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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This book is about the noun phrase (NP) in Ancient Greek. It aims to pro-
vide a functional analysis of the factors that determine the structure of
the NP, viz. the ordering and articulation of its constituents. In contrast to
most modern 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 constituent may or may 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 without much
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 1.2), 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 NP modifiers, the difference between
various constructions with a similar meaning (e.g. the difference between
a possessive construction with a possessive pronoun ‘6 éuog otiQ’ and
a construction with a genitive of a personal pronoun ‘0 matiE uov’),
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.

1.1. 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 3 and 4 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),! 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 5 starts with a very basic discus-
sion of the circumstances in which an Ancient Greek NP is marked with
a definite article. Chapter 6, 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.

1.2. Method and data
Research into the Ancient Greek language automatically implies a cor-

pus-linguistic approach. Corpus-linguistics has the disadvantage that

! 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.” My choice for
Herodotus was made because this prose? text with various text types con-
tains a lot of description, which is a necessary condition for finding NPs
with multiple modifiers. These advantages counterbalance the fact that
Herodotus wrote in the Ionic dialect,” so that there might be differences
with authors who wrote in the Attic dialect.®

2 For the influence of style on word order variation, see Chapter 2, section 2.2.1.
Several grammars suggest a diachronic difference in the use of the aNaA and NaA pattern
(cf. also Brunel 1964 and Biraud 1991).

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 (2007: 89-102) 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 Sprachkiinstler der klas-
sischen Prosa ihre Sitze so zu bauen und die Worte so zu wihlen wussten, dass die
gedanklich beste Wortfolge fast ausnahmslos auch die bevorzugte dussere Form ergab’
(Bergson 1960: 157).

4 Because speakers do not give more information than is strictly necessary (cf. Grice
1975: 45), extensive noun phrases tend to be used only if the speaker wants to inform the
addressee about an entity he was not yet familiar with and/or if there is a contrast between
several very similar entities. Descriptive contexts thus seem the most likely candidates for
finding multiple-modifier NPs. For the relation between the complexity of an NP and the
accessibility (and topicality) of the referent, see among many others Ariel (1990), Fox
(1987a+b), Gundel et al. (1993) and Lichtenberk (1996).

5> Although I do not want to exclude possible dialectal differences beforehand, I do
not agree with the conclusion Devine and Stephens (2000: 22) 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 2000: 22). Like H. Dik (2007: 86 note 4), 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, while Thucydides is much more argumentative.
In an argumentative text, an adjective like moAig 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 (1955) considers Attic and Ionic to be one dialect
group; R. Woodard (2004: 650) 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 of Herodotus 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 name with its modifier (like ‘Red Bull’ 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 (1), 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:

(1) Mueig 6¢ (ebonua ya evprrapey NUENS Te ovtovg %ai v ‘EALdda,
VEPOG TOGODTO AVIQMITWV AVOOAUEVOL) Ut} SLDRWUEV AVIQUS (PevYOV-
T0c.

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 pursue men who flee/men when fleeing. (Hdt. 8.109.2)7

seminar I gave in 2004 and 2005, 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 been much more 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 6, section 6.1.1.1). Therefore, I only
excluded clear appositional examples like example (2) and (3):
(2) (...) magevinuny moleéoneto ™vdE, g 1 EVomn megunaling ymon
%ol OEVOEN TavToTo PEQEL TA NueQa (.. . ).
(...) he kept adding that Europe was an extremely beautiful land and
bore all kinds of orchard trees (lit. trees all kind the cultivated) (...).
(Hdt. 7.5.3)
(3) (...) dmémeume &g Aehpovg ol Tdde dllo duo totor %xeNTijeas dvo
ueyddei peyahovg, o0V 2ol GEYVEEOV, TOV O UEV YQVOE0S EXELITO
rti OeELdL E0LOVTL EC TOV VIOV, O ¢ G.OYDEOS £ AQLOTEQC
(...) he (=Kroisos) sent them to Delphi, 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. 1.51.1)

In example (2), T fluega must be an apposition, since the adjective
mavtola cannot occur in definite NPs. In example (3), the number of the
adjectives youoeov xal GyVoeov (singular) makes clear that they must
be an apposition to the plural zontijoog dvo peyddel ueydarovg.

The fact that this book studies word order within the NP also implies
that hyperbaton is left out of consideration.® 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 understand what 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 (2000) is the most recent one. They provide an extensive bibliography on
both hyperbaton in Greek and discontinuous NPs in general.
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WORD ORDER






CHAPTER TWO

INTRODUCTION TO WORD ORDER

2.1. 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 (1) and (2) 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
(1), introduced by mop@ueov elua (AN), is referred to later by 10 €l
10 mopueeov (NA), or why the lying colossus in example (2) is said to
be 10deg mévte nai EBdounrovra (NA) high, while the two huge statues
of Egyptian stone are said to be elxoot m10d®Vv (AN) high:

(1) émeire 8¢ 1@ Koppuon éx tiig Elepavtivng dmirovto ot Tydvogdyor,
gneurte avToVg £ Tovg Atdiomag Eviethduevog te Ta AEyewy xofv ®al
DO PEQOVTAC TOQWYEEDY TE LML %L XQVOEOV OTQETTOV TEQLOVYE-
VoV %ol Pela kol pgou dhEPaoteov xai Powvixniov oivov x4dov.
(...) AaPov 8¢ 10 elua 10 TOEQHEEOV elomTa & TL £ 1l Brwg e-
TOLNUEVOV”

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. 3.20.1-22.1)

(2) avédnue 8¢ nai £v Totol dAAoLoL 1oToL 6 "AaoLS TAOL TOToL EALOYIHOLOL
goya 10 uéyadog dEoténta, &v 8¢ xai &v MéugL TOV UITTLOV REUEVOV
%©0hoooOv 10U ‘Hparoteiov Eumpoode, 100 modeg mévte »ai £fdou-
%#0VTa, £l0L TO Uijrog. £mi 8¢ T® avtd Pddow eotdol Aldomnot Edvieg
AMdov 600 ®ohooool, €1%00L TOdDV TO uéyadog v ExaTEQOS, (.. . ).

Furthermore, Amasis dedicated, besides monuments of marvellous size
in all the other temples of note, the huge image that lies supine before



10 CHAPTER TWO

Hephaistos” temple at Mempbhis; 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. 2.176.1)

Yet, since H. Dik (1995, 1997 and 2007) 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.

2.2. Possible explanations for word order variation in the NP

2.2.1. Style

The oldest remark on word order variation in the NP that is still available
to us is Aristotle’s remark at Rhetorica 1407b, 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:
(3) ol &mlevyvival, AN Exatéow ErATEQOV, TiiG YUVOULROG THG UETE-
0ag 0V 8¢ GUVTOUWGS, TOVVAVTIOV, THG NUETEQUS YUVALKOG.
You should avoid linking up, but each element should have its own
article: Tfig yuvourog tiic Nuetégag (lit. the woman the our). But for

conciseness, the reverse: Tijg fuetépag yuvorrdg (lit. the our woman).
(Arist. Rh. 1407b35-37)

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 ' 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 tvpav-
vog £0vEwv TV £vtog “Alvog totauod becomes TUQAVVOS TV EVTOG
“Alvog totopod £dviv in the more direct and systematic style of Thucy-
dides:?

(4)  Myouar & éx tijs ‘Hooddtov AéEemg v doynv Tiig loToQlag, Emeldn)
%Ol YVOQUIOS £0TL TOTG TTOAAOTG, petadels TOV XaQanTia TS dLohé-
#tov udvov. Kooioog v Avdoc ugv yévoc, maic 8’ Alvdttov, THoavvog
& Edvarv TdV £viog "Alvog moTapod: Og QEmV Ao peonuPoiog UeTaEy
Svowv te vai [Maghayovov EEinot Teog Pogéav dvepov eig Tov EVEer-
vov xahovugvov tdvtov. petotidnue Thg MEewg Tavng TV douoviay,
AL YEVIIOETOL LLOL OVXETL VITAYWYLXOV TO TAACUA 0V’ 10TOQLROV, AAN
dpBov udihov xai dvaydviov: Kootoog v viog uév Alvdttov, yévog 8¢
Avd0g, TVEOVVOS O¢ TAV £vEog ALvog ToTapot Edvv: Og Gt ueonu-
Bolag g¢mv petaty Zvgwv rai [aglayovov gig tov EVEetvov nahov-
uevov movrov Exdidwaot medg Pogdav dvepov. ovTog 6 YaEaxTE O
TOAD ATTEYELY GV OOEELEV TDV O0VRVIIOOU TOVTWV.

I will take from the writings of Herodotus the opening of his History,
since it is familiar to most 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. 4.55-70)*

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 on word 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 (2005).

3 The translation is an adaptation of the translation of W. Roberts (1910).
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attributive positions of the adjective in a definite NP is clearly influ-
enced by Aristotle: ‘the first, 6 dyadog dvno, is the most simple, nat-
ural, and straightforward, and is briefer (cUvtopog) than the second, 6
avne 6 dyadog, which is more deliberate, and somewhat more rhetori-
cal, pompous (0yxwdng), passionate. The third position, dvi 6 dyadog,
is the epanorthotic, self-corrective, or slipshod position’ (Gildersleeve
1900: 280). Goodwin (1879: 209) 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 (5) and
(6):*

(5) (...) ol dyouot oigg %ai ol dvou ol dygLot AoLVES ElOLV.

(...) the wild sheep and the wild asses (lit. the asses the wild) are
harmless (X. Cyr. 1.4.7)

(6)  oixnoete O¢ TOS AVTAS Oixing %Ol YMEAV THY aUTHV £Qydoeove nai
YuvauEl Tais autais ouvornoete (... ).
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. 4.4.10)

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?” 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.

Although it might seem rather rude to put aside Aristotle’s observation
on his native language, there are two arguments in my defence. First of all,
even for native speakers it is often difficult to formulate the abstract rules

4 Examples were taken from Gildersleeve (1900: 280).

5 According to the overview of Gildersleeve (1900: 280-281), almost all classical
authors made use of all three attributive patterns (aAN, aNaA and NaA), although there
are considerable statistical differences.

¢ 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 ships 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.” 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.

2.2.2. Syntax

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

7 According to Quirk et al. (1985: 1275 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 (1996: 18) 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
(2007a), 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. (1997) 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. Rijkhoft (1992 and 2002) shows that
this kind of syntactic ordering can be explained by semantic factors (see section 2.3.1).

® Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 621-622) present the following ordering possibilities for
a definite NP with two juxtaposed modifiers: aX;X,N, aX,X;N, aX;aX,N, aXaX;N,
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(7) &t mog TovTolg NEIOVY TA UV dvouoTind eotdttey TV Emdétwy,
TG OE TEOONYOQHA TV dVOoUATIRMY, TAG & dvTovouaoiog TOV TQOo-
NyoQu@mv, &v Te TOlg ONUAOL PUAATTELY, Tva Ta 0V TMV EyxAvous-
VOV MYTTOL 2ol TO TOQEUPATIRG TOV ATOQENPETMY, ®ol dAlo TOL-
aDTo oM. TavTo 8¢ Tadta dleodhevev 1) TEIQO %ol TOT Undevog
GELOL ATTEPALVE. TOTE UEV YOQ €% TOVTMY EYIVETO ROl TV OUOLWV OD-
toig ot 1) ovvdeolg xai vahy, Tote & & TOV W) TovTWV GAN
gvavtiov. i TavTtag uev on tag altiog Thg Towavtng Yewolog -
£07TNV.

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. 5.61-71)'°

Though not formulating syntactic rules, Brunel (1964) 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 1964: 16).

Because of the ‘analytic’ nature of the NA order, 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. 1.167.2 dy®va yupuvirov xai mrov),
descriptive, i.e. characterising the referent sufficiently described by the
noun (e.g. Hdt. 2.156.2 &v Aiuvy fodén wai thatén), or augmentative, i.e.
augmenting an inherent value of the noun (e.g. Hdt. 1.10.3 &c aioyuvnv
ueyainv).!'! The adjectives in the ‘synthetic’ AN construction, by con-
trast, express an inseparable part of the notion expressed by the NP as a

aX;NX,, aNaX;aX, and aNaX,aX,. However, my data show that there are even more
possible orderings: aX,NXj, X;aX; N, aNaX; X, and aNX,aX; also occur, although not very
regularly.

10 The translation is an adaptation of the translation of W. Rhys Roberts (1910).

11 Brunel (1964: 16-26).
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whole (are ‘complexive, e.g. Hdt. 1.2 paxofj vni) or express a subjective
evaluation of the referent of the noun (are ‘impressive, e.g. Hdt. 1.165
loyvoag natdag).?

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:

(8)  Lintérét du groupe se trouve encore concentré pour lessentiel dans
Padjectif, lorsque le substantif est précisément celui quimplique le con-
texte, en particulier le contexte antérieur. Si Hérodote écrit, I, 2, nata-
TAMOOOVTES LoxQT) Vi, et, 163, Evautilhovto 8¢ 0V 0TEOYYUANOL VLol
arho wevinroviégolol, les verbes impliquent déja la notion de ‘navire’
Ce nest sans doute pas un hasard que nous lisions inversement, 70, vijuot
noxgfiol émmhmoavteg, avec adjectif postposé en tant que classificatif:
le verbe susceptible de rendre banale la notion de ‘navire’ nest exprimé
quapres le groupe nominal. (Brunel 1964: 27)

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:

(9) La dominance de [élément substantif apparait bien dans le cas ou le
contexte engage la notion substantive, et elle seul, dans une opposition
dordre logique, la notion adjective étant déja impliquée dans le contexte.
Nous lisons ainsi dans Platon, Gorg., 474 d, olov Te®TOV T¢ COUATA T
#nOoAG ovyL HTor xatd TV yoelav Aéyelc ®ald elval ...; Socrate vient
d’indiquer que la question posée sur la nature de la beauté concerne
toutes les choses belles, corps, couleurs, figures, etc.... Cest par la notion
de ‘corps’ que le premier exemple soppose a ceux qui seront globalement
envisagés par la suite. (Brunel 1964: 88)

12 Brunel (1964: 26-32). 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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Brunels clear and extensive discussions of his numerous examples
would probably have led to another conclusion if he had not excluded
a ‘pragmatic’'® explanation beforehand. Fearing that he would be influ-
enced by Marouzeau’s (1922) analysis of the Latin NP, Brunel firmly
resolves to study the facts without prejudice:

(10) Nous nous efforcerons, pour définir les valeurs respectives des deux
tours, d’aborder les faits observables sans idée précongue. .... Nous
nexcluons pas a priori 'hypothese qui verrait entre les deux ordres du
grec une différence dexpressivité. Mais sa vérification implique quon a
d’abord réussi a établir le caractére normal de 'un deux. A supposer que
la valeur du groupe dépende essentiellement du relief de l'adjectif—mais
en fait la réalité doit étre plus complexe—, comment apprécier celui-ci
sans interpréter déja la construction? (Brunel 1964: 13)

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 the NPs, in spite of his data that seem
to point in another direction.

2.2.3. Semantics

Four years before Brunel published his syntactic account of the Greek
NP, Bergson (1960) 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. ’Adnvaiog, aviommelog), qualifying and
quantifying adjectives express a judgement or appreciation that does
not distinguish the referent from other possible referents (e.g. dyadag,
OMlyog).1* According to Bergson, these two classes of adjectives obey
different placement rules (Bergson 1960: 60-61 and 73-75):

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 (8) and
(9) pragmatic.

14 Marouzeau (1922: 15).
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(11)  Determining adjectives usually follow the noun. They precede the noun:

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

(12)  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 (1964: 6-7) and H. Dik (1997: 57)! 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 (1997: 58)
schematic account of Bergson’s ‘Ubersicht der Stellungen’ (Bergson 1960:
167) clearly shows (see figure 1), 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 1 contrastive
D < logical or affective emphasis!”

D < non-emphatic
NA < 1 non-contrastive emphasis
Q non-contrastive emphasis
non-emphatic afterthought (or apposition)

Figure 1. Dik’s schematic account of Bergson’s
‘Ubersicht der Stellungen’ (slightly adapted)

15 Although Bergson (1960) 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 2.2.4.

17 In H. DiK’s original scheme (1997: 58) prenominal adjectives that are determining
are said to be contrastive. Bergson (1960: 167), however, states that ‘das determinative
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Bergson’s analysis is also criticised by Biraud (1991: 38), 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.!® 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."”

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 of modifiers (‘déterminants’) with their own syntactic and semantic
properties. The main distinction between these types of modifiers—
named D1, D2 and D3—is the position they take in the NP. D1s are
usually expressed between the article (= D2) and the noun (e.g. qualifying
adjectives, numerals and possessive adjectives); D3s, by contrast, are
typically expressed outside the cluster formed by the article and noun
(e.g. demonstratives and modifiers like €xaotog and pnovog):

D3 D2 DiNi1

N2
N3

Figure 2. 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
(D1s) depends on their semantic role (discriminating vs. qualifying), the
position of demonstratives (D3s) 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 1 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 noun may refer, the adjective in &vio dya96g opposes a good man
to other men (e.g. a bad man, happy man, honest man etc.). However, if the prenominal
adjective in dya90g dvio 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 D1s and D3s are two distinct types of modifiers. At the same
time, however, she warns against overestimating this difference between
D1s and D3s, because in both cases the prenominal modifier ‘porte une
charge de signification autonome et subjectivement plus importante que
celle du nom’ (Biraud 1991: 46).

Yet, if prenominal D1s and D3s 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 D1s and D3s more
than her Greek data that blocks this conclusion.

2.2.4. 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

(1960) 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:

(13)  Und das Wort, das den Begriff reprisentiert, der in diesem Augenblick

den grossten Raum im Bewusstsein des Redenden einnimmt, tritt an die

Spitze der Wortgruppe, zu der es gehort. (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 1960: 11)

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 1960: 13-14).2°

Apart from the section in which Palm (1960: 27) ascribes a ‘reflek-
tierende, analytische und nicht emotionelle’ value to postnominal demon-

20 Rijksbaron (1994) 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 3, section
3.5.3.
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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.?!

Despite the emergence of pragmatics as an independent and important
subfield of general linguistics, it took more than 30 years for the next
pragmatic study on word order in the Greek NP to appear. In 1997,
three years after the refinements of Palm’s conclusions by Rijksbaron (see
footnote 20), 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 adjectives?? 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:

(14) 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 1997: 76)

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 (2000: 21) 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 (1960: 837) 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 (1) “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
2.2.3.
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the position of the adjectives.?* 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.?* This same reservation also applies to the many other factors
Devine and Stephens (2000: 21) distinguish in their multifactorial, sta-
tistical approach. The influence of dialect, genre, time and definiteness®
on the position of the modifier, regardless of their statistic relevance, is
probably indirect also.?®

2.2.5. 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.

2 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 (2007). She must be confusing determin-
ing adjectives with qualifying ones when she says that: I take it that determining adjectives
are simply less likely to constitute the most salient part of a noun phrase than qualifying
or quantifying ones (my italics)’ (H. Dik 2007: 85).

25 For the relation between genre and the position of modifiers, see footnote 5 of
Chapter 1. For the relation between definiteness and word order, see Chapter 6, section
6.1.2.

26 Another pragmatic analysis of word order variation in the Ancient Greek NP
is Viti’s (2008) 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 (1997) and Palm (1960).
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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 2002, see section 2.3.1). 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.

2.3. Theoretical framework

The overview of possible explanations for word order in the NP (section
2.2) 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-
ments within the NP, and furthermore, that this difference might 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
answer my 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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(15) 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
preconceived mould of Y, try to find out why X and Y 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 1997: 18)

Thirdly, the most recent functional study on noun phrase structure (Rijk-
hoff 2002) has been written in the framework of Functional Grammar.?”
In this study, which will be described in more detail in the next section,
Rijkhoft 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 Rijkhoft’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,
Rijkhoft’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 6).

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 Rijkhoft’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. (2007), Bach (1968), Benveniste (1966), Coene and D’hulst
(2003), Ewert and Hansen (1993), Foley (1980), Gil (1987), Hawkins (1994), Lappin
(1988), McCawley (1971), Meillet (1906), Payne (1994), Seiler (1978, 1985), Van Valin
and Lapolla (1997: 52-69), Velasco and Rijkhoff (2008) and Zimmermann (1991). 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 Borjars (1994) (Swedish), Borjars
and Delsing (2008) (Scandinavian languages), Broekhuis et al. (2003) (Dutch), Keizer
(2007b) (English), Schroeder (1999) (Turkish), Szabolcsi (1994), Laczko (1995), Moravc-
sik (1995) (Hungarian), Willim (1995) (Polish) and the contributions in Siewierska
(1997) and Plank (2003). Literature on NP structure in non-European languages can be
found in Rijkhoff’s (2002) extensive bibliography.
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2.3.1. Rijkhoff’s NP model

On the basis of his data from 52 carefully selected languages, Rijkhoft
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.?® 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.?® Both classifying
and qualifying modifiers are typically expressed by an adjective in Indo-
European languages (e.g. a corporate lawyer, a steam train (classifying),
ared ball, an enormous statue (qualifying)). Quantifying modifiers, 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 (Rijkhoft 2002: 174~
175).

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 QOriginally, 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 (toeig xwv1jogLg), viz. variation of quality (tv 10
motov), variation of quantity (v 10 woodv) and variation of locality (tnv 10 wo®). The
classifying layer is a later addition defended in Rijkhoft (2008a+b).

» 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 (2002: 100 ff.) names this kind of modification, plays no role in Greek, it will not
be dealt with in this book.
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quality layer
quantity layer
location layer

discourse layer

discourse operator (grammatical categories such as definiteness and specificity)
NP operator (symbolise descriptive grammatical modifier categories)

(head) noun

NP variable (symbolises the descriptive content of the NP)

NP satellite (symbolises descriptive lexical modifier categories)

discourse satellite (symbolises lexical modifiers specifying discourse properties of
the referent)

referent variable (symbolises the referent of the NP)
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Figure 3. 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 3 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 2002: 227 and Rijkhoff
2008). Closest to the noun (in layer zero), we find the classifying modi-
fiers because they only modify the description of the referent as expressed
by the noun. Qualifying modifiers, on the other hand, modify—or, as
Rijkhoft would 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, fast modifies 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’ both must be catlike and red (or at least, the speaker must 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 16)
and why anaphoric reference can be made to the description of a referent
(example 17) (Rijkhoff 2002: 229):

(16)  The Morning Star (X, x;) is the Evening Star (X, x;)

(17) A. My neighbour (X, x;) just saw a black cat and now the superstitious old
fool (X, x;) believes he (A X;)*! is in for some bad luck today.
B. Why do you call him (A Xj) that (A x;).

For my own research, the distinction of a discourse layer turned out to be
extremely useful, because, as I will argue in Chapter 6, 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-
mengehorige auch eng zusammengestellt wird’” (Behaghel 1932: 4). To
account for the order of the constituents in the NPs of the languages in
his sample, Rijkhoft 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,*? the NP 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 X’ stands for anaphoric reference to X;.

32 A domain is a phrase consisting of a head and its dependents. FG (S. Dik 1997: 396)
distinguishes three different domains of constituent ordering: the clause, the noun phrase
and the adjectival phrase.
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nomenon (Rijkhoff 2002: 253). With respect to the internal syntax of the
NP, the principle of domain integrity predicts that embedded modifiers®
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 2002: 264). 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, short modifiers (like adjectives)
are preferred closer to the noun than long, embedded modifiers (like pos-
sessor NPs and relative clauses), since this would result in a higher degree
of head proximity:

(18) a.NA[HEAD ....]Jposret0r [... HEAD]posret AN preferred

b. N [HEAD ...]Jp0srel A or A [... HEAD]o5ret N not preferred

Secondly, the principle of head proximity predicts that—and explains
why—languages with a prefield** 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 the NP.* 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).3¢

The principle of scope, finally, shows the importance of the underlying
structure as presented in figure 3, for this principle says that ‘the semantic

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

3 In FG, the area in front of the head is called the prefield, the area after the head the
postfield (S. Dik 1997: 397):—prefield—[head]—postfield—.

3 For the principle of ‘harmony’ across different domains, see Greenberg (1963) and
Hawkins (1983).

% 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 2002: 291).
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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 2002:
313). So, it is predicted that modifiers are centripetally ordered around
the noun reflecting the scope differences as represented in Rijkhoft’s
semantic NP model:

( 1 9) [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
that modifiers of the same field are ordered according to scope differences
(principle of scope). These predictions make up the following 8 order-
ing patterns for the constituents demonstrative (dem), numeral (num),
adjective (A) and noun (N):
(20) demnum A Ndem AN num® num ANdem A N num dem
demnumNAdemNAnum numNAdem N Anumdem

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 Rijkhoft’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.

2.3.2. 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

%7 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 restrained me 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.*® For instance (focus in small caps):

(21)  (Who wrote that very readable book on information structure?)
LAMBRECHT wrote that book.
(22) (Do you want yoghurt or fruits for desert?)

I would like some YOGHURT.

As example (22) 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 (5.1), which runs: ‘Q: Where did you go last
night? A: T went to the MOVIES’): ‘the expression (the) movies in (5.1) 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 1994: 209-210). 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 the Ancient Greek NP is that the term focus is only relevant

38 While most 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 1971, Dahl 1969, Vallduvi 1991, Steedman 1991
and Lambrecht 1994), there are some theories that contrast focus with topic, defined as
the element where the sentence is about (see for instance Sgall 1967 and S. Dik 1997).
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 (2003).
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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 (23) and
(24). 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:

(23) Q: What did you buy? A: I bought SOME BLUE SOCKS.

(24) 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.* 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, from more 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

3 This view seems in contrast to Firbas (1964), 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 1964: 270). 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 3, section 3.2.2, 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 (25), 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:

(25)  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.*’
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 focus may 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 26a and b), focus
assignment to part of the NP is very well possible (example 27):

(26) 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)

(27) 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)*!

In (27a) and (27b), 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 3, section 3.4, these exceptions, which

40 In Chapter 3, section 3.2.2, 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 (1997: 330-333).
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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 (1997:
57) 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 (1960: 32-
34) 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, as H. 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
(1960: 33) 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

3.1. 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 1-3 (see below) give
a statistical overview of the occurrence of the various modifiers (adjec-
tives, adverbs,! participles, prepositional phrases, genitives, possessives,
numerals, demonstratives and relative clauses)? that occur regularly in
the single-modifier NPs within my corpus.

The tables 1—3 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.? The reason of this tendency is that adverbs
and prepositional phrases are usually used as localising modifiers, i.e.

! 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. 1.137.2 tov
aamdéwg toréa ‘the/his true parent, these modifiers give information on the location (in
time or place) of the referent, e.g. Tfjv dvw yvadov ‘the lower jaw’ (Hdt. 2.68.3), &v tolot
dmode Loyowou ‘in the later stories’ (Hdt. 5.22.1), and TOv ottov TOv &vdeitev ‘the corn
there’ (Hdt. 6.28.2). 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 147 examples of a noun modified by Tig in my corpus, I have left
these NPs out of consideration because the meaning/function of (unaccented) tig 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 (2002: 177) on this tendency.
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modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)* 997 (42%) 1380 (58%) 2377
adverb (Adv) — — —
demonstrative (dem) 5 (14%) 32 (86%) 37
genitive (GEN) 366 (55%) 305  (45%) 671
numeral (num) 403 (64%) 226 (36%) 629
participle (PTC) 9 (10%) 77 (90%) 86
possessive (pos)® 36 (44 %) 46 (56%) 82
prepositional phrase (PP) — — —
relative clause (rel) — 51 (100%) 51
total 1816 (46 %) 2117 (54%) 3933

Table 1. 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 5, sec-
tion 5.2.2), which explains the lesser compatibility of a localising prepo-
sitional modifier and indefinite NPs.® 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 (v or €ywv)
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 3.5.1).

> In addition to possessive pronouns (e.g. €u0g, 060¢), personal pronouns (e.g. NUAOV,
avtod, wov) and reflexives (e.g. éuavtod, Eovto), genitives of demonstratives (e.g. Tov-
Tov, ToVTWV) are also classified into this category (and not in the category of genitives).

¢ Cf. Rijkhoff (2002: 175). 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. 7.39.1 0o mawddg ‘a child of yours (for unequivocality, see Chapter 5, section
5.2.2); or the matrix NP is non-referential and therefore lacks an article, e.g. Hdt. 1.127.2
oteatn YoV avtdv “Apmayov dnédeEe ‘he appointed Harpagos as their commander’ (for
the indefiniteness of non-referential NPs, see Chapter 5, section 5.4) or the modifier is
not used as a localising modifier, e.g. Hdt. 1.107.1 Juydtno tf) obvoua €deto Mavddvny
‘a daughter, whom he called Mandane” and Hdt. 1.179.4 dxtd fjuepémv 680v ‘an eight
days’ journey.
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modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)’ 540 (79%) 147 (21%) 687
adverb (Adv) 41 (89%) 5 (11%) 46
demonstrative (dem) 500 (61%) 324 (39%) 824
genitive (GEN)? 610 (58%) 440 (42%) 1050
numeral (num) 68 (87%) 10 (13%) 78
participle (PTC) 198 (59%) 138 (41 %) 336
possessive (pos) 248 (47 %) 280 (53 %) 528
prepositional phrase (PP)’ 121 (67%) 60 (33%) 181
relative clause (rel) 46 (24 %) 147 (76 %) 193
total 2372 (60%) 1551 (40%) 3923

Table 2. Types of modifiers in definite single-modifier NPs

7 For want of a better category, I have included avtog (‘same’) under the adjectives.
This seems to be in line with the view of most grammars, which describe avtdg in
its function as a modifier as an adjectival pronoun (cf. Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 6511f,
Goodwin 1879: 213-214, Smyth 1956: 302). A¥tdg 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 megi and &mo:

(i) neta 8¢ adTdg Te 6 Aptotwv Edwne ToTTO, 8 TL 81 NV, TO £LeTO TOHV REWNAMWOV TOV
"AloTmvog 6 "AyNTOg, 2Ol ADTOS TV Ouoiny Tntémv gpéoeoda mag’ Exeivov, Eviadta
O ToU £taigov TV yuvaixa émelpdto dmdyeota.

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. 6.62.2)

In example (i), we may read that Agetos tried to take the wife of his friend, in which
case to¥ £taigov modifies the noun v yuvaixa, or that Agetos tried to take ‘from his
friend his wife, in which case to® étaipov depends on dsmdryeatat. Even though the entity
or location from which the object of dndyw is separated is normally preceded by the
preposition &6 or éx, I decided not to include ambiguous examples like (i) in my sample.
This choice is supported by the fact that a participle of elui ‘to be’ may be added to make
the modifier unambiguously modify the preceding or following noun (e.g. To® étaigov
goboav TV yuvaira ‘the wife being of his friend’). For a more detailed discussion of this
construction, see Chapter 6, section 6.1.3.2.

° 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. 2.120.5 (to? dapoviov ToQaorevdlovtog drnmg mav-
whedoiy Amolduevol ratapaves ToDTo TOToL AVIQMITOLOL TOOMOL, MG TOV PeYGAmVY
AdnuaTav peydhon elot »ol ol Tinmeion aeo Tdv dedv. ‘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) 1537 (50%) 1527 (50%) 3064
adverb (Adv) 41 (89%) 5 (11%) 46
demonstrative (dem) 505 (60%) 356 (40%) 861
genitive (GEN) 976 (57%) 745 (43 %) 1721
numeral (num) 471 (67 %) 236 (33%) 707
participle (PTC) 207 (49%) 215 (51%) 422
prepositional phrase (PP) 121 (67%) 60 (33%) 181
possessive (pos) 284 (47 %) 326 (53%) 610
relative clause (rel) 46 (19%) 198 (81%) 244
total 4188 (53%) 3668 (47 %) 7856

Table 3. 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 the modifier. However, the fact that the various mod-
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 81 percent of the cases,
while adverbs, prepositional phrases and numerals tend to be prenomi-
nal (in 67-89 %). 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 (2000: 21) 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 heavy modifiers which do not provide very salient information.°
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.!!

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 3.3.1.
11" AsTargued in Chapter 2, section 2.2.4, 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 23 % prenominal adjectives against 78 % postnominal
ones in Herodotus.!? 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 (2000:
22) draw by comparing statistical data from Bergson (1960), Brunel
(1964), H. Dik (1997) and Palm (1960), 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 2, section 2.2.4). 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. “E Anvi-
%d¢g ‘Greek, Mndudg ‘Median, &mymoiog ‘native, Aidivog ‘stone, EOLvog ‘wooden, yov-
ogog ‘golden;, doyvoeog silver, Aevrodg ‘white’ (determining) and uéyog ‘big), (0)unoog
‘small}, poxog long, diranos/Gdwog ‘(un)just, dyados ‘good, ddxwwog ‘esteemed;, ndh-
Motog ‘most beautiful, Youdoiog/Fopaotog ‘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 2, sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4).
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3.2. 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 3.2.1) or
may for some other reason be the most salient element of the NP (section
3.2.2).13

3.2.1. 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:

(1)  xaitorTvedvvoev BBy gevyovrag dvdgag g duov dxoldstov Vory
TEOEWV £0TL OVOAUDG AvaoyeTdV:

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. 3.81.2)

(2) 0 0¢ factM]Log VS TOU HeTEiov E0Ti Y e0g UECWV TOLOL dOXTVAOLOL.

The royal measure is greater by three fingers’ breadth than the common
measure. (Hdt. 1.178.3)

(3)  oUtw pev dn v TeiTNY £0MYAYETO YUvaixa 6 AQIOTWYV, TV devTéQNY
ATTOTEU P AUEVOG.

In this way Ariston married his third wife (lit. the third wife), after
divorcing the second one (lit. the second). (Hdt. 6.63.1)

In example (1), 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 (2), the faoiiiog mijyvg ‘royal measure’ is con-

13 That the prenominal modifier is pragmatically marked seems in contradiction with
the statistics provided in Table 2 and 3, for this would imply that the pragmatically marked
ordering occurs slightly more than the unmarked one, at least for definite NPs. As I
will explain in Chapter 6, section 6.1.2, 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, I will argue that the fact that the pragmatically marked option is the most frequent
one means that one should be careful when using frequency as a criterion for determining
(pragmatic) markedness, as Croft (2003: 111 ff.) proposes.
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trasted with the to¥ uetplov myeog ‘common measure’. In example (3),
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:

(4)  "AQYeloLugv yaQ meQLOTAVTES EUaRAQLLOV TOV VENVIE®Y TV QMU YV, Ol
8¢ "AQyeToL TNV UNTEQa DTMV, OlWV TEXVWV EXVQENOE.

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. 1.31.3)

(5) Hovoaviny v 6pd@via Ty Magdoviov xataoreuny xouod Te %ol
AOYVQ®W %Ol TOQOTETAOUAOL TOXINOLOL RATEGREVOOUEVNY HELeDOOL
TOUG T AQTORATOVE %Al TOVG dPOTTOLOVE ®0TA TAVTO Magdoviy del-
VOV TTAQOOAEVALELY. (. ..) Ermhayéva Td ooxeinevo dyodo xelev-
o0 &7TL YEAWTL TOUG EMVTOD dINUAVOUG TUQUOREVAOOL AUXOVIZOV DET-
VOV.

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. 9.82.1-2)

(6) &v 8¢ a0t vijoog &vi Tij oUvouo PG TavTNV 8¢ TV Vijoov Aaxedal-
uoviotot qpaot Adylov etvan xtioot. £otL 8¢ xai 68 Aoyog!* heyouevog:

(...

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. 4.178-179.1)

In example (4), 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 (5) and (6), the elements
the prenominal modifier is contrasted with do not even belong to an NP.
In example (5), the prenominal adjective contrasts with the prepositional
adjunct zatd tadtd Magdoviw three lines earlier. In example (6), where

4 For the absence of the article in the highlighted NP, see Chapter s, section 5.3.3.
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the contrastive force of the modifier is confirmed by the scope particle
nal ‘also;!® the demonstrative stands out against the verb oot from the
previous line.

I have argued that the modifier 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 in with the help
of the context. In example (7), for instance,

(7)  Aéyeruetda tobTov Ayopuévng, Gdehpeos Te Ev ZEQEEM ®al TOT VavTL-
%00 6TQATOD 0TEUTNYOS, (. ..).
Next spoke Achaimenes, Xerxes’ brother and admiral of the fleet (lit. of
the fleet general) (...). (Hdt. 7.236.1)

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.!
But even if the contrast was not introduced previously, the addressee may
easily fill in the element to which a prenominal modifier is opposed. The
addressee of example (8), 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:

(8)  Oc £mv guog te maig »ai Kopivdou tig e0daipovog faocthes amjeny
Biov elheo, AvtioToTéWV TE ROl OQYT] XOEDUEVOS £C TOV OF TjHLoTaL EXOTV.

Though my son and a prince of prosperous Korinth, you choose the life
of a vagrant (lit. vagrant life), by opposing and being angry with me with
whom you least ought to be. (Hdt. 3.52.4)

15 On the analogy of cases like Hdt. 7.167.1 (¢otL 8¢ Ut avtdv Kapymdovimv dde
LOYog Aeyopevog ‘this story is told by the Karchedonians themselves’) and 2.81.2 (8011 0¢
7eQl abT@V 1pOg AOYOg heyouevog ‘there is a sacred legend told about this’), I assume the
participle Aeyouevog to be part of the predicate instead of the NP. For other periphrastic
perfects with eiui + present/perfect participle, see for instance Hdt. 3.107.1 &v 8¢ tadty
MBavwTog T€ 0Tl LoUVY YWEEMY TacEmy @uouevos (‘frankincense is growing only in
this country’), Hdt. 1.153.1 tolol éom x®EOg €v uéon tf] mOM Gmodedeyuévog &g TOv
ovhheyouevor dAhovg duvivteg EEamatdot (“... who set apart a place in the middle
of their city where they perjure themselves and deceive each other’) and 7.111.2 ottot of
0T Atovioou TO uavtov elot Extnuévol (‘it is they who possess the place of divination
sacred to Dionysus’).

16 Note that the modifier within the embedded genitive (the adjective vavtizod) is
also prenominal.
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Likewise, the addressee of example (9) 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:

(9) Emedv uoNTiieas AdPwol doTeivoug, ADAOTOL TQOCGEUPEQEDTATOVG,
TovTovg E09évTeg &g TV INAéwv Innwv To dodea puomol ToloL 0Td-
naot, dhhot 8¢ dAhmwv puomvtwy duélyovou
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. 4.2.1)

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 (10):
(10)  Gg 8¢ &mod Seimvov Noav, damvoviav tov ITégonv TOV dudrhvoy
‘EALGOQ yAdooay iEvta eipéotol avTOV 6%0d0mdg E0TL, (... ).
Now as they were drinking together after dinner, the Persian who sat with

him asked in the Greek tongue (lit. Greek tongue) from what country he
was, (...). (Hdt. 9.16.2)

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.

3.2.2. 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:

(11) o0 ya@ gtuyov oo vEeg oL a%touaxm rnot Awwmewv ovu[ﬁa}\sw
&V o Qv Kogw«f}w)v £0éovto x@noou GCpLOL véag, &V ToUTW 6L8q>f}otgn T
n@nyuam ot 6¢ Kogiviior, noav yd oL ToTtov TOv X0vov gilot &g
A padota Advaiolol, S100ToL dEOUEVOLOL EI%0GL VENS, (... ).

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. 6.89)

(12) 6 ugv tadta Emelpdta, 6 & avTIC TOV eVTOV O@L LONoUoV Fpaive
xeheVwv Exdiddvor [axtinyv [égonot.

This Aristodikos asked; and the god again gave them exactly the same
answer, that Pactyes should be surrendered to the Persians. (Hdt. 1.159.2)

(13)  7ToOlOL ¢ avTOuOAOLOL TOUTOLOL OVVOUd 0Tt Acudy, dvvaton 8¢ ToTTo
10 &og nard Ty ‘EAMvov yADooav ol € doLoTteQfig xelog mToQLoTd-
uevot PaotAer
These Deserters are called Asmakh, which translates, in the Greek lan-

guage (lit. in the of Greeks language), as ‘those who stand on the left hand
of the king’ (Hdt. 2.30.1)

In example (11), 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 (12) and (13) is smaller (as the
noun does not provide given, but inferrable information), the modifier
is still much more informative than the noun. In example (12), we are
told that an Aristodikos, who did not trust an earlier consultation of
the oracle, consults the oracle again, and receives TOvV a0TOV ¥QNOUOV,
the exact same answer. In the context of a consultation of an oracle, the
information provided by the modifier (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 ‘EAMvarv (‘of
the Greeks’) in example (13) is more informative than the noun yA®ooov
(‘language’), which is already evoked by the verb dvvatou (‘mearn’).

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.!” In
example (14), for instance, the participle phrase otaduov €yovteg reveals
that something countable will follow, so the numeral automatically be-
comes the most informative part of the NP:

(14) TUymg 6¢ Tveavvevoag dméneppe dvadnuoto £ Aehpovg ovx Ohiya
(...) nonTRoés ol dpuuov €€ yovoeol dvaxéatol. £0Tdol 8¢ ovToL &v
@ Kogwiiwv Inoave® otaduov éxovies tomrovra tTahavros
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. 1.14.1-2)

In example (14) 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 (15), however, the
numeral may also be prenominal if it is not yet clear which variable will
be used,'® as long as the preceding context—in this case the combination
of the verb plus 6oov te—indicates that the NP will give expression to a
measure:

(15) ToloL 6¢ TI€QomoL 0DOEVOS UaYOUEVOL POPOS EVETEDE, ATOOQAUOVTES
0¢ 6oov te EENxrovra otdda iLovro.

Then, although no one attacked them, panic seized the Persians, and they
fled to a place around sixty stade distant and camped there.
(Hdt. 4.203.3)

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. 1.165.1 &v tf) KVovw €ixoot Ereor mootepov tovtmv éx Jeompomiov
gvextnoavto ol ... (‘in Kyrnos they had built a city ... twenty years before at the
command of an oracle’) and Hdt. 7.80 tovtwv 8¢ THV volwtémv Hoxe Magdoving &
Bayaiov, 6g &v Murdiy otoatnyéwv devtép érei tovtmv Etehevtnoe év i) udyn (‘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 mlé90a (31 m) to
otddiol (185 m), magacdyyat (5,550m) and oyotvol (11,100 m).
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This tendency! to be prenominal because the addressee expects an NP
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. In most
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 2000 years, I
will argue that the context often provides enough clues to reconstruct
the communicative aim of the author. In example (16), 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 60 £€0MTEQW ... TOCOVTY TTAEW:

(16) Bow yap O mooéPauve Eomtépw Tiic “EALGdog 6 TTégomng, Tocotm
nhém EDvea ol elmeto.
The farther into Hellas the Persian advanced, the more nations followed
him (Hdt. 8.66.2).

