (b). Whereas a carburetor is an unequivocal part of
the having-trouble-with-a-car-schema, an ashtray is not. As the activated
schema has no slot for ashtrays, (b) is not a coherent sentence.26
Attractive though Keizer’s cognitive account of definiteness is in many

respects, her formulation that a definite NP is used to refer to an entity
that is anchored in an available knowledge structure,27 or as I would
prefer, cognitive structure, wrongly suggests that a definite article can
only be used if the addresseewas previously aware of the relation between
the referent and the cognitive structure. As can be illustrated by many
examples, the definite article may also be used if the addressee is not
conscious of the fact that the entity is part of an available knowledge
structure. I’m not alluding to examples like ‘beware of the dog’ or ‘don’t
go in there, the dog will bite you’, in which case the addressee was not
previously aware of the existence of the dog in the situation, but will
accept this existence, because his knowledge structure of approaching
large houses contains a slot for big and dangerous watchdogs you had
better beware of. What I do allude to are cases where the addressee is not
familiar at all with the referent, as in the following example (Lyons :
):
() If you arrive in Mexico City, make your way to the zócalo.

As Lyons correctly remarks, the average monoglot Englishman has not
the slightest idea of what a zócalo is, so that the referent cannot be

26 Of course, the sentence may be coherent in the very unlikely situation that the
speaker and the addressee share specific knowledge about a situation in which the
dirtiness of the ashtray could cause problems.

27 Knowledge structure is Keizer’s all-encompassing term for General Knowledge
Structures and Specific Knowledge Structures. She uses the theory unspecific term Gen-
eral Knowledge Structures—borrowed from Graesser and Clark ()—to refer to
frames, schemata, scripts etc. Specific Knowledge Structures, on the other hand, are
knowledge structures containing information on specific objects, situations, etc. This
information may be part of the addressee’s short-term memory, in which case the infor-
mation is provided by the preceding discourse or situation, or part of the long-termmem-
ory. In the latter case the information is shared by a small number of people only, so that
the information cannot be assumed to be generally shared.
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assumed to be anchored in the cognitive structure. Nevertheless, the
utterance will be successful, as the addressee will—thanks to the definite
description—accept that a zócalo is an unequivocal feature of Mexico
City. On the basis of examples like (), I would like to suggest that
we adapt Keizer’s hypothesis slightly by assuming that the referent of
a definite description is not necessarily anchored in, but can always be
related to (anchored into) an available cognitive structure.
Keizer’s hypothesis should also be adjusted to account for the fact that

one and the same referent may be presented as an unequivocally relat-
able entity or as a new, unrelatable entity, dependent on the purpose of
the speaker. As Hawkins’ (: ) reformulation of his own exam-
ple

(a) What’s wrong with Bill? Oh, the woman he went out with last nightwas
nasty to him.

into

(b) What’s wrong with Bill? Oh he went out with a woman last night and she
was nasty to him.

makes clear, the speaker has freedom in the presentation of the referent
as either relatable or not. Apparently, the definiteness of an NP does not
depend on the question of whether the referent is relatable to available
knowledge, but whether the speaker presents the referent as such.28 Of
course, the speaker can only present the referent as relatable if the referent
can indeed be somehow related to a cognitive structure that is available
to the addressee. The speaker thus has always to take the information
available to the addressee into account. This means that a speaker may
choose to present an entity that could theoretically be presented as an
unequivocally relatable entity as a new, unrelatable entity (cf. example
a and b), but not the other way round.
An element of Keizer’s theory that should in my view not be adjusted

is that the condition that the cognitive structure to which the referent
is to be related has to be available for the addressee, despite the fol-

28 The question of what exactly determines the speaker’s choice for presenting a
referent as relatable or not, will not be dealt with here, as it would lead to far off the
subject of this chapter. In example (), the choice for one of the alternatives might be
dependent on the addressee’s familiarity with Bill’s social life (the more familiar, themore
likely option (a); although unfamiliarity with Bill’s social life would not automatically
lead to option b). Epstein () would probably argue that the difference between the
two options depends on the discourse prominence of the woman (see below).This could
indeed play a role as well.
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lowing examples of Epstein (:  and ) which seem to refute
this condition:

() As he circled around the Indians, Richard Alexander thought about
buying one. ‘I could see one of the smaller ones along a wall in our family
room’, said his wife, Sharon, who watched him study the line of colorful,
hand-carved wooden figures outside a souvenir shop near the middle of
town. (New York Times,  July , p. A)

() Hall has been thinking about God, psychiatry, analysis, fairy tales,
dreams and themonkey trap. As a boy he saw a picture of a monkey trap
in a book, and he has used it as a basis for a theory on human behavior.
(New York Times Magazine,  August , p. –)

Epstein uses examples like these to illustrate his conviction that the tradi-
tional views that the article marks familiarity or unique identifiability are
not valid. According to Epstein, the function of the article in the exam-
ples () and () is rather to indicate that the discourse entities to which
the NPs refer are highly prominent, ‘i.e. that the entity plays an impor-
tant part in the broader discourse context’ (Epstein : ). Although
I will not deny that the highlighted NPs in examples () and () refer
to highly prominent entities, I do deny that it is the function of the arti-
cle to mark the referents as such. In my view, the function of the arti-
cle in these examples does not differ from the function in the examples
discussed above, viz. indicating that the referent is unequivocally to be
related to some cognitive structure.
What is different in example () and (), however, (and that could

be the reason why the referent is interpreted as highly prominent) is
that the addressee does not yet dispose of the knowledge to which the
discourse referent is to be related. On reading the highlighted definite
NPs the addressee will feel puzzled (‘the Indians? what Indians?’) and
will immediately start looking for a cognitive structure to which the
referent can be related (and find one in the following lines). The mere
fact, however, that the addressee feels puzzled on reading the Indians and
the monkey trap is a clear indication that the use of a definite article to
introduce a referent that cannot yet be related to available knowledge is
not standard. Therefore, I maintain that for a definite expression to be
felicitous, the cognitive structure to which the referent is related has to
be available.29

29 For the phenomenon that a speaker uses a construction that presupposes that the
referent has been introduced before, although it has not, see Clark and Haviland (:
–). In their view, the addressee will recognise the intentional violation and co-operate.
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In sum, Keizer’s (: ) anchoring-unequivocality hypothesis
must be adapted to account for the facts that, first, the referent of a defi-
nite description is not necessarily anchored in, but can always be related
to (anchored into) an available cognitive structure and, second, that the
definiteness of anNPdoes not depend on the question of whether the ref-
erent is relatable to available knowledge, but whether the speaker presents
the referent as such. I therefore conclude that a definite article is appro-
priate if the speaker presents the referent in question as unequivocally
relatable to an available cognitive structure that is relevant in the given
discourse. However small the adaptation in the formulation may seem,
it implies a totally different view on the nature of definiteness. Whereas
Keizer assumes familiarity to be the basic value of definiteness (as is
evident from the fact that she takes Prince’s scale of assumed familiar-
ity as the starting point of her theory on definiteness), my reformula-
tion implies that the general characteristic of definite NPs is identifiabil-
ity.

..The use of the article in referential NPs

It is time to explore whether the Greek article, like its English counter-
part, marks the referent of the NP as identifiable (i.e. unequivocally relat-
able to an available cognitive structure), or has—as the studies of Sansone
() and Rijksbaron () suggest—a different function.This section
discusses the use of the article in referential NPs, i.e. NPs that are used
to refer to some specific or non-specific discourse referent. After the pre-
sentation of the general rule for the use of the article in referential NPs
in section .., two exceptional cases will be discussed in section ...
Section .., finally, discusses the use of the article in combination with
a demonstrative.

...The general rule

Although the conclusions of Sansone () and Rijksbaron () hint-
ed at another direction, my data seem to indicate that the general func-
tion of the article in Greek is to mark the discourse referent as identifi-
able.30 As in English, the presence of an article indicates that the discourse

30 Of course, that is not to say that Sansone and Rijksbaron may not be correct in
their conclusion that in the case of abstract and proper names the use of the article is a
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referent can be unequivocally related to an available cognitive structure.
The following examples clearly illustrate this function of the article:

() �ν τ�σα�τ?ησι δ1 γενε?6σι %ν&ρ'πων Xκτωκα<δεκα μ1ν ΑD&<�πες Pσαν,
μ<α δ1 γυν� �πι+ωρ<η, �A δ1 -λλ�ι -νδρες ΑDγ�πτι�ι. τC� δ1 γυναικ�
�Vν�μα Pν, 5τις �:ασ<λευσε, τ4 περ τ?6 Βα:υλων<?η, Ν<τωκρις.

In all thesemany generations there were eighteenAithiopians; one wom-
an, native to the country; the rest were all Egyptianmen.The name of the
woman who reigned was the same as that of the Babylonian princess,
Nitokris. (Hdt. ..–)

() �ν �τ��ισι δ’ Zν �Dκ<�ισι αD�λ�υρ�ς %π�&!ν?η %π� τ�$ α�τ�μ!τ�υ, �A
�ν�ικ��ντες π!ντες 3υρ�$νται τ�ς L�ρ+ς μ��νας/ παρ’ �τ��ισι δ’ Zν
κ�ων, π^ν τ! σ'μα κα� τ5ν κε�αλ$ν.

The occupants of a house where a cat has died a natural death only shave
their eyebrows (lit. the eyebrows); where a dog has died, the whole body
(lit. whole the body) and the head are shaven. (Hdt. ..)

() �A δ1 OΕλληνες �πε<τε %π<κατ� �ς τ�ν @Ισ&μ4ν, �:�υλε��ντ� πρ�ς τ�
λε+&�ντα �3 @Αλε3!νδρ�υ τ?6 τε στ	σ�νται τ�ν π4λεμ�ν κα� �ν �]�ισι
+'ρ�ισι. E νικ'σα δ1 γν4μη �γ<νετ� τ�ν �ν Θερμ�π�λ?ησι �σ:�λ�ν
"υλ!3αι/

When the Greek reached the Isthmos, they held, in consideration of
the warning of Alexander, a conference to decide how and where they
would stand to the fight.Thewinning proposal was to guard the pass of
Thermopylae. (Hdt. ..)

() �ς μ1ν τ�σ4νδε τ�+ λ�γ�υΑDγ�πτι�< τε κα� �A Aρ�ες 2λεγ�ν, ( . . . ).

Up to this point of the story it was the Egyptians and the priests who
gave me the information, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In example (), where the use of the articlewould traditionally be named
anaphoric, ‘the woman’ is an unequivocal part of the cognitive structure
‘kings of Babylon’ in which she has been explicitly introduced the line
before. Although the eyebrows, body and head in example () have not
been explicitly introduced earlier, they can on the basis of the general
knowledge that people have eyebrows, a body and a head effortlessly (and
unequivocally) be related to the previously mentioned occupants. The
use of the article in example () is comparable to that in (): on the

topicalisation strategy or used for textual deixis. As I argued in section .., however,
I try to find a definition of the general function of the article by means of which its use
in the greater part of the circumstances can be explained, since I think it is only sensible
to fill in details (like the use of the article with proper names) after the majority of the
examples can be explained satisfactorily.
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basis of our general knowledge that only one proposal can be winning, �
νικ0σα γν'μη ‘the winning proposal’ can unequivocally be related to the
textual information that the Greeks held a conference to decide which
position they should occupy to meet their adversaries.31 The use of the
definite NP in example (), which would traditionally be called deictic,
on the other hand, differs from the previous ones in that the referent is
part of the immediate situation instead of a general cognitive structure.
Nevertheless, the felicity of the definite article is due to the fact that the
referent can be unequivocally related to this situation.
Themere fact that examples ()–() contain several definite NPs per

sentence excludes the possibility that the general function of the article
in Ancient Greek is topicalisation or textual deixis. And although the
highlighted NPs in examples () and () do have topic function (the
NP in example () could even be said to be the ‘focus of attention’ as the
woman becomes the discourse topic of the following sections), they do
not seem to be marked as such by the presence of the article, but by the
fact that they occupy the first position in the sentence.32 The presence of
the definite article might simply be explained, like in the examples ()
and (), by the fact that the referent is identifiable for the addressee.
Above, I argued that for a referent to be identifiable, it is not necessary

that the referent is anchored in some available cognitive structure at
the moment of utterance, as long as the addressee is able to relate the
referent to some available cognitive structure afterwards. In my corpus
I have found many examples that support this hypothesis. Before the
mentioning of �A +υτ�< in (), for instance,
() *ς δ1 τ! τε τ0ν γε"υρ�ων κατεσκε�αστ� κα� τ� περ� τ�ν JΑ&ων, �= τε

�υτ��περ� τ� στ4ματα τ6ς δι'ρυ+�ς, �w τ6ς Sη+<ης ε]νεκεν �π�ι	&ησαν
]να μ� π<μπληται τ� στ4ματα τ�$ Xρ�γματ�ς, κα� α�τ� � δι0ρυ3
παντελ�ως πεπ�ιημ�νη %γγ�λλετ�, ( . . . ).

When the bridges and the work in Athos had been done, including the
breakwaters at the ends of the canal, which were built because of the surf,
to prevent the entrances of the canal to be silting up, and the canal itself
was reported to be completely finished, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

31 Examples like (), where the referent has to be related to a cognitive structure that
is evoked by a complex of information, are relatively infrequent inmy corpus.Muchmore
often, the referent of the definite NP is an unequivocal part of an entity that has been or
will be introduced in the narrative (cf. example ).

32 H. Dik () has argued convincingly that Greek sentences are ordered according
to the pragmatic function of its constituents. Constituents that are marked as topic tend
to occupy the first position of the sentence, immediately followed by the constituent that
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the addressee was definitely not aware of the existence of breakwaters
at the ends of the canal in Athos (the construction of the canal itself is
described in .–).33 As soon as they are mentioned, however, the
article forces the addressee to understand that he has to relate them to
his knowledge about the construction of the canal. Likewise, the seer
Megistias will not have been part of an available knowledge structure of
the average addressee of ():
() τ��σι δ1 �ν Θερμ�π�λ?ησι ��$σι �Ελλ	νων πρ0τ�ν μ1ν 9 μ�ντις Μεγισ-

τ3ης �σιδHν �ς τ� Aρ� 2"ρασε τ�ν μ�λλ�ντα 2σεσ&αι .μα \�� σ"ι
&!νατ�ν, ( . . . ).

The seerMegistiaswas the first who after having examined the offerings
predicted the Greeks in Thermophylae the death that awaited them in
the morning, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

The definite expression, however, makes the addressee understand that
he has to relate the seer to his available knowledge of the situation
described. Obviously, for an ancient addressee, this relation is easier
to make than for a modern addressee, as an ancient addressee was
accustomed to the presence of seers and offerings at an expedition.34
If the Greek definite article marks identifiability, the absence of an

article should indicate that the referent of the NP cannot unequivocally
be related to an available cognitive structure, either because the relation
between the referent and the cognitive structure is not unequivocal, or
because the referent is not related to an available cognitive structure at all.
() and () provide two examples of anNP that is indefinite because the
referent is not an unequivocal part of the relevant cognitive structure:35

has focus function. Schematically, the order of the constituents at the level of the sentence
is: topic-focus-predicate-other constituents (see Chapter , section .).

33 Unless the addressee was a hydraulic engineer and could on the basis of his very
specialist knowledge assume that breakwaters had to be part of the construction of the
canal.

34 In some cases, it is difficult to decide whether the entity was (already) anchored in
the knowledge of the addressees, or had to be anchored into his knowledge on the basis of
the utterance.The colossus in Hdt. .. for instance (%ν�&ηκε δ1 . . . � JΑμασις . . . , �ν
δ1 κα� �ν Μ�μ"ι τ�ν �πτι�ν κε<μεν�ν κ�λ�σσ�ν τ�$ �Η"αιστε<�υ 2μπρ�σ&ε, τ�$ π4δες
π�ντε κα� 9:δ�μ	κ�ντ! εDσι τ� μ6κ�ς, ‘in Memphis Amasis dedicated the colossus that
lies on its back in front of the temple of Hephaistos, which is  feet in length’) might have
been well known (and therefore be anchored in the general knowledge of the addressee),
but as the rest of the passage is quite descriptive (Herodotus continues to tell that there
stand two other statues on the same base), the latter interpretation seems more likely. Of
course, these classification problems are due to the fact that our general knowledge is not
the same as the general knowledge of the average Greek in the fifth century bc.

35 The standard English example of a non-unequivocal relation between the referent
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() τ��των συναμ"�τ�ρων Pρ+ε @Αρτ4+μης,Δαρε3�υ 2+ων �υγατ�ρα.

Both these together had as their commander Artochmes, who had mar-
ried a daughter of Dareios (lit. of Dareios a daughter). (Hdt. .)

() τρε�ς μ�<ρας � e�ρ3ης δασ!μεν�ς π!ντα τ�ν πεN�ν στρατ4ν, μ<αν
α�τ�ων 2τα3ε παρ� &!λασσαν36 D�ναι �μ�$ τ=0 ναυτικ=0/ ( . . . ) "τ�ρη
δ1 τεταγμ�νη ^ιε τ�+ στρατ�+ τριτημ�ρ�ς τ�ν μεσ4γαιαν, ( . . . ).

Xerxes divided the whole land army into three parts. One of these he
gave the order tomarch along the seacoast beside the fleet. ( . . . )Another
third part of the army (lit. another of the army third part) went by his
command further inland, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..–)

In both example () and () the referent of the highlighted NP is not
identifiable because the relation between the referent and the cognitive
structure is not one-to-one: Dareios in example () has more than
one daughter and in example () there are two third parts to which
τριτημ�ρ<ς might refer (the third τριτημ�ρ<ς has already been ordered
to march along the seacoast).
In examples () and (), the absence of the definite article is not due

to the fact that the referent cannot be related unequivocally, but to the
fact that the referent cannot be related at all, or rather, is presented as
such:

() �ς τ�$ �Ηλ<�υ τ� Aρ�ν %3ι�&�ητα %ν�&ηκε 2ργα, L#ελ�Jς δ
� λι�3ν�υς,
�3 9ν�ς �4ντας 9κ!τερ�ν λ<&�υ, μ6κ�ς μ1ν 9κ!τερ�ν π	+εων 9κατ4ν,
εgρ�ς δ1 XκτH π	+εων.

The most remarkable offerings he dedicated to the temple of Helios: two
stone obelisks (lit. obelisks two stone), both made from a single block of
stone, one hundred cubits high, eight cubits broad. (Hdt. ..)

and the cognitive structure it has to be related to is that of ‘window’ and ‘house’. Although
one can say that ‘the roof of the house was replaced four years ago’, because a house (most
often) has only one roof, one cannot say that ‘the window of the house was replaced four
years ago’, because the relation between house and window is not unequivocal, as most
houses have more than one window.

36 The use of the article with &!λασσα in prepositional phrases does not always
conform to the general principle that identifiable referents are definite. Inmy corpus, NPs
with a form of &!λασσα are definite if &!λασσα occurs in some prepositional phrase
that expresses (swimming) in the sea (cf. Hdt. ..) or (jumping/falling) into the sea
(e.g. Hdt. ..). The NP, on the other hand, does not have an article if it occurs in a
prepositional phrases that expresses from the sea (cf. Hdt. ..), (push) into the sea (cf.
Hdt. ..), (flow or run out) into the sea (e.g. Hdt. ..), at/near the sea(side) (e.g.
Hdt. ..) or by sea (e.g. Hdt. ..). In prepositional phrases that express (to go) to
the sea (e.g. Hdt. .. andHdt. ..) and (to be the best) by sea (e.g. Hdt. .b and
Hdt. ..), the use of the article varies. Without any discernable difference, the article
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() κα� δ� �Nευγμ�ν�υ τ�$ π4ρ�υ �πιγεν4μεν�ς �ειμMν μ�γας συν�κ�ψ�
τε �κε�να π!ντα κα� δι�λυσε.

When the strait was bridged, a violent storm (lit. storm violent) blew up,
chopped up all the work and destroyed it. (Hdt. .)

The highlighted NPs in example () and () are indefinite because
Herodotus does notwant to present the two stone obelisks and the violent
storm as unequivocally relatable to an available cognitive structure, but as
new entities that are added to the knowledge of the addressee. Herodotus
might also have decided to present these entities as identifiable (for
instance: ‘the storm that blew up after the strait was bridged . . . ’), but
chose not to.37
Although I do not want to discuss whyHerodotus chose to present the

referents of the highlighted NPs in the examples () and () as non-
relatable, I do want to pay some more attention to the fact that it is the
speaker and not the nature of the entity itself that determines whether
the NP is definite (as I argued above on the basis of the English examples
a and b). In my corpus, there are many examples that subscribe to
my adaptation of Keizer’s theory (see section ..) that the speaker may
choose to present the referent as unequivocally relatable, or not. The
difference between the following examples, for instance, is due to this
freedom of choice of the speaker:

() ( . . . ) %ντ<�υς δ1 τ0ν πρ�πυλα<ων 2στησε %νδρι!ντας δ��, �4ντας τ!
μ�γα��ς π�ντε κα� ε;κ�σι π	+εων, ( . . . ).

( . . . ) opposite the forecourt he (= Rhampsinitos) set two statues twenty-
five ells high (lit. being twenty-five ells with respect to the height), ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() 9κατ�ρω&ι δ1 %ν�ρ �γγ�γλυπται μ�γα��ς π�μπτης σπι&αμ6ς, ( . . . ).

In each case there is a man of a height (lit. with respect to height) of five
span engraved in the rock. (Hdt. ..)

The difference in definiteness between these two examples can be ex-
plained as follows:38 although μ�γα&�ς in example () is presented as

can both be present and absent in these cases. It should be noted that in the latter cases,
the presence or absence of the article cannot be accounted for by the difference between
reference to a particular (and identifiable) sea and reference to (unidentifiable) seawater.

37 The fact that a speaker (writer) may choose to present the referent as an unequiv-
ocally relatable entity or as a new, unidentifiable entity has been substantiated on page
.

38 InHdt. .., the twopossibilities alternate in one sentence: . . . %πικ�σ&αι �ς π4λιν
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unequivocally relatable to the two statues (‘the/their height’), μ�γα&�ς in
() is not presented as referring to the—unequivocally relatable—size
of the man that is carved in each side of the rock, but rather as referring
to an unrelatable ‘size in general’.39 The choice of the speaker to present
the referent as relatable or not, is not confined to examples like () and
() with an accusative, dative or ‘genitive’ of respect.40 In the follow-
ing example, for instance, the objects πλ	&ει and ]ππ=ω are presented as
non-relatable and therefore unidentifiable entities referring to numeri-
cal superiority and horse soldiers in general, rather than unequivocally
relatable entities referring to the number and the cavalry of the barbar-
ians:
() �A μ�ν νυν +0ρ�ι �Yτ�ι τ��σι OΕλλησι ε_ναι �"α<ν�ντ� �πιτ	δε�ι/ .παν-

τα γ�ρ πρ�σκεψ!μεν�ι κα� �πιλ�γισ&�ντες Iτι �Vτε πλ$�εϊ `3�υσι
+ρKσ&αι �A :!ρ:αρ�ι �Vτε =ππAω, τα�τ?η σ"ι 2δ�3ε δ�κεσ&αι τ�ν �π-
ι4ντα �π� τ�ν �Ελλ!δα.

These places seemed to be fit to the Greeks. After careful consideration
and reasoning that the barbarians could not make use of superior num-
bers (lit. number) or horsemen (lit. cavalry), they decided to await the
invader of Greece there. (Hdt. .)

Thepreceding examples supportedmymodification ofKeizer’s definition
of definiteness with respect to the role of the speaker in the relatability of
the referent. My reformulation ‘a referent is definite if it is presented as
unequivocally relatable to some available cognitive structure’ seems also
to be favoured by examples like the following:

�ν τ?6 π!ντας ε_ναι τ��σι -γ�υσι τ! μ�γα��ς ;σ�υς, �ρ'μα δ1 μ�λανας. ‘they said that
they came to a city in which all people were like themenwho had brought them in respect
to their size (let. the size), and black in colour’.

39 Herodotus usually presents NPs in the accusative, dative or even genitive case that
indicate to what the verb or adjective applies (accusative/dative/genitive of respect) as
unrelatable (‘in size’) instead of relatable (‘in respect to the/his size’). (For a clear example
of a genitive of respect, which is in contrast to the accusative and dative of respect not a
widely accepted syntactic-semantical category, see Hdt. .. +ειρ� μεγ!λ?η πλ	&ε�ς ‘a
force large in number’). In Dutch, the same variation is also possible.Wat grootte betreft
(‘in size’) and wat betreft de/zijn grootte (lit. ‘in the/his size’) may be alternated without
any appreciable difference in meaning.

40 For the term ‘genitive’ of respect, see the previous footnote. Cf. also the following
two examples with a prepositional phrase that has more or less the function of a respect:
Hdt. .. ��δε�ς α�τ0ν πλ$�ε�ς π�ρι -3ι�ς συμ:λη&6να< �στι (‘none of them is
comparable in size’) and Hdt. .. . . . κ�λλε�ς τε ε=νεκα κα� μεγ��ε�ς ��δε�ς α�τ0ν
%3ι�νικ4τερ�ς Pνα�τ�$e�ρ3εω 2+ειν τ�$τ� τ� κρ!τ�ς (‘ . . . for splendour and greatness
no one was more worthy than Xerxes to control this power’).
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() @Αρτ!:ανε, �γH τ� παραυτ<κα μ1ν ��κ �σω"ρ4νε�ν ε;πας �ς σ1μ�ταια
@πεα �ρηστ�ς ε=νεκα συμ#�υλ6ς,

Artabanos, I was out of my mind when I said foolish words in reply to
useful advice. (Hdt. ..)

The referents of the μ!ταια 2πεα ‘foolish words’ and the +ρηστ6ς συμ-
:�υλ6ς ‘useful advice’ are identifiable both for the internal addressee
of these words and the reader of the text, as Artabanos’ advice and
Xerxes’ reaction have been cited word for word in the text (.α–
and ..–). However, despite the identifiability of their referents, the
NPs are indefinite.The reason for the absence of the article is that Xerxes
does not assumeArtabanos to be able to identify the referents on the basis
of the descriptive content of the NP. In fact, he does not even want Arta-
banos to identify the referents.The NPs are not meant to identify the ref-
erents, but to attribute them a new qualification: Xerxes wants to inform
Artabanos that, on second thoughts, he considers his uncle’s advice use-
ful and his own words foolish.
Something similar is the case in example (),

() (= ) εDσ� δ1 κα� περ� @Ιων<ην δ�� τ�π�ι �ν π�τρ?ησι �γκεκ�λαμμ�ν�ι
τ��τ�υ τ�$ %νδρ4ς, ( . . . ). 9κατ�ρω&ι δ1 �ν5ρ �γγ�γλυπται μ�γα��ς
π�μπτης σπι�αμ�ς, τC� μaν δε6ιC� �ειρ� @�ων α2�μ$ν, τC� δa �ριστερC�
τ�6α, κα� τ�ν -λλην σκευ�ν *σα�τως/

Also, there are in Ionia two figures of this man carved in rock. ( . . . ) In
both places, there is aman of a height of five span engraved in the rock,
with a spear in his right hand and a bow in his left, and the rest of his
equipment the like. (Hdt. ..–)

whereHerodotus describes the τ�π�ι ‘figures’ of this man as a twenty feet
high figurewith a spear and a bow in his hands.The entity the highlighted
NP refers to has been introduced one line before and would therefore
be perfectly identifiable. Nevertheless, Herodotus uses an indefinite NP
to signal that the NP is not meant to help the addressee to identify this
referent, but is to inform him about the details of this referent.41

41 As the function of these indefinite NPs is to inform the addressee on the qualifi-
cations of the referent, rather than to identify this referent, many of them contain one
or more modifiers that give expression to these new qualifications. The fact that these
modifiers provide new information on given referents explains why they usually precede
the noun, cf. example (). In example (), the postposition of the modifiers is due to
their heaviness: both the genitival phrase that specifies the dimensions of the referent and
the participal phrase specifying its attributes has more than one dependent (for a more
detailed discussion of the heaviness principle and the maximum number of dependents
that can accompany a prenominal modifier, see Chapter , section ..). Incidentally,
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The indefinite NPs in examples ()–() illustrate that for a definite
article to be felicitous, the identifiability (= unequivocal relatability) of
the referent is no sufficient condition. The use of a definite article is only
felicitous if the speaker really wants the addressee to identify the referent
and presents the referent as unequivocally relatable to some available
cognitive structure.
Before turning to the conclusion of this section, it should be stated

explicitly that the definiteness of anNP is not sensitive to the (non-)spec-
ificity of the NP.42 The definite article marks the referent as identifiable,
irrespective of the fact whether the speaker has or has not a particular ref-
erent in mind.43 Examples ()–() provide some illustrative examples
of definite and indefinite non-specific NPs:
() %γαγ4ντες τ� σεσημασμ�ν�ν κτ6ν�ς πρ!ς τ!ν #ωμ!ν <κ�υ eν �
ωσι,

π$ρ %νακα<�υσι, 2πειτα δ� ( . . . ).

After having brought the marked animal to the altar where they will
sacrifice it, they light a fire, and ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

the qualification or evaluation of the referent may also be expressed by the noun itself, as
in Hdt. .. d 3ε�νε Σπαρτι6τα, Xνε<δεα κατι4ντα %ν&ρ'π=ω "ιλ�ει �παν!γειν τ�ν
&υμ4ν/ σ� μ�ντ�ι %π�δε3!μεν�ς N#ρ3σματα �ν τ=0 λ4γ=ω �V με 2πεισας %σ+	μ�να �ν τ?6
%μ�ι:?6 γεν�σ&αι ‘my Spartan friend, the hard words that a man hears are likely to arouse
his anger; but for all the arrogant tenor of your speech (lit. though showing insolent acts
in your speech) you will not move me to make an unseemly answer’.

42 Rijkhoff ’s assumption (: ) that the article in Ancient Greek is a specificity
marker, suggested by the fact that the article may co-occur with demonstratives, is there-
fore certainly not substantiated by the Greek facts. For a discussion of the typologically
exceptional combination of the article and demonstrative, see section ...

43 Note that I take specificity to be a pragmatic matter. In my view, the choice for a
specific or non-specific NP depends on whether the speaker does or does not have a
particular referent in mind. The more commonly held view is that specificity is (partly)
a semantic matter. In this view, NPs are ambiguous between a specific and a non-specific
reading if they occur in a so-called opaque context, i.e. a sentence containing a certain
logical operator, such as a propositional attitude verb (cf. Joan wants to present the prize
to the winner), a negation (cf. I didn’t see a car parked at the door), a modal verb (cf.
you should go to a movie tonight), etc. If the NP has wide scope over the operator, it is
specific, if it has narrow scope, it is non-specific. As an example like ‘I haven’t started the
class yet; I’m missing a student’ shows, however, the ambiguity between a specific and
non-specific reading may also arise in sentences without such a logical operator. Because
Ancient Greek does not mark the difference between non-specific NPs under the scope
of operator differently from non-specific NPs in sentences without any operator (as for
instance Russian and Jacaltec, see Lyons : –), I prefer the position that the
ambiguity between a specific and non-specific reading is an always-present pragmatic
matter to the view that there are two types of specificity (see Ioup  among others): one
semantically based (in opaque contexts, i.e. in sentences containing a logical operator)
and the other pragmatically based (in non-opaque, transparent contexts, i.e. in sentences
without such a logical operator).
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() εDσ� δ1 κατ� τα$τα τ� +ωρ<α κα� λ��ντες π�λλ�� κα� :4ες -γρι�ι,
τ0ν τ� κ�ρεα �περμεγ!&ε! �στι τ� �ς OΕλληνας "�ιτ0ντα. �gρ�ς δ1
τ��σι λ��υσ3 �στι I τε δι’ @Α:δ	ρων S�ων π�ταμ�ς Ν�στ�ς κα� � δι’
@Ακαρναν<ης S�ων @Α+ελ=0�ς/

In these parts there are many lions and wild oxen, which have the
enormous horns that are transported to Greece. The boundary to the
lions is the riverNestos that flows throughAbdera and the riverAchelous
flowing trough Akarnania. (Hdt. .)

() � δ1 Dητρικ� κατ� τ!δε σ"ι δ�δασται/μι�ς ν�
σ�υ `καστ�ς Dητρ4ς �στι
κα� �� πλε4νων.

The practice of medicine is so specialised among them that each physi-
cian is a healer of one disease (lit. disease one) and nomore. (Hdt. .)

() �σ&6τα δ1 "�ρ��υσι �A Aρ�ες λιν�ην μ��νην κα� Nπ�δ$ματα #
#λινα,
-λλην δ� σ"ι �σ&6τα ��κ 23εστι λα:ε�ν ��δ1 �π�δ	ματα -λλα.

The priests wear a single linen garment and sandals of papyrus: theymay
have no other kind of clothing or footwear. (Hdt. ..)

In the examples () and (), the highlighted NP is definite because the
referent, although non-specific because the speaker has no particular ref-
erent in mind, is identifiable: in example (), the referent is identifiable
on the basis of the addressee’s general knowledge that offerings imply
an altar, in example () because the referent has explicitly been intro-
duced one line before.The non-specific referents of the indefinite NPs in
the examples () and (), by contrast, are not identifiable. In example
(), this is due to the non-unequivocal relation between the referent and
the relevant cognitive structure, in example () to the writer’s choice
to present the referents as new entities, unrelated to available knowl-
edge.
Non-specificNPs are thus comparable to specific ones in that their def-

initeness depends on the identifiability of the referent. At least, that is the
conclusion that seems to be legitimate on the basis ofmy corpus, inwhich
the use of the article in  of the referential NPs can be accounted for
by assuming that the definite article presents the referent as unequivo-
cally relatable to an available cognitive structure. This percentage seems
high enough to conclude that—in my corpus, at least—identifiability is
the general function of the article we were looking for. Of the remaining
, a large part can be explained by one of the five exceptional cases that
will be discussed in the next section.
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... Five refinements of the general rule

Around six percent of the referential NPs inmy corpus does not conform
to the general rule for the use of the definite article set up in the previous
section in that the article is absent although the referent can be related
unequivocally to an available cognitive structure, or is present although
the referent cannot be related to an available cognitive structure. Fortu-
nately, more than a third of these exceptions can be explained by one of
the five further refinements of the general rule that will be discussed in
this section.
The most important refinement (in the sense that it is responsible for

the largest number of exceptions to the general rule) is that a classifying
genitive44 cannot function as the anchor of a relatable entity. As a conse-
quence, referents that are to be related to a classifying genitive are always
indefinite, even if they can be unequivocally related. Compare examples
() and () containing a classifying genitive with examples () and
() containing a possessive genitive:
() 2+ει δ1 L��αλμ�Jς μ1ν N�ς, Xδ4ντας δ1 μεγ!λ�υς κα� +αυλι4δ�ντας

κατ� λ4γ�ν τ�$ σ'ματ�ς.

It has pigs’ eyes (lit. eyes of pig), and long, protruding teeth in proportion
to its body. (Hdt. ..)

() πρ0τ�ι δ1 κα� τ4νδε τ�ν λ4γ�ν ΑDγ�πτι�< εDσι �A εDπ�ντες, *ς �ν�ρ4-
π�υ ψυ�5 %&!νατ4ς �στι, ( . . . ).

The Egyptians were the first whomaintained the following doctrine, too,
that the human soul (lit. of a man soul) is immortal. (Hdt. ..)

() π�λλ�� δ1 �νδρ'ν (��ρ'ν τ�ς δε6ι�ς �ε�ρας νεκρ'ν (�ντων %π�δε<-
ραντες α�τ��σι bνυ3ι καλ�πτρας τ0ν "αρετρ�ων π�ιε$νται.

Many too take off the skin, nails and all, from their dead enemies’ right
hands (lit. of enemies the right hands, dead being) and make coverings
for their quivers. (Hdt. ..)

() τ�3ε�ων γ�ρ � @Αρτ!:αN�ς �ς τ� συγκε<μεν�ν, WμαρτHν τ�$ +ωρ<�υ
τ��τ�υ :!λλει �νδρ!ς Π�τειδαι$τεω τ!ν fμ�ν, ( . . . ).

For Artabazos in shooting an arrow to the place agreed upon, missed it
and hit the shoulder of a man of Potidaia (lit. of a man from Potidaia
the shoulder), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

44 As was described in Chapter , section .., classifying modifiers are understood
to mean modifiers that answer the question of to what kind of entity is referred. Dog in
a dog’s tail, for instance, is a classifying genitive because it specifies which kind of tail
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The definiteness of the head nouns in the highlighted NPs in examples
() and () conforms to the general rule in that the entities they refer
to can unequivocally be related to the entity expressed by the ‘possessive’
genitive.The indefiniteness of the head nouns in examples () and (),
by contrast, contradicts the general rule. This is due to the fact that
the genitives to which they are to be related are classifying instead of
possessive.The genitive in example () does not give information on the
possessor of the eyes, but rather on the kind of eyes: the crocodile does
not have eyes that belong to some pig, but has eyes that are characteristic
of a pig. In the same way, the genitive in example () does not refer to
the possessor of the soul, but indicates which kind of soul is meant.
The indefiniteness of the head noun in an NP with a classifying geni-

tive is not characteristic for Ancient Greek. Manymodern European lan-
guages also lack an article in such NPs, as can be seen in examples (b)
and (b):45

(a) Hij wilde de dochter van een koning trouwen.

He wanted to marry the daughter of a king.

(b) Hij wilde een koningsdochter trouwen.

He wanted to marry a king’s daughter.

(a) Several hours later the bird’s relieved owner arrived at the station, ex-
plaining the parrot had flown off as she took it to her grandchildren for
a treat.

(b) His hair felt like a bird’s nest.46

It is not clear why classifying genitives cannot function as an anchor.
The Dutch and English examples give the impression that the indefinite-
ness of the head noun may have to do with the non-specific nature of
the genitive, as the genitives in the definite NPs in the (a)-examples are

is meant. For an extensive description of classifying genitives as opposed to other types
of genitives, see Koptjevskaja-Tamm ().

45 In Dutch and English there are also syntactical and/or prosodical differences be-
tween NPs with a classifying and NPs with a possessive genitive. As can be seen in
example (b), Dutch NPs with a classifying genitive tend to become compounds, e.g.
varkensstaart (‘a pig’s tail’), koningsdochter (‘a king’s daughter’) and vogelnestje (‘a bird’s
nest’). Although in English the classifying genitive is syntactically not integrated into the
head noun, the fact that NPs with a classifying genitive tend to be single-stressed (rather
than being pronounced like a phrase) seems to indicate that EnglishNPswith a classifying
genitive are more like compounds than common phrases of head noun plus dependent
genitive (cf. Biber et al. : –).

46 The examples (a) and (b) were taken from Biber et al. (: ).
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specific, whereas their counterparts in the (b)-examples are non-specific.
Yet, although classifying genitives are indeed always non-specific, their
non-specific nature cannot be an explanation for the indefiniteness of
the head noun, as entities that are to be related to non-specific anchors
need not be indefinite (see example () where the head noun is defi-
nite, despite the fact that the genitive is non-specific). Another possibility,
suggested by the fact that the genitive in the Dutch and English exam-
ples forms a syntactic or prosodic unity with the head noun (for more
details, see footnote ), is that a classifying genitive is no longer inter-
preted as referring, so that the indefiniteness of the head noun might be
explained by the fact that the entity to which it refers is to be related to a
non-referential entity. However, apart from the absence of an article, the
Greek examples do not provide any indication that the classifying geni-
tives would be non-referential. My data, therefore, do not allow a more
substantial conclusion than that entities relatable to a classifying genitive
are always indefinite and that this may have to do with a possible non-
referential nature of the classifying genitive.
The second refinement of the general rule is that NPs consisting of a

preposition and a noun that form a fixed adverbial expression (e.g. κατ�
S4�ν ‘downstream’ or κατ� δ�ναμιν ‘according to ability’)47 generally
omit the article, even if the noun refers to an unequivocally relatable
entity:48

() ( . . . ) αA μ1ν δ� πρ0ται τ0ν νε0ν Iρμε�ν πρ�ς γ?6, -λλαι δ’ �π’ �κε<ν?ησι
(π’ �γκυρ�ων,

The first of the ships made fast to the land (lit. to land), the others lay
outside them at anchor. (Hdt. ..)

47 Of course, it is difficult to draw a line between fixed adverbial expressions and
common prepositional phrases, especially on the basis of this (relatively) small amount of
data. My data do make clear, however, that the absence of an article is only possible with
non-modified nouns (e.g. κατ� δ�ναμιν ‘according to ability’, but not *κατ� δ�ναμιν τ�$
:ασιλ��ς ‘according to ability of the king’) in prepositional phrases that occur regularly.

48 That the article can be omitted in NPs containing a preposition is noted by all
grammars (cf. Gildersleeve : , Goodwin : , Kühner-Gerth : I ,
Smyth :  and Schwyzer-Debrunner : ). Kühner-Gerth, however, are the
only ones who ascribe the absence of the article to the ‘adverbialen Charakter’ of the
expression in question. Goodwin’s explanation (: ) that the articlemay be omitted
in familiar expressions of time and place, because these expressions are probably older
than the Attic use of the article might seem attractive, but is problematic in that the
absence of the article in fixed adverbial expressions is also usual in other languages, which
do not have a preceding stage without an article, cf. English ‘at anchor’, French ‘en route’
(lit. on way) and Dutch ‘van begin af aan’ (lit. from very beginning).
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() ( . . . ) Iτι μ�$ν�ι π!ντων %ν&ρ'πων Κ4λ+�ι κα� ΑDγ�πτι�ι κα� ΑD&<�-
πες περιτ!μν�νται �π’ �ρ��ς τ� αDδ��α.

( . . . ) that the Kolchians and Egyptians and Aithiopians are the only
nations that have from the first (lit. from beginning) practised circum-
cision. (Hdt. ..)

() εD δ1 τα$τα μ1ν �π�δ�νειν ��κ �&ελ	σεις, σ� δ1 π!ντως στρ!τευμα
%ν!3εις �π� τ�ν �Ελλ!δα, %κ��σεσ&α< τιν! "ημι τ0ν α�τ�$ τ?6δε �π�-
λειπ�μ�νων Μαρδ4νι�ν, μ�γατι κακ�ν �3εργασ!μεν�ν Π�ρσας, �π�
κυν0ν τε κα� Xρν<&ων δια"�ρε4μεν�ν ^ κ�υ �ν γ?6 τ?6 @Α&ηνα<ων ^ σ�
γε �ν τ?6 Λακεδαιμ�ν<ων, εD μ� -ρα κα� πρ4τερ�ν κατ’ 9δ�ν, ( . . . ).

But if you are unwilling to submit to this and will at all hazards lead
your army overseas to Hellas, then I think that those left behind in this
place will hear that Mardonios has done great harm to the Persians, and
has been torn apart by dogs and birds in the land of Athenians or of
Lakedaimonians, if not even before that on the way there (lit. on way),
( . . . ). (Hdt. .&)

The article is present, however, if the NP is a common prepositional
phrase instead of a fixed adverbial expression (at least, if the referent is
identifiable).49 Compare example () to ():

() To fool the guards of the body of his brother, a young man devises the
following plan: he puts skins full of wine on his asses and sets out driving
to the guards. When he approaches them, he pulls at the feet of two or
three of the skins and looses the fastenings of the skins, so that the wine
runs out.

τ��ς δ1 "υλ!κ�υς*ς Dδε�ν π�λλ�ν S��ντα τ�ν �_ν�ν, συντρ�+ειν (ς τ5ν
9δ!ν %γγε�α 2+�ντας κα� τ�ν �κκε+υμ�ν�ν �_ν�ν συγκ�μ<Nειν �ν κ�ρδεϊ
π�ιευμ�ν�υς.

The guards, when they saw the wine flowing freely, ran out into the road
with cups and caught what was pouring out, thinking themselves in luck.

(Hdt. .δ)

For the third refinement of the general rule that a (Greek) NP is defi-
nite if the referent is identifiable, a distinction should be made between
NPs referring to an entity that has been introduced into the discourse,

49 The difference between the lack of the article in the fixed adverbial expressions and
the presence of the article in common prepositional phrases seems comparable to the
difference between the accusative of respect with and without article in examples ()
and () above. Whereas the road in the common prepositional phrase in example ()
is presented as unequivocally relatable to the knowledge of the addressee, the road in
example () is not presented as referring to the—unequivocally relatable—road between
Persia and Athens or Sparta, but as referring to an unrelatable ‘road in general’.
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either by textual information or by the situation (so-called evoked enti-
ties), and NPs referring to an entity that has not yet been introduced into
the discourse, but derives its identifiability from to the fact that it may be
related unequivocally to general or specific knowledge of the addressee.
Whereas Hawkins () names the NPs in this latter category ‘associa-
tives’ and Keizer () names them ‘inferrables’ (after Prince b), I
prefer a term like ‘relatables’, to give expression to the fact that the refer-
ents of theseNPs need not be anchored in the knowledge of the addressee
as long as they can unequivocally be related to his knowledge. For some
reason unclear to me, the following refinement of the general rule only
concerns NPs that refer to relatable entities.
This refinement is that the subject of a copular verb may be indefinite,

even though the referent can be related unequivocally to an available
cognitive structure:50

() τα$τα τ� 2&νεα μ�$να ]ππευε/ �ρι�μ!ς δ1 τ�ς =ππ�υ �γ�νετ� XκτH
μυρι!δες, π!ρε3 τ0ν καμ	λων κα� τ0ν Wρμ!των.

These were the only nations that provided cavalry. The number of the
cavalry (lit. number of the cavalry) was eight muriades, besides the
camels and the chariots. (Hdt. .)

() �πε�ν δ1 σαπ?6 κα� πρ�σ<?η � τεταγμ�ν�ς +ρ4ν�ς,%πικν�εται �ς 9κ!στην
π4λιν :Kρις �κ τ6ς Πρ�σωπ<τιδ�ς καλε�μ�νης ν	σ�υ. � δ’ 2στι μ1ν �ν
τ=0 Δ�λτα, περ3μετρ�ν δ1 α1τ�ς εDσ� σ+��ν�ι �νν�α.

When the carcass has rotted and the time appointed is at hand, a boat
from the island that is called Prosopotis comes to each city. This island
lies in the Delta, the circumference of this island (lit. circumference of
her) is nine schoeni. (Hdt. ..–)

Both the number in () and the circumference in () are unequivocally
relatable to an identifiable entity (the cavalry and the island respectively)
and should therefore be definite according to the general rule. Appar-
ently, however, the general rule can be overruled in these examples.What
exactly causes the omission of the article is not clear to me, as in about
half of the examples the relatable subject of a copular verb is ordinar-
ily definite. Compare example () with the very similar () where the
relatable subject does get an article:

50 For a justification of why I take the highlighted NPs to be the subject of the copular
verb rather than the XκτH μυρι!δες or σ+��ν�ι �νν�α, see the introduction on classifying
sentences in section ...
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() τ� δ’ dν π!λαι αA Θ6:αι Α;γυπτ�ς �καλ�ετ�, τ�ς τ! περ3μετρ�ν στ!-
δι�< εDσι ε;κ�σι κα� 9κατ�ν κα� 93ακισ+<λι�ι.

Thebe was called Aigyptos in ancient times, its circumference (lit. of it
the circumference) was six thousand one hundred and twenty furlongs.

(Hdt. ..)

In the following example, a definite subject (τ� μ6κ�ς) alternates with
two indefinite subjects (εgρ�ς, �ψ�ς) within the same sentence:

() τ6ς δ1 στ�γης τα�της τ! μ1νμ�κ�ς 23ω&εν �στι ε8ς τε κα� ε;κ�σι π	+εες,
εgρ�ς δ1 τεσσερεσκα<δεκα, 8ψ�ς δ1 Xκτ'.

The length of this chamber on the outside is twenty-one ell, its width (lit.
width) fourteen ell, its height (lit. height) eight ell. (Hdt. ..)

Unfortunately, it is impossible on the basis of my data to arrive at a more
satisfactory conclusion than that a relatable (viz. non-evoked) subject of
a copular verb may be indefinite, even if its referent is identifiable.
The fourth refinement is that an identifiable referent may lack an

article if it is coordinated with another noun. Generally, the use of the
article with coordinated nouns is comparable to the use of the article
with a single noun: in coordinations of unidentifiable entities all nouns
are bare, in coordinations of identifiable entities the article is usually
expressed with every noun that is included in the coordination:

() �κε<ν�υς dν τ��ς νεην<ας %π�πεμπ�μ�ν�υς �π� τ0ν �λ<κων, 8δατ3 τε
κα� σιτ3�ισι εg �3ηρτυμ�ν�υς, D�ναι τ� πρ0τα μ1ν δι� τ6ς �Dκε�μ�νης,
( . . . ).

