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Preface

This book began its life as a short follow-up to my earlier work on
word order in Herodotus. Naively, I reckoned that I would test my
conclusions about Greek word order in a different corpus, and that
I could do this in a year at the Center for Hellenic Studies. In reality,
this project has taken me a good number of years which I have spent
in several different places. I am grateful to acknowledge here the
friendship and expertise offered by many along the way, as well as
the more formal assistance from institutions.

The story starts in Amsterdam, and what follows is still very much
an Amsterdam book. I am grateful to old friends, who have done
more than merely tolerate this foreign transplant who flies in once in
a while and then pretends she is not a tourist. Harm Pinkster was a
supportive friend and unbelievably prompt reader throughout,
resigned to digging out his Sophocles text whenever new mail in an
unreadable Greek font arrived from Chicago. The conference on
the language of Sophocles organized in September 2003 by Irene de
Jong and Albert Rijksbaron was a wonderful occasion that brought
together outside speakers, but also two long-standing strengths of the
UvA Classics department: Greek tragedy and Greek linguistics.

A side effect of emigration is the illusion that in one’s absence,
nothing really changes. The conference was a lively affair, and only
reinforced the idea that Amsterdam was still the same Amsterdam.
Sadly, things have actually changed in the last few years, and quite
drastically. I want to record my gratitude here to Machtelt Bolkestein,
Siem Slings, and Cees Ruijgh, three inspiring linguists and teachers
who are greatly missed.

After a brief sojourn in Hamburg, my American adventure began
in September 1996. The Center for Hellenic Studies proved to be
everything that former fellows claim for it, and our cohort was of
course the most brilliant, creative, and outgoing group of junior
fellows ever. Movie nights and trips to the gym (allowing for a stop
on the way back for pistachios and ice cream) made this especially
evident. Debby Boedeker and Kurt Raaflaub, the joint directors of the
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Center, did their utmost to advise us in our professional pursuits but
also to make everybody feel at home at 3100 Whitehaven Street. For
the European fellows, their inventive approach to everything from
pumpkin carving to Monticello made this a very special ‘American
Civ. 101"

Thanks not least, I am sure, to this year at the Center, I landed
in Chicago in 1997. I am grateful to my colleagues at the time for taking
a chance on this untested person, and I am grateful to our students
for being crazy enough to want to learn Greek, and for continuing to
teach me how to teach better. Their initial shock at my self-identi-
fication as a ‘linguist, which most of them took to be a different
profession rather than an area of research within Classics, has sub-
sided—I think! Successive chairs from Bob Kaster to Shadi Bartsch and
Humanities deans Phil Gossett and Janel Mueller provided the right
environment for junior faculty to thrive. In the last two years, it
was especially Elizabeth Asmis and Shadi Bartsch who could be
counted on for encouragement. Liz commented on large portions of
the manuscript, and if the text before you is now somewhat readable,
this is in no small part thanks to her.

The School of Historical Studies of the Institute for Advanced Study
awarded a membership for the academic year 2000/01 which provided
for a year in Princeton. This was punctuated by visits to the Classics
departments of Princeton and Yale, and the Columbia Classical Civil-
ization Seminar, all of which provided needed oxygen as a supplement
to the rarefied circumstances of the Institute and offered varying
degrees of scepticism and enthusiasm about my account of word order
in Sophocles, which have helped me to articulate my arguments more
clearly. Oxygen was provided on Institute grounds by fellow members,
including Michele Lowrie and Monroe Price, and in New York by
David Sider, who urged the undeniable fact that the city was only a
train ride away.

Back in Chicago, the book still needed to be finished. It now is,
thanks to the efforts of some people whom I have not mentioned as
yet because they are not as easily placed in this narrative of changing
places. Some were there almost from the beginning, even if at quite a
distance. Fellow linguists Phil Baldi, Stephen Colvin, Eleanor Dickey,
and Andrew Garrett, both by their friendship and by their initiatives
for conferences and workshops, provide needed reassurance from
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time to time that there is such a field as synchronic classical linguistics
in the United States.

More importantly, if this book sometimes sounds informed about
tragic texts, it is due to David Sansone, who, much as he might deny
it, is a Greek linguist in his own right, but unlike me actually knows
tragedy. He patiently waited for the sequel to WOAG to materialize,
and without his encouragement it might never have done so. David
tried valiantly to explain Euripides to me, a Sophocles person, made
valuable suggestions of all kinds along the way, and saved me from
numerous errors and infelicities.

The final stages of this project came with further readers, which
resulted in helpful feedback from, among others, Eleanor Dickey,
Donald Mastronarde, and Ruth Scodel. Two students helped out as
well. At a crucial time, John Paulas saved me a lot of work by helping
to compile the bibliography. Alison Lanski removed all ‘design,
checked the references, prepared an index of passages, changed
abbreviations, removed oddities—and then sometimes, in fact
more times than we both care to remember, cheerfully put them
back in. Additional good cheer provided by the ARTFL crew and the
2004 Summer Classics students made it a liveable final few months.

The text used throughout is that of the Oxford Classical Texts
series, and translations follow those of the Loeb Classical Library
unless indicated otherwise. Permission to reproduce is hereby gratefully
acknowledged.

All remaining errors are mine.

Chicago, August 2004
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Introduction

Greek tragedy is a genre firmly rooted in time and place. The heyday
of the genre was the late fifth century BcE, and its focal point was
Athens. Ever since, audiences and readers have been enthralled by
what these few decades of great writing produced. Recent decades of
scholarship, besides continuing the fundamental work of editing
and annotating, have sought to understand these works more fully
as products of their time and culture on the one hand, and as
performance scripts for the stage on the other.

The book lying before you does not fall naturally into any of these
established categories of scholarship on tragedy. It does not edit or
annotate, it does not focus on fifth-century culture or politics, nor
does it particularly address issues of performance. What I will study
here is an important component of the language of tragic dialogue
which has received surprisingly little attention, namely its word order.

Tragic dialogue was stylized in many respects. Its lexicon differed
from that of everyday spoken Attic, and so did its syntax. It was
predominantly composed in iambic trimeters, so that in effect the actors
on stage were speaking poetry, not prose, to each other (and to them-
selves in their monologues). Going by these formal characteristics, there
is much to be said for studying the language of tragic dialogue as poetry
first and foremost; that is, to study the formal features of passages and
individual lines, such as the metrical constraints and variables of the
trimeter line, the use of specifically poetic words, and so on.

But while it is undeniable that the Athenians did not hear Antigone or
Creon, or even the Guard, speak their own language in all details of
form, at the same time, they were listening to arguments and laments
and questions and answers (the universal functions served by language),
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and they followed the action of the play from beginning to end. And
so do we when reading tragedy. We interpret the characters’ words,
anticipate their reactions, and form opinions on their moral character
or rhetorical prowess. It is this aspect of tragic language, its communi-
cative force, that will be central to my approach. I will be asking how
Athenians, and we, should understand these lines, and how we can judge
their communicative effect. How can a poet effectively characterize
Antigone and Creon, or how does he expect us to follow Oedipus’
interrogation of the shepherd, unless he draws on some common core
of Greek grammar that is shared by the spoken language and by written
prose? And so, rather than concentrating on all the formal attributes that
separate tragic language from ‘normal’ language, I will analyse tragic
language as language, or better: communication,! first of all. It seems
obvious, after all, that we can only truly determine what exactly is poetic
about tragic dialogue by trying to analyse it as prose (or ‘language’) first.

The specific question I will address here is that of word order in tragic
dialogue. For this subject especially, the ‘poetry’ approach has been
predominant, while the fact that these lines were spoken on stage,
meant to be understood in ‘real time), so to speak, by the audience,
will be my starting point here.

In fact, the position of words in the trimeter line of classical Greek
drama has not seen the thoroughgoing investigation that the canonical
status of these works might lead one to expect. While exceptions to
certain rules of syntax are noted, commentators by and large eschew
the larger question of where a Greek author will place the words that
are especially salient or otherwise vital to the information structure.?
This is unfortunate, since many questions of interpretation rely crucially
on a correct evaluation of what specific point a character is making at

1 T take (verbal) communication in the broadest possible sense here: lying, misin-
forming, manipulating, expressing emotion, etc., all make use of (among other things)
linguistic means and can be interpreted by (among other methods) linguistic methods.
Compare Leech and Svartvik’s 1994 A Communicative Grammar of English, aimed at
fairly advanced students of English as a second language. In a section on ‘Mood, emotion,
and attitude’, they state (1994: 152): [W]e looked at the English language as a means of
giving and receiving information. But language is more than this: it is communication
between people. It often expresses the emotions and attitudes of the speaker, and the
speaker often uses it to influence the attitudes and behaviour of the hearer. It is a
common misconception that emotional utterances somehow do not involve grammar.

2 In this respect, the following non-committal text in a recent commentary (Mas-
tronarde 2002: 95) is typical: ‘Although Greek word-order is highly flexible even in prose
and the everyday spoken language, poetry is characterized by even more varied order. ..’
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a particular juncture in the play. Imagine, if you will, attending a play
where the actors speak their lines in a complete monotone: general
incomprehension or serious misunderstandings are bound to ensue.
What English expresses by means of intonation, and to a much lesser
extent by word order, is what we risk losing sight of when we ignore the
workings of Greek spoken verse.

The fact that dramatic dialogue is metrical has prompted scholars to
approach questions of word order and ‘emphasis’ in terms of metrical
structure (for the standard view see e.g. Campbell 1879: 76-9). If a
word is considered emphatic, this is taken to be a consequence of its
position in the trimeter line, rather than of its position in the clause
(which may or may not coincide with the line). This raises the question
of how the language of Greek drama relates to the spoken language of
the time, about which we can make certain assumptions on the basis
of Greek prose. Are the rules of word order rendered invalid when one
stops ‘speaking prose’? It seems unlikely that this would be the case.?

Past generations of scholarship have seen few dissenting voices, the
most important of them being Headlam, who insisted that the clause
and not the line should be the unit of analysis, and who correctly
observed that emphatic words precede non-emphatic words in the
Greek sentence.# Since then, developments in pragmatics and discourse
analysis have brought a more sophisticated theoretical apparatus, in
which ‘emphasis’ has made way for a set of more precise notions
(Focus, contrastive Topic), and with these we are better equipped to
account for Greek word order, instead of relying on what in Headlam’s
case was often ‘just’ superior Sprachgefiihl.

3 Work on discourse analysis—including that of living languages—often uses
dramatic texts. See for two examples Pinter in Burton (1980) or Moliere in Kerbrat-
Orecchioni (1990). My approach takes as its working hypothesis that word order is part
of the ‘common core’ of the language, that part of the grammar that is shared by all
registers of the language (cf. Leech and Svartvik 1994: 34), so that tragedy, despite its
high-style characteristics in diction especially, is therefore not excluded as a source of
data on word order.

4 ‘It is a strange fact that the order of words in a Greek sentence has never been
clearly appreciated. Each clause or section of a clause normally contains one part
which is stressed more highly than the rest; and with regard to the position of stress
Greek is exactly the opposite of English. In English normally, as in the sentence I am
writing, the unemphatic words come first; they are uttered in a monotone and lead
up to emphasis on the end; in Greek the emphatic are placed first and the unemphatic
follow after. This principle I have found the surest of all keys to understanding Greek.
(Headlam in Thomson 1938: ii.17).
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1.1 TOWARD A PRAGMATICS OF
TRAGIC DIALOGUE

What is Pragmatics?

‘Pragmatics is not at present a coherent field of study’ (Crystal 1997:
120).5 If we nevertheless try to define it, for instance as the study of all
those aspects of language that reflect its use in social interaction, it will be
clear that any one work can only address a tiny aspect of this larger subject
even when one confines one’s data to one genre in one language. Looked
at from a different perspective, there are many aspects of Greek grammar
that are considered ‘flexible’ in the standard grammars. On closer inspec-
tion, this typically means that if one studies only isolated sentences,
different forms seem equally ‘grammatical’: they are syntactically well-
formed, and their semantics make sense. Yet the language has a set of
alternative expressions. Why? It turns out that many of these differences,
often discarded as ‘stylistic’ in the past, can be described either by
reference to the external context (e.g. forms of addressS or politeness
phenomena,” for which the relationship between the speaker and ad-
dressee is important) or by the surrounding text (to greater or smaller
extent: aspect choice, definiteness, deictic reference, discourse particles).8

Greek word order has traditionally been described as free, or flexible,
meaning that, besides a number of rules that can be described in
syntactic terms, established categories of (especially) syntax cannot
adequately account for the variation found in texts. In Dik (1995),

5 Two introductions to pragmatics, in order of user-friendliness, are Yule (1999)
and Levinson (1983). More specifically relevant to the subject matter of this book is
work on discourse analysis, which can be considered a subfield of pragmatics: ‘In
discourse analysis, as in pragmatics, we are concerned with what people using
language are doing, and accounting for the linguistic features in the discourse as
the means employed in what they are doing. (Brown and Yule 1983: 26).

6 See Dickey (1996) on Greek forms of address. As I said in my review of this book
(Dik 1997b), scholars working on individual texts ignore her findings at their peril.
Comparison of Dickey on friendship terms in Plato with Halliwell (1995) is instructive.

7 Perhaps the pragmatically inspired article with the widest impact in Greek studies
is Michael Lloyd’s (1999) article on the so-called tragic aorist, which he re-examines in
the light of performativity and politeness.

8 This ‘definition’ of pragmatics as ‘everything that syntax and semantics do not care
about or cannot deal with’ is similar to Yule’s ‘pragmatics wastebasket’ (Yule 1999: 6).
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I described the function of referents and events in the larger discourse,
and the point being made in an individual clause in the development of
this larger discourse, that is, the pragmatic status of these entities, as
central to accounting for the position of words in Greek clauses.

This was not an unprecedented claim. Other languages had long
been described along similar lines, and other scholars had pointed to
‘logical’ determinants in Greek word order (Dover 1960), or, in an
earlier era, to how Greek sentences form a ‘natural progression’
following human thought (e.g. Weil 1879).

Since 1995, several shorter studies have appeared (Davidson 1997-8;
Edwards 2001; Mati¢ 2003). Davidson and Mati¢ are primarily directed
at a linguistic audience and are more quantitative in approach, but
appear to confirm my earlier conclusions, which were based on quali-
tative analysis of smaller samples. Edwards is more daring than I in
applying a similar mode of analysis to Homeric epic and Aeschylean
lyric, but I am in great sympathy with his insistence that we pay
attention to the listener. His is an immensely readable introduction,
which urges that we take word order seriously, and which forcefully
argues against the terribly common misunderstanding that to translate
faithfully is to translate word for word (Edwards 2001: 12-13).

1.2 THE CORPUS: TRAGIC DIALOGUE

In this study I propose an account of word order in tragic dialogue,
specifically the iambic trimeter in Sophocles. The other two major
tragedians, Aeschylus and Euripides, will feature less prominently,
mainly as material for comparison (in chapter 6 I will say more about
differences in techniques of composition that make Sophocles par-
ticularly suitable for my purposes here). By tragic ‘dialogue’ T will
simply mean the spoken passages more generally, regardless of how
many people on stage are talking to each other in a particular scene.

Since context is crucial in assessing the information structure of
utterances, I will not include the tragic fragments in this study. I also
exclude choral passages and lyrical monologues, although these may
occasionally be included for comparison. The reason for excluding lyric
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is, first of all, that a corpus that is homogeneous in text type is always to
be preferred, but also, once we leave dialogue, it becomes much harder
to ascertain with any certainty the thrust of a particular line, witness the
amount of interpretation and reinterpretation that these choral
odes continue to inspire to this day. Thirdly, we do not know enough
about performance practice to decide whether some of the same basic
assumptions hold for choral passages as for dialogue. We do know
that we miss some crucial information: the musical setting and the
choreography that was part and parcel of the choral odes. Further,
the choral passages tend not to propel a play’s plot forward. Rather, they
provide a more elaborate backdrop, create an atmosphere, and so on.
All of this makes it much harder to argue for lines in a choral ode
making a single ‘point’. All of this is not to say that pragmatic analysis of
lyric poetry is impossible, but merely that it is much harder to prove
or disprove arguments one way or the other.

Comedy may seem to present a more suitable corpus when one is
looking for language that is as close as possible to spoken classical Attic.
But while it is no doubt true that comedy resembled spoken Attic more,
the genre comes with its own set of complications. The comic poet
pursues two goals: furtherance of the plot, and the instant gratification
of puns and double entendres in every other line. We cannot be confi-
dent that we are ‘getting’ all of Aristophanes’ jokes; in fact we probably
do not. The comic’s tendency to have his text play with his audience’s
expectations at every turn makes comedy a tricky kind of text to work
with—too tricky, especially, if one is looking for lines to inform us
about what ‘normal’ dialogue would have looked like.® So Aristophanes,
too, will only make an occasional appearance in these pages.1°

Instead, Plato’s dialogues will be my ‘control sample) so to speak.
In the absence of any real spoken language of the classical period,
Plato’s dialogues are an excellent source for comparison if we want to

9 Werner (1969) offers a short piece on Aristophanes as ‘master of word order’,
but it suffers from the premise that words at the end of the line are always emphatic. It
would be interesting to see a study on the interaction of Aristophanic word order and
para prosdokian effects.

10 T should point out that an important requirement for successful communica-
tion (and consequently, for successful interpretation of communication) is that
speakers abide by Grice’s ‘co-operative principle’ (Grice 1975). Speakers in tragedy
can very well be antagonistic but will still abide by this principle; comedy, on the
other hand, flouts it as a matter of course.
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determine what is specific to the tragic trimeter.!! As Slings (1993, 1997,
2002) and others have argued, we should read both these types of texts
(tragic and Platonic dialogue) as ‘quasi-spoken’: a stylized form that
evokes actual spoken discourse with the audience (and invokes its rules)
despite the obvious touches of high art in diction and subject matter.

In my discussion of passages I will typically maintain the theatrical
illusion and refer to ‘what Antigone says’ or ‘how Creon reacts’—naive,
perhaps, but at least true to ideals of mimesis. I will assume throughout
that the tragic poets wanted their audience to listen to stage dialogue
as dialogue, invoking the audience’s communicative competence as
speakers and listeners.

It may be countered that such an analysis will be fatally flawed
because it fails to consider the communication which simultaneously
goes on at a higher level: that between author and audience. Admittedly,
the playwright has to incorporate into his characters’ lines material
which must be conveyed to the audience but is already known to the
characters. A straightforward example is formed by the elaborate
addresses that often open a play. Orestes’ paedagogus does not ‘need’
to address Orestes as fully as he does in the opening of Sophocles’
Electra, for instance. In principle, this might lead to rather artificial
dialogue, but the tragic corpus presents many inventive ways to supply
necessary information without breaking the illusion, or by breaking it
for only a short time. Again in the Electra, the prologue informs us of
the time and place of the action as part of a dialogue between Orestes
and the paedagogus upon their arrival in Mycenae. This upholding of the
dramatic illusion by Sophocles stands in sharp contrast to many Eu-
ripidean prologues in which the audience is addressed directly, as for
instance by Dionysus in the opening of the Bacchae.

Conversely, in situations in which characters on stage lack important
information that the audience does possess, and where words may mean
one thing to a character on stage but something else to the audience,
I would argue that a character’s lines must still constitute a felicitous
(pragmatically appropriate) utterance to the character and to his
onstage interlocutors, even if the audience will construe the utterance
differently. More specifically, the prominence of a word in a character’s

11 Occasionally examples will also be taken from rhetoric (Lysias, Demosthenes)
and historical narrative (Herodotus, Thucydides).
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lines should follow naturally from the character’s assessment of its
importance. For instance, it would be out of character for Iocaste in
her account of Laius’ death to give the location of the accident any
prominence in her account.

1.3 THE QUESTION AT HAND

What does one do when accounting for word order? As already
mentioned, Greek has been described as a language with ‘free’ word
order. In fact all this means is that the system of rules that governs
Greek word order shows variation of a kind that would not be
allowed in a language like English, in which syntax is the dominant
factor in determining word order. But the fact that Greek does not
have strict rules for the placement of subject, object, and verb does
not mean that there are no rules at all. Here I will investigate whether
the principles ruling word order in Greek, as described by Headlam,
Thomson, Dover, and others, which are pragmatic or communicative
rather than syntactic in nature, remain valid in tragic dialogue.
Chapter 2 introduces the theoretical framework for this study,
based on Functional Grammar, which offers more precise definitions
for the intuitive categories found in earlier scholarship.

This approach will offer an alternative to descriptions that have
ignored clause structure in favour of metrical structure. Scholars who
have favoured a metrical approach appear to have assumed that Greek
word order only has ‘optional’ rules which can easily be overridden by
metrical considerations, and have proceeded to explore the metrical
characteristics of the trimeter quite fully and admirably, achievements
which I will not even attempt to emulate, since I do not think there is
much left to be learnt here.

The studies of metrical structure have not yielded a systematic
account of word order in tragic dialogue, however, and the fact that
the rules of Greek word order are not always transparent to us is not
sufficient reason to assume that they are somehow irrelevant for the
production of meaningful utterances in metre. It seems high time to
redress the balance somewhat, and accordingly, I will start from the
other side, by applying to tragic dialogue what we know about word
order in prose.
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I will therefore be approaching spoken verse as spoken language first
and foremost, and as verse/poetry second. As a consequence, I will not
focus on such traditionally ‘certified” word-order phenomena as hyper-
baton, prolepsis, and postponed interrogatives. My aim is not so much
to shed light on an old anthology of sentences; rather,  want to find out
how we can describe the trimeter line in such a way that it becomes
easier to appreciate its communicative structure. What I will present
here is therefore basically divided into the following parts. The core
chapters of this book, up to and including chapter 5, are devoted to my
main aim of discussing word order in tragic dialogue as if it were prose;
in the concluding chapters 6 and 7 I use this newly laid foundation to
reconsider the contributions of metre.

1.4 A FIRST ILLUSTRATION

The following example can serve as a brief illustration of the approach
taken here. When at OT 122-3 we hear or read Creon’s lines,

(1.1) Cr. Aqords épaoke ovvTvxdvTas od wid
pOUN KTavely vv, dAXa odv mAfler yepdov.

(Soph. OT'122-3)

He said that robbers encountered them and killed him;
he died not through one man’s strength, but by the
hands of many.

we may well come to the conclusion—in fact we should—that Apords
(robbers) and wud (one) are highly salient words here, reinforced in the
next line by oov mA7fer yepdv (with many hands).

Nothing controversial so far. But are we also entitled to associate the
salience of these two words, Ayords and wg, with their position at the
extremes of the trimeter line? I have argued elsewhere that there is little
evidence to support such an association (Dik 1998; chapter 6 will revisit
this argument). On the other hand, there are other good reasons to
consider Ayords and pd formally marked as salient. In chapter 3, I will
argue that a description of Greek word order as following a basic pattern
of Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder (see chapter 2, and for a fuller
discussion, Dik 1995) can be applied to tragic dialogue as well. Applying
such an analysis here, I would say that Apords is in the preverbal Focus
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position (this constituent presents the most salient piece of information
in the clause; and is even placed to precede the governing verb épaoxe,
an example of the ‘certified phenomenon’ known as prolepsis). As to
wid, it precedes its noun, with the entire noun phrase preceding the
infinitive kraveiv. [ will argue in chapter 4 that, as I proposed for prose
in Dik (1997a), this position of wid in relation to its noun constitutes
the marked position for modifiers in noun phrases.

It is only after looking at w.d from the point of view of prose word
order, I believe, that we can fruitfully once again consider the line and
point out that its separation by the line boundary from the noun
reinforces the effect of the modifier-noun ordering. Moreover, it can be
shown that in cases where a modifier like g appears at line end without
such a runover into the next line, it will not be as salient. In other words, it
is not so much the position in the line as the position in the clause in
combination with that in the line that marks words as salient.

As to Anords and the beginning of the line, it will be obvious that
we cannot find out much about the contribution of line-initial
position to the salience of a word, as long as the word we are looking
at is also clause-initial, since both the metrical and ‘prose’ approaches
predict that such initial words are salient. Rather, we should seek out
those cases where line and clause beginnings do not coincide. This
will help us better to estimate the contributions of line and clause.

Fortunately, there are many such instances, especially in Sophocles,
and in chapter 6 I will show how Sophocles manages to reconcile the
grammatical and metrical dimensions of word placement to optimum
effect. While line and clause do reinforce each other often, things are
not always as straightforward as in our example from the OT, and
Sophocles introduces some interesting complications that are rarer in
the other tragedians.

1.5 FROM METRE TO GRAMMAR AND
BACK: A SYNOPSIS

Before we return to metre, I will present the case for grammar in
chapters 3 to 5.

Chapter 2 will be devoted to an explanation of the theoretical frame-
work to be used, and to a further definition of what does and does not
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fall under the scope of word order as studied in the rest of this book. The
two main domains to be studied here are the clause (as in Dik 1995) and
the noun phrase (as in Dik 1997a). For both of these, Greek allows
variation in word order; for instance, at the level of the clause, subjects
can precede or follow verbs, and at the level of the noun phrase,
adjectives and other kinds of modifiers can precede or follow nouns.

There are, however, some much stricter rules of word order, and they
concern the placement of postpositive elements. Because these can never
occur in clause-initial position, and are virtually restricted to clause-
second position, they constitute important markers for clausal bound-
aries, and it will be important to consider postpositives especially when
they appear in what seem to be later positions in a clause. As Dover
pointed out a long time ago, the distinction between postpositive and
so-called Mobile elements is not always clear, however. I have argued
elsewhere (Dik 2003) that some instances of the ‘emphatic’ personal
pronoun in both Platonic and tragic dialogue are in fact far from
emphatic, but should rather be analysed as postpositive. At various
points in the discussion I will deal with additional instances of post-
positive treatment of Mobiles, such as the use of forms of av1jp ‘the man’
as an anaphoric expression.

While the placement of postpositives allows us more clearly to see
the articulation of sentences into clauses,'2 the order of constituents
within clauses and the order of words within constituents can be
explained with the help of pragmatic analysis. For clauses, I have
proposed a basic ordering pattern in terms of the pragmatic functions
of constituents. In short, pragmatically marked elements (constituents
with Topic or Focus status) will precede the verb, and elements that are
unmarked will follow the verb. In the noun phrase, I have argued
elsewhere that pragmatics plays a role as well: modifiers will precede
the noun only if they are the most salient element in the noun phrase.

In introducing the pragmatic functions I will be using in my
analysis, chapter 2 discusses the important difference between a
given-new distinction on the one hand, and the concepts of Topic
and Focus on the other. Describing Greek word order solely on the
basis of given-new distinctions may seem a more objective form of

12 By clauses, I mean the main and subordinate clauses of traditional grammar:
any clauses with finite verbs.
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analysis, but it falls short in accounting for the evidence. The role
of constituents in the presentation and structuring of utterances is of
crucial importance.

The next three chapters form the core of the book. Chapter 3 is an
investigation of constituent order in the clause on the basis of the
pragmatic framework set out in chapter 2, similar to the chapters
devoted to individual verbs in Dik (1995) on Herodotus. In com-
paring many occurrences of a group of semantically similar verbs,
that is, in examining a large number of sentences referring to similar
events, it becomes easier to compare the relative importance of, say,
subject constituents, in their context, and link this to where these
constituents are found in the clause. In keeping with one of the major
preoccupations of the genre, I study verbs of dying in Sophocles,
Aeschylus, and Euripides in order to assess word order in the clause.
Chapter 4 turns to the noun phrase and analyses the position of
modifiers, along the lines of Dik 1997a on Herodotus. Here I con-
sider two semantically very different adjectives, uéyas and warpdos,
and the possessives éuds and ods. In chapter 5 I discuss an aspect of
the Platonic and tragic corpus that can be associated with the ‘quasi-
spoken’ style of both and which is also an all-time favourite of
students of pragmatics: questions and answers.

In chapter 6, finally, I return to a consideration of the trimeter and
its effects. In Dik 1998, I argued that some positions in the line
appear less salient than others. The unavoidable consequence is that
other positions will be more salient. What position(s) are these, and
more importantly, how does the tragic author reconcile the two
dimensions of metre and grammar? To investigate this I will turn
to instances where line and clause do not coincide: enjambment, in
which sentences run on beyond line end; and what has been called
eidos Sophokleion, in which sentences start late in a line. I will show
how Sophocles’ trimeter can resolve a problem that is integral to
Greek word order, namely the positioning of marked constituents
after the very beginning of the sentence.

Consider again the clause pattern, Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder.
The Focus, the single most important element of a clause, will often be
preceded by other elements, not only by an (optional) Topic but also by
conjunctions. All this ‘clutter’ can cause the Focus element to end up in a
position far from the beginning of the clause, the most prominent place.
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In poetry, the line boundary adds an extra opportunity for mark-
ing constituents as salient, and an author has two opportunities to
dole out the privilege of initial position: he can place one constituent
in clause-initial position, and another in line-initial position, thereby
giving each its own moment of prominence. This can be as straight-
forward as putting a conjunction at the end of a line, leaving the line-
initial position for the first content word, as in:

(1.2) Mess. dvag, Bporoiow 00dév éo7 dmwpoTov.
Yebder yap 1) ‘mlvora Ty yvaduny: émel
oxolij mol iéew Selp’ dv éémiyovy éyd). ..
(Soph. Ant. 388-90)

King, there is nothing that mortals can swear is
impossible!

For second thoughts show one’s judgement to be
wrong; for

scarcely would I have thought I would come here
again...

The focal ool is here marked as salient in a number of ways: not
only is it line-initial (1), followed by a postpositive (2), the first (and
of necessity, preverbal) constituent in a dependent clause, (3) which
precedes its governing verb (4), but also the conjunction érel is
positioned so as practically to flaunt a departure from the neat
symmetry between line and clause. It starts a new clause just as the
line is ending. The effect is much like that of a musical upbeat: the
momentary suspense created by érxe! reinforces the downbeat (5),
when with oyo)7 we return to the symmetry of line and clause.

I will return to more complex instances of the interplay of line and
clause in chapter 6. Chapter 7 discusses four sample passages in the
form of a line-by-line word-order commentary. Among these is Electra
516-27, offered as a pendant to Schein’s (1979: 46-50) explication de
métrique of these same lines.

By the last chapter, I hope to have presented readers with sufficient
evidence to re-examine the way they read trimeters, and appreciate
both dimensions of the tragic trimeter and their interplay: granted,
words in a line of verse form metrical patterns, but we should pay as
much attention to the communicative effect of their position as to
their metrical shapes.



2

Accounting for Word Order
Variation in Greek

Come voi sapete, io ho sempre avuto un morbido interesse
nella posizione delle parole.

(Fraenkel 1977: 46)!

2.1 THE PROBLEM

One can hardly do better for a short introduction to the problem of
Greek word order than Dover’s 1960 book. How is it, he asks in his
introduction, that we quite readily decide, given the three words 4,
&ypapev, and mwdvra, that of six (mathematically) possible orderings,

(2.1) (a) av éypaev mavra
b) v mavra éypaev
C) éypape mdvr Qv

e) éypapev dv mdvra

(
(
(d) 7T(iV’T’ e"ypalﬁev éliV
(
(

f) mavT dv e"ypalﬁév

we can readily reject the first three (a—c), find a fourth awkward (d),
and finally decide in favour of just the one ‘normal’ order (f),

1 Due Seminari Romani, ad Phil. 116. Speakers of Italian will no doubt be amused
by the exact wording of this sentiment but the Italian editors chose to preserve
Fraenkel’s wording here as elsewhere (p. xiii: ‘Abbiamo... conservato alcuni suoi
caratteristici solecismi’).
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mavr dv éypaper? Furthermore, how is it that when given the choice
between Ilpwraydpas tjxer and tjxer [pwraydpas we cannot even
begin to decide?

The answer that any Hellenist will give you is that the type of
words involved in wdv7 dv éypaper (and therefore, the type of rules
involved) is very different from that in [Tpwraydpas 1jre versus
nrer Ipwraydpas, which orderings, after all, can both be found in
the opening section of Plato’s Protagoras:

(2.2a) ‘éor 8¢ 7i, kat Tob évexa TNViKdde d(ﬁfxov;) (pr‘ra'yépas,)

ébm, “fred (PL. Prt. 310b6-8)

‘What is it, and what business brings you here at such an
hour?” ‘Protagoras has come’, he said.

(2.2b) émeidr) b€ HABov kal dedevmvmridTes Huev kal éuélopev
dvamaveclai, TéTe pot adeAdos Aéyer 7L e

Hpwraydpas. (Prt. 310¢5-7)

On my return, when we had finished dinner and were about
to retire, my brother told me, only then, that Protagoras had
come.

So while we have a strong preference in the case of (2.1), both
orderings of subject and verb in (2.2) are equally ‘grammatical’2
The same can be said of the ordering of modifier and noun: the
minimal pair 7iva oToAjy—o7oAjy 7i{va from the Bacchae shows that
here, too, there is room for variation:3

(2.3) Di. éywd oredd o€ dwudrwy éow poldv.
Pe. 7iva arodifv; % OfAvy; dAX aldds W éxe.

Dl OI;KE,TL 06’(17’7\]5‘ MaLV(iBwV ﬂpé@uuog ef,

2 In Dover’s terms mdvra is a preferential Mobile, which is more likely to be placed in
initial position than the semantically less interesting verb. The particle év is postpositive:
it prefers clause-second position. The ‘we’ used in remarks on the grammaticality of the
versions in (2.1) is, as Dover mentions, not only a reference to twentieth-century
conventional wisdom, but also backed up by the authority of Demetr. Eloc. 256. This
discussion should not lead to the conclusion that dv can never follow the verb; but the
verb should be more salient than éypaier (for an example see (2.15) below).

3 For further discussion of this pair of examples see ch. 5, example (5.E2).
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Pe. orolv 8¢ Tiva ¢ys dudi xpd éuov Baleiv;
(Eur. Bacch. 827-30)

Di. I will go inside and dress you.

Pe. With what kind of clothes? A woman’s? I feel shame.
Di. Are you no longer an eager viewer of maenads?

Pe. How did you say you would dress me?

Can we go beyond the statement that both orders are grammatical,
though, and explain why Plato chose one and then the other order of
subject and verb in (2.2), and why in (2.3) Euripides would prepose the
modifier in one line and prepose the noun two lines later? Or should we
throw up our hands and decide that Greek word order is free?

These three instances will suffice for a first impression of the various
aspects of word order that we need to address, and some distinctions
we need to make in order to discern the forest for the trees. First of all,
as (2.1 a—f) make clear, we need to distinguish between different types
of words. Secondly, we need to approach the problem of word order
on two levels: that of constituents within the clause, as in (2.2), and
that of words within constituents, as in example (2.3).4

This chapter introduces the basic concepts that form the theoretical
framework for my description of word order in Greek. I will here try to
make explicit the assumptions which subsequent chapters will take as
their starting point. Many of the points made will be familiar from
elsewhere in the literature, and I will be revisiting the main points of
my own work on Herodotus.> A synopsis follows:

I will start (in § 2.2) with what is probably the most familiar
terrain, namely the important distinction in Greek between on the

4 Throughout, I will be ignoring questions regarding the ordering of clauses within
complex sentences, a higher level than that addressed here. I will only consider the
ordering of non-Mobile elements in so far as their placement can help us understand
the structure of clauses and the position of Mobile elements within them (see further
below, esp. § 2.2).

5 Essentially this chapter presents a condensed version of chapters 2—4 of Dik (1995),
to which I accordingly refer for a fuller presentation of the basic concepts involved.
For linguists, I recommend Matic¢ (2003) for a recent critique. [ would agree with Matié
that the preverbal Focus position I posit mostly concerns ‘narrow’” Focus (but not
exclusively—positing this would miss a generalization which captures some of the
more intriguing instances that I discuss, e.g. the preposing of Masistius in the catalogue
of troops (Dik 1995: 112-16)), but do not follow him on other points. Most import-
antly, where Mati¢ sees much ‘free variation’ in ordering despite his more intricate
model, I believe that there is a qualitative difference between preverbal and postverbal
placement, of both new and presupposed information, and little free variation.
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one hand Mobile words, defined as those words which can form a
sentence on their own and can in principle be placed anywhere, and
pre- and postpositives on the other hand.

Postpositives help us define clauses,® the closest textual equivalent to
intonation units. The clause as a unit of analysis for word order, as
opposed to the entire sentence, is the next subject for this chapter
(§ 2.3). Within clauses, we distinguish different constituents ($ 2.4),
which in turn are made up of single words, for whose ordering within
constituents we must also seek to account.

After defining these two domains of analysis (the clause and the
constituent), I will turn to the explanatory framework that I will be
using here (§ 2.5). Pragmatics, the study of information structure, has
much to offer to help our understanding of Greek word order. Specifi-
cally, the notions of Topic (the constituent that a clause is about) and
Focus (the most salient piece of information in a clause) will be central
to my description of word order in the clause. I believe that the
fundamental characteristic of Greek word order is to place pragmatically
marked constituents early in the clause. § 2.6 introduces the basic clause
pattern that is meant to capture this generalization.

As for the internal order of constituents (§ 2.7), these can sometimes
be ordered much like clausal constituents, in that a Topic and a Focus
can be identified within one noun phrase. More often, however, con-
trastive or otherwise salient words, whether they are a modifier or the
‘head’ of a noun phrase, will be found to precede other, less salient
words, within the constituent, while the constituent as a whole will fill
only one slot in the clause pattern.

2.2 MOBILE AND NOT-SO-MOBILE WORDS

Alook at Dover’s first example ((2.1) above) will suffice to remind us
of the distinction between Mobile words like mdvra and éypaiser on
the one hand, and postpositives like d» on the other. Mobile words
are those that can be placed anywhere in a clause, including first or
last. Postpositives, which cannot be placed at the beginning of a clause,

6 That is, they can refine our ‘first-pass’ syntactic demarcations. Syntax remains
the primary criterion. See further below.
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include unemphatic personal pronouns and particles; prepositives,
which cannot occur at the end of a clause, include the definite article
and prepositions (for a fuller listing see Dover 1960: 12—14).

The rules that govern the placement of pre- and postpositives are
predominantly syntactic and are relatively well established.” For the
purposes of this study, I will regard clauses (c) and (e) in (2.1) as
equivalent and in contrast with (d) and (f), since the order of the Mobile
constituents is constant. This reduces the six original permutations to
the problem of ordering the two constituents mdvra and éypaipev, a
much easier proposition (as a result of the intrinsic difference in salience
between the two) than the question of how to phrase Protagoras’ arrival.
In most contexts, after all, what we are likely to want to say is: ‘He would
have written everything rather than ‘He would have written everything’

Postpositives will be of considerable ancillary interest here, however,
for their strong tendency to occur in second position in the clause (as in
mavt dv éypafev). It is this tendency that explains why we would
discard the orderings (c) and (d) in example (2.1) above as problematic.

I should note in passing that ‘second position in the clause’ is not
as straightforward as it sounds. A postpositive can, but need not,
interrupt an article-noun unit, for instance:

(2.4) o 6¢ Kipos

(2.5) dmo Tod moTauod ydp...

This is not particularly problematic. We can postulate that preposi-
tives (the definite article, prepositions) may, but need not, form one
‘phrase’ with the noun, and that prepositives can follow the first
Mobile, or the first entire noun phrase, rather than the first word of
the clause. These variations we will still consider to be instantiations
of second position. Postpositives may also occur still later in the
clause, however. In the rest of this section, I will explore the evidence
from postpositives for the segmentation of sentences into smaller
units.

As Fraenkel showed in his writings on Kolon und Satz, when
postpositives occur later than second position, we should usually

7 Stinton (1977a) and (1977b) are important applications of Fraenkel’s methodology
to tragedy. More work needs to be done for classical Greek along the lines of Ruijgh
(1990a), which studies the ordering of clustered postpositives in Homeric Greek.
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read the sentence with some kind of clause or colon boundary
(indicated here with |). Compare the position of pw in (2.6) with
its late position in (2.7):

(2.6)  kal pwv éxeivy éyxepidiov dodoa ratarpimrer (Hdt. 1.12.1)
And she gave him a dagger and hid him...

(2.7) s 8¢ kata vdhTov éyéveto lovons THs yuvaikos és TV KolTyy,
< \ > 7 3 ¢ \ > ~ > /
Smerdis Exdipee éw. ral 1 yovy) | émopd pew é€dvTa.

(Hdt.1.10.2)

When she turned her back upon him, going to her bed, he
slipped privily from the room. The woman [ ... she] saw him
as he passed out.

The late position of ww in (2.7), as opposed to its clause-second or
‘Wackernagel’ position in (2.6), does not change anything about the
way in which we read this unemphatic pronoun itself, but its position
strongly suggests that we should not describe yvv1) as part of the same
colon as émopd, and that émopd should be described as opening a new
clause. The brunt of the explanatory work that remains, given such an
analysis of (2.7), is to account for the choice of presenting «al 7 yvv1 as
a separate ‘colon’, while the two resulting units have become too short
to have much word order left to explain («xat 7 yvvy does not admit
alternative orderings, after all, and neither does the second colon).?
Here, however, there is something new to add. In the last few years,
work especially by J. N. Adams for Latin has shown that we should

8 Such ‘cola’ as kal 7 yur1 have been described as Themes in Functional Grammar
(see S. C. Dik 1989 for an introduction). Theme constituents are extra-clausal, but
orient the listener to the subject matter of the clause that follows. In a description of
information flow along the lines of Chafe, we would add that at this point the wife is
reintroduced in one intonation unit, while the verb is put in a second intonation unit.
Normally, one would only devote a separate intonation unit to an introduction of a
new participant, or a reintroduction of a participant who has not been mentioned for
some time. Why does 7 yur1 get such treatment here so soon after she was last
mentioned? Perhaps an extra effect of this reintroduction, which at first sight only
draws attention to the change of subject, is to heighten the suspense before émopd.
This would be along the lines of Slings’s approach to such ‘chunking devices’ (here:
colon formation) in literary texts: a strategy that in everyday speech helps to
distribute complex information (cp. Slings 1997: 179) is here used (along with the
historic present émopd) to mark a narrative climax.
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not ‘over-colonize’ our sentences, so to speak.® I here reproduce a few
of Dover’s examples which will illustrate the problem (again, | marks
the colon boundary under discussion, located on the basis of where
the underlined postpositives occur).

\ \ \ \ ’ \ ¢ ’ > \ »” 13
(28) KOl TTPOS M€V TOUS TPOTTOUS TOUS UUETEPOUS | aa@evns ay pov o

Adyos €, ... (Thuc. 6.9.3)

Against tempers, indeed, like yours my words would be un-
availing, ...

In this case, we can still happily assume that the mpds-phrase is a colon
(on the somewhat dubious grounds that in English, the translation of
this phrase makes an acceptable intonation unit?), and that a new
colon starts with doferijs. I think we are stretching it, however, in
the case of the following examples:

(2.9) TadTa pév 8y | {oa mpos {oa opt yevéolar pera 8¢ TaiTa

EXnvas altiovs hs devrépns adikins yevéolar. (Hdt. 1.2.1)

So far, then, the account between them stood balanced. But
after this (they say) it was the Greeks who were guilty of the
second wrong.

(2.10)  Spws 8¢ | 6 wév Adyos wou mepi TobTwY, 6 & dydw od mpos
Td ToUTwy €pya dANG mpos Tovs mpdTepov ém adTols

elpnrdTas. (Lys. 2.2)

However, while my speech is about these men, my contest
is not with their deeds, but with the speakers who have
preceded me in praising them.

(2.11) Ovkodw | &v dv el 1) cwdpooivy kal 1 copia;

(PL. Prt. 333b4—5)
Then temperance and wisdom must be one thing?10

Dover (1960: 17-18) proposes that

9 Adams (1994a) and (1994b). He shows that postpositives are particularly fre-
quent following focused elements, such as the adjective magnus.

10 Tt is true that it is rare for odwodv to be immediately followed by év or
other postpositives, but there are examples, such as Phd. 70b10, Soph. 238b4, Leg.
743b1.
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One effect of breaking up a clause into word-groups is to distribute g
[postpositives]; and one consequence of this distribution is that q are
often to be found in close proximity to the words with which, as we should
say, they ‘go’

But he goes on to say (18-19)

I doubt, however, whether the distribution of g over the constituent word
groups of a clause is motivated to any significant degree by the desire to
bring together words which ‘belong together’. .. the many clauses in which
distribution has the effect which seems ‘natural’ to speakers of modern
English are matched by an equally large number in which it has the opposite
effect, e.g. [examples (2.12) and (2.13) below]

(2.12) doxobor d¢ Abnvaior kai 70676 por otk dpfis PBovledeabar

oTi... ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.10)

The Athenians seem to me to be wrong in this respect also,
that. ..

To make Dover’s comment somewhat more explicit: the postpositive
wou in (2.12) must be construed with the first word in the sentence,
dorodo, rather than with anything nearer it. Similarly, ydp in (2.13)
is no less a sentential particle than it would have been if it had come
earlier in the clause:

(2.13) Di. vy rov dia Tov cwripa Svokpitws Y éxw:
6 wev codds yap elmev, 6 & €repos cadds.

(Ar. Ran. 1433—4)

By Zeus the Saviour, still I can’t decide.
One spoke sagely, the other clearly.

What in fact is going on with these examples, I would argue, is that
these postpositives all highlight a word later on in the sentence:
Adyos, ral ToiTo, copws. Much has been written in recent years on
this kind of behaviour of postpositives in Latin and Greek by Adams
and Janse,!! and we need to keep in mind that in Greek as in Latin, it
was probably prosodic peaks more generally, rather than only first
words of clauses, that attracted postpositives.!2 Postpositives, then,

11 See n. 9 above, and Janse (1997) and (2000) with further references.
12 Details in Devine and Stephens (1994).
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are not definitive evidence for the segmentation of sentences and
clauses into smaller units but can alert us to such segmentation, and
this is why, even though their position per se will not be the object of
study here, they will figure frequently in the discussion.

2.3 DEFINING THE DOMAIN 1: THE CLAUSE

Syntactic analysis, combined with the placement of postpositives,
will allow us to divide sentences into clauses. The following two
lines from Electra contain three clauses, one main clause and two
conditional clauses:

(2.14) EL € yap krevobuev dAov avr dAov, o Tou
mpaytn Bdvois v, €l Sikns ye Tvyyxdvors.

(Soph. El 582-3)

For if we are to take a life for a life, you should die first,
if you were to get what you deserve.

The postpositives in these lines occur in peninitial position (ydp, To);
following a first Mobile (ye);'? and finally, following the verb fdvois (in
fact creating an order similar to our despised (2.1d)!). There is little
reason to assume a colon boundary before fdvocs here, since the position
of dv following the verb is usual enough. In this instance, therefore, the
syntactic analysis into clauses need not be adjusted on the basis of the
postpositives.

It is important to make clear at the outset that my discussion of
such lines as El 582-3 will in fact be a discussion of the internal
structure of these three separate clauses:14

2.14°) €l yap krevoduer dAov avr dA)ov,
yap p
a¥ 1oL mphTn Bdvors dv,

> / 4
€l 8ikms ye Tuyydvots.

13 ye is typically (less so in tragic dialogue than in prose) closely associated with the
word over which it has scope (here 8/x7s), and is not confined to clause-second position.

14 The position of conditional clauses in relation to the main clause is discussed in
Wakker (1994: 50-90).
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One reason for referring to preceding or following clauses, besides
the obvious need to establish the context of an utterance in order to
analyse its pragmatic structure, would be if the ordering of one is
somehow directly related to the other, which is possible in cases of
chiasmus, as in (2.15), spoken by Creon:1>

(2.15) Cr. éuod 8¢ LdvTos o dpfet yuvaj. (Ant. 525)
But while I live a woman shall not rule!

But again, even in such a case, I would only describe the position of
yuv1 in relation to odx dpéet, not to éuod or {wvros. This is a limitation
inherent to the present approach.

There are cases, however, in which it becomes virtually impossible
to restrict the analysis to a single clause because of the ‘overlap’
between main and dependent clauses, as in:

(2.16) Cr. Mqgaras épaoke ouvTuxdvTas od wid
] X pg
pun kravely v, adAda ovv wAjler xepdv. (OT 122-3)

He said that robbers encountered them and killed him;
he died not through one man’s strength, but by the
hands of many.

Despite the syntactic affiliation of Anords with the infinitive kraveiv,
it is placed to precede the finite verb épacke that governs the
infinitival clause. The practical result is a ‘distribution’ of the
most salient information presented here, Ayords and od wid papy,
over the épacke and wkraveiv ‘clauses) so that both present one item
of salient information.16

15 While it is obvious that these clauses are formally chiastic, that is, we discern
an ABB’A’ pattern, it is unusual in that B’ is not a clear antonym of B, or otherwise
easily derived from it (see my discussion in Dik 1995: 51; for a fuller discussion of
chiasmus and parallelism see Slings 1997: 185-92). We must understand that for
Creon, his life is coterminous with his rule over the polis, so that in effect ‘not rule’
is the opposite of ‘live’

16 See especially Slings (1997: 200 f.) for a discussion of prolepsis and its analysis in
terms of pragmatic functions and ‘chunking’ of information. It will be remarked that
what I have called ‘two pieces’ of salient information are in fact identical for the
purposes of the plot (and they are followed by the dAAd phrase, which reiterates the
plurality of the attackers once more). I do not think that makes either of them less
salient here, however.
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2.4 DEFINING THE DOMAIN 2: THE CONSTITUENT

Constituent is not a familiar category for many classicists, but many
designations that are at once more and less specific are familiar enough:
subject, object, adverbial phrase, etc. These syntactic roles can be filled
by word groups (ud pdun, odv mAfer xepdv) as well as by single words
(Anords). Collectively, these word groups or single words that, as a unit,
fulfil a particular syntactic function, are referred to as constituents. Most
constituents consisting of more than one word can be analysed as
consisting of a ‘head” (phpun, wA7fe:) and one or more modifiers (g,
xepawv).17 Linguists nowadays agree that when one studies word order in
the clause, one is actually studying constituent order: the ordering of the
various words and word groups that form the basic building blocks of
a clause. This distinction between words and constituents is important.
I will assume here that the most adequate description of Greek word
order starts by ordering constituents as opposed to single words.'8 In the
case of (2.16) above, this means that, while the position of 09 i@ paduy is
accounted for in relation to the infinitive wraveiv, wid is analysed
exclusively in relation to the other words that make up that constituent,
specifically, the head noun pauy (exceptions will be discussed below).
While constituents do introduce an additional layer of analysis, this
in fact makes matters simpler. The foremost complication which it
involves is that discontinuous constituents (for instance, constituents
featuring hyperbaton) must be treated differently from continuous
ones, but in a sense this does justice to the fact that most of us will
accept hyperbaton as a marked ordering of words.! I will not go into
this phenomenon at length here (it has been extensively treated
in Devine and Stephens; for tragedy, see Baechle (2007)20), but the

17 This is too simplistic, but sufficient for the present purpose. I note for the
benefit of syntacticians that in Functional Grammar, as opposed to some other
models, prepositions are not considered syntactic heads.

18 Dover (1960) in fact analyses sentences as strings of single words.

19 pace Dover, who rightly warns us against naively taking word order in our own
language as the benchmark for ‘natural’ order (Dover 1960: 6).

20 Baechle (2007) pays much attention to the distinction between tractable and
intractable word shapes. I will be taking the position here that word shape is not
necessarily a given in the process of composing a line that has priority over ordering.
Conversely, Baechle considers much variation stylistic that Iwould consider pragmatic. All
in all, T hope that these approaches will complement rather than contradict one another.
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following two points need mentioning: first, both in cases of prolepsis
(see (2.16) above) and of hyperbaton, I will assume that the element
that occurs ‘early’ (i.e. the word subject to prolepsis, and the first
element of a phrase in hyperbaton) should always be considered
marked.?!

Secondly, I should point out that I will only consider intervening
Mobiles as bringing about hyperbaton proper, and discontinuity
more generally. In other words, while the cluster of postpositives in
(2.17) does not cause the constituent dvip...dAdos to be formally
discontinuous,?? the participle karfavdvros does make the otherwise
similar wdots. .. dAos discontinuous in (2.18).23

(2.17)  dvnp pév pot dv dAos yévoito, € Saipwv é0élot, kai Tékva

dAa, € TadTa dmofdlowut (Hdt. 3.119.6)

Another husband I may get,2¢ if heaven so will, and other
children, if I lose these;

(2.18) An. wdois uev dv pot karfavévros dAos v,
Ve s sy s ae
kal wals am dAAov pwTds, € Tov8 Jumlakov,. ..

(Soph. Ant. 909-10)

If my husband had died, I could have had another,
and a child by another man, if I had lost the first, ...

21 In the case of hyperbaton, both the early and the later element can in fact
become marked, especially in the case of what Devine and Stephens (2000: 97 f.) call
Topic Y2 hyperbaton. See further ch. 4.

22 While formally, we do need to draw the boundary somewhere, it will neverthe-
less be clear that even in (2.17) the presence of the postpositives makes it easier for
someone speaking this clause to treat dvijp and dAdos as separate constituents. The
only way I can think of to paraphrase this in English is ‘a husband I can get agair. See
next note on the pragmatic analysis of this clause.

2 Since karfavévros must be analysed as a clause by itself, (2.18) is not best
analysed as an instance of hyperbaton, I believe. Rather, #do:s is a Theme constituent,
ratfavdvros forms a Setting, and dA)os is the Focus of the clause proper. A para-
phrase to bring this out would be ‘As for a husband, if he should die, I could have
another one’. In (2.17) we can either analyse dv1)p as contrastive Topic, or as part of
the Focus of the clause with dAos; and while there are no formal indications, we
cannot exclude the possibility that here, too, dvjp is the Theme: ‘As for a husband...’
For more on Settings and Themes, see § 2.6.

24 The uév pou dv ordering here is strange (Sophocles has the expected ueév dv pou
with the personal pronoun following the modal particle). I have not found further
examples of this in Herodotus. Examples I found in Plato (Rep. 349b, 434a) involve
doket plus infinitive, so they are not quite equivalent to this clause.
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It has been argued (Slings 1997: 173) that like the absolute parti-
ciple karfavdvros, all circumstantial participles and their heads such
as Anords . .. ouvrTvydvras in (2.16) should be treated as two separate
constituents.25> Here I will not do so, however. I believe that the
formal syntactic expression as a modifier is of more influence on
the placement of these participles than their semantic function; that
is, they behave more like adjectives than adverbs.26 T will therefore
treat the placement of such (conjunct) participles as a question of
ordering on the level of the constituent, not ordering at the level of
the clause. This will apply to both attributive and predicative parti-
ciples, such as orparnyieavros and mapdvr: in the opening of Electra:

(2.19) Pae. 3Q2 70b orparyyrfcavros év Tpola mote
Ayapéuvovos mai, viv éxeiv’ é€eati oot
mapdvTL Aevoaew, dv mpdlupos o del. (Soph. El 1-3)

Son of Agamemnon who once led the army before Troy,
now you can gaze with your own eyes
on what you have always longed to see!

2.5 THE EXPLANATORY FRAMEWORK

In dialogue as in other uses of language, speakers will try to convey to
listeners, and listeners will try to reconstruct, any number of referents
(e.g. characters in a story), events (e.g. a plot), evaluations, etc. All
but the simplest stories need to organize a complex network of many
different relationships into a linear progression of words; conversa-
tions would be cumbersome affairs if speakers and listeners did not
establish shared frames of reference. How does a speaker help the
listener establish the links between all the bits and pieces, and keep

25 Slings actually does not argue explicitly for an analysis of these participles as
separate constituents, but he does argue that they should be considered Setting
constituents, proposing to analyse a clause like ¢ 8¢ Kipos (8w . . .as Topic followed
by Setting. I think that constituents which actually function as Settings come earlier
in the clause, and precede Topic constituents. See below, § 2.5.

26 Participles will then be placed with their head noun as a rule, following the principle
of domain integrity (set out in S. C. Dik 1997a: 402). This is in essence the same
generalization as that formulated by Dover, above, speaking of words that ‘go’ together.
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the story ‘straight’? For that matter, how can improvising speakers
keep their own stories straight? A crucial part of the answer is how
speakers help listeners fit every bit of new information into a grow-
ing network of shared information. This is typically accomplished
with a mixture of given and new information, of the expected and
unexpected, in every sentence, and as the story—or the argument—
continues, there is a constant re-evaluation of what is given, new, and
expected or unexpected for the listener. Also, speakers and listeners
are aware of certain shared frames of expectation both about refer-
ents and about events: people, for instance, are embedded in net-
works called families and others which are more culturally specific
(the polis, the university department), in which particular scenarios
take place: birth, death, dokimasia, tenure. Events create expectations
as well: leaving implies going somewhere, which implies getting
somewhere; offers meet with acceptance or refusal. In linguistics,
such frames have been explored by Tannen; in Homeric studies, we
are familiar with ‘typical scenes’

In this book I will argue for pragmatic explanations of word order
in tragic dialogue. More specifically, the area of pragmatics that
will be relevant here is the study of the communicative structure
of sentences: how does Greek word order, in particular, help in
managing the ‘information flow” in communication? While theoret-
ical schools differ in their terminology, some important principles,
which I think can be fruitfully applied to Greek, emerge from
the literature (I recommend Chafe 1994 for an introduction to the
basic issues):

(i) Speakers typically use a starting point for an intonation unit;
(ii) New or salient information is typically restricted to one item per
intonation unit.

I should note first of all that these two principles are cognitive
rather than more narrowly linguistic or grammatical. The claim,
however, is that they will be reflected, in one way or another, in the
grammar of all languages: speakers and listeners need reliable means
of identifying starting points and salient information, but these
means are not necessarily identical in all languages. The restriction
of new or salient information to one item per intonation unit is most
clearly borne out by research on spontaneous conversation, but
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Chafe, among others, has shown that it is much more generally
applicable.?”

In Greek, word order is an important mechanism in conveying
information structure. By making use of what essentially is not much
more than Chafe’s concepts of ‘starting point’ and ‘salient piece of
information’, we can account for word-order variation in Greek, and
not only in prose, as I have proposed elsewhere, but also in tragic
dialogue, which is what I will argue here.

2.5.1 Not a Matter of Given versus New;
not a Matter of Numbers

At this point I need to digress briefly on earlier approaches to Greek
word order. It is especially important to realize the difference between
principles (i) and (ii) above and an approach that assumes that order-
ing can be explained solely on the basis of classifying information as
‘given’ or ‘new’, or on the basis of Dover’s distinction between ‘Nuclei’
(N) and ‘Concomitants’ (C), which he defined as follows (1960: 40):

An element is N if it is indispensable to the sense of the utterance and cannot
be predicted from the preceding elements, and C in so far as it is deficient in
either of those qualities.

First of all, we find an important point in common. Whether we are
identifying something as the starting point for a clause or as the most
salient piece of information in it, identifying it as Nucleus or Con-
comitant, or identifying it as given or new, clearly all these distinctions
rest on interpretation of utterances in their context. Taking Dover’s
terminology, the utterance ‘dogs bite’ (cf. Dover 1960: 40f.), depend-
ing on the context, can be analysed as two NN, CN, or NC:

(a) Come here, Johnny! NN
(b) What do dogs do? Dogs bite! CN
(c) What animals bite? NC

27 See Chafe (1994) on the primacy of spoken language for grammar, and for
various applications to different types of spoken and written text in English. While
our corpus is clearly not a record of spontaneous conversation, it is certainly a
conscious imitation of it. We will indeed meet exceptions to this constraint, but
these very exceptions form perhaps the best proof. For an example of the distribution
of new information over more than one unit, see my discussion of (2.16) above.
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Needless to say, this English sentence looks exactly the same on paper,
regardless of the pragmatic analysis (it would not, of course, sound the
same), but the claim would be that in Greek, those Ns and Cs make a
difference for word order. More specifically, Dover described the
preferred order in Greek as NC, Concomitants always following Nuclei,
the unpredictable, indispensable information. This description left two
major problems: the ordering of multiple Ns and multiple Cs within
one sentence, and the uncomfortable fact that elements that are indis-
putably C do in fact occur at the beginning of sentences. The following
example can illustrate the latter point (cf. Dover 1960: 49):

(2.20) Klioaiol 8¢ oTpaTevdpevor
\ \ 3 / / 3 4
T pev dAda kard wep Ilépoar éorevddaro,
5 \ \ ~ ’ ’ 5
avti 6€ TV miAwv wiTpnddpor Noav.

Kioolwv 8¢ fpye Avapns 6 ’Otdvew. (Hdt. 7.62.2)

The Cissians in the army

were equipped like the Persians,

but they wore turbans and not caps.

Their commander was Anaphes son of Otanes.

Here, the two mentions of the Cissians are N and C, respectively, by
Dover’s rules. Yet both times, the Cissians appear at the beginning of
the sentence. How can we make sense of this? This, I believe, is where
we have to bring in Chafe’s notion of starting point to account for
the ordering. The Cissians are not just new or old information in
these clauses, they are used as a starting point for these sentences: the
Cissians are what these sentences are about and that is what decides
their initial position in the sentence.

By the same token, ‘new’ information is not sufficient to describe
the position of the various pieces of new information in (2.20). We
have already discussed the position of the Cissians in the first clause:
Herodotus uses them as a starting point for a clause, despite the fact
that they present new information at their first occurrence here.2

28 Similar to Chafe’s example of unexpected ordering in a context of ritual thank
yous (1994: 83). Halliday remains helpful: ‘The constituent specified as new is that
which the speaker marks out for interpretation as non-derivable information, either
cumulative to or contrastive with what has preceded; the given is offered as recover-
able anaphorically or situationally. These are options on the part of the speaker, not
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We are in the middle of a catalogue of troops here, and the organizing
principle of the list is the ethnicity of the contingents. With these as
starting point, we get information about their dress, their weaponry,
and their commander, before moving on to the next group. The
Cissians’ commander Anaphes, however, is not granted such prefer-
ential treatment: he is relegated to the end of a clause. I have argued
elsewhere (1995: 111-16) that the position of Anaphes at his intro-
duction may well have to do with the fact that we will not encounter
him in the remainder of Herodotus’s text; Herodotus does not
present Anaphes as ‘salient’ information.

In sum, while I will certainly be using ‘given) ‘new’, ‘predictable’,
and similar terms in our discussion, such classification of informa-
tion in a text is not sufficient. We need an extra dimension, that of
the function that particular elements in a sentence fulfil in the overall
organization of information.

Hand in hand with an approach that looks beyond mere ‘given’
and ‘new’ status comes, necessarily I believe, a qualitative rather
than a quantitative approach (compare Bolkestein 1985). Any num-
bers or percentages in later chapters will appear early on in those
chapters, serving as starting points for further discussion rather
than as independent arguments for analysis. Quantity is important
in other ways: with Denniston (1954: p. vi), I believe that ‘the reader
should be enabled to bathe in examples’ I have further aimed to
facilitate interpretation independent of my argument by supplying
the relevant context and a standard translation (not mine). Finally,
I do not sum up a chapter with a score (‘my description works
n per cent of the time’) because ultimately it is up to readers to
decide where they agree and disagree with my analyses, and not all
instances will weigh equally heavily in their decision. For those who
wish to keep score, however, I have aimed for completeness in the
data (‘all forms of X in author Y or work Z’), especially for chapters
3, 4, and 5, and I have signalled in the text where my description
runs into problems.

determined by the textual or situational environment; what is new is in the last resort
what the speaker chooses to present as new, and predictions from the discourse have only
a high probability of being fulfilled’ (Halliday 1967: 211; my italics).
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2.5.2. Terminology: Topic and Focus

For the element that Chafe calls the starting point, I will here use the
term Topic, defined as follows: Topic function is assigned to an ele-
ment which the speaker regards as an appropriate foundation for
constructing a message which is relevant to the subject matter of the
discourse.??

This is a definition that brings out the crucial role of choice on the
speaker’s part: it is the assessment of what is necessary and appro-
priate in grounding a message for the listener that is decisive. Need-
less to say, we cannot recover speaker or author intent. We can,
however, analyse the structure of a passage as a whole and conclude
that certain elements of (usually) given information can be fruitfully
analysed as providing the grounding for the other information pre-
sented (a listener or reader can construe a clause as being about this
constituent), while other given information is not crucial for the
structure of the passage in quite the same way.

As indicated before, this approach assumes that there can be no more
than one Topic (I will use Topic as shorthand in referring to an element
fulfilling Topic function) in a clause.3? I have discussed the extremely rare
exceptions elsewhere.?! Many clauses do not have an expressed Topic at
all: when there is no change of Topic from one clause to the next, or when
a Topic is otherwise unnecessary or irrelevant (in ‘all-new’ sentences, for

29 This definition is based on Hannay (1991: 141), which, in full, says: ‘Topic
function is assigned to a term that refers to an entity which the speaker takes to be part
of or inferable from the shared pragmatic information of speaker and addressee and
which the speaker regards as an appropriate foundation for constructing a message
which is relevant to the subject matter of the discourse.” The stipulation that the topic
be given or inferable information is, as we saw above, not an absolute rule; I believe
that the preference for given or inferable information is sufficiently captured by the
wording ‘appropriate foundation’. Hannay’s definition is an attempt to address the
perceived methodological problems of an earlier definition of Topic (S. C. Dik 1978:
130): ‘A constituent with Topic function presents the element “about” which the
predication predicates something in the given setting’

30 Some of the terminology and metaphors used in the literature (aboutness, point of
orientation, anchor, hitching post) make this point more clearly than others (a foundation
might well be taken to include a number of elements).

31 Dik (1995: 27-8; 207f.) discusses the rare instances of multiple constituents
with Topic function. These can only occur, in my opinion, when the constituents
stand in a hierarchical relationship (Topic and Sub-Topic), or (even more rarely)
when a group of words together forms the Topic of a clause.
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instance). If a Topic is expressed, it is most likely new (the first mention of
the Cissians in (2.20) above, or contrastive (the second mention of the
Cissians in (2.20),32 see further below).

For the most salient piece of information in a clause, I will use the
term Focus, defined as follows: Focus function is assigned to an element
expressing the information that the speaker considers the most urgent
part of the message s/he wants to convey to the listener.3? To avoid any
misunderstanding, I should add that ‘information’ here and elsewhere
should be taken as broadly defined. Driving directions, emotions, and
lies can all be communicated and they all fall under the umbrella of
‘information’ for the purposes of this discussion.

While the definition of Topic stipulates a maximum of one
per clause, every clause must have (at least) one Focus element: the
Focus is not merely any piece of new and/or salient information in a
clause: it is the reason why that clause came to be formulated in the first
place. It is rare to have more than one Focus constituent in a clause
(this, of course, is the contention of principle (ii) above), and I will
only be arguing for more in cases where it is precisely the combination
of elements that makes the information salient. This last point will
become especially relevant in chapter 5, on questions.

2.5.3. Contrast, Topic, and Focus

As mentioned earlier, Topics can stay unexpressed much of the
time. An important exception is formed by contrastive Topics. I have
argued elsewhere (Dik 1995: 27) that contrast is compatible with both
Topic and Focus. Contrastive Topics do not present the most salient
information in the clause, but provide the necessary grounding for
that information. The Focus constituents, on the other hand, do

32 The text switches to the next ethnic group in the catalogue of troops after
this sentence: Kioalwv 8¢ fpye Avigpns 6 *Ordvew. Yprdvior 8¢ xard mep ITépoar
éoeadyaro, ... The Cissians’ commander was Anaphes son of Otanes. The Hyrca-
nians were armed like the Persians.

33 This definition is meant to stress the speaker’s assessment of the relative
importance of different pieces of information. It is based on an earlier definition
(S. C. Dik 1978: 130): ‘A constituent with Focus function presents the relatively most
important or salient information with respect to the pragmatic information of the
Speaker and the Addressee’
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present what the speaker considers salient. In (2.21), Philoctetes
complains about the unfairness of the scoundrel Odysseus’ survival
as opposed to the deaths of the morally upright Ajax and Antilochus:

(2.21) Ph. ¢eb ped- i djTa Sei oxomeiv, 86 oide pév
Tebvac’, ’O8vaoevs & éorw ad kavradld va
Xpv avrl TovTwy adTov avddchar vekpdy;

(Soph. Phil. 428-30)

Where must one look, when they [ Ajax and Antilochus] are
dead, and Odysseus is alive, even when
he ought to be pronounced dead instead of them?