19 Although numerals tend to precede the noun in the situations described above,
they can also follow the noun. Cf. Hdt. 4.62.1 gouydvwv gdxelot ovvvevéatar 660V
e &mi oradiovg Tegig uijrog nai evgog, Hyog 8¢ Ehacoov: (‘piles of bundles of sticks
approximately three stades (lit. stades three) wide and long, but of a lesser height’) and
4.85.4 1 8¢ TTpomovtig, 20000 £DQOG eV 6TAdiMY TEVTOXOGIMY, UTj1Og 8¢ TETQUROGIWV
ral oy, xataddot ég tov ‘EMomovtov ... (‘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 3.3.1); cf.
Hdt. 2.9.2 (...) doov 8¢ v dmd Jahdoong &g ueadyarav uéyor Onpémv goti, onuovéw:
0TAdL0L YGQ £l0L EIX0GL ®al E£0TOV %0l EEaxioyilor, ‘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 (17),

(17) oV vuv, fjv Povdy époi meideoda, Tijg me "AoTvdyns doyer ymens,
TavTng Grtdong doEels.
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. 1.124.2)

it is the scope-particle meo together with the demonstrative tovtng,

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.?® 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 (18) and (19), which do not have any explicit indications,

it is the larger context that reveals the intention of the author:

(18) 6 8¢ moE@vEEdY TE Elna TEQUBAAOUEVOS, (S dv TuVIavouevol TheloTol
ouvéldolev ZTaQTUNTEWY, ®al RUTAOTAG EheYE TOMADL THWQEEELV EOU-
Totot yonilwv.

He then put on a purple cloak, so that as many Spartans as possible might
assemble to hear him, and stood up and made a long speech asking aid
for his people. (Hdt. 1.152.1)

(19)  TOoVTEWV &€ 1 nEV "AvIulha Eotoa Aoyiun oMg £g VtoduaTa EEaloe-
T0G OtdoTOL TOU gl facthevovrog AlyvrTov Tif yuvauxi:

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. 2.98.1)

In example (18), the saliency of the modifier appears from the w¢-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 as many Spar-
tans as possible. In example (19), 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 tovng
and the following Gmdiong, 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 (tfg e "Aotvdyng doyet) and a noun (xHENG).
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 3.5.4.
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about Anthylla: 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:

(20)  Emerta pEMMOVTOG DTOD LAt TAVTHY TV aiTiny dvaorolomieiotal ITo
EépEem Paothéog, 1) untne tod Zatdoneog éovoa Aageiov G.dehpen
TOQOLTHONTO, (PACA ol T uECw Tnuinv Emvdmoewy 1 eQ Exeivov:
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. 4.43.2)

(21)  (...) Emeppe Zrtahung maQd TOV *OrTARATAINV AEYWV TOLddE: TL Oel

fuéog GAMAmV melondijval; eig uév neo Tijs adehgeils mais, Eyeg 8¢

neo adeledy. oV 01 pot ATOdOG TODTOV 1Al &Y 0OL TOV 0OV SRV
TOQASIOWUL. OTQATL] OE UNTE OV XLVOVVEDONG UNT EYD.

(...) Sitalkes sent this message to Oktamasades: ‘Why should we try each

other’s strength? You are my sister’s son (lit. of me the sister’s son), and

you have my 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. 4.80.2—-3)

In example (20), 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, in Oktamasades’ plea to avoid a contest in example
(21), 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 (22) and (23), 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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(22)  Zuol uqte ouodV, ® Pacthed, wite doyveov didov, dAN dvacwode-
vég pot [80g] v ateida Zduov, Ty viv ddelpeot Tod éuot ITolv-
%ateog dmodavovtog vio *Ogoitew €xel dovhog uétegoc, (...).

Do not give me 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. 3.140.5)

(23)  Kooloog v Avdog ugv yévog, mais 8¢ Aludrren, Togevvog 6t ¢dvény
TOV £vrog "Alvog motauod, ¢ 0¢wv amo ueoouPoing wetaty Zvgimv
te wol Iaglaydvov EEel meog Pooény dvepov éc tov EdEewvov xa-
AEOUEVOVY TTOVTOV.

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. 1.6.1)

In example (22), 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 (23), the enumeration of Kroisos™ qualities in
his introduction into the discourse causes the nouns to be preposed.?!
The second NP in this example illustrates that the difference between the
GENN and NGEN pattern 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 (24) and (25):%

(24)  (...) MGV oL dyyehol dmod Sdov (. ..) mengdévreg Hmo Soplov Ad-
Vo1 tov te [Tegotwv xal 10T TVEdvvoy OeounotoQog tot Avdodd-
LOVTOG, TOV ROTEOTNOAY Zauov Tugavvov ol [Tégaa.

(...) 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 had made tyrant of
Samos (lit. of Samos tyrant). (Hdt. 9.90.1)

2L Cf. the examples of NPs with preposed, contrastive nouns in section 3.3.

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. 7.76 "Ageog xonototov (‘an oracle sacred to Ares’), as R. Macan
(1973: 101) 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. 6.91.2 1p0g mpotupa
Anunteog Yeopogogov (‘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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(25)

CHAPTER THREE

g 8¢ MiMjtov &tvyyave émitgomog Env Aglotaydong 6 Molmayd-
e, YapuPeods te €nv nai aveylog Totiaiov tod Avoaydgem, TOV O
Aapeloc 2v Sovootol natelye 6 yao “lotiaiog Thgavvog v MidMjtov
®ai ETOyyave ToTTov TOV Yedvov Env &v Zovoolat, (... ).

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. 5.30.2)

While the GENN pattern in example (24) puts the accent on the city
Theomestor rules (as the fact that he was a tyrant is known already),
the NGEN pattern in example (25) 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 and possessives occurring in an NP that in its entirety refers metony-
mically to the ‘referent’?® of the modifier:

(26)

(27)

(28)

gime mEOC ToUTA 6 dmémV adToD” O Paothed, ETOLOC UEV EyM el TOLE-
€LV %Ol AUPOTEQA %Ol TO ETEQOV AVTMV %O TTAVTWOS TO GV OV EMITAOONS
¢ uévrol Euorye doxéel elval TOToL GOTOL YN YIAOL TQOOPEQEOTEQOV,
PEAOW.

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. 5.111.3)

Totwaiov 8¢ Tol Miknoiov évavtin TavTy, AEYovTog Mg viv uev dd
A0QEloV EX0OTOG ADTAV TVQAVVEVEL TTOMOS, Tils Aageiov O¢ duvd-
mog rotopedeiong otte adtoc Miknotwy oldg Te #oeodal doyewy odte
dlhov 00dEVO 0VOOUGDV!

But Histiaios of Miletos advised the opposite, saying that ‘It is owing to
Dareios that each of us is sovereign of his city; if Dareios’ 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. 4.137.2)

Aoelog 6 “Yotdomeog o0V Te ToU introv Tij Goetii (1o obvoua Aéywv)
%ol Oipdocog Tov inmoxopov Extioato v [Tegoéwv Paothniny.

Dareios son of Hystaspes, aided by the excellence of his horse (here

followed the horse’s name) and of Oebares his groom (lit. of the horse the

excellence and O. his groom), got possession of the kingdom of Persia.
(Hdt. 3.88.3)

23 Referent is placed between quotation marks because it is rather awkward to speak
of the referent of the modifier in the case of possessives (being non-referential modifiers).
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Totol ootol tenyuoot in example (26) is a long-winded expression to
refer to ‘you’ Likewise, Tfjg Aageiov duvauog in example (27) 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.?* Although the noun in example (28) might seem less empty than
the ones in (26) and (27), 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.”> 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 (29), 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:

(29)  TOlOL nEV OM noteoTYree moloExiy, Kootoog 8¢ doxéwv ol xoovov &t
noxov goeotar TV wohoQxriny Emepse éx 10T Teiyeog dAhovg dyyé-
Movg &¢ tag ovppayiac. (...) & e O OV Tdc dhhag Emense ocvppoiog
»al O xai &g Aaxedaipova. [description of the situation in Sparta] tot-
oUTWV 82 TOloL ZTOQTTNOL EVESTEMTWY TENYUATOV NHe 6 Taodunvog
#ijovE deopevog Koolow fondéety moliogreouéve.

What I mean to say is that in the NPs 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 ool or Aagetov 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 5).
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 6).
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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. 1.81-83)

In the NP that refers to this herald the modifier 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 td to0 Bafulwviov gnuata in (30) picks up the warn-
ing of one of the Babylonians cited in Hdt. 3.151. The repetition of the
exact content of the warning shows that the author does no longer con-
sider the referent very accessible:

(30) g &8 ol 2ENYYELIN xad V7o dutloTing adtog 6 Zmdmuocg eide 1O Poégoc,
dmeimog Totot 1doToL undevi pedlewy TO yeyovog éfovieveto. xai ot
710G 1@ Tov Bapvimviov gnuara, 6c xot dydg Egnoe, Emedv meQ
NWovoL T€xwot, TOTe TO TEY0S GAmwoeadaL. TEOG TAVTNY THV YUV
Zomioe #d6xee ival Ghmotog fom 1 Bapuiov:

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 in mind he conceived that Babylon
might be taken. (Hdt. 3.153.1-2)

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 31), or belongs to the general knowledge of the author
and addressee (example 32):

(31) Beyond these (he said) live one-eyed Arimaspians (Gvdoag povvogpiddh-
novg), beyond whom are the griffins that guard gold (tovg yovoogiia-
%nag youmag) (Hdt. 4.13)

(...) 10 8¢ Ao TovTWV TO RaTVTEQDE ToondOVES €loL OL AEYOVTES TOVG
Hovvo@Yainovs avIemmovs xal TOVg KEUOOPUAARAS YOUTTAGS ELVAL,

(...

(...) 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. 4.27)
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(32) “Hooaxhéa éhatvvovta tag Movovew Potg dmxéodan & yijv TavTny
gotoov E0NuNy, Hvtva vov Zxidol vERovTaL.
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. 4.8.1)

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 60 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 the modifier:
(33)  xai Enerta AToPag QA TOV TOTAUOV OAOLTOQINV TTOOENL IUEQEWV
TecoeQdnovtar ondmehol te Yoo &v 16 Nelho 6Eeg dveyovoL xal yoled-
deg mohhai glol, O ®V oOx% otd T€ ot ey, deEehdav O¢ &v Tijou
TEGOEQAXOVTA IUEQNGL TODTO TO YWOloV, (...).
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. 2.29.5)

(34) 1 6¢ Tl TaixEVOiS £0TL 1108, 1) TOVG YONUAOL AOVEVEOTEQOUS OXEVU-
Cev ovouain dimdnoavteg Ty xothiny Tagevovol Tag éfdoun=ovra
Nuégag xal Emerta AT’ v EdwrAV ATopEQeaal.

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. 2.88)

In example (33), 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 (Nuepéwv tecoepdxovta). In my view, the preposition of the
modifier must be due to its relevance for the identification of the referent,
as the noun will not be very helpful. Also in example (34), where a con-
trastive reading is impossible because all three types of tapiyevolg have
the same time of embalming, the modifier will have been preposed to
realise the identification of the referent that was introduced in Hdt. 2.86.5
(TaQLEVOVOL ATOW, XEUYaVTES UEQAS ERdounrovTa, ‘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



52 CHAPTER THREE

saliency to providing the most relevant information of the message con-
veyed by the NP. In the case of a genitive or possessive, being the most rel-
evant part of the NP may 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 the most relevant information of the NP may also imply that
the modifier expresses the most prominent information for the identifi-
cation of the referent.

3.3. 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 (35)-(37):

(35)  dmououévou v é¢ Iépoag Tod Suéodiog Sy e1de 6 Kaufuong &v @
Vv Tomvoe: Ed0unee ol dyyehov ENdovTa &x Tlepotwv dyyélhey g
&v 1® Yove @ Paciinie iLouevos Zuéedis Tij xegali] ToU 0vQOVOT
PavoeLe.

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. 3.30.2)%

(36) 6 8¢ *Ogoitng padav TOV ®aTdoromov £OvIo TEOoddXUOV Emoiee
To1de" Mgvaras 0%t TAnomoag AMiwv v xdoto Poayéos ToT
TEQL 0T TAL YElhE, EMUITOATIS TV MImV ¥ouo0V Eéfake, natadnoag
8¢ g Miovanacg elye Etotpag.

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. 3.123.2)

%6 In 3.64.1 and 3.65.2, when Kambyses’ dream is mentioned again, the order of the
noun and the modifier is reversed (&g Tov faoihitov 9odvov). The reason that in these
cases the modifier precedes the noun is most probably that these NPs are preceded by the
participle iCouevog ‘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.
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(37)  1jv ¢ GwoEaYT), TO TAOTOV OIYETAL PEQOUEVOV VRO L0V0S TOD 0O0V.

And if the rope breaks, the boat is carried away by the strength of the
current (lit. by strength of the current). (Hdt. 2.29.2)

The property of the throne in example (35), the number of the chests
in example (36) and the ‘possessor’ of the strength in (37) 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 (35)-(37), where the nouns are as unmarked as the following
modifiers,” 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:

(38) moomyéovto pev o1 immoron yiMor &x Ilegotwv maviwv dmoleley-
UEVOL LETA OE aiyUopOQOL YiALoL, %l OUTOL X TAVTWYV AdTtoheheyuévor,
TAG AOYYOG RATW G TV YTV TOEPOVTEC.

First came a thousand horsemen (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. 7.40.2)

(39) dmxopévov 8¢ ToUuTWV £ TNV TEOERNUEVIY Nuéony, O Khetodévng
TEAOTA UEV TAS TATYAS TE AVTMV AVETVVETO ROl YEVOS EXATTOV.
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. 6.128.1)

In example (38), ‘thousand spearmen’ contrasts with the previously men-
tioned ‘thousand horsemen’ As the modifiers are exactly the same, it is
clearly the nouns that provide the most salient information. In example

%7 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 (38)-(46) show, however, this does not imply that a preposed noun is by definition
unmarked.
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(39), the contrast between the country and the lineage?® 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:

(40) ‘Ivdoi 0¢ eipara uev &voedundtes amo EVhwv memomuéva, TOEa O¢
®oAdpve elyoVv %ol 0i0ToVS ®aAapivovs:

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. 7.65)

(41)  &vdig md@va péyay xai x0Amov Padvv xatomouevog 1ot #ddvog,
%0000QVoUs TOUS £0QLO%E EVQUVTATOVS £OVTOE VTTOONTAUEVOG, Tiie £C TOV
INoavov &g TOV Ol 1ATNYEOVTO.

He donned a wide tunic (lit. tunic wide), leaving a deep fold in it (lit. fold
deep of the tunic), and put on the most spacious boots that he could find

(lit. boots the he found most spacious being), then went into the treasury
to which they led him. (Hdt. 6.125.3)

Although the term contrast is not very felicitous in cases like (38)-(41),
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 3.2.2):

(42)  mooavta O¢ gL Ev te Awdmvy xal v Aehgolol yéveto, Emeite Emel-
QMOTWV TOVS TQOPNTAS TO AITLOV TOT TAPEOVTOS X0, Ol O 0DTOIOL
£poalov 6Tl Adirmg TOV UAOrOV TMV 1MV TEoPdTwv Ednviov Tiig
dyrog atégnoav:

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. 9.93.4)

%8 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 5, section

5.3.2).
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(43) ol ya M tOV ApOwv vouddeg, el uev aves ovx Exm ATEexéws ToDTO
ELTETV, TTOLETOL O¢ AVTMOV GUYVOL TOLADE" TMV TALHLOV TOV GYETEQMY,
ETMEAV TETQAETEN YEVITAL, OLOVTTY] TQOPATWY RAULOVOL TAS €V TT|OL XOQV-
PTioL pAéPag, ueteEétegol 8¢ aDTMV TAGS £V TOToL %QOTdpoLaL, (... ).
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. 4.187.2)

In example (42), the larger context of the NP indicates that the noun to
aitov provides the most informative part of the message of the NP, 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 (43) 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 being most informative to the addressee, a preposed noun may
also be most important or relevant in the view of the author/speaker
(for the difference between those two options, see section 3.2.2 above).
In example (44), for example, Artemisia advises Xerxes to march home
himself and to leave Mardonios behind to conquer Greece:

(44)  TtoUTO WEV YdQ, Tiv xoTaoTEéYNTOL T PNot Féhewy xal ol meoywenon
TG VOEWV AEYEL, 0OV TO EQYOV, O dE0TOTA, YiveTaL Ol YaQ 0ol doTAOL
%ATEQYAOOVTO" TOUTO OF, NV T Evavtio Tiig Magdoviov yvoung vé-
VoL, 00deuior VNGO teydhn Eota, 0€0 Te TEQLEOVTOG %al Exelvav
TV TENYUATWV TEQL OLXOV TOV 0OV* (...) Magdoviov d¢, v T mtd i,
MOY0G 0VOELS YiveTar 00OE TL vir@vTeg ol "EMANveS vin®dot, d0TAOV 6oV
dmohéoavteg

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 to Mardonios’
expectation, it will be no great misfortune so long as you and all that
household of yours are safe; (.. .) As for Mardonios, 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. 8.102.2-3)

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



56 CHAPTER THREE

possessive in her description of a successful outcome of Mardonios’
plans (ol oot doThot xaTeQyaoovTo ‘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 preposed noun that is presented as more relevant
than the following modifier is example (45):
(45)  Leonidas had gained the kingship at Sparta unexpectedly.
SIEMV ydQ ol €0vTmv mesPutégmy ddehpedv, Kheopéveos te nal Am-
oLéog, dmehnhato Tijs @eovridog megl Tijs faoiining.
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. 7.205.1)

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 (44) and (45) strongly depends
on my interpretation of the example, the ydo-phrase in example (46),
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:

(46)  &mi &M TavTNV TV YPauuov otéAhovtan £g v Eonuov ot “Ivdoi, LevEd-
LEVOS EXOOTOC ®oujhous TEETS, (...) al YaQ opL »AunAot Wy ovx
foooveg &g TayvTitd elol, ywoig 8¢ dydea duvatdregar TOMOV é-
QE&Lv*

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. 3.102.3)

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 27), 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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(47)  #cydo ERdounrovta Eten 0vooV Tiig Long dviowmm mootidnuL. ovTol
E0VTES EViauTol EfdopxovTa TaQEXOVTAL IUEQUS DNXOGILAS ®al TTEV-
TOXLOYLALOG 2Ot DLoRUELaS, EUPOAIOV UNVOG UY) YLVOUEVOL®

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. 1.32.2—-3)

(48)  =ai v uév ye naraoyy &g v Iehomdvvnoov, xivouvog avTtd e
Baohéi ol Tij orooTu Tij év T Nreio Eotor fiv 8¢ &l TAg véug TOd-
TINTOL TOG &V ZOMOUTVL, TOV VOUTIROV OTQATOV XIVOUVEDOEL BACIAEVS
ATTOBONEDV.

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. 8.65.3)

(49)  (...)téragTov ontoDTo Emi TV ATTiniv drunduevolr Amiées, dig te &l
ToMEUW EoPaldvTeS nal Oig € Ayadd Tod TtMdeog Tot Adnvaioy,
(...) devtegov O nai Toitov Ote mi [ewootoatdémwv EEENaaLY OQUT-
Vévteg &x Sndotng dminovro, (...).

(...) 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. 5.76)

In example (47), 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 (48), where
the noun otpanij (‘army’) stands out against the preceding Poothéi
(‘’king),” while the modifier év tf) imeiow (‘on the mainland’) contrasts
with vavtiwov (‘naval’) in the next line. Because in the first line of

¥ The position of avt@ 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 4, section 4.2.2.2) that predicative elements also obey the saliency
principle, it seems justified to pay some attention to the position of adt@ in this exam-
ple. A possible explanation for the fact that a0t@® precedes the noun despite the con-
trast between this noun and the following otoatij 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. Formulated more 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 (49), the opposition between the Dorian aggressor
(Awoigeg) and the Athenians CA9mvaiwv) is surpassed by the contrast
between the masses of the Athenians (toU mAndeoc) and their tyrants
(ITetotoTQOTIOEWV).

In the double contrastive NPs in examples (47) to (49), 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:

(50) Agtdfave, £Y® TO TOQOVTIRA UEV OVX EOMPQEOVEOV EITTOG £C OF PaTond.
€men yoNoTij eivexa suuPoviing:
Artabanos, for a moment I was of unsound mind, answering your good
advice with foolish words. (Hdt. 7.15.1)

(51)  Description of an attack by the Persian army:
Ofilov Emoiguv TovTl Te® 1ol oOn fjnwota avtd Poothél Ot Tollot
avdpwmor eiev, ohiyor O¢ dvdges.

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. 7.210.2)

In example (50), 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 (51) 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 and must be explained in exactly the same way
as all other examples, viz. by pragmatics.*® In example (52), we find such
a combination of a modifier-noun and a noun-modifier pattern:

30 As Slings (1997a: 1841F.) has shown, the chiastic ordering of clausal constituents
can also very often be accounted for by their information status. In oot évi peydoiot
yepovolov aivoma otvov | del tivet guotow (object-verb), dnovdleade &’ dowdod (verb-
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(52) &g 0¢ Ogonvenv TV Eni Ogoumdovtt ToTaud &x Tig Zwvdurfg (...)
TQUAV T€ NUEQEWV %Ok OVO VUXRTDV TAOOG AUTOL OF TOELS HUELAdES ol
TOUIXOVTO GQYVLEMV YIVOVTAL, 0TAOLOL OT) TOUXOGLOL %Ol TOLTYLALOL.

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. 4.86.3)

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

NP will give expression to a measure (see section 3.2.2), in the second NP

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 (53) and (54) 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 (52):

(53) TOVG 6¢ OTAVEOVE TOVG VITECTEMTAS TOIOL ivQLOLoL (.. .) LOTAOL TQOTW
Toudde: noulCovtes €€ 6peog TM oLvoud €0t "OQPNAOG AT YUVOTXQ
Enaotv 6 YouEwv TEETS 6TAVEOVS VITioTnoL
The piles that support the platform there (...) they set in the following
way. The men 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. 5.16.2)

(54) OO TOTTOV PEV A1) TOV 0TEAUTOV EBOVAEVOAVTO ROTAPUYOVTES Ol TOT
vouTIoD oTaTYol Gvelpvool Tag vEag %ol megipaiéodal €9rog
£QUUO TOV VEDY %Ol GPEMV QVTMY %N CPUYETOV.

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. 9.96.3)

object). (‘all of you who always drink the sparkling chieftain-wine in my palace, and who
listen to the singer;, Od. 13, 8-9), for example, the chiasmus can be explained if we assume
that in the first line the noun oivov 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 (53), 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 (toelg ‘three’) about a given noun (otavpovg ‘piles’).
In example (54), the modifier of the first NP (t@v ve@v 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 (ogémv avt@v 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 the most informative element
of the NP to be expressed first.

3.3.1. 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 31 NPs with the combina-
tion of the noun dvno (‘mar’) and the adjective dyadog (‘good’), or its
comparative dueivmv or superlative douotog. The phrase dvio dyoadog
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.*! In
example (55), 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,* but also wants to flatter Masistes by calling him
a good man. However, despite the plausible saliency of the adjective, it is
the noun that is preposed:
(55) Maoiota, ov eic Aapelov Te maic xai Euog ddehgede, mog 8 #1i Tov-
TOLOL %O EIG AvIQ Gryadog.
Masistes, you are Dareios” son and my brother, and in addition you are a
good man (lit. man good). (Hdt 9.111.2)

Even more probable is the saliency of the adjective in example (56), 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:

(56) Adaxedopovimv 8¢ nol OECTENV TOLOVTWY YEVOUEVOV OUMG AEYETOL
avie doLotog yevéoou ZmaQTuntng Amvexng:

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 been man best). (Hdt. 7.226.1)

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,*® with the consequence that the adjective dyotdg
does precede the noun évnp:*

(57)  &v yag o1 Toutolol ®ai avtol évecoueda, dgioTmv d¢ avdedV oixdg
dorota fovievpota yiveodat.

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. 3.81.3)

31 Cf. H. Dik (1997: 73). As she points out, the combination of évijo and dyadog is
fossilised in the noun dvdoayadic.

32 For the interpretation of the preposition of the genitive and possessive of the first
two NPs, see section 3.2.2.

33 At least, one example in a single-modifier NP. There is another example in Hdt.
8.79.1: (...) TOV &y® vevoura, TuvIavouevos aitod TOV TQOToV, doLetov dvdea yeve-
odau &v Advnol xai duxardratov (...) 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 dowoto fovlevuata later on in the sentence is in my view no
sufficient explanation for the fac t that dya90og in this example precedes évijg. 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 (1997: 404) that says that there is a language inde-
pendent preference for ordering constituents in an order of increasing
complexity:*

(s8) preferred: [ ][ 11 11 11 ]
not preferred: [ 11 1 10 10 ]

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-
ers’**—not the length of a modifier that is decisive for its heaviness, but its
complexity.>” 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. 3.128.5 [ToAvxrodteog 10D Zauiov Tioles,
4.79.2 Olring ueyding xot rohvteléog meouforn and 5.91.2 TV dAlwv
oV WV EYYENOUG).

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 (1932) as the Gesetz der wachsenden
Glieder. For the term heaviness, see Hawkins (1983).

36 As will be shown in Chapter 4, section 4.3, 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. 8.112.1 dmethntnpeiovg
LOYOUG, 2.127.2 8L oirodounuévov ovhdvog and 5.77.2 TeTQORLOYIAIOVS ®ANQOVYOVC).
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. 2.9.2 (¢éEaxocimv otadimv xai toloyhmv lit. six hundred stades and three
thousand) and Hdt. 7.187.2 (tomrociovg te drhovg uedipvoug rai teooepdxovra 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 (59) and (60) are two of the examples
in my corpus in which a salient modifier follows the noun because of its
heaviness:

(59) dmaocav ya v Bowwtiny nateiye Nym dg avdeog dmolopuévou pnetd
ve Magdaviov hoypmtatov taed te [Tégonor xai footdéi.
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. 9.24)

(60) ot 6¢ PagPagol Emeldn) Eyivovto Emeryouevol xatd To 1oV tijg Igo-
vning ‘Adnvaing, Emvyivetal ogL TéQEa £TL nELOVA TOT TOLV YEVOUEVOU
T£Q€0C6.

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. 8.37.2)

In example (59), the postnominal modifier is clearly more salient than
the noun: the people in Boiotia do not mourn because a man died, but
because this man was the most esteemed Persian soldier after Mardonios.
Similarly, in example (60), 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 61) or an adverb or
prepositional phrase in the case of a participle (example 62):

(61)  BooL bt v adTGV %0l #heTe TOAAOVS EVOQOS GoaENHOTES FWOL, OVTOL
8¢ ovvOVO nUMrOG ExovTeg TTivouol duod.

And as many as have slain not one but very many enemies have two cups
apiece and drink out of both. (Hdt. 4.66)

(62) elyov 8¢ avtdV TOEQ peteEétepol Avnia, meol 8¢ THjoL ne@alfjol #x
dpleQémv TETOMUEVOS HUVENS.

Some of them carried Lykian bows and wore caps made of skin (lit. of
skin made caps) on their heads. (Hdt. 7.77)

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 59 and 60). 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 too much
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:*®
(63)  &ymyag &vtde VLWV TH AU poEao Tomoaodat, OQVGCWYV ETETVYOV

00Q® EmTamyel: 1o 8¢ drmoting Wi uév yevéohar undapud uétovag
avIemmTovg TMV VUV AvolEa adTNV %ol €00V TOV VexQOV unxel icov
£0vTaL Tf) 00Q0.

I wanted to dig a well in the courtyard here, and in my digging I hit upon
a coffin twelve feet long. I could not believe that there had ever been men

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. 1.68.3)

(64) Kooioog 6 Avddv te ol dMwv Edvéwv Pacthels, vouioag Tdde uov-
T etvon podva v dvommolot, DUy te dEla d@ea Edwxe TV EEgv-
onuazov, (...).

Kroisos, king of Lydia and other nations, believing that these are the only
true places of divination among men, endows you with such gifts as your
wisdom deserves (lit. worthy gifts the inventions), (...). (Hdt. 1.53.2)

Although the maximum of one dependent per prenominal modifier is
also valid for the multiple-modifier NPs in my corpus (see Chapter 4,
section 4.2.2.2), 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:*’

(65) 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:

TOV TS Euéo Votegov yvopévav Bapuidvos facihéwv fiv omavion
XONUATOV, AVvOlEag TOV Tagov Aafétm oxdoa PovAeTal yoNuaTa: U
UEvVToL Ye () oTtavioos ye dAhmg AvoiEn: o Yoo Guevov.

38 For the details about the position of dependents in the NP, see section 3.6.

3 Although an example like Hdt. 7.8a.1 (td uév vuv Kodg te »ai Kaufions mote
Te 0 £1OS A0QETOG RUTEQYAOVTO %ol TQOCEXTNOAVTO EVvea, ... ‘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. 1.187.2)

(66)  VmegPdvteg d¢ ol Admvaiol Tovg oi Kogiviior Ednxay Mharoeto
£lvaL 0VEOVE, TOUTOVS VITEQPAVTES TOV "ACMITOV ADTOV ETOOAVTO
ovgov Onpaiotot TEog IMhatatéag etvor xat “Yolds.

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. 6.108.6)

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:

(67)  (...)TOUG peV EEENAVVDV TV TUEAVVWYV, TOVS & EMafe TVEAVVOLS GO
TOV VEDV TV supmhmoaséwv éni NaEov, toutovug 6¢ @ila fouhopevog
motéeodan tfjor ToMot EEedidov, (...).

(...) 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. 5.37.2)

(68)  TOUTMV OMN WLV EIVEREV RAAECOVTES PIAOV TTQOOEXTMVTO TTLOTL TE MAPOV-
teg xal 6oniolol N v EEewy ma’ Ewutd und’ EEotoerv undevi dvdowm-
TV TV @m0 ogimv anatny & [légoog yeyovuiay, (... ).
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. 3.74.2)

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 63
and 64 above). How we should reconcile this concession to the heav-
iness principle displayed in examples like (67) and (68), on the one
hand, with very heavy prenominal modifiers, on the other (cf. exam-
ple 65 and 66), 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
ayad6g modifying the noun dvng 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 be more influential
than in others.

3.4. 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).*
Schematically, clauses are ordered as follows:

(69)  topic—focus—predicate—X (= remaining elements)*!

NPs expressed at the beginning of the sentences are subject to two
different types of ordering rules: those for NPs preferring the most 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 2.3.2.
41 This figure was taken from H. Dik (1995), 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 (70) and (71):*

(70) TOVG 6¢ drteléPoug Emedv UMEEVOWOL, ANVAVTIES TEOS TOV HALOV
RATOAEOVOL %Al ETELTOL €T YAAOL ETUITAOCOVTES TUVOVOL. YUVOIRAS OE
vouiCovteg morhag Exerv Exaotog Eminovov adTémv TV Mg otedv-
TOL TEOTY TAQATANOLY TG ®ol Maooayétar
They hunt locusts, which they dry in the sun, and after grinding sprinkle
them into milk and drink it. It is their custom for every man to have many

wives (lit. wives many); their intercourse with women is promiscuous, as
among the Massagetai. (Hdt. 4.172.1-2)

(71)  16TE 8¢ 0VTOC 6 AQUdvdNC naTowTipac Pepetiuny Sidotl ad T oTEUTOV
TOV €€ AlyUmTou dmavta, »ol TOV TECOV ROl TOV VOUTIROV: GTQUTYOV
8¢ Tov pev melod "Apaoy anédeEe dvoga Magdplov, Tot 8¢ vavTixo
Bddonyv ¢ovra [acayddny yévoc.

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. 4.167.1)

In (70), 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 (71), 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 (8¢) he appointed, of the army (uév) X,
of the fleet (8¢) 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 uév after the article of the modifier seems to indicate
that there is a domain boundary between the noun and the following
modifier.*

In examples (70) and (71), 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. aGENN may become GENaN if the genitive expresses the topic of the sentence), see
footnote 68 of Chapter 6.

43 For the relation between particles (and other postpositive elements) and domain
boundaries, see H. Dik (1995: 35-37).
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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 from possessives, 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 72 and 73). By preposing the genitive, which refers to the topic
of the main story, the author clearly indicates that the digression has
finished:

(72)  Anudxng pév vuv 1o Mndwdv Edvog cuvéoTtoeye HoTvov %al TOVTOU
No&e. Fom 8¢ MNdwv T00dde yévear Botoa, [Tagntaxnvol, Stoovya.-
teg, "Aoiavrol, Bovdiol, Mdyol. yévea uev 01 Mindwv €oti T00GdE.
ANoxem 0¢ mais yivetar PQaooThS, OC TELEVTNONVTOS ANIOREW, BAOL-
evoavTtog Tola %ol TeEVINRovTa ETE, TAQEDEENTO TNV AQYNV.

Deiokes, then, subdued the Median nation only and ruled it. The Median
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. 1.101-102.1)

(73)  mudduevol yap mg otoateveotal dpuéatal ot ITégoon &l Tag TOMS
opgmv, ELdymoav v &v IInddoolol 680V, &g v éumecovtes ot [1é-
00 VOXTOG SLE@UdENoV %ol 0DTOL %Ol Ol GTEATHYOL 0DTGV, Acvgiong
%ol Apooyng ®ol Zwodxng: ovv 8¢ oL amédave kol Mugoog 6 I'v-
vew. 10T 8¢ AOyov TovTov Nyenmv v Hooneidng Ipavdiliog dvio
Muvlaogic.

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. 5.121)

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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(74)  ovyywenoavtog 8¢ Z¢Eem £mi TOUTOLOL 6 ZOTAOTNG ATTLOUEVOG EC
Alyvrttov xoi Aofov véa te xal voTog Tod ToVTmY (.. .) TovTou O
10U Xataomeog evvovyog Amédon &g Zduov, Enelte Emudeto TdyLoTa
TOV deomdTNV TETELELTHOTA, EYXMV YENUOTO UeYAAa, TG ZAUog v
HOTEOYE, (...).

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 a man of Samos
got possession, (...). (Hdt. 4.43.3-7)

(75) &g 8¢ TV Zwehinv ot Te aminato dyyelol Ao TOV CUUUAY MY CUU-
ueiEovreg T'éhww, xai 01 »ai dmd Aaxedooviov ZVayQos. Tod 6
TéAmvog TovTov mEdYOVeg, olxtwe 6 &v TéA, v &% vijoou THhov Tig
i Toromti #ewwévng. (...)

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. 7.153.1)

Examples (70)-(75) 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:

(76) 1O 8¢ O éx Tiig Evommng dyouevov otpdtevpa £t TQOOAOYLOTED
ToUTE TovT T EENoLiunuéve: doxrnoLy 8¢ Oel Méyely. véag uév vuv ol
Ao Ooninng “EAAves xal &% T®V VoWV TOV ETXEWEVOV TT) Ooniny
TTOQELYOVTO EI%OGL ROl EXATOV: (...) teCOD OE (...).

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 off Thrace furnished one hundred and twenty ships (lit.
ships furnished the Greeks ... twenty and hundred). (...) As regards the
land-force (...). (Hdt. 7.185.1)
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(77)  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).

£7i To0TOV OV TV 2oTodexdéviay Edviny Tovg Pasthéog GAopuévoug
amxopevor Tmv ZnvdEmv ol dyyehot Eheyov Exdiddonovteg wg 6 Tlé-
ong, (...).

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. 4.118.1)

(78)  oiréovol 8¢ nata 1dde Aifues. &’ Alyvmtou doEduevol te@mTtor’Advg-
wayidar Apiwv natotxnvral, ol vouolol udv to mhém Alyvmtiolot
yoéwvtat, Eodfita 8¢ pogéovat oinv meg ol dhhot Aifves. ot ¢ yuvai-
%ES AVTMV PEMOV TTEQL EXOTEQT] TV RVNUEWDV (POQEOVOL YUAKEOV
The Lybian tribes live in the following order: starting from Egypt, 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. 4.168.1)

In example (76), the noun is both preposed because of the contrast with
the following meCoU, and because it expresses the topic of the sentence,
being a subtopic of the previously mentioned otodtevuo. Similarly, the
prenominal genitive in example (77) 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 (78), 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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3.5. A few particular modifiers

Although the word order principles discussed in the previous three sec-
tions are not sensitive to the semantics of the modifier and hence hold for
all modifiers alike, four types of modifiers need consideration. In section
3.5.1, I will defend why I have not made a subdivision within the category
of adjectives, although the position of adjectives is traditionally assumed
to be influenced by their semantics. Section 3.5.2 argues that the posi-
tion of ‘postpositive possessives’ (uov, ot, 6pewv, avTob, etc.), against
the expectations on the basis of Wackernagel’s Law, is largely determined
by pragmatic factors. Next, section 3.5.3 pays attention to the position of
demonstratives after first mentions and digressions. Section 3.5.4, finally,
argues that so-called relative clauses with incorporated antecedent can
better be analysed as NPs with a prenominal relative clause.

3.5.1. Adjectives

AsThave described in Chapter 2, section 2.2.3 and 2.2.4, 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
(1964) and H. Dik (1997) 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 (2000). 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:
(79) 1OV Povhouévav T motd molgeatan dALOg AVIQ AUPOTEQWY VTGV

év uéow éotews Mo OEEN 10 fo0w TMOV (EEMV TAQE TOVS duxTVAoVg

TOVG HeYAAOVG ETTITAUVEL TV TTOLEVUEVWV TAG TUOTLS, (... ).

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. 3.8.1)

(80)  Emiotaodoun uev ya g fouxdlov 1ol Aotudyeos e maig, dmod O Tijg
%EWEV 0000 TOV TAVTH AOYOoV TMV Toun®V mudeodal.
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. 2.122.2)
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The adjectives in (79) and (80) 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.** Although Bergson’s
model leaves room for such a reanalysis of the adjective (see Chapter 2,
section 2.2.3), 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.*®

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 1,5% 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 98 % 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 (2000), the
qualifying and quantifying adjectives in my corpus are more frequently
postnominal than determining ones are. Yet, in my view, this does not
legitimize the conclusion that semantics influences adjective position. As
defended in Chapter 2, section 2.2.4, determining adjectives may simply
be more suitable for pragmatic highlighting than qualifying and quanti-
tying adjectives.

4 In Chapter 6, section 6.1.2 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.

4 Compare the criticisms of Brunel (1964) and H. Dik (1997) discussed in Chapter 2,
section 2.2.3.

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.
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3.5.2. Postpositive possessives?

The pragmatic rule that—apart from the exceptional cases discussed in
3.3.2 and 3.4—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 (nov, ol, ogewv, avtod, 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 (1892) 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),*® we expect postpositive
possessives to be expressed either in the peninitial position of the sen-
tence or in the peninitial position of the NP.# In my corpus, however, a
number of postpositive possessives counters this expectation:>

(81)  TOV ydio moTaUOV TETyIa v TV LoDvov Emelval ogpenv Emi Ty 1Oy,

(...).
It would only have been necessary to let the river out over their land (lit.
of them the land), (...). (Hdt. 7.130.2)

(82) 7{om dv &gn héyov dpoing adTog TG TOdAVLITTIOL TETENYEVOL €L YOQ
TQOTEQOY ELVaL INUOTNG, AN €V T) TAEEOVTL EIVOL OVTMV Pacthevg:

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. 2.172.5)

(83)  (...)peta O¢ tavTa N vauuayin volafodon &g yovu Ty wohv EPale,
gmti 8¢ T vavuayin Emeyéveto Totioiog AeoPlovg dywv, *EXOXOUEVWV
0¢ TV XiwV %ATACTEOPNV EVTETEWS AVTMV ETONTATO.

(...) 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. 6.27.3)

47 Postpositive words are words that form a prosodic unit with the preceding word,
among which particles (e.g. yd, ye, 1, uév), the non-contrastive personal pronouns
(uov, og, ot,) and avT- as anaphoric pronomen. I use the term ‘postpositive possessives’
to refer to postpositive words used as a possessive modifier (e.g. 6gv 10V 0da ‘of you the
foot, 1) uTne ot ‘the mother to him mepipetoov adrijs ‘the circumference of her’).

48 See H. Dik (1995: 32-34) 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 (1995: 33).

50 In the indefinite single-modifier NPs of my corpus, one of the 6 prenominal post-
positive possessives and three of the 22 postnominal postpositive possessives do not obey
Wackernagel’s Law. In the definite single-modifier NPs 16 of the 45 prenominal and two of
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(84) (...) TOV &y dmovm nol déna Ereot Votegov Uetd tadto dendévimy
TV Alywntéov ydoour Kheddnv tov Avtodizov dvdoa IMhataiéa,
TROEELVOV EOVTO QUTOV.

(...) 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. 9.85.3)

In examples (81) and (82), the postpositive possessives do not occupy
the peninitial position in the clause, nor the peninitial position of the
NP. Although the possessives in (83) and (84) 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 (17 % of the indefinite NPs and 11 % 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, Wackernagels
syntactic Law in itself is not capable of explaining why a postpositive
possessive is sometimes expressed at the second position in the sentence
(example 85 and 87) and at other times at the second position of the NP
(example 86 and 88):

(85)  (=21) (...) Emeppe Zurdhung waRd TOV OxTAUACAINY AéYwV TOLdE ‘Tl
detNuéag AMMAmV telenIfjva; elg uév ueo Tijg adelpeijs maic, £xelg 6¢
neo G.dehedv. oV ON pot Add0g TOVTOV KAl EY( GOL TOV GOV ZrUANV
TOQAdIdWUL.

(...) Sitalkes sent this message to Oktamasades: ‘Why should we try each
other’s strength? You are my sister’s (lit. of me the sister’s) son, and you

have my brother (lit. of me brother) with you; give him back to me, and
I will give up your Skyles to you. (Hdt. 4.80.3)°!

the 131 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. 2.95.2 (ndig
&vie adTdV, ‘every man of them’) and 9.17.2 (fjuéonot 8¢ ov moAAfjor puetd v Ay
v &g OMBag Yotegov Nhdov adtdy dxhirar yilioy, ‘a few days after the Persians’ com-
ing to Thebes, thousand hoplites of them (lit. of them hoplites thousand) arrived’).

51 Although peo 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 (uév and 8¢ respectively) are postpositives themselves.
For more details on the position of postpositives after postpositives, see Wackernagel
(1892) himself and Ruijgh (1990: 223-224).
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(86)  Emeira dovievovoa adTOIIdQVONTaL VIO P TTEPURLIN LQOV ALOG,
&omeg NV 0indg dugurolevovoay v ONfnot ipdv Audg, #via daineto,
eviatta pviuny aotod ExeLy.

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. 2.56.2)

(87)  toitovdg elpdTa TO nHQoV: EldVIMV 8¢ Tijg TOOoL0g TTEQL ROl dAeiPLOG,
TOV aDTOV AOYOV TOV %ol TTEQL TOD EIUATOG ELTTE. (O OF £ TOV OLVOV GTT-
®eTo %ol EMHYETO ATOU THV ToiNoY, (...).