These young men sent away by their companions, being well supplied
with water and food, first went through the inhabited country, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ),ΑDγ�πτι�ι δ1 �π� τ��ς &αν!τ�υς %νιε�σι τ�ς τρ<+ας αV3εσ&αι τ!ς
τε (ν τC� κε�αλC� κα� τA' γενε3Aω, τ�ως �3υρωμ�ν�ι.

( . . . ), in times of death, Egyptians grow their hair both on their head and
on their cheeks, although they normally shave their hair. (Hdt. ..)

In a (very small) number of cases of coordinations of identifiable entities,
however, one article serves to express the identifiability of all the entities.
The effect of the omission of the articlewith the second, third, etc. noun in
the coordination is that the different entities are depicted as one whole.51

51 Cf. Kühner-Gerth (: I ) and Smyth (: ), who state that a single article
with various nouns creates the effect of a single notion (for example �A στρατηγ�� κα�
λ�+αγ�<: the generals and captains, i.e. the commanding officers), whereas a repeated



 chapter five

Compare example (), where the other women and men are presented
as one group, with example (), where the infantry and the cavalry are
presented as two distinct entities.

() πλ��υσ< τε γ�ρ δ� .μα -νδρες γυναι3� κα� π�λλ4ν τι πλ6&�ς 9κατ�ρων
�ν 9κ!στ?η :!ρι/ αA μ�ν τινες τ0ν γυναικ0ν κρ4ταλα 2+�υσαι κρ�-
ταλ<N�υσι, �A δ1 α�λ��υσι κατ� π!ντα τ�ν πλ4�ν, α. δ1 λ�ιπα� γυνα�-
κες κα� �νδρες %ε<δ�υσι κα� τ�ς +ε�ρας κρ�τ��υσι.

They go by boat, men and women together, a great number of both in
each boat. Some of the women rattle with castanets, and some of the
men play flutes during the whole trip, the other women and men sing
and clap their hands. (Hdt. ..)52

() �κ�λευσ� σ"εας τ��ς δ�ρυ"4ρ�υς περι!γ�ντας �πιδε<κνυσ&αι π�ντα
τε τ!ν πεQ!ν στρατ!ν κα� τ5ν =ππ�ν, ( . . . ).

He (=Xerxes) ordered his guards to lead themaround and show themhis
whole infantry and the cavalry (lit. whole the foot army and the cavalry),
( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

A third, equally rare, possibility in the coordination of identifiable entities
is leaving out all the articles. The few examples in my corpus seem to
indicate that this possibility is only used if the different nouns together
express one notion like ‘home and hearth’ and ‘wife and children’.53
Compare the indefinite coordination of children, women and belongings
in example (), which is used to give expression to the notion of ‘all they
care about,’ to the coordination of definite NPs in (), expressing that
Boges slaughtered both his wife, and his children, and his concubines,
and his servants:54

article lays stress on each word. Syntactically, the two nouns may be said to constitute
one NP, so that one article suffices to express the identifiability of both nouns.

52 Note that it is not necessary that the nouns that ‘share’ the article are all of the same
gender, as Smyth (: ) suggests.

53 For a similar view, seeKühner-Gerth (: I –). Although this phenomenon
occurs in other languages as well (cf. ‘huis en haard’, ‘home and hearth’, ‘Haus undHerd’),
it has—as far as I know—never been described or explained. What is described in the
literature, however, is that the conjunctive construction or coordinator between conjuncts
which form a conceptual unit may differ from the construction or coordinator between
the conjuncts that are less closely associated (for literature on the difference between so-
called natural vs. accidental coordination, see Haspelmath : ).

54 Smyth’s observation that ‘concrete co-ordinated words forming a copulative expres-
sions may omit the article’ (: ) is not correct in that the nouns included in an
anarthrous co-ordination may be rather abstract, cf. Hdt. .. μ�+ρι μ1ν τ��τ�υ 0ψις
τε (μ5 κα� γν4μη κα� .στ�ρ3η τα$τα λ�γ�υσ! �στι, τ� δ1 %π� τ�$δε ΑDγυπτ<�υς 2ρ+�-
μαι λ4γ�υς �ρ�ων κατ� τ� ^κ�υ�ν/ (‘thus far,my own sight, opinion and investigation
were the source of my story, from now on I will record Egyptian stories, in the way I
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() π!ρε3 δ1 τ��τ�υ, �ν τ?6 �μετ�ρ?η καταλιπ4ντας τ�κνα κα� γυνα�κας κα�
�ρ$ματα ��δ’ �πιλ�γεσ&αι +ρ� νε'τερ4ν τι π�ι	σειν.

Moreover, it is not necessary to fear that they, who have left children,
wives and belongings in our country, will rise in revolt. (Hdt. ..)

() *ς δ’ ��δ1ν 2τι "�ρ:6ς �ν6ν �ν τ=0 τε<+εϊ, συνν	σας πυρ�ν μεγ!λην
2σ"α3ε τ� τ�κνα κα� τ5ν γυνα�κα κα� τ�ς παλλακ�ς κα� τ�Jς �2κ�τας
κα� 2πειτα �σ�:αλε �ς τ� π$ρ, ( . . . ).

When there was no food left in the city, he piled up a great pyre, slaugh-
tered his children, and his wife, and his concubines, and his servants
(lit. the children and the wife and the concubines and the servants), and
threw them in the fire, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

So, a noun referring to an identifiable entity may share an article with
another identifiable entity, with which it forms one NP. If the two nouns
together give expression to one notion, they may lack an article alto-
gether.
The fifth and final refinement of the general rule that NPs referring to

identifiable entities are definite differs from the previous four in that it
accounts for the presence of the article in certain NPs referring to non-
identifiable entities instead of the absence of the article in NPs referring
to identifiable entities.This last refinement is that NPs are definite if they
have distributive force, irrespective of the identifiability of the referent in
question:
() πανηγυρ<N�υσι δ1 ΑDγ�πτι�ι ��κ .πα3 τ�+ (νιαυτ�+,55 πανηγ�ρις δ1

συ+ν!ς, ( . . . ).

The Egyptians do not hold solemn assemblies once a year (lit. the year),
but often, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

heard them’). Both bψις (‘sight’), γν'μη (‘opinion’) and Aστ�ρ<η (‘investigation’) are not
very concrete and together express a rather abstract notion.

55 In cases like this, a form of `καστ�ς can be added to emphasise the distributive
function of the article, cf. Hdt. .: .πα3 δ1 τ�+ (νιαυτ�+ "κ�στ�υ 9 ν�μ�ρ�ης
[καστ�ς �ν τ=0 9ωυτ�$ ν�μ=0 κιρνxK κρητ6ρα �;ν�υ (once a year (lit. the year every)
every governor (lit. the governor every) in his own district mixes a bowl of wine).
The idea that in examples like these `καστ�ς is a kind of afterthought underlining the
distributive function of the article is strengthened by the fact that NPs with a form of
`καστ�ς are usually bare (because the referent cannot be related unequivocally to an
available structure, cf. Hdt. .. πυραμ<δα δ1 κα� �Yτ�ς κατελ<πετ� π�λλ�ν �λ!σσω
τ�$ πατρ4ς, ε;κ�σι π�δ0ν καταδ��υσαν κ'λ�ν [καστ�ν τρι0ν πλ�&ρων . . . ‘he too left
a pyramidmuch smaller than his father’s, every side being of two hundred and eighty feet
. . . ’).
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() The Persians build a pontoon bridge tying up the ships with cables of
papyrus and flax.

πα+�της μ1ν Pν � α�τ� κα� καλλ�ν	, κατ� λ4γ�ν δ1 �μ:ρι&�στερα Pν
τ� λ<νεα, τ�$ τ!λαντ�ν 9 π��υς ε8λκε.

All these were of the same thickness and fair appearance, but the flaxen
were proportionally heavier, of which a cubit (lit. the cubit, i.e. every
cubit) weighs a talent. (Hdt. ..)

Although the examples in my corpus are very limited, both in number
( examples) and in use (mainly time adjuncts), the refinement seems
legitimate on the basis of the descriptions in the grammars (cf. Kühner-
Gerth : I , Schwyzer-Debrunner :  and Smyth : ),
which suggest that this use of the article is quite common in Ancient
Greek. On the basis of my own data, however, it is impossible to arrive at
a more extensive conclusion than that distributive NPs are definite, even
if the referent is not identifiable.56
Before turning to the conclusion of this section, some attention should

be paid to the so-called possessive use of the article, because this use of
the article—although perfectly in line with the general rule for the use of
the article—differs from the actual practice in modern Indo-European
languages. In Ancient Greek, possessive phrases that refer to inalienable
possessions lack an overt possessive marker, but do give expression to the
identifiability of the referent by means of an article. Traditionally, the use
of the article in these possessive phrases was named possessive, in the
conviction that the article replaces a possessive pronoun.57 In my corpus,
this use of the article (or as I would say: this absence of a possessive)
is common with kinship terms, nouns denoting parts of the body and
nouns denoting weapons:

56 That distributive NPs are definite does not hold for those cases where the distribu-
tive nature of the NP is expressed by means of the preposition κατ!. These NPs always
lack an article, even if the referent is identifiable, e.g. Hdt. .. �A δ1 OΕλληνες κατ�
τ�6ις τε κα� κατ� @�νεα κεκ�σμημ�ν�ι Pσαν κα� �ν μ�ρεϊ `καστ�ι �μ!+�ντ�, πλ�ν
Φωκ�ων/ (‘theGreekswere set in array by divisions andnations, and each of these fought
in its turn, with exception of the Phokians’). Although some combinations of κατ! plus
noun may be considered fixed adverbial expressions (so that the absence of an article is
only natural, see the second refinement), this explanation seems unlikely in examples like
Hdt. ...

57 Cf. Smyth (: ): ‘the article often takes the place of an unemphatic possessive
pronoun when there is no doubt as to the possessor’. For the possessive use of the article,
see also Gildersleeve (: ), Goodwin (: ), Kühner-Gerth (: I ) and
Schwyzer-Debrunner (: ).
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() τ��τ�υς dν τ��ς -νδρας συμ:�υλε�ω τ�ι μηδεμι?6 μη+αν?6 -γειν �π�
τ�Jς πατ�ρας/

I advise you by no means to lead these men against their fathers (lit. the
fathers). (Hdt. ..)

() αA μ�ν τινες τ0ν γυναικ0ν κρ4ταλα 2+�υσαι κρ�ταλ<N�υσι, �A δ1 α�λ�-
�υσι κατ�π!ντα τ�ν πλ4�ν,αA δ1 λ�ιπα� γυνα�κες κα� -νδρες %ε<δ�υσι
κα� τ�ς �ε�ρας κρ�τ��υσι.

Some of the women make a noise with rattles, others play flutes all the
way, while the rest of the women, and the men, sing and clap their hands
(lit. the hands). (Hdt. ..)

() μετ� δ1 αD+μ�"4ρ�ι +<λι�ι, κα� �Yτ�ι �κ π!ντων %π�λελεγμ�ν�ι, τ�ς
λ�γ�ας κ!τω �ς τ�ν γ6ν τρ�ψαντες.

After them thousand spearmen, also chosen from all Persians, carrying
their spear (lit. the spears) downward to the ground. (Hdt. ..)

These examples illustrate that Ancient Greek takes a completely different
position than most European languages (like English, French, Dutch,
Spanish) that consider the expression of identifiability (with the definite
article) a matter of lesser importance than the expression of possession
(with a possessive pronoun), cf. my father/*the my father, mi padre/*el
mi padre and mijn vader/*de mijn vader.58 According to Haspelmath
(), the fact that many European languages do not give expression to
the identifiability of the referent in possessed NPs can be economically
motivated, since an overwhelming majority of possessed NPs turns out
to be identifiable ( of the possessed NPs in his corpus).59 A similar
economic motivation might explain the absence of the possessive in
the Greek examples (), () and (): if there is no doubt as to the
possessor of the entity, it might have felt superfluous to give expression
to this possessor. This explanation is favoured by the fact that possessive
pronouns are present in NPs referring to inalienable possessives. In
contrast to other languages, in Ancient Greek the expression of the
identifiability was apparently not felt as redundant.

58 Although the use of a ‘possessive article’ instead of a possessive is more restrictive
than in Greek, in Dutch (dialects) this use of the article is also possible, cf. ik heb pijn in de
buik (‘I have pain in the belly’) or de kinderen gaan dit jaar niet met ons mee op vakantie
(‘the children won’t be joining us on holiday this year’).

59 Some languages, however, pass over the economical motivations and prefer to be
explicit by overtly expressing the definiteness of the referent along with the possessive
pronoun. Haspelmath (: ) provides examples of Italian (la mia casa ‘the my
house’), Modern Greek (to spíti mu ‘the house of me’), Basque (zuen liburu-ak ‘your
books-the’) and Samoan (’o l-o-na fale ‘the-his house’).
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Because the so-called possessive use of the article, although remark-
able for modern language users, does not deviate from the general rule
that an NP is definite if the referent can be related unequivocally to an
available cognitive structure, we do not have to formulate a refinement
of the general rule to account for examples like ()–(). For a proper
description of the use of the article in my corpus, the general rule sup-
plemented with the following five refinements therefore suffices:
(i) a classifying genitive cannot function as the anchor of a relatable entity;

(ii) a fixed adverbial expression is always bare;

(iii) a relatable subject of a copular verb can be bare, even if it is identifiable;

(iv) in coordinations one or more elements can lack an article if the coordi-
nated entities are depicted as one whole or concept;

(v) an NP with distributive force is always definite, irrespective of the iden-
tifiability of the referent.

In combination with the general rule, these refinements can account for
the use of the article in  of the referential NPs in my corpus. In the
remaining , the deviant behaviour of the article seems either due to
the nature of the noun,60 or cannot be explained at all. However, the very
small number of problematic cases does not cast doubt on the general
conclusion that the definite article marks identifiability.

...The combination of article and demonstrative

In conformity to the principles formulated in the introduction of this
chapter, this section will not deal with the question of when and why
an NP contains a demonstrative,61 but will only pay attention to the
use of the article in NPs with a demonstrative. As I will argue, the
(in)definiteness of NPs with a demonstrative can regularly be explained
by the general rule for the use of the article (plus the refinements dis-
cussed in the previous section). Nevertheless, there are several reasons
why the use of the article in these NPs deserves separate consideration.

60 NPs with a form of :ασιλε�ς, for instance, are always bare, probably because
:ασιλε�ς is considered a proper noun. NPs with a form of γ6, &!λασσα and 5λι�ςmore
frequently lack an article than would be expected on their identifiability, especially in
combination with a preposition. The exact reason for their deviant behaviour could not
be established.

61 Himmelmann () provides a very clear and well-illustrated overview of the
various possible uses of demonstratives (both adjectival and pronominal) in narrative
discourse. Some other literature on this topic was mentioned in Chapter , footnote .
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First of all, by allowing a combination of demonstratives and articles
Greek NPs take a rather exceptional position as in most other European
language such a combination is simply impossible.62 Furthermore, the
fact that Greek allows a combination of demonstrative and article has led
Rijkhoff (: ) to the mistaken belief that the Greek article does
not mark identifiability, but specificity. In my view, however, the exam-
ples where an article and demonstrative are combined do not justify this
conclusion.
In contrast to most modern European languages, in which the pres-

ence of a demonstrative is not compatible with the use of an article,63
Ancient Greek may express both a demonstrative and an article within
one and the same NP. The grammars64 assume that an NP containing a
demonstrative is definite, unless one of the following exceptions occurs:
the noun is non-referential, the head of the NP is a proper name, the NP
contains a numeral or relative clause, the demonstrative is cataphoric,
the expression is affective, or the language is poetic.65 As the following
examples illustrate, however, the formulation of such a catalogue of

62 For an overview of the various possibilities for the form and position of demonstra-
tives in languages that have definiteness marking, see Lyons (: –). He distin-
guishes the following possibilities for the (few) languages in which demonstratives co-
occur with the definite article: (a) languages like Swedish and Armenian, in which the
article takes the form of an affix, so that the determiner position is still available for the
demonstrative; (b) languages like Irish in which the demonstrative is outside the actual
NP and (c) languages like Spanish and Catalan in which the demonstrative is adjectival.
Ancient Greek does not fit properly in one of these categories, because the demonstrative,
although adjectival in that it agrees with the noun in case, gender and number, cannot,
like normal adjectives, be used in both the reference and the referent patterns (for the
difference between reference and referent patterns, see Chapter , section ...).

63 I would prefer a functional explanation for this incompatibility above the more
formal solution (of for instance Lyons : ) that the specifier position of the NP can
only be filled once. In my view, the fact that demonstrative and article do not co-occur
may—like the absence of a definiteness marker in NPs with a possessive pronoun (see
section ..)—be explained by economicmotivations: becauseNPswith a demonstrative
most often are definite, many languages apparently deem it unnecessary to mark the NPs
as such.

64 See Goodwin (: ), Kühner-Gerth (: I ff.) and (Smyth : –
). Harry () devotes a whole article to the omission of the article in NPs with a
demonstrative.

65 Moreover, both Harry (: ), Kühner-Gerth (: I ) and Smyth (:
–) point to the fact that in Herodotus the omission of the article is especially
frequent with postnominal demonstratives. According to Harry (: ), this frequent
omission of the article is due to the fact thatHerodotus ‘was under the spell of epic poetry’.
On the basis of my data, I cannot exclude the possibility that the omission of the article is
more frequent in Herodotus than in later authors. I do, however, severely doubt that this
possible difference has anything to do with the ‘spell of epic poetry’, for in my corpus the
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exceptions is unnecessary if one accepts that the use of the article in NPs
with a demonstrative is completely comparable to that in NPs without
demonstratives:66

() τ�$ δ1 Νε<λ�υ τ�ς πηγ�ς �Vτε ΑDγυπτ<ων �Vτε Λι:�ων �Vτε �Ελλ	νων
τ0ν �μ�� %πικ�μ�νων �ς λ4γ�υς ��δε�ς �π�σ+ετ� εDδ�ναι, εD μ� �ν
ΑDγ�πτ=ω �ν Σ!ϊ π4λι � γραμματιστ�ς τ0ν Aρ0ν +ρημ!των τ6ς @Α&η-
να<ης. ( . . . ) �Uτ�ς μ1ν δ� 9 γραμματιστ$ς, εD -ρα τα$τα γεν4μενα
2λεγε, %π�"αινε, *ς �μ1 καταν��ειν, δ<νας τιν�ς τα�τ?η ��σας Dσ+υρ�ς
κα� παλιρρ�<ην, ( . . . ).

But as to the sources of the Nile, no one that conversed with me, Egyp-
tian, Libyan, orGreek, professed to know them, except the recorder of the
sacred treasures ofAthena in the Egyptian city of Saïs. ( . . . )This recorder
(lit. this the recorder), then, if he spoke the truth, showed, I think, that
there are some strong eddies and an upward flow of water, ( . . . )

(Hdt. ..–)

() �γH δ1 �πε<τε παρ�λα:�ν τ!ν �ρ�ν�ν τ�+τ�ν, �"ρ4ντιN�ν Iκως μ� λε<-
ψ�μαι τ0ν πρ4τερ�ν γεν�μ�νων �ν τιμ?6 τ?6δε μηδ1 �λ!σσω πρ�σκτ	-
σ�μαι δ�ναμιν Π�ρσ?ησι.

Ever since I came to this throne (lit. the throne this), I have considered
how Imight not fall short of my predecessors in this honour, and not add
less power to the Persians. (Hdt. .α)

() εD γ!ρ τ�ι τα�τ?η "α<νεται �νδε�στερα ε_ναι τ� �μ�τερα πρ	γματα,
στρατ�$ Zν -λλ�υ τις τ�ν τα+<στην -γερσιν π�ι��τ�. � δ’ %με<:ετ�
λ�γων/ d :ασιλε$, �Vτεστρατ!ν τ�+τ�ν, Iστις γε σ�νεσιν 2+ει, μ�μ"�ιτ’
Zν �Vτε τ0ν νε0ν τ� πλ6&�ς/

‘If our power seems to you to lack anything in this regard, it would be best
to muster another army as quickly as possible.’ Artabanos answered and
said, ‘O king, there is no fault that any man of sound judgement could
find either with this army (lit. army this) or with the number of your
ships. (Hdt. .–.)

() 2&αψαν δ1 Σαϊται π!ντας τ��ς (κ ν�μ�+ τ�
τ�υ γεν�μ�ν�υς :ασιλ�ας
2σω �ν τ=0 Aρ=0.

The people of Saïs buried all kings who were natives of this district (lit.
from district this, i.e. the district of which the city of Saïs was the capital)
within the temple precinct. (Hdt. ..)

omission of the article with demonstratives is (nearly) always perfectly explicable by the
general rule that NPs are definite if the referent is identifiable (see below).

66 As can been seen in the tables in Chapter , section ., in all books of Herodotus I
found  definite single-modifier NPs with a demonstrative, as opposed to  indefinite
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In both example () and () the NP is definite to indicate that its
referent is unequivocally relatable to an available cognitive structure:
the recorder in () is an unequivocal part of the asking-information-
about-the-sources-of-the-Nile-schema thanks to its introduction in this
schema in Hdt. ..; the throne in () forms an unequivocal part
of the situation of the conversation partners in the direct speech (viz.
the Persian court). In examples () and (), by contrast, the NP lacks
an article to indicate that the referents cannot be unequivocally related.
Στρατ4ν in example () is ambiguous between the existing army of the
king and the hypothetical army summoned to be raised in the previous
sentence. It is not before the information of the verb becomes available
that the addressee can infer which of the two armies is referred to.Ν�μ�$
in example () might even refer to several potential referents, as Egypt
is divided into about twenty districts.67
In some examples, it is exactly the presence of a demonstrative that

makes the referent identifiable (i.e. unequivocally relatable) as the de-
monstrative contrasts the intended referent with other potential referents
that satisfy the description of the noun:68

() τ0ν δ1 �V "ασι &ε0ν γιν'σκειν τ� ��ν4ματα, �Yτ�ι δ� μ�ι δ�κ��υσι
�π� Πελασγ0ν Xν�μασ&6ναι, πλ�ν Π�σειδ�ων�ς. τ�+τ�ν δ1 τ!ν �ε!ν
παρ� Λι:�ων �π�&�ντ�/

The gods whose names they say they do not know were, as I think,
named by the Pelasgians, except Poseidon. This god (lit. this the god)
they learned from the Libyans. (Hdt. ..)

() τα
την μ1ν τ5ν Eμ�ρην παρεσκευ!N�ντ� �ς τ�ν δι!:ασιν, ( . . . ).

That day (lit. that the day) theymade preparations for the crossing, ( . . . ).
(Hdt. ..)69

ones. In NPs with multiple modifiers, the numbers are  and  respectively. Together
that makes  definite NPs with a demonstrative against  indefinite ones.

67 Examples like these falsify Lyons’ (: ) idea that demonstratives are inher-
ently [+def]. The other possibility he considers, viz. that demonstratives only appear in
definite NPs because they are semantically incompatible with indefiniteness (Lyons :
), is equally disputed bymydata.Hawkins (: –) andPrince (a: ff.),
on the other hand, do recognise that the presence of a demonstrative does not imply that
the referent is inherently definite (or as they formulate it: unique within the shared set or
uniquely identifiable).

68 As these disambiguating demonstratives are contrastive, they always precede the
noun. For the position of demonstratives in relation to the noun, see Chapter , section
...

69 This example contradicts Hawkins’ idea (: ff.) that the referent of an NP
with a demonstrative must be either visible or known on the basis of previous mention
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In example (), the prenominal demonstrative makes the NP refer
unequivocally to the last-mentioned god (viz. Poseidon). The unequivo-
cality of the reference legitimises the presence of the article. Similarly, the
contrastive demonstrative in example () makes the NP unequivocally
referring and therefore definite.
The preceding examples of the use of the article in NPs with a demon-

strative could be explained on the basis of the general rule that an NP
is definite if it refers to an entity that can be related unequivocally to an
available cognitive structure. In my view, the very same general rule is
also responsible for the (in)definiteness of NPs with so-called cataphoric
demonstratives, i.e. demonstratives that refer forward, for instance to a
direct or indirect citation or description. At first sight, however, it may
be confusing that very comparable examples are sometimes definite and
sometimes indefinite:

() 2στι δ1 �π’ α�τ0ν Καρ+ηδ�ν<ων <δε λ�γ�ς λεγ4μεν�ς ( . . . ) *ς �A μ1ν
:!ρ:αρ�ι τ��σι OΕλλησι �ν τ?6 Σικελ<?η �μ!+�ντ� ( . . . ).

This story is told by the Karchedonians themselves ( . . . ) that the barbar-
ians fought with the Greeks in Sicily ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() �πιλ�γων δ1 τ!ν λ�γ�ν τ�νδε τα$τα �νετ�λλετ�, *ς εD μ1ν %π'λ�ντ�
( . . . ).

He gave this command adding this story (lit. the story this) that if the
spies been put to death ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In my view, the difference in the use of the article in examples () and
() is explicable on the basis of the assumption that the definiteness
of an NP depends on the decision of the speaker to present the referent
as relatable, or not. In examples like () and (), where the NP refers
forward to an indirect quotation, the speaker may choose to present the

in the text (the so-called matching constraint). Although the highlighted NP in this
example contains a demonstrative, its referent is not evoked by either the text or the
situation. Himmelmann (), who also assumes that the ‘associative-anaphoric’ use
(i.e. my relatable use) is not possible for demonstratives (cf. a book . . . the/*that author),
classifies examples like this under the discourse deictic use of demonstratives. In his view,
reference to a point in time within a sequence of narrated events (e.g. at that moment) is
a subtype of reference to propositions or events in the story (e.g. this fact, these words). In
my view, this classification hides the fact that narrated propositions and events are evoked,
whereas points in time are usually not. I would therefore prefer to classify points in time
in a separate category for reference to non-evoked, relatable entities, which is needed
anyway for examples like (). I do admit, however, that this use of the demonstrative is
severely limited both in number and application. The number of examples in my corpus
is so small, that I have no idea what legitimatises this use of the demonstrative.
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entity towhich the ‘forward-referring’NP refers as a new, unrelated entity
(e.g. a story is told, viz. that . . . ; see example ), or, he may choose to
present this as unequivocally relatable on the basis of the information
provided in the subordinate clause (e.g. the story is told that . . . ; see
example ):70

() λ�γ�ς δ� �στι .μα τ=0 2αρι πτερωτ��ς b"ις �κ τ6ς @Αρα:<ης π�τεσ&αι
( . . . ).

There is a story that at the beginning of spring winged serpents fly from
Arabia ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() τ?6 δ1 Θ�τι 2&υ�ν πυ&4μεν�ι παρ� τ0ν @Ι'νων τ!ν λ�γ�ν *ς �κ τ�$
+'ρ�υ τ��τ�υ Wρπασ&ε<η �π� Πηλ��ς, ( . . . ).

They sacrificed to Thetis after hearing from the Ionians the story that it
was from this place that Peleus had carried her off, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

The difference in the definiteness of the highlighted NPs in examples
() and () can thus be explained if we assume that whereas the ref-
erent of the highlighted NP in example () is presented as a new, unre-
latable entity, the referent of the NP in example () is presented as
unequivocally relatable on the basis of the information in the subor-
dinate clause. As examples () and () show, the presence of a cat-
aphoric demonstrative has no influence on the (in)definiteness of the
NPs.
But although the choice of the speaker to present the referent as

(non)identifiable can explain the difference in definiteness in the exam-
ples presented above, it is debatable whether it can also explain the dif-
ference in the use of the article in NPs with a cataphoric demonstra-
tive that refer forward to a direct quotation, description or enumera-
tion:71

70 In these examples, the subordinate clause functions as a so-called referent-estab-
lishing relative (cf. Hawkins : ), i.e. a clause that establishes a link between the
new, unknown referent of the noun and available knowledge. As the difference between
examples () and () makes clear, a relative clause can only have a referent-establishing
function if it forms one speech act with the preceding noun.This has of course to do with
the fact that the information to which the referent of the noun has to be related has to be
available for the addressee.

71 Because book  and book  did not provide (near) minimal pairs, examples ()–
() were taken from all books of Herodotus.
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() �ρ�ων δ� σ"εας τ! τε :υ:λ<α σε:�μ�ν�υς μεγ!λως κα� τ� λεγ4μενα �κ
τ0ν :υ:λ<ων 2τι μεN4νως, διδ�� -λλ� �ν τ=0 �ν6ν @πεα τ�δε/ d Π�ρσαι,
:ασιλε�ς Δαρε��ς %παγ�ρε�ει �μ�ν μ� δ�ρυ"�ρ�ειν @lρ�<την.

Seeing that they were greatly affected by the rolls and yet more by what
was written in them, he gave another, in which were these words (lit.
words these): ‘Persians! King Dareios forbids you to be Oroetes’ guard.’

(Hdt. ..)72

() τα$τα δ� μιν π�ιε$ντα �δικα<ωσεΚρ��σ�ς �Λυδ�ς ν�υ&ετ6σαι τ��σδε
τ��σι @πεσι/ d :ασιλε$, μ� π!ντα �λικ<?η κα� &υμ=0 �π<τρεπε, ( . . . ).

For these acts Kroisos the Lydian thought fit to take him to task, and
addressed him thus (lit. with these the words): ‘Sire, do not sacrifice
everything to youth and temper, ( . . . )’. (Hdt. ..)

() &!πτ�υσι δ1 τ��ς %π�&ν?	σκ�ντας :�$ς τρ�π�ν τ�νδε/

They bury dead cows in the following way (lit. way this). (Hdt. ..)

() %&ανατ<N�υσι δ1 τ�νδε τ!ν τρ�π�ν/

Their belief in their immortality is as follows (lit. in this the way).
(Hdt. ..)

It might be suggested that the difference between the indefinite NPs in
examples () and () and the definite ones in () and () is cre-
ated by analogy with examples like () and (). Even though the ref-
erents of the NPs in examples () and () are actually not identifi-
able, they are presented as such, after the example of (really definite) NPs
in examples like () and (). However, as the demonstrative in defi-
nite NPs referring forward to direct citations, descriptions and enumer-
ations always precedes the noun,73 the definiteness of the NP in these
examples can also be explained by this preposition of the demonstra-
tive. As illustrated above, by contrasting the intended referent to other
possible referents, a contrastive demonstrative may make the reference
unequivocal, if this is not warranted on the basis of the descriptive infor-
mation of the NP. Although this unequivocal-making-potential of the

72 Examples like this warn us about being overenthusiastic in explaining the absence
of an article by a non-referential nature of the noun. Although it seems often attractive to
analyse the demonstrative and noun as two separate constituents, one referential and the
other non-referential, instead of one NP (‘they tell this as a story’ instead of ‘they tell this
story’), the noun plus demonstrative in example () should, in my view, be analysed as
one referential NP.

73 The only exception (in all books of Herodotus) is Hdt. .. λ�γισ!μεν�ς dν
τα$τα πρ�σ�"ερ� �A τ!ν λ�γ�ν τ�νδε/ (‘taking all this into account, he made this
proposal (lit. the proposal this)’).
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prenominal demonstrative seems an accurate explanation for the defi-
niteness of the NPs in examples like () and (), my corpus does not
offer enough data to take a definitive stance on the definiteness of these
NPs.
Byway of conclusion to this section on the combination of demonstra-

tives and articles, I would like to repeat that there is no need to describe
the use of the article in NPs with a demonstrative by means of lengthy
enumerations of examples and exceptions, as the grammars do. In Greek,
the use of the article is not affected by the presence of a demonstrative,
so that its use in NPs containing a demonstrative can just be described
by the general rule formulated in section ... Moreover, the fact that
Ancient Greek may express a demonstrative and article in one and the
same NP should not give rise to speculations about the function of the
article, but can simply be explained by the fact that Ancient Greek is (in
this respect) less economical thanmany other European languages. From
the viewpoint of the marking of identifiability, the situation in Ancient
Greek is in fact much more natural than that in languages blocking the
simultaneous expression of a demonstrative and article.

..The use of the article in non-referential NPs

The previous section described the use of the article in ‘common’ refer-
ring NPs, i.e. NPs used to refer to some (non-)specific discourse refer-
ent. This section, on the other hand, discusses the use of the article in
non-referential NPs, i.e. NPs that are not used to refer to some refer-
ent, but ascribe a property to a referent (e.g. he described his decision
to marry her as his best decision ever). Non-referential NPs can be used
as predicate NPs, as the third argument of verbs with a double accusative
or as adjuncts. Although the use of the article does not depend on the
function of the non-referential NP, predicate NPs are discussed sepa-
rately from the other uses (in section ..). The reason to dedicate a
separate subsection to predicate NPs is that they are not necessarily non-
referential. Because the differences in use of the article can be understood
best by contrasting the two types of predicate NPs, the section on predi-
cate NPs (..) will discuss both referring and non-referential predicate
NPs.
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... Predicate NPs

A widespread misunderstanding, both in Ancient Greek grammars and
in general linguistic studies, is that predicate NPs are bare in principle.
Though the observation that predicateNPsmost often lack an articlemay
be true, I will argue below that this is not due to the predicative function
of theNP. For Ancient Greek, an additional problem is that the grammars
do not give a clear-cut description of the ‘exceptional’ cases in which
a predicate NP does receive an article. Neither Goodwin’s (: )
formulation that a predicate NP is definite ‘if it refers to distinct persons
or things’, nor Schwyzer-Debrunner’s (: ) explanation that the
article is present if ‘eine scharfe Determination des Prädikat erwünscht
ist’, nor Kühner-Gerth’s (: I ) and Smyth’s (: ) description
that a predicate NP is definite if the object is well-known, previously
mentioned or identical with the subject will be helpful for the explanation
of the difference between examples like () and ():74

() τ��ς dν δ� τ�ς ν�ας λ�γ�ντας ε_ναι τ! 6
λιν�ν τε���ς 2σ"αλλε τ� δ��
τ� τελευτα�α Sη&�ντα �π� τ6ς Πυ&<ης.

Those who said that the ships were the wooden wall were disturbed by
the last two verses of the oracle of the Pythia. (Hdt. ..)

() μετ� δ1 Μυκερ�ν�ν γεν�σ&αιΑ2γ
πτ�υ #ασιλ�α 2λεγ�ν �A Aρ�ες JΑσυ-
+ιν, ( . . . ).

The priests said that after Mykerinos Asychis was king of Egypt (lit. of
Egypt king), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

I will argue that for a proper description of the use of the article in pred-
icate NPs one should distinguish two types of copular sentences:75 clas-
sifying and identifying ones (cf. Halliday  and Lyons ).76 These

74 Unfortunately, in his discussion of copular sentences inAncientGreek, Kahn ()
does not pay attention to the use of the article.

75 Within this section, I use the term copular sentences to refer to copular sentences
with a predicate NP. Of course, a copular verb may also be combined with other kinds of
constituents, such as adjectives (e.g. John is wise) and adpositional, possessive, locative
and existential constructions (e.g. this present is for John, this house is John’s, John is in the
garden, there is a dog in the garden). Copular sentences with these kinds of constituents,
however, are not relevant for this discussion, as the use of the article (if any) is perfectly
explicable on the basis of the general rule presented in section ...

76 Another tradition classifies copular sentences on the basis of the discourse func-
tion of the copular sentence as a whole. In this tradition, a distinction is made between
(at least) specificational and predicational sentences. For a clear overview of the various
theories within this tradition (including Higgins  and Declerck ), see Keizer
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two sentence types can be distinguished on the basis of the referentiality
of the predicate NP.77 If the predicate NP is non-referential, the sentence
is classifying.78 In examples () and (), for instance,
() John is a teacher79

() John is the cleverest student

the predicate NP does not refer to some teacher or cleverest student, but
ascribes the property of being a teacher and being the cleverest student
to the referent of the subject NP (John). By attributing a property to the
subject, these sentences classify the subject in a particular class of entities
(hence the term classifying sentences).80
The predicate NP in identifying sentences,81 by contrast, is always

referring. Consequently, the function of identifying sentences like ()
and () is not to ascribe a property to the subject, but to equate (iden-
tify) the referent of the subject NP with the referent of the predicate
NP.
() John is the tall one over there

() The bank robber is a man called Bill Smith

That the NPs in () and () are equated with each other appears from
the fact that the order of the constituents within the sentence can be
reversed. Put differently, in identifying sentences it is not possible to

(: ff.). She proposes—after showing that the classifying/identifying and specifica-
tional/predicational approach cannot be collapsed—to combine the two approaches in
a two-layered typology. On the first layer, classifying sentences are distinguished from
identifying ones. On the second level, these basic distinctions are categorised further on
the basis of the discourse function of the sentence. Although this typology of copular
sentences seems very attractive to me, I would digress too much if I were to present it in
detail.

77 It is nowhere explicitly stated that the referentiality of the predicate NP is the
factor on the basis of which the sentence is classified. It is my own inference from their
descriptions of the characteristics of the two types of sentences that the referentiality of
the predicate NP is the decisive factor.

78 Halliday () calls classifying sentences intensive, Lyons () calls them ascrip-
tive.

79 All English examples in the first part of this section were taken from Keizer (:
, , , , , , , ), except where otherwise specified.

80 Note that example () can also be interpreted as an identifying sentence, if stress
is laid on John instead of on the cleverest student (Who is the cleverest student? John is
the cleverest student).

81 Halliday () calls identifying sentences extensive, Lyons () calls them equa-
tive.



 chapter five

decide which of the two NPs predicates over the other. In classifying
sentences, by contrast, one of the NPs does have a predicating function,
so that reversion is not possible.82 Another proof that the predicate and
subject NP in identifying sentences are being equated is that the finite
verb can agree in number both with the subject NP and the predicate
NP; again this does not hold for classifying sentences. Compare examples
() and ():83

() What you must avoid is/are feeling sorry for yourself and sleeping too
much.

() My brother is/*are a musician and a painter.

It must be noticed that copular sentences with a definite predicate NP are
sometimes ambiguous between a classifying and an identifying interpre-
tation. In examples like ()
() John is the author of this book.

the context has to determine whether the sentence is a statement about
John’s identity (i.e. answers the question: ‘who is John?’) or ascribes a
property to John (i.e. answers the question: ‘what is John?’).84
The reason why I introduced the distinction between classifying and

identifying sentences is that the use of the article in the non-referential
predicate NP of a classifying sentence differs from the use of the article
in the referring ‘predicate NP’85 of an identifying sentence. In identifying
sentences, the ‘predicate NP’ is as referring as the subject NP, and conse-
quently, wewould expect the use of the article to be the same in bothNPs.

82 In some cases reversion seems possible; example (), for instance, can be reversed
into the cleverest student is John. This is due to the fact that example () may also be
interpreted as an identifying sentence (see footnote ).

83 There are (at least) two other distinctions between classifying and identifying
sentences. In the first place, classifying and identifying sentences behave differently with
respect to pronominalisation and relativisation (e.g. John is a nice guy. Peter is one, too
vs. *John is the winner. Peter is one, too and Charlie thinks he is a genius, which/*who he
is not vs. Charlie thinks he is the winner, *which/who he is not). Moreover, only predicate
NPs in classifying sentences can receive a modifier of degree (e.g. he is to a certain point
our leader vs. *he is to a certain point the leader we elected last year). The examples are
adapted from Keizer (:  and ).

84 It should be noted that although example () could also be interpreted as both
a classifying and an identifying sentence, the former interpretation was only possible if
stress were laid on ‘John’ instead of on ‘the cleverest student’. In example (), on the other
hand, both interpretations are possible with stress on the final NP.

85 As both NPs refer, it seems a bit awkward to speak of a predicate NP in these cases.
For the sake of convenience, I will use the term ‘predicate NP’ to refer to the second NP.
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Even though I found nomore than  examples86 of identifying sentences
in my corpus, these examples seem to confirm this expectation:87

() (= ) τ��ς dν δ� τ�ς ν�ας λ�γ�ντας ε_ναι τ! 6
λιν�ν τε���ς 2σ"αλλε
τ� δ�� τ� τελευτα�α Sη&�ντα �π� τ6ς Πυ&<ης.

Those who say that the ships are the wooden wall were disturbed by the
last two verses of the oracle of the Pythia. (Hdt. ..)

() κατ� τα$τα τ� 2πεα συνε+��ντ� αA γν0μαι τ0ν "αμ�νων τ�ς ν�ας τ!
6
λιν�ν τε���ς ε_ναι.

On the basis of these verses the opinion of those who said that the ships
were the wooden wall became doubtful. (Hdt. ..)

() Ever since I turned back and repented, a vision keeps coming to haunt
my sight, and it will not allow me to do as you advise; just now it has
threatened me and gone

εD dν �ε�ς �στι � �πιπ�μπων κα< �A π!ντως �ν �δ�ν?6 �στι γεν�σ&αι
στρατηλασ<ην �π� τ�ν �Ελλ!δα, �πιπτ	σεται κα� σ�� τyυτ� τ�$τ� bνει-
ρ�ν, �μ�<ως [*ς] κα� �μ�� �ντελλ4μεν�ν.

If a god is the sender (of these dreams) and if it is his full pleasure that
we invade Greece, that same dream will visit you too, and it will give you
the same order as it gave me. (Hdt. ..)88

86 The small number could be due to the text type of my corpus, for the purpose of
an identifying sentence (see Higgins , Declerck  and Keizer ) is to give
(further) information on the identity of a referent (e.g.The bank robber is Bill Sikes or A:
Bill? Who’s Bill? B: He’s the fellow who was sitting next to you at dinner yesterday), or to
equate two referents the addressee assumes to be two different persons/objects (e.g. the
morning star is the evening star). In a narrative text about historical events, this kind of
identifying information is, naturally, very limited. Herodotus does present information
on people’s function and origin, but, generally, the purpose of this information is not
to identify the referent, but to give further information on the referent’s identity. In an
example like: ( . . . ) %πικν��νται παρ� �Υδ!ρνεα/ � δ1 �Υδ!ρνης Pν μ1ν γ�ν�ς Π�ρσης,
στρατηγ!ς δ1 τ0ν παρα&αλασσ<ων %ν&ρ'πων τ0ν �ν τ?6 @Ασ<?η. (‘ . . . they came to
Hydarnes. Hydarnes was a Persian of birth, commander of the people living at the
sea-coast in Asia,’ Hdt. ..), ‘commander’ does not provide information by means
of which the addressee can identify Hydarnes, but gives additional information on his
identity.

87 The expectation also seems to be confirmed by the observation of Gildersleeve
(: ) that ‘the article is not much used with the predicate except in convertible
propositions, that is, those statements where the predicate may be the subject or subject
predicate’.

88 This sentence might also be interpreted as a classifying sentence (if the sender
belongs to the category of gods). For two reasons, however, an identifying interpretation
seemsmore likely tome. First of all, the contextmakes itmore likely that Xerxes is looking
for the identity of the sender (who is the sender?) than its class (what is the sender?).
Second, if the first NP (&ε4ς) wasmeant to provide an indication of the class of the sender
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Examples () and () are taken from an episode where Herodotus
relates the confusion of the Athenians after having received an oracle
that says that a wooden wall (τε�+�ς 3�λιν�ν) will save them. Some of
the Athenians claim that the wooden wall of the oracle has to be the
Acropolis, but others think it means their ships.The latter interpretation,
however, seems to contradict the last two sentences of the oracle that
say that Salamis (an island near Athens) will bring death to the sons
of women. As this short recapitulation of the episode makes clear, both
τ�ς ν�ας (‘the ships’) and τ� 3�λιν�ν τε�+�ς (‘the wooden wall’) that
are equated in () and () refer to textually evoked, and therefore
identifiable, entities. Thus, in both NPs, the presence of the article seems
in line with the general rule. Example () is taken from a direct speech,
in which Xerxes tells Artabanos about a dream he had. He states that if
the sender of the dreamwas a god (thus, if the sender can be equatedwith
one of the gods) and wants them to invade Greece, this god will also visit
Artabanos. As � �πιπ�μπων (‘the sender’) is a substantivised particle, I
will leave its articulation out of consideration;89 &ε4ς, on the other hand,
is a common noun that does deserve some attention. The absence of an
article is in conformity to the general rule, as the NP refers to a new,
unrelatable entity (i.e. some non-specific god).
Thus, despite the small number of identifying sentences, it seems

justified to draw the conclusion that in Greek the article in the ‘predicate
NP’ of identifying sentences functions in the same way as the article in
‘normal’ referring NPs, i.e. indicating whether the intended referent can
be identified by the addressee.
In contrast to identifying sentences, classifying sentences occur fre-

quently inmy corpus (apparently, a narrative text is suitable for ascribing
properties to objects and persons).90 All these sentences show that the use

instead of its identity, an adjective (&ε��ς) would have beenmore natural, e.g. Hdt. ..
( . . . ) δ6λ�ν dν μ�ι Iτι &ε��ν �γ�νετ� τ� πρ6γμα �κ τ6ς μ	νι�ς/ ‘( . . . ) makes it plain to
me that this was the divine result of his anger’.

89 For the exclusion of substantivised participles from my data, see Chapter , section
.. If the definiteness of participles is comparable to that of common nouns, the presence
of the article can be explained by the fact that the sender is unequivocally relatable to the
dream, as in the view of the speaker of these words every dream has a sender.

90 The higher frequency of classifying sentences in comparison to identifying ones
could be a general tendency, for the traditional grammars of Classical Greek—which do
not distinguish identifying and classifying sentences themselves—give many examples
of the latter and only very few of the former (that are exceptional cases in their view).
Incidentally, only Kühner-Gerth (: I ) realise that the predicate NP of—what
I name—classifying sentences lacks the article because it does not refer to a specific
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of the article in non-referential predicate NPs differs from the use of the
article in ‘common’ referring NPs.91 In a non-referential NP, the use of
the article is not determined by the identifiability of the property the NP
expresses, but by its non-referentiality: a non-referential predicate NP is
simply always bare.92 As the following examples of non-referential pred-
icate NPs illustrate, in all classifying sentences the predicate NP is bare,
irrespective of the question of whether the information the NP expresses
is textually evoked (examples  and ), relatable to available knowledge
(examples  and , where king can be related to Egypt andmother city
to the other Ethiopians) or new, unrelatable information (examples 
and ):

() Iσ�ι μ1ν α�τ�ν τ0ν &ε0ν %π�λυσαν μ� "0ρα ε_ναι, τ��των μ1ν τ0ν
Aρ0ν �Vτε �πεμ�λετ� ( . . . ) Iσ�ι δ� μιν κατ�δησαν �'ρα ε_ναι, τ��των
δ1 *ς %λη&�ως &ε0ν �4ντων κα� %ψευδ�α μαντ	ια παρε+�μ�νων τ�
μ!λιστα �πεμ�λετ�.

The shrines of the gods who acquitted him of a theft, he neglected ( . . . )
but those of the gods who had convicted him of being a thief (lit. thief),
he worshipped, since he considered them to be gods indeed and their
oracles reliable. (Hdt. ..)

() %ν� +ρ4ν�ν δ1 α�τ�$ �A %π4γ�ν�ι γεν4μεν�ι Aρ�"!νται τ0ν e&�ν<ων
Θε0ν διετ�λε�ν �4ντες, Τηλ<νεω 9ν4ς τε� τ0ν πρ�γ4νων κτησαμ�ν�υ
τρ4π=ω τ�ι=0δε. ( . . . ) �π’ =f τε �A %π4γ�ν�ι α�τ�$ .ρ���νται τ'ν Θε'ν
2σ�νται.

In course of time his descendants became the priest of the EarthGoddess
and continued to be so. This office was obtained by Telines, one of
the descendants, in the following way ( . . . ) on the condition that his
descendants would be the priests of the Gods (lit. priests of the Gods).

(Hdt. ..–)

individual, but express ‘den abstrakten Begriff einer Eigenschaft, die von dem Subjekte
ausgesagt wird.’

91 This does not only hold for Greek, but also for English, for instance. For this
language, Keizer (: ff.) shows that whereas referential NPs are definite if they
refer to unequivocally inferrable and evoked entities, non-referentialNPs are only definite
if they denote unequivocally inferrable properties. Thus, ‘with referential NPs the basic
difference is that between identifiability (on the basis of either givenness or inferrability)
and unidentifiability (newness). With predicate nominals, on the other hand, the basic
distinction appears to be that of inferrability vs. non-inferrability (i.e. both givenness and
newness)’ (Keizer : ).

92 According to Lyons (: ) in a great many languages the predicate NP of
classifying sentences is bare if theNP expresses a profession, social status or sex of human
beings. Cf. Jean est médecin, Juan es médico, Johann ist Arzt (Lyons : ). In Greek,
however, the article is absent irrespective of the property the NP expresses.
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() μετ� δ1 Μυκερ�ν�ν γεν�σ&αιΑ2γ
πτ�υ #ασιλ�α 2λεγ�ν �A Aρ�ες JΑσυ-
+ιν, ( . . . ).