The subject constituents are contrastive, but their primary role is
organizational. The salient information for Philoctetes here consists
in the fates of Ajax and Antilochus as opposed to that of Odysseus. I will
discuss further instances of contrastive Topic and Focus in chapter 3.

2.5.4. Topic and Focus—Interpretation,
Subjectivity, Circularity?

Topic and Focus are the two concepts at the centre of my analysis of
Greek word order. It will have become clear that identifying them is
crucially a matter of interpretation, and strongly dependent on context.
And so a few words are in order on what is at stake here. My approach
proposes to account for variation that so far has not been explained.
I believe that, to describe Greek word order beyond gratuitous state-
ments about its being ‘free’, what we should primarily pay attention to is
information structure. As a result, in analysing these texts, I will con-
tinually, and I believe necessarily, make assumptions which may remind
literary scholars especially of naive structuralism: I assume texts to be
coherent, and all sentences to have a point. Most importantly, even in
Sophocdles, I claim that some words are necessarily more important than
others. At first blush, it will strike some readers as problematic that an
analysis in terms of Topic and Focus as proposed here singles out only a
handful of words in a given passage of Sophocles (or Plato, or one of the
other authors used in this book) and dismisses others as less important.
But on reflection, is it really possible to come to a different conclusion? It
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is not humanly possible, or ultimately meaningful, to claim that every
word in every line is of equal importance: this would in effect leave us
with the same end result as the claim that all words are equally unim-
portant. The ultimate aim of these pages is precisely the opposite: to
provide the basis for a better than merely impressionistic judgement on
what words are pragmatically marked (as Topic or Focus) in a given line
of dialogue.>*

With formally inclined linguists an approach such as this may well
raise the spectre of circularity, since it relies heavily on interpretation
and admits that the description offered cannot predict word order by
some mathematical formula. Elsewhere in this book, my main strat-
egy to counter this suspicion is a full discussion of a wide range of
examples in their contexts, in order that the reader may judge
whether this approach is productive. Here I would like to offer an
analogy from English. Compare the following sentences, which I adapt
from Hannay (1991: 150):

(a) My mother lives in a town near Amsterdam.
(b) My mother still plays tennis every week.

(c) She is 64.
(d) 64 she is.

The fact that (d) is a more natural sequel to (b) than it is to (a) shows
that (d) is not a mere stylistic variant of (c) that can be used felicitously
in just about any context. An analysis of English word order should not
reject a posited meaning for (d) merely because at any time, the choice
of (d) over (c) cannot be predicted. All the more so in the case of Greek
word order, we should take word order variation seriously rather than
treat it as statistical noise or as ‘stylistic’

2.5.5. Themes, Tails, Settings

Topic and Focus, and how to identify them in a line of Greek, are the
two important concepts that much of the rest of this book will

3¢ Needless to say, I do not mean to imply that word order is the only feature
which is of importance in interpreting texts. Cumulation of vocabulary (regardless of
marked or unmarked position), imagery, and many other factors play a role in a fully
fledged interpretation. In this study I limit myself to word order, however. For a
sensitive account of a multiplicity of other factors see e.g. Griffith on the Antigone.
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concentrate on. But before concluding this section, I should introduce
three more terms: Theme, Tail, and Setting.3>

Theme and Tail describe constituents that fall outside the clause
proper. Theme describes constituents that precede the clause proper,
such as ﬂpés TOUS Tpéﬂovg TOVS ﬁluerelpovs ‘against your character’ in
(2.8), discussed above:

\ \ \ \ / \ ¢ / k] \ i <
(2.8)  kal mpos wev Tovs Tpdmous Tovs uetépous | dobevis dv wov 6

Adyos ein, ... (Thuc. 6.9.3)

Against tempers, indeed, like yours my words would be
unavailing, . ..

As we saw earlier, the clause proper starts with dofevijs. Theme
constituents form a separate intonation unit. Such separate units are
especially suitable when the speaker introduces a new (Discourse) topic,
as in (2.8); but the effect of such segmentation may also be that the first
element of the clause proper (viz. doflerrjs) receives additional promin-
ence, an effect that may well be present in (2.8) and which we saw earlier
in (2.7):

(2.7) s 8¢ kata vaiTov éyéveTo lovans Tis yuvaikos és Ty kolTyy,
< \ > /7 3 ¢ \ > ~ > /
Smerdis Exdipee éw. Kal 1) yovy) | émopd pew é€dvTa.

(Hdt. 1.10.2)

When she turned her back upon him, going to her bed, he
slipped privily from the room. The woman | saw him as he
passed out. ..

We may compare this to the musical effect of a ritardando at the end
of a bar (i.e. the intonation unit), which creates a suspense that is
then resolved with the following downbeat (i.e. the first word of the
clause that follows: doferjs and émopg, respectively). The deviation
from the dominant rhythm in effect reinforces it on the downbeat.
Tail is the name for a similar phenomenon at the end of a clause,
when a speaker adds an extra constituent to a complete clause, by way of
afterthought, further specification, or correction. Tail constituents, like
Theme constituents, will always be pragmatically marked: they are

35 As with the terms Topic and Focus, I again use terminology from the theory of
Functional Grammar, as set out in S. C. Dik (1978) and subsequent work.
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allotted a separate intonation unit, after all. Within those intonation
units, Theme and Tail constituents should by definition be analysed as
Focus (the most salient part of the intonation unit),36 but the clause
itself will have its own Focus constituent within it.

In (2.22), we see a typical example of a Tail constituent. Aiyicfov is
co-referential with 7ov adrdyeipa marpwouv pévov; as Thomson (1938:
il. 369) noted, ‘the speaker throws it in as an appendage to a sentence
already complete’

(2.22) EL  viv & wwiK’ odwér éotw, és aé 07 BAémw,
6mws Tov adTéyepa TaTpWov dévov

\ AQY -~ \ 4 ~

Ev 118 dbeAdT) un kaTokviioels kTavely

Aiyiobov (Soph. El 954-7)

But now that he is no more, I look to you,
not to be afraid to kill with me your sister
the author of our father’s murder,
Aegisthus;

As I said above, Theme and Tail constituents are extraclausal by
definition. While it is in the nature of studying Greek or any other
dead language that prosodic contours cannot be directly identified,
evidence of colon formation is a good proxy in the case of Theme
constituents (viz. the postpositives occurring in later than clause-
second position in (2.7) and (2.8)), as is syntax. An element that
cannot be left out, without the resulting clause becoming ungram-
matical, cannot be a Theme or Tail; conversely, elements that are
co-referential with constituents in the main clause are good candi-
dates for identification as Theme or Tail, as in (2.22).

Setting constituents are a different matter. I will use the term Setting
for adverbial phrases at the opening of clauses. Such phrases are like
Topics in that they provide an orientation for the clause that follows,
but they tend to be part of the spatial or temporal (or causal) organ-
ization of the text rather than themselves a participant about whom the

36 Describing Theme and/or Tail constituents as just another Focus misses the
point, however. Their use is much more restricted than that. For a more general
introduction, see S. C. Dik (1997b: 379—-407—on Orientation and Theme specifically,
387-95; on Tail, 401-3).
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speaker provides information. Even more often than Topic constitu-
ents, Settings will provide information that is not previously given, yet
has to be considered as presupposed. If adverbial phrases do present
salient information, they can be given Focus function. Compare the
routine use of Setting constituents in (2.23a) with the temporal adverb
as Focus in (2.23b):37

(2.23a) évreifev éfechaiver orabupods Tpels mapacdyyas elkoow els
Kelawds, s @Ppuylas méAw olkovuévny, ueydAnv xal
eddaluova. évratfa Kipw Bacidewa jv... (Xen. An. 1.2.7)

From there he marched three stages, twenty parasangs, to
Celaenae, an inhabited city of Phrygia, large and prosperous.
There Cyrus had a palace. ..

(2.23b) 7 Tyricdde ddifar, & Kpirwv; (PL Cri. 43al)
Why have you come at this time, Crito?

There is no reason to consider the Setting constituents in (2.23a)
extraclausal. This changes when we think about other familiar adverbial
phrases: genitive absolutes, for instance: since these are really clauses in
their own right, they cannot simply be considered part of another
clause. While the choice between an analysis as extra- or intraclausal
will often seem arbitrary, I have decided to treat all Setting elements as
intraclausal here, unless they contain a verbal component or are in
some way set off from the main clause.

2.6 THE CLAUSE PATTERN

There appears, then, to be an ordering pattern in Seneca that
can be stated as follows: a noun expressing a referent that is
more newsworthy than the event or state in which it partici-
pates appears before its verb, while a noun expressing a less
newsworthy referent appears after its verb.

(Chafe 1994: 157)

37 This is a case of multiple Focus, I believe: the point of the question is not ‘why have
you arrived), but ‘why have you arrived at this hour’ (this early, that is). In other words,
both the interrogative and r7vicdde have Focus. In what follows, Crito explains how he
got in early, not why he has come. See § 5.2 for further discussion of this type of question.
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I have quoted Chafe here since his description of word order in the
American-Indian language Seneca is so similar to my description of
Greek clauses. In this section, I will discuss the positions I associate
with the pragmatic functions introduced above: I assume that Greek
clauses can be described by the following clause pattern, an abstract
representation of the order of constituents in a Greek clause:

Setting—Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder

This ‘formula’ needs to be read in the following way:

Any Setting constituent will open the clause.

If a Topic is present, it will follow a Setting, if present.

A Focus constituent will follow the Setting and/or Topic (if any) or
open the clause.

If the verb is not the Topic or (more likely) the Focus of the clause,
it follows the Focus constituent.

Any remaining constituents follow the verb.38

As noted before, this pattern does not concern itself with the position of
constituents that are not Mobile (see above, § 2.2). If there is more than
one Focus constituent, these will all be placed in the preverbal Focus
position.

The most important prediction that can be derived from this
clause pattern is that important information comes early in the
clause. I am not the first to suggest this. In effect this is fundamentally
an endorsement, with some refinements, of the position held by
Headlam and later Thomson, namely that in Greek, the emphatic
word stands at the beginning of the sentence. Ignoring Setting con-
stituents for the moment, I divide ‘emphatic’ words into two cat-
egories, Topic®® and Focus, thereby making room for two different
‘emphatic’ constituents at the beginning of the sentence, and I
assume in addition that these will be ordered Topic—Focus. An
important further addition is the importance of the position of the
verb in this schema: unless it is itself the Topic (which happens very
rarely),%° the verb will be the dividing line between pragmatically

38 | gratefully adopt ‘Remainder’ from Edwards (2001: 9), to replace the clumsier
‘Remaining elements’.

39 Such Topics will typically be new or (more frequently) contrastive.

40 See Dik (1995: 207-35) and chapter 3 below, examples (3.19) and following.
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marked information and the rest of the clause. The schema predicts
that the preverbal position will always be occupied by a constituent
that is pragmatically marked.

The priority for pragmatically marked constituents is in accord-
ance with the general principle introduced by Givon (1983: 20) as
‘Attend first to the most urgent task), the task typically being to
communicate a salient piece of information (Focus). Sometimes,
the point of orientation will be so firmly established that the bit of
new information can virtually stand alone, in which case it comes first
in the clause. Usually, though, it will be anchored to information
provided earlier, serving as a point of orientation (Setting and/or
Topic). Chapter 3 further explores the various permutations that are
possible under this clause pattern.

2.7 THE INTERNAL ORDER OF CONSTITUENTS

In a paper on the position of attributive adjectives in Herodotus (Dik
1997a) 1 first explored this terrain. There I proposed that for purposes
of word order it was unnecessary to distinguish different semantic
types of adjectives, but that a more general rule held for all nouns and
their attributive adjectives. I proposed that by default, adjectives follow
their nouns, and this will also be the preferred order if the noun is the
most salient element in the noun phrase; if, however, the modifier is
contrastive, or otherwise the most salient element of a noun phrase, it
will precede the noun.

In chapter 4 I present data on a number of frequent adjectives
and consider two semantically very different adjectives, uéyas and
maTpgos, in greater depth, in order to see how this general descrip-
tion holds up in Sophocles. These two adjectives are commonly
classified as quantifying and determining, respectively, and since it
has been suggested in the literature (from Marouzeau’s work on Latin
(1922) onwards; Devine and Stephens (2000: 20—1) is a more recent
defence of the position), that the semantic type of adjectives is a large
factor in their placement in the noun phrase, they also serve to put
that alternative account of adjective placement to the test.
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The default ordering of head noun and adjective is important
when new referents are introduced into the text. This rule predicts
that when both noun and adjective present new#! information, the
noun will precede the adjective. This is understandable since the
noun will virtually always be the best single descriptor of the referent.
Matters get more complicated, however, when we consider different
types of modifiers. In the case of possessive or partitive genitives or
other nominal modifiers, it will often be the modifier which is the
more readily accessible referent, as in ‘the Athenians’ defences’ or ‘the
South Side of Chicago.

In Greek, this results in a high frequency of preposed nominal mod-
ifiers, as for instance at Thuc. 1.20.2 A8nvaiwv yoiv 76 wAjfos ‘the great
majority of Athenians...> This is a newly introduced referent, in which
‘Athenians’ is more accessible than the vague ‘multitude’#2 Another
frequent construction in which such an adnominal genitive precedes
is the so-called chorographic genitive, as in Thuc. 1.114.2 74s Ar7ikis
és ’E)evoiva ‘to Eleusis in Attica), in which the more accessible whole of
Attica precedes the less accessible specification Eleusis.

Unlike adjectival modifiers, then, such nominal modifiers will
tend to precede the head noun, unless the head noun is somehow
contrastive. In the case of possessives (éuds, ods, and the like) a
similar tendency can be expected. This is most particularly the case
when possessives act as modifiers of abstract nouns. Their status
as intrinsically more accessible and salient (not particularly in the
sense of new and exciting, but in the sense of likely to get a person’s
attention because of their reference to other persons) than the
abstract noun (which typically refers to a property or action on
the part of the possessor) often leads to a prominent position in the
noun phrase. In the second part of chapter 4, I look at the possessives
éuds and os.

41 Literally ‘new’, or ‘unused’ in the preceding context. For a fuller account of all
the shades of given and new, see the now classic Prince (1981).

42 In the presence of the definite article, this position can be formally contrasted
with preposed contrastive genitives, such as 1.31.2 ras A0nvalwv omovdds ‘the Athen-
ian confederacy’ in which the genitive presents given information.
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2.8 CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have aimed to provide sufficient background for the
general classicist to follow the discussion in the coming chapters.
I have condensed much of the discussion in the early chapters of
Dik (1995) and simplified or ignored many of the questions that
theoretical works on pragmatics should (and do) deal with more
fully, in an effort to find a via media between weighty orthodoxy and
dangerous oversimplification. I trust that any further complications
will be easier to digest in the context of discussing ‘real live” examples
from Greek tragedy, which will be plentiful in coming chapters.



3

Tragic Ways of Dying: Word Order
in the Clause

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I will examine word order in the clause by means of
a first case study. As set out in § 2.6, the basic pattern assumes that
constituents with Topic and Focus function precede the verb, and
that any remaining constituents follow the verb:

(Setting)—Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder

—unless the verb itself has Topic or Focus function, in which case it
will be in the position specified for Topic or Focus.

In what follows we will explore the workings of this general schema
in a series of clauses that are semantically very similar. I have chosen
clauses with the verbs fvijoxw and AAvpar in Sophocles as an initial
sample. The rationale for this method of selection is simple. All kinds
of possible variables are ruled out by not starting to discuss a random
set of lines from a play. The clauses in this sample share a core
meaning, which makes it easier to compare them and their contexts.
The contexts especially should make it possible to decide why some
subjects precede and others follow the verb, why some verbs occur in
initial position in the clause, and so on. In other words, it is precisely
because these sentences share a common meaning, that it becomes
easier to link the differences between the sentences to differences in
the surrounding context. Finally, an additional, rather trivial, advan-
tage of this particular set of verbs is that, because of the prominence
of death and destruction in the plots of tragedy, the context of the
lines at issue will typically be easy for the reader to reconstruct.
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Note that in general, I will not discuss ordering phenomena in the
lines surrounding this set of instances. I will merely be concerned
here with constituent order within the clauses that contain the forms
of Ovjorw and EAwpar.! Also, for the purposes of the present dis-
cussion, I will ignore the placement of words in the trimeter line. We
will return to the interaction between meter and word order in the
clause in chapter 6, but for now we will pretend to be reading prose.
To reinforce this, let me start with a pair of passages from Plato. In
(3.P1) the subject, 6 dvfpwmos, precedes the verb dmobfvijoxy; in
(3.P2), it follows dmofdvy:

(3.P1) °Q Xdkpates, 7a uév dAda éuorye doxel kadds Aéyeabar, Ta

8¢ mepl s Yuyxis moAAnY amoTiov mapéyel Tois avlpwmous

4 bl \ b ~ ~ / 3 ~ 3 > > 3

wh, émedav dmaldayy) Tod odparos, ovdamol €ri 7 AAN

éxelvy ™) Yuépa dwaplelpnTal Te Kai dmoAdvnTar 1§ dv 6

davlpwmos dmobvijory, €00ds dmaldarTouéry Tob cduaros,

kal éxBaivovoa domep mvedua 7 kamvos Siackedacbeioa
olxnTatL StamTouévn kal 0ddev €Tt 0vdapmod 7).

(PL. Phd. 69¢6—70a7)

Socrates, I agree to the other things you say, but in regard to
the soul men are very prone to disbelief. They fear that when
the soul leaves the body it no longer exists anywhere, and
that on that day when the man dies it is destroyed and
perishes, and when it leaves the body and departs from it,
straightway it flies away and is no longer anywhere, scatter-
ing like a breath or smoke.

3 ~ o 4 3 \ 3 / ¢ ¥ \ \ I3 \
(3.P2) ’Evvoeis odv, épn, émeldav dmoldvy o dvlpwmos, 76 wév Sparov
adTob, TO odpa, kal év opard reluevov, 6 Om Vekpov
A ? ’ ’ \ , \
kalobuer, @ mpooriker Owadveclar kal OSwamimTew Kal
. s sy , soy Y 2 -
Samveialar, odk €00ds TovTwY 008ev mémovlev, AAN émietkds

ovyvov émuéver xpdvov, ... H 6 vy . .. (Phd. 80c2—d5)

! In footnotes, I will cite parallel instances from Euripides; the Aeschylean in-
stances, and a selection from Euripides, are discussed at the end of the chapter.
Numbered examples in the text (3.1, etc.) are examples from Sophocles, which are the
main interest in this chapter; (3.P1) etc. will be used for instances from Plato; (3.A1)
etc. for Aeschylus; and (3.E1) etc. for Euripides.
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‘Observe, he went on, ‘that when a man dies, the visible part of
him, the body, which lies in the visible world and which we
call the corpse, which is naturally subject to dissolution and
decomposition, does not undergo these processes at once, but
remains for a considerable time, ... But the soul...’

I believe we can account for this variation as follows. In (3.P1), ‘aman’
contrasts with ‘his soul’: his soul will perish when the man does.
6 dvbpwmos is the most salient part of the clause, or in other words,
it is the Focus of the clause. In (3.P2), on the other hand, the body-
soul contrast comes into play only after the éme:ddv clause with
70 pév oparév ‘the visible part’ being opposed to the soul, % 8¢
vy, in 80d. In the second instance, then, dmofdvy is the more salient
constituent, and ¢ dvfpwmos is a rather predictable, non-contrastive
subject (which, however, cannot be omitted here: a listener would be
at a loss for the reference of the verb). In terms of the clause pattern,
the subject is in the position of ‘Remainder’. Clauses such as this one
show that while Verb—Subject order is not frequent, there is little
reason to attribute special emphasis to such clause-final subjects. We
can instead explain the rarity by the tendency not to express subjects
at all when they constitute given, non-contrastive information.

3.2 THE CLAUSE PATTERN IN SOPHOCLES

These two clauses from Plato’s Phaedo are quite typical of what we
will find in Sophocles, as well. While the clause pattern allows for a
Topic, Focus, verb, and more, it is only rarely that clauses in fact have
as many constituents as would be necessary to instantiate the clause
pattern in its entirety.2 As we turn from Plato to Sophocles, we will
start with some examples that come close, however. The dvo:s clause
in (3.1) exhibits the full Topic-Focus-verb pattern:

2 Finite forms of dmofviiorw and synonyms are generally rare, and many of them
take the form émedav dmofdvwuer vel sim., with the verb the only Mobile that is
present. Some instances of Focus constituents with reAevrdw are Phd. 58c9 épquos
éredevTa, 58e4 ws ddeds kal yevvaiws éreledTa, 59e6—7 Aovar ydp, épm, ol évdexa
Zwkpdrn kal mapayyéAovow Smws dv THSe T Huépa TeAevTd.
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(3.1) [Agamemnon did not sacrifice Iphigenia for Menelaus’ sake,
but even if he had, was that reason for him to die at your
hands? By what law? Beware that in laying down that law for
mortals, you don’t cause yourself to come to grief]

El GI? ’)/d,p K’T€VOl‘)‘,U«€V &/\)\OV G’,V’T, (’7:)\/\OU, 0'15 TOL

mpddTy Bdvois dv, €l dikns ye Tvyydvors. (Soph. EL 582-3)

For if we are to take a life for a life, you should die first,
if you were to get what you deserve.

In adopting her mother’s logic here, Electra points out that if revenge
is a proper motive for killing, Clytemnestra herself is next in line.
From a general ‘mortals’ and ‘we), the subject o4 is singled out as the
Topic. mpdiry is Focus of the clause: “You would die first.

(3.2) similarly has a Topic-Focus-verb pattern in the 7éfvnrev
clause. There are two parallel clauses in which the subjects are
(contrastive) Topics. Antigone makes the contrast between Ismene
and herself the more poignant by not following up with the exact
parallel ‘(you're alive, and) I'm dead’, but instead adding mdAa: (in
Focus position), stressing that there is nothing that can be done
about this any longer:

(3.2) An. 0Odpoer od uév (s, 5 & éuy puyn mda
1élvnrev, dote Tols Qavobow wdeleiv.  (Ant. 559-60)

Be comforted! You are alive, but my life has long been
dead, so as to help the dead.

I will discuss the internal order of constituents such as 7 & éu pvy1
in chapter 4. Suffice it to say at this point that the possessive is in clear
contrast with o0 pév and therefore precedes the noun. The adverb
mala provides an example of an adverbial element which will often

3 Surrounding clauses: Focus on xrevoduev in the conditional clause, as often
on the verb: If we really are going to engage in revenge killing,...In the second
conditional clause, Focus on 8ikys, which is more salient than the bland rvyydvous.
Metre: line-initial position for Focus constituent wpw7y (see further below, chapter
6). Examples from Euripides with Focus on predicate nominative: Alc. 56 ypads, Hec.
420 SovAn, 548 éxovoa, 550 élevbépa, HF 192 airds, Hipp. 687-8 edrleeis, Tro. 97
av7ds, 380 yipar (text uncertain; possibly this is the subject).
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be used as Setting (‘A long time ago, ...” vel sim.); here, mdAa: does
not present presupposed information that serves to orient the lis-
tener, but it is part of Antigone’s assertion.*

A comparable example of Topic-Focus structure can be found in
(3.3), but here there are three parallel clauses, in which the dative
constituents figure as contrastive Topics:3

(3.3) Tec. éuol mikpos TéQvnrev 1) kelvos yAukis,
ad1 8¢ Tepmvds dv yap npdaly Tuyeiv
éxtioall aiTd, BavaTov dvmep flelev. (Aj. 966-8)

For me his death is bitter as it is sweet to them,
but to him it brought pleasure; for he got for himself
what he longed for, the death he wished for.

In each of these three clauses ((1) éuot mucpos TéOvyiev, (2) 1 xevois
yAvkds, (3) adrd) 8é Tepmvds), TéBvnrev has to be understood as the
verb. Tecmessa is reflecting on how she and others feel about Ajax’s
death, which for herself is bitter, for his enemies sweet, and for Ajax
himself a pleasure. The predicate adjectives have contrastive Focus in
these clauses.6

4 Metre: enjambment of 7é@vnxev, which is necessary to complete the sense of the
previous line (on enjambment, see below, chapter 6). A similar case with Focus on the
temporal phrase is Ant. 460-2: favovpévn yap é€18m, {8 ol; | kel wn v mpodrrpvéas.
el 8¢ 700 ypdvov | mpdabev Bavoipar, képdos alir éyw AMéyw. 1 knew I would die, of
course I knew, even if you had made no proclamation. But if I die before my time
(Focus), I account that gain’ In this case, ‘dying’ has been established by the
context. This in contrast to Theseus’ promise to Oedipus in OC 10401, where
the sense remains the same if we leave out mpdoflev and translate ‘unless I die’:
';]\V /\LT‘] 0(7{1/0) ,’y(l) 77P0,0‘0€V, Ol}xi ﬂal;UOIll.aL ‘ 77in (;:V g€ T(I)V O'(;)V Kl:'FLOV UT?’?O‘(,U TG/KV(,()V.
‘If I do not die first, I shall not rest till I have placed your children in your hands!’
See also OT 855-6, where Iocaste tells Oedipus that Laius was supposed to die
at the hands of her son: kairot viv 00 keivds y’ o 31507771/65' TOTE | katékTar’, aAN
ad7os mdpofev Aero. Yet that poor child never killed him, but he himself perished
before (him)’, with Focus on both of the underlined constituents (on clauses with
more than one Focus constituent, see also below, (3.22) and following).

5 See ch. 2. The Topic constituents do not present the most salient information in
the clause, but provide the necessary grounding for that information. The Focus
constituents, on the other hand, do present what the speaker considers salient. Here
Tecmessa highlights the different reactions to Ajax’s death.

6 While this example follows a general principle that humans are likely candidates for
Topic function, Eur. Andr. 5756 offers an intriguing variation: poal e mpos fecov- €l 3¢
w, Qavodueba | aloxpds pev Suiv, Suatuxds 8 éuol, yépov. Following the linebreak, the
adverbs are presented as Topic, and the dative pronouns as Focus.
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(3.1) to (3.3) were all clauses with the complete pattern of Topic,
Focus, and Verb. It is relatively rare, however, to see all three elements
present as separate constituents.” First of all, it is often the verb that
has Focus function, so that one may only see a Topic constituent
followed by the Focus/verb. Secondly, not all sentences need an
explicit Topic. In Greek, the syntactical subject can be left implicit
when it is given from the context and uncontrastive, and the same is
true for the Topic. In fact, there is a strong correlation between the
syntactical function of subject and the pragmatic function of Topic.
The clearest instances of Topic function are thus to be found in
parallel clauses marked by pév and &8¢, as above in (3.2) and in (3.4)
below, an example from Philoctetes, which I repeat here from chapter
2 (§2.5.3):

(3.4) Ph. oluoy, 60 ad 1) dvdp’ éXefas, olv éyw
ot Qv H0éAnd” SAwAdTow KAvew.
beb el T{ OnTa Oel oromeiv, 36 oibe pev
rebvac’, ’"O8vacevs & éorw ad kavradld (va
xXpnv avri ToUTwY avTov avddolal vekpév;

(Phil. 426-30)

Alas, again you have spoken of two men

whom I should least have wished to learn were dead!
Ah, ah! Where must one look, when they are

dead, and Odpysseus is alive, even when3

he ought to be pronounced dead instead of them?

7 Examples from Euripides: Med. 714-15 odrws épws got mpos Oedv TeXeaddpos |
yévoiro maldwv kadtos SABios Bdvows. Here adrds is a contrastive Topic, éABeos is
Focus: ‘and may you yourself die happy’; Phoen. 1313 (for the text, see Mastronarde
ad loc.) éuds 7e yap mais yijs 8AwX dmepfavdy ‘my son is dead, perished for his
country’, where y7s, preverbal, is to be construed with dmepfavdiv, but is in Focus
position in relation to the main verb (similar Focus elements in Tro. 387 dmép mdrpas
ébvyorov, Or. 1232 oi oélev Ovijorova’ Gmep); Rhes. 761 (to die a glorious death is one
thing...) fueis & dBodlws kdkleds SAdAapev.

8 With Lloyd-Jones I assume that the clause ends with ad, rather than translating
with Jebb ‘while Odysseus survives in this case also. The expression xdvradfa like
ral Tadra plays its familiar role of adding an additional circumstance that (here, as
often) contributes to the speaker’s outrage.
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The verbs refvao|[:] and éorw have (contrastive) Focus function, so
that we see the two (contrastive) Topic constituents opening the
clause, followed by the verbs.?

Since more often than not, such explicit Topic constituents are not
used, a clause can start with a Focus constituent, which is then
immediately followed by the verb. This is the case in (3.5), from Ajax:

(3.5) Tec. [7{d77a 7008 émeyyeldev av kdTas]
Oeois TéQvmiev obTos, 00 Kelvolow, ob. (Aj. 969-70)

How can they exult over him?
It is the gods that killed him, not they, no!

It is clear both from the context and from the addition o9 «e{voiow that
the Focus of this clause is feois, and this is well brought out by Lloyd-
Jones’ translation. The subject, odros, follows the verb. It falls in my
category of ‘Remainder’), that is, of those constituents that do not have
Topic or Focus function. Placing it earlier in the clause would presumably
have had an unwanted contrastive effect.1® We will see more examples of
such subjects following the verb below, but first here are three examples
from Electra in which there is again no Topic, but only a Focus constitu-
ent followed by the verb. In (3.6) Clytemnestra is speaking:

(3.6) Cly. éya & Bpw puév odx éxw, xaxds &€ ce
Ayw kards kAbovea mpos aéfev Gaud.
maTnp ydp, 00dev dAdo, ool mpdaymw del,

9 A typical use of contrastive Topic for subjects is for Topic ‘shift} that is, change
of subject, as in Ant. 750-1: (Creon) radrnv mor odk €00 ws érv {doav yapueis
(Haemon) %8 odv Oaveirar xal Bavoid® Slel Twa. When Creon tells Haemon ‘You
shall never marry this woman while she is alive!, Haemon answers, ‘then she (Topic)
will die (Focus)’. Oedipus asks Creon to take care of his daughters (at OT 1504-5),
because the parents cannot: v ydp, & *pvredoaper, dAdAaper 80 dvre ‘Since we two
(contrastive Topic) who were their parents have perished (Focus).

Examples from Euripides in which the subject is the Topic, followed by a verb with
Focus: Alc. 284, Andr. 413, El. 11-12, 1112, Hec. 231, Hel. 280, 714 (t), IT 368, 615,
1002, Tro. 641-2. This pattern preceded by a Setting constituent (underlined): Or.
58-9 dv 7’ [Nw | maides Tebvdow, 93940 vdv pév ydp 7 mpodoioa Néktp éuod
marpos | Téfvmrev (t). Contrastive Topics with different syntactic functions: EL
1091-2 kod7 dvripedyer mados avri ool mous ‘ o7 vt éuod Téfvmre, Hel. 286
Tois mpdypaasw Té0vyia, Tois 8 épyoow od.

10 That there is an explicit subject, however, seems to me to speak in favour of
retaining line 969 (which is bracketed by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson), since Ajax is the
subject of the previous sentence.
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ws €€ éuod TéOvmrev. é€ éuot kalds
ééoda T8 dpvmais odk éveati pot. (EL 523-7)

I do no violence, but I abuse you

because you often abuse me.

Your father, and nothing else, is always your pretext,
because I killed him. I know it well;

I cannot deny it.

Clytemnestra’s patience at an end, she tells Electra that she has had
enough of the endless complaints to the effect that her father was
killed é¢ éuod ‘by me. The Agent phrase is the Focus of this clause,
and in this case it is not only the context, but also the fact that the
phrase is repeated, that makes it clear that this must be intended: the
problem is not so much that Electra’s father is dead, but that her
mother killed him.!1

The next two examples come from the end of the play. Orestes is
speaking to Aegisthus:

(3.7) Ae. (& és 8duovs dyeis ue; s, 768 €l KaAov
TovUpyov, akdTov Bel, kol mpdyelpos €l kTaveiv;
Or. w1 rdoce yaper & évlamep katékraves
matépa Tov dudv, ws dv év TadTd Odvys.  (EL 1493-6)

11 Besides (3.5) and (3.6), the following have Agent phrases with Focus: OT 1454
(bring me to Cithaeron, the grave my parents chose for me,) &’ é¢ éxelvwv, of @
dmrwI\oTn, Bdvw. Not quite an ordinary Agent, but close: wpos 7ijs 7oxns ‘at the
hands of Fate’ with Focus in OT 948-9: «ai viv 68¢ | mpos Tis Toxms SAwlev 00de
7098° Umo. ‘He has died a natural death, not at his hands. Similarly Aj. 842 (deleted by
most editors) mpos T diAloTwr ékydvwy dAolato ‘may they perish...through their
most beloved offspring, 1033 mpds 7058” SAwle ‘perishing by this weapon’ Examples
from Euripides: (L’)’/\)\Up.al.) Alc. 718 TPOS YDV, Andr. 1126 molas 6Awpar mpos alrias,
Hel. 930-1 éyvas Oev, Ion 254 tév kpatotvrwy dduciats, 1256 7¢) véuw, IA 941 8
éu[€]; the following preverbal constituents are less clearly Focus: Or. 361 mpos ddpapros
(t) and Tro. 8-9 mpos *Apyelov Sopss. Compare also Ion 1220-1: °Q yaia oeurvd), Tis
’Epexae'ws Umo, | fév?]s yvvamés‘, ¢ap,udKOLo'L 01/:/}0‘;(0;/.61/. “The daughter of Erechtheus,
a foreign woman, has tried to poison me’ While the context here appears to require
analysing the Agent phrase as Focus (‘Creusa is to blame for this!’), the status of
bappdroio is less clear. In Med. 1364, what appears to be the Focus follows the verb.
Medea’s dis dAeabe matpoe véow ‘you have perished by your father’s fault’ comes
in response to Jason’s unrpds ws kakfs ékvpoare ‘what an evil mother you got.
Here we might argue that dAeofe is the topic, and that Medea is in fact saying: your
death is due to your father. See below for further instances of verbs with Topic function.
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Ae. 'Why do you force me into the house? If this act is
honourable,
why must it be in darkness, and why are you not
ready to kill me?
Or. Give me no orders! Go to where you killed
my father, so that you may die in the same place!

Orestes has very specific plans for the murder of Aegisthus, not least
that his act of vengeance shall take place in the very spot (évfamep)
where Aegisthus killed his father. The mere fact that Aegisthus is
going to die is not at issue for Orestes here (Aegisthus himself realizes
this), but the location is: é& 7ad7r¢ has Focus.!2

(3.8), a similar instance, follows only a few lines later:

(3.8) Or. @6 dvripwveis, 1) & 6d0s Bpadiverar.
aAX épg’. Ae. vdhnyyod. Or. col Badioréov mdpos.
Ae. 7 w1 dvyw oe; O1. wi) peév odv kald ndoviy
Odvys: pvrdéar Sei pe ToOTS oot TLkPAY. (EL 1501-4)

Or. You utter long replies, and the going is delayed!
Go! Ae. Lead the way! Or. You must go first!

Ae. In case I should escape? Or. No, in case you should die
where you please; I have to see that this tastes bitter for
you.

12 Similarly Trach. 802 uyd adrod fdvw (let me not die here). Other adverbials:
Ant. 58-9 orémer | Sow kdrior dlovued|al, EL 291 kards dloto, Phil. 1035 xkaxds
8Motable]. Similarly dpaios in OT 644-5: 1) vov dvaiuny, AN dpaios, €l 0é 71 | §éSpar’,
SXoluny...Examples from Euripides: Andr. 903 mavrayyj, Hel. 162, 1215, Med. 788
rards, Hel. 1241 mévrew, HF 550 mpos Blav, Heracl. 559 é\evbépws (t), Hipp. 1045
ovTw, 1299 o7 edrdelas, Or. 1040 adrdyeipr, Tro. 904 od Sikaiws. In Tro. 630-1, the
genitive of comparison has Focus: dAN Suws éuod | {wons v Sdwlev edruyeotépw
méTuw. ‘But her death is a happier lot than mine, who am alive. Participle phrases
may open these sentences, as in HF 1382—4 dA\a. yvuvawlels dmwv, | v ofs Td
kdA\oT €€émpal &v “EXNAS., | éxBpois éuavrov vmoPalaw aloxpds dvw; Ton 1120-1
memvouévar ydp, el Qavelv fiuds xpewv, | #dwov v Bdvoiuer, and Or. 781 Oavaw yoiv e
kdAov favyj. In the following instances from Euripides, the verb is followed by
predictable, unemphatic subject constituents: Ion 1019 7odrw faveirar mais, Or.
1027-8 dAis o7 Apyelas xepos ‘ Té0vx o TAMjpw, Rhes. 800-1 Tpémw 8 STw ‘
Te@vaow of Oavévres. The following adverbials are probably better interpreted as
Settings: Ion 565 lows, IT 1420~1 ovyydvov uéra | Gavyj... Adverbials do also follow
the verb (which has Focus, here often: ‘T'm done for’): Soph. EL 674 6 AwAa 758’ év fjuépa,
El 1482 s wAa 87 SelAawos, Phil. 962 Odvois kaxds, Phil. 1030 Tébvmy’ Spiv mdAac.
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Aegisthus asks why Orestes does not lead the way. Is it so that
Aegisthus will not escape? But this possibility is dismissed by Orestes.
No, it is in order that Aegisthus may not die as it pleases him. Again,
Aegisthus’ dying is a foregone conclusion. At issue is the way in
which Orestes will make him die.13

I turn to the next group of cases. Quite frequently the verb has Focus
function and there is no Topic constituent. Sometimes this leads to a
one-word clause, as in the following example from Antigone:

(3.9) [Messenger: Fortune makes straight and fortune brings
down...Creon was once enviable; now all is lost. .. |
ChO. ’Tl,, 8’ 0,13 7'(;8, &Xeos‘ B(I.O'L/\GIC()V ﬁKELS‘ (;')G/pcuv,
Mess. rtefvaow: of 8¢ Lavres aitior Bavetv.  (Ant. 1172-3)

Cho.  But what is this new burden for the princes that you
come bringing?

Mess. They are dead! And those who are alive are guilty of
their deaths!

The messenger does not deem it necessary to specify anything beyond the
bare Focus in his first clause. Greek allows him not only to dispense with
explicit syntactical subjects, but also to leave out a Topic. Examples such
as this one can be multiplied, but they are obviously not very informative
in a study of word order.’4 What is important to point out is that such
clause-initial verbs with Focus may be followed by constituents I classify
as ‘Remainder’. Subjects in this position are predictable from the context,
as in (3.10), in which Athena is interrogating Ajax:

(3.10) Ath. 7 kal wpos Arpeldaiow fypacas xépa;

Aj. &o7 ovmor Alavl oi8 driudoovd’ €.
Ath. refvdow avdpes, ws 1o gov Evvni éyw. Aj. 97-9
P K €Y

13 For further discussion of this line, and the effect of the line-initial position of
the verb, see ch. 6.

14 For the sake of completeness, I list the instances from our corpus with just one
Mobile: Sophocles (Ovijorw) Aj. 513, 1344; Ant. 522; El. 437, 924; OC 1441; OT 118;
Phil. 334, 497, 1444; Trach. 3, 708; (A wpad) Aj. 791, 896; El. 927, OT 822, 1166, Phil.
76,961, 1019, 1285; Trach. 383, 1144 (bis). Euripides: (6vrjoxw) Alc. 247, 363, 725 (2);
Andr. 48, 254, 845, El. 770; Hel. 138 (bis), 824, 833, 1176; HF 47; Heracl. 320a, 1020;
1A 1007 (bis); Ion 952, 1301; IT 102, 321 (1), 378, 549, 625; Med. 354, 386; Or. 446,
1033, 1301, 1557; Rhes. 841, 870; Supp. 529; Tro. 510, 904 (1); (6Mvpad) Alc. 140;
Andr. 453; Cyc. 665; Hec. 312, 513, 520, 668, 784; Hel. 1194, 1199; HF 1268; Heracl. 52,
442; Hipp. 329, 664, 1325, 1408, 1447, 1457; IA 1353 (troch.); IT 532, 535; Med. 704,
1329; Phoen. 1689; Tro. 630 (bis), 772, 1181.
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Ath. Did you arm your hand against the sons of Atreus
too?

Aj.  So that never again shall they refuse honour to Ajax.

Ath. The men are dead, if I understand your words.

What Athena does in line 99, in a rather matter-of-fact way, is
interpret successfully Ajax’s statement of the line before: ‘these men
will not dishonour Ajax any more because they are dead’ The subject
dvdpes (practically ‘they’) is predictable and uncontrastive and can
therefore follow the verb.1

This verb-subject pattern, with Focus on the verb, is especially
common with 7éfvnke in questions to messengers, when we have
already heard clear indications that a character has died, as in the
following exchange between Iocaste and the messenger:16

(3.11) To. 7{ &; oy 6 mpéoPus II8AvPos éyrpatis éri;
Mess. 00 817, émel vwv BdvaTos év Tddous éxer.
lo. mds elmas; ) Té0vmrev Oldimov matip; (OT 941-3)
lo. How so? Is not the aged Polybus still in power?

Mess. No, for death holds him in the tomb.
To. What have you said? Is Oedipus’ father dead?

The messenger’s circumlocution in line 942 can hardly be misunder-
stood but Iocaste makes doubly sure with her question. The subject

15 Similarly uncontrastive subjects can be found in Aj. 496: 3 yap 0dvys o0 ‘for on
the day when you perish, ..., OC 582: Theseus asks when Oedipus’ reward will be
his, and Oedipus tells him that will be when he dies (Focus) and Theseus buries
(Focus on rageds) him: §rav Odvw *yw ral o6 pov Tapeds yévy. With Sl vpaw: Aj. 979
SAwlev avijp, OC 1583 SAwle yap dvaryros; I believe that Ant. 546 belongs in this
category as well. The verb here has Focus and is the first Mobile in the sentence; the
subject pronoun and the adverb rxowd are less salient and follow: 1) ot 8dvys o
wowd, (I follow Griffith against Lloyd-Jones in reading wo: rather than ’uo!). Examples
from Euripides: (8A\vuad) Alc. 633, Hec. 767, Hel. 1216, Hipp. 788, 801, IT 60 (t),
1074, Med. 1035-6, (Ovijoxkw) Alc. 527, 541, El. 769, Hec. 431, Hel. 279, HF 539,
Heracl. 712, Hipp. 305, 958, IT 58, 548, Phoen. 1076, 1193 (t).

16 These questions, then, are yes-no questions (is he or isn’t he), which most often
result in Focus on the verb. As it happens, the Sophoclean instances in this chapter do
not feature X questions (question word questions) in main clauses (see below, (3.27),
and Ant. 58-9 for indirect questions). Examples from Euripides, with the question word
opening the clause, followed by the verb: Bacch. 1290 o1 8 dAer[o];, Hec. 695 (lyr.) Tive
wépw Ovioxes, ... Hel 841 wds odv Bavoiuel|a] ... ; Med. 1134 wds dAovro;
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constituent, Oid{mov war1p, follows the verb.!? It is uncontrastive and
predictable. Examples of this kind abound, and I present a few more.
(3.12) has Philoctetes reacting to Neoptolemus’ news from Troy:18

(3.12) Ne. & mai Ilolavtos, é€epd, uédis & épd,

dywy O adTdv ééeAwBRlny woAdw.

émel yap €oye poip’ Axidéa Qaveiv—

Ph. oiuov ¢ppdons por un mépa, mpiv dv pdbw

mpdTov 768 1) Tédvmy’ 6 IIpAéws ydvos;  (Phil. 329-33)

Ne. Son of Poeas, I will tell you, and much as it costs me to tell,
the outrage I suffered at their hands when I went there.
For when fate had caused Achilles to die. ..

Ph. Alas! Tell me no more, before I learn
this first: is the son of Peleus dead?

Neoptolemus has only managed one temporal clause to start his
narrative of deception, when Philoctetes interrupts him (no doubt
we are to understand that Neoptolemus means for him to do just
that). “‘You mean to say Achilles is dead?” Again, the verb is the most
salient constituent, and the predictable subject follows.

(3.13) is an exchange between nurse and chorus in Trachiniae:

(3.13) [Nurse:

Chorus:
Nurse:

Cho.
Cho.

Nurse:

Cho.

Heracles’s gift proved to be the start of no
small evils.
How s0?]
4 4 \ 4
BéBnke Anavepa Ty mavvordryy
< ~ < -~ 3 > 4 4
680V amacdy €¢ axwnTov T0dds.
00 8% ol s Bavoioa; Nurse: mdvr drrroas.
TéOvmrev 1) Tddawa;  Nurse: SedTepov kAdes.

(Trach. 874-7)

Without movement of her foot Deianeira
has gone on the last of all journeys.
Surely not in death? Nurse: You have
heard it all.

17 The text of 943 is uncertain (MSS have 7é0vmie TI6Avfos); but this uncertainty
does not affect the analysis.

18 From Sophocles we can add EL 1426 (lyric trimeters): é0vnkev 1 TdAawa; With
8AwAe: OC 1583. From Euripides, we can add Hipp. 788, 801.
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Cho. Is the poor lady dead? Nurse: You are
hearing it a second time.

In line 877 we see the pattern which will by now be familiar. The verb
with Focus (‘is she dead?’) comes first in the clause, followed by the
predictable subject. Consider, however, the nurse’s words in line 874,
the first line quoted here: BéBnre Andvewpa wrd. Does the same
analysis hold for this line? Clearly it does not. The chorus has
heard a cry from within the house and sees that the nurse is upset,
but surely that does not make her news in 874 predictable in any way?
In fact, we are here dealing with a different pattern. Line 874 is an
example of an ‘all-new’ sentence, also called ‘thetic’ (as opposed to
categorical), the main characteristic of which is that the information
cannot be neatly divided into old and new, or Topic and Focus.
Rather, everything is new information. In many languages, and
Greek is one of them, these sentences are characterized by verbs in
initial position.!® There are a number of examples of this with the
verb Ovijokw, but two instances from Electra will serve as illustration
here. The first comes from Orestes’ instructions to his old slave:

(3.14) Or. dyyelde & Sprov mpooTibels SBovvera
Té0vni’ ’Opéorys é€ dvaykaias 7Ux7s,
&OAOLO'L HUBLKO[O'LV G’K TpOX'Y]AdT(UV

Slppwv kKvliabels: &GS 6 uibos éordrw. (EL 47-50)

Tell them, speaking on oath, that

Orestes is dead by an accident

having fallen from his moving chariot in the
Pythian Games;

Let that be your tale!

And sure enough, this exact formula2® comes back when the message
is delivered:

19 Note that the correlation works one way only: all-new sentences are always
verb-initial, but not all verb-initial sentences are all-new.

20 Tt may be countered that Orestes’ name is of such a shape (v— —, bacchius) that
the word can only go in this position in the trimeter (in all cases except the vocative),
and that this is a sufficient explanation of the word order found. However, the verb
7ébvni(e) is amenable to different positions in the trimeter line, and so I consider the
order of verb and subject a legitimate point of enquiry. For what it’s worth, Orestes
precedes the main verb in EL 602: 7Aquwv *Opéorys dvarvyy TpiBer Blov.
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(3.15) Cly. 70 moiov, & £&; elmé- mapa dpidov yap &
avdpés, odd’ 0lda, mpoodileis Aéfets Adyous.
Pae. 7é0vni’’Opéorys: év Bpayei Evvlbels Aéyw. (EL 671-3)

Cly. What is that, stranger? Tell me, for you come, I know,
from a friend, and the words you utter will be
friendly words.

Pae. Orestes is dead! There you have it in a word!

If we ignore the circumlocution, Iocaste’s death in OT is announced
in the same way, with the verb in clause-initial position, and the
subject immediately following:

(3.16) Mess. 6 uev TdyiaTos TV Adywy elmely Te€ Kal
® X Y
pabetv, TéOvyre Oeiov loxdorys kapa.  (OT 1234-5)

The news I must first speak and you must first
learn is that the august Iocaste is dead.

We do not find this ‘all-new’ formula in all cases where a death is
announced, but I think the exceptions can be explained.2! (3.17), for
instance, is another exchange between chorus and messenger (on line
1173 see above, (3.9)):

(3.17) Mess. rebvaow: of 8¢ {wvres altior Daveiv.
Cho. «at 7is povevey; 7is & 6 relpevos; Aéye.
Mess. Alpwv SAwldev: adrdyep 8 aludocerar. (Ant. 1173-5)

Mess. They are dead! And those who are alive are guilty
of their deaths...
Cho. And who is the murderer? and who lies low? Tell me!

Mess. Haemon is dead; and his own hand has shed
his blood.

21 With the exception of Eur. Bacch. 1030: levfeds SAwAe, mais *Eylovos matpds,
and Hel. 1196 Mevélaos ... 7é0vnié pow. In these cases, there is only a more generic
indication that bad news is about to be delivered. Alc. 518 and 821 are of the same
type as (3.17), in which it is clear that a death has occurred, and the question is
merely, who. yuv1 is Focus in both cases. Med. 1125 is verb-initial: sAwAev 1 T9pavvos
dpriws wkdpn. Other all-new sentences from Euripides, where, incidentally, it is
frequently the dying who speak these lines: (verb-subject) HF 492 (bis), IT 56,
Phoen. 1349, Tro. 622; (verb-initial but no explicit subject) IT 704, Or. 1296.
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Inline 1174 the chorus, puzzled by the messenger’s laconic announce-
ment, asks who killed whom, and in the reply Haemon has Focus.22 In
an exaggerated paraphrase, ‘It's Haemon who is dead’2? I would
propose a similar reading for the next example, concerning the
death of Eurydice:

(3.18) [Messenger: Lord, you carry sorrows in your arms, but soon
you will enter the house and see yet more]
Cr. 7({ & éoTw al kdkiov éx kak®dv €Ti;
Mess. yuv) Té0vmie, ToG0€ TappuRTwp verpod,
8150'7'7]]/05‘, (%pTL VGOT(;I.LOLO'L W/\?’?)/M(IO'LV.

(Ant. 1278-83)

Cr. What is there that is yet more evil, coming
after evils?
Mess. Your wife is dead, own mother of this dead man,

unhappy one, through wounds newly inflicted.

Creon hears from the messenger that there is more bad news in store
for him at home. In his response he does not ask in so many
words who has died, but with Eurydice being the latest in quite a
series of deaths, it is understandable that the messenger answers in a
way that suggests ‘it’s your wife this time’ rather than ‘your wife has
died’, with the verb no longer qualifying as the most salient part of his
message.

There remains one more type of verb-initial sentence which is
quite rare and, unlike the all-new sentences, can be analysed as

22 The messenger answers both questions, starting with the second one. In both
his clauses the ‘answering’ constituents (Focus) take initial position.

23 Focus on the subject also in Phil. 435, where Philoctetes is piecing together who
has died at Troy, and who is still alive: (What about Patroclus?) yodros refvnras fv
‘he too was dead’ (while I have generally excluded participial phrases from the
corpus, I make an exception for Phil. 435, since the periphrasis amounts to a main
clause predicate). See also Phil. 414 4AX 7 yod7os oiyerar favdiv; ‘is he also dead and
gone?” Other instances (SAMvpad) Ant. 517 od ydp 7t SodAos, AN ddeAdos dAeTo ‘it was
not a slave, but my brother who had died’, Ant. 763 00 18’ Aeirar ‘she shall not die’
Examples from Euripides: Alc. 518, 821 (see above, note 21), HF 537 (Kovacs: ‘it was
my children who were being killed’), Heracl. 545, Med. 1309 (not Jason but his
children), Tro. 730, IT 985. Given the state of the text, it is impossible to decide
whether Tro. 380 y7jpa: belongs here as well. The text of Rhes. 847 7is mébvnke
fovppdywrt is also uncertain.
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an instantiation of the basic clause pattern. In this case, the verb
functions as Topic, and is followed by a Focus constituent.2¢ Here is
an extended example from Electra:

(3.19) EL wviv & éxdédovme TadT év juépg wid
Oavdvri odv col- mdvTa yap cvvapmdoas
00X Smws BéPryras. oixeTar maTip:
Tébvic’ éyw ool* dpoiidos adTos el favdrv:
yeddar & éxOpol- palverar & v¢ 7doviis
whTYp duiTwp, Bis éuol v ToAXdkis
dripas Adbpa mpovmepmes Ws davoluevos
TIUwWpPOSs avTds. (EL 1149-56)

And now this has vanished in one day,

with your death; like a whirlwind,

you have gone, carrying off everything! My father is gone;
you have killed me; you yourself are dead and gone.
Our enemies are laughing; and our evil mother

is mad with delight, she whom you often said,

in secret messages, that you yourself

would come and punish.

The constituents in bold (four verbs and one predicative adjective)
are each the predicate of their clause, so syntactically speaking, they
are the thing said of the subject. But in this case syntax and pragmat-
ics do not map as easily on to each other. Pragmatically, the analysis
is the converse of the syntax: the predicates are the psychological
subject, or Topic of the clauses, and it is the subjects that have
become the psychological predicate, or Focus of the clauses. What
Electra does is to explain how Orestes has swept away everything:
there is no hope for revenge for her father, Electra has ceased to have
a meaningful existence, Orestes is gone himself. These three predi-
cates can be seen as instantiations of the ‘sweeping away’ (ouvap-
mdoas) that Orestes has done, and as such they are accessible for use
as Topics, with the subjects in each case the Focus of the clause. From

24 For more discussion of verbs as Topics see Dik (1995), ch. 7, ‘Predicates
can be Topics. See also Browne (1996). This particular passage is discussed in Slings
(1997: 185).
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this disappearance ‘theme’ Electra switches to its corollary: the other
side is now happy, even ‘mad with delight’25
A similar series can be observed in OC 610-11:

(3.20) Oe. & ¢pidrar Aiyéws mai, uévots od yiyverar
Oeoiot yipas 0vde karlaveiv mwore,
\ > ~ 4 p ¢ \ e
Ta 8 dAa ovyyei mavl ¢ maykpaTis xpdvos.
dOiver pév Loxvs yis, dpbiver 8¢ odbparos,
Ovijoker 6é mioTis, BAaordver & dmioTia,. ..

(OC 607-11)

Dearest son of Aegeus [Theseus], for the gods alone

there is no old age and no death ever,

but all other things are submerged by all-powerful time!

The strength of the country perishes, so does the
strength of the body,

loyalty dies and disloyalty comes into being, ...

25 Instances in Sophocles with AAvpar: OC1613 od €07’ €0 Spiv 778 év fuépa marip.
| 8AwAe yap 87 mdvra Tdud, ‘On this day your father is no more! For gone is every-
thing...”; Phil. 1035 kaxds 6Aota dAeiole & HouknrdTes ‘ Tov dvdpa Tévde ‘May you
perish miserably! And you will perish for the wrong you did this man. In Euripides, I find a
clear example in Tro. 677: kal viv 8Awdas uev ov, vavelhloduar 8 éyd. In Tro. 935 & &
noTvyxmoev ‘EAds, @Adunv éyw ‘But Hellas’s good fortune was my ruin, dAdunv can be
interpreted as contrastive Topic. The peculiar order of Med. 83 §Aoiro pév i ‘curse him I
will not, suggests that the thought ‘6)o.70’ is entertained before being rejected. Kovacs
(Loeb) translates aptly: ‘A curse on him!—but no’ With 6vijoxw, Alc. 725 (1) Bavij ye
wévrou SvorAers ‘and your death will be infamous), Andr. 381 7y Odvys o0 ‘if it is you who
dies’ (not (as in the Loeb translation) ‘if you die’: Menelaus is pointing out that either
Andromache or her son must die), EL 687 7é0vyka xdy< (if you die,) it is the death of me,
too, Hec. 773 Bvijoxet 8¢ mpos Tov ‘By whom was he killed?” asks for more details about the
death of Hecuba’s son Polydorus; in IT321 (2) favoduel’, AN Smws Bavovpeba | kdAio-
[7a], the second instance of favovuela is the Topic of its clause: ‘We are going to die, see to
it that our death (Topic) be most glorious (Focus)’; similarly the adverb 7ayxdkws is the
Focus in Med. 1135: wés dAovro; 8is Téoov yap av | répiheras fuds, € rebviow mayrdrws.
‘How did they die? You will give me twice the pleasure if they died in agony’; Tro. 906 w7y
Odvy 7008 évderis ‘let her not die without this’ (Hecuba entreating Menelaus, taking for
granted that he will kill Helen, as he has said in line 905)? 1168-9 (Hec. to the dead
Astyanax) €l fLE\V ydp ébaves 'npé ToAews ﬁﬁng Tvxd)v | ya’.,uwv Te Kal NS loobBéov Tv-
pawiSos, | pardpios Hab dv. ‘(Your death is unlucky,) for if it had been in defence of the
city, at the proper age, married and as a divine king, you would have been blessed’. It is not
the fact of Astyanax’s death that Hecuba calls unlucky, but its timing. Another instance
that possibly belongs in this group is Tro. 375. Cassandra is arguing that the Trojans are
more fortunate than the Greeks in many ways. One of these is that the Trojans at least died
in defence of their fatherland, whereas the Greeks died for no comparable reason: érei &
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Again, the first three verbs that function as Topics (in bold), can be
seen as part of time’s destruction of everything (ovyyei mdvra). Then
in BAacrdve: there is a switch to the growth of evil as a result.
Interestingly, Sophocles chooses parallelism rather than chiasmus.26

The next example does not involve such a long series, and has a
chiastic arrangement.?” (3.21) is part of the messenger’s description
of Tocaste’s suicide in OT:

(3.21) Mess. mddas &, Smws elofAf, émppdfac éow
kalel Tov 10m Adiov mdAar verpdy,
uviuny maladv omeppudrwy éxova’, V¢ Gv
0 /7 \ > 4 \ 8 \ ’ A /
dvoi wév adTds, v 8¢ TikTovoav Aimou

Tols ofow avTod dvoTexvoy madovpyiav. (OT 1244-8)

And when she entered she slammed shut both
panels of the door,

calling on Laius, now long a corpse,

remembering their love-making long ago, which

had brought him to death, leaving her to bring forth

a progeny accursed by one that was his own.

The Focus of the fdvo: clause,?8 adrds, provides the starting point for
the next one. From Laius himself to his wife is a small step, and so
Iocaste can serve as the Topic in the next clause.

ém drras HAvbov Zrapavdplovs, | évyarov ob yis Spl’ dmooTepouevor | 008 Gipi-
mupyov matpid[a] ‘When they came to the banks of the Scamander, they perished not
because they were deprived of land or of their city. Alternatively, we can read the verb as
Focus and the participial phrases as attendant circumstances following the verb as less
salient: ‘When they arrived, they died, ...’

26 In Eur. Alc. 720, a sarcastic comment from Pheres to Admetus, uvijoreve moAds,
s Bavwaor mAeloves ‘Woo many wives, so that more may die’, I am not sure whether we
should analyse fdvwaor as Topic (dying is never far away from one’s thoughts in this
play, after all) and wAeloves as Focus, or that the two constituents both have Focus
(line 720 does not form a proper response to 719 ‘If only you might come to need my
help one day!’, so that the context provides little help). Both analyses seem possible;
similarly, in reading the line in English, we may choose to stress ‘more’ and downplay,
as presupposed, ‘die’ (this would be the equivalent of a Topic-Focus interpretation of
the Greek), or stress both. I tend toward the former.

27 On chiasmus and parallelism see further Slings (1997), Dik (1995: 51, 216).

28 Within the ‘subdivided’ relative clause, that is. The particle uév allows us to
assume a boundary that coincides with the line, effectively giving fdvo. clause-initial
position. See Ruijgh (19904), Dik (1995: ch. 3).
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Table 3.1 Instantiations of the basic clause pattern

Topic Focus Verb Remainder ex.no. similar examples

ot Tou TPDTY fdvois v — (3.1) (3.2), (3.3)

o0ide uev Tebvacd, — — (3.4) —

— feois 7ébvmrer  obTos (3.5) —

— é¢ éuod Témker — (3.6) (3.7), (3.8), (3.17), (3.18)
— Tebvaow — (3.9) —

— Tebvaow avdpes® (3.10)  (3.11), (3.12), (3.13)
Téhmi’  éyd — — (3.19) (3.20), (3.21)

* Other constituents classified as ‘Remainder’ were already mentioned above, n. 12: EL 674
SAwla 778 év uépa, EL 1482 SAwla 87 Seldaos, Phil. 962 Odvois kaxds, Phil. 1030 7éBvmy’ duiv
mdAac. In all of these, the verb presents the most salient information. Examples of verb-initial clauses
from Euripides include many curses (‘May X die’ (6Aocro) Hipp. 407-9, 693 (with additional Focus on
subjects), 1028, IA 658, Rhes. 875) and oaths (‘May I die’ (8dvouur) Alc. 1096, El 281, 663), in which the
verbs will typically have Focus. Other instances of the pattern in Euripides: Supp. 944 (verb dlowr’. .. dv
provides the answer to #as in line 943), (6vijoxw) Ale. 178 (actually, wdpos practically functions like
Jmep), 666, 690, Andr. 334 (), Hel. 781, IA 519, 1419, IT 489, Rhes. 683 (troch.), Tro. 391, 740-1, 879,
1223; (participial phrases following clause-initial verb:) Heracl. 547 ovx dv fdvowus 73 T0xn Aaxodo’
éyd. ‘I shall not die by the chance drawing of lots’ (but I am willing to volunteer). 73 rdxy is preposed in
the participial phrase; similarly Ion 951 rébvnrer, & yepaié, Onpaiv éxrebdeis, Ton 1112 s Odvy
merpovuévn (but cf. Bacch. 356-7 s av devoipov Sikns Tvxwv | Odvy, in which practically the same
information is presented in a different order); Ion 1207 Ovijoxer & dmaomaipovoa, powwkookelels | xn-
Aas mapeioa; 1259 (troch.) xdv 8dvys yap évdd odoa.

By way of conclusion to this section, I recapitulate the instances
discussed so far in tabular form. Table 3.1 sums up the various
possible instantiations of the basic clause pattern (the ‘all-new’ sen-
tences discussed in (3.14)—(3.16) form a separate category).

3.3 COMPLICATIONS: FOCUS

The previous section provided an overview of the most frequent
permutations of the basic clause pattern. I hope to have shown that
the variety in word order that we find in these passages can be mean-
ingfully described with the proposed clause pattern. In the following
pages, I will discuss a number of passages that present problems of
various kinds. I will start with some instances of multiple Focus.2?

29 Examples from Euripides include questions: in Alc. 534 Heracles asks, given that
Admetus has denied a blood-relationship to the deceased, mds odv év olkois coiow
dleoev Blov; ‘How did she come to die in your house [of all places]?” Both the
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The following passage from Antigone juxtaposes mpos OumAijs
woipas and ulav kad nuépav, and both of these precede the verb:

(3.22) Cr. 67 odv éxeivor mpos Sumdiis wolpas wiav
kol Huépav dAovro mailocavtés Te Kal
mAnyévres adTdyepL oy pdopart,
éyw kpdtn Om mavta kal Bpdvous éyw
yévous kat dyxioTeia TV SAwASTWY. (Ant. 170-4)

So now that they have perished by

twofold ruin on a single day, striking and

being struck by the polluting violence of one another,
I hold the throne by reason of

my kinship with the dead.

In explaining the twist of fate that has landed him on the throne,
Creon points to the remarkable fact of the two deaths occurring on
one day. I take it that these two constituents together have Focus,
following the Topic éxeivo.. Elsewhere in the play as well, these
numerals tend to be highlighted, as in Ismene’s words earlier in the

play:

(3.23) Is. éuol pév oddeis uivbos, Avrvydvy, pidwy
o0l 180s oUT’ dAyewos ket é¢ STov
Svoiv ddeAdoiv éoTepnOnuer dvo,
wid Oavévrow Huépg Bumdf) xepl: (Ant. 11-14)

To me, Antigone, no word about our friends

has come, either agreeable or painful, since

we two were robbed of two brothers,

who perished on one day, each at the other’s hands.

In this passage, the underlined numerals all precede the noun they
modify; dvoiv ddeAdoiv is in the preverbal Focus position, and i is
placed in hyperbaton.

question word and év oikots coiow have Focus here. Similarly, in Hel. 1212, the story
of Menelaus’ shipwreck raises the question mds 68 otk sAwle kowwvdv wAdrys; How
did this man survive? He shared the same ship’, and in 17998, Iphigenia asks, [when
I'm found out,] wds o0 favodpay; ‘how will 1 not be put to death?” Tro. 1055-6
highlights the terrible death that awaits Helen with a polyptoton in Focus position:
é\oioa & Apyos domep dfla kaxds | kaxiy Oaveirar ‘When she reaches Argos, the
wretch will die a wretched death, as she deserved.
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In the following passage from OT, Iocaste explains how oracles
cannot be trusted, since Laius was supposed to die at the hands of her
son, which has apparently failed to come true:

(3.24) Io. «kaiToLvw od keivds v’ 6 dvoTnVés moTe

katéxtar’, AAX adros mdpoifev dAeto.  (OT 855-6)

Yet that poor child never killed him,
but he himself perished before him.

Both of the underlined constituents represent the counter-presupposi-
tional information that, taken together, explains why Laius’ son cannot be
responsible for his father’s death: he died himself rather than killing
anyone, and did so earlier than Laius.

I also propose a multiple Focus analysis for the following passage
from Antigone. Creon is saying that Antigone should die before
Haemon’s eyes:

(3.25) Cr. dMpbes; dAX o0 76v8 "Odvpmov, ial 11,
/ 3 / 4 bl /
xalpwy €Tt Yidyoior Sevvdoels Eué.
dyeTe 10 uioos ws kat Sppar avTika

mapdvte Ovjory mAnola 7@ vupdiw. (Ant. 758-61)

Do you say that? Why, by that Olympus which we see,
be sure of it,

you shall not continue to abuse me with your
reproaches with impunity!

Bring the hateful creature, so that she may die

at once close at hand, in the sight of her bridegroom!

Creon had already condemned Antigone; but in his rage at Haemon
here, he wants his son to suffer even more by making him watch
Antigone’s death right before his eyes. The s clause has no fewer than
three constituents preceding the verb vijoxn, all of which express the
immediacy with which this death sentence has to be carried out: both
immediacy in time (ad7{xka) and immediacy in space with regard to
Haemon (ka7 dupar|al, mapdvre).30 I take it that these constituents

30 In all fairness, mAnoia ‘close by’ expresses this as well, of course, although I think
that the earlier expressions are stronger. 7@ vupugiw, on the other hand, is predictable
and merely completes the sense. For another instance of Focus on wapdvri, compare
Soph. El 2-3 viv éxeiv’ ééeori oou | mapdvte Aedosew ‘now you can see those things
while present), i.e. with your own eyes (cited above, § 2.4, as (2.19)).
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all have Focus. Indirectly, Lloyd-Jones’s translation of the lines shows
how awkward such multiple Focus constituents are: In translation, we
feel the need to add commas, which serve to distribute the salient
information over more than one intonation unit.

The following example from Electra 1 find less amenable to
straightforward analysis:

(3.26) EL adry yap 7 Adyoior yevvala yuvn
-~ /7QY /’ 4
bwvovoa 170148 éfoveldilel kakd,

‘d dvabeov pionua, ool udévy marnp

TéOvmrev; dAdos & olTis év mévler BpoTiv;

KaK®S 6Aowo, undé o éx ydwv moTé

~ ~ 3 4 13 ’ 7

TV viv damralldéetar of kdTw Beol.

(EL 287-92)

Yes, this woman [Clytemnestra], who is said to be

so noble,
gives tongue and utters insults such as these:
‘Accursed, hateful creature, are you the only one
that has lost a father? Does no other mortal mourn a loss?
May you perish miserably, and may the gods below never
release you from your lamentations!’

I assume that we here have one of the rare instances where not one
but two constituents have Focus,3! both ool udvy and warijp: are you
the only one who’s lost a father? To some extent, this reading is
supported by the following line, in that oot uévy contrasts neatly
with dAos & odiTis, but the context does not force an interpretation
of marp as Focus. The closer the relative, the more likely one is to
stay in mourning for a longer period; even so, Clytemnestra (as
represented by Electra) would seem to argue, enough is enough,
and Electra should give up her obsession with her father.32

31 For what I have called ‘complex’ Focus, see Dik (1995) ch. 3. For another
example see Aesch. Ag. 1318.

32 For the prominence of mar+p in the exchanges between Electra and her mother
(is marnp 7é@vmrer Electra’s favourite way of starting a conversation with her
mother?) see lines 525 (Electra’s topic of choice reported by mother) and 558
(mother’s words reported by Electra).
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The following passage from the messenger speech in OC presents a
similar problem. Again, a subject constituent («eivos) is in preverbal
position, but is it really a Focus constituent?