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. 3.22.3)

(88) ocagimg 0¢ avtoiol mavra EENynoduevov Td megl v EEailgeoty ToT
Mdov dotvan Ta pérge adTov, héyovio g TodTa dLOPUALOCOVTES
Tapior TV ToU foothEog YONUAT®Y EGOVTAL.

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. 2.1210:2)*?

Although examples (85)-(88) all follow Wackernagel’s Law, the syn-
tactic rule does not explain why the possessive in examples (85) and
(87) occupies the peninitial position of the clause, whereas in exam-
ples (86) and (88) 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 (85), 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 (86), 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 (87) and
(88) can be explained similarly: whereas the possessive in example (87)
is prenominal because of the contrast between the various gifts (the

52 As in example (85), the postpositive possessive actually occupies the third instead
of second position. As in (85), however, it does follow the first mobile word 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 (88) 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 accordance with Wackernagel'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.

3.5.3. Demonstratives

Despite irregularities with respect to the position of the demonstrative
in relation to the article (on which see Chapter 6, section 6.1.4.1), 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 89 where
yuvoixo ‘woman’ contrasts with yonuata ‘money’) or otherwise the
most salient element of the NP (cf. example 9o where ‘aegides’ is derived
from ‘aegea’), or if the modifier lacks a special pragmatic marking (exam-

ple 91):

(89)  viV MV, meldy) meol mOMOT fjymuon W) Eelvoxtovéely, yoveino uiv
TOUTIY 2Ol TA YNHoTa 0 ToL TEONHoW Amdyeodat, AL adtd Eyd T
“EMnwi Eelvey uAdEw, (... ).

Now, then, since I make it a point not to kill strangers, I shall not let
you take away this woman (lit. woman this)** and the wealth, but I shall
watch them for the Greek stranger, (...). (Hdt. 2.115.6)

(90)  alyéag yao meoBdihovron Yuhag mepl v Eodijta Yuoovwtag ot Al-
Puooat, xexowévag Eoevdeddvy, Ex 8¢ TV aiyéwv ToVTEWY aiyidag
ot "EAMveg uetmvouaooy.

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. 4.189.2)

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 5, section 5.3.3. The same section also discusses the absence of the article in
‘forward-referring NPs” with a demonstrative, as in example (91).
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(91)  fineLyao 6 ITégong 0vdéV TL uaAhov &’ uéag 1} 00 ®ol &0 buéag, ovdé
Ol XATOYQENOEL TUENS OTAOTQEPAUEVH VUEWV ATTEYE0TaL. puEYQL OE DUTV
AOYoV TdVOE LOQTVOLOV EQEoEV:

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. 4.118.3-4)

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:

(92) ot 8¢ “EAAnveg €moyovres Tavtyy Ty quéenyv tij votegalr Exaiiie-
o¢ovro, (...).

The Greeks waited through that day (lit. that the day), and on the next
they sought and received favourable augury, (...). (Hdt. 9.92.2)

(93) ToUTO O 1O £mOg HOL AUTY 1) aitin Eyyevoudvn fyaye Kaupfovonv tov
Kvpov peydhmg dupwdévra én Alyvmtov.

This speech (lit. this the speech) and this crime that occurred turned
Kyros’ son Kambyses, furiously angry, against Egypt. (Hdt. 3.1.5)

(94) (...) ta ZoUoa tavta, Evia Paothels Te uéyag dloutay TOLEETUL, ROl
TOV xoMUATWV ol Inoauol Eviattd eior ENOvTeg O¢ TahTnV TV TOAMY
Yaotovteg T@ Au ThovTov mEQL £QileTe.

(...) 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. 5.49.7)

In example (92), tavtnv Tv Nuéeny ‘this day’ is explicitly contrasted with
) votegain ‘the following’ In examples (93) and (94), 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.>*

The examples above give little cause for a separate section devoted
to demonstratives. Yet, the frequent use of an NP with a demonstrative

5 This formulation will evoke Rijksbaron’s description of the oltog (8¢) 6 noun
pattern (Rijksbaron 1994). In Rijksbaron’s formulation prenominal demonstratives have
a strongly referring function by which the identity of the entity in question is emphasised
(Rijksbaron 1994: 233 +237). 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 92, 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,> but only
give my interpretation of the position of the demonstrative. As the exam-
ples (95)-(98) show, the demonstrative may both precede and follow the
noun in these cases:

(95)  (...) toUto 8¢ momaoduevol xntijea xdixreov Cpdimv te EEwdev -
covTES TTEQL TO YEThOg %ol peyddel Tomnooiovg dugootag xwoéovta

nyov, ddoov fovhouevor dvtidotvor Kgoiow. ovtog 6 xentije ovx duit-
ixeto &g 2Adig dL aitiog dipaociag heyoudvag Td.ode:

(...) 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. 1.70.1-2)

(96)  &md d¢ TG THG TOMOG TAEWVY v Tow xOVe Ak fEels &5 TovG
avTopdlovg v 6o e €€ "Eleavtivng NAleg £g TNV UNTQOTOMY TIV
Aldomwyv. Totot 8¢ avTopdlotst TovTosL oUvoud ot ’Aoudy, (...).

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. 2.30.1)

(97)  dummopévou 8¢ ToU 0TEATOD &7l TOTAUOV ZrAUavOQoV, Og TEMTOS
motapu®dv Eneite &x Tadinwv 6oundévreg Emeyeionoay Tf) 60¢ Enélme
1O 0€eQ0V 00 ATTEYONOETT] OTQATLY T€ ROl TOIOL XTHVESL TILVOUEVOG,
£t ToUTOV O1) TOV TOTAMOV (OGS Artineto ZEQENG, (...).

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. 7.43.1)

% 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 (Givon 1983, Ariel 1990, Gundel et al.
1993), 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 and Thompson 1980
and Fox 1987b) 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 1987b and Tomlin
1987) or if the referent will be thematically prominent in the following discourse unit
(cf. Lichtenberk 1996). In the examples below, the presence of a demonstrative may be
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(98)  TtoOwODTO ETEQOV TjroVOO. %Al T TO THS &V AlyUmTe Alpvng douyna
yeveéodat, TV 00 vurTOg GALG LET NUEENV TTOLEVUEVOV: OQUVOCOVTOG
YA TOV x0TV ToUg Alyumtiovg £g TOV Nethov ogéeLy, 6 8¢ Vrtohapupd-
voov guehhe drayéey. 1 uév vuv Mpvn aven obtm Aéyeton douydijvar.
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. 2.150.4)

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.”® The demonstrative precedes the noun if
the information on the referent, which either follows on a first mention
(95) or a digression (97), is part of the main line of the story, while
a postnominal demonstrative either starts a digression (96) or rounds
it off (98). 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.

3.5.4. 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 (97 and 98) or/and by the
fact that the referent is thematically prominent (95-98).

% For a similar view, see Rijksbaron (1994). 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 (95)
and the river in (97) are in my view not more prominent topics than the deserters in
(96) and the lake in (98). 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 an NP with a prenominal demonstrative and that with
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they are no different.”” Like other modifiers, relative clauses precede the
noun if they are contrastive (example 99) or otherwise the most salient
element of the NP (example 100), whereas they follow the noun if they
lack a special pragmatic marking (example 101) or if it is the noun that
is marked (example 102):

(99) 0V vuv TV uév Exeig yuvaixa, £neite ToL o0 Tintel, £E€0, dAANV O

yiuov:
Therefore send away the wife that you have (lit. the you have wife), seeing
that she bears you no children, and wed another. (Hdt. 5.39.2)

(100) Tag [6¢] TOEUEVOUS OV PUAGGGOUVGL, GAN £DHOL TOTeL Tl fovAovTan
avdgaot pioyeotar. Tag 8¢ yuvairag loyvems YUAGToOVOL:

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. 5.6.1)

(101) (...) &manotoar Exéheve 1OV Kheouévea, dmoméupavio tO woLdiov:
mpooeotinee Yo o 1@ Kheouévei 1) dvyatoe, tij otvoua nv Fogym-

(...) 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. 5.51.1)

(102) VOTEQW UEVTOLYQOVY RO OUYRATOIXLOE ADTIV O 0TQOTN YOS ‘OTAEVNG &
TE BYLOg AVELQOL %Al VOUGOU 1] v xatéhafe vooijoat To aidoio.

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. 3.149)

So despite some differences with respect to its articulation (on which
see Chapter 6, section 6.1.4.3), 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 T 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 (1981). For a more general discussion of syntactic and pragmatic aspects of rel-
ative clauses, see among many others Seiler (1960), Schwartz (1971), Downing (1978),
Lehmann (1984, 1986), Fox (1987¢) and Cristofaro and Giacalone Ramat (2008).

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
3.3.1, 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 (99) and (100), for
they consider the relative clause—instead of being prenominal—to have
incorporated the head noun.* 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.’’ As Rijksbaron (1981) (and Kithner-
Gerth, see footnote 59) already observed, however, it is much more
logical to consider examples like (99) and (100) as NPs with a prenominal
relative clause, on the analogy of NPs containing a prenominal adjective
(aAN) or participle (aPTCN). Whereas Rijksbaron observed that, but did
not grasp why, the relative clauses precedes the noun in examples like (99)
and (100),%! 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 6, section 6.1.4.3), they
have the same characteristics as postnominal ones.®* Which all the more

% Cf. Goodwin (1879: 221), Schwyzer-Debrunner (1950: 641) and Smyth (1956: 570).
Kithner-Gerth (1904: IT 416 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 Satzgefiige gewissermassen mehr vor das Auge zu bringen und mit
Nachdruck hervorzuheben, das Verhiltnis um’ (Kithner-Gerth 1904: IT 416). 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 Kithner-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 (99) and (100) 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 1985: 161-163) in
which the head noun occurs within the relative clause, e.g.

(i) A ¢huya-e  tumt-i $oyikhi?
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 1978).

¢! 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 1981: 252).

62 Prenominal relative clauses are for instance not necessarily restrictive, as Rijksbaron
(1981:241) argued, see for instance Hdt 3.105.2 (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-% did not recognise them as
such.

3.6. 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—be modified by their own dependents, like arguments
(full of sunlight) and degree adverbials (very rich).®* This section will
argue that the position of these dependent constituents is, like the posi-
tion of the modifiers itself, determined by pragmatic factors. On the basis
ofits 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)% occur 62, 26 and 12

rides on the female, that when harnessed has been taken away from as young an offspring
as may be) tag 6¢ Inhéag dvappuvnoropévag TV EMTToV Téxvav EvOLdoval Hohaxdv
o0d¢v ‘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 Rijkhoft
(1998: 349-350). In the languages of the world, prenominal relative clauses are almost as
common as postnominal ones (cf. Rijkhoff 2002: 195-196).

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.

5 Moreover, there are two cases where the dependent precedes and the adjective
itself follows the noun (DNX), viz. Hdt. 2.152.3-4 (§\0e yonouog dg tiowg el dmd
Faldoong yalréwv avoodmv Emupavivtov. (...) dyyéher Tdv Tig Alyvmtiov &g td Ehea
Amxouevos @ Popuntiyw, g 0O WMV ToTEQOV Yohxd dvdgas omhiedévias, ig
xdAxeol dvdoeg drtryuévol amod Saldoong henhatéovot TO ediov. ‘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:

(103) (...) ®gdoa dviommolol at Any ioyveal Tiumeiat 1og Yemv Emigdo-
VoL ylvovtal.

(...) thus does over-brutal revenge (lit. the too brutal revenges) draw
down upon men the anger of the gods. (Hdt. 4.205)

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

v 8¢ €5 Tovg AlPuag oixopuéviy melerdda Yool Apumvos xonot-
otov xehetoal Toug Auag ToEeLy:

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. 2.55.3)

In example (103) 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 (104), 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 (105) and (106):

(105) TMoaglayoves O¢ £0TEATEVOVTO ETTL UEV TTjOL REPAAT|OL RQAVEQ. TETAEY-
uéva &yovteg, Aomidas 68 oUrQAS aiyuds Te 00 ueydhag, meog O
AnOVTLO ROl EYYELQLOLDL, TTEQL OF TOVG TTOOOS TTEAAAL EMLDOLOL EC UEOTV
wviuny dvateivovta. Aiyveg 0¢ xai Matimvol ol Maguovouvoi te xal
Sogor v avtiv Exovreg [aglayoot éotoatevovto: ... Pouyeg 8¢
ayyoraro tijs Moglayovixijs oxevijy eiy0V, OAyov maoaAhdooovTES.

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.
6.137.4 (Ewvtovg 0¢ yevéohal To60oVTE éxeivav dvipag aueivovas, 0w ... ‘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
xahxémv dvdomv ‘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 dya9og
prefers to be postnominal when modifying the noun évng, even if it expresses the most
salient information of the NP (see section 3.3.1).
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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 reach midway to the knee. The Ligyes and Matieni
and Mariandyni 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. 7.72.1-3)

(106) alor 8¢ tav Tvdmdv Kaomatiow te ol xai th [axtuixd] ymoen ot
TEOGOLXOL, TTEOG AERTOV TE %Ol POQEM AVEUOU ROTOXNUEVOL TOV G-
rov Ivd@dv, ot Baxtgiowot tagarineiny €xovol diorray.

Other Indians dwell near the town of Kaspatyros 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. 3.102.1)

In example (105) the XDN pattern is used because the adverb is the most
salient element of the adverbial phrase: while the Ligyes, Matienoi, Mar-
iandynoi and Syrians wear the same outfit as the Paphlagonians, the outfit
of the Phrygians is only similar to that of the Paphlagonians. In exam-
ple (106), 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 (107) and example (103) will suffice to illus-
trate the difference between intensifiers that precede and intensifiers
that follow the adjective. Whereas in example (103) the intensifier was
preposed to stress that only over-brutal revenge invites retribution of
the gods, in example (107) the intensifier has no such pragmatic mark-
ing. As a consequence, it is placed in the default, i.e. postposed, posi-
tion:

(107) ovtog uév vuv oltm O Emone dict Eewvind Te vopono #oi EAAnvindc

OwAiag modloior O xdgto Erect Votegov ZniAng 6 Aguameideog
g€node maoamAnola ToVT.

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. 4.77.2-78.1)

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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(108) (= 63) V7O 8¢ dmmoting un uev yevéodor undoud puétovag avidommoug
TOV VOV AVOLEQ DTV %ai EIO0V TOV VEXQOV WXEL TOOV EOVTAL TT) GOQD.
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. 1.68.3)

(109) ¢ pévrol Alyvmtior Aéyovot, ovx "Apaotls Nv 6 Tadta Taddv, GAA
dAog Tig TV Alyvtioov Exov Ty vty fMxiny ‘Audot, Td Avuot-
vouevol TTégoan Ed0xeov ’Apdol hpaiveoda.

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. 3.16.5)

Both the standard of comparison in example (108) and the argument in
(109) 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 far more salient adjective and noun. The 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 (111 times) and after the combination of noun and
adjective/participle (69 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 yiyvouou in its function as a copular
verb (see example 110). Although the adjective in (111) is somewhat
more meaningful, it still gives less salient information that the preceding
genitive:

(110) mOAMG TE YdQ Wy xod peydho To Emasigovia nal EmoTEUvVOVTHL v,
TOMTOV UEV 1) YEVEOLS, TO doxréewy AoV TL elvan aviodmou, devtega
6¢ 1) edTLYIN 1] XOTA TOUS TOLENOVS YEVOUEVT)®

% In section 3.3.1, 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. 1.204.2)%”

(111) TOUTNG HEV TTEQL TooaTTA ENEYOV, TV OTL AOTIV WV, Og ToDTO £EEQ-
Y0070, QoL £G 0TxNUe 67T0d0D TAEOV, OXWS ATLDENTOG YEVNTOL.

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. 2.100.4)

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

(112) & avToP®EY 6& GAOVS 0DTOT £V TG OTOATOTEIW ETAATNUEVOS YEL-
0101 TAEN GoyvEiov, Epuye Ex ZmAQTNS VIO draoTNOLOV Vo Vels,

(...).

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. 6.72.2)

(113) =ai draity Gmd ToVTOU YEEWVTAL T TOhOLT] TOV ZOVQOUATEDV Ol YV-
VOireg, nai &mi 9NNy & Imwv Expolt@oot ®ol o Totot dvoQdoL 1ol
YWOEIS TOV AVOQMDV, %0l £C TOMEUOV POLTDONL KOl GTOMY TV GOTI|V
TOT0L AVOQAGL (POQEOVTOL.

Ever since then the women 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. 4.116.2)

7 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 yiyvouau or giui
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. 1.186.1 (... émiT@v medTEQOV farsirémv, drwg Tig E9€hoL
&% 10U £€1éQ0oV (pAQOE0g & ToUTEQOV dtaffiva, xofiv mhoiw diafaively, ... 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. 2.23 ("Oungov 8¢ 1j tiva Tdv TeOTEQOV YEVOUEVOV TONTEMY
doxéw todvoua evdvta &g moinotv éoeveiraotal, ‘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’).

% In this pattern, the participle of yiyvouau 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 4.155.2 (Bdttog 8¢ uetwvoudodn, émeite &g APimy
ATixeTo, Ao TE TOU YENOTNEIOV TOT Yevouévou év Aehgoiot adT@ xai 4o Tig TULiig
v €oye v émwvouuiny toedpevogs. ‘he changed his name to Battos on his coming
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In example (112), 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 (113), 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 (114) and (115)
illustrate:

(114) °Agdfror 8¢ oxevnv uév eixov Ty admv xal v 1§ meld, fHhavvov d¢
TAVTES XAPUNAOVUS TOYLTITL OV AEUTOUEVAS LT WY.
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. 7.86.2)

(115) &v 8¢ 1@ Todud Noav dhouévol mpdBoviol Tic EALGdoc doouonuévor
A0 TOV TOM®V TV T AUEIVD PEOVEOVTEMY TteEl TV "EALGda.
On the Isthmus men chosen from the cities that were best disposed

towards Hellas (lit. from the cities the best disposed towards Hellas) were
assembled in council for the Greek cause. (Hdt. 7.172.1)

In (114), 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 (115): & dueivo precedes and megt v ‘EAAGO
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.* Partly,
this higher number of postnominal adjectival and participle phrases may
be explained by the fact that heavy constituents tend to be postnomi-
nal.”? In example (115), 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 110-
112). Apparently, complex adjectival and participle phrases are less likely
to be salient modifiers than simple ones.

3.7. 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 (N;-X;, N,-X;) or chiastic ordering (N;-X;, X;-N;)

% In my corpus, there are 17 indefinite NPs with a prenominal adjective accompanied
by a dependent constituent and 4 indefinite NPs with a participle clause with one or
more dependents. That is 2% and 44 % 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 5% (66 NPs) and 60% (46 NPs). For definite
NPs the proportion is even more unbalanced: there are 86 definite NPs with a prenominal
modifier accompanied by one or more dependent constituents versus 9o postnominal
ones. This implies that 12% of the prenominal adjectival and participial modifiers is
modified by a dependent constituent versus 30 % of the postnominal ones.

7% For the influence of the heaviness principle on the ordering of the NP, see section
3.3.1.
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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 3.3.1 and 3.4 discussed exceptions to the general rule
that the most salient element is expressed first. If the adjective dyodog
modifies the noun dvno or if the modifier is heavy (i.e. complex) the
saliency principle may be overridden in that the modifier is postnominal
although it is the most salient element of the NP. The postposition 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 dya6g 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 3.5 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 in NPs 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 3.3.1 and 3.4
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), 3 % of
the NPs in my sample is problematic, spread almost equally among pre-
and postnominal modifiers (see Table 4):
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modifier prenominal postnominal
indefinite definite  indefinite definite
adjective (A) 7 (1%) 3 (1%) 20 (1%) 4 (3%)
adverb — o — 0
participle (PTC) o 12 (6%) 3 (4%) 4 (3%)
prepositional phrase (PP) — 3 (2%) — 3 (5%)
genitive (GEN) 11 (4%) 30 (5%) 15 (4%) 12 (3%)
possessive (pos) 3 (8%) 25 (10%) 2 (4%) 6 (2%)
numeral (num) 27 (7%) o 10 (4%) 0
demonstrative (dem) 2 (40%) 14 (3%) 1 (3%) 9 (3%)
relative clause (rel) — 3 (7%) 1 (2%) 7 (5%)
total 50 (3%) 90 (4%) 52 (3%) 45 (3%)

Table 4. The number of problematic cases

In general, these low numbers do not give cause for concern.”! 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 10% 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 (116) and (117):7?

(116) Mg 62 oVTW VEVOUIROOL TA TTEQL TOVS VOROUG O TTAvTES AvIQWIToL, TO-
Motol te ®al dALoLoL TEXUNQIOLOL TTAEEOTL oTAdUdo0oTaL, £V O O1) ®al
T®de" Aaetog émt Tijg EmuTtot aoyijs xalécag ‘EMMvav Tovg mag-
edvtog €lgeTo & oo Av xeNuUaTL BOVAOLOTO TOVS TUTEQOS ATtodv)-
orovtag rataotrtéeodar

I will give this one proof among many from which 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. 3.38.2—-3)

71 'The number of problematic demonstratives seems unacceptable high (40 %), but is
statistically irrelevant because of the very low number (viz. 10) of prenominal demon-
stratives in indefinite NPs. The same holds true, although to a lesser degree, for prenom-
inal relatives in definite NPs (3 of the 46 examples does not conform to the ordering
principles).

72 Other problematic cases can be found at: Hdt. 1.68.5 T)v €nvtod oupgoeny, 1.109.1
T EwvToD Yuvouxi, 1.110.1 E0UTOD OUVOOUAY, 1.123.3 TNV EOVTOD YVOUNY, 2.8.1 AOTOD
T TEQUATAL, 4.3.4 NUETEQOL OOTVAOL, 4.162.1 TOD TOUTOU TOUDAG, 4.172.2 OVTEWV TNV
UETEL, 5.47.2 BLd TO EWVTOD RAAAOG, 6.95.1 TOTOL EWVTOD SUOUOPOQOLOL, 7.120.1 &G T
ogéteQa 1A and 7.147.3 €5 TOVG 0OVG TOAEUIOUG.
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(117) &l ydo mEOTEQOV ElvaL SNUOTNG, BAL &V T() TOQEOVTL Elval aDTHV Baot-
heveg
For before he was a common man, but now he was their king (lit. of them
king). (Hdt. 2.172.5)

I cannot explain what triggers the preposition of the possessives in
example (116) and (117), 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 17 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 118), nor the difference with
similar NPs with postnominal numerals (cf. example 119) has become
clear to me:

(118) petd 8¢ eumaidexra €rea T mavio deEog TelevTd, TM TOLdL PAum
TOQAOOVG TNV AQYIV.
Then he died after a reign of sixteen years, and his son Psammis reigned
in his place. (Hdt. 2.159.3)

(119) TOV uev o1 TVEAOV ToTTOV OlxeoVaL pevyovta &5 ta €lea, TOV O
Aidiomo paohetery Aiydmtov &r’ #tea MEVINXOVIA, £V TOIOL ODTOV
TG0 dmodeEaodal.

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. 2.137.2)

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 (120), 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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(120) Xerxes promised that the Persian who would come with the best-
equipped army would receive most precious gifts.
(...) adtino mag dvi &c THV oy TY EwuTod dmehdoag elye mEovu-
winv ooy il TotoL eloNUEVOLOL, FEAWV ADTOG EXAOTOS TH TQOXREIUEVQ
ddoa Aafely, (...).
(...) 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. 7.19.2)

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 97% 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 combination with 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 3 % 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 low number 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

4.1. 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 (1956: 294),

for instance, describes the various possibilities in the following way:

(1) Two or more attributives of a substantive are variously placed: (1) €ig tag
aMhag Aeradurnag molels to the other Arcadian cities X. H. 7.4.38. (2) 0
&v A oradig 0 10D Aldg ToT Avraiov teQdv the sanctuary of Lycean Zeus
in Arcadia PR.565d. (3) &g TOV &mti T otoUaTL TOD MUéVOog 0TeVod §vTog
TOV €1eQOV TVEYOV to the other tower at the mouth of the harbour which
was narrow T. 8.90. (4) &v tij olnig T Xaouidov T tagd 10 *Oluumieiov
in the house of Charmides by the Olympieion And. 1.16. (5) 670 TdOV &V Tf|
Aoctg morewv ‘Exnvidwv from the Greek cities in Asia X. H. 4.3.15. (6)
OGS TNV &x Tijg Zinehiog TV AdInvaimv ueydiny roxomoayiov with
regard to the great failure of the Athenians in Sicily T. 8.2. (7) 10 Tely0g TO
nanov 1o votov the long southern wall And. 3.7.

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 1900: 328 ff., Goodwin 1879: 210, Kithner-Gerth 1904:
I 621-622). 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. 1985, Haeseryn et al.
1997 and Biber et al. 1999). 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.!
The publications do not agree, however, on the nature of the semantic
factor that is responsible for the order of the adjectives.? Biber et al.
(1999) 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 (1969), Posner (1986) and Sproat and Shih
(1988), 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).? They
argue that the less dependent on comparison, the nearer the adjective is
placed to the noun. Hetzron (1978) and Risselada (1984), 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).
Wulft (2003), finally, concludes on the basis of a statistical corpus analysis
that various factors affect adjective ordering, of which (in)dependence
on comparison, affective load* and the subjectivity/objectivity of the
adjective are most influential.

! For the influence of these other factors on the order of adjectives, see De Jong (1983),
Hetzron (1978: 175-178), Risselada (1984: 224) and Wulff (2003: 251-256 and 266-270).

2 In some publications, the semantic factor on which the classification is based is
left implicit. Dixon (1977), for instance, sets up a detailed classification of adjectives,
but does not discuss the principle behind this classification. Fries (1986) 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 in meaning
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 (1988),
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 (2002) 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 2, section 2.3.1, Rijkhoff distin-
guishes five types of modifiers,” which are centripetally ordered around
the noun (cf. example 2 below).® 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:”

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 (2003: 266)
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 2004). 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).

¢ A detailed overview of the five types of modifiers distinguished by Rijkhoff can be
found in Chapter 2, section 2.3.1.

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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(2) [discourse [locality [quantity [quality [kind [N] kind] quality] quantity] locality] discourse]®

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 (1978 and 1985), 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.” 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 their main 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 2, section 2.3.1). 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 1t should be remembered that Rijkhoff’s NP model 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.
Rijkhoft’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 2, section 2.3.1.

® For a very similar approach, see Fugier and Corbin (1977) and Fugier (1983).
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 (2006: 476) 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 and Corbin; for Devine and Stephens explain their semantic motivation 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 (1984: 206-207) offers some
counterexamples to the view that qualifying or evaluating modifiers are placed farther
from the noun than identifying modifiers.
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(3a)  die drei heiligen Konige ‘the three holy kings’

(3b)  die heiligen drei Konige ‘the (three) Magi’ (i.e. the three wise men from
the East)

Regarding these examples, Seiler (1978: 313 en 1985: 440) observes that
(3a) is the usual order of the modifiers article, numeral and adjective. The
NP refers to some arbitrary kings, whose number happens to be three. In
(3b), by contrast, the number is characteristic for the kings in question.
Asa 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
]
| I I I | I I I I I
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 1. 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 Rijkhoft’s semantic NP model seem
more promising than those of Seiler’s continuum of more inhalts- to
more referenzfestlegende modifiers,'? there are also several shortcomings
attached to Rijkhoft’s approach. These will be discussed in the next
section on the basis of my Greek data.

10 T will argue in Chapter 6, however, that the difference between Inhaltfestlegende and
referenzfestlegende modifiers, although it does not influence the position of the modifiers
in the Ancient Greek NP, does affect their articulation.
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4.2. 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.!’ But before switching to word order in
multiple-modifier NPs in Greek, I will first (in section 4.2.1) discuss two
general problematic aspects of Rijkhoft’s model, which I encountered
while analysing my data. Having discussed these two shortcomings of
Rijkhoft’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 (4.2.2.1), NPs with multiple postnominal modifiers (4.2.2.2) and
NPs with pre- and postnominal modifiers (4.2.2.3). 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 (2002) claims, but—like in single-modifier NPs—by the saliency
of the various constituents.

4.2.1. Two criticisms of Rijkhoff’s NP model

If one uses Rijkhoft’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, Rijkhoft’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.'? Genitives and relative clauses turn out to be especially
problematic. Examples (4)-(7) present four of the many problematic
genitives:

1 This section, however, does not discuss word order in NPs with an overt coordinator.
These will be discussed separately in section 4.3.

12 The classificational problems are not confined to the Greek language, as appears
from Keizer’s (2004: 12-13) 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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(1) 7TOLY O¢ Tijg 000U TO mEUTTOV HEGOS dteAnlvdévar Ty otoatiiy, (.. .).

But before his army had accomplished the fifth part of their journey (lit.
of the journey the fifth part), (...). (Hdt. 3.25.4)

(5) UOYOUEVWV O OQPEMV £TTL Y OOVOV TELOG TOLOVIE EYEVETO THjS MAYNS.

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. 9.22.1)

(6)  wmaza pev oM v Keoisov te doynv xoi loving Ty mgomyv xato-
oTEO@NV £0YE OVTW.
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. 1.92.1)

(7) (...), ovdepioy Vpuémv Eyw EAmida ur o dwoely Vudag dixnv Poothéi
TS ITO0TAOLOG.
(...), T have no hope for you (lit. no for you hope) that you won't pay the
penalty to the king for your rebellion. (Hdt. 6.11.2)

None of the highlighted genitives in examples (4)-(7) 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 (4)
and (5), the nouns need a complement that indicates of what the soldiers
accomplished a part and of what the end was as Herodotus will tell.!* The
genitives tfjg 000U and ti|g udyng provide this complement. The genitives
in examples (6) and (7), on the other hand, are obligatory in that they give
expression to an argument of the derivational noun.!* The genitives in (6)
express the subject and object of (the SoA which is expressed by) their
nouns, whereas the genitive in example (7) expresses the beneficiary of
the é\mtida. 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 2004: 12). 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 various modifiers (see, for instance, Rijkhoff 2002: 173).

13 Nouns like puépog and téhog 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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Rijkhoft’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.'

Although the addition of an additional layer for arguments may solve
most of the problems with genitives,'® this solution is not helpful for the
classification of relative clauses. According to Rijkhofl, 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
in my corpus contains a generic present, which—by its very nature—does
not locate the referent at a specific point in time:

(8) £voedimaot 8¢ mi@vag Mvéoug megl Td oxélea Yvoavmtols, Tovg
®aAEOVOL OAOOIQIC

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. 2.81.1)

(9)  Aageiog 6¢ éviedtey doundeig amineto £ AAAOV TOTAUOV T OVVOoud
"AQTNO%0S £07TL, 0 O10 "OdQUoEWV dEsL.

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. 4.92)"7

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 (10) and (11) is to place the
child and woman in question in the past:

15 For arguments in the term structure in FG, see Mackenzie (1983 en 1987) and Keizer
(2004). 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 NP model. Incidentally, it should be noted that Rijkhoff (2002: 19) 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 Tt 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 (7) 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 s, section 5.4.2.
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(10)  ydvoU 8¢ TEQUOVTOG EEEYEVETO Ol TS LOYOQPOVOS %ai TOUVADS, Td
ovvopa £tédn Batrog, mg Oneaioi te zai Kvgnvaior Aéyoveor, og
pévror £ym doxém, drlo T
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. 4.155.1)

(11)  Tag untépag EEEAOVTES YUVOIXM £X00TOS MiOY TQOOEENLQEETO TNV
£fovheTo £x TOV EMUTOD OlXIMV, TAG O& AOLTTAS ATTACAS GUVAYOYOVTES
AmEmviEay
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. 3.150.2)

Keizer’s (2004: 13) 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
Rijkhoft’s NP model, 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 Rijkhoft’s NP model
draws too sharp a distinction between descriptive and discourse modi-
fiers. According to Rijkhoft, descriptive modifiers 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. These modifiers com-
bine a descriptive and discourse function by clarifying which referent
is referred to by describing a property of the referent. Examples (12)-
(14) provide some examples of these ‘combining modifiers’ in multiple-
modifier NPs:

(12)  &x tovTWV 8¢ TOV MYV EPacay TNV tuoauida oixodoundijvor Ty v
UEOW TGV TOLMV E0TNrVIaY, Eutgoode Tijg ueyaing Tueauidos, Tijs
£0TL TO #®AOV Ex0.0TOV OLOV 2L Tuice0s TAEDQOV.

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. 2.126.2)
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(13)  (...) maQ Alyvmrtiowot 8¢ TIav pev dQyooOTATOS %ol TMV dXTM TMV
TEOTOV Aeyouevav dedv, ‘Hoaxrhéng 8¢ TV 0eVTEQWVY TOHV dumIERQL
Aeyouévav eiva, (...).

(...) 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. 2.145.1)

(14) 08¢ vavtxog oteatog 6 Tlegotwv (...) T@ devtépw £Tel g AvETAWOE,
alpéel edmETEWG TAG VIIOOUS TAG TTEOG T Nelow ®ewévag, Xiov ral
Aéopov nai Tévedov. (...) algeov 8¢ xai TAS &V Tij NTEIQQ TOMS TS
Tadag xotd TavTd, (.. .).

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. 6.31.1-2)

In example (12), the adjective peyding ‘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 oxto ‘eight’ in example (13) is both a quantifying and discourse
modifier: it attributes a quantifying property to the noun and thereby
indicates which of the gods is meant. The prepositional phrase in example
(14), 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, Rijkhoft does not deny that descriptive modifiers may dis-
tinguish two entities. But instead of attributing to them both 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 (Rijkhoft 2002:
173).!8 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 Rijkhoft’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 the modifiers printed in italics in exam-
ple 15 and 16) 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 17 and 18), an adequate
NP model should thus also accommodate modifiers that have both a
descriptive and a discourse function (as in examples 12-14 above).?
(15)  (...) &mei nol "Aunotoy T ZE0Eem yuvaixo muvIdvouoL ynedooooy

dig émra Tegotwv naidag, E6viwv Empavénv avdedv, Umeo Ewutig
@ VIO YTV Aeyouévw eivar 9e@ dvtryapileodal xatoguooovoay.

(...) 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. 7.114.2)

(16)  &v 8¢ ToUTE TA TE almoOMa %ol TAG Toluvag ®ol To fovroie 6 Kdgog
AOVIO TOD TATOOS GUVOMoog &g TOUTO Edve ol mageonevale Mg
deEouevog tov [epoémy otpatov, (...).

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. 1.126.2)

(17)  TaUta 8¢ mouoavTeg T0 dAdo odpa tov foog mumhdol doTwv xata-
MV %ol UEMTOG %Ol AoTAPIOOS Rl OVRMV xol MBavWTOD ®ail opuidgvng
%ol TOV AAwY Yvoudtov, (...).

Having done this, they fill what 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. 2.40.3)

(18)  toiToV 8¢ el T TO PHQOV: EITOVTMV OE Tijg TOWOL0G TTEQL RO AAEIYPLOG,
TOV aUTOV MOYOV TOV %0l TTEQL TOU ELNOTOS ELTTE.

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. 3.22.3)

9 In Chapter 6, 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.?® It becomes clear how serious this omission is when
one realises how common the use of the descriptive-discourse modifiers
is. About 40 % 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 descriptive modifier or a discourse one, may combine
a descriptive and a discourse function.?!

4.2.2. Word order in Greek multiple-modifier NPs

Although I encountered the two problematic aspects of Rijkhoft’s NP
model discussed in the previous section on the basis of my Greek data,
Rijkhoft’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.

2L 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 2, section 2.3.1). Examples
(19)-(22) provide four of the many counterexamples:*?

(19) 70 8¢ Bapuhmviov tdhavrov dvvatar Evfoidag Efdopnzovra pviag.

The Babylonian talent is equal to seventy Euboic minae (lit. Euboic
seventy minae). (Hdt. 3.89.2)

(20) &m0 8¢ Tiig drapdotog Tod ‘Elnomdvtov, Eviev mopeveodal joEavto
ol BdoPagotl, éva adtod dwotoipavtes uijva &v T@ dEPfarvov &g Tiv
Evoomny, &v Toiet £Tégotet unoi £yEvovto &v tf) Attxd), (...).

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. 8.51.1)

(21)  TOyng (...) dmémeppe dvoduota &g Aehgpolg ovx dhiya, dAl doa
uev ayveov dvadmuota, €0t ol Theloto &v Aehpotot, TAQEE O¢ ToD
AQYVQOV YQUOOV drtheTov dveédnre AALOV TE xOlL TOD LAMOTO WiV
dElov Eyewv o, xoNTijoés ol aErduov £E yevoeoL dvaxéatol.

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. 1.14.1)

(22)  o¥toL o Egupiton Aéyovor tov Tlegoéa moAduig ugv &va Thv yiv
paiveodar ogiot, ToAMAxLg 8¢ E0m TOT 10T, 6aAVIAMOV TE ADTOD TEQPO-
onuévov gugioreoval, £0v To uéyodog dimnyy, TO Emeav gavi), edve-
véewy dmaoav Alyvmtov.

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 him worn out, being with respect
to length two cubits), keeps turning up, and that when it does turn up,
all Egypt prospers. (Hdt. 2.91.3)

In example (19), the qualifying modifier Evpoidag ‘Euboic’ is expressed
before, instead of after, the quantifying modifier é3dounxovta ‘seventy.
Example (20), on the other hand, disobeys Rijkhoff’s rules in that the dis-
course modifier €tégoiot ‘other’ is placed in between a quantifying modi-

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 2, section 2.3.1.
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fier and the noun rather than at the utmost left or right position. Example
(21) is the mirror image of example (19): the quantifying modifier (£§)
stands closer to the noun than the qualifying one (yovoeot). Example
(22), finally, is ‘incorrect’ in that the localising modifier attod ‘of him’
is placed between the noun and the qualifying modifiers meqoonuévov
‘worn out’ and dimnyv ‘two cubits long’?

In the first two examples, the violations of Rijkhoff’s rules might be
explained by assuming that the basic semantic ordering may be broken if
one of the modifiers is somehow pragmatically marked. In example (19),
for instance, the Babylonian currency unit is converted into the Euboic
one. The contrastive value of the qualifying modifier E¥Botdag ‘Euboic’
probably allows this modifier to be expressed before the quantifying
modifier éBdounxrovta ‘seventy. In the same way, the utmost left position
of the quantifying modifier in example (20) might be explained by its
contrastive value. These examples give the impression that Ancient Greek
is one of the languages that allow emphasised modifiers to occur in
a special, in this case NP-initial, position.”* However, the ‘improper’
position of the quantifying modifier in (21) and the localising modifier
in (22) cannot be explained by a special pragmatic marking of these
modifiers.

But although pragmatics cannot explain the ‘improper’ position of the
modifiers in examples (21) and (22), 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 a multiple-modifier NP depends on its saliency: the more
salient the information, the further to the left it has to be expressed. In the
enumeration of Gyges’ gifts in example (21), for instance, the noun »on-
tijoeg (‘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 €€ and an adjective yovoeot. While Rijkhoft’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 yovoov dmietov ‘a hoard of gold’) it is posed after the more
informative numeral. Likewise, the position of the localising modifier in

2 For my view on participle phrases with a participle of eiui, see Chapter 6, section
6.1.3.2.

24 For the so-called principle of pragmatic highlighting, see Rijkhoff (2002: 334-335)
and S. Dik (1997: 403).



WORD ORDER IN MULTIPLE-MODIFIER NPS 107

(22) 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 the NPs that contradict Rijkhoff’s NP model, but may also
explain the ordering of those NPs that do agree with Rijkhoft’s ordering
principles, as can been seen in examples (23) and (24):

(23)  (...), &medn ot te Adnvaior Amirovto €inooL vNuai, dua Gyouevol
"EQeTQIémv TEVTE TEMQEOS, (. . . ).
(...), when the Athenians arrived with twenty ships, taking with them

five triremes of the Eretrians (lit. of Eretrians five triremes) as well, (...).
(Hdt. 5.99.1)

(24)  Awviolog 6¢ 6 Dwxatevg emeite Euade TV Tovwv T TEYUOTO OLe-
pdaguéva, véag EMmV TEETS TV moleniny drémhee (...).

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. 6.17)

In example (23), 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 Egetolémv before the numeral mévte by arguing that
localising modifiers have to be placed at a greater distance from the noun
than quantifying ones.”> 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 (24), on the other hand, in which we are told that Dionysios
captured véog toelg TV oheuiwy, 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 (19)-(24) were meant to illustrate that (a) the order of
the constituents in multiple-modifier NPs in Greek is frequently not

2 Tt 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 (4.2.2.1) or postnominal
modifiers (4.2.2.2) and NPs with both pre- and postnominal modifiers
(4.2.2.3).

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:

(25) TV 8¢ nQOo0deLWV PUOLS E0TL TOLHOE. TOVS YEIUEQLOTATOVS Uijvag
téooegag £0diel 0VOEY, (...).

The nature of crocodiles is as follows. For the four winter months (lit.
the winter months four), it eats nothing, (...). (Hdt. 2.68.1)

(26)  %aTO UEV DN TOV TQOTEQOY TTOLEUOV CUVEYEWGS GLEL ROXMDS AETAEOV TTQOC
toug Teyenrag, xotd 8¢ Tov xata Kootoov yodvov xai v AvaEavogi-
de® te nai "Agiotovog facikniny év Aaxedaipove 1j0M ol ZragTiijTol
RATVITEQTEQOL TM TOAEUW EYEYOVEOQY, (...).

In the previous war the Lakedaimonians continually fought unsuccess-
tully 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. 1.67.1)

Whereas in example (25) the final modifier has scope over the preced-
ing NP elements (four [winter months]), in example (26) 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 (2000: 23), there-
fore, that the difference in word order between dlo peydia €gya in
example (27) and dAhog Pouog puéyag in (28) resides in the scope of éh-
\og is incorrect:

(27)  &v tavTy Ti vavuayin Alyustior pgv Tov Z£0Eem 0TQATIWTEMY 1)Qi-
oTEVOaY, Ol dhha e nueyaho E@ya AmedEEavto nal véag avTotot dv-
dpdot ethov ‘EAMNvidag mévTe.

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 five Greek ships together with their crews.

(Hdt. 8.17)
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(28)  #Ew 6¢ ToD Vov Pwpdg ot xevoeos. ot 8¢ nai dhhog Pouog uéyas,
€10 o0 YVeTOL TA TENEQ TV TQOPATMV
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. 1.183.2)

The differences between the order of the modifiers in the two examples
should not, as Devine and Stephens (2000: 23) suggest, be explained by
the fact that Mo in (27) has scope over the whole modified phrase
(‘other great deeds’), whereas dAhog in (28) only has scope over the noun
(‘another altar, which was large’), but that ueydha in (27) is more salient
than puéyagin (28). Whereas the greatness of the deeds of the Egyptians in
(27) is very salient in that it explains why they are considered to be Xerxes’
best fighters in the sea-battle, the size of the altar in (28) is apparently not
especially relevant.?®

4.2.2.1. 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:
(29) 1 6¢ paohéog alpeoig &g Ty voTéony TV Magdoviov émstoatniny
dendunvog Eyévero.
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. 9.3.2)

(30)  ouxVAgUEV ON TMV VNOWV AQALENHEE, TOALE OE %O TS TELQOV doTEQ

He had taken many of the islands, and many of the mainland cities.
(Hdt. 3.39.4)

(31)  dwoéeton O v uetd Tovta 6 AaQelog medéwy YEUatwv dvo Cevyeot
0 8¢ v £meipeTo €l ol OLTANOLOV TO ROV ETiTNOES VEUEL, OTL ULV VYLEQ
gmolnoe.