The priests said that after Mykerinos Asychis had become the king of
Egypt (lit. of Egypt king), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() λ�γεται δ1 α�τη � π4λις ε_ναι μητρ�π�λις τ'ν �λλων Α2�ι�πων.

This city is said to be themother city of the other Ethiopians (lit. mother
city of the other Ethiopians). (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) �] "ασι τρ3α μ�ρια ε_ναι γ6ν πKσαν,93Ε�ρ'πην τε κα� @Ασ<ην κα�
Λι:�ην.

( . . . ) they say that the whole world consists of (lit. is) three parts: Europe,
Asia and Libya. (Hdt. ..)

() �Yτ�ς μ�ν �A � λ4γ�ς Pν τιμωρ4ς, τ��τ�υ δ1 τ�$ λ4γ�υ παρεν&	κην
π�ιε�σκετ� τ	νδε, *ς � Ε�ρ'πη περικαλλ5ς ε;η �4ρη ( . . . ).

This argument was a call for revenge, and he made this addition to this
argument, that Europe was a nice country (lit. nice country) ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

As examples () and () show, in Greek it is not necessary for the
subject to be the first NP.94 Classifying sentences may thus as easily
be reversed as identifying sentences. The second criterion by means of
which we could distinguish between English classifying and identifying
sentences was the agreement in number of the finite verb (as only the
finite verb of an identifying sentence can both agree in number with the
subject NP and the predicate NP). In Greek, however, this criterion is not
very useful either, because the finite verb of classifying sentence can also
agree with the predicate NP (cf. Smyth : ):
() (= ) τ� δ’ dν π!λαι αA Θ6:αι Α;γυπτ�ς �καλ�ετ�, τ6ς τ� περ<μετρ�ν

στ!δι�< ε2σι ε;κ�σι κα� 9κατ�ν κα� 93ακισ+<λι�ι.

Thebe was called Aigyptos in ancient times, its circumference was (lit.
are) six thousand one hundred and twenty furlongs. (Hdt. ..)

93 For some reasonunclear tomeNPswith a formof γ6 (in themeaning ‘earth’/‘world’)
in combination with a form of πKσα (‘whole’) are always bare, even though NPs with a
form of πKς in themeaning ‘whole’ are normally definite.That the absence of the article is
due to the nature of the noun rather than presence of themodifier is supported by the fact
that the use of the article with γ6more often conflicts with the general rule described in
section ... NPswith a formof γ6meaning ‘land’ (as opposed towater) or ‘earth’/‘world’
often lack an article although the referent is identifiable. With γ6 meaning ‘soil’, ‘arable
land’ or ‘territory’, by contrast, the use of the article does conform to the general rule.

94 In Greek it is the pragmatic function of the constituent that determines its position
in the clause (see H. Dik ).
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Hence, the distinction between subject and predicate NP in classifying
sentences can only be made on the basis of the function of the NP: the
NP to which a property is attributed is the subject, the NP that attributes
this property is the predicate NP. This difference in function is reflected
in the use of the article: whereas the referring subject NP is definite if
identifiable, the non-referential predicate NP is always bare.

... Other non-referential NPs

In the previous subsection (..), I discussed the use of the article in
the predicate NPs of copular sentences. I argued that the non-referential
predicate NPs of classifying sentences always lack an article, irrespective
of the identifiability of the property they express. This section shows
that other non-referential NPs are also always bare. Most of these other
non-referential NPs serve as the third argument of a verb with a double
accusative, such as π�ι�ω (‘make someone so and so’), καλ�ω (‘call
someone so and so’) or κα&<στημι (‘appoint someone’). Just like the non-
referential NPs that serve as the predicate of a copular sentence, these
NPs do not refer to some entity, but ascribe a property to a referent. As
a consequence of their non-referential nature these NPs always lack an
article:95

() Rς Zν ?P τ�$ γ�νε�ς τ��τ�υ πρεσ:�τατ�ς, τ��τ=ω �πιτ!3αντες 2ργεσ&αι
τ�$ λη<τ�υ α�τ�� "υλακ�ς 2+�υσι (λ$ιτ�ν δ1 καλ��υσι τ� πρυταν	ι�ν
�A @Α+αι�<).

They order the eldest of that family not to enter their townhall and
themselves keep watch there. The Achaeans call the townhall leitos.

(Hdt. ..)

() �πε<τε γ�ρ �στ	σαντ4 μιν #ασιλ�α τ0ν ΑDγυπτ<ων �A %πεστε0τες,
παρεσκευ!Nετ� *ς �λ0ν �π� τ�ν @Απρ<ην.

For after the rebels made him king of the Egyptians, he prepared to
march against Apries (Hdt. ..)

95 Some of Kühner-Gerth’s examples (: I ) show that the third argument of
verbs like καλ�ω does not have to be predicating, but also can be referring. Cf. Hdt. ..
( . . . ) �π� τ0ν Aππ�:�τ�ων τ?6 +'ρ?η λε<π�υσι/ �. δ1 .ππ�#�ται �καλ��ντ� �A πα+�ες
τ0ν eαλκιδ�ων (‘ . . . they left them on the estates of the ‘horse owners’. The rich men
of the Chalkidians are called the horse owners’) and X. An. .. �πι+ειρ�$σι :!λλειν
τ�ν Δ�3ιππ�ν, %νακαλ�$ντες τ!ν πρ�δ�την (‘they set to work to hit Dexippos calling
him the traitor’). As the second example clearly shows, καλ�ω in these cases means:
identifying someone as X by calling him X.
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Moreover, non-referential NPs can be used as non-obligatory com-
plements of the verb (i.e. as so-called adjuncts). In these cases, the non-
referential NP expresses in which capacity or role one of the partici-
pants or objects is involved in the SoA. In example (), for instance,
Herodotus tells us that three men were sent to Asia ‘as spies’; in () he
suggests the possibility that king Sesotris left a part of his army ‘as inhab-
itants of the country’. Like the non-referential NPs discussed above, non-
referential adjuncts are always bare, irrespective of the identifiability of
the entity/property they express:
() *ς δ1 τα$τ! σ"ι 2δ�3ε, καταλυσ!μεν�ι τ�ς 2+&ρας πρ0τα μ1ν κατα-

σκ�π�υς π�μπ�υσι �ς τ�ν @Ασ<ην -νδρας τρε�ς.

As soon as they had decided these things, they settled their disputes and
sent three men as spies to Asia first. (Hdt. ..)

() ��κ 2+ω τ� �ν&ε$τεν %τρεκ�ως εDπε�ν ε;τε α�τ�ς � :ασιλε�ς Σ�σωστρις
%π�δασ!μεν�ς τ6ς 9ωυτ�$ στρατι6ς μ4ρι�ν Iσ�ν δ� α�τ�$ κατ�λιπε
τ�ς �4ρης �2κ$τ�ρας, ε;τε ( . . . ).

I cannot say with certainty what happened next, whether king Sesostris
himself parted off some part of his army and left it there as inhabitants
of the country (lit. of the country inhabitants), or ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

The absence of an article before �Vν�μα in constructions like τ=0 Α
κε�ται/�στι/Pν �Vν�μα Β seems to indicate that in these cases �Vν�μα
has to be analysed as a non-referential NP:96

() μετ� δ1 τ�$τ�ν :ασιλε$σαι -νδρα τυ"λ�ν �3 @Αν�σι�ς π4λι�ς, τ=0
�Sν�μα JΑνυσιν ε_ναι.

After him reigned a blind man from Anysispolis called Anysis (lit. to
whom was A. as a name). (Hdt. ..)

96 Another noun that is frequently used non-referentially is γν'μη (e.g. Hdt. ..
�πιστ!μεν�ς τα$τα γν4μην ε_+�ν %τρεμ<N�ντ! σε μακαριστ�ν ε_ναι πρ�ς π!ντων
%ν&ρ'πων. ‘knowing this, I had the opinion (‘as an opinion’) that if you kept quiet, you
would be the happiest person in the opinion of all people’). The absence of the article
with the non-referential NP in phrases like this is probably extended to all constructions
where γν'μη is combined with a verb, even those where γν'μη cannot be interpreted
non-referentially as the verbal complex is not followed by an AcI or*ς-sentence (cf. Hdt.
.δ ]να δ1 μ� Dδι�:�υλ�ειν �μ�ν δ�κ�ω, τ<&ημι τ� πρ6γμα �ς μ�σ�ν, γν4μην κελε�ων
�μ�ων τ�ν :�υλ4μεν�ν %π�"α<νεσ&αι. ‘but so that I not seem to you to have my own
way, I lay the matter before you all, and bid whoever wishes to declare his opinion (lit.
opinion)’). The problem with this hypothesis is, however, that the constructions where
γν'μη cannot be interpreted non-referentially are more frequent than those where the
absence of the article can be explained by the non-referentiality of γν'μη.
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() τ�$τ� γ�ρ δ� �Sν�μ� �στι τ��σι πλ�<�ισι τ��τ�ισι.

This was as a name to these boats. (Hdt. ..)

As can been seen in the literal translations of the examples () and
(), I analyse constructions like these as possessive/locative construc-
tions (e.g. ‘for/to him is JΑνυσις’) with an additional adjunct giving infor-
mation on the role of the subject (‘as a name’). Kühner-Gerth (:
I ), on the other hand, assume that bν�μα is the predicate NP of a
copular sentence (‘JΑνυσις is the name’), while the dative is some kind
of adjunct (‘for/to him’). The problem of this analysis is that one can-
not explain the absence of the article before bν�μα: the copular sentence
‘JΑνυσις is the name’ being an identifying one (it equates JΑνυσις and
bν�μα, as can been seen from the fact that the sentence can be reversed),
one would expect bν�μα to be definite.

..The use of the article in generic NPs

As the grammars observe correctly (cf. Gildersleeve : ff., Good-
win : , Kühner-Gerth : I , Smyth : – and
Schwyzer-Debrunner : –), a Greek NP can owe its article to
its genericity. In this section, I will analyse the function of this ‘generic
article’ (as Smyth (: ) calls it) and examine whether its function
is comparable to the function of the article in non-generic NPs. Should
we distinguish two kinds of articles, each with its own function, or do
the ‘generic’ and ‘non-generic’ article share some basic characteristic?
Before we can give an answer to this question, however, it should be anal-
ysed what generic reference and generic NPs are. As singular and plural
generic NPs have slightly different functions, they will be discussed in
two separate sections.

... Singular generic NPs

As in most—if not all—other European languages, in Ancient Greek a
definite singular NP may be used generically:97

97 Although (non-specific) indefinite NPs may occur in generic sentences, they are
not generic NPs themselves. In an example like ‘a beaver builds dams’ (= a beaver, no
matter which one, builds dams), the expression as a whole is generic, but theNP ‘a beaver’
is not. However substantial the difference between a generic (definite) NP and a non-
specific (indefinite) NP is theoretically, in some contexts it turns out to be very small. In
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() I travelled to a district inArabia not far fromBoutowhere I learned about
the winged serpents.

τ�+ δ1 0�ι�ς � μ�ρ"� �]η περ τ0ν �δρων/ πτ<λα δ1 �� πτερωτ�"�ρ�ει,
%λλ� τ��σι τ6ς νυκτερ<δ�ς πτερ��σι μ!λιστ! κ?η �μ"ερ�στατα.

The snake looks like water snakes (lit. the form of the snake is like of
water snakes). Their wings are not feathered but very like the wings of a
bat. (Hdt. ..–)

() 9 δ1Α2γ
πτι�ς π��υς τυγ+!νει ;σ�ς �Hν τ=0 Σαμ<=ω.

The Egyptian cubit is equal to the Samian. (Hdt. ..)

() "υρ0σι τ! μ1ν στα�ς τ��σι π�σ<, τ!ν δ1 πηλ!ν τ?6σι +ερσ<.

Dough (lit. the dough) they knead with their feet, but clay (lit. the clay)
with their hands. (Hdt. ..)98

As argued above, the question is why these generic NPs take a definite
article and what the relation is between this use of the definite article and
the use of the article inNPs referring to (non-)specific entities. To answer
this question, we should first examine what singular generic NPs do.
In the (recent) literature on genericity,99 it is agreed that in the case of

singular generic NPs reference is made to a kind.100 The main argument

comparisons, for instance, both definite (generic) NPs and indefinite (non-specific) NPs
occur. Although there seems to be a slight preference for an indefinite NP if comparison
is made with a referent the addressee is thoroughly familiar with (cf. Hdt. .. �ς τ�
μ!λιστα α2ετA' περι	γησιν �μ�ι4τατ�ς κα� τ� μ�γα&�ς ‘he (= the phoenix) is most like
an eagle in shape and size’) and for a definite NP if comparison is made withmore remote
referents (cf. Hdt. .. τ� δ1 δ� πλ��! σ"ι τ��σι "�ρτηγ��υσι �στ� �κ τ6ς %κ!ν&ης
π�ιε�μενα, τ6ς � μ�ρ"� μ�ν �στι �μ�ι�τ!τη τA' Κυρηνα3Aω λωτA', . . . . ‘the ships which
they use for carrying cargo are made of acacia wood, which is most like the Cyrenian
lotus in form, . . . ’), the two possibilities often alter in free variation.

98 This example makes clear that Greek resembles French in that generic mass nouns
are definite (cf. Le lait est salutaire). In English (and German and Dutch), by contrast,
generic mass nouns are indefinite (cf.Milk is healthy).

99 Among many others: Nunberg and Pan (), Burton-Roberts (), Carlson
( and ), Declerck (), Krifka et al. (), Lyons () and Oosterhof
().
100 For a long period, it was claimed that definite singular NPs (and other generic NPs

as well) are non-referential expressions that express universal quantification. According
to this theory () could be paraphrased as ‘for every x, if x is a snake, then it has the
shape of a hydra’. This theory, however, was proven to be inadequate for several reasons.
In the first place, universal quantification is too weak: for whereas generic NPs only
occur in sentences that express principled (non-accidental) generalisations, universal
quantifiers may also occur in sentences that express accidental generalisations (Dahl
, Lyons , Carlson ). Apart from being too weak, universal quantification
is also too strong in that generic NPs allow exceptions, whereas universal quantifiers do
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for this analysis is that definite singular NPs are the subject par excellence
for kind-predicates, like be extinct (cf. the dodo is extinct) and abound (cf.
the beaver abounds on these rivers).101 But as a kind consists ofmembers,
a kind-referring analysis can also explain the use of the definite singular
in those cases where more or less concrete entities are required,102 as in
example ():
() �πε�ν γ�ρ �ς τ�ν γ6ν �κ:?6 �κ τ�$ �δατ�ς 9 κρ�κ�δειλ�ς κα� 2πειτα

+!ν?η ( . . . ).

For when the crocodile comes ashore out of the water and then lies with
his mouth wide open ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Kind-reference on its own, however, fails to explain the difference in
acceptability of the following examples:
(a) The lion is ferocious.

(b) ?The lion with three feet is ferocious.

(a) The Coke bottle has a narrow neck.

(b) ?The green bottle has a narrow neck.

not (Lyons ). The (third) objection to the view of generics as universal quantifiers is
that universal quantification does definitely not hold for those generics that occur in non-
generic sentences, e.g. Shockley invented the transistor/*every transistor/*all transistors.
(cf. Kleiber :  and , Krifka et al. : –, Papafragou : ff.). Definite
singular generic NPs have also been analysed as denoting the meaning or intension of
the noun (among others Martin ). It has been often brought forward, however, that
an intensional analysis is blocked in non-generic sentences like the rat reached Australia
in  and l’homme a mis le pied sur la lune en . It will be clear that these sentences
do not communicate that the intension of the rat came to Australia or the intension of
mankind set foot on the moon, but rather some concrete, extensional entities of these
kinds. Kleiber (: ) adds that even in some generic sentences an intensional analysis
of the definite singular NP raises questions. In an example like ‘le chat est un animal
intelligent’, it is difficult to maintain that it predicates the property of being an intelligent
animal to the intension of the cat (‘cathood’).
101 In some languages a plural NP is also possible in combination with a kind-predicate

(e.g. dodos are extinct and les dodos sont en voie de disparition). The definite singular NP,
however, is conceived to be considerably better. I could not test the acceptability of plural
generics with kind-predicates for Ancient Greek, as kind-predicates do not occur in my
corpus.There is only one example of a predicate that requires a kind-referring object: ( . . . )
2λεγ�ν ( . . . ) πρ'τ�υς ΑDγυπτ<�υς %ν&ρ'πων Wπ!ντων �3ευρε�ν τ�ν �νιαυτ4ν (‘( . . . )
they said ( . . . ) that first of all people the Egyptians invented the year’, Hdt. ..).
102 It is important to note that are not two different kinds of kind-referring NPs. The

beaver/panda/X is not ambiguous between a ‘class-qua-class’ reading and a ‘class-as-a-
collection-of-its-members’ interpretation. The fact that coordination of both types of
predicates is possible (e.g. the dodo had two legs and is now extinct (example taken from
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On the basis of examples like these, Nunberg and Pan () and
Krifka et al. () argue that a definite singular NP can only be inter-
preted generically if reference ismade to a well-established kind. Accord-
ing to Krifka et al. (), the contrast between (a) and (a) on the
one hand, and (b) and (b) on the other must be due to the fact
that whereas the lion and the Coke bottle denote well-established kinds,
the lion with three feet and the green bottle do not.
On the basis of my data, however, I doubt whether the conclusion of

Krifka et al. that the definite singular refers to a well-established kind is
correct.Their view is problematic because the definite singular may refer
to a kind the addressee is not familiar with:

() τ� μ1ν δ� -λλα bρνεα κα� &ηρ<α "ε�γει μιν, 9 δ1 τρ��3λ�ς εDρηνα�4ν �]
�στι, .τε y"ελε�μ�ν=ω πρ�ς α�τ�$.

All birds and beasts flee from it, except the sandpiper, with which it is at
peace because this bird does the crocodile a service. (Hdt. ..)

() ν�μ<N�υσι δ1 κα� τ0ν D+&�ων τ!ν καλε
μεν�ν λεπιδωτ!ν Aρ�ν ε_ναι κα�
τ�ν 2γ+ελυν.

And of the fish they consider the so-called lepidotos to be sacred and
the eel. (Hdt. .)

I can hardly imagine that the Egyptian spur-winged lapwing in example
() was a well-established kind for the average (Greek) addressee, or
that Herodotus wanted to present this bird as such. In example (),
there can be no doubt as to the nature of the kind Lepidotos: from the
participle καλε�μεν�ν ‘so-called’ it is evident that Herodotus did not
even assume the addressee to be familiar with this fish.
Kleiber () is also very critical about Krifka’s view that definite

singular generic NPs refer to well-established kinds, as it fails to explain
the difference between examples like ()–():

() ?Le mammifère est un animal.

() ?Je vais vous parler de l’animal.

() L’animal qui a peur se couche.

() L’étudiant de notre Université est toujours un modèle de travail.

It is difficult to maintain that whereas le mammifère in () and l’animal
in () do not refer to well-established kinds, l’animal qui a peur or

Lyons : )), proves that the X has a constant semantic representation. Apparently,
the kind Dodo has inherited the properties and characteristics of the individual dodos.
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l’étudiant de notre Université do. Therefore, Kleiber abandons the idea
of kind-referring completely and develops a new theory claiming that
a definite singular generic NP has to be considered a mass NP:103

() ‘La combinaison Le + N comptable générique aboutit à un SN (= NP)
massif. L’idée fondamentale est que l’utilisation de Le générique avec un
N comptable a pour conséquence de présenter un référent homogène,
qui n’est plus constitué d’occurences discernables, différentes’

(Kleiber : ).

On the basis of this theory, Kleiber can account for the difference in
acceptability between ()–() and ()–(): a definite singular
NP cannot refer to superclasses like the mammal and the animal as the
members of those superclasses constitute too heterogeneous a whole to
allow ‘homogeneous reference’ with amass NP. Homogeneous reference,
however, is possible as soon as the referents become homogenised, either
by adding a further modification (e.g. l’animal qui a peur), or by choos-
ing a predicate that takes the referent as something homogeneous (e.g.
l’animal est dépourvu de raison).104
Although the idea of homogeneity sounds very attractive to me, I

do not agree with Kleiber that a definite singular generic NP must be
considered a mass NP. Mass nouns (e.g. sand, gold) typically consist
of parts instead of members. The definite singular generic, however,
although a homogeneous whole, in my view still has members instead
of parts. This can be most convincingly argued in those cases where
the predicate requires concrete entities (cf. example ).105 My second
objection to Kleiber’s theory is that homogeneity on its own is not
sufficient for the felicity of generic reference by a definite singular NP. For
why should the animal qui a peur of ()make up amore homogeneous
class than the lion with three feet of (b)? I think that (part of) the
answer is that the kind/type/class106 the definite singular refers to has to

103 Observe that Kleiber does not argue that the count noun that is part of the generic
NP turns into amass noun, but that theNP as a whole adopts the characteristics of amass
noun. This view is based on the assumption that the basic meaning of the definite article
is to express unity (see below).
104 In the same way, the unwillingness of the definite singular to allow exceptions (cf.

?l’oiseau, sauf l’autruche, vole and les oiseaux, sauf les autiches, volent) can be explained by
the fact that homogeneous reference is not compatible with deviant members.
105 Kleiber (: –) states that in this kind of sentences the principle of ‘métony-

mie intégrée’ is at work. The characteristics of some parts of the whole are attributed to
the whole. I do agree with him that the NP is used metonymically. However, in my view
the crocodile in example () refers to individuals instead of parts of the whole.
106 I prefer the somewhat clumsy enumeration ‘kind/type/class’ to plain ‘kind’, as the
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share the properties and characteristics that are relevant for the utterance
in question in a homogeneous way. As the property of being afraid in
() is relevant with respect to the fact that animals hide themselves,
the utterance is successful. The property of having three feet of the lions
in (b), by contrast, is not relevant for their ferocity. Likewise, the
property of being green of the bottles in (b) has nothing to do with,
i.e. is not relevant for, their having a narrow neck.
In conclusion, my tentative hypothesis will be that the definite singu-

lar generic NP refers to a kind/type/class whose members are sufficiently
homogeneous107 with respect to the characteristics relevant for the utter-
ance. In this way, the problems of the traditional kind-referring analysis
(what’s a kind?) have been solved, together withmy objection to Kleiber’s
theory that the definite singular has no parts, but members.

The question is, of course, why a generic singular NP—referring to
a kind/type/class whose members are sufficiently homogeneous with
respect to the characteristics relevant for the utterance—is marked by
a definite article and whether the function of this ‘generic’ article is
comparable to the function of the ‘common’ article in non-generic NPs.
In the literature on genericity, the use of the definite article with singular
generic NPs has not received much attention. Generally, it is only stated
that singular generics are definite, without any attention to the reason
why.Kleiber (: ), who—aswas discussed above—assumes singular
generics to be mass NPs referring to sufficiently homogeneous referents,
does pay some attention to the function of the article in generic NPs.
He defends the view that in both generic and non-generic NPs the
definite article expresses unity. For generic NPs, this function of the
article will be a consequence of their ‘mass’ nature. Kleiber does not
explain, however, how to understand the article to express unity in non-
generic NPs.
Although I do not agree with Kleiber that singular generics are mass

NPs, nor that the function of the article is to express unity, one aspect of

singular generic NPs in my corpus do not only refer to various kinds of animals and
plants, but also to measures (e.g. example ). For want of a better alternative, I also use
the enumeration kind/type/class to account for this kind of generics.
107 I will not try to give a definition of being sufficiently homogeneous. For the aim of

the present study it is sufficient to stress that the members of the kind have to resemble
each other so much that one member can represent the whole kind. Further research has
to make clear to which extent the members have to resemble each other to be sufficiently
homogeneous.
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his analysis seems very attractive, viz. the fact that he discerns one general
function of the article for both generic and non-generic NPs. In my view,
it is also possible to discern such a general function of the definite article
if singular generics are considered to refer to a kind/type/class with suf-
ficiently homogeneous members for the relevant characteristic(s) and if
definite articles in non-generic NPs are considered tomark identifiability
instead of unity. In both cases, the definite article marks the identifiabil-
ity of the referent, irrespective of the fact whether it marks a generic or
non-generic noun.
For a generic referent, I assume that the identification will run as fol-

lows: on hearing the beaver the addressee will first check whether there is
a (non-)specific (i.e. non-generic) beaver anchored in his current prag-
matic information.108 If there is such a non-generic beaver available, for
instance because it was mentioned before, or because of the activation of
a cognitive structure to which this beaver can be unequivocally anchored
(e.g. a zoo, a trip along a river in Canada), he will assume the definite NP
to refer to this non-generic entity. If there is no such entity anchored in
his current pragmatic information (i.e. an available cognitive structure),
he will consider the beaver to refer to a kind anchored in his larger (i.e.
non-current, non-available) information.109 If this analysis of the func-
tion of the article in singular generics is correct, the general function of
the article is to indicate that the referent can unequivocally be related to
some knowledge. In the case of a non-generic NP, this knowledge has to
be available; the referent of a generic NP, by contrast, is to be related to
general knowledge.

108 Cf. Declerck (: ), who names this primacy of current information the
immediateness principle. The immediateness principle can be explained on the basis
of Grice’s maxim of relation (i.e. the addressee expects to get information that is max-
imally relevant): a referent in the addressee’s current pragmatic information is more
present/near/available and hence more relevant than the remote and hence less relevant
information in his larger information.
109 My analysis that the article in singular generic NPs indicates that the referent is

unequivocally relatable to general knowledge is favoured by the fact that some languages
possess a specific marker for both unique entities and kind-referring NPs. Like kind-
referringNPs, unique entities are part of the general (instead of current) knowledge of the
addressee. Frisian and some German dialects, for example, use a short form of the article
(da instead of dea) in combination with proper names and in references to unique entities
and kind-referring NPs. In Indonesian the situation is highly similar: unique entities and
kind-referring NPs are bare in contrast to other definite NPs that are overtly marked with
a special determiner or suffix (Krifka et al. : ).
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... Plural generic NPs

In contrast to English, in which plural generic NPs are indefinite (e.g.
Mary likes dogs), Ancient Greek marks plural generics as definite:110

() (= ) ν�μ<N�υσι δ1 κα� τ0ν D+&�ων τ�ν καλε�μεν�ν λεπιδωτ�ν Aρ�ν
ε_ναι κα� τ�ν 2γ+ελυν. Aρ��ς δ1 τ��τ�υς τ�$ Νε<λ�υ "ασ� ε_ναι κα� τ0ν
Xρν<&ων τ�Jς �ηναλ4πεκας.

And of the fish they consider the so-called lepidotos to be sacred and the
eel. They say that they are sacred to the Nile and of the birds, the fox-
geese. (Hdt. .)

() ΑDγ�πτι�ι ( . . . ) τ� π�λλ� π!ντα 2μπαλιν τ��σι -λλ�ισι %ν&ρ'π�ισι
�στ	σαντ� ^&ε! τε κα� ν4μ�υς. ( . . . ) τ� ���εα �. μ1ν �νδρες �π� τ0ν
κε"αλ�ων "�ρ��υσι, α. δ1 γυνα�κες �π� τ0ν cμων.

The Egyptians ( . . . ) have instituted customs and laws contrary for the
most part to those of the rest of mankind. ( . . . )Men (lit. the men) carry
loads (lit. the loads) on their heads, women (lit the women) on their
shoulders. (Hdt. ..–)

Although there is a lively discussion about the indefinite plural gener-
ics,111 the definite plurals in languages like Ancient Greek and French did
not get much attention. Krifka et al. (: ), who discuss the French
systembriefly in one section, simply state that the definite plural is a kind-
referring NP comparable with the definite singular. This, however, can-
not be true, as singular and plural definites do not fit into the subject and
object position of kind-referring predicates equally well:

110 Kühner-Gerth (: I ff.) and Smyth (: ) claim that the article may
be left out in (plural) generic NPs. In the examples cited, however, the indefinite NPs
are never used generically, but most often non-specific, e.g. Pl. Phdr. a π�ρε��μαι δ1
πρ�ς περ<πατ�ν 23ω τε<+�υς ‘and I am going for a walk outside the walls’ and X.Mem.
... κα� -νεμ�ι α�τ�� μ1ν ��+ �ρ0νται ‘and the winds are themselves invisible’.
111 See (among many others) Carlson (,  and ), Krifka et al. () and

Laca (). In my view, Krifka’s and Laca’s observation that a generic interpretation
of an indefinite plural is only possible in suitable syntactic and pragmatic contexts is a
consequence of the more general rule that if the context (and not just the syntactic or
pragmatic function of the NP) does not restrict the total number of specimens to which
the NP refers, the addressee will assume that reference is made to all specimens of the
kind (cf. Declerck (: ) about beavers build dams: ‘since there are no semantic or
pragmatic elements in the context that restrict the reference in any way, the maximal-
set principle leads the hearer to conclude that the reference is to the largest possible set
of entities satisfying the description beavers, that is, the generic set. Since this set is not
restricted in any way, it includes all beavers in any possible world, that is not only the
beavers existing now, but also those living in the past and in the future’).
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(a) Le dodo est éteint.

(b) ?Les dodos sont éteints.

(a) Shockley a inventé le transistor.

(b) ?Shockley a inventé les transistors.

Kleiber is the only one who discusses the plural definite NPs in more
detail. In his view, les X refers to the ensemble of individuals that are X
(Kleiber : –). So, whereas the definite singular refers to a homo-
geneous referent that seem no longer to consist of separate occurrences,
the definite plural refers to the set of the (still countable) members of a
class. According to Kleiber, this difference explains why the definite plu-
ral, in contrast to the definite singular, does allow exceptions (cf. ?l’oiseau,
sauf l’autruche, vole and les oiseaux, sauf les autruches, volent) and is not
restricted to ‘homogeneous’ classes (cf. ?le lion à trois pattes est féroce et
les lions à trois pattes sont féroces).
Although my analysis of the definite singular does not wholly corre-

spond with Kleiber’s (see section ..), his idea that the definite plu-
ral the beavers refers to the ensemble of members of the kind Beaver
sounds very attractive to me. Yet, Kleiber’s formulation ‘the ensemble of
individuals that are X’ is not very explicit about what exactly the plu-
ral generic refers to. Although Kleiber (: ) explicitly indicates that
plural generics are not universal quantifiers, he does not clarify what they
are: almost all individuals of the kind, the most typical ones?
It has been suggested by other scholars (among whom Nunberg and

Pan ), that generic reference by plural generic NPs should be seen
as universal quantification over the prototypical elements of a concept. A
sentence like ducks lay whitish eggs should be paraphrased as prototypi-
cal ducks lay whitish eggs. This analysis, however, also encounters many
problems. Apart from the fact that some concepts do not have prototyp-
ical elements, while others have multiple ones (Krifka et al. : ),112
some generic NPs express ideals rather than prototypes, e.g. postgraduate
students work hard (Papafragou : ).113

112 Mathematical concepts as in two and two equals four, for instance, have no proto-
typical element. Ducks, on the other hand, have many. Compare ducks lay eggswhere the
prototypical duck has to be female, and ducks have colourful featherswhere the prototyp-
ical duck has to be male.
113 A closely related analysis (Declerck ) views generic reference as universal quan-

tification over the stereotypical elements of a concept (a stereotype is a list of properties
conventionally believed to be characteristic for the concept; in contrast to prototypes,
which are typical members of a concept). Although a stereotype analysis might offer an
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More promising is the pragmatically oriented adaptation suggested by
Declerck (). In Declerck’s view, generic reference by plural NPsmust
be seen as universal quantification over all relevant entities. On the basis
of his pragmatic information the addressee assumes ducks laywhitish eggs
to be an utterance about all female, non-sterile ducks. The problematic
part of this analysis, however, is finding out what the relevant entities
are (cf. Krifka et al.  and Papafragou ). In examples like ducks
lay whitish eggs our knowledge of nature selects the relevant entities. In
a sentence like women are bad conversationalists, by contrast, is it by
no means clear to which relevant entities the utterance refers. How to
decide whether women refers to all women in the world, to all women
that converse or even to all women that converse badly?
This problem seems to be answered by Papafragou (), whomakes

use of the theory of possible worlds for the analysis of generics.114 She
views plural generic NPs as universal quantification over the contextu-
ally determined set of possible worlds. According to Papafragou, a sen-
tence like lions are animals expresses a law of nature. Therefore, in every
world where the laws of nature hold, whatever is a lion, will be an animal
(Papafragou : ff.). Similarly, a deontic generic like a gentleman
escorts a lady expresses an ideal with respect to good behaviour. Thus, in
every ideal word where men obey the rules of good behaviour, a gentle-
man will escort a lady. Note that for the interpretation of an utterance, it
is only the existence of relevant entities that matters. For the interpreta-
tion of pheasants lay speckled eggs, for instance, only worlds where fertile
female pheasants exist, are considered.115
So, although Papafragou’s contextually determined set of possible

worlds closely resembles Declerck’s contextually determined set of all rel-
evant entities, Papafragou’s analysis seems to bemore promising in that it

explanation for some generic NPs (for example, the difference in acceptability between
peacocks are male and peacocks have richly ornamented tails can easily be explained, as
the latter does and the former does not describe a stereotypical element of peacocks),
stereotypical reference cannot be true of all generic NPs. For some concepts lack stereo-
types, whereas others have various. Moreover, generic and stereotypical reference cannot
be equated, as sentences like foxes are sly express true stereotypes, but false generalisations
(Papafragou : –).
114 As a detailed summary of the possible-worlds-semantics would be getting too far

off the subject under discussion, I will sketch the outlines only. The summary may, then,
be a little oversimplified.
115 The language user does not mind that such a world is highly abnormal (Papafragou

: ). Note that a addressee who does not know that only females lay eggs, will select
the wrong worlds and hence conclude that the utterance is false.
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ismore successful in explaining how the context decides what entities are
relevant, i.e. which kind of worlds are selected (or more technically spo-
ken: what the modal base is).Therefore, it seems best to modify Kleiber’s
somewhat vague formulation that the definite plural (the X) refers to ‘the
ensemble of members of the kind X’ into ‘all X in the contextually deter-
mined set of possible worlds’ (or less technical: all relevant X).
The question now is in which respect these plural generics referring to

all X in the contextually determined set of possible worlds differ from
singular generics. Kleiber () described this difference in terms of
homogeneity: whereas singular generics refer to a homogeneous class,
plural generics refer to the set of all X, irrespective of whether this set
makes up a homogeneous whole. My data illustrate that the decision for
a plural NP may indeed depend on the question of whether the set does
or does not form a sufficiently homogeneous whole:

() �ν γ�ρ τC�σι μετα#�λC�σι τ��σι %ν&ρ'π�ισια. ν�+σ�ι μ!λιστα γ<ν�νται,
τ0ν τε -λλων π!ντων κα� δ� κα� τ0ν *ρ�ων μ!λιστα.

For in changes (lit. the changes), of all things and especially of the
seasons, lies the prime cause of diseases (lit. the diseases) to men (lit.
the men). (Hdt. ..)

() ν4μ�ς δ� �στιπερ� τ'ν�ηρ3ωνfδε 2+ων. μελεδων�� %π�δεδ�+αται τ6ς
τρ�"6ς +ωρ�ς 9κ!στων κα� 2ρσενες κα� &	λεαι τ0ν ΑDγυπτ<ων, ( . . . ).

There exists the following law for wild beasts (lit. the wild beast): care-
takers—both Egyptian men and women—have been appointed to each
kind of them, who take care of their food, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

In () μετα:�λ?6σι is not, as the specifying apposition clause makes
clear, seen as a homogeneous class. Similarly, +ωρ�ς 9κ!στων in ()
indicates that τ0ν &ηρ<ων must be considered as consisting of different
kinds of beasts. The use of a plural NP could thus be due to the fact that
the referent is too heterogeneous for the use of a singular NP.
Muchmore often, however, it is not the nature of the referent itself, but

the context that inspires the choice of a plural generic. In example (),
for instance,

() τ�ς δ1 μυγαλ^ς κα� τ�Jς %ρηκας %π!γ�υσι �ς Β�υτ�$ν π4λιν, τ�ς δ1
%#ις �ς �Ερμ�ω π4λιν.

Field-mice and hawks (lit. the field-mice and the hawks) they bring to
Boutous city, ibises (lit. the ibises) to Hermopolis. (Hdt. ..)

the choice for plural generics has nothing to dowith a non-homogeneous
nature of the referents, but with the fact that the verb of the sentence
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is a distributive generic predicate. As the object of such a verb, a plural
generic referring to all relevantmembers of the kind ismuch better suited
than a singular generic NP referring to the kind itself.116 If the plurals
were replaced by singular NPs, the sentence would most probably be
interpreted as an iterative utterance about a specific field mouse, hawk
and ibis.
In the preceding I argued that definite plural generics refer to all rele-

vantmembers of the kind (or rather: all X in the contextually determined
set of possible worlds) and are used either if the referent is not sufficiently
homogeneous, or if, on the basis of the context, reference to all relevant X
is more appropriate that reference to the kind itself. The actual questions
of this section, viz. why are generic plurals marked by the definite article
and what is the function of this article, however, remain to be answered.
In my view, it is not a matter of accident that NPs referring to all X

in the contextually determined set of possible worlds are marked with
a definite article. As I have argued throughout the preceding chapter,
the definite article in Ancient Greek indicates that the referent is iden-
tifiable, i.e. unequivocally relatable to available knowledge. In my view,
this also holds true for plural generics, even though the process of iden-
tification may be somewhat more complicated than for (non-)specific
NPs.
I assume that on hearing an NP like the beavers, the addressee will first

check whether he can anchor the referent of the NP to some available
cognitive structure. If anchoring succeeds, the addressee will assume the
referent to be a (non-)specific part of this structure. However, if there
is no set of beavers available in or relatable to his current pragmatic
information (i.e. his available knowledge), the addressee will assume the
NP to refer to the only set of beavers he can identify, i.e. the set of all
beavers in the contextually determined set of possible worlds.
That the only identifiable set left is the set of all beavers in the relevant

worlds is a consequence of the inclusiveness implicature (discussed in
more detail in section ..). Just as the addressee of the request to
remove the books from the table infers that reference is made to the
totality of books lying on the table (as the totality of books is the only set
he can identify, because no subsets have been defined), the addressee of

116 The same holds for NPs that function as distributive-iterative modifiers: the NP has
to be plural as a singular NP blocks a generic interpretation of the sentence. Consider for
example �π� τ��ς &αν!τ�υς (‘in the time of deaths’, Hdt. ..) and �ν τ?6σι συν�υσ<?ησι
(‘in meetings’, Hdt. .).
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an utterance like Aρ��ς τ��τ�υς τ�$ Νε<λ�υ "ασ� ε_ναι κα� τ0ν Xρν<&ων
τ��ς +ηναλ'πεκας (example ) will infer that reference is made to the
totality of fox-geese in the Egyptian worlds, as that is the only identifiable
set in this case.

.. Conclusion

Although recent research seemed to hint in another direction, the use
of the article in Ancient Greek is, in general, comparable to its use in
modern European languages.That means that an Ancient Greek NP, like
its modern European counterparts, is definite if the referent is presented
as identifiable, viz. as unequivocally relatable to the knowledge of the
addressee(s). The referent of a generic NP, referring to the kind x (in
the case of a singular NP) or to all relevant x (in the case of a plural
NP) is to be related to general knowledge. In the case of NPs referring
to some (non-)specific referent, on the other hand, the referent has to
be related to some available cognitive structure. The general rule that
an NP is definite if the referent can be related to the knowledge of the
addressee can account for the use of the article in all generic NPs and
 of the NPs referring to some (non)specific referent (for an overview
of the number of NPs per category, see Table ).
Of the remaining  percent, in which the NP is definite although the

referent cannot be related unequivocally to available knowledge, or—
much more often—the NP lacks an article although the referent can be
related unequivocally, more than a third can be explained by one of the
refinements discussed in section ..:

(i) a classifying genitive cannot function as the anchor of a relatable entity;

(ii) a fixed adverbial expression is always bare;

(iii) a relatable subject of a copular verb may be bare, even if it is identifiable;

(iv) in coordinations one or more elements may lack an article if the coordi-
nated entities are depicted as one whole or concept;

(v) an NP with distributive force is always definite, irrespective of the iden-
tifiability of the referent.

The majority of these refinements, although conflicting with the general
rule, are not language specific exceptions, but are also attested in other
European languages. In the discussion of refinement (i), (ii) and (iv), I
have provided similar examples from other languages.
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book  book 
NP referring to (non)specific referent117
evoked (textually or situationally)  
relatable  
new, non-relatable118  

non-referential NP
evoked (textually or situationally)  
relatable  
new, non-relatable  

generic NP
evoked (textually or situationally)  
relatable  —
new, non-relatable  

problematic cases
evoked (textually or situationally)  
relatable  
new, non-relatable — —

total  

Table . Number of NPs per category

But although the basic rules for the use of the article in Ancient Greek
are analogous to those in other languages marking definiteness, there
are some notable differences. First of all, Ancient Greek considers the
marking of definiteness in NPs with a demonstrative or possessive more
important than other European languages.Whereas other languages pre-
fer to be economical by only giving expression to the demonstrative or
possessive (assuming themarking of definiteness to be superfluous as the
great majority of the NPs with a possessive or demonstrative is identifi-
able), Ancient Greek prefers to bemore precise by alsomarking the iden-

117 In book , there are NPs referring to non-specific referents (), in book , 
NPs (). That the use of non-specific NPs in book  is more common than in book 
has, of course, to do with the different character of the books. As a great part of book 
consists of a description of Egypt and themanners and customs of its inhabitants, it is only
natural that it contains many non-specific NPs (e.g. if the Egyptians sacrifice an animal
(non-spec), they bring him to an altar (non-spec), make a fire (non-spec), etc.). Book ,
on the other hand, has a narrative character: Herodotus (and the internal speakers put
on stage in direct speech) narrates Xerxes’ Greek campaign. Because they narrate one
specific historical event, they mainly use specific NPs to refer to the specific army, the
specific soldiers, the specific people they meet on their way to Greece, etc.
118 That more than a third of the NPs refers to a new, unrelatable entity will be due to

the text type of my corpus (historical narrative). In a conversation between two bosom
friends, the number of unidentifiable referents will be significantly smaller.
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tifiability of the referent. Another notable difference is that in Ancient
Greek a non-referential NP (whether a predicate NP, third argument or
adjunct) is always bare. Apparently, the marking of the relatability of the
property expressed by the NP was considered less important than the
marking of the non-referential nature of the NP.
In all probability, the differences in use of the article between Ancient

Greek andmodern languageswith definitenessmarkingwould have been
more extensive if NPs with proper names, geographical names, abstracts
and substantivised adjectives, participles etc. were also taken into con-
sideration. As I argued in the introduction of this chapter, however, these
NPs were not included inmy analysis of definiteness, since this chapter is
not meant to be an exhaustive overview of the use of the Ancient Greek
article (which would readily become a book in itself), but only as preface
to the analysis of the articulation of NP constituents, which is the topic
of the next chapter.





chapter six

THE ARTICULATION OF NP CONSTITUENTS

The first part of this book discussed the order of the constituents within
theNP. As argued already in the introduction, however, knowledge of the
factors that determine the order of the constituents is not sufficient for a
complete understanding of the structure of definite NPs, as each of the
various constituents may or may not be preceded by an article. As a first
step in the direction of a complete description of the structure of the NP,
the previous chapter analysed in which circumstances an Ancient Greek
NP is marked with an article. This chapter will analyse which factors
determine the presence or absence of this article before the various NP
constituents and what exactly these ‘articles’ mark.

.. The articulation of modifiers

Although thismay feel a bit counterintuitive, the articulation ofmodifiers
will be discussed first, since—as I will argue in the next section—the
articulation of the noun partially depends on the articulation of the
modifiers. In Greek, everymodifier of a definite NPmay, but need not be
preceded by an article:1

() Leonidas had gained the kingship at Sparta unexpectedly.

δι30ν γ!ρ �A �4ντων πρεσ:υτ�ρων %δελ"ε0ν, Κλε�μ�νε4ς τε κα� Δω-
ρι��ς, %πελ	λατ� τ�ς �ρ�ντ3δ�ς περ� τ�ς #ασιλη3ης.

Since he had two older brothers, Kleomenes and Dorieos, he had re-
nounced all thought of the kingship (lit. the thought about the king-
ship). (Hdt. ..)

1 Although the element before a modifier may in theory also be a relative (the article
and relative being isomorphic in the Ionic dialect), comparison with other Greek dialects
reveals that the element should be considered an article (at least in form) and not a
relative. Ancient Greek can thus not be compared to Mandarin Chinese, in which the
presence of the particle de (which can also be used as a relative) after an adjective indicates
that this adjective is actually a reduced relative clause (cf. Sproat and Shih ). That in
Greek the ‘article’ before a modifier does not introduce a (reduced) relative clause is also
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() ν4μ�ς δ1 τ��σι Λακεδαιμ�ν<�ισι κατ� τ0ν :ασιλ�ων τ��ς &αν!τ�υς
�στ� *υτ�ς κα� τ��σι #αρ#�ρ�ισι τ��σι (ν τC� BΑσ3Cη,

TheLakedaimonians have the same custom at the deaths of their kings as
the barbarians in Asia (lit. the barbarians the in the Asia). (Hdt. ..)

() αYται μ�ν νυν α. Oπειρ4τιδες Α2�λ3δες π�λιες, ( . . . ) αA δ1 τ�ς ν	σ�υς
2+�υσαι π�ντε μ1ν π4λιες τ�ν Λ�σ:�ν ν�μ�νται, ( . . . ).

These then are the Aeolian cities on the mainland (lit. the mainland
Aeolian cities) ( . . . ) Among those on the islands, five divide Lesbos
among them, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() �Yτ�ς δ1 � @Ωλ�ν κα� τ�Jς �λλ�υς τ�Jς παλαι�Jς 8μν�υς �π�<ησε �κ
Λυκ<ης �λ&Hν τ�Jς �ειδ�μ�ν�υς (ν Δ$λAω.

This Olen, after coming from Lykia, also made the other ancient hymns
that are sung at Delos (lit. the other the old hymns the sung at Delos).

(Hdt. ..)

In this section, I will try to answer the question of what determines the
difference between the articular modifiers in examples () and () and
the non-articular ones in examples () and (). After an overview of the
existing theories on the articulation of modifiers (in section ...), I
will present an alternative solution based on the analysis of the definite
NPs in my corpus (in section ...). In sections .. and .., this
alternative view on the articulation of modifiers will be illustrated and
further refined.

... Introduction

.... Articular modifiers: existing views

In the course of time various theories have been developed about the
function of the articulation of modifiers. As far as I know, Heinrichs
(: ff.) was the first to give his view on this function. He argued
that the articles before adjectives are ‘Gelenkartikeln’, articles that—in
contrast to common articles—do not have an anaphoric or ‘general’ func-

apparent from the fact thatmodifiers other than adjectives can also be articular. Especially
in the case of participles, an interpretation of the modifier as a reduced relative clause is
problematic.
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tion,2 but link the various constituents of the NP.3 Although the tra-
ditional grammars do not use the term Gelenkartikeln as such, their
descriptions reveal that they take a very similar position; for they distin-
guish between a so-called attributive and predicative position of adjec-
tives:

prenominal postnominal

‘attributive position’ aXN (a)NaX
‘predicative position’ XaN aNX

Table . Attributive vs. predicative position4

According to the traditional view, adjectives placed in between the article
and noun or after the noun with repetition of the article have an attribu-
tive value, i.e. describe a feature of the referent of the head of the NP
(e.g. ‘I like the black door’). Adjectives placed outside the combination of
noun plus article, by contrast, are predicative, i.e. are the predicate adjec-
tive after a copular verb (e.g. ‘the door is black’) or an adjunct of state that
expresses a temporary state of the referent (e.g. ‘I like the door black’ =
I like the door when black).5 For the adjectives in my corpus, this rule
seems indeed to hold true:
() 9 δ1 #ασιλ$ι�ς π��υς τ�$ μετρ<�υ �στ� π	+ε�ς μ�Nων τρισ� δακτ�λ�ισι.

The royal measure is greater by three fingers’ breadth than the common
measure. (Hdt. ..)

() κα� αAρ��υσι @ρημ�ν τ! �στυ κα< τινας Xλ<γ�υς ε�ρ<σκ�υσι τ0ν @Α&η-
να<ων �ν τ=0 Aρ=0 �4ντας, ( . . . ).

When they took the town it was deserted (lit. they took deserted the
town) and in the sacred precinct they found a few Athenians.

(Hdt. ..)

2 With the ‘generalisierende’ or ‘generelle’ function of the article Heinrichs refers to
the use of the article in generic NPs (Heinrichs : ff.). For the use of the article in
generic NPs, see Chapter , section ..