(3.27) Mess. [When we left, after a short time we turned and saw
that the one man was nowhere there any longer but
that the king himself to shade his eyes held his hand
before his face, as if some terrifying sight had
appeared that was unbearable to see]

G”TTGL’T(I Mé’VTOL B(XL(‘)V 01386} O"l\)V )\(5’)/(:()

opduev adTov yiv Te mpookuvoovd dua

kal Tov Oedv "Olvumov év TadTd xpdvw.

udpw & omoiw keivos dAer’ oS dv efs

Ovnrdv dpdoee A 16 Onoéws kdpa.

oV ydp Tis avTov olTe Tuphdpos Beod

kepavvos é¢émpatev obre. .. (0OC 1653-9)

But then after a moment, with no word spoken,
we saw him salute the earth and the sky,

home of the gods, at the same moment.

But by what death that man perished

none among mortals could tell but Theseus.
For no fiery thunderbolt of the god

made away with him, nor...

The beginning of the d)Aero clause is easy enough to make sense of. udpw
‘death’ introduces the Topic of the question, é6moiw the Focus: ‘As to his
death, how exactly he died,...” We will see more such instances in
chapter 5, which will be devoted to questions. But what are we to make
of keivos?3? Obviously, there cannot be a question as to who died. It is
necessary, however, to indicate a shift of subject from Theseus to Oedi-
pusin this clause, and both the subject of the next clause ‘no one’ and the
next mention of Theseus are obvious Focus constituents. The strong

33 T am here concerned with the position of the subject. The choice of pronoun is a
natural one for someone removed from the scene. (é)xeivos tends to be a highly
marked pronoun in general. Very few instances occur postverbally (and in these cases
still arguably Focus, as in Creon’s e/ ¢udnyréov, pidet | kelvovs (Ant. 524-5, see further
below, § 6.2), and when used in the genitive, such possessive modifiers tend to
precede their noun.
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reference appears to be shifting our attention from Theseus, the
central participant in the preceding clauses, to Oedipus, who in subse-
quent clauses is again referred to by weaker anaphora: ad7év in 1658 and
dvipin 1663.34

3.4 THE LIMITS OF THE CLAUSE: THEMES,
TAILS, AND SETTINGS

The participial phrase mapdvre in (3.25) seems to be integrated in the
Oviioxy clause as much as the other constituents that describe the
circumstances under which Antigone is to die. In this section, I will
discuss a number of participial phrases and other problems that
concern the boundaries of the clause.

The present corpus has at least one more instance where I would
argue that a participle has Focus in the clause containing the finite
verb, rather than functioning as a clause on its own.? The example is
a complicated passage from Ajax, with Ajax speaking with Athena:

34 So there appears to be an argument, in part syntactical (Focus on xeivos in
parallel with the subject of the next phrase), in part from the point of view of
participant reference (the need for distinction between Theseus and Oedipus) for
reivos as pragmatically marked. On the other hand, we will see more instances of
subject pronouns (broadly defined) that are of questionable Focus status, which all
have in common that they follow, like postpositives, the Focus of a clause (compare
dvoryros below, n. 37).

35 See also Ant. 195, Creon’s decree about the burial of Eteocles, who died in
defence of the city (as opposed to his brother, who also died, but on the opposite side):
*Eteox)éa uév, 6s mélews Smepuaxdv | BAwde mjade, mdvt dpiotedoas 8dpu, | Tddw Te
kptpar kai Ta wdvr épayvicar...Alc. 180-1 is an example from Euripides:
mpododvar ydp o dkvovoa kal méow | Ovijoxw It is because I shrank from abandon-
ing you and my husband that I now die’ I argued above (n. 25) that in Tro.
1168-9 €l peév yap éaves mpo méAews 1fns Tuxwv xtA. the participial phrase, with
mpo méAews, has Focus following the verb éfaves which functions as Topic, and that
Tro. 375 may be similarly analysed, with the main verb as Topic and the participial
phrase as Focus. Other kinds of constituents which would usually function as Setting
are occasionally also used as Topic or Focus, such as éxei uév and év 8¢ Sdpaow
which function as contrastive Topics in Eur. EL 8-9: «dkei uév edriynoev:
év 8¢ dwpaot | Bvijorer yuvawkos mpos Kdvrayjorpas 86Aw ... ‘In Troy his fortunes
were good, but at home he was treacherously slain by his wife Clytemnestra...” Alc.
534 is an example of Focus on a locative phrase (see above, n. 29), and see (3.2) for an
example of a temporal adverb with Focus. In IT 3734 it is less clear whether we
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(3.28) Aj. jdweTos, & Séomowa, deoucitys éow
Oaxei- Oaveiv yap adrov o 7{ mw Hédw.
Ath. 7plv v 7{ Spdoys 1 7{ kepddvns wAéov;
Aj.  7plv v debels mpos wkloV’ éprelov oTéyns—
Ath. 7{ &jra Tov SveTyvov épydon rkardv;

Aj.  pdoTytmpdTov vadTa dowiylels Oavy. (Aj. 105-10)

Aj.  Mistress, he sits inside, the most welcome of prisoners!
For I do not want him to die yet.

Ath. Before you have done what or have got what advantage?

Aj. Before, bound to the pillar of the hut I live in...

Ath. You will have done what mischief to the wretched man?

Aj.  He has perished, after first having his back made
bloody by my whip.

Ajax does answer Athena’s wpiv 7{ question, but his actual answer is
to be found in the participles embedded in his wpiv clause, rather
than the verb fdvy itself. As Jebb remarks, ‘we should have had 7piv
av...powwyd5. But the emphasis on pdoriyt mpdrov virTa dpowiylbels
serves to excuse the presence of 8dvy,—added for the sake of greater
clearness, after the long interval. In my analysis, the preverbal pos-
ition of the participial clause (i.e. preverbal with regard to 6dvy)
makes it the Focus of the clause, rather than the more usual function
of scene setter (as the Sefels clause does).

We can compare (3.P3) from Plato’s Phaedo. Here too, the parti-
cipial phrase, ¢dpparov midv has Focus, ‘the only thing I’ve heard for
certain [about how he died] is that he died by drinking poison, rather
than functioning as a Setting, ‘the only thing I've heard for certain
[about how he died] is that, after he took poison, he died’:

(3.P3) [Nobody has been to Athens, and nobody has been here.. . ]
60TLs Qv Yuiv oadés Tu dyyetdar ofds T My wept TOUTWY, TATY

ye 87) 67t pdpparov mwy amoldvor: (Plato Phd. 57a-b)

should interpret vov as Setting or Focus: zi55/\¢6v ot o’weu\é,wr]v Xepotv, | Os vOv SAwev
‘T did not take my little brother up in my arms, (and now he is dead). Similarly open
to interpretation is the status of the éx-phrase (Setting or Focus?) in Andr. 1003-6:
008¢ v perdoracs | yvdurs dvioe Bedp 8i8dvTa viv dixas, | dAXN ék T éelvov
Swafoldais te Tais éuais | rxaxds dAeirar- ‘His change of heart shall do him no
good as the god punishes him. Thanks to Apollo and my accusations he will die a
painful death’
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...who could tell us anything definite about this matter,
except that he drank poison and died.

More regularly, however, the participial clauses function on their
own. Typically a series of actions is represented by a number of
participial clauses, culminating in a clause with a finite verb, as in
(3.29) below, again from Ajax:

(3.29) Aj. ol éor Tobpyov TANTY. dAAG BT Law
mpos épvpa Tpdwv, Evumeowv pdvos wévors
kal dpdv Tt XpnoTéy, elTa Aolabiov Bdvw; (Aj. 466-8)

The thing is not to be endured! But am I to go
to the Trojan wall, challenge them all single-handed,
achieve some feat, and at last perish?

In this case the main clause starts with elra, which recapitulates the
participial phrases. The adverb is a formal indication that the parti-
ciples are not an integral part of the finite clause. Together with
AolaBiov, elTa functions as the Setting for the clause; fdvw has Focus.36

In (3.30) I assume that the participial phrase forms a separate
clause as well:

(3.30) Tec. «atl unv ¢pdBowsl y’ adrov éfelvaduny.
Aj. & Toiabe Tois karoiow; 7 T{ pou Aéyeis;
Tec. w1y ool yé mov dvornvos dvrioas Odvor.  (Aj. 531-3)

Tec. Why, I was afraid and sent him [Eurysaces] away.
Aj.  Because of these troubles, do you mean?
Tec. 1was afraid the poor boy might encounter you and die.

Tecmessa had removed her son by Ajax, Eurysaces. When Ajax asks
&v Toiade Tois rkakoiow ‘these troubles, meaning his own temporary

36 Another formal sign that the participial clause functions independently from the
finite clause is present in Soph. OC 1305-7. The participial clause rov émrdoyyov. ..
dyelpas functions as background for the subdivided purpose clause, in which 1
introduces the alternatives: 6mws 7ov énrddoyxov é OBas arddov | Edv T0i0d dyel-
pas 17‘ Hal.vm;u Tavdikws ‘ 7]‘ T0Us TAS e’K‘n’pa’fu.v‘ra.s e’K,Bo'L/\OL,u.L yf]g. ([I gathered allies],
so that with their aid I could muster the expedition against Thebes with seven spears
and either die (Focus) in a just cause or expel (Focus) from the land those who had
done this (Topic)’: I take it that the substantivized participle 7ods. .. éxmpdéavras is
integrated into the éxBdAoyu clause.
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madness, Tecmessa responds in the affirmative: oo( is in initial position
‘yes you. She had feared Ajax would make Eurysaces another victim. In
this case, while there is no formal indication that we should analyse the
participial phrase as separate, the verb fdvo. is not topical, as are its
counterparts favy in (3.28) and dmofldvor in the parallel from
the Phaedo. That last factor is the primary reason why I think an
‘integrated’ analysis (paraphrase: ‘lest he die by meeting you’) is less
appropriate than an analysis as two separate clauses: ‘lest he meet
you (Focus of participle clause) and die (the Focus in the one-word
finite clause)’3”

Besides participial clauses there are other extra-clausal constitu-
ents that can sometimes be formally identified as such, as in (3.31)
from Philoctetes:

(3.31) Ph. oiuot 7dAas. dAX ody ¢ Tvdéws ydvos,
008 ovpumolnTos Ziotdov Aaepriw,
oV w1 Bdvwor Tovede yap un (v éde. (Phil. 416-18)

Alas for me! But the son of Tydeus, and he who was
palmed off on Laertius by Sisyphus,
they will never die! For they ought not to be alive!

The clause proper starts with od .38 In the context, with Philoc-
tetes’ indignation that a worthy man like Ajax has died, we can expect
his next inquiry to be along the lines of ‘but what about Diomedes and
Odysseus, these scoundrels are still alive, I suppose?. Instead, we get a
statement of absolute certainty: ‘they will not di€’. The effect of having
these subjects in a separate intonation unit from the verb is to allow
both subjects to be the main point of information in their unit, before
they become the subject of od w7 fdvwa:, the Focus of the clause
proper. A similar example from Euripides, in that the subject phrase
functions as a Theme, preceding the rest of the sentence, is (3.E1)

37 Svornros forms an interesting problem. I believe that it functions here as a
postpositive.

38 oy w1 regularly opens clauses, as in Pl. Ap. 29d4 éwormep dv éumvéw rai oiés 7€ &,
o0 pn madowpar drocopav. It can be preceded by contrastive Topics as in Grg.
494d2—4 Towydpror, & Kadikdes, IITdlov pév wai TIopylav wai ééémdnéa ral
aloytveofar émoinoa, ov 8¢ ob wy éxmAayzs ovde uny aloxwvlis: Soph. OT 328 is
similar: wdvres yap od ppoveir éyd § od uij more | T4, s dv elmw pi) T o, Ekdprivw
rard ‘Yes, for all of you are ignorant; I shall never...’
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from Troades. Cassandra is presenting her argument that Troy
is more fortunate than the Greeks (365 7éAw 8¢é Selfw Tivde pnaxa-
pwwTépav ... ) and after discussing the Greeks (368 f.), she switches to
the Trojans in 386:

(3.E1) Ca. Tpoes 8¢ mpdTov uév, 76 kdAAioTov KAéos,
vmép mdrpas éfvyorov:

(Eur. Tro. 386-7)

As for the Trojans, in the first place—their greatest glory—
they died for their country.

The Theme Tpdes is followed by a typical Setting constituent, signal-
ling the structure of Cassandra’s argument, wp&rov uév ‘first. Follow-
ing the apposition 76 kdA\aTov kAéos, which justifies why this first
point ought indeed to come first, the clause proper consists of a Focus
constituent vmép mdrpas (this is what sets the Trojans apart from the
Greeks, who died without such good reasons, line 375) and the verb.

I conclude this section with an example of a Tail constituent, i.e. an
element following the clause proper, in a new intonation unit, as in
(3.32), where the clause proper ends with fvijorovet ydp ‘they died’:

(3.32) [Were there no eye witnesses to Laius’ murder?]
Cr. Ovjoxovor yap, mAnw €ls 7is, s Ppdfw puywv
Gv €lde AN €v 0Udev el eldws Pppdoad.

(OT 118-19)

No, they were all killed, except one, who ran away in
terror

and could tell nothing of what he saw for certain,
except one thing.

‘Except one, mAnv efs 7is forms a new unit after the main clause,
which had given the short answer to Oedipus’ question: no.3°

39 Another instance of a one-Mobile clause, followed by extra-clausal ‘Tail’
constituents is Soph. Phil. 334 [Is Peleus’ son dead?] 7é0vnkev, dvdpos 0ddevds, Oeod
& Umo, ‘ TofevTds, Ws )\éyovow, ek (pofﬁov Sa,u.ds‘. ‘He is dead, (and he died) at the
hand of no man, but of a god, shot dead, they say, by Phoebus.’ The different pieces of
information are delivered in short bursts. Again, as in (3.32) the verb opening the
sentence answers the question. What follows expands on the short version of the
answer, 7é0vnkev ‘yes, he is’
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This concludes my discussion of the set of Sophoclean instances.
Throughout, I have adduced parallels from Sophocles and Euripides
in footnotes. In the following sections I will discuss all Aeschylean
instances, which are in fact quite few in number, and some problem-
atic passages from Euripides.

3.5 AESCHYLUS

Of the many instances in the corpus, there are only fourteen finite
forms of Ovjjoxw and éAlvuar in non-lyric passages in Aeschylus,
which I will treat in order:

(3.A1) Ca. xalviv 6 pdvris pdvrw éxmpdéas éue
dmijyay’ é Towdode Bavacipovs Tiyas.
Bwwpod matpov 8 dvr émiénvov péve,
Oepucd komelons dpowiw mpoopdyuart.
o0 pun dTipol Y éx Oedv Tedvmifouen.
née yap Hudv dAdos ad Tiudopos, (Ag. 1275-80)

And now the prophet, having undone me, his
prophetess,

hath brought me to this deadly pass.

In place of my father’s altar a block awaits me,

butchered by the stroke of a hot bloody sacrifice.

Yet, unavenged of Heaven, shall we not die;

for there shall come in turn another, our avenger...

Cassandra announces her own death (favaciuovs toyas, émiéqvov...)
in lines 1276-8. In 1279, however, she moves on and announces
that Agamemnon’s and her death (on the plural see Fraenkel ad
loc.) will not go unavenged. driuol y’ éx Becdv is the Focus of the
clause, and the following ydp clause takes up this very point of the
revenge to come.

(3.A2) Ca. ovrot dvoollw Bauvov ws dpvis Ppéfw
AN s Bavovon papTuphté wor 768,

o \ SR} A ’
oTAY Yyuvm YUVALKOS AVT €UOV 6(1]/2’],
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avip Te dvodduaptos avr avdpos méay.
éméevoduar TadTa § s Havovuévn. (Ag. 1316-20)

Not with vain terror do I shrink, as a bird that
misdoubteth bush.
After I am dead, do ye bear witness for me of this—
when for me, a woman, another woman shall be slain,
and for an ill-wedded man another man shall fall.
I claim this boon from you now that my hour
is come.

Fraenkel summarizes:4° ‘I raise this grim cry of woe not from fear, but
in order that after my death you may bear witness of this (this injury
done me), at the time when the guilty receive their punishment for
my death and Agamemnon’s. The 6dvy clause and the line following
I would analyse as having Focus on both the nominatives and the
prepositional phrases (a woman for a woman, a man for a man).4! As
a general rule, more than one Focus in a clause is unlikely, unless the
point of the clause is precisely the connection between these elem-
ents, of which these lines are a good example.

The contrasting terms yvv+) and dv1jp are fronted, after which, in
1318, the prepositional phrase starts with yuvawds for the perfect
polyptoton (see Fraenkel ad loc. for further examples); in the follow-
ing line, avdpds is put at a distance from dv+jp but the fronting of its
modifier dveddpapros (a hapax) gives that word additional promin-
ence, while we observe at the same time that the arrangement of the
dvr{ phrases is chiastic. It is hard if not impossible to determine
which factors are more important than others in lines such as these,
whose ordering seems overdetermined.

(3.A3) EL olk7ipe O5Avv dpaoevds & opod ydov.
kal p1) fadelhns oméppa Iedombov T60e
oUTw yap o Téfvmras 006€é mep Bavdw.  (Cho. 502—4)

Have compassion for the joint lament of woman and man,
and do not blot out this seed of Pelops’ line;
for then, in spite of death, thou art not dead.

40 Following Fraenkel and Denniston-Page, I adopt Orelli’s paprvprjre in line 1317.
41 Cf. above, on (3.22) and following, for examples of multiple Focus constituents.
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The appeal to Agamemnon to come to his children’s aid is supported
by the topos that man lives on through his descendants: ‘If you help
us (07w is the favourable response to oikripe and wy *Ealeihys), you
are not truly dead (Focus), despite your death (Tail).

(3.A4) Slave 7ov {odvra kalvew Tods TebvnrdTas Méyw.
Cly. ol yd. évvijra Todmos €¢ alviypdrawv.
36Aots SAoduell, damep odv éxrelvapev. (Cho. 886-8)

Slave The dead are killing the living, I say.
Cly.  Oh me! I catch the meaning of the riddle.
By guile we are to perish, even as we slew.

Clytemnestra construes the servant’s words accurately, and concludes
that she and Aegisthus will die by §é)ous, treachery (Focus), just as
they killed.

(3.A5) Cly. 8oin 7is dvdpokuijra mélexvy s Tdxos:
elddpev € vikdpuey, N vikduela:
évraila yap 87 1008 ddikduny Karod.
Or. o€ kal patedw: 7@€ & aprolvTws €xet.
Cly. ol ’yd. mébvyras, pidrar Alyichov Bia.
(Cho. 889-93)

Cly. Someone give me a battle-axe, and quick!
Let us know if we are victors or vanquished;
for even to this have I come in this evil business.
Or. Thou art the very one I seek. He yonder—he has
had enough.
Cly. Oh me! Dead, valiant Aegisthus, my beloved!

Clytemnestra sees the dead Aegisthus, and if she were still in any doubt,
this should be over with Orestes’ words dprotvrws éyet. TéBvmras is
a one-word clause consisting of the Focus only, as in (3.9) above.

(3.A6) Or. TowiTov dv kTricaito pnAiTys dviip,
E&vwv amaddnua kdpyvpooTepy
Bilov vouilwv, 708€ 7" dv Sodduart
moANovs dvatpdv moAdd Bepualvor ppéva.
T01dd éuot Ebvoikos év 8éporat um
yévour™ Sdoiuny mpdabev éx Beov dmars.  (Cho. 1001-6)
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This were the sort of thing a highwayman might get,
who tricks strangers and plies a

robber’s trade; and with this cunning snare

he might slay many a man and gladden his heart thereby.
May such a woman not dwell with me in my house!
Ere that God grant I perish childless!

Optatives such as dloluny commonly occur clause-initially (with
Focus) or in one-word utterances.#2 Garvie is right to comment
here that while for Orestes this is a rhetorical wish, ‘the audience may
sense a deeper meaning. Orestes will shortly be pursued by the Erinyes
intent on his destruction, and the emphatic dAolunyv provides
an effective transition to the Chorus’s change of sentiment in the
following lines’

(3.A7) Mess. s év g mAnyy karépbaprar molds
8ABos, 70 Ilepodv & avfos olyeTar meadv.
oL, Kakov ey TpdTov AyyéAew Kakd:
opws & avdyxn mav avarriéar wdbos,
IEpoar ompatos yap mas SAwle BapPdpwy.
(Pers. 251-5)

How at a single stroke has all your plenteous weal been

shattered, and the flower of the Persians fallen and
perished!

Woe’s me—it is an evil office to be the first to herald ill.

And yet, ye Persians, I needs must unfold the whole
disaster—

the whole barbarian host is lost.

Of the two modifiers of orpards, the salient was (Focus) precedes the
verb. The predictable BapBdpwv follows. I believe we should interpret
arpatds as Topic, reading the syntactic subject as made up out of two
different ‘pragmatic’ constituents: in one unitary constituent, we
would expect mas to take its usual marked position in the noun
phrase and precede the noun o7pards, with or without hyperbaton,
as is the case in line 254 with 7dv...wdfos.

42 For examples see above, table 3.1 n. a.
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(3.A8) At. 75 o0 Té0vmie, Tiva 8¢ kar mevbioouev
TGOV dpyxelelwy, So1’ éml orkmmTovyin

Tayfels dvavdpov Taéw Hpjuov avdyv;  (Pers. 296-8)

Who is there that is not dead? Whom have we to bewail

of our leaders, who, appointed to wield the truncheon
of command,

by death left desolate his post without its chief?

‘Who has not died?” The news of the Persian disaster is known in
general terms, but now Atossa demands specifics of the messenger.
The question word (Focus) comes first in this question.

(3.A9) Mess. Ilepodv Sooumep Hoav drpaior pow,
Yuxdy 7 dpioTol kebyéveiav éxmpemels,
a7 T dvakT wloTw év mpdTous del,
Tebvaow aloypds dvokAeeoTdTw udpw.

(Pers. 441-4)

What Persians were in their life’s prime,

bravest in spirit, pre-eminent for noble birth,

and ever among the foremost in loyalty unto the
King himself—

these have fallen ignobly by a most inglorious doom.

All the best men (as described in the three lines preceding the main
clause) are dead. That they did so aloxpds Svoreeordrew udpe is sad
but of secondary importance. The verb has Focus.

(3.A10) Mess. «dvredfer Huds yis Ayaridos médov
kal Oeooaldv méAets vmeomaviouévovs
Bopds é6ééavt’s évba 87 mAetaTol *Odvoy
S0pm Te Ayud 7 dupdTepa yap v Tdde.
(Pers. 488-91)

Thence the soil of the Achaean land

and the cities of the Thessalians received us, sore
in want of food.

There it was that full many perished

of thirst and hunger—for we were oppressed by both.

The notion of starvation had been introduced in 483—4, and is
brought up again with dmeomariouévovs in 489. The Setting évfa is
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followed by the Focus mAeioror. The clause is syntactically complete
at the end of line 490, and this allows 84y «7A. some prominence at
the beginning of the next line.

(3.A11) Et.

> \ a ? A \ ~

€L Yap TUXOLEY WV ¢pOVOU0'L mPOSs 06(&)1/,
> A / > , ’

QUTOLS €EKELVOLS AVOOLOLS KOUTTATUOA.OLY”

N Tév mavddes mayrdrws T dlolato.  (Sept. 550-2)

Oh! would they might but get from Heaven the things

whereof they dream, themselves with all their unhal-
lowed boastings;

full surely then in utter ruin and in utter misery
would they be destroyed.

Focus is on the damning modifiers (ravdders mayrdrws 7[e€]) that
precede the verb. While adverbials do also follow the verb, it is
probably fair to say that superlatives and these 7av- compounds
stand a better chance of being treated as Focus than a simple kaxds.*3

(3.A12) [Nothing is more evil than evil partnership, and its harvest
is death]

Et.

N \ \ ~ > \ > \
1) vap EvversBas mAoiov edoefns avip
vavTaiol feppols kal mavovpyly Twl

14 > -~ \ / /.

oA wAev avdpdv ovv BeomtioTw yéver,
" g , s o , A

7)) Edv modiTaus dvdpdow Sikaios v

) , s sy
éxOpoéévois e rai Oeddv auviuocw,
TadT0D KUpGas éxdikws dypedpuaros,

mAnyels Beod pdotiyt mayrolvw ddun.  (Sept. 602-8)

It may be that the godly man, embarked together

with sailors hotly bent on some piece of villainy,

perishes along with the heaven-detested crew;

or, in the other case, though just himself, if that he
consorts with

fellow-citizens who hate all strangers and remember
not the gods,

he falls, beyond his due, into the selfsame snare

and is tamed when smitten by Heaven’s impartial lash.

43 For examples from Sophocles and Euripides, see above n. 12.
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[just so the seer, son of Oecles, a virtuous man in
league with impious ones, Zeus willing, will be
dragged down along with them]

The equation set out in this lengthy extract is quite straightforward:
a good person, plus bad company, equals death. The individual
instances build up from three lines, to four, to six in the case of the
seer.44 As for the AwAev clause, the verb (with Focus) opens the clause
proper, following the lengthy participial phrase. While the following
words avdpdv odv feomTioTw yéve are strictly speaking a restatement
of vavraiow k7., that is, referentially equivalent to ¢dv adrois or the
like, the fronted adjective fecomriore brings out the important con-
trast between the pious man and his company. The second case, that
of the righteous man with evil fellow citizens, has the same structure,
up to line 607, where the participial phrase radTod xvpijoas ‘suffering
the same fate’ recalls AwAev of line 604, but in this case the doom 1is
elaborated on in the next line and a half.

(3.A13) Cho. {8 ot mpdyua vedroTov méder wAéov;
Mess. méAis oéowoTar Bacilées & oudomopor—
Cho. 7ives; 7{ & elmas; mapadpovd ¢éfw Adyouv. 805
Mess. ovodoa viv drxovoov: Oidimov Téxor—
p
wo vy / sy . -
Cho. of 'y rdAawa, udvris elui TdV Kakdv.
Mess. 008 dupidékTws uny kateomodnuévor—
Cho.  éxeifi keiobov; Papéa & odv suws ppdoov.
Mess. avdpes Telvaow éx xepdv adTokTévwy.

(Sept. 803—10)

Cho.  What fresh event is there further to afflict the city?

Mess. The city, it is safe! But our princes, of the self-same
seed—

Cho. Who? What is’t thou meanest? My wits are
distraught from dread of what thou hast to tell.

Mess. Keep now thy wits and listen. The sons of Oedipus—

4“4 o0rws 8 6 ,U.o'wns, viov OlkAéovs /\e’yw, | oa’)qﬂpwv dikatos dya@ég eﬁaeﬁﬁg dw}p, ‘
wéyas mpodriTns, dvosiowot supuyels | fpacverduotow avdpdow Blg dpevdw, | Telvovor
TOUTNY THY ok pay TAAW (LOAEL, ‘ Awos Bélovros Evyrabedrkvadijoerar. This last clause
stretches over six lines, but it is construed along the same pattern as the preceding
ones, viz. subject, bad company, doom.
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Cho.  Ah, unhappy that I am! I am a prophetess of ill.

Mess. In truth, past all questioning, smitten to the dust—

Cho. Do they lie yonder? Dread though thy tidings be,
yet speak out plainly.

Mess. Dead are the men, by hands that slew their own.

In line 810 the messenger can finally complete the sentence he started
in 804, and started anew in 806. dvdpes is Topic, Tefvaow Focus
(see (3.10) above, however, for a very similar example using verb-
subject order instead).

(3.A14) Herald ’EteoxAéa pév 16v8 ém’ edvoia yfovos

Odmrew édoke yijs pldais kaTaorapals:

~ \ 3 \ 4 4 > 3 7’
aTvydv yap éxbpovs OBdvatov eller év méleL
lepdv maTphwy & datos wv poudhs drep
TéOvyrev obmep Tois véois Bvijorew KaAdv.

4 \ 3 \ AQY / 4

oUTw wév dudl 7008 éméoTalTar Aéyew:

(Sept. 1013-18)

Eteocles, who lieth here, seeing that he hath
shown loyalty to his country,

itis decreed to bury with kindly interment in its soil;

for that, hating the foe, he courted death in the city,

and pure of offence towards the shrines of his
fathers he has fallen,

free of reproach, where it is an honour for the
young to fall.

Thus, touching him, it hath been enjoined upon
me to proclaim.

Following the participial phrase, pougrs drep (Focus of the main
clause) precedes the verb.

3.6 EURIPIDES

In the remainder of this chapter, I will discuss those few passages
from Euripides which could not be accommodated in mere foot-
notes. Where analysis was relatively straightforward, I have included
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the Euripidean instances of fvijoxw and SA\vuar in the footnotes, but
a few remain that merit separate discussion, in part simply because
there are no obvious parallels in Sophocles.#5 The first is an interest-
ing case of chiasmus (or parallelism?) from Medea:

(3.E2) Med. «at 87 ’mi kpati orépavos, év mémAoiat deé
7/ / b4 ikl Q0 7
viugmn Tipavvos AAvTal, odd’ old éyd.

(Med. 1065-6)

Already the crown is on her head and
the royal bride is perishing in the robe, I know it
well.

After év mémloior we may well expect merely a subject constituent.
This would result in a straightforward structure of two locative
phrases each followed by a subject (parallelism of syntax), if it were
not for the added twist that, whereas in the first clause, the wreath is
subject and the head a locative phrase, in the second clause it is the
robes (the element conceptually parallel to the wreath) which is
expressed as a locative phrase, and the subject is the bride (chiasmus
in meaning). But the sentence, which might have ended with viudy
Topavvos, in fact concludes with §AAvra:. This forces us to reanalyse
the pragmatic structure and understand not the subject, but the finite
verb as the Focus of the second clause. The second clause becomes
not ‘(the crown is on the head, and) the robe (Topic) is worn by the
bride (Focus), but ‘in her robes (Setting), the bride (Topic) is
perishing (Focus)’

Another example of a chiastic structure that is rather more com-
plicated than a simple ABBA pattern is (3.E3) from the prologue of
Troades:

(3.E3) Pos. [Here is Hecuba, weeping for many reasons. .. |
0 mais pev apdl piw’ Ayirelov Tddov

45 The most striking deviation from normal usage in this corpus is probably Hel.
74-7, with the accusative d7wélavow construed with éfaves dv. But this is a syntactic
oddity, not a problem of word order. feol o’, Soov uiuny’ éxets | ‘EXévys, dmomriceian.
€l 8w v Eévy | yala 88 elyov, TGS Gy edoTdxw mTepd | dmélavow elkods éfaves dv
Auwos képys. “The gods’ hatred be yours for being Helen’s double! If I were not standing
on foreign soil, this unerring arrow would have killed you for looking like Zeus’s
daughter. In other words, this arrow (Topic) would have been your reward (Focus).
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Aabpa TéOvmice TAnudvws TloAvéévm:
$poidos 8¢ Ilplaos kal 7éxv’* My 8¢ maphévov
e’ Amédwv dpopdda Kasodvdpav dvaf. ..
(Tro. 39-42)

Unbeknownst to her, her daughter Polyxena

had been piteously killed at the tomb of Achilles;

Priam and her sons are dead; and her daughter
Cassandra,

whom lord Apollo left an untamed virgin. ..

While the skeleton for a chiastic arrangement is clearly present (7ais
peév Tébvmre, dpovdos de Ilpiapos), and the ABBA structure is con-
tinued with another ‘A’ in 7jv, the further modifications muddy the
picture. Adfpg is obvious enough as a candidate for Focus, but the
locative phrase seems to have gained undue prominence—except for
the fact that it will immediately identify Polyxena for the audience,

of course.

Another preverbal locative that seems unnecessarily prominent
occurs twice in Helen:

(3.E4) Hel

(3.E5) Hel.

Juyal 8¢ moddai 8C €’ éml Xrapavdplows
poaiaw éfavov: (Hel. 52-3)

Many lives were lost by Scamander’s stream because
of me.

5Q Tadaimwpor Ppiyes
mavres T Axawol, 60 €’ émi Xapavdpilows
k] ~ €/ ~ > /
axtatow “Hpas unyavais ébvijoxere,
-~ ¢ / > 3 > 4
Sorotvres ‘EAvyy o éyovt éyew Idpw.

(Hel. 608—11)

You poor Phrygians
and all you Greeks, day after day you perished for
my sake
on the banks of the Scamander by Hera’s contrivance,
thinking that Paris had Helen, which he never did!

I consider these instances the most problematic preverbal constitu-
ents in my Euripidean sample. They share an obvious characteristic
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in that it is proper names, and lengthy ones at that, that precede the
verb. It has been shown that proper names generally are prone to
highlighting in prosody (Devine and Stephens 1994: 479), and per-
haps these instances are a reflection of this phenomenon as well. In
(3.E4) and (3.E5), however, perhaps we need to read the locative
more closely with 8¢ éu[e] than is usually done, and realize that for
the Helen of this play, ‘me at Troy’ is a pernicious fiction.

When it comes to problematic postverbal constituents, we are
confronted with the opposite case: constituents that would seem to
require a prominent position appearing after the verb. Theoretically,
given a Topic-Focus-Verb clause pattern, this should only happen
when the verb functions as the Topic of a sentence (compare above,
(3.19) through (3.21)), or when a constituent is not part of the clause
proper but a so-called Tail (above, (3.32)). When neither of these
explanations applies, the question remains whether another constitu-
ent has been highlighted for some reason.

In the case of (3.E6) from Alcestis, ] wonder whether indeed we can
interpret the verb as Topic here,*¢ especially given Admetus’ previous
line, ‘T will never bury anyone dearer to me’:

(3.E6) Adm. o0 ydp 70’ dAov dpidrepov Bdahw vexpov
AQY QY / > k] v k] /’ /
7008 000 duelvor’ els éu’ afio 6€ pou
Tiuijs, émel Téfvyev vt éuod wdvy.

(Alc. 432-4)

For I shall never bury one I love more
or who has been kinder to me. She deserves my
honour since she died for me as would no one else.

In effect, Admetus is saying that he will never be more indebted to
a dead person (dAdov...vexpdv). Given this peculiar context, we
can argue that 7éfvyrev is really the Topic of the émel clause, with
dvr’ éuod uévy as Focus constituents: ‘Her death is the only one that
happened in my stead’*”

46 See n. 25 above for further examples of verbs with Topic function in the
Euripidean sample.
47 udvos, mpdros typically are combined with other Focus constituents, as udvy is here.
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The remaining problems follow a distinct pattern: in three cases,
a preverbal ma@s or émws is followed by postverbal constituents
(underlined) that seem good candidates for Focus function as well:

(3.E7) Cly. Aéy’, el v xprilets, xdvrifes mappnoiq,
omws 7ébvnie 0os maTip odk évdikws. (EL 1049-50)

If you so desire, speak and tell me in perfect liberty
how it was unjust that your father was killed.

(3.E8) Hel. Oaveiv kpdriorov: wds Odvoyw’ dv ob kalds;

(Hel. 298)
Death is best. How can it not be right to die?

(3.E9) Hel. [After Parisdied, Itried to leave Troy for the Greek camp]
7ds odv €7 av Ovijoxoyw’ dv évdikws, méou. .. ;

(Tro. 961)

How then should I be justly put to death, dear
husband...?48

Despite the similarity in these questions, the pragmatic status of the
verb is not at all constant. In the case of (3.E7), the verb and its
subject can be considered completely presupposed: the only thing
Clytemnestra and Electra disagree about is the legitimacy of Aga-
memnon’s killing, not whether it happened or not. As in the case of
(3.E6), then, at a stretch, we might interpret the verb in (3.E7) as
Topic (in this case, in combination with the subject). Such an analysis
is completely out of the question in (3.E9), where Helen is arguing
that she does not deserve to die. Here we are perhaps more entitled to
ask how salient évd{xws really is compared to the verb and, accord-
ingly, we can settle on a status of ‘Remainder’ for the adverb. In the
case of (3.E8), however, neither a reading of the adverb as ‘Remain-
der’ or a reading of the verb as Topic seems to apply. Moreover, we
have seen instances above*® of nos followed by preverbal Focus
constituents, of which I will repeat one in (3.E10), so that there
appears to be no reason to assume that an additional Focus constitu-

48 As seen by Murray, there must be a lacuna between this line and line 962, wpos
000 Sucaiws KTA.
49 See n. 29 above.
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ent following a question word should come at the end of the clause.
All in all, T see no single satisfactory explanation for these last
examples, particularly for (3.E8).5°

(3.E10) [Heracles asks Admetus what woman the house is in
mourning for]
Her.  d0veios 7 ool ouvyyevis yeydaod Tis;
Adm. dbveios, dA\ws & Gy dvaykaia Séuots.
Her.  7ds odv év olkois coiow dAecev Blov;
Adm. 7arpos avdvros évfdd wppavevero.  (Alc. 532-5)

Her.  Was it someone related to you by blood or not?

Adm. Not by blood, but she was in other ways closely
connected to the family.

Her. How did she come to die in your house?

Adm. After her father died, she spent her orphan years here.

The locative phrase év oikois coiocw has Focus, in addition to the
Focus on wws: how is it, that if the woman was no blood relation of
Admetus’s, she died in his house?

3.7 CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I have surveyed word order in clauses featuring
Ovijokw and 8Avpac in tragic dialogue. In what is essentially a
random sample for the purposes of word order and pragmatics, the
large majority of cases discussed here appears to conform well to an
account assuming that pragmatically marked constituents precede
the verb. I would submit that the structure of the clauses studied in
this sample shows important similarities with Greek prose, and
strengthens the presumption that we should not discard our know-
ledge of the rules of Greek word order in prose when we start reading
tragic dialogue. Nevertheless, problems remain, as will be clear from
the discussion of the individual passages, especially those near the
end of this chapter. Also, certain aspects (word order within noun

50 T will return to word order in questions in ch. 5.
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phrases, questions) have only been mentioned in passing, since these
will be treated at length in the chapters to follow. Moreover, I have
virtually ignored the metrical structure of the passages discussed; this
too is an issue which [ will return to later (chapter 6). However, a few
remarks are in order on this last point. The question may be posed
whether metrical form can give a satisfactory account of the prob-
lematic passages. No doubt, metrical form is a factor, and a factor
that is bound to be still greater where proper names are involved:
while an author can choose a near synonym of a common noun or a
verb to fit the exigencies of both metre and pragmatic structure, this
is much less likely with proper names.5! However, it is clearly dubi-
ous from a methodological standpoint to subject exclusively those
passages which have proved problematic for pragmatic analysis to
metrical scrutiny. Instead, I will use the early chapters of this book to
suggest a different way of reading trimeters, and return to a more
systematic approach of the role of metre in chapter 6.

51 See Baechle (2007) on this point.
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Word Order in the Noun Phrase

[W]e fail to see that the fundamental differences in order
between Plato’s language and ours are at least as great as that
between Sitting Bull’s and ours. One consequence of this failure
is our tendency to regard as ‘natural’ such elements as are
common to Greek and English order; we therefore seek explan-
ations of the differences, but do not trouble to explain what is
familiar; theses are written about xai dylaa 8éyfar dmowa
(Il. 1,23) but not about ¢épwv 7 dmepelo’’ dmowa (ibid. 13).

(Dover 1960: 6)!

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I turn from the ordering of constituents in the clause
to the internal ordering of constituents themselves. In particular,
I will discuss the position of some frequent adjectives and other
modifiers vis-a-vis their nouns. In section 4.2, I discuss the adjectives
péyas and matpgos; in 4.3, I discuss the possessives éuds and ods.
Section 4.4 sums up this chapter and takes a brief look at numerals
modifying nouns.

For noun phrases in Greek prose, I have argued (Dik 19974) that
the default order is for nouns to precede their (attributive) adjectives.
Nouns will also precede adjectives when they are the more salient
element in the context, so that, on this account, it is only when the
adjective is the more salient element that it will precede the noun.

1 Not much, if anything, has changed since. Hyperbaton is the subject of Devine
and Stephens (2000), and Baechle (2007).
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This account departs from traditional descriptions of adjective-
noun ordering, which originate in Marouzeau’s work on Latin word
order (Marouzeau 1922). Much has been made of the statistical
differences, in placement preceding or following nouns, between
different types of adjectives. Determining adjectives (‘stone’, ‘Greek,
and the like), according to the rule first offered by Marouzeau for
Latin and taken over for Greek by Bergson (1960), will follow their
nouns, whereas qualifying (‘good’) and quantifying (‘big’) adjectives
will precede their nouns.

Rather than deciding to consider semantics an independent factor
for purposes of word order,2 I take it that determining adjectives are
simply less likely to constitute the most salient part of a noun phrase
than are qualifying or quantifying adjectives. Pragmatic salience,
then, trumps what one might consider the natural tendencies of
adjectives, as illustrated by the examples from Herodotus below.

We can place adjectives denoting material, which belong to the
larger group of determining adjectives, at the low end of an imagin-
ary scale of ‘intrinsic salience’ in modifiers. This, however, does not
result in a strict rule for either their salience in every context or their
placement in a noun phrase. A determining adjective like ‘stone’ can
be salient when contrasted with ‘brick’, as in the following example:

(4.1H) dmepParéclar 8é Pouvléuevov todTov Tov Paciléa Tovs
mpéTepov EwvTod PBaciAéas yevouévovs Alyimrov uvmuéouvvoy
mupauida himéolar éx mAVOwy mouhoavTa, év T ypdupaTa
év Mlw éyrexolappéva 1dde Aéyovra éoti uij pe katovosbis
mpos Tas Abivas mupauibas. .. (Hdt. 2.136.3-4)

Moreover, being desirous of excelling all who ruled Egypt
before him, this king left a pyramid of brick to commem-
orate his name, on which is this writing, cut on a stone:
‘Deem me not less than the pyramids of stone...’

2 As proposed by Devine and Stephens (2000: 21). In their words, I would indeed
argue that adjective type is ‘redundantly correlated’ with salience. When adjective
placement is driven by pragmatics, it should not come as a surprise that adjectives of
different types show statistically significant differences in placement. For a similar
point, compare the different statistics of the position of arguments with the seman-
tically similar verbs dpyw and Bacutedw (Dik 1995: ch. 5). These verbs are used in
different contexts, which leads to great differences statistically, but there is no need to
ascribe these differences to syntactic or semantic verb ‘types.
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Here the adjective A{fwos, which is most often postposed in Herod-
otus, precedes the noun, which can be explained from the contrast
established in the context between brick and stone.? In the present
account, we do not need to pose separate rules for this adjective or
for any other kind of adjective. Rather, the meaning of this word
leads naturally to the statistics on its placement, but those same
statistics and, more interestingly, the individual instances can still
be accounted for pragmatically. The pragmatic approach also offers
an explanation for why statistics can vary widely from author to
author and even within texts.# In the case of A{fwos and adjectives
like it, one can expect a treatise on geology to show a different set of
statistics than a work of history. The pragmatic rules stay the same,
but the demands of the text are different.

At the other end of this imaginary scale of salience, one could place
quantifying and qualifying adjectives, but also a different type of
modifier, the possessive. While it can be argued that possessives are
intrinsically contrastive, in some contexts such intrinsic contrast will be
more to the point than in others. To take an example from Herodotus,
when Gyges responds to Candaules’ proposal to spy on his naked
wife, we can be confident (pace Cairns 1996: 78) that he does not
mean to give the possessive more emphasis than he does the noun:s

(42H) Adéomora, tiva Myeis Adyov otk Vyiéa, kedebwy pe Séomowav

v éuny Berjoactar yvuviy; (Hdt. 1.8.3)

3 The most frequent attributive use (‘stone statue’, ‘stone building), etc.) does not
involve preposing (see e.g. Hdt. 2.69.2, 2.91.2 \{fwoy, 2.110.1, 2.111.4, 2.121.al). But
AlBwos is also preposed when ‘a statue of X’ is expressed as ‘a stone X as in Hdt.
7.225.2, AiBwos Méwv ‘a statue of a lion’.

4 For a different view, see especially Devine and Stephens, who argue (2000: 21-2),
on the basis of statistical differences between Herodotus and Thucydides, that the
relatively high frequency of postposed adjectives in Herodotus must be a feature of
the Tonic dialect. I would argue that while we lump these two authors together as one
genre, it is naive to expect that any difference in their usage is necessarily related to
dialect. In the particular case of postposed adjectives, I would point out that there is
more description for the sake of description (as opposed to description in the service
of argumentation) in Herodotus than Thucydides, and this calls for more postposed
adjectives (on the difference between Herodotus and Thucydides in description see
also Crane 1996: 3-5). One of the few passages in Thucydides in which adjectives are
postposed with some frequency is precisely the description of the plague.

5 For a similar treatment of a question of Latin word order, see Pinkster (1990b).

6 The ‘grammar of possession’ in Greek makes clear, however, that the possessive is
certainly not colourless here: a less emphatic alternative would be a definite noun
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‘Master, said he, ‘what a pestilent command is this that you
lay upon me! that I should see her who is my mistress
naked!’

The passage below shows the same noun preceding and then follow-
ing the possessive. The noun éyus first precedes the possessive éur
(&8s introduces a list of items), and then follows it, when the latter
presents a more salient contrast with Alyvmriovs:

(4.3H) Méxpt puév Tovrov 8ifuis Te éur) ral yvdun xal (oropin TadTa
/ bl /7 \ \ k] \ -~ 3 / b /

Aéyovoa éotl, 70 6é amo Tode Alyvmriovs épyouar Adyovs

épéwv kata Ta Tikovov: mpogéoTal 8¢ adToic! Tt kal Ths éuijs

Sipios. (Hdt. 2.99.1)

Thus far, all T have said is the outcome of my own sight and
judgement and inquiry. Henceforth I will record Egyptian
chronicles, according to that which I have heard, adding
thereto somewhat of what I myself have seen.”

The thrust of this account of modifier placement, then, is to suggest
that we should read preposed modifiers as marked. A caveat is in order,
however. In a range of contexts, a Greek author could choose whether
to mark the modifier or the noun. For us as modern readers, this
implies that it is often impossible to exclude alternative readings on
the basis of the context: should one charge Oedipus with killing his very
own father, or his father? Is Greek word order a big problem, or a big
problem? But in Greek, as in these English examples, it is clear that there
exists variation in linguistic form (whether in word order, or prosody,
or both) and the fact that in some contexts, alternative expressions are
possible, does not imply that these expressions are synonymous.

Following Simon Dik’s motto that we should take languages ser-
iously,? in the pages to follow I will consider the surrounding context
of the noun phrases under consideration, and contrast instances of

phrase 77y déomowar (since Gyges” mistress is uniquely identifiable); the genitive of
the enclitic first person pronoun is out, given the first person singular subject.
Foregrounding the possessive idea is possible either by preposing éuxv or by using
the reflexive: 7o éuewvrod déomowav.

7 Godley’s Loeb translation. Note that this translation introduces some intensifiers
that are not present in the Greek: ‘my own’, ‘myself’

8 See e.g. S. C. Dik (1997: 17-18). In resolutely functionalist manner, the passage
continues (18): “Whenever there is some overt difference between two constructions



88 Word Order in the Noun Phrase

the same or similar nouns in different contexts to investigate how
this account holds up in Sophocles.

I will not be discussing hyperbaton in this chapter. Although much
progress has been made in the syntactic description of hyperbaton (on
which see below), a pragmatically sensitive study of hyperbaton in
Greek prose remains a desideratum. Such a study would have to
predate work on hyperbaton in Greek poetry. The grammar of the
Greek noun phrase is an understudied area, which I am confident
Hellenists will be exploring in years to come. One aspect that I trust
will prove particularly fruitful for tragedy is the study of deixis. The
frequency of proximal deictics, especially, is extremely high in tragedy
as compared to other genres. This and many other matters fall outside
the scope of this chapter.®

4.1.1 Alternative Accounts

Two important recent contributions need to be mentioned here.
Much work on modifier placement in the tragic and comic trimeter
has been done by Baechle (2007), who concentrates on the effects of
intractable word shapes. He argues that hyperbaton can be ascribed
to the poet’s need to accommodate such word shapes in the line, so
that on this view there is at best a marginal role for pragmatic factors.
While mindful of the problem that metrical structure poses, I do not
consider lexical selection (the source of particular word shapes,
tractable or intractable) to have such primacy in composition that
all other factors must be considered on the basis of the word shapes
as we find them.1® However, I have selected some particularly ‘tract-
able’ word shapes for the modifiers in this chapter, so as to avoid
looking only at a collection of overdetermined ordering patterns.

XandY, start out on the assumption that this difference has some kind of functionality
in the linguistic system...Try to find out why X and Y are different, on the working
assumption that such a difference would not be in the language unless it had some
kind of task to perform. X and Y in this chapter are preposed and postposed
modifiers, of course.

9 Tam aware of work in progress on the Greek noun phrase generally by S. Bakker,

on definiteness by A. Rijksbaron, and specifically on hyperbaton by S. R. Slings.
10 Another problem with this approach is that many of the intractable verbs which
intervene between modifier and noun are not the vox propria at all. See, for instance,
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Devine and Stephens (2000) present a wide-ranging study of the
syntactic characteristics of, and restraints on, hyperbaton in Greek
prose and poetry.!! One important conclusion that emerges from
both of these accounts, however, is that discontinuous noun phrases
in tragedy, as opposed to comedy and prose, are not as easily distin-
guished pragmatically from continuous noun phrases. Accordingly,
I will take preposing and postposing of modifiers as my primary con-
cern in this chapter, abstracting for the moment from the question of
continuity. In doing this, I also aim to restore the balance of scholarly
attention somewhat. As Dover (1960: 6) has pointed out (quoted at the
opening of this chapter), scholars have consistently paid much atten-
tion to hyperbaton (Sperrung, Spaltung, discontinuity) and virtually
ignored ‘normal’ ordering; in this chapter I will do the opposite.12

I will start (section 4.2) with adjectives. In section 4.3 I discuss the
placement of the possessives éuds and ods. In 4.4, T conclude with
a brief discussion of how the placement of numerals, too, can be
interpreted along the lines suggested in this chapter.

4.2 ADJECTIVES

Some of the most frequent adjectives in Sophocles are listed in table
4.1 below, with the most frequently preposed adjectives first.13

the use of émeuBaivw in (4.45) below. This verb is attested in other authors, but it is
hardly the regular expression for ‘be at a certain place’. I do agree that the incidence of
hyperbaton is a style marker whose use was carefully calibrated, as Baechle shows, but
I would add that selection of where to use it was still made by pragmatic criteria.

11 In Dik (2001) I give a somewhat longer account of this work. I am in basic
agreement with Devine and Stephens’s views on the main types of hyperbaton they
discuss and many of their observations. I especially recommend Devine and Stephens
(2000: 33-70) for a succinct introduction to the most frequent form of hyperbaton,
the types of focus involved, etc.

12 For a full bibliography on hyperbaton, a perennial favourite, see Baechle (2007)
and Devine and Stephens (2000). Bolkestein (2001) addresses discontinuity in Latin.

13 The total number of occurrences of all these adjectives is much larger, but all
substantive, predicative, and adverbial uses were excluded, as well as occurrences
outside the spoken parts. The 44 instances of attributive xaxds were gleaned from
over 300 total instances, whereas the 39 instances of marp@os and 7drpios derive from
a total of only 54 instances in the seven tragedies.
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Table 4.1 Placement of selected attributive adjectives in Sophocles

adjective semantic type no. preposed (%) no. postposed (%)
véos determining 8 (100) 0 (0)
Talads determining 16 (89) 2 (11)
7oADs quantifying 50 (82) 11 (18)
vavTikds determining 4 (80) 1 (20)
(o) perpds quantifying 15 (79) 4 (21)
Sewds qualifying 22 (73) 8 (27)
matppos/mdTplos determining 26 (67) 13 (33)
wéyas® quantifying 11 (65) 6 (35)
2o0Xés qualifying 4 (50) 4 (50)
Gogpds qualifying 3 (50) 3 (50)
Kakds qualifying 21 (48) 23 (52)
caprs qualifying 3 (37) 5(63)
XpnoTés qualifying 1 (20) 4 (80)
KaAds qualifying 2 (18) 11 (82)

*Comparative pell{wv has 10 preposed (77%), 3 postposed; superlative péyiaros has 4 preposed (40%)
and 6 postposed instances.

Metrically, these adjectives all produce wordshapes easily placed
in the trimeter. Most are disyllabic, with short (e.g. kaxds) or long
(e.g. dewds) penults. Semantically, the group includes determining
(such as véos or vavrikds), qualifying (such as éa0)és or kaAds) and
quantifying (such as moAds or uéyas) modifiers. As I indicated above,
it has been argued (most recently, Devine and Stephens 2000: 20-2)
that the different semantics of these adjectives result in different
ordering preferences, viz. that in Attic Greek, determining adjectives
are more likely to be postposed than qualifying and quantifying
adjectives.

While numbers are small, it appears from the tables that neither
metre nor semantics can shed very much light on the placement of
these adjectives. The metrically similar Sewds, é60Ads, (o)uirpds, and

Table 4.2 Placement of attributive adjectives by semantic
type in Sophocles

semantic type no. preposed (%) no. postposed (%)
quantifying 76 (78) 21 (22)
determining 54 (77) 16 (23)
qualifying 56 (49) 58 (51)
all 186 (66) 95 (34)
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xpnoTos, on the one hand, do not show similar behaviour, nor, on the
other hand, do xaxds, xaAds, and véos. Simple correlations between
word shape and placement of the modifier are impossible, even in the
case of véos, where all but two of these preposed modifiers appear at
line end, as in (4.1):14

(4.1) Tec. olkripe &, dvaé, maida Tov adv, € véas
Tpodijs orepnlels ol SioloeTar pdvos. ..

(Soph. Aj. 510-11)

And pity your son, my lord...if he is robbed
of his early sustenance and must live bereft of you!

As far as the semantic distinctions between qualifying, quantifying, and
determining adjectives are concerned, in this small sample we find
adjectives with a strong preference for preposing in all three groups
(see table 4.2 above). The determining adjectives, which have been
claimed to prefer postposing, are in fact predominantly preposed,
which is the behaviour predicted for quantifying and qualifying adjec-
tives. Of these latter two, the quantifying adjectives do show a prefer-
ence for preposing, but the qualifying adjectives, while varying widely
(compare, for instance, Sewds and kaAds), taken together, show an
almost equal distribution between preposing and postposing.

As I said in the introduction, this is not the place for extensive
discussion of the influence of semantic distinctions on word order.1>
The adjectives studied here make clear that while ‘qualifying’ and
‘determining’ capture an intuitive difference between adjectives, and
one that is reflected in their use, it is probably better to think of
the phenomenon as scalar than as a black-and-white distinction.
The adjective uéyas is a case in point. I have classified it in table
4.1 above as ‘quantifying’ rather than ‘qualifying’ or ‘determining’
but, arguably, it is determining in expressions such as Bactdevs 6
wéyas ‘the Great King’ and the same is true of pellwv in Alas ¢

14 The exceptions to placement at line end are OT 1 véa Tpod | and Aj. 735-6 véas |
Bovdas véorow éykataledfas Tpémots.

15 As will become apparent below, I believe that what statistical significance can be
shown by syntactic or semantic approaches tends to point to underlying pragmatic
factors. Compare Dover (1960: 31): ‘... all patterns of order which are describable in
syntactical terms are secondary phenomena’ On adjectives specifically, see Dik
(1997a).
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wellwv ‘the greater Ajax’ (Phil. 411). On the other hand, uéyas is
better classified as qualifying in péyas Zevs ‘great Zeus’ ( Trach. 399).16
Such examples can be multiplied. Looking back to véas rpodrs in
(4.1) above, for instance, how can we decide that the adjective here is
a neutral reference to early childhood (determining or quantifying?),
or a pathetic reference to helplessness (qualifying?)?!?

In what follows, I will discuss what indications there are that
preposing can indeed be considered the marked order for the adjec-
tive, specifically in the case of ‘quantifying’ uéyas (section 4.2.1), and
go on to consider the instances of pre- and postposing of the adjec-
tive warpgos, which is considered a ‘determining’ adjective (4.2.2).

4.2.1 Marked Greatness or Unremarkable Size?
The Case of uéyas

Noun phrases composed of a head noun plus an adjective do not
lend themselves to pragmatic analysis as easily as clauses do. Take for
instance English ‘big problem’. In many contexts, it is equally felici-
tous to emphasize the adjective as it is to emphasize the noun. This
does not necessarily mean that these alternatives are functionally
equivalent, however. Likewise, there may be contexts in which it is
equally felicitous to prepose or to postpose the adjective uéyas, but
that does not mean that the alternatives constitute meaningless
variations.

Roughly two thirds of the instances of uéyas are preposed, yet
I will argue in this section that there is good reason to maintain the
hypothesis that this is the marked position of the adjective. A first
indication is its repetition in the affirmative response in (4.2) below:

(4.2) To. «at pnv péyas y° ddpfalucs of matpos Tddod.
Oe. péyas, évvinw’ dAa s {womns ¢$éPos.
(Soph. OT 987-8)

16 Similarly, perhaps, uéyas | alfp in Ant. 420-1, but see below (n. 19). Inciden-
tally, I do not mean to suggest that the examples given here represent noun-adjective
combinations that are completely fixed in order. The Great King occurs in many
different orderings in Xenophon, for instance.

17 On the basis of my findings in the rest of this section, I lean to the more marked
interpretation.
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TIo. Well, your father’s funeral is a great source of light.
Oe. Yes, I understand; but I am afraid while she still lives.

Oedipus has to admit to Iocaste that Polybus’s death comes as a relief
to him, even if he has already shifted his attention to his mother. The
repetition of the adjective leaves no doubt that we should read it as
the most salient part of the noun phrase.

The adverbial &de in (4.3), whether or not construed strictly with
the noun phrase that follows, again suggests that we should read the
adjective as marked (Jebb: ‘Now wherefore hast thou come in this
fierce wrath...’):

(4.3) Ph. ed9y’, & Téxvov Tivos yap dde Tov uéyav

x0Aov kat avTdv éykaldv éAflvlas; (Phil. 327-8)

Well said, my son! What is the cause of the great
anger that leads you to accuse them?

For further examples of interrogatives, like r{vos here, followed by
other Focus elements, see § 5.3.

The majority of the examples that I consider to support the hypo-
thesis, however, are cases in which the salience of the adjective is
apparent from the presence of contrastive words and/or more quanti-
fying adjectives in the immediate context, as in examples (4.4)—(4.6):

(44) Ag. péyas 8¢ mrevpa Boids U6 opikpds Suws
wndaTiyos Spbos els 68ov mopederad. (Aj. 1253-4)

A huge ox goes straight along the road,
guided by a small goad.

The contrasting element need not be an attributive adjective itself.
(4.5) is a case in point:18

(4.5) El kod& dv oe Avmijoaca Sefaiuny Bpaxy
adTn puéy’ evpelv képdos: (EL 1304-5)

18 T would explain the late position of Bpayv from the greater importance of
Avmficaca here. Electra is saying primarily that she does not want to inflict any
Avmn on Orestes; this in contrast to the jdoval of the previous lines. 0ddé Bpayd
‘not even a little’ is secondary to this, but it does prepare for the contrast with uéya.
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And I would not accept great gain for myself
at the price of small pain to you;

In (4.6), uéyav is accompanied by a second quantifier, 7doy. The two
noun phrases reinforce, rather than contrast with each other:

(4.6) Aj. 7 mov rdAawa, TS STav KAUY pdTw,
foer péyav kwrvtov év wdoy médel.  (Aj. 850-1)

Poor woman, when she hears this news
she will utter loud wailing in all the city!

With some hesitation I add here an instance from the guard’s
description of the sudden storm in Antigone:

(4.7) Guard kat 767 é€aipvnys xBovos
TUPWs dyelpas ornwTdY, 0Vpdviov dxos,
miumAno mediov, mdoav alxilwv $pSBny
UAns mediddos, év & éueotdln péyas
albrp- pvoavres & eiyopev Oelav véoov. (Ant. 417-21)

And then suddenly a whirlwind on the ground

raised up a storm, a trouble in the air,

and filled the plain, tormenting all the foliage

of the woods that covered the ground there; and the
vast sky

was filled with it, and we shut our eyes and endured
the god-sent affliction.

The storm’s overwhelming presence is represented indirectly by what
it overpowers: all the foliage, and the vast sky; more directly the
‘filling’ verbs w{umAno. and év...éueordhfn express how the storm
takes over the entire landscape.1?

In (4.8), finally, the main motivation for the preposing of uéyas is
probably the contrast, but in addition to the contrastive ouikpod,
there is a second quantifier, moAA7jv, in the same sentence, which is
again preposed.

19 Tt is not impossible that we should instead read péyas | alf7p as we read péyas
Zebs, viz. ‘the Great Sky” However, this does not seem to be a frequent collocation
(once elsewhere in Sophocles, at OC 1471 (lyr.)), and there is also an instance of
noun-adjective order at Aj. 1192-3 (lyr.).
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(4.8) Men. oiliTw 8¢ rat o€ kai 70 gov AdBpov oTdua
ouikpod vépous Tdy dv Tis éxmvedoas uéyas
xeypwv katacPécete Ty woddny Boiv.
(Aj. 1147-9)

Just so shall a small cloud issue in a mighty tempest
that shall blow upon you and your loud mouth
and put a stop to all your shouting.

The seven preceding instances give more or less clear indications in
the context that the adjectives should be interpreted as marked. The
three remaining instances2? are compatible with such an interpret-
ation, but they do not have such markers in the immediate context as
we saw in the examples above. In (4.9), Theseus reacts to Oedipus’
statement that his (Oedipus’) body will protect the Athenians from
the Thebans:

(4.9) The. uéy’ dv Aéyois dchpnua Tis ovvovalias. (OC 647)
The gift of your presence that you speak of is a great one.

Similarly, Oedipus announces that he will be a ‘great saviour’:

(4.10) Oe. éav yap vuels, @ Eévor, 0éAnT éuol
ovv Taiode Tals ceuvaiot dnyuovyors feals
Ak moetabar, THOe pev méler wéyav
owTip apeiabe, Tois & éuois éxlpois mévous.
(OC 457-60)
For if you, strangers, are willing
with the aid of these awesome goddesses of your deme
to give me protection, you will acquire a great
preserver for this city, and cause trouble for my enemies!

The third and final example is from Ajax:

(4.11) Ag. 7ad7 odk drodew peydla mpos dovAwy kard; (Aj. 1235)
Is it not a great scandal that we hear this from slaves?

This comes close to my introductory example of ‘big problem’. Aga-
memnon can express his outrage at this scandal by focusing on the
size of the evil, or the evil itself. This last example is not incompatible

20 There is a total of eleven preposed instances. I mentioned uéyas Zevs above; this
leaves ten others.
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with the hypothesis, and given the indications for markedness in so
many of the other instances of preposing, I conclude that we should
most likely read this instance of a preposed adjective as marked as
well.21

4.2.2 Paternal Proprieties: marpoos

In the introduction to this chapter I discussed an example of a deter-
mining adjective, A{fwos, which is rarely preposed, but which, given the
right context, can become highly salient, and get preposed as a result. In
this section, I will discuss another adjective normally classified as
determining, marpoos ‘belonging to one’s father. Surprisingly, in
Sophocles, marpgos is preposed as often as uéyas is (see above, table
4.1). In some cases, we can again see that there is an explicit contrast
which makes marpgos salient, as in the following example:22

(4.12) Mess. Alpwv SAwldev: adrdyep 8 aiudocera.
Cho. wérepa marpias 1 wpds olkelas xepds; (Ant. 1175-6)

Mess. Haemon is dead; and his own hand has shed his blood.
Cho. Was it by his father’s hand or by his own?

Emotional appeal, however, if hard to prove, is likely a factor as well. In
this respect it is suggestive that we see precisely in Trachiniae, with
reference to Heracles, marpiiw Aul | Zxyvi (Trach. 288, 753) rather than
the expected postposed adjective.2? We find similar ordering patterns

21 This, of course, does also depend on the predominant absence of indicators of
markedness in the set of postposed instances. The following are the postposed
instances: Aj. 465, 1077, EL 320, 670, Phil. 59, Trach. 667. The one instance among
these which has a contrasting adjective in the context is Aj. 1077: dAX dvdpa xp1,
kdv odpa yevmjoy péya, | Soxelv meoeiv dv kdv amo ouukpod karxod. Perhaps this ad-
jective should be taken as predicative, not attributive.

22 Even without the disjunction, yepds following adrdyerp would not be salient.
One could paraphrase: ‘Did his father kill him, or he himself?’ Similarly Trach. 236,
matpwas eite BapBdpov. ..

23 Jebb notes ‘Zeus as the god of his fathers, the protector of his race, rather than
with reference to the personal relationship, but this is surely not all there is to it.
Elsewhere, we find marpdos postposed with gods in three instances (not counting
Ant. 839 (lyr.)): mpos Bewwv/d Beol 7. in OC 756, Phil. 933, EL 411. At Trach. 1168,
Heracles refers to Zeus’ oracle at Dodona as 71js matpdas kai moAvyAdagov Spuds,
and here an interpretation as ‘oak of my fathers’ vel sim. is clearly impossible.
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in the orators where words like house, possessions, etc. are typically
preceded rather than followed by marpgos, as in this example from
Demosthenes:24

(4.1D) é&éPades pév Tov cavrod feiov Nikiav éx Ths matpdas

olklas, ... (Dem. 45.70)

You ejected your own uncle Nicias from the house of his
fathers, ...

At this point we can briefly revisit the options open to the descriptive
linguist when confronted with these data. Taking the numerical evi-
dence from Demosthenes and Sophocles as our starting point, various
conclusions are possible. Since in both authors wa7pgos is predomin-
antly preposed, we can state that preposing is the default, unmarked
ordering. We would then need to formulate a separate rule for post-
posed ma7pgos as an epithet of divinities. Such a description would
indeed account for most occurrences in prose, but it would not begin to
capture the variation we find in Sophocles, where we find both pre-
posing with divinities and postposing with other nouns. Conversely, we
can hypothesize, as we did in the case of uéyas, that preposing consti-
tutes the marked option for the modifier, even though it is the most
frequent use. The adjective will be postposed if it is unmarked. Another
explanation for noun-adjective order on this account is that it is also
the predicted ordering when it is the nouns that are the most salient
part of the constituent. Compare the instances of marpdos with y7 in
examples (4.13)—(4.15), and its use with ¢dvos in (4.16) and (4.17):

(4.13) Or. dAX, & matpa y7 Beol T éyxcipioe. .. (EL 67)
But do you, my native land, and you, gods of the place...

This invocation (Phil. 1040 is very similar) represents the majority
use of marpdos, in that the adjective is preposed and there is no
reason to suspect salience of a contrastive kind in the adjective. We
can perhaps say, however, that the adjective here is more salient than

24 The only postposed instances I found in the Demosthenic corpus are the
expected AmdMwvos marppov (Dem. 57.54, 67), and éx 1od aitod ywplov Tod
marpgpov ([Dem.] 43.72). Nineteen are preposed with such nouns as olkos, odvola,
and the like, where one wonders how informative the adjective actually is. The
potential of this adjective for emotional appeal is clear from its frequent collocation
with verbs like dmoorepéw.
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the semantically light 4, especially in view of the fact that Orestes
has newly returned to his father’s land, and has come to avenge his
father. The invocation as a whole shows a chiastic arrangement, with
the contrasting nouns juxtaposed, which is one option for nouns in a
series. Creon’s words about Polyneices in (4.14) combine the same
nouns in a different ordering:

(4.14) Cr. 7ov & ad Edvayuor 7008¢, Tolvvelkny Aéyw,
0s yiv marpdav kal Peods Tovs éyyeveis
\ \ 3 / \ \
pvyas karelav $0éAnoe pev mupl
mpioar kaT dKpas ...

(Ant. 198-201)

But his brother, I mean Polyneices,

who came back from exile meaning to burn to the
ground

his native city and the gods of his race...

