TR i I"“‘__; m:ﬁl‘_'m—
g = et '- mﬂll.! " ﬂ‘*ﬁ'ﬁldﬂ*—ﬂw!mmr‘ﬂql..q’_
i — L . gt t""“'f.l!-l'!. "" || el :i| i H_#':_J'H,-H

= -.ZZ"'_"_ -t .',":"__':_ 1-'5- Rk .4_._H.. i i
S Sl _1&.“._-_ =c,

lIIH’Ii'i-;:
| 1k "'I:"‘

- e e R mﬂ-m% e i

as r’:n:n.:...-[.;,"—'-ﬂ":. T T M I vk e s

IE‘:M _"h:n:_-li:l EE. _T_" v
s L

: L':-.r-ul __ = [ ﬂ-_-m:hn'.ﬂh_ﬂf""ﬁ H?Iﬂm-l “_i‘ﬂuw
T 4 '.' H _m-.ﬁl L'-—L*“"EJ ﬁ.ﬂl—ﬂ#ﬂ
1 .’- E .._in‘_'-—:ﬂlﬂlrm?'
‘F'I.Hi L__'l]ﬁ"""""l'auu ! -4';‘”:--.'-m-.m_1!=* :
E}i_j‘_r --I-"'-Ilt +1‘-|--||q# ‘-"‘E"-E! h.—hmllmlhﬂilhq
e e i |':F_|.:-.|- H""{lirﬁ_j;nl :|:-|.-|-p:|.1.'EE-
P T E i R W] T

e £ i S
“‘.-_ TE Sl T A oy vy oy oy i
TEAEE T HI i -.-E"_E:ilim—mhuh-jm
S ..-,--"-'51'“- g

Eu'-—ﬂ;' i...|.-.... Ho = mbh-_" TR =
e IF*W;T;: i s BT h.rl'l:r-

§iE -‘H—E'!h--.' J

ST e

‘il‘l.."l'ﬂ:ﬂ.l.l.u

B £ o o

e e 5+
1 R rFH'h.'.'ilEn-.ﬂ—

--""F'l'ﬂ [ (2] g gy —1 ’ll--'-rllh-







THE VERB ‘BE’
IN ANCIENT GREEK






THE VERB ‘BE’
IN ANCIENT GREEK

WITH A NEW INTRODUCTORY ESSAY

CHARLES H. KAHN

University of Pennsylvania

Hackett Publishing Company, Inc.
Indianapolis/Cambridge






INTRODUCTION (2003)

1. The reprinting of this book by Hackett Publishing Company, thirty years
after its appearance in 1973, finally gives me the opportunity to make amends
for some of the deficiencies of the original text. In the descriptive material
presented in Chapters IV, VI, and VII, there are a few significant errors of fact
to be corrected. (See the Appendix to this Introduction, pages xxxiii—xxxix.)
But it is above all the theoretical discussion, contained in Chapters I~III, V,
and VIII, that I attempt to present here in a clearer and more precise form. The
original version is far too long, and not always consistent. The discussion is
also dated, of course, since it reflects the state of linguistic theory and philos-
ophy of language that prevailed in the 1960s. I cannot undertake to bring this
general discussion up to date, but I do offer a more concise and, I hope, more
coherent version of my theoretical account of einai.

What seems most out of date now in the text published in 1973 is my insis-
tent argument against the view quoted from A. C. Graham, that “there is no
concept of Being which languages are well or ill equipped to present,” and
that the functions of to be represent only a linguistic peculiarity of Greek or
of the Indo-European languages. This version of linguistic relativism is no
longer so fashionable, and my argument today could be less defensive. On the
other hand, the argument against relativism rests on what is still my central
claim, the conceptual unity of the system of einai, for which I offer here a new
formulation.

First of all, a word of clarification on the nature of the enterprise. My orig-
inal aim was to provide a kind of grammatical prolegomenon to Greek ontol-
ogy. The notion of Being, as formulated by Parmenides, seems to come from
nowhere, like a philosophical meteor with no historical antecedents but pro-
found historical consequences. It would be difficult to overstate the influence
of this new conception. On the one hand, Plato’s doctrine of the eternal being
of the Forms as well as his struggle with Not-Being both clearly derive from
Parmenides’ account of fo on. On the other hand, not only Aristotle’s doctrine
of categories as “the many ways that things are said fo be” but also his defi-
nition of metaphysics as the study of “being qua being” provide deliberate al-
ternatives to Parmenides’ monolithic conception of what is. And that is not all.
There is a well-known line of development in Greek natural philosophy that
leads to Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and the atomists, and that can only be un-
derstood as a response to the Parmenidean challenge. But where did such a
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powerful conception come from, and how are we to understand it? Since there
is no clear anticipation of the concept of Being in Parmenides’ predecessors,
our only clue is the linguistic material that Parmenides had at his disposal, that
is to say, the usage of the verb to be in early Greek. So I set out to catalogue
these uses, in the hope that a better grasp of this verbal material could con-
tribute to a better understanding of the ontological doctrines of Parmenides,
Plato, and Aristotle.

Thus my original project was philological and hermeneutical. However, this
project was altered by my concern with the attacks on this concept from rela-
tivists and positivists, who claimed that the metaphysics of Being resulted
simply from linguistic confusion or from the reification of local peculiarities
of vocabulary. Since the question of Being was of such fundamental impor-
tance for the Greek philosophers, I felt obliged to defend their theoretical con-
cern with Being as a valid philosophical enterprise. The outcome is my
counter-claim that the variety of uses for einai form a significantly unified
conceptual system, a network of interdependent concepts clustering around
the notion of predication, and that these concepts provide a proper subject for
ontology both ancient and modern.

Thus the argument of my book reaches two conclusions, one linguistic and
one philosophical. The philosophical conclusion, my defense of Greek ontol-
ogy, rests on my account of the system of einai but does not follow from it.
Greek ontology might be defended on different grounds, and a reader might
accept my account of the system of einai but doubt its value as a defense of
ontology. Furthermore, I have not tried to demonstrate the fruitfulness of my
linguistic analysis for the interpretation of Greek philosophy. That could be
done only by a detailed analysis of Platonic and Aristotelian texts.! The cur-
rent study remains, after all, essentially a grammatical prolegomenon to the
history of Greek ontology.

2. Thirty years ago the theory of the verb 0 be in Greek, and in Indo-European
languages generally, was a simple one. There was a verb *es- whose original
meaning was “exists,” or perhaps something more concrete like “be present,”
which came eventually to be used as dummy verb with nominal predicates, so
that it lost its original meaning and degenerated into the role of “mere copula.”
This distinction between be as copula and be meaning “exists” was first made
famous by John Stuart Mill, who claimed that the entire metaphysics of Being
was based upon a confusion between these two uses of the verb. Linguists and
philologists have generally taken over this dichotomy for their own purposes.

! For the application of my account of einai to Parmenides, see Kahn (2002), with refer-
ences there to earlier publications.
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I note as a mark of its pervasive influence that Kirk and Raven, in the first edi-
tion of The Presocratic Philosophers in 1957, could refer without question to
“the ambiguity, of which Parmenides himself was unconscious, between the
predicative and the existential senses of the Greek word esti.” In a second edi-
tion (1983) a new editor, Malcolm Schofield, corrected this view by denying
that Parmenides himself was confused; but Schofield agreed that the Par-
menidean use of esti “is simultaneously existential and predicative.”? I think
this change reflects our greater sophistication in dealing with the Greek verb
einai. At least we no longer take for granted Mill’s deflationary account of
Greek theories of Being as based upon a linguistic confusion. But I suggest
that we need to go a step farther and call into question the fundamental nature
of the contrast between copula and existential verb.

A radical critique of this dichotomy is easier today than it was thirty years
ago, because others have shown the way, including Jaakko Hintikka, who has
consistently argued against what he calls the Frege-Russell claim of ambigu-
ity for the verb is.3 G. E. L. Owen’s formula that, for Plato and Aristotle, to
be is always to be something or other, was another way of undermining this
distinction by showing that existential uses in Aristotle were also predicative;
and this approach has been decisively advanced by Lesley Brown’s work on
the syntax of einai in Plato’s Sophist.* 1 will not reargue here my old objec-
tions to the dichotomy between copula and existential uses—that there are im-
portant uses of einai that are neither, such as the veridical; that there are other
uses that are both, such as existential-locative sentences; and that the distinc-
tion itself is problematic, since the copula use is defined syntactically while
existence is a matter of the lexical meaning of the verb.

3. Acknowledging all of these deficiencies, we may still find the copula-
existential distinction useful for organizing the data, as I did in this book.
However, what I did not do was reflect critically enough on the distinction it-
self in order to recognize that the copula use is implicitly existential, and that
most if not all existential uses of einai are potentially predicative. The syntactic
distinction between copulative and absolute constructions is real enough but
superficial, a feature of surface structure only for the Greek verb. This is how I
interpret the results of Lesley Brown’s study of Plato’s Sophist. She shows that
the relation between the verb einai in sentences of the form X is and X is Y is
like that between the verb teaches in Jane teaches and Jane teaches French.

2 Kirk and Raven (1957), p. 269; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (1983), p. 246.

3 Hintikka (1986) in Knuuttila and Hintikka (1986), with references (pp. 112£.) to earlier
work by Hintikka.

4 Owen (1965/1986); Brown (1986).
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This seems true not only for Plato but also for Aristotle and for the language
generally. Adding a predicate to einai does not change the meaning of the verb
any more than adding a direct object to teaches changes the meaning of the
verb to teach. From the point of view of transformational grammar, the longer
form is more basic: X teaches is derived from X teaches something by zeroing
the direct object. Similarly, I suggest, X is can be derived from X is Y by ze-
roing the predicate. This is one way of formulating the thesis that I have mod-
estly referred to as my version of the Copernican Revolution: replacing
existence by predication at the center of the system of uses for einai. Logi-
cally speaking, every absolute or existential use of einai can be seen as an
abridged form of some predication. X is is short for X is Y for some Y.5 That
is the full meaning of the formula: to be is to be something or other.

Let me say a bit more on the interdependence of predicative and existential
uses.

(i) That a copula use of einai is implicitly existential. Take an ordinary use
of esti as copula, with nominal or locative predicates. If you bring esti to the
front of the sentence, you will often get a strong existential nuance that justi-
fies a translation as “There is such-and-such”: ¥oti wohig "E¢pvpn puxd
' Apyeog “There is a city Ephyre in the corner of Argos” (sentence 27, page
246). But word order has no syntactic significance in Greek. In initial po;ition
the syntax of the verb is still that of the copula, as in “Ephyre is a city”
(CE¢bpn mOhig goti). The initial position gives rhetorical emphasis, but it
could not give the copula verb an existential sense if the verb itself did not
possess existential import. This implication of existence for the subject is gen-
erally stronger when the copula verb is construed with a locative complement,
as in the sentence just cited. (Thus we can identify a whole class of locative-
existential sentence types; see pages 1647, 245-65.) But the existential im-
plication of the copula does not depend upon locative complements.5 I argue
that positing the subject as something to talk about is an essential element of
subject-predicate assertions, so that some claim of existence for the subject is
implicit in all affirmative subject-predicate sentences. (I leave aside the case
of negative sentences as more problematic.) In copula sentences this claim is
carried by copula esti as sign of the subject-predicate relation. Such existen-
tial import for the copula can explain why, in Aristotle’s square of opposition,
“All Greeks are human” entails “Some humans are Greeks,” although the

% Le. the existence of the subject is entailed by basic predications, as I argue below. But the
syntactic derivation will vary for the different existential sentence forms. See below, sec-
tions 8~11.

& For examples of nominal copula with existential nuance, see sentences 40, p. 250; 45 and
46, p. 259.
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usual quantified version of this rule is not valid in formal logic.” In a natural
language like Greek, a predicative assertion implies a subject of which some-
thing is true, and (in normal cases) for the predication to be true the subject
must exist. If there is no subject to begin with, it cannot have positive attrib-
utes. The abnormal cases are those where, for non-grammatical reasons, the
predicate expression does not assign a real attribute and hence the existence
of the subject is problematic, That is why, in the time of Abelard, logicians
began reparsing sentences with chimaera and centaurus as subject term of the
copula est. Sentences like Chimaera est opinabilis “The chimera is a subject
of opinion” were then analyzed as “Someone imagines chimeras.”®

This view of the copula is systematically developed in a recent book by
Allan Bick, Aristotle’s Theory of Predication. Bick presents this as Avi-
cenna’s interpretation of the copula, which he endorses: “The copula is asserts
the claim of existence,” so that S is P is to be read as S is existent as a P. Thus
for Aristotle {(according to Avicenna and Bick) an ordinary copula sentence S
is P makes two claims: “S exists” and “S is a P”” Because they did not the-
matize existence in our sense, the Greek philosophers do not seem to have
worried much about negative existentials. (Some interpreters have claimed to
recognize the modern problem of negative existentials in Plato’s concern with
Not-Being, but I believe they are misguided by the desire to modernize Plato’s
problems in order to make them seem more interesting for a contemporary
reader.) Nor do I see any special concern in Plato or Aristotle with predication
for imaginary entities, as in Mill’s example: “A centaur is a fiction of the
poets.”10

So much for the existential force of the copula. Now for the converse claim.

(ii) That existential uses of eirai are potentially predicative. In English, to
exist does not take predicate nouns or adjectives, and it does not normally take
locatives either. (Socrates exists wise is not an acceptable sentence, and
Socrates exists in the marketplace is not acceptable without a special context.)
In this respect, exists is never a good translation for esti, since there is hardly

7 In a Fregean scheme, the plural grammatical subject would suggest a different analysis in
terms of classes or concepts, not a straightforward S is P sentence. I am assuming, however,
that for an Aristotelian interpretation an expression like “all Greeks” refers not to classes or
concepts but to Greeks taken individually.

8 Jacobi (1986), pp. 157f. in Knuuttila and Hintikka (1986). See also S. Ebbesen, “The
Chimera’s Diary,” ibid., pp. 115-43.

 Allan T. Bick (2000), pp. 3, 11 and passim.

10 Aristotle does mention centaurs once (Post. An. IL.1) and goatstags several times (Bonitz
Index s.v. tpayéhadog) as examples of “what is not” (to mé on). For commentary, see
Brown (1994), pp. 233-5. For the claim that questions of existence are not thematized in
Greek philosophy, see Kahn (1976).
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any use of the Greek verb that cannot be completed by a predicate expression.
The most explicit Greek formula for asserting existence is in fact predicative
in form: einai ti “to be something (rather than nothing).” This is a paradig-
matic illustration of the point that einai does not lose its existential force when
it gains a predicate.

Lesley Brown has shown how the absolute or “existential” uses of einai in
the Sophist are regarded by Plato as so closely related to the predicative use
that he treats “such-and-such is” as interchangeable with “such-and-such is
something.” And the same is true for a crucial argument introducing the doc-
trine of Forms in Republic V, where Socrates begins by construing what is ab-
solutely in his identification of the Forms as “what is completely” (to pantelds
on, 477a3) but ends by contrasting this with “the many beautiful things,” each
of which “will also appear ugly” (479a), and hence “oscillates between not
being and purely being” (479d). Here again it is clear that Plato draws no dis-
tinction between einai with and without an additional predicate.!!

Both in the Sophist and in the Republic, then, we can say that Plato has only
one concept of Being, expressed by einai, ousia, and on, a concept that will
cover the notions of existence, predication, identity, truth, and perhaps more.
That is why many scholars have wanted to speak of a “fused” meaning for the
verb, where existence and predication come together. I think this term ig mis-
leading, since the idea of fusion implies that the constituents were previously
separate from one another. Of course for analytical purposes we need to in-
troduce such distinctions into our hermeneutical metalanguage in commenting
on Plato’s text. But we must be alert to the discrepancy between such modern
distinctions and what is actually under discussion in the ancient texts. It is we
who are fusing the two meanings, not Plato or Aristotle.?

Putting the predicative use in the center of the system, then, means reinter-
preting the so-called existential uses as a secondary or derivative phenome-
non. When we come to the syntactic analysis, we will see that both existential
and veridical uses are best construed as second-order forms, as a semantic
sentence operator on a first-order sentence. I shall suggest that these second-
order, explicitly semantic uses of einai are to be explained by reference to the
implicitly semantic functions of the verb in its first-order use as copula.

11 In a letter Brown cites a passage from Plato, Laws X (901c8-d2), where a single occur-
rence of einai provides the verb for three clauses, although in the first clause (where the
verb occurs) the syntax is absolute and the meaning existential, whereas in the second and
third clauses (where the verb is absent and must be supplied) the syntax is copulative with
an adjectival predicate. This shows, as Brown points out, “that for Plato they are one and
the same verb, which can be both complete and incomplete.”

12 For those passages where Aristotle distinguishes between being simpliciter and being
such-and-such (Sophistici Elenchi v. 167al, 180a36; Post. An. 11.1, 89b32), see the discus-
sion in Brown (1994), who shows that Aristotle is not making Mill’s distinction.
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4. I claim, then, that it is precisely the predicative function of einai that
serves as a logical foundation for the system of uses for einai, and that it is
this conceptual unity of this system that justifies the theme of Being as a sub-
ject for philosophical research. More generally, I claim that the three notions
of predication, existence, and truth belong together in any theory of how lan-
guage functions as an attempt to depict reality. It is this network of interde-
pendent concepts that explains why ontology, the theory of to on, emerged as
a branch of Greek philosophy. And the conceptual coherence of the Greek dis-
cussions of Being will emerge most clearly if the predicative function of the
verb is recognized as fundamental.

Before developing the syntactic argument for this thesis, I want to support
it with a strictly philosophical consideration. In earlier presentations of the
case for the priority of the predicative construction, I failed to take into ac-
count an important piece of evidence. This is the famous doctrine of Plotinus
that Being (einai, on, or ousia) does not belong to his supreme principle,
called the One and the Good. If by Being Plotinus understood what we call
existence, it would be absurd for him to deny it so categorically of the One.
For if the One did not exist, nothing else would exist—there would be no
world at all, neither a noetic cosmos nor a sensible cosmos, since everything
else depends for its reality upon the One. By denying einai of the One Ploti-
nus denies it not reality but predicative structure, on the grounds that the being
of predication implies plurality, namely the conceptual distinction between the
subject (hypokeimenon) and what is predicated of it.1* That is why “One” and
“Good” do not represent attributes of the supreme principle, but only names
that somehow refer to the One but do not describe it. I submit that Plotinus is
relying here on his acute philosophical sense for the fundamental function of
the verb einai in Greek.

Since I now insist that copula uses of einai will normally imply existence
for their subject, my proposed revolution in favor of the predicative function
should seem less objectionable to those scholars who, like L. M. De Rijk, re-
gard existence as fundamental for the philosophical meaning of the verb.1#
These two apparently competing conceptions of einai—whether the predica-
tive or the existential use belongs at the center—are ultimately not in conflict
with one another, since their concerns are so different. My claim is that the
syntactic function of predication is more basic for comprehending the uses of

13 For Plotinus’ denial that the One is a being (on) “so that it would not be predicated of
something else,” see Ennead V1.9.5, 30-3. However, I do not mean to suggest that Plato has
the same thought in mind in the uniquely puzzling passage of the Republic (VI, 509b),
where Socrates describes the Good as “beyond Being (ousia), exceeding it in dignity and
power.”

14 De Rijk (2002), vol. I, pp. 30-3 and passim.
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einai as a unified system, and also for understanding the role of the verb in
philosophy. If, on the other hand, we are looking for the lexical content or
meaning of the verb, as given in translation and paraphrase, the copula syntax
will not even be a candidate. We return to this question below, in section 12.

5. Before turning to the syntactic description, I need to borrow some con-
cepts from the philosophy of language, in particular the concepts of predica-
tion and existence. These will be needed not only to describe the data
adequately but also to formulate my argument for the coherence of the Greek
system. In addition I need the method of transformational grammar in order to
provide a rigorous syntactical description of the sentence types exemplifying
the copulative, existential, and veridical uses. I have adopted the transforma-
tional grammar of Zellig Harris in the version that includes a theory of ele-
mentary or kernel sentences, from which more complex sentences can be
formed or into which they can be decomposed. This theory of elementary sen-
tences provides a fully worked out contemporary model for the kind of first-
order descriptive language that is sketched by Aristotle in the Categories,
while Harris’ theory of transformations permits us to see how, at least in prin-
ciple, the rest of the language can be constructed on such a base. I take this to
be the independent philosophical interest of such a system of transformational
grammar, over and above my use of it for a description of the Greek verb.
Here is a system that actually displays the underlying grammatical structure
of sentences in a natural language. By way of contrast, such a system makes
clear the distance between a properly grammatical analysis and Aristotle’s
logical-ontological project in the Categories.

For our syntactic analysis we need the notion of elementary or first-order
sentence structure. This will be specified theoretically by the kernel sentence
forms of our transformational grammar. (For the full theory I refer to pages
10-22.) Here I list a few simple forms, where N stands for noun, V for verb,
A for adjective, and P for preposition.

1. NV: Socrates walks

2. NVN: Socrates sees Plato

3. N is A: Socrates is wise

4, N is N: Socrates is a man

5. N is PN: Socrates is in the marketplace; Socrates is in trouble

Sentence forms 3 and 4 represent the nominal copula; sentence form 5 repre-
sents the locative and paralocative copula.®

15 At least one critic (Klowski 1975) has complained of my following Lyons and others in
generalizing the term “copula” to include locative sentences such as Socrates is in the mar-
ketplace. As explained on pp. 156f., this broader notion of copula is required to take account
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In first-order sentences the subject term N may be a proper name, but it may
also be a common noun referring to persons or to individual things (animals,
plants, places, etc.). I count as syntactically first-order such sentences as A
man speaks, The cat sees the mouse, The tree is tall, and The tree stands in the
yard. Because these subject nouns can also appear in predicate position, some
theorists might prefer not to count them as elementary but instead derive them
transformationally from the corresponding predicate (is a man, is a cat, etc.).
In order to avoid this theoretical debate as to what can count as elementary, I
prefer to rely on the more generous notion of first-order nouns, referring to
persons, places, and particular things. Whether the class of first-order nouns
can be defined in purely grammatical terms is unclear. (For discussion, see
pages 76f., 290.) Here I simply take for granted this distinction between “con-
crete” nouns on the one hand, referring to individuals, and, on the other hand
“abstract” nouns that are formed from nominalized predicates: for example,
wisdom, transformationally derived from (he) is wise, or outcry, transforma-
tionally derived from (they) cried out. The syntactical level of the sentence
will depend upon the level of the subject noun. Thus Socrates is wise is a first-
order use of the copula verb. On the other hand, in Wisdom is a virtue and The
outcry was far away the syntax of the copula is second-order, since these sen-
tences have second-order (abstract) nouns as their subject.

Some explanation is in order for the terminology of subject and predicate.
Predication can be defined (without reference to the verb be) in terms of the
basic noun-verb sentence John runs or (to take the example by which Plato
first introduced this analysis) Theaetetus sits. By grammatical subject I mean
the noun (or noun phrase) in sentences of this form, and by grammatical pred-
icate I mean the verb or verb phrase in such sentences. By predication I mean,
first of all, the relation between noun and verb (or subject and predicate) that
constitutes sentencehood. Here predication is a purely syntactic notion, equiv-
alent to sentencehood for a noun-verb sentence.

Initially, then, the terms subject and predicate are defined syntactically, and
identified with the two sentence-components that Plato and Aristotle referred
to as noun (onoma) and verb (rhéma), respectively. However, when Aristotle
introduced the term “subject” (hypokeimenon) into his own theory of predica-
tion, he did not refer it to the onoma, the nominal sentence-component, but
rather to the object or individual that the sentence is about. The original mean-
ing of the term subject is thus what we sometimes call the understood subject
or the logical subject: the subject in the sense in which the subject of the sen-

of the phenomena known as the nominal sentence, in which locative sentences are treated
exactly like sentences with predicate nouns and adjectives. For example, in languages like
Russian and Hebrew, where there is no verb fo be in present tense, a “copula” verb will
emerge in past and future tense for the same sentence forms.
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tence Socrates died in 399 B.C. is not the name Socrates but Socrates himself.
This original (but from the modern point of view secondary) use of the term
“subject” for an entity that is not a linguistic part of the sentence is essential
for Aristotle’s notion of predication, and it is also required for the analysis to
be given here. We have already relied on the notion of (extralinguistic) subject
of reference in defining first-order nouns as those that refer to persons or par-
ticular things. I call attention here to this double sense of the term “subject,”
because I will use it systematically in both senses. In regard to the sentence
Socrates died in 399 B.C., I will call the name Socrates the syntactic or gram-
matical subject of the sentence, whereas it is Socrates himself who is the on-
tological or semantic subject.

I want to preserve this original sense of Aristotle’s term “subject” (hy-
pokeimenon), and not merely for historical reasons. The true philosophical in-
terest of the subject-predicate analysis of sentences is that it points beyond
sentences to their subject in the world. Paraphrasing a formula from Quine, we
can say that a subject-predicate sentence is true only if the predicate expres-
sion is true of the object that the subject expression refers to.!® Thus the no-
tion of truth for sentences presupposes the notion of truth for extralinguistic
predication, for linguistic expressions being true of objects “in the world” or
in some universe of discourse. In this way the subject-predicate structure of
sentences, interpreted in terms of truth, entails the notion of existence for the
semantic subject. (This is the backbone of my argument that the three uses—
predication, truth, and existence—belong together.)

1 use the term “semantic” here by analogy with the notion of formal seman-
tics in logic, in the sense of giving an interpretation of formal structures in
terms of some extralinguistic model, for example, in set theory. For sentences
about Socrates our model is not set theory but the history of ancient Greece.
In the case of the Homeric texts analyzed in this book, the domain for seman-
tic interpretation will be the world as described in the Homeric poems, the he-
roes and events of the Trojan War. For the semantic interpretation it does not
matter whether the domain of discourse is provided by history or by epic po-
etry. Achilles himself is the semantic subject of many sentences in the Iliad,
just as Socrates himself is the semantic subject of the sentence He died in 399
B.C. This notion of semantic predication, as a relation between a sentence and
an extralinguistic subject that the sentence is about, will be needed for our ac-
count of the existential and veridical uses of einai.

16 Word and Object, p. 96: “Predication joins a general term and a singular term to form a
sentence that is true or false according as the general term is true or false of the object, if
any, to which the singular term refers.”
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If we now combine this notion of semantic predication with the earlier no-
tion of basic (first-order) sentences taking concrete nouns as subjects, we see
that the grammatical analysis has some definite ontological implications. My
conception of transformational grammar as a descriptive object-language will
properly imply a quasi-Aristotelian or Strawsonian ontology with persons and
stable objects as its primary entities, the semantic subjects for first-order sen-
tences. This is not ontology in any very strong sense, since the universe of dis-
course that represents reality for my sample sentences from the Iliad and
Odyssey is simply the world of the Homeric epic. But the basic sentences de-
scribing this world will take persons and individual things as their semantic
subjects. In this respect, my use of transformational grammar has the effect of
begging the question against two alternative conceptions of basic sentences.
The two views I reject are, on the one hand, an empiricist preference for pro-
tocol sentences that report something like sense-data, Lockian simple ideas, or
Humian impressions; and, on the other hand, a Davidsonian insistence that ac-
tions and events be counted as basic entities on the same level as concrete
things. I do not claim that the choice of John runs or Socrates is wise as ele-
mentary sentences with individuals as (extralinguistic) subjects is metaphysi-
cally justified, only that it is more useful for analyzing the syntax of sentences
in a natural language like Greek or English. In such an analysis, an event like
the death of Socrates or the French Revolution will be represented by a pred-
ication with individuals (Socrates, people in France) as semantic subject.

6. We turn now to surveying the various uses of einai as the basis for my
argument for the unity of the system. With this goal in mind [ limit the pres-
ent survey to copula, existential, and veridical uses.!?

Since the copula is a strictly syntactic notion, a description of such uses can
be relatively straightforward. As we have seen, there are two kinds of copula
sentence: the nominal copula, where einai is construed with predicate adjec-
tives and nouns, and the locative copula, where it is construed with predicates
of place (in the marketplace, in Athens). A subclass of the locative copula is
the paralocative construction, where the predicate expression is locative in
form but metaphorical in meaning;: is in trouble, is in a bad mood. (For exam-
ples see pages 159-64.) All of these sentence forms are repeated again in sec-
ond-order syntax with abstract (nominalized) forms as subject: Wisdom is a
virtue, The outcry was far away, Killing is against the law. For such second-
order sentences we need to reinterpret the principle that a true predication im-

17 This means ignoring the possessive and potential (esti plus infinitive) constructions, both
of which can be analyzed as special cases of the existential or locative-existential use, if the
latter is thought of as meaning something like “is present, is available.” See pp. 265-71,
292-6.
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plies the existence of its subject. Instead of speaking of existence for the ab-
stract subject of such sentences, we may say that what is implied by a second-
order copula use is truth for some underlying sentence: if the second-order
sentence is true, one or more underlying first-order sentences must also be
true. To say that piety exists means that someone is pious; the occurrence of a
revolution means that people revolt.

An analysis of the existential and veridical uses will be more difficult, since
the notions of existence and truth refer primarily not to sentence structure but
to the meaning of the verb, or to the meaning of the whole sentence. The prob-
lem is how to make this meaning precise enough to serve as the basis for ex-
plaining the relations between the linguistic functions of predication, existence
and truth. My strategy has been to use the syntactic analysis as a tool for spec-
ifying the logical function of the verb in existential and veridical sentences. I
assume that only if we have an accurate picture of the syntactic structure of
these various uses of einai can we give a clear account of their conceptual re-
lations.

7. I take the veridical first, because here the basic syntax is clear and uni-
form, whereas the existential use of einai introduces a baffling diversity of
sentence forms. The veridical use (where the verb means “is true” or “is the
case™) is statistically rather rare, and accordingly it has often been treated as
a special case of the existential verb. We shall see that, in the end, such a treat-
ment can be justified. If I have chosen instead to give this use its own name
and assign to it a separate chapter in the book, that is for two reasons. In the
first place, this use of to be (as in So be it or Tell it like it is) has venerable
credentials. The meaning of to be as “to be true” must be prehistoric, since the
word for truth in languages at opposite ends of the Indo-European world—in
India and in Scandinavia—is provided by a derivative of the present participle
of *es- (san, satya, etc., direct cognates of to on in Greek; so also in archaic
English we have the word sooth).1® My second reason for devoting separate at-
tention to the veridical is the fundamental importance of this use of einai for
philosophy, as one of the preferred expressions for the notion of Being as the
object of knowledge. Although for Parmenides as for Aristotle Being (to on)
means many things, it points crucially to the notion of truth as the goal of un-
derstanding and the object of knowledge.!®

18 For the evidence from India and Scandinavia, see the article of Frisk cited on p. 332, n. 2.
19 In Metaphysics Theta 10 Aristotle says that the meaning of is as “is true” is “Being in the
strictest sense” (fo kuridtata on, 1051b1). I believe that the veridical sense also fits best with
Parmenides’ opening claim that “you cannot know what-is-not” (fr. 2, 7), although other val-
ues of einai are also required for his argument.
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By a veridical use generally I mean any occurrence of einai that can have
the value “is true” or “is the case, is a fact.” More strictly speaking, however,
the veridical construction is a specific sentence form. In the veridical con-
struction a clause containing einai is correlated with a clause of comparison
containing a verb of saying or thinking: ¥otL tatto ottw Snwg ov Aéyeg
“Things are as you say (that they are)” (sentence 2, page 336). I call the
clause with the verb be the essive clause, and the clause with the propositional
attitude of thinking or saying, the intentional clause. In idiomatic usage the
second occurrence of the essive clause is normally zeroed; hence we have the
simpler form “Things are as you say.” But this second essive clause will show
up after a verb of saying in the more explicit philosophical formulae for truth:
“To say of what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false; but to say
of what is that it is, or of what is not that it is not, is true” (Aristotle, Meta-
physics Gamma 7, 1011b26). In the idiomatic version where the second essive
clause is zeroed, we have as the syntactic subject of einai a pronoun (tauta
“these things™) referring to whatever the interlocutor has said, and hence to
one or more underlying sentences. Thus the syntax of einai in this veridical
construction is obviously second-order, since the underlying subject of einai
is sentential in form. The verb einai in the essive clause takes as its subject the
content of the underlying sentence, that is, the state of affairs corresponding
to the claim expressed in the intentional clause (“what you say”). The logical
function of esti in the essive clause is to endorse the interlocutor’s claim by
asserting that precisely this state of affairs obtains or “exists,” that things are
“in reality” the way the interlocutor says that they are. Hence, if we think of
the reality of states of affairs as a particular mode of existence, we can clas-
sify the veridical use as a special case of the existential verb.20

The syntax of esti in the primary essive clause (“Things are this way”) can
be described as that of a sentence operator, since the verb takes one or more
underlying sentences as its source or operand. More precisely, it functions as
a semantic sentence operator, since it posits the content of the operand sen-
tence in “reality” (which for Homeric sentences means in the semi-fictional
reality of the epic poems). To explain why it is precisely the verb einai that
functions as semantic operator, I need to introduce the notion of a sentential
truth claim.

20 Matthen (1983) has shown how einai in the formulae for truth can be interpreted as a
kind of existential is, taking as its subject what he calls a predicative complex, an Aris-
totelian unity of thing and predicable roughly comparable to the modern notion of a fact or
state of affairs. This will be an attractive solution for anyone who (like De Rijk) thinks it is
an advantage to interpret the ancient notion of truth in terms of the modern notion of exis-
tence. Thus De Rijk (2002), I, 81, cites Matthen’s paper as “epoch making.”



XX INTRODUCTION (2003)

For simplicity, I assume that we are dealing here with ordinary declarative
sentences, that is to say, with indicative sentences spoken with normal intona-
tion, not with ownerless sentences written on a blackboard. Hence I am ab-
stracting from the distinction between sentence and statement. I claimed
carlier that first-order copula uses of einai (at least the affirmative uses) nor-
mally imply the existence of their semantic subject. We may now add that as
asserted sentences they also carry a truth claim, a claim that their sentential
content obtains in reality—at least, in the reality of the Homeric world. So
copula uses of einai, like all declarative sentences, are implicitly semantic in
two respects: they imply not only the existence of their subject but also the va-
lidity of their truth claim. By truth claim I mean whatever it is that the sen-
tence asserts—the content of the sentence understood as candidate for a
positive truth value. My notion of truth claim is, I think, just what Wittgen-
stein meant by his remark in the Tractatus (4.022): “A proposition shows how
things stand if it is true. And it says that they do so stand.” Such a claim is im-
plicit in every declarative sentence. What is distinctive of the veridical con-
struction is to make this claim explicit.

Why is it precisely the verb to be that serves as vehicle for an explicit truth
claim? I think the answer must lie in the role of copula einai as sign of predi-
cation. In simpler sentences like Theaetetus sits, this function is performed by
an ordinary verb. But, as Aristotle pointed out, any verb can be replaced by is
plus participle: Theaetetus sits can be replaced by (the Greek equivalent of)
Theaetetus is sitting. For this and other reasons, the copula verb can be seen as
the most general verb, and hence as the sign of predication.?! But every predi-
cation in normal declarative form carries a truth claim. Hence the copula verb,
as sign of predication, can become the sign of truth claim. (It had already be-
come such a sign in prehistoric times, as the words for “truth” in India and
Scandinavia demonstrate.) That is my explanation of why, in the veridical con-
struction, it is the same verb that serves to make the truth claim explicit. Be-
cause It is F normally implies It is truly F, is alone can mean is true.

8. A similar explanation can be offered for the use of einai as semantic op-
erator in existential sentences. Because the copula verb (like any verb in the
indicative) carries an implicit claim of existence for its subject, the same verb,
when properly emphasized, can serve to make this claim explicit. That is pre-
cisely the function of einai in existential sentences. We can see this happen-
ing in a variety of ways, corresponding to the diversity of the existential
sentence types. I distinguish five existential types in Homer and one post-
Homeric type.

2 For considerations confirming the central position of einai in the verbal system of Greek,
se¢ pp. 388-94.
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However, of the six existential types identified in this book, the first and
most vivid sentence type is neither explicitly semantic nor syntactically second-
order, since einai functions in this case like an ordinary, first-order verb with
concrete meaning. This is my existential Type I, where einai means “to be
alive,” “to dwell,” or “to be present” (examples on pages 240-4). In this type
the verb takes persons (humans and gods) as subjects: “Your parents are still
alive” (et’ eisi in sentence 1, page 241); “The gods who are forever” (theoi
aien eontes, sentence 20, page 242). Since the subject is typically a person,
which is to say a dialogue partner, this is the only case where the verb is de-
clined in the first and second person; all other existential types appear only in
third person form. Furthermore, einai in Type I takes adverbs of time and
place, like any normal verb. Why then do we call this type existential? In such
sentences the verb will not be translated by exists or even by there is. Never-
theless, this is the first use listed by L.S.J. among examples of eiul as Sub-
stantive Verb, as distinct from the Copula; and other authorities treat it
similarly. The explanation lies, I suggest, in the universal assumption that
einai once had a concrete meaning like any ordinary verb. Type I uses give us
the strongest hint of what that original meaning might have been.

Similarly impure from a syntactic point of view are the existential sentences
classified in my Types II and HI: “There is a city Ephyre in the corner of
Argos” (sentence 27, page 246). These are all copula uses of einai, usually
locative, but with definite existential overtones as measured by the translation
“there is.” If we ask what corresponds in the Greek to this existential nuance,
we can find no answer in the syntax of the verb. Often (but not always) the
copula will appear in initial position. Since Greek word order is free, the em-
phasis given by initial position is of rhetorical rather than grammatical signifi-
cance. I have suggested that, since the copula verb itself implies the reality of
its (extralinguistic) subject, it is this implicit existential force of the verb that
is brought out by initial position.

The examples cited in the text show that a Type II sentence generally serves
to introduce either a person as subject for further predication or a topograph-
ical item as a point of reference for the subsequent narrative. The existential
force of the verb in such sentences is correlated with its rhetorical function of
introducing the grammatical subject of the sentence, but the verb does this
precisely by locating the corresponding semantic subject, that is, the person or
place that will figure in the narrative that follows. (See pages 252-5.) Thus the
underlying locative-existential value of the verb (“is present somewhere”) is
highlighted by this rhetorical act of introducing or “placing” its subject in the
relevant domain of discourse. 1 suggest that it is these semantic implications,
accentuated by rhetorical emphasis on the verb, that we perceive as an asser-
tion of existence for the subject of the verb. But since, although highlighted,
this assertion remains implicit in the locative predication, we do not have a
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properly semantic (second-order) use of the verb in existential Type II. What
we have is a rhetorically loaded use of a first-order copula.

The same can be said for sentences in Type 111, if we interpret it as the plu-
ral form of Type II: “There are many paths up and down the camp” (sentence
51, page 261), “Among you are the bravest of all the Achaians” (sentence 56,
page 263). In this type the rhetorical function of introducing the subject is less
conspicuous, but the existential force of the copula verb is reinforced by a
locative complement or by a term of quantity (some, many). In the negative
versions of Types II and III the existential nuance is particularly strong but lo-
cally restricted: “There is in the whole Scythian land neither any ass at all nor
any mule, because of the cold” (sentence 75, page 273).

9. In none of the sentence types so far described (Types I-III) do we find
an explicit assertion or denial of existence, but rather a use of the copula verb
that is forceful enough to justify the English translation “there is.” For a use
that is properly existential we turn to Type IV, which is closely parallel in
structure to the formula 3x(Fx) for existential quantification in logic: “There
is an X such that X is E”” In Type IV the verb einai serves to posit (or, in the
negative, to exclude) an indefinite subject (someone, something) for the pred-
ication formulated in the relative clause that follows: Let there be someone /
who will speak wiser counsel, Now there is no one | who will escape death
...at my hands..., of all the Trojans and above all of the sons of Priam (sen-
tences 86 and 84, page 278).

Since the indefinite subject is typically a person (“someone who ...”), the
syntax of the verb might seem to be first-order. But in this sentence type the
verb does not stand on its own; it is construed together with the relative clause
on which it functions as a sentence operator. Thus the subject of einai is not
a definite individual but as it were a bound variable, anyone or anything that
satisfies the condition specified in the relative clause.?? The semantic function
of einai in Type IV is precisely to make explicit the reference, positive or neg-
ative, to a semantic subject, to an extralinguistic entity corresponding to the
grammatical subject of the underlying open sentence: x will speak wiser coun-
sel, x will escape death at my hands. Thus not only the syntax but also the se-
mantic role of Type IV is like that of the existential quantifier: to affirm (or to
deny) the availability of an object satisfying certain conditions, to posit (or ex-
clude) a subject of which certain predicates are true. Here again we recognize

22 The verb of the subordinate clause is generally not einai, since the poet avoids verbal rep-
etition. In the book I described the non-recurrence of einai as characteristic of Type IV (pp.

281f., 316). For Benardete’s correction on this point, see the Appendix to this Introduction,
Pp. XXXiv—-XxXV.
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the conceptual link between truth for predication and existence for the subject
of predication.

Type IV can serve as the paradigm for what we mean by an existential use
of einai. As semantic sentence operator, the verb here shares a function with
the use of einai in the veridical construction. As we have seen, in both sen-
tence types einai serves to make explicit the extralinguistic reference, either
for the subject of a sentence (in Type IV) or for a whole sentence (in the
veridical). And in each case the semantic sentence operator has only two val-
ues (esti and ouk esti, positive and negative), endorsing or rejecting the de-
scriptive content of its operand sentence.” But the syntactic difference
between these sentence forms is decisive for the distinction between existence
and truth, between existential and veridical uses of the verb. In Type IV einai
operates only on the subject of the operand sentence (that is, on the relative
pronoun hos “who” introducing the subordinate clause), whereas in the veridi-
cal it operates on an entire sentential structure, on whatever it is that the inter-
locutor has said and that the speaker confirms. What the veridical einai
“posits” in reality is the content of this sentential structure, the corresponding
state of affairs. What is posited by the einai of Type IV is the existence of one
or more individuals satisfying the condition expressed in the relative clause.

10. Turning to existential Type V, we find a sentence form that is closer in
syntax to the veridical construction. In Type V the subject of the verb is an ab-
stract action noun representing the predicate verb in a more elementary sen-
tence. In sentences of Type V einai functions as a verb of occurrence,
affirming or denying that the action of the underlying sentence takes place:

Around him was a clamor of the dead (sentence 9, page 283), where the ab-
stract noun clamor (klangé) is a nominalization of the verb in the underlying
sentence The dead clamored around him;

There will be vengeance from Orestes (sentence 99, page 284), with
vengeance as nominalization from the underlying form Orestes will take
revenge;

For you, Odysseus, there will be no murder at a wife’s hand (sentence 100,
page 284), with murder (phonos) as nominalization from Your wife will not
murder you.

With an abstract noun as subject, the syntax of the verb in this sentence type
is clearly second-order. Here einai operates on its target sentence by taking as
subject the nominalized form of an underlying predicate verb (to clamor, to
take revenge, to murder). The syntax of einai is quite distinct in Type V, but

2 For this notion of a semantic sentence operator and its connection with the locative no-
tion of being present (in the world, in the universe of discourse), see pp. 310-4,
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its semantic function can be understood as parallel to that of the sentence op-
erator in the veridical and in Type IV. Here also esti or én serves to posit its
semantic subject—in this case the verbal action—as “real,” that is, as occupy-
ing a place in the universe of discourse.

Notice that it is our syntactic analysis of the varying relation between einai
as sentence operator and its underlying operand sentence that permits us to
distinguish the force of the verb in these three cases, and thus explain why we
translate einai by “is the case” in the veridical; “there is” or “exists” in Type
IV; and “occurs,” “take place” in Type V. These are distinctions that we make,
on the basis of our own translation and syntactic analysis. For the Greek
speaker these will be simply three uses of the same verb, the very same verb
that appears in ordinary copula sentences. Hence the Greek speaker will not
be inclined to distinguish veridical from existential uses, or either from the or-
dinary copula. One fundamental consequence of this lexical equivalence be-
tween different syntactic uses of einai is that philosophers thinking in Greek
will not generally feel the need to distinguish entities from events or states of
affairs. When they speak of ta onta, “beings” or “the things that are,” they may
be referring to the existence of individuals and natural kinds, to astronomical
events like eclipses and phases of the moon, or more generally to facts and
whatever is the case in the world. This makes the logic of some Greek onto-
logical discussions quite baffling to us.?* Our translations and analyses take
for granted the distinction between things, events, and states of affairs. How-
ever, these are distinctions not made by the language but waiting for the
philosophers to sort out. Insofar as they manage to do so, it is not always in
ways that are familiar to us.?

11. T have saved for the end a discussion of existential Type VI, the unqual-
ified assertion or denial of existence for individuals and kinds of things, where
einai is construed “absolutely,” with no locative or nominal complements:
Zeus is not. The gods are. Centaurs are not. (See pages 300-5.) The absence
of any predicative complement makes this use of einai syntactically parallel to
the modern verb to exist. I find no examples of this sentence type in Homer.
Type VI appears in Greek literature only with the rise of theological scepti-

% For example, when Aristotle distinguishes questions of “if it is” (or “whether it is or not”)
from questions of “what it is,” we naturally take him to be distinguishing between existence
and definition. Some of his examples fit that interpretation, but others do not. Compare the
quotation from Melissus on p. 305, where three occurrences of einai vary between (in our
analysis) existential Type VI, copulative with “true” as predicate, and veridical-existential.
It is clear that Melissus intends to make the same point with all three uses of einai.

2 Thus the ontology of Aristotle in the Categories, often regarded as a reflection of common
sense, can be seen rather as the result of a struggle to provide an alternative to the Platonic
construal of predication. See Wolfgang Mann, The Discovery of Things (Princeton, 2000).
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cism in the age of the Sophists, in the second half of the fifth century B.C. In
Greece, at any rate, this use of einai to mean something like “exist” presup-
poses a climate of theoretical speculation and an attitude of doubt concerning
objects of traditional belief (like the doubt expressed in the biblical verse,
“The fool hath said in his heart, “There is no God’”).

Type VI provides an ancient precedent for the kind of existential statements
that are characteristic of post-Cartesian philosophy. (Recall Heidegger’s radi-
cal question cited from Leibniz: Why is there anything at all rather than noth-
ing?) Thus Type VI serves to express a more speculative notion of existence,
by contrast with the conversational notion illustrated in Type IV. We have seen
that, unlike the implicit existential force of einai in Types I-III, sentences of
Type IV are explicitly concerned with the existence or non-existence of a sub-
ject, but with existence qualified in two respects: 1) the class of possible sub-
jects is specified by the context (speakers in the council meeting, for our first
example, sentence 86 cited above in section 9) or by the text itself (Trojans,
above all the sons of Priam, in the second example, sentence 84); and 2) what
is affirmed or denied is not the existence of a subject generally but the subject
for specific predication, spelled out in the relative clause. The second qualifi-
cation has its parallel in the Fx component in existential quantification 3x(Fx):
in both cases, what is posited is not a subject in general but a subject satisfy-
ing definite predicates. However, the first qualification marks a difference be-
tween normal speech and the formalized discourse of logic. In the idiomatic
sentences of Type IV the subject whose existence is affirmed or denied is not
any object in the universe but something of a definite sort: a person qualified
to speak, a Trojan warrior. These sentences deal not with unqualified exis-
tence, being something rather than nothing (as when we discuss whether God
exists, or the existence of the external world), but rather with qualified or con-
textual existence, the existence of a specified kind of thing (a speaker or a
warrior) in a definite context (a meeting or a battle). In the speculative Type
VI, the sortal specification of the subject is retained (a god or a centaur), but
both the contextual restriction and the specific predication have disappeared.

As a result, the syntax of this sentence type is not transparent. The explicit
existential force of einai recalls the semantic sentence operator of Type IV, but
in Type VI we have no operand sentence. Perhaps the most natural construal
of Type VI is to see it as affirming or denying a subject for any arbitrary pred-
ication, a generalization of Type IV that maintains the sortal restriction on the
subject of einai (e.g. gods or centaurs) but eliminates any specification of the
predicates by zeroing the relative clause. To the “absolute” syntax of einai in
Type VI, restricted in this case neither by predicative complements nor by rel-
ative clause, corresponds an equally unqualified affirmation or denial of exis-
tence for the subject.
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How did this speculative sentence type arise? For an intuitive understand-
ing of the force of the verb in Type VI, I suggest that the denial comes first.
The affirmation of existence can then be seen as secondary, as a response to
sceptical doubts: “You say that Zeus does not exist? I say that he does!” But
what exactly did the doubter mean by saying “Zeus is not”? If we are right to
think of Type IV as the paradigm for an existential use of einai, the semantic
function of einai must be to posit a subject for predication. Hence to deny that
Zeus is is to deny that Zeus can be a subject for any true predication whatso-
ever: everything they say about Zeus is not only false but inevitably false, be-
cause there is no such subject to talk about! The denial of existence in such a
case is a denia] of truth for an entire tradition—the tradition of the poets and
the priests. This reading of Zeus is not explains the zeroing of the relative
clause that we would expect to find according to the syntax of Type IV. In
Type VI denials of existence there is no reason to specify conditions to be sat-
isfied by the proposed subject, because the not-being of the subject guarantees
in advance the nullity of every predication.

If this is the correct interpretation of Type VI, it is easy to see why the sur-
face syntax of the verb is systematically misleading, as Ryle and others have
observed. For in this absolute construction einai seems to represent a first-
order predicate, like a normal verb. The surface syntax of einai seems to be
just the same as in Type I, where the verb means “be alive” or “be present,”
or in the quasi-existential uses of the locative copula in Types II and III, such
as “There are no asses in all of Scythia, because of the cold.” It is this mis-
leading syntax that gives rise to the notorious question, Is existence a predi-
cate? It may be a predicate after all, but not a first-order predicate. That einai
in Type VI, despite appearances, is not a normal, first-order verb is clear from
the fact that it does not take complements of time or place, unlike the same
verb in Types I, II, and III.

The failure to notice this discrepancy has led some philosophers astray, as
it led philologists to combine Types I and VI in what they took to be the prim-
itive (or at least the oldest known) use of einai in Greek. My catalogue of ar-
chaic sentence types shows that Type VI is not likely to be a primitive use of
einai, since it does not appear before the late fifth century. And my syntactic
analysis indicates that, far from being a normal predicate as in Type I, einai in
Type VI is best understood by analogy to the existential sentence operator of
Type IV, which specifies its operand sentence in a relative clause. It is pre-
cisely the absence of this relative clause that makes Type VI so problematic.

Alternatively, we might interpret the absolute construction of einai in Type
VI as the result of zeroing the predicate in a copula sentence, as was suggested
earlier in section 3: X is is short for X is something or other. This interpreta-
tion of Type VI ties it more closely to the copula construction but does not ac-
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count so well for its strong existential value. The explicitly existential force of
Type VI (being something rather than nothing) is better explained by a deri-
vation from the semantic sentence operator of Type IV.

12. Having surveyed the various uses of einai, we can now consider the
question of how these uses hang together as a system. I have already pointed
to an answer on the basis of the syntactic analysis, but before pursuing this line
let us see what can be said on the subject of the lexical meaning of the verb.

Any attempt to derive the different uses of einai from a single Urbedeutung
or fundamental meaning will plausibly begin either from the vital-locative
sense “live, dwell” attested for persons in sentences of Type I (above, with ex-
amples on pages 240-5) or from the more general locative sense: “be present,
be available, vorhanden sein”’* To some extent, this quasi-existential mean-
ing is automatically implied by every copula use of einai with locative com-
plements: Socrates is here, Socrates is in the agora. That is why the absolute,
“existential” use of the verb can also be seen as the result of zeroing the
adverbial of place in this locative construction: Socrates is (somewhere).
Existence is, as it were, location generalized or left indeterminate. Such a
locative-existential sense of the verb corresponds to the old Greek notion (at-
tested from Gorgias to Aristotle) that “whatever is, is somewhere; what is
nowhere is nothing.” Hence when Plato wanted for the first time to define a
non-spatial notion of reality for the Forms, he was obliged to locate them in a
noétos topos, an intelligible space (Republic V1, 508¢c1).

It is generally recognized that this local sense must have been one of the old-
est meanings of the Indo-European root *es-. Thus the Oxford English Dic-
tionary suggests that “the primary sense” of the English verb be was “‘to occupy
a place’ (i.e. to sit, stand, lie, etc.) in some specified place,” from which was de-
rived the more general sense “to be somewhere, no matter where, to be in the uni-
verse or realm of fact, to have a place among existing things, to exist.”?

As we have noted, the literal sense of “being-there” or “ being-present” is
implicit in every use of the locative copula, and it is reinforced in the sen-
tences classified as locative-existential, which includes most of the sentences
in Types II and III; for example, “There is a city Ephyre in the corner of
Argos.” (See above and pages 164-7, 245-50, 261-4.) On the other hand, in
the most common of all uses of einai, the copula construction with predicate
adjectives and nouns, the literal meaning of “being in a place” is completely
absent: Socrates is wise, Socrates is a philosopher. Still, what we do have in
the case of the nominal copula is a kind of shadow of the local sense in what

2 For this view see Klowski (1967) and, above all, Ruijgh (1979), discussed in the Appen-
dix.
27 See the citation from the Oxford English Dictionary on pp. 197-8, n.19.
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linguists recognize as the stative aspect of einai.®® This fundamental lexical
value of einai as verb of state or station, in opposition to the mutative-kinetic
aspect of verbs for become, is particularly strong in Greek, because it is sup-
ported by two unique morphological contrasts. In the first place, unlike other
verbs derived from the Indo-European root *es-, the Greek verb einai has kept
its durative stem throughout the conjugation and has admitted no non-durative
or aorist forms from other roots (as the English verb is has admitted both be
and was from roots other than *es-, and Latin esse has admitted fui/fuisse). In
addition, the stative-locative value for eipt be is reinforced by the opposition
with its near-homonym, gup “I go.” This opposition between two archaic -pu
verbs gives our verb eiul be the implicit meaning “to stay” by contrast with
“to go.” This convergent set of linguistic peculiarities for einai helps us to un-
derstand why, in traditional Greek thought, to be is to be somewhere.

In Chapter VIII I presented this locative interpretation of einai as a di-
achronic myth, the derivation of all uses of the verb from one primitive mean-
ing; and I proceeded to reject it as a mythical account of linguistic prehistory
(pages 375—-88). However, in the form just presented, without diachronic
claims, this account gives a plausible lexical description of the intuitive mean-
ing of einai in all its uses. The basic meaning of the verb is “to be present, be
available,” with a paradigm use for persons “to live, to dwell (somewhere).”
The local meaning is weakest, of course, in the case of the nominal copula,
the most common use of all. But even here, in what is sometimes regarded as
the “mere copula,” we find a kind of analogue to the locative sense in the
static-durative aspectual value, which is particularly strong in the case of the
Greek verb o be. Thus, in addition to its syntactic role as sign of predication,
einai as copula retains a lexical suggestion of standing still and remaining as-is.
It is this stative-durative value, present in every copula use, which was trans-
formed by Parmenides into the notion of eternal being: “It never was nor will
be, since it is all together now” (fr. 8, 5). And this unchanging Being of Par-
menides is still conceived in locative terms: “equal to itself in every direc-
tion,” “like the bulk of a rounded sphere, balanced equally from the center in
every way” (fr. 8, 43, and 49f.). We can say that Parmenides created the meta-
physical concept of Being by bringing together all of the aspects and nuances
of the Greek verb into a single concept of the immutable Fact or Entity: to
eon, “that which is.”

Before leaving this discussion of the locative values of einai, we may note
how widely such metaphorical extensions of the notion of place or situation can

2 For the importance of the stative-mutative or static-kinetic contrast between be and be-
come, in Greek as in other languages, see pp. 194~8.
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serve to express the ideas of existence and reality, and not only in Greek. Thus
1 have systematically employed the metaphors of positing and placing in the do-
main of discourse in order to explicate the semantic notions of truth and exis-
tence. It is no accident that a similarly irreducible use of the imagery of location
turns up in the otherwise very different Heideggerian characterization of exis-
tence as Dasein, “being-there,” and as in-der-Welt-sein, “being-in-the-world.”?

13. This is, I think, as far as we can go in accounting for the lexical mean-
ing of the Greek verb to be. But this lexical account does nothing to establish
a conceptual unity for the uses of einai that might justify the Greek project of
ontology as an inquiry into the concept of Being. For that we must go back to
the analysis of sentence structure and semantic function for the existential and
veridical uses, and see how these are related to the predicative function of the
verb that I propose as the conceptual basis for the entire system.

Let me retrace the earlier steps in my argument. We begin with the notion
of predication as illustrated in the simplest sentence structure, in the distinc-
tion between noun and verb as originally proposed by Plato in the Sophist.?
Plato defines noun and verb both syntactically, as combining to produce a sen-
tence, and also as semantic functions: the verb signifies action (praxis), and
the noun signifies agent (prattén) or thing (pragma). This semantic dimension
is carefully developed in Plato’s brief account. His sample sentences (Theaete-
tus sits, Theaetetus flies) are said to be “about” (peri) their subject in the dia-
logue, Theaetetus himself, and the true sentence says “the things that are” (ta
onta) concerning him (263b). Plato’s goal in this discussion is to define true
and false statement, and thus he concludes with the veridical use of einai just
quoted. But in order to articulate the notions of truth and falsehood, Plato was
obliged first to provide an analysis of predicative sentence structure in terms
of the basic word classes of universal grammar, noun and verb. Formally
speaking, nouns and verbs are easy to distinguish in Greek (although, as far as
we know, no one had previously bothered to distinguish them). But the func-
tional distinction that Plato pointed out is not a peculiarity of Greek, or even
of Indo-European. As Sapir remarked, “there must be something to talk about
and something must be said about this subject of discourse once it is selected
... The subject of discourse is a noun ...The form which has been set aside for
the business of predicating ... [is] the verb ... No language wholly fails to dis-
tinguish noun and verb.”3!

2 For further comments on spatial metaphors in philosophy see pp. 387f.

3 The distinction is new in the Sophist. Before Plato, and even in Plato’s earlier writings,
onoma meant “name” and rhéma simply meant “phrase” or “expression.” Cf. Cratylus
399b1, where rhéma clearly means “phrase,” not “verb.”

31 For the full citation from Sapir, see p. 51.
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Thus Plato’s discovery of sentential syntax was at the same time a recogni-
tion of the fundamental conditions for any descriptive use of language. The
terminology of subject and predicate comes only with Aristotle, but the insight
is the same: that the subject-predicate (noun-verb) structure of sentences re-
flects, within language, the semantic structure of reference and description
that connects our use of language to what we are talking about. I have called
attention from the beginning to this fundamental ambiguity in the concept of
predication: on the one hand, a syntactic relation between components within
a sentence; on the other hand, a semantic relation between a sentence or sen-
tence component and its significatum in the world. For it is just this semantic
function of predication that permits us to understand the central place of cop-
ula syntax in the unified system of fo be.

We return to the simple copula sentence: Socrates is wise or Socrates is in
the agora. When asserted normally as a statement, such a sentence entails
three kinds of semantic relations. (1) If the sentence is true, the subject must
exist, that is, there must be something the sentence is about. ( 2) The sentence
makes a truth claim, that is, it claims that things are in fact as it says that they
are. (3) This claim entails that the predicate in question (being wise, or being
in the agora) actually belongs to the subject, i.e. that the corresponding prop-
erty “occurs” or is instantiated in this particular case. To these three semantic
conditions correspond the three different uses of einai as semantic sentence
operator: 1, the existential use for subjects in Type IV sentences (“There is
someone/no one who can escape death); 2, the veridical construction for one
or more complete sentences (“Things are as you say”); and 3, the verb of oc-
currence for predicates in Type V (“There will be vengeance from Orestes”).
It is because the ordinary use of the copula as sign of predication in a first-
order sentence normally bears these three semantic implications that the same
verb can also serve as sentence operator in the three types of second-order
sentences whose function it is to make these semantic claims explicit.

Of course in simple noun-verb sentences predication occurs without the
verb fo be. The copula verb is required only when the predicate expression is
an adjective or other nominal form.?? In such sentences we recognize the min-
imum role of the copula as (1) verbal form carrying the marks of person,
tense, etc., (2) predicator, joining with the adjective to form the predicate ex-

32 According to the theory of the nominal sentence, Greek allows sentencehood without a
verb, at least in sentences where the verb would be in the third person singular. I have ar-
gued that the so-called nominal sentence is a feature of surface structure only, and that einai

is present in the underlying structure even in this case. For discussion, see Appendix B in
the book.
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pression or verb phrase, and hence (3) sign of sentencehood, completing the
subject-predicate form. It is this triple function that is meant when we de-
scribe the copula verb as sign of predication. In simpler sentences of the form
Socrates walks, Theaetetus sits, this function is performed by the verb alone.
As copula, einai serves as the verbalizer, making a verb phrase out of a verb-
less predicate. Furthermore, as already pointed out, in the periphrastic con-
struction einai can replace any verb in the language. Thus we have Socrates is
walking, Theaetetus is sitting (or their Greek equivalents) as reshapings of the
noun-verb sentence. In traditional theory the copula form became canonical
and the copula verb, rather than the verb in general, came to be regarded as
the sign of predication. We are not bound by this theory. But we do recognize
that to be performs the predicative function for a wide variety of sentence
forms, more so than any other verb in the language. (See the documentation
in Chapter IV.) As the principal predicative verb, einai can represent both the
concept of predication and the fundamental semantic relations that are en-
tailed by predication.

Thus the network of uses for einai serves to articulate a larger conceptual
structure that brings together the notions of predication, truth, and existence.
None of these three notions can be adequately explicated without reference to
the others. It is this twofold structure of predication, both syntactic and se-
mantic, that provides conceptual unity for the system of sentence forms rep-
resenting the concept of Being in Ancient Greek.

14. Let me close by returning to the contrast between the concept of Being,
as expressed in this system of uses for einai, and the notion of existence in
modern thought since Descartes. Our account of the system has assigned no
special role to the speculative use of the verb in sentences of Type VI (“The
gods are,” “A centaur is not”). Furthermore, the relatively marginal position of
such sentences in the discussion of Being by the Greek philosophers reflects
the fact that the notion of existence as such plays no clearly defined role in
ontological speculation from Parmenides to Aristotle.?* Questions of existence
are not of central importance in Greek metaphysics as they are in the tradition
initiated by Descartes, where attention is focused on such topics as: If I can
be certain of my own existence, can I be sure of anything else? Do material
objects exist? Do I know that there are other minds? Is the past real?

How are we to account for this radical difference between the two tradi-
tions? Part of the explanation must lie in the role played by scepticism. The

3 This is not to deny that Aristotle, for example, discusses particular problems (such as the
being of the void or the infinite and the reality of Platonic Forms) that we can identify as
questions of existence. See Owen (1965/1986) and Kahn (1976), p. 327.
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radical challenge of scepticism—what, if anything, can we know with cer-
tainty?—is historically secondary in ancient philosophy. It is true that this
sceptical question was raised early on, by Xenophanes, but it did not come to
play a dominant part in Greek philosophy until the rise of the Second Acad-
emy, in the third century B.C., after the major systems of classical thought had
been formulated. By contrast, the sceptical challenge and the epistemology re-
quired to answer it are central from the beginning in modern philosophy, both
in Descartes’ own thought and in that of his successors.

The modern notion of existence is not a product of scepticism, but the cen-
tral position of this notion in modern philosophy is, I suggest, closely corre-
lated with sceptical concerns. We have seen that speculative claims of
existence, as formulated in Type VI sentences, first appear in the fifth century
B.C. in response to sceptical doubts. This evidence from early Greek literature
indicates that such general assertions and denials of existence do not arise in-
evitably or spontaneously in ordinary discourse. They are a product of enlight-
ened speculation; they arise as a challenge to traditional belief and originally
concern only the gods and mythological creatures. The centrality of more gen-
eral questions of existence in modern philosophy might well be regarded as a
historical eccentricity, due to the radical influence of scepticism (for Descartes
and his followers) and the resulting dominance of epistemology in the post-
Cartesian tradition. Some of us may think that it is a substantial advantage on
the part of classical ancient thought to be relatively free from both—from the
radical influence of scepticism and also from the corresponding preeminence
of epistemology.

One final provocation. If it is right to think of existence claims as positing
semantic subjects in a universe of discourse, what is the relevant domain of in-
terpretation for questions concerning the existence of other minds or of the ex-
ternal world? What is the appropriate semantic framework, the relevant logical
space within which such objects could be located, or from which they might
be banished? It can scarcely be a matter of location in spatiotemporal reality.
But in what other way should these large questions of existence be under-
stood? Perhaps one advantage of the ancient concept of Being over the mod-
ern notion of existence lies precisely in the fact that the former is securely
anchored in the structure of predication (so that existence means the existence
of a certain kind of subject for specific attributes). The generalized, metaphys-
ical notion of existence, on the other hand, divorced from predication (as the
verb exists is divorced from the predicative construction) is in danger of float-

ing free without any fixed semantic frame of reference, and hence without def-
inite meaning.
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Appendix to Introduction

I take this occasion to make two corrections that could not be incorporated
into the reprinted text, and also to respond belatedly to four substantial re-
views of my 1973 book, by Ernst Tugendhat, Seth Benardete, Joachim
Klowski, and C. J. Ruijgh.

First the corrections: (1) On pages 303 and 318, the Sisyphus fragment (DK
88B.25) should be assigned to Euripides, not to Critias. (2) In the middle of
page 415, after “an old argument, familiar from the Cratylus,” to add “and the
Theaetetus.”

Now my answers to the reviews.

1. Tugendhat’s review* contains a number of penetrating criticisms, some of
which I am inclined to regard as justified.

1. I am still not persuaded, however, that a grammatical analysis can distin-
guish between the copula and the is of identity, or between logically singular
and logically general terms (by means of which Tugendhat would draw the
former distinction). These are distinctions that can imposed by definition in a
formal language, but I doubt whether they can be successfully defined in a
natural language, where, for example, a proper name normally applies to more
than one individual. In grammatical terms the opposite of singular is plural,
not general.

2. Tugendhat claims that the vital sense (“be alive”) is too narrow for Type
I sentences, and that this should be considered a special case of temporal ex-
istence or duration. However, my discussion of the underlying locative sense
of the verb (“be present, be available™) suggests that, if the vital nuance is to
be seen as species of a broader genus, it should rather be understood as a preg-
nant use of the general sense of presence, so that einai “to be alive” would
mean “to be present (on earth, or among the living).” The sense “to dwell”
would then be a more specific localization of the very same notion: (durative)
presence in a definite place. The durative aspect of the verb can account for
its occasional use where there is an emphasis on lasting in time (e.g. sentences
7-9 on page 237).

3. Tugendhat endorses Davidson’s view of events as irreducible, concrete
objects, and hence he would assimilate my Type V (einai as verb of occur-
rence for events) to my Types I and II (locative-existential sentences for peo-

3 «Die Seinsfrage und ihre sprachliche Grundlage,” Philosophische Rundschau 24 (1977),
pp. 161-76.
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ple and places). Here again, grammatical and philosophical considerations
seem to point in different directions. I would resist the interpretation of events
as irreducible subjects for the interpretation of natural language, even if such
entities are required (for example) in theoretical physics.

4. Most challenging of all is Tugendhat’s claim that the union of so many
distinct logical and linguistic functions in the single verb einai was an obsta-
cle rather than an advantage for Greek philosophical thought. Calculating
profit and loss in such matters is, as Tugendhat recognizes, a rather specula-
tive enterprise. We may probably agree to count as major achievements both
Plato’s successful struggle with Not-Being and Aristotle’s doctrine of the cat-
egories as an account of the many ways things are said to be. Both achieve-
ments were provoked by the bewildering complexity of the usage of einai. But
it is not clear whether such a challenge is to be counted as an obstacle to
thought or rather as a stimulus. (Incidentally, among the side effects from
these two responses to Parmenides are Plato’s analysis of the noun-verb sen-
tence structure and Aristotle’s generalization of this in the subject-attribute
conception of predication.) On the other hand, it is the richness and variety of
the range of einai that is exploited in a positive way by the Platonic-Eleatic
notion of eternal reality as “complete Being” (10 mavtehdg Ov), and also by
the Aristotelian conception of ontology as the study of “being qua being.”
Only if we can regard these metaphysical developments as positive achieve-
ments will we be entitled to enter them in the credit column of the verb to be.

II. Seth Benardete has contributed a number of valuable corrections to my de-
scription of the Greek usage of einai.®

1. On page 366 I reported that, except for the philosophical concern with to
un Ov, the negative form of the veridical use of ebvai was rare, and I found
no non-philosophical examples of ok ¥orti Ttavta, “that is not so.” Be-
nardete (page 487) quotes several examples of ovk Eoti tavTa and ovk
Eotwv (in the same sense), including Euripides, Jon 341 and Xenophon, Oeco-
nomicus XIX.17, and also (Afyewv) td T 8vta kal pn from Euripides fr. 978,
5. Tt turns out that negative forms of the veridical are not quite as rare as I had
supposed.

2. On page 299, note 61, it was a mistake for me to claim that “copula esti
rarely if ever occurs in the relative clause of Type IV;” in a sentence of the
form There is an X (no X) that is Y. Benardete (page 489) cites at least one
non-philosophical example, Antigone 737: ndhig yap otk ¥08 g dvdpdg
068" &vdg. This sentence form is more common in philosophical texts; Be-

35 “The Grammar of Being,” Review of Metaphysics 30 (1977), pp. 486-96.
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nardete refers to Plato, Charmides 167e, where several examples occur in a
single passage.

3. Benardete (pages 492f.) quotes a number of interesting examples of what
I call the speculative existential use of Type VI from prose and poetry of the
late fifth century, including one example that I had missed from the Clouds
(902-6, where the Unjust Logos asserts “that Dike is not at all,” ovdE yap
ebval mdvy ¢mul diknv). However, none of these examples is older than the
Protagoras and Sophocles texts cited on page 302. Benardete’s quotation from
Herodotus I1.23, which might be slightly earlier, is not an example of Type VI.

III. Klowski criticizes my exposition from the point of view of traditional
philology and doubts the utility of introducing transformational grammar.3

1. However, some of his criticisms are independent from this basic dis-
agreement on theoretical syntax. Thus he begins by pointing out that neither
my title nor my subtitle indicates that the study (except for Appendix C)
“deals with the prephilosophical and above all with the Homeric verb” (page
737, note 1). That is correct, but perhaps this omission can be justified. I chose
the Homeric poems as my primary data base in order to guarantee freedom
from philosophic influence, and also because this focus on the earliest Greek
texts would permit comparative linguists to judge how far my analysis may
apply to other archaic Indo-European languages. On the other hand, I cited
enough examples from Herodotus and from Attic poetry and prose to show
that my syntactic analysis applies also to the language of the classical period.
I found only one sentence form (my existential Type VI) that is absent from
Homer but attested in the fifth century. My reviewers have not pointed to other
syntactic innovations in the classical usage of einai. So my enumeration of
sentence types for einai can claim to represent Ancient Greek, and not only
Homeric Greek.

2. Klowski rightly notes (as I did) that once the notion of copula is extended
to include locative and paralocative sentences, the line between copulative and
non-copulative syntax becomes somewhat arbitrary, and certain borderline
constructions (such as the predicate genitive) might be classified either way
(Klowski, page 738; cf. my text pages 167-9). As I have emphasized here, the
distinction between complete and incomplete uses of einai is largely a matter
of convenience for organizing the data.

3. More fundamental questions are raised by Klowski’s criticism of my tak-
ing copula uses to include locative sentences like Socrates is in the agora; he
would restrict the term to the nominal copula, as in traditional grammar. Be-
hind this dispute about the use of the term “copula” lie two more substantial

% Review in Gnomon 47 (1975), pp. 737-46.
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issues. The first is Klowski’s claim that the locative sense (vorhanden sein,
sich befinden) represents the Grundbedeutung of the Greek verb, the original
sense from which both existential and copulative uses can be derived (page
745); this is a view that he has defended at length elsewhere.3” My response
to this claim has been indicated above (pp. xxvii~xxviii) and is repeated below
in answer to Ruijgh. I know of no evidence to support the chronological pri-
ority of the locative meaning over the copula construction of einai. My claim
of priority for the predicative function is strictly conceptual, not diachronic.

4. Klowski’s rejection of the notion of a locative copula is surprising, in
view of his insistence on the fundamental status of the nominal sentence
(pages 741f.). For it is precisely the phenomena of the nominal (i.e. verbless)
sentence that motivates the extension of the notion of copula to locative con-
structions, since verbless sentences like Socrates—in the agora behave exactly
like Socrates—wise. (See above, n. 15.) In both cases, if we want a unified,
synchronic description of this sentence form, we have the choice between two
rules: a rule that permits zeroing of the verb in present tense, or a rule that re-
quires the introduction of to be in the past and future tenses, in infinitival
clauses and in the oblique moods. One does not need to appeal to transforma-
tional grammar in order to prefer the first alternative. But perhaps it is only a
grammar of the transformational type that seeks such a unified description of
these sentence forms in the first place.

5. Finally, Klowski divides my veridical use into three or four distinct prob-
lems or concepts, one of which is what I call the truth claim, which is, as
Klowski recognizes, implicit in every declarative sentence, and hence not a
distinct use of einai.

i. The fully articulated form that I call the veridical construction, Things are
as you say (that they are), occurs only once in Homer (sentence 1, page 335),
but closely parallel Homeric forms are abundantly attested (sentences 414,
pages 338-46). Klowski calls this an “attische Redewendung ... die sich bei
Homer noch nicht findet”; yet he recognizes sentence 1 as representing its
“Vorstufen” (page 740). This is apparently an example of the old Wilamow-
itzian axiom Einmals ist niemals, zweimals ist immer.

ii. In a simplifying transform, saying it as it is can be replaced by saying
what is (legein ta onta, legein to eon), and this in tumn by the saying that is
(ho edn logos). Unsympathetic to grammatical transformations, Klowski
counts this as a distinct Problemkreis, and (since these transforms are first at-
tested in Herodotus) denies that they can be used as evidence for the pre-
philosophical usage of einai.

3 See Klowski (1967), pp. 1214f.
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iii. When fa eonta appears as object of a verb of knowing rather than of say-
ing (as in the formula for the seer who knows “the things that are, that will be,
and that were before”), Klowski counts this as a third Problemkreis, and (since
the formula is found in Homer and Hesiod) one that is indeed appropriate for
interpreting Parmenides. Klowski correctly notes that “beings” here (ta eonta)
refer to things as well as to events.

I suggest that it is Klowski’s rejection of the principle of transformational
grammar that leads him to separate these forms from one another, since it is
precisely the function of such a grammar to give a unified account of related
forms by specifying the regular syntactic relations between them. Further-
more, in seeking to lower the date of some of these veridical transforms,
Klowski ignores the comparative evidence that guarantees the prehistoric ori-
gin of the veridical notion itself: namely, the derivations of words for truth in
India and Scandinavia from the present participle of *es-, the Indo-European
root of einai.

Klowski’s discussion gives me no reason to revise my account of the veridi-
cal use.

I'V. The most thorough and detailed discussion of my book is by C. J. Ruijgh,
a linguist who is also a specialist in Greek.3® (Unfortunately, this 1979 publi-
cation came to my attention only quite recently, as the result of a citation in
De Rijk 2002.) I recommend this review for a full, fair, and accurate report of
the contents and claims of the book. I discuss here some points in which Ruijgh
disagrees with me.

First of all, a point of agreement. Ruijgh recognizes that the syntax of einai
in many sentences can be analyzed either as absolute or as copulative, with no
real difference in meaning. His first example (page 56) is lliad 2.204: e’ig
Koipavog £otw “Let there be one leader!” or, equivalently, “Let one be
leader!” This is entirely in line with my general claim that the difference be-
tween absolute and copula use is a feature of surface structure only, and that
the meaning of the verb is essentially the same in both constructions. Ruijgh
points out that in some cases the distinction between a complete and an in-
complete (copulative) construction of einai could be made clear by intonation,
indicating (for example) by a pause before an adjective that the latter is to be
taken not as a predicate but in apposition to the subject (page 61, with note
23; cf. pages 66f.). In my view, this suggests that in such cases the distinction
between complete and incomplete use should be regarded as rhetorical rather
than syntactic.

38 “A review of Ch. H. Kahn, The verb ‘be’ in Ancient Greek,” in Lingua 48 (1979), pp.
43-83.
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Ruijgh differs from me in his insistence on the notion of “being present,
being there” as the Grundbedeutung or valeur fondamentale of einai, and,
above all, in his attempt to derive all other uses of the verb (including the
nominal copula and the veridical) from the absolute use of einai with this
locative meaning, which he describes as “présentiel” rather than “existentiel”
{(page 58). Since I have recognized this sense as “a plausible lexical descrip-
tion of the intuitive meaning of einai in all its uses” (above, page xxviii), there
may be no disagreement between us after all, if Ruijgh is not making the di-
achronic claim that the absolute use of einai with this meaning is older than
the copula use. For this diachronic claim I know of no evidence, and Ruijgh
does not offer any.3® On the traditional view, of course, the nominal sentence
is older and the copula construction relatively recent. But this is precisely the
diachronic assumption for which I find no support, other than the theoretical
prejudice of believing that “concrete” meanings of the verb must be older than
the “abstract” use of the verb in copula sentences.

Diachronic claims aside, Ruijgh’s discussion makes one important empiri-
cal contribution to our understanding of the uses of einai. Ruijgh shows (more
clearly than I have done) that the verb alone may have a vivid local sense,
even without locative adverbs or prepositions. There are unambiguous exam-
ples from classical prose; for example, ﬁv at Protagoras 315e3 “(the youth
Agathon) was there,” and other examples from Herodotus and Aristophanes
cited by Ruijgh (pages 57f.). Ruijgh correctly points out that the verb €nv in
several Homeric examples also has to be translated by “was present, was
found there,” and that my assumption that a local adverb should be understood
in such cases (page 289) begs the question concerning the intrinsic meaning
of einai. | believe Ruijgh’s examples show conclusively that einai by itself can
mean “is there, is present” without any locative complement, but with some
specific place indicated in the context.

Furthermore, Ruijgh is right to insist that this locative notion is also implied
in some of the existential uses that I have catalogued as Type I and Type VI
Even my stellar example of the “speculative” Type VI existential, 008’ Eoti
Zevx, “There is no Zeus!” (Clouds 366) can later in Aristophanes’ play be in-
terpreted in quasi-locative terms: “There is no Zeus, since Dinos (Whirlpool)
is king, having driven Zeus out!” (Clouds 1470). And the parallel denial that

# In a later paper Ruijgh has made clear that he intends the notion of valeur fondamentale
to be understood synchronically, with no diachronic claims. (“Sur la valeur fondamentale de
elvau: une réplique,” Mnemosyne 37 (1984), pp. 264-70.) In that case, I am not sure there
is any substantial disagreement between us. The locative or “présentiel” sense would be
primary from the point of view of lexical vividness or intuitive meaning, whereas the pred-
icative construction is primary for an understanding of the system of uses as a conceptual
unity.
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diké exists is backed up by the question “where is she?” (Clouds 903). In view
of such unmistakable locative associations, Ruijgh claims that both the vital
use of einai in Type I and the more speculative use in Type VI can be inter-
preted as special applications of the fundamental value of “being present™:
being present on the earth, among the living (for Type I), or (in cases like the
existence of Zeus) being present “in the real world, by opposition to the ficti-
tious world of poets and story tellers” (pages 61f.).

Now it is one thing to claim that the vital and existential uses of einai share
an intuijtive nuance of presence or location by association with the literal loca-
tive uses, and something else again to claim that Types I and VI are only a spe-
cial application of the lexical value “be present” (pages 61f., 65) or, in the
case of Type IV, a metaphorical extension into a weaker, more abstract value
(page 63). The former claim I accept, the latter I deny. There is nothing local
about many Type VI sentences (for example, the existence or non-existence of
cities at Protagoras 322b1, 323a3: néheig otk foav, un eivar wdhetg). To
say that such uses are special applications or metaphorical extension of the
local meaning of einai only raises the question: What is special about these
cases? What is the conceptual status of this metaphor? And how are we to un-
derstand expressions like “presence in the real world” or “present in the world
of real history as a whole” (le monde de I’histoire réelle entiére for the veridi-
cal, page 65)7 These are the questions I have tried to answer with the syntac-
tic and semantic analysis of Types IV, V, VI and the veridical use of einai. Of
course to speak of a semantic sentence operator, which posits the content or
the subject of an operand sentence in the domain of discourse, does not solve
the philosophical problems of truth and existence. But it does allow us to for-
mulate these problems with more precision.

In addition to the attempt (to my mind, both unnecessary and unconvincing)
to derive all uses of einai from the basic meaning “to be present, to be there,”
Ruijgh offers an interesting discussion of so-called one-word sentences and
other sub-sentential expressions (from a descriptive point of view that is quite
independent of transformational syntax), as well as some critical thoughts on
the problem of the impersonal construction.
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PREFACE

This book began unintentionally in 1964, when I tried to put together a
brief description of the pre-philosophical uses of the Greek verb be in order
to lay the groundwork for an interpretation of the more technical use of
the verb by the philosophers beginning with Parmenides. But the task was
harder and longer than I thought, and it gradually became clear that no
adequate description of the Greek data could be given without confronting
a number of major issues in linguistic theory and in the philosophy of lan-
guage. As often happens in so-called empirical research, the terms in which
the problem is posed and the recognition of what might count as a solution
turn out to depend upon certain theoretical assumptions about the nature of
the subject matter and the appropriate form for description, analysis, and
explanation. In this case there was the preliminary question of an appro-
priate method for describing and classifying the different uses of the verb,
and the closely connected question of the relationship between a syntactic
or formal analysis of these uses and a semantic account in terms of difference
of meaning. Similar questions would arise in the study of any verb. But
the verb be poses specific philosophic problems of its own: how are we to
define or clarify the concepts of subject, predicate, copula, and verb of
existence? And there is the problem of the verb be itself: in what sense is
this system of distinct uses a unity? Is the possession of a single verb be with
such a diversity of uses only a historical accident of Indo-European? And
does it follow that the concept of Being is only a philosophic illusion?
Although I have been obliged to deal with these wider issues, and as a
result have seen (with some dismay) my early sketch give way to a study
of quite different scope and dimensions, the focus has remained on the
original goal: to give an account of the ordinary, non-technical uses of the
Greek verb. Of course it was the philosophic career of be which motivated
the study in the first place, and I have tried throughout to point the analysis
in a direction that will be useful for work in Greek philosophy.! But the
book remains a study of the verb be in Greek, not in philosophic Greek.
Furthermore, by dealing extensively with the earliest evidence (from Homer)

1 My preliminary results for the philosophical interpretation were given in *“The Greek
Verb ‘to be’ and the Concept of Being”, Foundations of Language 2 (1966), 245-65. The
application to Parmenides was published as **The Thesis of Parmenides’, in Review of
Metaphysics 22 (1969), pp. 700-24, and **More on Parmenides”, ibid, 23 (1969), pp. 333-40.
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and by referring to parallel evidence in cognate languages, I have tried as
far as I could to make this a study of the Indo-European verb be. Although
the Greek verb has a strong personality of its own, most of the characteristic
uses have striking parallels in other languages of the same family, and
particularly in those for which archaic texts are available. I hasten to add,
however, that [ am not a comparative linguist, and all conclusions offered
here that go beyond the Greek evidence can be regarded only as hypotheses
for specialists to confirm or refute.

The core of the book is the descriptive account of the various uses of
glpi, presented in Chapters IV, VI, and VIIL In order to organize this data
in a coherent way and to provide some reasonably clear analysis of the
copula, existential, and veridical uses of the verb, it was necessary to employ
a theory of syntax more carefully articulated than what we find in Kiihner-
Gerth or Schwyzer-Debrunner. What I have used is a modified version of
the transformational grammar of Zeilig Harris, as formulated in his article
““Transformational Theory” (in Language, 1965) and in his book Mathe-
matical Structures of Language (1968).

My use of this theory may be a stumbling-block to some readers, par-
ticularly to Hellenists trained in traditional grammar, who may wonder why
I have encumbered the description with such bizarre items as kernel sentence
forms and transforms, zero pronouns and sentence operators. Let me say
only that I do not believe any simpler theory can classify the copula uses
in a rational way or can give any analysis at all of the existential uses and
their relation to the copuila. The notion of a kernel or elementary sentence
is really the traditional notion of a simple sentence given a precise formula-
tion. I hope that some of the preliminary difficulties can be overcome by
a careful reading of Chapter I §§6-7, where I describe Harris’ theory in
outline and explain the notion of transformation which will be used here.
One difficulty calls for special mention, however, since it may perplex many
philologically trained readers. This is my systematic use of the term “deriva-
tion” in the absence of any historical evidence that what I call a derived
form appears later than its alleged transformational “‘source”. To forestall
misunderstanding, let me insist that the relevant sense of “derivation™ is
neither chronological nor psychological: it is a technical concept defined by
the syntactic theory. Perhaps the closest analogy would be to the sense in
which the theorems of geometry are ‘“derived” from the axioms of the
systemn. In Harris’ system of grammar, the elementary sentence forms serve
as the axioms, so to speak, from which more complex sentence forms are
derived. And the rules of derivation are precisely the transformations defined
in the system. To say that the passive sentence form Caesar was stabbed
by Brutus is transformationally derived from the active form Brutus stabbed



PREFACE xlvii

Caesar is not to say that the latter form is historically older (though this
might be true). Nor is it to say that a speaker first thinks of the active sen-
tence pattern and then constructs the corresponding passive (though a child
presumably learns to use the active form first), To say that the passive is
a transform of the active is to say (i) that the active is simpler (in an intuitive
sense, which the theory can articulate), and (ii) that there is a grammatical
rule, i.e. a regular transformation, to get from one form to the other. This
and no more is what is meant by ‘“derivation” here, when I am using the
term in a technical sense.

Another class of readers may ask not why I use transformational grammar
but why I use it in this particular form, rather than in one of the more
familiar generative systems developed by Noam Chomsky and his school.
Why transformational grammar without tree diagrams and without rewrite
rules? My answer is that I learned this theory from my friends and colleagues
in Philadelphia, that I found it easy to use because it has so much in com-
mon with traditional grammar and easy to apply to the Greek texts because
it sticks relatively close to the surface structure of actual sentences. I do not
mean to take up any position on the relative merits of different theories
of modern syntax. But I will be happy if one of the side-effects of my work
is to remind some readers of the fact that transformational grammar, of
which Harris is the pioneer, is not simply co-extensive with the theories
of Chomsky and his followers. For those readers who are familiar with
generative grammar I should point out that my use of the term ‘‘deep
structure” (or ‘‘underlying structure’’) is somewhat narrower than that to
which they may be accustomed. The deep structure of a given sentence is
simply the elementary sentence form (or forms) which constitutes its source,
plus the transformations by which it is derived from this source. In no
case does the term ‘‘deep structure” refer to a semantic level that might be
“deeper” than the kernel sentences of the language with their elementary
vocabulary. One of the advantages of this theory, to my mind, is that it
implies no concept of meaning which goes beyond the sentences of the lan-
guage, except in terms of paraphrase relations between sentences. (I do
make use of a more extended notion of meaning in what I call strong se-
mantics, to which I will refer in a moment. There we are no longer in the do-
main of syntax or linguistics proper but are concerned rather with the logical
and philosophical analysis of the concepts under discussion.)

For readers whose interest is primarily philosophical rather than lin-
guistic, I have tried to separate the discussion of theoretical issues from the
detailed description of Greek sentence types. Thus the concepts of subject
and predicate are treated in Chapter II, the general theory of the copula
in Chapter V, and the unity of the system of be in Chapter VIIL. Unfor-
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tunately it was not possible to make such a clear separation between theory
and description in discussing the uses of be as an expression for existence
and truth. Thus the theory of the existential verb is given within the largely
descriptive Chapter VI (especially §§19-21); and my remarks on the concept
of truth are contained within the account of the veridical uses in Chapter VII
(see §§2-3 and 7).

In dealing with the different “‘senses™ of the verb be I have not developed
or assumed any general theory of meaning. But the problem of meaning
does arise, for example in dealing with the existential verb, which is clearly
a semantic rather than a formal or syntactic notion. My procedure in
Chapter VI has been to attack the problem by successive levels of analysis,
each of which attempts to specify the meaning of the verb by a different
method. The first analysis is carried out in terms of paraphrase value or
dictionary meaning, This is the kind of semantics (I call it weak semantics)
that is standard practice in philology and traditional linguistics. Thus I
distinguish four nuances or paraphrase values for the existential uses of
eipi (Chapter VI §§3-4). The second stage of analysis is syntactic as well as
semantic: I define different existential ““uses” of the verb on the basis of
distinct sentence types, each with its own syntactic description (Chapter VI
§§5-18). The assumption here is that while not every intuitive difference of
meaning for the verb can be accounted for by a syntactic difference, the
more relevant distinctions we can make in syntactic terms the firmer will
be our grasp on differences of meaning. Here and elsewhere, transformational
syntax provides us with a powerful tool for making our intuitive distinctions
more precise and more general. (I believe this is also true for the analysis
of periphrastic uses of the copula in Chapter IV §§14-17, and for the dis-
cussion of impersonal constructions in Chapter IV §§27-30.) Finally, I ask
what is the logical function of the existential verb, in the context of “strong
semantics” where we are no longer satisfied with a paraphrase or transla-
tion equivalent as an account of what the word means. As understood
here (following Henry Hiz), strong semantics makes use of logical notions
such as truth, reference, and entailment. I claim no originality for the
logical account of existence sentences offered in Chapter VI §20. I do hope
to have clarified the relationship between (1) this logical or semantic concept
of existence, (2) the syntactic analysis of existential sentences, and (3) their
intuitive meaning as rendered in paraphrase or translation.

Two points on technical matters. I have used the Oxford text of Greek
authors wherever possible. And I have been rather unsystematic in the use
of quotation marks. It is standard practice in linguistics to present sample
sentences in italics, and I have followed this practice as far as I could.
I have made no use of single quotes. Double quotes serve for translations
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of Greek samples, for genuine quotations, for words or phrases mentioned
rather than used, and for a variety of purposes often referred to under the
title of “shock quotes™.

It remains only to express my gratitude for aid received from various
quarters. The first material was collected when I was an A.C.L.S. research
fellow in 1963-64; the bulk of the manuscript was drafted when I was
on scholarly leave from the University of Pennsylvania in 1968-69. It was
John Verhaar who, as editor of the monograph series on the verb be, first
urged me to present my study in this series and sustained me with steady
encouragement as the work dragged on. I am most grateful to K. J. Dover,
who wisely rejected for publication my earliest attempt to treat this topic
in 1964 and has since been willing to do unjust penance by reading the whole
manuscript and improving it by his criticism and suggestions. Other friends
and colleagues who have read substantial portions and helped to remove
some of the imperfections include Diskin Clay, S.-Y. Kuroda, Jon Moline,
Martin Ostwald, and Ernst Tugendhat. George Cardona has generously
helped with information on Sanskrit and other points in comparative gram-
mar. I have profited from individual comments by more people than I can
name. Much of the initial stimulus for my work came from the writings of
Emile Benveniste, and he showed great kindness in discussing these matters
with me on several occasions. Among my students Joan Kung, Richard
Patterson, and Blair Edlow have helped with the preparation of the manu-
script. Finally, I dedicate the study to Henry and Danuta Hiz who instructed
me in the rudiments of transformational grammar, without which this book
could not have been written.

Philadelphia, September 3, 1971 CHARLES H. KABN
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strued as the is of identity. Instead of distinguishing between “S”.
and “P”. we may often analyze these sentences in terms of the
rhetorical-psychological distinction of “topic” and “‘comment”.
In a use of special interest for the future development, tig occurs
as predicate in the question Who (what) is it? Two groups to be
distinguished. Sentences 51-54.

tig o11; (group 1): questions of personal identity. Stereotyped
forms in Homer for questioning strangers. The answer need not
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specify the personal name, but generally names the father, the
family and the local group. Greater importance of the personal
name in the fifth century. Sentences 55-59.

tig &o11; (group 2): interrogations of surprise and concern. The
pre-philosophic background of the Socratic question ti &oTi;
Sentences 60-63.

Fourth subclass of the nominal copula: the periphrastic con-
struction with sipi as “auxiliary verb” and with a participle as
predicate. Importance of this construction from a philosophical
point of view. The philological discussion of this use has been
inconclusive and often incoherent, because of a confusion be-
tween semantic, stylistic, and syntactic criteria in the definition
of periphrasis. I propose a purely syntactic definition, and thus
admit the possibility of a periphrastic construction with a strong
lexical value for sipi. Examples of non-periphrastic conjunction
of verb and participle (not involving eipi). Sentences 64-67.
Application of the definition to eipf. (1) Non-periphrastic
constructions of eipi with participle. (2) Unitary periphrasis
where copula 4 participle may be regarded as the equivalent of a
single finite verb form. Sentences 68-75.

Copulative periphrasis, with the participle assimilated to an
adjective. This assimilation is never complete, and so-called
“adjectival periphrasis” must be included among the other,
properly periphrastic uses. Adjectival and unitary periphrasis may
coincide in a single example. Sentences 76-79.

Affinity of the periphrastic construction for perfect participles.
The “static” effect of periphrasis. Some special cases: periphrasis
with an existential or veridical value for the verb; with gipi in
initial position. Present periphrasis in Homer. Except with per-
fect participles, periphrasis remains rare. Sentences 80-85.

The articular participle in predicate position is not a case of
periphrasis but a statement of identity, one term of which is pro-
vided by the subject of the source sentence underlying the articular
participle. Sentences 86-89.

Generalization of the analysis of periphrasis: an auxiliary verb
is simply a special case of a verb operator or sentence operator.
We have transformationally comparable uses of eipi with agent
nouns and adjectives, with adjectives in -t6¢ and verbals in -téog.
Sentences 90-92.

The nominal copula concluded. Summary of verb and sentence-
operator uses of €ipi alone. Comparable uses of sipi together
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with adjective as compound verb operator: 8fiL6g (@avep6s)
gl +participle. Cop A and cop N construction with sentential
subjects (§§6 and 10) belong here as compound sentence operators
(elpf +adjective/noun +infinitival clause). Sentences 93-94.
Copula constructions with adverbial *“‘predicate” (cop adv). The
use of personal subjects with adverbs meaning ‘“silent”, “in
silence” seems to reflect a concrete sense of the verb: to stand,
remain, persist in a certain state or condition. Sentence 95-97.
The copula with adverbs of manner in -®g; personal and sen-
tential subjects, and some impersonal uses (xak@®g v ‘““things
went badly”). Related uses with nouns of action. olrwg &oti
and the veridical construction. Sentences 98-111.

The locative copula. Traditional theories of the copula overlook
either the general parallel or the systematic distinction between the
nominal and locative copulas. The further distinction between
locative adverb and prepositional phrase is superficial and will
be ignored here: N is PN will serve as a general formula for the
locative construction. “Pure” locative uses of the copula are re-
latively rare, but they include uses of the compound verbs én-
syt wép-eipt. Sentences 112-118.

Paralocative uses of N is PN. (1) Pregnant uses of the locative,
where the literal sense of place is appropriate but does not give
the primary or the full meaning of the construction. (2) Metaphor-
ical uses, where the literal sense is inappropriate. Extensive
development of the latter in post-Homeric Greek. Sentences 119-
128.

Locative-existential uses. Overlap with the possessive construc-
tion. Occurrences of the nominal copula with an existential sense.
Sentences 129-139.

The predicate genitive. This is a semi-copulative use of sipi,
with various special senses: (1) partitive genitive, (2) genitive of
source, ancestry, material, (3) genitive of measure and price, (4)
genitive of belonging to (as property or distinctive mark). A con-
trast with the dative of possession.

The impersonal construction. Importance of the general problem,
as a challenge to the traditional view that a proposition necessarily
consists of subject and predicate. The problem is clarified by the
transformational distinction between elementary and derived
sentences, since many impersonal constructions are secondary
transforms of S.-P. sentences. We recognize three types of im-
personal construction and one type misleadingly described as
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impersonal (with a true subject vaguely determined). We shall
note the rarity of the first two impersonal forms in Homeric
Greek.

Impersonal constructions of elementary form (Type 1): expres-
sions for weather and time. Meteorological verbs are never im-
personal in Homer (Zebg Uer “Zeus rains™). Impersonal sen-
tences of time (dppi fHAiov dvopdg fv “it was about sunset”) are
well established in classic prose, but at best incipient in Homer.
Sentences 140-141.

Impersonal variants on NVQ sentences occur as an optional or
stylistic transformation (Type 2). This secondary use of the im-
personal form is common in Attic, but there are only two exam-
ples in Homer. Initial £o11 in singular with plural “subject” may
be considered a weak form of this transformation. Sentences 142
143.

Impersonal sentences operators (Type 3). Cop A and cop N with
sentential subjects (or “bound infinitives”) might be classified
here; also the potential construction (Eoti+infinitive) to be
described in Chapter VI. We may imagine an historical develop-
ment of the impersonal potential use of Eoti out of elementary
constructions of the verb together with an epexegetical infinitive.
We note the use of £o1i with impersonal verbal in -téov or -t€a.
Antecedents for this may be found in the epic use of adjectives
in -t6v and -t4. Our general formal definition of the impersonal
construction is: the use of a finite verb where no subject expres-
sion is provided by the context. Nearly all examples of this for
el fall under the three types recognized in §§28-30, but there are
some difficult cases (e.g. xak®g fv) which do not seem to be of
elementary form (Type 1), but which are not easily analyzed either
as transforms (Type 2) or as sentence operator uses of slpi (Type
3). Compare the “redundant™ use of elvat as articular infinitive
construed adverbially (1o vBv elvar). Sentences 144-155.

v/ THE THEORY OF THE COPULA

The traditional concept of the copula is reformulated to apply
explicitly to locative as well as to nominal predicates. The notion
of predication in turn is generalized to apply to all sentences.
It is the finite verb, and not the copula as such, which then be-
comes the sign of predication. We distinguish (1) the syntactic
role of the copula, providing the verb form required for sentence-
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hood, and (2) the semantic role, providing the indicative mood
form which is the mark of declarative sentence or truth claim.
Truth claim of sentences is distinguished from assertion by
speakers.

Why is a finite verb generally required for declarative sentence-
hood? The answer lies in the efficiency of the I.-E. system of
verb endings as markers of person, tense, mood, and number. The
indicative mood is the general mark of the declarative register,
including question, supposition, etc. However, these other uses
of the indicative may be regarded as secondary modifications of
Statement, or positing as true, which is the fundamental mode of
descriptive and quasi-descriptive speech.

Digression on the general theory of moods. The link between
the copula function and veridical use of eipi will be better under-
stood if we recognize that the fundamental function of the verb
in L-E. is the expression of sentential truth claim. This follows
from the fact that the unconditional declarative sentence is the
primitive sentence form, upon which all modal forms (including
question, wish and command) are to be defined. The formal
description of moods within a particular language requires for its
semantic interpretation a general theory of logical, epistemic and
intentional modalities. The morphology of the Turkish verb offers
a suggestive illustration. The analysis of performative verbs
recently proposed by G. Lakoff is compatible with my claim of a
fundamental role for the declarative form in any general theory
of the sentence.

Why is it precisely the verb *es- in L-E. which occurs with non-
verbal predicates? It has been suggested (by Meillet) that *es-
was preferred because of its relatively slight meaning as verb of
existence. The aspectual value of the verb is emphasized in Lyons’
account of the general contrast between static and kinetic aspects:
is stands to becomes as has to gets and as is located in to goes
(comes) to. In Greek, these three aspectual oppositions for lo-
cation, possession and nominal predication can all be expressed
by the contrasting pair eipi-yiyvopat.

Hence, without having a definite “meaning of its own” be as
copula nevertheless contributes something to the meaning of the
sentence, in virtue of (1) its verbal marks of person, tense, etc.
including the indicative mark of truth claim, and (2) its aspectual
value static, as verb of state or station. The traditional hypothesis
of the development of the copula role of *es- from some earlier
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use as verb of existence alone is to be rejected for Greek at any
rate, in view of the ovérwhelming predominance of the copula
construction in Homer (some 80%; of all occurrences of the verb).
The developmental view of the copula must be rejected also on
transformational grounds: of the two alleged sources of the
copula construction with be, (1) apposition presupposes the sen-
tence type with be, and (2) the nominal sentence represents merely
the zero form of the copula. The relation between apposition and
copula is brought out by Jespersen’s analysis of “predicatives
of being” in English.

Be-replacers (like stands, remains, becomes) are distinguished from
be-modifiers (like seems, appears, is known/thought/said to be,
etc.). The latter behave like other verb operators such as begins,
wants, tries (to do such-and-such). Like the appositive construc-
tion, the be-modifiers also presuppose a copula construction in
their transformational source. We are left with the question of a
small group of static copulas as be-replacers (stand, lie, sit) and a
comparable group of kinetic copulas or become-replacers (turns,
grows, goes). Are these two groups to be derived from be and
become? And is become in turn to be derived from be?

Being is conceptually prior to becoming: X becomes Y implies or
presupposes X was not Y and X will be (begins to be) Y, but not
conversely. So in L.-E. there is a single, universal root for is
(namely, *es-), but a shifting set of become-verbs whose lexical
value is determined in each case by their syntactical parallel and
aspectual contrast with *es-. Becomes could be analyzed as a
verb operator on be, comparable in structure to begins (to be) or
comes (to be).

The theoretical concept of the verb be as required in trans-
formational grammar. The most purely empirical concept
of the verb, e.g. as the total actual occurrences of the various
forms of elui in the text of Homer, contains a theoretical ele-
ment in its selection of relevant forms, and even more 30 in its
identification of the text of Homer (as distinct from particular
copies or tokens). But transformational analysis requires a fur-
ther theoretical extension in the reconstruction of zero forms
in addition to actual occurrences. It is these zero forms which
are presupposed in ellipse, in apposition, and in the nominal
sentence.

The proposal to eliminate copula be from deep structure leads
in fact to a further generalization of the notion of be, completely
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divorced from the concrete forms of *es-in L.-E.: “the is of pred-
ication”, as represented by the generalized sentential scheme Fa.
This is the form of predication as such, as in the Port Royal
theory of the copula which is generalized for predicates of any
type. We must distinguish this from the actual use of *es- as
copula in L-E., which is restricted to non-verbal predicates.
There seem to be natural languages which approximate to a
general, uniform predicative scheme, as in the case of copulative
suffixes in Turkish. The Greek philosophers regarded the verb
elyf in just this way, as the generalized form of predication.
Comparison with more restricted copula verbs in other languages.
Ewe has one copula verb for predicate nouns, another verb for
predicate adjectives and locatives (and this verb expresses exis-
tence and possession as well). Classical Chinese has no copula
with adjectives; however it has (or develops) a substantival copula,
and has a distinct locative verb. The I.-E. solution of a single
copula for nouns, adjectives and locatives, though not a sufficient
condition, was probably a necessary one for the generalized con-
ception of Being in Greek philosophy.

A survey of be- and become-replacers in Homer. The chief repla-
cers of *es- as static copula (in Homer and in I.-E. generally) are
the three verbs of posture: sit, lie, and stand. For the mutative
become-verbs the principal representative outside of Greek is
*bhii- (the root of @bw, @bopar “generate,” “grow’). In Greek
the principal become-verb from Homer on is y({yvopat/gyevounv
““be born™". Other verbs like Tpégopar, TéAopat, tedédm, TéTuypat
serve as expressive or poetical equivalents for be or become. Of
these, only yiyvopot has an important copula use in Attic prose.
The vital-static-locative value be alive, live, stay (in a place)
is tentatively reconstructed for elu{ as the center of the copulative
system in Greek. This hypothetical value is partially confirmed
by the Homeric use of elu{ for “I am alive”, and by various sup-
pletive verbs for be in I.-E.: *wes- in Germanic (originally ‘“‘stay”
or “‘dwell”); stato, été, estar in Romance languages (from stare
“stand”). This gives us statements of place for personal subjects
as the paradigm form of predication with elpi. In summary,
we have three concepts of be as sign of predication: (1) predica-
tion in the widest sense as declarative sentencehood, i.e. truth
claim for a sentential structure of arbitrary form and content
(cf. veridical elvar in Chapter VII); (2) predication in the tra-
ditional sense, as a two-term syntactic form (Fa or X is Y) with
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the corresponding semantic interpretation (F is true of @, Y is
true of X). This corresponds to elvat in the sense of Aristotle’s
Categories, i.e. to the copula construction understood as the
underlying form of all sentences; (3) the actual use of *es- as
copula in L.-E., defined by contrast to sentences with “‘full” verbs.
It is here, in the specific L.-E. data, that we have the copulative
system of be-become verbs centered on elpi, which is in turn a
verb with certain non-copulative uses.

V1/ THE VERB OF EXISTENCE

In addition to existential uses the non-copulative uses of eiui
include the possessive, potential, and veridical constructions.
The present chapter deals with all non-copulative uses except
the veridical. Existential uses are more difficult to analyze than
the copula constructions of Chapter 1V, since the concept of
existence is lexical or semantic rather than syntactic. The procedure
to be followed here is (1) to give an informal account of the
lexical nuances expressed by eipf in the so-called existential uses,
(2) to isolate five or six characteristic sentence types in which
the verb has an existential value, and (3) to specify in logical
or semantic terms the force of the verb in each type.

The difficulty in finding any general description or paraphrase
value for the existential uses. The term ‘“‘existential” is itself
misleading as a description of the Greek usage of &ipi.
Informal description of the four nuances which can be distin-
guished in the lexical value of elui as existential verb: vital,
locative, durative, and existential in the strict sense (as repre-
sented by the existential quantifier in logic).

Ilustration of the four nuances: Sentences 1-13.

Preliminary sketch of six existential sentence types with eiui.
Type I (the vital use), including the marginal case where elpi can
be rendered “dwell, live (in a place)”. Sentences 14-26.

Type II. Mixed assertions of existence for singular subjects, in-
cluding subtype IIA with a topographical item as subject, and
subtype IIB where subject is a person. Sentences 27-42.
Syntactical analysis of Type IIB: a locative sentence with an
expressive (“‘existential’’) transformation marked by initial posi-
tion for the verb, or a mixed example of copula-existential over-
lap.

Analysis of Type IIA along the same lines.
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Post-Homeric parallels to Type II. Sentences 43-50.

Sentence Type I11: the plural form of Type II and its affinity with
the larger class of locative-existential uses; the problem of
quantifier adjectives (some, many, two). Sentences 51-58.

The possessive construction (eipu{ with dative x, rendered as “x
has”), including four distinct types: (i) ownership of property, (ii)
kinship relations, (iii) part-whole relations, and (iv) surface posses-
sion, with abstract noun as subject of elpi and no possessive
construction in the source sentence. Sentences 59-72.

Negative forms corresponding to Types II-III: denials of pre-
sence and relative denials of existence (denials of presence for a
sort of thing in a given place). The relevant distinction between
definite and indefinite syntax for the subject of eipf is not always
clearly marked in Greek. Various forms of overlap between the
existential value (“there is”) and the copulative construction
with either locative or nominal predicates. Sentences 73-83.
Type IV: the existential sentence operator (odx) Eott &g (T16) +
clause, the analogue in natural language to the existential
quantifier in logic: (3x) Fx. Sentences 84-96.

Type V: eipl as surface predicate or verb of occurrence with
abstract noun as subject. The verb is to be analyzed as sentence
operator (“‘it occurs that’”) with the verb of the operand sentence
transformed into subject noun of Type V. Thus xAayyn vexdov
fiv “There was a clamor of the dead” is a transform of vékveg
ExdayEav “The dead clamored”. Sentences 97-107.

The concrete use of abstract nouns, and other problem cases
connected with Type V. Sentences 108-111.

The potential construction: Eoti +infinitive. Its similarity to and
divergence from Type V. Sentences 112~-120.

The post-Homeric Type VI: 008’ ot Zebg “There is no Zeus”’;
elol Jeol “The gods exist”. The early examples of this type are
generally associated with some scepticism concerning the exis-
tence of the traditional gods. Sentences 121-127.

The distinction between existence, (for individuals), as in Types
II-IV, and existence, (for events, properties, states of affairs)
as in Type V. We may speak of two senses or uses of “exists”
corresponding to the lexical and syntactical divergences between
these two. But the logical or semantical role of the verb is the
same in both cases.

The semantic role of the existential verb. We distinguish be-
tween the descriptive content (expressed by the operand sentence
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or sentences) and the semantic component (expressed by ot
or obk Eo71t). The descriptive content may be of unlimited diversity,
but the semantic component takes only two values: positive
and negative. The differences between existence,, existence,, and
the notion of truth correspond to syntactical differences in the
form of the operand sentence in Types IV, V, and the veridical
construction. But the semantic role of Eoti/odx Eoti is the
same: to posit or deny the realization of the descriptive content
in the world.

The problem of a semantic analysis for Type VI existentials. Four
alternative construals of the underlying operand, one of which
takes account of the intuitive connections between existence and
location. The fourth construal emphasizes the generality of Type
VI: the operand may be of any form. On all four views the verb
goti in Type VI is an existential sentence operator, and Type VI
has the same general structure as Type IV.