3 However, both his observation that these articles ‘beton die determinierende Funk-
tion des Attributs’ and his translation of � %ν�ρ � %γα&4ς (‘der Mann, nämlich der
gute/und zwar der gute’) seem to contradict this statement and suggest that Heinrichs
actually saw articular modifiers as appositions. For the view of articular modifiers as
appositions, see below.

4 For the non-existence of the aXaN pattern, see section ..
5 For a more detailed account of the function of predicative modifiers and the

difference with attributive modifiers, see section .... That adjectives following the
combination article plus noun have predicative value, is also argued by Stavrou ()
for Modern Greek.
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In example (), the articular adjective describes a feature of the referent
of the noun. The non-articular adjective in example (), by contrast, is
used predicatively: it does not describe a feature of the city, but expresses
a temporary state of the city at the moment of being taken.
In the case of modifiers other than adjectives, the grammars also

speak of an attributive and predicative position (cf. Kühner-Gerth :
I –, Smyth :  and Schwyzer-Debrunner : ). On the
basis of my data I doubt, however, whether it is useful to speak of an
attributive and predicative position, as the difference between the two
positions cannot satisfactorily be explained by the difference between an
attributive and predicative value.6 Participles in the predicative position
(PTCaN or aNPTC), for instance, may, but need not have predicative
value:

() μετ� δ1 τα$τα πεπληρωμ�νCησι τC�σι νηυσ� παρ6σαν �A JΙωνες, σ�ν δ�
σ"ι κα� ΑD�λ�ων �] Λ�σ:�ν ν�μ�νται.

The Ionians then came there with their ships manned (lit. manned the
ships), and with them the Aeolians who dwell in Lesbos. (Hdt. ..)

() τ�ν μ1ν δ� εDρ�σαντα τ0ν τ43ων τ� `τερ�ν (δ�� γ�ρ δ� "�ρ�ειν τ�ως
�Ηρακλ�α) κα� τ�ν Nωστ6ρα πρ�δ�3αντα παραδ�$ναι τ� τ43�ν τε κα�
τ!ν Qωστ�ρα @��ντα (π’ �κρης τ�ς συμ#�λ�ς �ι�λην �ρυσ�ην, δ4ντα
δ1 %παλλ!σσεσ&αι, ( . . . ).

So he drew one of his bows (for until then Herakles always carried two),
and showed her the belt, and gave her the bow and the belt, which had a
golden vessel on the end of its clasp (lit. the belt having a golden vessel
. . . ); and, having given them, he departed, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

The participle in example () is in predicative position and has indeed
predicative value: it does not describe a feature of the ships, but only
informs us that the ships weremanned at themoment the Ionians arrived
in Lade.7 In example (), by contrast, the participle does not express a

6 Of course, the grammars do not claim that genitives, prepositional phrases and
possessives have predicative value if they are used in the XaN or aNX pattern. They
do, however, speak of the attributive and predicative position in these cases, as if the
terms attributive and predicative are meaningful in these cases as well. On Kühner-
Gerth’s observations on the difference between the attributive and predicative position
for genitives, see section ... (footnote ).

7 This example shows that in Ancient Greek the use of predicative elements is much
more wide-ranging than in modern European languages like English, Dutch, German
and French. While these modern European languages can only use a predicative element
to express a temporary state of the subject or object (e.g. hij kwam blij binnen (lit. he
entered happy), er hat seine Hemden sauber in den Schrank gelegt (lit. he has laid his shirts



the articulation of np constituents 

temporary state of the belt when Herakles handed it over. It is therefore
debatable whether the participle, although in predicative position, does
indeed have a predicative value.
While participles sometimes behave like adjectives and sometimes do

not, genitives, prepositional phrases and possessives in the predicative
position never have predicative value. The genitive in example (), for
instance, does not differ from the genitive in example () with respect to
its attributive value:

() τ��σι δ1 α�τ�μ4λ�ισι τ��τ�ισι �Vν�μ! �στι @Ασμ!+, δ�ναται δ1 τ�$τ�
τ� 2π�ς κατ� τ5ν >Ελλ$νων γλ'σσαν ‘�A �3 %ριστερ6ς +ειρ�ς παριστ!-
μεν�ι :ασιλ�ϊ’/

These Deserters are called Asmakh, which translates, in the Greek lan-
guage (lit. in the ofGreeks language), as ‘thosewho stand on the left hand
of the king’. (Hdt. ..)

() *ς δ1 ^γαγ�ν τ�ν {Απιν �A Aρ�ες, �Καμ:�σης, �8α �Hν �π�μαργ4τερ�ς,
σπασ!μεν�ς τ� �γ+ειρ<δι�ν&�λων τ�ψαι τ5ν γαστ�ρα τ�+ hΑπι�ςπα<ει
τ�ν μηρ4ν/

When the priests led Apis in, Kambyses—for he was all but mad—drew
his dagger and meaning to stab the belly of the Apis stuck the thigh.

(Hdt. ..)

Not for all modifiers, apparently, the choice for the presence of a preced-
ing article depends on the attributive or predicative function or value of
the modifier.That implies that the traditional view, however useful when
describing the difference between articular and non-articular adjectives,
cannot explain the difference between articular and non-articular mod-
ifiers in general.
An additional problem for the traditional view are multiple-modifier

NPs. The difference between examples like () and () (repeated below)
cannot be explained by an attributive or predicative position (let alone:
value) of the modifier, as in both examples, both modifiers are placed
attributively, i.e. in between the article and noun:

() αYται μ�ν νυν α. Oπειρ4τιδες Α2�λ3δες π�λιες, ( . . . ) αA δ1 τ�ς ν	σ�υς
2+�υσαι π�ντε μ1ν π4λιες τ�ν Λ�σ:�ν ν�μ�νται, ( . . . ).

These then are the Aeolian cities on the mainland (lit. the mainland
Aeolian cities) ( . . . ) Among those on the islands, five divide Lesbos
among them, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

clean in the closet)), Ancient Greek can add a predicative element to every constituent of
the clause, irrespective of its syntactic function.
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() �Yτ�ς δ1 � @Ωλ�ν κα� τ�Jς �λλ�υς τ�Jς παλαι�Jς 8μν�υς �π�<ησε �κ
Λυκ<ης �λ&Hν τ�Jς �ειδ�μ�ν�υς (ν Δ$λAω.

This Olen, after coming from Lykia, also made the other ancient hymns
that are sung at Delos (lit. the other the old hymns the sung at Delos).

(Hdt. ..)

Examples like these show that it is not the position of the modifier inside
or outside the combination article plus noun, but the articulation of the
modifier that is decisive.
This latter point is acknowledged by Himmelmann (). In his

extensive discussion of Gelenkartikeln, he—surprisingly—claims that in
Greek the article in between the noun and following modifier in the
aNaXpattern is not aGelenkartikel, but amarker ofDefinitheitskongruenz
(Himmelmann : –). In his view, a postnominal modifier in
Greek, like in the Semitic languages, agrees with the preceding noun in
definiteness.8 This means that the articulation of the modifier has no
special function, but is a consequence of the fact that a feature of the
noun is expressed on the modifier as well.9 For the Semitic languages,
Himmelmann defends his view with the argument that postnominal
adjectives also agree with indefinite nouns (‘a man a good’). For Greek,
however, an argumentation for the interpretation of the article as an
agreement marker is omitted.
There are two very strong indications against Himmelmann’s idea

that the articulation of modifiers has to do with agreement. First of all,
modifiers in a definite NP need not agree in definiteness with the noun:
in patterns like XaN, aNX (cf. example ), aXXN (cf. example ) or
aNaXX the noun is, but at least one of the modifiers is not marked for
definiteness. Moreover, there are countless examples where the noun is
not marked for definiteness, whereas the modifier is:10

8 The same has been suggested for modern Greek by Tredinnick (), Androut-
sopoulou (), Kolliakou () and Alexiadou andWilder (). Androutsopoulou
argues that the article has spread from the head to the following modifiers. From a
diachronic perspective, however, definiteness spreading is very unlikely, since the NaX
pattern occurred—as far as we know at least—before the aNaX pattern (for some exam-
ples, see Devine and Stephens : –).

9 Compare, for instance, French adjectives, which agree with the noun in gender, e.g.
un beau tableau vs. une belle maison.

10 In the case a noun is modified by a prenominal articular modifier (aXN) it is
uncertain whether noun and modifier do or do not agree in definiteness, as it is unclear
whether the article belongs to the modifier or noun, or both. For a tentative answer, see
section ..
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() %νακρεμασ&�ντ�ς dν α�τ�$, λ�γιN4μεν�ς � Δαρε��ς εYρ� �A πλ�ω
%γα&� τ0ν Wμαρτημ!των πεπ�ιημ�να (ς �/κ�ν τ!ν #ασιλ$ι�ν,

When Sandokes had been hung on the cross, Dareios found on consid-
eration that his good services to the royal house (lit. to house the royal)
outweighed his offences. (Hdt. ..)

() Λεων<δ?η δ�, τ=0 με κελε�εις τιμωρ6σαι, "ημ� μεγ!λως τετιμωρ6σ&αι,
ψυ�C�σ3 τε τC�σι τ'νδε �ναρι�μ$τ�ισι τετ<μηται α�τ4ς τε κα� �A -λλ�ι
�A �ν Θερμ�π�λ?ησι τελευτ	σαντες.

As for Leonidas, whom you would have me avenge, I think that he has
received a full measure of vengeance; the uncounted souls of these that
you see (lit. souls the of these here uncounted) do honor to him and the
rest of those who died at Thermopylae. (Hdt. ..)

Agreement can thus not be the explanation for the articulation of modi-
fiers.
A third interpretation of the articulation of modifiers, which is both

found in the grammars and maintained regarding Modern Greek by
Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (), Stavrou and Horrocks ()
andRijkhoff (: ff.),11 is that the article introduces an appositional
phrase.12 In this view, Greek NPs with articular modifiers do not con-
stitute one integrated whole, but consist of two or more miniature NPs
in apposition (e.g. ‘the shields, the wooden ones’).13 For NPs in which
an articular modifier follows an articular noun, as in examples () and
(), the view of the articular, postnominal modifier as an apposition

11 Rijkhoff (: ) has a special reason for dividing the aNaX pattern in a matrix
NP and a restrictive appositional phrase, as the position of the second article between the
noun and modifier is against his universal word order principles (see Chapter , section
..).

12 Although Gildersleeve (: ) and Smyth (: ) do not actually use the
term apposition, their descriptions reveal that they assume that the article-adjective
combination in the aNaA and NaA pattern is not an integrated part of the NP. Smyth
(: ) for instance states that ‘the attributive (in the aNaX andNaX pattern) is added
by way of explanation: %ν&ρ'π�ις τ��ς %γα&��ς with men, the good ones (I mean) or
τ��ς κ�νας τ��ς +αλεπ��ς “the dogs, the savage ones (I mean)” ’.

13 In this view, the modifier is not an integral part of the NP, but constitutes an
independent referring constituent by itself, which is not dependent on the preceding
noun. Such independent modifiers are very common in so-called non-configurational
or flat languages, i.e., languages that have a flat instead of hierarchical phrase structure.
Such languages try to avoid hierarchical structures, so that modifiers are not dependents
of the noun, but either constituents of the clause themselves or mini NPs in apposition
to the noun (e.g. ‘the trees, these three, the large ones’). References to literature on non-
configurational languages in general and descriptions of noun phrase structure in non-
configurational languages in particular can be found in Devine and Stephens (: –
 and ) and Rijkhoff (: –).
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could seem very attractive. The highlighted NP in (), for instance, can
be paraphrased as ‘the barbarians, viz. the ones in Asia’ and in () the
highlighted NP may be read ‘the oracle, viz. the one given to him at Del-
phi’:
() (= ) ν4μ�ς δ1 τ��σι Λακεδαιμ�ν<�ισι κατ� τ0ν :ασιλ�ων τ��ς &αν!-

τ�υς �στ� *υτ�ς κα� τ��σι #αρ#�ρ�ισι τ��σι (ν τC� BΑσ3Cη,

TheLakedaimonians have the same custom at the deaths of their kings as
the barbarians in Asia (lit. the barbarians the in the Asia). (Hdt. ..)

() Β!ττ�ς δ1 μετων�μ!σ&η, �πε<τε �ς Λι:�ην %π<κετ�, �π� τε τ�+ �ρη-
στηρ3�υ τ�+ γεν�μ�ν�υ (ν Δελ���σι α1τA' κα� %π� τ6ς τιμ6ς τ�ν 2σ+ε
τ�ν �πωνυμ<ην π�ιε�μεν�ς.

He changed his name to Battos on his coming to Libya, taking this new
name because of the oracle given to him at Delphi (lit. because of the
oracle the being in Delphi to him) and the honourable office that he
received. (Hdt. ..)

However attractive the view of articular modifiers as appositions may
seem for examples like () and (), it would lead to meaningless
interpretations for those cases where an articular modifier follows a non-
articular noun. Most instances of the NaX pattern cannot be analysed as
a bare noun with a definite apposition:14

() 2+�ντ�ς δ� �A �ν +ερσ� τ�$ παιδ�ς τ�ν γ!μ�ν %πικν�εται �ς τ�ς Σ!ρδις
%ν�ρ συμ"�ρ?6 �+4μεν�ς κα� �� κα&αρ�ς +ε�ρας, �Hν Φρ�3 μ1ν γενε?6,
γ�νε�ς δ1 τ�+ #ασιλη3�υ.

Nowwhile Kroisoswas occupiedwith themarriage of his son, a Phrygian
of the royal family (lit. family the royal) came to Sardis, in great distress
and with unclean hands. (..)

() εD dν :�υλ�<με&α γν4μCησι τC�σι BΙ4νων +ρKσ&αι τ� περ� Α;γυπτ�ν, �]
"ασι ( . . . ), %π�δεικν��ιμεν Zν τ��τ=ω τ=0 λ4γ=ω +ρε'μεν�ι ΑDγυπτ<�ισι
��κ ��$σαν πρ4τερ�ν +'ρην.

Now if we want to use the opinions of the Ionians (lit. opinions the of
the Ionians), who say ( . . . ), we can show that there was once no land for
the Egyptians. (Hdt. ..)

In these cases, it would be awkward to analyse the underlined NPs as ‘a
family, I mean the royal one’ and ‘opinions, viz. the ones of the Ionians’.

14 The interpretation of the NaX pattern as a non-referential noun followed by an
elliptical NP (‘with respect to the N, the X one’), as favoured by Devine and Stephens
(: –) will be rejected in section ...
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So, however attractive it may seem to analyse the articular modifiers in
the aNaX pattern as appositions, these examples of the NaX pattern show
that the articulation of modifiers cannot be a general indication of their
appositional nature.
A second argument is that there is nothing appositional about pre-

nominal articular modifiers. Although every prenominal modifier may
be preceded by an article of its own (e.g. example  and ), the noun
itself never has an article if a modifier precedes.15 The structure in ()
does not occur:
() (= ) �Yτ�ς δ1 � @Ωλ�ν κα� τ�Jς �λλ�υς τ�Jς παλαι�Jς 8μν�υς �π�<ησε

�κ Λυκ<ης �λ&Hν τ�Jς �ειδ�μ�ν�υς (ν Δ$λAω.

This Olen, after coming from Lykia, also made the other ancient hymns
that are sung at Delos (lit. the other the old hymns the sung at Delos).

(Hdt. ..)

() � δ1 :ασιλ��ς α]ρεσις (ς τ5ν Nστ�ρην τ5ν Μαρδ�ν3�υ (πιστρατη3ην
δεκ!μην�ς �γ�νετ�.

There were ten months between the kings taking of the place and the
later invasion of Mardonios (lit. the later the of Mardonios invasion).

(Hdt. ..)

() *aXaXaN

An interpretation of articular prenominal modifiers as independent
‘miniature’ NPs (e.g. ‘the later one, the one of Mardonios, the invasion’)
is therefore impossible.
Plank (: ff.) does not reject an appositional interpretation of

articular modifiers on the basis of arguments, but on his feeling that the
difference in integration between noun phrases with prenominal non-
articular modifiers (aXN) and articular postnominal modifiers (aNaX)
is only fractional: ‘the difference between such alternative arrangements
in respect of structural integration and separate NP-hood are hardly
categorical’ (: ). In his extensive and well-illustrated article on
double articulation, Plank assigns Greek (both Ancient and Modern)
to languages that alternate an unmarked prenominal position of mod-
ifiers with a marked postnominal one (Plank : ). This view,
however, cannot be correct either, for in Ancient Greek postnominal

15 More examples of NPs modified by several articular modifiers can be found in
section ...
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position of modifier is not (as Plank’s source Goodwin suggests) the
marked one. Re-articulation of postnominal modifiers can therefore not
be a means of pragmatically highlighting the modifier. Hence, Plank’s
pragmatic interpretation is as inadequate as the previous theories for
describing the difference between articular and non-articular modi-
fiers.

.... Articular modifiers: an alternative solution

The preceding section argued that the article before modifiers cannot be
described adequately in terms of Gelenkartikeln, Definietheitskongruenz,
the integrity of the NP or the pragmatic marking of the modifier, but
gave no clue as to what these articles do mark. Given the function of the
article in general (see Chapter ), a very natural answer would be that
the difference between articular and non-articular modifiers has to do
with the contribution of the modifier to the identification of the refer-
ent. However, the obvious conclusion that an ‘articular’ modifier does
and a ‘non-articular’ modifier does not contribute to the identification of
the referent of the NP turns out to be invalid. Although articular modi-
fiers always contribute to the identification of the referent, non-articular
modifiers are not by definition useless for the purpose of identification.
Sometimes, non-articular modifiers only describe a feature of the refer-
ent that is already identifiable on the basis of the information expressed
by the noun, as in example (), where τ�ν Nωστ6ρα on its own would
be perfectly identifiable:
() (= ) τ�ν μ1ν δ� εDρ�σαντα τ0ν τ43ων τ� `τερ�ν (δ�� γ�ρ δ� "�ρ�ειν

τ�ως �Ηρακλ�α) κα� τ�ν Nωστ6ρα πρ�δ�3αντα παραδ�$ναι τ� τ43�ν
τε κα� τ!ν Qωστ�ρα @��ντα (π’ �κρης τ�ς συμ#�λ�ς �ι�λην �ρυσ�ην,
δ4ντα δ1 %παλλ!σσεσ&αι, ( . . . ).

So he drew one of his bows (for until then Herakles always carried two),
and showed her the belt, and gave her the bow and the belt, which had a
golden vessel on the end of its clasp (lit. the belt having a golden vessel
. . . ); and, having given them, he departed, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Much more often, however, the feature expressed by the non-articular
modifiers does contribute to the identification of the intended referent,
as in example (), where τ� +ε<λεα alone is not identifiable:
() Such is the size of the city of Babylon; and it was planned like no other

city of which we know. Around it runs first a moat deep and wide and
full of water, and then a wall eighty three feet thick and three hundred
thirty three feet high.
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(. . . ) 2δειμαν πρ0τα μ1ν τ�ς τ��ρ�υ τ� �ε3λεα, δε�τερα δ1 α�τ� τ�
τε�+�ς τ�ν α�τ�ν τρ4π�ν.

( . . . ) they built first the border of the moat (lit. of the moat the borders)
and then the wall itself in the same fashion. (Hdt. ..)16

But although there is not a clear-cut distinction between articular and
non-articular modifiers in their contribution to the identifiability of
the referent, there seems to be a difference in the way the referents in
examples like () and () are identified:
() διε3ι��σης δ1 τ6ς στρατι6ς Β!δρης μ1ν 9 τ�+ ναυτικ�+ στρατ�+ στρα-

τηγ!ς �κ�λευε αAρ�ειν τ�ν π4λιν, JΑμασις δ1 � τ�$ πεN�$ ��κ 2α/

As the army was passing through, Badres the admiral of the fleet (lit. the
of the sea army general) was for taking the city, but Amasis the general
of the land army (lit. the of the land army) would not consent.

(Hdt. ..)

While the genitive in example () helps identify the referent by contrast-
ing the intended στρατηγ4ς with another available στρατηγ4ς (viz. the
general of the land army), the genitive in ()—although essential for a
correct identification of the referent—does not distinguish the intended
referent from other possible entities satisfying the description of the
noun.
In the remainder of this chapter, I will argue that this is the general

difference between ‘articular’ modifiers and ‘non-articular’ modifiers.
While the latter only serve to fulfil the basic function of a modifier, i.e.
modifying the head of the phrase (whether or not with the intention to
make the referent identifiable), the former undertake the additional task
of singling out the intended referent by answering the question ‘which x is
referred to?’. By the information they provide thesemodifiers separate the
intended referent from other available entities that satisfy the description
of the noun. One might say that whereas ‘non-articular’ modifiers char-
acterise the referent, ‘articular’ ones specify the reference.17 Therefore, I

16 Other examples in which a non-articular modifier contributes to the identification
of the referent are examples (), () and (). In examples () and () the non-articular
modifier is not as essential for the identification as in examples () and (), but it does
facilitate the identification.

17 This general difference, however, does not hold for adjectives, numerals and (some)
participles in single-modifier NPs. Although articular adjectives, numerals and partici-
ples function in the exact sameway as other articularmodifiers (specifying the reference),
non-articular adjectives, numerals and some participles (in single-modifier NPs, at least)
do not describe a feature of the referent, but have predicative value (cf. examples  and
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will name ‘non-articular’ modifiers referent characterisingmodifiers and
‘articular’ ones reference specifying modifiers:18

() Referent characterising modifiers (in short: referent modifiers)

Referent characterising modifiers give information on a feature of the
referent, i.e. are purely descriptive.

() Reference specifying modifiers (in short: reference modifiers)

Reference specifying modifiers clarify which referent is referred to, pos-
sibly, but not necessarily, by describing a feature of the referent.

The reason for the addition that reference specifying modifiers do not
necessarily describe a feature of the referent is the occurrence of reference
specifying modifiers like same, latter, former etc., which do clarify which
referent is meant, but do not give information on the nature of that
referent:
() � μ1ν τα$τα �πειρ'τα, � δ’ αgτις τ!ν α1τ�ν σ"ι �ρησμ!ν 2"αινε

κελε�ων �κδιδ4ναι Πακτ�ην Π�ρσ?ησι.

This he (= Aristodikos) asked; and the god again gave them exactly the
same answer, that Paktyes should be surrendered to the Persians.

(Hdt. ..)

Themodifier α�τ4ν in example () is a reference specifying modifier in
that it clarifies which answer Paktyes got (the same answer as before, and
not another one, as he had hoped for), but does not give any details about
the nature of the referent.19 Similarly, the participle εDρημ�ν=ω in example
() indicates which referent is referred to without describing any feature
of this referent:

). Because of their exceptional behaviour, the non-articular use of these three modifiers
will be discussed in a separate section (section ...).

18 I use the terms referent and reference modifier despite possible terminological
confusion, for Bolinger () introduced the terms referent and reference modification
with a completely differentmeaning. InBolinger’s terminology, referentmodifiersmodify
the referent to which the noun refers (e.g. an old man (i.e. the man is old), the green
sweater (i.e. the sweater is green)), whereas reference modifiers give information on the
(kind of) noun (e.g. an old friend is old ‘qua friend’, not ‘qua man’). Bolinger’s distinction
between reference and referent modifiers is usually described in terms of an extensional
or intensional reading of the modifier.

19 In the end, amodifier like α�τ4ς does give information on the nature of the referent,
but in a very indirect way. By informing the addressee that x is the same as y, the addressee
can infer the features of x from his knowledge about y.
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() %π�λα:Hνδ1 τ�ν τυρανν<δα τρ�πAω τA' ε2ρημ�νAω�Πεισ<στρατ�ς κατ�
τ�ν �μ�λ�γ<ην τ�ν πρ�ς Μεγακλ�α γεν�μ�νην γαμ�ει τ�$ Μεγακλ��ς
τ�ν &υγατ�ρα.

Having got back his sovereignty in the manner that I have described
(lit. manner the described), Peisistratos married Megakles’ daughter
according to his agreement with Megakles. (Hdt. ..)

However, reference specifying modifiers like these that do not give any
descriptive information form only a small proportion of the total num-
ber of reference specifying modifiers. In most cases, the reference spec-
ifying modifier indicates which referent is being referred to by describ-
ing a feature of the referent (cf. examples , , , , ,  and ). The
‘descriptiveness’ of the information provided by the modifier is therefore
not a good criterion to distinguish reference specifying modifiers from
referent characterising modifiers.20 The two types of modifiers do differ,
however, as to the degree in which the information they provide distin-
guishes the intended referent from other possible referents. In fact, refer-
ent characterising and reference specifying modifiers represent the two
different functions of NPs (viz. giving a description of a referent indicat-
ing its properties on the one hand, and using this description to refer to
some discourse entity on the other):21 while referent characterisingmod-
ifiers contribute to the description of the referent, reference specifying
modifiers ensure the reference works out well.22

20 The fact that referent characterising and reference specifying modifiers do not nec-
essarily differ in the degree of descriptiveness of the information they provide restrained
me from using the Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG) terms ascriptive and refer-
ential subacts for the difference between the two types of modifiers. According to the
theory of FDG, every Communicated Content contains one or more subacts, which may
either evoke a property or relation (ascriptive subact) or a referent (referential subacts).
An NP, which is usually a referential subact itself, may contain various ascriptive and ref-
erential (sub)subacts; a beautiful girl, for instance, contains two ascriptive subacts (viz.
beautiful and girl), John’s car contains an ascriptive subact (car) and a referential one
(John). Although referent characterising modifiers can perfectly be described as ascrip-
tive subacts, as they describe a property of the referent of the NP, reference specifying
modifiers are not by definition only referential, as they usually indicate which referent is
being referred to by describing a feature of the referent.

21 For the function of the NP see Chapter , section ...
22 This interpretation of the presence or absence of the article before a modifier

is supported by the position of the ‘embryonic’ article in NPs in Homer. Devine and
Stephens (: ) note that in Homeric Greek NPs consisting of a noun and adjectival
modifier, the article, which occurs only once per NP (if it occurs at all), occurs before the
adjective if the modifier is restrictive (cf. Il. . \�� τ?6 πρ�τ�ρ?η ‘the morning before
(lit. morning the before)’, Od. . ^ματι τ=0 α�τ=0 ‘that same day (lit. day the same)’),
and before the noun if the modifier is descriptive (cf. Il. . τ� τε�+εα καλ! ‘that
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The difference between reference specifying and referent characteris-
ing modifiers as described in the preceding sections may seem to resem-
ble the difference between restrictive and non-restrictivemodifiers.23 For
a number of reasons, however, they cannot be equated. First of all, the dif-
ference between restrictive and non-restrictive modifiers is a semantic
distinction, whereas the difference between reference specifying and ref-
erent characterising modifiers is pragmatic. As their name suggests, the
function of restrictive modifiers is to restrict the set of potential refer-
ents.The difference with non-restrictive modifiers, which do not impose
a restriction on the set of potential referents, can be most clearly demon-
strated with relative clauses, although the distinction is also relevant for
other modifiers:

(a) The potatoes, which were stored in the cellar, were rotten.

(b) The potatoes that were stored in the cellar were rotten.

beautiful armour (lit. the armour beautiful)’, Od. . τ�$ παιδ�ς %γαυ�$ ‘that noble
child’ (lit. the child noble)’). Although I prefer the terms reference specifying/referent
characterising to restrictive/descriptive modifier (see below), these very early examples
of article usage support my interpretation of articular vs. non-articular modifiers.

23 The contrast between referent characterising and reference specifyingmodifiers also
resembles Rijkhoff ’s distinction between descriptive (i.e. classifying, qualifying, quanti-
fying and localising) modifiers on the one hand and discourse modifiers on the other
(Rijkhoff : ff.; for a short overview of Rijkhoff ’s NP model, see Chapter , sec-
tion ..). For two reasons, however, I prefer the terms referent and referencemodifier to
descriptive and discourse modifier. In the first place, I think the definition of a discourse
modifier as formulated by Rijkhoff is too restricted. Rijkhoff (: –) defines dis-
course modifiers as ‘modifiers that provide the addressee with information on the refer-
ent as a discourse entity. They typically (further) specify when or where a referent was
introduced in the previous (spoken or written) discourse’. In Rijkhoff ’s view, the category
of discourse modifiers is confined to modifiers like the former/the latter and the same/the
other providing explicit information on the location of the referent in the actual discourse.
Contrastive modifiers like red in the example ‘No, I want the red apple’, on the other hand,
in his view, belong to the category of localising modifiers (Rijkhoff : ). As argued
in Chapter , section .., however, this view is problematic, as these modifiers do not
say anything about the location of the referent in the world of the discourse (e.g. whether
it lies in the fruit bowl on the table, or in the bag in the kitchen). They give expression
to a feature of the referent (in this case its colour), by which it can be distinguished from
other similar entities. The plausible solution to extend Rijkhoff ’s category of discourse
modifiers so as to accommodate contrastive modifiers also, would not resolve my sec-
ond objection to Rijkhoff ’s distinction between descriptive and discourse modifiers. In
Rijkhoff ’s model, a modifier is either a descriptive modifier providing information on the
kind, quality, quantity or location of the referent, or a discourse modifier providing infor-
mation on the referent as a discourse entity. As I have argued in Chapter , section ..
and as can for instance be seen in examples (), (), (), (), (), () and () however,
a modifier may do both: a modifier may clarify to which referent the speaker refers by
giving information on a distinguishing class, quality, quantity or location.
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In example (a) the relative clause does not impose any restrictions
on the set of potatoes: all objects in the set share the property of being
stored in the cellar. In (b), by contrast, the relative clause does restrict
the number of objects the NP refers to: not all potatoes, but only the
subset that was stored in the cellar was rotten. This semantic distinction
between reference to the complete and to the not-complete subset of pos-
sible referents differs widely from the pragmatic distinction between ref-
erence specifying and referent characterising modifiers. Reference spec-
ifying modifiers do not differ from referent characterising modifiers in
whether they restrict the set of possible referents (referent characterising
modifiers can also restrict the set of possible referents, cf. examples , 
and ), but in whether they restrict the set of contextually relevant ref-
erents.24Whereas referent characterisingmodifiers are either not restric-
tive at all (cf. example : τ�ν Nωστ6ρα 2+�ντα �π’ -κρης τ6ς συμ:�λ6ς
"ι!λην +ρυσ�ην), or impose a ‘semantic’ restriction on the set of possible
referents (cf. example : τ6ς "ρ�ντ<δ�ς περ� τ6ς :ασιλη<ης), reference
specifying modifiers separate the intended referent from other contextu-
ally relevant referents (cf. example : � τ�$ ναυτικ�$ στρατ�$ στρατη-
γ4ς ‘the general of the navy (and not the one of the land army)’).
The second reason why the difference between reference specifying

and referent characterising modifiers cannot be described in terms of
restrictiveness is that while restrictive modifiers only narrow down the
set of possible referents, reference specifying modifiers have to meet the
additional condition that the restriction they impose on the set of possi-
ble referents is such that the addressee can find out which of the poten-
tial referents is referred to. This difference between restrictive modifiers
and reference specifying modifiers explains why the distinction between
restrictive and non-restrictive modifiers is relevant for both definite and
indefinite NPs, whereas the distinction between referent characterising
and reference specifying modifiers is only useful for definite NPs. As the
referents of indefinite NPs are inherently unidentifiable, indefinite NPs
never contain a reference specifying modifier that clarifies which refer-
ent is referred to. They may, however, contain a restrictive modifier that
restricts the set of possible referents. In example (), for instance, the
adjectival modifier restricts the set of possible referents: the tributary

24 Although the final set (i.e. the set after the restriction) is, of course, always contex-
tually relevant, the various alternatives that are excluded are usually not relevant in the
case of a restrictive modifier. In example (), for instance, the type of thoughts excluded
by the restrictive modifier περ� τ6ς :ασιλη<ης are definitely not contextually relevant.
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cities are not requested to make all kinds of boats, but only ships of war
and ships for the transport of horses:
() ( . . . ), -λλ�υς δ1 κ	ρυκας δι�πεμπε �ς τ�ς 9ωυτ�$ δασμ�"4ρ�υς π4λις

τ�ς παρα&αλασσ<�υς, κελε�ων ν�ας τε μακρ�ς κα� .ππαγωγ� πλ��α
π�ι�εσ&αι.

Other heralds he sent to his own tributary cities of the coast, command-
ing that ships of war (lit. ships long) and transports for horses (lit. cav-
alry transport ships) be built. (Hdt. ..)25

In the following sections, I will argue in more detail and on the basis of
manymore examples that the distinction between referent characterising
and reference specifyingmodifiers (and not between restrictive and non-
restrictive ones) is of crucial importance for an adequate description
of the structure of the Ancient Greek NP, as the difference in function
between referent characterising and reference specifying modifiers is
reflected in the syntax of the actual linguistic expression. Whereas a
reference specifying modifier is always preceded by an article, a referent
characterising modifier is not.26

25 For the chiastic ordering of the NPs in this example, see Chapter , section ..
26 The difference between referent chararcterisation and reference specification can

also influence the articulation of modifiers in Modern Greek and Maltese. At least, that
seems to be the case on the basis of Sutcliffe’s () and Kolliakou’s () description of
the articulation of Maltese and Modern Greek modifiers respectively. Sutcliff states that
‘an attributive adjective in agreement with a noun which is accompanied by the definite
article itself takes the article only if the article is used with the noun to specify a particular
object, and moreover, the article helps to identify the object named. [ . . . ] On the other
hand, the article does not accompany the adjective if this is merely descriptive and does
not help to distinguish the object named from others of its kind’ (Sutcliffe : –).
Fabri’s (: –) description of the articulation of Maltese modifiers also suggests
a similarity with the Ancient Greek situation. Although he only defines the presence of
the article in terms of contrastiveness/ restrictiveness (‘ein +df Adjektif . . . deutet darauf
hin, dass es im Kontext mehr als ein Individuum als möglichen Referenten für die sortale
Bedingung des Kopfnomens gibt’ Fabri : ), his explanation of his example (c)
in which an articular modifier is used despite the absence of any contrast, suggests that
it is not contrastiveness/restrictiveness that is the distinguishing characteristic of artic-
ular modifiers in Maltese, but reference specification, like in Ancient Greek. Although
Kolliakou does not provide any examples that cast doubt on her hypothesis that articular
modifiers in Modern Greek narrow down the set of referents evoked by the noun, i.e.
are restrictive (Kolliakou : ), the parallels with Maltese and Ancient Greek raise
the question of whether the articulation of the modifiers in Modern Greek is not also
determined by the function of the modifier rather than its restrictiveness.
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... Reference specification

This section focuses on the use and function of articularmodifiers, which
were argued in the previous section to specify the reference. The reason
for discussing reference specification before the more basic or ‘proto-
typical’ referent characterisation is that reference specification occurs far
more frequently in my corpus. Moreover, the somewhat complex situa-
tionwith referent characterisingmodifiers is easier to understand against
the background of the more uniformly behaving reference specifying
modifiers. Table  presents an overview of the frequency of the various
modifiers in their use as a reference specifying modifier:

modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)27  ()  () 
adverb (Adv)  ()  () 
genitive (GEN)  ()  () 
numeral (num)  ()  () 
participle (PTC)  ()  () 
prepositional phrase (PP)  ()  () 
possessive (pos)  ()  () 
relative clause (rel)28  ()  () 
total  ()  () 

Table . The number of reference specifying modifiers in my corpus

Themost remarkable outcome of Table  is that the pragmaticallymarked
situation is by far the most frequent one, both for the total of modifiers,
and for every single modifier separately (with the exception of relative
clauses).29 In my view, the explanation for this observation—which has
often led to the mistaken belief that preposing of the modifier is to be
the neutral situation30—has to be found in the function of a definite NP
with a reference specifying modifier in combination with Grice’s maxim

27 As defended in Chapter  footnote , I have included α�τ4ς (‘same’ or ‘self ’) under
the adjectives, for want of a better category.

28 For relative clauses, it is for themost part impossible tomake a definitive distinction
between referent characterising and reference specifying modifiers on the basis of the
form of the pattern, since relative clauses that function as reference specifying modifiers
are not preceded by an article (most probably because the relative can have exactly the
same form as the article). For a discussion of this problem, see section ....

29 The exceptional behaviour of relative clauses will partially be due to the heaviness
principle (see Chapter , section ..).

30 For my view on the position of the modifier in relation to the noun, see Chapter .
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of quantity.31 On the basis of this maxim it is to be expected that the
writer/speaker only adds a reference specifying modifier if the addressee
needs the information given by the modifier for a correct understand-
ing of the utterance. It is rather awkward to ask someone to hand ‘the
red pencil’, or to inform someone that Joan dropped ‘the souvenirs from
Mexico’ if ‘the pencil’ or ‘the souvenirs’ would have been sufficient infor-
mation for the identification of the intended referent. It will cause no sur-
prise that the need for a reference specifying modifier indicating which
referent is referred to ismost urgent in cases of an explicit or implicit con-
trast between several available referents (for instance a red pencil and a
green one, or the souvenirs fromMexico and those fromGuatemala). As
has been argued in the first part of this book, when the contrast between
two entities resides in the feature expressed by themodifier, this modifier
tends to be expressed before the noun. It is thus only natural that prenom-
inal reference specifying modifiers are more frequent than postnominal
ones.32
Some concrete examples of reference specifying modifiers (hence-

forth: reference modifiers) in contexts with a direct contrast between the
intended referent and other entities satisfying the description of the noun
can be found in ()–():

31 Grice’s (: ) maxim of quantity says a contribution to a conversation has to
be as informative as, but not more informative than required by the purposes of the
current exchange. This maxim is one of the three elaborations of Grice’s co-operation
principle, which states that communication is based on a mutual expectation of co-
operation between speaker and addressee. Besides having to offer enough information,
a speaker should not intentionally provide false information (the maxim of quality) and
should only contribute information relevant for the continuation of the conversation (the
maxim of relevance). An addressee, on the other hand, may assume that the information
with which (s)he is provided is sufficient, true and relevant for the sake of purpose.

32 My data warn us thus not to draw conclusions about the markedness of a certain
phenomenon on the basis of statistics only, as is generally accepted both in general
typological studies and in studies on particular phenomena in particular languages. Both
Greenberg’s () and Croft’s () studies on language universals assume frequency,
both textual and cross-linguistic, as one of the criteria to determine markedness. Croft
(: ) formulates his text or token frequency criterion as follows: ‘if tokens of a
typologically marked value of a category occur at a certain frequency in a given text
sample, then tokens of the unmarked value will occur at least as frequently in the text
sample’. Croft also assumes that the marked value of a grammatical category will be
expressed by at least as many morphemes as the unmarked value of that category (Croft
: ). Though that may be true for grammatical categories, my data show that we
should not infer that any unmarked utterance is morphologically less complex than the
marked one, as NPs with a postnominal reference specifying modifier (aNaX) are more
complex than those with a prenominal one (aXN).
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() τ0ν %μ"�τ�ρων λ4γ�ν ��δ�να π�ιησ!μεν�ς τ� πρ4σω �π�ρε�ετ�, σ�ν
δ� �A 9 πεQ!ς στρατ�ς/ � δ1 ναυτικ�ς 23ω τ�ν �Ελλ	σπ�ντ�ν πλ�ων
παρ� γ6ν �κ�μ<Nετ�, τ� 2μπαλιν πρ	σσων τ�$ πεN�$.

But he took no account of either sign and journeyed onward; the land
army was with him. His navy sailed out of the Hellespont and travelled
along the land, going across from the land army. (Hdt. ..)

() κα� kν μ1ν τ?6 σ� λ�γεις %να:α<ν?η :ασιλ�ϊ τ� πρ	γματα, κτειν�σ&ων �.
(μ�� πα�δες, πρ�ς δ1 α�τ��σι κα� �γ'/ kν δ1 τ?6 �γH πρ�λ�γω, �A σ��
τα$τα πασ+4ντων, σ�ν δ� σ"ι κα� σ�, kν %π�ν�στ	σ?ης.

If the king’s fortunes fare as you say, letmy sons (lit. themy sons) be slain,
and myself with them; but if it turns out as I foretell, let your sons be so
treated, and you likewise, if you return. (Hdt. .&)

() �� μ�ντ�ι �] γε Σκ�&αι τα�τ?η �σ�:αλ�ν, %λλ� τ5ν κατ
περ�ε 9δ!ν
π�λλA' μακρ�τ�ρην �κτραπ4μεν�ι, �ν δε3ι?6 2+�ντες τ� Καυκ!σι�ν
bρ�ς.

It was not by this way that the Skythians entered; they turned aside
and came by the upper and much longer way (lit. the upper way much
longer), keeping the CaucasianMountains on their right. (Hdt. ..)

In examples like these, the function of the articular modifier as refer-
ence modifier is most clear: the noun on its own may refer to two iden-
tifiable entities and the modifier clarifies which of these two entities is
the intended one by describing a property that is characteristic for the
intended referent. In example (), for instance, the noun στρατ4ς on
its own would be ambivalent between the land army and the navy. The
adjective πεN4ς solves this ambiguity by describing a feature that distin-
guishes the intended referent from the other entity that is identifiable
on the basis of the description of the noun. In a similar way, the articu-
lar possessive in example () and the articular adverb in example ()
guide the addressee in the direction of the intended referent by providing
distinguishing information on its possessor and location respectively.33
Although it may seem in conflict with the word order rules described

in the first part of this book, describing a feature of the referent that
distinguishes this referent from another entity that satisfies the descrip-
tion of the noun can also be done by a postnominal reference modi-
fier. In example (), for instance, the Pelasgians deliberate on what to
do with the children of their Attic concubines who appear to boss their
legal Pelasgian children. In the sentence in which we are told that the

33 The non-articular modifier π�λλ=0 μακρ�τ�ρην in example (), by contrast, does
not provide distinguishing information.
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Pelasgians decide to kill them, an NP with an articular, postnominal
prepositional phrase is used to refer to the bastard children, despite the
existence of two groups of children in the context:
() μα&4ντες δ1 τα$τα �A Πελασγ�� 9ωυτ��σι λ4γ�υς �δ<δ�σαν/ κα< σ"ι

:�υλευ�μ�ν�ισι δειν4ν τι �σ�δυνε, εD δ� διαγιν'σκ�ιεν σ"<σι τε :�η-
&�ειν �A πα�δες πρ�ς τ0ν κ�υριδι�ων γυναικ0ν τ��ς πα�δας κα� τ��-
των α�τ<κα -ρ+ειν πειρ='ατ�, τ< δ� %νδρω&�ντες δ6&εν π�ι	σ�υσι. �ν-
&α$τα 2δ�3� σ"ι κτε<νειν τ�Jς πα�δας τ�Jς (κ τ'ν BΑττικ�ων γυναι-
κ'ν.

When the Pelasgians perceived this, they took counsel together; it trou-
bled them much in their deliberations to think what the boys would do
when they grew to manhood, if they were resolved to help each other
against the sons of the lawful wives and attempted to rule them already.
Thereupon the Pelasgians resolved to kill the sons of the Attic women
(lit. the sons the of the Attic women). (Hdt. ..–)

Like in examples ()–(), the articular modifier in example () is
clearly a reference modifier in that it clarifies which of the two entities
that can be identified on the basis of the information of the noun is the
intended one. The explanation for the fact that the reference modifier is
postnominal instead of prenominal is that from the preceding κτε<νειν it
is already obvious that the NP will refer to the bastard children. As the
modifier is only needed to confirm for the addressee that he has selected
the correct referent, it follows instead of precedes the noun.
Example () offers another example of a postnominal referencemod-

ifier that confirms for the addressee that he has selected the correct ref-
erent on the basis of his contextual information:
() τα$τα 2λεγε παρελ&Hν � @Αριστε<δης, "!μεν�ς �3 ΑDγ<νης τε 5κειν κα�

μ4γις διεκπλ0σαι λα&Hν τ��ς �π�ρμ��ντας/ περι�+εσ&αι γ�ρ πKν τ�
στρατ4πεδ�ν τ� �Ελληνικ�ν Nπ! τ'ν νε'ν τ'ν i�ρ6εω/

Aristeides went in and told them, saying that he had come from Aegina
and had barelymade it past the blockade when he sailed out, since all the
Hellenic camp was surrounded by Xerxes’ ships (lit. by the ships the of
Xerxes). (Hdt. .)

When Aristeides informs his audience that he has had much trouble in
passing the blockade, his audience will have inferred that they are sur-
rounded by the enemies. Hence, on hearing τ0ν νε0ν they will, without
any difficulty, identify the ships of the Persians; which the followingmod-
ifier confirms as being the intended referent.34

34 In my view, this example clearly illustrates that although there is always a contrast
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In the preceding examples, the noun modified by a reference modi-
fier evoked several identifiable referents and the modifier clarified which
of them was the intended one (or confirmed that the addressee selected
the intended one). As the following examples show, however, a reference
modifier can also be added to a noun that evokes only one identifiable
referent. In these cases, the reference modifier just facilitates the identi-
fication of the referent, which would be identifiable on the basis of the
information provided by the noun only:
() @Αλυ!ττης δ�,uς �A τα$τα �3ηγγ�λ&η, α�τ<κα 2πεμπε κ$ρυκα �ςΜ<λη-

τ�ν :�υλ4μεν�ς σπ�νδ�ς π�ι	σασ&αι Θρασυ:��λ=ω τε κα�Μιλησ<�ισι
+ρ4ν�ν Iσ�ν Zν τ�ν νη�ν �Dκ�δ�μ?6. � μ1ν δ� %π4στ�λ�ς �ς τ�ν Μ<-
λητ�ν Pν,Θρασ�:�υλ�ς δ1 σα"�ως πρ�πεπυσμ�ν�ς π!ντα λ4γ�ν κα�
εDδHς τ� @Αλυ!ττης μ�λλ�ι π�ι	σειν, μη+ανKται τ�ι!δε/ (description of
the deceit) τα$τα δ1 �π�<ε� τε κα� πρ�ηγ4ρευε Θρασ�:�υλ�ς τ0νδε
ε]νεκεν, Iκως Zν δ� 9 κ�ρυ6 9 Σαρδιην!ς Dδ'ν τε σωρ�ν μ�γαν σ<τ�υ
κε+υμ�ν�ν κα� τ��ς %ν&ρ'π�υς �ν ε�πα&ε<?ησι �4ντας %γγε<λ?η @Αλυ-
!ττ?η.

Then, when the Delphic reply was brought to Alyattes, he promptly
sent a herald to Miletos, wanting to make a truce with Thrasyboulos
and the Milesians during his rebuilding of the temple. So the envoy
went to Miletos. ButThrasyboulos, forewarned of the whole matter, and
knowing what Alyattes meant to do, devised the following plan: ( . . . ).
Thrasyboulos did and ordered this so that when the herald from Sardis
(lit. the herald the from Sardis) saw a great heap of food piled up, and the
citizens enjoying themselves, he would bring word of it to Alyattes.

(Hdt. ..–..)

() �A δ1 ε_παν/ d :ασιλε$, �Yτ4ς �στι Iς τ�ι τ�ν πατ�ρα Δαρε��ν �δωρ	-
σατ� τC� πλαταν3στAω τC� �ρυσ�Cη κα� τC� �μπ�λAω,

They (= the Persians) said, ‘O king, this is the one who gave your father
Dareios the golden plane-tree and the vine (lit. the plane-tree the golden
and the vine).’ (Hdt. ..)

In example (), there is no other identifiable referent that satisfies the
description of the noun. Hence, � κ6ρυ3 (‘the herald’) alone would pro-
vide enough information for the identification of the previously men-
tioned herald from Sardis. However, because of the switch in perspective
from Thrasyboulos to the herald, the addressee needs a more extensive

between the intended referent and some other entities satisfying the description of the
noun in NPs with a reference modifier, the author may, by using a postnominal modifier,
choose not to emphasise this contrast.
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description than a simple � κ6ρυ3 (‘the herald’) to identify the intended
referent immediately.35 So, whereas the modifier does not distinguish the
intended referent from other relevant entities, it does help clarify which
referent is referred to.36 Also in example (), the nouns πλαταν<στ=ω
and %μπ�λ=ω on their own would provide enough information for the
identification of the intended plane tree and vine. The only function of
the adjective is to signal that the speaker refers to gift-trees rather than
real trees and therefore to facilitate the identification of these world-
famous presents.37
Besides being added to a noun that evokes several referents (as in

examples  and ), or to a noun that evokes only one identifiable
referent (as in examples  and ), a reference modifier may also be
added to a noun that evokes no identifiable referent:

35 Although the accessibility of the herald after the description of the deceit ofThrasy-
boulos is not high enough for a simple � κ6ρυ3, it is (apparently) not so low as to require
a preposition of the modifier. As was discussed in Chapter , section .., a modifier
may precede the noun if the information it provides is essential for the identification of
the referent. One of the examples discussed in that section (example ) is very similar to
this example in that the announcement of a visit of a herald is followed by a small digres-
sion on the situation in the city where the herald arrives. That the herald in example ()
of Chapter  is picked up again with the aXN pattern while in example () of this chapter
the aNaX pattern is used will be due to the length of the intervening ‘digression’. Because
the herald arriving in Miletos is still quite accessible after the relatively short description
ofThrasyboulos’ deceit, a postnominal modifier confirming that the addressee has iden-
tified the correct referent was deemed informative enough. In example () of Chapter ,
however, the intervening digression ismuchmore substantial, so that the referent ismuch
less accessible. Incidentally, that I assume the length of the digression to be responsible
for the difference between the two examples, does of course not mean that there is a fixed
maximum on the number of intervening lines or complexity of information above which
the aXN pattern has to be used to pick up a preceding referent.