This example shows the less frequent ordering. The nouns y%v and
feovs are preposed, which ordering can be seen as motivated—given
the possibility of chiasmus as in (4.13), not predicted—by the coordin-
ation of these two entities into a pair. In such enumerations nouns will
typically be the better single descriptors of new or unused entities than
adjectives. We can give a similar interpretation in the case of (4.15):

(4.15) Dei. ...76 kdMos adtiis Tov Blov SidAecev,
kal yHv matpday oy €kodoa 6Vomopos

émepoe kadovAwaoev. (Trach. 465-7)

[I pitied her. .. because] her beauty had destroyed her life,

and by no fault of hers, poor creature, she had brought her
native land

to ruin and to slavery.

Deianeira observes that Iole has ruined her (own) life and her land.
Again, it is possible to see y7v as the more salient element given that it
follows as a second element that is ruined after Siov in the earlier clause.?

25 Harm Pinkster (p.c.) points out another factor: the unmarked ordering is more
likely when other elements have Focus (here: o0y éxodoa 8ounopos), while the noun
phrase under discussion is the Topic of the clause. I discuss a final example of %
matppa below (4.22).
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In the following set of examples, $dvos ‘murder’ is the noun with
which warp@os is combined. Oedipus (4.16) and Clytemnestra (4.17)
postpose this adjective, while Electra (4.18) preposes it:

(4.16) Oe. dAX o0 yap o7 év T0ic8 drovoopar KaKos
, v e v a
yduotow ot ols ailev éudopeis ov pot

povous marpwouvs é€oveldilwy mkpds.  (OC 988-90)

No, neither this marriage nor the killing of my father,

which you never cease to cast in my teeth with bitter
reproaches,

shall prove me to be evil.

In Oedipus’ words, the murder of his father is contrasted with the
marriage with his mother. He has just defended himself against the
latter charge, now he turns to the murder.

(4.17) Cly. kal W, émel THode yfovos
EENADev, 00Kér eldev: éykaldv 6€ pot
pdvous maTpgovs SV’ émnmelder TeAelv: (EL 777-9)
After he left this land

he never saw me, but he reproached me
with his father’s murder and he swore to do terrible things.

Clytemnestra repeats Orestes’ charges. Again, as in (4.16), the noun
is preposed.
(4.18) EL wviv & ik’ ovxér éorw, és aé 01 PAémw,

S0mws TOV adTSYEPA TATPDOU HEVoU

Eov )8 ddeAds) w) kaTokviioels kTavely

Alyiobov- (EL 954-7)

But now that he is no more, I look to you,
not to be afraid to kill with me your sister
the author of our father’s murder,
Aegisthus.

In (4.18), finally, it is Electra who remembers Agamemnon’s murder,
and she preposes the adjective.26 It is attractive to conclude that the
preposed adjective is the stronger version, which plays up the horror

26 We can add that ¢dvov is less newsworthy here given the preceding adrdyetpa.
Further discussion of this example follows in ch. 6, as (6.4).
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of patricide, as against the attempts on the part of Clytemnestra and
Oedipus to diminish their guilt.

Many of the postposed cases lend themselves to such readings,
giving prominence to the head nouns, which contrast with, or other-
wise react to, another noun in their vicinity, as in (4.19)—(4.21), or
downplay the ‘fatherliness’, as in (4.22):

(4.19) EL émerra molas nuépas Soxeis w’ dyew,
orav Gpévois Atyiobov évlaroivr dw
-~ 7 b /7 3 3 4
Tolow matpots, eloidw & éobjparta
bopotvt éxelvew TavTd, kal mapeaTiovs
omévdovra AoBas &l éxeivov dAecev, (EL 266-70)

And then what kind of days do you think I pass
when I see Aegisthus sitting on my father’s throne,
and when I see him wearing the same clothes

he wore, and pouring libations by the same hearth
at which he murdered him...?

Electra enumerates the ways in which Aegisthus’ presence in the
house makes her life unbearable. The nouns fpdvois and éobrjpara
are preposed.?’” The various instances of hyperbaton in this passage
are worth considering for a moment. The late position in the clause
of Toiow marpgois, postponed to the beginning of the next line,
makes it likely that we can regard it as Tail constituent, a unit of
additional, clarifying information that follows the main clause. We
might paraphrase with °...sitting on the throne, my father’s throne.
The two following instances of hyperbaton are less far-reaching, with
only the governing participles (popoivra, omévdovra) intervening
between the two parts of the noun phrases. Nonetheless, this distance
allows for a pragmatically non-homogeneous noun phrase, which
can be said to have an internal Topic-Focus articulation: while
éofnpara represents new?8 information, it functions at the same
time as the grounding of the modifier phrase éxelvw Tadrd.2°

27 This changes in the last element in the series, mapeoriovs ... loiBds. We can see,
however, that the reference to the hearth that is made with the adjective is what gets
picked up by the relative évfa.

28 ‘New’, in that the clothes are here mentioned for the first time, so more
specifically, ‘unused’ rather than ‘brand new’. Clothes, throne, and the like are
accessible entities, in that they are attributes of a person of Aegisthus’ stature.

29 As to the third item, Xoifds, this is not nearly as salient as the two earlier post-
verbal segments. A figura etymologica has been avoided (metrically impossible in this
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(4.20) EL 7 TAPETTL uev oTéVEWw
mAovTov TaTpwou KTHoW éoTepnuévy,
. > 3y n s , L

mdpeott & dAyeiv és Toadvde Tob yxpdvov

dAexTpa ynpdokovoay avupévard Te. (EL 959-62)

You can lament
at being cheated of the possession of your father’s wealth,
and you can grieve a growing older to this point in time
without a wedding and without a marriage.

Electra reminds Chrysothemis that she (C.) is poor and unmarried.
The noun wlod7ov, preceding warpdov here, and dexrpa, two lines
later, together sum up her position best.

(4.21) Hae. mdrep, s elut kai o0 pe yvdpas éxwv
xpnoTas amopbois, als éywy’ épéfonad.
éuol yap oddels déudroeTar yduos

’ / ~ ~ < /.
uellwv dépecbar god kadds nyovuévou.
Cr. ol7tw ydp, & mal, xp1) Owd orépvawr éxew,

yvauns watppas mavt dmiclev éordvar.  (Ant. 635-40)

Hae. Father, I belong to you, and you keep me straight with
your good judgments, which I shall follow.
Yes, in my eyes no marriage shall be more highly valued
than your right guidance.

Cr.  Yes, my son, that is how your mind should be,
thinking that all things rank second to your father’s
judgement.

Before turning to yvduns marpgas in 640, we need to consider
Haemon’s words that precede. Griffith ad loc. notes that Haemon’s
‘pledge of filial allegiance is immediate, but not unequivocal....
yvdupas éxwv ypnords could be causal (“since you have...”) or con-
ditional (“ifyou have...”). Iwould add that the ordering of noun and
modifier in Haemon’s words further aids the ambiguity. We can
interpret the preposed noun as the most salient part of the noun
phrase, with an unimportant modifier following (‘your yvaua: will
be my guide’); but we can also see yvdyuas as a mere Topic to a Focus

position: omévdovra omovdds), but the new information provided by this internal
accusative rests in the modifier wapeariovs, not the noun.
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xpnords (‘your yvouar will be my guide, in as far as they are good’).30
When we come to Creon’s response, there is no indication that he has
heard anything but a proper filial attitude in Haemon’s words (‘yes,
that is exactly how...”). How, then, are we to read the noun phrase
yvauns matppas? 1 believe that by repeating the noun in this prom-
inent position (line-initial, and clause-initial in the éordva. clause),
Creon endorses Haemon’s reference to his yvauas here. In the lines to
follow, he will further praise the virtue of filial obedience.

(4.22) Pol. & & HA0ov 707 oot Bédw Aé€ar, mdTep:
yhis éx matpdas éedfrapar puyds, . .. (0OC 1291-2)

But now I wish to tell you why I came here, father!
I have been driven from my native land and into exile, . ..

In this final example of postposed marpas there are again several
factors to be considered. In (4.14) and (4.15) above, I proposed that
it was the importance of the noun, which was part of a list of nouns,
that could account for this ordering. That factor is not present in
(4.22). On the other hand, we will see below (§ 4.3.3) that in very
similar expressions, the possessive tends to follow the noun.3! Finally,
there is the extra complication, to which even the self-centered
Polyneices may not be entirely oblivious, that his own father is
currently not in his fatherland. This may make it even less attractive
to prepose the adjective here.32

In the case of marpdos, then, it has appeared easier to account for
the instances of postposing as a result of the salience of nouns than to
account for most instances of preposed adjectives from special sali-
ence in the context, as was possible for uéyas. From the comparison
with Demosthenes, in which the adjective is also frequently found

30 In this chapter I have left such pragmatically non-uniform noun phrases out of
consideration, since they typically involve (‘Topic Y2’) hyperbaton; see Devine and
Stephens (2000: 97-103). A possible example from the corpus I consider here is Aj.
1077 odpa yevvijon péya (see above, n. 21).

31 e.g. yijs éuijs dmmAdfny (below, example (4.44)).

32 [ noted a similar contraindication to preposing with regard to ¢dvo. marpdor in
(4.16) and (4.17) above. An important difference when it comes to nouns like y% and
olria (as opposed to e.g. dovos or yvwun) is that there is typically no identifying or
determining function to the adjective but only, for want of a better term, an
intensifying one.
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preposed, it emerged that this treatment of marpgos is not a phe-
nomenon limited to tragic texts. Upon considering these two very
different adjectives in turn, I conclude that interpreting preposed
adjectives as pragmatically marked is a reading strategy which
recommends itself for tragedy as well as for prose.

4.3 MINE AND THINE IN OC—WHEN MODIFIERS
OUTRANK HEADS

This section presents the various ordering patterns in which the
possessives éuds and ods are used in OC, supplemented with examples
from the rest of the tragic corpus. For our present purposes, a clear
advantage of these modifiers, besides their high frequency in the
tragic corpus,? is their metrical shape: these short forms can be
accommodated virtually anywhere in the line. The possible orderings
are illustrated below: possessive-noun (a) and noun-possessive (b),
with discontinuous variants (a’) and (b’):

(4.23) (a) 76 gov | dvopa (OC 305-6)

(@) 7oduov dpvddéer & dvoua (OC 667)

(b) 70 & dvopa Todudy (Eur. Hel. 43)

(b))  Srav mep Totvoy’ alobnrar 7o adv. (OC 301)

In raw numbers, preposed possessives turn out to be more frequent
in my corpus than postposed ones: in OC, preposing is roughly twice
as frequent:

(a) 37 (47%)

(a’) 18 (23%)

Preposed total: 55 (70%)
(b) 19 (24%)

(B’) 5(6%)

Postposed total: 24 (30 %)

33 A frequency also remarked on by Baechle (2007). Pace Baechle, however, I
would not conclude that possessives are colourless. While, admittedly, their presence
or absence will often not change the semantics of an utterance, they are very much at
home in the give and take of tragic dialogue, and add to the emotional charge of
expressions.
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The preponderance of preposed possessives is, if slightly more pro-
nounced, still similar to that of adjectival modifiers, whose place-
ment I summarized in table 4.1 above. If possessives indeed belong at
the ‘high end’ of frequently preposed adjectives, this can be explained
in various ways. First of all, these first- and second-person possessives
are inherently contrastive; but more importantly, their reference to
human participants, present on the stage, makes them inherently
more salient than inanimate and/or abstract entities. While in the
case of ‘ordinary’ modifiers and heads, heads tend to be more
accessible than modifiers, in the case of human possessors, and
especially pronominal possessives, this is quite different.

In some of the cases below, it seems as if the effect of an accessi-
bility/empathy hierarchy which has humans near the top (and the
first and second person at the very top), followed by inanimate and
more abstract notions further down, is that what is syntactically the
modifier is conceptually the head of an expression. So for instance
when Antigone tells Oedipus that strangers are looking for ‘your seat’
or Creon invokes fear of ‘my arrival’, the particular nouns matter less
than the possessives:

(4.24) An. olya: mopedovrar yap oide 87 Twes
Xpovw madaiol, of)s €dpas émiokomot. (OC111-12)

Be silent. For here come some men
advanced in age, to spy out your seat! [i.e., looking
for you]

(4.25) Cr. 6pod v Suas dppdrwv ednddras
pSBov vewpn Tis éuijs émetaddov
v ui7 Skveite wiT dpiT émos kawdv.  (OC 729-31)

I see in your eyes a fear
newly caused by my arrival!
But do not be alarmed by me, nor let fall a hostile word!

The centrality of the personal pronoun is further borne out by the
relative év in OC 731.3¢ In such cases, the preposed modifiers are
clearly not contrastive (there is no question of multiple ‘seats’ or

3¢ As also noted by Jebb, but cf. Lloyd-Jones: ‘do not be alarmed by me’. Similarly,

the chorus that Antigone sees approaching in (4.24) is obviously looking for Oedipus,
not his épa (cf. 117, 7is dp’ jv; mod valey).
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arrivals between which we must distinguish); rather, one could think
of them as the conceptual heads (though not syntactic heads) of the
noun phrase.

Possibly, we should therefore expect a default ordering of posses-
sive-noun rather than noun-possessive, or more generally, preposing
of the modifier when the reference of the modifier is higher in the
animacy/accessibility hierarchy than that of the noun. I will return to
this below in the discussion of individual examples, but will start
with the four examples with évoua and a possessive given above. The
first passage, (4.26), includes two instances. While these illustrate two
different placements of the possessives, despite their identical pos-
ition in the line, the context is not particularly conclusive as to the
difference in pragmatic force of the two:

(4.26) QOe. 7 xal Sokeite ToD TUPAOD T évTpomny
0 Ppovtid €éew, adTov ot éNfeiv mélas; 300
Cho. «ai kdpf, Stav mep Totvor’ alolnrar 76 odv.
Oe. 7is & éo0 6 kelvew TobTO TOUTOS dyyeAdv;
Cho. pakpa kélevBos: modda & éumdpwv émy
bilel mAavdolai, TV éxeivos diwv,
4 / \ 4 ’;\ / \ \
Oapoet, mapéoTat. moAd ydp, & yépov, T6 oov 305
y , , . , \
8vopa Suiker mdvTas, dote kel Bpadds

€Uet, kAvdw gob delp’ dpiferar Taxvs. (OC 299-307)

Oe. Do you truly think that he will show any thought
or regard for the blind man, so as to come near in
person?

Cho. Indeed he will, when he hears your name!

Oe.  And who shall bring that message to him?

Cho. The distance is great; but much talk of travellers
circulates; and when he has heard
be assured, he will be here. For your name, aged man,
has spread greatly to all, so that even if he sleeps and
moves slowly, when he hears of you he will be quick

to arrive.

While Oedipus questions Theseus’s concern for him, the chorus
assures him in 301 that when Theseus hears Oedipus’s name, he
will appear. While this cannot be proven from the context, the
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ordering suggests a paraphrase along the lines of ‘when he (merely)
hears your name rather than ‘when he hears your name (of all
names). At 305, on the other hand, the preposed possessive, followed
by the line break, should probably be given more weight: ‘your name’
is here equivalent with ‘you’ as it is in English ‘your name is dirt.

In the following two instances it is easier to argue from the context
that the first element of the noun phrase, be it the noun or the
possessive, is the more salient of the two:

(4.1E) Hel. Ppuydv & é dlunw mpovrédny éyw uév od,
70 & vopa Todudv, Adov “EXAnow Sopds.
(Eur. Hel. 42-3)

And for the fight against the Trojans, I was put forward
for the Greeks

as a prize of war (though it was not me but only my
name).

This example from the Helen, illustrating the fourth ordering pattern
with évopa, is a clear instance of contrast on the noun rather than the
modifier: Helen’s name was all that was present of her at Troy. In this
case, ‘name’ practically functions as an antithesis to the true Helen
herself, similarly to the familiar Adyos/éyov distinction. Contrast
Theseus’s words in (4.27):

(4.27) The. fapociv pev odv éywye rdvev Tis éuis
’ 3 ~ ~ 3 3 /
yvauns érawd, Potfos el mpolmeué oe
Suws 8€ kduod un mapdvtos old 8TL
3 \ 4 > \ 4 -~
Toduov puldler 0 dvopa un mhoyew kKakds.

(OC 664-7)

So I'would advise you to be confident, even apart from my
decision, if it was Phoebus who sent you;

and none the less I know that even when I am absent
my name will guard you from ill-treatment.

In this case, Theseus is claiming that his power will work even in his
absence; there is no sense of contrast between person and name,
rather, Theseus’ name is an extension of him as a person. We will see
more instances of this below, where the sense of the noun phrase
depends more on the possessive than on the particular noun. Note
that while we cannot possibly paraphrase (4.1E) with ‘“?not I, but



Mine and Thine in OC 107

I'was held out as a prize for the Trojans, we can paraphrase (4.27)
with ‘even if I am not there, I will protect you’ without the result
becoming nonsensical.

4.3.1 Kinship Terms

After these examples of all four orderings with one and the same head
noun, I should point out that most nouns in my sample are not like
dvopa in taking both pre- and postposed possessives. Devine and
Stephens (2000: 23—4) note that kinship terms, for instance, predom-
inantly take postposed possessives,3? as in (4.1L), not preposed ones,
as in (4.2L):

> / 3 /. \ ~ \ > \ D /
(4.1L) ... éuolyever’Epatocévys nv yuvaika v éuny kal éxelvmy
7€ S1édlepe Kal Tovs maidas Tovs Euovs Fjoxuve Kal Eue adTov
UBpioev els T olxiav Ty éuny elowdv... (Lys. 1.4)

Eratosthenes had an intrigue with my wife, and not only
corrupted her, but inflicted disgrace upon my children and
an outrage on myself by entering my house...

(4.2L) ot &, édm, *Eparocbévns *Onfev 6 Tabra mpdrTwy, 6s od
wévov TNy ony yuvaika Ouédfapkev aAda kal dAas

modds:  (Lys. 1.16)

‘It is, she said, ‘Eratosthenes of Oé who is doing this; he has
debauched not only your wife, but many others besides. ..’

In addition to noting the statistical tendencies, however, we can say
that in (4.1L) there is a listing of wife, children, and house which
takes precedence over the repeated possessive pronoun, while in
(4.2L), the marked case, the possessive is clearly contrastive.36

35 Exclusively ¢ éuds and nouns (2000: 24). In OC, I in fact find six postposed and
eight preposed instances of éuds and ods. However, looking only at wais in all of
Sophocles, I find eight postposed instances and only one preposed ((4.37) below).
Sibling words (a8eAdds, Suaipos, ... ), however, I found more commonly associated
with preposed possessives.

36 For two examples from Herodotus see (4.2H) in § 4.1 above. In prose, too,
however, other factors play a role, such as the use of the marked form at thematic
boundaries. An example of this is Lys. 12.4 Ovuos marip Képados. This use of the
preposed possessive is related to the strong forms of the personal pronoun at
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Turning to Sophocles, I first discuss kinship terms with postposed
possessives.

(4.28) Oe. «atl TadT ép’ Muiv Poifos elpnrws kvpet;
Is. s daow of woddvres els @ffxns médov.
Oe. maldwv Tis 00 fikovoe TRV éudv Tdde;

Is. dudw y duolws, kafemiorachor kadds. (OC 414-17)

Oe. And did Phoebus really say this regarding me?
Is. So say those who returned to the land of Thebes.
Oe. Then did either of my sons hear this?

Is.  Yes, both alike, and they are well aware of it.

The possessive is not contrastive or otherwise salient here; in such
contexts these kin terms will typically precede the possessives.3” The
same will happen if the noun itself is contrastive, as in (4.29):

(4.29) Oe. s ov7 dv doTaw 7w dv éfelmoyul Tew

007 &y Tékvoial Tols éuols, orépywy Suws.  (OC 1528-9)

For I would not reveal them to any of these citizens,
nor to my children, much though I love them.

The occurrence of multiple possessives in a clause often involves
chiastic ordering, with the possessives juxtaposed, as in (4.30).
Note that the first noun phrase is in the expected ordering given
the context (compare mais oduds in 1173):

(4.30) Oe. 7ads elmas, & mai; An.  waida oy, éujv & Spdv
o > -~ ] 3 /7 > ~
opatpov: avdy § avtiK’ ééeoTwv ualbeiv.

(OC 322-3)

Oe. What did you say, my child? An. That I see
your daughter and my sister; and now we can know
her by her voice.

thematic boundaries, such as éyd starting paragraphs in Lys. 1.5, 1.6, 1.35, éuo{ in
1.39, etc.

37 Other instances in OC include 979 éupaiuov oijs, 1173 mais ovuds. See also Aj.
499,510, 530; OT 854. In Aj. 510 7aida Tov adv is one in a series of family members, so
that in this case it is the noun which is contrastive (note that the possessive is even left
out with unrépa in 507). See below ((4.35) and following) for possible counter-
examples.
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The preposed éujv immediately follows its ‘antonym’ o7y to strong
effect.3® The polyptoton of éuds in (4.31) works similarly:

(4.31) Oe. odk éo7i goL TadT, AAAA oo Tdd o7, éxel
’ > 4 < \ 3 /’ > /7
Xwpas aAdoTwp oduos évvaiwy del:
doTw 6€ maiol Tols éuoiat Tis éutis

x0ovos Aayeiv TocolTov, évbaveiv uovov. OC787-90)

You [Creon] shall not have that, but you shall have this,
my vengeful spirit ever dwelling here;

and my sons can inherit this much only of my
country, enough to die in!

While maco! contrasts with ‘you’ (Creon), and shows the expected
head-modifier order, how can we account for the preposed 77s éus?
Clearly, it is not motivated by a logical contrast with anybody else’s
land. I would argue that the juxtaposition brings out the unexpected
claim by Oedipus to power he had relinquished a long time ago.
Neither Creon nor Eteocles or Polyneices would still consider Thebes
to belong to Oedipus. The salience of éuys, then, is due to its
counter-presuppositional nature. Oedipus is practically reclaiming
Thebes as his to dole out to his children or anyone else.

In (4.30) above we saw a first instance of a kinship term preceded
by the possessive (éunv...dSuapor). In OC, there are eight such
instances in total. In addition to the chiastic instances already men-
tioned, others have clear indications in the context that the modifiers
are contrastive, as in (4.32):39

(4.32) The. mdérepa Ta Tdv ocdv ékydvwy 7 Tob Myes; (OC 588)
Do your words concern your sons, or whom?

In the case of (4.33) and (4.34) the nouns appear less relevant than
the idea of ‘mine’ versus ‘thine’ in general, and they follow at the end
of the clause:

(4.33) Cr. éyw od7 dvavdpov Tivde v mAw Aéyw,
N 4 3> / 3 ¢ \ /
& 1érvov Alyéws, o0T dBovdov, ws avd Pijs,

38 Similarly 1275: & omépuar’ dvdpos 7068, éuail 8 oualpoves.

39 Editors differ on the exact words following éxydvwv, but all possibilities (7
’wov—the reading of the MSS—x«duod, 7 T05) seem to imply a contrastive reading
of adw.
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Tovpyov 188 ééémpata, yiyvioxwy § ST

00dels moT avTois TV dudv dv éuméoot

{hdos Evvaluwy, dot’ éuotd Tpédew Plo. (0OC939-43)
I do not say your city has no men,

son of Aegeus, nor was my action rash, as you say,

but I knew that no desire for my relations

would ever fall upon your people

that they would keep them here against my will.

Creon stresses that he respects Athens, but that surely Athens
will not claim what is rightly his.4® The focal elements of the noun
phrase, ovdels and tév éuwv, come first, and are separated by
postpositives.4!

(4.34) The. %v pn fdvw yo mpdabev, odyi maboouar

mply dv o€ TAV 6V kiprov orow Tékvawr.  (OC 1040-1)

If I do not die first, I shall not rest
till I have placed your children in your hands!

It is impossible to represent this in a smooth translation, but I would
read this primarily as a general promise by Theseus to restore to
Oedipus what is his (r&v cdv kipiov orijow). Another factor that
plays a role in the ordering is again the juxtaposition of the pronouns
(e TV owv).

The remaining examples of preposed possessives in this category
are more problematic. They do not present a clear contrast in
context, nor do they feature the kinds of juxtaposition discussed
above. In both cases, the referent is Polyneices’ brother Eteocles:

(4.35) Pol. ...(ikerevouev Edumavres éaiTovpevor
wivw Bapeiav elkalelv oppwpévw
THO Avdpl ToVwol TPos kaotyviiTouv Tiow,
14 > D / 3 / 4
0s W é€éwoe kameoUAnoey TATpas.

(OC 1327-30)

40 Tt is also possible to read the possessive contrastively (‘nobody wants anything
to do with the likes of my family’), but I think the special features of Creon’s family
(matporTdvov, dvayvov) are presented as a separate argument.

41 In ch. 6 we will see more instances of conjunctions at line end.
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we all now beseech you in supplication...

to renounce your grievous anger in favour of myself,
as I set out

to take vengeance on my brother,

who drove me out and robbed me of my country.

In fact, we have if not a literal then a virtual juxtaposition of first
person pronouns here (78 dvdp! Todpod). To suggest a marked
reading ‘my brother’ for line 1329 may seem awkward, but if Poly-
neices casts himself as the victim of Eteocles’ actions, this problem
evaporates. In (4.36), Oedipus reproaches Polyneices:

(4.36) Oe. &sy, @& kdxioTe, orijmrpa kal Gpdvovs éxwv,
o ne N gy P y
a viv 6 oos Edvaiuos év Offaus Exe,
\ > \ > ~ / e ] /
70V ad70s avTol warépa TéV® dmnAacas...

(OC 1354-6)

You are the one, villain, who when you held the sceptre
and the throne

that are now held by your brother in Thebes,

drove away your own father here. ..

Again, the preposed possessive is not in logical contrast, but we
might speculate that an unmarked variant would be out of place
here as being simply too casual. This bit of speculation brings me to a
more general observation with which it is actually in line. Most cases
I found of further modifiers with these possessives were preposed
rather than postposed, as in (4.37), my final example of a kinship
term with a possessive:

(4.37) Is. 4 & dudi Toiv coiv Svoudpow maildow kaka
m pdp
viv éoTi, TadTa onuavoda éAflvla. (OC 365-6)

[I will not tell you about what happened to me on my
journey]

but I have come to tell you of the evils that

now afflict your two unhappy sons.

Arguably, Ismene can be described as a ddopopos wais of Oedipus
herself, so that it is the masculine dual coiv which logically identifies
the referents Eteocles and Polyneices here more than any other word,
and this might account for its early position. But the presence of
dvopopos, clearly not a neutral descriptive adjective, must be an
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important factor here. The other adjectives that I found in combin-
ation with the preposed possessive are similarly emotive.42

4.3.2 Bodies and Body Parts

Surprisingly, the majority of possessives in this category precede their
noun. This might be due to the fact that usually, these inalienable
possessions do not need an indication of ownership,#? so that when
such indication is made, it is salient. This seems to be contradicted by
the fact that other easily inferred referents, such as ‘home’ and
‘country’, do not show the same preference for preposed possessives
(section 4.3.3 below). A more important factor that comes into play,
it appears, is the use of body or body part to refer more generally to
the person. The example that comes to mind is the formulaic ‘head of
X to refer to X, as in the opening of Antigone (4.38):44

(4.38) An. 3Q kowov avrddeldov lounvys kdpa (Ant. 1)
My very own sister Ismene

But the tendency is more widespread than that, and preposed posses-
sives that at first sight look surprising are better understood when we
think of them rather as elaborated personal references.4> So for
instance Iocaste’s report on the servant who wants to leave the palace:

42 Preposed modifiers: (i) in apposition with the possessor: OC 344 rdua Svorrvov
rard; (ii) additional modifier: OC 370 7ov oov dfAwov 8Spov, 559 1 o7 Svouopos
mapacTdTis, 576 Toduov &Aooy déuas, 621 oduos efdwy kal kexpuuuévos vérus, 794 To
oov...vméBAgTov ordua, 1200 7Tav odv ddépkTwv dpudrwv, 1293 Tois gois
mavdpyots . . . Opdvois. Postposed modifiers: 757-8 8duovs... | Tovs gods matpgovs,
1173 7ais ovuds, dvaé, arvyvds...The latter, the sole postposed adjective with
comparable emotive force, more likely functions as its own unit: my son, lord, my
hateful son, who...

4 True even in metaphor, as at OT 22-4: wd\s... | dvaxovdioar xdpa |
BU&(I)V E”T, Ol}X 0;0. TE ¢OLVL/OU O'Ci/\Ov.

4“4 My X* = ‘me’: OC 1207 undels xpateitw s éuis Puyis more; 1340 € od Tiusn
fU,Mﬂ'aIDO.UT‘I;O':’] ¢P€VL/.

45 Clear contrastive use of the preposed possessive, with the importance of the
noun retained, is rarer. One instance is Trach. 1133, where Heracles reacts to
Deianeira’s suicide mpiv ws xpiv o¢’ é¢ éutis Oaveiv xepds; Trach. 603 is parallel to
(4.39): drpmut’ éxelvw Tavdpl s éutjs xepos, ‘a gift for him from me’ At OC 963
Oedipus complains that Creon keeps raking up Oedipus’ troubles, and again the
contrast between second-person possessive and (here) the first person is more
important than the particular noun: doris ddvovs pot kai ydpovs xai ovpdopas |
700 00D SLﬁKag aTé,u.a.Tog, as e"ya‘) TdAas ﬁ've'ym)v drxwv—"You had to go on about it,
when it happened to me’
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(4.39) To. o0 877 a¢’ od yap xeiflev HAfe kai kpdrn
/ > QY ¥ 7 7 > /
oé T €8 éxovra Adidy T dAwAdTa,
ééiérevoe s éuiis yepos Guyav
aypovs ope méupar kaml mouviwy vouds,

ws mwAeloTov €in 7000 dmomTos AoTEwWS. (OT 758-62)

No; for after he returned and saw that you

were in power and Laius was dead,

he clasped my hand in supplication, begging me
to send him to the fields and to the pastures,

so that he could be as far as possible from the city.

The witness to Laius’ murder has good reasons to ask Iocaste rather
than Oedipus. We can read the possessive as contrasting with o¢ and
Adios: ‘he pleaded with me’

A similar emphasis on person-in-general rather than hand-
in-particular is present in (4.40), with Theseus speaking:

(4.40) The. TolTOV O éy),
el uev 8¢ dpyts fkov, 9s 66 aos,
drpwTov o uedii’ dv €€ éuts xepds: (OC904-6)

As for this man,
if I were as angry with him as he deserves,
I'would not have let him go unwounded by my hand ...

While the clause as a whole is complete with pefvj«’ dv, the last words
give renewed emphasis to Theseus’ sense of authority. The decision
lies entirely with him, even when he decides not to use violence.46

Contrast (4.41). Here the inclusion of a possessive is most likely
necessary because of the following parallel clause;*” but the pronoun
does not have the force it has in (4.40) above:48

(4.41) Mess. «amel mpoaiev, elmev SQ $idov rdpa,
86s pot xepos ons mloTw dpyaiov Tékvos,

vpels e, waides, Tdde” (0OC1631-3)

46 Similar preposed possessives occur elsewhere in Theseus’ speech, whether in
comparing himself as self-made man with the loner Oedipus (564), or professing his
self-confidence (655). See also Aj. 35 o7j kvBepvddpar xepl, Trach. 1102 7év udv yepdv.

47 In clauses with second-person verbs, as here, the second-person possessive can
be left out as shown by OC 1130: kal pot xép’s dvaf, deéudv Specov. ..

48 Similar postposed examples: EL 296-7, Trach. 1066, OT 821-2 (yepoiv... |8’

(f)vrrep).
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And when he [Theseus] had approached, he said,
‘My dear friend,

pray give the ancient pledge of a handclasp to my
children,

and do you, children, give the same to him.

It is more problematic to decide how to read yepo! rais éuais in
(4.42), but I believe it is similar, despite the tendency to translate rais
éuais with ‘my own), as in Lloyd-Jones’s translation:

(4.42) QOe. pdliord v elme ydp pe Aoflas more

Xprvar prynvar umTpl THUAUTOD, 76 TE
matp@ov alpa yepol Tais éuals €Xeiv. (OT 994-6)

Yes! Loxias once said that I
was fated to lie with my mother,
and to spill my father’s blood with my own hands.

The exposition of Oedipus’ fate is ordered chiastically: sleep with my
mother, kill (yepo(...é\eiv) my father (marppov afpa). Since the
suggestion of violence is most clearly present in the noun yepof{ it
makes sense that it comes as the first word of the second member of
the clause (sleep with my mother, do violence to my father).

4.3.3 Home and Country

The words for home and fatherland, 8dp0t,% 9%, marpis,*® share with
body parts that their referents are easily inferred, and uniquely

49 Possessives with ‘home’, §dpoy, are typically postposed: OC 643 7{ dijra xpnilets;
1 88uovs orelyew éuovs; 757-8 Bedtjoas doTv kal S6povs wodelv | Tovs cods marpdous,
1342 o7’ év 8époio Toiol gois otriow o dywy. See also Aj. 568, Trach. 185. At Aj.
1015-16, a context that abounds with second-person pronouns, we nevertheless find
the unmarked order but this has little probative value: s 7d oa | kpdrn favévros kal
86povs véuouut oovs. At Ant. 1078-9, where Teiresias warns Creon of impending
doom on his house, we find the marked order: ¢avei yap od paxpod ypdvov TpB1 |
Avdpdv yuwwak@dv oois dduots kwrdpara—which would seem appropriate for the
antagonistic tone of the speech.

50 OC849-50 4AXN émel vuav 0édews | marpida te Tv onfv kal ¢pidovs...1is the only
example with 7arpis.
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identifiable, from the identity of the possessor.5! They can be thought
of as inalienable possessions in a non-technical sense, in that an exile
like Oedipus thinks of Thebes as ‘his’ country, even when he is no
longer there. Again as with body parts, with such words, the posses-
sive can be left out altogether, as in (4.43). When it does appear, it
tends to follow the noun, as in (4.44), unless there is clear contrast, as
in (4.45):

(4.43) Oe. PvAag 8¢ pou
moTY) KaTéaTms, yijs 6T éénAavvéuny: (OC 355-6)

You were my
faithful guardian when I was driven from the land.

(4.44) Oe. obfrws éxer pov yis éuns dmnAdbiny
mPOs TAV éuavTod CmEpUATWY! (OC 599-600)

This is how it is with me: I was driven from my country
by my own offspring.

(4.45) The. odkoww éywy dv ofis émeuPaivwr xOovds,
008 €l T mAvTwy elxov évdikdTaTA,
dvev ye To0 kpaivovtos, aTis By, yovos
o0l efAkov ol Gv Hyov. .. (OC 924-7)

I would never have entered your country,
even in the justest of all causes,

without the consent of the ruler of the land,
whoever he was, and dragged people off...

Quite possibly it is again the presence of another personal pronoun
in (4.44) that makes the difference between use and non-use of the
possessive here. But the main distinction that concerns me here is
that between (4.44) and (4.45), and this seems easy enough to
explain. The latter features a strong contrast between Theseus and
Creon, as Theseus tells Creon how he would act if the roles were to be
reversed. There is no such contrast in (4.44).

51 Perhaps one can include in this category, if rather morbidly, graves. With a
postposed possessive at OC 402: kelvois 6 T0puBos dvoTuydv 6 aos PBapvs, and pre-
posed at 411: 77s ons U7 dpyis, cois STav oTdow Tddois (or, with Lloyd—]ones
‘dubitanter’, gois 67 dvrdow Tddors).



116 Word Order in the Noun Phrase

4.3.4 Abstracts

This last group is the most skewed in its distribution toward pre-
posed possessives.>2 It is here that the problem that I mentioned at
the opening of this section becomes most apparent. Some head
nouns, one gets the impression, might as well have been expressed
by means of prepositions instead, or have been left out entirely.
Consider again (4.24) above, where o7s é5pas had little to do with
seating, and (4.46), where Ismene’s answer is a near equivalent to cod
vera:33

(4.46) Oe. Tékvov, 7{ & G\bes; Is. o9, mdrep, mpounbdia.
Oe. mérepa méhoio;

(OC 332-3)

Oe. Child, why have you come? Is. Out of concern
for you, father!
Oe. Was it that you missed me?

While in this case the possessive takes on the role of second argument
(Oedipus is the object of Ismene’s care), the same ordering is found
for the possessive expressing the first argument, as in (4.47); (4.48) is
an example of the object argument expressed by the genitive of the
personal pronoun. In the latter case, the pév-6¢ construction leads
naturally to fronting of mpounfias:>4

(4.47) Or. 0d 10 Pwréwy médov
vmebeméudlny o mpounlia yepoiv. (EL 1349-50)

The man by whose guidance I was conveyed
through your foresight to the Phocian plain

(4.48) EL  4AX odv émiorw v’ of W driyplas dyes.
Chr. dryplas pév ov, mpounbdias 8¢ codb. (EL 1035-6)

52 Findings in accordance with those of Devine and Stephens (2000: 25).

53 QOedipus’ question in 333 works better the less specifically we interpret
mpounfia. Oedipus does not ask what the concern for him was, but why Ismene
needs to see him.

5¢ Note that the English translation of (4.48) suggests Focus function for the
nouns (not A, but B), when the Greek presents them as contrastive Topics (with od
as Focus in the first clause).
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El.  Well, know to what point of dishonour you are
bringing me!
Chr. Not of dishonour, but of care for you!

All in all, I have found six cases in OC of abstract nouns with
postposed possessives, as against eighteen with preposed possessives.
Given the sheer numbers it is appropriate to consider the exceptional
cases, in which the possessive is postposed, first of all. In what
follows, I will examine these exceptional cases in order to see whether
the nouns are somehow more salient in these noun phrases, such as
was the case in (4.48) above.

(4.49) Oe. Svoua udvov deloavtes; od yap 8m 76 ye
oW oU0E Tdpya TaW* émel Td Y épya pwov
memovldT o0 wdAdov 7 dedparidra. .. (0OC265-7)
...simply from fear of my name? For it is not my person

or my actions that you fear; why, my actions
consisted in suffering rather than in doing...

(4.49) can stand as the archetypal example of noun-possessive order-
ing. Oedipus’ épya contrast with his odua, so that the noun gets
fronted.55

(4.50) QOe. Tékvov, mépnras; Is. odx dvev udxbov y’ éuod.
OC 328)
Oe. Child, have you appeared? Is. Not without trouble
for me!

Again in this case, the fronting of the noun seems logical.5¢ The
modifier is omissible: ‘not without trouble.” It is instructive to com-
pare (4.51), where the possessive precedes the noun wévovs, and
where it is this noun that seems the more omissible part of the
noun phrase:

(4.51) Is. 7ad7 odk dplbuds éorw, & wdrep, Adywv,
k] > 4 \ \ \ < \
aAX épya Sewd: Tovs O€ covs omy Beol
mévovs kaTotkTiobaw ok éxw palbeiv. (OC 382-4)

55 See chapter 6 (6.70) for further discussion of this passage.
56 I should note, first, that there is a variant ye poy; second, that the genitive éuod is
ambiguous between possessive and personal pronoun.
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This is not a mere heap of words, father,
but terrible actions; and when the gods will
take pity on your sorrows I cannot discover.

Humans are of course the proper object of pity (and hence the
typical object of pitying (olxripw) verbs).>” Compare, similarly, the
following pair of examples. In (4.52), the noun is fronted;8 in (4.53),
it is the possessive that comes first, where again we could easily
construe the possessive as the notional head of the noun phrase
(lament Orestes for his misfortune), which makes little sense in the
former example:

(4.52) Oe. a\X Dew pév Tov ikérmy defalato:
ws ovy €dpas ye THad dv é£éNGou’ Ere.
Cho. 7{ & éori ToiTo; Oe.  fuvpdopds Edviny’ éuts.
(OC 44-6)
Oe.  May they receive a suppliant graciously,
for I shall never again leave this seat!
Cho. But what does this mean? Oe. It is the token of my
destiny!

(4.53) EL oiuot rddawa: viv yap oludéar mdpa,
’Opéora, v onv Evudopav, 86 & Exwv
mpos THad VPpily unTpds. dp’ éxw rkalds; (El 788-90)

Ah, miserable me! Now I can lament

your disaster, Orestes, when in this plight

you are insulted by this mother of yours! Am I not
well off?

This concludes my survey of the placement of the possessive. Their
behaviour proves more complicated to describe than that of adjec-
tives, the modifiers par excellence, especially when it comes to their
use with abstract nouns, as discussed in this last section. There is
hardly a case where these possessives function as a logical restrictor

57 Other ‘non-human’ objects with humans implied or explicitly present include
wdfos (Trach. 855), é&Spav (OT 14).

58 A postposed possessive with cuudopd also at OC 1014-15, where a clear contrast
is made between the man on the one hand and his misfortune on the other: ‘O éeivos,
dvag, xpnotés: ai 8¢ ovudopal | avTod mavwles, dfar 8 dpvvabeiv.
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(as in ‘your place or mine?’); conversely, the head nouns often
function to bring out one specific aspect of the ‘modifier. These
noun phrases, then, show a syntactic structure that is often at odds
with their semantics, in that an abstract property of a human par-
ticipant is treated as the head of a noun phrase, and the human is
degraded to mere modifier status. The status of the possessives as
references to human participants, however, makes them intrinsically
more salient than reference to mere abstract concepts and this is an
important factor in their frequent preposing.5°

4.4 CONCLUSION

A brief chapter such as this one cannot begin to do justice to the
complexities of the Greek noun phrase. Nevertheless I hope to have
shown that there is abundant reason to take a pragmatic approach
to the variation we find in modifier-noun ordering, and to do this
in tragedy as well as in prose. I want to conclude this chapter by
showing the consequences for the approach taken here for dealing
with yet another type of modifier, namely the numeral ‘one’.

A recurring example in chapter 2 included the noun phrase wd

par:
(2.16) Cr. Anoras épacke ouvTuxdvTas od wid
poun kTavev vw, dAda ovv mAjler yepov. (0T 122-3)

He said that robbers encountered them and killed him;
he died not through one man’s strength, but by the
hands of many.

As I argued in that chapter, there is good reason from the context to
consider wid marked. This interpretation is in keeping with the con-
clusions from the rest of this chapter, but besides the logic of the
passage, and the formal marking by the o?...dAAd ‘not X but Y’
construction, there is further evidence to support this: while the
noun pduy itself is not combined with pia elsewhere in Sophocles,

59 Similar conclusions about higher frequency of preposing with abstract nouns,
based on Lysias and Demosthenes, in Devine and Stephens (2000: 25).
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the use of preposed and postposed uia with the noun nuépa lends itself
well to an analysis along the lines of this chapter. Compare (4.54) and
(4.55) on the one hand with (4.56) and (4.57) on the other:6°

(4.54) Is. éuot uev oddeis uibos,’ Avriydvy, dpidwv
00l 1180s oUT dAyewos ket é§ STov
Svoiv adeldoiv éoTeprifOnuer 6o
wid Oavévrow nuépa Sumdyj xepl (Ant. 11-14)

To me, Antigone, no word about our friends has come,
either agreeable or painful, since

we two were robbed of two brothers,

who perished on one day each at the other’s hand.

(4.55) Is. 7pirov & dderpw Svo ulav xad nuépav
adTokTovolVTE TW) TAAALTpW UEpov

Kowov katelpydoavt émalAlow yepoiv.  (Ant. 55-7)

Thirdly, our two brothers, on one day
killing each other, did themselves
both to death at one another’s hands.

These two first examples, both spoken by Ismene in Antigone, strongly
resemble the instances of preposed péyas discussed in section 4.2.1
above, in that we here find the preposed numeral in the company of two
or more numerals besides, which is similar to the presence of uixpds or
other quantifiers with preposed uéyas. There is again good reason to
conclude that this preposed modifier is pragmatically marked. As we
look back once more at our OT passage above, besides the crucial plural
Anotds it contains, more relevantly for my argument here, another
lexical numeric reference in the form of 7A7fe: ‘a multitude’

In (4.56) and (4.57), on the other hand, the numeral is postposed:

(4.56) Oe. dAX év xpdvw yvaion 7dd dodalds, émel
xpévos Sikawov dvdpa Selkvvow pdvos,

Karov 0¢ kdv év Nuépa yvoins mid. (OT 613-15)

But in course of time you will learn this with
certainty, since

60 The remaining examples of ula nuépa / fjuépa pia in Sophocles are Ant. 170
(preposed), El 1149 (postposed).
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time alone reveals the just man,
but the traitor you can learn to know in a single day.

(4.57) El  xaip, & mdrep: matépa yap elcopdv Sokd:
xaip ol & s pdAiord o avlpirmwy éyw
NxOnpa kKapidnod év nuépa wid. (EL 1361-3)
Hail father—for I think I see a father—

hail, and know that I have hated you and loved you
in one day as I have no other mortal.

It is probably somewhat subjective to say that a paraphrase with ‘in
a day’ as opposed to ‘in one day’ seems more felicitous in these latter
two instances, that is, to interpret the postposed numeral as un-
marked. More objectively, we can point to the absence of other
numerals in both these cases; to the contrast between the nouns
xpovos (typically referring to longer periods, cf. Modern Greek
xpovos ‘year’) and rjuépa in (4.56); and to the presence of another
element with Focus, udAtora o dvBpdmwr ‘you most of all people’, in
(4.57).61

In all, this brief consideration of a different type of modifier
suggests that reading the ordering of modifier and noun as pragmat-
ically motivated is fruitful in interpreting noun phrases with mod-
ifiers of various kinds. I do not wish to oversimplify matters,
however. We have seen above that a variety of motivations can be
detected behind a simple rule that derives straightforwardly from
Givon’s dictum (1983: 20) ‘attend first to the most urgent task’.

How does my analysis address findings that point to semantic or
metrical factors? To take semantics first, pace Devine and Stephens,
the evidence from Sophocles does not appear to bear out assump-
tions about the influence of semantics as a variable operating inde-
pendently from pragmatics (see Table 4.1 above).62

The metrical evidence is more intriguing. As is clear from table 4.1,
there is no apparent correlation between word shape of modifiers and
a tendency for pre- or postposing. However, as Baechle (2007) shows,
when one looks at the shapes of the verbs in the clauses in which these

61 For a similar observation see n. 25 above, on (4.15).
62 Since I have virtually left out discussion of syntactic issues, notably hyperbaton,
in this chapter, I cannot address those here.
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noun phrases are used, it turns out that when the verb is of a
metrically ‘intractable’ shape, hyperbaton is much more frequent
than when the verb is of a metrically ‘tractable’ shape. Does it follow
that a pragmatic argument fails here, since the variation in ordering
is explained fully by metrical characteristics? I would say that these
word shapes, while undeniably present, lead to a cum hoc ergo propter
hoc argument. The challenges of composition doubtless included an
effort to accommodate word shapes that are more or less compatible
with the trimeter line, and an effort to keep frequency of hyperbaton
and continuous noun phrases to stylistically appropriate levels.s3 All
this, however, does not exclude equally careful monitoring of prag-
matic appropriateness. Lexical selection is an area where a poet had
a range of choices, with the exception of proper names, so that we
cannot take intractable shapes as a simple given that is prior to any
pragmatic analysis.

To consider the trimeter from the point of view of composition,
then, is to be confronted with a bewildering array of variables. My
claim in this chapter, and throughout this book, is essentially more
modest than that, however. Following Slings, I would argue that we
stand a better chance of success by approaching the problem from
the point of view of the audience. Given what we find in Greek prose,
we can impute a set of linguistic expectations to the audience, which
includes the expectation that preposed modifiers should be inter-
preted as marked. This shift of perspective from production to
processing, or composing to listening, also means that we do not
need to strive toward a single uniform explanation of the final form
of every single line, and can simply acknowledge that it is impossible
to recover how much weight any single factor had in the process of
composition. We would most probably conclude, for line after line,
that the end product is radically overdetermined. Rather, I have tried
here to apply ‘prose expectations’ to these tragic texts with, to my
mind, fruitful results.

63 Different as between lyric and dialogue, for instance, and different as between
comic trimeters and tragic trimeters (Baechle 2007).
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Enter Dialogue: Questions in
Sophocles and Euripides

O suitably-attired-in-leather-boots
Head of a traveller, wherefore seeking whom
Whence by what way how purposed art thou come
To this well-nightingaled vicinity?

(Housman, Fragment of a Greek Tragedy)

5.1 INTRODUCTION: THE PRAGMATICS
OF QUESTIONS

Questions, and question-and-answer pairs, are an obvious topic to
address here for several reasons. First of all, there is the linguistic pers-
pective: question-and-answer pairs have been seized on by linguists as
transparent examples in explaining the basics of pragmatic functions,
especially of Focus elements of different kinds. It is generally accepted
that the question word, and the corresponding word group in the
answer, are the Focus in their clauses, as in (5.1) from Electra:

(5.1) Ae. mod 37 dv elev of &évor; Sidaoké pe.

El.  &dov (EL 1450-1)

Ae. Then where are the strangers? Tell me!
El. Inside...

Questions and answers, then, would seem to make for much more
straightforward analysis than clauses in continuous narrative, in which
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typically analysis of the larger context is necessary to arrive at a secure
judgement of what constitutes the ‘most salient’ piece of information.
This makes them a convenient testing ground for our description. What
will be of most interest here is to look at the elements that appear early in
questions. If question words have Focus, a Topic-Focus-verb pattern
would hardly seem to leave room for further (Mobile) words between
the question word and the verb.! Do Sophoclean questions generally
bear this out, and what are we to make of any exceptions?

For Greek scholars, however, it is a small fraction of all questions
in our texts that have claimed by far the most attention. These are the
so-called postponed interrogatives, in which the interrogative comes
later in the sentence. I will discuss (§ 5.4) how this pattern can be
explained within the present account, without positing a separate
ordering pattern for interrogative sentences. (5.2) is an example of
such a ‘postponed interrogative’ from Ajax:

(5.2) Mess. a\X nuiv Alas mod *otw, dis dppdow Tdde;
Tois kuplots yap mavra xpn 6mAodv Adyov.
Cho. odk é&dov, dAAd Ppoiidos dpTiws. ..
(Aj. 733-5)

Mess. But tell me where Ajax is, so that I can make this known
to him!
One must report every piece of news to those who are
responsible.
Cho. He is not in, but departed lately...

It will clearly be of especial interest to see first of all what kinds of words
or wordgroups precede the postponed interrogative. The Topic-Focus-
verb pattern would lead us to expect Topics? to precede the question
word. Secondly, exactly to what position is the question word ‘post-
poned’? Again, the fact that question words are considered to have
Focus function, combined with the clause pattern, would lead us to
assume that question words come in second position after the Topic,
preceding the verb.? As we will see in our discussion of the examples,

1 Also, it would follow that we do not expect explicit Topic constituents in
questions in which the interrogative (Focus) comes first in the clause, or in answers.
I believe that both points are borne out by the evidence from tragedy.

2 Or Setting constituents, of course. See below, e.g. (5.17).

3 If that is not itself the Topic. See below, e.g. IT 617 fice. 8¢ 7is pe in (5.E1).
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this is true in the majority of cases; other examples need to be accounted
for in a different way.

Finally, what is it that determines the choice for the postponed
interrogative as opposed to the ‘normal’ pattern? Contributing factors
will come up below; for the moment let me point out that there is no
need to accord the postponed interrogative the status of literary figure.
Thomson (1939a) already argued forcefully that the form of these
questions must find its origin in spoken language: hence their use in
Plato and drama alike, with a higher frequency especially in Euripides
and Aristophanes. In literary texts, these questions can therefore be
considered as markers of ‘quasi-spoken’ language, as termed by Slings.*

In what follows, I will first of all survey ‘normal’ questions based
largely on the Ajaxand Electra; in the following sections, I will turn to
two sets of problematic questions. In section 5.3, I will consider
questions in which the question word opens the clause but is not
immediately followed by a verb, and in section 5.4 I will turn to an
analysis of postponed interrogatives in the Ajax, Electra, OT, and
Antigone. In 5.5, finally, I will turn to Euripides, and reconsider some
of the material examined in Battezzato (2000).

5.2 ‘NORMAL QUESTIONS: YES-NO QUESTIONS
AND WH- QUESTIONS

In the introduction, both examples of questions were ‘question-word
questions, also known (after English-language question words) as
‘Wh- questions), in which the speaker seeks to have his interlocutor
‘fill in the blank’ in his knowledge. An equally frequent® type is that

4 Slings (1992: 101 f.).

5 Twill here be concerned with Battezzato’s sections 1.5-11 (Battezzato 2000: 145-58),
in particular. Battezzato, unlike Thomson (1939a), discusses the position of the inter-
rogative beyond the mere fact of its ‘postponement’ from initial position. Even if my
analysis is not always in agreement with his (and my discussion of his work will naturally
focus on the few points of disagreement), what I have to say about the Euripidean
material in section 5.4 is indebted to his data collection.

6 My counts are as follows: Ajax: 55 yes-no, 62 wh- questions (not counting post-
poned interrogatives, for which see below § 5.4); Electra: 66 yes-no, 72 wh- questions
(again, not counting postponed interrogatives). Indirect questions are not included in
these numbers, and I will not be discussing them in this chapter.
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of the yes-no question, in which the speaker seeks to verify the truth
of a proposition. Here are Orestes’ first questions in Electra:

(5.3) Or. ap éotiv 1 dboryvos "HAéxtpa; Bédes
uelvwuey adTod kKavakovowuey yéwv;

Pae. 1jkioTa. (EL 80-2)

Or. Is it the unfortunate Electra? Would you like us
to stay here and listen to her laments?
Pae. But no!

We would expect the Focus elements of the questions (is it, or not?,
etc.) to come early and here they do. Orestes wonders whether the
person he hears is Electra or not (Focus on éo7iv), then asks if his
companion wants to stay or not. In the subordinate clauses ([do you
want to] stay here, and listen to her laments) the two verbs, Focus in
their clauses, again come first.

The majority of both types of questions, viz. yes/no and wh- ques-
tions, will be of little interest for our purposes here: after all, like the
question-answer pairs that we saw in (5.1) and (5.3) above, answers will
typically consist only of a Focus constituent, and questions will usually
contain no more than two Mobile constituents. Let me briefly survey
these least complex of questions nevertheless.

In its simplest form, the yes/no question can consist of just a verb
or other questioned term, and of course the wh- question can consist
of just the questioned term. These clauses with just one Mobile
constituent can be accompanied by connectors, question particles,
postpositives, and extraclausals such as vocatives, but ordering is
hardly an issue:”

Yes/no questions:

(5.4) Ath. ) wédevyé oc; (Aj. 102)

Did he escape you?

7 Other examples of questions consisting of just one Mobile constituent: Aj. 48
7 kal mapéarn (more initial verbs in yes/no: Aj. 95, 118, 334, 386, 589, 593, 791, 1026,
1051, 1158, 1273, 1291, 1328, 1364); EL 80 (see (5.3) above: postposed subject), 354
o0 {@; 407 % 76 SvoneveordTew Bpordv; wh- questions: Aj. 519 7is wlodros; EL 579
molw véuw, 671 76 moiov, & £&'; 1349 molw. Initial verbs with Focus followed by
additional Mobiles: Aj. 95, 386.
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(5.5) Teu. & ¢idrar Alas, & Edvawov Sup’ éuol,
ap’ quméAnkas domep 1) pdTis kKpaTel; (Aj. 977-8)

O dearest Ajax, O brother who gave me comfort,
have you in truth fared as the rumour said?

Wh- questions:
(5.6) Od. wds, eimep ddpbaluois ye Tols adTois opds; (Aj. 84)
How so, if he is seeing with the same eyes?
(5.7) Od. wolawor TéApais Taiode kal ppevav Bpdoer;  (Aj. 46)

How could he dare such a thing?® What gave him
confidence?

The next simplest clause pattern involves only the question word
preceding the verb. Again, the question word can be preceded by a
connector and/or a setting constituent, and postpositives can accom-
pany these or the question word:®

Question word preceding verb:

(5.8) Od. =idpas, Abava; (Aj. 74)
What are you doing, Athena?
Focus constituent of yes/no question preceding verb:
(5.9) Chr. 7{ & éorw; od wpos Hdovay AMéyw Tdde; (EL 921)
What is it? Do my words not please you?
Questioned term consisting of two Mobiles:

(5.10) Tec. =i xpiua Spds,
Alas; (Aj. 288-9)

What are you doing, Ajax?

8 I will return to the frequent occurrence of deictic elements in questions below.
The ordering of the noun phrase here (interrogative, noun, demonstrative) is also
used in OT 2, 7ivas mof édpas tdade rr). (discussed below, at (5.22)).

9 Other examples (with the question word sometimes part of a larger constituent):
Aj. 77, 107, 282, 341, 377, 393, 430, 463, 532, 540, 585, 747 (preverbal with pple.),
800, 809, 892 (modifier in genitive forms one constituent with subject), 905, 920
(bis), 984 w0t wot yis kupei, 1012, 1024 (bis), 1236, 1290, 1325, 1356.
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Plus connector and postpositive:
(5.11) Aj. év Toicde Tois kaxoiow, 7 7{ pot Aéyets; (Aj. 532)
Because of these troubles, do you mean?
(5.12) Od. 9 wai, pidy déomowa, mpds kaipov movd; (4Aj. 38)
Dear mistress, am I labouring to any purpose?
Plus postverbal object (predictable from context):
(5.13) Ath. 7 kal wpos Arpeldaiow fiypacas xépa; (Aj.97)

Did you arm your hand against the sons of
Atreus as well?

(5.14) Od. «kal 7ds énéoye yeipa papdoay dpévov; (Aj. 50)

And how did he come to hold back his eager arm
from murder?

Plus postpositives and postverbal subject (predictable and non-
contrastive, see 1443):

(5.15) Ae. mod o7 dv elev of &évoi; (EL 1450)
Then where are the strangers?

Questioned term consists of two words, with intervening postposi-
tive:

(5.16) Ath. wod oo Toxys oTnrev; (4j. 102)
What is his situation?
Setting precedes question word (‘postponed interrogative’):
(5.17) EL  viv 8¢ moi pe xp1 poleiv; (El 812)
But now where can I go?
(5.18) EL émeira molas fuépas Sokels W dyew, (EL 266)
And then what kind of days do you think I pass,...?
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5.3 Q-X-V QUESTIONS

Disregarding Settings, connectors, and pre- and postpositives, when
we assume a Topic-Focus-verb pattern and equally assume that
question words always have Focus, it quickly emerges that one
group of examples deserves special attention: those that have other
constituents intervening between the Focus constituent and the verb.
According to our stipulated sentence pattern, these elements could
only be additional Focus elements. Are they? At first sight this seems
unlikely. Most sentences, after all, have only one Focus constituent.
However, sentences with multiple Focus constituents are not an
impossibility.1® Usually, the additional Focus elements will present
a different kind of Focus than the question word, viz. selecting Focus.
Compare the following English examples:!1

Why would you go there?
(of all places, I wouldn’t have expected you to make that particular choice)

Why me?
(can’t this misfortune happen to somebody else?)

Greek prose offers ready parallels:
(5.P1) T! ryvicdde apifar, & Kpirwr; (PL Cri. 43al)
Why have you come at this time, Crito?

(5.P2) Eira mds odk €08is émjyepds pe, dAAG oy mapardfnoay
(Cri. 43b1-2)

Then why did you not wake me at once, instead of sitting
by me in silence?

10 Housman parodies one of the most obvious counterexamples, the question with
multiple interrogatives. This construction is acceptable in Greek but not in English
and many other languages. Whereas Greek can say (Eur. EL 779-80 (cf. also Od.
1.170)) rives | wéfev mopeteab|e], English has to use two separate questions: who are
you, and where are you from?

11 Within limits, such selecting Focus constituents can be multiplied: Why did you
have to start arguing about Halliburton (of all things) with the vice president (of all
people) at his birthday party (of all occasions) at the White House (of all places) in the
presence of the press (of all circumstances)?



130 Questions in Sophocles and Euripides

Probably the most frequent usage of multiple Focus in questions
involves deictic/anaphoric elements as in (5.P1) and in the following:!2

What did you have to do that for?
Why are you telling me this now?
What’s this all about?

I will now turn to the examples in Ajax and Electra that exhibit this
Q-X-V ordering. They too show a large incidence of deictic elements,
in particular, preceding the verb, as in (5.19), the simplest form of the
phenomenon:

(5.19) Tec. 1jueis dp’ ob voooivros drcdpesta viv.
Cho. 7ds 1067 éXefas; oD kdTod dmws Aéyes.  (Aj. 269-70)

Tec. Then now, when he is no longer sick, we are afflicted.
Cho. What do you mean by that? I do not understand
what you are saying.

Tecmessa is explaining to the chorus why she thinks things have become
worse rather than better now that Ajax’s madness has subsided. The
chorus does not understand and asks ‘What makes you say that?’

The same selecting Focus (why that of all things, why you of all
people) is possible with non-deictic elements, of course. In Electra,
Aegisthus asks his murderer two such questions in a row:

(5.20) Ae. 78 és ddpovs dyeis pe; TS, 768 €l KaAov
ToUpyov, 6KkdTov O€l, Kol TPEYELPOS € KTAVELV;

(EL 1493-4)

Why do you force me into the house? If this act is
honourable,

why must it be in darkness, and why are you not ready
to kill me?

Aegisthus does not understand why Orestes does not kill him on the
spot. Why inside the house, of all places, and why in darkness, not

12 As Rodie Risselada points out to me (p.c.), many of these questions are more
rhetorical than actual: speakers use these questions to express their annoyance or
other emotion at the state of affairs they observe (as in the ‘Why me?” example).
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broad daylight? These constituents have Focus in Aegisthus’ questions,
and come in preverbal position.!?

Often, however, the situation gets more complicated than this. The
first instances of the Q-X-V pattern in Ajax are two consecutive
questions Odysseus asks Athena. Athena has just confirmed that Ajax
is the perpetrator of the cattle slaughter. We again see deictics as in
(5.21), in both lines 40 and 42, but in line 42 we see a combination of
both a deictic (v1jvd¢) and an additional Mobile constituent (woluvais):

(5.21) Od. «ai wpos 7{ dveddyierov &8 7éev xépa
Ath.  xélw Bapwvlels Tov Axileiwv Smlwy.
Od. 7i df7a molpvais Tivd’ émepminmrer fdaow; (Aj. 40-2)

Od. Then why did he lash out so foolishly?
Ath. He was stung by anger on account of the arms
of Achilles.
Od. Why did he launch this onslaught on the flocks?

In line 40 Odysseus asks a question which can be answered at two
levels: why did Ajax turn violent, and why did the violence take the
illogical form it did (SveAdyiorov B8[e] xépa)? In the first instance,
Athena answers the former question: it is Ajax’s anger over Achilles’
armour. Odysseus further specifies in line 42: why this attack on the
animals, rather than on the individuals who had thwarted Ajax? Thus
the prominence of preposed moiluvais ‘flocks’ in line 42 is easy to
account for: these were not the victims that one would have expected.
The two other preposed constituents contain deictic elements (dde
thus ill-reasoned, w7jvde this attack) which we would imagine accom-
panied by gestures in performance, even if nothing concrete can be
pointed to on the stage in this case, as in the opening lines of OT,
where question word and deictic are part of the same constituent,
and Oedipus reacts to the scene he finds outside his palace:

(5.22) Oe. 32 7ékva, Kdduov Tod mdAar véa Tpodj,
Tivas mof édpas Tdade pot fodlere
(kTyplots kAddotow é€eoTeupévol; (0T 1-3)

13 See also Ant. 229-30 «el 748 eloeror Kpéwv ‘ dA\ov map’ avdpds, mds ov 8fT
ovK dAyuvy;
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Children, latest to be reared from the stock of Cadmus,
why do you sit like this before me,
with boughs of supplication wreathed with chaplets?

It is difficult to gauge the strength of the deictic element in all of these
cases. In (5.22), as in (5.7) above, we can analyse the deictic as a non-
contrastive, postposed element in the noun phrase, and the same may be
said of &de in (5.21). mjvde in (5.21), however, is placed in hyperbaton.14

(5.23) Ath. & od7os, Alas, debTepdv oe mpooKAD.
7({ Bawov olrws évTpémy Tis ovuudyovs (Aj. 89-90)

You there, Ajax, I call you a second time!
Why have you so little regard for your ally?

This is more straightforward. Athena has called out to Ajax before
(71-3), without receiving a response, and now she rebukes him for it.
The question word 7{ and Bawov ovrws ‘so little’ both have Focus. The
object of évrpémy follows the verb. While, as Jebb points out,
the formulation is ironic given Ajax’s rejection of Athena’s help on
the battlefield (774), the referent is entirely predictable, which in effect
makes s cuupdyov equivalent to an unemphatic pronoun pov.

In (5.24), the extra preverbal element is not deictic, and unlike
examples we saw above—(5.P2), (5.20)—this is not simply a case of
selecting Focus either:15

(5.24) Aj. noLoTos, & déomowa, SeouddTys éow

Oaxei- Oavelv yap adrov o 7{ mw OéAw.

14 Complicating matters further is the fact that bde, 71jv8¢, and 7dode all three
follow the caesura, which might be taken to indicate that these three words must be
equally prominent. This is too simplistic; at the very least r7vde derives some
prominence from the hyperbaton. For enjambment of the deictic, cf. (5.48) below.

15 T am here concerned with line 109. Line 107 is an unremarkable case of an
interrogative preceded by two non-Mobile elements; I discuss these lines (esp. 110) in
ch. 3 as well, at (3.28). As to line 109, Jebb argued that it should not be read as a
continuation of the structure: ‘In v. 107 she continued his sentence; here, feigning
keener alarm, she interrupts it—Nauck reads épydoy (aor.), depending on mpiv dv:
which not only is weaker, but requires 67joas instead of Sefeis in 108. The problem
with Jebb’s reading is that in removing the minor problem of the passive participle in
108, he introduces a major problem for the transition to line 110: while speakers may
at any time slip from subordinate to main clause syntax without notice, we find an
unmarked return to the 7piv dv construction in 110.



Q-X-V Questions 133

Ath. 7piv av 7( Spdoys 9 7( kepddvns TAéov;
Aj.  7plv &v Sebels mpos wiov’ éprelov oTéyms
Ath. 7{ %9ra Tov Svernvov épydon rkardv;

Aj.  pdotiy mpdTov vdyTa powrybels Bavy.  (Aj. 105-10)

Aj.  Mistress, he sits inside, the most welcome of prisoners!
I do not want him to die yet.

Ath. Before you do what or have got what advantage?

Aj.  Before, bound to the pillar of the hut I live in...

Ath. You will have done mischief to the wretched man?

Aj.  He has perished, after first having his back made
bloody by my whip.

Clearly, 7ov 8vornvov does not serve to pick out Odysseus from a
group of Ajax’s possible victims. Rather, by this reference to Odysseus
as dveTnvov Athena expresses her dismay at what is being done to him.
Such reference is qualitatively different from using a more permanent
characteristic like odppayos in (5.23) above. The evaluative adjective is
comparable to the deictic elements we have seen above in that the
speaker, with this choice of referent rather than a more neutral term, is
expressing her emotional reaction to Odysseus’s plight.16

In a following instance, the salience of the preverbal elements is
much more straightforward:

(5.25) Tec. xdyw ‘mmljoow ral NMyw, ‘T xpHua dpds,
Alas; 7{ Tjv8 drAyTos o008 vm’ dyyédwy
\ > ~ ~ 3 \
kAnblels apopuds meipav olite Tov KAvww
4 k] \ ~ ~ </ /7 >
odAmiyyos; aAAa viv ye mds €vdel oTpaTds.

(Aj. 288-91)

And T objected, saying, ‘What are you doing,
Ajax? Why are you starting on this expedition
unbidden, when you have not been summoned by
messengers
nor heard any trumpet? Why, now all the army
is asleep!

16 See ch. 3, n. 37, for a different reading of §ornvos in Aj. 533. As with deictic elements,
it is difficult to say with certainty in individual cases whether this word has Focus or not.
Here (Aj. 109), as well, we may prefer to see both 87ra and dvoryvov as strengthening the
main Focus, 74, rather than treating Sdornvov as a separate Focus element.
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The deictic element is very similar to 7jvde in Ajax 42 (above, in
(5.21)), ‘what is this that you are doing here?’, inquiring why Ajax is
going out fully armed in the middle of the night. The lengthy third
element (after v/ and 71jvde), drxAnTos wrA., makes explicit why his
behaviour is so odd to Tecmessa: the only possible reason for such
nightly outings is a call to arms, and this has not taken place.

