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PREFACE

People still have a tendency to associate grammar with the smallminded ped-
antry of Terence Rattigan’s schoolmasters. Such a dismissive attitude is rather
anachronistic: grammar is nowadays a more abstract and theoretical subject
than it used to be. In any case, we still need grammar; everyday activities like
language instruction and the elicitation of textual meaning can’t be performed
without it. So it is time to revise and expand the doctrines of traditional gram-
mar in a more theoretical and explanatory framework. In the present book we
try looking at a basic problem of Greek syntax, namely phrasal discontinuity,
in this new perspective.

We argue that there are pragmatically determined positions in Greek phrase
structure, which are crosscategorial; these positions can be seen as a direct syn-
tactic encoding of logical structure. Discontinuity has nonconfigurational ori-
gins, which are not merely a matter of the mechanics of syntax but can involve
a different way of structuring meaning. As the Greek language develops from
Homer to the classical period, it undergoes a change in syntactic typology
which is reflected in a corresponding change in the rules for discontinuity.
Nouns and adjectives in Greek both seem to require a fairly elastic mechanism
for mapping from prima facie syntactic categories to semantic types; empirical
evidence for this includes argument ranking effects. In the context of these
assumptions, discontinuity emerges as a more natural and comprehensible fea-
ture of Greek syntax.

We have included a glossary covering some technical terms not used in tra-
ditional grammar. In a second appendix, selected Greek examples are trans-
literated and translated word-for-word.

During the course of our project we received generous help from many col-
leagues and friends. They are not responsible for the use we have made of their
advice. (In coauthored work on syntax, all errors are said to be each other’s.)
We should like to mention in particular Martin Bloomer, Joan Bresnan, Maria
Devine, Henriette de Swart, Mark Edwards, John Etchemendy, Bruce Hedin,
Michael Jameson, Paul Kiparsky, Daphne Kleps, Hilary Mackie, Joseph Man-
ning, Marsh McCall, Julius Moravcsik, Ian Morris, Rachel Nordlinger, Orrin
Robinson, Adam Serfass, Susan Stephens, Susan Treggiari, Thomas Wasow.
Sonia Moss and John Rawlings of Stanford Library have again handled our
many requests with their characteristic courtesy and professional expertise.

Christmas 1998 AM.D., Stanford
L.D.S., Dallas
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1 Y1 Hyperbaton in Prose

Our first chapter gives a preliminary syntactic account of premodifier hyper-
baton (left branch discontinuity) in Greek prose. This type of discontinuity
may at first sight appear to be a particularly strong indication of flat unstruc-
tured serial word order, but a closer analysis of the data reveals consistent cross-
categorial patterning for premodifiers in both discontinuous and continuous
phrases, which clearly calls for a phrase structural account.

SUBEXTRACTION

An echo question is a question in which the speaker repeats or paraphrases the
words of another interlocutor, querying one or more constituents in order to
ascertain that the message has been accurately received (often to suggest that
the message is so preposterous that it must have been misheard)

A. He’s invited Don Pedro to dinner.
B. He’s invited wHoO to dinner?

In echo questions, the interrogative wh-word is substituted in situ for the que-
ried constituent: who appears in the direct object slot in the above example. In
ordinary questions, however, the interrogative word does not remain in situ
but is placed at the beginning of the clause, presumably reflecting a logical
structure of the type 2x[P(x)]

Who has he invited to dinner?

In this sort of discourse situation, the interlocutors typically both know that
Don Giovanni (be) has invited someone to dinner (this is the presupposition),
and B is asking A to identify the someone. So

He has invited x to dinner
is the presupposition, and
x=who?

is the query.



4 Discontinuous Syntax

Now suppose that instead of asking a completely openended question, the
speaker knows that the invitee was a friend. Consequently, he wishes to iden-
tify one member of the set of individuals who are friends; he therefore uses the
interrogative determiner which

Which friend has he invited to dinner?

Here the presupposition is that he has invited some friend to dinner, and the
query is which one

(For x = which) (x is a friend) (he has invited x ro dinner).

One can think of the answer being the result of set intersection: the interlocu-
tor is asked to give the result of intersecting the sct of his friends with the set of
those he has invited to dinner. The distribution of information in the interrog-
ative phrase is not uniform. The fact that the invitee is a friend, although it
serves to restrict the set of individuals over which x ranges, is part of the pre-
supposition and not part of the query. So one might think that it could stay in
its regular direct object position while the interrogative determiner was placed
at the beginning of the clause

*Which has he invited friend to dinner?

But this structure violates a rule of English syntax known as Ross’s Left Branch
Condition, which has been variously reanalyzed over the years (Corver 1990),
most recently as a chain uniformity violation (Radford 1997). This rule con-
strains the extraction of determiners, adjectives, possessors and degree words.
Even though the noun is part of the presupposition, the syntax requires that
the whole noun phrase, and not merely its left branch, be placed at the begin-
ning of the clausc or “cxtracted” as a single unit

Which friend has he invited to dinner?

When the whole noun phrase is extracted, the interrogative carries the noun
along with it, or “piedpipes” the noun, whereas in the illicit structure the inter-
rogative has been “subextracted,” leaving the noun in situ. The result is a dis-
continuous structurc. The traditional term for this and other types of
discontinuous structure in Greek grammar is Ayperbatron. As noted, the discon-
tinuous structure seems to show a better fit between syntax and meaning: only
what is questioned is extracted. For this reason, some people hypothesize that
the piedpiped noun is lowered back into the nuclear clause for semantic inter-
pretation. On the other hand, it could also be that the mechanics of interroga-
tion (and of focus) likes to function in terms of complete argument and
adjunct phrases rather than in terms of subconstituents cmbedded within them
(Drubig 1994; Kiss 1995). For instance, the Somali focus particle aa is used
with complete noun phrases but not with just an adnominal modifier (Saced
1984).
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The Left Branch Condition evidently does not apply to Greek, nor indeed
to various Slavic languages, notably Polish, since in these languages sub-
extraction is permitted. Alongside questions in which the whole noun phrase
appears at the beginning of the clause, we find questions with only the inter-
rogative (which in Greek is probably an adjective) at the beginning of the
clause

(1) tiva SOvoyuy Exer Pl Laws 643a
Tiver Exet Shvoyuy Pl Rep 358b

Tivt texunpie xpdpar; Pl Gorg 487¢
Tivt gpopevog texpumple; Dem 20.115

tive yvopny éxewv mept dpdv Dem Lp 2.8
Tivee 8 Exov Exactog YUdV yvauny Aesch 1.186.

When we consider the answers to such questions, we find the same sort of
informarional structure as in questions: the presupposition remains the same,
but instead of the query we have the informational focus

Which car did he buy last week?
He bought the RED car last week.

The presupposition is that he bought some car from a contextually fixed set of
cars last week, and the new information is that it was the red one. Even when it
allows focus to be placed at the beginning of the clause, English does not per-
mit the right branch of the noun phrase to remain in situ, as in the following
sentence with contrastively focused topics

*The rReD he bought car last week, the BLUE he has had car for years.
To the extent that it is used at all, a sentence like
Raw he used to cat oysters

can only mean ‘he used to eat oysters raw,” not ‘he used to eat raw oysters.’
Greek, on the other hand, has no problem with the prima facie subextraction
of focused modifiers, which pattern along the same lines as the subextracted
interrogative adjectives just noted (not surprisingly since interrogatives and
focus are treated similarly in various languages); this is probably implicit in the
following question and elliptical answer sequences

(2) v’ Exer Aowmny Swpetdy, Aemtivn; obdepioy SMmov (scil. Exet Aotrny

Swpetév) Dem 20.123.

(1} What power it has (Pl Laws 643a). What power it has (Pl Rep 358b). What evidence
do 1 use? (Pl Gorg 487¢). Using what evidence? (IDem 20.115). To have what opinion
about you (Dem Ep 2.8). Having what opinion will cach of you...? (Aesch 1.186).

(2) What reward has he left, Leptines? None evidently (Dem 20.123).
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(3)  mooov yap £dnunydper xpovov Tipopyog; morbdv (scil. 28munydpet
xpévov) Dem 19.286
EA. moiolg émotag BupBhpols TuAGHACLY;
Me. t0iod’ (scil. émiotag BaupBapoig mukdpaoiy) Hel 789.

The parallel patterning of adjectives and interrogatives is evidenced in sub-
extraction from various superordinate phrase types, as illustrated by the follow-
ing complex of cvidence

NOUN PHRASE

(4)  motag moilting matpidog “TAinvog [717495
Depaiag tiode kopfton xoovec Ale 476.

ADJECTIVE PHRASE

(5) GSoowv.. aitiol xokdv Dem Ex 6.1
tocobtov aitiol koxdyv Dem 28.19

T1v0g... Emathnay texvng Pl Gorg 448¢
pnToptkfi... émothpmy téxvng Pl Gorg 449¢

PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE

(6) 1ivog #veka kapod Dem 23.182
TIALKODTOV EVEKA... TEKUNpioy Dem 57.64

VERB PHRASE

(7)) tiva Exer SHvapy Pl Rep 358b
ovdepioy Exer Sdvayny Pl Euthyd 296¢

Tive xphpevog texpnpie; Dem 20.115
6 oDTd... xprodueda texunpio Pl Symp 195

éril tive.. otpateveduebo mdity; Her 3.137
¢’ dpoThipag.. otpatevopeba &vépag Her 7.50.

The pattern established by the above evidence for interrogative extraction and
focus also occurs, as might be predicted, with other wh-words, namely excla-
mations

(3) How long had Timarchus been a public speaker? A long time (Dem 19.286). Stand-
ing at which foreign gate? At this one (FHe/ 789).

(4) Citizen of which Greek state? (/7°495). Inhabitants of this land of Pherae (Al 476).

(5) All the cvils they are responsible for (Dem £x 6.1). Responsible for such great evils
(Dem 28.19). Knowledgeable about which art? (Pl Gorg 448¢). Knowledgeable about the
art of rheroric (Pl Gorg 449¢).

(6) For the sake of which advantage? (Dem 23.182). For the sake of such important evi-
dence (Dem 57.64).

(7) What power does it have? (Pl Rep 358b). It has no force (P! Euthyd 296¢). Using
what evidence? (Dem 20.115). We will use the same evidence (P! Symp 195¢). Which city
will we wage war against? (Fer 3.137). We are waging war against men who are farmers

(Her 7.50).
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(8) &v oloig xeipe®d &BAL01 kol Phoen 1639
&v 1010168 xetLévn kakoig Hec 969

and relative clauses

(9) &g pév dpooe... covBhkog Dem 23.171
g Yop EmBopnon yovouxog Her 1.216
&’ fig Gpocad Auépog Dem 18.26
£¢’ alg exAnBnooy dadnkog Isae 4.13
ko odg Emoirtevopny xpovovg Dem 18.69
tdv 7o olda dveponwv Her 7.238.

That this distribution of hyperbaton is systematic and not coincidental is typo-
logically confirmed. In Mohawk (Baker 1996) one can say

Which did you buy basker?
This I found gun
John lost which I bought basket.

The following provisional conclusion may be drawn from the Greek data cited
so far. Interrogatives and other wh-word modifiers can optionally be sub-
extracted and placed in an operator position that is structurally higher than (c-
commands) the whole clause. Operators, unlike ordinary predicates and refer-
ring expressions, involve some form of logico-semantic computation (quantifi-
cation, negation, modality, tense, etc.); they are placed in a position to the left
of the material they have scope over in standard logical representations, and
sometimes in syntactic word order too. Since the focused modifiers of hyperba-
ton pattern with wh-words, they too appear to be subextracted and placed in
an operator position. (We shall argue in chapter 6 that more is involved than
the term “subextraction” by itself suggests.) It is not the casc that the head of
the superordinate phrase is introduced into the noun phrase to create hyperba-
ton: for instance, the verb is not inserted between the adjective and the noun.
Nor is the noun extraposed out of the nuclear phrase, as some theories of
hyperbaton assume. Rather, the focused modifier is taken from its normal
position in the noun phrase and placed in a left peripheral operator position.
However, the parallel between wh-words and modifiers in hyperbaton does not
extend beyond this very general principle. In the first place, the modifiers in
prose Y1 hyperbaton have strong focus, not the weak (informational) focus that
they would have if they were merely answers to implicit questions and the

(8) To what disasters are we wretchedly subjected? (Phoen 1639). Find myself in such
an evil situation (Hec 969).

(9) The agreement he swore to (Dem 23.171). The woman he desires (Her 1.216).
From the day on which you swore to the peace treaty (Dem 18.26). The will they were
summoned to witness (Isae 4.13). During the periods of my political activity (Dem
18.69). Of all the men I know (Her 7.238).
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declarative counterparts of the interrogative examples; this matter is investi-
gated in detail in chapter 2. Secondly, the domain of wh-word extraction is
typically the nuclear clause (the clause minus any fronted topicalized material),
whereas hyperbaton, as we shall sce, has various narrower phrasal domains. In
the examples cited, the wh-words and the hyperbaton modifiers are both
extracted from the same superordinate phrases and are both occupying opera-
tor positions, but (at least in a structural analysis, as opposed to one based on
simple serial precedence) they are not the same operator positions; they just
seem that way because of the coincidence of the beginning of higher and lower
phrasal projections. In fact, we have to deal with a whole range of different
positions, more like what we find with the quantifiers in the following French
sentences (de Swart 1992)

Max a vendu beaucoup de livres (NP)
Max a beaucoup vendu de livres (VD)
Combien Max a-t-il vendu de livres? (CP),

or with floating quantifiers in English

(All) the students (all) will (all) have (all) been (all) given (all)

a copy of Rutilius Namatianus.

To the extent that hyperbaton co-occurs with an interrogative, one would
expect the wh-word to be outside the hyperbaton

(10) 1t pédot &v &ract Steomoddacton Tolg vopolg, Dem 20.157
TLoL YOP TOV RPAYHATOV £YKpOTNG YEYOVE PIAMTNOC dndvToVY

Dem 19.300 (Y2 hyperbaton)
and similarly for relative clauses

{11) ofg moAr& ko kohé cdvicpev Epyo Aesch 3.241
év ofg ot mept thig eipfvng &yiyvovio Adyor Aesch 2.74.

However, where the modifier is a strong topic, the topic is outside the interrog-
ative even in hyperbaton

(12) obto1 8¢ 1t morodowy oi vépor, Dem. 21.30
v 1ivog o @opti o1l Ar Ach 910
10 6Ov 11 ot mpaypa; Pl Apol 20c.

(10) What has been guarded against most in all the laws? (Dem 20.157). By what
means Philip gained complete political control (Dem 19.300).

(11) Whose many noble deeds we acknowledge (Acsch 3.241). In which the debate
about the peace took place (Aesch 2.74).

(12) What do these laws accomplish? (Dem 21.30). Whose goods are these? (Ar Ach
910). What are you up to? (Pl Apo/ 20c).



Y1 Hyperbaton in Prose 9
CROSSCATEGORIAL ANALYSIS

Consider a noun phrase like koA fig yovoxds. Such a phrase can appear as the
complement of a range of lexical heads: verbs, prepositions, adjectives and
other nouns: péuvnpon [xadfig yovoauxdg], mepi [karfic yovourdc], déog [Kadng
yuvokdc], Epeg [karfg yvvoikdg]. In the simplest form of hyperbaton, the
modifier, instead of being-placed in its regular position next to the noun, is
placed at the beginning of the phrase. Pending a more adventurous analysis to
be proposed in chapter 6, we shall simply assume that it is in a structurally
external and superior position which has scope over and c-commands the rest
of the phrase: kaAfig [pépvnpot yovonxsc].

The idea of a parallelism in the composition of phrases of different catego-
ries (NP, AP, PP, VP) is implicit in some functionally based terminology of
traditional grammar. For instance, not only verbs but also prepositions are said
to have objects (milites interfecit, contra milites); verbs have subjects and
objects, and verbal nouns occur with subjective and objective genitives (#mor
militum). The further idea that heads of different categories project structurally
parallel phrases became central to syntactic theory when, with the movement
away from generative semantics, it was no longer possible to account for cross-
categorial parallelisms via (often rather abstract) transformations (Jackendoff
1977). The complex of data presented in this section is designed to show that
in Greek the parallelism of structure across the phrasal (X-bar) spectrum
extends to the Y1 hyperbaton operator position, which, consequently, is a
structurally defined position exploited for a pragmatic function, namely focus
marking.

First, we need to introduce some shorthand that will enable us to refer to the
various hyperbaton structures and their components without repetitive circum-
locution. Take a simple hyperbaton like

(13)  ei.. rohd& xatérine ypipata Andoc 1.119,

We refer to the noun phrase moAha xpfpoto as YP, to its first (leftmost) ele-
ment (namely moAi&) as Y1, and to its righthand element (ypfpoto) as Yz. Ya
and Y2 are defined by linear order irrespective of grammatical category. The
superordinate phrase combining YP and its governing head X (xotéhine) is
called XP. When there is no hyperbaton, XP is either [X YP] (katédine moAie
xpfpato) or [YP X] (rorde xphparte katéne). When there is hyperbaton, the
order is [Y1 X Y2]. If the modifter is Y1, we call the resulting structure Y1
hyperbaton (mokrar kotédine ypfpota). If the modifier is Y2, we call the result
Y2 hyperbaton (xpApata xatéhne Todids).

For each category, we provide a preliminary and schematic diagram illustrat-
ing the relationship between the structure with continuous YP and the struc-
ture with Y1 hyperbaton by collapsing the two positions into a single tree. In a

(13) If he had left a great deal of money (Andoc 1.119).
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dynamic framework, with a copying theory of movement, these diagrams can
also be understood as showing the positions of the modifier before and after
movement from its position inside YP to the external Y1 position. The label-
ling of the nodes is rather uncertain. Apart from the notorious prevailing dis-
agreement about the appropriate labelling of adjectivally modified noun
phrases (Delsing 1993), the status of the Y1 focus node is not too clear: it could
be a specifier, an adjoined node, or the specifier or head of a separate focus pro-
jection: two of these options are diagrammed in Figure 2.2 in the next chapter.
Interrogative extraction, which is focus related, is usually associated with speci-
fiers, whereas German-type scrambling, which has a more topical flavour, is
neatly handled via an array of adjunction positions (Miiller & Sternefeld
1993). For terminological convenience, we will often simply refer to the Y3
hyperbaton position as a specifier. Note that this position is probably available
c-commanding any structure ranging from the lowest X' to the complete
phrase including adjuncts to XP. The status of the terminal nodes in the Yi
hyperbaton structure may be different from that in the continuous YP struc-
ture, as discussed in chapter 6; they are left unlabelled for the time being. As
throughout this work, we shall use a very simple, surface-oriented syntax, in
which nominal inflections do not project syntactically, there are no agreement
projections, and if movement exists at all it is mainly pragmatically driven. The
present chapter is principally concerned to establish the syntactic preliminaries.
That might strike some as a strange thing to say, since an analysis of hyperba-
ton in strictly autonomous syntactic terms should qualify as a complete and
adequate account. However, the main interest of the data lies in how syntactic
structurc interfaces with pragmatic meaning and compositional semantics.
This latter perspective will be more prominent in subsequent chapters.

Noun phrase

Figure 1.1 represents the relationship between the posthead continuous order
and the hyperbaton order in noun phrase Y1 hyperbaton, as illustrated by the
foliowing pair of examples

(14)  émt cotmpia 1@V Evurdvtov mpoypédtov Thuc 8.72.1 (X YP)
ETépav TopepBorf mpaypdtmv Aesch 3.205.

Here are some further examples of noun phrase hyperbaton

(15)  Erépov yopav mpécPewv Aesch 2.105
TOLOOTOVY EloyNTAG AbTd Kol Siddokarog Epywyv Aesch 1.172
Y @Y peydhov kol tphtov yéveoty épyoy Pl Laws 889a.

(14) For the salvation of the whole situation (Thuc 8.72.1). By the introduction of
extraneous matters (Aesch 3.205).

(15) The function of other ambassadors (Aesch 2.105). His teacher and instructor in
that conduct (Acsch 1.172). The major primary creations (Pl Lazvs 889a).
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Figure 1.1
Noun phrase hyperbaton
E1épwy [ropepforf — mpoypdtov |

(16) 1MV 100 &yaBod eikéve fidovg Pl Rep 401b
TV TV ToAA®V S0y dvephmwy Pl Pror 353a.

Note that the focus c-commands the noun phrase, not the determiner phrase:
*1@dv ARGV THY 80Eav &vBponwv. Compare the position of Y1 in the follow-
ing examples.

(17)  &v noykdxov fieecty &vepanov Pl Laws 928e (PP)
6 1010V épaxg 10D &vlphmov Pl Symp 213¢ (DP).

Adjective phrase

(18) peoth morhdv dyo8dv Xen An 3.5.1 (X YP)
OBV peotov ayadbdv Pl Laws 906a.

This is a simple adjective phrase hyperbaton, in which the head and its sister
noun phrase constituent exhaust the adjective phrase, as diagrammed in Figure
1.2. The genitive can be a complement genitive, a partitive genitive, or a geni-
tive of comparison; the adjective can be a null head modifier

(19) 1dv icov aitiog... kaxdv Dem 19.29
6 néviov oxetAldTatog dvepdroy Andoc 1.124.

(16) The concept of good character (Pl Rep 401b). The opinion of the masses (P1 Proz
353a).

(17) When the character of men is completely evil (Pl Laws 928¢). The love of this man
(Pl Symp 213c).

(18) Full of plentiful supplies (Xen An 3.5.1). Full of many good things (P1 Laws 9064).

(19) Responsible for the same disasters (Dem 19.29). The most wicked of all men
(Andoc 1.124).
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Figure 1.2
Adjective phrase hyperbaton
TOAA®V [ectdV — &yabdv ]

(20) mbong peilov edepyesiag Dem 13.24
ToVTOV... Eviot Tév &vipdv Dem 20.64.

Prepositional phrase

Hyperbaton in prepositional phrases will be analyzed in detail in chapter 5. For
the time being, note that, in prose, hyperbaton is, apart from a few instances,
illicit in prepositional phrases except for mept in its nonlocal meaning

(21)  mepi 1V Erhov texvav Pl Clir 410c
v dAhov Tept voptmv Pl Polit 268b.

To the extent that it occurs, prepositional phrase hyperbaton is patterned like
hyperbaton with other categories, as diagrammed in Figure 1.3. It also occurs
with the socalled “improper preposition” gvexo,

(22)  #vexka tAg idlag ypeiag 100 oitov Dem 50.6 (X YP)
g 18lag padvpiog évexa Dem 10.25 (YP X)
tic 1810g Evexa pabvpiog Dem 8.49.

Verb phrase

The following pair illustrates simple verb phrase hyperbaton with a direct

object YP

(20) Greater than every service rendered (1Dem 13.24). Some of these men (Dem 20.64).

(21) Concerning the other skills (Pl Clir 410¢). Concerning the other herdsmen (Pl
Polit 268b).

(22) Because of their own need of food (Dem 50.6). For the sake of your own case
(Dem 10.25). For the sake of your own case (IDem 8.49).
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Figure 1.3
Prepositional phrase hyperbaton
TV GALoV [ nepl — vopémv)

(23)  HdkMKoOTa.. ooy Ty mohiv Dem 24.8 (X YP)
nocav EBrante v wéiv Dem 3.13.

This is diagrammed in Figure 1.4. Here are some further examples illustrating
various other grammatical relations. If complements and adjuncts are atrached
at different bar levels in Greek, hyperbaton is not sensitive to the difference

(24) ndo1 BeBondixate 10ig &v ol Epyorg épyalopévorc Dem 42.31
el mhong Gpéete Opdrng Dem 23.117, ¢p. Lyc 62
tohT01¢ EnapBeig toig yneiopaoct Dem 18.168
pil povov dAdvor whee Dem 21.75

Additional argument or adjunct

So far we have analyzed hyperbaton as if X plus YP always exhausted XP. If XP
= X plus YP, then the only possible structure for hyperbaton is Y X Y. How-
ever, there are also cases in which, in addition to YP, there is a second comple-
ment or an adjunct (which we shall call ZP). Purely in terms of serial order,
there are four possible locations for ZP, all of which are attested. ZP can be
prehead or posthead, and in each case it can either precede or follow the Y ele-
ment

ZPYXY
YZP XY
Y XY ZP
Y X ZP Y.

(23) Thart he had defrauded all the city (Dem 24.8). Injured all the city (Dem 3.13).

(24) You have aided all those working in the mines (Dem 42.31). If he should rule all
Thrace (Dem 23.117). Having been encouraged by these decrees (IDem 18.168). That he
was condemned by only one vote (Dem 21.75).
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o TelvaY MY TOALY

Figure 1.4
Stnple verb phrase hyperbaton
naoov [EBrante — 1My ROALV ]

The distribution of ZP is not random but appears to correlate with informa-
tional content. Syntactic and phonological factors may also contribute to the
outcome. So, as for word order in general, results are not entirely predictable
without a complicated optimality calculus. When ZP is prehead, it tends to
have some degree of focus, with first or second position depending inter alia on
its salience relative to Y1

(25)  wpog dpag &racav épd thy danbeiay Dem 23,187
iy leplv &mod g xdpog dyet Exov toiipn Dem 4.34
noAdobg kot Bpaoels.. T noAet éncnpdpevog Adyovg Dem 18.222
mhelotov &k tfig modteiag eilnpmg &pydplov Aesch 3.173.

When ZP is located outside and after the YXY hyperbaton structure, its infor-
mational status varies

(26)  Gméviav petacyov 1@y xévav 1 moder Aesch 3.191
tolg peybrorg xpficBon texunplolg mept tdv peydiov Lys 7.33
my 8¢ GAARY &vayovotl optiv 16 Atoviow ol AlybrTiot...
kot tohtér.. “EAinot Her 2.48.

In the Aeschines example, ZP is tail material, in the Lysias it is a second focus.
The Herodotus example is more complex: here the hyperbaton is embedded

(25) T will tell you the whole cruch (Dem 23.187). He made off from the land with the
sacred trireme (Dem 4.34). Although he had urtered many insolent words against the ciy
(Dem 18.222). Although he had made a vast amount of money from politics (Aesch
3.173).

(26) Sharing all its toils with the city (Aesch 3.191). To use significant evidence for
significant issues (Lys 7.33). The Egyptians celebrate the rest of the festival to Dionysus in
the same way as the Greeks (Fler 2.48).
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within a topicalization starting with the contrastive Y1 adjective &Ainv and
including the tail subject and indirect object; the focus is katér tad1e. Between
X and Yz, on the other hand, we find posthead tail pronouns

(27) peyiotwv aitiov Auly dyadd®v Pl Phaedr 266b
v bty Exev mepl épod Sibvolay Lys 24.21
el petlov.. yévorto map’ budv BAdBn Dem 3.32.

[tis interesting that in Polish (Siewicrska 1984), a second argument can appear
within the hyperbaton span, but it must precede rather than follow the verb
unless it is pronominal.

The pragmatic differences elicited seem to correlate with discernible differ-
ences in scope and in the order in which arguments are composed with the

head. Consider again
(28) mpog buag Gracav ¢pd v dAnBeray Dem 23.187

Here mpog buag is either a focus or a contrastive topic. Not only is this example
quite different from a neutral (broad scope focus) sentence like

(29) elphkapev & Luiv ndoav thy dinBeioy Thuc 6.87.1,
it is also arguably different from
dnoacov Ep@ mpog LUEG TV dAfPeLay.

The information is structured in such a way that in the one what is entire is the
truth that will be told, in the other what is entire is the truth that you will be
told. This has interesting implications for the syntactic analysis of hyperbaton.
When posthead ZP is inside the hyperbaton in the surface order, the structure
is Y1[[X ZP]Y2]

peylotov [[aitiov fUiv] dyoddv].
But when it is outside the hyperbaton, the structure is [Y1[XY2]]ZP
[tolg peydhorg [gpficBon texpunpiolg]] mept 1@V peydrov.

If the Y1 focus node were taken to ¢-command the maximal verb phrase in
both structures, the difference would be lost

*1oic peydrolg [ [xpficBon tekpnptolg] mepi 1V peydhmv].

Beyond XP

In the data analyzed so far, we have seen what normally would be a branching
noun phrase YP made discontinuous in such a way that a Y1, bearing narrow
focus, is placed in an operator position at the left edge of the immediately

(27) Source of the greatest benefits for us (Pl Phaedr 266b). To maintain the same opin-
ion of me (Lys 24.21). If I should incur greater harm from you (Dem 3.32).

(28) 1 will tell you the whole truth (Dem 23.187).

(29) We have told you the whole truth (Thuc 6.87.1).
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superordinate phrase XP. Instead of continuous [X[Y1Y2]] (type érdpEaca
ndong g ‘Aciag), we find discontinuous [Y1[XY2]] in hyperbaton (type
nhong EndpEoca g Actag Lyc 62). Even when another argument appears
between Y1 and the head (réicov e abtd AaBov v dpynv Dem 23.180), Y1
is still attached to the superordinate phrase XP.

However, this schema does not cover all the possible landing sites for Yi.
Although hyperbaton has the appearance of a simple phrasal wrapping, It is
also possible for Y1 to skip over more than onc node in such a way that it
climbs beyond the specifier position of the superordinate phrase to be adjoined
to, or land in the specifier position of, a not immediately dominating phrasal
projection. Once again, this phenomenon is crosscategorial. The serial order of
the elements following Y1 varies reflecting the word order of the corresponding
clause without hyperbaton. In noun and adjective phrasc hyperbaton we find

Y1 [XV-Y2]
Y1 [VX-Y2]
Y1 [V-Y2X].

The dash () marks the position that Y1 would occupy in the absence of hyper-
baton. In the first two structures, the Y-elements demarcate the domain of
hyperbaton; that is, the domain of hyperbaton starts with the Y1 constituent
and ends with the Y2 constituent, and both heads (X and V) are contained
inside the hyperbaton. But in the third structure, Y1[V-Y2X], Y1 stands at the
left edge of the domain of hyperbaton, but Y2 is not the last constituent in the
domain because X (the head of XP) follows rather than precedes Y2. We could
say that Y1VY2X was the domain of hyperbaton and Y1VY2 the span of hyper-
baton. Usually, the domain and the span are coterminous: this is one situation
in which they are not.
We will start with a noun phrase hyperbaton

(30)  pn puxpoyyov motelv Epyov dvBpdnov Dem 18.269.

In this example, the adjective pikpoydyov appears neither in its neutral posi-
tion next to &vBpdnov nor in the specifier position of the superordinate noun
phrase (ukpoybyov Epyov &vBpdnov), but in the specifier position of the
infinitive verb phrase, resulting in the serial order Y1VXY2; the light verb
notelv may facilitate this structure, since light verbs tend to be adjacent to their
associated nonreferential nouns (Dover 1968). In the order Y1VY2X the head
of the superordinate noun phrase is external to the span of hyperbaton, as in
the following verse example

(31) EdEvov § dgixopny | moviov apog dktég Rhes 428.

In adjective phrases too, the immediately superordinate head may be internal
or external to the span of the hyperbaton

(30) Not to behave like a meanspirited person (Dem 18.269).
(31) Yarrived at the shores of the Black Sea (Rbes 428).
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(32)  éambvimv aitiog elvar tdv svuPePnrotov Dem 55.25
noAAfig pectov Svra dpufig Pl Ep 325¢
10 n&Bog... § mhvtov Epopev elval tdY Bovpactdy aitiov

Pi Polit 270b.

The common verse practice of wrapping a noun phrase around its preposi-
tional head

(33)  yhwpoic O Eidtoug Bacch 38,

is, as already noted, mostly illicit in prose. However, the preposition plus Yi
can appear to the left of a superordinate head, giving the order PN1VN2

(34)  &v 1olg povixoig yéypamtal vopolg Dem 9.44
&v 1olg dnpootiolg avayéypanton ypappacty Aesch 2.58
£¢ 1e 81 OV TG GAlag Erepne ovppoyiog Her 1.82
Do TahTng dyodpevor tic eamidog Pl Phaedo 68a
pot kot tabtny npootike kpiveoBol v ypaehy Isac 11.35.

A pronominal, or even rarely a nominal, argument may appear along with the
vetb within the hyperbaton span

(35) eig toc0dTOV HE KatéoTnoEy Aydvae Lys 7.42
¢v ToAAR v ExecBon Dpbg dmopta doxd Antiph 5.65
&nd 1oV dpetépoy iy modepel cuppdyov Dem 4.34
éx tobTov TAV popioy agoviletv énexeipnoa tod ywoptov Lys 7.28.

Since NPN is illicit, it follows that NVPN should not occur either.
Next we turn to the question of exactly where in the tree the Y1 node is
located. Consider an example like the following

(36) ko mept 10010V ANHOSHEVIG HEV Kol KTnotp®dy modby motgcovian

xoyov Aesch 3.28;

first comes a topic, then the conjoined subjects, and finally the verb phrase
with its hyperbaton. A potential indeterminacy is introduced by the fact that
the subjects are contrastive with the subject of the following clause (6 8¢ ye

(32) That I was responsible for everything that had happened (Dem 55.25). Being full
of greac desire (PL £p 325¢). The event which we said was the cause of all the portents (Pl
Polir 270b).

(33) Beneath green pinc trees (Bacch 38).

(34) It is written in the homicide laws (Dem 9.44). They are registered in the public
archives (Aesch 2.58). He sent messengers to the other allies (Her 1.82). Inspired by the
hope of... (Pl Phaedo 68a). It would be right for me to be prosecuted on this charge (Isae
11.35).

(35) He took me to court on so serious a charge {(Lys 7.42). [ think you would be in
great difficulty (Antdph 5.65). He makes war on you at the expense of your allies (Dem
4.34). 1 tried to remove the sacred olive from this plot of land (Lys 7.28).

(36) And on this point Demosthenes and Cresiphon will speak at length (Aesch 3.28).
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vopog), but this is still a fairly unambiguous example of verb phrase hyperba-
ton. Compare also

(37) ol xopuBavtidvieg xkelvon Hovoy aicBbvovial Tod Lélovg dEEMG
Pl Jon 536¢
ovnpd eOo1G... dnuociag arepyéleton ovppopdg Aesch 3.147.

On the other hand, in

(38) &tépav yép Eyd yéypaea paptoploy Aesch 1.47
nePL OV... LEYAAOG... 01 Vool dddaot Tipwpiog Dem 18.12
ob8epiav txelvon wepl 10dtmv notcapévon dradfkny Isae 8.40

Y1 is evidently in a position c-commanding the rest of the clause. But what
about sentences in which the left edge of the verb phrase is simultaneously the
left edge of the clause and of any other projections intermediate between the
clause and the verb phrase? Strictly speaking, in a verb phrase hyperbaton
where VP exhausts the clause or the hyperbaton begins the clause

(39)  ueyédrog énédnkov Tipmpiag (scil. o vépor) Dem 47.2
Eme1® £tepov EmAyeto yholopa Aesch 2.110
EvTad® tepov vikd yhielopa Anpoosfévne Aesch 3.68 (v.1.)
npd £p10h 10T elxe 10 epdvnp’ R oA Dem 18.206,

it is not possible to claim categorically that the verb phrase is the domain of
hyperbaton without making the additional assumption that for hyperbaton, as
opposed to interrogative extraction, the lowest operator position made avail-
able by the word order is the one used in interpreting the sentence. Given the
choice between a phrasal and a clausal focus slot for hyperbaton, we have
assumed the former. There is also an example with the subject between the
verb and the Y2 noun

(40)  moAAMY Y&p TAVL KoTEALTEY O TaTthp abTd ovotay Aesch 1.42;
contrast with focused subject and presupposed modifier
(41)  oly & mathp adTd THY ToAANY obotoy kotéhiney [sae 5.37.

Although it may be mechanically possible in the hyperbaton examples with
postverbal subjects to treat all the material to the left of the subject as fronted,

(37) The Corybantians hear only that song clearly (Pl Jon 536¢). An evil nature pro-
duces public disasters (Aesch 3.147).

(38) 1 have written another affidavit (Aesch 1.47). For which the laws prescribed great
punishments (Dem 18.12). Although he had made no will concerning these matters (Isae
8.40).

(39) They imposed great punishments (Dem 47.2). Then he introduced another pro-
posal (Aesch 2.110). Then Demosthenes carries another resolution (Aesch 3.68). Also
before my time the city had this proud spirit (Dem 18.206).

{40) For his father left him a very great deal of property (Aesch 1.42).

(41) His father did not bequcath him his extensive property (Isae 5.37).
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it is simpler to assume that the subjects have not been raised out of the verb
phrase to subject position. This is because the sentences are not really designed
to predicate information of the grammatical subject, but rather to quantify or
identify the object. Such an assumption is rather natural for the pronominal
subject of an unaccusative

(42) mnaocw fipeoke tadto Tolg &Alolg mpéoBestv Dem 19.157.

This then raises the question whether some examples with preverbal subject,
like Dem 18.12 and Aesch 1.47 cited above, could not be verb phrase hyperba-
ton too, with the subjects in SpecVP and with Y1 adjoined to VP. We shall
suggest in chapter 2 that hyperbata with verb phrase internal subjects are a
direct encoding of pragmatic structure according to the predicational theory of
focus; the grammatical subject is not a separate subject of predication in such
structures.

When the focused modifier is additionally a topic, it can occur to the left of
a regular focus

(43) todto &g Todg mhviag “EAAnvog dnépprue 6 KBpog tix érent
Her 1.153;

here Y1 is a focused topic, the primary focus is on the quantifier in the preposi-
tional phrase, and the subject is again predictable tail material along with Y2:
‘these words Cyrus addressed to ALL the Greeks.” In addition to these informa-
tional considerations, the distance from Y1 to Y2 may also be a factor entering
into the calculus and lowering the frequency of higher domain hyperbaton. In
movement theories, longer movements are said to be less economical and so
less favoured. Presumably the further away Y2 is from Y1, the more difficult the
sentence is to decode and consequently the less frequently distant landing sites
are used. Y1 has to be held in limbo until the utterance reaches Y2 for the sen-
tence to be construed with more than contextual guesswork

Which chapter did you discuss Lucretius in?

Which chapter did you discuss the remarkably challenging textual
and interpretational problems associated with Lucretius’ didactic
verse in?

This factor is apparently involved in a syntactic joke in Aristophanes

(44) od morby 008 O wiBnkog 0VTog O VOV EVoYA®Y, | KAetyévng O Hikpog, |
0 movnpdTatog BaAoveds OTOCOL KPATODOL KUKNOLTEQPOL | WEVSO-
Aitpov koviag | kol Kiporiag YAg, | xpdvov viratpiyer frogs 708.

{42) These things were pleasing to all the other ambassadors (Dem 19.157).

(43) These words Cyrus directed at the whole Greek people (Her 1.153).

{44) Not for much longer either will this ape who is now bugging us, Cligenes the
midget, the most good-for-nothing bathkeeper of all those who, mixing the ash, have
domain over soap adulterated with lime and Cimolian clay, spend time among us {(Frags

708).
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FOCUS IN CONTINUOUS NOUN PHRASES

For there to be hyperbaton as analyzed so far, two conditions must be met:
there must be narrow focus on the modifier of a noun phrase and there must
be an available superordinate head. Given these conditions, hyperbaton can
create a pragmatically determined node, or exploit a pre-existing node for prag-
matic purposes, such that it c-commands structures ranging all the way from
the X" dominating X and Y2 up to the full clause. Since hyperbaton is optional,
the question arises: can focus be syntactically encoded within the continuous
noun phrase, that is without exploiting the option afforded by hyperbaton of
displacement to the edge of the superordinate phrase?

In order to find out whether focus can be encoded by marked word order in
continuous noun phrases, obviously we first need to establish what is the
unmarked word order for continuous noun phrases. Unfortunately, the analy-
sis of simple branching noun phrases consisting of noun plus adjective (in
either order) is a complex and major undertaking well beyond the scope of this
work (Bergson 1960; Brunel 1964; Duhoux 1973; Dik 1997). The following
is just a sketch of our underlying assumptions.

To establish the neutral or unmarked word order for restrictive adjectives,
we need to look at noun phrases in which there is no internal pragmatic differ-
endation, for instance contexts in which the whole noun phrasc is in focus, or
it is part of a broad scope focus extending over a number of constituents, or it
is part or all of the tail material. In such broad scope contexts, the neutral posi-
tion for restrictive adjectives is postnominal. This is particularly so for inter-
sective adjectives; these are prototypically simple properties denoting an
extensional class determined for the most part independently of the noun they
modify; for instance, adjectives of colour (red), shape (square), sex (female),
material (wooden), nationality (Athenian), and so on

(45) finmot dyprot Her 4.52
ve@édn Aevkh Xen An 1.8.8.
atohny Mndixfv Xen Cyr 8.5.18
rapvakag xvrapioosivag Thuc 2.34.3.

First the nominal class is established and then a restriction is applied to it. Sca-
lar adjectives are a separate category: they tend to be further from the head in
English (Msquare large tables) and to be prenominal in both Greek and Latin,
also when used restrictively. Such adjectives include those of size ({zrge), quan-
tity (numerous), manner (fasz) and value judgement (good, prerry). Although
these adjectives can be interpreted absolutely, they are often interpreted relative
to a comparison sct, which depends on the noun and the context (&ig flea, big

elephant).

(45) Wild horses (Her 4.52). A white cloud (Xen An 1.88). Median robe (Xen Cyr
8.5.18). Cypress cofhns (Thuc 2.34.2).
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In traditional Greek and Latin grammar, adjectives are broadly classified
into two classes, determining adjectives (mostly intersective) and qualifying
adjectives (mostly scalar adjectives and quantifiers). There has been a tendency
to underestimate the multivariate nature of the problem of adjective-noun
order. Specifically, it is not very likely that the variability of order preferences
can be reduced to the direct effect of a single parameter, whether it be semantic
category, syntactic structure or pragmatic salience. Table 1.1 gives the percent-
ages of adjective-noun (AN) and noun-adjective (NA) orders for the attributive
occurrences (both definite and indefinite) of eight adjectives of the determin-
ing class (det) and ten of the qualifying class (gual) in Herodotus (Dik 1997).
Although it is true that the NA percentage is higher than the AN percentage
for both classes of adjective, it is also clear, as the odds ratio @ =3.34 shows,
that the correlation of AN order and determining class is quite strong. The
odds det N : N det (1 : 1.66) are three and a third times greater than the odds
qual N : N qual (1 : 5.54). As the value x?=39.35 shows, the correlation is
highly significant: there is less than one chance in ten thousand that it could
arise at random in a sample of this size. Consequently adjective class is an inde-
pendent variable (assuming it is not redundantly correlated with some other
variable). These data establish adjective class as an irreducibly independent fac-
tor determining AN/NA order.

Furthermore, the correlation established in Table 1.1 interacts with the lin-
guistic dimension of dialect. Its direction is reversed in Attic relative to lonic.
Table 1.2 gives the corresponding percentages for Thucydides (Bergson 1960).
In Thucydides, as the odds ratio ®=0.495 shows, the odds det N : N det are
just half of the odds gual N : N gqual. The reversal in direction of the correla-
tion results from a pronounced increase of the gual N : N qual odds relative to
lonic, while the der N : N det odds remain unchanged (1 : 2.44 in Thucydides
and 1 : 2.44 in Herodotus according to Bergson’s percentages). This can be
secen most clearly from the order rates for the single adjective morbg as given in
Table 1.3 (Bergson’s figures). As the odds ratio =1.915 shows, the moAdg /V :

TABLE 1.1
Correlation of adjective class
and order preference in Herodotus

AN NA Total
Y% %
Determining 37.62 62.38 210
Qualifying 15.29 84.71 425
=334
x2=39.35

2 =0.0001
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TABLE 1.2
Reversal of adjective class correlation

in Thucydides

AN NA Total
% %
Determining 29.00 71.00 —_—
Qualifying 51.00 49.00 —
w=0.495

N moidg odds have doubled in Thucydides as compared to Herodotus. This
reversal of correlation is intractable for a single parameter theory based directly
on semantics or pragmatics, since neither of these should vary for the same
adjective in the same genre. It follows that the AN/NA order rates depend in
part on a properly syntactic factor which can vary with dialect.

Table 1.4 gives some idea of the variability of order tendencies across dia-
lect, genre, time, definiteness and adjective type (data from Bergson, Brunel,
and Palm [excluding Hippocrates Epid], except for the righthand column
which is based on our own count). A comparison of columns 1 and 2 illus-
trates the strong effect of definiteness. Prenominal position is far more com-
mon for adjectives in definite noun phrases than in indefinite noun phrases.
The effect is so strong that it is unlikely to be entirely a reflex of any indepen-
dent differences associated with definiteness, such as a higher incidence of
descriptive adjectives. If a postnominal articulated adjective is a null head
modifier noun phrase, and a postnominal indefinite adjective is simply a mod-
ifying adjective phrase, then the more cumbersome syntactic structure of the
postnominal definites would explain their relative infrequency, as well as for-
malizing Aristotle’s intuition that they have dyxog (Rber 3.6). The more articu-
lated syntax of the definites could also carry with it a more articulated (less
integrated) semantics of adjective restriction, which would further limirt the use
of the definite postnominal type.

Comparison of columns 1 and 4 shows the strong tendency of plural novrég
to presominal position. Since only indefinite noun phrases are considered, the

TABLE 1.3
Change in order rates of moAdg
from Ionic to Attic

AN NA Total

% %
Thucydides 54.00 46.00 —
Herodotus 38.00 62.00 —

m=1915
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TABLE 1.4
Variation of AN rate

over dialect, genre, time, definiteness, adjective type

AN DAN  DemDN moviégN modbg N tovépodv N
Definite - + + - -

+
% %. % % % %

Hippocrates 81.47

Herodotus 29.90 73.91 58.69 68.43 38.00 21.95
Thucydides 44.88 54.00 100.00
Xenophon-H 21.18 80.00 60.00 99.75
Xenophon-Ph 59.29 52.00 86.00 90.90
Plato (Rep) 69.79 92.11 73.77 92.86 80.00

Lysias 87.50 88.00 59.57
Demosthenes 47.79 97.22 68.86 91.30 76.00 52.29
Isocrates 72.46 16.00-67.00 45.28

effect of definiteness is controlled. The preference for prenominal position is so
strong, even in Herodotus, that it is probably not entirely a reflex of the prag-
matic salience of the universal quantifier but at least in part the syntactic reflex
of the semantic property of quantifier scope. The effects of scopal requirements
may also be relevant in the following set of examples involving other

(46) &modeEdpevor Epyo peydhoa Her 7.139
&rro e peyéda Epyo anédefovto Her 8.17 (v.I)
drAha amode&dpevog peydia Epya Her 1.59 (YXY).

The last two examples contain &Aho, which has to take scope over the whole
modified phrase (‘other great deeds’) and not just over the noun (‘other deeds,
which were great’). The latter reading is found with postnominal péyag in the
following noun phrase

(47)  &rhog Bopog péyoag Her 1.183

(‘another altar, which was large’). The prenominal position of the adjective in
peyéra Epye, both in the continuous (Her 8.17) and in the hyperbaton (Her
1.59) versions, apparently results in a more hierarchical structure perhaps facil-
itating the desired scopal relation.

Column 6 gives the percentages of the prenominal order tov ¢uov N in our
samples of different cases in the singular and plural. (The two Xenophon sam-
ples are Anabasis and Cyropaedia for the historical genre and Memorabilia,
Symposium and Oeconomicus for the philosophical genre.) Instances involving

(46) Having performed great exploits (Her 7.139). Performed other great deeds (Her
8.17). Having performed other grear deeds (Her 1.59).
(47) Another, large altar (Her 1.183).
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hyperbaton, coordinate head nouns, and other modifiers coordinated or
stacked with tov &uov have been excluded. At first sight, 1ov ¢pov N in Hero-
dotus and the Attic orators seems to resist the prenominal ordering effect
observed with other definite noun phrases in column 2. This resistance how-
ever is not a simple and uniform property of tov €pov, but depends on the
semantic relation of the adjective to its head noun. Postnominal position
(N tov £uov) is very strongly associated with kin terms

(48) Bvyortpt f épfi Her 1.118
naido tov uov Her 1.214
tOV kndecThv 1ov £uov Dem 50.24
6 ménrog oOpog Dem 57.20
thg puntpuidg thg epfig Lys 32.17.

This correlation is illustrated for Herodotus, Lysias and Demosthenes in Table
1.5, where the order of presentation is altered to NA—AN for ease in stating
the odds and odds ratios. The values of the odds ratios show that the kin term
effect is quite strong in all three authors; the NA : AN odds for tov ¢uov with
kin terms range up to six and a third times those for non-kin terms.

The resistance of kin terms to AN order is not the whole story. There exists
a significant gradient in the rate of AN order for 1ov éuov which reflects a finer
grained scale of semantic relations between the head noun and the adjective.
Kin terms, of course, are prototypically relational nouns, which are two-place
predicates (Lobner 1985). Their meaning inherently implies a relation to
another entity of the sort expressible by complementation: my brother is ‘he
who is brother to me.” Other nouns are, or can be, relational too

(49) Stonowvay v éuny Her 1.8
deomdtea OV oy Her 1.11
1BV HAKIOTOV @V Eudv Isoc Are 66.

TABLE 1.5
Preference for NA order of 1ov épov
with kin terms

Herodotus Lysias Demosthenes
NA AN NA AN NA AN
% % % % % %

Kin term 93.21 7.69 68.75 31.25 57.33 42.67
Non-kin term 71.43 28.57 28.13 71.87 26.47 73.53

o =4.80 o =06.33 w=373

(48) My daughter (Her 1.118). My son (Her 1.214). My father-in-law (Dem 50.24).
My grandfather (Dem 57.20). My stepmother (Lys 32.17).
(49) My mistress (Her 1.8). My master (Her 1.11). My contemporaries (Isoc Are 6G6).
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With nonrelational nouns such as simple concrete nouns, which are one-place
predicates, 10v uov expresses simple possession: my pencil is not ‘that which is
a pencil to me’ (unless used functionally) but ‘the pencil which I own’

(50)  £mi thg éufic véwg Lys 21.7, 21.8
OV EudV xpnuétov Dem 34.9
10 épdv gpvoiov Dem 34.18.

With abstract nouns tov éuov often expresses a grammatical relation, for
instance transitive subject (my destruction of the Persians), complement (my
destruction by the Persians), unergative subject (my assertion), unaccusative sub-
ject (mmy dawnﬁll[). My assertion is neither ‘that which is an assertion to me’
(relational) nor ‘the assertion which I own’ (possessive) but ‘that which I
asserted’

(51) <fi épfi mpogaoer Lys 6.19
g éufig inmxfg Lys 24.10
M... €U yvoun nept @v Bovrebesd Dem Fx 56.3.

If we posit a scale (1) kin term > (2) relational non-kin > (3) concrete >
(4) abstract, then we find that the farther to the left on this scale a noun falls,
the more likely it ts to take postposed tov &pov, and conversely the farther to
the right the noun falls, the more likely it is to take preposed tov éuov. The
percentages of the preposed type tov épov N in the combined samples of Lysias
and Demosthenes are presented in Table 1.6. The correlation of preposing
with scale position is exceptionless. The values of 32, ¢;, and ¢,, calculated
according to Bartholomew’s test for ordered proportions (Fleiss 1973), mean

TABLE 1.6
Gradient of preposed tov €pov
Scale position Prenominal Total
of head noun %
(1) 40.66 91
2) 53.33 15
(3) 66.67 12
(4) 78.12 32
72=12.5671
) = 06177
Cy = 06356
£<0.005

(50) On my ship (Lys 21.7). My money (Dem 34.9). My money (Dem 34.18).
(51) My accusation (Lys 6.19). My riding of horses (Lys 24.10). My opinion on what
you are deliberating about (Dem Ex 56.3).
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that the gradient is highly significant: the probability is less than five in a thou-
sand that this ordered gradience could have arisen at random in the absence of
a genuine relationship to the posited semantic scale. It is clear that the different
arguments and modifiers of a noun are projected to different positions of the
noun phrase in the syntax (Giorgi & Longobardi 1991), and these different
positions are the main causc of the observed gradience with tov épov. With
relational nouns tov £uov tends to be complement-like and occupy a posthead
position in the noun phrase. Possessors and particularly subject arguments are
more specifier-like and tend to occupy a prehead position in the noun phrase.

If we consider the evidence of the various tables taken together, two major
correlations are evident. Tables 1.2, 1.3 and column 5 of Table 1.4 show that
when genre and chronology are kept comparable, the rate of AN order
increases from the Ionic to the Attic dialect. Columns 1, 3 and 5 of Table 1.4
show that when dialect is held constant there is a tendency for AN order to
increase from historical narrative to oratory to philesophical or technical prose.
Note the much higher DemDN rate for the selected texts of the Hippocratic
Corpus as compared to Herodotus (column 3). Note also the consistently
higher rate of AN in Xenophon’s philosophical works as compared to his his-
torical works (columns 1, 3, 5 and 6). The complete explanation of these
trends awaits a deeper analysis of the data, and all we can do here is to make a
few preliminary theoretical observations.

First we will consider how these trends could be driven by variation in the
direct effects of a single parameter. If all that is involved is syntax, then there is
a simple syntactic trend away from postmodification and towards premodifica-
tion for some or all adjectives. If all that is involved is semantics, then scalar
and intersective adjectives are occurring at different rates in the different texts.
While this is unlikely for different dialects in the same genre, it is a very plausi-
ble component of the genre distinction. Philosophical-technical genres may
have more abstract nouns and be more concerned with evaluating and measur-
ing their nouns, while historical genres may be more prone to deal with inter-
sective modifiers of concrete nouns. If all that is involved is pragmatics, then
the pragmatic categories are occurring at different rates in the different texts.
Again this is unlikely for the dialects, but a plausible component of the genre
difference. Detached historical narrative has less need of strongly marked focus
than empathetic oratory.

It is fairly clear that a single parameter account is not adequate. A purely
syntactic explanation leaves no room at all for differential frequency of various
categories of adjective and noun in different genres. A purely semantic account
is by definition inapplicable to trends involving specific adjectives, as in col-
umns 4 and 5 of Table 1.4. A purely pragmatic account might make unwel-
come predictions for stylistic differences among authors in the same genre, and
is in principle unsuitable for dialectal and diachronic trends. Furthermore,
both the semantic and the pragmatic factors can also be interpreted as driving
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the trends by an indirect effect. For instance the relative frequency of scalar
adjectives in two texts might be the same, but one text might have a stronger
syntactic propensity to treat scalars as premodifiers. Or the relative frequency
of focus in two texts might be the same, but one text might have a stronger
syntactic propensity to front focused adjectives. Our tentative conclusion is
that, while texts are no doubt liable to differ along any or all of the parameters
discussed, there is an overall trend towards a more hierarchically structured
noun phrase, in keeping with the long term diachronic trends of Greek syntax
described in chapter 4.

Another important distinction in any analysis of modification is that
between descriptively and restrictively used modifiers. As their name implies,
restrictively used modifiers restrict reference, but descriptively used modifiers
do not; they simply express an additional property of an independently estab-
lished referent. Red shire and tall building are usually restrictive, while green
grass and frightful monster are usually descriptive. In a sentence like

She married Jack’s younger brother,

if Jack has one brother the adjective is used descriptively (‘Jack’s brother, who
is younger than he is’), but if he has two brothers it is used restrictively (‘the
younger of Jack’s two brothers’). Adjectives of speaker attitude and evaluation
(damned guerillas) are normally used descriptively. In languages that allow both
prenominal and postnominal adjectives, French, Italian and Modern Greek for
instance (Siegel 1976; Longobardi 1994; Stavrou 1996), there is a clear ten-
dency for descriptive adjectives to be prenominal. For instance in Italian

un’ iniziativa importante/un’ importante iniziativa
‘an important initiative’

the postnominal type normally has a restrictive reading and the prenominal
type a descriptive reading (unless it is contrastively focused). This tendency is
subject to various conditioning factors; a descriptive reading is more likely in
definite than in indefinite noun phrases. In the following French example, the
same adjective is first restrictive when the referent is introduced into the dis-
course and subsequently descriptive when the referent is a topic (Waugh 1976)

J’ai vu un éléphant énorme... Cet énorme éléphant buvait de I'cau
‘I saw an enormous clcphant... this enormous clcpham was drinking
some water.’

In Grecek, descriptive adjectives tend to prenominal position

(52) v madondv ropowpiav P Rep 329a
ol pev xatantvotor Oettarol Dem 18.43
N popd kol dvoudng advtn kepor Dem 21.117.

(52) The old proverb (Pl Rep 329a). The damned Thessalians (Dem 18.43). This dis-
graceful and shameless person (Dem 21.117).
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When descriptive adjectives cooccur with a demonstrative, they are prenomi-
nal not only when they are emphatic and precede the demonstrative

(53) tag morvtereig tovtac(l) noundg Pl Al 2.149¢, 150a
o ghetva tadto Spapota Pl Apol 35b
ol ad8aipetor odtor atpatnyol Xen An 5.7.29,

but also in the neutral unemphatic word order where they follow the demon-
strative

(54) todta e kadd ovopata Pl Crar 41 1a
10010 10 KaAOV avednpa Pl Gorg 472b.

In languagcs like French and Italian, intensionality is also a factor governing
adjective position (Bolinger 1967; Siegel 1976; Higginbotham 1985). Con-
sider modified noun phrases like

a beautiful dancer
an cloquent pianist.

The adjectives can be interpreted intensionally (‘a dancer who dances beauti-
fully,” ‘a pianist who plays eloquently’) or extensionally (‘someone who is a
dancer and is beautiful in her appearance,” ‘someone who is a pianist and is elo-
quent in his speech’). Intensional uses in French and Italian tend to be in pre-
nominal position and extensional ones in postnominal position

un gros buveur ‘a heavy drinker’
un buveur gros ‘a heavily-built drinker.’

More examples are cited in chapter 4. This factor is probably also relevant in
Greek (Bergson 1960:56), although it is difficult to separate focus or descrip-
tive use from intensionality in the Greek examples collected by Bergson:
yovaikelog ‘woman-like,” 8oOhelog ‘servile,” woypdc ‘useless,” Kopivbia xopn
‘hetaera,” Kadpeta vixn Pyrrhic victory.” The intensional reading is not avail-
able in French and Italian when the adjective is used predicatively

Le buveur est gros “The drinker is heavily-built.”

So the postnominal interpretation agrees with the predicative interpretation
rather than with the prenominal interpretation. This again points to the post-
nominal type bcing less integratcd. Further evidence comes from agreement in

French and Spanish (Radford 1993)

de vieilles (fem. pl.) gens ‘some old people’
des gens plus vicux (masc. pl.) que moi ‘some people older than me’

{53) These expensive processions (Pl Ale 2.149¢). These pitiable dramas (Pl Apol 35b).
Those selfchosen generals (Xen An 5.7.29).

(54) These noble words (Pl Crar 411a). That wellknown beautiful offering (Pl Gorg
472b).
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NP NP
AP N’ NP AP
TOAVTEAEST ’ KATAOKEVORG MOAVTEAECL
N
KOTOOKEVOLG
Figure 1.5

Continuous pre- and postmodifiers
roAvteréot kataokevaig Thuc 2.65.2
xataokevaig moivteréot Thuc 1.10.2

simpaticas (fem. pl.) mujeres y hombres/hombres y mujeres simpa-
ticos (masc. pl.) ‘nice [men and women]’

and from liaison in colloquial French, which applies between prenominal
adjectives and nouns but not between nouns and postnominal adjectives. Vari-
ous ways have been suggested for formalizing the distinction. For instance,
some theories treat English postnominal adjective phrases

an aunt fond of her nephews

as reduced relative clauses or small clauses. However, the idea that prenominal
adjectives too are derived from reduced relative clauses (Chomsky 1957; Kayne
1994) cannot be extended to intensional adjectives of the type former, alleged.
The high degree of integration between prenominal adjective and noun, and
the constraint (in English, but not modern Greek) against complements
between the adjective and the noun (*z fond of her nephews aunt) have led to
the suggestion that the adjective is a head or cohead of the noun phrase, or
head-to-head adjoined to the noun (Sadler & Arnold 1994). More conserva-
tively, the prenominal adjective is a sister of N or of N’, while the postnominal
adjective is adjoined to NP, as illustrated in Figure 1.5. This is supported by
the evidence of determiner spreading (p. 238): with definites, prenominal
modifiers in Greek are a function from N to N, while postnominal modifiers

are a function from DT to DP (as in Figure 6.6).

Focused restrictive adjectives

There is a further class of prenominal adjectives that we have only briefly
alluded to so far. When a restrictive adjective carries narrow focus, the class—
restrictor order is often not maintained; rather, the adjective appears to the left
of the noun. This can easily be observed by comparing pragmatically neutral
cases of restrictive adjectives with cases having unequivocal contrastive focus
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(55) 1immovg Aevkodg Her 7.113
ai pev odv muppod Exovoon Ectwoav Aevkhy tpixe Xen Cyn 4.8

TG &vip Podog Xen An 3.5.8
"EAATY TG Gvip, Kol GAkog 8¢ Tig MAdog Xen Cyr 0.3.11
Moakedov avip ‘Adnvaiovg katanorepdv Dem 4.10, cp. 11.17

&vdpa toerov Her 2.137
TVEAOTG 0B L0Tg Swiv EviiBévieg Pl Rep 518¢

¢vdedikaot 88 x1Bdvog Avéovg Her 2.81
petEBadov Gv &g OV Alveov xiBdva Her 5.87.

In the second (and third) lines in each sct of examples, the adjective is implic-
itly or explicitly contrastively focused and placed to the left of the noun. In a
serial order account, the adjective and the noun would simply exchange places,
but in a structural account the noun stays put and the adjective moves across
the noun to a left peripheral focus position, as diagrammed in Figure 1.6.
According to this account, the focus position is not the same position as that
occupied by ordinary unfocused prenominal adjectives but external to it. This
makes sense: premodifiers are more integrated than postmodifiers, but every-
thing we know about focus points to it being less rather than more integrated
than its unfocused counterpart. Examples with the definite article, like tov
rveov xi8@va just cited, show the limitations of a simple mechanical concep-
tion of movement, since, in purely synchronic terms, they require some form
of adjustment to take care of the determiner: v x18&vo v Aiveov —> *1dv

NP
AP NP
TOQPAOTG ; /\
NP AP
OPBOALOTG —
Figure 1.6

Focused adjective in continuous NP
TV@Aolg daipolg

(55) White horses (Her 7.113). The tawny hounds should have some white hair (Xen
Cyn 4.8). A man from Rhodes (Xen An 3.5.8). A Greeck man and somecone else from
Media (Xen Cy» 6.3.11). A Macedonian defeating Athenians in war (Dem 4.10). A blind
man {Her 2.137). Installing sight in blind eyes (P! Rep 518c). They wear linen tunics
(Her 2.81). They changed it to the linen tunic (Her 5.87).
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Aiveov tov kiB@ve. If the determiner is not repeated in the base structure, the
adjective is not under the scope of the initial determiner and is interpreted as
predicative. The problem is a technical one, and can be solved in various ways,
which range from positing insignificant housekeeping rules to abstaining
entirely from use of movement or of the movement metaphor in order
escape from this type of “movement paradox.” A diachronic perspective is very
enlightening. The article probably originally belonged to the adjective, and it is
quite possible that what was originally fronted both in continuous nominals
and in hyperbaton was a paratactic null head modifier. Inscriptional punctua-
tion
(56) to1g Nowmoktiorg : vopiorg xpeotat Locr 19

suggests that the noun could form a constituent with a following verb to the
exclusion of the fronted adjective, even when adjective and noun were adja-
cent. These ideas are explored in detail in chapters 4 and 6.

Y1 hyperbaton

If we combine our analysis of focused restrictive adjectives in continuous noun
phrases with our ecarlier crosscategorial analysis of Y1 hyperbaton (which
applies inter alia to focused restrictive adjectives), it becomes obvious that we
are not dealing with two separate phenomena but with a single syntactic pro-
cess. The noun phrase focus position is simply the lowest of a series of hierar-
chically ordered specifier-type positions in which the focused modifier can
land. Consider the following examples

(57) pépropag wevdeig napexdpevov Dem 29.5 (N A X)
yevdels paptuplag napacyopevog Dem 47.17, cp. 47.48 (A N X)
yevdeig dvayvovio poptopiag Dem 45.48 (A X N).

In the first example, the restrictive adjective wevdeis is in its unmarked post-
nominal position. In the second example, it is in the noun phrase focus posi-
tion (assuming it is focused and not merely prenominal). In the third, it is in
the verb phrase focus position with Y1 in hyperbaton. In a movement theory,
yevdelc starts out as Y2 in a postverbal YP, then climbs cyclically through Y1 in
a postverbal YP to preverbal Y1 in hyperbaton (stranding the noun in post-
verbal position). This is represented in Figure 1.7. (In the first two examples,
the whole noun phrase is fronted to preverbal position.) If this movement the-
oty is interpreted literally, in addition to the problem with the article already
alluded to, there is a complication with prepositional examples like

(58) év 1oig govikolg yéyparton voporg Dem 9.44

(56) To be subject to the Naupactian laws (Locr 19).

(57) Producing false witnesses (Dem 29.5). Having produced falsc evidence (Dem
47.17). Having read false depositions (Dem 45.48).

(58) It is written in the homicide laws (Dem 9.44).
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VP

N

7N

7/
WeVdelg /\
|

| avoryvovto NP
A

| /N

Ve
| yevdelg /\
| i

| : paptoplag  ywevdelg

|
S |

Figure 1.7
Narrow focus with restrictive adjective
avoayvovia wevdelg [papropiog — |, wevdeig [Gvoryvovia paptopiog — |

where, on the face of it, the preposition has to be picked up en route. The
choice between the various syntactically available noun phrase structures is not
random but depends on pragmatic factors that we will analyze in chapter 2,
and on associated syntactic properties to be discussed in chapter 6.

Although YP and XP phrase structures are clearly recognizable in Greek,
hyperbaton (perhaps more than any other aspect of “free word order”) gives
the beginning student of Greek the impression that the syntactic phrase in
Greek is optional, that the disiecta membra of phrases can be arranged in a fla
linear order which is entirely pragmatically determined. Our analysis has come
to just the opposite conclusion. Hyperbaton is quintessentially structural.
Focus Y1 consistently secks out a structurally identical position irrespective of
the category or complexity of the projection. Some languages have a single
clausal focus position, often adjacent to the verb, in which (continuous)
focused noun phrases are regularly placed. What is so interesting about hyper-
baton is that it extends this feature crosscategorially down to the lowest phrasal
projection: not only clauses, but verb phrases, adjective phrases, some preposi-
tional phrases, complex noun phrases and simple noun phrases too make struc-
turally parallel positions available for focused modifiers.
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We start with a test designed to corroborate the idea that Y1 hyperbaton
encodes focus in prose. The next sections are devoted to an analysis of the con-
tribution of Y1 hyperbaton to the meaning of a clause. In the final section we
discuss the relationship of form to function, asking how fragmenting noun
phrases into discontinuous subconstituents could turn out to be a natural way
to encode modifier focus.

Modifier class test

In chapter 1 we proceeded on the assumption that Y1 hyperbaton is a focus
construction in prose. In some examples this is selfevident from the context; on
the basis of these the focus interpretation was generalized to pragmatically less
transparent instances. A more objective source of evidence for this central
assumption is afforded by the distribution of different types of modifiers in
hyperbaton relative to their distribution in continuous noun phrases. Quantifi-
ers (words such as all, some, any, each, numerals)

(1}  modhag eixe éanidag Her 5.36
noviag netoot tobg maproviag Lys 7.18
and negative quantifiers

(2)  obdepiav Dpdg mobety dxodoar npdeacty Lys 14.1
obdepioy Exeivou mepl To0THV Tooapuévoy Swdhikny Isae 8.40
are the most common category of modifier in hyperbaton, followed by demon-

stratives and other socalled pronominal adjectives, and adjectives of size and
dimension

(3)  tobg TavTn ypopévovg T pyacio Aesch 1.119
(1) He had considerable hope (Her 5.36). To persuade all those passing by (Lys 7.18).
(2) That you desirc to hear no excuse (Lys 14.1). Although he made no will concerning

these things (Isac 8.40).
(3) Those that follow this profession (Acsch 1.2).

33
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(4) & &g EaBdvto koung Her 1.196
peydia todtev olpot onpela Setéetv Aesch 3.177

and then restrictive adjectives, comparatives and superlatives. Nonrestrictively
used modifiers and expressions of speaker evaluation which do not limit the
reference of the noun, like descriptive instances of xarog, movnpds, @adrog,
xpnotos, are rare or nonoccurring. In general, it seems that the more a modifier
is intrinsically restrictive, that is the more it fixes the identity or specifies the
range of a class of referents by pointing to a specific individual or individuals or
a complete subset of the set denoted by the noun, the more that modifier is
associated with Y1 hyperbaton. Conversely, the more a modifier provides a sec-
ondary and nonrestrictive comment about its head noun, the less likely it is to
appear in Y1 hyperbaton in prose. However, the reality of the preference for
the class of quantifiers (including ordinals), demonstratives and pronominals
(QDP) as compared with other adjectives, both restrictive and descriptive, was
not adequately demonstrated in carlier work (de Vries 1938), for the simple
reason that the QDP class is comparatively common in continuous phrases as
well as in hyperbaton.

The genuineness and strength of the preference for the QDP class in Y1
hyperbaton is directly established by the following test. A sample was taken of
over one hundred continuous noun phrases with adjectival modifiers in
(D)AN order only from Aeschines and Andocides, for instance

(5) roig dnpostorg dydorv Aesch 1.2
v &vicov noitteiov Aesch 1.5.

The sample was analyzed to determine the percentage of modifiers that
belonged to the QDP class. Then the Y1 hyperbata in the same speeches were
similarly analyzed. There results are presented in Table 2.1. Whereas nearly

TABLE 2.1
Semantic class of modifier

QDP Other N

% %
Y1 Hyperbaton 88.99 11.01 109
Continuous (D)AN 67.15 32.85 137

Qdds ratio = 3.9538
22 = 16.2613, d.f. - 1
2 << 0.001

(4) Coming from another village (Her 1.196). I think that I will present substantial
proof of these things (Aesch 3.177).
{5) Public law suits (Aesch 1.2). Discriminating government (Aesch 1.5).
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90% of the modifiers in Y1 hyperbaton were quantifiers, demonstratives or
pronominals, only slightly more than two-thirds of the modifiers in continu-
ous noun phrases belonged to this class. So, as the odds ratio shows, the odds
for the QDP class are nearly four times as great in Y1 hyperbaton as in contin-
uous structures. The chi-square shows that the difference is statistically signifi-
cant, with a probability considerably less than one in one thousand of having
arisen by chance. In a phonetic study of fundamental frequency in English, it
was found that quantifiers and adjectives are more likely to receive a focus
accent in English than ordinary nouns and verbs; interrogative pronouns were
also prosodically prominent (O’Shaughnessy & Allen 1983). This correlates
with the general structure of Y1 hyperbaton (adjective in focus position). The
test results do not support the weaker hypothesis that Y1 hyperbaton simply
encodes the semantic property of restrictiveness: if that were all there was to it,
one would expect ordinary restrictive adjectives and QDP to occur at the same
relative frequency as they do in continuous noun phrases. There must be some
additional property, presumably focus (rather than simply phrase structural
distinctions), that accounts for the higher relative frequency of QDP in Vi
hyperbaton as compared with regular YP noun phrases.

Focus is not a unitary category, but comprises a family of related but differ-
ent meanings. We distinguish focus in general from old or predictable infor-
mation; we refer to the latter as tail information. Within the category of focus,
we distinguish weak focus, which is purely informational, from strong focus.
Within the category of strong focus, we sometimes distinguish simple strong
focus, which is implicitly exclusive, from contrastive focus. These distinctions
will be clarified and illustrated as the discussion proceeds.

[t is not possible to prove that strong focus is involved in each and every Y1
hyperbaton in prose; some degree of subjective contextual judgement is
involved. It is fair to say that focus is possible in all or almost all instances. A
more cautious account might define the Y1 position in Y1 hyperbaton as open
not only to focus but also to certain logical operators, particularly quantifiers,
even when they are used without strong focus. The association of Y1 hyperba-
ton with focus is typologically supported: it is noted in descriptions of some
Algonquian languages such as Fox and some Australian languages such as
Kalkatungu. Dutch has a Left Branch Condition just like English, but in
Dutch child language hyperbaton sometimes occurs alongside continuous
structures (Hoekstra & Jordens 1994; van Kampen 1997), both with interrog-
atives and with demonstratives

Welke wil jij liedje zingen?
“Which want you song to sing?’
Die heb ik niet sok aan

“T'hat have I not sock on’

Ik wil die niet boek lezen!
‘1 want that not book to read.’
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The Y1 elements in these examples gave the impression of being contrastively
stressed, again pointing to a focus-based analysis of this type of hyperbaton.

FOCUS
Weak focus

Let us start with interrogative focus, just as we did in chapter 1. Using the pop-
ular metaphor of file change semantics, we can say that a wh-question word
requests information to fill a blank (or empty field) in a file in the speaker’s
knowledge store. The part of the sentence not in interrogative focus, typically
the presupposition, represents the material already in the file, or material that
is “accommodated” to the pre-existing file. A question like

Quis subegit Gallias?

‘For x = who, x conquered Gaul?’

presupposes that there is someone such that he conquered Gaul and asks who
it was. The existential presupposition can qualified or suspended

Who, if anyone, conquered Gaul?

If the actual world is one in which someone conquered Gaul, tell me who it
was; if not, don’t bother. There may be other foci in addition to the wh-word

Who conquered TRANSALPINE Gaul?

In fact there are some examples of ordinary Y1 hyperbaton in wh-questions.
Informational focus is the type of focus used in answer to interrogative
focus, and in general for the straightforward communication of new informa-
tion
CAESAR conquered Gaul.

This type of focus simply fills the blank field in the interlocutor’s knowledge
file and updates the information state: Caesar belongs to the set of those who
on the occasion in question conquered Gaul, and possible circumstances in
which he does not belong to that set do not correspond to the real world and
should be eliminated from the body of knowledge shared by the interlocutors.
Counterassertive focus, on the other hand, requires deleting existing erroncous
information and substituting new correct information in the file field.
Information crucially involves choosing from alternative possibilities. Ques-
tions define a range of alternative candidate answers, and assertions (answers to
explicit or implicit questions) choose from that same range of alternatives. The
available alternatives can be thought of as part of the presuppositional knowl-
edge of the interlocutors. Focus structure is particularly important in text,
where questions are implicit: it is a way of encoding which of the various possi-
ble implicit questions in the context the speaker is addressing (Roberts 1996;
Calcagno 1996). Sometimes the presupposition is not directly and explicitly
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available in the previous discourse, but has to be reconstructed from the con-
text

A. Some Greek authors are very difficult

B. T use the LOEB for authors like Pindar.

B’s contribution to the conversation takes the form of an answer to an implicit
question about which editions he uses for difficult authors.

One of the principles of cooperative communication is the maxim of quan-
tity, according to which speakers make their contributions to the conversation
as informative as, but not more informative than, is required by the context
of the exchange. Typically, the questioner expects a complete answer and the
interlocutor provides one. In answer to the question

Who passed the Latin test?
if the class consists of four students, the answer
jack did

will probably be interpreted as not only true but also exhaustive, unless the
interlocutor has reason to believe that the answer is based on incomplete infor-
mation. The implicature of exhaustiveness can be cancelled, as in

jack did, for one

which is an explicitly partial answer, a subset of those who passed. But if the
class has forty students, there would be less expectation of an exhaustive
answer; the set of passing students would include Jack rather than being equal
to Jack. Picking a salient or representative member from a set is obviously not
the same thing as listing all members of the set. In fact, the interrogative focus
in the original question is correspondingly more likely to be interpreted as
nonexhaustive (‘tell me some’ rather than ‘tell me all’) if the class is large. Inter-
estingly for interrogative hyperbaton

Which ones passed the test?

is a more strongly exhaustive question than “Who passed the test?”’, perhaps
because it is less open ended and involves a set of discrete individuals and con-
sequently a limited list of alternatives (Comorovski 1996; Szabolcsi & Zwarts
1993). German can add afles to a question to force an exhaustive reading. In
English, intonation can be used to encode the exhaustive reading for both
question and answer.

When the focus has an exhaustive meaning, the assertion holds for the set
listed and is interpreted as negated for the complement of that set. For
instance, in the above example

JACK passed the Latin test

conveys that the remaining three students failed the Latin test, if the focus is
interpreted as exhaustive: the sentence then means that Jack passed the Latin
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test and no other student passed the Latin test. In terms of updating the state
of information in the discourse, the exhaustive interpretation involves not only
adding Jack to the set of those who passed the test but also excluding all other
students who took the exam from the set of those who passed. The nonexhaus-
tive interpretation tells us for Jack whether he can truthfully be substituted for
x in the file entry ‘x passed the test.” The exhaustive interpretation tells us this
for every student.

Strong focus

The narrow focus on Jack separates the new information from the presupposed
or accommodated information (namely that someone passed the Latin test). As
we saw in the preceding section, weak narrow focus makes no claim that the
new information is complete, exhaustive and exclusive: it leaves open the possi-
bility that the assertion is a partial answer to the (explicit or implicit) question.
Strong narrow focus does make the claim to exclusivity. Strong focus differs
from weak focus in not being purely informational; it has the additional prop-
erty of much more directly evoking a set of alternatives to the focused item and
excluding those alternatives from the scope of the assertion. Consequently, a
sentence with a strong focus implicates its dual (combined internal and exter-
nal negation). The implicature of

JACK passed the Latin test

with strong focus on Jack is [ [not Jack] not passed the Latin test], i.c. the com-
plement to Jack relative to the students who took the test failed the test. This
applies not only to situations in which naming a participant intrinsically sug-
gests the exclusion of alternatives

PAUL ate the last cherry
but also to situations compatible with a potentially larger focus set

PAUL ate some cherries.

Strictly speaking, we need to distinguish two different sets: the overall set of
alternates including the focus, and the complement of focus within that set
(the alternatives to the focus). We use the term alternates to refer to the former
and the term alternatives o refer to the latter. It is important to understand
that it is not the existence of a set of alternates that is specific to strong focus.
Suppose that the extensional denotation of who? is the set of persons (Hamblin
1973), more precisely the set of contextually relevant persons including any
furry or feathered friends promoted to personhood. Then the denotation of
who? in “Who ate the last cherry?’ is just the contextually relevant set of alter-
nate persons. Any new information can be said to be chosen from a set of alter-
nates, and any assertion made that contributes to the information store is
chosen relative to a set of possible alternate assertions. What is specific to
strong focus is that the set of alternatives is evoked and negated. Weak focus
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presupposes a set of alternatives, strong focus not only presupposes but also
evokes and negates a set of alternatives. Counterassertion is the strongest form
of strong focus; it arises when the speaker suspects that the interlocutor may
have mistaken information, or wishes to be absolutely sure that he does not, or
knows that he does.

In English strong focus, and particularly counterassertive strong focus, tends
to be encoded by greater prosodic prominence than weak focus. Strong focus
seems to stand between weak focus and the cleft in the strength of its connota-
tion of exhaustiveness

BRUTUS stabbed Caesar. cassius did too (weak focus)
®BruUTUS stabbed Caesar. cassius did too (strong focus)
*Jt was BRUTUS that stabbed Caesar. It was cassius that did so too.

Perhaps exhaustiveness is asserted in strong focus sentences and presupposed in
clefts; according to another view (van Leusen & Kdlmdn 1993) it is presup-
posed in strong focus too. The same hierarchy seems to hold for existential pre-
supposition in negative sentences, which is more difficult to abandon in clefts
than in strong focus sentences

BRUTUS didn’t stab Mark Anthony. In fact noone did
It wasn’t BRUTUS that stabbed Mark Anthony. In fact noone did.

Many of the problems with the above understanding of strong focus relate
not so much to the claim that it negates the set of alternatives as to the defini-
tion of that set. The set of alternatives which are implicitly negated by the
strong focus in

Prof. Jones works on HOMER

is not necessarily accessible. One is not necessarily expected to be able t
answer the question “Who does Prof. Jones not work on?’ for the focus to be
computed. One can distinguish ‘x, maybe also y' (weak focus), ‘x, not not
(open ended strong focus), ‘x, not ¥ (closed set strong focus). Even if it were
theoretically possible to list the negated set, it might be vague in the discourse:
for instance, all other authors, or all other Classical authors, or all other Greek
authors. On the other hand, the set of alternates may also have been explicitly
established in the previous context. In a conversation about Greek authors,
Plato would be included in the negated set of alternatives, but in a conversa-
tion about Greek poets he would not. Crucially, the set of alternatives has to be
contextually relevant and salient. Strong focus on HOMER is not intended to
exclude the fact that Prof. Jones also works on Dorothy Sayers or on his gar-
den. In episodic sentences, the set of alternates is bound by the situation

Prof. Jones gave the lecture on HOMER

negates the set of lectures on different topics relevant for the particular occa-
sion described, not for some other conference on an entirely different subject
five years earlier,
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Contrastive focus

These problems largely disappear with explicitly contrastive focus, in the nar-
row sense that the alternative set is explicitly listed

JACK passed the Latin test, but PEGGY and ARTHUR did not.

Here Jack was not necessarily the only student to pass the test, but he was the
only student to do so out of the set of three students under consideration. As
we understand it, there are two types of strong focus: simple strong focus and
contrastive focus. In sentences with contrastive topics, something different is
often asserted about each topic, resulting in the familiar symmetrical argument
pairing sentences like

BILL likes CATS, but HIS WIFE prefers DOGS.

This is parallel to simple strong focus in that what is asserted for the focus is
negated for the complement set of alternatives, as made explicit in the second
clause. Single contrastive focus merely excludes the contrasted alternatives
from the scope of the assertion in each clause

BILL likes cats, and H1s wirt does too.
A suspended contrast
BILL likes cats

implies that his wife does not like cats or at least that absolutely no claim is
being made about her preferences. A suspended contrast is intonationally quite
different from a string identical sentence with simple strong focus; the latter
would mean that Bill exhausted the discourse relevant set of cat-lovers. Entities
in contrastive focus need not be completely mutually exclusive, in that they be
members of the same powerset

Sometimes he writes about HOMER, sometimes about HOMER and
APOLLONIUS (sometimes H & not A, sometimes H & A).

Adjectives

In our overview of the basics of focus, to keep the examples simple we consis-
tently used nouns as the carriers of focus. But for Y1 hyperbaton, we need to
consider narrow focus on adjectives. This raises some additional questions
involving the interaction of focus with modifiers. Modifiers often supply more
specific information than their modifices. In Haruai (Comrie 1993) this prop-
erty seems to be grammaticalized in a rule that assigns stress in the minor
phrase consistently to the adjective rather than to the noun, irrespective of
word order. In English as already noted, modifiers have a greater tendency
than nouns to attract focus (O’Shaughnessy & Allen 1983). There is an evi-
dent affinity between the property that focus has of excluding the set of alter-
natives and the property that restrictive adjectives have of specifying a subset.
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Usually, there is little point in asserting something of a subset, if it is also true
of the entire set

Black cats bring bad luck
™MBlack cats have tails.

The difference is that with strong narrow focus on the modifier, cazs becomes
presuppositional and there is a much stronger implicature that other types of
cats do not bring bad luck and do not have tails, respectively

BLACK cats bring bad luck
MpLAcK cats have tails.

As we saw with nouns, this is not necessarily the case when the focus is contras-
tive rather than simple strong focus.

In the clearest instances, those involving highly intersective adjectives, the
restriction can in principle be analyzed in extensional terms (which is why such
adjectives are sometimes called extensional adjectives). To interpret red shirt,
we intersect the set that is the extension of the adjective (things that are red)
with the sct that is the extension of the noun (things that are shirts), giving the
set of things that arc both red and shirts, chat is red shires. Red shirts are a sub-
set of all shirts. The set of shirts has been restricted to only those that are red.
Restrictive modification is a function that takes a set as its input (shirts) and
produces a subset as its output (red shirts). When the adjective has strong nar-
row scope focus (RED shirts), the effect of the focus is to evoke and exclude the
complement, that is those shirts that are left over from the contextually rele-
vant set of shirts when the red ones are removed. The set of alternatives is also
a subset of all shirts, whereas for strong narrow focus on unmodified nouns,
the set of alternatives is just a sct of other entities. The selection can be from
alternates actually available in the real world

The LONG book is the better one,
or from alternates potentially available in other possible worlds
Prof. Jones has written a LONG book.

In the first example, there are two books physically available, a long one and a
short one. In the second example, Prof. Jones wrote a long book although he
could have written a short one. Both contrast with emphatic lo-0-ong, which
means ‘very long.’

It is at this point that we encounter a difference between adjectives and
nouns in the way the set of alternates is computed. To keep things simple in
the following example, let us assume that just as all students are cither male or
female, so they are binarily classified as either smart or dumb. Take a sentence
with strong focus on the adjective, like

The sMART students passed.
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The implicature is that the dumb students failed: the relationship between the
set of students that are dumb and the set of students that failed is brought
under active consideration in the discourse. Without the strong narrow focus,
any such implicature would depend on assumptions about how informative
the speaker was trying to be or able to be, and there would be no presupposi-
tion that a set of students sharing some property passed the test. As before, the
implicature represents the dual (internal plus external negation) of the original
assertion: the complement of the set of smart persons relative to the domain of
students did not pass: [[NOT smart] NOT pass]. Note that the internal negation
[NOT smart] is lexicalized as dumb; similarly, but with a prefix, intelligent—
unintelligensr. Now assume that in the class in question the students were a
doctor, two lawyers, an clectrical engineer and an expert in Celtiberic epigra-

phy. If we say
The LAWYERS passed,

the implicature again is that the complement to the set of lawyers did not pass,
but there is no lexicalization for the set {doctor, electrical engineer, Celtiberic
epigrapher}: this set is a nonce creation of the situation, not an established and
recurring distribution in our everyday experience.

In other words, the relative contribution of the pragmatic context seems to
be greater with nouns than with adjectives. The complement of false entities is
regularly and consistently zrue cntities, irrespective of the discourse context,
whereas the set of alternatives for dog is less consistently caz, and the set of
alternatives for flower varies considerably according to the context. One could
say that for adjectives the sct of alternatives was more lexically predictable. This
observation relates to a posited difference in the way nouns and adjectives are
organized in the lexicon, or, to put it in psycholinguistic terms, in semantic
memory (Gross et al. 1989). Nouns often evidence a hierarchical (hypony-
mous) relationship, for instance animal— bird—duck —mallard. Sometimes
they are associated pairwise, as in pencil and paper, bow and arrow. For adjec-
tives, the basic relationship seems to be antonymy, the contrast between oppo-
site poles of a gradable property (Bierwisch 1967). (We understand antonymy
broadly to include complementarity.) Interest in this topic goes back to
Greek philosophy, for instance the Pythagorean cvstoiyie and Aristotle’s
avuiketpeva (Raible 1981). Many of the antonymous pairs of adjectives with
the highest text frequency involve positive and negative values along some
form of measurable scale: ll—short, wide—narrow, deep—shallow, old—new,
fast—slow, heavy—light, hot—cold, loud—soft, light—dark. Others are less
overtly physically quantiﬁablc: mug/ﬂ — smooth, drunk —sober, c/mn—dz’rty. Der-
ivational negation is most common with evaluative (not purely dimensional)
adjectives (Bierwisch 1989): legal— illegal, honest— dishonest, plausible— implau-
stble. The unmarked member of an antonymous pair, which is the default

choice for degree questions, is normally the perceptually salient end of the scale
(Givon 1995)
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How tall is he?
How wide is it?
How loud was it?
How fast does it go?

The antonymous relationship involves a specific pair of lexical items, not
just any two contradictory or contrary properties: alive—dead, and old —new are
antonymous pairs, while alive — lifeless and old— recent are not. The relationship
is not always biunique: bad—good, evil—good; happy—sad, happy—unhappy.
Bipolarity is the most usual, but tripolarity or multipolarity are also possible.
For the man in the street, liguid—solid is a binary contrast, for the physicist
there is a ternary contrast: liquid— gaseous—solid. The colours are the best
established instance of a multiple contrast of equipollent items: red - yellow —
green—blue. So while the principles governing the lexical organization of
nouns either exclude formation of a set of alternates

*It’s not a duck, it’s a mallard
or are more or less context dependent in this regard

It’s not a cat, it's a dog
It’s not a pencil, it’s paper (pragmatically unlikely),

the principles governing the lexical organization of adjectives determine the set
of alternates to a significant degree. Consequently, it is often easier to interpret
strong narrow scope focus on an adjective (as in Y1 hyperbaton in Greek) than
on a noun when the sentence is presented out of context

Jack ate a B1G apple (not a small one)
Jack ate a big APPLE (not some other conceivable edible entity).

That is not to say that context does not also contribute to the set of alter-
nates for adjectives. The normal alternative for red wine is white wine, butin a
winery that does not make white it has to be rosé. A sufficiently rich context
can create a nonce set of alternatives from incompatible adjectives that is just as
random as one involving nouns (van Leusen & Kdlmdn 1993), for instance

not the red apple, the ripe one
not the Amerindian lexicographer, the blonde one.

The excluded alternative can also depend on the noun (just as adjective inter-
pretation itself often does in one way or another)

It’s just LUKEWARM coffee that puts me in a bad mood
I’s just LUKEWARM champagne that puts me in a bad mood.

In addition to polar opposites, gradable properties commonly have various
intermediate stages or closely related properties that seem to cluster with the
polar opposites (Gross et al. 1989): wet is asssociated with damp, moist, soggy,
waterlogged for instance. Focus on wer excludes dry, but it is less clear what is
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the status of the associated terms. If the focus is metalinguistic, that is if it is a
question of choosing precisely the term wet, then all other terms are definition-
ally excluded.

In another group of adjectives that are common in hyperbaton, the restric-
tion is more “logical” in character. This is the case with comparatives, supetla-
tives, ordinals, and identity adjectives (same, other, similar, unlike). For
instance, comparatives in -¢r and superlatives in -esz require some form of logi-
cal computation that excludes lower points on a scale in a contextually relevant
set of entities: third line, taller centurion(s), tallest centurion(s) exclude the first
and second line and shorter centurions in the context of the battle under dis-
cussion.

Weak and strong focus on modifiers

The mechanisms for the exclusion of alternatives can become quite confusing
until one realizes that different types of focus exclude alternatives in different
ways. In many contexts, simply by using onc adjective, related incompatible
adjectives are automatically excluded. In a broad scope weak focus sentence
like

He was wearing a red shirt,

shirts of other colours are automatically excluded, if we make the pragmatically
natural assumption that he was wearing one monochrome shirt. This is
achieved in the absence of any specific mechanism for the exclusion of alterna-
tives such as is associated with strong focus. For scalar modifiers and quantifi-
ers, the weak focus situation is a little more complex, since it involves some
additional pragmatic reasoning. In a sentence like

Caesar killed many Gauls,

the listener knows that, provided the speaker is not exaggerating, many does
not truthfully represent a situation in which no more than # few Gauls were
killed. The listener also knows that although many does truthfully describe a
situation in which all the Gauls were killed (since a// entails many), the speaker
would not have chosen the quantifier many because it is less than maximally
informative (Horn 1981; Koenig 1991). Once again, weak focus does not
involve exclusion of the alternatives in the way strong focus does. The differ-
ence is clearly illustrated when the step of pragmatic reasoning is omitted, as
in the following example involving the slightly different class of numerals

(Hirschberg 1985)

‘The month of February has twenty-cight days, and so do all
the other months (weak focus)
*The month of February has twenty-FIGHT days, and so do all
the other months (strong focus).
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The precision associated with the strong focus reading arises from the implicit
exclusion of the other numerals in the set of alternates (21-27, 29). Strong
focus evokes and excludes the set of alternatves; weak focus does not, and so
permits upward compatibility (‘28 or more’) in the joke context. Returning to
our many example, in a situation in which Caesar in fact killed all the Gauls, it
would be quite possible for weak and strong focus to elicit ‘yes’ and ‘no’
responses to otherwise comparable questions

A. Did Caesar kill many Gauls?
B. Yes. In fact, he killed all of them.

A. Was it MANY Gauls that Caesar killed? {cleft)
B. No. It was aALL of them.

Contrastive focus also behaves differently from simple strong focus. The latter
is particularly associated with negation of polar opposites, as just described. A
sentence like

Cinderella is the PRETTY sister

negates the polar opposite of pretty (ugly) for Cinderella and implicitly assigns
it to the other two sisters. But when two adjectives are in explicit contrastive
focus, the negated complement is the other adjective, which need not be the
polar opposite

. No. The older sisters are the PRETTY ones, but Cinderella is the
BEAUTIFUL ong;

here the set of alternates is simply the contrasted adjectives under consider-
ation, which in this instance both come from the upper end of the scale of
physical attractiveness. When a nonpolar opposite is used in counterassertion,
as in our example, the result often has a metalinguistic flavour.

Y1 HYPERBATON
The Y1 adjective

Now that we have reviewed some basic information about what focus is and
how it works with modifiers, we are in a position to embark on our analysis of
Y1 hyperbaton in Greek prose. Let us see how the principle of antonymous
negation works in the various classes of adjectives used in Y1 hyperbaton.

For restrictive adjectives, we find examples like the following

(6)  &anbeic kot aArNA@Y Exovieg 86Eag Aesch 3.213 (true, not false)

yeudf cvvtdbag ka® Audy xatnyopiayv Aesch 2.183 (false, not true)

(6) Having truc opinions concerning each other (Aesch 3.213). Having put together a
false charge against us (Aesch 2.183).
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(7)  enietog petaoyovio edoeng Pl Laws 872e (female, not male)
dnpoctag drepydleton ovpgopdg Aesch 3.147 (public, not personal)
8lovg & evpiokely morepovg Dem 2.28 (personal, not public).

Although demonstratives are adjectives, they have an evident determiner-like
function

(8) &m éxeivov tpéyetar 1oV Adyov [sae 5.3 (that other, not this)
mept xeivon eimo 10D vopov Dem 24.144 (that other, not this)
tovto1g Emopdeic 1ol ynoiopast Dem 18.168 (these, not others).
gyo pEv 87 towadty ovpBepioxa tHyn Dem 18.258 (of this sort, not
of another sort); cp. toodtnoL neprémntov thynor Her 6.17
mikadtny § &verdvrag paptoptay Dem 28.5 (of such significance,
not of less).

The article does not appear as the sole Y1 element in hyperbaton
(9)  *toic émapbeic ynpiopoasty.

When focus is on uniqueness, one finds pévog, and when focus is on referent-
ality, one finds the demonstrative. When the “article” does in occur in hyper-
baton, in verse, it is in fact the older demonstrative

(10) =fig yop mépuke puntpode 071082,

There is also probably a syntactic reason for the absence of the article in hyper-
baton. Unlike demonstratives, possessive pronouns and interrogative adjec-
tives, which were adjectives in Greek, the article probably had true determiner
status. It could not appear productively without an accompanying adjective in
null head modifier phrases apart from certain well defined usages, and its
appearance in Y1 position in hyperbaton would presumably constitute a true
Left Branch Condition violation even in Greek.

Other pronominal adjectives include adjectives of identity, which like
demonstratives serve to specify referents, although less directly

(11)  Ertépov nopepBorii mpaypdtoy Aesch 3.205 (other, not the same)
TV YEP aDTAV ToVTG TOMMoGpLevog 1y YeYpouppnévoy tdEiv
Dem 18.56 (same, not different)
£E GG EMBOvTa kaung Her 1.196 (another, not this).

(7) Sharing in female nature (Pl Laws 872¢). Produces public disasters {(Aesch 3.147).
Find their own persenal wars (Dem 2.28).

(8) He will have recourse to that argument (Isae 5.3). I may speak about that law (Dem
24.144). Encouraged by these decrees (Dem 18.168). I have lived with such success (Dem
18.258). Having destroyed so important an item of evidence (Dem 28.5).

(9) Encouraged by the decrees.

(10) 1 was born of that mother ((0771082).

(11) By the introduction of extrancous matters (Aesch 3.205). Adopting the same order
of accusations as this man (Dem 18.56). Coming from another village (Her 1.196).
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Adjectives of size and measure exclude their polar opposites

(12)  Bpay g pot Aeimetar Adyog Aesch 3.175 (short, not long)
pikpov iokimdv xpovov Aesch 3.89 (small, not large)
peydhag enedmxay tipopiag Dem 47.2 (large, not small),

as do quantifiers

(13)  morMmyv mpootixel mpdvorlay bmp eboefeiac Exetv Aesch 2.114
(much, not a lictle) -
noAL®V fpLe tpiipov Lys 14.36 (many, not a few)
Oriyag dpEag dpxag Lys 20.5 (few, not many)
naoog £Eelboate TG TOUpaoKeVAS TG 10D morépov Dem 18.26
(all, not some).