36 Given the fact that the information provided by the modifier is a kind of ‘extra
identification assistance’ for the addressee, it is not surprising that the grammars have
analysed examples like this as a definite noun followed by an apposition instead of a
definite NP with a postnominal modifier. They would have paraphrased the underlined
NP in example () as ‘the herald, I mean the one from Sardis’. Although my view about
the function of the reference modifier in examples like () is—in the end—not that
different from the interpretation of the grammars, I am, however, firmly convinced that
postnominal reference modifiers are not appositions, but make up one integrated NP
with the preceding noun. My argumentation against an appositional interpretation of
postnominal reference modifiers can be found in section ....

37 Cf. Macan and How&Wells ad loc. The minor significance of the adjective can also
be deduced from the fact that the second part of the NP, the vine, is not modified by an
adjective.
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() σ� νυν, kν :��λ?η �μ�� πε<&εσ&αι, τ�ς περ BΑστυ�γης �ρ�ει �4ρης,
τα�της Wπ!σης -ρ3εις.

If, then, you will listen to me, you shall rule all the country which is
now ruled by Astyages (lit. the exactly Astyages rules country, that in its
entirety you will rule). (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) � μ1ν τα$τα �πειρ'τα, � δ’ αgτις τ!ν α1τ�ν σ"ι �ρησμ!ν 2"αινε
κελε�ων �κδιδ4ναι Πακτ�ην Π�ρσ?ησι.

This Aristodikos asked; and the god again gave them exactly the same
answer (lit. the same answer), that Paktyes should be surrendered to the
Persians. (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) %π�λα:Hν δ1 τ�ν τυρανν<δα τρ�πAω τA' ε2ρημ�νAω � Πεισ<στρα-
τ�ς κατ� τ�ν �μ�λ�γ<ην τ�ν πρ�ς Μεγακλ�α γεν�μ�νην γαμ�ει τ�$
Μεγακλ��ς τ�ν &υγατ�ρα.

Having got back his sovereignty in the manner that I have described
(lit. manner the described), Peisistratos married Megakles’ daughter
according to his agreement with Megakles. (Hdt. ..)

In contrast to the nouns in the examples above, the nouns in examples
()–() do not evoke one or more identifiable referents: a simple τ6ς
+'ρης, τ�ν +ρησμ4ν or τ=0 τρ4π=ω would not have given any clue as to
which country, oracle or manner was meant. But despite this difference
with respect to the nouns, the function of the articular modifiers is the
same as above. For although they do not select the intended referent,
nor confirm that the addressee has identified the intended referent, they
are still reference modifiers clarifying which referent is referred to. The
relative in example (), for instance, stresses that it is the country of
Astyages, and none other, that will be ruled byKyros. Similarly, the adjec-
tive in () reports that Paktyes got the same answer, and not a different
one (as he had hoped for). Although the postnominal reference modifier
in example () does not set up an equally sharp contrast between the
intended referent and other possible referents, it does indicate that it was
in the manner described above, and not any differently, that Peisistratos
got back his sovereignty.38

38 As was argued in Chapter , the position of the modifier in relation to the noun
depends on their saliency. That means that if the author/speaker wants to stress that it
is this entity and none other that he has it in mind, the reference modifier precedes the
noun. If, on the other hand, the contrast between the intended referent and other possible
referents is not that sharp, or if the noun is for some reason pragmatically marked, the
reference modifier follows the noun.
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So, irrespective of the number of identifiable referents that the noun
of the NP evokes, an articular modifier specifies the reference in that
it clarifies which referent is referred to by distinguishing the intended
referent from other entities that fit the description of the noun. For a
modifier in a multiple-modifier NP to be a reference modifier, it has to
be preceded by its own article.39 Compare the following examples:

() πεντεκα<δεκα δ1 τ0ν νε0ν τ�υτ�ων 2τυ+4ν τε �σταται π�λλ�ν �3ανα-
+&ε�σαι κα< κως κατε�δ�ν τ�ς (π’ BΑρτεμισ3Aω τ'ν >Ελλ$νων ν�ας,

Fifteen of those ships had put to sea a long time after all the rest, and it
chanced that they sighted the Greek ships off Artemisium (lit. the off
Artemisium of the Greeks ships). (Hdt. ..)

() (= ) � δ1 :ασιλ��ς α]ρεσις (ς τ5ν Nστ�ρην τ5ν Μαρδ�ν3�υ (πιστρα-
τη3ην δεκ!μην�ς �γ�νετ�.

There were ten months between the kings taking of the place and the
later invasion of Mardonios (lit. the later the of Mardonois invasion).

(Hdt. ..)40

() μετ� δ1 9:δ4μ=ω 2τεϊ "αν�ντα α�τ�ν �ς Πρ�κ4ννησ�ν π�ι6σαι τ�
2πεα τα$τα τ� ν$ν �π’ �Ελλ	νων @Αριμ!σπεα καλ�εται, π�ι	σαντα δ1
%"ανισ&6ναι τ� δε�τερ�ν. ( . . . ) τ!δε δ1 �_δα Μεταπ�ντ<ν�ισι τ��σι
�ν @Ιταλ<?η συγκυρ	σαντα μετ� τ5ν ���νισιν τ5ν δευτ�ρην BΑριστ�ω
2τεσι τεσσερ!κ�ντα κα� διηκ�σ<�ισι, ( . . . ).

But in the seventh year after that, Aristeas appeared at Prokonnesos and
made that poemwhich theGreeks now call theArimaspea, afterwhich he
vanished once again. . . . But this, I know, happened to theMetapontines
in Italy, two hundred and forty years after the second disappearance of
Aristeas (lit. the disappearance the second of Aristeas), ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..–.)

() %ν�&ηκε δ1 κα� %να&	ματα � JΑμασις �ς τ�ν �Ελλ!δα, τ�$τ� μ1ν �ς
Κυρ	νην ( . . . ), τ�$τ� δ1 τ?6 �νΛ<νδ=ω @Α&ηνα<?η δ�� τε %γ!λματα λ<&ινα
κα� &'ρηκα λ<νε�ν %3ι�&�ητ�ν, τ�$τ� δ’ �ς Σ!μ�ν τ?6 OΗρ?η ( . . . ). �ς δ1
Λ<νδ�ν 3ειν<ης μ1ν ��δεμι6ς ε]νεκεν, Iτι δ1 τ! .ρ!ν τ! (ν Λ3νδAω τ! τ�ς
BΑ�ηνα3ης λ�γεται τ�ς τ�$ Δανα�$ &υγατ�ρας Aδρ�σασ&αι, ( . . . ).

39 Coordinated referencemodifiers, however,may share an article, cf. Hdt. .. (E δ1
Κλε�μ�νεα τεκ�+σα κα� δε
τερ�ν (πελ��+σα γυν$, ��$σα &υγ!τηρ Πρινητ!δεω τ�$
Δημαρμ�ν�υ, ��κ�τι 2τικτε τ� δε�τερ�ν ‘as for the later wife, themother of Kleomenes
and the daughter of Prinetadas son of Demarmenos (lit. as for the wife that give birth to
Kleomenes and came in later, being the daughter of Prinetadas the son of Demarmenos),
she bore no more children’). Because the modifiers have become—so to speak—one
modifying unit (see Chapter , section .), they can apparently do with one marker of
reference specification.

40 This example shows (as does example ) that various reference modifiers can be
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Moreover, Amasis dedicated offerings in Hellas. He gave to Kyrene ( . . . ),
to Athena of Lindos two stone images and a marvellous linen breast-
plate; and to Hera in Samos ( . . . ). What he gave to Lindos was not out of
friendship for anyone, but because the temple of Athena in Lindos (lit.
the temple the in Lindos the of the Athena) is said to have been founded
by the daughters of Danaus, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..–)41

As was already argued above and is illustrated by these examples, the dif-
ference between referent characterising and reference specifying modi-
fiers does not reside in their position, but inwhether they are preceded by
an article. Modifiers that stand between the article and the noun or—in
the case of postnominalmodifiers—after the combinationnounplus arti-
cle are not by definition reference modifiers. The modifier only specifies
the reference if it is directly preceded by an article of its own. In example
(), the non-articular genitival modifier τ0ν �Ελλ	νων ‘of the Greeks’,
although placed in between the article and noun, does not specify the
reference, but characterises the referent: the Greek ships at Artemisium
are not distinguished from other ships at Artemisium. In example (),
by contrast, the articular genitiveΜαρδ�ν<�υ ‘of Mardonios’ does have a
specifying function: Mardonios’ expedition against Athens is contrasted
with Xerxes’ expedition against Athens. Similarly, the non-articular gen-
itive in () does not have a specifying function, as the second disappear-
ance of Aristeas is contrasted with his own first disappearance. In exam-
ple (), by contrast, both articular modifiers have a specifying function,
as they contrast the temple of Athena in Lindos with the temples of other
deities in other cities.42

used to set up one and the same contrast. In this example, both �στ�ρην andΜαρδ�ν<�υ
are used to set up a contrast between the previous invasion of the King and the later
invasion of Mardonios.

41 More examples ofmultiple-modifierNPswith several pre- or postnominal reference
modifiers can be found at Hdt. .. τ0ν Xρ�ων τ0ν εDρημ�νων τ0ν �π1ρ Μ. κειμ�νων
(lit. the mountains the referred to the above M. lying), .. τ0ν XκτH τ0ν πρ'των
λεγ�μ�νων &ε0ν (lit. the eight the earliest said gods), .. τ|λλα τ� @Αμ!σι�ς πρ	γματα
(lit. the other the of Amasis things), .. τ?6σι -λλ?ησι π!σ?ησι τ?6σι τ�$ Καμ:�σεω
γυναι3< (lit. the other all the of Kambyses women), .. �κ τ0ν �κ Σκαπτ6ς OΥλης
τ0ν +ρυσ�ων μετ!λλων (lit. from the from Dug Forest the gold mines) and .. �
τρ<π�υς � +ρ�σε�ς � �π� τ�$ τρικαρ	ν�υ b"ι�ς τ�$ +αλκ��υ �πεστε'ς (lit. the tripod
the gold the on the three-headed serpent the bronze standing). There are, of course, also
many examples of multiple-modifier NPs with both a prenominal and a postnominal
reference modifier, e.g. Hdt. .. τ� &6λυ γ�ν�ς πKν τ� �κ τ0ν �Dκ<ων τ��των (lit. the
female sex whole the from the house that) andHdt. .. τ0ν μηδισ!ντων �&ν�ων τ0ν
�Ελληνικ0ν (lit. the sides with the Persians nations the Greek). In these cases, however,
there can be no doubt as to the articulation of the modifier.

42 That it is not the position of themodifier inside or outside the combination of article
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Only  of the articular modifiers invalidates the conclusion that the
articulation of the modifier serves to indicate that the modifier does not
characterise the referent, but specifies the reference. As Table  shows,
the number of problematic cases is somewhat higher for genitives and
possessives, especially the postnominal ones. Even for these modifiers,
however, the number of exceptions is by far too small to cast doubts on
the general conclusion:
modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)  ()   (,)
adverb (Adv)   
genitive (GEN)  ()  ()43  ()
numeral (num)  ()   ()
participle (PTC)  ()   ()
prepositional phrase (PP)  ()   ()
possessive (pos)  ()  ()  ()
relative clause (rel)   
total  ()  ()  ()

Table . Number of articular modifiers
that do not have a specifying function

and noun, but the articulation of the modifier that is decisive, is also evident from the
many examples in which a demonstrative occurs in between an articular modifier and
the noun, for instance:

(i) �Yτ�ς δ1 -λλ�ς λ4γ�ς λ�γεται περ� τ�$ e�ρ3εω ν4στ�υ, ��δαμ0ς 2μ�ιγε πιστ4ς,
�Vτε -λλως �Vτε τ! Περσ�ων τ�+τ� π���ς.

This is the other tale of Xerxes’ return; but I for my part believe neither the story of
the Persians’ fate (lit. the of Persians this fate) nor any other part of it. (Hdt. .)

(ii) κα� ν$ν �w Zν κ�μ<Nωνται %π� τ6σδε τ6ς &αλ!σσης �ς Βα:υλ0να, καταπλ��ντες
τ�ν Ε�"ρ	την π�ταμ�ν τρ<ς τε (ς τ5ν α1τ5ν τα
την κ4μην παραγ<ν�νται κα� �ν τρισ�
�μ�ρ?ησι.

And now those who travel from this sea to Babylon coming down the river Euphrates
come three times to this same village (lit. to the same this village) and on three different
days. (Hdt. ..)

As will be discussed in section ..., demonstratives, though genuine reference
modifiers, aremarked in the sameway as referent characterisingmodifiers. Consequently,
in single-modifier NPs they either precede or follow the combination of the article and
noun without repetition of the article (demaN or aNdem). The fact that the demonstra-
tives in example (i) and (ii) occur in between an articular modifier and the noun proves
that it is not the position of a modifier in between the article and the noun that is decisive
for its nature, but its articulation.

43 In Hdt. .. the manuscripts offer another version that is in line with my
assumptions about the articulation of the modifier.
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Even though the number of examples that do not legitimate the con-
clusion that articular modifiers specify the reference is very small, a
brief impression of the problematic reference modifiers in my corpus
could be informative:

() Θρασ�:�υλ�ς δ1 τ�ν �λ&4ντα παρ� τ�$ Περι!νδρ�υ �3	γαγε 23ω
τ�$ -στε�ς, �σ:�ς δ1 �ς -ρ�υραν �σπαρμ�νην .μα τε διε3	ιε τ� λ	ι�ν
�πειρωτ0ν τε κα� %ναπ�δ<Nων τ�ν κ	ρυκα κατ� τ5ν �π! Κ�ρ3ν��υ
�πι6ιν, ( . . . ).

Thrasyboulos led the man who had come from Periander outside the
town, and entered into a sown field. As he walked through the corn, he
continually asked why themessenger had come to him fromKorinth (lit.
about the from Korinth arrival), ( . . . ). (Hdt. .N)

() κα� τ�νΚ$ρ�ν%κ��σαντα τ0ν 9ρμην�ων τ�Κρ��σ�ς ε_πε, μεταγν4ντα
τε κα� �νν'σαντα Iτι κα� α�τ�ς -ν&ρωπ�ς �Hν -λλ�ν -ν&ρωπ�ν,
γεν4μεν�ν 9ωυτ�$ ε�δαιμ�ν<?η ��κ �λ!σσω, N'�ντα πυρ� διδ�<η ( . . . )
κελε�ειν σ:ενν�ναι τ�ν τα+<στην τ! και�μεν�ν π+ρ κα� κατα:ι:!Nειν
Κρ��σ4ν τε κα� τ��ς μετ� Κρ�<σ�υ.

When Kyros heard from the interpreters what Kroisos said, he relented
and considered that he, a humanbeing,was burning alive another human
being, one his equal in good fortune. ( . . . ) He ordered that the blazing
fire be extinguished as quickly as possible, and that Kroisos and those
with him be taken down. (Hdt. ..)

() %π�&αν4ντ�ς δ1 Δαρε<�υ � :ασιλη<η %νε+'ρησε �ς τ!ν πα�δα τ!ν
(κε3ν�υ e�ρ3ην.

After Dareios’ death, the royal power descended to his son (lit. the son
the his) Xerxes. (Hdt. .)

In example (), the modifier is preceded by an article even though
it does not clarify which referent is referred to, as the arrival from
Korinth is not distinguished from other possible arrivals. Although the
information given by the modifier is salient (Thrasyboulos is curious
why the herald came all the way from Korinth), it should—according
to my theory on the articulation of modifiers—have been placed before
the article instead of in between the article and the noun. Probably, the
prepositional modifier is placed after the article to prevent an awkward
juxtaposition of two prepositions (viz. κατ� %π� Κ�ρ<ν&�υ τ�ν -πι3ιν).
Likewise, the prenominal articular adjective in () is highly salient
(will Kroisos be saved, now the stake is already on fire?), but does not
single out the intended referent and should thus have been placed before
the article. In example (), finally, the articulation of the postnominal
possessive is unexpected in that it suggests that Dareios’ own son has
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to be distinguished from another πα�ς that has not been begotten by
Dareios. Although there is a grim struggle between the two eldest sons
of Dareios, there is, however, no such contrast between sons of Dareios
and other πα�δες.

... Referent characterisation

As argued in section ..., non-articularmodifiers characterise the ref-
erent. They merely give information on a feature of the referent without
the purpose of distinguishing the intended referent from other possible
referents of the head noun. At least, that is whatmost non-articularmod-
ifiers do. As can be inferred from the discussion of the traditional view
on modifier articulation in section ... and has been more explicitly
mentioned in footnote , the general rule that non-articular modifiers
describe a feature of the referent does not hold for adjectives, numerals
and (some) participles in single-modifier NPs. In contrast to the other
modifiers, these modifiers support the traditional view that modifiers
that are not preceded by an article have predicative value. This does not
imply, however, that adjectives and numerals in single-modifier NPs can-
not be used to ascribe a feature to the referent, but that for thesemodifiers
the use of the XaN or aNX pattern is not the appropriate way of doing do
so. Section ... discusses the alternative they use.
Before passing over to the discussion of the use of referent character-

ising modifiers, a statistical overview of the occurrences of the various
modifiers provides some valuable observations:

modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)   () 
adverb (Adv) — — —
genitive (GEN)  ()  () 
numeral (num)  ()  () 
participle (PTC)  ()  () 
possessives (pos)  ()  () 
prepositional phrase (PP)  ()  () 
relative clause (rel)  ()  () 
total  ()  () 

Table . The number of referent characterising modifiers in my corpus

First of all, the statistical overview shows that not every modifier used
as a reference modifier is also frequently used as referent characterising
modifier. Non-articular adverbs appear not to occur in my corpus and
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adjectives and numerals do so only very rarely. The complete absence of
non-articular adverbsmust be a consequence of their semantics. Because
adverbs, in their function as modifiers, always set up a contrast between
the intended referent and other possible entities (e.g. the temple there (vs.
the one here), the way back (vs. the way there), the days before (vs. the
days after)), they aremuch better suited as reference specifyingmodifiers
than as referent characterising modifiers. The very low frequency of
adjectives and numerals is due to the fact that in single-modifier NPs
adjectives and numerals use an alternative construction if they are meant
to characterise the referent (see section ...).
Even for those referent characterising modifiers that are attested, their

numbers are generally far smaller than their articular counterparts
(except for the genitive that is slightly more often non-articular than
articular). Grice’s maxim of quantity, which prescribes not to provide
more information than strictly necessary for the purpose of the com-
munication,44 could be held responsible for this. Modifiers which clarify
to which referent the speaker refers are obviously more necessary for the
purpose of communication than modifiers applying information on the
characteristics of the referent.
The final remarkable observation on the basis of statistics is that, in

contrast to reference modifiers, referent characterising modifiers pre-
fer to follow the noun. The preference for a postposition may again be
explained by the different function of the referent characterising mod-
ifier. It was argued in section .. that the frequent preposition of the
reference modifier could be explained if we assume that the need for a
referencemodifier indicating to which referent the speaker refers is most
urgent in the case of an explicit or implicit contrast between several avail-
able referents. However, since referent characterising modifiers do not
contrast the intended referent with other available referents, it is only
natural that the number of pragmatically marked, prenominal referent
characterising modifiers is far less high.

.... Referent characterisation in general

This section discusses the use of non-articular modifiers other than
adjectives, numerals and participles. I will argue that whereas the infor-
mation given by an articular modifier always distinguishes the intended

44 For Grice’s maxim of quantity, see footnote .
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referent from other possible referents of the head noun, there is no such
contrast between intended referent and other entities if the modifier is
non-articular:45

() τ!δε γ�ρ ��κ �με�ς κατεργασ!με&α, %λλ� &ε�< τε κα� 5ρωες, �] �"&4-
νησαν -νδρα `να τ6ς τε @Ασ<ης κα� τ6ς Ε�ρ'πης :ασιλε$σαι, �4ντα
%ν4σι4ν τε κα� %τ!σ&αλ�ν/ Rς τ! τε Aρ� κα� τ� ;δια �ν �μ�<=ω �π�ι�ετ�,
�μπιπρ!ς τε κα� κατα:!λλων τ'ν �ε'ν τ� �γ�λματα,

It is not we who have won this victory, but the gods and the heroes, who
deemed Asia and Europe too great a realm for one man to rule, being
wicked and impious; one who dealt alike with shrines and private places,
burning and overthrowing the images of the gods (lit. of the gods the
images). (Hdt. ..)

() τ��ς δ1 ]ππ�υς α�τ0ν ε_ναι λασ<�υς .παν τ� σ0μα κα� �π� π�ντε
δακτ�λ�υς τ! #���ς τ'ν τρι�'ν, σμικρ��ς δ1 κα� σιμ��ς κα� %δυν!-
τ�υς -νδρας "�ρειν, Nευγνυμ�ν�υς δ1 �π’ .ρματα ε_ναι X3υτ!τ�υς/

Their horses are said to be shaggy along their whole body and the length
of their hair (lit. the depth of the hairs) is five fingers; they are small,
blunt-nosed, and unable to bear men on their backs, but very swift when
yoked to chariots. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ), τ�$ δαιμ�ν<�υ παρασκευ!N�ντ�ς Iκως πανωλε&ρ<?η %π�λ4μεν�ι
κατα"αν1ς τ�$τ� τ��σι %ν&ρ'π�ισι π�ι	σωσι,*ς τ0ν μεγ!λων %δικη-
μ!των μεγ!λαι εDσ� κα� α. τιμωρ3αι παρ� τ'ν �ε'ν.

( . . . ), the divine powers provided that they (= the Trojans), perishing in
utter destruction, shouldmake this clear to all mankind: that retribution
from the gods (lit. the retributions of the gods) for terrible wrongdoing
is also terrible. (Hdt. ..)

45 Kühner-Gerth (: I ) assume that in the case of a genitival modifier the
difference between the reference pattern (or as they call it: the attributive position) and the
referent pattern (or: predicative position) is that in the former ‘das Substantiv mit seinem
Genitive einen Gegensatz zu einem anderen Gegenstande derselben Gattung bildet, als
� @Α&ηνα<ων δ6μ�ς: das athenische Volk im Gegensatze zu einem anderen Volke’, while
in the latter ‘das Substantiv einen Teil des im Genitive stehenden Substantivs bezeichnet,
und dieser Teil einem anderen Teile desselben Substantivs entgegengesetzt wird, als: �
δ6μ�ς τ0ν @Α&ηνα<ων: das Volk der Athener und nicht die Vornehmen’. Although I do
agree with Kühner-Gerth’s description of the function of the ‘attributive’ genitive, their
definition of the function of the ‘predicative’ genitive is too narrow. Although in examples
like () the aNGEN pattern does contrast two parts of the same entity, such a partitive
reading is not a prerequisite for the use of the aNGEN pattern (cf. examples  and )
and (at least in my corpus) never applies for the GENaN pattern. Furthermore, I do
not agree with Kühner-Gerth’s observation that in the case of a reference modifier the
stress is on the genitive, whereas a referent modifier stresses the head noun. In my view,
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In examples () and (), the non-articular genitives,46 although
indispensable for the identification of the referent, are not meant to dis-
tinguish the intended referent from other possible referents: the statues
of the gods are not contrasted with other statues, nor is the length of the
hair contrasted to another length.47 In the same way, the non-articular
prepositional phrase in example () does not distinguish revenge of the
gods from some other type of revenge. The non-articular modifiers in
these examples do thus not indicate which referent is referred to, but sim-
ply describe a feature of the statues, length and revenge, by which these
nouns happen to become identifiable.
Although referent characterisingmodifiers (henceforth: referentmod-

ifiers) never set up a contrast between the intended referent of the head
noun and some other entity that satisfies the description of the noun (e.g.
the general of the navy and the one of the infantry), the nounmodified by
a referent modifier itself may be, and often is, contrastive. In these cases,
aN1X is opposed to aN2X:
() (= ) *ς δ1 ^γαγ�ν τ�ν {Απιν �A Aρ�ες, � Καμ:�σης, �8α �Hν �π�μαρ-

γ4τερ�ς, σπασ!μεν�ς τ� �γ+ειρ<δι�ν, &�λων τ�ψαι τ5ν γαστ�ρα τ�+
hΑπι�ς πα<ει τ�ν μηρ4ν/

When the priests led Apis in, Kambyses—for he was all but mad—drew
his dagger and, meaning to stab the belly of the Apis, stuck the thigh.

(Hdt. ..)

() �μ�<ως γ!ρ μ�ι ν$ν γε "α<ν�μαι πεπ�ιηκ�ναι *ς ε; τις πατ�ρα %π�-
κτε<νας τ'ν πα3δων α1τ�+ "ε<σαιτ�·

For it seems I have acted like one who slays the father and spares his
children (lit. the children of him). (Hdt. ..)

the pragmatic marking of the modifier depends on its pre- or postposition rather than
its articulation. The other grammars either hint at the same direction as Kühner-Gerth
(cf. Schwyzer-Debrunner : , Goodwin : +), or do not discuss the
difference inmeaning between the attributive and predicative genitive at all (Gildersleeve
, Smyth ).

46 Perhaps unnecessarily, it should be emphasised that non-articular does not mean
that the modifier itself has to be indefinite, but that the modifier is not preceded by an
article that agrees with the head noun in gender, case and number. Thus, the modifiers
in τ� τ0ν &ε0ν %γ!λματα (lit. the of the gods statues) and τ� :!&�ς τ� τ0ν τρι+0ν (lit.
the depth the of the hairs) are articular, whereas the ones in τ0ν &ε0ν τ� %γ!λματα (lit.
of the gods the statues) and τ� :!&�ς τ0ν τρι+0ν (lit. the depth of the hairs) are not.

47 Even though the horses havemore body parts with a certain length, the author does
evidently not intend to contrast the length of their hairs to another length.
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In examples () and (), the contrast is between Apis’ belly and his
thigh and between a father and his children respectively. Although the
genitive and possessive are helpful for the identification of the intended
referent, they are not reference modifiers, for they do not distinguish
Apis’ stomach from someone else’s stomach or the father’s children from
someone else’s children.48
Not only the nounmodified by a referent modifier may be contrastive,

but also the referent modifier itself. For although a referent modifier
never sets up a contrast between the referent of the head noun and
other entities fitting the description of the noun, there can be a contrast
between the referent of the modifier itself and some other entity. In that
case, the difference with reference modifiers is that it is the referent of
the modifier on its own (the genitive or possessive) that is opposed to
some other entity and not the referent of the NP in its totality.This rather
abstract difference can be illuminated by the following three examples:
() μετ� δ1 �� π�λλ�ν +ρ4ν�ν τyυτ� "ρ�ν	σαντες �= τε τ�+ Μεγακλ��ς

στασι'ται κα� �A τ�$ Λυκ��ργ�υ �3ελα�ν�υσ< μιν.

But after a short time the partisans of Megakles (lit. the of Megakles
partisans) and of Lycourgos made common cause and drove him out.

(Hdt. ..)

() �ν&α$τα %πικ�μ�ν�υς τ��ς �ναντ<�υς ( . . . ) α�τ��σι �πι+υ&�ντας νυκ-
τ�ς μ$ς %ρ�υρα<�υς κατ� μ1ν "αγε�ν τ��ς "αρετρε0νας α�τ0ν, κατ�
δ1 τ� τ43α, πρ�ς δ1 τ'ν �σπ3δων τ� 0�ανα,

Their enemies came there, too, ( . . . ) and during the night were overrun
by a horde of field mice that gnawed their quivers and bows and the
handles of shields (lit. of the shields the handles). (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) 2"ευγ�ν �ς τ�ς Θ	:ας, �� τ?6 περ �A Π�ρσαι κα� τ'ν �λλων συμ-
μ��ων 9 π^ς <μιλ�ς �Vτε διαμα+εσ!μεν�ς ��δεν� �Vτε τι %π�δε3!με-
ν�ς 2"ευγ�ν.

( . . . ) they fled toThebes, but not by the way which the Persians had fled
and the whole multitude of the allies (lit. of the other allies the whole
multitude) which had fought no fight to the end nor achieved any feat of
arms. (Hdt. .)

48 Although there are two stomachs available in example (), viz. the stomach of the
Apis and the stomach of Kambyses himself, the modifier is not meant to distinguish
between these two possible referents of the noun. As the remainder of the sentence
clarifies, Herodotus did not want to communicate that it was the stomach of the Apis
(and not that of Kambyses himself) that Kambyses wanted to stab, but that Kambyses
wanted to stab the Apis’ belly, but struck his thigh.
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In example (), the articular genitivalmodifier separates the partisans
of Megakles from those of Lykourgos. In example (), by contrast, the
contrast is between the shields (the referent of the genitive) and the
quivers and bows, not between the handles of the shields, on the one
hand, and those of the quivers and bows, on the other, as would have
been the case if an articular genitive had been used. Similarly, the non-
articular genitive in () sets up a contrast between the Persians and the
other allies and not between the multitude of the allies and some other
multitude. So, whereas a reference modifier is used if the author wants to
clarify which referent is referred to by contrasting the intended referent
of the head noun to other possible referents, a referent modifier is used
if it is the referent of themodifier that is contrasted to some other entity.
However, this hypothesis seems to be falsified by examples like ()

and () where there does seem to be a contrast between the referent of
the head noun and some other referent, despite the fact that the modifier
is non-articular:
() τ�+ μ1ν δ� πρ4τ�υ κ
κλ�υ �. πρ�μα�ε'ν�ς εDσι λευκ�<, τ�$ δ1 δευτ�-

ρ�υ μ�λανες, τρ<τ�υ δ1 κ�κλ�υ "�ιν<κε�ι, τετ!ρτ�υ δ1 κυ!νε�ι, π�μ-
πτ�υ δ1 σανδαρ!κιν�ι.

Of the first circle the battlements are white, of the second black, of the
third circle purple, of the fourth blue, and of the fifth orange.

(Hdt. ..)49

() �A δ1 OΕλληνες, �πε<τε ��κ �8�< τε �γ<ν�ντ� �3ελε�ν τ�ν JΑνδρ�ν, τραπ4-
μεν�ι �ς Κ!ρυστ�ν κα� δηι'σαντες α1τ'ν τ5ν �4ρην %παλλ!σσ�ντ�
�ς Σαλαμ�να.

As for the Greeks, not being able to take Andros, they went to Karystos.
When they had laid waste their land (lit. of them the land), they returned
to Salamis. (Hdt. ..)

Although it might seem that in example () the battlements of the first
circle are contrasted with those of the second, third etc. and that the
land of Karystians in () is contrasted with the land of the inhabitants
of Andros, I would like to argue that the referents of the modifiers (the
circles and the two nations), and not those of the NP in its totality (the
battlements of the circles and the land of the nations), are opposed to each
other. The difference between these two options can be illustrated more
clearly by the following examples about the seating plan of a cinema:

49 I cannot explain why τρ<τ�υ κ�κλ�υ, τετ!ρτ�υ and π�μπτ�υ lack an article, nor
whywith τ�$ δευτ�ρ�υ, τετ!ρτ�υ and π�μπτ�υ the noun is omitted, while it is expressed
with τρ<τ�υ.
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(a) The chairs of the even rows are black, those of the uneven are white.

(b) Of the even rows the chairs are black, of the uneven white.

In example (a) the chairs of the even rows are contrasted with those
of the uneven rows. Hence, in my terminology, the genitival modifiers ‘of
the even rows’ and ‘of the uneven rows’ are referencemodifiers, indicating
which referent is referred to. In example (b), by contrast, it is the
rows instead of the chairs that are contrasted, even though the contrast
between the even and uneven rows is set up via the chairs.Themodifiers
in this example do not set up a contrast between the referents of the head
of the NP (the chairs), but between their own referents (the rows). In
Greek, a contrast between the referents of the nouns like in (a) would
be expressed by a noun modified by a reference modifier; a contrast
between the referents of themodifiers like in example (b), on the other
hand, would be expressed by a noun modified by a referent modifier (cf.
examples  and ).
That a reference modifier is used in the case of a contrast between the

referent of the head noun and some other entity, while a referentmodifier
may only set up a contrast between the referent of the modifier and some
other entity is supported by the following two examples:

() διε3ι��σης δ1 τ6ς στρατι6ς Β!δρης μ1ν 9 τ�+ ναυτικ�+ στρατ�+ στρα-
τηγ!ς �κ�λευε αAρ�ειν τ�ν π4λιν, JΑμασις δ1 9 τ�+ πεQ�+ ��κ 2α/

As the army was passing through, Badres the admiral of the fleet (lit.
the of the sea army the general) was for taking the city, but Amasis the
general of the land army would not consent. (Hdt. ..)

() καλ��νται δ1 �� κρ�κ4δειλ�ι %λλ� +!μψαι/ κρ�κ�δε<λ�υς δ1 JΙωνες
yν4μασαν, εDκ!N�ντες α1τ'ν τ� ε%δεα τ��σι παρ� σ"<σι γιν�μ�ν�ισι
κρ�κ�δε<λ�ισι τ��σι �ν τ?6σι αAμασι?6σι.

They (= the Egyptians) do not call them crocodiles, but khampsae. The
Ionians named them crocodiles, comparing their form (lit. of them the
forms) to the lizards that they have in their walls. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the repetition of the article before the modifier τ�$
πεN�$ ‘of the infantry’ verifies that the strategos of the navy is contrasted
with � ‘the one’ of the infantry. In example (), by contrast, the form
of the khampsae is not compared to τ��σι τ0ν κρ�κ�δε<λων ‘those of
the crocodiles’ but with τ��σι κρ�κ�δε<λ�ισι ‘the crocodiles’ themselves.
These two examples support the view that a referent modifier, in contrast
to a reference modifier, does not contrast the intended referent of the
head noun to other entities fitting the description of the noun.
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.... Referent characterisation by adjectives, numerals and participles

Although adjectives, numerals and participles are frequently non-
articular, I have not discussed these modifiers in the previous section on
referent characterisation, because (at least in single-modifier NPs) non-
articular adjectives, numerals and (some) participles are not attributive
elements modifying the head of the NP, but have predicative force. In
contrast to attributive adjectives/numerals/participles, whichmodify the
head of anNP, predicative adjectives/numerals/participles are used either
as the predicate after a copular verb or as an adjunct of state, in which
case they express the state of the referent during, according to or result-
ing from the SoA.50 Assuming that the recognition of predicative adjec-
tives/numerals/participles as the predicate after a copular verb will cause
no problems, I will focus on the difference between attributive adjec-
tives/numerals/participles and predicative adjectives/numerals/partici-
ples used as adjuncts of state. This difference can be clarified by the fol-
lowing three examples:
(a) I like the black door better than the white one.

(b) I like the black door. (*better than the white one)

(c) I like the door black.

In example (a), the adjective attributes the property ‘black’ to the head
of the NP (the door). As this property helps the addressee find out which
referent is referred to (the black door instead of the white one), in my
terminology, this attributive adjective can be called a reference modifier.
The adjective in (b) also attributes the property black to the head of
the NP, but in this case without the purpose to clarify which of the
referents is meant. In my terminology, this adjective may be called a
referentmodifier. In example (c), on the other hand, the adjective black
no longer characterises the head of the NP, but expresses a momentary
state of the door (‘I like the door when black’). An adjective like this is
said to be an adjunct of state or have predicative value (in the traditional
grammars, at least).51
The crucial difference between reference and referentmodifiers, on the

one hand, and adjuncts of state, on the other, is that the former express
a feature of the referent, whereas the latter provide an indication of a

50 For this definition of an adjunct of state, see Haeseryn et al. (: ff.)
51 For a very clear analysis of the use of ‘predicative’ adjectives as adjuncts of state in

English (although he does not name them as such), see Bolinger ().
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temporary state of the referent. Consequently, adjuncts of state never set
up a contrast between two different referents that contrast with respect
to some property (e.g. the black door vs. the white one), but contrast the
same referent in different states (e.g. the door black and the very same
door white). In English (like in other European languages), the use of
adjuncts of state is rather limited as they can only express a temporary
state of the subject or object of the sentence. In Ancient Greek, however,
the use of adjuncts of state is far more extensive, as can be illustrated
by the following two examples, where the predicative element is added
to an adjunct in the dative case and a noun in a prepositional phrase
respectively:

() (= ) μετ� δ1 τα$τα πεπληρωμ�νCησι τC�σι νηυσ� παρ6σαν �A JΙωνες,
σ�ν δ� σ"ι κα� ΑD�λ�ων �] Λ�σ:�ν ν�μ�νται.

The Ionians then came there with their ships manned (lit. manned the
ships), and with them the Aeolians who dwell in Lesbos. (Hdt. ..)

() μαρτ�ρι�ν δ� �A ε_ναι *ς %λη&�α τα$τα λ�γει, Iτι (π� ψυ�ρ!ν τ!ν 2πν!ν
Περ<ανδρ�ς τ��ς -ρτ�υς �π�:αλε.

Then, as evidence for him that she spoke the truth, she added that
Periander had put his loaves into a cold oven (lit. into cold the oven).

(Hdt. .η)

Although predicative modifiers like πεπληρωμ�ν?ησι in example ()
and ψυ+ρ4ν in example () fall outside the scope of my research since
they do not (only) modify the head of the NP and are therefore no
constituents of theNPproper, I will dedicate somewords to the difference
between the adjectival modifiers πKς, α�τ4ς and the adjectives of place
-κρ�ς/μ�σ�ς/2σ+ατ�ς in their role as referencemodifier and in their role
as adjuncts of state, before turning to the alternative construction used
by adjectives and numerals that characterise the referent.
The difference in meaning between the adjectival modifiers πKς, α�-

τ4ς and -κρ�ς/μ�σ�ς/2σ+ατ�ς in ‘predicative’ and ‘attributive’ position
is discussed by almost all grammars on Ancient Greek.52 However, they

52 With respect to adjectives of place, they all agree that when used in the ‘predica-
tive’ position they indicate a position (the top, the middle or the last) within the referent
to which the noun refers (e.g. the middle of the market), while in the ‘attributive’ posi-
tion, they designate the position of the referent itself, e.g. the middle market (cf. Gilder-
sleeve : ff., Goodwin : , Kühner-Gerth : I ff., Smyth : ).
Although most grammars are less explicit on πKς, there seems to be agreement on the
fact that it expresses the sum total or the collective when it is in ‘attributive’ position (the
whole of the city/the entire city), whereas in the more usual ‘predicative’ position it simply
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cannot explain their observations. Yet, if we assume that the general fea-
ture of the articular modifiers is reference specification rather than their
attributive position, the different meanings of the adjectival modifiers
πKς, α�τ4ς and -κρ�ς/μ�σ�ς/2σ+ατ�ς in the various patterns can be
accounted for easily.
Like other adjectives, the modifiers πKς, α�τ4ς and -κρ�ς/μ�σ�ς/2σ-

+ατ�ςwhen articular (or, as the grammars would say, in ‘attributive’ posi-
tion) help the addressee find out which referent is referred to; when non-
articular (or in ‘predicative’ position), on the other hand, they describe
a temporary state of the referent.53 This can be illustrated most convinc-
ingly by the adjective πKς. While non-articular πKς is used as an adjunct
of state contrasting the referent in its totality to a part of the same ref-
erent (example ), articular πKς clarifies which referent is referred to
(example ):
() εD γ�ρ �&ελ	σ�μεν �σδ�3ασ&αι τ��ς π�λεμ<�υς �ς τ�ν +'ρην, Iδε τ�ι

�ν α�τ=0 κ<νδυν�ς 2νι. �σσω&ε�ς μ1ν πρ�σαπ�λλ�εις π^σαν τ5ν �ρ�$ν.

This is the danger if we agree to let the enemy enter your country: if you
lose the battle, you lose your whole empire (lit. whole the empire) also.

(Hdt. ..)

() �Vτε γ�ρ 2&νε�ς 9κ!στ�υ �π!3ι�ι Pσαν �A �γεμ4νες, 2ν τε 2&νεϊ 9κ!-
στ=ω Iσαι περ π4λιες τ�σ�$τ�ι κα� �γεμ4νες Pσαν. ε]π�ντ� δ1 *ς ��
στρατηγ�� %λλ’ uσπερ �A -λλ�ι στρατευ4μεν�ι δ�$λ�ι, �πε� στρατηγ�<
γε �A τ! π^ν 2+�ντες κρ�τ�ς κα� -ρ+�ντες τ0ν �&ν�ων 9κ!στων, Iσ�ι
α�τ0ν Pσαν Π�ρσαι, εDρ�ατα< μ�ι.

The leaders of each nation are not worthy of mention, and every city
of each nation had a leader of its own. These came not as generals but
as slaves, like the rest of the expedition; I have already said who were
the generals of supreme authority (lit. the generals having the whole
authority) and the Persian commanders of each nation. (Hdt. ..)

Whereas πKσαν in () implicitly contrasts the loss of that part of the
empire where the fight takes place to the loss of the empire in its totality,

means all (all the city) (cf. Gildersleeve : ff., Goodwin : –, Kühner-
Gerth : I ff., Smyth : ). Α�τ4ς, finally, which receives less attention, is
said to mean the same in ‘attributive’ position, while in ‘predicative’ position its meaning
is self (cf. Goodwin : , Smyth : ).

53 I do not agree with Basset (: ) that adjectives like πKς and μ�σ�ς are any
different from other adjectives in ‘predicative’ position. According to Basset, adjectives
like πKς and μ�σ�ς are specifiers specifying the amount of the entity defined by the
noun, while other adjectives in ‘predicative’ position are elements that describe a mode
of being or non-inherent property of the referent. In my view, however, all adjectives in
‘predicative’ position are adjuncts of state that describe a temporary state of the referent.
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πKν in () helps the addressee find out which referent is referred to,
as πKν contrasts the supreme power of the strategoi to the power of the
leaders of the various nations. However small the difference may be in
individual examples, the underlying principle is that non-articular πKς
contrasts the x in its totality to the non-complete x, whereas πKς in
its function as a reference modifier always sets up a contrast between
the supreme/total x and parts of the x, or, in plural NPs, between the
collective xs and its individual members.54
Similarly, α�τ4ς in ‘predicative’ position with the meaning self is used

as an adjunct of state (example ), while in ‘attributive’ position with the
meaning same it is a reference modifier that helps the addressee to find
out which referent is referred to (example ):55

() �Yτ�ι γ�ρ &εραπε��υσι τ��ς Zν α1τ!ς 9 #ασιλεJς κελε�σ?η, %ργυρ'-
νητ�ι δ1 ��κ εDσ< σ"ι &ερ!π�ντες.

For those whom the king himself (lit. self the king) tells to do so serve,
and they (= the Skythians) do not have servants bought by money.

(Hdt. ..)

() (= ) � μ1ν τα$τα �πειρ'τα, � δ’ αgτις τ!ν α1τ�ν σ"ι �ρησμ!ν 2"αινε
κελε�ων �κδιδ4ναι Πακτ�ην Π�ρσ?ησι.

This he (= Aristodikos) asked; and the god again gave them exactly the
same answer, that Paktyes should be surrendered to the Persians.

(Hdt. ..)

Non-articular ‘predicative’ adjectives of place (e.g. � %γ4ρα μ�ση), finally,
contrast a position within the referent to a different position within the
same referent (the middle of the market vs. the periphery of the same
market). When articular, however, the adjectives clarify which referent
is referred to by contrasting the first, middle or last x to another x (e.g.
the middle market as opposed to the one on the left).
In the examples above, the modifiers πKς, α�τ4ς and -κρ�ς/μ�σ�ς/

2σ+ατ�ς when non-articular did not modify the noun, as would have
been expected on the basis of the description of non-articular modifiers
in the previous section, but had predicative force. As argued above, a
predicative interpretation of the modifier in these positions is not con-

54 In singular, Dutch seems to be able to express a similar distinction by heel de wereld
(‘whole the world’) vs. de hele wereld (‘the whole world’).

55 The semantics of α�τ4ς falls outside the scope of my research on word order in the
NP. Yet, irrespective of the exact meaning of α�τ4ς, the difference between α�τ4ς as a
predicative element and as a reference modifier is apparent.
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fined to this group ofmodifiers, but applies to all adjectives and numerals
in single-modifier NPs alike.56 This does not imply, however, that adjec-
tives and numerals cannot be used as a common referent modifier at all,
but that for these modifiers the XaN and aNX patterns are not the appro-
priate way of expressing referent characterisation.57 In single-modifier
NPs, referent characterisation by adjectives and numerals is only possi-
ble if the adjective or numeral is combined with a form of the participle
of εDμ<, as in examples () and ():58

() �ν&α$τα *ς ��κ ε_+ε "ι!λην � 2σ+ατ�ς 9στεHς α�τ0ν Ψαμμ	τι+�ς,
περιελ4μεν�ς τ5ν κυν�ην (�+σαν �αλκ�ην �π�σ+ε τε κα� 2σπενδε.

So the last in line, Psammetichos, as he had no vessel, took off his bronze
helmet (lit. the helmet being bronze) and held it out and poured the
libation with it. (Hdt. ..)

() μνημ4συνα δ1 �λ<πετ� πρ� τ�$ �Η"αιστε<�υ %νδρι!ντας λι&<ν�υς δ��
μ1ν τρι	κ�ντα π	+εων, 9ωυτ4ν τε κα� τ�ν γυνα�κα, τ�Jς δ1 πα�δας
(�ντας τ�σσερας, ε;κ�σι π	+εων `καστ�ν.

To commemorate his name, he set before the temple of Hephaistos two
stone statues thirty cubits high, of himself and of his wife, and of his four
sons (lit. the sons being four), each twenty cubits. (Hdt. ..)

By combining the adjective or numeral with a participle of εDμ<, the
author makes it clear that the adjective in () and the numeral in ()
modify the head of the NP and ascribe a permanent property instead of
a temporary state to the referent. Psammetichos in () does not take off
his helmet bronze, but takes of his bronze helmet; and Sesoostris in ()
does not set up a statue of his children when they are four, but sets up a
statue of his four children.

56 A numeral with predicative force that occurs regularly in my corpus is %μ"4τερα.
Cf. Hdt. .. ( . . . ) �� δυναμ�ν�υς δ1 %νασπ!σαι �κ τ0ν :!&ρων α�τ� ��τω δ� περι-
:αλ�μ�ν�υς σ+�ιν<α `λκειν, �ς �Y 9λκ4μενα τ� �γ�λματα �μ��τερα τyυτ� π�ι6σαι,
�μ�� μ1ν �� πιστ� λ�γ�ντες, -λλ=ω δ� τε=ω/ (‘ . . . unable to drag them from the bases, they
fastened cords on them and dragged them until the statues both—this I cannot believe,
but another might—did the same thing . . . ’).

57 The use of non-articular participles will be discussed separately below.
58 In my corpus, this construction occurs  times in single-modifier NPs. In all these

cases, the combination of adjective or numeral and participle follows the noun. As the
following example of a more complex NP shows, however, preposing is in principle
possible: τ�$τ� μ�ν, τ� @Αρτεμ<σι�ν, �κ τ�$ πελ!γε�ς τ�$Θρηικ<�υ �3 ε�ρ��ς συν!γεται
(ς στειν!ν (�ντα τ!ν π�ρ�ν τ!ν μετα6J ν$σ�υ τε Σκι���υ κα� Oπε3ρ�υ Μαγνησ3ης/
(‘The former, Artemisium, is where the wide Thracian sea contracts until the passage
between the island of Skiathos and the mainland of Magnesia is but narrow (lit. to the
passage between . . . being narrow).’ Hdt. ..).
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The addition of a participle of εDμ<may not only be helpful to prevent
a predicative interpretation of the adjective or numeral, but may also
avoid a wrong segmentation of the sentence (example ), or prevent
the interpretation of the modifier as the predicate of an unexpressed
copular verb (example ). As in the previous examples, the participle
has to make clear that the postnominal adjective or numeral belongs to
the preceding noun phrase.59

() But they harassed and plundered all their neighbours, as a result of which
the Tyrrhenians and Karthaginians made common cause against them,
and sailed to attack them with sixty ships each.