On the historical origins of Type VI. Approximations to the later
existential sentence type in Homer. Sentences 128-129.
Appendix on mixed existential uses and on some apparent appro-
ximations to Type VI in Herodotus. A sample confirmation of
the adequacy of the Types recognized here for the analysis of
existential uses of the verb in post-Homeric Greek. Sentences
130-143.

VII /[ THE VERIDICAL USE

Veridical nuance and veridical construction, The use of elui with the
lexical value *“is so,”” ““is true™ is wider than the veridical construc-
tion as a definite sentence type. The former has long been known;
the latter is to be defined here for the first time and clearly distin-
guished from the copula and existential uses.

Illustration and formal definition of the veridical construction.
Eoti 1abta and ¥ot1 ot can both be derived from the fuller form
Eom tafta o0t dg ob Aéyeg “These things are just as you say
(that they are).” This veridical sentence type is defined by the
following three conditions: (1) the construction of elpf is absolute;
(2) the subject of the verb is a sentential structure, and (3) a
demonstrative-comparative adverb such as oUtwg joins the clause
with elpf to another clause with verb of saying (or thinking). The
essive clause (with €lpi) may have nearly the same structure as a
Type V existential. Sentences 1-9.

Restricting the definition of the veridical construction to the “veri-
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dical proper”, where it coincides with the veridical nuance, may
not be possible in formal terms alone: the crucial feature is that
the intentional clause (of saying or thinking) must refer to a state-
ment or to its cognitive analogue, a belief. Consideration of standard
formal variants on the veridical construction explains the close
affinity, but not identity, between the essive clause of the veridical
and a Type V existential use. Sentences 10-17.

The veridical construction in participial form, meaning “the
truth” or “the facts”. This occurs once in Homer, frequently in
Attic and Ionic. The participial useis illustrated in detail from Hero-
dotus. Further connections with Type V existential uses of €ijif and
yiyvopar as verb of occurrence. Sentences 18-27.

The veridical use and the copula construction. An underlying
sentence with nominal copula may have a veridical construction
superimposed upon it when this sentence is correlated with a clause
of saying or thinking. In this case the use of eiuf in the essive clause
has the internal structure of the ordinary copula. Perhaps we may
speak of an implicit veridical construction in every instance where
elpi bears a distinct veridical nuance. In other cases where there is
no correlation with a clause of saying or thinking, a strong initial
position for the copula may carry a nuance of emphatic assertion
which underlines the truth claim of the sentence as a whole.
Sentences 28-36.

Parallels to the copula-veridical overlap in Homer. Sentences 37-41.
Some polemical reflections on the Greek notion of truth. The naive
analogue to a correspondence theory of truth (*“Things are just as
you say”’) can be traced from Homer to Aristotle, and itis probably
prehistoric. Heidegger’s view of dAfi3ewa as the ‘“‘unhiddenness”
or self-disclosure of things does not give a correct account of the
Homeric use of this term; and in any case dAfi9¢ia is only one
word among several for “‘truth” in Homer.

Some uses of veridical elvar in Greek philosophy. The negative
form (obk EoTi Tabta, T pi} 6v) is extremely rare in non-technical
literature, but systematically introduced by the philosophers next
to the affirmative formula. Some examples in Aristotle of elvai and
un elvan for the general form of a proposition or a fact. A similar
use in the Theaetetus. This use is not strictly veridical: it re-
presents the underlying function of the verb as sign of proposi-
tional truth claim. The properly veridical uses thematize this claim
and bring in the notion of truth by a comparison between what is
and what is claimed or thought to be.
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VIII/THE UNITY OF THE SYSTEM OF ‘BE’ IN GREEK

The plan of this chapter. Different points of view on the unity of
the system of eipi will be developed in turn, beginning with an
etymological inquiry as to the original meaning of *es-, and
concluding with a discussion of the conceptual unity of the system
in philosophical terms.

The search for the original meaning of be (*es-) in Indo-European.
Attempts to discover an etymology have generally assumed that
the oldest meaning must be vivid or concrete. Hence the most
plausible candidates are the vital use (elpi=*I am alive’’) and the
locative-existential (elpi=*I am present,” “I am at hand”). It is
fairly easy to construct an hypothesis according to which all uses
of elpi developed gradually from an original local-existential sense.
Some general reasons against taking the suggested etymology of
be at its face value, as a chronological development of “abstract”
meanings from an original “concrete’ sense. This view is based upon
a myth of primitive univocity. The examination of a few L.-E. roots
with known etymologies shows that some more general or abstract
meaning is present in the oldest and most concrete applications.
Thus *krei-, the root of criterion, implies a clear principle of
discrimination even in its etymological value *to sift, separate”, as
applied to the operation of separating grain from chaff.

The reinterpretation of the developmental hypothesis in synchronic
terms: spatial imagery is somehow fundamental in our thinking
generally, and in our concept of existence in particular. Philos-
ophers have constantly made use of local metaphors in expressing
the idea of exists.

The unity of eiui as a linguistic system: the aspectual contrast
stative-mutative defines the relationship between be and become, not
only in the predicative, locative, and possessive branches of the
system but also in the vital use (lives-is born), the existential (there
is-there occurs), and the veridical (ta 8vra “the facts” as against
@ yeyovota or 10 yevopeva “what occurred”). In addition, the
system of tidnw (L-E. *dhé-), put/make, parallels that of eipi
over almost its entire range. Put/make serves as causal-factitive
operator on be. We have a tripartite system for the expression of
state (gipf), change of state (yiyvopat) and cause of state (tidnp).
A further dimension of the system is indicated by the cognitive
operator seems/believes (doxfw). These parallels help to determine
the position of elui as the basic (stative-intransitive) verb in the
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central system of verbs in Greek. Within the system, the philo-
sophic antitheses of Being-Becoming and Reality-Appearance are
largely prepared.

Transition to the final stage of the discussion. Abandoning the
traditional view that the existential uses are primary, we recog-
nize the copula construction as central for the uses of eipi.
Three senses of sign of predication are distinguished, of successively
wider generality. A review of the syntactic division into first-order
(elementary) and second-order (derived) uses of elpi shows that
all properly existential uses are second-order, as is the veridical
use. We speak of veridical and existential constructions together
as the semantic uses of the verb.

The copula and the semantic uses of be. A case is presented for
recognizing the triple use of be for predication, existence and truth
as a philosophical asset in Greek, a fortunate “accident” which
brings together concepts that are logically interdependent. This
interdependence is illustrated by an analogy with Quine’s notion
of ontological commitment. Taking the elementary copula
construction of €ipi as our point of departure, we see that the
function of the veridical and existential uses is to make explicit and
general what is implicit and particularized in the copula. These
semantic uses of eipi thus serve to express the fundamental condi-
tions for the success of descriptive language as such.

Concluding remarks on the static character of be, and on the absence
of a concept of ego or Self in Greek ontology. The principle of
stability seems to be fundamental in the scientific attempt to
understand the world, and in the concept of truth itself, The sharp
contrast between what ‘“Being” means for the Greeks and what it
means for Heidegger reflects a fundamental disparity between an-
cient and modern metaphysics. There is no concept of a personal
self or ego in Greek theories of Being: no analogue to ““cogito ergo
sum.” The Greek philosophers failed to develop an ontology of
persons; but the verb be is not responsible.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

THE PROBLEM OF THE VERB ‘BF’

La structure linguistique du grec prédisposait la notion
d’ ““étre’’ 3 une vocation philosophique.

EMLE BENVENISTE
§ 1. THE VERB be AND THE QUESTION OF LINGUISTIC RELATIVISM

Any linguistic study of the Greek verb be is essentially conditioned, and
perhaps ultimately motivated, by the philosophic career of this word. We
know what an extraordinary career it has been. It seems fair to say, with
Benveniste, that the systematic development of a concept of Being in Greek
philosophy from Parmenides to Aristotle, and then in a more mechanical
way from the Stoics to Plotinus, relies upon the pre-existing disposition of
the language to make a very general and diversified use of the verb eipi.
Furthermore, insofar as the notions expressed by 8v, €lvai, and oboia in
Greek underlie the doctrines of Being, substance, essence, and existence in
Latin, in Arabic, and in modern philosophy from Descartes to Heidegger
and perhaps to Quine, we may say that the usage of the Greek verb be
studied here forms the historical basis for the ontological tradition of the
West, as the very term *“‘ontology™ suggests.

At the same time it is generally recognized that this wide range of uses
for the single verb elpfl in Greek reflects a state of affairs which is “‘peculiar
to Indo-European languages, and by no means a universal situation or a necessary
condition.”* The Foundations of Language monograph series on “The Verb ‘Be’
and Its Synonyms (in which this volume first appeared) shows just how far the lan-
guages of the earth may differ from one another in their expression for existence,
for predication with nouns or with adjectives, for locative predication, and so
forth. The topic of be can itself scarcely be defined except by reference to Indo-
European verbs representing the root *es-. The question naturally arises whether
an historical peculiarity of this kind can be of any fundamental importance
for general linguistics and, even more pressing, whether a concept reflecting
the Indo-European use of *es- can be of any general significance in philos-
ophy. A philosophic linguist surveying the situation in Chinese can conclude:

1 £, Benveniste, ““Catégories de pensée et catégories de langue™, in Problémes de linguistique
générale (Paris, 1966), p. 73.
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“There is no concept of Being which languages are well or ill equipped to
present; the functions of ‘to be’ [sc. as verb of predication in I.-E.] depend
upon a grammatical rule for the formation of the sentence, and it would be
merely a coincidence if one found anything resembling it in a language
without this rule.””? Philosophers and linguists alike have observed that
Aristotle could scafcely have formulated the same doctrine of categories or
the same substance-attribute metaphysics if his native language had been
Ewe, Arabic, or Chinese. Given these facts of linguistic relativism it is a
natural step, and one that has often been taken, to infer that the concepts
and doctrines of traditional ontology simply represent the projection onto
the universe of the linguistic structures of Greek or of Indo-European.

Taken literally, this strong thesis of linguistic determinism is clearly false,
for it implies that all speakers of the same language must share the same
metaphysics. But the ontologies of Plato and Aristotle, of Epicurus, Chrys-
ippus, and Plotinus differ from one another in radical ways which can no
more be accounted for by differences in the common language which these
philosophers utilize, than the structure of English can account for philo-
sophical disagreements between Whitehead, Quine, and Strawson. In a
weaker form, however, the thesis is more convincing. Surely the structure
of a language, the pattern of its syntax and vocabulary, tends to exert some
deep influence upon philosophical reflection by the distinctions which it
systematically makes or fails to make. And this influence is likely to be all
the greater when, as in the case of Greece, the philosophers are familiar
with no language but their own and make no use of a technical terminology
derived from another tongue. So much, and no more, will we concede to
the ““linguistic relativity’’ of B. L. Whorf.

We may pass over more subtle forms of linguistic relativism, since they
do not concern us directly. Thus one might claim that each language has a
built-in conceptual structure which can be described as a tacit metaphysics
and which is unconsciously presupposed by all thinkers who articulate their
doctrines in that tongue. In the case of Greek, for example, the explicit
disagreements among philosophers might be regarded as comparatively
superficial: the deeper conceptual commitments would be the ones which
they all take for granted. This thesis could be rendered more complicated,
and more plausible, by introducing a relativised version of Strawson’s
distinction between descriptive and revisionary metaphysics. A descriptive
ontology for Greek would be a theory like Aristotle’s, which remains more
faithful to the tacit metaphysics of the language, whereas a revisionary
ontology like Plato’s seems to go against the linguistic grain.

2 A. C. Graham, ‘‘‘Being’ in Classical Chinese,” The Verb ‘be’ and its Synonyms, Part 1
(1967), p. 15.
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My own view is that no such claims are tenable, since they presuppose
a degree of coherence and consistency in the tacit conceptual scheme which
is simply not to be found in the case of a natural language. The truth is that
the structure of any given language exhibits various conceptual tendencies,
many of them in conflict with one another, and that different philosophers
develop these tendencies in different ways. In this sense, a large number of
alternative ontologies are “latent” in the language; but the task of philos-
ophers is not only to bring these tendencies out of hiding but to give them
rational form by articulating them in systematic theories. It is more by
accident than by necessity that some arguments and evidence for or against
such theories may in fact depend upon peculiarities of a given language.

§2. THE CONCEPT OF BEING AND THE CHALLENGE OF PHILOSOPHIC
ANALYSIS

We agree, nevertheless, that the resources and tendencies of a philosopher’s
language are among the conditions for his philosophical activity. We may
say, then, that the development of a general concept (or concepts) of Being
in Greek philosophy is made possible by the system of uses of the Greek
verb be, even if these linguistic facts do not determine the specific ontological
doctrines of Parmenides, Plato, or Aristotle. They could not have a theory
of 76 8v or oboia at all if they did not have a verb elpi to provide them with
a present participle and with a nominal derivative in -{a. There is no doubt
that the unity of the concept expressed by these nominalized forms depends
in some measure (and in ways which vary from thinker to thinker) upon
the unity of the linguistic system associated with the verb, or more generally
with the morpheme family &oti/elvar/édv, a system which is in its broad
outlines Indo-Furopean though some of its features are peculiarly Greek.
The question we must ask, then, is whether this system of uses is unified
only by the fact that a single sign (or family of signs) happens to serve these
various linguistic functions, or whether they constitute a conceptual unity
of some intrinsic philosophical importance. It would seem that only if there
is some deep logical connection between these various uses could the tradi-
tional concept of Being remain a viable topic for philosophic discussion. If
this system represents only an accidental bundling of essentially diverse and
unrelated notions and functions, if the linguistic system unified around eipf
in Greek (and more generally, around *es- in L.-E.) is merely a superficial
and provincial fact about a certain family of languages, then the task of
philosophy is rather to isolate the disparate members of this conglomerate
and to clarify them separately.

Such has been the predominant view in British philosophy since John
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Stuart Mill first emphasized the contrast between the existential and copu-
lative functions of be and denounced “the frivolous speculations concerning
the nature of Being ... which have arisen from overlooking this double meaning
of the word to be; from supposing that when it signifies to exist, and when
it signifies to be some specified thing...it must still, at bottom, answer to
the same idea, and that a meaning must be found for it which shall suit all
these cases.”® So Russell, even when he continued to use the language of
“being,’” was careful to point out the range of ambiguity.

The word is is terribly ambiguous, and great care is necessary in order not to confound
its various meanings. We have (1) the sense in which it asserts Being, as in *‘A is”’; (2) the
sense of identity ; (3) the sense of predication, in ““A ishuman”; (4)thesense of ““Aisa-man”...
which is very like identity. In addition to these there are less common uses, as ‘‘to be good
is to be happy”’, where a relation of assertions is meant, that relation, in fact, which, where
it exists, gives rise to formal implication. Doubtless there are further meanings which have
not occurred to me.4

Since Russell, most philosophers of logic have agreed that we must distin-
guish at least three and perhaps four senses of “‘to be”: (1) existence as
expressed by the quantifiers, (2) predication, as in Fx, (3) identity, as in
x=y, (4) class inclusion, symbolized as x<y. Russell once described it as
“a disgrace to the human race” that it has chosen to employ the same word
“is™ for two such entirely different ideas as predication and identity.® The
general tendency of analytic philosophy in the twentieth century has been
to emphasize that, although there may or must be a philosophic account
of existence, of predication, of identity, and of class inclusion, there can be
no single concept of being which groups them all together.8 Such nullifying
conclusjons drawn from the logical analysis of notions ordinarily expressed
by be thus tend to reinforce the conclusions of linguistic relativism that show
how the functions grouped together by a single L-E. verb are distributed
otherwise, among diverse and unrelated features of vocabulary and syntax,
in other languages such as Turkish or Chinese.

§3. LESNIEWSKI’S ONTOLOGY AS$ AN ILLUSTRATION OF THE POSSI-
BILITY OF SYSTEMATIC INTERCONNECTIONS BETWEEN THE DIFFER-
ENT USES OF be, TAKING THE COPULA USE AS CENTRAL

However, not all logicians have agreed to anatomize the venerable body of
Being in this drastic way and to exchange the erstwhile unity for the new

8 A System of Logic, Book 1, ch. iv, sect. 1. “Nature and Office of the Copula.”

4 The Principles of Mathematics, (London, 1903), p. 64n.

8 Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, (London, 1919), p. 172.

8 See, e.g. the references to Carnap and Stegmiiller given by E. Tugendhat, ‘‘Die Sprach-
analytische Kritik der Ontologie'’, in Das Problem der Sprache, Achter Deutscher Kongress
fiir Philosophie, Heidelberg 1966, pp. 484 and 488.
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disiecta membra. We must take note of an important enterprise carried out
by the Polish logician Le§niewski from 1920 to 1939, which might be de-
scribed as a counter-attack in defense of ontology. Le$niewski actually
used this term “ontology” as a title for his own system of set theory. The
term reflects his desire to reconcile the basic insights into being and predi-
cation contained in the Aristotelian tradition with the new logic of Frege
and Russell. Thus he made use of a primitive relation of singular predication,
represented by an epsilon, which functions like the traditional copula after
singular subject terms, with a nominal predicate that may be either singular
or general. In LeSniewski’s usage, “xey” may take as true substitution
instances “Socrates is wise,” ‘“Socrates is Socrates,” “Socrates is the husband
of Xanthippe,” or ‘“The husband of Xanthippe is wise.” Identity (for
individuals) is defined as a special case of the epsilon relation, namely,
the case where “xey” and “yex” are both true; and what Russell regarded
as “‘a disgrace to the human race,” the use of a single sign for predication
and identity, is thus in part justified.”

On the basis of this primitive copula for singular subjects or individuals,
higher levels of predication can be defined for subjects and predicates of
other semantic categories, for example, a second-order is joining functors or
predicate-expressions.8

It is also possible to define “‘x exists” in terms of the e-relation, with or
without the use of quantifiers.?

In the semantic interpretation, the existence of an individual x is among
the truth conditions for “xey”. Thus, although only the e-relation is formally
primitive, the semantic interpretation introduces the notions of truth for
sentences and existence for singular individuals, as subjects or elements of
the domain of the elementary e-relation.

Le$niewski’s Ontology shows how all or most of the uses of be in Indo-
European languages can be derived from three basic notions: truth, predi-
cation for singular subjects, and existence for singular subjects. This reduction
is clearly Aristotelian in spirit. And it may prove suggestive for our own

? There is & conscious approximation to Leé$niewski’s view in Quine’s use of the same
symbol (“*”’) for class-membership and identity, in Mathematical Logic (2nd ed. Cambridge,
Mass. 1951), p. 122. For Leéniewski’s theory, see E. C. Luschei, The Logical Systems of
Lesniewski (1962), pp. 1441T, and C. Lejewski, *‘On Leéniewski's Ontology’’, Ratio 1 (1958),
150-76.

8 See Lejewski, “‘Proper Names’®, PAS 1958, pp. 247-49, where ‘“Man is a species’ is
interpreted by the use of a second-level ‘‘is’’ between two functors: ‘‘Form-the-class-of-
men is form-g-species.”” This corresponds (though in a different grammatical category)
to the Is of “To be good is to be happy,’” whose distinct character was recognized by Russell
in the citation on p. 4 above.

% Where x (and y) is a first-order noun, “‘x exists’’ is defined by the formula for ob x:
x exists =xex=@3y) xey.
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theoretical articulation of the Greek use of eipl. In passing, we may observe
a kind of echo of Le$niewski’s scheme in Quine’s own notion of ontological
commitment as expressed in the slogan “‘to be is to be the value of a variable.”
Given the apparatus of predication and quantification together with the
notion of truth, what a theorist is committed to, according to Quine, is the
existence of those entities which figure irreducibly as the values of bound
variables in the formulas that he soberly accepts as true. Here the Aristotelian
inspiration has vanished but we are left again with the three fundamental
notions of existence, predication, and truth.10

This brief glance at Leéniewski’s Ontology is designed to provide some
counter-weight to the dominant tendency in the Mill-Russell-Carnap tradi-
tion which insists upon the diversity of meanings and functions for be. The
spokesmen for this tradition often assume, for example, that because the
“is” of the copula and the “is” (or ‘“there is”) of existence are distinct
in meaning and in grammar, there can be no wider conceptual system that
relates them to one another. Thus they overlook the possibility that, even
if the system of be cannot be reduced to a single unambiguous meaning,
it may nevertheless exhibit some conceptual unity. The ontology of Le§niew-
ski, and perhaps also that of Quine, suggests how the various uses and senses
of be need not be taken as sheerly equivocal (as the dominant tradition tends
to suppose), but that they may be recognized as distinct and nonetheless
related to one another in a systematic way. In that case the concept of Being
might be salvageable after all as a higher-order notion, not simply reducible
to existence or predication or truth or assertion, but representing a complex
system within which the various kinds of is might be interdefined or mutually
explicated.

Something like this was explicitly claimed by Aristotle in the doctrine
which G. E. L. Owen has baptized ““focal meaning,” a theory of the semantic
status of certain terms that represent neither synonyms nor homonyms but
npoc v Aeydueva, a plurality of uses and senses unified by reference to a
single base.1! For Aristotle, all senses of ‘“‘to be,” or rather all modes and

10 Not only does Quine take #0 be in the now rather uncommon sense of 7o exist; he also
uses the term *“ontology’’ in a way which was frowned on by Carnap but which, as Quine
rightly remarks, preserves a traditional sense that ‘‘has been nuclear to its usage all along”’.
See *‘On Carnap’s Views on Ontology”, reprinted in The Ways of Paradox, and other
Essays (New York, 1966), p. 127,

13 See Mer. Gamma 2, 1003833-10. Strictly speaking, for Aristotle it is not the word **being””
which has a systematic diversity of meanings but rather things of different kinds and orders
which are said 70 be (are called ‘‘beings™’) in different ways, by reference to one fundamental
kind of being, that of substances. As different individuals and kinds of things are called
“homonyms’’ if they share a name only, ‘‘synonyms”’ if they share both a name and a
definition (or an explanatory paraphrase of the name), so they are npdg &v Aeyoueve if (1)
they share a name or designation, let us say *‘p”’, and (2) do not share a definition or a
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kinds of being, were related in this way to a fundamental base or focus, which
he identified as the being of individual substances, a fused notion of being
which includes both the existence of these objects as distinct individuals and
also their being-such-and-such or being-of-a-certain-kind, e.g. their being men
or being horses. The parallel between Aristotle and Leéniewski may be
brought out if we think of the former as having one fundamental concept,
the being of particular substances, where Leéniewski has two: singular
existence and predication for singular subjects in the e-relation.

I do not propose to take Aristotle’s analysis of elp{ for granted, any more
than I take for granted Russell’s analysis of be or Le$niewski’s account of
predication. But I do intend to explore the possibility that there is some
systematic unity of a logical or philosophically relevant sort underlying
the Greek uses of this verb, that the uses to be studied here are not related
to one another in a merely accidental and historical way. Such an assumption
may be provisionally defended as a heuristic device, since it encourages us
to look for some systematic unity and perhaps to find it.

§4. GILSON’S PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENCE OF THE LINGUISTIC VIEW
OF be (INDO-EUROPEAN *es-) AS PRIMARILY
A VERB OF EXISTENCE

Here at the outset we wish to leave open the question as to which use of eipi
is to be regarded as most basic or whether several cases are to be recognized
as equally fundamental. Hence it is well to make explicit, and thus open to
critical discussion, two contrasting views as to the fundamental use of the
verb be. If we regard Le$niewski’s Ontology as an account of the systematic
unity of be, we can say that the adoption of a primitive epsilon (in a basic
formula such as ‘“AeB”) represents the claim that the primary case of is,
the central focus or base of the system is to be located in the copulative
construction of /s with nominal predicates. A rather similar emphasis on the
copula is suggested by the familiar logical expression for predication or
being-such-and-such in the form ‘“‘Fx”. Whereas other verbs would be

single explanatory paraphrase corresponding to this name, but have diverse accounts
(AOyor) of what it means for them to be ¢, and yet (3) these different accounts are related
to one another by the fact that they all refer to one primary case of being ¢ (e.g. to sub-
stances, where *‘¢’’ is “‘being’’). Thus the doctrine of mpdg &v Aeydueva is properly a con-
cept in what Henry Hiz has called strong semantics, where an extra-linguistic notion such
as truth or reference is involved; it is not a concept in weak semantics, explicable in terms of
linguistic paraphrase values alone, since neither the Ev nor the Aeyéueva represent linguistic
expressions, nor even ‘‘meanings,”” but things and kinds of things. Hence the term ““focal
meaning”’ may be misleading insofar as it suggests or admits an interpretation in weak
semantics only, involving only linguistic expressions and their paraphrase values.
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analyzed as distinct predicates (like nouns or adjectives) and symbolized
as “F”, the verb be vanishes into the bare form of predication itself.12

This analysis, which treats verbal and nominal predicates as logically
comparable or formally equivalent but sharply distinguishes both of them
from the verb be, may be regarded as a natural outcome of the medieval
theory of the copula, as reformulated in grammatical terms by the Port Royal
Logic. According to this view there is, strictly speaking, only one true verb, is,
which serves for predication (or rather for *“‘affirmation” in the Port Royal
doctrine): every other verb can be analyzed as a combination of is with a
nominal concept. Thus John runs represents John is running or John is a
runner: “C’estla méme chose de dire Pierre vit, que de dire Pierre est vivant.” 13

In view of this constant tendency in the Western logical tradition to treat
be as different in kind from other verbs and to assimilate the latter to nominal
predicates, it is worth bearing in mind the spirited defense of the properly
verbal function of be (in its strong sense of “‘to exist, to be something real,”)
formulated by Gilson in one of the concluding chapters of L’étre et l'essence.
He contrasts the logician’s desire to reduce be to a copula, and all other
verbs to nouns, with a more faithful linguistic account that sees to be or
to exist as the primary intransitive verb, the expression of the most funda-
mental “subjective action” (that is, an intransitive action which terminates
in the subject and does not involve an object). “Que ’on dise il est, il existe,
ou il y a, le sens reste le méme. Toutes ces formules signifient I’action premiére
que puisse exercer un sujet. Premiére, elle I’est en effet, puisque, sans elle,
il n’y’ aurait pas de sujet.” 14 The verb be, in its existential use, is thus the
verb par excellence, not because it affirms or predicates some attribute of the
subject but because it poses the subject itself, as agent in the *‘primary act”
of existence and hence as a possible subject for the secondary acts or opera-
tions signified by other verbs.

12 Thus Quine’s dictum, *“to be is to be the value of a variable,”’ represents a quite different
interpretation of be, one which takes as its focus the existential *‘there is an x (which is F)"
rather than the copulative *‘x is F.”’ Of course the two interpretations are compatible, if we
do not insist that some one use of be is more fundamental than all the others.

18 Lq logique ou l'art de penser, Ile Partie, ch, 2: “*Du verbe.’’ The Aristotelian background
of this doctrine is familiar: (see below, p. 215, n. 45). Note however that what Aristotle
claims is that every verbal predication can be paraphrased by a sentence with be 4+ nominal
predicate; and so much remains true, What the Port Royal grammarians seem to hold,
however, is that the be + nominal form is in every case more basic or fundamental than
its verbal equivalent. And here they are in conflict with the analysis given by modern
grammar, which excludes be from elementary or kernel sentences wherever the nominal
predicate itself is derivative from an elementary verb. Thus the is in John Is running and
John is a runner is not the elementary copula but the result of a transformational derivation:
the elementary or kernel form of both sentences is John runs. See below, Section 8.

18 L’étre et U'essence (1948), p. 275. Gilson is appealing to the analysis of French verbs by
Ferdinand Brunot,
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Gilson’s interpretation of the verb be is metaphysically motivated, but
it may usefully serve to remind us that elp{ and its cognates are, after all,
unquestionably verbal in form and morphologically parallel to other old
verbs signifying “go” (elyu, évan), ““make to go,” “send” (In, tévar), “say”
(onul, edvar), “set upright,” “stand” Qotyu, iotdvar, aor. srfjvar), “place”
(ti9mu, Tdévar, Jetvar) and ‘‘give” (8{domi, S136vai, dobvar). Hence
students of comparative grammar have always assumed that the independent
and ‘‘existential’’ uses of the verb *es- in Indo-European are more ancient
and fundamental than the copulative use, and that the latter is a late and sec-
ondary development. This is a thesis which we will have occasion to challenge
in Chapters V and VIII. For the moment I simply note that, although the
independent, non-copulative uses of be are more important in ancient Greek
than in a modern language such as English, the copulative uses are still
vastly more frequent in every attested state of Greek, beginning with the Iliad.

§ 5. PRELIMINARY REQUIREMENTS FOR A DESCRIPTION
OF eipnl IN GREEK

The question of a systematic unity for the uses of eipf cannot be discussed
further until we have described these uses in their factual diversity. And here
a method of linguistic description is required. First of all, in the absence
of living speakers of ancient Greek we need a fixed and manageable corpus
as the basis for our description. We also need a linguistic theory to provide
us with the terms and concepts for the description.

As my primary corpus I choose the two Homeric epics, the Iliad and the
Odyssey, as the earliest monuments of the language in usable form. (The
older documents from the Linear B tablets do not provide us with sentences
illustrating the verb eipf in any interesting way.) We want to study the uses
of the verb before it became a topic for philosophical discussion, and the
Homeric poems provide the only substantial body of pre-philosophical
literature. We are concerned here with the ontological predispositions of the
Greek language, and not with the philosophic doctrines that exploit these
linguistic possibilities. On the other hand, the philosophical discussion exer-
cised only a marginal influence even on literary usage, and I will not hesitate
to consider examples from post-Homeric Greek. In fact I systematically
include specimens of classical prose and poetry, to illustrate both the under-
lying continuity between the Homeric and classical uses of elu{ and also the
development of new complexities (or occasionally, simplifications) in the
later stage of the language.

Another reason for concentrating on a relatively complete description of
the Homeric usage is to obtain results that will, as far as possible, reflect the
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wider Indo-European situation. Many of the facts concerning eipf are also
facts concerning I.-E. *es-. As a general rule, it is in these archaic texts that
such facts emerge most clearly.

My method of description will be inspired by some of the recent work in
transformational grammar, insofar as this can be used to sharpen and clarify
the familiar insights of historical philology. I have no intention of throwing
overboard the fruits of classical scholarship, historical knowledge, Sprach-
gefiihl, and literary sensitivity. I do intend to add the rudiments of a gram-
matical theory along the lines of current work in English syntax, because 1
think that this will often help to make precise what classical scholars have
always known in their bones. As Chomsky has observed, traditional grammar
was implicitly transformational.15 The advantage of transformational theory
is to develop certain familiar principles in an explicit and systematic way. I
shall borrow and where necessary construct such a theory, but only insofar
as this seems helpful for the immediate purpose at hand, namely, to describe
and classify the attested uses of eipf. I shall certainly not construct or even
sketch a general transformational syntax for Ancient Greek. I do not know
whether this can be done at all for a language with no living speakers, but
insofar as it is feasible, the job will be done by professional linguists, and not
by an amateur like myself.18 The grammatical principles used here will
consist only of a few elementary concepts borrowed from current work in
English syntax and applied in an obvious way to the Greek material. For
readers unfamiliar with the work of Zellig S. Harris, I briefly describe the
theory from which I shall be borrowing.

§ 6. OUTLINE OF THE TRANSFORMATIONAL SYSTEM TO BE USED HERE

The beginnings of contemporary syntax can be dated to 1946, when, in
Harris’ paper “From Morpheme to Utterance,” the formal techniques of
descriptive linguistics, originally developed for the study of phonemes and
morphemes, were for the first time applied in a systematic way to the analy-
sis of syntax and sentence structure.l? These new methods, which center on
the concept of grammatical transformation, have been elaborated over the
last twenty years in two distinct directions by Harris and by his former student
Noam Chomsky. Since both schools of transformational grammar are in a

15 ““A Transformational Approach to Syntax,” in Fodor and Katz, The Structure of
Language (Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1964), p. 211 n. 2.

16 For a professional attempt to cover some of the field for Latin from a rather different
transformational viewpoint, see Robin T. Lakoff, Abstract Syntax and Latin Complement-
ation (Cambridge, Mass. 1968).

17 Language 22 (1946), 161-183, reprinted in Z. S. Harris, Papers in Structural and Trans-
Jormational Linguistics (Dordrecht, 1970), pp. 32-67.



§ 6. OUTLINE OF THE TRANSFORMATIONAL SYSTEM 11

rapid state of development, only partially reflected in available publications,
it is perhaps too soon to say how far the differences between them are due
simply to two contrasting temperaments and styles of exposition, or how
far they reflect two fundamentally distinct views of the scope and nature
of linguistic theory. In my own analysis I shall draw largely on Harris’
version of the theory, in part because I am better acquainted with it as a
result of conversation with my colleagues in Linguistics at the University
of Pennsylvania, but also because it is simpler, less abstract, and hence more
immediately applicable to the descriptive task before us.18

Chomsky describes his enterprise as ‘‘generative grammar”’: the construc-
tion of an abstract system of symbols and rules which, when applied in a
specified order, will generate every grammatical sentence of a language
(e.g. of English) together with a structural description of each sentence, and
which will generate no non-sentence. Here the actual sentences of a given
language appear only among the end-products of the theory and as an
empirical test of its adequacy. In Harris’ analysis, on the other hand, one
begins with given sentences of any degree of complexity, and proceeds to
decompose them, via transformations, into one or more simpler sentences of
certain fixed types, the so-called kernel sentences of the language. The theory
of kernel sentences is essentially a more precise reformulation of the familiar
notion of simple sentence; the concept of transformation is a theoretical
elaboration of the idea that all compound and complex sentences can be
derived from or constructed out of simple sentences in a regular way. The
entire grammar thus consists of only two parts: the set of kernel sentences,
subdivided into types or elementary sentence forms, and the set of trans-
formations that operate either on kernel sentences or on previously trans-
formed kernels, to produce all the sentences in the language. Hence Harris’
theory can also be interpreted as “generative,” if one begins with the kernel
sentences and derives the rest by transformation. It can be equally well seen,
however, as proceeding in the opposite direction, from a given sentence of
arbitrary structure to its decomposition into underlying elementary sentences
—what Harris calls the factoring of a given sentence into its prime sentences ~
in other words, into kernels which, together with some of the transformations,
18 For Chomsky’s own statement of the historical connections between his work and that
of Harris, see his remarks in *‘Current Issues in Linguistic Theory,”’ reprinted in Fodor
and Katz, The Structure of Language, p. 83, n. 29; also, in the same anthology, p. 128
n. 23 and p. 223, n. 23. Several of the earlier papers of Harris and Chomsky are reprinted
in this work. For fuller statements of Chomsky’s theories see Syntactic Structures (1957)
and Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (1965). The views of Harris used here are those ex-
pressed in “‘Transformational Theory,” Language 41 (1965), 363-401, and Mathematical
Structures of Language (New York, 1968). Since this was written, ‘‘Transformational

Theory’ has been reprinted in the collected Papers mentioned in the preceding note; but
my page references are to the original publication in Language.
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bear all the information of the original sentence. The theory is thus capable,
in principle, of providing a-program for the computerized analysis of ordi-
nary English texts by their decomposition into kernel form.!® And insofar
as the kernel sentences and transformations of one language can be correlated
with the kernel sentences and transformations of another much more
effectively than the individual words or arbitrary sentences can be correlated
from one language to another, the technique of transformational decompo-
sition into kernels perhaps offers a promising basis for a procedure of me-
chanical translation between languages — in that remote day when the
preliminary mechanical analysis of each language has been achieved.

I shall begin with a rather technical discussion of transformations in
order to do justice to the rigor of the theory and also in an attempt to clarify
the difference between transformations as envisaged by Harris and by
Chomsky.?0 In the next Section (§7) I shall apply the theory in a description
of be in English.

Harris defines a transformation as a relation of equal acceptability
between two sentence forms A and B with respect to a single set of words to
be inserted at the corresponding places in the two forms. Thus if A and B are
two sentence forms that constitute a transformation, and if A, and A, are
the two sentences which result when a given set of words is inserted in each
form, then if A, is a normal sentence, B, is normal also; if A, is marginally
acceptable, B, is marginally acceptable; if A, is limited to a special kind of
discourse, B; is also so limited. To take a familiar example, the active-
passive transformation is represented by the relation between the normal
sentences John loves Mary and Mary is loved by John, between the marginal
sentences The bone bites the dog and The dog is bitten by the bone, and between
the technical sentence This set satisfies the specified condition and The
specified condition is satisfied by this set.?> More generally, the active-passive
transformation can be defined as the relation between the two English
sentence forms N, VN, and N, be Ven by N, (where N designates the word-
class of nouns, V the class of verbs, Ven the participial forms such as loved
and bitten, and the subscripts indicate successive occurrences of members of
the same class). The relation preserves sentencehood, since for any set of
19 See Danuta Hiz and A. K. Joshi, ‘‘Transformational Decomposition: A simple descrip-
tion of an algorithm for transformational analysis of English sentences, Proceedings of the
2nd Intern. Conference on Computational Linguistics, Grenoble, France (Aug. 1967).

I apologize to my purist friends for the use of the term ‘‘kernels’’ as a convenient short-
hand for ‘’kernel forms™ or ‘‘elementary sentences.”

30 Chomsky’s own statement of the difference in 1962 (Fodor and Katz, p. 83 n.) is in-
applicable to the recent formulations of Harris’ theory.
21 See Harris, Mathematical Structures 4.1.2 to 4.1.4; “Transformational Theory,”

367-371. In summarizing the theory here I omit a number of complications explicitly treated
in Harris’ discussion.
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words representing the classes N, V, N (e.g. John, love, Mary, or bone,
bite, dog) the resulting pair of utterances has like acceptability as sentences
of English. Transformations are thus defined as a relation of equal accept-
ability between (1) two sentence forms, (2) two sets of sentences realizing
these forms, by the insertion of actual words for the class-symbols N, ¥,
etc., and (3) any pair of sentences produced by inserting the same words for
the same symbol in each form. Normally we will consider transformations
in the most concrete and specific form (3), as a relation between a pair of
particular sentences.22 Thus we speak of the transformation relation between
two sentences John loves Mary+« Mary is loved by John, and may describe
either sentence as a transform of the other.

So much for the concept of transformation in a very general sense, as a
kind of (grammatical) equivalence relation between sentences. The concept
becomes much more interesting, however, when we regard the relation as
dynamic rather than static, when we treat one of the two sentences as primi-
tive, the other as derived, and thus define the transformation as an operation
that acts, in our example, on the active sentence (the operand) to produce
the passive version {the derived sentence, or transform). When transfor-
mations are conceived in this way we draw the arrow in one direction only:
John loves Mary — Mary is loved by John.?3 In this form there is an obvious
similarity between transformations in Harris’ system and in Chomsky’s,
although for the latter transformations are defined not on sentences but on
“phrase-markers” (i.e. on structural descriptions of strings of symbols which
become actual sentences only when the terminal string of symbols is con-
verted into a phonetic description by the final application of morpho-
phonemic rules). For Chomsky the active-passive transformation, even if
written in the same way, viz. as N; VN, = N, be Ven by Ny, represents not a
relation between two English sentences but a rule for changing a structural
description in the course of generating the second sentence, not from another
given sentence but from the symbol “S> (for sentence in general). Thus where
a transformational derivation for Harris begins with kernel sentences (such
as John loves Mary), Chomsky’s generative derivations begin with abstract
rules such a8 S+ NP 4 VP, (““Sentence becomes Noun phrase + Verb phrase™).
For Harris, transformations are defined either as relations or as operations
between sentences, sets of sentences, or sentence-forms. For Chomsky both
transformations proper and the more basic ““rewrite rules” of the type just

22 For simplicity, I ignore for the moment the case of binary transformations, where one
sentence is derived from two kernels. See the example of sentence (3) on p. 14.

28 For transformations as operations whose direction is defined by the nature of the
““trace’’ or formal difference between the two sentences, see Mathematical Structures,
4.1.52.
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quoted are defined only as operations upon strings of symbols with associated
structural descriptions.2* In general I shall follow Harris’ terminology and
speak of transformations only between two sentences or sentence-forms.
But there are some cases where this strict limitation on the use of the term
proves inconvenient, for example for nominalizations. Thus the relation
between (1) John loves Mary and (2A) John's loving Mary or (2B) that John
loves Mary or (2C) for John to love Mary is not a transformation for Harris,
since (2A-C) are not sentences. Harris calls these “deformations” of (1). In
the interests of a simplified terminology I shall here use “transformation”
more loosely, so that we may describe (2A-C) as nominalized transforms of
(1). Since in a nominalizing operation like John loves Mary — John’s loving
Mary the operand at any rate is always a grammatical sentence, this departure
from Harris’ terminology seems relatively trivial, and is in any case not
without precedent.25 A similarly extended use of the term ‘“‘transformation”
is also convenient when we are describing the derivation of a phrase or
subordinate clause from a sentence. For example, the sentence (3) 4 tall man
entered the room may be decomposed into the two kernels (3A) 4 man entered
the room and (3B) A man is tall (with the meta-linguistic restriction that a man
in the two kernels refers to the same individual). The derivation of (3) from
(3A) and (3B) is a (binary) transformation in the strict sense, where one
sentence form AN, VN, is derived from two kernel forms, N; is 4 and
N; VN, (A representing adjectives). But I will also want to say that the phrase
a tall man is derived “by transformation” from a man is tall, although the
“transform” in this case is not a sentence. Analogously, I will describe the
formation of a relative clause as a transformation, e.g. 4 man entered the
room— The man who entered the room.

Once transformations are conceived as operations that derive some sen-
tences from others, it is possible to define a set of kernel sentences, the
elementary sentences or sentence-forms of the language, from which all other
sentences may be derived (or into which they may be decomposed) by gram-
matical transformation. Note that the set of kernel sentences is determined
only relative to the transformations: each time a new transformation is
defined, the number and variety of elementary sentences is reduced. Recent
work on the definite article in English suggests that the can usually
be transformationally derived; hence kernel sentences will in general not

2 For a more adequate account of transformations in Chomsky’s theory see his ““A
Transformational Approach to Syntax,” in Fodor and Katz, The Structure of Language,
pp. 211-245; and, for a less technical account, see John Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical
Linguistics, pp. 249-269.

25 See, for example, Zeno Vendler, Adjectives and Nominalizations, (The Hague, 1968)
p. 31 and passim,
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contain the definite article.28 Harris proposes that pronouns, numbers,
and most plurals be introduced by recognized transformations and need
not be admitted into the kernel. ““The kernel sentences are not only short
and of simple form, but are also composed of a restricted and simple
vocabulary: mostly concrete nouns and verbs and adjectives, and mostly
unimorphemic words. Most morphologically derived words are not in the
kernel.... The kernel words are mostly concrete, because action nouns, nouns
of result, and many abstract nouns are in general nominalizations of sen-
tences under [certain] operators,” and many expressions of mode, aspect,
or “propositional attitude” (like S is a fact, John believes that S) can be
transformationally derived.??

The concept of elementary or kernel sentence (and I shall here use
“elementary” and ‘‘kernel’” as interchangeable) is of great linguistic interest,
and also of considerable importance for philosophy, insofar as philosophers
are concerned with the syntax of sentences in a natural language. It is true
that much of the work on “the logical syntax of language” in the Frege-
Russell-Carnap tradition is primarily concerned with the simplified or
purified syntax of formalized languages, designed as a canonical notation
for science; and here there will only be a general analogy, say, between the
atomic formulae of the notation and the kernel sentences of English. But
much that has been thought of as philosophical grammar in the ordinary-
language tradition is in fact an amateurish or at least pre-scientific explora-
tion of the domain of empirical syntax for natural languages. And now that
the main outlines of a scientific syntax for English (at least) are becoming
apparent, it should be possible for philosophers to profit from this theory
in order to increase the rigor of their own syntactic analyses, and in order
to reformulate those problems which turn out to be not questions of grammar
after all. The philosophical analysis of language will not disappear simply
because syntax has become rigorous, any more than the philosophy of
nature was eliminated by the rise of physics and biology as autonomous
sciences. But at least there is no longer any excuse for speaking metaphorically
of the logical or philosophical “grammar” of a natural language, once its
actual grammar can be adequately described ~ in depth — by theoretical
linguistics.

28 See Beverly Robbins, The Definite Article in English Transformations (The Hague, 1968).
2?7 “Transformational Theory’’, p. 385. Kernel sentences have also appeared, though not
in so conspicuous a place, in Chomsky’s early version of the theory. See, for example, his
reference to ‘‘simple, declarative active sentences with no complex noun or verb phrases,”
in Fodor and Katz, p. 129; for Chomsky kernel and derived sentences are distinguished
by the fact that the former are generated by obligatory transformations only, the latter

by optional transformations as well, ibid. 223. But this distinction has perhaps disappeared
from Chomsky’s theory in Aspects of Syntax.



16 L. INTRODUCTION

The new concept which is of greatest philosophical significance, in my
opinion, is Harris’ theory of kernel sentences, even if the set of such sentences
is not exactly delimited. This is not a defect of the theory, for in fact the set
of grammatical sentences is also not exactly delimited. Given the grammatical
sentences of English (i.e. the sentences acceptable to a native speaker), the
kernel sentences are determined just to the extent that we have an adequate
account of all the transformations. For, when any particular sentence is
given, we can decompose it into one or more simple, declarative sentences
with a concrete vocabulary, together with the relevant transformational
history (i.e. together with a partially ordered list of the transformations by
which the given sentence is derived from the reconstructed kernels). The
fact that kernel sentences can be determined even in a relative or tentative
way should prove useful for the discussion of many philosophical questions.
It may very well turn out that no problems in logic or epistemology can be
solved (or even dissolved) by the discovery that sentences such as I know
that it rained yesterday, That it rained yesterday surprised me, and That it
rained yesterday is a fact are derived from the elementary sentence It rained
yesterday by transformations of the same grammatical type. And yet this
grammatical discovery should at least help to clarify the philosophic dis-
cussion. Thus the transformational data suggest that This sentence is true or
This sentence is false is grammatical only to the extent that I know this
sentence and This sentence surprised me are also grammatical.28 Similarly the
fact that all questions and commands can be derived from declarative sen-
tences by what Harris calls ““performative operators” should shed some light
both on the logic of questions and imperatives and also on Austin’s theory
of performatives.2® Again, many philosophers have sought to reduce state-
ments that refer to attributes or abstract properties, such as beauty or illness,
to other statements where these properties appear only in predicate form.
Thus, instead of saying ‘‘Supreme beauty was manifest in Helen,” or ‘‘Helen’s
beauty exceeded that of all other women,” they would insist upon formu-
lations of the type: “‘Helen was supremely beautiful” or *“Helen was more
beautiful than all other women.” Russell once wrote that *‘All propositions
in which an attribute or a relation seems to be the subject are only significant
if they can be brought into a form in which the attribute is attributed or the
relation relates.” 80 Not all philosophers will agree on this need for reparsing
attribute-nouns as predicate expressions, but it is surely of interest to note
that such a reduction is automatically carried out when a sentence containing
an action noun or quality noun is decomposed into its kernels. For predicate

28 See Mathematical Structures, 5.8.3, and *‘Transformational Theory”, pp. 375-77.
29 See ‘‘Transformational Theory’’, pp. 391 f. and below, Chapter V §2a.
%0 Logic and Knowledge (ed. R. C. Marsh), pp. 337f.
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phrases like is beawutiful, is sick, but not property-words like beauty and
sickness, will belong to the kernel vocabulary. These “‘abstract” nouns will
be analyzed as nominalized transforms of the adjectival predicates, just as
blushing or explosion will be derived by nominalization from blushes or
explodes.3t Examples such as beauty and sickness show very clearly that
morphological derivation may, but need not, coincide with syntactical
derivation, and that the syntactical (transformational) derivation is
always of greater philosophic interest when the two diverge. In the nomi-
nalized forms sickness, illness, ugliness, syntax and morphology are
at one, since these forms contain the predicate-morpheme sick, ill, etc,
plus the property-forming morpheme -ness. In the case of beautiful, however,
the situation is apparently reversed: it is the property-word beauty which
serves as the morphological base for the adjectival-predicate form. But this
situation is the result of a secondary development: in the older French
form beauté the derivation of the property-word from the corresponding
(predicate) adjective beau is transparent. (The adjective-forming morpheme
-ful, as in grateful, merciful, fanciful, is simply a device for providing concrete
predicate forms for property-words which have lost their adjectival base or
which have developed from some other, more complex source.) And in
contemporary use beauty is related to beautiful just as sickness is related to
sick. The transformational analysis, in terms of the nominalization of predi-
cate forms, preserves the primacy of syntactical derivation regardless of such
morphological vagaries. For these reasons, and for others like them, I
suggest that the definition of kernel sentences in transformational theory
represents the most important contribution to the philosophical search for
a ground-level “object language’’ within natural languages since Aristotle’s
account of the basic forms of predication in his Categories.

§7. KERNEL SENTENCE FORMS FOR ENGLISH AND A TRANSFORMA-
TIONAL ANALYSIS OF THE ENGLISH VERB be

Let me breathe a little life into this skeletal outline of transformational theory
by illustrating the kernel sentence forms currently recognized, and suggesting
what light this sheds on the analysis of be in English, where the material
is immediately familiar to us. Before listing the kernel forms, however,
I should emphasize once more that the set of kernel sentences is determined
only in relation to a given state of transformational theory; and as long as

31 This, at least, is my view of the matter. The parallel between nominalizations from nomi-
nal predicates (i.e. from elementary nouns and adjectives) and from verbs has not been
treated systematically, as far as I know. It is mentioned by Vendler, Adjectives and Nominal-
izations, p. 50. 1t will be more fully dealt with below. See Chapter ITI §7.
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the analysis of transformations is subject to revision or reformulation, the
same will be true of any account of kernel sentences. Furthermore, even
apart from a definite advance in the theory as represented by the discovery and
definition of a new transformation, the theory at a given stage will admit
of alternative formulations corresponding to different considerations of
convenience, simplicity, or clarity. In this case I follow Harris’ formulation
in Mathematical Structures, because it clearly distinguishes the role of be
from that of other verbs in the kernel.

In the following list, symbols stand for word-classes as follows (where
each class is in principle to be defined extensionally by a complete list
of its members): N stands for elementary nouns, V for elementary verbs
other than be, P for prepositions, 4 for adjectives, N,,, for a subclass of
elementary relational nouns, and D,,. for locative adverbs. The seven or
eight kernel sentence and infra-sentence forms are then:

1. NV: A man arrives.
2. NVN, NVPN: John loves Mary. verbal sentences
John looks at Mary.

NA: Aman (is) tall.

NN: Aman (is) amammal, John (is) aman. ; nominal sentences

NN, . PN: John (is) the son of Jones.

ND,,.: Aman (is) here.

NPN: John (is) at home. locative sentences
A tree (is) near the brook.32

.

N Law

32 For the list, see Mathematical Structures, 6.5. I ignore various complications, including
the status of the articles, tense of the verb, etc., and also the subclassification of *“classifier
noun’’ which Harris specifies for the second N in form 4. I have reordered Harris’ list for
the sake of the discussion which follows.

This was written after Mathematical Structures appeared (in 1968) but before the
publication of ‘“The Elementary Transformations'’ in Z. S. Harris, Papers in Structural
and Transformational Linguistics (1970), pp. 482-532. The more elaborate account of
elementary sentence forms given in this latter paper lists eleven kernel structures, as follows:

z v (93} Q2
1. N Vo A man came.
2. N Va N The man found gold.
3, N Vo PN The man relied on gold.
4. N Vnp N PN The man attributed the letter to Shaw.
5. N Van N N The man gave Shaw a letter.
6. N be N A whale is a mammal.,
7. N be PN The book is on the desk.
8. N be A The box is small.
9. N be D. The box is here.
10, It Vit It rained. It’s May 8.
11. There Vi N There’s hope.
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The list calls for certain comments. In the first place, its full significance
can be established only by two procedures which are not in order here:
(1) to show in some detail what words figure as members of the elementary
classes N, V, A, etc., and (2) to show how all other words and sentence-
forms in English can be derived by precisely defined transformations.3? In
the second place, this list differs from earlier accounts of the kernel forms
by containing no V in forms 3-7, and thus abstracting from the rule that
every English sentence must contain a verb.3¢ Hence, strictly speaking,
these forms are more general than the kernel forms for English. Forms
3-7 are directly applicable to sentences in languages with the so-called
nominal sentence; in English, they represent infra-sentence forms, requiring
the insertion of “‘a single stop-gap verb” be in order to satisfy the condition
for sentencehood.3% This analysis of kernel types also succeeds in distin-
guishing the grammatical form of NVN, Jokn sees a man, from that of
N (be) N, John (is) a man, whereas earlier lists of kernel forms made no

(I omit the tense morpheme ‘‘¢”* before V.) Here X stands for subject, §2 for object, and the
V-subscripts for subcategories of V. (E.g. Vs is “‘a small subcategory of dative verbs’’:
see Harris, Papers, p. 484.) For our purposes, the only interesting innovation, besides the
recognition of an impersonal sentence form 10, is the admission of There is N as a distinct
kernel form 11. I will suggest below, in §9, that most examples of this form can be trans-
formationally derived,

88 Thereis an interesting exception to the statement that afl English sentences can be derived
by transformation from the kernel forms. The exception is provided by the so called
““primitive adjuncts’’, certain optional (deletable) additions, mostly adverbial modifiers,
which distinguish ‘‘near-kernel’’ sentences from their kernels; e.g. for a sentence of the
form NV, A man arrives, we have the near-kernel variants NVD and NVPN, where D and
PN represent adverbial words and phrases of time, place, and manner: 4 man arrives
quickly, A man arrives at 2:00 P.M., A man arrives quickly at the station at 2: 00 P.M. We
are free to treat this last sentence either as a compound of several near-kernel forms or
simply as an optional variant on NV, where the latter is thought of as containing a specified
number of places for adverbial modifiers. Adopting the second alternative, we might redefine
NVas the zero form for a kernel structure NVD1ooDtempDmanner (Where D stands for adver-
bial phrases as well as single words) ; and similarly for the other kernel forms. The statement
that all sentences are derived by transformation from kernels might then stand without
qualification. This is my own suggestion: as far as I know, no theoretical solution has yet
been accepted for this problem. Harris' suggestions go along different lines; see, e.g.
Papers, pp. 486, 644, and 652.

3 Contrast the statement in D. Hiz and A. K. Joshi, “‘Transformational Decomposition”’
(1967), p. 1: ““The kernel sentence forms (for English) are defined as the string of class
marks NtV followed by one of the kernel object strings: Q, N, NN, NPN, ND, PN, D, A
(where ¢ stands for tense/auxiliary and Q for zero).

35 Compare the remarks of A. C. Graham, The Verb ‘be’ and its Synonyms 1, p. 15, who in
effect illustrates the kernel forms NV, NN, NPN, and NA, and defines the copula by refer-
ence to the insertion of a ‘‘stop-gap”’ verb in the last three forms. Graham’s conception of
the copula is essentially the one proposed in the text, except that he does not explicitly
distinguish between kernel and non-elementary forms.
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such distinction.3¢ Thus we draw a sharp line between elementary be, as
inserted in the kernel forms 3-7, and all other elementary verbs (}) which
occur in forms 1-2. This has an obvious importance for the study of be.
Another advantage of this analysis is to indicate that every verb other than
be which may be inserted in forms 3-7 (for example, gets or becomes in
NA and NN: Tom gets tired, John becomes a father) is derivable by regular
transformation from a form N (be) A or N (be) N: Tom (be) tired, John (be)
a father, with gets and becomes as transformational operators on the kernel.
We thus eliminate from the kernel all “‘predicative” verbs except be; the class
of quasi-copulas like seems, becomes, looks, feels, smells, turns, grows, etc.,
(as in looks green, turns green, grows green) can now be systematically
treated as ““container-verbs,” i.e. as verb operators on be in the kernel.3?
This account of kernel forms thus provides us with a sharp formal defini-
tion of the copula in English, namely, the verb be introduced into sentence
forms 3-7. In a transformational perspective this elementary copula is clearly
distinct not only from the (non-elementary) verb-operators seems, becomes,
etc., but also from other kernel verbs like arrives, sees, gives, which appear
as V in forms 1-2. Furthermore, this formal distinction corresponds to the
intuitive semantic fact (in a loose sense of “‘semantic’’) that, unlike be in
forms 3-7, these elementary verbs carry independent lexical information.
Similarly, the non-elementary verb-operators become, seem, etc. also provide
independent lexical content. In more traditional terminology, the verb-
operators become, seem, turn, like the elementary verbs run, love, give, (but
unlike be) have a ‘““meaning of their own” over and above their function of
providing a verb for the sentence. Thus our transformational definition of
the copula as the verb be inserted in the infra-sentential kernel forms 3-7
corresponds quite well with the usual notion of the copula as a purely formal
or “‘empty” syntactical device, inserted to satisfy a rule of sentencehood in
English or in other languages where the verbless sentence is not grammatically
acceptable. (By analogy, we may define a non-verbal copula for languages

36 The distinction between NVN and N be N might seem to be artifically imposed on English
if we consider the kernel forms only. While in more inflected languages the grammatical
case of the second N will distinguish the predicate of be from the object of ¥ (as in Latin,
est homo from videt hominem), in English there is no such overt contrast between James is
the professor and James sees the professor, or even between The professor Is me and The
professor sees me. It is one of the merits of transformational analysis to show that never~
theless the grammatical distinction between these two sentence forms is every bit as real in
English as in Latin. Thus NVN but not N (be) N takes the passive transformation;
N (be) N but not NVN takes the mutative copula becomes; after causative sentence-opera-
tors, be but not ¥V will be zeroed (i.e. The University made him a professor, but The chairman
made him see a professor), etc.

87 See Harris, Mathematical Structures, Ch. 6, n. 11. In Chapter V §6 I distinguish these
quasi-copulas into be-modifiers and be-replacers.
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where it is a pronoun or a participle that is required or permitted in kernel
forms NA, NN, NPN, etc. See the literature on the nominal sentence cited
in Appendix B.)

What we have defined, however, is only the elementary copula, the verb be
inserted into kernel sentences. Our analysis will distinguish this from other
uses of be which are superficially like the copula (in that be is followed by a
nominal form such as a participle, or by a prepositional phrase) but which are
transformationally derived from a kernel NV that does not contain be. Thus
we have be in the passive transform Mary is loved by John « John loves Mary,
in the progressive John is arriving < John arrives, and other versions to be
mentioned shortly. We may describe these as near-elementary (but trans-
formationally derived) uses of be. We must also distinguish a second-order
copula where the subject noun is itself derived by transformation from a
more elementary verb or sentence: Mary’s singing is beautiful — Mary sings
(beautifully). Here again the underlying kernel sentence contains no be.
Other cases of the second-order copula will be more complex, for example
in Virtue is happiness. 1 sketch a possible analysis in order to illustrate the
status of be:

Virtue is happiness

« To be virtuous is to be happy

« If a man is virtuous, he is happy

«— A man is virtuous + A man is happy under an if-then binary
transformation involving cross-reference.38

In this case we can see that the underlying kernel forms do contain an ele-
mentary copula, but that this is not the source of the higher-order copula
in Virtue is happiness. That is evident from To be virtuous is to be happy, where
we find both the elementary copula (preserved in infinitival form) and the
second-order copula side by side. The is introduced here is a new trans-
formational operator, although its *“‘surface syntax” is modelled on that
of the elementary copula in N be N, the infinitive being treated like a kind of
noun,38

With these cases in mind we may define the copula in the widest sense as
any use of be which has the surface syntax of the kernel copula, i.e., which
takes a nominal form (noun, adjective, participle, infinitive, gerund), a

38 J.e. here we need some metalinguistic equivalent to quantification. Compare Harris’
theory of “‘carrier-sentences’ in Mathematical Structures, esp. 5.8.2, “‘Reference to
individual.”

3 This new transformational operator corresponds to the is between infinitives whose
distinct character was recognized by Russell in the passage quoted above in Section 2,
p. 4. Henry Hiz informs me that every variety of is which can be distinguished in trans-
formational terms can also be given a formal definition in Leéniewski’s system.
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locative adverb, or a prepositional phrase as its “predicate,” without regard
to transformational derivation. Thus sentences like It is hard to know what
to say, It is twelve o’clock, Democracy is chaos, The meeting is in the next
room, The explosion was at 8:00 A.M., Her singing is too loud, all represent
be as a copula in this widest sense. As we shall see, this sense is really too
wide to be retained. (We cannot accurately describe at 8:00 A.M. as a
“predicate” in The meeting is at 8:00 A.M. And to what kernel form is this
use of be analogous?) Yet this wide sense does correspond to a traditional,
vague use of the term *“‘copula” ~ a use which we are here trying to make more
precise.

I shall now sketch an analysis of be in English along transformational lines.
I first briefly survey the different uses to be recognized and then, in the next
sections, give a more detailed account of the copulative and existential
constructions, that is, of the copula in the broad sense and of the locution
“there is.”

We begin, then, with the copula broadly understood, including (1) the
elementary copula in kernel sentences and (2) a number of distinct, trans-
formationally derivative uses of be which are sufficiently analogous to the
elementary copula for us to assign to the verb the same (superficial) syntactic
role, i.e. we can describe the surface structure of these sentences as com-
parable to that of kernels with be. From these I distinguish (3) what has
sometimes been called a temporal copula and what I shall call a dummy-verb,
namely, the use of be in the case just mentioned: The meeting is at 8:00 A. M.,
The celebration was last Tuesday. Here the analogy with (1) breaks down.
There is no elementary sentence of the form John is at 8:00 A.M.4° The
notion of a temporal copula is based upon a false analogy between ad-
verbials of time and place. Only local adverbs may occur as predicate with
be when the subject is an elementary or first-order nominal. The distinct
structure of the so-called temporal copula is revealed by the fact that in
this case the verb be may be paraphrased by other dummy-verbs such as
occur, take place. Next we. have (4) the existential operator, “there is.” These
four uses willall be discussed further in the next two sections. First I complete
my survey.

(5) We have a rare and literary use in which be is construed absolutely,
i.e. with no predicate or complement other than a few fixed temporal adverbs
such as no longer: To be or not to be; Lucy is no more. Since here be may
generally be replaced by live, I call this the “vital” use and we shall find it

40 Such sentences do occur, of course, but only in special contexts where they can be
transformationally derived. For example: The dentist has two appointments early in the
morning; John is at 8:00 A.M., Peter at 8:30. Thus the source of John is at 8:00 A.M. is
John's appointment is at 8: 00 A.M., or something of that sort.
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much more abundantly documented for Greek. (The use is so fossilized in
English that I am willing to suppose it is a literary survival from classical
antiquity.) Note that in (5), unlike (3), the verb cannot take specific date
phrases (like today, tomorrow). Furthermore, since — again unlike (3) — the
verb in (5) takes an elementary (“human’) noun as subject, it is in effect
a rather frozen form of elementary verb, and perhaps represents the only
kernel use of be in English other than the copula (1).4

(6) Another isolated but somewhat more frequent use of the verb occurs
in expressions like So be it or That is so, with which we may probably connect
phrases like Thus it was that. 1 shall deal with some Greek parallels to this
under the title of the “‘veridical” use in Chapter VII. For the moment I
simply observe that the it (or that) in such cases serves as pro-word or dummy-
subject for a that-clause or a nominalized sentence, and hence we may refer
to this as a sentence-operator use of be. By this designation we bring the
apparently isolated use of the verb in It is so into connection with the larger
group of sentence-operators recognized by Harris, many of which happen
to include be: It is necessary that, It is possible that, It is surprising that.
Similarly, these sentence-operators also appear in predicate position after
a that-clause or nominalized sentence: is a fact, is true, is possible, is sur-
prising, etc., to which - we now add: is so.42

(7) As a specimen of a minor or idiomatic use that might deserve closer
study, I mention: He is to go tomorrow, She was to have done that yesterday.
Be functions in this case as a modal auxiliary (compare should). We may
be tempted to regard is as elliptical here for is supposed (to}, is obliged (to0);
but the parallel of He has to go points in a different direction.

(8) Finally, I mention the very generalized use of be in what has been called
the “it-extractor:” an initial phrase it is that serves to bring forward or
emphasize any word in the sentence. (This is the phenomenon known as
a cleft sentence in Chomsky’s terminology.) Examples: It is here that the
British stopped, It is the British who stopped here, It was a century ago that
they came, It was a fort they built, not a town, It was by land they came, not

4 Thus I interpret otherwise the facts that lead J. Lyons to suggest ‘‘that live and exiss (the
former restricted to animate subjects) are the temporal copulas occurring with first-order
[= elementary and near-elementary] nominal subjects. Like be in locative sentences, they
are purely grammatical ‘dummies’.”” (Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, 1968, p. 349.)
Exist is a different matter; but surely Jive is as much a member of the class of elementary
V as diel Lyons has ignored its lexical content by transferring this value implicitly to the
“*animate’’ character of the subject noun. (For a criticism of this notion of animate noun,
see below, Chapter IV §4. For Lyons’ view of the verb live see Chapter VI, n. 21.) And I
believe his parallel between temporal and locative copulas is misleading, precisely because
temporal complements do not appear as predicate (with be) in kernel forms.

42 For the class of sentence-operators, see ‘‘Transformational Theory,” pp. 375-377. For
a more detailed analysis of is so, see my account of Eotiv oftw in Chapter VIIL.
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by sea. Since be can here be followed by almost any portion of the operand
sentence and hence by an expression of almost any form, there is no general
analogy with the copula construction.

§ 8. SURVEY AND CLASSIFICATION
OF THE COPULA USES OF be
ACCORDING TO TRANSFORMATIONAL PRINCIPLES

So much for a partial survey of the uses of be in current English. There would
be no point in aiming at completeness. Our English verb is heir to three L.-E.
roots, *es-, *bhi- and *ves-, and a glance at the data recorded in the Oxford
English Dictionary will show that the mass of idiomatic, dialectal, or literary
uses representing one or more of these roots is too various for any systematic
and comprehensive analysis. If out of this great medley I have picked the
vital use and the veridical sentence-operator for special mention, it is with
an eye to the Greek analysis that lies ahead. For these uses, which are rela-
tively isolated or fossilized in English, are part of the living language in
Homer, Herodotus, and Plato. Here the fresher and clearer Greek evidence
helps us to see our way through some decayed and dust-covered stretches
of English. By contrast, the existential there is is more clearly defined in
English as a standard transformation, and the copula is at least as important
today as it was in antiquity. Hence we may pause to look more closely at
these uses in English, and to consider them as a possible point of comparison
and a source of clues for organizing and interpreting data in an ancient
language whose living usage is so remote from us,

By far the most productive and diversified use of be in English is the
copulative construction, where “copula” is understood in the broad sense 1
have indicated, including the elementary copula as a special case. A very
small statistical sample tends to confirm my impression that over 90% of
the occurrences of be in current English are instances of the copula in this
sense. (What portion of these uses represent an elementary or near-elementary
copula will depend upon the style and subject of the discourse. Kernel uses
are relatively frequent in children’s books and in straightforward narrative,
relatively rare elsewhere.)

In order to survey this mass of copulative uses at a glance, I suggest the
following simplified picture. First of all, we distinguish two strata, depending
on whether the subject of be, that is, the noun which precedes it in normal
declarative order, is a member of the elementary class N (including concrete
nouns, both count nouns and mass words, together with proper names and
personal pronouns of the first and second person), or whether this subject of
be is a nominalized derivative of a verb, adjective or elementary noun (e.g.
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explosion, teaching, bravery, manhood). In the first case, where the subject
belongs to N, I shall speak of a first-order copula; in the second case, where
the subject is an action nominalization, a quality-noun, or an infinitive, I
speak of a second-order copula. (This corresponds roughly to John Lyons’
distinction between first-order and second-order nominals.)43 Drawn in this
way, the division is not exhaustive. I am ignoring an intermediate but
philosophically (and perhaps grammatically) uninteresting case where the
subject of be is an agent nominalization like teacher (« he teaches), writer,
bookkeeper, e.g. The bookkeeper is in the office. Since these nouns are still
concrete, in the sense that they refer to the same individuals referred to by
instances of elementary N - e.g. by man, brother, John, etc. — I count such use
of be as essentially indistinguishable from the use with elementary nouns. (In
Lyons’ terminology, these agent nouns are still first-order nominals.) But
action nouns and quality nouns are a different matter. The distinction between
first-order and second-order copulas is, from an intuitive point of view, the
difference between sentences with concrete and those with abstract subjects
(counting action and event nouns as abstract, for our purposes).#* The
transformational analysis permits us to draw this intuitive distinction more
precisely. In fact, I think we rely upon this abstract-concrete intuition in
setting up our class of elementary N in the first place. But to a large extent,
even this basic intuition can be clarified by criteria of co-occurrence and of
transformational behavior.

Within these two levels of the copulative use — first-order copula with
concrete subject, second-order with nominalized subject — various substrata
may be recognized depending upon the kind and number of transformations
that have operated on a given sentence. For the purposes of this sketch I
indicate only two substrata within each level. Thus within the range of the
first-order copula we distinguish (i) elementary uses of be, where the subject is
an elementary N and where the predicate (that is, the expression following
be) is one of the kernel forms A, N, D,,., or PN, and (ii) near-elementary uses,
where the subject is an elementary N (or, more generally, a first-order nominal
like teacher and bookkeeper), but where is + predicate is not a kernel form
but a transformational derivative of some elementary V. Among these
verb-operators which introduce be, are, as we have seen, the progressive, the
passive, and a third type that produces a stylistic or morphological variant
of ¥ in the form be PN.

48 See his Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, p. 347. For a more elaborate development
of this distinction for Greek, see below, Chapter III §7 and Chapter IV §4.

44 Later, in Chapter VI §18 and Chapter VII §6, I employ the terms ‘‘first-order’’ and
““second-order’’ uses of eip{ in a slightly different sense. The difference is that I there count

as first-order only those uses where elpi is not introduced by a transformation. This excludes
some sentences with concrete subjects, for example in the periphrastic construction.
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Progressive: John is sitting « John sits.

Passive: Mary is loved by John « John loves Mary.
Morphological variant: John is in love (with Mary) « John loves
(Mary). 45

These transformations all operate on NV or NVN (where of course V excludes
copula be), and hence our verb does not normally occur in the kernel. The
progressive is a partial exception, since here we may find an operator is next
to the transform of a kernel be:

Joan is being sweet today « Joan is sweet (today).

Shifting our attention to the second-order copula, the variety of subdivisions
becomes bewildering as a result of the complex phenomena of nominaliza-
tion.48 By definition, every second-order copula has a nominalized subject.
I shall limit myself to one subdivision, determined by whether or not the
predicate is also second-order. By a second-order predicate I mean one
which does not normally or typically co-occur with a first-order nom-
inal as subject. Thus in The singing is beautiful, The excitement is next
door, we have second-order subjects but first-order predicates: compare
Mary is beautiful, John is next door. But in To see her is bliss, His success is
unlikely, the predicates are no longer first-order: Mary is bliss, John is un-
likely are marginal or abbreviated sentences in a way in which the preceding
examples are not. Thus within the second-level copula I recognize two sub-
strata: (i) the mixed second-order copula, where the subject but not the
predicate is second-order, and (ii) the pure second-order copula, where both
nominal terms are second-order, i.e. where the subject is an ‘““abstract”
nominalization and the predicate also is an expression that does not generally
apply to concrete subjects.

These four divisions can be represented schematically as horizontal strata
of increasingly “‘abstract” uses of the copula. (In the following list, the more
concrete uses come first, the more abstract ones last.)

I. First-order copula

@) Elementary copula: John is tall, Mary is a girl, Mary is the sister
of John, A girl is here, A boy is in the hall,

45 The near-kernel forms of be PN will be described below as quasi-locatives. Many exam-
ples can be derived from V (e.g. John is on the march < John marches), but perhaps not all.
I am willing to accept the following derivations: John is in pain< Something (or It) pains
John, John is in trouble < Something troubles (gives trouble to) John. But the problem de-
serves more attention than I can give it.

48 For a systematic survey of verb- and sentence-nominalizations (i.e. “‘event’’ and *‘fact”’
words), see Z. Vendler, Adjectives and Nominalizations, 1968. Vendler also mentions, but
does not analyze in detail, the quality, state, and property words (such as sweetness,
presidency, manhood) that derive from adjectives and from predicate nouns.
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(ii) Near-elementary copula: John is coming, Mary is observed by
a boy, A man is in love with Mary.

II. Second-order copula

) Mixed cases: The meeting is gay, The celebration is across the
street, The delegation is on its way here, The demonstration is being
watched by small boys.

(ii) Pure second-order copula: Shrewdness is a virtue, To see her is
to love her, The discussion is an exercise in futility, The meeting is
pointless.

This scheme makes no claim to completeness; it serves only to give a some-
what more structured idea of our loose notion of copula.4? For this view of
the copula to be even approximately accurate, however, we must combine
our initial division into horizontal layers with a further vertical classification
determined by the word-class of the predicate. I draw this vertical division
in detail only for the lowest stratum, the elementary copula, and shall simply
allude to the projection at the upper stories. Since we have five kernel sen-
tence forms into which be is inserted (NA, NN, NN, PN, ND,,., NPN), we
might recognize five corresponding forms of the kernel copula. In fact,
however, I propose that we reduce these to three. For present purposes there
seems to be no significant difference between a predicate N and a predicate
N, PN. Similarly I shall combine (be) Dy,. and (be) PN into a single copula
type. After be in the kernel, D,,. would be represented by only a very few
forms (such as here, there, nearby); whereas the prepositional phrase in kernel
N (be) PN will, I think, always be locative in meaning. (This is largely an
intuitive hunch, but I assume that we can exclude from the kernel such
sentences as John is in trouble and James is out of the question on respectable
transformational grounds.) Thus I distinguish three kinds of elementary
copula, corresponding to the five kernel types 3-7:

(A) the adjective copula, or be inserted in form NA
B) the noun copula, be in forms NN and NN, PN

47 1 mention two complications among many. 1) Mary is perplexed by his question < His
question perplexed Mary < He asked Mary a question, etc. The form be is introduced here
by a passive transformation on a sentence with a second-order nominal for subject. Since
the derivative subject is concrete, the result resembles a near-elementary use of the copula
(L. ii), but the nominalized subject of the source or operand sentence suggests a mixed
second-order case, like I1. i. above. 2) I have entirely ignored further transformations of the
copula at all levels, under the operation of ‘‘container-verbs’’ and the like: She noticed
that John was tall, Mary has the reputation of being kind, She wants to be an actress, The
police allowed the demonstration to be interrupted. Since these transformations apply quite
generally to other verbs as well as be (e.g. She wants to leave Philadelphia, The police
allowed the demonstration to continue), they do not belong specifically to an analysis of our
verb, although they help to account for most of its actual occurrences in English.
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© the locative copula, be in ND,. and NPN.

Examples are:

(A) James is tall, Socrates is wise.
B James is a man, Socrates is the husband of Xanthippe.
© James is here, Socrates is in Athens48

Since (A) and (B) often behave alike, in contrast to the locative (C), I shall
for convenience group them together under the title of the nominal copula
(where “nominal” refers to adjectives as well as nouns, as in the phrase
“nominal sentence”). In many languages outside of L.-E., these two nominal
kernel forms NA and NN are treated quite differently. Even within I.-E.,
Spanish, for example, draws a radical line between the two. Thus for predicate
adjectives in Spanish there is a choice between ser and estar as copula verbs,
depending upon an aspectual contrast; for predicate nouns, however, only
ser is acceptable as the copula.4? In English too there are some clear transfor-
mational differences between the forms N4 and NN. Thus, while the verb-
operator becomes may apply equally to both (John becomes wise, John
becomes a man), the application of seems, by contrast, is normal in one case,
but may be marginal inthe other: Tomseems (to be) tired, Tom seems (to be)
a man. And for other “predicative” verbs, the operation is strictly limited
to N (be) A: The tomato smells fresh, but not *The tomato smells a fruit; and
whereas in The bush grows green, the verb grow has the syntax of seems,
becomes, etc., in The bush grows leaves the syntax is NVN with elementary V.
Similar, but less radical differences might be noted between the transforma-
tional properties of ND,,. and NPN. Hence where I speak simply of nominal
and locative copulas I intend to leave open the possibility that a more
refined classification might be desirable for specific purposes, as it clearly is
for the theory of verb-operators or container verbs. For some generalizations,
however, we may ignore even the basic distinction between nominal and
locative copulas. Thus in all kernel uses, whether nominal or locative, be as
copula serves on the one hand to make a grammatical sentence out of infra-
sentence forms that carry all the lexical information (and hence the verb
can be omitted in telegraphic style, as in newspaper headlines); while as a
48 Compare T. Langendoen’s distinction between the copula construction with predicate
nominals, with adjectives, and with locatives, in *“The Copula in Mundari,”’ The Verb ‘be’
and its Synonyms, Part I (1967), pp. 83ff. If this triple division of the copula is not universal,
at least it extends well beyond Indo-European.

49 The exception to this rule is of course only apparent in the case of noun forms used
adjectivally, e.g. Estd muy presidente hoy, ‘‘He is very presidential (= acting like a president)
today.”’ (I am indebted here to Gregory Rabassa of Columbia University.) Note that parti-

ciples in Spanish, as in I.-E. generally, behave like adjectives rather than like nouns: they
admit esar freely.
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declined form it carries the indications of tense, number, and mood that are
normally associated with V. And this statement applies not only to the kernel
use of be but to the copula in the widest sense. If it were true of no other
form in the language, this might serve as a general definition of the copula.
But unfortunately, this description is much oo general. And hence I see no
possibility of defining the copula in the broad sense, except by analogy with
the elementary copula strictly defined for the kernel forms,50

It is obvious that the distinction between noun copula, adjective copula,
and locative copula just sketched at the elementary level can be projected up
through the higher stories of our stratification, since it depends simply upon
the word-class of the predicate. As we move upwards, the intersection of
this division with the near-elementary forms of the first-order copula is
relatively simple. 1) Be in the passive and progressive is strictly analogous to
the adjectival copula; i.e., be + participle is analogous to be A. 2) Be in the
morphological variant on ¥V (or on other kernel predicates) is generally
analogous to a locative form: John is in love, Peter is out of his mind, Mary
is on the way. 3) At first sight, there seems to be no analogy to be N at this
level. But the analogy is quickly found if we agree to regard agent nominaliza-
tions as transformationally derived from their underlying verb phrase. We
then have John is a teacher — John teaches, The man is a gardener < The
man works in the garden.

At the level of the second-order copula things are more difficult because
of the general difficulties concerning second-order nominals; and the details
could not be profitably worked out except in the context of a full-scale study
of English nominalizations. I simply mention that the tripartite division re-
appears even at the level of the pure second-order copula: Spitting is a habit
(noun copula); Spitting is unlawful (adjective copula); Spitting is against the
law (quasi-locative). The rising level of the strata corresponds to increasing
transformational remoteness from kernel form and, in intuitive terms, to an
increasingly ‘“‘abstract” function of the copula. In the case of the locative
copula, the more abstract or derivative sentence form often corresponds to
a metaphorical value in the use of prepositions: contrast Spitting is against
the law with The shovel is against the wall, Something very similar occurs
when elementary verbs are used with second-order nominals: Spitting wins
the prize, Power slipped into the streets, Sincerity frightens him. There is of
course no simple, linear correlation between the intuitive contrasts of

50 To see that the generalized definition suggested above does not apply exclusively to
copula be, consider a newspaper headline BIG FIRE IN CENTER CITY. I am more
likely to reconstruct this as a sentence by prefixing There is a (or by inserting rages or
breaks out after fire) than by inserting a copula is. But surely we cannot be satisfied with a
definition of the copula that applies equally well to there is.
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concrete-abstract or literal-metaphorical and the formal syntactic contrast
of elementary-derived, but the correlation does seem massive enough to
deserve investigation. The phenomenon in question is a general feature of the
language and not a special fact concerning the verb be. But precisely this
general consideration must be borne in mind if we are to raise the question
of a concrete or ““literal” use of the verb be. For any form which occurs in a
variety of transformational functions or levels, the question of concrete or
literal meaning can be coherently posed, in the first instance, only for the
elementary uses.

§9. NON-COPULATIVE USES OF be: THE DUMMY-VERB WITH
TEMPORAL “PREDICATES” AND THE EXISTENTIAL PHRASE there is

Just as actions, events, and states may be dated, so elementary verbs may
take temporal modifiers and, at a higher level, an action or event noun may
receive a temporal “predicate”: John arrives tomorrow — John's arrival is
tomorrow. But the terminology of copula and predicate is here abused, since
we can no longer find any precise analogy to a kernel use of be. There is no
elementary sentence of the form John is tomorrow.5! In this use, be is a para-
phrastic equivalent for occur, take place, as I mentioned in Section 6. I call
this use the “dummy verb” to indicate that be is here construed without
a predicate - i.e. without a form that is structurally analogous to a kernel
predicate — but with a temporal modifier; and thus it behaves superficially
like a normal verb rather than a copula. But it is a mere dummy in that the
kernel contains no be (or no occur or take place), and the be-transformation
adds no new meaning or lexical content to the kernel; it may on the contrary
add ambiguity or reduce precision:

John begins tomorrow — John's beginning is tomorrow
They attacked three days ago — Their attack occurred three days
ago.

Note that the tense of be (or its replacer) will reflect the tense of the kernel
verb.

Because of the lack of analogy to any kernel use of be, this transfor-
mational use as dummy verb should be clearly distinguished from copula
be with the same nominalized subjects: John’s beginning is a calamity, Their
attack was brief. Nevertheless, to insist that the second-order copula and

81 Such sentences do occur, of course, marginally. They may in most cases be analyzed as
abbreviating transformations of the use with nominalized subjects: e.g. Mr. Jones is
tomorrow < Mr. Jones' speech (arrival) is tomorrow < Mr. Jones speaks (arrives) to-
morrow.
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the dummy verb are distinct is not to deny that in some cases the distinction
is not a sharp one. Consider the case where the subject of be is a nominaliza-
tion of the kind just illustrated and where the ‘“‘predicate” is a locative
expression: The meeting is in the next room, The singing is in the hall. Are we
to regard is here as a dummy verb, replaceable by takes place or occurs? Or
are we to regard it as a locative copula, analogous to The delegates are in
the room, The singers are in the hall? Since a kernel locative expression may
also occur as adverbial modifier with an elementary verb, there is no general
answer to this question, In other words, we do not know whether the deri-
vation is The delegates meet in the room — The meeting is in the room, in
which case we recognize a dummy use of be, or whether it is The delegates
meet + The delegates are in the room — The meeting is in the room, in which
case, since we have a locative copula in the source, we may legitimately
recognize a copula in the result.52

Philosophically, the most interesting case of be is in the initial phrase
there is. Note that this “existential” use of there is not identical with (though
it must be historically derived from) the local adverb there: the former is
unstressed, the latter stressed.?® From the point of view of contemporary
English, we might describe there is as a device for permutational transfor-
mation bringing the verb ahead of its subject, as with initial adverbs in
German or certain constructions in French. (Compare Nun lacht Anna or
Ainsi font les marionnettes.) The historical origins of the usage seem to
confirm this view of its function. In Middie English the order NV (including
N be) is the more common, but inversion of verb and subject noun occurs
52 Thus John Lyons’ parallel between temporal and locative copulas (The parade was in
Central Park, The demonstration was on Sunday) is, from my point of view, ambiguous.
(Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, pp. 345f.) If on the one hand the locative after be
represents a kernel locative with an elementary verb ( They paraded in Central Park), then
the parallel to on Sunday is exact and in both cases we have a dummy use of be. But if the
locative represents a kernel locative with copula be, the parallel breaks down. For a
plausible derivation of this type, consider

The demonstration Is in the courtyard (now, after having gathered on the
street) « They demonstrate + They are in the courtyard (now).
In this case, the verb is serves indeed to locate the demonstration by locating the persons
who are demonstrating, precisely as if we spoke of the demonstration as approaching or
scattering. In the dummy-verb case, by contrast, it is not the persons as such but the act or
event of demonstrating which is located.

This distinction may be of little importance in English, but it is essential in Greek. For
elyf can be used as dummy-verb (= *‘occurs’) even without temporal or locative comple-
ments. And such uses would normally be regarded as existential, not copulative at all.
See Type V in Chapter VI §15, where I describe this use of elpi as surface predicate or
verb of occurrence.

83 This was pointed out to me by Henry Hiz. Yuki Kuroda adds that the distinction is
clearest when both occur in the same sentence: There is a book there. For the function of

the first there, compare Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, pp. 154-156; Lyons, Intro-
duction, p. 393.
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in many circumstances, including those in which the sentence begins with
an adverbial expression. Declarative sentences beginning with the verb are
still found in Middle English. ‘‘But quite early the verb tended to be preceded
by the characteristically Modern English pseudo-subject there™: ther were
twey (two) men of holy wyl that levyd togedyr (lived together); ther fel a gret
hungre (famine) in that lond (land).54

Thus as the inverted order verb-subject began to be felt as odd, it was
supported by an initial dummy-subject there. In origin, then, the transforma-
tion There is a man at the door «— A man is at the door must be regarded as
strictly comparable to There came a knight ariding on his horse < A knight
came ariding on his horse. In current English, however, initial there is
(together with its modifications, such as there seems to be) is so common
while the parallel permutation with other verbs is so rare that it is probably
more accurate to treat there is separately, and to regard There came a knight
ariding and There dwelt a man in this town as vestigial or literary. The trans-
formational properties of there is are rather complex and have apparently
not been studied in detail.5% Hence I offer these remarks only as a preliminary
survey.

In order to point out some of the characteristic features of this trans-
formation, it will be useful to have in view the whole range of sentences to
which it might be applied. Hence I shall first summarize the preceding
analysis of be together with the kernel forms for other elementary verbs.
Since there is does not normally act on sentences with proper names or
“definite descriptions” as subject, I illustrate N in each case as a common
noun with the indefinite article.56

I. Kernel forms
A. Verbs other than be.

NV A man arrives.
NVN A man loves the woman.
NVPN A man looks at the woman.

54 Fernand Mossé, A Handbook of Middle English tr. by J. A. Walker (Baltimore, 1952),
p. 128 (§174). Mossé remarks that ‘‘alongside ther, the neuter pronoun (A)it was also used
with the same force up to the 13th century ...: of hise mouth it stod a stem ‘from his mouth
there came a ray’.”

56 Compare the very brief and tangential comments on ‘‘existential extraction’’ by Zeno
Vendler in Linguistics in Philosophy (1967), pp. 64-69. Vendler also describes There is an
N wh... as a *‘transform’’ of the original sentence with M.

58 It is of course possible to find special contexts in which there is may occur with proper
names. For example *‘‘Who’s coming to dinner tonight?’* ““Well, there is John (who is)
coming, there is Peter, etc.’”” Similarly for the definite article: *“Who can we find to take
the message?” ““There is the old man across the street (who can do it).”
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B. Nominal copula

NA A man is tall.57
NN A trout is a fish.
NN, PN A man is father of the boy.

C. Locative copula
ND,,. A man is here.
NPN A man is near the tree,
II. Near-kernel uses of ‘“‘be”

A. Progressive A man is arriving.
A man is looking at the woman.

B. Passive The woman is loved by a man.

C. Morphological variant of V' 4 man is in love with the woman.

II1. Second-order copula, with nominalized V as subject

A, Nominal copula (=1.B) _
A meeting is successful, is a disappointment, is the beginning of

a plot.
B. Locative copula (= 1.C)
A meeting is here, is in the next room.
C. Progressive (=IL.A)
A meeting is coming to an end.
D. Passive (~I11.B)
A meeting is interrupted by a telephone call.
E. Morphological variant of ¥V (=IL.C)

A meeting is under consideration.

IV. Second-order nominal as subject with verbs other than “be”
A meeting begins at 2:00 P.M., A meeting decides policy.

V. Second-order nominal with “be”’ as dummy verb
A meeting is at 2:00 P.M., A meeting is tomorrow.
Now at first sight it seems that there is can be prefixed to any one of these

57 Or A certain man is tall, to make the example seem more natural. The occurrence of the
article in kernel forms raises difficult problems which cannot be dealt with here. Since the
is known to be transformationally introduced in most cases, I usually give the indefinite
article in examples of kernel form, even if in some cases the result is not a wholly natural
sentence.
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sentence forms, with the operand verb phrase transformed into a wh-clause,
as in the case of the it is ‘“‘extractor’ (see above, Section 7): There is a man
who loves the woman, There is a man who is father of the boy, There is a man
who is looking at the woman, There is a meeting which is successful, etc. In
some cases, however, the result is a marginal sentence: ?There is a trout that
is a fish. In other cases the result seems incomplete or pointless without a
special context: There is a man who arrives, There is a (certain) man who is
tall, There is a meeting which is here. This seems to run counter to the defi-
nition of a transformation as a relation preserving sentence-acceptability.
I am unable to account for all the discrepancies, but some can be smoothed
out by two considerations.

(1) In several cases we get a more acceptable sentence if we assume that
the wh-pronoun and operand be are zeroed after There is: There.is a man
here «There is a man who is here; There is a meeting under consideration
«There is a meeting which is under consideration. This is equivalent to re-
garding there simply as a permutational operator on be in the original
sentence, without bringing in a wh-clause in the first place: There is a man
at the door «— A man is at the door. It is the locative sentences which are most
naturally treated in this way: There is a man here, There is a lecture in the
next room; and the quasi-locatives such as There is a meeting under consider-
ation. Note that the nominal copula resists this simple permutation of is
and zeroing of wh- is: *There is a meeting (which is) successful, *There is a
man (who is) tall, *There is a trout (that is} a fish. These sentences remain
dubious even if the position of the predicate is shifted: ?There is an un-
successful meeting, ?There is a tall man.

(2) In many cases the there is transformation is natural only, or primarily,
as an introduction to further discourse with the same noun as subject: There
is an unsuccessful meeting in the next room, There is a tall man who ....In
such cases, the there is permutation on a nominal copula is fully acceptable
when it occurs as a transform of the first operand in a binary transformation,
with a second kernel to be supplied: A meeting is unsuccessful + A meeting
is in the next room— There is an unsuccessful meeting in the next room. This
works smoothly for the adjectival copula, but for a there is transform of
noun predicates we need to allow for apposition: There is a man, a father of
a boy, who ... .58 It seems that there is must single out one and only one noun
from the kernel sentence on which it operates, and that it introduces this noun
as a subject for further discourse going beyond the kernel. Hence the typical

58 Hence this is one case where the two forms of nominal copula diverge in their trans-
formational behavior, just as both differ here from the locative. And our sample of NN,
A trout is a fish, apparently remains unsalvageable for the there is transformation, even with
apposition, unless we exchange subject and predicate: There is a fish, the trout, which
(1s abundant in these streams).
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role of there is atthe beginning of a narrative: Onceupon a time there was a
beautiful princess who .... Note that this introductory function is also possible,
but by no means necessary, in the case of the locative copula. A there is
transform of a locative kernel may introduce a further clause; but it may
equally well stand alone: There is a man here (who...), There is a meeting
in the next room (which...)}.

Perhaps we may conclude, then, that the there is prefix represents (1) a
normal transformation on be-locative sentences, yielding an acceptable
permutation of be and its subject, and (2) an extension of this to other types
of sentences, including the use of be as nominal copula, where the result is
fully acceptable only as first member of a binary transformation or of some
more extended discourse. These conclusions will apparently be confirmed by
our analysis of comparable uses of gipi in Chapter VI.

§ 10. TWO SPECIAL CASES OF THE COPULA: THE IMPERSONAL
CONSTRUCTION AND THE NUNCUPATIVE USE

Before leaving the topic of be in English, I want to mention two special
versions of the copula that raise questions of some theoretical interest. The
first case is the very common use of a kernel copula in impersonal form:
It is hot (in the room), It is dark (here), It is humid (today). I take these
to be true impersonals (in a sense to be further defined in Chapter IV §§ 27-
30), since the subject it does not occur here as a pro-word for anything else.
Whereas in a sentence like It is an awful book we may perhaps recognize a
transform of 4 book is awful, i.e. of a regular N (be}A kernel, in the case of
It is dark we are obliged to admit a kernel form it (be)A where the subject
expression cannot plausibly be replaced by any ordinary noun. This is the
impersonal kernel copula, corresponding to an impersonal use of V for a
limited class of “‘meteorological verbs:” It rains, It thunders. Note that the
unmistakable examples of the impersonal copula just cited are also in a sense
“meteorological,” describing the weather or the conditions of temperature,
visibility, etc. Other cases are more dubious. Thus one may hesitate to regard
It is two o’clock, It is Sunday as examples of the impersonal kernel copula,
insofar as they represent natural answers to the questions What is the time?
and What is today ? In view of this fact, the it of the answer can be interpreted
as a pro-word transform of time and today. There is perhaps no clear border-
line here between normal and impersonal forms of the copula, as we may see
from the perplexing it in What time is it?

Finally, I mention the case of N (be}N where a proper name or personal
pronoun appears in predicate position: The man who walked away is Paul,
The culprit is you. In many cases it is possible to derive such sentences from
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more elementary forms in which the pronoun or name occurs as subject:
Paul walked away, You are the culprit. Where transformational grammar
takes this course, it finds itself in the company of Aristotle, who described
sentences of the first type as ‘““accidental predication™ and would recast them
as predication proper (katnyopelv dnidc) in the second form, where proper
names and pronouns appear only as subject of be, just as adjectives and verb
forms (such as participles) appear only as predicates.5? To this extent
Aristotle’s conception of proper or scientific predication anticipates the
transformational concept of kernel sentence form. It seems, however, that
neither Aristotle nor transformational theory can decompose I am Charles
into a sentence where the proper name does not occur as predicate, unless it
is into the metasentence “Charles’ is my name. Whatever theoretical solution
is adopted, sentences where be is followed by a proper name or personal
pronoun represent an interesting special case of the copula, perhaps the
only definite grammatical equivalent in natural language to the logical
notion of an is of identity. We shall have occasion to return to this “nuncu-
pative” use of 1o be, as I shall call it following Abelard. (See Chapter IV § 9.)
As for the other case of so-called singular terms in predicate position, what
Russell called definite descriptions (as in ““Scott is the author of Waverley”),
the linguistic problems raised here belong rather to the theory of the article
than to the verb be. The is in question is a non-kernel copula introduced
together with an agent-nominalization of some elementary ¥V (or, in other
cases, from an operation on an elementary copula, as in John is the tallest
man in the room, from underlying kernels which include John is a man, John
is tall and John is in the room). Thus the introduction of is in Scott is the
author of Waverley, from a kernel form Scott wrote Waverley, is not different
in principle from Scott is an author (of books) « Scott writes books. The
logically relevant difference concerns the and a, not be.

In concluding this survey of be in English let me add a word of caution.
In the last chapter of this work I shall explore the possibility that the Greek
uses of eipf are interrelated in a systematic way which is of some philosophic
interest. At a certain level of generality, what is true for Greek sipf should
be true for English be, since we are dealing in both cases with an inherited
system of uses for I.-E. *es- which is surprisingly conservative. In detail,
however, the two verbs look very different. For one thing, our English verb
is heir to three distinct L.-E. roots, *es-, *bhii-, and *ves-, whereas only the
first is represented in the forms of eipf. Insofar as forms like is and be

5% Compare Prior An.1 27, 43*32-36 with Post. An. 1 22, 8381-21: ‘“That white (thing) is
Socrates’ and ‘“What approaches is Callias®’ are instances of accidental predication, just
as *“The white (thing) is a stick”’ or ‘““What walks (there) is a man’’ are accidental variants
on *“The stick is white’’ and *‘A man walks (there).”
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are regarded as lexically equivalent, the aspectual contrast between *es- and
*bhii- which is so strictly preserved in Greek is largely lost in English (though
it may still reappear in the contrast of be and become). Probably no philos-
opher innocent of our ontological tradition would rediscover the concept of
Being on the basis of the modern linguistic data from English, or from any
comparable language. The ancient system, as preserved in Greek, has been
dislocated by the gap between a copula verb and the fixed formulaic use of
there is which seems almost to be a distinct morpheme (like gy in Spanish
or il y a in French). The system has been altered by the appearance of an
independent verb o exist which takes over some of the original function of
*es-, and by other developments the most notable of which is the decay of the
participle. Whereas the participle of elp{is a supple instrument of grammatical
transformation and the source of a nominalized form 6 8v that retains regular
connections with nearly all uses of the verb, the form being in English is a
relatively inert fusion of participle and gerund, whose use as a substantive
is extremely restricted, whether in the abstract action nominalization (as in
the concept of Being) or in the concrete ““agent” form (a human being, a being
Jrom another planet).

The fate of the English participle (which is partially paralleled, for example,
by that of étant in French) is a symptom of the decay of the ancient system.
Considered as an instrument of philosophic conceptualization, the modern
verb be is a shadow of its ancient self - at any rate a shadow of the system
as represented in Greek eipi.



CHAPTER 11

SUBJECT, PREDICATE, COPULA

§ 1. FORMAL OR SYNTACTIC DEFINITIONS OF “SUBJECT,”
“PREDICATE,” AND “COPULA®

In Chapter One I made free use of the terms ‘‘subject,” “‘predicate,” and
“copula” in describing the transformational behavior of be in English, and
the same terms will be required for our account of the Greek verb in the
chapters which follow. In view of the debate and confusion which have often
surrounded these terms, it is best to clarify our use of them before proceeding
further. First of all I indicate how the terms may be defined for the purposes
of syntactical analysis.

Because of the fixed word order for nouns and verbs in a normal declarative
sentence in English, it is easy to give a formal definition of ‘“subject,”
“predicate,” and “copula,” at least for sentences of more or less elementary
form, on the basis of the transformational syntax sketched in the previous
chapter. (See Chapter I § 7.) Thus in the general formula for sentencehood
NVQ, we identify the initial N as subject in every case. The copula is defined
for the special case where ¥V is be and where 2 — or as I shall say in this case,
¢ - ranges over adjectives, nouns, local adverbs, and prepositional phrases.
Thus the copula is the verb be in the sentence form N is $. This is the ele-
mentary or near-elementary copula. By analogy with this elementary case
we can define the copula in a wider sense, where the position of N can be
taken by any noun-like form, including whole clauses, and where ¢ may
range over participles, infinitives, clauses, and other nominalized forms. For
example in the sentence The reason why he arrived late for the meeting was
that his train had been delayed, the verb was is a non-elementary or second-
order copula, with the that-clause as predicate and the complex phrase
beginning with The reason why as subject.

So much for the definition of subject and copula. The predicate may be
defined in either of two ways. Taking it narrowly, we identify the predicate
as @ in the form N is &, excluding the copula. Or taking the predicate
broadly to include the copula, we define it as is & in the same formula. This
broader definition preserves the analogy with the general sentence form
NVQ, where we want to say that Q2 is the predicate. The broader definition
is essentially the same as that offered by Chomsky in terms of noun phrase
and verb phrase; and it corresponds to traditional usage in grammar. As just
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indicated, it has the merit of maintaining thejanalogy between John/reads,
Johnlis reading, and John/is tall, where in each case (on the broader defi-
nition) the sentence divides cleanly into subject and predicate, without re-
mainder. (I assume that an object noun, where it occurs, will also be included
in the predicate, e.g. John/reads the book. Other definitions are obviously
possible here, but since our discussion of elpi does not require an analysis
of sentences with direct objects I shall not pursue the question.)

On the other hand, there is something to be said for the narrower sense of
“predicate” that excludes the copula, as in the .S is P analysis of traditional
logic. Not only in logic but in grammar as well we want to keep the familiar
terminology of ““predicate noun”, “‘predicate adjective”, “predicate phrase”,
and to be able to speak more generally of ““the predicate” without specifying
its form. In doing so, we presuppose the alternative analysis of N is ¢ not
into subject-predicate but into subject + copula + predicate. To avoid this
ambiguity, Jespersen introduced the term ““predicative” to apply to predicates
in this narrow sense that excludes the copula. But once recognized, this
ambiguity is harmless and I propose to tolerate it here. Thus I shall speak
of predicate in both the broader and the narrower sense, according as the
copula is or is not counted as part of the predicate.

In English the subject N is unambiguously indicated by initial position in
normal declarative word order and thus formally distinguished from pre-
dicate N in a sentence of the form N is N: Nixon is president. In Greek where
the word order is much freer, ambiguity may arise for this copula type (and
for this type only). Ambiguity as to which noun is subject will normally
be avoided by some indication from the context, or by the use of the definite
article with one of the two nouns. Thus in a sentence like 6 dviip &omt
otpatnyods, “The man is a general,” the article identifies dviip as the subject
regardless of permutations of word order.? But we must be prepared to admit
that in some cases of N is N sentences in Greek the distinction between sub-
ject and predicate noun may be undefined. These are in general the cases
where is may be read as is identical with.2 Even in such cases the English
word order provides us with a purely formal distinction between subject and

1 Because of the syntactic neutrality of Greek word order in this respect, I generally follow
the English order N is & in citing an arbitrary Greek example. The most common Greek
order is N® is, & Gvip otpatnyds doni. See Appendix A,
2 The cases of N is N which I have in mind include those where the subject ‘“‘noun’’ is
a nominalized adjective, participle or infinitive, as marked for example by the article,
which in Greek tends to specify the subject term. Consider this complex specimen of
N (is) N with omitted copula from Euripidés’ Bacchae 395f. 16 co@dv 8’ ob copia/t6 e 1|
dvntd ppovely, where I take oogfa as the predicate whose subject is given by the two artic-
ular forms: ‘‘Cleverness is not wisdom, nor is thinking high thoughts (the same as being
wise).”* For the nominalized or substantival use of the adjective, see below, Chapter IV §8.
On the other hand, there are certainly some cases where the article goes with the predi-
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predicate noun. It is another question whether any importance is to be
attached to the distinction in this case.3

These formal definitions of subject, predicate, and copula are easily ex-
tended to other L-E. languages, and indeed to any language in which the
word-classes noun, adjective, verb, etc. are recognized. For example, the copula
can then be defined as any device — whether verb, pronoun, pause or in-
flection — that serves to make grammatically acceptable sentences out of the
infra-sentential forms noun-adjective, noun-noun, noun-prepositional phrase,
etc.4 And in a language where there is no special device required for sentences
of the form noun-noun or noun-adjective which distinguishes them from the
form noun-verb, we may speak if we like of a zero copula. It is in this sense,
I suppose, that the term “‘copula” is used in reference to languages outside
of L.-E., insofar as it is used in any precise sense at all.

§ 2. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN SYNTACTIC, SEMANTIC
ONTOLOGICAL, AND JUDGMENTAL (OR CONCEPTUAL) NOTIONS OF
SUBJECT AND PREDICATE, AND A CONTRAST WITH THE
LINGUISTIC TERMS “TOPIC® AND “COMMENT*’

This treatment of subject and predicate in purely formal or syntactical
terms leaves certain deep issues untouched. In some cases we want to identify
the subject of a sentence not as a word or expression but as a definite person
or object in the world. I shall argue later that this is often the case when we

cate, not the subject. See Newman's note to Arist. Politics 1276529 xowvovia &' 2oriv i
noAltela, where the construction is disputed: ‘‘The association is a constitution™? or
conversely? Newman cites 1278%11 roAitevua 8° &otiv 1) noAuteie “The supreme authority
virtually is the constitution,”” and 1283%42 where the definition of *‘citizen’* begins roAitng
8¢ xowvf] pdv 6 petéymv 1ob dpyewv xal dpyecdai o “In general, the citizen is one who
shares in ruling and in being ruled.”

In such cases, the apparent distinction of subject and predicate is perhaps really one of
topic and comment.
8 Compare Jespersen’s account of grammatical subject in Philosophy of Grammar (2nd ed.
1934, pp. 150-4), where the criterion is explicitly semantic: the subject term is the one with
narrower extension. This generally gives the same results as the formal definition which
1 have proposed in the text, but it tends to diverge precisely in the case of N is N sentences.
For identity statements where Jespersen’s criterion might seem to lapse, he gives interesting
reasons for regarding a proper name as subject whenever it appears with be. Hence in the
case of an English sentence like The conqueror of Gaul was Julius Caesar, Jespersen’s
criterion and mine result in a different choice of subject noun. But Jespersen does not
consider the difficulty of applying his second criterion to what I call the nuncupative
sentence: I am Charles.
4 If we regard these infrasentential forms as unordered pairs (or triplets, etc.) of word-
classes, we may also include word order among the devices that serve as copula in the sense
defined.
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speak of an “‘understood subject” that does not appear in the sentence. To
take an example which will concern us in Chapter VI, we want to say —and a
lexicon may in fact say — that the verb &ip{ means (i.e. may be translated as)
““is alive” only when the subject is a person, and that it means *“occurs, takes
place” only when the subject is an action, situation, or event. But persons
and events are not linguistic expressions which occur in sentences. It is, I
think, only an apparent solution to this problem if instead of speaking of
persons and events as subject of the verb we talk only of “human nouns,”
“‘animate nouns,” or ‘‘action nouns.” In many cases what we really mean by
such expressions is not a formal distinction between different types of nouns
but a semantic or extra-linguistic distinction between words that refer to
persons, that refer to living things, that refer to actions or events.® There is a
genuine ambiguity here in the concept of subject which parallels an ambiguity
that has often been noted in the case of predicate.® This ambiguity must be
frankly recognized, and I propose to distinguish four or five senses of the
terms ‘‘subject’”” and ““predicate”, only one of which is covered by the formal
definitions given in the last section. (Here I limit myself to subject and
predicate; there is to some extent a corresponding ambiguity of the term
“copula”, as we shall see in Chapter V §§ 1-2; but I neglect this problem for
the time being. In what follows, I shall frequently abbreviate ““‘subject” and
“predicate” as **S.” and “P.”)

The chief point is to avoid confusion between the grammatical subject
of a sentence and what I shall call the extra-linguistic subject, i.e. the person,
thing, or event which the sentence is “about” and to which the linguistic
or grammatical S. refers. When the distinction is baldly stated, it seems im-
possible to miss. Who can confuse the sense of ‘“‘subject” in which the word
“Napoleon” is subject of the sentence “Napoleon died on St. Helena,” with
that other sense in which Napoleon himself, the man who died in 1821, is
subject of the same sentence? In principle, to distinguish Napoleon from his
name is no more difficult than to distinguish that tiny island in the Atlantic
from the syllables which refer to it. Yet it is precisely this confusion which
infects the grammatical discussion of understood subject, and which often
arises also when linguists speak of a psychological subject: is it a word or a
thing which the speaker “has in mind”? Even philosophers, when they talk
of logical subjects, do not always seem to be perfectly clear on this point.

I shall treat S. and P. as correlative terms and describe the relation or tie
between them as predication. In speaking of a relation of predication between

5 For more on human or animate nouns, see below, Chapter IV §4.

¢ Thus Geach observes (Reference and Generality, Ithaca, New York, 1962, p. 23) that
even in the work of “‘logicians as distinguished as Aristotle and Russell’’ we are sometimes
unable to tell whether, when they speak of predicates, they are referring to linguistic
components of sentences or to some extra-linguistic concepts or entities,
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A and B, or in saying that B is predicated of A, I mean nothing more than when
I say that A is the subject of B, or that B is the predicate of A. What we need
now is to distinguish four kinds of predication (or four senses of the word
“predication”): a syntactic, a semantic, an ontological, and a conceptual or
judgmental relation. The syntactic and semantic forms of the S.-P. relation
are required in any theory of language; the ontological and judgmental
versions of predication must be mentioned here if only because of their
historical importance and the consequent need of distinguishing them from
the other two. In each case, S. and P. may be defined relatively to the sen-
tence (proposition, judgment) in which they occur, as ‘“‘subject of the sen-
tence” and ‘“‘predicate of the sentence.”? It is simpler, however, and more
in accord both with traditional usage and with the etymology of the terms, to
define them relatively to one another, so that for example in a simple noun-
verb sentence like John runs we speak of the noun as ‘“‘subject of the verb
runs”. Of course we may speak derivatively of the noun in such a case as
subject of the sentence. We are also obliged to take account of a fifth notion,
the topic-comment relation, which tends to replace the subject-predicate
terminology in contemporary linguistic theory. I shall describe this as a
rhetorical relation since it is properly a question of emphasis, focus of atten-
tion, or mise en relief within a given context.

(1) Syntactic predication is a relation or tie between linguistic parts of
sentences, i.e. between expressions. Thus in the sentence Napoleon died on
St. Helena, the noun Napoleon is the syntactic (or grammatical) S. and the
verb phrase died on St. Helena is the syntactic (or grammatical) P. There is
an obvious analogy to this grammatical conception in the use of the term
“predicate” in predicate logic. It is this syntactic or grammatical notion
of S. and P. for which we have given formal definitions in the preceding
section.

(2) Semantical predication, on the other hand, is a relation or tie between
a linguistic and a non-linguistic item. The S. here is an extra-linguistic object
(e.g. a person or thing), whereas the P. is a word, phrase, or sentence that
describes this entity or that says something about it. Thus in our sample the
extra-linguistic S. is the man Napoleon, of whom “died on St. Helena” (or
“He died on St. Helena”) is predicated. For any singular sentence of S.-P.
form, we may say that the extra-linguistic S. is the person or entity (if there is
one) to which the grammatical S. refers or, in an older terminology, the object
which it denotes. Note that in both (1) and (2) the term “predicate” designates
a linguistic expression, and that will be my use of the term throughout this
study. In the case of “‘subject” where confusion is possible I speak of “gram-
matical S.” when I mean the syntactic relatum (e.g. the word “Napoleon’)
7 So Chomsky, Aspects pp. 68 fI.; cf. p. 106.
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and “extra-linguistic S.” when I mean the person or thing that a grammatical
subject-expression refers to. (The terms “syntactic S.” and “‘semantic S.”
might serve as well to make the same distinction.)