We also find negative quantifiers

(14) pndepiov mopareinely Auépav Aesch 3.220 (not > zero)
ovdeplay mdToTE PovHcETHL TPEcPelay eig mpoedpioy Kuhfoog

Aesch 3.76 (not > zero)

and cardinal numerals

(15)  é povov arédvar yhem Dem 21.75 (one, not >1)
Tpioe xoi elkootv mPiévia é1n Isae 2.45 (23, not < 23),

47

Ordinal numerals, comparatives, and superlatives—both true superlatives (-est)
and intensifier superlatives (very)—specify referents by excluding lower points

on the scale of comparison

(16) mpoiny & 2Eedbov otpateiay Aesch 2.168 (not > first)

0bdEV grdttovog EElov omovdfic Dem 18.5 (not < the same amount)

nAeiotog puév orpotnyhoavieg otpatnyiag Andoc 1.147

(not < very many)
peyiotowg mepunéntoko kivdbvog Andoc 4.2 (not < very great)
én’ oloyiotoug otepneig aitiong Lys 7.41 (not < very disgraceful)

g Sukanotdng &v Thyol Tipmpiag Antiph 1.27 (not < the most just).

(12) Little remains for me to say (Aesch 3.175). With only a short delay (Aesch 3.89).

They imposed great penalties (Dem 47.2).

(13) Ought to have much consideration for piety (Aesch 2.114). He commanded many
triremes (Lys 14.36). Having held few offices (Lys 20.5). You halted all the preparations

for war (Dem 18.26).

(14) To leave not a single day (Aesch 3.220). He will be found not to have ever invited

a single embassy to the scat of honour (Aesch 3.76).

(15) Thar he was condemned by only a single vote (Dem 21.75). That he lived another

23 years (Isae 2.45).

(16) Going out on my first military expedition (Aesch 2.168). Worthy of no less serious
attention (Dem 18.5). Having held very many military commands (Andoc 1.147). I have
fallen into the greatest danger (Andoc 4.2). Having been deprived on the most disgraceful

charges of... (Lys 7.41). She would get the most just punishment (Antiph 1.27).



48 Discontinuous Syntax

Contrastive focus excludes what it is explicitly contrasted with

(17)  &Xia te xotootpéyocBol £0ven.. kod 81 kot Zxvoog Her 2.110

(others — Scythians)

einog £¢ ot pdraia Eneo xpnotig eiveka cvufoviing Her 7.15
(worthless —valuable)

HIKPOV AVOADOUVTEG XPOVOY TOAAD... E6e08° EUnelpdTEPOL
Dem 18.173 (little — by much)

OAlyo pev yap fABov Exovieg yphrota, Tolidv 8¢ mpocedendncoy
Lys 19.21 (few — many)

TOAAAC ol bpAkoyey dpetac piov {ntodvieg Pl Meno 74a
(many —onc)

TAETOTOL TAVIOV YEYPOPOS YNPIOHATA OVSEULUY TOROTE YPOUPTV
népevye noapavopov Aesch 3.194 (very many —none).

The exclusion of alternatives in Y: hyperbaton in prose is not merely a side
effect of the restrictive or specificational properties of this type of adjective with
weak or broad scope focus. On the other hand, the effect of focus in hyperba-
ton is usually much weaker than it would be in counterassertion. Most of the
time, the speaker is not conveying his belief that the audience is misinformed
and that they need to correct their file entry accordingly. Rather he is just
deliberately making the point that it is the Y1 modifier rather than its polar
opposite (or any of its other potential alternatives) that applies, and ensuring
that the audience is aware that the alternatives arc positively excluded.

Descriptive adjectives

There are situations in which focus on an adjective is inappropriate, because
the context does not permit the construction of a set of alternates. If you are in
Grace Brothers department store and declare

[ like the BLACK shirts,

your remark will be accepted as perfectly felicitous: perhaps they have better
stitching than the other shirts, or perhaps your washing machine has broken
down. But if you are in a store which is known to sell only black shirts, say the
Camiceria Benito, the same remark will leave people puzzled, since they do not
carry shirts in alternative colours, least of all the red ones favoured by semanti-
cists. Your remark is the contextual equivalent of

(17) That he had subdued other tribes... and also the Scythians (Her 2.110). Having
spoken to you foolish words in response to good advice (Her 7.14). Having spent a litde
time... you will be much more experienced (Dem 18.173). They came having litde
moncy but they needed a lot (Lys 19.21). We have again found many virtues while look-
ing for one (Pl Men 74a). Having proposed the most motions of all men was never
1wccused for proposing a single illegal one (Aesch 3.194).
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I like the BLACK coal.

What strong focus on black does is to evoke and negate the set of alternatives,
that is the complement of the set of things that are black relative to the exten-
sion of the noun (shirts). In contexts in which a particular situation, or simply
the way the world is, precludes the existence of a complement, focus just does
not compute. In the phrase black coal, the adjective is much more likely to be
used descriptively than restrictively. Descriptive adjectives convey additional
information without restricting reference: black coal draws your attention to
the fact that the coal is black, but does not restrict reference to a submass of the
coal in question. Restrictive black in black shirts involves an intersection result-
ing in a subset of shirts in the store (those that are black): only part of the shirts
is included in the set of black things. Descriptive black is just one of the family
of sets to which all the shirts in the store belong: the entire set of shirts is
included in the set of black things. Although the descriptive—restrictive dis-
tinction is particularly associated with adjectives, a similar distinction is found
with nouns in sentences like

The bastard took my golf balls.

Here there is a prosodically encoded distinction between an anaphoric, attribu-
tive reading and a referentially restrictive reading.

As already noted in chapter 1, in Greek descriptive adjectives tend to be pre-
nominal in pragmatically neutral word order (while restrictive adjectives tend
to be postnominal)

(18) 1f veoybpw yovouki Her 1.37
f 8ewvn dyyerio Xen Cyr 7.5.52.

No distinction is being drawn in these particular contexts between a newly wed
and a previous wife, nor between two different messages. Descriptive adjectives
are not vacuous, just because they do not contribute to the identification of the
referent. They can serve to emphasize a predictable or previously established
property, contrast it with some other property in the context, indicate the
speaker’s attitude, or simply assert a nonrestrictive property that the interlocu-
tor may be unaware of

You need to fix your worn brakes, sir!

Adjectives with plural proper names can often be interpreted as either
restrictive or descriptive

the fierce Parthians.

Wich singular proper names, the restrictive interpretation s more difficult,
because it presupposes more than one referent with the same name in the dis-
course context

(18) The newly wedded wife (Her 1.37). The terrible news (Xen Cyr7.5.52).
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clever Peter
pretty Polly
the divine Callas.

As with common nouns, the descriptive adjective with proper names may
recall and emphasize a known property

The notorious Al Capone
or indicate the speaker’s attitude

(19) 100 xatopdtov KupnBiovog Dem 19.287
ol p&v katémtuotor @ettedol Dem 18.43.

However, in a phrase like
The notorious Mrs Jones

the descriptive adjective may predicate notoriety of Prof. Jones’ wife as new
information to the listener.

Descriptive adjectives can be used emphatically, and the linguistic encoding
of such emphasis may be quite similar, though not identical, to that of focus
on restrictive adjectives. In English, both are encoded by prosodic prominence,
but often with different durational and intonational properties. A sentence like

This is our BEAUTIFUL new papyrologist, Miss Smith

would in most contexts have an emphasized descriptive adjective. When spo-
ken with the prosody used for a focused restrictive adjective, it would be
appropriate, if potentially embarrassing, in a context where there were two new
papyrologists only one of whom was beautiful. Although descriptive emphasis
does not restrict reference, it can be used as a sort of intensifier superlative, in
which case it excludes other grades of the same property; or it may simply
highlight the salience of the modifier relative to the rest of the message. The
latter is the case for contrastive descriptive adjectives

The BLACK carth yiclded its GOLDEN crop.

Conversely, a regular restrictive adjective with focus can be made more salient
by emphasis.

In Greek prose, emphasized descriptive adjectives can appear before a
demonstrative within the noun phrase (p. 28); here are some further examples

(20)  1hv kaAHy tadTny vikny veviknkag Aesch 1.64
T8 KaAdg TabTag kopog anokepel Pl Phaedo 89b
Yooy ymBEVTES ToTC... KakofBeot tobtolg dvtiBétolg Aesch 2.4.

(19) That bastard Cyrebio (Dem 19.287). The damned Thessalians (Dem 18.43).
(20) Having won this glorious victory (Aesch 1.64). You will have that beatiful hair cut
(Pl Phaed 89b). Deceived by those malicious antitheses of his (Aesch 2.4).
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So can contrastively focused adjectives, although not necessarily in the same
prenominal slot

(21)  70d xovod todtov Piov Pl Phil 22d (cp. tpeig Biot ibid. 22a)
TpdTOV Pev toivov ol mept 1fig BAGBNG oDtor vopol TaVTEG...
gneld’ oi govikol Dem 21.43.

But, unlike focused adjectives, descriptive adjectives are rare or nonoccurring
in Y1 hyperbaton in prose. Not only is there a hierarchy DQP > restrictive >
descriptive, but the descriptive type is scarcely attested in hyperbaton

*TAV koA TadTNY veviknkdg vikny
*T0G KOAQG TODTOG ATOKEPET KOPLOG
*101¢... KokofnBeot T00T0LE YuYoymyYNBEVTES AVTLBETOLG.

When adjectives that are commonly used descriptively appear in hyperbaton in
Greek prose, they tend to be restrictive

(22)  xoAOV pEv yap fyelto.. mtndevpe 1y eddnposdvny Xen Cyr 8.5.7
KOATNV 7. dreldfoocty.. x&pv Dem 9.65
kaArictny obv elvon npdgacty Lys 12.06.

One prima facie exception to this rule
oV xpnatov Aéyelg ©eddmpov Pl Phaedr 266e

probably has a name in apposition to a null head modifier (‘Do you mean that
first rate man, Theodorus?’), in view of examples like

(23)  1ov tatpov EpvEipeyov Pl Symp 185d
70v 88 kdAMotov [éprov Edonvov Pl Phaedr 267a.

One might think that the relative absence of Y1 hyperbaton with descriptive
adjectives in prose was a question of style or subject matter, a simple statistical
consequence of there being less occasion for emphatic (or unemphatic)
descriptive adjectives in many styles of prose than in verse with its passages of
highly coloured narration or expansive lyricism. One problem with this null
hypothesis is that the absence of descriptive adjectives in prose is a predictable
consequence of the semantics of prose hyperbaton. If we take an example like

(24) Sraocdlovreg v makandy mapotpiav Pl Rep 329a

and create a participial phrase hyperbaton by fronting the descriptive adjective

(21) Of this combined type of life (Pl P4l 22d). First then all these laws about dam-
age... then the homicide laws (Dem 21.43).

(22) He thoughrt that orderliness was a good habit (Xen Cyr 8.5.7). They have received
a fine reward (Dem 9.65). They had an excellent excuse (Lys 12.6).

(23) Erixymachus the doctor (Pl Symp 185d). The illustrious Parian Evenus (Pl Phaedy
2G7a).

(24) Mainrtaining the old proverb (Pl Rep 329a).
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MV TeAoiay dtac®lovieg mtapotioy
we get a structure like
(25) 6 moAodg kedeber vopog Dem 20.99.

But in the Demosthenes passage, the adjective is restrictive and contrastive and
the noun correspondingly backgrounded: the oLp law versus the NEW law
(unlike vopog mokaitdg at Aristophanes Birds 1353). Obviously, this would be
inappropriate in the Plato passage, where there is no question of distinguishing
between old and new proverbs. Emphasis by itself is insufficient to license
hyperbaton in prose. For hyperbaton to be felicitous in prose, there must be a
sct of alternates. Hyperbaton encodes the logical operation of ranging over the
set of alternates, identifying the correct alternate(s), and excluding thosc that
remain. Consider a situation in which Jack has one car (which is very bright
red) and six shirts (one of which is red). Last Saturday

Jack washed his re-e-e-d car (emphasis)
Jack washed his RED shirt (strong narrow focus).

As fas as garments are concerned, the shirt that got washed was the red one and
no others. As far as automobiles are concerned, there is no way in which red
can serve to restrict the carwashing in this way: it relates only to the noun car.
What got washed was the car, which incidentally was very red. This difference
is directly reflected in the Greek syntactic rule we are examining. In the case of
the shirts, red can be separated from the noun it modifies and can appear in Y1
hyperbaton under strong narrow focus. In the case of the car, red is forced to
remain in the same noun phrase as the noun it modifies.

The Y2 noun

In many sentences having a single strong narrow focus, information is orga-
nized into a simple binary structure consisting of the focus and the cofocus.
The cofocus in this simple type is tail material, although of course various
other more complex structures also occur. The cofocus is often just called the
presupposition. There is an ongoing theoretical discussion about the technical
definition of the term presupposition; we shall use it in an informal and intui-
tive sense as referring to the common ground information about the world that
the interlocutors bring with them, augmented by the information established
up to the current state of the discourse. Not all cofoci are presuppositions;
sometimes the cofocus is new information “accommodated” to the common
ground which is introduced as though it were presupposcd, whereas in fact the
common ground has to be adjusted to accept it. For instance, a cleft like

It was Clara Petrella who was singing at the opera last night

(25) The old law prescribes (Dem 20.99).
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can be felicitous even in a situation in which the listener is unaware, and the
speaker knows that the listener is unaware, that there was an opera perfor-
mance last night. The listener first incorporates the information to be accom-
modated into the common ground and then treats it like a presupposition in
processing the focus structure. Focus driven accommodation is neatly illus-
trated by situations in which the listener has been inattentive. For instance, say
Jack has momentarily dozed off during Prof. Jones’ Roman history lecture; the
first sentence he hears when he wakes up is

Then the Gauls attacked the RIGHT wing of the Roman army;

on the basis of the contrastive focus, he can reconstruct what he has missed; his
best guess would be that the Gauls had previously attacked the left wing of the
Roman army. Conversely, not all presuppositions are cofoci. Firstly, the cofo-
cus is usually not just any old presupposition, but one that relates to a question
under active consideration in the discourse. Secondly, presuppositions can be
foci as well as cofoci

It wasn’t flunking the Tertullian course that Jack regretted so much
as failing the Prose Comp. test;

here the contrastive foci of the deft are presuppositions introduced by the fac-
tive verb regret. Presuppositions can also be focused when they are reactivated
in the discourse. However, in sentences having a strong narrow focus, the pre-
supposition typically appears as tail material.

Let us now consider the informational status of Y2 nouns in hyperbaton in
light of the above characterization of the cofocus. Most Y2 nouns are open to
interpretation as tail material, although it would often be difhcult unequivo-
cally to exclude weak focus as a possible alternative. In some cases, the noun is
more or less explicitly established in the antecedent discourse

(26) &g @v &v mretotny 86Eav Exot... TAsioTny & &v Exot §6Eav

Pl Amat 135b

TOAAGG Gpxog ApEev... OAlyag GpEag apxdc Lys 20.5

AVEYVOKEVHL TOVG ZOAWVOG VOROVG... TOUG ZOAMVOG BLVEYVOKEVOL
vopovg Dem 20.103

AVTL TOV ATOATOVIOV HEV VOVTAOV ETEPOVE ERLCOOCEUNY VOOTOG
Dem 50.12

v 8¢ ol EnelBOVTES LAVTLEG ANOAVOMOL, GALOL TAPELCL LAVTLEG

Her 4.68

(26) From which he can get the most recognition... and he would get the most recogni-
tion (Pl Amar 135b). He held many magistracies... having held few magistracies (Lys
20.5). To have read the laws of Solon... to have read the laws of Solon (Dem 20.103). In
place of the sailors who deserted I hired other sailors (Dem 50.12). If the later diviners
acquit him, other diviners appear (Her 4.68).
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(27)  xMipokoc mpocBEvIeC.. moiiig wpocOévteg kAipakag Thuc 3.23.1
gmerd’ étépov enfiyeto ywhgiopa Aesch 2.110 (fourth whgiopa
mentioned in this section of the speech).

[t is common enough for strong quantifiers to quantify over a domain already
established in the discourse or the discourse context, and for restrictive adjec-
tives and demonstratives to pick members from a discourse established set as in
the étépog examples just cited. More generally, the prediction is that normally
a nonbranching or continuous branching YP is the first of two occurrences of a
noun, and hyperbaton the second, and that the reverse order should be much
less common. It is also possible that there may be a stronger association of Y1
hyperbaton with repeated nouns than of nonbranching or branching continu-
ous YP.

In other cases, the noun has impoverished descriptive content relative to the
verb. Either it is an internal accusative or easily predicted from the selectional
restrictions of the verb along with the context, as in dance a dance or mail a ler-
rer respectively

(28) mieiovg tpundpevog Tpondg Tod Evpinov Aesch 3.90
ToadTa GpapTavel apaptipata Lys 31.23
dmaviee yop dmaryopebovory ot vopor Aesch 3.50.

Sometimes the Y2 noun is just semantically light, like person, matter etc.

(29)  rodro whelv A Swakooiov 1§OvTov dvepdnwy Lys 3.27
i yap v 11 To100T moteboeiey avBpdno Aesch 2.130
o & Ev dokedor Sreedipn mpdypata Aesch 2.131
T0lg Aowmolg émuyerpoin mpdiypoacty Dem 18.27.

In other instances the noun is accessible or inferable from the context

(30) Opate 10ig dpBAANOIC... ToTE... ahTol, Kol 0DEEV ETéprov SeloBe
poptopwv Aesch 3.119
70 TOPVIKOV TEAOG... TOVG TardIN Xpopévong TH épyacie Aesch 1.119;

in the first example third person testimony is evoked as contrastive with eye-
witness observation, in the second mention of a category member evokes the
category. Finally, the noun may arguably be backgrounded relative to the main

(27) Placing ladders... placing many ladders (Thuc 3.23.1). Then he proposed another
motion (Aesch 2.110).

(28) Turning more turns than the Euripus (Aesch 3.90). Offends with such offences
(Lys 31.23). All the laws forbid (Aesch 3.50).

(29) Although more than two hundred people saw this (Lys 3.27). Why would anyone
trust such a man? {(Acsch 2.130). The Phocian situation was ruined {Aesch 2.131). He
could proceed with his remaining business (Dem 18.27).

(30) You see with your own eyes... you know by yourselves and you need no other wit-
nesscs (Aesch 3.119). The tax on prostitution... those practising this profession (Aesch
1.119).
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information conveyed by the modifier, as illustrated by the English paraphrases
given with the following examples

ROV TpocTixel mpdvolay dnep edoePetog Exerv Aesch 2.114:
‘great is the forethought that he should have concerning piety’
My oDV &roS0Té pot xbpiv.. fivrep &yd buiv Aesch 2.143
‘the same as [ did for you is the favour you should do for me.’

Because of the rather subjective nature of the judgements we can make about
backgrounding, it is hard to say to what extent, if at all, the Y2 noun in hyper-
baton could be weak (purely informational) focus rather than tail material.
Consider the following

(31) el v toyxdny eurécotev dbuiav Aesch 3.65.

The noun is certainly prima facie new information: despondency fills the field
‘what would they fall into?”. So the sentence could involve the superimposition
of a strong focus (the supetlative) on a simple (broad scope) weak focus verb
phrase. However, the verb phrase material seems to be backgrounded relative
to the superlative. Superlatives are often used to pick that member of a previ-
ously established set that has the extreme value of some property. We can con-
tinue to call the unfocused material in such sentences the presuppositional
frame, rather than reverting to a more neutral term like cofocus, if we assume
that by backgrounding material that is new or not easily predictable the
speaker forces the listener to accommodate such material and accept it as
though it were presupposed.

Informational structure

Our analysis will involve the following informational categories: weak focus,
strong focus, strong topic, tail. Since it is theoretically possible for ecach one of
these to be distributed either with broad scope over the prototypical YP or with
narrow scope over its adjective (Y1) or noun (Y2) subconstituents, it is evident
that, even for a single noun phrase, there is a considerable range of pragmatic
differences that languages may encode either in the syntax or phonologically or
both.

The range of informational contrasts is particularly clear in Hungarian,
which has separate syntactic slots for topic, focus and neutral consticuents. If
the noun phrase is distributed into more than one slot, a separate inflection is
required for cach slot. Here are some examples (Szabolcsi 1983)

Mari ldrotr két zold biciklit
Mary saw two green bikes

‘Mary saw two green bikes’

(31) They should fall into the worst despondency (Aesch 3.65).
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[Z6ld biciklit] . ldtott Mari kettét
“What Mary saw two of was green bikes’

[Biciklit]. ;o p [kettht] o ldtott Mari zsldet
‘As for bikes, Mary saw exactly two which were green.’

The last example has topic, focus and tail cooccurring in a single clause with
hyperbaton. There is also a version with amplificatory Y2 adjective and pro-
sodic dislocation. Topic Y1 is additionally reported for Serbocroatian (Progo-

vac 1996)

Marijanina se udala ¢éerka
Marianna’s self married daughter

‘As for Marianna, her daughter got married.’

The following examples illustrate the difference between broad and narrow
scope focus as it applies to YP

It was the CUCUMBER SANDWICHES that the butler forgot
(broad scope focus on YP: not the cake)

It was the CUCUMBER sandwiches that the buter forgot
(narrow scope focus on Y1: not the ham sandwiches)

It was the cucumber SANDWICHES that the butler forgot
(narrow scope focus on Yz: not the cucumber canapes)

[t was the [cUCUMBER] [SANDWICHES] that the butler forgot
(double narrow scope focus: not the ham canapes).

Now let us review some of the main informational structures relevant for an
analysis of Y1 hyperbaton. (Those specific to Y2 hyperbaton are omitted here;
they will by given in chapter 3). “YP is used to indicate broad scope applica-
tion to YP, ‘Y1” and ‘Y2’ to indicate narrow scope application to the subconstit-
uent in question; square brackets delimit the scope of the pragmatic category.

YP Weak focus (I saw a [black cat] in the park yesterday)
(32)  [xrovidrov Aevkov] mepiBaiiopevog Her 1,195

YP Strong (contrastive) focus (It was a [BLACK cAT] that I saw in the park
yesterday, not a dog)
(33) yopic 1fig &AANG cioydvng koi ddokicg... kol [peydiol kiveuvol]
nepLeaTaoty £k 100ty TV noAty Dem 19.83

YP Strong topic (As for [BLACK cATs], unlike dogs they bring bad luck)
(34) [ohpoto 8& dyabd Kol kakd] motepov éx Botwtdv ofel mheiw &v
gxhexBfivor 1 €€ ‘ABnvaiwv; Xen Mem 3.5.2

(32) Putting on a white mantle (Her 1.195).

(33) Apart from the other shame and disgrace... also great dangers threaten the city as a
result of this (Dem 19.83).

(34) As for fine, strong bodies, do you think more could be sclected from the Bocotians
or from the Athenians? (Xen Mem 3.5.2).
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YP Tail (Talking about black cats, flea shampoo is a must for [black cats])

(35) g odv xouvotopodvidg cov mEpL T Bel YEYpaTTOL
[todtny v ypaenv] Pl Euthyph 3b (the ypog is old information)

Y1 Strong focus, Y2 Tail/backgrounded (It was a [BLACK] [cat] that I saw, not a
white one)

(36) [kobpav apapmmpétov] aitiov Pl Laws 863¢ (continuous)
[neyarag] éneonkay [tipwpiag] Dem 47.2 (hyperbaton)

Y1 Strong focus, Y2 Strong focus (It was a [BLACK] [cAT] that [ saw, not a
white dog)
(37) 16 [xarrictd ovopat] xphpevog delvotdtov Epymv 318doxkalog
koot Lys 12.78

Y1 Strong topic, Y2 Tail/backgrounded (Talking about cats, as for [BLACK]
[cats], they bring you bad luck)

(38) Buvddexa @v UnvedV £6vimv &g TOV EviavtOv ToVg [téooepag] [pfivag ]
TpEPEL LV T BaBviwvin xopn, 10U¢ 8 OKTo TV Unv@dv 1| Aotrn
naco "Acin Her 1.192 (continuous)

[tadtnv] pév odv eig TOV pérlovio xpovoy GvEYpowaY
[tnv moliteiav] Arist Azh Pol31.1 (hyperbaton).

In this analysis, Y1 hyperbaton occurs in the categories strong focus plus tail
and strong topic plus tail, which fits with the conclusion of the preceding sepa-
rate analyses of the pragmatic status of the adjective and of the noun in Yi
hyperbaton. Other categories are less likely or outright impossible. The combi-
nation strong focus plus weak focus is intrinsically more difficult, since narrow
scope strong focus on the modifier is typically correlated with a noun that is
part of the presupposition or at least backgrounded:

I saw a [BLACK] [cat] in the park yesterday

is inappropriate as an out-of-the-blue utterance or at the beginning of a con-
versation, unless cats can be established as predictable by the physical discourse
context or the shared experience of the interlocutors. This particular pragmatic
combination appears felicitously as

[ saw a [cat] in the park yesterday, which was [BLACK],

(35) So he has madc this accusation against you on the grounds that you are a religious
radical (Pl Euthyph 3b).

{(36) Responsible for MinoRr offences (Pl Laws 863c). They imposed 11gavy penalties
(Dem 47.2).

(37) Using the most excellent phraseology he became the instigator of the most terrible
deeds (Lys 12.78).

(38) Of the twelve months in the year the Babylonian land supports him for four
months and for the other cight the entire rest of Asia (Her 1.192). This constitution they
drew up for the future (Arist At/ Pol 31.1).
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which in Greek is not a Y1 hyperbaton at all, but one type of Y2 hyperbaton.
Broad scope weak focus and weak focus plus tail are both theoretically conceiv-
able assignments for Y1 hyperbaton: in fact, they are common enough in verse
but rare or nonoccurring in prose. Strong focus plus strong focus, as in double
contrast, is also rare or nonoccurring. In an example like

(39)  mordobg pev Exov @irovg Teikpdng, ToAAY S& ¥pANLETH KEKTNHEVOS
Dem 21.62

the nouns are not strongly contrastive, as they are in the following example
with contrastive topics and Y2 hyperbaton

(40)  8vBpwmot... AméEBEVOV... TOALOL, Ko (pALOTe TOAAX... EGA®
Thuc 7.24.2.

A generalization emerging from this analysis is important for the question of
how the syntax interfaces with the pragmatics. It is that in prose Y1 hyperbaton
does not normally occur in broad scope structures. Hyperbaton in prose exists
to distribute pragmatically nonuniform subconstituents of the noun phrase
into their appropriate pragmatically determined syntactic positions, namely Y1
and Y2. Broad scope structures, being pragmatically uniform, do not naturally
trigger hyperbaton in prose: in terms of the tripartite structure (p. 78), if both
Y clements are in the nuclear scope or if both are in the restriction, there will
be no Y1 hyperbaton. The converse prediction, from the syntax back to the
pragmatics, fails because hyperbaton is not obligatory. Nonuniform structures
can alternatively piedpipe one subconstituent into the position that would
have appropriately been assigned to the other; this was illustrated in the exam-
ples marked “continuous” in the data.

When the above analysis is applied to a body of text, two features soon
become apparent: firstly, the judgements involved in assigning individual
instances to a particular category can be rather subjective; and secondly, some
categories are far more common than others. While this could be a practical
obstacle, for instance in a statistical study, it is also theoretically instructive
to understand why things are just this way. Restriction is a prototypical func-
tion of adnominal adjectives, and often what is restricted is a class already
established in the discourse or else a relatively vacuous class like person or thing.
These tendencies are quite observable in written language and become over-
whelming in spontaneous natural conversation (Thompson 1988). Y1 hyper-
baton exhibits not so much a different set of properties from simple
modification as the same sort of properties in an exaggerated form. Whereas an
adjective with weak narrow focus is restrictive, an adjective with strong narrow
focus is not only restrictive but also, in one sense or another, exclusive. If it
stands in hyperbaton, the Y2 noun is not merely preferentially but obligatorily

(39) Iphicrates, possessing many friends and having acquired a lot of money (Dem
21.62).
(40) Many men died and much property was captured (Thuc 7.24.2).
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predictable, presupposed or accommodated material. After a weak focus adjec-
tive, a nontail noun is relatively uncommon, particularly in spoken language,
but still grammatical; after a strong focus adjective in Y1 hyperbaton, it is mar-
ginal or ungrammatical.

Three conclusions emerge from the above analysis. First, the distribution of
pragmatic categories in Y1 hyperbaton is skewed relative to continuous YP
structures; this proves that Y1 hyperbaton is not a pragmatically meaningless
syntactic variant of the continuous YP structure. Second, the specific prag-
matic categories that actually occur in Y1 hyperbaton are fairly consistently
narrow focus on the adjective and tail status for the noun. Third, Y1 hyperba-
ton is optional. Optionality manifests itself along two parameters. Y1 hyperba-
ton may fail to occur either because a strong focus plus tail is not syntactically
actuated by hyperbaton but, for instance, by piedpiping. Or Y1 hyperbaton
may be absent because a text avoids strong foci in general. In other words, in
one condition the pragmatics is there but the syntax fails to encode it, in the
other the pragmatics is itself absent so that the syntax gets no chance to encode
it. Both Y1 and Y2 hyperbaton are attested even in the carliest prose texts

(41) 1ov piv 8elrov drodeltan mOda, TOV 88 &PLoTEPOV EMANBETAL
Pherecydes of Athens 105 Jacoby
loxbv Exovia peyioty Acusilaus of Argos 22 Jacoby.

The first example is a canonical contrastive focus Y1 hyperbaton, the second a
canonical topic Y2 hyperbaton. However, there are significant differences in
the frequency of hyperbaton from one author to another, particularly between
the orators and the historians. In this regard, Xenophon and Aeschines seem to
be writing in different languages. While this is perplexing from the perspective
of the rather stable word order of English (the closest analogy would be vari-
ability in the use of clefts), it is not unexpected in light of the situation in a lan-
guage like Russian. Descriptions of word order in Russian classify sentences as
emotive or nonemotive. The two types have different word order and different
prosody. Nonemotive sentences are typical in scientific writing but can also
occur in speech, emotive sentences are associated with colloquial speech and
with literature that reflects colloquial speech (King 1993). So it is natural to
associate the high frequency of hyperbaton in the orators with a more emotive
style that makes greater use of pragmatically marked word order, and the lower
frequency in the historians with a preference for a more detached and analyrti-

cal style.

Complex structures

One variation on the basic pragmatic structure of Y1 hyperbaton is for there to
be an additional strong focus on the verb

{(41) He put a shoe on his right foot but forgot his left one (Phercydes 105). Having the
greatest strength (Acusilaus 22).



60  Discontinuous Syntax

(42) moAdol piv 87 cvyxatakaiovial 1oiol pdviict Boeg, moAiot d¢
nepucekapévol anopebyovot Her 4.69;

here the number of events in which the oxen are burned to death is contrasted
with the number of events in which they escape singed.

A different type of complexity arises when there are two modifers, for
instance a demonstrative and an adjective, a quantifier and an adjective, or a
demonstrative and a quantificr. There can be narrow focus on either or focus
on both

these RED shirts (not these black ones)
THESE red shirts (not those red shirts)
THESE RED shirts (not those black ones).

When both modifiers are focused, either each modifier contributes to the iden-
tification of the referent (#hese does not exhaust the set of red shirts and red
does not exhaust the set of shirts), or red is an amplification designed to sup-
port the deixis (these does exhaust the set of red shirts). In fact, so long as the
focus appears in the outer operator slot, even a descriptive adjective can occur
preverbally in Y1 hyperbaton

(43)  mévio todto T KoAd Aéyovot mowmporte Pl Jon 533c.

Both adnominal quantifiers and restrictive adjectives are interpreted in
terms of a relation between the set denoted by the noun and another set.
Modification represents a function from set to subset, adnominal quantifica-
tion can be seen as a function from set to set of sets. A noun phrase with an
adjective specifies both intersected sets but gives no details about their quantifi-
cational relationship. A noun phrase with a quantifier specifies only one of the
intersected sets but explicitly states the quantificational relationship character-
izing the intersection. So some red shirss is the set of sets containing some enti-
ties that are in the denotation of both red and shirt, and all the red shirts is the
set of sets containing all the entitics that are both red and shirts. In a simple
sentence like

Some red shirts were sold

the common noun serves to pick out shirts as a subset from the universe of all
entities, in symbols Ax[P(x)]. The restrictive adjective takes the set of shirts and
intersects it with the set of red things to produce a subsct, namely the set of red
shirts: Ax[P(x) A Q(x)]. Finally, the quantifier defines the numerical rclation-
ship between the sct of red shirts and the set of things sold as greater than zero;
the intersection between the two sets involved in the main predication is not

(42) Many oxen arc burned to death along with the diviners, but many escape scorched
(Her 4.69).
(43) They compose all those beautiful poems (Pl fon 533c).
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null, in symbols A B # &. Focus involves a further complication, since the
exclusivity or exhaustiveness of strong narrow focus

The RED shirts were sold

endows the focus with something like the quantificational properties of only.
The non-red shirts are evoked and assigned to the set of things that were not
sold. The red shirts are then a superset of the shirts sold (A o B), and the non-
red shirts are a subset of the unsold shirts (=A < —B).

The analysis just given is indicated for the sort of integrated reading of the
noun phrase that corresponds to its usual syntactic structure in English, where,
for instance in terms of categorial grammar, adjectives represent a function
from noun to noun and determiners a function from noun to noun phrase. In
languages having flatter, less configurational phrases, it might break down both
for the adjective and for the quantifier. If the adjective is completely uninte-
grated

Some shirts were sold, {and they were) red
Some shirts were sold, red {ones),

the settheoretical relationship is between shirts and things that get sold, not red
shirts and things that get sold, so long as the unintegrated syntax is reflected in
the semantics. We will discuss this distinction in more detail as it relates to
integrated and unintegrated interpretations of Y2 hyperbaton in chapter 4.
Conversely, the adjective could be integrated but the quantifier could be adver-
bial rather than adnominal

Red shirts were sold in some number.

The same sort of issue is directly raised by the syntax of the quantifier
norrot. When moAkot quantifies over a noun that is also modified by an adjec-
tive of measure or evaluation, as a rule the quantifier and the adjective are coor-
dinated, and more often than not both are prenominal

(44) moArolg kol peydhovg oixovg Isoc De Pace 4
HETX TMOAAGY ko ayaBd®y Evppdymv Thuc 5.60.5
roAdol te xod dEidroyor &vBperor Thuc 6.60.2
noAlol pev kol @udévBpmnotl Adyor Dem 45.4
RroAAODG AdYOVE Kol Tamelvovg Dem 21.186
noAeLg moArat kol peydion Xen An 2.4.21.

Many and few express the size of a set, and properties like measure and evalua-
tion are presumably semantically compatible with size, at least in that they all
belong to the class of scalar adjectives. Exceptions with contiguous quantifier
and adjective are rarc in prose and may tend to involve nonscalar adjectives

(44) Many great houses (Isoc De Pac 4). With the support of many good allies (Thuc
5.60.5). Many important men (Thuc 6.60.2). Many kindly words (Dem 45.4). Many
humble words (Dem 21.186). Many large cities (Xen An 2.4.21).
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(45) moArobg &dpoug yoipovg Xen Oec 17.10
paBdotot irelvnotl moArfior Her 4.67.

For the general sensitivity of coordination to adjective class (Risselada 1984),
compare

tall and handsome actors
*tall and notorious actors.

The difference in syntactic structure between the uncoordinated and the coor-
dinated type is presumably as illustrated in Figure 2.1.

Quantifiers like many arguably have two readings, a proportional reading
and a cardinal reading (Partee 1988). The proportional reading is similar to a
partitive (it has been called a covert partitive), so that many hoplites is like many
of the hoplites, whereas on the cardinal reading it just means a relatively large
number of hoplites. While the proportional reading implicitly quantifies over a
contextually identifiable set, the cardinal reading can introduce individuals
into the domain of discourse without presupposing their existence: ‘there were
hoplites in large numbers who...”. Both readings make reference to some stan-
dard of comparison, which is defined partly on the basis of linguistic structure
and partly on the basis of what is to be expected given the context. Caesar spills
more blood when he kills many Gallic warriors than when he kills many Gallic
chieftains. Since we are concerned with how focus works in quantifier plus
adjective combinations, we should perhaps mention an interesting focus effect
found with many and few (but not with strong quantifiers like a// or most)

Many Theban soldiers were killed in the battle, and the remainder

fled
NP NP
TOALOVG
) ) yeal
adpovg N’ ROALOVG  HLEYOAOUG N’
xoipoug oikovg
Figure 2.1

Hierarchical and parallel structure
of quantifier plus adjective

{45) Many fine pigs (Xen Oec 17.10). With many willow wands (Her 4.67).
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Many Theban soldiers were killed in the battle, although the overall
casualties both of the Thebans and of their allies were light.

The first example has a proportional use of many, which quantifies over The-
ban soldiers. If the second example is proportional, it quantifies over soldiers
killed in the battle, and if it is cardinal it establishes the latter as the standard of
comparison, giving interpretations such as ‘Considering what normally hap-
pens in battles of this sort, although the proportion of the Theban army that
got killed was small, the proportion of overall casualties suffered by the The-
bans was high / there was a high number of Theban casualties relative to the
casualties of the other allies.” This reading is particularly associated with strong
narrow focus on the adjective only (many THEBAN soldiers); it may involve a
modification of the tripartite structure (Herburger 1997; de Hoop & Sola
1996).

With all this in mind, consider an example like the following, which theo-
retically admits a number of different readings

(46) maporaBov Tikeriog moArag kol peydog moieig Pl Ep 7.331e.

An English expression like many great cities of Sicily lends itself to a propor-
tional (strong) interpretation: ‘many of the great cities of Sicily.” As noted, a
proportional interpretation is close to a partitive: ToAA&G 1@V peydhov nOAE®V.
But it is quite likely that, when coordinated with an adjective, moAkot is not
quantificational sensu stricto but has an adjectival, and thercfore cardinal
(weak) interpretation, just as it does when preceded by the article

(47) 1o mohhér kod peyad dyadd Dem 19.35.

However, this still leaves us with the question whether the coordinated adjec-
tive contributes to the standard of comparison. In principle, we could get the
following three possible readings (Gil 1982): (1) cities which are great and are
many judged by the standard of the total number of cities in Sicily or the total
number of cities that rulers take over in general; (2) cities which are great and
are many judged by the standard of the total number of great cities in Sicily;
(3) a batch of great cities in Sicily and a separate batch of many cities in Sicily.
The third reading is presumably excluded for the combination of quantifier
and adjective (as it is for English many great cities), although it is available for
coordinated adjectives (yellow and red roses) both in continuous noun phrases
and in hyperbaton

(48) ypvctov koi dpyvpéwv wetdiimv Her 3.57 (YD)
&v 10 xpOoed te xod dpypeo vt pétoada Her 7.112 (YXY).

(46) Taking over many great cities of Sicily (Pl Ep 7.331¢).

(47) 'The numerous great benefits (Dem 19.35).

(48) Gold and silver mines (Her 3.57). In which therc are gold and silver mines (Her
7.112).
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Whereas English admits both the other two readings for quantifier plus adjec-
tive, the Greek coordinating syntax maps more directly onto the first reading,
There are obvious conscquences, since there are more cities than great cities in
Sicily.

Now we can see what happens when either the quantifier or the adjective or
both are focused. Here is an example of Y1 hyperbaton with focus on the quan-
tifier only

(49)  moAldg Exovil obprog dArotpiag Pl Rep 556d.
The following (continuous) examples have contrastive focus on the adjective

(50)  moAXAG pEv kovpdiag yuvaikag... mhedvog noiraxdg Her 1.135
TOAAY [EV xphoea mothpLa... ToAAY 8¢ dpydpea Her 7.190.

Note the absence of coordination in both types and the fact that the adjectives
do not belong to the quantifier-compatible scalar class. The coordinated type,
which is common in null head modifier phrases

(51)  mohhobg kot dryaBobg Lys 13.28
moAAG xal avooa Pl Rep 416¢
peydhov kol morkdv Dem 36.22,

is found in hyperbaton with both adjectives in the Y1 position

(52)  moAAd kol kodd cOvicpev Epya Aesch 3.241
TOAAOVG kol Bpaoels... Enoupopevog Adyovg Dem 18.222
T00g eV mOAAG Kol peyddo motfioovtag budg dyadi Dem 26.7
ToUC HEV TEVD TOALL kol movtola kekTnpévoug Emmia Xen Oec 3.2.

So both the hierarchical and the parallel type can occur in hyperbaton, and the
difference has at least the potential of carrying over into the semantic interpre-
tation. The hierarchical example from Republic 556d says that the extra pounds
carried around by the rich man were numerous (whatever his weight would
otherwise have been), while the parallel example from De Corona 18.222 says
that the threats of Philip had been both numerous and insolent (whatever the
ratio of insolent to polite ones). Many, red shirts entails many shirts, but many
[red shirts] does not entail many shirts. Similarly, molrodg kol 8pocels Adyoug
entails moAlovg Adyovg but moAdég [céprog arriotpiag] does not entail moirag
obprag: think of a twiggy-like character with a beer belly.

(49) Carrying around a lot of extra pounds (Pl Kep 556d).

(50) Many legally wedded wives... even more concubines (Her 1.135). Many gold
cups... and many silver ones (Her 7.190).

(51) Many good men (Lys 13.28). Many unholy deeds (Pl Rep 416¢). Many important
facts (Dem 36.22).

(52) We are well aware of their many noble deeds (Aesch 3.241). Although he had
uttered many insolent words (Dem 18.222). Those who have done you many good deeds
(Dem 26.7). That some people have acquired many items of cquipment of all sorts (Xen
Oec 3.2).
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Noun phrases having both a noncoordinating quantifier (like nég) and a
restrictive adjective show various outcomes in Y1 hyperbaton. In one type, the
quantifier is focused and the adjective is backgrounded or tail material

(53) mwaoLv fipecke todTo Tolg BAAOLG TpéoPeoty Dem 19.157
Gy Evavtiov eloevivoye 1olg odot voporg Dem 24.32
REVIOV EMKPOTELY 1OV dvBpomivov Loyiopdy Aesch 1.84
GTOVTAG... HEYaAOVG elvat Tobg dnpociovg dydvag Lyc 7.

In a second type, the adjective is a strong topic or focus and the quantifier is in
Y2 position, rather like a floated quantifier

(54) 1adT obv Eyneicacte Earetyal névia i yneiopota Andoc 1.76
tobtev dpyewy nooedv v texvay Pl Gorg 517¢.

In a third type, both the quantifier and the adjective seem to be focused
(55) mévrov.. ueyictov aitog kaxdv Dem 18,143,

So whether the adjective or quantifier appears in Y1 or in Y2 position depends
mainly on its pragmatic status. The same sort of variation occurs in Fox with
quantifiers and demonstratives in hyperbaton (Dahlstrom 1987), where the
sentence “These four songs are used” is recorded with both the following orders
(the first being the more usual)

These are used four songs
Four these are used songs.

ASSOCIATION WITH FOCUS

The focal scope distinctions analyzed in the preceding section can be recog-
nized with particular clarity in the situation known as association with focus,
where adverbials like only, even, modals like ought, must, adverbial quantifiers
like always, often, particles like ye, &%, pév, and negation are narrowly inter-
preted with one subconstituent of YP. For instance, consider how only associ-
ates with different focus constituents in the following sentences

He only wears RED shirts (Y1 focus: no black shirts)
oNLY (he wears P shirts) (P = red)

He only wears red sHIRTs (Y2 focus: no red sweaters)
ONLY (he wears red x) (x = shirts)

(53) These things were pleasing to all the other ambassadors (Dem 19.157). He has
introduced a law inconsistent with all the existing laws (Dem 24.32). That it prevails over
all human reasoning (Aesch 1.84). One ought to think that all public trials are important
(Lyc 7).

(54) You deccreed that all these decrees should be cancelled (Andoc 1.76). To be master
of all these arts (Pl Gorg 517¢).

(55) Responsible for all the greatest evils (Dem 18.143).
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He only wears RED sHIRTS (YP focus: no sweaters)
oNLY (he wears x) (x=red shirts)

He only wears RED SHIRTS (double focus: no black sweaters)
oNLY (he wears Px) (P = red, x = shirts)

He only WEARS red shirts (V focus: he doesn’t sell them)
onNLyY (he V red shirts) (V = wear)

He only weaRs RED SHIRTS (VD focus: that is all he does)
oNLY (he does VP) (VP = wear red shirts).

Association with focus can affect truth conditions, most obviously via quantifi-
cation:

She only does verse composition in LATIN

means that Latin compositions are a superset of her verse compositions, so she
does not do Greek verse composition;

She only does VERSE composition in Latin

means that verse compositions are a superset of her Latin compositions, so she
does not do Latin prose composition. If in fact she does Greek verse composi-
tion, the first sentence is false but the second one is not necessarily false. If in
fact she does Latin prose composition, then the second sentence is false but the
first one is not necessarily false.

If it is correct that Y1 hyperbaton encodes focus, then we expect association
of particles and adverbials to be with Y1 when a narrowly focused adjective
stands in hyperbaton. We will test this prediction in the rest of this section. It
is a reasonable prediction to make, since it is just what we find in Fox (Dahl-
strom 1995): here is an example with an emphatic particle

kotaka=¢i-h=meko nekeh-kahama-ko-pi oskinawe-h...
other=EXCLAM =EMPH designate-AFFIXES young man...

‘ANOTHER young man had been designated (for me to marry)’;
and here is an examplc with ondy

$e-8ki- mani ki-h:awato-pena ¢1-ma-ni
only this Fur=take-ArFIxes canoe
‘Let’s take only THIS canoe.’

Only

Both adverbial pévov and adjectival povog, whether meaning ‘exclusively’ or
‘merely’ (scalar interpretation), can associate with subconstituents of YP when
YP is continuous
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(56) &l piov povov cviiopny naparrdeiay Aesch 3.192
£V pove 1091e ¢ Sikootnpie Dem 23.66
1peilg 8¢ povor ywhgor Dem 23.167.

Association with focus can also occur when YP is discontinuous. In Y1 hyper-
baton, association is, as predicted, with the modifier. poévov can occur immedi-
ately following a focused Y1 with which it associates, like English onfy when it
is a noun-phrase modifier: ‘they drank only TEA’

(57) rototl motpiotet podvov xpdobot 8eoict Her 1.172
g povov ardvor yhem Dem 21.75
Hidig 8& povov pvnodnoopon mpdéeng Isoc Panath 127.

Alternatively, it can be postposited to the verb, while associating with Y1 across
the verb, like English only when it is a verb-phrase modifier: ‘they only drank
TEA’

(58) v ExAéda maooy, odyl 1o 18lag &dikodot pdvov notpidag
Dem 19.11.

Adjectival povog can appear directly preceding or following a Y1 (or Y2) modi-
fier with which it associates

(59) £t toivov TodTy povny &vayvadi pot Ty EmoTorny, 10g & SAlag Ea
Dem 23.162
TohTag 8¢ Povag avoykaoBeic tac Antovpyiog Aettovpyicut Isae 5.36
gxeivov povov aicBavovicn 1o pérovg oEtwg Pl Jon 536¢
povorg Tabtong &royopebovoty o vopor taig yovor&i Dem 59.86
povog obrog Mpepet 6 Adyog Pl Gorg 527b.

A matrix verb may intervene between pévog and Y1

(60) pévnv & &v pot Sokodpev Tadiny toic £vBAESe keypévolg dnodobva

xopwv Lys 2.75.

In all the instances cited, pov- associates with the narrow scope focus on the
modifier in hyperbaton, not with the noun nor with the verb nor with the

(56) If they altered only a single syllable (Aesch 3.192). In this court alone (Dem
23.66). Only three votes (Dem 23.167).

(57) To worship only the ancestral gods (Her 1.172). T'o be convicted by only a single
vote (Dem 21.75). I shall mention only a single action (Isoc Pan 127).

(58) They are injuring the whole of Greece, not only their own countries (Dem 19.11).

(59) So read for me just this one more letter, and foget about the rest (Dem 23.162).
Having been forced to undertake only these public services (Isae 5.36). They hear only
that song clearly (Pl fon 536¢). The law forbids only these women... (Dem 59.86). Only
this argument remained intact (Pl Gorg 527b).

(60) This seems to me to be the only thanks we can give to those who lic here (Lys
2.75).
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whole verb phrase. [t explicitly excludes those members of the set of alternates
denoted by the noun (plus the rest of the restriction) that are not in the subset
denoted by the Y1 modifier.

The difference between purtting pov- in the position preceding and in the
position following the modificr may involve the relative importance of identifi-
cation (“THESE alone’) and exclusion (‘'ONLY these’). In the former case, the
modifier is likely to be new information and the focus operator only adds
explicit exclusivity. In the latter case, the modifier could be old information;
then the new information is just the fact of exclusivity and the whole rest of the
assertion is already presupposed. This pragmatic distinction may not correlate
systematically with the syntax. However, it is interesting that in Demosthenes
59.86 just cited, which has the order povoug tadtong, the demonstrative, while
contrastive, refers to a previously introduced category of women; the emphasis
is on the exclusivity; the fact that these women are forbidden to attend the sac-
rifices has already been established a few lines above; the point is that all other
women are permitted to do so. In Demosthenes 23.162, also just cited, which
has the order toadny povny, bty presents a new letter and pévnv actually
gets reinforced by tieg & drrag éa.

Particles

Here are a couple of examples of the contrastive particle pév narrowly associat-
ing with a Y1 modifier in hyperbaton

(61) tobto pev odv mapdvopov Ay 1O YAPIOHO... Exeivolg 8¢ Tolg TPOTEPOLS
yneiopaot... Dem 7.25
&rovtag pev 0dy xpn vopilewy peydiovg elvon todg dnpociovg
aydvag... péiiota 8¢ todtov Lyc 7.

Here are some examples with kai ‘also, too, even” and vé ‘at least”:

(62) mpdg yup toig BArOE KokoTg Kol 1008 ebpnvion cogropa Dem 55.31
el 8¢ kol tadTng xOpLog T xdpng yevioetal Dem 3.16
EUv LA Tt Kol TV To100Tov eBEYENToL prpdtev Aesch 1.38
tabing ye petéyewy g dpetfig Pl Pror 323a.

Note that while only explicitly excludes the alternatives, also includes them and
even includes them with the connotation that the proposition applies to them
more predictably than it does to the focus. This association of the Y1 modifier
in hyperbaton with focus particles is one of the clearest indications that the Y1

(61) This decree was unconstitutional... but to thosc carlier decrees... (I3em 7.25). One
ought to think that all public trials arc imporrant... but particularly this one (Lyc 7).

(62) In addition to their other evil deeds, they have dreamed up this scheme too (Dem
55.31). If he becomes master of this land wo (Dem 3.16). Without also using some of
this type of disgraceful language (Aesch 1.38). To share in this excellence (Pl Pror 323a).
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position is not simply assigned to weak focus quantifiers and restrictive modifi-
ers but is indeed a strong focus position.

Negation

It is not clear exactly how negation is applied to sentences with strong narrow
focus. Take a sentence like

Jack didn’t read AESCHYLUS last night.

On one approach, we have a simple propositional negation of the correspond-
ing positive sentence, and the semantics of focus is carried over from the posi-
tive sentence

NOT (Jack read AEscHYLUS last night).

Another approach treats negation as a two-place operator with a presupposi-
rional restrictive clause and association with focus, like only

NOT (Jack read x last night) (x = Aeschylus).

Negative declarations are rather uninformative creatures. They do not usu-
ally give a complete list of the entities for which the negative declaration holds,
but just cite an example. In a conversation about Greek tragedians, the above
example does not mean that Aeschylus was the only author that Jack did not
read last night; perhaps he also did not read Sophocles. Strong focus associat-
ing with a negative is not like a simple strong focus but more like a contrastive
focus. The set of alternatives is evoked and contrasted with the focus, but it is
not necessarily asserted, except in a situation in which there are two alternates
one of which is presupposed to be true. If the above sentence is uttered with
the intonation appropriate to ordinary exclusive focus, the negative does not
associate with the focus and the sentence means ‘Aeschylus is the author that
Jack failed to read last night.’

Negative focus also agrees with contrastive focus in triggering the same sort
of implicatures. Our example will normally be interpreted to mean that Jack
did read an author other than Aeschylus (more precisely that he did read some
or all of the complement of Aeschylus within the domain of relevant authors).
However, this implicature can easily be cancelled

Jack didn’t read AEscHYLUS last night; in fact he didn’t read any
author at all, but went out drinking wich his friends.

With the qualification that the restrictor clause is more like an implicature
than a presupposition, we will adopt a framework in which negation associates
with strong narrow focus, resulting in structures parallel to those already given
for association with only

He doesn’t wear ReD shirts (Y1 focus: some other colour)

NOT (he wears P shirts) (P=red)
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He doesn’t wear red sHIRTs (Y2 focus: some other red garment)
NOT (he wears red x) (x = shirts)

He doesn’t wear RED SHIRTS (YP focus: some other garment)
NOT (he wears x) (x = red shirts).

The negative may also associate with the verb (he doesn’t wear them, he sells
them) or more broadly with the verb phrase (he doesn’t wear red shirts, but he
does vote communist).

In hyperbaton, as predicted, the negative normally associates narrowly with
the Y1 modifier

(63)  obk &v étépav £del oot paptipov Lys 7.22, cp. Aesch 3.119

U pikpoybyou motelv Epyov avBpdrov Dem 18.269

g€otv novyla dikaia... &AL o0 tadny 0lrog Gyet TH Novyiav
Dem 18.308

0088V Ehdttovog dérov omovdfic Dem 18.5

v EALGSa mioav, oyl T0¢ 18iag ddikodot pévov matpidag
Dem 19.11

00 pkplg Exopev aitiag Isae 10.20

obtL mévtag Gywv Tobg Mivboag, AR dAiyoug tivag Her 4.148.

A couple of points call for further comment. In most of these examples, there is
verb phrase or sentential negation and the negative associates with the focused
Y1 adjective. The result is that the antonym or polar opposite is implicated: for
instance, in Lysias 7.22 —étépov = 1@v abtdv. However, in Isaeus 10.20 we
seem to have rather simple lexical negation with regular focus on the resulting
positive adjective: no small = large. Secondly, association of a negative with
different foci usually has pragmatic rather than semantic consequences, as
noted in the next section: ‘he doesn’t wear RED shirts” versus ‘he doesn’t wear
red SHIRTS.” However, semantic distinctions can arise with some quantifiers, as
illustrated by the last example (Herodotus 4.148). The text in this example
means that the number of Minyans that Theras took with him was not equal
to the entire number of Minyans; if, on the other hand, the negative had not
associated narrowly with the quantifier but with the verb (so that the quantifier
was outside the scope of the negative), it would have meant that the number of
Minyans that Theras took with him was zero (0dx &ywv = ‘leaving behind’).

(63) You would not need other witnesses (Lys 7.22). Not to behave like a mcansiprited
person (Dem 18.269). There is a type of disengagement which is just... but that is not the
sort of disengagement thar this man practises (Dem 18.308). Meriting cqually serious
attention from me (Dem 18.5). They are injuring the whole of Greece, not only their
own countrics (Dem 19.11). We have no small reasons (Isae 10.20). Taking not all the
Minyans, but just a few (Her 4.148).
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MEANING AND SYNTAX

Some linguistic facts—for instance, that the word #able has a ¢ in it—are idio-
syncratic, arbitrary and not motivated by any general linguistic principle or
mechanism. Other facts recur in a variety of unrelated languages and reflect
discernible general properties of language. The prosodic mechanisms that typi-
cally signal focus in English, pitch- obtrusion and increase in duration and
intensity, have an immediately recognizable iconic origin: items that are infor-
mationally more significant are made substantively higher (or lower) toned,
longer lasting and louder. However, it remains a prima facie mystery why
Jaunching phrases into discontinuous fragments should be related to focus in
any way. As a first step to answering this question, we shall briefly review some
logical representations that have been suggested for focus.

There is no particular reason why logical analysis should be restricted to
semantic meaning; it is a very useful tool for the elucidation of pragmatic
meaning too. Focus can contribute to both types of meaning. Weak focus typ-
ically relates to pragmatic meaning:

[BRUTUS)wk roc: Stabbed Caesar
is true in the same situations as
Brutus stabbed [CAESAR]wy roc-

The two assertions are just designed to fit different gaps in the informarion
store of the listener. In the former case, the speaker takes it that the listener
knows that Caesar got stabbed, but does not know who did it; in the latter
case, that he knows that Brutus stabbed at least one person but not who got
stabbed. In both cases weak focus is noncommittal about the distinction
between a complete and a partial answer to the implicit question raised by the
discourse context. The situation with strong focus is rather different. We have
conservatively referred to the exhaustive and exclusive component in the mean-
ing of strong focus as an implicature. But it is quite a strong implicature, and
to the extent that it is not easily defeasible, it contributes to semantic meaning.

[BRUTUS] g1 roc stabbed Caesar

is a false answer to the question “Who stabbed Caesar?’, unless the other con-
spirators are pragmatically discounted and subsumed under the name of Bru-
tus. Contrastive anaphors and, as already noted, adverbials associated with
focus can also involve semantic meaning

Jack punched Bill and then he kicked him / ...1E kicked HIM
She always has COFEEE for breakfast / ...coffec for BREAKFAST.

Five main theories of focus have been proposed over the last thirty years.
Two of these are one-dimensional: the predicational or cleft theory and the
movement or operator-variable theory. The other three are two-dimensional:
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the in situ interpretation theory (known as alternative semantics), the struc-
tured meaning theory, and the higher order unification theory. We shall review
them in that order (as best we can, since some of this literature gets rather tech-
nical).

Predicational theory
Take a simple broad scope focus sentence like
Hector killed Patroclus.

Let K stand for killed, b for Hector and p for Patroclus. Then in simple predi-
cate logic, abstracting away from tense, our sentence can be represented as fol-
lows: K(4,p). This can be taken to mean that Hector and Patroclus stand in the
killing relation such that Hector is the killer and Patroclus gets killed. In a
compositional, Montague style semantics, the representation would be a bit
more structured: (K(p))(%), equivalent to Ax[(K(p))(x)](5), meaning that Hec-
tor has the property of killing Patroclus or is a member of the set of those kill-
ing Patroclus. This captures the subject-predicate structure using lambda
abstraction. (Lambda is a type of set-generating operator.) Now take a cleft
sentence like

It was Hector that killed Patroclus,

the cleft being a quintessential strong focus construction. One early proposal
(Gazdar 1979) simply represented the cleft by lambda abstracting on the
focused item, in this particular sentence yielding a representation no different
from the one just given. This suggests that something is missing, since the
pragmatic meaning of the cleft is not the same as that of broad scope focus.
The cleft makes the presupposition that someone killed Patroclus, while the
simple broad scope focus does not. Furthermore, the cleft typically conveys
exhaustiveness. Finally in this particular cleft the subject-predicate relation
seems to have been reversed. In the simple sentence killed Patroclus is predi-
cated of Hector, whereas in the cleft version the focus material seems to be
predicated of the rest of the sentence, that is of the presupposition. To remedy
these problems, a more complex representation was proposed for clefts (Atlas
& Levinson 1981): adapring for a singular subject, 2x(x = 4) (xK{(x,p)), ‘the
individual that has the property of killing Patroclus has the property of being
identical to Hector.” The subject-predicate reversal is achieved by indepen-
dently justifiable type shifting operations, which reverse the referential and
predicative roles of the simple sentence. The lambda operator maps an entity
onto the property of being that entity; so it maps Hector onto the property of
being Hector, which allows a predicative reading for a referential expression
like Hector. The iota operator is used to achieve the inverse result, namely to
map a property onto the unique entity having that property; so it maps the
property of killing Patroclus onto the entity having that property, Patroclus’
killer. One can think of these type shifting operations as analogous to morpho-
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logical operations forming verbal nouns like infinitives and gerunds from
verbs.
Finally, we come to the simple strong focus version of our sentence:

HECTOR killed Patroclus.

According to the predicational theory of focus (Lébner 1990:168), this has just
the representation accorded the cleft in the preceding paragraph. This is tanta-
mount to saying that clefts are simply syntactic spellouts of the logical repre-
sentation of strong focus. The rather radical school of generative semantics,
which used complex and abstract transformational derivations as a syntax-
semantics interface, even produced the suggestion that in English simple focus
was syntactically derived from an underlying cleft. Although there are serious
problems with this idea for English (Jackendoff 1972), it was pointed out that
such a derivation was plausible as a diachronic development in some languages
(Takizala 1973). Relative clauses, which are a typical ingredient of cleft con-
structions (Schachter 1973), are a classical example of a syntactic operator (the
relative pronoun) fulfilling a function comparable to that of a semantic opera-
tor. Our example ‘HECTOR killed Patroclus’ is interpreted as “The one who
killed Patroclus is HECTOR,  i.c. the unique individual in the denotation of the
relative clause is Hector. The relative clause ranges over a contextually given set
of Trojan wartiors and picks out the one who killed Patroclus; the latter is then
equated with Hector.

Ar all events, the essential insight of the predicational theory of focus is that,
whatever the grammatical structure of the sentence, in its informational struc-
ture the focus is the predicate. The focus structure imposes a superpredication
on the sentence, and the main grammarical predication is reduced to a sub-
predication. So in a hyperbaton sentence like

The RED shirts were sold

the adjective is the informational predicate, even though grammatically it is
embedded in the subject noun phrase. In its strong focus version, this is not a
“thetic” sentence with a nontopical predicate internal subject ("The next thing
that happened was that the red shirts got sold.”) but an inverted predicational
sentence (‘The shirts that got sold were the red ones.”). A subordinate predicate
(red) has become the primary predicate, and the primary predicate (so/d) has
been subordinated.

Movement theory

The movement theory identifies the focus and separates it from the presuppo-
sition by overt or covert syntactic movement. A syntactic operator-variable
relationship results between the moved focus and its trace, similar to that
obtaining between a scoped quantifier and its trace. The syntactic variable is
thought of as a counterpart to the variable in predicate logic, and the operator
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as a counterpart of the quantifier that specifies the quantification applied to the
variable. In a simple sentence such as

Prof. Jones likes Jack
Jack is interpreted as directly referring, but in a sentence such as
Prof. Jones likes everyone

everyone cannot be interpreted as being directly referential like Jack; so the sen-
tence is interpreted as

‘For all x, where x is human, Prof. Jones likes x,’

x being a variable that ranges over all the humans that Prof. Jones knows or all
those that are relevant to the current discourse. In a sentence like

Every student spent Christmas in his home town

we need to range over students and their respective home towns. Similarly, a
sentence with focus such as

Prof. Jones likes Jack
is interpreted as
‘For x = Jack, Prof. Jones likes x,’
and a sentence with double focus like
PROF. JONES likes JACK
is interpreted as
‘For x = Prof. Jones, y = Jack, x likes y.’
In this respect variables are rather like the pronoun /# in a sentence such as
Every time Prof. Jones writes a book, 7 gets good reviews,

in which ir ranges over the various books written by Prof. Jones. Interrogatives
are focus-related: for instance, in Yoruba interrogative words and focused
phrases are both extracted and placed sentence initially followed by the focus
particle #z (Carstens 1985). Like focus, interrogatives can also be thought of as
involving some form of quantifying operation or variable binding: interroga-
tives are sometimes called “quasi-quantificational.”

Who does Prof. Jones like?
is interpreted as
‘For x = who, Prof. Jones likes x?".

The idea is that all one needs to do to interpret Jack is o retrieve the corre-
sponding entity, but interpreting everyone or a focused or interrogative item
requires some form of computation ranging over various entities, in which the
entitics are scparate from the slot in the sentence into which they are inserted;
and that this operator-variable articulation is needed not only for an artificial
truth-conditionally oriented language like predicate logic, but also at some
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interpretive level of natural language to account for observable syntactic regu-
larities associated with focus that, either overtly or covertly, mimic the posited
quantifying process. In the first place, many languages, including English,
move interrogative words to a peripheral operator position; Hungarian can
move quantifiers to their proper peripheral scopal positions in the surface syn-
tax. Similarly, a number of languages have a fixed slot into which focused
words, often including interrogatives, are moved from their canonical positions
in the clause. Why would all sorts of unrelated languages rake focused words
and interrogatives out of their regular positions and put them into a dedicated
slot if not to serve some interpretive purpose? Secondly, some languages have
rules of pronominal reference in which quantifiers and focused words, which
remain in situ, behave like interrogatives, which are extracted. Here are some
typical examples; the subscript 7 indicates coreference:

His; mother LOVES Jack; (both arguments tail)
*His; mother loves JACK; (focus on Jack)
*His; mother loves everyone; (quantifier)
*Who, does his; mother love? (interrogative)
?Which man; does his; mother love? (specific interrogative).

The phenomenon is called weak crossover because, in a language like English,
the extracted object was thought to pass over the possessive pronoun on its way
to the operator position. Coreference is impossible both with interrogatives
and with quantifiers and focused objects, which suggests that the latter are
interpretively moved just as the former are overtly moved. Such movement was
supposed to take place at an abstract syntactic level of representation called log-
ical form, at which the overt syntax is massaged to prepare it for semantic
interpretation, particularly with respect to scopal relations. Whatever factor or
combination of factors is invoked to explain the much-discussed phenomenon
of weak crossover (argument ranking, phrase structure, linear precedence), the
question remains why strong focus behaves in a number of examples like a syn-
tactic operator.

A third, less familiar item of evidence involves the availability of collective
interpretations with numerals and quantifiers like many. Consider a sentence
such as

Seven students carried the piano upstairs.

This naturally gets a collective interpretation: the piano was carried upstairs by
a group of seven students. However, when the quantifier is focused (not in
metalinguistic counterassertion), it tends to get a distributive interpretation
even in a contextually improbable example like ours: the number of students
who individually performed acts of carrying the piano upstairs was seven. Per-
haps the focus restructures the sentence by moving the quantifier to a position
from which it naturally gets a distributive reading. Note again the association
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of focus with quantification in the narrow sense of ranging over a set of indi-
viduals.

The movement theory is a theory of covert (and for some languages like
Greek, overt) syntax: it needs to be taken in conjunction with some assump-
tions about semantic interpretation. When it was originally suggested (Chom-
sky 1976), it was endowed with an equational semantics similar to that of the
predicational theory (‘The x such that Prof. Jones likes x is Jack.”). So move-
ment theory could be understood as setting the structural stage for predica-
tional interpretation.

The main empirically based criticism of the movement theory has involved
the phenomenon of syntactic islands. The problem, which is interesting both
in its own right and because hyperbaton itself is a prima facie island violation,
is too complex to discuss here in more than its briefest outline. Movement in
logical form is supposed to mimic overt syntactic movement (that was one of
the main arguments for the existence of a separate level of logical form). Even
with interrogatives, this principle creates some difficulties. Take a sentence like

Inspector Parker interviewed the reporter who met the diplomat.

Complex noun phrases, such as noun phrases containing relative clauses, tend
to be strong islands. (Exceptions like Hindi topicalization {Dwivedi 1994] are
supposed not to involve movement.) So we cannot extract a question word out
of the relative clause and put it in the main clause interrogative slot

*Who did Inspector Parker interview the reporter who met?

According to the principle in question, languages that allow interrogatives to
remain in situ should not permit this type of question cither. However, in Jap-
anesc regular questions like

You read books thar who wrote?
are fine. With focus, the principle breaks down massively

[nspector Parker only interviewed the reporter who met the
eyewitness who had seen the pIPLOMAT.

If relative clauses are islands, the focus diplomar cannot be moved to a position
adjacent to the focus operator onfy. Yet, while the sentence is a bit difficult wo
compute, it is certainly not ungrammatical (although apparently some speakers
differentiate bare focus and association with focus in this regard [Culicover
1993]). The response to these problems has been very similar for interrogatives
and for focus. On one approach, the idea that movement in logical form is sen-
sitive to island constraints is rejected outright (“no subjacency at LF”). Another
approach distinguishes the focus from the focus phrase, typically the complete
argument or adjunct phrase in which the focus is embedded (Nishigauchi
1990; Fiengo et al. 1988; Drubig 1994; Kiss 1995; Krifka 1996). It is the

whole focus phrase rather than just the focus that moves. So piedpiping would
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not be merely a property of overt syntax, but would extend to logical form.
According to a third proposal, the nested focus analysis (Rooth 1996), the
focus sensitive domain is expanded cyclically from the most embedded phrase
to the complete noun phrase, a solution that is reminiscent both of the cyclical
movement of interrogatives through complementizer slots, and also of the
focus phrase theory just noted, in that the focus operator associates with the
focus via the intermediary of a larger structure that does not violare island con-
straints. These proposals help to resolve the apparent difference in locality con-
straint between association with focus and focus in ellipsis construal, as in the

following gapping example

The Classics Department only appointed the guy who studies
TIBERIUS and the History Department NAPOLEON.

Two-dimensional theories

These theories originated from the perceived need to identify and interpret
focus in the semantics without any preparatory syntactic movement of the
focused constituent in logical form, given the problem of insensitivity to
islands just mentioned. We call these theories two-dimensional, since they
posit a second layer of representation in addition to the regular one. The best
known of these theories is the socalled alternative semantics (Rooth 1985,
1992), which was developed for sentences where only associates with focus and
then generalized to other types of focus

Mary only introduced BILL to Sue.

The focused phrase is said to have two semantic values, its ordinary semantic
value and its focus semantic value, the latter reflecting the set of alternates.
Focus is perceived to involve an additional component of meaning (besides the
simple propositional content of the sentence), which relates the sentence to the
set of pragmatically related sentences. The syntactic domain of only, the verb
phrase in the above example, is assigned as the domain of the focus semantic
value. The set of alternates {Jack, Peter, Charles, Bill} is not accessed directly
but via the set of verb phrase alternates {introduce Jack to Sue, introduce Peter
to Sue, ete.}. Focus quantifies over the properties expressed by the verb phrase
and its alternatives; it encodes a relation between the real verb phrase and the
set of alternatives to the verb phrase, such that if Mary has a conrexcually rele-
vant property of the form ‘introducing y to Sue,” extensionally Ax[introduce
(x,3,9)], then it is the property ‘introducing Bill to Sue’, Ax[introduce (x,6,5)].
The theory is evidently designed to explain focus in situ, which is just what
prose hyperbaton is not. However, the concept of the verb phrase as a domain
of quantification for only or as a possible domain for narrow bare focus is very
suggestive, particularly the idea of introducing a syntactically covert phrase
level focus operator at (for English) the level of logical form (Rooth 1992)

Mary [ [introduced BILL to Suelyp FOC]yp.
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The next two-dimensional theory is the structured meaning theory. This
theory accesses the focused entity more directly than is possible in alternative
semantics. Focus is thought to induce an additional partition of the meaning
of the clause into two parts, a background part (presuppositional frame) and a
focus part. When the former is applied to the latter, the ordinary semantic rep-
resentation results. The partitioned structure is seen as an argument of the
fOCuS Opcrator, WhCrCaS in alternative Selnantics thC twWo arguments Wwere the
phrase in the focus domain and the set of alternates. Sticking with the familiar
“introduction” example, we get the following type of structured meaning rep-
reseniation: ONLY ({(Ax[introduce (m,x%5)], £)) ‘Mary only introduced BILL to
Sue.” One interesting feature of this theory is the suggestion (Jacobs 1991) that
bare focus involves a silent focus operator, referred to as ASSERT, that associates
with or binds the focus in its domain, just as only does: ASSERT ((Ax[introduce
(m,x,5)], &) ‘Mary introduced BILL to Sue.” It is a natural step to link such a
semantic representation with the syntactic operator representation of the
movement theory. Positing an ASSERT or FOCUS operator also allows bare

focus to be thought of in terms of the familiar tripartite operator structure
{Partee 1995; Roberts 1995; von Fintel 1994)

FOC {Mary introduced x to Suc) (x = Bill).

The restrictor of the operator is the presuppositional frame and the nuclear
scope is the assertion (here, strong focus represented equationally). The suit-
ability of this structure for representing strong focus is not coincidental. The
operation of ranging through alternates and/or exhaustively excluding those
not corresponding to the focus is akin to quantification. The relationship
between focus and interrogatives can be included if focus operators are thought
of as quantifying over possible answers to an implicit question. For reasons that
will become apparent in the next section, it helps to think of the tripartite
structure in the order FOCUS — nuclear scope ~ restrictor, rather than in the
more usual order with the restrictor preceding the nuclear scope (which we
shall continue to use for quantifiers in deference to the syntactic continuity of
adnominal quantification).

The third theory is the higher order unification theory (Pulman 1997). This
theory builds on the parallel between focus and ellipsis. Unlike alternative
semantics, it can access the focused item directly, and unlike structured mean-
ings, it is not so bound by ordinary constituency, although in many respects
the theories seem quite similar. Consider a bare argument ellipsis like the sec-
ond clause in the following example

Caesar slaughtered the Gauls; and the Germans too.

Resolution of ellipsis can be thought of as a procedure rather like using a
macro (user defined key or variable) in word processing: information that has
already been used is reinstantiated and combined with new informartion. Sim-



The Meaning of Y1 Hyperbaton 79

ple syntactic approaches to ellipsis resolution (not involving movement at logi-
cal form) require the string Caesar slaughtered to be copied over from the
antecedent clause to the elliptical clause (or deleted from the latter), and ordi-
nary semantic approaches to ellipsis require the semantic transiation of the
same string to be copied over. These approaches are not quite straightforward
because Caesar slaughtered is, according to our usual phrase-structural notions,
not a syntactic or scmantic constituent, just a string of words (Reinhart 1991).
Higher order unification is a logical tool that allows information to be com-
bined without any particular dependency on the semantic translatior: of syn-
tactic constituents. The antecedent clause is decomposed in such a way that a
predicate is abstracted and applied to an element parallel to the remnant mate-
rial in the ellipsed clause. In our example, the antecedent is decomposed into
ax[slaughtered (Caesar, x)] (the Gauls), and then the lambda abstract is applied
to the Germans, thereby resolving the ellipsis (Dalrymple et al. 1991). Now, in
the elliptical clause, the ellipsed material is repeated and consequently presup-
posed background material (even if it was focused in the antecedent clause),
whereas the material that appears overtly includes the new or contrastive infor-
mation, that is the focus (in our example, the Germans). So if the theory is one
possible way of handling sentences in which the presupposition is ellipsed, per-
haps it could also be used for sentences in which the presupposition is overt.
The evoked alternate sentences correspond to the antecedent of the ellipsis,
and the focus structure controls the decomposition directly rather than indi-
rectly through an ellipsis. The particular relationship between Y1 hyperbaton
and ellipsis is explored in chapter 6.

To recapitulate: In the movement theory, the focus is separated from the
presupposition at logical form. In the structured meaning and unification the-
ories, the abstracted presupposition is predicated of the focus. In the predica-
tional theory, the focus is predicated of the presupposition, which reflects the
pragmatic structure more faithfully.

Hyperbaton

We have just conducted a brief and nontechnical survey of a range of abstract
and hypothetical logical machinery proposed by various formal semanticists,
most of whom are probably not particularly familiar with the phenomenon of
hyperbaton. In fact, one of the island violation arguments adduced against the
movement theory of focus was just that hyperbaton is impossible (scil. in
English). What is so interesting is that, confronted with the problem of focus
in English, these analysts came up with formulations in terms of just those
properties that are overt and empirically discernible syntactic characteristics of
hyperbaton in Greek — the separation of the focus from the presuppositional
frame and a phrasal domain for the focus operator, the latter most conspicu-
ously in alternative semantics, the former, in one guise or another, in the other
theories.
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The combination of these two principles leads directly to a theory of hyper-
baton. Suppose that the phrasal domain for the focus operator associating with
a focused modifier Y1 in Greek is just a projection of X, so that we get cross-
categorial focus domains of the type

only wore a RED shirt

only in the BLUE car

only proud of his ELDER daughter
only a composer of MINOR symphonies

(64) FoC pertacyovio [Onietag] odoewg cp. Pl Laws 872e
FOC petooyov [amdviov] tdv novev tf moker cp. Aesch 3.191
FOC mept [1@v &rrov] vopéav cp. Pl Polit 268b
FOC jecTov [roAA®Y] dryaddvy cp. Pl Laws 906a
FOC mopepBorfi [Etépov] mpaypdtov cp. Aesch 3.205.

The phrasal domain of the focus operator endows it with a minimal functional
complex within which it is interpreted, by including the head X in its domain.
Now suppose, again following alternative semantics, that the operator FoOC is
assigned a syntactic node that c-commands its domain. The syntactic property
of c-command actuates in the syntax the domain of the logical operator. This
idea can be executed in a couple of different ways. The first, which we will use
because it is simplest, is to make the operator node the specifier position in XP.
A more abstract and articulated approach is to make it the head of a functional
projection ‘Focus Phrase.” Either way, at this stage we have a mismatch
between the posited syntax and the pragmatic structure. The syntax has a
bipartite structure

roc [ X YP (Z)].

Any linear order or hierarchical structure inside the focus domain is grammati-
cally determined. (In this formulation, we have made XP head initial and
ignored the relative order of elements inside YP.) But the focus structure is not
bipartite but tripartite; in other words, FOC is a two-place rather than a one-
place operator. It requires a distinction inside XP between focus and presuppo-
sition:

FOC (nuclear scope) (restriction)

if, for focus, we use the order with restriction last, as already suggested. In a
language which allows the syntax to satisfy the structure of pragmatic meaning,
the focused constituent will be taken out of the core XP and placed in a sepa-
rate position corresponding to the nuclear scope (or to the operator), in syntac-
tic terms a specifier c-commanding the core XP. Since the syntax permits

(64) Sharing in female nature (Pl Laws 872e). Sharing all its toils with the city (Aesch
3.191). Concerning the other herdsmen (Pl Pofir 268b). Full of many good things (Pl
Laws 906a). By the introduction of extraneous matters (Aesch 3.205).
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piedpiping, one possible result of this is simply the location of the whole of YP
in the specifier node, giving the type

BnAeiog QUOEWS HETAOYOVTO
TOALDV AY&BoV [LecTOV
ETEPOV TPUYHATOV TOPERBOAT.

It remains possible that the modifier was string vacuously fronted within the
noun phrase (Speas 1991). But since Greek syntax also allows discontinuity,
another syntactically licic option is to place just the Y1 focus in the specifier
node, giving a more faithful syntactic implementation of the pragmatic struc-
ture

onheiag petaoyovia gdoeng Pl Laws 872e

ATEVTOV PeTaoymV TV tdvev i moéier Aesch 3.191
0V dArov TépL voutwv Pl Polir 268b

noAAGV pectdv dyoubdv Pl Laws 906a

£tépov mapepforf mpaypétey Aesch 3.205.

This, of course, is Y1 hyperbaton. Trees to illustrate the derivation, with and
without a separate Focus Phrase, are given in Figure 2.2. Note that in the
structure with a separate Focus Phrase, the head posidon (FOC) is just that
which is occupied by overt illocutionary verbs in the account of complement
clause hyperbaton in chapter 3.

According to the idea just proposed, the syntax constructs surface expres-
sions that correspond to structured units of pragmatic meaning. The question
of what licenses Greek syntax to ignore the semantic structure of modification
in favour of the pragmatic structure of focus is the subject of chapters 4 and 6.
According to the theory of hyperbaton developed in those chapters, Y1 is

FP
/\ NP
ETEPOV F' /\
/\ FOC N’
ETEpOV
FOC NP /\

A rnopepBord NP

ropepPorT NP

/\ —  mpoypéTmv

— TPUYUATOV

Figure 2.2
Y1 hyperbaton with and without a focus phrase
£tépov nopepBor i npoypdtov
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mostly interpreted as a null head modifier and Y1 foci mainly range over enti-
ties, corresponding to (null head) syntactic noun phrases. It may be that one of
the effects of strong focus on modifiers is to turn them into null head noun
phrases. As the theory provisionally stands at this point, Y1 focus will have to
range over modifiers and quantifiers (corresponding syntactically to adjectives
in Greek), which will require a more complex and less uniform semantics for
focus in noun phrases. For instance, there will be tripartite structures like
‘FOC P, P=red, he was wearing a shirt that had the property P.” This is also the
case for socalled “categorial” analyses of questions, which abstract over the que-
ried category (Hausser & Zaefferer 1979), and so can capture the relationship
between queried and focused constituents.

There is a further complication involving the relation of the hyperbaton tri-
partite structure to the canonical tripartite structure based on the relational
approach to generalized quantifiers. In a broad scope (sentential) focus reading
of a sentence

All the hoplites attacked

the tripartite structure is ALL (x is a hoplite) (x attacked). So the quantifier is
the operator, the noun is the restrictor and the predicate is the nuclear scope,
and the sentence expresses the quantificational relationship between those who
are hoplites and those who attacked. From the pragmatic perspective, in this
sentence the quantifier and the nuclear scope are new information and the sub-
ject noun is presupposed or topical. Single narrow scope focus can modify
these assignments. The quantifier can end up as part of the presupposition or it
can itself be the focus

All the HOPLITES attacked
ALL the hoplites attacked
Only all the HOPLITES attacked (association with focus).

In such cases, the discourse seems to superimpose the pragmatic structure on
the basic quantificational structure. It can also superimpose a new focus struc-
ture on a previously established one

A. He only taught GRADUATE students on Mondays
B. Actually, he only taught graduate students on FRiDAYS.

Phrasal domain of hyperbaton

It has been said of Hungarian that it is a language that wears its logical form on
its sleeve (Szabolesi 1997). In the matter of focus-presupposition structure, we
have identified a similar propensity in Greek. In fact, a sentence in which a Y1
(or a simple focused constituent) has sentendal scope and the subject is post-
verbal

(65)  mOAAAY Yop mAVY KOTEAMTEY & otpe adtd ovotoy Aesch 1.42

(65) For his father left him a very great deal of property {(Aesch 1.42).
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directly encodes in its surface syntax the structure posited by the predicational
theory, according to which the subject of the predication is not 6 ratip but the
whole presupposition of which 6 matnp is just one component. What is partic-
ularly interesting about Greek is that this propensity does not merely involve a
single clausal division between focus and presupposition, but extends down to
the level of the phrase. Each [X YP]xp phrase is treated as a minipredication
with its own subsidiary focus-presupposition structure. It is a reasonable specu-
lation that this less integrated, more textured focus structure may be a residue
of the less integrated and more paratactic syntax of prehistoric Greek. In this
less configurational type of syntax, smaller focus constituents are placed at the
edge of smaller focus domains. This is because all modifiers (not merely
focused ones) are more independent than they are in languages like English,
and because instead of a single integrated clause this stage of the language tends
to operate with smaller paratactic phrases, which in turn produce smaller
domains for focus and other word order rules. We can illustrate this with the
following Homeric pastiche

(66) [t6v & 1pbuLog Barev Alac]
[1etyer Hmo Tpdwv] [Erévng mdowy Huképoio]
[8eErtepov xatd palov].

Each hemistich is a separate syntactic and prosodic phrase, and within each of
these phrases the modifier and its noun are arranged in such a way that they are
separated by the superordinate head. The availability of a phrasal focus posi-
tion in classical prose is a residue of this type of syntax. We present this theory
of hyperbaton in detail in chapter 4.

Islands for hyperbaton

Since we are interpreting Y1 hyperbaton in prose in terms of (real or meta-
phorical) focus movement, we need to return briefly to the question of islands.
By definition, noun phrases are not islands for hyperbaton, but it does not fol-
low that hyperbaton should be insensitive to islands in general. In other words,
just because in Greek modifiers can escape out of their noun phrases, that does
not mean that they can also escape out of their clauses. Consider the following
English sentences

I saw the man whose accomplice stabbed Caesar.
You saw the man whose accomplice stabbed who?
*Who did you see the man whose accomplice stabbed?

Prof. Jones went to lunch after he had finished his paper on Tibullus
Prof. Jones went to lunch after he had finished what?
*What did Prof. Jones go to lunch after he had finished?

(66) The strong Ajax hit him with a missile, beneath the wall of the Trojans, husband of
Helen with the lovely hair, on the right breast.
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In the first set of examples, an interrogative is wrongly extracted out of a rela-
tive clause, in the second set out of an adjunct temporal clause; consequently,
such clauses are islands for interrogative extraction. At least with certain matrix
verbs, finite indirect statements, being complement clauses, are less constrained
than adjunct clauses like temporal and causal clauses

What did you believe that Prof. Jones said?
*What did you leave when Prof. Jones said?

Although statistical proof may not be feasible, there are a number of subordi-
nate clauses having finite verbs that, unlike infinitival complement clauses dis-
cussed in chapter 3, are probably islands for hyperbaton. The claim is that even
though hyperbaton is more common in main clauses than in subordinate
clauses for purely pragmatic reasons, there is a further properly syntactic con-
straint against the extraction of a Y clement out of these clauses. We will refer
to hyperbaton that crosses the clause boundary as long hyperbaton.

The claim that hyperbaton is essentially clause bound does not refer to the
fronting of a topical Y element ahead of the complementizer slot (probably
adjunction to CP)

(67) pépropeg 8 el pév modkol mapeyévovio Antiph 2.9 (Y2 quantifier)

nor to the embedding of an entire subordinate clause within a main clause in
such a way that ic is straddled by YP

(68) paprupag, hg Apfiko adToV TOV EYKANHATOV, TOPECYETO WEVSELS
Dem 45.5 (Y2 hyperbaton).

Further, it does not rest simply on the distance between Yi and Y2, nor on
instances where minimality problems might, at least temporarily, make it
unclear which noun phrase was governed by which verb, as in the following
example (in which we have modified a passage with hyperbaton entirely within
a subordinate clause to create an island violation)

(69)  Mrabdrny 1618 eloBérrovory glg 10 mAoTov O Ypapupateidiov (va
Exotev 8ol v aitiov émtgepetv (ep. Antiph 5.55 tva Todtnv
Exolev épol Ty altiav): purpose clause;

taking tadtny as a null head modifier results in a garden path effect.
The following examples, modified as above, lllustrate the sort of island con-
straints that seem to apply to hyperbaton

(67) 1 there had been many witnesses (Antiph 2.9).

(68) He produced false witnesses to the effect that I had released him from the charges
(Dem 45.5).

(69) Then they dropped the note into the boat, so that they could have this charge to

bring against me {(Antiph 5.55).
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(70) ™y 8¢ npotépay cuvéPaive H1e EmpecBebopey mpecBeioy
gpot... amévor (cp. Aesch 2.82 §te thv mpotépav énpeoPeiopey
npecPetav): temporal clause

Mgy o1 008Ey Toast wpiv ¥ 8N do 1@ kakd (cp. Antph 1.29
mpiv " 181 &v adtd dot 1§ kokd): temporal clause

®rdvta T to1adT EELOG el Emaivou TUYETY dTL mpompobuny
nohrtedpata (cp. Dem 18.108 6t mévioe én toradTon
nponpobInY roAltedpata): causal clause

®Bvolv yop mévieg Bvtow.. @v Evexo TiBeviat of vopot (cp. Dem
25.17 Gv évexa névteg TiBevton of vopou): relative clause

CRE tépag EpoThoat ad1ov.. mdtepov Oyxeto npecPBedoy KOAeng 1
todtng adtig (ep. Dem 19.147 ndtepov €€ étepog Pyeto
npecPedov norews): indirect question.

The last example is less obviously illicit than the others, because indirect ques-
tions, like indirect statements, are complement rather than adjunct clauses,
and so less resistant to extraction, particularly those with whether. This distinc-
tion is well supported crosslinguistically, although there is some parametric
variation, and different types of movement obey different constraints (Miiller
& Sternefeld 1993). For instance, interrogative extraction from complement
clauses in German is casier than from subject clauses and much easier than
from adjunct clauses (Webelhuth 1990). In Tzortzil (Mexico: Aissen 1992),
focus cannot be extracted out of a relative clause or an indirect question. Rus-
sian allows scrambling of a constituent out of a finite indirect statement

Ja slysal ¢to novuju masinu Marija skazala ¢to Andrej kupil
‘I heard that Maria said that Andrew bought a new car,’

but German does not

*Ich horte dass ein neues Auto Maria sagte dass Andreas
gekauft hat (Grewendorf & Sabel 1994).

Hungarian, which has a sentential focus slot preceding the main verb, allows
extraction of both a focus and an interrogative from a complement clause with
a “bridge” verb, particularly in the spoken language (Mardcz 1989)

Kit  gondolsz  hogy Jdnos ldtort?
who you think-INDEF that John saw
“Who do you think that John saw?’

(70) It happened that when we were were on the first embassy, 1 left... (Acsch 2.82).
They know nothing until they are caught up in the actual crime (Antiph 1.29). I deserve
praise because I chose all those policies (Dem 18.108). There are two reasoons why all
laws are made (Dem 25.17). Ask him whether he was on an cmbassy from another city or
from this very one (Dem 19.147).
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Marit gondolod  hogy ldttam
Mary you think-DEF that [ saw
“You think that I saw Mary.’

In Greek, there are some verse examples in which the matrix verb, as super-
ordinate head, separates the predicate of the finite complement from its argu-
ment or adjunct, suggesting some type of clause union

(71) oot & g dvéykn tovcde Bodropon epéoar | chlewy Herac! 205
XOTOG PEV &k T@VS 0dKkéT 018 dmdrivton O7 1251
i & £oTiv Sol0g adtog 0idev eic eué Heracl 719.

When weak or strong topics are extracted from finite complement clauses, they
are often syntactically integrated into the main clause, appearing as objects of
the matrix verb in a construction known as prolepsis

(72) 1005 vopovg okdmovy Smmg dxppdg kot xohdg EEovory Isoc Paneg 78
Boviopat 81 tabny ©¢ €oTiv AANONG Emidet&on capde TaoLy DUV
Dem 29.10.

When the extracted noun phrase could be the object cither of the matrix verb
or of the complement clause verb, the result is indeterminate between simple
extraction and prolepsis with null or trace object

(73)  ob tadto Aéyerg 611 Siddokav Sragpbeipw; Pl Apal 26b
100T0VG 81y 100G decpote Ereyov Tl xarendv oLEEV cvVdelv

Pl Polir 310e.

Prolepsis can also apply in hyperbaton to a Y1 adjective (consequently a null
head modifier) or to a Y1 noun

(74)  0pag tov edpémelov dg Mddg Blog Eur Frag 1052.3 Nauck
(Y: modifier)
Koo 1OV VorvTag 0Tt | 001 TAVTEG £1EV GUVVEVOVGTOANKOTEG

Philoct 549 (Y1 noun).

Object YPs again show indeterminacy

(71) 1 want to say to you that it is necessary for you to save these (children) (FHerac!
205). And T do not know how she perished after this (07 1251). But he himself knows if
he has behaved in a holy way towards me (Heruc/ 719).

(72) They made sure that the laws would be precisc and good (Isoc Pan 78). I want to
demonstrate clearly to all of you that this one is true (Dem 29.10).

(73) Isn’tit by teaching these things that you say 1 corrupt them? (Pl Apo/ 26b). These
were the bonds that I said it was not at all difficult to create (Pl Polit 310¢).

(74) You sec how sweet is a life of luxury (Eur Frag 670.2). I heard that all the sailors
were shipmates of yours (Philoct 549).
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(75) 1owdtov pévrol kol £ye otdo 31t néBog mdBoyit &v Pl Gorg 522b
ToVTOVL 8€1 HOBeTY DUEG... TOV vopov Tt ot Ro0Aed 6 Belg
Dem 23.37
eLAOKOG Grovteg Toaotv 6Tt BEATIOV E0TL KOBLOTAVOL Kol HULEPTLVOG
kol voktepivag Xen Oec 20.8 (Y1 noun).

Although it may have originated as an adjunct clause construction in paratactic
syntax, in the classical language prolepsis functions as a restructuring device
that provides an alternative to straight long extraction out of complement
clauses, both for continuous constituents and for Y elements in hyperbaton.
Consider once more our example of a focus deeply embedded in a syntactic
island; we will edit it by introducing a modifier with strong narrow scope focus

Inspector Parker only interviewed the reporter who met the
eyewitness who had seen the TALL diplomat.

Extrapolating from the hypothesis about hyperbaton islands just presented, we
could say that if the focused modifier is thought of as undergoing overt syntac-
tic movement, such movement is strictly local. Y1 is neither required to remain
in situ nor to move to a sentential focus slot. We do not get ‘only the TALL
interviewed...” but ‘who had the TALL seen...”. Y1 does move, but only within
the bounds of its own clause. It is (definitionally) insensitive to left branch type
noun phrase islands, bur respects higher level clausal islands. In fact, as we shall
argue in chapter 6, it is far more constrained than the extraction of interroga-
tives, since it is probably subject to the same sort of argument ranking restric-
tions in simple sentences that are commonly associated with interrogatives in
complex sentences.

{75) I know that I too would suffer the same fate (Pl Gorg 522b). You must learn what
the man who enacted this law intended (Dem 23.37). Everyone knows that it is better to

post sentries both by day and by night (Xen Oec 2.8).
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In this chapter we survey a whole range of other types of phrasal discontinuity:
Y2 hyperbaton, genitive hyperbaton, conjunct hyperbaton, clitic hyperbaton,
specifier hyperbaton, nonhead X hyperbaton, double hyperbaton, attribute YP
hyperbaton, and hyperbaton in nonfnite clauses. We also discuss the impor-
tant difference between Y1 hyperbaton in verse and Y1 hyperbaton in prose.
Anyone who tends to develop allergic reactions from sustained exposure to
even fairly coarse-grained philological classification and analysis can perhaps
read lightly in this chapter; but not too lightly, since much of theoretical signi-
ficance emerges even at this preliminary stage in the argument.

Y2 HYPERBATON

In the type of hyperbaton analyzed in chapters 1 and 2, the modifier preceded
the superordinate head. The canonical hyperbaton structure YiXY2 was actu-
ated with the adjective in Y1 position and the noun in Y2 position: AXN. In
this section, we are concerned with a type of hyperbaton that is, prima facie,
the mirror image of Y1 hyperbaton. We call this type Y2 hyperbaton. Compare

the following examples

(1) én dpotipag... otpatevopebo &vdpag Her 7.50 (Y1 hyperbaton)
¢n Bvdpog orpartevopedo dyaBotg Her 7.53 (Y2 hyperbaton).

Our nomenclature classifies hyperbaton on the basis of grammatical category:
in Y1 hyperbaton the modifier precedes X, in Y2 hyperbaton it follows X. In
practice, this categorial difference correlates with a pragmaric one. In Y1 hyper-
baton, the Y1 adjective typically has strong focus and the Y2 noun is tail mate-
rial, whereas in one type of Yz hyperbaton, for instance, the Y1 noun can be a
topic and the Y2 adjective a weak focus. However, it is not difficult to devise

(1) We arc making war against men who are farmers (Her 7.50). We are making war
against valiant men (Fler 7.53).

38
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unusual sentences in which this correlation between grammatical category and
pragmatic value is reversed

Ic was a shirt that he was wearing that was coloured red
As for red ones, he was wearing a shirt.

Such a reversal is typical in the chiastic structures in which hyperbaton often
occurs in colloquial Polish

A. Podobno maja  pickny dom
Apparently they have a beautiful house
B. Nieprawda! Dom maja  kiepski, ale pickny maja ogréd

Nonsense! House they have lousy, but beautiful they have garden.

B’s reply consists of two Y2 hyperbata: dom is a repeated topic noun and
pickny a contrastive topic modifier: ‘what they have beautiful is their garden.’
According to the analysis presented in chapters 1 and 2, Y1 hyperbaton in
prose does not involve extraposition of the noun to the right of the superordi-
nate head, but, for restrictive adjectives, movement (or its nonderivational
equivalent) of the adjective cyclically through the YP focus position across the
superordinate head to the XP focus position. So Y1 hyperbaton is associated
with (surface) prenominal adjectives. Y2 hyperbaton, by contrast, is associated
with (surface) postnominal adjectives. In chapter 4, we present an analysis of
Y2 hyperbaton, according to which Y2 hyperbaton does not involve extraposi-
tion of the adjective to the right of the superordinate head X but movement of
the noun to a weak focus position preceding X: XNA — NXA

(2)  mopexopevol véag dydmxkovia.. Her 8.44 (X YD)
véog TapeyOpevol dydokovia Her 6.8

cpdlovtes mnovg Aevkotg Her 7.113 (X YD)
inrov Exov Aevkév Xen An 7.3.26
&’ {nmov te poyxodpevog Aevkod Her 9.63.

When Y2 hyperbaton is not used, the whole YP commonly occurs in the weak
focus preverbal position

(3)  a&vdpag dyoBovg tiuéy Her 7.135 (YP X)
& Gvdpag otpatevdpeda GryaBotde Her 7.53

o8y 8¢ Bapéav mapéxeton Her 2.94 (YP X)
68UV mapeyopevoy Bapéav Her 6.119

(2) Supplying eighty ships (Her 8.44). Supplying cighty ships (Her 6.8). Killing white
horses (Her 7.113). Having a white horse (Xen Az 7.3.26). Fighting from a white horse
(Her 9.63).