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. 3.130.4)

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 d\Aog
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In example (29), 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 (30), the preposition of the genitival modifier tfjg Nreigov ‘on the
mainland’ is—as »ai makes clear—also due to its contrastiveness. The
first modifier, by contrast, precedes the noun because of its saliency:
Polykrates’ enormous military force enables him to conquer many islands
and many cities on the mainland in no time.”” In example (31), finally,
both prenominal modifiers are more salient than the noun. The genitive
medémv yovotwv ‘of golden fetters’ is more salient than the noun Cevyeou
‘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.?®

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 29-31), but should also meet the condition that
the first modifier is more 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. 1.64.2 &g dAhov
@0V Tiig Afhov (‘to another part of Delos’), Hdt. 2.44.2 d\ho ioov ‘Hoaxléog (‘another
temple of Herakles’) and 9.26.5 dl\a yéoea ueyaha, ta dwotehéopey Exovies (‘other great
privileges which we have never ceased to possess’).

7 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. 3.118.1 (t®V T® udyw émavaotdviwv énta Gvdo@v lit. ‘of the to the Magus
revolting seven mern’), 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 the murder of the Magians in 3.70-80. Similar instances of prenominal
modifiers providing the essential information for the identification of referent can be
found in Chapter 3, section 3.2.2 (about prenominal modifiers in single-modifier NPs).
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(32)  (=23)(...), &meldn ol te AdInvaiot dminovro eixooL vivot, Gua dyouevor
"EQetotémv mévie Tomeeas, ot o0 TV AUnvainv xdowv €0TQaTtelovto
A TV avT@V Midnotomv, Ogethoueva oL amoddovTes, (.. .).
(...), 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 the war to please not the Athenians but the Milesians themselves,
thereby repaying their debt, (...). (Hdt. 5.99.1)

(33) 70O AOTMV HEYIGTOV E0TL TETLOS xATA TOV AINVEDY ®VXAOV LAMOTA
%1 10 puéyodoc.
And their longest wall (lit. the of them longest wall) is about the length
of the wall that surrounds the city of Athens. (Hdt. 1.98.5)

(34)  (...) @aoi 8¢ ol avtol oUToL #ol THV "AeynV Te %ol TV *QuLy, ovcag
moQ¥évoug €€ “Yregfogémv, 2atd Tovg aTovs TovToUS Avignmovs
mogevouevag amxeéatan ¢g Afjhov €t meotegov “YmeQoyng te nal Aao-
diung
(...), 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. 4.35.1)

In example (32), both modifiers are more salient than the noun, as the five
ships of the Eretrians are contrasted with the 20 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 (33) 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.?® In example (34),
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.*

2 For the idea that ait- (as well as other ‘postpositive possessives’) obeys the saliency
principle and should not (only) be explained by Wackernagel’s Law, see Chapter 3, section
3.5.2.

30 My analysis of the constituent order in this example runs counter to the analysis of
Biraud (1991: 52 ff.) who argues that the structure article-adjective-demonstrative-noun
(or: D-D;-Ds-N in her terminology, see Chapter 2, section 2.2.3) is the consequence
of a movement of the demonstrative (D3) from the ultimate left position to the posi-
tion in between the adjective (D;) and the noun (D3—D,—D;—N ) D,—D;—D3;—N).
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Examples (32)-(34) 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:

(35) £ot d¢ nai dAlog 6d€ hoyog heyouevog, og (...).

They tell, however, also this other tale (lit. other this tale), that: (...).
(Hdt. 8.118.1)

(36)  (...),vOouoL d¢ avTOloL OLOE RATEOTAOL. O UEV COPDTATOS OOE RATA YVH)-
unv v Nuetéony, T® xol Thvoudv "Evetovg muvidvouar xododa.
(...) devtegog O¢ copin 00€ dALOS OPL VOUOS HATECTNKE"

(...), 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. 1.196.1-197)

In example (35) dAhog precedes the demonstrative to indicate that there
is also (xat) another version of the story of Xerxes’ return from Athens.
In example (36), by contrast, devtepog at the beginning of the sentence
already indicates that Herodotus is moving on to the description of the
second best Babylonian law. Consequently, dAhog 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:™!

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 (1991: 57) and a means to give prominence to the
disjunct article plus adjective (1991: 52). 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 (D1) 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 3, section 3.4.



WORD ORDER IN MULTIPLE-MODIFIER NPS 113

(37) 71O pév mhelotov %ai duvaTmTATOV TOT 0TEUTOD dua avTd ZEQEN To-
ogvduevov &’ Advag EoéPfale &g Bouwtovg, &g yiv v OQYOoUEVIMV.
Bowwtav 8¢ mav to mhijdog Eundile, (...).

The greater and stronger part of the host marched with Xerxes himself
towards Athens and broke into the territory of Orchomenos in Boiotia.

The whole population of Boiotia (lit. of Boiotians whole the population)
took the Persian side, (...). (Hdt. 8.34)

(38)  (...), TQ 8¢ TEOG NM TE %Ol TIMOV AVOTENLOVTO TTEDIOV EXOERETAL TTAT]-
Yog dmepov & dmoyiy. Tot Ov O wediov TovTOV TOD HEYdlov oVx
Ehayiotnv poigav uetéyovol ot Maooayéta, (...).

(...), 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. 1.204.1)

The genitive in example (37) 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 3, section
3.4). Similarly, the topicality of the genitive in example (38) explains why
it precedes the noun, although it is less salient than the noun.

4.2.2.2. Multiple postnominal modifiers

If my hypothesis that multiple-modifier NPs are not ordered according to
Rijkhoft’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:

(39) é&vdavta Oomn émoldpreov TV Bdoxnyv émi uijvag évvéa, dQUOCOVTES
TE GQUYNATA VITOYALXL PEQOVTX. £G TO TELYOG 1O TQOOPOAAS RAQTEQAG
TTOLEVUEVOL.

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. 4.200.2)

(40)  &v 8¢ Mhatardjor ot [Tégoat, Mg €Tedmovto VIO THY AaxedoLoviny,
Epevyov 00OEVA KOO0V £C TO 0TQATOTEDOV TO EVUTMV %Al &5 TO TETOS
10 EVMvov 10 émoujoavto v poio ti Onpaide.
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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. 9.65.1)

(41)  ueiBig 8¢ ToVTWV TOV IVODV TMV ROTENEEQ TAVIWV EUPAVIG EOTL LATA
7EQ TMV TEOPATWYV, %Al TO YEDUA POQEOVTL OUOLOV TTAVTES AL TOQU-
ooV Aoyt 1 yovi 8¢ adT@v, TV Amievrot €5 Tog Yuvaixasg, ov
%aTd 7TEQ TOV MWV AvIQmITmY 0Tl Agun), AMG nELovo ®aTd TTEQ
TO Yo Mua.

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. 3.101)

In examples (39) and (40), the nouns are contrastive: dpUynata ‘pas-
sages’ in (39) contrasts with the following mpoofohdg ‘assaults’ and tei-
xog ‘wall’ in (40) contrasts with the preceding otoatomedov ‘camp. In
example (41), 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:

(42)  £&y00710 8¢ ®OTAOTACL TENYUATOV TOLFjOE" TO PV SeUoLov uéyoL dteo
andaoens dyoetc meodipms EmENOoE TO TEOCPEQOUEVQ TONYUATA,
(...
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. 2.173.1)

(43)  Gmodavov 8¢ nai Taguyevdeis ETagn év Tijor Tagijon Tijot &V 1@ 10,
TOG AVTOS 01X0O0UN0ATO.

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. 3.10.2)

In both example (42) and (43), 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 3, section

3.3).

Examples (39)-(43) 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 (44), for instance, the first modifier
precedes the second one because not only the noun, but also the first
modifier is pragmatically marked:

(44) 0 0¢"Agmayog MG EMNAOOE TNV OTQOTIV, ETOMOQ®EE AVTOVG, TQOIOYO-
uevog &mea Mg ol ratayed el fovlovran Pwrouées TEonayedva Eva.
notivov Tod Teiyeos £QeNPaL nal Oixnua EV ROTIQMOOL.

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. 1.164)

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 potvov ‘only’ points out, the numeral &va is
much more salient that the rather predictable genitive Tod teilyeog ‘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, moouoyedva
precedes €va, which precedes to® telyeog.

In most cases, the fact that the first modifier of an NP with multiple
postnominal modifiers precedes the following one(s) is not, as in example
(44), 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:

(45) (= 21) TOyne (...) dmémeppe dvadfquota &g Aehgoig ovx dAiya, AN
doa uev apyveov dvadiuata, ot ol mhgiota év Aehgoiot, TaeE
6¢ 100 dEyvEOoV YEVOOV dmhetov dveédmxe dAlov Te xol ToD wdhoto
wvnunv aElov Eyxewy Eoti, xeNTijoés ol dordnov € yeloeot dvaxéotal.

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. 1.14.1)
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(46)  Totol 8¢ PagPdootot avtina petd Tabta mhoip Rhde dvio Totouevg
AyyEMV TOV dNeuov Tov 4’ Agtemsiov t@v ‘EAMvav.
Immediately after this there came to the barbarians a man of Histiaea in

aboat, telling them of the flight of the Greeks from Artemisium (lit. the
flight the from A of the Greeks). (Hdt. 8.23)3?

(47)  &v tavty ) oM Eotl [Tepogog ToD Aavdng oV TeTedymvoy, (...)
Ta 8¢ mEdTVAa TOT 10D Advd £oTL ndpTa ueydha: €l 8¢ avToloL
avdeLavreg dvo £otdol Midwvor peydior
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. 2.91.2)

(48)  TOaUTA AOQETOG ELTTOG AL RUTAOTIOOS AQTAPQEVEN ALOEMPEOV EMUVTOD
ouomaTELoV VIagyov elvat ZaQdimv, dnnhavve &g Zotoa dpo dyoue-
vog ‘Totwatov, (...).

This, then, is what Dareios said, and after appointing Artaphrenes, his

father’s son (lit. brother of him of the same father), to be viceroy of Sardis,
he rode away to Sousa, taking Histaios with him, (...). (Hdt. 5.25.1)

We have already seen that the final position of the adjective in example
(45) is due to the fact that it provides redundant information, as the
remark that Kroisos offered yovoov dmhetov has already revealed that
the bowls are golden. In example (46), 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 (47), 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 (48), 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 (46) 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
(6), (7) and (29).
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of the fact that one of the modifiers, although providing salient informa-
tion, is heavy.® As has been described thoroughly in Chapter 3, section
3.3.1, 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:3

(49) Tv 8¢ mepl Acgeiov avije Aiydmtiog poviwy néyietov Gvdghmmv:
TOUTOV TOV AvdQa ®OTAOTAVTO €71l TOD Yeiheog ToD “IoTQou Exéleve
Aageiog wakéew Totiaiov Miknolov:

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. 4.141)

(50) modToL O¢ Eotjhbov Teyetjton &g TO TEYOC, 1Al TNV oxNVIV TV Magdo-
viov 00TOL OOV Ol dLOQTTACAVTES, TA. Te AL EE ODTHG %Ol TV PATVIIY
TOV TV, L0000V yohxény macav xot Oéng aEiny.

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. 9.70.3)

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

3 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 (41) 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).

3 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 3, section 3.3.1). 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. 4.8.2 (tv "EAMveg Aéyovor "EQudeiay vijoov, Thv mog
I'ndeigotot toiot €Ew “‘Hoaxhémv omhéwv émt 1@ "Queav@: ‘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. 4.12.3 (0Utog dAhog Evvog ‘EAMjvav te xai
Baopdoav heyouevog Loyog ‘this other story current among Greeks and foreigners alike
(lit. common of Greeks and foreigners told story)’. As has been shown in Chapter 3,
section 3.3.1, 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. uéywotov and dvomwmwv).* Similarly, the final modifier ‘being
bronze completely and well worth looking at’ in example (50) 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 (51) and
(52) are two of the numerous instances where an adjective with predica-
tive value occurs in between the noun and an attributive modifier because
the saliency of the constituents says so:*

3 In my view, the reason that the most 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 1987, Sasse
1987 and Cornish 2004). In contrast to what is claimed by Rijksbaron et al. (2000: 149),
the presentative sentences in my corpus do not necessarily display a crescendo pattern
(each constituent being more informative than the previous one). In Hdt. 3.113.1 (8o
8¢ yévea dtwv oL fot Youatog GEo, t¢ ovdapodt tépwdt Eot ‘they have besides
two marvellous kinds of sheep, found nowhere else’) and Hdt. 3.85.1 (Aageip 8¢ v
inonduog v copog, T odvopa v Oifdong ‘now Dareios 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 49 and 50). 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.
8.82.1 dmmiotedvtv 8¢ TovTWV Nxe TEWENg Avdedv Tnvimv adtoporéovoa, Tiig NoyE
aviio Havaitiog 6 Zmowéveog, 1) e 01 Epeoe v dndelnv ndoav. (‘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. 1.113.2 7@ ®0opw mavti tod £tégov
ondOg, 2.90.2 ol tpéeg avtoi ol ol Neihov, 3.150.1 v TOVTW TUVTL TH YQOVW, 7.224.2
1OV olrov mdvto TOV Ewutod and 8.104 TOloL AUEPLTVOOL TEOL TOTOL AUl TOVTNG
0IXEOVOL TG TTOMOG.
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(51) “Exataiog & 6 hoyomolog medta uev ovx éo mohepov foaothéi tg Ieo-
otwv dvapéeodal, xatoléywv T Te Edven TavTo TV 10YE AdQEiog
%ol TNV SUvaLY aOTob”

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. 5.36.2)

(52)  (...) uetd 8¢ TavTa TOV YEUOEOV ATAVTA TOV €% TOU AoTEOS 1Al TOV
doyvov €omelpe Ato To Telyeog €5 TOV Zroundva. (...).

(...) 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. 7.107.2)

In both example (51) and (52), the predicative dvta is less salient than
the contrastive noun, but much more salient than the highly predictable
relative clause or prepositional phrase. Apparently, the saliency of mdvta
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.’”
The expression of predicative modifiers in between proper NP elements
in my corpus is limited to the modifiers wtdig and avtog. 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 6, sec-
tion 6.1.3.2).

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:

(53)  (...), 0 uepgouevos ‘Audol €émonge tatta Ot uwv €€ ATAvIOv TV &v
Aiyontg intedv dnoondoog dmd yuvourrdg Te nai Téxvov Exdotov
éroinoe &g Iépoag, (...).

(...), 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. 3.1.1)

37" Apparently, Rijkhoff’s domain principle, which prescribes that constituents are to
be expressed in their proper domain (see Chapter 2, section 2.3.1), 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 5, 7, 11, 24, 65 and 67). As I explained
in Chapter 1, section 1.2, I did not analyse the grounds for discontinuous expression of
the NP.
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(54) ebpionm 62 MOe &v yvoueva Tadta, el AAPolg Ty iy oxevny ndoay
%al EvOUg petd ToTo TLoto £ TOV EuoV YOvVoV xal Emerta &v xolty T
EUT] XATVITVOOELOLG.
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. 7.15.3)

In example (53) the predicative modifier amdvtwyv is more salient than,
and therefore expressed before, the NP constituents év Aiydmte and
intodv (the Egyptian is angry that out of all the doctors in Egypt, he
is the chosen one). In example (54), by contrast, wdv 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.®8

Examples (51)-(54) 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 6, this obedience to
the saliency principle will be used as an argument against the traditional
strict division between attributive and predicative modifiers.

4.2.2.3. 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 (55) and (56) are two of
the numerous instances:

(55)  (...), Evpolvreg TV TOUdIWV 7] TACAV TNV REPAANV 1] TO WOV 1] TO
TOITOV UEQOS TijS xEPUAT]S, 10TAOL oTAVUD TEOG AEYVOLOV TAS TOIYAG.

(...), 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. 2.65.4)

38 Although mag 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. 1.72.3
TG XMOENG TAVTNG GITAoNS, 1.126.2 TA fovrdOhia TdvTa 10U TTdS, 1.161 Mawdvdgov
wediov v, 1.186.2 ToU motapod 1O féedoov v, 5.36.2 Td Fdvea mdvTa THV HOYE
A0Qelog, 6.43.3 TVEAVVOUS TMV TOVOV TAVTAG, 6.44.1 T4 &vtog Moaxeddvov Edvea
stdvto and 7.27 Ty facihéog otoatiny mdoav.
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(56)  €ot O¢ oL TA hota Taita TANUEL TOMG ol dyel Evio. ToAAag Yrird-
dog TohdvToy.

They have many of these boats; some are of many thousand talents’
burden. (Hdt. 2.96.5)%

Because Rijkhoft’s NP model concentrates on the relative distance of the
modifiers to the noun (see example 2), 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 (55) and (57)-(59):

(57) 0 & dueifeto @ag TOVTOV 0VOETEQM TOOELY, EXEIVOUS TE OV ROMDG
oVUPOVLEVELY TOQALVEOVTAS TV EXEL YUVATRA, E0D0OV AVANAQTITOV
£OVTQ, TOVTNV ArEvTa ANV Eoayayéotal

He (= Anaxandrides), however, said in response that he would do neither
of these things and that they were not giving him good advice in bidding
him to get rid of his present wife, who was blameless (lit. the he had wife,
being blameless to him), and to marry another. (Hdt. 5.39.2)

(58)  daheipoaTt 08 xotwvTor AlyvrTiov ol el Ta Ehea OlrEOVTES IO TGOV
GLAMXVTTOIMV TOT 20O, TO ®ahéovotL uev Alyvmrion xixy, (...).

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. 2.94.1)

(59)  (...) ovvémouvog %ai adTOg A0QEIOG EYEVETO, TOQEOREVAONTO UEV OuN-
%00L0G TOWMQENS, TOAOV O¢ nagTa ophov Ilegoimv te xat TV dhhwv
ovupaymv, (...).

(...) 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. 5.32)

In examples (55) and (57), the first modifier precedes the noun because
it provides contrastive information: the numeral in (55) contrasts half of
the head with a third part of it and the relative clause in (57) contrasts
the wife to whom Anaxandrides is happily married to the woman the

3 The order of the constituents in the highlighted NPs in examples (55) and (56) 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 (58) and (59), on the other
hand, the first modifiers precede the noun because of their saliency. In
example (58), the first modifier is more salient because it indicates of
which plant the Egyptians produce oil. In example (59), the addition
of »dpta confirms that despite the contrast between the ships and the
crowd, the modifier moAAOv is more salient than the noun. Artaphrenes
did not only equip two hundred ships, but a gigantic mass of Persians and
other allies as well.*

Whereas the first modifier in the modifier-noun-modifier pattern is
more salient, the second modifier 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
(60), for instance, the noun is contrastive, and in example (61) the noun
provides very salient information (some boats carry many thousands
talent’s burden):

(60)  (...),havve TOV otQUTOV 6 Meydfatog dud T Oonixng, tdoav oAy
7ol AV £9Vog TOV TAUTI 0IXNUEVOV TUEQOVEVOS FAOIAED
(...), Megabazos marched his army through Thrace, subduing to the
king’s will every city and every people of that region. (Hdt. 5.2.2)

(61) (=56) EotL 0¢ oL TA ol TaUTA TANDEL TOALG ®al dyel Evia TOMMAS
KAAd g TaAAVTOY.

They have many of these boats; some are of many thousand talents’
burden. (Hdt. 2.96.5)

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:
(62) (= 17) tabta O¢ momoavteg T0 dAlo odua Tov Boog TuTAdol doTwv

raJ0Q®V %ol PEMTOGS ®ail AoTAPIdOg ®al oUWV %al MBavwTod ral

ouvEVNG ®ol TV dAAOV Yvoudtwy, (...).

Having done this, they fill what 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. 2.40.3)

0 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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(63)  (...) Vv Yegamninv v Emouévny TOUTOLOL Xail TOVG £V TOTOL OLTOY®-
YOTOL AXATOLOL EOVTOG %ol WAho €V ToTot dAAOLeL TAOIOLGL TOToL Gua
TAEOVGL Ti] 0TEATL, TOVTOUS TV wayinwv Gvdodv od doxéw elval
ghdooovog MG TAEOVOC.

(...) 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. 7.186.1)

(64) (= 58) dheipatt 8¢ yoéwvToL AlyvsTTiov ol TeQL T4 EAEN OIXEOVTES GITO
TOV GLAMKUTQLOV TOT 20OV, TO 20AEOVOL MEV AlyvmTior xixt, (...).
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. 2.94.1)

(65)  #xeL 6¢ nai f Kvonvain xwen, éotoa vypmhotdtn Tavtg Tiig Apimg
TV Ol Vouddes VEUOVTAL, TQETS Mg £V EMUTH] GEiag Yopatos.
The country of Kyrene, which is the highest part of the Libya that the

nomads inhabit, has three marvellous harvest seasons (lit. three harvest
seasons worth wonder). (Hdt. 4.199.1)

In example (62), 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 (63),
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 (64) and (65),
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 (64), 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 (65) is not essential for
the description of the three harvest seasons in Kyrene.

information for the identification of the referent (see Chapter 3, section 3.2.2). In these
cases, the modifier provides the only available or most prominent information on a
referent. In Hdt. 7.196.1 (T®Vv mevienaidexo vedv TV elTOV ZavOMDAUED OTQUTIYEEWV
‘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 7.194.
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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:

(66) 1O uév vuv puéyodog tooodToV £0TL ToU doteog ol Bapulwviov, xne-
rOoUNTO O¢ MG OVOEV dALO TOMOLA TOV NUETS iduey.
Such is the size of the city of Babylon; and it was planned like no other
city of which we know. (Hdt. 1.178.2)

(67)  toDTO uEv dM 1O TET 0 YHENE €0ti, ETegov d¢ EamIev Telyog megudtel,
0V TOAMD TEW GLOVEVEGTEQOV TOT ETEQOV TELYEDS, GTELVOTEQOV OE.
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. 1.181.1)

In example (66), Herodotus describes the splendour of the city of Baby-
lon. To be maximally effective rhetorically, Herodotus expresses o0d¢v
before the contrastive dAAo when he states that there is no other city we
know that matches the splendour of Babylon (‘o other city’). Because
the genitive provides highly predictable information, it follows the noun.
In example (67), both €tegov and €owdev 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, €tegov precedes Ecmwidev. The adjectives dodevéotegov
and otewvoteQov are postnominal, even though they are also contrastive,
because they provide additional information on the nature on the second
wall.4!

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 8¢ to coordinate two modi-
fiers, see section 4.3.
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(68) TV utv M perd Tavgouatémv poigav teydeioay, Tijg noye Txoro-
oug, téumovol "Twol nehevovreg &g Moyovg amxéodal, TOUTOLOL O TOV
“Iotpov ECevyuévov Epeoveov:

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. 4.128.2)

(69)  Egive AvdE, Eyo émeite EEfAIOV TV TTegoida xmENY, 00devi avdoi
ovvepelEa &g 100e dotic RIEMoe Eeivia moodeivor oTeaTd TH Eud,
000 HOTIG EC YLV TV EUNV RATOOTAS AVTETAYYEANTOG £C TOV TTOLEUOV
guol NYéANoe ovuParéotal yonuata, EEm oed.
My Lydian friend, since I came out of Persia I have so far met with no
man who was willing to give hospitality to my army, nor who came into

my presence unsummoned and offered to furnish money for the war,
besides you. (Hdt. 7.29.1)

Example (68) 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 (69), 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.

4.2.3. 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 1:
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number of number of

NP pattern examples problematic cases
definite NPs

multiple prenominal modifiers 162 (52)% 8 (=5%)

multiple postnominal modifiers 139  (22) 3 (=2%)

pre- and postnominal modifiers 249 (36) 7 (=3%)
indefinite NPs

multiple prenominal modifiers 130 7 (=5%)

multiple postnominal modifiers 378 32 (=8%)

pre- and postnominal modifiers 268 21 (=8%)
total 1336 78 (=6%)

Table 1. The number of multiple-modifier NPs

Although Table 1 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 indefinite NPs are mainly used to introduce
a new referent into the discourse, it is not surprising that instances of
indefinite NPs with two or more 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 the modifiers has predicative value. So, 162 (52) in the first line of the second
column means that there are 162 NPs with multiple prenominal modifiers, of which 52
contain one predicative element (i.e. wég or avtdg). 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 4.2.2.2.
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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.#* 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 1994: 469).%*

Rijkhoft 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 NPs* and are not meant to explain the position of modifiers
that are not integral parts of the NP, like the appositional modifiers in the
example from Nama Hottentot in example (70).4

(70)  kini-di ne !'nona-di  !Gombates di-di
book-3PL.F these three-3PL.F !|Gombates of-3PL.F

‘these three books of !Gombate’s (lit. books, these three ones, the ones of
|Gombate)’

But although many more scholars*’ seem to believe that Greek modifiers
are not integral parts of the NP, I doubt whether this is correct. As

4 Cf. Sicking (1986: 139), who explains the abundant use of particles in Greek by the
fact that the musical accent hinders acoustic emphasis and other prosodic tools. Hellwig
(1974: 1641L) also assumes that musical accent and prosodic marking are mutually
exclusive.

4 Hirt (1929: 36) comes to the same conclusion, but in a less accurate way. He simply
claims that ‘trotz dieser ausgesprochenen musikalischen 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
2002: 23).

46 The example, discussed by Rijkhoff (2002: 21), was taken from Payne (1994). Payne
(1994: 2850) observes that the fact that each element in this example is marked 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 three miniature NPs in apposition
rather than one integrated and hierarchically structured NP.

47 For an appositional interpretation of the Ancient Greek NP, see Gildersleeve (1900:
280) and Smyth (1956: 293). Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987), Stavrou and
Horrocks (1987) and Rijkhoft (1992: 234 f.) argue for an appositional interpretation of
the Modern Greek NP.
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I will argue in Chapter 6, section 6.1.1.2, 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, as will be demonstrated in section 4.3, 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 in my 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
language®® has been suggested by Devine and Stephens (2000: 143 ff.),
who use this non-configurational past as explanation for the frequent use
of hyperbaton in classical Greek.** 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. ®@noevg fjyoyev “Theseus brought [it]’),
adjunct lexical arguments (e.g. 1 wv €yelpe Navowdov evmeniov ‘she
woke her, the beautifully dressed Nausikaa’), 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,*® 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 to NPs with dependent modifiers. 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 (2000: 142-
143 and 149) and Rijkhoff (2002: 19-22).

4 That the frequent use of hyperbaton in classical Greek can be explained by a non-
configurational past is doubted by Beckwith (2002: 321). He argues that if Ancient Greek
developed from a non-configurational language to a configurational one we would 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 1994: 176 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.”!

4.3. Coordination and juxtaposition>?

Section 4.2 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.” 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 (71) and (72):

(71)  watd pdv 1) Adnvaiovg dtetdyato Doivineg (0UTOLYUQ YOV TO TEOG
Elevoivog te zai éoméons #€0as), (...).

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. 8.85.1)

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 from many other (Indo-European) language with respect to the ordering of
the modifiers 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 (2007). 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. 7.112 yp¥oed te nai doyldoea uétaiha (‘gold and silver mines’)
and Hdt. 1.180.3 olxiéwv 101000¢pwV %L teteapoomv (‘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 like Hdt. 2.43.2 (moh\d pou nai GAho tenpumoLd.
£0tL ToDTo oUTW EYewy, év O¢ xal tdde, T ..., T have a lot of other evidence that this
is true, besides this (lit. among which also this ...)’) are also left out of consideration.
Although »ai stands in between two modifiers, 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 wolAd and dhhat).
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(72) &g uév vuv Zdpov dvédnue ot Eewviny Ty Eémvtod te xai Moluxod-
te0¢ TOU Aidxeog, (...).

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. 2.182.2)

In example (71), the two genitives ’ELevoivog and éoméong, which both
depend on mp0g, together make up one modifier that provides informa-
tion on the position of the xépag. Similarly, the two genitives in (72) 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:

(73)  ovvehéyImody te 01 TOAGD TAEOVEGS VEES 1] 1T "AQTEULOIWM EVAVUGYEOV
%ol Ao ToMwv TAedVOV. (...) véag O molL@ TheioTag Te ®oi doLoTo
mheovoog taelovto Adnvaiot.

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. 8.42.1-2)

(74)  (...) mwEdTOV UV %ol UEYLOTOV HOQTVELOV Ol GVEUOL TTOQENOVTOL
TVEOVTES ATTO TOV YWEEWV TOVTEWV YeQuotl. devTeQov 08, Ot (...).

(...) 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. 2.22.2)

Unlike the coordinators in examples (71) and (72), the coordinators in
(73) and (74) 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.>*

>* In the case of these larger modifying units, the combined modifiers do not necessar-
ily have the same semantic relationship with the head noun. Whereas the first modifier in
example (73) 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 2007; 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. »ai, oV, 1}, 0¢),>> modifiers may also be coordinated by means of a
pause, which—because of the lack of punctuation marks—Ileft no trace in
the written text. In her study of the difference between coordinated and
juxtaposed Latin adjectives, Risselada (1984: 202) 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>® Furthermore, one runs the risk of judging the Latin
or Greek examples on the basis of the acceptability of the English trans-
lation.”” 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 1984: 210) and are juxta-
posed if they are not.’® Although Fugier and Corbin (1977) assume that

as to grammatical function, and bound together at the same level of structural hierarchy
by means of a linking device’ (S. Dik 1968: 25; my italics).

55 In my corpus, I found the following coordinators: (te) xai (very frequently), 8¢,
olte, 000¢ and (very rarely) &ALd or 1. 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 (1993), Sicking and Van Ophuijsen (1993) and S.R. Slings
(1997b).

5 In Hdt. 4.25.1 (10 8¢ TdV palaxodv xatdmepde ovdeic droextng olde podoal
Bpea. yae Dypnha dmotduver dpata ..., 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 (79) and (81) where the modifier wolg ‘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 head means 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.®
Both views, however, cannot explain the use of coordinators in my Greek
examples.’ Example (75), for instance, contradicts the view of Fugier
and Corbin, as the participles are coordinated, although they both have
an identifying function:

(75) 1) 6¢ Kheouévea tenovon »ai [to] devtegov énelMdoitoa yuvy, oo
Juyane Mewvntdden ToU ANuaguévou, oUXETL ETLXTE TO OeVTEQOV.

As for the wife who was the mother of Kleomenes and arrived second,
the daughter of Prinetadas son of Demarmenos (lit. the Kleomenes hav-
ing borne and secondly arriving wife, being a daughter of Demarmenos),
she bore no more children. (Hdt. 5.41.3)

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:

(76) (= 73) (...) véag O¢ mOLLG TheLOTOS TE XAl AOLOTA TALEOVOOG TOQEL-
yovto Adnvaiot.

(...) the Athenians provided by far the most numerous and the most
seaworthy ships (lit. ships most numerous and most seaworthy).
(Hdt. 8.42.2)

(77)  EEvgnvaoa "Aunotols 1 ZE0Eew Yuv) @aog néYa TE #ai TOXIAOY %ol
Véng aErov 0100t ZEQEN.

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. 9.109.1)

evaluation). Risselada concretises the somewhat vague ‘same feature of the referent’ by
setting up a classification of adjectives after the example of Hetzron.

% For the difference between qualifying and identifying modifiers, see footnote 9 of
this chapter.

6 Although 1 did not check the concrete examples, I doubt whether the views of
Risselada (1984) and Fugier and Corbin (1977) 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 (76), the first modifier is a quantifying modifier, while the
second one is a qualifying one. In example (77), the adjectives are all
qualifying modifiers, but still differ in the semantic relationship with the
head (for the classification of adjectives, see Risselada 1984: 2141f.), 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.®!

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.®? 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:

(78a) juxtaposition: X; (X; N) or (N Xj) X;*

e.g. beautiful old cars (= old cars which are beautiful)
(78b) coordination: X; + X (N) or (N) X; + X

e.g. beautiful, old cars (= cars which are beautiful and old)

61 Strikingly, Del Mar Puebla Manzanos (2001) 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 Del Mar Puebla Manzanos also included many coordinated NPs in her
sample (for instance, Atyvmtio te woi Acovgua ogrtio from Hdt. 1.1.1, 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 (1997: 136) and in Sproat and Shih (1988: 478),
who speak of parallel modification (if the modifiers are coordinated) and modification
in sequence (if the modifiers are juxtaposed).

6 Tt 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
4.2, the order of the modifiers in Ancient Greek does not give information on their scope
relations, but on their saliency. Although X; in (78a) 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 47). 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 in meaning and—especially—in implications
turns out to be considerable.®* In example (79), for instance, juxtaposi-
tion of the same modifiers 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 had many non-famous cities, coor-
dination of the adjectives explicitly excludes this interpretation:

(79) AwolEwv uev morhai te xoi déxpor Tohes, Altwhdv 6¢ "Hhig pouvn,
Auomwv 6¢ “EQuuov te rai ’Acivn 1) tpog Kadaudn T Aoxwvixi,
Anuviov 8¢ TTagwentol TavTeg.

The Dorians have many 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. 8.73.2)

Similarly, if the modifiers in example (80) were juxtaposed, this would
lead to the interpretation that the bushes, apart from bearing much stink-
ing fruit, also bore sweet-smelling fruit. This interpretation, however, is
surely blocked now the adjectives are coordinated:

(80)  mOQA TA YEIAEA TOV TE TOTAUDY XAl TOV MUVEDV OTELQOVOL TO. OLA-
MnOoLo ToDTO, T &V “EAANOL adTopnoTa dyoLo. UeToL ToDTo &V i)
AlydTm 0mELQOUEVA #AQTTOV PEQEL TOAAOV HEV, duomOen O¢
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. 2.94.1-2)

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

%% T do not agree, therefore, with Biraud’s conclusion that ‘les trois constructions du
groupe nominal (coordination, coordination avec crase, juxtaposition) sont des variantes
correspondant & un méme sens global. (...) elles sont des variantes libres: rien dans leurs
contextes ne parait provoquer l'apparition de 'une plutot que de l'autre’ (Biraud 1991: 29).
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their saliency is only a minor one. A much more important factor is the
heaviness of the modifiers:®
(81)  oxeunv udv TolovTv oV 1j e elonTal, Ywolg 8¢ XEVodV TE TOALOY
%ol AYovov EYOVTeg EVETQETOV.
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. 7.83.2)
(82) 6 8¢ Méyetou mEOG Thig Zirehing TV 0ixNTdQWV T VIEVOVTIO TOVTMV
TEPUREVOL INAVDQING TE ROl NAAARDTEQOS AVI|Q.
He (= Telines), on the contrary, is reported by the dwellers in Sicily to be
a soft and effeminate man. (Hdt. 7.153.4)

In examples like (81) and (82), the saliency of the modifiers, although
responsible for their position in relation to the noun,* 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:

(83) (=79) AwQLEwv uév morhal Te ot doxiuor mohes, Aitwhdv d¢ "Hhug
wotvn, Aguomwyv O¢ “Eguuav te xoi "Acivy 1) meog Kapdaudhn i
Aarovird), Anuviov 8¢ TTapwoefjtol TavTes.

The Dorians have many 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. 8.73.2)

(84) (= 73) ovveléyImody te o1 oM TAéoveg véeg 1) & "AQTemoiw vav-
wdyeov ®ai amd tohwv Thedvwv. (...) véag 0¢ moAMD TAeioTos Te xail
dgurota Theovoog aelyovto Avnvaiol.

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. 8.42.1-2)

% In the case of coordinated modifiers it is—in contrast to the cases of heaviness
discussed in Chapter 3, section 3.3.1—not only the complexity of the modifier, but also
its length that is decisive for its heaviness.

% In example (81), the adjectives follow the noun because the noun is more infor-
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On the basis of examples like (81)-(84), 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 (83), for instance, the adjective mollai, apart from being the
least heavy adjective, may also be said to precede doxipor because of the
contrast between the many cities of the Dorians and the single Aetolian
city (cf. novvn). Similarly, the preposition of the first adjective (theioTog)
in example (84) may not only be due to its being less heavy, but also to
its being more salient than the following dolota wheovoag. 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:

(85)  Gvno dhevg haPav ixdvv péyav te wai zahov NEiov wv Iohvrodtei
d@oov dodival.

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. 3.42.1)

(86)  Aéyetou O€ nol 6de MOYOS, Euoi uev ot mdavog, Mg tdv [epaotdwv yuvar-
1@V E0eldolod Tic Tapd tdg Kigou yuvaixag, O¢ eide ti Kaooavddvy
TOQECTEDTA TEXVE, EVELOEN TE XL MeYala, TOMD £X0GTO TH ETAIVQ
vregoudlovoa, (...).

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. 3.3.1)

As the adjectives in example (85) do not differ in heaviness, the heaviness
principle cannot be decisive for their order. In example (86), 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 (83) and (84) 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 (82), 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 (85) and (86) is determined
by their saliency. In example (85), 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 (86), 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:

(87)  &v i} mpotéon vuxti t@v [Movodmvainv £doxee 6 “Inmogyos dvdea ot

gmotdvra péyav zoi eveldéa aiviooeodo tdde ta Emear

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. 5.56.1)

Whereas in example (87) 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 (86) 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:

(88) émuteomv 8¢ ogu meguTéovol Pogiis dvenos uéyas Te »ai dwoQog
%40 Ta TONYEMS TEQLEOTTE TAUEL TOMAAS TV VedV EXPAMAWY TQOG TOV
"Adwv.

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. 6.44.2)

(89)  meQl O& TOV DOV BeEX VYN ot dfata teQurhniel taoay TV Mnhi-
da vy, Tonyiviow et ROAEOUEVAL.
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. 7.198.1)

Although the order of the adjectives in example (88) 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 (89), the second adjective follows the first
not (only) because it is heavier, but because it expresses a consequence
of the first adjective. In example (89), dpata follows Vymhd to express
that the inaccessibility of the mountains is a consequence of their height:
the mountains are high and therefore inaccessible. Similarly, dmopog in
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example (88) expresses a consequence of uéyag. Its position after uéyog
is thus not only determined by its heaviness, but also the most natural
ordering.®’

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.® 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 (90) and (91), for instance, the order of the modifiers cannot
be explained by any of the three factors:

(90) 1OV 6¢ howdv Boouodévng €0t TOAOQREOTATOS, OG VOUAS T€ Kok~
Motag ol eDO0RIOEOTATAS HTNVECL TTOQEXETOL iYVTS TE ALoTOVS dua-
%0100V 2ol mhelotovg, (...).

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. 4.53.2)

(91) 0l &v xoQUETioL EXAOTOV TOT ROAWVOD GvaroVvTiCeL Ex uEoov 10D GAOG
VOME Yuyoov xoi yhuxrv, (...).

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. 4.181.2)

In example (90), 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 (91), it is the saliency principle that

%7 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 »ali, besides expressing plain coordination, could also be used in a so-called
explicative mode (cf. Kithner-Gerth 1904: II 247). 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 (1988: 479), 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 (uév ...) 8¢.%° Besides the fact that the order of modifiers coor-
dinated by (uév ...) ¢ often runs counter to the three orderings princi-
ples discussed above (cf. example 92), 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 93 and 94):

(92) MV ol maig, To¥ %ol mEoTEQOY EmenviiodINY, TO név drlo Emiewig,
dgovog 8¢, 2v 1) OV magehdovoy edeotol 6 Kootoog T mav 2¢ adtov
gmemonmnee AMOL Te EIPQOLOUEVOS ®al OT) nal £ AEAPOVS TTEQL AVTOD
ETMETOUPEE (0N OOUEVOUS’

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. 1.85.1)

(93)  (=67) TtobTO UEV 01 10 TE 0c YENE £0Ti, ETEQOV OE EcwIev TET)0C TEQ!L-
V€L, 00 TOLLGD TEW AOVEVEGTEQOV TOU ETEQOV TELYEOG, GTELVOTEQOV OE.

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. 1.181.1)

(94) (= 80) dheigatt 6 ypEéwvToL Alyvmtiov ol TeQl Ta EAea 0inéovTeg AT
TOV OMXUTQIMV TOD R0QTOD, TO ®aAéovol uev AiydmTiol ®ixt, Jot-
ebol 8¢ MOe. A T Yellea TOV TE TOTOUMY %Ol THV MUVEDY OTEL-
ovoL & oMMrOITQLe TODTA, T £V “EAAN 0L adtopota dyolo ugTal
Tadto v Tf) AlyOTT OElQOUEVA XOQTOV PEQEL TOAMAOV HEY, dDuomdcn
o¢

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
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. 2.94.1-2)

 The function of the particle ¢ 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 ¢ was said to occupy a position in between the copulative (e.g.
»al) and adversative (e.g. dA\d) particles (cf. Denniston 1954: 162 and Kithner-Gerth
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In example (92), the order of the adjectives cannot be explained by
the three ordering principles discussed above, as d.pwvog follows Ta pev
drha gmewng although it does not express a consequence of €miewni|g
and is less heavy and more salient than émewng (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).”” Example (93) 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 (94) (although, in this case, the
order of the modifiers can be explained by the heaviness principle). While
the modifier that is accompanied by 8¢ may be interpreted as more 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 (93) and (94) 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 d¢.”!
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, which may—eventually—give a better insight in the
complex picture of the factors that determine the order of coordinated
modifiers.

1904: 11 262), Egbert Bakker (1993) has argued that 6¢ can be better analysed as a marker
of discontinuity introducing a new information unit in the text.

7% 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 35,
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 4).

71 For the ideas on the function of 8¢ at the level of the clause, see footnote 69.
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4.4. Conclusion

This chapter discussed word order in multiple-modifier NPs. Section 4.2
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 4.3 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 4.3 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

5.1. 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 reason why we 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.! To answer this question, I have analysed the use of the
article in all NPs with a common noun in books 2 and 7 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 1, section 1.2). 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

! 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 2 and
7 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 2), passages of direct and indirect speech (mainly
in book 7) and narrative passages (mainly in book 7). 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
5.2.1) and definiteness in general (in section 5.2.2). The subsequent
discussion of my own data consists of three parts: the use of the article in
referential NPs (section 5.3), in non-referential NPs (section 5.4) and in
generic NPs (section 5.5).

5.2. The state of research

5.2.1. 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.?
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 1960: 48, Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 589), as distinct (Schwyzer-
Debrunner 1950: 24), or as known/present to the mind (Gildersleeve
1900: 226, Smyth 1956: 286-287). 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
(1900: 249), 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 6 Nethog (‘the Nile) is used of
well-known rivers, the type 6 Ztouuov motauog (‘the Strymon river’) of
fairly well-known rivers, and the type Booyyog motauog (‘Broggos river’)
or motapog Bodyyog (‘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 1900: 226).