(3) To do justice to the traditional usage we must also recognize the
concept of predication as an ontological relation where neither term is a
linguistic expression, namely the relation that holds between a person or
object or other entity and what is said of it, where the thing said is not an
expression but a property, action, or state. In this sense, which has a respect-
able tradition behind it going back to Aristotle’s use of Tt xatd Tivog
xatnyopelodal in the Categories, and which is still alive in the philosophical
literature, we may say that the act or state of dying (and not the verb “died”)
is predicated of the emperor Napoleon (and not of his name). I shall make
little or no use of this third sense in my own discussion, but its existence and
distinctness from the other two should be clearly recognized.8 Its importance
lies not only in the influence it has exerted but also in the resistance which it
calls forth and which has often been transferred to the S.-P. distinction as
formulated in linguistic terms. It should be pointed out that neither the gram-
matical sense of subject and predicate in (1) nor even the semantic concept of
an extra-linguistic subject in (2) depends upon the substance-attribute or
thing-property ontology which figures in (3), although both (1) and (2) might
be used to support or recommend the latter. As we shall see, some ontological
conceptions are probably required for any general definition of the subject-
predicate relations (1) and (2). But I think that a rather common-sense
ontology of particular objects or individuals will suffice, without any appeal
to the existence of properties or universals. I propose to make use of the
notion of extra-linguistic S. by relying upon the general concept of reference
or reference to particulars as used (in rather different ways) by Quine and
Strawson. It is this notion we employ when we say that, for any simple
sentence of S.-P. form, the extra-linguistic subject is the particular (or
particulars) referred to by the grammatical subject. But I shall leave the no-
tion of grammatical predicate without any ontological explication. I would
hope that we do not need to tackle the problem of universals or to answer

8 This third, properly Aristotelian interpretation of *‘P. is predicated of S.”’ is itself more
complicated than might at first appear. We must distinguish (i) the ontological relation as
such, i.e. the complex subject-attribute fact or state of affairs corresponding to a true sen-
tence of the form *‘S. is P."””; and (ii) the assertion or claim that such a relation holds, as
made by a speaker (or by a statement-form ‘S, is P.””), without prejudice as to whether
this claim is true or false. It is in the second sense that a proposition of the form “S. is P.”
functions as premiss in a syllogism, e.g. in the Prior Analytics, where the truth value of the
proposition is left indeterminate. But Aristotle often uses xatnyopeltal to mean ‘‘is truly
predicated of’, e.g. in the Caregories, where it is (i), the ontological relation as such, which
he has in view.
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the question ‘“What do predicate expressions stand for?”” in order to analyze
the use of eipi in Greek.

(4) Ishall avoid the terms “logical S.” and “logical P.”, since there seems
to be no general agreement as to whether logical subjects are to be under-
stood as linguistic expressions, as persons and things in the world, or perhaps
as something in between, like the “terms” of an abstract proposition or
judgment. Instead I shall speak of “conceptual S.” and “‘conceptual P.”,
where these are understood as constituents of a judgment or “thought” (in
Frege’s sense of Gedanke), taken as the meaning of a declarative sentence.
A few historical remarks may shed light on some of the things recently said
by linguists and philosophers in terms of logical S. and P.

By “conceptual S.” and “conceptual P.” I mean the notions of S. and P.
which figure in the classical theory of judgment, as we find it expressed for
example in the Logic and Grammar of Port Royal. In this theory, which
perhaps owes more to the Stoics than to Aristotle’s own very brief remarks
on psychological “signs” at the beginning of the De Interpretatione, the terms
of a proposition in syllogistic analysis are interpreted as ““ideas” or concepts
combined in the act of judging. In order to avoid the notorious difficulty of
situating attributes or predicate concepts either in human thought or in the
world of nature, the Stoics had sought to define a new realm of logical or
semantic objects — their Aextd, i.e. “sayables’ or “meanings’ — among which
not only predicates but also judgments or propositions (Stoic a&ubpara)
and arguments as well could be located. The Stoic Aektd reappear (and are
reinterpreted) in medieval Aristotelianism as the intentiones or concepts in
the inteliect which are regarded as the primary and universal natural signs,
signified in turn or (as we would say) “expressed”” by the secondary signs which
are words in a particular language. It is this post-Aristotelian theory of
meaning conceived in psychological or epistemological terms that is re-
formulated in the Port Royal doctrine of the union of subject concept (or
subject term) and predicate concept (or term) in the act of judgment.?

Now in this theory of judgment the S.-P. relation properly belongs neither
to the structure of things and events (as with Aristotle) nor to the purely
grammatical pattern of utterances, but to some mental or intellectual struc-
ture underlying the expression of thought in words. Insofar as the deep struc-
ture of language as Chomsky conceives it is constituted by linguistic univer-
sals, a tacit knowledge of which is presupposed in the child as part of his
innate language-acquisition system, Chomsky’s theory of deep structure
must likewise be regarded ‘‘as a specific hypothesis, of an essentially ratio-

® For further discussion of the post-Aristotelian theory, see below Chapter IV §27.
Aristotle’s own doctrine is briefly described in the next section of this Chapter.
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nalist cast, as to the nature of mental structures and processes”.1? And as he
formulates it, the notion of *“‘logical S.”” and “logical P.”” as constituents of
deep structure must also be interpreted in conceptual or mental terms,

For strictly linguistic purposes, however, Chomsky’s notion of logical S.
and P. can be construed in a purely syntactic way as the grammatical S. and
P. in a canonical rewriting of the sentence. In the transformational system
used here, this means that the logical S. or P. of a given sentence will be the
grammatical S. or P. of its elementary source. For example, the logical (or
*“conceptual™) S. of a passive sentence will be recognized in the grammatical
S. of the underlying active form. This corresponds exactly to Chomsky’s
observation that in the sentence John was persuaded by Bill to leave it is John
which functions as grammatical S. (in the surface structure of the sentence)
but Bill which functions as logical S. — in other words, as grammatical S. in
the deep structure.l! For us the deep structure is given by the elementary
source, plus transformations. This possibility of reconstruing the logical or
conceptual S. and P. in purely syntactic terms means that we need make no
use here of the former notion.

(5) The terminology of topic-comment as it has developed in recent years
represents an attempt to salvage the older notions of “psychological” (some-
times ““logical”) S. and P., or of similar notions such as theme and rheme, in
order to make them useful in formal linguistics. The aim was first of all to
get rid of the traditional logical and ontological associations of the S.-P.
terminology, and at the same time to define a more general notion of which
the L-E. “subject”” and ‘“‘predicate” (as noun and verb, respectively, in a
noun-verb sentence) would be a special case. These two aims are in part
incompatible, and they have resulted in two distinct notions circulating in
contemporary linguistics under the term “topic”. One is a rhetorical (or in
some cases psychological) notion which is concerned with the focussing of
attention, the expectations of the hearer, what can be taken for granted from
the context, and so on. In this sense, the topic is described as what is given in
the preceding context as the background of the utterance; the comment is
what is new, unpredictable, or in the foreground of attention. This rhetorical
contrast has no intrinsic connection with the syntactic S.-P. relation and it
may in fact interfere with it, for example by altering the word order of a
standard sentence in English. Thus in Hockett’s example, That new book by
Thomas Guernsey I haven’t read yet, the position of the object before subject
and verb might be explained as the result of emphasis or focus on this part
of the sentence.12 A rhetorical analysis of this kind is essentially concerned

10 Aspects. p. 53; cf. pp. 25fF.
11 Aspects, p. 70.
12 See the discussion by Lyons, Introduction, pp. 334-7, who underestimates the difference
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not with the internal structure of given sentences out of context but with the
interrelations between several sentences in a connected discourse. It may
thus throw light on such phenomena as word order, deletability (or zeroing),
pro-wording, and sentence intonation or stress.

Entirely different in principle is the properly syntactic concept of topic
which some linguists have used to describe any expression in a sentence that
receives a specified formal treatment, such as the nominative case in many
1.-E. languages, initial position for a noun in languages like English, certain
suffixes in Korean.}3 This syntactical conception, which can be regarded
as a generalization of the traditional notion of grammatical subject, may of
course coincide in the case of some sentences with the rhetorical notion of
topic as an item in low relief, or which is given by the preceding context. But
whereas the syntactic topic can be defined so as to coincide with the gram-
matical subject in all cases where the latter is defined, the rhetorical topic is
essentially a factor of stylistic focus that varies independently of the S.-P.
structure of the sentence.

§ 3. THE TERMINOLOGY FOR SUBJECT AND PREDICATE
IN ARISTOTLE

In view of our special interest in the Greek material and by way or pre-
paration for a general consideration of S. and P., it may be well to call to
mind the original Greek discussion of the S.-P. relations. The distinctions
made in the previous section should help to clarify some obscurities in the
modern interpretation of this ancient doctrine. For one thing, it has not
been generally noticed that, although both Plato and Aristotle may be said
to have recognized the syntactical relation of predication, neither of them
describes this relation in terms of “subject” (bnokelpevov) or ‘“‘predicate™

in principle between the rhetorical topic-comment notion and the traditional syntactic
analysis into S. and P. But Lyons rightly remarks that without a special context a sentence
like John ran away is “structurally ‘unmarked’ for the distinction of topic and comment’’
(ibid. p. 336).

Note that the sentence given above is an example of Harris’ permutation transformation.

‘We may compare its rhetorical effect to that of the transformation known as the it-extractor:
I read that book — It is that book (which) I read. In both cases we can give a formal defini-
tion of the phenomena which are rhetorically described in the terminology of topic and
comment. But the formal definition presupposes normal word order in the source of the
transformation, where the grammatical subject will be represented by the first N in the
sentence.
13 See Harris, Mathematical Structures, p. 112, n. 2, and compare the discussion of ‘*pri-
mary topicalization’ in Fillmore, Universals in Linguistic Theory, p. 55. Fillmore's
“‘secondary topicalization’’ (p. 57) is closer to the rhetorical concept of topic which I have
just distinguished above. Chomsky’s remarks on topic and comment in Aspects (pp. 220ff.
n. 32) seem to hesitate between the syntactical and the rhetorical conception.
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(xatnydpnpa, katnyyopoopevov). The terms are Aristotle’s invention, appar-
ently, and Plato does not use them at all. Both philosophers, however, when
they clearly are concerned with the analysis of a sentence (A6yog) into
grammatical S. and P., designate these as Svopo and pfijpa respectively,14
The terms §vopa and pfipa are normally translated as “noun’ (or “name”)
and ““verb,” and Plato’s very brief discussion is compatible with this render-
ing. In Aristotle’s usage, however, there is no question that pfjpo may extend
to what we call adjectives as well, when these occur in a predicative role.1s
It is essential to both discussions that nouns and verbs are considered not
simply as word-classes but as syntactic constituents of sentences. We may say
that Plato and Aristotle set out to distinguish syntactical subject and predi-
cate, and could do so only by distinguishing noun and verb (or noun and
adjective) in kernel sentences of the noun-verb (or noun-adjective) type:
Theaetetus flies, (A) man walks, A man (is) tall.

On the other hand, when Aristotle introduces the terms from which our
“subject” and ‘“‘predicate” are derived by loan-translation, it is not to
designate the syntactic but the ontological relation of predication, what
we have distinguished as sense (3) in the previous section. Hence his term
drokeipevov properly designates the extra-linguistic S. only, and never the
grammatical S. The brokeiuevov of the Categories, which is a “primary
substance” (mpdh1n oboin), is of course the man Socrates and not his name or
description. It is because his broxeipevov is properly an extra-linguistic S.,
andin the primary instances a particular individual in the world, that Aristotle
in Categories 2 can contrast ““being said of a subject,” in a specially restricted
case of the ontological sense (3) of predication, with “being present in a
subject,” without shifting the meaning of drnokeipevov.1® The rudimentary

14 See Sophist 261D-263D and De Interpretatione 2-5.

18 See L. S. J. s.v. pfjpa, and John Ackrill, Aristotle’s Categories and De Interpretatione
pp. 118-20. The first example of a pfiuc offered by Aristotle in the De Int. is apparently
Aecvkég at 16015, and his first examples of complete declarative sentences again take as
their *“verb” Asvkég: seethe quantified versions of &v3pwrog Asvkdg (2oTt), *‘man is white,””
in ch. 7. On the other hand, in Poetics 1457814-17 (as generally in the post-Aristotelian
usage) Aevkdg is unambiguously classified as a noun, for the obvious reason that it does
not satisfy the definition of pfiua given in De Inz. 3: it does not indicate time or tense. The
different senses of pfipa in Aristotle are carefully distinguished by Ammonius (in De Int. 52,
32-53, 7): 1) any word indicating tense, including pastand future forms and negated verbs, 2)
the narrower sense specified in De Int. 3, limited to unnegated verb forms in present tense,
and 3) any word in predicate position: niica poVT Katnyopoduevov &v tpotdoet Tolobou.
Note that Ammonius, unlike Aristotle, uses xatnyopoduevov for a syntactic predicate.
This development was no doubt facilitated by certain tendencies in Aristotle’s own usage.
As a systematic terminology, however, the use of katnyépnua and xatnyopovuevov for
a syntactic or judgmental predicate is post-Aristotelian.

16 For an example of confusion on this point see the remarks of Chung-Hwan Chen, in
Phronesis 2 (1957), p. 149, who claims that ‘‘the term Omoxeipsvov is very equivocal.”” In
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ontological theory of the Categories, in which attributes are predicated of
extra-linguistic subjects, underlies the logico-grammatical analysis of the
De Interpretatione, in which nouns are combined with verbs to compose
sentences. Hence a verb is said to be *“‘always the sign of attributes (tév
drapyéviov), namely of those predicated of a subject (tdv ka3’ bnoketpévov)”
in the ontological sense (De Int. 16°10). Originally, then, the term “‘subject”
applied only to the extralinguistic subject, so that the correlative “predicate”
(xatnyopovpevov) designated either the expression applied to (or true of ) an
object, in the semantic sense of “predication™, or else the ontological attri-
bute or characteristic (genus, species, quality, action, etc.) signified by this
expression. In the Categories, at any rate, the subject-predicate terminology
is used only for predication in the semantic sense (2) or the ontological sense
(3) distinguished in §2.17 In their more elaborate theory of language the
Stoics make use of Aristotle’s subject-predicate terminology in a new way:
for them bBmokeipeva are bodies and katnyopfrata are Aektd or propositi-
onal “meanings”, But neither term designates words or expressions as
syntactic parts of sentences, and to this extent the Stoics are faithful to the
original Aristotelian usage.

§ 4. TOWARDS A GENERAL DEFINITION OF SUBJECT AND PREDICATE

It is a matter of historical fact, then, that Aristotle followed Plato in design-
ating the syntactic constituents of sentences as noun (6vopo) and verb
(pfipa), whereas the term “‘subject” (brokeipevov), and to some extent the
whole subject-predicate terminology, was introduced to denote the extra-
linguistic analogues of nouns, verbs, and adjectives. It is perhaps an historical
accident that the situation has now been reversed, so that we think of the
S.-P. distinction as primarily grammatical. But it is no accident that an
abiding connection seems to be felt between the syntactic analysis of simple
sentences into noun-verb (or noun-adjective) and the extra-linguistic dis-
tinction between things or objects and their actions, states, or properties. It

fact the equivocation is not between two senses of drroxeiugvov but between predication in
the modern, syntactic sense (1) and in Aristotle’s own ontological sense (3). Aristotle may
himself confuse the two from time to time, but not as frequently as his interpreters do. For
exceptional cases where Aristotle seems to use dnokefuevov for grammatical subject (or
for some comparable syntactic notion) see De Int. 10, 19237; 12, 21029, 2229,

17 Thus I agree in part with Lejewski, who understands Aristotle’s notion of being predi-
cated of as ‘‘a semantical relation, i.e. a relation that holds between an expression of a
language and a non-linguistic entity .... We predicate expressions of things”> (*‘Proper
Names”’, Proceedings Aristotelian Society 1958, p. 230). But in Aristotle’s own intention
this concern with the semantical relation is probably subordinate to the study of ontological
relations, in which rhings (species, genus, quality, action, etc.) are predicated of things.
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has often been supposed that a substance-attribute metaphysics or, more
generally, an entity-property distinction is a projection onto the world of the
noun-verb or subject-predicate structure of sentences in Greek and cognate
languages. What I want to propose is the contrary hypothesis: namely, that
the appearance in many or most languages of a noun-verb distinction, and
hence of a subject-predicate sentence structure as well, is the reflection within
grammar of certain fundamental conditions underlying all human use of
language.

The conditions I have in mind include such facts as these: a language is
employed by individual human beings to speak to one another; speaker and
hearer must be able to talk not only about themselves and other persons,
but also about the animals, plants, artifacts, and other relatively durable
objects which make up their world. Hence they must have some device for
mentioning or referring to these objects, for singling them out and calling
them to mind as a basis for further discussion. The class of nouns (in the
general sense, which includes not only common nouns and proper names
but also personal pronouns) is the fundamental linguistic device for this
purpose: nouns, or more exactly, elementary nouns (primitive N) constitute
the nucleus class of referring expressions, which may of course be supple-
mented by demonstratives, articles, numbers, verb-clauses, etc. for greater
precision. The reason, I suggest, why nearly every language distinguishes
a word-class of nouns or nominal forms is just that every language requires
a class of referring expressions to denote persons (e.g. the speaker and hearer),
horses, sheep, houses, boats, weapons, and other particulars, both singly and
in groups.

These facts are sufficiently obvious, and they suggest the general definition
of noun as a word-class of referring expressions, with a characteristic sub-
class (the elementary nouns or first-order nominals) whose members denote
individual persons, places or things.l® This may not seem a satisfactory
definition, since it presupposes the concepts of (1) denoting or referring, and
(2) individual persons and things. The second notion seems to me sufficiently
primitive to require no further discussion here;1® but the concept of referring
might itself be explicated or illustrated by a consideration of the subject-
predicate structure of sentences; and this in turn can be explained in terms

18 This is what Lyons calls a ‘‘notional’’ definition of noun, where for *“notional’’ I would
say “‘semantic.”

10 By taking the common-sense notion of individual thing or physical object as primitive
I do not mean to suggest that this notion is sharply defined. There are many clear cases;
in addition to people, we surely include cows, trees, vases, and spears. But what about
rivers, cities, and clouds? I tend to be generous in my use of the concept, and for present
purposes would count these as individual things. But I exclude numbers, thoughts and
events.
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of the elementary sentence forms noun-verb or noun-adjective, as we have
seen in the Greek discussion in the previous section. It might be argued that
the concept of noun as a word-class in general linguistics (in contrast to verb
or other non-nominal form), the concept of referring or denoting as a seman-
tic (extra-linguistic) relation between word and thing, and the syntactic
concept of S.-P. sentence structure are all equally primitive, in this respect,
that one cannot give an adequate account of any one of these three concepts
without making use of the other two.

It is often the case that within a given language the noun-verb distinction
can be made in purely formal terms, on the basis of such criteria as grammati-
cal suffixes or the forms used for negation.2® And it might appear that we
can generalize this distinction, without relying on any extra-linguistic
considerations, by the following observation: given the noun-verb distinction
for a particular language, as a division of word-classes on formal grounds
alone, we call one of these classes “noun” and the other ‘“‘verb” simply
because most of their members will be translated by nouns and verbs respec-
tively, in English or a cognate language. I do not believe this formal account
goes to the heart of the matter. Why do we translate the putative proper
names (of individuals or tribes) by proper names in our own language, a
word for an animal species by a common noun, a morpheme or word
indicating the speaker by the pronoun “I"’? These questions may be ignored;
but they cannot be answered, they cannot even be formulated, without
introducing the notion of reference and considering the nature of the extra-
linguistic items referred to.

The interconnection between the lexical, syntactical, and semantical
analyses is roughly this. Given the basic word classes and a simple two-term
sentence of the form NV, e.g. Socrates sits, (A) man stands, we define the
grammatical S. as the noun and the grammatical P. as the verb in the given
sentence. (In Greek, the noun-verb distinction is easily drawn on the basis of
suffixes; in English we would need distributional criteria.) We may then
extend these concepts to more complex sentences, retaining the (in English)
initial noun phrase as S., and the expanded verb phrase as P.21 By introducing
the concept of reference we can define the extra-linguistic S. of the sentence,
the Odrokeipevov or entity we are talking about. And if we choose, we can
similarly introduce the ontological version of P. as the action, state, or
property signified by the linguistic predicate. And this procedure, from

20 For an example of the latter, see A. C. Graham’s account of the noun-verb distinction
in Chinese: The Verb ‘be’ and its Synonyms, Part I, pp. 2f.

21 At this point my account follows Lyons, Infroduction, pp. 338f. at least in part. See also
his ““Towards a ‘notional’ theory of the ‘parts of speech,’’’ Journal of Linguistics, 2 (1966),
209-36. As will appear in a moment, we are both following Sapir,
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morphologically or distributionally defined word-classes to syntactic compo-
nents of sentences, and from syntactic S. and P. to particular entities and their
properties, is roughly the course followed by the development from Plato’s
discussion in the Sophist to Aristotle’s doctrine in the Categories. From the
point of view of general linguistics, however, this has the disadvantage of
not affording us any general characterizations of noun and verb, so that as
soon as we abstract from morphological peculiarities of familiar languages,
the whole analysis is left hanging in the air. On the other hand, if we take
for granted the syntactic analysis of sentences into S. and P., we can define
nouns as the word-class that can occupy both S. position and P. position,
whereas verbs can occupy P. position only.22 Finally, if we choose to take as
primitive the notion of expressions referring to or denoting persons, places,
and objects, we can define the class of (elementary) nouns as the word-class
of referring expressions and can define a verb as a form which, when added
to a noun, produces an acceptable sentence. Any one of these approaches
may reasonably be preferred for a particular purpose, although I believe the
third is philosophically the most illuminating. My present aim is simply to
show that the concepts of noun-verb, S.-P., and reference to objects (in
conjunction with the concept of sentencehood), represent three points of
departure for covering essentially the same ground.

The interdependence of these lexical, syntactic, and semantic (or extra-
linguistic) concepts is vividly reflected in a well-known passage of Sapir
which I shall quote at length as a kind of concluding ‘“‘authority”” for my
discussion of S. and P. Sapir has just remarked that ““no logical scheme of
the parts of speech ... is of the slightest interest to the linguist. Each language
has its own scheme.”

Yet we must not be too destructive. It is well to remember that speech consists of a series
of propositions. There must be something to talk about and something must be said about
this subject of discourse once it is selected. The distinction is of such fundamental impor-
tance that the vast majority of languages have emphasized it by creating some sort of
formal barrier between the two terms of the proposition. The subject of discourse is a noun.
As the most common subject of discourse is either a person or a thing, the noun clusters
about concrete concepts of that order. As the thing predicated of a subject is generally an
activity in the widest sense of the word, a passage from one moment of existence to another,
the form which has been set aside for the business of predicating, in other words, the verb,
clusters about concepts of activity. No language wholly fails to distinguish noun and verb,
though in particular cases the nature of the distinction may be an elusive one.23

22 Tt is in this respect, and in the perspective of transformational grammar, that adjectives
belong with verbs (as essentially predicate expressions) rather than with nouns. See Lyons’
proposal to classify adjectives under the broad category of “‘verb’’ in Introduction, pp. 323-5,
and in the article quoted in the preceding note. The same point can be made in terms of
Harris’ kernel analysis by observing that NN, NV and NA, but not VN or AN, represent
elementary sentential forms.

23 Bdward Sapir, Language, Harcourt Brace paperback, p. 119.
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In several respects this passage is very carelessly written. Sapir would have
taken greater pains with it if he had foreseen how often he would be quoted !
We must forgive the more-than-Aristotelian insouciance with which ““the
subject of discourse” is identified as a noun in one sentence and a person or
thing in the next.24 But if we introduce the necessary distinctions, we see
that Sapir is accounting for the universality of the noun-verb opposition by
pointing to its function in the syntactic relation of predication, taking as his
specimen a two-term sentence with intransitive verb; and that he is explica-
ting this in turn by appealing to the semantic relation involving reference
(where the “subject of discourse” is a person or thing, not an expression),
and even to the ontological relation, where the ““thing predicated” is “an
activity in the widest sense, a passage from one moment of existence to an-
other.”

Despite its deficiencies of formulation, this statement of Sapir is a precious
one, coming as it does from a master of exotic languages who was of all men
the one least inclined to see the universal laws of thought embodied in the
idioms of Indo-European. All the more remarkable, then, that he should in
effect have endorsed the Platonic-Aristotelian analysis of the sentence into
noun and verb on the basis of extra-linguistic considerations quite similar to
those from which the classical analysis arose. We can summarize Sapir’s
position, which is essentially the view defended in this section, by the follow-
ing four points.

(1) Certain universal features or tendencies in word classes and sentence
structure are conditioned by the existence of individual objects such as per-
sons and things, which any language must be able to talk about, i.e. must be
able to take as extra-linguistic subjects for declarative sentences, questions
and the like.

(2) This distinction between things and what we say about them is reflected
in the grammatical S.-P. structure of some sentences in every language, i.e.,
there will be some sentences in which one term serves to refer to an individual
person or object and another term can be construed as predicated of —as true
or false of — the object referred to by the first term.

(3) Inthecontext of general linguistics, independently of the morphological
and syntactic peculiarities of any given type of language, a noun may be
defined (in the first instance) as a word class some of whose members function
typically as referring expressions to designate or identify persons and things
as extra-linguistic S. (By introducing transformational considerations which
Sapir did not envisage, we may sharpen this as follows. A class of elementary
or first-order nouns may be defined as the words that refer to persons or

24 For a more conscientious distinction on Sapir’s part between ‘“objects, actions, qualities
to talk about’’ and *‘their corresponding symbols’* in words, see the same work, p. 93.
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individual things in the way indicated. An extended class of nouns may be
defined to include all words morphologically and syntactically analogous to
the elementary nouns, e.g. words that can occur in some of the same environ-
ments, or in environments of the same general form.) The class of verbs (or,
in Lyons’ sense, “predicators™) is distinguished as the class of words that
combine with a noun to give a simple two-word sentence.

(4) This difference in function of the expressions in a simple two-term
sentence type is such a fundamental feature of discourse that it receives a
formal expression in most languages by some distinction between nominal
and verbal forms, i.e. between typical S. expressions and typical P. expres-
sions,25

It must be observed that I have not, after all, formulated any general defi-
nition of S. and P. What I have tried to do, informally, is to indicate two
ways in which such a definition might proceed, on the one hand by consid-
ering the word class distinction in the two-term sentence of noun-verb form,
and on the other hand by the distinction between a referring expression
{or noun) and what must be added to it (namely, a predicate) to make a
sentence. I have suggested that the second procedure, which combines se-
mantic with syntactic considerations, in fact underlies the first. This second
line of definition is also more general, since it recognizes an S.-P. relation even
in the case of the so-called nominal sentence, where the predicate constituent
is, or might be, a referring expression as well. Thus a noun may serve as a
predicate in the narrow, and perhaps also in the wider sense distinguished
above in Section 2; but a (finite) verb can never be the subject of a sentence.
There is only an apparent exception in the case of quoted words, e.g. “Runs”
is a verb. When a verb form functions as a S. expression, we for that very
reason describe it as “nominalized.” It is this syntactic asymmetry which
determines the universal character of the noun-verb opposition, if anything
does. And this syntactic asymmetry is indirectly correlated with the semantic
asymmetry that is constituted by the referring function of nouns. Verbs
cannot occur as subject of a sentence because they do not refer to or
denote objects. And in the more elementary cases, the function of the
subject expression is precisely to denote the object that the sentence is
“about”.

26 A stronger version of this thesis is offered by Lyons: *‘Every language may be assumed
to have, as its most typical sentence-type of minimal syntactic structure, a class of sentences
whose nuclei are composed of a nominal and a verb (the term ‘nominal’ is intended to
include nouns, pronouns, and noun-phrases; and the term ‘verb’ is understood in the wider
sense which also embraces adjectives)™” (Introduction, p. 339, with emphasis added here).
The italicized words probably make the statement too strong, as we shall see in the next
section.
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§ 5. SOME RESTRICTIONS ON THE UNIVERSALITY OF THE
NOUN-VERB OR SUBJECT-PREDICATE SENTENCE STRUCTURE

Before turning to the Greek material, it will be useful to consider a pointed
objection to the general claims about the S.-P. structure of sentences that
were presented in the preceding section. In a recent article in Mind, Ian
Hacking has challenged the thesis that all languages make some use of the
S.-P. (or nominal-verbal) sentence type. Ironically enough, Hacking’s
challenge is based upon evidence from the language on which Sapir was the
unrivalled authority: the speech of the Nootka Indians on Vancouver
Island.28 A brief look at Hacking’s argument will help to clarify the import of
Sapir’s claim, and also lead us to qualify it in a significant way.

Hacking does not doubt that the Nootka Indians live in a world full of
individual things, which they succeed in talking about. Thus he does not
deny claim (1) in our statement of Sapir’s position (above, p. 52). But he
does deny (2), that the language contains terms which are properly described
as referring expressions used to identify persons or objects as the extra-
linguistic S. of a given sentence, expressions which, in Strawson’s phrase,
“serve to introduce particulars.” 27 Above all, he wants to deny (4) by showing
that the language makes no S.-P. distinction within the sentence since, in fact,
it makes no distinction between nominal and verbal forms. Thus Hacking
agrees with Sapir and with the view maintained here that, in the context of
general linguistics, the paired concepts of noun-verb and S.-P. stand or fall
together.

Now Nootka is certainly one of the languages Sapir had in mind when
he recognized that in some cases the nature of the noun-verb distinction
may be elusive. Hacking quotes Boas’ statement for the related language of
Kwakiutl: “All stems seem to be neutral, neither noun nor verb, and their
nominal or verbal character seems to depend solely on the suffix with which
they are used, although some of the suffixes are also neutral.” Hacking adds:
“‘And this ‘character’ is not internal to the language, but arises from how we
translate it.” 28 He concludes that the Nookta sentence is best understood
in terms of what Strawson calls feature-placing, where we have the report
of a state or process to be found in some place and time, without a S.-P.

26 See‘‘A Language without Particulars, "’ Mind 77 (1968), 168-85, cited belowas **Hacking.”
27 In this connection it is curious that Hacking fails to consider Nootka stems classified as
proper names, personal suffixes such as the 1st pers. sing. -ah, and an important ‘‘indirect
reference stem” such as ’o- “‘he, she, it, they,”” with corresponding interrogative forms
“who?"’ or *‘what 7"’ See M. Swadesh, ‘‘Nootka Internal Syntax,’ in International Journal
of Amer. Linguistics 9 (1938), p. 98. These forms would, I think, present some difficulties
for Hacking’s thesis. And compare Swadesh’s (perhaps unconvincing) attempt to distin-
guish a semantic class of “‘entity stems,”” ibid. p. 99.

28 Hacking, p. 178.
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structure, as in the English sentences ““It is snowing” and “There is water
here.” (I waive the question whether, from a syntactical point of view, the
latter sentence is really devoid of S.-P. structure. On the analysis presented
in Chapter 1 § 9, There is water here is derived from (Some) water is here in
precisely the same way as There is a man at the door is derived from (4) man
is at the door. In the deep structure of There is water here, the noun water
is subject, just as (@) man is the underlying subject of There is a man at the
door. The fact that the underlying subject is in the latter case a count noun
and in the former a ‘“‘mass word” seems irrelevant to the question of S.-P.
structure.)

We cannot decide whether or not Hacking is right about the logical syntax
or deep structure of Nootka and Kwakiutl. This is, after all, not a matter
of linguistic fact so much as a question of the appropriate grammatical
theory in which to describe the phenomena of sentence formation in languages
very different from our own. All we can attempt to do is to see why Sapir,
who knew the facts, nevertheless thought Nootka no exception to his gener-
alization about the universality of the noun-verb or S.-P. distinction. For
Sapir describes in detail how a particular stem, repeatedly suffixed, may yet
remain neutral as far as this distinction is concerned. The radical element
inikw- “fire,”” when augmented by the suffix -id/ ““in the house,” pluralized
by -’minih, given diminutive form by -’is, and even modified by the preterit
tense suffix -iz, is still open to both nominal and verbal determination. (This,
presumably, tells against any universal connection between verb and tense.)
For Sapir the word becomes nominal when the articular ending ’i is added:
“inikwihl’minik’isit-’i means ‘the former small fires in the house, the little
fires that were once burning in the house.’” But it becomes an ““‘unambiguous
verb”’ when by the addition of a modal suffix “it is given a form that excludes
every other possibility, as in the indicative inikwihi-minik’isit-a ‘several
small fires were burning in the house’” (Language, p. 134). It is surely mis-
leading to suggest, as Hacking does, that “‘nominal suffix” in Nootka means
simply ‘““a suffix which appended to a stem gives something we translate as a
noun” (Hacking, p. 180). That we call it a noun is of course correlated with
the fact that we translate it by a form which in our own language we recognize
as nominal. But underlying the use of “nominal” in both cases is the re-
cognition that a term which may be used with an article has a semantic
function comparable to that of a name or nomen: it may serve as a referring
expression to “introduce particulars”, i.e. to identify them as extra-linguistic
subjects for further discourse. Similarly, if a form determined by a given
suffix always translates into English as an indicative verb, that translation
reflects the fact that such a form suffices (either alone or with a nominal) to
make a declarative sentence, i.e. a statement with a truth claim. (This seems
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to be the most general characterization of a verb: it is an adaptation of
Benveniste’s definition, below, p. 57.) Hacking’s attack on the noun-verb
distinction in Nootka and Kwakiutl falls short of its goal because he fails to
see that underlying the morphological and lexical contrast of nominal and
verbal forms is the functional opposition between a referring expression
(signalled in Sapir’s example by the article-suffix, which we may regard as an
element of weak deictic reference) and the sentence-forming role of a
predicate expression (signalled here by the indicative or assertive ending).
Thus Swadesh can illustrate Nootka sentence structure by showing how
two stems, for “man” and “large” or ““man” and “working,” can be used
alternately as S. and P. depending upon which stem receives the articular or
modal suffix.2®

But perhaps Hacking is right on a key point, and the Nootka word-
sentence that translates as ‘“‘several small fires were burning in the house”
cannot reasonably be regarded as S.-P. in form. There is no distinction
within such a sentence between an element which identifies the fires and an
element which says that they burn, a morpheme which singles out an object
and another which describes some state or activity of that object: the stem
inikw- does both jobs at once. The feature-placing character of the sentence
is perhaps revealed by a translation that attempts to render the morphemes
one by one: “Fire-burning, in the house, several, small, past, it-is-so.”” The
best English parallel seems to be of the form ‘It snowed lightly in the woods
for a long time.” (The fit is not perfect, since we cannot pluralize meteoro-
logical verbs in English.)30

What Hacking has shown is that a language capable of distinguishing
nominal and verbal forms need not always, or even normally, use them in
such a way as to construct its sentences in the S.-P. pattern. And this version
of his conclusion is perfectly compatible with the passage quoted from
Sapir in Section 4. (It may even be compatible with Strawson’s view, which
is the direct target of Hacking’s attack.) My own cursory acquaintance with
Nootka texts (as published by Sapir and Swadesh) leads me to believe that
many sentences can naturally be construed on the nominal-verbal or S.-P.
pattern, but that this is not the predominant shape, even for sentences like
“The fire is burning in the house” which one might reasonably regard as
(slightly expanded) kernel sentences of the language. Hacking’s suggestion
that the fundamental sentence pattern is a one-term feature-placing con-

20 See ‘‘“Nootka Internal Syntax,” p. 78.

30 Ts it an accident that Sapir illustrates noun-verb neutrality in Nootka by a term for fire,
the Heraclitean symbol for a process ontology? Perhaps the ‘‘feature-placing’’ tendencies
of Nootka make this a fypical reality pattern in that language, as the S.-P. structure of
Indo-European presents the thing-property or agent-action pattern as typical.
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struction may serve as a useful hypothesis for anyone who undertakes a new
theoretical description of Nootka syntax.

For our own purposes, we may draw one definite conclusion from this
discussion of the Nootka material. Even if Sapir and others are correct in
supposing that the S.-P. pattern in its basic form, as a two-term nominal-
verbal sentence type, is universal in the sense that it has left its trace in every
language, it does not follow that this is the typical or predominant sentence
form in all of them. And even in those languages like Greek in which the
S.-P. form is clearly predominant, it may not be the only fundamental type,
even in deep structure. We should expect at least one other basic form, the
one-term or purely verbal sentence, with no grammatical or extra-linguistic
S. In some I.-E. languages we actually find such sentences, as in Greek velget
or Spanish nieva, ‘‘it is snowing.”” In English syntax (as in German or French)
the S.-P. pattern is so imperious that we are constrained to introduce the
dummy S. expression it: It is raining, It thunders. We have already encounter-
ed this dummy subject in our discussion of the impersonal copula in It is dark
here or It is chilly today (see Chapter I §10). We recognize this pronoun as a
dummy for we know that there is not, even in principle, any sort of extra-
linguistic S. which the it might naturally be taken to refer to. We cannot
answer, nor even seriously ask, the questions: What is dark? What is chilly?
What is raining? The inappropriateness of the question shows that it here
is not a pro~word for some referring expression but a mere form imposed by
the S.-P. pattern. The failure of the question is a linguistic test that reveals
the absence of an extra-linguistic relation of referring to or denoting individ-
ual objects in the world. (For more on the topic of impersonal sentences, see
Chapter IV §§ 27-30.)

In a language like Greek, the verb in such a case will stand alone as an
“impersonal” form, i.e. as a predicate without a subject: Ogt, velper.3! Or
rather, since we have defined P. and S. as correlative, and cannot properly
speak of one without the other, let us call this simply the one-word sentence.
I suspect that in every language in which the noun-verb distinction can be
applied in a general way, the word-sentence will be classified as a verb. This
is what is implied by Benveniste’s general definition of the verb as “‘the
element which is indispensable for the constitution of a finite assertive
utterance.” 32 And it is in this sense that the concept of verb can be defined
independently of a S.-P. sentence structure. In Strawson’s terminology, an
31 For the moment I ignore the fact that a Greek can say Zetg Ost, **Zeus is raining.”” Even
in Bnglish we can say in certain cases. The room is dark, The air is chilly, perhaps even The
sky thunders but certainly not The sky rains!

32 See‘‘La phrase nominale,” in Problémes de linguistique générale (1966), p. 154. However,

the application of this definition to the predicate term in a nominal sentence gives para-
doxical results.
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impersonal verb is the natural expression for a *‘feature-placing” assertion,
in contrast to a S.-P. statement that describes the properties or characteristics
of an identifiable, discrete object. It is clear that in I.-E., and above all in
early Greek, such impersonal, one-word sentences have been reduced to a
minimum. But there may well be other languages such as Nootka in which
the contrast between nominal forms for reference and verbal forms for
predication plays no fundamental role in sentence structure — that is to say,
where the introduction of the word-classes noun and verb may be of no
theoretical utility in describing the sentences of the language. It may be that
in such languages the one-term feature-placing sentence is the elementary
unit of syntax, so that most of the actual sentences of language are formed
by stringing together such units (with secondary modifications or supple-
mentary “‘case-forms’)in chains of various length and complexity, in which
expressions that we will translate by a proper name and by a verb seem to be
treated as formal elements of the same type. Such a language would call for a
syntactic theory very different from that which is based upon the noun-verb
or subject-predicate structure familiar to us from I.-E. An appropriate
theory for such a language might take the form which Charles Fillmore has
recently proposed in ““A Case for Case.” 33

This question of the universality of subject-predicate sentence structure in
the context of general linguistics is of course not directly relevant to the task

88 Universals in Linguistic Theory, ed. Bach and Harms (New York, 1968), pp. 1-88.
Fillmore wishes to regard ‘‘subject of "’ (verb or sentence) as ‘‘exclusively a surface-structure
phenomenon™ (p. 17), to be replaced in deep structure by a variety of case relations
(agentive, instrumental, dative, locative, etc.) associated with a kernel verb. However,
Fillmore’s theory apparently preserves the fundamental asymmetry between verbal and
non-verbal or nominal forms, since there will be one (and only one?) verb in every kernel
structure, whereas the number of the nominal forms will vary with the case relations
that characterize a particular verb type.

I note in passing that much of what I have said about the subject-predicate structure of
noun-verb sentences can be reformulated in Fillmore’s theory for the special case (which
I would regard as the subject-predicate case par excellence) where the extra-linguistic
subject is a person and the predicate is a non-stative, non-psychological verb like walks,
gives, or strikes. Fillmore’s agentive case can be defined as the relation of subject noun
(i.e. 1.-E. nominative case form) to verb in sentences of this type. For non-personal subjects
and for verbs like sees, believes, wants, knows the corresponding case-relation in his theory
is no longer the agentive, and hence the S.-P. structure of such sentences as The river flows
into the sea or I see the picture could be described as secondary (or *‘surface’”) extensions
of the nominative case-finite verb correlation which “*properly’’ expresses agency in I.-E. -
an extension which suggests or presupposes an analogy between The river flows and I see
on the one hand, and I walk, I strike on the other.

Hence, although Fillmore’s theory might at first suggest that the noun-verb distinction
is after all more general than S.-P. structure, I would deny this even within the context of
his theory, at least for that class of sentences which admit the agentive case. For those
sentences the S.-P. relation in deep structure is just the agentive-verb relation (with all
other cases treated as subordinate to the verb).
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of describing the uses of the verb be in Greek. But it is indirectly relevant
insofar as the notion of predication associated with the verb in grammatical
and philosophic theory implies a sentence structure of S.-P. form. As we
shall see in Chapter V, this is only partially the case. And some uses of the
verb, such as the veridical uses described in Chapter VII, are so general in
form that they abstract from any internal structure of the sentences whose
truth or falsity is expressed by £oti. However, insofar as the primary and
predominant use of €ipf is that of the copula verb as defined above in §1, the
theory of this verb inevitably involves a subject-predicate analysis of the
sentence. Hence the question of the universality of this structure is, after all,
part of the question of the universality of the functions of the Greek (or I.-E.)
verb be. That issue cannot be settled here. What I have tried to do is to
distinguish this strictly linguistic question, whether a noun-phrase verb-
phrase theory of sentence structure is adequate and appropriate for the
description of all languages, from the properly philosophical question,
whether the S.-P. structure which is so natural in L.-E. syntactic theory does
not reflect an asymmetry in the basic linguistic functions of referring (i.e.
identifying objects for discourse) and predicating (or saying something about
them which may be true or false). It seems likely that, even if the answer to
the linguistic question is “no” or “maybe not”, the philosophical question
must still be answered in the affirmative. And if, as I suppose, the distinction
between referring (naming, denoting) and predicating (sentence-formation,
statement-making) is so fundamental that it must be recognized in any
theory of language, then the noun-verb or S.-P. structure of sentences in
I.-E. is a happy peculiarity, for it permits us to recognize and express this
distinction in a perfectly natural way. And of course one of the most natural
expressions for it is a sentence of N is ¢ form.



CHAPTER 111

APPLICATION OF THE TRANSFORMATIONAL
ANALYSIS TO GREEK

§ 1. SURVRY OF THIS CHAPTER

In Chapter II I argued that the noun-verb or subject-predicate sentence form,
although it may not in fact be linguistically universal as the dominant
sentence pattern in all languages, is nevertheless of fundamental importance
for philosophy because it reflects the perfectly general distinction between
two linguistic functions — the function of reference (and in the primary case,
reference to individuals) and the function of predication or sentence-forma-
tion — which must be performed in any language. The capacity of referring
to individual men or sheep or baskets and the capacity to make sentences,
and in particular declarative sentences which can be true or false, represent
two minimum conditions that every human language must satisfy. It is
another question whether they are in fact always satisfied by a pair of con-
trasting forms or word classes comparable to the distinction of nouns and
verbs in L-E.

The burden of my argument can be summarized as follows (considering
only the simplest case of the two-term declarative sentence with intransitive
verb): whether or not the S.-P. or noun-verb sentence pattern can be regarded
as in fact universal, it has the same general importance for a theory of
language as do the predicate forms Fa and Fx in logic. Nouns and verbs,
and more generally subjects and predicates, are the functional equivalents
in natural language for the predicates and variables or individual constants in
logic: verbs and verb phrases correspond to ““F”°, nouns in subject position
correspond functionally to “a” or “x”.

Although I do not intend to abandon this general point of view, we must
now turn more specifically to the situation in Greek. My primary concern in
this chapter will be to clarify the conceptual foundation for the description
of Greek usage to be given in the chapters which follow. I shall assume that
the general form for elementary sentences and for most non-elementary
sentences as well, in Greek as in English, is the subject-predicate or noun
phrase-verb phrase pattern, which I symbolize by Harris’ formula NV
(noun-verb-object). Here “object” () is taken in the broadest sense, to
include predicate nouns, adjectives, and adverbs in the case where V is the
verb be. To indicate this special case of the copula sentence, instead of NVQ2
I shall write N is ¢ (where “®” stands for “predicate,” in the narrower sense
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specified in Chapter II §1). In other cases the value of Q is either (1) empty,
in the two-term sentence with intransitive verb, John runs; (2) N (noun) in
John loves Mary; (3) PN (prepositional phrase), John goes to town; or (4)
NPN, John takes Mary to town. (Compare Chapter 1§7.)

With an appropriate modification we can also apply this general formula
to the impersonal construction, where the initial N position will be empty:
( )V, Be, “(it) is raining”. Such impersonal constructions, already men-
tioned in Chapter II §5, will be further discussed in Chapter IV §§27-30. It
is important to distinguish this impersonal construction, where the subject
position in the underlying structure of the sentence is genuinely empty (even
if in some modern languages we have a surface subject like if) from the case
of ellipse or zeroing of the subject expression in a sentence of the form
NVQ. By ““zeroing” of the subject I mean the absence of any nominal term
corresponding to N in the text of a sentence whose underlying form is NVQ.1
This is, roughly speaking, the phenomenon of the “understood subject.” In
Sections 4-6 I discuss this and related topics, including the concepts of
ellipse, the Stoic notion of a “complete” and *“‘incomplete’ sentence (or
proposition), and the general principle of referential constancy over a given
stretch of discourse. I shall give my reasons for preferring the transfor-
mational method, which takes the NV form as fundamental and explains
most deviations from it as instances of zeroing, to the alternative approach to
Greek sentence structure that takes the one-word verbal form (e.g. Epyopat)
and the nominal or verbless sentence pattern (copdg & Zokpdtng) as the two
minimal sentence forms with no eliminable elements.

In Section 7 I prepare the syntactic analysis by distinguishing three types of
sentences on the basis of the subclass of N which figures in subject position:
first-order nominals, abstract nouns, and sentential subjects.

Finally, in Sections 8-9, I discuss the problem of classifying the uses of
eipl in Greek and outline the organization of the following chapters.

§ 2. THE BASIC PRINCIPLE OF ANALYSIS: THE UNDERLYING
SENTENCE FORMS ARE THE SAME FOR GREEK
AS FOR ENGLISH

Throughout this study I shall take for granted that the elementary sentence
types in Greek are identical with those defined by Harris for English,

1 Strictly speaking, the term ‘‘zeroing’ refers only to the omission of a word or phrase
that can be reconstructed (or ‘‘understood”’) from the context. ‘‘Deletion’’ is a more general
term for any transformational omitting of material, whether or not the deleted form can be
reconstructed by the hearer or reader.
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except for one or two kernel forms which we must add to Harris’ list.2 As
just indicated, this means I assume that the underlying structure of any
given sentence, or of its constituent kernels, is of the form NV, and that
only in the case of an impersonal construction can N be regarded as empty.

At first sight this assumption may seem in plain conflict with the lin-
guistic facts. In the Homeric poems which constitute our primary corpus,
most sentences have no subject N expressed, and many sentences with
predicate nouns and adjectives have no copula &oti. Yet it is an essential
part of the linguistic theory which I use in describing the syntactic data to
assume that the underlying structure is always NVQ or N is §. I suggest that
no coherent description of these sentence structures can be given without
this assumption, or, to put the point more mildly, that no alternative account
can have the generality and simplicity of the transformational description
which relies on such an assumption,3

The proof of the pudding is in the eating, and I might here pass directly to
the application of my theory in the next chapter. However, in order to show
more clearly what is at issue, and also as an act of captatio benevolentiae in
the direction of philological readers who may be inclined to cast up their
hands in despair at this point, I shall contrast my assumption with what
seems to be the more natural alternative, a traditional analysis in terms of
two minimal sentence forms. As an historical account, this view has been
influentjal in comparative linguistics for over a century, and it was recently
formulated as a synchronic theory of Latin syntax by Maurice P. Cunning-
ham.4

9 These differences are largely due to the richer system of case forms in Greek. Specifically,
the possessive sentence form with the dative Eoti por ypfipare I have money” is not
paralled by any form in English. Note that the related construction in French is of the
form N is PN (C’est d moi); thatis to say, the dative case is replaced by a preposition.
Similarly for the predicative genitive &ya3o0 ratpdg el “T am (come) of a good father””
(Chapter IV §26). Here the English equivalent is of the form NVPN.

3 My remarks are not directed against a theory like Fillmore’s, in ‘‘A Case for Case’
(Universals in Linguistic Theory, ed. Bach and Harms, New York, 1968), where the NVQ
pattern appears as one particular form of the general sentence structure that consist of a
verb and one or more case categories. Fillmore's theory represents a wider generalization;
it would require an analysis like Harris’ at a more ‘‘superficial’’ level in order to describe
the situation in I.-E.

4 ‘A Theory of the Latin Sentence,’” Classical Philology 60 (1965), 24-8; see p. 25: ““The
two most basic sentence forms in Latin are the simple verbal sentence and the simple
predicate sentence.’’ For the first case, compare Munro, Homeric Grammar p. vii: *“The
simplest possible sentence ... consists of a verb ... containing in itself ... a subject and a
predicate.” A view of this kind also underlies Meillet’s account of verbal and nominal
sentence structure in I.-E. The oldest systematic formulation of this theory of two minimal
or primitive forms seems to be that of L. Lange in Verhandlungen der XIII. Versammlung
deutschen Philologen ... in Géttingen, 1852, cited and summarized by J. Kinzel (see below).
I paraphrase Kinzel’s summary: the simplest, least developed form of sentence is the finite
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This alternative view takes as basic the two following sentence types:

1. the finite verb alone, e.g. Epyopat “I go”’, “I am going”.
2. two non-verbal forms juxtaposed, with one as predicate of the
other, e.g. co@dg & Twkpdng “Socrates is wise.”

This view regards as secondary variants the two fuller forms:

1A. finite verb with nominal subject: &y® Epyopar “I go™.
2A. a copula verb added to 2 above: 6 Zokpatng £otl copdes

Now 1A has the form NV and 2A has the form N is ¢; thus both may be
seen as cases of the general sentence form NVQ. The difference between the
transformational approach adopted here and the more traditional view
under consideration is that I take forms 1A and 2A as elementary and
basic, whereas the traditional view takes them as secondary and derived.
Hence I regard the nominal sentence form 2 as the result of zeroing of the
verb, just as I regard the one-word sentence type 1 as containing a nominal
subject in zero form. In each case the underlying sentence structure can be
indicated by writing the deleted form in parenthesis. Thus I would rewrite
1 and 2 above as follows:

1* (&yd) Epyopar
2%, 600066 (Bot) & Zwkpding

Concerning the nominal sentence (type 2) I shall have more to say later.
(See Chapter V §5 and Appendix B.) Considering for the moment only
sentences 1 and 1*, as representing the traditional and the transformational
description of the minimal verbal sentence in Greek, we can describe the
difference between them as a difference between surface structure and deep
structure. On the surface, there is an unquestionable empirical contrast
between verbal sentences in Greek and English, since a one-word sentence
like Epyopat is perfectly acceptable in Greek (or Latin or Spanish) whereas
the corresponding sentence in English (or French or German) must contain
two terms, including a pronominal subject: I go, je vais. The difference is
unmistakable, since the addition of the pronoun to the Greek sentence
results in an contrasting emphasis on the subject which does not charac-
terize the English form: &yd &Epyopar means not simply “I go” or “I am

verb, which contains the subject-element in its personal ending, the predicate element in its
root or stem; the second sentence form consists of two juxtaposed nouns (or nominals,
nomina), one of which functions as S. the other as P. See Josef Kinzel, ‘‘Die Kopula bei
Homer und Hesiod,’* Jakresbericht des k.k.K. Franz Joseph Staatsgymnasium in Méahrisch-
Ostrau (Schuljahr 1907-1908), pp. 1-2.

5 See Chapter II, n. 1, for my convention of following the English word order N is & in
giving sample copula sentences for Greek.
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going” but rather “J am going” or “Whatever you or anyone else may do,
I am going.” In posing NV (that is to say, sentence 1* above) as the under-
lying form of €pyopar I do not intend to deny this obvious difference. I mean
rather to spell out, in syntactic terms, the implications of the usual view that
in a form like Epyopat the subject is somehow *“‘contained” or “morpho-
logically expressed” in the finite verb-ending. What is contained, of course,
is the marker for first person singular. This is a linguistic category not a
subject, but it specifies a definite (extra-linguistic) subject, to wit, the
speaker, in any given situation of utterance. Thus the personal ending
performs exactly the same function as the corresponding personal pronoun [/
in English: both forms identify the speaker as subject when they are used in
an actual speech situation. It is because of this referential function of the
marker for first and second person that it makes sense to speak of the subject
as hidden or contained in the verb-ending. And it is because this function is
adequately performed by the finite verb alone that the personal pronoun is
added only when some special effect of emphasis or contrast is intended.
Yet it is convenient to assume a pronominal element “(8y®)” in the under-
lying structure of Epyopat and thus to preserve the sentence pattern NV. This
is so, in the first place, because the verb ending is marked for the grammatical
category of person, and this category is most naturally expressed by a pro-
nominal element N, as in the pronouns I, you, he. This makes it at least
plausible to analyze Epyopor into two elements & and V. But in the second
place, both elements are necessary if we want to regard Epyopat “I go” as the
transformational source of the derived sentences ¢onoi pe Epyec9ar “He
says (that) I go”, avaykn pot Epyeodm “It is necessary for me to go,” as well
as of the nominalized forms % 686¢ pov, 10 &ué Epyecda, “‘my going;” for
in all of these transforms a pronoun explicitly appears. Where did it come
from if it was not present in zero form in the source? Similarly, if the basic
form is transitive, as in Efaieg Tov Gv3ponov “You struck the man,” the
pronominal subject will appear as agent in the passive transform 6 dv3pomnog
06 oov EBANRST, ““The man was struck by you.” In positing the invisible
pronoun “(¢y®)” in the underlying structure of Epyopar, our theory simply
unifies the description of this transformational series within Greek; and by
the same token it indicates the obvious syntactic parallel between L-E.
sentences like Epyopat on the one hand and I go, je vais on the other.8

¢ My view of the zero pronoun is influenced by Lyons’ discussion; see his Introduction,
p. 281. I differ from Lyons only in regarding his ‘‘abstract ‘pronominal’ element” as a
member of the class of N, i.e. as an ordinary pronoun even if invisible, rather than some
pre-lexical theoretical entity, whose nature and status remain undefined.

Since this introduction of zero pronouns seems to provide a stumbling block for other-
wise sympathetic readers, let me point out that it makes no practical difference if one pre-
fers to regard the verb stem (2py-) as the predicate element and the personal ending (-opat)
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In this transformational perspective, all of the differences between the
normal form for verbal sentences in Greek and English will be retained, but
they will be redescribed as features of the surface structure only: for example,
as the result of a rule which specifies that the pronominal subject is reduced
to zero form (or “‘deleted”) in the elementary occurrences of NVA2 for first
and second person, when no special circumstances of emphasis or contrast
call for its expression. Thus between the transformational and the traditional
view of a one-word sentence like Epyopat there is no disagreement as to the
facts but only as to the theory of sentence structure in terms of which these
facts are best described.

Similar considerations apply in the case of type 2, the nominal sentence.
Thus the invisible copula “(2otf)” posited by our theory will actually put in
its appearance in the usual transforms, e.g. in a participial clause (Zokpdtng,
copdg Hv, “Socrates, being wise’”) and usually in indirect discourse (pnpi
1oV Zokpdrn copdv elvar “I say Socrates is wise’”). Indeed, the verb becomes
visible in the indicative in most cases where the subject is in the first or second
person, and in nearly all cases of past and future tense and non-indicative
mood. The theoretical need for a unified description of this syntactic system
would therefore induce us to posit a zero form of the verb in the third person
present indicative even if the verb in these forms never appeared — even if,
as in Russian, the standard copula verb had no forms in the present indica-
tive.? In Greek, where the present indicative forms not only exist but are
found more frequently than the verbless sentence type in all cases except the
third person singular, the situation is simpler still: the verbless examples are
naturally regarded as instances of a zero or deleted verb-form. Otherwise
we would have to suppose that the underlying structure of the third person
singular sentence is different in principle from the other persons of the present
indicative. But the concept of a verbless sentence type existing only in the
third person, and above all in the singular, with a distinct (but otherwise
parallel) copula sentence type covering all three persons both singular and
plural, is a concept that is hard to make sense of in transformational terms.

as the grammatical subject or referring element in a sentence like Epyopat “‘I am going’’.
From the point of view of syntactic theory, however, the two-term analysis with (invisible)
pronominal subject has the advantage of clarity and generality, for reasons given both
here and below, in the discussion of a referential chain in § 3. These reasons are reinforced
by our general considerations on the respective functions of nominal and verbal forms in
Chapter 1T §4-5. I suggest, then, that the development from sentences like Epyopat or
Latin ed to the more “‘analytic” forms I go and Je vais has the effect of bringing the deep
structure to the surface,

? Compare the remarks of Horace G. Lunt, Fundamentals of Russian (New York, 1958),
p. 33: since there are explicit forms for the copula be (i.e. by!) in both past and future, *it is
convenient to say that the ‘zero verb-form’ of the present is a unit in the normal three-way
past-present-future system.”
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‘We account for the facts most naturally by admitting an optional transform-
ation that may delete the verb form in the unmarked case of third person
singular, and in other cases when the indication of person and number is
given independently.8

§ 3. THE NOTION OF A MINIMAL SENTENCE WITH
NO ELIMINABLE ELEMENTS

It should be clear that I am not rejecting the traditional account of one-word
and nominal sentences as a description of surface phenomena in Greek
syntax; but I do consider these unacceptable as a general theory of sentence
structure. Since the traditional account relies upon the somewhat deceptive
notion of a sentence “with no eliminable elements,” a notion which gives the
impression that this account reflects only the bare facts undistorted by any
theoretical reconstruction, it is worth submitting this notion to closer ana-
lysis.

If we take an English sentence like Odysseus, attacking from his chariot,
hit the first man in the chest with his spear, which we analyze on the basis of the
kernel form NVN, Odysseus hit (@) man, it might seem that we reach the
kernel structure by stripping away every eliminable element. And here the
significant difference between the English and Greek data immediately
emerges. For any further elimination gives grammatically unacceptable
(subsentential) forms in English, e.g. Odysseus hit or hit a man or hit (the last
two being acceptable only homonymously, as imperatives), whereas the
corresponding abridgements of the Greek sentence are frequent and “nor-
mal.” The divergence between surface syntax in Greek and English shows up
precisely in the fact that Epaie *‘(He) hit (him)” can occur alone as a non-
deviant sentence.

On the other hand, EBaie will in fact occur as a one-word sentence only
in a context where subject and object are indicated by some other means.
The notion of eliminability is not absolute, but relative to a certain context.
And the notion of a normal context is one which has to be specified theoreti-
cally. For there is always some context in which a given element may be
eliminated. Thus in response to the question Who among the gods set them
to quarrelling? the utterance Apollo or The son of Zeus and Leto is entirely
grammatical, whether in English or in Greek (compare Iliad 1.9). Thus the
® For further discussion of this problem, see Chapter V §5 and Appendix B on the theory of
the nominal sentence. An author like Callimachus mechanically omits the third person
present indicative of elu{ in all forms, both singular and plural. But in Homer the situation
is more complex. The verb in the plural is omitted about as often as not, whereas in the

singular sentence omission is much more common than occurrence, in a ratio of 2:1 for
main clauses. See the statistics from Lasso de la Vega, cited below, pp. 440 and 444,
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verb itself is apparently eliminable from the verbal sentence. The abridged
answer is of course understood as equivalent to Apollo set them quarrelling,
and the transformational analysis will derive the answer from this fuller
form by a rule for zeroing the verb phrase when the latter repeats material
from an immediately preceding question. (And in this case we can describe
the zeroing as “‘ellipse”.) Furthermore, both noun and verb are eliminable in
certain standard replies, for example Yes or Right! in English (and corre-
sponding Greek forms like oltw, mdvy pév odv), which are logically equi-
valent to the reassertion of a preceding sentence. In these circumstances it is
possible to “preserve” a sentence of any given structure while eliminating
all of its original elements.

In order to avoid this reductio ad absurdum of the notion of eliminable
elements, we must insist that the eliminations in question shall not depend
upon any special context. But as soon as we impose this restriction upon
our data — as we must, for any grammatical description — we have moved
away from the mere recording of factual occurrences towards a theoretical
framework within which kernel forms can be defined. For it is character-
istic of kernel sentences that they are ‘‘maximally independent of each
another” and of any particular context: they are reconstructed “by the
removal of dependences on other sentences in the course of transforma-
tional analysis.” ?

The method by which we define Efaie as a minimal sentence in Greek (in
contrast to other forms like ToStov which we do not count as sentences) and
the method by which we define its underlying structure as NVN are the same

in principle, although they imply different theoretical restrictions on the
context.

§4. THE NARROWER AND BROADER SENSES OF “ELLIPSE"

The notion of ellipse which I make use of, and which was illustrated in the
preceding section, is a notion restricted to the case where (1) a non-occur-
ring word or phrase would be expected in virtue of the underlying structure
of the sentence, and also (2) the same or a very similar form actually appears
in the context, usually in a parallel construction, and is thus easily “‘under-
stood” in the place where a form is omitted. Thus ellipse is a special case of
zeroing, namely the case where the occurrence of the form would constitute
a repetition within the context. The typical examples of the nominal sentence
are non-elliptical, since they are not cases where ot or eloi occurs nearby;

9 Z. Harris, ‘‘Co-occurrence and Transformation in Linguistic Structure,” in Fodor and
Katz, The Structure of Language, p. 206 with n. 63.
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and the absence of an overt subject for a sentence like Epyopot is also non-
elliptical in this sense.

In a looser sense, any omission of an expected form, and in particular
any omission of the subject expression or copula, could be (and often has
been) described as a case of ellipse.10

As a matter of terminology, this broader use is not to be recommended,
since it would oblige us to find a new term for the narrow sense of ellipse just
specified. And for the broader notion the terms *“zeroing” and “‘deletion”
are both in current use.l! But as a matter of historical fact, it is the broad
sence of ellipse which answers to the original Stoic notion of an “elliptical”
or defective sentence, an éAAinég Aexrév which has not received complete
expression.1? The standard Stoic examples concern precisely the omission of
the subject. For the Stoics, a sentence like yphoet “(He) writes” is defective;
whereas ypaget Zokpartng, “Socrates writes” is complete and independent
(adroterég). This is the doctrine which underlies the traditional description
of the sentence as “the expression of a complete thought.” We might interpret
this Stoic view in terms of the contemporary contrast between surface and
deep structure: the form without a subject noun is defective not because it is
ungrammatical in any ordinary sense but because it does not fully reflect the
underlying subject-predicate (N V) structure. But the Stoics were philosophers,
not linguists, and the decisive considerations here must be logical rather
than grammatical.

Probably the motive of the Stoics (and of Plato and Aristotle before them)
for regarding as incomplete a sentence like ypaoet, ‘‘(He) writes,” is that
such a sentence is not determined as to its truth conditions, cannot be either
true or false, until its subject is specified.18

10 See, ¢.g. Kithner-Gerth I §352, *‘Ellipse des Subjekts’’; §345, *‘Ellipse des Verbs elvat.”
11 For the distinction between zeroing and delection see above, n. 1.

12 Dyogenes Laértius VII. 63 8Adnf} piv obv 2om 1 (s¢. Aextd 1d) dvandprictovExovia
v &xpopav, olov I'paper: dmi{ntobuey yvap, Tig; adroterlfy 8’2ol td dnnpricuévnyv
Exovta v &xgopdv, olov I'paoet Takpdatng.

It is this sense of EAAewyig which is taken over by the Greek grammarians. See, ¢.g. Apollo-
nius Dyscolus, Syntaxis, ed. Uhlig p. 7, where the nominal sentence napa §'avfip (Od.
16.45) is described as a case of &\deirewv phpatt.

13 Strictly speaking, to determine the truth conditions of a sentence what we must specify
is an extra-linguistic subject and not merely a subject expression. For, without further
information, &v3pmrog Ypaoel ‘‘(A) man writes”, or &xelvog ypaget, ‘‘He writes'” are
equally indeterminate., Hence the Stoics describe these as *“‘indefinite’’ propositions; but
they regard them as formally complete, perhaps because the occurrence of a grammatical
subject in these sentences testifies, in principle at least, to the need for specifying the indi-
vidual referred to. And the sentences in question become true or false for some definite
specification of &v3pwnog or &xetvog. (I should add that Michael Frede has convinced
me that the MSS. of Diogenes Laértius VII. 70 are probably corrupt and that the Stoics
very likely did not regard &xstvog xiveltan as ““indefinite’’.)
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The one-word sentence with an unspecified subject is logically or sem-
antically incomplete, because we do not know what it affirms or denies, i.e.
we are unable to specify its truth conditions, Semantical completeness in
this sense, and considering only the simplest case of an elementary NV sen-
tence, requires (1) that an extra-linguistic subject of reference be specified,
normally by means of N, and (2) that something be predicated or asserted
of this subject, e.g. by the verb V. (Note that the sense of predication
required here is what I have called semantic predication in Chapter IT1 §2.) Like
the notation Fa in logic, the sentence type NV in a natural language repre-
sents the simplest form of syntactic predication, i.e. declarative sentencehood
for two-term sentences. When it is interpreted with regard to truth and
falsity, this formula also represents the basic semantic relation designated
as “‘satisfaction” in Tarski’s terminology, the relation between term and
object which Quine calls *“is true of.”” 14 Adapting a formula from Quine we
may say that syntactic predication here joins a noun and a verb to form a
sentence that is true or false according as the verb is true or false of the object
(or extra-linguistic subject), if any, to which the nominal term refers.1® Thus
the syntactic and the logical or semantic analysis of predication —in the notion
of “‘completeness™ for elementary sentences - fit together. But this fit can be
properly appreciated only if the two concepts are first grasped in separation.
Syntactic predication is the device for expressing within language, by
joining noun and verb within the sentence, the semantic relation that holds
(or is said to hold) between language and the world, i.e. between the lin-
guistic predicate or verb and the object referred to by the subject noun. The
permanent interest of the subject-predicate concepts for the philosophy of
language, and the widespread (if not universal) importance of the correspond-
ing distinction between noun and verb (or between referring-expression and
predicator), are both founded on this fact, that syntactic predication reflects
within the structure of the sentence the basic semantic relation involving
truth and falsity, the relation upon which all descriptive use of language
depends.

For this relation to be clearly articulated the sentence must consist of two
distinct expressions (as in the logical form Fa for atomic sentences). Hence
we can understand why a Stoic might consider a sentence like Epyopar *“(T)
go” as defective, even though the “complete” form &y®d Epyopat is in no
way less vague or ambiguous. In an actual utterance, of course, neither form
is at all ambiguous. In both cases, the extra-linguistic subject is uniquely
specified by the verb ending (and in the second case redundantly specified by
the pronoun) only and always in its functional, deictic connection with the

14 See Methods of Logic, p. 65.
18 Compare Word and Object, p. 96.
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situation of utterance.l® Yet the philosopher interested in truth conditions
will prefer to see this semantic relation articulated in a two-term sentence
with pronominal subject, rather than in the fused form of the finite verb
alone. Hence his analysis rejoins (but with an entirely different motivation)
the conclusions of the linguist who, in order to account for the transforma-
tional results, assumes that the underlying structure of a sentence like Epyopat
contains a first person pronominal form.

§5. “UNDERSTOOD SUBJECT” AND GRAMMATICAL
“ANTECEDENT?”

The notion of ellipse in the broad sense covers all cases of an ““‘understood”
subject or verb. Since in many of the sentences studied here the subject must
be understood (or “provided’) from the context, it will be well to clarify
this notion before preceding.

First of all, it is essential to establish a sharp terminological distinction
between the context and the speech situation or framework of utterance. The
context of a given sentence consists of other sentences, coming before and
after. The situation of utterance consists not of sentences but of speakers,
hearers, and the circumstances under which they address one another. This
distinction is essential for any theory of the personal pronouns and verb
endings, and for any understanding of the way in which these endings “con-
tain”’ or specify the subject.

In the case of first and second person pronouns, it is the situation of
utterance and not the context which determines their reference. These pro-
nouns are not properly “pro-words”’ standing for names or nouns occurring
elsewhere in the text. In their primary use, words like 7 and you are entirely
independent of the context: their referential function depends only on the
actual speech situation, within which they specify their extra-linguistic
subjects as speaker and hearer respectively at the moment of utterance. (The
context can affect their meaning only in an indirect way, by specifying a
speech situation and identifying the interlocutors. Thus at Iliad 1.29 thv
&&yd od Aboow *I shall not let the girl go,” the first person ending and
pronoun refer directly to Agamemnon as speaker; they do not refer back to
any word or phrase in the context. But it is the context which zells us that
Agamemnon is speaking, and in this sense the reference of 3y® is specified by
the earlier occurrence of the name Agamemnon in 1.24, followed by the
mention of his speech.) Hence in syntactical terms the first and second person

18 On the important grammatical category of delxis, of which demonstratives are the most
conspicuous representatives, see Lyons, Introduction, pp. 275-81.
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pronouns are members of the elementary class of nouns, like proper names.
They are not transformationally derived (as are third person pronouns like
he) as pro-words for other expressions, and the simplest sentences in which
they occur are themselves elementary sentences.1?

The situation is entirely different for the third person. The third person is
an unmarked category, specified only by contrast with the first two as
neither speaker nor hearer.8 In semantic terms, the reference of a third
person form can never be specified by the situation of utterance alone. Hence
the subject of the verb is “‘contained” in the first and second person endings
in a strong sense which does not hold for the third person. When a one-word
sentence like Epyopat “I am going” is actually uttered, the personal ending
alone serves to specify the extra-linguistic subject of the verb. But nothing of
the sort is true for the third person ending; at the very least, the speaker who
pronounces the sentence Epyetor ‘“‘(he) is going” must accompany his
utterance by a glance or a demonstrative gesture, by some kind of pointing
at the person or thing intended as subject. Hence it is only natural that in
place of the third person pronoun for which there is no inherited I.-E. form
we should find demonstratives like 83¢ (hic), o0tog (iste), and &keivog (ille).
These forms correspond to the minimum deictic indications which, within a
situation of utterance, permit speaker and hearer to identify the extra-
linguistic subject of a verb in the third person.1®

If the third person subject is not directly available for pointing, the speaker
must generally refer to it by a name or description. Once such an identifica-
tion has been made, of course, it can be taken up by anaphoric pronouns
like he, or they. In Greek one may also use the finite verb alone and leave the
subject to be “understood.” In either case, the understanding of such
sentences presupposes what I shall call a principle of referential constancy.
This is an assumption involved in the very notion of an anaphoric pronoun
and its antecedent, as for example in I saw John as soon as he entered the
room. Intuitively expressed, the principle of referential constancy means that
two linguistic expressions, in this case John and he, are understood as
referring to the same individual; in other words, that the extra-linguistic

17 My remarks apply strictly only to first and second person singular, The reference of the
plural forms is partly determined by the identity of speaker and hearer, but it naturally
depends on other factors also, which may be specified in the context.

18 Sec E. Benveniste, Problémes de linguistique générale, pp. 225-36 and 25166,

1% T do not mean to suggest that the Greek demonstratives §3¢, obtog and #xeivog behave
just like the three Latin pronouns. But 88s and hic generally refer to a person or object
close at hand or otherwise connected with the speaker, and hence are sometimes called
“first person demonstratives’. o0tog often applies like iste to a subject near or closely
related to the hearer (“‘second person demonstratives’”); whereas &xelvog and ille look away
from both speaker and hearer.
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subject of He entered the room is the same as the (extra-linguistic) object of
Isaw John.20

For various purposes it may be possible to give a formal account of ref-
erential constancy without bringing in the notion of denotation or reference
to the same individual. But in the more elementary cases, for example where
we are speaking of a particular person, the notion of reference as a many-one
relation between expressions (i.e. between utterances or occurrences of
expressions) on the one side and a single individual on the other seems to me
intuitively clear, and in any case fundamental. However formulated, this
principle is presupposed not only in the use of anaphoric pronouns but in all
transformations involving noun-sharing, zeroing of nouns, relative clauses
and the like: for example, in the derivation of 4 man came and went from
A man came and A man went, or The man whom I met was bald from I met a
man and He (or the man) was bald,

Generally stated, the principle in question implies that, under certain
circumstances specified by the grammar, nouns or noun phrases occurring at
different positions in a text or in a discourse will be referentially equivalent
to one another. A special case is the referential equivalence of a pronoun and
its antecedent, including our zero pronouns posited for a verb form like
Epyerar “(he) is going.” In describing the actual use of such sentences, we
often say that their subject is to be understood from the context or that the
pronoun refers back to an antecedent. If we examine the situation for
pronoun use, for example in Homer, we find an ambiguity in this notion of
antecedent which reflects the ambiguity between grammatical and extra-
linguistic subject discussed in Chapter IL

Consider the opening scene of the Iliad, in which the priest Chryses comes
to ransom his daughter, is rebuffed by Agamemnon, and prays to Apollo for
vengeance on the Achaeans (II. 1.43):

&¢ Epat’ edyopevog, Tob 8° Exdve Poifog "Andiieov
“So (he) spoke in prayer, and Phoebus Apollo hearkened to
him.”

What is the antecedent of the pronoun to¥ “to him’ ? Our theory permits us
to say that it is the zero pronoun Ae which we recognize as invisible subject

30 Grammarians will naturally prefer to formulate this principle in less ontological terms.
Thus Harris suggests an explication of reference to “‘same individual®” by “‘counted in the
same counting act’ (Mathematical Structures, p. 143). Henry Hiz has undertaken to
construct a theory of referential terms or cross-references without any reliance on the
notion of (extra-linguistic) reference. See his paper ‘‘Referentials,”” Semiotica 1 (1969),
pp. 136-66.
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of Epato “(He) spoke.” But this in turn is an anaphoric pronoun, referring
back to the speaker of the prayer, who has just been identified as 6 yépwv
and 6 yepardg ““‘the old man,” in verses 33 and 35. Within his prayer we have
another reference to the priest but now of course in the first person (kAD3{ pev,
‘““Hearken fo me” in verse 37, answered by “‘Apollo hearkened o him” in the
verse quoted). In his earlier exchange with Agamemnon, the priest was
addressed by the king in the second person: “Let me not find you, old man,
among the ships™ (uf} og, Y€pov, v. 26). These and all other pronouns indi-
cating the priest in this episode form a referential chain whose first link is the
initial introduction of the priest by name in verse 11: ofveka tov Xpoonv
fitipacev dpnrfipa, “because Agamemnon dishonored him, the priest
Chryses. For he came to the swift ships of the Achaeans” (6 yap fA9¢ Soag
inl vijag *Ayaidv, v. 12).

If we ask now, what is the true antecedent of to® in our original quotation
from verse 43 at the end of this episode, we see that there are several different
answers. The first and most obvious is the one we have already given: to®
refers back to the invisible subject ke or “(6)” which is “contained” in the
immediately preceding finite verb E@aro, *“‘(he) spoke.” But this answer
merely specifies the next link in the chain. This zero pronoun is in turn an
anaphoric pronoun, referring us back across the speech of Chryses to the
preceding designation of the speaker as “the old man.” And it would be
arbitrary to stop here. For this designation itself echoes Agamemnon’s
reference to Chryses as ““you, old man,” where the bearing of the second
person pronoun is fixed by the dialogue situation created by Chryses’ initial
appeal to the Achaeans (v. 15 xal Afoceto ndvrag *Ayatobs). In one sense,
the antecedent of To9 at the end of the episode is the whole chain of referential
expressions (nouns, personal pronouns, zero pronouns) running back to the
initial quasi-deictic mention of “him, Chryses the priest.” What we have is
an equivalence class of referential forms. It is convenient to choose the
proper name Chryses as the paradigm specimen of this class, and it is no
accident that the name (with the demonstrative-article t6v) is the first
member of the class to occur in the narrative. But the privileged position of
the proper name should not obscure the more general role of referential
constancy here, which we can most naturally interpret as a many-one relation
of different linguistic forms converging on a single extra-linguistic individual
over a given stretch of discourse. For the function of proper names itself
depends upon a similar principle of constancy: different tokens of the same
name-type constitute an equivalence class of names (exemplify “the same
name” in a special, narrow sense) just insofar as they stand in a many-one
relation to the same nominatum. It is only because such referential con-
stancy can be presupposed for names, pronouns, and the like that Homer’s
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narrative, or any descriptive use of language, is intelligible at all.2!

Since it is precisely the constancy of the extra-linguistic referend that
holds the entire chain together, in a deeper sense the antecedent of the
pronoun 100 in our example is not any expression in the context but the
common referend of them all: the priest Chryses, and not his name.

§6. CONCLUSIONS ON VERB FORMS WITH UNDERSTOOD SUBJECT

We can sum up our results in the last section as follows. First and second
person verb forms “contain their subject” in two senses: (1) the personal
ending is functionally equivalent to a pronominal element which we there-
fore posit as a zero (invisible) grammatical subject: (8y®), (c9); and (2) in an
actual situation of utterance, these endings specify the extra-linguistic subject
as speaker and hearer, respectively.

Verb forms of the third person contain their subject only in the first sense.
To specify an extra-linguistic subject they require either an extra-linguistic
gesture of pointing or, more commonly, some referring expression, i.e. some
name or description in the context. In this case the zero pronoun or the
third person ending functions anaphorically, and specifies its extra-linguistic

21 This is a point which Plato made a great deal of in his criticism of a certain theory of
Heraclitean flux; see especially Cratylus 439 D-E. But the point as 1 am urging it is not as
ontologically oriented as might appear. I would admit that the general principle of referen-
tial constancy is indifferent to the question whether the object of reference (the right-hand
term of the many-one relation) really exists or is merely presupposed within the semantic
framework of a certain narrative or literary text. In the Homeric passage above, the
priest Chryses functions as a constant object or target of reference somewhat as an actor on
the stage represents for the audience an imaginary person who remains self-identical
throughout the scene or scenes in which he appears. The logic of reference is the same in
fiction and in history, in the theater and in everyday life. Ajax functions as the name for
two distinct warriors in Homer’s epic just as Richard functions as name for thousands of
men and boys today. But it is clear that we construct and understand the fictional use of
names and pronouns by analogy with their primary use in everyday situations. It is only
because we take for granted referential constancy in everyday life that we can also take it
for granted in literature.

The description of the referential function of a name by means of a many-one relation,
with the named person as second term, is at best a convenient simplification. In fact this
function consists in singling out or identifying one individual among others; and in this
respect there seems to be no difference in principle between the function of names and that
of ordinary descriptions. Suppose while I am waiting in an anteroom someone enters and
calls out ““Charles!’” This will do if no one else in the room answers to the same name. If
there are two of us, some further specification is required, ¢.g. the family name. Compare
this with the situation in a waiting room where one summons ‘“The applicant for the job!"
If there are two applicants or two jobs involved, the description must be made more specific,
Names and descriptions both operate not so much by aiming at their referend as by dis-
criminating it from others. And their discriminatory power in any given case will naturally
depend upon the situation, that is upon the number and variety of the other objects of
reference in sight.,
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subject via the preceding name or description, in virtue of the principle of
referential constancy.22 In this case the subject of the verb is “understood”
from the context, and in both senses of subject: the grammatical subject of the
verb is identified as the antecedent name or description; and the extra-
linguistic subject will be the individual denoted by this name or description.
First and second person pronouns do not depend upon the context in this
way. In cases of actually occurring speech they do not depend upon the
context at all; in cases of reported speech, they depend upon it only for the
identification of speaker and hearer. In a strict sense, it is from the speech
situation (actual or reported) and not from the context as such that the
reference of first and second person forms is understood.

For third person forms there is another kind of ‘‘understood subject”
which I mention here in order to round off the topic, although this case does
not directly concern the verb be. It does have a bearing on the confusion be-
tween grammatical and extra-linguistic subject.

In the cases we have so far considered, third person sentences without
expressed subjects do in fact refer to specific individuals (such as the priest
Chryses) who are named or described in the context. There is another use of
the third person in which the specific identity of the subject is of no impor-
tance: it may be anyone within a certain range of appropriateness indicated
by the verb itself. Hence in this case we can say that the subject is understood
Jfrom the verb alone, without reliance on the context, The standard Homeric
example is Od. 21.142.

apZapevor 1od ydpov 89ev 1€ mep olvoyoedet
“Beginning from the place whence (one) pours wine.”

There is no antecedent and no trace of any grammatical subject for olvoyo-
£0eL beyond the zero pronoun posited by our theory. The understood subject
is not a linguistic expression at all but simply some person who pours wine.
The verb specifies this subject in a general way, just as a subject noun like
oivoydog ““wine-pourer” would do. Similarly in the textbook case from
Xenophon: éoaAmyte “(one) blew the trumpet:” it is a trumpeter — a man
and not a word — which is understood as the subject.23

In sentences such as this it would be ludicrous to speak of an impersonal
construction: no grammatical subject is expressed, but the sentence really
has an (extra-linguistic) subject, which is in most cases a person.
22 For details of the referential mechanism of the third person pronouns in Homer, see
Chantraine, Grammaire homérigue, 11, Chapter 10, esp. pp. 158fF.
23 See this and other examples in Kithner-Gerth, 1, 32, §352b; Schwyzer-Debrunner 621.2.
In some cases the subject is understood not from the verb alone but from some other word

or phrase in the sentence: I1. 22.199 &g 8' &v dveip@ od dOvatal pedyovra Sibkety, “‘asina
dream (the dreamer) cannot catch the man who flees.”



76 I11. APPLICATION TO GREEK

§7. FIRST-ORDER NOMINALS, ABSTRACT NOUNS AND
SENTENTIAL SUBJECTS

In Sections 1-3 of this chapter I gave my theoretical reasons for applying the
NV sentence pattern to the analysis of Greek texts, even in the case of those
sentences where a subject noun or copula verb is omitted. The discussion of
ellipse, anaphora, and “‘understood’ subjects in Sections 4-6 was designed
to clarify some of the assumptions which are involved in this kind of analy-
sis. The practical relevance of the entire discussion so far lies in the fact that
I shall classify sentences with elpt according to certain distinctions in the
nature of the subject, even where no subject is expressed. In such a case
either we have a first or second person verb, and hence a person as ‘“‘under-
stood” subject, or else we have a third person verb whose subject is specified
by the context. It is in the case of third person verbs alone that the relevant
distinction arises. This is the distinction between first-order nominals, ab-
stract nouns, and sentential subjects.

My concept of first-order nominals (which is inspired by that of Lyons)
is broader than the notion of an elementary noun but it includes the latter.24
Elementary nouns are defined relatively to a specified set of transformations:
they are those which are not to be derived from verbs, adjectives, etc. by
transformational operations. Thus (@) man is an elementary noun, but (@)
mortal is not, since it may be derived from the adjective mortal by zeroing
of the noun in a mortal man, or alternatively from some verb like dies. So
runner or worker is non-elementary, since it is derived from runs or works;
and kinsman is non-elementary if it is derived from akin o, and so forth.
Yet mortal, runner, worker, and kinsman are all first-order nominals. Various
formal definitions of this class can be given on the basis of distributional
criteria: for example, a first-order noun is one which can occur in the same
sentential neighborhoods as an elementary noun, i.e. one which can replace
an elementary noun in a sentence of the same general form, as worker or
plumber can replace man in The man came home tired.2® More intuitively,
we can describe a first-order noun as one which refers to individuals, i.e. to
persons, animals, places and discrete objects or artifacts such as rock, helmet,
house. In classifying occurrences of elpi according to the subject, the notion

24 See Lyons, Introduction, pp. 34711,

25 L yons’ distributional criterion between first-order and second-order nominals depends
upon whether or not the noun can be followed by an adverbial expression of time; thus
*John was yesterday is ungrammatical (and hence John is first~order) but The demonstration
was yesterday is acceptable (and hence demonstration is second-order,) But this test would
count sum (as in the sum of two and two), beauty, virtue, etc. as first-order nominals, which
seems undesirable. In fact Lyons’ test isolates only a sub-class of second-order nominals,
namely action nouns correlated with verbs.
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of a first-order nominal turns out to be more useful than that of elementary
noun. This is in part due to the fact that the class of elementary nouns is
really specified only in connection with a full transformational analysis of
the language, which I do not undertake. And in any case, the notion of
elementary noun is essentially dependent upon a given state of transforma-
tional theory. But the distinction between first-order and higher-order
nominals lies somehow ““in the nature of things,” insofar as the distinction
between individuals and non-individuals also depends upon the nature of the
objects in question and not upon the theory in terms of which they are
described.

Among elementary and first-order nouns, the privileged class is that of
personal nouns, or nouns referring to persons. In I.-E., this seems to be the
only subclass of first-order nouns (other than elementary N) which can
be defined on formal grounds alone, in terms of co-distribution or replace-
ment relations with the personal pronouns I, you, he, she, or with the personal
relative who in contrast to which or what. (See Chapter IV §4.) By contrast,
the notion of animate noun as currently used in general linguistics seems to
have no formal or syntactic status in L.-E. (It does of course have a formal
definition if used in the traditional sense, as the class of masculine and
feminine substantives in contrast to neuter forms. But this does not corre-
spond to its function in contemporary grammatical theory.) 28

I define an abstract noun as one which is syntactically (and in many cases,
also morphologically) derived by the nominalization of a verb, an adjective,
or an elementary noun in predicate position: murder from murders, anger
from is angry, manhood and brotherhood from is a man and is a brother. The
subclass of abstract nouns with which we shall be particularly concerned as
subjects of the verb eipi are action nouns or verbal nouns, the nomina
actionis of traditional grammar. As abstract nouns these must be distinguished
from the corresponding agent nominalizations which count as first-order
nominals: murder is an abstract action noun, while murderer is a “concrete”
(first-order) agent formation from the same verb. And so for (the) running in
contrast with (the) runner, rule in contrast with ruler, etc. In my view,
quality nouns like courage, virtue, hardness and the like are abstract in the
same way, and are to be derived from the corresponding predicate adjectives,

26 Tn some recent work, following Chomsky’s Aspects of Syntax, an attempt has been made
to correlate classes of nouns such as animate or human with restrictions on the selection
of subjects for certain verbs. The violation of such restrictions would constitute the gram-
matical analogue to Ryle's notion of a category mistake. I find such attempts almost
uniformly unconvincing. A sentence like The tea-cup delivered a lecture on astrophysics or
The bone ate the dog is probably always false (though it might be presented as true in a
children’s book or some form of humorous fiction); but I cannot see that it violates any
rule of grammar.
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like anger from is angry. All abstract nouns can thus be seen as nominali-
zations of predicate expressions, whether the predicate is of the form V2 or
is @. Infact, however, I shall deal only with action nouns derived from V.

This general conception is essentially that of W. Porzig, whose analysis
of abstract nouns was transformational avant la lettre.2? Porzig pointed out
that an action noun must in general be regarded as the syntactical derivative
of the corresponding verb, even when the verb happens to be morphologically
derived from the noun in question. This point is essential. Syntactical deri-
vation and morphological derivation do not necessarily coincide. The
morphology of a word is a function of its position in the lexical structure of
the language as a whole, independently of any particular arrangement in
sentences. But the syntactic derivation of an expression can only be given
relative to a specified sentence or sentence type.28 If a noun regularly func-
tions syntactically as the nominalization of an underlying verb phrase, then
it is an (abstract) action noun, regardless of its etymology. In many cases the
derivative status of the action noun is also clear at the formal level, as when
the noun xAayyf “shriek, outcry” serves as nominalization of the verb
kAdLovat, “They shriek, cry out.” In other cases, it is the action noun which
serves as basis for the formation of a corresponding verb. Thus Porzig rightly
saw that poadog, “uproar, tumult,” must be regarded syntactically as the
nominalization of the verbal idea expressed by épuadéw, ““to be in an uproar,
in tumult,” although the verbd in this case is morphologically derivative. For
the syntactical relationship between Suadog and 6padéw is precisely the
same as between kAoyy" and kAGLw.28

Porzig extended his analysis to quality nouns like dpetrfi ““courage, ex-
cellence, virtue,” which he related to the corresponding predicate adjectives
(in this case piotog, “best, most noble”), just as action nouns are related to
their verbs. If we add the more limited class of noun forms derived from
predicate nouns, we have in principle a general account of abstract nouns as
transformational derivatives (nominalizations) of underlying predicates.30

27 See Die Namen fiir Satzinhalte im Griechischen und im Indogermanischen (1942), esp.
pp. 111, 31f., 39-42; followed by Schwyzer-Debrunner, pp. 356f. Compare my own dis-
cussion of abstract nouns in English, above, Ch. I §6 (pp. 16f.); and see also below,
Ch. IV §4.

28 The distinction between the two forms of derivation is roughly de Saussure’s contrast
between ‘‘rapports syntagmatiques’ and “‘rapports associatifs,”” the latter being morpho-
logical (at least in part); see Cours de linguistique générale, 2e Partie, Ch. V.

29 “‘Fs handelt sich um ecine auch sonst ganz geliufige Erscheinung. Im Nhd. ist z.B.
zweifellos Zorn das Nomen actionis zu ziirnen, trotzdem das Verbum von Nomen abgeleitet
ist.”” Porzig, op. cit. p. 24.

30 The formation of an abstract noun like av8pétng from a substantive (&vp) is isolated
in Homer, though similar forms are more frequent later, especially in philosophical authors.
See Chantraine, La formation des noms en grec ancien (Paris, 1933), p. 296.



§ 7. CONCRETE, ABSTRACT, AND SENTENTIAL SUBJBCTS 79

Such a syntactical definition of the class of abstract nouns or second-order
nominals leaves many philosophical problems untouched, for example the
status of numbers as abstract objects. (It will be relevant, however, to recall
that cardinal numbers appear in Greek and cognate languages as quantifier-
adjectives rather than as nouns.) But the transformational analysis does
suggest that philosophers are ill-advised to discuss such quality nouns as
roundness, beauty, and bravery without recognizing that their syntactic re-
lation to the predicate adjectives (is) round, beautiful, brave is exactly parallel
to the relation between action nouns like clamor, love, or fighting and the
corresponding verbs. For our purposes here it is only the action nouns which
come into consideration: quality nouns like dpetq “‘excellence” rarely occur
as subjects of the verb eipi outside of philosophical contexts (and almost
never in Homer).

To describe action and event nouns as abstract may seem philosophically
odd but it is linguistically sound. In I.-E. languages an action is represented
as fully concrete and particular only when it is expressed by a finite verb —
in other words, only when it appears as predicate. (In a way the opposite is
true for concrete nouns like man, soldier, which normally refer to individuals
in subject but not in predicate position.) The nominalization of a verbal
predicate has the formal effect of generalizing the verbal idea, for it eliminates
the specification of subject and time. These specifications may of course be
reintroduced by supplements or completives attached to the action noun,
as when we render I went yesterday by my going yesterday. But this is a
secondary fact; by itself, the shift from went to geing automatically elimi-
nates tense, number and person. (This is a much more conspicuous feature of
nominalization in an inflected language like Greek, with its richer stock of
personal verb endings.) Hence action nouns, like infinitives, may properly be
regarded as abstract, not only because they do not refer to individuals in the
intuitive sense, but also because they abstract from the particularizing
features of the conjugation: they represent the verbal idea without the
specific determinations of person, number, mood and tense.

Finally I distinguish sentential subjects which are constituted by the
nominalization not of a single word or predicate phrase but by that of a
sentence as a whole. These are typically represented in Greek by infinitival
clauses and in English by that-clauses. In many cases, however, the sentential
subject of the verb elpf appears not as an infinitival clause within the same
sentence but as a neuter demonstrative 16, Tobto, 14d¢ (expressed or “under-
stood”), which refers back to the content of a previous sentence or, in some
cases, refers forward to a following clause or sentence. The demonstrative
adverb oftw “so, thus” can also function as a pro-word referring to
a near-by sentence. The situation is comparable in English, where we
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have sentential subjects of the verb in That happened yesterday or So
be i1,31

This description of the concepts of first-order nominal, abstract noun, and
sentential subject, is necessarily sketchy and preliminary. The notions will
become clearer when I apply them to the analysis of specific sentences,
beginning in Chapter IV §§4-6.

§8. THE PROBLEM OF ORGANIZING THE DATA FOR &lpl

We turn now to the concrete data for analysis: the sentences with &iui in
Homer and in selected samples of classical Greek. We ask first of all how
this mass of material is to be organized for description.

Since Mill, the theory and description of the verb be in I.-E. has been
dominated by a basic distinction between the copula and the existential verb.
This dichotomy has certain radical disadvantages, both in principle and in
descriptive practice. On the one hand, it is possible to specify the copula uses
of be in syntactic terms alone, by reference to the sentence form N is & with
certain definite values for &. But the existential uses of eipi cannot be
specified in this way, for they depend upon the meaning of the verb: the
notion of existence is essentially lexical or semantic, not syntactic. The
copula-existential verb dichotomy cannot be applied in practice because it is
vitiated in principle by a confusion between syntactic and semantic criteria.
The traditional assumption has been that the copula uses are those in which
the verb is devoid of meaning, whereas the existential uses are just those
where the verb has “ meaning of its own’ and is not *‘a mere copula.” As far
as the Greek verb is concerned, however, both assumptions are false. In
many copula constructions the verb has an existential or other *‘strong”
sense; and in some non-copulative uses the verb is also non-existential (viz.
in the possessive, potential, and veridical constructions). Hence any descrip-
tion based upon the copula-existential dichotomy is necessarily incoherent.
In practice, this means that any attempt to apply this dichotomy in the
classification of actual sentences must allow for a wide spectrum of “other”
uses, which do not fit under either branch. (I illustrate this fact in the next
section.)

In my own organization of the data, I take as fundamental the syntactic
distinction between those uses which are and those which are not copulative
in the formal sense. Under the copulative uses we must be prepared to

31 The concept of a nominalized sentence and its pro-word can obviously be generalized
to include sentential objects of the verbs as in I know it or I told you so. But I shall not need
this wider concept, sine elpf does not take a construction with an object of this form.
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recognize both pure and mixed cases: sentences in which elu{ seems to
function only as copula verb and sentences in which distinct verbal meanings
(such as exists, belongs to) are also suggested. Under the non-copulative uses
I recognize a variety of existential sentence types and three non-existential
uses: the possessive construction (ot pot “I have™), the potential construc-
tion with the infinitive (odx Eott Al péyscdar “One cannot fight against
Zeus”), and the veridical construction which occurs typically in conjunction
with a verb of statement or cognition (odtw 148¢ ¥ &otl,, dg dyopeveig
“These things are as you say;” cf. Il. 24.373: below, Chapter VII, sentence
1). The non-copulative uses can be distinguished from one another in a
preliminary way by a difference in meaning; thus in the veridical use the verb
means ‘‘is true, is so0.” But in each case a more precise definition will be
offered in terms of a sentence type with a certain syntactic description.

Under the copulauses I distinguish not only pure and mixed cases, but also
elementary uses and those which are transformationally derived, such as the
periphrastic use of elpi with a participle and the sentence-operator use with
an infinitival clause or other sentential subject (e.g. poéporpudy ot +infinitive,
“It is fated that...””). Among the elementary or basic uses of the copula I
recognize the five sentence types defined by Harris for English, to which we
must add two others, as has been seen:

1. Nis A Socrates is wise
2, N is Nessisier Socrates is a man
3. N is N,_,,PN Socrates is son of Sophroniscus
4. Nis PN Socrates is in the agora
5. N is Dy, Socrates is here
And in addition:
6. N is Doouner dxnyv Eoav, “They were silent”
7. N is of-N (predicate genitive) Zoxparng oti natpdg

&yodob “Socrates is of-a-good father”
For clarity we group these seven types as follows:

(A) Nominal copula (types 1-3)
(B) Locative copula (types 4-5)
(C) Adverbial copula (type 6)

The predicate genitive of type 7 can perhaps be grouped under (B) as *“‘para-
locative.” (See Chapter IV §26.)

The general scheme for classifying sentences with eipl can thus be given
in the following outline:
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I. Copulative uses (Chapter IV)
A. Nominal copula (Ch. IV §§3-20)
. with predicate adjectives (§§3-7)
. with predicate nouns (§§9-10)
. with pronouns as predicate (§§11-13)
. periphrastic construction with participles (§§14-17)
with articular participle (§18)
copula as sentence-operator with various predicate nouns and
adjectives (§§19-20)
Adverbial copula (§§21-22)
. Locative and para-locative copula (§§23-24)
. Various mixed uses of copula, coinciding with existential or other
“‘strong” sense (§25)
. Predicate genitive (§26)
. Impersonal construction of copula (§§27-30)
II. Non-copulative uses
A. Existentjal sentence types (Ch. VI) (including vital use of Eott “is
alive’’)
B. Possessive construction (£o1i pot “Ihave”) (Ch. VI§12)
C. Potential construction (§ott +infinitive) (Ch. VI§17)
D. Veridical construction (obto 163¢ y’¢artl... &g dyopeverg) (Ch. VII)
Further refinements of this scheme will appear in the course of the de-
scription, including those which depend upon the distinction between first-
order nominals, abstract nouns, and sentential subjects. As may be seen, the
copula uses are described in Chapter IV; the various existential uses,
together with the possessive and potential constructions, in Chapter VI; the
veridical use is treated in Chapter VII.
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§9. COMPARISON WITH THE CLASSIFICATION OF glpfl IN
LIDDELL-SCOTT-JONES AND OTHER LEXICONS

We may confirm our criticism of the copula-existential dichotomy by a brief
glance at a few standard attempts to organize the material concerning
elpl. Thus the relevant article in the Liddel-Scott-Jones Lexicon is divided
under three main headings, as follows:
A. asthe substantive verb, exist... be the fact or the case....
B. most frequently, fo be, the Copula connecting the predicate with the
Subject, both being in the same case.
C. elvau is frequently modified in sense by the addition of Adverbs or
the cases of Nouns with or without Prepositions.



§9. OTHER CLASSIFICATIONS OF &ip{ 83

In this classification, L.S.J. lists the potential construction under A, but
the adverbial copula, the predicate genitive and the possessive construction
under C, where we also find examples of what I would call paralocative uses
of the copula with prepositions. (See Chapter IV §24.) This system is plainly
inspired by the copula-existential opposition, represented by headings A and
B, whereas section C represents a makeshift category that groups together
whatever does not fit either under the existential verb (A) or under the mere
copula (B). The artificial nature of this category is clearly brought out by a
good recent lexicon like G. Italie’s Index Aeschyleus (1955), which generally
follows L.S.J. in grouping the uses of &ipi but replaces rubric “C” with
various other subdivisions, thus:

I. substantivum: esse exstare

II. copula

2. in periphrasi
III. cum adverbio
2. cum genitivo
IV. cum dativo

V. cum praepositionibus.
Italie, like L.S.J., takes account only of the nominal copula (subject and
predicate #being in the same case): the locative and paralocative copula is
not recognized as such but dispersed among existential uses (¥1° &v &v
onapybvolg, &v tdooig), under adverbial uses (&yydtata €lvair), and under
prepositional constructions (npdg T@vV Kpatobviev Eopbv, a victoribus
stamus). It should be clear, I think, both on syntactic and on lexical-semantic
grounds that these three uses belong together.

Consultation of other lexicons would only strengthen our impression that
the traditional theory of the verb cannot provide the basis for a rational
classification of the actual uses. This fact is implicitly recognized in Powell’s
Lexicon for Herodotus, which takes note of a few special constructions (such
as the possessive, the periphrastic, the potential), but is resigned to list the
bulk of examples -~ 507 out of 631 occurrences of enclitic £ott — under the
neutral title “is both copulative and substantive’’! Powell has, in effect, given
up Mill’s dichotomy altogether.32

More helpful because essentially closer to the facts of Greek usage was the
older procedure represented in Ebeling’s Lexicon Homericum, which lists
the passages for elpi under 15 distinct headings:33

32 For accented Eott Powell does admit an existential heading (IT1.1) ‘“‘emphatic, fives,
exists.” But he assigns to this category only 13 examples of Eotiout of 811 occurrences of
the third-singular form; and in fact these 13 cases are rather different from one another. See
their analysis below, Chapter VI §23.

33 1 ignore items 16-18 in Ebeling’s article, since these are of the nature of supplementary
comments rather than distinct uses of the verb.



84 III. APPLICATION TO GREEK

. Vivo et vigeo

. ilya,es gibt

. Bomi vl est ei, habet

. Eomi cum infinitivo, fieri potest

. es findet statt, trittein

. &k Tov oritura

. tov oriundus a quo

. cum substantivo

. cum adjecto

10. cum pronomine

11. (with dependent infinitive)

12. cum adverbiis loci

13. cum adverbiis temporis aliisque
14. cum praepositionibus

15. (periphrastic construction with participles)

O 00 13 O th & WK =

Ebeling’s 1, 2 and 5 belong under existential uses; 8~10 and 15 under nominal
copula; 6, 12 14 under locative copula. Ebeling recognizes the possessive
construction (3) and the potential (4), as well as the adverbial copula (13) and
the predicate genitive (7). He has missed the veridical use as such, listing
some examples of it under the existential (5), others under the adverbial
construction (13). Except in this point — and apart from inevitable errors of
detail - Ebeling’s classification is an admirable preliminary stage for a rational
organization of the material. In order to advance beyond Ebeling’s classi-
fication, an adequate theory of syntax was required. None was available
before Harris’ account of kernel sentence forms and transformations.



CHAPTER IV

DESCRIPTION OF THE COPULA USES

§1. THE COPULA CONSTRUCTION

In the last two sections of Chapter III I argued that the only satisfactory
general classification of the uses of elul is the formal division into copulative
and non-copulative constructions, and that the question of an existential
sense or use of the verb must be left open as a problem to be clarified. Thus
on the one hand we are obliged to recognize non-copulative uses which are
not clearly existential in meaning (the potential, possessive, and veridical
constructions), while on the other we find instances of the copula construc-
tion where the verb seems at the same time to carry some existential value
or some other “concrete’” meaning.

In this chapter I describe the uses of elui that are copulative in form.
In Chapter V I attempt to sketch a general theory of the copula verb (in
Greek, or in I.-EB.) which sets these uses within a wider perspective and
suggests an answer to questions such as the following. In what sense is be
a sign of predication? Is the copula verb a purely formal device, or does it
have a meaning of its own? In Chapters VI and VII I describe the non-
copulative uses; and in the concluding Chapter VIII I discuss the connection
between these various uses, and ask why it is that a single linguistic sign
(the L-E. root *es-) can serve as copula verb and also as an expression for
existence and truth.

According to a traditional doctrine of comparative grammar, the syntax
of Greek and of Indo-European generally is characterized by a contrast
between two sentence types, the verbal and the nominal, In the verbal sen-
tence the predicate is a finite (i.e. a personal) form of the verb; in the nominal
sentence it is generally a noun, adjective, adverb, or prepositional phrase.!
At the theoretical level the terminology of “‘nominal sentence” leads to
confusion, and I propose to avoid it as far as possible.2 But the contrast in

1 See Meillet, “‘La phrase nominale’’, Mémoires de la Société de Linguistique de Paris
14 (1906), 1-26; with further literature in Schwyzer-Debrunner, 622f.

2 In particular, the theory of the nominal sentence tends to confuse two quite distinct
contrasts: (1) between a sentence with an ordinary verb and a copulative sentence with be,
and (2) between a sentence with any finite verb (including be) and a sentence with none.
Meillet’s terminology ‘‘pure nominal sentence’ and ‘‘nominal sentence with copula’
suggests that the first opposition is the more fundamental but that it would normally
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question is a real one, and it reappears in transformational theory as a
distinction between two classes of kernel sentence forms. On the one hand
we have the sentence forms containing an elementary verb V: NV, NVN,
NVPN. On the other hand we have infrasentential forms which contain no ¥
and which become sentence forms for English with the insertion of be:
NA, NN, ND,,., NPN 2 We have defined the elementary copula as the verb be
(etpi) introduced into these infrasentential kernel forms; and by analogy we
define a near-elementary and a second-order copula as the verb be introduced
into similar forms where N is non-elementary or where the elementary
predicate is replaced by a transformationally derived form such as the
participle. Thus Johkn (is) tall is an elementary use of the copula; whereas
John (is) singing is near-elementary and John's singing (is) off key is a
second-order copula. (These distinctions in the transformational status of
the copula were sketched in Chapter I §8, and will be developed further in
what follows.) In each case, the insertion of the verb be makes a sentence
out of what would otherwise be an infrasentence form (in English at least),
since it would lack a finite verb.

From the grammatical point of view, then, the distinctive function and
importance of the verb *es- lies in the fact that it bridges the gap between
“nominal” and ‘“‘verbal” sentences. Because of this fact be appears as the
most universal of verbs, the verb passe-partout, the verb par excellence, or
— in the doctrine we have cited from the Logic of Port Royal - as the only
true verb, the one which is implicit in every sentence and every clause, since
all other verbs, for example sits, can be analyzed into two concepts, a nomi-
nal form such as sitting and a verbal js, The question naturally arises, why
should it be precisely the verb *es- that plays this universal role? Or to put
the question in another form, what is the relationship between ipi and other,
more typically elementary verbs in Greek? In what sense is be a verb like
other verbs?

An answer to this question can emerge only at the conclusion of our
study. In this chapter I attempt to give a sharper form and content to the

(in the ““pure’’ case) be expressed in the form of the second opposition between a verbal
and a verbless sentence. More recent discussions tend to restrict the concept of nominal
sentence to the second opposition only: *“‘En indo-européen, la proposition pouvait
présenter une double structure: verbale, lorsqu’elle comporte une form personnelle du
verbe; nominale, lorsqu’elle n’en comporte pas’’ (Chantraine, Grammaire homérique I, 1).
In a transformational perspective, however, it is only the first contrast (between ordinary
verb and copula sentence) which is important for deep structure, and it is just this contrast
which I am referring to here. The presence or absence of a copula verb in a sentence of
the form N is & is simply a matter of surface variation on a single underlying sentence type.
See above, Chapter III §2; below, Chapter V §5 and Appendix B *‘On the Theory of the
Nominal Sentence.”

3 See above, Chapter I §7; cf. Harris, Mathematical Structures, p. 171.
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concept of a copula verb by a full description of the copula uses in Greek.
These uses are overwhelmingly more numerous than the non-copulative uses
in every phase of the language which I have studied. On the basis of my
own statistics for Iliad 1-12, the proportion of copula constructjons in
Homer is at least 80% and perhaps over 85% of all instances of the verb.
(The variation in percentage depends upon how certain mixed or dubious
cases are to be counted.) The nominal copula alone - the copulative con-
struction in the narrow sense, with a noun, adjective, pronoun, or participle
as predicate — represents over 65% of all occurrences of elpt in Homer.
These facts justify us in beginning our description with the copula construc-
tion, as the principal use of eipl from a purely quantitative point of view.
It is also the easiest use to define in formal terms.*

§2. PLAN OF THE PRESENT CHAPTER

As the basis for our description we take Harris’ five kernel sentence forms
with be in English, plus the two forms which we are obliged to add for Greek:
the predicate genitive and the adverbial copula. (See Chapter III §8.) Taking
N is @ as our general formula for the copula construction, we can group the
major types as follows:

(i) Nominal copula

a. Adjectival copula: Nis 4

b. Noun copula: N is N, N is N, PN
(ii) Locative copula

N is Dyycarioes N is PN

The use of elpl with predicate pronouns or participles represents an obvious
variant on the nominal copula. But neither the predicate genitive nor the
adverbial copula fits neatly into this scheme. Intuitively, and perhaps for-
mally as well, the predicate genitive seems closest to certain paralocative
constructions which fall under (ii); and it is in this connection that I describe
it below in §26. The adverbial copula is naturally regarded as an intermediate
case between (i) and (ii), more akin to the locative copula in form (since
there too the predicate is ‘“adverbial”) but to the nominal copula in sense.
And so I describe it (in §§21-22) after the nominal and before the locative
construction. Adding the further considerations of mixed cases and im-

4 The statistics given here and throughout this study are based upon the following samples:
Illad Books 1-12, including 562 occurrences of elui; Lysias I and XII1.1-95, including
150 occurrences of the verb; and Xenophon, Anabasis, 1.1-3.16, 8.13-10.19, and 11.1.2-3.4,
again with 150 occurrences.
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personal construction, we have the following general outline for the contents
of this chapter:

1. Nominal Copula (§§3-20)
2. Adverbial Copula (§§21-22)
3. Locative Copula (§§23-25)
(a) pure locative (§23)
(b) paralocative uses (§24)
(c) predicate genitive (§26)
4. Mixed Cases (overlap of nominal and locative copula, of copula and
existential force) (§25)
5. Impersonal constructions of the copula (§§27-30)

Within the description of the nominal copula (which accounts for the bulk
of this chapter as it accounts for the majority of copula uses) further distinc-
tions will be necessary. The major divisions of the exposition correspond to
differences in the grammatical form of the predicate; i.e. these divisions are
determined by the word class of @ (in N is #). Thus we consider first those
uses in which the predicate is an adjective (cop 4, §§3-7), then those in which
it is a noun (cop N, §§8-10), a pronoun (§§11-13), a participle (§§14-18),
a verbal in -tég or -t€og (§19), and a complex construction consisting of
adjective and participle (§20). In analyzing these cases we make use of
another principle alluded to, namely, the transformational status of the
construction. In this connection we distinguish between cases where the
subject noun is or is not a first-order nominal. When the subject is first-order,
we must make a further distinction between constructions in which sipi
occurs as copula in an underlying kernel and those in which it is introduced
by a transformational operator. If the subject is second-order, the copula
will always be analyzed as the product of a transformation. The same
distinctions apply equally to the analysis of the locative copula in §§23-25.
And in discussing the impersonal construction at the end of this chapter
(§827-30), we introduce a corresponding distinction between elementary and
transformationally derived forms of the impersonal sentence type.