(3) To honour valiant men (Her 7.135). We arc making war against valiant men (Her
7.53). It gives off a strong smell (Her 2.94). Giving off a strong smell (Her 6.119).
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(4)  ypdvov Bpoayéog dtedbdviog Dem 5.5 (YP X)
£meldav 8¢ xpovog 81£A8m Bpaydg Dem 20.86

7l TOAC v Kokolg Tolg peyiotolg éylyveto Andoc 1.58 (P YP X)
v 88 méMv &v kool odoay toig peyiotoig Andoc 1.51.

The Y1 noun in hyperbaton may additionally be modified or quantified by pre-

nominal adjectives

(5) mévteg ol mdrenotl yeydvaot oi EAlnvikol Dem 9.22
TOTG PEV TOLVLV BALOLG Graoiy &vBphRolg Opd TOTG KPLVOREVOLS

Dem 21.136.

An additional argument or adjunct (Z) may be placed either internal or exter-
nal to the YXY structure, as was the case for Y1 hyperbaton

(6) xaxd Spyaldpevov Td péyiota ™y méiy Dem 5.6 (YXYZ)
gmovov elye oDk dAiyov mpodg 1dv modntéov Her 1.96 (YXYZ)
rOv0vg mpodmepTov ¢ 10 "Apyog EvpPatnpiovg Thuc 5.76.1 (YXZY)
olktav @kodopnkey Fievcivi tocadtnv Dem 21.158 (YXZY)
dwpettg Kol mpodocelg dobg £xdoty adt@®v peydroag Dem 50.7

(YXZY).
Like Y1 hyperbaton, Y2 hypetbaton is crosscategorial

(7)  yfic mepiodoc méong Ar Clouds 206
DI &vdpog yaoivay edyevode Eur Frag 603.4
aioydvng mépr koaxfic Pl Laws 647b
TV OpevdV Bpok®V TOAAOVES TOV aDTOVOLOVY Kal Hoyalpopdpmy

Thuc 2.96.2.

Y2 hyperbaton is used for quite a range of different pragmatic values. So the
question arises, how a single serial order YXY interfaces with multiple prag-
matic values in a type of syntax that tends to be discourse configurational. The
most concrete approach would go as follows. If there is one serial order, then
there is just one syntactic structure; consequently, the syntax neutralizes the
pragmatic distinctions. At the other extreme is a discourse structural approach,

(4) A short time having elapsed (Dem 5.5). After a short time has elapsed (Dem 20.86).
"The city was getting to a terrible situation (Andoc 1.58). That the city is in a terrible situ-
ation (Andoc 1.51).

(5) All the Greek wars have taken place (Dem 9.22). 1 see that for all other men who arc
being prosecuted (Dem 21.136).

(6) Doing the greatest injury to the city (Dem 5.6). He won no small praise from his
fellow-citizens (Her 1.96). They sent to Argos proposals for peace (Thuc 5.76.1). He has
built such a large house at Eleusis (Dem 21.158). Giving cach of them large bonuses and
advance payments (Dem 50.7).

(7) A map of the whole earth (Ar Clouds 206). In the bed of a noble man (Eur Frag
603.4). About disgraceful dishonour (Pl Laws 647b). Many of the mountain-dwelling
Thracians who arc independent and carry sabres (Thuc 2.96.2).
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according to which for each pragmatic value there is a separate syntactic struc-
ture. While the concrete approach is probably superficial, syntactic structures
posited purely on the basis of distinctions in pragmatic (or, for that matter,
semantic) meaning are in principle suspect. However, prosody, which is quint-
essentially (although not exclusively) structural and hierarchical, often provides
evidence that more structure exists than is discernible in purely syntactic terms.
For instance, in Finnish “there is a close connection between word order and
intonation” (Karttunen 1989), and, in Bulgarian, prosody makes a critical con-
tribution to the disambiguation of free word order structures (Rudin 1986). In
the following sections, we will review the most important classes of Y2 hyper-
baton.

Weak focus Y3 hyperbaton

In the simplest type of Yz hyperbaton, {Y1X] is an ordinary weak focus and the
Y2 adjective specifies an additional restriction on the noun, and so represents a
second weak focus. Some of the clearest instances involve split subject phrases

(8) 1o Buyatepeg dveroobo tan yveosion 1G V.i159 (Tegea)
petd todto vavpogio yiyveton én Aiyivy peyéan Thuc 1.105.2
kpioig ylvetor peydin tdv yovoukdv Her 5.5
LOYE 1e Toig mAeiooty événeoe xevi] Thuc 2.49.4
drakwAbovieg T lepd pi yiyveoBon & voplopeve Antiph 5.82
ol mdrepor yeydvaoiv ol Erinvikoi Dem 9.22
dvnp v tolol Mndowot yéveto cogpog Her 1.96
{nnopoyio g éyéveto Bpayeio Thuc 2.22.2.

For instance, in the two Thucydides examples, first of all an event is reported
(‘a sea battle took place,” ‘a cough affected most people’) and then comes the Y2
restriction. This structure is quite different from the strong focus plus tail
structure of Y1 hyperbaton. The adjective does not have exclusive meaning and
the event is not presupposed. Thucydides is not trying to make the point that
it was a dry cough rather than some other type of cough that afflicted most
patients, nor Antipho to imply that irregular religious rites were performed
without hindrance. This difference between Y1 and Y2 hyperbaton is illustrated
by the following examples

(9) 6 morondg kerever vopog Dem 20.99
vopog 8 ein nétplog Andoc 1.110;

(8) Let his legitimate daughters take it (IG V.i1.159). After that a great sea battle took
place at Aegina (Thuc 1.105.2). A great dispute arises among his wives (Her 5.5). A dry
cough affected the majority (Thuc 2.49.4). Preventing the regular religious rites from
being performed successtully (Antiph 5.82). There once was a wisc man among the Medi-
ans (Her 1.96). A short cavalry battle took place (Thuc 2.22.2).

(9) The old law prescribes (Dem 20.99). That there is an old law (Andoc 1.110).
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Demosthenes is contrasting the old law with a new one, Andocides is establish-
ing that a law exists and saying that it belongs to the class of vopor natpior. The
additional specification of the Y2 adjective can be contrastive

(10)  1ov dpbadudv mopdBail’ &g Koplav | 1ov Se&idv, tov & étepov
¢¢ Kapyndova Ar Knights 173
&vBpdV £p® npecPutépov.. dvopata kol petpaxioy Aesch 1.155

(NVA xai N),

but not normally in combination with a tail presupposition. For instance, if
the Aeschines example were read as a Y1 hyperbaton, it would involve a cancel-
lation of the implicature of exclusivity: ‘it is of OLDER men that I shall cite the
names, and of YOUNG men.” In verse, Y2 can be a descriptive adjective: here are
a couple examples from Homer

(11)  Beotc vepesileto aitv édviag O4 1.263
nhoxapovg Enete pogvodg I/ 14.176.

According to the analysis presented in chapter 4, the Y1 noun forms a phrase
with the verb X, and the Y2 modifier is adjoined to this phrase, as illustrated for
object YP in Figure 3.1 {derivationally in Figure 4.5). The subject Y1 nouns are
also probably verb phrase internal. If one looks back over the examples cited,
two generalizations suggest themselves: first, the verbs are all intransitive, and
second, apart from the inscriptional éveros8o which is predictable informa-
tion, they are all simple verbs of occurrence or existence. (The possible unaccu-
sative ¢500revoev at Xen Ash Pol3.11.3 is textually uncertain [Gigante 1951].)
Existential-presentational verbs are a familiar class in English, licensing both
expletive there and extraposition of a relative clause or prepositional phrase
from a subject phrase (the latter with indefinites only)

VP

N

VP Yevdi

YPOUPOT  EKTIBELG

Figure 3.1
Simple Y2 hyperbaton
ypapjat éxtifels yeudf Dem 25.50

(10) Now turn your right cye towards Caria, the the other one towards Carthage (Ar
Knights 173). I will cite the names of the older men and of the young men (Aesch 1.155).

(11) He was in awce of the immortal gods (Od4 1.263). She plaited her glossy hair (//
14.176).
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UNACCUSATIVE (APPEARANCE)

A student who was tall/with a red shirt arrived
There arrived a student who was tall/with a red shirt
A student arrived who was tall/with a red shirt

UNERGATIVE

A student who was tall/with a red shirt laughed
*There laughed a student who was tall/with a red shirt
*A student laughed who was tall/with a red shirt

TRANSITIVE

A student who was tall/with a red shirt destroyed the dictionary
*There destroyed the dictionary a student who was tall/with a red shirt
*A student destroyed the dictionary who was tall/with a red shirt.

Many of our subject Y2 hyperbaton examples could be paraphrased with an
expletive there or an extraposed relative clause: “There took place a sea battle...,”
‘A sea battle took place which was quite large.” Although the subject is pre-
verbal (not yiyveton vavpayio), the sentences have a clearly eventive character.
If there is a predicational relationship, it is with an implicit time-place topic.
The same structure is found with presentational sentences

(12) Eneom xohoooog AMOwvog Her 2.149 (YD)
kpnmig & OmAv AMbivn Xen An 3.4.7.

Similar restrictions on subjects in Y1 hyperbaton are discussed in chapter 6.
We may conclude that this type of Y2 hyperbaton was casier than other types
for subject YPs. Any such constraint is weaker or absent in the more paratactic
syntax of Homer

(13) “Apng évaple pongédvog I/ 5.844
and in the onomastic structure of inscriptional signatures

(14) EdBvkoptidng : wé:vedeke : ho Nahotog LSAG PL 55.3
"Apilotodayplog énolpece hapyeiog LSAG? Pl 74.6
HuinnoBepideg : &vedekev : "Axapvevg DAA 246.

Similar subject phrase Y2 hyperbata are licensed by proper names also in Attic
prose

(15) XoAmvoc eindviog ‘ABnvaiov v yvapnv Aesch 3.108.

(12) On top there is a stone colossus (Her 2.149). Underneath was a stone foundation
(Xen An 3.4.7).

(13) Murderous Ares was stripping his armour (// 5.844).

(14) Euthycartides the Naxian dedicated me (LSAG PL. 55.3). Aristodemus the Argive
made this (LSAG? PL. 74.6). Hippotherides the Acharnian dedicated this (DAA 246).

(15) After Solon the Athenian had expressed his opinion (Aesch 3.108).
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Nonlexical Y2 hyperbaton

In nonlexical Y2 hyperbaton, the adjective is a demonstrative or a possessive
personal pronoun. Let us start with demonstratives. The neutral word order
for demonstratives is before the noun, but they are often postnominal too.
After proper names, demonstratives are particularly frequently postposed

(16) Tlpédikog 88e Pl Pror 340c, d, e
Hpodixov tovtovi Pl Pror 341a,

presumably because with proper names they regularly have a deictic rather
than their usual restrictive function. When they actually do restrict the refer-
ence of a proper name, they are focused and preposed

(17)  obtog Taxpdng Pl Phaedo 115¢
Hro tovtout T Mapebov Pl Symp 215e.

In the following instances from Andocides

(18) xotée (nev) 10 yhelopa tovti Andoc 1.80, 1.85
6 vépog 68e Andoc 1.99

the postnominal demonstrative refers to documents that have already been
cited in the speech, whereas in the following instances

(19)  1ovtovsi TobG Vopovg Andoc 1.86
obtoct 6 vopog Andoc 1.87

the prenominal demonstratives refer to laws that are about to be introduced in
contrast to previously cited ones. When the demonstrative is explicitly contras-
tive, it is normally prenominal

(20)  obT év tadin TH payn obt év taig &rioug Thuc 6.69.1
70T 10 pAija GAAe pry Tovtd Dem 18.232,

unless the noun is treated as topical
(21)  moreot yap tovtong poveng Thue 7.55.2.

Here is a set of examples from Herodotus further illustrating this pragmatic
distribution

(22)  tobTnY Y péynv.. kpivo ioxvpotdtny yevésBor Her 1.214
(strong focus in topic phrase)

(16} Prodicus here (Pl Prot 340c). Of Prodicus here (Pl Pros 341a).

(17) This Socrates who... (Pl Phaedo 115¢). By this Marsyas (Pl Symp 215e).

(18) According to this decree (Andoc 1.80). This law (Andoc 1.99).

(19) These laws (Andoc 1.86). This law (Andoc 1.87).

{20) Neither in this battle nor in the others (Thuc 6.69.1). This word but not that one
(Dem 18.232).

(21) These cities alone (Thuc 7.55.2).

(22) 1 consider this battle to have been the hardest foughe (Her 1.214).
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(23)  &x tadng thg mortog Her 2.41 (simple topic phrase)
nepi thig xopng tadtng Her 2.13 (no focus)
g &v 1 moA tordTn Yovaikog Her 2.60 (no focus; “donkey”
reference).

In a number of examples, postposed demonstratives occur in Y2 hyperbaton

(24) <dg avlyxag dxodonte tadtag Dem 2.29
70d dydvog évexa tovtovt Dem 48.55
gmi tfic aitiog dvia Tading Aesch 2.4
TOG LapTupiog Hot Aéye mpdTov Tavtact Dem 19.200
6 xpovog drerfitvlev odtog Dem 2.25
HEYIOTOV Yap TOAEROV cVvoThvTog eketvov [soc Pac 71.

The weak informational status of such demonstratives is particularly clear in an
example like the following with explicitly contrastive nouns

(25)  ob podvov... Sk v wpaELy opyilecbon tabtny GAAY Kol Sik TOV Adyov
todtov Lyc 58.

[t is possible that some postnominal possessive pronouns have a similar weak
informational status both in continuous YPs

(26) tadra 8¢ Aéyoviog 10D moTpdg Tob éod Andoc 1.22
and in Y2 hyperbaton

(27) <oV matépa Een tov épdv mapeivor Andoc 1.17
o 1@V ExBpdV TeLoBelg v udv Lys 7.39
v untépa yhpevtog Ty &uny Dem 45.3.

The evidence just cited indicates that these nonlexicals in Y2 hyperbaton tend
to differ from regular Y2 hyperbaton adjectives in being very light and often
predictable, and semantically in often involving not an independent restrictive
modification but some form of secondary deictic reference. Turning to the
syntax, they differ categorially by definition, since they are nonlexical (closed
class) adjectives, and they give the impression of being potentially syntactically

(23) From this city (Her 2.41). Concerning this country (Her 2.13). The women in
that particular town (Her 2.60).

(24) You listen to these handicaps of theirs (Dem 2.29). Because of this law suit (Dem
48.55). While he was on the subject of this charge (Aesch 2.4). First read these deposi-
tions for me (Dem 19.200). This time has passed (Dem 2.25). When that very great war
broke out (Isoc Pan 71).

(25) To be angry not only because of whar he has done but also because of what he has
said (Lyc 58).

(26) When my father said these things (Andoc 1.22).

(27) He said that my father was present (Andoc 1.17). Persuaded by my enemies (Lys
7.39). Having married my mother (Dem 45.3).
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postpositive to the informationally salient element of the noun phrase. So
beside broad scope postposition

(28) ol xpnoioi npéoPerg oHtor Dem 18.30
we find postadjectival examples, including contrastive ones like the following

(29)  1peic pev Piot... 10D kowod tovtov Blov.. Pl Phil 22a-d
¢v 101g TpLdikovT €xeilvolg £téot... év Toig ERdounkovio Dem 9.25.

There is also evidence to suggest that 68e could be prosodically appositive,
metrical evidence from bridges

(30) 67 Av modg #de pov Eur Suppl 1098 (Porson’s bridge)
tovde AéBnta Cyclops 343 MS (split anapaest)

and inscriptional evidence from phrase punctuation

(31) : o 8e Tip to ypogea : tal kadareorto : LSAG Pl 42.6
ho¢ & av t0de meot : motepro : Nestor’s cup.

Elided 83¢ can be prosodically prepositive (O7 219, Hippolytus 1151, Andro-

mache 875); however in one example
(32) &gy’ MAiov 168 eicopay époi pog | povog dédwxag Philoct 663

if 768" coheres syntactically with anything, it is with the preceding fAiov and
not with the following VY2 structure, since it is precaesural.

Taken together, this evidence suggests a syntactic, and at least for 88, also a
prosodic difference between nonlexical and lexical adjectives. On a straight
nonderivational approach, perhaps the nonlexical was simply adjoined to a
preceding head. A derivational structure is illustrated in Figure 3.2: the deter-
miner phrase does not land in the focus position of the demonstrative phrase
(as in the continuous type) but in that of the superordinate verb phrase. Some
form of movement analysis seems appropriate for a case like the following

(33) 1V €idA0° Nhiko mpdypa® A piapd kepadn tapdéac’ ot dixnv
obk £dwke Dem 18.153;

here an emphatic subject noun phrase appears between a participle and its
extracted object, stranding the demonstrative. Although it is convenient to
refer to this type of Y2 hyperbaton as nonlexical hyperbaton, it should perhaps

(28) Thesc exccllent ambassadors (Dem 18.30).

(29) Three different types of life... of this combined type of life (Pl Phil 22d). Tn those
thirty years... in the seventy (Dem 9.25).

(30) When I had this daughter alive (Eur Supp/ 1098). This cauldron (Cyclops 343).

(31) If anyone damages this writing (LSAG Pl. 42.6). Whoever drinks from this cup
{(Nestor’s cup).

(32) Who alonc have been responsible for my seeing this light of the sun (Philoct 663).

(33) So that you may know how much trouble this bastard stirred up without being
punished (Dem 18.153).
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be defined in informational terms as Y2 tail hyperbaton. In that case, the classi-
fication would be entirely discourse conditioned. Then if a nonlexical adjective
has focus, it will be classified as a case of regular Y2 hyperbaton

(34) e6eobg 8¢ otfovian pobvoug tobode Her 5.7.

Conversely, if a lexical adjective in Y2 hyperbaton is tail material, it would pre-
sumably be classified with the nonlexical type

(35)  modda avéntov yoipovia Hdn £18eg;... &vdpa 8¢ obmm eldeg dvontov
xoipovie; Pl Gorg 497e.

Topic Yz hyperbaton
Although some Y2 hyperbata with complement phrases involve weak focus

(36) Erouvov elxe ovk dAlyov Her 1.96
oikiov oxodbunkev... tooabtny Dem 21.158
Ypdppot gxtiBeig wevdfi Dem 25.50
véag avtotol avdpdot ethov EAAnvidag névte Her 8.17,

in many others the [Y1X] structure is established or predictable information

VP

VN
N AN

akotonte  DemP

N TAVTOG DP

AVAYKOC i i

—i

Figure 3.2
Nonlexical Y2 hyperbaton
10g véykag akobonte todtag Dem 2.29

(34) The only gods they worship are these (Her 5.7).

(35) Did you ever see a foolish child rejoicing?... did you ever see a foolish man rejoic-
ing? (Pl Gorg 497¢).

(36) He won no small praisc (Her 1.96). He has built such a large house (Dem 21.158).
Publishing falsc letters (Dem 25.50). They captured five Greek ships with their crews
(Her 8.17).
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(37) én’ &vdpag otpatevdpedo. dyadote Her 7.53
gmi yap mOMEG... HEAAOpeV 1évar peydiag Thuc 6.20.2
d1e {nmevev,.. innovg Exthoato Aapmpobs Lys 19.63
orpatiay Exov od norriv Thuc 8.61.1, cp. 1.95.6.

A related type establishes a new or contrastive topic

(38) écBfint 8¢ ypewpévovg Mndikf Her 5.9
¢oBfita 8¢ popéovot ol ipéeg Avénv podynv Her 2.37
dryaBOv pev nemoinkag undév Aesch 3.226.

We can illustrate with an example used by Bolinger half a century ago (Bol-
inger 1952); it has an indefinite object and an intensional verb

I’'m looking for a VACANT HOUSE (broad scope YP focus or double
focus)

I'm looking for a VACANT house (cp. Y1 hyperbaton)

I'm looking for a house that’s VACANT (cp. topic Y2 hyperbaton).

Note that the last sentence can be the answer to the question “What sort of a
house are you looking for?” or to the question “What are you doing?’. In the
former situation, I'm looking for a house (= [Y1X]) is presupposed material and
the new information (the weak focus) is the adjective vacans (= Y2). This corre-
sponds to topic Yz hyperbaton. In the latter situation, both are weak foci: this
corresponds to focus Y2 hyperbaton. Now sentences with double foci are com-
plex; in effect they answer two questions simultaneously. Our example, for
instance, could be decomposed into the following dialogue

A. What are you doing?  B.I’'m looking for a house.
A. What sort of a house are you looking for?  B. One that’s vacant.

In this little dialogue, 7'm looking for a house serves first as a focus and subse-
quently as a presupposition. This suggests that, in the single sentence version,
it could have both functions simultaneously via a process akin to accommoda-
tion. First it is asserted, then there is a subsidiary update in the information
state allowing it to serve as a presupposition for the second (and primary) focus
on the adjective. (As we shall see in chapter 4, this type of minor update should
be carefully distinguished from a regular clausal update.) This idea would elu-
cidate the relationship between focus Y2 hyperbaton and topic Y2 hyperbaton
(and account for the fact that some examples, with contextually unsurprising
[Y1X] material, scem indeterminate between the two types). So, as far as the Y2
adjective is concerned, the [Y1X] structure has a topical function in both types.

{(37) We are making war against valiant men (Her 7.53). We intend to march against
large cities (Thuc 6.20.2). When he served in the cavalry... he procured fine horses (Lys
19.63). With a small force (Thuc 8.61.1).

(38) Wearing Median clothes (Her 5.9). The priests wear only linen clothing (Her
2.37). Having done nothing good (Aesch 3.226).
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The difference between the two types relates to the status of [Y1X] in the com-
mon ground of knowledge at that point in the discourse when it is uttered, not
at the point when the Y2 adjective is interpreted.

As in the subject focus type, topic [Y1X] structures tend to be information-
ally lean. The noun is mostly indefinite and often nonreferential. The closest
thing in English seems to be the literary construction ‘Answer gave he none’
with a quantifier. Since ‘shirt wore he red’ is out of the question, we could fall
back on paraphrases like “The clothes they wear are in the Median style,” ‘As for
the clothes they wear, they are in the Median style,” “They clothes-wear Median
ones.” The first paraphrase treats [Y1X] as the notional subject and the Y2 adjec-
tive as the focus and notional predicate. The second paraphrase emphasizes the
status of [Y1X] as contrastive topical material. The third reflects the nonindi-
viduated status of the noun, which we shall argue in chapter 6 is a particularly
important ingredient of Y1 hyperbaton in prose. All three paraphrases take the
verb to be part of the topical structure: [Y1X]10, Y, not [Yi]10p XY, therefore
‘Clothes-wear, they do Median ones’ rather than ‘Clothes, they wear Median
ones.” However, the interrogative evidence we shall cite in the next paragraph
indicates that in principle both structures were available. The same is true for
German split topicalization (van Geenhoven 1998)

Katzen had jedes Kind welche gesehen
Katzen geschen had jedes Kind welche
‘Each child saw some cats.’

In the following example, the intervening subject indicates that only the Y1
noun has been topicalized

(39) 1ovtog odoiay O moTp KoTEALTE TOAANY Isae 7.5

We know for certain that the informational distinction between focus and
topic can be structurally encoded in Greek syntax, because we can observe it
unequivocally in sentences with interrogative pronouns (Thomson 1939). The
material to the left of a “postponed” interrogative is that part of the presuppo-
sition of a question that has been topicalized—an argument phrase, an adjunct
phrase or some larger fragment of the clause

(40) g & &pag toxag | tig Gp  Axoudv... Exey; Troad 292 (object)
dtap Buyatpds Thg Epexdéng Tt pot | pérer; Jon 433 (oblique
complement)
& 8& Ty’ dhoxog Tivi pot, Tékvov, dreto poipa; Phoen 1566

(subject)

(39) Their father left them a great deal of property (Isae 7.5).

(40) But who of the Achaeans has control of my destiny? (7road 292). But what do I
care about the daughter of Erechtheus? (Jon 433). But by what fate, my child, did my
wretched wife perish? (Phoen 1566).
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(41)  xol oxDra yplyelg nig en Tvéxov poods; Phoen 574 (VP fragment)
ool 1e yap naidwv ti 8et; Med 565 (both arguments).

The topicalized material is strongly contrastive in context in all these examples.
The position of enclitic pou after the interrogative indicates that the interroga-
tive is initial within the nuclear clause and not simply in situ: consequently the
topical material is adjoined to CP. Here is an example with two preinterroga-
tive arguments from Bulgarian (Rudin 1986)

Ivan knigite dale da donese?
Ivan books-the whether to bring-3siNG
‘Should Ivan bring the books?”.

For verb phrase topicalization, compare English sentences like

They told him to inscribe the spoils, and [inscribe the spoils]yop
he did by the streams of [nachus.

Topicalization in interrogative sentences also occurs in prose

(42) 1o Sixona 8¢ mOTEPOV O EKDY WeSOPEVOC... 01dEV 1] O BKoV;
Xen Mem 4.2.20
tpépeton 8&... woyn tivi; Pl Pror313c¢
ool 8¢ mdg gaivetor...; Pl Crar 403b.

Interrogative sentences which have both topicalization and Y2 hyperbaton
fall into two classes. In the first, the Y2 modifier is itself the interrogative

(43)  elogopc Aoyiln mooag; Isae Frag 2 Forster (see app. crit.)
@lAol Yép eloty avdpl dvotuyel Tiveg;, HF 559
gxet & Svnolv 1oiot Bbovory tivey Bacch 473
popeny Exov 11V lon 1420.

In the second class, the Y1 noun is in the topic position, cither by itself or
together with other material, and the Y2 modifier is stranded in the nuclear
clause after the interrogative

(44)  oiriav 8¢ mopd tivov Gy mote AdBolg tosadv..; Xen Cyr 3.1.28
noidag 8¢ 81 Ti 10068 amokteivon Béherg, HEF 206 (verb outside YP)

(41) How will you inscribe the spoils at the streams of Inachus? (Phoen 574). What
need have you of children? (Med 565).

(42) Docs the intentional deceiver or the unintentional know what is jus? (Xen Mem
4.2.20). What is a soul nourished by? (Pl Proz 313c). What is your opinion (Pl Crar
403Db).

(43) How much do you calculate for raxes? (Isac Frag 2). What friends does an unfortu-
nate man have? (HF 559). What advantage do they bring to the celcbrants? (Bacch 473).
What does it look like? (Jon 1420).

(44) From whom would you cver get so great friendship? (Xen Cyr 3.1.28). Why do
you ask to kill these boys? (HF 206).
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(45) &yxov yap 8rhog ovopatog Tt 8l tpégery | untpdov..; Trach 817.

Both classes are illustrated in Figure 3.3. The topicalized material that precedes
an interrogative tends to be either strongly relevant to the discourse context
and presupposed by the discourse, as in AF 2006 just cited, or actually repeated
from preceding discourse, as in the Cyropaedia passage, where gidiav picks up
an earlier gidig i éufi, or a contrastive topic, often in a pev.. 8¢ structure.
There is a type of in situ interrogative in English (Ginzburg 1992) which is
licensed by the repetition of topiclike material from the preceding discourse

A. We're reading tragedy this quarter
B. And you’re reading which play exactly?

This type is not quite the same as an echo question; it asks for additional infor-
mation rather than confirmation of information already provided.

If the conditions licensing topicalization in interrogatives are applied to Y2
hyperbaton, it is clear that not all prima facie instances would qualify. For
instance, the interrogative proves topicalization in

(46) xpovov & Bpeivat &rrov év Tpoig mocov, Hel 113
which meets the criterion of repeated material, since it picks up on
(47) modoov gpdvov yop Sramendpdnton néiig; Hel 111
two lines before. However the status of supetficially comparable examples like

(48) éyo & &medn ypdvov Epery’ doov pe ypiv Hel 612

CP

/N

TOP CP

puhioy 38
dhvaoty éxeépet

mopd tivov &v AdPolg toocadtny;
Tiva,

Figure 3.3
Topic Y2 hyperbaton in questions
priav 88 mopd tivev &v AdBolg tosadtny; Xen Cyr 3.1.28
ddvootv exeépet tiva; lon 1012

(45) Why should somcone vainly enjoy the name of mother (Trach 817).
(46) How much time other than that did you stay in Troy? (He/ 113).
(47) How long is it since the city was destroyed? (He/ 111).

(48) 1, when I had remained as long a time as I was required to (Hel 612).
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(49) ypdvov pEv odx &v fpev &v Bpdkn moAdv Ar Ach 136

is not so unequivocal, and most of the examples cited in this section do not
look as though they involved adjunction of Y1 or V' to CP. So one solution
would be simply to assign the same structural position to focus and to topic Y2
hyperbaton. Here we will consider an alternative approach. Presumably, topi-
cal V'-structures can also be adjoined to lower projections, just as in Y1 hyper-
baton the adjective can appear in a range of positions lower than that used by
the interrogative. For instance, the following example in which power is weakly
topical and contrasted with reputation, involves conjoined verb phrases

(50) 6 yop dvip kol SOvopy Exel pEYGANY Kok GVORAOTOC EGTLY
Xen Hell 6.1.4.

If one accepts this line of reasoning, it leads to a fairly abstract structure.
Although the topic type Yz hyperbaton looks identical to the focus type, it is
actually derived by an additional “movement.” Just as in the interrogative type
(illustrated in Figure 3.3) the V' &bvaowy éxgéper in this example moves as a
constituent out of the nuclear verb phrase to be adjoined to CP, so the V'
otponiy Exwv in Thucydides 8.61.1 cited above moves as a constituent out of
the nuclear verb phrase (where it would remain in the focus type) to be
adjoined to it

vplotpatiay Exwv] ypl[—] ob mokAnyv].

It is reasonable to assume that this more complex structure is reflected in the
intonation.

Comparative texts

Here are some examples of comparative texts with Y1 and Y2 hyperbaton. The
English paraphrases are intended to capture some of the difference in informa-
tional structure between the two constructions.

oAl katédire gpiato Andoc 1.119 ‘[if} he had left a GREAT
amount of property’

xpipata AafBov moArd Her 6.17 ‘capturing property in large
quantities’

TOAAMY YOp TEvy xatélmey 6 Totip abT®d odoioy Aesch 1.42
‘for GREAT indeed was the property that his father left him’

to0t01g 0bolav 6 motp katéAiine oAy Isae 7.5 ‘to the afore-
mentioned, as for property, their father left them a great deal’

TOAAY Kol kadd €8wke ddpa 19 Yothong Xen Cyr 8.4.20
‘he gave MANY FINE gifts to Hystaspas’

(49) We wouldn’t have stayed long in Thrace (Ar Ach 136).
(50) The man both has great powcr and is famous (Xen Hell 6.1.4).
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Kol dAdo ddpa Edokey adTd morkda kol xard Xen Cyr 8.5.17
‘he also gave him other gifts, which were many and beautiful.’

yevdelg ropoaokevafovian Adyoug Isac 1.17 ‘they are preparing FALSE
arguments’

Ypéypot ekTiBelg wevdfi Dem 25.50 ‘publishing letters that are
forged’

pikpdv Srakimmv xpdvov Aesch 3.89 ‘with hardly ANy delay’
gmeddy 8¢ ypdvog S1éal Ppaydg Dem 20.86 ‘after an interval of
short duration’

éxetvov énédetéa tpla xal efxooiy émiBrodvio &tn Isae 2.45 ‘1 showed
that it was TWENTY-THREE years that he continued to live’

g1 yop fidn BePlokev dvevikovia kol téttapa Aesch 2.147 (cp. Lys
19.55) “for the years that he has lived now amount to ninety-four.’

GENITIVE HYPERBATON

Genitive positions in continuous YPs

To develop a clear account of genitive hyperbaton, we need first to analyze the
positions available to genitives that are not discontinuous from the noun
phrases with which they are associated. These positions are most evident when
both the genitive and the head noun are articulated. Genitive positions can
then be classified according as they are internal or external to the determiner
phrase with which they are associated, and according as they are in Y1 or in Y2
position in the resulting complex structure. (The internal type probably origi-
nates as demonstrative pronoun plus external genitive.) Let us start with pos-
sessives. We can illustrate with a simple lexical genitive like the ethnic t@v
‘Abnvaioy, which is obviously common enough in Thucydides

(51)  tag vadg 1@v ABnvaiov Thuc 7.74.2 {external Y2)
@V ‘Adnvoiov 1@ nepi tag vodg éptpatt Thuc 8.55.3 (external Y1)
g 1@V ‘Abnvaiov vade Thuc 7.23.3, 7.36.3 (internal Y1)
&hov 10 otpétevpa 1o v ‘Adnvaiev Thuc 8.50.5 (internal Y2).

The main distinction for possessives is between Y1 internal and Y2 external.
Although it is not always possible to make an unequivocal classification of the
pragmatic status of the genitive, in transparent passages clear trends emerge.
External Y2 tends to be a simple modifier position, apparently just a sister to
the head determiner phrase. Internal Y1 can clearly be a functionally (pragmat-

(51) The ships of the Athenians (Thuc 7.74.2). The fortification of the Athenians
around the ships (Thuc 8.55.3). The ships of the Athenians (Thuc 7.23.3). The entire
army of the Athenians (Thuc 8.50.5).
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ically) defined position used for contrastive or exclusive focus (whereas internal
Y2 is likewise restrictive but typically without strong focus)

(52) 10 orpatonedov 1®V "Abnvaiov Thuc 4.94.2 (external)
10 1@V ABnvaiov otpatonedov Thuc 2.25.2, 3.5.2, 7.73.3 (internal).

The external instance occurs in a paragraph of which the topic is the Athenian
army and in a sentence of which the subject is the Athenian general: unlike in
the internal examples, "Adnvoiwv does not serve to contrast opposing armies
nor even to identify the army in question out of the set of all possible armies,
but merely provides tail material helping the audience to keep track of a dis-
course active referent. Both positions are further illustrated in the following
passages

(53) ot pév omAtton 1@V Xorkidéwy... vik@dviot Hrd 1OV Abnvoaimv...
oi 8¢ innfig TV XaAKISEWV... VIKDGL ToVC 1OV ABNvoiov innéog

Thuc 2.79.3;

first the Chalcidian hoplites are contrasted with the Chalcidian cavalry, then
the latter are contrasted with the Athenian cavalry (first xP : y P, then yP: Qy);
consequently Q is internal. In the account of the siege of Syracuse, when men-
tion is made of the Athenian wall and the Syracusan counterwalls, the genitive
is normally in the posthead position

(54) 1 teiyn v Adnvaiov Thuc 7.3.4, 7.46.1, 7.51.2
10 rapateiyiopo 1@V Zvpakoesiov Thuc 7.42.4
10 telyiopa v Adnvaimv Thuc 7.2.4.

But in two passages in which an (explicit or implicit) contrast is drawn
between the Athenian and the Syracusan walls

(55) &cov od mopelnr0Bel THy 1@V ‘ABnvaimy 0D Tel0Vg TEAEVTNY
f éxeivov teiyioig Thuc 7.6.1
TOPOLKOBOPRCUVTES Kol TapeABOVTES TV TAOV ABnvaimy olkodopioy

Thuc 7.6.4

the genitive is internal. The pragmatic principles controlling the distribution
and the positions used are, mutatis mutandis, clearly comparable to what was
established for restrictive adjectives in chapter 1, and a derivational account

(52) The army of the Athenians (Thuc 4.94.2). The army of the Athenians (Thuc
2.25.2).

(53) The hoplites of the Chalcidians are conquered by the Athenians, but the cavalry of
the Chalcidians conquers the cavalry of the Athenians (Thuc 2.79.3).

(54) The wall of the Athenians (Thuc 7.3.4). The crosswall of the Syracusans (Thuc
7.42.4). The wall of the Athenians (Thuc 7.2.4).

(55) Their wall had practically passed the end of the wall of the Athenians (Thuc 7.6.1).
Building across and passing the construction of the Athenians (Thuc 7.6.4).
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would reflect the same sort of movement posited for focused adjectives and
illustrated in Figure 1.6.

An internal position is available to argument genitives as well as possessive
genitives

(56) petd 82 1MV 1OV Apyelov dndotactv &k tfig Evppayioag Thuc 5.81.1
HETO THY 1OV &vdpdV &g v viisov Srakoudny Thuc 3.76.1.

The external Y1 position is well attested for possessives in Herodotus

(57) =év Tvpiav tovg xAfpovg Her 1.76
@V Pactrtwv Tovg maidag Her 3.15
@V Tovev todg otpatnyotg Her 5.109, contrast toig 1@v "A8nvaiov
otpatnyovg Thuc 4.66.3,

but in our Thucydides sample it seems to be restricted to special cases where
for instance the possessive is topical in some phrasal domain (cp. 10 8¢ Mop-
cbov 10 ebpog Xen Ar 1.2.8) or has the flavour of a source complement and is
followed by a heavy branching or conjoined noun phrase

(58) ivo. 'ABnvaiev Ty Te oDGaY Kol THY HéAAOVOQY SOVOLLY KOBEANTE
Thuc 6.92.5
deloovteg 1OV AOMVOLOV TO TOAUNPOY KoL TNV VEOTEPOTOLLAY
Thuc 1.102.3.

Partitives and arguments occur commonly in an external position

(59) &V d6mALTBY 10 otipog Thuc 8.92.5.
petd 8¢ i Motdoiag thy amoteiyioty Thuc 1.65.3
nept 100 PioBod tfig dnoddcemg Thuc 8.85.3.

An almost grammaticalized version of the distinction between internal and
external genitives is found with nonlexicals. For instance, the reflexive posses-
sive obtod is contrastive and normally internal, while the simple anaphoric
possessive adtod is usually syntactically postpositive to the head noun, to a
modifier or more rarely to a superordinate head

(60) T gopay adted Dem 17.6
i Eavtod yhpag Dem 7.28

(56) After the defection of the Argives from the alliance (Thuc 5.81.1). After the trans-
fer of the men to the island (Thuc 3.76.1).

(57) The farms of the Syrians (Her 1.76). The sons of the kings (Her 3.15). The gener-
als of the Ionians (Her 5.109). The generals of the Athenians (Thuc 4.66.3).

(58) So that you may destroy both the present and the future power of the Athenians
(Thuc 6.92.5). Fearing the audacity and the revolutionary spirit of the Athenians (Thuc
1.102.3).

(59) The mass of the hoplites (Thuc 8.92.5). After the investment of Potidaca (Thuc
1.65.3). Concerning the payment of the wages (Thuc 8.85.3).

(60) His country (Dem 17.6). His own lands (Dem 7.28).
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(61) v yovaix obtod Dem 18.204, 41.12
v govtod yovalx’ Dem 59.110, 46.13

Tov totép” abtod Dem 23,111, 24,126
OV pev Eovtod rotépa Dem 22.56.

(62) 16V idlwv adtod movnpevpdtov Dem 25.60
npoctBaliov abtdv @ teixet Thuc 3.52.2.

Genitive positions in hyperbaton

With this analysis in hand, we are in a position to give an account of genitive
hyperbaton. Both external positions can be used in genitive hyperbaton, typi-
cally Y1 for topic or focus, Yz for tail genitives

(63) g oikiag TabTng Eotnke To olkdmeda Aesch 1.182
BV GVVENK®Y dvayvebt T dviiypoapa Aesch 1.115
XOPig eV Yop 1@V Mepotwv éxéeto T dotéa Her 3.12
| otpatic fEel tdv ‘Adnvaimv Thuc 4.42.3
Ko Tobg mPOTéPOLE oTPATIOTAG voofical tdv ‘Adnvaimv Thuc 2.58.2
v mpéoly moinoato 10D dydvog Aesch 1.115.

Both internal positions also occur with hyperbaton. The following examples of
Y1 internal genitives have contrastive focus

(64) 16 AnpooBévovng emypdeety Svopa Aesch 3.159
100G "ABnvaiov xéiel npéoPerg Aesch 2.59
My 1@V Sikactdv... Beacdpedo Sovaputy Pl Polir 305b
v THg abtoD molpvng dprota petoyetptlopevos HovoIKNY
Pl Polit 268b
v thig morewg 6pdv phuny Pl Al 1.135¢.

On the other hand, in the following examples of Y2 internal genitive hyperba-
ton, the genitive is in one way or another predictable in context

(61) Tis wife (Dem 18.204). His own wife (Dem 59.110). His father (Dem 23.111).
His own father (Dem 22.56).

(62) His private crimes {Dem 25.60). An attack was being made on their wall (Thuc
3.52.2).

(63) The foundations of that house still stand (Aesch 1.182). Read the copy of the
agrecment {Aesch 1.115). The bones of the Persians lay separately (Her 3.12). That the
army of the Athenians would come (Thuc 4.42.3). Also the original troops of the Athe-
nians fell ill (Thuc 2.58.2). He effected the sale of the case (Aesch 1.115).

(64) To write the name of Demosthenes (Acsch 3.159). Call the ambassadors of the
Athenians (Aesch 2.59). Let us consider the function of judges (Pt Poliz 305b). Perform-
ing best the music of his own herd (Pl Polit 268b). Sceing the strength of the city (PLAk
1.135¢).
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(65) g apyhic Gmddertry Exer g 1@V "ABnvaiav Thuc 1.97.2
thv adEnv por dokel dnerkdlery Ty w®v véwv Pl Crar 414a
tohg vopovg fikev Exmv todg tHv émkAnpov Dem 37.45
(cp. Dem 47.71)
106 8 Emiotoldg DUTY dvayvhoopar Td¢ tod didinrmov Dem 19.187
T0¢ 8e oupPovitag miototépag DrOAapBaveT elvar 0 TV TpéoBewmy

Dem 19.5.

To sum up, both the external and the internal Y2 positions are used for estab-
lished information. In Demosthenes 19.187 (just cited), an example of internal
Yz, it is not a question of whether to read Philip’s letters or someone else’s. The
same holds for the external Y2 position. In Thucydides 2.58.2 (repeated here)

Kol ToUG TPOTEPOVG GIPUTIMTHG VOSTHoUL TV "ABNVoinv

there is no need to distinguish between an carlier force of Athenians and an
carlier force of some other city. Our examples for external Y1 position are split
by dialect. It is not the case in Aeschines 1.115 (likewise repeated here)

1V oVVBNKGY Avayvaedt T dvtiypoeo

that it is useful in the discourse context to distinguish between a copy of the
agreement in question and a copy of some other document. However, in
Herodotus 3.12, the Persians are contrastive and the bones are tail, but, as
already noted, Herodotus has less constraint on external Y1 possessives in con-
tinuous YPs too. On the other hand, internal Y1 position is consistently associ-
ated with some form of contrast.

Y1 HYPERBATON IN VERSE

Genre differences between prose and verse in the frequency and use of hyper-
baton are not in themselves unexpected. For instance, both in Finnish (Leino
1986) and in modern Georgian (Boeder 1989) hyperbaton is less constrained
in verse than in ordinary speech. In Greek, not only is hyperbaton far less
restricted in verse in terms of absolute frequency, it is also less constrained in
terms of the pragmatic values it can assume. In prose Y1 hyperbaton is consis-
tently associated with strong focus, but in verse this constraint does not apply.
This complicates our story in two ways. Since Y1 hyperbaton in verse encodes
not only strong focus on the modifier but also simple weak focus, we get firstly
a difference in pragmatic meaning without a prima facie difference in syntactic
structure

(65) They also contain an exposition of the domination of the Athenians (Thuc
1.97.2). It seems to depict the growth of the young (Pl Crar 414a). He came having with
him the laws concerning heiresses (Dem 37.45). I will read you the letters of Philip (Dem
19.187). You consider the advice of the ambassadors more reliable (Dem 19.5).
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(66) ooV pev éxBaipov Aéyog | kovig 88 viueng ILépm meRANYHEVOC
Med 555 (YXY; strong Y1 focus)
| ooV exBaipov Aéyoc; Med 697 (YXY; weak Y1 focus)

and secondly a difference in syntactic structure without a prima facie difference
in pragmatic meaning from neutral unmarked word order

(67) oov 8épag Bmpbpevog Phoen 699 (YP X)
kol o0v ekohoon dépag Hel 1092, cp. Orest 405, Med 531 (YXY).

In this section, we will document this difference between verse and prose. We
will also briefly note differences in the admissibility of Y1 hyperbaton involving
prepositional phrases. Our objectives in this section are limited to a prelimi-
nary presentation of the pertinent evidence; analysis and explanation will come
in later chapters.

Nonlexical Y hyperbaton

We distinguish nonlexical hyperbaton from clitic hyperbaton (discussed later
in this chapter). Nonlexical hyperbaton involves a demonstrative or a pronom-
inal possessive adjective as the Y1 modifier. Like ordinary lexical hyperbaton,
nonlexical hyperbaton is crosscategorial

NOUN PHRASE

(68)  tdpavvov ticde vig Hel 1058, cp. Rhes 388, Heracl 111 [X YD)
tHiode gdppakov vooov Hipp 479
Gvoé thicde xBovog HF 8 [X YP]
thode kolpavog xBovog Med 71, Ale 507

ADJECTIVE PHRASE

(69) 6¢ xaxdv 1@V aitiog I4 895 (NAX)
@8 O¢ adtrog kaxdv Med 332 (AXN)

PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE

(70)  &v 0¥ fuépo Hipp 22, Andr 803 [X YP]
THS &v fpepa Hipp 726, Med 1231

Ev v époig dopoig Andr 934 [X YP]
colowy év déporg Troad 943, Hel 1651

(66) IHating your bed and struck with love for a new bride (Med 555). Or hating your
bed (Med 697).

(67) Looking for your person (Phoen 699). And to save your life (Hel 1092).

(68) The king of this land (He/ 1058). A cure for this disease (Hipp 479). King of this
land (FHF 8). Ruler of this land (Med 71).

(69) Who is responsible for these evils (74 895). Who is responsible for these evils (Med
332).

(70) On this day (Hipp 22). On this day (Hipp 726). In my house (Andr 934). In your
house (7road 943).
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VERB PHRASE

(71)  xmodoa tovede... dopovg Flel 1526 [X YD
10068 &v EkAinot dopovg Hipp 796.

In prose, when demonstratives and possessives are used in Y1 hyperbaton, it is
regularly with strong narrow focus, either simple focus or focused topic

(72)  rodinv &vl anéviov drnartotpey Do Ty xapty Lys 18.23
iva tabtny Exotev gpot Ty aitiav érgépety Antiph 5.55
Do todng eydpevor tig eamidoc Pl Phaedo 68a
And TAY Vpetépov DUy moepel cvppdymv Dem 4.34
v’ 0DV paothviy.. 6 66¢, ® Aentivn, moel vopog Dem 20.28.

This type can also occur in verse

(73) 1obode ye otéplerg vopovg Hipp 461
oVtog fiv 160 vopog Eur Suppl 541
TO LEV 60V omevdwv dyabov Hee 120;

an example of association with focus depends on Nauck’s 0¥ at Euripides Frag
795.3; but the vast majority of verse examples do not have strong narrow focus

(74)  1oic® ¢mortéverg téxvorg Med 929
T0068” &v Exiinot 8dpovg Hipp 796
ootg dukapon Aoyolg Hipp 971.

There is no question in these examples as to which children to grieve over,
which house to depart from, or whose words to contest, respectively. This type
is practically absent in prose; there are a few examples in which, while the Y2
noun is tail material, the status of the nonlexical is less clear

(75)  1od8 buiv dvayvooetot 1o éntypeppo Dem 20.112
TovToug Te elonyoyov tobg kenéag Andoc 2.11
ok &v N Nuetépa katéotn unnp [sae 3.5.

The two demonstratives may be noncontrastive topics; the possessive in the
Isacus example could apparently be a contrastive focus. Additional evidence for
this difference is provided by negation. Negation is focus sensitive, and can

(71) Leaving this house (Hel 1526). He would lcave this house (Fipp 796).

(72) This is the thanks that we ask of you in return for everything (Lys 18.23). So as to
have this accusation to bring against me (Antiph 5.55). Induced by this hope (Pl Phaedo
68a). He makes war on you at the expense of your own allies (Dem 4.34). What relief
does your law give, Leptines...? (Dem 20.28).

(73) You arc going to be satsfied with these rules (Hipp 461). If this law is instituted
(Eur Suppl 541). Furthering your interests (Hec 120).

(74) You lament over these children (Med 929). He would leave this house (Hipp 796).
[ contest your words (Hipp 971).

(75) He will read you this inscription (Dem 20.112). I supplied the oar spars (Andoc

2.11). Our mother would not have become (¢heiress) (Isac 3.5).
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associate with a narrow focus. In prose a demonstrative in hyperbaton is a nar-
row focus, and if there is no other focus in the clause, the negative is likely to
associate with the hyperbaton modificr, as discussed in chapter 2

(76) ob tadnv odtog &yer v fiovyioy Dem 18.308.

This can also happen in verse; in the following example (and also at Andr 935)
the Y1 possessive is probably one of the foci associated with the negative

(77) ol yop ¢ Eyoye TH0 Euf Béww yept Al 665.

What is interesting is that there are some verse examples in which the negative
does not associate with the hyperbaton modifier but with some other constitu-
ent not in hyperbaton at all

(78) o7 ArBeg £ tOVE £E £l0D kAnBelg tdpov Alc 629
00 ofig mpovvonodpuny epevag Hipp 685.

In the Alcestis passage, the negative associates with the narrow focus ¢¢ éuod:
‘The invitation which resulted in your coming to this funeral was not from
ME’); while in the Hippolytus example the negation has clausal scope. In both
examples, the negative does not associate with the nonlexical hyperbaton
modifier because the modifier is not a narrow focus.

In nonlexical hyperbaton, Y1 is very commonly placed immediately preced-
ing the head, irrespective of the category of X

(79) 1oVSe Srarvorg xakdy Phoen 435
1o tOVS Totopoag Bovievpdtav /71431
VS andrponol koxdv Phoen 586
tevde B1édoyoc Sopmv Al 655
VY &g mupév Eur Suppl 1065
Tov8 &g oikov Flel 46

(80) tnvde mopodvav xépry Eur Suppl 132
THvde Sracdool rOAY Phoen 783
oov oikneety dopov Hipp 1010
onv xoBopdEon dépnv Orest 1527,

An additional constituent can stand between the nonlexical and the head or
between the head and the Y2 noun

(76) 'That is not the sort of disengagement that his man practises (Dem 18.308).

{77) 1 shall not bury you with this hand of mine (Al 665).

(78) You did not come to this funeral invited by me (A 629). Didn’t 1 foresee your
intentions (Fipp 685).

(79) The terminarion of thesc evils (Phoen 435). Those having knowledge of this plot
(IT 1431). Averters of these cvils (Phoen 58G). Heir to this house (Al 655). Onto this
pyre (Eur Suppl 1065). To this house (Hel 46).

(80) Doing this favour (Eur Supp/ 132). To save this city (Phoen 783). To dwell in your
house (Hipp 1010). To cut your throat (Orest 1527).
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(81) mod 16vde Bavitw gNg aydve cvpPoreiv; Al 1141
1OV cOv ‘EALGG droteicel pdvov 7 338
10108’ dvéoTeppon képa | mAextolol pOAhoig Hipp 806
ot Tv8 énectpdtevcay "Erinveg noriv Troad 22.

Finally, another modifier can precede the Y1 nonlexical

(82) Exapovdplovg yép 1dcde Sianepdv podg Troad 1151
Gepoiog THode xopfiton x8ovog Ale 476
el metpoiay VS €oniBopey Ty0ova Cycl 382
™y entdmvpyov tvde deondlov tolv HEF 28
Bl & 6 kovég 1 odrog dpndoag roowg 1road 959
v &v oikolg ofy kataothoetl képny Andr 635.

As noted in chapter 2, this pattern hardly occurs with descriptive adjectives in
prose, but it is found with strong focus on the external modifier

(83) ol Sepwrdvieg Dpdg obtol meeivaot prrdpeg... Dem 3.22.

Hyperbaton with prepositional phrases

Whereas hyperbaton with prepositional X is practically restricted to mepi in
prose, it occurs freely with other prepositions in verse

(84) &v 11® nuépo Hipp 22, Andr 803 (X YP)
RS &v Muépo Hipp 726, Med 1231

Ev v époic dopoig Andr 934 (X YP)
coiowy év 8dpowg Troad 943, Hel 1659
poplawy O &yyérov Andr 562
kpepaotolg v Bpoxowg Hipp 779
aloygpoi en €pyoig Hipp 721

xhopay & &v’ vAny Hipp 17.

Prepositional phrase hyperbaton is analyzed in more detail in chapter 5. In
verse, as in prose, a verb may stand between PrepY1 and Y2, expanding a con-
tinuous prepositional phrase

(81) Where do you say that you fought this batde with death (Af 1141). Greece will
atone for your murder (/7 338). I am crowned on my head with these plaited lcaves
(Hipp 806). The Greeks who marched against this city (Troad 22).

(82) Passing over these streams of the Scamander (7road 1151). Inhabitants of this land
of Pherae (Alc 476). When we came into this rocky land (Cye/ 382). Ruling this seven-
gated city (HF 28). This new husband having taken me by force (7road 959). He will
make your daughter in the house (regret) (Andr 635).

(83) These orators who keep putting questions to you have shown up (Dem 3.22).

(84) Today (Hipp 22). Voday (Hipp 726). In my house (Andr 934). In your house
(Troad 943). By thousands of messengers (Andr 562). In a hanging noose (Hipp 779).
Having behaved disgracefully (Hipp 721). In the green forest (Hipp 17).
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(85) &g tnhovpov fikopey mESov PV 1
¢v To10lode kelpévn kaxolg Hee 969
gn dkToig viv kKupd Bodaociog Flec 698,

Given that prosc does not allow ordinary prepositional phrase hyperbaton, it
follows that there is also a constraint against Yi1VPrepY2. This constraint

applies in Polish too (Siewierska 1984)

Otej  méwilismy dziewczynie
about this we spoke girl
*Tej méwilismy o dziewezynie

this we spoke about girl

“We spoke about this girl.’

Verse, which allows prepositional phrase hyperbaton, predictably also does
allow Y1VPrepYa, although it is less common the PrepY1VY2

(86) oMV HoAOVT é¢° Eotiay Hec 1216
‘Opormioly 88 16y elye mpog ndrong Phoen 1119
peraivy keypévoug éni xBovi Archilochus 130.2 West
apyevvaig etpaeng T8atong mopa pooyorg 14 574 (AVAPrepN).

We note in passing that this structure also occurs in Y2 hyperbaton with both
adjective and genitive modifiers

(87) pévag AABeg eig edmvépovg Andr 749
edvig fAvBov pog “Extopog Rhes 660
Bpétn mecovoag npog noligsobywv Bedv Sepr 185.

At first sight, the genitive examples seem hopelessly scrambled, but the Rbesus
structure is probably just a verse counterpart of prose examples like

(88) émi oknviy 16vTeg TV Zevoodvtog Xen An 6.4.19,

the equivalent of oknvAv 1ovieg émt Zevopdvtog. A similar interpretation is
available for the adjective type in the Andromache example (p. 242).

Lexical Y4

In prose, there arc strict constraints on adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton, as analyzed
in chapter 2. Basically, an adjective can only be used in Y1 hyperbaton if it has
narrow strong focus. Consequently descriptive adjectives, emphatic or other-

(85) We have come to a distant land (PV'1). Being in such trouble (Hec 969). 1 found
him on the seashore (Hec 698).

(86) Coming to your hearth (Hec 1216). He had his post at the Homoloid gate (Phoen
1119). Lying on the black earth (Archilochus 130.2). You were brought up as a cowherd
beside the white heifers of Mt Ida (/A4 574).

(87) You came to a sheltered harbour (Andr 749). 1 came to Hector’s couch (Rbhes 660).
Falling before the images of the gods that protect the city (Sepr 185).

(88) Coming to Xenophon’s tent (Xen An 6.4.19).
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wise, and restrictive adjectives not in strong focus never, or hardly ever, occur
in Y1 hyperbaton in prose. In verse, this constraint is simply absent. Descrip-
tively used adjectives are well attested in Y1 hyperbaton in tragedy, particularly
in contexts favouring their occurrence, such as the ornamental style of lyric or
the highly coloured narrative of messenger speeches

(89) Aevxov &didocav yéha Bacch 700
AevkOv goyéag yaha Cyel 389
revkny T anéotpey’ Eumalily nopnido Med 1148
revkny Edantov obpka Med 1189 (v.1.)

(90) otkidv T Evdutd vePpidov Bacch 111
roMd tepelv o1dapw Heracl 758
eoviov & amomavcoy “Awav Ale 225
10 KAEWVOV HiABopev doiBov nédov Andr 1085
16V T Grupdoy SaPdg AEOV Bacch 569.

There is no question here of white milk being chosen rather than other quali-
ties of contextually available milk (Bacch 700, Cycl 389), nor of Jason’s bride’s
other cheek being a different colour (Med 148); and so on.

Perhaps the most familiar category of descriptive adjective in verse is the
Homeric ornamental epithet (Parry 1971; Untermann 1984). Some Homeric
epithets draw attention to permanent properties of a unique definite referent,
so that a restrictive interpretation is theoretically impossible

(91) ebpeia xODV
ATELPOVA TOVIOV
revkoio véhaxtog Od 9.246.

Others involve a contextually unique definite referent in one way or another

(92) néyo tééov 114.124
mxpodv ototov 1/4.118
TAOKALOVG... paetvodg /1 14.176.

In the lliad 4 examples, both the bow and the particular arrow in question
have already becen established in the context, so that the adjectives do not
restrict reference but express additional properties of an established referent. In
the J/iad 14 example, there is no variation in the luminosity of Hera’s hair; it
could have been dull or it could have been glossy; in the actual world, it was

{89) Gave their white milk (Bacch 700). Pouring in white milk (Cyc/ 389). She turned
her white check to the opposite side (Med 1148). They were cating into the white flesh
(Med 1189).

(90) Garments of dappled fawnskin (Baceh 111). To cut with the grey iron (Heracl
758). Stop murderous Hades (Al 225). We came to Phoebus’ famous land (Andr 1085).
Crossing the swift-flowing Axius (Bacch 569).

(91) The wide carth. The endless sea. Of white milk (04 9.246).

(92) Great bow (//4.124). Bitter arrow (/[ 4.118). Glossy hair (// 14.176).
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glossy, and all of it was glossy. When a descriptive adjective in a definite
description picks up a previous restrictive adjective (‘the aforementioned small
elephant’), it gets interpreted relative to the class of Y2, whereas ornamental
descriptive adjectives (‘the large elephant’) are interpreted relative to a super-
ordinate class, in this case animals. In a third group, the epithet occurs in an
indefinite phrase; particularly when it is prenominal, a restrictive interpretation
is natural

(93) etreto & 6&Vv dxovia Od 14.531
Emopov 8¢ pot dydad ddpo Od 16.230
aithoaco Beobg mepikodhe dedho Od 24.85.

The only qualification here is that in Homer’s heroic world low quality prod-
ucts were not much in evidence, so the function of restriction is almost
reduced to confirming the predictable. Descriptive adjectives occur freely in Y1
hyperbaton in Homer

(94) Aevkolg & énépnoey 0dovtag /1 5.291
EavOny dnexetpato yaitny /{ 23.141
£htpLyog oritoad inmovg 7/ 23.351

(and also in Yz hyperbaton: /fiad 3.329, 369 etc.). It was suggested in chapter 2
that this difference between prose and verse in the acceptability of descriptive
adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton was probably not merely a reflex of their far higher
incidence in verse rexts.

Some verse instances of restrictive adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton involve nar-
row strong focus, just as in prose

(95) mheictov Gybpevog Aoywv Ale 964
¢k Siocaly Oviioket aviryxony Andr 516
Kol yop &n dyBpdv fixete mhpywv Andr 515
TELGOELG CPaVT;... paveplty § Eoyedeg &y Hipp 1289
ool Kovdy Aeimeton kndevpdtoy Med 76
0 %P m HIKPOig pEYOAL Topoively kokd Andr 352.

There is no reason to assume that the syntactic and pragmatic principles licens-
ing

(93) lic ook a sharp javelin (Od 14.531). They gave me beautiful gifts (Od 16.230).
Having asked the gods for very beautiful prizes (Od 24.85).

(94) It pierced his white teeth (#/ 5.291). He cut off a lock of golden hair (// 23.141).
He prepared his fair-maned horses (/£ 23.351).

(95) Having touched on very many quesdons (Al 964). You are condemned to dic by
two separate sentences (Andr 516). You come from an encmy city (Andr 515). Persuaded
about unseen things, you got a clearly scen ruin (Hipp 1289). Old marriage ties are left
behind by new ones (Med 76). You should not inflict major wrongs in return for minor
ones {(Andr 352).
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(96) peyiotev aitiog kokdy Med 1080
are any different from those licensing
(97) peylotov aitiog kaxdv Dem 18.143, cp. Aesch 3.188.

However, it is probable that in verse restrictive adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton
need not have an exclusive or contrastive meaning. Ordinary weak focus is
apparently sufficient to license Y1 hyperbaton in verse for lexical (as well as
nonlexical) adjectives

(98) xpvotoung Elevypévar | ropronoty Eur £/317
St & aibepiog oteiyovie mhaxog Eur £/ 1349
xpvoény Emédnke xopovny [/4.111
notphiov (keto ddpa 1/ 21.44
oLV Exmv mérexvy 1/17.520.

In chapter 4, we will offer an explanation for how a language could come to
have the pragmatically less restricted Y1 hyperbaton found in verse, and how it
could subsequently develop the sort of constraints obtaining in prose. We will
also suggest that the two types of Y1 hyperbaton are actually associated with
different structural positions. At this preliminary stage, our aim is merely to
substantiate the difference between the two genres. In case anyone is still scep-
tical and inclined to dismiss the difference between prose and verse as a reflex
of different subject matter and (nonsyntactic) stylistic convention, we cite the
parallel of Polish, where a quite similar situation obtains, mutatis mutandis
(Siewierska 1984). In colloquial Polish speech, hyperbaton is associated with
strong focus, optimally with symmetrical contrast. However, in literary prose
hyperbaton can also occur with weak focus and with unfocused nonlexicals.
When presented with examples of the exclusively literary type of hyperbaton
out of their literary context, native speakers of Polish cither rejected them say-
ing that they did not understand why the Y1 modifiers were in hyperbaton, or
corrected them into colloquially acceptable hyperbata by stressing the Yi
modifier so as to induce a strong narrow focus.

HYPERBATA MINORA
Conjunct hyperbaton
Consider the following Polish examples (Gicjgo 1981)

Slynnego przywitaliémy jezykoznawge
famous  we greeted linguist

(96) Responsible for the greatest evils (Med 1080).

(97) Responsible for the greatest evils (Dem 18.143).

(98) Wearing golden brooches (Eur £/ 317). Going across the heavenly region (Eur £/
1349). He put on a golden tip (//4.111). He came to his father’s house (7/ 21.44). Having
a sharp axe (7/17.250).
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Jezykoznawge przywitaliémy slynnego
linguist we greeted  famous
“We greeted a famous linguist’
Szynke kupit 1 chleb
ham bought and bread

“We bought ham and bread.’

The first example is a Y1 modifier hyperbaton, the second a Y2 modifier hyper-
baton. In the third, the verb is straddled not by a noun and its modifier but by
a pair of conjuncts. We call this conjunct hyperbaton, and it is well attested in
Greek too

(99)  Oivomy aipéovor xai Youhe Her 5.74
T0g Ve EvErpnoay kol 10 1etxog &mav Her 9.106
névta EvBpomov edyovot kol maviog duainy Her 4.174
T00g 1 Tx0B0g kateotpéyato kol tovg Opiikag Her 2.103
TOAARY dvokoriav Exovta kol tapoayny Dem 5.1
okéleo 3¢ AMOTAUVOVOL KOl THY OGQLY dKpNV Kol ToLg BGROVE 1€
xod tov tpdiyniov Her 2.40
iV &Bovatolot eomg eépot nde Ppotoiot /£ 11.2.

These examples illustrate direct and indirect object conjunct hyperbaton and
various expansions thereof.

In subject conjunct hyperbaton, agreement is normally with the associated
conjunct, sometimes suggesting bare argument ellipsis or right node raising,
and sometimes having the flavour of a comitative construction

(100) o0 e yop "EAAny el xod fAeig.. Xen An 2.1.16
£ym pev Abyo, Een, kol Levdng & adtd Xen An 7.7.16
EvphAoyog Eoyatov elye 10 ev@vVuloy kol ol pet adtod

Thuc 3.107.4.
The Y2 conjunct can be a possessive

(101)  tov Havoréwv Ty méALY évémpnoay koi Aavilov kol Athoatémy
Her 8.35
ropyodc dppat Exmv Adé Bpotoiotyod "Apnog I/ 8.349

(99) They capture Ocnoe and Hysiae (Her 5.74). They burned the ships and all of the
wall (Her 9.106). They avoid all people and association with everyonce (Her 4.174). He
subdued the Seythians and the Thracians (Her 2.103). That they involve much difficulty
and confusion (Dem 5.1). They cut off the legs, the loin end, the shoulders and the neck
(Her 2.40). To bring light to the immortals and to mortals (/711.2).

(100) You are a Greek and so are we (Xen An 2.1.16). “Scuthes and 1,” he replied, “have
the same to say” (Xen An 7.7.16). Eurylochus and those with him held the far left wing
(Thuc 3.107.4).

(101) They burned the cities of Panopcus, Daulis and Lilaca (Her 8.35). Having the
eyes of the Gorgon and of men-destroying Ares (7/8.349).
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(102) el uiy NVE dpuftelpo Bewv éobwoe Kol avdpdy [/ 14.259.

Prepositional complements and adjuncts can omit the preposition from the
second conjunct under certain conditions

(103)  &nd xmvény Loovor kal ixBdwy Her 1.216
pv by moudi meproyoped #dE yovouxi Od 9.199
mopd vndg aviiov 1dE Bakdoong Od 10.274;

contrast with repeated preposition
&v Ehepoavtivy [époat gpovpéovot kol év Adevnor Her 2.30.

In these examples, the single preposition is used for a single overall situation,
the repeated preposition when reference is to two locally separate situations.

Conjunct hyperbaton is a purely structural phenomenon: it is completely
crosscategorial. In addition to being a verb, as in the examples cited so far, the
superordinate head X can be a preposition (in prose nept)

(104) mnoidwv e mépt kai yovoukdv Pl Rep 450c¢
Abrng e mépL kai NBovig Pl Rep 464b
vedV &ro kel xhordov 7/ 16.45

or an adjcctive

(105)  &evbepiag f| mOAig peoth ke mappnoiag yiyveton Pl Rep 557b
dV voowv aitiovg elvan kol Thg dmoBolific T@v dpyaimv GopkdY
Pl Gorg 518d
fvopén micvver kol képtet xepdv 1/ 11.9
nToxd revyorén evariyvkiov 8¢ yepovtt Od 16.273.

The superordinate X can also be a noun, with various types of conjunct Y
modifiers— quantifiers or genitives or adjectives

(106) mévre vadg kot mevrikovta Thuc 8.29.2
nwoAkobg Adyovg kai taneivodg Dem 21.186
{nnov 18 nodeg moAlol kal é&veponey Thuc 5.10.2
KooV 88 Epyov kai empaveg Pl Laws 829¢

(102) 1f Night, tamer of gods and men, had not saved me (// 14.259).

(103) They live off livestock and fish (Her 1.216). We protected him with his child and
wife (04 9.199). I made my way up from the ship and the sea (Od 10.274). The Persians
have guards at Elephantine and at Daphnae (Her 2.30).

(104) 1n the matter of women and children (Pl Rep 450¢). As regards pain and pleasurce
(Pl Rep 464b). From the ships and the huts (//16.45).

(105) The city becomes full of freedom and free speech (Pl Rep 557b). That they arc
responsible for their discases and for their loss of weight (P1 Gorg 518d). Trusting in their
valour and the strength of their hands (// 11.9). Resembling a wretched old beggar (Od
16.273).

(106) Fifty-five ships (Thuc 8.29.2). Many humble words (Dem 21.186). Many feet of
horses and men (Thuc 5.10.2). A noble and distinguished deed (Pl Laws 829c¢).
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(107)  xoxdv 8¢ dvopdrov xod &dixmv Pl Laws 899d
peyaAorg Aidoig ko dOhoBnpoig Xen Ax 4.3.6.

Finally, X itself may be coordinate
(108) moAr& kot ma@évreg Kok kol motfcavteg Aesch 2.172.

It is likely that branching and heavier conjuncts more strongly induce con-
junct hyperbaton. A partly similar sort of heavy conjunct shift is found in

English

Jack and Arthur came
Jack came and the emeritus professor who has spent thirty years
studying the grammatical terminology of Terentianus Maurus.

The difference is that in Greek the mere existence of a conjunct constitutes
heaviness and can induce hyperbaton. In English, if a postponed subject con-
junct is not heavy, it suggests an afterthought

Jack came and Arthuar.

Greek conjunct hyperbaton is not normally an afterthought construction but a
more systematically available strategy for syntactically encoding coordination.
(An afterthought analysis is in any case excluded for instances with te... xai.)
We shall take up the analysis of conjunct hyperbaton in chapter 4. There we
shall argue that object conjunct hyperbata originate neither as syntactically dis-
continuous coordinate phrases nor as elliptical conjoined clauses, but as expan-
sions that are semantically integrated into the nuclear X-phrase. We shall also
argue for a strong structural similaricy between conjunce hyperbaton and regu-
lar modifier Y2 hyperbaton. This is theoretically important, since it points to
there being a single general explanation for both these types of hyperbaton. For
the purposes of this chapter, the above preliminary data analysis will be suffi-
cient.

Clitic hyperbaton

In one type of clitic hyperbaton, the clitic is simply hosted by an adjective or
genitive which is itself in Y1 hyperbaton

(109)  dewvdg tig eveotakto (pepog Her 9.3 (v.1)
daytovin g yivetar opph Her 7.18
aipaoiig Tig nep1Béerl kOxiog Her 6.74.

(107) Of evil and unrighteous men (Pl Laws 899d). With large slippery stones (Xen An
4.3.6).

(108) Having both suffered and inflicted many losses (Aesch 2.172).

(109) Some strange desire had come over him (Her 9.3). There is a heaven-sent impulse
(Her 7.18). A circular stone wall surrounds it (Her 6.74).
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In a second type, the clitic is raised to second position after a coordinating or
subordinating conjunction, thereby stranding a noun in Y2 position

(110) EvBo yép 11 8eT weddog Aéyecbon Her 3.72
uf 1l 1ol €€ abtfig yévntan PrdBog Her 1.9
Koitol Tiver H§8m fixovoo Adyov dirov Her 4.77
el Twva tAg ‘Attikiig Anotal tomov katar&Botev Dem 7.4 (YaV).

The clitic can be raised out of a prepositional phrase
(111) &l tvo mpog &rdov 8éor Thuc 5.37.2.

When the clitic is an adjective modifying the stranded Y2 noun, the structure is
a type of Y1 hyperbaton. When the stranded Y2 noun is a genitive, then the
clitic is unequivocally a pronoun rather than an adjective, and the resule is a

type of Y1 genitive hyperbaton

(112)  uf xoté tig katd todte dvaBoin dvBpormy Her 8.53
el Tig Bobhorto Aakedonpovieov Her 7.134
aiel Sxwg Tve 8ot v dotoybov drepéyovra Her 5.92¢
kod Tiveg Stokovieg elhov thv doxtov Her 8.33.

If a noun is topicalized or otherwise moved to a preverbal slot, it is the clitic
that can get stranded in Y2 position: both are illustrated by a single passage
from Plato

(113)  yovaixe 8& yopetniy &av &vip U dpyny x1eivy Tivé Tig

Pl Laws 868d.

When clitic movement within the noun phrase is allowed, it is to a position
following the determiner

(114) 1@év tvo mpoPookdv Her 1,113
£¢ TV TLvo kopémy Her 1.185,

and this type can occur with hyperbaton

(115) 16v tg dokipwv &rrog MAdwv Her 1.124 (clitic hyperbaton plus
Y1 hyperbaton).

(110) Where a lie has to be told (Her 3.72). That some harm may come to you from
her (Her 1.9). I have heard some other story (Her 4.77). If pirates were to seize some area
of Attic teritory (Dem 7.4).

(111) Towards anyone else necessary (Thuc 5.37.2).

(112) Thart any person would ever climb up that way (Her 8.53). 1f anyone of the Spar-
tans wanted (Her 7.134). Every time he saw one of the ears of corn sticking up above the
others (Her 5.92¢). They pursued and captured some Phocians (Her 8.33).

(113) If a husband kills his wedded wife in anger (Pl Laws 868d).

(114) An assistant herdsman (Her 1.113). At one of the villages (Her 1.185).

(115) Some other of the notable Medians (Her 1.124).
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In clitic hyperbaton, the posthead position of the Y2 noun is due to the
usual factors; it is mostly presentational or tail material. This latter condition is
particularly clearly illustrated in the following passage

(116) & y&p t1g mdAg mAOVTET EVAOIC... T & &l T1g G18MPW... TAOVTET ROAIS;

Xen Ath Pol2.11.

The clitic, on the other hand, is not pragmatically comparable to anything per-
mitted in Yr position in canonical hyperbaton, since clitics are incompatible
with focus. This is a theoretically important observation. It is the clearest dem-
onstration that Y1 hyperbaton is an autonomous syntactic phenomenon: Y3
hyperbaton is licensed by the syntax whenever a left branch is allowed to raise.
Y1 hyperbaton cannot be explained purely in terms of pragmatically driven
serial word order. Clitics and focused modifiers raise to different syntactic pos-
itons for entirely different reasons. In fact, the hyperbaton data cited for the
indefinite t1g after a conditional or temporal conjunction may have a semantic
explanation in the same spirit (but different from) recent semantically based
approaches to the clitic raising of definite pronouns (Jelinek 1996). Consider
again examples like the following

¢xorove odel dxag Tive idot thv dotaybov drepéyovia Her 5.92
el Twva.. Anotal tonov kataadBoiev Dem 7.4.

These are both variants of the notorious “donkey” sentences that have played a
central role in the study of anaphora for the past twenty years. Mercifully, for
our purposes the precise semantics of such sentences is not relevant. The point
is that each example begins with some sort of quantifier or quantifier complex
(irrespective of the precise theory chosen: Vx, Alwaysyx 3x, Ve 3x, etc.) which
introduces the variable associated with YP. For instance, here is one possible,
rough and informal, paraphrasc of our two examples: ‘It is always the case for x
if there is an entity x such that he sees x and x is one of the stalks and x is taller
that he cuts x5 ‘It is always the case for x if there is an entity x and x is a place
and pirates capture x...". The indefinite pronominal tiva seems to correspond
to the introduction of the variable associated with the quantification and to
have raised to join the initial quantifier complex stranding the noun. If this is
actually the case, then hyperbaton with indefinite clitics shares with Y1 focus
hyperbaton the property of encoding logical form or semantic structure overtly
in the surface syntax.

In interrogative hyperbaton (already illustrated in chapter 1), the interroga-
tive, which is an accented form of the indcfinite, moves to the sentence initial
interrogative operator position, stranding the Y2 element.

(116) If some city is rich in timber... whart if some city is rich in iron? (Xen Ath Pol
2.11).
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Specifier hyperbaton

We illustrate this type of hyperbaton with examples of moAd moving from the
specifier position of a comparative adjective to the specifier position of a higher
projection

(117)  modd edxatorvtotépa Xen Hell 3.5.15 (Spec AP)
oAb yap vopilm xpetttov elvan Xen Oec 17.6
TOAD Yép TV innwv Erpeyov 881tov Xen An 1.5.2
ToAD GAAOVG Epod Sewvotépoug Xen Oec 2.16
ToAD Yép O Adyog v pot ioygupdtepog Dem 33.29.

Nonhead X hyperbaton

One of the most evident regularities of hyperbaton is the fact that the interven-
ing X element is the head of a superordinate phrase including YP, as amply
illustrated in chapter 1. This is probably not just a reflex of the way hyperbaton
is defined, since a superordinate head constraine like that in Greek is typologi-
cally supported. It applies to discontinuous noun phrases in Fox (Dahlstrom
1987), where in postpositional phrases the intervening X is the postposition, in
possessor phrases it is the possessed noun, and in argument phrases it is the
verb. Similarly, both Luisefio (Steele 1989) and Polish (Siewierska 1984) allow
a discontinuous object phrase with intervening verb but not with intervening
indirect object. In Kayardild (Evans 1995), hyperbaton can only have the
structure YiVY2, that is it always straddles the verb.

Exceptions to the superordinate head constraint in Greek fall into three
main classes. In one small group, an initial verb is followed by two arguments,
one of them in hyperbaton

(118) #dwxe Topyig &pyOprov 1@ Asovtive Xen Ar 2.6.16.

This seems to be the same structure we find in verse examples with Y2 hyperba-
ton like

(119) aAREog Elgpel abyéva komhevtt [/ 16.332
xoi [y Bare pnpov ototd | Sekiov 1/ 11.583
LMooeobat éneécoly dnootadd periiyiowot Od 6.146.

(117) Far easier to overthrow (Xen Hel/ 3.5.15). T think that it is much better (Xen Qe
17.6). They ran much faster than the horses (Xen Az 1.5.2). Others much more skilled
than me (Xen Oec 2.16). My argument would have been much stronger (Dem 33.29).

(118) He paid money to Gorgias of Leontini (Xen An 2.6.16).

(119) Striking him on the neck with his hilted sword (// 16. 332). Struck him on the
right thigh with an arrow (// 11.583). Keeping his distance to implore her with gentle

words (04 6.146).
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Conjunct hyperbaton can also show this arrangement
(120) é&morbo xoi dpag thg aitiag kol ‘Ayaciav Xen An 6.6.15.
More intricate is the treaty language in the following example

(121) omnovdag énomoavio £Exatov ABnvaiot £1n kol “Apyeiot

Thuc 5.47.1;

here there is a Y1 hyperbaton in addition to the conjunct hyperbaton; the Y1
numeral has been fronted ahead of the first postverbal subject.

In a second group, the universal quantifier is stranded or floats and has an
adverbial flavour

(122)  robvg 82 Sovhoug ol ExdBot wévtag Tveprodor Her 4.2 (v.1.)
(800Aovg is topicalized)
oxebeoty 18lowg Ty vadv &nact xateckeboco Dem 50.7 (v.l)
glpnoetal Yap, dvdpeg Abnvolol, ndco mpog VUAG N GAABELo
Dem 32.26.

The third group is more interesting

(123) 16v8e Alydmtiol Adyov Aéyovet Her 2.54
Toloh TNy Std TEAOVG YvodUny Exm Lys 25.17
dmov nielotn evkoopia €0Tl, TadTNY Eplota TV TOALY OlkNGONEVNY
Aesch 1.22.
O vopoBeTng oddepioy 6pyfi cuyyvauny sidmotv Lys 10.30
otpa | 1o tiig norewg Enavra Baptog mpdynata Ar Fecl 174,

Significantly, there arc some examples of this type with distributive universal
quantifiers

(124)  Eyer yovaikog Exactog moirbe Her 5.5 (Yz)
noALOG Ekatepol EAnidog elyopev Lys 12.53
HVNOBEVTEG... TV 18l Exaotog dvotuynpdtay Lys 13.48.

The effect of the distributive pronoun in these examples is to set up a binary
relation (called a pair list) between cach member of the subject set and each
member of the object set. For instance, for each member of the Thracian tribe

{120) 1 absolve you and Agasias of the accusation (Xen An 6.6.15).

(121) The Athenians and the Argives made a treaty for a hundred years (Thuc 5.47.1).

(122) The Scythians blind all their slaves (Her 4.2). T equipped the ship entirely with
my own equipment {(Dem 50.7). The whole truth, men of Athens, will be told w you
(Dem 32.26).

{123) The Egyptians give this account (Her 2.54). I have consistently held these piinci-
ples (Lys 25.17). That that city where there is the most law and order is governed in the
best manner (Aesch 1.22). The lawmaker makes no allowance for loss of selfcontrol (Lys
10.30). | am upset with the entirc political situation (Ar Fee/ 174).

(124) They each have many wives (Her 5.5). Wc both had high hopes (Lys 12.53).
Each remembering his personal misfortunes (Lys 13.48).
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in the Herodotus passage there is a corresponding batch of wives; and for each
person in the Lysias 13 passage there is a corresponding batch of ill fortunes.
Note that when the object phrase has broad scope, no binary relation results. A
sentence like

Each student read a play of Euripides

allows a reading in which each student read a different play and one in which
they all read the same play. Now one way of thinking about the informational
structure of Y1 hyperbaton is in terms of the implicit questions it answers. This
involves abstracting away from the exclusivity and treating strong focus on a
par with weak focus, but the procedure is useful with this qualification. Regu-
lar Y1 hyperbaton corresponds to a simple question with a single queried con-
stituent

(125) 1wt gpdpevog texpumnpio; Dem 20.115
1@ ob1d... xpnoopedo texpnpio Pl Symp 195e.

The Y1 interrogative and, respectively, the Y1 focus are new information, and
the rest belongs to the presupposition. However, when a pair list is involved,
the situation is more complex. The question

What did each student read?
can be answered functionally (intensionally)
His assigned play of Euripides

or it can be answered extensionally with a list pairing different students with
different plays, often with gapping of the repeated verb

Jack read the Hecuba, Sue the Bacchae, and Arthur the Medea.
This amounts to an answer to the question

Which student read which play?

(not in the context of a singleton pair) and takes the form of a function map-
ping cach element in the domain of students to its appropriate value in the
range of plays; pragmatically, the domain can be compared to a contrastive
topic, the range to a contrastive focus. When we look again at an example of
nonhead X hyperbaton like Her 2.54 just cited, we find that it is actually a pair
list structure relating different accounts to different authorities

1ovde AlyOmtior Adyov AEYOVotL.. T8 88 Awdmvaimv goot ol
npopdvter Her 2.54-5: “THIS is the account given by the
EGYPTIANS... but THIS is what the prophetesses of DPODONA say.’

(125) Using what evidence? (Dem 20.115). We will use the same evidence (P1 Symp
195e).
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The following verse example is even clearer

(126)  Op® 8¢ Brdoovg Tpeig yuvatkelny xopdv, | Gv Aipy’ Evog pEv Adtovon,
109 SevTépov | uitnp Ayadn off, tpitov & Tve xopod Bacch 680

bijectively pairing Bacchant bands with their leaders. Such a pair list appears as
the answer to a multiple interrogative question in the grasshopper story in the

Phaedrus

(127)  &maryyéddev Tig tive adtov TG TOV EvBAade. Tepyiyopa... Tovg &v
701G %0p01c... TH & Epatol 1ovg v Toi¢ EpwTiKois... T d¢... Kok -
AOmY... oG £V praocoeic Siéyovtoag Pl Phaedr 259¢.

So the reason why the third group of hyperbaton examples violates the super-
ordinate head constraint is that they involve two foci (rather than just one, as
in ordinary Y1 hyperbaton); they enter into a pair list relationship with each
other, one being a focused topic and the other a straight focus. While the
Herodotus passage is explicitly contrastive, the other passages have an implicit
contrast with other actually occurring or theoretically possible pairs. For
instance, in Acschines 1.22 different cities are governed with different grades of
cfliciency; the passage excludes some other city being governed best and this
city being governed second best. In Lysias 10.30, different excuses are associ-
ated with different degrees of mitigation; the passage excludes some allowance
being made for anger, and implicates that some allowance does get made for
certain other excuses. Nonhead X hyperbaton is found with argument pairing
when Y1 belongs to the first argument of the pair. When YP is the second argu-
ment and the first is a contrastive topic, regular Y1 hyperbaton can be used, as
for instance with peyéhag in the following examples

(128) 1 pev drbkovil EAATI® EXOINCAY T EMLTULLL..., T 8& edyovVTL
HeyGAog énéomkay tipmpiag Dem 47.2;

the nonhead X hyperbaton pattern would have given
pey&hog 88 T eelyovit TiLmplog EREONKLY.

Since Y1 can be cither focus or topic, it can belong cither to the range element
or to the domain element of the functional map; for nonhead X hyperbaton to
result, it has to belong to whichever is the serially preceding element (which
does not depend on argument ranking). Even the corresponding multiple
interrogatives should not show absolute superiority effects, since the Y2 nouns
support a closed set of alternates.

(126) I see three bands of female dancers, of which one band was led by Autonoc, the
second by your mother Agave, and the third by Ino (Bacch 680).

(127) To announce which one of those here on earth honours which one of them. To
Terpsichore those in the dances, to Erato those in love, to Calliope those passing their
lives in philosophy (Pl Phaedr 259c¢).

(128) They made the penalty less for the prosecution, but for the defendant they
imposcd a heavy punishment (Dem 47.2).
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Whether the paired arguments and/or adjuncts in nonhead X hyperbaton
could in any sense be said to form a constituent is a question we shall not
address beyond the following very brief remarks. Sequences of pairs with verb
ellipsis (gapping) as in the Bacchae example are obviously constituents if a
missing verb is syntactically represented, but the status of socalled nonconstitu-
ent coordination

Hec gave his wife a cardigan and his mother a flat in Mayfair

is less clear. In the phrase punctuating Lex Opuntiorum, conjoined paired
phrases are punctuated as prosodic constituents

(129) :1ov Ao®pov tompoQot : ko tov entpoQoy tor AoQpot : Locr 34,

Some theories assign direct plus indirect object to a single constituent of one
type or another; the pair of arguments combine with the verb as a single unit
(Kayne 1984; Dowty 1988; Steedman 1996). According to one idea, multiple
interrogatives can be “absorbed” into a single binary interrogative operator at
logical form (Higginbotham & May 1981). It has also been suggested that a
form of constituency unites argument pairs which undergo long scrambling in

Japanese (Kitahara 1997:122)

Sono hono Bill-ni John-ga Mary-ga  kinco watasita-to
that book-acc Bill-pat John-NoMm Mary-NoM yesterday handed-comp
omotteiru (koto)
think  (fact)
‘John thinks that Mary handed that book to Bill yesterday.’

Double hyperbaton

Double hyperbaton can arise when there are two branching noun phrases, each
of which is a candidate for some type of hyperbaton. Again, double hyperbaton
is just one of the various possible outcomes in this situation. The simplest out-
come is for the two phrases to be kept serially separate

(130) & & &dikog AdYOg | ...uppbikmy Seltat soedv Phoen 471,

here the first noun phrase, a contrastively focused topic, is continuous, the sec-
ond is in hyperbaton. More complex is the outcome in which one phrase is in
hyperbaton and the other is continuous but nested inside the hyperbaton

(131)  robtmv pev 0dv eig TOV pEAAOVTIQ XPOVOV AVEYPOWOLY TNV TOALTELOY,
gy 88 10 mapdvTL xaip® tvde Arist Ath Pol31.1;

(129) One of the Locrians for the colonist and one of the colonists for the Locrian {(Loer
34).

(130) The unjust argument needs clever doctoring (Phoen 471).

(131) They drew up this constitution for the future, but the following one for the
present crisis (Arist Azh Pol 31.1).



126 Discontinuous Syntax

here tadtny, topicalized in hyperbaton, is explicitly contrastive with tfvde, and
pérrovta in the nested continuous noun phrase with mapévii. This nested
double focus structure can also occur with external verb

(132)  8volv ye mhvteg &vBpomol Adyoly | 1oV kpeicoov {opev

Eur Suppl 486.

The third possible outcome is double hyperbaton, where both noun phrases
(YP and ZP) are discontinuous and intersected. The order last in last out pre-
dominates over the nested order last in first out

(133)  Aért &m0 Sppdrev odpn | Barodoa t@v odv Eur Suppl 286
(last in last out)
OAOADYHOTA TTOLVYDY101E VIO TopBEvemv Loxel noddv kpdToloLy
Heracl 782 (last in first out).

Not all languages that allow single hyperbaton also allow double hyperbaton.
For instance, Warlpiri does but Luisefio does not. Here is an example of dou-

ble genitive hyperbaton from Polish (Giejgo 1981)

Jacka Marysi polecilem ciotce kolegg
‘I recommended Jack’s friend to Mary’s aunt.’

[n Latin verse, double hyperbaton is almost 2 mannerism
inrita ventosae rapiebant verba procellae (Statius Achilleid 1.960)

but in Greek it is relatively rare, particularly in prose. This suggests that its rar-
ity is not a matter of pragmatics, which should not vary greatly from one lan-
guage to the next in comparable styles of discourse, but that there is a syntactic
constraint in Greek. In the Supplices example just cited, the verb occurs
between Y2 and Z2; similarly

(134) medio 88 nbvro.. | drele pépyorg erof £8aivuto yvdBoig
Phrynichus 5.3 Snell

oddepiay mo... dyaol morv drecov &vdpeg Theognis 43.
The verb can also stand between Z1 and Y2
{135) &v obdEv obtew SOvopry éxer moiderov padnpue ueydany Pl Laws 747b
or outside the intersected noun phrase

(136) d¢ peya maowv | Epxog ‘Axatololy méreton morepoto xaxolo // 1.283

(132) All of us humans know the stronger of two arguments (Eur Suppl 486).

(133) Purting a fine veil over your eyes (Eur Suppl 286). Shouts resound to the night-
long beating of maiden feet (Herac/ 782).

{134) The swift flame devoured the whole plain with greedy jaws (Phrynichus 5.3).
Upright men never destroyed any city (Theognis 43).

(135) No single instructional discipline has as much influence (Pl Laws 747b).

(136) Who is a great protection against evil war for all the Achacans (7/1.283).
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(137) &c¢ Alog émt modAd Bodiwy Tkpror vidv | ot [/ 15.685
EMBOAAOPLEVOY YOoiToLoLY EDOEN podtmv mAdKoV avBtny Med 842
pavicetal T tRode pdppaxov vocov Hipp 479 (clitic hyperbaton).

The following prose examples have the same pairing structure as the nonhead
X hyperbaton discussed in the preceding section, but with an added Z2

(138) tobtov dmdoag OV tpémov einpévar g Bovréc Dem 22.6
My oA Gravieg NGV “EAAnveg DnoiapBdvovoiy mg ethoroyog té
£0TL Kol moADAOYOC, Ackedaipova 8¢... Pl Laws 641¢;

in the Demosthenes passage the verb is inside the intersective double hyperba-
ton; in the Plato passage it is outside, noAwv is topicalized and fpév is contras-
tively focused. This impression of pairing is reinforced by various types of
figura etymologica that characterize a number of instances, probably actually
licensing the prose ones (the following examples belong to the verb external

type)

(139) dmpovpyelv oOvBeta éx pn cuvibepévoy eidn yevav Pl Polir 288e
undev... Aoy Etépay E1épag woxnv yoyfg eivar Pl Phaedo 93d.

The special syntax of word pair structures is reminiscent of English arm in arm,
face to face. Here are some similar examples from verse

(140) mopd @iing Qihe @épely | yovailkog dvdpt Cho 89
Kpowyn 8§ £v ebenpolotl dVoenpog 0oL | TETPULOLY GVTEKAQYE’
Andr 1144

étepo & G’ EtEpov kaxd kakdv kvpet Hee 690,

Compare also xaddg x[0A]6 on a nonconfigurational Boeotian cup (Morpurgo-
Davies 1968).

Attribute YP hyperbaton

In ordinary Y1 hyperbaton, YP is prototypically an argument of the superordi-
nate head X; Y1 is a modifier of Y2 and the discontinuity of Y1 from Y2 repre-
sents a prima facie violation of the left branch constraint. Attribute hyperbaton
involves a different distribution of categories. In attribute hyperbaton, the

(137) So did Ajax range over the many decks of the swift ships (// 15.685). Purtting on
her hair a fragrant wreath of rosc blossoms (Med 842). Some remedy for this disease will
turn up (Hipp 479).

(138) That all the councils have reccived it in this way (Dem 22.6). All the Greeks
think that our city is fond of talk and full of talk, while Lacedacmon... (Pl Laws 641e).

(139) To manufacture composite products from noncomposite materials (Pl Poliz
288e). That one soul is no less a soul than another (Pl Phaedo 93d).

(140) That I bring them from a dear wife to a dear husband (Cho 89). In the holy halls
an unholy clamour echoed from the rocks (Andr 1144). One evil follows another (Hec
690).
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modifier relationship is between YP and X, while the argument (or adjunct)
relationship is between the two Y elements. Consequently, the discontinuity of
Y: and Y2 is discontinuity between head and complement rather than between
modifier and modified, and no left branch violation ensues. We will begin by
illustrating how the system works with adjectives; as the “translations” demon-
strate, Greek is much less constrained than English (where discontinuity is
found mainly with comparatives, superlatives and infinitival complements of
tough adjectives).

When an adjective is used attributively in prenominal position, in both defi-
nite and indefinite noun phrases, its complement or adjunct can be stranded
postnominally

(141)  &yvidtog dvBpomov 1oig “EAnowy Lyc 14: ‘an unknown man
to the Greeks’
T0bg Srapavéag Libovg 1@ nopi Her 4.75: ‘the red-hot stones
with fire’
poyHTEPU IPAYUOTO TV toTE YEvouévemv Isoc 7.18: ‘harsher
circumstances than those before’
w0 BErtiota ortia @ copatt Pl Gorg 464d: ‘che best foods

for the body.’

When the information in the complement of the adjective is more salient, an
adjective can get stranded postnominally

(142)  1& OV mopddwv 1@V eig THAag yopio xbpla Aesch 2.132:
‘the approaches to Thermopylac places controlling.’

Note that there is no determiner doubling: T t@v napédwv... ywpie is not a
constituent at all, and so the adjective cannot be a separate complete adjective
phrase but only the head of a discontinuous adjective phrase. The same applies
when an attributive improper prepositional phrase is made discontinuous

(143) v petald mdéy Hpoiag kol Moakictov Xen Hell 3.2.30:
‘the between city Heraea and Macistus.’

If v petod moéAv 1My Hpoiag kei Maxiotov means anything at all, it is
something quite different from the Xenophon example. Finally, as happens in
ordinary hyperbaton, a further superordinate head is allowed to separate the
adjective from its complement

(144) 1R 8& mpoteporiee Mépar EvvéPn thig payng tading Thuc 5.75.4:
‘on the previous day it happened to this battle.’

{141) A man unknown to the Greeks (Lyc 14). The stones red-hot with fire (Her 4.75).
Harsher circumstances than those before (Isoc 7.18). The best foods for the body (Pl;
Gorg 464d).

(142) The places controlling the approaches to Thermopylae (Aesch 2.132).

(143) The city between Heraca and Macistus (Xen Hell 3.2.20).

(144) On the day before the battle it happened that... (Thuc 5.75.4).
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Since participles are more likely to have complements than adjectives, it is
not surprising that attribute hyperbaton is particularly well attested with attrib-
utively used participles. On the other hand, since attributive participles pattern
like ateributive adjectives with complements, there is no need to appeal to the
specifically bicategorial nature of participles. Sometimes attributive participles
have no complement or adjunct, for instance if they are intransitive or passive
or have implicit arguments

(145)  &mi 1obg mapatetoypévovg innéug Xen Hell 3.4.23
Tobg dékvovtag kovag Xen Hell 2.4.41 (v.1.)
émi tobg mapeckevopévong innovg Xen Hell 6.4.32.

The rearticulated postnominal type is also found

(146)  eig g yopag g mpoonkodoag Xen Oec 9.8
£v 1ol moreot Taic otaotalovoale Xen Ath Pol 3.10.

When there is a complement or adjunct, it can appear adjacent to the partici-
p ) pPp ) [
ple both in the postnominal type

(147) petd tobg Spxovg tovg &v Aakedaipovt yevopévovg Xen Hell 6.4.1
Kot TG TOAG Tog Elg Ty dixpav eepodoag Xen An 5.2.23

and in the prenominal type

(148) xord toig &mi 10 telyog eepoboag shipaxag Xen Hell 7.2.7
T0VG £ML KEPOG TOPEVOREvoug Aoyovg Xen Hell 7.5.22
100g YO 1BV ANcTdV dAlckopévoug BapBdpovg Xen Hell 3.4.19
£v 1oig Tpog peonuBpiav Brenodowig oikiong Xen Mem 3.8.9.

The participle precedes the complement in the following broad scope example
(149) 1 nokepovoag mpog darnhog morerg Xen Veer 5.8.

Note that the interpreration of prenominal adjectives as heads or coheads is
thought to require adjacency of the adjective and the noun and consequently
to preclude intervening complements. Even two noun phrases can join the par-
ticiple in prenominal position, their order being pragmatically determined

(145) Against the cavalry drawn up opposite (Xen Hell 3.4.23). Dogs that bite (Xen
Hell 2.4.41). Onto the horses which they had recady (Xen Hell 6.4.32).

(146) Into their proper places (Xen Oec 9.8). In the cities undergoing political strife
(Xen Ath Pol 3.10).

(147) After the oaths thar had been sworn at Lacedaemon (Xen Hell 6.4.1). Towards
the gates that led into the citadel (Xen An 5.2.23).