In (5.26), similarly, a non-deictic element accompanies the question
word. Ajax briefly considers the possibility of leaving Troy, where
everybody hates him (458-60), and going home. But there, of course,
his father awaits him:

(5.26) Aj. mdrepa mpos oikovs, vavAdyouvs Aumwv €dpas
/ 3 / 4 3 ~ ~ .
uovovs 7 *Arpeidas, mélayos Alyaiov mepd;
kal motov dupa marpl dnAdow davels
Tedapove; wds pe TAjoeral mor eloideiv
yuuvov ¢pavévra TV dpioTelwy dtep. .. (Aj. 460-4)

Shall T cross the Aegean, leaving behind
the station of the ships and the sons of Atreus and go home?
And what kind of face shall I show to my father Telamon
when I appear? However shall he bring himself to

look at me
when I appear empty-handed, without the prize

of victory...

Ajax envisages exchanging one evil for another: the hatred he
encounters in Troy will be matched by his own shame when he
comes home and confronts his father. His father is the last person
he wants to know about the indignities he has suffered.

Later on in this same speech by Ajax, we find a similar example of
a non-deictic preverbal element. As in (5.24), however, this is not a
matter of selecting Focus:

(5.27) Aj. aloypov yap dvdpa Tob pakpod xpplew Blov,
kaxolow 8oTis undév éfaAdooeTad.
7{ yap map’ fupap nuépa Tépmew éxet
mpocleioa kdvaleioa To0 ye katlaveiv; (Aj. 473-6)

When a man has no relief from troubles,

it is shameful for him to desire long life.

What pleasure comes from day following day,
bringing us near to and taking us back from death?
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Ajax’s stay on this earth has become unbearable for him. Day in, day out,
his life is only suffering. The prominent position and verbal repetition
of map Nuap Nuépa and, in the next line, mpocleioa rkdvaleioa both
impress what torture the passage of time has become for Ajax.

In Ajax and Electra, the plays which I have surveyed for this
section, it is rare but not impossible to find multiple Mobile
constituents without a deictic element like (5.27). (5.28) is an
example from Electra with two Mobile constituents following the
interrogative:

(5.28) Or. ebpnua dpdver mpos dikns yap ov arévers.
El. 7ds mov Qavdévr ddeddov od diky orévw; (EL 1211-12)

Or. Say nothing that is ill-omened! You have no reason
to lament!
El. How can I have no reason to lament my dead brother?

A brother, of all people (selecting Focus), deserves lament. It is clearly
unthinkable to FElectra that she would not lament him, and she
naturally takes issue with the stranger’s command to cease and desist.

In surveying the instances in the corpus in which additional preverbal
elements follow the interrogative, a minority in the corpus of question-
word questions,!” I have tried to show how we can interpret them as
clauses with multiple Focus elements. They clearly flout Chafe’s prin-
ciple (1994: chapter 9) that restricts new or salient information to just

17 The total number of examples of this pattern in Ajax is 16 (of a total of 62
questions which have the interrogative as their first Mobile). The remaining instances
are the following: 537 7{ 847" dv s ék Tavd dv dpeloinl oe; ‘Given this situation,
how can I help you?” 1049 rivos xdpw 7006v8* dvijidwoas Aéyov; ‘For what purpose
have you wasted so many words?, 11001 (bis) mod ov orparnyeis Toide; mod 8¢ ool
Aedw | éfeor’ avdaoew dv 68 Fyay’ olkobev; ‘In what way are you his commander?
What right have you to command the people whom he brought from home?’, 1280 =is
Tadr dmeipfev; ‘Who put a stop to this?’ 1367 7¢ ydp we wdAlov eixos 0 ‘pavrd
moveiv; ‘For whom am I more likely to work than for myself? Problematic is 787-8:
7 ,LL’ ad rdAawav, dpﬂ'ws‘ wsﬂavlue’vnv | KOKOV dTpﬁ-rwv, é¢ é'Spa.g avioTate; ‘Why do
you get me up from my resting place, when I had just got rest from my sorrows
inexhaustible?” While rdAawa falls in the same category as 8vornvos, a word that can
be treated as Focus at any time, é¢ €3pas is more problematic as a candidate for Focus
assignment here. In Electra, I count 24 instances total (of a total of 72 questions which
have the interrogative as their first Mobile): 328, 388, 409, 558-9, 591, 612, 769, 773,
883-4, 923, 926, 975, 1001, 1103, 1174, 1176, 1184, 1191, 1193, 1212 (see above, in
(5.28)), 1346, 1358, 1493 (bis) (see above, in (5.20)).
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one item per clause. On the other hand, many of the elements with
Focus are present and given in the immediate context (most obviously,
the deictic elements, but not just those), so that it is mostly the particular
combination of known elements that leads to their collective salience, as
in Electra’s indignant question why she could be wrong to lament her
brother. Tt can hardly be coincidental that while these questions need not
be rhetorical questions in the strict sense (as in (5.27)), many even of the
informational questions such as (5.24) share an expressive function in
addition: speakers ask a question while at the same time making clear
the dismay or surprise they experience at a situation.

5.4 POSTPONED INTERROGATIVES

Word order and sentence intonation work differently across languages.
In most modern Western languages, syntax predominates as a deter-
minant of order, i.e. placement rules can be formulated primarily in
syntactical terms. Interrogatives form a clear exception for syntactical
ordering rules in English (and many other languages). Whatever
their syntactical function, interrogatives will normally come at the
beginning of the clause: ‘What did you read? can correspond to ‘We
read the Antigone, just as ‘Where did you go?’ can correspond to ‘We
went to New York’. In English, the use of interrogatives anywhere later in
the sentence (henceforth ‘postponed’ interrogatives) is very restricted,
mostly to echo-questions (in disbelief to the avowed city hater: “You
went where?’).

Since the rules in most Western languages are similar to those in
English, sentences with postponed interrogatives are striking to mod-
ern readers. This is understandable, but I will argue here, following
Thomson (1939a), that postponed interrogatives should not be con-
sidered stylistically marked in Greek, in the sense that a postponed
interrogative is more ‘artful’ or literary than a ‘straightforward’ initial
interrogative. It is most probably the case that postponed interrogatives
were a feature of the spoken language, which would explain their
relatively high frequency in Plato, Euripides, and Aristophanes as
compared to Demosthenes, Aeschylus, and Sophocles. Quite to the
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contrary, then, to what might be expected, the unfamiliar feature of the
postponed interrogative can be seen as a sign of a style with affinity to
spoken language, rather than of a high literary style.1® I will here start
with some examples from Plato and two passages from Euripides in
order to bring out how these questions can function in their contexts,
and suggest reasons why in these particular cases the interrogatives do
not come in initial position in the sentence.

Pace Thomson (1939a: 147), 1 think that we need not conclude
that ‘the effect of postponing the interrogative is to reduce its force,
and [that] this is accompanied in most cases by a corresponding
increase in the force of the word which has supplanted it’; rather, we
can be more precise as to the pragmatic function of the word or
words that precede the interrogative, and assume that the force of the
interrogative is the same in both postponed and ‘normal’ initial
position. While Thomson, who argues for weakened emphasis, is
right that the particle 8+ is typically absent from postponed inter-
rogatives (1939a: 151), I take the occurrence of wore and other
postpositives following these interrogatives as indicative of undimin-
ished prominence.!® The regular preverbal position of interrogatives
is another sign that these question words still have Focus function. In
sum, I take it that postponed interrogatives are a reflex of Givon’s
dictum (1983: 20) that language users ‘attend first to the most urgent
task’; that is, if a point of orientation needs to be established for an
utterance, this will be established first. In the case of clause-initial
interrogatives, the speaker deems it unnecessary to provide such
grounding for his question and goes straight to the next most
important element: the interrogative itself.

First of all, here are three examples from Plato:

(5.P3) [Socrates has just mentioned Euenus, and says he, Socrates,
would never make claims like Euenus’s. An imaginary re-
sponse follows:]

18 In this the postponed interrogative is similar to that other ‘certified phenom-
enon, prolepsis, on which see Slings 1992 (the rather confused account in Budelmann
(2000: 31 f.) does not advance the discussion).

19 And see Trach. 403 ov & és 7{ 87 pe Tod7 épwriioas éxets; which must have
escaped Thomson’s notice.
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4 7/ N o 4 -~ ” bl 3 % / \ \

vmoddfot dv odv Tis Yuv lows' dAX, & Zdkpares, 76 Gov
7 > A .7 3 ’ ° ’ .

7{ éoT mpdryua; méhev ai diafolal cor adTar yeydvaow;

(Apology 20c4-6)

Now perhaps someone might rejoin: ‘But Socrates, what is
the trouble about you? Whence have these prejudices against
you arisen?

(5.P4) [Socrates has just told Meno what he means by sy7ua. Meno
reacts:]
76 8€ ypdpa i Myeis, & Xdrpares; (Meno 76a8)

And what do you say of colour, Socrates?

(5.P5) [Socrates tells Crito that he has no deathbed requests. His
followers should conduct themselves xar’ ixvy kata Ta viv
Te elpnuéva kal 1o, v ¢ éumpoalev ypdvw. Crito replies:]
TabTa peév Tolvvv mpobuunoduela, épm, olTw moueiv:
Odmrwper 8¢ oe Tiva Tpémov; (Phaedo 115¢2-3)

‘We will certainly try hard to do as you say, he replied. ‘But
how shall we bury you?’

In all three instances, we can interpret the clause-initial constituents
that precede the interrogatives as Topics of their clauses. Socrates’
imaginary interlocutor in the Apology switches to Socrates’ reputation
(10 66v...mpayua), after his disavowal AN 00 yap émiorapat, & dvdpes
Abnvaiow. The second example similarly announces the change of
Topic (from ‘figure’ to ‘colour’), with the interrogative following. In
the example from the Phaedo, Crito switches the topic of conversation
to Socrates’ burial. In this third example, the Topic is expressed by
means of a verb, but the principle is the same: the Topic opens the
clause, the interrogative follows in second position (disregarding the
postpositives 8¢ and oe).

In conclusion to these three instances, we can say that unlike English,
Greek prose regularly places question words in the position where other
Focus elements also appear, i.e. following Topic constituents. The great
majority of postponed interrogatives are of this type.2°

20 ‘Exceptions’ fall in the following groups: Some elements preceding interrogatives

are more properly described as Settings than Topics (e.g. Ant. 7 kai vdv 7{ ... ). Settings
and Topics have in common that they provide a point of orientation. Secondly, as
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Drama is no different from Plato in ‘allowing’ postponed inter-
rogatives. I will here start with an extended passage from IT. Orestes
has just volunteered to send Pylades home safely. Orestes himself will
die, and here inquires as to the exact procedure:

(5.E1) Iph. émel 8¢ Boddy Tadra, Tévde méppouev

8éATov Ppépovta, v 8€ Qaviis moAAn &€ Tis 615
mpobupio ge 1008 éxovoa TuyydveL.

Or.  Bbcer 8¢ Tis pe xal Ta Sewa TAYoeTal;

Iph. éyd- feds yap mivde mpooTpomy éxw.

Or.  d{nrov, & vedve, kovk eddaluova.

Iph.  dAX els dvdyrmy kelued, Hv dvlartéov. 620

Or. av7y élder Bdovoa OnAvs dpoevas;

Iph. odk, dAAa yalrnv dudi anv yepvihounad.

Or. ¢ 8¢ odayeds Tis, el 748 (oTopeiv pe xpi;

Iph. ow dduwv 7éwd elolv ofs péler Tdde.

Or. Tddos 8¢ moios éferal w, 6Tav fdvw;

(Eur. IT 614-25)

Iph. But since this is your wish, I will send this man
with the tablet and you shall be killed. 615
For some reason you are very eager for this.
Or.  Who will do the dread deed of sacrificing me?
Iph. T will: this is service I render to the goddess.
Or.  An unenviable and unhappy one, lady.
Iph. But I am under compulsion and must perform it. 620
Or.  Will you, a woman, yourself kill a man with the sword?
Iph. No, I will pour the lustral water about your head.
Or.  Who will do the killing, if I may ask?
Iph. There are people in this temple whose business that is.
Or.  What kind of burial will I get when I have been killed?

Orestes’ questions concern first of all the person officiating over the
sacrifice (617). After Iphigenia has replied that she will be that

Thomson (1939a: 149) already noted, ‘postponement may also take place when the
speaker interrupts his interlocutor, or himself, with a question designed to continue the
interrupted construction’” as in e.g. EL 1402, for which see (5.36). Thirdly, I discuss
examples in which éo7. takes initial position, as in P1. Euthphr. 3e7, 4a9; Soph. OT 89. In
Euripides, there are more instances of interrogatives appearing in later positions in the
clause. See section 5.5 below on postponed interrogatives in Euripides.
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person, but will not herself wield the sword, Orestes again wants to
know who will be his killer (623). Iphigenia is evasive (we have
people for that, 624) and with the final postponed interrogative of
this passage Orestes asks what funeral he can expect. It is interesting
to note that while Orestes’ questions mostly follow a Topic-Focus
pattern (with the exception of his reactions in 619 and 621), most of
Iphigenia’s responses front a Focus constituent (éyd, els dvdyxny,
otk) and are followed by a second, subsidiary move (variations on ‘a
girl’s gotta do what a girl’s gotta do’ in 618 and 620). For both sides of
this dialogue, the bare exchange of information needs less room than
the format of stichomythia provides. In Orestes’ case, lines are filled
out with second cola that are repetitive (617, 619) or otherwise
unremarkable, except for 621, which does heighten the pathos (and
has a pedigree in Aeschylus Ag. 1231 03Avs dpoevos poveds).

The next passage, taken from the Bacchae, I find a stronger example of
stichomythia, despite the fact that there is more actual verbal repetition.
I cite the passage specifically for the alternation between riva oroAjv
(828) and oroAny 8¢ Ti{va (830).21 The question of what Pentheus should
wear is first brought up by Dionysus in 821. The verbal and nominal
expressions ‘outfit’/‘dress’ o7éA\w, oroA are highlighted below:

(5.E2) Di. oreidai vvv dudi xpwi Buocivovs mémlous.
Pe. 7{ 87 188; és yvvaikas é¢ dvdpos TeAd;
Di. w1 oe kravwow, v dvnp 3pdis éxet.
Pe. € ¢ elmas ad 768 s Tis € mdAar copds.
Di. 4iévvoos Muds é€epovowaoer Tdde. 825
Pe. wds odv yévorr &v d oV pe vovberels kadds;
Di. éyw oTedd o€ dwudrtwv éow wolwv.
Pe. 7lva aroddjv; § OHAvy; aAX aildws w éxet.
Di. odkéri Beatis pawddwv mpdhupos €f;
Pe. oroAyy 8¢ Tiva dns aupl xpd7 éuov Baleiv; 830
Di. kduny uev émi o kpati Tavaoy éxkTevd.
Pe. 76 Sedrepov 8¢ oxHua Tod kéouov T pot;
Di. wémdot modijpeis: émi kapa & éoTar piTpa.

(Ba. 821-33)

21 For earlier discussion of the interrogatives in this passage, cf. Rijksbaron (1991:
101-2), with references.
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Di. Then dress yourself in a long linen robe.
Pe. Why that? Shall I become a woman instead of a man?
Di. So that they won’t kill you if you show yourself as
a man there.
Pe. Good advice again! You were quite the clever fellow
all along!
Di. It is Dionysus who has given me this education. ~ 825
Pe. How then can your advice be successfully put into effect?
Di Iwill go inside and dress you.
Pe. With what kind of clothes? A woman’s? I feel shame.
Di. Are you no longer an eager viewer of maenads?
Pe. But how did you say you would dress me? 830
Di. First on your head I will cause your hair to grow long.
Pe. And what will be the second item of my costume?
Di. A dress flowing down to your ankles; and on your head
a headdress.

The use of oreAd Tl dress you’ in 827 and the absence of a similar word
in 829 goes a long way toward accounting for the difference in ordering
between 828 and 830. Pentheus is continuing, not changing, the topic
in 828. He does not like what he is hearing from Dionysus, and protests
(aAX), in effect, that cross-dressing is too embarrassing. Dionysus
accordingly concludes in 829 that Pentheus no longer wants to go,
but just as soon Pentheus accepts that there is nothing for it but to take
Dionysus’ advice. Pentheus’” acceptance is left implicit, however. All we
see is that he changes the topic from his unwillingness back to the
practical: he is now cooperating and asking Dionysus for specifics.
Exaggerated paraphrases of the two questions might run:

(828) What is this dress you're talking about? A woman’s?
(830) Getting back to the dress, what is it you want me to put on?

Incidentally, line 832 has another example of a postponed interrogative
after a Topic (‘the next feature of my costume’—Dodds). To retain the
order of presentation in an English paraphrase, one practically needs two
clauses: ‘Now tell me about the next feature of my costume. What is it?’

With this introduction, I now turn to a discussion of postponed
interrogatives in Sophocles. The following is meant to be an exhaustive
discussion of all occurrences in Ajax, Electra, OT, and Antigone;
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I discuss a handful of problematic instances from the remaining plays
at the end of this section.?2

(5.29) Ath. 6pds, ’Odveced, Ty Bedv loxvv Son;
TovTOU TiS dv GoL TAVSpos 1) TPovoLoTEPOS
1) Opav auelvwr nipéln Ta rkalpia; (Aj. 118-20)

Do you see, Odysseus, how great is the power of the gods?23
‘What man was found to be more far-sighted than this one,
or better at doing what the occasion required?

While Athena means, of course, that Odysseus can gauge the gods’
might from what has happened with Ajax, there is no mention of
Ajax in Athena’s first line here (118). With rod7ov she switches from
the general to the particular. The question word is followed by two
postpositives, which gives it extra prominence.2

(5.30) Aj. dpxovrés elow, dolf ImewTéov. T wipy;
Kal yap Ta Sewd Kal T KAPTEPWTATO
Tipals vmelker TovTO eV vihooTiSels 670

xewuves ékywpolow edrdpmw Oéper

Nuels 0€ TAs ob yvwadueaba cwppoveiv;  (Aj. 668-77)

They are the commanders so that we must bow to
them, who else?

Why, the most formidable and the most powerful of things

bow to office; winter’s snowy storms

make way before summer with its fruits;

And how shall we not come to know how to be sensible?

22 Like Thomson before me (Thomson 1939a: 147), I have not included instances of
conjunctions (e.g. Aj. 107 mpiv dv 7{ dpdoys) or straightforward Setting constituents
(e.g. Aj. 457 kai viv 7 xpn dpav) preceding the interrogative. I have made an exception,
however, for any cases Thomson includes in his discussion (see below, at (5.35)). El
1430-1 is in a choral passage, but—unless the state of the text deceives us—unremark-
able: elcopare is Topic, following the chorus’s Aedoow in 1428.

23 Line 118 exhibits a different strategy to present information in Topic-Focus
order, viz. prolepsis: the Topic of the question (75 fedv loydv) is formally the object
of the main clause, and the Focus element (6o7) is left as the only element of the
subordinate clause. I here only discuss direct questions, not indirect ones, and so will
only be concerned with 119-20, rodrov 7is xk7A.

24 Two postpositives, not counting 7avdpds, that is. Forms of 6 dv1jp often behave
as postpositives in tragedy. See e.g. Ant. 402.
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Ajax argues that he will have to yield (¥mewcréov, 668) to the Atreidae,
just as the most powerful forces of nature have to yield (669-70), and
proceeds to give examples (670-6). In 677 he switches back to his
own condition with the Topic nueis.

(5.31) Mess. Ajyer & épis Spapoioa 100 TpoowTdTw
avdpav yepdvtwy év Evvaldayn Adyov.
AN fuly Alas mod *otw, ws Pppdow Tdde;
Tols kvplots yap mdvra xpn dmlody Adyov. (Aj. 731-4)

The wish to quarrel had run to the furthest point

before it was arrested by the seniors with conciliatory
words.

But tell me where Ajax is, so I can make this known
to him!

One must report every piece of news to those who
are responsible.

In (5.31), the messenger has just told the chorus—and us—his news,
but of course he was really looking for Ajax. With a corrective dAAd
he interrupts himself, and asks where he can find him. Ajax is Topic
here. Postpositive juiv is in ‘Wackernagel’ position.25

(5.32) Teu. moi ydp poleiv pot Suvatdv, eis molovs BpoTois,
Tois gols apHéavt’ év mévoior undauod;
ﬁ Tov <pe> Te)\a,u,a')v, 0os 7'ra7'ﬁp e’,uég & &p,a,
8ééaur dv edmpdowmos [Aews T Ldwv
XwpolvT dvev cod. mHs yap oly; STw mdpa
> > ~ \ 4 ~
und edTuyoUVTL undev Ndiov YeAdv.
o0Tos 7 kplier; molov ol épel kardv. ..

(Aj. 1006-12)

Where can I go, among what mortals,

I who was not there to help you in your troubles?
Smiling and kindly, I imagine, will be my welcome
from Telamon, your father and also mine,

when I come there without you! Of course, seeing

25 But it would also have been hard to place elsewhere if dAAd is to be retained.
With weaker &¢ instead, we could have had *Aias 8¢ mod *orw Nuiy, ds ppdow Tdde;
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that even when fortune is good it is not his way to
smile more graciously!

What will he keep back? What evil will he not
speak of me...

Teucer has no place to go now that Ajax has died. Even going back to
Telamon, his father, is an option that holds little attraction. He
establishes for us why this is so: even in the best of times, Telamon
is difficult. With od7os, the Topic constituent in his question in 1012,
he refers not just to Telamon, but our new understanding of him
from Teucer’s words in lines 1009-11.26

(5.33) Cho. 7 87 dv éyw Oapooica waldov és Adyous
ToUs coUs (koluny, elmep OO TadT éExel.

ElL s viv dmévros {o1dper i cor pidov;
Cho. kai 87 ¢ épwrd, 700 KaovyviiTov T P1is,

néovros, 1) uélovros; eldévar Bédw. (EL 314-18)

Cho. To be sure I would converse with you
with more confidence, if indeed this is so.

El.  Know that he is now away and ask your question;
what is your pleasure?

Cho. Well, I ask you, what do you say about your brother?
Will he come, or will he put off coming? I would
like to know.

The chorus says it hesitates to speak to Electra with Aegisthus
around, and so we have to wait until the chorus has been told that
the coast is clear (316) for the ‘true’ beginning of the conversation. In
317, then, the chorus first announces what it wants to talk about:
Electra’s brother. The question word, 7{, which follows the Topic, is
really a place holder for the participles in the next line, which spell
out exactly what the chorus wants to know. In an exaggerated
paraphrase we can use three English sentences in retaining the
order of presentation: ‘Tell us about your brother. What is the
news? Is he on his way or still delayed?’

26 (5.32) is not included in Thomson (1939a).
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> 3 > / ~ / 3 4 3 D 7/
XX é&lkoiro ToD8€ v ovver’ év TdyeL.
75 A ’ 7 ’ ’ .
TV, & TdAawa, T8V émmpdow Adyov;
s\ A 3 ” R R .
é\Oeiv éxeivov, el 7L TOVSe Spav voel.
omws malys i xpHpa; mod mor €l ppevav;

omws 4d’ Tudv ws mpoowTar éxdiyw. (EL 387-91)

So far as that goes, let him arrive quickly!

Unhappy one, what is the imprecation that you

have uttered against yourself?

That he should come, if he is minded to do any

of these things.

So that what may happen to you? What kind of
madness is this?

So that I can escape as far away as possible from you all.

When Chrysothemis has told Electra of what punishment awaits her,
Electra does not react the way Chrysothemis expects her to. When
Electra should be fearing Aegisthus’s return, she wants him to come
back as soon as possible. The form of Chrysothemis” question, which
fronts wdfys as Topic, implies that she is convinced only bad can
come of this.2”

(5.35) EL

*Opéora pidrall, ds W dmwlecas Qavdv.
dmoomdoas yap Tjs euns oixy Ppevos
al pot udvar mapfoav éAmidwy €t

o€ maTpos Néew {DvTa Tyuwpdy ToTeE

Kauol TaAaivys. viv 6€ mol pe xp1) oAelv; (EL 808-12)

Dearest Orestes, how you have killed me by your death!
You have carried away with you, out of my mind,

the only hopes I still possessed,

that you would one day come to avenge our father
and my wretched self. But now where can I go?

In this instance, a Setting constituent precedes the question word.
Electra has lived in hopes of seeing Orestes come back and act as the
avenger. Now that her hopes are dashed, she has to come up with

27 (5.34) is not included in Thomson (1939a).
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plan B. In line 812, viv 8¢ provides the transition from her sadness
over a lost illusion to current reality.28

(5.36) Cho. was 84; 7{ viv mpdooovaw;
EL 1) ueév és Tddov
’\éBUTG KOU,U-ffy TR & é¢éGTaTOV mélas.

Cho. v & éxros Héas mpos Ti; (EL 1400-2)

Cho. How now? What are they about?
EL She is preparing

the urn for burial, and those two are standing by her.
Cho. But why have you darted out?

The chorus’s question in 1402 is the first example in which the
postponed interrogative does not occupy the position expected for
Focus elements, i.e. following the Topic (or Setting) element, and
preceding the verb. The reason for this difference, presumably, is that
the chorus follows Electra’s presentation: the various characters are
placed first as Topics (1) ueév...7a 8€...0v 8¢), and their actions are
Focus in the respective clauses.2 In effect they say, ‘And you (Topic)
rushed out (Focus). Why was that?’ turning this third of the series into
a question. The wpos 7{ phrase, rather than being given the position
associated with Focus elements, follows the verb, thereby leaving the
earlier part of the clause in a form parallel with the earlier clauses.

(5.37) Oe. dva&, éuov kndevpa, mai Mevoucéws,
T Yulv fkes 700 Oeod priuny dépwr;

28 The prominent position of marpds preceding both the predicate +jéew and its
head noun 7wwpdv is surprising, but in a sense its ‘promise’ is fulfilled by
kdpod Talalvys in the next line. As a result the line reads ‘that you would one day
come back alive both to avenge my father and me’, rather than ‘that you would one
day come back as an avenger of my father’ Looking at this as a question of compos-
ition, one wonders whether this formulation came about by the troubles associated
with inserting a word of the shape of Tiuwpdv any earlier? At least riuwpdv is given
some of the prominence needed by more. To me, the question remains whether the
compositional problem posed by the molossus is the raison d’étre of kduod Tadaivys.

29 The beginning of Electra’s answer, 7 uév és tdgov, is intriguing. Are we meant
to suppose, just for a moment, that what will follow is something much more sinister
than an anticlimactic AéBnra xoouei? Admittedly, as Kells remarks ad loc., ‘the horror
and ignominy. . . is enhanced by the detail that, at the moment he stands over her, she
is actually tending the urn which she supposes to contain his ashes” But I am not sure
we have to make a choice between these two suggestions.



Postponed Interrogatives 147

oy Myw yap kal Ta SVaop’, €l Txou

> > \ > / 4 > N > -~
KaT OP@OV €€LOVT(1, TAVT OV €EUTUXELV.

” \ A~ 5 .o \ \
. ECTLV 86 TTOLOV TOUTTOS, OUTE Yyap Qpao‘vg

00T odv mpodeicas elul T¢ ye viv Adyp. (OT 85-90)

. Lord, kinsman, son of Menoeceus,

what word of the god have you come to bring us?
One that is good; I can say that even troubles hard to bear,
if they chance to turn out well, can bring good fortune.

. But what is the message? What you are now saying

makes me neither confident nor apprehensive.

Oedipus here is obviously not satisfied with being given éa6+jv for an
answer. He wants the specifics, which he asks for in 89 with moiov.
The formulation with éorw in first position may seem odd, but we
also find it in similar contexts in Plato. In this passage from the
introduction of the Euthyphro, two of Socrates’ questions feature a
postponed interrogative following éo7.. Socrates’ question in 3e7
takes up the question of Euthyphro’s, as opposed to his own, trial;
in 4a9 he moves from the question of whom Euthyphro is prosecut-
ing, to that of the charge he is bringing:

(5.P6)

(5.P7)

Euth. A {ows 0ddeév éorar, & Zdxpares, mpayua, dAda. ad

So.

T€ KaTd VoUv. dywvii) T Sikny, olpnat 6€ Kal éue T

.
“Eotw 8¢ dm ool, & Edbbdpwv, Tis 1 Sikn; dpevyes
adTnY 7 SLdKeLs; (Euthphr. 3¢5-8)

Euth. Well, Socrates, perhaps it won’t amount to much,

and you will bring your case to a satisfactory ending,
as I think I shall mine.

So. What is your case, Euthyphro? Are you defending or
prosecuting?

SO. ,EO'TLV (Sé TL/ T(‘) é’yK)\’Y]M(I K(lL\ TL/VOS‘ 'Y; BLIK'Y],'

Euth. @dvov, & Zdikpares. (Euthphr. 4a9-10)

So. But what is the charge, and what is the suit about?

Euth. Murder, Socrates.
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This usage is by no means restricted to questions. It appears that
non-contrastive, given Topics (8{kn above, dadexTixdrTepov below)
are avoided in favour of €o7: in initial position:3°

(5.P8) So. €l 8¢ domep éydd Te Kkal ob vwvi didot vTes PovlowTo
aAjdows  Siadéyeabar, Bel O mpadTepdy mws kal
SwadexTikdTepov  dmokplveslar. éore 8é lows 70
SiadexTikddTepov un pdvov TaAndy dmokpiveshai, dAda
kal O ‘éxelvwv v dv mpooopoloyn eldévar 6
pwTdpevos. (Meno 75d2-7)

But if, like you and me on this occasion, we were
friends and chose to have a discussion together,
I should have to reply in some milder tone and more
suited to dialectic. The more dialectical way, I suppose,
is not merely to answer what is true, but also to
make use of those points which the questioned person
acknowledges he knows.

(5.38) Cr. Tot7rov Bavdvros viv émaTéler cadids
ToUs adToévTas xeipl TUUWPELY Twas.
Oe. of & elol wob yijs; mod 768" evpebioeTar

{xvos madaids SvoTéxpaptov altios; (OT 106-9)

Cr. He was killed, and the god now tells us plainly
to punish his killers, whoever they may be.
Oe. Where in the world are they? Where shall the
track of an ancient guilt, hard to make out, be found?

Oedipus’ question switches the subject from Apollo to the perpet-
rators (rovs adroévras) with the Topic shifter of 6¢ followed by the

30 T should add that (5.P8) seems to be an instance of an extended Topic unit (as
defined in Dik 1995: 207 f.). The Topic consists of the entire underlined segment of
the clause, the Focus consists of a replacive Focus construction: not only A (answer
the truth), but also B (in terms mutually agreed on). Extended Topic units instead of
simple Topics are used especially when referents are not given in the immediate
context, for instance in parenthetical statements such as the following from Herod-
otus (Dik 1995: 219): Zkvbéwv tédv vopddwy Ay dvdpdv oracidoaca vmenAfe
és yiv Ty Mnducijv: érvpdvveve 8¢ 7ov xpbvov TodTov Miidwv Kvatdpns ¢ Ppadprew
700 Aniérew ... (Hdt. 1.73.3). A mere érvpdvveve would have been hard to interpret
as having reference to the Medes and not the Scythians, and we are one generation
removed from the narrative in 1.73.2, hence 7ov xpdvov Tov7ov.
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interrogative. Oedipus naturally wants to know where they can be
found.?!

(5.39) Cr. dokodvra TadT v Aaiov & dAwAdTos
008els apwyos év karois éylyvero.
Oe. «kakov &€ motov éumodv, Tupavvibos

0UTW TEGOVONS, elpye ToUT éfeldéval; (0T 126-9)

Cr. That is what people thought at the time. But when
Laius was dead there was no one to help us in our
troubles.

Oe. Trouble? What trouble got in the way, when a king
had fallen like that, of finding this out?

Oedipus picks up on Creon’s mention of kaxois. What xaxdv could
prevent a full investigation of the assassination of a monarch? Com-
pare orodny 8¢ Tiva k7). in (5.E2) above.

(5.40) Tei. ap’ olol dd’ dv ei; kai AéAnbas éxyfpos v 415

Tois colaw avTol véple kdmi yis dvw,
/ > \ 4 3 \ ~ 4

kal & apdimAné untpds e kAT ToU TaTPds

2\ ~ > 3 ~ ~ / k] 4

é\d o7 ék yijs THode Sewdmous dpd,

BAémovTa viv peév 6pf, émeita 8é ordTov.

Boris 8¢ s o1js molos odk éoTar AV, 420
-~ \ 3 \ / 7/

motos Kiflawpwv odyi cdudwvos tdyxa. ..

(OT 415-21)

Do you know from what stock you come? First, you
are unaware

of being an enemy to your own beneath and above
the earth,

and, next, the two-pronged curse that comes from
your mother and your father

with deadly step shall one day drive you from this land;

now you have sight, then you shall look out on darkness.

Of your laments what haven shall there not be,

what Cithaeron will not echo them soon...

31 Jt may be asked why we do not get * eloiv 3¢ mod yijs here, along the lines of OT
89 (above, (5.37)). One important factor is that human referents are more likely to be
used as Topics (entities one talks about) than are inanimate referents.
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Whatever the exact wording of lines 420-1,32 it is clear that Teiresias is
saying that Oedipus’ Bo7} will be heard everywhere. As part of his
riddling utterance, Teiresias can present the new information Bovs
Ths o7js as given, adding a sense of inevitability.3? The interrogative is
in the expected position for Focus elements, preceding the verb.3

(5.41) Qe. wéoov 7w’ 18n 878 6 Adios ypdvov
Cr. 8édpare moiov épyov; 0d yap évod.
Oe. dgavros éppet Bavaciuw yewpdpary; (OT 558-60)

Oe. How long is it now since Laius. ..
Cr. Did what? I do not understand.
Oe. Vanished from sight by a deadly stroke.

Creon completes Oedipus’ question (for a similar example see El. 14002,
at (5.34) above). One expects a predicate to finish Oedipus’ question, and
accordingly Creon supplies the Allerweltsverb §édpaxe, followed by the
interrogative. The order within the noun phrase moiov €pyov is reversed
in the otherwise very similar instance, Phil. 1227.

Interestingly, Oedipus’ question in 558 would seem to be a strong
candidate for a postponed interrogative (*6 Adios wdoov... ). After
all, as Jebb points out, ‘Creon has heard only what Oedipus said of
him: he does not yet know what Teiresias said of Oedipus (cp. 574).
Hence he is startled at the mention of Laius. If we want to go so far as
to say that Oedipus fails or even refuses to present his question in
a more comprehensible, step-by-step manner (in accordance with
Gricean principles), we could ascribe this to his being in ‘attack
mode’ at this point. Unfair questions are to be expected.

32 ] print the OCT text. Whether one retains Awuajv or, following Blaydes, ‘EA{kwv,
Lloyd-Jones’s choice in the Loeb translation, though not the text, does not make a
difference to my argument. Dawe’s printing of a full stop after the second 7oios runs
counter to Thomson’s (1939a: 151) observation that one hardly ever sees anaphora of
postponed interrogatives (the only exception he cites being Ar. Eccl. 320, ‘a passage as
grotesque in form as it is in content’).

33 A classic example of the pernicious use of presupposed information is ‘Have
you stopped beating your wife?), to which the unfortunate addressee cannot give a
reply that answers the accusation contained in it.

34 This type of hyperbaton is, if implicitly, recognized by Devine and Stephens
(2000) as the most frequent and natural, to be found in both poetry and prose: the
element that intervenes between the two parts of the noun phrase is the verb, and
the earlier element of the noun phrase (typically an adjective or other modifier) is the
more salient of the two (‘Y1 hyperbaton’).
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(5.42) QOe. «kai unv 7000070V 3’ éori wor Ths éXmidos,
Tov dvdpa Tov BoTipa mpocueivar wévov.
lo. medaopévov 8¢ 1is molf 7 mpoluuia; (OT 836-8)

Oe. Why, I have just so much of hope,
simply to wait for the herdsman!
Io. But when he has appeared, what is your desire?

Iocaste’s mepaouévov is comparable to viv 6¢ in (5.33) above. It func-
tions as a Setting for the question, since obviously Oedipus’ wish for the
shepherd to appear is not his actual wish, but a step toward fulfilling it,
and this is how locaste takes it. ‘When he is here, what do you want?’

(5.43) Io. dxove 7dvdpos Tolde, kal ordmer kKADwY
T oéuy’ IV nke 7oV feol pavreduara.

Oe. ob7os 8¢ 7is mot éoti kai i pou Aéyey; (0T 952-4)

Io. Listen to this man, and then ask
where the god’s revered oracles stand!
Oe. Who is he and what does he say to me?

The messenger from Corinth (7dvdpds Toide€) is new to Oedipus, so
when Iocaste directs Oedipus to listen to him, he first wants to know
who this person is. od7os establishes the messenger as Topic, and
Oedipus’ two questions follow. For another instance of two questions
following the Topic, see Trach. 242.

(5.44) Oe. 0V & éumoljoas 1) Tuxww KW adTd didws;
Mess. edpwv vamraias év Killapdvos mruyals.

< / \ \ / / \ /
Oe.  Wdoumdpes b€ mpos 7{ Tovade Tods TémwoUS;

(0T 1025-7)

Oe.  Did you buy me or find me before you gave me to him?
Mess. I found you in the wooded glens of Cithaeron.
Oe. And why were you travelling in those regions?

While 1025 is not a question with a postponed interrogative, I should
note that the structure of this question is very similar. o9, the Topic
constituent, switches back to the messenger after discussion of Polybus;
Focus is on the preverbal participles, which form the two alternatives
posed by Oedipus; the intervening elements (1’ ad7() are postpositive.
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In 1027, another question follows in Oedipus’ interrogation of the
messenger. wdotmdpets ‘you were travelling’ is treated as an inferable
Topic; nobody lives on the slopes of Cithaeron. The question is why
somebody would go there, and this is the Focus. The sentence is filled
out by the anaphoric reference to the place, 7o908e Tovs Témous.
(5.45) Qe.  ob7os o¥, mpéaBu, debpd ot puver BAémwv
60" dv ¢ épwtd. Aailov mot’ Hobo ov;

Slave 1), 8odAos ok dvyTds, AAX olkol Tpadels.

Oe.  épyov uepiuvav moiov 7 Blov Tiva;

Slave moluvais Ta mAeioTa Tob Blov cuvermduny.

Oe. X(l’)pOLg IlL(iALO’T(X 7TPO\§ ’Tl,/O'L gl;V(lU)\OS‘ (23]/,

(OT 1121-6)

Oe.  You there, old man, look at me and answer

my questions! Did you once belong to Laius?
Slave Yes, I was a slave not bought, but brought up

in the house.
Oe.  What work, or what way of life, was your care?
Slave For most of my life I have been with the herds.
Oe.  In what places for the most part did you bivouac?

After ascertaining that the shepherd was indeed a slave of Laius, Oedipus
inquires as to his activity. The Topic épyov is inferable: slaves have
particular jobs. So far, there is nothing remarkable about the word
order. The interrogative, however, does not follow in second position
(épyov 8¢ moiov vel sim., see (5.47) below); instead, the participle
wepiuvav intervenes. This ordering is termed (Devine and Stephens
2000: 97 f.) “Topic Y2 hyperbaton’: the head noun &yov introduces the
Topic segment of the noun phrase, while the Focus segment follows the
predictable participle.?> (In § 5.5 we will encounter some very similar
instances from Euripides—(5.E8), (5.E9)—in which the semantics of
noun and verb are closely related, as here, or the verb is virtually empty
semantically—(5.E10)—so that in either case, the verb is not particu-
larly newsworthy.36) The postponed interrogative in 1126 is unprob-
lematic. From mo{uvas in 1125, the question of location can be inferred.

35 See also above, ch. 4, (4.21) on yvduas éywv | xpnords in Ant. 635-6.

36 Phil. 1227 is similar in that, as in (5.45), two semantically related words precede

the interrogative, but there Odysseus first supplies a verb which is missing from
Neoptolemus’ line: Od. 7 & duapria 7is %v; | Ne. v ool mlbduevos ¢ Te cbpmavte
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(5.46) Cho. Aelmet uév 008 & mpdabev Hdeumer 76 w1 od
BapboTov elvar mwpos & éxelvoraw Ti Pris;

(OT 1232-3)

Even the things we knew before do not fall short
of being
grievous; what can you add to them?

The Topic éxeivorow (referring to 098’ & mpdobev 7jdepev) prepares for
the interrogative. ‘Mind you, we have been through quite a lot
already. What is it this time?’

(5.47) Cr. T4 & 0by képa TAS odk dmaAddéel udpov.
Cho. dudw yap adta rxal kataxTeivar voeis;
Cr. o0 v ye pu1 Ovyodoarv: € yap odv Aéyes.
Cho. udpw 8¢ molw rai ode BovAedn rkraveiv;
(Ant. 769-72)

Cr.  But he shall not save those two girls from death!
Cho. Then you have a mind to kill both of them?
Cr.  Not the one that did not touch the corpse;
you are right!
Cho. And by what death do you plan to kill her?

The chorus’s first concern is to make sure that Creon will not have
both sisters killed (770-1). In 772 they inquire as to the mode of
execution for Antigone.

From this discussion of postponed interrogatives in four Sophoclean
plays, we have seen that in general, constituents in clause-initial position
can be accounted for as Topics, and that the interrogative follows in
second position, the expected position for Focus constituents. So far, we
have seen only two exceptions: (5.36) and (5.45) above. In the former (cv
& éwxros néas mpos 7i;), the chorus followed the construction of earlier
declarative clauses; in the latter (épyov pepiuvdv moiov), the noun and
verb were closely related in meaning.

m'paﬂg) | Od. e"ﬂpafa.s e"p'yov molov v ol oot 7TPE,7TOV,' ‘What did you do wrong?’
‘Obeying you and the entire army— ‘You did what thing that was not proper for
you?’ (5.E8) and (5.E9) front the verb as well, so that the only exact parallel for (5.45)
is (5.E10). In Dik (1995) I discuss instances of extended Topic units in ch. 7 (207-21).
In Herodotus I only found such extended Topic units in verb-initial sentences.
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Of the remaining three plays, I will discuss just three instances that do
not (or not obviously) follow the regular pattern as described above, in
which the interrogative appears in second position, immediately
followed by the verb.3? First, (5.48) has multiple constituents preceding

37 The following show the regular ordering: (i) Trach. 192 ad7os 8é nds dmeorw.
Deianeirawishes to know why Heracles has notarrived yet. ‘But why is he himselfnot here,
ifindeed fortune favours him?’ Heracles (ad74s) is contrasted with his ‘surrogate’ Lichas,
the source for the messenger’s information. (ii) Trach. 242 adrac 8¢, mpos Oedv,
700 w07’ €lol kal Tives. The newly introduced referent yvvawcdv (line 241) is taken
up as a Topic in the question that follows. Whom do they belong to and who are
they? As in (5.41), two questions are attached to the Topic adrac. (iii) Trach.
403 6v & & 7( 87 pe 1007 épwrrioas éyes; Lichas is interrupted in his conversation
with Deianeira by the messenger. He turns to the messenger to ask why. o9 6¢éindicates the
shift of interlocutor. (iv) Trach. 459 (émel | 76 un mvbéobar, Toi7é W dhyiverer dv- |)
70 & eldévar 7{ dewdv; Shift of Topic from 70 py mvhésbar to 76 & eldévar. (v) Trach.
545—6 70 & ab Evvowcelv THS Spod Tis av yury | Svwarro... I would argue that the
articular infinitive as a whole functions as one constituent: ‘living with her’, so that
7is comes second in the clause. (vi) Trach. 742-3 76 ydp | pavlév 7is dv Sovarr
<av>ayévyrov moeiv; (vil) Trach. 817-18 Gykov yap dMws dvduaros 7( Sei Tpépew |
untpdov... The first three Mobiles together form one constituent: ‘the dignity of
the name that she is given in vain’ (when she does not live up to her actions). Lloyd-
Jones appears to construe dAws with 7pépew, however. He translates ‘Why
should one vainly honour the dignity...” For discussion see Davies ad loc. and
Griffith (1978: 86). (viii) Trach. 1231 (oiuov 76 pév vocoivrt fupotcbar kardv,) 76
& &8 opav ¢povoivra Tis mor dv $épor; The whole of the articular infinitive again
treated as one constituent. See above, Tr. 545-6. (ix) Phil. 111-12 Srav 7t dpds
els Képﬁog, ovK Okvely 7Tp€,7T€L. ‘ KGIPSOS' by e’;mL‘ 7({ To0TOV €5 Tpo[av y.o)\efv; No finite
verb, but the core of the sentence runs through /. ‘And the gain for me is what?’ (x) Phil.
1225 (Mowv 60" ééfjpaprov év 7 mplv xpdvew. | Sewdv ye dwveis) 1§ & duapria 7is
7v; With duaprio Odysseus picks up on Neoptolemus’s éé7paprov, and asks for
specification. ‘What duapria do you mean?’ (xi) Phil. 1404 airiav 8é mds *Axaidv
pevéopar; Philoctetes has insisted that he does not want to hear anything more about
Troy and at 1402 Neoptolemus gives in. Line 1404 changes the direction of the
dialogue with airi{av; a more marked break than most examples discussed in this
section, but the connection is clear enough. Neoptolemus has taken a decision, and
his thoughts turn to what the consequences may be for him personally. *Ayaidv
intervenes between the interrogative but modifies alr{av so that we do not have a new
constituent in preverbal position. (xii) OC 335 of & adfdpaiwor mod veaviar moveiv;
Ismene stresses that she has come alone, with just one servant. Oedipus’ reaction is
to inquire as to her brothers. If anyone, should not they have been the ones to
accompany her on her journey, or even have undertaken it in her stead? There is
no finite verb in this sentence, but the two first constituents can be analysed as
Topic and Focus, with veavia: and moveiv not being strictly necessary. (xiii) OC
357-8 viv & ad TV rikes uibov, loprdvy, matpl | ¢épovaa; Setting followed by inter-
rogative; interrogative placed to precede verb. (xiv) OC401 % & dpédnos is Ovpact
rewpévov; Ismene tells Oedipus that Thebes wants to bury him just outside the city
walls. Oedipus wants to know what good that will do for the city. (xv) OC 412
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the interrogative; secondly, (5.49) and (5.50) combine the characteristics
of questions discussed in this and the previous section, in that in these
questions, Mobile elements intervene between the postponed interroga-
tive and the verb.

(5.48) Dei. Tov yap BaAdvr drpaxTov olda kai Beov
Xelpwva mypifvavra, ydvmep dv Oiyy,
plelper Ta mdvTa kKvdHdaX éx 8¢ Tovd §de
opaydv SteNdwv (os aluatos uélas

~ 3 bd ~ \ 7 /7 ~ 3 ~
TS oUk SAel kal Tévde; 86En yoiv éun.

(Trach. 714-18)

I know that the arrow that struck him
tormented even Chiron,

who was immortal, and it destroys all the beasts

whom it touches. How shall the black poison
of the blood,

coming from the fatal wound,

not destroy my husband also? That is my belief.

The notion of constituent becomes rather stretched, if we insist on
interpreting everything that precedes the interrogative wds as merely
a subject constituent with Topic function. It makes more sense in this
case to consider the words up to puélas a Theme, forming a separate
intonation unit which precedes the main clause. Jebb translates with
a finite clause, which would seem a better English equivalent than a
top-heavy subject phrase: ‘And since ’tis this same black venom in the
blood that hath passed out through the wound of Nessus, . ..” On this
reading, mos changes from ‘postponed’ to clause-initial, comparable
to interrogatives following finite subordinate clauses.?8

(5.49) Oe. dpyew Tis avTdw, 1 ‘ml 7@ TANleL Adyos;
Cho. ék 709 kat’ dotv PfaciAéws T7dd dpyeTa.
Oe.  obTos 6¢ 7is Adyw Te rai obéver kpaTei;

Cho. Onoeds kaleitar, Tod mplv Alyéws Téros. (OC 66-9)

a & évvémeis, kAvovoa 100 /\e’yag, 7ékvov; The participle KkAvovoa presents an infer-
able Topic; 7o takes second position in the participial phrase. (xvi) OC 1170 u1 pov
Senlis—:: mpdypatos molov; Néye.

38 Asine.g. OC 969-71, where the main clause is preceded by a conditional clause:
émel Sidatov, €l T OéopaTov maTpl ‘ xpnopoiow (kveill dote mpos waidwv Gaveiv, ‘ TOS
av Stkaiws To0T dvedilois éuol, kTA.
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Oe.  Have they a ruler, or does the people have the say?
Cho. This place is ruled by the king in the city.

Oe.  And who has power by his speech and by his strength?
Cho. He is called Theseus, the son of the old king Aegeus.

odros in 68 refers to ‘the king, who is duly identified as Theseus
in the next line. The adjunct phrase Adyw Te xai oféver intervenes
between the interrogative and the verb, which is surprising, the more
so because the phrase seems rather trite. On the other hand, metrical
problems would have ensued if kparei had appeared earlier (*od7os
8¢ 7is rkpatel Adyw Te kal oBéver). From a pragmatic point of view,
however, I do not see a persuasive explanation for the early position
of the adjunct phrase.?®
The situation is less dire in the following instance:

(5.50) Oe. 7i&jra 86&xs, 9 T{ kKAnddvos kalijs
waTny peovons adéAnua yiyverat,
el 7as Y Abjvas daoct feoocefeordras 260
elvat, pévas 8€ Tov kaxodpevov Eévov
ow{ew olas Te kal uévas dpreiv éxews;
y ~ A > 3 7 4 4
kdpovye mod TadT éariy, olTwes BdOpwy
3 ~ 7/ > 4 3 /
éx TAVdé W éapavTes el éAadverse, . ..

Svoua uévov delcavres; (OC 258-65)

What help comes from fame, or from a
fine reputation
that flows away in vain,
seeing that Athens, they say, has most reverence
for the gods,
and alone can protect the afflicted stranger,
and alone can give him aid?
How is this the case with me, when you have
made me rise from these ledges and are driving me away,
simply from fear of my name?

39 Donald Mastronarde (p.c.) suggests that the phrase ‘makes an additional point
about the assumed nature of a good kingship such as that of Theseus in Athens (that
it is a matter of intelligence and persuasiveness as well as of heroic strength and
valor). This interpretation would certainly work when contrasted with Creon’s
hamfistedness which will be evident later on in the play, but I am not sure that we
can already see such contrast at work here. In the absence of such contextual factors,
should we then take these words to be praise directed at the Athenian audience?
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Oedipus contrasts Athens’ reputation for taking in 7ov karxoduevov
&évov with his own present treatment. He shifts from the generic
stranger to himself, specifically, with éuotye (Topic). The interroga-
tive is followed by a deictic, radra. We have seen many examples of
such deictic elements in § 5.3 above, and once again, radra allows an
interpretation that goes beyond bland reference: ‘that much vaunted
reputation of yours, which stands in such stark contrast with the
actual behaviour that Oedipus finds himself confronted with (de-
scribed with the immediately following oi7wes clause). As in many of
the examples discussed in § 5.3, the question is rhetorical. Oedipus is
not asking for directions to Athens, but concluding that Athens is not
all it has been made out to be.4°

5.5 POSTPONED INTERROGATIVES IN EURIPIDES

In a recent article, Battezzato (2000) examines postponed interroga-
tives in Euripides, especially those cases in which an interrogative
modifier follows a noun. He notes that in the majority of cases, this
noun will be in clause-initial position, as we have seen above with
Tdeos 8¢ moios (IT 625, in (5.E1)), and the like.#! These nouns will
function as Topic, and the interrogatives follow as Focus of the

40 For a comparable use of wot see Eur. Supp. 127 at (5.E7) below. For a different
indignant 7o? in questions see e.g. Soph. Aj. 1100 mod 6v erparyyeis T00de; (more
exx. of the latter use in LS]J s.v.)

41 Battezzato cites the following (2000: 147). In 33 instances, the noun which is
modified by the interrogative comes in clause-initial position (I have added the
notation ‘P2’ to the citations where the interrogative follows the noun—sometimes,
the noun phrase—immediately): Cyc. 549 P2, Alc. 479 (assuming punctuation after
elmé) P2, Heracl. 86 P2, Hec. 878 P2, El. 237 P2, 254 P2, HF 548 P2, 559 hyperbaton
pido ydp elow avdpl SvaTvyei Tives;, 714 P2, Tro. 505 P2, 899 P2, IT 625 P2, 916 P2,
926 P2, 1168 P2, 1219 7068 6pos 7is P2, Ion 289 P2, 353 P2, 536 P2, 770 P2, 800 P2,
1004 hyperbaton loxdv éxovras Tiva, 1012 hyperbaton Svvauw éxpéper Tiva, 1420
hyperbaton poppny éyov 7iv[a], Hel. 113 hyperbaton xpdvov & éuelvar dAlov
& Tpoly méoov;, 1208 P2, Or. 101 P2, 749 P2, 1611 P2, Bacch. 830 P2, 832 P2, IA
700 P2, 821 P2, a total of 33 cases. The exceptions are Cyc. 138, IT 499, Supp. 1060,
Bacch. 473 (presumably included in Battezzato’s count of exceptions, but not men-
tioned as such, is IA 712).



158 Questions in Sophocles and Euripides

clause. While I am in substantial agreement with many of his obser-
vations, below I suggest some modifications to his treatment.

Pace Battezzato, there is no need to assume Focus function for
constituents preceding postponed interrogatives, as he proposes for
examples like the following, in which a contrastive Topic opens the
clause:

(5.E3) Her. 048 domep elmov maidas. Am. éué 8¢ 7is, Téxvov;
(Eur. HF 1419)

Her. Bury my children, as I asked you. Am. But who will
bury me?

It is of course true that we need to supply the verb Odipec vel sim.
in the second clause, and that the conversation is ‘about’ burial
(Battezzato 2000: 153-4): ‘Il pronome éué e in contrasto con
“i figli”, e li sostituisce come focus dell’ attenzione (il fopic e “seppel-
lire”); per questo motivo viene introdotto all’ inizio della frase, e
spodesta dalla P1 il pronome interrogativo’). However, that does not
mean that we need to assign Topic to an invisible constituent. Rather,
the direct object éué is the contrastive Topic. Amphitryon uses it as
the starting point for his question.*2

In (5.E4), we find another personal pronoun, followed by a
noun plus interrogative modifier, which Battezzato reads as Focus-
Topic-interrogative. Instead, I would analyse the pronoun simply as
a hierarchically higher Topic than the ‘Subtopic’ dvoua that follows:+3

42 As to the Euripidean parallels adduced in Battezzato’s n. 45 (2000: 154), these
should be analysed in the same way: In Eur. El 1086-7 € &, &s Aéyets, ony Qvuyarép’
ékrewev marip, | éyw 1{ 0 18(knd éuds Te adyyovos; ‘But if, as you say, my father
killed your daughter, what wrong did my brother and I do to you?’, Electra switches from
Agamemnon to herself and Orestes. Similarly HF 1415 o0 moios fofla (contrasting
Heracles and Theseus), Phoen. 412 kai ool 7{ Ompav dvéparos ueriv (Iocaste struggling
to make the connection from the story of the oracle to her son’s marriage), Or. 745 ov 8¢
Tivas Aéyovs éXefas (Pylades switching back from Helen to Orestes). In Hel. 557
Menelaus asks Helen: /s €Z, to which she replies in 558: o0 & € 7(s; ‘And you, who
are you?’ See also the passage in Ar. Eq. in which Cleon’s and the Sausage Seller’s supplies
of oracles are compared, esp. lines 1003 and 1007. First the Topics are indicated, then the
questions are asked. For line 1005, see the discussion of (5.35) above.

43 Battezzato (2000: 154) does call évopa an inferred Topic (for all humans, we can
assume that they have names, just as they have a head and two arms), but does not
conclude that we here have two hierarchically ordered Topics. For discussion of
hierarchically organized Topics and examples from Herodotus, see Dik 1995: 27-8.
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(5.E4) Iph. oot & évoua moiov é0e’ 6 yevvioas marhp; (1T 499)
And you, what name did your father give you?

In more dynamic terms, we can say that with the first word of the
clause, oo(, Iphigenia changes the topic of conversation from the two
men together (are you brothers?), to Orestes alone. More specifically,
she wants to know his name, and this follows as the second constitu-
ent.** Battezzato’s examples have in common that they all start with
personal pronouns which in my opinion function as contrastive Topics,
at a higher level than the subsequent constituent, as in (5.E5):

(5.E5) Cly. o9 ¢ 7dd, & yépov, mélev ¢njs eldévar memvouévos;
(IA 890)

But you, old man, where is it you say you heard
these things?

In lines 873-89, Clytemnestra’s trusted servant has told her what is about
to happen to Iphigenia. Now Clytemnestra turns from the news of
Iphigenia’s fate to the servant (ov &¢), to ask him where (7é6ev) he got
his information (rdd¢). There is no logical inherent relationship between
o and 7dde as there is between people and their names, of course.
Rather, the strong thematic break at 890 is achieved in a two-step
process.®> In an exaggerated paraphrase: ‘Now what about you, where
did you learn this?’ A similar case, with one more twist, is (5.E6):

(5.E6) Cly. «dmeira daloets Tovs yduovs és UoTepovs
Ag.  Odoas ye 06ual ape ypn 0doar Oeois.
Cly. 1jueis 8¢ Bolvmy mod ywvaiél Ofoopev; (IA 720-2)

44 A close parallel in Sophocles is formed by the indirect question 7ov 8¢ Adiov
dvow | 70 elpme ppdle, Tiva 8 druny jBys éxwv (OT 740-1), in which ¢dos is a
Subtopic to the higher-level Topic Laius.

45 The distinction between Halliday’s interpersonal and experiential/topical
Themes comes to mind (see Halliday 1994: 52—4). Examples such as these, which
have more than one topical element, may remind readers of Prague School descrip-
tions of word order, which holds that sentences show a gradual progression from
given to new information throughout the clause, most famously explored in the
classical languages by Panhuis for Latin (Panhuis 1982). However, such a description
fails to recognize that the first topical element in such sentences is typically a personal
pronoun (Halliday’s ‘interpersonal Theme’), affecting a Topic switch as in IA 722.
Other types of constituents are extremely rare and will typically involve ‘subdivided’
clauses, in which the second Topic is accompanied by uév or 8¢ (see previous note).
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Cly. And then you will have the marriage feast afterwards?
Ag. Yes, after sacrificing what I need to sacrifice to the gods.
Cly. And where shall I arrange the feast for the women?

After inquiring about Agamemnon’s activities, Clytemnestra here
switches to her side of the wedding preparations. Following the shift
to npuels, the specific Topic—Ilike 7d8e above in (5.E5)—is folvnv. The
twist here is that not only the interrogative, but also a (presumably
contrastive) yuvvaié( follows: you take care of the men’s affairs; what
shall I (contrastive Topic) do for the women (contrastive Focus)?
While Battezzato is right to say that this order (o%...7dde,
Nueis ... folvyy) is precisely what one would expect,*¢ I believe that
this is due to the different status of these Topic constituents, where
the second one is much more specific than the first.#” An apparent
counterexample, such as (5.E7), has to be explained differently:

(5.E7) The. &uPovrov odv w’ émijAes; 7 1ivos xdpw;
Adr. koploar o€, Onoed, maidas *Apyeiwv Oérwr.
The. 70 & Apyos uiv mod *oTw; 7 kéumor wdTy;
Adr. odalévres olxdueaba. mpos o€ & rjkopev.
(Supp. 125-8)

The. Have you come to me for advice? Or for what?

Adr. Twant you, Theseus, to recover the Argos’ sons.

The. But where is your Argos? Is it merely an idle boast?
Adr. We have fallen and are in ruins. We have come to you.

46 ‘Si noti che l'ordine focus + topic ¢ quello che ci aspetteremo in linea di
principio; esso viene invertito in Eur. Supp. 127, Battezzato 2000: 154. Needless to say,
it is unclear to me why we would expect Focus-Topic order; on Supp. 127, see below,
(5.E7). The nearest case is perhaps Aesch. Pers. 230-1: keiva éxpaleiv 0érw, | & didot,
wod Tas Abjvas pacly (Spicbar xBovds. However, this is the first mention of Athens in
the play, and Atossa tells the chorus that besides the interpretation of her dream, she wants
to ask only one question, and that question concerns Athens. The chorus’s explanations
about Athens take up the rest of this passage until the arrival of the messenger (announced
by the chorus in 246 f.).

47 Similarly IA 1366, switching from what Achilles will do to stop Iphigenia’s
sacrifice to Clytemnestra: éué 8¢ Spdv 7( xp1 7é7e; In Med. 565-6, Jason has laid
out his reasons for wanting the new marriage, and children from it too, to every-
body’s benefit. Then, contrasting Medea and himself, he says: co{ 7€ yap maildwv 7{
8ei; | éuol Te Ader . .. Kovacs: ‘For your part, what need have you of any more children?
For me, it is advantageous...’
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Theseus is not saying here, ‘let’s talk about me, in general, and more
specifically what I have to do with Argos.*® Whether we read 7uiv or
vuiv, this is an ethic dative, placed in Wackernagel position.

I now turn from the interpretation of the clause-initial elements in
clauses with postponed interrogatives to the precise position of the
interrogatives when they are ‘postponed’ (Battezzato’s § 1.10 (2000:
155-6)). As we have seen above, in the majority of Sophoclean
instances the postponed interrogative follows as the second constitu-
ent in the clause, following the Topic constituent. Most Euripidean
instances follow familiar patterns.

The exceptions to this in Sophocles were few and involved mainly
the type of question that appears to start out as a declarative (5.34),
but some of the Sophoclean exceptions turn out to be instances of a
pattern that recurs in Euripides. I refer to (5.43) épyov wepyuvdv moiov
and the similar example Phil. 1227 émpagas épyov moiov, in which the
interrogative is the third Mobile following two words that are se-
mantically closely related. Battezzato’s survey of the Euripidean in-
stances offers a number of parallels:

(5.E8) Eu. évraidba yap 6m kaAdivikos épyouat.
Iph. wwkdoa vikgy Tiva; pabetv xpiilw cédev.

(Supp. 1059-60)

Eu. Yes: I have come here in glorious victory.
Iph. That victory? I want to learn from you lips.

Iphis picks up on Euadne’s xalAivikos. What victory is that? The
figura etymologica suggests even more strongly that we can read the
two constituents together as Topic of the clause. Similarly in (5.E9),
Clytemnestra, in discussing Achilles’ suitability as a husband for
Iphigenia, makes one of a series of predictable inquiries (696: yévous
& 6molov xwméfev) about a future son-in-law:

(5.E9) Cly. 09 peumrds. oixei 8 dorv motov ‘EAAdSos; (IA 712)
I find no fault. In Greece where does he dwell?

48 Nor, reading vuiv, ‘let’s talk about you’. I have followed Diggle’s reading here.
The translation does not bring out the relationship between question and answer as it
works in the Greek. In effect, opalévres olxduesba answers woi ‘where’ with oddauod
‘nowhere’. See above, (5.31) for a similar ethic dative, and for a more likely Topic,
éuovye in (5.50).
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So far, Achilles’ parentage and education with Chiron have been
discussed. It is time for the second part of Clytemnestra’s question,
xwméfev: and where is he from? ol«ei is an easily inferable Topic here:
for any human, we can assume a dwelling place as well as a family
tree.4?

A similar group features not a semantically close, but rather an
‘empty’ verb, such as éyw in (5.E10), involving Topic Y2 hyperbaton
(see above on (5.45)):50

(5.E10) Cr. oxépactl 6 mais mor’ 000" Sdacy’ Uhny’ éyaw.
Ion moidv 7u; moAda mapbfévwy vddopara.
Cr.  od Té)eov, olov & éxbiBaypa rkepkidos.
Ion popdmv éyov 7(v’; ds pe pun TadTy Adfys.
(Ion 1417-20)

Cr.  See, all of you, the weaving I did as a girl.

Ion What kind of weaving? Maidens weave
many things.

Cr.  One not finished: you could call it my shuttle’s
apprentice work.

Ion And its design? Don’t try to trick me here!

In fact it is only in a very few cases that the interrogative appears
later than in second position in the clause. For the most part, the
examples furnished by Battezzato as clause-final (‘fine di frase’) are
indeed clause-final, but they are also clause-second, as for example
(5.E11), so that they are not in conflict with my general analysis:5?

49 See below, (5.E15), for discussion of line 698, the only instance in Euripides of
7is at the end of the trimeter line (there is a handful of instances of +( at line end, but
these are all in second position in their clause, as in IA 1354 dmexpivw 8¢ 7(; see also
Hel. 141, 604, Hipp. 519, Phoen. 1338, Tro. 74).

50 Similar examples: Ion 1004, {oxvy éyovras Tiva (t), 1012 Stvauw éxdéper tiva.

51 To avoid confusion, I should note that in (5.E11) the verb vijore has Topic
function and is followed by the Focus constituent. Of the twelve instances cited by
Battezzato for his sample (2000: 50) the only case in which the interrogative comes in
later than second position is HF 559 (see (5.E14) below, where I discuss additional
examples). Battezzato’s other examples are Hec. 773 (5.E11), 878 (second in noun
phrase; see below), 1009, EI. 248, 547, 640 (not counting postpositive éo7(), 974, HF
528, 1181, 1246, 1419. In the case of Hec. 878 (nds odv; 7{ Spdoeis; métepa ddo-
’)/(XVDV Xépl: | /\aﬁoﬁo‘a ypa[g. ¢d)7a ﬁdpﬁ(lPOV KTGVG[s)) | ‘/‘]\ ¢aPMdKOLULV 7’]‘ HTLKOUP&]. TEIVL; ‘
(‘r[g oot fvve'm'at Xe[p; w60ev Krﬁo:q ¢>L’/\ov§;) editors have adopted the reading vt On
the assumption that the indefinite makes no sense, given that ¢doyavor and
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(5.E11) Ag. Ovjjoxel 8é mpos Tod kal Tivos méTmov TUXWY;

(Hec. 773)
By whom was he killed? What was the fate he met?

However, the following do seem problematic to such analysis. In all
these cases, the interrogative word, or the constituent that contains it,
comes at the end of a clause, beyond the second position in the clause
and beyond the main verb. Do the examples below constitute a case
for a Focus position at the end of the clause? I believe that there is
another way to account for them, which avoids positing an extra
Focus position. In most cases, the constituents that precede these
interrogatives can be analysed as extended Topic units.52 Consider
the following example from Orestes:

(5.E12) Or. qfe & & oikovs ‘Epuidvy tivos xpdvov;
s T4y elmas, elmep edTUYfOoOUEY,

kdAof . . . (Or. 1211-13)

But when will Hermione return?
All else you have said is excellent provided
we can succeed. ..

In (5.E12), after having endorsed Electra’s plan of action and praising
her in more general terms, Orestes asks for one more detail. Electra
had suggested taking Hermione hostage when she came home (1189
orav orelyn mdAw). The remaining detail is, how soon will that be?
The constituents és oikovs “Epuidvy need to be supplied precisely
because of the distance between the first mention and this request for
further detail.

dapudrorow also constitute émucovpla. I wonder whether the difference is that the
latter signifies human help rather than an instrument that Hecuba can use, so that in
fact the indefinite makes good sense after all. But leaving this question aside, given the
structure of the sentence, Hec. 878 cannot be considered an example of an interroga-
tive beyond second position in the clause. Line 877 forms a complete clause, to which
the extra alternatives are added in separate intonation units. Both ¢appdrotow and
émucovply Tive have Focus in 878.

52 See above, n. 30, for discussion of an example from Plato (5.P8), and references
to Herodotus.
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In the following cases, the constituents preceding the interrogative
present easily inferred information:53

(5.E13) Her. ofrw & dmdvres éomavilopev dpidwv;
Meg. ¢idot ydp elow avdpi SvoTvyel Tives;

Her. pdyas 8¢ Mwudw ds érAny dmémrvoav;
Meg. ddidov, (v’ adlis oor Aéyw, 16 SuoTuyés.
(HF 558-61)

Her. Was I so lacking in friends when I was absent?