For the sake of clarity, I here list the major subdivisions in the following
description of the nominal copula:

A. Adjectival copula (abbreviated cop A): N is A (§§3-7)

B. Noun copula (abbreviated cop N): N is N (§§8-10)

C. Periphrastic copula, construed with a participle: (§§14-17)
N is Ving, Peter is fighting
N is Ved, Peter is wounded

D. Copula with verbals in -t6¢ and téog (§19)
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E. Copula wijth adjective and participle: §fjAdg ot Toidv “He is ob-
viously doing (such-and-such)” (§20)
The discussion of sentences with pronouns in predicate position (§§11-13)
may be regarded as an appendix to the description of N is N, just as the
account of the articular participle (§18) represents an appendix to the
periphrastic construction.

§3. THE ADJECTIVAL COPULA (cop A) FOR PERSONAL SUBJECTS:
ELEMENTARY AND DERIVED USES

The use of the copula in sentences of the form N is 4 can be analyzed from
two points of view: according to the structure of the subject N or according
to that of the predicate 4. The second form of analysis would require a
complete transformational theory of adjectives which I cannot develop here.
Let me suggest only what would be involved in such an undertaking.

Consider two examples of cop 4 from the first speech of Agamemnon in
the great quarrel scene of the Iliod:

11.1.114

Enel o¥ £3&v tom yepelov
(I wish to keep the girl) since she is not inferior to her
(sc. to my wife Clytemnestra)”

2 7.1.118

Sopa pt olog
*Apyelov dyépactog Em
“(Prepare me another prize) lest I only among the Argives be
prizeless”

The comparative adjective yepelwv in 1 presupposes a kernel of the form
She is (not) poor (in some quality ), with an adjectival predicate corresponding
in meaning to xaxdg. The syntactic derivation of the comparative construc-
tion is rather complex.? Nevertheless, since the elementary source of 1
includes a sentence of the form N is 4, the copula construction as such is
not derived from subsequent transformations.

In the case of 2, on the other hand, the N is 4 form is transformationally
introduced, since the adjective &yépactog is a negative compound based
upon the noun y€pag “prize of honor.” Hence the source sentence would be
of the form I receive no prize or I have a prize (no longer), where we might
encounter a possessive construction of eipf (Eott pot yépag) but certainly
not a copula sentence N is 4.

5 Compare Harris, Mathematical Structures, pp. 75f.
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Neither 1 nor 2 is an elementary sentence: but 1, unlike 2, has in its
transformational source an elementary sentence of the form N is 4. Hence I
shall describe 1 as an elementary use of the (adjectival) copula, even though
the sentence as such is not elementary. In 2 on the other hand we have a
transformationally derived copula. A complete transformational grammar
would require such distinctions to be worked out in detail for all the
adjectives in the language, or at least for all the principal types. I shall
subsequently refer to one of these types whose structure is particularly
transparent, namely the “‘agent adjectives” derived from corresponding
verbs, as studious is derived from (he) studies. (See below, Section 19.)
In general, however, I shall simply ignore the transformational status of the
predicate phrase is 4 and restrict my attention to the subject N.

Now neither in 1 nor in 2 is this subject N directly expressed within the
sentence. Nevertheless, we are entirely justified in providing such an N in
the syntactic analysis, as I have argued in Chapter III. For 1 the underlying
grammatical subject is the phrase xoOpn Xpvonis “the girl Chryseis” uttered
earlier in the same speech (verse 111); the real or extra-linguistic subject is
the girl herself. In 2 we may provide as grammatical subject the zero pronoun
(2Y®).% The real subject is of course the speaker, Agamemnon.

I note in passing that I pay no attention to the subjunctive mood of E@
in 2, any more than to the participial form Gya36¢ nep &bv ... "Ay1Aled
“noble as you are, Achilles” in 1.131 or the future tense in 1.583 Thaog
*OAbumiog Eooetan fipiv “The Olympian (sc. Zeus) will be gracious to us.”
These variations of mood and tense, like the transformation into participial
form, follow the general rules of Greek grammar and are of no special
relevance to our study of elpf. For our purposes these may count as ordinary
examples of the N is A sentence form. Almost the same thing can be said
for the infinitival construction in 1.91 8¢ ... fpiotog "Axaiov ebyetar elvar
*(Agamemnon) who claims to be the best of the Achaeans”. Here we have
a kernel N is A, “I am best”, under the sentence operator for indirect dis-
course. According to the general rule for cases where the underlying subject
N of the kernel is identical with that of the verb of speaking, the subject of
elvat here is *“zeroed”, i.e. left unexpressed. In general, I abstract from all
such complexities which do not specifically concern the verb o be, and I cite
a sentence like &pratog edyetat elvar simply as an example of N is A.

§4. PERSONAL NOUNS AND FIRST-ORDER NOMINALS

In the examples considered so far the subject of eipl is a person; that is to

¢ For zero pronouns, see Ch. IIT §2.
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say, the grammatical subject is a member of the class of personal nouns.
The concept of a person (i.e. a human being or a god) is an extra-linguistic
category, but the corresponding class of personal nouns happens to admit
of a purely linguistic or formal definition. This definition makes use of the
fact that first and second person forms of verb and pronoun apply specifically
to subjects which we recognize as persons, whereas the so-called “third
person” forms are actually unmarked for this category of person as such.?
(In this context I write person in italics for the extra-linguistic category
including human beings, gods and the like, as distinguished from the morpho-
syntactic system of first, second, and third person forms.) Hence a personal
noun in Greek may be defined as one which can normally co-occur in the
nominative or vocative with verb forms in first or second person. The same
definition can be formulated more generally, without reference to the case
forms and personal endings of ancient Greek, in terms of co-occurrence with
the personal pronouns I, we, you: a personal noun is one which can normally
occur in apposition with, or as predicate of, these first and second person
pronouns.8 The class of personal N is thus the class of nouns which can occur
in the sentence forms I am N, You are N. In some modern languages, but
not in ancient Greek, there is an even neater linguistic test which gives the
same results: a personal N is one which can replace or be replaced by the
interrogative-relative pronoun whe in contrast to the interrogative what or
the relative which. (So also French qui? in contrast to que? or qu’est-ce qui?)
But in Greek this test, for example by reference to tig/z{, specifies only the
class of animate nouns in the purely grammatical sense: that is to say,
masculine and feminine nouns as distinct from those of neuter gender.?

? See the remarks of Benveniste, ‘‘Structure des relations de personne dans le verbe”,
Problémes de linguistique générale, p. 228.

8 The qualification “‘normally”’ here is intended to exclude nouns which are ‘“personified’”
in poetical or rhetorical contexts, for example in an apostrophe like Aeschylus P.V. 88-92
& Stog aldp xal ... totaudyv te enyal ... 18s09¢ pe “‘Divine sky and river streams ... behold
me!’’ I would not in general count al31p, notand etc. as personal nouns, though the text
in fact addresses them here as persons. Insofar as this form of address constitutes not a
poetical posture but a genuine prayer to sky and rivers, the second person form shows
that these cosmic powers are indeed regarded by the speaker as persons (‘‘hearers’); so
that under these archaic or religious circumstances the nouns in question would have to
be counted as personal N. It is an essential characteristic of mythopoetic thought and speech
that all nouns are (at least potentially) personal, that is, that all objects and concepts are
conceived as analogous to persons.

9 The grammatical efficacy of the distinction between personal and non-personal nouns
can be illustrated for certain nouns which are ‘‘reclassified’ as personal in special uses
(namely, when they refer to persons). Contrast the swine who said that with the swine which
Jollowed Eumaeus, and similarly the star who made that movie with the star which shines
in the zenith. When the Greek interrogatives ti¢ and +f are used without an associated noun,
the animate-inanimate distinction corresponds closely to the personal-nonpersonal contrast
of who? and what? Compare tig &nolnoe; “Who did it?”’ with +f &roinoe; ‘“What did
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Once we realize that the third person forms are unmarked for person, we
see that there is more than a word play involved in the homonymy of
grammatical person and the ontological (or logical) category of person.
The grammatical concept of first and second person contains an essential
reference to the role of speaker and hearer. Hence the proposed definition
of personal nouns suggests the following philosophical account for the
concept of person: a person is an extra-linguistic subject that can speak or
be spoken to. Etymologically, the concept of person is associated with the
actor’s mask or role (Latin persona, Greek npdowonov); historically, it is
connected with a certain legal status and in Christian doctrine with a certain
theological “role”. For the purposes of a general definition, however, the
grammatical notion of first and second person, as speaker and hearer,
seems to suggest the most satisfactory analysis of the concept of person as
it is used today. If anything in language is universal, this pair of notions
(I-you, speaker-hearer), must be, since it specifies the dialogue framework
for a situation of utterance, the minimum condition for the existence of
speech as such.

For this and other related reasons, I regard the category of persons as
paradigm subjects of discourse (that is, extra-linguistic subjects of sentences)
and, correspondingly, the class of personal nouns as the privileged subclass
of first-order nominals. Privileged these nouns are in any case, since they
admit a more precise and more general formal definition than any other
class of nouns; and furthermore they provide the grammatical subjects for
the great mass of sentences in Homer, and perhaps in non-technical literature
generally.10 This predominant role of personal nouns can be attributed in
part to their fundamental connection with the speech situation, and in part
to a link between the grammatical function of subject and the underlying

he do?"’ But we always have the possibility of a purely formal agreement by attraction
to the gender of a co-referential noun, e.g. tig (do) 6 tpdnog 100 Tdypatog; ““What kind
of arrangement is this?”> This failure of a formal test for personal nouns suggests that
my distinction is of no grammatical significance in Greek, although it remains useful
for our semantic analysis (in terms of persons as extra-linguistic subjects).

A certain borderline class of uses occurs in English, which has an analogue in semi-
poetic or metaphorical Greek expressions like niiv &oTt Gv3pwmog cuppopf “‘man is
sheer accident’’ (Hdt. 1.32.4). So in unpoetic English we may say You are an animal who
(which?) walks on two legs, You are a heavy obfect which (who ?) tends to fall to the earth.
Depending upon the context, such nouns may be more or less reclassified as personal,
i.e. they may take who rather than which.

For the metaphorical use of abstract nouns as predicate with personal subjects, see below
§9, sentences 33 and 34.

10 In Iliad 1, T count 20 sentences with personal subjects out of 30 instances of N is A;
in Lysias I the ratio is 14 in 26; in Xenophon, Anabasis II (1.2-3.4) it is 14 in 18,
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semantic concept of agent. For the latter is essentially a personal (or perhaps
more broadly an animate) category.11

The class of personal nouns could be defined within the class of elementary
nouns, but it can also be defined more widely within the class of first-order
nominals, as will be done here. The elementary nouns are those which are
formally primitive in the sense that they are not derived by nominalization
(or by pro-wording) from verbs, adjectives or other nouns.!2 This concept
must be fundamental in any complete system of transformational syntax,
but not in the more informal analysis pursued here. Instead we take as our
basic class of N the set of first-order nominals, corresponding to the intuitive
notion of a concrete noun: proper names, personal pronouns (except for
the third-person pronouns, which are to be regarded as pro-words for other
nominal forms), count nouns and mass nouns like water, dirt, snow. The
members of this basic class can be informally described as designations for
persons, places, and things, i.e. for men, divine beings, animals, plants,
artifacts, and natural objects such as rivers, hills, and islands. More generally,
we can say that first-order nominals refer to “enduring and recurring physical
objects” (in Quine’s phrase), that is, to things that have a certain spatial
position and physical substance which they conserve or change in a continu-
ous way in the course of time,!® Within this basic class we recognize a
nuclear sub-class of personal nouns, defined by the possibility of co-
occurrence with first and second person forms in the way we have specified.
This class of personal ¥ is included in a wider subclass of animate nouns,
which can be described informally as nouns referring to animals, or perhaps
to living things. However, I have found no formal criteria that would
permit us to define the class of animate nouns in this sense in I.-E. (See
above, p. 77 with n. 26.) The concept of animate noun seems to be relative
to certain language families, and its unrestricted use in general linguistics
appears to be dubious, if not illegitimate. The class of human nouns, which
is often mentioned in contemporary work in linguistics, seems to me simply
an inaccurate description of the class of personal nouns as defined above.
There is no linguistic difference of a general sort between names like Zeus

11 1 think in this connection of Fillmore’s theory of cases, where the notion of agentive
case is the most important correlate in universal deep structure for the L-E. concept of
subject noun, as specified by the nominative case in Greek or initial position in English.
See Universals in Linguistic Theory, ed. Bach and Harms, pp. 1-88, and above, Chapter I1
n. 33.

12 For a more formal statement of this definition, see Beverly L. Robbins, The Definite
Article in English Transformations, p. 59. Note that only the first and second person pro-
nouns figure as members of elementary N, together with proper names and certain mass
nouns and count nouns.

183 Compare Word and Object, pp. 92 and 94. For first-order nominals see above, Chapter
101 §7.
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and Agamemnon, or between nouns like 3¢6¢ and dv3pwrog. The class of
personal N is the only generally recognizable subclass of elementary and
first-order N, and its definition is in practice more precise than that of either
of the two wider classes,

In contrast to this basic class of first-order N, I recognize a wider class
of nominals in general, symbolized here as N*, which includes abstract
nouns and sentential subjects. The abstract nouns which will chiefly concern
us as subjects of elui are action nominalizations of verbs, like yéveoig
(“birth™) and 8Ae3pog (“destruction”, “death’), but the class also includes
nominalizations of underlying adjectives and nouns, like &peth (“‘courage”,
“excellence”) and {nrmocUvn (“horsemanship™). The class of sentential sub-
jects, on the other hand, does not consist of individual N at all, but only of
infinitives, clauses, and whole sentences taken as syntactic subjects for other
verb phrases or predicates. Excluding infinitives and the like, which are not
properly members of N (i.e. nouns with case declension in Greek) but only
of the wider class of N* (nominals generally), the class of nouns divides into
first-order nominals and abstract nouns. (It is these two subclasses which
will be symbolized here as N.) I take it that the distinction between first-order
(or “‘concrete”) and abstract nouns is clear enough in principle, even if in
some cases it is not easy to decide to which class we are to assign a given form
(say utdog “speech” or pévog “force”, “fury”). Sentential subjects will be
described in further detail below. For the concept of abstract noun I refer
back to the discussion in Chapter III §7.

§5. Cop A FOR FIRST-ORDER AND ABSTRACT NOUNS

Before passing to the more complex phenomena of sentential subjects I here
list a representative selection of N is A for first-order nominals, abstract
nouns, and certain special or border-line cases.

311176
ExS1ot0g 8¢ poi oot Sotpepéav Bastifiov
“To me you are the most hateful of all the kings whom the gods
love™. (tr. Lattimore) 14
4 1. 12.12
to6ppa 68 xal péya Telyog Ayaidy Eurnedov figv
“For this time the great wall of the Achaians stood firm”
(Lattimore)
14 In order to avoid imposing my own interpretation on a passage cited, I generally give a
standard English translation, usually Richmond Lattimore's for the lliad and G. H. Palmer’s

for the Odyssey (as edited by Howard N, Porter, Bantam Books, 1962). Where not other-
wise indicated, the translations are my own.
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5 Xenophon Anabasis 1. 9.27
dmov 88 1A0g oraviog Thvy £in
“Where fodder was very scarce”
6 1. 9.25
100 yap xparog Eoti puéyictov
“Since his (sc. Zeus’) power is greatest”
7 1l. 10.383
undé i tor Idvarog xaraddpiog Eotw
“Let death be not at all in your thoughts”
8 Lysias 1.29
gyd 32...10v 32 1fjg méAewg vopov fEfovv elvar xuprdtepov
(sc. Tob &keivov Tiufpatog)
T held the law of the city to be more authoritative
(than his offer to compensate me with money)”

In 3 we have a case of N is 4 for personal N: the underlying subject is you,
Achilles. In 4 we have a first-order nominal referring to an inanimate object,
the wall built by the Achaeans at Troy. Note that a stronger sense for fjv
here, brought out in Lattimore’s translation “stood (firm)”, does not affect
the copulative syntax. I cite 5 as an example of a mass-word (ytA6g “fodder”)
as first-order subject. In 6-8 we have abstract nouns as subject of the
adjectival copula. I take it that just as 3dvatog is the action nominalization
(nomen actionis) of the verbal root *3av-/3vn- so vopog is the nominalization
of the verbal idea expressed in véuwm, vopifw and kpdtog is the action or
quality nominalization corresponding to the adjective xpeicowv, the verb
kpatéo or the frozen participle kpeiwv. (The etymological dictionaries would
separate this last form from the other two, for reasons which are not clear
to me.) In these constructions the N is 4 sentence form can be derived from
an underlying kernel where instead of the abstract NV we have a corresponding
verbal or adjectival predicate.

6A Zeus is stronger than all others. (xpeicowv or xpatictdg Eott)
or: Zeus prevails over all others.  (xpazel, kpelov)

7A Don’t think that you will die.  (Savelv)
or: Don’t be afraid to die. (un) Sdvrye)

8A I acted according to the law (prescription) of the city « I acted as
the city prescribes

(Enpattov kata tov 1fig mOAewg vopov « Enpattov {nep vouilet
1 ToALG)

Note that the corresponding kernel is not usually of the form ¥ is A4, even
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though it may be so in some cases (as in 6A). In general, the cop 4 construc-
tion with abstract subjects will be transformationally derived. (This is doubly
true in 7, where the predicate A is itself transparently derivative.) In 6 and 7
the motivation for the transformation is essentially stylistic; that is to say,
it is a matter of convenience rather than necessity for the language to
nominalize and thus “thematize’ the predicate concepts of dominating and
dying. In the case of 8, however, the need for nominalization goes deeper.
It is not only that the concept of vopo¢ is an essential one in Greek political
life, and that in 8 the noun has the special sense of ‘“‘statute” which does not
belong to the verb. In addition the very sentence form, with its second-order
comparison between the legal punishment for adultery and an alternative
course of action on the speaker’s part, would become almost unbearably
complex if the language did not possess nominalizations of the form vopog
and tipunpa. It is in this strictly intentional realm of judgments about
principles and plans of action or conduct, and perhaps also in the insti-
tutional realm of concepts like legislation, that abstract nouns seem to be
most indispensable. Whereas the substitution for 6 and 7 of the underlying
forms 6A and 7A with personal subjects might result in a weaker sentence
from the literary point of view, there would be no clear loss of meaning or
content. In the case of 8, on the other hand, the decomposition to sentences
with first-order N as subject, such as is hinted at in 8A, makes the thought
of the original sentence almost unrecognizable. This suggests that what we
have in 8 is not only a much more complex derivation but an essentially
different function of abstract N, for talking about relations between abstract
entities — what may be described as an intrinsically second-order use of N is
A, in contrast to the stylistic or optional use of a second-order construction
in 6 and 7.
As problem or borderline cases of N is A I list the following:

9 Ii. 1.107
afel o1 1@ xax’ &otl olAa ppeoi paviedeoSar
“Always the evil things are dear to your heart to prophesy”

(Lattimore)
10 71. 11.793
ayadny 8¢ napaipacic totiv &taipov
““The persuasion of a friend is a strong thing”
(Lattimore)

11 Lysias XII1.23
6pdvteg T4 Tpdypata ody, ola BéAnota &v 1{f ndret Svia

“Since they saw that matters in the city were not as good as
they might be”
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In 11 we have a construction of the form matters are (not) good, where the
subject N may be analyzed as an action nominalization of the verb npdtto:
the underlying personal sentence could be of the form 11A npdttovst od
xaA®g &v tf} ndAer, Men (in power) in the city are not acting rightly (i.e.,
not acting in the public interest). Thus npdypota as a nominalization of 11A
can count as an abstract noun. But it may also be regarded as a catch-all
or dummy form which, like Epya in Homer or the situation, the state of affairs,
in English, serves as a convenient covering term for particular actions or
events that are (or might be) specified by other sentences in the context.
We are thus on the borderline between an abstract N and a sentential subject.
So also in 10 where napaipacig &taipov is only a slight formal variant on
the infinitival clause mapdgoacSar &raipg (Eraipov) *‘to persuade one’s
friend” (or, taking &tépov in 10 as subjective genitive, “‘for one friend to
persuade another”). The cop A construction with abstract N in 10 is practi-
cally equivalent to the construction of ¢éptepév &omt with infinitival-
sentential subjects as illustrated in the next section.

The construction in 9 is doubly complex. In the first place we have as
subject not a noun but an adjective kaxa used substantively with the article-
pronoun td, which suggests some general classifier like things as underlying
subject N. In the second place, although the predicate 4 ¢fAo agrees with
xaxd as subject, this is a fact of surface concord only, and it leaves un-
determined the precise syntax of paviedecdar as epexegetical infinitive.
The underlying relationship between kokd and this infinitive is clearly
represented only if we construe xax@ as direct object: Prophesying evil is
dear to you, i.e., You like to foretell disastrous events. But if xoxd is thus
understood as object of the infinitival clause, what we have as underlying
subject of the copula phrase is dear to you is neither a noun nor an adjective
but the whole infinitival clause, (Tot) xaxd paviedeodar, “(you) prophesying
evils”, i.e., a sentential subject.18

§6. Cop A FOR SENTENTIAL SUBJECTS

The typical form for sentential subjects in Greek, corresponding to that-
clauses in English, is the infinitival clause. (Under “infinitival clause” I in-
clude the occurrence of the infinitive alone, without a subject in the accusative

18 The close connection between abstract nouns and sentential subjects — between nomi-
nalized predicates and nominalized sentences — is reflected in Porzig’s title for what I call
abstract N: “die Namen fiir Satzinhalte’, (See the reference in p. 78 n. 27 above.) Porzig’s
study makes clear how abstract nouns can appear as (direct or indirect) object as well as
in subject position, and in general in any position where a first-order nominal could stand.
Sentential ‘‘subjects’ can also appear in object position (e.g., in indirect discourse) even
in Homer. With the post-Homeric development of the articular infinjtive, the infinitival
clause acquires the full syntactic flexibility of an abstract noun.
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or dative case, since this can always be treated as the reduced form of an
infinitival clause with zero expression of the subject N.) The sentential subject
of elu{ may be specified either in this form with the infinitive, or by a distinct
clause with a finite verb, or by one or more separate sentences. (We must
also take account of the case where the copula phrase itself is reduced to a
verbless form, in this instance to an adjective alone. But for the moment
I consider only examples where &lpi is expressed.) Since infinitival clause,
verbal clause, and separate sentence all serve the same general function,
the following examples of cop 4 may be regarded as equivalent in regard
to their underlying sentence structure.

(a) The copula verb has as its expressed subject a demonstrative-anaphoric
pronoun toPrto, td, 8, etc. referring to a separate sentence or string of
sentences.

12 11. 7.28

A’ i pol tu wiSot0, 16 kev oAl képdiov €ln-

viv piv tabowpev néiepov xal dntotfita

GTpEpOV

“But if you might only do as I say, it would be far better.

For this day let us put an end to the hatred and the fighting”

(Lattimore)
(b) The verb has no expressed subject, but the reference to a clause,
sentence, or sentences in the context is given by &g, oltw, or dde.

13 11. 8.473

od yap nplv rohépov droravaeral SBpipog “Extap,

nplv §pdar rapd vabgr noddxea IInielova,

finatt 1@ 617 Gv...payovio

...nepl IMatpbdbkroro Savévrog,

ag yap S¢opatdv domt

“For Hector will not sooner be stayed from his fighting

until there stirs by the ships the swift-footed son of Peleus

on that day when they shall fight ... over fallen Patroklos.

So is it fated.”

(Lattimore, adapted)

14 Od. 6.145 (=5.474: cf. 1I. 14.23)

g Gpa ol gppovéovtr Sodooato xépdiov elvar,

Alooeodar &néeoory drootadd pethiyiolot

“It seemed to him on reflection better thus: to stand apart and

entreat (Nausicai) with gentle words.”
(c) The verb has no expressed subject, but the zero pronoun posed as
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subject of the verb must be understood as referring to a sentence or sentences
in the context.

15 11. 5.201

GAL Eyd o0 m36unv | T dv noAd képdiov fev
“I did not let him persuade me, and that would have been far
better” (sc. to bring my horses and chariot to Troy)
(Lattimore)
16 11. 3.40
ald’ Sopeleg Gyovog T Epevar Gyapde v anorécdar-
kai ke 10 Povrolunv, kai kev oA képdrov flev
“Better had you never been born, or killed unwedded.
Truly I could have wished it so; it would be far better”
(Lattimore)
(Note that here the sentential subject of xképSiov fev is identical with the
object of Bovholpuny, and that sense and syntax are the same whether or not
t6 is expressed as subject: compare 12 above.)
(d) The verb has no expressed subject, but the reference of the zero pro-
noun it is specified by a following infinitive. This is the typical case in Homer.

17 1. 6.410

&pol 88 ke xépdrov eln [ oel dpapaprodoy y36va ddpevar
“And for me it would be far better / to sink into the earth when
I have lost you.”

(Lattimore)

More unusual is the sequence in which the infinitive precedes the copula
phrase:

18 Od. 8.549
eaadar 68 o kdAMdv oy,
“(Do not refuse to answer:) it is better for you to speak up.”

(¢) Another form, in which the unexpressed subject of the copula is
spelled out by a subordinate noun clause with finite verb, is poorly repre-
sented in Homer, whose sentence structure tends to ‘‘parataxis’ rather than
to subordination. The classical form is illustrated from Xenophon:

19 Anabasis 11.3.1

6 3¢ 61 Eypaya 5t Paciielg EEenhayn tf) £9660, tdHbe Sfilov fiv
“And as to what I wrote above that the King was dismayed by
the attack, it was clear from the following”
There has been much discussion of the differences between these forms.
Some authors would make a sharp distinction between sentences where a
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pronoun like 16 is expressed and the “subjectless™ construction where we
have what I call a zero pronoun; and again between the cases where the
infinitive precedes and those in which it follows the predicate adjective: in
the former but not in the latter case it would be regarded as subject.18
But the presence or absence of an explicit pronoun is of no deeper syntactic
interest here than in the parallel case of pro-words for personal subjects.
The uses of cop A in sentences 12-18 are obviously built according to a
formal analogy with the N is A constructions for the first-order or abstract
noun in 1-11. The question whether or not the infinitive in a case like
17 or 18 is ““felt as subject,” or whether it is only “the apparent subject”
cannot be answered, for it is falsely posed.l? The notion of grammatical
subject is a tool of theoretical analysis and not a category of the naive
Sprachgefiihl. Our theory posits a zero pronoun even where no subject is
expressed. But this pronoun - like the explicit 16 or the English it — is a
mere pro-word, and the question whether or not we have a “real” subject
or an impersonal construction is the question whether or not this pro-word
refers forward or backward to some other expression which specifies its
content. In sentences like 17 and 18 there is a clear connection between the
verb (via its zero pronoun, or by the referential function of its third person
ending) and the infinitive clause; and this is recognized by Hermann and
other writers who speak in such cases of a ‘“‘gebundener Infinitiv.” The
situation is no different when the pronoun is expressed:

20 0d. 1.370
énel 16 ye xaddv dxovépev Eotiv dordol
“For this is a fine thing, to hear such a singer”

The form of 20 makes explicit what I take to be the common pattern of all
sentences with cop A and infinitival clause, as in 17 and 18. We may describe
the surface structure here by saying that the infinitive stands in apposition
to a pronoun subject, which is either expressed or implicit in the verb ending.
But since this third person form t6 or (t6) is itself a pro-word, standing for

18 For this view see BEd. Hermann, *‘Die subjektlosen Sitze bei Homer,”” Nachrichten
Gesells. der Wissenschaften Géttingen. Philol.-Hist. Klasse (1926), pp. 265-97. For the
opinions cited, see pp. 272~-3. Hermann’s otherwise valuable discussion suffers from an
inadequate analysis of the notion of subject.

17 Compare the remarks of D. B. Munro on dpyaiéov ¢oti 8é09a1, which he renders
it (the case, the state of things, etc.) is hard in view of making”’: *‘the impersonsal form ...
makes it easier for the Infinitive to become the Subject in sense, while it is still grammati-
cally a word limiting the vague unexpressed Subject’’ (4 Grammar of the Homeric Dialect,
2nd ed. Oxford 1891, p. 200, §234(2), cited hereafter as Homeric Grammar). If by *‘Subject
in sense’’ one understands subject position in the underlying syntax, Munro’s view is
compatible with the analysis suggested here, But we must ignore his misguided speculation
concerning ““the original character of the Infinitive’* as a dative form (p. 199; cf. p. 196).
For the modern rejection of this view of the Greek infinitive, see below, p. 179, n. 108.
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a fuller expression, it is the infinitival clause that represents the subject in
deep structure. The underlying relationship here is precisely the same as
when a preceding pronoun is spelled out by a first-order nominal:

21 11. 420
af 8" EnépvEav *Adnvain te kol “Hpn-
“They muttered, Athene and Hera.”

The construction differs in 12, 15 and 16 only to this extent, that the under-
lying subject clause is not embedded in the cop A sentence in infinitival
form but is expressed even more paratactically, as a sentence in its own
right. The general development of the language is from such paratactical
forms, with syntactic relations only loosely expressed in the surface structure
by juxtaposition, to an increasingly precise indication of these relations by
more explicit formal devices. Thus the underlying role of the infinitive as
subject of cop A comes to the surface in the later use of the articular infinitive:

véoig 10 otyliv xpelttdv Eott ToU Aarelv

“For the young, to be silent is better than speaking.”
(Menander Sententiae 258 ed. Jaekel, 1964).

The construction is again different in 13 and 14, where the sentential
subject in the context is referred to not by a pronoun but by the demon-
strative adverb @q. Since the infinitival clause or sentence is thus correlated
with the adverb, we might regard the zero pronoun in 3écpatév &oti and
képdiov fiev as standing without any antecedent. Hence we could describe
the construction of the verb here as “impersonal’”” with the subject position
empty: ( ) is A. But it must be stressed that this difference, though real,
is purely formal and superficial: So jt is fated, interpreted as an impersonal
sentence, is a paraphrastic equivalent for This is fated, with t6 referring to
a sentential subject. The forms with demonstrative adverb and demonstra-
tive pronoun are indistinguishable in meaning. And this equivalence is not
limited to the copula construction.!8

§7. CoNcLUSIONOF Cop A

Before passing to the cases where the predicate is a noun, I should point
out that the construction examined so far, namely N* is 4 with N* ranging
over first-order nominals, abstract nouns and sentential subjects, is the most
common form of the copula in Greek, and numerically the most conspicuous

18 Thus we have precisely the same parallelism between 3uoi §° &mavdaver oftag, with
the content of what was pleasing specified by the context (at II. 7.407), and 003’ dp° &t
Alavn ... fivéave Supdp/totansy Ev8a with the content specified by the following infinitive
(11, 15.674).
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of all uses of the verb eipi. As already remarked, the nominal copula accounts
for between 50%;, and 859 of all occurrences of the verb in the texts which
I have studied. Now within this mass of copula uses, the form N* is A4 is
clearly predominant.1? My figures for N* is A among all occurrences of eipi
are: 43 to 469 for Iliad 1-12, 39 to 479 for two small samples from Lysias,
and 32 to 36% for selected sections of the Anabasis. For N* is N over the
same samples my figures are: Iliad 16 to 18%, Lysias 18 to 359, Xenophon
13 to 229;.20 Thus while N* is N ranges generally in the neighborhood of
15 t0 209, N* is A varies roughly from 35 to 45%. In a typical text, predicate
adjectives are thus more than twice as numerous as predicate nouns. This is
only natural since, as we shall see in the next section, adjectives are in
principle restricted to predicate position.

This preponderance of N is 4 over all other uses of elpl in Greek may
be brought into connection with the fact already observed that (in the texts
studied) the most common subject form for the copula construction is a
personal noun. On the one hand, we have as the most frequent use of the
verb the copula construction with an adjectival predicate; on the other hand,
we have as the most frequent subject term (in this and in other uses) a name
or common noun designating a person. From a purely statistical point of
view, then, Aristotle’s paradigm for substance-accident attribution, &v3pwmrog
Aevkdg 0Tt “(A) man is pale,” does in fact represent the most typical use
of the verb be in Greek.

§8. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN NOUNS AND ADJECTIVES

In many cases it is difficult to distinguish between predicate nouns and
predicate adjectives, and hence between the sentence types Nis Nand Nis 4.
It is no accident that substantives and adjectives were never systematically
separated from one another in ancient grammar.2! Even retrospectively it

19 In the samples counted, the only case where N is N turned out to be more frequent
than N is A is in Chapters 56-97 of Lysias XIII, where the two terms (o0x) *ASnvaiog
and av3pbpovog recur constantly as epithets of the accused. If I had counted these two
words as adjectives instead of nouns — and such a choice could obviously be justified,
at least for "A9nvalog - the figures even for this brief sample would correspond to the
results obtained elsewhere, I might add that the preponderance of cop A4 over cop N is
really greater than my figures suggest, since I have for simplicity counted cases of N is AN
(e.g. Gvahiag Env 9eb¢ 1. 5.331) only as cop N, whereas in many instances they represent
N is A (Bvaix\g Env) conjoined with N is N (9edg Env).

20 For the unusual proportion of N* is N in my second Lysias sample, see the preceding
note. For the identification of the samples, see n. 4 above, at the end of §1.

21 For the ancient theory of adjectives as a special class of ‘‘apposed’ nouns (dvéuara
&nideta), see H. Steinthal, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen und Romern,
2nd ed. Berlin 1891, II, 251ff. The ancient conception seems to be primarily syntactical,
not morphological. For example, adjectives are said to be construed with nouns as adverbs
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is not so easy to draw the distinction for ancient Greek. The most useful
morphological criterion seems to be the existence of comparative and
superlative forms for adjectives. Yet no one counts Bactiedg “king” or
kOov “dog” as adjectives, despite the fact that Homer has the forms
Baouiedtepog, Paciievtarog, kdviepog, xOvtatog. This suggests that the
existence of comparative and superlative forms is not a sufficient condition
for classifying a word as an adjective. Even supposing that it is a necessary
condition, this would scarcely help us decide the status of many nominal
forms whose use is rare or restricted to certain formulas. For example, the
form &mrdppolog ‘“‘defender, supporter, master” occurs only half a dozen
times in Homer, and once or twice in later literature. Is &mitdppodog o1l
an instance of N is A or N is N7 We simply do not know whether this
word admits comparative and superlative forms. And as far as I can see,
other morphological criteria fail completely; it is obvious for instance, that
many proper names are formally indistinguishable from adjectives (e.g.
*Apyentdrepog, Neontérepog and the Homeric adjective pevertdiepog;
so we have the use of dtoviotlog as adjective and as name), 22

The deeper criterion is syntactical. “Certain Nouns are mainly used as
qualifying words in agreement with other Nouns; these are classed as
Adjectives” (Munro, Homeric Grammar §165). That is to say, a nominally
declined form which is typically construed as predicate or attribute for
another nominal form is an adjective. Since in transformational grammar
the attributive construction AN is usually derived from the predicate con-
struction N is A (or, equivalently, from N which is A), these two conditions
— attributive and predicative use — are in fact one.?® Conversely, the noun

are with verbs (Steinthal, II, 256). Furthermore, agent nouns like pfitop and Spoueig
were counted as &ni{Seta when they were added fo the proper name to distinguish one
bearer of the name from another. Thus an ancient grammarian construed names like
Antiphon the Orator, Antiphon the Sophist as syntactically parallel to our formulas Philippe
le Bel, Charles the Bald.

22 Perhaps the most commonly used criterion is distributional: an adjective is a nominal
form that is modified by an adverb, whereas a noun is modified by an adjective. But this
does not work so smoothly for Greek, where we have expressions like pdha @126c0¢0¢,
c9odpa pihia, opbdpa yovalxes. In practice, the distinction between nouns and adjectives
is drawn on the basis of a whole cluster of formal characteristics: adverbial modification,
existence of comparative and superlative forms, existence of animate-neuter (or masculine-
feminine-neuter) variation, existence of an adverbial derivative, and so forth. In the clearest
cases, all criteria should give the same result. In fact this does not happen, as examples like
xovtepog and o9bdpa yovaixes show. I suggest that when such anomalies arise, we in
fact resolve them on the basis of the syntactic criterion proposed above: xGav and yuvi
are clearly nouns because they can, and often do, stand in subject position. But when used
as predicates they may be assimilated to adjectives and hence may take adverbial modifiers
and comparative forms.

23 The transformational analysis of attributive syntax is essentially that given by Kiihner-
Gerth, 1,260 §401, where 16 xaldv pddov is derived syntactically fromtd p6Sov xardv Eott.
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or substantive may be recognized as the nominal form which typically takes
another nominal form as predicate, attribute, or dependent genitive. The
more general definition of the noun, from which this property follows, is
that it is the nominal form that can stand alone as subject or object of the
verb. Hence when an adjective like @{Aog “dear, friendly” is used as subject
of a sentence, or when it takes another adjective as attribute (p{Aog miotdg
“a reliable friend”) we call this the substantival use of the adjective.24
In the absence of other evidence, the substantival use of a nominal form
may suffice to classify the form as a noun. And we may describe our
problematic form &niréppodog as a substantive, because of the construction
tofog ... Emtdppodog “such ... a helper” which appears three times in the
Iliad (out of seven occurrences of the word).25

§9. THE SUBSTANTIVAL COPULA (cop N)

In general the pattern of uses of eip{ with predicate nouns is closely parallel
to that with adjectives, which is what we would expect in view of the tenuous
nature of the distinction between N and A in predicate position. As in the
case of N is A we may analyze sentences of the form N is N with reference
to two variables: the structure of the subject expression and that of the
predicate. I shall consider the status of the predicate in a moment, but my
classification is primarily based on the nature of the subject. Again as for
the adjectival copula, we find that in ordinary or representative contexts
a clear majority of cop N sentences take personal nouns as subject. (Thus
personal subjects account for all 15 or 16 instances of cop N in Iliad 5;
for 5 out of 11 instances in Iiad 9; for 12 out of 18 instances of cop N
in my first Lysias sample; for 8 out of 11 in the first Xenophon sample.)
Non-personal and abstract nouns, which do not occur frequently as subject
for cop A, are even rarer for cop N, and particularly rare in Homer. (For
examples see 36-37 in §10.) As a result, an example of N is N where the
24 Compare Schwyzer-Debrunner II, 174. For an example, see 9 above in §5.

2 Hence we must reject the otherwise attractive conclusion of Munro (Homeric Grammar
§165) that ““the use of a Nominative in the Predicate — as Baociheg Eoty, he is king — is
strictly speaking an adjectival use.’”” The existence of sentences such as Baotredg dyad6g
&ot, Pacielg domi v Tlepoddv ““He is a good king”, “‘He is king of the Persians”,
shows that faciiel in predicate position must still be considered a noun rather than an
adjective, since it in turn takes an adjective (in attributivesyntax) or a dependent noun (e.g.
the ““objective’’ genitive). Nominal forms which always or usually occur in predicate
position are adjectives, for to that extent they lack the ‘‘substantival’ capacity to stand
alone as subject or object. But the occasional occurrence of a substantival form in predicate
position does not show it has lost this capacity. It would be misleading to assign man to
several different word classes in the following sentences: (1) A man is at the door, (2) John

is a man, (3) John is the man at the door. Although man is subject in (1) and predicate in (2),
its occurrence in (3) is derived from both (1) and (2).
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subject is not a personal noun will nearly always have a sentential subject.
We have practically to reckon with only two cases: N is N with personal
subjects and N* is N with sentential subjects.
To illustrate the variety of predicates I list 12 examples of N is N for
personal subjects.
22 11.1.338
o § adtd papropol Eotav
“Let them (sc. the heralds Talthybius and Eurybates) be witness
themselves™
23 I1. 2.26 (=63)
A10g 8¢ tor Byyehds el
“I am a messenger to you from Zeus”
24 1. 2.246
Mydg mep Edv Ayopntig
“Fluent orator though you be (Thersites)”
(Lattimore)
25 1l. 2.485
ouels yap Beal &ote
“For you (Muses) are goddesses”™
26 I1. 2.760 (cf. 487)
ovtot &p’ fyyepdveg Aavadv xal xolpavor ficav
““These then were the leaders and princes among the Danaans”

(Lattimore)
27 11. 3.229
ovtog & Alag &oti neldprog, Epkog "Ayxaidv
““That one is gigantic Aias, wall of the Achaians™
(Lattimore)

28 I1. 3.429

8¢ &pog mpdTepog ndoLg fev

“(Menelaos) who was once my husband”
29 1. 4.266

paie pév tor Eydv Epinpog &talpos [ Eocopar

“I will be to you a staunch companion in arms”

(after Lattimore)

30 Lysias XIII.1

kndeatng Yap pot v Atovucddwpog xal dvepidg

“For Dionysodorus was my brother-in-law and cousin”
31 Ibid. 33

Eott povedg Ekelvov

“He (Agoratus) is their murderer”
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32 Xenophon Anabasis 1.2.25
fiooav & obv odtot £xatov dmAital
“These (lost men) were 100 hoplites™
33 Ibid. 1.3.6
vopilom yap dpdg épol elvan xal matpida xal pidovg kal
GLppdyovg
I regard you as my country and my friends and my allies’

’

These examples of predicate nouns may be grouped as follows:

A. Classifier nouns (sortals)
I. Classifying by intrinsic criteria (natural kinds)
eal in 25: goddesses
2. Classifying by extrinsic criteria (artificial kinds)
OomAtrar in 32: soldiers bearing heavy armor (8mha)
B. Relational nouns (with underlying sentence form N is N of N)
1. Relations of birth
avey1dg in 30: cousin (of someone)

2. Relations established by marriage
1 {lyls in 28: husband (of someone)
kndeotfg in 30: brother-in-law
3. Political and military rule
Myepdveg, xoipavor in 26: leaders and princes
4, Other social ties
£tuipog in 29: companion
cf. pidot, odupayor in 33: friends, allies
C. Agent nouns related to corresponding verb
péptopog in 22: witness  cf. yaptopém
dyyehog in 23: messenger cf. &yyélho
&yopntfg in 24: orator  cf. dyopedo
govedg  in 31: murderer cf. povedo

D. Proper name
Alag in 27: Ajax
E. Metaphorical use of non-personal nouns as predicate of persons
motptda (sc. yiiv) in 33: country
cf. Epxog in 27: wall

It is easy to see that many of these predicate nouns lend themselves to a
transformational analysis that would derive N is N from a sentence of a
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different form. This is most obvious in the case of agent nouns under
C. above, where the morphology of the word often reflects the underlying
syntactic structure. Thus dyopntAg in 24 bears its derivation on its face:
you are a fluent speaker < you speak fluently (Myéwg dyopedeig; cf. I1. 3.214).
If we were to undertake a transformational analysis of predicate nouns,
we would describe the copula eiufl in sentences of this type as a verb operator
which helps to convert a NV (or NVN) sentence into N is N form. The same
analysis applies in principle to &yyehog, uaptupog and @ovede, though in
the last two cases the verb is morphologically derivative. Syntactically,
however, it is clear that £oti @ovedg éxelvov is a transform of &épbdvevoe
gkeivoug “He murdered them” (where the verb €ipui does not appear), just
as gotl vopuedg Innov “He is herdsman of horses™ is a transform of véuet
{nnoug, ““He herds horses™. In the case of vopedg and dyopnrtig the corre-
sponding verb is still current in such a form that the status of the noun as
agent nominalization is immediately clear. In the case of govebg the under-
lying verbal root is preserved in early Greek but in an unrecognizable or
scarcely recognizable form (in eivo, Erspvov, népatai); so that the action
noun @o6vog and the agent form @ovedg are left dangling, as it were, without
verbal support. In this situation, it is easy to understand that a new verb
oovebow was formed from the stem of @ovedg.26 Hence the morphological
relationship between @oveig and povebdw is quite different from that between
vouedg and vépo, or between yovelg (‘““parent’) and ylyvopatr/yelvopar;
yet the syntactical and functional connection between agent noun and verb
is essentially the same in each case. When morphological and syntactical
relations diverge in this way, we see that morphology reflects the history
of the language but that it is the transformational relations which constitute
its living structure at a given moment in time.

It is interesting to speculate as to which kinds of N is N sentences will
resist a transformational derivation from one or more kernels without the
verb be, as €011 ovedg ékeivov may be derived from é@dvevce &xeivoug
““He murdered them.” In other words, what are the non-derivative subclasses

28 This is an instance of the general tendency in Greek to form special verbs corresponding
to agent nouns in -evg. Thus the formation vopedw® from vouedg, as old as Homer, is
apparently provoked by the great variety of senses associated with vépw. The diversified
use of véuwm makes it convenient to have a different verb meaning specifically ‘‘to pasture
animals, to do the work of a herdsman.”

Note that philologists speak of nouns in -e0¢ as ‘““derived from action nouns,’” as povetg
from @bvog, yYoveig from ybvog, etc. (So Chantraine, La formation des noms, p. 128.)
The term ‘‘derivation’’ is of course ambiguous. In a purely formal sense yoveig is derived
from Ybvog (i.e., a new suffix is added to the same stem). In a larger sense, both nouns
are derived from an underlying verbal root *yev- fo be born, with causative forms meaning
to beger. Tt is this verbal root which best represents the unity of form and meaning for the
whole family of words in yev- and yov-.
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of predicate noun? The suggestion implied in Harris’ list of kernel forms
for English is that these will be of two kinds: N is N,,; of N, where “N,,,
includes all relational nouns”, and N is N_;, where N_; is a classifier noun
and is can be interpreted is a member of or is a case of.27 These two sentence
types correspond roughly to groups A and B in my list above, though it
must be noted that not all classifier and relational nouns will turn out to
be elementary. In our example 32 the predicate 6mAirot is formally derivative
from 8nAa “weapons, heavy arms”; and it would be natural to derive the
sentence They are hoplites as a transform of They bear §mha. Similarly for
a relational predicate like fiyepoveg “leaders” in 26: the sentence They are
leaders represents an agent transformation of They lead (troops), with a
verb form like fjyobvrat. In these sentences where we have a transforma-
tionally derived relational or classifier noun we also have a transformationally
derived use of the copula, just as with the agent nouns of group C. (See the
parallel remarks on predicate adjectives in Section 3 above). But there will
be some cop N sentences with an elementary classifier noun, like You are
goddesses in 25, and some with elementary relational nouns, like He was
my husband in 28, He is my brother, and perhaps He was my cousin in 30.
In addition to the two elementary forms of N is N recognized by Harris,
I am tempted to regard the nuncupative type He is Ajax in 27 as non-deriva-
tive. The only plausible derivation would be from the equivalent meta-
linguistic form His name is Ajax, which would be a special case of the
““possessive” construction described in Chapter VI §12.28 The alternative
derivation from He is called Ajax (Alog xakeltar) or better, from the active
They call kim Ajax (Alav (adtdv) kolobot), is less attractive, since it leaves
the proper name in predicate position; and this presupposes the copula
form to be derived. I take it that They call him Ajax is related to He is (be-
comes) Ajax as They appoint him general to He is (becomes) general.2?

27 Mathematical Structures p. 171; cf. p. 166.

28 The form is Homeric: e.g. Od. 24.306 &uoi y* Svou’ Eotiv "Enfpitog; cf. Od, 7.54 and
the formula for the naming of Odysseus, 19.409 1 &’ 'Odvceig dvou’ Eoto Endvupov.
28 William Kneale has recently argued, on philosophic grounds, that one should explain
the meaning of proper names by referring to the use which I call nuncupative (his example
is *“This is Aristotle’”), in order to avoid the metalinguistic complication involved in
explaining ‘‘Aristotle’” as equivalent to ‘‘the person called ‘Aristotle’’’. (Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, 68, 1967-68, pp. 265-7.) For the linguist who recognizes that *‘the
metalanguage is included in the language,” this might not be regarded as a crucial con-
sideration, (See Harris, Math. Structures, p. 125.) But my reluctance to derive He is Ajax
from His name is Ajax is based precisely upon the reluctance to derive a sentence which is
not in the metalanguage from one which is, Harris (Joc. cit. n. 10) suggests a derivation of
We call Y (by the name) ‘X’ from The name is X, and ultimately from the kernel sentence
X is @ name. But the latter does not seem to me a natural source for He is Ajax. I agree with
Harris in regarding We call him ‘X’ as non-elementary, but disagree as to the preferred
form of the derivation.
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In the case of the metaphorical use of non-personal N as a predicate for
personal subjects (as matplg “country” is predicated of Clearchus’ soldiers
in 33 and &pxog “wall” is implicitly predicated of Ajax in 27), it is easy to
construct a transformational derivation that would throw some light on the
literary function of the metaphor. The two examples given can be derived
as comparisons: Ajax protects the Achaeans like a wall, My soldiers are as
precious to me as a fatherland (since I am in exile), or the like. We may also
list here the use of an abstract noun as predicate of a person, which repre-
sents a metaphor of a different sort.

34 11. 341

kal kev oAb képdiov fiev (sc. o8 dnoAiéodar)
A olte ADBNv T Epeval kol Yrdylov EAlov

“It would be far better (for you to be dead)
than to be our undignity thus, for others to sneer at.”

(after Lattimore)

Here the noun AGPn which normally designates an act or situation that
provokes a sense of outrage or indignity, as in sentence 39 below, is predicated
of Paris himself as personal cause or object of indignation. Such a trans-
categorical use of abstract predicate nouns for concrete subjects — as what
may be called “reclassifiers™ - is an essential feature of poetic and expressive
language in every period. I cite one well-known example with a non-personal
subject in Pericles’ praise of Athens.

35 Thucydides 11.41.1

Evveddv 1€ Aéy® ThHv T micav ndiv 1fig ‘EALGdog naidevoty
glvat

“In a word, the city as a whole is the education of Greece”.

Here we may say that the unusual metaphorical effect results from the use
of the action noun naidevoilg in a context where an agent noun or participle
might be expected (e.g. natdevtfg or diddokaorog “teacher™).

§10. COPULA WITH ABSTRACT N AS A PREDICATE:
ABSTRACT AND SENTENTIAL SUBJECTS

There would be no point in cataloguing here the banal if relatively infrequent
use of cop N with non-personal first-order nominals as subject, of the type
The trout is a fish or Epidamnus is a city, is the ally of Athens. 1 shall briefly
note the use of N is N with abstract nouns as subject. The latter is quite
rare in Homer, and perhaps not very common in any period except in philo-



110 1V. DESCRIPTION OF THE COPULA USES

sophical contexts where definitions are sought or offered.® I give two
examples, one of them from Homer.

36 11.9.39
drxnv & ob to1 ddkev, 8 te xpdrog Eotl péytotov
“Zeus did not give you valour, which is the greatest power of all”

The rarity of the construction is indicated by the fact that the second half-
verse (which occurs only here and at Iliad 13.484) is a variant of a much
more frequent formula where xpé&tog is subject rather than predicate in a
sentence of the form N is A: 1o yap xpdrog éotl uéyrorov “for his power is
greatest” (example 6 above, which occurs also at 1/. 2.118, Od. 1.70, 5.4, with
parallels at I/, 24.293, Od. 1.359 etc.).

37 Lysias XIII. 66
kail Tovtov Jdvarog M {nuia Eotiv
“And the punishment for this (sc. for adultery) is death”

In the more typical cases, abstract nouns are construed as predicates not
with other abstract nouns but with sentential subjects:

38 1. 4.322
&a xal &g innebor petéooopor 182 keAedow
Bouvlfj xal poSotot-1d yap yépag dotl yepdviwy
“Yet even so I shall be among the riders, and command them
with word and counsel; that is the privilege of old men”
(Lattimore, slightly adapted)
39 11.1.97
1) udv 81 AdPn td4de ¥° Eooetat alvddey alvig
gl pf 11g Aavadv vbv “Extopog avtiog slow
“This will be an indignity upon us, shame upon shame,
if no one of the Danaans goes out to face Hector”
(Lattimore, adapted)

30 The type is familiar from Plato, e.g. Theaetetus 147 B 10, (¢potév) tmothun i totiy,
151 E 2 odx &2o i doniv Emothun | aloInoig. But even in Plato the abstract noun
serves much less frequently than the nominalized adjective as subject of definitional
questions and answers: Euthyphro 9 C 5 t{ mot &otiv 10 8016V 1€ xai 10 dvéoov; 10D 12
obx Gpa 10 Seopird; Baov Eotiv ... obSE 10 Sowov Scopréc; Rep. 338 C 1 elvar 10
dixatov odx GAdo 11 i} 10 10D kpelttovog cupgépov etc.
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The noun Epya “‘deeds” often serves as a general classifier or dummy
predicate for sentential subjects.

40 1. 1.573

1 81 Aofywa Epya 146’ Ecoetan o3’ £1° dvextd,
£t &1 opd Bvexa Jvntdv Epdalvetov Bde

“This will be a disastrous matter and not endurable
if you two are to quarrel thus for the sake of mortals”

(Lattimore)

The role of £pya as essentially a “filler” here is brought out by the parallel
passages where Aofyia occurs alone as predicate (1. 21.533, 23.310).

There is a class of abstract nouns meaning what is right or what is inevitable
which regularly occur in Homer as subject or predicate of &oti in loose
construction with an infinitive or a coordinate clause, or with another
sentence in the context: 3épig, poipa, aloa, dlkn. With these is associated
a similar group whose construction differs from the first only in the fact that
the verb &oti does not co-occur (in Homer): davéykn, vépeoig, 4pn, Lped.
There is also a small group of nouns with different meanings, such as Einwph
“(there is) hope” and Gpn (it is) time”’, which may take the same infinitival
construction, generally without £oti. I do not recognize any distinction in
principle — that is to say, in deep structure — between the cases where ¢o1i
does and does not appear. In Homer poipa and aloa occur now with the
verb, now without. With dvayxn the verb be does not occur in Homer:
we have Endet’ dvéyxn in Od. 10.273, but never dvdyxn ¢oti. In Lysias and
Xenophon, however, the latter is roughly as common as the verbless form.
Whatever the stylistic and rhetorical interest of this phenomenon of verb
omission, I do not believe it affects the problem of syntactic analysis. From
the point of view of sentence structure, we may assume that an underlying
occurrence of &ati (sometimes of fv) has been zeroed in every case where
avayxm, véueolg or yped appears without a verb. (The situation is slightly
different for ypf which comes to be regarded as a verb form itself, as we
shall see at the end of this section.) On the whole, however, I shall treat only
examples where the verb in fact occurs. (For further discussion of the verbless
sentence pattern, see Appendix B.)

In some cases the predicate construction of the abstract noun is unmis-
takable, but there are others where we may want to take it rather as the
subject of &ati. Itis clear that 36puig is predicate when a relative-demonstrative
pronoun occurs as subject:
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41 11. 2.73
nplta & &ydv Ensotv nerpficopm, ff IEmg Eoris?
“Yet first I will make trial of them by words, since that is the
right way.”
(Lattimore, adapted)

In 41 the pronoun f{ functions (exactly like 6 in the examples discussed
above in §6) as a pro-word referring back to the preceding clause. In some
cases the reference is to a sentence which lies at some distance in the text,

42 0d. 11.218
G\’ abtn 8ixn &arti Ppotdv, 6t tig ke Savyoty

““But this is the way with mortals when they die.”
(Palmer)

The ghost of Odysseus’ mother is referring to her son’s question in verse 210
(“My mother, why not stay for me who long to clasp you?”), and for the
reader the ultimate reference is to the preceding description of Odysseus’
fruitless attempts to embrace his mother, in verses 204-8. The true “ante-
cedent” of abtn here is, in effect, the entire situation as described 10 verses
earlier. In other cases the sentential subject is given by an immediately
preceding infinitival clause:
43 11.9.275

uft mote g ebviig EmpPripevon 432 pyfjvar,

A &g Eortly, dvok, f ©° avipdv f§ 1€ yovaikdy

“(Agamemnon will swear a great oath)

that he never entered into her bed and never lay with her

as is the customary way between men and women.”

(Lattimore, adapted)

More frequently, however, we have no pronoun expressed and the reference
is specified by a following infinitival clause:

4 0d4. 10.73

ob yap pot &g Eotl xowlépev odd” dnonéunety

“It is not right for me to transport or send upon his way
(a man detested by the gods).”

31 In earlier editions one finds { for f§, which would suggest a different construction.
1 take for granted here Allen’s reading and Chantraine’s identification of f} as “‘le pronoun
démonstratif ou relatif sujet,”” i.e. the sentential pro-word which would normally occur as
t6 but is here attracted to the feminine form of its predicate. See Chantraine, Grammaire
homérigue 11 §26,



§10. SUBSTANTIVAL COPULA 113

The infinitive may also occur before the cop N expression:
45 0d. 1691
grel 91y pot xal dpelyosdo g Eotiv
“For surely I too have a right to answer,”
(Palmer)

Some authors have thought that the infinitive was more clearly the subject
of &atl when it precedes, as in 45, than when it follows, as in 44.32 Given
the freedom of word order in Greek, however, it seems arbitrary to use
this as the basis for a syntactic distinction between 44 and 45: a single
grammatical analysis should apply to both. The fact is that for these two
cases, where no pronoun occurs, we are free to construe 3éu1g either as
predicate or as subject of the verb. On the second construal we would not
have a copula sentence of the form N is N at all, but an existential or
possessive construction of pol 3&ug &ori (with epexegetical infinitives) as
in Palmer’s translation of 45. The sentence would belong to a type discussed
in Chapter VI §§12 and 15-16. The same ambiguity arises with other abstract
nouns such as poipa:

46 0d. 541

&g yap ol polp’ Eotl gilovg t8&etv xal IkEoSm

olkov &g dydpogov

“Thus it is his lot to see his friends and reach his high-roofed

house.”

(Palmer)

Should we take poipa here as predicate noun with the copula, as in Palmer’s
rendering of 46, or as subject of an existential-possessive use of ol goTt as
in the same author’s translation of 45? I call this the choice between the
predicative (copulative) and the subjective (non-copulative) syntax of an
abstract noun such as poipa or 3£u1g in sentences like 44-46.

In favor of taking pofpa as predicate and the infinitival clauses as under-
lying subject, we have the parallel sentence pattern in 41-43 above, where
9€ug and Sixm must be taken predicatively. Similarly it is the predicative
construction that is required for the equivalent sentence type with the
corresponding adjective pdptpov or pépoipov.

47 1. 20.302

uéptpov 8¢ ol Eot” dAfaocdur
“It is fated for him (sc. for Aeneas) to escape.”

47 belongs to a well-defined class of cop A4 sentences with sentential subjects

32 So Hermann, ‘‘Subjektlose Sitze,”” p. 274 (See reference above, §6, n. 16.)



114 1V, DESCRIPTION OF THE COPULA USES

described in §6 above. This noun-adjective parallel between poipa and
wépyov is duplicated for aloa/alotpov: compare aloa ydp fiv drorécdal
““It was destined (for Troy) to perish” (Od. 8.511), with &g of To1 motau®
ve dapnueval alotpdv Eotiv “It is not your destiny to be conquered by the
river” (ZI. 21.291). Since the adjectives must be construed predicatively, it is
natural to take the equivalent nouns in the same way. Hence for a great
mass of sentences containing 2cti with a noun like poipa, aloa, 3éu1g and
Sixn, we are led to prefer the predicative construction. In the interests of
uniformity and generality, one would be inclined to adopt the same con-
struction for the verbless sentences with dvdykmn, xpfi, xped, and the like.

However, there are serious objections to such a unified analysis. In the
case of Jép1g and dikn, which do not occur in Homer as subjects of other
verbs33, there is no strong reason to construe them as subjects of Zoti.
But with poipa and aloa the situation is different. Both occur frequently in
“personified’’ form as agent-subjects for verbs of violent or decisive action.
Thus we have standard formulas for the death of a hero in which “mighty
Moira” (uolpa kpataif)) seizes him (8AAafe Il. 5.83, etc.), covers him in
darkness (1I. 12.116), chains him to the spot (tédnoev I, 22.5), and so forth.
Similar subjective constructions are common for aloa as well (/7. 20.128,
0d. 1.197, etc.), including locative-existential or possessive uses where the
noun serves as subject for a verb of station (xaxi Awdg aloa mapéotn
0d. 9.52), or subject of a verbless sentence with &o1f understood (¥t1 yap
kal EAnidog aloa Od. 16.101; &net vO to1 aloa pivovida nep, of 11 padra dnv
“Since you have but a brief portion (of life) and not for long” II. 1.416).
Such uses of polpa and aloa in the epic would lead us to expect that when
these nouns occur in the nominative in a sentence with &oti they are to be
construed as subject rather than predicate.

The subjective syntax is also characteristic of dvdykn ‘“‘necessity, com-
pulsion” and ygped “need”. Thus avdykn occurs as subject of the locative
verb &mkeloetar (“mighty necessity will be laid upon you,” II. 6.458) and
in the corresponding agent construction with bné (“‘she completed it un-
willingly, under compulsion” dnd dvaykng Od. 2.110 etc.) whereas the variant
dvayxain is subject of a verb meaning “to force” (&meiyer Il 6.85; cf.
0Od. 19.73). The subjective construction with the suppletive verb Enleto is
at least plausible in Od. 10.273: xpatep) 8¢ por Enhet” dvayxn “for strong
necessity is laid on me” (tr. Palmer). Similarly yxped is regularly subject of
33 The only apparent exceptions are the occurrence of these nouns with suppletives of
toti, as in i S&ug ... méher (J1. 9.134) and ody, fi8s dixn t6 népo1¥e tétvkro (O4. 18.275);
but in fact the predicative syntax is more natural in both cases, in view of the pronoun
subject f} (fid¢€). I am not sure how far these grammatical considerations should be affected

by the literal personification of Themis, e.g. at Iliad 15.87fF. and 20.4. For Dike compare
Il. 16.388.
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verbs of motion or of causing motion (Ixéverar Il. 10.118; cf. 10.142 etc.
delp’ fiyaye Od. 4.312; cf. Od. 11.164). The variant ypeid is subject of the
suppletive verb yévntat in one passage:

48 11. 1.340

el mote &7 adre
xpe1d dpeto yévnror deikéa Aotydv dpdvor

“If ever hereafter
there shall be need of me to beat back the shameful destruction”.

(Lattimore)

Here we have a clear case of the abstract noun as subject of a verb of ex-
istence, with the infinitive construed as epexegetical or final. Similar con-
structions are attested for yped as subject of yiyverar and doti, with a noun
in the genitive in place of the infinitive clause:

49 0d. 9.136
&v 8¢ v eboppog, v’ od yped nelopatdg dotv
“Here is a quiet harbor, where there is no need of mooring”
(Palmer, adapted)34

Examples 48 and 49 suggest that for yped and peld the subjective syntax
is much more plausible than the predicative; and we have seen similar con-
siderations in favor of the same construction for poipé (¢ott), alod (Eott)
and &vdyxn. The subjective construction is also possible for ol poip® ol
in 46 and potr g ol in 44-45. It is excluded only for the special case
in which 3épig or dixn is preceded by a nominative pronoun f{ or attn as
in 41-43: here we have no choice but to construe the noun as predicative
with copula &o7i.

It is impossible to choose in general between these two constructions,
and even for particular cases the choice is by no means clear. Thus for
ol poip’ &atl olhoug idéelv in 46 and aloa yap fiv GnorécSal in Od. 8.511

34 So we have the curious construction with the accusative: Od. 4.634 &ug 6¢ yped ylyvetat
abrfic (sc. vmog), 1. 21.322 oddé <l pv yped/Eotar toppoxdng. The accusative (“‘of
respect””) is probably to be explained by the influence of the parallel formulas with a verb
of motion where the accusative is normal: /. 10.172 pey@in ¢pewd PBePinksv "Ayxarode,
Od. 5.189 812 pue ypeid t6c0v Ixor. The assimilation of ypeub:yped:yph leads to the
frequent construction of yp1y with the accusative of person in need and the genitive of
thing needed.

I note that Hermann (“‘Subjektlosen Sitze,” p. 284) doubts this explanation of xpsd
(xpM) 1€ Tivog by analogy with xpeub pe {xdverar (which had already been proposed by
Brugmann) on the grounds that in the latter case ypeud is subject whereas in the former
the corresponding noun is predicate. But this argument simply begs the question against
the syntactical ambiguity of ¢ped and yph on which I am insisting.
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the parallels in each direction tend to counterbalance one another, and we
are left with an unstable ambiguity between two constructions. Under these
circumstances it makes no sense to ask whether or not the noun was ““felt”
as predicate: it could be felt as predicate by a speaker with one set of parallels
in mind, and as subject by a speaker who had in mind sentences like poipa
nédnoev and aloa napéorn. The mass of sentences under consideration in
this section (whether verbless or with ¢oti) constitute an area of the language
where two distinct sentence patterns tend to overlap and conflict with one
another. The grammarian may, for convenience, divide this area in various
ways.35 But it is surely more important to see that the analogies with two
distinct sentence patterns are equally real: the syntactic ambiguity is
irreducible.

It is all the more striking, then, to observe that this ambiguity in the
construction of &otl makes absolutely no difference in meaning for the
sentence as a whole. Whether we render of poip® dati pilovg 18écwv in 46 by
“It is his lot to see his friends”, corresponding to the predicative syntax,
or by “He has as his lot (=“there is a destiny for him”") to see his friends”
with poipa as subject of the verb, the sense of the sentence remains un-
changed; for the alternative translations are acceptable as paraphrases of
one another. The reason is simply that the difference here between subjective
and predicative syntax is one of surface structure only, and the underlying
syntax is the same in both cases. In sentences like 41-49 both the second-
order copula and the existential use of #otl (comparable to Type V in
Chapter VI §§15-16) are transformationally derived from an underlying
structure where the verb be need not occur at all. This underlying syntax
is most clearly revealed in an alternative formula with an impersonal verb
as sentence operator on an infinitival clause:

50 1. 21.281 (=0d. 5.312; cf. Od. 24.34)
vbv 38 pe Asvyaré@ Savare elpapro GAdvar
“But now it was fated for me to be caught in a wretched death”.

In 50 also one might dispute the question whether elpapto is “‘really”
impersonal or whether the infinitive clause is to be construed here as subject.
But the dispute would be pointless, since there are no formal tests by which
the distinction could be drawn and the meaning is in any case unchanged.
The syntactic ambiguity which we have discussed in this section is trivial,

35 Thus Guiraud, who recognizes the ambiguity for xpf, counts this form as predicate
whenever an infinitive co-occurs as potential subject; otherwise he treats it as subject of
an unexpressed verb of existence (La phrase nominale en grec d’Homeére 8 Euripide (Paris,
1962), pp. 111-3). Hermann, on the other hand, counts ypfi and our abstract nouns as
predicate, and the verb as copula in every case (“‘Subjektlosen Sétze,”” pp. 272f.).
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since the deep structure is unambiguous. In nearly every case, the kernel is
a sentence or-sentences represented by an infinitival clause or occurring
independently in the context; the abstract noun (8ép1g, poipa, yped, etc.)
represents a lexical idea of right, fate, necessity, and the like, which governs
this kernel as sentence operator. The underlying syntax is the same as in
the English sentences It is right (for me to go), It is necessary (that I go),
and (7 shall go;) that is my duty, where the kernels are indicated by paren-
thesis. It is in terms of this transformational structure, and not in terms of
subject, predicate, and copula in the surface syntax of the text, that we can
give a unified account for all the locutions studied in this section. It makes
no difference whether we describe &oti as copula or existential verb in these
sentences, since in either case the verb and the abstract noun (or the latter
alone) represent the “trace” of a modal sentence operator whose value is
fixed by the choice of a particular noun (3&ug, poipa, etc.).38

Thus the underlying syntax of sentences with poipa, xped and the like
is the same as the impersonal verb construction in 50. In classical prose the
sentence forms with abstract noun and &otl (expressed or ‘“‘understood”)
have nearly all disappeared. The Homeric forms ype® and ypewd are pre-
served as ype®@v (o) + infinitive in fifth-century prose and poetry; locutions
like Séuig ot survive only in poetical or archaic contexts. The Homeric
8ikn &oti is supplanted by the “impersonal” sentence with the adjective
(8ikadv Eoti +infinitive, with a different meaning) or by the more common
personal construction 8ixai6g et “I am right (to do so-and-so0).” Of the
sentence types described here only dvaykr (8oti) and yp1 remain in current
use. And in the case of &véykn the construction with abstract noun as modal
sentence operator is rivalled by the adjectival form &vaykaiov (8oti) un-
known to Homer and by a new adverbial form dvaykaing Exst ( +infinitive).
The general decay of the sentence pattern with abstract noun - a decay which
is perhaps due in part to the syntactic ambiguity which we have discussed ~ is
illustrated by the new development of ypt}. Although xp1 + infinitive (without
gotl) is quite common in Attic prose, the form has certainly ceased to be

38 As far as I can see, the only exceptions to this general solution are the uses of ypeud,
xped, and xp1} with a concrete noun in the genitive, as in Od. 4.634
£ud 6¢ yped ylyvera adrfig
“HMS' &g edpiyopov Safhipevar .
““Now I need her (the ship) for crossing to broad Elis’’ (Palmer). Here the syntax is more
complex, and the first member (I need a ship) cannot be properly described as a sentence-
operator on the following infinitival clause.

Note that I exclude from my discussion here all examples where the abstract noun does
not have a modal significance and the syntax of a sentence operator but represents the
nominalization of an underlying kernel (as in tot ... Gyog Eooetatr *“You will grieve”,
and other examples cited by Hermann, p. 273). These constructions belong in Chapter VI
§§15-16, under existential Type V.
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an abstract noun, if it ever was one. In classical usage ypn is assimilated to
a third person (impersonal) present indicative verb form, with a corre-
sponding infinitive (xpfivat), a future tense (xpfiotar), an imperfect (xpfv
or &ypflv), and oblique moods.?” The form of the endings shows that
although y4pn never actually co-occurs with éoti the latter was — in the fifth
century at any rate — clearly ‘““‘understood” as part of the underlying structure
of sentences of this type.38

§11. COPULA WITH PRONOUNS AS PREDICATE

The use of elpi with pronouns as predicate raises a number of special
problems concerning the theory of pronouns which will be briefly mentioned
here. I shall also illustrate the pre-philosophic use of one particular sentence
type that plays a major role in the philosophic career of the verb be: the
interrogative form tig (ti) éom; Who (what) is it?

The forms traditionally described as pronouns can be divided into two
syntactic groups: those which behave like nouns and those which behave like
adjectives, i.e. those which normally appear as subject or object of a verb
and those which normally appear as predicate or attribute for another
nominal form. This latter group of adjectival pronouns (olog, Totog, moiog;
8c0g, 16006, ndcog; torofitog) will not be discussed here. They are essen-
tially correlative (comparative) or interrogative variants on ordinary adjec-
tives of quality or quantity, and their use as predicates with &lpi presupposes
or implies a N is A4 sentence with the appropriate adjective. (For example,
tol6g EoTL presupposes a sentence like dprotdg Eott or kakdg o, oot glot
presupposes noArol elon, etc.) Nor will I discuss the possessive pronouns
&g, odg, etc., which are better described as adjectives. The cases of special
interest for the verb be are the substantival pronouns, the pro-nouns in the
strict sense, which can normally stand as subject of this or any other
verb.

Pronouns in this narrow sense include personal pronouns (¢yd, oV, etc.),
demonstratives (88, obtog, &xeivog), and the interrogative tig. Personal
pronouns occur rather rarely in predicate position, as in English It is I or
The one I am looking for is you. The corresponding sentence pattern is
perhaps even rarer in Greek, and when it does occur, we can usually derive
the sentence from a form with the pronoun as subject.

37 For the details, see G. Redard, Recherches sur XPH, XPHZ O AI (Paris, 1953), p. 48n.
38 The sentence type N* is N with sentential subject and abstract noun as predicate does
not disappear from classical prose. For the important post-Homeric development of
Epyov totl+infinitive ‘It is (hard) work to do so’’ and Epyov + genitive +Eot1 “It is the
task of someone (to do s0)”’, see LSJ s.v. Epyov IV.1.
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51 Sophocles A4jax 1157

Spkd 8¢ 1ol wiv, kliotiv, (g &pol Sokel,
obdelg ot GAhog | ob

“T see him (sc. the man I have just described), and, it seems,
he is no other than you.”

Here we have, implicitly at least, a sentence of the form The man I mentioned
is you. But it is easy to see that we could derive this as an emphatic or
expressive transform of the more banal source: You are the one I mentioned.

In the case of first and second person pronouns, the difference between
subject and predicate syntax is marked, in English as in Greek, by the
personal ending of the verb. In the third person, however, the verb ending
gives no clue. In English the word order alone may suffice to establish the
distinction (except in interrogative sentences like Who is the tallest boy in
the room?), but this will not work for Greek. We generally suppose that the
article, when it occurs, picks out the subject term, but this is not always a
reliable guide, particularly not when the other term is a demonstrative
pronoun. And in the nominative form (which is what interests us here) the
third person pronoun exists in Greek only as a demonstrative. For this case,
where a demonstrative occurs in what might be regarded as predicate posi-
tion, we may seriously doubt whether the syntactic distinction between
subject and predicate can be meaningfully drawn. 39

52 Sophocles, 0.C. 644
el pot Jépig ¥ fiv. AN & xdpds 203 Gde
“(I would come to your palace) if it were permitted me.
But the place for me is here” (literally, ““is this™).

53 Soph. Electra 1177

Or. 7 adv 10 xhewvov eldog "HAéxtpag 166¢;
ElL 168 Eot’ &keivo

“Is this (person) before me the famous form of Electra?”
““This it is”.

In examples 52 and 53 83¢ (166¢) serves for deictic identification of what
is immediately before the speaker and hearer and might be pointed at with
a gesture of the hand. (By contrast &keivo in 53 signifies the girl Electra
as she has been heard of by Orestes, as xAg1vov €l8og. So the phrase 6 y&pog

3% My examples here are taken from Guiraud, La phrase nominale en grec, pp. 142f.
For the ambiguity between subject and predicate in such sentences, see my remark in
Chapter II, pp. 39f.
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in 52 indicates Colonos as the place known to Oedipus in advance, from the
oracle.) We may call this situational deixis, since it depends upon the
extra-linguistic environment of the speaker-hearer situation. The next ex-
ample shows the use of the demonstratives for contextual deixis, where a
relation is established to the preceding or following discourse. (For the
distinction between speech situation and context, see Chapter III §5.)

54 Herodotus I11.108.4
10 8¢ altiov Tovtov 168€ Eoti
““The cause of this (namely, of the supposed fact that a lioness
rejects her womb with her first cub) is as follows.”

In 54 to¥tov refers back to the preceding statement; t68¢ refers forward
to the coming explanation.

The special interest of 51-54 lies in the fact that 2ol in such sentences
represents the “is”’ of identity. This fact results here from the very character
of deictic words, whose function it is to identify their reference uniquely
(like first and second person pronouns). Hence demonstratives normally
occur in subject (or object) position, where the identifying-referring function
is normal. The cases where the demonstrative or personal pronoun appears
in predicate position are just the cases where the identification of the subject
has already been made by some other expression in the context. It is because
the same subject is thus identified or uniquely referred to twice that the
copula in such sentences has the logical value of an expression of identity.
And since we have in effect two referring expressions with &oti, the distinc-
tion between subject and predicate of the copula has no logical significance
here and perhaps no syntactical significance either, at least not in the third
person. (As we have seen, the subject status of a first or second person
pronoun is grammatically marked by agreement in the verb-ending.) What
we do have in such cases is a psychological or rhetorical distinction between
the “topic” and the “‘comment”, between the term which is already familiar
or expected and the new term which is only now discovered or announced.
In 52-54 the deictic form &8¢ serves precisely as this novel term or comment.
And it is perhaps only in this sense — namely as rhetorical comment — that
demonstrative pronouns can be said to occur in predicative position. (For
more remarks on the tenuous nature of the subject-predicate distinction for
two nominal terms with the same extension, see the discussion of the articular
participle below in §18.)

For a similar reason ~ namely, because it represents the new or unknown
term - we may perhaps consider 1{g the predicate in a question of the form
Who is he? From a grammatical point of view the 1ic o1 question could be
properly studied only in the framework of a general analysis of interrogative
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forms. My motive for describing it here has to do not with syntax but with
the history of ideas, and with the decisive role played by a question of the
same form in the philosophical articulation of Greek concepts of Being.
Plato’s designation of the Forms as adtd to & Eott and Aristotle’s designation
of essence as 10 11 o1t or 10 tf fv elvar both reflect the Socratic question
t{ ot which directs the search for a definition of courage, piety, or
knowledge. The definitional answer that is sought for will be a statement of
identity of a special type, and it will typically have the syntactic form of an
N is N sentence.4? Hence it will be interesting to note here, if only by way
of contrast, the use and scope of questions of this form in Homer and in
later non-philosophical literature, where this constitutes one of the charac-
teristic uses of the verb eiuf,

The typical sentence forms divide into two groups, which I label questions
of personal identity and interrogations of surprise and concern.

§12. tf{g {01t (GROUP 1): QUESTIONS OF PERSONAL IDENTITY

There is a well-defined set of literary formulae in Homer for dealing with
an important typical situation, the meeting and recognition of strangers — a
situation which in daily life seems to have been treated as a formalized
moment in the socio-ritval institution of guest-friendship (Eevia). In this
situation the question is naturally put in the second person: Who are you?
The striking fact about the use of this question in the epic is that it is not
interpreted primarily as a request for a proper name.

Take the famous episode in which Diomedes and Glaucus face one another
and refuse combat when they discover that they are ancestral guest-friends
(Eeivol matpdiot, 1. 6.231). Diomedes asks:

55 Il. 6.123
tic 82 ob &0, péprote, xatadvntdv dviphnwv;

“Who among mortal men are you, good friend?”
(Lattimore)

Glaucus takes this to be a question concerning his family origins (tin yevefv
¢peciverg 6.145) and answers with a genealogy in good form, mentioning
the city of his ancestors (Ephyre in Argos) and the region in which his family
is currently established (Lycia), and summarizing as follows:

40 Except when the subject is expressed as a substantivized adjective. So the predicate too
may be expressed in adjectival or participial form. For some typical examples of the
7l 8ot question in Plato, see n. 30 above, p.110.
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56 1I. 6.211
tavTng tot yevefig te xal afpatog elyopar elval
‘“‘Such is my generation and the blood I claim to be born from.”
(Lattimore)

Personal identity is defined here exclusively in terms of family and local
origin: Glaucus does not mention his own name, but only that of his forbears!
Hence the 1ig 2071 question is answered not by a straight-forward nominal
copula but by a predicative genitive in 56 and by a para-locative use of the
genitive with &k (6.206: “InndAoyog 8¢ ' Etikte, xal &k 100 onpt yevéodar).
For these forms of the copula see below, §§24 and 26.

The pattern of 55-56 is a typical one, which recurs again and again.
Thus when Achilles encounters Asteropaios son of Pelegon (ZI. 21.140ff.)
he asks

57 1. 21.150
tlg n63ev elg avdphv;

“What man are you, and whence?”
(Lattimore)

The doomed warrior answers by specifying his native land (elp’ &k ITaroving
£p1BdAov), his social and military role (TTefovag dvdpag dywv), the origin
of his family from the river Axios (adtap &pol yever| &€ *A&Lod edpL péovrog)
and his father’s name (21.154-160). But the Paeonian hero dies without
disclosing his own name, and Achilles boasts over the corpse by contrasting
his descent from Zeus with his opponent’s genealogy from the river (21.184fF.).
Similarly, when Priam on his way to Achilles meets Hermes in disguise,
he asks:

58 11 24.387
tlg 82 ov Eom, péprote, TV & EE écm‘ Toxfiov;
“But who are you, good friend, and from what parents are you?”

Hermes’ answer specifies a local group (Mupmdévev & EE eipt) and a
fictitious family background (rotf)p 8¢ pof ot IToAdxtwp), but he does
not bother to mention an assumed name.

Of course the same type of question may be answered by a personal name
in the case of a god, whose genealogy and distinctive status are matters of
common knowledge. Thus Apollo answers the who are you? question by
giving simply his name and ritual title: Phoebus Apollo of the golden sword
(11. 15.256). But the personal name comes with special emphasis in Odysseus’
self-disclosure to the Phaeacians:
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59 0d. 9.19

elp’ "Odvoedg AagpTiddng, 6 ot 6Loioty
av3pbrorol péde, kal pev khéog odpavov ixer.
vaietém & "134xnv ebdeiedov

“I am Odysseus, son of Laertes, who for all craft am noted
among men, and my renown reaches to heaven. I live in Ithaca,
a land far seen.”

(Palmer)

The patronymic and the local origin are here overshadowed by the fame of
the hero’s own name; and curiosity concerning his name was at the center
of Alcinoos’ query.4! Recognition scenes and question of identity run
through the Odyssey like a leitmotif, from the visit of Athena disguised as
Mentes in the first book to the final and most moving recognition of all, when
Odysseus meets his father in Book 24 (compare verse 1.170 with 24.298).
But the pattern is generally the same as in the Jliad.42 In the Homeric poems,
questions of personal identity are primarily questions of paternity and
genealogy, of local and social origins.

In classical times, and above all with the rise of the democratic polis, the
individual name assumes greater importance. The paradigm is Themistocles
whose own name was so much better known than that of his father. (See
Herodotus VII.143.1). It was presumably not his patronymic which
Themistocles in flight pronounced to inform his host or shipmaster who he
was (Thucydides 1.136.4 dnioi te¢ 8¢ ¢om; 1.137.2 ppdaler 1@ vavkinpe
Sotg dotl xai 31 & oedysr). The Sophists, as early cosmopolitans, are
regularly identified by name and city only: “Is there someone who is an
expert in virtue?” asks Socrates of Callias; “Who is he and where from and
how much does he charge?” *“Buenus the Parian”, he answered, ““five mina.”
(Plato Apology 20B tig (ot1), fiv 8§ &yd, xai nodands, xal ndoov hddoxer;
Etnvog, Epn, & Zdxpateg, ITdprog, névte pvdv.) In Athens after Cleisthenes
the citizen was to be officially identified by proper name and deme, not by

4 See Od. 8.550fT.

elr’ Svop’ &t o xelh xdieov ufimnp 1€ mathp €

...JOb név yép 115 mépnav dvovopsds ot avipdnmv

.G &ml mEo Ti9evtay, &nel xe tékwot, Toxfies.
So Odysseus begins his response with the name vbv 8 Svoua nprov pudficopar (9.16).
42 See also Od. 10.325, 14.187, 15.264, and 19.105, where we have the same formula as
in 1,170 and 24.298: ti¢ n6%ev elg GvSpdv; 1691 o1 mdL1G N15¢ toxfies. Note that this full
form underlies Glaucus’ answer to Diomedes’ briefer question in 55 above. For other
variants in the Odyssey, see 3.71(=9.252), 4.61, 4.138, 7.17, 7.238, 10.110, 15.423, 16.57,
17.368, 19.162. The proper name is perhaps more conspicuous in the responses here than

in the lliad (see Od. 1.180 and 24.306), but it may still be omitted (14.199-204, 15.267,
16.42511.).
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patronymic.48 But as we can see from Plato’s dialogues, the personal identity
in good Attic society was often established first of all by reference to the name
of the father. Thus in the introduction of the title figure in the Theaetetus,
Theodorus asks “Look whether you know him.” “I know him,” says
Socrates; “he is the son of Euphronius of Sunium .... But I do not know the
boy’s name” (144C yiryvdokw: 6 tof Zovvidis Ebepoviov ¢otly .... 10 &
Svopa obk olda Tob psipakiovn).

§13. 1 201t (GROUP 2): INTERROGATIONS OF SURPRISE OR CONCERN,
THE BACKGROUND OF THE SOCRATIC QUEBSTION 1f &ot1

The questions of personal identity discussed in the last section are only a
special case, even if a privileged one, of the interrogative form tig &ortt.
The pronoun tig can be used in agreement with a noun to ask What place
is this? What people? (tig v#i, tig 6fjpog; Od. 13.233), What would your
plan or thought be? (tig 8v 81 ot vdog &in; Il. 24.367), and so forth, And
the neuter form can be used to query the identity of things unknown, such
as the contents of the bag which Aiolus gave to Odysseus:

60 Od. 10.44
&AL’ Gye Ydooov tdbpueda St 148 Eotly,
8ocog Tig ypvodg te kal dpyvpog ok Eveotiv
“Come, then, and let us quickly see what there is here,
and how much gold and silver the sack holds.”
(Palmer)

In classical usage this generalized neuter interrogation takes an idiomatic
turn which expresses not only curiosity but amazement and concern, as in
Neoptolemus’ response to Philoctetes’ repeated cries of pain.
61 Sophocles Philoctetes
733 and 753 o Eotiv; “What’s the matter?”
751 o & Eotiv ot veoyudv EEaipvng;
“What’s this, so strange and sudden?”
Or in a comic vein, in the face of an absurd spectacle:
62 Aristophanes Acharnians 156f.
tovtl i &0t 10 xukdv;
...einé pou tovrl i fv;
“What is this horror? .... Tell me what it means.”
ibid. 767
toutl tf fiv 10 wpdypa;
“What in the world is this?”

48 Arist. Ath. Pol. 21.4.
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Approximately the same form may serve more prosaically as a request for
genuine information, as in Xenophon when scouts are sent to discover what
the situation is beyond a hill to which the enemy has retreated. (Anabasis
1.10.14 keledel kanddvrag ta Omep 1ol Addov i Eotiv dnayyethat; compare
I1.1.22 1i obv tabtd omv; “What does this mean?” in reference to the
noncommital statement xail fulv tadra Soxel dnep kal Ppacirel “Our view
is the same as the King’s.”)

These banal or idiomatic uses of the t{ &otL question bear only the
most superficial resemblance to Socrates’ request for definitions. There is,
however, a more philosophical use of the question which is attested before
Plato’s dialogues.

63 Aristophanes Clouds 250
Bodiret 1a Seta nphypat’ eidévar caplg
Gt dotiv 0plac;
“Do you wish to know divine matters precisely,
What they truly are?”

In Aristophanes this question is the prelude not to a search for definitions
but to a lecture on meteorology, and in this respect the poet is faithful to
the major trends in early Greek natural philosophy. By the nature of the
concepts under interrogation, and above all by the criteria used to test
the response, the Socratic question as posed in Plato’s dialogues represents
something new in the history of Western thought. The remains of early
Greek philosophical and Sophistic literature, from Heraclitus to the Hippo-
cratic Corpus, do show a certain concern for conceptual definition as part
of the investigation of the nature of things, and the verb be occasionally
appears in this connection.4¢ But the earlier investigation is dominated by
an almost Homeric interest in the genetic background and origins of the item
to be identified. The question as to what X really is is only gradually — and
perhaps first by Socrates — distinguished from the question how X originated,
where it comes from. The story of this intellectual innovation lies beyond the
scope of the study of elul undertaken here. I have cited the extra-philosophi-
cal examples of the ti o1t question only to show how certain current uses
of the nominal copula provided the linguistic form for the Socratic interroga-
tion, and to suggest how remote these uses are from the question which
interested the philosophers from Socrates to Aristotle, The structure of the
44 See for example Xenophanes fr. 29 vf] xal 33mp névt’ £69° Soa yivovi(ar) 113 gbovrar.
A closer approximation to Socratic concerns may be seen in the definitions (with omitted
¢otl) assigned to Heraclitus as fragment 112: cogpovstv dpeth peyiotn, xal cogin
&Andéa Abyewv kol nowetv xotd edow &ratovrag. Compare the remarks on “‘speculative

predication’’ in Alexander P. D. Mourelatos, The Route of Parmenides (New Haven, 1970),
pp. 57-61.
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Greek language made possible the formulation of that question, with its
multiple resonance with other uses of the verb, both veridical (““What a
thing truly is,” *‘what it is essentially’), and existential (““What is real,
substantial, permanent, in any thing”). But the philosophical question itself
is the work of one or two individual thinkers, not a product of the impersonal
genius of the language.

§14. THE PERIPHRASTIC CONSTRUCTION, WITH &lpl AS <“AUXILIARY
VERB’? AND A PARTICIPLE AS PREDICATE:
A SYNTACTIC DEFINITION OF PERIPHRASIS

Having discussed the copula construction N is @ for cases where the predicate
& is an adjective or a noun and for a few cases where it is a pronoun,
we come to the third major division, where the predicate is a participle.
This is essentially the problem of the periphrastic construction, or the use
of elpuf as an auxiliary verb. At first sight it might seem that copula con-
struction with participles is a wider phenomenon than periphrasis, and that
we must distinguish between periphrastic and non-periphrastic uses of N is ¢
for participial @. I shall argue, however, that the two phenomena should
be regarded as identical, that periphrasis is best defined in purely syntactic
terms, and that when it is so defined it coincides exactly with the copula
construction for participles.

Before treating the problem I might call attention to the particular philo-
sophical interest of this use. Since every verb has participial forms, every
verb may (in theory, at least) provide periphrastic constructions with be.
As a result, the verb be is, with the appropriate participle, in a position
to replace every finite verb form in the language, and it is theoretically
possible to transform every sentence into one that contains no finite verb
except be. Hence the importance of the periphrastic construction for philo-
sophical theories of be as the one universal or indispensable verb, from
Aristotle to the present day.48

The periphrastic construction in Greek has been much studied by philolo-
gists in recent years, with curious results. On the one hand, there seems to
be general agreement as to what is meant by a periphrastic construction of
be +participle: English provides typical examples in He is working, He is
gone for the day. On the other hand, a wide area of disagreement opens up
as soon as we turn to specific cases in Greek. An example that is clearly
periphrastic according to one interpreter is unrecognizable as such for the

45 The relevant passages in Aristotle and the Port Royal Logic are cited above, Chapter I,
n. 13 and below, Chapter V, n. 45.
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next student of the subject.4® Now we would in any case expect to find a
zone of borderline cases on which opinions will differ; but in this instance
the disagreement is so pervasive that even the existence of a solid core of
clear cases is not beyond doubt. It seems that the general agreement as to
what constitutes a periphrastic construction is only apparent, and that a
more precise definition is required before the controversy over particular
cases can be at all profitable.4?

Let us follow Aerts in identifying the periphrastic construction with the
use of glpi (and he includes Eyo as well) as auxiliary verb. Like most of his
predecessors, Aerts hesitates between two characterizations, one of them
lexico-semantic and stylistic, the other properly syntactical:

(1) As auxiliary verbs, ““to have and to be are used in an improper and
weakened sense” (Periphrastica, p. 2). “Periphrasis is unlikely ... when the
position of elvar ... suggests emphasis™ (ibid. p. 12).

(2) Strictly speaking, “the terms periphrasis or periphrastic are only used
when elvar or Exewv together with a participle express an elementary verbal
condeption, e.g. Koine fjv 8184oxwv=23{8ackev” (p. 2).

I suggest that, like the copula construction itself, periphrasis should be
defined in purely syntactic terms without reference to the meaning of the
verb, so that just as we admit the possibility of a copula construction with
existential or possessive force, so we must accept the fact that in some peri-
phrastic uses the verb is strong and emphatic.

I propose a syntactic definition of the following sort: the occurrence of
elpl +participle in a given sentence is periphrastic whenever there is only
one kernel sentence underlying both forms in the transformational source
of the given sentence. In most cases this obviously coincides with Aerts’
criterion of an ‘“‘elementary verbal conception” or monolectic verb form,
as when fiv d1ddoxaev is derived from 28i8acke, or I am teaching from
I teach.48 Discrepancies will arise above all in the case of so-called adjectivized
participles, which will nearly always be periphrastic on my criterion, e.g.
48 See the many points at which W. J. Aerts, in the latest and most comprehensive treat-
ment of the subject (Periphrastica, Amsterdam, 1955), reverses the judgment of his
predecessors on a given text; e.g. p. 31, where he says he must answer Bjork’s Gewalr
with Gewalt in settling an old controversy over the construal of Thucydides IV.15.3.
There are further dissents in K. J. Dover’s review of Aerts in Gnomon 40 (1968), 87f,
I myself am often inclined to reverse Aerts’ judgment on the periphrastic character of a
given text, and not only in those cases where he is disagreeing with some earlier interpreter.
47 K. J. Dover replies (in a letter) that he believes there is a solid core of clear cases among
Aerts’ examples. If so, it must be my aim to capture these by my definition, In order to do
so in a rational and coherent way, however, we will be obliged to include other cases which
might not generally be regarded as periphrastic.

48 S0 also in Dover’s illustrative example, Gnomon 1968, p. 87: Where John was baptizing

versus Where John was, baptizing. Since the latter is derived from two kernels (John was
there and John baptized), it is non-periphrastic on my criterion.,
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&péoxwv Eoti “He is pleasing (to someone).” Since here there is only one
kernel for copula and participle (namely &péoxet ‘“He pleases™), we have a
case of periphrasis.4? It is another question whether dpéoxav &atf is strictly
equivalent in meaning to its monolectic source &péokel. But this is not a
question which we can easily answer, nor should we have to answer it in
order to defing periphrasis. Both morphologically and transformationally it
is clear that every participle can be derived from a finite verb form (or from
its stem), and in this sense we can say that a construction of ¢oti + participle
is always formally and syntactically equivalent to a monolectic verb form.
It does not follow from my definition that every sentence containing both
a copula use of elpt and a participial form in agreement with the subject of
the copula will constitute an instance of periphrasis, since in many cases the
copula and the participle are derived from distinct kernels. This is more
easily seen if we begin with examples that do not involve the verb be.

64 11.11.612

Sv tva tolitov Gyel BePAnpévov Ex norépolo
“(Ask Nestor) who is this man he brings in wounded from the
fighting.”

(after Lattimore)

There is no suspicion of periphrasis here: BepAnuévov represents the typical
participial transformation by which one sentence is reshaped for insertion
into another. We have two distinct kernels: Nestor carries this man from
the battle and This man is wounded (BEBAntar). Let us call the kernel corre-
sponding to the finite verb, i.e. to &ye1 in 64, the “primary kernel”, and use
the term *‘secondary kernel” for the sentence underlying the participle
BepAnpévov.to

We come closer to the phenomenon of an auxiliary verb in a much-
discussed example with Eyet.

65 1l. 1.356(=507, etc.)
ELov yap Exe yépag, abtdg dnodpag
“(Agamemnon) has taken away my prize and keeps it.”
(Lattimore)
“It is quite clear, and no one has ever challenged this, that £ye1 has an

4% For this example, see 79 below. Contrast 69 where fiv ... dpecxduevog is non-peri-
phrastic, since fiv represents a distinct kernel,

8 For an equally clear case of non-periphrastic construction with elut consider this
sentence from the opening of the Odyssey (1.11): &v8’ GAlot pdv mévres .../olxot Eoav,
mOAepOV T8 nEPEVYSTeg 138 9dhacaav, As the comma suggests, the participle nspevydreg
represents a conjoined sentence (The others had escaped the battle and the sea) which is
distinct from the sentence with olxot Ecuv (they were at home).
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independent meaning here and it is not an auxiliary to £éAév.” % How can
we account for the unanimity in this case, when the criterion of “‘independent
meaning”’ so often leads to divergent judgments? The solution is to replace
independent meaning with independent syntactic origin, i.e. with my criterion
of distinct kernels. A construction like 65 is felt to be non-periphrastic just
because it is so obviously derived from the conjunction of two distinct
sentences: He has taken my prize and He keeps it. These two kernels are
tightly bound together in the resulting transform, where they share both
subject and object. But the judgment that we have two distinct sentences
here, corresponding to Exet and to the participle, is one on which all readers
can agree.52

The tightness or looseness of the fusion of kernels in a sentence like 65
has no bearing on the non-periphrastic character of the result; nor does
the latter depend upon the fact that the monolectic verb form fipnkev
“He has seized it,” was probably not available to Homer. This form occurs
in the fifth century, yet the Homeric formula &é\dv Exet continues to be
echoed by non-periphrastic phrases such as Aafaov Exet.

66 Sophocles Philoctetes 1234
aloypdsg yap adrd kod diky Aafov Exw
“I have and took (his bow) shamefully, unjustly”

Aerts (p. 137) speaks here of “a clearly periphrastic impression”; but im-
pressions differ, and syntax is a better guide. 7 hold (possess) his bow is
surely a kernel for 66; i.e. it accounts for both the form and meaning of
adtd ... Exw. And syntactically this is the primary kernel since it underlies

81 Aerts, Periphrastica, p. 128.

82 Strictly speaking, we have three kernels, since the participle &no0pag in 65 has essentially
the same syntax as éAdv, sharing both subject and object with &xei: There is a rhetorical
difference, however, in that drovpag is added as a kind of insistent after-thought, rein-
forced with its own subject expression in the intensive pronoun adtég; its separate status
is indicated in the Oxford text by a comma. Notice that the occurrence of a comma or a
normal pause between finite verb and participle will perhaps always show that the con-
struction is non-periphrastic, but not conversely. We cannot put a comma between ELdv
and &xet in 68.

My syntactic definition of periphrasis is compatible with Benveniste’s study of the
have-periphrasis in Hittite and in early Latin (Hittite et Indo-Européen (Paris, 1962),
ch. III). Benveniste formulates three criteria to distinguish Hittite hark- as auxiliary verb
from its use as ‘“‘verbe autonome”: (1) the independent verb has the lexical value tenir
(““hold,” **keep’”) whereas the auxiliary has the value avoir (‘*have”); (2) the tense of hark-
alone determines that of the sentence in the independent case, whereas the auxiliary + parti-
ciple together form a compound perfect tense, and (3) when hark- is independent, the
participle is a “‘membre d’un syntagme prédicatif,”’ i.e. it represents a distinct (secondary)
kernel. Criteria (1) and (2) also follow from the fact that in the non-periphrastic construction
it is the finite form of hark- which constitutes the elementary verb form in the primary
kernel of the sentence.
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the finite verb. The impression of a periphrastic construction, reinforced by
Jebb’s translation ““I have gotten it basely and without right,” is due to the
syntactically irrelevant (but rhetorically essential) fact that the injustice of
Philoctetes’ possession of the bow is due precisely to the deceit by which it
was obtained.

Truly periphrastic uses of £y®, in which the verb does not plausibly
figure in one of the kernels in the underlying structure of the sentence, are
much rarer in Greek than Aerts’ discussion would lead one to believe.
But the following may count as a clear case:

67 Euripides Hippolytus 932 (cited Aerts p. 143)

aAl’ A g &g odv olg ue SroPolmdv Exel [ oihov
“Has one of your friends slandered me in your hearing?”

An underlying sentence of the form tig pe Exet; “Does someone possess
(hold, control) me?”” seems to play no part in the structure of 67.

It would take us too far afield to consider further examples of xo +parti-
ciple. Judgments will naturally differ on particular texts, but at least such
disagreements can be sharply formulated on the basis of my syntactical
definition: Eyw +participle is periphrastic in a given sentence if and only
if there is in the transformational decomposition of that sentence no kernel
with Eyo distinct from the kernel for the participle. This definition cannot
produce mechanical agreement, since the kernels which a reader is willing
to recognize in transformational decomposition will depend upon his under-
standing of the sentence in the first place. What makes it plausible to pose
a given kernel is just that it seems to contribute something to the meaning,
and not only to the form, of the sentence under analysis. However, if my
syntactical formulation of the problem is substituted for the vaguer notions
of independent meaning (or “‘independent concept™), strong and weak sense,
emphatic position and the like, I believe that the area of disagreement as
to cases will be substantially reduced.

§15. APPLICATION OF THE DEFINITION TO elpf + participle

The definition just formulated applies without any further change when
eipt is substituted for &yw. I first consider some examples which are clearly
non-periphrastic, in order to show that my definition does in fact specify
that and why a given use is non-periphrastic. I shall then illustrate typical
periphrastic constructions, and finally (§§16-17) discuss some problematic
cases.
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1. Non-periphrastic Examples of Copula+ Participle
68 1. 5.177 (Aerts p. 14)

el pfy i 9edg Eom xotecodpevog Tpbdeooly
“(Shoot at him,) unless this be some god enraged against the
Trojans”.

We clearly have two kernels: This enemy is some god and He is enraged
(xotécaetatr) against the Trojans.

69 Hdt. 1.8.1 (Aerts, p. 10)
fiv vép ol tdv alypopdpav I'yng & Aaokdrov dpeokdpevog
péiiota

Here the two kernels are correctly given by Aerts in the course of his analysis:
“He had in his bodyguard (a certain) Gyges. That man pleased him very
well.” Note that the use of fjv in the primary kernel is existential-possessive,
but of course this is not a necessary condition for the construction to be
non-periphrastic. (We shall later see that it is not even a sufficient condition.)
In 68 above the primary kernel has &oti as copula with a predicate noun;
in 70 below the verb is a locative copula.

70 Xen. Anabasis 1.2.21 (Aerts p. 8)
g\ Eyeto 8¢ xal Zvévveoig elvar &ni tdv dxpov euAdttov Ty
elaforfv
“Syennesis was said to be on the heights, guarding the pass.”
The comma in the translation indicates the division of the two kernels.

71 Hdt. VI. 65.2 (Aerts, p. 43)
6 8¢ Aevtoyidng fiv &x9p0og 1® Anpophite paiiota yeyovig Sid
npfiypa totdvde
Here we have a case of maximum fusion between two copula kernels, an
identity of subject and predicate which is comparable to the identity of
subject and object for ¥x® in 65 and 66: Leutychides was (fiv) enemy of
Demaretos and He became (yeyovéx) enemy of Demaretos above all because
of the following incident.

2. Periphrastic Construction of Copula+ Participle

Periphrasis with the perfect participles is the oldest form and the only one
unquestionably attested in Homer.
72 1I. 1.388
fHreidncev pddov, 6 &1 tetehecpévog otl
‘“He uttered his threat, and now it is accomplished.”
(after Lattimore)
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Here the conjunction of &ot{ with the participle is formally equivalent to
teAeltar or dreheiero except for the variation of tense and aspect. (For the
same formula in the future with Zotat, see II. 1.212, 2,257, etc.) This may
serve as a paradigm case of what I call “unitary periphrasis”, where the
construction eipl +participle serves as a single compound verb form, com-
parable in sense and syntax to monolectic forms of the underlying verb (in
this case tehéw). I contrast this with ‘“‘copulative periphrasis”, where the
surface syntax of copula + participle is analogous to that of copula +adjective
(or, more rarely, to copula+noun). See below, §16.

Notice that the periphrasis with perfect middle participle in 72 is in effect
passive, but this need not be the case.

73 II. 6.488
poipav 8 of Tivd gnut teguypévoy Eppevar dvspdv
I say that no man has escaped his fate.”

Here the participle is syntactically transitive, with potpav as its direct object’
Nevertheless, we do not have a strong transitive or “resultative” in Chan-
traine’s sense, where the verb expresses *“‘le resultat qui porte sur objet.” 58
The typical use of the perfect in early Greek is to express the “fixation of
a result or situation” which concerns the subject only or primarily, rather
than a strongly transitive action affecting an external object.54¢ The same
value characterizes the perfect active participle in Homer.

74 11. 5.873
alel o1 piyiota Jeol tetAndreg elpdv [ dAAArov 16T
“We gods have always to endure the most horrible hurts, by
one another’s hatred”
(after Lattimore)

The periphrasis here is again unitary, constituting an almost passive aspectual
variant on the monolectic form tetAfikapev. (The latter might tend to have
the more active or dynamic sense: ‘‘we have dared to, have had the boldness
to do something”. Compare Il. 1.227 ofite Adyovd® tévar odv dpiothecoy
*Ayxaidv/téTAnkag Svpd. Similarly in 11, 1.543. In Od. 19.347, however, the
same stem is used with a passive sense: tétAnke 160a @peoiv.) The inert or
passive aspect of the perfect participles in Homer is naturally reinforced in
periphrasis by what we may call the static value of the verb &lpi, a value
which we will discuss further in the next chapter. The transitive construction
in 73 above may serve almost as the exception which proves the rule con-

58 Grammaire homérigue 11, 199,
84 For this characterization of the perfect, see Aerts, pp. 13ff. and 36ff,, following
Chantraine,
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cerning the non-transitive or non-resultative character of the perfect. The
participle nepuypévog is middle, i.e. typically intransitive; and the man who
fails to escape his fate is in effect passive, not active, with regard to poipa.55
I cite one post-Homeric example to illustrate the development of the resul-
tative perfect, i.e. of a periphrasis which is transitive not only in form but
also in sense.

75 Hdt. IX. 115
O16BaLog v p TIépong, B¢ 1d &k 1dV yepupéwy dnia Evialita
iV KekopLkdg
““The Persian Oiobazus, who had brought the ropes there
(to Sestus) from the bridge (on the Hellespont).”

§16. COPULATIVE PERIPHRASIS, WITH “ADJECTIVAL” PARTICIPLE

In 72-75 we have examples of unitary periphrasis, with little or no assimila-
tion of the participle to an adjective. The following three cases 76-78
illustrate a tendency to what I call copulative periphrasis, where there is a
surface analogy with an N is A sentence type rather than with an ordinary
verbal (NV) form.

76 Od.2.230 (=5.8; cf. 5.182) (Aerts, p. 13. n. 1).

ph tig En mpbopov dyavdg xal fimog Eoto
oxnrtolyog Paciields, undé ¢pesoiv alowa elddg,
A2’ alel yoiends " €ln xal alovda péfor

“Never again let sceptered king in all sincerity be kind and gentle,
nor let him in his mind heed righteousness. Let him instead ever
be stern, and work unrighteous deeds.”

(Palmer)

There is here a syntactical parallel between the perfect participle (aloipa)
elddg and the three adjectives (npdopav, dyavdg, fintog), which are con-
strued with the same copula form (¥otw) in the first verse of the quotation
— a parallel which is underscored by the omission of the copula in the second
verse. Yet the participial form has not been completely “adjectivized™; its
verbal nature (brought out in Palmer’s translation “heed righteousness’)
is utilized in the rhetorical contrast between alopa £i8dg (Eotm) and alovia
péCot (“let him not think just thoughts but do evil deeds’). We thus have a

85 Tt is perhaps no accident that Homer, who once uses the active participle nepevy6teg
for those who succeed in escaping war and sea (Od, 1.12, cited above in n. 50), regularly
uses the middle form in the negative (in the same context, Od. 1.18, in 73 above, in Od.
9.455, and in 1. 22.219; cf. Hymn 1o Aphrodite 34) for those who do not or cannot escape.
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unitary as well as a copulative construction at work: the participle is treated
both as a verb and as an adjective. (For the finite verbal form, see mepi
opsoiv alopa i1 in Od. 14.433)

77 Sophocles O.T. 89f, (Aerts p. 34)
ofite yap Ipacie [ ofit” odv npodeicag il 1 ye vOv by
“So far, thy words make me neither bold nor yet afraid.”
(Jebb)

Here, again we have an unmistakable surface parallel between participle
and adjective, so that a single copula form elpi serves for both. And yet the
periphrasis has not ceased to be an equivalent for the monolectic form
nmpolbdeica ““I shuddered in advance.” 56

78 Ibid. 747 (Aerts pp. 18f)
Sewvddg Gopd py PAénov & pavtig
““I fear the prophet may not be blind after all.”

Once more the surface analogy with an & is 4 construction is unmistakable:
the periphrasis is designed to bring out the contrasting parallel with tveAidg
glvat, as my translation suggests. Literally, however, pn BAérwv 1 is roughly
synonymous with pr| BAény I fear lest he see (the truth) after all.”

In these cases 76-78 what has been called ‘‘adjectival periphrasis™ is not an
alternative but a complement to the monolectic construal of copula+ parti-
ciple. Copulative periphrasis is not a distinct construction but an added
dimension of stylistic or expressive meaning made possible by an ambiguity
in the surface syntax, a certain fluctuation between the N is A and the NV
interpretation of periphrasis. In every case of periphrasis — by definition - NV
represents the underlying structure, the transformational source. But because
of the formal analogies between participles and adjectives, a copula +parti-
ciple construction can always be treated as a parallel to the sentence form
N is A. How far this possibility is exploited in any particular case will depend
upon the author and the context. Since this is essentially a matter of style
or rhetoric, it cannot serve as a basis for the grammatical classification of
different types of periphrasis.5?