(148) By the steps that led to the wall (Xen An 7.2.7). The squads stretching out to the
wing (Xen Hell 7.5.22). 'The barbarians captured by the patrols (Xen Hell 3.4.19). In the
houses facing south (Xen Men 3.8.9).

(149) The cities fighting against cach other (Xen Veer 5.8).
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(150) 1ol &1 thv eixdtov Thg Anodetfelg ToLOVIEVOLE AOYOLC
Pl Phaedo 92d

my &€ Gravtog t0d aidvog cvvndpotopévny tfj néher 86&av Lyc 110.

However, it is also possible for cither the complement or the participle to be
stranded postnominally, depending on the pragmatic status of the complement
phrase. When it is the participle that is prenominal, the postnominal comple-
ment of the participle is usually not focused but predictable tail material

(151} 1&g npoomxoboag SxBag ént tov notopdy Xen An 4.3.23

(the river is part of the previously described scene)

ToVg yevopévoug Khvag v mpoPértov Dem 25.40
(second mention of the sheep)

OV pEovTe moTapoY Sulx Thg moAewg Xen Hell 5.2.4 (cp. 1ov
napd Ty TOALY pEovTa motoapdv 1bid. 5.3.3)

TOv £pectnkoOTa kivduvov 1 moret Dem 18.176

1OV KatetAnedta kivdvvov v oAy Dem 18.220.

When it is the complement that stands before the noun, it is often focused

(152)  10lg &mo 1dv Bedv onpelolg yevopévorg Antiph 5.81

(contrast éx 1@V &vBponivey Tekpnplov preceding)

T &v 101¢ tapadeicog Onpla tpepdpeva Xen Cyr 8.1.38
(contrastive with hunting expeditions away from home)

wortdl tOv maot vopov kadestdto Thue 3.56.2 (usual focus
on the universal quantifier)

T01¢ ye £k ThHg yvnolag Buyatpog noiot yeyovoouy Isae 3.50
(the case concerns illegitimacy)

T0g petd tod AnpocsBiévovg vadg énerbovooac Thuc 7.55.1
(contrasts with the original flect).

The following examples clearly illustrate the difference between the two struc-
tures

(153)  tég kot tobg TPOTEPOY KVPLOVE VOHOVE Kploelg YeyEvILEVOG
Dem 24.72
TV TETaYpEvey xpévey év toig vopolg Dem 24.26;

(150) Arguments that make use of probability as proof (Pl Phaedo 92d). The glory that
has been accumulated by the city from all time (Lyc 110).

(151) ‘The steep banks that reached down to the river (Xen An 4.3.23). Dogs thart taste
sheep (Dem 25.40). The river flowing through the city (Xen Hell 5.2.4). The danger that
hangs over the city (Dem 18.176). The danger that had overtaken the city (Dem 18.220).

(152) The signs coming from the gods (Antiph 5.81). The animals kept in parks (Xen
Cyr 8.1.38). According to the law applying to everyone (Thuc 3.56.2). The children born
of the legitimate daughter (Isae 3.50). The ships that had come later with Demosthenes
(Thuc 7.55.1).

(153) Judgements handed down according to the previously applicable laws (Dem
24.72). The times prescribed in the laws (Dem 24.26).



Hyperbata Varia 131

in the first example (24.72) the previously applicable laws are being contrasted
with newly proposed laws, in the second example (24.26) there is no modifier
and the laws arc simply tail material supporting the interpretation of
TETUYREVOV.

Although both types of attribute YP hyperbaton seem at first sight to be
simple extrapositions, they actually involve two separate mechanisms. The pre-
nominal complement type results from the fronting of focus to the specifier
position of the superordinate head, which is a general feature of hyperbaton.
The prenominal participle type reflects the tendency, which is particularly
strong in definite noun phrases, for attributive modifiers to become prenomi-
nal. This is why the movement metaphor we have used for this type of hyper-
baton entails stranding, after movement of the determiner plus participle or of
the complement.

Multiple arguments and adjuncts can be distributed between pre- and post-
nominal positions

(154) 7olg &md DOV pAHCoL pepopévolg top Abnvaiovg Thuc 4.87.3
ol § £k AV Tupakovodv ToTE HETX TNV 10D TIANUPVPLov GAlooty
npéoPerg oiyopevor ég tag mokerg Thuc 7.32.1.

In the following more complex example, the participle has an infinitival com-
4
plement clause which is split between pre- and postnominal positions

(155) 7R pearovon 10D §vtog ikavdg te kol Tehéng Woyf Letahfyectol

Pl Rep 486e¢.

NONFINITE CLAUSES

Adjunct participial clauses
Hyperbaton within a participial clause is well attested

(156) v ayadnv mpoPoiiopévong éamido Dem 18.97 (Y1)
aitiov Aéyovieg wevdfi Dem 20.133 (Y2).

It can occur in genitive absolutes

(157) obddepiov éxelvov mepl todToOV ROcopLEvoy Sradhkny Isae 8.40
£pod &naviag S1ddviog tobg Bepdnoviag Lys 7.43.

(154) The money paid by you to the Athenians (Thuc 4.87.3). The envoys who at that
time after the capture of Plemmyrium went from Syracuse to the cities (Thuc 7.32.1).

(155) The spirit that is going to partake of reality sufficiently and completely (Pl Rep
486e).

(156) Shielding themselves with a positive attitude of optimism (Dem 18.97). Giving a
false reason (Dem 20.133).

(157) Although he had made no will concerning these matters (Isae 8.40). When 1
offered all the servants (Lys 7.43).
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It sometimes happens that continuous phrases are scrambled within a superor-
dinate clausc containing a participial clause; in other words, the participial
clause is not an independent domain or an island for scrambling. Here are a
couple of striking verse examples

(158) &ydh 1e yop MEaca xovgrobnoopal | wouxnv xakdg oe Med 472
£x0G 8E EpuKTOD Eddg £X Edpinov podg | Meosoaniov gbdiagt
onpeiver porov Ag 292.

The following passage illustrates genitive hyperbaton with fronting of a con-
trastive topic out of a participial phrase

(159)  rodtng tfig mpeoBetog 0 KaTnydpelg Hov 8180vTog TG £08VVOG
Aesch 2.96.

Modifier hyperbaton is attested with auxiliaries and when participle and main
verb share the same object

(160) oddev yép Epoyé ot Torodtov memparypévoy Lys 4.19
THY oToANv Exdbg Edwke THy Mnduhv Xen Cyr5.1.2,

but most cases involve a verb of motion plus participle. This construction has
two main types. In one, the participle &xov is used in the sense of ‘together
with’
(161)  pmyoveg 811 0dk dvArBev Exov Thuc 5.7.5 (nonbranching)
TV lephy amd thg xopag dyet Exov toinpn Dem 4.34
(cp. Theocr 2.8) (X = dyet’ éxwv)
Séxa vodg areoteirot Exovia kevag Xopidnpov Dem 3.5
(X = dmectetror Exovia).

Note that in odk &vit@ev Exwv, the participle is inside the scope of negation:
‘he came not having any siege engines,” rather than ‘he did not come, having
some siege engines.’” In a second type, a verb of motion is used in a semi-
auxiliary way; the hyperbaton may be confined to the participial clause

(162) kel wevdd ocvvidEog ko Nuédv ketnyopioy Aesch 2.183,

or it may apply in a unified clausal domain

(158) I shall be relicved in my heart by speaking ill of you (Med 472). The light of the
beacon signals its coming from afar over the waters of Euripus to the guards of Mes-
sapium (Ag 292).

(159) You do not accuse me when I render my account of that embassy (Aesch 2.96).

(160) Nothing of this sort has becn done by me (Lys 4.19). He ook ofl and gave his
Median robe (Xen Cyr5.1.2).

(161) Because he came without siege engines (Thuc 5.7.5). He made off from the land
with the sacred trireme (Dem 4.34). You sent Charidemus with ten unmanned ships
(Dem 3.5).

(162) He comes having concocted a false charge against us (Aesch 2.183).
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(163) &€ étépuc dyeto mpeoBevoy ndreng Dem 19.147
rotov tiy’ oDV xpR eipAviv wpecBevivrog fixerv; Andoc 3.23
£ym 88 £1épay dmerBav 080v dyopuny Lys 3.35 (cp. Ettpav
080V dyopuny amdy ibid. 13)
tHvde & Epyopot plTov | aydhva ndrorg deordTy TE SVpPBOADY
Ale 504
tobg ‘Hpaxieiovg nabe Sovhdowy yovovg Heracl 817.

Complement clauses

As we saw in chapter 2, it is possible that finite complement clauses are islands
for hyperbaton in Greek: they allow hyperbaton within the complement clause
(short hyperbaton) but not as a rule in a domain including both the comple-
ment and the matrix clause (long hyperbaton). The situation with nonfinite
clauses could not be more different: here any modifier eligible for short hyper-
baton is also eligible for long hyperbaton

(164) &rovtog pEv 0dv xph vopilely peydiovg elvot todg dnpociovg

&yévag Lyc 7 (object of M, subject of 1)

peylotnv nyodpot mept gpantod 1f dnpokpatier mioTy Sedwkévot
Lys 25.17 (object of )

émaot cvvotoety butv périer Dem 3.36: indirect object of |

morAfg 8el pe cuyyvhung tuxely map DRy Isae 10.1 (oblique
complement of 1)

ToUg & &v amdion kaBestdvor doxodvrag edSoupovia Dem 20.49
(prepositional complement of I)

Gravteg dMmov dovkedewy cvyywphoovay ot &irot Dem 9.70
(subject of M and I)

A schema in which long and short hyperbaton in nonfinite complement
clauses is derived by cyclical raising of Y1 is illustrated in Figure 3.4.

Long hyperbaton also occurs out of participial clauses associated with raising
verbs

(165) ovdepiav mOROTE poviceTal npecPeiav.. kahécag Aesch 3.76.

(163) He went on an embassy from another city (Dem 19.147). What sort of a peace
should they come as negotiators of? (Andoc 3.23). I made off leaving by another street
(Lys 3.35). I come to engage in this my third contest against horses and master (Al 504).
Has he come to enslave the children of Heracles? (Heracl 817).

{164) One ought to think that all public trials are important (Lyc 7). | believe that I
have given the democracy the greatest assurance about myself (Lys 25.17). Tt is likely to
benefit all of you (Dem 3.36). I ought to receive great understanding on your part (Isae
10.1). Those who secm to be in a state of complete prosperity (Dem 20.49). All the others
will agree to be slaves (Dem 9.70).

(165) He will be found not to have ever invited a single embassy (Aesch 3.76).
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In the following example with genitive hyperbaton, the matrix verb of a com-
plement clause is itself the participle in a raising construction

(166) v £tépov INTdV EmTipioy deeréoBor gaiveton Dem 18.15.

As in simple sentences, interrogatives can pattern grosso modo like Y1 hyperba-
ton modifiers

(167) iva adtods ofecte yvapny éetv Andoc 1.104, cp. Lys 13.46
Tivag adTodg obK oloped” DrepBordc noeioBot Bdeivpiag Aesch 1.70
Tivog &v DPiv O toodteg dmooyfabon dokel movnplog; Lys 24.2
tivo xpn EATido Exetv cwtnplog Lys 27.3
Tig &v anokpOyar xpovog Sovet &v Aesch 3.222 (v.l.).

A hyperbaton like
(168) mhetota Euerrov npdypoto £Eetv Lys 3.32
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Figure 3.4
Short and long Y1 hyperbaton with infinitival complement clause
nieloto [Epelhov — mpdypota €Eev] Lys 3.32

(166) He seems to be trying to take away the civil rights of someone else (Dem 18.15).

(167) What opinion do you think they will have (Andoc 1.104). What excesses of dis-
gusting behaviour arc we not to think that they commit (Aesch 1.70). From what wicked
conduct does it seem to you that such a man would refrain? (Lys 24.2). What hope of
safety ought we to have (Lys 27.3). What length of time could conceal them (Aesch
3.222).

(168) I was likely to get into the most trouble (Lys 3.32).
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evidently answers the question
(169) nbdoo Buerreg mpdypato EEeLv;
similarly
(170)  mooov &v olel yéhoto dprely; Pl Al 1.121b
omboa Gy Ekaotog SHvonto noploot pov gphpara Xen Cyr 8.2.16.

Complement clause hyperbaton in Greek is typically Y1 hyperbaton. How-
ever, the Y2 type can also occur, not only in the more topic oriented style of
Herodotus but also in the orators

(171)  yvoveikoeg 88 vopitovieg modhag Exerv Exaotog Her 4.172 (topic Y1)
tobro1g E&fv Gmaot xpfictor Dem 18.14 (topic Y1)
rowdopioy elvad Tig &v eficete keviyy Dem 2.5 (focus Y1).

The basic elements of infinitive complement clause hyperbaton, namely Yi,
Y2, M(atrix verb), and I(nfinitive), can surface in any of six different serial
orders

MY:11Y2 IYiMY2 YiMIY2
YiIY:2M YiMY:l Y1 IMY2

In the lefthand column, the noun phrase straddles the infinitive, with the
matrix verb preceding or following the hyperbaton. In the middle column, the
noun phrase straddles the matrix verb, with the infinitive preceding or follow-
ing the hyperbaton. In the righthand column, the noun phrase straddles both
matrix verb and infinitive, in either order. The following examples illustrate
these different orders

(172) fyyobuevog v peyloty abdroig dpeirery yapv Lys Frag 8.1.3

Albini: (MY11Y2)

£V TOAAT v ExecBol DPGg amopiq doxed Antiph 5.65 (Y11Y2M)

g0y DUty einely Emovto Suvndd T menpaypéva Lys 1.5 (IYIMY2)

peyéio tobtov olpot onueio etéewy dpiv Aesch 3.177 (YiMYal)

00 TPooAKOVTHG ERaVTD 80Em TponpfioBor Adyovg Dem 18.129
(Y:MIY2)

¢k tohTov TRV poplav deavilewy enexeipnoo 10 goplov Lys 7.28

(Y1IMY2).

(169) How much trouble were you likely to get into?.

(170) How much ridicule do you expect to incur? (Pl A/ 1.121b). How much money
each person could provide me with (Xen Cyr 8.2.16).

(171) Having the custom cach to have many wives (Her 4.172). It was possible to use
all these (Dem 18.14). One might say was empty insult (Dem 2.5).

(172) Believing that I owed them the greatest thanks (Lys Frag 8.1.3). I think that you
would be in great difficulty (Antiph 5.65). If T can tell you everything that was done (Lys
1.5). I think that I will show you great proof {Aesch 3.177). 1 will seem to have chosen
topics not appropriate to myself (Dem 18.129). I wried to remove the sacred olive from
this plot of land (Lys 7.28).
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The various hyperbaton orders correspond to two types of nonhyperbaton
orders. In one YP stands between the two verbs in either order; in the other it
stands after them in cither order

MY1Ya] —» YIM—Ya2l

IY2M — Yil—M

MIY1Y: - MYil—Y2, YIiMI—Y2
IMY1Y2z —» [Y\IM—Y2, YiIM—Y>,

Where a single nonhyperbaton structure corresponds to two hyperbaton struc-
tures, it is because, as in the phrasal domain, the modifier can dock in a lower
or a higher specifier slot, e.g. (Y M(Y1)I—Ya.

At first sight, the temptation is to dismiss these data as a morass: any theo-
retically possible order for M, T and Y is permitted without constraint. In a
Finnish sentence (‘I did not intend to start to play tennis in these (clothes)’),
scrambling from out of the complement clause generates 42 possible variant
word orders, none of which is unequivocally ungrammatical (Karttunen
1989). However, the fact that all orders are permissible does not necessarily
entail that all orders are equivalent. We shall suggest that they may not be
equivalent, cither syntactically or pragmatically, or even perhaps semantically.
Let us start with the syntax. Complement clauses of various types have been
found to join together with the matrix clause into a single domain for rules
such as scrambling (Japanese: Matsumoto 1992) and clitic raising (Italian:
Rosen 1990; Monachesi 1998). We will call such structures monoclausal.
Biclausal structures, in which each clause is a separate domain for the rule in
question, can appear alongside the monoclausal type. Consider the following
Iralian examples

Mario ci sarebbe proprio voluto andare
Mario avrebbe proprio voluto andarci
‘Mario would really have liked to go there.’

The first sentence has clitic climbing (c7 sarebbe) and the choice of the auxiliary
verb (essere) depends on the complement infinitive (andare). The second sen-
tence has no clitic climbing (andarci) and the choice of the auxiliary verb
(avere) depends on the matrix verb (valere). If such a distinction applies to our
hyperbaton structures, then those in the first column, where the hyperbaton is
internal to the complement clause preceded or followed by the matrix verb

MIY11Yz]
IY11Y2)M

could be interpreted as biclausal, while the scrambled structures of the other
two columns could be monoclausal: [YiMY2]] ctc.

The status of the verbs under clause union secms to vary. As the morphology
indicates, they are not actually incorporated into a single word, but sometimes
they function as a syntactic unit known as a verbal complex, in other cases they
retain a greater degree of syntactic independence. For instance, while in Iralian
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they can be separated by adverbs and in Korean by arguments (Chung 1998),
in the Urdu indirect command construction known as the instructive they

cohere (Butt 1997)
Anjum-ne Saddaf-ko likhne-ko kahaa citthii

Anjum to Saddaf towrite  said lecer
*Anjum-ne Saddaf-ko likhne-ko citthii kahaa
‘Anjum told Saddaf to write a letter.”

These and similar examples indicate that the two verbs behave as a unit. Per-
haps in some languages the verb complex and the independent types could
coexist in competition: that would provide a basis other than coincidence for
the appearance in Greek of the orders in the third column

Y1 [[IM][T]}Y2
Y11} IM]}Ya.

in addition to the nonadjacent type in the second column.

Turning now to the pragmatic structure, we note the following interesting
fact. The most common order is not, as might be expected from the clausal
structure, that in which the noun phrase straddles the infinitive only,
(M)Y11Y2(M), but that in which it straddles the matrix verb only, with the
infinitive to the right: YiMY2l. This is initially counterintuitive, since it seems
to violate the superordinate head constraint by excluding its own immediately
superordinate infinitival head from inside the YXY hyperbaton structure. A
purely mechanical derivational explanation is available for this phenomenon:
since the matrix verb usually appears initially in the underlying structure, the
common order arises when Y1 is fronted ahead of the matrix verb

MY1Yaf - YiM—Yol.

However, it may not be coincidental that the most common order also directly
encodes what is arguably the appropriate informational structure. Early trans-
formational grammar had syntactic operators used to derive questions and
commands from declarations, and declarations themselves could be marked by
an operator of assertion. When these operators were endowed with lexical sub-
stance, the result was the socalled “performative hypothesis,” according to
which all simple sentences were derived from underlying indirect statements,
indirect commands or indirect questions (Sadock 1974; Lewis 1976; Levinson
1983). Nowadays, linguists would be reluctant to use the syntax to do so much
semantic work. However, it is not unreasonable to associate overt interrogative
and imperative particles in a complementizer position with illocutionary oper-
ators

(173) &nwg odv Ecesbe Gvdpeg BEiot THg eAevBepiog g KEKTNGOE
Xen An 1.7.3.

(173) Be men worthy of the freedom which you possess (Xen An 1.7.3).
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The focus operator AsserT mentioned in chapter 2 could be seen as a focus sen-
sitive version of a sentential declarative operator, meaning something like ‘1
assert that for x = focus...”. For instance

TOAANV Exel mpovolay VTEp evoefelag

would mean ‘T assert that, for Q= much, he pays Q amount of attention to
piety (rather than some other potentially applicable amount).” When assertions
with narrow scope focus are reported in indirect speech, the focus is associated
with an overt illocutionary verb

(174)  moAAiy Een mpdvoray Drép edoeBeiag Exety, cp. 00dEva pnoiv
Apy1ddn yevésBor viov Dem 44.49.

This idea can be generalized to YiM... complement clause hyperbata wich
other matrix verbs. The following are among the matrix verbs attested with
this typc of hyperbaton

(175) Hyéopar, olpau, doxéwm, eaivopal, vopilo, drorapfdve, aicbdvouat,
nelpdopat, LérAw, {ntéw, Bodropad, Bet, d0vopta, £Eeatt,
EMLYELPED, TPOOTKEL, CUHOEPEL.

This list includes verbs of perception, supposition, permission, subject raising
verbs, and subject control verbs. What it involves, taking a modal approach to
propositional artitudes, is epistemic, volitional or deontic modality: it relates to
belief, desire, intention, ability, duty. Instead of asserting that the infinitival
clause is a fact in the real world, they attribute it to some epistemically or deon-
tically possible world. With regular focus, the excluded alternatives belong to
possible worlds and the asserted focus belongs to the actual world. In these sen-
tences with modal verbs, the focus itself can belong to a possible world

(176} moAAnyv mpoonkel mpdvolay drep eboePetog Exerty Aesch 2.114;

of the various degrees of care one could have about piety, a high degree is
attributed to appropriate worlds. From a semantic point of view, what is
believed, desired, intended etc. is the complete situation described by the com-
plement clause, but from a pragmatic point of view it is just the difference
between the presupposed situation and the new situation. This latter relation-
ship is what Yi1M... hyperbaton reflects, as is particularly clear when the matrix
verb is formalized as a sentential operator. For instance, consider again the
example already cited from Lysias 25.17

peylotnv yoduon mepl éuavtod T Snpokpatio nlotiv dedwkéval.

The speaker—we do not know his name, so let us call him A-—believes that
he has given the democracy the greatest assurance of his loyalty. Believe can be

(174) He says that no son was born to Archiades (Dem 44.49).

(175) believe, think, scem, appear, consider, suppose, perceive, try, intend, seck, wish,
ought, can, is possible, attempt, is appropriate, is useful.

{176) Hc ought to have much consideration for piety (Aesch 2.114).
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treated as a sentential operator BEL applying to the proposition expressed by
the complement clause @, in symbols BEL, @, where A is the speaker-believer
and @ is the proposition, in our case

nepl épavtod th dnpokpatia peyiotny nictiv dédwkor.

From a semantic point of view BEL, is a one place operator with scope over ¢:
translating this into syntactic scope, we get

BEL, [mepl £Lautod 1 Snpokpatio peyiony oty dedmkéva].

From a pragmatic point of view, it is (or combines with) a two place operator
which requires ¢ to be decomposed into the focus (peyioy) and the presup-
position (@ less peyiotv) and triggers further raising of the focus into contact
with the focus operator as hypothesized in chapter 2

[neytotnv] BEL, [repi gpavtod 1§ Snpokpatie niotv Sedwréva].
These YiM... structures occur already in Homer

(177)  pn 81 mévrag éodg éméineo pbBovg | eidnoewy [/ 1.545
oltm mov ALl pédrer Dreppevél pirov elvan [/ 14.69.
Their prima facie similarity to examples in which Y1 is an argument of the
matrix verb
(178}  1é pev od Tt kotaBvnrolowy Eoikey | dvdpesoy gopéery [/ 10.440
noléeg Té v Nefoavto | innfiec popéewy 1 4.143

suggests the speculation that for some cases there may originally have been a
proleptic-type syntax in which Y1 or YP formed a constituent with the matrix
verb and the infinitive was an amplifying adjunct. As already noted, in Hun-
garian a focus can be raised from a finite complement clause into the matrix
focus position; when the raised focus is the subject of its own clause, it is case
marked accusative by the matrix verb as in Greek prolepsis (Kenesei 1994)

Anna Petert akarja hogy megnyerje a versenyt
Ann Peter-acc wants that he win  the race

‘Tt is Peter who Ann wants that he should win the race.’

Our mention of prolepsis leads us to consider a final question, namely
whether there could be properly semantic or truthconditional differences
between YiM... and MY1... orders. Complement clauses easily give rise to sco-
pal ambiguities

Caligula declared that the female centurions had been put to death
Sulla only ordered the troops to attack THIS city.

The Caligula example is restricted to a de dicto reading; the de re reading (‘Let
me tell you about the female centurions: Caligula said that they had been put

(177) Do not hope to know everything that I say (// 1.545). It is likely to be the plea-
sure of almighty Zeus that... (I/ 14.69).

(178) It is not suitable for mortal men to wear them (// 10.440). Many horsemen
prayed to wear it (// 4.143).
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to death’) would require a narrator as crazy as Caligula. The Sulla example
includes the following readings

“This was the only city for which Sulla issued atrack-orders’
‘Sulla issued orders that there not be an attack on any city
other than this one.’

Prolepsis induces an overt syntactic difference that corresponds to the semantic
scopal difference: ‘Caligula declared about the female centurions that they had
been put to death,” or discontinuously ‘he declared about the female ones that
they had been put to death centurions.” Prolepsis is a topic raising construction
which in most contexts induces a broad scope reading. The raised noun phrase
is syntactically part of the speaker’s asscrtion, not part of the reported speech;
so it is natural for the existential presupposition coming with a definite to hold
for the former rather than just for the latter. Our litde discourse cannot con-
tinue ‘but, as you know, there are none.” What about Y1 hyperbaton? Do
YiM... sentences in hyperbaton likewise allow only broad scope readings or do
they allow both broad and narrow scope readings? Is it coherent to say ‘the
female he said centurions to have been put to death, but, as you know, there
are none’?
Consider again the Sulla example. The question is what readings are avail-

able for

Hanc solam iussic oppugnari urbem

lussit hanc solam oppugnari urbem.

The following Greek examples are comparable

£80&e 8¢ tolol matpiotst podvov xpdoBot Beotor Her 1,172
TadTog 88 LOvag dvaykaoBels Tog ANTovpyiog AeLTovpyfiioot
[sae 5.36

ToDTOV povoy Een Yvdvot Tdv tondvimy abtobs Antiph 2a.9.

The Herodotus passage has MY1 syntax and a narrow scope reading: ‘they
decided to worship only their ancestral gods.” A broad scope reading such as
‘their decision to worship gods (rather than be atheists) applied only to their
ancestral gods’ is illicit. Conversely, the Isacus passage has YiM syntax and a
broad scope reading: ‘these were the only public services that he was compelled
to undertake.” A narrow scope reading such as *he was compelled not to under-
take any public services other than these’ is illicit. Finally, the Antipho passage
has Y1M syntax, but a narrow scope reading is the most natural: ‘he said that
this was the only one of the assailants that he recognized.” A broad scope read-
ing such as ‘it was only this assailant that he admitted recognizing, although he
may well have in fact recognized others’ is illictt. 8pn may havc a stronger syn-
tactic propensity to be postposited than other matrix verbs, which could affect
its scopal possibilitics. Nevertheless, this example is preliminary evidence that
Y1 hyperbaton allows narrow scope readings, in other words that overt move-
ment for pragmatic reasons can result in inverse scope.
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In chapters 1 and 2 we developed an account of prose Yi hyperbaton in terms
of overt syntactic movement of a modifier with strong narrow focus. However,
as the analysis was extended in chapter 3 to Y2 hyperbaton, o hyperbaton in
verse, and to various other classes of hyperbaton, it became increasingly clear
that strong focus movement was just an explanation for onc type of hyperba-
ton. [t could not be a general theory of hyperbaton, because other types of
hyperbaton involved other pragmatic structures. Y2 hyperbaton and genitive
hyperbaton often had simple weak focus on the modifier; demonstratives and
possessives in Yz hyperbaton could be low in informational content; and Ya
hyperbaton in verse was even permitted for descriptive adjectives, which might
be emphatic but were unable to bear focus since they did not restrict reference.
Clitic hyperbaton depends on the absence of focus, and interrogative hyperba-
ton involves more than just focus. Conjunct hyperbaton too seemed to have
only a weak basis in focus, since at best it involved the fronting of the more
salient of two foci. So we are left still looking for an explanation to cover these
other types of hyperbaton which did not involve strong focus. In principle,
cach type of hyperbaton could have its own explanation, in which case their
formal similarity would be coincidental. That would not give a particularly ele-
gant or satisfying account. But if the various types of hyperbaton share some
common property which accounts for their shared formal structure, then,
given what we have just said, that property must involve not the syntax of
focus but rather the syntax of modification itself and the syntax of coordina-
tion. Different types of hyperbaton seem to split different types of constituents
under different pragmatic conditions, and we would like to know if there is
some shared underlying syntactic principle that in general accounts for this
sort of disruptive behaviour and licenses modifiers and conjuncts in hyperba-
ton positions. [t is often pointed out that the way to understand the use of the
subordinating conjunctions s ne and quin is in terms of an carlier paratactic
clausal syntax. We shall cite evidence that there is a phrasal analogue to this
type of syntax, and that hyperbaton is licensed in this syntactic typology.

141
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NONCONFIGURATIONALITY

Hyperbaton is not a syntactic characteristic that is randomly distributed
among languages of different types across the world. Rather, it tends to be
implicationally related to a set of other syntactic characteristics that cooccur to
various degrees in socalled “nonconfigurational” languages. The term noncon-
figurational implies that the language has a rather flat (as opposed to hierarchi-
cal) phrase structure. In the most highly nonconfigurational languages, there is
little or no evidence for the verb phrasc as a syntactic constituent, and there are
no subject-object asymmetries that require a structural explanation. Non-
configurational languages come in two basic types, those that are primarily
head marking and those that are primarily dependent marking. In the latter
type, grammatical functions like subject and object are mostly marked by
inflectional affixes on nominals (as in Latin and Greek), although therc may
also be verbal agreement morphemes. In the head marking type, nominals are
often uninflected, and there is a rich system of verbal agreement morphemes.
These crossreference the nominal arguments and are open to interpretation as
being (either themselves or via null pronominals) the true syntactic actuation
of the argument structurc—Ileaving the nominals as extranuclear adjuncts.
Such languages are called pronominal argument languages. Although these
classifications raise a variety of problems and overlay a finer-grained typology,
they provide convenient labels to apply to the cluster of syntactic properties of
which discontinuity is often, but not always, one.

Some of the most notoriously nonconfigurational languages are Australian
dependent marking languages like Warlpiri and Kalkatungu. There are also
Australian pronominal argument languages, Mayali and Nunggubuyu for
instance, but the Amerindian ones are more familiar, including Mohawk,
Southern Tiwa and Nahuat. When reading analyses of such languages, the
Classicist is liable to experience an eerie feeling of déja vu, because many fea-
tures typical of this type of syntax are familiar features of Greek syntax. This is
particularly true of Homeric Greek, with its paratactic proclivities. Much of
what might at first sight seem to be archaic epic style or properties of spoken
discourse turns out also to be archaic synrtactic typology, reminiscent of,
though not necessarily identical to, features of nonconfigurational languages. It
is a reasonable hypothesis thar these features of Greek represent the historical
residue of a much earlier stage when the syntax had a more pronounced non-
configurational character than it has in the classical period. It is not our pur-
pose here to pursue this suggestive hypothesis (which has Indo-Furopean
rather than specifically Greek implications: many of the same features are
found in Vedic and in Old Norse), but merely to interpret hyperbaton in an
appropriate typological perspective. To this end, we present a very brief, even
allusive overview of a complex of ten syntactic fearures found in various non-
configurational languages (Allen et al. 1984; Heath 1984; Payne & Payne
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1990; McGregor 1990; Simpson 1991; Baker 1992, 1996; Faltz 1995; Vieira
1995; Nordlinger 1997) and cite arguably related phenomena from Greek,
some of which are still productive in the classical period, while others are his-
torical relics even in Homer. Although some of these features also occur in
other types of languages, they cluster in nonconfigurational languages, and
their occurrence seems to be more systematic in such languages.

Some nonconfigurational properties

1. Free word order. Nonconfigurational languages of all types usually have
free word order: this is hardly surprising, since nonconfigurationality is a theo-
rization of free word order. “Free” of course means grammatically free, not
(necessarily) pragmatically free. However, not all free word order languages
need be literally nonconfigurational. For instance, free word order could arise
as a result of pragmatically driven movement from an underlying configura-
tional structure; if the resulting surface structure is hierarchical, it can be called
discourse configurational. Some pronominal argument languages, like Lakhota
and Navajo, have fairly stable word order. Free word order is commonly associ-
ated with a rich morphology, involving cither case marking or verbal agree-
ment markers or both, although not all languages having a rich morphology
have particularly free word order. Greek has a fairly rich inflectional system
and relatively free word order.

2. Null anaphora. Omission of pronominal arguments is common

Warlpiri: Nya-nyi ka
sce-TNS AUX
‘[He] sees [it]’

Mohawk Ra-nthwe’-s

AGR-likes-Asp
‘[He] likes {it].’

Whereas in English the only pronominal argument we normally omit is the
subject of an imperative (‘[You] come herel’), in Greek omission of subject
pronouns is systematic and instances of object pronoun omission are not dif-
ficult to find, particularly in dialogue

Doivikeg 8&yov &vdpeg I/ 23.744 ‘Phoenician men brought [it]’
@noedg Hyoyev Ar Frogs 142 “Theseus brought [them]’

dpétto Ar Clouds 1373 *[1] assail [him]’

anoddoewy Ar Clouds 1227 ‘to pay [them] back’.

3. Adjunct lexical arguments. A noticeable feature of various dialects of north-
ern Iraly and of Catalan, for instance, is that under certain conditions (particu-
larly when they are topics or tail material) arguments are dislocated from and
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adjoined to the nuclear clause and replaced by clitic pronouns. Here are some
examples from the dialect of Conegliano, north of Venice (Saccon 1993)

La & rivada, la Maria ‘She has arrived, Maria’
[ fiori, li a portadi la Maria “The flowers, Maria brought them’
Li ha portadi la Maria, i fiori ‘Maria brought them, the flowers.’

It is rare in transitive clauses for both subject and object to remain in the
nuclear clause. One way of interpreting languages with pronominal verbal
agreement morphemes is to treat these morphemes (or null pronouns co-
indexed with them) as the real arguments, and the nominals, including even
indefinites, as adjuncts comparable to the dislocated Italian arguments just
cited. Here is a Lakhota example

John Mary wanyanke
‘John, Mary, he sees her.’

It is interesting that Lakhota (and Navajo) speakers sometimes write commas
after nominals in sentences like

John, skate
‘John, he is playing.’

This treatment of nominals is broadly reminiscent of Homeric nominals which
are appositional to independent pronouns (Stawomirski 1988)

(1) &M y&p pv Eeavt Emdhpiov eivan, | sov natép’ Od 1.194
# v Eyepe | Navowdav edreniov Od 6.48
Auelg & EvBGde ol ppalmpedo Avypov Shedpov | Tniepdyw O4 16.371.

6 8¢, perhaps a reanalyzed particle (Dunkel 1990), is used as an independent
pronoun for change of subject or for contrasted predicates

(2) & Epa®, al & éréuvEay ABnvain te xed “Hpn [/ 4.20
6 & émédpape @uidpog Alag 1/5.617
7 8¢ Srompod | HrvBev eyyein 117.260, cp. 4.502
100 8¢ kath mpUpvag e Kol aug dro Edcat ‘Axonovg I/ 1.409
T 8 éméppeov EOvea weldv 1/ 11.724
100 & Explaivev Epetpdg | @oiBov ‘Ardilwvog 1/ 5.508.

4. Failure of agreement. Certain types of number and case agreement lapses
are less a matter of conversational anacolouthon and more a systematically

(1) They said that your father was among the people (04 1.194). And she awakened the
beautifully dressed Nausicaa (Od 6.48). But let us here devise a miserable death for
Telemachus (04 16.371).

(2) So he spoke, but Athena and Hera muttered in protest (/ 4.20). Noble Ajax ran up
(1/5.617). The spear went right through (// 7.260). To confine the Achacans to the ships
around the sea (//1.409). The squads of infantry kept passing (// 11.724). He carried out
the orders of Phoebus Apollo (//5.508).
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licensed feature of the syntax in nonconfigurational languages. Mohawk con-
structions (Baker 1992) like

The friends, he came in
call to mind Homeric
(3) 1f po mapadpopétny pedyav, 6 § Smobe Sibxwy I/ 22.157
and the socalled partitive apposition

(4) ot 8¢ §bw omdrerot, 6 pEv odpavdy edpby ikdver Od 12.73
Neotopidon &, 6 pév obtas’ ‘Atdpviov 08£L Sovpt 7/16.317.

'The pronominal subject of the first following clause is included in, but does
not exhaust, the referents of the lexical topic. Failure of agreement is related to
lack of syntactic integration: nouns which are separated from the nuclear clause
by an intonation break can appear in a default case in Jingulu, and hanging
topics in Modern Greek can appear in a default nominative case (Anagnosto-
poulou 1997). Failure of case agreement between a pronominal argument and
a participle is well attested in Homer (Chantraine 1953:322)

(5)  1fig &... avayvoben Od 23.205.

The famous vocative plus nominative coordination
(6)  Zeb mhep.. Heaog 6 [/3.276

also appears in Vedic (Schmitt 1967:269).

5. Noun incorporation. Some but not all languages of this type have produc-
tive noun incorporation, a special type of compounding in which a noun, typ-
ically the internal complement of the verb, is morphologically integrated into
the verb

Mohawk Wa'-k-hninu-" ne ka-ndkt-a’
[ bought the/a bed

Wa'-ke-nakt-a-hnfnu-’
I bed-bought.

Noun incorporation is taken up in chapter 6.

6. Prepositional phrases. Although the details are not always clear, a number
of reports point to a restricted use of syntactic prepositional phrases in these
languages. Adpositions can be morphologically joined to their complements

(3) "There they ran by, onc fleeing, the other pursuing from behind (7/22.157).

(4) But on the other side are two cliffs, one of which reaches up to wide heaven (04
12.73). One of the sons of Nestor struck Atymnius wich his sharp spear (//16.317).

(5) her-Gen... recognizing-pat (Od 23.205).

(6) O Father Zeus... and Sun (// 3.276).
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(Mohawk), to the verb (Cree) or can act suspiciously like floating adverbs
(Lakhota). The oldest stratum of Homeric prepositional syntax is interpretable
as involving a null pronominal argument and a specifying noun phrase with
locative inflectional marking (Horrocks 1980)

(7)  épot 8¢ yoiton | duoig discovron 1/ 6.509.
We may compare the following examples from Yagua (Payne 1986)
jumufiu-viimun
canoe-inside
‘inside the canoe’
rd-viimu
PRO-nside
‘inside it’
rd-viimu jymunid
pro-inside canoe
‘inside the canoe’ (literally ‘inside it, the canoe’).

7. Articles. Although these languages have demonstrative adjectives, they
mostly do not have a system of determiners, and in particular they mostly lack
a definite article
Mohawk Erhar te-wak-atahutséni
dog I want
‘I want a/the dog’
Southern Tiwa Seuanide ti-mi-ban
man I saw

‘T saw a/the man.’

The embryonic status of the definite article in Homer is one of the clearest
differences between Homeric Greek and classical prose.

8. Noun phrase coordination. In some languages like Dyirbal (Dixon 1972)
noun phrase coordination is simply disallowed. In others like Yagua, simple
juxtaposition is the normal method of coordinating phrases. In some other lan-
guages comitative coordination (Aissen 1989; Schwartz 1985; McNally 1993)
is used as an alternative to noun phrase coordination, giving sentences like the
following from Lakhota

The boy with bis father, they will read the newspaper

and from Navajo

Shf ashkiiké bit ndaashnish

[ boys with we-work

“The boys and I are working.’

(7) His mane strecams on his shoulders (77 6.509).
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Comitative adpositions can be a diachronic source for syntactic conjunctions
(Mithun 1988). Various related constructions are documented for Indo-
European languages (Krause 1924). Also interesting is the following Homeric
line

(8) AAO O yépwv AoAlog, obv & vielg tolo yépovrog OA 24.387.

The pronominal type seen in Old Icelandic Vit Halldérr “We two, Halldérr
[and 1] can cooccur with split coordination (Liberman 1990)

Peir Ormr sdtu { 6ndvegi... ok hans menn (Vatnsdeela saga 44.8)
“They, Orm, sat-pL in the highseat, and his men.’

Asbjorn malti hann undan, ok peir Einarr (Sturlunga saga)
‘Asbjorn wanted to pardon him, and they, Einar (and his men)’

This socalled subsuming pronominal occurs in a number of Australian lan-
guages (Heath 1986); here is an example from Gooniyandi (McGregor
1990:286)

ngidi David-jooddoo
we two David-DUAL
‘We two, David [and I].

Compare also the Indo-European elliptical duals (Wackernagel 1875).

9. Adverbial quantification and deixis. A feature of these languages that has
attracted some interest is that, just as they tend not to have determiners, so
they may avoid adnominal quantification and make greater use of adverbial
quantification and verb affixes with quantificational meaning. The quantifier
scopes over the nuclear clause with its pronominal argument, while the noun
phrase is an adjunct and not quantified. The universal quantifier in hyperbaton
often has a rather adverbial flavour in Homer. An interesting correlate is the
observation that in Asurini (Vieira 1995), in place of demonstratives like this
and that, locative adverbials are used meaning here, there. In Hixkaryana (Der-
byshire 1985), the distinction between adjective and adverb is unclear, and
words of this class are not used as adnominal modifiers in noun phrases.

10. Parataxis. At the phrasal level, there may be a penchant for juxtaposed
noun phrases. Gooniyandi, for instances, uses phrasal juxtaposition for con-
junction and disjunction (there are no words for and, or) and for various types
of amplification serving to identify, clarify or attribute additional properties to
a noun phrase. Much the same applies in Hixkaryana, where not only the lexi-
cal arguments but also prepositional phrases and other modifying material can
appear as intonationally dislocated adjuncts

(8) The old man Dolius came and the sons of that old man (Od 24.387).
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nomokno Nonato, Manawst hoye, thetx yakoro
he came Nonato, Manaus from, his-wife with

‘Nonato has come from Manaus with his wife.’

The Hixkaryana have a noticeable propensity to talk in Homeric hemistichs.
At the clausal level, these languages seem to have a dislike for at least some
types of subordination (Baker 1996). Nunggubuyu, for instance, has no infini-
tival complements and no indirect statements. Hixkaryana has no indirect
statements, questions or commands, and no finite subordinate clauses. Juxta-
position or coordination tends to be used in place of subordination in Tusca-
rora, Otomi and Wichita (Gil 1983). Relative clauses can be clausal adjuncts
rather than noun phrase constituents (Hale 1976; Larson 1983). This is gener-
ally reminiscent of the paratactic character of Homeric syntax. In prolepsis

(9)  odtov & ob chea olda, mo8ev Yévog edyeton elvon Od 17.373
Tudeidnv & ok &v yvoing notépotot petein 1/ 5.85,

the second clause is a paratactic amplification of the first clause, an adjunct
rather than a clausal complement of the main verb. In these examples, pro-
lepsis caters to the pragmatic needs of the strong topic, it provides a (pro)ynom-
inal complement as opposed to a clausal complement, and it lightens the
structure of the adjoined clause by externalizing one argument. It is also possi-
ble that linguistic (rather than epigraphical) parataxis is responsible for some
peculiarities of Linear B (Duhoux 1968). Paratactic structure is a characteristic
of Vedic and Germanic heroic poetry too. In nonconfigurational languages,
such structure is licensed by the syntax: it is not confined to the context of oral
literary composition, although it may certainly be exploited for artistic pur-
poses.

Hyperbaton and nonconfigurationality

Some languages allow the arguments of the verb to appear in any order but
require the subconstituents of the noun phrase to be contiguous to one
another. Other languages also allow what arc from a configurational perspec-
tive the subconstituents of noun phrases to be interspersed with other elements
of the clause (hyperbaton), and even the subconstituents of two noun phrases
to be interspersed with each other (double hyperbaton). Hyperbaton with
quantifiers, demonstratives and sometimes restrictive adjectives is reported for
quite a number of languages with nonconfigurational tendencies, including
Cree, Fox, Qjibwa, Mohawk, Pima, Tzotzil, Kalkatungu, Nyangumarda,
Yidin; not all types of hyperbaton are licensed in all these languages. Here are
some examples (Baker 1996; Dahlstrom 1987) illustrating some of the types of
Y1 hyperbaton that also occur in Greek

(9) I do not know clearly wherc he claims to come from as regards his family (Od
17.373). You couldn’t tell which side the son of Tydeus belonged to (7/5.85).
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Southern Tiwa Shimba bi-md-ban seuan-nin
all I saw men

navtag £18ov  TOVg Gvdpog

Yede ti-mii-ban seuan-ide
that I saw man

gxelvov €18ov 1OV Gvdpa
Yoadeu a-mii-ban seuan-ide
which  yousaw  man?
1ivo £1deg avdpos,
Nahuatl Miyaqu-intin @-huitze-” in tlaca
alot came  people

TOALOL AABov  GvBpomnot

Fox nekoti mehteno-hi e-h=ne-wa<i neniwani
one only he saw man

gvo  povov eldev Gvdpa.

The examples seem to translate quite naturally into Greek. The following are
the rules for the use of Y1 hyperbaton in Fox, which is a pronominal argument
language. In this language, discontinuous noun phrases are interrupted by
their superordinate head and so have the familiar Y1XY2 structure. X may be a
verb, a postposition or a noun, the latter with a possessor YP. Other syntactic
material may intervene between Y1 and V or V and Y2, and Y2 may be a
branching constituent. If there are two modifiers, both may be placed in the Y1
slot or, more commonly, one modifier is Y1 and the other goes in the Y2 slot
with the noun. Double hyperbaton is rare or nonoccurring. A parenthetical
may interrupt the hyperbaton structure. (The language also has a type of pre-
verb “umesis.”) These rules closely mirror the analysis of Greek hyperbaton
presented in chapter 1; the speaker of Fox would, it appears, be a patural in a
Grecek prose composition class.

So it is not unreasonable to think that Greek preserves a progressively weak-
ening residue of (presumably carly Indo-European) nonconfigurational fea-
tures, and that hyperbaton is one of those features. The ten features of
nonconfigurationality sketched in the preceding section, plus hyperbaton, rep-
resent an at first sight rather diverse collection of syntactic properties. As
already noted, some of them can be found in other types of languages. The
point is that in nonconfigurational languages they cluster and their occurrence
is more systematic. It follows that there should be some general linguistic prin-
ciple underlying part or all of this complex of diverse properties. Various
intriguing theories have been proposed in this regard (Hale 1983; Jelinek
1984; Faltz 1995; Baker 1996; Russell & Reinholtz 1997; Pensalfini 1996).
The general property that these languages in particular share, and manifest to
various degrees, is an avoidance of lexical arguments and adnominal modifiers,
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a sort of horror dependentis. Instead of the familiar syntax of government and
embedding, they prefer a syntax of juxtaposition. The former is characterized
by hierarchical structural complexity, the latter by comparatively simple and
lean phrase structure. Let us see how this principle could relate to our set of ten
syntactic features. Free word order is obviously encouraged by a type of syntax
in which nominals are coreferenced and simply equated with pronominal argu-
ments rather than themselves entering into a hierarchical structural relation-
ship with a head. Modifiers are in one way or another more independent of the
modifiee than in languages with a more structured syntax. Some failure of
number and case agreement is not unexpected when nominals are adjuncts.
Noun incorporation simplifies the syntax of the head-complement relation,
reducing it from a syntactic relationship to a more morphological one. Syntac-
tic prepositional phrases involve head-argument scructure. Articles and adnom-
inal quantifiers build a hierarchically structured noun phrase in configurational
languages, and coordinated nominals build complex noun phrases: all of which
can be construed as at odds with the sort of flat paratactic structures that these
languages prefer.

The more nonconfigurational a Janguage is, the leaner its nuclear phrase
structure and the more systematically it conforms ro thar strucrure. Less
strongly nonconfigurational languages admit richer phrase structures and/or
treat lean phrase structure as a preference or option rather than as a require-
ment. In a purc pronominal argument language, even simple nonbranching
lexical noun phrase arguments are informationally too heavy to join with a
functor into a phrase. In principle, the arguments are projected into a single
phrase by the head, but only the head can be lexical. Consequently, the argu-
ments are pronominal, and lexical noun phrases appear as adjuncts external to
the core phrase. This syntax is one in which all arguments have been raised or
lowered out of the nuclear clause. The mechanics of the projection of argu-
ment positions has been separated from the process of enhancing them with
lexical information. Think of a car in which the body panels are not attached
directly to the frame but separated from the frame by foot-long connector
rods. Modification also tends to work differently. Tt is much more likely to be
paratactic than in a configurational language. By paratactic we mean thatitisa
separate secondary predication rather than an integrated component of the
noun phrase (rather as posited for deep structure by early transformational
[Chomsky 1957] and generative semantic [Carden 1968] theories). This
difference emerges quite nicely when speakers of a configurational language
like English try to elicit modified noun phrases from speakers of a nonconfigu-
rational language like Kalkatungu (Blake 1983). When asked to translate a sen-
tence such as The big dog bit the snake into Kalkatungu, informants arc apt to
respond with two separate sentences (Dog bit snake. That dog [is] big.) This sort
of effect recurs in some types of syntactically impaired aphasia when patients
arc asked to repeat modified noun phrases (Devine & Stephens 1994:299).
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Similar reports can be found for coordination. In Dieguefio “informants are
typically uncomfortable when asked to translate English sentences with con-
joined nouns” (Langdon 1970). In Maricopa (Gil 1982) they respond cither
with juxtaposition

Jobn, Bill, they will come,
or with a verbal construction spmething like
John, Bill, he accompanies him, they will come.

Comitative verbs are another diachronic source of syntactic conjunctions
(Mithun 1988).

Extreme versions of this sort of syntax contrast rather dramatically with the
syntax of configurational languages, in which modifiers are integrated into
noun phrases and arguments are hierarchically projected by the head and
directly encoded by lexical noun phrases. However, it is often wrong to con-
clude that nonconfigurational languages do not have phrase structure or that
they do not have configurations of any sort. Rather, their structures are differ-
ent and their configurations less hierarchical. Moreover, it is often the case that
more and less complex structures coexist in nonconfigurational languages. This
also seems to have been the case in prehistoric Greek. What we can reconstruct
from survivals in Homer is probably a not so extreme version of nonconfigura-
tionality, in which some arguments are admitted into the nuclear phrase and
others are adjuncts, and some modifiers are integrated and others are paratactic

(10)  {va pv raboee movoro | Slov Axiiifa J/21.249.

It is a very reasonable assumption that, at this intermediate stage at which lexi-
cal arguments begin to be admitted into the nuclear clause, there is a prefer-
ence for arguments that are light, i.e. that do not branch. A single noun could
casily form a phrase with the verb, but a more complex structure like noun plus
adjective or noun plus noun (coordination) would run into greater resistance.
One way of handling a modified lexical argument in a single sentence would be
to allow the noun to form a phrase with the verb and leave the paratactic modi-
fier in adjunct position. When applied to a possessive genitive, this strategy
would result in a structure like

(11) 1 & &v yodvaot wimte Aubvrg, 8T "Agepodity 1/ 5.370;

here the branching subject phrase is an adjunct to the topic changing pronom-
inal argument, the complement év yobvaot is phrased with the verb, and the
genitive modifier of the complement is paratactic; it does not form a surface
phrase with the complement noun. The result is a genitive hyperbaton. When
the modifier is placed after the adjunct branching subject phrase, it is even
more clearly paratactic and amplificatory

(10) To restrain the noble Achilles from his labour (7/21.249).
(11) The beautiful Aphrodite fell at the knees of Dione (//5.370).
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(12)  adtap 6 Podv iépevoev &vaE avdpdv Ayopépvay | tiove [/ 2.402.

The language provides for the option of joining complement nouns with their
heads, leaving paratactic modifiers unimegrated. This strategy preserves some
degree of constraint on the informational complexity of the minimally con-
figurational X' structure. Specifically, it allows a phrase to be formed such that
no further functional application (modification or complementation) is
embedded inside the argument, and in which neither the argument nor the
head is coordinated. An additional level of hierarchical complexity cannot be
buile up within XP by allowing any of the ordinary structure building opera-
tions to apply: Y cannot be transitive (take its own complement), it cannot be
modified (subset creation: <), and neither Y nor X can form a conjunction (A)
or a disjunction (V)

*X[Y 7] *X[Y1 v Y]
*X [Y1Y3) X0 A Xa]Y
XIYiAY2]  H[Xi v Xa]Y.

We shall refer to these conditions on phrase formation as the complexity con-
straint. Even in more complex situations, as when the noun has two modifiers,
hyperbaton reduces the overall complexity, whether the first modifier is inte-
grated or not

(13)  nmiove pnplo xaie Boog 11 11.773
Acvady véeg HavBov dppréhocon [/ 13.174.

So instead of
(14)  [[mdhv ainnv] dreca]
with branching object phrase, there was the option of saying
[ [méry dreca] [aimiv]]
with simply nonbranching object phrase and external modifier. Instead of
(15) [[néAv Kikikwv] dreso]
there was the option of saying
[[roMy dreca] [Kirikov]]
with external possessive modifier. Instead of
(16) [[mérwv xoi &otv] dreoa]

with coordinated object phrase, there was the option of saying

(12) But Agamemnon, the king of men, sacrificed a fat ox (//2.402).

(13) He was burning the far thighs of an ox (// 11.773). The curved ships of the Greeks
came (71 13.174).

(14) 1 destroyed the lofty city.

(15) I destroyed the city of the Cilicians.

(16) 1 destroyed the inhabitants and the city.
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[[rory dreca] kol dotv]].
Finally, instead of
(17)  [[Enpobov xai dreco] mOALY]
with coordinated head, there was the option of saying
[ [ErpaBov morv] [xoi dheco]].
Here are some real examples from Homer

(18) ém & &hoito Aevkde maivve 1/ 11.640 (NAV)
émt & Amo eéppoka nthooe 1/ 11.830 (ANV)
¢ni 8e pilov Beke mukpny /7 11.846 (Y2 hyperbaton)
el & atyewov kvii Topov 1/ 11.639 (Y1 hyperbaton).

The coexistence of discontinuous, integrated continuous and even paratactic
continuous nominal structures is illustrated by the notoriously nonconfigura-

tional Warlpiri, which has all three types (Laughren 1989):
[Al-aux N1V [ANJ-aux 'V [A]-aux V [N].

The nonconfigurationality of modified and coordinated nominals feeds hyper-
baton and constitutes its essential basis. On the other hand, hyperbaton is
probably not simply the pragmatically conditioned arrangement of autono-
mous nominals in a flat syntactic structure. Conjunct hyperbaton, as well as
some types of Y2 hyperbaton, pretty clearly involve a nuclear phrase plus
adjunct and not a single flat structure. But granted that there is phrasing in
hyperbaton, then it follows that there is some form of complexity constraint to
keep the adjunct out of the core phrase and thereby preserve a degree of non-
configurationality. We tend to associate such constraints more with the
morphological level, for instance the avoidance of free syntactic modes of
modification and coordination in compounds (inrodaypog, *peyorirnodoyos,
*innokarheoviodopog) or the prima facie stranding of inherited complements
(believer in Aeschylean authorship) and of modifiers in bracketing paradoxes
(Faliscan epigrapher). So even in the absence of overt incorporation, the nuclear
phrase in these languages has some wordlike properties.

ORIGINS OF HYPERBATON

In the following sections we will try to account for various categories of hyper-
baton in terms of the schema just developed. Since our objective here is not
theory construction but just understanding hyperbaton, we feel frec to proceed

(17) I sacked and destroyed the city.

(18) She sprinkled white barley over it (/ 11.640). Sprinkle soothing medications on it
(71 11.830). He applied a bitter herbal remedy to it (/7 11.846). She grated goat cheese
over it (// 11.639).
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eclectically, choosing a simple and informal descriptive framework. We shall
think of phrases as constructed by variable merging of their components; so
what is merged in one way in a conhgurational language can be merged in a
different way, or not be merged at all, in a nonconfigurational language, or
both strategics can coexist in one and the same language in different syntactic
or pragmatic contexts. The sensitvity of Greek word order to pragmatic fac-
tors (Dik 1995) calls for some form of discourse configurational approach;
most importantly, we need a crosscategorial phrase peripheral focus position.
For case of exposition, we shall assume with the usual disclaimers that this
position is filled by movement from an underlying directionally uniform struc-
ture in which complcmcnts and adjuncrs follow the head. This is a simple,
convenient and familiar way of thinking and talking about focus positions.
The aim is to express a relationship between sentences with narrow focus on
some constituent and broad scope focus sentences, not to make the claim that
the former start out as the latter in the speech production process. Of course,
from a maximally nonconfigurational perspective, the concept of movement at
this level tends to be vacuous, because, one might claim, there is no basic word
order and, definitionally, there are no phrasal configurations for an element to
move out of. But in languages like Grecek, heads do project phrases with lexical
arguments, though not necessarily of the same degree of hierarchical complex-
ity as in configurational languages, and these phrases have a specifier-like focus
position. From this perspective, what is loosely termed configurationality
involves three potentially independent parameters: first the complexity permit-
ted in the nuclear clausal projection, second the degree to which word order is
pragmatically rather than grammatically determined, and third the degrec to
which the nuclear and adjunct structures are flat as opposed to hierarchical.

Practically everything we lay hands on in this analysis is a topic of vigorous
contention, even abstracting away from what might scem to be strictly sectar-
ian questions. In addition to the range of issues relating to phrase structure and
movement in different types of language, the syntax and semantics of coordi-
nation, of cllipsis and of secondary predication are themselves subjects of on-
going dispute. To avoid getting hopelessly bogged down in theoretical issues,
we shall need to make various assumptions without justifying them or explor-
ing alternatives.

Focus in ditransitive structures

Instead of proceeding directly to hyperbaton, we start with a preliminary anal-
ysis of weak focus movement in simple verb phrases with two complements. In
such ditransitive clauses, when the verb phrase has broad scope focus both
complements follow the verb in classical Greek, giving the order (S) V Or Oz,
at least for nonthetic clauses
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(19) % 8¢ Aadixn anédwxke v edynv T Bed Her 2.181
Abooavdpog 8. arédoxe v moAy Atytwntoug Xen Flell2.2.9
gdoxe yphpoto Avtaikide Xen Hell 4.8.16.

We will represent this with a traditional binarily branching structure in which
the indirect object asymmetrically c-commands the direct object, or vice versa,
as in Figure 4.1. A flat VP would imply that there were no structurally signifi-
cant effects of either grammatical or pragmatic properties of the arguments,
which is probably too cautious; a ditransitive VP-shell would be too abstract
for our purposes. If one of the complements is a weak focus, it is placed to the

left of the verb
(20)  Eévix Edwwav 1 otpatid Xen An 5.5.14.

If, additionally, one of the complements is a strong topic, it is placed to the left
of the focus

(21)  KiewsBivng 3¢ yopodg Uev ¢ Atovicd antdwke, v 8& EAiny
fvsiny Mehavinmg Her 5.67
tobTo1g 8¢ Yhpov kot oikovg Edwke Xen Cyr 8.4.28
Tolg vordToug OV d@ethopevoy HicBdv dnédwxe Xen Hell 2.1.12
T0T¢ HEV HANOLG EPTETOTq MOdUG ESMKOV... AVOPOT® BE Kol ETPOG
Xen Mem 1.4.11.

VP

N\

VP 10

/\ Avtodkido

A% DO

£dwKeE APAHOTOL

Figure 4.1
Broad scope verb phrase focus
E8wre ypiuote Avradxide Xen Hell 4.8.16

(19) Ladice fulfilled her vow to the goddess (Her 2.181). Lysander gave the city back wo
the Aeginetans (Xen Hell 2.2.9). He gave money to Antalcidas (Xen Hell 4.8.16).

(20) They gave hospitable gifts to the army (Xen An 5.5.14).

(21) Cleisthenes gave the choruses back to Dionysus, and the other worship to Mela-
nippus (Her 5.67). He gave these land and houses (Xen Cyr 8.4.28). He paid the sailors
their outstanding wages (Xen Hell 2.1.12). They gave feet to the other beasts but hands as
well to man (Xen Mem 1.4.11).
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The phrase puncruating inscriptions indicate that the weak focus phrases very
casily with the verb

(22)  : oo Aavyovewy : Locr 2
TOV gpepatoy kpotety : tov empotQov Locr 31
o ke hor’ avevkoe amehaovion ¢ € Nowrakto @ Locr 8.

This points to a rather local inversion around the head, as illustrated in Figure
4.2; as usual, the empty DO position serves to indicate where the direct object
would be in the broad scope focus version of the sentence, it does not necessar-
ily make the claim that weak focus movement leaves a trace in the technical
sense. On the other hand, for the topics, movernent to a position c-command-
ing the whole phrase is appropriate, as in

(23)  ev Nowraxtot : kapuEo ev tayopot : Locr 20.

More generally, in classical prose complements and adjuncts that have weak
(informational) or strong (exclusive, contrastive) focus normally precede the
verb, while complements and adjuncts that are tail marerial or part of a broad
scope phrasal focus usually appear after the verb in main clauses

&md Mooy TG kataBempévong T yryvipeva Xen An 6.5.30

this means ‘watching the goings on and doing it from a hill" and not ‘watching
from a hill and doing it to the goings on.” So we shall assume that weak focus
moves to a specificr position in the verb phrase. This leftward movement fits
well both with focus movement in various other languages and more generally

VP
VP 10
/\ T oTpaTId
DO \%
Eévin; /\
A% DO
£dwxav —

Figurc 4.2
Weak focus on direct object
Eevia Edwxav 1f otpanid Xen An 5.5.14

(22) To receive portions of the sacrifice (Locr 2). The colonist shall rake possession of
the property (Locr 31). If they are expelled by force from Naupactus (Locr 8).
(23) e should announce it in the marketplace at Naupactus (Locr 20).
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with scrambling and object shift. The often observed relationship of scram-
bling to definiteness and specificity (Mahajan 1990; Rapoport 1995; de Hoop
1996) does not apply in Greek, since it seems to reflect topicality and Greek
scrambling is not so predominantly topic oriented. To cite just one parallel,
Yagua has VSO order with a left peripheral position for pragmatically marked
constituents (Payne 1993). We have assumed a head-initial XP in Greek on the
basis of the evidence cited (quite apart from any theoretical assumptions about
linear precedence of heads), although a grammatically defined Object—Verb
word order is commonly stipulated for Indo-European. The posited Greek
structure could be derived directly from a prehistoric pronominal argument
framework with pragmatically controlled word order, simply by reanalyzing
the adjuncts as lexical arguments. Then 88wxe xphipata Avtaikide would ulti-
mately derive from a structure like ‘He gave it to him, money, Antalcidas’; and
xphpota Edwke "Avrodkide from ‘money, he gave it to him, Antalcidas.” As
already suggested in chapter 2, a sentence with a preposed narrow focus and a
postverbal grammatical subject can be considered a simple spellout of the sen-
tential structure posited by the predicational theory of focus; this is less
abstract than a verbal head movement analysis.

Subject conjunct hyperbaton

Although we shall sometimes use the convenient term “split coordination,” we
shall argue that, from a diachronic perspective at least, it is misleading to think
of conjunct hyperbaton in terms of splitting a coordinated noun phrase. Con-
sider first the question of number agreement. Languages vary in the rules they
have for number agreement. In addition to the familiar type where two noun
phrases join together into a single coordinated noun phrase that triggers plural
agreement (‘Jack and Jill sing’), there are languages that allow or require agree-
ment with the linearly nearest conjunct (“The children and Jill sings’), and
even languages that allow agreement with the farthest conjunct (van Oirsouw
1987; Johannessen 1998). There is some variation in classical Greek, as already
noted in chapter 3; we will concentrate on Homeric Greek, which has both
agreement with the conjoined noun phrase

(24) 1oV od Peidinndg 18 Kol Aviipog fynododny 11 2.678 (SV)
and agreement with the nearest constituent
(25) mpo yop fixe mathp &Aror 1e yépovreg Od 21.21 (VS);

fAike is singular and agrees with natnp only. This latter type is asymmetrical;
agreement is with the first subject phrase only; another term for this is “ana-
lytic” (McCloskey 1986). The asymmetrical type seems to be favoured when
the verb precedes the subject, as in Czech (Corbett 1983), Palestinian Arabic

(24) Phidippus and Antiphus led these (//2.678).
(25) His father and the other elders sent him out (04 21.21).
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and Portuguese (Munn 1993). Asymmetrical coordination is evidently a type
of adjunction. Particularly in a paratactic and nonconfigurational syntax,
adjunction is possible not only to the first conjunct in a coordinated noun
phrase but also to the nuclear clause, as is clear from other examples of agree-
ment failure where the first conjunct precedes the verb

(26)  [“Extep te mpoénxe] [xoi &Akot Tpéeg dyavot] 7/ 10.563
[Sotd & "Atpetdo pevétnv] [koi Siog ‘08vooede] //19.310
[yodor & E11 Evvn ndvtov] [xai pokpog “Orvprog] 1/ 15.193.

Formally these could be called conjunct hyperbata. But one would be justifi-
ably suspicious of an analysis which started by constructing a coordinated
noun phrase, then applied agreement with the first conjunct only, and finally
deconstructed the noun phrase via hyperbaton. Note that split coordinates
with a singular verb can control a plural participle

(27) toytog & "Adpartog Tkev kol MEAGUTOG, EDLEVEOVTEG AVEWLOVY
Pindar Pyih 4.126 (sce app. crit.).

In the socalled schema Alcmanicum, one of the subject noun phrases pre-
cedes the verb, but the verb is plural or dual, indicating an integrated interpre-
tation

(28) 1 pév 8% B&poog pot “Apng T ESoca ki ‘ABfRvn Od 14.216
Tpoiny 1Eov motopd 1€ péovie | Ayt podg Zuyidets cvppdiietov
8¢ Txdpavdpoc 11 5.774.
eic 'Ayépovio ITuptereyéBav te péovory | Kaxotog 8 Od 10.513.

From a configurational point of view, these lines involve the fronting of the
first conjunct ahead of the plural verb which shows number agreement with
the conjoined noun phrase: "Apng v [£8ocav — kai "A@fRvn]. "Apng would be
reconstructed back into its original position for semantic interpretation (or xai
‘A81vn raised to join "Apng). Diachronically, one might think at first sight that
the number agreement was adjusted when the structure was reanalyzed as
derived from a coordinated noun phrase rather than as involving coordinated
clauses

(29) tobto 10 oxfpa xorelton npodielevyHEVOY Kol kKa® drépBatov,
b Eviey 88 "Adxpavikév Schol. on O4 10.513.

{26) Hector and the other noble Trojans sent him out (/. 10.563). The two sons of
Atreus and the noble Odysseus remained (// 19.310). The earth and high Olympus are
still common to all (//15.193).

(27) Admetus and Melampus came quickly, with kindly feelings for their cousin (Pi
Pyth 4.1206).

(28) Ares and Athena gave me courage (Od 14.216). They came to Troy and the two
flowing rivers where the Simois and the Scamander join their streams (// 5.774). Pyriph-
legethon and Cocytus flow into Acheron (04 10.513).

(29) This construction is called prodiezeugmenon and cath’ hyperbaron, but by some Ale-
manicon (Schol on O410.513).
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However, the construction goes back to Indo-European (Krause 1924), occur-
ring in Vedic

Indrag ca yad yuyudhate ahi§ ca

Indra and when they fought snake and

‘When Indra and the snake fought one another.’

In our view, the construction originated at a pronominal argument stage, with
the noun phrases as adjuncts to a null pronominal subject: ‘the two rivers,
where, the Simois, they merge their streams, and the Scamander.” This
approach would also make sense of a disputed disjunctive example

(30) el 8¢ ¥ "Apng Gpywot uéyng A Poifoc ‘Andriwmy 1/ 20.138.

In Maricopa, which has no conjunctions, juxtaposition serves for both con-
junction and disjunction; the latter is distinguished by use of a subjunctive-like
suffix on the verb (Gil 1991). Mohawk can say

Paul together they (DUAL) swim Peter
Jim they (DUAL) danced Mary

for ‘Paul swims with Peter,” ‘Jim danced with Mary,” which seems to be the
same sort of construction. Instead of being simply juxtaposed, the conjuncts
are pragmatically distributed around the nuclear clause. There is a clear rela-
tion between the schema Alemanicum and various types of comitative coordi-
nation: discontinuous pronominal coordination, continuous comitative
coordination and lexical comitative coordination. Compare the following
examples from Tera (Newman 1970), where the schema Alcmanicum is the
preferred form for subject coordination

tem wi ds Kanu nd> Dala
we have gone to Kano and Dala
‘Dala and I went to Kano’

Ali wa do Kanu ku nds Dala

Ali have gone to Kano pLuraL and Dala
‘Ali and Dala went to Kano.’

In light of the evidence presented in this section, it is unlikely that subject con-
junct hyperbaton originated from the splitting of a coordinated noun phrase
either in regular conjunct hyperbaton with a singular verb or in the schema
Alcmanicum with a plural verb. In fact, more than any other single piece of
evidence, the schema Alcmanicum requires us to take seriously the idea that in
its prehistory Greek was not only a nonconfigurational language but one that
made at least some use of pronominal arguments.

(30) If Ares or Phoebus Apollo start to fight (// 20.138).
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Object conjunct hyperbaton

For object coordination, there is no number agreement in Greek to guide the
analysis, but we can extrapolate from what has been established for subject
coordination. So a line like

(31) odpag pév mpddTov Endyeto kol kOvag épyote //1.50

is assumed ro have originated as a type of adjunction structure, as depicted in
Figure 4.3. (For the same of simplicity, VP is used to mark the nuclear projec-
tion of the verb in a nonconfigurational language; nothing is necessarily
implied about the syntactic status of the subject argument.) ovpfiag is a weak
focus that has moved to (nonderivationally, is placed in) the specifier position.
This movement does not violate Ross’s Coordinate Structure Constraint (a
coordinate version of the Left Branch Condition) because obpfiog does not
enter into a coordinate noun phrase with x0vag apyods at this stage of the lan-
guage. At the same time, it can phrase with the verb, because, not being
coordinated, it does not violate the complexity constraint. Of course, if there
cver was a stage of the Greek language at which objects too were adjuncts to
pronominal arguments, then the construction ultimately goes back to an
object version of the schema Alcmanicum: ‘the mules;, he attacked them,
and the swift dogs;.” A parallel fronting accounts for instances with a nominal

head

(32)  Awog dryyehol nde xai Givdpdv /[ 7.274
dpvedv kviong aiy®v 1e teleiwv [/ 1.66.

VP NP

NN

obpfiag ; Vv’ KOvag apyong
EndETO —

Figure 4.3
Object conjunct hyperbaton:
adjunct analysis

(31) First he went after the mules and the swift dogs (// 1.50).
(32) Messengers of Zeus and men (I/ 7.274). The aroma of sacrificed shecp and
unblemished goats (/] 1.66).
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In historical Greek, conjunct hyperbaton might conceivably have been reana-
lyzed as a discontinuous coordinated noun phrase, as depicted in Figure 4.4,
but there are good arguments against this view. For subject conjunct hyperba-
ton, the verb agreement rule has to be ordered after extraction, which is not
convincing. Norwegian examples like

Per sé jeg og Ola i gar

‘I saw Per and Ola yesterday’
are equally problematic, because the adverbial can only be taken with the sec-
ond conjunct (Johannessen 1998). The independence of conjuncts in noncon-

figurational languages is illustrated by examples like the following from
Warlpiri

Kuyu-rna ngarnu, manu Napaljarri-rli-yijala

meat-AUX (1sg) ate, and  Napaljarri-ERG-also

‘Napaljarri and 1 ate meat’

Kuyu-rna purraja, manu miyi

meat-AUX cooked, and bread

‘T cooked meat and bread.’

The first Warlpiri example is a split agent coordination with singular agree-
ment on the auxiliary, the second is a split patient coordination.
Y2 hyperbaton

The analysis of object conjunct hyperbaton just presented generalizes easily to
Y2 hyperbaton with adjectives and genitives. Consider the following

\4%
obphiog, \'A
/\\
Endyeto NP
i NP

AN

KOvog Gpyong

Figure 4.4
Object conjunct hyperbaton:
discontinuous noun phrase analysis
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(33) méMv aiphoopev edpudryviay 7/ 2.329
gx 8¢ mov népoev Kirikov 1/ 6.415.

For the sake of brevity, we will collapse these two examples. Given the poten-
tially independent status of modifiers in nonconfigurational languages, we are
not limited to a structure in which the modifier is syntactically integrated into
the noun phrase. We can start with a structure in which the noun is phrased
with the verb and the modifier is a secondary predicate and syntactic adjunct
external to the nuclear verbal projection. Both structures are depicted in Figure
4.5. The latter structure conforms to the complexity constraint, and Y2 hyper-
baton is simply derived by regular fronting of the weak focus noun to a speci-
fier position (or, nonderivationally, simply by placing the noun in the focus
position). When a structure would permit both Y2 hyperbaton and conjunct
hyperbaton, either the specifier is allowed to branch, giving conjunct hyperba-
ton

(34)  EvE dhoyxov Te @ikny EAroy kol vimiov viov [/ 5.480

or the complexity constraint can block branching in the specifier position and
trigger Yz hyperbaton rather than simple conjunct hyperbaton

(35) ufre euiaccépevon Totpota kol Edtkag Bodg Od 12.136;

VP VP
oMLY A vp edPL&YVLOY
/\ /\ Kirixov
aipfioopey NP mOALY; A4
——i  gbpudyviay aiphoopev —
Kiiikov
Discontinuous NP Adjunct Ya

Figure 4.5
Movement analyses of Y2 hyperbaton
TOALY aipfioopev ebpudyviay / Kidikov

(33) We will capture the city with its broad streets (//2.329). He destroyed the city of
the Cilicians (// 6.415).

(34) Where 1 left my dear wife and infant son (£ 5.480).

(35) "I'o look after their father’s sheep and curved oxen (Od 12.136).
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similarly with a possessive structure
(36)  1év p’ "Hodg Exterve poeivig Gydaog vidg Od 4.188.

One might object that modifiers and conjuncts are different things, and that
one cannot extrapolate from an analysis of conjunct hyperbaton to an analysis
of Y2 hyperbaton. On this view, the parallel structure of

(37)  ..xroivav kodnv Barev 78¢ yuidvo Od 10.365
xhoivay Bake gorvixéeoooy Od 14.500 v 1.

is only superficial, a question of serial order, not of structure. However, note
how the Y2 modifier can be delayed until after the completion of the nuclear
verb phrase

(38) «xai piv Bére unpov olotd | de€rov £ 11.583 (VY12Y2).

In any case, this objection has less basis in a nonconfigurational language than
in English, since the independent and autonomous status of modifiers is one of
the distinguishing features of nonconfigurational languages. The structural
parallelism between object conjuncts and postmodifiers is very close. As illus-
trated in Figure 4.6, in the continuous structure they are both adjoined to NP,
while in the discontinuous structure they are both adjoined to what we have
been calling VP. There is empirical evidence from historical Greek that directly
supports the proposed analysis, and actually indicates that the VP adjunction
analysis can be correct even in some cases of apparently continuous NP struc-
tures. [t comes from a few cases of inscriptional phrase punctuation (which

NP VP
NP ConjP/AP VP ConjP/AP
xXAOTVOLY ji /\ i\:
N8 yLidve xraivoy A% 7dE YLTdve
QOWVIKOEDTTOV Barev goivikdeooov
Figure 4.6

NP adjunct and VP adjunct

xrcivoy (Bére(v)) ndE x1idva / povikdesoay

(36) Whom the glorious son of bright Dawn killed (O 4.188).

(37) She put on a beautiful cloak and a tunic (Od4 10.365). He threw off his purple
cloak {04 14.500).

(38) And he hit him with an arrow on the right thigh (//11.583).
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encodes prosodic phrasing and so indirectly provides evidence for syntactic
phrasing). There are a couple of cases in the Locrian Lex Opunitiorum where a
noun is phrased with a preceding verb and its articulated modifier is phrased
separately, even though the noun and the modifier are contiguous

(39) : Swopooar hopQov : tov vopov : Locr 45
: empotkovg AoQpov : tov Humoxveyudiov @ Locr 5.

These punctuations are unlikely to be purely prosodically motivated; in partic-
ular, there is no pairing effect to motivate splitting a constituent. The phras-
ings correspond roughly to English

*The sacked the ministers] 0 [responsible] 0
rather than to a paired structure like
[he sacked the ministers] ¢ [responsible for the leaks] .

So these punctuations support the underlying structure assumed for indepen-
dent modifiers at the posited prehistorical nonconfigurational stage. Y2 hyper-
baton is generated by weak focus fronting of the noun entirely inside the
nuclear verbal projection, leaving the modifier in its separate phrase as before.
It happens that the resulting structure, this time with a prepositional phrase
complement and independent articulated participial modifier, is preserved in a
phrase punctuated inscription from Olympia

(40) ev témapot ¥ eveyorto : 101 ‘viawt eypoapevol LSAG Pl 42.6
(punctuation worn but clearly visible).

The separation of definite Y2 receives further support from a punctuated sub-
ject Yz hyperbaton from Argos

(41)  ha 8¢ Bora moteroto : havattvyovea 1G IV.554.

Y2 hyperbaton can also be punctuated as a single phrase, which reflects the
superordinate VP node

(42) : Qw1 Baoirevg e wryvrtiog : Masson et al. 1988.3
: tehog pe gapery wedev : Locr 10.

However, given the more articulated punctuations just cited, there is little to
be said for positing a flat structure such as that found with strings of uncon-
nected right dislocated arguments. The structures are branching (hierarchical),
just not in the way an English spcaker would expect

{(39) They should swear the prescribed oath (Locr 45). The colonists of the Hypocne-
midian Locrians (ibid. 5).

{40) He should be liable 1o the penalty here written (LSAG Pl 42.6).

(41) The council that is in office shall enforce it (IG IV.554).

(42) The Egyptian king gave to him (Masson 1988). They shall pay no taxes (Locr 10).
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*[8topooan] [hopoov] [tov voptov]

[
*[8roposar] [hopov tov voprov)
[sropooat hop@ov] [tov vopiov]
[hopvov Stopocat] [tov voptov].

Distributed modifiers and complements

There are a number of examples, mainly in tragedy, where a modifier or a com-
plement that semantically belongs to two conjuncts appears syntactically inter-
nal to one conjunct only

(43)  avdpdv te maheadyv Nde yovoukdv Hymn to Apollo 160
Mrav 88 Apvny Ankiav te xoipddo Eum 9
ppalov &rooty Thiov T avéotacty Ag 589
fiv 8" ég Aoyoug te ko T TV olkTiopata | BAEyag memavdig
Heracl 158
ot fidopar 10ied’ 0BT EmdyBopon kool Hipp 1260
gnulooe natépa kanéktey’ Endv Orest 578
AN Gmepvkol kol Zedg ko kol ®otBog "Apyeimv edtiv Ajax 186.

There are even some prose examples

(44) raPav yravida xoi neptParopevog muppry Her 3.139
EEnynodpevog ndoay xal mdéEag v EAAGda Her 3.135.

These structures seem to cry out for syntactic reconstruction of a configura-
tional coordinate phrase

[&vEpdv T BdE yuvouxdv] Todoudy

AnMav [Alpvny xoipdda 1e]

‘Thiov [hwoty dvastociv Te]

anepbror [kol Zebg kot @oiBog] [kakdy Apyeiov gériv].

But note the singular verb agreement in the Ajax example. If this type of syntax
has a nonconfigurational origin, it is less perverse, and in fact falls out quite
naturally from the typical nonconfigurational amplifying strategy, the mechan-
ics of which were discussed in the preceding section: for instance ‘announcing
the/its capture, and the destruction of Troy’; ‘I am not pleased at these, nor am
[ displeased at (them,) the evils’; ‘let him avert it, Zeus the evil one; and Phoe-
bus, the rumour; of the Argives.” This is not intended to claim that the syntax

(43) The men and women of old (Hymn r0 Apollo 160). Leaving the rock and the lake
of Delos (Eum 9). Indicating the capture and destruction of Troy (4g 589). If you
become softhearted considering their words and lamencations (Herac/ 158). T am neither
happy nor sad at these misfortunes (Hipp 1260). She punished and killed my father (Orest
578). May both Zeus and Phoebus ward off the evil rumour of the Argives (Ajax 186).

(44) Taking and putting on a red cloak (Her 3.139). Having given them a guided tour
of the whole of Grecce (Her 3.135).
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of tragedy is or can be nonconfigurational to this degree, but merely that it per-
mits structures which are easier to motivate in terms of such nonconfigura-
tional origins.

Even though the modifiers could usually be interpreted as originally separate
adjuncts, there is an evident pairing effect

lepalov drooiv] [Thiov T &viotacty]
(o186 fdopan 10768°] [0t emdyBopon kokoig |
[LoBav yravida] [kai neptBalopevog muppiv].

The Ajax example seems at first sight similar to regular gapping

(45) 1odg ipnkoag érdyovot é¢ Bovtodv mohwy, tdg 8¢ iBig &g Eppéwm moALy
Her 2.67
al CVRQopoL TV AvBphTLY Gpyovst Kal obkl dvBpmnol Thv
cvpgoptav Her 7.49.

However, the object arguments are coindexed and the structure need not be
biclausal; it is probably derived from a conjunct hyperbaton with the subject
conjuncts straddling the branching object phrase: $1010252 — $101820.
The examples with coordinated verbs seem to work the same way: Vi0102V2

— V101V20:.

Y1 hyperbaton

In languages having consistently configurational noun phrases, two factors
have been identified as particularly important for adjective location. The first is
head relative directionality, the position of the complement relative to the head
and of the modifier relative to the modifice. Such considerations played an
important role in discussions of Indo-European syntactic typology in the
1970s (Friedrich 1977). The second is the distinction between attributive and
adnominal predicative adjectives. The former have a fixed serial order, the lat-
ter do not. In the Romance languages, attributive adjectives are said to be gen-
erated in prenominal position; fixed order in postnominal adjectives is thought
to be evidence for noun raising (Cinque 1994). Both factors are conceived of
in terms of a hierarchical noun phrase, and so would not apply as stated to
nonconfigurational languages, in which modifiers were often more indepen-
dent of the nouns they are associated with. Some differences, for instance the
availability of intensional readings for adjectives might crucially hinge on the
availability of configurational adnominal modification. But other differences
between pre- and postnominal location of adjectives in nonconfigurational
languages may reflect the same sort of semantic factors that are ultimately

(45) They take hawks away to the city of Buto, ibises to the city of Hermes (Her 2.67).
Circumstances govern men not men circumstances (Her 7.49).
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involved in configurational languages, as well as the pragmatic factors that are
so important in free word order languages.

An intriguing property of hyperbaton is that it “preserves” the word order of
the corresponding continuous noun phrase. Y1 hyperbaton is found with
modifiers that would also be prenominal in the corresponding continuous YP,
and Y2 hyperbaton with those that would be postnominal. Moreover, when-
ever strings of adjectives in hyperbaton are split by the intervening head X, the
order of the adjectives in hyperbaton regularly corresponds to what the order
would be in the corresponding continuous structure, as can be verified in the
examples cited in earlier chapters. This feature of discontinuity is not a pecu-
liarity of Greek but has been noted in other languages, for instance in Kalka-
tungu (Blake 1983) and in the German split topic construction (van Riemsdijk
1989). From a configurational perspective, this suggests that Y1 hyperbaton is
derived from a continuous noun phrase with a prenominal adjective, or at least
that the adjective passes through the prenominal position on its way to the Y1
slot. From a nonconfigurational perspective, such assumptions may be super-
fluous; it is simply a matter of the same factors applying to both discontinuous
and continuous sequences, and modifier movement may be mostly unneces-
sary.

For the sake of highlighting the difference between Y1 and Y2 hyperbaton,
let us choose an example in which a modifier movement analysis would not be
inappropriate. Adjectives in -e1g tend to appear after their nouns in Homer, as
in the common formula

(46) Emea mtepdevio mpoondSA.

This fact is presumably related to the status of the suffix -feve- ‘richly endowed
with’ (Risch 1974:151). However, they can also appear as premodifiers

(47) 6voev végog 1/15.153,
and there are a few cases of such adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton
(48) poddevt 8¢ ypiev raiw [/23.186.

If an -e1g adjective moves to the left from a postulated basic postnominal posi-
tion, being still independent of the noun (‘she anointed him with oil which
was rose-scented’), it can move to the left of the whole nuclear XP, rather than
simply to the left of the noun as in a configurational language. This option
avoids a violation of the complexity constraint. In other words, the modifier
moves around the nuclear XP from postadjunct to specifier position. This
seemns to make pragmatic sense, since while ¢éLaie is fairly predictable from the

(46) Addressed winged words.
(47) A fragrant cloud (£/15.153).
(48) She anointed him with rose-scented oil (//23.186).
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verb, poddevr specifies which of the various perfumes was chosen for the oil.
Compare with appositional nouns

(49)  avnp yodxevg Od 9.391
v gohkReg xéylov &vdpeg /[ 4.187, 216.

A comparison of Y1 and Y2 hyperbaton based on this analysis is given in Figure
4.7. Whereas the Y2 modifier is treated as an adjunct to XP, the Yi modifier is
interpreted as a specifier of XP. Hence movement of an adjective from Yz to Y1
position shows up as a lowering; the adjective changes from being outside XP
to being inside XP. Similarly when continuous postmodifiers become pre-
modifiers, they move from outside NP to inside NP (Figure 1.5). This is the
inverse to the (for us) more familiar right-raising movements like extraposition
and heavy noun phrase shift. The latter create adjunct structures out of basic
hierarchical ones by moving a constituent out of XP and raising it to a right
adjunct position. Our movement creates a hierarchical structure out of a basic
adjunct structure by lowering an adjunct into specifier position. This distinc-
tion applies quite independently of the derivational framework in which we
have chosen to present ic. Both Y1 and Y2 adjectives have the property of being
“transportable” to higher positions in the tree. Y2 adjectives belong outside
(adjoined to) the maximal projection of the modified noun and rise to higher
adjoined positions. Y1 adjectives belong inside the maximal projection of the
modified head noun and rise to higher positions inside maximal projections
that dominate the head noun. This distinction, or some other equivalent piece
of formalism, is not entirely stipulative and does not depend on whether the
theory makes a distinction between specifiers and adjuncts. As we shall see,

VP VP
VP —i VP Qaevolg
podoevTL; A TAOKGHOVG A
xplev E i Enhele —
Figure 4.7

Comparison of Y1 and Y2 hyperbaton (movement analyses)
poddeviL.. xpiev gaate (11 23.186), mhokdpovg éniete poewvodg (/1 14.176)

(49) A man who is a smith (04 9.391). Which men who were smiths made (7/ 4.187).
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there is empirical evidence from enjambement in Homer to support it. Intu-
itively, left moved constituents (other than left dislocated topics) are more
specifier-like and right-moved constituents often more adjunct-like; left-
moved constituents seem to scope over the nuclear clause, while right-moved
constituents often seem to be just added to it. This distinction can be reflected
in the prosody in some languages; a clear case is Haya (Tenenbaum 1977). In
the following paragraphs we will survey the main types of Y1 hyperbaton in
Homer, in order to get some idea of the conditions that favour the Y1 position.

The first type corresponds very well with Y1 hyperbaton in classical prose;
modifiers include quantifiers, pronominals and superlatives

(50) mGoav énppoccaiuedo Boviny //13.741
nheloTon KAovEOVTO Qdhoryyeg [/ 11.148
nevifkovio & £lov dippovg [/ 11.748
Gakag & areydvete daitog Od 2.139
nopatov & Hriiccato déprov Od 2.20.

Focused restrictive adjectives are less common

(51)  ebpb yap diyLe dupowoiy Exel oéxog [/ 11.527
ob & &&wx SéEau &mowve [/ 11.131.

The difference between a possessive pronoun in Y hyperbaton as a focused
topic and the same pronoun as a subsidiary specification in Y2 hyperbaton is
nicely illustrated by the following example

(52) & &p Egav ambvieg, Epov § Eyélaocoe pihov kfip | Bg Gvop’
géandtnoev euov Od 9.413.

A second category involves descriptive adjectives; as already pointed out in
chaprer 3, it has no prose counterpart

(53) Eavenv anekeipoto yoitny //23.141
ToMAC ent i Boldoong 1/ 4.248
revkobe 8 émépnoev é86vtog 7/ 5.291.

Descriptive adjectives are not excluded from higher positions in the clause

(54) ypboeia motHp Etitaive téhavto /1 8.69.

(50) We could consider all sorts of counsel (// 13.741). 'The most troops were thrown
into disarray (// 11.148). I seized fifty chariots (7/ 11.748). Find your meals elsewhere (Od
2.139). He made himsclf his last meal (04 2.20).

(51) He has a broad shield around his shoulders (// 11.527). Receive a worthy ransom
(77 11.131).

(52) So they spoke as they left. 1 smiled to myself at how my name had been deceprive
(Od 9.413).

(53) He cut off a lock of golden hair (7/23.141). On the shore of the grey sea (//4.248).
It pierced his white teeth (7/5.291).

(54) The Father held up his golden scales (7 8.69).
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Quite a few instances, particularly subject phrases, are open to a predicative
interpretation (‘the water ran cool,” etc.)

(55) adaxpbin éxev dooe Od 4.186
Moon & dvadédpope nétpn Od 5.412
&oPéotn kéyvrto roE 1/ 16.123
Kater 88 votiog péev idpag 1/11.811
Kot 88 ywoypov péev Hdwp O4A 17.209.

Rather like adverbs, these depictive secondary predicates c-command and take
scope over following the verb plus argument complex, and they are interpreted
relative to the event or situation described by the main predicate: the water is
cool in the flowing event. The property does not necessarily hold of the entity
to which it is ascribed either prior to or subsequent to the event. Regular
adnominal ornamental epithets are often individual level and consequently not
event particular (Parry 1971:120), irrespective of whether they are in hyperba-
ton or not

(56) taytec & Exmmrov ototol /121,492,

The secondary predicate also seems to be the salient information in the clause.
When we say

Jack arrived angry,

it is usually not the fact that Jack arrived, but the state he was in on arrival that
is important. Contrast

Jack arrived, angry;

here the adjective is less of a restriction on the type of arrival, and both the
arrival and the angriness are salient items of information. Similarly, in

(57) tapeerod vieadeg Aldg éxmotéovran | woypai //19.357

the quantifier tapoetai is preverbal and event-related, the postverbal adjective
yuypat is also probably event-related and predicative but amplificatory. Con-
trast the preverbal yoyp1 in

(58)  abpn & éx motopod yoypn nvéer Od 5.469

which amounts to an adverbial restriction on the nuclear clause.

More generally, while the main function of restrictive adjectives is to narrow
down the possible referents of the noun phrase, descriptive adjectives simply
express an additional property; consequently they can often be paraphrased as

(55) He kept his eyes free of tears (04 4.186). The rock runs up sheer (Od 5.412). The
flame enveloped it unquenchable (/7 16,123). The sweat ran down wet (J/ 11.811). The
water flowed down cold (04 17.209).

(56) The swift arrows fell our (7/21.492).

(57) 'The cold snowflakes fly down from heaven in thick clouds (// 19.357).

(58) A breeze blows cold off the river (Od 5.469).
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an adjunct participle or subordinate clause—relative, causal or concessive
according to the context. So a number of Y1 complement hyperbata could eas-
ily be expanded by the insertion of the participle éov

(59) veovtéatov {Rovorng) Eppee xepog [ 13.539
yoremny (¢odoav) Edeicate pAviy 1/ 13.624
Badéng {govomne) eEdAreTan adAfg /1 5.142;

the blood ran down from his arm which was/inasmuch as it was newly
wounded; you did not fear the anger of Zeus, harsh though it is; and so on.
Compare the secondary predicate participle in continuous structures like

(60) Emepwyoav.. éotepavapévong dto xipukog Xen Hell 4.7.3.

Warlpiri has temporal enclitics like -/kx ‘then’ and -wiyi ‘before’ which can be
attached to adjectives in hyperbaton and favour a secondary predicative as
opposed to attributive reading (Simpson 1991:200; Bittner & Hale 1995:86).
This general approach to descriptive adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton rests on the
idea that a radically nonconfigurational correlate of

He kissed the beautiful Miss Jones
would be

Beautiful as she was, he kissed her, Miss Jones.

Finally, it is a reasonable hypothesis that one of the factors governing the
choice between Y1 and Yz hyperbaton should be the salience of the informa-
tion in Y1 relative to that in Y2. There may be a tendency for the noun in these
Y1 hyperbata to be either a postverbal predicate internal subject (‘there gushed
blood’) or actually tail material (as in prose Y1 hyperbaton)

(61) wvéveog eérixto Spakwy I/ 11.39
wéray & avexnxiey oipo I/ 7.262
evepyéog Exneoe dippov //5.585, 13.399,

dpaxwv and ofjer are presentational and so postverbal. In both passsages cited
for #xmece Sippov, the fall guy, so to speak, is the charioteer; consequently the
3igpog is predictable. The following progression is also suggestive

(62) #épL & Eyyog éxéxiito kal toyt innw £/5.356
xPUCOURVKaG Hreev innovg ib, 358
Sdke ypusaunvkag inmovg ib. 363;

(59) It ran down from his newly-wounded arm (/ 13.539). You feared the harsh anger
(11 13.624). Jumps out of the high-walled enclosure (//5.142).

(60) They sent two heralds garlanded (Xen Hell 4.7.3).

(61) A blue enamel serpent was entwined (#/ 11.39). The dark blood gushed out (//
7.262). He fell out of the well-built chariot (7/5.585).

(62) His spear and his swift horses were leaning on a cloud (7 5.356). She asked for his
horses with golden frontlets (// 5.358). He gave her his horses with golden frondets (//
5.363).
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in line 356 the horses are new information in a conjunct hyperbaton; in line
358 the horses are old information and we get a Y1 hyperbaton; in line 363 the
whole noun phrase is repeated and is placed after the verb. In chapter 6 we sug-
gest that the noun in prose Y1 hyperbaton is nonreferential, and that this may
be the case for certain types of Y1 hyperbaton in verse too. Modification and
predictability can by themselves be sufficient to induce nonreferentiality, even
in the absence of the strong narrow focus that is additionally required in prose.

Other Y1 hyperbata

In genitive Y1 hyperbaton, the genitive is usually less predictable than the Y2
noun, as in later Greek

(63) Tpawv piyvovio eddayyog //13.718
Tpowv elnovio eérayyeg /1 11.344
"08voofiog efloor yovov Od 4.741.

In two remaining types of Y1 hyperbaton, clitic hyperbaton and interroga-
tive hyperbaton, there is unequivocal movement to a higher clausal position.
However, both types may go back to a null head pronominal adjective (chapter
6) with a specifying tail noun ("Which one did you buy, car?’). Here are some
examples with clitics

(64) 7 1ic opoe mopev Beog dvtiforhoag [/ 10.546
booov tig T Epprye kaiabpora Boukdrog évip 1/ 23.845.

Interrogative instances include a couple in the old heroic greeting formula

(65) 1téwov & & ebyeton elvon | &vdpdv, Od 20.192
noing & &€ edyeton eivon | yaing.., Od 1.406
Tiva § abt® phoat SheBpov | AlyieBog Sorountig.... Od 3.249.

Domain of hyperbaton

As established in carlier chapters, in classical Greek hyperbaton has a cross-
categorial phrasal domain. The same applies for Homer. The following exam-
ples are of Y1 hyperbaton, where X is some category other than a verb

(63) They procceded to break the ranks of the 1'rojans (/7 13.718). The bartalions of the
Trojans followed (// 11.344). T'o destroy the offspring of Odysseus (Od 4.741).

{(64) Or did some god meet you and give them to you? (J/10.546). As far as a herdsman
throws his staft (//23.845).

(65) From what men does he claim descent? (Od 20.192). From what land does he
claim to be? (04 1.406). What destruction did the cunning Aegisthus devise for him? (Od
3.249).



Licensing Hyperbaton 173

(66) NOUN PHRASE
peydrov éntictopa Epyov Od 21.26
avondéog Expata métpng /1 13.139
nodveopPov metpota yaing /£ 14.200

(67) PREPOSITION PLUS NOUN PHRASE
iepfic eic &otv Zeheing //4.103
iepic mapd muBpéy éhaing Od 13.372

(68) ADJECTIVE PHRASE
Bod atdhavtoc “Apni 1/ 13.295
Kox®v emianBov andviov 04 4.221 (Yz2)
Sewfig akodpnrtor dbtfig 1/ 13.621

(69) PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE
SeEitepov & vmep dpov 1/ 10.373
peronvéioy &nd vndv 1/ 24.780.

We have already suggested in relation to strong focus that there could be a con-
nection between the phrasal domain of hyperbaton and nonconfigurationality,
and the suggestion generalizes easily to other types of hyperbaton. The rela-
tively independent status of argument and adjunct phrases—the fact that they
are paratactic rather than integrated into a larger and more complex hierarchi-
cal structure—leads to a situation in which each phrase has its own pragmati-
cally sensitive word order which replicates in miniature the word order of the
clause. [X YP] phrases are pragmatic small clauses, if you will, particularly in
terms of the predicational theory of focus. So the independent status of the
modifier and the independent status of the [X YP] phrase conspire to permit
modifiers to be located in phrases in much the same way that phrases are
located in clauses. Classical prose is beginning to unload some of this non-
configurational heritage, restricting Y1 hyperbaton to strong narrow focus and
eliminating most types of prepositional phrase hyperbaton.