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 (1993:
191-192) 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 otdoig ‘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. Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 607, Smyth 1956: 291). 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 selbstindig und bestimmt aufgefasst werden’ (Kithner-
Gerth 1904: I 607). How does this rule help us to understand that in
Xenophon we find televt) 10U Piov (2 times) and 1) tehevt) T0D Plov (5
times) alternately?® 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’ (Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 602) and ‘the generic arti-
cle is frequently omitted, especially with abstracts, without appreciable
difference in meaning’ (Smyth 1956: 288). 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.* 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. 1.5.2.2 &mi televti) ToU Biov and X. An. 1.1.1.3 tedevTiy 10D
Biov. Definite, by contrast, are X. Ap. 1.3 tijg Televtii T0T Piov, X. An. 1.9.30.2 &V Tf]
tehevt) Tob Biov, X. Cyr. 8.7.3.1 to¥ Piov 1 tehevt, X. Cyr. 8.7.6.2 10D Piov 10 Té€hog
and X. Lac. 10.1.2 T@ téopati oD Blov. 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 5.3.2.

4 In this respect, I disagree with Sansone (Sansone 1993: 205), 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 (1993) and
Rijksbaron (2001) 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 (1993), 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,® can be explained by the fact that the
article in question is used as topicalisation device.® A strong indication
for the interpretation of the article as a topicality marker is, according
to Sansone, that in cases of prolepsis’ the dislocated noun tends to be
definite:®

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. 80 % 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 o0tog, dAhog (the rest) or adtdg (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.

® For a definition of topic, see Chapter 3 section 3.4. 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. 173-174 (elodyyehhe Tewpeoiag Ot Tnrel
viv ‘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. 2000: 150).

8 Another indication is, according to Sansone, the absence of the article with abstract
nouns in negative statements and with negative concepts, e.g. 00 TadTOV givon Vdgoog
te nol dvdpetav (Prt. 350d) vs. Ty dvdeiay xai v cogpiay Tadtov eivar (Prt. 351a)
and v7o Yevdoug (Grg. 525a) vs. b0 tiig dAndeiag (Ap. 39b). 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 1993:



150 CHAPTER FIVE

(1) (...), »ai povroiuny dv tadta dieEehdovrag Nuag EEehdely nai &mi Ty
ageTiv Ot oLy, nail Ay Emonépaocdor megl attod gite ddAnTOV
gite () OdoxToV, (...).

(...) 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. 361c4-6)

> n ’

(2) O1OTTODVIES YOQ HOL TOLAVTNV TAY, GV XATIOOWEY TV TE dnatoovvny
%O GOV O TOTE TOIG TOMEOLY EUPVOVTOL.

For by observation of such a city we might discern the origin of justice
and injustice in states (lit. the justice and injustice from where they grow
in cities). (PL. R. 372e4-6)

As an illustrative example of the ‘topicalising capacity’ of the definite arti-
cle, Sansone quotes the opening sentence of the Meno, where the article
marks the topic ‘not only of this sentence, but of the entire conversation
that follows’ (Sansone 1993: 201):°

(3)  #ewc pou elmely, O Shroateg, Ao SOAXTOV 1] doeT);

Can you tell me, Sokrates, whether virtue (lit. the virtue) can be taught?
(PL. Men. 70a1-2)

Sansone’s interpretation of the use of the article in example (3) bears
much resemblance to Rijksbaron’s (2001) 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.!? In the first chapter of the first book of the Anabasis, for instance,

203), 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).

® Although Sansone is right that the articular nouns in examples (1)-(2) give expres-
sion to a topic (either of the sentence, as in (1) and (2), or of the following discussion,
as in (3)), I doubt whether it is the function of the article to mark the noun as such. As
Chafe (1976) 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 (1992: 99).

10 The other, much more 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
2001:17).

Despite the similarities between Sansone’s interpretation of example
(3), 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.!! It will cause
no surprise, therefore, that Rijksbarons 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 10), or to highlight this person.'?

Though the analyses of Sansone and Rijksbaron are different, their
conclusions both seem to suggest that the function of the article in

to Rijksbaron (2001) 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 6¢) before his name. Rijksbaron suggests (2001: 14) that the
proper name is in fact an apposition to the combination of the article + 0¢, e.g. ‘he asked
this, Kyros ...} ‘he admitted this, Orontas ...’ (for this use of the article + d¢ in topic shifts,
see for instance Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 584-585). 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 8¢, although
compulsory after the article in topic shifts, is not always present with articular proper
names in these turntaking-scenes (for examples, see Rijksbaron 2001: 13-14).

11 Even of the examples that cannot be explained by ‘contextual constraints’ (see
footnote 5), more than 50% 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 10% of the examples, is a very unlikely
candidate for the general function of the article that we are looking for.

12 So, Rijksbaron assumes that whereas 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 (1999: 1601fF.). Incidentally,
in a more recent version of his theory on the articulation of proper names, Rijksbaron
(2006: 257) 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.'®
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.

5.2.2. 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.'* 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.'® The
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.!®

The first notion, familiarity, was introduced by Christophersen (1939),
who claimed that a speaker can use a definite article if he and the hearer
are mutually familiar with the referent:

13 Rijkhoff (1992: 154) 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 1978: 65; 1981), marking specificity instead of definiteness.

4" 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 fidéles), 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 Ap,
already defined definiteness in terms of identifiability (A.D. de Syntaxi, 43). 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 (1903) at the beginning of the last century. His logical, formal-semantic analysis of
definite NPs has been carried on by Strawson (1950), Searle (1969), Kempson (1975),
Wilson (1978) and Heim (1982 and 1983), among others.

16 A much more detailed overview of the existing literature on definiteness can be
found in Keizer (1992) and Lyons (1999).
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(4)  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 1939: 28)

Hawkins (1978) 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 1978: 130). 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 5 and 6), (b) because it exists in
the immediate (example 7) or non-immediate/larger (example 8) 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 9 and 10)."”

(5)  Fred was discussing an interesting book in his class. I went to discuss the
book with him afterwards.

(6)  Fred was wearing trousers. The pants had a big patch on them.
(7) Harry, mind the table!

(8) The Prime Minister has just resigned.

17 Apart from the anaphoric, immediate and larger situation and associative use of
the definite article, Hawkins (1978) 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 wrong with 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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(9)  Fred was discussing an interesting book in his class. He is friendly with
the author.

(10)  The man drove past our house in a car. The exhaust fumes were terrible.

Although referents of definite NPs are always familiar, Hawkins (1978)
stresses that the notion of familiarity on its own fails to account for the use
of the definite article. In examples like (11) and (12), no definite article is
used, although the referents belong to a shared set:

(11)  Pass me a bucket, please.

(12)  Fred bought a book from Hefter’s. He was dismayed that a page was 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.!® 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.!?

8 In fact, Hawkins reformulates Russell’s axiom of uniqueness (Russell (1903: 62)
claimed that a sentence like the King of France is bald logically entails that (1) there is
a King of France (axiom of existence), (2) there is only one King of France (axiom of
uniqueness) and that (3) 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 (11) and (12) 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 (1980), 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.?’ In an example like

(13) 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 (1980) 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 (1980) and by S. Dik (1997). On the basis of
examples like (14) and (15), Lyons (1980) argues that definite NPs need
not refer inclusively:

(14) Close the door for me, please. [in a room with three doors, one opened
and two closed]

(15)  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 (14)
and (15) 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 (1980), not
familiarity and inclusiveness, but identifiability: a definite article indi-
cates that the referent is unambiguously identifiable within 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 1994, Fraurud 1990, Poesio and Vieira 1998) that confirm that familiarity is not
suited to account for the use of the definite article, the familiarity hypothesis remained
very influential. More than 20 years after Lyons, Gundel et al. (2001: 2) state in their
introduction that their proposal ‘contrasts with what is still a prevalent view concerning
the meaning 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.?! S. Dik (1997: 186), 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 (1991) reformulated his original account of the use of
the articles against the background of the theory of implicature.?? 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-
tul definite reference, the intended referent does not need to be mutually
known in advance, but must be mutually manifest in actual language use.

21 In the course of time, Lyons seems to have changed his mind, for in (1999) 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 1999: 7). 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 (2002: 363), 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 (2001: 7).

22 See Levinson (1987) and (Grice 1975).
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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.?

Although the replacement of familiarity by mutual manifestness solves
one of the problems, it does not answer the suggestion that inclusiveness
is an implicature of identifiability instead of an inherent part of the mean-
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 (1991), see footnote
23) that definite NPs inclusively refer to all mutually manifest entities
satistying the descriptive content, or Lyons (1980) and S. Dik (1997)
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 Lobner (1985), Rijkhoff (1989) and
Keizer (1992). 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 much more complicated instances that were
named associative by Hawkins.

Despite major differences in their approach, terminology and focus,
Lobner (1985) and Rijkhoff (1989) agree on the central point of their
analyses of definiteness: a referent is identifiable if it is (Lobner) or can
be (Rijkhoff) related to an available entity. Rijkhoft, 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 definite NP and its ‘identifying referent’ (as Rijkhoff names
the entity to which the identifiable referent can be related). Lobner, 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 Lobner names
the entity to which the referent is related) is one-to-one.

2 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 1986: 39). Hawkins’ definition of definiteness as mutual manifestness
bears resemblance to the definition of Langacker (1991: 98) who assumes that the definite
article indicates that the speaker and hearer have mental contact with the same instance
of the description.
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Although Lobner’s and Rijkhoff’s definitions of definiteness works
perfectly well to explain the use of the definite article in examples like
(16) and (17) (father can be unambiguously related to wife and bar can
be related to cinema), Keizer (1992: 242 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 (18) and (19), for
instance, the felicity of the definite article cannot be attributed to the fact
that the referent is (unambiguously) related to an available entity.

(16) Ido not want my mother to marry the father of my wife.

(17)  John went to see a film, but when he saw the bar opposite the cinema he
changed his mind.?

(18)  We were going to sell the house yesterday, but the estate agent didn't
show up.

(19) (= 15) 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 (18), 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 (19) 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 (18) and (19), Keizer (1992) suggests a
more cognitive approach to the use of definites, making use of notions
of ‘frames’ or ‘schemata’®> 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 (18) and (19), 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 (16) was taken from Lobner (1985: 305), example (17) from Rijkhoff (1989:
241).

2> ‘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 1975, Fillmore
1985 and Rumelhart 1980). For a similar approach to definiteness, see Lambrecht (1994:

771L.).
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(20a) Ihad trouble with the car yesterday. The carburetor was dirty.
(20b) TIhad trouble with the car yesterday. ?The ashtray was dirty.

Whereas Lobner’s and Rijkhoff’s approach cannot explain the difference
in acceptability between examples (20a) and (20b) 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 (20b). 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, (20b) is not a coherent sentence.?®
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,”” or as I would
prefer, cognitive structure, wrongly suggests that a definite article can
only be used if the addressee was 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 1980:

87):

(21) Ifyouarrive in Mexico City, make your way to the zocalo.

As Lyons correctly remarks, the average monoglot Englishman has not
the slightest idea of what a zdcalo 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 (1985)—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-term mem-
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 zdcalo is an unequivocal feature of Mexico
City. On the basis of examples like (21), 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’ (1978: 131) reformulation of his own exam-
ple

(22a) What's wrong with Bill? Oh, the woman he went out with last night was
nasty to him.

into

(22b) 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.?® 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
22a and 22b), 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 (22), the choice for one of the alternatives might be
dependent on the addressee’s familiarity with Bill's social life (the more familiar, the more
likely option (22a); although unfamiliarity with Bill’s social life would not automatically
lead to option 22b). Epstein (2002) 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 (2002: 339 and 349) which seem to refute
this condition:

(23)  As he circled around the Indians, Richard Alexander thought about
buying one. T could see one of the smaller ones along a wall in our family
roomy, 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, 25 July 1995, p. A6)

(24) Hall has been thinking about God, psychiatry, analysis, fairy tales,
dreams and the monkey 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, 18 August 1996, p. 22-4)

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 (23) and (24) 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 2002: 349). Although
I will not deny that the highlighted NPs in examples (23) and (24) 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 (23) and (24), 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.”

2 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 (1977:
7-8). In their view, the addressee will recognise the intentional violation and co-operate.
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In sum, Keizer’s (1992: 274) 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 an NP does 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.

5.3. 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
(1993) and Rijksbaron (2001) 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 5.3.1, two exceptional cases will be discussed in section 5.3.2.
Section 5.3.3, finally, discusses the use of the article in combination with
a demonstrative.

5.3.1. The general rule

Although the conclusions of Sansone (1993) and Rijksbaron (2001) 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.”® Asin 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:

(25) v tooavtnol 8¢ yeveijoL dviommmv dntwratdena uév Aidiomes noav,
uior 8¢ yuvn Emywein, ol 8¢ dllol dvdgeg Alyimtiol. Tif ¢ yuvauxi
olvopa Ny, Ntig Epacirevog, 16 meg i) Bapuimvin, Nitwxrolg.

In all these many generations there were eighteen Aithiopians; one wom-
an, native to the country; the rest were all Egyptian men. The name of the
woman who reigned was the same as that of the Babylonian princess,
Nitokris. (Hdt. 2.100.1-2)

(26)  &v OtéoloL & av oiriowol aighoveog Gmoddvy Ao Tol adTOUdToU, Ol
gvoweovteg mavteg Evgolvran Tag 6gevs novvas: o’ otéowol & dv
®OWV, TEAV TO OO HOL TV REQAMV.

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. 2.66.4)

(27) ot 8¢ "EMaveg &meite dmtinato £¢ tov Todudv, Eoviedovio meog Td
ey dévta €€ "ANeEAvVOQOV Tij T 0TNOOVTOL TOV TOAEUOV %Al &V OLOLOL
YMEOLOL. 1] Vixdow O¢ yvoun &yiveto tv &v Ogouomiinot éofolny
PUAGEQL
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. The winning proposal was to guard the pass of
Thermopylae. (Hdt. 7.175.1)

(28) &g uev 1000vdE Toh Aoyou Alyvmtiol e »al ol 1pgeg Eheyov, (...).

Up to this point of the story it was the Egyptians and the priests who
gave me the information, (...). (Hdt. 2.142.1)

In example (25), where the use of the article would 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 (26) 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 (27) is comparable to that in (26): on the

topicalisation strategy or used for textual deixis. As I argued in section 5.2.1, 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, 1
vix®doo yvoun ‘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.’! The use of the
definite NP in example (28), 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.

The mere fact that examples (26)—(28) 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 (25) and (27) do have topic function (the
NP in example (25) 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.’ The presence of
the definite article might simply be explained, like in the examples (26)
and (28), 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 ot yvtoi in (29), for instance,

(29)  ®g O¢ TA TE TOV YEQPUEEWV ROUTEOREVOLOTO 1Ol TO. TTEQL TOV "AVwv, of Te
YUTOL TTEQL TG OTOUOTA THiG dLQUY0G, OLTHS ONYING elvexev Emominoay
v un sipsinton o otépata Tod deUynatog, xai adt 1| SdEUE
ovte g memonuévy ayyéAeTo, (.. .).
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. 7.37.1)

31 Examples like (27), where the referent has to be related to a cognitive structure that
is evoked by a complex of information, are relatively infrequent in my corpus. Much more
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 26).

32 H. Dik (1995) 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 7.22-24).3 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 (30):
(30) TOlOL O v Ogguominot éotol ‘EAANvov modTov uev 6 paveg Meyo-
Ting €oWwv &5 Ta tod Epoaoce tOvV uéhhovta Eoeodal duo Mot ogt
Yavazov, (...).

The seer Megistias was the first who after having examined the offerings
predicted the Greeks in Thermophylae the death that awaited them in
the morning, (...). (Hdt. 7.219.1)

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.**

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.
(31) and (32) provide two examples of an NP that is indefinite because the
referent is not an unequivocal part of the relevant cognitive structure:*

has focus function. Schematically, the order of the constituents at the level of the sentence
is: topic-focus-predicate-other constituents (see Chapter 3, section 3.4).

3% 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.

3 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. 2.176.1 for instance (&védmxe 8¢ ... 6 "Anaois ..., &v
8¢ nai &v MéugL tov Umtiov xeipevov xohoooov 1ot ‘Heawoteiov Eumgoode, Tot modeg
mévte nal Efdounxovtd elol 1o uijros, ‘in Memphis Amasis dedicated the colossus that
lies on its back in front of the temple of Hephaistos, which is 75 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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(31)  TOVTOV CLVAUPOTEQWY TIOYE AQTOYUNG, Adoeiov Exnv duyatéga.

Both these together had as their commander Artochmes, who had mar-
ried a daughter of Dareios (lit. of Dareios a daughter). (Hdt. 7.73)

(32) TOE€lg pwoigag 6 Z£pEng daoduevog mavta TOv TeCov 0TeuTdV, wov
avtéwv €toke mogd Yahacoov® iévar 6uod T@ vavtxd: (...) étéon
O¢ TETAYUEVT TiLE TOT 0TEATOD TELTNUOQIS TNV UECOYOLAY, (.. .).

Xerxes divided the whole land army into three parts. One of these he
gave the order to march 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. 7.121.2-3)

In both example (31) and (32) 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 (31) has more than
one daughter and in example (32) there are two third parts to which
tortnuooic might refer (the third toitnuoois has already been ordered
to march along the seacoast).

In examples (33) and (34), 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:

(33)  £cToT ‘Hhiov 10 ipdv dEovénta dveédmue Eoya, dfehovg dvo Miivoug,
£E £vOg E0VTOG £1ATEQOV MOV, UNHOG UEV EXATEQOV TYEWV EXATOV,
€0Q0G O& OUTM TYEMV.

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. 2.111.4)

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.

3 The use of the article with 9dlaooo in prepositional phrases does not always
conform to the general principle that identifiable referents are definite. In my corpus, NPs
with a form of 9dAiacoa are definite if Ydhaooa occurs in some prepositional phrase
that expresses (swimming) in the sea (cf. Hdt. 2.93.2) or (jumping/falling) into the sea
(e.g. Hdt. 7.223.3). 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. 2.9.2), (push) into the sea (cf.
Hdt. 3.60.3), (flow or run out) into the sea (e.g. Hdt. 7.22.2), at/near the sea(side) (e.g.
Hdt. 2.32.4) or by sea (e.g. Hdt. 7.173.1). In prepositional phrases that express (to go) to
the sea (e.g. Hdt. 2.32.4 and Hdt. 1.154.1) and (to be the best) by sea (e.g. Hdt. 7.10b1 and
Hdt. 7.139.2), the use of the article varies. Without any discernable difference, the article
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(34) ol 01 ECeuypévou ToD TOQOU EMLYEVOUEVOS YEWMMY MEY UGS OUVEROYE
TE EEIVOL TTAVTO ol OLEAVOE.

When the strait was bridged, a violent storm (lit. storm violent) blew up,
chopped up all the work and destroyed it. (Hdt. 7.34)

The highlighted NPs in example (33) and (34) are indefinite because
Herodotus does not want 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.””

Although I do not want to discuss why Herodotus chose to present the
referents of the highlighted NPs in the examples (33) and (34) 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
22a and 22b). In my corpus, there are many examples that subscribe to
my adaptation of Keizer’s theory (see section 5.2.2) 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:

(35)  (...) dvtiovg 6¢ @V mEomurainv Eotnoe dvdoLdvtag d¥0, EdvTas To
pEYaB0g TEVTE 1AL EIROOL TNYEMY, (. ..).

(...) opposite the forecourt he (= Rhampsinitos) set two statues twenty-
five ells high (lit. being twenty-five ells with respect to the height), (...).
(Hdt. 2.121.1)

(36) éxotéowI 8¢ dvng Eyyéylumton uéyados éuntne omdaudc, (...).

In each case there is a man of a height (lit. with respect to height) of five
span engraved in the rock. (Hdt. 2.106.3)

The difference in definiteness between these two examples can be ex-
plained as follows:* although uéyadog in example (35) 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
160.
38 InHdt. 2.32.7, the two possibilities alternate in one sentence: ... dmxéodon &g TOMvV
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unequivocally relatable to the two statues (‘the/their height’), uéyatog in
(36) 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’® The choice of the speaker to present
the referent as relatable or not, is not confined to examples like (35) and
(36) with an accusative, dative or ‘genitive’ of respect.*’ In the follow-
ing example, for instance, the objects mAn¥et and it 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:

(37) ol uévvuy ydoot ovtol Toiol “EAAnot etval gaivovto émt)deol dmov-
Ta YaQ moooxeauevol kol Emhoyodévres 6tL ovte el EEovol
yododar ol faopagol olte tmmm, TavTy oL £d0Ee déneotan TOV £m-
wovta émi v ‘EMGda.

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. 7.177)

The preceding examples supported my modification of Keizer’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:

v Tij dvtag eivon Totol dyovot o péyadog ioovg, yodpa d¢ uéhavac. ‘they said that
they came to a city in which all people were like the men who had brought them in respect
to their size (let. the size), and black in colour’.

3 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. 7.20.1 yetol peydhn mhdeog ‘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.

0 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. 2.10.2 00deig adtdv mMideog mégr dEog cuuPindijvai ott (‘none of them is
comparable in size’) and Hdt. 7.187.2 ... #dAhedg T€ elvena zoi peyddeog o0dels avTdOV
&ElovindTeQog v adtod E¢pEew Fyerv ToTT0 10 %0dtog (“. . . for splendour and greatness
no one was more worthy than Xerxes to control this power’).
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(38) “Atdfave, Eyd TO TOQAVTIRA UEV OVX EOMPQOVEOV EITTAG £C O€ HaToLN
€mea yoNoTijs eivexa ouufoviic:
Artabanos, I was out of my mind when I said foolish words in reply to
useful advice. (Hdt. 7.15.1)

The referents of the pdrowo €mea ‘foolish words’ and the yonotig ouu-
Boulfis ‘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 (7.1001-11
and 7.11.1-4). However, despite the identifiability of their referents, the
NPs are indefinite. The reason for the absence of the article is that Xerxes
does not assume Artabanos 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 (39),

(39) (= 36) giol 6¢ xai megl Twviny dvo THTOL &V TETENOL Eyrerolapuévol
ToUTOV TOD GvQEAG, (...). Enatégwil O¢ avig éyyéyhumtan uéyadog
mEumTS omudapilc, Tij uev dekii] xewol Exov aiyuny, Tij d¢ agrotegtj
TOE®, %0l TNV ANV onevny GoovTtog:

Also, there are in Ionia two figures of this man carved in rock. (...) In
both places, there is a man 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. 2.106.2-3)

where Herodotus describes the tumo ‘figures’ of this man as a twenty feet
high figure with 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 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 (38). In example (39), 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 3, section 3.3.1). Incidentally,
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The indefinite NPs in examples (36)-(39) 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 an NP is not sensitive to the (non-)spec-
ificity of the NP*? 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.** Examples (40)-(43) provide some illustrative examples
of definite and indefinite non-specific NPs:

(40)  GyoayovTes TO GEONUAOUEVOV KTTVOS TROS TOV ooy 6xov dv Yvwet,
700 dvanaiovot, Emerta O¢ (...).

After having brought the marked animal to the altar where they will
sacrifice it, they light a fire, and (.. .). (Hdt. 2.39.1)

the qualification or evaluation of the referent may also be expressed by the noun itself, as
in Hdt. 7.160.1 & Eelve Smaguifjta, dveidea xamovia dvionmy pihéel davdyev Tov
Juuov: ov pévrot drodeEduevos vglopata &v Td AOym ol ue Emeloag Aoyuova €V Tij
auopf yevéodar ‘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 (1992: 154) 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 5.3.3.

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 ‘T haven't started the
class yet; ’'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 1999: 174-175), 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 1977 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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(41)  eiol 8¢ nota TODTO TA YWEiO %ol Aéovreg molhol xai Poeg dyolo,
TV Ta négea Veoueydded dot T & “EAMVaC qoltdvTo. 0Dog O¢
Toiot Aéovoi €0TL O Te O "APONowv 0émv motonog Néotog »ai O O
AnaQvaving gémv Ayehdog:
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 river Nestos that flows through Abdera and the river Achelous
flowing trough Akarnania. (Hdt. 7.126)

(42) 1M ¢ inTouen ©aTd TAdE oL dEdUTTAL pifig VOUGOU EXAOTOS INTEOS £0TL
7ol 00 TAEOVWV.

The practice of medicine is so specialised among them that each physi-
cian is a healer of one disease (lit. disease one) and no more. (Hdt. 2.84)

(43) £oVfjta 6¢ pogéovol ol 1pgeg MvENY LouvNV xol vodfuare fofiva,
aMMY 8¢ oL EadTta 0O EEeoTL MaPElv 00dE VTodNUaTO dAAL.
The priests wear a single linen garment and sandals of papyrus: they may
have no other kind of clothing or footwear. (Hdt. 2.37.3)

In the examples (40) and (41), 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 (40), the referent is identifiable
on the basis of the addressee’s general knowledge that offerings imply
an altar, in example (41) because the referent has explicitly been intro-
duced one line before. The non-specific referents of the indefinite NPs in
the examples (42) and (43), by contrast, are not identifiable. In example
(42), this is due to the non-unequivocal relation between the referent and
the relevant cognitive structure, in example (43) to the writer’s choice
to present the referents as new entities, unrelated to available knowl-
edge.

Non-specific NPs 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 of my corpus, in which
the use of the article in 94 % 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
6 %, 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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5.3.2. Five refinements of the general rule

Around six percent of the referential NPs in my 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
genitive*! cannot function as the anchor of a relatable entity. As a conse-
quence, referents that are to be related to a classitying genitive are always
indefinite, even if they can be unequivocally related. Compare examples
(44) and (45) containing a classifying genitive with examples (46) and
(47) containing a possessive genitive:

(44)  #yeL 8¢ ddaluovg uev vog, 43OvTag O ueydhoug xai yovddovrog
%©oTA AMOYOV TOU OMUOTOG.
It has pigs’ eyes (lit. eyes of pig), and long, protruding teeth in proportion
to its body. (Hdt. 2.68.3)
(45) mE®dTOL B¢ %Ol TOVOHE TOV AOYOV Alyusttiol glot ol elmovteg, Mg avIeo-
mov Yoy dddvatog éot, (...).
The Egyptians were the first who maintained the following doctrine, too,
that the human soul (lit. of a man soul) is immortal. (Hdt. 2.123.2)

(46)  moAhol 0¢ avdedV éxddV Tas deELag Yeloug VEXQ®Y E0VTIMV GTodel-
avTeS AUTOTOL BVUEL ROMDTTQOS TMV (PAQETQEWY TOLETVTAL.

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. 4.64.3)

(47)  ToEedwv yao 6 Agtdfalog £ TO ouyxelnevov, GuaQTMY TOD Yweiov
tovTov BdAhel Gvdeog Moterdatem Tov opov, (...).

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. 8.128.2)

4 As was described in Chapter 2, section 2.3.1, classifying modifiers are understood
to mean modifiers that answer the question of to what kind of entity is referred. Dog in
a dogs tail, for instance, is a classifying genitive because it specifies which kind of tail



THE USE OF THE ARTICLE 173

The definiteness of the head nouns in the highlighted NPs in examples
(46) and (47) 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 (44) and (45),
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 (44) 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 (45) 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. Many modern European lan-
guages also lack an article in such NPs, as can be seen in examples (48b)
and (49b):*

(48a) Hij wilde de dochter van een koning trouwen.
He wanted to marry the daughter of a king.
(48b) Hij wilde een koningsdochter trouwen.
He wanted to marry a king’s daughter.

(49a) 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.

(49b) His hair felt like a bird’s nest.*°

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 (2003).

4 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 (48b), 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 English NPs with a classifying
genitive are more like compounds than common phrases of head noun plus dependent
genitive (cf. Biber et al. 1999: 294-295).

46 The examples (49a) and (49b) were taken from Biber et al. (1999: 294).
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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 (46) 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 45), 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. xatd.
Q0ov ‘downstream’ or »otd dvvouy ‘according to ability’)*” generally
omit the article, even if the noun refers to an unequivocally relatable
entity:*8

(50)  (...)alugv dn medTtoL TOV ve®dv OQUeoV OGS Yij, dAhaL & & Exelviol
&’ dyrvémv
The first of the ships made fast to the land (lit. to land), the others lay
outside them at anchor. (Hdt. 7.188.1)

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. xoTtd SOvauy ‘according to ability] but not *xatd duvauy Tod
Baotléog ‘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 1900: 243, Goodwin 1879: 208, Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 605,
Smyth 1956: 289 and Schwyzer-Debrunner 1950: 24). Kithner-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 (1879: 208) that the article may 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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(51)  (...) é1L potvor avtwv dviowmwv Koiyot nai Alyvmtior xai Aidio-
TEG TEQLTAUVOVTAL &7 GEYifS T aldota.

(...) that the Kolchians and Egyptians and Aithiopians are the only
nations that have from the first (lit. from beginning) practised circum-
cision. (Hdt. 2.104.2)

(52) &t 8¢ TadTo uev Doduvely odx Edeloels, oV 8¢ TAvVTWG oTEATEVC.
avagelg emi v “EALGD ., dxovoeodai Tivd gmut Tdv adtod Tijde Uo-
Leutopgévav Modoviov, uéyatt xanov g€egyaocauevov Tlégoag, 1o
RUVAV TE %0l OQVIDWV dLopoeduevov 1| xov v vij T Adnvaiov 1 o¢
ve &v 1] Aaredauovimy, i i) dea xal TEOTEQOV %at 600V, (...).

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. 7.1003)

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).*” Compare example (52) to (53):

(53) 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.

ToUC 8¢ PuLAHOVC OC LOETY TOAOV G£0VTA TOV OLVOV, GUVTQEELY #5 TV
000V AyYETD EYOVTOS %OL TOV EXRENVUEVOV OLVOV GUYXROWLTELY €V REQDEL
TTOLEVUEVOLG.

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. 2.121082)

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,

4 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 (35)
and (36) above. Whereas the road in the common prepositional phrase in example (53)
is presented as unequivocally relatable to the knowledge of the addressee, the road in
example (52) 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 (1978) names the NPs in this latter category ‘associa-
tives’ and Keizer (1992) names them ‘inferrables’ (after Prince 1981b), I
prefer a term like ‘relatables; to give expression to the fact that the refer-
ents of these NPs 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:*

(54) tavta to Edveo podva (mmeve: Gorduog O¢ tijg immov Eyéveto dnTd
HUQLAOES, TTAQEE TMV ROUAOY ROL TV AQUATOV.
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. 7.87)

(55)  &medv O€ oaTT]) %l TQOOIY O TETAYUEVOS YQOVOG, AITLLVEETOL G EXAOTNV
oMV Bagis éx tijs [Tpoowmitidog xakeouévng vioov. 1 & EotL uev &v
@ Aéhta, mEQIUETQOV Of AUTI|S EL0L 0% 0TVOL EVVEQ.
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. 2.41.4-5)

Both the number in (54) and the circumference in (55) 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 (55) with the very similar (56) 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 dxtd puoLddeg or oyoivol évvéa, see the introduction on classifying
sentences in section 5.4.1.
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(56) 108 v méhow ol Ofifar Alyvmtog Exaréeto, Tiig TO mEQiNETQOV OTU-
dLot elot €lro0L ol ExatOV nai EEantoyilot.
Thebe was called Aigyptos in ancient times, its circumference (lit. of it

the circumference) was six thousand one hundred and twenty furlongs.
(Hdt. 2.15.3)

In the following example, a definite subject (10 ufjxog) alternates with

two indefinite subjects (e0gog, ¥\pog) within the same sentence:

(57)  Tijc O 0TEYNG TATNG TO Uév wijxog EEwdev Eott £1C T€ 1Ol EIXOOL T EES,
£VQ0G O TECOEQEOHRAIOERA, VP0G OE dUTM.

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. 2.175.3)

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:

(58)  &xelvoug v ToVg venviag dmomepmopévoug 0o TOV Nhinwy, Bdari te
%Ol 6LTIOLGL €1 EENQTUUEVOVG, TEVaL TA TOMTA UEV OLOL TTIG OLXEOUEVS,

(...

These young men sent away by their companions, being well supplied
with water and food, first went through the inhabited country; (...).
(Hdt. 2.32.5)

(59)  (...), AlydmTior 8¢ Vo Tovg Yavdtoug avielon tag Tiyag avEeodal Tdg
Te &V i) ®eQaAR] ®ol T Yeveiw, Témg EEvgwuévol.

(...),in times of death, Egyptians grow their hair both on their head and
on their cheeks, although they normally shave their hair. (Hdt. 2.36.1)

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 article with the second, third, etc. noun in
the coordination is that the different entities are depicted as one whole.>!

51 Cf. Kithner-Gerth (1904:1611) and Smyth (1956: 291), who state that a single article
with various nouns creates the effect of a single notion (for example oi otoatnyol zai
hoyoryol: the generals and captains, i.e. the commanding officers), whereas a repeated
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Compare example (60), where the other women and men are presented
as one group, with example (61), where the infantry and the cavalry are
presented as two distinct entities.

(60)  mAéovoite yao 01 Gua dvdeeg YuvalEl xol ToAOV TL TATY0g ExaTtéQmv
€v Exdoty PAgr ol UEV TIVES TMV YUVOURMDY %QOTAAD EXOVOOL %QO-
TaAilovot, ol 8¢ adAEOVOL %ATA TAVTA TOV TAOOV, 6l O Aowtal yuvai-
%eg wol AvOees AeldOVOL ROl TAGS YETQAS ®QOTEOUOL.

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. 2.60.1)>?

(61)  éxéhevoé ageag Tovg doQUPAEOVG TEQLAYOVTAS EMOEIRVVOTOL TAVTX,
TE TOV TECOV OTEATOV %Al TV (ATOV, (... ).

He (= Xerxes) ordered his guards to lead them around and show them his
whole infantry and the cavalry (lit. whole the foot army and the cavalry),
(...). (Hdt. 7.146.3)

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’>
Compare the indefinite coordination of children, women and belongings
in example (62), which is used to give expression to the notion of ‘all they
care about, to the coordination of definite NPs in (63), expressing that
Boges slaughtered both his wife, and his children, and his concubines,
and his servants:**

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 (1956: 291) suggests.

53 For asimilar view, see Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 604-605). Although this phenomenon
occurs in other languages as well (cf. ‘huis en haard, ‘home and hearth, ‘Haus und Herd’),
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 2004: 13).

% Smyth’s observation that ‘concrete co-ordinated words forming a copulative expres-
sions may omit the article’ (1956: 291) is not correct in that the nouns included in an
anarthrous co-ordination may be rather abstract, cf. Hdt. 2.99.1 uéyot uév tovtov oyug
Te ) xol Yvou xai 16togin tadto Aéyovod ¢ott, TO 8¢ Ao Totde Alyvmtiovg égyo-
uo Adyous éoémv zatd to firovov: (‘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



THE USE OF THE ARTICLE 179

(62)  mAQEE dE TOoUTOV, &V Tf) NUETEQT ROTAAITOVTOS TEXVH %O YUVOTROS HOil
yonuate ovd’ Emhéyeotal yon VEMTEQOV TL TTOLOELY.

Moreover, it is not necessary to fear that they, who have left children,
wives and belongings in our country, will rise in revolt.  (Hdt. 7.52.2)

(63) g & ovdEV ETL POQPTS EVIY €V T@ TElYEL, CUVVIOOS TVENV HeYAANV
E0QOEE TA TEAVA XOL TV YUVOTRO %O TOS TAALAXAS XL TOUS 0IXETAS
xal Ererta gogPate &g 1O oo, (...).

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. 7.107.2)

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:

(64) mavnyveilovol 8¢ Alyvmtior ovx dmag Tod éviavtod,> Tavnyvols 8¢

ouyvdag, (...).
The Egyptians do not hold solemn assemblies once a year (lit. the year),
but often, (...). (Hdt. 2.59.1)

heard theny). Both &g (‘sight’), yvaoun (‘opinion’) and iotogin (‘investigation’) are not
very concrete and together express a rather abstract notion.

55 In cases like this, a form of éxaotog can be added to emphasise the distributive
function of the article, cf. Hdt. 4.66: dnag ¢ tot éviautod £xdotov 0 voudeyns
€rnaotog €v T@ EwuTtod voud xevd xontijoa oivou (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 €xaotog is a kind of afterthought underlining the
distributive function of the article is strengthened by the fact that NPs with a form of
énaotog are usually bare (because the referent cannot be related unequivocally to an
available structure, cf. Hdt. 2.134.1 mugauida 8¢ #ai 00tog nateliseto TOAOV EAdGOoW
100 TTaTEAG, EI%00L TOdDV RATUOEOVONY XDAOV ExaoToV TOLOV TAEDQWYV ... ‘he too left
a pyramid much smaller than his father’s, every side being of two hundred and eighty feet

2O).



180 CHAPTER FIVE

(65)  The Persians build a pontoon bridge tying up the ships with cables of
papyrus and flax.
oy OTNG MEV MY 1) ardT) %0 vahhovii, natd Aoyov 8¢ éupordéoteoa v
T4 Mvea, ToD TAAAVTOV 0 mijYus ellxe.
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. 7.36.3)

Although the examples in my corpus are very limited, both in number
(9 examples) and in use (mainly time adjuncts), the refinement seems
legitimate on the basis of the descriptions in the grammars (cf. Kithner-
Gerth 1904: I 593, Schwyzer-Debrunner 1950: 25 and Smyth 1956: 287),
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.*

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.”’ 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:

% 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 xatd. These NPs always
lack an article, even if the referent is identifiable, e.g. Hdt. 7.212.2 ol 8¢ "EAknveg natd
TGELS Te nol noTd #dven xexoounuévol foav xai &v ueel Exaotol 2udyovto, ANV
Donénv: (‘the Greeks were set in array by divisions and nations, and each of these fought
in its turn, with exception of the Phokians’). Although some combinations of »atd. 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. 7.212.2.

57 Cf. Smyth (1956: 287): ‘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 (1900: 227), Goodwin (1879: 207), Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 593) and
Schwyzer-Debrunner (1950: 25).
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(66) ToVTOVE WV TOUS GvdEUC oLuNPBOVAEV®™ ToL UNdewd] wyavi] dyewv &l
TOVG TATEQUS'

I advise you by no means to lead these men against their fathers (lit. the
fathers). (Hdt. 7.51.2)

(67) Ol uév TLVES TOV YUVOULXRMV %QOTOAA EYOVOaL ®QOTAATOVOL, Ol O& AOAE-
OVOLROTA TTAVTO TOV TTAOOV, Ol 8¢ AoLmal yuvaireg »ol dvogeg deidovol
%Ol TOG YETQOLS KQOTEOUOL.

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. 2.60.1)

(68) uetd 8¢ aiypogdgol yikol, #ol ovToL &% TAvVTwY dmmoheheyuévol, Tog
Moyyos »ATw &g TV ViV TOéYavTeG.
After them thousand spearmen, also chosen from all Persians, carrying
their spear (lit. the spears) downward to the ground. (Hdt. 7.40.2)

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.®® According to Haspelmath
(1999), 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 (94 % of the possessed NPs in his corpus).”® A similar
economic motivation might explain the absence of the possessive in
the Greek examples (66), (67) and (68): 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 (‘T 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’).

5 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 (1999: 228) provides examples of Italian (la mia casa ‘the my
house’), Modern Greek (to spiti mu ‘the house of me’), Basque (zuen liburu-ak ‘your
books-the’) and Samoan (o 1-0-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 (66)-(68). 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:

(1) a classifying genitive cannot function as the anchor of a relatable entity;
(ii) a fixed adverbial expression is always bare;
(iii)  arelatable 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;

) 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 96 % of the referential NPs in my corpus. In the
remaining 4 %, the deviant behaviour of the article seems either due to
the nature of the noun,® 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.

5.3.3. 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,®! 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.

% NPs with a form of Baouhevs, for instance, are always bare, probably because
Baowkevg is considered a proper noun. NPs with a form of yij, §dhaooa and jhiog more
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.

1 Himmelmann (1996) 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 3, footnote 55.
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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.®> Furthermore, the
fact that Greek allows a combination of demonstrative and article has led
Rijkhoft (1992: 154) 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,®
Ancient Greek may express both a demonstrative and an article within
one and the same NP. The grammars® 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.% 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 (1999: 118-121). 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 6, section 6.1.1.2).

T would prefer a functional explanation for this incompatibility above the more
formal solution (of for instance Lyons 1999: 118) 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—Ilike the absence of a definiteness marker in NPs with a possessive pronoun (see
section 5.3.2)—be explained by economic motivations: because NPs with a demonstrative
most often are definite, many languages apparently deem it unnecessary to mark the NPs
as such.

¢ See Goodwin (1879: 206), Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 627 f.) and (Smyth 1956: 296~
297). Harry (1898) devotes a whole article to the omission of the article in NPs with a
demonstrative.

5 Moreover, both Harry (1898: 58), Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 630) and Smyth (1956:
296-297) point to the fact that in Herodotus the omission of the article is especially
frequent with postnominal demonstratives. According to Harry (1898: 57), this frequent
omission of the article is due to the fact that Herodotus ‘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:®

(69)

(70)

(72)

to0 8¢ Neihov tdg nydg olte Atyvrtiov ovte Apvwv otte ‘EAMvov
TOV EUOL ATROUEVWV €C AOYOUS OVOELS VITEOYETO eldévaL, el un &v
Alyumte &v AT oA 6 YOOUUOTLOTNS TV MV XoNUdT®wV Tiig Adn-
vaing. (...) ovTog uEv o1 6 YoauuaTIeTS, £ GO0 TUUTO YEVOUEVL
Eheve, AmEpaLve, OS EUE RUTAVOEELY, OIVOS TIVAGS TAUTY 0V00G LoYVQAS
%al ToMQEEOY, (... ).

But as to the sources of the Nile, no one that conversed with me, Egyp-
tian, Libyan, or Greek, professed to know them, except the recorder of the
sacred treasures of Athena in the Egyptian city of Sais. (. ..) 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. 2.28.1-5)

£ym O¢ Emeite maQéhaov Tov Yeovoev TovTov, Epovtitov Oxws Uy Aei-
PouaL TOV TTEOTEQOV YEVOUEVMVY &V T Tde undé EAAoom TEOoXTY-
oopon dvvau ITggomot.

Ever since I came to this throne (lit. the throne this), I have considered
how I might not fall short of my predecessors in this honour, and not add
less power to the Persians. (Hdt. 7.802)

el vdo ToL TOTY Qaivetal 2vOeéoTeQa elval TO NUETEQO TTOVYUOTA,
01aTol GV AAOU TIS TNV TayloTNV dyeeoty moloito. 6 & dueifeto
Mywv: @ Baothed, o0Te 6TEaTOV TOTTOV, HOTIS YE 0VVEDLY EYEL, uéupoLT
av ovte TOV vedV 10 mMjdog

‘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. 7.48-49.1)

€danporv 0¢ Zaiton TAvVTOg TOUS €% VOROT TOUTOV YEVOUEVOUS Paothéag
£ow &V T LO®.
The people of Sais buried all kings who were natives of this district (lit.

from district this, i.e. the district of which the city of Sais was the capital)
within the temple precinct. (Hdt. 2.169.4)

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).