58 Sce Aerts’ discussion of the value of the aorist here (p. 34), where he compares the use
of a finite form ExAavoa in Buripides.

57 Hence the inevitably arbitrary nature of Aerts’ decision in many cases, as to whether
or not a given passage is to be interpreted as periphrastic. When this question is posed in
syntactical terms, it admits a Yes or No answer (even where opinions will differ as to which
answer to give), since it asks whether we recognize one or more than one kernel sentence
underlying the copula + participle construction. But if the question is put in stylistic terms,
as to whether the verb &otl or fiv enjoys some “‘independence’” from the participle or
whether the latter is ““adjectivized,” it is a matter not only of degree but also of conflicting
rhetorical tendencies within a given sentence, as in 76-78. Under these circumstances,
a Yes or No answer is not even possible in principle. It is in the very nature of a powerful
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I distinguish, then, unitary and copulative periphrasis not as distinct kinds
of construction but as distinct tendencies within a single construction.
Theoretically, both tendencies are potentially present in every case of peri-
phrasis, since the surface structure is copulative (8ati +participle) whereas
the underlying structure or kernel is monolectic (U7 PAérwv § « un BAény).
It may be that there are some cases where, in practice, the copulative construal
(which implies an analogy between participle and a predicate adjective or
noun) seems simply irrelevant, and we might be tempted to speak of a
purely unitary use of periphrasis. The extreme case is the more or less
mechanical substitution of perfect participle +¢lpi for monolectic forms in
the perfect subjunctive and optative and in the middle voice of the third
person plural indicative (Aglvxdg & for Aehdkw, tetaypévotr fcav for
£1etdyet0).58 From this is derived the modern Greek use of the perfect
middle participle in the passive construction: elvor ypapuévo It is written
(where ancient Greek could have y&yparntor as well as yeypappévov £oti).
But whether in any given case we can say that the periphrastic construction
is felt as fully equivalent to a unitary verb form is not a question which
I know how to answer — not even for is written or was ordered in English.
As long as the two components of periphrasis are recognizably two, we do
not have a completely unitary surface structure.

On the other hand, as long as we do have a recognizable participle we
have the syntactical derivation from an underlying verb form and thus from
a kernel in which &oti does not appear: in every case of periphrasis, by
definition, the copula is transformationally derived as an aspectual or tempo-
ral verb operator on an underlying finite verb. The notion of a participle
which is completely adjectivized seems to be a contradiction in terms. We do
of course have some adjectives which resemble participles in form and are
probably derived diachronically from some lost prehistoric verb, although
they have no functioning syntactical connection with a current verb of the
same stem. Such is the case for the adjectives éxdv, dkov. And here it
would make no sense to speak of periphrasis. Where it does make sense,
that is, where there is a recognizable connection with finite verb forms from
the same stem, it is not clear what criterion could be used to define complete
adjectivization in Greek.5?

style to achieve a maximum of effects with a minimum of means employed, to convey
several different ideas or nuances with a single expression or construction, In such a case
to ask which effect is intended - as if one of them excluded the others — is to mistake the
nature of the stylistic phenomenon as such.

58 See Aerts, pp. 39-51.

59 For Aerts, p. 17 adjectivized participles “‘are characterized by frequent attributive and
substantival application, with meaning-fixation derived from the impersonal or intransitive
meaning of the verb.” The second criterion is too vague to be useful; the first is a matter
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For most of the examples on Aerts’ list (pp. 14f.) it seems clear that the
periphrastic construction is used and understood as a stylistically motivated
transformation of the corresponding verb, e.g.

npénov o1l  « mpémel

“It is suitable”  “It suits™
adpéoxwv ¢otl « apéoker
“he is pleasing” ‘“‘he pleases”

The only formal test I see for deciding when a participle acquires the syntax
of an adjective or noun would be when it loses the verbal construction with
accusative or dative object, as sometimes happens with the articular partici-
ple, e.g. ol tpocéyovreg Tobtov “hisrelatives’. (But note that ol npocéyovreg
ToUT® — with verbal syntax — also occurs.) But in the case of an articular
participle I would no longer speak of periphrasis, for quite other reasons
which will be specified. (See §18). And in most of the so-called adjectivized
participles the verbal construction is preserved; for example the dative is
used with dpéokwv &oti as with dpéoxer:

79 Thucydides 1.38.4
et tolg TAbooiy dpéokoviég Eopev, To108” Gv povorg odk dpddg
drapéoxoey
“If we are pleasing to most (of our colonies), it cannot be right
that we displease them alone.”

I do not claim that Greek participles never lose their verbal status, so that
their construction with elpl would cease to be periphrastic in our sense.
I do claim that the burden of proof lies on the other side, to define precisely
what is meant by the loss of verbal status and to show that it in fact occurs
for participles in Greek.80

of frequency, i.e. of degree (since every participle can take attributive position), and it
does not specifically concern periphrasis, where the participle is in predicate position.
The adjectival role of some participles is better indicated by the formation of adverbs from
them, as K. J. Dover reminds me.

80 ‘What would be required in the way of evidence can be seen from some cases in English
where we do indeed have occasional loss of participial status. For example, interesting
has become an adjective in This book Is interesting to me, where it no longer takes a direct
object as in This book interests me. Periphrasis for the latter would be This book is interesting
me, which is a possible but infrequent sentence form. (However, interesting is a very special
case, and its separation from the verb interest is probably due to the direct influence of
the French form intéressans.)

Note that some tests which show loss of verbal force for participles in English would
be useless in Greek. Compare Jespersen’s perceptive distinction between the two occurrences
of closed in When I came the door was closed (German war geschlossen), but I have no idea
when It was closed (wurde geschlossen). The second occurrence, but not the first, implies
priority of time between closed and came; and only the second was closed is a finite form
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§17. STATIC VALUE FOR PERIPHRASIS AND AFFINITY
WITH PERFECT PARTICIPLES.
SPECIAL CASES WITH EMPHATIC &otl

In the preceding section we illustrated the periphrastic construction of eipi
with present (78-79) and aorist participles (77) as well as with perfect forms
(72-76). The latter construction is the only one definitely attested in Homer.
It is by far the most common in classic literature, and the only one preserved
in current use in modern Greek (elvor ypaupévo It is written’”). There seems
to be a natural connection between the perfect forms and the copula con-
struction with eiui. This is recognized by Aerts in what he calls the situation-
fixing character of periphrasis in the perfect. And he suggests that this value
of the perfect has influenced the development of present periphrasis, which
is not progressive-active as in English I am building a house but “‘static in
character and usually intransitive in meaning.” %1 This description seems to
me correct, although Aerts’ historical explanation is more doubtful. The
same static-intransitive quality often attaches to periphrasis with an aorist
participle as well.

80 Sophocles 0.7T. 1146 (Aerts p. 33)
ol cwonfoug &on;
“Be silent once for all!”
(Jebb)

Even in the aorist, the stylistic effect of the construction with eipi is to present
the action or attitude as a sfafe or as a more or less durable property
characterizing the subject. Only in very rare cases is this construction
genuinely transitive in sense, describing an action that alters an external
object, as in 75 above. More often the construction is only formally transitive,
as in 73, 74 and 76: the periphrasis typically, and above all insofar as it is
copulative, describes the subject’s own condition or attitude. Hence even
verbs that are formally transitive may be used periphrastically without an
expressed object, precisely in order to focus attention on the subject as in
the case of see (77) and fear (78).

How far this tendency in Greek periphrasis is due to the influence of the
perfect forms, how far it is due to the very nature of the construction with
gipi (where the surface structure suggests that the participle assigns a property

of the verb close. But the corresponding perfect forms in Greek indicate aspect only, not
time sequence: dve@yuévn {v f| 90pa, corresponding to the first occurrence of was closed,
is genuinely verbal and hence periphrastic (=&vé@xto), and the distinction would have
to be made in Greek by shifting to the monolectic aorist passive (&vedx9n).

81 Aerts, p. 14; cf. p. 51.
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or quality to the subject, as an adjective does), I cannot say. What is worth
mentioning, however, is the affinity between this *“‘situation-fixing’” effect of
periphrasis and the general stative or static value of elul as copula, in contrast
to the mutative-kinetic value of the parallel copula verb ylyvopat “become’.
This static-durative character of elpi will be discussed at length in the next
chapter. Here I would only point out that the static aspect of the verb and
the adjective-like predicate syntax of the participle reinforce one another,
since a predicate adjective usually describes a lasting quality or state of the
subject. I suggest that it is this convergence of static tendencies in the peri-
phrastic construction which explains the preference for perfect periphrasis
in Greek, from Homer to the present. This is in a way the converse of Aerts’
historical hypothesis that the static character of present periphrasis comes
(by contamination, as it were) from the influence of the older use of perfect
periphrasis. But the latter use is itself left unexplained by Aerts’ hypothesis.

The general aspectual characterization just given applies to periphrasis
on any account, and not specifically to my definition. I should point out,
however, that my definition leads in some cases to results which are sys-
tematically different from those of earlier interpreters. Thus on my view
every case of adjectival periphrasis is also a case of periphrasis.52

81 Od. 18.327
av v¢ g epévag Eknenataypévos oot

““You are certainly some crack-brained person”
(Palmer)

We may say that ékmemataypévog is treated here as a noun, insofar as it
is nouns which are usually construed with tic. Hence we may properly
speak of copulative (or “substantival”) periphrasis. But the participle must
also be construed as verb or adjective in order to account for the accusative
of respect (ppévag): “smitten in your wits”. The form &xnenataypévoc does
not occur elsewhere, but the compound verb &krnatdoon is attested later
in the relevant sense, and the simplex natdoow is common in Homer.
Hence there is no doubt that we are dealing here with a participial transform
of &knenatdEar ppévag, “you are knocked out (of your wits).” Since the

%2 This might seem too obvious to mention, except that Aerts’ statements on the matter
lead me to doubt whether he would agree. On the one hand he describes *‘the combination
of a copula with a participle that has been completely adjectivised”’ as ‘‘adjectival peri-
phrasis” (p. 12: and so also for “‘substantival periphrasis™, p. 3); on the other hand he says
““There is no question of periphrasis if the participle is completely adjectivised’” (p. 17).
There is at least a regrettable confusion of terminology here; but there is also a real
disagreement about specific cases, as in example 81.
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copula £ooi cannot represent a distinct kernel, we have an unmistakable
case of periphrasis according to my definition.®3

Another result of my definition is that the initial position of the verb is,
by itself, no bar to a periphrastic interpretation.4 Word order in Greek is
a secondary feature of style or emphasis, but periphrasis is a question of
syntax.

82 Herodotus IV. 32
Al “Hol6dp pév Eott nepl “YnepPopéov elpnuéva, Eoti 8¢ xal
‘Opfpo &v "Eniydvoiot

The syntax of £o7t is the same in both clauses, but for stylistic reasons - per-
haps, for sheer variety — it has been moved to the front in its second occur-
rence. But even in the first clause we can render the verb as existential:
“There is something said about the Hyperboreans by Hesiod; there is also
something by Homer in the Epigoni.” Because of this strong value for éott,
perhaps no one has ever described this sentence as periphrastic. (Aerts does
not even discuss it.) Yet it answers to my definition: o7l elpnuéva is clearly
a transform of €lpnta1, and "Ho166@ pév Eott here cannot represent a kernel
sentence distinct from the participle. In 82 we have a periphrastic use of
&otu which is also existential in sense. In fact the point of the periphrasis
- Herodotus’ reason for saying £¢otl elpnpéva instead of elpmtat —is precisely
to introduce the verb with its existential nuance.

Hence it is not the existential sense of the verb as such which prevents
us from counting the following sentence as periphrastic:

83 Herodotus VII. 143.1 (Aerts, p. 7)
v 8¢ wdv 11¢ "AInvaiov dvip &g Tpdtovg vewoti rapidy, @
ofivopa pév fiv OeictoxAéng, nais 6 NeokALog Ekaréeto
“There was a man among the Athenians, having recently come
to the fore, whose name was Themistocles, and he was called
the son of Neocles.”

As my translation suggests, &g npdhrovg vewott mapudv can be taken as a
distinct clause (i.e. as derived from a distinct kernel) from the sentence
introduced by %v: There was a man among the Athenians whose name was
Themistocles (and who had recently come to the fore). On this reading v
mopuby is non-periphrastic, since the two forms are derived from separate
83 Aerts’ listing of this passage as ‘‘non-periphrastic”’ (p. 49 n. 3) is unexplained and,
as far as I can see, unmotivated except by his general reluctance to recogunize copulative
periphrasis as periphrasis four court. By contrast, the parallel he cites from I/, 13.681
(&v9’ Eouv ... vées ... elpopbvar, where the ships were, dragged up on the beach) is plausibly

derived from two distinct kernels, and hence really non-periphrastic.
84 Contrast Aerts, pp. 11f.



140 IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE COPULA USES

kernels. On the other hand, with Hude’s punctuation (reproduced above)
it is more natural to take whose name was Themistocles as a secondary remark
and to regard the primary sentence as There was a man who had recently
come to the fore among the Athenians. On this reading it becomes plausible
to describe the construction as periphrastic, since fjv 8¢ tdv 115 "ASnvaiov
avfAp (there was a man among the Athenians) cannot stand alone as a
complete sentence and calls out for its completion by napidv.8s

Sentences with initial eip{ are among those which have provoked most
controversy in the discussion of periphrasis. Without going over the familiar
list of disputed cases, let me point to one example which seems to me clearly
periphrastic (84), and one (85) which raises interesting problems that will
concern us in Chapter VL

84 Xenophon Anabasis V1. 1.6. (Aerts, p. 47)
EEEpepov (g 1edvnkoTa - fiv 82 0LBEV eEmOVIDG
“They carried him off as dead (sc. the warrior fallen in a mock
battle); but in fact he was not injured at all.”

Aerts regards the participle here as adjectival, and renders, “but he was
in-a-state-of-being-all-right.” I agree with the judgment as to an adjectival-
static nuance; but I repeat that adjectival periphrasis is still periphrasis.
fiv rerov3ayg is clearly a transform of némovIe (or énénove), and the verb
cannot be derived from a separate kernel.8® For the veridical force of the
initial fjv in 84, see Chapter VII §5.

85 Il. 11.722
Eo1L 8¢ 11 ToTapdg Miviiiog elg dAa BaAAov
gyybSev "Apvng
“There is a river Minyeios, which empties its water in the sea

beside Arene. (Lattimore)

65 Tn 83 the two constructions differ in syntax and emphasis, but not in sense. For an
example where the ambiguity between a periphrastic and a non-periphrastic construal
of initial o is significant, and surely intentional, see Aesch. Agam. 958

gotv Ydhaocou — tig 86 viv xatacBéost; -~

tpégovoa noAAfic mopeipag lodpyvpov

knkida rnayxaiviotov, eipdrov Bagdg
These words, uttered by Clytemnestra as Agamennon walks the fatal carpet to his death,
are open to two readings: (1) The sea produces purple dye (Eoti tpEpovea <1pépet),
periphrastic, and (2) There is a sea (of blood waiting for Agamemnon) in the house (Eoti
sc. &v doporon: cf. olkoig Orapyet in verse 961), non-periphrastic, since here tpépovoa ...
Bagdg is a secondary keinel: this sea will stain our garments red,
86 For similar reasons I must disagree with Aerts on many other cases of expressive peri-
phrasis, above all in Herodotus, for example VI. 37 fiv 6¢ 6 MiAt1adn¢ Kpoice 1§ Avdd
&v yvdun veyovdq. Aerts finds that *“‘there is little question of periphrasis here’” (p. 44);
whereas on my definition there is no doubt that the construction fjv ... yeyovd is peri-
phrastic for &v yvoun &yéyove.
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In Chapter VI §7 we shall see that 85 is modelled on a standard existential
sentence pattern in Homer (my Type II), where the initial £om is in every
case associated with a predicate of place, as here with &yyt3ev *Apfivne.
But 85 is unique in that the local specification is construed not directly
with Eoti but with the conjoined participle BdAAwv. We have as kernel
The river M. empties (BGAAer) into the sea near Arene. As in 82 above, the
finite verb is replaced by (i.e. transformed as) £€otv +participle in order to play
upon the value of initial £o11 as existential sentence-operator, in a sense to
be specified in Chapter VI. But a sentence-operator is not a kernel, and neither
in English nor Greek does There is a river Minyeios represent a complete
sentence. Hence 85 is periphrastic-existential in the same way as 82; and we
have a case of present periphrasis in Homer.

If this use of ‘““periphrasis” seems to involve too gross a departure from
the familiar connotations of the term, it would be easy enough to revise our
definition in such a way as to exclude specifically the existential use of sipi.
But the revision would be ad hoc, and 1 believe the interests of clarity and
generality are better served by leaving the definition as it stands and by
recognizing the fact of a periphrastic-existential use of eipi, just as we must
recognize a copulative-existential use with predicate nouns and adjectives
(below, §25).67

In conclusion, I must point out that although periphrasis is in principle
applicable to all verbs, and hence elui as auxiliary is capable of replacing
any finite verb form, the actual use of the construction is much more
restricted. If we set aside the expressive use of periphrasis by the poets and
the even freer use of the same construction in Herodotus, we see that peri-
phrasis in classical prose as in Homer is essentially a construction with
perfect participles. The use with present participles is infrequent; with aorist

87 My definition of periphrasis has the result of characterizing fewer cases of &xet -+ parti-
ciple as periphrastic and more cases of &oti+ participle then are admitted by Aerts.
Thus I would recognize periphrasis in a whole series of cases where the derivation of
goti + participle from two distinct kernels seems to me an empty jeu de Iesprit. A typical
example is Hdt. I. 146.3 tabra 82 fiv yivoueva &v MidAte. (So Aerts, p. 23; cf. pp. 6 and 9
for parallels: Hdt. I. 152.1 xata tdyog fiv t1abra wpnoodueva; L. 206.1 &g xarpodv Eotar
rabra tededpueva; similarly III. 134.4; IX 15.4 v 8¢ 10 8&lnvov moedusvov év Ofifno).
In such cases the participial phrase is added as a kind of stylistic afterthought, so that
Eoti -+ participle is not felt as an indissoluble unit. My definition could be applied in such
a way as to characterize these sentences as non-periphrastic. However, a syntactic analysis
that derives fjv ywépeva from two distinct kernels (It happened and It took place in
Miletus) seems pointless, since the kernels are not significantly distinct: the first gives no
information not also contained in the second. It is therefore more natural to regard such
sentences as surface bifurcations (i.e. periphrasis) of a single underlying verbal sentence
represented by the participle. Expressive periphrasis of this kind is a favorite stylistic
device in Herodotus.
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forms it is so rare as to be practically negligible.9® The periphrastic passive
(Botl fdiknpévog) is well established in the perfect; but the construction is
more common with active and middle-intransitive forms of the participle.

§18. THE ARTICULAR PARTICIPLE AS PREDICATE

As an appendix to the periphrastic construction we may consider one use
of the participle with eipf which I do not regard as periphrastic: when the
participle in predicate position is accompanied by the article. An articular
participle like ol Gpyovtes “the rulers” is essentially a brief description;
that is to say, it represents a source sentence pyovot “they rule” that has
been reformulated as a noun phrase which refers to the (understood) subject
of the original sentence: obtot “they”, “these men”, or Tiveg ““some persons.”
We might call this an agent transformation, in contrast with the action
transformation by which the same sentence is nominalized in terms of the
predicate: i &py1 adtdv or 10 Tobrovg Gpyewv “their rule”. (The term agent
transformation points to the fact that this transformation is parallel to the
formation of agent nouns, which also refer to the subject of their source sen-
ence: ol pyovreg like of &pyof “the rulers”, from Epyovot; 6 Epyalduevog
*“the one who is working” like & 8pydtng “‘the workman,” from épydletan
“he works.”) A similar transformation of a sentence into a nominal descrip-
tion of its subject underlies the structure of the relative clause, by which
we usually translate the articular participle into English: The one (or the
man) who is working in the field from He is working in the field.

In the case of the articular participle, then, there is always some subject
understood from the underlying sentence, even if the subject is specified
only in the vaguest way as someone or they. We may even say that the
underlying subject is represented by the article as such, which is in origin
a demonstrative-anaphoric pronoun and which functions still in classic
Greek as a weak pro-word. In its typical use the articular participle reshapes
its source sentence for insertion into another sentence as a description of the
subject or object of the latter: Abyovot 1dde of Gpyovteg Some men rule,
and they say as follows; ne136uela tolg Gpyovor Some men rule, and we
obey them. The peculiarity of the construction of the articular participle with
elpf is not that it is periphrastic (it is not, for the kernel underlying the
participle will always be distinct from the sentence frame with eipf into
% In my samples from Lysias and Xenophon, representing 300 occurrences of the verb,
there are 10 or 12 periphrastic constructions of which 9 are in the perfect. There is only
one example of a present participle that is unquestionably periphrastic on my definition:
Anab, 2.2.13 fiv 8¢ abtn 1\ orpatnyla oddev GAio Suvapévn §i drodpaval. In two other

cases, a periphrastic construal of the present participle can be defended: Lysias X1I1.39
fi g fiv &xdorte adtdv npootikovoa; ibid. 91 doefreto & fiv Ordpyovra keive dyadd.
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which it is inserted), but that the sentence with eipf identifies its subject with
that of the participial source. As in the case of “definite descriptions” in
predicate position after is, copula sentences with articular participles repre-
sent the is of identity.

The article as such is at best incipient in Homer, and the articular participle
is correspondingly rare. It is apparently never found in predicate or subject
position with elpui.® Hence we must turn to classical examples.

86A Lysias 1.16
Eot 8" Epn "Epatocdévng *Offdev 6 tabta mpdttov
““The man who did this’, she said, ‘is Eratosthenes of Oa.’”

86B 1bid. 19
guviiedny "Epatocdévovs...kal elrtov &t obtog 6 gourdy £ln
wpOg TNV Yuvaika
“I mentioned Eratosthenes ... and said it was he who was visiting
my wife.”

87 Xen. Anab. V.8.6
A oV €l 6 1oV xGuvovra dyaydv;
“Aren’t you the one who carried the sick man?”

88 Aeschylus, P.V. 771 (see Aerts, p. 42)
tig obv & Abowv &otlv dkovtog Atdg;
“Who is the one who will free him against Zeus’ will?”7¢

89 Plato, Charmides 166 D 8
Bappdv... aroxpivopuevog 1o Epatdpevov...Ea yaipety Eute
Kpitiag Eotiv elte Zaxpdtng 6 éreyyduevog
“Go ahead and answer the question, and don’t worry whether
it is Critias or Socrates who is the one being examined.”

In each case the articular participle represents an underlying sentence whose
truth is presupposed by the form of the given sentence: Someone is sleeping
with the speaker’s wife in 86, Someone carried the sick man (87), Someone
will free Prometheus (88), Someone is being examined (in the Socratic exchange
of question and answer) in 89. There is no question of periphrasis, since
the copula in the resulting sentence is never derived from this kernel which
underlies the participle. What the copula does is to identify the subject of

% The article (or article-pronoun) does occur once even with the participle of elui, but
in object position: Il. 1.70 8¢ {dn 14 t° ¢6vra 14 v 2oodueva; cf. Chantraine, Gramm.
hom. TI 244,

70 For this and other examples, see Aerts, p. 42. The sentence type is particularly frequent
in Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrarmus, where questions of identity constantly recur; see verses
139, 754, 819, etc.
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this underlying sentence by specifying a proper name or a deictic reference
(or in 88 to question the identity). In the resulting sentence we cannot
easily say which term is subject, which predicate. And it makes no difference,
since the sentence implies that the two terms are identical, i.e. that they
refer to the same extra-linguistic subject. (From the point of view of logic,
both terms are subject and the predicate is provided by the ““is” of identity.)
In a rhetorical analysis we can say that the “psychological” subject, or better
the topic of the sentence is the term already familiar from the context and
‘“present in the speaker’s mind”, whereas the psychological predicate or
comment is the new or unknown term, like the proper name in 86A, or who?
in 88. (But this criterion does not always give clear results. It apparently
specifies the articular participle as comment or “predicate” in 87; I doubt
if it applies at all to 89. Compare our earlier remarks on sentences of the
form This is that with pronoun as “predicate” in §11.)

§19. PERIPHRASIS COMPARED WITH OTHER USES OF
gipui AS VERB OPERATOR AND SENTENCE OPERATOR

In their periphrastic use gipi and €y, like be and have in English, are known
as auxiliary verbs, i.e., as secondary ‘‘helpers”” with other verb forms (in
this case, with participles) to constitute a sentence. In Harris’ transfor-
mational grammar these auxiliary verbs appear as a special case of the more
general concept of verb operator. A verb operator is a transformation that
introduces a new verb or a verb phrase taking the original kernel verb as its
“object” or, as I shall say, as its operand. Thus we have the elementary
English sentence He writes a letter as operand or source for the be-ing and
have-en transformations that yield He is writing a letter, He has written a
letter, respectively,”

The general characteristics of a verb operator are (1) that it leaves the
subject of the operand sentence unchanged, (2) it changes the form of the
operand verb (write — writing, written), and (3) it is a unary transformation,
that is, it does not conjoin two distinct kernels (e.g. it does not unite two
independent verbs which happen to have a single subject), but represents
only the transformational trace or difference between a single source sentence
and its transform,

It is clear that the periphrastic uses of eipl and E€yw, as defined above,
correspond to this description of a verb operator; and indeed it was Harris’
notion of verb operator that guided my own definition of periphrasis.

71 See Z. Harris, ‘“‘Transformational Theory”, pp. 374f., where the two periphrastic
operators (marked Y) are distinguished from other verb operators (marked U). In Mathe-
matical Structures (pp. 66-8, 72f.) both classes are listed together (as ®v).
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Thus between (uGS0¢) terehecpévog &oti in 72 above, §15, and its non-
periphrastic source, say pb80¢g teielrar (1) the subject is unchanged, (2) the
operand verb is changed to participial form, and (3) the verb &cti does not
represent a distinct kernel but is simply the *“‘trace’ of periphrasis. What the
more general formulation permits us to see is that the use of &oti here is
strictly comparable to that with agent nouns and adjectives derived from
underlying verbs. Syntactically, the relation between povebet ‘“He murders”
and povedg “murderer” is of the same general type as between govedet and
povedov ‘“‘murdering”, ¢oveboag ‘“‘having murdered”, etc., except for
certain resulting differences in the treatment of objects of the source verb.

) odrog govevetl TdOv dvIpwrov — o0btog 80Tl povedmv ToOV
Gviponov
He murders the man — He is murdering the man

)] odtog povedel 1OV dv3panov — 0btog £oTl povels tob Gvipdrov
He murders the man— He is the murderer of the man.?2

The difference in the case of the object in (1) and (2) corresponds to the fact
that the participle povebwv has kept its verbal character and thus takes the
accusative just as its finite form does, whereas the agent noun @ovedg can
preserve the underlying verbal object only in the genitive or (for some nouns)
in the dative.?™ The same transformational relation holds between verbal
sentences and a whole class of verbal adjectives, which we may call agent
adjectives:

3) odtog povebel dvIphrouvg — obTdg EoTt Povikdg (AvIphrmv)
He murders men — He is murderous (of men).
obrog &pyaleral 11— 001G 2ot Epyatikdg TIVOG
He produces something — He is productive of something.

There is of course a semantic or lexical difference between transformations
(2) and (3), on the one hand, and the participial periphrasis in (1), a difference
of meaning which corresponds to the fact that the latter is still verbal in
character and therefore preserves not only its accusative syntax but also its
temporal aspect. Hence, like the finite verb, the participial periphrasis
describes as an action (murdering, producing) what the agent nouns and
adjectives describe as a quality or characteristic of the subject (being
murderous, being a murderer). As we have seen, copulative periphrasis

72 It is unlikely that 2o1l povebmv occurs as a periphrastic in classical Greek, but I cite it
here to bring out the parallel. For actual examples of present periphrasis, see 78-79 in §16.
73 For the exceptional cases where a nominal form is construed with the accusative like
its underlying verb, see H. E. Smyth, Greek Grammar revised by G. N. Nessing (Cambridge,
Mass, 1956) §§1598 and 1612; e.g. EEapvog sl («—EEapvotuat) té Epmtdyucva.
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represents a tendency towards the assimilation of the verbal participle to
an ordinary nominal predicatc, but this assimilation is never complete.

When the periphrastic construction is passive in form, its transformational
structure is that of a sentence operator rather than a verb operator, since
it effects a change of subject relative to the active form of its source.

Caesar was murdered by Brutus« Brutus murdered Caesar.

The earliest unmistakable example of this passive periphrasis, with agent
expressed, seems to be in Hesiod:

90 Theogony 415
&dBavaroig te Seolal tempévn &otl pdhiota
“She (Hecate) is greatly honored by the immortal gods™

The agent represented here by the dative will appear as subject in the source
sentence Seol “Exdtnv tiudot “The gods honor Hecate.” (A similar passive
interpretation is possible for Homeric examples like u030g tetedecpuévog
totlif we assume that the subject has been zeroed : ““The word is accomplished
(by Agamemnon, by Zeus, etc.).””) This use of eipf in passive periphrasis
is largely restricted to the perfect forms, although it may occur with the
present participle. (Avbpevdg &ott as periphrasis for Adetar “He is being
freed” is rare or marginal in comparison with Aedvpévog o1l for AéAvtar
*‘He has been freed”.) In the aorist and future passive only monolectic forms
exist: 8A08ng “He was freed”, Av31ficetar “He will be freed.”

Non-periphrastic uses of a1t with adjectives in -16¢ are frequently passive
in sense. Their transformational structure is comparable to that of agent
nouns and adjectives, except where there is a shift in subject:

(1) non-passive adjectives in -16g
Svitég ot « Javeltat

He is mortal He will die
dvaioyovtdg ot « ody aioydvetal
He is shameless He feels no shame

(2) passive forms in -16g
dpuPatog ot norig (I, 6.434) « GvaBafvovot 1iv ndALy
The citadel can be climbed They climb the citadel
motog Eoti (pov) « moredon adtd
He is trustworthy (for me) I trust him

As these examples show, the sense of the adjectives in -t6g need not be
passive, but it is always or typically potential or dispositional, Unlike the
cognate Latin forms in -tus, the Greek forms are not participles describing
the action of a finite verb as such but true adjectives which characterize their
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subject. Thus a motdg £raipog is not simply @ companion whom I trust but
a trusty companion, one who deserves or inspires trust.
Verbals in ~téog

There is a closely related class of quasi-adjectival forms which do not express
possibility or dispositional tendency but rather obligation or necessity, and
which remain essentially verbal rather than adjectival in their syntax. In their
“personal” use in agreement with a subject, these adjectives are always
passive. Their use is practically limited to predicate position with &oti
(which is often omitted); they rarely occur in oblique cases and perhaps
never in attributive position with a noun.?

91 Xenophon Anab. 11.4.6
motapdg & €l pév i xal GAhog dpa fiptv £ott SraPatéog
“Whether some other river must be crossed by us (I do not know)”
«mnotapdy SraPaivopev
“We cross a river.”

92 Xen. Memorabilia 111.6.3
dpeintéa oot 1 tolg ol
“You must benefit the city”

For the impersonal construction of these verbals see below, §30.

§20. THE NOMINAL COPULA CONCLUDED.
SUMMARY OF VERB AND SENTENCE OPERATOR USES OF &ipf

We have considered six constructions in which eipi plays the role of verb
or sentence operator, three of them involving a passive transformation with
change of subject. The analysis of §19 can be summarized in the following
outline.

I. Simple (active) transformations with eluf as verb operator
A. Active periphiasis
Brénwv 2otl « PAtnel (see 78 above, in §16)
B. Agent transformations
1. Agent noun
@oveds 0Tl « povedel
gpyamg dotl « Epylletar
74 This is presumably why Chantraine (Formation des noms, p. 309) says that these forms
‘‘ont été durant toute I'histoire du grec ancien senties comme faisant partie de la con-
jugaison”, like the passive periphrasis. Chantraine cites as the earliest example of T
@ateldv ‘‘unspeakable’ in Hesiod, Theog. 310. But this form is rather an adjective than a
verbal (note the accent), and scarcely distinguishable in meaning from the corresponding

form in -16¢; cf. Topydves ... od eatal in Scutum 230. For details on the forms in -téog
see Bishop, 4JP 20 (1899), 1,121,241,
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2. Agent adjective

povikdg Boti « govedst
Epyatikdg 0Tl « EpydleTal

I1. Passive transformations with €ipi as sentence operator

A. Passive periphrasis
Huenpévos fiv (2yd) drd tobTov « 00105 pe Hdiknoe

B. Passive adjectival transformations

verbal adjective in -16g
apPardg Eott Mg « dvaBaivovot Tiv ndi

Compare other passive adjectives such as épydowa (yopie) workable, tillable
(land) « EpydLovrar (1d yopia) They work the land.

C. Verbal in -téog

rmotapdg Tig Hpuiv Eatl Srufatéog « SwaPaivopev TdV ToTONOY

In the periphrastic uses (IA and ITA) eipf is recognized as an auxiliary verb;
in its construction with agent nouns and adjectives (IB1 and 2) it would
probably be regarded as an ordinary copula (and so likewise for passive
adjectives such as &pydowog under IIB). The construction with verbal
adjectives in -16g and -téog belongs somewhere in between: &oti construed
with forms in -t6g appears to be a normal copula, while with forms in ~téog
it seems closer to an auxiliary verb. Despite these surface distinctions,
however, there is a deep analogy between the syntactic status of the verb
in all six cases, since it is introduced into the transformation of a verbal
kernel which does not itself contain eipf. What all these transformations
have in common is that they introduce no new words other than eiui but
only add a morpheme to the stem of the underlying verb, namely a participial,
agent noun, or adjectival suffix: -@v, -pévog, -g0g, -1k6g, -16g, -Té€05 etc.
{And in the passive forms we have the additional change of the underlying
subject N from the nominative to the dative or the genitive with Hrd.)

In this connection I must mention a small number of verb operators and
a large class of sentence operators where eipi functions not alone but with
a predicate adjective or noun. Some of the sentence operators have already
been treated in the description of the cop 4 and cop N construction for
sentential subjects. But the verb operators have a striking form of their own
which recalls the periphrastic construction by its union of slpi with a
participle; dnAdg (pavepds) eipl tobto nowdv, “I am clearly doing this,
am plainly seen to be doing it.”
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93 Lysias XII1.92

el tolvov 11 Exelvot dyadov tiv nélv §j 10 mAfiSog 1o dpétepov
pavepol elol teroinxbeg

“If these men have clearly rendered some service to the city or
to the people”

94 Xen. Anab. 1.10.6

gv to0t® kol Paciiedg dfiAog fiv mpocidv waAiy, dg £56kel,
dmiolev

“At this point the King was seen approaching again, as they
thought from the rear” 75

Like the periphrastic, this construction has its kernel verb represented in
the participle (neroinkdteg, npocidv); the operand sentences are They have
rendered service, The king approached, The cop A operator with 8fjAog or
@avepog is in effect an adverb: piainly, in clear sight.

The construction just illustrated is not peculiar to glpi. The cop 4 phrase
functions here like many finite verb forms which are construed with a
“supplementary” participle representing an operand kernel: the opposite of
8fiLog el mowdy is Aav3ave mowdv “I escape notice doing it”. Similarly
adverbial in sense are Toyyave mowdv “I happen to do it”, “I am doing it
just now”, pddve mowdv “I do it quickly (before someone else).”” Other
constructions of the same form correspond to standard verb operators in
English: &pyopar mowdv “I begin doing it”, neipdpon nowdv, I try doing it”,
etc.”® With some of these verbs eipi itself may appear as the kernel participle:
Eévog Bv Ethyyavev adt® “He happened to be (=*“in fact was”) Cyrus’
guest-friend” (4nab, 1.1.10). In this case the construction of €ipl is an ele-
mentary example of N is A which undergoes the toyyGve +participle operator
as does any other elementary sentence form. (So also with a locative use of

7 The construction is frequent in classic prose, e.g. Anab. 1.2.11, 1.5.9 (8fjhog fiv dg
onevdav), 1.9.11. So with yiyvouar as suppletive in the perfect: Anab. 1.6.8 &nifovAiebav
Mol pavepog yéyovag.

For similar constructions with other adjectives see xbOp16¢ elpt npdoowv, kpelrtav v
uf Asvtovpynoag, n6AAOG fiv Alocouévog, etc. cited by Schwyzer-Debrunner, p, 393.3.
78 For a fuller list, see Smyth §§2089-105. For similar constructions with a ‘‘supplementary
infinitive,” ibid. §§1989-2000. The constructions with indirect discourse, verbs of per-
ception, and verbs like keAebw ‘‘command”, néun® “‘send (to do),” belong in a different
class, since they are all sentence operators. Some verbs function both ways, with or without
a change in voice: ravopum woudv “‘I stop doing it” is a verb operator, but nadw ce
molofvra “‘I stop you from doing it”’ is a sentence operator. As Harris points out, many
verb operators can also be described as sentence operators of a special type, namely,
where the subject of operator and operand verbs coincide. See Mathematical Structures,
pp. 72-5.
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eipl at Anab. I11.7: &tdyyave mapd Ticcagépver &v e« mapa T. fiv.)

In addition to the ““personal’ construction of 8f{Aog and pavepdg as verb
operator with the copula, we also have their “impersonal” construction as
sentence operator: dfjlov (Eot) Sti..., pavepdv (8ot) Sti... “It is clear
that....” The impersonal construction as such is described below, §30. Here
I note only that it is possible to construe the that-clause (&ti+sentence)
as the subject of 6fjA6v £o711, just as we can construe the infinitival clause
as underlying subject of cop A in the use with sentential subjects described
above in §6. From the transformational point of view, all second-order
uses of the copula with sentential subjects are properly described as sentence
operators, whether this copula construction has the form *N is 4 (dpyaréov
8¢ pof 2ott ... YécJar kéhevIov “It is hard for me to make a path” I/. 12.410)
or *N is N (&véyxn 82 v otpatnyod dkpoldicdar “It was necessary for them
to obey the general” Lysias XII1.79). Thus the uses of cop N described in
§10, like those of cop A in §6, may be grouped here with dnL6g (pavepds)
eipi as compound verb and sentence operator functions of eluf in conjunction
with a special noun or adjective (generally of adverbial or modal meaning),
as distinct from the similar functions of eluf alone which were summarized
at the beginning of this section.

§21. COPULA CONSTRUCTIONS WITH ADVERBIAL “PREDICATE”
(cop adv)

The adverbial copula is listed here by way of transition between the nominal
copula described in §§3-20 and the locative (and paralocative) copula to be
treated in §§23-25. Hence I exclude from the present section all uses of the
verb with local adverbs (including &kag “far”, &yyhg “near”, ywpig “apart™),
as these belong below under the locative copula. I also exclude adverbs of
time and duration, since I do not regard their construction with eluf as
copulative but rather as adverbial in the usual sense. (For example ob 8%yv fiv
“He did not live long”, &t’ eiofl “They are still alive”; for these uses see
Chapter VI §6.) The forms to be considered here are certain adverbs of
manner whose meaning in construction with eljf approximates to that of
an adjectival predicate, so that the resulting sentence may be regarded as an
instance of N is ¢ and assimilated to the nominal copula.

One distinct class of cop adv with personal subjects consists of three or
four terms for silently, in silence: axfjv, Gve® and in Attic olya. (I omit the
Homeric form dxéov fiv (II. 4.22), since its adverbial status is neither clear
nor constant: elsewhere we have a feminine ending dkéovca.) The first two
adverbs occur in typical Homeric formulae; the last is used as predicate in a
solemn and perhaps archaic turn of phrase.
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95 11.9.29
& Epad’, ol 8 pa navieg axnv Eyévovro oronf.
v & Gvee Noav temndteg vleg "Ayaudv-
Oyt 88 81 petéeine Ponyv dyadodg Atopndng
“So he spoke, and all of them were stricken to silence;
Forsometime the sons of the Achaians were speechless in sorrow;
but at long last Diomedes of the great war cry addressed them.”
(after Lattimore)
96 Od. 4.285 (cf. 2.82)
£€vd dhhot pev navteg dxnyv Eoav vieg "Axaidv
“Then all other sons of the Achaians were silent.”

97 Euripides Hec. 532
olya ndg Eoto Aedg
“Let all the folk be silent!”
cf. Ar. Acharnians 238: otya nGg (sc. £0t0)

Since the three expressions seem to be archaisms, it may help to consider
their etymology. olya is apparently an old adverbial form (like ndka, Alna,
tdya) from a root common to German schweigen; dxfv is said to be an
accusative form of an unattested noun corresponding to the adverb fixa
*“‘gently, slowly”’; Gve® was perhaps an instrumental form construed like the
“comitative dative” olonf} in the first verse of 95, although some ancient
commentators parsed it as a nominative plural.??

Grammarians have cited these and other adverbial constructions of elpf as
indicating, in Munro’s words, that “the verb is not a mere ‘copula’ but has
a meaning which the Adverb qualifies.” 78 Since the case illustrated in 95-97
is the most “‘concrete” of all adverbial uses of eipi (with personal subject
and precise descriptive content), we may consider whether this can throw
any light on the Urbedeutung of the verb. I offer the following remarks in a
very tentative spirit, and I would not offer them at all if they did not seem to
be confirmed by the purely synchronic analysis of the be-become system
presented in Chapter V.

In 95 we have a clear contrast between Gxfyv &yévovto “they fell silent

77 See J. B. Hofmann, Erymologisches Wérterbuch des Griechischen, s. v, v. dxéov, o1yf;
Chantraine, Grammaire homérigue 1 249, 251. Other views in H. Frisk, Griech. Etymol.
Waérterbuch.

78 Homeric Grammar, p. 154, (Munro is actually referring to the construction with
adverbs in -wg described below.) For similar comments, see Kithner-Gerth, 1I, 38;
Chantraine, Gramm. hom. II 9: ‘‘Dans ces examples, le verbe elvatr présente sa valeur
pleine de verbe d’existence.”” This seems a considerable exaggeration in the case of most
adverbial uses, though it may be true for 0088 &7v fiv ‘‘He did not live long,”” which is one
of Chantraine’s examples.
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then and there (Gpa)”, and 87v lvew fioav “they remained speechless for
a long time (until at last Diomedes spoke).” The lexical contrast between
eipf and yiyvopar tends to coincide here with the usual present stem/aorist
stem contrast between the punctual-inceptive and the durative aspect, with
yiyvopat functioning as suppletive aorist for eipf. More exactly, as we shall
see in the next chapter, the contrast can be characterized in terms of the
general opposition of static-kinetic or stative-mutative aspect. If &yévovro
in such expressions indicates the entry into a new state, the passage from
one condition to another, by the same token we can say that dven fjoav
indicates the standing or remaining in a given state, the persevering in a
certain condition. The verbal force of eipu{, which the adverbs modify, can
best be rendered by expressions like stand (in the metaphorical sense), stay,
persist in a certain manner, as it were “frozen” in a certain state.

§22. THE COPULA WITH ADVERBS OF MANNER IN -(¢

This construction is less suggestive for the meaning of eipi but more
important as a productive syntactic device.

1. With Personal Subjects

98 0d. 11.336
Qainkeg, ndg Supty dvip 35¢ paivetar elvat
eldb6¢ 16 néyeddg 1¢ 162 ppévag Evdov loag;
“Phaeacians, how seems to you this man in beauty, height, and
balanced mind ?”
(Palmer)
99 1I. 4318
ndia pév tot Eydv £3€Aotut kal adtdg
@ Epev g 81 dSlov "Epevdaiiova katéktay
“Truly would I also wish to be so
as I was when I cut down brilliant Ereuthalion.”?®
(after Lattimore)

Here nég and (¢ serve as interrogative and demonstrative pro-word for a
description which might be given with the ordinary nominal copula or which
need not use the verb be at all.

7% Seealso I1. 11.762 & Eov, el mot’ Eov ye, pet’ dvdpdowv discussed below as39 in Chapter
VII §6, Munro (Homeric Grammar. p. 154) compares the use of Suota and Toa as adverbial
predicates with elpl in Thuc. 1.25.4 and II1.14.1. There would be one Homeric example of
this neuter pl. adverbial predicate if Allen’s text for Od. 14.176 is accepted: xal piv Spnv
¥oosodar &v aviptow of 71 xépewa/natpds Lolo ofdloto, 8énag xal €180¢ dymtdv (note
the parallel in sense to 98 above and to &¢ Bov ... uet” dvdpaoty in I/, 11.762). However,
yépewa is the reading of Aristarchus; the MSS. have xepeilo.
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The only other examples I have found of adverbial predicates with personal
subjects are the post-Homeric forms éxroddv and &uroddv, which may be
mentioned here with other *“‘concrete” uses of cop adv even though these
are not adverbs of manner in -wg. They are in fact frozen monolectic forms
of the locative (and paralocative) phrases &k no8®v and &v woci. For the
construction see e.g. Lysias XIII.7 fjyoBvto 8¢ obdev dAho coioty Eurnodhdy
elvar § ... Tovg otpatnyobvrag “They judged that there was nothing in their
way except ... the generals”; cf. ibid. 90 obk Eotiv fuiv unodmdv {oddév);
so &kmoddv noficacdal tiva ibid, 24 and 43; Hdt. VI 35.3 MiAtiddea ...
BovAdpevov Ekroddv elvar (sc. tfig ITeroiotpdtov dpyfic) “Miltiades, wishing
to be clear of the rule of Pisistratus.”

One other isolated adverbial construction with elpf is represented by Giig,
“in plenty” ‘“‘enough”, which is construed (1) as a quantifier word with
concrete subjects and an existential-locative or possessive use of elpi (I1. 3.384
nepl 8¢ Tpwal Mg fioav “There were Trojan women in a crowd around
her;” Il. 14.122 &g 8¢ oi fjoav &povpar “He had fields in abundance™),
where its syntax is like that of an undeclinable form of the adjectives dAfig
“crowded” or moAloil “many”; and (2) as a sentence operator (with &o1{
understood): | o0y Gig 8tri... “Is it not enough that...?” (Il 5.349).
For further details, see LSJ s.v. Aic.

2. Adverbs of Manner in -o¢ with Abstract N
100 Hdt. IV.134.2

BovAfig dyadfig 8t Sxwg doparéag ) koudd fiulv Eotartd dnicw
“We need good counsel, so that our return may be safely carried
out.”

101 Thuc.IV.10.3

kal tov moAéuiov dewvdtepov EEopev un Pedlog adtd mdiwv
ofong tfig dvaywphoewg, fiv kal b’ fudv frdlntar
“QOur enemy will become more formidable from the difficulty of
his carrying out a retreat, even supposing that we repulse him’ 80
(after Crawley)
So with yiyvopot in the same construction.
102 Thuc. 11.14.2

yorendsg 8¢ adtolg S1d 10 alel elw3évar sodg mordodg &v tolg
dypoilg Sratdcdm 1) dvdortaoig yiyvero
“The removal (to the city) was hard for them, because most of
them had always been used to live in the country.”

80 T give the traditional text, as in Kthner-Gerth I, 38. Stuart Jones in the O.C.T. prints

the variant reading $qdiag ... ofong, which normalizes the copula construction — need-
lessly, as the parallels in 100 and 102 show.
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In 100-102 eipi and yiyvopat are not really copula verbs but “verbs of
occurrence,” with the lexical value take place, occur, proceed. This con-
struction of the verb with action nouns as subject properly belongs with
existential sentence Type V in Chapter VI §15. On the basis of the syntactical
analysis given there, it will be seen that the adverbs dogarews and pading
can be construed here with xoud? Eotat and dvaywpfioewg ofong because
they are properly construed with xopifovtal and dvaydpovot in the kernel
sentences underlying 100 and 101. Hence these examples are not structurally
comparable to the other uses of cop ady illustrated in this section.8!

3. Adverbs in -ag with Sentential Subjects or Impersonal Construction

One Homeric example with an infinitival clause as underlying subject is
perhaps to be regarded as a parallel to 100-102:

103 11. 7.424
Evla Swayvidvar yahends fiv Gvdpa Exaatov
“They found it hard to recognize each individual dead man”
(Lattimore)

Whether or not the infinitive is regarded as subject in the surface syntax,
the construction of the adverb is certainly to be explained by an underlying
yoiendg Stayryvdokovot, “They distinguish with difficulty.”

In a quite distinct category we have a group of constructions with no
specific subject expression provided by the context and with a predicate
adverb indicating good or bad fortune.

104 17. 9.551
169pa 8¢ Kovpfiteoor xakdg fiv
“(As long as Meleager was fighting) so long did things go ill
with the Couretes.”

Similarly with suppletives for elpi:

105 1. 9.324
xaxd®s 8 dpa ol néiet adrf
“It goes badly for (the mother bird) herself”.
106 Hdt. 1.8.2
xpfiv vap Kavdadrn yeviéoSar xaxdg
“It was inevitable that disaster should befall Candaules.”
81 A more complex example of cop adv with abstract subject, for which I can cite no exact
parallel, was pointed out to me by K. J. Dover: Aristophanes Frogs 953: ob ool yadp ton
repinotog xaAiiota nepl ve tovtov “(Drop the question of democratic sympathies.)
Conversation on this topic is not a good idea for you.”” Here £oti xG@AAiota functions as
the superlative of £ati xak®x; (see below, sentence 108); but the subject is an action noun

equivalent in deep structure to your talking about democracy. The closest parallels are with
unspecified sentential subjects below, 107-109.
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This single formula for misfortune is balanced by several expressions for a
favorable outcome.

107 Euripides Medea 89
el yap Eotat
“It will be well” (Compare eb yap eln ‘“Mayit be well”’ in Aesch.
Ag. 217))
108 Ar. Plutus 1188
kol Eotan yap, Hv 9e0¢ Ay
“It will be well, if the god is willing.” 82

The polar contrast of good and evil fortune which characterizes the
construction in 104-108 is clearly alluded to in 109 and probably explains
the adverb in 110 as well:

109 Thuc. 1.78.2
drotépug Eotar v AdNAY xivduvedetal
“The risk is uncertain, whetber of success or misfortune.”
110 1. 5.218
napog &’ obk Eooetar HAAwg,
nplv v’ Enl vod 168 avdpi oLV Inrolotv kai Byeocov
avnifinv... metpndfjvai
“Our luck will be no better until you and I face this man in
force with horses and chariot.”

In 104-110 the subject of eipl and suppletives is vaguely the situation, the
course of affairs, but since there is no specific sentential subject provided by
a clause or sentence in the context we may describe these uses as “‘imper-
sonal”. The verb has its most general meaning of (how) matters stand,
corresponding to the expression of state or condition for personal subjects
in 95-99, This general meaning is close to the sense of the verb in the veridical
construction described in Chapter VII, where the most typical form involves
an adverb in -wg: obtw Y 1éde v Eotl, Og dyopederg “These things are so,
just as you say”’ (II. 24.373). Further examples will be given in Chapter VII.
The following instance is perhaps closer to the use as verb of occurrence in
100-101 and in Chapter VI §15:

82 Comparable in sense but with a more definite sentential subject is a construction like
#5&wg Gv adrolg eln “It would be pleasing to them’ Demosthenes LIX.30. This is
equivalent in meaning and comparable in structure to the idiomatic use of elu{ with dative
participle, which does not have a place in my classification (although it might perhaps
be listed as ‘‘predicate dative’” below, next to the predicate genitive): Il. 14.108 &uoi 3¢
xev Gouévep €ln, where Lattimore’s translation specifies the sentential subject: ‘‘What he
says will be to my liking."’ For the parallel Attic expression Bovlopévoig £In, etc. see LSJ
s.v. glul C.I.3.
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111 1i. 11.838
i T Gp Bot 143¢e Epya; ti PpéZopev, EdpOnod’ fipag;
“But how shall this be, my lord Eurypylos? What shall we do?”
(after Lattimore)

For the continuation of this topic, see Chapter VII §5.8%

§23. THE LOCATIVE COPULA

Strangely enough the traditional discussions of the verb be either fail to
recognize the syntactic paraliel between the nominal and the locative copula
or else fail to make any systematic distinction between them. Thus two of
the most widely-used authorities in classical philology, the Liddell-Scott-
Jones Lexicon and Kilhner-Gerth’s Ausfilhrliche Grammatik, both restrict
the term ‘“‘copula” to the case of the nominal copula, with a predicate
adjective or noun in agreement with the subject.®4 In comparative philology,
on the contrary, the wider sense of copula is current but no difference in
principle is recognized between the nominal and locative constructions. Thus
in discussing the origin of the copula Brugmann cites sentences like I am here
next to those of the form N is 4, N is N: The soldier is brave, He is a soldier;
and Meillet begins his classic article on the nominal sentence with the two
examples Pierre [est] savant, Pierre [est] dans la maison 85

This contrast between the two points of view is understandable The
Greek grammarians are concerned with formulating rules for the agreement
of predicate adjectives and nouns, and these rules have no application to
sentences with a locative copula. The comparative philologists were interested
in more general phenomena, such as the omission of the verb be, which
affect both types of sentences to an equal extent. Above all since Meillet’s
study of the nominal sentence, the theory of the copula in I.-E. has been
dominated by the example of languages like Russian and Arabic, where the
verb be is lacking in the present indicative for both types. As a result,

88 ] mention here, since it is listed by the grammarians together with examples of cop adv,
the use of the adverb of intensity pdAa with a construction of elui, e.g. in statements of
weather: pd)’ edbnpepiag obong It was very clear, pdin yeydvog dvtog It was very stormy
(cited by Kihner-Gerth, L38 from Xen. Hell. I1.4.2, V.4.14). If this is a copula use, it
belongs below with the impersonal construction, §28. Alternatively, siuf may be taken as
verb of occtirrence with the noun as subject. In neither case does pdAa represent a predi-
cate; it qualifies the adverb eb- or the verbal idea underlying the noun, as if we had péia
xeydler ‘It is very stormy.” Similarly for the adverb in Hdt. I, 152 deividg fioav v
ouAakficl, which is a paralocative transform of Sewvd¢ &@oiarrov as Kithner-Gerth
recognize (ibid.).

84 187 s.v. elii B; Kithner-Gerth I, p. 42; cf. p. 3.

8 K. Brugmann, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik, p. 627; Meillet, “‘La phrase nominale,”
p. 1.
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the narrower notion of the copula in LSJ and Kithner-Gerth strikes us today
as archaic. As far as the verb be is concerned, there would seem to be no
formal distinction between these types other than the word class of the
predicate. Even in Spanish, where the locative copula is provided only by
estar (from stare) and never by ser (from esse), the distinction is not drawn
in the distribution of the two verbs, since estar can also serve as copula with
many adjectives and with participles.

But although the parallel between nominal and locative copula is un-
deniable, the distinction is equally important. This is clear from the con-
sideration of other languages, such as Chinese, which have a distinct verb
for the locative copula or which, like Hungarian, make use of a verbless
sentence for nominal predication in a sentence like Peter (is} a soldier but
normally require a verb for the locative construction Peter is in the house.86
Even for English there is a significant formal difference between a sentence
like Peter is a soldier or Peter is wise, on the one hand, and Peter is here
or Peter is in the house on the other. In the first case the verb is can be
replaced by only a very small number of other verbs (becomes, is considered,
is called, perhaps seems), whereas in the second case it can be replaced by
almost any verb in the language: reads, works, plays, sleeps, dies, runs, jumps,
sits, etc.87

We have defined the locative copula as the verb be construed with an
adverb or prepositional phrase of place, i.e. in sentences of the form N is D,,.,
N is PN. The distinction between local adverb and prepositional phrase is
a superficial one, and I shall neglect it in what follows. Thus I shall symbolize
all locative sentences by the formula N is PN. Except in the limiting case of
adverbs like here and there, whose meaning is implicitly given relative to
the position of speaker and hearer, there is no such thing as an “absolute”
use of local adverbs. Absolute location is as incoherent in grammar as in
physics. Even for adverbs like rear (8yy0g, oxedov, etc.) and far (tnAob,
£xag) which are regularly used without further specification, there will always
be some definite point of reference provided by the context or by the implicit
position of the speaker.

88 See F. Keifer in The Verb ‘Be’ and its Synonyms, Part 3, pp. 56f. Compare the situation in
various Finno-Ugric languages described. by R. Gauthiot Mémoires de la Société de
Linguistique de Paris 15 (1908), 201ff., where in some cases the verb is required as in
Hungarian, in other cases it is omitted when the sentence is merely locative: “*Mais il
suffit pour qu’il (le verbe) reparaisse que 1'idée de présence se fasse jour méme trés discréte-
ment, 3 cOté de la simple indication de lieu™ (p. 217).

87 In terms of language learning, the locative be probably represents a more basic concept
than the nominal copula and is apparently learned earlier. See the evidence cited in
Chapter VIII n. 10,
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112 7. 10.113
v yap viieg Eaoy Exaotdtw, oddE pad’ dyyig
“Their ships (sc. of Ajax and Idomeneus) lie farthest from us,
and are not at all close.”
(Lattimore, my italics)
In most cases, what is called an “absolute use” is an elliptical construction,
in the strict sense of “‘ellipse, where the completion is required by meaning
and syntax and is actually provided from the context.88
“Pure” examples of the locative construction, where the form N is PN
serves only to indicate the position of the subject, are relatively rare. I count
only about 40 examples in all (or 8%,) in the 562 occurrences of the verb in
Iligd 1-12, and only 5 examples in the third person present indicative (for
11 cases without the verb). Here are a few instances to add to 112 above:

113 1. 5.360=8.456
Sop’ &g "Olvprov Tkopat, v’ ddavartwv Edog dotl
“so I may come to Olympos, where is the seat of the immortals.”
(after Lattimore)
114 1. 8.16
tocoov Evepd *Aldew Soov odpavég ot dnd yaing
“(Tartaros), as far beneath the house of Hades as heaven is
from earth.”

The most common Homeric examples are in participial form, where the
verb be is not always required in the English translation.

115 11. 2.27
(Zedg) 8¢ oeb Gvevdev &dv péya kndetan
**Zeus, who although far away cares much for you”
(after Lattimore)
116 1l. 5.159
Evd vlag IIptapoto 66w AaPe Aapdavidao
elv évi dlppe Ebvrog
*Next he killed two children of Dardanian Priam who were in
a single chariot.”
(Lattimore)

88 Thus Chantraine cites Il 3.45 xalov el8o¢ &n{ as an example of *‘I'emploi absolu’* of
&nl, but his own rendering makes clear that the form is to be construed as a preposition
with an understood noun: “‘1a beauté est répandue sur ses membres” (Grammaire hom. 11,
105, my italics). In every case, as far as I can see, the absolute use of a preposition or
preverb in Chantraine’s account (pp. 82-149) could be better described as a zeroing of
the “‘object’ of the preposition. For some perceptive remarks on the superficial nature
of the distinction between preposition, preverb, and adverb, see Chantraine, ibid. pp. 85
and 125 (§§117 and 181.)
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I include among “pure” uses of the locative copula some cases where the
preverb or proposition is joined to the verb:

117 II. 10.357
ard’ 8te 87 P timeoav Sovpnvekés fi kal Elacoov
“‘But when they were a spear’s throw away from him, orevenless.”

If we count the compound verb dnewu in the expressions for absence or
distance as purely locative, we should do the same for the symmetrical case
of napeyu for presence and proximity.

118 II. 2.485
duels yap Seal ¢ote, mapecté 1, (616 1€ ndvra
“For you who are goddesses, are there, and you know all things”
(Lattimore, my italics)

Although in such uses the verb seems to have a stronger sense than the mere
copula, that sense is itself purely locative.

§24. PARALOCATIVE USES OF N is PN

I employ the term “‘paralocative” to describe a variety of uses which are
indistinguishable in form from the locative copula but where the meaning of
the sentence is not primarily or exclusively locative. The chief types are
(1) the pregnant locative, where the literal sense of place is appropriate but
does not constitute the essential force of the expression (i.e. where the
sentence is not adequately rendered as a mere statement of place), (2) the
metaphorical paralocative, where the literal sense of place is no longer
appropriate, and (3) the locative-existential, where we might render the
construction by there is in English. Since these distinctions, and the contrast
with pure locatives, depend primarily upon the meaning of the sentence in
its context and not upon its syntactical form, there will be room for con-
siderable difference of opinion in the classification of particular cases. Only
in certain cases of the metaphorical use can we specify a syntactic criterion
for distinguishing them from locatives in the literal sense.

1. Pregnant Uses of the Locative

When used literally as in 118, ndp-etput expresses presence near or beside a
person, an object, or an event. In its pregnant uses the same compound verb
indicates that the subject stands on the side of, is a supporter of the object
in the dative. (Here ““object™ has the ambiguity already noted for ‘“‘subject”:
it indicates both the noun in the dative and the person or thing to which
the noun refers.)
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119 1. 3.440
napa yap deol elot xal fuiv
“We too have gods on our side.”

Similarly with the verb unexpressed:

120 1. 1.174
nap’ Eporye xal EAlot
ol k€ pe npficovot
“There are others with me, who will do me honor”
(Lattimore)

Note that in both 119 and 120 one might detect an existential nuance and
hence list these as examples under 3 below. When the subject is not a person
the sense of mGp-eott is rather belongs to, is at his disposition.

121 1. 9.135=271
tadta pév abtika rdvta tapéocetar (sc. "AyIAfiT)
“See these gifts will be his at once.”
(Lattimore)

The use of mpeyput in 121 is clearly related to the standard construction
Eot, por="I have.” Because of the frequent overlap between locative and
possessive constructions of eipf, the latter might be listed here among the
paralocative uses. Since in many possessive uses, however, no locative ex-
pression occurs, I treat this construction separately in Chapter VI §12.
(For other paralocative uses of mépeyst, some of which are metaphorical,
see LSJ s.v.)

122 1. 11.681
(cvvedaooapeyv Inmovs)
nhoog Inieiog, noArfjoL 82 m@lol bnficav
*(We carried off 150 horses) mares all of them and many with
foals following underneath.

(Lattimore)
123 1. 1.63
xal y&p 1" Svap éx Aiég Eotiy
“A dream also comes from Zeus.”
(Lattimore)

I count 122 as a pregnant use, since dnfioav indicates not only the position
of the foals but also their unweaned state. Similarly in 123 the construction
with £x may be taken literally, but it expresses the idea that Zeus is the
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guarantor or inspirer, not only the local source of dreams. So also in the
usual phrases for parentage or ancestry:

124 II. 21.189
6 8 &p’ Alaxog £x Ardg tiev
“But Aiakos was the son of Zeus.”

We might list here as paralocative the paralle]l uses of the genitive of source
alone, without &, on the grounds that the noun with oblique case-ending
is in fact equivalent to a prepositional phrase: tadtng ot yevefig e xal
alpartog efyopar elvar “Of this race and blood do I claim to be” (II. 6.211).
On purely formal grounds, however, I treat this construction separately
with other examples of the predicate genitive (below, §26).

As already mentioned, these pregnant uses are distinguished from the
“pure’ locative by the fact that they cannot generally be rendered by the
English copula alone but call for some stronger expression like come from,
belong to, stand beside. Observe that this stronger value for the verb is
(paradoxically) compatible with its omission, as in 120. As far as I can see,
these pregnant uses are rather less common in classic prose than in Homer,
and this may contribute to an impression that the strong uses of glpf tend
to decline in favor of the ‘“mere copula”. However, the development of the
next category points in the opposite direction.

2. Metaphorical Uses of the Locative Construction

Truly metaphorical uses in my sense, where the literal local value of the
preposition is no longer appropriate to the context, are rather rare in Homer
but extremely common in later Greek.

125 11. 1.562
AL and Supol [ pdAdov Epol Eoear
“You (will) be more distant from my heart than ever.”
(Lattimore)

Similar metaphorical uses of &né in Homer can probably be counted on the
fingers of one hand: I find only &nd 30&fjg in JI. 10.324 and a similar phrase
at Od. 11.344. In Attic, however, we have an abundant series of metaphors
built on the same pattern: &nd tpdnov, &nod xaipol, &nd yvaung etc. (see
LSJ s.v. ané L3).

126 11.9.116
avtl vo moAABv
Aaddv oty aviyp 8V 1e Zedg xiipt euhfom
“Worth many fighters is that man whom Zeus in his heart loves.”
(Lattimore)
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The literal local sense of position opposite, facing is more frequent with the
forms dvta, dvtnyv, avtia (cf. &vrixpd, etc.), though it occurs also with dvri.
From Homer on, however, the notion of facing in battle gives the construc-
tion with dvti its pregnant sense of opponent, hostile to, while the matching
of items in barter and weighing one amount against another in the scales
gives rise to the equally natural metaphor of being a substitute (equivalent)
for, being worth the price, as in 126.

Another preposition with a well-established metaphorical value in Homer
is mepi:

127 Il 1.287
aAA’ 88 aviyp 23éhel mepi mhvrov Eppevarl GAlov
“Yet here is a man who wishes to be above all others”
(Lattimore)

Lattimore has rendered nepi (etymologically ‘“‘beyond’) by a different spatial
metaphor (“‘above’’). The etymological sense of mepi-eipt (“lie beyond”) is
common in metaphorical uses in Homer, like 127, as well as in the classic
senses of the verb: to be superior to, to survive, be left over. When used
literally in statements of place mept- means “around”, ‘““about”, and this
gives rise to a different metaphor, of which the beginnings are found in the
Homeric use of compound verbs (see Chantraine, Grammaire hom. 11, 125),
and which is widely extended in classical and post-classical usage, e.g. for
the title of treatises nepl tfig yoyfig ““On the Soul”, etc. One typical instance:

128 Lysias XIII.83
&g ob meroinke nepl dv Eoriv A alria
“that he did not commit the acts concerning which he is accused.”

The post-Homeric uses of N is PN in an “‘abstract” or metaphorical sense
are too numerous and too diverse to catalogue here. In most cases there is
an obvious analogy between the transferred or figurative sense and a strictly
local use of the same preposition (or of its root : for nepi “beyond” cf. népav,
nepdm). Thus in 128 the accusation “‘centers on’ or comprehends certain
acts just as a circumference or a surrounding wall encloses (nepi-gxet) a
certain space. The development of metaphorical or extended uses for ex-
pressions which also have a literal spatial sense is one of the most general
and fruitful tendencies in all language, and the details belong rather to a
study of the Greek prepositions and preverbs than to an investigation of the
verb be. I note a few representative examples.

(a) elpi év+dative: Iam in X’s power. Hesiod Erga 669 &v toig yap térog
¢otiv dudg dyaddv 1€ xakdv 1€ “On them (sc. the gods) depends the out-
come of good and evil alike.” Frequent in Attic prose, e.g. with a complex
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sentential subject: Lysias 1.34 &v dutv 8 &otl motepov ypft To0TOLG (sc.
To0g vépovg) ioyupodsg f undevdg déiovg elvar ““It is up to you whether
these laws shall be binding or invalid.” The figurative background of the
construction can be seen in certain Homeric formulas, e.g. JI. 7.102 vikng
nelpat” Exovtal &v dSavirolor Jeotory “The threads of victory are held in
the hands of the immortals™ (Lattimore). This is presumably the sense of
the much-discussed formula tafita Sedv &v yodvaot ketror “This lies on the
knees of the gods™ (1. 17.514, 20.435, Od. 1.267, etc.).8?

(b) The same construction is frequently used to specify the means or
circumstances of an action or the state in which one stands. So without
the verb: Il 16.630 &v yap yxepol tEhog morépov, értwv 8§ &vi Boul{]
“Warfare’s finality lies in the work of hands, that of words in council”
(Lattimore); 11. 9.230 &v do1f] 8¢ cawotpev §| dnorfadar/vijog “Itisin doubt
whether we save or lose our ships.” With a suppletive of be: Il 2.340 &v
nopl 87 Povlral te yevoiato “Let counsels be given to the flames” (Lattimore).
Despite the vividness of the image, the metaphorical character of the ex-
pression can be defined syntactically here, since fovl?| is not a first-order
nominal but an action nominalization of fobAopar/BovAedopa “to intend,”
““deliberate”. The strength of the imagery depends upon the fact that a
first-order (concrete) noun appears-in the specification of place (&v nupf,
gv xepot). This imagery is naturally weakened when the object of &v is itself
no longer a concrete noun but a nominalization of the verbal predicate
(as in &vi BouA{ above). The verb be then figures as a verb operator, as in
the English cases which we have described (in Chapter I §8) as morphological
variants on the corresponding verb: Jokn is in love with Mary « John loves
Mary, John is in a hurry « John hurries. So in Greek:

ot &v &pyf Svreg « Gpyovot
“Those in power,”” “the rulers” ‘“They rule”
fioav v purokfol +«— &pvAratTov
“They were on guard” “They guarded”

Expressions of this type are about as common in Attic prose as in English:
&v 1o0TQ TQ TpOmE pirlov 181 8vreg (Thuc. 1.8.4) “being in this condition™;

89 T am unconvinced by the over-literal interpretation of R. B. Onians, The Origins of
European Though: (2ud ed. 1954), e.g. p. 331 on the ‘‘mechanism of fate”. Suggestive as
his method is in many details, Onians’ conclusions are vitiated by a naive primitivism.
He forgets that the language of Homer is poetic, and that a// language is metaphorical
in that it works with analogies between visual spatial relations and abstract or intellectually
perceived connections. Onians would reduce these analogies to identity, so that the Homeric
gods cannot control the acts and fates of men unless they are holding on to the end of a
lasso which is bound around the victim’s bodies.



&v oddgul mw toradry dpaptig Svieg (Thuc. 1.78.4) “We are not yet in
that error’’; ¢v dopaiectdte elvar (Xen. Anab. 1.8.22) “be in the greatest
safety”; &v tototrolg 8¢ Svteg npdypaoct (ibid. 11.1.16) *“‘since we are in such
a situation™; fi8n 8¢ &v 6puf] Svrev (Ibid. I1.1.3) “when they were already
under way”; elvar &v dEibpari, &v rapayaig “be in esteem”, “in trouble”,
etc. (see LSJ s.v. eiut C.IV.3).

(c) &nl+dative, with a sense close to (a) above: Xen. Anab.1.1.4 Bovdsdeta
Snwg pAmote Tt Eotar &nl 10 48ehod ‘“He resolved that he would never be
again in his brother’s power.” Also with a wider variety of senses, as in
(b) above: Lysias XII1.87 obtog &’ adtopdpy éotl “He is caught in the
act”; elvar &nl tolg mpdypaoiy “to be engaged in affairs”, etc. (see LSJ,
ibid, 1V. 5).

(d) ndp-eon, EE-eomt, and Ev-gott construed with infinitives in the sense
“It is possible, permissible.” (See the potential construction of Eoti + infini-
tive, Chapter VI §17). Note that the metaphorical background is quite clear
in the case of ndpeott “It is at hand, at one’s disposal” (cf. 121 above)
and Eveott (see (a) above), more obscure in the case of Eéeon. For meta-
phorical uses of napd, npdg, etc. with eipd, see the Lexicon under the various
prepositions.

§25. LOCATIVE-EXISTENTIAL USES.
NOMINAL COPULA WITH BXISTENTIAL SENSE

Since the pregnant uses of the locative described in the preceding section
are those in which a literal statement of place is appropriate but insufficient
as a rendering of the construction, it was pointed out that all locative-
possessive uses of eipl — sentences in which, for a single occurrence of the
verb, a statement of place overlaps or coincides with a statement of owner-
ship — might be classified as pregnant locatives. The same is true for locative-
existentials, where a construction of the form N is PN with a literal local
sense has an additional nuance which we describe in terms of existence or
render into English by our locution “There is a such-and-such”. This nuance
is discussed at length in Chapter V1. Here I only point out how common it
is for statements of place to be accompanied by an “existential” suggestion
which would justify the translation as “there is”. We may say that, in general,
when the subject N has not been mentioned or alluded to in the preceding
context (or when the syntax of the subject is indefinite rather than definite),
a statement of place of the form N is PN can always serve to introduce this
subject into the discourse and thus to suggest or affirm its existence. This is
particularly noticeable when the position of the subject noun is delayed,
so that instead of N, is PN, the actual word order is PN, is N, or is PN, N;.



129 Od. 12.80
péooe & &v oxontde otl onfog hepoardég
“About the middle of the crag is a dim cave.”

(Palmer)
130 71, 3.114
Tedyed T° $Eedbovror 1d piv katélevr” &nl yaly
minoiov aAAqiov, dAiyn 8 fv duelg dpovpa
“They stripped off their armor and laid it on the ground/near to
one another, so there was little ground left between them.”
(after Lattimore)

131 1. 3.45
i)’ odx Eomi Bin gpeolv oddE 116 dAkn
“‘But there is no strength in your heart, no courage.”
(Lattimore)
132 11. 1.300
v & dhlov & pol tont Soff mapa vni peraivy
“But of all the other things that are mine beside my fast black
ship.”
(Lattimore)

In the last two cases we have an overlap between the locative and possessive
construction (with dative of person, viz. oot understood in 131), in addition
to the existential nuance, which is perhaps weakest in 132 where it is not
rendered in Lattimore’s translation. Only in 132 is there no delayed subject
N. Notice that the existential nuance of 129 is brought out in Palmer’s
translation by imitating the Greek word order, without the formula “there
is.” 129 may serve as the paradigm of a locative-existential construction which
is equally characteristic of classical prose:

133 Xen. Anab. 1.2.7
gvtatda Kopo Baciriewn fiv xal napddeiocog péyag
“In this place there was a palace and a great park belonging to
Cyrus.”

134 Ibid. 1.2.13
tvtabSa v napd v 680v kpfvn fj Midov kaiovpévn

“Here there was by the roadside a spring called ‘the spring of
Midas’.”

In 133 we again have the convergence of locative and possessive constructions
with an existential nuance. The importance of this overlap between the
locative, possessive, and existential values of elp{ has been noted in some
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earlier studies of the verb.®0 Only recently, however, has the attempt been
made to develop a theory of the verb be which takes account of this
phenomenon.?!

It is interesting to observe that the strong locative-existential sense is
compatible with the omission of the verb:

135 11. 1.156
émel | pdla noAdd petald
olped e oxiéevia $dhaocod te fyfiecoa
“‘Since indeed there is much that lies between us,
the shadowing mountains and the echoing sea” (Lattimore)

The existential force is guaranteed in 135 not only by the delayed position
of the subjects nouns (ofpea and 3drhacca spelling out moAld) but above
all by the quantifier-adjective moAA& “many”, like dAlyn “little” in 130.
See parallel examples with moALd and the verb expressed in the discussion
of existential Type III, Chapter VI §11.

For completeness I illustrate here the overlap of the existential sense with
instances of the nominal copula as well. The existential nuance is normally
provided or confirmed by a quantifier adjective or pronoun like ‘“‘someone”,

b4 17

“no one”, “all”, “other”, or a definite numeral.

136 1I. 1.144
glg 8¢ nig dpydg dvip PovAnedpog Eotm
“Let there be one responsible man in charge of her.”
(Lattimore)
137 11. 8.521
gvAaxy 8¢ nig Eunedog Eotw
“Let there be a watch kept steadily” (Lattimore)

138 1. 1.271
ol nig [ 1dv ol vbv Bportoi elotv Emy3évior
“No one of the mortals now alive upon earth” (Lattimore)

139 1j. 5.877
GAAotr v yap rnavieg Soot Jeof elo’ &v *Ohdpng
“For all the rest, as many as are gods on Olympos”
(Lattimore)

90 See Guiraud, La phrase nominale en grec, pp. 1771I. “‘existence locale’, 188f. *‘existence
possessive’’, 196ff. “‘existence locale possessive.”” Compare D. Barbelenet, De la phrase @
verbe étre dans l'lonien d’Hérodote, pp. 21-4.

9. For the theoretical issues, see my brief remarks in “The Greek Verb ‘to be’”, pp. 257f.
and above all J. Lyons, “*A note on possessive, existential and locative sentences”,
Foundations of Language 4 (1967), pp. 390-6, Introduction, pp. 388-99, and *‘Existence,
Location, Possession and Transitivity’ in Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science 111,
ed. B. van Rootselaar and J. F. Staal (Amsterdam, 1968), pp. 495-503.
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In 139 the translation might just as well read: ‘““As many gods as (there) are
on Olympos”; similarly in 138: “those who are mortals on earth.” In 139
the construction and in 138 the sense represents an overlap or ambiguity
between nominal and locative copula. In 136 and 137 there is at best an
implicit reference to place. The predicate construction as it stands is purely
nominal, but the existential nuance is unmistakable.

This topic is continued in Chapter VI §13.

§26. THE PREDICATE GENITIVE

I mention here, for lack of a better place, the construction of eipi with a
genitive, a construction which is not covered by our formal definition of
the copula but whose similarity to the copula in a strict sense is intuitively
clear. (For the possibility of regarding this construction as paralocative,
and hence classifying it under the copula form N is PN, see above §24,
p. 161 after sentence 124.) The genitive case-ending serves in Greek to
express a great number of different relations between its noun and another
noun, verb, or adjective; and the same diversity — both syntactic and seman-
tic — characterizes the predicate construction of the genitive with elpi.
Attempts to classify these uses according to some systematic scheme tend
to be arbitrary, and I simply list a few representative instances under four
general headings. (For a fuller enumeration of examples and a rather uncon-
vincing classification, see Schwyzer-Debrunner pp. 89-136.)

1. Partitive Genitive (including what Schwyzer-Debrunner call *‘Zugehirig-
keit zu einer Gruppe’')

fv 6¢ xai obrog xal 6 Tekpdrng tdv duei Miintov
GTPATELOUEVOV

“This man and Socrates were both among those who took part
in the campaign against Miletus” (Xen. 4nab. 1.2.3)

Ethyyave yap xal Povifig Hv

““He happened to be a member of the council” (Thuc. II1.70.5)
1 yap ZEéAerd oty 1fg "Aciag

“Zeleia is (a city) of Asia Minor™ (Demosthenes IX. 43)

¢otl TV YareroTdtov AaPely Tiva nioTiv nepl adtiig

(sc. yoyfic)

“It is extremely difficult to come to a definite conclusion on this
topic of the soul.”” (Aristotle De Anima 402° 10)
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2. Genitive of Source, Ancestry, Material ( ~ Ablative-Genitive)

natpdg 8 Ky’ dyadoio

“I am of a good father” (ZI. 21.109: cf. Il. 14.113 matpdg &' &§

dyadot ... elvar, which is a true paralocative)

TaoTng Tot yevefig Te xal alpatog edyopar elvar

*‘Of such a race and blood, I claim to be” (II. 6.211: cf. I1. 19.111

ofig £& alpatdg elor yevéIAng for paralocative parallel)

1 kpnrig pév Eoti AMSev peydhov

“The foundation is of large stones” (Hdt. 1.93.2)

(ctepdvovg), Honep Tov i podav Svrag, AL’ od xpuoiov

“As if the crowns were of violets or roses, but not of gold.”
(Demosth. XXII.70)

3. Genitive of Measure and Price

(ta teiyn) 1v 8¢ oradlov pdhota dx1d

“The wall was of approximately. eight stades” (Thuc. IV 66.3)
10D 8¢ Mapobov 10 ebpdg dotiv elkoot kol névie Todbv

“The width of the Marsyas (River) is 25 feet” (Xen. Anab. 1.2.8)
70 tiuny’ o1l tfig xdpag Eaxiopiiiov Taldvrov

““The valuation of the land is 6,000 talents”’ (Demosthenes XIV.19)

4. Genitive of Belonging to (as Property or Distinctive Mark)

Bowwtdyv 1| 6 Eotar
“The city will belong to the Boeotians™ (Lysias XII.58)
o0 yap xparog ot péytotov
“For to him (Zeus) does supreme power belong” (ZI. 2.118, etc.)
w®v yap paynv vikbvrov xal 16 dpyetv ol
“For the rule belongs to those who are victorious in battle”
(Xen. Anab. 11.1.4)
16 8¢ vavTikov 1éxvng éotiv
“Naval power is a matter for technical competence”
(Thuc. 1.142.9)

‘When a particular example does not fit under any more definite category, it is
often described as a “genitive of quality” or the like; e.g. Hdt. 1.107.2
Kappoong, tov edpioke olking pdv d6vra &yadfic, tpomov 8¢ fovylov
“Cambyses, whom he found to be of a good house and a quiet disposition”.
Note that the first genitive in this passage could be classified under 2 above,
but not the second.

Unlike the construction of elui+dative, most of these uses with the
genitive seem to be essentially copulative; they are comparable to a meta-
phorical or abstract extension of the locative ideas involved in the partitive
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(be among, be included in) and in the ablative-genitive of source (be from).
The case is slightly different for the genitive of possession, which would
seem to be in competition with the dative construction if we judge from the
English translations. According to Benveniste, however, elpi with the genitive
does not express possession in the sense of the dative but rather belonging to
(appartenance) as the predicate of some definite object determined as his or
mine; whereas the dative construction expresses possession from the point
of view of the person who does or does not possess something.®2 Hence, as
Benveniste points out, the dative construction takes a (syntactically) indefinite
object: Eom por xpvodg ‘I have gold”, but not “I have this gold.” The
contrast is clearest in the negative, which with the dative means I do not have
any: obx Eomt pot yprpata ‘I have no money”; while the negative form of
the genitive construction means It belongs not to him but to someone else:
Aesch. Ag. 940 oftor yovarxdg Eoniv ipsipetv payng “It does not befit a
woman to love battle” (though this may be a virtue in a man).
For the dative of possession, see Chapter VI §12.

§27. THE IMPERSONAL CONSTRUCTION

I have postponed to the end a discussion of the impersonal construction as
such, since it involves some very general questions that are indifferent to
the distinction between nominal and locative copula, indifferent even to the
distinction between the copula and any ordinary verbal predicate.

As Edward Hermann remarked in 1926, the topic of impersonal verbs has
probably been discussed more frequently than any other subject in traditional
linguistics. The peculiar theoretical interest of this phenomenon lies in the
challenge it poses to the classic analysis of the proposition into subject and
predicate terms. It must be remembered that this traditional analysis hasg its
roots not only in the syllogistic doctrine of terms but also in a coordinate
theory of the intellect which is a common assumption of European philosophy
from Aquinas to Kant. According to the post-Aristotelian doctrine of the
“three operations of the intellect,” a proposition or sentence is an expression
of the second intellectual operation, namely judgment (iudicium, Urteil).
The latter consists in the synthesis of two concepts (intentiones, conceptus,
Begriffe or Vorstellungen), each of which is itself a product of the first,
most elementary operation of the mind. Thus intuition or the apprehension
of simples (intuitio, apprehensio simplex, Anschauung, etc.) furnishes the
mind with ideas or concepts; the faculty of judgment combines and separates
these concepts; combining them in affirmative judgments, separating them

98 Problémes de linguistique générale, pp. 196f.
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in negative judgments. The third operation, or reason proper, moves from
judgment to judgment, inferring conclusions from premises.®3

We meet this doctrine briefly stated and applied to language in the first
chapter on syntax in the Port Royal Grammar.
Le jugement que nous faisons des choses, comme quand je dis, /a terre est ronde, s’appelle
PROPOSITION; et ainsi toute proposition enferme nécessairement deux termes; l'un

appelé sujet, qui est ce dont on affirme, comme terre; et I’autre appelé attribut, qui est ce
qu’on affirme, comme ronde; et de plus la liaison entre ces deux termes, est.

The Port Royal authors observe that whereas terms are the object for the
first operation of the mind, the link between them belongs to judgment,
which is described as “the proper action of our mind and the manner in
which we think.” 94 Hence the fundamental importance of the verb is, as the
expression of this essential action of the human mind in thinking and judging.

If our thinking consists in the linking of one concept (the subject) with
another (the predicate), a judgment without a subject is properly unthinkable;
and the Port Royal Grammar is at some pains to show that the *“impersonal
verbs” must in fact be analyzed into distinct subject and predicate terms,%
Their analysis has not been generally adopted, but the theoretical tendency
to reduce the impersonal construction to subject-predicate form has remained
strong in classical grammar down to our own day. Not only does the
19th century Greek grammar of Kiihner-Gerth announce that ‘“‘unpersonliche
Verben ... kennt die griechische Sprache nicht” (I, 36 Anm. 3), but the much
more recent manual of Schwyzer, in the edition by Debrunner in 1950,
continues to insist that “Nur fiir ein jiingeres Sprachempfinden und durch
die Ubersetzung in moderne Sprachen werden zu Impersonalien verba wie
oet, Eeotiv, mpénel, dnhot, péist...” (p. 621, Zusatz 2).

Nevertheless, the phenomenon exists, and it is not the invention of a
modern Sprachempfinden. The term ““‘impersonal verb’’ goes back to Priscian,
and some of the typical examples were discussed by the Greek Stoics and
grammarians.? The ancient term “impersonal” reflects the fact that such

98 I do not know who is the true author of this vastly influential theory of the intellectual
faculties. Its Aristotelian basis is neatly summarized and systematized by Alexander of
Aphrodisias in his De Anima, in the early third century A.D.; but the completed doctrine
is later, and perhaps Arabic in origin.

94 “‘La ljaison appartient A la seconde (opération), qu’on peut dire étre proprement I’action
de notre esprit, et la maniére dont nous pensons.”’ Grammaire générale et raisonnée,
Seconde partie, ch. I, 3rd ed. 1769, p. 66.

95 Jbid. ch. XIX; Des Verbes impersonels: “‘Pudet me; c’est-a-dire pudor tenet, ou est
tenens me .... Statur, c’est-d-dire statio fit, ou est facta, ou existit.”

8 See Steinthal, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft, 1, 306 for a Stoic description of
(Eoxparter) petoptder as a rapacdpfape or napaxainydpnua, a deviant predicate. For
an extended survey of the topic from Quintilian to Franz Brentano, see F. Miklosich,
Subjektlose Sdtze, 2nd ed. Vienna, 1883, pp. 7-23. It is only natural that defenders of the
reality of the subjectless sentence at the end of the last century, in reaction against the
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verbs occur only in the unmarked “third” person singular, and hence might
properly be described as lacking any distinction of persons. The term
“subjectless” has been preferred by modern authors who wish to emphasize
the challenge to the classical subject-predicate dogma. I shall use the two
terms as equivalent designations for a sentence type ( )V, occurring only
in the third person singular, with no subject N.

The entire problem must be reformulated in the light of the contemporary
distinction between surface grammar and deep structure. For on the one
hand it is clear that, at the most superficial level, every English sentence
must have a grammatical subject, if only the dummy pronoun it; whereas it
is equally clear that in a case like It is raining the word it does not represent
the subject or agent of the verb in any “‘deep” sense, i.e. is not a pro-word
for some more specific N. Furthermore, the importance of the subjectless
sentence pattern will vary greatly with the form assigned to deep structure
in a given theory. In the case theory of Charles Fillmore, for example, one
might say that the kernel of every sentence is provided by an impersonal verb
that stands in various case relations to an array of nouns. The apparent
subject position for a noun in any given sentence will represent only a
superficial highlighting or emphasis on one of these realized case relations,
and there is no reason why every sentence should prefer some noun in this
particular way. (The only thing corresponding to the traditional notion of
subject in Fillmore’s deep structure is the category of agent, and many verbs
will not require this category.)®? In Fillmore’s theory, an impersonal con-
struction might well be regarded as the normal sentence form.

In the theory of sentence structure used here, we preserve the tra-
ditional subject-predicate pattern in our general formula NVQ by the
formal contrast between N on the one hand and V@ on the other. (This is
even more explicit in Chomsky’s noun phrase-verb phrase terminology.)
Hence the impersonal form ( )V, with an empty position for N in deep
structure, must be recognized as a genuine anomaly — which does not mean
that the anomaly cannot exist or that the theory must be false. It does mean
that the theory may be inappropriate for the description of a language in
which the most typical sentence types turn out to be without a subject N,
for then the theory will describe most sentences as anomalous. In Chapter 11
we saw that there are languages such as Nootka for which this seems to be

classical theory of the intellect, were happy to invoke Brentano’s alternative theory of
judgment which takes as a basic judgmental form the simple, unitary recognition of a
single object or concept. Besides Miklosich, p. 22, see a long series of articles by A. Marty,
““Uber subjektlose Sitze, etc.”’ in the Vierteljahrsschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Philosophie,
especially vol. 19 (1895), pp. 19-87, 263-334.

87 See Fillmore, ‘“The Case for Case”, esp. pp. 24-51; above, p. 58 n, 33,
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the case, and perhaps the same can be said for the so-called ergative
languages.?® It is to such languages that a theory like Fillmore’s most
naturally applies. But this is not the situation in Indo-European generally,
and most decidedly not the case in Homeric Greek. For the latter we can
say that a sentence without a subject nominal in deep structure is so rare
~if it occurs at all — that we readily describe it as an anomaly. The situation
is slightly different for classic Greek, where impersonal constructions become
more conspicuous, at least in surface syntax. But the ease with which most
of these can be derived from underlying NVQ forms probably helps to explain
the reluctance of the standard grammars to admit impersonal sentences as
an authentic phenomenon in Greek.

In applying our transformational theory to the problem in hand we must
distinguish at least three types of impersonal construction, in addition to a
fourth type which has sometimes been mistakenly described as impersonal.

(1) An elementary construction for which there is no plausible subject N,
such as Italian piove, Modern Greek Ppéyet “‘it rains” and Enpepdvet
it dawns.”

(2) Animpersonal construction which has a paraphrastic (“synonymous")
equivalent of the NV12 type, so that it may be regarded as a stylistic variant
or optional transform of the latter, for example péiet pot tobtwv “It con-
cerns me about these things,” which can be analyzed as a secondary variant
on pédel pot tabta, “These things concern me.”

(3) An impersonal construction that does not have a subject-predicate
equivalent but which contains in its source a NV12 kernel sentence that is
recognizably “‘embedded” in the transform, as French Il me faut partir can
be derived froma kernel Je pars.

(4) Finally, we distinguish a fourth class of pseudo-impersonals that must
be excluded from the present discussion, where the subject of the verb is
left vague or unexpressed but where it could be expressed without altering
the structure of the sentence, e.g. Aéyoval “they (people) say”, dodhmyte,
*“(the soldier whose task it was) sounded the trumpet.” 99

Now the astonishing fact about Homeric Greek is that impersonal con-
structions of the first type are almost entirely absent, and there are only two
or three instances of the second type. The only significant class of sentences
in Homer which might be described as impersonal belongs to the third type,
and here we can in most cases identify a sentential subject, as I have done in
§§6 and 10 above. And whether we call this a sentential subject or simply

98 For ergative languages, see Lyons, Infroduction, 351-9, and Fillmore, ‘“The Case for
Case™, pp. 54-60.

99 See above, Chapter III §6, p. 75. The necessary distinction between type 4 and a true
impersonal is made, e.g., by Miklosich, p. 2.
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a kernel, this sentential component is itself of NV form. We are left with
only a very few cases where no definite sentential subject or kernel can be
identified from the context.

Hence the NV£2 pattern, which is typical for Greek generally, is well-nigh
universal in Homer. Although we find a considerable increase in the number
and variety of impersonal constructions in classic Attic, this form still
remains marginal in comparison, say, with the importance of impersonals
like es rauscht or es friert mich in modern German. I illustrate the three types,
with special reference to the use of eipf.

§28. IMPERSONAL CONSTRUCTIONS OF ELEMENTARY FORM (TYPE 1):
EXPRESSIONS FOR WEATHER AND TIME

The privileged domain of elementary impersonals is the class of meteorologi-
cal verbs, illustrated above by modern Greek Bpéyer “It rains” and Enpepdvet
“It dawns”, “Day breaks”. There are no examples of this type to be found
in the Homeric corpus.190 Statements concerning the weather are given either
(a) with the name of a god as subject N, given in the sentence or specified
by the context, as I. 9.236 Zelg ... dotpdnter ‘“Zeus sends lightning’, or
(b) the weather event itself is expressed as noun with a verb of occurrence
(0d. 14476 y10v yéver” fBte mayvn “Snow came like hoarfrost’) or with
an ordinary descriptive verb (fl. 12.278 &g te vipadeg y1dvog mintwot
dapewnd “as flakes of snow fall thick™).

Closely related to meteorological verbs are the locutions for time of day
or season of the year. In Homer these are normally of form (b) above:
Il. 9.474 81¢ 61 dexatn pov EnAAvde vOE “when the tenth night came upon
me”, Il, 21.111 Eooetat §} fdg A deiin §} péoov fiuap/énndte ... There will be
a dawn, an afternoon, or midday, when ...”, yévet’ fdg, pdvn fdg “Dawn
arose, appeared.” These sentences with a verb of occurrence belong to a
subclass of Type V existentials; see Chapter VI §§15 and 16. In post-
Homeric Greek the verb of occurrence with nouns of time and weather is
typically yiyvetor: Hdt. L11.1 &g 3¢ fpépn 1édyr1ota &yeybvee ““as soon as
it was day”, 1.12.1 voktdg yevopévng “when night had come”.

The absence of impersonal constructions for weather and time in Homer
is all the more striking in view of the contrast not only with Modern Greek
Enuepdver it dawns” but with the probable existence of a corresponding
impersonal verb in the etymological background of g (cf. Sanscrit ucchdti,
Lithuanian au$ta ‘“‘it dawns”), There is no reason to suppose that the

100 See Hermann, ‘‘Subjektlose Sdtze”, pp. 275f. Cf. Chantraine, Grammaire hom. IL, p. 7
§9, Remarque; Schwyzer-Debrunner p, 621.3.
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Homeric situation is in any sense primitive: it represents a high point in
the development of the personal or NV2 sentence type for expressions which
other languages, and other periods of Greek, render in impersonal form.101
If we take into account the vivid pictorial value of Hdg pododhaxtvrog
“Dawn the rosyfingered”, like Zeus the Thunderer or Poseidon the Earth-
shaker, we see that the suppression or repersonalizing of impersonal meteoro-
logical verbs in Homer corresponds to the dramatic anthropomorphism of
Greek epic poetry, and to a certain descriptive vividness in Greek art and
literature generally. In any case, the Homeric precedent remains influential.
In classical prose a divine subject for a verb like Uet need not be provided,
but Zevg et remains possible, just as one may also say & @edg Bpéyet “God
rains” in Modern Greek.102

Nevertheless, even in Homer some expressions for time are open to an
impersonal construal of §ati as copula or verb of occurrence. In most cases,
I think, the NVQ or N is ¢ construction is far more natural, as in II. 8.66
(=11.84), 8ppa pev fiag fiv xal dé€eto tepov fpap, “As long as morning
lasted and the sacred daylight was increasing”, and Od. 23.371 fién pév
oGog fiev &nl x96va “Light was already (spread) over the earth.”’103 But
the surface syntax is no longer unambiguous in a sentence like the following:

140 0d. 3.180
tétpatov fpap Eny, &1e ...
“It was the fourth day, when (they landed their ships in Argos).”

The translation suggests an impersonal copula construction ( ) was AN,
but we can also construe this as a normal N is 4 copula “The day was the
fourth”, or we can take fpap as subject of a verb of occurrence: ‘“The fourth
day was taking place, when”, like g fiv and dexdtn pot Ennivde viE cited
above. These parallels show that we need not take &nv as impersonal or
subjectless in 140, However, we certainly can do $0,104 and this possibility
is one which will later be exploited.

101 Meillet believed that the personal weather expressions in Homer reflected a primitive
I.-E. animism, but the more plausible view is that of Benveniste: ‘‘Les locutions Zgdg fet
sont, A n’en pas douter, récentes et en quelque sorte rationalisées A rebours™ (Problémes
de linguistique générale, p. 230).

102 Hence some ancient grammarians described these meteorological verbs as Sela ffipata
““/divine verbs’’; see Miklosich, Subjektlose Sétze p. 7.

108 See the discussion of these two examples as sentences 103 and 111 in Chapter V1
§§15-16.

104 As Hermann proposes, p. 269. Some of his parallels seem to be less ambiguous.
E.g. Od. 10.469 8te 61y p° &viavtdg Env “when the year end had come” seems to me
syntactically equivalent to 8opa fidg fiv. For I 8.373 &orar uav &te, see my discussion
below of sentences 95 and 96 in Chapter VI §14.
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141 0d. 12.312 (=214.483)
fnog 8¢ tpixa voktodg Env, peta 8’ Gotpo PePrixet
“When it was the third watch of the night, and the stars had
moved across the sky.”
(after Palmer)

It is again possible to take this as an impersonal (it) is PN, *“’twas in the
third watch of the night” (so LSJ s.v. tpiya). The classical parallels cited
in the next paragraph tell in favor of this construction. But it is also possible,
within the context of Homeric usage, to preserve the NV form by taking
tpiya voktdg as a nominalized phrase in military jargon for “the third
watch”, with €nv as verb of occurrence. If we adopt this NV construction for
140 and 141, there will be no impersonal expressions for time or weather
in Homer.

This solution, which may be plausible in Homer because of the small
number of cases involved, becomes absurdly artificial in classical prose,
where similar formulas are so frequent that we are obliged to recognize an
impersonal sentence form (i) is &, with adverbs and prepositional phrases
of time as the values of @:

fivika 8’ fiv dpol v tedevtaiav puiakiv

““it was about the last watch” (Xen. Anab. IV.1.5)
1161 pdv duel fHhiov dvopag fv

““it was now about sunset” (ibid. V1.4.26)

oyt fv

““it was late” (ibid. 11.2.16)

g fuépag dyt fv
“it was late in the day” (Thuc. IV.93.1)

To assume that we have in every case an understood subject N like time or
hour (ypbvog, Hpa), or to take these adverbial and prepositional phrases as
subject, seems to me equally arbitrary.105 Better to admit an impersonal
construction here, competing with or replacing the NV construction that
may still be recognized in fvika 82 defin &yiyvero, fivika 8* v dethn (Anab.
1.8.8, I11.4.34, etc. cf. duol delinv ibid. I1.2.14) “when afternoon came.”
The NV or *‘personal” construction remains dominant, however, as we can
see from the examples with plural verb: pécar fjoav vikteg (Anab, 111, 1,33,
cited as 16 in Chapter VII §3).

108 The latter is proposed by Schwyzer-Debrunner, p. 622 Zusatz 3; the former is suggested
by Kilhner-Gerth I, 33 §352.C) B.
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§29. IMPERSONAL VARIANTS ON NVQ SENTENCES (TYPE 2)

Impersonal constructions which are roughly equivalent in sense to an ordinary
NVQ form may be regarded as transforms of the latter by an impersonal
sentence operator. There are several variants on this transformation:

(A) péher pot Tabta — pélet pot otV
“This concerns me”

(B) Sém (8éopar) TobTov — Sel (SelTan) pot TovTOL
“I need this”

In (A) the subject (which is not typically a personal XN) is transformed to
the genitive; in (B) the personal subject is shifted to the dative. In both
cases only the left-hand form is represented in Homer, so in this instance
the transformational derivation may also be interpreted as an historical
development.1%8 When the personal construction is copulative, the impersonal
transform takes the neuter singular:

(C) oldg 1e elpd +infinitive — oldv te &otl +infinitive
“I am able to” It is possible to”

So in the periphrastic:

142 Lysias 1.10
otitwg 1181 ovvetdopévov v
““This had become the custom (in my house)”
(On s’était ainsi habitué)

Note that in 142, as generally in transformation (C), the verb eipf is not
introduced by the impersonal construction but is present in the personal
source: obtwg ocvveldiopévor fjuev “Thus were we accustomed”, The trans-
formation simply restricts the verb to third person singular form. This
contrasts with the situation in Latin, where the passive impersonal may
introduce a periphrastic construction with sum as an aspectual transform of
an active verb, e.g. vemerunt — ventum erat “they came”. This impersonal
passive which is so characteristic of Latin is rare in Greek, and I have found
no example involving the verb eipi.

108 For the left-hand member of (B), see II. 3.294 Jupod devopévong “deprived of breath”,
Attic 3elo%a tpoofig ‘‘lack food’. I find it strange that LSJ should list the right-hand
member of B as a separate entry, the *‘impersonal verb’’ 8¢, even stranger that they should
derive it from “‘8ém (A) bind, tie, fetter' rather than from *‘3é® (B) lack, miss, stand in
need of "',

I note that the variant on 3s? po1 To4tov with an infinitive in place of the genitive (and
hence the possibility of pe for po) does occur once in Homer: Il 9.337 ti 3¢ 8¢t
roAieplépevar Tpheoowy/"Apyelovg *‘Why need the Argives fight against the Trojans?”’
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The use of the impersonal construction as an optional variant on the
usual NVQ sentence form, as illustrated in A-C and 142, is attested in Homer
but as far as I can see only in two examples: (1) I, 22.319 &g aiypfic
drélapn’ edfikeog “such was the shining from Achilles’ lance”, an ex-
pressive alternative for aiypn dnéiapne “the lance shone™ (cf. the parailel
simile 7. 6.295 dotip & B¢ drnéhapney, sc. wénhog); and (2) Od. 9.143 0dde
rmpoboaiver’ 136c3a1 “There was nothing to be seen of them”, in contrast
to the NV construction od8¢ geiniv ... tpolipaive “Nor did the moon shine
forth”, in the following verses.

One post-Homeric use of elpl that might be regarded as an impersonal
transform is the initial occurrence of éat{ or fiv (also y{yvetat) followed by a
“subject” N in the plural:

143 Hdt. VIL34
Eom 3¢ Entd otadior EE *APodov &g v dravriov
“It is seven stades from Abydus to the other side (of the
Hellespont).”

(For other examples see below, 92 in Chapter VI §14; also LSJ s.v. elpf
A. V, Kiihner-Gerth I, 68f., Schwyzer-Debrunner p. 608y) 2.) Parallel uses
of the copula construction are well attested in the same author: Hdt. VI. 36.2
eloi 3¢ olrot otddror & 1e xai tpiRkovia Tob iodpod (sc. &k Kapding
roéA0¢ &g THaxtdny) dnd 8¢ Tob ioIpuol tobrov 1) Xepobvnoog Eow nlicd
gott otadlev elkoot kai tetpoxociov 10 pfikos. (See also under genitive
of measure, above §26.3.) But the initial £oTt or fjv tends to become fixed
and formulaic (like a logical quantifier), and thus it need no longer agree
with its “‘subject” in number. So ¥am1 of... “There are those who™’, where the
verb is frequently singular before a relative clause in the plural. Since we
would normally regard the agreement in number between N and V as evidence
for their subject-predicate construction, we may regard the lack of agreement
in 143 as a distinct weakening of this syntax. Should we explain the nomi-
native case of otddiot by taking it as predicate N, as in my translation?
This means construing an emphatic initial Eott as a copula with existential
force. (Compare §25 above.) This is possible for 143, but will not do for some
examples where the plural noun cannot be predicate (e.g. it cannot be
predicate in 1fig &° fiv tpelg xepaorai “The Chimgaera had three heads”
Hesiod Theog. 321). Hence I would regard the lack of agreement in 143 as
idiomatic and the syntax of the noun as essentially ambiguous between
subject, predicate, or “object” position. The ambiguity is trivial, since the
copulative and existential constructions give the same sense. (Asyntactic
initial asti, followed by plural subject, also occurs in Sanskrit, see Chapter VI
§8, n. 25))
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§30. IMPERSONAL SENTENCE OPERATORS (TYPE 3)

The true home of the impersonal construction in Greek, and already in
Homer, is the class of sentence operators. In the case of cop 4 and cop N
construed with an infinitival clause, it seems to be only a question of
terminology whether one describes this clause as the sentential subject of
the copula verb (as I did in §§6 and 10) or whether one says it is an epexegeti-
cal-final infinitive to which the impersonal £o7i is in some sense “bound”,
as Brugmann suggested.107 In either case we have an NVQ kernel (in the
infinitival clause) and a modal sentence operator x€pSidv éott “it is better”,
avayxn (otl) “it is necessary”, etc. And similarly with a noun clause as
“subject”: 8fjhov &t “it is clear that.”

As a special case of this syntax, where ot appears alone as modal sentence
operator without any predicate noun or adjective, we have what I call the
potential construction of Eoti+infinitive with the sense “it is possible,
permissible to”” (and in later Greek also nGp-eom, EE-eot +infinitive). This
construction is discussed in Chapter VI §17. Here I point out only that the
impersonal construal is even more natural for £ott+infinitive than in the
case of cop A and cop N, since there is no direct analogy here with an
elementary construction such as there is for N is 4 or N is N (i.e. no analogy
comparable to that between to die in battle is noble and Achilles is noble).
Furthermore, the sense is more clearly brought out if we take the infinitive
as equivalent to a subordinate clause of purpose or result: “it is possible that
you may do such-and-such.” On the other hand, it is easy to see how this
“impersonal” construction develops from the epexegetical-final use of the
infinitive with a more elementary, personal construction for elui:

144 1. 13.814
y1&lpeg Gpovery elol xal fuiv
“We too have hands to defend ourselves”

145 1I. 11.339
od 8¢ of Tnror [ &yyVg Ecav npoguyeiv
“Nor were his horses nearby for fleeing”

146 II. 8.223 (=11.6)
| P’ &v peoolre Eoxe yeyovepev dugpotépuos

“(Odysseus’ ship) was in the middle (convenient) for shouting in
both directions”

107 See K. Brugmann, Die Syntax des einfachen Satzes im Indogermanischen (Beiheft
zum. 43. Band der Indogerm. Forschungen) Berlin, 1925, pp. 22 and 33.
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In 144 we have a possessive construction, in 145 and 146 a locative use of
eipi. It is clear that whatever potential sense is present here attaches rather to
the epexegetical infinitive than to the kernel sentence with the verb be.108
But a point of ambiguity is reached when we cannot tell whether a given
noun is to be construed as the subject of €51t or only as a constituent of the
infinitival clause,

147 1I. 20.246
Eom yap dugotéporoty dveldea poIfoacia
rOoAAG phda
“There are harsh things enough that could be spoken against
us both.”

(Lattimore)

Lattimore takes dveidea as subject of the verb, plausibly enough. But one
can also take it simply as object of pvdjcacdat: “it is possible for both of
us to utter reproaches in abundance.” In that case the initial Eoi has become
an independent impersonal formula, and we have a potential construction
with no elementary syntax for eipf. For standard examples see Chapter VI
§17.

Another use of 4ot{ as impersonal sentence operator is the construction
with the verbal in -éov. (For the personal construction of this verbal see
above, §19). The impersonal construction — which, unlike the personal
construction of the same form, is never passive in meaning — does not require
any expression of the verb eipd,

148 Xen. Anab. 11.2.12
mopevtéov § Aplv Tolg mphtovg otadpodg dg dv Suvdpeda
HAKPOTATOVG
**We must make our first marches as long as possible.”

The personal pronoun in the dative represents the subject of the underlying
source: Topevdueda Todg otadpovs, “We make our marches.”” The addition
of &oti in such a sentence is a stylistic option, just like the choice between
neuter singular and plural forms for the verbal:

108 This is perhaps as good a place as any to scotch the old view (repeated without
criticism in Schwyzer-Debrunner, p. 358) that the Greek infinitive is a dative form, or
that it has any case form at all that might be relevant to the interpretation of its syntax:
**il est vain de chercher 3 retrouver dans les infinitifs grecs une désinence casuelle remontant
a l'indo-européen’’ (Chantraine, Grammaire hom. II, 300; see also Meillet-Vendryés
Grammaire comparée §868, and the literature cited by P. Burguiére, Histoire de Uinfinitif
en grec (Paris, 1960), p. 24). For the force of the infinitive in the potential construction,
see Chapter VI §17.
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149 Thuc. 1.86.3
fiptv 8¢ Eoppayor dyadof (sc. eiov), ofig od mapadotéa tolg
*Adnvaloig Eotiv.
“We have good allies, whom we must not abandon to the
Athenians.”

The introduction of &oti in 149 adds emphasis and perhaps sonority to the
assertion. From the syntactic point of view, it also suggests that every Greek
sentence can be regarded as containing or admitting a finite verb, so that
totl will always be expressed or understood if no other finite form is
available. (The only exception seems to be the sentence operator yp1 with
which &at{ never occurs; yet, as I pointed out in §10, the development of
an infinitive ypfivai, a future ypforar, etc. points to an “understood” &oti
in this case as well.) For an early parallel to 149 we can cite an example
from Hesiod:

150 Theog. 132
tolg odk EErtdv dom
“For the Titans there is no way out.”

In 150 we do not have the verbal in -téog (with its characteristic deontic
force) but its historical antecedent, the neuter form in -16¢ (with potential
force). Homer has an impersonal example of this with a suppletive of eip{
and one without any expressed verb, though not (as it happens) with a form
of eipt itself:

151 Od. 8.299 (~14.4891l. 16.128)
xal 1éte 31 ylyvookov, 8 1° obkétt uktd KéAovTto
“And then they realized, that it was no longer possible to flee.”

152 Od. 11.456
&mel odxént motd yovarEiv
“For there is no more trust in women”

Note that the Homeric examples show the neuter plural, whereas the singular
occurs in Hesiod, and both occur in classic Attic. (For the plural verb
nédlovro in 151, see Chantraine, Grammaire hom. 11, 18.) Like the classic
examples, the impersonal construction in 150-152 is active, not passive in
sense. The underlying kernels are, respectively, of the form They go out
(8Eépyoviar), They escape (pebyovar), and They (or we) trust women
(motedopev yovaikiv).