Conclusion

Phrasal discontinuity in configurational languages is a particularly recalcitrant
problem, which has elicited a whole range of competing descriptive devices,
some of which will be mentioned briefly at the beginning of chapter 6. The

(66) One with much experience of great deeds (Od 21.26). The support of the shame-
less rock ({1 13.139). The ends of the bountiful earth (// 14.200).

{(67) To the city of holy Zelea (// 4.103). By the trunk of the sacred olive tree (04
13.372).

{(68) Equal to the swift Ares (// 13.295). Inducing forgetfulness of all misfortunes (Od
4.221). You who can never get enough of the terrible battle cry (//13.621).

(69) Over his right shoulder (7/ 10.373). From the black ships (/1 24.780).
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essential point here is that, if our analysis of the origins of hyperbaton is on the
right track, hyperbaton initially had little if anything to do with phrasal dis-
continuity.

According to the analysis we have presented, movement generates disconti-
guity, not discontinuity. Discontinuous constituency can be interpreted deri-
vationally and nonderivationally. In derivational terms, it means that there is a
semantic constituent actuated by an underlying syntactic constituent that can
be syntactically discontinuous in some of its surface manifestations. In non-
derivational terms, it means that there is a semantic constituent that is, in one
of its actuations, syntactically discontinuous. Either of these definitions might
be appropriate for some stage of classical Greek, but neither is relevant for the
origins of hyperbaton. The autonomous modifiers of hyperbaton may be co-
indexed with the noun, but they do not form either a semantic or a syntactic
constituent with it to the exclusion of all other material. Syntactically, the Y-
modifier does not form a constituent with the Y-noun but with the whole of
the rest of XP. So the term discontinuous coustituency is misleading in a non-
configurational context: what is not a constituent can be neither a continuous
constituent nor a discontinuous constituent, and what does not branch cannot
have a left branch. Discontinuous constituency of this type implies not the dis-
membering of a syntactic constituent, but the failure to merge into a syntactic
constituent.

THE MEANING OF Y; ADJUNCTS

With the concept of the nonconfigurational adjunct we may have solved a
syntactic problem, but we have created a semantic problem. How are these
adjunct modifiers and conjuncts interpreted semantically? Consider, for
instance

el 8t mooot nédag éBoke ypuoeiag // 13.36.

If we assume that hyperbaton is semantically irrelevant, we might think of pos-
iting a fully integrated noun phrase reading with an English type attributive
adjective: ‘he put gold fetters around their feet.” In that case, one would like to
know what sort of interpretive mechanisms arc required to get from the dis-
continuous syntax to the integrated semantics. On the other hand, we might
posit a completely unintegrated reading, such as ‘he put fetters around their
feet, gold ones/which were gold.” This certainly caters to the syntactic disconti-
nuity, but are such unintegrated readings actually supported by the way Y2
hyperbaton is used in the texts, or at least by the way it might have been used
in a prehistoric nonconfigurational syntax? A similar story applies to object
conjunct hyperbaton

"APavio fetdxeto kod Todberdoy 7/5.148.
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With a fully integrated noun phrase reading, this means ‘he went after Abas
and Polyidus.” With a maximally unintegrated reading, it would be ‘he went
after Abas, and Polyidus too.” A third possibility, which we shall argue for, is
that neither of the obvious English paraphrases just given is appropriate, and
that Y2 hyperbaton involves a third reading intermediate between the two. In
addition to finding appropriate English paraphrases, we need to specify just
what is entailed by the different readings and whether they are truthcondition-
ally or merely compositionally different. The further question of whether more
than one reading is available for Y2 hyperbaton in Greek, as it is in some other
languages, will be taken up later.

Unintegrated interpretation

Let us start with conjunct hyperbaton. The problems here are aggravared by
the long history of scholarly disagreement about the best analysis of ordinary
(continuous YP) noun phrase conjunction (Lasersohn 1995). Many noun
phrase conjunctions are logically equivalent to clausal conjunctions

Jack and Mary passed the test
Jack passed the test, and Mary passed the test.

However others, particularly in clauses with a symmetrical or a reciprocal pred-
icate, are obviously not (nonboolean coordination)

Jack and Mary met # Jack met and Mary met
Jack and Mary are alike # Jack is alike and Mary is alike.

According to one approach, conjoined noun phrases are semantically mono-
clausal and conjoined clauses are semantically biclausal. According to another,
noun phrase conjunction is interpreted as clausal conjunction whenever possi-
ble. According to a third approach, it remains noun phrase conjunction at log-
ical form but is expanded into a clausal conjunction for the semantic
computation of truth values. We will assume that the first approach is correct.
The important point to note is that the other two approaches tend to neutral-
ize potential distinctions between continuous coordination and conjunct
hyperbaton at some point in the interpretation.

To test for the unintegrated interpretation, we will compare conjunct hyper-
baton with an English construction that clearly has unintegrated readings,
namely stripping, also known as bare argument ellipsis. In this construction, as
its name implies, material identical to that in the antecedent clause is stripped
away leaving one constituent, often a bare argument, and in many cases a par-
ticle like #00 or a negative

The students read Aeschylus last night, and Sophocles too
The students read Aeschylus last night, but not Sophocles.
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Addition of the adverbial last night ensures a canonical example of stripping as
opposed to some form of subclausal conjunction (Aeschylus and Sophocles roo).
In stripping sentences, indefinites are normally interpreted without coreference

Menelaus atracked a warrior, and Diomedes too.

The natural interpretation is distributive, with two events of attacking and two
different warriors. The indefinite @ warrior can be interpreted as a predicate
modifier or as a specific indefinite with broad scope within its conjunct, but,
typically, not as a specific indefinite with broad scope over both conjuncts: in
symbols (using typographically differentiated variables x and z) 3x[warrior (x)
A attack(M, x)] A Jz{warrior(2) A attack(D,z)] (‘There is a warrior such that
Menelaus attacks him, and there is a warrior such that Diomedes attacks him’).
The less readily available collective interpretation, Jx{warrior(x) A attack
(M@®D,x)] (‘There is a warrior such that Menelaus and Diomedes attack him
collectively’), requires cancelling this strong implicature

Menelaus attacked a warrior, and Diomedes did too. It was the
same warrior and they attacked him together.

As far as we know, conjunct hyperbaton does not have this implicature,
although we have not found any strongly collective examples with “once only”
or “piano-carrying” predicates

Menelaus killed a warrior and Diomedes
Menelaus carried a piano upstairs and Diomedes,

where not only are both subjects involved in the same event with the same
object, but neither subject individually performs the action described by the
verb phrase. Note however with a definite object and Y1 hyperbaton within the
first conjunct

(70) v xopvvitng | yeivat "Apnibooc kot dviopédoveo Bodmig //7.10
(cp. 1121.141, 0d7.57).

The definite by itself guarantees identity of the direct object but not of the
event. Where a more reciprocal meaning is involved, we find one clear and one
possible case of continuous YP coordination and plural agreement

(71)  Invérewg 8¢ Adxaov 1e cuvédpapov /1 16.335
oi 8& 81 8AAoL | Tpdeg Kol Acvool oDVOYoV kpartepny dopivny

1116.763.

Regular conjunct hyperbaton would presumably be illicit, as it would be with
plural reflexive and reciprocal pronouns

(70) Whose parents were the macebearer Areithous and the ox-cyed Phylomedusa (/7
7.10).
(71) Pencleus and Lycon rushed at each other (77 16.335).
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Hector praises themselves and Achilles
Peneleus atracks each other and Lycon.

This assumption is supported by number agreement evidence from Lebanese
and Moroccan Arabic (Standard Arabic works differently), where singular
agreement with postverbal conjuncts is illicit for reflexives, reciprocals and col-
lective predicates like meet and share (Aoun & Benmamoun 1999). However,
the schema Alcmanicum with its plural verb agreement is licensed with this
type of predicate

(72)  fip podg Tuderg cvpPéiretov 18E Trdpavdpog 11 5.774.

Like comitative coordination in Slavic (McNally 1993), the schema Alcmani-
cum is particularly suited to situations in which the conjoined subjects are
cither intrinsically connected like Simois and Scamander, Pyriphlegethon and
Cocytus (Od 10.513), Castor and Pollux (Alcman Frag. 2 Calame: apposi-
tional) (Fraser 1910) or at least collectively associated in the event. Pairing
seems to be a particularly strong manifestation of the general requirement for
semantic compatibility between coordinates

the cup and saucer
?the cup and saucepan
the cup and the saucepan.

In languages that do not have conjunctions but simply juxtapose conjuncts,
intonation is used to encode the distinction between paired and independent
items (Mithun 1988).

Similar distinctions can be made for object conjunct hyperbaton. In an
English stripping sentence like

He mixed martinis last night, and margheritas
there are two separate mixing subevents. You cannot say

*He mixed martinis last night, and margheritas; and the result was
a weird mixture.

This restriction does not apply to conjunct hyperbaton in Greek
(73)  oivov épioyov évi kpnrfipol kot Hdwp OA 1.110.

A distributive reading with separate mixing episodes is hardly possible, but
given the normal usage of petyvopt and kepévvopt in Homer, the line might go
back to a nonconfigurational structure in which the (etymologically unclear)
xod meant ‘and together with it

(72) Where the Simois and the Scamander join their streams (// 5.774). But the others,
the Trojans and the Greeks joined in fierce combat (77 16.763).
(73) They were mixing wine and water in bowls (04 1.110).
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Another difference between English stripping and Greek conjunct hyperba-
ton involves the scope of adverbials. In the following examples, the second
elliptical clause is either a correction to the first or outright impossible

He only read Aeschylus, and Sophodes too

He first read Aeschylus, and Sophocles too

War together destroyed the Achacans, and pestilence too
He held the arrow notches together, and the string too.

But there is no problem with comparable types of conjunct hyperbaton in

Greek

(74) 1o &yye ubvov opdv kel 1o mupaypipe Pl Crar 395d
obpfiag pev mpdTov Endyeto kol kdvag épyotg //1.50
el 81 60D mMorepdg TE dopd kol Aotodg Axarodg f11.61
opod yiveidag te AoBov kol vedpa Bosta /14,122,

The adverbs in these examples scope over both conjuncts. For instance, in the
Plato example, povov has scope over Yz just as it does in a similar structure not
interrupted by a superordinate X

(75)  dpupovia povov xai pixel Pl Crat 416b.

The same result is achicved if we test with negation. In Kru (Hyman 1975),
split object coordination is regularly associated with an intonation break after
the verb

He not fish buy, and rice
‘He did not buy fish and rice.’

Despite the intonation break, the negative has scope over both conjuncts, as it

does in Greek
o t6Eo1o1 payéoxeto dovpt te pokpd I/ 7.140;

‘it is not the case that he fought with arrows and with the long spear.” (It is
interesting that Nunggubuyu has developed a system of morphological index-
ing that explicitly marks the scope of negation in paratactic structures [Heath
1986].)

Whatever levels of phrase structure are being coordinated in Greek conjunct
hyperbaton, they are evidently lower ranked than those involved in English
stripping, and conjunct hyperbaton is a more local construction: stripping is
more like a clausal coordination, object conjunct hyperbaton is more like a
phrasal coordination. Extrapolating from the evidence of nonconfigurational

{74) Only secing what was near and immediate (PP Crar 395d). First he went after the
mules and the swift dogs (// 1.50). If war and pestilence together are going to tame the

Achaeans (// 1.61). Holding together the arrow notches and the bowstring of ox sinew (//
4.122).
{75) Only in tone and duration (Pl Crar 416b).
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Australian languages like Nunggubuyu and Warlpiri, one can posit three dif-
ferent strategies of object coordination corresponding to simple noun phrase
coordination in English

(1) NOUN PHRASE COORDINATION WITH PLURAL AGREEMENT
[ ate-3PL [the meat and the fish]

(2) ADJUNCT (INCLUDING HYPERBATON)
The meat I-ate-35G and the fish

(3) CONJOINED CLAUSES
1 ate-35G the meat and I ate-35G the fish.

The adjunction strategy should probably not be reduced to one of the other
two strategies: (2) is not a discontinuous version of (1) as the object agreement
rule shows, nor is it simply a gapped version of (3).

The same sort of scopal differences that we found for conjunct hyperbaton
are relevant for modifier hyperbaton too. We can use an example with a rela-
tive clause to illustrate the effect

She finally found a boyfriend who was Italian.

If the relative clause is nonrestrictive and so adpositive (‘who turned out to be
Italian’), she was looking for a boyfriend of any nationality; perhaps she was
lonely. If the relative clause is restrictive and so integrated, she was specifically
looking for an Italian boyfriend; perhaps she wanted to study unaccusatives.
When used in this sense, the verb find is partly intensional. The intensional
phase (equivalent to look for, try to find) is drawn out by finally on its most nat-
ural reading; the extensional phase is the punctual telos of finding. This is why
find gives mixed results with some recently proposed intensionality tests (Molt-

mann 1997)

She finally found what/*who Sue had found the year before,
namely an Italian boyfriend
She finally found a boyfriend. He was Italian
She was looking for a boyfriend. *He was [talian (nonspecific reading).

Now consider the relative clause in the original example. The restrictive rela-
tive clause is in one way or another internal to the nuclear noun phrase and so
inside the scope of the intensional verb. But the adpositive relative clause is
outside its scope; it is like a conjoined clause, and its antecedent is the same as
that for socalled E-type intersentential pronominal anaphora (‘and he was Ital-
ian’), namely the boyfriend that was actually found. Now it is intuitively obvi-
ous that texts are interpreted in incremental stages, and that certain update
operations are pcrformed at the boundaries between stages. For instance, in
narrative the reference time is moved forward with each stage, allowing the
correct interpretation of iconically sequenced sentences like ArBov. eidov.
¢vixknoo. (Plutarch Caesar 50). Discourse referents introduced at one stage can
remain active and be picked up by anaphoric pronouns at a subsequent stage.
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Prototypically, the boundaries between these dynamic semantic update stages
correlate with the boundaries berween syntactic simple sentences. But, as we
have just seen, adpositive relative clauses behave like independent update
stages. The first stage says that she was looking for a boyfriend and was ulti-
mately successful in finding someone who became her boyfriend as a result of
being found; the second stage adds the information that he (the found boy-
friend) was Italian. The same sort of distinction applies to the following

She finally found an Italian boyfriend
She finally found a boyfriend, an [talian one.

The appositional an [talian one again involves anaphoric reference. Negation
interferes with this type of anaphora (Tatridou 1991)

She didn’t find an Italian boyfriend
*She didn’t find a boyfriend, who was [talian
*She didn’t find a boyfriend, an Italian one.

The starred sentences are bad to the extent that it is difficult to get a specific
(referential) reading of the indefinite noun phrase (‘It is not the case that she
found a particular boyfriend, who was waiting for her at the station’), and one
does not specify additional restrictions on an unavailable referent. Since no
boyfriend was found, there is no referent of whom [talian nationality could be
predicated. It would be like saying

*Noone came in. He was wearing a red shirt

where the antecedent of the pronoun is a negative quantifier phrase. (This is
obviously different from ‘Noone came. They were all at the game.’) In general,
negation (but not double negation) blocks the normal “dynamic potential” of
indefinites

*She didn’t find a boyfriend. He was Italian.

We have already used negation as a test for conjunct hyperbaton, and we can
use it here too as a test for the integrated reading of indefinites in Y2 hyperba-
ton. The negative test confirms the availability of the integrated reading

(76)  ocuveBobreve... yovaiko uf &yec8al Texvorolov &£ T oikia Her 1.59
el HioBdv ve ) ‘opepeg moaby Ar Ach 137.

The first example does not mean ‘he advised him that he should not bring a
wife into his house, and that the wife he didn’t bring into his house should be
able to have children’; note also that syntactically the Y2 modifier precedes the
goal complement. Likewise, the second example does nor mean ‘if you weren’t
getting a payment, and if the payment you weren’t getting was large.” Rather

(76) He advisd him not to marry and bring home a woman capable of having children
{Her 1.59). If you weren’t getting very well paid (Ar Ach 137).
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these examples have the same sort of integrated meaning typically required for
Yz hyperbata like

(77) &n &vdpag otpatevdpedo dyodoie Her 7.53
£¢ yAiv émhevoe Tpwad Eur £/ 3.

The Herodotus example does not mean ‘we are waging war against men, val-
iant ones,’ i.e. ‘we are waging war against men (rather than women), and they
are valiant,” but, as noted in chapter 3, ‘the men we are waging war against are
valiant.” Similarly, in the Electra example the verb phrase is vacuous without
the modifier. We shall return to examples like this at the end of the next sec-
tion.

Integrated readings are common in Homer too, but some form of less inte-
grated reading also seems to be available, as in the following examples where
the Y2 modifiers come in addition to eatlier adjective and possessive modifiers

(78) 1 pe xéheor oyedin mephov péyo roitno Buidoong | Sewvov T
apyoréov e Od 5.174 (Y1Y2)
kal @ vAdVpog Vnvog €nt BAepapoioiy Eminte | viypetog, 81otog,
favato Byyiota towkag Od 13.79 (Y17.XY2).

The matter is discussed in more detail later.

The recurrent conclusion in the analysis we have just conducted was that Y2
and conjunct hyperbaton are not comparable to unintegrated English con-
structions of the type ‘he put on fetters, gold ones’ or ‘he went after Abas, and
Polyidus too.” These English constructions are clausal adpositives, whereas

hyperbaton is basically phrasal.

Integrated interpretation

On the other hand, there are also problems with the idea that hyperbaton is
equivalent to the fully integrated structures with which we are familiar in con-
figurational languages like English. The normal clause internal constructions
in English involve attributively modified noun phrases (‘he put on [gold fet-
ters]’) and coordinate noun phrases (‘he went after [Abas and Polyidus]’). Note
that such integrated noun phrase readings would effectively neutralize non-
configurationality. They reconstruct just those hierarchically structured mean-
ings that are overtly encoded in a configurational syntax like that of English.
Hyperbaton would be reduced to a semantically and probably even composi-
tionally irrelevant piece of syntactic machinery. One obvious way to account
for such posited integrated noun phrase readings is simply to reconstruct the

(77) We are waging war against valiant men (Her 7.53). He sailed to the Trojan land
(Eur £/ 3).

(78) Who order me to cross on a raft the great gulf of the sea, awe-inspiring and chal-
lenging (Od 5.174). Pleasant sleep fell on his cyelids, sound, very sweet and very closely
resembling death (O4 13.79).
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(modified or conjunct) noun phrase at logical form. Various versions of this
approach arc conceivable. The Y2 element might be supposed to move into a
trace position marking the site from which it had been extraposed (we did not
adopt an extraposition analysis above)

(79) [médug ypooeiog;]yp EBoAe —;
["ABavto xai TTodbedov;] yp HETMYXETO —;

or to move into an empty base generated modifier position next to Y1 (Bittner
1998), or simply to be adjoined to Y1 (Reinhart 1991). Alternatively, the Yi
element could be thought to move into a trace position from which it had been

raised (as in Figures 4.3 and 4.5)

—; #Bare [nédag ypvoetag;] yp
ey peTdyeto ["ABavio kol TToAVELS0V;] yp-

Note that, for subject hyperbaton, the schema Alcmanicum requires plural
number agreement, and regular Y2 conjunct hyperbaton requires singular
agreement. 1e... kol examples (/7 5.300) permit but do not require reconstruc-
tion. For object conjunct hyperbaton, we have already pointed out that recon-
struction is not possible when a language has object agreement and it is
singular in the hyperbaton structure.

The general idea of reconstructing Y2 hyperbata into a single noun phrase at
logical form is open to two basic criticisms: first, that it tends to underestimate
the potential differences between attributive and predicative types of adjective;
and second, that it is glossocentric and insensitive to the general principles of
informational structure and organization that underly the phenomenon of
nonconfigurationality. Obviously, it makes a huge difference to one’s general
understanding of hyperbaton whether one posits reconstruction as a step in the
process of interpretation. So we need to look at both of these criticisms in
greater detail.

The semantics of modification (which was briefly discussed in chapter 1) has
been a topic of some debate over the years for both adjectives and adverbs
(Reichenbach 1947; Bartsch 1975; Siegel 1976; Parsons 1980, 1990; Hoepel-
man 1983; Keecnan & Faltz 1985; Bierwisch 1989; Sproat & Shih 1991;
Pustejovsky 1993, 1995; Kamp & Partee 1995). We have argued that prenom-
inal attributive adjectives are normally functions from one common noun to
another (so extensionally a function from one set to a different set), while post-
nominal adjectives in Greck are functions from one noun phrase or determiner
phrase to another (p. 29). These rather open-ended characterizations need to
be supplemented and constrained by certain generalizations about how the
meanings of the adjective and the noun can be combined to compute the ulti-
mate meaning of the whole modified noun phrase.

(79) He put on gold fetters. He went after Abas and Polyidus.
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The most straightforward case is that of intersective adjectives. These are
simple extensional predicates like four-legged, speckled, circular, married, indi-
visible. By and large, an entity just cither has four legs or it does not, irrespec-
tive of what entity it is and without regard to the context. So when such an
adjective attributively modifies a nominal predicate, the result simply amounts
to the intersection of the two sets. The ultimate meaning is just the conjunc-
tion of the adjective property and the noun property, simultaneously predi-
cated of the same individual: in symbols Ax[N(x) A A(x)].

Scalar adjectives (both dimensional and evaluative) are a bit more compli-
cated. These are adjectives like large, good, fast. They can be used in a fairly
absolute way (‘large as entities go’), but often need to be interpreted relative to
some comparison set based on the noun and the context, in which case they
can be called relative adjectives. If Achilles kills a tall warrior, he is tall qua
warrior rather than tall qua person (and the standard of enemy warrior
tallness depends on whether Achilles was fighting against Trojans, Pygmies or
Vikings). The point becomes obvious when one starts to compare tall dwarfs
with tall basketball players. What is important here is that the attributive
adjective can access the noun for its interpretation. Even intersective adjectives
may have some degree of relational sensitivity, since what counts as white for
chocolate might not count as white for paint or paper. Obviously the compari-
son class cannot be identical to the denotation of the noun phrase, or the com-
parison would be vacuous. This leads to an interesting difference between
restrictive and descriptive adjectives and between regular and generic sentences

The huge elephant was trampling the grass
The rose is beautiful.

If huge is restrictive, the comparison class is other elephants; if it is descriptive,
it is other animals. If the rose sentence is situation specific, the comparison
class is other roses; if it is generic, it is other flowers.

Adjectives of the socalled subsective class have already been exemplified in
chapter 1: beautiful soprano, eloguent pianist. The adjective here modifies not
the person who is a soprano but the event associated with performing the func-
tion of a soprano: a beautiful soprano is someone who sings soprano beautifully
(even if she weighs 300 pounds). Beautifully is interpreted relative to the stan-
dard ser by the performance of other sopranos. Beautiful soprano also has an
extensional reading (‘physically attractive’), but adjectives like skillful are dith-
cult to interpret in purely extensional terms without reference to some contex-
tually determined domain of evaluation, since most people are skillful at some
things and unskilled at others. In one way or another (Moltmann 1997b), the
meaning of the predicate has to be restricted to the particular property that is
contextually relevant: of the various functions that Prof. Jones performs, he is
skillful qua textual critic but unskilled qua violinist. This contextual depen-
dency is reduced but not eliminated by appealing to events: in one and the
same event, our soprano could give a dramatically riveting performance which
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was horribly off pitch. Comparison classes are still required: a beautiful
soprano in Miss Marple’s village choir might not be a beautiful soprano at the
Scala theatre. The comparison classes themselves may require intensional defi-
nition: for instance, it could be that all soccer players both dribble and kick the
ball across the field, but some individual players are lousy dribblers and great
kickers or vice versa.

Finally, intensional adjectives of the negativizing (fake, phony) and modaliz-
ing (alleged, possible) classes arc unequivocal property modifiers and cannot be
used extensionally. There is hardly a set of alleged, supposed or ostensible
things. As for the nouns thart such adjectives modify, the English Patient’s rule
(“a thing is still a thing no matter what you place in front of it”) crashes as
badly as his plane. While intersective adjectives create subsets of the denotation
of the modified noun (red shirts), negativizing adjectives create sets that are
actually, and modalizing adjectives sets that are potendally, disjoint from the
denotation of the noun (fake fibula, alleged Modigliani), even if good fake fibu-
lae have significantly fibular propertics. Whereas intersective adjectives have
simple denotations (the sct of red things, etc.), these adjectives are more like
modal or tense (former) operators. For instance, alleged relates to the proposi-
tional attitude of alleging and to the possible world alleged to be the real world.
An alleged Modigliani is something that would be a real Modigliani in a world
in which the art dealer had a better reputation. Similarly, a former chair is
something that used to be a chair and is now firewood.

Many adjectives can be used cither with an extensional or with an inten-
sional (including subsective) or relative reading. Most adjectives can also be
used either predicatively or attributively. So one would like to know if and how
the two distributions correlate. There is no one-to-one mapping. For instance,
it is not the case that all predicative uses are extensional, while all attributive
uses are intensional or relative. Uniformity could be achieved for the attribu-
tives if apparently extensional cases could be reanalyzed as intensional without
losing the generalizations just discussed. But there is no parallel way of getting
rid of the intensional readings for the predicatives. However, a weaker but still
instructive claim can be made: when the syntax does discriminate between the
two readings, the intensional and relative readings are normally more accessible
from the (prenominal) attributive position.

We will start by comparing prenominal attributive adjectives with simple
main predicate adjectives. The property modifiers, which are fully intensional,
are mostly illicit as predicates

*The prime minister is former

*This Modigliani is alleged.

When an adjective has both intensional and extensional uses, intensional read-
ings can be unavailable in predicative position, as in the following French and
Italian examplcs
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un furieux menteur ‘a compulsive liar’
Le menteur est furieux “The liar is angry’

un alto ufficiale ‘a highranking official’

L'ufficiale € alto “The ofhcial is tall.

In Russian, the short form of adjectives occurs only in predicative position and
has an extensional reading; the long form has access to an intensional reading
and is used attributively; it can also occur predicatively a bit like a null head

modifier (Siegel 1976). In English, a sentence such as
The epigrapher is good

is more likely to get an intensional reading involving Prof. Jones” excellence as
an epigrapher than an extensional reading which, if it exists, would relate to his
goodness as a person. Also, if Prof. Jones is both a baritone and an cpigrapher,
a richer context is needed to give the reading in which the epigrapher sings
excellenty. On the other hand, in its attributive use

Prof. Jones is a good epigrapher

the adjective can hardly refer to his qualities as a baritone (context-driven
intensional reading) or to his general goodness as a person (extensional read-
ing) at all except in very specific and contrived contexts. For the most part,
coordination of Y2 nouns seems to be acceptable for all classes of adjective

large [mice and elephants]
fake [cups and fibulae]
skillful {dancers and typists]

beautiful [singers and dancers].

Now we are ready to look at postnominal (Y2) adjectives. To the extent that
Y1 and Y2 adjectives can access different meanings, it is the Y2 adjectives rather
than the Y1 adjectives that tend to agree with the predicative type. Going back
to our French and Italian examples, we find

un menteur furicux ‘an angry liar,” not *‘a compulsive liar’
un ufficiale alto ‘a rall official,” not *‘a highranking official.’

In English, when there is a difference between temporary and permanent prop-
erties, the temporary meaning is usually associated with the Y2 adjective

the only navigable river
the only river navigable (scil. on that occasion)

They used the handy tools
They used the tools handy.

The Y1 adjective contributes directly to the identification of the nominal, the
Y2 adjective predicates information about its temporary state as a secondary
restriction. Nominal properties are prototypically more stable and predicate
properties more transitory, so it makes sense that Y1 modification should be
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more compatible with the noun in this feature (whether modification is
thought of as complex property formation or as property conjunction). It
seems to be a question of how information is structured, which recalls the dis-
tinction made in cognitive grammar between “summary scanning” and
“sequential scanning” (Langacker 1987). The temporary-permanent distine-
tion can also occur with Russian long and short form adjectives; in two of Sie-
gel’s (1976) examples it is the predicative short form adjective that has the
temporary meaning: zanjatoj ‘generally busy,” zanjar ‘occupied at the moment’;
bol'noj ‘suffering from ill health,” bolen ‘ill at the moment.” In Hungarian,
attributive adjectives arc prenominal, but under certain pragmatic conditions
they can be used in Y2 positions including typical Y2 hyperbaton. In Hungar-
ian Y2 hyperbaton, adjectives lose direct access to the noun, which can lead to
illicit structures with both intensional and relative adjectives. For instance, the
following Y2 hyperbata arc impossible, even though the corresponding sen-

tences with regular prenominal attributive adjectives are perfectly acceptable
(Mardcz 1989)

*Mari  elnokor  ldtote  el8z6t
Mary president-acC  saw  former-Acc
‘Mary saw the former president’

*Mari bolhdt ldtott nagyot
Mary flea-acC saw  big-acc
‘Mary saw a big flea.’

The problem is that in Hungarian the Y2 position forces a purely extensional
reading, which is unavailable for former and inappropriate for big (since fleas
are all small entities). Hungarian Y2 hyperbaton also fails to access the more
local of two readings associated with supetlatives under certain conditions
(Szabolesi 1986). It is not clear whether Greek, even a hypothetical more non-
configurational prehistoric Greek, had any extensionality constraints on Ya
adjectives, although the prototypical Y2 modifier in classical Greek seems to be
restrictive, concrete and extensional. Figuratively used Y2 adjectives occur in
Homer

(80) &mo xbrxeov [/18.222
énteool kaBhntecbot pohaxoioty //1.582
HEveog 8 gpmAnoato BVUOY | dyptov I/ 22.314
& évédnoe Bapein 1/9.18.

wevdng can be used as a Yz adjective with or without hyperbaton in the orators,
but it has an extensional meaning (‘forged, untrue’). Even woxpdg ‘vain’ can be
used predicatively (Herodotus 6.108). On the other hand, the fact that scalar
adjectives tend to prenominal position in Greek follows directly from the

(80) Brazen voice (// 18.222). Engage with soft words (// 1.582). He filled his heart
with wild rage (//22.314). He has entangled men in heavy infatuation (//9.18).
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greater access of Y1 adjectives to the nominal comparison class. Another possi-
ble source of evidence is the neuter predicative adjective

(81) oMrew & inmog koA® 0d kaAOv... ; Pl Hipp Mai 288b.
The neuter can also be used as a gender resolution strategy

(82) AiBot 1e xai mAivBoL kol EDRO Kol KEPOYLOG GTdTWE LEV Eppiéver
obdev yphowud totv Xen Mem 3.1.7.

A gender resolution neuter plural is attested in nonconfigurational structures
in Homer, both when the nouns are appositional

(83) Emevte 8¢ yid Oméotn | alyog Opod kat Sl [/ 11.244

(‘a thousand head’ ¢p. 7/5.140) and significantly with amplifying Y2 adjectives,
which are presumably predicated of the same inanimate individuals as the
nouns they modify

(84) &poi 8¢ piv paxog... Barey BdE x11dvVa | poyohén PUTOMVTH

0d 13.435.
Attributive Y1 neuters are not allowed

*ahera Tnmog kKaAOv 0D Ko
*xpotpe AlBot te kol E0Aa kol képaplog
*poyoréa pikog N8E yLt@var.

At all events, the upshot is that we have three different syntactic positions
and three different readings, even if the degree of correlation between them is
open to dispute and may vary from one language to another. Syntactically we
have Y1, Y2 and adpositive Y2; semantically we have the operator type (which
builds modified properties), the independent predicate type and the adpositive
type. For the sake of concreteness, we will illustrate these types with approxi-
mate English paraphrases and informal symbolic representations (that are
vague about the logical status of nonspecific indefinites).

(1) OPERATOR
Jack met an old girlfriend
Ix[A(N)x A V(y,x)]

At least on its intensional reading of ‘former’ as opposed to ‘aged’ (“This young
lady is Jack’s old girlfriend’), A(N) is not “cashed out” intersectively. What is
modified is not the person (call her Phoebe) but the state of Phoebe being in a
girlfriend relation to Jack

(81) Isn’ta beautiful mare a beautiful ching? (Pl Hipp Mas 288b).

(82) Stones, bricks, timber and tiles thrown together any old how are quite useless (Xen
Mem 3.1.7).

(83) Then he promised a thousand goats and sheep (// 11.244).

(84) She put around him a cloak and a tunic which were torn and hlthy (04 13.435).
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(2) SECONDARY PREDICATE
Jack met a girlfriend (who was) old
Ax[N{x) A Alx) A V(px)]

(3) ADPOSITIVE
Jack met a girlfriend, {and she was) old
Ax[N@x) A V(0] A [AlxPY)], with dynamic variable (or E-type

anaphora).

In addition, adjectives appear as main predicates (‘She was old’) and as null
head or pronominal head modifiers (‘an old one,” ‘one which was old’). It can
be argued that both syntactically and semantically class (1), the operator type,
is more complex and hierarchical than class (2), the secondary predicate type.
The latter often just predicates a simple property in a separate adjoined phrase.
It should be particularly favoured in nonconfigurational languages. Hence the
interesting tendency, already noted, for speakers of nonconfigurational Kalka-
tungu to translate English attributive modifiers with class (3) modifiers in their
own language: “The big dog bit the snake’ - ‘Dog bit snake. That dog (is)
big.” So one might think that the development of configurational structure
over time should involve a progressive increase in the frequency of class (2) and
then class (1) modifiers, entailing both a reanalysis of unchanged discontinu-
ous syntax and a trend towards attributive Y1 modifiers at the expense of the Y2
type. For instance, the difference in the frequency of Y2 adjectives between
Herodotus and Attic prose (Table 1.4) could reflect the development of a more
progressive and hierarchical phrase structure in Attic.

The association of Y1 adjectives with hierarchical structure is corroborated
by the evidence of multiple adjectives. These can be stacked or conjoined (Gil

1983; Crain & Hamburger 1992)

a small powerful engine (stacked)
a powerful small engine (stacked)
a small and powerful engine (conjoined).

The conjoined type has a parallel interpretation, ‘an engine that is both small
and powerful relative to engines in general.” This interpretation is also available
for the stacked types, particularly when pronounced with a prosodic phrase
boundary between the two adjectives (“comma intonation”): @ small, powerful
engine. Taking the intersective approach to relative adjectives, we can say that
the three sets are simultancously intersected, and the noun by itself provides or
contributes to the comparison set. The stacked types additionally have hicrar-
chical interpretations, namely ‘small relative to powerful engines’ and ‘power-
ful relative to small engines,” respectively. Here the intersection proceeds in
two stages, and the set generated by the initial intersection of the noun and the
internal adjective provides the comparison set; powerful small engines need not
be powerful cngines. Inverse scope readings are not available. In English the
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stacked hierarchical type can also be used for postnominal adjectives and rela-
tive clauses

engines small in size powerful enough to run a scooter
engines which are small in size which are powerful enough to run
a scooter

but not predicatively without a pronominal head. Some languages, like He-
brew, disallow hierarchical interpretations for stacked adjectives; there has also
been some discussion of the availability of the hierarchical interpretation in
child language (Matthei 1982; O’Grady 1997). Hungarian allows both parallel
and hierarchical readings for Y1 stacked adjectives, but only allows a parallel
reading when the adjectives are stacked in Y2 hyperbaton (Mardcz 1989). This
is a further indication that the mechanisms of adjective interpretation in Y1
position are different from the simple predication associated with the Y2 posi-
tion.

Most of the distinctions between Y1 and Y2 adjectives just described might
conceivably be dismissed as purely a matter of syntax, of the degree to which
the adjective can locally access the noun to build an interpretive context. For
instance, subsective adjectives have to be able to get inside the semantic repre-
sentation of the noun to modify an eventive component of its meaning. Alter-
natively, one might be tempted to suppose that the class of adjectives subsumes
two semantically distinct subclasses, an attributive type which on its default
reading forms modified properties out of simple properties (Komlésy 1994)
and a predicative type which on its default reading just predicates independent
properties. This type of semantics would underpin syntactic analyses that draw
a distinction between prenominal adjectives as heads and postnominal adjec-
tives as full phrasal projections licensing their own complements (fond of choc-
olare) and postmodifiers (polite in manner). There is a particularly tight fic with
the head-to-head adjunction theory (p. 29). If one does not want to make such
an explicit semantic claim, one could use the more descriptive terms “direct”
and “indirect” modification (Sproat & Shih 1991).

However this question is ultimately resolved, the consequences for the
reconstruction of hyperbaton are fairly clear. The temptation was, under the
impetus of English paraphrases like golden fetters, to reconstruct a logical form
with English style attributive modification: [NV]A — [AN]V, V[AN]. But this
implicitly changes secondary predicates into attributive adjectives prior to
semantic interpretation, and a whole range of evidence just cited from Yz
hyperbaton in Hungarian shows that such a move is in principle illicit. We still
have the option of reconstructing a Yz modified noun phrase ([NVJA —
[NAJV, V[NA)), if we are willing to make the assumption that Yz hyperbaton
and continuous Y2 adnominal modification are interpreted identically. How-
ever, at least for reconstructed VNA, there is evidence that movement at logical
form would be pointless, since it would not necessarily produce the intended
noun phrase structure. If we can generalize from the articulated modifiers in
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the inscriptional examples already cited, even in the surface syntax of historical
Greek the constituent structure could be [VN]A rather than V[NA] (8topooat
hopQov : Tov vopiov).

In any case, there are also more general grounds for objecting to the idea of
reconstruction. This is where our second basic criticism comes in to play.
Reconstruction treats the complexity constraint as a purely surface syntactic
phenomenon, not a constraint on structure that applies equally to the overt
syntax and to logical form. Consequently, nonconfigurational syntax is seen
not as a less hierarchical way of structuring and packaging meaning, but as an
inefhicient, flat and paratactic attempt at encoding the hierarchically structured
meanings with which we are familiar. However, in point of fact, nonconfigura-
tional syntax has a very “semantic” flavour to it. The nuclear clause with its
pronominal arguments is reminiscent of a formula in predicate logic with no
content assigned to the variables; the identity of the variables is established in a
separate operation. Adjunct adverbials are reminiscent of event modifiers; for
instance, a prepositional phrase might predicate a spatial or temporal relation-
ship between the event and the complement of the preposition. Adnominal
modification and coordination also involve separate semantic predications.
The simplest logical representations do not use devices like lambda abstraction
or group formation to create complex argument structures. A sentence like

A boy kissed a blonde girl in the park

can be represented (omitting the existential quantifiers) as: girl(x) A blonde(x)
A boy(y) A kissed(x,7,€) A in-the-park(e). Apart from the overt logical coordina-
tors, this bears an unmistakable resemblance to a nonconfigurational version of
the same sentence (in a language allowing multiple adjuncts): ‘A boy, a girl, he
kissed her, blonde, in the park.” It is unlikely to be a concidence that this syn-
tax encodes meaning in a way that mimics the atomic formulae of predicate
logic (using the term “atomic” for each minimal predicative semantic relation-
ship). Now, the shortest distance between an atomic syntax and an atomic
semantics is a straight line and not a zigzag in which nonconfigurational repre-
sentations are first reconstructed into configurational structures at logical form
and then deconstructed into atomic semantic predications. Such a system
would only be appropriate in a world in which the syntax of nonconfigura-
tional languages could not be semantically interpreted without first being
translated into English. Tt is much easier to assume that nonconfigurational
languages prefer to bypass those hierarchical relations that they do not express
in their syntax, many of which are also bypassed by the simplest forms of pred-
icate logic. Whether this affects the ultimate computation of semantic values is
arguable and leads to rather deep questions about the conceptualization of
meaning and the universality of semantics (Sasse 1991; Gil 1991; Croft 1993;
Faltz 1995), but it surely affects the compositional semantics.

So the Y1 noun is not replaced by a modified or conjoined version of itself
prior to semantic combination with the verb. First the Y1 noun combines with
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the verb, and then the resulting structure is expanded by the Y2 modifier or
conjunct. We can speculate a little about the nature of this expansion. Con-
sider again our example of object conjunct hyperbaton with broad scope nega-
tion

ob téEoiot poyéoxeto Sovpt e pokpd 1/ 7.140.

Instead of reconstructing a coordinated noun phrase
He didn’t fight with [arrows and the Jong spear]

perhaps we could supply a (semantic) copy of the verb within the scope of the
negation
He didn’c [with arrows fight] and [with the long spear (hght)].

In that case, the expansion would be interpreted semantically as the equivalent
of an clliptical verb phrase. As for Yz adjectives, they are probably secondary
predicates which are less constrained than English depictives, in that they are
not necessarily event-related or temporary (stage level) properties (Rapoport
1992); unlike in English, Russian and Icelandic (Schein 1995), they are also
allowed to occur with Y1 nouns governed by prepositions or in an oblique case.

Typical English depictives like Aor in
He ate half his soup hot

can only be interpreted relative to the event of eating or to its time of occur-
rence. The meaning is not ‘he ate half of his hot soup’ but ‘he ate half of his
soup such that it was hot during the event of its being caten.” The other half he
ate cold. Similarly for the resultative ‘He hammered the nail flat,” what is flat is
the nail after being successfully hammered. If we factor out the simultaneity
component from ‘the soup while it got caten,” we are left with ‘the soup which
got caten.” If we factor out the sequentiality from ‘the nail after it got ham-
mered,” we are left with ‘the nail which got hammered.” So maybe it is not the
denotation of the complement [N] but the denotation of [NV] that is modi-
fied by the Y2 adjective. This would fit particularly well with the pragmatic
structure of topic-type Y2 hyperbaton, in which the adjective is in effect predi-
cated of the topic phrase [Y1X], as proposed in chapter 3

¢ &vdpag otpatevdpedo &yobotg Her 7.53
¢o6fiTL 8¢ ypewpévoug Mndikf Her 5.9;

‘the men-we-are-waging-war-against are valiant,” ‘the-clothes-they-use are in
the Median style.” That [NV] can form a constituent in Y2 hyperbaton is sug-
gested by the following example with a subject intervening between [NV] and
Y2

(85) ¢éobfita 8¢ gopéovot ol ipéeg Avény podvny Her 2.37,

as well as by the failure of definiteness to spread to the noun in

(85) The priests wear only linen clothing (Her 2.37).
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(86) efpotd e tpdpeov T kdAAota Her 3.27.

Here the syntax transparently encodes a tripartite focus structure in which the
restriction is the topic [efpato (x) A &popeov (x)] or [elpatopopeov (x)] and the
nuclear scope is the focus [t& kéAAioto (x)]. This is not the case for all types of
Y2 hyperbaton, particularly not in Homer where descriptive Y2 adjectives are
common too

(87)  yeip e debuvtepny Od 1.121 (restrictive)
00pog EntOnke eoewvag [/ 14.169 (descriptive).

But so long as what is modified by the Y2 adjective is not an interclausal ante-
cedent, adverbs and negatives can scope over the adjective

He didn’t eat a steak raw
*He didn’t eat a steak, a raw one

and the ltalian boyfriend problem will not arise. In any case, there is a clear
difference between proposals of this sort and reconstruction. One way of
thinking about this difference is in terms of the scope of coordination and
modification. Reconstruction gives narrow scope to both, while proposals like
the above extend scope in a way that reduces the syntax-semantics mismatch.
For reconstruction, what is coordinated is one Y element with the other, and
what is modified is one Y clement by the other. On the competing approaches,
what is coordinated and modified is not [Y] but [XY]. (For coordination the
head of [XY] is the silent X, for postadjunct modification it is Y; in chapter 6
we shall suggest an analysis of Y1 hyperbaton in which the head of [XY] is X.)
Another way of thinking about the difference is that reconstruction imposes
uniform adnominal modification, whereas the above proposal allows adjunct
modifiers to find their modifiees from preceding material by a sort of E-type
strategy that is internal to the clause.

FROM VERSE TO PROSE

Let us take this opportunity to recapitulate briefly what has been proposed so
far. Hyperbaton originates in a flatter, less configurational type of syntax than
that familiar to us from modern western European languages. Although Hom-
eric syntax has developed considerably from the posited prehistoric typology, it
still permits us to reconstruct a system in which the nuclear phrase XP consists
prototypically of just the head X plus a preferably nonbranching complement
Y. A position adjoined to the right of XP can host a variety of (ar this stage)
adjunct material. For instance, a nuclear phrase like noiv dreco could be fol-

(86) They put on their best clothes (Her 3.27).
(87) He took her right hand (04 1.121). She closed the shining doors (7 14.169).
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lowed in the adjunct position by a Y2 adjective (ainhyv), or a Y2 genitive
(Kirikov), or a Yz conjunct (kal éo1v), or an adverbial phrase (Hpot xeive),
originally probably also a complement coindexed with a nuclear phrase inter-
nal pronominal argument. A modifier may also appear to the left of the nuclear
XP, in Y1 hyperbaton. Just as postnominal adjectives are sisters of NP and pre-
nominal adjectives are sisters of N’, so the postadjunct Y2 is a sister of XP and
the preadjunct Y1 is a sister of X'.

Many things in language turn out on detailed analysis to be more compli-
cated than they secemed to be at first sight. So it will probably not come as a
surprise if the analysis of hyperbaton just presented involved some oversimpli-
fication. In particular, we will reexamine the presupposition that Y1 and Y2
hyperbaton are syntactically uniform, in the sense that all cases of Y1 (and
respectively Y2) hyperbaton are supposed to involve the same structural posi-
tion. The results of this exercise are not only interesting for themselves, they
also lead to a clearer understanding of the difference between prose hyperbaton
and verse hyperbaton. We will also look for empirical evidence to support the
claim that Y2 modifiers are more loosely attached to XP than Y1 modifiers.

The evidence we shall adduce involves the correlation between syntactic
constituency and metrical constituency, more specifically line end, in Homer.
The material is familiar from literary analyses of enjambement (Higbie 1990;
Clark 1997). It is important to realize that enjambement is not first order bur
sccond order evidence for syntactic constituency. Enjambement operates via
the medium of prosodic constituency. It is intuitively obvious that, ontologi-
cally, metrical units are prosodic domains, and that the hemistich is prototypi-
cally a prosodic minor phrase and the stichos a prosodic major phrase. We
have recently set out in detail the theoretical and empirical bases for this
assumption (Devine & Stephens 1994). What concerns us here is that, while
the metrical units reflect prosodic domains, the prosodic domains in turn
reflect syntactic structure (with some degree of adjustment). So, ultimately,
metrical structure reflects syntactic structure. Consequently, metrical structure
can be adduced as evidence for the syntax. Here is an extremely simple illustra-
tion of this principle. In English nursery rhymes like

[Doctor Foster] [went to Gloucester]
[Humpty Dumpty] [sat on a wall]

the line is a prosodic major phrase and the caesura splits the line into two pro-
sodic minor phrases. Such lines would hardly support the thesis that English
had syntactic structures like [Doctor] [Foster went] or [Humpty] [Dumpty
sat] (nor, for that matter, the thesis that syntax is unstructured). Enjambement
in Homer indicates that a prosodic boundary is allowed to occur at that point
in the syntax where the line ends. Note that it does nort indicate that a prosodic
boundary is necessarily disallowed between line internal words.
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Y2 hyperbaton positions

In this section we revisit the question of integrated and unintegrated readings
for Y2 hyperbaton. We will start with some typological data. On the basis of a
range of evidence from the nonconfigurational languages of Australia, particu-
larly Warlpiri, one can posit three possible syntactic structures for the “noun
phrase”: continuous YP, nuclear clause internal discontinuous YP, nuclear
clause internal nominal plus independent extranuclear amplification (Hale
1981, 1994; Simpson 1991; Pensalfini 1992; Bittner & Hale 1995). The last is
normally set off by an intonational break of some kind. Correspondingly, there
are different possible semantic interpretations, which do not correlate perfectly
with the three different syntactic structures. There is a merged interpretation
and an unmerged interpretation. The unmerged interpretation might possibly
be further differentiated into a relatively integrated type and a fully external
afterthought. The continuous YP gets the merged interpretation, while the dis-
continuous YP (i.c. hyperbaton) can have cither the merged or the unmerged
interpretation. The merged interpretation is comparable to an English noun
phrase like ‘the small children.” The unmerged interpretation gives readings for
the modificr like ‘and they arc small,” ‘who are small,” ‘the small ones, that is.’
The details are still under investigation. There are also two readings for Y2
hyperbaton in Hungarian according as it is, or is not, prosodically integrated
(Mardcz 1989)

Mari biciklit ldtott kett8te
Mary bikes saw  two.

The prosodically integrated version of this sentence means roughly ‘It was
bikes that Mary saw two of.” But if the sentence is uttered with a prosodic
break between the verb and Yz, it means ‘It was bikes that Mary saw, two of
them.’

The potentially string vacuous distinction between integrated and amplify-
ing adjectives is familiar from languages having postnominal adjectives like
Italian

Ho visto una ragazza bionda
‘I saw a blonde girl’

Ho visto una ragazza,... bionda
‘I saw a girl,... (she was) blonde’

and Modern Greek (Androutsopoulou 1996)
ena kalo vivlio ‘a good book’
ena vivlio kalo ‘a book (which is) good’

ena vivlio, ena kalo ‘a book, a good one’ (has a prosodic break
at the comma).
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The typological evidence just cited from Australian and other languages fits
fairly well with the conclusions of our earlier theoretical analysis, where we
posited three main classes— Y1, Y2 and adpositive Yz. In principle, it should be
possible for some or all of these categories to cooccur. We can again illustrate
with relative clauses

She finally found a boyfriend who was Italian, tall, dark and
handsome (those were the qualities she was looking for)
She finally found a boyfriend who was Italian, who was bald,

nearsighted and a bit overweight.

It is a natural intuition for the reader of Homer that some Y2 adjectives are
more integrated than others, but the details are difficult to nail down. If the
intuition is wellfounded, it would mean that Y2 adjectives could be attached at
different hierarchical levels of structure. The null hypothesis, on the other
hand, would be that Y2 adjectives are simply added in a flat, replicating string
to the right of X along with other adjunct material, and that our intuitions
about integrated versus unintegrated readings are an effect of prosodic phrasing
unrelated to the syntax, or of some type of additional syntactic pairing mecha-
nism. The null hypothesis is more economical in the structures that it assumes,
but the typological evidence just cited suggests that this could be a false econ-
omy. Consider the following progression

(88) médog #Bare ypvoetag //13.36
nepl KoVAEOV Aev | dpydpeov 1/ 11.30
kpntipa péperv Meyamévee &voyey | dpydpeoy Od 15.103
0 & Gpa kpntiipa eoetvoy | 81k’ abTod TPoTApoLBE PEPWV KPATEPOG
Meyanévene | épydpeov Od 15.121
ddow Tol xkprTipe TETVYLEVOV' &pyDpeog 8¢ | EoTiv Gmag Od 15.115.

Line 115 is overtly anaphoric. Despite the mention of silver in line 103,
&pydpeov is fairly clearly adpositive in line 121, more like ‘the butler finally
found a clean dish, which was silver’ than ‘the butler finally found a clean silver
dish.’

Dionysius of Halicarnassus alrcady drew attention to the phenomenon

(Parry 1971:252) citing the first lines of Odjyssey 14

(89)  Evoo ol adAy | Dynin §éSunto meplokénte Evi Xhpw | Kadf te
HeyaAn te, TEPLSPONOC.

(88) He put on gold ferters (77 13.36). Around it was a silver scabbard (J/ 11.30). He
told Megapenthes to bring a silver mixing bowl (04 15.103). But the mighty Megapen-
thes brought the shining silver mixing bowl and placed it in front of him (04 15.121). 1
will give you a beautifully made mixing bowl; it is entirely of silver (Od 15.115).

(89) Where his courtyard was built with a high wall, visible on all sides, beautiful and
large, with open space around it {(Od 14.5).
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Dionysius notes the amplificatory character of the Y2 modifiers following the
prepositional phrase

(90)  émbeic yop ‘meprokéntm Vi xhpe mEALy Enoicel ‘KoAN TE
peyén 1. elta ‘repidpopog’ De Comp Verb 26.

The question is whether, and if so how, the syntax correlates with Parry’s com-
positional features [+ enjambed] and [+ periodic] (Parry uses Dionysius™ term)
with respect to Yz modifiers.

Pairs of Y2 adjectives can appear at the beginning of the next line after that
containing the verb

(91) Tpdeg & émt dodpat Exevay | dEéa moppavoovia //5.618
£mi 88 vepEAY EooavTo | Koy ypuoeiny 1/ 14.350.

This is preferable to splitting the adjectives between lines (when no relative fol-
lows)

(92) «6pvbL & éméveve Qaelvh | tetpagpdhe [/22.314.

Strings of three adjectives in Y2 hyperbaton (without conjunctions) are usually
arranged so that the first is in the same line as the Y1 noun, and the last two are

placed in the following line, giving N 'V A1 | A2 A3 rather than N 'V A1 A2 As

(93)  augl & dpa yroivay mepovicato eovikdesoay | SLnARy ektadiny
1110.133
dpel 8¢ mooot nEdag ERake ypvoetog | apphxtovg artbtovg 1/ 13.36
rhoképovg Emaete paevolc | kaobg aufpoctong 7/ 14.176.

This arrangement suggests that the first adjective is part of an integrated Y1XY2
structure, and the last two are an amplificatory pair. The rule could simply be a
reflex of prosodic phrase formation. However the prosodic explanation is less
likely for the following example, in which other material intervenes between As

and A2-As

(94)  Bd&pvog Eev tavdpuirog Ehaing Epkeog Eviog | Gkpunvog Baiémy
0Od 23.190.

Sometimes all Y2 modifiers appear in the verse following that of the Y1 noun,
strung out probably with some sort of internal pairing structure

(90) After adding nepioxénte évi xopw he further subjoins koA® te peyérn e and then
repidpopog (De Comp Verb 26).

(91) The Trojans rained spears on him, sharp and gleaming (// 5.618). They werc
cloaked in a beauriful gold cloud (// 14.350).

(92) He nodded with his bright helmet with four bosses (7/22.314).

{93) Around him he fastened a large purple double cloak (/£ 10.133). Around their feet
he put golden fetters not to be broken or loosened (7/ 13.36). She plaited her glossy hair,
beautiful and divine (Z/ 14.176).

(94) A long-leaved olive bush grew inside the courtyard, fullgrown and flourishing (Od
23.190).
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(95)  AtBov efheto xeipt moyein | kelpevov év medio pEAava Tpy LY TE
uéyav te //21.403
Al B¢ 01 xUVENY KeQaAfipiy EBnKe | TOVPEINV XPUAOV TE Kot GALOQOV

1/10.257.

In general, Y2 is attracted to line initial position by any sort of pairing includ-
ing juxtaposition or coordination with another adjective (as just illustrated), an
adjunct relative clause, comparison or explanatory clause

(96) #vrea 80 | xahé 1 Hatpdxhoto Biny évépiEo xatoxtée [/ 17.187
¢mi 8¢ Tpdeg keEAXSNOOV | VATILOL: EK YOP CQEMV QPEVOG €IAETO
Iadidg ‘ABnvn £/ 18.310
gmi 8¢ mTOAEHOC TETATO o@y | &yprog nbte mbp 1/ 17.736
avTap Eneltd oe dattl evi khoing dpecdoho | meipn tva un Tt 8lkng
¢mdeveg Exnobo /1 19.179.

Note that the explanatory clause, as in /iad 18.310 just cited, does not give a
reason for the preceding clause but only for the modifier, which consequently
cannot be semantically attributive and has to be amplificatory. Finally, a sec-
ond argument or adjunct can intervene between Yi and Y2 to the left or the

right of X

(97)  mopdorén pev mpdTa HETGEPEvOY edpL x&AvyeE | motkiin //10.29
Eyképahog 3¢ map” odAOV Gvédpapey EE MTelARG | dipotoELg

1/17.297.

Y1 hyperbaton positions

The idea that in the YXY template, Y stands for more than one position is
much easier to substantiate for Y1 hyperbaton than it is for Y2 hyperbaton,
even though it is less apparent to the cursory reader. The evidence, which again
comes from enjambement in Homer, has long been available: it was collected
(along with the Y2 evidence) in the “rainy [Austrian] summer” of 1866 (La
Roche 1867) and reviewed and supplemented exactly a century later (Edwards

1966).

(95) With her strong hand she seized a stone lying on the ground, black, rough and
massive (// 21.403). Around his head he put a helmet of oxhide without metal plates or
plume (£/10.257).

(96) 1 put on the beautiful armour which I stripped from the mighty Patroclus after
killing him (J/ 17.187). The Trojans applauded thereat, foolish because Pallas Athena
took away their good sense (// 18.310). They were opposed by intense fighting, wild as
fire (7 17.736). Afterwards let him make amends to you with a rich feast in his hut, so
that you may not have anything lacking that you deserve (1/19.179).

(97) First he covered his broad back with a spotted lecopard skin (77 10.29). His brain
ran out all bloody along the spear socket (//17.297).
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Not all prenominal adjectives (whether in prima facie continuous YPs or in
Y1 hyperbaton) can be separated from their nouns by line end. The following
classes of Y1 adjectives allow intervening line end:

(98) QUANTIFIERS
gvBa 88 moAdai | woyoi éhedoovrar Od 10.529
obveka noot | dofkesory dvoacsoe Od 7.10
f ol anéoog | Eoy” 080vog 1/11.847 (YXY)
dxovtilovol Boyewdg | aiypeg /£ 12.44

(99) DEMONSTRATIVES, PRONOMINAL ADJECTIVES
EEoyov &rhov | Apyetov Od 4.171
mOp 8¢ ol dAror | voiov Bowwtot 1/ 5.710 (YXY)
01 bog fiv &v Ekelve | Shue avétainuey Od 3.103

(100) SUPERLATIVES
8¢ kev aptoty | Bovany Poviedon 1/ 9.74 (predicative?)
uéyiotov | téxpwp 1/1.525

{(101)  FOCUSED POSSESSIVE PRONOUNS
6¢ kev Epfic ve | goivikog &ntnran Od 19.27
0v8E mo aufic | Y énéPnv O4d 11.166

(102) FOCUSED RESTRICTIVE ADJECTIVES
A péAo Avyphg | mevoeon ayyering /£ 18.18 (YXY)
A kol matphitég eoot | Egtvog Od 1.175 (YXY).

Possessive pronouns and restrictive adjectives, except for a few that are focused,
and, significantly, descriptive adjectives are never or hardly ever allowed with
enjambement when they are prenominal. This observation is unlikely to be
merely a reflex of the relative frequency of the different types of adjective in
Homer. koaog is a very common adjective in Homer, appearing in prenominal
as well as postnominal positions: xold wpéceRa, KUAX PEEBPa, KOS
otephvog, kard rédiha, etc. Of the only two examples of enjambed prenomi-
nal kadog, one at least is an unequivocally focused restrictive adjective (if it is
adnominal)

(103)  obveka xarov | eldog én I/ 3.44;

(98) Then many ghosts will come (Od 10.529). Since he was king of all the Phaeacians
(0d 7.10). Which stopped all his pain (// 11.847). They rain down javelins (// 12.44).

{99) More than the other Argives (Od 4.171). Beside him lived other Boeotians (£/
5.710). The sorrow that we endured in that land (04 3.103).

(100) Whoever gives the best advice (// 9.74). T'he greatest guarantee (7/ 1.525).

(101) Whoever shares my food (Od4 19.27). 1 have not yet set foot on my land {Od
11.166).

(102) You will learn some really miserable news (// 18.18). Or if you are a friend of my
father (Od 1.175).

(103) Because he has a handsome appearance (// 3.44).
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in the other, the noun also has a postmodifier (// 13.611; cp. Od 24.228). Y1
descriptive or restrictive adjectives can sometimes be placed before the caesura

(104) ypvotowciy [ dopthpesowy // 11.31
ypvoénowy / Eeipnowy 1/ 8.42, 13.24
&pyvpéotoy / émoeupiowe //3.331 et alibi.

However, they do not normally appear before line end:
(105)  iepoio 8bporo | 1/6.89
is fine, but
*epolot | dopaot

is not. There is no problem with such adjectives in Y2 position at the beginning
of the line

(106) xopavy | apyvpén O4d 1.441
wpanélog | épyvpéoag Od 10.354
komn | apyvpén Od 8.403.

[t is just that the order cannot be reversed, with or without hyperbaton
*&pyvpénowy (X) | (X) xornowv.
When formulae with Y1 modifiers like

(107) #Hdbg Hmrvog
YOAKEOV EYYOG
xpLoeov Gppov
&ypion alyeg

are split between lines, the order is reversed from Yi modifier to Y2 modifier,
usually with hyperbaton (Hainsworth 1968)

(108) Ymvov | 7LV OA 1.364
¢& Drvov W aveyeiperg | idéog Od 23.16.

The Homeric enjambement evidence points to a number of conclusions,
most importantly the following: (1) prenominal adjectives are structurally
different from postnominal adjectives, and (2) prenominal descriptive and
ordinary restrictive adjectives are also structurally different from prenominal
quantifiers and strongly focused restrictive adjectives. The first distinction
amounts to, or is related to, the observation, first mentioned in chapter 1, that

(104) With golden rings (// 11.31). With golden manes (// 8.42). With silver ankle-
picces (//3.331).

(105) Of the holy house (7//6.89).

(106) With its silver handle (O4 1.441). Silver tables (O4 10.354). A silver hilt (Od
8.403).

(107) Sweet sleep. Bronze spear. Gold necklace. Wild goats.

(108) Sweet sleep (04 1.364). You are waking me out of sweet sleep (Od 23.16).
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prenominal adjectives tend to be more closely attached to the noun than post-
nominal adjectives. The former are simply attributive, the latter have a more
predicative character; they are more comparable to reduced relative clauses.
Potential semantic implications of this distinction were analyzed carlier in this
chapter. In prima facie continuous noun phrases, a Y1 noun can be phrased
with the verb, allowing a line initial adjective to stand as a separate phrase,
whence VN ‘A enjambement

(109)  edpe 8¢ emxag | Latpeptag OA 4.450
gritonve tpanelog | dyvpéag Od 10.354,

like the inscriptional Stoposat hopQov : tov voptov already cited. VA IN enjam-
bement with an ordinary adjective is not possible, because an ordinary pre-
nominal adjective has to be phrased with the noun and cannot phrase with the
verb to the exclusion of the noun. One way of capturing this difference struc-
turally for YPs is to treat prenominal adjectives as coheads or as specifiers of N’
and postnominal adjectives as phrasal sisters of NP, as in Figure 1.5. In hyper-
baton, the difference was captured by making Y1 modifiers specifiers of X’ and
Y2 modifiers adjuncts to XP, as we did in Figure 4.7. Hence AV[ N enjambe-
ment is illicit for ordinary adjectives, while NV A enjambement occurs: a Y1
noun can, under certain conditions, phrase with a following verb, often when
the Y2 adjective is an emphatic amplification

(110) opoppocdvny ondoeiay | éc0rny Od 6.181
éni Seopov inkev | mowkidov Od 8.447.

Conversely, N ‘VA enjambement occurs mostly with subject and/or strong
focus nouns

(111) 1@ &vi vopoen | vaiev vmiokopog Od 5.57
GALG pe Seopd | Shoat év dpyortém Od 12.160
ol pev AemTog 080vog €xov, ol 88 x1tdvag | elat EvvvATovg

1118.595.

The second distinction, that between regular adjectives on the one hand and
quantifiers, focused adjectives, etc. on the other, strongly suggests that the two
categories belong in separate structural positions in Homer, an internal pre-
modifier position for regular adjectives and one or more external positions for
focused adjectives, quantifiers, demonstratives, etc.

(109) Hec found the fat scals (Od 4.450). She drew up silver tables (O4 10.354).

(110) May they grant you the blessing of harmony (04 6.181). He tied an intricate knot
(Od 8.447).

(111) In which the nymph with beautiful hair lived (04 5.57). But bind me in a strong
bond (O4 12.160). "T'he girls had fine linen dresses and the boys wore well-woven tunics

(718.595).
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(112)  mordog [Ledtpovg yoyog! /1.3
ligBipovg yoyag]
roAAdg [woyéc]

nhvio [repfioapey edpéa woviov] Od 24.118
[edpéo. meprioopev moviov]
ROVTO [TEpHOOEY TOVTOV].

The focus position could be in a separate focus functional projection or it
could be an adjoined position or a second specifier position (Koizumi 1994);
the theoretical status of this distinction is not entirely clear (Kayne 1994). As
far as the univeral quantifiers and demonstratives are concerned, apart from the
fact that these attract focus, there is an evident connection with the situation in
the classical language, where these categories probably project their own
phrases and are sisters of DP (whereas regular prenominal adjectives are sisters
of N’ or NP). Some of the enjambed examples also have the flavour of adver-
bial quantifiers, predicative adjectives or null head modifiers.

In continuous YPs, movement to (location in) the focus position is string
vacuous

[(Moypfig ayyering] — péha Aoypfig [— dyyering].

This may seem unnecessarily abstract, but a very similar case for string vacuous
movement can be made for Tangale, also on the basis of phonological evidence
(Tuller 1992). This language has strict Subject—Verb-Object word order in
neutral sentences; the focus position is after the object; an unfocused object
forms a phonological minor phrase with the preceding verb on the evidence of
vowel apocope, but a focused object does not. This suggests that under focus
the object has been string vacuously moved into the focus slot outside V. The
alternative in such situations is to assume that the separate phrasing of focused
words is a process internal to the phonology. On this view, focus assigns addi-
tional prosodic prominence to the focused word, one or more of the following:
pitch obtrusion, increased intensity, increased duration. This prosodic salience,
so the theory goes, would overload the minor phrase and so directly blocks the
application of the phrasing algorithm. The durational component of this argu-
ment needs to be presented in a much more sophisticated framework, since as
it stands it is wrong: a short quantifier like moAd¢t can appear with enjambe-
ment, but a long regular Y1 adjective like &pyvpéoroty cannot, despite the fact
that it presumably has greater overall duration than focused noAra. Moreover,
overt focus movement is needed anyway, not only for ordinary hyperbaton
with focused adjectives (XYY —> YXY) but also for the perhaps cyclical move-

ment to higher clausal operator positions

(112) Many great souls (/7 1.3). We crossed all the wide sea (04 24.118).
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(113)  edpd yop &pe” duoioiy éxel obxog //11.527
workd 8¢ ppeoil pndeto Epya 1 23.176
HEya Yép ity "OAdpmog Etpeoe nipa 1/ 6.282.

From verse to prose

We are now in a position to give a more properly syntactic (rather than simply
pragmatic) account of the difference: between hyperbaton in Homer and
hyperbaton in classical prose. Nonconfigurational syntax is quintessentially a
syntax of adjunction, and modification has access to an elastic system of
adjunct predication. In the more hicrarchical configurational syntax, on the
other hand, modification rends to be attributive and secondary predication is
constrained. This typological difference underlies the greater constraints on
hyperbaton in prose. As far as Y2 hyperbaton is concerned, prose retains the
short range integrated type and makes less use of the long range amplificatory
type. In structural terms, the difference probably involves the level at which the
Y2 adjective is attached to the preceding material. Both prose and verse allow
adjunction of Y2 to NP and VP, whereas clausal adjunction is typically Hom-
eric. For Y1 hyperbaton, the difference can be stated quite specifically, since the
categories of adjective that are illicit in enjambement are also illicit in Y1 hyper-
baton in prose. The rule for adjectives is that prose retains the Y1 hyperbaton
focus position but disallows the ordinary Y1 hyperbaton modifier position
(which is still acceptable in tragedy). Recall that 2 Y1 hyperbaton such as

(114)  ebrpyac drhicad inrove //23.351

in verse means that he prepared his horses which had beautiful manes; bur in
prose it would presumably mean that he prepared (the) horses that had beauti-
ful manes while omitting to prepare (the) mangy ones, and that the main point
was which ones he prepared, not the fact that he prepared, equipped or har-
nessed them. So Simonides writes

(115) 1007 &you vépog LGS 370.14,
but Plato paraphrases his words with
(116)  1od710 vépog arévepe Pl Pror 341c.

The move to a more configurational noun phrase, as also evidenced by the
devclopment of the definite article, brings with it the requirement that pre-
nominal adjectives cannot be separated from their noun by a superordinate
head unless they arc in a strong focus operator position. The operaror position

(113) He has a wide shield around his shoulders (7/11.527). He intended evil deeds in
his heart (7/23.176). The Olympian one rearcd him as a great woe (// 6.282).

(114) He prepared his horses with beautiful manes (/1 23.351).

(115) Could have this privilege (LGS 370.14).

(116) He attributed this privilege (P Pror 341¢).
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for strong narrow focus provides a syntactic-semantic rationale that protects
this type of Y1 hyperbaton and licenses its continued use. No such raison-
d’étre is available for the simple unfocused internal modifier position in Y1
hyperbaton, and it is consequently eliminated as incompatible with the basi-
cally configurational noun phrase of classical prose.

If we step back and consider our conclusions about hyperbaton in a broad
evolutionary perspective, what emerges is a suggestive, if somewhat speculative,
scenario. When we compare the prehistoric nonconfigurational syntax that
partly survives in Homer with the Greek of the New Testament, we observe a
complete typological shift from a freely nonconfigurational to a principally
configurational style of noun phrase syntax. Classical verse still preserves Y1
hyperbaton in a recognizably noncenfigurational form, whereas the more
restricted usage of classical prose represents a transitional stage between the two
types of syntax. Hyperbaton survives quite well in modern Greek: an account
has just come out (Androutsopoulou 1998), which provides welcome direct
corroboration for some of the philologically based assumptions we make in
this book (although the analysis is more abstract than what we propose in
chapter 6). Hyperbaton could conceivably have been restructured through
three very different typologies: a pronominal argument stage, a nonconfigura-
tional stage with lexical arguments, and a largely configurational stage with a
residue of discontinuous noun phrases—quite a lesson in the difference
between word order and syntax. The familiar modern western European lan-
guages have a mostly rather configurational syntax, although, for instance,
German is notorious for scrambled word order (Choi 1996) and Catalan has
detached clitic-bound nonfocal phrases. The Slavic languages are, on many
counts, much more conservative, and some allow hyperbaton; the situation
reported for hyperbaton in literary and colloquial modern Polish is somewhat
reminiscent of that for classical Greek verse and prose respectively (p. 115).
(Our own Polish informant accepted conjunct hyperbaton but expressed dis-
satisfaction with examples of modifier hyperbaton presented out of context.)
One might even speculate that configurationality was the basic linguistic com-
ponent of the Greek legacy to modern western culture, if it spread, along with
lexically filled functional projections (articles, auxiliaries {Coleman 1975]), via
the Greek lingua franca of the Roman slave population; but that is another

StOI‘y.
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According to a perception of hyperbaton quite different from that suggested in
this work, it is not a syntactic phenomenon at all, but phonologically moti-
vated. There are a number of possible variations on this idea. E. Norden, for
instance, emphasized the desire to avoid hiatus and to achieve a good rhythmic
clausula (Norden 1958:65). Here we shall consider first phonological interpre-
tations of nonconfigurationality which have implications for, and can be gen-
cralized to, hyperbaton; and then clitic theories of hyperbaton and of
prepositional phrase hyperbaton.

PROSODIC PHRASE THEORY

As discussed in chapter 4, in a highly nonconfigurational pronominal argu-
ment language, instead of “The noble Ajax wounded the Trojan with his spear,’
one might say something like “The noble one, he wounded him, Ajax, the Tro-
jan, with his spear.” The assumption was that there is a very strong complexity
constraint applying to phrase formation. In particular, lexical noun phrases do
not form phrases with governing heads. The motivation was supposed to be a
desire to keep the syntactic mechanism of function-argument application as
simple as possible, separate from and unencumbered by the added weight of
lexical information. This incidentally results in prosodically simpler and less
hierarchical minor phonological phrases, given that prosodic phrasing is in
principle mapped from syntactic structure. There is more of a one-to-one rela-
tionship between words and phrases in pronominal argument languages. It has
been suggested that the cause and the effect should be reversed, that the syntac-
tic complexity constraint is an incidental reflex of a phonological requirement
for prosodically simple minor phrases. The idea is that there should be a flat
one-to-onc mapping between syntactic phrases and phonological phrases
(Russell & Reinholiz 1996). Informally, nouns and verbs {and nouns and
modifiers) have to be mapped to separate minor phrases. Since prosody is
quintessentially hierarchical in all its actuations, presumably there should be
no reason why these minor phrases could not be joined into a hierarchically
structured superordinate phrase. However, for the rather appositional noun

204
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phrases of Nunggubuyu, “even when two NP segments are contiguous, no
clear phrasal prosody is observed” (Heath 1986). So the crucial point is the
basic complexity constraint that prevents head and complement or head and
modifier from forming a single minor phrase. In a framework with copresent
syntax and phonology, this sort of “downstairs-upstairs” effect is not a prob-
lem. The idea could apply mutatis mutandis also to the weaker complexity
constraint we have positcd for the nonconﬁgurational stage of Greek. In fact,
verbal clisis could be a factor licensing the verb plus lexical complement struc-
ture that distinguishes the type of nonconfigurationality posited for prehistori-
cal Greek from straight propominal argument nonconfigurationality (where
verbal complements are mainly adjuncts).

It is certainly true that the phonology can modulate the syntax in quite sub-
tle ways: for instance, intrinsic and allophonic vowel duration can affect word
order (Devine & Stephens 1994:49). However, in principle onc thinks of the
phonology serving to encode informational packaging rather than information
being systematically packaged to conform to phonological exigencies. Intu-
itively, what is at stake is the way in which information is conveyed in the
different syntactic typologies. In northern Italian dialects having strong pro-
pensities for pronominal argument structure, quite short and light topic and
tail arguments can be taken out of the nuclear clause for pragmatic reasons (not
merely to create a prosodically light nuclear clause), while quite long and heavy
adverbials can remain as focus material inside the nuclear clause

Maria, the perfume, she sent it to her immediately withous even
trying it, 1o the contessina.

At the other end of the scale, the Australian language Jingulu has been analyzed
as having the lexical component of the verb in some way separate from the
agreement markers and tense morphemes, giving structures of the type ‘drink,
they did it, the students, the coffee’ (Pensalfini 1996). If we understand this
report correctly, it represents a further delexicalization of the core predicate-
argument structure, going beyond the familiar “aux” structure, which is pre-
sumably not phonologically motivated. That is not to say that phonological
weight is irrelevant to the complexity constraint. In Greek, for instance, pro-
nominal arguments occur more easily in Homer when the coindexed lexical
phrase is branching. It is just that phonological weight is unlikely to be the
principal mouivation for pronominal argument structure. In these languages,
information is presented in equipollent serial chunks, like beads on a string
and not like bricks in a pyramid, with the phonology serving to keep the beads
sepatate. This slows down the rate at which new information is communi-
cated. It has been noted that these languages are also rather redundant by our
standards. Such redundancy is obviously related to the density of new informa-
tion in the message and cannot be understood as a reflex of its segmentation
into prosodic units.
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ORALITY

It is well known that there are significant differences between spoken and writ-
ten language (as well as differences from one style of spoken language to
another, and from onec style of written language to another) (Tannen 1982,
1984; Chafe 1985; Halliday 1989). Some studies found that spoken language
uses fewer embedded structures and less clause internal constituent coordina-
tion. It tends to present information at a lower rate per clause, and is more
repetitive and redundant, and less coherent and integrated, than written lan-
guage. These properties of spoken language were long ago linked to the
paratactic characteristics of the syntax of Homeric Greek, and to the way they
interact with the binary prosodic structures of the hexameter. The intuition
was clearly expressed by Giseke (1864:37): “Neben ihm machen die versen der
Alexandriner den eindruck als seien perioden von Thucydides und Demos-
thenes in hexameter umgeformt, und diesen dichtern ist der vers ein fessel, bei
Homer scheint cr von der sprache unzutrennlich zu sein.” We shall call such
interpretations of Homeric syntax “orality theories.”

Although they are sometimes expressed phonologically (in terms of intona-
tional phrascs), orality theories actually appeal in one way or another to differ-
ences between spoken and written language. So they are concerned with the
differences between two types of syntax, the syntax of spoken language and the
syntax of written language. It does not necessarily follow that the peculiarities
of the former are phonologically motivated. For instance, they could simply be
due to the general demands of processing syntax in a real time conversational
context, rather than to the specific demands of producing and perceiving syn-
tax in the acoustic medium. In the following, we will briefly characterize the
main possible variants of this approach to Homeric syntax.

The first theory, the Modality Theory, sces a direct link between the proper-
ties of casual, spontaneous conversation and the literary context of oral tradi-
tion. Reference is made to “the fragmented organization of oral discourse in
idea units” (Bakker 1990). The physical context of oral literary production is
thought to preclude the sort of integrated, hierarchical syntax found in written
language. A second theory, the Register Theory, would be a little more abstract.
It would appeal to the difference between formal and informal registers on the
assumption that the syntax of the informal register is more pragmatically ori-
ented. This is particularly obvious in a language like French, where there is a
far stronger tendency to dislocate lexical arguments in the colloquial language.
According to the register theory, the physical context of oral literary produc-
tion requites it to access that register which is primarily associated with spoken
language, namely the informal register. It may be that both the modality the-
ory and the register theory overemphasize the parallel with spontaneous con-
versation, and that a parallel with the less informal style of oral narration
would be more appropriate. It is also important not to assume that correlation
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entails causation. After all, child language too is structurally simpler and less
coherent than written language, but it would not follow that Homeric syntax
originated in the kindergarten; the same applies to some types of aphasia. In
fact, a problem with both these theories is that they fail to take account of the
most obvious correlation of them all. Much as nineteenth-century Homeric
studies, not being familiar with the concept of oral tradition, were basically
confined to two options-— either Homer was a single literary text or it was a
conflation of literary texts, so, if you start out with the premise ther all lan-
guages are configurational in the way English is, then you are inevitably led to
attribute departures from configurationality in Homeric syntax either to con-
versational fragmentation or to register differences. But the point about non-
configurational languages is that, while they may have some associated register
variation, in principle they are systematically nonconfigurational in every regis-
ter. Features which, if they are allowed at all, are pragmatic options in other
languages, are grammaticalized in nonconfigurational languages. All literature
in a nonconfigurational language, oral or otherwise, has nonconfigurational
syntax simply because that is the only way the language can be used. The syn-
tactic typology does not depend on whether you are extemporizing oral poetry
or typing an article on neuroscience with two ﬁngers. To cite just one example,
in Hixkaryana (Derbyshire 1985), the normal way to encode a prepositional
phrase or a conjunct is as a paratactic adjunct phrase, usually intonationally
separate from the nuclear clause; that is the way the language is. It follows that
many of the differences in syntax between Homer and classical Greek are not,
from the point of view of their origin, purely matters of literary genre and style.
Rather, they reflect the fact that in Homer there survives a strong residuc of a
stage in the history of Greek when the syntax of the language was typologically
quite different. Simply put, the characteristic flavour of Homeric syntax is ulti-
mately a question not of style but of grammar.

It may seem that this is all that needs to be said about nonconfigurational
syntax and orality; but it is not. Far from it. The configurational languages
with which we are most familiar are spoken in societies with widespread liter-
acy and a longstanding tradition of abstract, scientific and intellectual dis-
course. On the other hand, the best-known nonconfigurational languages,
particularly the pronominal argument languages, are spoken by aboriginal peo-
ples having, at least until recently, a primarily oral culture. This distribution is
the basis for the Cultural Relativity Theory. The slogan of this theory is “writing
restructures consciousness” (Ong 1982); literacy is claimed to have profound
effects on social organization and culture (Goody 1986, 1987). Additionally,
syntactic typology is supposed by this theory to be determined by cultural
practice, a sort of cultural relativity (Gumperz & Levinson 1996) working in
the inverse direction, from culture back to language. It follows that “literacy
restructures syntax,” a manifestation of the more general proposition that syn-
tactic typology is associated with sociological complexity (Givon 1979). Oral
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culture is supposed to grammaticalize the syntactic propensities of spoken lan-
guage and literate culture is supposed to grammaticalize the syntactic propensi-
ties of written language. For those who subscribe to this view, it would not be
surprising if Homeric syntax has a residue of nonconfigurationality, because
nonconfigurationality is particularly associated with oral cultures. It would fur-
ther not be surprising if later Greek becomes configurational, because configu-
rationality is particularly associated with literate cultures. Obviously, the
categories invoked will have to be explicitly defined and the extent of the
implicational relations between them empirically investigated. For instance,
what is the incidence of fully configurational languages having an oral culture?
The cultural claims too need to be made more precise. When the languages of
oral cultures come into contact with European languages, they can borrow cle-
ments which, from our point of view, are missing in their languages. Quite a
number of Australian and Mexican languages which lack conjunctions borrow
them from English and Spanish respectively (Mithun 1988), and the Hixkar-
yana borrow all numerals above three from Brazilian Portuguese. Yet it would
be factually (as well as politically) incorrect to think that nonconfigurational
languages are simply impoverished. Take the Papuan language Yimas (Foley
1991). It is nonconfigurational and allows hyperbaton. It is furthermore
polysynthetic and has intricate and complex rules of word formation. From the
point of view of the patterning of surface elements, Yimas has simple syntax
and complicated morphology. There is a trade-off between the simplicity of
the patterns generated by syntactic embedding and the internal complexity of
the constituent elements of those patterns. We also suggest in chapter 6 that
there can be a greater diversity of category and type in nonconfigurational lan-
guages.

The last theory, the Null Hypothesis, takes the apparent correlation between
nonconfigurational languages and oral culture to be coincidental (Baker 1996)
and the purported causative relation between literacy and configurational syn-
tax to be unproven. For the null hypothesis, modern western literate and scien-
tific culture just happened to develop in an area (Western Europe) that does
not have strongly nonconfigurational languages. In fact, it just happened to
develop in the same place and at very approximately the same time (Thomas
1992) as configurational syntax, which is a more striking coincidence and
makes it a bit more difficult simply to dismiss the cultural relativity theory as
another piece of Classical eurocentric romanticism. Whether in the end it
turns out to be no more than that depends on the results of future research. In
the present state of our knowledge, two possibilities remain. Either orality the-
ory, in so far as it concerns hyperbaton, is a glossocentric misinterpretation of
an unfamiliar syntactic typology, or it involves a more far-reaching and pro-
found phenomenon than what is envisaged by many of its proponents.

Finally, a brief note specifically about hyperbaton. In Warlpiri, discontinu-
ous noun phrases are more common in the spoken language and continuous
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ones in the written language (Andrews 1985). If this is not due to influence of
English on the written language, it supports the orality theory. More precisely,
it suggests that if there is a difference, it will be in the direction predicted by
the orality theory and not in that predicted by Denniston (1952), who thought
that hyperbaton is a purely literary artificiality. That is just what it probably is
in the style of the sixth century hagiographer Theodorus, where hyperbaton
appears at a rate of 146 per thousand lines of text (Lindhamer 1908). Herc is a
sample passage

(1) 1odrov adBig O pakdpiog mepRTLEAEVOS Mopkiavdg ért T6 10D
oltov anfyaye kataydylov, “EdAdyncov” Aéyov “métep, Gote
Tog TG amoBnkng GvedEot Bopag AAC KoL £K TOV AYempyNTOVY
Spéyachon xaprdv (Usener 75).

On the other hand, in the New Testament, which reflects the simple, everyday
spoken Greek of its period, hyperbaton is comparatively rare: according to the
same count, Matthew has only two examples per thousand lines of text.

CLITIC THEORY

It is fairly well established that verbs can manifest less salient prosodic proper-
ties than nouns. They may tend to have weaker stress or less salient pitch
excursions, or they may exhibit more restricted tonal patterns (as in Greek).
This property seems to be ultimately related to the nature and salience of their
informational content relative to that of nouns. In Vedic, finite verbs in main
clauses were clitic unless they stood at the beginning of the clause or the verse
line. General verb clisis is also reconstructed for prehistoric Greek, and it is
argued that in both languages the verb can move to second position rather than
being in the posited final position.
Enclitics can certainly appear in the X position of hyperbaton

(2) 1obtav g 1@V tervav Pl Gorg 451a
TahTNY ToTE TV Yopav kathrknooav Kippaiot Aesch 3.107
TOAANY ot dmopiav népeyxel Lys 19.1
péyiotov ot ompetov Dem 32.21
todta & ebvole poaot i Dpetépa mopovopficon Lys 22.13.

So at a time when verbs in general were clitic, they might have moved into the
X position at least of clause initial YP qua clitics, and the YXY word order

(1) The blessed Marcianus, having embraced him, led him again to the granary, saying
“Grant your blessing, Father, so that we may open the doors of the storehouse and pluck
of the unculrivated harvest.”

{(2) One of those arts (Pl Gorg 451a). The Cirrhacans once inhabited this area (Acsch
3.107). Tt puts me in a very difficult position (Lys 19.1). It is the strongest proof (Dem
32.21). They saw thar they committed these illegal acts as a favour to you (Lys 22.13).
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could then have been preserved when verbs later acquired a word accent. Here
is a minimal pair to illustrate

(3)  peyddo EkTACKTO YPARCT... LEYOAX Ol xpAHato dvadeivon
Her 2.135

Furthermore prepositions remain “proclitic” in classical Greek, and so they too
might move to the X position in the prepositional phrase qua clitics. On this
approach, it is not the modifier but the superordinate head that moves to cre-
ate hyperbaton; informational content does not generate hyperbaton as a direct
reflex of factors like focus and amplification burt as an indirect consequence of
its phonologization in the accentual system.

For prepositions, and for the more restricted varieties of verb hyperbaton,
the domain of the posited clisis is phrasal rather than clausal. This is not a
problem per se, although the details might not be completely compatible with
what we know about clitic location. In any case, the fact that hyperbaton is
licensed with any phrasal head means that the theory lacks generality, since
nominal heads were not clitic. Besides

(4)  oD¥.. doring émerndeto téyvng Od 4.455
we find

(5)  kaxdv éniandov amdviwov Od 4.221
Bedv ooV aigv Edviov Od 4.583.

Many other examples have been cited in earlier chapters. The same line of rea-
soning applies to conjunct hyperbaton. When the head is verbal, it is possible
to posit a simple “clitic inversion” operating on the first conjunct only

(6)  "ABavtoy petdyeto — 5 kol Hoibedov 1/ 5.148
36pv 1} Eoye —p ko aomida //5.300.

However, conjunct hyperbaton is well attested with nonfinite verb forms too

(7)) Al 7 edyopevol kot "ABRvy 1/ 11.736
yelpeosot menorBoTeg RdE Pingr //12.135

and with nominals

(8) dorwv &t HdE movoro 1/ 11.430

(3) She obtained great wealth... to ascribe to her great wealth (Her 2.135).

{(4) He did not forget his deceidul ways (Od 4.455).

(5) Inducing forgetfulness of all misfortunes (04 4.221). The anger of the immortal
gods (Od 4.583).

(6) He went after Abas and Polyidus (/7 5.148). He held his spear and his shield (/7
5.300).

(7) Praying to Zeus and Athena (Z/ 11.736). Trusting in their hands and their strength
(1112.135).

(8) You who have an insatiable liking for guile and for the toil of battle (77 11.430).
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(9)  "ivopén micvvol kol képtel yepdvy /£ 11.9
ALOC Bryyehot 1oE kol avBpdv 1/ 7.274
&pvadv xviong alydv te tedeiov I/ 1.66.

So again the theory crashes, unless one posits a system in which all heads are
clitic in branching phrases. It is also unsatisfactory from an informational point
of view. YPs interrupted by clitics behave like YPs interrupted by particles

(10)  peydin yop porfh Dem 2.22
driyou yap 81 otorot Thuc 6.33.5
botépe 88 xpove Lys 2.48.

The Y1 modifier may have strong narrow focus or it may not. (If it does, it is a
specifier of N’ rather than of X' because particles do not project phrases in the
way lexical heads do.) The restriction of Y1 to strong narrow focus, which defi-
nes Y1 hyperbaton in prose, is found just when X is the superordinate head of
YP, a generalization that associates verbs with nouns and adjectives rather than
with clitics and particles.

PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE HYPERBATON

The clitic theory of verb phrase hyperbaton has no synchronic validity (verbs
were not clitic in classical Greek) and fails to capture the fact that hyperbaton
is a structural phenomenon and insensitive to the category of the head. For
prepositional phrase hyperbaton, the other candidate for a clitic theory of
hyperbaton, neither objection applies with the same force. Prepositions do
have accentual reduction, and the distribution of prepositional phrase hyperba-
ton in Greek texts is sufficiently different from that of other types of hyperba-
ton for us to consider seriously that the posited categorial insensitivity may be
limited to lexical heads. For these reasons, the status of prepositional phrase
hyperbaton demands more detailed analysis.

In previous chapters, we simply took it for granted that prepositional (adpo-
sitional) phrases participated in the crosscategorial application of hyperbaton,
as they do in Fox for instance (Dahlstrom 1987)

ayo-h=i81 wi-ki-ya-peki
this-LoC to  house-LOC
‘to this house.’

The encliticization of the postposition is optional in Fox, and hyperbaton can
occur without cliticization; consequently, it is real hyperbaton and not simply

(9) Trusting in their valour and in the strength of their hands (7 11.9). Messengers of
Zeus and of men (// 7.274). The aroma of sacrificed sheep and unblemished goats (#/
1.66).

(10) For great weight (Dem 2.22). For indeed few cxpeditions (Thuc 6.33.5). But at a
later time (Lys 2.48).
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clitic movement that looks like hyperbaton. In Greek verse, prepositional
hyperbaton scems to work very much like other types of hyperbaton

(11)  =zxbeny &c olpov, dBatov eic épnutoy PV 2 (v.l.)
rhopaic b EAGTong dvopdpolc fvton métpaig Bacch 38
Ghbpevog | EEvny én’ alav Avrpdv dvtifioet Blov Hipp 897.

The Prometheus line has a prepositional phrase hyperbaton in cach hemistich,
the Bacchae and Hippolytus lines have a prepositional phrase hyperbaton in the
first hemistich and a verb phrase hyperbaton in the second hemistich. The
prima facie structure of all six hemistichs is identical, namely a prosodic minor
phrase consisting of YiXY2, X being any superordinate head, in these lines
either a verb or a preposition. In the following Homeric line, the pattern is
repeated for proper and improper prepositions

(12)  kpouvvev éx peybimv koidng Evioode xopddpng 1/ 4.454.

Similarly, in the case of conjunct hyperbaton, coordinate complements of
prepositions seem to pattern just like coordinate complements of verbs

(13)  vndv &mo kol xhotbov 1/ 13.723
¢némv KeyxoAmpévog nde ko Epyav 1/ 11.703.

However, it is not the case that prepositional heads have the same distribu-
tion as nominal, adjectival or verbal heads. Disregarding serial order within
YP, there are three logically possible orders for head plus branching noun
phrase: continuous posthead noun phrase (X YP), continuous prehead noun
phrase (YP X), and discontinuous (hyperbaton: YXY). For instance, with an
adjectival head

(14) pect roArdV éyaddv Xen An 3.5.1 (X YD)
noA®V dyaddv peotat Xen Cyr 4.1.9 (YP X)
ROAAGV 1eotdv &yaddv Pl Laws 906a (YXY).

The incidence of hyperbaton varies from one style to another and from one
modifier to another, but in prose the continuous types are far more common
than hyperbaton. All three logically possible orders arc also attested for the
prepositional head, both in prose and in verse (tragedy)

(15)  pet &arov popiov Andr 697 (X YP)

(11) To the Scythian country, to an untrod desert (£V 2). Under green pine trees they
sit on roofless rocks (Bacch 38). Wandering over foreign land he will drag out a miserable
life (Hipp 897).

(12) From great springs inside a hollow gorge (// 4.454).

(13) From the ships and the huts (# 13.723). Enraged at words and at deeds (//
11.703).

(14) Full of many supplies (Xen An 3.5.1). Full of many good things (Xen Cyr 4.1.9).
Full of many good things (Pl Laws 906a).

(15) With countless others (Andr 697).



Phonological Garden Paths 213

(16)  xepdg &ordnpov péto Baceh 736, cp. Phoen 1326(YP X)
TOAAGV et SAhwv Andr 1152, Hipp 835 (YXY).

But the relative frequency of the three types in prepositional phrases is quite
different from that found with other heads. Hyperbaton with prepositions is
very common in verse, but prepositions following a branching noun phrase are
not nearly so common. In prose, a few examples of a preposition following a
branching noun phrase are found with nept, mostly in Plato

(17)  &rhotpiag yiic mépt Thuc 3.13.5
rnac®dv opdv népy Pl Laws 899b
tovtoy 81 névtoy mépt Pl Laws 870d
norkov vedv népt Pl Rep 488a
kronfic ndong mépt Pl Laws 859b
1@V rohondv avdpdv nept Pl Gorg 519b,

but hyperbaton is more than twice as common as postposition

(18) 16v & &riov rept Brayemv Pl Laws 932¢
100 yuvatkeiov mept vopov Pl Rep 457b,

and is also found rarely with prepositions other than nept and in prose authors
other than Plato

(19)  obdevi Ebv ve Pl Crito 48¢
0188 év téker Pl Créti 115¢
xpdvov Em poxpov Her 1.81
xpévov Em OAiyov Her 5.46.

Note that the adjectives are nonlexical or high frequency core adjectives, while
the nouns are with one exception phonologically and semantically light: these
examples do not license structures like

(20) M@V ToAUNPOTATOV LETX AOYOYDV.

So for prepositional heads the data indicate the following hierarchy for the
location of branching YP in prose:

X YP > YXY > YP X

(16) With unarmed hand (Bacch 736). With many others (Andr 1152).

(17) For a foreign country (Thuc 3.13.5). About all the scasons (Pl Laws 899b). About
all of these (Pl Laaws 870d). About many ships (Pl Rep 488a). About all types of theft (PI
Laws 859b). About the men of old (Pl Gorg 519b).

(18) About the other injuries (Pl Laws 932¢). With respect to the regulation for women
(PL Rep 457b).

(19) Without any rationale (Pl Crizo 48c¢). In the following sott of arrangement (Pl Crits
115¢). For a long time (Her 1.81). For a short time (Her 5.46).

(20) With the boldest company commanders.
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ot in words, continuous posthead is more common than hyperbaton which is
more common the continuous prehead. By contrast, for the other head catego-
ries, as just noted, the hierarchy is

X YP, YP X (continuous) > YXY (hyperbaton).

Postposed prepositions after a nonbranching YP (simple anastrophe) are far
less constrained than after a branching YP, amounting to six percent of all
prepositional phrases in Euripides (Mommsen 1895)

(21)  Sepvieov &mo Orest 44, 278
amopiog Vo Orest 232
noAeplov mapa Orest 875,

(For clarity of exposition, anastrophic accent is uniformly written, even after
an intervening word.) Simple anastrophe is found in prose with nept only, in
tragedy predominanty with disyllabic prepositions taking the genitive; in
Homer these restrictions do not apply.

Prepositions are notorious for not conforming to otherwise applicable rules
governing the relative order of head and complement, and the data just cited
seem in general to reflect a more rigidly head initial order for prepositions than
for other heads. In prose, prepositions other than nept, that is prepositions that
cannot be postpositions, are simply required to be phrase initial: the specifier
position in the prepositional phrase can no longer be filled either by a comple-
ment of the preposition or by a modifier of the complement of the preposition.
The only permissible prehead item is a specifier of the preposition itself

(22)  ebOVg §€ apyfic Xen Cyr 7.2.16
oA 1pd t@v &Aiwv Thuc 2.91.2

or a specifier of an adjective modifying the complement of the preposition
(23)  moAb obv epovipatt peifovi Xen An 3.1.22.

Word order changes from pragmatic to grammatical earlier in prepositional
phrases. Regular hyperbaton is for reasons explained later (p. 222) completely
blocked. Verse appears to require some form of optimality computation. The
preposition preferentially precedes at least one subconstituent of its comple-
ment. The additional constraint that only disyllabic prepositions are allowed in
absolute phrase final position is prosodic rather than syntactic. This suggests
that the whole rule could be reformulated in prosodic terms: the preposition
should preferably be proclitic to some subconstituent of the prepositional
phrase and monosyllabic prepositions may not be postpositive at all. This for-

(21) From his bed (Orest 44). Because of their helplessness (Oresz 232). From enemies
(Orest 875).

(22) Right from the beginning (Xen Cyr 7.2.16). Well ahead of the others (Thuc
2.91.2). '

(23) With far grearer confidence (Xen An 3.1.22).
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mulation is complicated by the problem of anastrophe in disyllabic preposi-
tional phrase hyperbaton. Monosyllabic prepositions seem to have been

proclitic (even in the NPA order)

(24) y@06va | eig Tavd Eur Suppl 1191
TipuvBiay | mpodg kAtdv Trach 270
Baspwv | Ex tdvde OC 263
pioy | ko® Apépav Ant 170.