% As can been seen in the tables in Chapter 3, section 3.1, in all books of Herodotus I
found 824 definite single-modifier NPs with a demonstrative, as opposed to 37 indefinite
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In both example (69) and (70) the NP is definite to indicate that its
referent is unequivocally relatable to an available cognitive structure:
the recorder in (69) is an unequivocal part of the asking-information-
about-the-sources-of-the-Nile-schema thanks to its introduction in this
schema in Hdt. 2.28.1; the throne in (70) forms an unequivocal part
of the situation of the conversation partners in the direct speech (viz.
the Persian court). In examples (71) and (72), by contrast, the NP lacks
an article to indicate that the referents cannot be unequivocally related.
2tp0tov in example (71) 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. Nopo®
in example (72) might even refer to several potential referents, as Egypt
is divided into about twenty districts.®’

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:%®

(73) 1@V 8¢ ob ool Yedv yivdoxew Té 0dvoORaTa, ovToL 8¢ tot Soxéouvat
070 [ehaoy®dv dvopaodival, Ty [ooeldémvog. TotTov ¢ ToV Yeov
od Apvwv Exvdovror

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. 2.50.2)

(74)  TovTyy uev T quéony mopeoxevdlovto &g Ty ddfaowy, (...).

That day (lit. that the day) they made preparations for the crossing, (...).
(Hdt. 7.54.1)%°

ones. In NPs with multiple modifiers, the numbers are 188 and 48 respectively. Together
that makes 1012 definite NPs with a demonstrative against 85 indefinite ones.

7 Examples like these falsify Lyons’ (1999: 107) 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 1999:
121), is equally disputed by my data. Hawkins (1978: 149-157) and Prince (1981a: 233 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).

8 As these disambiguating demonstratives are contrastive, they always precede the
noun. For the position of demonstratives in relation to the noun, see Chapter 3, section
3.5.3.

% This example contradicts Hawkins idea (1978: 1521T.) 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 (73), 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 (74) 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:

(75)  &ot 8¢ Vv adtdv Kagyndovimv 6de Moyog heyouevog (...) Og ol uev
Bdopagor Toiot “EAnol &v i} Zukehin udyovro (...).

This story is told by the Karchedonians themselves (.. .) that the barbar-
ians fought with the Greeks in Sicily (...). (Hdt. 7.167.1)

(76)  Emhéymv O¢ TOV AOyov TOVOE TaTTto EVETEAAETO, (G €L UEV ATmAovTo

(...

He gave this command adding this story (lit. the story this) that if the
spies been put to death (...). (Hdt. 7.147.1)

In my view, the difference in the use of the article in examples (75) and
(76) 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 (75) and (76), 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 (1996), 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 (76). 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 to which the ‘forward-referring’ NP refers as a new, unrelated entity
(e.g. a story is told, viz. that ...; see example 77), 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 78):7°

(77)  hoyog 6¢ €0t duo 1) EaoL TTEQMTOVS OIS €% ThS Aafing méteodal

(...).
There is a story that at the beginning of spring winged serpents fly from
Arabia (...). (Hdt. 2.75.3)

(78) 1} 8¢ ©¢tL EYvov mudduevol maed TV Tovwv TOV Adyov mhg éx ToT
Y MEOV TOVTOV Goma.ovein Vo IInAiéog, (...).
They sacrificed to Thetis after hearing from the Ionians the story that it
was from this place that Peleus had carried her off, (...). (Hdt. 7.191.2)

The difference in the definiteness of the highlighted NPs in examples
(75) and (76) can thus be explained if we assume that whereas the ref-
erent of the highlighted NP in example (75) is presented as a new, unre-
latable entity, the referent of the NP in example (76) is presented as
unequivocally relatable on the basis of the information in the subor-
dinate clause. As examples (77) and (78) 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:”!

70 In these examples, the subordinate clause functions as a so-called referent-estab-
lishing relative (cf. Hawkins 1978: 130), i.e. a clause that establishes a link between the
new, unknown referent of the noun and available knowledge. As the difference between
examples (77) and (78) 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 2 and book 7 did not provide (near) minimal pairs, examples (79)-
(82) were taken from all books of Herodotus.
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(79)  Ootwv ¢ opeag Td e fuPhic oefouivous neydhwg xol Ta Aeyopeva éx
TV PPV ETL uelovmg, d1doT Ao &v T@ &viv Emea Tade ® [Tégoau,
Baothec Aapeiog dmmaryoQeveL DUy ur dogugopeety *Ogoltny.

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. 3.128.4)72

(80)  tavta 8¢ v molebvta Edraimoe Kootoog 6 Avdog voudetijot Toiede
toiol Emeor o Paohed, un dvro nAwin xal Soud Enitoere, (.. .).

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. 3.36.1)

(81)  Ydmrovol &g Tovg drtodviorovtag ol TEOTOV TOVOE:
They bury dead cows in the following way (lit. way this). (Hdt. 2.41.4)
(82) adavatiCovol d¢ TOVOE TOV TEOTOV

Their belief in their immortality is as follows (lit. in this the way).
(Hdt. 4.94.1)

It might be suggested that the difference between the indefinite NPs in
examples (79) and (81) and the definite ones in (80) and (82) is cre-
ated by analogy with examples like (77) and (78). Even though the ref-
erents of the NPs in examples (80) and (82) are actually not identifi-
able, they are presented as such, after the example of (really definite) NPs
in examples like (76) and (78). However, as the demonstrative in defi-
nite NPs referring forward to direct citations, descriptions and enumer-
ations always precedes the noun,” 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 (79) should, in my view, be analysed as
one referential NP.

73 The only exception (in all books of Herodotus) is Hdt. 8.100.1 hoyioduevog v
tadto m1eooépeé ol Tov Adyov tovde (‘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 (80) and (82), my corpus does not
offer enough data to take a definitive stance on the definiteness of these
NPs.

By way 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 5.3.1. 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 than many 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.

5.4. 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 5.4.2). 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 (5.4.1) will discuss both referring and non-referential predicate
NPs.
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5.4.1. 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 predicate NPs most often lack an article may
be true, I will argue below that this is not due to the predicative function
of the NP. 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 (1879: 208)
formulation that a predicate NP is definite ‘if it refers to distinct persons
or things, nor Schwyzer-Debrunner’s (1950: 24) explanation that the
article is present if ‘eine scharfe Determination des Pradikat erwiinscht
ist, nor Kithner-Gerth’s (1904: 1 592) and Smyth’s (1956: 292) 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 (83) and (84):"*

(83)  TOUC OV O TS vEag MéyovTag eival To Evlvov Teiyog Foqatde Td SYo
T tehevtata Ondévra Vo Tiig MTuding.

Those who said that the ships were the wooden wall were disturbed by
the last two verses of the oracle of the Pythia. (Hdt. 7.142.2)

(84)  uetd 8¢ Muxegivov yevéodal Aiyvmtov facthéa Eheyov ol tpéeg "Aov-
s (...

The priests said that after Mykerinos Asychis was king of Egypt (lit. of
Egypt king), (...). (Hdt. 2.136.1)

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:”® clas-
sifying and identifying ones (cf. Halliday 1967 and Lyons 1977).7° These

74 Unfortunately, in his discussion of copular sentences in Ancient Greek, Kahn (1973)
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 5.3.1.

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 1979 and Declerck 1988), see Keizer
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two sentence types can be distinguished on the basis of the referentiality
of the predicate NP.”7 If the predicate NP is non-referential, the sentence
is classifying.”® In examples (85) and (86), for instance,

(85) John is a teacher”®

(86) 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).®

The predicate NP in identifying sentences,®! by contrast, is always
referring. Consequently, the function of identifying sentences like (87)
and (88) 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.

(87) John is the tall one over there
(88) The bank robber is a man called Bill Smith

That the NPs in (87) and (88) 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

(1992: 44ff.). 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 Tt 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 (1967) calls classifying sentences intensive, Lyons (1977) calls them ascrip-
tive.

79" All English examples in the first part of this section were taken from Keizer (1992:
27, 35, 37, 47, 56, 71, 290, 291), except where otherwise specified.

80 Note that example (86) 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 (1967) calls identifying sentences extensive, Lyons (1977) calls them equa-
tive.
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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.?> 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
(89) and (90):%

(89)  What you must avoid is/are feeling sorry for yourself and sleeping too
much.

(90) 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 identitying interpre-
tation. In examples like (91)

(91)  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?’).34

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’®° of an identifying sentence. In identifying
sentences, the ‘predicate NP’ is as referring as the subject NP, and conse-
quently, we would expect the use of the article to be the same in both NPs.

82 In some cases reversion seems possible; example (86), for instance, can be reversed
into the cleverest student is John. This is due to the fact that example (86) may also be
interpreted as an identifying sentence (see footnote 80).

8 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 (1992: 28 and 36).

8 Tt should be noted that although example (86) 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 (91), 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 no more than 12 examples® of identifying sentences
in my corpus, these examples seem to confirm this expectation:®’

(92) (= 83) TOUC OV &) Thg véag AéyovTag eival To EVMvov Teiyog Foqalle
T OV T Tehevtaia Ondévto Vo Tiig Muding.

Those who say that the ships are the wooden wall were disturbed by the
last two verses of the oracle of the Pythia. (Hdt. 7.142.2)

(93)  ®oTa TODTA TA EMEQ OUVEXEOVTO O YVOUOL TOV QAUEVOV TAS VEXS TO
EVMVOV TETYOGS ELVOL.

On the basis of these verses the opinion of those who said that the ships
were the wooden wall became doubtful. (Hdt. 7.142.3)

(94)  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

el v dedg 2o 6 Emuméunov xai ol mdvrog &v Ndovij Eott yevéoda
otgatniaociny &ri tv ‘EALGIa, EmuttioeTol ®ol 00l TOUTO TOTTO GVeL-
00V, ouoimg [wg] ®al guot Evrehhouevov.

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. 7.15.3)%

8 The small number could be due to the text type of my corpus, for the purpose of
an identifying sentence (see Higgins 1979, Declerck 1988 and Keizer 1992) 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: (...) dmnvéovrar mad Yddovea: 6 82 “Y8dgvng v uev yévog Iégong,
oteatyos d¢ TV mogadahraooiov dviommwy tdv év tf) ‘Acin. (‘... they came to
Hydarnes. Hydarnes was a Persian of birth, commander of the people living at the
sea-coast in Asia, Hdt. 7.135.1), ‘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
(1900: 324) 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’

8 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
seems more likely to me. First of all, the context makes it more 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 (9€dc) was meant to provide an indication of the class of the sender
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Examples (92) and (93) are taken from an episode where Herodotus
relates the confusion of the Athenians after having received an oracle
that says that a wooden wall (telxog EUhvov) 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
tag véog (‘the ships’) and to EVhvov teiyos (‘the wooden wall’) that
are equated in (92) and (93) 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 (94) is taken from a direct speech,
in which Xerxes tells Artabanos about a dream he had. He states that if
the sender of the dream was a god (thus, if the sender can be equated with
one of the gods) and wants them to invade Greece, this god will also visit
Artabanos. As 6 é¢mutéunov (‘the sender’) is a substantivised particle, I
will leave its articulation out of consideration;*° 9edc, 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 in my corpus (apparently, a narrative text is suitable for ascribing
properties to objects and persons).° All these sentences show that the use

instead of its identity, an adjective (9elog) would have been more natural, e.g. Hdt. 7.137.2
(...) dfhov @V pot dm Yeiov Eyéveto 1O mofypa &x Tiig wjviog (...) makes it plain to
me that this was the divine result of his anger’

8 For the exclusion of substantivised participles from my data, see Chapter 1, section
1.2. 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.

0 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 Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 591) 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.”! 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.”? 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 95 and 96), relatable to available knowledge
(examples 97 and 98, where king can be related to Egypt and mother city
to the other Ethiopians) or new, unrelatable information (examples 99
and 100):

(95)  Bool utv adtov Tdv Yedv dméAvoay Ui OO EIVOL, TOVTOV UEV TOV
io@v obite dmepéheto (...) Bool 8¢ uwv xatédnoav pdee. eival, TOVTWV
0¢ wg dndéwe Yedv E0vtv xal APevdEa LAVINLO TAQENOUEVMV T
udhota Emepéheto.

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. 2.174.2)

(96)  &va xeovov 8¢ adToT ol drtdyovol yevouevol igogdvtal Tdv Zdovimvy
Bedv dietéleov £0vteg, TNAvew £VOG TEO TAV TQOYOVWV KTHOAUEVOU
1007w TOLPSE. (...) 8T’ @ T€ Of drdyovoL 0dToD igoPavTen THV Ocdv
goovtal.

In course of time his descendants became the priest of the Earth Goddess
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. 7.153.2-3)

individual, but express ‘den abstrakten Begriff einer Eigenschaft, die von dem Subjekte
ausgesagt wird?

°! This does not only hold for Greek, but also for English, for instance. For this
language, Keizer (1992: 277 ff.) shows that whereas referential NPs are definite if they
refer to unequivocally inferrable and evoked entities, non-referential NPs 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 1992: 292).

%2 According to Lyons (1999: 104) in a great many languages the predicate NP of
classifying sentences is bare if the NP expresses a profession, social status or sex of human
beings. Cf. Jean est médecin, Juan es médico, Johann ist Arzt (Lyons 1999: 185). In Greek,
however, the article is absent irrespective of the property the NP expresses.
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(97)  upetd 8¢ Muxegivov yevéodar Aiyontov facihéa Eheyov ol ipéeg "Aov-

xw, (...).
The priests said that after Mykerinos Asychis had become the king of
Egypt (lit. of Egypt king), (...). (Hdt. 2.136.1)

(98)  Aéyetan 8¢ attn N TOMG elval uTEodTols THV drhwv Aididmmy.

This city is said to be the mother city of the other Ethiopians (lit. mother
city of the other Ethiopians). (Hdt. 2.29.6)

(99)  (...) ol paot Toia pogL elval yijv maoav,’® Edommany te nol Acinv xai
APimy.
(...) they say that the whole world consists of (lit. is) three parts: Europe,
Asia and Libya. (Hdt. 2.16.1)

(100) o¥TOC PV Of 6 AOYOC NV TLWEAS, TovTOV 8¢ TOD Adyou TOEEVITUNY
molegoneto TvoE, Mg 1) Evoamn meguraling ein yoon (...).
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. 7.5.3)

As examples (97) and (99) show, in Greek it is not necessary for the
subject to be the first NP** 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 1956: 263):

(101) (=56) 10 & OV whhar ol Ofifar Alyvmrog dxaléeto, Tiig TO mepineTeov
0TAdL0L ELGL EIXO0L %Al EXOTOV %al EEQLOYIMOL.

Thebe was called Aigyptos in ancient times, its circumference was (lit.
are) six thousand one hundred and twenty furlongs. (Hdt. 2.15.3)

%3 For some reason unclear to me NPs with a form of ] (in the meaning ‘earth’/‘world’)
in combination with a form of ndoa (‘whole’) are always bare, even though NPs with a
form of wdig in the meaning ‘whole’ are normally definite. That the absence of the article is
due to the nature of the noun rather than presence of the modifier is supported by the fact
that the use of the article with yij more often conflicts with the general rule described in
section 5.3.1. NPs with a form of yf] meaning land’ (as opposed to water) or ‘earth’/‘world’
often lack an article although the referent is identifiable. With y#] meaning ‘soil, ‘arable
land’ or ‘territory} by contrast, the use of the article does conform to the general rule.

4 In Greek it is the pragmatic function of the constituent that determines its position
in the clause (see H. Dik 1995).
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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.

5.4.2. Other non-referential NPs

In the previous subsection (5.4.1), 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 moléw (‘make someone so and so’), zaléw (‘call
someone so and so’) or xadiotnu (‘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:*

(102) B¢ dv 3 oD Yéveog TovTOL MEEGPUTATOC, TOUTY dmitdEavteg Eoyeodal
0D Aitou avtol puhanrdg Exovot (MLTev 8¢ alEOVoL TO TEUTAVILOV
ot Ay ouot).

They order the eldest of that family not to enter their townhall and

themselves keep watch there. The Achaeans call the townhall leitos.
(Hdt. 7.197.2)

(103) émeite yop €otnoovtd wv Pacthéa tOV Alyvmtiov ol AmeoTedTES,
TOQEOREVALETO G EADV ETTL TOV "ATTQINV.

For after the rebels made him king of the Egyptians, he prepared to
march against Apries (Hdt. 2.162.2)

%> Some of Kithner-Gerth’s examples (1904: I 591) show that the third argument of
verbs like xahéw does not have to be predicating, but also can be referring. Cf. Hdt. 5.77.2
(...) &mi v inmofotéwv T xOon Aeimovor oi 8¢ immofdtan xaléovto ol mayteg
v Zakndénv (“... they left them on the estates of the ‘horse owners. The rich men
of the Chalkidians are called the horse owners’) and X. An. 6.6.7 émyeigovol falhery
oV A¢EImmov, dvararodvieg Tov meodotnv (‘they set to work to hit Dexippos calling
him the traitor’). As the second example clearly shows, xaAéw 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 (104), for instance,
Herodotus tells us that three men were sent to Asia ‘as spies’; in (105) 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:

(104) ®g 8¢ TaTA oL Ed0EE, naTahvoauevoL Tag ExYQag TEMTO UEV RoTH-
oxomovg TéuTovol &g v Aociny dvogag TeEls.

As soon as they had decided these things, they settled their disputes and
sent three men as spies to Asia first. (Hdt. 7.146.1)

(105) 0Ux &yw TO EvOedtey ATEEXEWS ELTTETY €lTE ADTOG 6 POOIAEVS ZECWOTOLS
ATOOAOAUEVOS TTIG EMUTOD OTQATIG LOELOV OO0V d1) ADTOD ROTEMTE
TS YOOGS 0ixNTOQUS, €1TE (...).

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. 2.103.2)

The absence of an article before olivoua in constructions like t® A
xeltor/éot/nv ovvopa B seems to indicate that in these cases olvoua
has to be analysed as a non-referential NP:%

(106) petd ¢ toUtov Pacthedoor dvdga Tuglov €€ Aviolog TOMog, T@M
ovvoua "AvuoLy €Lval.

After him reigned a blind man from Anysispolis called Anysis (lit. to
whom was A. as a name). (Hdt. 2.137.1)

% Another noun that is frequently used non-referentially is yvioun (e.g. Hdt. 7.18.3
gmotduevog TabTa YVOUNY €0V GTEEUOVIU O WAXOQLOTOV EIVAL TEOS TEVTWV
aviommwv. ‘knowing this, I had the opinion (‘as an opinior’) 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 yvaun is combined with a verb, even those where yvaoun cannot be interpreted
non-referentially as the verbal complex is not followed by an Acl or ig-sentence (cf. Hdt.
7.862 tva 8¢ ur) idrofouléery tuiv doxéwm, TidnwL TO ToTjyna &g uEcoV, yvauny xeledmv
VuEmv TOV Povhouevov amogaiveodat. ‘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
yvoun cannot be interpreted non-referentially are more frequent than those where the
absence of the article can be explained by the non-referentiality of yvwun.
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(107) ToDTO YO O1) 0VVORE £0TL TOTOL TAOIOLOL TOVTOLGL.

This was as a name to these boats. (Hdt. 2.96.5)

As can been seen in the literal translations of the examples (106) and
(107), I analyse constructions like these as possessive/locative construc-
tions (e.g. ‘for/to him is "Avvoig’) with an additional adjunct giving infor-
mation on the role of the subject (‘as a name’). Kithner-Gerth (1904:
I 591), on the other hand, assume that 6vopa is the predicate NP of a
copular sentence (“Avuolg is the name’), while the dative is some kind
of adjunct (for/to hinr’). The problem of this analysis is that one can-
not explain the absence of the article before dvoua: the copular sentence
“Avvolg is the name’ being an identifying one (it equates "Avvoig and
Ovoua, as can been seen from the fact that the sentence can be reversed),
one would expect &voua to be definite.

5.5. The use of the article in generic NPs

As the grammars observe correctly (cf. Gildersleeve 1900: 255 ff., Good-
win 1930: 207, Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 589, Smyth 1956: 287-288 and
Schwyzer-Debrunner 1950: 24-25), a Greek NP can owe its article to
its genericity. In this section, I will analyse the function of this ‘generic
article’ (as Smyth (1956: 278) 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.

5.5.1. Singular generic NPs

As in most—if not all—other European languages, in Ancient Greek a
definite singular NP may be used generically:*’

%7 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 the NP ‘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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(108) Itravelled toa district in Arabia not far from Bouto where Ilearned about
the winged serpents.

10D 0¢ Hprog 1| Lo ol 7TeQ TV VOQWV* FTTiha O 0V TTEQWTA (POQEEL,
GG TOTOL TG VURTEQLDOG TTTEQOTOL WAMOTA %) EUPEQECTATAL.
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. 2.76.2—-3)

(109) 6 6¢ AiyvmTiog mjyvg TVYYAVEL T00G EDV TH ZOUL.
The Egyptian cubit is equal to the Samian. (Hdt. 2.168.1)
(110) QUOEMOL TO UEV GTOIG TOIOL TTOGL, TOV O¢ ANAOV TTiOL XEQOl.

Dough (lit. the dough) they knead with their feet, but clay (lit. the clay)
with their hands. (Hdt. 2.36.3)%

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 in NPs referring to (non-)specific entities. To answer
this question, we should first examine what singular generic NPs do.

In the (recent) literature on genericity,” it is agreed that in the case of
singular generic NPs reference is made to a kind.!® 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. 2.73.2 &g ta
UEMOTO UETE TTEQUYNOLY OUOLOTOTOG ®at TO péyodog ‘he (= the phoenix) is most like
an eagle in shape and size’) and for a definite NP if comparison is made with more remote
referents (cf. Hdt. 2.96.1 ta 8¢ d1) Thold oL TOTOL POQTNYEOVOL E0TL €% THiG Andving

molevUeva, TG 1 Lo uév ot uootdn 1 Kvenvaio Awtd, ... . ‘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.

% 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).

® Among many others: Nunberg and Pan (1975), Burton-Roberts (1976), Carlson
(1979 and 1982), Declerck (1991), Krifka et al. (1995), Lyons (1999) and Oosterhof
(2008).

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 (108) 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
1975, Lyons 1977, Carlson 1982). 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).!°! But as a kind consists of members,
a kind-referring analysis can also explain the use of the definite singular
in those cases where more or less concrete entities are required,'?? as in
example (111):

(111) émeav yag &g v YAV €xPii éx 10U VOaTOg 6 #QO%0dELNOG %Al EmeLTal

xavy (...).
For when the crocodile comes ashore out of the water and then lies with
his mouth wide open (...). (Hdt. 2.68.5)

Kind-reference on its own, however, fails to explain the difference in
acceptability of the following examples:

(112a) The lion is ferocious.
(112b) ?The lion with three feet is ferocious.
(113a) The Coke bottle has a narrow neck.

(113b) ?The green bottle has a narrow neck.

not (Lyons 1977). 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 1990: 38 and 42, Krifka et al. 1995: 43-44, Papafragou 1996: 167 f.). Definite
singular generic NPs have also been analysed as denoting the meaning or intension of
the noun (among others Martin 1986). It has been often brought forward, however, that
an intensional analysis is blocked in non-generic sentences like the rat reached Australia
in 1770 and lhomme a mis le pied sur la lune en 1969. 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 (1990: 47) 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: (...)
Eleyov (...) mowtovg Alyvrtiovg dvionmwv drdvimv Eevelv Tov éviavtov ((...)
they said (...) that first of all people the Egyptians invented the year, Hdt. 2.4.1).

102 Tt 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 (1975) and
Krifka et al. (1995) argue that a definite singular NP can only be inter-
preted generically if reference is made to a well-established kind. Accord-
ing to Krifka et al. (1995), the contrast between (112a) and (113a) on the
one hand, and (112b) and (113b) 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:

(114) Tdpev On diha Sovea xol Imolo pedyeL wv, 6 O¢ TEoyYihog elQNVATOV Ol
2011, dite OpeheonEvy OGS adTo.
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. 2.68.4)

(115) vouifovot 8¢ nai @V 3wV 1OV nahedpuevoy Aemdmrov ipov eivan nal
™V Eyyxehuv.

And of the fish they consider the so-called lepidotos to be sacred and
the eel. (Hdt. 2.72)

I can hardly imagine that the Egyptian spur-winged lapwing in example
(114) was a well-established kind for the average (Greek) addressee, or
that Herodotus wanted to present this bird as such. In example (115),
there can be no doubt as to the nature of the kind Lepidotos: from the
participle nakevuevov ‘so-called’ it is evident that Herodotus did not
even assume the addressee to be familiar with this fish.

Kleiber (1990) is also very critical about Krifkas view that definite
singular generic NPs refer to well-established kinds, as it fails to explain
the difference between examples like (116)-(119):

(116) ?Le mammifére est un animal.

(117) ?Je vais vous parler de l'animal.

(118) Lanimal qui a peur se couche.

(119) Iétudiant de notre Université est toujours un modele de travail.

It is difficult to maintain that whereas le mammifére in (116) and lanimal
in (117) do not refer to well-established kinds, lanimal qui a peur or

Lyons 1999: 183)), 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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létudiant 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:1%

(120) ‘La combinaison Le + N comptable générique aboutit 4 un SN (= NP)
massif. Lidée fondamentale est que l'utilisation de Le générique avec un
N comptable a pour conséquence de présenter un référent homogene,

qui nest plus constitué doccurences discernables, différentes’
(Kleiber 1990: 84).

On the basis of this theory, Kleiber can account for the difference in
acceptability between (116)-(117) and (118)-(119): 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 a mass NP. Homogeneous reference,
however, is possible as soon as the referents become homogenised, either
by adding a further modification (e.g. I'animal qui a peur), or by choos-
ing a predicate that takes the referent as something homogeneous (e.g.
lanimal est dépourvu de raison).1%

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 111).1% 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 (118) make up a more homogeneous
class than the lion with three feet of (112b)? I think that (part of) the
answer is that the kind/type/class'® 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 a mass noun, but that the NP as a whole adopts the characteristics of a mass
noun. This view is based on the assumption that the basic meaning of the definite article
is to express unity (see below).

104 Tn the same way, the unwillingness of the definite singular to allow exceptions (cf.
?loiseau, sauf lautruche, 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 (1990: 96-97) 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 (111) refers to individuals instead of parts of the whole.

106 T 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
(118) 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 (112b), by contrast, is not relevant for their ferocity. Likewise, the
property of being green of the bottles in (113b) 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
homogeneous!?” 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 with my 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 (1990: 71), who—as was 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 109). For want of a better alternative, I also use
the enumeration kind/type/class to account for this kind of generics.

107 T 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 to mark 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.'® 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. azoo, 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.!® 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 (1991: 190), 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-
referring NPs, 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. 1995: 69).
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5.5.2. 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:!!°

(121) (= 115) vopitovol 8¢ xal TV LYV TOV xolebuevov Aemdmtov ipov
gival zol TV Eyxehuv. igovg 8¢ tovtoug Tod Neihov paot elval xai Tdv
dovidwv Tovg ynvahlonexog.

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. 2.72)

(122) Alydmrior (...) & mohha avta Eumolv Toiol dhlowor dviomrmolot
gotnoovto fded te nai vopovs. (...) Ta dydea ol uev dvdoeg émi TV
HEPALEMY POQEOVOL, Bl OE YUVOTXES ETTL TV DUWV.

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. 2.35.2-3)

Although there is a lively discussion about the indefinite plural gener-
ics,!!! the definite plurals in languages like Ancient Greek and French did
not get much attention. Krifka et al. (1995: 68), who discuss the French
system briefly 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 Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 6021.) and Smyth (1956: 289) 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. P1. Phdr. 227a mogevopat 6¢
700G mepimatov EEw telyovs ‘and I am going for a walk outside the walls’ and X. Mem.
4.3.14.8 ol dvepol adtol uev oy 6pdvtor ‘and the winds are themselves invisible’

1 See (among many others) Carlson (1977, 1979 and 1982), Krifka et al. (1995) and
Laca (1990). 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 (1991: 185) 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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(123a) Le dodo est éteint.
(123b) ?Les dodos sont éteints.
(124a) Shockley a inventé le transistor.

(124b) ?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 1990: 72-73). 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. ?/oiseau,
sauf lautruche, vole and les oiseaux, sauf les autruches, volent) and is not
restricted to ‘homogeneous’ classes (cf. ?le lion a trois pattes est féroce et
les lions a trois pattes sont féroces).

Although my analysis of the definite singular does not wholly corre-
spond with Kleiber’s (see section 5.5.1), 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 (1990: 73) 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 1975), 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. 1995: 47),!'?
some generic NPs express ideals rather than prototypes, e.g. postgraduate
students work hard (Papafragou 1996: 174).!1?

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 eggs where the
prototypical duck has to be female, and ducks have colourful feathers where the prototyp-
ical duck has to be male.

113 A closely related analysis (Declerck 1986) 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 (1991). In Declerck’s view, generic reference by plural NPs must
be seen as universal quantification over all relevant entities. On the basis
of his pragmatic information the addressee assumes ducks lay whitish 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. 1995 and Papafragou 1996). 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 (1996), who makes
use of the theory of possible worlds for the analysis of generics.!'* 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 1996: 191 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.!'

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 be more 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 1996: 175-177).

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
1996: 193). 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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is more 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 (1990) 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:

(125) £vyao tijor pueraforijor Toiol GvIQMITOLOL oL VOTEOL LAMOoTO YIVOVTaL,
TOV 1€ MOV TAVIMV %ol O1) ®od TOV HEEWV PAMOTO.
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. 2.77.3)

(126) vouog 8¢ EotL el TV INoinv HGde Exwv. uehedwvol dmodedéyoTar Tiig
TQOPRS YWOIS ExdoTmV ®al EQoeveg xai Ihear TV Alyvrmtiov, (...).
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. 2.65.3)

In (125) petofolfjol is not, as the specifying apposition clause makes
clear, seen as a homogeneous class. Similarly, ywoig éxdotwv in (126)
indicates that t®v Imoiwv 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.

Much more often, however, it is not the nature of the referent itself, but
the context that inspires the choice of a plural generic. In example (127),
for instance,

(127) Tag O¢ puyahds »ai Tovs ionxag dmdyovol € BoutoUv oy, Tag 0¢
ifrs éc ‘Eouém mohy.
Field-mice and hawks (lit. the field-mice and the hawks) they bring to
Boutous city, ibises (lit. the ibises) to Hermopolis. (Hdt. 2.67.1)

the choice for plural generics has nothing to do with 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 relevant members of the kind is much better suited
than a singular generic NP referring to the kind itself.!1¢ 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-
vant members 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 5.2.2). 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 0710 ToUg Yavatovg (‘in the time of deaths), Hdt. 2.36.1) and év tfjoL ouvovainot
(‘in meetings; Hdt. 2.78).
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an utterance like ipovg TovToVg TOT Neihov qaoi eivar nol Tdv dovidwv
Toug ynvarnmexas (example 121) 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.

5.6. 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
94 % of the NPs referring to some (non)specific referent (for an overview
of the number of NPs per category, see Table 1).

Of the remaining 6 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 5.3.2:

(1) a classifying genitive cannot function as the anchor of a relatable entity;
(ii) a fixed adverbial expression is always bare;
(iii)  arelatable 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 2 book 7
NP referring to (non)specific referent!’

evoked (textually or situationally) 1009 958

relatable 1000 703

new, non-relatable!!® 1061 1013
non-referential NP

evoked (textually or situationally) 25 23

relatable 51 73

new, non-relatable 82 85
generic NP

evoked (textually or situationally) 69 3

relatable 15 —

new, non-relatable 61 3
problematic cases

evoked (textually or situationally) 13 73

relatable 74 87

new, non-relatable — —

total 3460 3021
Table 1. 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 the marking of definiteness to be superfluous as the
great majority of the NPs with a possessive or demonstrative is identifi-
able), Ancient Greek prefers to be more precise by also marking the iden-

17 Tn book 2, there are 770 NPs referring to non-specific referents (25 %), in book 7, 425
NPs (16 %). That the use of non-specific NPs in book 2 is more common than in book 7
has, of course, to do with the different character of the books. As a great part of book 2
consists of a description of Egypt and the manners 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 7,
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 and modern languages with definiteness marking would 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 in my 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
the NP. 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.

6.1. The articulation of modifiers

Although this may feel a bit counterintuitive, the articulation of modifiers
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, every modifier of a definite NP may, but need not be
preceded by an article:!

(1)  Leonidas had gained the kingship at Sparta unexpectedly.

SEDV yaQ ol Edvtwv meoPutéomv adehpedv, Kheouéveds te nai Aw-
oléog, dmelhato Tijs @eovridog el Tijs faoiinine.

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. 7.205.1)

! 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 1988). That in
Greek the ‘article’ before a modifier does not introduce a (reduced) relative clause is also
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(2)  vouog 8¢ Tolol Aaxedaoviolol ®otd TV Pacthéwv Tovg YavaTovg
£0TL MOLTOG %ai Toiot fagPdoorst Toiot év Tij ‘Acin-

The Lakedaimonians have the same custom at the deaths of their kings as
the barbarians in Asia (lit. the barbarians the in the Asia). (Hdt. 6.58.2)

(3) avToL v vuv ai nrelpdmdeg Aiorideg moheg, (...) ai 8¢ Tag vijooug
gxovoou TEVTE uev Toheg Ty Aéofov vépovta, (...).
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. 1.151.1)

(4) ovtog 8¢ 6 QM %ai Tovg dhhovg Tovg mohalovg Upuvoug Emoinoe &x
Avxing EMYav Tovg dedouévoug &v ANw.
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. 4.35.3)

In this section, I will try to answer the question of what determines the
difference between the articular modifiers in examples (2) and (4) and
the non-articular ones in examples (1) and (3). After an overview of the
existing theories on the articulation of modifiers (in section 6.1.1.1), I
will present an alternative solution based on the analysis of the definite
NPs in my corpus (in section 6.1.1.2). In sections 6.1.2 and 6.1.3, this
alternative view on the articulation of modifiers will be illustrated and
further refined.

6.1.1. Introduction

6.1.1.1. 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
(1954: 301f.) 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 that modifiers 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,? but link the various constituents of the NP2 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 1. Attributive vs. predicative position*

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. Tlike 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).> For the adjectives in my corpus, this rule
seems indeed to hold true:

(5) 0 0¢ PastM)og Vs TOT UETEIOV E0TL T YEOS UECMV TOLOL SARTUAOLOL.

The royal measure is greater by three fingers’ breadth than the common
measure. (Hdt. 1.178.3)

(6)  xaiaigéovot Egnuov To doTv xai Tvag OAlyoug evgionovol Ty Adn-
vaiwv &v T lo® Eovtag, (... ).

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. 8.51.2)

2 With the ‘generalisierende’ or ‘generelle’ function of the article Heinrichs refers to
the use of the article in generic NPs (Heinrichs 1954: 25 ff.). For the use of the article in
generic NPs, see Chapter 5, section 5.5.

3 However, both his observation that these articles ‘beton die determinierende Funk-
tion des Attributs’ and his translation of 6 dvijo 6 dyaddg (‘der Mann, namlich 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 6.2.

5> For a more detailed account of the function of predicative modifiers and the
difference with attributive modifiers, see section 6.1.3.2. That adjectives following the
combination article plus noun have predicative value, is also argued by Stavrou (1996)
for Modern Greek.
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In example (5), the articular adjective describes a feature of the referent
of the noun. The non-articular adjective in example (6), 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. Kithner-Gerth 1904:
1 613-614, Smyth 1956: 294 and Schwyzer-Debrunner 1950: 26). 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.® Participles in the predicative position
(PTCaN or aNPTC), for instance, may, but need not have predicative
value:

(7) uetd 8¢ tadta meminemuéviot Tiot vijuoi taijoav ol “Tmveg, cuv 8¢
oL xol Atohémv ol Aéofov véuovtal.

The Ionians then came there with their ships manned (lit. manned the
ships), and with them the Aeolians who dwell in Lesbos.  (Hdt. 6.8.1)

(8) TOV UEV 01 eleUoavVTo TV TOEWV TO ETEQOV (OV0 YOO O POQEELY TEWG
‘Hooaxléa) nai tov Cwotijoa meodéEavta magadotval To TOE0V Te o
Tov Lootijou Exovra £’ dxoengs Tijs suuPolrijs prainy yeueény, dovia
8¢ dmalldoosoda, (.. .).

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. 4.10.1)

The participle in example (7) 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 were manned at the moment the Ionians arrived
in Lade.” In example (8), 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 Kithner-
Gerth’s observations on the difference between the attributive and predicative position
for genitives, see section 6.1.3.1 (footnote 45).

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
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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 (10), for
instance, does not differ from the genitive in example (9) with respect to
its attributive value:

(9) TOloL O& 0DTOUOAOLOL TOVTOLOL OVVOoUd £0TL Acudy, dUvaTaL 8¢ ToTTOo
10 &mog xara Ty ‘EAMvov yAOoeav ‘ol £ doLoTtefic YE0g TaQLoTd-
UevoL PootAer
These Deserters are called Asmakh, which translates, in the Greek lan-

guage (lit. in the of Greeks language), as ‘those who stand on the left hand
of the king’ (Hdt. 2.30.1)

(10) g d¢TfyayovtovTAmy oiipéec, 6 Kaupvong, oto 2mv Umouaoydtegoc,
OmOoAUEVOS TO £YYELIOLOV FEAMV TUYOL TV YOOTEQX TOT "ATL0g TTaiEL
TOV UNEOoOv:

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. 3.29.1)

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 (3) and (4) (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:

(3) adtou pév vov oi Rrelpotdes Aiorides moheg, (...) ai ¢ tag vijooug
gyovoau TEVTE PEV TOMeg TV Aéofov vépovtay, (.. .).

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. 1.151.1)

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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(4) ovtog 8¢ 6 QMY %ai Tovg &Alovg Tovs mamovg Buvovg Emoinoe 8
Avxing EMYav Tovg dedouévoug &v Ah.
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. 4.35.3)

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 (1997). In his
extensive discussion of Gelenkartikeln, he—surprisingly—claims that in
Greek the article in between the noun and following modifier in the
aNaX pattern is not a Gelenkartikel, but a marker of Definitheitskongruenz
(Himmelmann 1997: 178-179). In his view, a postnominal modifier in
Greek, like in the Semitic languages, agrees with the preceding noun in
definiteness.® 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.® 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 1), aXXN (cf. example 3) 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:!°

8 The same has been suggested for modern Greek by Tredinnick (1992), Androut-
sopoulou (1994), Kolliakou (1995) and Alexiadou and Wilder (1998). 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 2000: 238-239).

® 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 6.2.
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(11)  &vaxpenacdévioc av adtod, hoylouevog 6 Aageiog epé ol Théw
Ayoda TOV AROQTNUATWV TETOMUEVT, €5 0IXOV TOV Bactijov:

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. 7.194.2)

(12)  Aewvidy 8¢, T® pe xeheVEls THETIoaL, PNuL ueydAmg teTuwTiodar,
Yuyijoi te Tijor T@vde dvagrduirotot tetipntor adtdg Te nai ol dhlot
ol £€v @gQUOTUAOL TELEVTIOAVTEG.

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. 9.79.2)

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 (1987), Stavrou and Horrocks (1987)
and Rijkhoff (1992: 234 ff.),!! is that the article introduces an appositional
phrase.!? 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’).!* For NPs in which
an articular modifier follows an articular noun, as in examples (13) and
(14), the view of the articular, postnominal modifier as an apposition

11 Rijkhoff (1992: 118) 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 2, section
2.3.1).

12 Although Gildersleeve (1900: 280) and Smyth (1956: 293) 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
(1956: 293) for instance states that ‘the attributive (in the aNaX and NaX pattern) is added
by way of explanation: dv9ommowg toig dyadoic with men, the good ones (I mean) or
Tovg nOvag Tovg yohemovg “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 (2000: 142-
143 and 149) and Rijkhoff (2002: 19-22).
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could seem very attractive. The highlighted NP in (13), for instance, can

be paraphrased as ‘the barbarians, viz. the ones in Asia’ and in (14) the

highlighted NP may be read ‘the oracle, viz. the one given to him at Del-

phi*:

(13)  (=2) vopog 8¢ Tolor Aaxedaluoviolol xotd TdV facthénv Toug Yavd-
ToVG 20T MLTOG ®ai Toiot fagPdgorst Toiot év T ‘Acin-

The Lakedaimonians have the same custom at the deaths of their kings as
the barbarians in Asia (lit. the barbarians the in the Asia). (Hdt. 6.58.2)

(14) Bdrrog 8¢ petmvoudodn, éneite &g APpimy dstineto, amd te Tov yon-
6T10i0V TOT Yevouévou v Aehgpoiot avTd %ol Ao Tiig T TV E0ye
TV ETOVUUINY TOLEVUEVOC.
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. 4.155.2)

However attractive the view of articular modifiers as appositions may

seem for examples like (13) and (14), 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:

(15)  &yovtog &€ ol &v xeQoi ToT ToUdOG TOV YAUOV AT VEETOL EC TAG ZAQOLS
AvNQ oVUPOQT) EXOUEVOG ®ail 00 koDaQOG YIRS, v PQUE uev yeveq,
véveog O¢ TotU factmiov.

Now while Kroisos was occupied with the marriage of his son, a Phrygian

of the royal family (lit. family the royal) came to Sardis, in great distress
and with unclean hands. (1.35.1)

(16) &l v Povioipeda yvouner tijor Tovov yododol Té el Alyvatov, ol
@aot (...), arodervioluey Gv ToUTE TM AOY® XOEDUEVOL AlyuTTTiolot
oU% £0D00V TQOTEQOV Y MENYV.

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. 2.15.1)

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
(2000: 250-258) will be rejected in section 6.2.1.
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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 17 and 18), the noun
itself never has an article if a modifier precedes.'® The structure in (19)
does not occur:

(17) (= 4) ob1og 8¢ 6 QA %0l Tovg dAhovg ToVE Tahotovs Duvovg Enoinoe
&n Auvning EMImv Tovg aetdopévoug v ARA.
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. 4.35.3)
(18) 1 8¢ Pacihéog alpeols &g v voTéENy TV Magdoviov émiotoatniny
dendunvog éyéveto.
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. 9.3.2)

(19) *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 (2003: 337ff.) 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’ (2003: 343). 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 2003: 343). 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 6.1.2.
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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.

6.1.1.2. 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 5), 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 (20), where tOov Cwotijga on its own would
be perfectly identifiable:
(20) (= 8) TOV u&v d1 glgvoavTa TAOV TOEWV TO EteQov (dV0 Yo o1 pootev
témg ‘Hoaxhéa) nai tOv Lwotijoa meodéEavta moadoival 1o T0Eov
Te %ol Tov Cootijoa Egovra én’ dxongs Tijs ovufolrijs prainy yovoény,
dovta 8¢ dmolhdooeodat, (...).