Where #otl or a suppletive appears in 149-151, I would describe its
surface syntax as that of an impersonal copula: () is ¢ with subject position
empty. It is true that in an example like 151 we can, if we choose, say that
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“the real Subject ... is not a particular thing already mentioned or implied,
but a vague notion ~ ‘the case’, ‘the course of things’.” 109 But it is probably
better to say that there is no subject at all, even though there is certainly
some sort of reference to a situation or course of affairs, just as in Jet
it is raining” there is (in a similarly vague sense) some reference to the
weather. As a rule of thumb in determining whether or not a sentence has
an underlying grammatical subject, we can reframe it as a what-question:
“what is raining?” “what is no longer @uxt?” “what is no longer miotd
yovarEiv?” In the first and third case the question seems unacceptable.
In the case of gukté we hesitate, for a vague answer like “the situation”
does seem possible. (This possibility may depend upon the erroneous con-
strual of guxtd as passive,) If so, I would take this to show not that 151 is
less impersonal but that our rule of thumb is not a sure test. For a more
formal definition of the impersonal construction I propose the following:
a sentence lacks a subject in deep structure if there is no expression provided
by the context — no word, phrase, or clause - which can be inserted in subject
position in a plausible rewriting of the sentence. By this definition 150-152
remain impersonal, i.e. subjectless. (Note that 149 could be regarded as only
superficially impersonal and assigned to type 2 in §29 above, if we accepted
as its source the passive construction of Edupeayor ov mapadotéor elclv,
“Our allies must not be surrendered.” But the derivation of an active form
from a passive source is a dubious procedure, and 149 should probably
be left as a true impersonal sentence operator.)

As a troublesome borderline case I mention 104 t6¢pa 8¢ Kovpfiteoot
xaxd¢ fv and the parallels with adverbial copula cited above in §22:
105-110. Here we do indeed have as vague subject *“‘the situation” or *“‘the
course of events”’, but there seems to be no expression in the context that can
plausibly be designated as subject. If we recognize these sentences as imper-
sonal, as I think we should, we must admit they represent a special case.
For, unlike 148-152, they do not contain a kernel of NV form. Thus they
seem to belong with the elementary impersonals of type 1 in §28 above.

As a kind of appendix to the impersonal construction I mention certain
adverbial uses of the articular infinitive.

153 Lysias XIII.58
xal 16 ye &n’ Exelve elvar EodIng
*And insofar as it was up to him, you were saved”

100 Munro, Homeric Grammar §161, who in this connection cites 151 and Od. 2.203
yohuata & abre xaxdg Befphoetar, obdé mot’ loa/Boostar ‘‘His substance shall be
miserably devoured, and no return be made” (Palmer), where it is possible, but not
necessary, to take ypfuata as subject of loa.
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154 Xen. Anab. 1.6.9

(Tva) oxoAny 9 Aulv, 10 xata tobrov elvar, tovg &3erovrdg
TovTOVG £ Totely

““So that we shall be free, as far as he is concerned, to do good
to those who are willing (to cooperate).”

155 Ibid. 111.2.37
dmolopurakolpey & fpels ... 10 Vv elvar

“Let us take the rear guard ... for the time being.”

These and parallel examples are cited in LSJ (s.v. elpl E.1) as “redundant”
uses of elvat. In the case of 153 at least we can see exactly where the infinitive
comes from: it represents the nominalization of a sentence like Lysias 1.6
dote ... pire Alav &n” Exelvy elvar & 1t Bv £36hy motelv ““so that it was not
too much up to her to do as she pleased’”, where we have a paralocative
construction N* is PN with sentential subject or with moielv as bound
infinitive. (Compare Lysias I.34 and other examples of éoti &v + dative in §24
above, pp. 162f.) The source of the articular infinitive in 153 is a sentence
of the form 153A: #n” éxefvy Eotl métepov cwdior ob § unf “It is up to
him whether or not you will be saved.” In the nominalization of 153A for
insertion as adverbial modifier in the sentence &od31¢ “You were saved”,
the clause with ndtepov is zeroed (as truly redundant) but the copula is
naturally preserved in infinitival form. Insofar as we recognize the nwétepov
clause as reconstructible here as sentential subject, the syntax of 10 &’
¢xelv elvar is not strictly impersonal.

In the case of 154 and 155 I do not see any underlying construction of the
finite verb from which the infinitive can be derived. Perhaps we have here
simply an extension of the articular infinitive in adverbial-restrictive syntax,
by analogy with the regular transformational result in 153. Equally obscure
to me is the underlying syntax of the “redundant” infinitive with &xdv, as
in Phaedo 61 C 4 008’ nwotioby oot ékdv elvar neloetar “He will certainly
not obey you, as far as it is up to him.” In his note on this passage Burnet
observes that &xdv elvar is regularly used with a negative verb: “(He will
not do it) if he can help it.” Here again, then, the construction with a
redundant elvay has the force of a conditional or restrictive clause; and it
may be that the infinitive was added here because the verbal force of &xdbv
was no longer felt.

By contrast, the redundant use of elvar with verbs of naming, choosing,
and giving (illustrated in LSJ s.v. elp{ E.2) poses no problem of syntactic
analysis. In English as in Greek, We chose him to be our ally represents a
normal factitive or causal operator on the kernel He is our ally, and cogiotiv
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dvopaLovot tov Gvdpa glvar “They call the man a sophist” (Plato, Prot.
311 E 4) has as its kernel (They say:) He is a sophist. For the use of be as
possessive (or copula-possessive) verb in a factitive construction with verbs
of giving, see below, Chapter V §7, p. 207.



CHAPTER V

THE THEORY OF THE COPULA

§1. SYNTACTIC AND SEMANTIC ROLES OF THE COPULA

In this chapter I shall attempt to clarify the traditional theory of the copula
and, if possible, to putit on a sounder basis, both linguistic and philosophical.

As we have seen, the concept of the copula in medieval logic was reformul-
ated as a grammatical theory by the time of the Port Royal Grammar,
where the copula be appears under the rather antique title of “verbe sub-
stantif”” (from Priscian). But perhaps the decisive statement as far as modern
linguistics and logic are concerned is that of J. S. Mill:

A proposition is a portion of discourse in which a predicate is affirmed or denied of a
subject.... As we cannot conclude from merely seeing two names put together, that they
are a predicate and a subject, that is, that one of them is intended to be affirmed or denied
of the other, it is necessary that there should be some mode of indicating that such is the
intention; some sign to distinguish a predication from any other kind of discourse. This is
sometimes done by a slight alteration of one of the words, called an inflection; as when we
say, Fire burns; the change of the second word from burn to burns showing that we mean
to affirm the predicate burn of the subject fire. But this function is more commonly ful-
filled by the word is, when an affirmation is intended, is not when a negation; or by some
other part of the verb to be. The word which thus serves the purpose of a sign of predication
is called...the copula.

(Logic 1. iv. 1)

We note in passing that Mill follows an ancient tradition in considering
predication only in the case of sentences which have (or may have) truth
values, that is, for what he calls propositions and I shall call declarative
sentences; and in this connection he makes no distinction between sentences
that are asserted and those that are not. Let us accept this simplification for
the moment, and disregard questions, commands, and all “performative”
functions of language other than statement-making. The essential point is
that Mill, like the authors of Port Royal, takes the subject-predicate relation
by which “something is affirmed or denied of something™ to be the charac-
teristic feature of declarative discourse, and that he thinks of this relation
as properly expressed by a finite verb form. A similar view has been for-
mulated by Quine:

Predication joins a general term and a singular term to form a sentence that is true or
false according as the general term is true or false of the object, if any, to which the

singular term refers....
Predication is illustrated indifferently by ‘Mama is a woman,” ‘Mama is big,” and
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‘Mama sings.’ ... For predication the verb may even be looked on as the fundamental form,
in that it enters the predication without the auxiliary apparatus ‘is’ or ‘is an.’

The copula *is’ or ‘is an’ can accordingly be explained simply as a prefix serving to
convert a general term from adjectival or substantival form to verbal form for predicative
position. (Word and Object, pp. 96f.)

Like Mill, Quine has in mind the nominal copula only, and he overlooks the
possibility of locative predicates like here, in London, in the next room.
But we can easily generalize this doctrine as follows: the finite verb is the
fundamental form for predication; and where a predicate expression is not
a finite verb (whether it be a noun, adjective, adverb, participle, infinitive,
or any longer phrase), a finite form of be is introduced as the sign of pre-
dication. This is precisely the “grammatical rule for the formation of the
sentence” in English (and in many other languages) to which we alluded at
the very beginning of this study.l But Quine’s formulation calls attention
to the fact that predication is here conceived at two levels, one syntactic and
one semantic.

Syntactically, predication is a very general condition for sentencehood
or grammaticality, and more particularly for declarative sentencehood. In
order to describe it as the general condition for sentencehood we must add
certain qualifications. Predication as described in the quotations from Mill
and Quine is a structure consisting of two terms, the subject and the predicate.
Now on the one hand, if we take into account the impersonal constructions
described in Chapter I'V §27, we must allow for a one-term sentence like ¥gt
““it-is-raining.” And on the other hand, any theory of grammar must allow
for three- or four-term sentences with transitive verbs, like John gives the
book to Mary. The subject-predicate pattern strictly coincides with sentence
structure only in two-term sentences with intransitive verbs, as in John walks
or Mama sings. We can of course adapt the dyadic analysis to copula sen-
tences like John is tall by agreeing not to count the copula as a term; and we
can also extend it to sentences with direct and indirect objects by various
other conventions.2 But the result is to obscure some of the detail of the sen-
tence structure in each case. In order to avoid this rather arbitrary procedure,
let us abstract entirely from the dyadic subject-predicate structure and
understand predication simply as identical with sentencehood. (This means
that we temporarily abandon the traditional two-term scheme of S.-P.
analysis; we shall return to it later as in some sense the privileged case.)
When predication is understood in this wide sense, we can identify the sign
1 See Chapter I, p. 2.

2 Thus we can, in the style of Chomsky, identify the predicate with the entire verb phrase
(or with V82 in the general sentence form NVQ), in which case gives the book to Mary
counts as a single complex predicate term; alternatively, we can take the line followed

in logic and define 2 many-place predicate like ** gives to ) with
John, book, and Mary to be regarded as three subjects (i.e. arguments) of the sentence.
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of predication in L-E. with the finite verb form. For in English it is clear
that a non-empty V in the general form NVQ is a necessary condition for
sentencehood. (Thus I count as elliptical or non-sentential such utterances
as “Fire!” “Right on!”” and “Ouch!”’) And in Greek, where we do encounter
verbless sentences, we have agreed that these involve an “understood verb”
in their deep structure. By contrast, in impersonal sentences the initial N
(or subject position) is really empty. And the surface structure of many
Greek sentences will consist of the finite verb alone. Thus the verb is in
general a necessary condition for sentencehood, and in Greek surface struc-
ture it is often a sufficient condition.

So much for the syntactic function of the verb as sign of predication in
the wide sense, for sentences generally. But declarative sentences are those
which must be semantically interpreted in the light of their truth claim,
i.e. by reference to conditions under which they are to count as true. This
semantic perspective, which is explicit in Quine’s description of predication,
is also implied by Mill when he speaks of “affirming or denying one term of
the other.”” Now when it functions as copula, the verb be serves as a sign of
predication in both respects, syntactic and semantic: it provides the finite
verb form required for sentencehood, and it also provides the signal of a
truth claim in its indicative mood. However, in both respects it is the finite
verb in general and not the copula as such that is properly described as a
sign of predication. The peculiar function of to be as copula is to perform
this double role in sentences where the predicate in the narrow sense is not
a finite verb form.

In using the term “truth claim” for the semantic aspect of predication I
lay myself open to a serious misunderstanding, which I must try to dispell
before proceding. I do not speak of truth claim in the sense of a speech act
or intention implying a definite speaker and occasion, as when I utter the
sentence ‘It is now precisely 3:00 P.M.” with the intention of informing
(or misinforming) my interlocutor as to the hour of day at the moment of
utterance. (And similarly for a written sentence in a particular context.)
What I have in mind i8 not such acts of parole (in Saussure’s sense) but the

8 After writing this, I discover what seems to be the same point made in Abelard’s dis-
cussion of the copula function: ‘‘personalia verba... per se ipsa praedicantur et geminatim
funguntur, quia vim praedicati habent et copulantis, ut simul et praedicentur et se ipsa
copulent’’ (Logica ‘Ingredientibus’ ed. B. Geyer, Beitrdge z. Gesch. der Phil. des Mittel-
alters XXI. 3 (1927), 359, 23-27). The advantage of rewriting (4) man runs as (A) man is
running is that it separates these two functions of the finite verb, and assigns the copula role
to is alone. In the post-Aristotelian tradition utilized by Abelard, the semantic aspect of
the link-function is described as ‘‘affirmation’’ (as in Mill) and the syntactic function of the
copula is described in terms of the completeness (the non-defective or non-elliptical form)
of the proposition or of its sense. See my article ‘‘On the Terminology for Copula and
Existence”, in Festschrift for Richard Walzer, forthcoming.
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structure of langue that makes them possible, i.e. the sentence type which is
instantiated in such an utterance. Whether or not we want to say that sen-
tences themselves “make statements” independently of the speakers who
pronounce them on a given occasion, it is clear that there is something state-
ment-like or declarative about the sentence form It is now 3:00 P.M. which
distinguishes it from the question Is it 3:00 P.M.? or the exclamation Would
that it were!l Only the first form can have a truth value since it does have
truth conditions; and this is all I mean by saying that the indicative-declar-
ative sentence as such “makes a truth claim.” 4 Of course one and the same
sentence form can be used to announce a complete statement, to illustrate
a grammatical rule, or to formulate an hypothesis, a conditional clause, or
one member of a disjunction in a more complex statement. But the use of
a declarative sentence to make a simple categorical statement is clearly the
primary use of such a sentence, the use to which it is appointed by the system
of grammatical contrasts that constitutes the formal structure of the lan-
guage. Hence the utterance of such a sentence with normal declarative in-
tonation by a speaker under normal circumstances (i.e. not in a play or an
elocution lesson) will be taken by the hearer for a statement or assertion
on the speaker’s part. It is in this sense that the truth claim of sentences, at
the level of general structure which constitutes the langue, makes possible
the truth claims of particular speakers, at the level of parole or speech acts.’

§2. THE FINITE VERB AS THE MARK OF DECLARATIVE SENTENCEHOOD

We can now pose the theoretical problem of the copula by way of two
distinct questions. Why is a finite verb form required for declarative sen-

4" Actually, this is not quite all. For a sentential form to carry a truth claim means something
more than for it to have truth conditions and be a candidate for truth values, but this
something more is very difficult to formulate. Compare a sentence with a map or a drawing.
The map or drawing might be said to have truth conditions: it shows how things stand if
it is a faithful representation. But it does not claim to be faithful: there is nothing in the
picture that corresponds to the semantic function of the indicative mood. A declarative
sentence, on the other hand, not only describes a possible state of affairs but says that it is
realized. This is, I take it, the point of Wittgenstein’s remark quoted below, p. 190 n. 9.
8 In his article on ‘‘Assertion’’ (Philosophical Review 1965, pp. 449—65) Peter Geach points
out that in written form a declarative sentence (or as he puts it, a sentence that ‘‘gram-
matically can be read as an assertion’’) is usually meant as an assertion when it is printed as
an independent sentence with a full stop at the end (p. 456). He is mistaken, I believe, in
holding that ‘‘there is no naturally used sign of assertion’ (p. 457), because he thinks
primarily of the written language. In spoken discourse, declarative sentence-intonation is
just such a sign. Furthermore, in L.-E. languages the occurrence of an indicative verb in an
independent clause (without a question mark or without interrogative intonation) is also
a natural sign of assertion, although it is not a universal sign: unasserted declarative
sentences and asserted sentences without a finite verb both occur, but they occur as
exceptions to a more general rule.
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tencehood? And why is it precisely the verb fo be (Indo-European *es- and
its suppletives) that is introduced in the case of a non-verbal predicate?

The first question was answered in part long ago, in the classical dis-
cussions of the nominal sentence. As Meillet saw, the nominal or verbless
sentence pattern is a very restricted form of utterance, limited in principle
to the present indicative and in practice (in Greek and many other languages)
nearly always to the third person. Alternatively, we can say that the nominal
sentence is unmarked for tense and mood, and generally for person as well.8
In I.-E., these marks for person, tense, and mood are carried primarily or
exclusively by the verb. Hence in order to integrate the nominal sentence
within the full range of variation for person, tense, and mood, it is necessary
to introduce a finite verb form.? It is the peculiar power and efficiency of
the L-E. verb that it can specify all of these syntactic features — person,
tense, mood, and also number and aspect — in a single form, and all but tense
and aspect by means of a single complex morpheme, the personal ending.
Thus a verb is generally required for sentencehood in Greek not because the
verbless sentence form is impossible, but because it is a stiff and restricted
syntactical device (which does not prevent it from retaining considerable
expressive force just because of its laconic spareness).

So far I have been rehearsing the lesson of Meillet. But there is 2 more
radical sense in which the finite verb is the characteristic mark of sentence-
hood in Indo-European, and specifically in Greek. In surface structure the
verb by itself constitutes a sentence in the first and second persons, and within
an appropriate context or situation it may do so in the third person form
as well. (See Chapter III, §6). The conditions under which a single noun
may represent a complete sentence — say, in the answer to a question — are
far more restricted. Even the standard nominal sentence, which consists of
at least two non-verbal expressions, is not formally distinguishable from
a noun phrase that represents only a component of a sentence. For example,
Gprotov pév 68wp constitutes a sentence in the opening verse of Pindar’s
First Olympic: “(The) best (of things is) water;” but the same words could
represent the subject of a different sentence: *“‘(the) best water (is found in

8 The second formula reflects Benveniste's view that the nominal sentence is not in any
particular tense, mood or person. See his ‘‘La phrase nominale’’ in Problémes de linguistique
générale, pp. 151-67. I think the difference between this and the usual view may be less
significant than Benveniste suggests, since the present tense in I.-E. also serves as the
unmarked tense, the indicative may be regarded as the unmarked mood, and the third
person is properly unmarked for ‘‘person,’’ as Benveniste himself has shown (ibid. p. 230).
7 See Meillet, “‘La phrase nominale en indo-européen,” pp. 19f.; Meillet-Vendryes.
Grammaire comparée 2nd ed. § 873 (1st ed. § 839). For the relative rarity of verbless sen-
tences in first and second person in Homer, and for examples in various persons, tenses
and moods, see C. Guiraud, La phrase nominale en grec, pp. 281-327.
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mountain springs).” In some languages this distinction between N (is) A
“water is best” and AN “best water” is regularly drawn by a difference in
word order; but not so in Greek. In pronunciation there was presumably
no ambiguity, and verbless sentences have perhaps always been more com-
mon in spoken than in written discourse. (The relatively high frequency of
noninal sentences in Homer probably has something to do with the oral
style.) But apart from sentence intonation the distinction cannot be drawn
in a systematic way, and the recognition of the nominal sentence as a sen-
tence depends upon rather special circumstances. The introduction of a
finite verb form immediately eliminates the ambiguity: we know that we are
confronted with a sentence, or at least with a clause, and not with a noun
phrase. Thus the finite verb, if not always necessary in Greek surface struc-
ture, is in general sufficient as a sign of sentencehood. And the indicative
verb is in general a sufficient condition of declarative sentencehood.

This last remark calls for a qualification. The indicative mood ending,
in its contrast with optative, subjunctive, and imperative, is the only formal
mark of declarative force, aside from intonation. When associated with a
characteristic intonation, the indicative signals a truth claim or assertion
(in the sense specified in §1).8 But the indicative mood as such represents
the declarative register in general, since the same verb form is also used in
questions, suppositions, quotation or ironical echoing of what someone else
has said. Among these declarative-indicative uses in a wide sense, I suggest
that the categorical or unqualified truth claim is to be regarded as the basic
declarative form and as the primary use of the indicative mood. Let us call
this the ‘“‘unmarked” indicative. Interrogation, conjecture, conditional
assumption and the like are best regarded as secondary modifications of
this fundamental form, modifications in which the underlying statement
form is subjected to various epistemic or intentional modalities, marked
by contrasting intonation, interrogative particles, and other formal devices.

Insofar as these modifications take place according to fixed rules, they
should be indicated in a complete grammar. Many of them are of course
noted in traditional grammar, including those cases where the modification
is marked by a shift from the indicative to a different modal form. Thus in

8 In speaking of a characteristic intonation for Ancient Greek we are of course guessing
i.e. inferring on the basis of evidence from languages that are still spoken. But in this case
the solid inductive base is so strongly reinforced by certain general (“‘a priori’”) consider-
ations concerning the functional need for contrasting different kinds of utterances, that
the conclusion with regard to Greek (or any other language) seems virtually certain, Still,
it is an open question how much actual variation in sentence intonation was permitted by
the Greek system of pitch accents associated with individual words and phrases. Perhaps
the abundance of particles in Greek served to do much of the work normally performed
by sentence intonation in other languages.



Greek the conditional modality is often expressed by an optative or subjunc-
tive verb in the antecedent and sometimes by an optative with &v in the conse-
quent. An assumption may be indicated by an imperative form, like Eot@
““let it be so” at the beginning of Euclid’s proofs. But a conditional may also
be expressed in the indicative. A question regularly takes the indicative,
and is sometimes distinguished from the declarative form only by context
and/or intonation. My suggestion is that in all such modifications, whether
or not they are marked by a formal change of mood, the unqualified truth
claim remains the immediate point of reference (for questioning, doubting,
assuming), though it is not directly “tendered” or ‘“‘posed”. In Husser!’s
terminology, we may say that the indicative verb (as unmarked) is the dis-
tinctive sign for the primitive Position or thesis of making a statement,
positing as true, but that the same sign (as marked indicative) also serves
to express various secondary modifications of this elementary declarative
posit.? If by predication in the widest sense we mean not only the formal
condition of sentencehood but also the semantical dimension in which
affirming and denying take place, and if the indicative mood is the proper
sign for declarative discourse, both primary (when unmarked) and modified
(marked), then we see even more clearly why the verb - and the indicative
verb in particular - deserves to be called the sign of predication, and why
some verb form is likely to be introduced into every sentence, declarative
or otherwise. It is the declarative sentence form, with its indicative verb and
its characteristic intonation, that makes possible the individual acts of asser-
tion by a particular speaker. (Conversely, animals with some sort of ““lan-
guage” in which there are no declarative sentence forms as opposed to

9 See Ideen zu einer reinen Phdnomenologie und phén. Philosophie, 1, § 103-14, for the
doxic modalities as secondary modifications of the primitive Serzung ( Urdoxa) of certain
belief, with factual being-the-case (schlichtes Sein) as the correlative Urform on the side
of the object posited. Husserl’s careful analysis of Setzung and Stellungnahme should prove
fruitful for the philosophy of language, if it can be disengaged from its specific background
in Husserl’s theory of *‘intentional acts of consciousness.”” I shall here make an analogical
use of Husser!’s concept of Position, assuming that his theory of doxic and epistemic
modalities can be reinterpreted in properly linguistic terms. An appropriate device for this
reinterpretation is perhaps provided by Lakoff’s analysis of ‘‘performative verbs’’. See
below, p. 193.

In his article ‘‘Assertion’’ (quoted above § 1, n. 5), Peter Geach follows Frege in taking
as the basic sentential concept an unasserted proposition, or ‘‘a form of words in which
something is propounded, put forward for consideration® (p. 449). My notion of sen-
tential truth claim or Position differs from this only in (1) making explicit that ‘‘put
forward for consideration’’ means *‘put forward for consideration as to its truth,”’ and (2)
taking as primary or primitive the case in which a declarative form of words is used to make
an assertion, and as secondary or modified the case in which such a form is not asserted
(for example when it is preceded by *‘if"*). The first point is non-controversial; the second
corresponds to Wittgenstein's criticism of Frege: ‘A proposition shows how things stand
if it is true. And it says that they do so stand” (Tractatus 4.022).



imperatives, cannot be said to make statements as distinct from giving
commands.) And this role of the declarative-indicative mood remains
fundamental even if in some cases the verb is zeroed and the intonation
alone suffices for assertion.

§2a. DIGRESSION ON THE GENERAL THEORY OF MOODS

So far we have considered the finite verb in general and not the verb be.
In what follows we shall see how be figures as the verb par excellence, so
that the verbal function as such comes to be characteristically represented
by be, that is to say by &ot{ or elvar in Greek. I believe that it is the basic
function of the finite verb as an expression of sentential truth claim that
helps to make clear how this paradigm verb comes, in the veridical use,
to serve as a general expression for fact or being-so. This truth-claiming
function is of course most evident when &lpi appears in the indicative. Yet
the infinitive elvar or the participle 8v may also serve to express this idea,
as we shall see in Chapter VII. One might suppose that in this veridical use
the infinitive and participle serve merely as a convenient nominalization of
the indicative form &oti. I want to suggest, however, that the truth-claiming
function belongs in a sense to all forms of the verb or to the verb as such,
just insofar as the unmarked indicative use for statement-making is the
basic or primitive sentential form, of which all other forms are secondary
modifications. It is commonly assumed among linguists that the indicative is
the fundamental form of the verb. I am extending this assumption to the
sentential role of the unmarked indicative as expression of a truth claim. This
extension involves us in a brief discussion of the theory of grammatical
moods. The discussion is relevant here because, if my view of the indicative-
declarative form is accepted, we will have a much tighter link between the
copula function and the veridical use of elpi. Given that elpui plays the role
of verb par excellence, if the function of a verb as such is first and foremost
the expression of a truth claim, it.follows naturally that eipf{ as a paradigm
verb will express the veridical idea: “this is how things stand.”

My remarks are formulated for the special case of I.-E. languages with
their characteristic verb forms. But the suggestion that the declarative sen-
tence form be taken as fundamental and primitive is a claim that should in
principle hold good for any language whatsoever. For I.-E. my suggestion
means that the unmarked use of the indicative verb (for unconditional
statement) will be taken as the base upon which other moods, including
marked uses of the indicative, can be defined as syntactic operations with
the force of logical or intentional modalities — including conditional, inter-
rogative, command, and wish, as well as other standard modalities such as
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possibility, necessity, and obligation (“‘one ought™). Which of these modali-
ties are expressed by a verb-ending, which ones by a particle or phrase
governing a sentence, will be determined by the grammar of a specific
language. But if the formal description of moods within a given language
is to be given a semantic interpretation, this description will unfold into a
general (and possibly universal) theory of propositional “attitudes” — more
exactly into a theory of logical, epistemic and intentional modalities,
operating upon the basic statement form of the sentence.

It is within such a general theory of modalities that the modal peculiarities
of a given language will be best described. In fact such a general theory is
vaguely presupposed in any concrete description of moods. For example in
Greek it must be pointed out that the particle €l ““if”” imposes a conditional
mark on the following verb, regardless whether the verb form remains in the
indicative or changes to the subjunctive or optative. These formal alterna-
tives correspond to semantically distinct sub-species of the conditional, as
the traditional grammars of Greek recognize. In other languages the general
modalities may be more directly expressed in the verb form. Thus languages
like Turkish have a distinct suffix (or family of suffixes) for the conditional as
such. Furthermore, Turkish regularly derives the interrogative from the
declarative form just as it derives the negative from the affirmative, by
adding a particle or suffix in either case. The example of the Turkish verb
is worth pondering in this as in other respects, since it suggests a general
treatment of conditionalization, interrogation, and command as modifica-
tions of a declarative base, just as we treat negation as an operation on an
underlying affirmative form. (Turkish also expresses the passive and causative
transformations by suffixal modifications of the basic verb stem.) The
epistemic force of certain Turkish suffixes is particularly interesting. A
Turkish grammar illustrates as follows the difference in meaning between
three ways of saying “‘my friend is waiting for me” which differ formally
only in one syllable of the verb-ending. “The first states a fact; I can see
him there at the corner. The second is based on hearsay; someone has seen
him waiting and told me so. The third is a supposition ~ ‘I’m sure he is wait-
ing’ ~ based on the knowledge that my friend is always punctual, that he
said he would wait from five o’clock, and that it is now five past five.”” 10

On my view, these three forms are to be interpreted as distinct epistemic
operations on the universal primitive, the declarative sentential form
represented in this case by “My friend is waiting for me.” It would seem
that the only systematic alternative to the view proposed here would be a

10 G. 1. Lewis, Twrkish Grammar, (Oxford, 1967), p. 140. In addition to the conditional,
the Turkish system of moods and tenses has forms whose function is naturally described
as ‘‘inferential’’ and ‘‘necessitative” (==‘‘one ought to’"); ibid. pp. 107-41.
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quasi-Fregean analysis of the declarative form into a neutral, pre-sentential
kernel (*‘my friend waiting for me””) and a declarative operator (“it is so0”’).11
Whatever advantages such an analysis may have, they seem to be far out-
weighed by the disconcerting requirement that we define a declarative
operation upon an operand that is not itself of sentential form. It is the
essential principle of transformational theory as utilized here that all syntac-
tical operations or transformations be defined as relations between sentence
forms. It remains to be seen whether a coherent theory of language can be
devised that does not respect this principle.

Beyond this principle, I have no proposal to make concerning an appro-
priate formal development for the general theory of epistemic and intentional
modalities whose scope I have sketched. The most straight-forward solution
is suggested by Harris’ derivation of interrogative and imperative sentences
from indicative-declarative form by what he calls *“‘performative sentence-
operators”.12 A more complex theory has recently been proposed by George
Lakoff in a general analysis of ‘“performative verbs” which includes the
statement form as a special case. In Lakoff’s theory the underlying structure
of every surface sentence would be introduced by a performative verb in
present tense with egocentric reference, and this verb would take as its object
an embedded sentence S. The underlying structure of a declarative sentence
would be of the form I say to you that S, with performative variants I ask
you (whether) S and I order you (to) S for question and command. Thus
Lakoff has generalized Harris’ performative operators to include a statement-
operator (though he would not describe it as such). When this statement-
operator or performative clause of saying is zeroed, we are left with the
declarative sentence represented by S.13

Lakoff’s analysis of performative verbs is clearly only the beginning of a
theory of moods, and it raises as many questions as it solves. But it does
suggest an important distinction between epistemic and intentional modal-
ities that are speaker-relative, and hence in his theory would be associated
with the governing performative clause, and modes like conditionalization
which are not speaker-relative and could be articulated within the embedded
sentence S. (The three Turkish modalities illustrated above would pre-
sumably fit into the former category. The use of the Greek optative for wish
would also belong there, whereas the Greek use of the *“potential optative”

11 For a recent statement of this type of analysis, see John Searle’s distinction between the
indicator of propositional content and the indicator of an illocutionary act, in Speech Acts
(Cambridge, 1969), pp. 29-31.

12 “Transformational Theory”, pp. 39f.

13 See George LakofT, ‘‘Linguistics and Natural Logic,”” Synthese 22 (1970), pp. 165-75.
Lakoff’s analysis is perhaps acceptable to Searle, but it is much more carefully formulated
from a linguistic point of view.
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to express logical consequence would not.) In the belief that Lakoff’s theory
may furnish an interesting basis for further work on moods, I offer a few
comments to relate it here to the preceding discussion of modalities.

In the first place Lakoff’s analysis is free from the objection just raised
against the quasi-Fregean notion of a statement-operator on a neutral
kernel or pre-sentential content, since in this analysis the propositional
content of the operand is represented by a sentence. In the second place this
analysis would nonetheless seem to contradict my claim that the declarative
form is more primitive than the interrogative or imperative, since statement,
question and command are all generated by the same process. But this
disagreement is more apparent than real. Lakoff’s embedded sentence S,
although unasserted, will be in declarative form, and this form is not altered
either by the clause of saying or by the zeroing of this clause. (Contrast the
treatment of S when the performative verb is I order or I ask.) The declarative
form of S is clearly implied by Lakoff’s proposal that truth conditions are
associated directly with S: i.e., in my jargon S carries a truth claim. In fact
Lakoff’s analysis introduces statement or assertion as a speech act by way of
a performative clause, but he takes the declarative sentence form as primitive
for the universal operand represented by the embedded sentence S. If I have
interpreted Lakoff correctly, then, his analysis is fully compatible with the
view presented here of the logical and syntactic primacy of the declarative
form underlying all modalities.

§3. Is VERSUS becomes, AND THE GENERAL ASPECTUAL
OPPOSITION OF STATIC AND KINETIC (STATIVE-MUTATIVE)

So much for the function of the L.-E. verb as signal of sentence form and
truth claim. We turn now to the second question raised at the beginning of
§ 2: where the predicate (in the narrow sense) is a non-verbal form such as an
adjective or locative phrase, why is it precisely the verb *es- thatis introduced ?
This might seem to be the question of questions, the problem of the verb be
as such. In fact the question is misleading, since it suggests that there was
once a state of the Greek (or pre-Greek) language in which *es- was not yet
used as copula verb, whereas I shall argue that the copula use is primary.
For the moment, however, I employ the convenient myth of the evolving
copula sentence and ask “Why is the verb *es- introduced as copula?” It
will turn out that this is only a picturesque substitute for the more legitimate
question: “What does the copula verb contribute to the sentence in which
it occurs?”

First of all, it is remarkable that this question has so rarely been dis-
cussed. The closest thing to an answer in the traditional literature is perhaps
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the suggestion of Meillet and Vendry&s that, since it was necessary to intro-
duce a verb into the nominal sentence as a purely grammatical device to
indicate person, tense, aspect, and mood, the verb chosen should be “as
insignificant as possible by itself.” The root *es- was found appropriate for
the formal role since it originally expressed only “‘existence”, and in its
secondary use as copula it soon lost what little meaning it had.14 Like most
comparative linguists, Meillet and Vendryes take for granted an older sense
to exist for *es-, and offer no analysis of its assumed pre-copulative use.

A number of contemporary theorists have proposed a view of the verb be
that bears a striking analogy to Meillet’s, except that they avoid any hypoth-
esis concerning a development from some earlier state of the language. In
place of the myth of the primitive nominal sentence in Indo-European they
offer a theory of deep structure (or the “base component”) in which the
verb be does not occur, and in place of the historical evolution of the copula
they propose a generative grammar in which be is introduced by various
transformations. Thus our verb is described by Lyons as “a semantically
empty ‘dummy verb’ generated by the grammatical rules” of a particular
language, “to ‘carry’ the markers of tense, mood, and aspect in the surface
structure of sentences™ that do not contain another finite verb.15 Lyons is
careful to point out that be is not entirely meaningless in this role, since it
does stand in contrast with certain other verbs such as become. But he sees
this as “‘a particular instance of a more general aspectual opposition which
might be called static and dynamic:...as locomotion is to location, so
acquisition is to possession, and ‘becoming’ to ‘being’.”’ 16 Thus we get the
following pairs of dynamic-static or, as I shall say, kinetic-static or mutative-
stative contrast:

a John gets a book — John has a book
2) Mary becomes beautiful ~ Mary is beautiful

3) Richard goes/comes to San Francisco ~ Richard is in San Fran-
cisco

14 Meillet-Vendryes Traité de grammaire comparée des langues classiques, (2nd ed. § 873
=1st ed. § 839): ‘“Mais pour indiquer dans la phrase nominale les diverses notions acces-
soires que les formes verbales expriment, il a fallu y introduire un verbe, aussi peu signi-
ficatif que possible par lui-mé&me. La racine *es~ qui signifiait ‘‘exister’’ (cf. ¥ wov {dber 1€
xaiEotv, ® 236) s’est trouvée apte 4 ce rdle.... Le verbe d’existence, perdant sa signification
propre, a été réduit peu & peu au role de simple copule.”

18 Lyons, Introduction, pp. 322f., 388. For other similar views, see below, § 9, n. 39.
16 Ibid. p.397. Jespersen had described the opposition of stability (state) and change (into or
out of a state) as one form of aspectual contrast in Philosophy of Grammar, pp. 287f. He
later proposed the terms static and kinetic (A Modern English Grammar II1, 355). Lyons also
suggests the terms stative and mutative.
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This suggests that what the nominal copula (2) and the locative copula (3)
have in common — and what they share with that other ‘“‘dummy-verb”
have — is precisely the static or stative aspect by which they contrast with
verbs of motion and change.

Lyons’ analysis of the aspectual value of be applies even more neatly to
Greek than to English. For in the first place it is elut which provides the
construction for static possession that corresponds to #gve in English Eott
pot). And in the second place Greek has a become verb yiyvopar which is
not restricted to the role of the nominal copula (as decome is in English) but
functions in kinetic or mutative contrast to eip{ in the locative and possessive
constructions as well:

1 1. 9.125 (=9.267)
ol xev &Afilog eln aviip § tdoca yévorto
“That man would not be poor in possessions, to whom so much
was given”
(after Lattimore)
2 n11.13
tolor & Gopap ndiepog yAvkiov yéver' AE véeadu
“And now battle became sweeter to them than to go back (home)”
{Lattimore)
3 . 9.669
ol & 8te 87 Khisinow &v "Atpetdao yévovrto
“Now when these had come back to the shelters of Agamemnon”
(Lattimore)

This range of uses for ylyvopat is preserved in classic Attic; furthermore
(both in Homer and later) the same verb serves as kinetic or mutative pendant
to eipf in most of the existential uses of elpf as well: e.g. yiyvopat “I am
born”/eipi “I am alive”. Hence the be-become contrast in Greek is practically
co-extensive with the static-kinetic aspectual opposition.

This analysis can be reformulated as a partial answer to our question:
why is it precisely the verb *es- or eipi that is introduced into sentences with
non-verbal predicates? Whatever we take as the most fundamental or most
characteristic uses of eipf, they must be such as to make it an appropriate
expression for the static aspect in the sense defined by the contrasts in (1)~(3).
This is in harmony with the fact that elp{ in Greek has only durative (present
and imperfect) forms, with no other ““aspects” in the traditional sense (i.e. no
aorist or perfect forms).1? Since Lyons is discussing English rather than
ancient Greek, he does not consider the relation between this static value

17 In Ancient Greek generally (unlike Modern Greek) the future is not aspectually marked,
but it is worth noting that the future forms of elut are all derived from the durative stem
£o-. At the same time, it must be pointed out that there is no necessary agreement between
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for the copula and the whole range of non-copulative uses of glp{ which we
discuss in the following chapters. He does suggest, however, that the exis-
tential and locative constructions are very generally connected with expres-
sions for possession.18 We postpone these larger questions, and restrict our-
selves here to the copulative use of *es-.

Ignoring the suggestion of a theoretical level of deep structure without
the verb be and considering only sentence forms in which the copula actually
occurs, we can describe the situation in either of two ways: (1) In addition to
its role as “carrier” for the verbal marks of tense, mood, etc., elpi has (a) the
general aspectual value static as opposed to kinetic, i.e. it means being
(duratively) in a certain condition, standing in a certain state (compare the
static effect of periphrasis with eipl and the predilection of this construction
for the “stative” perfect participles as remarked in Chapter IV, § 17); and
(b) with locative predicates this general value is specified as staying (being
located) in a given place. (2) Alternatively, we can proceed as dictionaries
traditionally do, giving the most ‘‘concrete” use first and treating the others
as derived or “‘extended’ senses of the word: (a) eipf in the local sense, be
somewhere, be in a place, and (b) in a wider or more abstract sense, be in a
given state, condition or relationship: be sick, be tall, be captain, be brother to,
etc. This second account is in part a simplified version of what we actually
find as the conjectural history of the verb be in the Oxford English Dictio-
nary.19 We shall return, in Chapter VIII, to the hypothesis implied in (2),

the durative aspect as defined by Meillet and others (which concerns contrasting forms of
the same verb, e.g. imperfect contra aorist) and Lyons’ static aspect (which involves a
contrast between different verbs). Thus the Greek verb el *“I go™* (in post-Homeric Greek
“ will go’*) would in virtue of its meaning have to be counted as kinetic in Lyons’ sense,
yet (like its near-homonym elpt) this verb is conjugated only in durative forms: the aorist
for “‘go’* is provided by suppletive verbs ((Bnv, 1A30v), just asin the case of &yevouny
(*'I became”’) for elpil. Since the two oppositions are marked at different levels, one lexical
and the other morphological, there is room within the is-becomes contrast in Greek for a
further opposition between durative and non-durative expression for becomes: péyarog
tylyvero, pdyakog &yévsro. ‘“‘He was becoming great,” ““He became great.””

To some extent, then, the durative/non-durative and static/kinetic oppositions vary
independently of one another. Yet the fact remains that there is no generally available
non-durative expression for is or was in Greek, except precisely for those suppletive verbs
like Erlero and tétukral which would normally be rendered as kinetic (“‘it became’’ and
‘it has been made’’), but which at the limit may provide simply an aorist or perfect for
eluf (like Epv and népuka in Attic). When this limit is reached, the lexical contrast between
iy and becomes yields to an opposition which is aspectual in the narrower, traditional sense.
For examples, see below § 7.

18 Lyons, Introduction pp. 390-7; ‘A Note on Possessive, Existential, and Locative”,
Foundations of Language 3 (1967), 390-5.

19 ‘“The primary sense appears to have been that of branch I below, ‘to occupy a place’
(i.e. to sit, stand, lle, etc.) in some specified place; thence the more abstract branch I was
derived by abstracting the notion of particular place, so as to emphasize that of actual
existence, ‘to be somewhere, no matter where, to be in the universe, or realm of fact, to
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which takes the concrete local use of eluf as somehow basic or primitive. But
on either view we see that the use of be as locative copula might be regarded
as paradigmatic for its copula use generally, in the sense that to stand is
paradigmatic for the notion of state in general, quite apart from etymological
considerations.

§4. CRITICISM OF TRADITIONAL ACCOUNTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE COPULA

We may summarize the conclusion of the last section by describing eipf as
a verb of station as opposed to a verb of motion, where motion is understood
broadly to mean change of any sort, and station is similarly understood to
mean any (at least temporarily) fixed state, quality, or relation. If we combine
this with the result of § 2, we see that although be as a copula seems to have
no “meaning of its own” in that it contributes no independent item of infor-
mation, no distinct lexical idea, and hence may generally be reconstructed
wherever it is omitted, nevertheless it is not altogether meaningless in that
it does make some significant contribution to the sentence as a whole: (1) as
finite verb in the indicative, is serves as distinctive sign of the truth-claim
essential to declarative sentencehood, and (2) as verb of station be in any form
represents the aspectual value static in contrast to kinetic (or mutative)
represented by become (in Greek ylyvopm, nélopar, tehédw, téroypm etc.).
Notice that while the first role could in principle be filled by any verb in the
language, the second function defines a much narrower class of possible
copula verbs, namely those meaning stand, sit, lie, stay, and the like. It is no
surprise, then, to discover that forms derived from other verbs of this class
have been incorporated into the conjugation of *es- in various I.-E. families:
forms from stare in the Romance languages (It. stato, Fr. été, étais), forms
from *ves- “to stay, dwell” in Germanic (Engl. was, Germ. war).20

have a place among existing things; to exist’. Branch I [sc. the copula] was derived from
I by weakening the idea of actual presence, into the merely intellectual conception of
‘having a place’ in a class of notions or ‘being identical with’ another notion: ‘centaurs are
imaginary creatures’ = ‘centaurs have their place in the class of creatures of the imagin-
ation’.”” Note that the O.E.D. correctly situates be among verbs of station or position, but
misses its distinctively static aspectual value,

20 This is paralleled by a tendency for become-verbs also to lose their agpectual value and
become assimilated to *es-. Thus I.-E. *bhi-, which originally figured as a become-copula
(cf. Greek @vopat, E@u, where the mutative aspect is clear) has been integrated into the
conjugation of Latin sum (fid) and Bnglish am/is/are (be), and has replaced *es- as primary
copula in Russian (byla, etc.). On English be, see the O.E.D. s.v. B1.2: *“To become, come
about was the Old English and early Middle English sense of bédon, while still a distinct
verb, before it became blended with am, was.’’ I am told, however, that this etymological
sense is not at all common in old English texts,
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With these observations in mind, we are in a position to judge more crit-
ically the standard historical accounts of the origin of the copula in L-E. The
aim of this and the next section will be primarily negative, since I wish to
deny that the diachronic perspective can shed any light on the nature and
function of *es- as copula verb. In particular I claim that the role of sipf as
copula, illustrated in Chapter IV, must be taken for granted in any account
of apposition and nominal predication with other verbs. And I shall suggest
that the copula role is fundamental for sipi and that, if any, it is the existential
uses (which are in every period much less frequent) that could more reasonably
be regarded as secondary or “derived” - though in fact both copula and
existential uses are attested in the earliest known state of Greek and of
every 1.-E. language, as far as I can tell.

The standard account of the copula begins with a hypothetical state of
the L.-E. Ursprache in which there was no copula verb properly speaking,
but where the functions of nominal and locative predication were performed
by two other devices: (i) the nominal (verbless) sentence, and (ii) the construc-
tion of predicates in “‘apposition” with a verb of distinct meaning that might
equally well be used alone, as in the English examples: to go | first, to die |
poor, to stand | still, to sit | at home. In this primitive state of the language,
the verb *es- was a verb like other verbs, meaning only fo exist or perhaps
having some more “‘concrete” sense which we cannot recover. Like many
other verbs, it could be construed with nominal and locative predicates. The
fading of the verb into a mere copula (“blosses Formwort,” “Bindewort’)
occurred when the emphasis of the speaker and the attention of the hearer
fell so strongly on the predicate that the content of the verb itself was no
longer of any consequence. The verb thus lost its meaning, and the copula
sentence with *es- emerged as a more flexible formal variant on the original
nominal sentence.2!

Since I am not a comparative philologist, I cannot undertake a general
criticism of this view for L.-E. I simply note that neither of the conditions
assumed by the developmental hypothesis - the original absence of a copula

31 This is essentially the view of K. Brugmann, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik § 861,
developed in greater detail by B. Delbriick, Vergleichende Symtax der indogermanischen
SprachenIII (=Brugmann-Delbrick, Grundriss V), pp. 10-4;cf. p. 121. In his original article
‘‘La phrase nominale en indo-européen, MSL 14(1906), 1-26, Meillet insisted that *es-served
as copula in prehistoric I.-E., and that the nominal sentence was common only in the pres-
ent indicative and above all in the third person. But his account in Meillet-Vendryés,
Grammaire comparée (cited above, in § 3, n. 14) follows Brugmann and Delbriick in
assuming that (1) *es- originally meant fo exis?, and (2) the copula use gradually becomes
more important and leads to the loss of this original sense of the verb. Similar developmental
assumptions underlie the account of the Greek copula in Kithner-Gerth I, 3 and 42; and
Schwyzer-Debrunner pp. 623f. The latter claims explicitly that the nominal sentence pattern
is older than the copula construction.
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verb and the use of *es- as independent verb only - seems to be attested for
any known form of I.-E.22 And from the Greek point of view, neither
assumption is at all plausible. The verbless sentence pattern occurs in Homer,
of course, but it is more common than the copula form only in the third
person singular present indicative, as we have seen.2® Not only does the
copulative construction occur for every form of the verb; it is overwhelmingly
more frequent than the existential uses, or than all non-copulative uses
combined. Let me recall the figures for eipl in the first 12 books of the Iliad:
451 copulative constructions against 111 other examples (and of these others,
some 19 are mixed copulative uses). The distinctly existential uses scarcely
number more than 45 or 55 out of 562 occurrences of the verb, i.e. about one
case in 10.24 The figures for the existential use in my Lysias and Xenophon
samples are comparable (7%, 9%, 8%, 13%), and the frequency is perhaps
not very different for the use of existential there is in Modern English,2%
The number and variety of non-copulative uses is greater in Homer than in
Attic (and much greater in both than in modern English), and it is only
reasonable to suppose that in some unknown earlier state of the language
it was greater still. But when we consider the other side of the story, that the
copula construction alone accounts for about 809 of the Homeric usage of
the verb (as against 75-90% in Attic, perhaps 90-95% in modern English),
it is perfectly arbitrary to assume that at some time in the remote past this
figure stood at zero. A more likely guess is that the copula construction is as
old as the verb *es-. And when we consider that the copula use of *gen- is
also well-established in Homer (and in Vedic) and that the static-kinetic
aspectual contrast is attested for be-become in most or all 1.-E. languages
(esse/fieri in Latin, as-/bha- or as-[jan- in Sanscrit, sein/werden in German,
etc.) we may reasonably conclude that the copula sentence form, with its

22 It has been suggested that in Russian yesr (from *es-) represents an existential verb only.
It is true that yesr scarcely functions as nominal copula; and as locative copula it commonly
has existential force (‘‘there is’’). But yest is at best the vestige of an I.-E. verb, having
neither past nor future tense and no personal forms except the 3rd singular indicative
(with its negative nier). The formal decadence of yest is presumably to be connected with
two other facts: *‘en slave, les divers dialectes attestent que ’emploi constant de la phrase
nominale pure est une innovation russe’’ (Meillet, “La phrase nominale,”” p. 15; other
authors have thought differently); and the copula in past and future is provided by forms
(byl-, etc.) derived from *bhiz-, with loss of the original kinetic aspect. There is nothing here
to suggest a primitive state of I.-E.

23 See above, p. 188, n. 7; also below, Appendix B, pp. 438-40.

2 The exact figure for the existential use depends upon whether or not the “‘vital”” use
(my Type I in Chapter VI) is counted as existential. The number of examples rises to 63 if
we count the possessive construction as well, and to 75 if we add the veridical.

28 ¥ count seven examples of there is[there are in the first 100 occurrences of be in Ralph
Ellison’s Invisible Man, and the same number in the first 100 occurrences in Stevenson’s
Treasure Island.
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characteristic aspectual opposition, is as old as the L-E. language family. It
is in any case as old as Greek.

Insofar as some versions of the developmental hypothesis admit that *es-
has always been construed with nominal and locative predicates, my con-
clusion is not strictly incompatible with the traditional account. Insofar as it
remains developmental, however, I reject the traditional view in any form.
I see no reason to believe that the use of elpui in Homer has evolved from some
earlier system that was fundamentally different in its construction of nominal
and locative predicates.

§5. TRANSFORMATIONAL DERIVATION OF APPOSITION
AND QUASI-PREDICATION FROM COPULA SENTENCES WITH be

The conclusion which I have been arguing empirically, on the basis of sta-
tistics from the Iliad, can be more directly established by a theoretical argu-
ment on transformational principles. The argument will go as follows. Of
the two alleged alternatives to the copula construction, the first alternative,
namely apposition, actually presupposes the copula, since the appositive
form N, the N, or Ny, a N,, (e.g. Agamemnon son of Atreus) is derived from
the predicative form N, is N, (Agamemnon is son of Atreus), just as AN comes
in general from N is A (e.g. a bad boy from a boy (who) is bad).2¢ On the
other hand the second alternative - the nominal sentence - is no alternative
at all, since it must be regarded as containing the zero form of the verb be.
The hypothesis of the primitive nominal sentence is, from the point of view
of transformational theory, simply the conjecture that at some time in the
L-E. past the verb to be (as the static copula in Nis 4, N is PN, etc.) had only
zero forms. For an account of the uses of elui in Greek this conjecture is
not very interesting, and I shall have no more to say about it.

The question of apposition is of direct interest, however, since we think
of it as characteristic of the archaic “paratactic™ style in Homer. Hence I
want to make explicit the argument that appositional syntax cannot be
primitive but presupposes a construction with be. This forms part of the
more general claim that any predicative construction with verbs other than
be or become presupposes at least one of these two basic copulas. The
theoretical situation is the same for any I.-E. language, and we may more
conveniently consider the case for English. Jespersen has summarized the
data in his account of *“predicatives of being.” (Note that Jespersen uses the
term “predicative” for what I call a predicate in the narrow sense.)

28 For the derivation of appositive nouns, see B. L. Robbins, The Definite Article in English
Transformations, pp. 204-6.
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The phenomena to be dealt with here may be arranged in something like
the following gradation: 27

There he sat, a giant among dwarfs.
He came back a changed being altogether.
He married young and died poor.

The snow was falling thick.

The natives go naked.

The streets ran parallel with the beach.
She stood godmother to his little boy.
He seemed anxious.

It proved true.

0. It was true.

1. The more fool he!

=00 N O R W

All of Jespersen’s examples involve nominal predicates, though we have a
locative phrase as well in 1, and perhaps in 6. In order for locative and
paralocative constructions to be fully represented, I add the following:

12. Suddenly I caught a glimpse of them, Aalf a mile away.
13. John stays in the same hotel every summer.

14. He remained in the Party after the purge.

15. He seemed as much in love with her as ever.

Jespersen divides his samples into three groups: (A) extraposition, the
limiting form of apposition in which the words are “added as a kind of
afterthought after the sentence has been completed” (sentences 1 and 12),
(B) quasi-predicatives, in which the sentence-nexus would be “wholly or
nearly complete without the quasi-predicative” (sentences 2-5, 13-14), and
(C) true predicatives, where the nexus (or, as we may say, the kernel) is in-
complete without the predicative expression (sentences 8-11 and 15; note
that there is only a difference of degree between (B) and (C) and that cases
like 6 and 7, and perhaps 13-14, may be regarded as intermediate).

For extraposition, for ordinary apposition within the sentence, and for
quasi-predicatives as well, Jespersen’s own discussion makes clear that we
have, in effect, the conjunction of two sentences: ‘“Words in extraposition...
form, as it were, a separate utterance, which might even be called a separate
sentence” (M.E.G. 111, 357); quasi-predicatives “admit of a circumscription
[we would say, a paraphrase] in which the substantive or adjective appears
as the predicative of a form of the verb be: we parted the best of friends = we
were the best of friends when we parted | they go naked = they are naked as

27 Modern English Grammar 111, 356. I have added the sentence numbers for reference.
Jespersen’s general view is restated more briefly in Essentials of English Grammar, p. 124-31.
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they go (about) | ke lay sick =he was sick, and he was lying | ke died a
beggar =he died when he was a beggar, or, he was a beggar when he died”
(ibid. 358). A transformational analysis will simply formalize this insight by
defining the appropriate operations for sentence-connection, permutation,
zeroing, and the like, so that the predicate constructions in italics will in
each case be derived from a complex source in which one member is a copula
sentence with be. In some cases the second component will be a sentence
operator rather than a distinct sentence, e.g.

9. It proved true « It proved to be true « It was true and It proved so,

where It proved so represents an operator which is comparable in meaning to
It became clear that, but differs from the latter in that it transforms its
operand sentence as an infinitive rather than as a that-clause. (Compare the
Greek constructions of 8fjA6v ot with thar-clause and §fjA6¢ o1t with
participle, in Chapter IV, §20; also ¢aivetar &t with ¢aiveroar elvat,
oaivetal dv, etc.)

§6. Be MODIFIERS AND be-REPLACERS

In most of the examples just considered, the derivation of apposition and
quasi-predication from a source of the form N is @ raises no problems of
principle, even if the detail of the analysis may offer some difficulty (for
example, in deriving The more fool he! from a kernel of the form He is a fool
or He is foolish). The situation is different for a sentence like 8, He seemed
anxious, where we may be reluctant on principle to accept He is anxious
as a source, for the obvious reason that 8 may be true where He is anxious
is false. Can a given sentence be derived from a “‘source” which is not part
of its meaning? Yet the derivation is surely correct, as we can see from

8A He seemed to be anxious.

In 8A we have an explicit verb operator (He) seemed on a kernel He is
anxious, just as in the case of He began to be anxious, He wanted to be a
painter. We may describe such operators as be-modifiers to distinguish them
from the be-replacers that do not admit be in the resulting transform.
Examples of be-replacers are stands (tall), lies (flat), stays (on the job), goes
(naked). We find the same distinction in Greek between Sokef, paivetal
(elvan) xarég, vopiletar (elvan) dyodog on the one hand, and true be-
replacers like méAopat, yiyvopar, kefpor ete. (In some cases of the “redun-
dant” use of eipi the transformational structure of be-modifiers is clearer in
Greek than in English: cogiotqv dvopdfouvst tov Gvdpa elvar “They call
the man a sophist™; cOupayov piv elhovto elvar “They chose him as ally”;
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where the underlying be is zeroed in English but preserved in Greek. See
L.S.J. s.v. lpi E.2.) In most cases these be-modifiers are general operators
that can be construed with any verb: He seemed to love her, He began to walk
away, He wants to finish the job. It is characteristic of many of these operators,
particularly those which express intentional concepts, that they modify the
truth claim of their operand sentence, just as a question, a dubitative
utterance, or a conditional construction modifies the underlying truth claim
of the indicative mood. (See above, § 2.) In this respect He seems (to be) rich
behaves like He wants to be rich: neither sentence affirms their common
kernel, He is rich.

Thus, accepting Jespersen’s account of the parallels between apposition,
quasi-predicatives, and true predicatives with or without be, a transforma-
tional grammarian will interpret these facts rather differently. Whereas
Jespersen sees the verbless form The more fool he! as *‘the last link of a long
series beginning with descriptions which stand really outside the sentence as
an afterthought,””28 we analyze them all, including the verbless form, as
specified transforms of the basic copula sentence N is &. Only in the case of
the be-replacers like stays, stands, etc. need we consider another possibility:
namely, to treat these not as transforms of is but as genuine alternatives, that
is to say, as elementary copulas. On this view, be will appear not as the
unique kernel copula but only as the most important member of a small set
of verbs occurring in elementary sentences of the form NVA, NVN(nomi-
native), NVPN, etc., marked for static aspect. In contrast, we will have a
similarly small group of ‘“kinetic” copulas, with become as the major
representative but also including turn (green), grow (tall), fall (sick), etc.
In the traditional diachronic theory of the development of copula be, these
“copula-like” verbs are cited as evidence that “some verbs when connected
with predicatives tend to lose their full meaning and approach the function
of an empty link.” 22 The verb *es- would be the limiting case, where the loss
of meaning is complete. Since we have abandoned the developmental
perspective, however, we must reinterpret these facts synchronically. Shall
we regard eipi among static be-replacers simply as first among equals? Or
shall we derive the copula construction with other verbs from a single
underlying form with be? The same question recurs in an even more funda-

28 Essentials of English Grammar, p. 124.

29 Jespersen, MEG III, 356. Compare Kiihner-Gerth I, 42 on “Kopulaartige Verben’’:
**Sie unterscheiden sich aber dadurch von der Kopula elvay, dass sie nicht zu einem rein
abstrakten Begriffe herabsinken, sondern neben der kopulativen Kraft ihre konkrete
Grundbedeutung festhalten.” Kiihner-Gerth's list includes not only be- and become-
replacers like mélo, EQuv, xadéotnka, but also be-modifiers like paivopar, vouifouar.
Note that some verbs admit both constructions, with or without elvat (or &v): toyyxave,
xup®, dvopdfopat. In principle, these are all be-modifiers,
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mental form for the be-become opposition. Is this to be regarded as primitive?
Or shall we derive become in turn from be?

§7. THE PRIORITY OF be TO become

These questions oblige us to clarify our theoretical concept of the verb be.
In fact we seem to be dealing here not with a single notion but with a nested
family of concepts on different levels of abstraction or theoretical generality.
And a clearer view of these distinctions may help us to see what is at stake
in the suggestion that the verb be can be eliminated from the deep structure
of English and other languages.

Consider first the question whether we are to regard the opposition between
be and become as primitive, or whether we derive become from be. The
former view is suggested by the theory of aspects developed by Lyons, since
the be-become contrast is presented there as a special case of a more general
pattern of static-kinetic opposition. On the other hand, the conceptual
derivation of become from be was explicitly proposed by Jespersen, who
claimed that for “predicatives of becoming, the underlying notion is ‘begin
to be’.”’30 Qur answer to this question will determine the generality of our
concept of the verb be. On the one hand we get a single copula form as source
for all predicative constructions, both nominal and locative; on the other
hand we accept an irreducible duality characterizing the copula in all its
forms. Now the existence of this duality is a fact: the be-become contrast
extends throughout the I.-E. languages and many others; and as we have
seen, it may be correlated with a number of generalizations concerning the
opposition between have and get, as well as between verbs of station (is,
stands, stays) and verbs of motion (goes broke and goes to town, runs dry and
runs into trouble). The kinetic aspect also characterizes another important
class of predicative constructions, with causative or factitive verbs: They
made him king, they made him happy.3! Nevertheless, the derivation of
become from be is philosophically deeper, and is probably also more useful
for linguistic description. It is deeper in that be is “‘notionally” (i.e. con-
ceptually) prior to become, as Jespersen saw: X becomes Y presupposes
X was not Y and implies X will be Y or at least X begins to be Y. But the
converse does not hold: X is Y does not presuppose or imply any sentence
with become. Being is logically prior to becoming, just as location is prior
30 MEG III, 383. Lyons might have some sympathy with this view, since he describes the
stative forms as ‘‘unmarked’’, the mutative as ‘‘marked” (Introduction p. 398).

31 Jespersen himself drew the parallel between ‘‘predicatives of becoming’ and the pro-
leptic object (“‘object of result’’) of factitive verbs like He painted the fence green, He drove

her mad; and we may add the locative forms He drove her to town, He ran his father into
debt, Compare Lyons, Introduction pp. 398f.
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to motion and, in general, the concept of state is prior to the concept of a
change of state. This priority is expressed in the mathematical form of the
corresponding concepts in physics, where motion, for example, is defined
in terms of position at different times.

This conceptual priority of be to become sheds light on a number of *“‘em-
pirical” facts. Thus the root for is (*es-) is common to all (or practically all)
L.-E. languages, but there is no corresponding universality in the expression
for the contrasting term. Become, devenir, werden, fieri, represent so many
different roots, whose lexical function is in each case defined by their opposi-
tion to *es-. In Homer, where the aspect of become is expressed by four
verbs, ylyvopor, néhw, 1eAéSw and tétuypat, the four verbs rogether are
considerably less frequent than eipi alone. (I count 13 forms of the former
for 39 of eipl in Odyssey 13; the four verbs for become occupy a total of
243 columns or less than 14 pages in Gehring’s Index Homericus, where
the entries for eipf fill almost 8 columns or four pages.) Furthermore, in
many of their occurrences these verbs tend to lose their aspectual contrast
and to figure as more or less expressive substitutes for elpi, like stand, lie,
etc. for be. For example, in the description of a scene on Achilles’ shield, the
verb Tétukto expresses the work of the craftsman: 71, 18.549 1o 81 nepl Sadpa
Tétukto “Such was the wonder of the shield’s forging™ (Lattimore), literally,
‘it was fashioned a marvel exceedingly”. But in the description of Ithaca
(0d. 13.243) 013" ebpela téruktar “the island is not broad,” the same verb
is almost indistinguishable in meaning from &otl in the preceding verse
(oby innAAatog oty “it is not good for driving horses™): there is at most
a slight metaphorical suggestion of an analogy between the formation of the
island and that of a work of art. Similarly &rAetro, which usually indicates
a process or event (e.g. Il. 4478 pivov3dadiog 8¢ of aldv/Endsto “His life
became short, [as he was beaten down by the spear of Ajax]’), may be used
with an aspectual value indistinguishable from eipi: 7. 6.434 Ev3a/duBotég
tott néMg xal Enidpopov Emheto teiyog “where the city is openest to
attack and the wall may be mounted” (Lattimore: the two copula-predicate
phrases are so closely parallel here that they are actually transposed in this
rendering). Thus wélopar in many passages in Homer tends to serve as an
equivalent for eipi; and in the poem of Parmenides the two verbs are treated
as strictly synonymous.32 This is the same process of the assimilation of a
kinetic verb to the meaning of its static counterpart which we find in the
derivatives of *bhfl- that serve as suppletive or substitute for *es- in Latin,
in Russian, and in English be. (See § 4, n. 20.) But the opposite process, by
which a form of *es- acquires the meaning become, seems never to occur. The
static copula represents the fixed point around which the predicative system
82 See Parmenides fr. 6.8, fr. 8.11, 18, etc.
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of the language revolves: it exerts a strong influence on other forms, including
words for become, and thus it frequently draws them into its own position
in the static center of the system.

Another striking testimony to the more fundamental role of be is provided
by the case of factitive verbs, which are themselves kinetic in meaning but
presuppose the static copula. Thus John makes Mary happy can be para-
phrased by John causes her to be (not to become) happy; We elected him
president has as a variant We elected him to be president. There is a parallel
in the expressions for possession, As Lyons points out, *Bill has given John
a book implies John has a book”: to give is to make to have, not to make to
get.33 In Greek this relationship may be idiomatically expressed by the use
of elpl in possessive (or copula-possessive) construction after the verb to
give: Il. 10.269 *Appidapag 82 More ddxe Estviiov elvar “Amphadamas
gave (the boar-tusk helmet) to Molos to be a gift of hospitality.”

We see that we could, if we chose, eliminate become and yiyvopat from
the kernel forms of English and Greek and introduce them as an aspectual
variant on be produced by some general verb operator like begins (to be) or
comes (to be), which operates on other verbs as well (begins to rain, comes to
prefer). But we cannot eliminate be from kernel forms without allowing for
some other systematic marker of tense, mood and static aspect in sentences
with non-verbal predicates.34

§8. THEORETICAL CONCEPT OF THE VERB be AS REQUIRED IN
TRANSFORMATIONAL GRAMMAR

I have argued that both appositive syntax and become-copulas presuppose
the copula be, as do other be-modifiers. But I have not yet dealt with the
relation between be (or elpl) and the static be-replacers such as stand, lie, sit.
Before turning to this question (in § 11) I wish to specify the theoretical level
on which the verb 10 be is envisaged, when we say that it underlies an apposi-
tional construction or that it occurs in zero form in the nominal sentence.

It should be emphasized here that any concept of be involves a certain
amount of theoretical abstraction: neither this nor any other verb is *“‘given”
to us in raw empirical form. We can see this clearly enough if we take what
may be the closest thing to an empirical definition of the verb, as the sum of
actual occurrences in a closed corpus. To be precise, let us define the verb
3 Introduction, p. 399.

34 Theoretically we do not need a marker for the static aspect if the predicative structure
of the sentence is clear. Whereas tense and mood vary from sentence to sentence, the
stative value is constant for every use of copula be. Hence we could leave this aspect un-

expressed and introduce a verbal marker only for become. In a way, this theoretical
possibility is realized in the nominal sentence.
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elpt in the Homeric poems as the set of occurrences for all forms listed under
this title in columns 249-257 of Gehring’s Index Homericus. The individual
occurrences (for example, the first occurrence of 2otf in the poems, at
Iliad 1.114) constitute specific tokens, each one identified by its position in
the text, in contrast to the fype &oti, the third singular present indicative
form which is “instantiated” in each of these tokens. Corresponding to
each type (8oti, opéy, elvas, etc.) there is a set of tokens, i.e. occurrences;
and the verb eipi may be defined as the set whose members are these specific
subsets. Thus the verb be in Greek, which we arbitrarily represent by one
of its forms (namely, by elp{ here, and elsewhere often by the infinitive
glvan), is essentially a set of sets. Its constituent members are not the individ-
ual occurrences but their various type-classes, the different forms of the
verb.33 It is these subsets which have as their members the actual occurrences or
tokens, classified by their shape and individuated by their position in the text.

Now this text itself — the Homeric corpus - is an abstract type or set of
equivalent tokens, namely the set of all copies of the Homeric poems in
existence, including any portions thereof which you or I may choose to
write down, or read aloud. Your copy of 8ol in Iliad 1.114 and my copy do
not constitute distinct occurrences of the word, in the sense of “‘occurrence”
which is relevant here: they are marked only once in Gehring’s Index. Thus
our empirical definition of the verb in terms of actual occurrences in a fixed
text requires us to abstract from all particular marks on given sheets of
paper and to specify a single general structure - the sequence of words and
verses ~ which constitutes our theoretical object, the Homeric text. It is
within this text that we identify individual occurrence-tokens for each of the
forms (such as &) which we then group into a higher unity, the set of forms
that constitutes the verb gipd,36

35 This statement involves a major simplification, since several syntactic types are re~
presented by alternative concrete forms or allomorphic variants. Thus the third plural
present indicative eloi has in Homer a variant form Eaot, the infinitive elvay has syntactical
equivalents in Eppevar, Eusvas, Eppev, Euev and so forth. The verb as a syntactical family
is thus a third-order set of actual occurrences. Its subsets are the syntactical forms (infin-
itive, third plural present indicative, etc.), and these in turn are sets of morphologically
distinct types of occurrences. If the morphological type is already an abstraction, the
verb as such is a third-order abstraction.

3 If we wished to reduce the theoretical element in our ‘‘empirical’’ concept of the verb
elpi to a strict minimum, we could in principle avoid speaking of the text of Homer, or of
any other specific works and authors, and refer more generally to all preserved documents
and inscriptions from Ancient Greek. We could then identify the verb as the sum of
occurrences of all the specified forms in the expanded corpus that would include all copies
and reproductions of ancient texts (including future copies, if one wishes). These occur-
rences could be individuated by their material position on a particular stone, parchment,
sheet of paper, black-board, etc., (or by their utterance by a given individual at a given time,
if we include vocal occurrences). On this basis, what would normally be called the first
Homeric occurrence of ¢oti (at 7. 1.114) would be an ill-defined multiplicity of occur-
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I have insisted upon these various levels of abstraction presupposed by
the ordinary notion of ‘“‘the verb elyi” as used in traditional philology, be-
cause one source of resistance to transformational syntax lies in the suspicion
that it deals in abstract theoretical concepts which have no direct basis in
textual evidence. Indeed, transformational grammar does make use of
theoretical abstractions; but so does historical morphology, lexicography,
and comparative grammar. Transformational methods as used here simply
go one step further. For our purpose we must recognize, in addition to the
actual occurrences just defined, certain theoretical occurrences of invisible
(zero) forms in derived sentences; or, what amounts to the same thing, we
must reconstruct occurrences of the verb in the underlying source and specify
that these forms have been zeroed or deleted in the course of transformation.
Thus in so simple a transform as I am hot and bothered we must recognize
the zeroing of a second I am in the source: I am hot + I am bothered. To
refuse to admit a second invisible occurrence of I am in the syntax of I am
hot and bothered is to refuse transformational grammar as such. And in this
respect transformational theory simply makes explicit certain assumptions
which underlie the traditional doctrine of syntax in our handbooks of Greek
and Latin grammar. Let us take a comparable example from Homer:

4 Il. 4,534

ol & péyav nep &6vra xai Tedpov kal dyavdv

doav and ceelov

“And though he was 2 mighty man and a strong and proud one

(they) thrust him from them.”

(Lattimore)

In traditional terms we would say that the three adjectives (uéyav, Tpdipov,
&yavbv) are all construed with the single participle £6vta. But in trans-
formational analysis every “construction” is interpreted by derivation from
a distinct sentential form (or from a distinct operator on a sentence). Hence

rences: *‘the same passage’’ would be counted over and over again, indefinitely. In this way
we could achieve the theoretical economy of eliminating the text of Homer, the text of
Herodotus, etc.; but of course we would pay for this economy by an enormous expansion
of our corpus with no real enrichment, and with the result that there could be no easy or
uniform convention for referring to specific passages in the literature.

In fact, it seems that philology in its familiar form would be quite impossible on the
basis of this sort of empiricist ‘‘nominalism’’ which attempts to define the linguistic data
in terms of concrete inscriptions (in Goodman’s sense). For example, the concept of a
hapax legomenon would be undefined, since inscriptions of any given form can be multi-
plied as often as one pleases.

Note that, even on the basis of this fantastically ‘‘concrete’® conception of an occurrence,
the verb to be would still be defined as a set of sets of occurrences, with the subsets identified
by their written or phonetic shape (or even as a third-order set, if we take into account the
complications mentioned in the preceding note).
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in transformational terms each of the adjectives in 4 represents a distinct
source sentence of the form Nis 4. The subject N (orrather its pro-word £ “he’’)
and the copula (26vta) are expressed with the first adjective but elliptically
omitted - i.e. zeroed — with the other two.

Hence if the concept of the verb be was already theory-laden in our
empirical notion defined on actual occurrences in the text of Homer, this
concept becomes doubly theoretical in transformational grammar, For we
must now count not only the overt occurrences in the text but also the
theoretical or zero occurrences reconstructed by transformational analysis: for
example, the two unexpressed forms of 26vta in 4. This reconstruction of
zero forms follows from the general principles of transformational syntax
and is of no special importance for the theory of the verb to be. Our verb
happens to be very frequently zeroed, but so also is a pronoun like he (£ in 4).
The actual and the zero occurrences are equally present in deep structure, and
the difference between them is accounted for by certain rules for the elim-
ination of redundant forms from surface structure. In many cases zeroing is
optional {or stylistic), as in the cases traditionally known as “ellipse.” 37 For
a study of be, the difference between actual and zero occurrences is of no
significance in comparison, say, with the distinction between elementary
and derived uses of the copula — between those surface forms which reflect a
kernel use of be and those which represent a transformational operator.
(See Chapter IV § 3.)

By ‘““be as the copula in Greek”, then, I mean the sum or set of occurrences
of forms of elufl as elementary copula and operator, whether these occur-
rences are actually recorded in the text or have to be reconstructed in the
transformational source of a given sentence. It is in this sense of ‘““the verb
be that I have argued that appositional syntax presupposes a use of the verb
as copula and that the nominal sentence represents a zero form of the verb.
(Some of the considerations adduced in § 7 to show that be is more fun-
damental than become require the same theoretical definition of the verb;
others rely only on the concept of actual occurrence: for example, when I
cited the more frequent use of elu{ than of its suppletives in Homer, and
when I illustrated the assimilation of become-verbs to be. In general the
methods of traditional philology require only the notion of surface occur-
rence; it is transformational syntax which insists upon the reconstruction of
zero forms.) The nominal sentence in Greek is accounted for by an optional
rule for zeroing the present indicative forms of eipi, above all in the third
person. We may compare this to the rule in English which permits us to omit
that in a sentence like I know (that) he is at home. The modalities of the rule

37 On zeroing see Harris, ‘“Transformational theory'’, pp. 387-96; Mathematical Struc-
tures pp. 78-83. For ellipse, see above, Chapter III § 4.
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for omitting elpi will differ somewhat for Homer and for later Greek, and
the proportion of zero occurrences may vary widely according to author,
stylistic genre, and particular sentence type. But once we have introduced
zero forms of the verb be, as we must do in any case for transformational
grammar, there seems to be no reason to regard the nominal sentence as

reflecting a different deep structure from the ordinary copula sentence with
be.38

§9. ELIMINATION OF THE COPULA be FROM DEEP STRUCTURE:
THE MORE FUNDAMENTAL NOTION OF THE “is OF PREDICATION”

The conclusion of the last section would be acceptable to a theorist who
wishes to eliminate the verb be from deep structure. Accepting the basic
structural equivalence of sentences with and without the copula verb, he can
regard the verb as introduced by a transformation (which is optional in
Greek, obligatory in English) of a sentential form that is already complete
as far as its lexically “full” or meaningful elements are concerned. Unlike
the full verbs represented in deep structure, the copula be thus appears as
a “dummy verb” generated in surface structure to carry those markers of
tense, mood and aspect which require a verb form for their expression.3?
In most of its recent formulations this view of be presupposes a distinction
between an abstract base component and a transformational level of gram-
mar, a distinction which is characteristic of generative grammars as devel-
oped by Chomsky but which is rather different from the Harris theory of
syntax utilized here, where transformations operate only on actual sentences
or sentence forms. It is not my intention to discuss the relative merits of
these two types of transformational theory. And fortunately the description
of be as a somewhat anomolous “dummy verb” is not in any way tied to the
generative viewpoint. Harris himself has suggested a generalization of his
system in which some transformations would operate not on sentences but on
“infrasentences’, and where in particular a rule for automatic insertion of
be would operate on certain infrasentences that have precisely the form of
the so-called nominal sentence: NA, ND,,., NN,,, etc.40 Now what is at stake
in these various theoretical descriptions of be as automatically inserted, or

88 For further discussion of the nominal sentence see Appendix B.

8% See the quotation from Lyons in § 3 above, p. 195. This view has been worked out
systematically for English by E. Bach, in terms of a generative theory like Chomsky’s; see
his *‘Have and be in English Syntax,” Language 43 (1967), pp. 462-85. A comparable
treatment of be on the basis of a different conception of deep structure is suggested by
Fillmore in ‘“The Case for Case’’, Universals in Linguistic Theory, pp. 426, 75-9.

40 See Harris, Mathematical Structures, pp. 170f. The insertion of be is compared to a
morphophonemic operator ¢= (p. 180).
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transformationally introduced or generated by the rules of the language,
is just the fact that the verb is contributes no information content to copula
sentences of the kind we associate with other verbs like sleeps, swims, loves.
Without deciding whether or not it belongs in the base component of a gener-
ative grammar, we can certainly admit that be is not *‘a verb like other verbs”.
For indeed the recent discussions of be in the context of transformational
theory only confirm the account of the copula given long ago by Meillet:
a grammatical device for introducing the verbal markers of person, tense,
mood, and aspect into a sentence which otherwise lacks a verb.

This formal role of the copula is perhaps most clearly seen in an abstract
predicative system modelled on that of logic, where elementary sentences
take the form Fa, Fab, and so on, with predicates construed as functions
(F) and names or primitive nouns figuring as arguments (g, b, ¢, etc.).4!
In such a scheme there will be no distinct sign of predication, such as a
copula or a finite verb form: predication is represented by the function-
argument pattern as a whole. In rendering Fa into words, however, we may
conveniently say “a is F”’; and this rendering suggests an ultimate generali-
zation of the concept of copula be which is illuminating in two respects. In
the first place it indicates a predicative role for be which is much more general
than the actual role of *es- in L.-E. This by contrast sheds light on the specific
nature of the copula in L-E., and reminds us that its role there is in turn
more general than that of copula verbs in some other languages. I shall
briefly illustrate these two points by contrasting examples in both directions.

Consider first the very general notion of “the is of predication™ as repre-
sented by the formal scheme for atomic sentences in modern logic. Leaving
aside the question of many-placed functions or relations (Fab, Fabe, etc.)
let us consider sentences of the simplest form, Fa. The vernacular rendering
“q is F” corresponds roughly to the set-theoretical interpretation aeo, “a
is a member of the set @”’, where the symbol “e” for membership is actually
derived from the initial letter of ¢oti. (Compare, in Chapter I §3, the inter-
pretation of “¢” in Le$niewski’s Ontology.) If we think of Fa as a schematic
rendering of the simplest sentences in natural language, we see that F will
correspond either (1) to verbs like sleeps, sings; (2) to adjectives and nouns
in predicate position: (is) humngry, (is a) man; or (3) to locative and para-
41 For a fully elaborated system of this sort, with transformational operators represented
as second-order functions, see Harris, Mathematical Structures, Chapter 7. A programmatic
suggestion along similar lines is made by Bach in his proposal to conceive ‘‘a system of
universal base rules’ modelled on first-order logic, with nouns, verbs and adjectives re-
presented by a single category of ‘‘contentives...like the predicates of logic or the ‘full
words’ of traditional Chinese grammar’’ (Universals in Linguistic Theory, pp. 115, 121).
It is extremely doubtful, however, that the basic rules of any natural language can be

formulated in first-order logic alone, though perhaps the elementary sentence forms may
be 80 represented, as Harris suggests.
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locative predicates: (is) at home, (is) in a hurry. The generalized is of
predication, represented by the scheme Fg, is present in all three cases,
whereas the actual use of *es- in I.-E. is limited to 2 and 3, the nominal and
locative copulas. The logical schema Fa thus ignores the grammatical differ-
ences between verbs, nouns, adjectives and adverbial phrases as counter-
parts of F, that is, as predicates in natural language, and gives a uniform
representation for all these cases.

The uniformity for the expression of predication may be regarded either
as an elimination or as a generalization of copula be. The copula is eliminated
if we think of the general form of F as verbal, rendering Fa as “a F's”. On
the other hand, it is generalized if we think of F as nominal and of is as the
predicate form as such: “a is F”’. Insofar as the latter is the more natural
rendering of the logical scheme, modern logic formalizes a view of the copula
which is essentially that of Port Royal, where is was conceived as the one
true verb, the sign of affirmation that is present or latent in every sentence.
Taking account of the actual limitations on the use of *es- in I.-E., I said
earlier that it was the finite verb form in general and not the copula as such
which is properly described as the sign of predication (§1). However, the
analysis of Port Royal reverses the situation by decomposing every finite
verb into is plus a nominal form: thus sleeps or Joves becomes is sleeping,
is loving. But the verb is which is thus elevated to the status of universal verb
is not the empirical *es- of actual occurrences, not even the theoretically
extended set which includes zero occurrences (where the zero occurrences
are reconstructed by ordinary transformational techniques). The universal
copula of Port Royal is a new theoretical entity introduced by the canonical
rewriting of every simple sentence in the form X is Y. The copula or “sub-
stantive verb” of Port Royal is just the “is of predication” of modern logic
insofar as the modern phrase is understood as coextensive with the pre-
dicative form Fa.4® And it is obvious that the verb be or the copula in this
sense will not be eliminated from the deep structure of any grammar for
L-E. languages. Nor will it be eliminated from any more general theory
that wishes its basic sentence forms to be assimilated to, or intertranslatable
with, the predicative forms of modern logic.48 It is characteristic of be in
43 This also applies to many-placed predicates like Fab, if we regard the first argument as
‘“‘subject” in the traditional sense. I ignore here the is of identity. See below, p. 400 n. 33.
43 Thus it is striking that E. Bach, who published in 1967 his proposal for eliminating be
from the base component of English and other languages, published in 1968 a theory of
“*Nouns and Noun Phrases’ which claims, in effect, that every occurrence of a noun in
English will be derived from a sentential structure of the form Someone (something) is N. (See
Universals in Ling. Theory, p. 104.) The apparent contradiction is resolved if we recognize
that the is of the latter form is the generalized *‘is of predication,” corresponding to the

scheme Fx, and not the specific verb be as used in English sentences. Bach’s presentation
would have gained in lucidity if he had drawn attention to this distinction. In one sense,
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this widest sense that it is indifferent to the superficial grammatical form
of the predicate F. It is characteristic of *es- as copula in I.-E., on the other
hand, that it functions only where the predicate is a noun, adjective, or
adverbial phrase; more precisely, only when the predicate does not contain
a finite verb (outside of subordinate clauses).

The generalized copula of Port Royal goes far beyond the actual use of
*es- in L.-E., but it may have some closer approximations in other languages.
The most favorable case known to me is the six copulative or predicative
suffixes in Turkish, which correspond in distribution to the six personal
forms of the I.-E. verb (without the dual).#4 Although there is a clear differ-
ence between verbal and non-verbal predicates in Turkish, there is a common
underlying form for predication in either case, since the six personal suffixes
which constitute finite verb forms are identical with the copulative suffixes
that serve with predicate nouns, adjectives or locative phrases. I am told that
the speaker of Turkish does not have the sentiment that the verb-endings
are identical with the copula, i.e. that he does not perceive the verb form as
the compound of a kind of nominal stem and a copulative suffix. Yet this is
a correct description of the situation for a linguist. Hence, from a theoretical
point of view we can say that the existence of these copulative suffixes,
applicable to verbal and non-verbal stems alike, gives Turkish a natural
parallel to the universal copula of Port Royal or to the uniform predicate
scheme of modern logic.

In L.-E., where the opposition of verbal and non-verbal predicates remains
fundamental, the copula *es- never attains this universality as sign of pre-
dication. The possibility of a development in this direction was nevertheless
suggested by the various uses of be as transformational operator, and in
particular by the periphrastic construction with participles (Chapter IV,
§§14-17). By generalizing this extension of be throughout the domain of
verbal predication, the Greek philosophers were in effect able to formulate
the notion of a universal copula which I have just illustrated from Turkish,
Thus Aristotle could say, like the Port Royal theorists after him, that for any

even he Jeaves be in the deep structure of every sentence; only the be in question is the
general predicative scheme of Port Royal and modern logic, not the empirical forms of
*es- in 1.-E. languages.

44 For the term *‘copulative suffix’’ see J. Nemeth, Turkish Grammar, English adaptation
by T. Halasi-Kun (The Hague, 1962), pp. 67f. These enclitic suffixes are often referred to
as “‘the present tense of ‘to be’,” for example in G. L. Lewis, Twkish Grammar (Oxford,
1967), p. 96. In the description given above I exaggerate the uniformity of the Turkish
system by ignoring alternate forms of the personal suffixes in past and conditional, deviant
forms in subjunctive and imperative, and the possibility of omitting the suffixes, above all
in third-person singular. For a good summary, see Lewis, op. cit. pp. 98, 106-8.
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verb X, Socrates X’s is equivalent to Socrates is Xing.4% It was of great
importance for the theories of Being developed in Greek philosophy that
this generalization was seen to be possible, and even natural. As we shall
see in Chapter VII, it was all the easier for the Greek philosophers to widen
the scope of slpi since the verb had, in its veridical use, actually achieved a
greater generality still, independent of any subject-predicate structure.
The copula of Port Royal, like the logical form Fa, presupposes a distinction
between S. and P. term, between function and argument. The impersonal
construction reminds us that a sentence in natural language need not have
this dyadic complexity. In this respect the veridical Eott or elvan (like p
or g in the sentential calculus, or like Wittgenstein’s Es verkdit sich so und so)
is more general in form, since it expresses a sentential truth claim without
any restrictions on the internal structure of the sentence. (See Chapter VII,
§ 8.) Assertion, affirmation, or “positing” (in the linguistic analogue to
Husserl’s epistemic sense of Position or Setzung) is more general than
predication; and this is one function expressed by the verb be in Greek. But
here we can no longer describe the verb as copula.

§10. COMPARISON WITH MORE RESTRICTED COPULA VERBS IN OTHER
LANGUAGES: EWE AND CHINESE

Before returning to the specific features of the copula system in Greek, we
may cast a glance at two other contrasting examples from outside L.-E. If
the use of *es- as copula in L.-E. is less general than the copulative suffixes
in Turkish (since *es- is restricted to non-verbal predicates), it is on the other
hand more general than the copula verbs in some other languages. Whereas
be as copula in L.-E. functions with predicate adjectives, nouns, and locative
phrases alike, these three domains are variously distributed elsewhere. Thus
in the West-African language Ewe we have a substantival copula nyé, used
only with predicate nouns, and a locative-adjectival copula /e (negative no),
translated as “to be present”, “to be located (somewhere)”’, “to be in a cer-
tain state or condition”. The verb /e also serves as operator in forming pro-
gressive and ingressive aspects: mele yiyim, “I am in the act of going”,
mele yiyi gé, *'I am near going, am about to go”. We may note that the same
verb also serves as the expression for existence (“‘there is) and for posses-
sion: in Ewe “I have it” is le asi-nye, literally “it is in my hand.” Thus le

45 Arist. De Int. 21%9 obdév vap Swpéper elnelv dvSponov Padifewv  GvSporov
Badifovta elvar. Similarly Pr. An. 51%13, Met. 47, 1017827, At Physics 18529 Aristotle
rejects the opposite suggestion of Lycophron for eliminating copulative and periphrastic
uses and putting every predicate into verbal form (without i5): & GvSparnog od Asukdg
gotiv G AedeOkartar, odde Badilmv totiv dAAG Badifet.



tends to assume the general role of copula-existential verb which is familiar
to us from I.-E. *es-. But its development as copula is blocked by the exis-
tence of a distinct form nyé used with predicate nouns, as well as by the
occurrence of various stative or quality-verbs (in morphological connection
with adjectives) and a few minor predicative forms.46

Thus Ewe presents us with a system where nominal predication is sharply
split between two distinct forms, one of which is also the form for locative
predication. Classical Chinese divides the territory in a different way. There
is a distinct locative verb tsai, a substantival copula shik construed with
predicate nouns, but no copula form for adjectives. The Chinese words
which translate our adjectives are conjugated like verbs (the so-called
stative verbs). And no part of this predicative system overlaps with the
expression for existence-possession (yu/wu).47

Leaving aside the functions of *es- as verb of existence and possession
in L-E., we can see that the copulative use alone is already quite general
in comparison with the more specialized copulas of Ewe and Chinese. Such a
generalized copula is not uniquely characteristic of L.-E.; the copulative
functions of *es- are closely paralleled by a single set of forms in a non-
Indo-European language like Mundari.48 The presence of such a flexible
instrument of predication in Greek was surely not a sufficient condition for
the general theories of Being developed in Greek philosophy, since there
are other languages with equally flexible systems (and some systems, like
Turkish, which seem to be even more flexible) but in which no such philoso-
phic theories are develpped. On the other hand, the L.-E. copula system
might reasonably be regarded as a necessary condition for the creation of

48 The interest of Ewe for a comparison with I.-E. was pointed out by Benveniste,
“‘Catégories de pensée et catégories de langue”, in Problémes de linguistique générale,
pp. 63-74. For the details, see D. Westermann, A Study of the Ewe Language transl. A. L.
Bickford-Smith (Oxford, 1930), §§ 81, 90-91, 147 (b); and Westermann, Worterbuch der
Ewe-Sprache (Berlin, 1905). Westermann (A Study ... § 90) lists five Ewe verbs ‘‘meaning
to be”’, but the other three (dl, du, wo) have very restricted uses as copula and might better
be regarded as idiomatic variants (like French !/ fait beau for le temps est beau). I was told
by an educated Ewe speaker that she regarded /e and myé as paralle]l or similar to one
another (and this was not the case for dl, du, wo). I am unable to guess how far this paral-
lelism reflected her familiarity with be in English.

47 Sce A. C. Graham, *‘‘Being’ in Western Philosophy compared with shih/fel and yu/wu
in Chinese Philosophy”’, Asia Minor (N.S.) 7 (1959), 79-112, and the same author in
The Verb ‘be’ and its Synonyms Part 1. I have simplified the situation in describing shik as
substantival copula. From A. Y. Hashimoto’s account of ‘“The Verb ‘to be’ in Modern
Chinese’* (The Verb ‘be’ and its Synonyms, Part 4), T gathe etween
substantival copula (sh/), locative verb (zal), and existential verb (you), with stative verbs
for our adjectives, is roughly preserved in modern Chinese, though the substantival copula
shi seems to overlap in some existential-locative-possessive constructions (ibid. pp. 78,
87, 89).

48 See D. T. Langendoen in The Verb ‘be’ and its Synonyms, Part 1.



Greek ontology as we know it. It is not easy to see how Aristotle could have
claimed that being has as many senses or uses as there are categories if elpi
were a copula used only with predicate nouns or only with predicate ad-
jectives.

§11. SURVEY OF THE be- AND become-REPLACERS IN HOMER

Before concluding our discussion of the copula, we must consider whether
there is anything more to be said in answer to the question with which we
began: why is it precisely the verb *es- that is introduced in L.-E. as sign
of predication, or as marker of person, tense and mood, in sentences which
would otherwise lack a finite verb? As I have suggested, this question may
be more accurately formulated as: What does the copula verb contribute to
the sentence in which it occurs? We have seen that some functions of the
copula — such as the marker of tense and the sign of truth claim in the
indicative mood endings ~ could in principle be performed by any verb in
the language, but that one role characterizes *es- in particular: the stative
aspect, by which it contrasts with verbs meaning to become, arrive at, get,
and the like (§3). And we have seen that this static value of the copula in
L-E. — and indeed, of the basic copula (or copulas) in any language - is
conceptually prior to, and in fact more fundamental than, the kinetic-
mutative value of the contrasting become-verbs (§7). It remains for us to
attempt to elucidate this value of *es- in the context of the small class of
static be-replacers mentioned earlier, and in contrast with the typical become-
verbs in early Greek.

What I have to say about the static be-replacers in Greek is not very
different from what Boyer and Spéranski have said concerning three com-
mon “substitutes for the verb be” in Russian, namely verbs which figure
as alternatives to the nominal sentence in present tense. These verbs preserve
their “concrete” sense in their use as be-replacers, though (I am told) their
metaphorical force in Russian is weaker than that of the corresponding verbs
in English. The three verbs are sit, lie, and stand: sidet’, lefat’, and stojat’,
Boyer and Spéranski give examples of the following sort: I am (literally sit)
at home, The bag is (lies) in the corner, The book is (stands) on the shelf 4%
These examples happen to be locative, but there are also common Russian
expressions in which these verbs take adjectival predicates, e.g. The weather
stood fair for several days. It would be easy to find parallels in English.
What is more to the point here, in Homer too we frequently find the same

49 See P. Boyer and N, Spéranski, Manue! pour U'étude de la langue russe (Paris, 1947),
p. 250.
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three verbs employed as vivid substitutes for be with predicate adjectives
and nouns.

5 0d. 13.423
Exnhog [ fotar &v "Atpeldao ddpoig
“(Telemachus) sits at ease in the halls of Menelaus”.

6 Od. 14.255
doxndéeg xal vovoot [ fiueda
“We sat unscathed and unharmed (in our ships)”

7 0d. 13.234
1| oL 115 viicwv eddeiehog HE Tig dxTT
keld QAL kexApévn EpPpdraxog fimeipoto;

“(What land is this?) Is it some far-seen island or does it lie a
tongue of fertile mainland stretching out to sea?”
(after Palmer)
8 I1l. 22.318 .
Eomnepog, 8¢ xdAAioTog v obpav® Totatal dothp
“Hesperus, who stands the fairest star in heaven.”

Soalso otfj bp86¢ “He stood upright”, o1f| 8¢ tapdv “He stood dazed”, etc.50

A fuller study of what I here describe as be-replacers would have to dis-
tinguish several cases, of which the most important are (1) the construction
with predicates that are nominal in form but adverbial in meaning, i.e.
which state where or how one stands, sits, or lies (““‘upright” *“‘opposite”,
“lowest of all’”), and (2) the construction with nouns and adjectives that can
be transformationally derived from a separate sentence with be, as in the
examples of apposition and quasi-predication discussed above in §§5-6 (e.g.
He sits at ease in the halls— He sits in the halls+ He is at ease (there);
Hesperus stands the fairest star in heaven «— H. stands in heaven+H. is the
JSairest star). In case (1) we have a properly locative or postural use of
sit, stand, lie, and the copula form is merely a derivative feature of surface
structure. In case (2) we have a locative verb that permits the zeroing of
copula be in a second, conjoined sentence. Perhaps only the second case is
correctly described as a be-replacer, if by be we mean the nominal copula.
But of course sit, stand, and lie are be-replacers in every one of their uses,
if we think of be as locative copula. And it is in the locative or paralocative

50 Other examples of these verbs with nominal predicates in the early books of the ITiad:
(sit) 1.415 &baxputog ficSar, 1.557 Nepin mapélero, 7.61 otixeg fiato muxvai, 9.190
gvavtiog fioto; (stand) 1.535 Gvriot Eoray, 7.136 npdpog lotato, 11.593 sinoiot Eothouv;
(lie) 4.144 Pacufit xefral &yadpa, 6.295 Exeito 82 velatog GAlmy, 7.156 moAddg Eketto
naphopog, 9.335 Euneda xeltat.
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uses that the assimilation of *es- and the be-replacers is most striking.
Thus napictapai oot “I stand by you” serves as a vivid synonym for napeipf
oot “I am with (by) you”, so that one form can literally replace the other
in a given context. (Compare Od. 13.393 with 387, where napécoopar in
Athena’s answer corresponds to nap...otfid in Odysseus’ request.)

In describing sit, lie, and stand as be-replacers in Russian, Boyer and
Spéranski remark that “chacun de ces trois verbes comporte une idée de
permanence, de durée et, dans certains cas, d’immobilité que ne posséde pas
le verbe ‘étre’.”” Now this idea of permanence, duration, and relative immo-
bility is just what we have described as the static aspect of be in contrast to
become. If verbs meaning lie, stand, sit have a stronger static value than érre
in French or be in English, it is not at all clear that this holds for the corres-
ponding Greek verbs. In Greek almost alone among Furopean languages,
the stem *es- has remained rigorously durative, admitting no aorist or perfect
forms like fui or been into the conjugation of eipi. My own impression is
that the present and imperfect forms of this verb, and perhaps even the future,
are every bit as durative-static in nuance as the corresponding forms of
Totapar “stand” or xelpar “lie”. For example ndpepi oot “I am at your
side” differs from mapictapal ocov “I stand at your side” only in being
slightly less vivid, insofar as it does not suggest any particular posture of
the body. But the static aspect of the former expression in Greek is just as
marked as that of the latter. And it is this strong static-durative value of
the verb itself which explains the comparative rarity in Greek of be-replacers
corresponding in sense to stay (young), remain (their leader}, continue
(friends).5! Greek rarely needs a be-replacer with the sense stay, remain (so).
For this is in effect the meaning of ipi itself.

Thus the three verbs of station fpon (or & opar) “sit”, keipar “lie”, and
lotapar “stand”, together with their compounds, are almost the only be-
replacers in Greek, if we except verbs with a kinetic-mutative value like
yiyvopar become. It should be noted that these three static be-replacers
all apply properly to living things, and that stand and sit strictly understood
can take as their subjects only animals with legs. Primarily, of course, all

61 The only Homeric example of this kind which I have noted is Od. 13.364 (= 1l. 24.382)
Tva nep 148 To1 oba pipvy *“so that your goods may remain safe’’. LSJ, which cites this
passage, cannot quote a second predicative construction for pipve in later Greek; and there
are very few such constructions for the more common forms uéve and Siapéve. Note that
the verb Siateléo ‘‘to continue (doing such and such)’’ is not a be-replacer but a general
verb operator that may on occasion function as be-modifier: e.g. Hdt. VIL111.1 Zdtpou...
Suatehebor 10 péypt dusd alel Edvreg &Aheb8epot pobvar Gpnixwv ““The Satrai...alone
among the Thracians have continued down to my time being always in a state of freedom’’.

For the predicative construction of English verbs meaning be as it was, remain, see
Jespersen, M.E.G. I11, 369; for nominal predicates with sit, lie, and stand in English, ibid.
360f., 364.



220 V. THE THEORY OF THE COPULA

three verbs apply to persons, that is to say, to human beings and gods. In
the case of Greek verbs of movement or change corresponding to become
in English, a similar biological or anthropomorphic tendency is often notice-
able. The root *bhi-, which supplies a verb for become in so many languages
(including béon in Old English), has in its Greek form a frankly reproductive-
vegetative sense: @Uw ‘‘beget, put forth (leaves)”’, ¢@bopar “grow” (cf.
@Al “leaves”, @utév “plant™). The predicative construction of this verb
(E@u, néguka) as be- or become-replacer is post-Homeric, and is perhaps
never very common outside poetic and philosophical contexts. The chief
become- verb in Greek, from Homer on, is y{yvopat, with a literal sense
“be born” (cf. yévog “family”, yevviitwp ‘“‘parent”, “ancestor”). Like the
static be-replacers, the verb is mostly used with personal subjects, though
the literal sense applies in principle to any creature with recognizable ances-
try. In the perfect, this verb means roughly “to be alive, to live, dwell (in a
place)”’, whether for men or for animals: Od. 13.160 &g Zyepinv, % Dainkeg
veydaowv ‘“‘(Poseidon hastened) to Scheria, where the Phaeacians live”
(Palmer); Od. 9.118 &v & alyeg dnerpéorar yeydaoiv/Eyprat “On (the island)
innumerable wild goats breed” (so Palmer; “innumerable goats breed (or
live) wild” is also defensible as a rendering).

Another verb of biological meaning which takes the predicative construc-
tion is tpépw ““to nourish”, in the passive: II. 1.266 xdptictot 81 xefvol
EmySoviov Tpdoev vdpdv “These were the strongest generation of earth-
born mortals’ (Lattimore). For Attic parallels, see LSJ s.v. Tpépo A.V.52
The more common Homeric copula teAéSw also admits a biological sense:
0d. 4.85 Aipiny, iva ©° Gpveg Gpap kepaol teAédovot. Palmer renderslthis
“Libya, where the lambs are full-horned at their birth””. A more literal
translation would be “the lambs grow (become) full-horned right away”.
The verb seems to hesitate between static and kinetic aspect, between the
values of be and become. Probably its aspectual value is more accurately
described as “perfect” (=having reached a state), and the verb thus lies out-
side the be-become opposition. The etymology of *teA- has been much dis-
cussed, but from the point of view of Greek the relevant sense of the root
is clearly “to accomplish, bring to completion” (cf.téA0g). teAédw is an in-
transitive form with the corresponding sense, as we can see from the single
non-copulative use in the epic: Il. 7.282 (=293) v &’ {}8n terédet “night is
now coming on”.53

Let me complete this survey by a brief mention of the two other be-

52 Compare Kiihner-Gerth I, 43 for other Attic verbs meaning grow (great): péyag fvEnSn,
Apero 16 yog 1ob 1elyovg péya. Note that these verbs need not take animate subjects.
53 On the derivation of 1eA£9®, see Benveniste, Origines de la formation des noms (1935),
p. 195.
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become suppletives in Homer.5 nélw, nélopon is not a biological verb, but
it has asound etymology as verb of motionin the literalsense: “move around”,
“turn about”. (Compare nepirhdpevog, mwAéopar, dpeinoiog, ToéAog=
“turning point”, “axis”, “circling vauit of heaven”.) For the sense we may
compare the German copula werden with its Latin cognate vertere ““to turn”;
also the English idioms turn pale, turn twenty. As a copula néAopar is primarily
a verb of process or kinesis in the wide sense. Both in present and in aorist
the verb means properly develop, come to be, as we can see from the non-
copulative uses: II. 3.3 xhayyt| yepdvov néhet odbpavdédt npod “the clamour
of cranes goes high to the heavens” (Lattimore); Il. 11.737 81¢ 81)...EnAet0
veikog “when the battle came on” (Lattimore). In Homer the kinetic aspec-
tual value associated with the etymological sense “turn” is nearly always
preserved. But at the limit this value vanishes, and éAw becomes a poetical
synonym for elpi. (For examples of this in Homer and Parmenides, see above
§7.)

The last common become-verb in Homer is &tOydn, tétuktar, whose
lexical value is unusually clear. We have the middle-passive aorist and per-
fect of a verb 1evy® “to make, construct” in common use for the work of
a carpenter or smith. Like eipi, yiyvopar and the other members of this
group, the passive of 1ebym can be used as existential verb: II. 2.155 &v3a
xev "Apyelowoiy Unéppopa véatog 8109 “Then for the Argives a home-
coming beyond fate might have been accomplished” (Lattimore), i.e. “might
bave occurred”. (Cf. Type V existentials in Chapter VI, §15). In the predi-
cative construction the literal sense of having been fashioned or built is occa-
sionally perceptible, as we have seen (§7, p. 206). More often the verb serves
simply as a forceful equivalent to elpi with a perfect aspect: 11. 4.84 (=19.224)
Zebg, 8¢ T avIpdrmv toping moAéuoto tétuktal “‘Zeus, who is appointed
lord of the wars of mortals” (Lattimore); Il. 5.402 (=901) od pdv ydp 1t
xatadvitds ve Tétuokto “for he was not made mortal at all”’.

In this connection we may mention Tuyydve “meet”, “hit the goal”,
“happen”, whose forms are in partidentified or confused with those of Teby .
Tuyybve occasionally occurs as a be- and become-replacer, particularly
in locative and possessive uses: IL11.73 “Epic...oin... tapetdyyave
54 T omit consideration of the predicative construction with true verbs of motion, for this
would take us too far from be, e.g. &onépror adoixovro, x9log EPn, Ontiog Euncoe,
votepog EASGV, See Munro, Homeric Grammar, 153; Chantraine Grammaire hom. 11, 8f.
The few examples which are neither verbs of station nor of motion would require a detailed
analysis along the lines sketched in the discussion of appositional syntax in § 5. Note that in
many cases the predicative construction is plausibly derived from an underlying adverb of
time or manner: (od) npo@pwv tétAnkas ‘“you (do not) willingly dare”, éonépror doikovto
“*They came at evering”, eddov mayvOyiot ‘““They slept all night”’. It is nevertheless sugges-

tive that, besides the words for be and become, the construction occurs above all with verbs
of station and motion.
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papvapévoloty “Strife alone of the immortals was among the fighters”
(followed by &A)lot o8 oy napecay Yeol); Od. 14.231 xal pot pdra toyyave
moArG “I gained much booty”. The verb also occurs as operator with a
participle prefiguring the Attic construction tvyydvo dv: Od. 14.334 thynoe
yap &pyopévn vnig “a ship happened to arrive”. (For this construction see
above, Chapter IV §20, pp. 149f.)

§12. THE VALUE OF glpl AS CENTER OF THE COPULATIVE SYSTEM:
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE GREEK COPULA

This is not the place for a systematic study of all the copula verbs in post-
Homeric Greek; our aim is to situate eipi within a nuclear group of be- and
become-replacers. From our survey of the Homeric data two conclusions
emerge. (1) The true be-replacers are all verbs of station, and literally verbs
of posture; they indicate a specific position of the body: sit, stand, lie. (2)
The become-verbs form a more heterogeneous group, but the chief repre-
sentative yiyvopoi/&yevounv (which is the only one with an important use
as copula in Attic prose) has the literal sense of biological birth. The biolog-
ical sense is scarcely accidental, since the corresponding become-verb in
many or most L-E. languages is derived from a root *bhii- which has an
etymological connection with vegetative growth or reproduction (as in Greek
@vopar). The become-verbs in Homer whose literal meaning is not essentially
biological (néAopat, tétuypat, teAédw) may perhaps be regarded as poetic
variations; at all events they scarcely occur as copula in Attic prose.

If one bears in mind that the verbs of posture under (1) apply strictly only
to animals with legs, one sees that the static and biological features of this
system reinforce one another: gipi (and to some extent *es- in L.-E. generally)
is situated at the center of a group of copula verbs whose chief representatives
have collateral uses indicating birth or growth and animal or anthropo-
morphic posture. If we are to define elp{ by its place within this system we can
say that the verb properly indicates a state or position for an animal - above
all, for a person — which is independent of, or more general than, the specific
postures of sitting, standing, lying; that this state contrasts with, or abstracts
from, the processes of birth, growth and change in general, but that it does
not contrast with the notion of being alive which is usually implied by the
other principal members of the group. Considering that the grammatical
aspect of elut is not only static (in contrast to mutative-kinetic) but also
durative (in contrast to aorist or punctual), we may be inclined to paraphrase
the value of elp{ within this system as to stay alive, live, dwell, persevere
(in a place, state, or condition).

In thus focussing on the cases where ipi takes a living animal or person
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as subject, I am simply calling attention to the nuclear, predominant uses
of the verb and its replacers in Homer, and probably in the language as a
whole. I do not mean to suggest that there was once a time when *es- was
not also used in a broader way for inanimate subjects, any more than there
was a time when stand (*sta-) could not be used for beings without feet.
And indeed, the word foot itself (*pod-) must have been applied “from the
beginning” to inanimate props, as to the legs of a tripod for example. The
vivid, anthropomorphic use of language is not older than the extended,
metaphorical, or “abstract” uses, but it is inevitably central and more basic.
For the speakers of the language are themselves persons, and the existence
of first- and second-person forms, referring to speaker and hearer, guarantees
the primordial role of persons as paradigm subjects. (See Chapter IV, §4.)

In thus reconstructing a nuclear sense for *es- or elpi within the system
of copula verbs I have in a way begged the question against Meillet, who
suggested that *es- was selected as copula just because it was so insignificant,
having only the vague and general meaning “exists”. For it is only if we
assume that the group of be- and become-replacers in early Greek (or in L.-E.)
is significant as a system that we are justified in using the familiar meanings
of the other verbs in this group in order to specify the more elusive value of
*es- at the center of the system. In general, such an assumption can itself be
justified only by the results which are obtained from it. We have refuted
Meillet on this point only insofar as the vital-static-locative value just
proposed for the verb is fruitful in giving a unified account of a large num-
ber of linguistic facts. Others will have to judge how far this is actually
the case. But I will point out that the vital-biological bias of this hypo-
thetical value shows up in the curious Homeric use of eipf as “I am alive”
(Chapter VI §6). On the other hand, the vital-static value is reflected in
the root *wes- which provides the past suppletive for be in Germanic (English
was, German war): the underlying sense of this root is indicated by Sanskrit
vasati “‘he stays”, “he dwells”, “‘he passes the night (somewhere)”. Looking
in another direction we find that the static-locative connections with verbs
of posture is confirmed by a continuous interaction of be with verbs for
stand and sit, for example in the Romance languages, where Latin status
provides a perfect participle for the derivatives of esse (Italian stato, French
é1é), while in Spanish and Portugese the verb sit (sedere) becomes in part
indistinguishable from the verb be (ser, from late Latin essere).55 Of the two
55 According to W. Meyer-Liibke Grammaire des langues romanes, French transl. by
A. and G. Doutrepont (Paris, 1895) II, § 218, the Portuguese first sing. subj. seja (cf.
Spanish sea) is the only form derived from sedere which has entered the conjugation of
the verb be. Some scholars claim an influence on the future forms as well. On any view

known to me, Heidegger's statement that Spanish ser *‘leitet sich her von sedere, sitzen’’
is simply a mistake. (See Kants These iiber das Sein, p. 32.)
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Spanish verbs for be, ser and estar, not only are the forms of the first con-
taminated with Latin sedere “to sit”: the second verb is entirely derived
from stare ‘‘to stand”. And this connection between the copula and verbs
of posture or position seems to have some basis in the nature of things - or
in the nature of language — since it is not limited to L-E. For example in
Turkish the verb stem dir- “stand” provides the third person forms for the
general system of copulative suffixes mentioned in §9. And we have seen
that many copula functions in Ewe are performed by a verb le which has
the literal sense is present, is located (there). 1 would explain these striking
parallels to the L-E. facts by pointing to a necessary or at a least natural
connection between the basic function of predication and what we have
called the static aspect; for the latter is of course most directly expressed by
terms for station or position. On the nature of this connection I shall have
more to say in Chapter VIII §8. But first let me point out what paradigm
of predication is suggested by my hypothetical value for elpi as the core
copula.