Meg. What friends does a man in misfortune have?

Her. Did they think so little of the battles I fought
with the Minyans?

Meg. Once more I say: misfortune has no friends.

The continuity between lines 558 and 559 is obvious, but Megara
makes a transition from specific (Heracles) to generic (any dvorvys)
here, so that here what precedes the interrogative is strictly speaking
inferable, not given information.>*

In Pentheus’ questions in (5.E14), ‘what are the rites?’ seems
naturally to be followed by ‘what benefit do they impart?, where it
is presupposed that there will be some kind of benefit. Here again,
rather than assuming Focus function for one of the earlier constitu-
ents or assuming a clause-final Focus position, I propose that all the
words from éyet to fovow (‘it benefits them’) can be read as the
Topic of this clause:

(5.E14) Pe. 7a & Spyd éori 7V’ i8éav éxovtd cou;
Di. dppn7 dBaryebroiow eldévar BpoTdv.
Pe. éxer & 8vnow Toiow Bvovow Tiva;
Di. 0d 6éuis drodoal o', éoe & &0 eldévar.

(Bacch. 471-4)

53 HF 1114 also features verb and subject, both clearly given information, preced-
ing the interrogative: ((f) Tékvor €l 'ydp Kal KAK®DS Trpdmm)v e’,uo’s.) | npcio'a'w & e"ya‘)
7{ dvmpov ob daxpuppoeis; However, I believe that we should read éyd) as unemphatic
here, and consider it a postpositive rather than a Mobile element, so that on this
reading, only one Mobile, the verb, precedes the interrogative. See Dik (2003) on the
nominative of the personal pronoun as postpositive.

5¢ Here, as in some of the other examples below, an indefinite reading cannot be
excluded entirely.
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Pe. These rites—what is their nature?

Di. They may not be told to the uninitiated.

Pe. But those who perform them—what
kind of benefit do they get?

Di. You are not allowed to hear—though
the rites are well worth knowing.

As T mentioned above (see n.48) IA 698 is the only instance in
Euripides of 7is at the end of the trimeter line. I think we can assume
that what precedes the interrogative is topical given the nature of the
conversation between Agamemnon and Clytemnestra:

(5.E15) Cly. 7odvoua uév odv maid oi8 61w ratnveoas,
yévous b€ molov yamdlev, pabetv 0édw.
Ag. Alywa Quyarnp éyéver’ *Aowmod maTpds.
Cly. ravryv 8¢ Ovyrav 1 Oedv élevée Tis;

Ag. Zebs: (IA 695-9)

Cly. Well, I know the name of the man to
whom you promised our daughter,
yet I would like to know what family and
what region he comes from—

Ag. Aegina was the daughter of Asopus.

Cly. And was it a god or mortal married her?

Ag. Zeus.

Clytemnestra knows, as any Greek would, how genealogies work.
Given the name of a woman, the natural next question would be who
married her.5

In (5.E16), it is given from the context (133 &dnoov, 137
éumodjuaow) that Odysseus will pay for any food Silenus has to offer:

(5.E16) Si. «kai Tvpos dmias éoti kal foos ydAa.
Od. éxdépere s yap éumodjuaocw mpémer.
Si. 6 & dvribdoers, elmé pot, xpvaor méoov;

(Cyc. 136-8)

55 In fact the manuscript reads...élevéé is and Kovacs, though printing the
interrogative, follows the manuscript in translating ‘And was it god or mortal married
her?’. The indefinite would remove the difficulty of the late interrogative, but the answer
in the next line reads more naturally with the interrogative than with the indefinite.
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Si.  And there is curdled cheese and also cows’ milk.
Od. Bring them out: daylight befits merchandise.
Si.  But you, tell me, how much gold will you

give in exchange?

However, in this case, it is perhaps more likely to suggest, in part
because of the intervening e/m¢ pot, that we should read the line as
having a contrastive Topic o4, followed by a Focus dvriddicets: ‘and
you will pay me for it, tell me, how much?’. On this reading, then,
xpvoov méoov would not be part of the clause proper.>6

All in all, I do not see that these few instances should lead us to
assume a clause-final Focus position, as assumed by Battezzato.
Rather, I prefer a more unitary account of the data, which does,
admittedly, mean that we need to allow for a definition of Topic as
comprising more than one constituent.

5.6 CONCLUSION

Based on my interpretation of the evidence from Sophocles and
Euripides, I have argued in this chapter that in both authors, ques-
tions show a distribution of pragmatically marked information over
the clause that is compatible with a Topic-Focus-verb pattern. The
majority of questions ($§ 5.2) do not feature a Topic constituent, and
the sole Focus constituent is the question word.57 Matters were more
interesting in § 5.3, where I discussed the instances of questions that
I interpret as containing multiple Focus constituents. Most of these
questions are in fact a character’s emotional reaction to the situation
they are confronted with, which sets them apart from the questions
I discuss in other parts of this chapter. §§ 5.4 and 5.5 concentrated on
the traditional problem of the postponed interrogative. Thomson
(1939a) had established, if not in quite those terms, that these

56 A final example of a late interrogative is Hel. 113 ypdvov & éuelvar’ dAlov év
Tpoly méoov; Again, the Mobiles preceding the interrogative present given informa-
tion (dAov refers to the period of the siege of Troy, a point of shared information).

57 And similarly, the corresponding constituent in the answer will have Focus and
comes first in a clause without a Topic constituent.
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questions tend to be continuative (note the high frequency of 6¢) and
to have a word that can be described as Topic in initial position,
thereby making the fundamental point that we should think not of
interrogatives as postponed in such cases, but of other elements being
given priority. Battezzato (2000) constitutes an advance in that,
unlike Thomson, he is interested in more than the mere fact of
postposition of the interrogative: it is equally important to examine
what type of constituents take clause-initial position, and where in
the clause the interrogative ends up: immediately following the first
Mobile, or elsewhere. I have argued that there is no need, however, to
assume that clause-final position is an alternative ‘landing place’ for
interrogatives, or Focus elements in general. The highly limited
number of clause-final interrogatives can be explained otherwise: as
I argued in Dik (1995) regarding similar sentences in Herodotus, in
some rare cases a Topic will consist of more than one constituent,
and this appears to be the case in (5.12) and similar instances as well.
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Back to the Trimeter

6.1 INTRODUCTION: TRIMETERS ARE
NOT LIMERICKS*

My discussion up to this point has ignored the importance of metre.
Throughout chapter 5, I asked readers to suspend their usual frame of
analysis and follow an approach that treats text written in iambic
trimeters as if it were mere prose. I will here return to the trimeter
line and its real or supposed effects on the placement of words. By way
of introduction, consider a different genre of poetry for a moment:

There was a young lady from Kent
Who said that she knew what it meant
When men asked her to dine,

Gave her cocktails and wine.

She knew what it meant but she went.

The limerick can serve as an illustration of two important points.
First, despite the formal constraints of the limerick form, no rule of
English grammar is violated here, as far as I can tell.! In other words,
limericks follow the rules of English. My approach to tragic dialogue

* T here want to acknowledge my indebtedness to C. J. Ruijgh for first making me
aware in his lectures of many of the issues I discuss in this chapter, especially § 6.4, whose
title ‘reculer pour mieux sauter’ is his characterization of prepositives at line end.
Needless to say, while the section title is in homage to my teacher, I take full responsi-
bility for any and all egregious errors and subversions in the pages which follow.

1 We might have wished for a coordinating conjunction at the start of line 4.
Further study of the genre does make clear, of course, that certain turns of phrase
(There was an X from Y) are disproportionately frequent, and this is no doubt due not
only to convention but also, originally, to the convenience of this formula for the
opening line.
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so far has been to treat trimeters as if they were limericks, so to speak,
in that I have assumed the primacy of rules of grammar throughout.2

There is a second observation, however, to be made about the
limerick, and that is the importance of the end of the line: the words
at line end tend to be highly salient, and it makes good sense to read the
lines with major stress on these last words.3 This, I will argue, is a crucial
difference between limericks and trimeters: one of the points I will be
making in this chapter is that in the trimeter, line end is not a locus for
salient words. While line beginning and line end in the trimeter have
both been treated as positions of emphasis, there is little evidence to
support this claim in the case of the end of the line. The beginning of
the line is another matter: in most cases, this will also be the beginning
of a clause, so that reading the first word in a line as marked is in
accordance both with my analysis of how Greek clauses work, and
with the traditional assumption about line-initial words. Since the
correlation of line-beginning with clause-beginning is so strong, it
is to be expected that a ‘native listener’ would tend to think of all
line-beginnings as a locus for marked words.

But what exactly is the relationship between line and clause? Let
me start with the strongest claim that has been made, which is that
there is no relation at all between position in the line and emphasis.4
This position is actually less unreasonable than it sounds. Consider
once again the example from OT:

2 By ‘rules of grammar’ in the case of the limerick I mean rules that exist for the
spoken language and for prose. In the long literary tradition of English, prose and
poetry rules for word order have grown apart. In the case of early Greek poetry, and
I would even include the fifth century, I would agree with Slings (1992: 100) that
‘standards of grammatical correctness are ultimately derived from those of spoken
Greek’ so that we do not necessarily have to assume this gulf between poetry and
other uses of language as in English. Metrical tendencies in the trimeter did not
develop in isolation from the words, so that it stands to reason that there is a great
deal of symmetry between metrical and grammatical units from the start, with metre
only later coming into its own as a more independent mode of expression.

3 This stress pattern is reinforced by the rhyme scheme, a regular feature of English
poetry that is absent from classical Greek poetry. The same end-stress is possible in
spoken English and we could claim that English and limericks are a natural fit for
each other, in much the same way as Aristotle observed that the iambic trimeter was
wdAwora AexTikdy, closest to the spoken language (Poet. 1449°24-5).

4 This is the position of Headlam, followed and elaborated by Thomson. See
further below.
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(6.1) Cr. Mpras épacke suvTvydvTas od wid
Ny - vy e / -
pdUY KTavely v, dAda ovv mAnler xepdv.

(Soph. OT 122-3)

He said that robbers encountered them
and killed him;

he died not through one man’s strength,
but by the hands of many.

AsTargued in chapter 1, the placement and the salience of the words
Anords and pid in line 122 can be described very well in other than
metrical terms: preverbal elements are pragmatically marked (chap-
ter 3), and so are modifiers which precede their noun (chapter 4).
And in fact, a mere glance at line 123 will show that a description of
the first and last word in the line as positions for marked words
cannot be the whole story: in that line, neither gdun nor yepdv
stands out as Ayords and wg do in line 122.

For a second illustration, consider once again the various permu-
tations of the sentence pattern as discussed in chapter 3, and how the
elements there identified as Topic, Focus, verb, and Remainder are
distributed over the line. Table 6.1 presents an overview of the

Table 6.1 The clause pattern in the trimeter line

Topic Focus Verb Remainder ex. no..  notes

oV Tou mpdoTY Odvows v  — (3.1) necessary enj.
0 & éun oy  mdla Télynker  — (3.2) necessary enj.
éuol TKPOS Témrer — (3.3) —

0i0e pév Tefvdc’, — — (3.4) necessary enj.
— feois Té@vnkev oTOS (3.5) —

— é¢ éuod Tébhmrev — (3.6) —

— & TadT) Bdvns — (3.7) —

— kal Héovny  Bdvys- — (3.8) necessary enj.
— Aipwy SAwAev: — (3.17) —

— yur) Téhvmre — (3.18) —

— refvaow — (3.9) —

— rebvaow avdpes (3.10) —

— 7 Té0vnrer Otdimov matip (3.11) —

— TéOvnrey 7 TdAawa (3.13) —

TéOmi’ éydy — — (3.19) —

Ovijoxes B¢ mioTis — — (3.20) —

Odvor pev adTds —_ —_ (3.21) —
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instantiations of the clause pattern much like table 3.1 in chapter 3,
but with this difference, that elements in line-initial position have
been printed in bold.>

This small sample already shows a great deal of variation in how
clauses are placed in the trimeter structure in general, and in par-
ticular, in the pragmatic status of words in line-initial position:®
There appear four constituents with Topic function, eight with
Focus function, and two verbs that I did not consider pragmatically
marked—(3.2) and (3.8). These two verbs are in enjambment, and
the constituents that immediately precede them in the previous line
have Focus. These one-word enjambments, resulting in an early stop,
will be discussed further in sections 6.2 and 6.3 below. In two other
cases, the line break separates Topic from Focus—(3.1) and (3.4):
these clauses are examples of what has been called (following Choero-
boscus, in Heph. 226.20) eldos Zoddrletov, where punctuation falls
late in the line. I will return to this pattern in section 6.4.

What can we conclude from the table? Clearly, there is no simple
one-to-one relationship between pragmatic status and position in the
trimeter line. The only constituents in this sample that do not appear
in line-initial position are the ones marked ‘Remainder’, which is in
itself an interesting finding, but otherwise, it is mostly the variation in
position that impresses. In a nutshell, this table presents the problems
of interpretation when we look at single instances of enjambment.
While ‘die” will probably never be a completely forgettable word like
‘be’ (on which more below), it is hard to argue that line-initial fdvys
in (3.8) is any more marked than the same word in (3.7), where it
appears at line end, or that the line-initial Focus constituent mpciry in
(3.1) is more so than 7dat in (3.2) or mkpds in (3.3).

What evidence is there that metre should be taken into account?
Consider table 6.2, and what it tells us about words at line end.” In the

5 Not all rows feature such a constituent, since some clauses follow a conjunction
in line-initial position, e.g. example (3.6) and others fall entirely in the second half of
the line, such as (3.7).

6 The table only includes the instances discussed in the first overview of clause
patterns in Sophocles, and I have omitted the ‘all-new’ sentences in this table—
(3.14)—(3.16)—of which two also had a verb in clause-initial position, as well as
(3.12), which for the purposes of this discussion is identical to (3.11).

7 This table is reproduced from Dik (1998: 55). Percentages for ‘average iamb’ are
based on my counts of Trachiniae and Antigone. For the individual words, all
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Table 6.2 Localization of iambic forms of mdoyw, Ovjokw, pavldvw, AauPdvw,
kvp®, and Tvyydvw in Sophocles

Lexeme 1 (%) 3 (%) 5 (%) 7 (%) 9 (%) 11 (%) Total
average iamb (13) (11) (<1) (11) (11) (53) —
méoyw 2(9) 6(26) 1(4) 3(13) 3(13) 8 (35) 23
vriore 10(13) 10 (13) — 4(5)  9(12) 44 (57) 77
woavbdve 4(7) 7 (13) — 4(7) 7 (13) 32 (59) 54
AapBdves 4(5)  10(13) — 2(3) 5(6) 57 (73) 78
KUp®d 1(3) — — 2 (6) 4(12) 26 (79) 33
TUYXAYD — 2(7) — 2(7) 1(4) 23 (82) 28

left-hand column, a number of verbs are listed which all feature
iambic forms, most often from the aorist: wafeiv, mabBdv, Qaveiv,
etc. All of these iambic forms would fit equally well in any of the
slots in the trimeter for iambic words, but in fact they are not equally
divided over the trimeter. The numbers in parentheses give the
percentages rather than raw numbers, and so are most easily com-
pared. Of iambic forms of mdoyw, 9% occur line-initially, 26% in
position 3, etc. For my present purposes, the most interesting part is
the column marked 11, which gives the percentage of these words
that occur in final position in the line. The average iambic word goes
in that slot roughly half of the time but the verb forms I have looked
at do not follow the same distribution. In the table, I have ordered
them by the frequency of their occurrence in final position. The
forms of kvped and Tvyydvw turn out to have the highest percentages
in final position, whereas 7doyw and Ovijoxw show the lowest per-
centages. My conclusion from these numbers is that they provide
further support for the idea that the end of the line is not a position
for salient information—which would explain why xvpd and
Tuyxdvw are so well at home there. It will be clear that such a
conclusion necessarily makes untenable the assumption that
position in the line is meaningless. Rather, it seems clear from these
numbers? that some positions in the line are more meaningless than

instances in Sophocles of iambic forms belonging to the lexemes listed were counted,
and listed from left to right is the number of occurrences in their possible positions in
the line, signified by the position of the first syllable, so that 1 = an iambic word
starting in position 1 (following Maas’s convention of numbering the positions in the
trimeter line as 1 to 12).

8 Granted that the sample is small.
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others—which presumably entails that other positions are, shall we
say, less meaningless. Also, if we once again roughly equate line end
with clause end, these numbers are another indication that salient
elements are more likely to come early in the clause than later.®

It is not just verb forms for which line end is non-salient. To take
two examples of other parts of speech, the adverb xaAds patterns
with 7doyw (38%, or 22 of 58, at line end), while forms of Bpords,
and especially its frequent genitive plural, come close to the numbers
for kvpd (76%, or 42 of 55, at line end). If we look closer at the few
instances of kalws at line end, still fewer (12 instances, or 20%) are
actually clause-final: many are immediately followed by a verb in
necessary enjambment (e.g. kadds | ¢pépowr dv Aj. 1073 | AMéyw EL
252 | éoida EL 526 | mpdéawuev Ant. 271), which, needless to say,
results in clausal word order that is perfectly in line with prose usage.
On the other hand, just about half of all instances (27, or 49%) of
Bpotés are both line-final and clause-final.

From these widely differing statistics for words similar in form,0
I conclude that word shape is not the sole determinant of position.
The example of xalds shows how the association of line end with
emphasis can come about: in fact the perceived emphasis in many
cases is due to enjambment effects (compare pid | poopy in (6.1)
above) rather than anything else.

This chapter aims to give a clearer idea of how the two dimensions
of grammar and metre interact. While it is certainly possible to look

9 We will see many instances in this chapter of lines and clauses that do not
coincide; nevertheless, the majority do. Schein (1979: 45) states that ‘in the Sopho-
clean trimeter there are relatively fewer quadrisyllabic and pentesyllabic words at
positions 10 and 12 than in the Aeschylean trimeter. Since words of these shapes tend
to be verbs, this means that there are relatively fewer verbs near and at the end of the
Sophoclean line, and therefore that the line tends to be end-stopped less frequently’,
but it seems to me that this line of reasoning is problematic. We know that the
Sophoclean line is end-stopped less frequently, but verbs are not necessarily clause-
final. In fact, of the quadrisyllabic words that fit positions 10 and 12, in Sophocles
almost 91% (1650 out of 1818) occur in positions 10 and 12, and almost 89% (1245
out of 1399, not counting PV; counting PV, 88%, or 1494 out of 1689) in Aeschylus
(Schein’s numbers). Perhaps the confusion is due to the higher general frequency of
longer vs. shorter words in Aeschylus, so that comparatively more long words occur
in any position.

10 One may quite reasonably object that xadds and Bpords are not of similar
shape, but the forms of Spords are predominantly iambic not pyrrhic in shape: the
genitive plural occurs the most.
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at what happens at other points in the trimeter line, such as the
caesura, here I will concentrate on the line break, the strongest
rhythmical boundary in the trimeter line, and look at cases in
which the two units of expression—line and clause—are not coex-
tensive. The line break is all the more interesting because the tragic
poets differ significantly in what kinds of line break they allow and do
not allow, as documented by, among others, Humborg (1909) and
Descroix (1931/1987: 288-95).

Given these differences among the tragedians, it is tempting to step
back from the discussion of individual examples, and construct a nar-
rative about the three tragedians which could run as follows. In Aes-
chylus’ day, trimeter dialogue has not come into its own yet. The
requirements for a perfectly ‘overdetermined’ classic trimeter line, a
seamless composition in terms of word choice, word order, syntax,
and rhythmic effect, at times still elude Aeschylus, resulting in enjamb-
ments such as in (6.A1) below, in which word choice, word order, and
syntax are all unobjectionable but the line-initial position of efva. is
unfortunate. Sophocles and Euripides, by contrast, are masters of the
form. Their lines seem to deal effortlessly with all the formal constraints,
turning what was necessity (Verszwang) in Aeschylus into virtuosity. But
this virtuosity takes on very different form in the two authors. Syntactic
and rhythmic parallelism, or ‘concinnity’ of clause and line are a higher
priority for Euripides, while Sophocles, the innovator, exploits the line
boundary for pragmatic effect with utter disregard for syntax.

This account is something of an exaggeration but the tendencies
are there. As it happens, some prime candidates for what one might
point to as instances of compositional difficulty in Aeschylus were
adduced by Headlam (1891) in On Editing Aeschylus, an attack on
Verrall’s 1889 edition of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon. Consider (6.A1), in
which clause-final efva: is at the same time line-initial:

(6.A1) Cho. éowkev evpis 7 Eévn kuvos Slkmy
5 / S R 3 4 4
elval, pateder & Qv avevprioer pdvov.

(Aesch. Ag. 1093-4)

Methinks the stranger is keen-scented as a hound;
she is on the trail where she will discover blood.

Verrall incurred Headlam’s ridicule for his treatment of these lines.
He had used some particularly egregious special pleading to claim
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emphasis for elva: (Verrall 1889: 127): ‘elvai; note the emphasis; “The
strange woman is indeed, it seems, keen at a scent”” As Headlam
noted (1891: 6): ‘“There has been no reference of any kind to her
keenness of scent.” Rather, Headlam insisted, words at the beginning
of the trimeter line that are followed by pause (i.e. words coming at
the end of a syntactical unit), which were commonly treated as
emphatic in commentaries, should not be considered emphatic at
all on the basis of their position in the line or of the following pause.

While it is not only Aeschylus who uses up valuable real estate for
elvay,'! in Sophocles examples of enjambment that seem quite as
colourless as this are few.12 (6.2) is a case in point. Line-initial e/va:
does not seem pragmatically marked here:13

(6.2) Oe. {8770 86éns ) 7( kKAnddvos kaldijs
paTny peovons adénua yiyverar,
el ds v’ Abvas dact feooefeordras
elvai, udvas 8¢ Tov kaxoluevov Eévov

ow{ew olas Te kal pdvas dpkelv éyew; (OC 258-62)

What help comes from fame, or from a
fine reputation
that flows away in vain,
seeing that Athens, they say, has most reverence
for the gods,
and alone can protect the afflicted stranger,
and alone can give him aid?

Asin (6.A1), the position of elvac in (6.2) is unobjectionable from the
point of view of the clause; but if we consider both dimensions of

11 See the list of examples from (mainly) Aeschylus given by Headlam (1891: 5-6).
Of course, efva: is not necessarily always predictable and non-contrastive, but the
instances of enjambment of efva: in Aeschylus do not seem to lend themselves at all
well to an interpretation as pragmatically marked. By way of contrast, compare this
example of Focus on efvac in Sept. 592: od yap dokeiv dpiaros, AN elvar Béder.

12 There are four line-initial instances of efva: in Sophocles: OT 403 (clause-final),
550; OC 261 (clause-final, see (6.2)), 935. Aeschylean and Sophoclean cases feature
enjambment as in (6.2), and typically, there are clear candidates for Focus present in
predicate adjectives like feooeBeordras in (6.2) that precede the infinitive, e.g. Aesch.
Supp. 388 éyyirara yévovs, 453 dudpis pdAdov 1) codos kardv; Soph. OT 402 vépwv.

13 Victor Bers (p.c.) suggests the possibility of a veridical reading (‘that Athens is
indeed...’), but I believe that this amounts once again to special pleading, even if the
case for such a reading here is stronger than in (6.A1).



176 Back to the Trimeter

ordering, clause and line, only one is really successful. Line-initial
position is not exploited to good effect here. For a counterexample,
consider udryv in line 259 of (6.2): its prominence can be said to be
marked twice over: both by its position preceding the participle and
by its line-initial position. The break before wdrnv can be considered
a poetically effective line break. The metre does not run in parallel
with the syntax of the clause; even so, it is not at odds with the clausal
prominence of udryv; rather, the metre reinforces it.14

Sophocles’ predilection for bold line breaks is shared only by the
author of PV. He frequently places conjunctions such as ére at line
end and occasionally puts even the definite article there, followed by
its noun in the next line. Euripides too can place ére/ in this position
(Heracl. 567; Or. 1161), but in Sophocles we find no fewer than 24
instances. No definite articles in Euripides are placed at line-end as
they are in Sophocles. Line end, then, is a curious animal in the
Sophoclean trimeter. On the one hand, many of his line ends show
the characteristics of the ideal metrical period end: brevis in longo and
hiatus; on the other, he allows proclitics and elision at line end. It is as
if in Sophocles’ hands, period end was an option, not a rule, in the
trimeter. It is impossible in principle to decide for any single line
break in a tragic rhesis whether the author intended a special effect by
it; however, in the case of Sophocles, there is every reason to expect
an effect and weigh the possibilities.

6.1.1 Line end as a ‘Chunking Device’

Slings (1997) describes various figures of speech—anaphora, antithesis,
and chiasmus—which, as used in non-literary language,!5 (1997: 175)
‘all have to do with strategies devised to give maximum accessibility to
the information as distributed over the clause or sentence’ Of these
figures of speech, he describes (1997: 179) anaphora as originating in

14 The distribution of wdmy over the trimeter line constitutes more evidence that
wordshape is not a deciding factor in its placement. Only 7 out of 20 instances in
Sophocles, and 12 out of 39 in Euripides, come at the end of the line, where the
general tendency for iambic words is to occur in final position roughly 50% of the
time (see table 6.2).

15 As for literary language, Slings continues, ‘it follows automatically that the
simpler the information supplied in a clause or sentence is, the higher the chances

>

are that the distribution phenomenon was experienced as “literary.
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natural language as a ‘chunking device, a strategy that enables the user
to distribute complex information over several clauses. He continues:
‘Poetry, however, is not natural language use. It already has a chunking
device of its own: line end.” This is a fair argument to make in trying to
explain the scarcity of certain types of anaphora in poetry, but I would
propose that not all line ends are created equal as ‘chunking devices. Let
us go back to the notion that line end typically coincides with the end of
an intonation unit. This is largely true in Homeric epic, as shown in
Bakker (1997). Individual lines and parts of lines can be interpreted on
their own, even if entire sentences frequently span multiple lines. In such
cases, syntax and metre are in parallel, with initial position in the line
coinciding with clause-initial position. When line breaks coincide with
what would be intonation breaks in naturally used language, line-initial
position only lends prominence to a word that would also have been
prominent in a prose clause (or, presumably, a spoken intonation unit).
Such use of the ‘chunking device’ of line break, then, we could place at
the low end of a scale of likely poetic effect. By taking the comparison
with epic a bit further, we can consider line breaks that ‘chunk’ where
epic cannot to be formally marked, and therefore more likely to have
struck the audience of Sophocles’ time as poetically effective.16

In this chapter (generally, but in § 6.4, in particular), I will argue
that such poetically effective line breaks can frequently be observed in
Sophocles, and that this exploitation of both dimensions of ordering,
often reinforcing the pragmatics of the clause, sometimes adding an
additional accent, is crucial to an understanding of the interaction of
clause and line in Sophocles. Where we may detect compositional
difficulty in Aeschylus’ placement of words such as efva. in (6.A1)
above, such examples are few and far between in Sophocles.!?

In the following sections, I will first of all return to the question of
enjambment (§$ 6.2 and 6.3). I start with a number of examples
of enjambment, involving a single run-on word, in which the same
line-initial words were judged emphatic by Jebb but unemphatic by
Thomson, Headlam’s student. These are followed by a more system-
atic discussion of all instances of this type of enjambment, involving

16 For notions of pause and possible pause, see in particular Stinton (1977a and b).

17 Compare with Headlam’s (1891: 5-6) catalogue of Aeschylean instances the
handful of Sophoclean instances of line-initial elva. besides OC 261: OT 403, 550,
and OC 935.
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early pause, in Ajax (§ 6.3). Discussion of these examples, and the
distinction between syntactically different kinds of enjambment, will
also allow for a more satisfactory account of the circumstances in
which line-final words can be interpreted as marked: [ will argue that
words at line end are typically marked only in the case of necessary
enjambment (as for instance edoefesrdras in (6.2) above, where
elvac is syntactically necessary). Conversely, the case for ‘emphasis’
on a run-on word is the strongest when there is free (adding)
enjambment (where the run-on word is not syntactically necessary).

In § 6.4, I turn to the converse of this form of enjambment, namely
those lines in which a clause starts near the end of a line, exemplified
above by (3.1) and (3.4) in table 6.1, and discuss more generally some
peculiarities of line end in Sophocles. To devotees of Sophoclean
metre, these will be familiar, but I hope they will be interesting
nonetheless to other readers.

§ 6.5 concludes this chapter with a brief look at some of the ‘tools’
of versification that the tragic poets used in achieving the classic
trimeter line. Just as we can take prose as a starting point for looking
at word order, the frequency of particular words and word types in
tragedy compared to other genres can perhaps bring us closer to the
strategies at work in composition. In other words: even though
Sophocles in particular strikes his readers as highly economical in
his word use, should we nevertheless want to speculate about ‘fillers’
in his lines, and what are some candidates for that designation?

6.2 EMPHASIS ACCORDING TO JEBB
AND THOMSON

To a remarkable extent, individuals may disagree about the
location of ‘emphasis’ in a given passage of Greek, and an
individual may disagree with himself!8 on different occasions.

(Dover 1960: 33)

18 Or herself, as the case may be. I have changed my mind about a number of the
examples to follow in this section. I am grateful to the members of the Amsterdam
‘Hellenistenclub’ for their comments on an earlier version of this section, which
helped me a great deal.
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Few, if any, commentators on Sophocles have been as influential as
Jebb, and few were as outspoken on the subjects of word order and
emphasis. When one examines the instances Jebb commented on for
their irregular/unusual word order and/or emphasis, it soon turns
out that many of them concern cases of enjambment. Jebb described
such words in enjambment as ‘emphatic by place and pause), with
‘pause’ referring to the punctuation early in the trimeter line.
His position was assailed quite vociferously by Thomson (1938:
i1.368-70).12 I will here consider a number of cases discussed by
both scholars. What will emerge, besides two strong convictions, is
that neither scholar is much concerned with the syntactic function of
the run-on element. Studies on the use of enjambment in Homer
have long distinguished between syntactically necessary words and
more independent additions to the clause (e.g. Parry 1929/1971, Kirk
1966, Higbie 1990).20 Compare the two run-on words in (6.3):2!

(6.3) Or. 7 dvripwrels, 17 & 680s Bpadiverar.

AN €pd’.
Ae. Ydnyod.
Or. oot BadioTéov mapos.
Ae. 7 un Pplyw o€
Or. un pev odv kal Ndovny
Odvys: pvAdlar Sel ue 70978 ot TLrpdY.
xp7v 8 e0lds elvar Tivde Tois maow Sikny, 1505
6oTis mépa mpdooew ye TRV véuwv Bédot,
KTelvew: (EL 1501-7)
Or. You utter long replies, and the going is delayed!
Go!
Ae. Lead the way!

19 This is part of a larger discussion of word order by Thomson in the supplement
to the Oresteia edition (1938: ii.367-72).

20 See Higbie ch. 1 for an overview. While I will follow her in using ‘necessary’ and
‘violent’ as terms for the two strongest types of enjambment, I will reserve ‘violent’ for
prepositives (prepositions and the article) at line end, and postpositives at line begin-
ning. Examples of the former include Ant. 409-10 76v | véxuy; of the latter Aj. 985—6
Saov Tdyos | d7[a]. I will not consider conjunctions at line end (such as éme() ex-
amples of violent enjambment. Cf. discussion of this question by Ruijgh (1990b: 184).

21 Tt has been impossible in this chapter as elsewhere to maintain the line divisions
of the Greek in the English translations. On the impossibility in principle of main-
taining Greek word order in English translation, see Edwards (2001: 12-13, esp. n. 31).
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Or. You must go first!
Ae. In case I should escape?
Or. No, in case you should die
where you please; I have to see that this tastes bitter
for you.

This punishment should come at once to all

who would act outside the laws—
death.

Jebb comments specifically on xrefvew: ‘For the emphatic place of
the word, cp. 957 Aiyiofov. In fact, both Odvys (1504) and xrelvew
(1507) are verse-initial and followed by pause. But how ‘emphatic’
are they? Let us first consider the two words in their clauses. In our
first clause it is clear enough that the verb fdvys is necessary to
complete the clause. The adjunct ka6 7dovijv ‘as you like it, which
precedes it, is the Focus element.22 As for wrelvew, however, its
syntax is not quite as straightforward. Depending on how exactly
we take T9vde. .. 8{kmv in line 1505 (this punishment I am here and
now exacting; the following punishment), xrelvew presents mere
iteration of known information, or a more pointed one-word clause.
Either way, however, this infinitive is not syntactically integrated in
a preceding clause like fdvys, and it can be classified as a Tail
constituent.?3

As a result, the prominence of these two run-on words is very
different. In the case of fdvys, the line break makes it possible to
highlight it in addition to xaf 7%domjv, the Focus of the clause, in a
way unavailable in prose, but there is no real need to understand it as
pragmatically marked.?* xreivew, as a single-word Tail, has no com-
petition, and would be equally prominent were this prose.25

22 See ch. 3, at (3.8) for earlier discussion of this clause.

23 Thomson (1938: 369) says of this kind of enjambment ‘the speaker throws it in
as an appendage to a sentence already structurally complete’ In the terms used by
Higbie (1990), ‘adding’ enjambment.

24 In other words, the only source of any prominence fdvys has here is its line-
initial position. The audience expects marked words in line-initial position because of
the high incidence of clause beginnings, and indeed, as we saw above, verbs that are
inherently salient occur more often in line-initial position than verbs that are less so.
For this particular case, Ineke Sluiter (p.c.) suggests a play on ka8 1§Soviy {ijv.

25 In the preceding lines, €36ds, Tivée and mépa are marked by clause-internal
ordering. ye, as Jebb remarks, does not have scope over mpdooew alone.
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I will continue first of all with the instances discussed by Jebb
which are of the same type as «relvew above: the words in enjamb-
ment are free additions to a clause that can be interpreted without
them.

(6.4) ElL  viv & ik’ odrér éoTw, és o€ 8n PAémw,
Smws ToV adTdyelpa maTpwov $dvov

\ AQY > ~ \ ’ -~

Eov TS abeddn p1) kaTokviicels kTavely

Aiyioov: (EL 954-7)

But now, that he is no more, I look to you,
not to be afraid to kill with me your sister
the author of our father’s murder,
Aegisthus...

Jebb: ‘The mention of the murderer’s name is forcible here; and the
emphatic place given to it is in the manner of Sophocles. Thomson:
‘Atywabov derives emphasis from its position in the sentence, not in
the verse; the speaker throws it in as an appendage to a sentence
already complete” As Thomson saw, Aegisthus is an afterthought
rather than strictly a part of the clause ending in «raveiv. As a one-
word utterance, ‘Aegisthus’ can receive all kinds of prominence in an
actor’s enunciation, but this prominence has nothing to do with
enjambment from the previous line. Also, Aiyiofov does not present
‘new’ information. For the character, if not necessarily for the audi-
ence,28 Tov avrdyepa, Topic of the drws clause, is co-referential with
Aegisthus.

We can compare two instances of line-initial A#yicfov in Euripi-
des’ Electra. In (6.E1) it is again co-referential with an earlier word.
Before we come to this example, we already know that Orestes has
killed Aegisthus. Electra has heard the news and welcomes her tri-
umphant brother with the words:

(6.E1) ElL & kad\ivike, matpos éx viknddpov
yeyws, ’Opéora, ™hs vm "Idiw wdxys,
8ééar kéuns aijs BooTplywv avdhuara.
NKets yap ok dxpetov €xmAelpov Spapwv

26 Strictly speaking, we do not know whether Electra will single out Aegisthus or
Clytemnestra.
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k] ~A 3 3 i 3> \ / \

aydv és olkovs AAla moAéuior KTavwy
) ) \ / k] \ A

Aiyiobov, 6s oov matépa kduov dAecev.

(Eur. EL 880-5)

O Orestes, glorious in victory, son of the
man who won
the prize of victory in the war at Troy,
accept this garland for the tresses of your hair!
You have come home: you have run no futile furlong
but have destroyed your enemy
Aegisthus, who killed your father and mine.

In line 885, Alyishov, with the following relative clause, stands in
apposition to moAéuiov, so that the enjambment functions in much the
same way as in (6.4) above, with the name Aegisthus not necessary to
form a syntactically complete clause. Focus lies on ‘(You have returned
victorious, not from a trivial footrace but) having killed an enemy’2”

In (6.E2), however, Aiyiofov is syntactically necessary.28 While
Abyiofov in (6.E1) can again be interpreted as a Tail, not an integral
part of the preceding clause (‘having killed an enemy, Aegisthus (that
is), who...”), this is a non-obvious way of reading (6.E2), which
therefore is a more clear-cut instance of a predictable, non-emphatic
word in enjambment, with the Focus on another part of the clause:
Orestes responds to Electra ‘after the gods, praise me—’

(6.E2) Or. 1jkw yap o Adyowsw dAX épyois kTavwy
Alyioborv: s b€ 74 ogdd’ eldévar Tdde
-~ k] \ \ 7 /

mpoclduer, adTov Tov favdvra oot dépw,

(Eur. EL 893-5)

I arrive having killed Aegisthus, not in

word but in deed:
and in order to add to your clear knowledge of this,
I bring you the dead man himself.

27 Note also the other run-on items in line-initial position in this passage: 881
yeyws follows the Focus of that participial phrase, 884 dy@v([a] follows the participle,
whereas its salient modifiers precede.

28 This is not to claim, of course, that ‘kill’ can never occur without an object
argument. The distinction between necessary and non-necessary elements is not an
absolute one, but there is still an important qualitative difference between (6.E2) and the
earlier instances, where Aegisthus’ name comes in apposition to an earlier reference.
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The Focus of the participial phrase lies on o0 Adyotow dAX épyois
(which precedes the participle): ‘I have really done it now. As is clear
from the preceding lines, there is no reason to read the run-on word
as having an effect like ‘and the victim is. .. Aegisthus’.2?

Returning to Sophocles, (6.5) is an instance of a rare stop follow-
ing a line-initial monosyllable.3°

(6.5) Guard 7élos ye pévrol Sebp’ éviknoev poleiv
ool* kel 70 undeév éfepd, ppdow & Suws.

(Ant. 233-4)

But in the end the thought that prevailed
was that of coming here

to you; and even if what I say amounts to nothing, still T
will tell you.

Jebb: ‘For the emphatic place of oo! cf. 273 and 46n. The guard to
whom it had fallen to report to Creon has just told us how afraid he
was and how he dragged his feet accordingly. But finally common
sense prevailed and he went. It seems clear to me that in this situation
dedpo is co-referential with ool and therefore ool is more an after-
thought or gesture of deference than that it carries the main Focus.
Rather, preverbal dedpo has Focus in the clause; oo/, as a Tail, can be
given prominence at the actor’s discretion (‘to come here, to you’). In
(6.6), adduced by Jebb, ool appears unemphatic:

(6.6) Guard 7élos & 67 oddev By épevvdda TAéov,
? \
Aéyel Tis €ls, 6 mdvTas és méSov Kdpa
~ / i > \ 3
veboar $péPw mpovTpefev: od yap elxomev
> > ~ Iy o ~ ~
007 avTipwrely o0l Smws SpdvTes KaAds
4 3 > ¢ ~ ¢ > /
mpafaiper. v & 6 uibos ws dvoroTéov
gol ToUpyov €in TovTO KOUXL KpUTTEOD.

(Ant. 268-73)

29 Diggle prefers to delete (f)g...ﬂpoa'(?d)p,ev, so that adrov 7ov Bavdévra would
follow it immediately. Omission does not make a difference to my interpretation of
Atyisbov here. Incidentally, if we retain these words, 895 mposfduer is a case of
necessary enjambment, following preverbal Focus 7dde.

30 Denniston (1936: 74): 20 instances in Sophocles, one of which is followed by
a full stop (Phil. 1443); three by a colon, as here.
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And finally, when our search had done us no good,

one of us said a thing that made us all bow
our heads

to the ground in terror; for we could not

answer him nor see what action would help us
escape disaster.

What he said was that we had to report

the matter to you and not conceal it.

The Focus of the s clause has taken the form of X and not Y, viz.
report, not hide. The identity of the person reported to is a secondary
issue, and oo{ is as unremarkable as the other words following the
predicate: Todpyov ein TodTo. Even though monosyllabic enclitics are
not found in line-initial position,3! in this case it is tempting to read
ool as postpositive, immediately following the first Mobile word of
the s clause. Thomson remarks: ‘In tragic dialogue the accented
forms of the personal pronouns are constantly used where prose
would use the enclitic forms’.32

Jebb does not comment on mpdaiuev in 272, itself not salient, but
in necessary enjambment following the Focus constituent xkaAds. It is
of course the prerogative of commentators to discuss only a subset of
the instances of a particular phenomenon—and in fact it is not
humanly possible to do anything else—but it is curious to find no
comment on instances of this type of enjambment, where the doc-
trine of ‘emphasis by place and pause’ seems well-nigh impossible to
uphold.

With (6.7) and (6.8) we reach the grey area between necessary and
free enjambment. The run-on words here are not free additions to
the clause, but neither are they absolutely necessary:

’s‘

(6.7) Is. 7 yap voeis Bamrew od’, amdppmTov méAeL;
\ L N
An. 7ov yodv éuov, kai Tov oov, Ny ov w1 0éXys,

48eAddv: oD yap 87 mpodoic’ dAdoouar.  (Ant. 44-6)

31 Elided disyllables do occur, though rarely: wo7” in OT 1085, &7+ in Aj. 986.

32 The Guard uses a line-initial 7pos cod in Ant. 408 (below, in (6.55)), which lends
credence to the idea that this is a deferential strategy on his part, as suggested on (6.5)
above. Other line-initial instances of oo{ are marked (I list only those instances that
are not also clause-initial): OT 840 (the same as you), Trach. 422 (will bear witness to
you that he has heard this from me), OC 577 (my body as a gift for you).
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Is.  Are you thinking of burying him, when it has been
forbidden to the city?

An. Well, I will bury my brother, and yours, if you will not;
[ will not be caught betraying him.

Jebb: ‘ddelpdv emphasised by position as first word, with a pause
after it. Thomson’s reaction: ‘No, the order is designed to emphasise
Tov aév, which, had it been followed by d8eAddy, would not have been
emphatic: “T'll bury my brother, and if you won’t, yours.” However,
Jebb is curiously inconsistent in his treatment of this passage. Earlier
on he says: “The whole thought is “I will certainly do my duty, and
thine, if thou wilt not, to a brother.”. . . this thought can be poetically
expressed by saying, “I will certainly bury my brother, and thine, if
thou wilt not.”” Thus Jebb’s ‘poetic expression’ comes very close to
Thomson’s interpretation of the line.

As to my own view of this sentence, first of all one should bear in
mind that the whole clause consists of only one noun phrase plus a
parenthesis. The order of the possessive pronouns relative to the
noun is such that the primary Focus is on the possessives. Undeni-
ably, Antigone’s answer to Ismene’s dwdppnrov could have been sim-
ply: ‘Of course (I mean to bury him,) he’s my brother; but that would
have removed the antagonism of line 45 as it stands: I’m going to do
the right thing, what about you?

Griffith ad loc. remarks that ‘it would be possible (though un-
usually abrupt) to understand 45 by itself, without express mention
of ddeXpdv’. As we have seen in other instances above, it is especially
these free additions that leave the possibility open for an additional
Focus on the word in enjambment. The effect then would be once
again to throw the incriminating ‘brother’ in Ismene’s face. While
Thomson, in pointing to the possessives as primary, was correct, the
distance between 7ov odv and ddeApdv, created by the conditional and
the line break, does allow a secondary emphasis on ddeAddv.

(6.8) Mess. ralei yap avrov modd modaxy Oeds
‘d olTos odTos, Odimovs, T{ nélloper
xwpeiv; mdAar 87 Tdmo god Bpadiverar) (OC 1626-8)

For the god called him often and from many places:
‘You there, Oedipus, why do we wait
to go? You have been delayed too long!’
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Jebb: ‘cp. the emphatic place of deiéar, O.T. 278. Thomson: ‘There is
no emphasis on ywpeiv, which might well be omitted in translation:
“why delay?”) 7/ ué\ouev and its variations are indeed commonly
used without a following infinitive.3? On the other hand, this ywpeiv
has a very specific destination, which makes it harder to dismiss it as
insignificant.4

(6.9) is another instance of an infinitive carried over to the next
line, referred to by Jebb in discussing (6.8) above. In this case, it may
still be argued that the auxiliary, in this case &yw, can be read as a
main verb, but this is not as persuasive as in the case of (6.8):

(6.9) Cho. domep 1 dpaiov éXafes, &S, dval, épd.
o7 ékTavov yap olre Tov kTaVdVT éxw
deifar. 70 0¢ {hTnua Tod méupavros G
Doifov 788 eimeiv, SoTis eipyacral more. (OT 276-9)

As you have put me upon oath, so, my lord,
shall I speak.
I did not kill him, neither can I point to the killer.
But the enquiry was the task of Phoebus who
has sent the message,
so that he should tell us who it is that did the deed.

Jebb, on Seifar: ‘Note the emphatic position of the word: the speaker
knows not that he is face to face with the slayer’ Thomson: “There is
no emphasis on deiéau: “Neither did I kill him nor can I tell you who

5

did [my italics].

There are several formal arguments that support Thomson’s in-
terpretation here: the oire...odre phrase and the parallelism of
éxravov ... kTavévr[a] both seem to point in the direction of Focus

33 As in, among others, Aesch. Ag. 908, Sept. 99; PV 36; Eur. El. 757, Alc. 255, Hec.
1094, Hel. 1593, etc; Ar.: Nub. 1298, Lys. 128. Nauck even suggested reading
T ,u.e')\/\o,u,ev; | Xu')pet.

34 ywpeiv in OC 1020, when read in the transmitted order, following 1019:
mopmov & éué | xwpeiv, is more problematic (in that no special significance or con-
trast would seem to attach to it), but this is solved (along with other difficulties) by
Housman’s transposition of 1028-33 to come between 1019 and 1020 (adopted in the
OCT). The only remaining line where a form of ywpeiv seems unemphatic in line-
initial position is OT 619: srav Taxﬁg TS omeBov/\elﬁwv /\dﬁpg | XwPYs ‘raxz)v det K(i‘u,e‘
BovAebew maAw.
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on kravévr[a] rather than Seiéa: in the second clause. Note, too, that
ktavévr[a] is immediately preverbal, i.e. in the position stipulated
for Focus elements. Once again, we see that the run-on word is not
the Focus of the clause, and it could be argued that it is as much an
afterthought or clarification (‘I don’t have the killer, (so as to be
able) to point him out to you’) as @oiBov is in the next line. The line
break does allow an actor to give prominence to Seifa:, but there
is no indication from the context that suggests that this is neces-
sary. Oedipus responds to the positive, second part, of the chorus’s
response: Phoebus’ message needs to be verified.

As to the dramatic irony presented by deifac (the chorus leader
is actually very much in the position to point his finger at the
killer), there is no reason to assume that only elements with Focus
function—which would be the elements (presented by the author as
those) which the character deems the most salient of his or her
utterance—can be ‘carriers’ of dramatic irony.35

In (6.10), finally, there can be no question that the run-on word is
necessary, nor can it be denied that the notion of burial is central to
the Antigone. But what are we to make of the pragmatics of this short
clause:

(6.10) An. od7 dv xedeboay’ olT dv, €l Béows €T
, s s om eqs , ,
mpd.ocew, éuod v dv Ndéws Spwns péra.
N 16l S 36 Soxer. keivor § ve
X @ Smola 0036 Sokel, ketvov & éyw

Odpw. kaddv pou TodTo morovoy Oavelv.  (Ant. 69-72)

I would not tell you to do it, and even if
you were willing
to act after all I would not be content for
you to act with me!
But you be the kind of person you have decided to be,
and I shall bury him! It is honourable for me to
do this and die.

35 Quite the contrary: since the character should appear to be unaware of the force
of deiéar, undue emphasis on this word would spoil the effect, as much as the
addition ‘nudge, nudge, wink, wink’ would. For another instance of dramatically
crucial information which to the character speaking must be irrelevant, see the
discussion of Tpumdals dpagirols in ch. 8, at (8.3).

36 So the OCT. Griffith (1999) rightly, to my mind, prints oo! in 71. See below.
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Jebb calls fdihw emphatic by place and pause. Thomson [reading
omoia]: “There is no emphasis on fdiw: what Antigone says (with a
contemptuous toss of the head) is “Go your own way—I’ll bury my
brother.”’

In order to come to a decision about the interpretation of xeivov &
éyw | Bdio it is first of all necessary to decide on the clause preceding
it. Antigone is reacting to Ismene’s unwillingness to act, which she
has defended in lines 61-2:

(6.11) Is. dAX éwvoeiv xpn TolT0 pév yuvaiy 6Tu
ébvpev, ws mpos dvdpas o payovuévar (Ant. 61-2)

Why, we must remember that we are women,
who cannot fight against men.

‘We are women’ (so there is nothing we can do about it).3” On the
basis of these lines it seems indeed preferable to read Antigone’s
counter as: You be the kind of person you?8 want to be—which in
turn produces a context that strongly suggests reading the second
clause as ‘I’'m going to bury him’ with Focus on éyd, not fdiw. If we
wish to interpret 8dihw as the Focus of the second clause, it is unclear
to me how the two clauses make a coherent unit. What, then, remains
of fdipw as emphatic? I believe that while the necessary enjambment
first of all highlights éy,3® the line break allows—but does not
force—an actor to highlight both words. Taking my cue from Slings’s

37 Another case of necessary enjambment, not commented on by Jebb. The choice
of épupev as the one run-on word following the conjunction ¢ at line end suggests
that this state is necessarily unchangeable, which saves the run-on word from being
entirely without force (compare, however, ¢ivas in (6.35), which does not seem to me
to carry this nuance). The prolepsis here deviates from usual practice in that
ywvaix[e] is not Topic but Focus of the clause.

38 Reading ool (see above, n. 36).

39 2yq is frequent at line end. Other cases of éyw with Focus in this position will
typically be in P2 of a short clause starting at or after the main caesura (P2#). Many
instances are postpositive (p)—on éyd) as postpositive see Dik (2003)—usually
following a main verb and clause-final, without enjambment (p#), but sometimes
followed by participial or infinitive clauses (p*). In Ant., the other instances of line-
final éyd) are: 39 (Focus, violent enj.), 71, 85 (P2#), 319 (P2#), 390 (p), 547 (Focus#),
552 (p#), 655 (p*), 668 (p*), 886 (p#), 900 (violent enj. as at 71), 913 (p), 1014 (P2#),
1042 (p?), 1092 (p), 1099 (P2#), 1166 (p*), 1211 (p#). There are ten instances of line-
initial position. As becomes clear from these examples, line end and pragmatic status
do not show a clear correlation: there are many unmarked cases, and many with
Focus function. Clausal position is a better predictor of pragmatic status.
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description of hyperbaton (2000: 126), another ‘chunking device,
I would say that Sophocles uses the line break here to achieve, within
the information unit, an effect which in spoken language could only
be achieved by using two information units. The line end, following
on what are merely an object and subject constituent, is highly
marked.

Finally, reconsider lines 69-70. mpdooew is in the same position as
fdw and is also followed by pause. As far as I can tell, no one has
suggested that it is emphatic.4® §é)os is the Focus of the conditional
clause. Much like Sei¢ac in (6.3), the infinitive mpdooew comes as a
less violent enjambment than fdyw.

(6.12) similarly is a case of necessary enjambment, since $uXéw will
normally take a direct object:4!

(6.12) An. olror cwvéybew, dAda cuupideiv Epuv.
Cr. «drw vov éNBoic’, el duinTéov, pidet

kelvous: (Ant. 523-5)

An. I have no enemies by birth, but I have
friends by birth.

Cr. Then go below and love those friends,
if you must love them!

Creon’s riposte to Antigone’s cuudileiv makes a pseudo-concession:
if you insist on ¢uleiv, then go ahead and love—your dead brothers,
that is. We might understand ¢iAe: in the first instance as a one-word
apodosis to the conditional (you insist on love? then go ahead, love!).
Read this way, ke{vovs would become an unexpected sting in the tail,
and cause us to reinterpret ¢ile as not the Focus of a one-word
clause but Topic to the Focus xeivous in the next line. However, it
seems more natural to read the imperative as Topic in the first

40 Tt is true, of course, that the Allerweltsverb mpdooew here refers to performing
the burial, but compare the line-initial position of mpdéaipuer in Ant. 272 (above,
(6.6)), where no such special reference is present. On the other hand, the abrupt line
break before mpayua at Ant. 238-9 (= (6.60)) speaks in favour of treating this
mpdooew with more respect than commentators have done.

41 Jebb: ‘for the pause after the emphatic word cf. 46’ Thomson: ‘The emphatic
word is «drw: there is no emphasis on «eivovs...” While Thomson is right about
kdTw, this is not particularly relevant for our interpretation of the ¢ile: clause. It is
possible to read $ide as Focus in the first instance, and have a reinterpretation as
Topic forced by the addition of xefvovs.
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instance, following as it does on ¢u\nréov, with xelvovs in the next
line as Focus.

This instance is the only example among the ones discussed here
where I do believe that there is a strong case for the run-on word as
the Focus of the clause, but I should point out that here we have a
main clause that only started with the last word of the previous line.
We will see more instances of this in § 6.4.42 In other words, while
I believe that here is an instance of a run-on word that should indeed
be analysed as Focus of its clause, this word in fact appears in the
clausal Focus position, following an initial Topic. In this case, then,
while metre and syntax may seem at first sight to be at odds, they in
fact appear to reinforce each other.

On the basis of the above examples, and the other instances of
enjambment in their immediate context, which were left unremarked
on by Jebb,*? there is reason to suspect that the phenomenon of
‘emphasis by place and pause’ is a chimera, at least when we under-
stand it to refer to an element that is an integral part of the clause and
appears, despite its salience, late in a clause. In the next section I will
give a more systematic overview of the cases of enjambment in Ajax
with similar formal characteristics, in order to give a more balanced
picture of how enjambment functions in that play.

6.3 ENJAMBMENT IN AJAX

After the examples discussed in the preceding pages, which share the
history of being picked out as emphatic by Jebb and as unemphatic
by Thomson, it is time for a more systematic approach to the

42 F]. 365-7 is very similar: viv § é¢ov marpds | mdvrwv dplorov maida rkexdjobar,
kadod | Ths puyrpds ‘But as things are, when you could be called the daughter of the
noblest of men, be called the child of your mother!” In both cases, the repeated verbs
are juxtaposed, and again the imperative takes clause-initial position, while the Focus
element takes line-initial position. In EI 1055-6, there is no such salient object to the
imperative, and it seems likely that we should here read the imperative as Focus:
AN € geavTy) Tuyxdvels Soxobad Tu | ppoveiv, ppdver Towadl . ..

43 favys in (6.4) is followed by a colon, mpdfaiuer in (6.6) by a full stop. yeyws in
(6.E1) and mpdocew in (6.11) are clause-final but not followed by such strong
punctuation.
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problem. Our view of the correct interpretation of these instances
must depend not just on our understanding of individual lines
that have apparently resisted the emergence of scholarly consensus
but also, and I hope more readily, on the interpretation of words in
other lines that share these formal characteristics. If it turns out
that many of these elements are in fact pragmatically marked, argu-
ments in favour of reading run-on words like dei€a: as marked gain
credibility.

The occurrence of pauses in the tragic trimeter was the subject of
Denniston’s ‘Pauses in the Tragic Senarius’ (1936), but his was an
inventory of the frequency of various pauses rather than an inquiry
into the effects of these pauses.* In this section, I will be concerned
with one of the groups of pauses that Denniston investigated: I have
examined instances where punctuation is absent*> at the end of the
line preceding the line with the early pause, that is, I have searched
for cases of true enjambment rather than exceptionally short clauses.
I have also eliminated from consideration cases where the punctu-
ation was clause-internal, as in (6.13), where the whole of line 297 is
the direct object of dyww:46

(6.13) Tec. elow & éonAle ovvdérovs dywv ouod
Tavpovs, kivas Poripas, ebepév T dypav. (Aj. 296-7)

But he came in bringing with him bound
bulls, herdsmen’s dogs, and woolly prizes.

This leaves a series of instances that at least in their punctuation are
similar to the cases discussed above. There is a short run-on into the
next line of at most two words; typically the punctuation will be at or
before position 3.

44 Denniston, incidentally, did not hold the view that all run-on words followed by
early stops were necessarily emphatic (1936: 76): ‘In some cases the word carried over
is emphatic...But this is not by any means (as Wilamowitz, on HF 326, implies)
always so. The word carried over is sometimes of very slight importance.’

45 Or at least weaker than the punctuation following the word in enjambment. See
e.g. Aj. 68-9.

46 Similarly asyndetic: Aj. 59-60 éyw 8¢ poir@vt dvdpa. pavidow vésous | dyrpuvov,
eloéBaldov els €pkn ward. Short clauses: 515 mAny oo (adding enjambment), 844
yeveabe but see below, § 6.4, for comparable examples). There is early punctuation,
but not clause end, in 289 (vocative, so also in 482, 575, 1269), 692, and 824.
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What follows is a complete inventory of the instances found in
Sophocles’ Ajax, occasionally supplemented with similar cases from
the rest of the Sophoclean corpus.

My questions have been the following: Which element in the
clause as a whole is the most likely Focus element? Is the run-on
element a necessary addition, or is the preceding clause syntactically
complete? Is the run-on element pragmatically marked?

6.3.1 Proper Names and Pronouns

I start with instances of proper names and personal pronouns. A num-
ber of these are co-referential with a constituent earlier in the clause,
much like Aiyishov in (6.5) above. I analyse these proper names as
Tail constituents. The words they are co-referential with are all prag-
matically marked, as was the case in (6.5):

(6.14) Aj. xai moiov dupa matpl dnAdow pavels
Tedaudve; mds pe TANoeral mor elodeiv... (Aj. 462-3)

What kind of face shall I to show to my father Telamon
when I appear?
How ever shall he bring himself to look at me...

As I argued in chapter 5, at (5.26), warp{ has Focus: How am I going
to face my father (of all people)? Telamon is mentioned for the first
time here.#”

(6.15) Cho. 7i{vos Boy mdpavios é£€Bn vdmous;
Tec. o TAjpwr.
Cho. m9v SovpiAnmrov Svopopov viudny Spd
Téxpnooav, olktw 7¢0€ ovyrkexpauévyy. (Aj. 892-5)

Cho. Whose cry came from the cover of the wood nearby?
Tec.  Alas for mel!
Cho. I see the unhappy bride of the spear,

Tecmessa, lost in that lament!

47 The wordshape Tedapdv: can fit elsewhere, but in practice only the genitive
Teapdvos occurs in another position in the line. ¢avels seems no more than a filler
in the final position of the line.
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Tecmessa reappears on stage here. In a sense 894 is the answer to 892:
whose cry was this? 7nv. .. voudnv has Focus.

(6.16) Aj. v &, d Tov almiv odpavov SuppplaTidv
“HMie, matppav v éunv érav x0éva
dys, émoxawv ypvodvwrov Mviav
dyyetdov dras Tas éuds uépov 7 éuov
yépovtL matpl T T€ SvoTHvw TPOd®. (Aj. 845-9)

But do you who drive your chariot through high heaven,
Sun, when you see my native land,
check your golden rein and
announce my ruin and my fate
to my aged father and to the unhappy one
who nursed me.

We can identify ¢¢ as Helios by the invocation in line 845 alone. The
addition of the proper name in 846 rounds off the introduction of
the new Topic; this order of description followed by proper name is
conventional, see for instance the opening lines of Electra and Phil-
octetes. 48

In all three of these instances the proper name that occurs in
line-initial position is strictly speaking predictable from the pre-
ceding line, but the line-initial position of the proper name at
introduction (or reintroduction, in the case of Tecmessa) serves to
highlight it nevertheless. Since they are not in necessary enjamb-
ment, but are Tail constituents in ‘adding’ enjambment, the effect of
their position is more similar to initial position than final position
in a clause.®

48 FEl 1-2 °Q 100 orparyyfoavros év Tpola mote | Ayapéuvovos mai. . . Phil 3-4
& rpariorov matpos ‘ENivawv mpadels | Axiléws mal Neowrédeue, etc. See Nor-
den, Agnostos Theos on Partizipialstil der Pradikation (1913: 166 f.). 5ys in 847 is
not the most salient part of the temporal clause, and a number of alternatives could
have done just as well (e.g. ‘when you reach’). Contrast the clause-initial verbs
émoydv and dyyeidov. I have not looked at clustering of enjambment. It is doubtless
attractive to associate the high incidence of enjambment with the almost lyrical
nature of this passage but this is doubtful; see for instance the words of the Stranger
in the opening scene of OC, in which, outside of stichomythia, hardly a clause ends at
line end. Frequent enjambment also in the Guard’s words in Ant. 249-58.

49 T should note in addition that it is difficult to accommodate the word shapes of
Telamon and Helios elsewhere in the line.
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In the next example Salamis, part of the same series of invocations
that included Helios in (6.16) above, functions in a very similar way.
It is co-referential with y4s. .. olkelas in the previous line:

(6.17) Aj. & péyyos, & yis lepov olrelas médov
Zadapivos, & matppov éatias Bdabpov,... (Aj. 859-60)

O light, O sacred plain of my own land
of Salamis, O pedestal of my native hearth, ...

This is the third time (after lines 135, 596) in the play that Ajax’s y7
olreila, Salamis, is invoked, so that the name, much like the names in
the previous examples, does not constitute particularly salient new
information here, but in this list of invocations the name of Salamis
in line-initial position achieves a similar effect to that of Helios.

I have left one exceptional instance of a proper name to the last. While
the names in examples (6.14) to (6.17) were co-referential with another
constituent, this is not the case in (6.18), the introduction of Ajax’s
name in the play.5° Our hero is introduced as a modifier in the genitive:

(6.18) Ath. del pév, & mai Aaptiov, 8édopkd oe
~ 4 > 3 -~ ¢ 4 ’
meipav T’ éxBpdv apmdaoar Onpwuevor:
\ ~ 3 \ ~ ~ [3 -~
Kal Vv €mt OKNVALS O€ VOUTIKALS 0pd
y b 4 > 4 3
Alavros, évla Tatw éoydrny éye,
mAAaL KUVNYETOOVTA KAl WETPOULEVOY 5
.y v . > o ”
{xvm Ta kelvov veoxdpax, dmws idns

€l évdov €l ovk évdov. (Aj. 1-7)

Always, son of Laertes, my eye is on you

as you prowl about to snatch some opportunity
against your enemies;

and now I see you by the hut of Ajax near the ships,

where he occupies the last position,

a long while on his trail and scanning

his newly made footprints, to see

whether he is inside or not...

50 This enjambment occurs within a longer sentence that goes on for several lines
after the run-on word, but there is clearly a boundary at this point. The modifier
following the noun does not constitute a necessary enjambment, so in that sense this
case is quite comparable to the others. The parallelism with lines 1-2, however, causes
us to expect a participle clause, which indeed follows in 5.
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Ajax’s name must be highly salient from a number of perspectives:
the audience hears Ajax’s name for the first time, and undeniably,
Odysseus was not looking for just any of his éxfpo(, as he makes clear
in lines 18-20:

(6.18a) Od. «ai viv éméyvws € W ém dvdpl Svouevel
Bdow kvkdotvt, Al 7 carxeapdpw.
Kketvov ydp, 008é dAdov, {yvedw mddar.  (Aj. 18-20)

And now you have rightly guessed that
I am circling round
on the trail of an enemy, Ajax the shieldbearer.
For it is he and no other I have long been tracking ...

Thirdly, Athena herself knows what Ajax has just done (9-10, 13) so
she should be aware that Odysseus is not just looking for trouble.
However, her words seem to lay more emphasis on Odysseus’ activ-
ities (1-2 del meipav dpmdoar bypduevor and 5-7) than the particular
selection of Ajax. In line 4, the expected supplementary participle
after 6p& is postponed by a line with the name of Ajax and a relative
clause. Examples like this one, to which we can add the mention of
Aegisthus in (6.4), Telamon in (6.14), and Tecmessa in (6.15), leave
the impression that line-initial position is attractive when it comes to
naming important participants, regardless of their pragmatic func-
tion in the clause itself.5!

In the following examples the run-on words refer to Ajax as well,
either in the form of the proper name or as a pronoun, serving as a
genitive modifier:

/’ \ / -~ 3 -~
(6.19) Tec. «al 1is mkpov mpdopleypa Seomordv épei
<
Adyous ldmTwy, ‘(BeTe TNV Suevvérw
Alavros, 6s puéyiotov loyvoe oTpaTod,

olas Aatpeias avl doov {flov Tpéder. (Aj. 500-3)

And one of my masters shall let fall bitter words
like these: ‘Look upon the concubine

51 Tt is especially attractive to introduce characters this way, without being too
explicit about it (‘that other actor you see, dear audience, is Pylades’). Pylades gets
this treatment in El 16. Also, compare the explicit introduction by Oedipus of
Polybus in OT 774 with the mention of his name in the context of Oedipus’ fear of
killing his father in OT 827.
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of Ajax, who was the army’s mightiest man,
and see what servitude she endures after
being so envied!’

(6.20) Tec. of & odv yeddwTwy kdmiyaipdvTwy kakois
~ AQY b 3 / \ D /
Tois T008 {ows Tou, kel fAémovra un ‘mwébovy,

Oavévr dv oludréeav év ypela Sopds. (Aj. 961-3)

Well, let them laugh and rejoice at his sorrows!

Even if they did not miss him while he lived,

now that he is dead they may lament him in the
urgency of battle.

(6.21) Tec. b TdAas. 7 yap Téxvov
70 7000€; 0D pot yiis kupel s Tpwddos; (Aj. 983—4)

Alas, unhappy one! What of his child,
where in the Trojan land is he?

In all three cases, the modifier presents predictable if not always easily
omissible information. The entire line taken up by Afavros and the
following relative clause in (6.19), line 502, is omissible without the
reference v dpevvérw becoming unclear, but the clause is more
specific than doov {%ov in the next line in describing Tecmessa’s
earlier good fortune. The two pronominal modifiers following their
more salient nouns are unmarked.52

The final two references to Ajaxin run-on words are (6.22) and (6.23):

(6.22) Ath. fapoav 8¢ uluve, undé ovupopav 5éxov,
Tov dvdp éyw yap dupdTwv amooTpddous
adyas dmeipfw ony mpdoow elodetv.  (Aj. 68-70)

Stay to meet the man with confidence, do not expect
disaster;33

I shall divert the rays of his eyes

so that he cannot see you.

52 On marked and unmarked possessives see above, ch. 4. The pronoun adrod,
which would seem to be the functional equivalent of these genitives, is avoided in
line-initial position (and typically placed in 4-5), except in its locative meaning. The
only example of non-locative line-initial adrod 1 find is OC 1015: ai 8¢ suudopal |
avTol mavddets, déar & a’.p.vva@e[v.

53 [ follow Lloyd-Jones in construing wov dvdp[a] with uiuve here.
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‘The man, referring of course to Ajax, is equivalent to a pronominal
expression ‘him’, and there seems to be no reason to attribute special
emphasis to it here.5¢

(6.23) Teu. odros 7{ kplifer; moiov odk épel karov
v \ - , ,
Tov ék Sopos yeydTa moleuiov véhov,
\ / / \ /
Tov Set\ip mpoddvTa kal kaxavdplo
aé, pidtar Alas, 7 délotow, ws 0. oa
kpaTn Bavévros kal déuovs véuout covs.

(Aj. 1012-16)

What will he keep back? What evil will he not
speak of me,

the bastard born of the prize he won in battle,

the betrayer, in my cowardice and weakness,

of you, dearest Ajax, or in my cunning, so that

with you dead I might control your lordship and
your house?

This is a convenient instance to discuss two questions at once. First,
should we really read a pause before this vocative? Second, what is ¢
doing here? Jebb predictably states: ‘the place of the pronoun is em-
phatic: “thee”—for whom I would gladly have died. I would like to
propose that o in fact shows more of a resemblance with postpositives.
It follows karavdpla just as wpoddvra follows Setdia.55 The effect of this
ordering, I believe, is that the marked element in this clause, where it
cannot be followed by a governing verb (as are detdia and dduovs), is
given prominence by virtue of the pronoun that follows it.