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. 4.10.1)

Much more often, however, the feature expressed by the non-articular
modifiers does contribute to the identification of the intended referent,
as in example (21), where ta yelhea alone is not identifiable:

(21)  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
tull of water, and then a wall eighty three feet thick and three hundred
thirty three feet high.
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(...) 8dewav medTO UV THiS TAEPEOL TO Yeilea, devTEQA OE ODTO TO
TETYOG TOV ADTOV TEOTOV.

(...) they built first the border of the moat (lit. of the moat the borders)
and then the wall itself in the same fashion. (Hdt. 1.179.2)'

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 (21) and (22) are identified:
(22)  deElovong d¢ Tijg oTeaTiiic BAdong uev 6 Tot vautizot otgatod otoa-
™Yos Exéheve aigéewy T oA, "Auaotlg 8¢ 6 tod elod ovx Ea
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. 4.203.2)

While the genitive in example (22) helps identify the referent by contrast-
ing the intended otpatnyog with another available otpatnyodg (viz. the
general of the land army), the genitive in (21)—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 these modifiers 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.!” Therefore, I

16 Other examples in which a non-articular modifier contributes to the identification
of the referent are examples (1), (3) and (10). In examples (3) and (10) the non-articular
modifier is not as essential for the identification as in examples (1) and (21), 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 same way as other articular modifiers (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 6 and
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will name ‘non-articular’ modifiers referent characterising modifiers and
‘articular’ ones reference specifying modifiers:'®

(23)  Referent characterising modifiers (in short: referent modifiers)

Referent characterising modifiers give information on a feature of the
referent, i.e. are purely descriptive.

(24)  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:

(25) 6 ugv tadta Emelpdta, 6 & avTIC TOV eVTOV OQL LONoUoV FpaLve
xeheVwv Exdddvor Iaxtinyv [égonot.

This he (= Aristodikos) asked; and the god again gave them exactly the
same answer, that Paktyes should be surrendered to the Persians.
(Hdt. 1.159.2)

The modifier avtov in example (25) 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.!® Similarly, the participle elonuéve in example
(26) indicates which referent is referred to without describing any feature
of this referent:

7). Because of their exceptional behaviour, the non-articular use of these three modifiers
will be discussed in a separate section (section 6.1.3.2).

18 T use the terms referent and reference modifier despite possible terminological
confusion, for Bolinger (1967) introduced the terms referent and reference modification
with a completely different meaning. In Bolinger’s terminology, referent modifiers modify
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 mar’). 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, a modifier like a0 t6g does give information on the nature of the referent,
butin 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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(26)  Gmoraf v O¢ TNV TVEAVVIdN TEOMM T@H eionuéve O TTeloioTQuTog RoTd
™V OuoAOYiNY TV 1eOg Meyaxdéa yevousvny yauéer tod Meyaxhéog
v Yuyatéga.

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. 1.61.1)

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 2, 5, 9, 11, 15, 16 and 17). The
‘descriptiveness’ of the information provided by the modifier is therefore
not a good criterion to distinguish reference specifying modifiers from
referent characterising modifiers.?’ 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):*! while referent characterising mod-
ifiers contribute to the description of the referent, reference specifying
modifiers ensure the reference works out well.??

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 2, section 2.3.1.

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 (2000: 238) 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. 13.794 Mot tfj mootéo ‘the morning before
(lit. morning the before), Od. 7.326 fjuat 1@ avtd ‘that same day (lit. day the same)’),
and before the noun if the modifier is descriptive (cf. Il. 21.317 td Tevyea wold ‘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-restrictive modifiers.? For
anumber 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
arestriction on the set of potential referents, can be most clearly demon-
strated with relative clauses, although the distinction is also relevant for
other modifiers:

(27a) The potatoes, which were stored in the cellar, were rotten.

(27b) The potatoes that were stored in the cellar were rotten.

beautiful armour (lit. the armour beautiful), Od. 11.492 100 TawdoOg dyavod ‘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 specifying modifiers also
resembles Rijkhoft’s distinction between descriptive (i.e. classifying, qualifying, quanti-
fying and localising) modifiers on the one hand and discourse modifiers on the other
(Rijkhoff 2002: 100fE; for a short overview of Rijkhoff’s NP model, see Chapter 2, sec-
tion 2.3.1). For two reasons, however, I prefer the terms referent and reference modifier to
descriptive and discourse modifier. In the first place, I think the definition of a discourse
modifier as formulated by Rijkhoft is too restricted. Rijkhoft (2002: 229-231) 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 2002: 173). As argued
in Chapter 4, section 4.2.1, 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 Rijkhoft’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
Rijkhoft’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 4, section 4.2.1
and as can for instance be seen in examples (2), (4), (5), (9), (11), (14) and (15) 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 (27a) 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 (27b), 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 1, 10
and 21), but in whether they restrict the set of contextually relevant ref-
erents.”* Whereas referent characterising modifiers are either not restric-
tive at all (cf. example 8: TOv Lwotijpa Exovra &’ dxong Tiig CLUUPOATIS
QLAATY XQUOENV), or impose a ‘semantic’ restriction on the set of possible
referents (cf. example 1: Ti|g pooOVTIdOG TEQL TTig Paothning), reference
specifying modifiers separate the intended referent from other contextu-
ally relevant referents (cf. example 22: 0 T0D vavTxoU 6TQUTOD OTEATN-
v0g ‘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 (28), 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 (1), for instance, the type of thoughts excluded
by the restrictive modifier meol tijg faoiining 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:

(28)  (...), GAAOVG O X1QUHOG DLETEWITE £C TAS EMUTOD dUOUOPAQOVG TTOMS
Tag TOQATOA0OOIOUS, REAEVMV VENS TE HOXOUS RO ITTOYOY(X TAOTH
moLeeoval.

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. 6.48.2)%

In the following sections, I will argue in more detail and on the basis of
many more examples that the distinction between referent characterising
and reference specifying modifiers (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.?

25 For the chiastic ordering of the NPs in this example, see Chapter 3, section 3.3.

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 (1936) and Kolliakou’s (2004) 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 1936: 20-21).
Fabri’s (1993: 38-56) 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 méoglichen Referenten fiir die sortale
Bedingung des Kopfnomens gibt’ Fabri 1993: 47), his explanation of his example (21c)
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 2004: 270), 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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6.1.2. Reference specification

This section focuses on the use and function of articular modifiers, 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-
tion with referent characterising modifiers is easier to understand against
the background of the more uniformly behaving reference specifying
modifiers. Table 1 presents an overview of the frequency of the various
modifiers in their use as a reference specifying modifier:

modifier prenominal postnominal total
adjective (A)% 669 (78%) 187 (22%) 856
adverb (Adv) 48 (91%) 5 (9%) 53
genitive (GEN) 461 (79%) 119 (21%) 580
numeral (num) 86 (87%) 12 (13%) 98
participle (PTC) 216 (53 %) 188 (47%) 404
prepositional phrase (PP) 143 (65%) 78 (35%) 221
possessive (pos) 220 (59%) 154 (41%) 374
relative clause (rel)?® 50 (21%) 188 (79%) 238
total 1893 (67 %) 931 (33%) 2824

Table 1. The number of reference specifying modifiers in my corpus

The most remarkable outcome of Table 1 is that the pragmatically marked
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).?” 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 situation**—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 3 footnote 7, I have included a0tdg (‘same’ or ‘self”) under
the adjectives, for want of a better category.

28 For relative clauses, it is for the most part impossible to make 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 6.1.4.3.

2 The exceptional behaviour of relative clauses will partially be due to the heaviness
principle (see Chapter 3, section 3.3.1).

3% For my view on the position of the modifier in relation to the noun, see Chapter 3.
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of quantity.®! 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 is most 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 from Mexico and those from Guatemala). As
has been argued in the first part of this book, when the contrast between
two entities resides in the feature expressed by the modifier, 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.*?

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 (29)-(31):

31 Grice’s (1975: 45) 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 (1966) and Croft’s (2003) studies on language universals assume frequency,
both textual and cross-linguistic, as one of the criteria to determine markedness. Croft
(2003: 111) 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
2003: 92). 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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(29)  TOV AUPOTEQWV AOYOV ODIEVO. TONOGUEVOS TO TQOOM ETOQEVETO, OVV
8¢ ol 0 melog oTEATOS O O¢ vauTnog EEw TtOv ‘EAMomovtov mhéwmv
TOQA YTV Exouileto, Td Eumaly TENoowv Tod eCoD.
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. 7.58.1)

(30)  =aifv uev tf o AMyelg avapoaivn faothél To menynoata, ®Tevésdwy ot
£uoi maideg, EOG O¢ aUTOtoL ®al Eyw: TV O¢ i} EYd TEOAEYW, Ol GOl
TATTO TAOYOVTOV, GUV OE oL %ol 00, iV AITOVOOTHOTC.
If the king’s fortunes fare as you say, let my sons (lit. the my 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. 7.1092)

(31) 0¥ pévrot ot ye Zxvdon TavTy E0€Palov, GG TV ®atomegde 000V
TOALGD HOxQOTEQNYV ExTQATTOUEVOL, €V OeELf €xovteg TO Kavrdoov
0p0c¢.

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 Caucasian Mountains on their right. (Hdt. 1.104.2)

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 (29), for instance, the noun otQuTOg On
its own would be ambivalent between the land army and the navy. The
adjective meCog 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 (30) and the articular adverb in example (31)
guide the addressee in the direction of the intended referent by providing
distinguishing information on its possessor and location respectively.*®
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 (32), 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 ToA@® poxQotény in example (31), 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:

(32)  padovreg 6¢ tovto oi [ehooyol éwvtoiol Moyoug £0id0caV: %al oL
Bovigvopévorol detvov TL E6EQUVE, €L O dLAYLVOOHROLEV OQLOL TE BOoN-
Véewv ol TaTdeS TEOS TOV ROVQLOLEMV YUVOURMY TOVG TTATdOG %ol TOV-
TOV 00T AQYELY TELQMATO, Ti O1) Avdpwiévteg dTjdev momoovot. &v-
Vatta €00EE 0L XTEIVELV TOVG TTATOAS TOVG £x TMV ATTXEDV YUVL-
ROV.

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. 6.138.3—4)

Like in examples (29)-(31), the articular modifier in example (32) 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 »teivev 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 (33) offers another example of a postnominal reference mod-
ifier that confirms for the addressee that he has selected the correct ref-
erent on the basis of his contextual information:

(33) tavto fheye moeddav 6 Aguoteidng, pduevos EE Alyivng te frewv nol
noYLs dtermh®doot Aadmv Tovg EmoQUEOVTAS: TEQLEYXETTAL YOQ TTAV TO
01aTOTEdOV TO “EAMMNVIROV VL0 TRV VEDY TOV EEQEem"

Aristeides went in and told them, saying that he had come from Aegina
and had barely made 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. 8.81)

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 td@v ve®v they will, without
any difficulty, identify the ships of the Persians; which the following mod-
ifier confirms as being the intended referent.>*

3% 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:

(34)  "Alvdring 8¢, g ol tavTa EENYYELDT), avtina Emeure vz £ Mikn-
ToVv fovlouevog omovdag momoaotar @oaovouhy te xal Miknoioot
YQOVOV OGOV GV TOV VIOV olrodoud]. 6 uev d1 ardotolog &g v Mi-
MTov v, ©@0ao0Boviog 8¢ capéng TQOMETVOUEVOS TAVTO AOYOV 1oL
eldmg Td AlvdTng péhhot mowoewy, unyavartal toldde: (description of
the deceit) Tatta 6¢ £moieé te nol mEoNyoEevE OQaovBoviog TMVOE
glvenev, Onmg av 01 0 %ijoVE 0 XaEdvog DDV TE CWQEOV UEYQV GLTOV
AEYUUEVOV %ol TOVG Aviomroug &v evmadeinol Edvrag ayyeily Alv-
ary).

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. But Thrasyboulos, 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. 1.21.1-1.22.1)

(35) ol &¢ elmav: @ Pacthed, 00TOS 20Tl B TOL TOV TATEQA AQEIOV EdWO1)-
00TO Ti] TAATOVIoTE Ti} LOVoEN %ol Ti] Auaéhm:
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. 7.27.2)

In example (34), there is no other identifiable referent that satisfies the
description of the noun. Hence, 6 %jou§ (‘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 6 %fjouE (‘the herald’) to identify the intended
referent immediately.?® So, whereas the modifier does not distinguish the
intended referent from other relevant entities, it does help clarify which
referent is referred to.® Also in example (35), the nouns mhatavioto
and auméhw 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.’

Besides being added to a noun that evokes several referents (as in
examples 32 and 33), or to a noun that evokes only one identifiable
referent (as in examples 34 and 35), 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 of Thrasy-
boulos is not high enough for a simple 0 »fjoug, it is (apparently) not so low as to require
a preposition of the modifier. As was discussed in Chapter 3, section 3.2.2, 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 29) 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 (29)
of Chapter 3 is picked up again with the aXN pattern while in example (34) 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
of Thrasyboulos deceit, a postnominal modifier confirming that the addressee has iden-
tified the correct referent was deemed informative enough. In example (29) of Chapter 3,
however, the intervening digression is much more substantial, so that the referent is much
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 (34) as ‘the herald, I mean the one from Sardis. Although my view about
the function of the reference modifier in examples like (34) 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 6.1.1.1.

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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(36)  ovU vuv, fjv Povhy Euoi meideoda, Tiig me "AoTvdyng doyer ymoens,
TavTNG GItdong doEelg.
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. 1.124.2)

(37)  (=12) 6 uév Tadto EnelnTa, 6 & AdTIC TOV AVTOV 0L Y ENoNOV EQoLve
neheV v Exdddvon Iaxtinyv [égonot.

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. 1.159.2)

(38)  (=26) dmohafav 6¢ TV TVEAVVIOO TEOT® TY eignuéve O Tlewoiotoa-
TOG ®OTA THV Opoloyiny v modg Meyaxdéa yevoudvny youéel 1o
Meyaxhéog v JuyoatéQa.

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. 1.61.1)

In contrast to the nouns in the examples above, the nouns in examples
(36)-(38) do not evoke one or more identifiable referents: a simple tijg
XDOONG, TOV XONOUOV or T® teomw 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 (36), for instance, stresses that it is the country of
Astyages, and none other, that will be ruled by Kyros. Similarly, the adjec-
tive in (37) reports that Paktyes got the same answer, and not a different
one (as he had hoped for). Although the postnominal reference modifier
in example (38) 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 As was argued in Chapter 3, 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.* Compare the following examples:

(39) mevrexraidena 8¢ TOV veDV TOVTEMV ETVYOV TE VoToTan ToMOV EEava-
yOeloon nal xwg nateldov Tog £n’ "Agtepmoio Td@v ‘EAMvov véos:

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. 7.194.1)

(40)  (=18) 1 6¢ Paociréos alpeoig & TV Votéeny v Magdoviov émietoa-
™IV OeRAUNVOG EYVEVETO.

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. 9.3.2)%0

(41) petd 6¢ EROOU Etel gavévro avtov &g TTgordvvnoov Towfoat To
&nea tavto T VOV U EAMvov "Aguudonea xoléetat, Tomjoovta O¢
dgaviodivar To devtegov. (...) Tade 8¢ oida Metamoviivolol Tolol
&v "Itahin ouyrvENOOVTO HETE TV GQAVIoLY TV dEVTEQNY "AQLOTE®
£1€0L TE00EQAXOVTA Xal Otrootowot, (...).

But in the seventh year after that, Aristeas appeared at Prokonnesos and
made that poem which the Greeks now call the Arimaspea, after which he
vanished once again. ... But this, I know, happened to the Metapontines
in Italy, two hundred and forty years after the second disappearance of
Aristeas (lit. the disappearance the second of Aristeas), (...).

(Hdt. 4.14.3-15.1)

(42)  G&védnue 8¢ nai dvadquata 6 "Anaotg &¢ v ‘EAMGda, ToDto ugv &g
Kvonvnv (...), Todto 8¢ T1j &v Aivdg Adnvain dvo te dydinata Aidiva
xai Yoonxa Mveov aEodéntov, Totto & &g Zapov tf) "Hon (...). g 8¢
Alvdov Eewving uev ovdepuiic eiverev, OtL 6 T0 1gOV 10 &v Aivde 10 Tijg
Adnvaing Méyeton tag Tod Aovaot duyatégag tdovoaoda, (...).

¥ Coordinated reference modifiers, however, may share an article, cf. Hdt. 5.41.3 (1] 8¢
Kleopéveo texoton zai devtegov éxeddovon yuvi), Eotoa Juydtno Iowvntddem Tod
Anuaouévov, ovxétt Etunte T devteov ‘as for the later wife, the mother 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 childrer’). Because the modifiers have become—so to speak—one
modifying unit (see Chapter 4, section 4.3), they can apparently do with one marker of
reference specification.

40 This example shows (as does example 42) that various reference modifiers can be



THE ARTICULATION OF NP CONSTITUENTS 239

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. 2.182.1-2)%!

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 in whether they are preceded by
an article. Modifiers that stand between the article and the noun or—in
the case of postnominal modifiers—after the combination noun plus 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
(39), the non-articular genitival modifier t®v ‘EAMvwv ‘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 (40),
by contrast, the articular genitive Mapdoviou ‘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 (41) does not have a specifying function, as the second disappear-
ance of Aristeas is contrasted with his own first disappearance. In exam-
ple (42), 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.*?

used to set up one and the same contrast. In this example, both Votéenv and Magdoviov
are used to set up a contrast between the previous invasion of the King and the later
invasion of Mardonios.

41 More examples of multiple-modifier NPs with several pre- or postnominal reference
modifiers can be found at Hdt. 2.10.1 T®v dpéwv TOV glonuévmv TV Oteg M. neévov
(lit. the mountains the referred to the above M. lying), 2.145.1 TV dxT® TMV TEMOTWV
Leyouévav Dedv (lit. the eight the earliest said gods), 3.4.3 T@ALa TG Apdiolog mEYyuoTa.
(lit. the other the of Amasis things), 3.68.3 tfjoL dAnot wdonot tijol Tod Kaupivoew
yuvauEi (lit. the other all the of Kambyses women), 6.46.3 €x t@v éx Znamtils “YAng
0OV yovotwv petdhhwv (lit. from the from Dug Forest the gold mines) and 9.81.1 6
TQUTOVS 6 YEVOE0S 6 &7l TOD TEWRQENVOL BLog ToD yaAxéov éneotemg (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. 2.85.1 10 9fjhv yévog mtdv 10 &x TdV oiriwv tovtwv (lit. the
female sex whole the from the house that) and Hdt. 9.106.3 t®v undiodviwv édvémv tdv
EMnmvieav (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 the modifier inside or outside the combination of article
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Only 1 % 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 2 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) 4 (1%) 0 4 (0,5%)
adverb (Adv) 0 0 0

genitive (GEN) 11 (2%) 4 (3%)® 15 (3%)
numeral (num) 1 (1%) 0 1 (1%)
participle (PTC) 3 (1%) 0 3 (1%)
prepositional phrase (PP) 5 (3%) o) 5  (2%)
possessive (pos) 4 (2%) 6 (4%) 10 (3%)
relative clause (rel) 0 ) o

total 28 (1%) 10  (1%) 38 (1%)

Table 2. 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) ovtoc 8¢ dhhog Mdyog Méyetal mepl o ZépEem vOOoTOU, 00d0UGS EoLyE TLoTOC,
olte dMwg ovte 1o Ilepotmv Tovto mados.

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. 8.119)

(ii) o vOv ol &v xopilmwvtan 4o thode tijg Yahdoons & Bapuhdva, xatamhéovieg
TOV EDQo1Tny ToTapov Tois Te £ TV a0 TV TAOTY #OMIV TOQ0YIVOVTAL %ol £V TOLOL
uéonot.

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. 1.185.2)

As will be discussed in section 6.1.4.1, demonstratives, though genuine reference
modifiers, are marked in the same way as referent characterising modifiers. 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.

4 In Hdt. 7.139.4 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:

(43) Opaovpoviog d¢ TOV ENIOVTO Tad toD Mepudvdgou £Enyaye EEw
t0D doteog, E0pag O¢ &g doovoay Eamauévny dua te deEnte To AjLov
EMELQOTMV TE %Ol AVOTOdILWY TOV xNQUra ®otd TV o Kogiviov
améw, (...).

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 the messenger had come to him from Korinth (lit.
about the from Korinth arrival), (...). (Hdt. 5.92C2)

(44) noitOvKdpov drnovoavto tdv Eounvéwv to Kooioog eime, uetoryvova
Te ®ol Evvaroavto OTL xol avTog dvdommog émv dllov dviommov,
vevouevov £nutod evdalpovin odx Ehdoowm, Tmovta vl ddoin (...)
nehevewy ofevvival TNV TayloTnV T0 ZoOUEVOV THE xat xatoPipalewy
Kooiodv te »ai tovg peta Kooioov.

When Kyros heard from the interpreters what Kroisos said, he relented
and considered that he, ahuman being, 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. 1.86.6)

(45)  Gmodavdvrog 6¢ Aageiov 1 Paothnin dvexmonoe £ TOV mEida TOV
Enelvov ZEQENV.

After Dareios” death, the royal power descended to his son (lit. the son
the his) Xerxes. (Hdt. 7.4)

In example (43), 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. xatd 6o Kogtviou v dmEw).
Likewise, the prenominal articular adjective in (44) 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 (45), 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 moig 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 maidec.

6.1.3. Referent characterisation

Asargued in section 6.1.1.2, non-articular modifiers 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 what most non-articular mod-
ifiers do. As can be inferred from the discussion of the traditional view
on modifier articulation in section 6.1.1.1 and has been more explicitly
mentioned in footnote 17, 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 these modifiers
the use of the XaN or aNX pattern is not the appropriate way of doing do
so. Section 6.1.3.2 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) 0 3 (100%) 3
adverb (Adv) — — —
genitive (GEN) 235 (36%) 416 (64%) 651
numeral (num) 10 (45%) 12 (55%) 22
participle (PTC) 8 (11%) 66 (89%) 74
possessives (pos) 60 (30%) 142 (70%) 202
prepositional phrase (PP) 10 (50%) 10 (50%) 20
relative clause (rel) 2 (2%) 85 (98%) 87
total 325 (31%) 734 (69%) 1059

Table 3. 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 adverbs must 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 are much better suited as reference specifying modifiers
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 6.1.3.2).

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,** 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 6.1.2 that the frequent preposition of the
reference modifier could be explained if we assume that the need for a
reference modifier 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.

6.1.3.1. 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

4 For Grice’s maxim of quantity, see footnote 31.
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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:#

(46)  TAdE YA 0Vx Nuels natepyaodueda, drla Yeol te natl Howes, ol £pdo-
vnoav avdgoa €va tijg te "Aoing xal tijs Evommng facthetoo, ovia
Avooldv te nai dtdodalov: Og Td Te Ipa xai ta 1da &v dpoiw EmoléeTo,
EWITLITQAS TE %Ol kOTAPAMMY TV YedV TA GydApoTo:

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. 8.109.3)

(47) 7T0UC 8¢ Tmmoug adtdv eivan haoiovg dmav 1O odua %ol Emi wévte
danTOAOUG TO Padog TOV TELLMV, OUXRQOVS 08 %Al OLOVS %ol AOVVA-
TOVG VO PEQELY, TeVyVLuEVOUS OE VT AEUaTO Elval OEVTATOVS:

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. 5.9.2)

(48)  (...), TOD doupoviov TaEAO%EVALOVTOG OrmG TOvwAedoin dmolduevol
ATOPOVES TOTTO TOTOL AVIQMITOLOL TOOMAL, MG TMOV UEYAAMY EdI%Y)-
UWETOV peydhol iot %ol ol TIumEict Taed THV Yedv.

(...), the divine powers provided that they (= the Trojans), perishing in
utter destruction, should make this clear to all mankind: that retribution
from the gods (lit. the retributions of the gods) for terrible wrongdoing
is also terrible. (Hdt. 2.120.5)

4 Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 617) 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
6 Adnvaiwv dfjuog: 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: 0
dfjnog t@v Admvaiwv: das Volk der Athener und nicht die Vornehmen’ Although I do
agree with Kithner-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 (49) 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 47 and 48)
and (at least in my corpus) never applies for the GENaN pattern. Furthermore, I do
not agree with Kithner-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,



THE ARTICULATION OF NP CONSTITUENTS 245

In examples (46) and (47), the non-articular genitives,*® 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.*” In the same way, the non-articular
prepositional phrase in example (48) 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 characterising modifiers (henceforth: referent mod-
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 noun modified by
a referent modifier itself may be, and often is, contrastive. In these cases,
aN;X is opposed to aN,X:

(49) (= 10) dg 8¢ fiyaryov TOV "Amwy ol ipéeg, 6 Kaupvong, ola Ewv Umouao-
YOTEQOG, OTOOAUEVOS TO £Yyelpidtov, FEAmv Thpar TV yaotéga Tod
"AmLog mtaiel TOV uneov:

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. 3.29.1)

(50)  Oupoimg YA woL VOV Y& Qaivopol TETOXEVAL DS € TIS TATEQN GTo-

ATELVAS TV TALdOV 0iToD peloarto:

For it seems I have acted like one who slays the father and spares his
children (lit. the children of him). (Hdt. 1.155.1)

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 Kithner-Gerth
(cf. Schwyzer-Debrunner 1950: 26, Goodwin 1879: 209 +231), or do not discuss the
difference in meaning between the attributive and predicative genitive at all (Gildersleeve
1900, Smyth 1956).

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 ta v Yedv dydhpoata (lit. the of the gods statues) and 10 fddog 10 TV TOLY GV (lit.
the depth the of the hairs) are articular, whereas the ones in t@v Yed@v ta dydhuata (lit.
of the gods the statues) and t0 fd9og t@v to@v (lit. the depth of the hairs) are not.

47 Even though the horses have more 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 (49) and (50), 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.*

Not only the noun modified 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:
(51)  upetd 8¢ 0v TOAAOV XQOVOV TMUTO PEOVIoAVTES 01 T¢ ToD Meyaxnhéog

oTaoL@TOL %ail 0l ToD Avrolgyov EEelativouat fuy.

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. 1.60.1)

(52) évdatta dmxopévoug Tovg Evavtiovg (...) adtoiol Emyvdévtag vur-
TOG UDG AQOVQAIOUS ROTA UEV PAYETV TOVS POQETREDVAS AVTMV, HUTO
6¢ T TOEQ, OGS O TOV ACTIOWY TA Oy OV

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. 2.141.5)

(53)  (...) Epevyov &g tag OnPag, ov T e ot ITégoan nai TV dAlwv sup-
uamv 0 is 6pLhog oVTE dLOUAYETAUEVOS 0VOEVL OVTE TL ATTOdEEAIE-
vog Epevyov.

(...) they fled to Thebes, 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. 9.67)

48 Although there are two stomachs available in example (49), 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 (51), the articular genitival modifier separates the partisans
of Megakles from those of Lykourgos. In example (52), 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 (53) 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
it it is the referent of the modifier that is contrasted to some other entity.

However, this hypothesis seems to be falsified by examples like (54)
and (55) 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:

(54) TOU PV OM TEMTOV ®VXAOV 0L TQOMAYEDVES £L0L Aevrol, TOD O¢ devuTé-
00U UEAALVES, TOITOU & HVXAOV POLVIXEOL, TETAQTOV OE HVAVEOL, TTEW-
7TTOU 8¢ COUVOUQANLVOL.

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. 1.98.5)%

(55) ol d& “EMnvec, meite odx otol te 8yivovto EEehelv ThHv "A VSOV, TOATO-
uevol ¢ Kdouotov xai dnubooavtes adtdv Ty xmeny arolldooovio
&g Sahauiva.

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. 8.121.1)

Although it might seem that in example (54) the battlements of the first
circle are contrasted with those of the second, third etc. and that the
land of Karystians in (55) 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:

4T cannot explain why toitov zxhov, tetdotov and méumtov lack an article, nor
why with to0 devtépov, tetdotov and wéumtov the noun is omitted, while it is expressed
with toitov.
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(56a) The chairs of the even rows are black, those of the uneven are white.

(56b) Of the even rows the chairs are black, of the uneven white.

In example (56a) 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 reference modifiers, indicating
which referent is referred to. In example (56b), 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. The modifiers
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 (56a) would
be expressed by a noun modified by a reference modifier; a contrast
between the referents of the modifiers like in example (56b), on the other
hand, would be expressed by a noun modified by a referent modifier (cf.
examples 54 and 55).

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 referent modifier
may only set up a contrast between the referent of the modifier and some
other entity is supported by the following two examples:

(57)  OeElovong d¢ Tijg otpaTiiic Badong uev 6 tot vavtizot otgatod otoa-
™Yos Exéheve aigéery TV oA, "Auaotlg 8¢ 6 Tot meot odx Ea
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. 4.203.2)

(58) xnahéovror 6¢ o0 xEonOdeLOL GAAL yaupar xorodeihovg 0¢ “Twveg
OVOUAOV, EivALovVTES QDTMY TA €1deX TOTOL TAQH GPIOL YLVOUEVOLOL
%QOXOOEIAOLOL TOTOL £V TTOL LUALOLT|OL.

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. 2.69.3)

In example (57), the repetition of the article before the modifier to¥
neCod ‘of the infantry’ verifies that the strategos of the navy is contrasted
with 6 ‘the on€’ of the infantry. In example (58), by contrast, the form
of the khampsae is not compared to tolot 1@V xgoxodeilwv ‘those of
the crocodiles’ but with toiow xpoxodeihoiot ‘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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6.1.3.2. Referent characterisation by adjectives, numerals and participles

Although adjectives, numerals and participles are frequently non-
articular, T 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, which modify the
head of an NP, 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.>® 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:

(s9a) Ilike the black door better than the white one.
(59b) Ilike the black door. (*better than the white one)
(s9¢) Ilike the door black.

In example (59a), 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 (59b) 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
referent modifier. In example (59¢), on the other hand, the adjective black
no longer characterises the head of the NP, but expresses a momentary
state of the door (‘T 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).’!

The crucial difference between reference and referent modifiers, 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. (1997: 1182 1t.)
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 (1972).
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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:

(60) (= 7) puetd 8¢ tadta EMANEOUEVNOL TGl VUGl TToijoav ot “Twveg,
oUv O£ oL nal Aloréwv ol AEoPoV VELOVTOL.
The Ionians then came there with their ships manned (lit. manned the
ships), and with them the Aeolians who dwell in Lesbos.  (Hdt. 6.8.1)

(61)  pagtdolov 8¢ of eivar hg dAndéa toiita Myet, ST émiYuyov Tov imvov
IMTepiavdQog ToUg GQTOUS EEPOAE.
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. 5.9212)

Although predicative modifiers like memAnomuévnot in example (60)
and Yuyeov in example (61) fall outside the scope of my research since
they do not (only) modify the head of the NP and are therefore no
constituents of the NP proper, I will dedicate some words to the difference
between the adjectival modifiers mdg, a0tog and the adjectives of place
dnpoc/uéoog/Eoyatog in their role as reference modifier 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 ndg, av-
t6g and dxpoc/uécog/éoyatog in ‘predicative’ and ‘attributive’ position
is discussed by almost all grammars on Ancient Greek.”> 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 1900: 299 ., Goodwin 1879: 211, Kithner-Gerth 1904: I 620 ff., Smyth 1956: 295).
Although most grammars are less explicit on mdc, 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
ndg, avtdg and drpoc/uécoc/€oyatog in the various patterns can be
accounted for easily.

Like other adjectives, the modifiers mtdg, ovtog and dxroog/uécog/Eo-
xotog when 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.”® This can be illustrated most convinc-
ingly by the adjective téic. While non-articular méig is used as an adjunct
of state contrasting the referent in its totality to a part of the same ref-
erent (example 62), articular 7dg clarifies which referent is referred to
(example 63):

(62) &t yap édeljoouev £006£Eaoval TOUS TOLEUIOUS £C TV DOV, HOE TOL
&v a0t ®nivouvog évi. Eé0omiels eV TQOOUTOAAVELS TAGAY TIV AOYN V.
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. 1.207.3)

(63)  obte yap #dveog Endotov EmdElol oav ol fyeuovee, &v te ¥0vel End-
ot doou meQ TOMeS TooOTTOL %al NYEUOVES ToOV. EimOVTO dE (e 0¥
otoatnyol A HoTe ol AMhoL oTEaTEVOUEVOL HOTAOL, ETEL GTQATNYOL
ve ol T0 [V EXOoVTES #EATOS %Al doyovTeg TV EVVEWY EndoTwy, ool
adtév Noav Iégoa, elpéatal wot.

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. 7.96.2)

Whereas ntdoav in (62) 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 1900: 304 ff.,, Goodwin 1879: 211-212, Kithner-
Gerth 1904: I 6311F,, Smyth 1956: 296). AUt0g, finally, which receives less attention, is
said to mean the same in ‘attributive’ position, while in ‘predicative’ position its meaning
is self (cf. Goodwin 1879: 212, Smyth 1956: 296).

53 1 do not agree with Basset (1991: 248) that adjectives like dg and péoog are any
different from other adjectives in ‘predicative’ position. According to Basset, adjectives
like mdig and péoog 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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7av in (63) helps the addressee find out which referent is referred to,
as av 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 még
contrasts the x in its totality to the non-complete x, whereas mdg 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.>*

Similarly, atdg in ‘predicative’ position with the meaning self is used
as an adjunct of state (example 64), 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 65):>
(64) ovtOL Yo VeQumeovoL TOUS GV aTog 6 Posthels xeheor, dQYVOM-

ol 8¢ ovx elol oL YepdmovTes.
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. 4.72.1)
(65) (= 12) 6 uév todTa EmElMTa, 6 & AVTIS TOV AOTOV 0L LoNouoV Epaive
rnehevwv Exddovan axtimy Iégonot.
This he (= Aristodikos) asked; and the god again gave them exactly the

same answer, that Paktyes should be surrendered to the Persians.
(Hdt. 1.159.2)

Non-articular ‘predicative’ adjectives of place (e.g. 1) dyopa uéon), 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 mdg, avtog and drpog/uécog/
goyatrog 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-

>* 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 a0tdg falls outside the scope of my research on word order in the
NP. Yet, irrespective of the exact meaning of avtdg, the difference between a0tdg as a
predicative element and as a reference modifier is apparent.
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fined to this group of modifiers, but applies to all adjectives and numerals
in single-modifier NPs alike.*® 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.”” 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 &iui, as in examples (66) and (67):>

(66)  &vdabta g odx elxe Quidnv 6 Eoyatoc £otenc avtdv Yoy og,
TEQLELOUEVOS TV ®UVENY E0TVGOV YohxéNY VITEOYE TE ROl E0TTEVOE.

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. 2.151.2)

(67)  uvnuoouvva &g éhimeto o Tol “Hpoauoteiov dvdgidvrag Mdivoug dvo
UEV TQUILOVTO, TEWV, EMUVTOV TE ®al TNV YUVOIRO, TOUS O¢ Taidag
£0VTOG TEGGEQUG, EIMOOL TTEWV EXATTOV.

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. 2.110.1)

By combining the adjective or numeral with a participle of eiui, the
author makes it clear that the adjective in (66) and the numeral in (67)
modify the head of the NP and ascribe a permanent property instead of
a temporary state to the referent. Psammetichos in (66) does not take oft
his helmet bronze, but takes of his bronze helmet; and Sesoostris in (67)
does not set up a statue of his children when they are four, but sets up a
statue of his four children.

5 A numeral with predicative force that occurs regularly in my corpus is dugpotega.
Cf. Hdt. 5.86.3 (...) 00 duvauévoug 8¢ dvaomdoo éx v fadowv adtd obtw 1) mtegl-
Batouévoug oyxowia Elxewy, 8g o Elndueva Té dydipora dupdrega THLTO TOLFOAL,
gpol uev o0 mota Aéyovtes, Gk 6¢ te (“... 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 21 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: ToUT0 pév, T0 ’AQTenioloy, x tod meldyeog 100 Opnuriov €€ edpéog ouvdyeTal
£5 OTELVOV £0VIQ TOV TOQOV TOV HETAED VIjoov Te Txurddov xai 1reigov Mayvioing:
(“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. 7.176.1).
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The addition of a participle of eiui 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 68), or prevent
the interpretation of the modifier as the predicate of an unexpressed
copular verb (example 69). As in the previous examples, the participle
has to make clear that the postnominal adjective or numeral belongs to
the preceding noun phrase.”

(68)  Buttheyharassed 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.

ol 8¢ Pwroiéeg TANEMOAVTES %ol ADTOL TR Thold, £0vra GEuinov
EENxOVTQ, AVTIOCOV £ TO Z00d0VIOV ®OohedUeEVOV TEAAYOC.
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. 1.166.2)

(69) T OVVOMATO GPL EOVTA OUOLA TOTOL CONAOL XL TH| NEYALOTOEMELY
TEMEVTOOL TAVTO £¢ TOUVTO YOAUUA, TO AWQIEES UEV OOV ROAEOVOL,
“loveg O olyua.

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. 1.139)

In example (68), the participle prevents the numeral from being inter-
preted as an argument of the verb dvtiaCov (‘they encountered sixty’)
instead of the modifier of the preceding whota (‘ships’). In example (69),
the omission of the participle could have led to the erroneous interpre-
tation of duota as the predicate adjective (‘the names are similar to their
bodies’).®°

The use of the participle construction in examples like (68) and (69)
explains why modifiers other than adjectives and numerals may also be
combined with a participle of eiul. 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

% 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.

% 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
€ovta is included before the adjective.
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a participle of eiui may clarify the intention of the author.5! In example
(70), 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’):%2

(70)  £g O¢ TV NmeQov Amémheov, Onws EWOL VO TOV TELOV GTOATOV TOV
o@ETEQOV £0vTol €V Ti] Muxahy, Oc xelevoavtog ZEQEem ratalehew-
uévog tod dhhou oteatod Twviny épulacos.

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. 9.96.2)

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,> 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. 2.65.4 1@ 9e®
100 &v 7 10 Imolov ‘the god, to whom the animal was dedicated’ and Hdt. 6.52.2 T)v
yuvaira, tf) odvopa elvar Agyeiny ‘the woman, whose name was Argeia (lit. to whom
was A. as a name)).

62 My interpretation of the participle of eipii as indication that the modifier 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. (2000: 103), who—for some reason—consider the constructions
with a participle of eiui to be appositions. In their view, the construction with a participle
of elul 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 58, 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 eiui
as appositions is that for an appositional interpretation of a modifier, the addition of a
participle of €iui is not necessary, e.g. Hdt. 1.179.3 mdhou 8¢ Eveotaot TéQLE ToT Telye0g
ExaTov, yohzeor mdoon (...) (‘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 referent modifier characterising the preceding noun, rather
than to ascribe an appositional character to this element.

63 Cf. Hdt. 2.95.1 mp0g 8¢ Tovg xdvemas dedovous Evrag Tdde oql 0Tl ueunyavn-
uéva (‘against the mosquitos that abound (lit. against the mosquitos plentiful being), the
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participle is not automatically added. The difference between examples
(71) and (72) without participle and examples (73) to (75) with partici-
ple seems to suggest that in multiple-modifier NPs a participle of eiui is
only added if the non-articular modifier can be interpreted wrongly:

(71)

(72)

(73)

(74)

(75)

™V Y00 "Acinv xai ta évorxéovia Edvea pagpaga oixnrotvtar ot IT€g-
oat, TV 8¢ Edooany xal 10 ‘EMvirov fynvrol xeywoiodal.

For the Persians claim Asia 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. 1.4.4)

TOV 0¢ nQOROOELWV PUOLS E0TL TOLHOE. TOVS YELUEQLOTATOVS Nijvag
téooegag £00ieL 0VOEV, (.. .).

The nature of crocodiles is as follows. For the four winter months (lit.
the winter months four), it eats nothing, (...). (Hdt. 2.68.1)

700¢ 6 M v Euorye doxéel o0dE 10 Medaoyinov #dvog, 0v fdopagov,
ovdaud ueydhws ovENdivar.

Besides, I think that the Pelasgic race, a barbarian nation (lit. the Pelas-
gic race being barbarian), never increased much in number. (Hdt. 1.58)

When the first king Min had made dry land, he first founded in it the city
of Memphis and dug a lake.

to07t0 8¢ To¥ ‘Heaiotov To 1gov idguoaodal v adti), £0v uéya te »oi
aELomnynTotaToy.

. 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. 2.99.4)

mg 8¢ ot tadta OVeldLoe, dyYEvimv TOV Taidwv &g Oy, fvayrdleto 6
Hovidviog TV E0VTot TaidWV, TEGoEQMV £0VTOY, TA didoio AmoTd-
uvew, (...).

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. 8.106.4)

Whereas the adjectives in examples (71) and (72) can only be interpreted
attributively, an attributive interpretation of the adjectives in examples
(73)-(75) is not guaranteed without the addition of the participle. In

following has been devised by themy’) and Hdt. 6.125.3 6 8¢ Ahxuéwv mpog Thv dweeny,
goboav ToloTY, Toldde Emtndevoag mpooégege: (‘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 (73), for instance, the adjective fciofagov would most probably
have been interpreted as the predicate of an unexpressed copular verb
(‘T don’t think that the Pelasgic stock was barbariar’) if the participle
had been left out.** In example (74), 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 (75), 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 eiui 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 66 and 67) is not
clear.

Although adjectives and numerals in their function as referent modi-
fier are marked 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.®> 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 iui and €yw tend to be used as referent modifiers
(cf. examples 66-70 and 76), other participles seem to prefer expressing
a temporary state of the referent (cf. example 77 and 78):

(76) (= 8) TOV u&v O1 elpvoavta TV TOEWV TO Etegov (800 Yo o1 pooterv
téws ‘Hoaxhéa) ral 1OV Lwotijoa meodEéEavta magadoival 10 TOEoV
TE %0l TOV CooTijoa Egovra € dxons Tijs suuforijc YLainy Yeuoiny,
dovta 8¢ dmohlhdooeodar, (...).

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. 4.10.1)

4 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
€0v is included before the adjective.

5 Obviously, the solution to mark adjectives and numerals unmistakably as a referent
modifier (i.e. adding a participle of eiui) does not apply to participles.
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(77) (= 7) peta 8¢ tavta memAnEouévnot Tior viuei moijoav ot “Twveg,
ouv O£ oL nal Aloréwv ol AE6POV VELOVTOL.