If we regard elpd as the generalized form of the verbs of posture sit, stand,
lie, we may say that the typical or primordial use of the verb is for a living
creature and more specifically a person as subject (as is always the case in
the first- and second-person forms); and that the verb itself indicates a station
or position for that person’s body at a given moment or over a certain stretch
of time. Whereas the three be-replacers specify the posture of the person,
that is, the relative location of the parts of his body to one another and to
their immediate ground (seat, etc.), the verb *es- abstracts from this internal
disposition of the body (though not from its being alive, i.e. from its being
the body of a person) and indicates the extrinsic position or presence of the
person in a given place. If no place is specified, the verb alone may indicate
simply that the person is present somewhere or other, i.e. is alive (at a given
time). If the place is given but the emphasis falls on the verb and its subject
(i.e. if the locative expression is the “topic”, or the element given by the
preceding context, and the verb with its subject is the novel element or
“comment”), we can render elpl by lives, dwells (in the place specified).
In neither case can we describe the verb as a copula; and hence these uses
are discussed in the next chapter (VI §6). But the difference between He
lives in Athens, which is non-copulative, and He is in Athens, where we
recognize the copula, is after all a difference in degree. From the point of
view of the meaning, it is a question of how frequently and continuously
the person remains in one place; from the point of view of Homeric usage
it is a question of how much interest and emphasis is connected with the
verb in a particular context, since £o1{ (or at least the imperfect v or Eoxe)
may be translated in either way. The typical examples of a locative copula
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arise when the identity of the subject is familiar or assumed, and the interest
of the sentence lies in its locating the subject in this or that place.58

Thus I tentatively propose that the use of eluf as locative copula, though
not the most frequent, may be regarded as the central predicative use in
that it corresponds to the locative sense of the be-replacers and also connects
in a natural way with certain non-copulative uses of the verb for “is alive”,
“is present”, “‘dwells”. And this paradigm case of predication with glpi
obviously fits the Aristotelian notion of an attribute as that which can change
radically — “into its opposite” — while the subject remains one and the same.
A person can shift his position or his dwelling-place as he can change his
posture, without ceasing to be the same individual. In insisting that an
attribute can change into its opposite, however, Aristotle has in mind a
different case, namely the predominant use of eipf with predicate adjectives,
as in Socrates is pale, Socrates is ignorant. This use of the verb as nominal
copula (which is also *“typical” for eluf, but in a rather different sense)
departs from our paradigm. The language needs a copula verb for predicate
nouns and adjectives; more specifically, it needs a predicative verb with
static aspect. According to our hypothetical paradigm, I-E. possesses a
verb with vital-static-locative value that is naturally used with predicates
or complements of place. Our paradigm is designed to explain - in a syn-
chronic, non-developmental perspective — why it is just this verb that is
introduced as copula with nominal predicates as well. There is no direct or
obvious connection between the proposed primitive value for *es- and the
copula use with predicate nouns and adjectives. But there are several im-
portant indirect connections, of which we can recognize two: (1) elpi as
vital-locative verb has the static aspect which is required of the fundamental
copula, and (2) elpi with this value is naturally used as copula in statements
of place. By contrast, the same considerations shed light on the frequent
construction of verbs of motion with nominal predicates: He came first,
He goes blind, etc.5” The verbs of motion have the appropriate mutative
aspect and are naturally construed with locative adjuncts or “complements”.
Just as the static use of elpf, lotapo, etc. with nominal predicates implies
a syntactical parallel between nominal and locative expressions, so also in
the corresponding construction with verbs of motion. My hypothesis of a
vital-static-locative value for be provides us with a systematic connection
between be (elpi) and go (elut) that makes perfect sense of this formally
parallel but lexically contrasting use of the two verbs (and their respective

56 Thus we return to a view of the copula not unlike that of Brugmann (see § 4 above,
n. 21), except that we do not presuppose a vague existential sense for the verb and do not
envisage any chronological development.

57 For Greek examples see above, § 11, n. 54,
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replacers) as copula with nominal predicates. In terms of the myth of develop-
ment we could say that the language adopted the old locative verb *es- for
nominal predication with stative aspect, just as it adopted various verbs of
motion for predication with a kinetic aspect. In more sober synchronic terms
we can say that the system of predication associated with copula and semi-
copula verbs, both static and kinetic, has as its vivid focus the spatial ideas
of location and movement.

This is as far as we can now go in elucidating the use of ¢lpi (and of *es-,
insofar as our remarks apply generally to L.-E.) as copula verb. The discus-
sion will be continued in Chapter VIII. By way of summary here, let me recall
the three distinct levels of generality at which we have been discussing the
concept of predication.

(1) At the most general level, the concept of predication is simply the
concept of sentencehood, and in the first place of declarative sentencehood.
This is the notion of statement or truth claim — in Husserl’s language,
Position or Setzung — for a sentential structure of arbitrary form and con-
tent. If we look for a universal or necessary sign of predication in this sense,
perhaps all we find is the declarative intonation by which the utterance of
statements in every language is contrasted with questions, commands, sup-
positions, and the like. (What is universal is the central position of declarative
intonation within a system of contrasts, though of course no particular
declarative intonation is common to all languages.) In L.-E., however, the
finite verb form also generally serves as sign of predication in this sense:
as the mark of sentencehood and (with its indicative mood) as the basic
signal of truth claim. In Greek, as we shall see in Chapter VII, the verb 2oti
or elvar alone may serve as sentential variable in this respect, as an expres-
sion for the truth claim of an arbitrary sentence. But this use of €luf, and this
notion of predication, is not necessarily that of a copula.

(2) In the traditional notion of predication this truth claim is particularized
for a two-term sentential structure of the form Fa in modern logicor X is ¥
in traditional syllogistic analysis. In the latter form, the copula is serves as
the sign or signal of declarative sentencehood, affirming one term of another,
as is not denies one term of another. Insofar as the X is Y analysis is ex-
tended in principle to all sentences, the copula is taken as the universal sign
of predication in the sense of (1) above. As we have seen (in §9), this concept
of the copula is a theoretical generalization which goes far beyond the actual
use of *es- in L-E. But this generalization is prepared by the treatment of
glpi in Greek philosophy, and in particular by Aristotle’s doctrine that there
are as many distinct uses for elpf as there are categories — i.e. as there are
distinct types of simple propositions for singular subjects, corresponding
to different classes of F for the sentence form Fa in the modern scheme,
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This identification of the two-term subject-predicate pattern with the
underlying form of sentences in general is open to many objections. And in
Greek philosophy it leads to some confusion between the special use of eipi
as copula and the more general sign of sentential truth claim described
under (1). In linguistic fact, the copula is simply the finite verb in a special
type of sentence — namely, in copula sentences. But insofar as the form of
the copula sentence is taken as the form of the sentence in general, it is no
longer easy to distinguish the role of #oti as a sentential variable (with
truth claim) from &oti as copula. This confusion is regrettable; and yet we
can recognize its underlying motivation. As I have suggested, the deep
fascination of subject-predicate analysis for philosophers from the Greeks
to the present day is ultimately due to the fact that the subject-predicate
construction of sentences mirrors within the language that semantic or
extra-linguistic relationship between language and the world (expressed in
logic as satisfaction or is true of ) on which not only declarative sentences
but all descriptive discourse — whether in questions, commands, wishes or
what not - is grounded.58

(3) Finally, we have the specific features of the copulainI.-E. and in Greek
in particular. Here the copula is characterized formally by the construction
with predicate adjectives, nouns and locatives in elementary sentences, and
by various transformational roles including the periphrastic construction
with participles. Both in the elementary and derived uses, these copula sen-
tences are formally contrasted with those containing ordinary “full “’verbs.
Systematically, copula be is contrasted with become, as static to kinetic;
and its use is to some extent paralleled by the verbs of posture: sit, stand, lie.
Materially, the static copula is provided by a root *es- which in its Greek
form etpi is characterized by various non-copulative uses, generally described
as existential. Of these we have here emphasized the vital sense when the
subject is a person: “I am alive, live, dwell (in a place)”. I have suggested
that the locative idea involved here might tentatively be regarded as the
central core of the predicate construction. But it is above all the static-
durative aspect of the verb (as implied in the vital sense just mentioned)
which made it appropriate as the sign of predication and the expression of
truth claim in the more general functions described under (1) and (2).

58 See Chapter II, pp. 52f. Cf. p. 60.



CHAPTER VI

THE VERB OF EXISTENCE

§1. EXISTENTIAL AND NON-COPULATIVE USES

The uses of glpi which remain to be described are distinguished by a
negative criterion: they represent constructions which are non-copulative
according to the syntactic definition of the copula given in Chapter IV §§ 1-2.
It is often supposed that these uses can also be positively characterized as
existential. But in addition to the existential use (or uses) the non-copulative
constructions of elpf include the following:

Possessive: Eoti pot gpfiporo “I have money”

Potential: Eott + infinitive “It is possible, permissible (to do so-and-so)”

Veridical: Eomt tafta, Eott ofte “That is so.”1 For reasons which will
become clear, I treat the possessive and potential constructions in this
chapter together with the existential verb. The veridical use i3 postponed to
Chapter VII.

The description of existential uses of elpi raises a number of fundamental
problems which are different in kind from those encountered in the descrip-
tion of the copula. The copula is essentially a syntactic concept, and it has
proved relatively easy to adapt the techniques of modern syntactic analysis
to an account of the Greek data. Much the same is true for the possessive,
potential, and veridical uses, which, although they are characterized by
distinct meanings, are closely associated with well-defined syntactic structures.
But the situation is entirely different for the mass of uses generally regarded
as existential. This was from the beginning a lexical or semantic concept,
designating those cases where the verb “has a meaning of its own”, namely
“when it signifies to exist > (Mill). Now there is no available method of lexical
or semantic description which is even remotely comparable in clarity and
precision to the syntactic analysis of transformational grammar. Whereas
our description of the copula consisted largely in the application to Greek
of an existing theory for English, in dealing with the existential verb we are

1 Strictly speaking, we might also regard the predicate genitive of Chapter IV § 26 as
non-copulative, i.e. as syntactically parallel to the “‘predicate dative’’ of the possessive
construction. For discussion of this point, see Chapter IV, p. 161. The adverbial copula
of Chapter IV § 21 also represents an extension of the formal definition of the copula,
since the original definition applied only to nominal and locative (or paralocative) pre-
dicates.
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obliged to forge our own tools. Not only do we have no theory of the exis-
tential verb to start with; we do not even have a method that determines what
kind of theory we need. Hence our procedure must be tentative and explora-
tory; and I shall be happy if I succeed in bringing some semblance of order
and precision into an area that has hitherto been left in vagueness and
confusion.

As a first approximation, we can identify an existential use of elpi as one
that isrendered by there is in English, by il y a in French, by es gibt in German,
and so on. As we shall see, however, this is unsatisfactory not only as a defini-
tion but even as a delimitation of the data generally covered by the concept of
the existential verb in Greek. In search of a more adequate account I shall
follow a method to be developed in three successive stages of analysis, the
first of which is essentially preliminary to and will eventually be replaced
by the ather two. These stages are (1) lexical or philological, (2) syntactic or
transformational, and (3) semantic in a narrow sense, comparable to the use of
the term “semantics” in logic for the interpretation of a formal system. In
the first stage (§§ 3—4) I catalogue the “meaning” of the existential verb in the
traditional dictionary style, where the various senses of a term are rendered
by alternative paraphrases or translations, that is, by other expressions with
approximately ‘“‘the same meaning™ as the sense or use to be specified. In
the second stage I define a small number of sentence types to account for the
bulk of uses commonly regarded as existential, and indicate some connections
between these gyntactic structures and the lexical concepts (or “‘nuances”)
described in stage one. In the third stage I attempt to give a deeper analysis
of the significance and function of the key existential sentence types, in terms
of basic logical concepts such as truth, reference and implication (or pre-
supposition). Thus the third stage, which is semantic in a strict sense, corre-
sponds to what Henry Hiz has called *“strong semantics”, in contrast to the
lexical and philological account of meaning in stage one, which corresponds
(in an informal way) to the treatment of meaning in terms of paraphrase
relations or “weak semantics”.2 Hence I shall generally use the term “lexical”
to refer to an analysis of meaning in terms of translation or paraphrase value,
and reserve the term ‘“‘semantical” for the concepts used in stage 3.

Our method is thus to proceed from lexical philology to syntax, and from
syntax to semantics in a strong sense. The three stages of the analysis are
clearly distinct in principle, but in practice the syntactic and semantic
analysis often go hand in hand. (The primarily syntactic description of
sentence types is given in §§ 5-17; the semantic analysis proper comes in
§§ 18-20.) We begin with an amorphous mass of uses intuitively classified as

2 See H. Hiz, *‘The Role of Paraphrase in Grammar,” Monograph Series in Languages and
Linguistics, No. 17, ed. by C. L. J. M., Stuart (1964), 97-104.



230 VI. THE VERB OF EXISTENCE

existential. We first attempt to distinguish various aspects or nuances in
the lexical concept of existence as expressed in this mass. This gives us a
preliminary survey of the material to be analyzed (§§ 3-4). The analysis
proper consists in sorting the material into manageable units, namely, into
the five or six existential sentence types. (Notice that this process of sorting
out or chipping off sections of the primitive mass has already begun with my
recognition of the possessive, potential, and veridical constructions as
distinct non-copulative types. In more generous conceptions of the existential
use, some or all of these types have been classified indiscriminately as in-
stances of the existential verb.) I shall suggest that all uses of elui intuitively
recognized as existential can be analyzed as examples of these types, either
taken singly, in combination with one another, or in contamination
with a copulative or possessive (more rarely, with a potential or veridical)
construction.

§2. DIFFICULTY OF ANY GENERAL DESCRIPTION
OF EXISTENTIAL USES

We begin, then, with a lexical survey of the existential uses. I assume that we
have, on the whole, reliable intuitions as to when the Greek verb is used in
what is loosely called the existential sense but that, if challenged, we are not
able to say just what this sense 5.3 Is there one basic idea expressed by the
verb, some paraphrase formula which might replace it in every case? This is
a question that we must face. We cannot suppose that an adequate answer is
provided by the simple expedient of offering the English verb ““to exist” or the
locution “‘there is...” as an explication of the existential use. For any serious
attempt to list the uses which we normally recognize as existential will show
that they form a heterogeneous conglomerate, not all specimens of which can
properly be rendered by “exists’ or even ““there is.” Thus we would certainly
consider E7” eloil “(your parents) are still alive” (Od. 15.433), or &v8a 82
Z{ovgpog Eoxev “there dwelt Sisyphus™ (/. 6.153) as examples of the strong
or existential use, but the verb here cannot be translated as “exist” or
‘“there is.” Nor can it be so translated in Sgpa pév fjdg fiv “while dawn
lasted’ (I1. 8.66).

3 By reliable intuitions, I mean that competent Hellenists will tend to agree in their answer
to the question whether or not el in a given passage is or is not being used with existential
sense or force. This unanimity is of course limited by (1) the hesitation mentioned above
as to whether the possessive, potential, and verdical uses are to be described as existential,
and (2) the problem of the mixed cases, where copulative construction and existential
meaning coincide (Chapter IV § 25; below § 13). Those scholars - if any there be — who feel
that a given use of eipf must be either copulative or existential will be obliged to determine
the mixed cases in an arbitrary way.
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Even in the case of sentences which can be so rendered, the rendering may not
be very informative. In xavay 8 f{v fjudvorty “there was a clatter of mules
(as Nausicai cracked the whip to start for the river)” (Od. 6.82), the exis-
tential sense seems clearly different from Eot1 oA "E@idpn pox® “Apyeog
inmoPodtoro “there is a city Ephyre in the corner of Argos” (1. 6.152). To say
that all these examples are existential is to state the problem, not to solve it.

Since we are obliged to make use of the term “‘existence™ at every point,
I might say a word about the dangers which are latent in this terminology.
The colloquial uses of the verb “to exist” and its cognates differ somewhat
from language to language. For example, exister seems to be more frequently
and idiomatically used in French than “exists” in English. Est-ce quune telle
chose existe? is normal usage where we would say “is there such a thing?”’
But all contemporary uses are conditioned by the discussion of existence in
medieval and modern philosophy, and in particular by the systematic treat-
ment of the questions “Does God exist?’ and “How can His existence be
proved?” or, (since Descartes) by the debate which begins: “I know that I
exist; but how can I tell that anyone else does, or that there is an external
world?” This theoretical framework for questions of existence tends to make
the term relevant above all when we are discussing the problem whether
x exists or not: when we are denying the existence of some subject or as-
serting it in the face of possible denials. The idea that talk of existence is
always talk of something problematic, subject to doubt and requiring justi-
fication, casts its shadow over contemporary uses of the term which in other
respects differ as widely as one could wish: in existential quantification in
logic, on the one hand, and in “existentialism” on the other. Thus Heidegger
asks: “Warum ist iberhaupt Seiendes und nicht vielmehr Nichts? Das ist die
Frage” (Einfithrung in die Metaphysik, p. 1). Now this speculative, contro-
versial background, which still characterizes the idiomatic usage of “‘exists”
in English and perhaps in most modern languages, is generally irrelevant to
the normal use of sipi in Greek, as the examples cited in the preceding para-
graph should show. Even in the case of such a distinctly “‘existential’” use as
Eon n6Ag "E@bp1, no one is expected to deny the existence of the Argive
town, and it would therefore be quite unidiomatic to translate as “there
exists a city Ephyre.” From the point of view of the modern usage of ““exists,”’
the term existential use of eipl is a2 misnomer.4

4 Another way of making this point is to say that certain standard sentence types for
existential elpf in the affirmative do not have a corresponding negative or interrogative
form. (See Types II and III in §§ 7-11.) The negative existential and the interrogative are
expressed in a different form (Type IV), which does indeed point in the direction of the
modern logical quantifier. The modern use of “‘exists”’ in the affirmative suggests an answer
to the question, *“Does it exist?"* whereas (except for Type IV and the post-Homeric Type
V1) the ancient affirmative forms suggest no such question at all.
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Nor do the linguistic origins of “existence” qualify it in any special way to
explicate the characteristic features of the Greek usage. “Exist” is a derivative
of ex-sisto “‘to step out, emerge.” The metaphor latent in the Latin verb is
quite irrelevant as a direct rendering of the Greek expressions quoted. The
aspectual value of the Greek verb is durative (as in 8@pa pev fidg fiv “while
dawn lasted”’), whereas the aspect of the Latin compound verb is essentially
punctual and emergent. Hence where Eoti suggests constancy, stability, and
rest, exsistit points rather to the appearance of novelty set in relief against
the darker background out of which things come. As I have noted elsewhere,
the original connotations of exsisto are actually much closer to those of
yiyvopor than to eipi, and the use of the verb as a substitute for esse first
became frequent in the perfect tense: “what is” was thus represented as id
quod exstitit, ““what has emerged.”5 Since Cicero and Lucretius, exsistere
(like other compounds of stare) had been employed as a literary and poetic
substitute for esse in all its uses, including the copula construction. It is an
historical problem, which remains largely unsolved, why this particular verb
was singled out in the late medieval period to distinguish what we must now
call the existential value of to be.®

§3. FOUR LEXICAL NUANCES OF THE EXISTENTIAL VERB

How are we to specify this value? How are we to describe the existential use
of elui, first of all by an English paraphrase or translation? (For present
purposes I ignore the distinction between paraphrase within a language, as
illustrated in the Oxford English Dictionary, and translation from Greek to
English, as exemplified in Liddell and Scott. For a bilingual subject, translation
can be regarded as a special case of paraphrase or “saying the same thing in
different words™’, where the special condition is that the different words be in
a different language.) We have just seen that we cannot provide a single idio-
matic paraphrase for the verb in all of the instances for which we wish to
account. The most generally available rendering will be “there is.” But the
existential use of the verb in Greek is wider and freer than the use of there is
in English, and in any case glossing Ecti by there is will not do much to
advance our analysis. Ipropose the following list of four nuances or paraphrase

5 See my article, “The Greek Verb ‘to be’ and the Concept of Being,” Foundations of
Language 2 (1966), p. 256. Compare Gilson, L’étre et I’essence, p. 14: “Ex-sistere signifie
donc...moins le fait méme d’étre que son rapport 2 quelque origine.”

8 For the original use of exsistere together with stare, constare, etc. as a synonym for esse
in both the copulative and existential uses, see A. Emout, “Exsto et les composés latins
en ex-,” BSL 50 (1954), 18. For the development of the terminology for “existence”, see
my article in the Festschrift for Richard Walzer (S. M. Stern et al., edd., Islamic Philoso-
phy and the Classical Tradition. Oxford: Cassirer, 1972).
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values as a preliminary sketch of the lexical value of eipi in the uses which
might be recognized as typically existential:

A. The vital nuance: being alive in contrast to being dead (which is ex-
pressed by the verb when negated).

B. The locative nuance: being here, there or in some definite place, in
contrast to being absent from the place specified: not being there.
When the sentence itself contains no specification of place, the value of
the verb is being present, being there (in the situation indicated by the
context).

C. The durative nuance, which can be further analyzed into
C,, the idea of occurrence, as opposed to non-occurrence, and
C,, the idea of static or lasting occurrence, of continuing to be so, in

contrast to punctual emergence of a new situation or event (as
expressed by the Greek aorist).”

D. The nuance associated with the pronouns some (someone), none {no
one), and approximately rendered by the existential quantifier: (3x)Fx.
This might be called the existential idea sensu stricto: there being some
{who are such and such) as opposed to there being none.

This list is intended to suggest that, instead of postulating some single,
fixed lexical value for existential elp{ that is capable of being rendered by a
single formula or paraphrase, we should be prepared to analyze its meaning
as a variable cluster of constituent nuances or notions or ideas, not all of
which need be presented by any particular example of the verb. It should be
clear that when I speak of “ideas” or *“notions” here in an account of the
lexical value of a word, these terms are not to be taken in a psychological
sense as when we speak of “the association of ideas.” The ideas to which I
refer are not to be understood as quasi-perceptual images present in consci-
ousness nor as items of mental experience in any sense. By “ideas” I mean
statable concepts like dictionary entries, i.e. explanatory paraphrases.
Similarly, to say that an idea is expressed or presented by an instance of eip{
is just to say that we would feel justified in rendering or explicating the verb
here by the corresponding paraphrase.

I speak of distinct nuances or notions which may be found together in a
single instance of the verb, not of different senses which would exclude one
another or produce ambiguity. The problem of lexical ambiguity, and the
equivalent problem of distinct senses of a word, is full of difficulties, and
I shall not propose any general solution. As Quine has shown, we must

7 For the connections between this durative aspect of etul and the more general *‘static
aspect” of be versus become, see Chapter V § 3, n. 17. For vital and locative values in the
paradigm copula uses, ibid. § 12.
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distinguish between cases of strong ambiguity, when the same word in differ-
ent senses can be both true and false of the same subject — as in The feather is
light (in weight) but not light (in color), and cases of weak ambiguity, where
differences in sense are correlated with differences in extra-linguistic appli-
cation in such a way that contradiction can scarcely arise, as in Quine’s
example of hard chairs and hard questions (Word and Object, p. 130). The
more interesting cases of word play involve ambiguity of the latter sort:
“The Germans are separated from the Dacians by mountains, rivers, and
mutual fear.” My distinction of nuances involves a weaker contrast still,
for these nuances may occur together in a single example of the verb without
any effect of ambiguity. Nevertheless, in some cases we do get a weak (non-
contradictory) difference of sense or paraphrase value corresponding to a
difference in subject. Thus fiv said of a man may mean “‘was alive”’, but when
said of an event it means “‘occurred, took place.” At the limit, we may even
have a strong, contradictory form of ambiguity between the vital nuance (A)
and the timeless existential use corresponding to the quantifier (D): Socrates
the philosopher is no longer alive (obxétL EoTt), but There is a philosopher
Socrates who speaks in the dialogues of Plato (Eoti Zokplrng ¢lhdé6090g
Somic...).

At the limit, then, what I call the vital nuance might be counted as a
distinct sense of eiuf. In general, however, there is a kind of logical connec-
tion between this and the other nuances that can be described as an order of
entailment. Thus the vital notion (A) entails the other three (but not con-
versely): a living person must be (D) someone, (B) somewhere, (C) for some
time. Similarly, the locative nuance (B) entails the other two: what is some-
where is something, and if its location is expressed by eiuf the item localized
is presented as lasting or persisting (statically). Whether the converse holds
in this case is not so easy to say. We might want to deny that everything
which is at all is somewhere, in order to leave open the possibility of non-
spatial entities. Greek common sense, however, tends to insist that what is
nowhere is nothing at all.® From the Greek point of view, the locative idea
(B) seems to be entailed by every existential use of the verb, i.e. by the other
nuances wherever they occur.

The fact that an idea is logically entailed by any given instance of the verb
does not mean that it is actually expressed there. The sentences in which the
verb occurs with a predominantly vital nuance (A) generally do not contain
any indications of place at all, nor does their context necessarily specify a
definite location. (In fact, when a vital and a locative use occur together, we
seem to have a case either of ambiguity or of the fading of the vital sense is

8 Sce the passages quoted in my article, Foundations of Language 2 (1966), p. 258 with n. 14,
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alive into the semi-locative sense dwells; see below § 6, on sentences 24-26.)
We frequently find, however, that an expression of place does accompany the
verb when it presents nuance (D), the idea that there is something (someone)
rather than nothing (no one). (See below, examples 2-6.) Finally the durative
notion (C) is generally entailed by all uses of the verb, not for logical but for
morpho-semantic reasons, because of the durative aspect which is inseparable
from the stem of eipi.?

§4. EXAMPLES OF THE FOUR NUANCES

The following passages illustrate the expression of these four nuances, either
singly or in clusters of two or more.

(A) The Vital Nuance

1 0d. 15.433
1 vap & giol xal doveiol koléoviar

“(Your parents) are living still and still accounted rich.”19
(Palmer)

This nuance (or sense) of the verb is illustrated more fully in the discussion
of sentence type I below, § 6.

(B) The Locative Nuance

The idea of being present in a place is obviously associated with the use of
the verb as locative copula. But the cases of interest to us here belong rather
to the mixed locative-existential use illustrated in Chapter IV § 25. These
sentences do not simply specify the location for a given subject, but rather
insist upon the fact that something (i.e. a subject of a given kind) is or is not
present, to be found in the place indicated.

2 1. 16.750
1 pa xai &v Tpaeoor xofiotytiipeg Eaoiy

“So, to be sure, in Troy also they have their acrobats”
(Lattimore)

9 See above, Chapter V § 3, n. 17. In Greek the future is generally unmarked for aspect,
but in the case of elpi the durative aspect may also characterize the future forms, as in
example 7 below. There is a complication for the imperfect form Egxov, which sometimes
lends itself to an interpretation as iterative (or durative-iterative): Ev3a 8¢ Ziovpog Eoke,
‘“There dwelt Sisyphys’’ (=24 below). In most cases, however, the form seems to have
noiterative valve and ‘‘a vrai dire ne se distingue pas toujours nettement de v’ (Chantraine,
Grammaire hom. 1, 290).

10 For the translations used, see n. 14 in Chapter IV § 5.
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3 1. 7.446
Zeb natep, 1) pa tig o Ppordv &’ dneipova yalav
8¢ g Et° d3avdrtoiol voov xal pfjtiv Eviyer;

“Father Zeus, is there any mortal left on the wide earth who
will still declare to the immortals his mind and purpose?”
(Lattimore)
4 0d. 21.107
oln viiv obx Eott yovi) xat’ "Ayxaitde yalav

“(Penelope) a lady whose like cannot be found throughout
Achaean land.”
(Palmer)
5 1. 13.789
Bav & Tpev Evla pdiiota payn kai eorome fev

“They went on, to where there was most fighting and clamor.”
(after Lattimore)
One striking post-Homeric example:

6 Hesiod, Works and Days 11
odk dpa pobivov Env "Epidav yévog, dAL’ &ri yaiav
elol 6V

“There was not only one kind of strife; there have always been
two on earth.”11
(after Lattimore)

The idea of locative existence, or of there being such-and-such somewhere, is
here expressed in various connections: with nuance (D), that there is someone
(something) as opposed to no one (nothing) in 3 and 4; with numerical
quantifiers (fwo rather than one only) in 6; and elsewhere with the idea of
there being many as opposed to few. (See below § 11.) In general, we can say
that the existential as distinct from merely locative force of the verb (or of
the sentence as a whole) is guaranteed by the presence of a quantifier pronoun.

11 T am not concerned here with the idiomatic use of the past tense illustrated in 6. This is
often grouped with the ‘‘philosophical imperfect’’, but the latter in turn calls for careful
definition. In the typical philosophical uses of the imperfect (in Plato and Aristotle) the
past tense refers back to some previous statement in the larger context: ¢AA" fiv éxefvn
(sc. povotkty) dvriotpoeog tfic yopvaoTixfig, el péuvnoo “‘But music has been shown to
be the counterpart of gymnastics, if you remember”’ (Plato Rep., 522 A3, referring back
to 410C—412A). On the other hand, there is a looser use of the imperfect to “‘express a fact
which is just recognized as such by the speaker or writer, having previously been denied,
overlooked, or not understood” (W. W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the
Greek Verb (Boston, 1897), p. 11, § 39). Goodwin counts our sentence 6 as an example
of the latter. I am inclined to agree rather with those scholars who regard this as a reference
back to (and correction of) Theogony 225, where only one Strife was mentioned.
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But this is not a necessary condition for the strong locative-existential nuance,
as we can see from 2 and 5.

It is a striking fact, which we will find abundantly confirmed in the descrip-
tion of Types II and Il in §§ 7fT., that the Homeric use of elpi which we may
render by ‘“‘there is” is very frequently completed by a specification of place.
The Greek notion that whatever is at all is somewhere is firmly grounded in
the idiomatic expression of existence.

(C) The Durative Notion

Like all verbs elpf expresses occurrence, in the very general sense of some-
thing being the case at a given time. Like a few other verbs in Greek with no
aorist or perfect forms, it expresses occurrence only under the durative or
static aspect as something which lasts, prevails or obtains (whether for an
indefinite or for a specified time).12 In some cases the durative aspect is
conspicuous and will find expression in the translation:

7 Il. 7.458 (~451)
oov & fitor kAtog Eotar Soov 1° Emkidvatar dg
“But the fame of you shall last as long as dawnlight is scattered.”

(Lattimore)
8 Thucydides 1.58.2

tfig Eavtol yfig... ESwke véueodar, Ewg 8v 6 npdg *Adnvalovg
noAenog §
“‘(Perdiccas) gave them a part of his territory...as a place of
abode while the war against the Athenians should last.”

(trans. Crawley)

In other cases the aspect is clearly discerned only by contrast and comparison.

9 0d. 11.605
apol 5¢ pv xhayyn vexvov fiv olovdv dg
“Around him rose a clamor of the dead, like that of birds.”
(Palmer)
There is no emphasis on duration here; but the relevance of the aspect is
clear if we compare such a case with
10 II. 1.49
deivny 88 xkhayyn vévet' dpyvpéoro Broto
“Terrible was the clash that rose from the bow of silver.”
(Lattimore)

12 The absence of the aorist is generally characteristic of the I.-E. root *es-. Whether the
absence of a perfect is also inherited or an innovation in Greek is a matter of dispute.
According to Chantraine, “‘Vexistence d’un parfait ancien de la racine durative *es- ne
semble pas probable’’ (Grammaire hom. 1, 287).
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The translations do not render the difference in aspect (although it is here
reinforced by the lexical contrast between fv and yéveto), for there is no
convenient expression for it in English. But an analysis of the context in
each case shows that the contrast is a real one. In 10 the action noun xAayyn
has just been preceded by ExhayEav and &nke in the aorist, and the descrip-
tion portrays the suddenness of Apollo’s assault. 9, on the other hand, forms
part of a static description of the shade of Heracles in Hades, where he
appears as a Dantesque figura frozen in the act of perpetually drawing his
bow. The durative value is similar in

11 Od. 6.82
pdonkev & Eldav- kavayn 8§ fv fuiévotiv
“(Nausicaa) cracked the whip to start. There was a clatter of the
mules and steadily they pulled...”
(Palmer)

The initial whip-crack (like the bow-twang above) is rendered by an aorist;
the clatter of the mules, however, is part of a lasting occurrence, immediately
rendered by two other imperfect verbs which express the movement of the
mules towards the shore (taviovto, gépov).13

(D) The Idea of the Existential Quantifier

When the idea of there being some rather than none (who are such and such)
predominates, the verb is often accompanied by an indefinite pronoun:

12 0d. 12.120
obdé tig tot” dAkN- Quyéewy kdptioTov an’ adrfig
“There’s no defence (against Scylla): the best thing is to flee from
her.”

As we have seen in commenting on 6 above, the indefinite pronoun may be
replaced by other quantifier words such as many or two; and much the same
nuance can be detected in uses of elu{ without any quantifier word, as in 2
and 5. This strictly existential nuance is most typically expressed in sentence
Type IV, ot o715 ..., illustrated below in § 14.

We have noted the general tendency for these four nuances to occur
together in clusters of two or more. Thus the vital and the durative ideas

13 As we have seen in Chapter V (n. 17), the durative-aorist contrast often coincides with
the static-kinetic opposition, but the two may also vary independently. Thus we can have
a static-kinetic contrast between a be- and a become-verb even where both are in present-
durative form: Compare mdvrov pév x6pog oti, xal Snvov xal lottog (I1. 13.636)
with alyé te puAOmMSog néAetal kbpog avIpbdmoioty (I, 19.221). Here *‘there is satiety in
all things’’ (Lattimore) contrasts with ‘‘men quickly get their fill of battle’ as static with
kinetic.
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strictly coincide when the subject is a person, since for a person o last or to
endure is just for him to remain alive. A combination of vital and existential
ideasisillustrated in the following sentence (which follows the general pattern
of Type IV):

13 0d. 6.201
odx €03 obtog dviip S1epdg BpoTdg oddE yévnTat,
8¢ xev Qauixwv avdpdv &g yalav Tkntat
dniotfita pépwv
“The man is not alive and never will be born, who can come and
offer harm to the Phaeacian land.” 14
(Palmer)

§5. PRELIMINARY SKETCH OF SIX EXISTENTIAL SENTENCE TYPES
WITH elpul

So far we have canvassed the range of meaning of the existential verb in the
traditional manner of lexical philology. My only innovations were to
distinguish constituent nuances in variable combinations instead of alter-
native senses for a given word, and to make somewhat more explicit the
methodology (which every dictionary practices) of defining meaning by
paraphrase. But dictionaries also recognize variations in the meaning of a
word in different syntactical constructions, and this is a factor to which we
must now turn.

As a basis for the syntactic analysis of the existential verb in Homer I
propose five sentence types, illustrated by the following specimens:

L1 A yap Et elol (ratip xal pftnp)
“Your parents are still alive.”
IL. 27 Eom néAg "E@ipn puxd® ~Apyeog inroBdtoro
“There is a city, Ephyre, in the corner of horse-pasturing Argos.”
III. 51 moAAal yap dva otpatdv elor kéAevdot
“There are many paths up and down the encampment.”
IV. 84 viv & odk Ec3 8¢ 115 Sdvatov oiyy
*“Now there is not one who can escape death.”

14 T assume that 31epd¢ Bpotds is construed here in apposition with dvilp and not as
direct predicate with ¢oi, which is the existential verb here (in vital sense), not the copula.
Such an emphatic position for the copula would be almost unparalleled in Homer. For the
general form of 13, compare Od. 16.437 obx E69° obtog dviip obd’ Ecoctar 0ddE yévntn, /8¢
xev TnAepdyo ... xelpag &rnolost, which Palmer translates in the same way: *“The man is
not alive and never will be born, who....”’ In Lattimore’s new version of the Odyssey we
have for 16.437 ‘‘The man is not living, nor will there be one, nor can there ever/be one,
who....”
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V.9  augl 88 uv xhayyt vekvov fiv
“Around him rose a clamor of the dead.” 1%

In addition we must recognize one post-Homeric type:

VL 121 odd Eomt Zebg
“There is no Zeus” (or “*Zeus doesn’t even exist’)

These six sentence types may be briefly described as follows. Type Iis an
absolute construction of the verb with personal subjects. (By an absolute
construction I mean that there is no nominal or locative predicate and no
other complement such as the possessive dative, nor even an adverb of
manner. An absolute construction may, however, admit adverbs of time.)
This sentence type corresponds exactly with the vital nuance mentioned in
§§ 34, that is, in every sentence of this type, eiui can be translated “am
alive”. Type IV is the natural analogue to a formal statement of existence
(with nuance D): “There is someone (no one) who...”” Type Vis existential
in a different sense, since the subject expression is not a first-order nominal
but an abstract noun (i.e. the nominalization of an underlying predicate or
sentence). elpl functions here as a kind of dummy verb or verb of occurrence;
it canbe translated by “arises”, “takes place,” “‘lasts”, as well as by *““there is”.
(I shall call the verb in Type V a surface predicate.) The post-Homeric Type VI
is the traditiona! philosophical model of a statement of existence: There is
a God, There are no unicorns.

Types I and ITI are more difficult to define, although they are easy enough
to identify in Homer. We may say tentatively that they represent mixed
cases in which a strictly existential use of Type IV has been fused with a
locative construction (or, less frequently, with a nominal copula).

In illustrating Types I to V I shall deal primarily with the Homeric data
and attempt to give something like an exhaustive account, since it is in these
early texts if anywhere that we should find the “original” use of the verb be
in Greek. As we shall see, Types IV and V occur very frequently in later
Greek as well, where there are also some analogues to Type IL. Type I
survives in Attic tragedy and prose, but perhaps only as an archaism. It
should be noted that only Type I occurs with the verb in first or second
person; Types II-VI are essentially restricted to a third person form, for
reasons to be discussed later.

§6. TYPE I (THE VITAL USE)

The subject expression (whether given in the sentence or reconstructed from

15 The specimens for I and V have been cited above, with full references. For sentences 27,
51, and 84, see below § 7, 11, and 14; for sentence 121 see § 18.
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the context) is a personal noun; that is to say, the extra-linguistic subjects of
Type I sentences are members of the class of persons (human or divine) who
populate the world of the poems — including not only the dramatis personae,
who play a role as actors and speakers, but also those who are simply
mentioned as off-stage characters. In this type the construction of elpi is
‘“‘absolute” in the sense just specified: namely, the verb takes no complement
or modifier except for adverbs of time and duration (now, still, always). The
form can be schematized as N, be (D...,,), Where the parenthesis indicates
an optional component. I repeat the specimen sentence given in § 4:

1 0d. 15.433
1} yap Bt eiol xal doveiol xaréoviar
“(Your parents) are living still and still accounted rich.”
(transl, Palmer)
14 II. 2.641
od yap Er’ Olvfiog peyalfiropog viteg ficav,
odd” &p’ Et° adtdg Env, 3dve 3¢ Eav3dg MseAdaypog
“Since no longer were the sons of high-hearted Oineus living, nor
Oineus himself, and fair-haired Meleagros had perished.”
(Lattimore)
15 1. 6.130 (cf. 139f.)
0088 yap odd¢ Apvavrog vidg, kpatepdg Avkdopyog,
v v
“Since even the son of Dryas, Lykourgos the powerful, did not
live long.’ (Lattimore)
This type, alone among the existential uses, takes all the usual transformations
of person, mood, and participle.

16 0Od. 18.79
viv pév uit’ elng, Bouydie, pite yévoro
“Better you were not living, and never had been born.”

(Palmer)
17 Od. 8.147
ob pév yap petbov xAéog dvépog Sepa xev forv
“There is no greater glory for a men in all his life,” 16
(Palmer)
18 Od. 6.287
natpdg xal unrpdc Edviav
“While father and mother were alive” (Palmer)

18 Note here the omission of an existential verb (Eoty, y{yvetar) in a Type V construction
with xA£o0g, and also the strong durative value of this vital use of fjoiv: ‘‘as long as he lives.””
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19 II. 22.384
xal “Ektopog obkér’ &6vtog
“though Hector lives no longer”
(Lattimore)
20 1I. 1.290, 494, etc.
Seol aldv 26vreg
“the everlasting gods”, “the gods who live forever”1?
(Lattimore)

The obvious translation “live, is alive” causes a difficulty only in the rare
cases where &a1i occurs in conjunction with {het:

21 Od. 24.262
g gpetvov
apol Eelve &nd, fi mov {det 1€ xal Eotiy,
1 191 1€9vnxe xal elv *Aldao dépowory
“When I inquired for my friend, and asked if he were living still
or if he were already dead and in the house of Hades™.
(Palmer)

Note that Palmer has, in effect, left ¥otiv untranslated, as if it were indistin-
guishable in meaning from {et; Lattimore now renders the verse “whether
he still lives and is somewhere here.”’18 1 shall return to this question of
lexical value for €01t in a moment. First we observe that sentences of Type 1
occur frequently enough in Attic tragedy but only rarely in prose.

22 Sophocles Ajax 778 &AL’ elnep Eont t}de Iquépq
783 obx Eomiv aviip xelvog, el KdAyog cogdg
“If he lives through this day”
“The man is doomed, if Calchas knows his trade.”

23 Euripides Hecuba 284
k&yd yap 1) not’, GAAa viv odk elp’ En
*“I was alive once, but now I'm as good as dead.”

Sophocles is particularly fond of this Homerism (see Antigone 871, O.T.
1368, O.C. 392, Philoctetes 422, 445, etc.). By contrast, I note only one
example in Herodotus (1.120.2 Eoti ¢ & naig xai nepieatt in answer to the

17 Compare the frequent use of the future participle &ocouévoiot *“for men to come”,
e.g. Il 2,119 aloypdv ydp t68s v' totl xal Looopstvoiar nudéodar. For a fuller list of
examples, see Ebeling’s Lexicon Homericum, 1, p. 359, s.v. elui 1 **vivo et vigeo™'.

18 Compare Demosthenes 18.72 {dvtav xal Sviov ‘ASnvaiwv, where the coupling of

the two verbs is perhaps an echo of the Homeric verse in 21. For further discussion of 21
see Chapter VIII p. 378,
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question el &né{woe). There are two participial instances in the Funeral
Oration (Thucydides 2.44.3 t@v odx Svrov Af{9n ol dmiytyvépevol oty
Ecovtay, 2.45.1 10V vap odk Svra nag elwdev Erarvelv), and perhaps a few
examples in Xenophon.19

As defined here, Type I requires a personal subject. But we may recognize
a poetical extension of this type to cities, for example, with a literary effect of
personification: Buripides Troades 1292 §Awliev odd” £t” Eott Tpola “Troy
has perished, and is no more” (cited LSJ s.v. elpt A.I, with parallels). Al-
though the vital nuance would seem to apply literally to animals and plants
as well, I have found no good parallels to Type I with animal subjects. How-
ever, Aristotle sometimes plays upon this vital sense in an absolute “exis-
tential” use of the verb with non-personal subjects which we might regard
as a contamination of Types I and VI: De Anima 416°19 810 otepnSiv
tpopfic ob dovarar elvar “Therefore it (sc. an organism) cannot live when
deprived of nutriment” (tr. Hicks). Similarly in the contrast between 10
elvat “mere survival,” and 10 &b ({f{v) “a good life”, ibid. 435*20. Compare
Eudemian Ethics 1215°26 where 10 pf) elvat is used for o pf) {fiv (but the
reference is to men).

The strong vital sense which is characteristic of the verb in Type I is
noticeably weakened when the verb is construed with a locative. Hence the
following may be considered as marginal or transitional cases between Type I
and the ordinary locative copula:

24 11. 6.153 (for the context, see 27 in § 7)
Evlo 8¢ Tiovpog Eoxev
“There lived Sisyphus”

(Lattimore)
25 0d. 9.508
Eoke Tig &v3ade pavrig dvip
“Here once a prophet lived”
(Palmer)

In both cases we might also render the verb by “dwelt”, in neither case by
“was alive”, for there is no special emphasis on the idea of life as opposed
to death. In other cases we may reasonably hesitate between alternative
renderings, since we cannot be sure whether the poet intended the rhetorical
stress to fall upon the verb as predicate or upon the local adverb:

12 Thus Anabasis I11. 2,29 Svtav ptv v dpyxoviov may be rendered ‘‘while the generals
were alive,”” although a possessive-existential construction with fjulv from the preceding
context is also possible. Compare Aeschines 1.102 *Apiyvwrog, 8¢ &t xal vbv Eomi, 3.132
1ol Eoopévolg ned’ g, where the latter clearly represents an Homeric echo.
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26 0d. 24.351
fi pa &7’ Eotd Jeol xara paxpdv “Oivpunov
“Surely you gods still live on high Olympus” (Palmer)
“Verily ye gods yet bear sway on high Olympus” (tr. Lang,
Leaf, Myers)

To bring out both local and vital nuances, we would be obliged to over-
translate:

“You gods are still alive (still immortal, i.e. still gods) and still
dwell on Olympus (i.e. still occupy the seat of power).”

The ambiguity might be partially resolved in the actual utterance of such a
sentence.

The point is not that the ideas of being alive and dwelling somewhere
are incompatible — they obviously are not ~ but that their simultaneous
expression in a given occurrence of etpl is difficult or impossible: one cannot
at one time, with a single word in a single context, contrast life with death
and living here with living there.20 Hence there is an inevitable weakening of
the vital sense of el whenever the verb is construed with a locative predicate
in the same kernel structure,

It should be noted that the vital sense in Type I, with its weaker variant
dwell in 24 and 25, represents the case when etpl comes closest to having
the lexical status of an ordinary verb. Its syntax in Type L is indeed that of an
elementary sentence, with a first-order nominal as subject and no transfor-
mational derivation in the predicate. Hence it is only natural that some nine-
teenth century etymologies regarded this as the “original” sense of the verb;
and it is no accident that this sense coincides with the nuclear value I have
reconstructed for eipl within the system of be-replacers: to stay alive, to live
or remain (in a place, state, or condition). (Chapter V § 12.) In contrast to its
“empty” or formal role as copula, elpi in a Type I sentence has the full lexi-
cal force of an ordinary verb, in the following sense. Whereas in a sentence
of the form Socrates in Athens, the copula is represents the minimal
or “dummy” filler for the blank, the one verb which can often be omitted
and which we automatically reconstruct (in zero form) if no verb occurs,
the insertion of dwells or lives on the other hand is not automatic and a verb
of this meaning will scarcely be omitted. A fortiori, if there is no locative
phrase but only a sentence pattern of the form Socrates no longer or

20 If this can be done, it is only in exceptional uses like John really LIVED in Parls in 1935,
meaning he had a good life there. Normally we could say either He was living ( =dwelling)
there in 1935 or He was alive — and there — in 1935, but not He was alive there in 1935. The
incompatibility is not a vagary of English idiom. In French, I/ vivait encore en 1935 means
He was still alive (é1ait vivant), but Il vivait encore ld en 1935 means He was still living there
(habitait 1d). The reason for this incompatibility is given in the text.
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Your parents still, we would in general have no grounds for recon-
structing elpi in the sense is alive. Unless there is some special clue from the
context, elpi in the vital use will not be omitted since it could not be re-
constructed by the hearer. The verb carries its own distinct item of in-
formation, like any elementary verb in the language. Thus even if we are
prepared to admit some difference of lexical meaning between {dhel and
totivin 21 there is no reason to suppose any fundamental difference in their
syntactic role or in the relative fullness of their meaning.?!

§7. TYPE IL. MIXED ASSERTIONS OF EXISTENCE FOR
SINGULAR SUBJECTS

I call these mixed assertions since the existential use of eipl is not easily
separated here from the copulative constructions of the verb (locative, no-
minal or both) in the same sentence. Because of this difficulty, I postpone the
syntactic analysis until the type has been fully illustrated. It turns out that
although Type II is the most conspicuous existential use of lui in Homer, it
cannot be regarded as the most typical or the most distinctively existential.
There are two subtypes corresponding to two different metrical formulas
in Homer. In the most common of these, which I call Type ITA, the subject is
a city, hill, cave or other topographical item. In the second subtype (Type IIB)
the subject is a man. In both patterns the verb Eott usually occurs in strong
initial position, as first word in the sentence and also in the verse. In four
instances of Type IIA the position of the verb is non-initial; and from the
strictly formulaic point of view these examples 34-37 do not represent the
same pattern, since they contain no word in the same metrical position as in
27-33. From the point of view of sense and syntax, however, it would be

21 As mentioned above (Chapter I, n. 41), I cannot follow Lyons’ argument to the effect
that live and exist in sentences like Socrates lived in the fifth century B.C. and This building
has existed for thirty years are ‘‘temporal copulas’, ‘‘purely grammatical ‘dummies’’’, like
the surface predicate occwrred in The demonstration occurred on Sunday (Introduction,
p- 349). The verb exist presents problems of its own, and I would agree that it is not an
elementary verb. But I do not find this thesis plausible for /ive. Presumably a grammatical
dummy is a word which contributes no non-redundant information (apart from purely
formal indications, such as tense and aspect), no information which could not be re-
constructed if that word was omitted (unlike occurred, which is easily reconstructed from
the compressed sentence The demonstration on Sunday). But I do not see how the verbs live
and die —~ any more than the adjectives alive and dead — can be regarded as redundant in
this sense. If the parenthesized words are omitted in the following sentences, there seem
to be no other linguistic devices to give us the corresponding information: Socrates (was
alive) in 400 B.C., Socrates (lived) in the time of Pericles, Socrates (died) in 399 B.C. To
specify that Socrates is an animate or personal noun is not enough, since that will not
discriminate between is borm, lives and dies (not to mention other possibilities like was
famous, was a soldier) as relevant predicates with temporal adjuncts.
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misleading to separate these four from the more compact group constituted
by 27-33. '

Note that passage 27, which provides our specimen of Type I, also includes
sentence 24, which was quoted in the last section as a vital-locative variant
on Type L.

Type I1A

27 1. 6.152
Eott oA "Eedpn poxd ~Apyeog {nnofdroro,
Ev3a 8¢ Ziovpog Eokev, & képdiatog Yéver' avdphv,
Tiovpog AtoAidng 6 & &pa I'abkov téked’ vidv
“There is a city, Ephyre, in the corner of horse-pasturing
Argos; there lived Sisyphos, that sharpest of men,
Sisyphos, Aiolos’ son, and he had a son named Glaukos,
(and Glaukos in turn sired Bellerophontes the blameless).”
(Lattimore)

Glaukos, son of Hippolochos, is responding to Diomedes’ question, tig 8¢
ol ¢oot; “who among mortal men are you?”” He begins with a genealogy in
good form, tracing his family from Sisyphus to his grandfather Bellerophon
and finally to his father Hippolochos. It is clear that, just as Eokev serves
to introduce Sisyphus in a relatively unemphatic way, Eoti serves to present
EBphyre with greater emphasis, since it is by reference to this city that the
ancestor is located and with it the fame of the family is connected. (See the
echo of 27 at the end of the passage, 6.209: natépwv... ot péy’ dpiotol [ Ev
7" "E@ipy &yévovro xal &v Avkiy edpein.) Ancestry and place of origin
provide the normal answer to a question of personal identity in Homer, as we
have seen (Chapter IV § 12). The rhetorical function of Type IIA in this
example is clear and typical: it introduces a local item as point of reference
for the following narrative. This sentence type is so well established in
Homer that it might be regarded as the existential use par excellence. Because
of its importance, I give the parallels in full.

28 1/. 2.811
Eott 8¢ Tig npomdporde wd6AL0g alnela xoAdVN,
v nedle drdvevde, nepidpopog Evia kal Evia,

Ev3a t61e TphEs te SikpiIev §d° Enixovpor

“Near the city but apart from it there is a steep hill

in the plain by itself, so you pass one side or the other.

(This men call the Hill of the Thicket, but the immortal
gods have named it the burial mound of dancing Myrina.)
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There the Trojans and their companions were marshalled in
order.”
(Lattimore)
29 1. 11.711
Eatt 8¢ 115 Opuvdecoa tohig, alnela koldvi,
Aol én’ "Aloerd, vedtn IToAov fApaddevrog:
v dpeeotpatdbwvio
““There is a city, Thryoessa, a headlong hill town
far away by the Alpheios at the bottom of sandy Pylos.
They had thrown their encampment about that place.”
(Lattimore)
30 7. 11.722
Eot 8¢ Tig motapdg Mvunlog el dha PdAlov
Eyyhdev *Apfivig, 69 peivapev "H Stav
“There is a river, Minyeios, which empties its water
in the sea beside Arene. There we waited for the divine Dawn.”
(Lattimore)
31 1. 13.32
Eott 8¢ T onéog edpl Padeing PévIeat Auvng,
peaonydg Tevédoro xal Ipfpov narnaroéoong:
Evd’ Tnnovg Eotnoe Ilooeddwv Evooiydwv
““There is a cave, broad and deep down in the gloom of the water,
lying midway between Tenedos and Imbros of the high cliffs,
There Poseidon the shaker of the earth reined in his horses.”
(Lattimore)
32 0d. 3.293
Eott 8¢ Tig Moo alneld te elg o nétpn
toyxattf] I'dpruvog, &v Aepoetdst ndve,
Evia Noétog péya xBpa motl okaidv plov dIet,
¢c Garotov....
af pdv Gp° vy f{Adov
“Here is a cliff, smooth and steep toward the water, at the border
land of Gortyn, on the misty sea, where the south wind drives in
the heavy waves on the western point toward Phaestus.... Some
(ships) came in here.”
(Palmer)
33 0d. 4344
Eot 3¢ g vijoog péoon GAl netpfiscaoa,
pesonydg I8akng e Zapold e taunaroéoomng,
*Actepic, od peydhn- Apéveg 8 Evt vavroyot adrff
auoidopor T T6v ve pévov Loydavreg *Ayatol
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“Now in mid-sea there is a rocky island, midway from Ithaca to
rugged Samos - Star Islet called — of no great size.... And here it
was the Achaeans waited, watching.”

(Palmer)

In these seven examples, ot takes initial position. In four others (all from
the Odyssey) its occurrence is delayed:

34 0d. 4.354-360

viicog Enettd Tig Eott TOALKAIOTE &V TOVTE
Alyontov nponaporde, dapov 3¢ & xikAfioxovat,
....(4 verses omitted)

Evda 0 &elkoowv fipat’ Exov Jeol

“Now in the surging sea an island lies off Egypt — Pharos they call
it.... Here the gods kept me twenty days.”
(after Palmer)

35 0d. 13.96-113

®opxuvog 8¢ tig Eort Apni, dAloto yépovrog,
&v dnpo "I8dxng

...-(15 verses omitted)

Ev8’ ol ¥’ eloéhacav nplv eldbteg

“Now in the land of Ithaca there is a certain harbor sacred to
Phorcys, the old man of the sea.... Here they rowed in, knowing
the place of old.”

(Palmer)

36 Od. 19.172-180

Kpnt 115 vai’ Eoty, péoo &vi olvomt ndvre,
ka1 kai nielpa, nepippurog: &v §° GvSpwnol
noAlof, dnelpéaior, xal Evvikovia TOANEG
....(3 verses omitted)
tfior 8’ évi Kvaodg, peydin moériig, Evia 1e Mivag
gvvéwnpog Pacileve Aldg peydiov daprotic,
ratpog Epofo nathp
“There is a country, Crete, in the midst of the wine-dark sea,
a fair land and a rich, begirt with water. The people there are
many, innumerable indeed, and they have ninety cities.... Of all
their towns the capital is Cnosus, where Minos became king
when nine years old — Minos, the friend of mighty Zeus and
father of my father.”

(Palmer)
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One rather deviant example in past tense illustrates the same general form:

37 0d. 22.126
Odpcodopn € 1ig Eokev £08pfTE Vi Tolyw,
....(2 verses omitted)
v & "Odvoedg opiLecdal dvdyst 8lov dpopPov
“Now in the solid wall there was a postern-door.... Odysseus
ordered the noble swineherd to guard this.”
(Palmer)

For a study of the artistic use and expansion of formulaic material in Homer,
these ten passages provide a most instructive group. In every case a geo-
graphic or topographic feature, which has not been mentioned before or
not in the relevant context, is introduced into the narrative by an existential
£oti (which may in every case be rendered by “there is”’) in order to serve as
a point of localizing reference for the following narrative episode. In every
case this localization is indicated by some form of deictic or anaphoric
reference — by a relative-demonstrative pronoun or local adverb — at the
point where the new episode begins (Ev3a, tff “there’”’, 631 “where”, Tijv “it”).
It is characteristic of Homeric technique that a relatively simple form of
words, which in 27 scarcely occupies more than a single verse, is capable of
almost indefinite expansion and elaboration without loss of its distinctive
linguistic and rhetorical structure. Thus in 35 we have 16 verses intervening
between the existential Eoti and the demonstrative ¥v3a which marks the
end of the formulaic episode.22 But in every case the narrative function of
the sentence with Eoti is in principle the same: to introduce a new topo-
graphical item as a basis for local reference in the following story.

The rhetorical role of o1 in Type IIA is thus clear; less clear its syntactic
role. This will be easier to specify for the second subtype IIB, where the pat-
tern is more uniform.

Type 11IB

38 II. 59
v 8€ tig &v Tpheoor Adpng, doveldg duopmy,
ipedg ‘Hoalotoro- 80w 3¢ of viteg fiotny,
L/ TR

22 ]t is also characteristic that the more elaborate variants, including all cases of non-
initial 8otl, occur in the Odyssey. For an interesting variant which serves exactly the same
narrative function, but where the role of &lpf is taken by a nuncupative construction of
xixAfiokoual (=xaAifopar) as be-replacer, see Od. 15.403fF. vijobg 11g Tupin xikAhioketan,
sl tov dxovterg /"Oproying xad0nepdev, 631 tponal fiehioo, ... Evia 8¢ (415). (For other
examples where xalfopat is used as a substitute for elpf, see LSJ s.v. xaddw I1.2 and 3.a.)
Note that tfior &' &vi Kvoodg in 36 represents another variant on Type IIA with the
existential-locative verb Eoti omitted.
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““There was a man of the Trojans, Dares, blameless and bountiful,

priest consecrated to Hephaistos, and he had two sons, /..../

These two (breaking from the ranks charged against Diomedes).”
(Lattimore)

39 1l. 10.314-318

fv 8¢ g &v Tpheoor Adlwv, Edbufideog vidg

kfpukog Seloto, moddypuoog Toldyaikos,

....( 2 verses omitted),

8g... ptSov Esimev

‘“But there was one among the Trojans, Dolon, Eumedes’

son, the sacred herald’s, a man of much gold and bronze,

This man now spoke his word.”
(Lattimore)
40 Il. 13.663
fv 8¢ Tig Ebyfivop, Tlolvidov pavriog vidg,
doverdg 7' dyadog te, Kopiv3é9 olkia vaiov, /.../
tov Bare (ITapig)
“There was a man, Euchenor, son of the seer Polyidos,
a rich man and good, who lived in his house at Korinth,
(who knew well that it was his death....)
Paris struck him.”
(Lattimore)
41 11. 17.575
Eoxe 8 &vi Tpaeoeor ITodfig, vidg "Hetlwvog,
qovelog T dyadog 1e...
Tov pa... pdre... Mevéhaog
““There was one among the Trojans, Podes, Eetion’s son,
a rich man and good...
Now Menelaos struck this man.”
(Lattimore)
42 0d. 9.508
Eaxe 115 &v3ade pavrig dvip N8 te péyag te,
Thiepog Edpopidng...[ ...
8¢ pot Epn 16de navra televtioecdar dnicon
“Here once a prophet lived, a prophet brave and tall, Telemus,
son of Burymus,.... He told me it should come to pass in after-
time.”
(Palmer)
The Odyssey contains two other examples of this subtype (15.417 and 20.287)
with minor variations to be noted in the next section.
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§8. SYNTACTIC ANALYSIS OF TYPE IIB

A simple examination of 38-42 shows that the rhetorical function of Type IIB
is exactly parallel to that of IIA. The only difference is that whereas the latter
introduces a topographical item such as a city or hill, the former introduces
a person: a particular individual not previously mentioned, who plays a role
in the narrative which follows.

A syntactical analysis of these sentences is more delicate. After much
hesitation, I have come to the conclusion that Types IIA and IIB cannot be
adequately defined in transformational terms. The intuitive value and rhetor-
ical force of eilpuf in these sentences is unmistakable, but it is not correlated
with a definite syntactic form. What the transformational analysis does show
is that eipi occurs as copula (and usually as locative copula) in the underlying
structure of these sentences. But the formal analysis cannot make clear just
why or how eipi functions here as more than the copula. That is to say, we
cannot specify the formal conditions under which the copula verb in such
sentences always has existential force, and without which it never does. In this
respect our strategy of analysis is a failure, at least in part. For we had hoped
to correlate every intuitive difference of meaning in the use of eipi with a
formal description of the corresponding sentence type.

Now in many cases we can in fact correlate the intuitive existential value
of elpui in Types IIA and IIB with initial position for the verb, with the pre-
sence of an indefinite pronoun 115, or with both. Taken together, initial posi-
tion and the pronoun tig may be sufficient conditions for the existential value
of the verb. But neither alone is necessary. (And neither alone is sufficient,
as we shall see in a moment.) No t1g occurs in our specimen for Type IIA,
sentence 27; nor is there a 71g in sentence 41 under Type IIB. The verb is
non-initial in 34-37. I doubt that these sentences can be regarded as any less
existential than those in which both conditions are satisfied. All we can say
is that the existential function illustrated in these Types rends to be expressed
by a sentence form with initial verb and pronoun ttg. But the exceptions just
cited show that this function does not depend upon either one of these formal
conditions. (It may depend upon at least one of these conditions being satis-
fied. But this does not provide us with the desired definition, since either
condition may also be satisfied in a non-existential sentence.)

There is a tendency, then, for the existential force of the verb in such
sentences to be associated with a certain formal structure, just as the existen-
tial force of be in English is regularly expressed by the form with quasi-
initial verb, there is. But unlike the situation in English, the existential
force of the verb in Greek does not depend upon this formal structure. On
what, then, does it depend? We touch here on the most fundamental question
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concerning the verb be in I.-E.: the underlying connection between the copula
and the existential uses of be. T give my answer briefly at this point, before
spelling it out more fully in what follows.

The copula verb, whose elementary function is to affirm (as that of its
negation is to deny) that a given predicate belongs to a given subject — or
to put it in less Aristotelian terms, to affirm that a given subject is character-
ized in a certain way — can have as its secondary function to affirm, present,
or introduce the subject itself. This is a fact about the I.-E. verb which we
must recognize and can try to understand. In the first instance, this secondary
function is based upon the use of the verb as locative copula. As copula
in elementary locative sentences, the verb eiui carries the mark of affirmation
or truth-claim that an individual subject, such as a person or a city, is
located in a particular place. But the same verb, in almost the same sentence
with a slightly different context, can affirm or present the subject itself, as
localized in that place. In such a case, the verb does not cease to function
as locative copula; but in addition it introduces the subject into the narrative
or into the discourse. It is this rhetorical function of introducing its subject,
and not any fixed syntactic form, that is regularly correlated with existential
force for the verb (as measured by our temptation to translate it by “there
is”’).23 But since its function is to introduce its subject into the context,
the verb naturally tends to precede this subject and thus to move to the head
of the sentence.

This subject-introducing or existence-asserting function of the verb is
most naturally associated with the locative copula. (For the primary role of
locative ideas in this connection see above, Chapter V §12 and below,
Chapter VIII §4.) But it may also be associated with the nominal copula,
or with the copula function as such. The verb which serves to assign predi-
cates to subjects, or to characterize subjects in various ways, may also
serve to present the subject itself — to introduce it into the discourse or to
assert its existence, precisely as a subject for further predication. In certain
variants on Type II we find the nominal copula playing this role, with no
predication of place or location. (See sentence 40 above, 45 and above all
46 in §10; compare 128 and 129 in §22.) And in Type IV we will find the
verb playing this role alone, without serving at the same time as copula.
Since it is this function of providing, presenting, or asserting a subject for
further predication which is the existential function proper, it is in Type IV
that we find the existential verb in its purest form. What we have in Type II
(and also in Type II) is a mixed case where the verb functions both as
copula and as sign of existence, that is, where it serves both to characterize

33 Even this may be an overstatement. See below on sentence 48.
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or localize the subject and also to present it as a subject. I shall suggest in a
moment (below, p. 257) why the locative copula is suited to perform this
double role. My suggestion as to why the copula verb as such, that is, the
nominal copula as well, is able to do so — or, more generally, why the same
verb can serve both as copula and sign of existence — will be given later,
in Chapter VIII §7 (see especially pp. 409-11). In a word, the most general
explanation is that the verb be, which is the primary instrument for first-
order predication and which agrees with its subject in person and in number,
may naturally serve to express a presupposition of such predication: the
existence of a first-order subject.

Whatever the explanation, there is no doubt as to tbe facts. A form of
eipi which has the underlying syntax of the copula (and in most cases,
that of the locative copula) is typically used to introduce a person or place
into the narrative situation at the beginning of a tale or episode. This func-
tion, which is familiar from other L-E. languages as well, is illustrated for
Greek by Types IIA and IIB. In this use the verb occurs very frequently (but
not necessarily) in initial position. We turn now to the syntactic analysis
of the two Types and to a description of the formal variants.

In the case of IIB the analysis is simple. In every example except 40
we have a locative kernel in which elpt would occur as ordinary locative
copula: 38K Dares was among the Trojans, 39K Dolon was among the Trojans,
42K A prophet was here, etc. (Here the symbol “38K” is an abbreviation for
“kernel structure of 38”.) We can assign the same kernel form to 40 if we
are willing to reconstruct the corresponding locative from the general con-
text: “There was {among the Acheans) a certain Euchenor.... Him Paris
struck.” It is characteristic of Types II and III that we can in every case
assume a kernel form in which elpf will occur as copula. (Thus if we prefer
not to reconstruct a locative form for 40, we can derive it - less plausibly —
from the cop N sentence Euchenor was son of Polyidos or from the cop A sen-
tence Euchenor was rich and good.) In the underlying locative sentences which
1 pose for Type IIB, the subject expression is a proper name, except that in
42 the name is given in apposition (i.e. as a transformed nuncupative the
prophet (is) Telemus) after the general designation of the subject as a prophet
(pavrig dvip). Similarly in Od. 15.417, where the subject of initial Eoxe
is a slave girl, her name is not given at all; and in 20.287 the name is added
in a separate sentence: fiv 8¢ tig &v puvnotfipoiy avip &depiotia eidag,/
Kthoinrog 8 Svop’ Eoke (“There was among the suitors a man of lawless
mind; Ctesippus was his name.”) To cover all cases, we may say that the
subject of etpl is given either as a common (sortal) noun or as a proper name,
but in either case as the designation of a person. In five out of seven cases,
we have the indefinite pronoun tig agreeing with the subject. Perhaps we
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should take the occurrence of tig as standard for this type, and regard the
other two examples as variant, viz. 41 and the slave-girl in Od. 15.417:
Eoke 88 matpdg Epoto yuvi Qoivias’ &vi olke, “Now in my father’s house
lived a Phoenician woman” (Palmer). In every case the verb be occurs in the
past tense (fiv, Eoxe). And in every case the kernel structure is followed
by descriptive adjectives in apposition: rich and good, brave and tall,
etc.; while this description is in turn followed by a demonstrative-
anaphoric pronoun (td, 8g, tdv, etc.) by means of which the person
previously introduced and described is then taken up into the following
narrative.

We may generalize our account of IIB as follows. We have in each case
a particular individual who is (i) located among the participants or within
the landscape of the story (among the Trojans, here, in my father’s house),
(ii) described by various nominal predicates, and (iii) in most cases, identified
by name. The verb eipi must be regarded as present as copula in the under-
lying structure, that is, in the constituent kernels which correspond to
(i)-(iii). In the kernels for (i) we have the locative copula; in those for (ii)
and occasionally for (iii) we have the nominal copula.

Despite these underlying copula uses, in the resulting sentences 3842 we
do not intuitively regard elpui as copula - certainly not as “mere copula’” -
but rather as existential verb. This existential force is clearly connected with
the fact that sentences of Type IIB serve to introduce their subjects into the
narrative. But from the formal point of view, the only distinction between
fv or Eoke in these sentences and the ordinary locative copula is (i) the verb
occurs in initial position, and (ii) the subject expression is usually accom-
panied by 11§ (“someone”, “a certain’’). Now the presence of such an in-
definite pronoun may confirm or reinforce the existential value of the sen-
tence, but it cannot be regarded as the source or even as the formal criterion
of this value. For on the one hand t1¢ occurs very often with other verbs,
or even with copula eipi, where we do not wish to speak of an existential use.
(See e.g. 68 in Chapter IV §15.) On the other hand tig is absent from some
examples of Type IIB — and from the paradigm of Type IIA - without any
noticeable loss of existential value for the sentence as a whole.

It might seem then, that it is the initial position of eipi which - alone,
or in conjunction with the rhetorical function of introducing its subject —
accounts for the existential value of the verb. We may be tempted to describe
this as a regular syntactic transformation of the locative copula, just as in
English we have described There is a man at the door as the existential trans-
form of A man is at the door. (See Chapter I §9.) Indeed, Jespersen long ago
called attention to this function of “preposed Zoti” in Homer, and to the
parallel position of the verb in English there is and in similarly existential
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constructions in Danish and Russian.24 However, in ancient Greek the word
order is so flexible and so sensitive to rhetorical features of the context such
as contrast, emphasis, repetition, and novelty, that it is difficult to believe
that a mere change in the position of the verb can ever have functioned as
the regular mark of a distinct sentence type, in the sense defined in trans-
formational grammar. And in fact, even in Homer we find the verb siuf
occurring in initial position in sentences with no existential force. In later
Greek, where initial position for the copula is much more frequent, it is
only in a minority of cases that this position can be correlated with an exis-
tential value for the verb. (For examples and further discussion, see Appendix
A.3, pp. 424-33.) What we have here is not a regular transformation
involving a standard shift in word order (what Harris calls a permutation),
but only a natural affinity between the existential function of Type II and
initial position, an affinity which springs from the rhetorical role of intro-
ducing the subject of the verb into the narrative by localizing it. For this
purpose the mention of the subject expression is normally delayed until the
localization has been given or begun. Hence it is either the copula verb or
the locative expression (or both) which comes first. Now if the locative
phrase precedes, the verb is less conspicuous and may be rendered by the
copula in English. Compare 129 in Chapter IV §25: péoocop §’8v oxonéie
totl onéo¢ “In the middle of the crag is a cave.” (And see below, §11,
sentences 56-58.) But if the verb comes first, it seems to carry the whole
weight of the sentence, and hence to embody its introductory-existential role:
Eot 6€ Tt onéog...pévIeot Afpvng “There is a cave in the depths of the water”
31. Here we may say that the appearance of an existential verb in Type II
as distinct from the copula luf arises as a special case of a more general
phenomenon: the use of copula (and particularly of locative) sentences as
a device for identifying an unfamiliar subject and introducing it into the
narrative.

§9. ANALYSIS OF TYPE IIA

The conclusion of the last section suggests the following analysis for our
more complex subtype IIA. We have in every case an underlying kernel
sentence of the form N is PN, with elpf as locative copula. In its context,
however, a sentence of Type 1I serves not to specify the location of a subject
whose identity is assumed as already familiar (as in the case of the “mere
copula”), but to introduce the subject of elp{ by localizing it. This may be
done by beginning the sentence with the locative expression, and in this
case the verb can be delayed or even omitted: tfjo1 &' vi Kveobdg “among

8 Philosophy of Grammar, pp. 155f.
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these cities (is) Cnossus” (in 36 above). On the other hand, the same effect
is obtained with somewhat greater emphasis by putting the verb first: Eott
néMg "E@ipn puxd Apyeog, “There is a city Ephyre in a corner of Argos.”
In either case what we have is a locative-existential sentence. But in the
first case we seem closer to the copula construction, whereas in the second
case the verb is so prominent and the introduction of the subject so em-
phatic that we are obliged to translate the verb by ‘“‘there is” and hence to
describe it as existential. From the point of view of deep structure, however,
(i.e. in the underlying source sentence) the verb o1t is simply the locative
copula, and its special value here consists not in a proper assertion of exis-
tence but in a certain impressive, formulaic beginning for a locaiizing
introduction, as in the rather similar formula in story-telling; “Once upon
a time in a far-away kingdom there lived....” This emphatic presenting to us
of an unknown subject (“There is somewhere a city Ephyre, namely in Argos’)
can perhaps be described as an assertion of existence for the city in question.
But insofar as the initial EoTt of this type asserts existence, it does so only
within a definite local context. Hence the negation of a Type II sentence —
if it occurred — would never be a general denial of existence (“There is no
such thing™) but a clearly locative or locative-existential sentence “The city
Ephyre is not in Argos” or “There is no such city in Argos™, “There is no
hill by the city in this place”, and so forth. (See further §13 below on the
negative sentence forms.)

The underlying locative kernel of Type IIA may be expanded in various
ways comparable to those mentioned for Type IIB. The subject noun is
generally a sortal term or classifier (city, hill, island, etc.). Where a proper
name is given, it usually follows in immediate apposition to the subject
(sortal) noun; in 34, however, the name is provided in a separate nuncupative
clause (“They call it Pharos™). In every case of IIA except for our paradigm
27, the subject expression is accompanied by the pronoun tig. In nearly
every case the locative kernel is expanded by descriptive nouns and ad-
jectives in predicate or appositive construction (thus implying an underlying
nominal copula), and often by further locative predicates as well. A special
case is presented by 30, where the descriptive expression is a participial
phrase elg §ha BaAlwv. (For the periphrastic interpretation of 30, see
above, pp. 140f.) Finally, in every case the subject introduced by our locative
kernel is taken up into the narrative by demonstrative or anaphoric reference
(Evia, tfj, v, etc.)

In seven cases out of eleven, the verb Eott occurs at the head of the
sentence. But intuitively speaking, the other four cases 34-37 are scarcely
less existential, and the post-initial verb could not be rendered in English
as a simple copula. It might be possible to argue that the existential force
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is preserved in these sentences by the presence of Ti¢ or by the non-final
position of the verb. But the only factor which is common to all examples
of Types ITA and IIB, and which distinguishes them from a simple copula
construction, is the rhetorical or contextual function of introducing their
subjects into the narrative.

Anticipating for a moment the semantic analysis which belongs to the
next stage of the discussion (§§19-21), I suggest that the verb in Type II
(as well as in the related examples of Type III, and in those of Type I where
it has a locative complement) serves to introduce its subject into the narrative
because it serves to locate (in Kantian terms, to pose) an extra-linguistic
subject within the realm of actors, actions, and landscape which the narrative
describes, and which constitutes the ““universe” or domain of interpretation
for the poem. It is precisely because, in logical terms, eipui locates the subject
within the world to which the narrative refers, that it can, in stylistic or
rhetorical terms, introduce the subject into the narrative. My analysis claims
that this stylistic function of sentences with elp{, which is unmistakable,
corresponds to the logical function that has just been mentioned; and that
both functions rest on, and are made possible by, the locative use of the verb
in elementary statements of place.25

25 George Cardona informs me that the typical narrative opening in Sanskrit stories has
the following structure: initial asti (=&ot) followed by a locative (“‘on the bank of the
river X*, ““in the area of Y""), followed by the subject noun; and this subject, or the whole
localization, is taken up in the following clause by a demonstrative pronoun or adverb
(““there’, “‘in its hollow’’, “‘by him”, etc.). For example, the first story in the collection
known as Hitopadesa begins: asti bhdgirithitire pataliputranimadheyam nagaram. tatra...
dsit. *“There is on the bank of the Bhagirathi a city named Pataliputra. There there was (a
king by the name of Sudarsena).”” This sentence form is syntactically identical with my
Type I as illustrated in 27, although (except for initial Eott) the Greek word order
happens to be different, with subject noun preceding the locative predicate. (For the
Sanscrit order, compare sentence 28.) As in the Greek, the specification of a proper name
for the localized subject is optional. Cardona’s second example (ibid. p. 7. 13-4) i8 *“There
is (ast?) on the bank of the Godavari a broad salmali tree. There....”” Note that salmali is
a classifier or sortal noun, not a proper name. This is roughly the form of 28, 31 or 32,
without the indefinite pronoun that occurs here in the Greek. The corresponding pronoun
may also occur in Sanskrit, e.g. ‘‘There is (initial ast/) a certain (kascid) merchant; by him
was made a temple near the town’’ (Tantrakhydyika Book 1.1, ed. Hertel p. 5). This
approximates to the form of 128-129 below, in § 22, where elpi + subject N is syntactically
articulated as a separate clause, prefiguring Type VI. Sanskrit provides other variants,
including an asyntactic initial asti (*“There i8” or *‘It is true [that]'"), followed immediately
by a clause with finite verb which may even be in the plural. (Compare the semi-formulaic
use in Greek prose of initial Eoti with plural subject, Ch. IV § 29, p. 177.)

These secondary variants in Sanskrit are only roughly comparable to Greek sentence
forms, but the primary form given in the first example quoted in this note is exactly parallel
to Type II. I take this to show that if Type II is not an inherited I.-E. form, it is at least a
perfectly natural development of the inherited uses of *es-, and above all of the use of *es- as
locative verb. The Sanskrit parallels seem to confirm my analysis of the basic structure of
I as Eoti-+subject N+ locative where N is a common (sortal) noun, with proper name and
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Nevertheless, this logical or semantic function, which is that of the exis-
tential verb in the strict sense, is most clearly and typically represented not
by the semi-locative pattern just described but by Type IV, where the verb
is neither construed as nor clearly derived from a locative or nominal copula.
In Type IV (and also in Type V) the existential verb has the distinct second-
order syntax of a sentence operator. In Type II, by contrast, we have an
ambiguous or intermediate situation where the verb can on the one hand be
construed as elementary (Ephyre is in Argos, Dares is among the Trojans),
but on the other hand has an existential value which is properly that of a
sentence operator. A similar ambiguity characterizes the syntax of the verb in
Type III.

§10. POST-HOMERIC PARALLELS TO TYPE il

As formulaic patterns, Types IIA and IIB are closely bound to the hexa-
meter, and they naturally reappear in later uses of epic verse.2é6 We occa-
sionally find the pattern of IIB in prose, with freer variation:

43 Xen. Anab. 111.1.4
fiv 8& 115 &v ©ff otpatii Eevopdv "ASnvalog, dg ofite oTpatnydg
otite Aoyaydg olite orpatidtng dv cvvnkoiovdet
“There was in the army a certain Xenophon of Athens, who

came along neither as general nor as captain nor as common
soldier.”

44 Hdt. IV.141
fiv 3¢ mepl Aapetov dviyp Alydntiog povéay péytotov
avlponov

“There was in the company of Darius an Egyptian who could
shout exceptionally loud.”

indefinite pronoun (71¢) as optional additions. I should mention that the analysis given
above was worked out on the basis of the Homeric material alone, before 1 was familiar
with the Sanskrit paralleis.

See further A. Bloch's discussion of some of our examples under the concept of ‘‘er-
lauternder Einschub’’, in Museum Helveticum 1(1944) pp. 243fF. Block refers (p. 246) to
Wackernagel’s observation of the parallel narrative beginnings in early Greek and Sanskrit
literature, in his **Vortrag tiber die indogermanische Dichtersprache”’, Philologus 95, p. 18.
88 See for example the oracle cited in Hdt, 1.67.4 kot g "Apxading Teyén Acvp® Evi
x®p®, which is a slight variant on I1A, (without a sortal noun as subject). For an example
of IIB see Empedocles fr. 129 fiv 8¢ 11§ &v xelvowowv aviyp repubota sldédx (a variant on
Od. 20.287, cited above, p. 253). Metrically parallel but grammatically divergent is the
negative form in Emped. 128.1 006¢ tig fiv xelvoiowv “Apng 3eb6¢ where the construction
with dative is possessive rather than locative.



§ 10, TYPE II: POST-HOMERIC PARALLELS 259

45 Xen. Anab. 111.1.26

ixélevov mavieg, mANYV "AroAdovidng tig fiv Borenidev 1f
povij odtog & elnev....

“All approved, except for a certain Apollonides there was who
spoke with a Boeotian accent. He declared....”

46 Plato Apology 18 B 6
katnydpouv Epob... dg Eotv 1ig Zokpdtng cods dviip, Té 1€

petéopa opovtioTg kal 1d Ond yfig mavta dvelntnkag kol 1ov
ATt Adyov kpeltto mo1dV

“They accused me... (claiming) that there is a certain Socrates,
a wise man, a student of things aloft and a searcher into all
things under the earth, who makes the weaker argument the
stronger.”

In 43 and 44 we have an underlying locative copula, as in the Homeric
examples. In 45 it is possible to reconstruct a locative or paralocative source
(“among them was a certain Apollonides™) which accounts for the appar-
ently periphrastic construction fjv floietiafwov.2? In 46 we have as kernel a
purely nominal copula Socrates is a wise man, with adjoined predicate nouns
and participles. This represents a deviation from the locative pattern of
Type II in Homer; yet 46 still illustrates the same general form and function:
a copulative &¢oti transposed to initial position serves to introduce a subject
with emphasis.

We also find classical parallels to Type IIA, where the subject is a place
rather than a person:

47 Aesch. P.V. 846
Eotv ®oMg KavoPog Eoydtn Sovog,
Nelhov npdg adtdh otdépan xal mpooydpatt
2vtatSa 81 oe Zebg tidnowv Epgpova

“There is a city Canobus at the end of the earth, by the very
mouth and delta of the Nile; in this place will Zeus make you
sound again in mind.”

In prose, curiously enough, the corresponding function of introducing places
as points of narrative reference seems to be normally performed by ordinary

27 If we reconstruct the locative or partitive source as suggested, we no longer have a true
periphrastic in 45, since fjv and powwtidlev are then derived from distinct kernels: Apol-
lonides was among them and He spoke with a Boeotian accent. This is clearly the (non-peri-
phrastic) structure of 44. In 30 above, however, we seem to have a true periphrastic-exis-
tential, as in other cases discussed in Chapter IV § 17.
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copula constructions, with the sortal noun as predicate (rather than subject
as in IIA) and with a locative specification as secondary predicate:

48 Thuc. I.24.1
"Enidapvog ot noAtg &v g€l onhéovn &g 1OV "Ioviov
kOAmov- ... Tadtny dndxicav piv Kepxvpaiot
“Bpidamnus is a city on the right side as one sails into the
Ionian gulf.... It was founded as a colony by Corcyra.”

The literary or rhetorical function of 48 is roughly the same as in Type IIA,
but in narrative prose this function seems more often to be performed by a
standard copula sentence. In the absence of both the pronoun 11§ and initial
position for the verb, we are not inclined to translate &oti by “there is.”
Logically speaking, however, 48 is scarcely less existential than Eott noAtg
*E@bpn in 27.28

Similarly, a copula sentence with eipf immediately following the proper
name serves in classic prose for introducing personal subjects, instead of
the more “‘existential”” Type IIB in Homer:

49 Lysias 1.22
Zhotpatog fiv pot dmithdetog xat elrog. To0T®... dnfvinca
“Sostratus was my friend and acquaintance. Him... I met.”

50 Xen. Anab. VIL4.7
*Emodévng & v 1ig "OAOvSi0g matdepaotis, 8¢... Eevopldvia
{xéreve BonSfiom wardl koA
“‘Bpisthenes was an Olynthian, a lover of boys, who... begged
Xenophon to come to the aid of a handsome youth.””28

We note again that in these examples the verb does not take final position:
we have the word order N is ¢ which is normal in English but not partic-
ularly common in Greek.30 The language of classic prose thus provides a
rather distinctive (but not “existential””) form for the same general function
as Type IIB, namely, to identify and introduce a personal subject not pre-
viously mentioned.

28 For copula sentences of similar form with the same rhetorical function as 48 compare
Hdt. 1. 148.1 70 8¢ ITavidvidv ¢at tiig Mukding x®pog {pds, RpdG Gpxtov Tetpappévog
... fi 8& Moxdin oti tfig finelpov dxpn xpds Lépupov &vepov xathixovoa Tou, & thv
cvAAgyduevotl... “Toveg Gysoxov dpthv.

% So also Lysias XII1.55 "Ayvodopog 8 fiv Aupirponaieds.... obrog odv.... Similarly
in Hdt. 1.6.1 Xpoloog fiv Avdos.... odtog & Kpoloog etc.; 1.7.2-8.1 fiv Kavbading...
tOpavvog Zapdiay.... odtog 81 dv & KavdadAng. Note that the initial position of fjv in
the last example encourages Rawlinson to transiate the verb as existential, although both
syntax and rhetorical function are the same as in the preceding examples: ‘“There was a
certain king of Sardis, Candaules by name."

80 See the figures in Appendix A, pp. 427-33.
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§11. SENTENCE TYPE 111 AND THE LOCATIVE-EXISTENTIAL USE IN
GENERAL

There seem to be no negative sentences which illustrate Type II; and this
is what we would expect if the function of the type is to introduce its subject
into the discourse. (For certain negative sentences which might be regarded
as parallel in form but not in function to Type II, see below §13.) The only
appropriate form is the third person indicative affirmative, past or present.
Furthermore, all the examples cited so far are in the singular. When the
corresponding form occurs in the plural, it no longer seems to introduce or
to “present” its subject in such a characteristic way, I list this plural version
separately as Type III, since neither in form nor in function is it as sharply
defined as Type II. Type III has close connections with locative and also
with possessive constructions; and it may be regarded as a bridge between
the formulaic Type II and a wide variety of sentences (with first-order nom-
inals as subject) that are in a still looser sense ““existential”.

Type III is generally characterized by a locative kernel, a plural indefinite
quantifier such as woAloi “many” or iAot “others’, and often by initial
or at least non-final position for the verb.

51 1Il. 10.66
roAdal yap Gvd otpatdv elot kéigvdol
“There are many paths up and down the encampment” (so we
must be careful not to miss one another).

(Lattimore)
52 II.9.395

roAlal "Ayaiideg elolv v’ ‘BALGSa 12 ©3nv 1e
“There are many Achaian girls in the land of Hellas and Phthia”
(any one of whom I might take as wife).

{Lattimore)
53 0d. 21.251

elol xal §Ahar moAral *Ayatdeg, al putv &v adrtf
duoudio "I8axy, al 8 GAAyoty modicootv

“There are enough more women of Achaea, both here in Ithaca
and in the other cities.”

(Palmer)
54 0d. 2.292

elol 8¢ vileg
roAlal &v Guoldie "I8d4xy véu fid¢ modawal
“The ships are many in sea-girt Ithaca, ships new and old”

(Palmer)
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In three out of four of these examples the primary kernel is clearly of the
locative form N is PN: paths are in the camp, girls are in Hellas, ships are in
Ithaca. In 53 the locative phrases are added in apposition, i.e. as secondary
adjoined kernels (with zeroing of the copula verb after eloi in the first
clause). The form of the primary kernel in 53 is not clear. A similar obscurity
characterizes the following example, where the locative specification is left
implicit:
55 Od. 20.182
elolv 88 xal GAAa daiteg “Ayadv
“Surely there are Achaean feasts elsewhere.” (So why always

beg here?) (Palmer)

Here Palmer’s translation of &AAar by “elsewhere” is justified by the con-
trast with £v3ade...xata ddpa “here in the house™ in the preceding context
(Od. 20.178). In general, the intuitively existential value of eloi in this type,
like that of 2ot and fv in Type I, is closely associated with the construction
of the verb as locative copula in an underlying kernel. Hence we can interpret
this general value by the paraphrase “Here, there, somewhere or other, are
X’s.” In effect, whenever a locative construction for eipi is given or easily
reconstructible as in 55, we may regard Types II and III as special cases
of the locative-existential use. In the few examples of Types II and III
where a locative kernel is lacking, as in 46 above, we can recognize an
underlying nominal copula. Hence instead of listing Types II and III as
distinct existential sentence forms, as I have done, one might reasonably
describe them as the most conspicuous examples of a mixed class, namely of
the very numerous class of sentences in which some existential value for
elpi is superimposed upon a copula construction. (See IV §25, and below
§13.) If I have not followed this course, it is because sentences of Type II
and III are normally cited as examples par excellence of the existential use
of the verb.

The general description of Type III as a mixed existential-copulative
form seems unproblematic. But any more detailed syntactic analysis of
Type II raises several difficult problems which can only be mentioned here.
The most serious difficulty is the analysis of the quantifier-adjectives moAlol
“many” and GAlor “others”. On the one hand, it is possible to construe
an adjective like moAlof as predicate in surface structure: The girls are many
(in number), The ships are many. We can often construe definite numerals
in the same way: &xt’ Eoav fyepdveg puraxav (1. 9.85) “The captains of
the watch were seven.”” On the other hand, it is clear that words like many or
seven function as (indefinite or definite) plural forms of the indefinite pro-

<<

noun tig *‘someone”, “a certain”, which occurs regularly in Type II: There
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are many (seven) cities in Argos is a plural of There is a city in Argos, What
is needed for an analysis of sentences like 51-55 is a general theory of quan-
tifier-words that would apply not only to numerals but also to indefinite
forms like some, others, and many. A satisfactory syntactic analysis should
account for the well-known logical peculiarities of these adjectives. For
example, quantifier adjectives are distinguished from ordinary descriptive
adjectives by the fact that one cannot pass from the plural to the singular
form, i.e. that they apply to their subjects collectively. Whereas for an
ordinary predicate like The (twelve) Apostles are pious it follows that Each
Apostle is pious, from The Apostles are twelve, or The Apostles are numerous
it does not follow-and itiseven false or senseless to claim — for any particular
Apostle that He is twelve or He is numerous. I suppose that these quantifier-
words must be interpreted not as elementary predicates but as a kind of
adnominal sentence-operator, operating on the subject (in other cases, on
the object) noun within the framework of a given elementary sentence form.3!
These quantifier-operators have a definite existential role: they assert or
imply the existence of one, two, or more entities described by the noun to
which they are attached (some man, many girls, seven captains, etc.). Hence
an adequate theory of such adjectives would certainly shed light on the
existential uses of &lui. On the other hand, the role of such adjectives is
entirely independent of the use of the verb be: the existential force of many
is the same in (The) ships in Ithaca are many and in Many ships sail to Ithaca.
Hence the absence here of an adequate theory of quantifier words, although
it prevents us from giving a full analysis of sentences like 51-55, should not
affect our central project which is to examine the uses of eiul as such.

In three of our five examples of Type III the verb occurs in initial position;
in the other two cases it occurs in second position, before the subject in 51
and before the locative predicate in 52. (These forms can be paralleled from
classic prose. For an example of Type Il with initial verb see Plato Phaedo
108 C 5 elolv 8¢ moArol xal Savpaotol tfig yfig T6n0t ‘There are many
(and) marvellous regions of the earth.””) However, in cases where we find
neither an initial verb nor a quantifier adjective we no longer have a clear
example of Type I1I, even if the sentence remains vaguely existential:

56 1.7.73 ,_
dutv & &v yap Eaow dprotfieg Havayoidy
*“Among you are the bravest of all the Achaians.”
(Lattimore)

31 Compare Harris' remark (Mathematical Structures, p. 72) that in Some boy saw a dog
the transformation represented by some ‘‘operates not simply on boy but on boy in a
particular sentence position.”’
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We may compare 2, quoted above in §4: §j pa xal &v Tpheoot xuiotntiipeg
Eactv “So among the Trojans too there are acrobats.” With such examples
we move into the larger class of locative-existential sentences.

57 0d. 13.105

gv 8¢ xpntiipés 1€ xal dpprpopfieg Eaot [ Adivor

“Within (the cave) are bowls and jars of stone.”

(Palmer)

58 11.22.153

Evla 8’ &n” adtdov mhvvol edpéeg Eyydg Eact

xaiol Aatveor

“Beside these springs in this place, and close to them, are (the)

washing hollows of stone, and magnificient.”

(Lattimore)

We stand here on the borderline between the locative copula and existential
sentences of Type IIL. In 57 and 58 where the subject is vaguely “indefinite”
in syntax, we may say that the sentence serves to introduce the jars or washing
hollows (and to this extent these sentences are more *“existential””). In 56,
where the identity of the ““bravest of the Achaeans™ is perhaps presupposed,
this introductory function is more dubious. But it is less profitable to weigh
the existential value of the verb in any particular sentence than to recognize
the general similarity between these cases and the wider class of locative-
existentials illustrated in Chapter IV §25.32

32 For any reader who wishes to observe the detailed interplay of locative and nominal
copulas with existential force, and at the same time to note the syntactic and semantic
irrelevance of the (stylistically motivated) omission of the verb, I recommend a
comparison of two sustained descriptive passages: (1) the description of Agamemnon’s
armor at I, 11,30-38, and (2) the account of the harbor at Ithaca in Od. 13.96-112. In (1)
we find five distinct occurrences of locative-existential be (nepl xoviedv fev, fiv tép piv
xOxhot Séxa yddxeotr fioav, dv 38 of dugpadol ficay, etc.), each one of which is accompanied
by a descriptive or quantifier adjective, or both. (In 11.35 the descriptive adjective is re-~
placed by a predicate genitive: &v 88 péooiotv Env péhavog kudvoto.) In this passage we
have only one elliptical omission of the verb (11.37 nepl 82 Aetudg 12 ®6Po¢ 15). In the
description of the harbor of Ithaca, on the other hand, we have two elliptical omissions
(0d. 13.107 and 109), together with three zero occurrences of the locative-existential verb
in what would traditionally be described as a nominal sentence (ibid. 97: 800 82 npoPAfiteg
&v adt@/bxral; similarly 102 and 103). In this passage in the Odyssey, then, we find five
verbless sentences in the context of our example 35 above, ®dpxvvog 88 tig dott Ayfiy
(which introduces the description by & variant on Type II with non-initial verb). The two
elliptical omissions of the verb follow directly on its occurrence in 57, which we have just
cited as an example of the locative~existential use of elpi. The description closes with a
possessive-existential use (v. 109 §0m 3¢ 1€ ol 80pat eloiv) followed by two occurrences of
the verb as nominal copula (vv. 111-2) and one omission of the same (verse 110). In these
two cases where the verb actually occurs as nominal copula we have the same oscillation
between non-initial and final position for the verb as in the three semi-existential construc-
tions with a locative or possessive kernel. In a passage like this it seems impossible to
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For reasons which will become apparent, in the next two sections I
discuss the possessive construction and certain mixed or borderline cases
as an appendix to Types Il and II1, before continuing with Type IV in §14.

§12. THE POSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTION

The term “possessive™ is here used to designate a purely formal or syntactic
phenomenon: the construction of eipf with a personal noun or pronoun
in the dative, or more generally with any dative form. (The use of this dative
of possession with non-personal nouns, or with pronouns replacing non-
personal nouns, is comparatively rare, but an example was cited in the pre-
ceding note: SV 8¢ 1€ of JVpwr eicti “And the cave has two doors.”) Such
a construction will generally be translated into English by the verb “have,”
where the dative form in Greek is rendered by the subject of the English
verb: ot por=“T have.” As we shall see, the possessive construction in
this formal sense is a phenomenon of surface structure in Greek (and in
Indo-European), derived from several distinct syntactic sources correspond-
ing to distinct meanings or distinct relations of Aaving. Perhaps the most
fundamental concept here is that of legal or socially recognized ownership:
having in one’s possession, as property or chattel.33

(i) In this paradigm use of the possessive construction for ownership or
possession of property, there is an obvious connection with the idea of
location: to own something is to ‘“‘have it in one’s possession,” to hold it
in one’s hand, in one’s house, or in one’s power. And “to hold” in this sense
is the basic meaning of £x®, the Greek verb we usually render as “have.”
The ownership of moveable goods generally determines where they are stored
and guarded (unless it is the converse which is true), and this connection
between the ideas of possession and location is particularly important in
an archaic economy with no bank deposits and no property titles protected
by the state. Hence it is natural that the expressions for location and posses-
sion should be associated in many or most languages. In Greek this shows
up as a frequent overlap between the formally possessive and formally locative
constructions. In particular we find a regular convergence of the possessive

correlate any variation of sense or syntax either with the position or with the omission of
the verb. It is evidence of this kind which leads me to conclude that neither word order nor
omission is directly dependent upon the syntactic form or semantic (i.e. lexical) content of
the sentence. Position and omission alike are more easily correlated with stylistic factors
such as emphasis, contrast, variety, and brevity. For further discussion, see Appendix A.3
on word order and Appendix B on omission of the verb.

33 T jgnore here the construction of elpi with a possessive genitive, which has been de-
scribed and distinguished from the dative construction in Chapter IV § 26,
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with the locative-existential uses just illustrated.34 Where the existential
nuance is noticeable, the verb is frequently (but not always) in initial posi-
tion.

59 1I. 23.549
Eoti Tot &v kAol ypuodg morvg, Eott 68 yalkog
kat mpbPat’, elol 6£ ot dpopal xal phvoyeg Tnrot
*““There is abundant gold in your shelter, and there is bronze there
and animals, and there are handmaidens and single-foot horses.”
(Lattimore)

Here the first occurrence of ¥oti represents a locative-existential sentence
parallel in form to Type IIA, with a superimposed possessive construction
of the verb with to1. We might also take the possessive idea as primary and
translate as ‘““You have plenty of gold in your but.” In the second verse the
plural elol suggests a variant of Type III where the locative construction
has disappeared and only the possessive (or possessive-existential) remains.
But this omission of the locative specification is partial and superficial, since
in your shelter is elliptically understood as predicate with handmaidens (as
with bronze in the preceding clause), while the horses and flocks are also
assumed to be situated nearby. Even where locative and possessive construc-
tions do not explicitly coincide in a single occurrence of elpi, the connection
of ideas is often clear:

60 II. 9.364
Eort 8¢ por pdha nodrd, ta x@Alimov Ev3ade Eppov
“T have many possessions there (sc. in Phthia) that I left behind
when I came here.”
(Lattimore)
61 I1. 10.378
Lorypelt’, adtap Eydv &pd Aboopar: Eott yap Evdov
xaAx6g e pLodg e moAbkunTdg 18 oidnpog
“Take me alive, and I will pay my ransom: in my house
there is bronze, and gold, and difficultly wrought iron’’ 38
(Lattimore)

34 Compare the sentences listed by Guiraud under the title “‘existence locale possessive™
(La phrase nominale en grec, pp. 196--8). For the same connection in other languages, see
Lyons, ‘“Note on Possessive, Existential and Locative Sentences”, Foundations of Lan-
guage 3 (1967), 390-6,

% For examples of possessive-locative-existential with the verb in non-initial position, see
II. 1.300 & pol $ot Joff rapa vt (cited as 132 in Ch. IV § 25), 2.226 roArdal 82 yovalxeg/
eloly (sc. to1) Wi xhaoing, etc. With nap-eyu the paralocative construction is often equiv~
alent to the possessive in meaning and nearly indistinguishable in form, e.g. /. 1.213 tot...
napéooceral... Sdpa. See also example 121 in Ch. IV § 24,
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(ii) Our examples so far illustrate the idea of possession in the literal
sense of ownership, where the subject of the verb is an item of property or
chattel. The language makes no formal distinction between this and what
linguists rather misleadingly call “inalienable possession”, which may be
subdivided into two notionally distinct categories: (a) kinship relations
between persons, and (b) whole-part relations between a person or object
and its body parts (eye of a person, door of a house or cave, etc.). In (a),
when having refers to kinship relations, the locative specification often lapses;
but it need not do so:

62 Il. 6.413
006€ pot EoTt matnp xal TéHTVIR PnTNp
“I have no father, no honored mother”
(Lattimore)
63 1. 9.144
tpelg 8¢ pof elor Jyatpeg &vi peydpo ednhkte
“I have three daughters there in my strong-built castle.”
(Lattimore)

62 shows how ill-suited the term “inalienable possession” is for kinship
relations: Andromache means that her parents are dead; and Zo11 here could
in fact be given the vital sense “are (not) alive™. 63 illustrates the locative
expression with kinship relations. The only formal distinction between
sentences of kinship-possession such as 62-63 and sentences of ownership,
as in 59-61, is that the subject in the former case must be a personal noun;
and even this point cannot distinguish having a husband or father from
having (owning) servants (e.g. Spal in 59). The relevant distinctions can be
drawn in Greek, of course, but they are not drawn by any surface variation
in the expressions for possession.38

(iii) The second category of what is called inalienable possession is
illustrated by the possessive construction with body parts as subject of eipf.

64 1. 2.489
008’ 1 pot déxa piv yAbooat, 8éxa 82 otéuat’ lev,
oovy § dppnkrog, 1alkeov 6£ pot fitop &vein

3 However, we could distinguish kinship-possessive sentences in deep structure from
property possession by deriving the former from copula sentences with a relative noun:
N1 is N3 of Na, natip 8¢ pot &otiv "O8vooeig ‘Odysseus is my father’” (Od. 15.267). The
existential-possessive I have a father, as in 62 above, would then represent a zeroing of the
proper name (N1) and hence a superficial reconstruing of the sortal predicate (Ng) as
subject. Interpreted in terms of its deep structure, I have a husband (Eati pot no6o1g) would
thus mean Someone is my husband (cf. §| pév por néorg Eariv "AdéEavdpog Il. 24.763). On
this view, existential-possessive sentences of kinship, as in 62-63, would be regarded as
an elliptical transform of a copula sentence with elui.
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“Not if I had ten tongues and ten mouths, not if I had
a voice never to be broken and a heart of bronze within me.”
(Lattimore)

Here we have four distinct subject expressions, three of which are recognizable
as body parts (tongue, mouth, heart). But the fourth case, povf “voice”,
represents a faculty or disposition rather than a physical part of the body;
and indeed fjtop “heart” is here almost equivalent with “strength” or “force
of breath”. In Homer we can make no very sharp distinction between body
parts and psychical or physiological functions of this kind. Emotions like
anger as well as dispositions like fury and strength are generally spoken of
as located in the ¢péveg (“‘lungs’) or in other parts of the body, as if they
were vital fluids secreted by the internal organs or injected into the body
by the gods.37 Hence the presence or absence of such strength or passion
in a given person is naturally expressed by a locative-possessive construction
with existential force. Note that although the verb in this construction may
take initial position (65), it may also be omitted altogether (66).

65 II. 3.45
aAA’ obk Eott Bin gpeoiv oddé 115 dAk
“But there is no strength in your heart, no courage”
(Lattimore)
66 1. 2.241
GAAG pd)’ odk TAIAfL xO6rog @peciv, AAAL pedfpov
“But there is no gall in Achilles’ heart, and he is forgiving.”
(Lattimore)

(As Lattimore’s version shows, in 65 we must reconstruct the second person
dative pronoun ~ i.e. ot in zero form — from other second person references
in the same speech.) From the point of view both of grammar and Homeric
psycho-physiology, there is practically no distinction to be drawn between
the “‘possession” of powers or emotions in 65-66 and that of body parts
in 64. Or rather, the distinctions which can be drawn - e.g. that the body
parts are relatively constant, while strength and passion vary greatly from
time to time and from individual to individual - are apparently of no import-
ance for the linguistic analysis.

(iv) Finally, we have the case where, although the possessor is (or may be)
still a person or persons referred to by the dative noun, the subject possessed
(i.e. the subject of gluf) is neither a person, a physical object, nor a psycho-

37 See the classic description of the *‘dark @péveg’” of Agamemnon filling with pévog

(“‘passion”, “‘rage’”) at Il. 1.103, and also the formula for pévog “‘breathed into’* a warrior
by a favorable god at Il, 15.262 (= 20.110), etc.
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somatic disposition conceived as an object, but rather an action, an event,
or a state. In formal terms, the subject of eipi in this case is an abstract
*“action noun” and not a first-order nominal. (For the basic distinction be-
tween abstract nouns and first-order nominals, see Chapter III §7 and Chap-
ter IV §4.) Hence these examples properly belong below, under existential
Type V in §15, which is characterized precisely by the fact that the subject
of eipi is an action noun. By contrast, in almost every case of the existential
verb so far discussed, and for most cases of Type IV to be analyzed in §14,
the subject of the verb is a first-order nominal.38 In terms of meaning and
deep structure, this category is not properly described as possessive. How-
ever, I list these sentences here since their surface syntax conforms to the
possessive construction.

67 II.2.379 o s
oVkéT” Emeita

Tpooiv dvapinois kakot Ecoetot
*“Then no longer shall the Trojans’ evil be put aside”
(Lattimore)

We may render more literally: “No longer will there be for the Trojans a
postponement of evil.” The source sentence for 67 is of the form Tpwoiv
dvaparirovot xakdv “They postpone the evil for the Trojans.” Here we
recognize Tpwoiv as the ordinary dative with verbs of interest or benefit,
and there is no question of a possessive construction. But when the verb
be is introduced as sentence operator or verb of occurrence (according to
the normal transformation of Type V), an ambiguous structure results. The
dative can now be taken with eini as well as with the underlying verb
&vaBdiio (kaxév), and on the former construal we have a surface analogy
to the possessive construction. Hence Lattimore’s translation, “the Trojan’s
evil.” In other cases the same surface construction results from an entirely
different source sentence, in which no dative occurs:

68 1. 11.443
ooi & &yd &v3dde onui edvov kal kfipa pélaivay
fipatt td8° EoocsoBat, £ud & Ord dovpi Sapévia
“But I declare that here and now dark death and slaughter
will come upon you this day, ... beaten down under my spear.”
(Lattimore)

88 The exceptions so far are (i) the possessive constructions 6566, where Bin, dAxf and
x6Ao¢ would not normally be regarded as first-order nominals, and similarly for goviy
in 64 (as we have seen, in the psychosomatic Homeric view the ontological status of these
items is dubious); and (ii) Satteg in 55 might be analyzed as the action noun (“‘feasting’’)
corresponding to the verb Safvopt “‘to feast’’. An interpretation of Salteg as first-order
nominal (“‘these men feasting’’) would be compatible with the concrete construal of
action nouns illustrated below in §16.
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The personal object which would appear as an accusative in the underlying
sentence I shall kill you is reshaped as a dative form in the Type V trans-
formation of 68, so that we again have a surface possessive gol... pdvov...
Eoosodar “Death will be yours.” (We find the same construction with
suppletive verbs in place of the Type V use of elpi: Od. 4.771 ol pbvog vli
tétoktar “(She does not know that) death is prepared for her son”; com-
pare II. 12.392 etc. Zaprfdovr &' fyog yévero “Grief came to Sarpedon”,
where the dative reflects the nominative subject of a verb like dyopar “to
grieve’ in the underlying source.)

Type V possessives of this kind are extremely frequent in classic Greek:
I suspect that they represent the most common of all existential uses of
the verb elpl in post-Homeric literature. I list a few later samples, including
some where the abstract noun that is subject of a Type V use of €lui can be
derived from an adjectival as well as from a verbal source (thus £x3pa from
&y 3pbg “hostile”, dpJovia from doSovog “plentiful™).

69 Lysias 1.4
otite £y 9pa &pol xal Exelve obdepla fv mAnv Tadtng
“There was no other enmity between him and me.”

70 Xen. Anab. 1.9.14
fiv ad1d ndiepog npdg Moidag xai Muoobg
“(Cyrus) had a war with the Pisidae and Mysians.”

71 Xen. Anab. 1.9.15
moAAN fiv dedovia adtd tdy &3eddviov Kivduvedely
“He had no lack of men willing to risk their lives.”

72 Ibid. 11.2.10
tnetnep & adrog dulv otdhog Eoti xal fipty
“Since you and we both have the same journey (to make).”

The detailed syntactic analysis of 69-72 would involve complexities that
do not concern us here. For a theory of the possessive construction in Greek
we need only note that fv or &atf in these examples is introduced as a sen-
tence operator asin Type V, where the verb takes as its subject the nominalized
predicate (verb or adjective) of the more elementary operand. The dative
forms in 69-72 represent either the nominative subject of this operand sen-
tence (*‘He and I were not enemies”, “ He was fighting against the Pisidae”,
“You and we will travel the same path’) or some other noun case that is
not construed with eipi in the source. (Thus the dative in 71 may represent
a dative of interest in the source: Many men were willing to risk their lives
Jor him, xivbovedery abt®). In every case, the possessive construction of
elpl with dative is the result of a transformational derivation.
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We have thus distinguished four categories of the possessive construction

of eipt:
(i) possession of property or ownership: 59-60 above,

(i) kinship relations: 6263,

(iii) whole-part relations (especially body-parts): 64,

(iv) surface possession with abstract subjects for elpui as sentence operator:

67-72.