By contrast, disyllabic prepositions in hyperbaton are fine in the metrically
convenient line end position

(25) bymrdv & Em | vadv Eur FL6
i omo | xhadivng Trach 539
tofikfic T &mo | 8dpyyog Pers 460.

In brief, prepositions are generated in phrase initial position and they are pro-
clicic. In verse, they permit material to be fronted to their left in hyperbaton,
with the consequence that the surface order of the phrase is not head initial. In
prose, apart from nept, they are rigidly head initial, and fronting in hyperbaton
is, with very few exceptions, forbidden.

Clitic theory

The clitic theory of prepositional phrase hyperbaton takes a quite different
approach. It is a wellknown property of phrase initial clitics that some of them
are in absolute initial position and others in socalled second position. The
enclitics, as their name implies, need to lean on something to their left large
enough to host them, usually a prosodic word. One could think that syntacri-
cally they were generated at the beginning of the phrase and then inverted to
second position for purely prosodic reasons (Halpern 1995): [xod inrovg], but
[te inmovg] —> [innovg te]. The prepositions are proclitic and vary between ini-
tial and second position, so it is natural to think that this variation is due to
optional inversion. This theory, which in one form or another is quite popular,
was originally proposed to account for the Homeric data (Golston 1988). It
rests crucially on two assumptions: first, that it is the prepositional head that
moves for prosodic (or at least clisis-related) reasons, not its complement for
pragmatic reasons; and second, that the only positions available to the preposi-
tion are the initial position and the second position. We will analyze both of
these claims in the following discussion. For proponents of the dlitic theory,
the parallel between prepositional phrase hyperbaton and other hyperbata is a
trompe d’oeil: pairs like

(24) Into this land (Eur Supp/ 1191). At the hill of Tiryns (7rach 270). From this seat
(OC263). In a single day (Anr 170).

(25) On the high temples (Eur £/ 6). Under a single blanket (77ach 539). From the
string of the archer’s bow (Pers 460).
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(26) pehouvéwyv &mo vnav 1/ 16.304
peronviov Epp 0dvvamv //4.117 (sec app. crit.)
Sefrtepov xard palov 1/5.393
debitepfic e yewpog [/ 7.108
KoiAng &vi vnuoiv £/ 7.389
nokéeg 8Evt uddo //20.248

are deemed to be derived by quite unrelated processes and only superficially
parallel. Although the status of verbs is less clear (as discussed eatlier in this
chapter), therc is no way that the clitic theory of prepositional hyperbaton
could be generalized to cover hyperbaton with nominal heads.

Clitic theory in tragedy

For tragedy, the clitic theory is on the face of it empirically inadequate. Prepo-
sitions are securely attested after branching noun phrases, even if this is not a
favoured location

(27)  movtiag dxific Em Hec 778
érotivav 8lwv &mt Bacch 1070
xe1pog evoefots dno Hipp 83
notoiav peibpmyv dno Eur £/ 794
Baotitkdv Sopmy Omep Phoen 1326
EATid0v kohdv Yro Hec 351
Kiooivov Baktpov wéta Bacch 363.

Prepositions can also stand in nonfinal third position when an additional
adjective modifies the hyperbaton structure from a higher left branch position,
as in the following lyric examples

(28) Taidoly toted &v kopveoic 7road 1256
LG&Ppoig dreBpiotoiy év xbpaoty Orest 343
obpé&viov bynmetis £ péAaBpov Hec 1100
edéynTov 8 GApopdy £t néviov Hipp 1272.

In these more complex examples, it could be argued that the additional adjec-
tive stands outside the hyperbaton structure, just as it could stand ourside the
continuous prepositional phrase in the following example

(26) From the black ships (// 16.304). Carrier of black pains (Z/ 4.117). On the right
breast (// 5.393). He took him by the right band (// 7.108). In hollow ships (// 7.389).
‘There are many spceches in it (/7 20.248).

(27) On the sea shore (Hee 778). On the pine branches (Bacch 1070). From a pious
hand (Hipp 83). From a flowing stream (Eur £/ 794). For the royal palace (Phoen 1326).
By high hopes (Hec 351). With your ivy wand (Bacch 363).

{28) On thesc heights of Ilium (7road 1256). In the furious destructive waves (Orest
343). To the lofty hall of heaven (Hec 1100). And over the roaring salty sea (Hipp 1272).
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(29) molvdvopt & &v Eevoevti Bpdve 11282,

This sort of nonconfigurational analysis could in principle be extended to
the simpler ANP and NAP examples: [rovtiag] [axtfg ém], etc. Consider an
example with a clausal topic like

(30)  #rea pév ¢ elkoot xai Ekatdv Tobg TOARODG obT@V GmiKkvéesBot

Her 3.23;

‘as for years, up to 120.” On this approach, [¢Anisov] [xoidy Hro] would be a
phrasal counterpart of this structure: ‘hopes, with fine ones’; similarly, with

hyperbaton
Mpévag fAbeg eig ednvépong Andr 749;

‘harbour, you have come to a sheltered one.” However, it would remain unclear
why Homer, who does not allow such structures, is more configurational than
tragic dialogue which does.

Another consequence of the clitic theory is that one loses the relationship
between regular hyperbaton and interrogative hyperbaton

(31) v &g ypévov; HF 143
tivog v O ddhov flec 774
TV &ve xeipos lon 1453
TV ¢ tapoyuov, HF 533.

If such examples are ascribed to interrogative subextraction, then, on the clitic
theory of prepositional phrase hyperbaton, they cannot be parallel in some way
to nonintetrogative prepositional hyperbata, which are assumed to arise by
clitic placement

(32)  Eevixoig ém dyoig Troad 569
dryvoig v tepoic Andr 1065
nabpov pet dAloy Heracl 327.

Or, if interrogativc prepositional hypcrbata are parallel to rcgular prcpositional
hyperbata, then they cannot be parallel to interrogative hyperbata where X is
not a preposition

(33) tiv €idov dyiv; Hel 72
tive Bodig Aoyov; Flipp 571,

nor to verb phrase interrogative hyperbata where YP is a prepositional phrase

(29) At the throne frequented by many foreign visitors (/7°1282).

(30) The majority of them live to be up to 120 years old (Her 3.23).

(31) To what point in time (HF 143). By who eclse? (Hec 774). On what hand? (Jon
1455). 'To what confusion? (HF 533).

(32) On a foreign cart {7road 569). In the holy shrine (Andr 1065). With few others
(Heracl 327).

(33) What sight did 1 sec? (#el 72). What words are you crying out? (Hipp 571).
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(34)  tiv dméyewc | &c éanido; Hel 826
rolog SAAvpon mpog altiag; Andr 1126.

A similar loss of gencrality occurs when an intervening verb separates a post-
posed preposition from its complement

(35) 709 8e0b mipo OT 95 (YP Prep)
nondog 1008 epdvBovov wapa Anz 1012 (YP 'V Prep)
O 100de TuyKhve paday nape Trach 370 (YPV Preple Prep).

Clitic theory in Homer

The Homeric data are more equivocal. Hyperbaton is common with preposi-
tions (about 15% of all prepositional phrases, so a much higher percentage of
prepositional phrases having branching complements). Simple anastrophe
occurs with monosyllabic as well as disyllabic prepositions, but the preposition
is said not to be allowed in absolute phrase final position after a branching
phrase
(36)  &and vnév
VeV Gno

&mo kphivng peravodpov 1/ 16.160
pedavémv éno vndv 7/ 16.304
*LEACLYOMY VBV Emo.

Lines like
(37)  xpavamy 10Gkny kéto kopavéovst Od 1.247

are not clear exceptions, and there does appear to be a constraining factor in
Homer that is absent in tragedy. There are also said to be no instances of a
preposition in third position preceding a phrase final adjective or noun

(38) ¢v vigoot xop@vict moviomdpoiot [ 2.771
*vieool kopdvicly év moviondpoist (NAPA)

KoiAn mapd vt peraivy Od 3.365
*oldn vni mépor pedaivn (ANPA)

ROAATNY én éimetpova yodoy Od 15.79
*rohAfy dneipov’ ént yoioy (QAPN).

(34) To what hope are you leading me? (Hel 826). For what reason am [ being killed?
(Andr 1126).

(35) From the god (07°95). I learned from this boy (Anr 1012). Which I have just
learned from this man (7rach 370).

(36) From the ships. From a dark spring (// 16.160). From the black ships (// 16.304).

(37) They rule over rocky Ithaca (Od 1.247).

(38) In the curved seagoing ships (// 2.771). By the hollow black ship (04 3.365). Far
over the boundless lands (Od 15.79).
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An instructive exception is

(39)  &otv nepimiopévey dniov Oro Gupopaistémy //18.220

where the first modifier branches and probably constitutes a separate paratactic
phrase outside the core hyperbaton structure. When we compare the diseribu-
tion of prepositions with that of verbs, we find that the starred types of hyper-
baton cited above do occur with verbal X

(40) vhog vootrpong &rad Edképey dupieiiooag //9.683 (NAVA)
RopeUPEDLE TERAOLGL kKeADyavteg parakoiow 1/ 24.796 (ANVA)
pA 81 méhvtog Epode Emérneo poBovg | eldnoery 1/ 1.545 (QAVN).

However, these types are quite rare with verbs too. The type with the quanti-
fier is the only one with the head preceding the noun, but this is because the
adjective is focused (cp. // 1.22), and the normal order for this type of verb
phrase hyperbaton is QVAN (O4 10.289, 7/ 9.387). As far as we can tell, the
evidence is not strong enough to treat prepositional hyperbaton in Homer as
essentially different from prepositional hyperbaton in tragedy.

Clitic theory in prose

For prose, the clitic theory is superfluous for almost all cases of all prepositions
except mept, since they are syntactically initial in their phrases and second posi-
tion is almost uniformly disallowed. The exceptional status of nepi allows us to
test the other basic assumption of the clitic theory, namely that movement is
driven by the prosody (rather than by pragmatics). Specifically, the clitic the-
ory attributes the appearance of prepositions in second position to prosodic
inversion or simply to the rules governing the location of clitics at the margins
of their domain. The syntactic theory attributes second position not to the
clitic properties of the preposition but to whatever causes a complement or its
modifier to appear to the left of any head in Greek syntax in general. In prose
this frequenty means weak or strong focus for a simple complement and
strong focus for a modifier in hyperbaton. Consequently, the two theories
make different predictions for thosc prepositional phrases which do show vari-
ation berween first and sccond position in prose, namely meptl initially, with
simple anastrophe, and with hyperbaton. The syntactic theory predicts that the
distribution will be pragmatically motivated, the clitic theory that it will be
motivated by whatever motivates variation in clitic placement (presumably not
just the pragmatics, or the clitic theory does not contributc anything to the
account, since clisis is not needed to account for pragmatic movement in
Grecek). Let us try and test these predictions with mept in Plato.

(39) By life-destroying enemies surrounding a town (// 18.220).
{(40) To drag the well-benched curved ships to the sea (// 9.683). Covering them with
soft purple robes (7/24.796). Do not hope t know everything that I'say (7/1.545).
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Nonlocal nept is semantically similar to the improper prepositions Evexa
and y&pwv. yéprv almost always follows its complement, &vexo and mept may
precede or follow their complement. It is often difficult to quantify partly sub-
jective decisions about informational structure; furthermore, since focus front-
ing is optional, nept may precede or follow a focused constituent. However, it
is clear that Plato’s use of postposed népt is more strongly associated with focus
than his use of preposed mepi. As an initial observation, postposed mépt is rare
with the anaphoric pronoun

(41) otV mépL Soph 226b
but preposed mept is common enough
(42)  mept adr@v Euthyph 6b, Phaedo 61d, 62b, etc.

This distribution evidently reflects the fact that in Greek demonstratives are
usually used for focused anaphoric pronouns. Demonstratives by contrast are
fairly well represented with postposed mépy

(43) 1obTOV TépL Meno 92c
éxetvov népt Rep 510d.

Postposition is also found with interrogatives, which are related to focus and
are extracted

(44)  7od nepy; Soph 222d, Polir 257¢, Laws 658b,
also with intervening focus particle or parenthetical

(45)  od 81 népy; Soph 233a
tivav 81 népr Laws 809d
notwv & népr Laws 812b
Tivog 8¢, 1 8 ¢, mepL Abyers; Rep 410c.

Postposed mépr also occurs with words which associate with focus like only,
vather

(46) Mdoviig mépt povov Laws 658a
OV &YaBdy TEpL pariov §j eV kaxdv Tim 87c,

(41) About them (Soph 226D).

(42) About them (Euthyph 6b).

(43) About these things (Meno 92¢). About THOSE things (Rep 510d).

(44) In what respect? (Soph 222d).

{45) In what respect? (Soph 233a). About what? (Laws 809d). About what sort of things
(Laws 812b). “In what respect do you mean?,” he said (Rep 410c¢).

(46) Only abourt pleasure (Laws 658a). About good things rather than about bad things
(Tim 87¢).
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and with different types of topicalization

(47) abdrng 87 mépr.. tfig petafBorfg Laws 676c
e0BOVoV 87 népt, Tig Ui Adyog dv ein mpérwv Laws 945b.

A number of instances of postposited népt are associated with explicit pév... 8¢
contrasts

(48) T pev odv 87 1@V dpyoiov mépL.. & 68 1V vEwv Laws 886d
OV PEV Toivov GAloV TépL. Tepl B8 DV peyicTtmv Kep 599b
T LEv 81 Aoyov mépt.. 10 8¢ Atgewg Rep 392¢;

such contrasts can cooccur with hyperbaton
(49)  1& pev Bavéoo.. 1@V & driev repi Padyenv Laws 932¢

or with postverbal stranding of the preposition after focus fronting of its com-
plement

(50)  1@v pev odv vikmnpiow... tHv 8¢ Seviepeiny 0Py KoL CKORETY
xpn mépr Phil 22¢
v Te 00V GAAWY eVAoBeioBar mEpL TANLUEAETY €ig Slkny,
SrapepOving 8&... Laws 943¢ (v.1.).

Stranded postpositions also occur with relatives, another category that is
extracted

(51) &v eipnkev népr Laws 814d
®v &v épety népt péAIN Phaedr 259
dv éppalov delv mépt Aéyerv Laws 887a
@V &yd 0ddev obte péya obte pixpdv nép énato Apol 19c.

Although conjuncts and disjuncts can certainly occur with preposed nept

(52) mepi 10D dotov ki 10D dvoostov Euthyph 9d (contrast previously
established in the discourse, cp. 4e)
| mept @ovovg A mept lepdv khomig Euthyph 5d,

(47) About this change (Laws 676¢). What would be an appropriate statement for us to
make about examiners (Laws 945b).

(48) As far as those of the ancients are concerned... as for those of the moderns (Laws
886d). About other matters... but about the most important things which... (Rep 599b).
As far as subject marter is concerned... but as for diction (Rep 392¢).

(49) Those instances that are fatal... but about other injuries (Laws 932¢).

(50) About first prize... but we must look and see about sccond prize (Phil 22¢). To take
care not to offend against justice about other matters, but particularly... (Laws 943e).

{51) About which it has spoken (Laws 814d). Of those things about which he is going
to speak (Phaedr 259¢). The things about which they said onc ought to speak (Laws
887a). Things about which [ have nothing whatsoever to say (Apo/ 19¢).

(52) Concerning the pious and the impious (Euthyph 9d). Either with respect to mur-
der or with respect to sacrilegious theft (Euthyph 5d).
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postposited mépt is quite well represented in this context, since there is often
some degree of implicit or explicit contrast involved which leads to fronting of
the noun

(53)  10h botov e TEPL Kl 10V Gvoociov Euthyph de
gudapLoviag te mEpL kol 10D évavtiov Rep 472¢
el1e TOAR@®V vedv mépr elte b Rep 488a.

Y1 hyperbaton with mept has the typical strong focus on the modifier

(54) &V &ALOV mept voptwv Polit 268b
abdtopdtov mepi Blov Polit 271e
Tavtwy TEpt 1OV EAhov Rep 353b
TEPL AMUOKPATOVS... KO ThVTOV TEPL TRV Tpoydvey Lysis 205b
700 yuvorkelov mept vopov Rep 457b.

Here is a similar example from a Thucydides speech
(55) 1@v peyictev rept xvdovov Thuc 1.75.5.

In Y2 hyperbaton with népt, the noun is often a focused topic, not surprisingly
given the meaning of the preposition

(56) iatpdv 8¢ mépL mawvtev Laws 865b
dGotpov &N nép ravtwv Laws 899b.

The evidence just cited points to the following account. Hept is proclitic, just
like mopér for instance. The difference is that in its nonlocal meaning, unlike
nopéd, it does not block movement of a complement noun or of a strong focus
Y1 modifier to a prehead position. Such movement is conditioned by the same
factors that condition it for other heads. For the clitic theory, on the other
hand, the correlation of second position népt with focus would be coincidental.

Now we can return to the question why there is such a discrepancy between
verse and prose. For hyperbaton where X is a verb, prose rejects the old style
paratactic “aodifiers and accepts the focus operator modifier; but where X is a
preposition, prose rejects the operator type too. As compared with verbs, prep-
ositions are defective heads: they fail to license extraction of a focus in prose.
This is not surprising, since prepositional phrases are known to be islands for
extraction in various languages. The improper prepositions, being semantically
closer to oblique cases of nouns, have a greater tolerance of hyperbaton. Given
the conclusions of chapters 1-4, the data fall rather neatly into place.

(53) Concerning the pious and the impious (Euthyph 4e). With respect to happiness or
its contrary (Rep 472c). About many ships or just onc (Rep 488a).

(54) About the other herdsmen (Polir 268b). About the spantaneous life (Polir 271¢).
About all the other things (Rep 353b). About Democrates... and about all the ancestors
(Lysis 205b). With respect to the regulation for women (Rep 457b).

(55) In the matter of the greatest dangers (Thuc 1.75.5).

(56) About all doctors (Laws 865b). About all the stars (Laws 899b).
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Representation of hyperbaton in classical Greek

The problem of the status of hyperbaton in classical Greek is quite different
from the problem of the origin of hyperbaton. Hyperbaton starts out in a rela-
tively nonconfigurational typology, but what sort of structures does it pre-
suppose in the classical language? Consider the case of a tragic actor, say the
notorious Hegelochus. His everyday speech has configurational noun phrases,
and his use of Y1 hyperbaton is restricted to cases with focused modifiers. On
the other hand, the poetic language he declaims in the theatre has an earlier,
less constrained type of hyperbaton without these restrictions. So there are two
questions, one involving the representation of hyperbaton in a language which
has systemarically configurational noun phrases, the other relating to the
coexistence of earlier and later syntactic typologies associated with the spoken
and the poetic language respectively. This chapter is concerned with the first of
these questions.

It would be a reasonable assumption that once Greek develops a consistently
configurational noun phrase, hyperbaton will be interpreted as a deviation
from the normal configurational structure

(1) AéEeoov.. éx 10D kot dicorovBloy kexivnpévn 1a&ig De Sublimitate 22;

Transgressio est quae verborum perturbat ordinem (Auctor
ad Herennium 4.44).

On this view, the language develops syntactic configurations before generaliz-
ing the continuous word order that overtly encodes them. YP would now be
seen as a discontinuous constituent. The term as applied to our canonical
Y1XY2 is intended to convey that, although Y1 and Yz are normally both syn-
tactically related to X, they are syntactically related to cach other in a way that
excludes X. However, they are not adjacent, because X intervenes berween
them in the linear order. There is no requirement for YP to show surface struc-

(1) An arrangement of expressions disturbed from its natural sequence (De Sublimitate
22).

223
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tural integrity. Discontinuous constituency is a recalcitrant problem in syntac-
tic theory, and various devices have been proposed for its representation (Bach
1981; Pullum 1982; Zwicky 1986; Huck & Ojeda 1987; Blevins 1990; Bunt
& van Horck 1997). We will briefly review some of them and apply them to
Y1 hyperbaton, since that is the most integrated type of hyperbaton. That way,
the advantages and disadvantages of this general line of analysis will become
apparent.

The cleanest approach is simply to construct a tree appropriate to the prag-
matic structure; the morphology serves as an overt coindexing system that
guides unification of the discontinuous Y elements into a single semantic con-
stituent. This is illustrated for

(2) v &arnv dielfiBov npeoPeioy Aesch 2.48

in Figure 6.1. In a few rare cases, the morphology might fail as a precise coref-
erencing system. For instance, in a sentence like

My xoAny €8idaée yovoalka épyacioy

the interpretation could conceivably be ambiguous between ‘he taught a
woman the NOBLE profession’ {cp. Dem 18.129) and ‘he taught the BEAUTI-
FUL woman a trade.” Then interpretation would have to rely on word order,
argument ranking, and inferential reasoning from knowledge of the context
and knowledge of the world. Similarly, in Warlpiri, the dative case can encode
both indirect object and benefactive, and the ergative case can encode both
subject and instrumental: in sentences having both types of dative or both
types of ergative, a discontinuous modifier could theoretically be taken with
cither. Some sentences of this type are reported as remaining ambiguous, at
least out of context (van Riemsdijk 1982)

Maliki-rli ka wita-ngku kurdu yalki-rni kartirdi-rli
dog-ERG AUX small-gRG child bite-NpsT teeth-ERG

“The small dog bites the child with its teeth’

“The dog bites the child with its small teeth.’

VP

/N

Vv EAANY \4

die&fABov  mpeoPeiov

Figure 6.1
Nonderivational Y1 hyperbaton structure
v &AMy S1eéfAbov npecBeiay Acsch 2.48

(2) T gave an account of the rest of the embassy (Aesch 2.48).
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VP

N\

THY &Kknv ~

Vl

~
~
~

SteENABov  mpeoPeiov

Figure 6.2
Hyperbaton with crossing lines
v GAAny SieEfrBov npeoPeiov Aesch 2.48

If, given the slight potential for ambiguity, some structural indication of the
constituency of YP were felt to be indispensable, this could be achieved by
allowing the lines of the tree to cross (Figure 6.2). Another approach is to use a
trace or slash mechanism to encode in the syntax the fact that from a semantic
point of view the X' is missing an element. Traces (Figure 6.3) are usually
interpreted derivationally as indicating the source position from which an ele-
ment has been moved. This system is suitable for prose Y1 hyperbaton in the
framework of a movement theory of focus. However, if it is generalized to
other types of hyperbaton, it may be necessary to distinguish different types of
traces or gaps and different types of landing sites, since not all hyperbaton
involves the sort of operator-variable relationship posited for strong focus. The
question has been the topic of much discussion (Saito 1992; Deprez 1989;
Webelhuth 1992; Miiller & Sternefeld 1993; Corver & van Riemsdijk 1994).

If hyperbaton is assigned a flat, ternary syntax, then X can be thought of as
inserted into YP or YP as wrapped around X (Figure 6.4). The idea of infixing
and wrapping relations originated in categorial grammar (Morrill 1995) where,

VP

/N

v ANy, vV’

/

SieERROOV NP

—i npecPeiov

Figure 6.3
Hyperbaton with trace
v EAAnV S1eEfrbov npeoPeiav Aesch 2.48



226 Discontinuous Syntax

in the absence of a derivation, simple concatenation of adjacent expressions is
inadequate for bona fide cases of discontinuity. For instance, the notation BTA
might be used for a verb with tmesis that wraps itself around its complement A
to form a verb phrase B, and ALB for a head that infixes itself into its comple-
ment A to form a superordinate phrase B. Alternatively, constituency and lin-
ear precedence can be unhitched, cither by liberating grammatical constituents
within a superordinate domain, or by assuming that, within that domain, the
linear ordering required to encode constituency fails to overcome the prag-
matic forces working in the opposite direction; consequently the words never
get into the order appropriate to their constituency. Applying this to hyperba-
ton, we get the XP as the pragmatically required domain and YP as the constit-
uent that fails to get its words into adjacency. Within the domain, different
pragmatic requirements can produce different word orders (so that the relative
order of adjective and noun turns out the same as in the continuous YP)

[YP X]
[X YP]
[AXN]
INXA]L

These schemata all start from the premise that words which belong together
semantically (and in one sense or another also syntactically) have been synracti-
cally separated: the way the words are composed semantically is different from
the way they are arranged in the surface syntax. This perspective is almost auto-
matic for a speaker of English. As we saw in chapter 4, it turned out to be an
obstacle when we tried to develop a theory of the origins and licensing of
hyperbaton. Nevertheless, there is no question that phrases have discourse con-
figurational peripheral position(s) in Greek, and it is reasonable to assume that,
from the point of view of the classical language, there could be discontinuity
between head and complement

(3) 1ovg yevopévoug kDvag 1@V npoPdtmv Dem 25.40,

VP

S1eERABoY
TNV BAANY napeoPelov

Figurc 6.4

Wrap analysis of hyperbaton
Ty EAANY S1eEfABov npecPeiay Aesch 2.48

(3) Dogs that taste sheep (Dem 25.40).
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between specifier and head

(4) mold &AAovg EpoD detvotépoug Xen Oec 2.16,
and between head and external modifier

(5) 1 orpartio fEe 1@V Adnvaiov Thuc 4.42.3.

Discontinuity arises when compositionality is violated. Compositionality
prescribes that semantic constituents should be encoded by continuous syntac-
tic constituents. When some syntactic requirement conflicts with and overrides
compositionality, a possible outcome is that semantic constituency is not
respected and syntactic discontinuity results. Semantic constituency then has
to be read off syntactically discontinuous subconstituents. Take participial
attribute hyperbaton for instance. When the participle is attracted to the pre-
nominal attributive position

(6) 1obg ddkvovrag kOvag Xen Hell 2.4.41 (v.L),
it can strand a tail complement in hyperbaton, as in the example just cited
T0VG YEVOREVOVE KOvag T@v mpoPdtwv Dem 25.40.

The complement 1@v mpoPétwv then has to be composed with its head
yevopévovg across the superordinate head x0veg. Some apparent violations of
compositionality might turn out to involve a less usual order of semantic
composition: our participle and noun would in that case disharmonically com-
pose into a functor category meaning ‘canine tasters.” But for most theories
participle hyperbaton and external genitive hyperbaton are bona fide cases of
discontinuity. However, they are nor left branch violations: rather the head is
discontinuous with a complement or external modifier phrase; consequently
they are less serious infractions. Even specifier hyperbaton might not be a true
left branch violation, if specifiers like oAt and obrwg (Xen Symp 4.40, Hiero
1.1) are more comparable to English phrases like by a large degree,” ‘to such an
extent than to single degree words like ‘very,” ‘so.”

But what about Y1 hyperbaton? This seems to be a quintessential left branch
violation. In fact, for definite YPs (other than those with a demonstrative or
universal quantifier) discontinuity involves splitting off two left branches (the
determiner and the prenominal adjective), which is a particularly grave left
branch violation, since the two left branches do not on the face of it form a
constituent to the exclusion of the noun but appear to be simply stranded dis-
iecta membra. The problem with the discontinuous constituent theory is that
this particularly nasty variety of constituent busting is treated like common
garden discontinuity. But if Y1 hyperbaton is as innocuous as other types of
hyperbaton, why is verse type Y1 hyperbaton with restrictive lexical and non-
lexical adjectives illicit in prose, whereas ordinary Y2 hyperbaton with restric-

(4) Others much more skilled than me (Xen Oec 2.16).
(5) That the enemy of the Athenians would come (Thuc 4.42.3).
(6) Dogs that bite (Xen Hell 2.4.41).
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tive adjectives is licit in both verse and prose? and what is it about strong
narrow focus that rescues Y1 hyperbaton in prose and makes it acceptable?
Something else must be going on. As things stand at present, we are restricted
to two options for Y1 hyperbaton in classical prose: either we can say it is a
nonconfigurational relic in a sea of configurational Y1 noun phrases (“layering”
theory), or we can say it is a configurational noun phrase with a discontinuous
structure like one of the structures just reviewed (“reanalysis” theory). Neither
of these approaches is particularly explanatory. While they are both plausible
diachronic scenarios, they presuppose the continued acceptability of Y1 discon-
tinuity without offering any syntactic motivation for it (nor for its restriction
to strong focus modifiers). So it is worth trying to look for an interpretation of
Y1 hyperbaton that is compositionally more faithful to its surface syntax. The
task, then, is not so much to devise mechanisms that allow the words to get out
of order as to find structures that explain why the words are in order.

One way of doing this is to try and “typeshift” the Y elements. The two the-
ories we will examine in this chapter are designed to do just that. The null head
modifier theory allows adjectives to be reinterpreted as noun phrases. From a
syntactic point of view, the effect of changing red into the red one, for example,
is to change Y1 from an adjectival phrase (or cohead) into a determiner phrase.
From a semantic point of view, red denotes the set of entities having the prop-
erty of redness, in symbols A x[red(x)], while the red one is the unique Y2 having
that property, after resolution of the anaphora in the null head wx[red(x) A
Y2(x)]. The second theory, the complex predicate theory, allows a noun to be
reinterpreted as a type of predicate modifier, with the consequence that syntac-
tically it is not a determiner phrase but rather an appositional bare noun, and
semantically it does not directly refer to Y2 and is not an ordinary individuated
argument. One might expect this to lead, at some level of interpretation to a
change in valence, in symbols Myax[V(xy)] — rx[V?(%)], but this is not the
case because the “stranded” modifier takes over the argument function. The
effect of the null head modifier theory is to remove the left branch violation by
categorial reanalysis: Y1 is no longer a left branch but a complete determiner
phrase. The effect of the complex predicate theory is to save compositionality,
at least in the sense that Y2 is no longer a discontinuous subconstituent of a
regular premodified YP. Since the operation of both theories is more tangible
when the hyperbaton includes an overt article, we will concentrate the analysis
on hyperbata in which YP involves definiteness, and then consider to what
extent the conclusions can be generalized to other types, including indefinite

YPs.

NULL HEAD MODIFIER THEORY

As its name suggests, a null head modifier is a modifier that can stand by itself
in place of a noun phrase without the support of a noun or an overt pronoun.
Null head modifiers are syntactic entities, and distinct from nominalizations of
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adjectives, which are morpholexical entities. Note further the accentual differ-
ence in the following examples

Xevkdg, Aevkn * white one’
redxog ‘white fish,” Aetkn ‘white poplar.’

The difference is modelled in Figure 6.5, where we use a headless projection
(Chao 1988) in preference to an empty pronominal with its own syntactic
node (Lobeck 1995). Compare also Italian uno povero ‘a poor one,” un povero ‘a
poor man’ (Bernstein 1993). Particularly relevant is the distinction between
Latin guid ‘what' and guod ‘which (one)’: it is guod that appears in hyperbaton

Vide quod inceptet facinus. Terence Heaur 600
‘Look what a lousy thing she’s doing’

Quod excogitabitur in eum supplicium...? Cicero Rab Perd 27
“What punishment will be dreamed up for that man...?".

A similar distinction applies in Mohawk (Baker 1996). In one type of null
head modifier, the null head is “arbitrary,” simply denoting any person or
entity
(7)  oriyor Epepoveg Pl Symp 194b
ayo0dp Pl Tim 29¢
tnncov obk elxev Xen Ag 1.15
toug aitiovg Dem 3.17

10 &andeg Pl Gorg 473b.

DP DP
n NP 7 NP
AEVKN AP
Noun
AEVKN

Null head modifier

Figure 6.5
Nominalization and null head modifier
N Ae0xkn / 1) Ak

(7) A few sensible people (Pl Symp 194b). In a good man (Pl 7im 29¢). He had no cav-
alry (Xen Ag 1.15). Those responsible (Dem 3.17). The truth (Pl Gorg 473b).
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In general, English does not require a proform with definite phrases of this
type: the good, the wise, the guilty. In a second type, the null head may be a

noun predictably associated with the adjective
(8) 1 dotepaia
1 evBela
or a predictably selected noun, either an internal accusative or derived from a
fairly fixed expression, as in have a good one, pick a ripe one

(9) g dAiyag notoetey Xen An 5.8.12 (scil. minyécg)
™y a0ty éoxevacpévol Her 7.84 (scil. oxeviy)
vaupagnoavtag piav Ar Frogs 693 (scil. vaopoyiov)
rodvrat.. yoypd Her 2.37 (scil. Hdat)
gpfpny xatnyopodvieg Pl Apol 18¢ (scil. 8txnv).

In the third type, which is the one that mainly concerns us here, the null head
is available from the syntactic or pragmatic context

(10)  £éx 8& ol tadtng Tfig yuvaikog oy & dAAfg maideg £yivovto
Her 5.92
OTOG & EKELVO T A0y PoBnoetal, | TOV KpelTtov, 66TIC £0TL, Kol
1oV firtova, | 8¢ tédika Aéyomv dvatpénel TOV kpelttova | €&y 8¢
HN, 1OV yodv &dikov réon téxvn Ar Clouds 882.

With count nouns, English requires the proform one for this type. With mass
nouns, the noun has to be repeated

red roses and yellow ones
ripe fruit and unripe fruit.

The rule does not apply to determiners (these) nor to superlatives and ordinals
(the ripest, the fourth), which are akin to determiners in their function of speci-
fying referents. If attributive adjectives are taken to be (co)heads of modified
noun phrases, then there may be a parallel between these Greek null heads and
covert pronominal object arguments of verbs. It is more difhcult in Greek than
in English to draw the line between null head modifiers and coordinating or
right node raising constructions in which an adjective is separated from its
noun by some interrupting material with no independent noun phrase result-

ing. The following examples include both types

(8) 'T'he following day. Straight line/nominative case.

(9) That he had struck too few blows (Xen An 5.8.12). Equipped in the same way (Her
7.84). Having fought a single naval engagement (Ar Frogs 693). They wash with cold
water (Her 2.37). Prosecuting an undefended case (Pl Apo/ 18c).

(10) No children were born to him by this wife nor by another (Her 5.92). Sce to it that
he learns those two arguments, the stronger one, in any given case, and the weaker one,
which by an unjust plea overturns the stronger; and if not, at least the unjust one by all

means (Ar Clouds 882).
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He wrote both a short and a long paper

He wrote a short instead of a long paper

He wrote a short paper instead of a long one
*He wrote a short

(11)  =A drapéper 6 TopaVVIKGS Te Kol & 1toTikdg Blog; Xen Hiero 1.2 (v.1)
xevii mpogdoel TadTh kateypd kot yevdel Dem 18.150 (adjective
phrase conjunct hyperbaton)
TPOYAGELG GvTl TRV GANB@OY yevdelg petadévio Dem 18,225
gridetfavieg... Tog DueTépag mapd Toig TpeTepag Gddc Pl Laws 817d.

Although null head modifiers occur in many different types of language,
there appears to be a correlation between null head modifiers and discontinu-
ous phrase structure. This suggested the idea that in hyperbaton the discontin-
uous modifiers were not adjectives at all but null head modifiers, thart is noun
phrases. The null head was thought of as bound by the other Y clement
(Fanselow 1988). In pronominal argument languages, consequently, hyperba-
ton was licensed by simply allowing both Y elements to be coindexed in paral-
lel with the pronominal argument as independent adjunct noun phrases
(Jelinek 1984). In languages like Greek, the theory might offer a licensing
mechanism for hyperbaton and go some way towards explaining why Greek
could have hyperbaton but English could not. It also fits better with the
currently popular solution to the island problem. Recall that covert focus
movement of modifiers was suspect because it violates island constraints. Y1
hyperbaton, being overt movement of just this type, seems to provide empiri-
cal evidence for the reality of modifier movement under focus, in defiance at
least of the left branch constraint. To solve the island problem it was suggested
that covert focus movement involves complete noun phrases (focus phrases)
rather than just the focused modifier embedded within them. Then why does
overt focus movement in hyperbaton move just the modifier? If, in languages
allowing hyperbaton, the modifier moved under focus is actually a complete
noun phrase, this difficulty is eliminated and crosslinguistic uniformity
restored.

Various further factors seem to support the null head modifier theory.
Firstly, discontinuity in noun phrases is particularly characteristic of some Aus-
tralian languages, and it is just in many Australian languages that the categorial
distinction between noun and adjective tends to be indeterminate, making it
difficult to distinguish the big man from the male adult (Heath 1986). Thus the
same Warlpiri nominals are used attributively and referentially, and can either
trigger agreement in the auxiliary complex like nouns or themselves show
adjective-like agreement with another nominal when used as secondary predi-

(11) How the royal life and the private life differ (Xen Hiero 1.2). You used this empty
and false pretext (Dem 18.150). Substituting false reasons for the true ones (Dem
18.225). Showing your songs alongside ours (Pl Laws 817d).
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cates (Bittner & Hale 1995). So again, there seems to be a correlation between
discontinuity and nounlike properties of adjectives. Further evidence comes
from demonstrative doubling, as in examples of the following type from
Jingulu

Those ones scolded us, those two old men,

and from cases where there is an intonational break before the Y2 noun, as in

this example from Martuthunira (Pensalfini 1992:47)

Nguhu kuyilwa-lalha-rru, warruwa
that-NOM spoil-pass-Now,  devil
“That one spoiled it all, devil.’

In Hungarian (Mardcz 1989; Kester 19906) attributive modifiers are uninflec-
ted, but a null head modifier (or the last in a string of null head modifiers) is
inflected

Littam a z0ld autdkat
saw the green car-PL-ACC

‘I have seen the green cars’

Ldttam a piros autékat és a  zoldeket
saw the red car-pL-aAcc and the green-prr-acc

‘I have seen the red cars and the green ones.’
Discontinuous modifters are also inflected

Ldttam nagy bicikliket
saw big bike-rL-aCC
Bicikliket ldttam nagyokat
bikes-PL-ACC saw big-PL-ACC
‘I saw big bikes.’

Another consideration was that discontinuity was thought to arise due to
movement, but theories of movement had been developed for languages that
had a left branch condition, and tended to exclude some or all of the move-
ments presupposed by hyperbaton. Very briefly, it was believed that movement
(both substitution and adjunction) should preserve structure, that the source
and the landing site should be structurally compatible (Baltin 1982, 1991),
and that movement was restricted to minimal and maximal projections (heads
and full phrases). From an English point of view, these constraints were not
conducive to a straightforward analysis of structures like @ large he bought shirt
in terms of movement. If shirt was N, it could not be moved at all; and if it
was N°, it should be moved to a head position. 4 large was not a constituent of
any sort, however it was labelled, and in any case if movement was to a speci-
fier position, what was moved should be a complete phrase. These difficulties
seemed to be alleviated if in languages with hyperbaton « large shirt was actu-
ally two full noun phrases, or if # large was allowed to “grow back” into a full
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noun phrase when it was moved (van Riemsdijk 1989). One interesting appli-
cation of null head modifier theory involved hyperbaton in Dutch child lan-
guage (p. 35). It was suggested that hyperbaton comes to be disallowed in adult
language as the child learns to reanalyze the posited Y1 paratactic noun phrase
as a determiner (Hoekstra & Jordens 1994).

The general idea of these approaches is that analyzing modifiers as null head
noun phrases helps to license hyperbaton. The argument is not as strong as it
appears, because it is also possible to analyze modifiers as nonconfigurational
secondary predicates, in which case they would still be adjectives, but adjec-
tives with the same sort of freedom as null head modifiers. So there are not two
but three ways in which we could interpret an indefinite Y2 hyperbaton such as

voropoggior yiyvetan e Ailytvn peyéan Thuc 1.105.2:

(1) an integrated attributive reading “There took place a big sca battle at
Acgina’; (2) a null head modifier reading (an apposition, i.e. a noun phrase sec-
ondary predication) “There took place a sea battle at Aegina (which was) a big
one’; (3) an adjectival secondary predicate reading “There took place a sea bat-
tle at Aegina which was big.’

In its strongest form, the null head modifier hypothesis claims that hyperba-
ton can only occur in languages having null head modifiers independent of
hyperbaton, and that in such languages only those modifiers can occur in
hyperbaton that can also occur independently as null head modifiers. The lat-
ter claim may have to be restated in such a way as to allow different categories
of modifier to behave differently in hyperbaton. Swampy Cree (Russell &
Reinholtz 1996) has universal distributive quantifiers (each, every) which occur
in hyperbaton but not as independent null head modifiers. In Kayardild
(Evans 1995) there are some adjectives like jungarra ‘big’ that can be used adja-
cent to their noun or in hyperbaton

ngada jungarra-wu karna-ju kaburrba-wu
I big light fire
‘[ want to light a BIG fire’

but not as independent null head modifiers

jungarra dangkaa dalija
big man  came
“The big man came’
*jungarra dalija
‘The big one came.’

However, the independent null head modifier is allowed under strong contras-
tive focus, which suggests that strong focus can trigger the shift from adjective
to noun phrase. This is an intriguing observation, both for the general problem
of focus movement from left branch positions and for the specific question of
the difference between prose and verse hyperbaton in Greek.
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Turning now to Greek, the first thing to note is that hyperbaton is found
with appositional nouns in Homer

(12) v xarxfieg k&pov dvdpeg [/ 4.187, 216
rothp metéddeto Inhede [/9.252
tov Xphonv Aripacey apneipo //1.11
MInhete wév & moudi yépav enttedl Axdrdt //11.783 (double
hyperbaton).

This substantiates an assumption of the null head modifier theory, namely that
hyperbaton can (or at least could originally) occur with appositional noun
phrases, but it does not follow that all hyperbaton must involve appositional
noun phrases. Just as the occurrence of

(13) oaindhrot Gvdpeg /{2.474
does not mean that &xov is necessarily a noun phrase in
(14)  &rxipov vidv [/6.437,
although this was just the proposal of Rosén (1967) for all Y1 adjectives in

Homer, so the occurrence of
natnp €retéAieto IInketg
does not mean that éuog and meddpuog are necessarily noun phrases in

(15) mathp oi ddkev épog Od 1.264
&g Alag émétedre nedprog //17.360.

Nevertheless, particularly in view of the Australian situation, one wonders
whether the categorial distinction between noun and adjective was as clearcut
in prehistoric Greek as it is at later periods. It is also true, even in the classical
language, that in many cases if the noun in a hyperbaton were ellipsed, the
resulting structure would be perfectly acceptable Greek with a null head modi-
fier interpretation

(16)  &v 1oig Snupootolg avayéypantot {ypiyact) Aesch 2.58
16 T 18lag Sikag kol tag dnpociag Dem 18.210 (anaphoric)

£v 10ig povikoig Yéypantal (voporg) Dem 9.44
£0T1L fHEV OVKETL TV QOVIKAY 68° O vV &veyveopévog VORog

Dem 23.86 (cataphoric).

(12) Which men who were smiths made (7 4.187). Your father Peleus ordered (7/
9.252). He dishonoured Chryses, his priest (/7 1.11). The old man Peleus instructed his
son Achilles (/7 11.783).

(13) Men who ate goatherds (77 2.474).

(14) 'Yhe valiant son (// 6.437).

(15) My father gave it to him (O4 1.264). So mighty Ajax instructed them (7 17.360).

(16) They are registered in the public archives (Aesch 2.58). Private cases and public
oncs (Dem 18.210). It is written in the homicide laws (Dem 9.44). The law that has just
now been read out is not, like the others, one of the homicide ones (Dem 23.86).
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In the following sections we shall review the evidence for null head modifiers
in a broad range of different contexts.

Definites

Greek offers an intricate variety of structures in this category. The noun may
precede or follow the modifier; in the former condition, the noun may or may
not be articulated; the article never stands between an attributive adjective and
its noun. The modifier may be an adjective or a possessive genitive (inter alia).
The following data sets present the continuous YP structure, the correspond-
ing YXY hyperbaton structure, and the corresponding ellipsed structure for
cach subcategory. The ellipsed structure (DA) repeats itself from one category
to another: this is not entirely trivial, as becomes clear if one inserts overt syn-
tactic empty positions. When a Y2 noun is contextually ellipsed, the null head
and the site of the ellipsis are identical (DAD), but when a Y1 noun is contex-
tually ellipsed, they are not (ODAL). However, no attempt is made to draw
this distinction in the following data sets; the DA examples cited mostly seem
to belong to the first type.

1. ARTICLE NOUN ARTICLE ADJECTIVE
(17) DNDA (S1tg0etpe Ty mOALY THY HEYEATY)
o g untpurdg Thg Epfig Eamatepévn Antiph 1.19
DNVDA (v méAitv Sié@Beipe THv peydiny)
Y16 1@V ExOpdv melcBelg TV eudv Lys 7.39
DA (tnv peydiny)
OHOAOYOVUEVEV 88 TV ONELOV Kol Topd THG TOVTOV YOVOLKOG
wol mopdr thg epufic Dem 41.21

2. NOUN ARTICLE ADJECTIVE
(18) NDA (81épbeipe noALY TV peyiotny)
f mOALC Ev Kokoig Tolg peyiotolg éyiyveto Andoc 1.58
NVDA (réiv Siépbeipe Ty peyictny)
Y 88 moALy &v kaxoig odoav 1oig peyictorg Andoc 1.51
DA (tfv peyiotnmy)
1OV pEv 10lg £xOpoTs VIUPYOVOOV SVVELEDV THG LEYIOTOS Cperely

Dem 18.302

(17) Thart she had been deceived by my stepmother (Antiph 1.19). Persuaded by my
enemies (Lys 7.39). The seals being acknowledged both by this man’s wifc and by minc
(Dem 41.21).

(18) The city was getting into a desperate situation (Andoc 1.58). The fact that the city
was in a desperate situation (Andoc 1.51). To eliminate the most important of the ene-
my’s strengths (Dem 18.302).
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3. ARTICLE ADJECTIVE ARTICLE NOUN
DADN: not used
DAVDN: not used

DA: see previous examples

4. ARTICLE ADJECTIVE NOUN
(19)  DAN (81éqBeipe Ty pLeyddny moArv)
100G 18lovg ToAEpOVE Eravopbdoor Dem 14.5
DAVN (v peyény Siépbeipe moiy)
oG dlog xateckevakaoty oikiag Dem 23.208
DA (816¢8e1pe TNV peydiny)
t0g $Ang ve 1hg moTpidog omovdae... 00 pwdvov 1ag 18lag Dem 19.191

5. (ARTICLE) NOUN ARTICLE POSSESSIVE
(20) (D)NDPoss (516¢0e1pe (t1v) mdALY v Kpoicov)

réye wol TV émotoAny v 100 Bnpiodsov Dem 23.174
(D)NVDPoss (1) modv Siépbeipe v Kpoicov)
tfic émotodiic fxovete g Ipofévov Aesch 2.134
émi oxnviy 10vteg v Eevoedviog Xen An 6.4.19
DPoss (S1épbeipe tv Kpoicov)
kot 10 KAeovOpov ynespo.. katd 8& 10 Metsévdpov Andoc 1.27

6. ARTICLE POSSESSIVE NOUN
(21) DPossN (31£¢Betpe thv Kpolcov moiLv)
locopevor 10 AnpooBévong Swpoddxnua Aesch 3.69

DPossVN (t9v Kpoicov 8iépBeipe morLy)

10 AnpooBivoug émypdopety dvopa Aesch 3.159

DPoss (31£¢8epe v Kpoioov)

€1G TOG AnTovpylag droympnoetol. Tag ®dT A Tod YEYOV LG,
t0g 100 motpog, Dem 25.78

7. COMPLEX TYPES
(22) DNDADA: 15 teTyog 10 paxpov to votov Andoc 3.7
DADAN: év tff épyaia th fetépa poviy Pl Crar 398b

(19) Lo fix their private wars (Dem 14.5). They have buile their privatc homes (Dem
23.208). Their obligations to the entire country, not only their personal oncs (Dem
19.191).

(20) Read also the letter of Berisades (Dem 23.174). You heard the letter of Proxenus
(Aesch 2.134). Coming to Xcnophon's tent (Xen Az 6.4.19). According ro Cleonymus’
decree... according to Pisander’s (Andoc 1.27).

(21) To remedy Demosthenes” bribery (Aesch 3.69). To write Demosthenes’ name
(Aesch 3.159). He will have rccourse to public services. Those which were performed
when or where? Those of his father? (Dem 25.78).

(22) The south long wall (Andoc 3.7). In the archaic stage of our language (Pl Crar
398b).
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(23)  DADPossN: 6 pev 81 vavtixog 0 thv BapBépwv otpdrog Her 7.196
(D)NDAVDPoss: tpifipng 1 otpatnyic #8n é£dppet 7| Aapdyov
Andoc 1.11
DN(Dem)VDADA: v Ai80ov | tadtnv £dpakog ThY KeAny
v Sropaviy Ar Clouds 766.

We can make the preliminary generalization that the same rules apply to all
types in each of the data sets 1-7. When the adjective is Y2, the article may be
omitted before the Y1 noun (particularly with superlatives and possessive pro-
nouns) both in continuous phrases and in hyperbaton. When the adjective is
Y1, a second article never appears with the Y2 noun, either in continuous
phrases or in hyperbaton. So Y1 hyperbaton never triggers rearticulation of the
noun. If it did, there would have been overt evidence for null head modifier
status of the adjective in Y1 hyperbaton.

One might want to argue that everything in these data sets looks very paral-
lel and that they ought to have a uniform analysis. Y2 hyperbaton ((D)NVDA)
is just like the ellipsed type (VDA) but with the noun retained preceding the
verb, and the continuous type (VDNDA) is like Y2 hyperbaton but with the

noun adjacent to the adjective rather than to the left of the verb; derivationally
VDNDA — VDA / DNVDA.

Since the ellipsed type involves a null head modifier, so should the other two.
However, to be consistent, this logic also has to be applied to Y1 hyperbaton,
which exhibits the same parallelism: VDA (ellipsed) — DAVN (hyperbaton) —
VDAN (continuous); derivationally

VDAN > VDA / DAVN.

Again it would follow that DA has a null head in all three types. The problem
is that this logic crashes, because we know perfectly well that in classical Greek
the continuous type is an integrated noun phrase with an overt nominal head
([DAN] and not a paratactic structure consisting of two noun phrases, one
with a null head ([[DA][N]]). The other way to get a uniform analysis is to
reverse the above logic. Since the continuous type VDAN does not involve a
null head modifier, neither should the entirely parallel Y1 hyperbaton; null
head modifiers would then be restricted to the cases when the head is physi-
cally absent, that is to the ellipsed type. Again, to be consistent, the same logic
has to be applied to Y2 hyperbaton. This leads to the conclusion that the con-
tinuous structure DNDA is a single integrated noun phrase, and that Y2 hyper-
baton is a discontinuous version of an integrated noun phrase. The problem
with this is that each determiner seems to belong to its own phrase:
[[DN][DA]] ‘the city, the big one.” It has been suggested for modern Greek
(Androutsopoulou 1994) and for modern Hebrew (Ritter 1991) that these

(23) 'The naval force of the barbarians (Her 7.196). Lamachus’ flagship was already out
of harbour (Andoc 1.11) Have you seen that beautiful transparent stonc (Ar Clouds 766).
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iterated determiners are just a sort of morphological agreement marker to indi-
cate definiteness, and that they have mechanically spread from the nominal
head; other approaches are also available (Tredinnick 1992; Alexiadou &
Wilder 1998). Determiner spreading in modern Greck is not allowed with
nonpredicative adjectives. Presumably, these iterated determiners start out in
separate appositional noun phrases and, if the analysis is correct, progressively
weaken into definiteness morphemes as the two separate phrases are progres-
sively integrated into a single modified noun phrase. At all events, determiner
spreading seems inappropriate for the ancient Greek data. It would be perverse
to arguc that in the NDA, NVDA type

(24) 1dlov yap &y kopediog The oUAOTATNG... dxodoatev Isoc 2.44
elpatd te £popeov 1 kGriiota Her 3.27

underlyingly there was no article where there is one and there was an article
where there is none, particularly as the NDA type can be semantically distinct
from the DNDA type. We conclude that a uniform, across the board analysis
of DA is not feasible. The various structures in the data sets need to be evalu-
ated separately.

As usual, it is instructive to view the problem in a diachronic perspective.
Fortunately, we can catch the article in its incipient stages in Homer (Miche-
lini 1987). The fact that the examples cited may cluster in books or passages
suspected by some of being relatively late (Shipp 1972) is of course irrelevant
for our purposes. Whatever the actual status of the articles in these passages,
they clearly reflect their demonstrative origins. To the extent that the weak-
ened demonstrative or embryonic article occurs with modified nouns in
Homer, it occurs only once, either with the adjective or, less commonly, with
the noun. When it occurs with the noun, the modifier is descriptive

(25) xoi mpog tod Bastifog dmnvéog I/ 1.340
tov Egtvov botvov Od 17.10
10D mendoc dyawod Od 11,492
T tedyea xohd [/ 21.317.

This type presumably originates with the structure [Demonstrative Noun]
[Modifier], for instance ‘this stranger (who is) wretched.” When the demon-
strative occurs with the adjective, the adjective is usually restrictive

(26) momp odpog I/ 8.360
Toixov tod &épowo //9.219
7ot TR npotépn 1/ 13.794

(24) They would sooner listen to the most low-brow comedy (Isoc 2.44). They put on
their most beautiful clothes (Her 3.27).

(25) And before that harsh king (// 1.340). T'hat wretched stranger (O4 17.10). That
noble child (Od 11.492). That beautiful armour (7/21.317).

(26) My father (/£ 8.360). The other wall (//9.219). The morning before (/7 13.794).
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(27) Huot @ mpotépe [[21.5
Auott 1@ adtd Od 7.326.

One might wonder whether the null head modifier is the adjective (‘the day,
that previous one’) or the demonstrative (‘the day, that one (which was) previ-
ous’). That the latter interpretation is correct is indicated by instances (with
and without noun) in which the modifier is an adverb or possessive

(28) 14y dmobe Il 1 1.6]3
v 6mBev Od 11.66
avdpdv | tdv t61e 1/9.558

toloty ‘08voofiog 04 22.221
tobg Aaopédovrtog 1/ 23.348
viei¢ ol AoAiowo O4 24.497.

So two conclusions emerge at this stage of the analysis. First, originally in the
type (thv) oAy v peydiny if there was a null head modifier, it was not the
adjective but the demonstrative: ‘that one which is big,” not ‘that big one.’
Secondly, the type néiiv thv peyédny is earlier than the type v nédw v
peyéinv. From a diachronic perspective, the determiner does not spread from
the noun to the modifier.

We can even see the beginnings of articulated Y2 hyperbaton in the follow-
ing passages

(29) poxdpesor Beoig &vtikpb pyesBou | tolg &arog 1/5.819,
cp. 115.130

Beodg & dvounvev drovtog | todg drotaprapiovg 1/ 14.279.

In these structures, the demonstrative pronoun plus modifier is a restrictive
apposition, adjoined to the nuclear VP. Later, when the demonstrative came to
be perceived as an article, the structure was reanalyzed as article plus null head
modifier in Y2 hyperbaton.

Turning to Y1 modihers, we find superlatives and 1st or 2nd person pro-
nominal possessives particularly well represented, because they are categories
strongly associated with definiteness

(30) 1oV &protov Axoudv 1/ 5.414
00... O K&Kx161T0g AXCdV | ..0AN dprotog Od 17.415
o pokpotat Eyye I/ 14.373

(27) The day before (// 21.5). That same day (04 7.326).

(28) From behind (// 11.613). Those left behind (Od 11.66). Of the men of that rime
(11 9.558). With those of Odysseus (Od 22.221). Those of Laomedon (// 23.348). The
sons of Dolius (QOd 24.497).

(29) To fight opposite the other blessed gods (// 5.819). He named all the gods under
Tartarus (/] 14.279).

(30) The best one of the Achaecans (// 5.414). Not the worst of the Achacans but the
best (Od 17.415). The longest spears (// 14.373).
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(31) 10 odv yépog 1/ 1.185
OV uov xohov 1/ 4.42
0 o émi pald Od 19.483.

These categories correspondingly have the strongest tendency in the classical
language to resist the articulation of the noun in the NDA word order. The
antecedents of articulated Y1 hyperbaton are discernible in a set of Homeric
appositional structures. In the simplest type, a contrastive demonstrative pro-
noun by itself is the Y1 element; originally it may have been coindexed with a
pronominal object argument, leaving the Y2 noun as a specifying amplification

(32) 1obg & ebp’ eiv dyopf Aavaodg Bepandvtag "Apnog 1/ 7.382
Tobg &8 Kot TPOHvVOG TE Kol G Ao Ehoar "Axonovg I 1.409
t0hg & 8&p brd tpopog elhey Axaiods e Tpddg te I/ 5.862.

Compare without a Y2 noun
(33)  1obg pev Almev adtod 1/ 4.364.
The Y1 pronoun can be additionally modified by a Y1 adjective

(34) tolg uEv Eodg HpOKake pmvuyog inrovg //5.321
& péyiota nop’ abtélt Asinet Gedho 1/ 23.640
TV 0ROV eV DRrekmpoghyoll Xépupdiv Od 12,113
6 kKAVTOG Aev AAretg /£ 20.320
cbv & 6 Bpacig einet "'Odvocedg Od 10.436.

All the examples have some type of narrow focus on the Y1 complex; most are
contrastive topics: with the postulated original pronominal argument structure
‘those ones which were his own, he held them back, single-hooved horses.’
Later, when the demonstrative was perceived as an article, the structure with a
restrictive adjective was reanalyzed as a regular Y1 hyperbaton. In the examples
with proper names, the modifiers are restrictive relative to the class of persons
but descriptive relative to the denotation of the Y2 noun; consequently this
type is not open to teanalysis as Y1 hyperbaton in the classical language.
Whether, at this later stage, the Y1 complex was interpreted as a null head
modifier or as the first segment of a discontinuous noun phrase is a question

(31) That prize of yours ({/ 1.185). My anger (//4.42). At your breast (Od 19.483).

(32) He found the Greeks, attendants of Ares, in the meeting place (//7.382). To hem
in the Achaeans among the ships and next to the sea (//1.409). Terror came over both the
Achaeans and the T'rojans (// 5.862).

(33) He left them there (// 4.364).

(34) He held back his own single-hooved horses (//5.321). The biggest prizes remained
right there (/7 23.640). T might escape destructive Charybdis (Od 12.113). The famous
Achilles was (77 20.320). The rash Odysseus followed with them (Od 10.436).



The Syntax of Y1 Hyperbaton 241

we shall take up below. Meanwhile, note that in discontinuous Y1 prolepsis, a
null head modifier analysis is required by the case difference

(35)  opdg 1OV edtphmelov dg 1dVg Blog Eur Frag 1052.3 Nauck
gmdetan... v Sixodav fitig éotiv amoroyia Dem 19.203
(see app. crit.)
Tobg cobg EAEvEw, pitep, el ocageig Adyor Eur Phaeth 62 Diggle
g Yap Epfig el 81 Tig 0Ty cogic... paptupa Pl Apal 20e.

So we have to take seriously the possibility of a parallel analysis for

1ov evtpanelov 0pgg Blov
Ty Sikaioy emdetEot amoloyioy.

Similarly, besides genitive Y1 hyperbata like

(36) v i mopavoiag yphoeston dikny Pl Laws 929d
v 1fig eipappivng Bl dnootepdv poipov Pl Laws 873c

we find prolepsis

(37)  yv® pev 1ov “Hpog olog Eot adtd yorog HF 840.

Indefinites

The distribution of modifiers in indefinite phrases is parallel to that of the defi-
nites set out in the preceding section

1. Y2 MODIFIER
(38) NA (81épBetpe TOALY peyGAny)

RPAYHO YUP... HEYQ kol Aopmpdv... &vetieto Dem 10.47

NVA (ndhiv 81é¢Berpe peydany)

nplypo nopnkévatl péyo kol toArod &€iov Lys 12.68

A (516¢8e1pe pLeyéiny)

DG NUIV N TOALG ol T EGTOL ROAEUELV... HAADG TE KAV APOG HEYAANY
1€ Kol Thovotay avaykacdf molepelv Pl Rep 422a

(35) You sec how sweet is a lifc of luxury (Eur Frag 1052.3). To demonstrate what is
the just defence (Dem 19.203). I shall test if your words are true, mother (Eur Phaeth 62).
Witness of any wisdom I may have (Pl Apol 20¢).

(36) To bring a charge of insanity against him (Pl Laws 929d). Depriving himself by
force of his destined lifespan (Pl Laws 873c¢).

(37) He may learn what Hera’s anger is like for him (HF 840).

(38) He has carried off a great and glorious prize (IDem 10.47). That he had discovered
something of great importance and value (Lys 12.68). How will our city be able to fighta
war... particularly if it is forced to fight against a great and rich city (Pl Rep 422a).
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2. Y1 MODIFIER
(39) AN (Siépbeipe peydAnv mOALY)
RoMAX kol peyéia wpdypoato Pl Meno 99d
AVN (peybinv s1épBeipe mOALY)
100G eV TOAAR Kol peyddo mothoovtog buag ayadd Dem 26.7
A (peyéiny S1éqbeipe)
K1 CHLKPOV HOPLOV €V TTPOG HEYRAM KOl TOAAY GooipdiLeV

Pl Polit 262a.

This parallelism is not by itself sufficient to motivate a null head modifier
interpretation for the continuous (NA, AN) and hyperbaton (NVA, AVN)
structures. In the definite type, the adjective originally modified a demonstra-
tive pronoun coindexed with the noun (fipote @ npotépw), but in the
indefinite type it presumably modified the noun directly. This is probably true
even for amplificatory Y2 postmodifiers

(40) 6 xadov drelsov GvoiphoesBol Euelie | xpooeov dpewtov Od 22.9
“twhich was) golden and two-handled,” rather than ‘a golden and two-handled
g g

one.” At a later stage, the Yz definites came under structural pressure to provide
a null head for what was now interpreted as a determiner plus adjective
sequence. But there would presumably be no similar pressure on the Y2
indefinites, which might continue to modify the noun directly rather than
being independent noun phrases with null syntactic heads and perhaps covert
(semantic) indefinite determiners.

On the other hand, the ellipsed type clearly has to be interpreted as a null
head modificr. Adjectives in Y2 hyperbaton that are unequivocally arguments
rather than modifiers, most obviously objects of prepositions which unambigu-
ously govern to the right

(41)  2pévoc ArBeg eic evmvépove Andr 749

seem to require either a null head or a trace for interpretation. A trace would
entail some form of left branch movement or stranding. If we posit a null head
modifier in this cxamplc with topic Y1 noun, that would suggest doing the
same for the inverse structure with tail Y2 noun (eig evnvépovg AABeg AMpévog),
which in turn could generalize to regular Y1 hyperbaton without prepositions.

Descriptive Y, adjectives

The fact that Y2 adjectives in Homer can be descriptive seems to lend support
to the claim in the preceding section that not all discontinuous Y2 adjectives

(39) Many grecat things (Pl Meno 99d). Those who have done you many good deeds
(Dem 26.7). Let us not contrast one small separate part with many large ones (Pl Pofiz
262a).

(40) He was about to raise a beautiful, gold, two-handled cup (04 22.9).

(41) You came to a harbour sheltered from the wind (Andr 749).
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are null head modifiers. Because null head modifier phrases are typically re-
strictive, it is difficult to find satisfactory null head modifier readings for
descriptive Y2 adjectives. For count nouns, one would have to posit something
like ‘the elephant, that huge entity’ for definites and ‘an elephant, a huge
entity’ for indefinites; ‘a huge one’ would presumably be restrictive within the
class of elephants rather than within the class of entities. The situation with
mass nouns is if anything even less clear. Consider the following examples

(42) =iBo1 oivolo mohonod Ndvrdtoro Od 2.340 (continuous)
KOmeEAAa ofvov mvépevon peandéog I/ 4.346
oivov éxipva | 1Bdv Od 10.356
gk moviov Pog toewdtog Od 5.56
gv mOVIm néBet Ghyea ixdvoeviy OA 10.457.

The wine examples could be restrictive, allowing for different degrees of sweet-
ness, but there is hardly a contrast intended between purple and nonpurple
submasses of the seca. So a null head modifier reading would apparently
amount to ‘that notoriously purple substance’ (as contrasted with other sub-
stances like the land). A directly adjectival reading seems much more straight-
forward. Finally, it is worth noting that in the rather rare double hyperbaton,
one noun can be mass and the other count

(43)  oivov &xovo’ év xewpt perigpova deérvtephol /1 24.284.

It is not clear whether this can be taken as an indication of categorial unifor-
mity for the Y2 modifier phrase.

Universal quantifier
Adnominal révteg occurs in Homer
(44) v mévieg ‘Agonol | dpBaipoioy dwot [/ 19.173,

but a pre- or postverbal position is more common. This latter type has an
adverbial character comparable to the English floated quantifier (though not
necessarily with its distributive meaning)

(45) Beol & bnd mavteg dxovov I/ 8.4
ol 3¢ 1pitey Huott névteg | HABov [/ 11.707
ob... Tévteg Bacthedoopey EvB&S Ayxarot 1/ 2.203
ol toL mévteg émouvéopey Beol dArot /1 4.29.

(42) Jars of old sweet wine (O4 2.340). To drink cups of honey-sweet wine (// 4.346).
Mixed the sweet wine (Od 10.356). Coming from the purple sea (Od 5.56). You have
suffered hardships on the sea teeming with fish (Od 10.457).

(43) Holding delicious wine in her right hand (£/24.284).

(44) So that all the Achaeans may see them with their eyes (7/19.173).

(45) All the gods paid attention (//8.4). On the third day they all came (//11.707). We
Achaeans will not all be kings here (//2.203). We other gods do not all approve (// 4.29).
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Examples like
(46) ol & &po mévteg aknyv éyévovto clonf 1/ 7.398

are less clear. When they have a noun in the Y2 position, it is probably amplifi-
carory

(47) ol & &po mévieg emiayov vieg ‘Ayxondv //7.403
ot & #pa névteg ennvnoay Paciifieg /7 7.344.

This analysis may generalize to Y1 hyperbata of the type

(48) 1tov mévrec dvaotevdyovoty Axaoi [/ 23.211
861 mvteg Emppéleckov 6ditar Od 17.211,

going back to an original structure like ‘they used to all sacrifice, the travellers,’
with a null subject pronominal argument.

In classical prose, the noun is often articulated in Y1 hyperbaton with the
universal quantifier

(49)  Gravreg yap droyopebovoiv oi vopol Aesch 3.50
tadta navtee toaoty oi inneic Dem 21.174.

In theory, there are four possible interpretations of such structures: a progres-
sive configurational one ‘all the knights know this,” a floated quantifier one ‘the
knights all know this’; a conservative pronominal argument one, ‘they all know
this, the knights’; and an appositional null head modifier one, ‘all of them
know this, the knights.’

It is not apparent that a null head modifier analysis is helpful for these nom-
inative quantifiers at any stage of their development. In contrast to ordinary
adjectives, all appears in the socalled predicative position, that is it is followed,
not preceded, by the article; we do not find

*ol navieg foaoty innelg
with the meaning ‘all the knights know” any more than we find
*oi odtot loaory inmel,

nor of course their continuous YP counterparts. As already noted, they proba-
bly project their own quantifier and demonstrative phrases

Qr [mévreg yplot inneig]]

pemp [0DT0L pp [0t inneig]].

(46) "T'hey all became quiet in silence (1/7.398)..

(47) All the sons of the Achacans shouted in applause (//7.403). All the kings approved
(11 7.344),

(48) Whom all the Achacans mourn for aloud (7/ 23.211). Where all travellers would
offer sacrifices (04 17.211).

(49) All the laws forbid (Aesch 3.50). All the knights know ¢his (Dem 21.174).
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When a restrictive adjective is used in a definite noun phrase (the red shirts), it
contributes the information which, given the discourse context, uniquely iden-
tifies the set. When a strong quantifier like @/}, both or a partitive is used with a
definite noun phrase (all the shirts, some of the shirts), it quantifies over an inde-
pendently established contextually fixed set (whereas in the indefinite all shirts
the quantifier ranges over whatever entities meet the description of shirt in
a contextually inferred domain). So in toiyov 100 étéporo, definiteness is
attracted to the restrictive phrase, whence the null head modifier structure. In
the case of névreg, there is no restrictive phrase for definiteness to migrate to.
Perhaps the structures start out as ‘the knights in their entirety” and ‘knights,
the richest ones,” respectively. However, when quantification or deixis is
applied to a subset, definiteness is attracted to the adjective and the universal
quantifier or demonstrative can appear to the right of the article in the surface
string
(50)  toig &Alotg &nactv &vBponotg Din 1.106
10 Kowvod TodTov Blov Pl Phil 22d.

Since the quantification and the deixis are applied to the modifier rather than
to the noun (‘all the others,” not ‘all the men’), the original structure may have
been [[toic &Adoig | &nacwy] [&vBpdnolg ] ‘men, all those other.’

Restrictive adjectives and demonstratives do not permit a pronominal head

*100¢g peyiotovg avtodg
*100100¢ 0 dTOVG

but the universal quantifier, like predicative adjectives, is external to the deter-
miner phrase and less strictly adnominal in character and consequently permits
a pronominal

(51) méviag dnektdvesav avtovg Xen Hell 7.2.4
nhviog adtods anobavelv Dem 20.42 (subject)
katdotnoov abrig tehevtaiag Xen Cyr 6.3.30.

Predicative adjectives
Modifiers in hyperbaton can be ordinary depictive secondary predicates. This

type occurs in Homer

(52) af xe vékov mep AXAART mpogépmpey | yopvov 1/ 17.121
vEKVOg 88 31y aLprpdrxovton | yopvod 1/ 18.20
yYootépa TOye péony 1/ 4.531
uéow évi oivom movie Od 5.132.

(50) To all other men (Din 1.106). Of this combined type of life (P1 Phil 22d).

(51) They had killed them all (Xen Hell 7.2.4). That they should all die (Dem 20.42).
Place them at the rear (Xen Cyr 6.3.30).

(52) 1f we can carry his body to Achilles without armour (//17.121). They arc fighting
around his corpsc stripped of its armour (// 18.20). He struck him in the middle of the
belly (#/4.531). In the middle of the wine-dark sca (04 5.132).
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A null head modifier interpretation is impossible here. yopuvov does not mean
‘a/the stripped one’ but ‘being stripped.” If pésog were not predicative and
meant ‘the middle one,” the implication would be that there were three stom-
achs and three seas; this scems to exclude even ‘while being a stripped one’ for
yopvov. Predicative Y1 hyperbaton in prose has the article preceding the noun
rather than preceding the adjective. This conforms to the corresponding con-
tinuous structures and confirms the distinction between the two types of Y1

hyperbaton

(53)  yrvkby yeboag tov aidva Her 7.46
petempovg eEekdpooy 10g dpdéog Xen An 1.5.8
d1& mohepiog mopebdoovien Thg yhdpag Xen An 5.4.2
Gvopotolg Totedoovtag 1oig paptupodol Antiph 5.12
H1obwtolg xpopeda toig oTpatonédolg Isoc Pax 47
& eV £x Kotvdy EAntodpyelg v xpnpdtoy Dem 36.39.

Again, null head modifier interpretation is highly improbable in these exam-
ples, and was not be expected for secondary predicates of these types anyway.
We do not say ‘He ate the steak a raw one’ (depictive) or ‘He hammered the
nail a flat one’ (resultative) in English either, even though there is nothing
wrong with temporary qualities as null or pronominal head modifiers (buy a
raw one). An example like the following indicates that different syntactic posi-
tions are involved

(54) 10 1@V coppdyov dxvpov memownkmg Soypua Aesch 2.62.

Note that in the examples cited the secondary predicate adjective is consis-
tently in immediately preverbal position.

Partitives

For partitive genitive hyperbaton with adjective Y1, a null head modifier analy-
sis is natural. The quantifier is taken to be a noun phrase in all of the following

(55) moArot énéBavov Xen Hell 4.8.29
roAAOL adTV &méBovov Xen Hell 5.2.42
noriol &néBavov adtdv Thuc 3.108.3
noAAOL EneicOnooy tdv poptdpev Lyc 20

(53) Having given us a taste of the sweetness of life (Her 7.46). They lifted the wagons
clear of the mud (Xen 4n 1.5.8). Whether they would be marching through the country
as a hostile onc (Xen An 5.4.2). Trusting the witnesses without their having taken the
oath (Antiph 5.12). Usc armies on hire (Isoc Pax 47). The public services you performed
out of funds held in common (Dem 36.39).

(54) Having madc void the decree of the allies (Aesch 2.62).

(55) Many died (Xen Hell 4.8.29). Many of them were killed (Xen Hell 5.2.42). Many
of them were killed (Thuc 3.108.3). Many witnesses are typically persuaded (Lyc 20).



The Syntax of Y1 Hyperbaton 247

(56) moAAobg Exwv v Entendelmy Lys 3.38
dArovg TOAAOVG ceshkate @V moittdv Hyper 4.38
ol 8¢ moAdot.. kakol yiyvoviar t@v duvactdv Pl Gorg 526b.

Note also the parallel null head modifier in the second clause of the following
example

(57)  moAAd pév Eowoe OV xpnudtev totot Iléponot, morhd 88 xai adtdg
nepLefdieto Her 8.8.

Corresponding English partitives like many of the soldiers are also commonly
thought to involve a null head modifier (Jackendoff 1977; Olsen 1987; Lobeck
1995).

COMPLEX PREDICATE THEORY

Given the wide use of null head modifiers in general and the fact that they are
required for prolepsis, a construction related to hyperbaton, there are obvious
advantages to the null head modifier theory of hyperbaton. On the downside,
it raises problems of analysis that do not arise for the discontinuous theory. If
hyperbaton is simply syntactically discontinuous, the categories of the phrase
and their structural relation to each other are the same as they would be in the
continuous version, and the phrase is presumably reconstructed into a single
continuous noun phrase at some level of semantic interpretation. For the null
head modifier theory, the situation is quite different. The insertion of the null
head means that we no longer have a single discontinuous phrase, but in one
sense or another two separate phrases. We no longer need a semantic operation
to recombine the fragments of a single phrase (although the option remains of
recombining the two separate phrases into a complex phrase), but we have to
come up with a satisfactory account for why there are now two separate noun
phrases implementing a single grammatical function. For instance, in

(58) 1og 1dlac kateokevakaoty oikiag Dem 23.208

the direct object should on the face of it be cither [tég i8iag D] or [oixiag] but
not both. In what follows, we will consider how this sort of structure could be
syntactically licensed. This is a technically more challenging task than drawing
a line to join two fragments of a discontinuous constituent, but there are two
reasons for making the effort. First, the null head modifier theory helps to inte-
grate hyperbaton coherently into the historical development of Greek syntax,
while the discontinuous theory treats it in purely synchronic terms as some-

(56) Having with me many of my friends (Lys 3.38). You have saved many others of the
citizens (Hyper 4.38). The majority of powerful men become evil (Pl Gorg 526b).

(57) He saved many precious objects for the Persians and appropriated many for him-
self too (Her 8.8).

(58) They have built their private homes (Dem 23.208).
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thing of a freak structure. Secondly, the null head modifier theory secks to
provide a semantic-pragmatic rationale for the apparent discontinuity, and
thereby a closer fit between the syntax and the compositional semantics. The
advantage of this can be illustrated by another discontinuous structure, namely
quantification at a distance in French (Doetjes 1994)

Max a beaucoup vendu de livres ‘Max sold many books’
Max a beaucoup bu de lait ‘Max drank a lot of milk.’

The category of beaucoup is disputed. In the first example, which involves a
count noun, quantification is not over books, but over events of bookselling.
Since the scope of the quantifier reflects its syntactic position, the syntactic dis-
continuity is not neutralized when the structure is semantically interpreted.

As already noted, the phenomenon of determiner spreading is plausibly
traced back to a paratactic determiner phrase consisting of two determiner
phrases in apposition, onc with the noun and one with a null head modifier, as
illustrated in Figure 6.6. The noun can be thought of as binding the null head.
In an appositional structure, one determiner phrase is predicated of the other;
it is natural to assume that the one containing the adjective is predicated of the
one containing the noun rather than vice versa. Y2 hyperbaton with definites is
simply a discontinuous version of this structure

(59) 1& mholo nopoanépyor o oty Dem 50.20
Yo 1AV ExBpGV TelcBelg TV Epdv Lys 7.39 (v.l.)
ol pév 1 brodipate gpyaldpevor te marond Pl Meno 91d
tolg vopoig xpficBor toig bretéporg Dem 24.210;

and similarly for Y2 genitives

DP

N

DP DP

AN

T0 VTOOANOTE,  TO MOAQLYL

Figure 6.6
Null head modifier analysis of definite Y2 adjective
& DROSNUOTOL TO TOACLY

(59) To provide a convoy for the grain ships (Dem 50.20). Having been persuaded by
my enemies {Lys 7.39). Those who mend old shoes (Pl Meno 91d). To adopt your laws
(Dem 24.210).
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(60) 1&g émiotorig tag tod dratnrmov Dem 19.51 (continuous)
T0¢ 8 EMoToANG DIV vy vhoopat tog 100 dhinrouw Dem 19.187.

From a historical point of view, the two determiner phrases have not been
split; rather they failed to coalesce into a contiguous structure; the null head
modifier is adjoined to the nuclear verb phrase, so that the predication applies
at a distance across the superordinate head. This is clear from the Homeric
antecedents of Y2 hyperbaton, which we cite again at this point.

(61) poképesor Beoig dviikpd pwéxeabon | toig &rrowg 7/5.819
Beotg & ovounvev &ravtag | todg drotaptapiovg 7/ 14.279.

The null head modifier theory inserts a null head after the adjective also in
Y1 hyperbaton

Tag 1dtag J KaTECKEVAKACLY OLKIOG.

This immediately creates a problem that does not arise with the discontinuous
theory. If Y1 hyperbaton is interpreted as involving discontinuity of the noun
phrase, then it would be reasonable to assume that definiteness continues to be
projected throughout the YXY structure across the intervening supcrordinate
head X. For instance, in

(62) 1oig Tovg YUUVIKODG VikdoLy dydvac Dem 20.141

dy@vog is taken to be definite because definiteness is projected from the deter-
miner tobg. However, for null head modifier theories, the null head would pre-
sumably be a barrier to the projection of definiteness. This means that, while a
simple appositional theory with two definite noun phrases would in principle
be available for the null head modifier analysis of Y2 hyperbaton, it will not
work for Y1 hyperbaton. &y@vog is not definite since it has no article and defi-
niteness is not projected from the determiner. The difference between ordinary
phrasal apposition and Y1 hyperbaton is clearly illustrated by the following
example of a regular apposition

(63) 1oV pLapov kot dvondf eUAGEOREY GUeGTEPOL TOV P1AOKPRINY
Dem 19.13;

note that the determiner is repeated and the Y1 adjectives are descriptive (and
not restrictive as they would be in Y1 hyperbaton). This seems to be a modern-
ized version of the old Homeric appositional structure already discussed (inv
dhonyv dmekmpopiyott XapuBdiv). A closer analogue to Yi hyperbaton might

(60) Philip’s letters (Dem 19.51). 1 will read you Philip’s letters (Dem 19.187).

(61) To fight opposite the other blessed gods (//5.819). He named all the gods under
Tartarus (/7 14.279).

(62) 'To those who win in the athletic games (Dem 20.141).

(63) That we should both keep tabs on that unprincipled bastard, Philocrates (Dem
19.13).
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be the integrated type of apposition found with proper names, particularly
geographic ones

(64) <oV Zandrov motapov Xen An 2.5.1
t0v KépBepov kbva Xen An 6.2.2.

But this type is very resistant to discontinuity in the classical language,
although the constraint is not unequivocally syntactic; in order to be discontin-
uous in prose, the apposition would presumably require a pragmatic context in
which a second river or dog is excluded by strong focus.

Our provisional conclusion is that, for the hull head modifier theory, Y1
hyperbaton is a syntactic apposition but not an ordinary one: there must be
some special factor that licenses the bare noun for the Y2 element. To get a bet-
ter idea what that factor might be, we shall need to look more closely at the
range of interpretations available for noun phrases. This rather difficult subject
has been investigated from three different, and only partially integrated, per-
spectives: structural-syntactic (Abney 1987; Stowell 1989, 1991; Longobardi
1994); functional-typological (Timberlake 1975; Givon 1981; Hopper &
Thompson 1980, 1984); and typethcotetic-semantic (Partee 1987; Diesing
1992; de Hoop 1996; Ramchand 1997; McNally 1997; van Geenhoven
1998). The last approach distinguishes broadly speaking three basic readings
for noun phrases. Dispensing with the formalism of category to type mapping,
we shall simply call them generalized quantifier, referential and predicate

Every student came early
That student came early
He is a student.

Problems arise both because it is not always clear to which class particular uses
are to be ateributed and because there ts not necessarily a one-to-one mapping
between the various readings and the morphosyntactic categories found in
noun phrases.

Nonreferential noun phrases

By themselves, verbs and nouns are rather “conceptual” entities. They are dis-
connected from the discourse and from actual world situations that are the
subject matter of the discourse. Just as it is a function of tense auxiliaries to
relate the verb to the time of the discourse, so it is a basic function of determin-
ers to relate common nouns to the referents of the discourse either by identify-
ing them or by quantifying over them. A determiner can be seen as a sort of
operator that takes as its input a simple common noun (which is just a predi-
cate) and combines with it to output an argument noun phrase. Various termi-
nology is used to capture this distinction. The common count noun is said to
be a type or a kindlike expression, while the corresponding noun phrase is said

(64) The river Zapatas (Xen An 2.5.1). The dog Cerberus (Xen An 6.2.2}.
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to be an object or token or the instantiation of a kind, and to be individuared
in the discourse. There is often a strong tendency to generalize the use of deter-
miners as a syntactic rule, which distorts the correlations. Nevertheless, in
many languages there are situations in which determiners are optionally or
obligatorily absent, and these sometimes correspond to nonreferential uses of
nouns. The most familiar example is that of predicate descriptions involving
jobs or professions in languages like German and Italian

Hans ist Zahnarzt
Hans ist ein Zahnarzt
‘Hans is a dentist’

Giovanni & dentista
Giovanni & un dentista
o .. .,
Giovanni is a dentist.

This use of the unarticulated noun is not referential. Perhaps the bare noun is
used for the type and the articulated noun for a member, token or instantiation
of the type. Significantly from our perspective when an evaluative modifier is
added, the article becomes obligatory

Hans ist ein guter Zahnarzt
Giovanni & un bravo dentista
‘Hans/Giovanni is a good dentist.”

But we are still dealing with a property, not a referent

A. A good dentist came in.  B. Who/*What did you say came in?
A. Hans is a good dentist.  B. What/*Who did you say Hans is?

The following examples are plausibly analyzed as bare primary and secondary
predicate nouns in Greek

(65) vdE M Apépn £yéveto Her 1.103
0 Zebg topiiog £otiv Isoc Bus 13
£0v10v deondtny menoinkey Xen Cyr 1.3.18
Tpédn katdoxonog Thuc 4.27.3
ov TeBpdov cbvdeinvov mapérafev Xen Cyr 5.2.14.

Even when nouns are not used as predicates but function as syntactic argu-
ments, they can have nonreferential readings. Sometimes nonreferential uses
are not distinguished morphosyntactically from referential uses. When they
are, it is usually the case that the nonreferential use lacks some of the coding
normally found with regular determiner phrases; in particular, either the article
or some inflection or both may be missing. In English, object bare plurals are
consistently associated with narrow scope and a nonreferential reading: write

(65) The day became night (Her 1.103). Zeus is the dispenser (Isoc Bus 13). He has
made himself master (Xen Cyr 1.3.18). He was chosen inspector {Thuc 4.27.3). He
invited Gobryas along as his dinner companion (Xen Cyr 5.2.14).
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articles, teach students, buy houses in town. We also find bare unarticulated
nouns in prepositional phrases indicating location of institutions or instru-
ments, particularly means of transportation

to/at university to/at lunch
to/in gaol to/in hospital
by train by boat.

There is usually a connotation of characteristic function: if you are in hospital,
you arc a paticnt rather than someone who has been hired to paint the walls.
These prepositional phrases do not involve individuated discourse referents,
either definite or indefinite. Similar prepositional phrases are found in Greek,
although given the absence of an indefinite article the bare noun does not
unequivocally encode a nonspecific reading

(66) éni Setnvov Xen Mem 1.3.6
&mo {nmov Xen An 1.2.7
ént pwéymv Xen An 1.4.12.

The nonreferentiality in examples of chis type 1s particularly evident in coordi-
nation with ellipsis

Jack is at church, and so is Angus
Jack jumped ship, and so did Angus.

Jack and Angus can be at different churches and jump different ships. But if we
introduce a definite (or specific indefinite) article (az the church, off the ship),
then only a single church and a single ship can be involved.

Nonreferential readings also occur with articulated noun phrases. English
noun phrases with the indefinite article are particularly difficult to evaluate.
Consider the following examples

Jack wants to buy a house
Jack wants to buy a house next to the refinery.

The verb wants encourages an intensional, nonspecific reading, in which
@ house has narrow scope relative to wants. This reading is favoured in the first
example, one possible paraphrase for which is as follows: for every world w
such that w is compatible with what Jack wants (Jack’s wants are satisfied in
w), Jack buys a house in w’ (Heim 1982). In the second example, in most real
world situations, the descriptive richness of the noun phrase would induce an
extensional, specific reading in which 2 house has broad scope relative to wanis
and is in some sense a referring expression: “There is a particular house that is
next to the refinery and Jack wants to buy it.” The concept of specificity is
notoriously difficult to define, both in general and as it relates to individual
constructions in different languages (Eng 1991). What the speaker intends

(66) To dinner (Xen Mem 1.3.6). On horscback (Xen An 1.2.7). To battle (Xen An
1.2.7). To battle (Xen An 1.4.12).
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may not be the same as what the listener understands him to mean, unless
specific and nonspecific uses are differently encoded, for instance by the use of
different cases. Consider this Spanish example (Hopper et al. cit.)

Busco (a) un empleado que habla inglés
‘1 am looking for an employce who speaks English.’

If the speaker is looking for a specific employce, « is required; if he is looking
for any old employee, @ is omitted. If 2 is used, the discourse can continue with
a sentence like ‘His name is Pablo.” If 2 1s not used, it can continue with a sen-
tence like “Where can | find one?’. But not vice versa. Note also that the inten-
sional reading can answer the question “What are you looking for?’, while the
extensional reading answers the question “Who are you looking for?’.
Nonspecific readings are not limited to the intensional contexts illustrated
in the preceding paragraph. Particularly in the case of routinized activities like
buy a beer, write an article, the indefinite is unlikely to be treated by the speaker
as an individuated entity playing a participant role in the situation. This is
even the case with the socalled weak reading of certain definite noun phrases

He washed the dishes
He watched the telly
He turned on the light.

Despite the presence of the definite article, the noun phrases are low on refer-
entiality. The sentences are not designed to answer the implicit questions
‘“What did he wash/watch/turn on?” nor the implicit questions “What did he do
to the dishes/telly/light?’. Rather, they are one type of answer to the question
“What did he do?’. The interpretations with narrow scope weak focus on the
verb or on the object are infelicitous because the object is not a scparate dis-
course referent. The whole verb phrase again amounts to a single recognizable
activity. The difference between wash dishes and wash the dishes lies more in the
latter being situation specific than in it having a discourse referential object.
What is syntactically a transitive verb plus object is semantically comparable to
a simple intransitive verb. The syntactic object is interpreted as a sort of predi-
cate modifier which serves to narrow the range of the activity in question (here
narrowing washing to something closer to dishwashing) and not to specify the
discourse referent that bears the patient or theme role. So washing the dishes is
something you do, washing the teapots is, under normal circumstances, some-
thing you do to the teapots.

Cerrain contexts have the potential to complicate or interfere with these
weak readings. One is coordination with an individuated argument

He washed the dishes and the crystal vase.

Another is anaphora. The status of the following English examples is not quite
clear but seems to involve a contextual inference
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The next thing he did was lodge a complaint. It was long and
querulous.

Prof. Jones wrote glyconics. His wife typed them.

He washed the dishes. They were piled up in the sink.

Bare noun prepositional phrases present a similar problem
The bride’s mother drove to church and decorated it with flowers.

In languages like Mohawk, Southern Tiwa and West Greenlandic (Sadock
1991; Baker 1996; van Geenhoven 1998) an incorporated noun can serve as
an antecedent for anaphora. On the other hand, in Persian, the marker ye is
used with specific indefinites and omitted with nonspecific ones; anaphora is
not possible when ye is omitted (Hopper et al. cit.). Another factor that inter-
feres with nonreferential readings is modification. If we add a restrictive modi-
fier (always a matter of interest to us), the weak reading again becomes more
difficult in English, because the richer description is more specific

He washed the blue dishes
He hired a tall lawyer.

In Hindi, some nonreferential nouns can join with verbs to form a type of
complex predicate which has its own particular syntactic properties, but this
does not happen when the noun is modified (Mohanan 1997). The adjective
implies a contrast between those entities at which the verbal activity is directed
and those at which it is not. When the adjective is rather vacuous or proto-
typical, it ceases to be fully restrictive, and the weak reading seems to reappear
in English with both definites and indefinites

wash the dirty dishes

hire a good lawyer.

Projection of definiteness

With this sketch of noun phrase readings in hand, we are in a position to look
at the projection of definiteness in modified noun phrases. This concept is
familiar from the behaviour of possessives. Consider complex noun phrases
like

the daughter of a wellknown tenor

a daughter of the wellknown tenor.

In the first example, the daughter is definite relative to the tenor and so has the
definite article, and the tenor is indefinite relative to the context and so has the
indefinite article. The whole noun phrase is indefinite relative to the context
because the tenor is not unambiguously identified; there is a different daughter
for every different person to whom the indefinite expression is assigned. In the
second example, the tenor is uniquely identifiable in the discourse context but
the daughter is not definite relative to the tenor: he has more than one daugh-
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ter. In these complex noun phrases, each simple noun phrase contributes its
own definiteness component. Now something interesting happens when we
use the Saxon genitive and put the possessive phrase in the determiner position

a wellknown tenor’s daughter
the wellknown tenor’s daughter.

We keep the definiteness distinction for the tenor but we seem to lose it for the
daughter (Woisetschlaeger 1983): only definite readings are fully felicitous.
Definiteness is projected from the possessive determiner phrase through the
whole noun phrase. There is something awkward about

The/A wellknown tenor’s daughter stole her sister’s credit card.

In a slightly different system, definiteness or indefiniteness is projected from
the article of the possessor to the whole phrase. This principle is discernible in
the tightly knit Semitic construct state construction when there is an addi-
tional modifier (Fassi Fehri 1989; Ritter 1991). The construct state construc-
tion can be used for ‘the house of the man’ or ‘a house of a man,” but not for ‘a
house of the man’ nor for ‘the house of a man.” When the possessed is modi-
fied by an adjective (‘large house’), the adjective has the definite or indefinite
article depending on the definiteness of the possessor.

What we want to suggest is that under certain conditions in Greek we have
the converse of what happens to the tenor’s daughter. When the complex noun
phrase thela daughter of the tenor is recast as the simple noun phrase the tenor’s
daughter, the possessive ends up in a specifier position from which definiteness
is projected throughout the phrase. When a Greek modifier is a null head
modifier, it becomes a separate noun phrase from the noun, and definiteness is
no longer projected from one to the other. Let us review the data.

In classical Greek, there is normally a single value for definiteness in adjecti-
vally modified noun phrases: for Y2 adjectives, the determiner is doubled and
for Y1 adjectives definiteness is projected from the determiner through the

WhOlC phrase

(67) tov 88 matépa tov pov Andoc 1.41
1ov gpov motépa Antiph 1.15
ol &yplot oleg kai of Svor oi &ypror Xen Cyr 1.4.7 (v.1.).

However, certain conditions license the use of an unarticulated noun with an
articulated adjective. This type represents a survival of the earlier structure of

this type
(68) toixov 10D &téporo 1/9.219.

{67) My father (Andoc 1.41). My father (Antiph 1.15). Wild sheep and wild donkeys
(Xen Cyr 1.4.7).
(68) The other wall (7/9.219).
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[ts frequency varies in different authors depending on the degree of evolution
of their language (Brunel 1964:71). The conditions on the noun are pairing or
government by a preposition, or any other factor that would encourage omis-
sion of the article, such as unique reference (8draooa, dyopd, Bacireds). The
conditions on the adjective are that it is mostly a first or second person posses-
sive pronoun or a supetlative. In many cases, both the noun and the adjective
conform to these conditions

(69)  éx nétpng thc avtic Her 4.90
Koo Yvopag g nuetépac Her 4.53, 9.71
and nopuackevfig tfig éifig Lys 21.10
£lg k1vdOvoug tong éoydrovg Dem 59.1

Epyow 1d oiloyiote odvopo 10 kéArotov £0ev Her 3.155

xOpoy THY adTRY... kod yuvandl todg adtais Xen Cyr 4.4.10

T yop Sropépet... GvBpoRog dxpatng Onplov 10Y dpobesTétov
Xen Mem 4.5.11.

The conditions on the noun have already been discussed in their application to
unmodified nouns. The conditions on the adjective involve strong uniqueness.
The two persons involved in the utterance situation, the interlocutors, are
maximally identifiable and unambiguous, and the possessive personal pronoun
restricts possible referents to just that one possessed by the intetlocutor in
question. Superlatives in -esz, along with ordinals and 6 adtéc ‘the same’
(Xenophon Cyr 4, Herodotus 4 cit.), uniquely restrict reference by picking out
a single member of a set; definiteness is associated with the unique individual
selected and not with the set in general. In short, the NDA structure that con-
cerns us here involves a nonreferential noun plus adjective, a more integrated
version of ‘at university, the best one,” ‘he was eating apples, the biggest ones.’
The indefinite noun can even have a cardinality attribute

(70)  eig dddexa vatg thg dpiota mieoboag Xen Hell 5.1.27

‘on board ships twelve in number that were the fastest sailing ones.” Definite-
ness is not spread consistently throughout the phrase, but applies only to the
modifier. This association of definiteness with the adjective in restrictively
modified noun phrases has a morphological manifestation in the definite adjec-
tive declension of languages like Lithuanian (Senn 1966)

géras vaikas‘a good child’

gerasis vaikas‘the good child’

{69) Out of the same rock (Her 4.90). In our opinion (Her 4.53). By my arrangement
(Lys 21.10). Into extreme danger (Dem 59.1). You have given the noblest name to the
most disgraceful deed (Her 3.155). The same land... and the same wives (Xen Cyr
4.4.10). What difference is there between a man with no selfcontrol and the humblest
animal? (Xen Mem 4.5.11).

(70) On his twelve best-sailing ships (Xen Hell 5.1.27).
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the definite form is used in null head modifier structures like
visi gerfeji ‘all good people.’

Tt is also worth noting that the scope of the determiner in relative clauses was
the subject of debate in early generative times: {Det N] RC, Det [N RC] and
[Det RC] N were the options. It was pointed out (Partee 1973) thart the first
required the relative clause to be descriptive and the last (which has the struc-
ture we are interested in for adjectives) seemed to leave the noun hanging in
limbo.

The NDA structure that we discussed in the preceding section sometimes

appears in Y2 hyperbaton (NVDA)

(71)  eig pviuny elvon thy éunv Aesch 2.180
¢ edvole poot T} Dpetépy Lys 22.13
gbvota yap pe tf of Pl Gorg 486a
elpotéd te £@opeov 1¢ kA oto Her 3.27
okebeot yphcBor toig époig Dem 27.5
QUOLY EXOVIEG TNV GAANY OpOINY ToTal AAAOIGL AVBPOTOLGL

Her 3.1160.

The prepositional examples are of the usual nonreferential type. The verbal
objects are open to a weak reading, leaving the articulated adjective as the real
argument. This interpretation is pretty much required for the two Herodotus
examples: ‘they wore as clothes their best ones.” A strong narrow topic reading
would give ‘As for clothes, they wore their best ones,” which is inappropriate in
the context. An individuated argument reading (with weak focus plus amplifi-
catory adjective) would give “They wore clothes (rather than something else),
and their best ones at that,” which is even less appropriate. Even some Y2
hyperbata in which both Y elements are articulated

(72) 101 vopoig xpficBat tolg duetéporg Dem 24.210

are open to the same pragmatic interpretation.

Let us briefly recapitulate. The paratactic null head modifier structure {[DP]
[DP]] is derived from an earlier structure in which only the modifier was artic-
ulated [[NP] [DP]]. This structure reflects the fact that the information pro-
ducing definiteness is contributed by the restriction. It survives under certain
conditions in classical Greek in both continuous and discontinuous form. In
these structures, definiteness is not projected through the whole structure, and
the unarticulated noun tends to have a nonreferential interpretation.

(71) To the best of my recollection (Aesch 2.180). They say that it was out of consider-
ation for you that... (Lys 22.13). T shall speak with goodwill towards you (P! Gerg 486a).
They put on their best clothes (Her 3.27). To use my furniture (Dem 27.5). Having the
rest of their nature like other men (Her 3.116).