�A δ1 Φωκαι�ες πληρ'σαντες κα� α�τ�� τ� πλ��α, (�ντα �ρι�μ!ν
"6$κ�ντα, %ντ<αN�ν �ς τ� Σαρδ4νι�ν καλε4μεν�ν π�λαγ�ς.

The Phocaeans also manned their ships, sixty in number (lit. the ships
being in number sixty), and met the enemy in the sea called Sardonian.

(Hdt. ..)

() τ� �1ν�ματ� σ�ι (�ντα <μ�ια τ��σι σ4μασι κα� τC� μεγαλ�πρεπε3Cη
τελευτ0σι π!ντα �ς τyυτ� γρ!μμα, τ� Δωρι�ες μ1ν σ�ν καλ��υσι,
JΙωνες δ1 σ<γμα.

Their names, which agree with their appearance and their magnifi-
cence (lit. the names being similar to . . . ), all end in the same letter, that
which the Dorians call san, and the Ionians sigma. (Hdt. .)

In example (), the participle prevents the numeral from being inter-
preted as an argument of the verb %ντ<αN�ν (‘they encountered sixty’)
instead of the modifier of the preceding πλ��α (‘ships’). In example (),
the omission of the participle could have led to the erroneous interpre-
tation of Iμ�ια as the predicate adjective (‘the names are similar to their
bodies’).60
The use of the participle construction in examples like () and ()

explains why modifiers other than adjectives and numerals may also be
combined with a participle of εDμ<. Although genitives, possessives and
prepositional phrases cannot have predicative value, it may be uncertain
whether they modify the preceding noun. In such cases, the addition of

59 In the reference patterns (a)NaX, such a strategy is of course unnecessary as the
repetition of the article makes clear that the following modifier must be understood as
modifying the preceding noun.

60 Of course, this false interpretation would have been corrected by the remainder of
the sentence, which clarifies that an interpretation of the adjective as the predicate is not
correct. Such a re-analysis of the sentence is not necessary, however, now the participle
�4ντα is included before the adjective.
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a participle of εDμ< may clarify the intention of the author.61 In example
(), for instance, the participle clarifies that the prepositional phrase is
a modifier belonging to the preceding noun rather than a satellite of the
verb (‘so that they were at Mykale under shelter of their army’):62

() �ς δ1 τ�ν ^πειρ�ν %π�πλε�ν, Iκως 2ωσι Nπ! τ!ν πεQ!ν στρατ!ν τ!ν
σ��τερ�ν (�ντα (ν τC� Μυκ�λCη, Rς κελε�σαντ�ς e�ρ3εω καταλελειμ-
μ�ν�ς τ�$ -λλ�υ στρατ�$ @Ιων<ην �"�λασσε.

The reason for their making for the main land was that they might be
under the shelter of their army at Mykale (lit. the land army the theirs
being at the Mykale), which had been left by Xerxes’ command behind
the rest of his army to hold Ionia. (Hdt. ..)

Whereas in single-modifier NPs the addition of a participle to a non-
articular adjective or numeral with a referent function is obligatory, irre-
spective of the question of whether the context gives rise to a possi-
ble wrong interpretation of the modifier,63 in multiple-modifier NPs a

61 Theoretically, a relative clause could also be used to prevent a predicative interpre-
tation of a modifier or to avoid a wrong segmentation of the sentence (e.g. ‘the names,
which are similar to their appearance’ instead of ‘the names being similar to their appear-
ance’). In practice, however, such relative clauses do not occur. Apart from a very small
number of exceptions, relative clauses with a copular verb only occur if the head noun
(the antecedent) has no subject function in the relative clause (e.g. Hdt. .. τ=0 &ε=0
τ�$ Zν ?P τ� &ηρ<�ν ‘the god, to whom the animal was dedicated’ and Hdt. .. τ�ν
γυνα�κα, τ?6 �Vν�μα ε_ναι @Αργε<ην ‘the woman, whose name was Argeia (lit. to whom
was A. as a name’)).

62 My interpretation of the participle of εDμ< as indication that themodifier in question
has a function at the level of the NP instead of the level of the sentence contravenes the
view of Rijksbaron et al. (: ), who—for some reason—consider the constructions
with a participle of εDμ< to be appositions. In their view, the construction with a participle
of εDμ< indicates that the modifier in question is no fully integrated part of the NP, but
a somewhat separate constituent. Yet, in my corpus, I see no indications for a non-
integral interpretation of the modifier. In almost all instances, however, I do see that the
absence of the participle would lead to an unwanted interpretation of the modifier as a
sentence constituent instead of a noun phrase constituent. Furthermore, these participle
constructions may precede the noun (see footnote , which is—to be honest—the only
example in my corpus), which seems incompatible with an appositional interpretation.
A third argument against the interpretation of the constructions with a participle of εDμ<
as appositions is that for an appositional interpretation of a modifier, the addition of a
participle of εDμ< is not necessary, e.g. Hdt. .. π
λαι δ1 �νεστKσι π�ρι3 τ�$ τε<+ε�ς
"κατ�ν, ��λκεαι π^σαι ( . . . ) (‘there are a hundred gates in the circuit of the wall, all
of bronze (lit. gates hundred, bronze all) . . . ’). On the basis of these three arguments,
I assume that the function of the participle construction is to indicate that the modifier
with which it is combined is a referentmodifier characterising the preceding noun, rather
than to ascribe an appositional character to this element.

63 Cf. Hdt. .. πρ�ς δ1 τ�Jς κ4νωπας ����ν�υς (�ντας τ!δε σ"< �στι μεμη+ανη-
μ�να (‘against themosquitos that abound (lit. against themosquitos plentiful being), the
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participle is not automatically added. The difference between examples
() and () without participle and examples () to () with partici-
ple seems to suggest that in multiple-modifier NPs a participle of εDμ< is
only added if the non-articular modifier can be interpreted wrongly:
() τ�ν γ�ρ @Ασ<ην κα� τ� (ν�ικ��ντα @�νεα #�ρ#αρα �Dκηι�$νται �A Π�ρ-

σαι, τ�ν δ1 Ε�ρ'πην κα� τ� �Ελληνικ�ν 5γηνται κε+ωρ<σ&αι.

For the Persians claimAsia and the barbarian peoples that inhabit it (lit.
the inhabiting peoples barbarian) for their own; Europe and the Greek
people they consider to be separate from them. (Hdt. ..)

() τ0ν δ1 κρ�κ�δε<λων "�σις �στ� τ�ι	δε. τ�Jς �ειμεριωτ�τ�υς μ�νας
τ�σσερας �σ&<ει ��δ�ν, ( . . . ).

The nature of crocodiles is as follows. For the four winter months (lit.
the winter months four), it eats nothing, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

() πρ�ς R δ�dν 2μ�ιγε δ�κ�ει ��δ� τ! Πελασγικ!ν @�ν�ς, (!ν #�ρ#αρ�ν,
��δαμ� μεγ!λως α�3η&6ναι.

Besides, I think that the Pelasgic race, a barbarian nation (lit. the Pelas-
gic race being barbarian), never increased much in number. (Hdt. .)

() When the first kingMin hadmade dry land, he first founded in it the city
of Memphis and dug a lake.

τ�$τ� δ1 τ�+ >Η�α3στ�υ τ! .ρ!ν Aδρ�σασ&αι �ν α�τ?6, (!ν μ�γα τε κα�
�6ιαπηγητ�τατ�ν.

. . . and, secondly, he built in it the great and most noteworthy temple
of Hephaistos (lit. of the Hephaistos the temple being great and most
noteworthy). (Hdt. ..)

() *ς δ� �A τα$τα yνε<δισε, %+&�ντων τ0ν πα<δων �ς bψιν, \ναγκ!Nετ� �
Πανι'νι�ς τ'ν "ωυτ�+ πα3δων, τεσσ�ρων (�ντων, τ� α2δ��α %π�τ!-
μνειν, ( . . . ).

After these words of reproach, he brought Panionios’ sons before him
and compelled him to castrate all four of his own children (lit. to cut off
of the of his own children, being four, the genitals), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

Whereas the adjectives in examples () and () can only be interpreted
attributively, an attributive interpretation of the adjectives in examples
()–() is not guaranteed without the addition of the participle. In

following has been devised by them’) and Hdt. .. � δ1 @Αλκμ�ων πρ�ς τ�ν δωρε	ν,
��$σαν τ�ια�την, τ�ι!δε �πιτηδε�σας πρ�σ�"ερε/ (‘considering the nature of the gift
(lit. the gift being this), Alkmeon planned and employed this device’) in which a partici-
ple is added although the adjective cannot be interpreted predicatively.
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example (), for instance, the adjective :!ρ:αρ�νwouldmost probably
have been interpreted as the predicate of an unexpressed copular verb
(‘I don’t think that the Pelasgic stock was barbarian’) if the participle
had been left out.64 In example (), the adjective would have been
understood as a predicative element (‘he dedicated it marvellously’, i.e.
it was marvellous at the time of dedication) without the addition of the
participle. In example (), finally, the omission of the participle might
have led to an erroneous segmentation of the NP (‘of four of his children
he cut off the genitals’ instead of ‘of his four children he cut off the
genitals’). Why the addition of a participle of εDμ< is limited to potentially
problematic instances in multiple-modifier NPs, while it is compulsory
after all adjectives and numerals used as referent modifiers in single-
modifier NPs (even if a predicative reading of the adjective or numeral
is very unlikely on the basis of the context, cf. example  and ) is not
clear.
Although adjectives and numerals in their function as referent modi-

fier aremarked differently from adjectives and numerals with predicative
value, at least in those instances in which confusion might arise, there is
no such formal distinction between participles with a referent charac-
terising function and predicative participles.65 Non-articular participles
may thus be both predicative elements expressing a temporary state of
the referent and referent modifiers describing a feature of the referent.
Whereas participles of εDμ< and 2+ω tend to be used as referent modifiers
(cf. examples – and ), other participles seem to prefer expressing
a temporary state of the referent (cf. example  and ):
() (= ) τ�ν μ1ν δ� εDρ�σαντα τ0ν τ43ων τ� `τερ�ν (δ�� γ�ρ δ� "�ρ�ειν

τ�ως �Ηρακλ�α) κα� τ�ν Nωστ6ρα πρ�δ�3αντα παραδ�$ναι τ� τ43�ν
τε κα� τ!ν Qωστ�ρα @��ντα (π’ �κρης τ�ς συμ#�λ�ς �ι�λην �ρυσ�ην,
δ4ντα δ1 %παλλ!σσεσ&αι, ( . . . ).

So he drew one of his bows (for until then Herakles always carried two),
and showed her the belt, and gave her the bow and the belt, that had a
golden vessel on the end of its clasp (lit. the belt having a golden vessel
. . . ); and, having given them, he departed, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

64 Of course, this false interpretation would have been corrected by the remainder of
the sentence, which clarifies that an interpretation of the adjective as the predicate is not
correct. Such a re-analysis of the sentence is not necessary, however, now the participle
�4ν is included before the adjective.

65 Obviously, the solution to mark adjectives and numerals unmistakably as a referent
modifier (i.e. adding a participle of εDμ<) does not apply to participles.
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() (= ) μετ� δ1 τα$τα πεπληρωμ�νCησι τC�σι νηυσ� παρ6σαν �A JΙωνες,
σ�ν δ� σ"ι κα� ΑD�λ�ων �] Λ�σ:�ν ν�μ�νται.

The Ionians then came there with their ships manned (lit. manned the
ships), and with them the Aeolians who dwell in Lesbos. (Hdt. ..)

() � δ1 2+ει τ�σα�την δ�ναμιν uστε .μα 9ωυτ?6 τ�ν νηδ�ν κα� τ� σπλ�γ-
�να κατατετηκ�τα �3!γει/

It has such great power as to bring out with it the internal organs and the
intestines all dissolved. (Hdt. ..)

As examples () and () show, however, the semantics of the participle
does not have decisive force. The choice for an interpretation of the
participle as either a referent modifier or a predicative element also
depends on its (syntactic) context:

() .τε γ�ρ τ�+ α2γιαλ�+ (�ντ�ς �1 μεγ�λ�υ πρ4κρ�σσαι Iρμε�ν τ� �ς
π4ντ�ν κα� �π� XκτH ν�ας.

Since the beach was not large (lit. the beach being not large), they lay at
anchor in rows eight ships deep out into the sea. (Hdt. ..)

() π�ιε$ντες δ1 τα$τα κα� διε3ι4ντες πKσαν τ�ν Μιλησ<ην, Iκως τιν�
;δ�ιεν (ν �νεστηκυ3Cη τC� �4ρCη %γρ�ν εg �3εργασμ�ν�ν, %πεγρ!"�ντ�
τ� �Vν�μα τ�$ δεσπ4τεω τ�$ %γρ�$.

They did so and made their way through all the territory of Miletos, and
whenever they found any well-tilled field in the depopulated land (lit. in
depopulated the land), they wrote down the name of the owner of that
field. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), �4ντ�ς is used in a genitive absolute construction,
so that this participle, which is usually a referent modifier, has to be
interpreted predicatively. In example (), on the other hand, the con-
text makes clear that the participle expresses a permanent characteristic
rather than a temporary state.
Although the number of non-articular participles used as referent

modifiers is not high enough ( examples) to determine which factors
exactly determine an interpretation of the participle as referent modifier,
they do make clear that a participle in ‘predicative’ position need not
be a predicative element, as is traditionally assumed.66 A non-articular
participle may, just as adjectives and numerals in multiple-modifier NPs,
both express a temporary state of the referent and describe a feature of
it. These two possibilities have in common that—despite a difference in

66 Cf. Gildersleeve (: ff.), Kühner-Gerth (: I ff.), Smyth (: ).
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the duration of the property expressed by the participle—the modifier
gives information about the referent instead of specifying the reference.
Apparently, in Ancient Greek a formalmarking of the difference between
reference specifying and referent characterising modifiers was deemed
more relevant than marking the difference between attributive modifiers
and predicating elements, as in some modern European languages.67

.... Conclusion

Traditionally, the positions before or after the combination of article and
noun (XaN and aNX) were called predicative, which seemed to imply
that the modifiers in these positions have predicative value. As the exam-
ples discussed above showed, however, non-articularmodifiersmay be as
attributive as their articular counterparts. Non-articular adjectives and
numerals are the only modifiers with a clear predicative function. Even
in these cases, however, it can be maintained that although the modi-
fier expresses a temporary state of the referent instead of a permanent
characteristic, it still provides information on the referent rather than
specifying the reference. The fact that the difference between predica-
tive participles and participles with a referent characterising function is
not formally marked also seems to indicate that the difference between
a referent modifier and a predicative element is only a minor one and of
secondary importance to the difference between referent characterisa-
tion and reference specification, which is formally marked. On the basis
of these considerations, I assume referent characterisation to be the gen-
eral feature of non-articular modifiers.
For modifiers other than adjectives and numerals, being non-articular

means ascribing a feature to the referentwithout the purpose of clarifying
which referent is referred to. Although the modifier may help to identify
the referent (and often does), it does not distinguish the intended referent
from another entity fitting the description of the noun. This does not
imply, however, that non-articularmodifiers do not set up any contrast at

67 Some modern European languages mark predicating elements formally different
from attributivemodifiers (e.g. English: the black door vs. the door black; Dutch: de zwarte
deur vs. de deur zwart). The difference between referent characterisation and reference
specification, on the other hand, does not play a significant role in the syntax of NPs in
modern European languages.Thismight be an explanation for the fact that the difference
between articular and non-articular modifiers inAncient Greek is traditionally described
by the attributive or predicative value of the modifier instead of the nature of modifier
(referent characterising or reference specifying).
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all, but whereas referencemodifiers set up a contrast between the referent
of the NP in its totality and another entity fitting the description of the
noun (e.g. ‘the king of Sparta’ vs. ‘the king of Athens’), referent modifiers
can only set up a contrast between the referent of the modifier and some
other entity (e.g. ‘in Sparta the king’ vs. ‘Athens’).
The conclusion that a non-articular modifier is used if the modifier

characterises the referent does not apply for  of the examples in my
corpus (see Table ), which is acceptable. Even the relatively high number
of problematic prenominal possessives does not seem to cast doubt
on the general conclusion that non-articular modifiers characterise the
referent.

modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)   
adverb (Adv) — — —
genitive (GEN)  ()68  ()  ()
numeral (num)   
participle (PTC)   ()  ()
possessives (pos)  ()  ()  ()
prepositional phrase (PP)   
relative clauses (rel)   
total  ()  ()  ()

Table . The number of problematic
referent modifiers in single-modifier NPs

Since I cannot determine general patterns in the problematic cases, I will
just give two randomly chosen examples and explain why, in my view,
they are problematic:

() δ6λ! μ�ι dν γ�γ�νε Iτι �στερ�ν �π�&�ντ� �A OΕλληνες τ�
των τ�
�1ν�ματα k τ� τ0ν -λλων &ε0ν/

It is therefore plain tome that the Greeks learned the names of these two
gods (lit. of these the names) later than the names of all the others.

(Hdt. ..)

68 Two of these exceptions can be explained by the fact that the genitive expresses the
topic of the sentence. Since topics prefer to be expressed at the very first position of the
sentence, the genitives are expressed even before the article although they are actually
reference modifiers (aGENN 〉 GENaN). Cf. Hdt. .. (π� τ�
των dν τ'ν καταλε-
���ντων (�ν�ων τ�Jς #ασιλ�ας Wλισμ�ν�υς %πικ4μεν�ι τ0ν Σκυ&�ων �A -γγελ�ι 2λε-
γ�ν �κδιδ!σκ�ντες *ς � Π�ρσης, . . . ‘the kings of the aforesaid nations (lit. of these the
aforesaid nations the kings) having gathered, then, the Skythian messengers came and
laid everything before them, explaining how the Persian, . . . ’
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() %να&	ματα δ1 %π�"υγHν τ�ν π!&ην τ0ν X"&αλμ0ν -λλα τε %ν� τ�
Aρ� π!ντα τ� λ4γιμα %ν�&ηκε κα<, τ�$ γε λ4γ�ν μ!λιστα -3ι4ν �στι
2+ειν, (ς τ�+ >Ηλ3�υ τ! .ρ!ν %3ι�&�ητα %ν�&ηκε 2ργα, X:ελ��ς δ��
λι&<ν�υς, �3 9ν�ς �4ντας 9κ!τερ�ν λ<&�υ, μ6κ�ς μ1ν 9κ!τερ�ν π	+εων
9κατ4ν, εgρ�ς δ1 XκτH π	+εων.

Most worthy of mention among the many offerings which he dedicated
in all the noteworthy temples for his deliverance from blindness are the
two marvellous stone obelisks which he set up in the temple of the Sun
(lit. in of the Sun the temple). Each of these is made of a single block, and
is over one hundred cubits high and eight cubits thick. (Hdt. ..)

In example () there is a contrast between the names of Dionysos and
Pan and the names of the other gods. Despite this contrast, the modifier
referring to Dionysos and Pan (τ��των) is placed before instead of after
the article. Similarly, the contrast between several shrines in example
() would in my view ask for a reference modifier instead of a referent
one.

... A few particular modifiers

Now the general difference between articular and non-articular modi-
fiers has been analysed, somemore detailed attention has to be paid to the
articulation of demonstratives, possessives and relative clauses. Demon-
stratives, first of all, need consideration because their articulation does
not seem to be in correspondence to their function. Possessives and rel-
ative clauses, on the other hand, do not falsify the hypotheses on referent
characterisation and reference specification set up in the previous sec-
tions, but need to be shown to conform to the rules. In the case of pos-
sessives, it is argued that their articulation should not, as is traditionally
assumed, be explained by their form, but rather (like other modifiers) by
the distinction between referent characterisation and reference specifica-
tion. For relative clauses, finally, it is argued that the distinction between
referent characterisation and reference specification, although not for-
mally marked, is nonetheless useful.

.... Demonstratives

An attentive reader of this chapter may have noticed that demonstratives
were not discussed in the previous sections, nor included in the tables
that presented the number of reference and referent modifiers in my cor-
pus.Their total absence from the previous sections has two reasons. First
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of all, demonstratives differ from other modifiers in that it is impossible
to use themas either a reference or a referentmodifier dependent on their
function in a particular context. Secondly, (or perhaps, as I will argue
below, consequently) there is no such relation between the function of a
demonstrative and its articulation.
In contrast to othermodifiers, which, on the basis of their function in a

particular context, can either be classified as a referent modifier describ-
ing a feature of the referent or a reference modifier clarifying which ref-
erent is the intended one, the nature of demonstratives makes them ref-
erence modifiers by definition, as demonstratives serve to distinguish
one referent from another on the basis of their relative distance from
the speaker.The intended referent and the one(s) it is distinguished from
may be present either in the speech situation (in which case the use of the
demonstrative is traditionally called deictic and the referents are physi-
cally more or less close to the speaker, e.g. example ) or in discourse
itself (in which case the use of the demonstrative is traditionally called
anaphoric and the referents are ‘cognitively’ more or less close to the
speaker, e.g. example ).69

() �γH γ�ρ :ε:��λευμαι Nε�3ας γ�"υραν (κ τ�σδε τ�ς Oπε3ρ�υ �ς τ�ν
9τ�ρην ^πειρ�ν �π� Σκ�&ας στρατε�εσ&αι.

For I have planned to make a bridge from this continent (lit. from
this the continent) to the other continent and lead an army against the
Skythians. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ) �Μιλ	σι�ς @Αρισταγ4ρης ( . . . ) %π<κετ� �ς τ�ς @Α&	νας/ α8τη γ�ρ
E π�λις τ0ν λ�ιπ�ων �δυν!στευε μ�γιστ�ν.

( . . . ) Aristagoras theMilesian ( . . . ) came to Athens. For this city (lit. this
the city) was more powerful than any of the rest. (Hdt. ..)

But although the nature of demonstratives seems to suggest that they are
reference modifiers, their use and especially articulation present the fol-
lowing two problems to the theory of modifier articulation expounded
above. First of all, I argued in the introduction (section ...) that ref-
erence modifiers do not occur in indefinite NPs, which was explained by
the fact that the function of reference modifiers to clarify which referent

69 As has been noted in footnote  of Chapter , there are some examples of demon-
stratives inmy corpus that are neither deictic, nor anaphoric. Although the small number
of examples does not make clear what does legitimate the use of a demonstrative in these
cases, it does make clear that the traditional division into deictic and anaphoric reference
is not adequate.
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is referred to is naturally incompatible with the inherently unidentifiable
nature of the referents of indefinite NPs. Demonstratives, however, do
occur in indefinite NPs:70

() 2&αψαν δ1 Σαϊται π!ντας τ��ς (κ ν�μ�+ τ�
τ�υ γεν�μ�ν�υς :ασιλ�ας
2σω �ν τ=0 Aρ=0.

The people of Saïs buried within the temple precinct all kings who were
natives of their district (lit. from district this, i.e. the district of which
Saïs was the capital). (Hdt. ..)

Does this inconsistency force us to conclude that when demonstratives
occur in indefinite NPs they are not referencemodifiers indicating which
referent is the intended one? Or is the solution rather that reference
specification and indefinite NPs are not as incompatible as they seem to
be? On the basis of the use of the demonstrative in the indefinite NPs
of my corpus I think we have to opt for the second solution. In example
(), for instance, the addressee is, thanks to the information given by the
demonstrative, perfectly capable of understandingwhich district is being
referred to. The demonstrative can thus rightfully be named a reference
modifier. But although the information of the demonstrative helps to
understand which district is being referred to, it does not make the
relation between this referent and the knowledge structure towhich it has
to be related (Egypt) unequivocal. For this reason, the combination noun
plus reference modifier is not marked with a definite article. So, even in
indefinite NPs demonstratives are reference modifiers, but very special
ones: they help the addressee find out which referent is the intended one,
but do not necessarily make this referent unequivocally relatable to an
available cognitive structure.
The second problem with respect to demonstratives does not concern

their use but their articulation. Although demonstratives clarify which
referent is referred to, they are not preceded by an article, cf. examples
(), (), () and ():
() �Yτ�ς δ1 -λλ�ς λ4γ�ς λ�γεται περ� τ�$ e�ρ3εω ν4στ�υ, ��δαμ0ς

2μ�ιγε πιστ4ς, �Vτε -λλως �Vτε τ! Περσ�ων τ�+τ� π���ς.

This is the other tale of Xerxes’ return, not credible to me, neither any
other part of it, nor the story of the Persians’ fate (lit. the of Persians this
fate). (Hdt. .)

70 For more examples and a description of the difference between definite and indefi-
nite NPs with a demonstrative, see Chapter , section ...
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() κα� ν$ν �w Zν κ�μ<Nωνται %π� τ6σδε τ6ς &αλ!σσης �ς Βα:υλ0να,
καταπλ��ντες τ�ν Ε�"ρ	την π�ταμ�ν τρ<ς τε (ς τ5ν α1τ5ν τα
την
κ4μην παραγ<ν�νται κα� �ν τρισ� �μ�ρ?ησι.

And now those who travel from this sea to Babylon coming down the
river Euphrates come three times to this same village (lit. to the same
this village) and on three different days. (Hdt. ..)

The fact that demonstratives are formally marked as referent instead of
reference modifiers seems to be another indication that demonstratives
are not real reference modifiers. Yet, apart from the formal marking
of demonstratives, I do not see in which respect demonstratives differ
from ‘real’ reference modifiers. A possible explanation for their being
non-articular could be that since demonstratives can only be used as a
reference modifier, there is no need to mark a demonstrative as either a
referent or reference modifier. As the distinction between referent and
reference patterns is useless for this modifier, it was perhaps the most
economical pattern, i.e. the shortest one, that was preferred.71 Although
I have no evidence for this possible explanation of the inconsistency
between the function and articulation of demonstratives (for instance
by means of similar phenomena in other languages), it seems more
attractive than to assume on purely formal grounds that demonstratives
are not reference but referent modifiers.

.... Possessives

What may have become clear from the description of the function of
referent and reference modifiers in the previous sections, but neverthe-
less ought to be formulated explicitly, is that it depends on the function
of a possessive whether the author uses a reference or referent pattern,
and not on its form/type, as is assumed traditionally.The standard gram-
mars of Ancient Greek observe that while the genitive of the demonstra-
tive (τ��τ�υ), reflexive (�μαυτ�$, 9αυτ�$) and the possessive pronoun
(�μ4ς, σ4ς) stand in the ‘attributive’ position, the genitives of the personal

71 Like demonstratives, adverbs are only used as reference modifiers, but they are
marked as referencemodifiers. I have to thank the reviewer of this book for the suggestion
that this might have to do with the fact that adverbs do not show agreement, so that
they might be construed with the predicate if they are not clearly marked as part of the
NP. In the case of adverbs, marking the modifier as part of the NP might thus have felt
more important than the economic motivations that may have played a role in the case
of demonstratives.



the articulation of np constituents 

pronouns (e.g. �μ0ν, α�τ�$, μ�υ), especially if they have partitive value,
stand in the ‘predicative’ position.72
Although this generally holds true for the NPs with a possessival

modifier in my corpus, the exceptions cast doubt on the validity of the
observation.The genitive of the demonstrative, for example, stands in the
expected attributive position  times (cf. example ), but also occurs 
times in the predicative position (cf. example ):
() �γ' μ�ι δ�κ�ω συνι�ναι τ� γεγ�ν�ς τ�$τ�, d :ασιλε$/ �A μ!γ�ι εDσ< τ�ι

�A �πανεστε0τες, τ4ν τε 2λιπες μελεδων�ν τ0ν �Dκ<ων ΠατιNε<&ης κα�
9 τ�
τ�υ �δελ�ε!ς Σμ�ρδις.

I think, sire, that I understandwhat has been done here; the rebels are the
Magi, Patizeithes whom you left steward of your house, and his brother
(lit. the of him brother) Smerdis. (Hdt. ..)

() εD μ�ν νυν κα� τ�$τ� παρ’ ΑDγυπτ<ων μεμα&	κασι �A OΕλληνες, ��κ
2+ω %τρεκ�ως κρ�ναι, �ρ�ων κα� Θρ	ικας κα� Σκ�&ας κα� Π�ρσας
κα� Λυδ��ς κα� σ+εδ�ν π!ντας τ��ς :αρ:!ρ�υς %π�τιμ�τ�ρ�υς τ0ν
-λλων �γημ�ν�υς π�λιητ�ων τ��ς τ�ς τ�+νας μαν&!ν�ντας κα� τ�Jς
(κγ�ν�υς τ�
των, ( . . . ).

Now whether this, too, the Greeks have learned from the Egyptians, I
cannot confidently judge. I know that in Thrace and Skythia and Persia
and Lydia and nearly all foreign countries, those who learn trades and
their offspring (lit. the offspring of them) are held in less esteem than
the rest of the people. (Hdt. ..)

Exceptions like example () can be explained if we assume that the posi-
tion of the possessive does not depend on its form, but on its function.
Just like other modifiers, possessives specifying the reference are placed
in the ‘attributive’ position, while those characterising the referent stand
in the ‘predicative’ position. In example (), the possessive contrasts the
Magus’ brother Smerdis with Kambyses’ brother Smerdis. Its ‘attributive’
position is thus perfectly in line with the fact that the possessive specifies
the reference. The possessive in (), by contrast, merely gives informa-
tion on the offspring without contrasting the offspring to other contextu-
ally relevant offspring. This possessive is thus used as a referent modifier
and is for this reason placed in the ‘predicative’ position.
The difference between reference specification and referent character-

isation may similarly explain the difference between the position and

72 Cf. Goodwin (: +), Kühner-Gerth (: I ) and Smyth (: –
).
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use of the ‘attributive’ possessive pronoun (e.g. �μ4ς, σ4ς, etc.) and the
‘predicative’ possessive genitives of the personal pronoun (e.g. μ�$, σ�$,
etc.):

() �μ�ν γ�ρ καταγελKτε, d Σκ�&αι, Iτι :ακ+ε��μεν κα� �μ�ας � &ε�ς
λαμ:!νει/ ν$ν �Yτ�ς � δα<μων κα� τ!ν Nμ�τερ�ν #ασιλ�α λελ!:ηκε,
κα� :ακ+ε�ει τε κα� �π� τ�$ &ε�$ μα<νεται.

You laugh at us, Skythians, because we play the Bacchant and the god
possesses us; but now this deity has possessed also your own king (lit.
the your king), so that he plays the Bacchant and is maddened by the
god. (Hdt. ..)

() �παρ&�ντες γ�ρ κι:δ	λ�ισι μαντη<�ισι -νδρας 3ε<ν�υς �4ντας �μ�ν τ�
μ!λιστα κα� %ναδεκ�μ�ν�υς �π�+ειρ<ας παρ�3ειν τ�ς @Α&	νας, τ��-
τ�υς �κ τ6ς πατρ<δ�ς �3ηλ!σαμεν, κα� 2πειτα π�ι	σαντες τα$τα δ	-
μ=ω %+αρ<στ=ω παρεδ'καμεν τ�ν π4λιν, Rς �πε<τε δι’ �μ�ας �λευ&ερω-
&ε�ς %ν�κυψε, �μ�ας μ1ν κα� τ!ν #ασιλ�α Eμ�ων περιυ:ρ<σας �3�:αλε,
( . . . ).

For, led astray by lying divinations, we drove from their native land men
who were our close friends and promised to make Athens subject to us.
Thenwehanded that city over to a thankless people, which hadno sooner
lifted up its head in the freedom which we gave it, than it insolently cast
out us and our king (lit. the king of us), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

The possessive pronoun in () is a reference modifier clarifying which
of the two contextually relevant kings is referred to. For that reason it
is expressed in between the article and noun. The possessive genitive in
(), by contrast, is a referent modifier just providing information on a
property of the referent (viz. its possessor) without distinguishing the
intended referent from other possible entities. Its non-articular position
after the noun is thus perfectly in line with its function.73
By assuming the position of the possessive to depend on its function

instead of its form, we may explain some of the preferences signalled by
the grammars. The observation that the genitives of the reflexive pro-
nouns (e.g. �μαυτ�$, 9αυτ�$) have a preference for the reference pattern
(the traditional attributive position), for instance, can be explained by the
fact that reflexives tend to set up a contrast between the intended referent
and another entity that does not belong to the subject of the SoA (cf. the
difference in acceptability of the examples a–d):

73 The fact that possessive genitives do not distinguish the intended referent from
other contextually relevant entities explains why they are often felt to give less prominent
expression to the possessory relation than possessive pronouns that do set up such a
distinction.
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(a) He did not paint his own house, but mine.

(b) ?He did not paint his house, but mine.

(c) ?He did not paint his own house, but his garden fence.

(d) He did not paint his house, but his garden fence.

The preference of reflexive pronouns for the ‘attributive position’ can
thus be perfectly explained by the fact that they tend to be reference
modifiers distinguishing the intended referent from similar objects of
another possessor. So, there is no direct relation between the type of the
possessive and its position in theNP, as the grammars have us believe, but
rather between the function of the possessive and its position, although
some types of possessives tend to have the same function, and therefore
tend to be placed in the same position.74

.... Relative clauses

The final modifier that deserves consideration is the relative clause. For
thismodifier, there is no formal difference between the reference patterns
aXN (relN) and aNaX (aNrel), on the one hand, and the referent patterns
XaN (relN) and aNX (aNrel), on the other.75 This is due to the fact that
a relative clause that functions as a reference modifier is—in contrast to
other modifiers—not preceded by an article.76The article is probably left

74 Although I cannot explain the author’s choice for a referent or reference pattern
in  of the cases in which a definite noun is modified by a possessive, I am inclined to
accept this relatively high number of exceptionsmore readily than the far smaller number
of exceptions to the traditional view that the position of the modifier is determined by its
form ().The reason formyhigher tolerance for exceptional cases to the hypothesis that
the position of the possessive depends on its function is that erroneous cases are hardly
imaginable if the choice for a particular pattern depends on the form of the possessive,
especially in a written text (just as it is very implausible that an Englishman would write
‘the of his bike’ instead of ‘his bike’). However, since the difference between reference
specification and referent characterisation, although fully exploited in Ancient Greek, is
rather abstract, I can imagine that a language user selects the ‘wrong’ pattern if the choice
for a particular pattern depends on the function of the possessive.

75 The Nrel pattern, by contrast, is unmistakably a reference pattern, for there is
no referent pattern that lacks a first article. Cf. Hdt. .. �νδ�ς κι&0να μ�γαν κα�
κ4λπ�ν :α&�ν καταλιπ4μεν�ς τ�$ κι&0ν�ς, κ���ρν�υς τ�Jς ε8ρισκε ε1ρυτ�τ�υς
(�ντας �π�δησ!μεν�ς, ^ιε �ς τ�ν &ησαυρ�ν �ς τ4ν �A κατηγ��ντ� (‘he donned a wide
tunic, leaving a deep fold in it, and put on the most spacious boots that he could find
(lit. boots that he found most spacious being), then went into the treasury to which they
led him’).

76 For the Ionic dialect, it can of course not be determined whether it is the article or
the relative that is left out, as the two are identical in form. Comparable constructions
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out to prevent the somewhat awkward juxtaposition of the article and
relative which, dependent on the function of the relative in the relative
clause, can be identical in form (*τ�ν τ�ν 2+εις γυνα�κα or *τ�ς στ	λας
τ�ς τ�ς ]στα).77
Although most relative clauses cannot be formally marked as either a

reference or referent modifier, the distinction between these two types of
modification is still useful. In the first place, because the modifier posi-
tion of the Nrel pattern (= NaX) can only be occupied by reference mod-
ifiers (see the example in note ), and secondly, because the distinction
between reference specification and referent characterisation, although
not formally marked, helps us understand the two different functions a
relative clause may have. The formally indistinguishable relative clauses
in () and (), for instance, serve two different goals:

() ( . . . ) �:�υλε��ντ� D&υμα+<ην μ1ν μηδεμ<αν π�ι�εσ&αι �κ τ�$ �μ"αν�-
�ς, ( . . . ) �πε3ι4ντες δ1 κα� �πε3ελα�ν�ντες τ� �ρ�ατα τ� παρε63�ιεν
α�τ�� κα� τ�ς κρ	νας συγ+�$ν, τ�ν π�<ην τε �κ τ6ς γ6ς �κτρ<:ειν, δι+�$
σ"�ας διελ4ντες.

( . . . ) they (= the Skythians) determined not to meet their enemy in the
open field, ( . . . ) but rather to fall back driving off their herds, choking
the wells and springs on their way (lit. the wells that they passed by and
the springs) and destroying the grass from the earth; and they divided
themselves into two companies. (Hdt. ..)

() τ! δ1 δ� λ$δαν�ν, τ! καλ��υσι BΑρ�#ι�ι λ�δαν�ν, 2τι τ��τ�υ &ωμα-
σι'τερ�ν γ<νεται.

But ledanon, which the Arabians call ladanon, (lit. the ledanon, which
the Arabians call ladanon) is produced yet more strangely than this.

(Hdt. .)

Whereas the relative clause in example () clarifies which referent is
referred to by implicitly contrasting the wells the Skythians pass with

in the Attic dialect, however, which does have different forms for articles and relatives,
make clear that it is the article that is left out.

77 I do not see what the explanation is for the absence of the article in the XaN pattern
with a relative clause. Although we would expect a relaN pattern (e.g. τ�ν 2+εις τ�ν
γυνα�κα, lit. which you have the woman; the first ‘article’ being in fact a relative), we
get a relN pattern (e.g. τ�ν 2+εις γυνα�κα, lit. which you have woman) without an article
before the noun. In these cases, the absence of the article cannot, as in the cases above,
be explained by the awkward juxtaposition of the article and relative. As a consequence
of the inexplicable drop of the article in the relaN pattern, Ancient Greek cannot mark
the difference between relaN (definite) and relN (indefinite). τ�ν 2+εις γυνα�κα could
therefore either mean ‘the woman you have’ or ‘a woman you have’. The latter option,
however, does not occur in my corpus.
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other possible wells, the relative clause in example () merely gives
some additional information on a property of the previously mentioned
ledanon without contrasting the ledanon the Arabians call ladanon with
some other type of ledanon.78 So, despite the fact that the formal dif-
ferences between the reference and referent pattern are neutralised for
the majority of the NPs modified by a relative clause, the distinction
between referent characterisation and reference specification is still use-
ful for these modifiers.

.. The articulation of the noun

In the introduction of this chapter, I argued that the articulation of
modifiers had to be discussed before the articulation of the noun, because
the latter was partially dependent on the former. Now the difference
between articular and non-articular modifiers has been analysed, it is
time to focus on the noun itself and to answer the question of under
which circumstances the noun of a definite NP receives an article.
For NPs with prenominal modifiers, this question can be answered

easily, as in these cases the articulation of the noun is directly influenced
by the articulation of the precedingmodifier(s).The noun lacks an article
if a preceding modifier is articular, while the noun has an article if the
preceding modifier is not:79

() μετ� δ1 τα$τα Κ�ρ�υ τε κα� Περσ�ων τ�+ κα�αρ�+ στρατ�+ %πελ!-
σαντ�ς Xπ<σω �π� τ�ν @Αρ!3ην, λει"&�ντ�ς δ1 τ�$ %+ρη<�υ, ( . . . ).

Kyros and the sound portion of the Persian army (lit. of Persians the
sound army)marched back to the Araxes, leaving behind those that were
useless, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

78 Traditionally, the distinction between the relative clause in () and () is described
in terms of restrictiveness or identifiability: the relative clause in () is called restrictive
or determinative and the one in () non-restrictive or digressive. As I argued in the
introduction of this chapter, however, the contrast between reference specification and
referent characterisation is crucial for the choice of a word order pattern in the Ancient
Greek NP, rather than the question of whether the modifier restricts the reference or
whether it is essential for the identifiability of the referent. Because the formal distinction
between referent characterisation and reference specification is less explicit in the case
of relative clauses, it is difficult to prove that also in the case of these modifiers it is
the type of modification instead of the restrictiveness or identifiability of the modifier
that is essential. In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, however, I assume that
modification by a relative clause functions similarly to modification by other kinds of
modifiers.

79 For an explanation of this observation, see section ...
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() � δ1 ΑD!κης ( . . . ) πα�ς μ1ν Pν Συλ�σ0ντ�ς τ�$ ΑD!κε�ς, τ�ρανν�ς δ1
�Hν Σ!μ�υ �π� τ�$ Μιλησ<�υ @Αρισταγ4ρεω %πεστ�ρητ� τ�ν %ρ+�ν
κατ! περ �. �λλ�ι τ�ς BΙων3ης τ
ρανν�ι.

This Aiakes ( . . . ) was the son of Syloson son of Aiakes, and had been
tyrant of Samos until he was deposed from his rule by Aristagoras of
Miletos, just like the other Ionian tyrants (lit. the other of the Ionia
tyrants). (Hdt. ..)

() τα$τα μ1νΑ2γυπτ3ων �. .ρ�ες 2λεγ�ν, ( . . . ).

The Egyptians’ priests (lit. of Egyptians the priests) said this, ( . . . ).
(Hdt. ..)

() συν	νεικε dν ��τω uστε BΙ4νων τε τ�Jς στρατηγ�Jς μ� %π�λ�σ&αι
Φ�ιν<κων τε τ��ς δια:!λλ�ντας λα:ε�ν τ�ι4νδε μισ&4ν/

It turned out that the Ionian generals (lit. of Ionians the generals) were
not put to death, and those Phoenikians who slandered them were
rewarded as I will show. (Hdt. ..)

The articulation of the noun in NPs with postnominal, or pre- and
postnominal, modifiers, however, is much harder to account for. In these
cases, the articulation of the modifier is not the only influential factor, as
examples ()–() show:

() %να:α<ν�ντες γ�ρ �π� τ��ς πρ�μα+ε0νας τ�$ τε<+ε�ς �A Βα:υλ'νι�ι
κατωρ+��ντ� κα� κατ�σκωπτ�ν Δαρε��ν κα� τ5ν στρατι5ν α1τ�+,
( . . . ).

The Babylonians came up on to the ramparts of the wall and taunted
Dareios and his army (lit. the army of his) with gesture and word, ( . . . ).

(Hdt. ..)

() ε�ρ<σκω δ1 fδε Zν γιν4μενα τα$τα, εD λ!:�ις τ�ν �μ�ν σκευ�ν πKσαν
κα� �νδ�ς μετ� τ�$τ� ]N�ι� �ς τ�ν �μ�ν &ρ4ν�ν κα� 2πειτα (ν κ�3τCη τC�
(μC� κατυπν'σειας.

I believe that this is most likely to happen, if you take all my apparel and
sit wearing it upon my throne, and then lie down to sleep in my bed (lit.
in bed the mine). (Hdt. ..)80

80 The NaX pattern in this example is preceded by two aXN patterns. The reason
why the possessive in these two NPs is prenominal is that the possessive of these NPs is
(implicitly) contrastive: Artabanos has to sit on Xerxes’ throne in Xerxes’ apparel instead
of on this own seat in his own apparel. Although there is still a contrast between Xerxes’
bed andArtabanos’ ownbed in the lastNP, the contrast betweenXerxes’ throne (onwhich
Artabanos has to seat himself) and Xerxes’ bed (on which Artabanos has to lie down to
sleep) was apparently felt to bemore prominent than that between the possessives, so that
the noun in the last NP was placed before the possessive.
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() �ν δ1 Πλαται?6σι �A Π�ρσαι, *ς �τρ!π�ντ� �π� τ0ν Λακεδαιμ�ν<ων,
2"ευγ�ν ��δ�να κ4σμ�ν (ς τ! στρατ�πεδ�ν τ! "ωυτ'ν κα� �ς τ� τε�+�ς
τ� 3�λιν�ν τ� �π�ι	σαντ� �ν μ�<ρ?η τ?6 Θη:αzδι.

At Plataia, however, the Persians, routed by the Lakedaimonians, fled in
disorder to their own camp (lit. to the camp the of themselves) and inside
the wooden walls which they had made in the territory of Thebes.

(Hdt. ..)

Although in examples () and () the difference in articulation of the
nounmay be explained by a difference in articulation of themodifier, this
explanation is clearly not adequate to account for the difference between
examples () and (). Although both nouns are followed by an artic-
ular modifier, one of them is articular, whereas the other is not. Appar-
ently, there is another factor that influences the articulation of the noun.
In section .., the nature of this factor will be examined by analysing
the difference between the aNaX and NaX pattern. Section .., subse-
quently, will provide an overview of the rules for the articulation of the
noun plus a possible explanation for these rules.

...The aNaX vs. the NaX pattern81

Examples () and () above showed that two otherwise exactly
identical NPs can differ in the presence or absence of an article before the
noun.Clearly, this difference is not limited to the aNaX andNaXpatterns,
but can also occur in more complex patterns:

(a) � δ1 *ς παρ�λα:ε, α�τ� τα$τα �π�ν��ων τ5ν στρατι5ν τ5ν τ'ν συμ-
μ��ων _πασαν %π6κε κα� �κε<ν�υς %γαγHν �ς Κ4ριν&�ν δι�"&ειρε.

He (= Pausanias), however, had that very suspicion of them, and when
they were put into his hands he sent away the whole allied army (lit. the
army the of the allies whole) and carried the men to Korinth, where he
put them to death. (Hdt. .)

(b) (= )Λεων<δ?η δ�, τ=0 με κελε�εις τιμωρ6σαι, "ημ� μεγ!λως τετιμωρ6-
σ&αι, ψυ�C�σ3 τε τC�σι τ'νδε �ναρι�μ$τ�ισι τετ<μηται α�τ4ς τε κα� �A
-λλ�ι �A �ν Θερμ�π�λ?ησι τελευτ	σαντες.

As for Leonidas, whom you would have me avenge, I think that he has
received a full measure of vengeance; the uncounted souls of these that
you see (lit. souls the of these here uncounted) have done honour to him
and the rest of those who died at Thermopylae. (Hdt. ..)

81 For a description of the difference between the aNaA and NaA pattern, see Bakker
().



 chapter six

(a) �περ�ικ��ντας δ1 τ�Π!γγαι�νπρ�ς :�ρ�ω%ν�μ�υΠα<�ναςΔ4:ηρ!ς
τε κα�Παι4πλαςπαρε3ιHν ^ιε πρ�ς 9σπ�ρην, �ς R %π<κετ� �π� π�ταμ4ν
τε Στρυμ4να κα� π4λιν @Ηι4να ( . . . ). E δ1 γ� α8τη E περ� τ! Π�γγαι�ν
0ρ�ς καλ�εται Φυλλ<ς, ( . . . ).

Marching past the Paeonians, Doberes, and Paeoplae, who dwell beyond
and northward of the Pangaean mountains, he kept going westwards,
until he came to the river Strymon and the city of Eion; ( . . . ) All this
region about the Pangaion range (lit. the region this the around the
Pangaion range) is called Phyllis, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..–)

(b) Dδ'ν τε τ�ν Α;γυπτ�ν πρ�κειμ�νην τ6ς �+�μ�νης γ6ς κ�γ+�λι! τε
"αιν4μενα �π� τ��σι bρεσι κα� .λμην �παν&��υσαν ( . . . ) κα� ψ!μμ�ν
μ�$ν�ν ΑDγ�πτ�υ 0ρ�ς τ�+τ� τ! Nπaρ Μ�μ�ι�ς 2+�ν, ( . . . ).

For I have seen that Egypt projects into the sea beyond the neighbouring
land, and shells are exposed to view on themountains, and things coated
with salt ( . . . ) and the only sandy mountain in Egypt is that which is
above Memphis (lit. I have seen thatmountain that the above Memphis
as the only one in Egypt has sand), ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

However, since the general characteristic of all these examples is that the
noun is followed by one or more reference modifiers, I will study the
difference in articulation of the noun on the basis of the most simple
patterns that display this characteristic, viz. aNaX and NaX.
Before the difference in articulation between these two patterns can

be analysed, I first have to prove that the elements of the NaX pattern
constitute one integrated NP,82 for this has been doubted from various
angles, most recently and extensively by Devine and Stephens (:
–).They assume that, at least in historical Greek, the NaX pattern
does not constitute one integral NP, but consists of a non-referential
noun,83 followed by an elliptical NP (‘as/with respect to x, the y one(s)’).
In order to prove this, they provide fragments of the Lex Opuntiorum
(bc), claiming its punctuation confirms that the non-referential noun
is phrased with the verb instead of constituting a unity with the following
modifier:
() : δι�μ�σαι h�ρq�ν : τ�ν ν�μι�ν : Locr 

To swear as an oath the prescribed one (lit.: swear oath: the prescribed)

82 For my arguments against the view that the aNaX pattern does not constitute one
integrated NP, but consists of a definite noun followed by an apposition, see section
....