The Tonians then came there with their ships manned (lit. manned the
ships), and with them the Aeolians who dwell in Lesbos. ~ (Hdt. 6.8.1)

(78) 1 O¢ &yeL Tooav Ty dVvauy Mote duo EOUTH TV VNOUV %al To 6EARy-
AVO XOTOTETHOTO EECYEL

It has such great power as to bring out with it the internal organs and the
intestines all dissolved. (Hdt. 2.87.3)

As examples (79) and (80) 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:
(79)  dite yoQ ToU aiyiahot £6vrog oV peydlov 1QO%QOOoUL HQUEOV TO &G
TOVTOV %Al ETTL OXTD VEAC.
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. 7.188.1)

(80)  mouweBvreg 0¢ tadta nol deEldvTeg aoav TV Miknoiny, dxwg Tiva
idotev &v avesTnrvuin Tij xoon ayeov eb £Eeyaouévov, AmeyQdpovto
TO ovvoua ToU OE0TOTEM TOD AyQOD.
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. 5.29.1)

In example (79), €0vtog is used in a genitive absolute construction,
so that this participle, which is usually a referent modifier, has to be
interpreted predicatively. In example (80), 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 (24 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.®® 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

% Cf. Gildersleeve (1900: 287 ff.), Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 623 f.), Smyth (1956: 294).
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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 formal marking 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.®’

6.1.3.3. 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-articular modifiers may 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 referent without 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-articular modifiers do not set up any contrast at

7 Some modern European languages mark predicating elements formally different
from attributive modifiers (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. This might be an explanation for the fact that the difference
between articular and non-articular modifiers in Ancient 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 reference modifiers 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 3 % of the examples in my
corpus (see Table 4), 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) 0 0 0
adverb (Adv) — — —
genitive (GEN) 12 (5%)°%® 10 (2%) 22 (3%)
numeral (num) 0 0 0
participle (PTC) o) 1 (2%) 1 (1%)
possessives (pos) 6 (10%) 4 (3%) 10 (5%)
prepositional phrase (PP) 0 0 0
relative clauses (rel) 0 0 0
total 18 (6%) 15 (2%) 33 (3%)

Table 4. 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:

(81)  SfiAd woL @v yéyove Bt Votepov Emidovio ol “EAAnvec TovT@v To
ovvopata i) 1o TV dAAwv Yedv:

It is therefore plain to me that the Greeks learned the names of these two
gods (lit. of these the names) later than the names of all the others.
(Hdt. 2.146.2)

% 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. 4.118.1 &ni ToUTOV OV T@Y *oTode-
yOévimv Edvéov Tovs Pactriéag Ghlopévoug dmuouevol Tov Zxvdéwy ot dyyehot Ele-
yov éndiddonrovreg g O ITégong, ... ‘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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(82)  &vadmuoata 8¢ droguynv Ty Tddnv TV dpdaiudv dAho te dva To
100 TAvTa TA Aoy avédmue »ai, ToD ye AOyov udhota GEWV £oTt
Eyewv, &g 1od ‘Hhiov 10 1gov dEodénta dvédnue Eoya, dPfehovs dvo
MOivoug, €€ évog Edvtag éndregov Mitov, uijrog uev Exdregov miyewv
EXOTOV, EVQOC 8¢ OUT® T EWV.
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. 2.111.4)

In example (81) 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 (tovtwv) is placed before instead of after
the article. Similarly, the contrast between several shrines in example
(82) would in my view ask for a reference modifier instead of a referent
one.

6.1.4. A few particular modifiers

Now the general difference between articular and non-articular modi-
fiers has been analysed, some more 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.

6.1.4.1. 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 them as either a reference or a referent modifier 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 other modifiers, 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 83) 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 84).%°
(83) &yw yao PePovhevpon TevEag yépuoov €x Tijode Tijg Rreigov & TV

£téQNV fimelpov émi Zxvdag otoateveodor.
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. 3.134.4)

(84)  (...) 6 MiMolog AgLotarydong (. . .) dmixeto &g Tag AdMvas: e Yo
1] TOMg TOV Aotémv EdUVAOTEVE PEYLOTOV.

(...) Aristagoras the Milesian (...) came to Athens. For this city (lit. this
the city) was more powerful than any of the rest. (Hdt. 5.97.1)

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 6.1.1.2) 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

" As has been noted in footnote 69 of Chapter 5, there are some examples of demon-
stratives in my 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:”
(85)  Edaypav 6 Zoiton TAVTAS TOUS €% VOROT TOUTOU YEVOUEVOUGS BACAEng
gow &V Q) 1Q.
The people of Sais buried within the temple precinct all kings who were

natives of their district (lit. from district this, i.e. the district of which
Sais was the capital). (Hdt. 2.169.4)

Does this inconsistency force us to conclude that when demonstratives
occur in indefinite NPs they are not reference modifiers 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
(85), for instance, the addressee is, thanks to the information given by the
demonstrative, perfectly capable of understanding which 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 to which 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

(83), (84), (86) and (87):

(86) oltog 8% drhog Adyog Aéyeton mepl ToDh EéoEem vooTou, 0ddauide
guoLye moTog, ovte dAws ovUte To Ilepotwy Tovto madog.

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. 8.119)

70 For more examples and a description of the difference between definite and indefi-
nite NPs with a demonstrative, see Chapter 5, section 5.3.3.
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(87)  wai vdv ot v xopiCwvron 4o thode tig Yaldoong ¢ Bapuldva,
xatorthéovteg OV EDgpontny motauov toig te €5 Ty avT)v TedTyy
XOUNV TAQOYIVOVTOL KAl €V TOLOL UEQTOL.

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. 1.185.2)

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.”! 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.

6.1.4.2. 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 (tovtov), reflexive (¢puavtod, Eéavtot) and the possessive pronoun
(8uog, 00g) 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 reference modifiers. T 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.
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pronouns (e.g. Hu®dV, adToT, wov), especially if they have partitive value,
stand in the ‘predicative’ position.”

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 32 times (cf. example 88), but also occurs 8
times in the predicative position (cf. example 89):

(88) &y poL doréw ouviéval TO Yeyovoc ToUTo, ® Pacthed: ol udyot eiol Tol
ol émaveotedteg, TOV Te Eluteg uekedwvov tv oirimv Matileidng ol
0 TOVTOU AdeAPEOS ZUEQDLC.

1 think, sire, that I understand what 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. 3.63.4)
(89) &l puév vuv xai Totto maQ’ Alyvrtiov pepadnraot ot “EAnveg, odx
Eyw Adtoextéwg ®Qival, 6wV xal Ognwag rnai Znvdag nai [Tégoag
%natl Avdovg ral oyedOV TAVTAS TOVS BAQPAQOVS ATOTHOTEQOVS TMV
dA OV ynuévous ToMNTEWV TOVG TAGS TéYVOS LaVIAvOVTOG %ol TOVS
ExYOVOUGS TOVTOY, (...).
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. 2.167.1)

Exceptions like example (89) 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 (88), 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 (89), 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 (1879: 209+ 11), Kithner-Gerth (1904: I 619) and Smyth (1956: 297~
298).



266 CHAPTER SIX

use of the ‘attributive’ possessive pronoun (e.g. €udg, 00g, etc.) and the

‘predicative’ possessive genitives of the personal pronoun (e.g. uod, cov,

etc.):

(90)  Muiv yao xatoyehdte, O Zxvdal, Ot Paxyedouey xai Hudag 6 Yeog
Maupdver viv obtog 6 datpmv xol Tov vpuétepov Pacihéa Aehdfinxe,
®ail Paxyevel e nal Vo Tod Yeol pailveta.

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. 4.79.4)

(91)  émagdévreg yao wPdnloiot paveniolot dvdoag Eelvoug EOvTag UiV T
wahota noi avaderouévous VIToyeliag maetewv Tag Adnvag, Tov-
ToVG &% Th|g TaTEidog EENLAOEY, XAl ETELTO TOLOAVTES TADTA O1)-
U AY0LoTE TAQEdMHRAUEV TNV TOMY, O¢ Emeite OU Nuéag Ehevdeom-
Veig dvéxvpe, Nuéag uev xai tov pacihéa quéwv teopoioos EEEPale,

(...

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.
Then we handed that city over to a thankless people, which had no 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. 5.91.2)

The possessive pronoun in (90) 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
(91), 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.”®

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. éuavtod, éavtod) 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 92a-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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(92a) He did not paint his own house, but mine.
(92b) ?He did not paint his house, but mine.
(92¢) ?He did not paint his own house, but his garden fence.

(92d) 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 the NP, 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.”*

6.1.4.3. Relative clauses

The final modifier that deserves consideration is the relative clause. For
this modifier, there is no formal difference between the reference patterns
aXN (reIN) and aNaX (aNrel), on the one hand, and the referent patterns
XaN (reIlN) and aNX (aNrel), on the other.” 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.”® The article is probably left

74 Although I cannot explain the author’s choice for a referent or reference pattern
in 9% of the cases in which a definite noun is modified by a possessive, I am inclined to
accept this relatively high number of exceptions more readily than the far smaller number
of exceptions to the traditional view that the position of the modifier is determined by its
form (3 %). The reason for my higher 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.

7> The Nrel pattern, by contrast, is unmistakably a reference pattern, for there is
no referent pattern that lacks a first article. Cf. Hdt. 6.125.3 &vdUg xddvo uéyav xai
rOAmov Poduv zatahmduevog 100 nd@dvos, #0900vous Tovg eVQLO%E EVEUTATOVS
£0vrag Vodnoduevog, fie &g Tov Inoaveov &g tdv ol xatnyéovto (‘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 hinY).

76 For the Tonic 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 (*tnv v &yelg yuvaino or *Tdg oTtHhog
Tog Tag lota).””

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 75), 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 (93) and (94), for instance, serve two different goals:

(93)  (...) Povlevovto idvuayinv uev undepiov moéeodal éx 1ol Eugpave-
oG, (...) vmeElovteg 0¢ nal VeEehaVOVTES T EEnTa. TO maeEiotey
QUTOL LA TAG XN VAG CUYYOTV, TV TTOINV T€ % TS YTig ExTOIPELY, dryoT
opag dlehOVTES.

(...) 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. 4.120.1)

(94) 70 O¢ 0N Mjdavov, To xoréovar ‘Agafrot Aadavov, 1L Tovtov Ywua-
OLOTEQOV YIVETOL.

But ledanon, which the Arabians call ladanon, (lit. the ledanon, which
the Arabians call ladanon) is produced yet more strangely than this.
(Hdt. 3.112)

Whereas the relative clause in example (93) 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 1 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. TV €xewg TV
yuvoixa, lit. which you have the woman; the first ‘article’ being in fact a relative), we
get a relN pattern (e.g. Tiv €xelg yuvaina, 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 reIN (indefinite). tv &yeig yuvaiza 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 (94) 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.”® 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.

6.2. 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 preceding modifier(s). The noun lacks an article
if a preceding modifier is articular, while the noun has an article if the
preceding modifier is not:”

(95)  petd ¢ tadta Kugov te ol Megoémv 1ot %odugod otoatod dmeld-
00vVTOG OTOM &7TL TOV "AQAENV, Aewpdévtog d¢ ToD dyoniov, (...).

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. 1.211.2)

78 Traditionally, the distinction between the relative clause in (93) and (94) is described
in terms of restrictiveness or identifiability: the relative clause in (93) is called restrictive
or determinative and the one in (94) 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.

7% For an explanation of this observation, see section 6.2.2.
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(96) 682 Aldmng (...) maig uév Rv Svhoodvrog To Alduneog, THRUVVOS d¢
£V Zauov Vo ToY Miknoiov "AQLoTaydeew ATECTEQNTO TNV ALYV
%atd meQ ot dhhot Tijs Toving Tugavvor.

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. 6.13.2)

(97) TOaUTA pEV AlyvmTiov ol tpgeg Eheyov, (...).

The Egyptians’ priests (lit. of Egyptians the priests) said this, (...).
(Hdt. 2.120.1)

(98)  ovvnvee Ov obtw Hote Tdvav Te Tovg oTEATNYOVS Ui Goléodal
Dowvinmv te ToUg drafarrovrog Aafelv Totovde wodov:

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. 8.90.1)

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 (99)-(101) show:

(99)  avapaivovteg Yo &l ToVg eopaye®dvag ToT Telyeog ot Bafuioviol
RATOMQYEOVTO ROl ROTECRMTTOV ACQEIOV 0L TV GTQUTUV CUTOU,

(...).

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. 3.151.1)

(100) edplonm 8¢ Mde dv ywdueva tadta, e AdPolg Ty dutv oxevnv mdoav
%ol EvOUg uetd ToTo (Coto &g tov Euov Yeovov rai Enelta &v »oity i
£} XATVTTVAOOELOG.

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. 7.15.3)%

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 and Artabanos’ own bed in the last NP, the contrast between Xerxes’ throne (on which
Artabanos has to seat himself) and Xerxes’ bed (on which Artabanos has to lie down to
sleep) was apparently felt to be more prominent than that between the possessives, so that
the noun in the last NP was placed before the possessive.
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(101) #v 8¢ IMhataufjor ot TTégoan, Mg ETEATOVTO VIO TMV Adxredauoviny,
EPeVYOV 0VOEVO KOOIV €5 TO OTEATOTEDOV TO EMVTAV %Al £G TO TETYOG
10 EVMvVOV 1O Emomoavto v poien Tij Onpaidt.
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. 9.65.1)

Although in examples (99) and (100) the difference in articulation of the
noun may be explained by a difference in articulation of the modifier, this
explanation is clearly not adequate to account for the difference between
examples (100) and (101). 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 6.2.1, the nature of this factor will be examined by analysing
the difference between the aNaX and NaX pattern. Section 6.2.2, subse-
quently, will provide an overview of the rules for the articulation of the
noun plus a possible explanation for these rules.

6.2.1. The aNaX vs. the NaX pattern®!

Examples (100) and (101) 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 and NaX patterns,
but can also occur in more complex patterns:

(102a) 6 0¢ g mOQELOPE, VTA TADTO VITOVOEWV TA[V GTOUTUV TAV TV ouu-
nayov dracav aire nai Exeivoug dyaymv &g Koguvdov diégpdeige.

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. 9.88)

(102b) (= 12) Aewvidn 8¢, T® ue xehevels TUWETIOML, PHUL UEYAAWS TETUMQT]-
odai, Yuydjol te Tijor TdvoE AvagrunTolst TeTiunToL aTog TE ROl Ol
dAdol ol €v @eQUOTUAOL TELEVTIOAVTEG.

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. 9.79.2)

81 For a description of the difference between the aNaA and NaA pattern, see Bakker
(2006).
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(103a) Vmegoréovrag ¢ o Idyyarov mog foeéw dvéuov Iaiovag ASPNedg
te nail [owodmhag TaeELmv fe TEOG E0TTEQNV, £C O ATIXETO £TTL TTOTAUOV
e ZTeUUOVa %ol oA "Hiova (...). i 8¢ yij aven 1) et To Mayyorov
000g noréetar PuAhic, (...).

Marching past the Paconians, 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. 7.113.1-2)
(103b) (dwV T TV AlyvmTOVv TTEOXEWEVNV TS EXOUEVNG VTG ®OYYXVAG TE
pawvopeva. &mi totor 0peoL xai dAuny émoavdeovoay (...) xai Paupov
uotivov Aiyvtov 600og Totto To Vrep Méugrog £xov, (...).
For I have seen that Egypt projects into the sea beyond the neighbouring
land, and shells are exposed to view on the mountains, and things coated
with salt (...) and the only sandy mountain in Egypt is that which is

above Memphis (lit. I have seen that mountain that the above Memphis
as the only one in Egypt has sand), (...). (Hdt. 2.12.1)

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?? for this has been doubted from various
angles, most recently and extensively by Devine and Stephens (2000:
250-258). They assume that, at least in historical Greek, the NaX pattern
does not constitute one integral NP, but consists of a non-referential
noun,®® 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
(460 BC), claiming its punctuation confirms that the non-referential noun
is phrased with the verb instead of constituting a unity with the following
modifier:

(104) :dwopooorhogoov : tov vowov : Locr 45

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
6.1.1.1.

8 For the difference between referential and non-referential elements, see Chapter s,
section 5.4.
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Although Herodotus wrote his Histories no more than 50 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 5 toug : emiFolnovs AoQomv)
and inside a participle (cf. Locr. 7 xotakewtov : 1a).3* Furthermore, sim-
ilar expressions differ in their punctuation (cf. Aogowv : Twv Yrmoxvaoyu-
duwv and : Aoopolg toig Yroxvamdiows : Locr. 5/6) and the number of
elements in between two punctuation marks varies considerably.®

But even if the punctuation of example (104) is correct and a pause was
perceived between the noun and the following modifier, 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:

(105) Avov potivor ool e xai Alyvmrior 2oydfovral #atd TadTd. %ol 1
Con mdoa xol 1 YMdooa éugeong €ott GAAAoLoL Aivov 8¢ TO uev
#ohyuxov VL0 ‘EMMvarv Zagdovinov néxhntal, TO Héviol arr’ Aiyvmtov
amxvedpuevoy xaiéeton AlyOmTov.

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. 2.105)

84 Because of the strange punctuation, some editors read ai deihnt’ dvyweely, zata-
Lelmov ta &v tan totion waida NPatav 7 *dekgedv, EEeluey dvev évetnoimv instead of
rotodeimovta v tan totiow. I fail to see, however, how we should interpret xataheinw
with a double accusative (‘to leave something/someone behind as ...") in this context.
Despite the intervening punctuation mark, the reading xotoleimovta therefore seems
more accurate to me, even though éEeiuev with an accusative instead of dative is rare
(but compare Ar. Ach.1079 and PL PIt. 290d).

8 If we are to believe Larfeld (1914: 430-431), 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 (Aivov 8¢, ‘with respect to linen’) followed by an elliptical
noun phrase (to uév xokyxov ‘the Kolchian® as opposed to 10 am’ Al-
YUmTov duinveoduevoy, ‘that which comes from Egypt’). Besides exam-
ples like (105) 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 (106), for instance, meCog 6 ITepoé¢wv and mwog 1) Zaxéwv
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:

(106) Molotevoe O TOV PagPhowv etog uev 6 Megotmv, inmog 6¢ )| Laxéwy,
avno ¢ héyetal Magdoviog:
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. 9.71.1)

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 107) and after prepositions (example 108):

(107) Ot 8¢ tijg avtiic Nuéong ovvéPfalve yiveodar unvog te Tot adtod,
YQOV® 0V TOAG oL Votegov dfjha dvapavddvovol Eyiveto.

That the two fell on the same day and the same month (lit. month the
same) was proven to the Greeks when they examined the matter not long
afterwards. (Hdt. 9.101.2)%

(108) (=11) This man (= 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.

dvonpepnaodévrog GV adtol, Aoyitouevog 6 Aapelog £00é ol mhéw
Ayodd TOV AUOQTNUATWV TETOLNUEVO. €5 0LXOV TOV facLh)ioy:

ohne Riicksicht auf Wortzusammenhang und Satzgliederung angewendt werden’ with
many remarkable examples.

8 For the order of the constituents in the NPs tfjg atiic juéong (‘the same day’) and
unvog te Tot avtod (‘month the same’), see Chapter 3, sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.
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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. 7.194.2)

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 106) 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 105).

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.?” 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 6.1.2). Just as the »fjovE in example (109) and the
mhataviotw and auméhe in example (110), the xoUv in (111) would be
identifiable on the basis of the information of the noun only:

(109) (= 34) AhvdtTng 8¢, iOg ol tadta EENYYELDT, avTino Emenme #iQUra. £C
Mikntov foulouevog orovdag omoaodor OQuovBouhy te xo M-
oloot xeOvVov 860V &v TOV VOV 0{x0dOUEN. O eV 1) ArooTOMOG EC TV
Mikntov Ny, ©QuovBouhog 68 COPEWS TEOTETVOUEVOS TAVTA AOYOV
ral eldwg Td Ahvdting uélhot omoery, unyovatat towdde: (descrip-
tion of the deceit) tabta 0¢ &moieé te #al mEonyodeve Ogaovfovlog
TOVOE elvexrey, Onmg Gv 01N 6 %fELVE 0 LI VOS IOV TE CWQEOV UEYAY
oltov xeyuuévov xai tovg aviommovg &v edmadeinol Eovrag dyyein
"AlvdrTn.

87 For the process of identification of referents, see Chapter 5, section 5.2.2.
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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. But Thrasyboulos, 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. 1.21.1-1.22.1)

(110) (= 35) ol 8¢ elwav: @ Pacihed, 00Tdg 20Tl B TOL TOV TATEQA Apelov
£0wEN0OTO TH TAATAVIETO TH| OVGEN Xl TH QUITELD:
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. 7.27.2)

(111) 2% &1 OV TOV oReTéQmV olxlmv doEduevol ol xhdmeg VO ViV 0T~
Yuovuevor &g T Paocthiia oixio GEUOCOV, TOV O YOTV TOV Exgoge-
ouevov éx Tov 0QUYHATOS, OrmG Yévolto VUE €g Tov Tiyonv motauov
mogageéovta tv Nivov EEepdgeov, &g O nateQydoovto & Tu &fov-
Lovto.

They surveyed their course and dug an underground way 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. 2.150.3)

Even though the referent of the highlighted NP in example (111), unlike
those in (109) and (110), 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
the Tigris’ is perfectly understandable. The postnominal participle phrase
facilitates the identification, but is not essential.®®

As we saw in the section on reference specification (section 6.1.2),
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,

8 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 Y7o
YAV dovooov (without the intervention of &g Td faothia oixia), 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 (32) and (33) (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:

(32)  paddvreg 8¢ tadta ot ITehaoyoi Emvtoiol Adyovg £didooav: rai ogt
Bovhevopévorot devov TL £0€duVE, gl O1) dlaryLvadoxroLev agiol Te Bor-
Véev ol Taldeg TEOE TOV ROVQLOLEMV YUVAULXMV TOVG TATdOS ROl TOV-
TOV adTin doyew TEQMUTO, Ti O1) Avogwdévteg dfjdev motoovot. &v-
YoiTo E60EE oL KTEVELY TOVS TATONS TOVS €% TV ATTIXEMV YUV~
n@v.

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. 6.138.3-4)

(33) Tavta Eheye maehdmV O AQLoTeldng, pduevog EE Alyivng Te ety xal
udyLg dlerThMooL Aadmv TOVG ETOQUEOVTOS” TTEQLEXEODOL YAQ TGV TO
0teaTOTEOV TO ‘EAAN VKOV V70 ThV VEDV TDV E€QEE®
Aristeides went in and told them, saying that he had come from Aegina
and had barely made 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. 8.81)

Formulated differently, within the given context of examples (32) and
(33), 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 (112), 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 to¥ otpatot o0
neoeovtog (lit. ‘the army the surviving’):
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(112) &vdavta 0¢ nateyOuevoL oLTio Te TAEW T xat” 680V ENAYY VoV, 00dEvVaL
Te ®OoUOoV Eumuthduevol xai Bdata petafdilovreg dmnédvnorov Tod
0TQATOD TOU TEYLEOVTOG TOMNOL.

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. 8.117.2)

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 (113) 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.®

(113) (=2) vouog d¢ ToioL Aaxedaoviolot xatd TOV facthéwv Tovg Yavd-
TOVG £0Ti MLTOG ®ai Toiot fagPdgorst Toio év tij ‘Acin-

The Lakedaimonians have the same custom at the deaths of their kings as
the barbarians in Asia (lit. the barbarians the in the Asia). (Hdt. 6.58.2)

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 to which the NaX pattern refers, in contrast, cannot be prop-
erly identified without the information expressed by the modifier. The
month in example (107) and the house in example (108), 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.

8 The reason that the modifier in examples (112) and (113) 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 to which this referent has to be related is not unequivocal. In example
(114), for instance, one of Themistokles’ servants delivers the following
message to the Persian camp:

(114) Emeppé ue orgaTnyos 6 Adnvaiov Ladon tdv dihov Exdvov (...).

The Athenian general (lit. general the of Athenians) has sent me without
the knowledge of the other Hellenes (...). (Hdt. 8.75.2)

(114a) *Emepé ue 6 oTEaTIYOC.

*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 the Greek 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.*

Similarly in example (115), 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:

(115) Golotia uév vuv Edooav dvdoning uev Edoupuadn élaing otégavov,
ooQing 6¢ nal OeELOTNTOC OUOTORAEL, %Ol TOVT® OTEQPAVOV EAAING:
£0WENOCOVTO T¢ (v Oy Td &V XmdeTy ®ollotevovr
They bestowed on Eurybiades a crown of olive as the reward of excellence
and another such crown on Themistokles for his wisdom and cleverness.

They also gave him the finest chariot in Sparta (lit. chariot the in Sparta
finest. (Hdt. 8.124.2)

(115a) *€dwENOAVTO T€ (v T@ Sy w.
*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

0 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:

(116) ol 8¢ ITehaoyoi ovtol (. ..) Ehoymoay Aptéud &v Boavodvi dyovoog
60TV TG TOV AdNvaiwy yuvairog, EvIettey 0& AQITACAVTES TOUTEMV
TOMNAG Ol 0VTO dmomhéovtes val ogeag &g ATfjuvov dyaydvreg malha-
%0C EOV. (¢ 8¢ Ténvwv adtal ai yuvairec vrerAjodnoay, YADeoay
TE TV ATTA]Y %0l TEOTOVS ToVS AV vainv £6i0a0%0V TOVG TOTOAG.
These Pelasgians (. ..) setan ambush for the Athenian women 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. 6.138.1-2)

(117) (...) émohdgxree v Mikntov 100m® ToL®OE. OrmG UEV €iN &V 1| V1|
%000 AdEOS, TMviradTa £0éfaidle TV otoaTv: (...) Mg d¢ &g Thv
Muknoinv amizolto, oixuate uev To £l Tdv ayedv olte natéfalie
oUte &vemipmon ovte YUoag Améoma, o OE xATA YDENV EOTAVAL
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. 1.17.1-2)

In example (116), the most natural interpretation of v yhdooav and
tovg Toomovg 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 (117) on reading that Sadyattes did not destroy té oixfjuata
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.”!

1" 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
(116) and (117), 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 116) or specify a subgroup
(example 117). However, while the aNaA pattern always refers to the
most accessible or most 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 (32) (ToUg TATOG TOVG €% TOV ATTREWV YUVOULRADV)
and (33) (Vo TV vedV TV Z£0EEw), 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 (116) and (117), 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 118) and in NPs that are
the subject of a copular verb (example 119):

(118) petd O¢ TV EMERMTNOLY TOV XONOUMV %ol TaQaivesty Ty éx Mag-
doviov VUE te &yiveto nai &g pulanag Etdooovto.
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. 9.44.1)

(119) (...),#rea 0t ogiol Emeite yeyovaoL Td svpmevTo Aéyou ol etval Gmd Tod
mewTov Paohéog Tagyitdov &g TV Acgeiov didfaoty Ty &l ogpiag
My o0 TAEW GALG TooOTTA.

(...), 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. 4.7.1)*

%2 1 analyse #tea T obumovra as the subject of the sentence, because yAiwv 00 Théw
&Aha tooatta predicates over £tea T ovumTavta, and not the other way round (i.e. it is
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In example (118), the absence of an article before magaiveouv 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 wagaiveouv is
coordinated with another noun. As we saw in Chapter 5, section 5.3.2,
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
moagaiveowv should thus be interpreted as indication that it forms one
unit with érelpwtnouv, with which it shares its article. In example (119),
the absence of an article before €tea is due to another refinement of the
general rule for the use of the definite article discussed in Chapter 5, sec-
tion 5.3.2. 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. &tea T ovumavta 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 and NaX pattern, I will argue that the difference between the aNaX
and NaX pattern as described above also holds true for more multiple-
modifier NPs. As in single-modifier NPs, the noun of a multiple-modifier
NP—if not preceded by a reference modifier-** 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 no more than a thousand, not of no more
than a thousand that they were the total amount of years). For classifying sentences and
the distinction between their subject and predicate, see Chapter 5, section 5.4.1.

% For the influence of a prenominal reference modifier on the articulation of the noun
(and a possible explanation), see section 6.2.2.
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(120) (= 42) Gvédnre 8¢ nai dvoadiuato 6 "Anaolg &g v ‘EAGda, ToDto
uev &g Kvonvnv (...) todto 8¢ Ti) &v Aivow Adnvain dvo te dydiuato
MOwva xot Yoenra Mveov dEodéntov, todto 8 &g Zauov i) “Hon (... .).
&c 0¢ Aivdov Eewving uev ot deuijs elvexrev, 6TLOE 10 10OV TO v Aivom 10
Tig Adnvaing héyetan Tag Tod Aavaod duyatépag idouoaodal, (...).
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. 2.182.1-2)

(121) (=12) Aewvidn 8¢, T® ue xehevels TUWETIOL, PHUL UEYAADS TETUMQT]-
odat, Yuyijoi e Tijor T@voe avagriunTost TeTiunTol a0TOg TE ROl oL
dAdol ol €v @eQUOTUAOL TELEVTIOAVTEG.

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. 9.79.2)

In example (120), 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 ég Aivdov (‘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 (121), 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 tifjoL tdvde (‘the of these’),
the addressee would have no clue to which referent the NP refers.”

6.2.2. 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 of modifiers, which only depends
on the function of the modifier itself, the articulation of the noun is

4 Other examples of multiple-modifier NPs differing in the articulation of the noun
can be found at the beginning of this section (examples 102-103). 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 and NaX pattern, nouns modified 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,

(122) petd 8¢ Tovtov Pacthetoot Tov igéa Tot ‘Heaioctov, Td ovvona eivor
Zedorv.

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. 2.141.1)

(123)  Anudonte, €@ 1eOmE dmovnToTaTa TV AvOQMY TOVTMOV ETUQATH 0O~
uev; 1oL EENyeo: ov yaQ Exels adT@v Tag dieE6dovs OV fovicvndtmy,
ola. foothevs yevouevog.

‘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. 7.234.3)

In examples (122) and (123), the information provided by the noun is
definitely not sufficient for the identification of the intended ipevg or
OéEodoL. 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 (122) and (123) 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 noun may be summarised as follows:

(124) 1. if an articular modifier precedes, the noun has no article;
2. 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 no marking 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.

6.3. 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 predicative modifiers do not 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-articular mod-
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
reference modifiers. 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 3 and 4 discussed the order of the constituents in
single-modifier and multiple-modifier NPs respectively. Chapter 5 dis-
cussed the definiteness of the NP and Chapter 6, 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.

7.1. 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 5, section 5.4), 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 5, section 5.3.2). 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 5, section
5.3.1).

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
the modifier of the XN pattern is more salient than the noun, the modifier
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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 3,
section 3.3). Being more salient was defined as either being explicitly or
implicitly contrastive, or being more informative or more 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 3, section 3.3.1). 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 3, section 3.4). An
NP element that does, rather unexpectedly, follow the saliency principle
is the ‘postpossessive possessive’ (e.g. uov, opewv, avtod). 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 3, section 3.5.2).

7.2. 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 s, section 5.5) or to
his available knowledge (in the case of reference to some (non-)specific
referent, see Chapter 5, section 5.3). The second point of similarity
between these patterns is that the modifier is articular. In Chapter 6,
section 6.1.1 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 6, section 6.1.2 that such a contrast is
no prerequisite for the use of a reference specifying modifier. A reference
specifying modifier may also be added to a noun that evokes only one (or
even no) referent, as long as the function of the modifier 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 the modifier 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 6, section 6.2) 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 3, section 3.1).

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 6, sections 6.1.1.1
and 6.2.1 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 6, section 6.2.1). 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. The modifier 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).

7.3. 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 6, section
6.1.1.1, 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 the modifiers in the aNX and XaN pattern.
What does unite the modifiers in these patterns (see Chapter 6, section
6.1.1.2) is that they characterise the referent, i.e. that they give informa-
tion on the referent without the intention to distinguish this referent from
other possible entities. While ‘common’ referent characterising modifiers
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 they may 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 specifying modifiers 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 the modifier itself and some other entity (e.g. t@v
aomidmv ta dyava ‘of the shields the handles’ vs. Td t6Ea ‘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 elul (e.g. Tiv ®uvény €ovoav yohxény ‘the bronze helmet (lit.
the helmet being bronze)’, see Chapter 6, section 6.1.3.2). As a participle
of eiui may also be added to modifiers 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 eiui is a general demarcating
strategy indicating the boundaries of the NP.

Whereas adjectives and numerals in the aNX and XaN 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 6, section
6.1.4.1, 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
specifying modifier, probably the most economical pattern was preferred.
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7-4. 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 4, section
4.2.2). 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 NP may 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 no marking of definiteness. So whereas the articulation of a modifier
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 6, section 6.2).

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 4, section 4.2.2). 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 4,
section 4.1). In Chapter 4, sections 4.2.3 and 4.4, 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 a minor role
at the level of the NP, I would not be surprised if the NP structure in
many more 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 in Herodotus 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.






INDEX OF LINGUISTIC TERMS

The definitions given below are not generally accepted and complete
definitions, but are meant 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 garcon, 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 three months 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, c.g. X3 X2 X1 N X1 X2 X3.

classifying modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoff (2008a) 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. 1 yvvn (‘the
woman’). An NP that refers to an identifiable referent, but lacks an
article (e.g. avdowmov Yuyn ‘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.

descriptive modifier a modifier 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 (1992) 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
and new constituents is that whereas the latter mark 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 you want 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. oUTw pev oM Tv TEiTYY
gonyayeto yuvaixae 6 ‘Agilotwv ‘in this way Ariston married his third
wife (lit. in this way the third married wife the Ariston)’

indefinite NP an NP that lacks a definite article; e.g. Aageiov dvyatéoa
(‘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.

juxtaposed modifiers two or more modifiers 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 Rijkhoft (1992) 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 term modifier is used to refer to grammatical modifiers 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 particular Norwegian or is resolved to marry 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. ydo, ve, 01, uév), the
non-contrastive personal pronouns (e.g. wov, og, ot) and a0tog 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.
elodyyehhe Tewpeoiag OtL Tnel viv ‘announce that Teiresias is looking
for him (lit. announce Tereisias that he is looking for him)’

qualifying modifier a term introduced by Rijkhoft (1992) 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 Rijkhoft (1992) 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.

restrictive modifier a modifier 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: I went 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.
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abstract noun, see noun
(musical) accent, 127, 293
accessibility, 3n4, 49-50, 78n55,
110n28, 236n35, 281
accusative of respect, 168, 1751049
adjective (A), 14-18, 20-21, 24,
28,37, 71-72, 82-88, 94-95,
131-133, 217-218, 249-257,
290-291
adjective of place, 250-252
adjunct, 198-199, 213
of state, 217, 249-252
adverb (Adv), 33, 36, 63, 82, 86167,
242-243, 264171
fixed adverbial expression, 174~
175, 18ons6
ayodog, 60-61, 89
agreement, 4, 128, 183162, 192, 196,
220-221, 264n71
affective load, 94, 95, 140n70
anaphor, 26, 77154, 78155, 128, 146,
149n5, 151012, 153, 163, 216, 262
apposition, 4-5, 17, 127-129, 141,
151N10, 209, 217Nn3, 221-223,
236136, 255062, 289, 293
argument, 35n8, 35n9, 63, 82-85,
99-100, 104, 116n32, 128, 189,
197, 213, 254, 288
article, 18, 24, 128, 143-286
distributive, 179-180
generic, 148, 199-210, 217n2, 288
possessive, 180-181
articulation, 145-286
attributive
modifier, see modifier
position, 12, 217, 244n45, 250-
252, 264-267
value, 217-219, 256, 259167
avToC, 35n7, 118-120, 126N42,
14915, 226119, 231N27, 250-252

availability, 1, 157-162, 205, 225,
232, 243, 280

cataphor, 183, 186-187

chiasmus, 58-60, 88

classifying modifier, see modifier

classifying sentence, 190-197

clause (level), 4, 31, 66-70, 82n64,
112-113, 117133, 119n37,
131n55, 139n69

complement, 99-100, 198

complexity, 1, 3n4, 13n7, 62-66, 88,
117-118

contrast, 38-41, 53-54, 232-233,
245-248, 250
double contrast, 57-58

coordination, 129-140, 177-178,
201Nn102, 238n39, 281-282
order of coordinated modifiers,

134-140
function of coordinated
modifiers, 131-134

copular construction, 85, 86n67,
176-177,190-192, 199, 217, 249,
254, 255n61, 257, 281

8¢, 131055, 139-140, 1511010

default mode, 20, 53n27, 56, 84, 115,
288

definiteness, 21, 37, 145-214, 220

deixis, 45n20, 151, 164, 186169,
262

demonstratives (dem), 18, 19-20,
24, 37, 76-79, 9ony1, 182-189,
240Nn42, 261-264

dependent constituent, 63-65,
8ons8, 82-88, 117-118, 125,
128n48, 169n41

derivational noun, see noun

descriptive modifier, see modifier
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descriptive-discourse modifier, see
modifier

determining adjectives, 16-17,
20-21, 36, 37012, 71-72

dialect, 3, 21, 37, 215n1, 267n76

digression, 49-50, 68-69, 70, 78-79,
89, 236n35

(dis)continuity, 5, 26-28, 119137

discourse modifier, see modifier

€ra0Tog, 18, 179155
elui, 3508, 4on1s, 86n67, 253-257,
291

familiarity, 55, 70, 114, 116, 123,
124, 150N9, 152—162, 202

flat structure, 128n48, 133163,
221n13

focus, 28-32, 66

frequency, 38n13, 95n5, 232132, 289

Y7, 196n93, 182n60
Gelenkartikel, 216-217, 220
genericity
generic sentence, 100, 199n97,
2011N100, 208, 210N116
generic NP, 199-211
generic article, 148, 199, 204-205,
210-211
genitive, 13n7, 21126, 3518, 46-48,
67-70, 98-100, 148, 151n11, 168,
172-174, 219, 240, 243, 244145,
254, 260n68, 265-266
classifying genitive, 172-174
partitive genitive, 244145, 265
genre, 3n3, 315, 21, 37
yvoun, 198n96

head proximity, 27-28, 107n25

heaviness, 36, 44119, 62-66, 8ons8$,
85n66, 88, 92,116-118, 124-125,
135-140, 169n41

hyperbaton, 5, 128

identifiability, 34, 152-162, 163-
182, 195n91, 210-211, 224-225,
269n78, 275-281, 284-285

identifying modifier, see modifier

identifying sentence, 190-197

inclusiveness, 154-157, 210

information status, 21n26, 31, 41—
44, 288

information value, 28-32, 37, 44-52,
84-85, 288

inherent features, 24, 94, 95, 251153

(in)dependence on comparison,
94-95

juxtaposition, 129-140

®oTd, 180n56
kind reference, 200-204, 205n109
kind predicate, 201, 206

localising modifier, see modifier

maxims of Grice, 3n4, 38n13,
205Nn108, 231, 232131, 243
UEV ... OE, see O
modifier
attributive, 4, 119, 120, 148,
217-218, 249, 256, 259, 266
(see also: attributive position,
attributive value)
classifying, 24-26, 98, 172-174
descriptive, 24-26, 101-104,
228n23
descriptive-discourse, 101-104
discourse, 24-26, 98, 101-104,
228n23
identifying, 96ng, 132
localising, 24-26, 33-34, 9515, 98
predicative, 4-5, 3517, 57129,
118-120, 126142, 190-197,
216- 220, 242, 244045, 249~
259, 265-267, 285-286, 290
referent characterising, 226-231,
239-240, 242-260, 290-291
reference specifying, 226-231,
231-242, 243, 250-252, 259,
260n68, 289, 291
qualifying, 3ns, 16-17, 18, 20-21,
24-26, 34, 36, 37n12, 71-72,
95105, 9619, 98, 99N12, 132
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quantifying, 16-17, 20-21, 24-
26, 37112, 71-72, 9515, 98,
99ni2

non-configurational language,
128-129, 221n13
non-referentiality, 27n36, 174, 183,
188n72, 189-199, 200n100,
272-275, 287,289,292
noun, 19-20, 31, 53-56, 67, 113—
114, 122, 133, 177-179, 233-238,
245-246, 283-285
abstract noun, 147-150, 162n30
derivational noun, 99
proper noun/name, 4, 146, 150—-
152, 162n30, 182n60, 183,
205N109, 213
verbal noun, 116n32
numeral (num), 36, 43-44, 51,
62137, 91, 243, 249-257, 290—
291

objectivity, 94-95
dvoud, 198-199

participle (PTC), 4, 37, 64-66,
82-88,91, 118, 125,218-219,
249-259, 290-291
participle of eiul, see eiui
7dG, 118-120, 126Nn42, 196N93,
250-252
pragmatics, 16, 18-19, 19-22, 28—
32, 106Nn24, 149-151, 164n32,
170n43, 208, 224, 228-229, 231,
289,293
predicate NP, 190-197, 199
predicative
modifier, see modifier
position, 217-220, 244n45, 250-
252, 265-267, 290

value, 4-5, 35n7, 57n29, 118—
120, 126Nn42, 190-197, 217—
220, 242, 249-259, 285-286,
290

prepositional phrase, 22, 33-34,
35n9, 36, 63, 86n67, 147, 166136,
168n40, 174n47, 175
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postpositives, 67143, 73-76

possessives (pos), 34n5, 3518, 46—
49, 73-76, 90-91, 180-181, 212,
219, 240, 254, 260, 264—267, 288,
290

presentative sentence, 118n35,
140n70

pronoun
personal, 1, 3415, 73147, 146,
264-267
possessive, 1, 3415, 180-181,
264-267

proper name/noun, see noun

prosody, 73n47, 127, 173045, 174
punctuation, 5, 131, 272-273

qualifying/quanitifying adjective,
3ns, 16-17, 18, 20-21, 36, 37n12,
71-72, 96Nn9, 104Nn21

qualifying modifier, see modifier

referent characterisation, see
modifier

reference specification, see modifier

relative clause (rel), 34, 36, 64—66,
79-82, 9ony1, 100-101, 153N17,
187n70, 215n1, 231, 255061,
267-269

relevance, 31, 44-52, 162, 203—
205, 208-210, 229, 232N31,
288

restrictiveness, 81n62, 227n22,
228-230, 230n26, 269n78

saliency, 28-32, 41-52

scope, 25, 27-28, 40, 45, 96n8,
104120, 105, 108-109, 128,
133-134, 170N43

segmentation, 254, 255n61, 257

semantics, 16-19, 20—21, 25-28,
36-37,71-72, 92, 94-97, 100,
104-106, 126-127, 130-133,
135, 137-140, 170N43, 228-229,
252n55, 258

specificity, 162, 170-171, 173-174,
183, 199n97, 206n110, 212n117

style, 10-13, 92



322 GENERAL INDEX

subjectivity, 15, 94-95
syntax, 13-16, 26-28, 14917, 230,
259167

temporary state, 217-219, 250-258,
290-291

thetic sentence, see presentative
sentence

Ydlaooa, 166136, 182n60

TG, 33n2

topic(alisation), 3n4, 29n38, 66—70,
79n56, 113, 117n33, 128n50,
149-151, 164, 260n68

topicalisation, 149, 164

qualifying modifier, see modifier
quantifying modifier, see modifier

unequivocality, 158-162, 163-171,
185-188, 279, 287

verbal noun, see noun
Wackernagel’s Law, 73-76, 111n29

zero-coordination, 131
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