6.3.2 Other Nouns

[ start with run-on nouns that follow a modifier in the previous line.
In these cases—(6.24) to (6.27)—the modifier is the more salient
element of the noun phrase:

5¢ See for other examples of the quasi-pronominal arthrous use of dvijp Aj. 99,
Ant. 402.

55 For an example from prose, see Dem. 18.299 o3 A{flows érelyioa Ty méAw 0ddeé
mAivbows éyw, where the (here unemphatic) pronoun éyd similarly follows the Focus
of a verbless clause. See further on this issue Dik (2003).
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(6.24) Aj. dMX eluw mpds Te AovTpa kal maparTiovs
Aetpdvas, s v Apal dyvicas éua
wivw Bapeiav éfaldémwpar feds: (Aj. 654-6)

But I shall go to the meadows by the shore where I can
wash myself, so that I can clean off the dirt upon me
and escape the grievous anger of the goddess.

I do not see a special significance to Aeqpudvas. From what precedes,
we know where (maparriovs) Ajax is headed and for what purpose
(/\om'po’n).

(6.25) Mess. Tebrpos mapeorw dpre Muaiwv dmo
KPYUY DY (Aj. 720-1)

Teucer is here, just back from the hills of Mysia. ..

The more salient part of the noun phrase, Mvsiwv, precedes. I see no
reason to attach special value to xkpyuvdv.5

(6.26) Cho. aM\X olyeral Toi, mpos 76 képdiov Tpamels
yvaduns, feolow s katallaxdi xdrov. (Aj. 743-4)

Why, he is gone; he had turned his thoughts in a
more profitable

direction, to be reconciled with the gods with whom
he had been angry.

Again, the salient 76 «épdiov, preceding the participle rpamels, has
been given precedence over yvduns, which would seem to be quite
dispensable.

s R ,
(6.27) Teu. od ydp 7 Ths ons ovvex’ éoTpaTebcaro
/ L2 3 / -~ /
yuvaikds, domep ol wvov moANol TAéw,
N odver’ & s sy
AN otvey’ Sprwv olow Wy émduoTos,

000 & 000y (4j. 1111-14)

For he did not go to war for the sake of your
wife, like those who are weighed down with
heavy labour,

56 For another toponym followed by run-on nouns see El 32-3 #viy’ (xdunv
76 Tlvfucov | pavreiov and OT 70-1 & ra Thbuwd. | émeppa PoilBov Swpal .. .242-3
ws 70 TIvfikov Beod ‘ wavreiov é¢épmuev. El. 32-3 is the best parallel in that, here too,
the run-on noun is clause-final.
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but because of the oaths that bound him,
not because of you...

. eu. émeL kaAov ot ToUO VTEPTOVOUUEVW
(6 28) T > \ A 7 M ’\8’ < p H 7 :
Oaveiv mpodndws wdAdov 7 7hs orjs vmrep
yuvaikds, i cob 1700 & dpainovos Aéyw; (Aj. 1310-12)

Since I am proud to die before all fighting
for him rather than for your wife,
or shall I say for you and your brother?

Teucer makes clear on two different occasions that the affairs of the
Atreidae are of little importance to him. Ajax didn’t come to Troy
because of Helen, and Teucer will gladly die for Ajax, not for Helen or
whatever other concern of Agamemnon’s. In both cases, yvvawds is
predictable.

(6.29) Tec. «dyo mmMicow kal AMyw, ‘T{ xphipa Spds,
Alas; 7{ 7908 dxAnTos ovl b7 dyyédwy
kAnbels dpopuds meipav ovite Tov KADWY

, Lo \ oA ~ e )
gdAmiyyos; AAa viv ye s evdel oTpaTds.

(Aj. 288-91)

And I objected, saying, ‘What are you doing,

Ajax? Why are you starting on this expedition unbidden,

when you have not been summoned by messengers,
nor heard

any trumpet? Why, now all the army is asleep!’

edAmvyyos cannot be said to be totally predictable; however, it is not
indispensable. Tecmessa is merely making the point that Ajax had no
reason to go out in the dead of night. The order in the odre clauses is
chiastic. It is understandable that following dxAnTos the specification
o dyyélwv has to precede xAnfeis: “You are uncalled, not having
been called’ makes little sense. The second odire then dismisses the
possibility that Ajax heard a general alarm.

In (6.30), the phrase Ta¢ss duowpov is interrupted by the line
break. This is a case of necessary enjambment, and as in the case of
adjectival modifiers above, I believe that the genitival modifier here is
the more salient part of the clause (this in contrast to the post-
nominal possessives in examples (6.19) to (6.21) above):
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(6.30) Ag. od ¢nd édoew Tévde TV vekpov Tadis
dpotpov, aAAa mpos Pilav Odipew éuod. (Aj. 1326-7)

He says he will not leave this corpse unburied,
but will bury it against my will.

I conclude with one instance where I am uncertain about the status of
the run-onword (6.31) and one where the run-on word has Focus (6.32):

(6.31) Teu. dpior *Odvooced, mavt éxw o émawéoar

Adyoror kal W éfevoas éAmidos modd.  (Aj. 1381-2)

Noble Odysseus, in my speech I can approve you
in every matter; and you have altogether belied
my expectations.

With some hesitation, I regard this example as a run-on word that,
even though it is not in necessary enjambment, is not particularly
salient. After all, where we see Adyor, a contrast with épya is usually
not far behind.5? And sure enough, after Teucer’s opening praises, he
will go on to deny Odysseus permission to participate in the burial
rites for Ajax. I doubt, however, that this can already be read into
Adyoiat here—this would make the lines a less than fulsome compli-
ment, which they surely are intended to be. Rather, Teucer broaches
the subject a dozen lines further on (1393-4): o€ &, & yeparod oméppa
Aaéprov matpds, | Tdpov pév dkvd 10068 émupadew éav. ..

(6.32) Teu. Towod7os @v Toupd dvedilets omopdy;

o0s éx maTpos pév elut Tedapdvos yeyds,

60Tis OTPATOD TA TPOT ApLoTEVTAS éUNY

{oyer Ebvevvov unTép’, 7 Ppioer uev Hv

/’ / 3 /
Baoideia, Aaouédovros: éxrxpirov 8¢ viv
Sdhpn’ éxelvw *Swrev Adkurivns ydévos.
(Aj. 1298-1303)

Does such a man as you reproach with his origin
such a one as I,

57 In order to avoid such an implied words-deeds contrast, Jebb takes Adyotot as
‘for your words, which seems problematic. Teucer’s praise includes practical aid
(mapéorys in 1384). All in all, whether we decide that Adyois: refers to Teucer’s or
Odysseus’ words, in both cases it has to be non-contrastive. Compare for line-initial
Adyous that is contrastive (and preverbal) e.g. Aj. 1160, El. 1360.
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whose father was Telamon,

who as the army’s greatest prize for valour

won as bedfellow my mother, who was by birth

a princess, daughter of Laomedon, and she was given
as a special

gift by Alcmene’s son?

This instance is different from the others treated here in that there
are not one but two ‘irregularities. Not only is there a pause early
in 1302, there is also a late pause in 1301. We will see more examples
of this in § 6.4. In this case one ‘Mobile’ word precedes the line
end. ¢voet, the Topic, is followed by the Focus facideta in the next line.

6.3.3 Verbs

In my discussion I will start with the semantically ‘lightest’ verbs,
where it is most likely that preceding constituents have Focus, mov-
ing on to those instances where it seems that the run-on verb carries
more semantic and, ultimately, pragmatic, weight.

(6.33) Aj. 9 TovmiTpumrTov kivados €éfpov W Smov;
Ath.  é&wy ’Odvocéa Tov oov évordTyy Myw.
Aj.  1dioTos, & Séomowa, deouddTys éow
Oakei- Qaveiv yap adrov o 7{ mw 0édw.  (Aj. 103-6)

Aj.  Did you ask me where the cunning fox was?

Ath. 1did; I mean your rival, Odysseus.

Aj.  Mistress, he sits inside, the most welcome of prisoners!
I do not want him to die yet.

The verb faxei does not present salient information. The following
faveiv, which is contrastive, does not force us to read it with con-
trastive Focus. Rather, it contrasts with SeoudiTys. Strictly speaking
faxet is not a copula, of course, but here it functions in a similar way.
We saw similar instances in examples (6.A1) and (6.2) above; the
following are the closest equivalents in Ajax:

(6.34) Aj. 6 peév opayevs éoTyrev 5 ToudTATOS
yévoir dv, €l 7w ral Aoyllecbar oxod,... (Aj.815-16)
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The killer stands where it will be sharpest,
if one has time to work it out...

In the relative clause the superlative roudiraros has Focus, and the
copula yévoir’ dv follows in its wake.

(6.35) Cho. 6&oris 0, O8vaced, u) Aéyer yvdbun codov
pn A€yeL yrwun
dvat, ToobTOV SvTa, wwpds éor avip. (Aj. 1374-5)
pwp np Y

Odysseus, whoever says that you are not wise in
your judgement,
when you are like this, is a fool!

This example brings us close to the e/va: instance discussed by Verrall
that first incurred Headlam’s ridicule (Verrall 1889: 127). The fact thata
verb like ¢povai—which here, unlike épvper in (6.11), has to be fully
synonymous with e{va. for the following 7otod7ov dvra to make sense—
occurs in this position would seem to constitute an immediate case
against the assumption that these enjambments are always emphatic.

(6.36) Tec. Aias 68 npiv dpriws veoopayns
kelTal, kKpupaiw daocydve mepurTuyds.  (Aj. 898-9)

Here lies Ajax, lately killed,
spitted upon a sword sunk deep into his body!

I have followed the OCT punctuation, but one wonders whether it is
necessary to punctuate after xeirac If we grant that this is a case of early
pause and should therefore be included in our listing, it is clear that
there is an affinity with the three previous examples. xeirac can func-
tion as another non-salient quasi-copula, but of course it also has the
more pregnant meaning ‘lie dead’.58 Even that is not particularly salient
following veoodayis, however, so I would read dpriws veoopayis as
Focus and keira: as an instance of a non-salient necessary enjambment.

(6.37) Tec. oiuot, Téxvov, mpos oia Sovlelas {vya
xwpoipev, ofoL viv épeoTdow aromol. (Aj. 944-5)

Alas, my son, to what a yoke of slavery
we are coming! Such are the masters that now
stand over us.

58 In the latter use, it occurs in line-initial position at OT 972 and Ant. 1240, but
the more neutral meaning is also found: Phil. 503.
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Moving on to other verbs that contribute little information, in
xwpouev we have another of the many intransitive verbs, close in
meaning to a copula (‘how we become slaves’), with the Focus of the
clause on an earlier element, here ofa dovAelas {vyd.

(6.38) Men. o9 ydp mor olT dv év méAeL vipor kalds
/’ > b4 \ / ’
dépowt av, évla p1) kabearrror Séos .. .

(Aj. 1073-4)

The laws of a city can never function well
where no one is afraid. ..

Focus is on xaAds.5® This is not exactly a frequent collocation with
$dépw; but then the adverbs of choice are negative. ¢épowr dv is
necessary but predictable.

(6.39) Ag. «kaitoL TocoiTdv Y éfemiorachar Soxwd,
el {adv Axdeds Tdv SmAwy TdV by mepL
kplvew éuelde kpdTos dpioTeias Twi,
s v >y y s sy o
oK dv Tis avT éuapfer dAdos davr éuod.
viv 8 adr Arpeidar pwTi mavTovpyd dpévas

énpaéav, dvdpos 1008 amcavtes kpdrm. (Aj. 441-6)

Yet so much I think I well know, that
if Achilles were alive and were to award the prize
of valour
in a contest for his own arms,
no other would receive them but I.
But now the sons of Atreus have made them over to an

unscrupulous fellow, pushing aside this man’s mighty
deeds.

Again the main verb does not present salient information. The recipi-
ent Odysseus, ¢wri mavrovpyd dpévas, is the Focus of the clause.

(6.40) Cho. Alas, éyew & dv olkTov s kdyw Ppevi
0édow’ v alvoins yap dv Ta tH08 émy.  (Aj. 525-6)

59 [ read od7 &v év mdéAew as extra-clausal and véuor as the Topic of this sentence.
‘For even where cities are concerned, laws would never...’
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Ajax, I would wish you to have pity, as I do;
yes, you should approve her words.

The line-initial verb provides grammatical ‘closure’ to the sentence
but is not particularly salient. What matters is clause-initial éyew ¢

av olkTov.50

(6.41) Ag. «kal ool mpooépmov 10T éyw TO Ppdppakov
0pd 1A, € w1 vodv kaTakTNoy T (Aj. 1255-6)

And I see this remedy in store for you,
soon, if you do not acquire some sense. ..

Agamemnon is threatening Teucer, warning him that he will be
forced to submit to higher authority if he does not give in. Note
that éyd, postpositive,5! strengthens roir[o]. The line-initial main
verb 6po is not particularly salient compared to the embedded
clause, much like #é)ou’ dv in the previous example.

(6.42) Teu. TowadT davip dvoopyos, év yipa Papds,
épei, mpos 0vdev els épw Bupoduevos.  (Aj. 1017-18)

Such words will be uttered by a man who is irascible,
fierce in old age, and quick to quarrel angrily over
nothing.

In 1012, Teucer had said od7os 7{ kpiiher; molov ot épel kardv...and
this clause comes at the end of the catalogue of imagined taunts. The
verb épei is predictable.62

With these last instances we have reached ‘full verbs’ In this group
we find the best candidates for pragmatically marked line-initial
elements. So far, the verbs were mostly predictable and colourless;
in the next set of cases they carry more weight, and in some cases,
especially with contrastive Focus or complex Focus, it can be argued
that the line-initial element has Focus function.

60 A similar example occurs in the kommos, 428-9: where the auxiliary éyw merely
serves as a syntactic supplement to the Focused o7 . .. 098¢ which show the chorus’s
despair of any way out.

61 T have argued elsewhere that such a postpositive use of éy« has to be recognized
(Dik 2003).

62 A similar example in the kommos, 410-11: & Svordlawa, 0148’ dvdpa xpriowuov |
¢wvefv, a 77p60'9€v obTos 0UK é’T)\‘r] mor dv. Here roudd[€] and the relative clause that
follows it react to Ajax’s words far more specifically than the verb ¢wveiv.
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(6.43) Od. o7 odk dv évdikws Y’ dTypudlowrd oo
0V ydp TL ToOTOV, AAAG. ToUs ey vuous
deipois dv. dvdpa & od dikaiov, € Gdvoy,
BAdmrew Tov éaOAS, 008 éav uiodv kupts.

(Aj. 1342-5)

And so you cannot dishonour him without injustice;

for you would be destroying not him, but the laws
of the gods.

It is unjust to injure a noble man, if he is dead,

even if it happens that you hate him.

In this first instance, even without the preceding line, the Focus of the
sentence is clear from the o0?...aA\d construction.

(6.44) Aj. «keivor & émeyyeddow éxmepevydres,
éuod pev ody €xdvros: el 8¢ Tis Bedv
BAdmTou, piyor TAv Y kakos Tov kpelcoova.

(Aj. 454-6)

And they have escaped and are laughing at me;

the fault is not mine, but if one of the gods

does harm, even the coward may escape the
stronger man.

It was only thanks to divine interference that Ajax’s enemies escaped
scot-free, and this is how he explains his failure. Should we consider
715 @eddv contrastive Focus, and BAdwrou as clearly given from the
context? It is equally defensible, I believe, to regard 7is fedv as
contrastive Topic (contrasting with éuo?d wév), and BAdmroc as con-
trastive Focus.®3 As Thomson would have pointed out, the ordering
here is equally acceptable in prose, so that there is no reason to
associate the pragmatic status of fAdmro. with its line-initial position.

(6.45) Aj.  kal viv 7{ xp1 Spav; SoTis éudavids Beois
éxbaipopar, uioei 8¢ W EXfvwv orpatds,
éxler 8¢ Tpola maoa kal media Tdde. (Aj. 457-9)

63 In the following clause, ¢vyor resumes the earlier éxmepevydres as Topic and ya
kakds is the Focus.
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And now what must I do, I who patently am hated
by the gods,

and loathed by the army of the Greeks,

and hated, too, by Troy and by these plains?

In this passage we face a similar dilemma. Can we regard éxfalpopat
as merely supplementing a verb after the Focus feois, or is it itself the
Focus of the clause? A uév to follow feois is unfortunately not there to
help us out.5*

(6.46) Aj. Towyap 7o Aovmov eladueaba pev feois
eixew, nabnodpeabo 8 Arpeldas oéfew.  (Aj. 666-7)

Therefore for the future we shall learn to yield to
the gods,
and we shall learn to reverence the sons of Atreus.

In this passage at least there is a completely parallel construction. The
embedded clauses have feois and Arpeidas as their Topics and elkew
and oéBew have Focus.

In the following example the first line looks at first sight like one
long series of predicatives:

(6.47) Teu. dyaw kAvawv ddarnros éxkmodaw wuev v
vmearévalov, viv & opdv dméAlvpad. (4j. 1000-1)

When I heard it, poor fellow, while I was still far off
I mourned quietly, but now that I can see I am
stricken to death!

In fact, after a first scene-setting participle kAvav and the comment-
ing 8voryros, the clause has a contrastive Topic in éxmodav (followed
in the next clause by 6p@v), and a Focus vrearévalov (followed in the
next clause by dmé wvuar). A translation that attempts to reflect the
Greek ends up with an overload of preposed dependent clauses.®3
The last group of examples that I will discuss here all involve
imperatives in line-initial position. All things being equal, imperatives
tend to be more salient than indicatives, and so tend to appear early in

64 The two following clauses have the verbs wioei and éyfe: as their Topics but that
does not help us in deciding the pragmatic function of éyfalpopac.

65 ] reordered slightly Lloyd-Jones’s translation ‘when I heard it, poor fellow,
I mourned quietly [Focus] while I was still far off [Topic], but now that I can see
[Topic] I am stricken to death [Focus]’
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the clause. In the examples below, however, this effect is often dimin-
ished in that other elements precede which are also candidates
for Focus, while the imperative can be either predicted from the
immediate context, as in (6.48), or is semantically light, comparable
to the verbs discussed early in this section, e.g. faxei in (6.33), that
were combined with predicate nominatives with Focus.

(6.48) Tec. dJrav katevyn Tadl, Suod rkduol Qaveiv
ebxov' 7{ yap Sei {fv pe god Tebvmrdros; (Aj. 392-3)

When you pray for that, at the same time pray for
death for me!
Why must I live when you are dead?

The salient elements are 6ot kduo{ in the embedded clause rather than
evyov, which resumes compound®s xaredyy from the temporal clause.

(6.49) Aj. dAX @s Tdyos Tov maida TévS 70 déyov,
kal 6dpa TdkTov, und émioKkfvovs ydous

8dkpue. kdpTa Tor drloikTiaTov YU (Aj. 578-80)

Come, now speedily take the boy,

and bar the doors, and make no weeping in front of
the hut;

surely women are prone to lamentation!

The run-on imperative is the third in a series, all of which have the
imperative at clause end, preceded by Topic constituents (rov maida
76v8e, dvpa). With the internal object émiorrvous ydous already given
as Focus ‘no out of doors crying’ the imperative ddxpve offers
virtually no new information.

(6.50) Aj. dueis &, éraipot, TadTa TOE pot Tdde
ripdre, Tedrpw 7, v WAy, onuwivare
wédew pev Mudv, edvoelv § duiv duar (Aj. 687-9)
And do you, my companions, honour my commands

as she does, and when Teucer comes, tell him
to have care for me, and to be loyal to you.

The chorus is to do exactly what Ajax has told Tecmessa to do
(radTa...7dde); this is the Focus of the sentence. That they are to

66 Compound-simplex iteration. For references to the literature see Diggle (1981:18).



208 Back to the Trimeter

do this out of respect for him is the added nuance of riudre, which
otherwise functions as a mere ‘do’.67

(6.51) Mess. ‘dvacoa, Tois dAotow Apyelwv médas
67w, kall fjuds & obmor évpifer nayn. (Aj. 774-5)

‘Queen, stand by the other Argives;
where I am the enemy shall never break through’

Ajax haughtily dismisses Athena and tells her to go and help another
contingent. &Adocow has Focus, the verb is a necessary but predictable
supplement. Later in the play we find a close parallel. In 1182 the
Focus is yvvaikes avr’ dvdpov:

(6.52) Teu. dueis e pun yvvaixes dvr avdpdv mélas
mapéarar, AAN dpiyer, €67 éyw uddw
Tapov peAnlels T@de, kv undels €4. (Aj. 1182-4)
And do you men not stand around like women,
but render aid, until I return

from taking care of his grave, even if everyone
forbids it.

6.3.4. Interim Conclusion

Once we step away from the narrow selection of examples discussed
in § 6.2, enjambment seems less of a force than Jebb and others have
assumed. In dealing with individual cases, it is important to distin-
guish necessary enjambment, where the run-on word rarely seems
salient, and ‘adding’ enjambment, where the run-on word really
forms a new, separate unit, so that it can be prosodically marked
like any clause-initial word.8

Exceptional instances of salient run-on words in necessary enjamb-
ment, as in (6.12) and (6.46), involve clauses that start late in the
preceding line, so that the run-on word can occupy a clausal Focus
position. In § 6.4 we will see many more instances of line breaks that
result in Focus constituents occupying line-initial position.

67 For the ordering of lines 6846, cf. below, § 6.4, examples (6.73) and (6.74).

68 The most violent types of enjambment, with elision or prepositive at line end
(definite article, preposition — not following a modifier as in (6.25) and (6.28) above —,
or negation) do not occur in Ajax. See further below, section 6.3.
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6.4 RECULER POUR MIEUX SAUTER

So far I have concentrated on line breaks that fall late in a clause, with
one word running on into the next line. We saw that in relatively few
cases is the run-on word of much interest. It is an attractive assump-
tion, but a hard one to prove, that un wév odv kal’ %dovay | Bdvys,
compared to év Tadrd Odvys |, sets the adverbial expression in greater
relief and/or provides some secondary Focus for the run-on element.

This form of enjambment, however, is only one among several ways
in which clauses can straddle lines. Some of the most spectacular line
breaks in Sophocles are in fact the result, not of clauses running over
by a word or two into the next line, but of clauses starting with only a
word or two just before line end and then running on into the next
line. A strategy especially used by Sophocles, which I have already
mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, is the placing of a
conjunction such as ére! at or near line end. An example is Oedipus’
famous remark to Teiresias:

(6.53) Tei. eimep (7 éori Tiis dAnbelas obévos.
Oe. aAX éoT7e, 77)\1‘]1/ col* gol 0€ ToUT oVk éoT, émel
TU¢A6§ ’T(i ’T, (f)’Ta ’TéV TE VOI;V ’TU’, 'T’ (,)I,U,IU,(X,’T, GE.
(0T 369-71)
Tei. Yes, if the truth has any strength.
Oe. It has, except for you; you are without it, since
you are blind in your ears, in your mind, and in
your eyes.

The anticipation caused by the conjunction éme/ at line end receives
a pay-off with a memorable line here. I will return to this pattern
below, but there are even more strident line breaks. In a handful of
cases in Sophocles there is elision at line end:%?

(6.54) Tei. éyw olr éuavrov olire & dAywd: 7{ Tadr
dAws éXéyyets; od yap dv mifoid pov. (0T332-3)

I shall give pain neither to you nor to myself.
Why do you

question me in vain? You cannot learn from me.

69 See Descroix (1931/1987: 292) for an inventory.
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In this example, the rules of line end (the expected hiatus and brevis
in longo) are flouted, and the suggestion of some break in phrasing
that normally comes with line end is overridden. The necessary
enjambment allows prominence for rair[a]; dAws is line-initial
and in the preverbal Focus position.”°

Another small group of remarkable line breaks are those following
prepositives at line-end: definite articles, prepositions, and nega-
tives.”! In (6.55), the guard reports to Creon on the efforts to undo
the burial of Polyneices and ends a line with a definite article:

(6.55) Guard 7owodTov v TO TPAYWK. STwWS Yap fKopmEY
mpos 6ob Ta OelV’ éxely’ émmmelAnuévor,
mhoav kKévw cpavTes 1) KaTeixe TOV
Vé€KVY, LUODY TE CDUA YUUVDGAVTES €D . . .
(Ant. 407-10)
It was like this! When we went back
after those terrible threats of yours,
we swept away all the dust that covered the
corpse, carefully stripped the mouldering body...

The end of line 409 is at once an unexceptionable line-end, as far as
metre is concerned, and an absolutely unacceptable syntactic boundary.
What can we make of these two seemingly contradictory signals of
continuity and discontinuity at the same time? One possible interpret-
ation is that the guard hesitates before uttering the word véxuv (‘the, er,
corps€ ), given the horrendousness of his task of undoing this burial and
the state of the mouldering corpse. The violent enjambment brings
about a secondary Focus on an otherwise predictable element, which
might have been referred to by an unemphatic pronoun.’> We could
say that the penthemimeral caesura in line 410 replicates this effect in
a small way, by halting ever so slightly before c@ua.

70 For more examples of this type of question, in which the interrogative is
followed by additional (Focus) elements, see § 5.3 above.

71 See again Descroix (1931/1987: 291) for an inventory; I omit most of his
examples of prepositions at line end, since I only include prepositions that are not
already preceded by modifiers, as for instance in (6.25) and (6.28) above.

72 Or even left out. kareiye alone could conceivably have done the job, or vuw might
have been used. Surprisingly, Webster ad Phil. 260 f. (= (6.56) below) says that ‘in the
late plays this binding together of two lines always seems to be emotional’, but
explicitly excludes Ant. 409.
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In the following example from Philoctetes, the immediate situation
is less gruesome, but one might well claim that the ‘two generals’ are
not people whom Philoctetes enjoys thinking about. Perhaps the line
end after the definite article happens for the same reason that makes
Philoctetes use descriptive paraphrases for the hated sons of Atreus
and for Odysseus rather than names or patronymics:

(6.56) Ph. 68 ey’ éyds oou keivos, 6v kAvews lows
Tov ‘Hpardelwv 8vra Seométny SmAwv,
6 700 Ilolavros mais DidokTnTys, 6v ol
dioool orparyyol x& KedaAljvwv dvaé
éppupav aloxpds &8 éphuov. .. (Phil. 261-5)

I am he whom you have perhaps heard

to be the master of the weapons of Heracles,
the son of Poeas, Philoctetes, whom the

two generals and the lord of the Cephallenians
despicably threw out into this desolation...

The two remaining instances of definite article at line end lend
support to the idea that the word following the definite article is
salient. The modifiers cavrys in (6.57) and oikot in (6.58) are both
clearly contrastive:

(6.57) EL  4AX § péunvas, & tdlawa, kdmi Tois
cauTi)s kakoiol kdml Tols éuols yeAds; (EL 879-80)

Are you mad, poor creature, and are you
mocking your own troubles as well as mine?

The line break before the possessive cavrijs gives it prominence in
addition to the explicit contrast with éuois.

(6.58) Oe. ...yepovraywyel, mod\a uev kar dyplav
UAnv douros vyAimovs 7 AAwuév,
modolol & Sufpois HAlov Te Kadpaot
woxfodoa TAfuwy SedTep Nyeitar Ta Tihs
oikot Swaitms, €l waTnp Tpodny éyot. (0C348-52)

...she guides an aged man, straying often through
the wild
jungle without food or footwear,
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and vexed often by rain and scorching sun,
the unhappy one gives second place to her
home comforts, if her father can be cared for.

Oedipus is in the process of a comparison between his sons and
daughters. The sons are stay-at-home good-for-nothings (343
ka7t ofkov olkovpodaw), whereas his daughters do all the hard work
with no thought for home.

Besides the definite articles at immediate line end (Maas’s position
12), there are also definite articles in position 11 followed by post-
positive, the most frequent combination being 76 ydp, as in (6.59):73

(6.59) Oe. €8 ad 1is dAov oldev 7 ¢ dAAns xBovos
TOV adTOXELPA, U] OLWTATW' TO YAp

képdos TEAD 'y x1 xdpts mpookeloerar. (OT 230-2)

But if someone knows another of you, or a foreigner,
to be the killer, let him not be silent; for I
can dispense rewards and gratitude also shall be his.

73 Given such examples as (6.59), I am not sure that one can really claim that 76
ydp enjambment or any of the other kinds of enjambment discussed in this section
actually (Griffith ad Ant. 67-8) ‘mark the concluding gnome. Of seven instances of 76
ydp at line end, three are articular infinitive constructions (OT 1389-90, Ant. 67-8,
Trach. 434-5), which we can consider gnomic; and four are not: OT 231-2, Ant. 238—
9, Trach. 742-3, Phil. 674-5. Of these four, Trach. 742-3 7o yap | pavlev Tis dv Svvaur’
dv dyévyTov Toeiv; can be considered a gnome in the form of a rhetorical question. Of
the twenty-four cases of éme( at line end, I would describe at most three or four as
introducing a gnomic statement (El. 1053—4 moA\yjs dvolas kal 76 Onpdcbar kevd, OT
613—14 xpdvos Sixaiov dvdpa Selxvvow udvos, OT 376-7 {kavds AméAwv (dubious),
OC 1115 7ais tpAwcaiode opikpos éfaprel Adyos (disregarding the demonstrative
taking the place of a more general expression)); the remaining twenty, such as
(6.53) above, are too individuated to be considered gnomic (Aj. 490-1, 916-17,
1330-1, OT 326-7, 370-1 (= (6.53)), 433—4, 705-6, 9856, 1417-18, Ant. 389-90
(= (6.68)), 5389, Trach. 320-1, 457-8, 732-3, OC 566-7, 732-3, 956-8 (= (6.71)),
1151-2, 1334-5, 1405-6). Given the high frequencies of both enjambment and
gnomic expression in Sophocles, not to mention the high frequency of these ‘con-
clusions’ in the back and forth of dialogue, I think the correlation is hard to prove one
way or the other. I myself am tempted to see these continuations at line end as an
attempt to ‘hold the floor’ Once speakers have uttered a prepositive, they can pause,
but it would be very impolite to interrupt them. The speeches in which line-initial
émel is found are 39 lines long on average, and only two out of twenty-four are three
lines or fewer in length (one of which is Neoptolemus’ aborted narrative at Phil. 332);
the speeches in which line-final éme( is found average 14 lines, and twelve of twenty-
four are three lines or fewer in length.
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To have something, anything, follow the prepositive word at line end
makes the break less harsh,”4 but it is tempting to see effects similar
to the ‘bare’ definite articles here, as for instance in another response
from the guard about the burial of Polyneices (see also above, (6.55)):

(6.60) Cr. 7{ & éorlv Wl ob THd éyers dBuulav;
Guard ¢pdoar 8édw cow mpdTa TduavToD TO YAp
a > 3 5 IR o 5 ¢ -
mpdyw’ 00T é8pad oUT €ldov GoTiS NV 6 SpAv,
008 dv Swcalws és karov méoowul Ti. (Ant. 237-40)

Cr. But what is it that so troubles you?

Guard First I want to tell you about myself; for I
did not do the deed, nor did I see who did,
and I could not with justice come to any harm.

The guard once again uses an interesting line break. As with the
interpretation of the break before véxuv in (6.55) above, we could
suggest here that ‘the, er, matter’ of Polyneices’ burial is something
that the guard prefers not to talk about at all, especially in the
presence of Creon.

Turning to prepositions, I am aware of only three instances in
Sophocles of prepositions at line end (that is, prepositions that are
not preceded by modifiers and not in anastrophe). Aristophanes has
just such a line break in his Thesmophoriazusae, in the introduction
of the complaint against Euripides in the assembly. The announce-
ment has just been made that Euripides is the first item of business
(378-9 xpyuatilew mpdra mept Edpimidov, | 6 v xpm mabeiv éxeivov),
when the first speaker obliges, and launches into her attack:

(6.Arl) Mica PloTiuly wév 0ddemd pa 70 few
Aééova” avéorny & yvvaikes: ala yap
/ / 4 \ L /
Bapéws pépw TdAawa oAy 18 ypdvov
mpomylakilouévas o6pda’ Huds vmwo
Ebpuribov Tob s dayavorwAntpias
Kkal moAXa katl TavTol’ dKovovoas KoKd.

(Ar. Thesmo. 383-8)

74 In Homer, short prepositives cannot come at line end but larger prepositive
groups can, as in Il. 1.340 el more & adre |; 1.578 8¢pa pi) adre |.
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By the Twain, I have not risen to speak,

fellow women, out of any personal ambition; no, but
because I have long unhappily endured

seeing us get dragged through the mire by
Euripides, son of that herb-selling woman,

and subjected to the whole gamut of slurs.

The line break after v7d is not so much one of suspense, since all
women know that it is Euripides who is the intended target of the
speech, but I am tempted to compare it to a ceremonial drum roll, with
the mention of the guilty party postponed till the end, and then filling
an entire trimeter (with another definite article preceding the caesura):
besmirched by... Euripides, the son of—the greengrocer woman!

In the case of Sophocles, it is harder to tell what to make of the
three instances we have, which occur in OT, Philoctetes, and OC—
examples (6.61) to (6.63) respectively.”> The example in OT is per-
haps the most straightforward:

(6.61) Oe. é&melbes, 1 odk émeles, s ypein W émi
Tov oepvépavtw dvdpa méwpaclal Twa;  (OT 555-6)

Did you or did you not persuade me that I ought to
send someone for
the much-revered prophet?

Oedipus’ use of ceuvduavris is reminiscent of Philoctetes’ dtoool
atpatnyol in (6.56) above. Clearly Oedipus is not expressing his
awe here (nor does he with ofros 6 codds in 568). As Jebb points
out, many ceurds compounds are used sarcastically.

Turning to (6.62), the ‘Merchant’ had told Philoctetes a nicely
rehearsed story earlier but now seems to be at a loss as to how to react
to Philoctetes’ strong emotions:

(6.62) Ph.  oiuot TdAas 7 keivos, 7 maca BAdSY,
éw els Ayaiovs dpocev weloas oTeleiv;
mewobijoopar yap dde kdé Adov Gavaw
mpos pos aveldeiv, domep odkelvov TaTip.

75 The only instance of preposition at line end in Euripides is El. 852-3, éyvciabin &
070 ‘ 'ye’povrag év Sé,u.otmv (ipxa[ov Twdés. [tis puzzling that an entire line is spent on the
description of an anonymous character who will not play a role in the rest of the play.
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Mer. odk ol8 éyw TadT AN éyw pev el émi
~ -~ ] 4 )/ / /7
vadv, apdv & Smws dpioTa cuupépor Beds.

(Phil. 622-7)

Ph.  Alas for me! Did that man, that utter plague,
swear that he would bring me to the Achaeans?
I shall as soon be persuaded to return from Hades
to the world of light after my death, like his father!
Mer. I know nothing of this; but I will go to the
ship, and may the god help you as best he may!

The Merchant tries to sound non-committal and to get out of the

way as soon as possible, to—his ship, leaving Philoctetes and Neop-

tolemus with a conventional farewell. Are we meant to hear the

Merchant hesitate for a moment before he states his destination?7¢
The third instance of preposition at line end is (6.63):

(6.63) Oe. éuol uev ody 6dwtd: Aelmopar yap év
76 w1 dvvachar und Spav, dvoiv kawoiv:  (OC 495-6)

I cannot go, for I fall short
for lack of strength and of vision, two afflictions;

Here again, there may be some ambiguity in the preposition. Oedi-
pus stays behind in—, but what follows the preposition after the line
break is not a location, which we might have expected.

Finally, there are some instances of negatives at line end.”” Typic-
ally these negatives do not negate just the one word that immediately
follows. In fact it is hard to point to a single instance, but (6.63)
might qualify, if only because every other single constituent in this
sentence is also negated.”s

76 The destination has so far been expressed as mpos vadv (lines 125, 132, 461),
a more regular preposition to use for this concrete object.

77 Compare Descroix’s inventory (1931/1987: 291): (o¥) Ant. 5 (single constituent:
(6.64)), El 1466 ¢dop’ dvev ¢pfdvov uév od | memrwids (‘orthotone-like) cf. (6.65)),
1491 (= (6.65)), (u1) Ant. 324 €l 8¢ radra uy | paveiré po Tovs dpdvras, OT 1461
(=(6.67)), Phil. 912 (see n. 79 below), OC 1175 (see n. 78 below). Even more clause-
like and therefore less harsh are 7o w7 Ant. 27, Trach. 90 (for clause-final 7o w1 at line
end, see Aj. 96 and Ant. 443); 7o un od Ant. 544, OT 1232. Emphatic negatives
introducing clauses can fill the entire second colon, as in Phil. 611 ds od pij more |
(similar examples in OT 328, OC 1023).

78 OC 11756 un Spav & w | xprilews has only one word following, but this is also
the ‘entire following clause’
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(6.64) An. o08év yap o7 dlyewov odT drms drep
Rl > \ > / > > 13 ~ k]
oUT QLOXPOV OUT ATLUOV 60'0, oTToLoV ov

TOV 6QV Te KAUDY 0Dk dTwT éyw kakdv. (Ant. 4-6)

No, there is nothing painful or laden with destruction

or shameful or dishonouring among
your sorrows and mine that I have not witnessed.

The negation o9 is much less frequent than s at line end. When it
appears, it is often used in such a way that it can be interpreted as
orthotone in the first instance, as in (6.65), a pattern which resembles
clause-final orthotone o¢ as in (6.66).

(6.65) Or. xwpolis dv elow ovv Tdyer Adywv yap od
viv oTw dydv, dAa ois Puyhs mépt. (EL 1491-2)

Go inside at once! It is not talk,
but your life, that is the issue.

Unusually, the negative in (6.65) has scope over the preceding Adywv,
not the following viv. The part of the clause before the line break gets
a Topic-Focus structure much like that in (6.66):

(6.66) Guard o ueév yap Npdviaro, TuuPipns uév od,
Aemrr1) 8 dyos ¢elyovtos s émiy kdvis.

(Ant. 255-6)

He had vanished, not buried in a tomb,
but covered with a light dust, as though put there
by someone to avoid pollution.

More typically, the negation at line end is p1, which can have scope
over the entire following clause as in (6.67), which makes this group
of prepositives more closely affiliated with conjunctions and less with
the definite article or prepositions.”®

79 One case of w1 is complicated as a result of the very condensed expression, but it
follows the general pattern. In Phil. 912-13 Araw pév odk éywye, Avmpds 8¢ wj |
méumw oe pdddov ‘it is not the thought that I will desert you, but rather the thought
that I will take you on a journey that will cause you grief’, \urmpds is the presupposed
information that is shared between Philoctetes and Neoptolemus: hurting Philoctetes
is what Neoptolemus admits he is likely to do, but not by leaving him, as Philoctetes
suspects, but precisely by taking him.
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(6.67) Oe. waldwv 8é 7w uév apoévwv un pot, Kpéov,
mpoalij uépiuvav: dvdpes elolv, dote uy
omavw moté oxetv, &0 dv dat, Tob Blov:

(OT 1459-61)

But as to my children, do not take thought
for the males, for they are men, and wherever
they are will never fail to get a living.

All in all, we can generalize that if the negation does behave as a
prepositive, it is more likely to be placed at line end if it serves as an
‘upbeat’ not to a single word but to the following clause, in much the
same way as did ére{in (6.53), the very first example of this section.s°
As I mentioned earlier, line breaks after conjunctions are not quite as
violent as those following other prepositives (see Fraenkel 1965: 41,
Ruijgh 19900: 184), so that this brings us to the end of this short
catalogue of the syntactically most violent line breaks.8!

Line breaks following conjunction are a favourite with Sophocles
(for instance, twenty-four instances of ére! in this position as against
only two in Euripides; one in PV 384). What does this line break
achieve that is not achieved by having ére( in line-initial position?

Consider again the clause pattern. The Focus, the single most
important element of a clause, will often be preceded by other
elements: Topic constituents for one, but also by conjunctions and
particles and the occasional Setting constituent. All this ‘clutter’ can
cause the Focus element to end up in a position that is not particu-
larly prominent, unless a line break intervenes to lend a new dimen-
sion of prominence besides that of the clause. In fact, we find
numerous instances in Sophocles where conjunctions, in particular,
are placed at line end, when they fit just as well at the opening of
lines. But why spend a precious line-initial slot on éxe(, or §7¢, when
this is not necessary? Consider (6.68):

80 Not surprisingly, a number of instances of wj at line end appear in combination
with conjunctions (el Ant. 324, ore OT 1461), relatives (¢ OC 1175), or with the
definite article that introduces an articular infinitive (above, n. 77).

81 ] omit here the examples of line-initial postpositives, the phenomenon that is
the converse of prepositives at line end. Examples in Sophocles are Aj. 985-6 ody ¢oov
Tdxo0s ‘ 897 avrov afews Sedpo, OT 1084—5 T0180d€ & éxepvs odk av éEéNGoy’ éu ‘ mor
dAos.
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(6.68) Guard dva§, Bporoiow 00dév éo7’ dmduoTov.
Yebder yap 1) mlvora Ty yvduny- émel
axoAij) mol 1jfew Sebp’ dv éénvxovy éyd). ..
(Ant. 388-90)

King, there is nothing that mortals can swear is
impossible!

For second thoughts show one’s judgment to be
wrong; why,

I scarcely would have thought I would come here
again...

Here the conjunction is placed at the end of the line, and the Focus
constituent oyoAs gains prominence from its line-initial position, in
addition to its clause-initial position, and the postpositive ore in its
wake.82

If there is a Topic constituent, érel plus Topic can be placed in the
preceding line for a similar effect, as in (6.69) and (6.70):83

6.69) EL dAX & kaoiyvn®, &8 Smws kai ool dilov
Yvn
\ > \ b / I ] \ \ < \
kal Toduov éoTal, 7468 émel Tas mdovas

7pos cod Aafoioa kovk éuds éxrnodunv. (EL 1301-3)

Brother, your pleasure shall be
mine also; since my delight
I got from you, and it is not my own.

(6.70) Oe. dvoua udvov delcavtes; od yap om 76 ye
oRW 0vde Tdpya T émel Td ¥y’ épya pov
memovBéT éori waAov 7 8edpaxdra...  (OC 265-7)

82 Similar instances: OT 326—7 émel | mdvres oe mpookvvodper oid {kTijpiot, 433—4
émel | ayolfj o dv olikovs Tovs éuovs éarelduny, Trach. 3201 émet | kal fvudopd Tow i
el8évar oé v Tiris el. Ant. 923—4 has Topic and Focus in second line: érel ye 84 | 7aw
SveaéBeav eboeBoia ékrnaduny, similarly Aj. 1330-1 émel | ¢pidov & éyd péyiorov
Apyelwv véuw (pidov Topic, uéyiorov Focus, with postpositives o éyd separating the
two), and OT 7056 émei | 76 7/ els éavrdv mav élevBepoi arépa. For a full listing of
line-end ére! instances in Sophocles, see n. 73 above.

83 Not all constituents following éwe! are so easily classified. In OT 1266-7 émei d¢
yij | écetro TAjpwr, 1 am unsure as to the pragmatic status of y3. The hiatus (cf.
Stinton 1977b) and the enjambment make us wait for ékecro, however, which acquires
added prominence as a result.
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simply from fear of my name? For it is not my
person or my actions that you fear; why, my actions
consisted in suffering rather than in doing...

The Focus constituents (wpos cod, memovfsér|a]) are placed in line-
initial position.84

In (6.71), a more involved example, which ranges over three lines,
both Topic and Focus of the main clause end up in line-initial position:

(6.71) Cr. émel
épnuia pe, kel dikal Suws Myw,
ouikpov Tilnouv (OC 956-8)
Since

even if my plea is just, my solitude
makes me powerless;. ..

In all these cases we may say that the line breaks, while they break up
syntactic units, serve to highlight those elements that are pragmatic-
ally marked—this in contrast to the cases that we saw in §$§ 6.2 and
6.3, both of necessary enjambment (where the line-initial run-on
word was not particularly salient), and the cases of adding enjamb-
ment (where no syntactic unit was broken up).

The group of éme( clauses which I have treated at some length here
is just one sample of Sophocles’ special preferences for these enjamb-
ments. The conjunction §7. occurs at line end all but three times in
Sophocles; in Aeschylus only once outside PV (Eum. 98; there are six
instances at line end in PV); in Euripides, there are just three in-
stances of §7 at line end (Bacch. 173, Med. 560, Cyc. 421; Phoen. 1617
008 67 is clause final).

While the examples above featured clauses starting late in the line,
this is not a necessary condition for Focus constituents to follow the
line break, as is shown by (6.72), another pattern familiar to readers
of Sophocles:

84 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson print Hertel’s ue. .. {06, which makes no difference to
my analysis here, except that a ue rather than pov makes the line break even more
keenly felt as interrupting the syntax, thereby heightening still more the effect of line-
initial 7emovfdr’.
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(6.72) Guard 76 peév yap adrov ék kaxdv mepevyévar
4 bl \ \ \ 14 b
N0LoTOV, &5 KaKOV O€ Tovs Pidovs dyew

alyewdy. (Ant. 437-9)

For to have escaped oneself from trouble is
most pleasant, but to bring friends into danger is
painful.

Here the first Topic constituent (76 uév...mepevyévar) fills an entire
line, followed by the Focus 1j6torov in the next, where the second
Topic fills out the line, to be followed in turn by its Focus, dAyewdy, in
the third line.

The same effect can be seen with imperatives. While in § 6.3 above
we saw a number of imperatives that seemed rather predictable, the
tendency to place imperatives in initial position in the clause is real,
and examples such as (6.73) are an indication that when that position
is taken, line-initial position is a good second best. The availability of
the dimension of the line in addition to that of the clause means that
clauses can open with miscellaneous ‘clutter’ but still have impera-
tives in prominent position, as here. Once d7ws Tdyiora has opened
line 1410, we wait until the next line for the imperatives:

(6.73) Oe. dAX, o0 yap addav €68 & undeé Spav kaAdv,

o / \ ~ i, /’
Smws TdxioTa mpos Oedv éfw pé mov 1410
kadvpar’, 1) povevoar, 7 Baddoaciov
TR ;s sy > v
éxplipar’, &la wimor elodipectl ér.
T, déwdoat’ dvdpos abAiov Ouyeiv:

7 \ /7 k] \ \ \
mifecle, un Selomre: Tdua yap kaxa

> \ e/ \ 5 - ’ ~
0V8els ofés Te ANV Euod dépew BpoTdiv.

(OT 1409-15)

But since it is hateful to speak of hateful deeds,

as soon as possible, I beg you, hide me somewhere
abroad, or kill me, or hurl me into the sea,

where you shall never again see me!

Come, condescend to touch a man accursed!

Do as I say, do not be afraid! For there is

no human being who can bear my woes but L.

In 1409 7pos Bedv is used postpositively to follow clause-initial drws
tdytora, and the next Mobile element é¢w is also followed by two
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postpositives, ensuring that both elements are prominent. Pragmat-
ically both of these first constituents can be analysed as Focus. Even
though the imperative comes as the third Mobile constituent of the
sentence as a whole, and even though the enjambment can be
classified as necessary, the imperative is not like the imperatives
discussed in § 6.3 above (e.g. {o7w in (6.51)) in that it is not nearly
as predictable in its meaning, but of course the prominence we
perceive in the imperative xaddipar[e] is due in large part to the
fact that it is the first in a string of imperatives.

In (6.74) similarly, the imperative in line 229 appears to be post-
poned to line-initial position, but the passage features a number of
different ways in which the boundaries between lines are exploited:

(6.74) Ph. @M\ oilxri{cavres avdpa dvoTnvov, widvov,
épmuov &hde kddilov, karoluevov,
dwviioar, elmep s pilot mpoorkeTe.
aAX dvrapelfact od yap elkos odr éué 230
Dudv apaptelv 007 Y ov Suds éuod.
Ne. aMX, & &€&, io0: TodT0 TpdTOV, 0VVEKQ
EXyvés éopev: TovTo yap Bodly palbeiv.
(Phil. 227-33)

Ph. Take pity on an unhappy man, alone,
afflicted like this without a companion or a friend,
and speak, if indeed you come as friends!
But answer mel! It is not right that I
should miss this from you or you from me.
Ne. Why, stranger, first know this, that we are
Greeks! That is what you wish to learn.

The first Mobile in the sentence, oikricavres, should of course be
understood as imperative as well. The string of miserable adjectives
fills a line and a half, resulting in line-initial position for ¢wrrjoare in
229. The break between lines 230 and 231 separates the two Focus
constituents éué and dp@v.85 In line 232, finally, we see another
example of a conjunction at line end, resulting in line-initial position
for the Focus constituent “EAnves.

85 See ch. 4 for further examples of contrastive use of personal pronouns.
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Lines 230 and 232 are a good illustration of the paradoxical status
of the line break here. Both lines have all the characteristics of
metrical period end: there is brevis in longo, and hiatus between the
word at line end and the word opening the next line. At the same
time, the syntax (specifically, ore and odvexa) makes it abundantly
clear that this line end is not an end at all. The clash of rhythm and
syntax is evident, and the result, I believe, is increased prominence
for the Mobile words involved.8¢

All in all, line breaks are highly salient in the instances discussed in
this section, where they occur at or near the beginning of a clause. In
these cases the enjambment tends to be necessary rather than ‘add-
ing, and listener’s expectations are more obviously flouted than in
the case of adding enjambment. In rare cases, such unexpected line
breaks bring about a secondary effect, as in (6.55), where the clausal
Focus is the verb; more often, the manipulation of line and clause
gives further relief to constituents which can also be considered
marked in a clausal analysis. It appears that Sophocles does not
break his lines at random, disregarding the clause; rather, line bound-
aries are used as a means to achieve additional prominence.

6.5 CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have looked at some of the metrical characteristics of
the iambic trimeter, concentrating on the line break, the strongest
rhythmical boundary available to the poets. The interaction between
clause and line is most evident at the line break, but similar phe-
nomena can be observed at the midpoint of the line. While my main
aim throughout this book is to urge an interpretation of word order
that is not based on metre in the first instance, in this chapter I have
sought to illustrate the major ways in which Sophocles exploits the
line break as a ‘chunking device’, to use the terminology introduced
to Greek literature by Slings (1997).

86 As often, the prominence of éué and du@v becomes overdetermined: In the case
of éué, emphatic form of the first-person pronoun, initial Mobile in the embedded
clause; in the case of Judv, initial position in the line, preverbal position in the
dependent clause.
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In his book on the iambic trimeter, Descroix (1931/1987: 334f.)
makes a number of suggestions about particular lexical items that the
poets made use of to round out their trimeters. He concentrates on
the disyllabic words at line end. These are very frequent, but how do
we go about proving that these were put in by choice?

First of all, as Descroix argues, conscious choice seems to be in play
since, despite Aristotle’s assurances that the trimeter comes so nat-
urally to Greek speakers, the percentage of these disyllabics is higher
in tragedy than in comedy, and also significantly higher than in prose
(Descroix 1931/1987: 335). Secondly, the Ionic words that the tra-
gedians borrow tend to yield convenient disyllabic iambic forms,
which can replace differently shaped Attic words: dopds, rdpa, ¢dos,
kAvdw, Qavdv, kTavdv, poldw, with which can be contrasted Attic
8dpatos, kepalt, ¢is, drxovoas, dmobavdy, dmokTeivas, €AJdv.
Thirdly, there is the high frequency of disyllabic participles (some
of which were included in table 6.2 above), and a handful of nouns:
fess, Bpords, xOcdv (in their iambic forms) and adjectives, for ex-
ample xaAds and xaxds.

How do we prove that these words are used in disproportionate
number? Should we not make allowances for subject matter? Subject
matter as an argument for high frequency sounds reasonable in the
case of some of these words, such as kaAds and xaxds, but is surely
more problematic in the case of the iambic forms of wods ‘foot,

Table 6.3 Fillers? Frequencies per 10,000 words in the tragedians, Aristophanes,
and Plato

Aeschylus Sophocles Euripides Aristophanes Plato
movs 6 5 12 4 1
KkaAds 9 17 21 18 27
KOKGS 17 31 28 16 10
13 189 179 168 40 14
odTos 50 104 40 195 188
(&) keivos 5 27 11 16 18
éydy 84 167 131 188 124
ol 72 100 105 130 55
vov 34 50 28 46 31
ael 7 19 9 8 14
TOTE 15 42 27 25 18

TdAat 3 10 3 6 3
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which in Euripides occurs about 12 times in every 10, 000 words
(177 times in 147,582 words), which is twice the rate of Aeschylus
and Sophocles, three times that of Aristophanes, and twelve times
that of Plato.

In table 6.3 I present the frequencies per 10,000 words of wovs and
the adjectives xadds and kawds in the tragic poets compared to
Aristophanes and Plato but I concentrate on words that are less likely
to strike an audience as out of place at any time in dialogue. The
personal pronouns, demonstratives, and temporal adverbs in this
table8? show remarkable frequency in the tragedians and in Sopho-
cles in particular as compared to Plato. Somewhat lower frequencies
for all words are to be expected for Plato, given the much higher
frequency of the definite article in that corpus, but the frequency of
especially the demonstrative ¢3¢ cannot be explained in this way.
Generally, the frequency of demonstratives and the personal pro-
nouns may to some extent be ascribed to ‘mask language’ and to the
higher degree of affect in tragic dialogue as opposed to comedy or
Platonic dialogue, but I believe that they are also an important
category that should be added to Descroix’s inventory of, dare I say
it, possible ‘fillers’ of the trimeter. We will encounter several such
possible filler uses in the next chapter.

87 Data are in part based on Perseus’ word frequency tool (e.g. http://www.
perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/persfreq?lookup=egw&lang=greek for the forms of the
first-person pronoun) and in part on TLG searches. The numbers for éy¢) and o9
include all forms of the first- and second-person pronouns, singular and plural. For
the form éyd alone, the frequencies per 10,000 are: Aeschylus 28; Sophocles 56;
Euripides 40; Aristophanes 59; Plato 41.
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Back to the Text:
Four Readings in Sophocles’ Electra

7.1 INTRODUCTION

Individual chapters from chapter 3 onwards have presented an as-
sembly of lines and half-lines found scattered in the tragic corpus.
Most of the time, I have refrained from discussing anything in those
lines that was not immediately relevant to the questions central to
that particular chapter. In this chapter, I will discuss a number of
short passages in their entirety in order to offer a better synthesis of
the argument of the whole of this book, and to show how I would
apply findings based on various highly restricted sets of data (occur-
rences of fjorw, uéyas, éuds, and the like) to the ‘random’ selection
of a passage, any passage, of tragic trimeters.

The particular selection of passages is not wholly unmotivated,
however. First of all, in § 7.2, T offer a pendant to Schein’s (1979:
46-50) ‘explication de métrique’ of Electra 516-27, part of his
book on the iambic trimeter in Aeschylus and Sophocles. What I
seek to offer here is a description of word order in these lines, often
complementing this earlier work, sometimes offering alternative
approaches.

For the other readings in this chapter I have taken three passages
from the same play, which vary widely from a number of perspec-
tives. Schein’s selected passage is taken from a speech by Clytemnes-
tra directed at Electra. These two characters are openly at odds with
each other. In § 7.3, I return to the prologue of the play and discuss
Orestes’ first lines, which are addressed to the Paedagogus (23-37).
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Like Clytemnestra’s lines in § 7.2, this is an extended speech by one
character, but this time the addressee is a trusted co-conspirator, and
the words are words of praise and instruction rather than reproach.
In § 7.4, I discuss the entrance of the Paedagogus and his exchange
with Clytemnestra leading up to his extended messenger speech
(660-80). This passage has frequent changes of speaker; the tone
(apart from the lines exchanged between Clytemnestra and Electra) is
friendly. In § 7.5, finally, I turn to the recognition scene between
Electra and Orestes.

The purpose of selecting passages with such disparate character-
istics is not to argue for different modes of interpretation for each.
Rather, I would say that these friends and enemies express their
differences in a common language. My focus in this chapter will be
on assessing what word-order phenomena in all four of these pas-
sages my approach does and does not account for.

The format of the discussion will change gradually throughout this
chapter. In the first two sections, I print text and translation followed
by a line-for-line commentary on word order in the passage. In § 7.4,
Istill provide this commentary, but I also print the Greek text in such
a way as to represent my analysis graphically. In general, I have
refrained from such graphic representation in previous sections
and previous chapters, since it might have the effect of cutting
discussion short before it has even started. In § 7.5, finally, treating
the longest passage of all, I again print the text as in § 7.4, but only
comment on more complicated or problematic cases.

7.2 ELECTRA 516-27

, , /ey N ,
Cly. dvewévn pév, s éowkas, ad oTpédn.
> \ 4 > 3 14 > 3 A 3 3\
oV yap mdpeor Alyiolos, és o émely del
/ 4 3> ol 3 / /’
w1 Tou Bupaiav v oboav aloxivew ¢pilovs:
-~ > ¢ 3 > 3 ~ > \ k] /
viv & ws dmeoT ékeivos, ovOEv évTpémy
éuod ye kalTor moAAd mpos modlols we &) 520
2o . - sy
ééetmas s Opaceia kal mépa Sikms

5 , \ \ \ \ ’
apxyw, K(IGUBPLCOUO’(X Kol O€ Kol Ta oaQ.
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3 \ > o \ 3 3 -~ /

éyw 8 UBpw pev ovk €xw, kards 6€ oe

Myw kakds klvolioa mpos célev Baud.

TaTNp Yap, 008y dAdo, ol mpdoxmw del, 525
3 b > ~ 7/ b b ~ ~

ws €& éuob Téfvmkev. é€ éuod: kadds

ééoda- TVd dpvmois odk éveari pot. (EL 516-27)

You are ranging about once more, it seems, at large;
because Aegisthus is not here, he who always used to prevent you
from shaming your family at least outside the house.
But now that he is away, you show no respect

for me; and you have declared often and to many people
that I am insolent and rule unjustly,

doing violence to you and what is yours.

I do no violence, but I abuse you because

you often abuse me.

Your father, and nothing else, is always your pretext,
because I killed him. I know it well;

I cannot deny it.

516 Schein! notes that the line-initial dvequévy is of a rare shape
for this position. I would describe it as the Focus of this clause. It is
followed by several elements which primarily serve to highlight it,
and the finite verb. Schein states that ‘ad modifies (...) o7pédy), but
it is not clear what this is based on: parentheses such as ws éouxas,
conventionally set off by commas in our editions, can be followed by
postpositives which belong in the main clause.? I take ad, then, with
the participle.> Main clause analysis: Focus-verb.

517 1 take it that here, as in 519 below, it is the absence of
Aegisthus that is the point of Clytemnestra’s utterance ‘Aegisthus is
not here’. The postponed subjects Aiyiofos and éweivos (in 519

1 Reference throughout is to Schein’s metrical commentary on Soph. EL 516-27
(Schein 1979: 46-9), to which this section may usefully be compared.

2 Cf. Eur. Or. 1577 o0dérep™ dvdykn &, s éowe, oov rMveiv; Pl. Phd. 106e5
€,7TL6VTOS &pa 00,1/(7/.7'011 E,7Tl: 7'61/ a’fv@pwﬂ'ov Té IJ.G‘V 0V7]T6V; U‘)S é’OLKEV, al}TOﬁ a’ﬂogV'ﬁgKGL.
Like ad, these words are postpositive. For further references see Barrett ad Hipp. 327
(on enclitics following vocatives), adding Ar. Ran. 1272, Hdt. 1.39.1, Eur. Hel. 1166,
Heracl. 981, Tro. 288, Lysias 30.1, Pl. Symp. 201c6, Theocr. Id. 2.95.

3 This, incidentally, in agreement with Jebb’s translation: ‘At large once more, it
seems, thou rangest.
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below) follow the verb; they are predictable information. The relative
clause with éreiye prepares the ground for the dependent clause in
the next line; the line end effected here is comparable to that effected
by conjunctions such as ére/ or 7 at line end.* On de/, frequent in
this position, see below, line 525.

518 The two salient words here are fvpaiav (preceding the parti-
ciple, followed by ye) and aloyivew: don’t go out and embarrass us.5
didovs ‘the family’ is predictable, and follows the verb.

519-20 The line opens with the Setting element viv 8¢, which is
further explained by the ds clause (see above on 517: dweor with
Focus). In the main clause 098¢v has Focus. The sentence could have
ended here, at the end of the line, but it does not: Clytemnestra lashes
out with éuod ye (520). The audience is forced to reinterpret the
latter half of 519, which looked like a complete sentence already.
The effect is that of ‘adding enjambment’, an addition that gains force
because it is unexpected.®

520-1 As Schein remarks, the prepositive xairot occurs at the
end of the first colon. This adds to the prominence of the start of
the second colon with its polyptoton molda. mpos moddovs (complex
Focus?). é¢eimas (521) is a good example of necessary enjambment,
which by virtue of the suspense created by a ‘missing’ verb at line
end, an effect strengthened by the postpositives at the end
of the preceding line, further highlights moA\a mpos moAdods, whose

4 I would not, then, call this ‘semi-complete non-essential enjambment’ (Schein).
This seems to be getting the wrong end of the stick. In itself the relative clause up to
del does not tell us much; what it does tell us is that something is to follow it. The
enjambment that follows, then, is the raison d’étre of the relative clause.

5 I note in passing that odoav takes the position in the line regarded by Schein
(1979: 30-1) and van Raalte (1986: 175) as highly apposite for focal words, which is
clearly not the case here. See further Dik (1998: 62).

6 To my mind, arguing (as Schein does) from the presence of éuod ye that the
enjambment is essential, is to adopt a static approach to the textual end product, in
which éuod ye is construed as an argument with évrpémy. I prefer a more procedural
approach in which, at the end of line 519, a spectator or reader does not feel the
suspense of a missing argument (cf. OT 1056 undév évrpamiis, where there is no
second argument). On the other hand, in line 517, the presence of subject, object, and
verb may bear superficial resemblance to a complete clause (hence Schein’s classifica-
tion as ‘non-essential’ enjambment), but there is clearly more to follow.

7 The first instance in these lines of a clause, and a colon, with more than one
focused element.



Electra 516-27 229

prominence, then, has been achieved in many ways, from lexical/
rhetorical to clausal to rhythmical. All in all, 520 is the first line in
this passage with markedly unprosaic word-order effects: éuod ye late
in its clause, but marked by enjambment; the postpositives ue 87
following the second, rather than the first mobile in the clause.?

521 In the &s clause, preverbal fpaceia and wépa dixys are Focus,
again followed by a necessary enjambment with dpyw.

522 Ttisdifficult to determine the pragmatic status of kafvfp{{ovea
ktX. Does the participle merely reiterate the charge made in the
previous line, now specifying Electra as the target, that is, should
we read it as Topic with kal o€ xal 7a od as Focus? Alternatively, we
can read it as Focus of the clause, which is then taken up by Jfpw in
the next line. It seems clear, at any rate, that both participle and
object are marked, and their distribution over two cola allows both
elements prominence.

523 Clytemnestra switches to her own perspective of the situation
with the Topic éyd. She denies the charge of $8pis and only admits to
the returning of taunts. After éyd, the clause is subdivided,® with
UBpes the Topic of the first subclause (‘hubris, no’). The expected
second part would be ‘taunts, yes, with xaxds as Topic, but things
turn out to be more complicated than that in the next line.

524 Clytemnestra wants to stress that her kaxds Aéyew is a result
of kards rxAveiv. With necessary enjambment, the main verb Aéyw
ends up in a position that we have seen was not very forceful in the
case of é¢eimas and dpyw in lines 521 and 522. This lack of force
would work well here too, because it is natural for Clytemnestra to
downplay her own part in the conflict (Aéyw), as opposed to Electra’s.
The repetition of the adverb and the antithesis then serve to highlight
kAvoboa in the participle phrase.1°

8 The postpositives may be seen as ‘enabling’ the enjambment. After all, \éyews vel
sim. could have taken their place. As it is, they contribute to the suspense of the
delayed verb.

9 See Dik (1995: ch. 3) for discussion, for the term ‘subdivided’ Ruijgh (1990a).

10 T]ean toward describing the adverb as Topic in both phrases, and the verb forms
as Focus ‘taunt you I do, but only because I get taunted’ Alternatively, one might
speculate that the adverb-verb combination really functions as one expression, in
which case, one might consider the whole of kaxds Aéyw as Topic and kakds kAvovoa
as Focus (following Jebb’s intuition that ‘in [this] line, kaxds kAvoioa, etc. are the
emphatic words: “Insolent [Topic] I am not [Focus]; my words to you [Topic] are

»5

only such as you address to me [Focus].
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525 This line turns to the central theme of Electra’s recriminations:
marip. Its importance is conveyed by its initial position in clause and
line, and further highlighted by 0ddév d&Alo. Commentators point out
that 7arp is proleptic and should be understood as part of the s
clause in the next line; however, as Schein points out, it seems that
sense can be made of coi'! mpdoynu’ del without the following line:
“You always!2 throw your father, nothing else, in my face’ vel sim., with
the reference to the person standing for the larger situation.

526 Agamemnon, the subject of the s clause, has been effectively
introduced in the previous line, so that it is not necessary here.
Preverbal é¢ éuod is Focus in the clause, which is further borne out
by the repetition. The adverb xalds takes its canonical preverbal
(Focus) position, with the suspense caused by the following necessary
enjambment of é€oi8a adding prominence to it, as was the case with
the enjambments of the verbs é¢eimas and dpyw in lines 521 and 522.

527 7&vd dpvmous is an inferable Topic. From ‘the facts), the no-
tion ‘denial of the facts’ can be inferred, that is, it forms a valid,
presupposed, starting point for a sentence, rather than itself being
asserted. The assertion (Focus) is ook éveori. As in 519 and 523, the
negation is the first element in the second colon (and it opens the line
at 517 and 518). As it is prone to be used as Focus, it is not surprising
that the negation often turns up at the beginning of a metrical unit.

7.3 ORESTES TO THE PAEDAGOGUS: LINES 23-37

In contrast to Clytaemestra and her addressee Electra, Orestes is on
excellent terms with the Paedagogus. In this passage from the

11 Tt seems preferable to me to read ooc as postpositive (like ad in 516) despite the
parenthesis.

12 Always (dei) here for the second time in this passage. The word is, of course, a
universal staple in heated argument, but it also has a convenient shape to fill out a
trimeter. Half of the instances of de/ in the trimeter (30 of 59) occur at line end. Of all
authors of the classical period in the Perseus corpus, Sophocles uses it most fre-
quently (as of Summer 2004: see <http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/persfreq?
lookup=a)ei/>). The only authors in the Perseus corpus who use it more frequently
are Callimachus and Theocritus. See also above, § 6.5.
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beginning of the play, Orestes praises the Paedagogus, requests his
advice, and recounts the story of his consultation of the oracle.

Or.

& PpiATaT dvdpdv mpoomdAwy, ds ot cadmn
. , s AL s e /
onueta paivers éoBlos els Yuds yeyws.
4 \ 4 3 4 N > /
domep yap {mmos ebyevis, kdv ) yépwv, 25
~ ~ \ > >
év ToloL Sewolis Bupov odk amdAecer,
> 3 \ oy 4 ¢ / \ \
aAX 8plov o¥s loTnow, woalTws 6€ ov
< ~ > / > \ k] 7 4
Nuds T OTPUVELS KAUTOS €V mpdTOoLS €T7).
\ \ \ / 7 \ \
Tovyap Ta uév 86favta dnAWow, ov O€
6éelav dromy Tols éuois Adyous 8itdovs, 30
€l wi) Tt katpod Tuyxdvw, peldppocov.
3 \ \ < /7 3 ¢ / \ \
éyw yap (wiy (kéuny 70 Thbucov
-~ ¢ 4
pavteiov, ws pabow’ 67w Tpémw watpl
4 3 4 -~ 4 4
dlkas apoluny TdV dovevodvTwy wdpa,
xp7 ot Towadd 6 Poifos dv weboy Tdxa 35
dokevov adTov domidwy Te Kal oTPaTol

86doiot kAépar xetpos évdikovs odayds. (EL 23-37)

Dearest of retainers, how clearly

you show your loyalty to us!

Just as a noble horse, even if he is old,

does not lose his spirit in a time of danger,

but pricks up his ear, just so do you

urge us on and yourself are foremost in support.

So I will explain my decisions, and do you

lend a prompt ear to my words,

and if I do not hit the mark, correct me!