(72) To adopt your laws (Dem 24.210).
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In chapter 2, we noted that, particularly in spontancous conversation, nouns
modified by a restrictive adjective tend to represent information already estab-
lished in the discourse, while the adjective attracts focus (whether weak or
strong). Chapter 2 was devoted to pragmatic structure, and our aim there was
to establish the pragmatic status of Y2 nouns and to clarify its relationship to
that of Y2 nouns in continuous modified YPs. However, the effects of modifi-
cation are not limited to pragmatics; we are now in a position to complete the
picture by pointing out that the potential effects of modification on the status
of the noun extend to the semantics: the adjective also attracts definiteness, in
fact probably referentiality in general, leaving the noun open to a weak, non-
referential reading. As we shall see, both the typical pragmatic and the typical
semantic properties of the Y elements become stronger and more consistent in

Y1 hyperbaton.

Y; hyperbaton

As already noted, the articulated modifier phrase can appear to the left of the
noun too in Homer

(73)  tov &pov xorov 114.42
o pokpétat Eyye Eadvreg 1/ 14.373.

Although both this Yt modifier type and the Y2 modifier type analyzed in the
previous section can coalesce into a single complex noun phrase, this result is
not optimal from the point of view of the complexity constraint. One might
rather expect [1& paxpotar’ | [Eyxe énovte ] ‘taking spears, those which are the
longest.” This analysis is supported by the fact that the phrase is parallel to the
preceding qomideg dooon dproton (/1 14.371), which is a quantifying relative
clause. There is direct evidence that the latter phrasing occurred even in histor-
ical Greek. In the Lex Opuntiorum, the use of punctuation with articulated
modifiers is variable, but the following punctuations dlearly indicate that the
noun can be phrased with the verb in both Y2 and Y1 structures, even when
they are continuous

: dtopooat hopQov @ tov voptov : Locr 45
o1 NewmokTotg © voptolg xpeoto @ Locr 19 (cp. perhaps 253).

Both hopQov and voptoig can be interpreted as nonreferential: ‘to swear as an
oath the prescribed one,” and ‘to use as laws the NAUPACTIAN ones.” In the Y1
cxample, toig Novnoktiotg has strong contrastive focus. It is quite easy to pro-
duce canonical Y1 hyperbaton from both examples by changing the pragmatics
and applying simple movements. Making tov voptiov a strong focus and front-
ing it gives

: tov vopLov : Stopocatl hopQov :

(73) My anger (/] 4.42). Taking the longest spears (// 14.373).
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and making vopioig a clear tail and inverting the order inside the V' gives
: 701G NOOTOKTION : YPECTOL VOHLOLG :.

In order to get the first example in a derivational framework, one starts with
the artested structure (: Sropocon hopQov @ tov voptov :) and then moves tov
vopov so that, instead of stopping to the left of the noun hopQov, it lands to
the left of the verb. This is illustrated for two real Y1 hyperbata in Figure 6.7,
which maintains the integrity of the X' provisionally posited in earlier chaprers.
But with a null head Y1 the tree can be reanalyzed into a more Yz-like structure
with the noun attached outside the core X' as phrase level tail material.

We have already given some examples illustrating the Homeric appositional
antecedents of Y1 hyperbaton with definites. Here are a few more; as before,
they all have a clear contrastive Y1 focus

(74)  8etdm pn 10 xOLOV dmocThcwVTON Ayonol | xpelog [/ 13.745 (v.1)
tobg GAAOVG KEAGUTY épinpag £taipovg OA 9.100
6 & éPdopog Eothkel peig 1/19.117
ai @npnuddoao nodhxeeg Ekgepov inmor 1£23.376 (v.1.) (genitive Y1).

In a pronominal argument framework, both the Y1 null head modifier and the
Y2 noun arc coindexed with a pronominal argument inside the nuclear verb
phrase: ‘the others, I ordered them, trusty comrades.” The problem we encoun-

VP

/N

DP V'

YA NRVAN

TG 18log Vv’ DP

v thg napocvoi?/\ ii

\' NP '"
KOTECKEVAKAOLY  Olxiog
YpagpecHal Sdlkmv

Figure 6.7
Derivational analysis of Y1 hyperbaton with null head modifier
tég 18lag xoteokevdkaoy oixiag Dem 23.208
v tfig mopavolog ypheestan dikny Pl Laws 929d

(74) I am afraid that the Achaeans will pay back in full the debt of yesterday (77 13.745).
I ordered my other faithful comrades (Od 9.100). The seventh month had come (//
19.117). The swift-footed mares of Eumelus shot ahcad (/] 23.376).
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ter at a later period of deciding between “movement” to the left (fronting) and
“movement” to the right (extraposition) does not arise at this stage, since by
definition a YXY order entails both left and right adjuncts. When the pronom-
inal argument is lost, the Y elements are presumably reanalyzed as some form
of appositional structure in which the noun specifies the null head. From a
diachronic perspective, the question of fronting versus extraposition amout.ts
to deciding whether the nuclear clause is expanded to the left or to the right.
Classical prose Y1 hyperbaton secems to maintain an appositional structure in
the overt syntax; but semantically the bare noun is interpreted as a predicate
modifier. According to some theories, this would be represented by moving
the noun so that it forms a complcx predicate with the verb at logical form:
[ [xateokevdxoaowv]y, [otkiag |y ]yo-

For the complex predicate theory, definiteness is not projected from the
determiner; in fact, the Y2 noun is not even referential. For it to be definite,
one needs to use genitive hyperbaton, not regular Y1 hyperbaton, irrespective
of whether Y1 is itself definite or not. Compare the following sets of examples

(75) v mhetotny eidfgocty vopoesioy Pl Laws 768d
mpiv 10 mhelotog olkiodfival tdv EAAnvidwy morewv Isoc Paneg 37
T TAETOTO QaiveTan Ty Tpoeipnpévev Stampagauevog [soc Lvag 37

nrelotovg 8¢ TiBEpevor vopovg [soc Pax 50
nietotoue Stagbelpot 1@V molttdy ibid.

In the Pax 50 passage, vopovg is part of a complex predicate (‘lawmaking’),
while t@v nokit@v is an independent partitive genitive phrase (‘of the citizens’).
This type of semantic predicate modifier is not quite the same as a regular
nominal secondary predicate, although they are both bare nouns. The two
types can be compared in clauses with the verb ypficbar. In the regular type

(76) 1aig téyvoug tadtang rapanetdopacty éxpioavto Pl Pror 316e

the meaning is to use an entity x for the function normally associated with a
different entity y. The Y1 hyperbaton construction involves a slightly different
meaning: roughly to use as y a subset of y. When the secondary predicate is pre-
verbal, the two types are syntactically distinet, since nouns in Y1 hyperbaton
arc postverbal. But if the intervening verb is a matrix verb, the resulting serial
order can be the same for both types

(77)  @rrog & ad mepivion dovroig xphicBar Xen Oec 1.22

(75) Have already received the largest part of their legislation (Pl Laws 768d). Before
the majority of the Greek ciries had been founded (Isoc Paneg 37). He clearly accom-
plished the majority of the abovementioned achievements (Isoc Evag 37). Passing very
many laws (Isoc Pax 50). To corrupt the largest number of our citizens (ibid.).

(76) They used these arts as a front (Pl Prot 316¢).

(77) 'They try to use others as slaves (Xen Oec 1.22).
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(78)  ob yap BAAoLG Toly DG Bel mepl tHV alov Svimv Bovievely
Texpnpiotg xpficlon i Duiv abroig Lys 31.34.

Whereas Y2 is a bare nonreferential noun and semantically part of the predi-
cate, in the syntax the construction remains an apposition. Our assumption
that the Y2 noun in hyperbaton is not part of a complex predicate already in
the syntax is based on fairly strong evidence. It retains a considerable degree of
syntactic autonomy. It can be modified (i.e. in addition to the Y1 modifica-
tion)

(79)  dAro amodeEauevog peyaio épya Her 1.59
tow00ToNg TLVaG eine Bpaxelg kod petpiovg Adyovg Dem 19.14
and coordinated
(80) peyictoug UiV drApyELy SVUPAXOVE Kod BonBovg Dem 11.2,

and although it frequently appears immediately adjacent to the superordinate
head X, it is not restricted to that position: even a subject can intervene if the
following quantifier/demonstrative examples count as evidence

(81)  moAAfv yap mévy xotédiney & mothp adt® obolay Aesch 1.42
TobTo €6 Tovg mhvrog "EAANVOG dnépprwe O KUpog 1 Enent

Her 1.153.

Finally, note that in one way or another the Y2 noun is construed with both
verbs in the following disjunctive example

(82) 1obg ToAmvog aveyvexévor vopoug f suviévon Dem 20.103.
Light verb complex predicates can be discontinuous in English too

The Democrats made the Republicans an offer
Penclope gave the soup a stir,

and they can be modified
give the soup a good stir,

as can nonreferential indefinites and bare plurals
buy a new car, buy new tires.

The general idea of a mismatch between a particular type of apposition with a
bare noun in the syntax and a complex predicate reading in the semantics

(78) You do not have to use anyone other than yourselves as a standard for membership
of the Council (Lys 31.34).

(79) Having performed other great deeds (Her 1.59). He made a short and moderate
speech along these lines (Dem 19.14).

(80) That they are your greatest allics and assistants (Dem 11.2).

(81) His father left him a great deal of property (Aesch 1.42). These words Cyrus
directed at the whole Greek people (Her 1,153).

(82) That he has read or understands the laws of Solon (Dem 20.103).
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should not be a source of concern. The apparently parallel syntax of the com-
plex predicate give construction and the simple ditransitive hides significant
semantic differences: gave Sue a cuddle, gave Suc a kettle, cuddled Sue, “kettled
Sue, Pgave a cuddle to Sue, gave a kettle to Sue.

The complex predicate theory extrapolates fairly easily across categories

your own for-the-sake-of-case
the worst ones responsible-for-disasters
unrelated ones the insertion-of-topics.

However, Y1 hyperbaton in which prepositional phrases are split by an inter-
vening verb are less transparent, since the Y2 noun does not relate to the verb
in the usual way. This applies both to adjectival and to genitive hyperbaton

(83) &v 1olc govixoic yéypantol voporg Dem 9.44
&v 1oic dnpociolg dvayéypanter ypbpueot Aesch 2.58
RO Tohing aydpevor Thg ehmiSog Pl Phaedo 68a
O KT EKETVOV ETEABOVTOL TOV YpdvoVv elg ToVTOV AmobEsBon
tov xop6v Isoc Panath 127

KoTdL Todg 10D matpog Emtdrtovt vopovg Pl Criti 120b
elg T 1@V EhevBEpov Eumesdvieg Emothuny Pl Soph 253¢
eig épethg EnecBot ktfictv Pl Laws 812¢c.

¢mTéTToviL vopovg ‘imposing laws’ means something quite different from &mi-
TATTOVTL Kot vopovg ‘issuing orders according to laws.” The semantics uses the
preposition to interpret both Y elements in the hyperbaton construction

Kot 100G 10D MUTpog EMTATTOVTL <KOTO> VOLOUG.

Semantic relations expressed by case marking only are overtly encoded on both
Y elements, while those that are expressed independently by a preposition may
be encoded just once. Nonrepetition of a preposition is well attested in other
constructions

(84)  dg mpog matdag Hag monfodoag Pl Rep 545¢
amo Thg avtfic dyvolag AoTep modid Tpolesde TAY KoLvdy

Dem 18.134.

ven compounds can be formed with adjuncts, so one might compare ‘pan-

E pound be fi d with adjunct ghe

fried in teflon ones,” ‘farmraised in unionized ones,” ‘fleabitten by humongous
)

ones.

(83) It is written in the homicide laws (Dem 9.44). They are registered in the public
archives (Aesch 2.58). Inspired by the hope ... (Pl Phaedo 68a). To postpone what
occurred to me at that time till this occasion (Isoc Panarh 127). Issuing orders according
to their father’s laws (Pl Criti 120b). Coming upon the science of free men (Pl Soph
253¢). To follow towards the acquisition of virtue (Pl Laws 812¢).

(84) Making fun of us like children (Pl Rep 545c¢). From the same ignorance that caused
you to sacrifice many of your common interests (Dem 18.134).
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The question that remains is why Y1 hyperbaton accesses just the otherwise rel-
atively rare structure in which the noun is unarticulated and the adjective artic-
ulated. While there are semantic factors that support such an analysis for many
types of Y1 hyperbaton (just as there are semantic factors conurolling the
N(V)DA structure), there are also pragmatic factors peculiar to Y1 hyperbaton
that are the principal feature licensing this particular structure. Let us start
with the semantic factors, considering indefinites as well as definites. Some of
this material has already been discussed more briefly in chapter 2. The point is
that in many instances of Y1 hyperbaton, the noun is nonreferential and low
on individuation. Consequently it is a suitable candidate for interpretation as a
bare nonargument noun. Verbs with internal or cognate accusative objects are
formally transitive but semantically comparable to intransitive verbs in that the
noun is just a lexical expression of the verbal event: die a gruesome death or sigh
a weary sigh are tantamount to die gruesomely and sigh wearily (Jones 1988). In
fact, a number of Australian languages have intransitive subject case marking
in certain cognate object combinations (Austin 1982). This type, which as
alrcady noted occurs with null head modifiers

(85) innddo otornv évestarpiévoug Her 1.80 (YP)
v adtiy éoxevacpévol Her 7.84
v adtv tadtny éotaipévor Her 7.62,

is well represented in Y1 hyperbaton

(86) mielotog piv orpotyicavteg otpatnyicg Andoc 1.147
0Ty £7d DrohapPlve poaptopiay pepnaptupicOat Aesch 1.85
nhelovg TpOmOpEVOG TpoTdg 10D Edpinov Aesch 3.90
dMyag &pbag dpyog Lys 20.5
TotadTe GpapTével apaptipate Lys 31.23
&1e v mpotépoy énpecPetopey npeoPeiav Aesch 2.81.

Light nouns serve to fill the syntactically projected argument position but con-
tribute little of semantic substance beyond the natural gender of the referent of

the Y1 null head modifier

(87) maocwv £deikev dvBpanolg Dem 18.93
10ilg Aowmoig émyelpoin mpdypacty Dem 18.27

(85) Dressed in cavalry uniform (Her 1.80). Equipped in the same way (Her 7.84).
Equipped in this same way (Her 7.62).

(86) Having held very many military commands (Andoc 1.147). T understand that this
testimony was given (Aesch 1.85). Turning more turns than the Euripus (Aesch 3.90).
Having held few offices (Lys 20.5). Offends with such offences (Lys 31.23). When we
were serving on the first embassy (Aesch 2.81).

(87) It demonstrated to all men (Dem 18.93). He could proceed with his remaining
business (Dem 18.27).
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(88) i yap &v 11c To100Tm MoTEDOELEY AVvBpHON Aesch 2.130
£1épov mapepPord mpaypditoy Aesch 3.205
b mavtav oyethidTotoc avBpdnov Andoc 1.124
noo®dv fv dvontotdtn yuvorkedy Dem 21,149,

In the case of light verbs (Kearns 1989), the verb is formally the predicate but
the semantic content of the predicate is actually located in the nonreferential
internal argument of the verb, for instance have a drink, take a walk. They cas-
ily develop into fixed phrases, and are often open to analysis as complex predi-
cates in various languages (Mohanan 1997). There is an obvious intuitive
difference between take a walk and take an apple, and early formulations of
complex predicate theory involved light verb plus deverbal noun structures

(Jackendoff 1974; Cattell 1984). Here are some Y1 hyperbaton examples

(89) v adtiv Exete yvounv Lys 24.14
aAnBeic kot dAANAwV Exoviec 80Eag Aesch 3.213
mAeloTny 8¢ £ikdTOG EnoNooto Statpifiv Tpog Tovg Epove AdYoug
Aesch 2.38
oAbV motoovtal Aoyov Aesch 3.28
to1001006 notelobat Adyovg Lys 22.13
v brdrotmov mothcacBe dxpéacty Aesch 3.59
nheloTov Andvioy dvBphney elxe vodv Dem 21.149.

If this type of complex predicate takes a complement, it is the noun rather than
the verb that controls subcategorization, as in Aeschines 2.38 just cited (no1®
dratpipny mpog = SratpiPo mpog). Abstract nouns, often occurring with light or
lightish verbs, are low on the transitivity scale (they tend to be unaffected by
the verbal action), and so open to a weak reading

(90) &mocay épd 1y dAnBelay Dem 23.187
TG Eoydtog ol vopot diddaot tipmplog Dem 18,12
v peyloty adtolg ogeirety xaptv Lys Frag 8.1.3 Albini.

It is interesting that in Hungarian complex predicate formation with bare
nouns is lexically restricted to high frequency combinations (Kiss 1994)

(88) Why would anyone trust such a man (Aesch 2.130). By the introduction of extra-
neous matters (Aesch 3.205). The most wicked of all men (Andoc 1.124). She was the sil-
liest of all women (Dem 21.149).

(89) You hold the same opinion (Lys 24.14). Holding true opinions of cach other
{(Aesch 3.213). Naturally he devoted most time to what I had to say (Aesch 2.38). They
will argue at length (Aesch 3.28). To make this sort of statement (Lys 22.13). Listen to
the remainder of my argument {Aesch 3.59). She was the most sensible person in the
world (Dem 21.149).

(90) 1 will tell the whole truth (Dem 23.187). The laws prescribe the ultimate penalties
{Dem 18.12). That I owed them the greatest thanks (Lys Frag 8.1.3).
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read book(s)

write book(s)
*tear book(s)
* H - "
read certificates.

The semantic factors illustrated point towards a complex predicate analysis
for this type of example, irrespective of whether the incidence of this sort of
semantically light complement is higher in Yi hyperbaton than overall or not.
However, they do not account for all instances. Y1 hyperbaton is perfectly
acceptable with ordinary referential objects, both inanimate and animate

(91)  &répoug gpicbwoduny vabdtag Dem 50.12
nohidig mpooBévteg kalpaxag Thuc 3.23.1.

Where these nouns differ from regular arguments is in their pragmatic status.
As already noted, the adjective attracts both focus and referentiality in any case.
This effect is particularly strong in Y1 hyperbaton because the adjective has
strong narrow focus and the noun is tail material, established or predictable
information. Whereas weak l'cadings of complement noun phrases typically
arisc even out of the blue, particularly when the whole verb phrase represents a
recognizable repeated activity like rent a car or wash the dishes, weak readings of
the noun in this type of Y1 hyperbaton arise because the noun loses its inde-
pendent argument status for pragmatic reasons. The noun by itself meets the
condition of being recognized and repeated material because it has already
been established, or is implicit, or at least backgrounded, in the discourse.
Sometimes, it just functions like a long range 3naphor. Just as we do not have
to keep repeating a noun in its lexical form (a pronoun will do), so in some
languages we do not have to keep repeating information about the reference
and quantification of the noun, particularly when the assertion is about a sub-
sct of the nominal class. When discourse referents are first introduced, they are
foreground entities with strong readings. Further into the discourse, they can
recede into the background “scenery,” displaced by the greater salience of more
recently introduced referents, in the case of hyperbaton the Y1 subset wich its
strong narrow focus. In the example just cited from Demosthenes 50.12,
varbtog picks up a preceding vavtdv

(92)  &vii 1@V AROATOVIOV... VOVTAV £T£p0Vg ElIGBmcéuTY vaitag,

and in the Thucydides 3.23 example the whole XY2 complex is repeated mate-
rial

(93)  xipokog TpocBEVIES... TOAAAG TPOCBEVIES KAPLOKOG.

(91) T hired other sailors (Dem 50.12). Placing many ladders (Thuc 3.23.1).
(92) In place of thosc who had deserted T hired other sailors (Dem 50.12).
(93) Placing ladders... placing many ladders (Thuc 3.23.1).
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So not only is the focus mapped to a c-commanding Y1 position, but according
to the complex predicate theory the noun in the cofocus does not have the sta-
tus of a semantic argument; it plays the subsidiary role of predicate modifier,
which leaves the Y1 null head modificr as the complete referential argument, as
in the following rough and ready tripartite representation

FOC [x = &tépovg | [#-vadto-icBooduny (x)].

Semantic and context-dependent predictability seem to be very generally
copresent and interactive in the intérpretation of discourse. Consider the case
of implicit arguments. Whereas Y2 nouns are predictable and overt, implicit
arguments arc predictable and covert. When a verb such as ear or read is used
intransitively, it is interpreted relative to a prototypical, vague or nonspecific
default complement. If you are cating, then obviously there exists something
that you are cating; the question is what that something is taken to be. In a
sentence like

Jack eats faster than Bill

the implicit argument is the default argument food, not some specific food like
oysters or mortadella. However, in the context of a conversation about oyster-
cating competitions, the implicit argument is the context-dependent oyszers
(which could have truthconditional consequences, if Jack was a slow eater of
food in general but a fast shucker of oysters). So it is not unreasonable to
assume that if predictability licenses complex predicate formation and context
dependency is an inextricable component of predictability, then weak readings
of Y2 nouns will be licensed by both semantic and context-dependent predict-
ability. This conclusion receives empirical support from some of the typologi-
cal evidence cited in the next section. It follows that restrictive modification,
referentiality and predictability are not simply three autonomous linguistic
properties, as onc might at first sight think, but, up to a certain point, inter-
dependent. What is restrictively modified tends to be predictable or at least
background information relative to the subclass associated with the modificr.
And what is predictable or background tends to lose referendiality. So ‘He
bought the red shirt’ casily becomes ‘He shirtbought the red one.” This way of
structuring information is particularly favoured when the focus on the adjec-
tive is strong (and the noun is predictable), aud Y1 hyperbaton is direct syntac-
tic evidence for it.

The null head modifier theory and the complex predicate theory taken in
combination motivate the syntactic discontinuity of Y1 hyperbaton by con-
structing a categorially shifted representation on the basis of the pragmatic
status of the Y clements. When cither Y1 or Y2 is deleted from a prose Y:
hyperbaton, the resulr is still a grammatical structure. When Yz is deleted

TaG 180G KATECTKEVAKOOT,

the identity of the null head is inferred by contextual anaphora: ‘they have
built their own ones.” When Y1 is deleted
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KOTECKEVAKUOLY 01KiOg,

the result is eligible for a complex predicate reading, like an English verb
phrase with a bare plural: ‘they have built houses, they have housebuilt.” Under
the particular pragmatic conditions of Y1 hyperbaton, the two structures com-
bine. More or less implicit in the theories as presented is that in prose they gen-
eralize to indefinite YPs with restrictive adjectives having strong focus, but not
to restrictive adjectives without strong focus nor to descriptive adjectives. (We
are not considering quantifiers here.) Suppose this is indeed the case. Then the
structural distinction between internal and external Y1 positions established in
chapter 4 corresponds to a categorial one. Null head modifiers appear in the
external position, ordinary premodifying adjectives in the internal position. In
other words, strong focus licenses adjectives to appear in the external position
by changing them into null head modifiers in that position. While verse con-
tinues to admit ordinary adjectives in the internal position and null head
modifiers in the external position, prose disallows the former category. In
prose, null head Y1 modifiers can be discontinuous but regular premodifying
adjectives have to be continuous.

TYPOLOGICAL SUPPORT

Although the null head modifier and complex predicate theories are less trans-
parent than the discontinuous YP theory and involve more machinery, there is
an intriguing range of crosslinguistic evidence that points in their direction.

Evidence from Romance
In colloquial Italian besides the continuous noun phrase in sentences like

Se n’¢ comprata una rossa di camicia
he cL-has bought himself a red of shirt

‘He has bought himself a RED shirt,’
there is a discontinuous variant with fronted null head modifier
Una rossa se n’¢ comprata di camicia.

The construction is related to the German was fiir split (p. 275) and to the
predicative N of @ N type (fior di camicia ‘gem of a shirt’). The pragmatics of
this null head modifier construction are practically the same as those of Y1
hyperbaton. The discontinuous type arises when Y1 is focus fronted, stranding
Y2; Y2 is not extraposed. Some relevant details of the discontinuous version of
the construction in the Sardinian dialect emerge from a recent study (Jones
1993), although it is not clear that all the properties of the continuous type are
replicated in the discontinuous variant. The construction cannot be used
unless the Y1 element is independently licensed as a null head modifier. Y1 can
be an adjective or a possessive. The Y2 noun can itself be modified. Y2 need not
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be placed directly after the verb but can be separated from the verb by another
constituent. The somewhat problematic split preposition phrase YP also occurs

Kin sa mea keljo iscriere de pinna
with the mine I want to write of pen

‘I want to write with MY pen.’

All these properties are also found in Y1 hyperbaton in Greek, a fact which
tends to support the null head modifier theory of hyperbaton.

Another intriguing item of evidence involves body part nouns. These tend
to have low categoriality and are liable to appear uninflected or to get incorpo-
rated in a range of different languages (Hopper & Thompson 1984; Evans
1996); the owner of an (undetached) body part gets promoted to argument
status. They also occur in a French construction, dative external possession,
which can be interpreted as covert complex predicate formation (Vergnaud &

Zubizarreta 1992)

La fille leur a lavé la main sale
“The girl washed their dirty hand.’

Furthermore, this French construction is not available when the body part is
modified by a descriptive adjective

*La fille leur a lavé le visage sale

“The girl washed their dirty face.”

The descriptive adjective cannot modify the noun by being included inside
the complex predicate, since modification blocks the stricter forms of complex
predicate formation. But modification from outside the complex predicate
would be a type of stranding incompatible with the strictly adnominal charac-
ter of descriptive modifiers; it would force a restrictive reading. This would
apply a fortiori to restrictive modifiers having strong focus, since these are
semantically and syntactically even morc independent of the noun. Recall that
descriptive adjectives are rare or nonoccurring in Y1 hyperbaton. In chapter 2
we pointed out that they arc incompatible with the semantics of focus: there
can be no set of alternates for the Y1 focus to range over if the denotation of the
noun is a subsct of the denotation of the modifier (rather than the denotation
of the modified noun phrase being a proper subset of the denotation of the
noun). We can now add that descriptive adjectives in Y1 position are incom-
patible with a complex predicate structure too. Furthermore, there is also a
strong association of null head modifiers (or their counterparts with pronomi-
nal hcads) with a restrictive reading: #he il one is naturally rescrictive, al-
though it could have a secondary descriptive use as a nickname for a person of
greater than average height. So one can conclude that the absence of descrip-
tive adjectives in Y1 hyperbaton position in prose fits well with the null head
modificr and complex predicate framework, quite apart from the contribution
of strong focus.
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Incorporation
In English, the demotion of tail nouns is most noticeable in the prosody
We cat MEAT on Sundays, but we don’t eat meat on Fridays.

When mear is new information, it has a pitch accent (small caps in the exam-
ple), but when it is old information it does not. Some languages can usc noun
incorporation to encode the tail status of an argument, usually the direct object
or unaccusative subject. In Mayali, incorporated nouns have the same semantic
properties as nouns in Y1 hyperbaton: they tend to be generic, nonreferential,
less specific than external nominals. They also have the same sort of pragmatic
properties as nouns in Y1 hyperbaton: “new, stressed, contrasted or conjoined
nominals are external, while given or unstressed nominals are incorporated...
Incorporated generics... typically carry given information and... progress from
external to incorporated status through the discourse” (Evans 1996). Here is
an example from a Mayali discourse about dingo peles (Evans 1995b)

In the old days I used to put down baits and collect their pelts. [
wanted to take the pelts to the police station. I would pelts-give 1o
him and he would give me money.

The following is one of a number of similar examples in Nahuat! (Merlan
1976)

A. You never eat meat

B. I always mear-eat.

In Nahuatl, incorporation is regularly used for weak readings of nouns as in
wash the dishes. One says

He daor—opened
He door-closed,

Use of the unincorporated noun in such Nahuatl phrases is pragmatically
marked. Body part nouns are most likely to be incorporated; when they are not
incorporated, they tend to have focus. Pragmatically triggered noun incorpora-
tion is also reported for Caddo and Tuscarora (Mithun 1984, 1995).

In complex predicate formation, the noun with a weak reading remains a
separate morphological word, whereas in noun incorporation it actually joins
together with the verb into a single word. Evidently, incorporation is an overt
morphosyntactic manifestation of what is assumed to occur interpretively in
complex predicate formation. Now certain incorporating languages also allow

hyperbaton. The following examples are from Southern Tiwa (Allen et al
1984; Baker 1996)

Yede seuan-ide a-mii-ban (YP X)
that man-SUF 28G.3SG-see-PAST

“You saw that man’



270  Discontinuous Syntax

Yede ti-mii-ban seuan-ide {Y1XY2)
that 15G.35G-see-PAST man-SUFE

. ,

1 saw that man.

Yoadeu a-mi-ban seuan-ide
which 28G.35G-see-PAST man-SUF
“Which man did you see?’

What is interesting is that Southern Tiwa also has a hyperbaton-like structure
in which the noun is not independent but incorporated, so that the Y1 modi-
fier is left stranded

Yede a-seuan-mii-ban (Y1 Y2-X)
that 28G.3SG-man-see-PAST
“You saw thar man.’

Yoadeu a-seuan-mii-we

which 28G.35G-man-see-PRES
‘Which man do you see?’

In principle, a three-point strength hierarchy would not be impossible, for
instance: focus > independent (mostly referential) > incorporated (mostly non-
referential). Compare further examples like

(94)  ardvrag d yiem povov Andoc 4.9 (XYP povov)
pig povov did@vor yieo Dem 21.75 (Y1 pévov XY2)

with the following Southern Tiwa pair

Wim’a musade-tin ti-tuwi-ban (YP only X)
one cat-only 15G.35G-buy-PasT

Wim’a-tin td-musa-tuwi-ban (Y1 only Y2-X)
onc-only 15G.35G-cat-buy-PAST

‘T bought only one cat.’

It is also suggestive in light of Greek conjunct hyperbaton that alongside co-
ordinate noun phrases with plural object agreement there is a variant in which
one conjunct is incorporated and the verb has singular object agreement

Kanide-"an bakade-an  bi-tuwi-ban
horse-with cow-with 15G.3PL-buy-PAST
Ti-kan-tuwi-ban  ba  bakade-'an

15G.35G-horse-buy-PAST and cow-with

‘I bought a horse and a cow.’

Disjunct stranding as well as modifier stranding is reported for West Greenlan-

dic (Sadock 1991; Bittner 1998).

(94) Convicted on a single vote only (Andoc 4.9). That he was convicted by only a sin-
gle vore (Dem 21.75).
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Therefore, in Southern Tiwa and some other languages, incorporation can
strand Y1 modifiers and second conjuncts just like hyperbaton. Incorporation
can be triggered inter alia by the same sort of semantic and pragmatic factors as
Y1 hyperbaton in Greek. Incorporation is overt complex predicate formation.
It follows that Y1 hyperbaton in Greek can be understood as covert complex
predicate formation, which was just the hypothesis advanced in the preceding
section. More generally, a number of recent studies have made the connection
between incorporation and indefinites having a weak reading (Ackema 1994;
Platzack 1994; van Geenhoven 1998).

We have remarked that the complex predicate theory applies more straight-
forwardly if Y1 is interpreted as a null head modifier than if it is interpreted as
an adjective somehow modifying at a distance. The parallel of incorporation
lends some support to this claim, since in some languages verbs having incor-
porated nouns can additionally have ordinary lexical direct objects (which are
external adjuncts in pure pronominal argument languages). Although the situ-
ation can be complicated by questions of agreement and transitivity, it pro-
vides some support for the idea that Y1 elements stranded by incorporation
could be null head modifier direct object phrases. As already noted, for the
most part if a modifier can be stranded by incorporation, it can also be a null
head modifier. Whereas in Mayali, an incorporated noun can be modified by
an external adjective, demonstrative, or numeral, in Southern Tiwa (Rosen
1989) only numerals and demonstratives may be stranded by incorporation.
(Both languages additionally allow relative clauses modifying incorporated
nouns.) In Southern Tiwa, only numerals and demonstratives are allowed o
occur as ordinary null head modifiers (‘I like that one’ cte.): unfortunately, it is
not reported whether this language has other adjectival modifiers.

Hyperbaton in a typological perspective

Typological evidence cited in the preceding paragraph indicated that modifier
stranding occurs with or without incorporation. So discontinuity can arise
both from the complexity constraint and from complex predicate formation.
These are not unrelated factors but ultimately both manifestations of non-
configurationality. In complex predicate formation, the head-complement
relation is simplified and replaced by head plus modifier; this is morphologi-
cally actuated by noun incorporation in a number of nonconfigurational lan-
guages. Discontinuity is automatic with incorporation, since incorporation
strands modifiers. Discontinuity can also occur without noun incorporation.
So the complexity constraint does not reduce to incorporation, which art least
suggests that it does not reduce to complex predicate formation either. On the
adjective side, it is reasonable to think that strong focus adjectives are more
likely to be discontinuous than others, but again discontinuity is not limited to
strong focus adjectives. As already argued, modification and predictability by
themselves can induce nonreferentiality in the noun, thereby sctting the stage
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for one type of discontinuity. So both for nouns and for adjectives, chere is a
hierarchy of conditions triggering discontinuity. In prose, with its more pro-
gressive syntactic typology, hyperbaton requires an optimal combination of the
strongest adjective condition (strong narrow focus) with the strongest noun
condition (tail status and complex predicate formation). Verse with its less
configurational typology allows Y1 hyperbaton under a broader range of condi-
tions.

In light of this analysis of discontinuity, it becomes clear that it is rather
superficial and nonexplanatory to account for hyperbaton simply in terms of a
mechanical disturbance of serial word order. This approach amounts to little
more than a formalization of the initial reaction of a speaker of English to a
picce of nonconfiguradonal syntax. A Warlpiri discourse or a chorus from
Greek tragedy strikes us at first sight as a random unstructured shambles.
Noone would talk that way; or, if they did, they certainly would not write that
way. Such a reaction to nonconfigurationality has already been criticized in
chapter 5. Now consider the converse scenario: what would be the equally
glossocentric initial reaction of an early bronze age warrior to a piece of English
configurational syntax? Perhaps he would say that the monotonously hierarchi-
cal phrase structure snuffs out the more variable and textured style of syntax
that is free to surface in his own language. English syntax takes comparatively
little notice of the pragmatic status of noun phrases, treating them fairly uni-
formly (once grammatical relations are established) irrespective of whether
they are topics, foci or tails. It is also largely insensitive to the semantic distinc-
tion between nouns that are referential and nouns that are predicate modifiers.
As for adjectives, instead of surfacing in a variety of syntactic contexts poten-
tially reflecting subtle nuances of meaning—attributive modifiers, different
types of adjunct predicates (Hale 1983), null head modifiers—they are rather
uniformly assigned attributive premodifier status. All this is illustrated by the
translations at the foot of the page in this book, which regularly neutralize the
effects of hyperbaton. Some of the missing work may be done by the prosody
in English, but from a syntactic point of view one could argue that, in this
regard, the configurational languages are impoverished relative to the non-
configurational ones, and not vice versa.

ARGUMENT RANKING

Even the most cursory inspection of the examples on any page of this book will
show that the various arguments and adjuncts of the verb are not equally repre-
sented in prosec Y1 hyperbaton. This means that a student writing a Greek
prose composition cannot use hyperbaton ad lib.; some sort of rules will be
required to block difficult or illicit hyperbata. These rules will reflect the fol-
lowing observations about the status of YP in Y1 hyperbaton:
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(1) YP cannot be the subject of a transitive verb, except under a few condi-
tions to be specified later

(2) YP can be the subject of a passive verb
(3) YP can be the subject of an unaccusative intransitive verb

(4) YP can be the subject of an unergative intransitive verb, perhaps under
certain conditions only

(5) YP can be the direct object (DO) of a transitive verb

(6) YP can be an indirect object (I0) or an oblique complement or an
adjunct phrase provided no unequivocally lower ranked noun phrase occurs in
the clause, where ranking in gross terms is as follows: DO < 10O/oblique com-
plement < adjunct < transitive subject

(7) Pronouns and adverbs are invisible to this calculus.

Before we proceed to set out examples of each constraint, we need to point
out that the mere existence of these distributional inequalities in texts does not
necessarily entail their syntactic significance. Since subjects tend to be topics,
particularly in transitive clauses, subject adjectives are easily superfluous; there
is no need to repeat the restriction of an already established referent. Conse-
quently, subject adjectives are rare in spontaneous conversation (Thompson
1988). Although it is not difficult to construct examples of strong narrow sub-
ject adjective focus alongside its object counterpart

The TALL centurion killed the Gaul
The centurion killed the TaLL Gaul,

one has to take seriously the proposition that the absence of the former in
prose Y1 hyperbaton is simply a reflex of its overall low textual incidence. The
argument ranking constraints would then have everything to do with the prag-
matic structure of discourse and nothing to do with the syntax of hyperbaton.
The rule would simply be that if a modifier has strong narrow focus, pragmatic
factors ensure that it will almost always modify the lowest ranked argument in
the clause, irrespective of whether it appeats in hyperbaton or not. The irrele-
vance of unfocused pronouns also follows automatically. Our Greek prose
composition rules would then have the same status as an English prose compo-
sition rule forbidding more than the occasional use of words beginning with
the letter z.

Interestingly enough, the same sort of dilemma arises for discontinuous
ergative YPs in some Australian languages (Pensalfini 1992). However, Yidin
informants expressed some dissatisfaction when actually presented with split
ergative YPs (Dixon 1977), which suggests that the problem may not be purely
a matter of the pragmatic structure of the examples. One might argue that the
occurrence of argument ranking violations in postclassical Greek also suggests
that the constraints are syntactic
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(95)  robT01g 1OV veoviav... Exepdoato toig Adyois Philostratus 150 Kayser
T00g 10D XproTod orpatidrog 1 iepd t0b EDAoV npookoreTTo AT
Theodorus of Petra 86 Usener
&ptov éml TpLdKkOVTOL [ YEvodpevog ét ibid. 20.

The idea would be that postclassical Greek authors were no longer aware of the
classical rules. However, in this style of Greek any Y1 adjective can appear in
hyperbaton (not only those with strong focus) and argument positions are in
general more likely to be filled by complex, not to say overburdened, phrases.
So no uscful comparison is possible with classical Greek. Furthermore, there
scem to be some argument ranking effects in modern Greek hyperbaton.

The main reason why we believe that the hyperbaton argument ranking
rules are not entirely the reflex of pragmatic factors is thart there is a substantial
body of typological evidence linking various types of discontinuity with argu-
ment ranking constraints. This typological evidence is derived from living lan-
guages, where informants have explicitly rejected examples with argument
ranking violations as degraded or ungrammatical. In the following sections, we
will present the various constraints in terms of specific asymmetries, giving
some Greek examples along with the relevant typological support. Principal
sources of evidence are the discontinuous version of quantifier float in Japanese
and the was fir split interrogative in German. Examples for the former are
from Kumahira Comrie (1987); Miyagawa (1989); Tsujimura (1989); Fuku-
shima (1991); Yoshida (1993); Yatabe (1993); Kawashima & Kitahara (1993).
Examples for the latter are from den Besten (1985); Diesing (1988, 1992);
Grewendorf (1989); Shannon (1992); Lee & Santorini (1994).

Subject-complement asymimetry

The sole complement of a transitive verb can appear in Y1 hyperbaton but the
subject cannot

(96)  piav Exewv dueotepa té vEvn 86&av Pl Polit 310e
M appdTepa Exelv piav 86Eav T yEvn

povog tabtong drayopebovoy ol vopol 1ol yovaiki Dem 59.86
®pévor odrot drayopebovet taig yuvabiv ol vopor.

The asterisked examples are rare or nonoccurring in prose. The same subject-
complement asymmetry appears with Japanese quantifiers: an object phrase
can be split but an ordinary transitive subject phrase cannot

(95) He so cowed the young man with these words (Philostratus 150). The holy sound
of the cross summons the soldiers of Christ (Theodorus 68). Not having tasted bread for
thirty years (ibid. 20).

{(96) That both classes hold the same opinion (PI Polit 310¢). The laws forbid these
women alone (Dem 59.86). *Only these laws forbid women.
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Go-hon gakusei-ga  sake-o nonda
Five-cL student-NOM sake-acC  drank
“The students drank five bottles of sake’

*San-nin sake-o gakusei-ga nonda
Three-cL sake-Acc student-NoM drank
‘Three students drank sake.’

In another type of Japanese construction, a sort of Y2 hyperbaton known as
right dislocation, the quantifier appears discontinuously after the verb, for
instance ‘Students are reading books, 3-persons’; there is no subject-object asym-
metry for short distance dislocation but there is for long distance dislocation in
the judgement of many speakers. In Halkomelem (British Columbia: Gerdts
1984)

All baked the children the bread

means ‘The children baked all the bread’ and not ‘All the children baked the
bread.’

There is a construction in German (and some other Germanic languages)
known as the was fiir split, in which the interrogative is extracted out of its
phrase; the detailed conditions for the use of this construction are not entirely
clear (Diesing 1992; Shannon 1992; Haider 1993). It is a sort of interrogative
counterpart of the Italian null head modifier construction already discussed.
Here is an example with a was fiir direct object phrase:

Was hast du deinem Mann fiir einen Roman geschenkt?
‘What kind of novel did you give your husband?’.

This construction is judged (by our informants) far less acceptable or unaccep-
table with the subject of a transitive verb, even when it is adjacent to the verb:

®Was haben deine Mutter fiir Ameisen gebissen?
“What kind of ants bit your mother?’

although the unsplit version with a subject phrase is acceprable:
Was fiir Ameisen haben deine Mutter gebissen?

In Dutch child language subextraction (p. 35), there were no examples of
split subject phrases, although it is not clear if this observation is statistically
significant relative to the incidence of the unsplit type

Welke wil jij liedje zingen?
“Which want you songs to sing?’

®Welk leest kind een boekje?
“Which reads child a book?’.
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Active-passive subject asymmetry
Passive subject phrases are well attested in hyperbaton

(97)  undeplov katareinecbot npdeaocty Dem 25.17
Grovto yop ovtob katedéheinto i émtAdeio Lys 32.8.

Note that with the active form of the verb only the object can appear in hyper-
baton; the subject is illicit even with the appropriate pragmatics

(98) tov ebxAed Bhvatov GBAVATOV TEPL TOV AyaBBV KOTUAEIRELY AOYOV
Lys 2.23 (v.l)

MoV eDKAER KAUTOAEITELY BAVOTOV GBAVETOV AOYOV.

It is not clear whether there is any ranking of arguments and adjuncts in pas-
sive clauses

(99) moArdol pEv 81 cvykotakaioviol toict paviioy Boeg Her 4.69
ol pev xpovol tfig aipécems kol & TV npecfevodviay OVOopata £V
t0lg dnposiog dvayéypanton ypéppact Aesch 2.58 (heavy
subject phrase).

In Japanese, split quantifier subject phrases are disallowed in regular transitive
clauses, as just noted, but permitted in passive clauses:

Yuube 2-dai doroboo-ni kuruma-ga nusumareta
Last night 2-c1. thicf-by  car-NOM  were stolen
‘Last night two cars were stolen by a thief.’

The German was fiir split, which is difficule with active subjects in transitive
clauses, as just noted, is fine with passive subjects:

Woas ist deinem Mann fiir ein Roman geschenkt worden?
“What kind of novel was given to your husband?".

Unergative-unaccusative asymmetry

There is clear evidence from a variety of languages that intransitive verbs fall
into two classes, often termed unergative and unaccusative. Unergative verbs
include “verbs of manner of motion, communication, bodily processes, ges-
tures and signs, and involuntary emission of stimuli”; unaccusative verbs
include “verbs of inherently directed motion, change of location, change of
state, and appcarance and existence” (Rappaport et al. 1993). The distinction
is ultimately a semantic distinction between more agentive and more patientive

(97) So that no reason remains (Dem 25.17). All their provisions had been left there
(Lys 32.8).

(98) That a glorious death leaves behind an immortal reputation (Lys 2.23).

(99) Many oxen arc burned to death along with the diviners (Her 4.69). The dates of
the appointments and the names of the ambassadors are registered in the public archives

(Aesch 2.58).
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and thematic, as well as correlating with the aspectual property of telicity. It
shows up with various grammatical manifestations in different languages and
with some indeterminacy in classification of verbs between languages (Italian &
bastato, German hat geniigt), particularly with verbs (like blush and bloom) that
can be interpreted cither as an activity or as a change of state. The best known
instantiation of the distinction involves the choice of the perfect auxiliary for
intransitive verbs in various languages including Italian, which, unlike English
with its systematic have auxiliary, use have for some verbs and be for others. In
Italian, unaccusatives take essere (sono arrivato), unergatives take avere (ho lot-
tato) like transitives. The classification is usually lexically determined, but there
are cases of fluid usage

Sono corso in casa ‘T ran into my home’ (change of location;
theme subject)
Ho corso in casa ‘T ran at home’ (manner of motion; agent subject).

The relevance of this distinction for Y1 hyperbaton in Greek prose is difficult
to assess. Semantically unaccusative subject phrases are well attested

(100)  moAXol mop” Duiv... yeyovaot phtopeg Dem 18.219
100 Yap PokikoD cvotdviog noiéuov Dem 18.18
00K Gv T fuetépa kotéotn pntne Isae 3.5
el 11 BALN mdRoTe Totohtn Eyéveto mpobeopio Aesch 1.39 (v.1.),

as well as predicate copula phrases

(101) nmheiotn éotiv 'ABAVNOWY axoractio Xen Ath Pol 1.10
nokpog &v ein Adyog Andoc 3.9.

But likely unergative subject phrases also occur in hyperbaton

(102) é&movteg yop anoyopebdovoty oi vopor Aesch 3.50
O rohondg kereetl vopog Dem 20.99,

where a transitive use of the same verb would be illicit
(103) ™9 mohordg kerebel vopog Tobg moritog.

However, these instances of split unergative subjects are stative, with inanimate
referents: what is not clear from the examples is whether unergative intransitive
verbs, detransitivized verbs or object prodropped transitive verbs can be used in
prose with split agentive subject phrases in a regular predicational structure

(100) You have had many orators (Dem 18.219). When the Phocian war began (Dem
18.18). Our mother would not have become (heiress) (Isac 3.5). Any other amnesty of
this type that has ever occurred (Aesch 1.39).

(101) There is extreme licence at Athens (Xen Ath Pol 1.10). Tt would be a long story
(Andoc 3.9).

(102) All the laws forbid (Aesch 3.50). The old law requires (Dem 20.99).

(103) *The old law requires the citizens.
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(104) ™ol Aol (kaD)EYEAACOY CTPATIDTOL.

In Japanese, split subject quantifier phrases in intransitive clauses are in princi-
ple permitted with unaccusative verbs but not with unergative verbs

2-ri ryokan-ni kyaku-ga tuita
2-CL to the inn guests-nom arrived

“T'wo guests arrived at the inn’

*3-nin geragerato  kodomo-ga waratta
3-CL loudly  children-nom laughed

“Three children laughed loudly.’

Addition of a goal of motion phrase can again change an unergative into an
unaccusative

*Gakusei-ga kodomo-to sannin hasitta

student-NOM children-with 3-cL ran

“Three students ran with the children.’
Gakusei-ga kooen-made san-nin hasitta
student-NOM park-as-far-as 3-CL  ran
“Three students ran to the park.’

Similar data are cited for Hindi numerals (Terada 1991):

Books on the desk rwo were pur (passive)
Girls with difficulty four arrived (unaccusative)
*Girls with loud voice four laughed (unergative),

and Bengali quantifiers (Dasgupta 1988)

Today 1 letters wrote some (object)
Here flowers have blossomed some (unaccusative subject)
“Today boys ran some (unergative subject).

The Sardinian discontinuous null head modifier construction already discussed
is licensed with unaccusative but not with unergative subjects (Jones 1993)

Su tuo no’ est ghiratu de cane
‘YOUR dog hasn’t returned’

*Su meu at appeddatu de cane
‘MY dog has barked.’

The German was fiir split has been reported as allowed in intransitive
clauses with unaccusative verbs but not with unergative verbs

Was sind fiir Leute angekommen?
“What sort of people have arrived?’

(104) *the other soldiers laughed.
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*Was haben fiir Leute gearbeiter?
“What sort of people worked?’

Unergative verbs become more acceptable in this German construction with a
richer spatiotemporal context (Shannon 1992). This behaviour of unergative
verbs is replicated in other languages. Tralian ne-cliticization, a classical unaccu-
sative diagnostic, can occur with unergatives too, provided the discourse
overtly or implicitly furnishes a topic such as a locative or a conditional; the
evidence of agreement, intonation and adverb placement in the northeastern
dialect of Conegliano indicates that in such cases the unergative subject is verb
phrase internal (Saccon 1993). Note that this creates a conflict between
(mostly) lexically assigned auxiliary selection and discourse conditioned verb
phrase structure as evidenced by ne-cliticization. Similar data have been cited
from Spanish (Torrego 1989) and from Japanese for split quantifiers even in
transitive clauses (Kawashima & Kitahara 1993). These data probably all ulti-
mately relate to the distinction between socalled thetic and categorical sen-
tences {Sasse 1987). Categorical sentences are propositional: there is a subject
of which something is predicated. Thetic sentences are either nonpropositional
descriptions of happenings or they are predicated of a semantic subject that is
an implicit discourse topic, a reason, for instance, or a spatiotemporal location
(tum et 161 accidit ut). The distinction seems to be one of the factors coneribut-
ing to the likelihood of destressing in English, as in the following examples
(caps = stress)
DOGS BARK (generic)
The poc barked (eventive)

PETER CALLED (Italian Pietro ha telefonaro) (outgoing call)
PETER called (Italian Ha relefonato Pietro) (incoming call)

Prof. Jones” ARTICLES are LOUSY
[ don’t want to hire Prof. Jones: {the reason is because) his Arr1CLES
are lousy.

So it is worth considering whether it could be the stativity that licenses the
prosc Y1 hyperbaton examples with prima facie unergative verbs: ‘the state of
affairs is such that it is legally forbidden’ rather than ‘the law is such that it
actively forbids.”

Direct-indirect object asymmetry
Y1 hyperbaton of an indirect object phrase in clauses having a lexical direct

ObjCCt is rare or IlOl’lOCCUI‘I‘ing, and thiS may represent a real constraint

(105) v 8& &AAny &vdyovot dptiy 16 Atovico Her 2.48
™M 7o1g 8¢ GALOLg Gvryovot Beotg thv GpTiy

(105) They celebrate the rest of the festival to Dionysus (Her 2.48). *They cclebrate the
festival to the other gods.



280  Discontinuous Syntax

(106)  moAARV Y&p mAVY KaTédimey & mothp o dTd odoiay Aesch 1.42
M roAAoTg Yop TEAVY Katédmey & Totnp vikot v odolav.

The sccond example shows rather clearly that it is the rank of the split argu-
ment and not the surface distance between Y1 and Y2 that is critical. Single
indirect object or dative oblique complements are well attested

(107) méow fipeoxe tadta 10ig &rrotg rpécPectv Dem 19.157
raol BePondikate Toig £v Tolg Epyolg épyalopévorg Dem 42.31.

In a transitive sentence in Japanese, an indirect object quantifier phrase (which
is probably a postpositional phrase in this context) cannot be split (unlike the
direct object)
*San-nin John-ga gakusei-ni hon-o  ageta
3-cL. John-NoM student-to book-Acc gave
‘John gave books to three students.’

Details aside, in Tzotzil (Aissen 1984) and Pima (Munro 1984) a Y1 discontin-
uous quantifier is interpreted as modifying the direct rather than the indirect
object. The German was fiir split is fine with direct objects but disallowed with
indirect objects in transitive clauses. In intransitive clauses it is less objection-
able, but speaker reaction varies; it is fine with unsplit indirect object phrases:

*Was hast du fiir Leuten geholfen?
Was fiir Leuten hast du geholfen?
“What sort of people did you help?’.

Complement-adjunct asymmetry

Adjunct phrases (optional phrases typically expressing information like time,
instrument, manner, and location other than goal of motion) should not stand
in Y1 hyperbaton if the clause has a complement of any sort

(108) Ao tpéme 1@ adid moredvron mhoia Her 1.194
™10 adtd moredvion Ao Thola TPOTW

GOTIG Yop mEPL TOVG £0VTOD AvarYKOLOVG TOLODTH GpaPTAVEL
dpaptipato Lys 31.23
M Bong yép nept tobg Eavtod dpaprtdvel dvaykaiovg torodto
QPLOPTAHOTOL.

In intransitive clauses (clauses not having any complement), adjuncts can
occur in Y1 hyperbaton without difficulty

{106) His father left him a great deal of property (Aesch 1.42). *The father left his prop-
criy to many sons.

(107) This pleased all the other ambassadors (Dem 19.157). You have helped all those
engaged in mining. (Dem 42.31).

(108) They make other boats in the same way (Her 1.194). Anyone who commits such
offences towards his own relations (Lys 31.23).
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(109)  ua povov drdver yheo Dem 21.75
taig peyiotong kordfovoa axpiong Pl Polir 309a
Kotd tobg 100 motpdg EmtdtToviy vopoug Pl Criti 120b.

[n Japanese, complement postpositional phrases can be discontinuous but
adjunct postpositional phrases in transitive clauses should not be discontinu-
ous
*Go-ken  John-ga mise-kara torakku-o karita
Five-cL John-NoM shop-from  truck-Acc rented
‘John rented the trucks from five shops.’

Pronouns and adverbs

Nonlexical arguments (pronouns, demonstratives) are invisible to the argu-
ment ranking calculus

(110)  &v étépw ypdyoag adtd ypojpotein [sae 1.25
Mgy Etépw YpAwog YPopLaTEL) TOG Stobnkag
and tdv Lpetépmv DRIV mohepel ovppdyov Dem 4.34
M aro 1OV petépov 1olg 'ABNVOLoLg TOAENET CULIAY DV

év toig Epebfic DUAG relpdoopat Aoyolg Siddokey Aesch 1.137
®gv toig Epegg Tobg ABnvaiovg Tepdoopat Adyoig SidGoKeLY
VIOV LOPTUPOOVIOV Kol ERULVODVIOV He TBYV cUptpécPemv
Aesch 2.122
M Gviov LapTepotvioy kol ERavoiviav 1OV TpecPevTiv
TV CUPTPESPEV.

Hyperbaton is also unaffected by adverbs

(111)  &v amboag del Bod taig éxkAnoiong Dem 25.64
ob8epiay monote pavicetat npecBeiav.. kakécag Aesch 3.76
dayLoviee Tivi kol Belg mavtamaoty Eotkev edepyeoio Dem 2.1,

In Polish hyperbaton, pronouns, clitics and adverbials can intervene between
the verb and the Y2 constituent, but a (lower ranked?) argument cannot

(109) That he was convicted by a single vote (Dem 21.75). Punishing them with the
greatest types of disfranchisement (Pl Poliz 309a). Issuing orders according to their
father’s laws (P! Criti 120b).

(110) Writing them in a separate will (Isae 1.25). *Writing his will in a scparate docu-
ment. He is making war on you at the expense of your allics (Dem 4.34). *He is making
war on the Athenians at the expense of your allies. I will try to show you in my subscquent
remarks (Aesch 1.137). *I will try to show the Athenians in my subscquent remarks.
When all my fellow-ambassadors testified and praised me (Aesch 2.122). *When all his
fellow-ambassadors testified and praised the ambassador.

(111) He always loudly announces in all the assemblies (Dem 25.64). He will be found
not to have ever invited a single embassy to the scat of honour (Aesch 3.76). This seems to
be an entircly divine and heaven-sent blessing (Dem 2.1).
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(Siewicrska 1984). In Japanese, a split quantifier subject phrase is not allowed
in regular (nonthetic) transitive clauses if the intervener is a direct or indirect
object, or a verb phrase internal adjunct like an instrumental or comitative:

*Gakusei-ga hon-o 4-satu katta
Students-NoM book-acc 4-cL bought
‘Four students bought books’

*2-ri naifu-de  kodomo-ga roopu-o kitta
2-cL knife-by children-NOM rope-Acc cut
“Two children cut the rope with a knife.’

Time and place adverbs and postpositional phrases are more acceprable split-
ting subject quantifier phrases preceding an object; not only do they not them-
selves obstruct discontinuity, they also sometimes secem to license subject
phrase discontinuity by acting as the subject of predication, so that the clause
has an eventive or thetic reading with a verb phrase internal subject

Gakusci-ga  kinoo/tosyokan-de go-nin  hon-o yonda
Student-NOM yesterday/library-in - five-CL book-acc read
‘Five students read books yesterday/in the library.’

Analysis

The typological evidence adduced suggests that argument ranking in Y1 hyper-
baton does not just automatically fall out of discourse structure, but is also
grammatically motivated. [t would be a great coincidence if all these other lan-
guages had grammatical constraints on hyperbaton, while Greek had an almost
identical distribution of hyperbaton for purely pragmatic reasons. So the ques-
tion that confronts us next is the following: why are the rules for Y1 hyperba-
ton just the way they are (rather than, for instance, their mirror image), and, in
fact, why should there be any rules at all? The answers that can be given
to such questions depend to a great degreec on the sort of syntactic theory
one is disposed to adopt. For instance, structural-derivational theories have
attempted to express the constraints in terms of the government of traces,
while relational grammar casts them in terms of different strata of grammatical
relations. Our particular concern is with their relevance for the theory of Yi
hyperbaton that we have been developing. So we will try to bypass founda-
tional issues of syntactic theory and present a very brief discussion of the con-
straints with particular reference to their ultimate semantic determinants.
Agents are often topical and discourse old entities. Agents are the highest
ranked arguments not so much because they are intrinsically salient as because
they arc in a sense independent from the nuclear event described by the predi-
cate (Kratzer 1996). They tend to exist outside and potentially prior to the
nuclear events in which they are involved and which they initiate (Keenan
1984; Croft 1991). For instance, the event might be one in which an archduke
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gets assassinated, and the throwing of a bomb or the firing of a pistol would be
conceived of as a separate causative phase. Having thesc propertics, agents
make very suitable subjects of predication. Complete events are grammatical-
ized as propositions in which the nuclear event is predicated of its initiator. If
the Y2 noun is to be a predicate modifier, then it will have to be an element of
the predicate; it cannot be outside the predicate. In other words, the predicate
can only be modified by an entity that is part of the nuclear event it describes,
which, in this perspective on events, does not include its initiator (unless it sur-
faces as a by-phrase adjunct in the passive).

Not all subjects are agents. Some nonagent semantic roles, experiencers for
instance (those who see, hear, love, hate, etc.), are sufficiently like agents that
they can be aligned with agents and encoded as subject; they mostly behave
like subjects for the purposes of hyperbaton too. However, there is some fuzzi-
ness at the edges. In the following transitive Japanese sentence, in which the
subject is a theme and the object a locative path, discontinuity of the subject
phrase is licensed

Tekihei-ga hashi-o san-nin wartatia
Enemy-soldiets-NoM bridge-acc three-cL  crossed
‘Three enemy soldiers crossed the bridge.’

Unlike transitive subjects, passive and unaccusative subjects, while grammati-
cally subjects of predication, are semantically nuclear event internal. When the
archduke is assassinated (passive) and dies (unaccusative), he is internal to the
event, which is not initiated by his active participation {(but by that of the
assassin). This might be reflected in their being assigned to a verb phrase inter-
nal position even in the surface syntax. In any case, their internal status makes
them perfectly acceptable as predicate modifiers. The status of unergative sub-
jects in Greek is not entirely clear, as already noted. The typological evidence
indicates that they should in principle be treated like transitive subjects; the
attested exceptions give unergatives the appearance of a category intermediate
between transitives and unaccusatives, but they might be explained away as
lacking full agentivity. However, there are also instances (cited in the next sec-
tion) of subject Y1 hyperbaton with prima facie transitive verbs having a pro-
nominal object and of transitive verbs having heavy object phrases external to
the nuclear verb phrase. The theoretical significance of this indeterminacy is
that if all these cases are admitted as true subject Y1 hyperbaton, then, despite
the typological evidence, the Greek rule is simply that Yi hyperbaton is
licensed with the lowest ranking overt nominal argument cr adjunct, irrespec-
tive of its predicational status. We will stick with the (typologically) more con-
servative approach. In particular, the evidence already cited from a number of
different languages relating to eventive readings with time-place adverbial top-
ics points to the critical relevance of predicational structure for discontinuous
subject phrases.
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So far we have accounted for the constraints with the simple and natural
rule thar only predicate internal entities can be predicate modifiers. The next
constraints we have to consider, namely the direct-indirect object constraint
and the complement-adjunct constraint, involve a hierarchy within the predi-
cate. The hierarchy differs from the familiar argument hierarchies found with
relativization, verb agreement and case marking both in its direction of appli-
cation and in the relative ranking of objects and obliques. The hyperbaton
constraints are not absolute: the Y2 predicate modifier can be any of the verb
phrasc internal arguments or adjuncts so long as it is the lowest ranked on the
hierarchy. The hierarchy is sometimes called a salience hierarchy. The least
salient argument is then eligible to become a predicate modifier. But this is not
really explanatory. Why not the most salient? and why should salience be rele-
vant at all? What exactly is the connection between salience and discontinuity?
If we find a rule like “Only nouns denoting round, blue entities can be used
with verbs in the imperfect subjunctive,” it won’t help very much to say that
round, blue entities are salient. The concept of argument ranking can be made
a bit more substantive if it is interpreted in the framework of compositional
semantics. The formulations of predicate logic suggest a single, flat or struc-
ture-free relationship between a verb and its arguments: in symbols V(x,y.2),
for instance an introduction relationship pertaining between Mary, Bill and
Sue. In this scheme, the semantic roles are read off the serial order: Mary (x)
introduced Bill (y) to Sue (z). The more compositional approach found in cat-
egorial grammar and Montague semantics is related to the unstructured
approach via a logical operation known as currying. In this latter system, the
arguments arc combined with the verb one at a time by recursive functional
application, and intermediate structures are consequently generated just as in a
binarily branching tree structure: in symbols, reducing some of the parenthe-
ses, ((Vy)2)x). Here (Vy) is ‘introduced Bill’; ((Vy)2) is ‘introduced Bill to Sue’
and ((Vy)2)x) is ‘Mary introduced Bill to Sue.” In this perspective, salience
reflects the (inverse of the) order in which arguments are combined with the
predicate for semantic interpretation (Dowty 1982; Bierwisch 1990; Strigin
1994; Kiparsky 1997). It is a further reasonable assumption that adjuncts com-
pose later than arguments. The result is that there is a semantic constituent
corresponding to each V' projection, with the proviso that the order of seman-
tic composition is that of the argument ranking, which is not necessarily the
same as thar of the surface order in the syntax. It follows quite naturally that
the predicate has to combinc with its modifier before the resulting complex
predicate is composed with regular referential and quantified arguments and
with adjuncts. The process of building the predicate has to be completed
before composition begins. Once the verb has composed with a regular argu-
ment, it is no longer accessible to modification by Y2. Hence Y2 must always be
the lowest ranked nominal. Noun incorporation, which is an overt process of
morphological coalescence, is subject to much the same sort of argument rank-
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ing constraints (Mithun 1984), no doubt for the same reason. For instance,
Mohawk basically allows incorporation of direct objects and unaccusative sub-
jects, but not of transitive subjects, unergative subjects or indirect objects
(Baker 1996). Mayali incorporates direct objects and intransitive subjects
(including perhaps unergatives) but not subjects in transitive clauses or indirect
objects in ditransitive clauses (Evans 1996). This is a further parallel between
Y1 hyperbaton and incorporation and, consequently, further evidence in
favour of the complex predicate theory.

Apparently, pronouns (overt as well as prodropped) are invisible. The pro-
cess of complex predicate formation can jump over pronouns to the next
higher ranked internal argument. Perhaps this is not too surprising. Syntacti-
cally clitic pronouns, at least, can wander off to a parking lot in sentential sec-
ond position, and there is much psycholinguistic and neurolinguistic evidence
pointing to the separate processing of nonlexical words in general. Some dou-
ble object constructions ate easier if one of the objects is a pronoun both in
Latin (Bradley’s Arnold §231) and in English.

The invisibility of adverbs is to be expected. Adverbs can modify the predi-
cate directly, or they can also modify larger constituents (Travis 1988). In the
former case, they could perfectly well modify a complex [VY2] predicate, in
the latter they would be external to a larger constituent including the complex
predicate. By contrast, adverbial adjunct phrases containing nominals are not
“transportable” in this way; they often add participants to the event and are
composed with the verb after the arguments.

Verse

The situation in verse is somewhat different, since verse practice partly reflects
the more varied syntactic typology of discontinuity posited for nonconfigura-
tional languages. In a pronominal argument setting, if both Y clements are
adjuncts, there is no complex predicate formation and discontinuity is licensed
even for transitive subjects. It is also possible for one of the Y elements to be
internal to the nuclear clause and the other an external adjunct or apposition
(preadjunct plus internal noun or internal null head modifier plus appositional
noun). Furthermore, if a lower ranked argument is externalized as a fronted
topic or focus, this leaves a higher ranked argument available for hyperbaton
within the nuclear clause. Consequently one sometimes finds in verse a sort of
surface hemistich hyperbaton which is not subject to argument ranking con-
straints

(112)  1ov & &g Agoudv vijag éboxapbuol gépov inmot //13.31
roitvovg mopyoug néptE | dpboioty EBepev kovdoty Troad 5.

(112) His prancing horses carried him to the ships of the Achaeans (//13.31). We put

towers of stone all around with straight plumblines (7voad 5).
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The rather rare double hyperbaton discussed in chapter 3, which in prose sur-
vives mainly with the figura etymologica, also seems to go back to this earlier

typology.

Exceptions

Finally, we need to cite the relatively rare prose examples that violate the argu-
ment ranking constraints. Judgements about discontinuity in living languages
tend to be rather fuzzy and indeterminate. Informants vary from one to
another, and from one generation to another, and reactions can be quite sensi-
tive to subtle syntactic and semantic differences between examples. So it is
hardly surprising that our Greek prose texts should offer a (comparatively
small) number of examples of Y1 hyperbaton that violate the argument ranking
constraints. 1t is also reassuring that these violations are apparently not random.
In fact, their structure may throw some additional light on how argument rank-
ing works.

We will start with a simple violation of argument ranking, a Y1 adjunct (or
possible source complement) hyperbaton in a transitive clause with a lexical
direct object

(113) ¢éx tobh10V TV poptav dpavilewy Eneyeipnoa 100 xwpiov, &V §...
Lys 7.28.

This exception seems to be licensed by the fact that the whole speech is about
the established criminal offences of sacred-olive-removal (thv popiov éepo-
viGovta ibid. 22, popiav dpaviferv ibid. 29) and sacred-stump-removal (omkév
apovilery ibid. 2). We probably have a contextually promoted version of our
old friend wash the dishes. If wiv poplav doavilew is itself a single predicate,
then the adjunct phrase is free to occur in Y1 hyperbaton.

The other exceptions involve movements of some type, which result in syn-
tactically and/or prosodically separate constituents. The lower ranked constitu-
ent is outside the domain of the hyperbaton argument calculus. If it leaves a
trace, the trace behaves like an overt pronoun, that is it does not affect the cal-
culus. One example involves a fronted branching interrogative object phrase

(114) 1iv’ odv paotdvny Toig ToAAolg 6 cog, ® AEmTivy, TOtel VOHLOG...;

Dem 20.28.

The resulting subject hyperbaton is another legal prescription to add to the
unergative instances already cited. In the remaining exceptions, the lower
ranked argument appears adjoined to the left or right margin of the hyperba-
ton domain. The former involves topicalization, and the latter is reminiscent of
heavy noun phrase shifc. Many instances of both types involve heavy coordi-
nated constituents. If the topics are the semantic subjects of predication, that

(113) I tried to remove the sacred olive from this plot of land in which... (Lys 7.28).
(114) What relief does your law, Leptines, give the populace (Dem 20.28).
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would help to license the subject hyperbata, especially as part or all of the sub-
ject phrase could be seen as verb phrase internal even in the surface syntax.
Here are some examples

(115) & 8¢ mepi TG TPIAPELS Kol TodG TPINPapYovg Gprdypata Tig &
dmokpOya xpovog Stvent &v; Aesch 3.222
KUVEOG OE KOl 01 BAAOL GToiVTES EQOPEOV TE PACIAEES KOl ETVYXXVOV
161e £yovieg Her 2.151
ratpidog 8¢ towading &n’ adoyictong otepndeig aitiong Lys 7.41.

In the next example, the object phrase is a fronted contrastive focus

(116) ob8.. dnodiddvtag.. OPiv T& dpetépa, &AL SLOAOYOUREVHG TG
TATpOOG 0VOLOG elg THY TPOG DULES AVNAWKITUG PLAOTLULAY

Aesch 3.19.
The following are cases of the right margin type

(117) naowy E8e1Eev AvBphToIC THY Te Tfig ROAEMG KOAOKATABIoY
kol v ®iinrov koakioy Dem 18.93
Tolg HEYOAOLG EMKANPAHONL CUULILOPLOLG HEPOG BV XPACTOV £KAGTY
Dem 14.21
fi8e £texev N YA 100G TOVEE 1 KOl MUETEPOLE TPOYEVOLG

Pl Menex 237e.

Without movement, the two Demosthenes examples would violate the direct-
indirect object constraint. The Plato example would give a straight transitive
subject hyperbaton, but perhaps the language is poetic, as one commentator
suggests; compare

(118) dv fide xkevBel obpat Tdaia kévig Hee 325
88 ov Bupainv Tnudtoy dpxer Adyog Alc 814.

According to the null hypothesis, argument ranking in prose Y1 hyperbaton
is an automatic consequence of discourse structure; it is a purely pragmatic
epiphenomenon. As we saw, the null hypothesis is suspect on typological
grounds. At first sight, the fact that there are exceptions to argument ranking

(115) What passage of time could hide your rapacious conduct relative to the triremes
and the trierarchs (Aesch 3.222). All the other kings both used to wear helmets and did
have them on right then (Her 2.151). Deprived of so dear a native land on the most dis-
graceful charges (Lys 7.41).

(116) Nor repaying you what belongs to you, but, as generally acknowledged, having
spent their family fortunes for the sake of public honour (Aesch 3.19).

(117) Tt demonstrated to all men the nobility of the city and the disgraceful character of
Philip (Dem 18.93). That one part of the debtors should be assigned by lot to each of the
large boards (Dem 14.21). This land of ours has given birth to the ancestors of both these
men and ourselves (Pl Menex 237¢).

(118) Whose bodies this soil of Ida covers (Hec 325). This speech announces a sorrow
that is not someone else’s concern (Al 814).
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might be though to support the pragmatic theory, since what is pragmatically
rare is predicted to occur on rare occasions. However, the structure of the
exceptions just analyzed indicates rather clearly that argument ranking is a real
constraint. Coordination occurs in the exceptions at a far higher rate than it
does in nonexceptions (or in simple clauses without hyperbaton). On the face
of it, this is a counterintuitive result, since violations ought to be easier with
lighter internal arguments (as with the pronoun rule). In any case, there is no
pragmatic reason why coordination in a lower ranked argument should be par-
ticularly associated with strong narrow focus on a higher ranked argument.
Strong object topicalization increases the likelihood of weak or strong focus on
the other argument phrase, but so do tail objects, and they do not easily license
argument ranking violations

Mer aioyiotong otepnBeic rotpidog totabng altiong.

Heavy shifted object phrases have weak focus (as in English) and so do not
encourage another focus in the clause; and uncoordinated, unshifted weak
focus objects do not easily license argument ranking violations

M ngotv v driinnov kakiav £8e1&ev AvBpdRoLg.

So one has to conclude that the exceptions are syntactically licensed by coordi-
nation or some property like heaviness correlated with coordination.

Theoretical implications

It follows from the analysis of exceptions that arguments are composed with
verbs according to the inverse of their rank within the domain of the verb
phrase. If a lower ranked argument is moved out of this domain and placed at
the left or right periphery of the verb phrase or higher in the clause, then it is
excluded from the calculus and so a higher ranked nominal takes its place as
the one available for Y1 hyperbaton. This in turn implies that argument rank-
ing itself is a properly grammatical effect, not a pragmatic one. So the internal
Greek evidence points in the same direction as the typological evidence: argu-
ment ranking is a grammatical constraint. Such a conclusion, in its turn, has
far-reaching theoretical implications for our understanding of Y1 hyperbaton
and of Greek syntax in general.

As far as Y1 hypetbaton is concerned, the syntactic theory of argument rank-
ing entails the complex predicate theory of Y1 hyperbaton, or something very
like it. If the Y2 noun were an ordinary nominal argument, why should it be
subject to argument ranking constraints at all> There must be something spe-
cial about the Y2 noun. If that something special is predicate modifier status,
then the details of the argument ranking hierarchy and its direction of applica-
tion follow quite naturally, as already pointed out.

More generally, the grammatical theory of argument ranking forces us to
look at the familiar concepts of free word order and nonconfigurationality in a
different light. If Greek word order is free, it is free in the sense that the order
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of argument and adjunct phrases is not consistently grammatically determined
in the surface syntax. But the phenomenon of argument ranking indicates that
however syntactically free Greek word order may be, it is semantically fixed in
grammatically determined configurations. In this regard—1to put it in the
most mischievous and provocative way possible — the Greeks spoke in Greek
but they thought in English.

So as not to end on quite such an anglocentric note, we hasten to point out
that if Greek semantics is configurational in the sense just suggested, it does
not follow that Greek syntax is (grammatically) configurational too. For the
most radical illustration of this, consider again the implications of overt focus
“movement” in light of the predicational theory of focus discussed in chapter 2
and of the compositional ideal of isomorphic prosodic, syntactic and informa-
tional (pragmatic) constituency. A predicational interpretation of focus move-
ment gives the syntax a cleft-like flavour (just as, conversely, clefts have various
monoclausal properties). On this approach, the fronted focus is one syntactic
constituent and the presupposition is the other (even if it contains the gram-
matical subject). There is a predicational relationship between the presupposi-
tion (the complex property described by the lambda abstract) and the focus. A
syntactic incarnation with bound variables was suggested over twenty years ago
(in Cresswell’s lambda categorial language). More recently, verb phrase inter-
nal subjects have become commonplace, but fluid binarily branching constitu-
ency and traceless extraction are still principally (though not exclusively)
associated with categorial grammar. The cost of admitting this sort of flexible
and unorthodox constituency is not so great in a language like Greek, where
the syntax can be liberated from the requirement to replicate the work done by
the morphology. In return, we would get a decper and more explanatory
account of the intuition that pragmatics drives free word order.
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accommodate  Suppose you are discussing Prof. Jones” Greek literature seminar with
Jack. You don’t know which authors the students chose to write papers on. Jack
says The students that wrote papers on Aeschylus all got good grades. When interpret-
ing this sentence, you first have to enter into your knowledge store the information
that some students chose Aeschylus, which was not directly asserted by Jack; this
step is called accommodation. Then you add the information that those students

all got good grades.

adjoin If a phrase YP is adjoined to a phrase XP, they combine to form a larger
phrase of category XP: 4p[ YP[XP]], xpl [XP]YP].

adjunct An element, for instance a modifier, that is added to the lexical projection of
a head as opposed to being one of its arguments. In the sentence Brusus stabbed
Caesar in the senate, Caesar is the complement of the verb stabbed while in the sen-
ate is an adjunct. The term is also used in a purely structural sense for any element
that has been adjoined to a node, consequently including moved arguments in a
derivational theory.

adjunct clause The argument-adjunct distinction also applies to clauses. Purpose
clauses, for instance are adjunct clauses, whereas indirect statements are comple-
ment clauses.

adnominal quantification Quantification the restriction of which is limited to a
nominal and which often forms a syntactic constituent with the nominal. Opposed
to adverbial and other types of quantification. Many hoplites were kifled has adnom-
inal quantification; contrast The hoplites were killed in large numbers, which relates
more to event(s) of hoplites getting killed.

allophonic duration The duration of a vowel or consonant is the time taken to pro-
nounce it. Each vowel and consonant has its own intrinsic duration, reflecting in
part the nature of the articulatory gestures it involves. One and the same vowel or
consonant also has different durations in different contexts, reflecting in part the
extent to which articulators have to move in getting from one sound to the next:
this is called allophonic duration.

alternates Prof. Jones’ Latin class has six students, of whom two passed the mideerm
(+) and four failed (), giving the following matrix: Sue (+), Jack (), Bill (), Pete
(+), Nigel (), Pat (=). Then we can say SUE and PETE passed the midterm. In the

291
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terminology used in this book, the students are the set of alternates, Sue and Pete
are the foci, and the rest of the students are the alternatives to the focus.

AP Adjective phrase, phrase headed by an adjective: keen, fond of children.

argument  Syntactically, any phrase that is required to be present with a head; seman-
tically, an element that is required to occur with a predicate. Syntactically, the verb
stab has two arguments, the subject and the object. Semantically, szb expresses a
relationship between the stabber and the one who gets stabbed. In the sentence
Brutus stabbed Caesar in the senate, Brutus and Caesar arc arguments, but iz the sen-
ate is an adjunct. Although events necessarily take place in some location, the loca-
tion does not have to be specified to make a complete sentence.

argument composition The process of combining arguments with their head to
produce an interpretation.

argument ranking A hierarchical ordering of arguments in terms of their semantic
roles required for the formulation of certain syntactic regularities, for instance
assigning grammatical relations (subject, object). The nature of the hierarchy and
the details of the ranking have been disputed. A typically assumed ranking is as fol-
lows: agent < beneficiary < goal < instrument < patient/theme < locative.

asymmetric c-command If a relation between A and B also holds between B and A,
it Is a symmetric relation. If it does not, it is asymmetric. If a node A c-commands
B but B does not c-command A, then A asymmetrically c-commands B.

branching A branch is a line connecting two nodes in a tree structure. If a phrase XP
does not branch, it consists of the head only; for instance, the intransitive verb runs
in the sentence Jack runs is a nonbranching verb phrase. If in addition to the head
XP contains a complement, as in Jack killed the cat, then XP branches. Specifiers
and adjoined modifiers also produce branching structures.

broad scope focus The scope of an clement such as a modifier or an operator is the
range or domain to which it applies. It is very important in the study of informa-
tional structure to be specific about the scope of focus. For instance A BLACK cat
came in has narrow scope focus on the adjective; A BLACK CAT came in has broad
scope focus on the noun phrase; A black cat KILLED THE QUAIL has broad scope
focus on the verb phrase; and so on.

c-command Abbreviation for constituent command. According to the most preva-
lent definition, A c-commands B if neither A nor B dominates the other and the
first branching node dominating A also dominates B. If an operator has semantic
scope over a domain, it is often located in the syntax so that it c-commands that
domain.

cataphora Inverse anaphora; reference is fixed by what follows rather than by what
has preceded, as in His; mother loves Jobn;.

categoriality Nouns with high categoriality appear in regular, fully fledged autono-
mous syntactic phrases. Nouns with low categoriality can easily get merged into
compounds, incorporated, or deprived of their inflections; they tend to be non-
referential or not treated by the discourse as independent participants in an event.

category-type mapping The mapping of syntactic categories onto semantic types.
‘T'ype theory is a system for classifying expressions semantically in terms of how
they combine with other expressions. Typically, there arc very few basic types and
most cxpressions are complex. For instance, the semantic correspondent of an
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intransitive verb like runs is defined as a function from an individual (¢) to a for-
mula (#): {&,£). An adverb modifying runs, for instance quickly, would be a functdon
{{e,t) {e,t)) from {e,t) (intransitive verb) to {e¢) (intransitive verb); and so on.

closed class Major categorics like nouns and verbs contain a vast number of different
members and can be added to by neologism; so they can be called open class
words. Minor categories like determiners, pronouns, conjunctions, and particles
contain relatively few members and can hardly be added to by neologism; so they
can be called closed class words.

cofocus  The part of a sentence that remains when the focus is removed in a simple
binary analysis of focus structure.

cohead On a single head analysis, red shirt is a noun phrase and red is an adjective
phrase modifying shirt. On a cohead analysis, red shirt is still a noun phrase, but it
is also an adjective phrase in the sense that red is seen as a head taking shirt as its
complement.

coindexed Elements are coindexed with the same subscript letter to indicare that
they have the same referent: Jack; loves his; wife. Also used in derivational theories
to associatc moved elements with their traces: Which hole; did that mouse craw! out
of —i?

common ground The sum of information that is known to or believed by the parties
to a conversation.

complement (grammatical) Argument(s) of a head other than the subject. In Jack
put the book on the table, both the direct object (e book) and the locative (on the
table) are complements.

complement (logical) If A is all the items for sale in a shop and B is the set of shirts,
the complement of B relative to A is all the items for sale that are not shirts.

complement clause See adjunct clause.

compositionality Thc idca that the meaning of an expression is determined by the
meanings of its parts and how they are combined. This definition may be under-
stood as raising various problems for discontinuous structures like the hyperbaton
YP. First, is YP an expression? Second, what are the syntactic and semantic catego-
rial types of its parts, Y1 and Y22 Third, how can they be combined (not being adja-
cent they are not simply concatenated)?

configurational See nonconfigurarional.

constituent Structural units of various sizes that combine to make a sentence. The
constiruents arc represented by nodes in a tree diagram. This means that for dis-
continuous structures to be represented in trees, either the tree has o be three-
dimensional or the lines have to cross.

continuous A constituent is continuous if its subconstitucnts are adjacent. In
Y1Y2X, YP is continuous; in Y1 XY2, YP is discontinuous.

contrastive focus A type of strong focus used to contrast members of the set of alter-
nates.

coordinate structure constraint A conjunct cannot be moved out of a coordinate
structure, and no clement contained inside a conjunct can be moved ourt of it.
Across the board movements, which affect each conjunct in a parallel way, are per-

micted. Jack likes papyrology and epigraphy but not literary theory can become Papy-
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rology and epigraphy Jack likes but not literary theory with both conjuncts fronted,
but *Papyrology Jack likes and epigraphy but nor literary theory is not permitted
unless the second conjunct is an afterthought. Conjunct hyperbaton violates the
coordinate structure constraint if Y1 xei Yz is treated as a coordinated phrasal
structure {just as Y1 hyperbaton violates the left branch condition if Y1 is treated as
a left branch of YP).

copy theory of movement According to the traditional conception of movement, an
clement moves from its site of origin to its landing site, typically leaving a trace in
the former now empty position. According to the copy theory, a copy of the
“moved” element is placed in the landing site, leaving the original in situ.

counterassertive focus Used to correct an existing erroneous assumption of the
addressee.

covert movement Movement not in the overt syntax but atr some preinterpretive
stage such as logical form. For instance, covert movement of focus to a position
adjacent to only in Jack only likes STATIUS gives a logical form Jack only STATIUS;
likes — ;.

CP  Complementizer phrase; taditionally used as a shorthand for ‘clause’ whether
there is an overt complementizer like that or not.

crosscategorial Applying across categories, irrespective of syntactic category. X-bar
syntax 1s a crosscategorial theory of phrase structure.

de dicto/de re There is an ambiguity in a sentence like the following: Jack believes
that a student who passed the Latin test will apply to Oxford. On the de re reading,
the speaker says that there is a student who passed the Latin test and that Jack
believes he will apply to Oxford. On the de dicto reading the speaker simply
reports Jack’s belief; the speaker may not know whether any student actually did
pass the test. One way of formalizing this distinction is in terms of broad and nar-
row scope relative to the matrix verb.

defeasible Unlike logical entailments, pragmatic implicatures are typically defeasible;
they can be cancelled by additional information. Jack has broken bis arm entails
Jack’s arm is broken: onc cannot say *ack has broken his arm but it is not broken. It
may also implicate He can’t play soccer next Saturday, but this implicature can be
suspended or cancelled: Jack has broken his arm, and I don’t know whether he can
play soccer next Sarurday/bur he is going ro play soccer next Sarurday anyway.

denotation On a settheoretical, extensional approach to meaning, the denotation of
the noun cat is the sct of entities that are cats, and the denotation of the verb
phrase purr is the set of entities that purr.

dependent marking Languages in which morphological marking of syntactic rela-
tions is heavily concentrated on arguments and modifiers (rather than on heads), as
in the nominal case marking systems of Latin and Greek.

derivational Theories of syntax which allow a structure to pass through successive
stages of derivation. Derivational frameworks are convenient for situations in
which discontinuous structures are optional variants of their continuous counter-
parts, since the former can often be thought of as derived from the latter by move-
ment.
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descriptive adjective  An adjective that does not restrict reference. White wine typi-
cally means ‘wine that is not red or rose,” but whire snow typically means ‘snow,
which (it is important in this context to bear in mind) is white.’

determiner A class of nonlexical words like articles, demonstratives and quantifiers
that serve to express the reference of or to quantify over noun phrases. English
determiners include the, that, my, which, some, most, each. Syntactically determiners
appear in the specifier position of noun phrases, sealing them off to the left. The
class of syntactic determiners varies from language to language, and some lan-
guages may not have determiners at all. Possessive pronouns, for instance, are
determiners in English but in Greek they seem to be more like regular adjectives
(as also in Italian).

directionality The dircction (left or right) in which arguments or complements
appear relative to their head.

discontinuous A constituent is discontinuous if its subconstituents are not adjacent:
in Y1Y2X, YP is continuous; in Y1X Y2, YP is discontinuous.

discourse configurational Configurational languages have grammatically deter-
mined hierarchical phrase structure. Nonconfigurational languages have a much
flatter phrase structure in which arguments and modifiers often do not form hier-
archically structured phrases with their heads. Discourse configurational languages
have hierarchical phrase structure thac is sensitive to pragmatic rather than to
grammatical properties.

dislocation Location of a constituent in a left or right peripheral position, often
intonationally demarcated from the clausal nucleus which may contain a resump-
tive pronoun.

ditransitive Taking two direct objects or a direct and an indirect object, as reach Jack
Latin, give Jack a book.

donkey anaphora A theoretically important type of anaphora in which the anteced-
ent is an indefinite overtly or, arguably, covertly in the scope of another quantifier.
Here is a classic example, from which the term is derived: Every farmer who owns a
donkey beats it.

DP  Determiner phrase, phrase assumed to be headed or coheaded by a determiner.
Sce determiner.

E-type pronoun Pronouns interpreted like definite descriptions constructed from
material in preceding clauses: in A man was shot in the park. He was wearing a green
shirt, the pronoun be is interpreted as ‘the man who was shot in the park’ if the
anaphora is resolved by an E-type strategy.

echo question A question in which the speaker repeats or paraphrases the words of
another interlocutor, querying one or more constituents in order to ascertain that
the message has been accurately reccived, often to suggest that the message is so
preposterous that it must have been misheard. Wh-words remain in situ in echo
questions.

ergative  In accusative languages like Latin and Greek, the single argument of intran-
sitive verbs has the same case marking as the agent of an active transitive verb (and
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aligned roles). In ergative languages, it has the same case marking as the patient of
an active transitive verb (and aligned roles). The ergative case is the one used for
transitive verb agents.

experiencer A semantic role associated with the person affected by experiences, per-
ceptions or feclings, for instance someone who loves, enjoys, sees, hears, feels.

extension Roughly speaking, the extension of the predicate red is the set of entities
that are red, whereas the intension.of red can be thought of as the property of being
red.

extraction Movement of one constituent out of another, for instance an interroga-
tive object out of a verb phrasc as in Who did he stab? or out of a subordinate clausc

as in Who did she say that bhe stabbed?

extraposition Movement of a constituent out of a superordinate constituent and
adjunction to the right, as in / saw a review yesterday of Prof. Jones’ new book. Some
analyses of hyperbaton assume extraposition of Yz out of YP.

floating quantifier A quantifier that does not appear in the more usual prenominal
position, for instance He gave the childven all a balloon; The children all found an
egy.

functional application In the arithmetical expression 23, 3 denotes the cubing func-
tion and 2 is the argument it is applied to. Similarly a lexical head, for instance
destroy or fond can be thought of as a function applying to its arguments; then
phrases like destroy Carthage or fond of oysters arise by functional application.

gapping The absence of a verb, by itself or with additional material, from coordi-
nated structures: Jack read Aeschylus and Sue Plaro. Whether omission is from the
first or the sccond conjunct in any language relates to its canonical word order.

gender resolution  Rules for assigning gender to plural adjectives agreeing with con-
juncts of different genders: Pater et mater mortui/*mortuae sunt.

generalized quantifier Interpretation of a noun phrase as a set of sets or equiva-
lently, and more simply, in terms of a quantificational relationship with another
set. For instance, Some students came to the lecture is taken to mean that the inter-
section between the set of students and the set of lecture attenders is not null; Mo
student came 1o the lecture that it is null; and Every student came to the lecture that
the set of students is a subsct of the set of lecture attenders.

group formation 7he ream is a noun phrase denoting a group. 7%e eleven players is a
noun phrase which denotes a group when it gets a collective, as opposed to a dis-
tributive, reading. A collective reading is indicated for The eleven players won the
match, and a distributive reading for The eleven players laced up their boors.

hanging topic Left dislocated topic that is not integrated into the nuclear clause, as
evidenced in modern Greek by intonational demarcation, failure of case agree-
ment, tonic resumptive pronoun, insensitivity to island constraints.

head That element in a phrase from which the whole phrase is projected, the verb in
a verb phrase, the adjective in an adjective phrase, and so on. For instance, the head
of the adjective phrasc very fond of soccer is the adjective fond; the head of the prep-
ositional phrase straight to the edge of the cliff is the preposition .

head marking languages in which marking of syntactic relations is mainly achieved
by agreement affixes or pronouns associated with heads (rather than with depen-
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dents), giving structures like The conspirators killed-they-him the emperor. Head
marking can favour a syntax of adjunction as opposed to a syntax of complementa-
tion.

heavy noun phrase shift Postponement typically of a focused direct object that is in
some way syntactically and/or phonologically complex: Jack studied ar Oxford Livy,
Lucretius and Plato is allowed, but not *ack studied ar Oxford Livy.

illocutionary Relating to the type of speech act associated with a sentence, for
instance assertive (declaring, denying, predicting), directive (ordering, requesting,
advising), commissive (promising, threatening), and so on.

implicature An inference that can be made from an utterance but is not entailed by
the content of the utterance. Implicatures, unlike entailments, are defeasible (q.v.
for examples).

incorporation Formation of a single compound-like word out of a head and its
internal complement. For instance, in Nahuatl instead of He closed the door it is
usual to say He doorclosed, unless the door is individuated for pragmatic reasons.
According to the syntactic theory noun incorporation ariscs by head movement
(e.g. adjunction of N to V); according to the lexicalist theory it is simply a type of
compounding.

individual level Individual level predicates are more or less permanent stative prop-
erties of individuals like being smart or knowing the third declension. Stage level
predicates are episodic properties of individuals, more temporary, associated with
events or with transitory states, like being hungry or learning the third declension.
The terminology reflects the idea that stages are “temporal slices” of individuals.
The two types of predicate are awkward in coordination without a special support-
ing context: Jack is hungry and tall.

informational Informational focus is simple weak focus, so called because it fills a
gap in the addressee’s knowledge without the exhaustive, contrastive or counter-
assertive connotations of strong focus. More generally, informational structure is
the analysis of an utterance in terms of informational categorics like topic, focus
and tail. The term pragmatic is commonly used in place of informational, although
strictly speaking informarional structure is one aspect of pragmatics.

intensional This term is used in a variety of different ways. While the extension of a
predicate is just the set of its members, the intension of a predicate can be thought
of as the property characteristic of that set, a conceptual description of it. A con-
struction is intensional if its denotation does not depend only on the extensions of
its components. Classical examples are intensional verbs like resemble, look for, need
and intensional adjectives like former, ostensible.

intersective adjective  Simple, extensional predicates like four-legged, married permit-
ting a directly intersective interpretation with little or no reference to a comparison
set or to the meaning of the noun.

intrinsic duration  Sce allophonic duration.

inverse scope  Two professors taught every class can mean that it is true of a certain pair
of professors that they taught all the classes or that it is true of every class that it
was cotaught (not necessarily by the same pair of professors). In the first reading
the semantic scope preserves the syntactic c-command relationship, in the second
it inverts it. Sometimes, an inverse scope reading is unavailable: Two professors
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taught few classes cannot mean that only a few classes were cotaught; it can only
mcan that two professors were less than optimally productive.

IP  Inflectional phrase; traditionally used as shorthand for ‘clause” excluding the com-
plementizer position. This terminology derives from an abstract analysis of the
clause as hcaded by the verbal inflection.

island A structure from which extraction is difficult or illicit: the archduke who the
mutrder of started the war; the pork chop which [ don’t like the supermarker that sold;
Aeschylus Jack chose or Sephocles.

kind Natural or well-cstablished class of entities; cxpressed by cither count or mass
nouns: cat, tree, coal. The extension of a kind is the sct of entities in the world that
instantiate it: cats, trees, quantities of coal. Some predicates, notably become extinet,
require a kind subject: A car became extinct can only mean that a feline subspecies
died out, not that Whiskers passcd away.

lambda abstraction A formal device for expressing complex propertics. Red is a sim-
ple property that characterizes the set of cntities that are red. To express a complex
property like red shirt thar Jack gave ro Peter, we need a device to change the propo-
sition Jack gave Peter a red shirt into the property characterizing the set of entities
meeting that description. For instance, the modificd noun could be represented as
rx [shirt(x) A red(x)], and the relative clause informally as y{Jack gave y to Peter].
"Then these could be combined to give Ax[shirt (x) A red(x) A ry[Jack gave y to
Peter] (x)].

left branch condition A specifier, modifier or complement that precedes its head is
on a left branch. In Jack’s older sister, Jack’s and older are on left branches. Accord-
ing to the (generalized) Left Branch Condition, such elements cannot be moved to
a position outside their phrase: *Jack’s [ mer older sister, *fack’s older I met sister,
*That give me apple, *How is Jack’s sister old?, *A much [ found less expensive car.

lexical The lexical categorics arc noun, verb, adjective and (in syntax) preposition.
Nonlexical categories include determiners, auxiliarics and conjunctions. Iexical
categories typically express denotational meaning, while nonlexical categories tend
to have a more grammatical function. Prepositions range from the primarily gram-
matical like of to semantically substantive words like beyond; phonologically, prep-
ositions can surface reduced or cliticized, just like nonlexicals.

light Contributing little semantic or phonological substance. Semantically light
nouns like person, thing contribute litde 1o the description of the entity beyond a
value for animacy. In light verb constructions, the verb is formally the predicate,
but the semantic content of the predicate is actually located in the complement:
have a drink, take a walk; contrast have a dictionary. Phonologically light structures
have less weight, length, complexity or sonoerity than their regular counterparts.

logical form A simplc and straightforward semantic interpretation of inverse scope
and focus in situ, for instance, seems to require a preliminary covert movement of
quantificrs and focused constituents comparable to the overt movement found in
languages like Hungarian. This supports the idea that there is a level of representa-
tion intermediate between overt syntax and its semantic interpretation, called Log-
ical Form or LF for short, at which the overt syntax ts massaged by rules that are
still essentially syntactic in character and thereby prepared for direct semantic
interpretation.
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metalinguistic Pertaining to the use of language to say something about language
rather than to say something about the world. Contrastive and counterassertive
focus have a metalinguistic flavour when they can be understood as concerned with
the correct choice of some linguistic element: / said HAT not CAT; not Ri-generation
bur DE-generation.

minimality In informal and theory neutral terms, a requirement for complements to
associate with their heads locally rather than across another nongoverning head.

narrow focus  Short for narrow scope focus. The scope of an element such as a modi-
fier or an operator is the range or domain to which it applies. It is very important
in the study of informational structure to be specific about the scope of focus. For
instance A BLACK CAT came in has broad scope focus on the noun phrase, while 4
BLACK cat came in has narrow scopce focus on the adjective.

nonconfigurational Configurational and nonconfigurational languages differ in a
number of features and along various parameters. The basic difference is that con-
figurational languages have grammatically determined hierarchical phrase struc-
ture, while nonconfigurational languages have a much flatter phrase structure in
which arguments and modifiers often do not form a hierarchically structured
phrase with their heads.

nonderivational In a derivational theoty of syntax arguments start out realised within
the phrasal projection of their heads and in a canonical order reflecting their seman-
tic roles. They are subsequently liable to movement in the derivation, resulting in a
surface order that does not directly reflect the underlying phrasal projection. For
instance, a derivational approach to hypcrbaton might detive Magnas Caesar delevit
urbes from Caesar delevit magnas urbes. In a nonderivational {(monostratal) frame-
work, magnas has to be directly placed in the Y1 position and linked with wurbes
across the intervening material. The derivational framework is still a convenient
metaphor for those who do not subscribe to it.

nonlexical See lexical.

nonreferential A referent is that entity in the world (person, object, event, etc.)
denoted by an expression. This leaves room for a range of uses, and the details are
difficult to pin down. For our purposes, a determiner phrase is referential if the
speaker is referring to a particular object in the world; other determiner phrases are
nonreferential, for instance pure quantifiers (more than three students, no student),
objects of intensional verbs (needs a secretary), predicates (He is a student) and pred-
icate modifiers (rent @ car). Note that according to this characterization a2 car is
nonreferential even though, if you rent a car, there exists in the world some car that
gets rented and probably even though that car can be referred to by intersentential
anaphora (Jt was red ).