83 For the difference between referential and non-referential elements, see Chapter ,
section ..
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Although Herodotus wrote his Histories no more than  years after
the enactment of the Lex Opuntiorum, I am very reluctant to use its
punctuation as an indication for a non-integral interpretation of the NaX
patterns in my corpus. First of all, I seriously doubt the evidential value
of the fragments of the Lex Opuntiorum, for closer investigation proves
that its punctuation is rather messy and irregular. For example, we find
punctuation marks after articles (cf. Locr  τ�υς : επιW�ικ�υς Λ�ρqων)
and inside a participle (cf. Locr.  καταλειπ�ν : τα).84 Furthermore, sim-
ilar expressions differ in their punctuation (cf.Λ�qρων : των Υπ�κναμι-
διων and : Λ�qρ�ις τ�ις Υπ�κναμιδι�ις : Locr.  /) and the number of
elements in between two punctuation marks varies considerably.85
But even if the punctuation of example () is correct and a pausewas

perceived between the noun and the followingmodifier, it is questionable
whether this example (and other, comparable, cases) should automati-
cally lead to the conclusion that the noun in a NaX pattern always has
to be a non-referential element. In my view, if the punctuation is cor-
rect, the only legitimate conclusion is that not every sequence of a noun,
article and modifier forms an integrated NP. This conclusion seems to
be supported by my data, for there are several examples in my corpus in
which the sequence noun, article and modifier definitely does not form
a well-integrated noun phrase:
() λ<ν�ν μ�$ν�ι �Yτ�< τε κα� ΑDγ�πτι�ι �ργ!N�νται κατ� τα�τ!. κα� �

N4η πKσα κα� � γλ0σσα �μ"ερ	ς �στι %λλ	λ�ισι. λ3ν�ν δ1 τ! μ1ν
κ�λ�ικ!ν�π� �Ελλ	νωνΣαρδ�νικ�ν κ�κληται, τ� μ�ντ�ι %π’ΑDγ�πτ�υ
%πικνε4μεν�ν καλ�εται ΑDγ�πτι�ν.

They and the Egyptians alone work linen and have the same way of
working it, a way peculiar to themselves; and they are alike in all their
way of life, and in their speech.The Kolchian linen (lit. with respect to
linen, the Kolchian) is called by the Greeks Sardonian; that which comes
from Egypt is called Egyptian. (Hdt. .)

84 Because of the strange punctuation, some editors read αD δε<λητ’ %ν+ωρε�ν, κατα-
λε<πων τ� �ν τKι Aστ<αι πα�δα �:ατ�ν k ’δελ"ε4ν, �3ε�μεν -νευ �νετηρ<ων instead of
καταλε<π�ντα �ν τKι Aστ<αι. I fail to see, however, how we should interpret καταλε<πω
with a double accusative (‘to leave something/someone behind as . . . ’) in this context.
Despite the intervening punctuation mark, the reading καταλε<π�ντα therefore seems
more accurate to me, even though �3ε�μεν with an accusative instead of dative is rare
(but compare Ar. Ach. and Pl. Plt. d).

85 If we are to believe Larfeld (: –), the inaccuracy of the punctuation in
the Lex Opuntiorum is not characteristic of this inscription, but a general feature of
epigraphic material. He illustrates his statement that punctuation marks ‘vielfach aber
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In this example, the particles used make clear that the sequence of
noun, article and modifier does not form a unified noun phrase, but
should be interpreted as a non-referential noun expressing the theme of
the sentence (λ<ν�ν δ�, ‘with respect to linen’) followed by an elliptical
noun phrase (τ� μ1ν κ�λ+ικ4ν ‘the Kolchian’ as opposed to τ� %π’ ΑD-
γ�πτ�υ %πικνε4μεν�ν, ‘that which comes from Egypt’). Besides exam-
ples like () where a non-integrated interpretation is inevitable, there
are some instances where the combination of a noun, article and mod-
ifier may be interpreted as a non-referential noun and an elliptical NP.
In example (), for instance, πεN�ς � Περσ�ων and ]ππ�ς � Σακ�ων
could be interpreted as ‘with respect to infantry, the one of the Persians
and with respect to cavalry, the one of the Sacae’, even though there are
no explicit signs that hint in that direction:

() �ρ<στευσε δ1 τ0ν:αρ:!ρωνπεQ!ςμ1ν9Περσ�ων, =ππ�ςδ1EΣακ�ων,
%ν�ρ δ1 λ�γεται Μαρδ4νι�ς/

Among the barbarians, the best fighters were the infantry of the Persians
(lit. infantry the of Persians) and the cavalry of the Sacae (lit. cavalry the
of Sacae), and of men, it is said, the bravest was Mardonios.

(Hdt. ..)

However, apart from these ambiguous examples there are many cases
where it is very hard, if not impossible, to interpret the noun in the
succession noun-article-modifier as a non-referential element. A non-
referential interpretation of the noun is especially difficult in the genitive
or dative case (example ) and after prepositions (example ):

() Iτι δ1 τ6ς α�τ6ς �μ�ρης συν�:αινε γ<νεσ&αι μην�ς τε τ�+ α1τ�+,
+ρ4ν=ω �� π�λλ=0 σ"ι �στερ�ν δ6λα %ναμαν&!ν�υσι �γ<νετ�.

That the two fell on the same day and the same month (lit. month the
same) was proven to the Greeks when they examined thematter not long
afterwards. (Hdt. ..)86

() (= )Thisman (= Sandokes), who was one of the king’s judges, had once
before been taken and crucified by Dareios because he had given unjust
judgement for a bribe.

%νακρεμασ&�ντ�ς dν α�τ�$, λ�γιN4μεν�ς � Δαρε��ς εYρ� �A πλ�ω
%γα&� τ0ν Wμαρτημ!των πεπ�ιημ�να (ς �/κ�ν τ!ν #ασιλ$ι�ν,

ohne Rücksicht auf Wortzusammenhang und Satzgliederung angewendt werden’ with
many remarkable examples.

86 For the order of the constituents in the NPs τ6ς α�τ6ς �μ�ρης (‘the same day’) and
μην4ς τε τ�$ α�τ�$ (‘month the same’), see Chapter , sections .. and ..
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When he had been hung on the cross, Dareios found on consideration
that his good services to the royal house (lit. house the royal) outweighed
his offences. (Hdt. ..)

The great number of NaX sequences where the noun cannot be inter-
preted non-referentially makes it highly unlikely that that is a general
characteristic of NaX sequences. I see therefore no reason to interpret
the noun of NaX sequences that do allow a non-referential interpretation
(such instances as the NaX sequence in example ) non-referentially,
as the fact that they allow a non-referential interpretation is not suffi-
cient proof that they should be interpreted in that way. I assume all NaX
sequences to be wholly integrated noun phrases, unless there is clear evi-
dence to the contrary (as in example ).
Now that it is clear why I do not interpret the noun of a NaX pattern

as a non-referential element, but as the noun of a fully integrated NP, the
difference with the aNaX pattern has to be considered. The examples in
my corpus seem to indicate that while the aNaX pattern is used if the
addressee can identify one or more referents on the basis of the informa-
tion of the noun only, the use of the NaX pattern presupposes that the
modifier is essential for the identification of the (correct) referent.87 So,
whereas in the NaX pattern the information provided by the modifier is
crucial for the identification of the referent, the omission of the modifier
in the aNaX pattern would not cause serious problems for the addressee
with respect to the identification of a referent, although the process of
identification might go less smoothly.
That the modifier of the aNaX pattern is not essential for the identifi-

cation of the referent is most clear in those cases where the function of
the reference modifier was called facilitating in the section on reference
specification (section ..). Just as the κ6ρυ3 in example () and the
πλαταν<στ=ω and %μπ�λ=ω in example (), the +�$ν in () would be
identifiable on the basis of the information of the noun only:
() (= ) @Αλυ!ττης δ�, uς �A τα$τα �3ηγγ�λ&η, α�τ<κα 2πεμπε κ$ρυκα �ς

Μ<λητ�ν :�υλ4μεν�ς σπ�νδ�ς π�ι	σασ&αιΘρασυ:��λ=ω τε κα�Μιλη-
σ<�ισι +ρ4ν�ν Iσ�ν Zν τ�ν νη�ν �Dκ�δ�μ�?η. � μ1ν δ� %π4στ�λ�ς �ς τ�ν
Μ<λητ�ν Pν, Θρασ�:�υλ�ς δ1 σα"�ως πρ�πεπυσμ�ν�ς π!ντα λ4γ�ν
κα� εDδHς τ� @Αλυ!ττης μ�λλ�ι π�ι	σειν, μη+ανKται τ�ι!δε/ (descrip-
tion of the deceit) τα$τα δ1 �π�<ε� τε κα� πρ�ηγ4ρευε Θρασ�:�υλ�ς
τ0νδε ε]νεκεν, Iκως Zν δ� 9 κ�ρυ6 9 Σαρδιην!ς Dδ'ν τε σωρ�ν μ�γαν
σ<τ�υ κε+υμ�ν�ν κα� τ��ς %ν&ρ'π�υς �ν ε�πα&ε<?ησι �4ντας %γγε<λ?η
@Αλυ!ττ?η.

87 For the process of identification of referents, see Chapter , section ...
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Then, when the Delphic reply was brought to Alyattes, he promptly
sent a herald to Miletos, wanting to make a truce with Thrasyboulos
and the Milesians during his rebuilding of the temple. So the envoy
went to Miletos. ButThrasyboulos, forewarned of the whole matter, and
knowing what Alyattes meant to do, devised the following plan: ( . . . )
Thrasyboulos did and ordered this so that when the herald from Sardis
(lit. the herald the from Sardis) saw a great heap of food piled up, and the
citizens enjoying themselves, he would bring word of it to Alyattes.

(Hdt. ..–..)

() (= ) �A δ1 ε_παν/ d :ασιλε$, �Yτ4ς �στι Iς τ�ι τ�ν πατ�ρα Δαρε��ν
�δωρ	σατ� τC� πλαταν3στAω τC� �ρυσ�Cη κα� τC� �μπ�λAω,

They (= the Persians) said, ‘O king, this is the one who gave your father
Dareios the golden plane-tree and the vine (lit. the plane-tree the golden
and the vine).’ (Hdt. ..)

() �κ δ� dν τ0ν σ"ετ�ρων �Dκ<ων %ρ3!μεν�ι �A κλ0πες �π� γ6ν στα-
&μ��μεν�ι �ς τ� :ασιλ	ια �Dκ<α cρυσσ�ν, τ!ν δ1 ��+ν τ!ν (κ��ρε-
�μεν�ν (κ τ�+ Lρ
γματ�ς, Iκως γ�ν�ιτ� ν�3 �ς τ�ν Τ<γρην π�ταμ�ν
παραρρ��ντα τ�ν Ν<ν�ν �3ε"4ρε�ν, �ς R κατεργ!σαντ� I τι �:��-
λ�ντ�.

They surveyed their course and dug an undergroundway from their own
house to the palace, carrying the clay taken out of the passage (lit. the
clay the taken out of the passage) by night to the Tigris, which runs past
Ninos, until at last they accomplished their end. (Hdt. ..)

Even though the referent of the highlighted NP in example (), unlike
those in () and (), has not been introduced before, it would be
identifiable without the addition of the modifier, as clay is part of our
knowledge of digging an underground way. ‘They dug an underground
way from their own house to the palace, carrying the clay by night to
theTigris’ is perfectly understandable.Thepostnominal participle phrase
facilitates the identification, but is not essential.88
As we saw in the section on reference specification (section ..),

the modifier of the aNaX pattern can, besides facilitating the identifi-
cation of the referent, also be used to select the intended referent from
a number of potential referents. Though this may sound contradictory,

88 Probably, the extra help for the identification provided by the modifier is needed
because the NP does not immediately follow on the cognitive structure to which the
referent is to be related (for the process of identification, see the previous chapter). If
the first sentence of the example were ordered in such a way that it ended with �π�
γ6ν cρυσσ�ν (without the intervention of �ς τ� :ασιλ	ια �Dκ<α), the reference modifier
would probably be left unmentioned.
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even in these cases, the modifier of the aNaX pattern is not essential
for the identification of the referent. It has been argued above on the
basis of examples () and () (repeated below for convenience) that
the reason why the modifier, despite the contrast between several poten-
tial referents, follows instead of precedes the noun is that in the given
context it is evident which of the potential referents is being referred
to:

() μα&4ντες δ1 τα$τα �A Πελασγ�� 9ωυτ��σι λ4γ�υς �δ<δ�σαν/ κα< σ"ι
:�υλευ�μ�ν�ισι δειν4ν τι �σ�δυνε, εD δ� διαγιν'σκ�ιεν σ"<σι τε :�η-
&�ειν �A πα�δες πρ�ς τ0ν κ�υριδι�ων γυναικ0ν τ��ς πα�δας κα� τ��-
των α�τ<κα -ρ+ειν πειρ='ατ�, τ< δ� %νδρω&�ντες δ6&εν π�ι	σ�υσι. �ν-
&α$τα 2δ�3� σ"ι κτε<νειν τ�Jς πα�δας τ�Jς (κ τ'ν BΑττικ�ων γυναι-
κ'ν.

When the Pelasgians perceived this, they took counsel together; it trou-
bled them much in their deliberations to think what the boys would do
when they grew to manhood, if they were resolved to help each other
against the sons of the lawful wives and attempted to rule them already.
Thereupon the Pelasgians resolved to kill the sons of the Attic women
(lit. the sons the of the Attic women). (Hdt. ..–)

() τα$τα 2λεγε παρελ&Hν � @Αριστε<δης, "!μεν�ς �3 ΑDγ<νης τε 5κειν κα�
μ4γις διεκπλ0σαι λα&Hν τ��ς �π�ρμ��ντας/ περι�+εσ&αι γ�ρ πKν τ�
στρατ4πεδ�ν τ� �Ελληνικ�ν Nπ! τ'ν νε'ν τ'ν i�ρ6εω/

Aristeides went in and told them, saying that he had come from Aegina
and had barelymade it past the blockade when he sailed out, since all the
Hellenic camp was surrounded by Xerxes’ ships (lit. by the ships the of
Xerxes). (Hdt. .)

Formulated differently, within the given context of examples () and
(), the information provided by the noun itself is sufficient for the
identification of the correct referent. The modifier, which confirms the
addressee that he has selected the correct referent, is just added for safety’s
sake.
What has not been discussed in the section on reference specification

is that the modifier of the aNaX pattern can also specify a subgroup
of a referent that is identifiable on the basis of the information given
by the noun. In example (), for instance, we are told that, after a
horrible journey in which many soldiers died of hunger and diseases,
Xerxes’ army arrives in Abydos, where they can recover a little. Ironically,
many soldiers die in Abydos by eating too greedily. In the last line of this
example, reference is made to Xerxes’ army by the NP τ�$ στρατ�$ τ�$
περιε4ντ�ς (lit. ‘the army the surviving’):
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() �ν&α$τα δ1 κατε+4μεν�ι σιτ<α τε πλ�ω k κατ’ �δ�ν �λ!γ+αν�ν, ��δ�να
τε κ4σμ�ν �μπιπλ!μεν�ι κα� �δατα μετα:!λλ�ντες %π�&ν?ησκ�ν τ�+
στρατ�+ τ�+ περιε�ντ�ς π�λλ�<.

There their march halted, and more food was given them than on their
way. Then by reason of their immoderate gorging and the change of the
water that they drank, many of the army that had survived (lit. the army
the surviving) died. (Hdt. ..)

Although the addressee would not have been able to identify the sub-
group of the still surviving soldiers without the help of the information
provided by the modifier, the information given by noun is sufficient for
the identification of the referent of the head noun (the army). Similarly,
the noun in example () provides enough information for the identi-
fication of the collection of barbarians, of which the modifier selects the
(also identifiable) subgroup of barbarians in Asia.89

() (= ) ν4μ�ς δ1 τ��σι Λακεδαιμ�ν<�ισι κατ� τ0ν :ασιλ�ων τ��ς &αν!-
τ�υς �στ� *υτ�ς κα� τ��σι #αρ#�ρ�ισι τ��σι (ν τC� BΑσ3Cη,

TheLakedaimonians have the same custom at the deaths of their kings as
the barbarians in Asia (lit. the barbarians the in the Asia). (Hdt. ..)

In sum, the aNaX pattern is used if the noun provides enough informa-
tion on its own for the identification of a referent.The postnominal refer-
ence modifier is added either to facilitate the identification, or to specify
the intended referent, either by confirming that the addressee has picked
the correct referent out of a group of potential referents, or by selecting
the intended subgroup.
The entity towhich theNaXpattern refers, in contrast, cannot be prop-

erly identified without the information expressed by the modifier. The
month in example () and the house in example (), for instance,
would not have been identifiable if the modifiers had been left out (*the
two fell on the same day and the month; *his good services to the house
outweighed his offences). So whereas the reference modifier in the aNaX
pattern only facilitates the identification, or specifies the referent that
is already identifiable on the basis of the information expressed by the
noun, the modifier of the NaX pattern is essential for the identification
of the correct referent.

89 The reason that the modifier in examples () and () follows the noun is that it
selects a subgroup of the collection identified by the noun without explicitly underlining
the contrast between the intended subgroup and the remainder of the collection (e.g. the
Asian barbarians vs. the other barbarians).
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In most of the NaX patterns that occur in my corpus, the addressee
would be incapable of finding any referent whatsoever without the infor-
mation provided by the modifier. On the basis of the information of the
noun, the addressee can construe some referent, but he cannot identify
this referent, as the relation between the referent and the cognitive struc-
ture towhich this referent has to be related is not unequivocal. In example
(), for instance, one of Themistokles’ servants delivers the following
message to the Persian camp:
() 2πεμψ� με στρατηγ!ς 9 BΑ�ηνα3ων λ!&ρ?η τ0ν -λλων �Ελλ	νων ( . . . ).

TheAthenian general (lit. general the of Athenians) has sent me without
the knowledge of the other Hellenes ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..)

(a) *2πεμψ� με � στρατηγ4ς.

*The general has sent me.

The Persian admirals would not have understood who had sent them this
message without the information of the modifier, as there is no one-to-
one relation between the intended general and theGreek camp.The addi-
tion of the reference modifier, however, does make the referent unequiv-
ocally identifiable, for there is only one general of the Athenians.90
Similarly in example (), the addressee cannot identify ‘the chariot’

as there is no unequivocal relation between the Spartan honouring cere-
mony and a chariot, but he can identify the finest chariot:
() %ριστ	ια μ�ν νυν 2δ�σαν %νδρη<ης μ1ν Ε�ρυ:ι!δ?η �λα<ης στ�"αν�ν,

σ�"<ης δ1 κα� δε3ι4τητ�ς Θεμιστ�κλ�ϊ, κα� τ��τ=ω στ�"αν�ν �λα<ης/
�δωρ	σαντ4 τ� μιν 0�Aω τA' (ν Σπ�ρτCη καλλιστε
�ντι,

Theybestowed onEurybiades a crown of olive as the reward of excellence
and another such crown onThemistokles for his wisdom and cleverness.
They also gave him the finest chariot in Sparta (lit. chariot the in Sparta
finest. (Hdt. ..)

(a) *�δωρ	σαντ4 τ� μιν τ=0 b+=ω.

*They gave him the chariot.

The NaX pattern is also used if the noun alone would provide enough
information to identify a referent, but would cause the addressee to

90 The reason that the reference modifier follows the noun is probably that the servant
does not want to stress that it was the general of the Athenians (and not the general of,
for instance, the Thebans), but that it was a general (and not a common soldier) that is
the sender of the message.
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identify the wrong referent. In these cases, the information of the modi-
fier is essential for the identification of the correct referent:
() �A δ1 Πελασγ�� �gτ�ι ( . . . ) �λ4+ησαν @Αρτ�μιδι �ν Βραυρ0νι %γ��σας

�ρτ�ν τ�ς τ0ν @Α&ηνα<ων γυνα�κας, �ν&ε$τεν δ1 %ρπ!σαντες τ�υτ�ων
π�λλ�ς �;+�ντ� %π�πλ��ντες κα< σ"εας �ς Λ6μν�ν %γαγ4ντες παλλα-
κ�ς ε_+�ν. *ς δ1 τ�κνων αYται αA γυνα�κες �πεπλ	σ&ησαν, γλ'σσ�ν
τε τ5ν BΑττικ5ν κα� τρ�π�υς τ�Jς BΑ�ηνα3ων �δ<δασκ�ν τ��ς πα�δας.

ThesePelasgians ( . . . ) set an ambush for theAthenianwomen celebrating
the festival of Artemis at Brauron. They seized many of the women,
then sailed away with them and brought them to Lemnos to be their
concubines. When these women bore more and more children, they
taught their children the Attic language (lit. language the Attic) and the
manners of the Athenians (lit. manners the of Athenians).

(Hdt. ..–)

() ( . . . ) �π�λι4ρκεε τ�ν Μ<λητ�ν τρ4π=ω τ�ι=0δε. Iκως μ1ν ε;η �ν τ?6 γ?6
καρπ�ς Wδρ4ς, τηνικα$τα �σ�:αλλε τ�ν στρατι	ν/ ( . . . ) *ς δ1 �ς τ�ν
Μιλησ<ην %π<κ�ιτ�, �2κ$ματα μ1ν τ� (π� τ'ν �γρ'ν �Vτε κατ�:αλλε
�Vτε �νεπ<μπρη �Vτε &�ρας %π�σπα, 2α δ1 κατ� +'ρην 9στ!ναι/

This was how he attacked and besieged Miletos: he sent his army to
invade when the crops in the land were ripe ( . . . ) and whenever he came
to the Milesian territory, he neither demolished nor burnt nor tore the
doors off the country dwellings (lit. dwellings the in the fields), but let
them stand unharmed. (Hdt. ..–)

In example (), the most natural interpretation of τ�ν γλ0σσαν and
τ��ς τρ4π�υς would have been the Lemnian language and the Lemnian
manners, for Lemnos is the place the women and children live. Since this
is not the intended interpretation, the first article is left out to signal
that the identification of the referent should be postponed until the
information of the modifier becomes available. Likewise, the addressee
of example () on reading that Sadyattes did not destroy τ� �Dκ	ματα
would most naturally have identified all the houses in Miletos. Since the
NP only intends to refer to the subgroup of the houses in the fields,
the NaX pattern is used to warn the addressee that he should postpone
the identification of the referent until he receives the information of the
modifier.91

91 Although the modifiers are essential for the identification of the correct referent,
they are still less salient than the nouns and for that reason postnominal. In both example
() and (), the nouns are contrastive and for that reason the most salient—and
therefore the first—element of the NP.
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The NaX patterns in which the modifier is essential for the identifi-
cation of the correct referent bear resemblance to the aNaX patterns in
which the referent specifies the referent. Like the modifier in the aNaX
pattern, the one in the NaX pattern can select the correct referent from
a number of potential referents (example ) or specify a subgroup
(example ). However, while the aNaA pattern always refers to the
most accessible ormost obvious referent or subgroup that fits the descrip-
tion of the noun, the intended referent of the NaX pattern is by definition
not the most accessible, but only identifiable with the help of the mod-
ifier. In examples () (τ��ς πα�δας τ��ς �κ τ0ν @Αττικ�ων γυναικ0ν)
and () (�π� τ0ν νε0ν τ0ν e�ρ3εω), the information of the noun was
sufficient for the identification of the referent, which the modifier con-
firmed to be the intended one. In examples () and (), by contrast,
omission of the modifier would definitely have led to the identification
of the wrong referent.
In the examples discussed so far, the absence of the first article sig-

nalled that the noun did not provide sufficient information for the iden-
tification of the intended referent. In a very small number of examples
in my corpus, however, the omission of the first article is not due to the
unidentifiability of the information given by the noun, but to the rules for
the use of the article. In those cases, the NaX patterns are in fact aNaX
patterns whose first article is not expressed (aNaX).These ‘handicapped’
aNaX patterns occur in coordinations (example ) and in NPs that are
the subject of a copular verb (example ):
() μετ� δ1 τ�ν �πειρ'τησιν τ0ν +ρησμ0ν κα� παρα3νεσιν τ5ν (κ Μαρ-

δ�ν3�υ ν�3 τε �γ<νετ� κα� �ς "υλακ�ς �τ!σσ�ντ�.

After Mardonios’ inquiry about the oracles and his exhortation (lit. after
the inquiry about the oracles and exhortation the of Mardonios) night
fell, and the armies posted their sentries. (Hdt. ..)

() ( . . . ), @τεαδ1 σ"<σι �πε<τε γεγ4νασι τ�σ
μπαντα λ�γ�υσι ε_ναι %π� τ�$
πρ'τ�υ :ασιλ��ς Ταργιτ!�υ �ς τ�ν Δαρε<�υ δι!:ασιν τ�ν �π� σ"�ας
+ιλ<ων �� πλ�ω %λλ� τ�σα$τα.

( . . . ), and they (= the Skythians) say that neither more nor less than a
thousand years in all passed from the time of their first king Targitaus to
the entry of Dareios into their country (lit. they say that the total number
of years (lit. years the all) was no more than thousand). (Hdt. ..)92

92 I analyse 2τεα τ� σ�μπαντα as the subject of the sentence, because +ιλ<ων �� πλ�ω
%λλ� τ�σα$τα predicates over 2τεα τ� σ�μπαντα, and not the other way round (i.e. it is
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In example (), the absence of an article before παρα<νεσιν is not
meant to signal that we should delay identifying the referent until the
modifier has become available, but is due to the fact that παρα<νεσιν is
coordinated with another noun. As we saw in Chapter , section ..,
the second element in a coordination can lack an article if the enumer-
ated entities are depicted as a whole. The omission of an article before
παρα<νεσιν should thus be interpreted as indication that it forms one
unit with �πειρ'τησιν, with which it shares its article. In example (),
the absence of an article before 2τεα is due to another refinement of the
general rule for the use of the definite article discussed in Chapter , sec-
tion ... Although the reason and exact conditions for this refinement
did not become clear, I have shown that a relatable subject of a copular
verb can omit its article. 2τεα τ� σ�μπαντα should thus not be inter-
preted as a real NaA pattern, but as an aNaA pattern whose first article is
not expressed.
Apart from this very limited number of aNaXs that occur in very

specific circumstances, the NaX pattern differs from the aNaX pattern
in that the information of the noun is not sufficient for identifying the
referent. In contrast to the modifier of the aNaX pattern, the modifier of
the NaX pattern is essential for the identification of the referent, either
because it makes the relation between the referent and the cognitive
structure to which the referent has to be related unequivocal, or because
it provides essential information for the identification of the correct
referent.
By way of conclusion to this section on the difference between the

aNaX andNaX pattern, I will argue that the difference between the aNaX
and NaX pattern as described above also holds true for more multiple-
modifierNPs. As in single-modifierNPs, the noun of amultiple-modifier
NP—if not preceded by a reference modifier–93 is preceded by an arti-
cle if the information it provides is sufficient for the identification of
a referent, while it lacks an article if the referent cannot be properly
identified without the information expressed by the following modi-
fier(s):

said of the total amount of years that there were nomore than a thousand, not of nomore
than a thousand that they were the total amount of years). For classifying sentences and
the distinction between their subject and predicate, see Chapter , section ...

93 For the influence of a prenominal referencemodifier on the articulation of the noun
(and a possible explanation), see section ...



the articulation of np constituents 

() (= ) %ν�&ηκε δ1 κα� %να&	ματα � JΑμασις �ς τ�ν �Ελλ!δα, τ�$τ�
μ1ν �ς Κυρ	νην ( . . . ) τ�$τ� δ1 τ?6 �ν Λ<νδ=ω @Α&ηνα<?η δ�� τε %γ!λματα
λ<&ινα κα� &'ρηκα λ<νε�ν%3ι�&�ητ�ν, τ�$τ� δ’ �ς Σ!μ�ν τ?6 OΗρ?η ( . . . ).
�ς δ1Λ<νδ�ν 3ειν<ης μ1ν ��δεμι6ς ε]νεκεν, Iτι δ1 τ! .ρ!ν τ! (νΛ3νδAω τ!
τ�ς BΑ�ηνα3ης λ�γεται τ�ς τ�$ Δανα�$ &υγατ�ρας Aδρ�σασ&αι, ( . . . ).

Moreover, Amasis dedicated offerings in Hellas. He gave to Kyrene ( . . . ),
to Athena of Lindos two stone images and a marvellous linen breast-
plate; and to Hera in Samos ( . . . ). What he gave to Lindos was not out of
friendship for anyone, but because the temple of Athena in Lindos (lit.
the temple the in Lindos the of the Athena) is said to have been founded
by the daughters of Danaus, ( . . . ). (Hdt. ..–)

() (= )Λεων<δ?η δ�, τ=0 με κελε�εις τιμωρ6σαι, "ημ� μεγ!λως τετιμωρ6-
σ&αι, ψυ�C�σ3 τε τC�σι τ'νδε �ναρι�μ$τ�ισι τετ<μηται α�τ4ς τε κα� �A
-λλ�ι �A �ν Θερμ�π�λ?ησι τελευτ	σαντες.

As for Leonidas, whom you would have me avenge, I think that he has
received a full measure of vengeance; the uncounted souls of these that
you see (lit. souls the of these here uncounted) have done honour to him
and the rest of those who died at Thermopylae. (Hdt. ..)

In example (), the noun is preceded by an article since the noun on its
own provides enough information for the identification of the referent, as
the larger context together with the prepositional phrase �ς Λ<νδ�ν (‘to
Lindos’) at the beginning of the sentence already indicate that reference
is made to the temple of Athena in Lindos. The two reference modifiers
that follow the noun confirm that this is indeed the correct interpretation
of the noun. In example (), by contrast, the information provided by
the noun is not sufficient for the identification of a referent. Without the
mention of the following reference modifier τ?6σι τ0νδε (‘the of these’),
the addressee would have no clue to which referent the NP refers.94

...The rules for the articulation of the noun

Now the difference between the aNaX and NaX pattern has been anal-
ysed, it is time to present an overview of the rules for the articulation of
the noun. In contrast to the articulation ofmodifiers, which only depends
on the function of the modifier itself, the articulation of the noun is

94 Other examples of multiple-modifier NPs differing in the articulation of the noun
can be found at the beginning of this section (examples –). In the a-examples, the
noun is articular as the information of the noun provides enough information for the
identification of the correct referent, in the b-examples, on the other hand, the noun on
its own would have led to the identification of the wrong referent.
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determined by a number of factors. As we saw in the introduction to this
section, one of the main rules is that when an articular modifier precedes
the noun, the noun itself has no article. Patterns like aXaN, aXaNaX or
aXaNX do not occur. The reason for the fact that a noun is not articular
when it is preceded by a reference modifier is probably an economic one:
as articular modifiers can only occur in definite NPs there is no need to
mark the noun for definiteness as well.
If the NP does not contain any prenominal reference modifiers, but

does contain one or more postnominal reference modifiers, the articu-
lation of the noun is determined by the identifiability of the informa-
tion provided by the noun. As we saw in the section on the difference
between the aNaX andNaX pattern, nounsmodified by postnominal ref-
erence modifiers are preceded by an article if the noun on its own pro-
vides enough information for the identification of a referent, whereas it
lacks an article if the information of the modifier is essential for the iden-
tification of the (correct) referent.
A third possibility, which has not yet been considered above, is that an

NP does not contain any articular modifier, neither pre- nor postnomi-
nal, but is only modified by referent modifiers. In these cases, the noun is
always preceded by an article, irrespective of the question of whether the
noun on its own provides sufficient information for the identification of
a referent. For instance,

() μετ� δ1 τ�$τ�ν :ασιλε$σαι τ!ν .ρ�α τ�+ >Η�α3στ�υ, τA' �Sν�μα ε/ναι
Σε�'ν.

The next king was the priest of Hephaistos whose name was Sethos (lit.
the priest of the Hephaistos to whom was Sethos as a name).

(Hdt. ..)

() Δημ!ρητε, τ�=ω τρ4π=ω %π�νητ4τατα τ0ν %νδρ0ν τ��των �πικρατ	σ�-
μεν; ;&ι �3ηγ��/ σ� γ�ρ 2+εις α1τ'ν τ�ς διε6�δ�υς τ'ν #�υλευμ�των,
�8α :ασιλε�ς γεν4μεν�ς.

‘And how, Demaratos, can we overcome those men with the least trouble
to ourselves? Come, disclose that to me, for you—being their king—
know the plan and order of their counsels (lit. of them the paths of the
counsels).’ (Hdt. ..)

In examples () and (), the information provided by the noun is
definitely not sufficient for the identification of the intended Aρε�ς or
δι�3�δ�ι. Nevertheless, the nouns are preceded by an article. The reason
for the articulation of the noun in these cases is, clearly, that since the
non-articular modifiers that surround the noun do not give a hint of
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the definiteness of the NP, the NP would otherwise lack a marker of
definiteness altogether. Hence, in contrast to the NPs with postnominal
reference modifiers (aNaX), in which the article only relates to the noun
itself, indicating whether it provides sufficient identifying information,
the articles in examples like () and () do not relate to the noun
alone, but to the NP in its totality. Schematically, the rules that determine
the presence of an article before the nounmay be summarised as follows:
() . if an articular modifier precedes, the noun has no article;

. if no articular modifier precedes, the noun has an article,
a. if it provides sufficient information for the identification of a referent,
or

b. if the NP in its totality would otherwise have nomarking of definite-
ness.

This schema shows that the presence of an article before the noun de-
pends on more factors than the articulation of a modifier. Whereas the
articulation of a modifier only depends on the question of whether it
specifies the reference or characterises the referent, the presence of an
article before the noun does not only depend on its own contribution to
the identifiability of the referent, but also on economic motivations and
the question of whether the NP in its totality is recognisable as a definite
NP.

.. Summary and conclusion

In this chapter, I have analysed what determines the articulation of the
various constituents of a definite NP with one or more modifiers. For
modifiers, I argued that their articulation does not, as is traditionally
assumed, depend on their attributive or predicative value, but on their
function. Modifiers are articular if they specify the reference, i.e. if they
clarify which referent is referred to by providing information that dis-
tinguishes the intended referent from other possible entities satisfying
the description of the noun. Non-articular modifiers, on the other hand,
do not specify the reference, but characterise the referent. They provide
descriptive information on the referent without the purpose of distin-
guishing this referent from other entities.
For adjectives, numerals and some participles the opposition refer-

ence specification vs. referent characterisation has turned out to be inap-
propriate. For although articular adjectives, numerals and participles are
genuine reference modifiers, their non-articular counterparts (in single-
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modifier NPs at least) are predicative elements instead of referent modi-
fiers. Yet, even though these predicativemodifiers donot express a feature
but a temporary state of the referent, they still provide information on the
referent rather than the reference. For that reason, I have argued that ref-
erent characterisation is the basic characteristic of all non-articularmod-
ifiers.
The articulation of the nouns of NPs with one or more modifiers

turned out to be somewhat more difficult to describe, as it is influenced
by a number of factors. Besides the function of the noun itself, economic
motivations and the recognisability of the NP as a definite NP also
play a role. As for the first factor, an NP modified by one or more
postnominal reference modifiers is only articular if the noun on its own
provides enough information for the identification of a referent. If, on
the other hand, the information provided by the modifier is essential for
the identification, the noun lacks an article. The economic motivations
come into play if the noun is modified by one or more prenominal
referencemodifiers. In these cases, the noun is always non-articular,most
probably because the articulation of the noun was felt to be redundant,
as reference modifiers can only occur in definite NPs. The last factor, the
recognisability of the NP as a definite NP, plays a role in NPs modified
only by referent modifiers. In these cases, the noun is always articular to
prevent the NP from lacking a marker of definiteness altogether.
This brief summary of the factors that influence the articulation of NP

constituents clearly shows that—with the exception of the article in NPs
only modified by referent modifiers—the article in modified NPs does
not relate to the NP in its entirety, but only to the following constituent,
indicating whether (in the case of nouns) or in which way (in the case
of modifiers) it contributes to the identification of the referent. It is for
this reason that I prefer to speak about the articulation of a particular
constituent rather than the position or repetition of the article before this
constituent, to exclude the idea that the ‘article’ before an NP constituent
does not only have the form, but also the function of a ‘common’ article,
viz. indicating that the NP in its totality refers to an identifiable referent.
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OVERVIEW

The aim of this book was to provide a functional analysis of the structure
of the Ancient Greek NP. To this end, the previous chapters have dis-
cussed various aspects of the order and articulation of the constituents
of the NP. Chapter  and  discussed the order of the constituents in
single-modifier and multiple-modifier NPs respectively. Chapter  dis-
cussed the definiteness of the NP and Chapter , finally, the articulation
of the various NP constituents. By way of conclusion, I will try to show
how these various aspects determine the structure of the Ancient Greek
NP together. Hence, I will not give a detailed summary of the outcome
of each chapter, but present an overview of the various possible NPs pat-
terns with a short description of the circumstances under which they are
used.

.. The XN and NX pattern

The general characteristic of the XN and the NX patterns is that they
lack an article. The absence of the article may either be due to the fact
that the NP is non-referential (see Chapter , section .), or to the
fact that the referent to which the NP refers is not identifiable (with the
exception of four well-defined cases, see Chapter , section ..). In
that case, the referent is not unequivocally relatable to the knowledge of
the addressee, either because the relation between the referent and the
addressee’s knowledge is not one-to-one or because the referent cannot
be related to his knowledge at all. Actually, I should say that the referent is
not presented as unequivocally relatable, for my data showed that it is the
speaker and not the nature of the entity itself that determines whether the
NP is identifiable. The speaker may choose to present an unequivocally
relatable referent as identifiable or unidentifiable (see Chapter , section
..).
While the XN and NX pattern are similar with respect to their indef-

initeness, they differ in the degree of saliency of their modifier. Whereas
themodifier of theXNpattern ismore salient than the noun, themodifier
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of the NX pattern is either less or equally salient compared to the noun
(postposition of the modifier being the default situation, see Chapter ,
section .). Being more salient was defined as either being explicitly or
implicitly contrastive, or beingmore informative ormore important than
the other NP constituent. The last two options vary in that being more
informative relates to the information status (the newness or givenness of
the information), while being more important relates to the information
value (the importance or relevance the author ascribes to the informa-
tion).
That modifiers that are more salient than the noun they modify are

prenominal does not apply to heavy modifiers, i.e. modifiers accompa-
nied by more than one dependent (e.g. an argument or adverb). Heavy
modifiers tend to follow the noun, irrespective of their saliency (see
Chapter , section ..).The saliency principle is also overruled if one of
the constituents gives expression to the topic of the sentence. Since word
order rules at the level of the sentence are stronger than those at the level
of the NP, the topical constituent is always preposed, regardless of the
saliency of the information it provides (see Chapter , section .). An
NP element that does, rather unexpectedly, follow the saliency principle
is the ‘postpossessive possessive’ (e.g. μ�υ, σ"εων, α�τ�$). Although the
possibilities for its position are severely limited by syntactic constraints
(Wackernagel’s Law), its position in relation to the noun turned out still
to depend on its saliency (see Chapter , section ..).

.. The aXN, aNaX and NaX pattern

The first characteristic shared by the aXN, aNaX and NaX pattern is that
their referent is presented as identifiable, i.e. as unequivocally relatable
either to the general knowledge of the addressee (in the case of generic
reference to the kind x or to all relevant x, see Chapter , section .) or to
his available knowledge (in the case of reference to some (non-)specific
referent, see Chapter , section .). The second point of similarity
between these patterns is that the modifier is articular. In Chapter ,
section .. I argued that this should not be interpreted as an indication
that the modifier is attributive, as the grammars maintain, but rather
that the modifier specifies the reference. An articular modifier indicates
which referent is referred to by distinguishing the intended referent
from other possible entities satisfying the description of the head noun,
possibly, but not necessarily by describing a feature of this referent.
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Although the need for a reference specifying modifier is most urgent in
the case of an explicit contrast between several possible referents of the
head noun, I argued in Chapter , section .. that such a contrast is
no prerequisite for the use of a reference specifying modifier. A reference
specifyingmodifier may also be added to a noun that evokes only one (or
even no) referent, as long as the function of themodifier is to indicate that
it is the intended referent (and no other) that is being referred to.
The difference between the three reference patterns resides in a) the

saliency of themodifier and b) the identifiability of the information of the
head noun.The first factor, the saliency of the modifier, is responsible for
the difference between the aXN pattern, on the one hand, and the aNaX
and NaX patterns, on the other. While the latter are used if the modifier
is either less salient than or equally salient as the noun, the former is used
if the modifier is more salient than the noun. In my corpus, the number
of prenominal, and thus salient, reference specifying modifiers is consid-
erably higher than that of postnominal, and thus non-salient, reference
specifying modifiers. It has been argued (in Chapter , section .) that
this should be explained by the function of a reference specifying mod-
ifier: as the need for a reference specifying modifier is most urgent in
the case of an explicit contrast, it is only natural that contrastive—and
therefore prenominal—reference specifying modifiers are more frequent
than postnominal ones. Incidentally, that pragmatically marked refer-
ence specifying modifiers are more frequent than unmarked ones warns
against using frequency as a criterion to determine markedness: quanti-
tative analyses should thus always be supplemented with qualitative ones
(see Chapter , section .).
In the past, the two reference patterns with postnominal modifiers,

aNaX and NaX, have frequently been claimed not to form one integral
NP, but to consist of a definite noun followed by an apposition (‘the x, the
y one(s)’) and a non-referential noun followed by an elliptical NP (‘with
respect to x, the y one(s)’) respectively. In Chapter , sections ...
and .. it has been argued that this view, despite some rather strong
arguments in its favour, is not tenable. Although not every succession
of (article-)noun-article-modifier makes up a single integrated NP, the
aNaX and NaX combinations are usually reference patterns in their own
right, only differing from their sister-pattern (aXN) in the degree of
saliency of the modifier.
The difference between the aNaX and NaX pattern resides in the

identifiability of the referent (see Chapter , section ..). The aNaX
pattern is used if the addressee can identify the referent on the basis of
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the information of the noun only.Themodifier is added either to confirm
that this referent is the intended referent, or to specify a subgroup of this
referent. The use of the NaX pattern, by contrast, presupposes that the
modifier is essential for the identification of a referent: without the help
of the modifier, the addressee would identify the wrong referent or no
referent at all. The absence of a first article might thus be interpreted as a
signal that the identification of the referent should be postponed until the
information of the modifier becomes available. In a very small number
of cases, however, the absence of a first article does not signal that the
noun on its own provides insufficient information for the identification
of the referent, but is due to general rules for the use of the article. In
these cases, the NaX pattern is in fact an aNaX pattern whose first article
is not expressed (aNaX).