(Note that examples 65-66 are ambiguous between (iii) and (iv), depending
upon whether or not Bin, dAxn and y6Aog are interpreted as first-order
nominals designating bodily objects.) Categories (ii)-(iii) correspond to what
is generally called “inalienable possession”. From the point of view of
Greek, the verb eipl is required in the elementary expression of the first
three categories; whereas in constructions of type (iv) the verb is transfor-
mationally introduced. Thus the possessive construction with eipi represents
the simplest or the only way to say “You have much gold”, “I have three
daughters”, and ““if I had ten tongues”. But for surface possession in category
(iv) there is always a simpler expression that is roughly equivalent in meaning:
namely, the underlying operand sentence in which eipi does not occur at all
(or at least not in the possessive construction).3¢ Hence the verb eip{ — and
the possessive construction as such —is “eliminable” in an obvious way from
sentences of category (iv), but not from (i)-(iii). It might be urged as an ob-
jection to recent proposals to eliminate be and have from deep structure
(of English, or of L-E.) that they have the regrettable consequence of
obliterating this distinction between elementary and derivative forms of the
possessive construction.40

§ 13. INDEFINITE DENIALS AND AFFIRMATION OF LOCATION
IN A GIVEN PLACE, AND OTHER MIXED OR BORDERLINE
COPULA-EXISTENTIAL USES RELATED TO TYPES II-II1

Most of the examples of Types II-III considered above, as well as the loc-
ative-existentials mentioned in § 11, are existential in the following sense:
they assert that a certain individual or a certain kind of thing is present or is
to be found in a given place or environment (“in Argos”, “among the

Trojans™, “in the camp”, etc.) What would be the corresponding negative
form? To an assertion of presence for a given subject in a given place will

39 In some samples of category (iv) eluf may appear in the operand as ordinary copula:
e.g. *‘We were not enemies’’ (obx fjuev &x9poi) in the source of 69.

40 See the works of Lyons, Bach and Fillmore cited in Chapter V §9 n. 39. None of them
distinguishes the four categories described above, although Fillmore does give a careful
analysis of *‘inalienable possession.”
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correspond a denial of presence — or an assertion of absence — for the same
subject and the same place. But here it makes a great deal of difference
whether the syntax of the subject expression is definite or indefinite, that is,
whether the subject is identified as a definite individual (or individuals), or
only as a distinct kind of thing. For only in the second case will the negative
sentence bear an existential nuance. To John is present here corresponds the
denial John is not present here; and the latter is not in the least existential.
But to (Some) ships are present in the harbor corresponds the denial Ships are
not present in the harbor or No ships are in the harbor; and this can easily be
given an existential turn: There are no ships in the harbor. We might describe
this latter form, the denial of presence for a given kind of thingin a given place,
as a “‘relative denial of existence” since the existence involved is relative to
the place specified. Notice that the difference between an ordinary negative
statement of location (in other words, an assertion of absence) and a relative
denial of existence does not depend in the least upon the difference between
singular and plural subjects but only upon the question whether the subject
is definitely identified (by name, previous mention, or deictic reference) or
whether it is identified only by kind, i.e. by a common noun with no deictic
or anaphoric indications. Since there is often no formal indication of defin-
iteness-indefiniteness in Greek, ambiguity may arise:

73 11. 14.299
{nrol 8" od napéact kal Gppate, OV k° EmiPaing
“And your horses are not here, nor your chariot, which you
would ride in.”

(Lattimore)

If we follow Lattimore in seeing this as a reference to particular horses and
chariot (the personal éguipage of Hera), we have only an assertion of their
absence. Taken out of context, however, 73 might just as well bear the in-
definite reading *““There are no horses and chariot here.” We do have such a
relative denial of existence in the next case:

74 1I. 15.737
ob pév Tt oyeddv dott mOME MHpyorg dpapuia
**We have no city built strong with towers lying near us.”
(Lattimore)
“Verily there is not hard by any city arrayed with towers.”
(Lang, Leaf, Myers)

It would be difficult to count this as a negative example of Type II: it has
neither the initial verb nor the pronoun tig agreeing with the subject. But 74
may reasonably be regarded as the general denial corresponding to a locative-
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existential sentence like 57 in § 11: “Within the cave are bowls and jars,”
where again the subject is syntactically (and semantically) indefinite. Since
the indefinite sentence affirms the presence or location of some (one or more)
individuals of a given sort, the denial must affirm the absence of allindividuals
of the same sort: “There are no X’s there”.

The distinction between the definite and indefinite syntax of nouns
varies from language to language, and even from period to period. Greek
has no indefinite article; and the definite article, which in Homer is almost
indistinguishable from a demonstrative pronoun, is used in classic Greek
with considerable freedom (from our point of view). Thus the difference
between definite and indefinite syntax is even less marked in Homer than in
classic Greek, and less marked in the latter than in English. As a result, the
distinction we wish to draw will often be based on the context as a whole
rather than on any specific formal indications of definite and definite syntax
for nouns. Of course such formal indications are not altogether lacking, even
in Homer: the demonstrative 6 ““he’’, ““this” (which was to become the definite
article) naturally serves for definite reference, whereas the indefinite singular
is often marked by the pronoun tig. We have seen how this indefinite pronoun
regularly accompanies affirmative examples of existential statements in Type
IT, even when the subject is identified by name: fiv 8¢ 11 Adrwv, Eomt
Zwkpdang tig. This curious device for introducing a man and his name at
the same time makes one wonder whether the syntax of a proper name can
always be counted as ‘‘definite”, even when the name refers to a single
individual. But I shall not pursue the question further.

In the relative or restricted denials of presence for indefinite subjects, the
more general the local restriction the more it suggests a denial of existence
as such.

75 Hdt. IV. 129.2
obde Eott &v 1f Zxvdikf] ndon ydpy 10 maphrav ofte Evog
ofite fjpiovog Sid Ta yoyea
““There is in the whole land of the Scythians neither ass nor mule,
- none at all, because of the cold.”

76 Hdt. ITI. 113.1
300 88 yévea Olav ot (sc. "Apafioiot) Eont Sbparog d&a, 1@
o0dapdd &tépad Eomt
“The Arabians have two kinds of sheep worthy of note, which
are found nowhere else.”

In 76 the first occurrence of Eoti is possessive-copulative, with &Eia as
predicate adjective. Notice that the possessive construction can be taken not
as an elementary expression for ownership but as a derived form of locative-
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existential: There are in the land of the Arabians (two kinds of) sheep < Sheep
are in this land. The second occurrence of €11 in 76, like that in 75, illustrates
this relative-existential use in its clearest form. (Note that the verb may be
initial, as in the first case, but also final as in 76 or omitted as in the second
verse of 77 below.) Example 75 seems to differ from a general denial of exis-
tence (“‘there are no unicorns, none at all’’) merely by thelimitation to Scythia.
The assumption in 75 is that mules and asses are found elsewhere. We would
have the general denial of existence if this limitation were dropped: “There
are no mules in Scythia, nor anywhere else.” But the dropping of the local
limitation should be regarded as a difference of kind rather than of degree.
Whereas locally restricted existential statements such as 75 and 76 are com-
mon in a lay writer like Herodotus (cf. IV. 185.3, 191.4-192 passim), the
corresponding unrestricted assertions of existence or non-existence seem to
appear only in the language of the philosophers, as we shall see when we
illustrate Type VI in § 18.

There is one striking Homeric example which at first sight suggests the
familiar later pattern of Type VI: (odk) Eoti xévtavpog “There are (no)
centaurs.”

77 II. 23.103
& monot, f) Pé tig Eom xai elv "Aldao d6poiot
yoyn xal eldwhov, dtap ppéveg odk Evi mauray
“Oh, wonder! Even in the house of Hades there is left something
a soul and an image, but there is no real heart of life in it.”
(Lattimore)

This is perhaps the most “philosophical” use of eipi in Homer, a general
assertion of presence or persistence which resembles a general assertion of
existence. This is probably as close as Homer ever comes to a statement of
the form “Pygmies exist’”’ or “There are no centaurs,” But the difference is
conspicuous. Where we speak simply of the existence of the soul after death,
Homer speaks of its presence or location in the house of Hades. To a
surprising extent, this locative turn of speech still prevails in Plato’s formu-
lation of the question of immortality.4!

41 See Phaedo 70 C 4 €11" Gpa &v “Atdov eloly al yoxal tedevtnoaviov 1@v dvSpbrov
elte xal 0 .70 A 2-6 dmiotiav rapéyet Toig dvIpdroig ui, Enetdav draiiayf Tol obuatog,
obdapod it §... xal oddév Ett obSapol §, with the remarks of Gregory Vlastos,
in New Essays on Plato and Aristotle (1965), p. 8 n. 5. In the same context, however, Plato
does make use of the absolute construction corresponding to the existential predicate
of our Type VI: 70 B 2 dx Eoti 1€ wuyn drolavovrog tob avdpdnov kai tiva Sbvapuv
Exet xal ppdévnoiv; 77 A 10 neneloSal abtév, 611 nplv yevéoSa fiudg fv Hudv 1 woxh:
el pévrol xal &nedav aroddvopev En Eotar, odde adtd por dokel... dmodedeiydat.
Plato’s oscillation here between the generalized existential form of Type VI and the locally
restricted form of 75-77 confirms the intuitive affinity between the two types; but it would
not justify our reducing one type to (or even deriving it from) the other.
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Essentially the same pattern of emphatic assertion of presence occurs in
sentences where the local reference is elliptically ““understood” from the
context:

78 Od. 13.244
gv piv yap of ottog ddécgurog, &v 8¢ te olvog
viyvetar ...[... ot pév GAn
navtoin, &v 8 dpdpol énnetavol nupéact
“(In Ithaca) grain grows abundantly and wine as well...; trees
of all kinds are here, and neverfailing springs.”
(Palmer)

In other cases where an existential nuance is present, the locative con-
struction overlaps with a copula use of elpi with comparative adjectives:

79 Od. 15.533
bpetépov & odk EoTt YEveog Bacthedtepov dhho
£v dnpo "I8daxng
“There is no house in Ithaca more kingly than your own.”

Compare 4 above, cited in § 4:
oin viv obk EoTt yovi] kot "Axuida yatfav
“(Penelope) a lady whose like cannot be found throughout
Achaean land.”
(Palmer)

The syntax of comparative adjectives is complex, and I shall undertake no
analysis. I simply point out a certain logical similarity between compar-
atives and quantifier adjectives like many or other. Like the quantifiers, the
comparative adjective alone (in negative sentences) can convey existential
force, even without the locative construction or even where the verb is
omitted.

80 I1. 17.446
ob pév yap Ti mov EoTiv dilvpdtepov Gvdpog
naviov doca 1€ yaiav Em nveiel 1€ xai Epmel
*‘Since among all creatures that breathe on earth and crawl on it
there is not anywhere a thing more dismal than man is.”
(Lattimore)
81 1. 23.439 (~3.365)
*Avtidoy’, ol 11g oglo Ppotdv dhodrepog BAlog
‘“Antilochus, there is no other man more cursed than you are”
(Lattimore)
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Note that Lattimore’s rendering of rov as “anywhere” in 80 is not required;
we might equally well translate the phrase as “there is not af al/ a thing more
dismal than man.” With sentences like 79-81 we have reached a neutral
border zone between the copula and the existential verb.42 More exactly,
we have reached the area of overlap between the syntax of the nominal
copula and the lexical value of existence as indicated by our translation
“there is”. Some examples of this were given in Chapter IV § 25, 136-138,
One of the most typical forms is the subordinate clause olot (or Sacot) visv
Bpotol elot, which can be rendered “such (so many) as mortals are now”,
which suggests only the copula, but also as “such (as many) mortals as
there are now” with an existential flavor. (See II. 5.304 =12.449 =20.287;
compare 12.383. For Scotv see Od. 8.222; Il. 2.125 5.267, 5.877, 8.451,
18.429, etc.) Another typical form already noted is the construction with
definite numerals:

82 I, 2.618
Qv ad técoapeg dpyol Ecav
““Of these there were four chieftains”
(Lattimore)

Of course we might equally well render 1éocapeg as predicate adjective:
“Their chiefs were four in number”.43

I conclude this discussion of mixed or borderline case related to Types
II-III with an example where the existential value “there is”’ coincides both
with a possessive construction and also with a use of eipi as nominal copula:

83 Il 451
fitot gpol Tpelg pev modd giktatal elol méineg
“Of all cities there are three that are dearest to my own heart.”
(Lattimore)

The translation construes &poi with giltatar only: “dearest to me”. But it
can also be taken as surface possessive with €lo: “I have three dearest cities.”

42 J, Marouzeau (La phrase @ verbe '‘étre’’ en latin, pp. 40 f.) noted this indifference for
nihil est hac docta doctius in Latin, but erroneously believed that it was *“‘resolved in Greek
by a difference in accent.”’ He had in mind the contrast between enclitic 2otiv in 80 above
and the accented form in Od. 15.343 nhayxtoobvng 8’ obk Eoti kakdtepov GAAo Bpotolow
*“There is nothing worse for mortal men than the vagrant life’’ (Lattimore). However,
the accent of £o71 in the second case is determined by the immediately preceding negation :
obk Eo1 is regularly so accented, whereas the distance between verb and negative particle
in 80 allows the verb there to have its normal enclitic accent.

For the incorrect theory of the accent on which Marouzeau and many others have relied,
see Appendix A.
43 See the discussion of quantifier adjectives above in §11. For a celebrated example of
the same form as 82 except for zeroing of the partitive genitive, see I/, 2.204 elg xoipavog
Eoto,/el¢ Puciieds ‘‘Let there be one leader (for us), one king.”
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(Compare 63 above, “Thave three daughters’™, and also I/, 2.372 toloftoL déxa
pot cvp@pddpoveg elev *Axaidyv “Would that among the Achaeans I had
ten such counsellors,” Lattimore). Alternatively, the numerical adjective
can be taken as predicate: “the cities dearest to me are three.” A sentence
like 83 is the transformational product or fusion of three different under-
lying constructions: (i) Cities are three, (ii) Cities are dear to me, (iii) I have
three cities = There are three cities for me.

In cases such as 79-83, where the occurrence of a comparative or quantifier
adjective with elui gives us both a copulative construction and an existential
sense, there would appear to be no real ambiguity in the Greek. We are obliged
to choose between different but essentially equivalent English translations.
Perhaps we may say that whereas English has institutionalized the existential
value in the set phrase there is, Greek lets this value wander freely over vari-
ous copulative and possessive constructions, including the Homeric sentence
patterns listed as Types II and III. For these types are, as I have suggested,
only stylistically favored representatives of the wider class of copula-existen-
tial sentences, that is to say, of sentences with existential force where eipi
has the underlying syntax of the copula. For the distinctly and exclusively
existential uses of the verb we must turn to Types IV and V.

§14. TYPE IV: THE EXISTENTIAL SENTENCE OPERATOR
(obk) Eot Og (11g) +relative clause

This has a good claim to be considered the existential type proper, the
expression of the existential nuance strictly so-called (there being some as
opposed to there being none who are such-and-such), and the idiomatic
Greek sentence form that corresponds most closely to the pattern of exis-
tential quantification in logic, (3x) (Fx). As a sentence form in natural
language, Type 1V differs from this generalized logical scheme primarily in
the fact that the range of the variable x is in most cases restricted to persons:
There is someone who (8¢ T15)....

Type 1V is well established in Homer and is likely to have been inherited
from earlier Indo-European. (The same type exists in Latin, and apparently
also in Sanskrit.) As we shall see, there are some mixed or borderline
constructions of Type I'V with a vital or locative use. But in the standard cases
the syntax of the verb is unambiguously non-copulative and non-elementary.
€ot in Type IV functions as an operator, and its operand sentence appears
as a relative clause that shares its subject with €611, Anticipating the semantic
interpretation, we say that the verb in this type asserts or denies the existence
of an extra-linguistic subject — normally a person — that satisfies the condition
stated in the relative clause.
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Like all existential uses of elpf except Type I, Type IV occurs only in the
third person. The most frequent form is negative, singular, present indicative;
but affirmative and plural are attested, as well as other tenses and moods.

84 71. 21.103
viv 8° obk Ea¥ 8¢ tig Savatov iyy, 8v ke Je6g ye
"IMov mpordpordev &pfig &v xepol Bdinot,
kal naviov Tpbov, et 8 ad IIprapold ye naidov
“Now there is not one who can escape death, if the gods send
him against my hands in front of Ilion, not one
of all the Trojans and beyond others the children of Priam”
(Lattimore)
85 Il. 2.687
od yap Env 8¢ tig ogiv &ni otiyag fiyfhomto
(The Myrmidons did not join the battle array) ‘“‘since there was
no one who could guide them into close order.”
(Lattimore)
So in the optative (affirmative):

86 1. 14.107
vy 8 £In 8¢ tfiodé ¥ dueivova pfitiv évienot
“Let there be someone who will speak wiser counsel than this.”

87 1I. 17.640
gln 8" 8¢ mig &raipog dnayyefrele Tayiota
IInAetdy
“But there should be some companion who could carry the
message
quickly to Peleus’ son.”
(Lattimore)

Notice that the presence of £talpog in 87 in the relative clause introduced
by 8¢ 115 in effect restricts the range of subjects from persons generally to
companions of Achilles, or Myrmidons. A similar restriction is in most cases
implied by the context and sometimes specified expressly, as by the partitive
genitives (*‘of all the Trojans, and above all the children of Priam™) in our
paradigm 84.
For an example in interrogative form we cite again a passage given earlier
in§4:
3 1 pé tig Zont Bpotdv &n° dnelpova yaiav
8¢ g &1" &Bavaroior véov kal pfitv Eviyer;
“Is there any mortal left on the wide earth who
will still declare to the immortals his mind and purpose?”
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Thisis not a pure case of Type IV, since the restriction on the subject (8¢ t1g) is
expressed not only by a partitive genitive as in 84 but also by a locative phrase
(““on the earth”) construed with ¢ot{, which thus figures as copula as well
as existential verb.

I have not found affirmative-indicative or plural examples of IV in Homer,
but both occur in classic Greek:

88 Sophocles Philoctetes 1241
Eotty T1g Eotiy 8¢ o k@AOoEL TO Jpdyv
“There is someone, there is, who will prevent you from doing it”.

89 Herodotus 1.201
elol 32 oltiveg kal Zkvdkdv Afyovot Tobto 10 E9vog elvan
“There are those who say this tribe is Scythian.”

(Compare sunt qui in Latin; and see further LSJ s.v. elp{ A.IV.) As a variant
on IV, we note the case where the operand sentence appears in infinitival
form rather than a relative clause.

90 11. 24.439
o038 tig doniv dpnv kal Aorydv aubvar
(Your father Peleus is old and alone) “nor is there any to, defend
him against the wrath, the destruction”.44
(Lattimore)

In every example of Type IV quoted so far the subject of £oti is a person
(or persons) who i8 also subject of the operand clause. Variants occur in
later Greek where the subject of £ati is either (i) not a person, (ii) not the
subject of the relative clause, or (iii) neither person nor subject.

91 Aesch. P.V. 291
odx Eoniv 810 [ peifova polpav veiparp’ R ool

“There is no one to whom I pay greater respect than to you.”
92 Xen. Anab. 1. 5.7

fiv 8¢ tobtav 1V otadudy obg tavy pakpods fravvey
“There were some of these marches which he made very long.” 48

4 We have similar infinitival variants on IV overlapping with the locative construction
in I1. 13.312 vnvol pgv &v péoonoty audvay glal xal &Aot *“There are others (beside us)
to defend the ships in the centre” (Lattimore); and /. 9.688 sloi xai olde 145" gintusy,
where the locative idea is conveyed by the demonstrative ol8g: *“There are also these here
to tell of it.””

45 For the idiomatic use of initial fiv followed by a plural pronoun see Chapter IV §29,
p. 177 with 143. The idiom is probably explained in this case by the predominance of the
singular form in Type IV.
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93 Ibid. 1. 6.6 ‘
Eonv 8 T oe Ndiknoa;
“Is there some wrong that I have done you?”’

94 Lysias 13.28
ool... EknAeboar cvvépepey, &l pi 11 fiv § Enloteveg
“It would have been to your advantage to sail away, if there had
not been something on which you were relying.”

Such variations lead to a generalization of Type IV which is at best incipient
in Homer:

95 II. 8.373
Eotar pav 81° dv adte oiAnv yAavkdnida elny
“(Now Zeus hates me....) Yet time shall be when he calls me
again his dear girl of the grey eyes.” 46
(Lattimore)

In fifth-century prose and poetry we find the generalized forms Eoti &1,
Eon Smov, Eom 8ny, etc., which can be used parenthetically or adverbially
for sometimes, somewhere, somehow, etc. (Bven in their parenthetical use,
these constructions are still sentential adverbs, i.e. sentence operators in
compressed form - just like possibly, apparently, which represent compressed
forms of it is possible that and it seems that.) In Homer, where a construction
like 95 is quite isolated, it is most naturally derived (by zeroing of the subject
noun) from the following long form:

9 I1. 21.111
Eooetm f} g | deldn | péoov fpap,
dnndre 1ig xal &pelo “Apy &x Supuodv Eantar
“And there shall be a dawn or an afternoon or a noontime
when some man in the fighting will take the life from me also.”

(Lattimore)

Here we do not have a clear-cut specimen of Type IV but rather a Type V
use of Eocetan (on my construal of “‘dawn” and ‘“‘afternoon’ as abstract
nouns: see below § 16), which is conjoined with a restrictive relative clause of
time in a form that parallels the Eati + relative clause structure of Type IV.
Thus 96 represents an intermediate or overlap case between Types V and IV.
The shorter form 95 may be regarded as a further transitional case between

46 For a construction like 95 in indirect discourse, with the addition of a locative~- temporal
adverb oyedov, see Il. 13.817: ool &’ adrd onul oxeddv Sppevat, Sxndte eedrov/dpiion
Ad matpl 1 say that (the time) is close, when...””,
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96 and the classic construction Eott §1¢, which in turn stands closer to Type
Iv.

In standard forms of Type IV like 84-89, the subject of Eott is a person
and the construction is ‘“absolute” (in the sense that there is no nominal or
locative predicate and no “‘complement” such as the possessive dative or the
predicate genitive, although there may be a temporal modifier like viv “now™).
In both respects Type IV resembles Type I; and in fact we find an occasional
fusion of the two types, as in an example cited in § 4:

13 odk oY oltog dviip Siepdg Bpotdg oddE yévntar,
8¢ xkev Qatfixov dvdphv &g yalav {kfjtar
dniotfiTa eépwv
“The man is not alive and never will be born, who can come and
offer harm to the Phaeacian land.”

(Palmer)

As 96 presented us with a Type V use of elpl assimilated to a Type IV
construction with relative clause, in 13 we have a Type I use incorporated
into the general pattern of Type IV. It is characteristic of Type I uses of sipl
that they can stand alone as independent sentences, and here we might
reconstruct a kernel of this type: a man is alive. But obtog in 13 points to the
restrictive relative clause: a man who can offer harm. Thus we have an inter-
mediate or mixed construction of £ott. In the pure examples of Type IV the
syntax of Eott is absolute but not independent, for the clause with Eoti does
not represent an elementary sentence or kernel. In true cases of Type IV the
verb serves only to posit or reject a subject (or in the variants, an object, time,
etc.) for the associated relative clause. Thus in Type IV the verb o1t without
its relative clause is not a sentential whole, any more than 3x alone is well-
formed as a sentence in logic.

In summary, I repeat that the existential verb of Type IV is a sentence
operator and the associated relative clause is its operand. It is characteristic
of Type IV that elpl occurs only as existential operator, and not again as
copula in the relative clause. We never — or hardly ever — find a Greek sen-
tence which is literally of the form “There is an x which is F*’, where the
verb occurs first as existential operator and then as copula.4? In Type IV

47 T have looked hard for an exception to this generalization. There secems to be one in
Sturz’s Lexicon Xenophonteum (published 1802), s.v. elvai: Hell. VI. 5.39 ¥t glolv, ol
odppayot elev &v, But this reading turns out to be an old (and inelegant) conjecture.
The MSS. generally have of otuuayos &v; Marchant in the O.C.T. gives Dindorf’s emen-
dation of cvpupayofev &v. In Hdt. I11. 155.2 we do have an example of a variant of Type IV
with &ot{ repeated in the relative clause, but in this case the construction is possessive and
not copulative: odx Eoti odtog dviip St uhy od, 1@ Lot Sovapig Tocadth iut &7 dde
SaSetvar. (For translation and discussion of this example see below p.327, 134.) In another
Herodotean variant on IV the verb eluf recurs, but not in the primary operand clause:
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the language has rendered perspicuous the role of ot as existential sentence
operator by articulating operator and operand in distinct clauses, and by
generally refraining from using the same verb again in the second clause.
(Types II-III and the copula-existential use in general represent the case
where the operator and operand roles of eipi are not sharply distinguished
from one another in this way.) Hence it seems correct to regard Type IV as
a true analogue to the scheme for existential quantification in logic. But
of course there are differences. The stylistic function of this sentence type
is not directly accounted for by the logical analysis: the speaker in Homer
(or the poet himself) is not interested in choosing a sentence form whose
logical syntax is transparent, but one whose rhetorical weight is impressive.
Above all, the ordinary uses of Type IV are much less general and at the
same time more flexible than their formal analogues in logic. And this is
just what we would expect for the logical devices of a natural language.
Thus the greater flexibility of the Greek existential forms shows up in the
mood and tense of the verb. Their more limited generality is marked by the
typical restriction to personal subjects (indicated by the “animate” — and
usually masculine - form of 8¢ tig), as well as by narrower restrictions
such as the partitive genitives that determine the range of the relative pro-
noun in our specimen 84. Thus the existential sentence operator in idiomatic
Greek carries as it were a sortal quantifier (expressed by personal pronoun,
partitive genitive and the like) which limits the class of possible extra-
linguistic subjects or “values™ for its variable, so that in any given sentence
the latter ranges not over the universe as a whole but over some definite
set or kind of individuals: mortals, Trojans, sons of Priam.

§15. TYPE Vv: elp{ AS SURFACE PREDICATE OR VERB OF
OCCURRENCE

In this type the verb be takes as its subject not a first~order nominal like man

Hdt. VIIIL. 98.1 tobtev &8 1@y dyyéhov Eoti odddv § 11 S&coov napayiveral dvndy &by
““There is nothing mortal which arrives faster than these messengers.’”” Similarly in 89
above €lvat occurs in indirect discourse embedded wirthin the operand clause, whose
principal verb is Aéyovaot.

Perhaps my only true example of Type IV with copula &oti in the operand is Plato,
Cratylus 396 A 6 obd vép Eoniv fiplv xai tolg GAAog nlowv Sotig Eotlv altiog pdilov
100 Cfiv i <Zet¢) ‘‘There is no one more responsible for our life and that of all other
things than Zeus.”’ Here the repetition of &ctiv seems to be made acceptable by the delay
due to the intervening datives. Note that these datives suggest a possessive construction
for the first Eoriv which would make it an impure example of the Type IV operator.
In fact, however, the datives are to be construed with altiog 100 {fiv (fuiv =700 Hudbs
£fiv), and the example is authentically Type IV. For an explanation of the fact that this
form with repeated &oti is so rare, see below, p. 299 n. 61.
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or city but an abstract noun, and in the most typical cases a verbal (action)
noun like shouting, murder, defence. As in Type IV the underlying syntax
of eiul is that of a sentence operator, but one of an entirely different form.
Whereas in the standard examples of IV the existential verb shares its subject
with the operand clause, in Type V we may say that the verb takes as its
subject the operand sentence as a whole as nominalized in the abstract verbal
noun. In semantic terms, while the role of eipl as operator in Type IV is
to assert that there is a subject for the operand clause, its role in Type V
is to assert that the action (event, situation) described by the underlying
sentence occurs or fuils to occur.
We take as our specimen an example already quoted in §4:

9 0d. 11.605
dpol 8¢ v Khayyn vekbov fiv olovdv bg
“Around him rose a clamor of the dead, like that of birds.”
(Palmer)

In the surface structure of 9 the subject is xkAayyn, the action noun of KAG®
“to clamor, shriek”. In transformational terms this noun is derived from the
verb of the operand kernel 9K dpoi pv vékveg ExhayEav (olwvol 6c)
“The dead clamored around him (like birds).”” The transformation which
derives 9 from 9K is of the general form

NV -V, of N+ be

where V, stands for the nominalized form of V. (Compare in English The
leaves rustled — There was a rustling of the leaves.) In our example NV is
vékveg ExhayEav; the transformation replaces ExhayEav by its nominalized
form xhayyn, vékveg by the genitive vekbwv, and introduces &otl as finite
verb in the transform (which here appears as fv, reflecting the past tense of
the underlying V). Thus the form of N and V is changed; but other elements
of the source sentence, such as the locative phrase duei pv “around him”,
may be left unaltered. As a result, this locative phrase which is construed
adverbially with kA&l in the source may be reconstrued as adverbial of
place with 1jv in the derived sentence: we have a surface ambiguity between
A clamor around him occurred and A clamor occurred (was) around him.
But there is no real ambiguity, since in either case the underlying syntax of
dpol piv connects it with the operand verb xAafw.

In simpler cases we have no modifier of ¥ in the source sentence, and even
the subject of this underlying verb may be zeroed in the Type V transform:

97 1. 295

teTpfyel 8 dyopn, dmd 82 otevayileto yala
Aadv Loéviav, Spadog 8 fv
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“The place of their assembly was shaken and the earth groaned
as the people took their positions and there was tumult.”
(Lattimore)
98 17. 22.401
o8 8" v Ehkopévoro xovicarog
“A cloud of dust arose where Hector was dragged”
(Lattimore)

Here 8padog and kovicaiog describe events which would be expressed in
the operand sentence by the finite verbs dpadém and kovio, whose subjects
(“the Achaean host”, “Achilles’”) have been zeroed in 97-98 but are easily
reconstructed from the context. The object of the transitive xovio “cover
with dust” (or the subject of the corresponding medio-passive form) is
indicated by the genitive to® in 98. (For the underlying form with finite
verb, compare &¢ ToD pv kexdvito khpn Gnav a few verses later, J1. 22.405,)
When the tense of the underlying verb is future, this mark is preserved in
the tense of elui as verb of occurrence:

99 Od. 1.40
&k yap *Opéotao tiolg Eocetar
“Vengeance shall come from Orestes.”
100 Od. 11.444
4AL’ od gol v°, *Odvoed, edvog Eaoetar Ex ye yovarkdg
“‘On you no violent death shall ever fall from your wife’s hand.”
(Palmer)

The form of the underlying sentences is Orestes will take vengeance (on
Aegisthus), with tivo, tivopar, and Your wife will not kill you, with Seivo/
Enegvov. As we have pointed out (in Chapter II §7), it makes no difference
for the transformational analysis whether the action noun is morphologically
derived from the stem of the corresponding verb (kAayyf from xhdfm),
whether conversely the verb is derived from the noun (épadéw from Spadog),
or whether both are derived from some common root (ticig and tive,
@6vog and Enepvov).

100 illustrates a variant on Type V already mentioned in §12, where the
occurrence of a personal dative (oot) has the effect of making the use of
elul as sentence operator or verb of occurrence coincide with the surface
syntax of the possessive construction. In 100 the dative corresponds to
the object of the underlying verb kill, but in most cases the dative represents
the underlying subject, like the genitive in 9 above and &k +genitive in 99:

1. 4.169

A4 pov alvov Gyog oédev Eooetan « (Eyd) dyvopa
“But I shall have terrible grief for you.” “I grieve”
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Il. 6.462
ool 8" ad véov Ecoetar Ehyog « (o¥) dhyelg
“For you it will be a fresh pain” “You suffer pain”

With or without this dative construction, Type V is probably the most fre-
quent of all existential uses of elpi; and it is also widely attested with various
suppletive verbs:

Il 1.188

IInAetowt §° dyog yYéveto

“Grief came to the son of Peleus”
.33

Khayyn yepavov nélel odpavod wpd

“The clamor of cranes goes high to the heavens”

(Lattimore)

Il. 12.471

Spadog & diiaotog &vhydn

“Clamor incessant rose up”

(Lattimore)
11.9.573
oV 82 tdy” dpol mOhag Spadog kal dobnog dphpet
“Presently there was thunder (sc. of the foe) about the gates,
and the sound rose (of towers under assault)”48,
(Lattimore)
Type V is also frequent in classic prose with eipf and yiyvopar:
Xen. Anab. 1I. 2.21
8te Aiv 1 uéyn “when the battle took place”
Ibid. 11. 2.19
96pvBog xai dobmog fiv (sc. Tolg “EAAnct)
“There was noise and disorder (among the Greeks)”
Ibid. 11. 1.21
Npiv ... onovdai elowy *‘a truce is in effect (for us and you)”
Ibid. 1. 8.25
&g &' 1) tpom) &yéveto “when the rout occurred”
Lysias XII1. 16
gmdvpoliveg eipfivnv ylyveoSm
“‘desiring that there be peace”
48 dpdpetl does not serve as a be-replacer for copulative eiuf, but it occurs frequently in
Type V sentences with action nouns as subject, above all with nouns signifying noise or

quarrel: 71, 2.810 (4.449, 8.59, etc.) dpouayddg dphpet, 11.500 Bony 8" doBeotog dphpet,
17.384 vetxog dpdpst (cf. 3.87, 7.374, etc.).
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Ibid. 11

kpavyn ylyverat “shouting took place”
Ibid. 80

Steddayal mpdg dAAArovg Eyévovto

“a reconciliation was arranged between them”

In the typical cases of Type V, there is a transparent resemblance of form
and meaning between the action noun and its corresponding verb. In other
cases where there happens to be no verb (as for elpfiv “peace” in the example
just quoted from Lysias XIII. 16), the points of analogy are so clear that we
do not hesitate to list the construction in the same category. But some cases
may give pause. For example, an action noun may have developed meanings
of its own, not reflected in the use of the verb.

101 0d. 4.695 (x22.319; cf. 1I. 9.316 =17.147)
00d¢ 1ig tom yapig petémIcd edepyiov
“There is no gratitude for good deeds done”
(Palmer)

¥api might be regarded as a verbal noun corresponding to yaipw “rejoice,”
*“take pleasure in” and yopifopar “make oneself agreeable to,” “do (some-
one) a favor.” But it is perhaps more accurately seen as a noun of quality
connected with the adjective yapietg “‘grateful”’, ““beautiful”, “‘giving pleasure
(to the beholder).” On this analysis 101 represents the rare case in Homer
of an existential use of elpt{ with a quality noun as subject. However, neither
the cognate adjective nor the verbs suggest the idea of gratitude (or reciprocal
showing of favor) which is required for 4apig in uses like 101. Instead the
verbal or adjectival idea “(to be) grateful” is expressed by means of this
very noun: xapiv eldévat “to be conscious of favor”, i.e. of favor shown
and favor due. Hence we cannot derive 101 by a Type V transformation
NV =V, of N+be or even from N is & —+ &®, of N+be, as in English we can
derive There is no gratitude on their part from They are not grateful. For in
Greek there is no corresponding elementary form.

This is the kind of irregularity which distinguishes a natural language
from a formal system and sets limits to the application of formalized syntax.
Yet there seems to be no real problem of principle here. xapis is clearly
an abstract noun, even if the cognate adjective and verbs do not have the
exactly corresponding sense in this case.

I am inclined to extend the Type V analysis to all sentences where exist-
tential elpi takes an abstract or sentential subject, that is, where the subject
noun has the syntactical complexity of a nominalized sentence or predicate
rather than the syntactic simplicity of a name or first-order nominal, and
where the verb can accordingly be translated as *‘occurs”, “takes place”,
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“prevails”, “lasts”, or the like. I list a few examples of this theoretical exten-
sion of the type to sentences with abstract nouns where we cannot give
a straightforward derivation of the sort suggested for 9 and 97-100.

102 0d. 10.192
aAAa ppotdpeda Yticoov
el 1g £’ ot pfjrig &yd 8° odk olopar slvar
“Let us at once consider if a wise course is left. I do not think
there is.”
(Palmer)

The prehistoric verb underlying pfitig is no longer represented in Greek,
but the form belongs to ‘“‘un syst®me de noms d’actions tirés de racines
verbales” (Chantraine, Formation des noms, p. 275); and the verbal connec-
tions of pfitig are recreated in the derivative verb unticwm.

103 1. 8.66 (=11.84)

Sopa pev fiag fiv xal dé€eto iepdv fuap
“As long as morning lasted and the sacred daylight was increas-

ing
(after Lattimore)

The old noun fjd¢ must once have had its corresponding verb, like fo dawn
in English. (Compare ucchati “it dawns” in Sanskrit, which is cognate with
fidg and Latin qurora.) But there is no trace of such a verb in Greek, and
instead of ““it dawned”” Homer must say ““it was dawn” or ‘““dawn appeared”
(véveto, 2phvn H6).

104 II. 9.415
&ni Snpodv 8¢ pot alodv /Ecostan
“There will be a long life left for me.”
(Lattimore)
105 II. 19.157
obx dhiyov ypdvov Eatat [ pvromig
“Not for a short time will the battle last.”

In classic prose we find a frequent use of Type V sentences with abstract
nouns of state or condition that are more naturally derived from adjectives
than from underlying verbs. Thus the derivation is of the form N (is) 4A—
A, (of N) +be:

106 Xen. Anab. I11. 1.11

&nel 8¢ aropla fv
“Now that there was a desperate situation”
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107 Ibid. I11. 3.11
Ev3a 3% mdiwv adopta fv
‘‘Here again there was much despondency”
(tr. R. Warner)

So also in the case of Ex8pa and de3ovia in sentences 69 and 71, cited above
in §12. The obvious operand sentence here contains a predicate adjective:
dnopol, &Jvpor, 8xdpoi, dpdovor (elct). (Note, however, that the corre-
sponding verbal forms also occur: &mopéw, d3vpéw, &xlaipw; and cf.
¢Jovém.) In each case we have a rather complex derivation, which I shall not
pursue in detail. It is interesting, however, that we do not ordinarily find
such Type V sentences in the case of abstract nouns corresponding to simple,
more or less elementary adjectives like xdAlog “‘beauty”, dpetfy (from the
root of &piotog) “‘excellence”, or pfyedog “‘size”, “grandeur”. Sentences
like Eottv Gpeti} “Virtue exists” scarcely appear outside of philosophic
contexts; but when they do occur we may classify them with Type VL

§16. CONCRETE USES OF ABSTRACT NOUNS, AND OTHER PROBLEM
CASES CONNECTED WITH TYPE V4P

It is well known that words with the formal suffixes of action nouns are
not always used with their abstract syntactical value. Certain nomina actionis
are regularly employed like first-order nominals to designate the means or
product of an action rather than the activity as such. Thus invention in
English once meant “the action of coming upon or finding”, and it may still
be used for the act or faculty of inventing; but the noun is most frequently
applied to the resulting object, i.e., to “the thing invented.... Something
devised or produced by original contrivance;... an original contrivance or
device.” 80 This built-in ambiguity, which seems to characterize action nouns
in all 1.-E. languages, is clearly exemplified in Homer.

108 0d. 12.320
& ofho, &v yap vt Jof] Bpdoic te nboig e
Eotiv
“Friends, there is food and drink enough on the swift ship.”
(Palmer)

108 is a normal example of the locative-existential use paralleling Type II
(except for the unusual position of a sentence-final EoTiv at the beginning

49 This section is concerned with certain problems of detail in applying my analysis of
Type V to particular sentences. The section may be skipped without loss of continuity.
50 QOxford English Dictionary. Note that the definientia here, namely device and contrivance,
illustrate the same phenomena of action nouns with concrete applications.
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of the verse, instead of the more common position at or near the head of the
sentence). It is not an example of Type V, although Bpdoig and mdoig
are formally classified as action nouns.

109 Od. 5.483
@OAA@V Yap Env yooig fiAda ToAAd,
... (2 verses omitted)
v pev 3odv yAdnoce....
tv § dpa péoon Aékro
“For a thick fall of leaves was there.... This Odysseus saw with
joy, and lay down in their midst.”
(Palmer)

Here we have the introduction of a topographical item with exactly the same
narrative function as in sentences of Type IIA. Hence we must follow Palmer
in construing &nv as locative-existential, with the value *‘was present, was
found there”, i.e. with an adverb like here or there understood. (Lattimore
has “since there was a great store of fallen leaves there.”)

110 Il. 23.420
poyunog Env yaing, § xewéprov drdv 8dwp
2EeppnEev 6dolo, Baduve 82 ydpov Gnavia-
ff §° elxev Mevélaog
““There was a break in the ground where the winter water had
gathered and broken out of the road, and made a sunken place
all about. Menelaos... steered there.”
(Lattimore)

110 is exactly parallel in form and function to 109.5! Although poyudg,
601, Bphoilg and ndoig are, from the morphological point of view, action
nouns for the corresponding verbs (pfiyvopur “break”, ¢éo “pour”, *“fall”,
Bipphokw “eat”, mivw “drink’), the use of such a noun as an item of
topographical reference makes clear that it is the product (and in 108 the
instrument or means) of the activity which is denoted by the noun, and not
the activity of breaking, falling, eating. Hence the use of eipf in 108-110 does
not represent a Type V sentence, despite the morphological structure of the
subject as an action noun. I call this the ‘“‘concrete use” of an abstract
(action) noun, where such a noun is in fact used like a first-order nominal
and might be replaced by an elementary noun like bread in 108, bush or hill
in 109-110. Note that the syntactic and semantic criteria for distinguishing
abstract and concrete uses give exactly the same results in such a case,

51 For the suffix -u6¢ as mark of action nouns, see Chantraine, La formation des noms,
p. 135.
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whereas there is no corresponding distinction to be drawn in morphological
terms. Semantically, we define the concrete use of a noun in 108-110 as one
which designates one or more individuals (localizable, enduring objects),
whereas an abstract use (as in Type V) is one in which the noun does not
designate either an individual or a group of individuals. Syntactically, a
concrete use is one in which the noun functions as a first-order nominal,
i.e. can replace and be replaced by an elementary noun; whereas an abstract
use is one in which the noun functions as nominalization of a verb, an adjec-
tive, or a predicate noun. This pre-established harmony between syntactic
and semantic criteria results from the semantic intuition that conditions our
definition of elementary sentence forms, and hence of first-order nominals
(Chapter II §7). In morphological terms, we can describe the class of nouns
determined by a suffix like -oig as abstract, or more specifically as action
nouns, only by reference to the syntactical or semantical criteria. That is to
say, a formal word-class of this kind is recognized as a class of action nouns
precisely because most members of the class are generally used as abstract
in the syntactic and semantic sense. In principle, however, every formally
abstract noun (i.e. every action and quality noun) is capable of being used
concretely.

In 108-110 we have a construction where the form of the noun admits
an ambiguity between Type V and the concrete locative-existential use with
first-order nominal. There is no ambiguity for these sentences in their
context; but in other circumstances we recognize that Bp®oig naidwov Eotar
&v ddpaoct would mean “There will be (=occur) eating of children in the
halls”, where Eotau is a sentence operator of Type V.52 In other cases we are
confronted with a more radical form of ambiguity, because we do not know
whether to classify a given form as action noun or first-order nominal, even
in a specific context:

111 Od. 23.371

fidn pév edog fev &ni y86va
“Light was already over the land.”

The presence here of a locative specification does not prevent us from
construing @d&o¢ as action noun for gaivopar, as we see from the corre-
sponding construction of Gpel piv xhayyn in 9 above. On this view 111 will
be a Type V use of elui. The relevant translations “The shining was taking
place” or “Sunshine prevailed over the land” sound clumsy in English, but
they are certainly defensible as interpretations of the underlying syntax.
52 T have changed the tense of Bp®aotg Eatt to future, since Type V uses of elu{ with action
nouns are generally past or future. The corresponding sentence in present tense is likely

to have a be-replacer like y{yvopo, nélopat or the like. For samples with elp( in present
tense, see 101 above and 112-114 in the next section.



§16. TYPE V: PROBLEMS CONCERNING ABSTRACT NOUNS 291

On the other hand, there is a natural tendency to speak of light as a kind
of object or individual, as if Daylight was over the land were a sentence of
the same form as Clouds were over the land or The sun was overhead. The
syntactical ambiguity here between verbal noun and first-order nominal
reflects a genuine conceptual hesitation as to whether light is to be counted
as a thing or a process.58

In 103 in §15 there was no such ambiguity in the analysis of 7jdg, since
“dawn” there must be understood as a process or state lasting over a certain
time. But in other contexts we find a similar problem, when the “rosy-
fingered Dawn” seems to be personified and editors are inclined to write her
name with a capital letter. If Dawn is regarded as a person, the noun Hdg
is a first-order nominal. It turns out that none of our sentences with eipf
involve this problem, but I mention it nevertheless since it points to a certain
border region or no man’s land between our basic concepts of first-order
nominal and abstract noun. Although there are many clear-cut examples of
both categories in Homer, the mythopoetic tendencies of archaic language
and literature will not admit any sharp and general distinction between
persons and objects on the one hand and powers, qualities, and activities
on the other. Poetry and myth often require us to take the surface syntax
of our sentences quite literally. Thus in our specimen 9 of Type V, the outcry
of the dead (khayy") is localized just as if the noun referred to an individual
subject or topographical feature. If we consider only the surface structure
of dugl 8¢ uv xhoyyn fv, we may be inclined to regard this sentence as
localizing and indeed hypostasizing a clamor as a kind of entity. A mild
hypostasization of this sort is characteristic of the surface syntax of nom-
inalized predicates in Homer, and not only with eipf. As a result, such sen-
tences often suggest the personification of important powers or states. For
example, in a phrase like fjpxe p6Boto “He led (the) rout™, ¢6fog is easily
recognizable as a nominalized verb: the phrase is roughly equivalent to
fipxe etPecIm “He was the first to flee”. But in Aavadv yéveto layh te
¢6Bog te (Il. 15.396), “The outcry and (the noise of) terror rose from the
Danaans” (Lattimore), the syntactical status of @o6fog is slightly more
ambiguous. And elsewhere ®6Bog is personified as the son of Ares (JI.
13.299; cf. 11.37 etc.). Similarly, poipa “‘share”, ‘‘portion,” is often recog-
nizable as the nominal form corresponding to pefpopar “receive as one’s
portion”. The typical epic use for the noun reflects the verbal idea of receiving
one'’s portion of life, terminated by death (cf. viv 8¢ pe Aevyarée Jovite
elpapto dAdvar, 71, 21.281). Hence the noun frequently occurs as subject

53 Kenneth Dover expresses to me his doubts whether the Greeks were aware of the
etymological connection between pdo¢ and gaivouat. If they were not, the difficulty in
categorizing @dog will have been all the greater.
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in such figurative or expressive transformations as *’Extopa... polpa nédnoev
(11. 22.5), “(his) fate shackled Hector,” where pofpa is cast in the active role
of determining the moment of death, a role which properly belongs to Zeus
and other gods. (Compare II. 2.111 Zebg pe... Gty 2védnoe Popely, Od.
23.353 &ud Zedg dhyeor xal Seol &Aror/neddackov). Such parallel formulae
lead to the explicit personification of Moira as a divinity standing next to
Zeus (11, 19.87 Zedg xal Moipa xal fiepogoitic "Epivig). Later poets, such as
Hesiod, will specify the number of Moirae and establish their genealogy and
eventually set them up as a power superior to Zeus (cf. Aesch. P.V. 515-8).

Confronted with such a development from verbal noun to deity, who can
assess the respective contributions of misunderstood nominalizations,
genuine religious feeling, and the essentially poetic delight in expressive
language and vivid personification? Most studies of ancient personification
(from Usener to Onians) seem to underestimate the complex interaction of
syntax, piety, and poetry in producing such figures as Phobos and Moira.
In attempting to analyze a verse like i CHdg?) pev kpokdrenrog éxidvarto
rnlicav &n’ alav “saffron-robed dawn was scattered over all the earth”
(1l. 8.1) we cannot distinguish the element of sheer imagery from a more
intimate or official personification of the morning light.54

But the existence of borderline cases does not legitimately call into doubt
the distinction itself between first-order nominals and abstract nouns. Men,
ships, and hill are perfectly clear examples of the former, and murder,
shouting, and vengeance of the latter, in Greek as in English.

§17. THE POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION: Eoti +infinitive 58

This construction was briefly illustrated in Chapter IV §30, in our discussion
of the impersonal use of &gti as sentence operator. In commenting there
on examples 144-147, I pointed out that the force of the infinitive is roughly
that of the epexegetical or final infinitive with nouns, adjectives or other
constructions, including the use with more elementary (and ‘“‘personal”)
constructions of eipl; for example, in yxelpeg dpdvev elol xal Apiv “we too
have hands to defend ourselves” (above, pp. 178f). If I return to the construc-
tion in this chapter, it is not only because the strong value of £oTt suggests

8¢ Here again, in the imagery of scattering or spreading we have a kind of naive solution
to the problem familiar to modern physics, whether light is to be conceived as process or
thing, Compare Plato’s tentative comparison of daylight to an awning stretched over
men’s heads, Parmenides 131 B.

88 See Ebeling, Lexicon Homericum I, 360 under slui 4; LSJT s.v. eluf A.VI. Compare also
EE-eoni and mdp-gom in classic prose and poetry. Two related forms are (1) kot Snwg +
optative, a variant on Type IV (cf. above, p. 280), and (2) o1 Bote + infinitive *it is
the case that” (below, p. 3701n.).
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a connection with the existential uses, but also because the construction itself
has several points of resemblance with Type V. In Type V the subject of the
verb is normally an abstract verbal noun; in the potential construction
a specious subject for o1 is provided by the infinitive, which is itself a kind
of verbal noun. In both cases the deep structure of elpf is that of a sentence
operator, whose operand is represented by the verbal noun or infinitival
clause,

Inillustrating Type V in § 15 I largely neglected examples with be in present
tense. The connections with the potential construction will be clearer if we
consider now a few instances of this form.

112 I1. 13.636
ndviov pév képog Eoti, xal invov xal pradtnrog
““There is satiety in all things, in sleep and in lovemaking.”
(Lattimore)
113 Od. 12.120
008¢ 1ig &0t dAkT Quytety xdpTioTov G’ adtiig
“There’s no defence (against Scylla): the best is to flee from her.”

114 11, 11.648
oy, Edog Eotl, yepotd Srotpegts, 0bdE pe neloetg
(after xaza & £dpraacio Gvoye, 646)
“There’s no sitting down, aged sir. You will not persuade me.”
(after Lattimore)

Whereas in the past and future forms of Type V we may describe elpt
as a verb of occurrence (since it asserts that an event has taken or will take
place), in these examples we might almost call it a verb of possibility, since
the sentence asserts that such things generally take place (112), or in the
negative, that there is no prospect of their occurring, in other words, that
they cannot occur (113-114). In its context, 114 ody, £50¢ ot is a paraphrase
equivalent of odx ot £6praacSar “It is impossible (for me) to sit down™,
which would be a case of the potential construction.

In these three examples of Type V, the subject of the underlying sentence
or operand has been zeroed. In 112-113 this omission of the subject expres-
sion is a mark of generality: the sentence is true for any living or at least any
mortal subject. In 114, onthe other hand, the understood subject (I, Patroclus)
is unambiguously specified by pe in the following clause.

The situation is exactly similar with regard to the omission of the under-
lying subject of the infinitive in potential constructions. The subject may
be expressed in the usual accusative form as in 116, or it may be omitted to
suggest generality as in our paradigm 115, or it may be zeroed but clearly
specified by the context as in 117.
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115 11, 21.193
&AL’ obk Eomt Aul Kpoviowt payeodar

“But it is not possible to fight Zeus son of Kronos.”

116 11. 13.114
finéag v° off nwg Bott pediépevarl morépoto

“There is no way for us now to hang back from the fighting.”
(Lattimore)
117 Od. 8.298
odd¢ T xivijoar peréov fiv obd’ dvacipar

“It was not in their power (for Ares and Aphrodite) to move or
raise a limb,” 58
(Palmer)

Like Type V, the potential construction of elpf is found in past and future
tense but rarely in oblique (i.e. non-indicative) moods. For the past tense,
see 117 above; for the future see Il. 21.565 obxét” Eneit” Eotal 3avatov xal
kfipag &AbEar. For an Homeric example that might be regarded as the op-
tative of the potential construction see Od. 1.261 @dpuaxov dvépopdvov
Sulfipevog, Sppa ol elnflovg yplecdar yraixfpeas. In classic Greek, the
oblique moods of the compound ££éota, EEny and £E€oo1to are well attested,
together with the participial and infinitival forms (8£6v, 8£ecbpuevov, &Ecivar).
I have not found examples of non-indicative moods for the simplex eipf
in the potential construction, and in later Greek the existence of the com-
pound makes their occurrence unlikely. In oblique moods as well as in the
case of participle and infinitive, a potential construction of eiul is difficult
to recognize as such, and this may help to explain the development of
EZeott with its complete conjugation (in the 3rd singular). E€ecT1 represents
the potential construction in unambiguous form.5?

The negative form is predominant in Homer (and apparently in later Greek
as well), but the affirmative is also attested:

56 In a small minority of cases the subject of the infinitive in a potential construction ap-
pears in the dative, apparently only once in some 20 examples of this construction in
the Iliad: 22.219 of of viv En1 v° Eott mepuypévov dppe yevéodai, where the dative form
for the subject is motivated by the contrast with the accusative object Guie. Note, however,
that the predicate participle Repuynévov takes the usual accusative form.

57 In classic Greek the potential construction with the infinitive glvai does occur, but 1
have found no convincing examples with the participle &v (or £6v). This has a direct bearing
on the interpretation of a difficult passage in Parmenides, fr. 6.1: xpf| 10 Aéyewy 1€ voelv
t" 86v Eupevar, where it is often assumed (e.g. by Burnet and Kirk and Raven) that 10...
&6v can mean ‘‘what can be spoken and thought.”” I would want to see a non-controversial
example of the potential construction in participial form before admitting that this is
even a marginally possible interpretation of the verse.



§ 17. EoTL + INFINITIVE 295

118 11. 14.313
“Hpm, xeloe pdv Eatt kol Gotepov dpundfjvar

“Hera, there will be a time afterwards when you can go there
(but now let us go to bed).”
(Lattimore)
119 Xen. Anab. 1.5.3
1dg 38 drtidag v 115 Tayd dviotf) Eott Aapfdavewv

“(No one caught an ostrich.) But it is possible to catch bustards
if one flushes them quickly.”

How can we explain this idiomatic use of £51t with an infinitival clause
to express the idea ““it is possible (to do so-and-so)”’? If by an explanation
we mean a subsumption under more general laws or rules, then idioms are
by definition inexplicable. And this potential construction is in a very definite
sense idiomatic: it is perhaps the only major use of elpf in Homeric Greek
that is not directly paralleled by similar constructions of *es- in other 1.-E.
languages. (And this presumably hangs together with the fact that the in-
finitive as such is not an inherited I.-E. form.) But if we cannot explain
the peculiar lexical value of o1t in this construction, we can certainly under-
stand it, by considering-the general function of the infinitive. In Greek (and
not only in Homer) the infinitive serves to express an action in the form of
a goal or project, a course of action as envisaged or desired. Hence the regular
construction of this form as ‘“‘object” with verbs of willing, intending,
knowing-how (to do such-and-such).58

Like the action nouns which figure in Type V, the infinitive expresses
the verbal idea in general, in abstraction from the personal, modal, and to
some extent also from the temporal marks of the finite verb form. But
whereas the structure of the nomen actionis, as a noun with singular-plural
and case forms, tends to present the action (or the verbal idea, whatever
it may be) as a kind of entity, as a second-order “thing”, the infinitive
presents the same idea as a project or intention, a course of action desired,
undertaken, or reported (e.g. in indirect discourse). In Type V, with an
action noun as subject, the verb eipf asserts that the act itself is given as a
fact - a second-order thing — that is (was, will be) present “in reality”. In
the construction with infinitive, what the same verb asserts as present and
given i3 not this action as a fact but as a goal or project to be carried out.
Thus the sharp lexical difference between the uses of the verb in Type V
and in the potential construction seems to depend upon a contrast between
the reifying suggestions of the noun form in one case and the intentional

58 See, ¢.g. Chantraine, Grammaire hom. 1, 304.
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connotations of the infinitive in the other. And this tendency for the infinitive
to be used as the expression of an intention, a tendency that is suggested or
reinforced by the regular occurrence of the form in indirect discourse as
well as in clauses of purpose or finality, can be readily seen in an example
where we have an elliptical version of the potential construction:

120 1. 24.7%
A’ fitor Khéyou pev Eaoopev — obdé ny Eont —
A89py CAyArfiog Ipaciv “Extopa
“The stealing of him we will dismiss, for it is not possible
to take bold Hector secretly from Achilleus.”
(Lattimore)

The infinitive xAéyar was introduced as complement of dtplveckov in the
upper context (in verse 24), where the gods in pity urge Hermes to steal
Hector’s corpse in order to save it from further mistreatment. What o08¢ ny)
Eott denies is the availability (or “‘presence at hand”) of this projected course
of action.

We need not return to the question whether or not the infinitive is in some
sense to be regarded as the subject of o1t in this construction, as the parallel
to the action noun in Type V might suggest. Here if anywhere the verb is
used “impersonally”, i.e. the surface syntax of elpuf cannot be characterized
in subject-predicate terms. (Thus the potential construction does not admit
the articular infinitive.) The only satisfactory description of the syntax of
the verb in this construction is in terms of deep structure: it is a (modal)
sentence operator on the underlying sentence represented by the infinitival
clause.5?

§18. DESCRIPTION OF THE POST-HOMERIC TYPE VI

I have now completed my survey of the uses of eluf in Homer, except for
the veridical sentence type (Eott tada, Eott o8t “it is s0”) which is post-
poned to Chapter VIL At the same time I hope to have accounted for the
great mass of uses of the verb in post-Homeric Greek as well. Of course
any detailed consideration of particular occurrences of eiuf, in Homer as

59 See above, Chapter IV §30.1 think it is misleading to cite this construction as an example
of the “‘infinitif sujet”, with Chantraine, Grammaire hom, II §446, pp. 304f. (who however
also describes the verb Eot here as *‘impersonal’’, which seems correct, but incompatible
with the notion of the infinitive as subject). Even Brugmann's terminology of ‘‘bound
impersonals” with attached infinitives, as in It is a pleasure to see you here, is not applicable
to Eott AapPdvety, since in the typical English and German examples of bound infinitives
we have a superficial assimilation to S.-P. form (“‘I7 is a pleasure”, *‘Es freut mich™) of
which there is no trace in the Greek potential construction.
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in the later literature, will reveal many cases of mixed or borderline use be-
tween the various types distinguished. Some cases of regular overlapping
(as between existential and locative or locative and possessive) have been
mentioned; a few more complex cases will be illustrated in §23. But these
mixed cases are in turn to be analyzed by reference to the principal types
already defined. Taken together with the various copula uses of Chapter IV
and with the veridical of Chapter VII, the five existential types and the
possessive and potential constructions illustrated in this chapter not only
provide the basis for a complete theoretical description of the uses of elui
in Homer and, to a large extent, in classic Greek as well: they also specify
the uses of *es- which Greek has inherited from Indo-European.8®

There remains one sentence type which is not actually attested in Homer
but which appears in literary Greek of the late fifth century and is of con-
siderable importance for the use of the verb in philosophical texts. Curiously
enough, this post-Homeric form seems to have an exact analogue outside
Greek in other early L.-E. languages. This is my Type VI, the absolute use
of elul as existential predicate in sentences like (odk) elal ¢of, “The gods
(do not) exist,” in the construction which is sometimes regarded by philos-
ophers as “systematically misleading” but which is often taken by philol-
ogists as representing the fundamental and original use of *es-. I cannot pass
judgment on the L.-E. situation as a whole. Judging from the Greek evidence,
however, the standard view of this type as an inherited I.-E. form seems to
rest upon an inadequate analysis of sentence types which are only super-
ficially parallel to one another.

In order to define the originality of Type VI I must first review the exis-
tential and related types recognized thus far, in the light of a syntactical
distinction between first-order and second-order uses of siui. This represents
a generalization of the distinction between elementary and transformationally
derived uses first drawn for the copula in Chapter IV §3. What I call the
second-order uses of eipi are those in which the verb serves as transformat-
ional operator on an operand sentence which does not (or at any rate need
not) itself contain a form of eipi. The first-order uses of eipi, on the other
hand, are those which either (i) occur in elementary sentences, or (ii) occur
in a non-elementary sentence but may be derived from an elementary occur-

80 Since I am not a comparative grammarian, this claim is presented as an hypothesis
to be confirmed or corrected by comparative studies in L-E. syntax. In any case, one must
certainly make an exception for the potential construction of §17, which is in this form
peculiarly Greek. With certain qualifications, the same seems to be true for the use of
&otl as sentence operator with verbals in -£og (Chapter IV §§19 and 30), though there are
analogies in other languages, Among the existential uses, Type I (where the verb has the
value *‘is alive’’) may also be unattested for any language that has not been influenced
by Greek.
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rence of elpi in the source. For an illustration of (ii) consider sentences of
the form The teacher is sick, to be derived from N teaches and N is sick.
In the second kernel the copula is elementary; and hence in the resulting
sentence The teacher is sick the construction of is is still first-order, though
no longer strictly elementary. We might call this a near-elementary use of
the copula.

The connection between this distinction between two uses of elpl and the
earlier distinction between first- and second-order nominals is simply that
in a first-order use of eipi the subject must be a first-order nominal. For if
the subject is a second-order nominal (i.e. an abstract noun or a sentence-
nominalization), then elpi will always be a sentence operator. But the converse
is not true. Some second-order uses of the verb have first-order nominals
as subject, for example in the periphrastic use of the copula (Chapter IV
§§14-17) and in existential Type IV for personal or individual subjects
(above §14). Among the first-order uses of elpi we have the following:

(1) elementary and near-elementary uses of the copula (nominal, locative,
adverbial)

(2) possessive construction with first-order N as subject

(3) existential Type I (elpi="1 am alive”).
Among second-order uses:

(4) transformationally derived uses of the copula, as verb operator or
sentence operator (Chapter IV §§19-20)

(5) Type IV, the existential sentence operator (“There is (no) one who™”)

(6) TypeV, elpi as surface predicate or operator of occurrence (kKhayyt fv)

(7T) Potential construction (Eott +infinitive).

And from the next chapter we add:
(8) Veridical use, with sentential subject (““It is so”).

It is not easy to classify Types II~III from this point of view. Together
with the wider class of copula-existentials, the use of £t in Type Il may be
regarded as first-order insofar as it can be derived from an elementary con-
struction of the copula (whether locative or nominal) in the underlying
kernel, with person or topographical item as subject. But from another point
of view, the syntax of the verb in Type II can be described as second-order
insofar as its existential function is fo provide a subject for the copula kernel.
For to provide or claim an (extra-linguistic) subject for a given sentence is
precisely the function of the existential sentence-operator of Type IV. In Types
II-III, as generally in the copula-existential uses and also in the possessive-
existentials, we have a kind of intermediate or ambiguous case between a
first-order and a second-order use of the verb. To the extent that sipf in
these sentences is still the copula or the expression of possession, its syntax
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is first-order. But to the extent that it is also an existential verb, its syntactic
role seems to be second-order. Theoretically we might derive Types II-III
and copula-existential uses generally from a combination of one or more
copula-sentences with an existential sentence operator of Type IV.61

What this analysis suggests is that every existential use of eiui is second-
order, precisely to the extent that it is existential. The apparent exception
to this rule, our Type I, is not existential in any proper sense. What is asserted
in a sentence like 1 | yap €7 eioi is not that there is (or is not) a certain
individual, or an individual of a certain kind, but that a definite individual
(in this case, the father and the mother of the Phoenician slave-girl) is or is
not alive. Like any elementary verb, €lui in this vital use normally takes for
granted the (untensed) existence of the subject, as a person who was alive
at some previous time, and goes on to assert that this person is or is not still
living. Thus is alive, as an elementary predicate expression, is affirmed or
denied of a definitely identified subject. A difficulty arises, as far as I can see,
only for the formalized Type I uses in the future tense, which perhaps occur
only in the participle éocopévolotl “for men to come.” We seem to have
here the limiting case of an apparently first-order use of elu{ that is in effect
existential, in virtue of its indefinite plural form and future tense. (To say
men who will be alive is scarcely different from saying men who will exist.)
Perhaps in this marginal case of the indefinite future plural, we can say that
the Homeric Type I anticipates the later Type VI. In general, however, it
seems intuitively clear that elui in its first-order uses does not express the
idea of existence as such. And this is just what we would expect if, as Frege
and others have maintained, existence is a second-order concept and cannot
form the content of an elementary predicate, i.e. it does not characterize
individuals. In Homeric Greek, at any rate, the idea of existence in the strict

61 For example, we can derive our paradigm of Type II 27 fotnt nédig 'E@opn puxd
> Apyeog from (i) an existential operator on the model of Type IV ot oA fitig... ‘There
is a city which...” (ii) a locative kernel n6A1g dotl &v “Apyer““(A) city is in Argos”, and (iii)
an adjoined nuncupative kernel with nominal copula n6Aig &atl "Eedpn ““(A) city is
(=1s called) Ephyre.’” We then explain the non-occurrence of *Eott oA fitigév ' ’Apyer
gotl or *Eom néMg fitic "Eeipn oti by normal operations of zeroing. Thus, beginning
with the transformation of (ii) and (iii) by the operator in (i) we have the following resul-
tants: Eott 7OAg fitig 'Eoupn dotl (xal) firg &v "Apyet ot +Eon noA fitg "Epdpn
(xal) fing &v "Apyer—»>Eomt n6Ag "EeOpn &v “Apyer. The first result in this series is the
conjoined transform of (ii) and (iii) by (i), without zeroing. The second transform in-
volves deletion of repeated &oti. The third transform results from zeroing of fiti, i.e.
from the reduction of the relative clauses to appositive (‘Eptpn) and locative-adverbial
form (v " Apysr). This gives us a sentence of Type II, a slightly simplified version of 27.

Note that these zeroings explain why copula 8o+l rarely if ever occurs in the relative
clause of Type IV: in a sentence of the form There is an X which is Y or There are many
X’s which are Y, zeroing of the repeated 2ol (or glol) in Greek automatically results in
a sentence of Type II or Type IT1. For the rare exceptions see above, pp. 281f. n. 47,
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sense (there being some, or someone, or something, as opposed to there being
none, or no one or nothing) is properly expressed by the second-order use
of eipl in Type IV and by the operator of occurrence in Type V.

This syntactical analysis will be clarified and supported by the semantical
considerations of the next section. For the moment it permits us to specify
the peculiarity of Type VI. In sentences of the form 008’ E€om1 Zgig or elol
9eof the verb seems to have first-order syntax, since the subject is a first-
order nominal and there is no trace of syntactic complexity in the construc-
tion of the verb. And yet the sense is unmistakably existential: There is no
Zeus, There are gods. On logical and syntactical grounds, we expect a second-
order syntax to accompany this strictly existential sense. But here we find
no trace of the underlying operand or “embedded” sentence. It is this fact
which makes Type VI the most problematic of all uses of eii.82

The earliest examples of Type VI known to me are from Protagoras,
Melissus, and Aristophanes, in the second half of the fifth century. The
type seems to arise almost as a technical novelty. As we shall see (in §23)
there are apparently no sentences of this form in the work of Herodotus,
who is approximately contemporary with Protagoras but whose language
is largely free of Sophistic or philosophic influence.

I distinguish three sub-types, according as the subject is (A) a proper
name or definite singular term, (B) a plural noun, or (C) a generic singular.

VI A. o8’ Eotr Zebg “There is no Zeus” or “Zeus doesn’t even
exist”
VI B. gicl eol “There are gods”

VI C. otk Eott kévtavpog ““There is no centaur.”

The only examples of VIA that I have noted occur in a comedy of Aristo-
phanes produced in 423 B.C.

121 Clouds 366
{Z1p.) 0 Zebg 8" iy, 9épe mpdg thig Yig, ovADURTIOE 00 Jed¢ Eotiv;
(Zox.) nolog Zebg; ob pun Anpnoeig 003° Eott Zebg
*“(Strepsiades) But Zeus on Olympus, by Earth, is he no god?
(Socrates) What Zeus? Don’t be silly; there is no Zeus.” 63
(trans. Moses Hadas)

The exchange between Strepsiades and the Aristophanic Socrates neatly
reveals the role of the existential £o1t in formulating a presupposition of the

¢2 This is essentially a restatement in modern syntactic terms of Russell’s and Ryle's
observation that the corresponding English sentences (e.g. with exist) are systematically
misleading.

83 In the repetition of this question at the end of the Clouds Eotiv occurs in final position,
but its existential force is then supported by 115:
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first-order copula use of the same verb. According to our speaker a sentence
like Zeus is a god is absurd (or absurdly false) because the grammatical
subject does not refer to anything — in other words, because Zeus does
not even (0d8¢) exist. This strictly absolute and independent use of the
verb in Type VI may be regarded as a kind of generalization of the more
limited existential uses in Types II-1V, where the assertion of existence for
a subject was relativized to the following predicates, for example, to the
relative clause in Type IV. These Homeric types do not affirm or deny the
existence of a subject taken in abstracto, but the existence of a subject of a
given sort for given predicates. In sentences of Type VI, however, these
further predicates have vanished, and we are left with a bare assertion of
existence no longer relativized to a given operand sentence.

This peculiarity will emerge more clearly if we contrast 121 with a normal
variant on Type IIB where the subject is also identified by name, sentence 46
already cited in § 10: &g Eotiv 16 Zaokpdtng sopds Gvh p, Td 1€ HeTEOPA QpOV-
T16THG. .. Kal TOV fiTto Adyov kpeltto moidv. Here the existence of Socrates is
asserted not in general or absolutely but precisely as subject for the following
predications, i.e. as subject for the operand sentences that are here condensed
into appositive and participial form: a man who is wise, who studies things aloft
and makes the weaker argument the stronger. If 46 were interrupted after
the word Zwxpdrng it would be grammatically incomplete. Anticipating the
semantic terminology of the next section, we can say that in 46, as in Types
II-1V generally, the logical function of the verb £ot1 is to pose an extra-
linguistic subject of a given sort that satisfies certain descriptive conditions,
namely, those which are formulated in the following phrases or clauses (i.e.
in the operands of the existential operator). The originality of Type VI
consists in the fact that such descriptive conditions are omitted and the verb
serves to pose the extra-linguistic subject as such, identified simply by name
or sortal noun.

Another example of Type VI from non-technical literature of the late
fifth century will illustrate the proper function of this sentence form in a
natural context, where it serves to formulate the existential presupposition
of a first-order use of the same verb. (This example is intermediate between
subtypes A and C, since the singular noun tégog shifts here from individual
to generic reference.)

Clouds 1470
Zevg vap 11¢ Eontv; I, Eotwv. ®e. odx Eat’, ok, &nel
Atvog Baoideter 1ov Al” EEeAndaxdg
“‘(Pheidippides) Is there a Zeus?
(Strepsiades) There is.
(Pheidippides) There is not. Vortex turned Zeus out and is now king.”
(trans. by Hadas)
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122 Sophocles Electra 1218
(H).) no® & ot £xeivov tob ralaindpov tdeog;
(Op.) odx Eot 100 yap LMvrog ok Eotiv ThOG
“Electra: Where is the tomb of that wretched man (sc. Orestes)?
Orestes: There is none; for the living has no tomb.”

Here Sophocles’ use of Type VI hovers close to more idiomatic or traditional
uses: to the locative on the one hand and the possessive-existential on the
other. If we were to develop the possessive idea by filling out odk Eott as
ook £ot’ Exelve Taeog, ‘“That man has no tomb,” 122 would no longer be
an example of Type VI. But the context does not provide a dative, and by his
use of the genitive instead the poet has allowed obk o1t (TG@0g &keivov) to
stand in its more striking, general form, as an implicit denial of all possible
answers to the question Where is his tomb?, just as o086’ Eoti Zebg in 121
denies all possible statements of the form Zeus is a god on Olympus. The
influence of quasi-philosophic reasoning is even more obvious in 122 than
in 121, since Sophocles’ verses present an enthymeme that is almost Sophistic
in its condensed elegance: There is no tomb of Orestes, for (Orestes is alive
and) there is no tomb of the living.

Like 121, most early examples of VIB are concerned with the existence of
the gods.

123 Protagoras fr. 4 (Diels-Kranz)
nepl pev Jedv odk Exo eldévar, 089 @ eloiv 089 dg odk eloiv
069’ dnotof tiveg 13éav
“Concerning the gods I am unable to know whether they exist or
whether they do not exist or what they are like in form.”

Here in what is perhaps the earliest surviving “technical” use of elui as
existential predicate we see that questions of existence are explicitly distin-
guished from what will later be called questions of essence. And we see also
that the latter would typically be formulated by sentences with be as copula:
émotol elor 16€av. (Compare the standard Hellenistic doctrine which asserts
that we can know that the gods are but not what or what sort they are.) This
distinction between the existence and the essence or nature of the gods
corresponds in logical terms to the syntactic contrast between Eoti as
existential sentence operator and as first-order copula. A comparable dis-
tinction seems to be latent in another fifth-century example that may not
be much later than Protagoras:

124 Hippocrates, The Sacred Disease ch. 4 (Loeb ed. II, 146)=1.30 ed.
Grensemann

ol 1abt’ Emndedovreg SvooePely Eporye Soxéovot xal Jeodg
obre elvar vopiletv ofite loydev obdév
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““Men who practice such arts (claiming magic control over moon
sun, storm, land, and sea) are in my opinion guilty of impiety and
they do not believe either that the gods exist or that they have
any power.”

123 and 124 fall under VIB, with plural subject. 125 and 126 belong under
VIC, since the subject of elvat is a generic singular rather than a plural noun.
But this is in fact only a stylistic variant on VIB, as we can see from the use of
plural forms (8¢ob¢, daiuévav) in the continuation of 125:

125 Critias, Sisyphus (Diels-Kranz 88 B 25, 16-42)
$vtetdev obv 10 Selov elonyfoato,
&g Eott Saipov 4editg 3dilev Blg,
voo T’ dxodov xai BAérov, ... /...
8¢ ndv 10 Aeydtv &v Bpotolg dxovoetar...(2 verses omitted)
tolt” odyl Aot to0g Jeo0vc...(long omission)
ofto 8¢ npdrtov olopar netoal Tiva
Jvntovg vouiletv Sawudvov elvar yévog
“For this reason (some clever man) introduced the divine,
(teaching) that there is a spirit (=there are gods) flourishing with
eternal life, hearing and seeing with the mind..., who will hear
whatever is said among men.... This will not escape the gods....
In this way, I think, someone first persuaded mortals to believe
that the race of gods exists.”

The initial assertion &g Eot1 daipwy is syntactically bound (as sentence oper-
ator) to the following predicates, beginning with the copula-periphrastic
constructions dafpwv (dotl) 8dAiwv, dxodwv, etc. The statement that the
gods are is thus expressed as a kind of existential operator on the statement
of what they are, with a single use of the verb for operator and operand, as
in Types II and III or as in 46 above (requoted on p. 301). But the author
clearly has in mind the more general assertion of Type VI as in 123-124, and
hence the link between Eoti Saipwv and the descriptive predicates is dropped
in the summary formula of the last verse, where the existence of the race of
gods is posed in absolute and independent form: datpdvev elvar yévog.

It is surely no accident that most of these early examples concern the
existence of the gods. So in Aristotle’s sample question of Type VIC gods
and mythological creatures figure side by side:

126 Arist. Post. Anal. I1.1, 89°32

el Eotwv | pn Eott xévravpog § Je6g
“Whether there is or is not (a) centaur or (a) god™.

Sentences of Type VI, which have the effect of isolating the existential pre-
supposition of any and all first-order statements for a given subject, are the
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natural expression for a certain kind of critical doubt that first arises in
connection with theological speculation. These new doubts are concerned
not with the truth of particular assertions (for doubts of that kind must be as
old as language) but with the validity of an entire tradition. In Greece the
first stage of such criticism is represented by Xenophanes, who rejects the
Homeric and Hesiodic account of the gods as a pack of shameful lies, but
does not question the concept of divinity as such. The next stage attacks the
tradition at its roots, by doubting or denying not only the assertions of the
poets but the very existence of a divine subject about which anything might
be truly said. It is this more radical form of theological criticism, or “atheism”
proper, which is reflected in 121 and 123-126. There seems to be no trace of
this in Greece before the middle of the fifth century B.C. Yet we must
scarcely be surprised to discover that in other lands, for example in India,
both theological speculation and radical scepticism concerning the gods
developed earlier than in Greece. And in fact we find the absolute existential
sentence of Type VI in the Rigveda, in the statement of an atheistic position:
Bring forth a true hymn of praise for Indra, if he truly exists (yadi satyam asti). ‘‘Indra
is not™ (néndré astitf): this is what someone has said. Who has seen him? Whom shall
we praise? ‘‘Here I am (or “This one I am’’, gyamasmi), singer: see me here (iha). I
encompass all beings (fatani) with my might.’’ 8¢

The passage is cited by Delbriick as an example of the oldest known meaning
of *es- in Indo-European.8® But if the Greek parallels are to be trusted, we
are dealing here not with a prehistoric sentence type but with a generically
new form of expression reflecting a cultural development that took place in
different religious traditions at different times. It would be interesting to
know when Near Eastern literature first recorded the thoughts of the fool who
says in his heart “There is no God”.

In Indo-European this thought is typically expressed by a sentence form
in which Eotu as existential operator has been isolated from the operand
sentences to which it is normally bound. It is as if the relative clause in Type
IV (“There is someone who...””) had been struck away, leaving only an
initial Eott to which a name or noun can be attached as subject. Alternatively,
this form could be seen as the initial fragment of a Type II sentence, Eott
noéhig “There is a city”, from which the following predicates have been
removed. But on our view the existential function of the verb in Type II is
itself only a less clear articulation of the existential operator of Type IV.
Hence it is the latter, and not Types II-IT1, which provides the proper basis
for a syntactical analysis of Type VL Speaking more loosely for the moment,
however, we may describe the absolute use of elpf{ in Type V1 as a generaliza-

¢4 Rigveda VIII. 100.3-4. T am indebted to George Cardona for the translation.
8 Delbriick Vergleichende Syntax, III (= Brugmann-Delbriick, Grundriss, V), p. 13.
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tion of all relative existentials of Types II-IV. There is no (god) Zeus means
that all sentences of the form There is a god Zeus who does such-and-such — and
indeed, all sentences of the form Zeus is (or does) such-and-such — are false,
To deny the existence of someone or something is to deny its availability as
subject for any first-order predication whatsoever. Russell once proposed to
interpret affirmations of existence as asserting that some instances of a given
sentence form were true, and denials of existence as asserting that all instances
of this form were false. Whatever its merits in philosophical logic, this sugges-
tion seems intuitively correct as a phenomenological account of the pre- or
proto-philosophical understanding of existence statements of Type VI. To
deny the existence of Zeus is not to reject this or that particular assertion
but rather to deny the truth of the whole religious, poetic, and ritual tradition
in which statements refer to Zeus and in which actions and prayers are
addressed to him. Similarly, to deny the existence of centaurs is to deny the
truth of all stories told about them, to deny, for example, all sentences of
the form A centaur taught Achilles or Hercules shot a centaur,

This link between the concepts of truth and existence is brought out in a
striking way in a passage which, with 123, represents the earliest attested use
of the existential predicate of Type VI in philosophical prose.

127 Melissus fr. 8.2 (Diels-Kranz)

gl yap Eom v} xal 88wp xal dnp xal nlp xal oldnpog xal
%pLodg, kail 10 pev LHov 10 8¢ 1edvnkde, kal pérav xal Agvkov
xal ta §AAa, Soa gaciv of vlporor slvar GAndi, €l 31 Talta
Eot, xal fjuelg dpSdisg dpluev kal dxovouey

“If earth exists and water and air and fire and iron and gold, and
living and dead and black and white and all the other things
which men say are true (= “real”), if these exist (““are so”?) and
we see and hear rightly....”

Whereas the initial clause contains a clear example of Type VI, the second
use of elvat is copulative with GAnd4j “true” as predicate, and the third use
of the verb in tafta Eott is really ambiguous between an existential construc-
tion of Type VI and a veridical use (§ott 1ata “This is s0”). It is the notion
of truth as cognitive correctness (dpSa@¢) which is taken up in the next clause.
Just as dAn9f means not only “true” (of a statement) but also “genuine™,
“real” (of a thing or object), so also Taira £ott is ambiguous here between
“such things are real” and “What men say (about them) is so”.

This ambiguity between the truth of statements and the real existence of
things is characteristic of much Greek discussion of “being”; but it is
certainly not limited to that language.88 Such ambiguity cannot be discounted

88 Compare the ambiguous formula used by Prospero’s recently disenchanted victims
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as mere confusion, since it reflects a deep connection between the two con-
cepts of truth and existence. From the beginning, that is to say from Prota-
goras and Melissus to Plato and Aristotle (and down to existential quanti-
fication in our own day), existential sentences of Type VI are designed to
transport us from the words of mankind and the lies of the poets to the
truth of things; their function is to show or claim (or to deny) that the lan-
guage we are using has been anchored securely in the world. In this respect,
the logical function of Type VI uses of elpi is analogous, and in a sense
subordinate, to the veridical use of Chapter VII. But whereas the veridical
is a basic, inherited L.-E. use of *es-, the existential Type VI seems to be a
late and problematic development that has no role to play in ordinary
language before the rise of theological scepticism, philosophic speculation,
and the popularization of both by the Sophists.8?

in response to his sudden appearance and identification of himself as Duke of Milan:
““An if this be at all’’; *‘Whether this be / Or be not, I'll not swear”’ (The Tempest V. 1.117,
122). What they question is at once the truth of Prospero’s words and the reality of his
appearance after so many phantoms.

87 These historical conclusions are based upon the Greek evidence alone, but they seem
to be confirmed by what little I have learned concerning existential uses of *es- in early
Indo-Iranian. Professor Benveniste called my attention to several passages in Bartholomae’s
Altiranisches Worterbuch which bear a superficial resemblance to (and have often been
translated as) examples of the philosophic use of *es- in the post-Homeric Type VI.
However, upon closer inspection of the context (which was made possible by the generous
help of George Cardona), I find that most of these passages belong with Types I or V,
which have a similarly ‘“‘absolute’ construction but do not explicitly involve the notion
of existence in contrast with non-existence, as does Type VI. Thus in Yasna 33.10: ““may
all the good things of life be at your disposal, those that were, that are, (hanti), and that
will be”. Since the subject hufiri (“‘life’”, ‘‘living”’) is the action nominalization of the verb
*‘to live’’, we might have a familiar case of Type V, with *es- as verb of occurrence; but
this seems to be overlaid by a possessive-existential construction, if the ““abstract” subject
noun is taken concretely as applying to particular objects or possessions. (Compare
Bp®o; and ndG1g in 108 above, §16.) Most of the other examples are closely paralle! to
the Type I vital use of lpi in Bt’ elol *“‘they are still alive’’, 9sol &idv &6vteg ‘“the gods who
live forever”’, or ¢ocopévorot *‘for men to come’. Thus in Yasna 45.6, the great god is
“‘beneficent (towards) those who are” (*‘von guter Gabe fiir die Lebenden’ H. Humbach,
Die Gathas des Zarathustra, Heidelberg, 1959, p. 126). In the opposite formula of 51.10
the meaning of *es- must be the same: the evil man, who seeks to harm me, is “‘maleficent
(towards) those who are’” (*‘von {ibler Gabe fiir die Seienden’’, Humbach p. 153). In Yast
13.150 we have a symmetrical formula for ‘‘the teacher (or ‘‘the pious’”) who were, who
will be (Iit. ““have become”?), and who are.”” (We have the same triadic formula in Od.
16.437, cited above in n. 14 to sentence 13: odx 69’ o5tog dwviip 008’ Eooetar 0dde vévmrar.
Compare 16 above for the contrast pufjr’ €lng pvite Yévowo *‘Better you were not living and
never had been born.”’) Finally, in the inscriptions of Darius we have a reference to ““Ahura
Mazda and the other gods who are’’ (ha(n)tiy, R. Kent Old Persian Texts, p. 129, 61).
There seems to be no suggestion here of a contrast with fictitious or **non-existent’” gods,
as in the standard examples of Type VI (and in the Rigveda passage quoted on p. 304).
Whether the sense is properly *‘the living gods’® or rather ‘‘the gods who are effectively
there, who make their presence felt in the world,” I would not dare to say. It may be that
we have simply a generalizing relative clause, like GAAot pév ydp mévesg, Soor 9sof slo”
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§19. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN EXISTENCE; (FOR INDIVIDUALS)
AND EXISTENCE, (FOR EVENTS, PROPERTIES, STATES OF AFFAIRS)

We are now in a position to complete the third and final phase of our de-
scription. After the initial lexical survey of existential nuances for the verb
(§§ 2-4) we have given a syntactic analysis of five Homeric and one post-
Homeric sentence type which may be loosely called “‘existential” (§§ 5-11,
14-15, 18), together with the possessive (§ 12) and potential constructions
(§ 17) and various mixed or borderline cases (§§ 13 and 16). We have ob-
served that in only two of the Homeric sentence forms, in Types IV and V,
is the use of eiul strictly and properly existential; and to these two we may
now add the post-Homeric Type VI, It is for these three types, then, that I
shall propose a semantic analysis of the existential verb. But my analysis will
also apply to Types I-III, and to the copula-existential and possessive-
existential uses as well, precisely to the extent that these other sentence forms
are correctly construed as assertions or denials of existence.

I begin with Types IV and V, the two existential forms that clearly have a
role to play in the natural language prior to, or independent of, philosophical
speculation. In the next section I shall define a semantic role which is
common to these two types, in virtue of which they are both properly
described as “‘existential.” But first we consider the differences between the
two forms. For these differences are so marked that one might almost be
inclined to say that the two sentence types illustrate distinct senses of
‘‘existence.”

In Type IV the subject is typically a noun referring to persons or places;
in Type V it is an abstract action noun. In both cases we can translate a1t
by there is, but in the first case (and not in the second) we can often render
the verb as there is found, there is located, or as exists; and in the second case
(but not in the first) we may naturally render it as arises, occurs, takes place,
or lasts. This difference in lexical value for the verb is of course correlated
with the difference in syntactic category for the subject: in one case a first-
order nominal, in the other case an abstract noun (more precisely, in the exam-
ples which interest us, an action nominalization of a verb). Translating this
lexical and syntactic contrast into more philosophical language, we may say
that in Type I'V ot expresses the existence of individuals (persons, things) as
relatively stable items in the landscape or in the narrative, while in Type V
it expresses the temporal existence or occurrence of events and states of
affairs. Let us distinguish these two concepts as existence; and existence,
respectively.

&v "Ordumg (71, 5.877; cf. 1.566, etc.): *‘all the gods that there are, however many they
may be.”
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The question whether “‘exists” in English admits of different senses has
been much discussed. On the one hand there is the position of Quine who
denies that the word has distinct meanings; he holds that “‘exists,” like “‘true,”
is “unambiguous but very general.” 8 On the other hand several British
philosophers have distinguished two senses or uses of “exists” that closely
parallel the syntactic-lexical distinction just drawn. These authors contrast a
non-predicative or non-propositional use of “exists”, where the subject is
a definite individual, with a predicative or propositional use where the
subject is a concept or property and fo exist means fo be instantiated. This
corresponds to my distinction between Types IV and V, and between exis-
tence, and existence,, with one important difference. Whereas in my dis-
cussion the typical examples of subject-expressions for existence, are verbal
nouns like clamor, uproar, murder (xAayyn, 6padog, 9ovog), the philosophers
in question conceive of properties as expressed by predicate nouns (the
property of being a unicorn) or by the nominalizations of predicate adjectives
(virtue « X is virtuous).®® As was pointed our earlier, these two cases are
syntactically parallel in that they both have second-order nominals as subjects.
Philosophers have often overlooked this parallel, apparently because we
do not ordinarily speak of actions and events as “‘existing” but rather as
“taking place” or “‘occurring’’. But this seems to be only an accident of
idiom. In pre-philosophic Greek, on the other hand, existential sentences of
Type V are found almost exclusively with verbal nouns (i.e. state- or event-
words) as subject of elpi, so that I shall ignore the problem of existence state-
ments with quality nouns, numbers and the like as subject. (Existential
sentences with concrete sortal nouns like “gods’ or “‘centaurs” as subject of
glui fall below under Type VI.) For our purposes there is no need to decide
whether the distinction in question represents two different senses of “‘exists”

88 Word and Object, p. 131; cf. Methods of Logic, p. 198.

6% See Eric Toms, Being, Negation and Logic (Oxford, 1962) p. 28, who distinguishes
between (1) ““a basic, trivial, and non-propositional sense of ‘exists’... [in which we]
truly assert of a given individual subject that it ‘exists,” but this assertion is trivial since
the word ‘exists’ only repeats what is already presupposed by the fact that it is predicated
of something, i.e. of an existing thing;"’ and (2) a derivative and “‘significant’’ sense of
“‘exists’’ or ‘‘there is”’ in so-called existential propositions, which *‘say, in effect,... that
a certain idea, universal, or property (e.g. the property of being a unicorn) has instances
or has no instances.”” Toms insists that sense (2) presupposes sense (1), presumably because
the instances in question must ‘‘exist’’ in sense (1), i.e. as given, individual subjects. Strawson
has drawn a somewhat similar distinction between what he calls the non-predicative use
of “‘exists,”” which applies primarily to particulars as the paradigm case of logical (extra~
linguistic) subjects, i.e. as items to which reference can be made, and (2) a predicative use,
which applies only to ‘‘concepts or properties,”’ and where the use of “‘exists’’ serves to
declare, or deny, that the concept or property is instantiated (Individuals, p. 241). Strawson
also generalizes the non-predicative use (1) so that it may apply to ‘‘any type of thing
whatsoever”; but this generalization has the effect of eliminating the distinction which
concerns us here.
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or merely two applications of the same sense. I suggest, however, that those
who would distinguish two senses of “‘exist” have in mind syntactical and
lexical differences of the sort mentioned in the preceding paragraph; whereas
those who insist upon a single sense for “exists” wish to emphasize the
semantical role which (as we shall see) is the same in both types. If this is
correct, the debate about difference of sense for “exists” is not properly a
debate about “‘exists’ but about the sense of the word ‘‘sense” and about
the criteria for sameness of sense. And this is not a question which needs to
be discussed here.

Thus I distinguish existence, (for individual subjects) and existence, (for
abstract subjects, as expressed by action nouns) merely to call attention to
the syntactical and lexical contrasts which have been described. We may say,
then, that the existence which is affirmed or denied in a Type IV use of elpi is
existence,, the presence or being-there for persons and objects in the world.
And this is the existence which is always taken for granted for the subjects
of true elementary sentences — including elementary sentences with copula be.
Thus the existence, which is expressed by eiu{ in Type IV is the existence
which is presupposed or implied by any elementary (or near-elementary) use
of any verb, including any elementary use of €ip{.?0 This connection between
the role of eilpui as existential operator in Type IV and the elementary or
first-order uses of the same verb will be of some importance when we con-
sider the whole system of uses for the verb. For the moment I simply note that
it is this same existence, for individual persons or things that is expressed in
Types II-1II1, in the copula- or locative-existential, and in the possessive-
existential — whenever the subject is a first-order nominal and insofar as the
use of the verb is properly existential.

The expression of existence,, on the other hand, seems almost to be
limited to Type V uses of elui. (The only apparent exception is provided
by the mixed cases where Type V overlaps with the possessive construction:
above, § 12 sentences 67-72.) In fact the lexical and syntactical features of
Type V are not quite as isolated as. they seem: we shall find something similar
in the case of the veridical construction, where elu{ takes a sentential subject.
As it turns out, the borderline between existence, and the veridical value is
true, is a fact is not always easy to draw. However, the contrast between
existence, and existence, is just as clear as the difference between the subject
of the verb in the two cases. In grammatical terms it is as clear as the dis-

79 This is merely the reformulation in linguistic terms of the logical law Fy—+@Qx) Fx.
See, for example, the discussion in Strawson’s Individuals, pp. 234f. I am assuming that
the quantifier is interpreted (with Quine and most logicians) as a genuine existence claim,
and not with the wider value proposed by Leéniewski. For the latter view, see C. Lejew-
ski, ““Logic and Existence’, British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 5 (1954), 10411,
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tinction between first-order nominals and nominalized verbs or sentences.
In philosophical terms it is as clear as the distinction between individuals and
events or between individuals and states of affairs. When the distinction is
formulated in this way, we need not hesitate to describe Type VI also as an
expression of existence,, the existence of individuals: There is no Zeus; The
gods exist.

§20. THE SEMANTIC ROLE OF THE EXISTENTIAL VERB

Having distinguished the two kinds (or senses) of existence expressed in Types
IV and V, we must now give an account of the semantic function which the
two types have in common. It turns out that this function is not essentially
different from that of the veridical use of &ipi.

We may take as our clue the fact that both in Type IV and Type V the
verb &ipf has the syntactic status of a sentence operator. This means that the
verb in each case is construed with an embedded sentence or operand. It is
natural to conclude that, just as at the level of syntax we analyze an existential
sentence into two components, we must do likewise at the level of logical
function or semantics. In the syntactical analysis we have distinguished (1) one
or more underlying operand sentences (which, for simplicity, I here assume
to be elementary sentences, requiring no further decomposition), and (2) a
sentence operator represented by eipf. In the logical analysis I propose to
make a corresponding distinction between (1) the descriptive content of the
sentence and (2) the semantic component, where *‘semantic” is intended in
the strong sense to indicate a use of the extra-linguistic concepts of truth and
reference. Speaking somewhat loosely we may say that the descriptive content
of a sentence says something about the world; the semantic component says
something about the relation between this descriptive content and the world
to which it refers or which it purports to describe. The descriptive content
may be of unlimited variety; but the semantic component is uniformly two-
valued: positive and negative, yes and no. In Greek, £o1t poses the semantic
relation as actually obtaining, i.e. it poses the descriptive content as present
in the world; obk Eoti denies this posit. We might compare the descriptive
content with Wittgenstein’s Sinn, what a proposition ‘“‘shows” in each
particular case (Tractatus 4.022). The semantic component, on the other
hand, is what the proposition “says™ in every case: “This is how things stand”
(Es verhdlt sich so und so, 4.5). Thus the proposition restricts reality to a yes
or no answer (4.023).7

71 My own distinction between descriptive content and semantic component was directly
inspired not by Wittgenstein’s remarks but by Arthur Danto’s development of this insight
in his theory of semantic vehicles and semantic values. (See his Analytical Philosophy of
Knowledge, Cambridge University Press, 1968, Chapter Seven.) A semantical vehicle is
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The semantic component envisaged by Wittgenstein’s remarks is just the
truth claim implicit in every declarative sentence. But in a sentence of the
form That is true or That is a fact, this component is articulated separately
as a sentence operator is frue, is a fact — an operator which may be expressed
in Greek by a veridical use of Eott. In the typical forms of the veridical
construction (as we shall see in detail in the next chapter), the descriptive
content is formulated separately in one or more distinct sentences, which
may be referred to by a pro-word like that in the examples just given. In such
a case, the descriptive component will appear as underlying subject, the
semantic component as surface predicate. But this veridical use is merely the
overt expression of a general duality of logical function between semantic
value and descriptive content which we find reflected in the operator-operand
structure of all existential sentences of Types IV and V. As in the veridical
construction so also in these two types: the semantic component, the Yes or
No claim, is expressed by £ott or odk ot Note that both in the veridical and
in Types IV and V the verb eiul occurs only in the third person singular.
From the purely syntactic point of view we may regard this restriction as a
natural consequence of the fact that such sentences have either a sentential
structure (in the veridical), an abstract noun (in Type V), or an indefinite
pronoun (in Type IV) as subject. But from the logical point of view the
occurrence of only two forms, one affirmative and one negative, is just what
we would expect for an expression of the positive and negative semantic
values: frue, false; exists, does not exist; occurs, fails to occur.’

This dual structure is most fully articulated in the case of Type IV, where
the descriptive operand and the existential operator £ott occur as two distinct
clauses in the surface syntax of a single sentence. For example in our
specimen sentence 84 for Type IV (vBv &’ odk &3 O¢g 115 Savatov @dyy),

anything which bears (or can bear) a plus or a minus semantic value, e.g. frue and false
in the case of a (declarative) sentence. Other semantic vehicles in Danto’s analysis are
concepts (with the values instantiated, not instantiated), terms (which refer or fail to refer),
and pictures (which represent or fail to represent). In my version, the semantic vehicle is
represented by the operand sentence (or sentences) with its descriptive content; Danto’s
semantic values, plus and minus, correspond to my semantic component as expressed by
the sentence operators £ati and odx EoT1 respectively.

72 My remarks apply without qualification only to the declarative forms in present tense,
where the semantic operator can appear only as ¥oti or obx Eati. As we have seen, past
and future tenses of iui in Types IV and V will reflect the tense of the underlying operand
sentence, and to this extent the function of the verb is not limited to the expression of a
semantic value. Furthermore, to take account of interrogative and optative forms of IV
and V we would have to qualify the notion of semantic component in certain obvious
ways, recognizing the possibility of secondary modifications in which the primary semantic
value or posit (yes or no, o1t or obx Eoti) in turn becomes the object of doubt or ques-
tion, wish or desire. Compare our remarks above on modalities and my own development
of this doctrine in Chapter V §§2-2a.



312 VI. THE VERB OF EXISTENCE

the descriptive content is given in the operand sentence that underlies the
relative clause: (Someone) will escape death, (11) Savarov pevfetar. The
semantic component, on the other hand, is provided by the existential
operator that imposes the form of a relative clause upon this operand:
There is (no) one who (obx) Eon1 &g (11g). If we analyze 84 within its full
context, we see that the descriptive content is further specified by partitive
genitives restricting the range of the subject term &g 71 and by another
relative clause: 8v ke Jedg ve/... &ufig &v yepol Bainot “whom the gods
cast into my hands.” (See above, p. VI-78.) Now relative clauses, as Quine
has remarked, “‘afford admirably flexible means of formulating conditions
for objects to fulfill.” 73 Thus the full descriptive content of 84 may be given
as follows: (There is no one) who will escape death, whom the gods place in my
hands, of all the Trojans, but above all of the sons of Priam. Ignoring the last
a fortiori refinement, the descriptive content can be reformulated as a set of
conditions on an extra-linguistic subject x: (i) x is a Trojan warrior, (ii) the
gods place x in Achilles’ hands, (iii) x will escape death. The semantic
component represented by the sentence operator obx Eomt (§otig) asserts
that there is no such (extra-linguistic) subject, i.e. that the conditions (i)~
(iii) are not jointly satisfied for any value of x. Thus we can say that the logical
function of the sentence operator st in Type IV is to posit an extra-
linguistic subject for one or more elementary sentences, while the function
of obk Eott is to deny such a posit. (Note that the extra-linguistic subject
may be represented not only by a grammatical subject but also by the object
of the verb, as in the operand sentence corresponding to (ii).)

Whether we speak here of the existence of an appropriate individual or of
the satisfaction of a condition (as formulated in an open sentence), we may
in either case describe the general function of £oti as the assignment of the
positive semantic value. Thus the semantic function of £oti/odk Eoti corre-
sponds to that of such English pairs as there is/there is not, occurs/does not
occur, true/false. So generalized, this account of the semantic function applies
not only to the existential operator of Type IV but also to the veridical use
and to the use of Eott as surface predicate or verb of occurrence in Type V.
Thus in our specimen 9 of Type V in § 15, dugl 6£ mv xhayyn vexbov Ay,
we have a descriptive content formulated by the underlying sentence dpoi
wv vékveg ExdayEav “Around him the dead clamored.” The transformation
represented by fjv as surface predicate involves a nominalization of the
operand verb (ExhayEav—xhayyi + past tense, the latter reflected in the
tense of v) with a secondary inflection of the operand subject (véxveg—
vexbwv). The operator Eoti (now appearing as 1v) assigns the positive

8 Word and Object, p. 110,
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semantic value it occurs (that...). As semantic operator in Type V £omi thus
asserts that the action of the operand sentence takes place; in other words, it
asserts the truth of this operand sentence in a particularly expressive or
emphatic form.

In Type V the semantic transformation really affects the operand sentence
as a whole, but its direct target in surface structure is the underlying verb
which it nominalizes. In this respect, and in this respect only, the verb of
occurrence in Type V differs from the veridical use of elpl described in the
next chapter. For in the veridical use it is the operand sentence as a whole
which is construed as grammatical subject for ot (e.g. as antecedent for
tabta in Eotu tabta). Hence the particularly close connection between the
use of €o11 as verb of occurrence in Type V, expressing existence,, and the
veridical use of the verb where it expresses truth or fact.?4 In Type IV, on
the other hand, the operand verb remains as a finite form in third person, and
the surface focus of the semantic operator is on the (generalized) operand
subject which also serves as subject for o7i. Since in Type IV this subject is
typically an individual object, and most typically a person, the operator
£omu expresses existence,. Thus we see that the lexical and conceptual differ-
ences between existence,, existence,, and the notion of truth correspond
exactly to the syntactical differences between sentences of Type IV, Type V,
and the veridical construction. But the logical function of ¥511 and obx EoTt
in the assignment of a positive or negative semantic value is the same in all
three cases. We may bring out this parallelism by three English sentence
forms which correspond roughly in meaning to the sentence operators of
Types IV, V and the veridical, in that order: (a) There is someone (something)
such that he (it) ..., (b) It happened (occurred, took place) that ..., and (c) It is
the case that....

In attempting to elucidate the notion of a positive semantic value we may
say that o1 as operator poses a relation between a given descriptive content
and the world to which it refers or which it purports to describe, or, more
specifically, that it poses the descriptive content as actually present in the world.
This is an essentially metaphorical mode of speech; but there seems to be no
other mode available if we are to give anything beyond a formal account of
the concepts of existence and truth. In formal terms we might say that the
positive semantic value means that certain truth conditions are satisfied. The
specifically existential idea could be made more precise but scarcely clarified
74 For the underlying equivalence between (The event of) Socrates rumning took place
and That Socrates ran is true, see the remarks of Wilfrid Sellars in The Logical Way of
Doing Things, ed. K. Lambert (1969), p. 229. In the full veridical construction, however,
the clause with elul is correlated with a verb of speaking or thinking that has no counter-

part in a Type V construction. The parallel drawn in the text applies only between Type V
and what I call the essive clause of the veridical. See Chapter VII §3.
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by saying that a sentence form containing a variable x is satisfied for some
values of the variable, Perhaps the best formal analogue to the intuitive
notion of existence as presence in the world is the notion in model theory of
membership in a model, where a model is a set-theoretical structure consisting
of a class of individuals, a class of sub-classes of these individuals, a class of
ordered pairs of individuals, and so on. This analogy has its limits, of course,
but there does seem to be a similar basic spatial intuition which helps to
give meaning to the primitive relation of membership in set theory.?s

If we accept this metaphor of presence in the world for a given individual
and more generally for a given descriptive content as offering a natural
account of our intuitive notion of a positive semantic value, we can see
an obvious connection between the semantic function of eip{ and the more
elementary, descriptive value to be located (somewhere), to be present (in a
place, near a person) which is characteristic of the locative copula as well as
of various locative-existential uses. For example in analyzing Type I in
§§ 8-9 we saw that the rhetorical function of this type, namely to introduce
its subject into the narrative, can be understood in the light of its logical
function as posing or locating the subject in the universe of discourse to
which the narrative refers. I suggested that both the rhetorical and the logical
functions are made possible by — at least they are often connected with — the
elementary use of the verb in statements of place. Although I do not claim
that this is the only way in which the semantic function of the verb in Types
IV and V is connected with other, more elementary uses of eipd, it does seem
that some such privileged link between the locative copula and the verb of
existence is confirmed not only by the importance of the locative component
in Types II and I1I but also by the intuitive conviction in Greek thought that
being something entails being somewhere, so that what is nowhere is nothing
at all.78

76 Compare A.A. Fraenkel’s remark onthe membership relation: “‘x ey may be read
‘x is a member (or element) of y’ or “x is contained in 3 or ‘x belongs to 3’ or *y contains
x (as a member)’”* (4bstract Set Theory, p. 12). Some logicians like to describe a set in
picturesque terms as a group of arbitrary objects surrounded by a kind of lasso. And of
course the standard representation for a set shows a pair of brackets {....}, within which
lie the members (or rather their symbols).
78 In view of the apparently Heideggerian flavor of some of my conclusions, I ought to
point out that my use of the expression to be present in the world is intended to suggest
something much more like Wittgenstein's notion of the world as *‘the totality of facts”
(and, I would add, of persons and things), just as my idea of the semantic component is
dependent upon Wittgenstein’s notion of the pictorial or projective relation between
a sentence and the world. Whether any deep connection can be established between these
notions and Heidegger’s concepts of in-der-Welt-sein and innerweltlich Seiendes is an
important question to which I do not pretend to offer an answer,

There is also something in common between my spatial metaphors of posing and being
present in the world and Husserl’s characterization of the “‘natural standpoint” (natirliche



§21. AN ANALYSIS FOR TYPE VI 315

§21. THE PROBLEM OF AN ANALYSIS FOR TYPE VI

My distinction between descriptive content and semantic component en-
counters an obvious difficulty in the case of Type V1. Whereas the descriptive
content of Types IV and V is represented in the syntactic analysis by an
operand sentence, the analysis of VI yields only a proper name (like Zeus) or
a common noun (like the gods) as representative of the underlying content to
which a positive or negative semantic value is to be attached. If, as I have
claimed, the properly existential uses of &iu{ must have the second-order
syntax of a sentence operator, what is the form of the underlying sentential
operand in Type VI: There is no Zeus, The gods exist?

Modern logic tends to answer this question differently in the case of Type
VIA, where the subject is a proper name like Zeus, and in Types VIB and C,
where it is a common noun or general term like gods or centaur. In the
second case the subject noun is reconstrued as predicate, so that The gods
exist is analyzed in the form There is something which is a god, i.e. (3x) Fx. In
the case of proper nouns, however, the most common analysis of existential
statements takes the form (3x) (x =a). Thus Zeus exists means there is some-
thing which is identical with Zeus. Quine’s proposal for the elimination of
proper names from canonical notation is essentially a proposal to assimilate
the latter case to the former, by construing is Zeus as formally equivalent to
is a god. In linguistic terms, this means regarding the nuncupative I am Charles
as a case of the ordinary nominal copula, like I am (a) professor. In every
case, and on either reading of Zeus exists, the logical transcription gives us
an open sentence (with variable x) as the descriptive content that is “closed”
by the existential quantifier, which assigns to this open sentence a positive
or negative semantic value. If we draw the obvious parallel between these
formulae and our own syntactic types, we see that the logical construal of
Type VI existentials gives them the underlying form of Type IV.

In the long run we need not quarrel with this familiar logical analysis of
the deep structure of Type VI. But it has the short-run disadvantage of
concealing the genuine oddity of this Type VI use of elpi as a sentence form
in surface structure. For the logical transcription has the effect of eliminating

Einstellung) as an acceptance of the world of objects and pessons as da-seiend, vorhanden
(Ideen §§29-31). But for Husser] as for Heidegger the world is relativized to an individual
subject, as there or present for me in experience. By contrast, when I speak of posing objects
or contents in the world, I do not mean locating them in my world or in that of any par-
ticular subject. I mean their presence or location in the intersubjective world of a unified
spatio-temporal system, the system we presuppose as the universe of discourse for an
interpretation of the texts under discussion.

For further remarks on the connection between the ideas of existence and location,
see Chapter VIII §4.
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a significant discrepancy between Types IV and VI as they actually occur in
Greek. It is characteristic of Type IV uses of eluf that the verb does not appear
as copula in the operand sentence underlying the relative clause: for example,
it does not occur in the source of either of the two relative clauses in our
sample sentence “(There is no one) who will escape death now, whom the
god puts into my hands.” The identification of the extra-linguistic subject as
a person (or, to put it more precisely, the specification of the range of appro-
priate extra-linguistic subjects as persons) is not given by a predicate expres-
sion but by the personal pronoun “who” or “whom” (8¢, &v). In the logical
rewriting of such a sentence, however, these pronouns will be replaced by
a neutral referential x, and the specification of this x as a person can be given
only by a predicate expression: “There is no x, such that x is a man (a Trojan
warrior, etc.) and x will escape death.” By this means every example of Type
IV comes to have a copula use of be or a formal equivalent thereof in its
logical transcription. Hence no essential gap appears between such sentences
and Type VI existentials: “There is no x (some x) such that x is a god.” The
latter is simply shorter than the former: its elementary component consists of
only one predicate construction (Fx), whereas several are present in the
formulae corresponding to Type IV. But in the actual use of elu{ in Greek,
the difference between Types VI and IV is not a difference of length or
complexity but a difference of syntactic form: in Type IV the verb £oti serves
once only, as semantic operator; in Type VI it seems to serve twice, both as
semantic operator and as predicative verb in the underlying operand, if we
reconstruct this operand in the way just suggested: “there is something such
that it is a god.”

I propose to follow the logical analysis of Type VI sentences in quantifica-
tion theory to the extent of admitting that every properly existential use of
elul must be syntactically second-order.”” But I shall not follow the logical
transcription insofar as it suggests that every existential use of elu{ has a
copula be in its operand, or insofar as it implies that there is no difference in
syntactic form between a copula operand and one with an elementary verb
(since both will be represented in logic as Fx). In the analysis which I propose
for Type VI existentials, we recognize (i) a use of eipl as existential sentence
77 This implies, of course, that exists in English is also a complex, second-order predicate
and not an elementary verb. The syntactic analysis of Electrons exist or Unicorns do not
exist should in principle be the same as for Type VI sentences in Greek. However, this
fact is obscured in English and in other modern languages by the presence of a *‘technical’’
verb exist, derived from the philosophical vocabulary of medieval Latin, with no living
connections either with the copula or with any other forms of be. Far from being a logical
adv