NP Noun phrasc; phrase headed by a noun. Narrowly as the noun phrase not includ-
ing the determiner (love, love of chocolate), or more broadly in its traditional sense
including the determiner (ber love of chocolate).

nuclear scope  The tripartite operator structure consists of an operator, a restriction
and a nuclear scope. To illustrate with a quantifier, Most first year students took verse
composition is analyzed as Most (first year students] [took verse composition]; the
determiner (mosy) is the operator, the rest of the noun phrase (first year students) is
the restriction and the verb phrase (z00k verse composition) is the nuclear scope.
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null head modifier Modified noun phrase with a silent head: the wise, the fourth, the
best. English usually requires pronominal support: a nice one, the red one.

operator Therce are two types of keys on a keyboard: the alphanumeric keys have a
straightforward “denotational” function, while other keys, such as caps, delete,
change font, ctc. serve to perform operations on alphanumeric characters. The
same sort of division of labour is found in semantics and syntax. The major lexical
categories are basically denotational, but quantifiers, negatives, conjunctions, tense
markers, interrogatives and focus have a more logical function, and so they are
often called operators.

optimality A system for selecting among a range of competing structures. Structures
are evaluated on the basis of how well they satisfy a set of constraints which are said
to be universal but arranged in a language specific hicrarchy. The structure selected
as optimal is the one which incurs the least serious violations along the constraint
hicrarchy.

patient In a prototypical transitive relationship like szab, kiss, break, the agent is the
onc who initiates the action and the patient is the one who undergoces it. The agent

is the stabber, kisser, breaker and the patient is the stabbec, kissce, object that gets
broken.

piedpiping When a constituent moves and, instead of moving by itself, takes along
with it other material with which it forms a larger constituent, it is said to picdpipe
that material. In English, a left branch cannot move without piedpiping the rest of
the constituent: one says Which ministers responsible for the frasco did you fire?, not
“Which did you fire ministers vesponsible for the frasco? nor *Which ministers did you
[fire vesponsible for the fiasco?

polysynthetic  Polysynthetic languages make extensive use of afhixation and incorpo-
ration, with the result that they might express in a single word what is expressed by
one or more clauses in English. For instance, the Mohawk word sabatsyahserun-
hdbna means ‘he went back to prepare the fish.

PP Prepositional phrase; phrase headed by a preposition: over the edge, on the table.

predicate modifier A nominal that is interpreted as a nonreferential restriction on a
syntactically transitive verb rather than as an independent individuated (referential
or quantified) complement. For instance, it could be claimed that in He was shuck-
ing oysters the object oysters is a predicate modifier restricting the range of the
shucking activity by excluding clams, peanuts and other shuckables; this claim
would not be possible for He shucked the largest oyster nor for He shucked every oys-
ter.

premodifier Modificr located to the left of its modifiee.

prodrop Whereas Latin and Greek allow null subject and, under certain conditions,
even null object pronouns (Habent “They have them’), English docs not allow pro-
nouns to be dropped in this way.

projection An expansion of a head. For instance, when the prepositional hcad on
takes the complement #he table, it projects the prepositional phrase on the table;
when the verbal head slaughter takes the complement the hostages, it projects the
verb phrase slaughter the hostages.
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propositional attitude verbs These are matrix verbs expressing someone’s attitude
(assertion, belief, desire) towards the proposition in the subordinate clause. Accusa-
tive and infinitive clauses in Latin mostly depend on propositional attitude verbs:
Sperar Caesarem Gallos superaturum esse is taken to mean that he stands in the hop-
ing relation to the proposition that Caesar will overcome the Gauls.

prosodic phrasing The scgmentation of an utterance into normally hierarchical pro-

sodic units ranging from word through clitic group, minor phrase, major-phrase all
the way up to the sentence and the paragraph.

prosody The prosodic (suprasegmental) properties of speech are duration (how long
something lasts), intensity (how loud it is) and tone (its pitch or fundamental fre-
quency).

quantifier In a broad sense, any word that expresses quantity. In a narrow sense, a
determiner forming a generalized quantifier phrase. These two usages can conflict.
In the phrasc the numerous soldiers, the former mighe treat the as a definite article
and numerous as a quantifier, whercas in the latter the might be considered a quan-
tifier and numerous an attribute.

quantifier float  Scc floating quantifier.

raising In a broad sense, the movement of any clement to a higher position, for
instance quantifier raising or clitic raising. In a narrower sense, the raising of onc
element out of a subordinate clause into the matrix clause. In its narrowest sense,
specifically subject raising with verbs like seem or subject raising from an under-
lying verb phrase internal position.

reconstruction Movement at logical form of an extracted element back into its posi-
tlon of origin for the purposes of semantic interpretation. Metaphorically, access to
a position other than the overt syntactic position for some interpretive purpose.
For instance, in an analysis of Y1 hyperbaton in terms of a discontinuous YP, Y1 is
interpreted in its overt position for pragmatic purposes but adjacent to Yz in its
semantic function as a premodifier.

referent  Sec nonreferential.

relational grammar A theory of syntax centered on a hierarchy of grammatical rcla-
tions (subject, object, ctc.). These can be reassigned as the derivation procceds
through various strata. For instance, a passive sentence starts out as an active sen-
tence, so that Caesar was stabbed by Brutus starts out as stabbed, Brutus (1), Caesar
(2). At a later stratum the object is promoted to subject (2 = 1) and the subject is
demoted to adjunct (called ‘chomeur’: 1 — Cho), giving Stabbed, Brutus (Cho),
Caesar (1).

restrictive adjective An adjective that serves to restrict reference. If; in the red shirs,
the adjective identifies the shirc the speaker is referring to via its colour, the adjec-
tive is restrictive; if the shirt in question has already been identified and introduced
into the discourse, the adjective is descriptive (q.v.).

restrictor/restriction  The description restricting a variable in the scope of an opera-
tor in the tripartite structure. Most students like Ovid is given a tripartite structure
of the following type: Most,. [student (x)] [likes-Ovid (x)]. Student restricts the
domain over which x fkes Ovid is evaluated.
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right node raising Postponement of a phrase on 2 right branch uncil after a final
conjunct or disjunct: Jack praised but Sue criticized Prof. Jones’ lecture.

scalar adjective  Adjectives like big, slow, bad that are not all or nothing but involve
grades usually evaluated relative to a contextually derived comparison class: slow
Jjet, slow snail.

scope The extent of material to which a modifier or an operator applies. In the old
men and women, if old scopes over both conjuncts, the meaning is ‘the old men and
the old women’; if it scopes only over the first conjunct, the meaning is ‘the old
men and the women.” For examples of scopal ambiguity with quantifiers see
inverse scope.

scrambling  Grammarically, but usually not pragmatically, frec order of arguments
and adjuncts: Brutus Caesarem in senatu interfecit; Caesarem Brutus in senatu inter-
fecit; In senatu Brutus Caesarem z'ntw_’fécit, etc.

semantic roles A classification of arguments and adjuncts according to the role they
play in the situation associated with a predicate: Mary (agent) kissed Jack (patient)
in the garden (location); Sprocket (agent) kicked the ball (theme) across the field
(path).

shell The VP shell is an abstract structure having two heads, one of which is empty,
proposed for the analysis of certain complex verb phrases like causatives and
ditransitives.

sister T'wo nodes having the same mother (i.c. that arc immediately dominated by
the same node) are sister nodes in a tree structure.

slash  Device used in monostratal theories of syntax to indicate an extraction site by
incrementally marking each superordinate node with a “slash.” For instance, in
Caesar Brutus stabbed, the empty object noun phrase is marked with a slash feature,
as is the superordinate verb phrase stabbed indicating that it is short one argument.

specifier  Structurally, a sister of X', where X' is the head X plus a complement YP if
the head is transitive. Nodonally, specifiers tend to limit the head by relating it to
the discourse context via reference or quantification (like determiners) or by indi-
cating degree or extent (very smart, right across the field ).

split coordination  Conjunct hyperbaton.
stage level Scc individual level.

strand  When a subconstituent is moved, as in subextraction, that part of the constit-
uent which remains in situ is said to be stranded. In Quod in eum excogitabitur
supplicium?, if quod is subextracted out of a constituent guod supplicium, then sup-
plicium is stranded.

string vacuous Movement posited for theoretical consistency which is not empiri-
cally discernible in terms of the linear sequence of words. For instance, in subject
questions (Who killed the car?), if the interrogative is extracted like object interrog-
atives (Who did Jack kill?), as some theories posit, then the supposed movement is
string vacuous.

stripping A type of clliptical construction in which material identical to that in an
antecedent clausc is omitted (stripped from) a conjoined clause: The students read
Aeschylus in Prof Jones’ class, and Sophocles too.
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strong focus Focus that does not merely fill a gap in the addressee’s knowledge but
additionally evokes and excludes alternatives. The term covers exhaustive listing
(strong focus in the narrow sense), contrastive focus and counterassertive focus.

subextraction In a broad sense, extraction of a subconstituent. More narrowly,
extraction of a left branch. Most specifically, the German was fiir/Dutch wat voor
construction.

subjacency General conditions regulating extraction relative to depth of embedding
expressed for instance in terms of clauses and noun phrases.

subject control verbs When the subject of an infinitive is the same as the subject of
the matrix verb, the latter is said to control the former: fack wanted/promised/man-
aged to take Prof’ Jones’ Ennius course.

subject raising vertb  When the subject of a subordinate clause raises to become the
subject of what would otherwisc be an impersonal matrix verb, the laceer is called a
subject raising verb: Jack seemedfappearedihappened to be rather drunk.

subsective adjective Adjectives that modify not an entity extensionally but some
contextually relevant property of an entity: great chess player, lousy husband.

superiority effect Some but not all languages have a rule regulating the order of
interrogatives in multiple questions: Who bought what?; *What did who buy? Con-
trast Which car did which customer buy?, which is licensed by the fact that which is a
type of partitive that ranges over a fixed set (here of customers) rather than being
open ended like who.

superordinate [f X is the head of XP and Y is the head of YP and YP is a constituent
of XP, then X is the superordinate head of YP.

synchronic Pertaining to a single moment in time.

tail A component of informational structure, namely material in a sentence that is
neither topic nor focus.

terminal node The lowest nodes in a tree that do not dominate any other node but
are normally associated with a lexical item.

ternary branching In binary branching, a node is connecred to two lower nodes, in
ternary branching it is connected to three. If a hyperbaton structure YXY has ter-
nary branching, it is a flat structure p[Y XY]. 1f it has binary branching, it is a
hierarchical structure, either wp Y XY ]] or 4l [YX]Y ]

theme A distinction is often made between a patient (an entity affected by the verbal
action) and a theme (an entity in some state or location or changing state or loca-
tion): if you smash a ball, the ball is a patient; if you throw a ball, the ball is a
theme.

thetic Whereas categorical sentences are propositional, thetic sentences either lack
predicational structure or are predicated of an implicit spatiotemporal or causal
subject. They include weather sentences (/¢s raining) and simple eventive sentences
(The postman rang).

token Instance of a type. The two cats next door are tokens of the type cat.

topicalize Typically adjunction of topical material in a left peripheral position: Latin
verse composition we only teach to our graduate students.

trace An empty element thought to be left behind at the site out of which a constitu-
ent has been moved: Who, did you see —;?
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tripartite structure  Logical representation for binary operators (operators taking two
arguments): [Operator] [Restrictor] [Nuclear Scope]. Tor an adnominal subject
phrase quantifier, the restrictor is typically the noun and the nuclear scope is the
predicatc (see restrictor for an example). For a posited focus operator, the restric-
tor is the presupposition and the nuclear scope is the focus.

unaccusative Unaccusative verbs include “verbs of inherently directed motion,
change of location, change of state, and appearance and existence.” The distinction
between unaccusative and unergative is ultimately a semantic distinction berween
more agentive and more patientive and thematic, as well as correlating with the
aspectual property of telicity.

unergative Unergative verbs include “verbs of manner of motion, communication,
bodily processes, gestures and signs, and involuntary emission of stimuli.” Sec
unaccusative.

universal quantification Quandification such that a property is truc of a/l or every
entity, or with an obligatorily distributive scnse, of each entity in a discourse
domain.

valence The number and type of arguments projected by a head.

variable Unspecified entity in a logical representation. Variables can be thought of as
similar to unassigned pronouns, as in He is running when the reference of e is not
fixed and the property of running is predicated of an unspecified person. The sen-
tence can only be interpreted when the pronoun gets associated with a referent.
Variables are particularly useful for the representation of quantification, since they
permit one to range over entities and quantify them without listing them individu-
ally: Someone is running = 3x [run (x)}; Everyone is running =Vx [run (x)].

VP Verb phrase; phrase headed by a verb: read, read the document.

weak focus  Scc informational.

wrapping The wrapping of a discontinuous head X around its complement YP giv-
ing X1YPX2. More generally, to cover also the infixation of a head X inside its com-
plement YP giving Y1XYa.

X-bar Theory of phrase structure based on the premise that phrase structure is unj-
form across categories. Typically, a head X combines with a sister complement to
form X', which in turn combines with a sister specifier to form the maximal projec-
tion XP, irrespective of category: hence ,,[Spec p [P YP]], ,p[Spec , [A YP]], and

SO on.



TRANSLITERATED EXAMPLES
WITH WORD-FOR-WORD TRANSLATIONS

One example is given from each numbered batch of comparable examples. Transliteration is
according to a slightly modified version of the system in Journal of Hellenic Studies 67 (1947)
xix. This is a letter-for-letter system, which suppresses most suprasegmental information (ac-
centand vowel length). In the interests of legibility, morphological information is not normally
provided in the word-for-word translations; coindexation is marked where it would be difficult
to retrieve from the footnote translations in the main text.

Chapter 1

(1) tina dunamin echei ‘what power it-has’ (Pl Laws 643a); tina echei dunamin
‘what it-has power’ (Pl Rep 358b).

(2) tin’ echei loipen doreian, Leptine? ondemian depou (sezl. echei loipen doreian)
‘what has-he left reward, Leptines? None evidenty (sci/. he-has left reward) (Dem
20.123).

(3) poson gar edemegorei chronon Timarchus? polun (scz/. edemegorei chronon)
‘how-much prT was-speaking-in-public time Timarchus? Much (scil. was-speaking-in-
public time) (Dem 19.286).

(4) poias polites patridos Hellenos ‘of-which citizen state Greek” (/7°495); Pheraias
tesde kometai chthonos ‘of-Pheraean this inhabitants land’ (Al 476).

(5) tinos... epistemon technes ‘of which knowledgeable art’ (Pl Gorg 448¢); rhe-
torikes... epistemon technes ‘of rhetorical knowledgeable art” (Pl Gorg 449¢).

(6) tinos hencka kairou ‘of which for-the-sake-of advantage’ (Dem 23.182); teli-
kouton heneka... tekmerion ‘so-great for-the-sake-of evidence’ (Dem 57.64).

(7) tina echei dunamin ‘what does-it-have power’ (Pl Rep 358b); oudemian echei
dunamin ‘no it-has power’ (Pl Eurhyd 296¢).

(8) en hoiois keimeth’ athliol kakois ‘in-what do-we-find-ourselves wretched evils’
(Phoen 1639); en toioisde keimene kakois ‘in such finding-myself evils’ (Hec 969).

(9) aph’ hes omosath’ hemeras ‘from which you-swore day’ (Dem 18.26).

(10) ti malist’ en hapasi diespoudastai tois nomois? ‘what most in all has-been-
guarded-against the laws?” (Dem 20.157).

(11) en hois oi peri tes cirenes egignonto logoi ‘in which the about the peace rook-
place debate’ (Aesch 2.74).

(12) hourtoi de ti poiousin hoi nomo#? ‘these PrRT what accomplish the laws?’ (Dem
21.30).

305
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(13) ei polla katelipe chremata ‘if much he-left property’ (Andoc 1.119).
(14) heteron parembolei pragmaton ‘of-other by-introduction matters’ (Aesch
2

{15) heteron choran presbeon ‘of-other the-function ambassadors’ (Aesch 2.105).
(16) ten ton pollon doxan anthropon “the of-the many opinion men’ (Pl Pro 353a).

(17) ho toutou cros tou anthropou ‘the of-this love the man’ (Pl Symp 213¢).

(18) mestei pollon agathon “full of-many goods” (Xen An 3.5.1); pollon meston aga-
thon ‘of-many full good-things’ (Pl Laws 9064).

(19) ton ison aitios... kakon ‘for-the equal responsible disasters’ (Dem 19.29).

(20) touton... enioi ton andron ‘of-these some the men’ (IDem 20.64).

(21) peri ton allon technon ‘abour the other skills” (P1 Clir 410¢); ton allon peri
nomeon ‘the other about herdsmen’ (Pl Poliz 268b).

(22) tes idias rhathumias heneka ‘the own ease for-the-sake-of” (Dem 10.25); tes
idias heneka rhathumias ‘the own for-the-sake-of ease” (Dem 8.49).

(23) pasan eblapte ten polin ‘all he-harmed the city” (IDem 3.13).

{24) toutois cpartheis tois psephismasi ‘by-these having-been-encouraged the de-
crees’ (Dem 18.168).

(25) pleiston ek tes politeias eilephos argurion ‘very-much from the politics having-
taken money’ (Aesch 3.173).

{26) hapanton metaschon ton ponon tei polei ‘all sharing the toils with-the city’
(Aesch 3.191).

{27) megiston aition hemin agathon ‘for-greatest responsible to-us benefits’ (Pl
Phaedr 266b).

(28) pros humas hapasan ero ten aletheian ‘to you all I-will-tell the wuth’ (Dem
23.187).

(29) cirekamen d” humin pasan ten aletheian ‘we-have-told prT to-you all the truth’
(Thuc 6.87.1).

(30) me mikropsuchou poiein ergon anthropou ‘not of-a-meanspirited to-do work
man’ {(Dem 18.269).

(31) Euxenou d” aphikomen pontou pros aktas ‘of-the-Euxine prr [-arrived sca to
the-shores’ (Rhes 428).

(32) polles meston onta hormes ‘of-much full being desire” (Pl £p 325¢).

(33) chlorais hup’ elatais ‘green bencath pines’ (Bacch 38).

(34) cn rois phonikois gegraptai nomois ‘in the homicide it-has-been-written laws’
(Dem 9.44).

(35) apo ton humeteron humin polemei summachon ‘from the your against-you he-
makes-war allics’ (Dem 4.34).

(36) kai peri toutou Demosthenes men kai Ktesiphon polun poicsontai logon ‘and
about this Demosthenes prr and Cresiphon much will-make speech’ (Aesch 3.28).

(37) ponera phusis... demosias apergazetal sumphoras ‘an-evil nature public pro-
duces disasters’ (Aesch 3.147).

(38) peri hon... megalas... hoi nomoi didoasi timorias ‘about which great the laws
prescribe punishments’ (Dem 18.12).

(39) megalas epethekan timorias ‘great they-imposed punishments’ (PDem 47.2).

(40) pollen gar panu katelipen ho pater autoi ousian ‘much prr very left the father
to-him property’ (Aesch 1.42).
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(41} ouch ho pater autoi ten pollen ousian katelipen ‘not the father to-him the much
property left’ (Isae 5.37).

(42) pasin ercske tauta tois allois presbesin ‘to-all pleased these-things the other
ambassadors’ (Dem 19.157).

(43) rauta es tous pantas Hellenas aperripse ho Kuros ta epea ‘these to the all Greeks
directed the Cyrus the words™ (Her 1.153).

(44) ou polun... [see text]... chronon endiatripsei ‘not much... time will-spend’ (Ar
Frogs 708).

(45) hippoi agrioi ‘horses wild’ (Her 4.52).

(46} apodexamenoi erga megala ‘having-performed deeds great’ (Her 7.139); alla te
megala erga apedexanto ‘other and great deeds they-performed’ (Her 8.17); alla apo-
dexamenos megala erga ‘other having-performed great deeds’” (Her 1.59).

(47) allos bomos megas ‘another altar large’ (Her 1.183).

(48) ton kedesten ton emon ‘the father-in-law the my’ (Dem 50.24).

(49) ton helikioton ton emon ‘the contemporaries the my’ (Isoc Are 66).

(50) epi tes emes neos ‘on the my ship’” (Lys 21.7).

(51) tes emes hippikes ‘the my riding’ (Lys 24.10).

(52) ten palaian paroimian ‘the old proverb’ (Pl Rep 329a).

(53) ta cleina tauta dramata ‘the pitiable these dramas’ (Pl Apo/ 35b).

(54) tauta ta kala onomata ‘these the noble words’ (Pl Crar 411a).

(55) endedukasi de kithonas lineous ‘they-wear prT tunics of-linen’ (Her 2.81);
metebalon on ¢s ton lineon kithona ‘they-changed-it prr to the linen wnic’ (Her 5.87).

(56) tois Naupaktiois : nomiois chrestai ‘the Naupactian : laws to-be-subject-to’
(Locr 19).

(57) marturas pseudeis parechomenon ‘witnesses false producing’ (Dem 29.5); pseu-
deis marturias paraschomenos ‘false evidence having-produced’ (Dem 47.17); pseudeis
anagnonta marturias ‘false having-read depositions’ (Dem 45.48).

(58) en tois phonikois gegraptai nomois ‘in the homicide it-has-been-written laws’

(Dem 9.44).

Chapter 2
(1) pollas eiche elpidas ‘many he-had hopes’ (Her 5.36).

(2) oudemian humas pothein akousai prophasin ‘no you to-desire to-hear excuse’
(Lys 14.1).

(3) tous tautei chromenous tei ergasiai ‘the this using the profession’ (Aesch 1.119).

(4) ex alles elthonta komes ‘from another coming village” (Her 1.196).

(5) tois demosiois agosin ‘the public Jawsuits’ (Aesch 1.2).

(6) pseude suntaxas kath’ hemon kategorian ‘a-false having-put-together against us
charge’ (Aesch 2.183).

(7) idious d” heuriskein polemous ‘personal prr to-find wars’ (Dem 2.28).

(8) ep’ ekeinon trepsetai ton logon ‘to that he-will-have-recourse argument’ (Isac
5.3).

(9) *tois epartheis psephismasin ‘by-the encouraged decrees.’

(10) tes gar pephuka metros ‘of-that prT I-was-born mother’ (O771082).

(11) ten gar auten toutoi poiesamenos ton gegrammenof taxin ‘the PRT same as-
this-man adopting of-the accusations order’ (Dem 18.56).
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(12) brachus moi lmpetal logos ‘Short to-me remains speech’ (Acsch 3.175).

{(13) pollon erxe tricron ‘many he-commanded triremes’ (Lys 14.36).

(14) medemian paraleipein hemeran ‘not-once to-leave day’ (Aesch 3.220).

(15) miai monon halonai psephoi ‘by-one only to-be-condemned vote’ (Dem
21.75).

(16} proten d exelthon strateian ‘on-fisst PRT going-out expedition’ (Aesch 2.168).

(17) pollas au heurckamen aretas mian zctountes ‘many again we-have-found virtues
one seeking’ (Pl Meno 74a).

(18) tei neogamoi gunaiki ‘the newly-wed wife’ (Her 1.37).

(19) tou kataratou Kurebionos ‘of-the accursed Cyrebio” (Dem 19.287).

(20) ten kalen tauten niken nenikekos ‘the glorious this victory having-won’ (Aesch
1.64).

(21) tou koinou toutou biou ‘of-the combined this life” (Pl Phz/ 22d).

(22) kalen g... apeilephasin... charin ‘a-fine PRT they-have-received reward’” (Dem
9.65).

{23) ton iatron Eruximachon ‘the doctor Erixymachus’ (Pl Symp 185d).

(24) diasoizontes ten palaian paroimian ‘maintaining the old proverb’ (Pl Rep 329a).

(25) ho palaios keleuci nomos ‘the old prescribes law’ (Dem 20.99).

(26) pollas archas erxen... oligas arxas archas ‘many magistracics he-held... few
having-held magistracies’ (Lys 20.5).

(27) klimakas prosthentes... pollas prosthentes klimakas ‘ladders placing... many
placing ladders’ (Thuc 3.23.1).

(28) totauta hamartanei hamartemara ‘(with-)such offends offences’ (Lys 31.23).

(29) tois loipois epicheiroie pragmasin ‘at-the remaining he-could-work business’
(Dem 18.27).

(30) to pornikon telos... tous tautei chromenous tei ergasiai ‘the prostitution tax...
those this using the profession’ (Aesch 1.119).

(31) cis ten eschaten empesoicn athumian ‘into the worst they-should-fall despon-
dency’ (Aesch 3.65).

(32) chlanidion leukon periballomenos ‘mantle white putting-on’ (Her 1.195).

(33) choris tes alles aischunes kai adoxias... kai megaloi kindunot periestasin ck tou-
ton ten polin ‘apart-from the other shame and disgrace... also great dangers threaten
from this the city’ (Dem 19.83).

(34) somata de agatha kai kala poteron ck Boioton oici pleio an cklechthenai ¢ ex
Athenaion? ‘bodies prr good and beautiful rrr from Boeotians do-you-think more prr
to-be-sclected or from Athenians?” (Xen Mem 3.5.2).

(35) hos oun kainotomountos sou peri ta theia gegraptai tauten ten graphen ‘as pRT
being-a-radical; against-you; about the religious-matters he-has-lodged this the accusa-
ton’ (Pl Euthyph 3b).

(36) kouphon hamartematon aition ‘for-minor offences responsible’ (Pl Laws 863¢);
megalas epethekan timorias ‘heavy they-imposed penalties’ (Dem 47.2).

(37) ol kallistol onomati chromenos deinotaton ergon didaskalos katastas ‘the
most-cxcellent phraseology using of-the-most-terrible deeds teacher having-become’
(Lys 12.78).

(38) tauten men oun eis ton mellonta chronon anegrapsan ten politetan ‘this prT
prr into the future time they-wrote the constitution’ (Arist A#h Pol 31.1).
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(39) pollous men echon philous Iphikrates, polla de chremarta kektemenos ‘many
pRT having friends Iphicrates, much prT money having-acquired’ (Dem 21.62).

(40) anthropoi.. apethanon... polloi, kai chremata polla healo ‘men died many and
property much was-captured’ (Thuc 7.24.2).

{(41) ton men dexion hupodeitai poda, ton de aristeron cpilethetai ‘the prr right he-
puts-a-shoe-on foot, the prT left he-forgets” (Pherecydes).

(42) polloi men de sunkatakaiontai toisi mantisi boes, polloi de perikekaumenoi
apopheugousi ‘many pRT PRT are-burned-up with-the diviners oxen, many prt scorched
escape’ (Her 4.69).

(43) panta tauta ta kala legousi polcmata ‘all these the beautiful they-compose
poems’ (Pl Jon 533¢).

(44) pollous kai megalous oikous ‘many and great houses’ (Isoc De Pace 4).

(45) pollous hadrous choirous ‘many finc pigs’ (Xen Oec 17.10).

(46) paralabon Sikelias pollas kai megalas poleis ‘taking-over of-Sicily many and
great cities” (P1 Ep 7.331e).

{47) ta polla kai megala agatha ‘the many and great benefits’ (Dem 19.35).

(48) chruseon kai argurcon metallon ‘gold and silver mines’ (Her 3.57).

(49) pollas cchond sarkas allotrias ‘much having flesh superfluous” (Pl Rep 556d).

(50) polla men chrusea poteria... polla de argurea ‘many prT gold cups.. many prT
silver-ones’ (Her 7.190).

(51) pollous kai agathous ‘many and good-men’ (Lys 13.28).

(52) pollous kai thraseis... epairomenos logous ‘many and insolent uttering words’
(Dem 18.222).

{53) panton epikratein ton anthropinon logismon ‘all to-prevail-over the human
reasoning’ (Aesch 1.84).

(54) touton archein pason ton technon ‘of-these to-be-master all the arts’ (Pl Gorg
517e).

(55) panton... megiston aitios kakon ‘for-all greatest responsible evils’ (Dem 18.143).

(56) treis de monai psephoi ‘three prT alone votes’ (Dem 23.167).

(57} toisi patrioisi mounon chrasthai theoisi ‘the ancestral only to worship gods’
(Her 1.172).

(58) ten Hellada pasan, ouchi tas idias adikousi monon patridas ‘the Greece all, not
the own they-are-injuring only countries” (Dem 19.11).

(59) monos houtos eremei ho logos ‘alone this remained-safe the argument (Pl Gorg
527b).

(60) monen d’ an moi dokoumen tauten tois enthade keimenois apodounai charin
‘alone pRT PRT to-me we-seem this to-those here lying to-give thanks™ (ILys 2.75).

(61) hapantas men oun chre nomizein megalous einai tous demosious agonas...
malista de touton ‘all PRT PRT it-is-right to-think great to-be the public trials, most-of-
all prr this-one’ (Lyc 7).

(62) eide kai rautes kurios tes chores genesetai ‘if prr also of-this master the land he-
will-become’ (Dem 3.16).

(63) ouk an heteron edei soi marturon ‘not prT of-other there-would-be-need to-
you witnesses” (Lys 7.22).

(64) metaschonta theleias phuseos ‘sharing-in female nature’ (cp. Pl Laws 872¢).

(65) pollen gar panu katelipen ho pater autoi ousian ‘much prr very left the father
to-him property’ (Aesch 1.42).
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(66) [ton d’ iphthimos balen Aias] [teichci hupo Troon] [Helenes posin cukomoio]
[dexiteron kata mazon] ‘[him rrr strong struck Ajax] [the-wall under of-the-Trojans]
[of-Helen the-husband having-lovely-hair] [the-right on breast].”

(67) martures d” ei men polloi paregenonto ‘witnesses pRT if PRT many there-had-
been-present” (Antiph 2.9).

(68) marcuras, hos apheka auton ton enklematon, paresketo pseudeis ‘witnesses, that
I-had-released him from-the charges, he-produced false’ (Dem 45.5).

{69) *tauten tote cisballousin ¢is to plolon to grammateidion hina echoien emoi ten
aitian epipherein ‘this; then they-throw into the boat the note so-that they-may-have
against-me the charge; to-bring’ (cp. Antiph 5.55).

(70) *en autol ouden isasi prin g ede osi toi kakoi ‘in actual; nothing they-know
until prT already they-are the evil; (cp. Antiph 1.29).

(71) chopos men ck tond’ ouket’ oid” apollutai ‘and-how prT after this not I-know
she-perished” (O771251).

(72) boulomai de tauten hos estin alethes epideixai saphos pasin humin ‘I-wish prr
this-acc that it-is true to-show clearly to-all of-you’ (Dem 29.10).

{73) toutous de tous desmous clegon hoti chalepon ouden sundein “these prr the
bonds I-said that difficult-is not to-tie’ (Pl Polit 310e).

(74) horais ton cutrapezon hos hedus bios ‘you-see the luxurious-acc how sweet-is
life-nom’ (Eur Frag 1052.3).

(75) wolouton mentoi kai ego oida hoti pathos pathoimi an ‘such prT too T know that
fate I-would-suffer’ (Pl Gorg 522b).

Chapter 3

(1) ep’ aroteras... strateuometha andras ‘against farmers we-are-making-war men’
(Her 7.50); ep’ andras strateuometha agathous ‘against men we-are-making-war valiant
(Her 7.53).

(2) parechomenoi neas ogdokonta ‘supplying ships eighty’ (Her 8.44); neas pare-
chomenoi ogdokonta ‘ships supplying eighty’ (Her 6.8).

(3) odmen de barean parechetai ‘a-smell prT strong it-gives-oft” (Her 2.94); odmen
parechomenon barean ‘a-smell giving-off strong’ (Her 6.119).

(4) chronou bracheos diclthontos ‘time short having-elapsed’ (Dem 5.5); epeidan de
chronos dielthei brachus *when prr time elapsed short” (Dem 20.86).

(5) pantes hoi polemoi gegonasi hoi Hellenikoi ‘all the wars have-occurred the
Greek’ (Dem 9.22).

(6) oikian oikodomeken Eleusini tosauten ‘a-house he-has-built at-Eleusis so-great’
(Dem 21.158).

(7) ges periodos pases ‘of-the-earth a-map whole” (Ar Clouds 206); aischunes peri
kakes ‘dishonour about disgraceful’” (Pl Laws 647b).

(8) hippomachia tis egeneto braxeia ‘cavalry-battde some occurred short’” (Thuc
2.22.2).

(9) ho palaios keleuel nomos ‘the old prescribes law’ (Dem 20.99); nomos d” eic
patrios ‘a-law prr there-is old’ (Andoc 1.110).

(10) andron ero presbuteron.. onomata kal meirakion ‘of-men I-shall-say older
names and of-youths’ (Aesch 1.155).
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(11) theous nemesizeto aien eontas ‘the-gods he-was-in-awe-of always being’ (Od
1.263}.

(12) epesti kolossos lithinos ‘there-is-on-top a-colossus of-stone’ (Her 2.149); krepis
d’ hupen lichine ‘a-foundation prT there-was-below of-stone’” (Xen An 3.4.7).

(13) Ares enarize miaiphonos ‘Ares was-stripping murderous’ (//5.844).

(14) Hippotherides anetheken Acharneus ‘Hippotherides dedicated-chis the-Achar-
nian’ DAA 246.

(15) Solonos eipontos Athenaiou ten gnomen ‘Solon speaking the-Athenian the
opinion’ (Aesch 3.108).

(16) Prodikos hode ‘Prodicus this” (Pl Pror 340c).

(17) Hupo toutoui tou Marsuou ‘by this the Marsyas” (P1 Symp 215¢).

(18) ho nomos hode ‘the law this’ (Andoc 1.99).

(19) houtosi ho nomos ‘this the law’ (Andoc 1.87).

{20) out’ en tautei tei machei out’ en tais allais ‘neither in this the battle nor in the
others’ (Thuc 6.69.1).

(21) polesi gar rautais monais ‘cities PrT these alone’ (Thuc 7.55.2).

(22) tauten ten machen... krino ischuroraten genesthai ‘this the battle I-consider
the-hardest to-have-been” (Her 1.214).

(23) ek tautes tes polios ‘from this the city’ (Her 2.41); peri tes chores tautes ‘about
the country this’ (Her 2.13); tas en tei poli tautel gunaikas ‘the in the city this women’
(Her 2.60).

(24) ho chronos dicleluthen houtos ‘the time has-passed this’ (Dem 2.25).

(25) ou monon... dia ten praxin orgizesthai tauten alla kai dia ton logon touton ‘not
only because-of the behaviour to-be-angry this but also because-of the speech this’ (Lyc
58).

(26) tauta de legontos tou patros tou emou ‘these-things PRT saying the father the
my’ (Andoc 1.22).

(27) ten metera gemantos ten emen ‘the mother having-married the my (Dem
45.3).

(28) hoi chrestoi presbeis houtoi ‘the excellent ambassadors these” (Dem 18.30).

(29) treis men bioi... tou koinou toutou biou ‘three prT lives... of-the combined this
life’ (Pl Phil 22d).

(30) hot’ en pais hede moi ‘when there-was child this to-me’ (Eur Supp/ 1098).

(31) : aidetir ta graphea : tai kadaleoito : ‘if prr anyone the writings : these damages’
(LSAG 42.6).

(32) hos g’ heliou tod’ eisoran emoi phaos monos dedokas ‘who prr of-the-sun this
to-see to-me light alone have-given” (Philoct 663).

(33) hin’ eideth’ helika pragmath’ he miare kephale taraxas’ haute diken ouk edoke
‘so-that you-may-know how-much trouble the hateful person; having-stirred-up this;
punishment not incurred” (Dem 18.153).

(34) theous de sebontai mounous tousde ‘gods prT they-worship alone these’ (Her
5.7).

(35) paida anoeton chaironta ede eides?... andra de oupo eides anoeton chaironta? ‘a-
child foolish rejoicing already did-you-see? a-man prT ever didn’t-you-see foolish rejoic-
ing? (Pl Gorg 497¢).

(36) grammat cktitheis pseude ‘letters publishing false’ (Dem 25.50).
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(37) hote hippeuen... hippous cktesato lamprous ‘when he-served-in-the-cavalry
horses he-procured fine” (Lys 19.63).

(38) estheti de chreomenous Mediket ‘clothes prr using Median” (Her 5.9).

(39) toutois ousian ho pater katelipe pollen ‘to-these property the father left much’
{(Isae 7.5).

(40) tas d” emas tuchas tis ar’ Achaion... echei? ‘the prT my fortunes who pr of-the-
Achacans controls?” (7road 292).

(41) soi te gar paidon ti dei? ‘to-you and prr of-children what there-is-need?” (Med
565).

(42) soi de pos phainetai? ‘to you prr how does-it-appear?” (Pl Crar 403b).

{43) eisphoras logizel posas? ‘taxes you-calculate how-great?” (Isae Frag 2).

{(44) paidas de de ti tousd” apokteinai theleis? “boys prRT prT Why these to-kill you-
wish?” (HF 200).

(45) onkon gar allos onomatos ti dei trephein metroon? ‘the-pride prT in-vain of-
the-name why should cherish of-a-mother?” (7rach 817).

(46) chronon d’ emeinat’ allon en Troiai poson? ‘time prT did-you-stay other in
Troy how-much?” (Hel/ 113).

{47) poson chronon gar diapeporthetai polis ‘how-much time prT has-been-
destroyed the-city?” (He/ 111).

(48) ego d’ epeide chronon emein” hoson me chren ‘I prT when time I-remained as-
much-as for-me it-was-required’ (Hel 612).

(49) chronon men ouk an emen en Thrakei polun ‘time prRT not prRT we-would-
have-been in Thrace much’ (Ar Ach 136).

(50) ho gar aner kai dunamin cchei megalen kai onomastos estin ‘the prT man both
power has great and famous is’ (Xen Hell 6.1.4).

(51) tas naus ton Athenaion ‘the ships of-the Athenians” (Thuc 7.74.2); ton Ath-
enaion toi peri tas naus erumati ‘of-the Athenians the around the ships fortification’
(Thuc 8.55.3); tas ton Athenaion naus ‘the of-the Athenians ships’ (Thuc 7.23.3);
holon to strateuma to ton Athenaion ‘whole the army the of-the Athenians’ (Thuc
8.50.5).

(52) to stratopedon ton Athenaion ‘the army of-the Athenians’ (L'huc 4.94.2); to
ton Athenaion stratopedon ‘the of-the Athenians army’ (Thuc 2.25.2).

(53) hoi men hoplitai ton Chalkideon... nikontai hupo ton Athenaion... hot dec
hippes ton Chalkideon... nikosi tous ton Athenaion hippceas ‘the prr hoplites of-the
Chalcidians are-conquered by the Athenians, the prr cavalry of-the Chalcidians con-
quer the of-the Athenians cavalry’ (Thuc 2.79.3).

(54) ta teiche ton Athenaion ‘the walls of-the Athenians’ (Thuc 7.3.4).

(55) paroikodomesantes kai parelthontes ten ton Athenaion oikodomian ‘building-
across and passing the of-the Athenians construction’” (Thuc 7.6.4).

(56) meta de ten ton andron es ten neson diakomiden ‘after prT the of-the men to
the island cransfer’ (Thuc 3.76.1).

(57) ton Surion tous klerous ‘of-the Syrians the farms” (Her 1.76).

(58) deisantes ton Athenaion to tolmeron kai ten neoteropoiian ‘fearing of-the Athe-
nians the daring and the revolutionary-spirit’ (Thuc 1.102.3).

(59) ton hopliton to stiphos ‘of-the hoplites the mass’ (Thuc 8.92.5).

(60) ten choran autou ‘the country his’ (Dem 17.6); tas heautou choras ‘the of-
himself lands’ (Dem 7.82).
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(61) ten gunaik’ autou ‘the wife his’ (Dem 18.204); ten heautou gunaik® ‘the of-
himself wife’ (Dem 59.110).

(62) proseballon auton toi teichei ‘they-were-attacking of-them the wall’ (Thuc
3.52.2).

(63) tes oikias tautes hestcke ra oikopeda ‘of-the house that stand the foundations’
(Aesch 1.182); he stratia hexei ton Athenaion ‘the army will-come of-the Athenians’
(Thuc 4.42.3).

(64) ten tes poleos horon rhomen ‘the of-the city secing strength’ (P1 AL 1.135¢).

(65) tas d’ cpistolas humin anagnosomai tas tou Philippou ‘the prr letters to-you I-
will-read the of-the Philip’ (Dem 19.187).

(66) son men echthairon lechos kaines de numphes himeroi peplegmenos ‘your prr
hating bed, of-a-new prr bride by-love struck’ (Med 555); ¢ son cchthairon lechos ‘or
your hating bed’ (Med 697).

(67) son demas theromenos ‘your person looking-for’ (Phoen 699); kai son eksosai
demas ‘and your to-save person’ (Hel 1092).

(68) anax tesde chthonos ‘king of-this land’ (HF 8); tesde koiranos chthonos ‘of-this
ruler land” (Med 71).

(69) hos kakon tond’ aitios ‘who for-evils these is-responsible’ (/4 895); tond’ hos
aitios kakon ‘“for-these who is-responsible evils’ (Med 332).

(70) en reid” hemerai ‘on this day’ (Hipp 22); teid” en hemerai ‘this on day’ (Hipp
726).

(71} lipousa tousde... domous Teaving this house’ (Hel 1526); tousd’ an eklipoi
domous ‘this prT he-would-leave house” (Hipp 796).

(72) hupo tautes agomenoi tes elpidos ‘by this induced the hope” (Pl Phaedo 68a).

(73) rousde ge sterxeis nomous ‘these pRT you-will-like laws’ (Hipp 461).

(74) toisd’ episteneis teknois ‘over-these you-lament children’ (Med 929).

(75) touth’ humin anagnosetai to epigramma ‘this to-you he-will-read the inscrip-
tion’ (Dem 20.112).

(76) ou tauten houtos agei ten hesuchian ‘not this he practises the tranquility’ (Dem
18.308).

(77) ou gar s’ egoge teid” emei thapso cheri ‘not prT you I with-this my shall-bury
hand’ (A 665).

(78) out’ elthes es tond’ ex emou kletheis taphon ‘nor you-came to this by me
invited funeral’ (Al 629).

(79) tonde dialusis kakon ‘of-these the-termination evils’ (Phoen 435).

(80) tende diasoisai polin ‘this to-save city’ (Phoen 783).

(81) ton son Hellas apoteisei phonon ‘for-the your Greece will-atone murder” (/7
338).

(82) Skamandrious gar tasde diaperon rhoas ‘of-the-Scamander prT these crossing
streams’ (T'road 1151).

(83) hoi dierotontes humas houtoi pephenasi rhetores ‘the questioning you these
have-shown-up orators’ (Dem 3.22).

(84) chloran d’ an’ hulen ‘green prr in the-forest’ (Hipp 17).

(85) cs telouron hekomen pedon ‘to a-distant we-have-come land’ (PV'1).

(86) sen molont’ eph’” hestian ‘your coming to hearth’ (Hec 1216).

(87) cunas eluthon pros Hektoros ‘bed I-came to Hector’s” (Rbes 660).



314 Discontinuous Syntax

(88) epi skenen iontes ten Xenophontos ‘to the-tent coming the of-Xenophon’ (Xen
An 6.4.19).

(89) leukon edidosan gala ‘whitc they-gave milk’ (Bacch 700).

(90) stikton ¢ enduta nebridon ‘of-dappled and garments fawnskin’ (Baech 111).
(91) apeirona ponton ‘the-endless sea.’

(92) pikron oiston ‘the-bitter arrow’ (//4.118).

(93) heileto d” oxun akonta ‘he-took prr a-sharp javelin’ (Od 14.531).

(94) xanthen apekeirato chaiten ‘golden he-cut-off hair’ (//23.141).

(95) pleiston hapsamenos logon ‘very-many having-touched-on topics’ (Al 964).
(96) megiston aitios kakon ‘for-the-greatest responsible cvils’” (Med 1080).

(97) megiston aitios kakon ‘for-the-greatest responsible evils’ (IDem 18.143).
(98) chruseen epetheke koronen ‘a-golden he-put-on tip” (Z/4.111).

(99) tous te Skuthas katestrepsato kai tous Threikas ‘the both Scythians he subdued
and the Thracians’ (Her 2.103).

(100) su te gar Hellen ei kai hemeis ‘you-sG both prr Greck are and we’ (Xen An
2.1.16).

(101) Gorgous ommat’ echon ede brotoloigou Arcos ‘of-the Gorgon the-eyes having
and of-men-destroying Ares’ (//8.349).

(102) ei me Nux dmeteira theon esaose kai andron ‘if not Night tamer of-gods had-
saved-me and of-men’ (// 14.259).

(103) apo ktencon zoousi kai ichthuon ‘from livestock they-live and fish" (Her
1.216).

(104) neon apo kai klisiaon ‘the-ships from and the-huts” (7/ 16.45).

{(105) enorcei pisunoi kai kartei cheiron ‘in-valour trustful and in-the-strengeh of-
their-hands’” (7/ 11.9).

(106) pollous Jogous kai tapeinous ‘many words and humble” (Dem 21.186).

(107) megalois lithois kai olisthcrois ‘with-big scones and slippery’ (Xen An 4.3.6).

(108) polla kai pathontes kaka kai poicsantes ‘many both having suffered losses and
having-inflicted” (Acsch 2.172).

(109) daimonic tis ginetai horme ‘heaven-sent some occurs impulse’ (Her 7.18).

(110) ei tina tes Attikes leistal topon karalaboien ‘if some of-the Attica pirates place
were-to-seize’ (Dem 7.4).

(111) ei tina pros allon deoi ‘if anyonc to other it-was-necessary’ (Thuc 5.37.2).

{112) «ci tis bouloito ton Lakedaimonion ‘if anyone wanted of-the-l.acdacmonians’
(Her 7.34).

{(113) gunaika de gameten ean aner di’ orgen kteine tina tis ‘wife; pRT wedded; if hus-
bandy through anger kills any; anyy’ (Pl Zaws 868d).

(114) es ton tina komeon ‘to of-the any villages” (Her 1.185).

(115) ron tis dokimon allos Medon ‘of-the; someg notable; other, Medians, (Her
1.124).

(116) eigar ds polis ploutet xulois... ti d’ ei us sideroi.. ploutei polis? ‘if PRT some city
is-rich in-timber, what prT if some in-iron is-rich city?’ (Xen Ath Pol2.11).

(117) polu gar ton hippon etrechon thatton ‘much prr than-the horses they ran
faster’ (Xen An 1.5.2).

(118) edoke Gorgiat argurion toi Leontinoi ‘he-gave to-Gorgias moncy the one-
from-Leontini’ (Xen An 2.6.16).
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(119) kai min bale meron oistoi dexion ‘and him struck on-the-thigh with-an-arrow
right (//11.583).

(120) apoluo kai humas tes aitias kai Agasian ‘I-absolve both you of-the accusation
and Agasias’ (Xen An 6.6.15).

(121) spondas epoiesanto hekaton Athenaioi ete kai Argeioi ‘treaty made for-a-hun-
dred the-Athenians years and the-Argives’ (Thuc 5.47.1).

(122) tous de doulous hoi Skuthai pantas tuphlousi ‘the PrT slaves; the Scythians all;
blind’ (Her 4.2).

(123) tojauten dia telous gnomen echo ‘such through-to the-end opinion I-have’
(Lys 25.17).

(124) echei gunaikas hekastos pollas ‘has wives each many’ (Her 5.5).

{(125) tini chromenos tekmerioi? ‘what using evidence?” (Dem 20.115); toi autoi...
chresometha tekmerioi ‘the same we-will-use evidence” (P1 Symp 195¢).

(126) horo de thiasous treis gunaikeion choron, hon erch” henos men Autonoe, tou
deuterou meter Agaue se, tritou d’ Ino chorou ‘I-sce prT bands three of-female dancers,
of-which one prT Autonoe led, the second mother Agave your, the-third prt Ino band’
(Bacch 680).

{127) apangellein tis tina auton timai ton enthade. Terpsichorai... tous en tois chor-
ois.. tei d’ cratoi tous en tois crotikois... tei de... Kalliopel... tous en philosophiai diagon-
tas ‘to-announce which which of-them honours of-those here. To-Terpsichore those in
the dances, to-the prT Erato those in the love, to-the prT Calliope those in philosophy
passing-life’ (Pl Phaedr 259¢).

(128) toi men diokonti elatto epoiesan ta epitimia... toi de pheugonti megalas
epethekan timorias ‘for-the prT prosecution less they-made the penalty, for-the prr
defendant great they-imposed punishments’ (Dem 47.2).

(129) :ton Logron topiwoiqot : kai ton epiwoiqon toi Logroi : ‘of-the Locrians for-
the-colonist and of-the colonists for-the Locrian’ (Locr 34).

(130) ho d’ adikos logos... pharmakon deitai sophon ‘the PrT unjust argument rem-
edies needs sophisticated’ (Phoen 471).

(131) rtauten men oun es ton mellonta chronon anegrapsan ten politeian, en de toi
paronti kairoi tende ‘this prT for the future time they-wrote the constitution, in prT the
present crisis this” (Arist Ath Pol 31.1).

(132) duoin ge pantes anthropoi logoin ton kreisson’ ismen ‘of-two prr all men
arguments the stronger we-know’ (Eur Supp/ 486).

(133) lepra ep’ ommaton phare balousa ton son ‘fing; on eyesy veil; putting the
youry (Hur Suppl 286).

(134) pedia de panta... okeia margois phlox edainuto gnathois ‘plain prr whole the-
swift; with-fierceg flame; devoured jawsg’ (Phrynichus 5.3).

(135) hen ouden houto dunamin echei paideion mathema megalen ‘one; none; so
power, has instructional; discipline; bigy (Pl Laws 747b).

(136) hos mega pasin herkos Achaioisin peletai polemoio kakoio ‘who a-great for-all
protection the-Achaeans is of-war evil’ (//1.283).

(137) cpiballomenan chaitaisin cuode rhodeon plokon antheon ‘putting on-her-hair
a-fragrant; of-rose; wreath; blossomsy’ (Med 842).

(138) touton hapasas ton tropon cilephenai tas boulas ‘in-this; ally the way; to-have-
received-it the councilsy” (Dem 22.6).
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(139) meden... hetton heteran heteras psuchen psuches einai ‘no less one than-
another; soul soul; to-be’ (Pl Phaedo 93d).

(140) hetera d” aph’ heteron kaka kakon kurei ‘one; PrRT from anothery evil; evily
occurs’ (Hec 690).

(141) rtous diaphancas lithous toi puri ‘the red-hot stones with-the fire’ (Her 4.75).

(142) t ton parodon ton eis Pulas choria kuria ‘the of-the approaches the to Ther-
mopylae places controlling’ {Aesch 2.132).

(143) ten metaxu polin Heraias kai Makistou ‘the between city Heraca and Macis-
tus’ Xen Hell 3.2.30).

{(144) tei dc proteraiai hemeral xunebe tes maches tautes ‘on-the pRT previous day it-
happened to-the batde this’ (Thuc 5.75.4).

(145) cpi tous paratetagmenous hippeas ‘against the drawn-up-opposite cavalry’
(Xen Hell 3.4.23).

(146) en tais polesi tais stasiazousais ‘in the cities the politically-unstable’ (Xen Azh
Pol3.10).

(147) kata tas pulas tas eis ten akran pherousas ‘towards the gates the to the citadel
leading’ (Xen An 5.2.23).

(148) tous hupo ton leiston haliskomenous barbarous ‘the by the patrols captured
barbarians’ (Xen Hell 3.4.19).

(149) ras polemousas pros allelas poleis ‘the fighting against ecach-other cities” (Xen
Vect 5.8).

(150) ten ex hapantos tou aionos sunethroismenen tei polei doxan ‘the from all the
time accumulated to-the city glory’ (Lye 110).

(151) ton rheonta potamon dia tes poleos ‘the flowing river through the city’ (Xen
Hell 5.2.4).

(152) tas meta tou Demosthenous naus cpelthousas ‘the with the Demosthenes
ships coming-after’ (Thuc 7.55.1).

(153) ton retagmenon chronon en tois nomois ‘of-the prescribed times in the laws’
(Dem 24.26).

(154) hoi d’ ek ton Surakouson tote meta ten tou Plemmuriou halosin presbeis
oichomenot es tas poleis ‘the prT from the Syracuse then after the of-the Plemmyrium
capture ambassadors going to the cities’ (Thuc 7.32.1).

(155) tei mellouset tou ontos hikanos te kai teleos psuchei metalepsesthai ‘the going-
to of-the reality sufficiently both and completely spirit partake” (Pl Rep 486¢).

(156) aitian legontes pseude ‘reason saying a-false’ (Dem 20.133).

(157) oudemian ekeinou peri touton poicsamenou diathcken ‘no him about these-
things having-made will’ (Isac 8.40).

(158) ego te gar lexasa kouphisthesomai psuchen kakos se ‘I and prT having-spoken
shall-be-relieved in-hcart badly about-you’ (Med 472).

(159) rautes tes presbeias ou kategoreis mou didontos tas cuthunas ‘of-this the em-
bassy not you-accuse me giving the account” (Aesch 2.96).

(160) ten stolen ckdus edoke ten Mediken ‘the robe having-taken-off he-gave the
Median” (Xen Cyr 5.1.2).

(161) deka naus apesteilet’” echonta kenas Charidemon ‘ten ships you-sent having
cmpty Charidemus’ (Dem 3.5).

(162) hekei pseude suntaxas kath’ hemon kategorian ‘he-comes a-false having-
concocted against us charge’” (Acsch 2.183).
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(163) ex heteras oicheto presbeuon poleos ‘from another he-went being-ambassador
city’ (Dem 19.147).

(164) megisten hegoumai peri emautou tei demokratiai pistin dedokenai ‘the-
greatest [-believe about myself to-the democracy assurance to-have-given’ (Lys 25.17).

(165) oudemian popote phanesetai presbeian... kalesas ‘no ever he-will-appear em-
bassy having-invited’ (Aesch 3.76).

(166) ten heterou zeton epitimian aphelesthai phainetai ‘the of-another trying civil-
rights to-take-away he-seems’ (Dem 18.15).

{(167) tis an apokrupsai chronos dunait’ an ‘what prT to-hide time would-be-able
prT (Acsch 3.222).

(168) pleista emellon pragmara hexein ‘most I-was-going-to trouble have” (Lys 3.32).

(169) posa emelles pragmata hexein ‘how-much wete-you-going-to trouble have?’

{170) hoposa an hekastos dunaito porisai moi chremata ‘how-much prr each could
provide to-me money’ (Xen Cyr 8.2.106).

(171) gunaikas de nomizontes pollas echein hekastos ‘wives prT having-the-custom
many to-have each’ (Her 4.172).

(172) hegoumenos ten megisten autois opheilein charin ‘believing the greatest to-
them to-owe thanks’ (Lys Frag 8.1.3); en pollei an echesthai humas aporiai doko ‘in
great PRT to-be-held you difficuley I-think’ (Antiph 5.65); can humin eipein hapanta
dunetho ta pepragmena if to-you to-say all I-am-able the deeds’ (Lys 1.5); megala tou-
ton oimai semeia deixein humin ‘great of-these-things I-think proof to-be-about-to-
show to-you’ (Aesch 3.177); ou prosekontas emautoi doxo proeiresthai logous ‘not
befitting myself I-will-seem to-have-chosen topics’ (Dem 18.129); ¢k toutou ten
morian aphanizein epecheiresa tou choriou ‘from this the sacred-olive to-remove I-tried
the plot-of-land” (Lys 7.28).

{173) hopos oun esesthe andres axioi tes eleutherias hes kektesthe “so-that prr you-
will-be men worthy of-the freedom which you-possess’ (Xen An 1.7.3).

(174) pollen ephe pronoian huper eusebetas echein ‘much he-said consideration for
piety to-have.’

(175) hegeomai, oimai, dokeo, phainomai, nomizo, hupolambano, aisthanomai,
peiraomai, mello, zeteo, boulomai, dei, dunamai, exesti, epicheireo, prosekei, sum-
pherei. For translation, sce footnote in text.

(176) pollen prosekei pronoian huper eusebeias echein ‘much it-befits-him consid-
eration for piety to-have’ (Aesch 2.114).

(177) me de pantas emous epielpeo muthous eidesein ‘not prT all my hope words to-
know’ (11 1.545).

(178) polees te min eresanto hippees phoreein ‘many and it prayed horsemen to-

wear ([/4.143).

Chapter 4

(1) he min egeire Nausikaan eupeplon ‘and-she her awakened Nausicaa beautifully-
dressed’ (04 6.48).

(2) he de diapro eluthen encheie ‘it prT right-through went the spear’ (7/7.260).

{3) tei rha paradrameten pheugon, ho d’ opisthe diokon ‘there prT they-ran-by
fleeing-sG, he-prT from-behind pursuing-s¢’ (7/22.157).
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(4) hoi de duo skopeloi, ho men ouranon curun hikanei ‘those prT two cliffs, the-
one PRT heaven wide reaches’ (04 12.73).

{5) tesd'... anagnousei ‘her-GEN PRT... recognizing-pat’ (Od 23.205).

(6) Zeu pater... Eelios th’ “Zeus-voc father-voc... Sun-Nom and’ (// 3.276).

(7) amphi de chaitai omois aissontai ‘around prT manc on-the-shoulders streams’ (Z/
6.509).

(8) elth’ ho geron Dolios, sun d” huieis toio gerontos ‘came that old-man Dolios,
together PRT sons of-that old-man’ (Od 24.387).

(9) Tudeiden d’ ouk an gnoies poteroisi meteie ‘the-son-of-Tydeus-acc PRT not PRT
you-could-know to-which-side he-belonged’ (7/5.85).

(10) hina min pauseic ponoio dion Achillea ‘so-that him he-might-restrain from-
labour, noble Achilles’ (//21.249).

{(11) hed’ en gounasi pipte Diones, di’ Aphrodite ‘she prr at the-knees fell of-Dione,
beaurtiful Aphrodite’ (//5.370).

(12) autar ho boun hiereusen anax andron Agamemnon piona ‘but he an-ox; sacri-
ficed king of-men Agamemnon fat;” (//2.402).

(13) piona meria kaie boos ‘fat thighs he-was-burning of-an-ox’ (Z/ 11.773).

(14) polin aipen olesa ‘city lofty I-destroyed.’

(15) polin Kilikon olesa ‘city of-the-Cilicians I-destroyed.’

(16) polin kai astu olesa ‘inhabitants and city I-destroyed.’

(17) eprathon kai olesa polin ‘I-sacked and destroyed city.’

(18) epi d’ alphita leuka palune ‘on-it prT batley white she-sprinkled’ (// 11.640);
cpi d’ epia pharmaka passe ‘on-it prT soothing medications sprinkle’ (7/11.830); cpi de
rhizan bale pikren ‘on-it prT herb he-put bitter’” (// 11.846); epi d” aigeion kne turon
‘on-it PRT goat he-grated cheese’ (77 11.639).

(19) he de Ladike apedoke ten euchen tei theoi ‘the prr Ladice fulfilled the vow to-
the goddess’ (Her 2.181).

{20) xenia edokan tei stratial ‘gifts they-gave to-the army’ (Xen An 5.5.14).

(21) toutois de choran kai oikous edoke ‘to-these prr land and houses he-gave’ (Xen
Cyr 8.4.28).

(22) ton chrematon kratein : ton epiwoiqon ‘of-the property take-possession : the
colonist’ (Locr 31).

(23) en Naupakroi : karuxai en tagorai : ‘in Naupactus : announce in the-market-
place " (Locr 20).

(24) ton au Pheidippos te kai Antiphos hegesasthen ‘these prr Phidippus both and
Antiphus led-puar’ (7/2.678).

(25) pro gar heke pater alloi te gerontes ‘out PRT sent-sG his-father the-other and
old-men’ (04 21.21).

(26) doio d’ Atreida mencten kai dios Odysseus ‘the-two prT sons-of-Atreus
remained-puaL and noble Odysseus’ (7/19.310).

(27) tacheos d’ Admatos hiken kai Melampos, eumeneontes anepsion ‘quickly prr
Admetus came-sG and Melampus, wishing-well-to-pL their-cousin® (Pi Pyzh 4.126).

(28) e men de tharsos moi Ares U edosan kai Athene ‘PRT PRT PRT courage to-me
Ares both gave-rr. and Athena’ (04 14.216).

(29) See footnote in text.

(30) cidck’ Ares archosi maches e Phoibos Apollon ‘if PRT PRT Ares start-pL battle or
Phoebus Apollo’ (Z/ 20.138).
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(31) oureas men proton epoicheto kai kunas argous ‘the-mules prT first he-attacked
and the-dogs swift’ (Z/ 1.50).

(32) Dios angeloi ede kai andron ‘of-Zeus messengers and also of-men’ (//7.274).

(33) polin hairesomen euruaguian ‘the-city we-will-capture with-broad-streets’ (//
2.329); ek de polin persen Kilikon ‘out prT the-city he-wiped of-the-Cilicians’ (//
6.415).

(34) enth’ alochon te philen elipon kai nepion huion ‘where wife both dear I-left and
infant son’ (//5.480).

(35) mela phulassemenai patroia kai helikas bous ‘the-sheep to-guard paternal and
the-curved oxen’ (Od 12.136).

(36) ton rh’ Eous ckteine phaeines aglaos huios ‘whom prr of-Dawn killed bright
the-glorious son” (Od 4.188).

{37) chlainan kalen balen ede chitona ‘cloak beautiful she-put-on and tunic’ 10.365);
chlainan bale phoinikoessan ‘cloak he-threw-off purple’ (O 14.500).

(38) kai min bale meron oistoi dexion ‘and him he-hit on-the-thigh; with-an-arrow
right;” (// 11.583).

(39) : diomosai horqon : ton nomion : ‘to-swear an-oath : the prescribed’ (Locr 45).

(40) en tepiaroi k’ enechoito : toi ‘ntaut’ egramenoi ‘to the-penalty prT he-should-
be-liable : the here written” (LSAG 42.6).

(41) ha de bola potelato : hantituchonsa ‘the prT council shall-enferce-it : the-one-
in-office’ (1G 4.554).

{42) qoi basileus edoq’ hoiguptios ‘and-the king gave the-Egyptian’ (Masson et al.
1988).

(43) phrazon halosin Iliou t' anastasin ‘indicating the-capture, of-Troy and the-
destruction’ (4g 589).

(44) labon chlanida kai peribalomenos purren ‘taking a cloak; and putting-on red;
(Her 3.139).

(45) hai sumphorai ton anthropon archousi kai ouki honthropoi ton sumphoreon
‘the circumstances the men govern and not the-men the circumstances” (Her 7.49).

(46) epea pteroenta proseuda ‘words winged he-addressed.’

(47) thuoen nephos ‘fragrant cloud’ (//15.153).

(48) rhodoenti de chrien elaioi ‘with-rose-scented prT she-anointed-him oil’ (7/
23.186).

(49) aner chalkeus ‘man smith’ (04 9.391); ten chalkees kamon andres ‘which
smiths made men’ ({/4.187).

(50) pentekonrta d’ helon diphrous ‘“fifty prr I-seized chariots’ (7/11.748).

(51) euru gar amph’ omoisin echei sakos ‘broad prr around his-shoulders he-has
shield’ (7/11.527).

(52) hos ar’ ephan apiontes, emon d’ cgelasse philon ker hos onom’ exapatesen emon
‘so PrT they-spoke leaving, my prr smiled dear heart how name deceived my’ (Od
9.413).

(53) leukous d’ eperesen odontas ‘his-white PRT it-picrced teeth’ (£/5.291).

(54) chruseia pater etitaine talanta ‘the-golden the-Father held-up scales’ (/7 8.69).

(55) adakruto echen osse ‘tearless he-held his-eyes’ (Od 4.186).

(56) rtachees &’ ckpipton oistoi ‘the-swift prr fell-out arrows’ (7/21.492).

(57) tarpheiai niphades Dios ekpoteontai psuchrai ‘thick the-snowflakes from-
heaven fly-down cold’ (//19.357).
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(58) aure d’ ek potamou psuchre pneei “a-breeze PRT from the-river cold blows’ (Od
5.469)
(59) neoutarou {eouses) erree cheiras ‘from-newly-wounded (being) it-ran-down
arm’ (// 13.539).

{(60) cpempsan... estephanomenous duo kerukas ‘they sent garlanded two heralds’
(Xen Hell 4.7.3).

(61) melan d” anckekicn haima ‘dark prr gushed blood’ (1/7.262).

(62) ceri d’” enchos ckeklito kai tache’” hippo ‘on-a-cloud prr his-spear was-leaning

and his-swift horses” (//5.356); chrusampukas citeen hippous ‘the-having-golden-front-
lets she-asked-for horses” (ib. 358); doke chrusampukas hippous ‘he-gave-her the-
having-golden-frontlets horses’ (ib. 363).

(63) Troon rhegnunto phalangas ‘of-the-Trojans they-broke the-ranks’ (/7 13.718).

{64) e tis sphoe poren theos antibolesas ‘or some you gave god having-met’ (//
10.546).

(65) tecon d’ ex euchertai einai andron? ‘from-what prT he-claims to-be men?’

{66) poluphorbou peirata gaics ‘of-the-boundiful the-ends earth’ (//14.200).

(67) hieres para puthmen’ elaies ‘of-the-sacred by the-trunk olive’ (Od 13.372).

(68) kakon epilethon hapanton ‘of-misfortunes causing-oblivion all’ (O 4.221).

(69) melainaon apo neon ‘the-black from ships’ (7/ 24.780).

(70) hon korunctes geinat’ Arcithoos kai Phulomedousa boopis ‘whom the-mace-
bearer begat Areithous and Phylomedusa ox-eyed’ (7/7.10).

(71) Peneleos de Lukon te sunedramon ‘Peneleus prT Lycon and ran-together’ (//
16.335).

(72) hechi thoas Simoeis sumballcton ede Skamandros ‘where their-streams Simois
join-puaL and Scamander’ (//5.774).

(73) oinon cmisgon eni kretersi kai hudor ‘wine they-were-mixing in bowls and
water’ (Od 1.110).

(74) to engus monon horon kai to parachrema ‘the near only seeing and the imme-
diate’ (Pl Crar 395d).

(75) harmoniai monon kai mekei ‘in-tonc only and in-duration” (Pl Craz 416b).

(76) suncboulcuc... gunaika me agesthai teknopoion es ta oikia ‘he-advised woman
not to-bring child-bearing into the home’ (Her 1.59).

(77) ep’ andras strateuometha agathous ‘against men we-are-waging-war valiant’
{Her 7.53); es gen epleuse Troiad’ ‘to the-land he-sailed Trojan” (Eur £73).

(78) kai tol nedumos hupnos epi blepharoisin epipte negretos, hedistos, thanatoi
anchista coikos ‘and to-him pleasant sleep on his-eyclids fell sound, very-swect, to-death
most-closely resembling’ (Od 13.79).

(79) pedas chruscias cbale “fetters gold he-put-on’; Abanta kai Polueidon metoicheto
‘Abas and Polyidus he-went-after.’

{80) opa chalkeon ‘voice brazen’ (7/18.222).

(81) theleia d” hippos kale ou kalon...? ‘female pRT horse beautiful-rEM not beauti-
ful-neuT-is?” (Pl Hipp Mai 288b).

(82) lithoi te kai plinthot kai xula kai keramos ataktos men errimena ouden chresima
estin ‘stones and and bricks and timber and tiles without-order prT thrown-together not
useful-NeuT is” (Xen Mem 3.1.7).

(83) epeita de chili’ hupeste aigas homou kai ois ‘then prT a-thousand-NEUT he-
promised goats together and sheep’ (//11.244).
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(84) amphi de min thakos... balen ede chitona rhogalea rhupoonta ‘around prr him
a-cloak she-put and a-tunic torn-NeuT and filthy-NeuT” (04 13.435).

(85) esthera de phoreousi hoi hirees lineen mounen ‘clothing prr wear the priests
linen only’ (Her 2.37).

(86) heimata te ephoreon ta kallista ‘clothes and they-wore the best” (Her 3.27).

(87) cheir’ hele dexiteren ‘her-hand he-took right’ (Od 1.121); thuras epetheke
phaeinas ‘the-doors she-closed shining” (//14.169).

(88) peri kouleon een argurcon ‘around-it a-scabbard there-was silver’” (/7 11.30);
kretera pherein Megapenthe” anogen argureon ‘bowl to-bring Megapenthes he-told sil-
ver’ (Od 15.103); ho d’ ara kretera phaeinon thek’ autou proparoithe pheron krateros
Megapenthes argurcon ‘he prr prT bowl shining placed him before bringing mighty
Megapenthes silver’ (Od 15.121).

(89) cntha hoi aule hupsele dedmeto periskeptoi ent choroi kale te megale te,
petidromos ‘where to-him high was-built visible-around in place beautiful and great
and, with-open-space-around’ (Od 14.5).

{90) See footnote in text.

{(91) Troes d” epi dourat’ echeuan oxea pamphanoonta ‘the-1rojans PRT on-him
spears poured sharp gleaming’ (1/5.618).

(92) koruthi d’ epenecue phacinei tetraphaloi ‘with-his-helmet prRT he-nodded bright
four-bossed’ (//22.314).

(93) plokamous eplexe phaeinous kalous ambrosious ‘her-hair she-plaited glossy
beautiful divine’ {7/ 14.176).

(94) thamnos ephu tanuphullos elaies herkeos cntos akmenos thalethon ‘a-bush
grew longleaved of-olive the-courtyard inside fullgrown flourishing’ (Od 23.190).

(95) lithon heileto cheiri pacheiei keimenon en pedioi melana trechun te megan te
‘a-stone she-scized in-her-hand stout lying on the-ground black rough and great and’ (//
21.403).

(96) epi de Troes keladesan nepioi; ek gar spheon phrenas heileto Pallas Achene
‘thereat prt the-Trojans applauded foolish; from prT them sense took Pallas Athene’ (//
18.310).

(97) pardaleci men prota metaphrenon euru kalupse poikilei ‘with-a-leopard-skin
pRT first his-back broad he-covered spotted’ (£/10.29).

(98) he hoi hapasas | esch’ odunas ‘which to-him all | stopped pain’ (J/11.847).

(99) par de hoi alloi | naion Boiotoi ‘beside prT him other | live Boeotians’ (//
5.710).

(100) megiston | tekmor ‘the-greatest | guarantee’ (7/1.525).

(101) hos ken emes ge | choinikos haptetai ‘whoever prT my prr | food shares’ (Od
19.27).

(102) e mala lugres | peuseai angelies ‘PrT very miserable | you-will-learn news’ (//
18.18).

(103) houneka kalon | cidos ep’ ‘because handsome | appearance there-belongs-to-
him® (//3.44).

(104) chruseoisin / aorteressin ‘with-golden / rings’ (// 11.31).

(105) hieroio domoio | ‘of-the-holy house |* (Z/ 6.89).

(106) kope | arguree ‘a-hilt | silver’ (Od 8.403).

(107) hedus hupnos ‘sweet sleep.”
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(108) hupnon | hedun ‘sleep | sweet’ (Od 1.364); ex hupnou m’ anegeireis | hedeos
‘from sleep me you-are-waking [ sweet’ (Od 23.16).

(109) heurc de phokas | zatrepheas ‘he-found prr the-seals | fat’ (Od 4.450).

(110) homophrosunen opaseian | esthlen ‘harmony may-they-grant-you | good’ (Od
6.181).

(111) hai men leptas othonas echon, hoi de chitonas | heiat’ cunnetous ‘these prr
fine dresses had, those prT tunics | wore well-woven’ (/ 18.595).

(112) panta [peresamen eurea ponton] ‘all [we-crossed the-wide scal” (Od 24.118);
leurea peresamen ponton] ‘[the-wide we-crossed seal’; panta [peresamen ponton] ‘all
[we-crossed the-sea).’

(113) mega gar min Olumpios etrephe pema ‘as-a-great PRT him the-Olympian
reared woe’ (//6.282).

(114) cutrichas hoplisath’ hippous ‘having-beautiful-manes he-prepared horses” (//
23.351).

(115) tout’ echoi geras “this could-have privilege’ (LGS 370.14).

(116) touto geras apeneime ‘this privilege he-attributed’ (Pl Pror 341¢).

Chapter 5

(1) touton authis ho makarios periptuxamenos Markianos epi to tou sitou apegage
katagogion, “Eulogeson” legon “pater, hoste tas tes apothekes ancoixai thuras hemas kai
ek ton ageorgeton drepsasthai karpon ‘him prT the blessed having-embraced Marcianus
to the of-the grain lead store, “Bless” saying “father, so-that the of-the granary may-
open doors we and from the uncultivated pluck harvest’ (Theodorus 75).

(2) pollen moi aporian parechei ‘much to-me difficulty it-affords’ (Lys 19.1).

(3) megala ekiesato chremarta... megala hoi chremata anatheinai ‘great she-obrained
wealth... great to-her wealth to-ascribe’ (Her 2.135).

(4) oud’...dolies epeletheto technes ‘nor his-deceitful did-he-forget ways’ (04 4.455).

(5) kakonepilethon hapanton ‘of-misfortunes inducing-forgetfulnessall’ (Od 4.221).

(6) doru t’ esche kai aspida ‘his-spear both he-held and his-shield” (77 5.300).

(7) cheiressi pepoithotes ede biephi ‘in-their-hands trusting and in-their scrength’ (7/
12.135).

(8) dolon at’” ede ponoio ‘of-guile insatiable and of batde-toil’ (// 11.430).

(9) arnon knises aigon te telcion ‘of-sheep the-sacrificial-aroma of-goats and un-
blemished’ (7/ 1.66).

(10) megale gar rhope ‘great prT weight' (Dem 2.22).

(11) chlorais hup’ elatais anorophois hentai petrais ‘green under pines on-roofless
they-sit rocks’ (Bacch 38).

(12) krounon ck megalon koiles entosthe charadres ‘springs from great hollow inside
gorge’ (1{4.454).

(13) neon apo kai klisiaon ‘“the-ships from and the-huts” (7/ 13.273); epeon kecho-
lomenos ede kai ergon ‘at-words enraged and and at-deeds’ (// 11.703).

(14) mestei pollon agathon ‘full of-many good-things’ (Xen An 3.5.1); pollon aga-
thon mestai ‘of-many good-things full’ (Xen Cyr 4.1.9); pollon meston agathon ‘of-
many full good-things’ (Pl Laws 906a).
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(15) met allon murion ‘with others countless’ (Andr 697).

(16) cheiros asiderou meta ‘hand unarmed with’ (Bacch 736); pollon met’ allon
‘many with others’ (Andr 1152).

(17) allotrias ges pert ‘a-foreign land for’ (Thuc 3.13.5).

(18) ton d’ allon peri blapseon ‘the prT other about injuries’ (Pl Laws 932¢).

(19) chronon epi makron ‘time for long’ (Her 1.81).

(20) *ton tolmerotaton meta lochagon ‘the boldest with commanders.’

(21) polemion para ‘enemies from’ (Orest 875).

(22) polu pro ton allon ‘much ahead-of the others’ (Thuc 2.91.2).

(23) polu sun phronemati meizoni ‘much with confidence greater’ (Xen An 3.1.22).

(24) chthona | eis tend’ ‘land | into this’ (Eur Supp/ 1191).

(25) hupselon d’ epi | naon ‘high prT on | temples’ (Eur £/6).

(26) melainaon apo neon ‘the-black from ships’ (//16.304); melaineon herm’ odun-
aon ‘of-black carrier pains’ (//4.117).

(27) basilikon domon huper ‘the-royal palace for’ (Phoen 13206).

(28) ouranion hupsipetes es melathron ‘the-heavenly lofty to hall’ (Hec 1100).

(29) poluanori d’ en xenoenti thronoi ‘crowded prr at the-full-of-foreigners throne’
(IT1282).

(30) etea men es cikosi kai hekaton tous pollous auton apikneesthai ‘years prr up-to
wwenty and a-hundred the majority of-them teach’ (Her 3.23).

(31) tinos g hup’ allou? ‘who PRt by else?” (Hec 774).

(32) hagnois en hierois ‘the-holy in shrine’ (Andr 1065).

(33) tina boais logon? ‘what are-you-shouting words?” (Hipp 571).

(34) tin’ hupageis m’ es elpida? ‘what are-you-leading me to hope?’ (He/ 826).

(35) tou theou para ‘the god from’ (O7'95); paidos toud” emanthanon para ‘boy this
I learned from’ (Ant 1012).

{36) apo krenes melanudrou ‘from a-spring dark-watered’ (// 16.160); melainaon
apo neon ‘the-black from ships’ (7/16.304); *melainaon neon apo ‘the-black ships from.’

(37) kranaen Ithaken karta koiraneousi ‘rocky Ithaca over they-rule’ (O4 1.247).

(38) koilei para nei melainei ‘the-hollow by ship black’ (Od 3.365); *koilei nei para
melainei ‘the-hollow ship by black.’

(39) astu periplomenon deion hupo thumoraisteon ‘a-town surrounding enemies by
life-destroying’ (£/ 18.220).

(40) porphureois peploisi kalupsantes malakoisin ‘with-purple robes covering-them
soft’ (/1 24.796).

(41) auton pert ‘them about’ (Seph 226b).

(42) peri auton ‘about them’ (Euthyph 6b).

(43) rtouton peri ‘these-things about” (Meno 92¢).

(44) tou peri? ‘what in-respect-of 2’ (Soph 222d).

(45) tinon de peri? ‘what prT about?’ (Laws 809d).

(46) hedones peri monon ‘pleasure about only’ (Laws 658a).

(47) tautes de peri... tes metaboles ‘this prT about the change’ (Laws 676c).

(48) ta men oun de ton archaion peri... ta de ton neon ‘those PrT PRT PRT Of-the
ancients about... those prT of-the moderns’ (Laws 886d).

(49) ta men thanasima... ton d allon peri blapseon ‘the prr fatal-ones... the pRT
other about injuries’ (Laws 932¢).
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(50) ton te oun allon culabeisthai peri plemmelein eis diken, diapherontos de... ‘the
and prr other-things to-beware abour of-offending against justice, particularly prr’
(Laws 943¢).

(51) hon an erein peri mellei ‘which pRT to-speak about he-intends’ (Phaedr 259¢).

{(52) ¢ peri phonous ¢ peri hieron klopas ‘cither about murder or about of-sacred-
things theft’ (Euthypth 5d).

(53) rou hosiou te peri kai tou anosiou ‘the pious both about and the impious’
(Euthyph 4e).

{(54) rton allon peri nomeon ‘the other about herdsmen’ (Poliz 268b).

(55) ton megiston peri kindunon ‘the greatest about dangers’ (Thuc 1.75.5).

(56) iatron de peri panton ‘doctors prT about all’ (Laws 865b).

Chapter 6

(1) Sce footnote in text.

(2) ten allen diexelthon presbeian ‘the other I-went-through embassy’ (Aesch 2.48).

(3) tous geuomenous kunas ton probaton ‘the tasting dogs the sheep” (Dem 25.40).

(4) polu allous emou deinoterous ‘much others than-me more-skilled” (Xen Oec
2.16).

(5) he stratia hexei ton Athenaion ‘the army will-come of-the Athenians’ {Thuc
4.42.3).

(6) tous daknontas kunas ‘the biting dogs’ (Xen Hell 2.4.41).

(7) agathoi ‘in-a-good-man’ (Pl 77m 29¢).

(8) he husteraia ‘the following’; he eutheia ‘the straight.’

(9) naumachesantas mian ‘having-naval-battle-fought one-reM’ (Ar Frogs 693).

(10) ¢k de hoi tautes tes gunaikos oud’ ex alles paides eginonto ‘from PRT to-him this
wife nor from another children were-born” (Her 5.92).

(11) prophaseis anti ton alethon pseudeis metathenta ‘reasons in-place-of the true
false substituting’ {Dem 18.225).

(12) pater epetelleto Peleus ‘your-father ordered Peleus’ (7/9.252).

(13) aipoloi andres ‘goatherd men’ (//2.474).

(14) alkimon huion ‘valiant son’ (I/ 6.437).

(15) pater hoi doken emos ‘father to-him gave-it my’ (Od 1.264).

(16) en tois demosiois anagegraptai (grammasi) ‘in the public they-have-been-
registered (archives)’ (Aesch 2.58); tas t” idias dikas kai tas demosias ‘the both private
cases and the public-ones’ (Dem 18.210).

(17) hupo tes metruias tes emes exapatomene ‘by the stepmother the my deceived’
(Antiph 1.19); hupo ton cchthron peistheis ton emon ‘by the enemies persuaded the
my’ (Lys 7.39); homologoumenon de ton semeion kali para tes toutou gunaikos kai para
tes emes ‘being-acknowledged prT the seals both by the of-this-man wife and by the
mine’ (Dem 41.21).

(18) he polis en kakois tois megistois egigneto ‘the city in evils the greatest was get-
ting’ (Andoc 1.58); ten de polin en kakois ousan tois megistois ‘the PRT city in evils
being the greatest’ (Andoc 1.51); ton men tois cchthrois huparchouson dunameon tas

megistas aphelein ‘of-the PRT to-the enemy accruing strengths the biggest to remove’
(Dem 18.302).
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(19) tous idious polemous epanorthosai ‘the private wars to-fix’ (Dem 14.5); tas
idias kateskeuakasin oikias ‘the private they-have-built houses’ (Dem 23.208); tas holes
ge tes patridos spondas... ou monon tas idias ‘the to-whole prT the country obliga-
dons... not only the personal-ones’ (Dem 19.191).

(20} lege kai ten epistolen ten tou Berisadou ‘read also the letter the of-the Berisades’
(Dem 23.174); tes epistoles ekouete tes Proxenou ‘the letter you-heard the of-Proxenus’
(Acsch 2.134); kata to Kleonumou psephisma.. kata de to Peisandrou ‘according-to the
of-Cleonymus decrec... according-to PRt the of-Pisander’ (Andoc 1.27).

(21) iasomenoi to Demosthenous dorodokema ‘to-remedy the of-Demosthenes
bribery’ (Aesch 3.69); to Demosthenous epigraphein onoma ‘the of-Demosthenes to-
write name’ (Aesch 3.159); eis tas leitourgias apochoresetai. tas pot’ e pou gegonuias? tas
tou patros? ‘to the public-services he-will-have-recourse. The when or where occurring?
The of-the father?” (Dem 25.78).

(22) to teichos to makron to notion ‘the wall the long the south’ (Andoc 3.7); en tei
archaiai tei hemeterai phonei ‘in the archaic the our language’ (Pl Crar 398b).

(23} ho men de nautikos ho ton barbaron stratos ‘the prT PRT naval the of-the bar-
barians force’ (Her 7.196); trieres he strategis ede exormei he Lamachou ‘trireme the
commanding already was-at-sca the of Lamachus’ (Andoc 1.11); ten lithon tauten heo-
rakas ten kalen ten diaphane ‘the stone that have-you-seen the beautiful the transparent’
(Ar Clouds 766).

(24) hedion gar an komoidias tes phaulotates... akousaien ‘sooner PRT PRT comedy
the most-low-brow they-would-hear’ (Isoc 2.44).

(25) ta teuchea kala ‘that armour beauriful’ (//21.317).

(26) toichou tou heteroio ‘wall thac ocher’ (7/9.219).

(27) emati toi proteroi ‘day that previous’ (//21.5).

(28) ton opithen ‘those behind’ (Od 11.66); toisin Odusseos ‘with-those of-Odys-
seus’ (04 22.221).

(29) theous d” onomenen hapantas tous hupotartarious ‘the-gods pPrT he-named all
those under-Tartarus” (// 14.279).

(30) ton ariston Achaion ‘the best of-the-Achaeans’ (//5.414).

(31) ton cmon cholon ‘the my anger’ (//4.42).

(32) rous de kata prumnas te kai amph’ hala elsai Achaious ‘those PRT among the-
ships both and next-to the-sea to-hem-in Achaeans’ (// 1.409).

(33) tous men lipen autou ‘those PRT he-left there’ (//4.364).

(34) tous men heous erukake monuchas hippous ‘the prr his-own he-restrained
single-hooved horses™ (7/5.321).

(35) tous sous clenxo, meter, ci sapheis logot ‘the yours I-shall-test, mother, if are-
true words’ (Eur Phaeth 62).

(36) ten tes paranoias graphesthai diken ‘the of-the insanity to-bring accusation’ (Pl
Laws 929d).

(37) gnoi men ton Heras holos est’ autoi cholos ‘he-may-learn prr the of-Hera of-
what-sort is for-him anger’ (HF 840).

(38) pragma gar... mega kai lampron... ancileto ‘prize prT great and glorious he-has-
carried-off” (Dem 10.47); pragma heurekenai mega kai pollou axion ‘a-matter to-have-
discovered great and of-much worth’ (Lys 12.68); pos hemin he polis hoia t’ estai pole-
mein... allos te kan pros megalen te kai plousian anankasthei polemein ‘how for-us the
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city able prr will-be to-fight-a-war... particularly pr if against great both and rich it-is-
compelled to-hght’ (Pl Rep 422a).

(39) polla kai megala pragmata ‘many and great things’ (Pl Meno 99d); tous men
polla kai megala poiesantas humas agatha ‘those prrT many and great having-done you
good-things’ (Dem 26.7); me smikron morion hen pros megala kai polla aphairomen
‘not small part one with large and many let-us-contrast’ (Pl Polir 262a).

{(40) ho kalon aleison anairesesthai emelle chruseon amphoton ‘he a-beautiful cup
to-raise was-about-to gold two-handled’ (04 22.9).

(41) limenas elthes es euenemous ‘a-harbour you-came to sheltered’ (Andr 749).

(42) ck pontou bas ioeideos ‘from the-sea coming purple’ (Od 5.56); en pontoi
pathet’ algea ichthuoenti ‘in the-sca you-suffered hardships fish-teeming’ (Od 10.457).

{43) oinon echous’ en cheiri meliphrona dexiterephi ‘wine baving in hand delicious
right’ (//24.284).

(44) hina pantes Achaiol ophthalmoisin idosi ‘so-that all the-Achacans with-their-
eyes may-see’ ({/19.173).

(45) ou... pantes basileusomen cnthad’ Achaioi ‘not... all we-will-reign here Achac-
ans’ (7/2.203).

(46) hoid’ ara pantes aken egenonto siopei ‘they pRT PRT all quiet became in-silence’
(1/7.398).

(47) hoi d” ara pantes cpiachon huies Achaion ‘they prr rrT all applauded sons of-
the-Achaeans’ (//7.403).

{48) ton pantes anastenachousin Achaioi ‘whom all mourn the-Achacans’ (//23.211).

(49) tauta pantes isasin hot hippeis ‘these-things all know the knights” (Dem 21.174).

(50) tois allois hapasin anthropois ‘to-the other all men’ (Din 1.106).

{(51) pantas apektonesan autous ‘all they-have-killed them’ (Xen Hel/7.2.4).

(52) nekuos de de amphimachontai gumnou ‘the-corpse PRT PRT they-are-fighting-
around stripped’ (// 18.20); gastera tupse mescn ‘in-the-belly he-struck-him mid” (7/
4.531).

(53) meteorous exekomisan tas hamaxas ‘on-high they-lifted the wagons (Xen An
1.5.8).

{54) to ton summachon akuron pepoickos dogma ‘the of-the allies void having-
made decree’ (Aesch 2.62).

(55) polloi apethanon ‘many died’” (Xen Hell 4.8.29); polloi auton apethanon ‘many
of-them died’” (Xen Hell 5.2.42); polloi apethanon auton ‘many died of-them’ (Thuc
3.108.3); polloi cpeisthesan ton marturon ‘many are-typically-persuaded of-the wit-
nesses’ (Lyc 20).

(56) pollous echon ton epitedeion ‘many having of-the friends’ (Lys 3.38).

(57) polla men esose ton chrematon toisi Perseisi, polla de kai autos periebaleto
‘many PRT he-saved of-the precious-objects for-the Persians, many prr also himself
appropriated’ (Her 8.8).

(58) tas idias kateskeuakasin oikias ‘the private they-have-built homes” Dem 23.208).

(59) hoi men ta hupodemara ergazomenoi ta palaia ‘those prr the shocs mending
the old’ (Pl Meno 91d).

(60} tas epistolas tas tou Philippou ‘the letters the of-the Philip” (Dem 19.51); tas d’

epistolas humin anagnosomai tas tou Philippou ‘the prr letters to-you I-shall-read the

of-the Philip’ (Dem 19.187).
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(61) makaressi theois antikru machesthai tois allois ‘the-blessed gods opposite to-
fight those others” (//5.819).

(62) tois tous gumnikous nikosin agonas ‘to-those the athletic winning contests’
(Dem 20.141).

(63) ton miaron kai anaide phulaxomen amphoteroi ton Philokraten ‘the disgusting
and shameless we-will-beware-of both the Philocrates’ (Dem 19.13).

(64) ton Kerberon kuna ‘the Cerberus dog’ (Xen An 6.2.2).

(65) nux he hemere egencto ‘night the day became’ (Her 1.103).

(66) epi deipnon ‘to dinner’ (Xen Mem 1.3.6).

(67) ton de patera ton cmon ‘the PRT father the my’ (Andoc 1.41); ton emon patera
‘the my father’ (Antiph 1.15).

(68) toichou tou heteroio ‘wall that other’ (//9.219).

(69) ek petres tes autes ‘out-of rock the same’ (Her 4.90); ergoi toi aischistol ounoma
to kalliston etheu ‘to-deed the most-disgraceful name the noblest you-gave’ (Her 3.155).

(70) eis dodeka naus tas arista pleousas ‘onto ships twelve the best sailing’ (Xen Hel/
5.1.27).

(71) phusin echontes ten allen homoien toisi alloisi anthropoisi ‘nature having the
rest similar to-the other men’ (Her 3.116).

(72) tois nomois chresthai tois humeterois ‘the laws to-use the your’ (Dem 24.210).

(73) ta makrotat’ enche’ helontes ‘those longest spears taking’ (// 14.373).

(74) tous allous kelomen erieras hetairous ‘those others [-ordered faithful comrades’
(0d 9.100).

(75) pleistous de tithemenoi nomous ‘very-many prr passing laws’ (Isoc Pax 50);
pleistous diaphtheirai ton politon ‘very-many to-corrupt of-the citizens’ (ibid.).

(76) tais technais tautais parapetasmasin echresanto ‘the arts these as-a-front they-
used’ (Pl Prot 316e).

(77) allois d” au peirontai doulois chresthai ‘others prT PRT they-try as-slaves to-use’
(Xen Oec 1.22).

(78) ou gar allois tisin humas dei peri ton axion onton bouleucin tekmeriois chres-
thai ¢ humin autois ‘not pRT other any you ought about the worthy being to-be-a-coun-
cil-member evidence to-use than you yourselves’ (Lys 31.34).

(79) alla apodexamenos megala erga ‘other having-performed great deeds’ (Her
1.59).

(80) megistous humin huparchein summachous kai boethous ‘the-greatest for-you
to-be allies and assistants’ (Dem 11.2).

(81) pollen gar panu katelipen ho pater autoi ousian ‘much prT very left the father
to-him property’ (Aesch 1.42).

(82) tous Solonos anegnokenai nomous e sunienai ‘the of-Solon to-have-read laws or
to-understand’ (Dem 20.103).

(83) en tois demosiois anagegraptai grammasi ‘in the public it-has-been-registered
archives’ (Aesch 2.58); kata tous tou patros epitattonti nomous ‘according-to the of-the
father instructing laws’ (P} Criz7 120b).

(84) hos pros paidas hemas paizousas ‘as of children us making-fun’ (Pl Rep 545¢).

(85) hippada stolen enestalmenous ‘in-cavalry uniform dressed’ (Her 1.80); ten
auten eskeuasmenoi ‘in-the same equipped’ (Her 7.84).

(86) pleious trapomenos tropas tou Euripou ‘more having-turned turns than-the
Euripus’ (Aesch 3.90).
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(87) tois loipois epicheiroie pragmasin ‘to-the remaining he-could-turn-his-hands
matters’ (Dem 18.27).

(88) ho panton schetliotatos anthropon ‘the of-all most-wicked men’ (Andoc 1.124).

(89) polun poiesontai logon ‘much they-will-make specch’ (Acsch 3.28).

(90) hapasan ero ten aletheian ‘all I-will-tell the truth’ (Dem 23.187).

(91) heterous emisthosamen nautas ‘other [-hired sailors’” (Dem 50.12); pollas pros-
thentes klimakas ‘many placing ladders’” (Thuc 3.23.1).

{92) anti ton apoliponton,.. nauton heterous emisthosamen nautas ‘in-place-of the
having-deserted sailors other I-hired sailors.”

(93) klimakas prosthentes... pollas prosthentes klimakas ‘ladders placing... many plac-
ing ladders.’

(94) halontas miai psephoi monon ‘convicted on-one vote only’ (Andoc 4.9); miai
monon halonai psephoi ‘by-one only to-be-convicted vote’ (Dem 21.75).

(95) tous tou Christou stratiotas he hiera tou xulou proskaleitai eche ‘the of-the
Christ soldiers the holy of-the cross calls sound’ (Theodorus 86).

(96) monais tautais apagoreuousin hoi nomoi tais gunaixin ‘to-alone these forbid the
laws the women’ (Dem 59.86); *monoi houtoi apagorcuousi tails gunaixin hoi nomoi
‘alone; these; forbid to-the women the laws;.’

(97) medemian kataleipesthai prophasin ‘no to-be-left reason’ (Dem 25.17).

(98) ton cuklea thanaton athanaton peri ton agathon kataleipein logon ‘the glorious
death an-immortal about the good-things to-leave reputation’ (Lys 2.23); *ton euklea
kataleipein thanaton athanaton logon ‘the glorious to-leave death an-immortal reputa-
tion.

{99) polloi men de sunkatakaiontai toisi mantisi boes ‘many pRT PRT are-burned-up-
together with-the diviners oxen’ (Her 4.69).

(100) wu gar Phokikou sustantos polemou ‘the prr Phocian having-begun war’
(Dem 18.18).

(101) makros an cic logos ‘long prT would-be speech’ (Andoc 3.9).

(102) ho palaios keledei nomos ‘the old commands law’ {Dem 20.99).

(103) *ho palaios keleuei nomos tous politas ‘the old commands law the citizens.’

(104) *hoi alloi (kar)egelasan stratiotai ‘the other laughed soldiers.’

(105) ten de allen anagousi horten toi Dionusoi ‘the prT remaining they-celebrate
festival to-the Dionysus’ (Her 2.48); *tois de allois anagousi theois ten horten ‘to-the
prr other they-celebrate gods the festival.’

{(106) pollen gar panu katelipen ho pater autoi ousian ‘much prr very left the father
to-him property’ (Aesch 1.42); *to-many prr very left the father sons the property.’

(107) pasi beboethekate tois en tois ergois ergazomenois ‘all you-have-helped those
in the mining working’ (Dem 42.31).

(108) alla tropoi toi autoi poieuntai ploia ‘other in-manner the same they-make
boats’ (Her 1.194); *toi autol poieuntai alla ploia tropoi ‘in-the same they-make other
boats manner.’

(109) tais megistais kolazousa atimiais ‘with-the greatest punishing-them dishonours’
(P1 Polir 309a).

(110) en heteroi grapsas auta grammateioi ‘in another writing them document’ (Isae

1.25); *en heteroi grapsas grammarteioi tas diathekas “in another writing document the
will”
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(111) en hapasais aei boai tais ekklesiais ‘in all always he-shouts the assemblies’ (Dem
25.64).

(112) lainous purgous perix orthoisin cthemen kanosin ‘stone towers around with-
straight we-put plumblines’ (7road 5).

(113) ek toutou ten morian aphanizein epecheiresa tou choriou, en hoi... ‘from this
the sacred-olive to-remove I-tried the plot-of-land, in which...” (Lys 7.28).

(114) tin’ oun rhaistonen tois pollois ho sos, o Leptine, poiei nomos...? ‘what prT
relief to-the many the your, O Leptines, gives law?’ (Dem 20.28).

(115) patridos de tolautes ep’ aischistais steretheis aitais ‘of-country prT such on
most-disgraceful deprived charges’ (Lys 7.41).

{116) oud’... apodidontas... humin ta humetera, all’ homologoumenos tas patroias
ousias cis ten pros humas anelokotas philotimian ‘nor repaying to-you the your-things,
but as-acknowledged the inherited property to the with you having-spent honour’
(Aesch 3.19).

(117) pasin edeixen anthropois ten te tes poleos kalokagathian kai ten Philippou
kakian ‘to-all it-showed men the both of-the city nobility and the of-Philip evil-
character’ (Dem 18.93).

(118) hon hede keuthei somat’ Idaia konis ‘whose this covers bodies of-Ida soil’ (Fec
325).
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