.. The XaN and aNX pattern

Like the reference patterns discussed above, the XaN and aNX patterns
refer to an identifiable referent and like in the reference patterns, the posi-
tion of the modifier in relation to the noun depends on its saliency. The
difference with the reference patterns resides in the marking and func-
tion of the modifiers. Traditionally, the modifiers of the XaN and aNX
pattern are said to stand in predicative position. In Chapter , section
..., I showed, however, that it is not the position, but the articula-
tion of the modifiers that is decisive. Furthermore, I argued that since
only non-articular adjectives, numerals and some participles in single-
modifier NPs can be interpreted predicatively, predicative value cannot
be the general characteristic of themodifiers in the aNXandXaNpattern.
What does unite the modifiers in these patterns (see Chapter , section
...) is that they characterise the referent, i.e. that they give informa-
tion on the referentwithout the intention to distinguish this referent from
other possible entities.While ‘common’ referent characterisingmodifiers
describe a more permanent feature of the referent, non-articular adjec-
tives and numerals (having predicative value) express a temporary state
of the referent. Participles in the aNX and XaN patterns were argued to
unite these two aspects, as theymay both express a temporary state of the
referent and ascribe a more permanent feature to it.
That the modifiers in the aNX and XaN patterns characterise the

referent does not mean that they are by definition unnecessary for the
identification of the referent. Non-articular genitives, possessives and
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prepositional phrases often provide information that is essential for the
identification. In contrast to the reference specifyingmodifiers discussed
above, however, these non-articular referent characterising modifiers do
not identify the referent by distinguishing it from other entities fitting
the description of the noun. This does not imply that referent modifiers
never set up a contrast between two entities, for there may be a contrast
between the referent of themodifier itself and some other entity (e.g. τ0ν
%σπ<δων τ� b+ανα ‘of the shields the handles’ vs. τ� τ43α ‘the bows’). In
cases like this, however, it is the referent of the modifier on its own that is
opposed to some other entity and not the referent of the NP in its totality.
As indicated above, adjectives and numerals in the aNX and XaN

pattern differ from other referent characterising modifiers in that they
describe a temporary state of the referent instead of a more permanent
feature. This is not to say to that these modifiers can never be used to
ascribe a permanent feature to a referent, but that for these modifiers
the use of the XaN or aNX pattern is not the appropriate way to do
so. Adjectives and numerals in single-modifier NPs can only express a
permanent feature of the referent if they are combined with a form of the
participle of εDμ< (e.g. τ�ν κυν�ην ��$σαν +αλκ�ην ‘the bronze helmet (lit.
the helmet being bronze)’, see Chapter , section ...). As a participle
of εDμ<may also be added tomodifiers other than adjectives and numerals
if it is for some reason necessary to indicate that they belong to the NP
proper and do not have a function at the level of the sentence, it has been
argued that the addition of a participle of εDμ< is a general demarcating
strategy indicating the boundaries of the NP.
Whereas adjectives and numerals in the aNX andXaN pattern, despite

the fact that they express a temporary state instead of a more permanent
feature of the referent, can still be argued to be referent characterising
modifiers (as they still provide information on the referent rather than
specifying the reference), demonstratives cannot. In Chapter , section
..., I suggested that the reason why demonstratives occur in the
referent patterns, although they are by definition reference specifying
modifiers is the fact that demonstratives cannot be used as either referent
characterising or reference specifying modifiers. As it was no use to
mark a demonstrative as either a referent characterising or a reference
specifyingmodifier, probably themost economical patternwas preferred.



 chapter seven

.. Multiple modifiers

It is impossible to give a complete overview of all possible word order
patterns for multiple-modifier NPs. As the two, three or even more
modifiers may be ordered around the noun in every possible way and
(almost) each of them may or may not be preceded by an article, the
various ordering possibilities—especially in definite NPs—are numerous
(e.g. aNXX,NaXX, aXXN, aXaXN, aXNaX, XaNX, see Chapter , section
..). But even though the various possible word order patterns in
multiple-modifier NPs are too numerous to give a complete overview, it
is not impossible to give a systematic account of the rules that determine
the ordering and articulation of their constituents.
To start with the latter, multiple-modifier NPs are—like single-mod-

ifier ones—indefinite if the NP is either non-referential or refers to an
unidentifiable referent, while they are definite if the NP refers to an
identifiable referent. In the definite NPs, each modifier may be preceded
by an article, depending—as in single-modifier NPs—on their function:
modifiers that specify the reference are articular, whereas modifiers that
characterise the referent are not. Besides the modifiers, the noun of a
definite NPmay or may not also be preceded by an article. Although this
was not discussed in the previous two sections, the articulation of the
noun in multiple-modifier NPs is, again, comparable to that in single-
modifier ones.
The rules for the articulation of the noun can be summarised as

follows: if an articular modifier precedes, the noun has no article (e.g.
aXN, aXXN), most probably because of the fact that articular modifiers
may only occur in definite NPs, so that there is no use in marking
the noun for definiteness as well. If no articular modifier precedes, the
noun has an article either if it provides sufficient information for the
identification of the referent, or if the NP in its totality would otherwise
have nomarking of definiteness. Sowhereas the articulation of amodifier
is only dependent on the question of whether it specifies the reference
or characterises the referent, the presence of an article before the noun
depends on its own contribution to the identifiability of the referent,
economic motivations and the question of whether the NP in its totality
is recognisable as a definite NP (see Chapter , section .).
Not only with respect to the articulation of the constituents, but also

with respect to their order, multiple-modifier NPs are comparable to
single-modifier ones. It is the saliency of the modifiers that determines
their position, both in relation to the noun and in relation to themselves
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(see Chapter , section ..). That implies that multiple-modifier NPs
are ordered in a diminishing degree of saliency from more salient con-
stituents on the left to less salient constituents on the right. The fact
that not only the position of the modifiers before or after the noun, but
also the order between themselves is determined by pragmatics makes
Ancient Greek different from many other languages, in which the order
of the NP constituents is determined by semantic factors (see Chapter ,
section .). InChapter , sections .. and ., I argued that this deviant
behaviour of the Greek language should not be explained by its musical
accent, nor by a (contemporary) appositional or non-hierarchical struc-
ture of the NP, but could be a consequence of a non-configurational past.
It should be stressed, however, that there may be no need to answer

the question of why the Greek language takes an exceptional position.
Although it is commonly assumed that pragmatics play only aminor role
at the level of the NP, I would not be surprised if the NP structure in
manymore languages—at least partially—depends on pragmatic factors.
The fact that we often have to rely on grammars that usually only present
very basic examples without any context should make us very careful
about drawing premature conclusions with respect to the influence of
pragmatics on the structure of the NP.
Irrespective of whether Ancient Greek takes an exceptional position

and, if so, why, the fact that the order and articulation of the NP con-
stituents depends largely on the message the speaker wants to convey
implies that knowledge and awareness of these factors will directly lead to
a much more precise interpretation of Ancient Greek texts. If the results
of my analysis of the structure of the NP inHerodotus also apply to other
authors, we may judge on the basis of the structure of the NP itself, even
if there is no relevant, clear or readable context, whether it is (one of)
the modifier(s) or the noun that is most salient, whether the referent is
assumed to be identifiable and whether it is or is not to be distinguished
from other entities satisfying the description of the noun.
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The definitions given below are not generally accepted and complete
definitions, but aremeant as indications of what I understand the various
linguistic terms to mean within the context of this book.

adjunct a non-obligatory complement of the verb, expressing the loca-
tion, time, manner etc. of the state of affairs; e.g. she sat on the couch,
he arrived yesterday.

adjunct of state an adjunct that expresses the state of the referent of the
noun during, according to or resulting from the state of affairs (e.g.
they came with their ships manned, I like the door black, John cooked
the meat dry). An adjunct of state may also be called the secondary
predicate.

agreement correspondence in gender, case, number, person etc. be-
tween a head and its dependent(s); e.g. un beau garçon, une belle fille.

apposition a nominal constituent that is added to a noun (phrase) to
provide further information about its referent, without being part
of the hierarchical structure of which the noun is the head; e.g. my
brother, the lawyer, goes to Spain for threemonths or he gave her a bottle
of wine, a very good one.

argument a complement that is required by the verb, noun or adjective;
e.g. she likes linguistics, the destruction of Rome, full of sunshine.

attributive position the position of a constituent in between the arti-
cle and noun (aXN), or after the noun with repetition of the modifier
(aNaX). Traditionally, it was assumed that constituents in attributive
position (as opposed to the ones in predicative position) have attribu-
tive value, i.e. are modifiers that modify the preceding or following
noun (as opposed to predicative modifiers).

centripetal ordering two or more constituents are centripetally ordered
if their position is determined by their relative distance from the head.
The result of a centripetal ordering is a kind of mirror image around
the head, e.g. X3 X2 X1 N X1 X2 X3.

classifying modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoff (a) to refer to
a modifier that specifies to which kind of entity the noun refers, i.e.
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indicates to which subclass the entity belongs; e.g. a corporate lawyer,
a steam train.

coordinated modifiers two or more modifiers that are linked by the
means of an explicit coordinator (e.g. a conjunctive, disjunctive or
adversative connection particle) or a pause; e.g. nice and quiet children
or beautiful, old cars.

cognitive structure my theory-unspecific term to refer to frames, scripts
and schemata, i.e. data structures representing generic concepts stored
in memory.These data structures are hierarchical networks of the var-
ious elements that are generally related to some object or (sequence)
of event(s).

definite NP an NP that contains a definite article; e.g. � γυν	 (‘the
woman’). An NP that refers to an identifiable referent, but lacks an
article (e.g. %ν&ρ'π�υ ψυ+	 ‘the human soul’) is thus considered
indefinite.

dependent a constituent that is dependent on a modifier; e.g. the same
age as his brother, camels running faster than horses.

derivational noun a derivational noun is a noun that is derived from a
verb; e.g. the observation from the verb to observe.

descriptivemodifier amodifier that describes a property of the referent,
e.g. its class, a quality, its quantity or its location (see at classifying,
qualifying, quantifying and localising modifier).

discourse modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoff () to refer to a
modifier that provides information about the status of the referent as
a discourse entity, i.e. provides information about the existence and
position of the referent in the discourse; e.g. former, same.

discontinuous NP an NP whose constituents are not expressed adja-
cently, e.g. I saw a man yesterday whose nose looked like a cauliflower.

domain a domain is a phrase consisting of a head and its dependents.
Three different domains of constituent ordering can be distinguished:
the clause, the noun phrase and the modifier phrase.

embedded modifier a modifier that contains a noun; e.g. the red hat of
the professor, the book on the table.

focus the term focus is used to refer to that part of the utterance that
is not known or presupposed to have a certain relationship with the
remainder of the sentence. The difference between focal constituents
andnew constituents is thatwhereas the lattermark the newness/unfa-
miliarity of the constituents as such, focus marks the newness of the
relation between the constituent(s) in question and the remainder of
the sentence. A focal constituent does thus not necessarily provide new
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information; e.g. (who wrote that very readable book on information
structure?) Lambrecht wrote that book or (do youwant yoghurt or fruits
for desert?) I would like some yoghurt.

generic NP an NP that refers to a kind or to all relevant referents that
satisfy the description of the head noun, e.g. the whale is a mammal,
PhD-students work hard.

given information information that is available to the addressee by
means of the preceding discourse or the speech situation.

head the principal constituent of a phrase, which is the point of orien-
tation for the other constituents of the phrase.The noun is the head of
the NP.

heaviness principle the principle that predicts that heavy (i.e. complex
or long) constituents tend to be expressed at the end of the NP and
may be even displaced to a position later in the sentence.

hyperbaton the traditional term for the discontinuous expression of the
various subconstituents of a constituent; e.g. ��τω μ1ν δ� τ5ν τρ3την
�σηγ!γετ� γυνα�κα � @Αρ<στων ‘in this way Ariston married his third
wife (lit. in this way the third married wife the Ariston)’.

indefinite NP anNP that lacks a definite article; e.g.Δαρε<�υ &υγατ�ρα
(‘a daughter of Dareios’).

inferrable information information that can be inferred from the infor-
mation that is available by means of the preceding discourse or the
speech situation.

information status the degree of familiarity (the newness or givenness)
of a constituent to the addressee.

information value the importance or relevance that is attributed to a
constituent by the speaker or writer.

intensifier a constituent (usually an adverbial) that provides informa-
tion about the intensity of the feature expressed by an adjective. An
intensifier is also called a degree adverbial; e.g. very bad, rather simple.

juxtaposedmodifiers two ormoremodifiers that are placed side by side
without any linking element (i.e. a coordinator or pause); e.g. beautiful
old cars.

kind-predicate a predicate that can only be applied to a kind; e.g. be
extinct, abound.

localising modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoff () to refer to a
modifier that provides information about the location of the referent.
Apart from spatial location (e.g. this book, the book on the table), a
localising modifier may also indicate location in time (e.g. the book I
bought yesterday) or possession (e.g. John’s book).
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modifier any constituent that provides information about the head of an
NP.The termmodifier is used to refer to grammaticalmodifiers such as
determiners (e.g. demonstratives) and quantifiers (e.g. numerals), and
lexical modifiers such as adjectives, possessor phrases, prepositional
phrases and relative clauses.

new information information that is not yet available to the addressee
of the utterance, neither by means of the preceding discourse, nor by
means of the speech situation.

(non-)specific NP an NP that refers to a (non-)specific referent. The
choice for a specific or non-specific NP depends on the question
whether the speaker does or does not have a particular referent in
mind; e.g. I have bought a car (specific), the winner of the competition
will receive a goblet (non-specific),Mary wants to marry a Norwegian
(ambiguous; without context it is unclear whether Mary wants to
marry a particularNorwegian or is resolved tomarry just any guy from
Norway).

non-configurational language a language that has a flat instead of a
hierarchical phrase structure. As non-configurational languages try
to avoid hierarchical structures, modifiers are not dependents of the
noun, but either constituents of the clause themselves or mini-NPs
in apposition to the noun (e.g. ‘the trees, these three, the large
ones’).

non-referential NP an NP that does not refer to some specific or non-
specific referent. Most often it is used to ascribe a property to another
constituent of the sentence; e.g. he is the best student I ever had, he sent
them as spies.

non-restrictive modifier a modifier that does not restrict the set of
referents of the head noun. The relative clause in the example the
potatoes, which were stored in the cellar, were rotten, for instance, does
not restrict the number of objects to which the head noun (potatoes)
refers.

noun phrase a phrase whose head is typically a noun or a pronoun; e.g.
six golden bowls, the four winter months, the good one, we both.

postnominal modifier a modifier that is expressed after the noun it
modifies; e.g. the invasion of Iraq.

postfield the area after the head; viz. prefield [head] postfield.
postpositive element an element that forms a prosodic unit with the
preceding word, among which particles (e.g. γ!ρ, γε, δ	, μ�ν), the
non-contrastive personal pronouns (e.g. μ�υ, σε, �A) and α�τ4ς as
anaphoric pronomen.
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pragmatic factors factors that relate to the communicative aim of the
utterance, i.e. the message the speaker or writer wants to con-
vey.

predicate adjective an adjective that is used to predicate a feature of
the subject of the clause. In English, a predicate adjective has to be
combined with a copular verb, e.g. her dress was purple.

predicate NP an NP that is used to predicate a feature of the subject
of the clause. In English, a predicate NP has to be combined with a
copular verb, e.g. John is a teacher.

predicative position the position of a constituent before or after the
combination of article and noun (XaN or aNX). Traditionally, it was
assumed that constituents in predicative position (as opposed to the
ones in attributive position) have predicative value, i.e. are not part of
the NP proper, but are used either as the predicate of the clause or as
an adjunct of state.

prefield the area in front of the head; viz. prefield [head] postfield.
prenominal modifier a modifier that is expressed before the noun it
modifies; e.g. John’s proposal.

presentative sentence a sentence that introduces a new topic into the
discourse; e.g. there was once a miller who was poor, but he had one
beautiful daughter. A presentative sentence can also be called a thetic
sentence.

prolepsis the traditional term for the left-dislocation of the topic of the
subordinate sentence into the main sentence.The left-dislocated noun
may, but need not be syntactically adjusted to the main clause; e.g.
εDσ!γγελλε Τειρεσ<ας Iτι Nητε� νιν ‘announce that Teiresias is looking
for him (lit. announce Tereisias that he is looking for him)’.

qualifying modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoff () to refer to a
modifier that specifies inherent features of the referent, such as colour,
size and age; e.g. a red ball, an enormous statue.

quantifying modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoff () to refer to a
modifier that specifies the quantitative properties of the referent; e.g.
the two books, the seven children.

referent characterising modifier (in short: referent modifier) a modi-
fier that gives information on a feature of the referent, i.e. is purely
descriptive; e.g. the newborn foal.

reference specifying modifier (in short: reference modifier) a modifier
that clarifies which referent is referred to, possibly, but not necessarily
by describing a feature of the referent; e.g. the other day or the Greek
language.
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referential NP an NP that refers to a specific or non-specific discourse
referent.

restrictivemodifier amodifier that restricts the set of referents to which
the head noun refers. The relative clause in the example the potatoes
that were stored in the cellar were rotten, for instance, restricts the
number of objects to which the head noun refers: not all potatoes, but
only those in the cellar were rotten.

saliency a constituent may be the most salient element of the NP either
because it is the most informative element of the NP or because the
speaker/writer considers it to be the most important or relevant part
of the message expressed by the NP. In the former case, the saliency of
the modifier is related to the (supposed) knowledge of the addressee,
to whom the unknown information expressed by the constituent in
question is more informative than the given or inferrable information
of the remainder of the NP. In the latter case, however, the constituent
in question and the remainder of the NP do not differ in information
status, but in the information value the speaker/writer ascribes to
them.

saliency principle the ordering principle that predicts that the more
salient the information of an NP constituent, the further to the left
it is expressed.

semantics factors factors that relate to the meaning of the constituents
or utterance in question.

state of affairs the situation, event or process expressed by the verb.
topic the constituents that express what the sentence ‘is about’; e.g. Q:
What did you do yesterday afternoon? A: Iwent to the new city centre
to buy a present for my little brother.

zero-coordination the coordination of two or more elements by means
of a pause instead of an explicit coordinator; e.g. beautiful, old cars.



REFERENCES

Alexiadou, Artemis and Chris Wilder (), ‘Adjectival modification and
multiple determiners’, in: A. Alexiadou and C. Wilder, Possessors, predicates
and movements in the determiner phrase. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.

Alexiadou, Artemis, Liliane Haegeman and Melita Stavrou (), Noun
phrase in the generative perspective. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Androutsopoulou, Antonia (), ‘The distribution of the definite deter-
miner and the syntax of Greek DP’s’, Chicago linguistic society , –.

Ariel, Mira (), Accessing noun-phrase antecedents. London: Routlegde.
Bach, Emmon (), ‘Nouns and noun phrases’, in: E. Bach and R.T. Harms
(eds.),Universals in linguistic theory. New York: Holt, Rinehart andWinston,
–.

Bakker, Egbert J. (), ‘Boundaries, topics and the structure of discourse. An
investigation of the Ancient Greek particle de’, Studies in language , –
.

Bakker, Stéphanie J. (), ‘The position of the adjective in definite NPs’, in:
E. Crespo, J. de la Villa and A.R. Revuelta (eds.), Word classes and related
topics in Ancient Greek. Proceedings of the conference on ‘Greek syntax and
word classes’ held in Madrid on – June , Louvain-la-Neuve: Peeters,
–.

———, (), ‘Adjective ordering: a pragmatic explanation’, in: R. Allan and
M. Buijs (eds.), The language of literature. Linguistic approaches to classical
texts. Leiden: Brill, –.

Basset, Louis (), ‘Entre épithète et attribut’, in: M.-M. de Gaulmyn and
S. Rémi-Giraud (eds.), À la recherche de l’attribut. Lyon: Presses Université
de Lyon, –.

Beckwith, Miles C. (), Review of Devine and Stephens (), Language
, –.

Behaghel, Otto (),Deutsche Syntax: eine geschichtliche Darstellung. Vol IV:
Wortstellung-Periodenbau. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Benveniste, Émile (), ‘La phrase nominale’, in: E. Benveniste, Problèmes de
linguistique générale I. Paris: Gallimard, –.

Bergson, Leif (),Zur Stellung des Adjektivs in der älteren griechischen Prosa:
die Motive der Voran- bzw. Nachstellung in ihren Hauptzügen. Stockholm:
Almqvist & Wiksell.

Biber, Douglas, S. Johansson, G. Leech, S. Conrad and E. Finegan (eds.) (),
Longman grammar of spoken and written English. Harlow: Longman.

Biraud, Michèle (), La détermination du nom en grec classique. Nice: Asso-
ciation des Publications de la Faculté des Lettres de Nice.

Birner, Bett J. and Gregory Ward (), ‘Uniqueness, familiarity, and the
definite article in English’, Proceedings of the annual meeting of the Berkeley
linguistic society , –.



 references

Bolinger, Dwight L. (), ‘Objects in English attribution and predication’,
Lingua , –.

———, (), ‘Linear modification’, in: F. Householder (ed.), Syntactic theory:
selected readings. Part I: Structuralist. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, –
.

Börjars, Kersti E. (), ‘Swedish double determination in a European typo-
logical perspective’, Nordic journal of linguistics , –.

Börjars, Kersti E. and Lars-Olof Delsing (), ‘The syntax of nominals and
noun phrases’, Nordic journal of linguistics , –.

Broekhuis, Hans, Evelien Keizer and Marcel den Dikken (eds.) (), Nouns
and noun phrases. A modern grammar of Dutch. Tilburg: Tilburg University
(Occasional papers ).

Brunel, Jean (), La construction de l’adjectif dans les groupes nominaux du
grec. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Buck, Carl D. (),TheGreek dialects: grammar, selected inscriptions, glossary.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Burton-Roberts, Noel (), ‘On the generic indefinite article’, Language ,
–.

Carlson, Gregory N. (), ‘A unified analysis of the English bare plural’,
Linguistics and philosophy , –.

———, (), ‘Generics and atemporal when’, Linguistics and philosophy , –
.

———, (), ‘Generic terms and generic sentences’, Journal of philosophical
logic , –.

Chafe, Wallace L. (), ‘Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects,
topics and point of view’, in: C.N. Li (ed.), Subject and topic. New York:
Academic Press, –.

Christophersen, Paul (), The articles. A study of their theory and use in
English. Copenhagen: Munksgaard.

Chomsky, Noam (), ‘Deep structure, surface structure, and semantic inter-
pretation’, in: D. Steinberg and L. Jacobovits (eds.), Semantics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, –.

Clark, Herbert H. and Susan E. Haviland (), ‘Comprehension and the
given-new contract’, in: R.O. Freedle (ed.), Discourse production and compre-
hension. Norwoord: Ablex, –.

Coene, Martine and Yves d’Hulst (eds.) (), From NP to DP ( volumes).
Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Cornish, Francis (), ‘Focus of attention in discourse’, in: J.L.Mackenzie and
M.A. Gómez-González (eds.), A new architecture for Functional Grammar.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, –.

Cristofaro, Sonia and Anna Giacalone-Ramat (), ‘Relativization strate-
gies in the languages of Europe’, in: P. Ramat and E. Roma (eds.), Europe and
theMediterranean as linguistic areas: convergencies from a historical and typo-
logical perspective. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.

Croft, William A. (), Typology and universals. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Dahl, Östen (), Topic and comment: a study in Russian and general trans-



references 

formational grammar. Stockholm: Almqvist and Wiksell.
———, (), ‘On Generics’, in: E.L. Keenan (ed.), Formal semantics of natural

language: papers from a colloquium sponsored by the King’s College Research
Centre. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, –.

Declerck, Renaat (), ‘The manifold interpretations of generic sentences’,
Lingua , –.

———, (), Studies on copular sentences, clefts and pseudo-clefts. Leuven:
Leuven University Press.

———, (), ‘The origins of genericity’, Linguistics , –.
Denniston, John D. (2),The Greek particles. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Devine, Andrew M. and Laurence D. Stephens (), The prosody of Greek

speech. New York: Oxford University Press.
———, (), Discontinuous syntax: hyperbaton in Greek. New York: Oxford
University Press.

———, (), Latin word order: structured meaning and information. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Dik, H. (),Word order in ancient Greek. A pragmatic account of word order
variation in Herodotus. Amsterdam: Gieben.

———, (), ‘Interpreting adjective position inHerodotus’, in: E.J. Bakker (ed.),
Grammar as interpretation: Greek literature in its linguistic contexts. Leiden:
Brill, –.

———, (), Word order in Greek tragic dialogue. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Dik, Simon C. (), Coordination: its implications for the theory of general
linguistics. Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Co.

———, (),The theory of Functional Grammar ( volumes). Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter.

Dixon, Robert M.W. (), ‘Where have all the adjectives gone’, Studies in
language , –.

Dover, Kenneth J. (),Greek word order. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Downing, Bruce T. (), ‘Some universals of relative clause structure’, in:
J. Greenberg et al. (eds.), Universals of human language. Volume : Syntax.
Stanford: Stanford University Press –.

Epstein, Richard L. (), ‘The definite article, accessibility, and the construc-
tion of discourse referents’, Cognitive linguistics , –.

Ewert, Manfred and Fred Hansen (), ‘On the linear order of the modifier-
head-position in NPs’, in: G. Fanselow (ed.),The parametrization of universal
grammar. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.

Fabri, Ray (), Kongruenz und die Grammatik des Maltesischen. Tübingen:
Max Niemeyer Verlag.

Fillmore, Charles J. (), ‘Frames and the semantics of understanding’,Qua-
derni di semantica , –.

Firbas, Jan (), ‘On defining the theme in Functional Sentence Analysis’.
Travaux linguistiques de Prague , –.

Foley, William A. (), ‘Towards a universal typology of the noun phrase’,
Studies in language , –.



 references

Fox, Barbara (a), Discourse structure and anaphora: written and conversa-
tional English. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

———, (b), ‘Anaphora in popular written English narratives’ in: R. Tomlin
(ed.),Coherence and grounding in discourse: outcome of a symposium, Eugene,
Oregon, June , Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.

———, (c), ‘The noun phrase accessibility hierarchy reinterpreted: subject
primacy or the absolutive hypothesis’, Language , –.

Fraurud, Kari (), ‘Definiteness and the processing of NPs in natural dis-
course’, Journal of semantics , –.

Fretheim, Thorstein and Jeanette K. Gundel (eds.) (), Reference and refer-
ent accessibility. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Fries, Peter H. (), ‘Towards a discussion of the ordering of adjectives in
the English NP’ in: B.F. Elson (ed.), Language in global perspective: papers in
honor of the th anniversary of the summer institute of linguistics –,
Dallas: Summer Institute of Linguistics, –.

Fugier, Huguette (), ‘Le syntagme nominal en latin classique’ in: W. Haase
(ed.), Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt, , I. Berlin: De Gruyter,
–.

Fugier, H. and J.M. Corbin (), ‘Coordination et classes fonctionnelles dans
le syntagme nominal latin’, Bulletin de la société de linguistique , –.

García Velasco, Daniel and Jan Rijkhoff (eds.) (), The noun phrase in
functional discourse grammar. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Gil, David (), ‘Definiteness, noun phrase configurationality, and the count-
mass distinction’, in: E. Reuland and A. ter Meulen (eds.),The representation
of (in)definiteness. Cambridge (Mass): MIT Press, –.

Gildersleeve, Basil L. (), Syntax of classical Greek: from Homer to Demos-
thenes. New York: American Book Company.

Givon, Talmy (), ‘Topic continuity in discourse: an introduction’, in: T.
Givón (ed.), Topic contiuity in discourse: quantified cross-linguistic studies.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, –.

Goodwin, WilliamW. (), Greek grammar. London: Macmillan.
Graesser, Arthur C. and L.F. Clark (), Structures and procedures of implicit

knowledge. Norwoord: Ablex Publishing Coorporation.
Greenberg, JosephH. (),Universals of language: report of a conference held

at Dobbs Ferry, New York, April –, . Cambridge MA: MIT Press.
———, (),Universals of language: with special reference to feature hierarchies.
The Hague: Mouton.

———, (), ‘How does a language acquire gender-markers’, in: Greenberg et
al. (eds.), Universals of human language. Volume : Word structure. Stanford:
Stanford University Press, –.

———, (), ‘Nilo-Saharan moveable -k as a Stage III article (with a Penutian
typological parallel)’, Journal of African languages and linguistics , –.

Grice, Herbert P. (), ‘Logic and conversation’, in: P. Cole and J.L. Morgan
(eds.), Syntax and semantics : SpeechActs. NewYork: Academic Press, –.

Gundel, Jeanette K., Nancy A. Hedberg and Ron Zacharski (), ‘Cognitive
status and the form of referring expressions in discourse’, Language , –
.



references 

———, (), ‘Cognitive status and the definite description in English: why
accommodation is unnecessary’, English language and linguistics , –.

Halliday, Michael A.K. (), ‘Notes on transitivity and theme in English,
Part ’, Journal of Linguistics , –.

Harry, J E. (), ‘The omission of the article with substantives after �Yτ�ς,
Iδε, �κε�ν�ς in prose’, Transactions of the American philological association
, –.

Haeseryn, Walter, K. Romijn, G. Geerts, J. de Rooij and M.C. van den Toorn
(), Algemene Nederlandse spraakkunst (ANS). Groningen: Nijhoff.

Haspelmath, Martin (), ‘Explaining article-possessor complementarity:
economic motivation in noun phrase syntax’, Language , –.

———, (), ‘Coordinating constructions: an overview’, in: M. Haspelmath
(ed.), Coordinating constructions. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.

———, (2), ‘Coordination’, in: T. Shopen, Language typology and syntactic
description. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, –.

Hawkins, John A. (), Definiteness and indefiniteness: a study in reference
and grammaticality prediction. London: Croom Helm.

———, (),Word order universals. New York: Academic Press.
———, (), ‘On (in)definite articles: implicatures and (un)grammaticality
prediction’, Journal of linguistics , –.

———, (), A performance theory of order and constituency. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Heim, Irene R. (), The semantics of definite and indefinite noun phrases.
Dissertation University Massachusetts Amherst.

———, (), ‘File change semantics and the familiarity theory’, in: R. Bäuerle
et al.

(eds.),Meaning, use and interpretation of language. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter,
–.

Heinrichs, HeinrichM. (), Studien zum bestimmtenArtikel in den german-
ischen Sprachen. Giessen: Schmitz.

Hellwig, Antje (), ‘Zur Funktion und Bedeutung der griechischen Par-
tikeln’, Glotta , –.

Hetzron, Robert (), ‘On the relative order of adjectives’, in: H. Seiler (ed.),
Language universals: papers from the conference held atGummerbach/Cologne,
Germany, Oct. –, . Tübingen: Narr Verlag, –.

Higgins, F.R. (), The pseudo-cleft construction in English. New York: Gar-
land Publishing.

Himmelmann, Nikolaus P. (), ‘Demonstratives in narrative discourse: a
taxonomy of universal uses’, in: B. Fox (ed.), Studies in anaphora. Amsterdam:
Benjamins, –.

———, (), Deiktikon, Artikel, Nominalphrase: zur Emergenz syntaktischer
Struktur. Tübingen: Niemeyer.

Hirt, Hermann A. (), Indogermanische Grammatik. Teil V: Der Akzent.
Heidelberg: Carl Winter’s Universitätsbuchhandlung.

How,Walter W. and JosephWells (), A commentary on Herodotus. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Humbert, Jean (3), Syntaxe grecque. Paris: Klincksieck.



 references

Ioup, Georgette (), ‘Specificity and the interpretation of quantifiers’, Lin-
guistics and philosophy , –.

de Jong, Jan R. de (), ‘Word order within Latin noun phrases’, in: H. Pink-
ster (ed.), Latin linguistics and linguistic theory. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –
.

de Jonge, Casper (), ‘Dionysius of Halicarnassus and the method of meta-
thesis’, Classical quarterly , –.

Joseph, Brian D. and Irene Philippaki-Warburton (),Modern Greek. Lon-
don: Croom Helm.

Kahn, Charles H. (),The verb ‘be’ in ancient Greek. Dordrecht (etc.): Reidel.
(The verb ‘be’ and its synonyms: philosophical and grammatical studies.
Part ).

Keenan, Edward L. (), ‘Relative clauses’, in: T. Shopen (ed.),Language typol-
ogy and syntactic description. Volume II: complex constructions. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, –.

Keizer, M. Evelien (), Reference, predication and (in)definiteness in func-
tional grammar: a functional approach to English copular sentences. Utrecht:
Elinkwijk.

———, (), ‘Term structure in functional grammar: amodest proposal’,Work-
ing papers in functional grammar .

———, (a), ‘Possessive constructions in English: the proposal’s supporters or
the supporters of the proposal?’, in: M. Hannay and G. Steen (eds.),The English
clause: Usage and structure. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, –.

———, (b), The English noun phrase: the nature of linguistic classification.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kempson, Ruth M. (), Presupposition and the delimitation of semantics.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kleiber,Georges (), L’article LE générique: la généricité sur lemodemassif.
Geneva: Droz.

Kolliakou, Dimitra (), Definites and possessives in Modern Greek. Disser-
tation Edinburgh.

———, (), ‘Linkhood and multiple definite marking’, in: G. Bouma, G.-
J. Kruijff and R. Oehrle (eds.), Proceedings of the FHCG , Saarbrücken,
Germany, August –, –.

———, (), ‘Monadic definites and polydefinites: their form, meaning and
use’, Journal of linguistics , –.

Koptjevskaja-Tamm, M. (), ‘ “A woman of sin”, “a man of duty” and “a
hell of a mess”: Non-determiner genitives in Swedish’, in: F. Plank (ed.),Noun
phrase structure in the languages of Europe. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, –
.

Krifka, Manfred, Francis J. Pelletier, Gregory N. Carlson, Alice ter Meulen,
Godehard Link and Gennaro Chierchia (), ‘Genericity: an introduction’,
in: G.N. Carlson and F.J. Pelletier (eds.),Thegeneric book. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, –.

Kruijff-Korbayová, Ivana and Mark Steedman (), ‘Discourse and infor-
mation structure’, Journal of logic, language and information: special issue on
discourse and information structure , –.



references 

Kühner, Raphael en BernhardGerth (–),Ausführliche Grammatik der
griechischen Sprache II: Satzlehre. Hannover: Hahnsche Buchhandlung.

Laca, Brenda (), ‘Generic objects: some more pieces of the puzzle’, Lingua
, –.

Laczko, Tibor (),The syntax of Hungarian noun phrases: a lexical-function-
al approach. Frankfurt: Peter Lang.

Lambrecht, Knud (), ‘Sentence focus, information structure and the
thetic-categorial distinction’, Berkeley linguistics society , –.

———, (), Information structure and sentence form: topic, focus and the men-
tal representations of discourse referents. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Langacker, Ronald W. (), Foundations of cognitive grammar. Vol. : de-
scriptive application. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Lappin, Shalom (ed.) (),The syntax and semantics of NPs (Lingua ).
Larfeld, Wilhelm (), Griechische Epigraphik. München: Beck.
Lehmann, Christian (), Der Relativsatz: Typologie seiner Strukturen: Theo-

rie seiner Funktionen: Kompendium seiner Grammatik. Tübingen: Narr.
———, (), ‘On the typology of relative clauses’, Linguistics , –.
Levinson, Stephen C. (), ‘Minimization and conversational inference’, in:
J. Verschueren and M. Bertuccelli-Papi (eds.), The pragmatic perspective.
Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.

Li, Charles N. and Sandra A. Thompson (), ‘Relativization strategies in
Wappo’, Berkeley linguistics society , –.

Lichtenberk, Frantisek (), ‘Patterns of anaphora in To’aba’ita narrative
discourse’, in: B. Fox (ed.), Studies in anaphora. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –
.

Löbner, Sebastian (), ‘Definites’, Journal of semantics , –.
Lyons, Christopher (), ‘Themeaning of the English definite article’, in: J. van
der Auwera (ed.), The semantics of determiners. London: Croom Helm, –
.

———, (), Definiteness. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Lyons, John (), Semantics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Macan, ReginaldW. (),Herodotus: The seventh, eighth, & ninth books with

introduction and commentary. Vol I, Part I. New York: Arno press.
Mackenzie, J. Lachlan (), ‘Nominal predicates in functional grammar’, in:
S.C. Dik, Advances in functional grammar. Dordrecht: Foris, –.

———, (), ‘The representation of nominal predicates in the fund’, Working
Papers in functional grammar .

Del Mar Puebla Manzanos, Maria (), ‘El orden de los modificadores
en el sintagma nominal del griego clásico’, Revista española de lingüística ,
–.

McCawley, James D. (), ‘Where do noun phrases come from?’ in: D.D.
Steinberg and L.A. Jakobovits (eds.), Semantics: an interdisciplinary reader
in philosophy, linguistics and psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, –.

Marouzeau, Jules (), L’ordre des mots dans la phrase latine. I: Les groupes
nominaux. Paris: Champion.



 references

Martin, J.E. (), ‘Semantic determinants of preferred adjective order’, Jour-
nal of verbal learning and verbal behaviour , –.

Martin, Robert (), ‘Les usages génériques de l’article le et la pluralité’, in:
J. David and G. Kleiber (eds.), Déterminants: syntaxe et sémantique. Paris:
Klincksieck, –.

Meillet, Antoine (), ‘La phrase nominale en indoeuropéen’, Mémoires de
la société de linguistique de Paris , –.

Minsky, Marvin (), ‘A framework for representing knowledge’, in: P.H.
Winston (ed.), The psychology of computer vision. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, –.

Moravcsik, Edith A. (), ‘Parts andwholes in theHungarian noun phrase: a
typological study’, in: B. Palek (ed.), Item order in natural languages: proceed-
ings of LP ’. Prague: Charles University Press, –.

Nunberg,Geoffrey andChiahuaPan (), ‘Inferring quantification in generic
sentences’, in: R. Grossman, L. San and T. Vance (eds.), Papers from the th
regional meeting of the CLS. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society, –.

Oosterhof, Albert (), The semantics of generics in Dutch and related lan-
guages. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Palm, Jonas (),Zur Funktion und Stellung des attributivenDemonstrativums
im Griechischen. Lund: Gleerup.

Papafragou, Anna (), ‘On generics’, UCL working paper in linguistics ,
–.

Payne, John (), ‘Nouns and noun phrases’, in: R.E. Asher and J.M.Y. Simp-
son (eds.), The encyclopedia of language and linguistics. Oxford: Pergamon
Press, –.

Plank, F. (), ‘Double articulation’, in F. Plank (ed.), Noun phrase structure
in the languages of Europe. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, –.

Poesio, M. and R. Vieira (), ‘A corpus-based investigation of definite de-
scription use’, Computational linguistics , –.

Posner, Roland (), ‘Iconicity in syntax. The natural order of adjectives’, in:
T.A. Sebeok, P. Bouissac, M. Herzfeld and R. Posner (eds.), Iconicity. Essays
on the nature of culture. Tübingen: Stauffenburg Verlag, –.

Prince, Ellen (a), ‘On the inferencing of indefinite-thisNPs’, in: A.K. Joshi,
B.L. Webber and I.A. Sag, Elements of discourse understanding. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, –.

———, (b), ‘Toward a taxonomy of given-new information’, in: P. Cole (ed.),
Radical pragmatics. New York: Academic Press, –.

Quirk, Randolph et al. (), A comprehensive grammar of the English lan-
guage. London: Longman.

Rijkhoff, Jan (), ‘The identification of referents—a procedural model’, in:
J.H. Connolly and S.C. Dik (eds.), Functional Grammar and the computer.
Dordrecht: Floris, –.

———, (), The noun phrase: a typological study of its form and structure.
Dissertation University of Amsterdam.

———, (), ‘The order in the NP of the languages of Europe’, in: A. Siewierska
(ed.),Constituent order in the languages of Europe, Berlin:Mouton deGruyter,
–.



references 

———, (),The noun phrase. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———, (a), ‘Layers, levels and contexts in Functional Discourse Grammar’,
in: D. García Velasco and J. Rijkhoff (eds.), The noun phrase in Functional
Discourse Grammar, –.

———, (b), ‘Descriptive and discourse-referential modifiers in a layered
model of the noun phrase’, Linguistics, , –.

Rijksbaron, Albert (), ‘Relative clause formation in Ancient Greek’, in:
A.M. Bolkestein and H.A. Combé (eds.), Predication and expression in Func-
tional Grammar. London: Academic Press, –.

———, (), ‘Sur quelques différences entre �Yτ�ς � + substantif, �Yτ�ς δ1 �
+ substantif, � δ� + substantif + �Yτ�ς chez Hérodote’, Lalies , –.

———, (), Over bepaalde personen. Amsterdam: Vossiuspers.
———, (), ‘Sur l’article avec nom propre’, in: J.L. Breuil, C. Cusset, F. Garam-
bois, N. Palmieri and E. Perrin-Saminadayar (eds.), �ν κων�ν<xα πKσα "ιλ<α.
Mélanges offerts à Bernard Jacquinod, –.

Rijksbaron,Albert, Simon Slings, Peter Stork enGerryWakker (),Beknop-
te syntaxis van het klassiek Grieks. Lunteren: Hermaion.

Risselada, Rodie (), ‘Coordination and juxtaposition of adjectives in the
Latin NP’, Glotta , –.

Roberts, William R. (), On literary composition: being the Greek text of the
‘De compositione verborum’. London: Macmillan.

Ruijgh, Cornelis J. (), ‘La place des enclitiques dans l’ordre des mots chez
Homère d’après la loi de Wackernagel’, in: H. Eichner and H. Rix (eds.),
Sprachwissenschaft und Philologie. Jacob Wackernagel und die Indogerman-
istik heute. Wiesbaden: Reichert, –.

Rumelhart, David E. (), ‘Schemata: the building blocks of cognition’, in:
R.J. Spiro et al (eds.), Theoretical issues in reading comprehension: perspec-
tives from cognitive psychology, linguistics, artificial intelligence, and education.
Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, –.

Russell, Bertrand (), The principles of mathematics. London: Allen and
Unwin.

Sansone, David (), ‘Towards a new doctrine of the article in Greek: some
observations on the definite article in Plato’, Classical philology , –.

Sasse, Hans-Jürgen (), ‘The thetic/categorical distinction revisited’, Linguis-
tics , –.

Schroeder, Christoph (),The Turkish nominal phrase in spoken discourse.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz (Turcologica ).

Schwartz, Arthur (), ‘General aspects of relative clause formation’,Work-
ing papers on language universals , –.

Schwyzer, Eduard and Albert Debrunner (), Griechische Grammatik: auf
der Grundlage von Karl Brugmanns Griechischer Grammatik. Band : Syntax
und syntaktische Stilistik. München: Beck.

Searle, John R. (), Speech acts: an essay in the philosophy of language.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Seiler, Hansjakob (), Relativsatz, Attribut und Apposition. Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz.

———, (), ‘Determination, a functional dimension for inter-language com-



 references

parison’, in: H. Seiler (ed.), Language universals: papers from the conference
held at Gummersbach, Cologne, Germany, October –, . Tübingen: Narr
Verlag, –.

———, (), ‘Kategorien als fokale Instanzen von Kontinua, gezeigt am Bei-
spiel der nominalen Determination’, in: B. Schlerath and V. Ritter (eds.),
Grammatische Kategorien: Funktion und Geschichte. Wiesbaden: Dr Ludwig
Reichert, –.

Sgall, Petr (), ‘Functional sentence perspective in a generative description’,
Prague studies in mathematical linguistics , –.

Sicking, Christiaan M.J. (), ‘Griekse partikels: definitie en classificatie’,
Lampas , –.

Sicking, Christiaan M.J. and Jan M. van Ophuijsen (), Two studies in Attic
particle usage. Lysias & Plato, Leiden: Brill.

Slings, Simon R. (), ‘Written and spoken language: an exercise in the
pragmatics of the Greek language’, Classical philology , –.

———, (a), ‘Figures of speech and their lookalikes: two further exercises
in the pragmatics of the Greek sentence’, in: E.J. Bakker (ed.), Grammar as
interpretation. Greek literature in its linguistic contexts. Leiden: Brill, –.

———, (b), ‘Adversative relators between PUSH and POP’, in: A. Rijksbaron
(ed.), New approaches to Greek particles. Proceedings of the colloquium held in
Amsterdam, January –, , Amsterdam: Gieben, –.

Smyth, Herbert W. (), Greek grammar. Cambridge (Mass): Harvard Uni-
versity Press.

Sperber, Dan and Deirdre Wilson (), Relevance: communication and cog-
nition. Cambrigde: Harvard University Press.

Sproat, Richard and Chilin Shih (), ‘Prenominal adjectival ordering in
English and Mandarin Chinese’, Proceedings of NELS , –.

———, (), ‘The cross-linguistic distribution of adjective ordering restric-
tions’, in: C. Georgopoulos and R. Ishihara (eds.), Interdisciplinary approaches
to language: essays in honor of S.-Y. Kuroda. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers, –.

Stavrou, Melita (), ‘Adjectives in Modern Greek: an instance of predica-
tion, or an old issue revisited’, Journal of linguistics , –.

Stavrou, Melita and Geoffrey Horrocks (), ‘Bounding theory and Greek
syntax: evidence for wh-movement in the NP’, Journal of linguistics , –
.

Steedman, Mark (), ‘Structure and intonation’, Language , –.
Strawson, P.F. (), ‘On referring’,Mind , –.
Sutcliffe, Edmund F. (), A grammar of the Maltese language: with chres-

tomathy and vocabulary. Valetta: Progress Press.
Szabolcsi, Anna (), ‘The noun phrase’, in: F. Kiefer and K.E. Kiss (eds.),

The syntactic structure of Hungarian. New York: Academic Press (Syntax and
Semantics ),–.

Taylor, John R. (), Possessives in English: an exploration in cognitive gram-
mar. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Tomlin, Russell S. (), ‘Linguistic reflections of cognitive events’, in: R. Tom-
lin, Coherence and grounding in discourse. Amsterdam: Benjamins, –.



references 

Tredinnick, Victoria (), ‘Movement in the modern Greek noun phrase’,
Penn Review of Linguistics , –.

Vallduvi, Enric (),The informational component. New York: Garland.
Van Valin, Robert D. and Randy J. Lapolla (), Syntax: structure, meaning

and function. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Viti, Carlotta (), ‘Rheme before theme in the noun phrase. A case study
from Ancient Greek’, Studies in language , –.

Wackernagel, Jacob (), ‘Über ein Gesetz der indogermanischenWortstel-
lung’, Indogermanische Forschungen , –.

Willim, Ewa (), ‘The syntax of noun phrases in Polish: linearization param-
eters’, in: B. Palek (ed.), Item order in natural languages: proceedings of LP ’.
Prague: Charles University Press, –.

Wilson, George (), ‘On definite and indefinite descriptions’, Philosophical
review , –.

Woodard, Roger D. (),The Cambridge encyclopedia of the world’s ancient
languages. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wulff, Stefanie (), ‘A multifactorial corpus analysis of adjective order in
English’, International journal of corpus linguistics , –.

Zimmermann, Ilse (), Syntax und Semantik der Substantivgruppe. Berlin:
Zentralinstitut für Sprachwissenschaft. (Studia Grammatica )





INDEX LOCORUM

Herodotus

.. 
.. 
..– , , 
..– 
..–.. , –
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. , 
..– 
.– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.–. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
. 
.. , 
.. 
.. 
.. , , , 
. 
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. n
.. n

.. , 
.. 
.. n, 
.. n
.. –
..– 
.. 
.. –
.. 
.. 
.. n
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. 
. n
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , , 
.. 
.. n
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
..– , 
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. 



 index locorum

.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. , 
.. n
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. n
.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
..– , 
.. n
.. n
.. , , 
.. 
.. n
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. 
.. n, 
.. 
.α 
.δ 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. n
.. , 

.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
..– n
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. , 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , n
..– –, 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
..–. 
.. , 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. n
.. 
.. 
. 



index locorum 

.. 
.. 
.. n
. 
.. n
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. n
.. , , 
.. n
..–. 
.. n
. 
.. 
.. , , 
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. n
.. 
. , n
.. 
..–. 
.. 
..– , 
.. n
.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. , n
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 

.. 
.. n, 
.. 
.. 
..– 
.–. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. , n
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. n
.. n
.. 
.η 
.N 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
. 
.. , , 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. 



 index locorum

.. , , 
.. n
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. , n, n
.. 
.. n
..– , 
..– , 
. 
.. , 
.α n
.α 
.δ n
.& 
.& 
.. , 
.. , , 
.. n
.. 
.. , 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.–. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
..– –
. 
. 
. n
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. , 
. n
..– 
.. 

..– 
. 
.. 
.. n
.. , 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
..– 
.. 
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. n
. 
.. 
.. 
.. n
.. , 
.. 
.. 
.. , –
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. , 
.. 
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. 
. 
. 
.. 
..– , , 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. –
.. 
.. n



index locorum 

. , 
.. n
.. 
.. 
.. n
..– 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
. n, 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. , , 
.. 
.. 
. 
.. 
.. , 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. , , 
..– 

.. 
. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. n
.. 
.. 

other authors

Arist. Rh. b– 
D.H. Comp. .– 
D.H. Comp. .– 
Pl. Prt. c– 
Pl. Phdr. a n
Pl. R. e– 
Pl.Men. a– 
X. An. .. n
X. Cyr. .. 
X. Cyr. .. 
X.Mem. ... n





GENERAL INDEX

abstract noun, see noun
(musical) accent, , 
accessibility, n, –, n,
n, n, 

accusative of respect, , n
adjective (A), –, –, ,
, , –, –, –,
–, –, –,
–
adjective of place, –

adjunct, –, 
of state, , –

adverb (Adv), , , , , n,
–, n
fixed adverbial expression, –
, n

%γα&4ς, –, 
agreement, , , n, , ,
–, n

affective load, , , n
anaphor, , n, n, , ,
n, n, , , , 

apposition, –, , –, ,
n, , n, –,
n, n, , 

argument, n, n, , –,
–, , n, , ,
, , , 

article, , , , –
distributive, –
generic, , –, n, 
possessive, –

articulation, –
attributive
modifier, seemodifier
position, , , n, –
, –

value, –, , n
α�τ4ς, n, –, n,
n, n, n, –

availability, , –, , ,
, , 

cataphor, , –
chiasmus, –, 
classifying modifier, seemodifier
classifying sentence, –
clause (level), , , –, n,
–, n, n,
n, n

complement, –, 
complexity, , n, n, –, ,
–

contrast, –, –, –,
–, 
double contrast, –

coordination, –, –,
n, n, –
order of coordinated modifiers,
–

function of coordinated
modifiers, –

copular construction, , n,
–, –, , , ,
, n, , 

δ�, n, –, n
default mode, , n, , , ,


definiteness, , , –, 
deixis, n, , , n,


demonstratives (dem), , –,
, , –, n, –,
n, –

dependent constituent, –,
n, –, –, ,
n, n

derivational noun, see noun
descriptive modifier, seemodifier
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descriptive-discourse modifier, see
modifier

determining adjectives, –,
–, , n, –

dialect, , , , n, n
digression, –, –, , –,
, n

(dis)continuity, , –, n
discourse modifier, seemodifier

`καστ�ς, , n
εDμ<, n, n, n, –,


familiarity, , , , , ,
, n, –, 

flat structure, n, n,
n

focus, –, 
frequency, n, n, n, 

γ6, n, n
Gelenkartikel, –, 
genericity
generic sentence, , n,
n, , n

generic NP, –
generic article, , , –,
–

genitive, n, n, n, –,
–, –, , n, ,
–, , , , n,
, n, –
classifying genitive, –
partitive genitive, n, 

genre, n, n, , 
γν'μη, n

head proximity, –, n
heaviness, , n, –, n,
n, , , –, –,
–, n

hyperbaton, , 

identifiability, , –, –
, n, –, –,
n, –, –

identifying modifier, seemodifier
identifying sentence, –
inclusiveness, –, 
information status, n, , –
, 

information value, –, , –,
–, 

inherent features, , , , n
(in)dependence on comparison,
–

juxtaposition, –

κατ!, n
kind reference, –, n
kind predicate, , 

localising modifier, seemodifier

maxims of Grice, n, n,
n, , n, 

μ�ν ... δ�, see δ�
modifier
attributive, , , , ,
–, , , , 
(see also: attributive position,
attributive value)

classifying, –, , –
descriptive, –, –,
n

descriptive-discourse, –
discourse, –, , –,
n

identifying, n, 
localising, –, –, n, 
predicative, –, n, n,
–, n, –,
- , , n, –
, –, –, 

referent characterising, –,
–, –, –

reference specifying, –,
–, , –, ,
n, , 

qualifying, n, –, , –,
–, , , n, –,
n, n, , n, 



general index 

quantifying, –, –, –
, n, –, n, ,
n

non-configurational language,
–, n

non-referentiality, n, , ,
n, –, n,
–, , , 

noun, –, , –, , –
, , , –, –,
–, –
abstract noun, –, n
derivational noun, 
proper noun/name, , , –
, n, n, ,
n, 

verbal noun, n
numeral (num), , –, ,
n, , , –, –


objectivity, –
bν�μα, –

participle (PTC), , , –,
–, , , , –,
–, –
participle of εDμ<, see ε�μ�

πKς, –, n, n,
–

pragmatics, , –, –, –
, n, –, n,
n, , , –, ,
, 

predicate NP, –, 
predicative
modifier, seemodifier
position, –, n, –
, –, 

value, –, n, n, –
, n, –, –
, , –, –,


prepositional phrase, , –,
n, , , n, , n,
n, n, 

postpositives, n, –
possessives (pos), n, n, –
, –, –, –, ,
, , , , –, ,


presentative sentence, n,
n

pronoun
personal, , n, n, ,
–

possessive, , n, –,
–

proper name/noun, see noun
prosody, n, , n, 
punctuation, , , –

qualifying/quanitifying adjective,
n, –, , –, , n,
–, n, n

qualifying modifier, seemodifier

referent characterisation, see
modifier

reference specification, seemodifier
relative clause (rel), , , –,
–, n, –, n,
n, n, , n,
–

relevance, , –, , –
, –, , n,


restrictiveness, n, n,
–, n, n

saliency, –, –
scope, , –, , , n,
n, , –, ,
–, n

segmentation, , n, 
semantics, –, –, –,
–, –, , –, ,
–, –, –,
, –, n, –,
n, 

specificity, , –, –,
, n, n, n

style, –, 
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subjectivity, , –
syntax, –, –, n, ,
n

temporary state, –, –,
–

thetic sentence, see presentative
sentence

&!λασσα, n, n
τις, n
topic(alisation), n, n, –,
n, , n, n,
–, , n

topicalisation, , 

qualifying modifier, seemodifier
quantifying modifier, seemodifier

unequivocality, –, –,
–, , 

verbal noun, see noun

Wackernagel’s Law, –, n

zero-coordination, 
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