When I went to the Pythian

oracle to learn how I might get

vengeance for my father on his murderers,

Phoebus gave me a prophecy which you shall soon hear;

that alone, without the help of armed men or of an army,

I should accomplish by cunning the slaughter done by a
righteous hand.

23 Orestes addresses the Paedagogus with the superlative ¢idrare,
which as a superlative is inherently salient, and is treated as such here.
Since Orestes is not actually picking him out of a group of wpdomoloy,
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it is not to be expected that the genitive would precede in this case.!3
Pace Kells, the noun davdpdv has its common role of generic noun
here (cf. Dover 1961: 837), so that there is no need to emphasize it
in the translation. dvdpdv is the head noun, so that its position
preceding mpoomdlwy is what we would expect by default. With
Lloyd-Jones, then, we should translate ‘O dearest of servants’ rather
than (Kells ad loc.) ‘O dearest of men-servants’ (Kells’s emphasis).
Below (§ 7.4) we will see an exception to the default ordering in
Edvar yuvaires.

23—4 The first Mobile constituent is ca¢y onueia. This constitu-
ent as a whole has Focus and precedes the verb ¢aivers. The modifier
cagy precedes its noun here. Forms of ca¢js are frequently found in
final position in the line (e.g. just above in EL 18, where the adjective
is postposed: épa kwei p0éypar’ dpvifwv cads). In line 23 the ad-
jective is surely more relevant than in line 18, where épa is the key:
birdsong is another sign that a new day is starting.1* More formally,
the importance of sagy in 23 is borne out by s, which allows an
English paraphrase making use of a cleft construction: ‘how clear are
the signs that you show me...’15

The participle phrase opens with its Focus éofAds. Its remaining
constituents would seem to be equally predictable. The position of
els nuds, preceding the participle, suggests prominence, however,
and possibly we can connect this to the particular meaning that
€00)és takes on here. Orestes is not concerned with the Paedagogus’
general excellence of character, but with how the man is showing
himself to be the best servant he could have wished for: it is really
loyalty that is at issue here.

25 The simile starts with the comparandum: like the Paedagogus,
a good horse will also be obedient and reliable when it matters.
I would analyse {wmos edyerijs as a Theme. The Theme introduces

13 As it does in e.g. Hdt. 1.8.1 when Candaules picks out Gyges as his confidant:
ﬁl/ ’yal,p O[ TWV azXMO¢6PwV FL;’}/TIS‘

14 Jebb takes cag in 18 as proleptic, which at least has the advantage of giving a
reason for its presence here.

15 Similarly Kaibel on the relative importance of the adjective: ‘das innere Object
inhdrirt dem Verbum, und man hort nur die préidicative Bestimmung heraus
cadds palvers oder davepos €. Incidentally, Kells seems to be the only critic who
does not take yeyds as a supplementary participle.
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a new referent, ‘in relation to which the content of the ensuing clause
is to be interpreted’ (S. C. Dik 1997b: 389), and it is a separate
intonation unit from the finite clauses that follow it.16 The noun
and adjective are in default order. The concessive clause that follows
has the verb immediately after the conjunction, which is the expected
and usual ordering in conditionals and concessives, given that in
such clauses it is most often the verb that has Focus.”

25-6 The combination of Theme and concessive clause of line 25
is followed in 26 by the first of the two domep clauses. A Setting
phrase év Toiot Sewois precedes the clause proper,!'® in which fuudy
(Topic) precedes the verb (Focus).

27-8 The second domep clause has dpfov ods as its Focus. The
adjective, which is proleptic, precedes the noun. With woaidrws 8¢ we
reach the main clause. The status of ¢ is interesting. On the one
hand, we reach a possible clause end here: ‘Just as a good horse does
not lose heart but rather gets ready for action, just so do you!’ If
the sentence had ended with the end of the line, then, we would
have interpreted o0 as Focus. (28) Instead, the sentence continues
with a 7e-kal construction. The first elements in these parallel clauses
(fués and ad7ds) are contrastive Topics, with édrpivers and
& mparois as the respective Focus constituents: ‘us, you exhort;
yourself, you are in the first ranks.” Given how the sentence, following
woatvTws 8¢ ov, develops into a ‘subdivided’ clause (see Dik 1995,
§ 3.1.4 and Ruijgh 1990a), with ‘Subtopics’ fuds and adrds, we
cannot analyse o9 as the Focus of the apodosis; rather, it introduces

16 A constructed English example of such a Theme, followed by a dependent
clause, followed by a Setting: My grandmother, even when she was very old, on a
Sunday you could count on her to...In the case of line 25, the nominative is
syntactically unproblematic, but nominative case is typical of Theme constituents
generally, hence the grammarians’ nominativus pendens for those cases in which the
Theme referent does not become the subject of the ensuing finite clause, as in line 32
below (see Slings 1992 and 1997: 192f. for an analysis of nominativus pendens
constructions in Greek from Homer to the classical period).

17T have not discussed clauses with a copulative verb in this book; forms of elui
and their position in the clause form a subject in themselves, which is made especially
complicated by the frequent postpositive behaviour of the verb. In this case, however,
the subjunctive takes a position that lexical verbs regularly take as well. For the
behaviour of esse in Latin, see Adams (1994b).

18 The Setting has scope over both finite clauses, and by implication, over the
apodosis as well.
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its main topic. Since o comes at line end, and the subdivided clause
follows, it becomes attractive to analyse it as another Theme con-
stituent like {wmos edyevijs above.1®

29 This line begins with a short uév clause, which is followed by a
8¢ clause that takes up the two lines that follow. The first elements of
the uév and 8¢ clauses are not parallel, but this of course is a not
infrequent occurrence outside the strictest formalism as found in
Isocrates.2® Kaibel, sensibly to my mind, comments : ‘Die Auslassung
von éyd besagt, dass Or. nicht sowohl den Unterschied der Person als
der Sache betonen will’ I take 7a d6éavra as Topic of the uév clause.
Orestes will first lay out (§nAdiow as Focus) his plan, then it is up to
the Paedagogus to correct it. Once again the pronoun ov, which is
clause-initial, but practically at line end, can be interpreted as a
Theme. Before we reach the main clause verb, uefdpuocov, with
which ¢ should be construed, at the end of line 31, there is a
participle phrase and a conditional clause that intervene.

30 The participle phrase, with imperative force, contains two
noun phrases with preposed modifiers. d¢eiav is similar in import-
ance to dpfdv in line 27 above: ‘listen closely’ is what Orestes urges the
Paedagogus to do. The possessive éuois can be understood as marked
given the presence of the second-person pronoun in the immediate
context, but more generally it behaves as we would expect it to
behave in a noun phrase which is tantamount to a first-person
reference: listen to my words—listen to me.2! I interpret the two
noun phrases as having complex Focus: the lack of parallelism men-
tioned earlier is here followed by two syntactically parallel phrases
that pair the Paedagogus’ dko, listening, to Orestes’ Adyor, his
speaking. The peculiar choice of the verb 8{5wu: implies that this
listening is a reciprocal act from addressee to speaker.

31 In the conditional clause I tentatively analyse xatpod as Focus.
The fact that p+ precedes it rather than the verb makes me lean in this

19 For an example from Herodotus, see e.g. 2.35.3 7a dxbea ol pév dvdpes émi 7w
kepaléav dopéovar, al 8¢ yuvaikes éml raw auwrv. With a similar subject constitu-
ent:... Tﬁg ﬂpoaﬂ'u@avoﬁong Kﬁpog avTds TE ,u.E'ya mévbos e’ﬂ'mﬁaaro kol Tolor dA)\owaot
mpoeime maoL T@v 1jpxe mévfos moidecfar (HdL. 2.1.1).

20 Examples from Herodotus in Dik (1995: §3.2.3). See esp. Hdt. 5.94.1 odrw
wév.. . Inmiy 8¢...

21 See § 4.3.
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direction (7. ‘in some respect’ does not fall under the scope of u1).
For the rest, it is very difficult to decide the relative importance of
this noun and the verb rvyydvw. Both are open to ‘weaker’ and
‘stronger’ interpretations. The noun, we might interpret as blandly
as ‘the present moment’ or as strongly as to amount to ‘all the right
answers, while rvyydvw can be analysed as semantically heavier ‘hit
the mark’ rather than the blander ‘get. At the very end of this
sentence, and at line end, comes the main clause which consists of
just the imperative.

32 Thisline opens Orestes’ narrative of his consultation of the oracle
at Delphi.22 Once again, as in line 25 after {wmos edyeris, a dependent
clause intervenes between the personal pronoun and the main clause,
and we can consider éy a Theme constituent. In this case, however,
the Theme constituent does not also become the subject of the main
clause, so that we can speak of a nominativus pendens, which never-
theless is mitigated by the fact that the two immediately following
dependent clauses do have éy« as their subject. The combination
of this Theme and the conjunction #jvika preceding the caesura
leads to a ritardando effect not unlike that created by conjunctions
at line end.

32-3 The structure of the temporal clause itself is straightforward.
In temporal clauses, Focus will typically fall on verbs, as here on
{kéumv. The adjective Ihfucdv precedes its noun. It is similarly
preposed in OT 70 and 242, where it also refers to the oracle, and
only postposed in EL 49, where the reference is not to the oracle but
to the games.2> A total of four examples is not nearly sufficient to
have probative value, but I would suggest that the informational
value of the head noun is much less in the case of ITvfukov pavreiov
than in the case of d0Aotor [Tvfirotow. Whereas pavreiov is practically
predictable, d&flocoe is more informative than ITvfucoicw about the
nature of Orestes’ fatal accident.

22 Qrestes uses a standard opening for a narrative. Compare Lys. 1.6: ’Eyw ydp, &
Abmvaioy, émedr) édofé pow yiuar kal yvvaika fyayduny els v olxlav. .. The marked
form and position of the personal pronoun in EL 32 and in this example from Lysias
are due at least in part to the episodic boundary rather than to strict considerations of
participant reference.

23 7éfvmi’ *Opéarns &¢ dvaryralas Toxns, | d0Aoiow ITvbikoiow éx Tpoyndrawv |

dippwv kvAobels (EL 48-50).
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33-4 Following the purpose clause, which consists solely of the
verb udfouue (Focus), comes an indirect question with rather a lot of
constituents preceding the verb compared to the direct questions I
discussed in § 5.3: following the question constituent 67w Tpdmw, we
find both warpi and ixas. The verse boundary between marp{ and
d{ras makes it easier to accommodate multiple Focus constituents, as
argued by Slings.24

35 The main clause starts with the verb (Focus). The next most
important element in this clause is Towadra, which prepares for the
relative clause. The predictable subject @oifos takes last position in
the main clause. In the relative clause, I take medoy as Focus. The
adverb 7dya comes at line end, which is the regular position for the
unelided form of this word in Sophocles.2>

36-7 Phoebus’ instructions are contained in these two lines. The
key words, viz. the answer to d7w 7pdmw of line 33, are placed at
the beginning of each line: dokevov adrdév and d6Mocot. In line 36, the
genitives in the second half of the line further explain doxevov adrdv.
The third Focus element, 6Aocat, follows in 37, preceding the infini-
tive kAépar. The second half of line 37 contains predictable informa-
tion (for which many lexically ‘lighter’ formulations are equally
possible: exact rightful vengeance, do the deed, etc.). I do not go
along with Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, who, following Lange, print a
genitive singular évd{xov rather than the accusative plural of the MSS,

24 See also above, ch. 6. In Slings’s view, the line boundary is one of the ‘chunking
devices’ available to the poet.

25 All ten unelided instances, eight of which are also clause-final. The elided forms
are more ‘proselike’ in their behaviour, coming clause-initially, often accompanied by
év and other particles. This combination is also found at line end. Clause-final
instances in prose are rare; these instances are typically still pragmatically marked
but simply part of an extremely short clause, as at Plato Chrm. 159e10 (rayxéws—
there are no examples in Plato of clause-final rdya except in a one-word utterance).
Given the high frequency of rdya in Sophocles (in the Perseus corpus of Summer
2004 he is the author with the highest frequency, cf. <http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/
cgi-bin/persfreq?lookup=ta/xa>), and the high frequency at clause end, I conclude
that these instances are most likely not to be interpreted as marked, but rather as
‘fillers. The following instances from OT bear this out, I believe. In these, the
pragmatic analysis is more clear-cut, and I conclude that we do not need to assign
Tdxa Focus function here either: OT 373 (Focus on odyt tévde), 421 (Focus on ovyi
oUppwros), 936 (éfepw), 1295 (Héapa).
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since I think that the adjective is better taken as in marked position
with edayds than postposed with yetpds.26

7.4 THE PAEDAGOGUS ARRIVES AT THE PALACE:
LINES 660-80

The Paedagogus, disguised as a visitor from Phocis, addresses first
the chorus, then Clytemnestra. Electra interrupts. In contrast to the
passages in §§ 7.2 and 7.3, then, there is a number of speakers
(Paedagogus, chorus, Clytemnestra, Electra), and in contrast to the
open hostility in the former passage and the mutual trust in the
latter, the tone is friendly2? here, but the reality is otherwise. Cly-
temnestra thinks she is on excellent terms with the Paedagogus, but
from the first word he utters, he misrepresents his identity, and goes
on to deceive his addressees, Clytemnestra in particular. The audi-
ence are left to admire the manner in which the Paedagogus carries
out Orestes’ instructions.28

Pae. févar yuvaikes, mds dv eldelny capds 660
> ~ /7 7 > 3 4 4
€l 700 Tvpdvvov Swuar Alylclov Tdde;
Cho. 7d® éoriv, & £ adros fjrkacas kadds.
Pae. 9 xai ddpapta Tivd émeikdlwv kupd
kelvou; mpémer yap ws TUpavvos elgopdv.
Cho. pdMera mdvrwy: 10€ oot kelvy mdpa. 665
Pae. & yaip’, dvacoa. ool pépwv 1ikw Adyous
10eis pidov map’ dvdpos Alylclw & Spod.
Cly. édeédunv 10 pnbév- eldévar 8¢ aov
A 4 /’ > 3 / -~
mpwTiora xpnlw 7is & anéoreidev BpoTdv.

26 Kaibel offers a rationale for xetpds, in pointing out that it brings in the second
element of adroyepla, after adrév in the previous line. While it is part of the
‘Remainder’ elements following xAépar, xepds is highlighted by appearing first in
its noun phrase, and at the opening of the second colon.

27 Compare Lloyd (1999: 36): ‘The tone of these opening exchanges (660-72) is
elevated and courteous’

28 In this section and the next one, I have formatted the Greek text to represent my
analysis graphically. Underline indicates Topic; bold indicates Focus (a combination
of these two, as in 678, indicates uncertainty on my part). Wide spacing indicates
Theme. In one-word clauses such as elr¢ in 671 I have not marked Focus.
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DPavoreds 6 Pwkevs, mpdyua mopoivwr péya. 670

\ ~ 3 ) > / \ 7 \ N
70 woiov, & £&; elmé. mapa. didov yap v
dv8pds, add’ olda, mpoopideis Aéfeis Adyous.
1é0vmi’ *Opéorns: év Bpayei fuvbels AMyw.
"o \ 4 > 14 AQY < 7’
ol 'y TdAaw’, AwAa T8 év juépa.
i prjs, i Pijs, & Eeive; ui) TadTYs KADe. 675
Oavévr *Opéorny viv 1€ kai mddar Aéyw.
3 Vé / k] / > > ¥
dmwAduny SVoTnros, 008y €l €TL.
\ \ \ "~ ~ > > \ \ / /
OV ey Td cavThs Tpaod’, éuol 0€ gV, E€ve,

TdAnlés einé, T Tpémew S1éA\\vTaL;
k] Vé \ -~ \ \ ~ 4
kamepmouny mpos TavTa kal 70 Ty Ppdow. 680

(EL 660—80)

Ladies of Mycenae, how can I know for certain

if this is the house of the king, Aegisthus?

This is it, stranger; your own guess is correct.

Should I be right in guessing this lady is his wife?

She has the aspect of a queen.

Yes indeed! Here she is!

Hail, royal lady! I bring to you and

to Aegisthus good news from a friend.

I accept the omen! But first I want

to know from you who among mortals sent you.
Phanoteus the Phocian, furthering an important matter.
What is that, stranger? Tell me, for you come, I know,
from a friend, and the words you utter will be friendly words.
Orestes is dead! There you have it in a word!

Ah me, misery! I am lost this day!

What are you saying? What, stranger? Do not listen to her!
I said then and I say now that Orestes is dead.

Misery, I am ruined, I am no more!

Do you mind your own business, but do you, stranger, tell me
the truth! How did he die?

I was sent for this purpose, and I will tell you all!

660 The Paedagogus fronts &évat, rather than yuvaikes, in his
address to the chorus. The audience know that the chorus are not
&évar to him, so that for them, the tone is now properly set: the
Paedagogus will manage to appear trustworthy, but his words will be
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a web of lies. The interrogative takes first position in his question,
with cadads relegated to a position following the verb. The tone of the
question is polite; Lloyd?® contrasts Aegisthus in 1442.

661 The indirect question starts with 709 Tvpdvov ddpar[a]
before the caesura. Of these words, the possessive 70 Tupdvvov is
the most salient part: ‘the house that belongs to the king...” The
second half of the line features first a logically redundant apposition
Alyicfov, which, similarly to adding enjambment, has the advantage
of further highlighting Aegisthus (... to the king, to Aegisthus?). The
pronoun tdde, which we can assume is accompanied by a gesture
toward the palace, follows at line end. One option, then, is to analyse
T00 Tupdwvov Spar Alyicouv together as Topic, and 7dde as Focus of
the clause. We can paraphrase this as ‘if the house that belongs to the
king, to Aegisthus, is this one??® But there are problems with this
analysis, in particular with the status of the deictic rdde. There are
good indications that we should not necessarily read it as marked.
First of all, both 7dde and 748¢ in their unelided form are extremely
frequent at line end, which is not a position where we expect marked
words to show up with such frequency, especially if line end regularly
coincides with clause end, which it does.?! In view of parallels (EL 10,
and especially Phil. 36 and 37), it is better to analyse the first colon by
itself with a Focus tod Tvpdvvov, followed by the second colon in
which the apposition Alyicfov as first constituent of the Tail is
prominent as described above. I would paraphrase, then, inelegantly
but I think more accurately: ‘if it is the house that belongs to the king

29 Lloyd (‘Sophocles in the light of face-threat politeness theory’, 2006: 233).

30 Earlier, the Paedagogus had pointed out several landmarks to Orestes in a very
similar way: Argos: 76 ydp malawov Apyos ovmdbes 768e (EL 4). In this case I do
analyse 768e as Focus, following the non-restrictive relative clause, ovmdéfes. EL 10, in
which the Paedagogus points out the palace, is a closer parallel. Given 6pav in the
preceding line, we can construe this line perfectly well without the deictic:
moAopbopdy Te Sdpa [ledomddv T68e. The proper name [Tedomdav like Alyiohov
in 661 opens the second colon, and is as predictable (and at the same time, as loaded
with meaning).

31 The frequency of forms of ¢3¢ in tragedy is astonishing (in comparison to other
genres represented in the Perseus corpus); for numbers, see § 6.5 above. This
frequency gradually declines from Aeschylus to Euripides. I regard the frequent
(line- and) clause-final instances, which are alien to prose usage, as likely ‘fillers’.
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(Focus), to Aegisthus that is, this here. Similarly in El 10 and Phil.
36-7 I would analyse the deictics as omissible.32

662 The chorus replies, placing rdde with Focus in initial position:
this is it, stranger. In the next clause ad7ds has Focus: you figured it
out by yourself! kaAds is placed at line end like cadams in 660.

663—4 The next question of the Paedagogus concerns Clytemnes-
tra. Since a spouse, dduapra, can be safely inferred? from the earlier
mention of an adult male, it can be used as Topic here, followed by
71jvde as Focus: am I also right that his spouse is this woman? The
enjambment of «elvov is adding enjambment, resulting again in a
highlighted reference to Aegisthus.

664 The impersonal verb mpémer comes first. The postpositive
ydp just before the caesura results in greater prominence for the
‘delayed’* dependent clause, with rdpavvos as its Focus.

665 The chorus’s answer places the superlative first (see above,
§ 7.3, on line 23).35 The nominal sentence that follows is straightfor-
ward to understand, but harder to describe formally. I take it that the
chorus says, the one we are looking at right now (7de, Topic) is the
one we were talking about (xeivy, Focus).

666 Jebb gives parallels for & yaipe and comments that ‘the &
prefixed to yaipe marks joyous excitement. This does not seem all
that fitting a description of the atmosphere at this point. As to the
construction and its ordering, all these examples are followed by the
vocative, as here, so that it is unclear whether we should not construe
& with the vocative that follows.

32 T jtalicize the constituents I analyse as Focus in Phil. 36 (second colon) and
37:...kal mupel’ opod Tdde. i kelvov 16 Omoavpiopna onuaivers Téde. There is no need
to take welvov as predicative with Lloyd-Jones: ‘the treasures that you are describing
must be his.” Rather, Odysseus says ‘you are talking about his stockpile’ (ré8e: that you
are seeing).

33 The inferable status is also the reason why in English, we can use the definite
expression ‘his wife.

34 Delayed in the sense of the discrepancy between syntax and rhythm here. wpéme:
needs to be construed with a dependent clause, which only follows after the caesura.
This effect of ‘reculer pour mieux sauter’ is comparable to the use of e.g. 76 ydp at line
end (see above, § 6.4).

35 The ordering mdvrwv pdAora is more frequent in Plato (e.g. Lysis 205el), but
both occur (e.g. . 7. at Prt. 331b5). Both variants can be said to be functionally
motivated: one for fronting the superlative, one for fronting the equally ‘preferential’
(in Dover’s sense) mdvrwr.
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666—7 The Paedagogus’ first words to Clytemnestra place her at the
beginning of the clause as the Focus: ‘It is to you that I have come
bringing’. As far as clausal word order is concerned, this leaves the rest of
theselines as the ‘Remainder’. However, the noun phrases contained in it
can be analysed for their internal structure. The object Adyouvs | 7deis,
thanks to the line break, has an effect similar to Topic Y2 hyperbaton (cf.
Devineand Stephens 2000: 97 £.). The line break divides the noun phrase
in two, achieving an effect similar to English ‘words that are pleasant,
allowing the noun and the modifier to be highlighted in turn.
The second noun phrase juxtaposes the second adjective to the first,
overriding a default tendency for the ordering dvnp ¢idos. The noun
dvdpds is predictable and colourless: ‘good news from a friend” sums up
these two noun phrases. Following the caesura, we find the ‘pay-off for
the prominent oo( at the beginning of the sentence: for you, and for
Aegisthus as well. It turns out that the Focus on ool can be seen as
motivated not just by a backward-looking ‘It’s you I’'ve come to see’, but
also, despite the lack of an earlier 7¢, by the forward connection to
Alyiobw & onod. There is no need to follow Kells in describing this
placement of ool and Alyicfy as ‘interlaced hyperbaton’.

668 Whether é8e¢fdunv here means ‘accept’ (the omen)3¢ or
‘understand’ (what you have said), the verb is a better candidate
for Focus than the direct object, which could have been omitted.

668-9 cldévas, here in the sense of wavfdvew, is the Topic of this
clause, followed by the Focus mpd7iora in the next line. In the
indirect question the only Mobile that precedes the verb is the
question word, as usual. Bpordv (Remainder) fills out the line.3”

670 The answer is straightforward. Orestes had instructed
the Paedagogus, tell them that &évos wév el | Pwréws map avdpos
Pavoréws 1rkwv (44-5). He has made abundantly clear that he is a

36 Thus English commentators generally. Kaibel sticks with the more general
sense. Lloyd (1999: 36): ‘Sophocles alludes to the practice of exploiting an utterance
as an omen by imposing upon it a meaning of one’s own, different from that intended
by the speaker.” On the other hand, the way in which Clytemnestra continues seems to
suggest that she considers the Paedagogus’ opening remarks irrelevant rather than an
omen. She reminds him of standard practice for messengers: First tell me who sent
you (669). Then give me your news (671).

37 The frequency at line end of Bpordv puts it on a par with forms of xvpéd and
Tuyxdvw (see § 6.2). Only in a very few instances does this word obtain a more
marked position (two of these in Ajax’s ‘deception speech’: Aj. 664, 683).
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£évos, and since Clytemnestra has asked 7is, he now naturally places
the name first and the ethnic second. The participle phrase that
follows shows Topic Y2 hyperbaton (see Devine and Stephens 2000:
97 £., and, for a similar effect of the line break, above on Adyous 7deis
in lines 666-7): ‘a matter. .. of importance’

671 The beginning of Clytemnestra’s answer is a series of short
bursts consisting of no more than one Mobile each, so that there is
nothing I have to say about this line until after the caesura.

671-2 The noun phrases that in lines 666—7 were relegated to the
part of the clause following the verb, here return, with some variation,
preceding the verb. This time the modifiers precede; the link between
quality of source and quality of news is forged by the parallelism but also
by the near-repetition of ¢{los-mpoapiliis. The position of informa-
tionally light dvdpds at the opening of the line is at first sight surprising,
but we can read it as preparing the way for the contrast between
the nouns: friendly man—friendly words. This effect is strengthened
by the fact that dvdpds is followed by the parenthesis cd¢’ 0ida. The
form of this line, then, manages to convey both highlighting of the
two modifiers, but thanks to the line break and the interjection it
also brings out the contrasting nouns dvdpds and Adyovs. This is why
all four of these words are printed in wide spacing, which blurs the
distinction, but at least makes it clear that the pairs of modifiers and
nouns can both be considered marked. The parenthesis od¢’ 0ida,
finally, places the object (Focus) where it is regularly found in prose.

673 In this line the Paedagogus announces Orestes’ death in an
‘all-new’ sentence. For discussion, see chapter 3, at (3.15). The ‘meta
statement’ that follows places the Focus év Bpayei at the beginning of
the clause.

674 Electra interrupts for the first time here. After her outburst of
yo tdAaw[a], the verb has Focus in the clause that follows. The
temporal phrase follows as Remainder.

675 Clytemnestra is shocked too. She repeats her question (Focus
on 7{), and instructs the Paedagogus to listen not to Electra (Focus on
Tab71ys), but—this partly by implication—to herself.

676 The Paedagogus pretends he is losing patience. Rather than
giving Focus to the answer that is requested, the answer is relegated
to a participle phrase with Topic function; the adverbs viv 7e kal
mdAar have Focus. In the participle phrase the verb precedes the
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subject, as in the earlier all-new statement, but here I think the
postposed subject is more likely postposed because it is predictable.

677 As she did with dAwla in line 674, Electra places the verb
drwAduny first in its clause; in the second clause 038év has Focus.

678-9 Clytemnestra lashes out at Electra in the first half of this
line. o0 wév is a contrastive Topic, to be followed by éuol 8¢ in the next
clause. Ta cavtis is the Focus in the first clause, ‘you go and do your
own thing’. Then she turns back to the Paedagogus. This next clause is
not as straightforward. It seems clear that éuo! is Topic and 7dAn6és
Focus, but what are we to make of the ¢¢ in between? I am tempted to
classify it as Focus, but in any case, the vocative and the line break
that intervene between ov and raAyfés allow for prominence for both
those elements.?® The question that fills the remainder of line 679
opens with the question word in Focus position as usual.

680 The Paedagogus replies that to answer this last question was
precisely what he came to do: ‘I was sent for that purpose’ The
anaphoric wpos TadTa is relegated to a position following the verb,
when we might also have seen it used as a Topic. In the second half of
the clause, 70 wav ‘the whole story’ has Focus.

7.5 THE RECOGNITION SCENE: LINES 1171-226

The recognition scene barely needs introduction, except to point out
that this is the most emotional scene of the four I discuss in this
chapter. The rapid stichomythia ends in antilabe. Because the passage
is so lengthy, I do not discuss every single clause, but restrict myself to
a few comments, while indicating the basic analysis in the graphic
representation of the Greek. For the meaning of the various ways in
which the Greek text is formatted, see note 28 above. Due to the
length of this passage, I do not include a translation.

Cho. Ovnrod mépuras marpds, " HNékTpa, ppdver

38 The separation of éuotl 8¢ ov from the rest of the clause is also suggestive of
colon formation, or in other words, that we should read this as a Theme. ‘Now
between me and you, stranger, tell me...’
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(EL 1171-226)

1171-2 Bvn7dés ‘mortal’ is Focusin 1171 and becomes Topicin 1172.

1173 The dative mwaow yap fuiv has properties that make it a
likely Focus (wdow) but a Topic analysis cannot be excluded either,
because of the first-person reference. If Focus, then we have two
Focus constituents here: ‘All of us can expect to suffer that.

1174-5 The interrogative moi takes first position in its clause and
appears to be followed by the genitive modifier A\dywv as if that were a
geographic entity like y7s. I am tempted to return to the reading of
the MSS, dunydvwr, taking it as modifying Adywv. Reading the
participle, commentators disagree on how Aéywv should be con-
strued (Jebb: with 7oi; Kaibel: with dunyavav; Kells: with both).
é\w follows in necessary enjambment.

1175 The following ydp clause is problematic in that yAdooys is
given prominence both by its position preceding the finite verb (even
though it depends on the infinitive xpareiv), and by the preceding
ovrért, since negations typically have scope over the word that
immediately follows. Such narrow Focus on yAwooyns (‘I can no
longer control my tongue, but everything else is fine’) seems out of
place here, despite the happy event of recognition.
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1176 On these questions, see chapter 5. The interrogative comes
first, as usual. The second question is an instance of the Q-X-V
pattern discussed in § 5.3. The ‘filler’ «vpeis fills out the line.

1177 See on 661 above. I take odv as Focus, followed by the subject
(Remainder). The second colon is on the pattern of El 10 and 661,
highlighting the proper name.

1178 The first half of the clause 788¢ has Focus (cf. on 662 above),
with éxeivo the predictable subject (Remainder). In the second colon,
the adverbs are placed in marked position preceding the participle éyov.

1180 Focus on au¢’ éuol. Electra expresses surprise at the
stranger’s reaction: surely this is not about me? This is rephrased in
1182. rd8e Remainder, would have been omissible (as also above on
661, 1177).

1181 Default ordering of noun and modifier (épfapuévov). The
adverbs are placed in marked position preceding épfapuévov, as
above, 1178.

1182 See above on 1180.

1183 The marked adjectives are preposed.

1184 The two Focus constituents are separated by the vocative
(another ‘chunking device’). On this pattern of question (‘Q-X-V’),
see § 5.3.

1185 Possessive éucwv preposed as the more efficient reference: ra
éua (kard) ‘my situation’.

1188 Repeated ¢pgs after spav here becomes Topic, with Focus
Tavpa.

1189 I read r@wde as Topic of the infinitival clause.

1190 The first colon of this line is taken up by conjunction and
elul (in Wackernagel position). The effect is much like the cases of
enjambment discussed in § 6.4, giving special prominence to
Tois povedoe (Focus).

1191 Another Q-X-V question (see above on 1184), to be
expected in emotional exchanges.

1193 An example of an unemphatic, omissible Bporav at line end.

1194 On the sentiment, see Griffith (1978). Repeated un7p{ be-
comes Topic.

1197 It is difficult to decide whether the subject constituents
should indeed be analysed as Topic; I do so in part because of the
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definite articles, which carry the suggestion that embattled women
come naturally with defenders.

1198 I have marked the relative clause as a Theme. It introduces
the referent that functions as the Topic of the main clause, but the
construction is not fully integrated (nominativus pendens).

1200 wdvos: fronting (‘prolepsis’) of one of the two Focus con-
stituents belonging in the dependent (participle) clause. Obviously,
Orestes is the only one to have taken pity, not the only one to know.
Of the two Focus constituents one precedes the main verb, the other
is the participle itself, émorripas.

1201 Same prolepsis construction; in this case the second Focus
constituent is {cots. .. kakols.

1202 I would read #uiv (postpositive); Evyyevris has Focus. The
truth is beginning to dawn on Electra.

1203 The status of Orestes’ éy«) is ambiguous. It can function,
after all, as the answer to Electra’s question: ‘Yes I am’. But this is too
far-fetched. The conditional shows that Focus must be on ¢pdoarut,
with éyd the Topic: ‘T could tell you, if...

1209 Electra’s exclamation is extraclausal.

1210 The line seems to express two thoughts at once: Electra does
not want to be robbed of her brother (as in 1208), nor of the
opportunity to give her brother burial.

1211-12 I am not sure about the status of mpos d{kns. Line 1212
gives the order we expect from prose, with the negation preceding
8{kn. Perhaps we should read mpos 8{xys as Topic, and the negation
as Focus, as in a paraphrase ‘justified it is nof. But this is rather
strained.

1212 As many as three preverbal constituents, arguably all with
Focus. See § 5.3.

1216 On 74d¢ see above on 661.

1222-3 The three clauses (mpoofAéfaca—~Expale—Néyw) come
with three Focus constituents: 71v8e ‘look at this’ (followed in adding
enjambment by odpayida marpds); éxpabe ‘figure out’; cagy ‘if I'm
right’.

1226 I am tempted to read éyw as subjunctive ‘Shall I...?" rather
than indicative, and to read Orestes’ response as ‘Yes, go ahead, as for
the rest of time (Topic) I wish you may hold me (Focus on éyo:s).
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7.6 CONCLUSION

This concludes the four connected passages presented in this chapter.
The aim has been to show how the analysis of individual bits and
pieces, as carried out in earlier chapters, translates into a mode of
reading connected text, which any reader can take and apply to other
texts. While the mode of analysis has been the same in all four
passages, the distinctive character of monologue versus stichomythia
has shown up in the pragmatic analysis as well. In particular, the
various cohesive devices in stichomythia, such as frequent word
repetition, will have been apparent. § 7.2 showed that pragmatic
and metrical analysis are often quite compatible, and I hope that
my analysis, which has consisted of a large dose of pragmatics with a
bit of metre thrown in, will be followed by future metrical analyses
that will in their turn take pragmatic factors into account.
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Conclusion: Reading Word Order, Slowly

Athenians would sit in the theatre of Dionysus to watch a tragic
performance. Classicists can spend weeks, months, or an entire
career mulling over tragic texts. How can one activity ever approxi-
mate to the other? This book nevertheless constitutes an extended
attempt to reconstruct one aspect of the interpretive activity of a
native audience, namely their interpretation of word order. I have
argued that in spite of the formal constraints of poetry, we should
take word-order variation in tragic dialogue as seriously as we take it
in Greek prose. I presented a variety of evidence for this position in
chapters 3 to 5. In chapter 6, I considered the interaction of clause
and line, and finally I presented a set of sample readings in chapter 7.

Clearly, since in principle every line of tragic dialogue provides
‘evidence’ for word order, I have only discussed a fraction of what
one might discuss in a book like this. On the other hand, a linguist
might summarize the gist of the argument put forward here in a
dozen pages. After all, I have merely argued that Greek (in this case,
the stylized Attic Greek of tragedy) places Topic and Focus constitu-
ents early in the clause, and that marked modifiers appear early in the
noun phrase. It almost goes without saying that such ordering rules
are not unparalleled in the languages of the world. Similar statements
can be found about Seneca (Chafe 1994: 146 f.) or Papago/O’odham
(Payne 1987, 1992), to name but two languages.

If that really was all that there was to the question, I need not have
taken the trouble to write this book, and my readers could have been
spared the effort of reading it. Why then do we find ourselves at this
point? There is, of course, a number of things that the linguistic
précis left out, and these concern most particularly the literary and
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poetic aspects of the grammatical rules just stipulated. We might say
that this is where we cross the line between linguistics proper and
philology. Famously, philology has been called the art of reading
slowly. Collectively, the discipline of classics reads slowly in ways
that are agreed upon, but our teachers and colleagues, and our own
reading of the primary texts, all affect where and how each of us
individually slows down.

So how do I propose that we read word order slowly? In the first
instance, the chapters of this book will have made for slow reading in
a more pedestrian sense. When single clauses from many tragedies
are presented out of context this naturally will slow down any reader.
But juxtaposing these clauses was a heuristic procedure that was
meant to cut down on as many variables as possible or, in other
words, to compare like with like, such as the clauses with verbs
meaning ‘die’ in chapter 3.

This is not the mode or the speed of reading that I would hope
readers come away with after reading this book. Reading equally
slowly all the time is not the ideal way of approaching texts. If we
are conscious of an audience listening to and interpreting tragic
dialogue in ‘real time, we cannot remain in ‘armchair philologist’
mode forever, and dwell on every single word in isolation for an
unlimited amount of time. Like an actor who will have to choose
how to perform his lines, we have to choose how to read them. Or, to
continue the Nietzschean trope, we have to choose where exactly we
will read slowly.! So for instance, to give a rather simplified para-
phrase of chapter 3, I would conclude that it is always a good idea to
slow down, so to speak, as one approaches the verb in a Greek clause.
A conclusion from chapter 4 would be that it is a good idea to slow
down for marpos in marpdew Al but not necessarily in feol
marpoot. By extension, I would be less likely to slow down at (post-
posed) modvypvoouvs than at (preposed) moAddbopov in (8.1):

1 T should stress that I am now talking about the philologist’s reading, not a
reconstruction of Greek intonation. I suggest that a philologist should slow down
where I would hypothesize intonational prominence in the original; ironically, in
reconstructing original prosody, it would be the end of the line where we expect
slowing down (general ‘downtrend” and lengthening of final syllable).
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(8.1) ¢dorew Mukivas Tas modvypioovs 6pdv,
moAbPhopdy Te ddpa Ilelomdav 760e. . . (EL 9-10)

...say that you see Mycenae, rich in gold,
and the house of the sons of Pelops here, rich in disasters...

This is not to say that an unequivocal interpretation presents itself
for the reader who slows down at such a ‘correct’ moment, caught up
by the preposed adjective, which happens to be one of three preposed
adjectives with associations of violence in the Paedagogus’ sketch of
our surroundings at the opening of the play.2 I have no business
deciding what exactly the ‘generic spectator’ (a dubious character at
best) should or should not have thought on hearing moAvypioouvs or
modvphopov. As others have pointed out, excess of meaning—or
seeming absence of meaning—is normal in tragedy as it is in oracular
language,® and the range of possible associations invoked by the
opening lines of Electra is immense.

But this ‘excess of meaning’ does not stop interpretation in its
tracks, and linguists, especially those involved in pragmatics, live and
breathe in the reconstruction of communicative intentions of speakers
and communicative effects on listeners. The contention of this book is
that, just as an English audience would pick up on an adjective that
receives stress by intonation, and would try to interpret that marking,
so a Greek audience would pick up on the preposing of the adjective
and try to interpret it. The parallel with oracular language is apt: the
mere notion that Croesus will destroy a great empire, or that the
Athenians will be saved by a wooden wall, does not lead automatically,
or even easily, to a final interpretation. But on looking back, we know
how much significance can be attached to these adjectives.

A pragmatic approach would conclude, then, that preposing an
adjective, or putting a word early in a clause, produces a certain
communicative effect. Putting ourselves in the position of the

2 oloTpomijyos, AukokTdvov are the other two. In an innocent landscape description,
the notions of venerability (malaudv, xdewds, both preposed as well) and riches
(moAvypvoovs) would seem more at home. The Paedagogus selection of descriptive
adjectives is telling; what it tells, however, is indeterminate.

3 Most recently, Bruce Heiden. I wish to thank all the participants in the conference
on the language of Sophocles (Amsterdam, September 2003) for providing much
inspiration and food for thought.
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audience of a tragedy, where are we to suppose that this effect
originates? I have placed at the centre of my analysis the back and
forth of dialogue, approaching these staged pieces of high art as if
they were private exchanges on which we happen to eavesdrop. It is a
natural action for any listener, be it someone involved in an exchange
or someone listening in on an exchange between third parties, to
attempt to reconstruct communicative intent. The characters on
stage are made to ascribe intent to each other and, by extension, so
do we as their audience. Characters and audience continually draw
inferences about what is being said, even if this process is rarely made
explicit. In a rare moment where this does happen, Tecmessa tells us
that when Ajax pronounced the gnome that it behoves women to be
silent, she took the hint and fell silent:4

(8.2) ‘ydvar, yovaiél kéopov 1) ovyr) pépel]
kayw paboda éAné’, 6 § éoailn udvos. (Aj. 293-4)

‘Woman, women ought to be silent.
I understood and stopped, and he left on his own.

Tecmessa, to put it anachronistically, shows her familiarity with one of
the Gricean cooperative principles, namely the maxim of relevance.
The apparent breach by Ajax of this maxim leads to an inference on
her part as to his communicative intent.> As we listen to Tecmessa’s
account, this becomes an inference that we share with her.

Likewise, the audience must, in the first instance, ascribe word
order in a line to the character that speaks the lines, not to an
omniscient author.6 Thus, highly significant information need not
be presented in a pragmatically marked position. locaste happens to
mention where Laius met his death:

(8.3) «al Tov uév, domep Y’ 1) pdris, Eévor moTé

Anotal povebovd év Tpumdals apadirols (OT 715-16)

And he, as the story goes, was murdered one day by foreign
robbers at the place where three roads meet...

4 T owe this example to André Lardinois.

5 On his part, Ajax uses the common politeness strategy of indirectness to avoid
a face threat (Lloyd 2006).

6 The audience qua audience, that is. Fellow playwrights or critics are another matter.
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As far as Tocaste is concerned, the Focus of this clause is £évoc . . . Anoral.
It was not her son, as predicted by the oracle, but strangers who killed
her husband. The location of the killing is irrelevant to Iocaste’s
argument, the refutation of the oracular wisdom. The crossroads
follows the verb as a Remainder constituent. For Oedipus, by contrast,
matters are quite different. He has heard about the robbers before, but
this detail is new to him. The revelation leads to further questions, and
eventually he tells his side of the story. In his words, the crossroads
figures prominently:

(8.4) kal dou, yivar, TaAnleés éfepcd. Tpimdijs

»

67 7 kedevfov )08 6dotmopdv médas... (OT 800-1)

And T will tell you the truth, lady! When I was
walking near this meeting of three roads...

8.1 POETIC FORM

All in all, T think I have shown how intimately my analysis of word
order is bound up with the essence of communication between
individuals and thereby, with the essence of what makes drama
work. Word order is one dimension of what a Greek clause commu-
nicates, and it is worth paying attention to.

What has become of poetic form in this approach? I would say that
many aspects of poetic style live happily side by side with, and are
enhanced by, word order. We cannot, of course, ‘reverse-engineer’ the
many variables that have to be weighed in the composition of a
trimeter line. There are too many factors that are by definition unrec-
overable, such as lexical choice, perhaps the most distinctive element
of the high style of tragedy. As for that, I would speculate that the
larger vocabulary of poetry, and the possibility to use dialect variants,
did not ‘cramp’ the tragedian’s style when it came to word order;
rather, it made for a wide range of possibilities. It would surely be a
mistake to think that a word of a particular shape, however difficult to
accommodate in the trimeter line, ends up in a certain position
because it had to, and that therefore its position contributes nothing
to meaning. This line of reasoning not only unduly privileges lexical
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choice above all else, but also disregards the receiving end: a listener
will still hear that intractable word in a particular position and will
interpret it accordingly.

In part because of the many unknowns, but also owing to the
consummate skills of the tragedians and the competing skills of
generations of readers, single lines of tragedy often give us the impres-
sion of overdetermination. Every word is the exact right word for
a host of reasons, and every word is in the exact right place for a
host of reasons. So a metrician and a pragmatist may both come up
with what, within their paradigm, is a satisfactory account of a line.
That having been said, I must point out that some old chestnuts of the
metrical approach really need to be regarded as such. One of these is
‘emphasis by place and pause’. Jebb’s doctrine about run-on words
needs to be revised in view of the different types of enjambment that
are possible. In the case of necessary enjambment, I have argued that it
is not the run-on word, but the word that comes at the end of the
previous line that deserves our full attention. Only in the case of
‘adding’ enjambment can it be maintained that the run-on word is
itself the highlighted element. The other old chestnut is that of em-
phasis at line end. The behaviour of words like Bpo7ds or kvpd at line-
end shows quite conclusively, to my mind, that when line end and
clause end coincide, we need not go to excessive lengths to find
‘emphasis’ in the final word of the line. Rather, line end emphasis,
when it occurs, derives from other factors, principally necessary en-
jambment. This conclusion is not new with me, of course, but I have
offered new evidence to support it, and evidence that is more objective
in nature than what was offered previously.

That final point leads me to the conclusion that there are indeed
places where one may safely read faster rather than slower, in Greek,
as well as in English. This is such a place. I trust my readers will
quickly return to some Greek and, from time to time, will read it at
a different speed than they did before.
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General Index

adjectives
position of 39
semantic types 39, 85
explanatory value of 85-86, 90—1
‘determining’ 39, 85, 90
‘qualifying’ 85, 90
‘quantifying’ 39, 85, 90
Agent (semantic function)
with Focus 49
‘all-new’ 54-5

‘certified’ phenomena 9, 10

chiasmus 23, 59, 78, 98, 114

‘chunking’ 23, 176, 236, 246

clause 11

clause boundary 19

clause pattern 9, 38

colon 19, 36

comedy 6

‘common core’ 3

communication 2, 252

compositional technique
differences among tragedians 174

compound-simplex iteration 207

‘Concomitants’ 28

conjunction at line end 209

constituent 24-6

co-operative principle 6, 252

counterpresuppositional 62, 109

curses 60

default ordering 84
definite article
at line end 210, 211
deixis 88
discontinuity (hyperbaton) 24, 84, 89
discourse analysis 3, 4
of literary texts 3
dramatic irony 187

eidos Sophokleion 12, 171
elision
at line end 209

emphasis 3, 178
‘by place and pause’ 178
enjambment 46, 173, 174f.
at caesura 210
clustering 193
violent 179
necessary 179
of “Tail’ constituent 180
of verbs 201
of imperatives 206
extra-clausal 68

figura etymologica 161

filler 192, 223, 239, 246

Focus 9, 17, 31-4
contrastive 48
multiple (complex) 37, 60, 71, 135

and line boundary 236

selecting 129

frames of expectation 27

‘given’ (versus new) 28
gnome 212, 252

head (of a noun phrase) 24

hyperbaton 24, 25, 61, 88, 100, 132, 189
“Topic Y2 hyperbaton’ 25, 152,241, 242
Y1 hyperbaton’ 150
‘interlaced’ 241

information flow 27
intonation unit 17, 27
intractable word shape 24, 122

line break
effective 176
localization 172

marked 34, 122
mask language 224
mimesis 7

Mobile 11, 14, 17
modifier 24, 39-40
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monosyllable
line-initial 183—4

negatives

at line end 215
‘new’ (versus given) 28
nominal modifier 40
nominativus pendens 233,

235, 247

non-contrastive 44
noun phrase 24-26
‘Nuclei” 28

oaths 60

parallelism 59, 78, 174
participle 26, 50
Focus of clause 65
philology 250
polyptoton 71, 109
possessive adjective 40
clustering of 108
‘postponed interrogative’
124, 136
with interrogative not in Focus
position 146
postpositives 11, 14, 17-22
following focused elements
20, 21
following punctuation 227
clustering 18, 25
Prague School 159
pragmatics 4
pragmatically marked 34,
35, 39
predictable 30
prepositives 18
at line end 209, 213, 214
prolepsis 10, 25, 247
proper names 80
enjambment of 192
prose 8, 10
psychological subject (Topic)
# syntactical subject 57

General Index

q see postpositives

qualitative approach 30, 86

quasi-spoken 125

questions

see also ‘postponed interrogative’
deictic elements in 130-2
echo 136
Q-X-V 129
question word (Wh-) 125
yes-no 126

‘redundant correlation’ 85
Remainder 38, 44, 81

Setting 36

starting point 29, 31
see also Topic

stichomythia 140

Tail 35, 69, 100

Theme 35

‘thetic’ 54

Topic 9, 17, 31-4
contrastive 33, 47, 160
extended 148, 163
hierarchically organized 31, 158
not expressed 47, 51
verbs serving as 56—8

tragedians
differences among 174

translation 5

typical scenes 27

verb-initial clauses 54
verb-subject order 43-4, 48, 52
Verszwang 174

vocative 191, 246

word order
‘free’ 16
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GREEK WORDS

ael 230 wdryv line-initial 176
dvip generic 232, 241 pér—>¢ 33, 47, 116, 146
avijp anaphoric 52, 65 60e forms at line end 239
BpoTds 246 ovk—dAAd 119

éyd) postpositive 204 mpdooew line-initial 189
elvau line-initial 175 Tdxa 236

efs (ordering of) 119-21 70 ydp introducing gnome?

éorw clause-initial 147 212



Aeschylus
Agamemnon
908 186 n.
1093-4 174
1275-80 70
1316-20 70-1
1318 63 n.
Choephori
502-4 71
886-8 72
889-93 72
1001-6 72-3
Eumenides
98 219
Persae
230-1 160 n.
251-5 73
296-8 74
441-4 74
488-91 74
Prometheus Vinctus
36 186 n.
Septem contra Thebas
99 186 n.
550-2 75
592 175 n.
602-8 75-6
803-10 76-7
1013-18 77
Supplices
388 175 n.
453 175 n.

Aristophanes

Ecclesiazusae

320 150 n.
Equites

1003 158 n.

1007 158 n.
Lysistrata

128 186 n.
Nubes

1298 186 n.

Index of Passages

Ranae
1272 227 n.
1433-4 21
Thesmophoriazusae
383-8 213

Aristotle
Poetica

1449%24-5 169 n.

Choeroboscus

Scholia in Hephaestionem

226.20 171
[Demetrius]
De Elocutione
256 15 n.
Demosthenes
18.299 197 n.
[43.72] 97 n.
45.70 97
57.54 97 n.
57.67 97 n.

Euripides
Alcestis

56 45 n.
140 51 n.
178 60 n.
180-1 65 n.
247 51 n.
255 186 n.
284 48 n.
363 51 n.
432—-4 80
479 157 n.
518 55 n., 56 n.
527 52 n.
532-5 82
534 60 n., 66 n.
541 52 n.
633 52 n.
666 60 n.
690 60 n.
718 49 n.



720 59 n.

725 58 n., 51 n.
821 55 n., 56 n.
1096 60 n.

Andromache
48 51 n.
254 51 n.
334 60 n.
381 58 n.
413 48 n.
453 51 n.
575—-6 46 n.
845 51 n.
903 50 n.
1003-6 66 n.
1126 49 n.
Bacchae
173 219
356-7 60 n.
471-4 164
473 157 n.
821-33 140
827-30 15-6
830 157 n.
832 157 n.
1030 55 n.
1290 52 n.
Cyclops
136-8 165
138 157 n.
421 219
549 157 n.
665 51 n.
Electra
8-9 65n.
11-12 48 n.
237 157 n.
248 162 n.
254 157 n.
281 60 n.
547 162 n.
640 162 n.
663 60 n.
687 58 n.
757 186 n.
769 52 n.
770 51 n.
779-80 129 n.

Index of Passages 271

852-3 214 n.

880-5 181

893-5 182

974 162 n.

1049-50 81

10867 158 n.

1091-2 48 n.

1112 48 n.
Hecuba

231 48 n.

312 51 n.

420 45 n.

431 52 n.

513 51 n.

520 51 n.

548 45 n.

550 45 n.

668 51 n.

695 (lyr.) 52 n.

767 52 n.

773 58 n., 162 n., 163

784 51 n.

878 157 n., 162 n.

1009 162 n.

1094 186 n.
Helen

42-3 106

43 103

52-3 79

74-7 78 n.

113 157 n., 166 n.

138 51 n.

141 162 n.

162 50 n.

279 52 n.

280 48 n.

286 48 n.

298 81

557-8 158 n.

604 162 n.

608-11 79

714 (t) 48 n.

781 60 n.

824 51 n.

833 51 n.

841 52 n.

930-1 49 n.

1166 227 n.

1176 51 n.
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Euripides Helen (contd.) 693 60 n.
1194 51 n. 788 52 n., 53 n.
1196 55 n. 801 52 n., 53 n.
1199 51 n. 958 52 n.
1208 157 n. 1028 60 n.
1212 60 n. 1045 50 n.
1215 50 n. 1299 50 n.
1216 52 n. 1325 51 n.
1241 50 n. 1408 51 n.
1593 186 n. 1447 51 n.
Heraclidae 1457 51 n.
52 51 n. Ion
86 157 n. 254 49 n.
320a 51 n. 289 157 n.
442 51 n. 353 157 n.
545 56 n. 536 157 n.
559 50 n. 565 50 n.
567 176 770 157 n.
712 52 n. 800 157 n.
981 227 n. 951 60 n.
1020 51 n. 952 51 n.
Hercules furens 1004 157 n., 162 n.
47 51 n. 1012 157 n., 162 n.
192 45 n. 1019 50 n.
492 55 n. 1112 60 n.
528 162 n. 1120-1 50 n.
537 56 n. 1207 60 n.
539 52 n. 1220-1 49 n.
548 157 n. 1256 49 n.
550 50 n. 1259 60 n.
558-61 164 1301 51 n.
559 157 n,, 162 n. 1417-20 162
714 157 n. 1420 157 n.
1114 164 n. Iphigenia Aulidensis
1181 162 n. 519 60 n.
1246 162 n. 658 60 n.
1268 51 n. 695-9 165
1382-4 50 n. 700 157 n.
1415 158 n. 712 157 n,, 161
1419 158, 162 n. 720-2 159
Hippolytus 821 157 n.
305 52 n. 890 159
327 227 n. 941 49 n.
329 51 n. 1007 51 n.
407-9 60 n. 1353 51 n.
519 162 n. 1354 162 n.
664 51 n. 1366 160 n.

687-8 45 n. 1419 60 n.



Iphigenia Taurica
56 55 n.
58 52 n.
60 52 n.
102 51 n.
321 51 n., 58 n.
368 48 n.
373-4 66 n.
378 51 n.
489 60 n.
499 157 n,, 159
532 51 n.
535 51 n.
548 52 n.
549 51 n.
614-25 139
615 48 n.

625 51 n., 157 n.

704 55 n.
916 157 n.
926 157 n.
985 56 n.
998 60 n.
1002 48 n.
1074 52 n.
1168 157 n.
1219 157 n.
1420-1 50 n.
Medea
83 58 n.
354 51 n.
386 51 n.
560 219
565—-6 160 n.
704 51 n.
714-15 47 n.
788 50 n.
1035-6 52 n.
1065-6 78
1125 55n.
1134 52 n.
1135 58 n.
1309 56 n.
1329 51 n.
1364 49 n.
Orestes
58-9 48 n.
101 157 n.
361 (t) 49 n.

Index of Passages

446 51 n.
745 158 n.
749 157 n.
781 50 n.
939-40 48 n.
1027-8 50 n.
1033 51 n.
1040 50 n.
1161 176
1211-13 163
1232 47 n.
1296 55 n.
1301 51 n.
1557 51 n.
1577 227 n.
1611 157 n.
Phoenissae
412 158 n.
1076 52 n.
1193 52 n.
1313 47 n.
1338 162 n.
1349 55 n.
1617 219
1689 51 n.
[Rhesus)
683 60 n.
761 47 n.
800-1 50 n.
841 51 n.
847 56 n.
870 51 n.
875 60 n.
Supplices
125-8 160
529 51 n.
944 60 n.
1059-60 161
1060 157 n.
Troades
8-9 49 n.
39-42 78-9
74 162 n.
97 45 n.
288 227 n.
375 58 n., 66 n.
380 45 n., 56 n.
386-7 69
387 47 n.
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Euripides Troades (contd.)

391 60 n.
505 157 n.
510 51 n.
622 55 n.
630-1 50 n.
630 51 n.
641-2 48 n.
677 58 n.
730 56 n.
740-1 60 n.
772 51 n.
879 60 n.
899 157 n.

904 50 n, 51 n.

906 58 n.
935 58 n.
961 81
1055-6 60 n.
1168-9 58 n.,
66 n.
1181 51 n.
1223 60 n.

Herodotus
1.2.1 29
1.8.1 232 n.
1.8.3 86
1.10.2 19,35
1.12.1 19
1.39.1 227 n.
1.73.3 148 n.
2.1.1 234 n.
2.35.3 234 n.
2.69.2 86 n.
2.91.2 86 n.
2.99.1 87
2.110.1 86 n.
2.111.4 86 n.
2.121.al1 86 n.
2.136.3-4 85
3.119.6 25
5.94.1 234 n.
7.62.2 29,32 n.
7.225.2 86 n.

Homer

Iliad
1.340 213 n.
1.578 213 n.

Index of Passages

Odyssey
1.170 129 n.

Lysias

1.4 107

1.5 108 n.

1.6 108 n., 235 n.
1.16 107

1.35 108 n.

1.39 108 n.

22 20

12.4 107 n.

30.1 227 n.

Plato

Apologia

20c4—6 137-8

29d4 68 n.
Charmides

159e10 236 n.
Crito

43al 37,129

43b1 129
Euthyphro

3e5-9 147

4a9-10 147
Gorgias

494d2-4 68 n.
Leges

743b1 20 n.
Lysis

205el 240 n.
Meno

75d2-7 148

76a8 138
Phaedo

57b1-2 66

58c9 44 n.

58e4 44 n.

59e6-7 44 n.

69e6-70a7 43

70b10 20 n.

80c2-d5 43

106e5 227 n.

115c2-3 138
Protagoras

310b6-8 15

310c5-7 15

331b5 240 n.

333b4-5 20



Respublica
3495 25 n.
434a 25 n.
Sophista
238b4 20 n.
Symposium
201c6 227 n.
Sophocles
Ajax
1-7 194
18-20 195
35 113 n.
38 128
40-2 131
46 127
48 126 n.
50 128
59-60 191 n.
68-70 196
68-9 191 n.
74 127
77 127 n.
84 127
89-90 132
95 126 n.
96 215 n.
97 128
97-9 51-2
99 197 n.
102 126, 128
103-6 201
105-10 66, 132-3

107 127 n,, 142 n.

118-20 142
118 126 n.
269-70 130
282 127 n.
288-91 133, 199
288-9 127
289 191 n.
293-4 252
296-7 191
334 126 n.
341 127 n.
377 127 n.
386 126 n.
392-3 207
393 127 n.
410-11 204 n.

Index of Passages

428-9 204 n.
430 127 n.
441-6 203
454-6 205
457-9 205
457 142 n.
460-4 134
462-3 192
463 127 n.
465 96 n.
466-8 67
473-6 134
482 191 n.
490-1 212 n.
496 52 n.
499 108 n.
500-3 195
510-11 91
510 108 n.
513 51n.
515 191 n.
519 126 n.
525-6 203
530 108 n.
531-3 67
532 127 n., 128
537 135 n.
540 127 n.
568 114 n.
575 191 n.
578-80 207
585 127 n.
589 126 n.
593 126 n.
654-6 198
664 241 n.
666—7 206
668-77 142
683 241 n.
687-9 207
692 191 n.
720-1 198
731-4 143
733-5 124
735-6 91 n.
743-4 198
747 127 n.
774-5 208
787-8 135 n.
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Sophocles Ajax (contd.) 1192-3 94 n.
791 51 n., 126 n. 1235 95
800 127 n. 1236 127 n.
809 127 n. 1253-4 93
815-16 201 1255-6 204
824 191 n. 1269 191 n.
842 49 n. 1273 126 n.
844 191 n. 1280 135 n.
845-9 193 1290 127 n.
850-1 94 1291 126 n.
859-60 194 1298-1303 200
892-5 192 1310-12 199
892 127 n. 1325 127 n.
896 51 n. 1326-7 200
898-9 202 1328 126 n.
905 127 n. 1330-1 218 n.
916-17 212 n. 1342-5 205
920 127 n. 1344 51 n.
9445 202 1356 127 n.
961-3 196 1364 126 n.
966-8 46 1367 135 n.
969-70 48 1374-5 202
977-8 127 1381-2 200
979 52 n. Antigone
983-4 196 1 112
984 127 n. 4-6 216
985-6 179 n,, 217 n. 5 215n.
986 184 n. 7 138 n.
1000-1 206 11-14 61, 120
1006-12 143 27 215 n.
1012-16 197 39 188 n.
1012 127 n. 44—-6 184
1015-16 114 n. 55-7 120
1017-18 204 58-9 50 n, 52 n.
1024 127 n. 61-2 188
1026 126 n. 67-8 212 n.
1033 49 n. 69-72 187
1049 135 n. 71 188 n.
1051 126 n. 85 188 n.
1073-4 203 149-58 191 n.
1073 173 170-4 61
1077 96 n., 102 n. 170 120 n.
1100-11 135 n. 195 66 n.
1100 157 n. 198-201 98
1111-14 198 229-30 131 n.
1147-9 95 233-4 183
1158 126 n. 237-40 183
1160 200 n. 238-9 189 n, 212 n.
1182—-4 208 249-58 193 n.



255-6 216
268-73 183
271 173

272 189 n.
319 188 n.
324 215 n., 217 n.
388-90 13,218
389-90 212 n.
390 188 n.
402 142 n., 197 n.
407-10 210
408 184 n.
409 210 n.
409-10 179 n.
417-21 94
420-1 92 n.
437-9 220
443 215 n.
460-2 46 n.
517 56 n.

522 51 n.
523-5 189
524-5 64 n.
525 23

538-9 212 n.
544 215 n.
546 52 n.

547 188 n.
552 188 n.
559-60 45
635-40 101
655 188 n.
668 188 n.
750—-1 48 n.
758-61 62
763 56 n.
769-72 153
839 96 n.

886 188 n.
900 188 n.
909-10 25
913 188 n.
923-4 218 n.
1014 188 n.
1042 188 n.
1078-9 114 n.
1092 188 n.
1099 188 n.
1166 188 n.

Index of Passages 277

1172-3 51
1173-5 55
1175-6 96
1211 188 n.
1240 202 n.
1278-83 56

Electra

1-3 26, 62 n.
1-2 193 n.

4 239n.
9-10 251

10 239 n.

16 195 n.
23-37 231-7
32-3 198 n.
47-50 554
48-50 235 n.
67 97

80-2 126
252 173

266 128
266-70 100
287-92 63
291 50 n.
296-7 113 n.
314-8 144
320 96 n.
328 135 n.
354 126 n.
365-7 190 n.
387-91 145
388 135 n.
407 126 n.
409 135 n.
411 96 n.
437 51 n.
516-27 226-30
523-7 48-9
526 173
558-9 135 n.
579 126 n.
582-3 22,45
591 135n.
602 54 n.
612 135 n.
660-80 237-43
670 96 n.
671-3 55
671 126 n.
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Sophocles Electra (contd.) 1482 50 n.
674 50 n. 1491-2 216
769 135 n. 1491 215 n.
773 135 n. 1493-6 49
777-9 99 1493-4 130
788-90 118 1493 135 n.
808—-12 145 1501-7 179
812 128 1501-4 50
879-80 211 Oedipus Coloneus
883-4 135 n. 44-6 118
921 127 66-9 155
923 135 n. 111-12 104
924 51 n. 258-65 156
926 135 n. 258-62 175
927 51 n. 265-7 117,218
954-7 36,99, 299-307 105

181 301 103
959-62 101 305-6 103
975 135 n. 322-3 108
1001 135 n. 328 117
1035-6 116 332-3 116
1053-4 212 n. 335 154 n.
1055-6 190 n. 344 112 n.
1103 135 n. 348-52 211
1149-56 57 355-6 115
1149 120 n. 357-8 154 n.
1171-1226 243-8 365-6 111
1174 135 n. 370 112 n.
1176 135 n. 382-4 117
1184 135 n. 401 154 n.
1191 135 n. 402 115 n.
1193 135 n. 411 115 n.
1211-12 135 412 154 n.
1212 135 n. 414-17 108
1301-3 218 457-60 95
1304-5 93 495-6 215
1346 135 n. 559 112 n.
1349-50 116 564 113 n.
1349 126 n. 566-7 212 n.
1358 135 n. 576 112 n.
1360 200 n. 577 184 n.
1361-3 121 582 52 n.
1400-2 146 588 109
1402 139 n. 599-600 115
1426 (lyr.) 53 n. 607-11 58
1430-1 142 n. 621 112 n.
1450-1 123 643 114 n.
1450 128 647 95

1466 215 n. 655 113 n.



664-7 106

667 103

729-31 104
732-3 212 n.

756 96 n.

757-8 112 n., 114 n.
787-90 109

794 112 n.
849-50 114 n.
904-6 113

924-7 115

935 175n, 177 n.
939-43 109-10
956-8 219, 212 n.
963 112 n.
969-71 155 n.
979 108 n.
988-90 99
1014-15 118 n.
1015 196 n.

1020 186 n.

1023 215 n.
1040-1 46 n., 110
1115 212 n.

1130 113 n.
1151-2 212 n.
1170 154 n.

1173 108 n., 112 n.
1175-6 215 n.
1175 217 n.

1178 215 n.

1200 112 n.

1207 112 n.

1275 109 n.
1291-2 102

1293 112 n.
1305-7 67 n.
1327-30 110
1334-5 212 n.
1340 112 n.

1342 114 n.
1354-6 111
1405-6 212 n.
1441 51 n.

1471 94 n.
1528-9 108

1583 52 n., 53 n.
1613 58 n.
1626-8 185
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1631-3 113
1653-9 64

Oedipus Tyrannus

1-3 127 n, 131
1 91n.
14 118 n.
22-4 112 n.
70-1 198 n.
85-90 146-7, 149 n.
89 139 n.
106-9 148
118-19 69
118 51 n.
122-3 9-10, 23,
119, 170
126-9 149
230-2 212
242-3 198 n.
276-9 186
326-7 212 n, 218 n.
328 68 n., 215 n.
332-3 209
369-71 209
370-1 212 n.
373 236 n.
376-7 212 n.
402-3 175 n., 177 n.
415-21 149
421 236 n.
433-4 212 n,
218 n.
550 175 n., 177 n.
555-6 214
558-60 150
613-15 120, 212 n.
619 186 n.
644-5 50 n.
705-6 212 n., 218 n.
715-16 252
740-1 159 n.
758-62 113
774 195 n.
800-1 253
821-2 113 n.
822 51 n.
827 195 n.
836-8 151
840 184 n.
854 108 n.



Sophocles Oedipus Tyrannus (contd.)

855-6 46 n., 62
936 236 n.
941-3 52
948-9 49 n.
952-4 151
972 202 n.
985-6 212 n.
987-8 92
994-6 114
1025-7 151
1056 228 n.

1084-5 184 n., 217 n.

1121-6 152
1166 51 n.
1232 215 n.
1232-3 153
1234-5 55
1244-8 59
1266-7 218 n.
1295 236 n.
1389-90 212 n.
1409-15 220
1417-18 212 n.
1454 49 n.
1459-61 217
1461 215 n., 217 n.
1504-5 48 n.

Philoctetes

3-4 193 n.
36—7 240 n.
59 96 n.

76 51 n.
111-12 154 n.
227-33 221
261-5 211
327-8 93
329-33 53
332 212 n.
334 51 n.,69n.
411 92

414 56 n.
416-18 68
426-30 47
428-30 33
435 56 n.

497 51 n.

503 202 n.

Index of Passages

611 215 n.
622-7 214-5
674-5 212 n.
912-13 216 n.
933 96 n.
961 51 n.
962 50 n.
1019 51 n.
1030 50 n.
1035 50 n., 58 n.
1144 51 n.
1225 154 n.
1227 150, 152 n., 161
1285 51 n.
1404 154 n.
1443 183 n.
1444 51 n.
Trachiniae
3 51n.
90 215 n.
185 114 n.
192 154 n.
236 96 n.
242 154 n.
288 96
320-1 212 n.,
218 n.
383 51 n.
399 92
403 137 n., 154 n.
422 184 n.
434-5 212 n.
457-8 212 n.
459 154 n.
465-7 98
545—-6 154 n.
603 112 n.
667 96 n.
708 51 n.
714—-18 155
732-3 212 n.
742-3 154 n., 212 n.
753 96
802 50 n.
817-18 154 n.
855 118 n.
874-7 53
1066 113 n.



1102
1133
1144
1168
1231

Theocritus

Ldylls

113 n.
112 n.

51 n.
96 n.

154 n.

295 227 n.

Thucydides

1.20.2 40

Index of Passages

1.114.2 40
1.31.2 40
6.9.3 20,35

Xenophon
Anabasis
1.2.7 37
[Xenophon]
Respublica Atheniensium
3.10 21
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